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FOREWORD 

Robert R Gordon 

Michael Perry Weitzman 

It has been some consolation to the family and the colleagues of Michael Weitzman 
that this, the first of his projected two volumes on the Syriac Version of the Old 
Testament (otherwise known as the Peshitta), was already at proof stage at the time of 
his lamented death, at the age of fifty-one, on 21 March 1998. A number of ground
breaking essays on the subject had already given promise of what we now have in our 
possession - a landmark study of the Peshitta version of the Old Testament. 

Michael Weitzman came up to Cambridge in 1963 to read Hebrew and Aramaic for 
the Oriental Studies Tripos. In the entrance scholarship examination at St John's 
College he was awarded an Open Scholarship in Hebrew, Greek and Latin. This was 
just the beginning of a brilliant undergraduate career in which he achieved first class 
honours in both parts of the Tripos (1965 and 1967), while simultaneously studying 
for an external degree in mathematics from London University, where he obtained a 
first class in 1968. During his time in Cambridge he won several college and university 
prizes, crowning these successes in 1971 when he returned to sit the examination for 
the rarely awarded Tyrwhitt's Hebrew Scholarship and Mason Prize for Biblical 
Hebrew. 

In his undergraduate days Michael happily indulged his fascination with Hebrew 
and the Semitic languages generally, and was soon developing a complementary inter
est in the ancient versions of the Hebrew Bible. His work on his Hebrew set texts filled a 
succession of little notebooks with comments on philology and the renderings of the 
major ancient versions. These, with characteristic generosity, were afterwards passed 
on to contemporaries who might have a use for them in succeeding years. If a modern 
language became desirable for study purposes a sufficient familiarity with it would 
soon be acquired. And yet, alongside the gifted intellect and the erudition there was a 
gentleness of attitude toward other people and their limitations, and a sense of humour 
that delighted in finding simple things amusing, while it could just as easily erupt in a 
trilingual pun. 

Michael's linguistic and mathematical interests combined in the doctoral disserta
tion that he wrote at University College, London, and for which he was awarded his 
Ph.D. in 1974. It was entitled A Statistical Approach to Textual Criticism, with Special 
Reference to the Peshitta Version of the Old Testament, ran to two volumes, and 
required the appointment of both a statistician and a Semitist as examiners. Here he 
applied himself to the study of text-critical methodology, and in particular to the 
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analysis of manuscript relationships, developing statistical models and applying 
distributional criteria to the mapping of manuscripts whose genealogical relationships 
are no longer recoverable. The dissertation itself was never published, but some idea of 
its focus and method can be gleaned from several published articles, including one 
which takes as its starting-point the complex manuscript situation affecting Cyprian's 
De Unitate. Later work on the Peshitta Psalter also had its genesis at the dissertation 
stage. 

This interest in the Peshitta version extended, however, to all its principal aspects. 
Since he believed the Peshitta to be a more cohesive translation than was apparent from 
previous studies of individual books, Michael set out to produce a comprehensive 
account of the version. Prominent among his publications over a twenty-year period 
were a number that addressed fundamental Peshitta questions such as the version's 
community background and date of origin, literary style, relation with the Hebrew 
textual tradition and the other ancient versions, and the characteristics of its manu
script groupings. In this regard, special mention may be made of the essay entitled, 
'The Interpretative Character of the Syriac Old Testament', contributed to volume 1 of 
Hebrew Bible/Old Testament: The History of Its Interpretation, edited by M. Saebe 
(Gottingen, 1996, pp. 587-611). 

These studies, whether published in journals or as chapters in edited volumes, were 
invariably substantial and significant. In them he argued for the originality of readings 
in the ninth-century Or Ms 58 of the Biblioteca Medicea Laurenziana, Florence 
(Leiden si glum 9a 1), found evidence of two translation hands in the Peshitta of Samuel 
(a refinement more characteristic of the more advanced type of research associated 
with the Septuagint, the Peshitta's elder sibling), and propounded the theory that it was 
the poor state of the Hebrew Vorlage of the Syriac books of Chronicles that was 
responsible for the waywardness of a translation whose peculiarities have sometimes 
seen it classed as some kind of Syriac Targum. In one of his last studies, which has now 
appeared posthumously in Targum Studies II (ed. P. V. M. Flesher, 1998, pp. 159-93) -
a volume is dedicated to his memory - this question of the status of Peshitta Chronicles 
is addressed and the conclusion reached that only if the term Targum' is seriously rede
fined could it embrace Peshitta Chronicles. The influence of Jewish liturgy and rabbini
cal thought on the Peshitta, and notably of the Qaddish prayer within the Peshitta of 
Chronicles, became a subject of special interest in recent years. 

By a happy coincidence Michael was engaging in his research at the same time as the 
volumes of the Leiden Peshitta Edition were being published. He did not join the 
Leiden team as a collaborator but was regularly in correspondence with the editors, 
visited the Peshitta Institute from time to time, and had access to all draft materials 
held there. The present volume was written in association with the Peshitta Institute 
and the Leiden Institute for the Study of Religions, and in particular their 'The Hebrew 
Bible and Its Ancient Versions' programme. In addition, Michael was an official collab
orator on the Concordance to the Old Testament in Syriac project, was one of the 
editors working on the new Annotated English Translation of the Peshitta, and had 
accepted an invitation to be an external supervisor of a Peshitta Institute/Free 
University of Amsterdam project dealing with the computer-assisted linguistic analy
sis of the Peshitta. 



Foreword xi 

While his own major Peshitta enterprise was developing, Michael was publishing in 
other, strictly unrelated, areas, applying his statistical and linguistic skills to such 
matters as verb frequency and source criticism in the Hebrew Bible, statistical patterns 
in Hebrew and Arabic roots, the distribution and pronunciation of Hebrew root conso
nants, Hebrew lexicography, and the retroversion of the Greek minor versions from the 
Syro-Hexaplar. With the late Chaim Bermant he co-authored Ebla: An Archaeological 
Enigma (London and New York, 1979), a work of haute vulgarisation - he enjoyed the 
term! - which offered to a wider public some insight into the significance of this ancient 
city and its archive at a quite early stage in Ebla studies. The book was translated into 
five other languages between 1979 and 1986. While all this researching and publishing 
was going on, he was carrying a full teaching load at University College, London, 
where he was appointed a Lecturer in 1972 and a Reader in 1997. A good number of 
other institutions and examining boards, operating at both the secondary and tertiary 
level, benefited from his selfless interest in the promotion of Hebrew and related 
studies. 

Hebrew and Aramaic Studies at Cambridge has produced a number of Semitists 
who have distinguished themselves in academic and public life during the twentieth 
century. None was more brilliant or more truly a scholar than Michael Weitzman, and 
we can but congratulate ourselves on our good fortune in having this volume by which 
to remember him, even if it also reminds us that we have been denied so much by his 
passing. 





PREFACE 

The Syriac version investigated here has been known, at least since the ninth century, as 
the Peshitta. It is not the only translation of the Old Testament into Syriac, but the 
others - which are in part revisions of it and in part daughter-versions made from the 
Greek Bible - cannot challenge the status of the Peshitta as the Syriac version. 

The new edition of the text, under the general editorship of the Peshitta Institute in 
Leiden, has finally set research into the Peshitta on a sound textual basis, and has 
already inspired a number of important studies of individual biblical books. At the 
same time, however, it is important to keep sight of the impressive degree of cohesion 
between the different books in this biblical version. Hence the present study, which - at 
least in principle - is concerned with the biblical books as a whole. 

The use in the book title of the Christian term 'Old Testament' for the Hebrew scrip
tures calls for some explanation. Whether the translators were Jewish or Christian is a 
matter for debate, and indeed one of the principal issues in this book. What is undeni
able, however, is that the Syriac version of these biblical books has been handed down 
exclusively by the eastern churches, which view them as the Old Testament. I have pre
ferred to start out from this fact, and in this concur with the Leiden editors. 

The word 'introduction' also deserves remark. Elsewhere, it suggests an elementary 
treatment confined to areas of consensus; but in biblical studies it is traditional for an 
'introduction' to enter into detail and also to expound the author's own views, whether 
widely accepted or not. It is in that sense that the present work aims to serve as an intro
duction. 

Perhaps more than any other student of the Peshitta, I am indebted to each and 
every member of the international team of scholars whose contributions - in particular 
the painstaking collations - make up the new edition. I am especially grateful to Dr Piet 
Dirksen, Dr Konrad Jenner, former and current heads of the Peshitta Institute, who 
have answered my many queries and made me very welcome. In Leiden I have been 
much stimulated by discussions with three generations of scholars, who also include Dr 
Marinus Koster, Professor Arie van der Kooij and Professor Luc van Rompay, and Dr 
Bas ter Haar Romeny. As for Professor P. A. H. de Boer and Professor Martin Mulder, 
it is only to their memory that I can pay tribute. 

I have also greatly benefited from discussions and correspondence with other col
leagues, notably Dr Sebastian Brock, Dr Anthony Gelston, Professor Jan Joosten, 
Professor Robert Gordon, the Reverend David Lane and Professor J. B. Segal. Their 
comments on draft chapters have been especially valuable. From my students I have 
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learnt at least as much, especially from Matthew Morgenstern and from Dr Gillian 
Greenberg, who has generously read through the whole text. I am grateful to them all. 

To enable me to complete this work, Professor John Klier arranged for me to be 
relieved of undergraduate teaching duties during the academic year 1995-6. As depart
mental head he has been unprecedentedly supportive, and deserves my heartfelt 
thanks. 

Constant use has been made of Dr Williams's Library, the libraries of the University 
of London and its schools, and the holdings of the Peshitta Institute in Leiden. The 
help that I have received is gratefully acknowledged. 

This book is dedicated to my children Gail and Alexander, who have had to compete 
with the Peshitta for my attention for as long they can remember. I can only hope to 
have struck the right balance. 
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1 
Introduction 

The eastern churches have preserved a translation of the Hebrew Bible into Syriac. The 
Syriac language was the Aramaic dialect of Edessa (today's Urfa, in south-east Turkey) 
and of its province Osrhoene; and it was the medium by which Christianity spread 
from Edessa over Mesopotamia and the Iranian plateau. Yet internal evidence leaves 
no doubt that the translation was made from a Hebrew text, rather than from the 
Greek Bible, which had official status in the early church.1 The translation thus has 
links both with early eastern Christianity and with Judaism, and the nature of those 
links is a question central to the origin of the version. In discussing it, we shall have to 
take care not to treat 'Judaism' and 'Christianity' as two simple homogeneous entities, 
given the variety which the archaeological discoveries of this century have revealed in 
either religion. 

The Syriac version is not, of course, the only known case of a translation made from 
a Hebrew original but preserved by the church. An earlier instance was the Old Greek 
version, commonly called the Septuagint (or LXX). In the case of LXX, however, the 
general religious context is clear. First, the version is simply too early to be Christian. 
Moreover, a Jewish origin, at least for the version of the Torah, is acknowledged in such 
Jewish sources as the letter of Aristeas and the Talmud.2 The reason for its abandon
ment by the Jews is also evident, namely its adoption by the church. For the Syriac 
version, by contrast, the evidence of date would admit Christian as well as Jewish 
origin. Furthermore, there is no reference to this version in Jewish sources, or rather 
not until the Middle Ages.3 Its religious context is thus obscure, and in particular the 
silence of the Jewish sources, given that the translation was made from the Hebrew, 
demands explanation. 

The place of origin is identified by many as Edessa, where the Syriac dialect is 
already attested at the turn of the era. Also popular, however, is the theory that the 
version originated further east, in Adiabene, whose king Izates converted to Judaism 
during Claudius' reign (41-54 CE). This theory, and the general question of the loca
tion of the Syriac version, are further discussed in later chapters. 

1 The theory that the Syriac version goes back to the Hebrew not directly but through a Jewish Aramaic 
translation is examined - and rejected - in chapter 3 below. 

2 See TB Meg. 9a and parallels (which shares the story of 72 translators placed by "Ptolemy" in separate 
cells), and Soferim 1:7 (which instead mentions just five translators, whose version of the Torah was as dis
astrous as the Golden Calf). On these rabbinic traditions, see most recently G. Veltri, Eine Torah fur den 
Konig Talmai, Tubingen 1994. 

3 On the Jewish references to P from the Middle Ages, and allegedly earlier, see pp. 160-2 below. 

1 



2 Introduction 

The theory that the translation was made by or for the converts in Adiabene would 
imply a date in the first century CE. Even aside from that theory, the translation must 
pre-date the fourth-century Syriac fathers Aphrahat and Ephrem, who cite it exten
sively. It can in fact hardly be later than about 200 CE, since it uses a particle that 
Ephrem no longer understood.4 Around the end of the fourth century, we are told that 
nothing was remembered of the translators' identity or circumstances,5 and this fact 
likewise suggests a date hardly if at all later than 200 CE. 

That the whole translation is of a single date should not be taken for granted, since 
differences in translation technique emerge between the different books. Native tradi
tion too speaks of a number of different translators (though not necessarily in different 
eras). Thus the unity of the translation, as well as its date, place and religious back
ground, all merit discussion. 

Quite apart from its own interest, the translation has an important bearing on both 
earlier and later writings. In relation to the Hebrew text of the Bible, this is the earliest 
translation of the whole canon into another Semitic language. It is thus potentially an 
important witness to the biblical text, and at the very least shows how the Hebrew text 
was understood at a particular (if as yet unidentified) time and place. In subsequent 
centuries also, the translation assumes new importance as the basis of the rich litera
ture of Syriac-speaking Christianity, while the history of its text reflects the history of 
the constituent churches.6 

The name of the translation 

The translation has long been known by the name Peshitta (Syriac: Hfh\,iT«Q. Here the 
abbreviation P will be used to indicate the translation, or sometimes the translator. 

The name Peshitta is first found in two works by Moses bar Kepa (c 813-903): his 
Hexaemeron7 and his introduction to the Psalms.8 The form is a passive participle from 
the root whose primary meaning is "stretch out". The gender is feminine, to agree 
with the noun rCiMiui "version" understood. The etymological sequence of different 
dentals Itti in the name is not tolerated in pronunciation, which would be either Pshita 
or Pshitta in the east and Pshito in the west.9 

In Syriac, as in Jewish Aramaic, the meaning of the participle sometimes 
developed from "stretched out" to "straight, straightforward, simple, obvious". Its 

4 This is the particle x. in Gen. 1:1. See p. 253 below, as well as G. Goldenberg, "Bible Translations and 
Syriac Idiom" in MPI8, pp. 25-39, especially pp. 28-9. 

5 See the references cited on p. 146 in the commentary on the Twelve Prophets by Theodore of Mopsuestia 
(c. 35(M28). 

6 See the chapter entitled "Text and Context" in D.J. Lane, The Peshitta of Leviticus [=MPI 6], Leiden 1994, 
pp. 157-72. 

7 Syriac text with French translation cited in J.P.P. Martin, Introduction a la Critique Textuelle du Nouveau 
Testament: Partie Theorique, Paris (1883], p. 100. German translation in L. Schlimme, Der 
Hexaemeronkommentar des Moses bar Kepha, Wiesbaden 1977, vol. 1, p. 172. 

8 G. Diettrich, Eine jakobitische Einleitung in den Psalter (=BZAW 5), Giessen 1901, p. 115. Moses bar 
Kepha's authorship was demonstrated by J.-M. Voste, "L'introduction de Mose bar Kepha aux Psaumes 
de David", Revue Biblique 38 (1929), pp. 214-28. 

9 E. Nestle, "Zum Namen der syrischen Bibelubersetzung Peschitta" in ZDMG47 (1893), pp. 157-9 argued 
for simple /t/; the spelling in the title was etymological only. E. Konig argued for a doubled Itl, in "Zum 
Namen der syrischen Bibelubersetzung Peschitta" ZDMG 47 (1893), pp. 316-19. In the west, consonants 
are no longer doubled. 



The framework of Peshitta research 3 

counterpart BIEfS in Mishnaic Hebrew likewise came to mean "straightforward". The 
related Hebrew noun tSEJS is used from the eleventh century onward of biblical inter
pretation, and denotes the "simple" meaning, as opposed to homiletics read into the 
text. The name Peshitta may likewise mean "the simple (version)".10 

An alternative explanation for the name Peshitta is that the participle instead devel
oped from 'stretched out' to mean 'widespread'. On that view, the name Peshitta would 
be analogous to Vulgata "common text"." No analogy, however, can be found for such 
usage in Syriac, and so the meaning 'simple' may be preferred. 

The simplicity, according to Barhebraeus, lies in P's "rejection of ornate language" 
(4cM*M iiy).12 Moses bar Kepa contrasts the Peshitta with the Syrohexapla version 
(based on LXX) produced in 615-17 CE; by comparison, P is indeed simple. It is 
unlikely, however, that the name is actually a translation of Greek corXa, to contrast 
with e^oorXa.13 First, only in Greek would this contrast be recognised; moreover, the 
term Peshitta is also used for the standard text of the New Testament, where no 
Hexapla existed, and the contrast is rather with the more literal Harklean version, like
wise produced in the seventh century.14 

The framework of Peshitta research 

The extant texts of P are separated from the other extant forms of the Hebrew Bible by 
many removes. When we study the relationship of P to these other textual witnesses, all 
the different stages have to be taken into account. The more we attribute to one such 
stage, the less can be attributed to the others: for example, in relation to the discrepan
cies between P and MT, the more are ascribed to translation technique, the fewer can be 
ascribed to a difference in the Hebrew Vorlage. 

The various stages that must be considered are summarised in fig. 1. Here, some of 
the vertical lines represent descent by copying, while others represent mental processes, 
as indicated in the figure. Genealogies of this sort in studies of the biblical text are 
inevitably over-simplified and therefore unfashionable. In this case, for example, no 
account is taken of variations within MT, nor of possible variations in the genealogy 
between one book and another. Moreover, it sometimes happened that a scribe copying 
one manuscript also consulted a second manuscript from a different family, and so 
blurred together different lines of descent. Even so, it is important to have the basic 
underlying relations clearly in mind. To deny the legitimacy of any such scheme out
right is in effect to affirm that readings circulated at random, which would misrepresent 
matters far more seriously. 

In any biblical book, the Hebrew texts that now survive and the Hebrew source (tech
nically termed the Vorlage) used by the translator of P are of common origin. This is 

1 0 The verb t22?E and the noun t&1fi?B are already applied in the Talmud to biblical exegesis, but there seem 
primarily to denote interpretation recognised as obviously authoritative rather than simple interpretation 
per se. See R. Loewe, "The 'Plain' Meaning of Scripture in Early Jewish Exegesis", Papers of the Institute 
of Jewish Studies London, ed. J.G. Weiss, Jerusalem 1964, pp. 140-85, especially p. 181. 

I ! So e.g. R. Payne Smith, Thesaurus Syriacus, Oxford 1897-1901, col. 3319 ('versio vulgata, communis, 
popularis'). 1 2 Arabic text cited in N. Wiseman, Horae Syriacae, Rome 1828, p. 92. 

" F. Field, Origenis Hexaplorum Quae Supersunt... Fragmenta, Oxford 1875, vol. 1, p. ix, n. l . 
1 4 Nestle, "Zum Namen", p. 159. 
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not merely because both go back ultimately to the lost original text of the Bible. The 
lines of transmission leading down to MT on the one hand, and to the Vorlage of P on 
the other, had much in common, since MT and P share various inferior readings of 
which some other extant forms of the text - such as 4QSama and LXX in Samuel - are 
free. In these cases, where an erroneous reading stands in MT and P but not in all wit
nesses, it is a fair conclusion that that inferior reading already stood in the latest 
common ancestor of both MT and the Vorlage of P. How many generations of copies 
lay between that latest common ancestor and the original Hebrew text, we cannot tell. 

Further errors may have arisen in the transmission of the Hebrew between that latest 
common ancestor and MT. In principle, these should not be present in the alternative 
line of transmission leading to the Vorlage of P, nor in more distantly related authori
ties such as LXX. Conversely, errors may have arisen in the transmission of the Hebrew 
between the latest common ancestor and the Vorlage of P. We may expect these to have 
given rise to errors confined to P and absent both from MT and from LXX (and other 
more distantly related witnesses). It may prove difficult, however, to distinguish such 
errors in P's Hebrew Vorlage from errors made in the translation process itself. 

Between the written Hebrew text which lay before the translator and the Hebrew text 
which he attempted to put into Syriac, various stages intervene. The former text may be 
thought of as two-dimensional: the text as set out upon the page. The latter is instead 
linear: the text as divided into segments, which the translator processes one by one. 
These segments of the Hebrew Vorlage, as will be shown below, normally contained 
more than one word. No doubt the translator made every effort to convert the written 
text into a linear sequence of segments accurately, but on occasion he may inadver
tently have failed. A particular difficulty was that he constantly had to read a segment 
in the Hebrew Vorlage, write down a Syriac translation in his own book, and then to 
return to the next segment in the Hebrew Vorlage. Fatigue or carelessness could have 
caused him to return to the wrong point, and thus to omit a particular segment, or 
perhaps to render it twice. 

Once the translator had begun to work on a given segment, he had to read all its 
letters; and here too he may have encountered difficulty. In some such passages, his 
decipherment of any doubtful letters may have been false. There may also have been 
places where he could not decipher anything at all; such passages had to be treated by 
the same expedients as were applied to texts that could be read but not understood, as 
considered in detail below. 

After the segment had been delimited and its letters read, the translator next had to 
understand it. Here the first step was to identify what morphemes (i.e. elements of 
vocabulary and grammar) were present. Like any other reader of an unpointed text, the 
translator would examine the words in turn, picking up any "pattern clues" of morpho
logical form within the word under scrutiny and any "syntactic clues" in neighbouring 
words.15 

What other sources the translators might have had, beyond the consonantal Hebrew 
text, and what authority they might have attached to these, will need to be discussed. 
One possibility to investigate is that they had a reading tradition, which indicated the 

1 5 H. Rosen, A Textbook of Israeli Hebrew, Chicago 1962, p. vii. 
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pronunciation of the Hebrew text, at least in some passages. It is also possible that they 
had access to LXX or to some other written form of the Greek Bible. Yet another sug
gestion is that they had manuscripts of one or other of the Jewish Aramaic versions, or 
alternatively that they drew upon orally transmitted Aramaic renderings for particular 
phrases in the text. However, a consonantal Hebrew text was the translators' primary 
source, as will become clear below. 

Upon first scanning a segment of text, the translator may have found one (or more) 
of the Hebrew words to be patient of more than one identification. He would then 
check these alternatives against the resulting overall sense implied by each for the whole 
phrase. He may have gone through this process of re-appraisal more than once. Thus 
the final understanding proceeds phrase by phrase, rather than word by word.16 

The normal outcome was that the translator found only one set of identifications of 
the morphemes to be viable. These would have led to the plain sense of the whole 
segment, without ambiguity, at least in the translator's own mind. The translator's 
success here would have depended on his prior knowledge of Hebrew, and his skill in 
applying that knowledge to the Hebrew Vorlage. 

Having identified the plain sense uniquely, the translator usually wished to convey it 
precisely; but this was not always so. On occasion, he may instead have wished to 
improve it either on grounds internal to the text (e.g. by resolving a logical contradic
tion) or on external grounds (e.g. by removing an element which had become theologi
cally objectionable, such as a reference to God changing his purpose). 

It did not always happen, however, that the translator arrived at a unique plain sense. 
An alternative possibility is that he hesitated between two different but viable possibili
ties; in that case he may have chosen just one, but with some misgivings, or he may even 
have preserved both alternatives in a doublet translation. At the other extreme, he may 
have found the Hebrew so obscure as to yield no plain sense for the whole segment at 
all, even though he may have identified various morphemes within it. In such cases, the 
translator would have had recourse to special techniques or supplementary sources, 
since he was still expected to produce some form of translation. As special techniques, 
he might stretch the sense of the morphemes identified, or tacitly emend the Hebrew 
text in order to obtain clear sense, or guess from the context. Supplementary sources 
might have been other scriptural passages, other biblical versions or exegetical tradi
tions; the possibilities are considered in detail in chapter 2. 

A distinction may be drawn at this point between construal and interpretation. The 
construal of a segment may be defined as the derivation of its plain sense, so far as is 
possible. The normal outcome, as stated above, is that the whole segment yields plain 
sense without ambiguity. Where, however, more than one possibility for the plain sense 
is found, construal is the derivation of the alternative meanings; and where no plain 
sense for the segment can be derived at all, construal means identifying whatever mor
phemes one can. Interpretation is then the gap between the results of construal and the 
sense which the translator actually tries to express. It need not occur at every point in 
the text; and where it does, it can take different forms. In cases where construal yielded 
a unique plain sense, interpretation may modify it, e.g. in order to remove a perceived 

1 6 J. Barr, The Typology of Literalism, Gdttingen 1979, pp. 296-7. 
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logical or theological difficulty. In cases where construal yielded two or more alterna
tive meanings, interpretation consists of choosing between these; and where construal 
gave no satisfactory sense, techniques such as guesswork to which the translators 
resorted constitute yet another type of interpretation. 

The translators' understanding of the text, once reached, had to be conveyed 
through an appropriate choice of words and constructions in Syriac. This was another 
side of the translators' skill, quite apart from the understanding of the text. How far 
they may have drawn here upon pre-existing renderings in Aramaic, either in written or 
in fixed oral form, is a question to be discussed below. 

The Syriac mss extant today are separated from the translators' original work by 
some generations of copying. All canonical books survive in the seventh-century man
uscript 7a 1 in Milan, but for most books we already have copies from the sixth century 
and for a few books from the fifth. These last include the oldest dated biblical ms in any 
language.17 There are also citations of particular passages in the fourth-century fathers 
Aphrahat and Ephrem, but even these are at least a century later than the translation 
itself. 

Even where the extant witnesses agree, they do not necessarily preserve the text that 
left the hand of the translator. A number of changes - both involuntary corruptions 
and deliberate 'improvements' or annotations - entered the text so early that no extant 
ms is free of them. These readings can all be termed errors, in the sense that they depart 
from the original text, although some were introduced deliberately. We may suppose 
that, in any given biblical book, all the extant witnesses to the Syriac text derive from a 
lost ancestor which already had these errors. This latest common ancestor (technically 
termed the archetype) of all the extant mss was thus itself a copy, distinct from and 
perhaps some generations removed from the original translation. The only hope of 
removing these changes lies in conjectural emendation. 

Finally, although the extant Syriac biblical mss show an impressive degree of unifor
mity, they are not identical. An important part of our task, therefore, is to choose 
between the rival readings where the Syriac mss disagree. This will in turn require crite
ria which will inform the choice, and will also carry implications for the history of the 
text. 

However over-simplified, the above survey suffices to highlight a major difficulty in 
the study of P. Of the many stages in the history and development of the text as traced 
in fig. 1, we can observe only two: the extant mss of MT in Hebrew, and of P in Syriac.18 

Hence it is not always possible to identify which of the many factors considered in fig. 1 
have determined the relationship between these two forms of the text in any given 
passage. For example, where the translator seems aware of the sense of a rare Hebrew 
word, did he have prior linguistic knowledge or make a clever deduction from the 
context? Where P agrees with another version against the plain sense of MT, should we 
suppose that the two versions had a different Vorlage from MT, or that one version has 
1 7 This is the palimpsest 5phl, dated to 771 of the Seleucid era, i.e. 459/60 CE. Manuscript 5bl on the 

Pentateuch is dated to 775 of that era, i.e. 463/4 CE. 
1 8 The authorities excluded from fig.l may be helpful here and there, but not on a regular basis, either 

because they belong to families which branched off too early (e.g. LXX and various Qumran texts) or 
because they are translations from a text of the same type preserved in the original language in MT (e.g. 
Aquila, the Targums). 
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influenced the other, or that the two translators arrived at similar results independently 
in the face of the same difficulties in the Hebrew text? We shall constantly be weighing 
the probabilities of alternative explanations, without necessarily having any certain 
basis for a decision. 

Existing research on the Peshitta 

It is not necessary to present here a summary of existing research on the Peshitta, since 
that task has already been discharged admirably in two book-length works: the com
pendium (in German) prepared by Haefeli19 and the new survey (in Italian) by 
Dirksen.20 Briefer surveys have been provided by van Puyvelde,21 Brock,22 de Boer,23 

Goshen-Gottstein24 and Joosten.25Another important tool provided by Dirksen is his 
very full classified and annotated bibliography, published in 1989 and updated in 
1992.26 Altogether, therefore, it is only necessary here to trace the main contours of 
Peshitta research. 

First in logic, though only latterly accomplished, is the collation of the manu
scripts. The earliest text of the Peshitta of the Old Testament to circulate among 
western scholars was prepared by the Maronite scholar Gabriel Sionita for the Paris 
polyglot of 1645. That text was based largely on the almost contemporary Paris man
uscript "Syriaques 6" (Leiden siglum: 17a5), and suffered badly from errors accumu
lated over the centuries. Yet it formed the main basis for subsequent editions until the 
turn of the twentieth century. The London polyglot of 1657 added some variant read
ings from two mss, which, however, were again no earlier than the seventeenth 
century.27 It is true that Lee's edition of 1823, often reprinted and until recently the 
most accessible text, claimed to draw upon earlier manuscripts; but Lee did not 
specify his sources, nor how he had used them, and his text offers very few corrections 
to that of the polyglots.28 

In 1869, Ceriani drew attention to the existence of far older mss of P.2 9 These 

1 9 L. Haefeli, Die Peschitta des Alten Testamentes, mit Riicksicht auf ihre textkritische Bearbeitung und ihre 
Hetausgabe [=Alttestamentliche Abhandlungen XI.l], Miinster 1927. 

2 0 P.B. Dirksen, La Peshitta dell' Antico Testamento, tr. P.G. Borbone [=Studi Bibiici 103], Brescia 1993. 
2 1 CI. Van Puyvelde, "Versions Syriaques", in Dictionnaire de la Bible, Sup. 6, Paris 1960, cols. 834-34 

(Peshitta: 835-55). 
2 2 S.P. Brock, "Bibelubersetzungen, 1.4: Die Ubersetzungen ins Syrische, 4.1.1. Peschitta", in G. Krause and 

G. Muller(eds.), Theologische Realenzyklopadie, Berlin 1977-, vol. 6(1980), pp. 182-5. 
2 3 "Towards an Edition of the Syriac Version of the Old Testament", KT31 (1981), pp. 346-57 [ = PIC 16). 
2 4 M.H. Goshen-Gottstein, DTIO D^QlJin, in JTlCipn rnD"frp ,33K> edited by the Bialik Institute, vol. 8. 

Jerusalem 1982, cols, 847-54. 
2 5 J. Joosten, "La Peshitta de PAncien Testament dans la recherche recente", Revue d'Histoire et de 

Philosophic Religieuses 76 (1996), pp. 385-95. 
2 6 P.B. Dirksen, An Annotated Bibliography of the Peshitta of the Old Testament [=MP15], Leiden 1989. This 

was updated by Dirksen in P.B. Dirksen and A. van der Kooij (eds.), The Peshitta as a Translation [=MPI 
8], Leiden 1995, pp. 221-36; and further updates are expected. 

2 7 On the history of the printed editions, see W.E. Barnes, "The Printed Editions of the Peshitta of the Old 
Testament", Expository Times 9 (1897/8), pp. 560-2. A detailed study of a particular book is provided by 
J. A. Emerton, "The Printed Editions of the S. of S. in the Peshitta version", VT17 (1967), pp. 416-29. See 
further the works of Ceriani, Barnes and Emerton cited below. 

2 8 S. Lee (ed), Vetus Testamentum Syriace, London 1823. 
2 9 A.M. Ceriani, Le edizioni e i manoscritti delle versioni siriache del Vecchio Testamento. A summary was 

published, under the same title, in the series Reale Istituto Lombardo di Scienze e Lettere: Rendiamn. Scrie 
II, Volume II, Parte 1. Milan 1869, pp. 12-14,267-8,291-3. 
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included a ms in Milan which he inclined to date to the sixth century, and which 
covered nearly the whole Old Testament (now known as 7a l) . 3 0 He also noted the fine 
collection of mss recently acquired by the British Museum, including a ms of the 
Pentateuch dated to 463/4 CE (i.e. 5bl). 3 1 The exploitation of these resources was 
begun almost immediately in studies of individual books: Chronicles,32 Psalms33 and 
Isaiah.34 Not until 1956, however, was a project lauched to prepare a new edition on the 
basis of the manuscript evidence, following the meeting of the International 
Organisation for the Study of the Old Testament in Strasbourg. The work was 
entrusted to an international team and co-ordinated by the newly founded Peshitta 
Institute in Leiden. 

The first achievement of the Peshitta Institute was a worldwide list of mss of the 
Peshitta Old Testament.35 Its ultimate aim was a new edition of P, which began to 
appear in 1972 and is now almost complete.36 The new edition provides full collations 
of all the biblical mss up to and including the twelfth century, though the earliest 
volumes (published before 1977) also reported the readings of mss right up to the nine
teenth. 

A critical edition in the strict sense aims to restore the original text, and this in prin
ciple entails three tasks: to collate all the mss, to select the best reading where these dis
agree, and to emend the text by conjecture where none of the extant witnesses offers a 
satisfactory reading. The Leiden edition was designed for the first stage only, and 
rightly so, given the state of knowledge and opinion when it was launched.37 The next 
stage, of choosing between rival readings, presupposes agreed criteria for the choice; 
but these did not yet exist. This point is illustrated by the scholar who berated the 
Leiden editors for refraining from indicating their preferred readings and thus for 
"leaving half the work undone":3 8 his own trenchant review of a fundamental work on 
the textual criticism of P 3 9 showed how far scholarship still remained from consensus 
on the criteria for assessing rival readings, even in 1980, long after full publication of 
the textual materials.40 Even today the necessary consensus is only gradually emerging. 

Although the Leiden edition does not in principle go beyond the collation of the mss, 

3 0 Another outstanding contribution by Ceriani to Peshitta research was the publication of a facsimile 
edition of this ms, in 1876-83. 

3 1 This ms reached the British Museum in March 1843. See W. Wright, Catalogue of the Syriac Manuscripts 
in the British Museum, London 1870-2, vol. 3, p. xiii. 

3 2 W.E. Barnes, An Apparatus Criticus to Chronicles in the Peshitta Version with a Discussion of the Value of 
the Codex Ambrosianus, Cambridge 1897. 

3 3 Id., The Peshitta Psalter according to the West Syrian Text, Edited with an Apparatus Criticus, Cambridge 
1904. 

3 4 G. Diettrich, Ein Apparatus criticus zur Pesitto zum Propheten Jesaja [ = BZAW 8], Giessen 1905. 
35 List of Old Testament Peshitta Manuscripts (Preliminary Issue), edited by the Peshitta Institute, Leiden 

University, Leiden 1961. Updates to this list have been published in VT, as "Peshitta Institute 
Communications". A revised edition of the List is being prepared by Dr Jenner. 

36 Vetus Testamentum Syriace, Leiden 1972-. 
3 7 The reading shown in the text was not necessarily that preferred by the editors. Instead it was determined 

by formal rules; see pp. 288,307-8 below. 
3 8 M.H. Goshen-Gottstein, "Prolegomena to a Critical Edition of the Peshitta", in C. Rabin (ed.), Studies in 

the Bible [ = Scripta Hierosolymitana 8], Jerusalem 1961, pp. 26-67; see p. 63n. 
3 9 M.D. Koster, The Peshitta of Exodus. The Development of its Text in the Course of Fifteen Centuries, 

Assen/Amsterdam 1977. 
4 0 M.H. Goshen-Gottstein, "The Peshitta and its Manuscripts: A Review", Bibliotheca Orientalis 37 (1980), 

pp. 13-16. 
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the editors of two particular biblical books have provided important monographs on 
the historical inter-relations between the mss, and the problems of choice between rival 
readings.41 Two more - Gelston and Lane - have produced valuable studies which deal 
more briefly with those topics and also examine the translation technique.42 

Studies of the translation technique in fact began to appear long before the new 
edition was conceived. Nearly every book of the Hebrew Bible in the P version has been 
subjected to a detailed comparison with MT and other known textual authorities. 
Most of these investigations were produced around the turn of the twentieth century, 
often as doctoral theses. They consist largely of a verse-by-verse running commentary, 
with a brief summary arranged by topic; details will be found in Dirksen's bibliography. 
Many of the authors checked the printed editions then available against the facsimile of 
the Milan codex (7al). Although the Leiden edition has since revealed many further 
readings of importance, major discrepancies are rare, so that these studies retain much 
value, especially in their detailed comments on difficult passages in P. 

Gelston's work on the Twelve Prophets stands apart from these earlier studies in 
being securely based on full manuscript collations. Arranged by topic, it provides a 
penetrating analysis of the relationship which P bears to the extant forms of the 
Hebrew and to the other textual witnesses. More recently, studies of P in Daniel43 and 
Job 4 4 have also appeared. 

Outside the Pentateuch, the only books of the Hebrew Bible on which no running 
commentary exists are Judges and Jeremiah. The Pentateuch is exceptional, in that 
investigations have been organised by topic, rather than in commentary form. Thus 
Hirzel in 1825 provided an overview of the translation technique of the Peshitta 
Pentateuch, and also examined the evidence for its original background. Hirzel argued 
for a Christian context, mainly on the basis of the version's supposed negligence in 
ritual matters.45 This conclusion was attacked in the seminal study by Joseph Perles, 
who pointed out many parallels in the Pentateuch between P and Jewish Targums or 
rabbinic sources, and showed that many of P's renderings there presupposed knowl
edge of Jewish exegesis. On a smaller scale, Perles also pointed out parallels between P 
and Jewish sources outside the Pentateuch. In addition, he made some perceptive sug
gestions on the general background of P, though constraints of space sometimes 
forced him to leave arguments incomplete.46 In later study of P in the Pentateuch, 
attention later focused on parallels (real and alleged) with the Jewish Targums -
notably Onkelos and the Palestinian Targums discovered in the Cairo Geniza.47 More 

4 1 P.B. Dirksen, The Transmission of the Text in the Peshitta Manuscripts of the Book of Judges f=MPI 1], 
Leiden 1972; and Koster, op. cit. 

4 2 A.Gelston, The Peshitta of the Twelve Prophets, Oxford 1987. D.J. Lane, 77ie Peshitta of Leviticus [=MPI 
6], Leiden 1994. 

4 3 R.A. Taylor, The Peshitta of Daniel [=MPI 7], Leiden 1994. This is written primarily in commentary form, 
with detailed comparison of the Syriac, Hebrew and Greek forms of the text, cautiously evaluated. 

4 4 H.M. Szpek, Translation Technique in the Peshitta to Job [ = SBL Dissertation Series 137], Atlanta 1992. 
On this, see JTSA7 (1996), pp. 584-7. 

4 5 L. Hirzel, De Pentateuchi Versionis Syriacae Quam Peschito Vocant Indole Commentatio Critico-
Exegetica, Leipzig 1825. 

4 6 J. Perles, Meletemata Peschitthoniana, Breslau 1859. 
4 7 The course of this discussion is traced in detail by P.B. Dirksen, "The Old Testament Peshitta", in M.J. Mulder 

et al. (eds.), Mikra: Text, Translation, Reading and Interpretation of the Hebrew Bible in Ancient Judaism and 
Early Christianity, Assen/Maastricht and Philadelphia 1988, pp. 255-98. See further chapter 3 below. 
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recently, the parallels which P bears to rabbinic literature have been examined in 
detail.4 8 These studies are all organised by topic. No running commentary exists at all 
for Leviticus, Numbers and Deuteronomy, though for Genesis and Exodus a com
mentary in Hebrew was provided by Heller.49 

We come finally to the two works of synthesis, by Haefeli and Dirksen. Haefeli's 
book provided a compendium of research up to about 1916.50 After a summary of the 
existing theories on the origin of P and of its later development, Haefeli devoted sepa
rate sections to each of the different biblical books (including the Apocrypha), where 
he summarised and evaluated existing research. Haefeli intended his work to serve as a 
preparatory study for a new edition of P, and the latter half accordingly examines the 
character of the biblical mss, other primary sources and printed editions, as well as the 
methodological problems of establishing the text. 

Haefeli's ideas for a new edition were shaped by Noldeke's observation that the text 
of P had suffered seriously during the earliest centuries of its existence, for which we 
have no ms. He suggested that the text of 7a 1 should be supplemented with an appara
tus to show the most important variants in both eastern and western mss, and doubted 
whether any further progress was feasible towards the reconstruction of the transla
tors' original work.51 

Dirksen's new survey of the field appeared in 1993. By that time, Haefeli's plans for 
collating the mss of P had been largely fulfilled and indeed surpassed - owing in no 
small measure to Dirksen's own efforts - in that the Leiden edition provides the text of 
7a 1 plus full information on variant readings. Dirksen's survey treats the different 
aspects of Peshitta research by topic, rather than book by book. His description and 
evaluation of work since Haefeli's day - notably on the relationship between P and the 
Targums, on the character of the different witnesses to the text of P, and on the value of 
P as a witness to the Hebrew text - is judicious and up to date. Altogether his work is a 
fine complement to Haefeli's. 

An important new research tool is the concordance recently completed under 
Strothmann's editorship.52 Although the concordance largely ignores the Leiden colla
tions and instead rests on the texts of the London Polyglot and Urmi editions, it 
remains useful because major textual discrepancies are infrequent. The volume on 
Psalms gives also the Hebrew equivalences. The first volume of another concordance 

4 8 Y. Maori, The Peshitta Version of the Pentateuch and Early Jewish Exegesis (in Hebrew), Jerusalem 
1995. 

4 9 Ch. Heller, Peshitta in Hebrew Characters with Elucidatory Notes. Part I: Genesis, Berlin 1927. Part II: 
Exodus, Berlin 1929. Heller's notes (in Hebrew) address points minor and major, selected on no obvious 
principle. Some of them compare P's understanding with other ancient versions and medieval Jewish com
mentaries. Others cite at length rabbinic interpretations with which P agrees (and supposedly followed) or 
disagrees (and was supposedly at pains to exclude). There are some helpful remarks on translation tech
nique. 

5 0 Although the book finally appeared in 1927, Haefeli explains in the foreword that publication had been 
long delayed. 

5 1 This suggestion concludes Haefeli's monograph (pp. 115-16). According to Haefeli, further progress 
would depend on the discovery of more ancient material either in mss or in patristic citations. 

5 2 W. Strothmann, with K. Johannes and H. Zumpe, Konkordanz zur syrischen Bibel. Der Pentateuch, 
Wiesbaden 1986. Die Propheten (1984). Die Mautbe (1995). N. Sprenger, Konkordanz zum syrischen 
Psalter, Wiesbaden 1976. W. Strothmann (ed.), Worterverzeichnis der apokryphen-deuterokanonischen 
Schriften des alien Testamentes in der Peschitta, Wiesbaden 1988. These are volumes 26,25,33,10:8 and 27 
respectively of the series Gottinger Orientforschungen, I. Reihe, Syriaca. 
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which gives the Hebrew correspondences in all books and utilises the Leiden collations 
has now been published by the Peshitta Institute, covering the Pentateuch (Leiden 
1997). 

The present investigation 

The present study re-examines the text of P and aims to be comprehensive in two 
senses. First, it relates to all the different stages which separate the extant Hebrew and 
Syriac texts and which have been traced above. Second, the investigation is based on 
passages drawn from the whole Hebrew Bible. Though comprehensive in these senses, 
the study does not of course claim to be exhaustive. 

A comprehensive study of this sort has not been attempted before. Hitherto, primary 
scholarship was concerned with the logically prior task of collating the mss. Moreover, 
the likelihood that many different translators took part encouraged the examination of 
separate sections rather than the whole Old Testament. Yet certain advantages are 
unique to the comprehensive approach. 

First, as already remarked, the translators aimed primarily to convey the "plain" 
sense of the biblical text. This left little scope for the translators to betray much of their 
own views. Any single biblical book will therefore offer few direct clues to the larger his
torical questions surrounding the origin of P. One may hope, however, to construct a 
viable picture by combining clues from a number of biblical books, on the assumption 
that these were translated within a single community. 

Second, it is only by comparing different books that one can hope to notice the sys
tematic differences between them, as well as the links which nevertheless bind them 
together. This evidence sheds light on the number of different translators and the 
degree to which they consulted together; and this too has important implications for 
the origin of the version. 

Third, a comprehensive study forces the investigator to compare his findings in dif
ferent books. For example, if he regards P's direct source in the Pentateuch as a lost 
Palestinian Targum rather than a Hebrew text, he must also explain how a P version 
exists for books like Daniel and Ezra, where no Targum was ever made. More generally, 
a comprehensive study provides some check against the possibility that the differences 
between the results reached in different books are due to differences of perception of 
the same facts by different investigators. 

The present study will first proceed (in chapter 2) to a general description of the 
translation technique, on the principle that, even though more than one translator was 
involved, a common approach existed to the task of translation. Here we shall break 
down the translation process - including the treatment of Hebrew passages which 
baffled the translator - into its constituent stages. We shall also consider the balance 
struck between fidelity to the Hebrew source and the demands of clarity, logic and reli
gious belief. The results will help to define the conditions under which a discrepancy in 
sense between P and MT can be ascribed to a difference between MT and the Hebrew 
Vorlage of P. 

Chapter 3 examines the relationship between P and the other versions with which it 
sometimes agrees, in Greek and Aramaic. It will be argued that while the translators of 
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all biblical books in P worked primarily from a Hebrew original, many also sporadi
cally consulted the Greek Bible in written form. The parallels with the Targums, by 
contrast, suggest common oral tradition or mere polygenesis, rather than literary 
dependence of P upon any Targum. The text of P in patristic citations will also be 
examined, as these are often claimed to preserve a Syriac text earlier than that of the 
biblical mss and closer to the Targums. Parallels with rabbinic sources, given their 
overlap with the Targums, will also be examined. 

Chapter 4 assesses the degree of consistency in the translation of different biblical 
books. Conservative and modern usages can be identified in the Syriac language, 
modern usages being correlated with readiness to consult the Greek Bible. The differ
ent biblical books vary in their preferences, and so can be ranked along a scale between 
'conservative' and 'modern'. More subtle differences can also be discerned. At the same 
time, there is a network of linking features which suggest that the translators of the dif
ferent books constituted a single school. 

Chapter 5 examines the historical context. Internal evidence implies that the transla
tors valued prayer and faith but lacked enthusiasm for sacrifice or the other ritual 
demands of Judaism. In some books, they identify themselves with the Jews as a 
people, but in others they seem an introspective group. It is argued that they represent a 
non-rabbinic Jewish community, which eventually accepted Christianity. In this way 
they preserved their values of faith and prayer while gaining a rationale for rejecting 
Jewish ritual. The roots of their non-rabbinic Judaism, and the factors leading to their 
conversion, are also considered. As to the setting of the version, the evidence suggests 
that the work spanned perhaps one or two generations, towards the end of the second 
century CE, and that the likeliest location is Edessa. 

The last chapter discusses the establishment of the text. The manuscripts and other 
textual witnesses are not everywhere unanimous, and at some points the original 
reading may have been lost. A policy for discriminating between rival readings is devel
oped, and the implications noted for the history of the biblical text. The scope for con
jectural emendation is also considered. The recovery of the original Syriac text can be 
approached from two directions: not only backwards through its descendants, the 
extant Syriac mss, but also sideways through its cousins, the extant forms of the 
Hebrew text. An appendix shows how the inter-relations of the manuscripts of P in two 
sample books of P can be investigated by statistical methods. 

In strict logic, the establishment of the text should have been discussed first of all. 
Fortunately, however, serious instances of variation among the textual witnesses or of 
corruption in all of them are not so frequent as to disturb the analyis in the earlier 
chapters. 

The study draws gratefully upon existing research, particularly the new edition of the 
Syriac text. It will also examine existing scholarly positions on a range of questions. As 
explained above, however, the task of surveying existing research in detail has already 
been well discharged elsewhere. 

In embarking upon this study, we should be mindful of those who transmitted the 
version to our own age. Although the Syriac-speaking church was divided in the wake 
of the controversies of the fifth century, the Syriac version has to this day been trans
mitted by its various branches: by the Church of the East ('Nestorian') in Iraq and 
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further east, by the Syriac Orthodox ('Jacobite') church in Turkey and Syria, and (from 
the seventh century) by the Maronite church in Lebanon. Until the late Middle Ages P 
was also the Bible of the Byzantine Syrian ('Malkite') church in Syria and Palestine, 
long after Arabic had begun to encroach as the sacred language of that church. Despite 
their divisions, these churches have transmitted the text with an impressive degree of 
uniformity. The comparison of this text with the texts of the Bible texts preserved by 
other communities, in different languages, is the task to which we must now turn. 



2 
The relationship between the extant 
Hebrew and Syriac texts 

The relationship in general 

For the most part, P stands close in sense to the Hebrew of MT 1 Although we shall 
inevitably be paying most attention to passages where they differ, it has to be stated at 
the outset that close correspondence is the rule. 

Undeniably, however, discrepancies appear from time to time between the sense of P 
and any "plain" sense which modern scholarship, for all its diversity, would attribute to 
MT.2 The possible causes identified in the last chapter can in principle be grouped 
under three headings. First, the Hebrew Vorlage physically before the translator may 
have differed from MT. Second, the translator may have changed the sense, whether 
deliberately (when he "improved" it or chose to follow a different source) or inadver
tently (when he misread or misunderstood the Hebrew text). Third, the text of the 
Syriac translation may have suffered change in transmission. 

In theory, each of these could be a total explanation in itself. We could translate P 
back into Hebrew, and treat the result as the Vorlage, no matter how often it differed 
from MT; every discrepancy in sense would thus be ascribed to differing Hebrew texts. 
Or, we could assume that MT corresponds to P's Vorlage exactly, and the existing mss 
of P to the original translation; and we could assume a translation technique free 
enough to account for all the differences. Or, we could translate MT into Syriac, treat 
the result as the translator's work, and assume as much inner-Syriac change as is 
needed in order to reach the extant text of P. 

A moment's reflection, however, shows that each of these three types of explanation 
has its limitations, and none can explain all the discrepancies on its own: 

(a) A Hebrew text reached by retroversion must be linguistically acceptable before it 
can be supposed to have stood in the Vorlage. For example, P's statement 2 Chr. 24:16 
that Jehoiada "ran many races for the Temple" is modelled on the phraseology of the 
Greek games rather than anything in Hebrew, and no literal retroversion can have 
stood in the Vorlage. Secondly, the Hebrew text recovered by retroversion must bear a 
credible relationship to MT in palaeographic terms, though we have a choice of direc
tion: the putative Hebrew variant in the Vorlage may be the source of the MT reading, 

1 In practice, MT is almost always uniquely defined, despite some variation within the tradition; on this, see 
E.Tov, Textual Criticism of the Hebrew Bible, Minneapolis 1992, pp. 25-39. 

2 "Plain exegesis" can be defined as what "corresponds to the totality of the meaning(s) intended by the 
writer"; see Loewe, "The 'Plain' Meaning of Scripture", pp. 141-2. 

15 
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or a development thereof, or both may be separate developments from some supposed 
earlier reading.3 

(b) Translation technique is also subject to two constraints: rationality and coher
ence. First, any discrepancy in sense ascribed to this cause must have been reached in 
some logical fashion (apart from a minority due to such involuntary factors as eye-
skip). Second, when all such passages are taken together, the overall impression of the 
translation technique in the whole translation unit4 must show a measure of consis
tency. For example, in Jeremiah the Septuagint tends to be literal, so that the shorter 
text of the Septuagint cannot be attributed to radical translation.5 

(c) Finally, inner-Syriac change is subject to constraints analogous to (a). First, the 
putative original Syriac text must bear a more direct relation to MT than does the exist
ing Syriac text. Second, the existing text must be explicable as a scribal development of 
it, whether by accidental or by deliberate change. 

Yet these constraints are not stringent enough to identify the correct explanation in 
every case of discrepancy between MT and P. We therefore have to consider what 
assumption to make when more than one possibility remains open. On the one hand, 
we could adopt a minimalist approach to translation technique. In that case, when the 
cause of discrepancy in sense between P and MT is in doubt, we shall invoke the first or 
third factors. This would mean positing a Vorlage that differed from MT, or emending 
the Syriac text. The opposite extreme is a maximalist view of translation technique. In 
that case, when in doubt, we shall assume that the discrepancy originated with the 
translator, whether consciously or not, and we shall refrain from positing different 
Hebrew or Syriac readings in order to attain agreement in sense. No doubt the truth lies 
somewhere between the extreme minimalist and maximalist positions, but it is impor
tant to know which of the two is the better starting-point. 

What evidence we have supports the maximalist assumption. First, a free approach 
characterises other ancient translations made into Syriac, though there the source lan
guage was Greek. On the Old Syriac Gospels, for example, Burkitt observed: 

Syriac is a language of very different genius to Greek, and the translator of the Evangelion da-
Mepharreshe was far more careful to reproduce the sense of the original than to express Greek 
idioms in a foreign tongue. This makes his work more natural and animated, while it does not 
seriously interfere with its value as a critical witness in matters of importance. But in many minor 
points the evidence of the Syriac is really ambiguous...6 

Again, the Syriac translation of Eusebius' Ecclesiastical History is characterised by 
McLean as follows: 

Of the two qualities most desirable in a version - faithfulness and literary skill - our Syriac 
translator shews both in a considerable degree, but the latter more markedly than the former. 
His Syriac is good and idiomatic, and in many cases he has rendered freely without altering the 

3 These requirements are analogous to the criteria of authenticity and directionality used in discriminating 
between rival Syriac readings, in chapter 6 below. 

4 A translation unit is the portion of the Bible for which a single translator was responsible. As a first 
hypothesis, each of the 24 biblical books can be considered a separate translation unit, though we shall 
have reason to modify this in chapter 4 below. 

5 E. Tov, The Text-Critical Use of the Septuagint in Biblical Research, Jerusalem 1981, p. 52; 2nd ed. 1997, 
p. 19. * F.C. Burkitt, Evangelion da-Mepharreshe, Cambridge 1904, vol. I, p. ix. 
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general sense. The involved syntax and cumbrous sentences of Eusebius give place to a more 
perspicuous arrangement of words. On the other hand, liberties have often been taken, and 
misunderstandings are not uncommon, especially where unusual Greek words have to be ren
dered. 7 

The Old Syriac Gospels may be dated c. 200 CE, while the Syriac translation of the 
Ecclesiastical History can be no later than the early fifth century.8 It seems perverse to 
argue that such translations are instead literal renderings of Greek exemplars that 
offered a text not known elsewhere, which particularly lent itself to translation into 
idiomatic Syriac. 

There is a second reason for attributing the maximum to translation technique, and 
hence the minimum to textual change either in Hebrew or in Syriac. The transmission 
of the sacred text, both in Hebrew and in Syriac, was in principle intended to be faith
ful and mechanical. Admittedly, on the Hebrew side this is an over-simplification: as 
well as "model" copies, transmitted with great care, we know that in the Holy Land 
up to the second century CE there also circulated "vernacular" copies of the text, 
which were deliberately simplified and otherwise adapted for readers who spoke 
Hebrew.9 Still, in general, a Hebrew variant in the Vorlage, or an inner-Syriac change, 
implies a failure somewhere in the transmission of the biblical text. By contrast, an 
explanation in terms of translation technique will involve the more probable eventu
alities of creative interpretation or of sheer misunderstanding on the part of the 
translator. 

As noted above, there is one essential constraint to the maximalist position, namely 
that the overall picture of the translation technique which results must be coherent. 
Subject to that, the present treatment will posit the minimum of textual change, 
whether in Hebrew or in Syriac, and lay correspondingly greater emphasis on the 
various aspects of translation technique. The question will be kept under review as the 
data are examined, and we shall return to it on pp. 60-2. At the outset, however, we 
must acknowledge the inescapable uncertainty in any discussion of translation tech
nique, in that we have no direct access either to the starting-point of the translation (i.e. 
the Hebrew Vorlage) or to its end-point (the translator's original work). 

We shall now examine in detail the stages through which the translation has passed. 

Perception 

At any point in the text, the translator's first task was to locate in the Vorlage the mater
ial to be translated, before reading it. Occasionally, faulty location caused a discrep
ancy between the text which passed into the translator's mind and the text of the 
Vorlage. The translator was constantly switching back and forth between the Vorlage 
and the translation which he was making, and under fatigue he may on occasion have 

7 W. Wright and N. McLean, The Ecclesiastical History of Eusebius in Syriac, Cambridge 1898, p. ix. 
8 See L. van Rompay, "Some Preliminary Remarks on the Origins of Classical Syriac as a Standard 

Language", in G. Goldenberg and S. Raz (eds.), Semitic and Cushitic Studies, Wiesbaden 1994, pp. 70-89: 
p. 73. 

9 These include lQIs", as well as some other biblical texts copied at Qumran. See E.Y. Kutscher, The 
Language and Linguistic Background of the Isaiah Scroll (1 Qlsa), [= Studies on the Texts of the Desert of 
Judah VI], Leiden 1974. 
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picked up the Vorlage at the wrong point. Eye-skip through this cause between similar 
expressions in the Hebrew seems the cause of some of the omissions in P, e.g. 

(a) Lev. 11:40a 
a i m "w kdbi r u a oaa1* nr6aa» tanm 

The second half of this verse is identical, except that it begins nnbaj J"IK RWHl. P has 
omitted the first half, apparently by accident. 

(b) Num. 13:19~20a 
m t run ok Kin naien na aar Kin i m p K n nm 

o n s a o a dk D-anaan nana aerr Kin nara trum nai 
T»k dk to na em n n dk Kin ruo&n p ian nm 

and what is the land in which they dwell: is it fertile? and are there trees in it, or not? 

Here the translator's eye skipped from the first to the second occurrence of fHKn nfil. 
The omission of eight words at Dan. 11 - from a&l (v. 28) to n^nn K^l (v. 29) inclu

sive - which effectively reverses the sense of the remaining words of v.29, may likewise 
be accidental, even though the words between which eye-skip must be posited - ntWT) 
(v. 28) and PPPrn (v.29) - share only the last letter.10 

The supposed error of perception can sometimes be connected with the external 
layout of the text. For example, at Ps. 23:5-6 P has a curious addition: 
m t ...^trrv nom aio t k :rrri -oia 
P ...tJCxa.lA V ' ^ O u f O v \ X c u u \ , .rCtn vyrtf ' r^OXyi vDa^O 

and my cup inebriates [me] like life. Your grace and mercy have pursued m e . . . 

The reference to life is explicable if we posit a Vorlage set out in lines of about 19 letters 
as follows: 

*]K rnn TO... 
•w *?a ' j i b t v nom aio 

. . rn 
We may then suppose that the translator's eye skipped a line, from T,K to w n , and that 
these two words were rendered rc^i V ^ K ' "like life". This would not be the only instance 
in Psalms where "|K is identified with the similar-sounding vyr** (cf. 39:7,12 etc.). 
Thereafter, the translator returned to the right place at 310, which he rendered: "Your 
grace...". He did not, however, expunge the element "life". Similarly, in Ps. 119 the omis
sion of v.91 and other dislocations may mean that the translator's eye sometimes failed to 
return to the right spot, within a block of eight verses all beginning in the same letter." 

1 0 R.A. Taylor, The Peshitta of Daniel (=MPI 7), Leiden 1994, p. 278, instead inclines to view it as a "bold 
stroke" by the translator in the simplification of a somewhat redundant text; but such boldness would be 
without parallel in P-Daniel. 

1 1 For further detail on these and similar passages, see MP. Weitzman, "The Peshitta Psalter and its Hebrew 
Vorlage", KF35 (1985), pp. 341-54. 
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Reading 

Having located the text in his Vorlage, the translator had to read it. This was usually 
straightforward, but occasionally the Vorlage was not fully legible, and the translator's 
decipherment was unsuccessful. A likely case occurs at Lam. 3:1 -
M T *w n m naan 

Almighty God, look upon my enslavement! 

Apparently was illegible, and the translator instead continued the address to God at 
the end of Lam. 2, drawing upon two biblical phrases from other books, at Isa. 10:21 
and Gen. 29:32.12 

Again at Job 29:18, two alternative renderings in P suggest that the translator found 
the Vorlage unclear and hesitated between two possible reconstructions: 
M T inax ns HDKI 
P y\*r* r ^ . i n v y r ^ O .JSOiaK' " / | " " ' " rt^-TIi \ kvTSJr^O 

and I said: "I shall save a wretched people, and like a reed I shall reach an end". 

Although he finally arrived at the correct reading of the last three words, the translator 
cannot have been at all certain, for he also contemplated the alternative restoration 
ITEflK *W 017 for the last three words, based on Ps. 18:28. 

The phenomenon of difficulty in deciphering the Vorlage is most extensive in 
Chronicles, discussed in chapter 3. It is again exemplified in P in two more extensive 
passages in Wisdom of Solomon, viz Wis. 11:13—15t> and 17:4c-16b, where seman
tic correspondence between the Greek original and the Syriac suddenly breaks 
down. It has been suggested that the original text of P in these passages was acci
dentally lost, and the gap filled by a reviser who knew little Greek. 1 3 It seems like
lier, however, that these portions happened to be illegible in the Greek Vorlage, and 
that the translator himself rendered them using techniques similar to those seen in 
Chronicles. These passages in Wisdom are discussed in detail by the writer else
where.'4 

Construal 

The translator's next step was to identify the lexical items and grammatical forms 
present in the sequence of Hebrew consonants that he had read. Here, the translator 
might occasionally disagree with the conventional identifications. Thus at Exod. 18:18 
the verb ^2F1, which most derive from root ^33 'wither', is translated by P as 
iMrC "i»>\^>» " y ° u wiU o e disgraced"; the translator thus connected it rather with the 
noun n%3 'disgrace', rendered rrts^ at Judg. 19:23 (cf. 1 Sam. 25:25). An instance 

1 2 A. Abelesz, Die syrische Uebersetzung der Klagelieder und ihr Verhaltnis zu Targum und LXX, Privigye 
1895, pp. 36-7. On p. 33, Abelesz likewise ascribes the cryptic ^ a u . in P at Lam. 1:16 to misreading of a 
damaged Hebrew text (MT: D'DDW). 

1 3 J. Holtzmann, Die Peschitta zum Buche der Weisheit. Eine kritisch-exegetische Studie, Freiburg-im-
Breisgau 1903, pp. 24,28,97 8. 

1 4 "Two curious passages in the Peshitta of Wisdom", in B. Taylor (ed.), IX Congress of the IOSCS, Atlanta 
1997, pp. 137-51. 
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where P agrees with LXX against the usual identification is the derivation of "TTlOn, 
with God's face as object, from 110 'turn away'.15 

Occasionally it is arguable that P's identification is superior to the conventional one. 
Thus at Num. 24:8 Heb. "PXn is usually construed as "his arrows", but REB ("their 
backs") connects it instead with "loins" and so agrees with P Again, 
nXT at Ezek. 1:18 is rendered by P ,»cn ^.iwo and so derived from ilKI 'see'; and NEB 
likewise rendered: "the power of sight". 

Sometimes these identifications contradict the vocalisation of MT, e.g. 

(a) Deut. 1:44 
M T a n s i n nrfrrn naao (Dana IDTPI) 

"like smoked bees" 
(vocalising the verb as nSBfaJn). 

(b) Judg. 20:16 
The slingers of Benjamin could shoot successfully rniJfrn "at a hair". However, P 
makes them shoot reisAiA , finding instead the word TllBlS 'storm'. Perhaps the 
intended meaning was that even a storm could not disturb their aim. 

(c) 1 Sam. 21:5 
Here David assures Ahimelech that his young men have abstained from women 
(nttfKO). According to P, however, they had instead abstained from sacrifice 
(r£i=ic\a ^a), the Hebrew being vocalised n#K0. 

(d) 2 Sam. 23:1 
MT has Dpn "was raised above", while P renders rf-u» jcuor̂ .i "who raised the 
yoke", vocalising b'S Dpi! . 

This raises the question whether the translators worked from the unpointed text 
alone, or whether they were aided by a tradition of pronunciation. It is true that P's 
understanding of the Hebrew usually agrees with that implied by the vocalisation of 
MT. In any given passage, however, we cannot easily decide whether he was supplied 
orally with that vocalisation or worked it out from his prior knowledge of Hebrew. 
Moreover, as just shown, there are many passages where P's construal of the consonan
tal Hebrew text runs wholly counter to any reading tradition; and there are a few bibli
cal passages such as Lam. 3:1 where P seems baffled by a damaged Hebrew Vorlage and 
has no reading tradition on which to fall back. The translators cannot, therefore, have 
possessed a continuous reading tradition to accompany the written text. 

Evidently, though, the linguistic knowledge needed in order to translate at all pre
supposes an education, which must have been largely oral and based on biblical texts. 
Hence the translators must have been exposed to a tradition of pronunciation of parts 

1 5 S.E. Balantine, The Hidden God, Oxford 1983, pp. 80-114. Gelston, Twelve Prophets, p. 143 provides 
further examples of unexpected lexical identification. 
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of the Bible. We may tentatively infer that any given translator had no more (and no 
less) than a patchy knowledge of a reading tradition, which might or might not cover 
parts of the book which he happened to be translating. Consequently, he found many 
words in the consonantal text to be of uncertain vocalisation and hence meaning. 

Each lexical item identified was associated by the translator with a certain basic 
sense. Here we are concerned with his pre-existing knowledge of Hebrew, rather than 
any deductions reached in the course of the translation. That basic meaning did not 
necessarily agree with that upheld by modern scholarship. For example, ETITn is con
ventionally understood as 'wine', but P renders K i . i K ' (Judg. 9:13, 2 Kgs. 18:32) or 
r c a ^ o ^ , (Isa. 65:8), both meaning 'berry' or 'grape'. In this instance, P is probably 
right; the meaning 'grape' is supported in rabbinic sources and fits the majority of bib
lical occurrences better than the conventional 'wine'.16 

More often, however, the basic meaning supposed by P is not so valuable. For 
example, H^IO 'siege-works' is almost everywhere understood by P to mean 'ambush' 
(noun r&r£m or verb ^saa). Again, we find the odd rendering ^io. 'wait' for V\U, mainly 
in Psalms.17 The roots fbXJ/TbSJ are often rendered by Syr. (even in straightforward 
contexts like Ps. 5:12), by association with THE. 

Of some words, the translators seemed to have had no prior knowledge, and a trans
lation had to be reached through specific techniques developed for passages not ini
tially understood (see pp. 36-48 below). Thus for the verb 313 (Qal and Hitpa'el) we 
find guesses or deductions: ^ x u W 'think' (thrice in Exodus), 'gather' (1 Chr. 
29:6), jt-ia 'separate' (passive participle - Judg. 5:9), isa. 'be pleasing' (2 Chr. 17:16), 

j xax . 'praise' (1 Chr. 29:17 and - as noun - Judg. 5:2) Even the rare renderings 
'desire' (Ezra. 3:5, Neh. 11:12) and 'give' (1 Chr. 29:9), which come within sight of 
the true sense, could have been guessed from the context. Again, *?^n is never recog
nised as a wind instrument, and is instead assigned to percussion18 or strings,19 though 
Isa. 30:29 shows the vague rfivo.-u. 'joy'. 

In the case of some institutions unique to ancient Israel, the translators did not know 
the exact meaning and could only offer an etymology. An example is •"'Dm O^TIN, 

which P represents by r&&s.a rc'-umi "bright and complete" at Exod. 28:30 (and simi
larly at Deut. 33:8); compare re^osAx. "completeness" alone at 1 Sam. 14:41, where MT 
has COn only. At Lev. 8:8, this etymology was interpreted as the more intelligible 
fC^Looo r<i \^ . -u "knowledge and truth" (Lev. 8 :8 ) . 2 0 

Having identified each word and noted its basic sense, the translator had to consider 
the overall meaning of a whole phrase. This was an iterative process, since many words 
in the text, which was of course unvocalised, were ambiguous in themselves. The trans
lator may thus have had to revise his initial identifications of lexical (and other) items 
until he obtained satisfactory sense for the phrase overall. At the end, he would hope to 
reach the 'plain sense' of the phrase, which he would proceed to express in Syriac. 
Sometimes, however, matters were not so straightforward. The translator may have 

1 6 S. Naeh and M. Weitzman, "Tirosh - Wine or Grape?", VT44 ( 1 9 9 4 ) , pp. 1 1 5 - 2 0 . 
1 7 Reasons for these two renderings are suggested below. 1 8 - 1 Sam. 10:5. 
1 9 at 1 Kgs. 1:40, Isa. 5:12; rf-ua. at Jer. 4 8 : 3 6 . 
2 0 At Num. 2 7 : 2 1 , however, P renders the Urim by their function: rrtiArei. 'inquiry'. Even more plainly, 

D'Orfrl D^IK^ at Ezra. 2 :63 = Neh. 7:65 becomes "and he will ask and see". 
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been dissatisfied with the plain sense. Alternatively, he may not have been able to derive 
continuous sense at all: he might have failed to identify one of the words, or, having 
thought that he had identified them all, he may have been unable to form any meaning 
for the whole phrase. For the moment, however, let us consider how the plain sense was 
expressed when such difficulties did not arise. 

The segmentation of the text 

The two primary (and often conflicting) aims of a translation are fidelity and intelli
gibility. The balance struck in a given translation is often indicated by describing it as 
either literal or free. That distinction, however, is inadequate, as Barr has observed, 
since literalism has different aspects which each need separate consideration, and a 
translation may be 'literal' in one of these respects and 'free' in another.21 Of these, 
the first is the level at which the translator segments the text. Does he translate phrase 
by phrase, or word by word? Of course, the translator needed to examine whole 
phrases in order to understand the Hebrew text at all, so that the question of segmen
tation applies primarily to the way that he expressed the sense in Syriac: was his aim 
to represent the sense of each phrase, or to provide an equivalent for each Hebrew 
word? 

These two alternatives have sometimes been posed in relation to translations from 
Hebrew into Greek, 2 2 or from Greek into Syriac,23 and in these cases the structural dif
ference between the two languages allows a clear answer. The answer is less obvious, 
however, for a translation from Hebrew into Syriac. The general intelligibility of P sug
gests that the translators' first concern was to represent the overall sense of each phrase. 
On the other hand, the Syriac text of P usually presents a readily identifiable equivalent 
to each Hebrew word of MT, in more or less the same order. Did the translators 
proceed phrase by phrase, in which case the word-by-word correspondences are a by
product, due to the similarity of structure of the two languages? Or did they proceed 
primarily on a word-by-word basis, in which case the general clarity of the translation 
is a happy by-product of that similarity between Hebrew and Syriac? 

On balance, the phrase-by-phrase approach seems likelier. First, as already noted, 
this is the usual approach in Syriac translations from Greek down to about the sixth 
century. Indeed, on the rare occasions where the Old Testament Peshitta is based on a 
Greek source, the translator has clearly worked with phrases rather than words. This is 
illustrated by various phrases from the couplets which P appended on the basis of LXX 
toProv.9:12-
6g EpeiSETott em tpeuSemv K - r A s ^ ^s^a>^ re^rC 
6pV£a TraXOUeva r^nx.y r d a a ^ . 

or more extensively: 
LXX 6ta7Topei3eTcu 6e 61' avu5pou epnuou Kai vfjv SiaTCTavuEvnv ev 6upa)5eoiv 

2 1 J. Barr, "The Typology of Literalism in Ancient Biblical Translations", Mitteilungen des Septuaginta-
UnternehmensXV, Gottingen 1979, pp. 275-325. 2 2 Barr, "Typology of Literalism", p. 294. 

2 3 S.P. Brock, "Aspects of Translation Technique in Antiquity", Greek Roman and Byzantine Studies 20 
(1979), pp. 69-87. 
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That the Hebrew too was usually rendered on the level of phrases rather than words 
tends to be confirmed by the adjustments made for clarity's sake, and by the devices 
used to bring sense out of obscure Hebrew phrases, which are described below. 

In general, it is only where a translator could not make sense of the Hebrew phrase as 
a whole that he might fall back on a word-by-word translation, as we shall see. The 
books where word-by-word translation is commonest are S. of S. and Qohelet, perhaps 
because the translators wanted it clear that they were not responsible for the eroticism 
of the one or the cynicism of the other.24 

The practice of breaking a word into even smaller units is found in Aquila,25 but is 
virtually alien to P, e.g. 
Exod. 32:25 n3a&6; P r< . - i » rc^**. , cf. T° F l J ' N BT3 DVD, analysing as PIKIS D0 2 6 

Isa. 9:1 etc. m»^S; P r ^ c w A\\ , cf. LXX 
Ps. 10:10 ClO^n; P r x i = r ^ o nZcnic*, suggesting Ô SND + "^n 
The first two examples seem in fact due to external influences: traditional exegesis 
reflected also in the Targums, and consultation of LXX, respectively. The relationship 
between P and these versions is examined in detail in chapter 3. 

Quantitative correspondence 

A second type of literalism is quantitative: its ideal is that no words are added to the 
text, or subtracted from it. 2 7 In this sense, P tends to be strictly literal, almost through
out - except in the special case of Chronicles, discussed below. Given also the close rela
tionship between Hebrew and Syriac, we usually find that each word in the Hebrew is 
rendered by a single word in Syriac, so that prosodic equivalence is the norm between 
the version and the original. Only occasionally might a single Syriac word cover two or 
more in Hebrew, e.g. 
Lev. 11:3 r C - i i o i ^ for m a nbVft 
Job 1:22 . a ^ f o r r 6 s n ]T)i 
Ruth 1:7 ^.co-fo^ for HDE? rUTH 
Conversely, seldom does a single Hebrew word need two in Syriac, e.g. 
Lev. 16:4 <nx*-u» yusm for r)33'' 
Deut. 32:24 rthxiz> r e ^ o H for ^CD 
Exod. 8:21 «u^\^. i <<=xvu. "a mingling of every sort" for the plague of 2TM (but 

thereafter r^aa-u. alone). 
Where additions occur, P is motivated primarily by a drive to clarify the sense of the 
text itself, rather than to introduce extraneous matter. Sometimes the Hebrew seemed 
so brief or elliptic that the reader might miss the sense without guidance from the trans
lator; and P here makes insertions (italicised below), clarifying the sense on the basis of 
the context. Examples are Gen. 36:6 "to the land of Seir", 1 Sam. 20:12 "may the Lord 
God of Israel testify", 2 Sam. 23:11 "to despoil livestock", 1 Kgs. 6:6 "and he made the 

2 4 Alternatively, this literalism may be due to the influence of LXX, which in these books follows the style of 
Aquila. 2 5 Barr, "Typology of Literalism", pp. 300-1. 

2 6 Aquila (ovouot punou) and Symmachus (icaiaowuiav) analyse similarly, but an Aramaic source is likelier for 
P's rendering, given the number of parallels between P and the Targums in the Pentateuch. 

2 7 Barr, "Typology of Literalism", p. 303. 
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arcade", Prov. 31:1 "who received prophecy (MT K&an)", Job 3:1 "the day that he was 
born" (MT simply A subtler device to bring out the sense was to insert enclitic 
particles for emphasis, e.g. at Deut. 32:27b: 
M T nxT *?a boa «*6i nan 11010 *|a 

. . . it is our hand that was raised high, and it was not the Lord who performed these things 

P thus highlights the contrasting subjects, by using the enclitics om and rt 'om. 2 8 

The purpose of some other expansions in P is not primarily to clarify, in that there 
was no real danger of misunderstanding. The motive was rather stylistic: explicit and 
unambiguous expression was preferred in Syriac. Hence we may explain some expan
sions which to us might seem pedantic, e.g. 2 Sam. 23:10 "his hand cleaved to the hilt of 
the sword", 2 Kgs. 2:7 "and they both stood on the bank of the Jordan". The explication 
of pronouns, which is tantamount to addition, is often due to the same motive, e.g. 
Exod. 4:24 "and Moses was on the way", Isa. 44:9 "the craftsmen who make them" 
( M T has just nan). 

In particular, P often marks explicitly speakers or addressees, as at Exod. 5:17, where 
MT has just l a i n , while P expands: "and Pharaoh said to them". P likewise marks the 
onset of direct speech (e.g. 2 Sam. 18:23, Job 27:10c), where this is left in the Hebrew for 
the reader to infer. In these cases, the translator's basic concern may have been presen
tation: to leave the subject or any other part of the sentence unspecified was not accept
able Syriac style, even though an attentive reader could have worked out the sense. 

There was an allied stylistic preference for regularity in wording. Thus P provides 
names with their standard epithets, even when these are lacking in the Hebrew, e.g. the 
Lord thy God (Deut. 6:18), Eleazar the priest (Josh. 24:33), Nebuchadnezzar the king 
(Dan. 1:18), Ezra the scribe (Ezra 7:25). Allied is the tendency to introduce standard 
wording from similar passages: thus at Lev. 23:26 P inserts "speak to the children of 
Israel" as in the other sections of that chapter. 

The opposite departure from quantitative literalism is omission. As a response to a 
text which the translator failed to understand, this will be discussed below. Here we 
shall note cases where the translator consciously abbreviated a text which he had 
understood, though of course the separation of these two cases is somewhat subjective. 

Where the Hebrew seemed so redundant that quantitative literalism would lead to 
unacceptable prolixity, the translators condense the text. P thus omits 1i?0,1 (Num. 
10:28), which seemed superfluous after the preceding phrase: "These are the journeys 
of the children of Israel...". P likewise at Deut. 18:1 omits ^D, immediately 
after the reference to the (priests and) Levites. Job 40:12a too is omitted, following the 
very similar line in lib. Parallelism caused particular problems, both because the 
Hebrew seemed redundant in itself and because of the lack of Syriac equivalents for 
the synonyms present. Sometimes the translator omitted one of the parallel words, as 
atHos. 11:8-
M T D'-icxD na-^K naiKa lanx -p* 

2 8 See G. Goldenberg, "Bible Translations and Syriac Idiom", MPI8 (Leiden 1995), pp. 25-39:31-4. 
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He might even omit a whole clause, as at Isa. 51:8 — 
MT 00 ObSHT 10X31 VS BhoW 1333 "3 
P rCsasxi ^ M r ^ Acv^rds r c^o -AVt v y K ' o K'SSSSAA V-^K'.T \\~X> 
This tendency is particularly noticeable in Ezekiel, where all but four words of 
Ezek. 33:5 are omitted as repetition of material in the previous verse. Within the Twelve 
Prophets, the phenomenon is discussed by Gelston.29 

In general, however, P is committed to quantitative literalism. That commitment is 
particularly evident when P is compared with the Targum(s) in poetic passages, e.g. at 
Judg. 5 :1-
MT 1313 01? 313ni3 ^KlBTa niDlD 1HS3 

In the vengeance that Israel avenged, in the praise of the people, praise the Lord 

Here every word in P corresponds to a word in the Hebrew, usually in a straightforward 
fashion (except that the sense of 313I"in was guessed from the context of a song of 
praise). The Targum, by contrast, has expansions running to some 50 words. 

Imitation of the form of the Hebrew 

Yet another aspect of literalism is the extent to which the translator imitates the form of 
the original. Correspondence in form between the Hebrew and Syriac texts is indeed 
frequent, and it is not difficult to find whole phrases where every Syriac word is cognate 
with the corresponding Hebrew word, as at Jer. 50:6a -
M T awnn orron rrn n m a i k s 

We must ask, however, whether that correspondence was a matter of principle or a 
mere by-product of the similarity between the Hebrew and Syriac languages. 

A brief survey - intended merely for illustration - of different areas of language shows 
that there was no thoroughgoing policy to reproduce the form of the Hebrew. In vocabu
lary, for example, the verbs "f?n and 31E? possess cognates in Syriac - namely v ^ o > (Pa'el) 
and . = o i \ - which, however, are not commonly used. Had the translators been bent on 
reproducing the Hebrew form, we might have expected them to insist on these cognates. 
Instead, however, they normally use those verbs which most naturally express the sense in 
Syriac, namely . W and vy*m respectively. It is worth adding, though, that in the case of a 
few Hebrew words the translators disagreed as to whether the cognate - e.g. As^'go into 
exile' for rf?3 - was acceptable in Syriac or not. As we shall see, their differing attitudes 
allow us to distinguish different hands in the composition of P. 

Grammatical categories too are freely altered. Thus adjectives tend to replace 
abstract nouns, e.g. 
Isa. 45:3 OnnOO ^3000, P r^ifcms. ^ H ^ \ , 
Verbs sometimes replace other parts of speech, e.g. 
Isa. 4:5 15111133 *?3 *3 • ia .K' l^a JA^ 
Amos 3:11 Y1NH S ^ O l I S re .̂v<A m , \ ^ rd^Ac.*-

2 9 Gelston, Twelve Prophets, p. 133. 
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The Hebrew infinitive construct with prepositions is usually replaced by a conjunction 
and finite verb, e.g. 
Gen. 2:4 D*Cl3na c u - t o W » 

Exod. 2:4 nirf? ^ f c a 
Num. 31:16 ^ » 0 1 0 D ^ cuWc. ovisac* 
despite a fair number of exceptions.30 The Hebrew infinitive absolute is often ignored, 
as are various particles (e.g. "|N D3 H3). The Hoph'al conjugation in Hebrew (and bibli
cal Aramaic) is regularly replaced by the simple stem, e.g. 
Job 7:3 M T ^ m n Pfcfci. 
Dan. 5:13 MT*?S?h ' Pi*. 
The reason is that an Aramaic equivalent (of the type Ettaph'al) is not found (except in 
certain types of weak verb) before Ephrem, in the late fourth century.31 

In syntax too the translators often depart from the Hebrew. Explicit links between 
sentences are provided by the insertion of waw, so that in Lamentations the sobbing 
effect of the staccato phrases is lost.32 Again, where Hebrew points a contrast by omit
ting any conjunction, P often inserts ndrc* (e.g. Lev. 6:23, Num. 12:7, Deut. 1:38). P is 
less free in word order and so, where the Hebrew places the object before the verb, 
however, P moves it afterwards, e.g. 
Ps. 145:19 Nn'PIWrT'RTTOn P.mol*.™ A = ^ O 
In particular, interrogative sentences are often recast. The word Kl^H introducing 
questions is often rendered by rCm 'behold', or omitted, so that the question is replaced 
by its expected answer. Less often the rendering is KA, but presumably intended as inter
rogative (nonne).3i Positive sentences in question form are likewise often replaced by 
their expected (negative) answers, e.g. at Deut. 20:19. At Exod. 32:11 Moses' question 
(introduced by HQ*?) likewise becomes a strong negative: "No, Lord, let not thy anger 
flare . . .". However, the distinction between positive and negative questions is not 
always clear, so that the desired and undesired fasts of Isa. 58:6 and 5 respectively are 
formally indistinguishable in P: 
v.5: MT i m r a K D1X PPm n?3PI 
v.6: MT imrDK 01S HT KV?H 
P (both) r ^ J J O y cum 
Altogether, then, imitation of the Hebrew was not in itself a policy of the translators. In 
conveying the plain sense, they often arrived at a Syriac text which ran close to the Hebrew, 
simply because of the close relationship between the languages. Seldom do they push 
against the limits of acceptable Syriac for the sake of preservation of the Hebrew form. 

Consistency of equivalences 

Yet another possible ideal of literalism is one-to-one correspondence between the 
vocabulary of the source text and the translation. One-to-one correspondence has two 
3 0 E.g. v ^ s t o at Judg. 5:4, and most infinitives with /- in Genesis, as well as many in Samuel. 
3 1 C. Meehan, "Qal/Pe'al as the Passive of Hif'il/Af'el in Mishnaic Hebrew and Middle Aramaic", in 

K. Jongeling, H.L. Murre-van den Berg and L. van Rompay (eds.). Studies in Hebrew and Aramaic Syntax 
Presented to Professor J. Hoftijzer on the Occasion of his Sixty-fifth Birthday, Leiden 1991, pp. 112-31. 

3 2 B. Albrektson, Studies in the Text and Theology of the Book of Lamentations, Lund 1963, pp. 210-13. 
3 3 Gelston, Twelve Prophets, p. 137. 
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aspects: first, any given Hebrew word should be rendered by the same Syriac word on 
all occurrences, and secondly, every Syriac word should correspond to one Hebrew 
word only. Neither aim, however, was upheld by the translators of P. 

True, there are many cases of a Hebrew word that is usually rendered by the same 
Syriac word, but this may simply be because the Hebrew and Syriac words have a 
similar range of meaning. The translators did not hesitate to depart from the regular 
equivalent, e.g. to enhance the clarity or attractiveness of their translation, or to resolve 
figurative or anthropomorphic language. 

The drive for clarity 

When consistent Syriac equivalents would mislead, the translators sought variety. Thus 
the verb l"QT is normally rendered by its cognate "sacrifice"; but at Deut. 12:15,21, 
which sets out to authorise slaughter other than sacrifice, P brings out the sense by 
instead rendering : "slaughter!". In Gen. 22:5, where MT uses ")J?J both of 
Abraham's servants and of Isaac, P has rei»A .̂ and rdA\, respectively; the situation in 
Job 1:15-19 is similar. In Josh. 2 the adjective sp3 is differently rendered according as 
freedom from an oath is meant ( r£ama> - vv. 17,20) or freedom from blood guilt (r^asn 
K V U ^ -V.19) . 3 4 

Even when the difference detected is one of nuance only, P may vary the rendering, as 
at Gen. 3:15-
M T ips i3aie?n nnxi two -JBIET Kin 
P r n - i r n . - i ,rnc\>jd£a&> k o K ' o . v ^ u i JLO.'U ocn 

Thus P makes man tread down the serpent's head, while the serpent smites his foot, even 
though the Hebrew had used the same root for both. Further examples: 
Gen. 18:12 MT n3Hp3 mtt? pnsni P < A i r . ^ b A o 
Gen. 21:6 MT ^ priSP SJfcffn *?3 P .\ ^ ^ i w L 
Thus, while the Hebrew speaks of laughter both before and after Isaac's birth, P turns 
the latter into rejoicing, while retaining the usual equivalent for the former. 

The translators will also select a more specific word than MT - albeit on the basis of 
information implied by the Hebrew - if the context requires. Thus the Ashdodites at 1 
Sam. 5:3 did not simply take (MT i n p l ) the fallen Dagon but restored him (.mcuufcirtra) 
upon his place. The threat ]H3Stt"in ^ D i n (Dan. 2:5) is spelt out: "you will be cut limb 
from limb". The translators often replace the colourless verb iTn, as at Isa. 7:24 -
M T p a n ^3 nvin n"eri TDET3 

Ultimately, this selection of different equivalents for the same Hebrew word is part of 
the same drive for clarity already noted in connection with P's expansions. 

Maintaining the reader's interest 

The stylistic aim of avoiding monotony gave rise to inconsistency of rendering at Gen. 
27:44-5, where Rebecca bids Jacob flee to Laban's household -

3 4 Further examples are noted by P.G. Borbone, "Correspondances lexicales entre Peshitta et TM du 
Pentateuque: Les racines verbales", in MPI8 (1995), pp. 1-23; see 9-10. 



28 Relationship between Hebrew and Syriac texts 

M T ...-|DO y m *]N aw i s :ym n a n awn n» 
P . . . 0 - ^ 3 ^vCVurC.l m V \ M rCi»."la-0 v^Oj*r<'.1 CTJl^oi juJ&v&vI.I r ^ w A i . 

Here P renders the two occurrences of aiE? differently - even though it renders n a n and 
identically. Grammatical structures may likewise be deliberately varied, as in Deut. 

23:3-4: 
M T {...XT *6) T B W -rn aa 
P (V.3) ^.t.t rCitn^ X*. rAarC* 
P (V.4) rxM.cnv rCi.^ rciarc'35 

To hold the reader's interest, the translators may dramatise the text, e.g. 

(a) 1 Kings 3:22 
M T n>an ,,as'? nananm 

and they (the two harlots) were striving before the king 

(b) Ruth 3:3 
M T "pnbDemaan 
P »-v.«.c\aW .kj^yf^o "adorn thyself in thy garments" 
Again at Dan. 2:24 MT has nai ̂ ap "therefore", which P heightens to i ^ i u D cnao 
"at that very hour". Further examples are given on pp. 33-6 below. 

The translators may also modernise the text to take account of conditions in their own 
day. Many names have been modernised, e.g. Qardu (Kurdistan) for Ararat, as noted 
below. The monetary unit hpE is occasionally modernised to r ^ i « or k ' - u ^ j b k ' (stater)*6 

while ma becomes k ' i g i or rmn. At Ezra 8:25, precious metals used as media of exchange 
are weighed in MT but counted (as coins) in P. Burnished or yellowed bronze is called 
Corinthian, the most precious bronze of the age (1 Kgs. 7:45, Ezra 8:27, 1 Chr. 29:7).37 

Nor is social change neglected. Joshua dismisses the people to their cities rather than their 
tents (Josh. 22:4-8).38 The mother's precedence is replaced in P by the father's at Lev. 19:3 
21:2; 'mother's son' (Deut. 13:7) likewise becomes 'father's son', as also in LXX. 

Figurative and anthropomorphic language 

For the most part, P retains figurative language, e.g.. 
Lev. 26:26 Orfo ntOQ na&a 
Here we may contrast the Targums, whose translators seem to have had little faith in 
their readers' ability to interpret figures aright - to the extent that they sacrifice the 

3 5 See further I. Avineri, "Probiemes de variation dans la traduction syriaque du Pentateuque", Semilica 25 
(1975), pp. 105-9. 

3 6 The latter occurs at Exod. 21:32,2 Sam. 24:22,2 Kgs. 7:1, Neh. 10:32, though the vague rendering r A n K a 
"weight" is more frequent. 

3 7 D.M. Jacobson and M.P. Weitzman, "What was Corinthian Bronze?", American Journal of Archaeology 
96 (1992), pp. 237-47; idem, "Black Bronze and the Corinthian Alloy", Classical Quarterly 45 (1995), 
pp. 580-3. 

3 8 The same tendency is noted in LXX by J. W. Wevers, "The Interpretative Character and Significance of the 
Septuagint Version", in M.Ssebo (ed.), Hebrew Bible I Old Testament: The History of Its Intepretation, 
Gottingen 1996, pp. 104-5. 
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suspense in the parable of Isa. 5:1-7 by revealing at the outset that the disappointing 
vineyard is none other than Israel. 

The resolution of figures is unusual. While the Hebrew of Gen. 49 calls Issachar a 
bony ass (v. 14) and Naphtali a hind let loose (v.21), P describes them as a mighty man 
and a swift messenger respectively, agreeing with T F l J ) . At Gen. 44:30,127S32 TTlVDp 
"bound up with his soul" becomes "beloved to him as himself" 
(so T° N ) . At Isa. 29:22 'whiten' (of face) is replaced by 'be ashamed'; and at Ezra. 9:8 
nrr is explained as 'place'. 

Occasionally one metaphor is replaced by another less colourful. Thus at Isa. 66:14 
the bones of the Israelites will exult rather than sprout, and at Job 40:11 wrath is 
poured out rather than scattered. 

In the same way, bodily terms in relation to God do not in themselves trouble the 
translators. Thus P preserves references to God's hand and voice, although of 
God's nostril is instead taken as "anger" (Deut. 33:10, 2 Sam. 22:9, Isa. 65:5). God 
hears and even smells (Gen. 8:21), and men see him and the pavement beneath his feet 
(Exod. 24:10). Men may see God's face (Isa. 1:12, Ps. 42:3), though this expression is 
more often replaced (as in MT) by 'appearing before' God (e.g. Exod. 34:23, Deut. 
16:16) 

By contrast, terms that suggest creaturely frailty are rejected in P. Notably, references 
to God 'repenting' (0113), i.e. changing his purpose, are removed. Instead, God is said 
to 'turn away' (Syr. v^vcn*') evil in the Twelve Prophets (Amos 7:3, Jonah 3:10,4:2, 
Zech. 8:14), while the translator at 2 Sam. 24:16 was equally driven to paraphrase: "and 
the Lord held back the angel of death who was destroying the people".39 Divine omni
science is also affirmed: thus at Gen. 22:12 P has: "now I have made known" rather than 
"now I know" as in MT. Likewise at Deut. 1:33 God has no need to go before the people 
to spy out (MT *Tin^) a place for them to camp; instead he goes cun&oA 'to establish' 
the place. P also insists on divine omnipotence: at Dan. 3:18 P omits N1? !̂T1, not even 
admitting the possibility of God failing to save. By contrast, a foreign deity is often 
called not a god but a thing feared (r^iA*.*). 

P also rejects figures which represent God as an inanimate object. Thus po 'shield' 
likewise becomes rdu^ocn 'helper' at Gen. 15:1, Deut. 33:29, 2 Sam. 22:31, Prov. 2:7, 
30:5, and regularly in Psalms. The epithets VhO and TIX 'rock' become either 'helper' 
likewise (e.g. Ps. 19:15) or simply 'God' (Ps. 28:1 etc.), or 'trust' (Ps. 18:3), or, most com
monly, 'might(y)' or 'strengthener' (Deut. 32:4, 1 Sam. 2:2, Isa. 17:10, Ps. 18:3, 62:8, 
etc.). At Ps. 84:12 P replaces the divine epithets 1301 B70B7 "sun and shield" by ^^niten 
^io.^o "our nourisher and helper".40 

P also shows a general tendency to emphasise the gulf between God and man. The 
preposition T>.\O is often introduced as a buffer. God is occasionally replaced by an 
angel (e.g. Gen. 32:31, as Targums; Ps. 8:6; 1 Chr. 14:11) or, in Chronicles, by the divine 
presence ( I ^ I U I M . ) . 4 1 

3 9 R.J. Loewe, "Jerome's Treatment of an Anthropopathism", VT2 (1952), pp. 261-72, citing Num. 23:19, 
Judg. 2:18,2 Sam. 24:16, Jer. 26:3,13,19,42:10, Ezek. 24:14, Joel 2:14, Zech. 8:14, Ps. 110:4. 

4 0 LXX too changes the figure, but differently: eXeov KCH aXiiOEiav eryangt KUpioc.... 
4 1 Gelston, Twelve Prophets, p. 153; N.Sed, "La Shekhinta et ses amis 'Arameens'", Melanges Antoine 

Guillaumont, Geneva 1988, pp. 233^42. 
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Although many of these changes can be easily paralleled in the Targums, it is impor
tant to note that even in this area P sometimes goes its own way. Thus the expression 
'walk with God' is usually changed in P to 'be pleasing (ta*.) to God', while the 
Targums usually write: "walk in the fear of God". 4 2 Again P softens Gen. 18:25 quite 
differently: 
M T BD&o near *6 p a n to DBIWI *f? rfrto 

Far be it for you, judge of all the earth; let this judgment not be done. 

Unlike P, T , N retain the question of MT: "Shall the judge of all the earth not 
do justice?" T° softens the question differently from P, by substituting a pious 
answer: 

. . . the judge of all the earth shall nevertheless perform justice.43 

It has been suggested that the attitude towards anthropomorphisms varies among the 
biblical books, and in particular that P-Psalms exhibits "a dread of anthropomor
phisms, of which the translators of the Pentateuch were free".44 Closer inspection sug
gests, however, that all the translators are sensitive to the same features - notably, the 
comparison of God with inanimate things - and that those features happen to be espe
cially frequent in Psalms. It is in fact in Chronicles that the translators go furthest to 
avoid anthropomorphisms, but in that book the translator was labouring under excep
tional conditions, as discussed in chapter 4 below. 

Limitations of retroversion 

The other side of the consistency ideal is that every Syriac word should correspond to 
just one Hebrew word. This is the more important side for any attempt to reconstruct 
the Hebrew text behind the Syriac. However, this ideal too is not attained. Part of the 
reason is that the translators found Hebrew richer than Syriac in synonyms, at least in 
some fields. Where the Hebrew uses two words, P may be content to repeat one; P thus 
uses the verb r£^\, for both f*pD and KDtt at Lev. 11:43, or -Ĉ i for bothlfflJ and at 
Jer. 3:5.45 P likewise tends to impose some uniformity on vocabulary over extended pas
sages: in Genesis 24, for example, .-n\, (Pa'el) represents both mpH (v.23) and JTOin 
(w.14,44). 

The relative lack of synonyms in Syriac has led to one device that works systemat
ically against consistency of equivalence. Where two synonyms are available in 
Syriac, the translators may eke them out by treating one as the 'A-word' and one as 
the 'B-word'. If any of the Hebrew synonyms occurs alone, P tends to use the 'A-
word'; if two Hebrew synonyms occur in a single verse, P tends to use the 'A-word' 

4 2 Gen. 5:22,24; 6:9,24; 17:1;48:15; Ps. 56:14,116:9. However, we find at Gen. 24:40, at 1 Sam. 2:30 
and the literal v>^m at 1 Sam. 2:35,2 Kgs. 20:3, Isa. 38:3. 

4 3 S.D. Luzzatto ("13 Vienna 1830, p. 37) defends this reading against some mss of T° which instead 
include a negative. 

4 4 W.E. Barnes, "On the Influence of the Septuagint on the Peshitta", JTS2 (1901), pp. 186-97. 
4 5 For further cases in Numbers and Deuteronomy where one Syriac word covers two different Hebrew 

words, see P.G. Borbone, "Correspondances Lexicales", pp. 5-9. 
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for the first and the 'B-word' for the second. Thus the Hebrew synonyms for 'anger' 
(e.g. «]Sp mOI? i n n Han DIM *]K) are covered by n r t ^ i ('A') and ('B'). 
Similarly the various Hebrew terms for 'lion' are rendered by r^irC ('A') and 

rci.HcOv.CB').46 

Change in translation technique 

The technique of a given translator - and in particular his balance between the 
demands of content and form - might evolve in the course of his task. A striking illus
tration can be found at the beginning of Genesis. In the opening words P renders each 
word of the Hebrew by a corresponding Syriac form: the first word w.i=> is a translit
eration, and later in v.l the Hebrew accusative particle is rendered by the rare particle 
*u, which already puzzled Ephrem.47 From the second verse onward, however, x. is 
dropped, never to recur in the Pentateuch, and the accusative is marked either by /- (as 
already in 1:3) or not at all.4 8 

By Gen. 1:16 the translator is even ready to replace a Hebrew noun by a Syriac verb 
in order to avoid tautology: 
1:15 m-lKB'TP r x ^ c D j ^ o o c m "let there be lights" 
but 1-.16 n n K o ^ r m ^.iouss ^oomao "and let them be shedding light". 
At other points too the translators seem to experiment with various forms of literalism, 
before accepting the demands of intelligibility. In Leviticus, the translator first 
attempts to render n*?lU by the cognate k'jA*., but finally settles on rtsAx. r f .vi . , given 
that re'jA*. also had the undesirable alternative sense of "hillshrine". Similar hesitation 
in relation to the same word can be detected at the beginning of Numbers; the evidence 
is presented in chapter 4. Rather similarly, a translation which fully imitates the form of 
the Hebrew occurs at Exod. 6:10 — 
M T imb n»a n m 

In later passages, however, the concluding infinitive is usually replaced by the more 
idiomatic m\ -bar^o (Exod. 6:29, 14:1, 25:1), and occasionally omitted altogether (e.g. 
Exod. 13:1,16:11). 

Similarly, Avineri identified Hebrew phrases which contain a construct, and which 
are rendered on their first occurrence with a Syriac construct but thereafter by an 
emphatic noun plus dalath, e.g. D ,0 ^JJO: 
1 KgS. 18:5 r^-h >*.cca=>3 

2 Kgs. 3:19 rdca.n r cVc \=n 

Apparently the translator first imitated the Hebrew form, but later preferred to follow 
normal Syriac idiom.49 

4 6 On the renderings of 'anger' and 'lion' in the Twelve Prophets, see Gelston, Twelve Prophets, pp. 1412. 
4 7 See discussion in chapter 5, p. 253. 
4 8 In general, /- accompanies animate objects only. See Th. Noldeke, Compendious Syriac Grammar (tr. 

J.A. Crichton), London 1904, p. 230. 
4 9 I. Avinery, "An Example of the Influence of Hebrew on the Peshitta Translation - The Status 

Constructs", Textus 9 (1981), pp. 36-8. Avinery's sole textual basis is 7al. In some of Avinery's other 
examples, the mss are divided, so that it is not clear whether the variation is due to the translator or merely 
to copyists. 

http://rci.HcOv.CB').46
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Less often, the translator moves towards literalism in the course of his task: 
(a) In Josh. 2, the translator renders not by its Syriac cognate (which could mean 

'persecute') but by ih= us* "go out after". From Josh. 7:5, however, the translator 
resigned himself to using JM-I after all. 

(b) At Cant. 1:13 TVi is rendered A ja»i.i but thereafter the translator settles for the 
neater despite its ambiguity. 

The reason for the change in these cases was that the Syriac cognate, while less 
idiomatic, was the neater solution when the Hebrew word occurred repeatedly. 

Sometimes we catch a translator changing his mind within a short space: 
(a) In Gen. 11, (of language) becomes J ^ S at v. 7 but i=»\-> at v. 9. 
(b) In Gen. 13,12D (of the Jordan valley) is rendered (^.vic*.*) r e s ^ t f in v. 10 but t v * 

in v. 12. At 19:25 the rendering is different again: K ' k v u i a . 

(c) Again in Gen. 13, the verb ^HK becomes Xi, in v. 12 and K ' W in v. 18. Evidently 
the meaning was unknown, and P guessed differently on these two occasions. 

(d) In Exod. 8:22 [26] one phrase is differently rendered on two occurrences: 
M T irrf?K rata onaia m m n p rvrnsb TD3 vb 

•abpu* K^I D n r s b a n s a najnn m na?3 p 

P It is not fitting to do thus, because from the abomination of the Egyptians 
(reviews K-fcoaiX,) we are sacrificing to the Lord our God; and if we sacrifice the fear-
objects of the Egyptians (rd.H^s».i re'Viii.i) in their sight, they will stone us. 

Although from an Israelite viewpoint the fear-objects of heathens are indeed abomina
tions, the two Syriac phrases must have borne different meanings in this context, since 
Pharaoh - who is here addressed - would not have made that identification. Here the 
"abomination of the Egyptians" means most naturally the object of their contempt, 
unlike their fear-objects. The same term is thus given two quite different meanings 
within a single verse. 

(e) A more complex case occurs in the description of the priestly breastplate (Heb. 
PIT) at Exod. 28:15-30, where the translator departs briefly from two of his usual 
equivalences: 

(i) In earlier passages, nS73B had indicated the large rings used to hold together 
items of sacred furniture or even the tabernacle itself, and P had used r c*koun 

('large ring'). Here, however, in relation to garments, P opts for rc^no-ion ('small 
ring', also used for Olp), starting from 28:23, the first occurrence of niOB in 
relation to the breastplate. 
(ii) This change, not unexpected in itself, seems to have sparked off another. Up 
to this point the p n itself became the bland n i n u - i a 'outspread mantle', even as 
recently as v.22. In v.23, however, the translator instead rendered it: rc^a>cu> 

'atonement'. This new rendering had the advantage of similar sound, but the dis
advantage of also representing ITIBD, with an entirely different meaning. 

By v.28, the translator has abandoned both these new usages: n ino is again rc*Xxsu>\ 
and p n again The rendering re^amon for niQB never reappears. However, 
n̂ j»cvu for p n does recur - again suddenly - at Exod. 39:9-21, seven times altogether, 
when the breastplate is again described. Finally, the last occurrences of p n - at Lev. 
8:8 - revert to rc^ia . 
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It has been suggested that the present text of Exod. 28:23-7 has been taken from a 
different source from the rest of the chapter.50 This hypothesis, however, raises the new 
problems of the origin of this second source and the reason that it was preserved in just 
these verses. Nor does it explain the recurrence of rê a>cu> - without rdmoicvo - in Exod. 
39. It seems better to assume a single translator, and to see in his alternations his strug
gle at rendering technical vocabulary. 

Evidently, then, a translator might change his mind about the meaning of a word, 
particularly if it was rare. In such cases, he did not go back to change his earlier render
ings, perhaps because of a scarcity of writing materials, or even of time. He instead 
accepted that his work could not be faultless. 

For all these reasons, there is no policy in P to maintain one-to-one correspondence. 
Here P differs from the Syrohexapla, where this aim met with great (though not total) 
success.51 If we do not appreciate this stance, we may draw precarious inferences from 
P's choice of words. Thus the Hebrew at Gen. 4:5 states that Cain's face fell, while P has 
teaaW "was darkened". P has been said here to represent Cain's face as dark and 
satanic;52 but in fact 'dark' is a stock epithet for a sad face, and is likewise substituted by 
P at Gen. 40:6-7. A further example, at Deut. 32:10, is included in the discussion in 
chapter 3 of issues of method in deciding whether P has been influenced by the wording 
of rabbinic Midrash. 

Improvement on the Hebrew text 

So far we have been concerned with the manner in which the translators convey the 
plain sense, including even cases where that plain sense posed problems of expression 
(e.g. a reference to God changing his purpose). We must now consider other possibili
ties: either that the plain sense was not found satisfactory in itself, or that it was not 
clear what the plain sense might be. 

In the former case, the translators may make radical changes to improve the per
ceived logic within the verse. At Josh. 24:19, for example, Joshua tells Israel: "you 
cannot serve the Lord"; P, doubting that such a categorical statement could have been 
intended, softens this: 
r£.feft l .A<VTA _^ofc\Jr<' ^ m V g p r£y&^ ^.S ClUi 

Take care lest you are not able to serve the Lord. 

Again at Ps. 1:1, P inverts the nouns and so blesses the man who "has not walked in the 
way of the wicked nor stood in the counsel of sinners", to accord better with the verbs. 
At Isa. 44:16-17, the Hebrew states that the idolator uses half his wood for warmth, 
half for cooking and the rest to make an idol; P corrects the arithmetic by substituting 
"its coals" for the second "half". 

Moreover, the translators tried to screen out problems in the Hebrew text, as in the 
following examples: 
5 0 M.D. Koster, The Peshitta of Exodus: The Development of its Text in the Course of Fifteen Centuries, 

Assen/Amsterdam 1977, p. 67. 
5 1 M. Weitzman, "The Reliability of Retroversions of 'The Three' from the Syro-hexapla: A Pilot Study in 

Hosea", in A. Salvesen (ed.), Origen's Hexapla and Fragment, Tubingen 1998, pp. 317-59. 
5 2 E. Levine, "The Syriac version of Genesis iv 1-16", VT 26 (1976), pp. 70-8. 
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(a) The words that Jacob uttered on first seeing his son's gory coat are rendered 
almost exactly, at Gen. 39:33 -
M T *\ov »pb *pa 
P ( is .&a>cu i&s&t 

Joseph my son is surely torn 

Later, when Judah explains to the vizier of Egypt (whom he does not know to be 
Joseph) why his father cannot live without Benjamin, the same words are used in MT of 
his brother's supposed death: 
Gen. 44:28 *nb*flO"|K 
P's translator, however, thought that this detail of the brother's supposed death would 
have provoked further questions from the vizier; and so here he selects general terms: 
P \ . \ ^ S\n=» 

he is surely slain 

(b) At Exod. 15:17 P corrects the perfect tense reference to the Temple in Moses' day, 
and renders: "establish it with thy hands!". 

(c) At Exod. 32:4,8 the Israelites say of the golden calf: "These are your gods". P 
resolves the discord of number by substituting the singular (vytnW OJOT). 

(d) Whereas Deuteronomy speaks of priests and Levites in apposition, P 
distinguishes them by inserting a suitable conjunction ('and', 'or'), e.g. at Deut. 17:9, 
18:1. 

(f) At 1 Sam. 16:19, where Saul summons David "who is with the sheep", the transla
tor apparently objected that Saul at that stage did not know that detail, and so he sub
stitutes: "he is useful to me". 

(g) At Job 42:11 in MT, all Job's relatives and friends came to eat with him in his 
house "and they grieved for him (b 1131) and comforted him". P instead writes that 
they came to his house "for they had grieved for him. . ." (,mcA^ com cu-br^i), so that 
Job's friends do not grieve after his restoration. 

For the sake of the perceived logic the translators might even add a negative53 or omit 
it. 5 4 Josh. 23:4 is re-cast with an added negative: "I have not apportioned the remaining 
nations, but I have apportioned those west of Jordan". This technique of converse 
translation has been noted in the Targums by Klein.55 

The translators' uninhibited approach to the text is illustrated by some passages 
where they mistranslated a word by missing a Hebrew idiom, and sought to "improve" 
the text in line with this faulty understanding. 

(a) At 1 Sam. 2:13 the Hebrew uses the definite article of an object not previously 
mentioned, where the priest's servant carried a three-pronged fork QSblS â TBH 
D t̂tf!"!). Unfamiliar with this Hebrew usage, and, considering that the definite article 
required an earlier reference, P adds at the beginning of the verse: "now they [the sons 
of Eli] had made themselves a three-pronged fork". 

5 3 E.g. Gen. 41:54, Lev. 25:35, Deut. 29:11 33:29, Josh. 10:20,1 Sam. 17:39, Mai. 2:16, Ps. 56:3 60:6 68:19 
90:13, Job 4:16b 9:15a. 

5 4 Deut. 20:19, Josh. 11:13 17:17 22:20,2 Sam. 23:5, Ps. 16:2 37:33, Job 17:4b 18:5b, Ruth 2:13, Dan. 11:18. 
5 5 M.L. Klein, "ConverseTranslation: ATargumicTechnique", Biblica51 (\916), pp. 515-37. 
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(b) At 2 Sam. 12:14 the Hebrew introduces "enemies" euphemistically: 
,s *onn m n s w r*u 
P, however, not recognising the construction, replaced the verbs by iv=- ioi : "you have 
exalted (the enemies of the Lord)". 

(c) 1 Kgs. 11:18 describes Pharaoh's treatment of Solomon's foe Hadad: 
• 6 iru p * o V ? noK onbi rra lb i m 
The translator missed the sense 'allocate' for and, assuming the sense "say", sup
plied direct speech (,*vcA The sentence is thus understood: 

and he gave him a house and bread, and said to him: "Dwell with me!", and land he gave to him. 

(d) Job 27:10 
M T no tea mbx mp* vow bo OK 
P ,(TlCUvmiQ r^trArtf ,mcuiiJ TA-V-I rC'rrAr^ rC'inlQ l^&lta t^lifilu JkA. ^>.1 ^ K -

This passage concerns the wicked, and in the Hebrew both lines are questions, with OK 
as interrogative ("will he delight in the Almighty?..."). However, P misunderstood it as 
"if", and then found no apodosis, which he had to supply: 

But if he relies on the Mighty One, and calls to God at every time, God will answer him and 
listen to him. 

(e) At Ruth 2:8, Boaz's words to Ruth are thus reported: 
M T -inK rrrco o p t e *ate *?K ̂ na no&v Kite 

My daughter, have you never heard56 in a proverb: "In a field which is not yours, do not 
glean". 

Why does P introduce a "proverb"? The Hebrew uses the perfect (DSJOB?) with present 
sense. P, however, took the perfect to refer to the past. The only way that Ruth could 
have heard the relevant words in the past, however, was through a proverb. 

(f) Another misguided improvement, albeit not due to missing a linguistic point, 
occurs at 1 Sam. 23:12. Here David inquires through the ephod whether the citizens of 
Qeilah will deliver him up to Saul. God answers: "They will deliver up"; and David 
leaves the city. P, however, considered that David would not leave Qeilah without 
explicit instruction, and so lengthens God's reply: 
rcTkuia ^ 9 jac\a ôcvo . v ^ ^.-r>V«-w 

They will deliver you up. Arise, go forth from the city. 

Here P forgets that the ephod only provided a decision between two given alterna
tives, rather than a series of instructions. 

In some other passages the translator made an error and proceeded to correct the text 
accordingly. Thus at Num. 31:28 P wrongly replaced "one in 500" (as the tribute for the 
Lord from the Midianite spoil) by "one in 50", by assimilation to v. 30. Accordingly, he 

5 6 A translation of the type "has one ever . . . ?" seems to suit the few instances of the verbal construction of 
type J^SIS. in P; see also Prov. 13:23, Job 38:22. For these references, I am grateful to Prof. J. Joosten, 
who also alerted me to the view that the construction was then entering Syriac under the influence of 
Persian. See E. Y. Kutscher, "Two 'Passive' Constructions in Aramaic in the Light of Persian", Proceedings 
of the International Conference on Semitic Studies in Jerusalem 1965, Jerusalem 1969, pp. 132-51:140. 



36 Relationship between Hebrew and Syriac texts 

had to multiply several figures in vv.37^10 by ten. At Josh. 18:21-24 the translator sub
divided in error two of the twelve city-names, and so changed the total in v. 24 to four
teen. The omission of Psalm titles seems due to the same radical attitude; the titles 
found in the mss were added later and bear no relation to the Hebrew.57 

In all these passages we may be confident that the translator has set out to improve 
on the text of his Vorlage; and the fact that he was capable of this has important impli
cations for any attempt to infer his Hebrew Vorlage, as we shall see. 

There are also cases where the translator 'improves' the text in line with his theologi
cal beliefs. In view of their relevance to the origin of P, these cases are discussed in 
chapter 5 below. They are not so frequent as to affect significantly the description of the 
translation technique. 

Text not believed to have been understood 

In a minority of passages, the translator was unable to derive an overall plain sense at 
all. Nevertheless, he still had to produce a translation, and to that end allowed himself 
certain devices, and we must try to identify these and show their application. This, of 
course, is inevitably an inductive and in some measure subjective procedure. 

Where a word was problematic, either in itself or in context, the translator may 
nevertheless use that word as his starting-point, and then make some adjustment to its 
usual meaning, or even to its text, in order to reach an intelligible translation. On other 
occasions the translation of a problematic word is instead based entirely on the 
context. Only occasionally does the translator abdicate his function, by reproducing 
the obscurity of the original or even omitting a passage. 

Derivations of sense related to the Hebrew text 

Where the translator knew the meaning of the words individually but made no satisfac
tory sense of them together, he might stretch the known meaning of a Hebrew word, e.g. 

behold, if you are fitting, I would accept (your sacrifice). 

The sense 'accept' is not the obvious sense of KtM 'to bear', but is a possible interpreta
tion of it. 

(a) 
MT 
P 

with the shaft of the axe and with iron he gathers them. 

W. Bloemendaal, The Headings of the Psalms in the East Syrian Church, Leiden 1960. 
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The rendering "gather" is just within sight of the basic meaning "fill" for Hebrew 
tfte.58 The terms for the weapons are, incidentally, inverted. 

Sometimes instead the sense of the Syriac equivalent is stretched beyond that area 
where it coincides in meaning with the Hebrew word, e.g. 

(a) Judg. 5:9 
M T o m o^a-unon 
P rCxa~=> ^-ia.-x îLr<r "the distinguished among the people". 
In the Pentateuch, the noun 71212 was usually rendered r £ * t i o a "an offering set apart". 
P-Judges uses the same Syriac root, but in a wholly different sense. 

(b) Jer.20:3 
MT â aO0"TI3Q (to be Pashhur's new name) 
P HTHOAMO rd=fcvofc\ "sojourner and beggar". 
Heb. a^aO is often rendered by the preposition - which, however, is here trans
formed to the related noun rer-ia.v. 'one who goes about', which in Syriac had developed 
to 'vagrant, beggar'. 

Yet another way in which a translator might obtain a suitable meaning for a word, 
while remaining tied to its Hebrew text, was to interpret it by association with a similar 
word in Syriac. Examples are: 

Gen. 32:29 
Gen. 42:7 
Exod. 13:4 
Deut. 29:20 
1 Sam. 20:13 
2 Kgs. 11:6 
Isa.10:26 
Jer. 23:19 
Ezek. 8:12 
Mic. 2:8 
Ps. 93:3 
Job 6:9 

MT 
rvnv 
-Q3rm 
a^axn 
]mr 
a o " 
noo 
a-nmvs 
rn so 
irraera 
cos) ^onKi 
c a n 

p 

.=i»icuj - i o ^ , 

rdJVk-CVft? 

you showed yourself strong59 

and he deceived 
blossoms60 

will grow strong 
I discover 
from harm 
Mount Horeb 
deed61 

hidden 
was filled 
in purity 
and purify me 

Occasionally a Hebrew word that included 3 was replaced by a similar-sounding Syriac 
word with \ , , apparently on the analogy of cases of true etymological correspondence 
between these letters. Thus a i m n is rendered . n ^ W 'ready oneself at Num. 11:16 
and Jer. 46:14; so also the Niph'al at Exod. 38:8. The same understanding also occurs in 
the Targums, though they prefer the synonym nnUnX. Likewise at Jer. 2:20 !"IJ?3 is 
rendered "(you) stray". 

5 8 The rendering r e ^ m r£*c* for IVJn f 17 should perhaps be emended to r ^ u n n£.«« 'shaft of the spear', as 
at 2 Sam. 21:19. 

5 9 This interpretation, which takes the first consonant as Shin, differs from T t ° , J G N rQia^IVK, which starts 
out from Heb. and so takes the first consonant as Sin. 6 0 So also Exod. 23:15,34:18, Deut. 16:1. 

6 1 This passage and its duplicate at 30:23 are discussed in chapter 4. 
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Even in the Aramaic of Ezra, P renders by retocou vyi< and by or 
r ^ V ^ o , from Greek (SicOTcryua. These renderings rest on mere phonetic similarity - a 
sobering reflection on the degree of mutual intelligibility between Aramaic dialects. 

Derivation of sense following a textual adjustment 

Another device for obtaining sense in a difficult passage is tacitly to change the Hebrew 
text. Grammatical elements may be ignored or changed for this purpose, as illustrated 
below. 

Gen. 20:16 
Here Abimelech has told Sarah that he has given 1,000 (shekels of) silver to her (so-
called) brother, and continues: 
M T nnaai to nai -jriK im* to4? D T S moa "p Kin nan 

and behold, it too is given to you, because you covered the eyes of all who were with me, 
and concerning everything62 you reproved me. 

This involves the tacit change of TTlX to TIN, and of the passive nrD31 to an active 
^arirDh, as well as reading a past tense into OTB ffiOa. 

Ps. 2:6-7 
M T pn rnaoK . . . ^a r o o a ••aw 

I have set up my king... that he might tell of my covenant. 

Ps. 16:11 

M T nsa la-a^a maw 

and (I shall be satisfied) from the bliss of the victory of thy right hand. 
Here the required sense is attained by varying the word order; note also the construal of 
n2Sa as "victory" rather than "eternity". 

Sometimes the translator's deliberate misreading of the Vorlage changes a lexical 
rather than grammatical element, as at Ezra 4:14 — 
MT -f?rT1 "6a Hiaa (3 kinds of tribute) 
P fcA r<Vv» "There is no tribute for you." 
The last two words of the text are treated as if they were "f? N*?. Likewise, at Lev. 26:16 
and Deut. 28:22 rant? was treated as if it were nnBO 'scab', and so rendered (together 
with the following word nmp) by terms from the leprosy laws r<ri\*s\oo rds-ii^ Some 
two hundred instances of this phenomenon in the Psalter alone were collected by 
Vogel,63 and a few more are mentioned in chapter 3. 

6 2 Or perhaps: "and in addition to all (your deception, lit. covering of eyes)". 
6 3 A. Vogel, "Studien zum Peshitta-Psalter Besonders im Hinblick auf sein Verhaltnis zu Septuaginta", 

Biblica 32 (1951), pp. 32-56; 198^231; 336-63; 481-502: see pp. 208-13. 
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Such 'misreading' of the Hebrew may have been a widely acceptable exegetical 
device. We may compare the rabbinic Al-Tiqre which may make adjustments on the 
scale - though not with the frequency - observed in P, e.g.64 

MT read as: 
Gen. 20:16 H1D3 fllPD (TB Meg. 28a) 
Deut. 32:17 DTUW DW0 (Sifreadloc) 
Ezekl6:7 B I B i m D T W T B i a (TBSot. lib) 
Qoh.8:10 DTTOp D W p (TB Git. 56b) 

A similar convention may have existed at Qumran, at least in passages so obscure as not to 
have any "plain sense". Thus at Hab. 2:4, where MT has nbSif, with which the text of 
lQpHab. agrees, the commentary nevertheless explains that [the sins of the wicked] will be 
doubled upon them (DiT^l? 1*?SD''), as if the Hebrew had been i"6S3. Again at Hab. 2:15, 
where MT has OrTHWO 'their nakedness', lQpHab. instead reads DrTHITIO 'their stum
blings/ festivals';65 and here again it may be that the author of the Pesher had a text no dif
ferent from MT but considered it legitimate to adjust to DiTHlTlD to attain a desired sense. 

In Job, it occasionally seems that the translator began with a Syriac equivalent of a 
Hebrew word and deliberately misread that, e.g. at 41:1 a -
M T m o ] yi 
P V / ^ ^ S r£mVC rCcn 

behold your foot is loosened. 

Semantically, P utterly differs from MT, but the Syriac words resemble reMox. "begin
ning" and 1 ^ "deceive", which are normal renderings of the Hebrew words, if the first 
is vocalised T l ton . Yet these two Syriac words, if restored, would yield poor sense, 
especially in context: "the beginning deceived you". The translator would hardly have 
presented this as his finished work. Thus the inner-Syriac change implied by the exist
ing text seems due to the translator himself.66 The alternative of scribal corruption 
cannot, however, be excluded - though that would imply, exceptionally, that the origi
nal translation was here literal to the point of obscurity. 

Derivation of sense from the general context 

In the cases considered above, some semantic path between the Hebrew text and its 
translation can be traced. There are other renderings, however, which have no basis 
apart from fitting the context, e.g. 
6 4 A. Rosenzweig, "Die Al-Tiqri-Deutungen", in M. Brann and I. Elbogen (eds.), Festschrift zuIsraelLewy's 

siebzigstem Geburtstag, Breslau 1 9 1 1 , pp. 2 0 4 - 5 3 . As Rosenzweig observes, however, most Al-Tiqre read
ings vary vowels or vowel letters only. 

6 5 This was of course applied to the Wicked Priest's disruption of the sect's observance of the Day of 
Atonement. 

6 6 G. Rignell, The Peshitta to the Book of Job Critically Investigated with Introduction, Translation, 
Commentary and Summary, Stockholm: Monitor Forlaget, 1994 , pp. 5, 367. (This book was posthu
mously edited by the author's brother, Dr K-E Rignell.) On the basis of this phenomenon, Rignell consid
ered that the translation was executed in two stages. In the first, annotations showing the Syriac 
equivalents of individual Hebrew words were added to a Hebrew text between the lines or in the margin. In 
the second, a continuous Syriac translation was obtained from those annotations, which were sometimes 
misread. 
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Exod. 23:5 
MT 101? 3TS?n 3T1T 
P (TCOV. icVQi. \riT~TI 

(And when you see your enemy's donkey crouched beneath his burden, and you wish not 
to carry with him,) you shall indeed carry with him. 

Here the usual sense of 3TD 'forsake' was clearly inappropriate, but W . 'carry' is simply 
guessed from the context. 

Num. 4:13 
M T raron m mrr\ 
P r^»i=i:oA crucxo-iajo 

and they shall dismantle the altar. 

The rendering 'dismantle' well fits the context, which concerns the duties of the 
Kehathites when the camp moved off; but it is totally incorrect. 

Guesses from the context are in fact frequent in P. The victims of the mutilations at 
Deut. 23:2 are (rather ironically) replaced by re'-u^'adulterer', because of the reference 
in the next verse to "1T0Q, which is fairly rendered rcMco^ia "son of adultery".67 At Isa. 
9:4 VINO is guessed as \o, on the basis of the neighbouring E71T1. At Amos 6:11, the 
obscure nouns •''STpa ...Ô Ô O") are rendered by the verbs ^mo^^a .moA^-bc 
"and will make it quake.. . and make it desolate", apparently through sheer guesswork 
from the general context. 

On a larger scale, at Hab. 3:14, P's rendering of the problematic Hebrew words again 
bears no semantic relation to any of them but simply provides a suitable bridge between 
the preceding and succeeding phrases: 
M T pnom te*6 IOD) onsr to "3:rsr6 •niro'1 o r i s w n r a o a napj) 
P .... ^orofr\tm>nT-) cA^&vrc'.i .... 

You bored with his [own] rods the heads of his rulers, who relied on their audacity, that 
they might devour the poor in secret. 

Again, a whole verse may be translated on the basis of a few words, filled out by guess
work to yield acceptable sense overall, as at Ps. 36:2 -
M T 1311? KSQ1? r r i ra rb« p ^ n n ••a 

for it is hateful in his eyes that he forsake his sins and hate them. 

Here the elements supplied by guesswork are italicised. 
Sometimes the translator did not catch any definite meaning, and uses a word of 

vague sense, as at Hab. 1:4 -
M T p n s n m - m a n iren 
P r£o». i l l pia T»-3 i n s PtAo^A 

for the wicked (man) treats the righteous very badly. 

6 7 The rabbis defined *1TD0 as the offspring of a forbidden union (so e.g. Sifre ad loc.), of which adultery was 
the likeliest case. 

file:///riT~TI
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Similarly, at Deut. 33:3 the difficult mi?K is rendered *=oa. "he gave". At 1 Kgs. 1:9, 
n to tn p K becomes simply <<k=>i rct&rĉ  "great stone". Isa. 10:18 states of the invad
ing Assyrians: 003 0000 PPJTI, which P renders vaguely: "he shall be as if he had never 
been". At Prov. 7:20, the intending adulteress says that her husband will return only 
nOOn DVb; P has merely re*fti\n» rCh&aA "after many days". Job 6:16 is again ren
dered vaguely: 
MT 3 t e OtorP ID'to 
P rdi^liv ,^»... "snow became much". 
Vague guesses often involve the use of a 'drudge word'. The commonest root so used is 

whose derivatives include 'strength' and 'strong'. Forms from this root 
render not only the usual words denoting strength but also many words which the 
translators found difficult (at least in context), such as to (Num. 14:9), nBSJID (Num. 
23:22), 113 (Deut. 32:27), Spl? (Jer. 17:9), *Un (Obad. 3), n0*Hp (Hab. 1:9), "DT 
[Hiph'il] (Ps. 20:8) and "P'SN (Job 40:18). 

In some cases where P has a derivative of ̂  T ° has the equivalent root ^pn, as for 
NOT (Deut. 33:25) and even the name DTtT (Gen. 14:5). This suggests that the use of 
strength terms as drudge words goes back to an older tradition on which the Targums 
and P both depend.68 As Gordon has observed, such usage is already attested in the 
Aramaic version of Job from Qumran,6 9 as at Job 30:14 -
M T o r n p s o 
11 QTgJob (col. xvi 2) "WE? IpflO "when my boil becomes strong (= virulent)" 
Another drudge word is 'be buffetted, exhausted', representing ''TO (Deut. 
32:24) and many words in Jeremiah (ton [Hitpolel], no1' [Hitpa'el], pBO and TVp) and 
in Psalms (*)te, 310 [Hitpolel], *(\B, *]B17 [Hitpa'el], m0[Hitpolel], TS27). In these 
books, ^ and .a-C^w provide two basic alternative guesses for difficult words, the 
first being suitable when things look good for the subject and the second when they 
look bad. 

Other drudge words are of more limited scope. The root » IT , in Psalms, because of 
its frequency in rendering a host of Hebrew synonyms for praise, came also to represent 
some words of unknown meaning, e.g. 
81:8 o i m n o o 
91:1 p t o ^ E ? <?2S0 \x-i\\<r-n r^oAr^A cnW^-iO 

no:3 nrnsnei? K ^ * » V ^ 

A drudge-word over a more limited stretch in Psalms is A J J J J U W , serving within Ps. 
35-39 for mn (35:25), n s i and 3TIT (37:8), ]2V (37:27), nm (38:3) and 3to (Hiph'il: 
39:4). Special drudge-words appear also in sections of technical matter. Thus in the 
leprosy laws we find r c r ^ ^ a 'scale, scab' not only for HnBO 'scab' (Lev. 13:2) but also 
for pnO 'eruption' (13:39) and nTTlUpE? 'hollows' (14:37). Again we are reminded of 
P's tendency to level the vocabulary over an extended section. Where accuracy was out 
of reach, this technique at least provided coherence. 

In all these cases the incorrect sense makes it obvious that the translator was 
guessing. However, the translators' capacity for guesswork raises the suspicion that 

6 8 The nature of such common tradition is discussed in chapter 3. 
6 9 Compare also ^prO (restored) for na~IK3 at 39:20 (col. xxxiii 1). See R.P. Gordon. "The Citation of the 

Targums in Recent English Bible Translations (RSV, JB, NEB)", JJS 26 (1975), pp. 50-60:51 n. 
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some correct renderings may likewise be guessed rather than due to pre-existing 
knowledge. 

Derivation of sense from beyond the immediate context 

In poetry, a sense might be inferred from parallelism within the verse. At Mic. 6:2, for 
MT D^rPN, P has n ^ c u . , to contrast with DHPI in the parallel clause. Again, at Job 
31:10 the translator missed the sexual reference in TICK "I11K1? "{flOn, rendering: "my 
wife milled for others". Hence the parallel clause "pinK 'JilTD'1 JTtel was guessed: 
"and she baked in another place". 

Less often the translator looked to a neighbouring verse. Thus at Gen. 49:14 P 
renders OTlSt&Q as rcisa*. after ITlK in v. 17. At Num. 32:15 P replaces 1rT3!T^ by 
_ ^ - > V f t . v Y«n\ "to make you wander", using the same verb as for 01T3,,1 (v. 13). At Isa. 
53:8, the rendering w i n "they drew near" for 1733 seems at least partly inspired by the 
translation ^ i o for 2T33 (construed as B733) in the previous verse. We are reminded here 
of the tendency noted above to impose uniform vocabulary over an extended passage, 
but when the sense was well understood. 

The translator may look even further afield within the book. In the wise woman's 
plea at 2 Sam. 20:19, P did not find OKI T » (fTOn1?) satisfactory as it stood, and 
instead rendered msj re 'o r d \ with a glance at the other wise woman of 2 Sam. 
14:6. 7 0 At Isa. 5:17, the ruins of OTIO become "rebuilt ruins" after 58:12. Again, 
at Nah. 1:6, MT has 13n3 C l a n "the rocks were shattered" while P renders 
a \ i & W r T i o \ "the mountains were melted". That phrase had just occurred in P at 
Mic. 1:4, for ffHiin 10031; apparently C I S recalled rdc\ and hence the other 
passage.71 

In Exodus, two words which looked similar and occurred in similar contexts 
(namely, of baking dough) were interpreted in the light of each other: 

12:34 
M T ontoEn n * m ornKEO 

their uncooked dough bound up in their towels 

16:23 
M T -ipon -m miomch DO4? m n *)ivn to n*i 
P r^is^A rcf'Uia o\^j Hiwi -pxyza 

and what remains, keep for yourselves as uncooked dough till morning. 

In 12:34, the mysterious rV)KE?0 is preceded by a reference to dough that had not 
risen. In 16:23, the Israelites are authorised to cook the manna before Sabbath, 
but to leave the remainder as mQE70. The translator assumed that the difference 

7 0 R.P. Gordon, "The Variable Wisdom of Abel: the MTand Versions at 2 Samuel XX18-19", VT43 (1993), 
pp. 215-26:222. 7 1 Gelston, Twelve Prophets, p. 150. 



Text not believed to have been understood 43 

between these two Hebrew forms could be ignored; compare the phenomenon of 
"deliberate misreading" discussed above. Hence he sought a rendering to fit both 
contexts equally, and produced r̂ -u-in - "uncooked (dough)", literally "cold". 

On a few occasions the translator looked to a different biblical book altogether. 
In some such passages, it can be shown that the other biblical book is cited after the 
P version, and not simply from the Hebrew. These passages shed welcome light on 
the relationship between the different biblical books in P, and they are discussed in 
chapter 4. 

Passages from other books may also be adduced. Thus at Job 36:20, Onnn tTOI? led 
the translator to import Isa. 43:4a: "and he will give nations for thee and peoples for 
thyself". At S. of S. 8:11, pSM (tea) 'multitude' in the context of a vineyard reminded 
the translator of Dan. 4:9, and so the phrase was rendered »^» : "and its fruit 
was plentiful". Appeal to other biblical passages is especially common in Chronicles, 
where the Vorlage seems to have been damaged, as argued in chapter 3. The phenome
non is further discussed in chapter 4 below. 

A quotation from a non-biblical source is found at the end of David's prayer at 1 Chr. 
29:19-

that Thy great name be sanctified and praised in the world that Thou didst create before those 
that fear Thee, 

This bears no resemblance to the Hebrew text, which was apparently illegible at this 
point. Instead, it is based primarily on the opening of the Qaddish prayer: 
n r r a r o m a n KDtoa Kan j t o b vnpm tearr 
In addition, the element MT>*IX> seems to reflect the third paragraph (nariETl •patT 1), 
while the final phrase finds a counterpart in a Hebrew re-working of the Qaddish pre
served in the Jewish liturgy:72 

bvnvr rra to iianai t x t pxnai uiana 
(may his name be praised) in accordance with his will, and the will of those who fear him, and of 
all the house of Israel. 

It seems that the translator knew that the illegible words concluded the prayer. He 
therefore cited the Qaddish, which was recited among the Jews at the conclusion of a 
discourse (TB Sota 49a).7 3 Other extra-biblical references are doubtful; the question is 
discussed in chapter 5 below. 

Abdication of the translator's function 

In some very obscure passages the translators abdicate their function. They may trans
late word-for-word and so reproduce the obscurity of the original, or they may resort to 
omission or free composition. 

7 2 S. Baer (ed.), bmiT rHOff TTO, Rodelheim [1868], p. 224. 
7 3 For detailed discussion, see M.R Weitzman, "The Qaddish Prayer and the Peshitta of Chronicles" (in 

Hebrew), in H. Ben-Shammai (ed.), Hebrew and Arabic Studies in honour of Joshua Blau, Tel-Aviv and 
Jerusalem 1993, pp. 261-90. 
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Literal obscurity is found at times in the difficult book of Job, e.g. at 11:17a -
M T n t e D I P - D n n s o i 

and from noon, digging will arise. 

Evidently i t o was understood on the basis of toh "mole", but readers must have 
been puzzled. Similarly at Jer. 6:11, while each word is rendered accurately, no satisfac
tory sense emerges overall: 
MT...toiir to T S » tosn TP*63 T«6O * nan nai 

i.tCVX-r^O . A i a r f . , ^ > t ^ o .fcA^J&vK' r t l . ' tSJ . t cr>tea» iKlrVo 

and thou (f.) art filled with the wrath of the Lord, and weary. Measure and pour over chil
dren .. . 7 4 

The fact that the sense of P was not everywhere immediately clear has implications for 
Syriac lexicography. For example, it has been argued that rc'ivon.X, which normally 
means 'repentance', must also be capable of the meaning 'apostasy', since P would not 
otherwise make good sense in the passages where this word renders nSB?0 (Jer. 2:19, 
3:2,8:5, Hos. 14:5).75 However, the native commentators were able to extract a meaning 
without being aware of any other meaning apart from 'repentance', e.g. 

Jer. 2:19 
M T inain TrrQtrai 

Iso'dad 7 6 .K ' fcxCt l .a^as rcArc* . k tom K'Xz.CUas cd.A r£*O2C80 K'ifiao c u m 

that is, it [your repentance] scorns and rebukes you, that it was not in truth but in 
dissembling. 

Hos. 14:5 
M T Drawn Ksna 

"Ephrem" ^ r u ^ . A m 

that is, [I shall heal] those who repent. 

Thus the hypothesis that P was everywhere straightforward is not a safe basis for the 
revision of the lexicon. 

The ultimate abdication was, of course, to omit the difficult material altogether. 
Some elements in the text were so difficult - in themselves or in context - that the trans
lator apparently felt that any attempt at translation would only create obscurity. 
Examples of difficult words or phrases which the translators were content to omit 
occur at Exod. 34:1913Tn, 1 Sam. 9:24 TiKip Dim nDK1?, 1 Kgs. 7:28 tnbvn pa 

7 4 Despite unusual construal 'and thou' against MT DK1, suffixes Tl- as second person singular femi
nine, and ̂ "Ofl as imperative), the translation is straightforward. 

7 5 Th.Sprey,"rj*H*'-rtatra", VT1 (1957), pp. 408-10. 
7 6 C. Van den Eynde (ed.), Commentaire d Iso'dad de Merv sur I'Ancien Testament IV. Isa'ie et les Douze. 

CSCO 303 (Syr 128), Louvain 1969, ad loc. 
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rrUODl, Isa. 13:8 T^TT, Ps. 51:8 niniB3 and Prov. 19:7c. In Job some particularly 
difficult lines or verses are likewise omitted (29:6, 30:3-4, 38:25a, 41:21a,22-24a) or 
compressed (39:3-4). The same phenomenon in the Twelve Prophets is noted by 
Gelston.77 There are many omissions in Chronicles also, but as the passages concerned 
(e.g. 2 Chr. 29:10-19) are not particularly difficult, the reason here seems rather that the 
Vorlage was difficult to read, as argued in chapter 3. 

Repeated avoidance of the difficulties in the Hebrew through omission (with other 
devices) can result in a smooth but colourless rendering of an extended passage, as in 
the case of Jer. 17:1-4: 

1) M T :arrnrDT» mnp^i D31? rrb bo rwnn ...mina rmr r nxen 
P) ^ 0 C 7 1 » J J L 3 . ' O > S r ^ i u i n l i - O ^ O O l a i j rdi»cA r^QuCUl ...rt>-i.fr\3> r<,.10f71..'l C T J ^ I ^ J J 

The sin of Judah is written . . . and engraved on the tablets of their heart, and 
on the horns of their altars, 

2) M T :mn3an nrsa bo \an yo bo a r n n n DnnsTia arras, nata 

and (on) their fear-objects, under every tree that is thick and upon every high 
hill, 

3 ) M T n ^ n a tea natona -pnoa in* nb "rrrraiK tei n>n r n r a m n 
P vycnA^ \\ ,*» \\r\r< rc*2nuA v^ibcujiva v Y i ^ ^ o a A i , o v^ifli-M .rc'iu.vao re'tcAgsa 

and on the mountains and in the field. Your possessions and all your trea
sures, and your borders, I shall give for spoil because of your sins, 

4) M T ..rp *nna new inbmn "p i nciaeri 

and I shall make you pass away from the heritage that I gave you. 

Here P omits some difficult phrases (1,31, "TADS, Dnn3TD 0^33 1313), and trans
forms some grammatical elements, notably the word order in v.3. In this way, the 
impassioned phrases in the Hebrew are rolled into long and relatively dull sentences; 
and the result contributes little to our understanding of the original Hebrew. 

A less serious abdication of the translator's role is to leave the choice open between 
two alternative understandings. Thus at Ruth 1:13 030 (IKO *b) "10 is first rendered 
"bitter concerning you" and then "more bitter than you". Such cases are common in 
Job; for example, Job 24:10 is rendered twice, with becoming first 'bread' and then 
'measure' (rA»^o rffcrci»). There is also a double rendering of the second line of Job 
31:35: 
M T " W H e n n p 

The first rendering (brought forward to the beginning of the verse) runs: 

the vexations of God humbled me.78 

7 7 See also Gelston, Twelve Prophets, p. 147. 7 8 See p. 192 below. 
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The second rendering is in the proper place: 

(Who will grant one who would listen to me,) if he exists? Let God answer me. 

Here the letters Ifl have been mentally rearranged and so associated with Syriac 
Another such case, at 1 Chr. 12:1, is discussed in chapter 3. However, the doublet at 
Gen. 24:21, where MNflB̂ D is rendered r£a=>teaci rCossn, is paralleled in T N and seems 
inherited from Targum tradition; see discussion in chapter 3. 

Finally, unlike some other translators - notably Theodotion - P does not use translit
eration to represent elements not understood. The transliteration ma=>a mak at Gen. 1:2 
was needed because of the lack of a Syriac term; and ten had to be regularly transliter
ated as \*srf&\ because r^irt was usually reserved for |HN in a parallel clause. In Kings P 
transliterates WW?] "H3n "IB03 to indicate the title of a book: -isa iaoi=.79 

Occasionally we find Syriac caiques of Hebrew words, but these again suggest simply 
the lack of a native term in Syriac. Examples are <»oir< for ]T1K, rc^iis^for ntMn T3 
(Gen. 32:33), r*h*z and even rCaaarC (at Hos. 3:4) for TIBK, the verb -p=u for U2"1 

('perform levirate marriage', at Gen. 37:8 etc.), r^o-u. for the plague 2M2, rca^o-ia for 
nDnS (2 Chr. 3:14), rfk^a^. for nS^S. Other apparent borrowings - e.g. ^ssr^ regu
larly for P N - may, however, be native Syriac words; and even the verb ^».m, though its 
form suggests borrowing from Heb. VDNn, may pre-date the translation. 

Combination of devices 

We may now consider how these devices may be combined, in single verses and also in 
extended passages. Examples: 

Gen. 49:22 
M T -\w "to nnru man p * ••te nna p *pp m a p 

a son of growth is Joseph, a son of growth. Go up, O well! A building supported, which 
goes up by a wall. 

Here we find: 
(a) appeal to another biblical passage, namely Num. 21:17 (MT "1K3 "to) 
(b) tacit grammatical change, whereby ni33 was taken as p 3 'building' (cf. 'wall') 
(c) misreading of ITTITS as niSJO, whence 'support'. 
(d) otherwise close adherence to the Hebrew, despite the resulting obscurity. 

2 Sam. 17:20 
Here Absalom's agents are looking for Ahimaaz and Jonathan, and the texts continue: 
M T ...wxa *6i iwpai •"'an te^a n a » namn ani naam 
P . . . O I I U I ^ rd\o . 0 X 2 rtfiib.l 1X^91 w*v*»i ^ooA O i s ^ . rfSnjMft' ^OoA K ' V ^ K ' . . . 

The woman tells them: "They have passed on hence, because they sought water". And 
they did not find them . . . 

7 9 Contrast reidhci* A* issa=> (Esther 10:2) and r e - f c ^ c ^ r O a S ^ a * r t i s i o f N e h . 12:23). 
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The rare word te^O has thus been understood through the similar-sounding but 
unrelated Syriac n^sn, while the verb lB?p2*'l has been taken as part of the direct speech. 
Here the result is smooth if inaccurate sense. 

Isa. 66: 9 
MT " T^IK Kbl T30K ^HH 
P r<L.vyi vytr? rdiK' .-Acco rd\a r̂ jcn K I ^ O C D K=OTU rtfjr̂  

I have granted this expectation; and will I not bring it forth, says the Lord? 

Unexpectedly, T3E?X is explained through Syr. rCvmo, 8 0 and the interrogative H is 
ignored in this clause. 
Job 40:2a: 
M T inv * w DJ? s i n 

many are the counsels of God 

Here the lexical item 3*1 rab "many" rather than 3T "to quarrel" is identified, the sense 
of "IC is extended from "chastise" to "counsel", the preposition 01? is ignored and the 
word order changed. 
Hab.3:16b 
M T inw o i 6 nibsb m x or*? ma* nam 
P r£y*±. Iv. rtf'ivrc'.-i rdj^Ao.K'A redact* •i.cujo A s>^=3^ 

for he predicts to me and has shown me the day of trouble that is coming upon the people. 

This is not an accurate translation of the Hebrew, but it well continues the previous 
line: there the prophet is trembling, and here a reason is provided. Apparently the last 
word of the verse was read as "he tells me". The regular Syriac equivalent of 
T3H is ,txu, which, however, can also mean "show", whence: "he has shown me (the day 
. . . ) " . A phrase of similar meaning ("he predicts to me") is then supplied for Hebrew 
m3K, for which no suitable sense could be found. This sense of Syr. j>.i= is also found at 
Isa. 16:6 and Jer. 48:30 - where again, incidentally, it bears no semantic relation to any 
word in the Hebrew (cf. p. 193 below). 

Such combinations were especially necessary when the translator was confronted by 
long lists of unfamiliar words. Thus Daniel 3 has repeatedly a list of seven foreign 
words denoting officers in the Babylonian empire. The translator uses general terms 
for the first three (rAu* rrticvfca, ^y .W) ; these exhausted, he transliterates the 
remaining four. In Isa. 3:18-23 P has to render 21 items of ladies' finery. After two 
vague renderings ('clothes', 'ornament'), he attempts a logical progression, from four 
hairstyles, through decorations of the temples and face, and a nose-ring, to four types 
of chain (cf. n iTD earlier in the sequence) and eight types of robe, distinguished 
partly by colour. Here and there the influence of LXX is detectable: thus the hairstyles 
(for the 3rd to 6th items) recall eunXoiaa for the 2nd, and LXX too has some (but 
fewer) coloured robes. 

8 0 Though there are a few instances of a cognate verb and noun H3iP in biblical Hebrew. 
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Treatment of extended passages 

In some difficult sections, good sense could be achieved - though not accuracy -
through the expectation of logical coherence overall. At Zeph. 3:1, for example, a tacit 
change of grammatical elements together with an incorrect construal led to an unex
pected understanding: 
M T mm -ran nb«33i nmo i n 
P ^cu* mKL..-ca r^rvfL.'&oj r^fei^.v K'Ku.Vn ,ar{ 
The last two Hebrew words, each with a definite article, mean: "the oppressing city" 
and refer to Jerusalem. The previous chapter, however, had been concerned with 
Nineveh, which the translator thought was intended here too. He interprets the two dif
ficult previous Hebrew words, accordingly, to fit Nineveh: thus n*?X33 is derived from 
*7K3 "redeem", and nK*1Q (apparently) from nKI "see", stretched to "know", and in 
the passive "known, renowned". Nineveh was indeed a renowned city, which had once 
been delivered - from the punishment announced by Jonah. With this in mind, P 
ignores the definite articles in the last phrase and renders it: 'city of Jonah'. To reinforce 
this understanding, P links 3:1 to the preceding verse by adding -torero: 

Everyone who passes over it will wonder, and whistle, and wave his hand, and say: Woe the 
renowned and (formerly) delivered city, the city of Jonah!81 

A still longer passage in which sense (but not accuracy) was provided through these 
techniques is Job 36:16-20a, discussed elsewhere.82 

Names 

The great majority of names are simply transcribed. Geographical names and adjec
tives, however, are sometimes modernised - or at least identified - according to tradi
tions paralleled in the Targums, e.g. Qardu for Ararat, Matnin for Bashan, Indian for 
Ethiopian,83 Arab for Ishmaelite, MPS ('Memphis') for Moph or Noph, Spain for 
Sepharad (Obad. 20), GBL (four times in Chronicles) for Seir. At Josh. 13:11,13, 
Ma'achah becomes Kuros (a>o-\c\n), while the Targum has the earlier form OlTp^SN, 
i.e. the 'EmKcupoc, mentioned as one of the five cities east of the Jordan by Ptolemy 
V.16.9. Armenia (»i»-ir<r) is substituted both for ̂ 0 (Jer. 51:27) and for n310nnn 
(Amos 4:3). Hamath becomes Antioch at 1 Chr. 13:5,18:9 and 2 Chr. 8:4. Apparently 
the translator took Hamath to symbolise the northern boundary of the promised land, 
as in the phrase DQn (e.g. Num. 34:8), but identified that border with the Taurus 
Mountains (as in Gen. Apocr. 21.16).84 These traditions are all paralleled in the corre
sponding Targums. 

Perhaps following this last precedent, the translators claimed other places too for the 
vicinity of their own own neighbourhood, which, as will be argued in chapter 5, was 
probably Edessa. The Aramean district of Soba is thus equated with Nisibis in 1 Chr. 

8 1 Gelston, Twelve Prophets, p. 148. 
8 2 "Hebrew and Syriac Texts of the Book of Job", SVT 66(1997), pp. 381-99. 
8 3 This identification reappears in TB Meg. 11a, but has classical antecedents in the "Ethiopians of Asia" 

described by Herodotus 7.70 as straight-haired and serving with the Indians in the Persian army. 
8 4 N. Avigad and Y. Yadin, A Genesis Apocryphon, Jerusalem 1956, p. 30. 
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18—19.85 Harran was substituted for Aram Ma'achah at 1 Chr. 19:6. Mabbog is 
specified as Pharaoh Necho's objective at 2 Kgs. 23:29 (where it is added to the text) and 
at 2 Chr. 35:20 (where it replaces Carchemish, in fact some 40 km to the north), in the 
account of Josiah's death at 2 Chr. 35:20. 

At 2 Chr. 1:16, where MT has NlpDl "and from Que" (in Cilicia), P rightly detects a 
toponym, though the text is puzzling: txiA&rC Wv». A similar form occurs in Tg. to 
Ezek. 27:6, where D f̂lD ""NO is rendered N^IBN finiDQ.86 The goods exported are 
horses in Chronicles but a "covered house for the theatre" on Tyre's ships in Ezekiel. In 
neither passage is Apuleia in south-east Italy particularly appropriate. At least in P-
Chronicles, we could emend to Apamaea or Pamphylia, in the general region of Edessa. 

The translators also introduce the great powers of their own day, without parallel in 
the Targums. Thus "]E?E7 at Jer. 25:26, which in fact indicates Babylon, becomes rti^r.irf 
Arsaces' and at 51:41 x<)t**x.\x< 'the Arsacid city'. In this way the biblical antecedents 
of Parthia become the Babylonians rather than the benign Persians. Likewise the 
D ^ m S 'nobles' in Esther, Daniel and Ezra become ri.afcta (Parthians). A reference to 
Rome may have been introduced through the cipher Edom at Ps. 12:9 -
MT OIK ^ ni^T DID 

T T 

P ^JOSrC" » i s : t r&A\ r£ysai v y r ^ 

like the vile pride of the children of Edom87 

A noted phenomenon in P is the frequent substitution of Edom for Aram; and this too 
has been thought to refer to Rome. The question is discussed in an excursus at the end 
of this chapter. 

The translators sometimes make surprising deductions about the identity of 
toponyms, notably: 

(a) In Josh. 12-13, Geshur becomes Endor, apparently because both were mentioned 
as unconquered spots which lay (Josh. 17:11-12) or could have lain (Josh. 13:7, 13) in 
Manasseh's territory. 

(b) Jaffa becomes Eilat at Josh. 19:46, and the sea of Jaffa becomes the Red Sea at 2 
Chr. 2:15. The point of departure for Tarshish is named as Jaffa at Jonah 1:3 but as 
Etzion-Geber, close by Eilat,88 at 2 Chr. 20:36; and the translators seem to have identi
fied the two ports. 

(c) In 2 Sam. 23, the mention of more than one "Shamma the Hararite" (vv.l 1,33) 
led the translator to distinguish them as hailing from different mountains, namely of 
Olives and of the King. 

The translators might occasionally mistake a common noun for a name, e.g. mt&K 
(Deut. 3:17) as Ashdod, or IJSto as a personal name at Dan. 1:11. Conversely, some
times the translator did not acknowledge the presence of a name, and so translated 
n"Pnn (Exod. 14:2 etc.) as rCiui*. "the ditch", fTOnB (Num. 22:5) as nficua 'interpreter', 

8 5 This equation also appears in Saadiah's version of Ps. 60:2. 
8 6 The same name appears in some texts of Midrash to Ps. 9:7, but seems corrupt: '"The enemy are come to 

an end, their structures are for ever.' For example, Constantine built Constantinople, Apulus built Apulia 
(?), Romulus built Rome, Alexander build Alexandria, Seleucus built Seleucia. The founders have come to 
an end, but the cities they established endure." 

8 7 R. Duval, "Notes sur la Peschitto, I, Edom et Rome", REJ14 (1887), pp. 49-51. 
8 8 Deut. 2:8,1 Kgs. 9:26. 



50 Relationship between Hebrew and Syriac texts 

or t r m B (Jer. 50:21) as r<fc»j-ta>-fcxE*> 'rebellious'. At 2 Sam. 8:18 and 20:7, P rendersT6B 
...srnD as rcjAa ...«"<rtf»> "free men.. . workers"; apparently, Tl^S was misread as part of 
n^?B, and a contrasting sense inferred for TT13. The same occasionally occurs in LXX, 
eg-
Zech. 6:14 
M T m a x p jrf>i rrxnfa rraiE&i ubrb 

L X X ToTg unouevouoiv Kai TOIC, xPn°iM0,c. oturfjc, Kai TOIC. ETreYvioKoaiv auTfjv Kai eic, xaprra 
trioO Eotboviou 

When a toponym comprises or contains common nouns, P may treat the whole as a 
name. Thus 3Kia 111312? "the plains of Moab" is treated in the Pentateuch as a name: 
^are'osa fcn=-u»;89 and for •"HIT IVlp we similarly find the near-transliteration 
^.isj jpu-iao. On the other hand, such names are sometimes translated, e.g. 
rr>B3an mi?a as r ^ k a ^ 'double cave'(Gen. 23:9 etc.), D*an niBTOD as 
KinasaM r<e» 'hot waters' (Josh. 13:6), D^BIX (1 Sam. 1:1) as r^oft* 'watchers'. 

Intermediate between such translations of names and the usual system of translitera
tion is partial etymologisation. Thus p x is rendered ^0,01^ (cf. rCm^ 'thirst' as from JTX 
'dryness'), and fin becomes 'favour'.90 The name was rendered r^uAcn under 
the influence of rtiAm, the term for the lattice-work in the sanctuary (1 Kgs. 7:17 etc.). 
Possibly the rendering i^oa 'defect' for !VIX3, capital of Edom, is likewise intentional. 

In names containing or comprising a third person singular masculine imperfect verb, 
the Hebrew initial ̂ - is sometimes replaced by «- as in the Syriac conjugation, e.g. 
i . r < ^ (for tor), Jurc^u (for bufbrr). it may be that the translators adapted these 
names to the Syriac verb form. However, some names retain y- (e.g. J O H \ .); moreover, 
y- may change to n- in names not derived from imperfect verbs, such as i^r^xca (Exod. 
6:22) or (1 Sam. 27:6 etc.). Thus it is equally possible that names based on the 
imperfect were left unchanged by the translators but later corrupted by copyists. 

Some frequent personal names ending in -oare adapted to end in -on, a far more fre
quent ending in Syriac; thus ^oHX. 'Jethro', ^ o ^ i a 'Pharaoh', ^asoAi. 'Solomon'. For 
the last, compare LXX laAtouwv, though in P the two ovowels suffered dissimilation to eld 
. 9 1 Jonah's name is likewise extended to ^cu, perhaps under the influence of the accusative 
Iwvav at the beginning of his book in LXX. The appending of -n to names is also attested 
elsewhere, e.g. Nweuiv for in LXX or p p for PHUT in Galilean Aramaic. 

Divine names are usually translated. The Tetragrammaton, as well as YH and 'DN Y, 
regularly become r£,-te> (cf. LXX Kuptog), in contrast with the transliterations in the 
Targums.92 This shows some knowledge of a reading tradition. For the second occur
rence of the Tetragrammaton at 2 Chr. 20:17, most mss have K ^ o t a nr-fca ^atrc; this 
transliteration, however, never recurs in P, and the true reading may instead survive in 
ms 9al, which has the expected brief rendering r^-fcw.93 The combination 'DNY 
YHWH usually becomes rCcnW pcu-fca, as traditionally read, but P in Ezekiel and the 
Twelve Prophets instead has K ' W t M rc'-fca as written.94 

Contrast ~=>v«sx\ rOuuost at Josh. 13:32. 9 0 This may actually be the etymology of the Hebrew. 
However, toponyms like Jericho and Shiloh remain unchanged. 
Though at Exod. 15:2, YH is both transliterated and translated ( r ^ i s o m , ) . 
Ms 9al often preserves the original reading uniquely; see chapter 6 below. 
This serves also for YH WH LHM in Chronicles, by contrast to r f m W r£.4sn, which is usual elsewhere. 
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The name Elohim is usually rendered rfmW, though rCisn is sometimes substituted in 
Qohelet,95 and the phrase DTt^K is regularly transliterated (ja.roc*W ,a=>).96 El too is 
normally translated K'mW but transliterated as LK 1 when Q n̂̂ K is also present (Gen. 
46:3, Num. 16:22) but also at Isa. 10:21 14:13. El Shaddai (in Genesis and Exodus) is 
transliterated, but Shaddai alone usually becomes rtmlrS or r6u&». Both renderings can 
be found in Job, as Rignell noted;97 perhaps they function as A-word and B-word respec
tively. In Ruth, this name is transliterated at 1:20; in the next verse 1:21, however, it is ren
dered ,coo!ufxij r^\,-7).-i (cf. LXX iKotvog), reflecting the rabbinic etymology "HE?. 

The divine title mK33 is transliterated from 1 Sam. 1:3 (where it first occurs) to 2 
Sam. 6:2, but elsewhere usually translated as r£>*\L» (cf. LXX navroKpcmop) ; see pp. 
00-000 below. At Exod. 3:14, rrnX PPnX is transliterated in full as a divine name 
(cf. most witnesses to T°). 

Personal names are nearly always transcribed, not translated.98 Many, however, have 
suffered change. In the case of the major prophets, oral familiarity may be responsible: 
• i n w r ^ n c r i r r o T topTrr L^nu, 

More often, however, the cause is scribal error. Thus the names of three of the king
doms in Gen. 14:1 are transliterated, but for the fourth, viz DIJ, P has rxaAŝ  Although 
a nation of Gelians is mentioned by Bar-Daisan, who places them by the Caspian 
Sea,99 there was no reason for the translator to introduce them here, and the text of P is 
better explained as a corruption of rciOŝ a virtual transliteration of the Hebrew (cf. the 
spelling at Gen. 25:23, Ps. 79:10).100 

Sometimes the corruption results from attraction to a neighbouring word. Thus the 
name Jael (^1T) became l.rt3ts_, since it is immediately preceded by Anat (Jmv.) at Judg. 
5:6. Similarly, at 2 Sam. 2:8 the name of Ish-Bosheth is partly assimilated to that of his 
father, in the phrase blKK7 p nEQ ETN, and so appears as .W-. Likewise, the name 
of Amnon (PQK) appears in the existing text of P as ^ m » » , by partial assimilation to 
the name of his mother Ahinoam (•p*****) at 2 Sam. 4:3. Even the curious form l»=cn 
for Reuben, from Gen. 29:32 onward, seems due to attraction to the name Xu>i 
'Rachel', mentioned in the previous verse. 

What is remarkable is that the disfigured form is used - and attested by all mss of P -
wherever the name occurs rather than simply in those passages where the corruption 
apparently originated. This implies an early revision to impose uniformity. The revisors 
must have worked within the closed field of P, without reference to Hebrew or even 
Greek sources. 

Such a revision would also explain the many cases in P where a name - either per
sonal or a toponym - differs palaeographically from MT too far to be merely corrupt, 

9 5 There are 16 occurrences of r<.is» against 23 of rfmW, according to R.B. Salters, "The word for 'God' in 
the Peshitta of Koheleth", VT21 (1971), pp. 251 -4 . Salters wonders whether the change aimed to identify 
the remote God of Qoheleth with the Lord God of Israel. 

9 6 The inner-Syriac variation at Gen. 6:2,4 is discussed in chapter 6 below. 
9 7 Rignell, The Peshitta to the Book of Job, p. 365. 
9 8 The form &i for Trnj at 1 Chr. 25:29 is a rare exception. 
9 9 The text was edited with notes by F. Nau in PO1/2, pp. 490-658; see pp. 587-8. 

1 0 0 Corruption from Yodh to Lamedh occurs at Num. 13:13 (MT ^ tO 'Q , P Lrc^aXss); compare Codex 
Sinaiticus at Mark 7:26, where re'̂ Asii*' is corrupt from r îuaoior 'gentile', rendering eXXn.vic,, as noted by 
F.C. Burkitt, Evangelion da-Mepharreshe, Cambridge 1904, vol. 2, p. 282. A similar corruption from 
rc^ox» to reiicu» is suggested by P. Borbone, "'Comprensione' o 'speranza'? Osea 2,17 nella Peshitta", 
Henoch 10 (1988), pp. 277-281. 
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and yet agrees with names found in P elsewhere. Thus the extant text of P shows Eliav 
for Lael (Num. 3:24), Sepharwaim for Aqrabim (Num. 34:4), * \ C O U » K ' (as at Josh. 
13:37) instead of the expected ku>j&cc*> (MT:) at Josh. 13:20, and even Ono (Syr. core") 
for Dt0*? (Josh. 19:47). The place names 3W 2W (Judg. 7:25) and i p i p (Judg. 8:10) 
have both become J U U or j - i a o (the mss vary), apparently through reciprocal assimi
lation. Personal names are merged even between the genders: so Merab is assimilated 
to Nadab, while the form -Ui^cu represents Jochebed, Ichabod and David's son Jibchar 
(2 Sam. 5:15). A personal name is assimilated to a toponym, when Menahem is instead 
called j».««»t» Apparently the revisers suspected that certain names were corrupt, and 
tried - albeit disastrously at times - to match them with names known elsewhere in P. 

Finally, Syriac forms may be substituted for divergent Hebrew month names: 

MT P 
1 Kgs. 6:1,37 IT -UrC 
1 Kgs. 6:38 bl3 
Zech. 7:1 (and Neh. 1:1) "603 
Esther 2:16 1130 .Wc" .^_cu* 
Esther 8:9 ]T0 

Two month names for which the Syriac name is not substituted are: 

Exod. 13:4 etc. T2H 'flowers' (by similarity of sound) 
1 Kgs. 8:2 CarVK rfjAL. 'harvests' (guessed from context) 

By contrast, the expression "wth month" is usually rendered exactly, though at 1 Chr. 
12:16(15) we find *-u= for IWmn BTina. 

The relationship of the Vorlage to the consonantal text of MT 

No doubt the Vorlage of P sometimes differed from the consonantal text of MT. The 
problem is to identify those differences. We know that the translation technique was 
not altogether literal, and indeed we have sometimes caught the translators introducing 
drastic changes such as the "proverb" at Ruth 2:8. Hence, any retroversion from P into 
Hebrew is subject to a margin of uncertainty. 

We may first consider cases where an alternative Hebrew reading other than the con
sonantal text of MT actually survives, whether within the massoretic tradition (notably 
as Qere) or in the evidence from Qumran. Here we must try to identify which (if any) of 
the extant Hebrew texts agreed with the Vorlage of P. Only then will we proceed to the 
retroversion of P into Hebrew in passages where MT is our only authority in Hebrew 
and P disagrees in sense. 

QerelKethib 

There are two types of Qere/Kethib variant.101 In the first and less common category, the 
Kethib was not suitable - whether too holy or too indelicate - for reading, and a Qere 
which is graphically quite different is substituted. In the second category, by contrast, the 
1 0 1 J.Barr,"ANewLookatKethib-Qere",Or521 (Leiden 1981), pp. 19-37. 
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Kethib Qere 
Gen. 30:11 13K3 "P [..-O^rCW] 
Josh. 8:16 T2?n "02 =P 
1 Sam. 17:7 prron) prn r2n =P [rdofeoo] 
2 Sam. 8:3 nnaa nno nn3o =P 
2 Kgs. 20:4 T2? nan =P 
Ps. 55:16 nio^er mo^er =P 
Job 9:30 3 t e 1 0 2 ate '•03 =P 

To these too we may add some cases where the difference between Kethib and Qere 
concerns N1? and b , e.g. 

Qere P 
DP B7K0 ^oroicu 

THE? < u i iunf.i 

difference between the Qere and the Kethib concerns a single letter and so is graphically 
minimal - though the difference in sense may well be greater than in the first category. 

Foremost in the first category is the Tetragrammaton, which P renders r^-iza after the 
Qere. Evidently the translator was familiar with the traditional oral reading. Likewise, 
P in most books renders 'DNY YHWH as K'mW r £ . t » after Qere, though in Ezekiel 
and the Twelve Prophets P instead agrees with the Kethib. 

However, in passages where the purpose of the Qere is instead to remove indelicacy, 
P tends to agree with the Kethib. Thus DTViVO at 2 Kgs. 18:27 and Isa. 36:12 is literally 
rendered, as against Qere D!T^31 "•O'Va. Likewise, D^Vin at 2 Kgs. 6:25 is literally ren
dered rdjcu ."Ua "of dove's dung" as against Qere On3V3n. Similarly the latrine of 2 Kgs. 
10:27 (Kethib niKinO1?) is plainly translated r<.i*»=n k»=>, in contrast with the softer 
Qere niNXlQ^. There is just one euphemism on which P follows Qere against Kethib: 
where Kethib has D^Bl? and Qere the (less indelicate) CHnO, P follows the latter to 
render p f i a u \ . Incidentally, the Syriac word seems to have been an anatomical rather 
than physiological term, to judge from the suffix ("their") at 1 Sam. 5:6 ^conr KIMCJJO 

^OOTUHCU»\= (cf. also verses 9,12). In all these cases, P's Vorlage agreed with the Kethib, 
and the translator was not aware of any alternative reading, written or oral. 

We now turn to those passages where the Qere and the Kethib differ by a single letter. 
In some such passages P agrees in sense with Kethib against Qere, e.g. 

Kethib 
Jer. 6:29 OnffKO 
Pr. 21:29 rD"' 
Job 19:29 

Here belong some cases where the difference between Kethib and Qere concerns the 
words K*? and V?, e.g. 

Exod. 21:8 TX1JP (Q 1*7) tib A ^ y * rA i 
Isa. 63:9 13J (Q b) tib DmS *?33 ^ w r c « A ^ m t ^ W X^J 
Ps. 100:3 UmX (Q 1*71) l 6 l 13272? Kin cAo ^ 5 = ^ cuomo 

In all these passages there is no reason to suppose that P knew any form of the text 
other than the Kethib. 

On the other hand, we sometimes find P exhibiting agreement with Qere too strong 
to be coincidental, e.g. 
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2 Kgs. 8:10 r r n n nTi (Q. 6 ) idn t<>,* mi -ta^o 
Job 13:15 brTN (Q. 6 ) *6 "a^Op" P sa.A= n^ r f «^m^ ocn mi ^ 
In this last passage, P agrees with Qere in a declaration of absolute faith: "Though he 
slay me, I hope for him alone." 

How are these agreements between P and the Qere to be explained? It is unlikely that 
all these readings reached P through a reading tradition, for any reading tradition 
known to P was at best sporadic, and unlikely to have been available in all these pas
sages. More probably, then, these Qere readings stood in P's written Vorlage. This is in 
keeping with the view that some Qere readings, despite the name, represent written 
variants.102 

However, a minority of P's agreements with Qere may indeed be due to a reading tra
dition attached to a particular passage. Such seems the case at 1 Sam. 2:16 — 
M T p n nni? ••a (Q. *6) "6 -IDKI P W ^<m o m <r& 
Here P reflects both the Kethib and the Qere, suggesting that the translator had access 
to the written text and the reading tradition together. 

It must be admitted that in most passages it cannot be determined whether P's 
Vorlage agreed with the Qere or the Kethib. In many, the variation concerns matters 
like Hebrew spelling or morphology too subtle to show up in translation. In some other 
passages the variation, though greater, is still slight enough to fall within the margin of 
adjustment of which the translator was capable, as at Lev. 9:22 -
MT (Qere. VT) I T nK pnK K2T1 
P .rnox.K' ^oHrorc' ^Sn^o 

Then there are cases where P agrees with the Qere which, however, can be viewed as an 
obvious (if occasionally misguided) correction of the Kethib, e.g. 
Lev. 11:21 ClTD (Q. "6) * 6 n&K 
judg. 16:18 13*? te n « (Q. f?) rb Tan ••a DBsn l t e 10*6 . . . m p m 
Judg. 20:13 l i r a (Q. add. •»») 13N *6l 
Here too belong the cases in Gen. 24 and Deut. 22 where the Kethib has 11?3 but the 
Qere has TTYOI, and P understands likewise, as the context demands. 

Finally, we cannot tell whether P's Vorlage agreed with Kethib or Qere where P is not 
an exact representation of either, e.g. 

Kethib Qere P 
Zech. 14:2 RTFRLVP n333ET ^ u \ ^ 
Pr. 22:20 OIK^B? BWHV î=>t fclfc 

In the same way, where P agrees with a ms that differs marginally from the majority 
within MT, it cannot be determined whether P's Vorlage differed from the majority MT 
text or not. Such is the case at Zech. 11:13b, where a sum of thirty shekels is deposited. 
Most mss within MT have "l3Vn, but there is limited attestation of ISIKn "the trea
sury", and P likewise has However, as the meaning "treasury" could readily 
have been inferred from the context, we cannot safely infer that P's Vorlage actually had 
nXIKn rather than the majority reading of MT 

1 0 2 The various opinions are discussed by E. Tov, Textual Criticism of the Hebrew Bible, Minneapolis/Assen-
Maastricht 1992, pp. 58-63. 
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Hebrew texts outside the Massoretic tradition 

Such is the margin of uncertainty that where a text from Qumran diverges from MT we 
may not be able to tell with which the Vorlage of P agreed. To the instances in the 
Twelve Prophets noted by Gelston,1 0 3 we may add Exod. 12:39 -
M T onxiao leh'a 
2QExoda5:8 OTISO DIET)] "O104 = OnXp DlEhJ ' 3 
P(7hl3,12bl) ^«^» ^CUK" onArf . l 1 \=3 
P (most mss) rtMy=a ^ c u r f cuiSr^.i X̂ sa 
The text of P - especially the majority reading - agrees closely with the Qumran frag
ment against MT, notably in the use of an active verb. It has been inferred that the 
Vorlage of P agreed with the Qumran fragment.105 However, the active verb in P does 
not exclude a passive verb in the Vorlage. Active forms from the verb 2H3 are normally 
rendered by the Aphel s&rt "to bring out"; but as no Ettaph'al yet existed for this verb, 
the translator could not have rendered 1ET13 by a Syriac passive, and was thus forced to 
recast the sentence in the active. Thus we could accept the majority text of P as original, 
and argue that P's Vorlage agreed with MT. The translator re-cast the verb as active, but 
then felt the need for a subject, as happened at Gen. 39:1 -
M T no ^ T s a TYin * i o n 

P ^ ^ s ^ rdiJL.vzi .mo&iur?* 3a>culo (cf. Gen. 37:36)106 

Agreements between P and the biblical texts discovered at Qumran in fact raise a more 
fundamental problem. Most of the Qumran biblical texts appear to fall into two 
classes. First, there were model copies, which scribes strove to copy exactly. Beside 
these, however, were vernacular copies, designed to adapt the text for those who spoke 
Hebrew but were not expert in the biblical text. A vernacular copy thus served much the 
same purpose as a translation, apart from the change of language, and so exhibited 
much the same sorts of adjustment.107 Thus they do not only update biblical language 
to a later form of Hebrew, but also replace rare or difficult terms, and generally adapt 
the text to improve clarity, simplicity and logical consistency. It has been estimated that 
60 per cent of all the biblical texts discovered at Qumran were model texts, while 20 per 
cent were of the vernacular type. 1 0 8 

Are we right, then, to regard P as a rather free translation - as described in detail 
above - of a Hebrew text much like MT? Or is P instead a more literal translation of a 
vernacular copy, which already had the explanatory additions, simplifications and so on 
now found in P? The latter possibility seems unlikely, for a number of reasons. First, for 
so important an undertaking as a translation, one would expect a model rather than a 
vernacular text to be sought out. In his idealised account of the origin of LXX, 
Josephus relates that the High Priest sent to Egypt not only the seventy-two translators 
but also a copy of the Hebrew text, to be returned when the translation was complete.109 

1 0 3 Gelston, Twelve Prophets, p. 113. 1 0 4 DJDII! ,p .SI . 
1 0 5 Y. Maori, "Methodological Criteria for Distinguishing between Variant Vorlage and Exegesis in the 

Peshitta Pentateuch", MP! 8 (1995), pp. 103-20:118. 
1 0 6 On that view, 7h3 and 12bl show an assimilation to ^i^> ^> earlier in the same verse. 
1 0 7 Tov, Textual Criticism, pp. 108-10. The term "vulgar , often used rather than "vernacular", is inappro

priate for a biblical text. 
ios joy Textual Criticism, pp. 114-17 (where the remaining 20 per cent are also classified). 
1 0 9 Antiq. 12.2.6(56). 
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This may preserve a memory of the use of a model text by the LXX translators. Second, 
the lack of any mention of vernacular copies in the Babylonian Talmud suggests that 
these were not known in the east; they would have served no purpose there, because 
scholars could understand the model copies, while the common people did not speak 
Hebrew.110 Finally, as mentioned above, a rather free approach seems to have been char
acteristic of the oldest translations into Syriac, to judge from the other surviving exam
ples. 

The question whether the freedom evident in P originates with the translator or in his 
Vorlage is particularly acute in Isaiah, where many agreements were pointed out by 
Gottstein between P and the great Isaiah scroll (lQIs a ). 1 1 1 That scroll, as Kutscher has 
argued, is a vernacular copy.112 At first sight, these agreements suggest that the Hebrew 
Vorlage of P agreed at these points with 1 Qlsa. against MT. 1 1 3 Instead, however, it may 
be that both the scribe of 1 Qlsa. (or one of its antecedents) and the translator of P were 
working from a Hebrew text close to MT, and that both independently reached the 
same resolution of the problems in that Hebrew text. To take two examples: 

(a) 5:24 
M T (purr) nan1? en&rn, 1 Qisa. narrk swi 
P ( ^ c l a r C i M ) r£n=&uCa.l rCb*=im\x. ^73 

It looks as if P's Vorlage agreed with the Qumran scroll in E7K against MT E?E7rl. It is 
equally possible, however, that both set out from a text identical with MT. The rare 
word E?B?n was then guessed both by the Qumran scribe and by P to mean "fire", 
because of the occurrence of 27K in the parallel line and the succeeding nan*?."4 The 
tautology created by this identification was relieved by the change of rnn*? to a 
kindred verb. 

(b) 8 : 1 1 

M T (nrn Di?n T V O n s t e ) "Tien 
1 QIsa V P C "he removes me", so P 
P agrees with the Qumran copy, but need not have found that reading as his Vorlage. 
Both may instead start out from a text identical with MT, but reject the rare construc
tion ]0 10* ("chastise from") in favour of the commoner \1i TOn. ' 1 5 

Thus close scrutiny of the agreements in Isaiah between P and the Qumran copy 
against MT does not justify confidence that P's Hebrew Vorlage actually differed from 
MT. 

Similar problems of deciding whether the Vorlage differed from MT arise when P 
agrees in sense with the Samaritan Pentateuch. In the well-known case of Gen. 2:2a, 
MT states that God completed his work on the seventh day, while P instead, together 
with the Samaritan Pentateuch (as well as LXX), has the sixth day. Whether the 

1 1 0 Kutscher, Isaiah Scroll, p. 86. 
1 1 1 M.H. [Goshen-]Gottstein, "Die Jesaja-Rolle im Lichte von Peschitta und Targum", Biblica 35 (1954), 

pp. 51-71. 1 , 2 Kutscher, Isaiah Scroll, pp. 77-89. 
1 1 3 Such was Gottstein's general conclusion (p. 52). 
1 1 4 See the fuller discussion by Kutscher, Isaiah Scroll, pp. 36,221. 1 1 5 Kutscher, Isaiah Scroll, p. 268. 
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translator found in his Vorlage the sixth or the seventh day cannot, however, be deter
mined. One could claim that "sixth" is the original Hebrew reading, while "seventh" is 
an error peculiar to MT, which resulted from assimilation to 2b ("and he rested on the 
seventh day"); P was free of this error, together with the Samaritan (as well as LXX). 
Or, one could concede that "seventh" is the original reading, but claim that there were 
Hebrew texts of the vernacular type 1 1 6 which substituted "sixth" in order to resolve the 
obvious problem of God completing his work on the day of rest; and this easier reading 
"sixth" likewise stood in the Vorlage of P. Finally, against both the above possibilities, 
one could argue that the Vorlage of P had "seventh" as in MT, and that it was the trans
lator who - like other translators and copyists but independently of them - made the 
obvious change from "seventh" to "sixth". In short, no certainty is possible. 

Where the extant forms of the Hebrew text differ more markedly, however, it is often 
possible to determine with which P's Vorlage agreed. In the case of major divergence 
between MT and LXX, P's Vorlage usually resembled the former.117 In Jeremiah, for 
example, P had in general the longer text rather than the shorter form reflected in some 
mss from Qumran (4QJerh d) and in LXX. 1 1 8 In Samuel again, P's text agrees in general 
with MT against the text attested by 4QSama and LXX. 

In individual verses, by contrast, we often find agreement between LXX and P 
against MT. Here we have to consider whether both LXX and P reflect a Vorlage differ
ent from MT, or whether P (or at least its extant text) has been influenced by the Greek 
text of LXX. That question is deferred to the next chapter. 

The reliability of retroversion without external support 

We now consider the validity of retroverting the text of P into Hebrew when its sense 
differs from MT and is not supported by any other ancient witness. 

In the first place, the retroversion of a Syriac reading calls for particular caution 
where the Syriac mss are divided and a rival Syriac reading agrees with MT. For 
example, according to BHS, P prefaces Exod. 14:15 with the words: "and Moses cried 
out before the Lord". However, this phrase does not appear in the oldest manuscript 
(5b 1), which is sometimes alone in preserving the original Syriac text.1 1 9 Apparently, 
the phrase was added later in Syriac tradition, in order to explain God's question: 
"Why do you cry to me?" Again, at Ezra 5:2 BHS cites P as reading "Sennacherib"; the 
earliest manuscripts, however, have "Esarhaddon" - albeit in the corrupt form 7>o.\u-io> 

-likeMT. 1 2 0 

Even when the mss of P are unanimous, however, a discrepancy in sense between MT 
and P need not imply a different Vorlage, given the many ways in which the translators 
of P were capable of adjusting the text. The laconic notes in the apparatus of BHS 
sometimes make light of this problem. For example, Exod. 21:8 deals with a girl who is 

1 1 6 The Samaritan Pentateuch may be classified here; see Kutscher, Isaiah Scroll, p. 74. 
1 , 7 M.J. Mulder likewise concludes that "the Hebrew original of P . . . was all but identical with MT". See 

"The Use of the Peshitta in Textual Criticism", in N.F. Marcos (ed.), La Septuaginta en la Investigacion 
Contemporanea, Madrid 1985, pp. 37-53. 

1 1 8 See most recently P.M. Bogaert in Revue Biblique 101 (1994), pp. 363^106: 369-70. 
1 1 9 M.D. Koster, The Peshitta of Exodus, Assen 1977, p. 528. 
1 2 0 C Moss, "The Peshitta Version of Ezra", Museon 46 (1933), pp. 55 110:104. 
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sold by her father as a bond-maid, but is "bad" in her husband's eyes. Here MT has 
nin, but P has r«ian> 'hated'. BHS reports P as follows: 

snj' = TUMl\B 
The reason that BHS presents a retroversion into Hebrew may be simply that Hebrew is 
the proper common denominator for reporting the text of the ancient versions. 
However, if instead the reader is intended to infer that the form nX1JE7 actually stood in 
the translator's Vorlage, then the assumption is involved that P never varied his render
ings according to nuance, and so could not have rendered n i D in this context ("bad in 
the eyes of. . .") by ("hated in the eyes of. . .") . But such an assumption is ground
less, and in fact there can be no confidence that the Vorlage of P differed from MT. 

It is especially important to take account of the character of the translation when 
emending the Hebrew on the authority of P. In this connection it is worth considering 
passages where a reading different from MT is commended in BHS on the authority of 
P. Thus at Isa. 5:19 the objects of the prophet's condemnation are, according to MT: 

nan: i n w o nErrr -in?r a n n a n 
nirm b*ner amp n s r rwiam anpro 

On rVtriV, BHS notes P's reading r£,-to) ^m-iau, and bids us to read ETIT followed by 
the Tetragrammaton. The implication is that the latter was abbreviated to H, which 
came mistakenly to be combined with the previous word. 

However, it is common for P to supply the subject explicitly when the Hebrew left it 
implicit, so that the presence of r^tsn in P is no guarantee that the translator found 
ETIT followed by the Tetragammaton, or even H SPIT with a space, in his Vorlage. In 
the existing text, the insolent third person jussive and the omission of any divine name 
in the first line well suit the defiance which the prophet is trying to depict. The emenda
tion instead ensures that each verb is supplied with a subject, and may show simply that 
the translator and the modern critic both had tidy minds. There is no confidence that 
the recommended reading ever existed. 

There are other passages where it seems likely that a retroversion of P into Hebrew 
will yield the original reading and yet the likelihood remains that P's Vorlage agreed 
with MT. Here we must remember that, even if we confine ourselves to the transmission 
of a text in its original language, not every correct reading found in a ms results from 
unbroken transmission direct from the original. The correct reading may instead have 
been lost and then supplied by scribal conjecture; in the terminology of Kantorowicz, 
not every reading which is richtig ('correct') is necessarily also echt ('authentic').121 By 
the same token, a correct reading found (in Syriac guise) in P may have been supplied 
through conjecture on the part of the translator, or of the copyist of his Vorlage or of 
one of its ancestors. 
At Gen. 36:6, for example, we are told, in relation to Esau: 
M T rm apir "3sn bx -fri 

BHS would add TPS? after p N , on the authority of P. We know, however, that even if 
P's Vorlage coincided with MT, the translator would have wished to specify the land, 
which he could readily have identified through v.9, which states that Esau dwelt in the 

1 2 1 H. Kantorowicz, Einfuhrung in die Textkritik, Leipzig 1921. 
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hill-country of Seir.122 Even assuming that TS787 p i N bit is the original reading, P's 
Vorlage may have agreed with MT, and the reference to Seir in P may be conjectural. 
Thus P's reading is probably richtig, but not necessarily echt. 

Similar points arise in connection with obscure or awkward words which are found 
in MT and other versions but not in P, and which BHS bids us delete on P's authority. 
At 2 Kgs. 17:8, for example, the words WS "108 ^N*1ET "O^Dl do not fit syntactically 
and are not found in P. A Hebrew text obtained by retroverting P may well be richtig; 
given, however, that the translators preferred to omit an awkward phrase rather than 
write nonsense, we can have no confidence that a text without the relevant words is echt. 
In some other cases, we cannot be confident that a text without these words is even 
richtig. At Josh. 22:14, for example, BHS suggests omission of the words here brack
eted, on the authority of P: 

bmvr rnoo bzb p « rra^pnR vcm im *nw ia» own m w n 
bmnsr *Bbxb n&n [una* n*2] b t k i 

However, the second line does not flow well in Hebrew without the disputed words. It 
may instead be that the words - which relate to the r P 3 - appeared P's Vorlage but 
that the translator thought it best not to trouble his readers here with that ancient insti
tution. 

Of course there may be some places where a reading preserved by P alone is actually 
echt, i.e. has been transmitted without change from the Hebrew original. In such cases 
there will be special reasons for doubting the rival possibility that the translator is 
responsible for the semantic divergence between MT and P. A possible example occurs 
at Ezra 6:3 -
M T r n B ? r D K r r n B p w r o K n n , n =LXX 

P -̂*<«»»«• ^ b r C crx»k&o ^iuc ^yir*? msno\ 

Here MT states that the ark in the Temple was 60 cubits square (the third dimension is not 
given), while P gives its dimensions as 60 cubits by 20 cubits. P's figures are consistent with 
1 Kgs. 6:2 (60 x 20 x 30). However, if the translator had actually consulted 1 Kings, he 
would have been expected to include the third dimension. It is therefore arguable that he is 
instead following a Vorlage of Ezra which preserved the true dimensions, namely 60 x 20. 
In that case, the number 20 was replaced by assimilation to the preceding 60, and this error 
occurred independently both in MT and in LXX - which is conceivable. Here, then, is a 
case where there may be grounds to argue that P alone preserves the true reading.123 

Instances of this sort, however, are rare indeed. No such cases could be identified in 
the recent thorough studies of P in Leviticus,124 Judges125 or the Twelve Prophets.126 In 
Daniel, two seemingly redundant phrases in MT - JO^D T . 3 K at 5:11 and 

1 2 2 In place of ^K, LXX has eK vrte Xavaav. 
1 2 3 C. Hawley, A Critical Examination of the Peshitta Version of the Book of Ezra, New York 1922, p. 15. 
1 2 4 Lane, The Peshitta of Leviticus, p. 85. 
1 2 5 The only example considered by Dirksen is at Judg. 14:18, where MT has nOinM: "(before the setting of) 

the sun". Here P has the puzzling «Uooi>, which seems an error for rdioo^ 'chamber', suggesting the emen
dation rrnnn "(before he came) to the chamber". However, HOinn is likelier to be original, as it gives 
good dramatic sense: the Philistines produced their solution at the very end of the prescribed time. P's 
understanding seems rather based on deliberate misreading of the rare Hebrew form, with a glance at 
rrnnnatJudg. i5:i. 

1 2 6 Gelston, Twelve Prophets, p. 128, tentatively identifies four passages where P's putative Vorlage was 
unique, but does not claim that these readings are original. 
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a 

/ 
MT P- Vorlage LXX- Vorlage 

LXX (Greek) 

P (Syriac) 

Fig. 2. Outline relationship between MT, Septuagint and Peshitta. 

Via l *7lp nK at 10:9 - are absent in P; but they may still have been present in 
P's Vorlage, and omitted for the sake of style.127 

In order to understand why it is so rare for P to reflect alone the original text, we may 
consider the genealogical relationship between MT, P and LXX, which is basically as in 
fig. 2. Here w is needed to explain the errors which are common to all three witnesses 
and can only be removed by conjectural emendation; and a is needed to explain those 
errors which are common to MT and P but of which LXX is free. The dotted line indi
cates the possibility of the Syriac translator being influenced by the Greek text of LXX, 
as considered in chapter 3. 

This diagram is mainly a simplified version of fig.2 above, and does not separate out 
the many stages that separate P from MT. On the other hand, it is more extensive in 
referring also to the origins of LXX. However over-simplified, it indicates the relation
ship between the witnesses at most points in the text. 

Just why so few correct readings survive in P alone, given the many places where the 
correct reading survives in MT alone or in LXX alone, can be understood through the 
outline genealogy below. MT is an indispensable witness, if only because there are fea
tures of the original Hebrew which even the most literal translation could not preserve, 
and most translators did not strive exclusively for literalism in any case. Moreover, in 
some books P has been influenced by LXX, as we shall see, so that errors in LXX may 
have infected P, in which case MT would alone (at least among these three witnesses) be 
correct. LXX too will preserve the true reading uniquely at times, since errors arose 
along the line from to to a, and these would not normally have affected LXX. The par
ticular value of the testimony of LXX in Samuel and Ezekiel is well known. 

By contrast, in order for P to preserve the original reading against the agreement 
of MT and LXX, we need an exceptional combination of circumstances. Various 
scenarios can be imagined, but all are complex, e.g. 

127 Pace Taylor, The Peshitta of Daniel, p. 310. 
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(a) An error occurred somewhere along the line leading down from to to LXX. The 
true text was still transmitted to a, and thence to P-Vorlage, and is reflected in P. 
However, a different error occurred independently, at that same point of the text, some
where along the line leading down from a to MT. Thus P alone preserves the true text. 

(b) The true reading survived in to, and thence in a, and thence in P- Vorlage and in P. 
There also existed, however, a false but plausible reading. The latter was adopted some
where along the line leading down from to to LXX- Vorlage, and also by a copyist along 
the line leading down from a to MT. This plausible reading may have been an obvious 
facile correction of a difficult text, which could have occurred to more than one copyist 
independently; or it could have spread through the common practice whereby a scribe 
copying one ms would also consult another and introduce its readings. 

(c) P may have had access to an additional Hebrew source, which belonged to a 
family now extinct which was independent of a and therefore free of oo's errors, which 
have been reproduced both in MT and in LXX. 

Other scenarios too could be imagined. However, none of these, nor any of those just 
mentioned, can be expected to occur on a regular basis. In this they differ from the sce
narios in which the true reading survives in MT alone or in LXX alone. 

The value of P for the textual criticism of the Hebrew Bible has been variously 
assessed. On the one hand, Cross considers that "only rarely has the potential of the 
Syriac Bible as a textual tool been glimpsed".128 On the other, Tov assigns P to the same 
basic category as MT, including it within the siglum M . The latter view seems closer to 
the mark. If anything, past use of P in the reconstruction of the Hebrew text has been 
excessive. The danger is that the translator has anticipated the modern critic: the very 
features sought by the critic in order to identify good readings may have been brought in 
long ago by the translator in order to foster smoothness and consistency in his version. 

Thus, in the area traditionally of greatest demand, namely the provision of variant 
Hebrew readings, P's role is modest. For the most part, it confirms MT; less often, as we 
shall see, it confirms a different Vorlage in LXX; and seldom indeed does it preserve a 
Hebrew reading which cannot be derived from one or other of these. This is, in brief, 
because (unlike LXX) its earliest ancestry largely coincided with that of MT, and 
because (unlike MT) it is only a version. 

The real interest of P lies elsewhere. P shows in detail how - and to what degree - the 
Hebrew Bible was understood in a particular community in the earliest centuries of 
this era. It testifies also to the beliefs of that community, whose identity remains to be 
discussed in chapter 5 below. 

Conclusion and sequel 

P can fairly be described as an idiomatic, though faithful, translation. The translators aim 
primarily to convey the plain sense, despite the attention given here to departures from it. 
However, broadly following the classical ideal, they convey not the words but the content129 

2 8 F.M. Cross, "Problems of Method in the Textual Criticism of the Hebrew Bible", in W.D. O'Flaherty 
(ed.), The Critical Study of Sacred Texts, Berkeley 1979, pp. 34-5. 

2 9 S.P. Brock, "Aspects of Translation Technique in Antiquity", Greek Roman and Byzantine Studies 20 
(1979), pp. 69-87. 
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- provided that they believed that the content could be recovered. This combination of 
fidelity with intelligibility is the obvious ideal for the translator convinced that his readers 
will have no access to the Bible except through his translation. 

By the seventh century, however, the literal ideal had become dominant in Syriac 
translation from the Bible, through the conviction that the form of the biblical original 
was important in its own right and needed to be conveyed no less than the content.1 3 0 

This, together with increased regard for the accuracy of LXX, led Paul of Telia in 
615-17 CE to make the Syrohexapla, a literal Syriac translation of the fifth column of 
Origen's Hexapla. P was not displaced by this version, however, nor by the version 
made by Jacob of Edessa in c. 705 CE, which was in fact an attempt to combine the 
clear wording of P with the perceived accuracy of the Syrohexapla.131 Thus P remained 
the principal version of the Old Testament for the Syriac-speaking church, and a main
spring of its rich and imaginative literature. 

Excursus: Aram and Edom 

77je* evidence 

At least in the present form of the text of P, the name Aram and the adjective Aramean 
are only rarely rendered by the obvious Syriac equivalents (r£*=nirf, pir?). Usually, they 
are replaced by Edom (TJO.AK") or Edomite (rd^ao.-irf). 1 3 2 The occurrences in the differ
ent books are as follows: 

Gen. Num. Deut. Judg. Sam. Kgs. Isa. Jer. Ezek. Dodk. Chr. 
Aram 20 1 2 2 0 6 4 0 0 3 2 
Edom 0 0 0 1 20 60 1 1 2 0 26 

These figures cover the nouns (including compound names) and the gentilic adjectives 
together, but exclude the adverb rPJ31K 'in the Aramaic language', which is translated 
without change. 

There are just four contexts where Aram is retained, but systematically so: 
(a) The region east of the Euphrates which was homeland to the patriarchs and also 

to Balaam and to Cushan-Rish'ataim (Judg. 3:8,10). In this context the Hebrew usually 
has one or other of the compounds D'Hn3 D"1K or Bltt "PS (or its equivalent 
0~)K THE at Hos. 12:13). In just two passages Aram (or its adjective) appears alone in 
this connection: 
Num. 23:7 p*73 ^nr OtK ]Q ^ t i fea y,irf ^» 
Deut. 26:5 ^ U K " ' O I K ^ u i W ?>inAm 

(b) The eponymous ancestor of the Aramaean people (e.g. Gen. 10:22). 
(c) The early migration of the Arameans from Qir, which was to be reversed (Amos 

1:5,9:7). 
1 3 0 S.P. Brock, "Towards a history of Syriac translation technique", Orientalia Christiana Analecta 221 

(1983), p. 12. 
1 3 1 M.H. [Goshen-JGottstein, "Neue Syrohexaplafragmente", Biblica 37 (1956), pp. 162-83:165. 
1 3 2 The occasional change from noun to adjective is ignored for present purposes. 
1 3 3 Thus: "to Aram my father was taken". The reason that -isa was chosen to render the difficult may be 

attraction to the former passage. 
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(c) Narratives involving Rezin, the last king of Aram: hence the six occurrences of 
Aram in 2 Kgs. 15-16, and the four in Isa. 7. 

Combinations of D"1K with other names are not always rendered exactly. In render
ing pl&Ol D1K, P inserts a conjunction: "Edom and Damascus" (2 Sam. 8:5,6; 1 Chr. 
18:5). In 2 Sam. 10, MT refers to 3irn ITS D*1K and HOIS DIN (v.6), and to 
3imi rmX OIK (V.8), as hired to fight for by the Ammonites. In P, these become 
Edom son o/Rehob or Soba, sounding like personages rather than peoples.134 Finally, 
the rendering "Harran" for H3J?0 D"IK at 1 Chr. 19:6 was noted earlier. 

In all cases, the biblical mss of P are unanimous as regards the choice between Aram 
and Edom (though they occasionally vary between noun and adjective). Aphrahat pre
supposes the same text, in that he denotes Ahab's opponents by Edom rather than 
Aram. 1 3 5 However, the commentary ascribed to Ephrem, wherever extant, has Aram 
like MT, or else calls the people Syrians, even though the biblical mss of P have 
Edom(ites).136 

For completeness, we may note that some occurrences of Aram in MT fall within 
verses wholly lacking in P - in the Psalm title Ps. 60:2 (bis) and at 1 Chr. 2:23 7:34,2 Chr. 
28:23 - and that Aram is omitted at Isa. 7:4. At Isa. 17:3, Aram is replaced by Ephraim 
( ^ • i a r f ) , which is mentioned in the Hebrew earlier in the same verse. 

Explanations 

Roediger considered that P originally retained Aram, and that the change to Edom was 
due to copyists. He argued, firstly, that the commentary attributed to Ephrem, where it 
exists, always has Aram (or Syria). Secondly, the retention of Aram in a minority of 
passages even in the biblical mss suggests that the translation may originally have had 
Aram throughout. Roediger's suggested motive for the rejection of the name Aram was 
a shift in geographical terminology. In normal Syriac usage, the term Aram is restricted 
to the region (also called Assyria) east of the Euphrates. This area was, however, clearly 
unsuitable for most references to Aram in the Hebrew Bible, where a land bordering 
directly on Israel (and so located west of the Euphrates) is indicated. Copyists therefore 
altered the name to Edom, which was graphically similar.137 

Against the theory of scribal change, Payne-Smith objected that, however easy the 
move from * to .% the replacement of pirtr by 7>o*r? also involves the bold addition of 
the letter o. Noting that exchange between D1K and D"IK was easier in Hebrew script, 
he considered that the translators were themselves responsible, though he did not 
discuss the cause.1 3 8 

Walker too supposed deliberate change by the translators. He suggested a political 
motive: to avoid friction with the Jews' pagan neighbours in the Roman province of 
Syria, where he assumed that the translation was made. The risk of friction arose from 
the fact that most biblical references to Aram occur in accounts of hostilities with 
1 3 4 The element 'son' was apparently justified by the one occurrence of rP3. 
1 3 5 Ed. Parisot, col. 593,1.17; col. 949,1.20. 
! 3 6 See Ed. Rom. I, pp. 483-4 («^-tcu»), 505,506,531, 538, 547,548 (all Aram or Aramaean). 
1 3 7 A. Roediger, De Origineel Indole Arabicae Librorum V.T. Hisioricorum Interpretations LibriDuo. Liber 

Primus, qui est De Fonte Interpretationis Librorum ludicum... Arabice, Halle 1829, pp. 22-3, esp. p. 23n. 
1 3 8 R. Payne-Smith, Thesaurus Syriacus, col. 35. 
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northern Israel. Hence the translators - whom he took to be Jews - replaced Aram by 
Edom, which (rather than Aram) was the traditional enemy of their forbears in the 
kingdom of Judah. 1 3 9 

Walker sought also to account for the distribution of passages where Aram is 
retained. He rightly argued that, in relation to the patriarchal homeland, the transla
tors had no option to substitute Edom, which originated with Esau after Abraham's 
day. Nor could Edom be substituted for the eponymous ancestor of Aram, who like
wise pre-dated Edom. As to the retention of Aram in relation to Rezin, Walker explains 
that Rezin is called "head of Damascus" (Isa. 7:8) and so could not be passed off as 
king of Edom. At Amos 1:5 likewise, according to Walker, the immediately preceding 
reference to Damascus was taken as a sure pointer to Aram and against Edom, and this 
presumably also affected 9:7. 

Van der Kooij too ascribes the change to the translators, but considers that it intro
duced a covert reference to world politics in their own day. We know from Jewish 
sources and also from Aphrahat that Edom could serve as a code-name for Rome.'4 0 

According to van der Kooij, Edom thence came to indicate the Roman province of 
Syria, into which biblical Aram now fell.141 Indeed, according to Van der Kooij, the 
precise extent of this substitution indicates the date of the translation. The designation 
To-irC for the area of biblical Aram that lay beyond the Euphrates indicates, according to 
van der Kooij, that in the translators' day that area lay outside the Roman Empire, and 
hence that the translation dates from a time when Roman rule was bounded by the 
Euphrates. The translation must therefore be later than Trajan's eastern campaign of 
117 CE, before which the Roman empire had not reached the Euphrates, but earlier 
than 165, when Roman rule was further extended up to the Khabur river in 
Mesopotamia and so came to include even the homeland of the patriarchs.142 Van der 
Kooij's proposal to date the translation more precisely still, on the basis of this and 
other evidence, is discussed in chapter 5. 

Comment 

The scholars mentioned above suggest varying motives for the change from Aram to 
Edom, and differ also on whether the translators or later copyists were responsible. 
These two questions are best considered separately. 

We may begin with the question of motive. Walker suggested that the change was 
prompted by a wish to preserve good relations between different peoples within the 
Roman empire. This argument loses force, however, if the translation was made (as 
most suppose) outside the Roman empire, whether in Edessa or further east. In any 
case, had the translators really wished to avoid offence to the Arameans of their own 
day, they would not have retained the name Aram in the passages dealing with Rezin, 

1 3 9 N. Walker, "The Peshitta Puzzle and its Implications", VT18 (1968), pp. 268-70. 
1 4 0 Edom regularly indicates Rome in the Talmud (TB Sanh.l2a, A.Z. 2b etc.). Tg. to Isa. 34:9, in a section 

on Edom, identifies the foe as ""Oil. The references in Aphrahat are discussed below. 
1 4 1 A. van der Kooij, Die alien Textzeugen des Jesajabuches. Ein Beitrag zur Textgeschichte des Allen 

Testamentes, Gottingen 1981, pp. 293-4. 
1 4 2 N.C. Debevoise, A Political History of Parthia, Chicago 1938, pp. 213-51. Van der Kooij does not go into 

the question of the passages that mention Rezin. 
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who launched the Syro-Ephraimitic war against Judah. Here Walker's argument that 
the description of Rezin as "head of Damascus" left them no choice is weakened by the 
fact that Edom is substituted even at 1 Kgs. 15:18 and 2 Chr. 16:2, to yield a reference to 
"Bar-Hadad... king of Edom who dwelt in Damascus". 

Nor is van der Kooij's theory that Edom was intended as a code for Syria free from 
objection. In the first place, such a code would have created confusion with the real 
Edom - particularly in contexts where both Aram and Edom appear, such as 2 Sam. 
8:5-14 (where David vanquishes both peoples) or 1 Kgs. 11:14-25 (where adversaries to 
Solomon arise from both). Secondly, although there is plentiful evidence that Edom 
could denote Rome itself, this is a far cry from using Edom(ite) of the land and inhabi
tants of Aram in biblical times, on the ground that that territory was destined later to 
come under Roman rule. 

The evidence that Edom could have indicated the Roman province of Syria - as 
opposed to Rome itself - is in fact slight. The title "sons of Esau" in Aphrahat indicates 
not Syria but Rome (notably as the fourth beast in the vision of Daniel 2), 1 4 3 or the 
Romans.1 4 4 The only evidence said to equate Edom directly with Syria is another 
passage of Aphrahat, which cites Isa. 11:11. That verse contains a list of places from 
which the Jews would be gathered back to their land, and Aphrahat quotes part of that 
list in a form different from that found in the biblical mss: 

P has Seir, which is a by-name of Edom, rather than Shin'ar as MT. It has been sug
gested that Seir (and hence Edom) was understood by Aphrahat to indicate Tyre and 
Sidon (and hence Syria).1 4 5 However, the fact that Tyre and Sidon stand in place of no 
fewer than four names suggests instead that Aphrahat never attempted an exact cita
tion of this part of the verse.146 He may instead have been thinking of Joel 4:4-7, where 
Tyre and Sidon are named as centres for trading enslaved Jews; or he may have consid
ered Tyre and Sidon more relevant than the remote locations of the original. It is worth 
adding that Aphrahat's Bible might not have had the reading - U i j » at all; that reading 
probably arose through an inner-Syriac corruption from u», which represents Shin'ar 
at Gen. 10:10 etc., and that corruption might not yet have occurred. 

The treatment of the passages in Samuel and Chronicles which refer to pWfil DIN 
suggests that the translators did not in fact equate Edom with Syria. At 2 Sam. 8:5 = 1 
Chr. 18:5, the translators insert a conjunction ("Edom and Damascus") which implies 
that Edom did not include Damascus. In the next verse, P-Samuel likewise writes that 
David set up overseers in Edom and in Damascus.147 

Altogether, then, the most convincing motive for the removal of Aram is that 

1 4 3 Aphrahat, I, cols. 209,220, 233,236. 
1 4 4 ,1= cutohrf.i r^nom-A m&Ax.K' mK. Cr i s i s -=oJn K*kicuA»ci (I, COl. 229). 
1 4 5 Van der Kooij, Die alien Textzeugen, p. 294. 
1 4 6 The operative word of the citation was r e i i k , earlier in the verse. The Jews would be redeemed twice, and 

this promise was fulfilled through their deliverances from Egypt and Babylonia; no further deliverance 
was ever promised. 

1 4 7 Rather differently, P-Chronicles removes any reference to Aram. He writes Damascus alone for D~1X 
pE?D"n and later in the verse replaces Aram by the Damascenes (K^ueosiH.i). 

MT 
P 
Aphr. 1868 
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suggested by Roediger, namely that the name had changed in scope since biblical times. 
It is worth adding that Edessa lay in that very region for which the designation Aram 
was retained. If those who made the change - whether translators or early copyists -
worked in that area, they would understandably have been concerned for the correct 
use of the name. 

Now Roediger held that the change was made by copyists, and not by the translators 
themselves. Hence two questions: why copyists should have rejected Aram, and why 
they should have chosen Edom in particular as its substitute. One possible answer is 
that copyists found the term Aram (in relation to all Syria) intolerably archaic; in that 
case, however, the obvious name to substitute would have been « M a » and not Edom, 
which (as argued above) never indicated Syria. Alternatively, it might be argued that the 
copyists viewed the form -pin? as an outright mistake - rather than an archaism - and so 
corrected it systematically by conformity with the graphically similar joo.i»<*. It is true 
that some other names were corrected at least as drastically by copyists, e.g. from 
Menahem to Mahanaim or from Merab to Nadab. In all those cases, however, the 
name changed was unfamiliar to Syriac copyists, who apparently thought that it was 
intrinsically corrupt, or in other words that no such name existed. No Syriac copyist, 
however, could have thought this of the name Aram. 

Thus the two questions raised by Roediger's view do not together admit satisfactory 
answers. Hence the replacement of Aram by Edom cannot reasonably be ascribed to 
copyists. The only remaining possibility is to ascribe it to the translators themselves. 

Here we must recall that the letters 1 and ") were not always clearly distinguished in 
the translator's Vorlage, so that there may have been real doubt as to whether Aram or 
Edom was intended. This ambiguity in the graphic form is borne out at 2 Chr. 20:2, 
where 0""IK 0* is rendered rOsaon* r £ » . "the Red Sea", and D"1N was thus mistaken for 
TILVI "red". Now where a graphic form could be read either as Aram or as Edom, the 
former option would be the more problematic: the translator would have either to 
reproduce the name as jrirc* and so introduce an obsolete usage,148 or to abandon the 
original form altogether by modernising to nMcu». It would be more straightforward to 
read the ambiguous form as Edom; and in most passages, there was no overwhelming 
reason against this. Even in relation to "Bar-Hadad who dwelt in Damascus", the 
translators could have convinced themselves that he was king of Edom rather than 
Aram; for the verses 1 Kgs. 11:14-25 deal at some length with the similarly named 
Hadad of Edom, and tell us in particular that he shared the role of adversary to 
Solomon with a certain Rezon who dwelt in Damascus (v.24). 

Only the clearest of indications led the translators to retain Aram. These included, as 
Walker observed, reference to the patriarchal homeland or to the eponymous ancestor. 
We also need, however, to account for the retention of Aram in the two passages in 
Amos and also in the group of passages in Kings and Isaiah relating to Rezin, the last 
king of Aram. Walker's claim that Aram was retained for no reason other than the 
neighbouring references to Damascus is not compelling, as shown above. In the two 
passages from Amos, the reason for the retention of Aram seems rather that they 

1 4 8 Except in the minority of passages where the reference is to the eponymous ancestor or to the region east 
of the Euphrates. 
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mention Aram's early migration from Qir; this could not be made to fit Edom, which 
was known to have originated with Esau in Canaan. An association with Qir may also 
explain the group of passages associated with Rezin. In the report of Rezin's end at 2 
Kgs. 16:7-9, Ahaz bribed the Assyrians to save him from the king of Aram, and they 
duly exiled the population of Aram to Qir, slaying Rezin. Thus Rezin is linked with the 
Aram which was brought up from Qir and thus distinct from Edom. This would 
explain why Aram is always used in relation to Rezin, while all his predecessors become 
kings of Edom. 

It remains to explain the references to Aram or Syria in the Ephremic commentary, 
where the biblical mss have Edom. According to Roediger, the Ephremic commentary 
here preserves the original reading, while the form Edom is due to later copyists. The 
possibility that the Ephremic commentary alone preserves the true reading should not 
be dismissed out of hand. As we shall see in chapter 6, there are other instances, albeit 
none on so large a scale, where the true reading has survived in an Ephremic work, even 
in one of disputed authenticity. Yet that is not the only possible explanation. The com
mentaries are known today only from a Catena Patrum, which was compiled by 
Severus, a monk of Edessa, in 861 CE and which interweaves Ephrem's comments with 
later material.149 It is possible that the passages which mention Aram(eans) or Syria(ns) 
are due to a scholar later than Ephrem. This scholar, one could suppose, based his com
ments on LXX - which had Syria rather than the Edom of P - and revived the ancient 
usage of -pit* to indicate all Syria. 

All in all, it seems likeliest that the change from Aram to Edom originated with the 
translators. From their own viewpoint, however, there was no outright change. Rather, 
they found the graphic form in their Vorlage ambiguous, and they tended to read it as 
Edom rather than Aram. The reason for their aversion to Aram was that the restriction 
in its scope since biblical times rendered it a problematic term; and they were usually 
able to find some justification for the reading Edom. However, the evidence is delicately 
balanced; and the possibility that copyists too had a hand in the replacement of Aram 
by Edom cannot be excluded. 

1 4 9 F.C. Burkitt, S.Ephraim's Quotations from the GospeI[=Texts and Studies 7.2], Cambridge 1901, p. 87. 
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The Peshitta and other Versions 

I. THE PESHITTA A N D THE SEPTUAGINT 

The parallels with LXX: possible explanations 

Numerous parallels between P and LXX - against MT - have been observed.1 Their 
incidence, however, has been found to differ strikingly from book to book. According 
to Haefeli's survey, LXX influence was found to be frequent in Ezekiel,2 the Twelve 
Prophets,3 Proverbs,4 S. of S.5 and Qohelet;6 sporadic in Genesis,7 Joshua,8 Isaiah,9 

Jeremiah,10 Psalms" and Esther; and insignificant or non-existent in Samuel, Kings, 
Job, Lamentations and Chronicles. In Daniel the parallels are rather with Theodotion, 
as shown by Wyngarden12 and in greater detail by Taylor.13 We must therefore investi
gate the cause of the parallels, and also explain the variation in their reported incidence 
between books. 

In theory, there are a number of possible causes for the parallels, and the cause 
may have differed from passage to passage. As in the previous chapter, we may put 

1 For a brief but penetrating general survey, see W.E. Barnes, "On the Influence of the Septuagint on the 
Peshitta", JTS 2 (1901), pp. 186-97. 

2 C.H. Cornill, Das Buch des Propheten Ezechiel, Leipzig 1886, pp. 153-4. 
3 See most recently A. Gelston, The Peshittaof die Twelve Prophets, Oxford 1987, pp. 160-77. 
4 H. Pinkuss, "Die syrische Ubersetzung der Proverbien, textkritisch und in ihrem Verhaltnisse zu dem 

masoretischen Text, den LXX und dem Targum untersucht", ZAW\A (1894), pp. 65-141,161-222:94-109. 
J. Joosten, "Doublet Translations in Peshitta Proverbs", MP1 8, pp. 63-72. 

5 J.M. Salkind, Die Peschitta zu Schir-Haschirim textkritisch und in ihrem Verhaltnisse zu MT und LXX 
un tersucht, Leiden 1905, pp. 9~ 10. 

6 Janichs, Animadversiones criticae in versionem syriacam Peschitthonianam librorum Koheleth et Ruth, 
Leipzig 1869, p. 34; A.S. Kamenetzky, "Die P'Jita zu Kohelet textkritisch und in ihrem Verhaltnis zu dem 
massoretischen Text, der Septuaginta und den andern alten griechischen Versionen", ZAW 24 (1904), pp. 
181-239:237; A. Schoors, "The Peshitta of Kohelet and its Relation to the Septuagint", in C. Laga et al. 
(eds.), After Chalcedon. Studies in Theology and Church History, Fs. A. van Roey, Louvain 1985, 
pp. 347-57. 

7 J. Hanel, Die aussermasoretischen Ubereinstimmungen zwischen der Septuaginta und der Peschitha in der 
Genesis [=BZAW 20], Giessen 1911. 

8 H. Mager, Die Peschittho zum BucheJosua, Freiburg im Breisgau 1916, p. 66. 
9 See most recently A. van der Kooij, Die alten Textzeugen des Jesajabuches. Ein Beitrag zur Textgeschichte 

des Alten Testamentes, Gottingen 1981, pp. 287-8. 
1 0 P.F. Frankl, "Studien ttber die Septuaginta und Peschito zu Jeremia", MGWJ 21 (1872), pp. 444-56, 

497-509,545-57:547-50. 
1 1 A. Vogel, "Studien zum Peshitta-Psalter besonders im Hinblick auf sein Verhaltnis zu Septuaginta", 

Biblica 32 (1951), pp. 32-56,198-231,336-63,481-502:336-63,481-502. For a contrary view, see J. Lund, 
"Grecisms in the Peshitta Psalms" in MPI 8, pp. 85-102. 

1 2 M.J. Wyngarden, The Syriac Version of the Book of Daniel, Leipzig 1923, pp. 19-21. 
1 3 R.A.Taylor, The Peshitta of Daniel[=MPI7], Leiden 1994,p.3l2. 
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these under three main headings. First, P's Hebrew Vorlage may have differed from 
MT and agreed instead with the Vorlage of LXX. Second, P's agreement with LXX 
may have arisen in the translation process, either because the translator consulted 
LXX or because he came independently to the same understanding. Third, the text 
of P may have been altered by later copyists in conformity with the Greek text of 
LXX. 

As before, it is safest to attribute the maximum to the translators' activity. This 
implies keeping to a minimum the assumption of variant readings and hence of scribal 
change in the copying either of the Hebrew or of the Syriac text. We shall therefore 
discuss the role of the translators before proceeding to consider textual explanations, 
whether that LXX and P shared a common Vorlage different from MT or that the text 
of P was conformed to LXX by later scribes. 

If an agreement between P and LXX against the plain sense of MT is due to the 
translators, one possibility is that P's translator consulted LXX; but we must also con
sider alternative explanations. One of these is coincidence or polygenesis: a given diffi
culty in the biblical text may have elicited identical but independent responses from 
LXX and P. As the previous chapter showed, P habitually departs from literal transla
tion of the Hebrew in certain characteristic ways, e.g. making explicit what is implicit in 
the Hebrew, or harmonising different passages. Where such a departure from the 
Hebrew brings P into agreement with LXX, polygenesis is a likely cause. Convenient 
collections of instances from Genesis 1-25 and Qohelet have recently been presented 
by Dirksen14 and Schoors15 respectively. Even in some striking cases of agreement, 
polygenesis cannot be excluded altogether, e.g. 

(a) Gen. 49:20 
M T - f ? o T W O i m K i m IOIT> m n » imn 
LXX . . . Kai aurdc, 5ibaet Tpu<bf|v (A: Tpo<br|v) apxouaiv 

Asher- good is his land; and he will give nourishment to kings. 

Hand's conclusion that the word in P depends on LXX, in the corrupt form found in 
codex A, may well be right. Yet polygenesis cannot be ruled out, because P may instead 
have been guessing a meaning for the rare "I31J?0 on the basis onnnb "his bread" in the 
previous line, which he had earlier treated as a figure for "his land". 

(b) 1 Sam. 17:6,45 
MT 11TD 
LXX dome, 
P Klaaa-C^ (v. 6), r<?i*a> (v.45) 
Although TTTD usually becomes T X ^ U I 'spear' in P, we here find items of armour. This 
interpretation, according to Barnes, arose from LXX, which likewise takes "I1T3 as a 

1 4 P.B. Dirksen, "The Peshitta and Textual Criticism of the Old Testament", VT42 (1992), pp. 376-90. 
1 5 A. Schoors, "The Peshitta of Kohelet", pp. 347-57; see pp. 348-51. 
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defensive weapon in these passages alone. The possibility remains, however, that both 
translators reached this conclusion in v.6 independently, given that all preceding items 
in vv.5-6 are defensive ( i i n s a ,1THIZ7,27313) and that this item was located between the 
shoulders. In that case, neither translator wished to introduce inconsistency by chang
ing to an offensive weapon when the word recurred in v.45, despite the preceding 
context ("thou comest against me with a sword and a spear..."). 

Polygenesis cannot, however, explain the cases - exemplified below - where P and 
LXX agree in an interpretation for which there is little warrant in the text, or where P 
seems to echo the very language of LXX. Moreover, in some books the sheer number of 
agreements between LXX and P against MT is too high for all of them to be viewed as 
independent responses to a Hebrew text identical with MT.1 6 

A further possible explanation of agreements between P and LXX is that both inde
pendently reflect an older exegetical tradition. This explanation well fits certain agree
ments attested also in other authorities, as at Num. 24:7 -
M T rViD tra *?r 
LXX e&XeuoeTou avQpwnoc, ex TOO o7repuaToc, auroO 

T ° VTO3D N 3 - i n n K3*?a ' W ( T J F N longer but similar) 
Again, at Ruth 1:21: 

MT 'H27, LXX 6 iieocvoc,, P ,m&.-urel=i re^sn 
LXX and P both analyse the Hebrew as "he who is sufficient" (sa+day), as regularly in 
Aquila (also iicavoc.), the Samaritan targum (MplSO) and Saadiah (al-kafi).17 

However, not every interpretation in which P and LXX together depart from the 
'plain' sense of MT can be ascribed without further ado to common tradition. One 
feature is necessary, and a second desirable, before common tradition can be invoked. 
The first is that the translation should point some lesson, or at least make good sense. 
The second is that the translation should find confirmation in outside sources, such as 
other versions or extant rabbinic or hellenistic literature. One cannot always insist on 
this latter condition: some traditions may crop up in LXX and P and nowhere else. 
However, it will be hard to believe that great numbers of traditions have been preserved 
by LXX and P independently, and by no other source. After all, unlike the Targums, 
neither LXX nor P is renowned for picking up interpretative traditions that differ from 
the 'plain' sense. Only a minority of passages where LXX and P agree fulfil both condi
tions. 

Critical passages showing LXX influence upon the translators of P 

There are two types of critical passage where one cannot avoid supposing that the 
translators themselves consulted LXX. In the first type, the only explanation of P's ren
dering is that LXX has been misunderstood. The translator himself must be responsi
ble, since a reviser who set out to conform P to LXX would surely have had a better 
grasp of LXX. Examples: 

1 6 This remark applies in particular to the Twelve Prophets: see Gelston, Twelve Prophets, pp. 160^7. 
1 7 Note that P had instead transliterated ,xLrt in the previous verse. 
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(a) Exod. 25 :2 
Here M T speaks of "(every man) whose heart moves him (13*? 133T)". P renders sur
prisingly: "who thinks (.ax»»icso.i) in his heart". LXX has olc, otv So^n Tjj Kap5 ig : "to 
those to whom it seems (good) to the heart", a fair though not literal rendering of the 
Hebrew. Now the Greek verb SOKECO can mean either 'seem (good)' or 'think', and P has 
apparently chosen the wrong sense - as if the Greek had begun in 6c. rather than oic,. 
The Hebrew phrase 3*? 3*H3 is rendered by P in the same way at Exod. 3 5 : 2 2 , and even 
at Exod. 3 5 : 5 , where LXX does not use 5OKEW. 

(b) Num. 25 :3 

M T -I127B bV2b bVTOT n n j p i 

LXX Kai eTeXeoDri IapanX Tup BeeXtbeYwp 

cf. 2 5 : 5 : M T D*H02J3n, LXX TOV TereXeauevov, P c^snhx.^ ^Lr«r 
The Syriac verb ,\»»ivs.r<r 'be completed / complete oneself bears no relation to the 

Hebrew, and must be due to the Greek. However, although TEXEOU originally meant 'com
plete', it developed the sense 'consecrate, initiate', which applies in this passage: Israel was 
initiated into the mysterious rites of Baal Peor. P shows no awareness of this developed 
sense, and simply translates according to the etymology. There is no evidence that a 
meaning 'initiate' for ^sokwLK' ever developed in Syriac. If anything, when followed by the 
preposition beth the Syriac verb meant: 'gratify oneself with',18 so that P here means: "and 
Israel gratified itself with Baal Peor". 

(c) Ruth 4:6 
Here, Boaz's rival declares that he cannot perform his duty as kinsman to acquire 
Naomi's field and to marry Ruth. His next words to Boaz differ utterly in M T and P: 
M T m n n K -p f a o 

perform thou my duty as kinsman. 

claim thou, on account of my lack of faith. 
It seems that the translator was puzzled by the two forms from the Hebrew root bill; 
usually this word means 'redeem', but here it bears its primary sense: 'perform a 
kinsman's duty'. P's translator consulted LXX, whose translation was accurate but 
obscure: dYxioTEuoov oeoturu) TT|V dyxtOTeiav uou. Apparently the P translator focused on 
the last three words, but misread ATXIITEIAN as AIIIET(E)IAN 'lack of faith'. The 
concluding independent pronoun ^Ls in P confirms that his source was not Hebrew but 
a Greek phrase ending in uou. 

(d) Ruth 4 : 1 5 
Here Naomi is told that Ruth's child will sustain "thy grey hair (i.e. old age)". In P, 
however the child is to be a sustainer "for thy city". Apparently the P translator was 

1 8 For this usage, compare Ephrem's comment on Gen. 4:7b, discussed on p. 289 below. 
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puzzled by the Hebrew (~|n3,,E?) and consulted LXX, which had rendered literally rf|v 
JTOXI&V aou; P however misread noXtdv as JTOX IV. 1 9 

(e) Isaiah 28:7 
Here it is the text of Theodotion, rather than LXX, which the translator of P seems to 
have misunderstood: 
M T P P ^ B l p B 
Theod. r|ou)Teu6naav UTrepOYKwe, "they were licentious exceedingly" 
P Vv-rt^oarc <A*rf "they ate gluttonously" 
The Hebrew complains that drunken priests and prophets "totter (in) judgment". 
Theodotion's adverb urrepoYKwg probably interprets rT^^B through K*7B 'wonder'. 
His verb, however, seems a mere guess at the sense of lpB. 

P's rendering here bears no relation to the Hebrew. The adverb i^rA^oax*, however, 
must be explained through Theodotion, especially as no derivative of daurrog occurs in 
either version (as extant) elsewhere in Isaiah. Moreover, P's choice of verb suggests that 
the translator did not appreciate the full range of the Greek word: in Greek the word 
means "licentious" in general, but when borrowed into Syriac it acquired the specific 
meaning "gluttonous", perhaps because it happened to be used at Deut. 21:20 (and 
thence Prov. 23:20-21) to render Hebrew VTIT. 2 0 Thus Syriac translators in other books 
reject rd^ojaoK" as too narrow a rendering of aourrog (and its derivatives). For example, 
at 2 Mace. 6:4 the Peshitta renders daw-riot by «£an>= 'revelries'. The Old Syriac Gospels 
at Luke 15:13 render dawrwg (of the behaviour of the prodigal son) by rCWi\ ^ i * . 

J r̂ciM-ia.21 In this difficult phrase at Isa. 28:7, however, P used the Syriac cognate, and 
the resulting nuance of gluttony led to the verb cAire ' . 

In the second type of critical passage, elements from both the Hebrew and LXX are 
welded together inextricably. One cannot posit an original text free of elements from 
LXX, for if the latter are removed from the existing text, the residue makes no sense. 
Examples: 

cf. LXX 1600 TrpooTJXuTOt npooeXeuaovTai oot St' euou Kai em oe KaTa^eu^ovrat 
In the m a i n , P s e e m s based o n LXX, w h i c h a l o n e expla ins the e l ements " c o m e in t o 

1 9 See already A. Roediger, De Origine et Indole Arabicae Librorum V.T. Historicorum Interpretationis Libri 
Duo, Halle 1829, p. 48n; Janichs, Koheleth et Ruth, p. 33. 

2 0 At Prov. 7:11, admittedly, P describes the adulteress as rt^oarta rCxaxn; but this is due to the combined 
influence of LXX SOWTOC, and the association of the Hebrew milO with the epithet ~\1i\0 of the rebellious 
- and gluttonous- son at Deut. 21:18—21. 

2 1 The last two words are dropped by the Peshitta in Luke, and only the Harklean is so literal as to write 
J^i^\,<M»r<r. This comparison was facilitated by G.A. Kiraz, Comparative Edition of the Syriac Gospels (4 
volumes), Leiden 1996. 

(a) Isa. 54:15 
MT ^ B " 
P ^ l o 



Critical passages showing LXX influence 73 

you" and "refuge"; yet dependence on the Hebrew at the same time is reflected in P's 
provision of two alternative translations of "13, each characteristic of P's translations 
from the Hebrew elsewhere, namely rc - icca* . and «£ia*c».v22 

(b) Jer. 4:11 
M T n m a a c r w na rm 
L X X 7rve0ua nXavnaetoc, ev Tfj epnpw 

like a wandering spirit on the paths of the desert 

Here the element "wandering" comes from LXX, but the next word "paths" is a fre
quent rendering in P of D^SE?.23 Once again, elements from the Hebrew and the Greek 
are intertwined. 

(c) Micah 7:3-4 
M T naioan ner p-ina osio :mnasn 
LXX Kai etjeXoOuat rot dYa0d aurwv <b<; ar\c, EKTPWYWV 

and they rejected their good, like a patch that a moth devoured 

The devouring moth in P is evidently inspired by LXX. On the other hand, the verb 
A»r< 'reject' is a common equivalent of Hebrew 2I?n,24 which the translator seems to 
have reached by misreading the first Hebrew word as m3I?rW. Finally, 'patch' is an 
object supplied by P for the verb 'devoured' adopted from LXX (eKxpibytov). 

(d) Ps. 57:5 
M T wQFh naaara nt/ob "jinn voti 
LXX Kai Eppuoaro rr|v tpuxnv uou E K UEOOU OKUUVWV. EKoiur]0r|v TEtapaYuevoc. 

and he saved my soul from dogs, and I slept while troubled 

Here P largely agrees with LXX, but the phrase rfAa ^ can only have come from the 
Hebrew: the translator saw Vrofa in D^Kp^f i rQ) , the second and third words. If a P 
text free from the influence of LXX once existed, and was only later revised after LXX, 
the reviser would not have retained the reference to dogs: contrast Syhex *\»^» 

Joosten has found such translations - which he well describes as "patchworks" from 
both the Hebrew and LXX -in Proverbs, e.g. at Prov. 18:8a -

2 2 On these equivalences see further pp. 171-4 below. 
2 3 Again at Isa. 49:9, Jer. 3:2,21; 7:29; 12:12; 14:6. See further A. Gelston "Some Notes on Second Isaiah", 

(1971), pp. 517-27:519. 2 4 E.g. Amos 5:10. Mic. 3:9. 
2 5 Other cases from Psalms where elements from the Hebrew and LXX seem to have been welded together 

from the first are discussed by the present writer in "The Peshitta Psalter and its Hebrew Vorlage", VT 35 
(1985), pp. 341-54. 



74 The Peshitta and the Septuagint 

M T c r D n b n o D yni n a n 

LXX oKvripoug KaTaPctXXei <bof}oc, 
P rc^Ti-i-i mA it*tinwa . m c l i o 

The words of the slothful cast him into adversity 

Although P has adopted the elements "slothful" and "cast" from LXX, the syntax 
differs and the element "words" evidently depends on the Hebrew.26 

Further examples of LXX influence upon the translators 

Beyond these critical passages, there are many close agreements between P and LXX in 
which coincidence, common tradition and a common Vorlage differing from MT can 
all be excluded, and there is no evidence that the Syriac text has been changed in trans
mission.27 Such cases are most easily ascribed to LXX influence upon the translators of 
P,e.g. 

(a) Gen. 4:8. 
Though MT states that Cain spoke to Abel, no words are quoted. Soon afterwards, 
however, the brothers are said to be in the field. Cain's words are given in LXX as 
5ieX6wuev etc, TO 7re6tov, and in P as rO*±ns\ r<r.-»-b "let us proceed to the plain / valley". 
The agreement has been ascribed to a common tradition, reflected also in the rabbinic 
legend preserved in Tanhuma Bereshit 9. There, Cain and Abel agreed to divide the 
world and parted company, but Cain then treacherously 

pursued him from mountain to valley, and from valley to mountain, until they grappled together. 
Abel prevailed over Cain, who fell beneath him. When Cain saw this, he began to cry: "Abel my 
brother! Do not harm me!"; and [Abel] had mercy and let him go; and then [Cain] stood up and 
killed him, as it is said: "And Cain rose up", implying that he had fallen.28 

It is true that "valley", which is a possible meaning of P r f i u ^ o a , occurs here too; but it 
has scant importance in the legend. Indeed alternative versions of the legend mention 
the mountains only. Thus in Tanhuma Mishpatim 13, the brothers agreed to allot all 
land to Cain and all moveables to Abel; but as Abel roamed about the world, 

Cain pursued him, saying: "Away from my portion!". [Abel] ran to the mountains, but [Cain] was 
after him, saying: "This is mine" - until he stood over him and killed him. 

Thus the parallel in rabbinic tradition is simply too insubstantial to explain the agree
ment between LXX and P. Nor is a common Hebrew Vorlage a satisfactory explana
tion, since this, as Barnes observed (p. 193), would not have read "plain" but rather 
"field", as in the next phrase (cf. !T1B?n Hab3 in the Samaritan Pentateuch). 
Coincidence too is excluded: without LXX, P would not have thought of a plain, 

2 6 Joosten, "Doublet Translations in Peshitta Proverbs", MPI 8(1995), pp. 63-72; see pp. 64-5. P's final word 
seems a vague guess inspired by 17:20b "he that turns his tongue will fall into adversity". 

2 7 The mss of P are unanimous and show no evidence of dislocation; contrast the cases of scribal change 
considered below. 

2 8 Y. Maori, The Peshitta Version of the Pentateuch and Early Jewish Exegesis, Jerusalem 1995, pp. 235-9. 
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especially as in the continuation of the verse P places the brothers in the field. We must 
conclude that P consulted LXX 6teX6wuev etc; TO rreoiov, in which case the word K"Kna 

was first intended as 'plain' - even though Ephrem, who located Paradise on a moun
tain (cf. Ezek 28:14), understood it as 'valley'.29 

(b) Num. 21:14 
M T i i r i K ff^run n m n s i o a a m n n 

LXX (IloXeuog t o u Kupiou) t t | v ZwofJ ecbXoyioEV Kai roug x£iM«PPot>? Apvwv 

(The war of the Lord) set aflame Zoob and the torrents of Arnon 

a flame in the storm and in the torrent of Arnon 

The Hebrew explains P's reference to the "storm" (HS10), but not to the "flame", which 
seems due rather to LXX etfeXovtoev. Apparently the LXX translator, finding neither a 
subject nor a verb in the two Hebrew phrases introduced by f l N , detached the words 
"War of the Lord" from the previous verse to supply a subject. He also provided a suit
able verb in place of HSlOa, apparently guessed to suit the context. P was in turn 
puzzled by a m f l N ; he therefore adopted LXX etbXoytoev but changed it into a noun, to 
provide a subject.30 

(c) Jer.48[LXX31]:34 

M T rrâ w R B M • • n n i v "WSD 
P K'&AO&V rt<vV\v OAK*.! r^i-uA r^aa*.o yuA^cwA r^n.^o is^. 

from Zoar unto Horonaim, and unto the town of 'LS, a three-year-old heifer 
P agrees with MT except in mentioning additionally a mysterious "town of 'LS". The 
equivalents of the last two Hebrew words in LXX vary among the mss; it seems that 
they were first transliterated as AyeXa EaXaaia which, though not itself attested, can be 
viewed as the source of the extant readings. Most mss have dYY£X(E)iav "news" for the 
first word, and in most Lucianic mss the second word has become corrupted to etg 
EXtaav. The translator found this or a similar reading in his text of LXX and took it as 
a city, just like the preceding Zoar and Horonaim. The same Syriac phrase also appears 
in the Syrohexapla. 

(d) Ezek. 21:18 
MT }na '•a but LXX on SeSiKaiouTat, P rc.ncn KQI.UK'A \ \ - 3 H 
LXX moves from 'examine', which is the plain sense of the Hebrew, to 'find 
correct'. Even though this is a theoretically possible development of meaning 

2 9 Thus Ephrem writes wa-nhet (and later ahteh) la-pqa'ta; see R.-M. Tonneau (ed.), Sancti Ephraem Syri in 
Genesim et in Exodum Commentarii. Louvain 1955, p. 49 (section III.5). 

3 0 Conceivably LXX e<|>X6ytaev for HB10 is based on Syr. -an> (Aph.) "set fire", but it is unlikely that the word 
"flame" in P was derived independently from Syr. AO> to represent HS10, since P had already rendered that 
word as "storm". 
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(compare Latin probare), there is no warrant in the context. P's agreement in this 
unexpected sense cannot be ascribed to a Vorlage differing from MT, nor indeed to 
coincidence. Nor is there any outside evidence that this understanding of 
was traditional. The agreement between LXX and P, also found in the previous 
phrase: 
MT TV but LXX Tf|v xelpct oou, P c d a * [=TTJ, 
instead suggests that the translator of P was here consulting LXX. 

(e) S. of S. 4:1 and 6:7. 
Here the maiden is told that her eyes are like doves -
MT -jn»3i? 1JQ0 "behind thy veil" 
but LXX 6KTOC, Tfjc, OTwrniaewc, aou P ^ J M . -i=A "beyond thy silence". 
LXX and P make little sense. Evidently these versions derived *]n02^ not from HDS 
'veil', but from the verb DOS, which originally meant 'be silent' (so Ar. ). 

Although in Hebrew this root is confined to the Hiph'il, which developed to 'sup
press, destroy', the original meaning 'silence' was known among the ancient transla
tors, so that at Ps. 101:8 fTDXN is translated by Symmachus as dcbibvouc, EJTOIOUV and by 
P as j»h£r*. In the passages from S. of S., however, the sense 'silence' is so unlikely that 
P's agreement with LXX cannot be coincidental. Nor can it be ascribed to common tra
dition: a traditional rendering must make sense. The likeliest explanation is that LXX 
decided in despair that a translation that made little sense was better than none at all. P 
in turn was baffled by the unusual Hebrew word and contented himself with translating 
LXX. 

(0 Qoh. 1:17 
MT m ^ T i n , but LXX napccpoXdc., P r<4fc» 
As Schoors observes, the only explanation of the agreement in the idiosyncratic under
standing of rnV?in as 'proverbs' is that P consulted LXX.3' 

Loanwords and caiques from the Greek in P 

We may here consider the significance of cases where the language of P closely echoes 
that of LXX. It may be that P has the same Greek word as LXX, as a loanword into 
Syriac; or P may have a caique which builds up through native Syriac elements a mirror 
of the Greek word. 

Greek loanwords in P do not necessarily betoken LXX influence, since the 
Syriac language had absorbed a number of Greek words.32 There are in fact many 
instances where P has a loanword from Greek while LXX has a quite different word, 
e-g. 

5 1 Schoors, "Peshitta of Kohelet", p. 354. 
3 2 P also exhibits a few Latin loanwords: ~*^-\ (tabellarius 'courier'- 2 Sam. 15:1, Prov. 23:34 etc.), 

(legio - Num. 24:24), ^oauk (piscina 'pond' - Neh. 3:15), cC^aia (carruca - Exod. 14:6 etc.). 
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P Greek source-word LXX 
Gen. 42:4 Koupdc, uaXaida 
Exod. 12: K'.'\J\n>ona 7rpoardg /napaorctc, oraOuoc, 
Num. 18:7 axiiMa rponog 
Num. 35:2 aypog tot TrpodoTEia 

Judg. 3:3 T u p a w o g o a T p a n E i a 
1 Kgs. 7:4 e^eSpa ETriOsua 
Prov. 7:10 Ei5og 

As Perles observed, many of these Greek loanwords were also absorbed into the Jewish 
Aramaic dialects of the Targums and Talmuds. It is worth adding that the particles -u^ 
and which usually correspond in both function and syntax with yap and 5E and at 
first sight seem loanwords, in fact show traces of quite different usage in the earliest 
Syriac texts (including P) and may well be Semitic in origin.33 

It follows that even when P has the same Greek word as LXX, borrowed into Syriac, 
we have to consider the possibility that LXX and P reached the same sense indepen
dently, and that the Greek loanword happened to be the best vehicle to express that 
sense in Syriac. That explanation could sometimes be argued, e.g. 

MT LXX P 
G e n . 3:7 n*13n jrepiCwuaTa Kiaovia 

Judg. 3:25 nnSQM rnvicXEiSa K-XAU 

Jer. 5:1 JTmaima EV Tafg TrXaTEiaig auTfjg <hh&\;\'\-> 
E z e k . 30:21 ^inn uaXoryua 'plaster' resists* 

There are cases, however, where the presence of the same Greek word in P as in LXX 
cannot be coincidental. One such case is where the Greek loanword is rare in Syriac and 
there is no reason to suppose its earlier naturalisation, e.g. 

Amos 7:7-8 
MT "pN, LXX oMuag, P V C D M K 1 

This Syriac word does not recur in P and seems to have been coined to represent the text 
of LXX. 

Ps. 18:12 
MT O p n f c ? "Off, LXX EV VE<j)£Xaig oxpiov, P irc-rt* -

The commonest equivalent of pPIE? in P-Psalms is reisai. (36:6, 57:11,68:35, 77:18, 
89:7, 108:5),34 though we also find alone (89:38) or (78:23); hence P here 
probably depends on LXX. 

Another situation where the occurrence of the same Greek word in both LXX and P 
can hardly be coincidental is where P's loanword appears in LXX at a neighbouring but 
not identical point, as at Isa. 13:22 -

3 3 J. Joosten, "The Use of Some Particles in the Old Testament Peshitta", Textus 14 (1988), pp. 175-83: see 
pp. 178-82. 

3 4 This equivalence was first coined at Deut. 33:26, in which verse the simple r&su. had already been used. 
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MT BT«H,PmiA» 

L X X has ovoKeVraupoi here, but the Greek source-word oetpnvec, in v.21 (for H3IT11133). 
L X X and P can hardly have alighted independently on the same meaning for the two 
different words. Rather, it seems that P, searching for an equivalent for Q^K, adopted 
the word just used by LXX for H31T ni33 in the previous verse.35 

As to caiques of Greek forms, these can be recognised by being too long in relation to 
the Hebrew, and by corresponding quantitatively instead with the Greek, given that 
each element within a Greek compound word needs to be represented in Syriac. Where 
L X X presents a Greek word of which P shows a caique, the agreement cannot be co
incidental unless the caique itself - and not just its constituent parts - can be shown to 
have been naturalised in Syriac. Thus LXX influence is virtually certain at Ps. 68:35 -

MT inifcU, LXX n u£yaXo7rpe7i£io: currou, P rt*i\cur<^ i\a=i 
Everywhere else, P-Psalms renders !TIR3 or D1K3 by a single word, e.g. r<'i\cureivj(93:l). 
P's long and not especially precise rendering here is not explained by the Hebrew, but 
arises straightforwardly from the Greek. 

Likewise at Ps. 53:6 -
MT^3h, LXX ctvOpton-apcoxfaJv, P r&snr >i=A ^.-ias.* ^Lrfs. 

Once again P's rendering is too long to represent the Hebrew, but perfectly fits the 
Greek. Direct influence by LXX has to be detected here too, simply because the 
wording in P could not have been inspired by any other source.36 

In its renderings of the Hebrew adjective (^ITSN, P shows caiques of two different 
Greek words in different biblical books. In two places, the model is aviotToc,: 3 7 

Isa. 13:9 *HT3K OCVIGITOC, ml &\A CUOBK'A 

Lam. 4: 3 "1T3&6 EigdviaTOV rC^CUJDrC ml fcvA.l rC&vCUi2al 

In three passages, however, the model is instead dveXeiiuoov: 
Prov. 5:9 dveXenuooiv ^cau-bn red* ^aLrcd 

Prov. 11:17 "HT3N dveXeriutov ^mfca rrtaj^ 

Prov. 17:11 "HT3N aveXeriuova ml 
We have now surveyed cases of various sorts, where the alternative hypotheses to liter
ary dependence of P upon LXX can be convincingly excluded. Beyond these, however, 
there are many more cases where literary dependence by the translators upon LXX 
explains the evidence as well as any other hypothesis. Here the safest explanation is that 
the translator was influenced by LXX. This is in keeping with the maximalist approach 
taken in chapter 2 to translation technique. 

General arguments regarding the possibility of LXX influence 

The influence of LXX, as noted above, is far from systematic. There is no difficulty, 
however, in supposing that P's translators made sporadic use of LXX, alongside a 

5 5 A similar situation occurs at Jer. 50[27]:39, where MT has • ' " N nK D^S but P «cu.t^>; LXX has 
ivoaXuara ev rate vr|ooig, but later in the same verse again oeiprivwv for njJT. 

3 6 So already Vogel, "Studien zum P-Psalter", pp. 495 6 (who is not convinced that the translator, as 
opposed to copyists, consulted LXX). In the opinion of Lund ("Grecisms in P-Psalms", pp. 94-102), 
however, these passages fall short of proving any literary dependence on LXX in the existing text of P. 

3 7 This Greek rendering was coined at Deut. 32:33, where it suits the context (of snake poison), though P 
there has the vague n o . See B. Albrektson, Studies in the Text and Theology of the Book of Lamentations, 
Lund 1963, pp. 176-7. 
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Hebrew text as their main source. Two analogies among the ancient versions for the 
sporadic use of a second source readily come to mind. One is furnished by the Vulgate, 
which, like P, agrees sporadically with LXX in most books of the Hebrew Bible. 
Although Jerome translated primarily from the Hebrew, he also occasionally consulted 
the Greek, as he tells us in his Preface to Ecclesiastes: 

Sed de Hebraeo transferens, magis me Septuaginta Interpretum consuetudini coaptavi: in his 
dumtaxat, quae non multum ab Hebraicis discrepebant. 3 8 

Another translator who follows one main source but occasionally consults another is 
the P translator of Chronicles: for the most part, he follows the Hebrew, but he also 
draws upon parallel passages in earlier biblical books, apparently where he found his 
Hebrew text of Chronicles illegible.39 

Given these analogies, it is wrong to argue that, because P's translator has not fol
lowed LXX consistently, he was not influenced by LXX at all. At Gen. 4:8, for example, 
it has been argued that, had P consulted LXX, he would not have reverted to "field" in 
the next phrase.40 But this is in fact typical of the way that P's translators used LXX. 
They rightly worked primarily from the Hebrew, but consulted LXX at points of diffi
culty, promptly reverting to the Hebrew thereafter, as the above examples show. 

Another general argument advanced against LXX influence upon the translators is 
bound up with Kahle's theory that P derives from a Palestinian Targum brought to 
Adiabene, and that agreements between the text of P and LXX are therefore sec
ondary.41 Kahle's theory of the origin of P will be considered fully in the discussion 
below on P's relationship with the Targums, whence Kahle drew much of his evidence. 
Here it need only be said that the theory is far from proven; and once we locate P closer 
to the west than Adiabene, there is no difficulty in supposing that the translators could 
have consulted the Greek Bible when they were puzzled by the Hebrew. In Edessa, in 
particular, Jewish grave inscriptions have been found both in Hebrew and in Greek, 
suggesting that the necessary expertise to translate the Hebrew Bible with aid from the 
Greek could be found there.42 

The nature of LXX influence on the P translators 

Even where P agrees with LXX, there are neighbouring passages where P quite differs 
from LXX and follows the Hebrew. The first word of P - fcui-ia - already testifies that P 
is no daughter-version of LXX, as supposed by some copyists43 and even occasionally 
by modern scholars.44 Whatever the influence of LXX, P is translated primarily from a 
Hebrew text. 

3 8 Migne, PL xxiii, coll. 1011 f. 3 9 See pp. 113-20 below. 
4 0 SR . Isenberg, "On the Jewish-Palestinian Origins of the Peshitta to the Pentateuch", JBL 90 (1971), pp. 

69-81:77. 4 1 P.E. Kahle, The Cairo Geniza, 2nd edn, Oxford 1959, p. 270. 
4 2 J.B. Segal, Edessa. 'The Blessed City', Oxford 1970, pp. 27,42. 
4 3 According to a colophon in 7a 1, 9a 1 and other mss, the Peshitta Psalter was translated "from the language 

of Palestine into Hebrew, and from Hebrew into Greek, and from Greek into Syriac". Though obviously 
inaccurate, this statement may reflect awareness that the Peshitta Psalter rests mainly on the Hebrew but 
also consulted LXX. 

4 4 Note G.W. Anderson's passing reference to P as "a daughter-version of the Septuagint", in PR. Ackroyd 
and C F . Evans (eds.), Cambridge History of the Bible, vol. 1, Cambridge 1970, pp. 158-9, and other refer
ences rightly criticised by Lund,"Grecisms in P-Psalms", p. 85. 
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On the other hand, a rendering imported into P from LXX in a particular 
passage could exert influence well beyond. Thus at Gen. 45:22 the Hebrew has 

which LXX renders Sioodg oroXdg. P seems to have followed LXX 
here, for he renders (r^ijij.n) rOyoi "pair (of garments)" Now r £ \ o i remains P's 
regular rendering for PIS1?!!, even though the element 'twofold' never appears 
in LXX's renderings of mS*?n elsewhere (even at its second occurrence in 
Gen. 45:22). This lack of exact correspondence between LXX and P is not sur
prising: P is not derived primarily from LXX, but merely utilised LXX here and 
there. 

Occasionally, P has a double translation in order to present the sense both of the 
Hebrew and of the Greek, as at Ruth 1:13-
MT 03Q •6 -)» *3 
LXX on ermcpavOn. Mot unep uudg 

Here P renders first LXX and then the Hebrew. 
Such a situation has also been observed in Psalms, as at Ps. 64:8 -

M T OT6K arfo 
LXX Kai uip<o9f|OTTat 6 6e6g [implying 
P «^Ofnr> rC'.Mio rrfcnSrf pa-»ii\ivj 

According to Vogel, a doublet of this sort is more probably due to a reviser than to the 
translator;45 but it is in fact quite possible that the translator, hesitating between his 
own understanding of the Hebrew and that of LXX, played safe by including both. It 
will be recalled that doublets due to such hesitancy are found even where LXX was not 
involved, notably in Job. Likewise in Proverbs, Joosten has called attention to double 
translations of certain verses (or half-verses), one based on the Hebrew, the other on 
the Greek.46 

It may be added that the Greek on which P drew was not always LXX. The source is 
occasionally Theodotion, as already noted, while a striking parallel with Symmachus 
appears in Ps. 12:6 — 
MT t> WW VVT2 r V » N 
LXX 8r)oouat ev awrnpia, 7rappn.cndoouai i v aura) 
Symm rdguj aayrripiov eu<J>aveg 

And I shall perform salvation openly 
The idea of acting openly is already present in LXX; but Symmachus and P further 
agree in not representing either 3 or b. Apparently LXX results from a tendency, due to 
aural confusion between the gutterals, to take ITS'' as some part of VET (Hiph.); 
compare also Ps 10:5 (MT fTS"' Aquila apud Syrohexapla K'UJSM) and Ps 27:12 (MT 
nB'\ E e^Etbdvn). Palaeographically it seems unlikely that each of these renderings 
reflects a real Hebrew reading VET (or the like). 

As has already been observed, the influence of LXX varies from book to book, 
and this influence correlates with the translator's receptivity to linguistic innova
tion. In particular, those books which regularly have the later usage rC^uxx, rather 

4 5 Vogel, "Studien zum P-Psalter", pp. 491 ft"., 500. 4 6 J. Joosten, "Doublet Translations", pp. 66-72. 
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than the older rciu-io, to indicate 'city' - namely Ezekiel, the Twelve Prophets and 
the Solomonic books - owe most to LXX. Indeed, some later usages found in 
these books seem derived from LXX: for example, r^As. tf ' .vt. (rather than rt'fcA^) 

for H^ll* is not only an innovation but an imitation of the text of L X X 
(oXoKauTioua). 

At the other end of the spectrum stand Kings, Chronicles and Job, which preserve 
older lexical usages (e.g. ifrum. 'kindness' rather than rrtftaa^, or r^ama 'silver metal' 
rather than rCar&o). The conservatism of P-Job would explain why LXX was not con
sulted in that difficult book,4 7 though it is also possible that the translator was deterred 
by the many lacunae which make LXX about one-sixth shorter than MT in Job, as 
Origen already noted.48 It is true that at 1 Kgs. 18:29, the extant text of P has an addi
tion which derives from LXX: 

LXX Kai EXaXnaev HXtou 6 ©eaprrnc; npbc, Toug jrpotbrJTag TWV npoooxQioudnov Xeytov 
MeTaornTE a n d TOU VUV, Kai syw 7rotr|oto TO oXoKauTtoud uou. Kai ueTEornaav Kai 
d7rfjX8ov. 

P .cA\r^O CUA2CO .r£sAs. r^.VL. .V^A-rC* r&rt J9ir^ .r^i(7) cos. tV-i>\ r^Arf 

The verb >u. and the noun phrase reiaAa. rCyn* reflect the Greek words uE0iorn,ut and 
oXoKauTtopa; they do not occur elsewhere in P-Kings. They thus indicate the influence 
of LXX upon the existing text of P, rather than a common Hebrew Vorlage. Was this 
influence exercised on the translator or on later copyists? Walter has argued for the 
former;49 but these words could in fact equally be due to a later copyist, who wished to 
remove the prophets of Baal before Elijah's sacrifice, and found suitable wording in 
LXX. 

The variation between books is illustrated by P's treatment of the terms for gems 
in Exod. 28:17-20 and its parallel 39:10-13 on the one hand, and in Ezek. 28:13 on 
the other. Nine gems are common to the passages from both books. In Exodus, P's 
terms are Semitic in eight cases and Greek in just one. In Ezekiel, all the renderings 
are Greek loanwords (there are only eight, as one gem name is not translated). Five 
of these are directly borrowed (or imitated) from the Greek of LXX. The only 
item in P-Ezekiel which can be related to the Hebrew is reda-i=, if this represents 
Heb. OftE? as in Exodus. Beyond that, P-Ezekiel shows no agreement with the ren
derings of the same Hebrew words in P-Exodus. The only other respect in which P-
Ezekiel corresponds to the Hebrew rather than to the Greek of Ezekiel is 
quantitative: the list of 8 items in P stands closer to the 9 in MT than to the 14 in 
L X X . 5 0 Two items in P-Ezekiel, namely r e^- io and rrtrm^^jt*, bear no obvious rela
tion either to MT or to L X X , and may be due to guesswork. The texts may be com
pared as follows: 

4 7 E. Baumann, "Die Verwendbarkeit der Pesita zum Buche Ijob fur die Textkritik", ZAW\% (1898), pp. 
305-38; 19(1899), pp. 15-95,288-309; 20 (1900), pp. 177-202,264-307: see pp. 19,27-8 of vol. 19(1899). 

4 8 PG xiii 1293 f 
4 9 D.M.Walter, "The Use of Sources in the Peshitta of Kings", MPI8 (1995), pp. 187-204:188. 
5 0 In Ezekiel, LXX does not correspond with MT; instead, it reproduces the list of twelve stones from LXX 

in Exodus, but silver and gold are inserted in the middle of the list. 
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MT P-Exod. P-Ezek. LXX-Ezek. Comment on P-Ezek. 
Dlfc r&zaaa ^ o s w occpSiov from LXX 
PROS r « ^ i \ r d i . ^ - i o TonctCtov guessed? 

re'i^xu K'.\>^T»»I<' apapoYSov from LXX 
( + 1 stone) 

•rrt£7 r*do-i= rc^oi= - from Hebrew? 
nSET tna* . nA.«\a» aotJT^eipov from LXX 
"PSO nAx^no ^ a a i x u K ' taoTnv from LXX 

(+ silver, gold 
and 3 stones) 

"JS3 K'.'u.Ty woM^woia XPv<JohQov from LXX?51 

(+ 2 stones) 
np*lD r£oi=> riTiuii^fcss - guessed? 

This diversity among the P translators helps to explain the pattern of additions 
accepted from LXX into P. Thus the translator of Proverbs included some additional 
couplets found in LXX but not in MT, following 9:12; 9:18; 11:16a; 13:13; 14:22; 25:20; 
27:21. The mss of P-Daniel include the LXX additions in Dan. 3, which may well have 
been included by the original translator. They were certainly known in Syriac early 
enough for Ephrem to recall how the angel - according to Dan. 3:50 (Gk.) - made the 
like of a "whistling dewy wind" (woei 7rveuua 6p6aou Staaupitov) in the midst of the 
furnace: 
.r^iok\rdX .mcOs^a .rtAW^ CUaĴ , fTUAVtg m.-v.--i..\ rrtCUs .̂ COrr* Vk.VC J M M 

(The True Bough) bent down and cast her beloved ones into the fire; her leaves bore dew; they 
cooled the furnace.5 2 

The translator of Esther was more conservative and so excluded the additions in LXX. 
As well as consulting LXX at specific points in the text, the translators of P show evi

dence of a more general hellenistic influence upon their language, which may have been 
mediated partly by LXX. Thus, even in books like Ezra, Nehemiah and Chronicles, 
where no textual influence from LXX has been detected, the regular translation of 
rniD is the Greek loanword rdcocou (vduoc,). The corresponding loan-word is confined 
in the rabbinic sources to the laws and customs of the gentiles (or Jewish law as referred 
to by gentiles),53 and its usage in P for divine laws seems due to LXX. Another theolog
ical term derived from Greek is "covenant"; the usage is characteristic of LXX, 
rather than contemporary Greek in general, in which the meaning was instead 
"bequest, will" (cf. Heb. 9:16-17; so also the corresponding loanword in Jewish 
Aramaic). Even the fact that the divine name is translated (r£,i») links P with LXX, 
rather than with the Jewish Aramaic versions, which merely transliterate. Another such 
Graecism in a book betraying no direct LXX influence is P's statement (2 Chr. 24:16) 
that Jehoiada "ran many races" for God's temple - an idiom drawn from the Greek 

5 1 P may have followed the sound of LXX, even though the etymology utterly differs. 
5 2 E. Beck (ed.), Des Heiligen Ephraem der Syrers Hymnen De Paradiso und Contra Julianum, CSCO 174, Syr 

78, Louvain 1957, p. 68. 5 3 E.g. Mekhilta Shir.7, Sifra Aharei 9:9, Targum on Ezek. 20:25. 
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games (cf. 1 Cor 9:24-27). However, the avoidance of anthropomorphisms in P-Psalms 
is probably not due to LXX, since this is no less a feature of P in those books in which 
the translators appear not to have consulted LXX at all.54 

Agreements between LXX and P against MT: a different Hebrew Vorlage! 

Even though the majority of the agreements between LXX and P can be ascribed to 
the translators' activity, some instead imply that the two versions shared a Hebrew 
Vorlage different from MT. The possibility appears stronger in those books where 
agreement between LXX and P is rare and there is no evidence that P consulted LXX, 
e.g. 

MT LXX P implied Hebrew Vorlage 
1 Sam. 28:16 *T1S? UETCCTOO TrXnmov ooo v^iau >u. *]1D D17 
Job 10:8 I f T ueTdTaOrot ,Mfc= "inX 

Coincidence and common tradition cannot explain such instances, and so a common 
Vorlage may be inferred. In the same way, some of the agreements in Samuel between P 
and Lucian's recension of LXX - e.g. the 3,000 Philistine chariots (MT: 30,000) at 1 
Sam. 13:5 and the four years' planning (MT: 40) of Absalom's rebellion at 2 Sam. 15:7 
- could be taken as evidence of a local Hebrew text current in Syria - though the rival 
possibility that Lucian consulted P cannot be ignored.55 

A different common Vorlage is particularly likely if P implies the same consonantal 
text as LXX but construes it differently, e.g. 

MT LXX P implied Hebrew Vorlage 
1 Sam. 20:19 Tin Emcnceipn JM*" rsi^ptea *IpBn 
Here LXX apparently found in his Vorlage not m n but I p S n , which he took as Qal 
("you will visit"). P likewise implies HpSn, but understood in the Niph'al ("you will be 
missed"). The agreement in the implied consonantal text cannot be due to coincidence, 
nor - given the difference in meaning - to borrowing from the Greek text of LXX. Thus 
P and LXX testify independently to a different - and indeed superior - Hebrew text. In 
terms of fig. 2, MT in all these cases shows an error that arose along the line leading 
down from p to MT. 

In Jeremiah, P had in general the longer text of MT rather than the shorter form 
attested by LXX and some Qumran copies. However, a few of the expansions that 
characterise MT are also lacking in P, such as 
Jer. 38:28 ohum* PHD1?: mm 
Jer. 44:3 12Vb 
Here again one could well argue that P's Vorlage agreed with that of LXX; these partic
ular expansions found in MT had not yet spread to the east. 

At 1 Sam. 1:23, P's Vorlage takes an intermediate position between MT on the one 
hand and the text common to 4QSama and LXX on the other. Here Hannah has 
promised to bring her son to serve in the sanctuary all his days, and Elkanah's reply 
runs as follows in the different witnesses: 

54 Pace Barnes, "On the Influence", p. 197. 
5 5 Th. Stockmayer, "Hat Lucian zu seiner Septuagintarevision die Peschito beniitzt?", ZAW 12 (1892), pp. 

218-23. 
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4QSama TBD KXTTl H[ 
LXX aXXd <nf|aai Kupiog TO E£EA66V E K TOU OTOUOITOC, aou 
MT 113inN' , '0p ' , -JK 
P r£.i» isa 7>i=> 

Apparently, the text of 4QSama ("what comes forth from thy mouth"), which was also 
in the Vorlage of LXX, is original: Elkanah approves the vow which "comes forth from 
the mouth" of his wife (cf. Num. 30:3,8), and prays that Lord should bring about its 
fulfilment. According to MT, by contrast, Elkanah prays for the fulfilment of the 
Lord's word; but this could only mean Eli's words in v.17,56 which were in fact not so 
much a promise as an endorsement of Hannah's prayer for a son, and which in any case 
were already fulfilled by Samuel's birth. MT thus seems inferior. Now P implies a 
Hebrew text " P 3 1 , thus: "However, may the Lord confirm your word."This attests an 
intermediate stage in the development of the text, where the technical phrase "that 
comes forth from the mouth" is simplified to 131, as in MT, but the second person 
suffix - and hence the general sense - is retained.57 In terms of fig.2, the change to*p31 
had already occurred in fj, whose reading P preserves, while MT 1131 reflects a further 
change. 

To conclude, no doubt passages exist where LXX and P shared a Vorlage differing 
from MT. Such a hypothesis, however, can only account for a fraction of the cases 
where LXX and P agree strikingly against the plain sense of MT. In particular, this 
cause would not account for the many cases where LXX and P both presuppose a con
sonantal Vorlage no different from MT and yet their common interpretation of that 
Hebrew text is so unexpected that two translators can hardly have reached it indepen
dently. 

Influence of LXX upon copyists of P 

Finally, we must consider the possibility that copyists of P were influenced by LXX. 
With regard to the use of the extant P text as a witness to the biblical text, it does not 
matter whether LXX influenced the translators themselves or later copyists; but the 
distinction remains important in historical terms. 

Influence upon copyists rather than the translator is particularly likely if only part of 
P's ms tradition agrees with LXX, e.g. 

Isa. 9:5 
MT D*6En» 

P RETAIL r̂ Y-W 
to which mss 7al 8a 1*, as well as marginal readings in 6h5 and 9al, add 

rtSjAi-.i f^f^o "and father of the age to come", following the widespread addi
tion to LXX 7raTr|p TOO UEAAOVTOC, criwvoc,.58 

5 6 "And may the God of Israel grant thy request. . ." 
5 7 For this analysis I am grateful to Prof. T. Fenton. For a more cautious treatment, see Tov, Textual 

Criticism, p. 176. 
5 8 Quoted from S.P. Brock, "Text History and Text Division in Peshitta Isaiah", MPI4 (1988), pp. 49-80:64. 
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Psalm 2:12 
MT "fclpBH 
P rtxa OXUA 

but the reading r^ivo.Tfcn oscvwcf, reflecting LXX 5pdl;aa9e naiSeiac,, occurs beside it in 
some mss, and in its stead (over an erasure) in 7a 1. 

Another situation where LXX influence on copyists seems likely, rather than on the 
translator himself, is where the mss differ in the position of the material that agrees 
with LXX. An example occurs at Qoh. 12:5, where for each phrase the P mss offer two 
renderings, which reflect both the Hebrew and LXX. However, the mss differ among 
themselves. The P text as found in the first hand of one early ms (8a 1) may be aligned 
with the Hebrew and Greek texts as follows: 
(a) nr-imr. ,OJ<A». ^ = 1 0 = lpE?n f (the first word being guessed) 
(b) r<yna V ^ K * = 33nn ^anC! (the first word being guessed) 
(a') K' .IVL ^-i&ia = KAI dv6r|OT| TO duuYoaXov 
(b') regain rO>*auQ = KAI TRAXUVOFL r\ AKPIC, 

(c') iao -iuift&ia = KAI 8IAAK5AO6FJ q KDMRAPIC, 

(c) r<w> XV*° = narann -ism (cf. j r a * 'poor') 
The Syriac may be translated: 

and wakefulness shall spring up over him like a locust, and the almond shall grow, and 
locusts will multiply, and the caper shall be scattered, and the needy woman shall be 
annulled 

Phrases (a)(b)(c) in P seem direct attempts to translate the Hebrew, while (a')(b')(c') 
derive from the corresponding phrases in LXX. However, the order varies among the P 
mss. The oldest ms (7a 1) places (a') and (c') at the end of the phrase, long after (c); and 
between them, rather than (b'), 7a 1 has K'IUJLCUC. »ax.&\o (w-teshwah) "and the lily shall 
flourish", apparently in order to replace the locust by plants, in keeping with both the 
preceding and succeeding lines. Two lectionary mss (911.3) omit (a')(b')(c') altogether. 
Some other mss omit (b), whose sense is largely covered by (b'). All this dislocation sug
gests that phrases (a')(b')(c') were added secondarily to the text, and never gained an 
established place.59 

Other examples from Qohelet of LXX influence on the copyists of P are presented 
by Schoors (pp. 351-4). In some of Schoors's examples, it can be argued that the LXX 
reading with which the P mss agree is secondary within the LXX tradition and thus too 
late to have influenced the translator. 

That LXX influence upon copyists of P was mediated by the Syrohexapla may be 
suspected, but not easily proved.60 According to Koster, only a few variants in the latest 
mss can be safely ascribed to this cause.61 Suspected cases in earlier mss may be other
wise explicable, as at Zech. 5:4 -

5 9 Scribal revision after LXX - albeit with differences of detail - is likewise suggested by Kamenetzky ("Die 
P'sita zu Kohelet", p. 200), Schoors ("The Peshitta of Kohelet", p. 353) and by J. Gottsberger, "Koh 12,5 
nach der Pesitto", Biblische Zeitschrift 8 (1910), pp. 7-11. For different views, see Janichs, 
Animadversiones, pp. 17-18 (LXX influence on translator) and D.J.Lane, "Lilies that fester: the Peshitta 
text of Qoheleth", VT29 (1979), pp. 481-90. 6 0 Gelston, Twelve Prophets, p. 101. 

6 1 M. Koster in 7S5 33 (1988), p. 284. 
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MT iptJ^ ••OBD s a w n 
P (most mss) rC*&\Cta.Ws ,39x=> r&n.* 
P (6h9) ^ o l ^ p . . . = Syhex. 
It has been suggested that 6h9 was influenced by Syhex., and should therefore be re-
dated to the seventh century. However, 6h9 may instead reflect assimilation to the 
similar context in Mai. 3:5, or to the third of the ten commandments (Exod. 
20:7=Deut. 5:11), in all of which passages the verb appears along with r C f c c ^ p 
in all mss. 

Although LXX has exerted some influence upon copyists of P, one could not hope to 
explain all the parallels by that hypothesis. In particular, this would not explain the two 
sorts of critical passage noted above: where the Greek text was misunderstood, and 
where Greek and Hebrew elements are welded together inextricably. 

II. T H E PESHITTA A N D THE E X T A N T T A R G U M S 

The main theories 

Introduction 

The Targums will occupy us for longer than LXX. This does not necessarily reflect 
greater influence upon P, but rather greater scholarly attention to the possibility of such 
influence. Indeed, it is at present a common view that P is not a direct translation from a 
Hebrew original but based on an earlier Jewish Targum. 

Many parallels exist between P and the Targums,62 especially in the Pentateuch. To 
some extent, these may result from polygenesis: two translations of the same text, at 
about the same period, into dialects of the same language are likely often to agree. 
Many of the agreements, however, betoken common origin, as Perles already noted. 6 3 

Perles's own suggestion was that while the translators of P worked primarily from the 
Hebrew, they knew of Jewish traditions which were attached to isolated phrases or 
verses, and which also crop up in the Targums. Such a view has been re-affirmed in the 
recent study by Maori. 6 4 

Often, however, the parallels have instead been ascribed to literary dependence of P 
upon a Jewish Targum. On the weaker form of this hypothesis, P was still translated 
primarily from a Hebrew original, but the translators also consulted from time to time 

6 2 These are cited as follows: 

T ° = Onkelos, in A. Sperber (ed.), The Bible in Aramaic, vol. I (Leiden 1959). 
T J = Pseudo-Jonathan, in D. Rieder (ed.), Pseudo-Jonathan. Targum Jonathan ben Uzielon the Pentateuch, 

Jerusalem 1974, and in E.G. Clarke (ed.), Targum Pseudo-Jonathan of the Pentateuch: Text and 
Concordance, Hoboken 1984. 

T F = Fragment Targum, in M.L. Klein (ed.), The Fragment Targums of the Pentateuch (2 vols) (Rome 
1980). 

T p = Palestinian Targums, in M.L. Klein (ed.), Genizah Fragments of Palestinian Targum to the Pentateuch 
(2 vols), Cincinnati 1986. 

T N = Neofiti, in A. Diez Macho (ed.), Neophyti 1: Targum Palestinense Ms de la Biblioteca Vaticana (5 
vols), Madrid 1968-78. 

Tg= Targum Jonathan to the Prophets, quoted from A. Sperber (ed.), The Bible in Aramaic, vols 11—III, 
Leiden 1959-62. 

6 1 J. Perles, Meletemata, 27-31. 
6 4 Y. Maori, The Peshitta Version of the Pentateuch and Early Jewish Exegesis, Jerusalem 1995, p. 298. 
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a written copy of a Targum. Such was the view of Silverstone65 and of Wernberg-
Moller,66 who both identified this Targum as Onkelos (T°). Certainly P shows more 
parallels with T° than with any other extant Targum. 

A stronger hypothesis of dependence upon the Targum - or at least a Targum - was 
made popular by Baumstark67 and Kahle,68 and by their respective pupils Peters69 and 
Wohl.70 On this view, P in the Torah is not a direct translation from the Hebrew at all. 
Rather, an old Jewish Targum was transposed into Syriac, and stripped of most of its 
exegetical additions and modifications by reference to the Hebrew. In Isaiah, Delekat 
likewise viewed P as a revision after MT of an older Aramaic/ Syriac version.71 In all 
these books, however, the theory tells us that this revision after the Hebrew was not 
total. Hence parallels remain with the extant Targums, and these form part of the evi
dence for the theory. 

In addition, evidence has been detected in further agreements which certain forms of 
the biblical text in Syriac other than the majority text of the biblical mss exhibit with 
one or more Targums. The relevant Syriac text forms are found in individual mss of P, 
and in Syriac patristic citations. Parallels between patristic citations and the Palestinian 
Targums have been found particularly numerous. Attention was drawn to this phenom
enon by Baumstark but the data were assembled in particular detail (in the Pentateuch) 
by Voobus7 2 and (in Isaiah) by Running.73 These non-standard forms of the biblical 
text in Syriac are said to preserve traces of the earlier Targum from which P supposedly 
derives. 

Moreover, since Targums are often expansive, and also depart frequently from exact 
translation, interest has also alighted upon looser or more expansive forms of the text 
in Syriac, by comparison with the text familiar from the biblical mss of P. These text 
forms, which appear either in individual Bible mss or in patristic citations, have been 
claimed as traces of an early stage when - it is argued - the text of P bore a looser rela
tionship to the Hebrew, and thus stood closer to the Targums. Such claims have been 
made even for biblical citations that bear no resemblance to any extant Targum, pro
vided only that they differ from the text of the biblical manuscripts of P. Examples 
occur in Peters's study of the Psalms,74 as well as the work of Voobus and (especially) 
Running. On this view, P represents the end of a process of three stages: the original 
Targum, its transposition, and its subsequent re-working. 

Kahle attached particular importance to the parallels which Syriac biblical texts 
(whether standard or not) exhibit with the Palestinian Targums, particularly with 

6 5 A.E. Silverstone, Aquila and Onkelos, Manchester 1931, p. 127. 
6 6 P. Wernberg-Maller, "Prolegomena to a Re-examination of the Palestinian Targum Fragments of the 

Book of Genesis Published by P. Kahle, and their Relationship to the Peshitta", JSS 7 (1962), pp. 253-66, 
especially p. 263. 

6 7 A. Baumstark, "Pesitta und palastinensisches Targum", Biblische Zeitschrift 19 (1931), pp. 257-70. 
6 8 P. Kahle, Masoreten des Westens, vol. II, Stuttgart 1930, pp. 3 * ^ * . 
6 9 C. Peters, "Peschittha undTargumim des Pentateuchs", Afus«vi48(1935), pp. 1-54. 
7 0 S. Wohl, Das Paldstinische Pentateuch-Targum: Untersuchungen zu den Geniza-Fragmenten und ihrem 

Verhaltnis zu den iibrigen Targumen und der Peschitta, Zwickau 1935. 
7 1 L. Delekat, "Die Peschitta zu Jesaja zwischen Targum und Septuaginta", Biblica 38 (1957), pp. 185-99, 

321 35:194. 7 2 A. Voobus, Peschitta und Targumim des Pentateuchs, Stockholm 1958. 
7 3 L.G. Running, "An Investigation of the Syriac Version of Isaiah", Andrews University Seminary Studies 3 

(1965), pp. 138-57; 4 (1966), pp. 37-64,135-48. 
7 4 "Pesitta-Psalter und Psalmentargum", Museon 52 (1939), pp. 275-96. 
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the fragments of the latter which Kahle himself had discovered in the Cairo 
Genizah.7 5 He inferred that the Targum from which P supposedly derived resembled 
the Palestinian Targums preserved in those fragments. To explain how this could 
have happened, given the eastern location of P, Kahle took up a hypothesis already 
suggested by Perles7 6 and Marquart. 7 7 During the reign of Claudius (41-54 CE), the 
royal house of Adiabene converted to Judaism; and this provides a likely back
ground for the origin for P, since these converts would have required a version of the 
Hebrew Bible in an east-Aramaic dialect. To this Kahle added a new suggestion: the 
converts were supplied not with a new translation from Hebrew into their own east-
Aramaic dialect, but with a pre-existing translation from Palestine in western 
Aramaic, which they then transposed into east-Aramaic (i.e. Syriac). In this way 
Kahle explained the supposed affinity between P and the Palestinian Targums. This 
theory was further supported, according to Kahle, by supposedly west-Aramaic lin
guistic elements in P. 

According to Kahle, T° was of Babylonian origin. This created a difficulty for his 
theory that P originated in the Palestinian Targum tradition, since P in fact shows a far 
closer relationship with T° than with any of the Palestinian Targums. This difficulty 
was avoided by Baumstark, who agreed with Kahle that P derived from a west-Aramaic 
Targum, but supposed - as subsequent scholarship has tended to agree - that T° too 
originated in the west.78 According to Baumstark, a Palestinian Targum text brought to 
the east and stripped there of its exegetical additions became the common ancestor 
both ofT°and of P.7 9 

Finally, we have to consider the theory of Beyer, who posits before P a predomi
nantly literal translation of the whole Hebrew Bible, made into Imperial Aramaic and 
begun about the fourth century BCE. This has since perished, except that the portion 
on Job survived at Qumran. Nevertheless, it was a common source of P and the Jewish 
Aramaic versions, and in particular of their shared readings. P is the result of a redac
tion of this Targum into literary Syriac, accompanied by revision after LXX, in the 
fourth century CE. 8 0 This is a variant of the stronger hypothesis, in that it derives P not 
directly from a Hebrew text but from an earlier Aramaic version, albeit one far older 
than that envisaged by the other theories. 

Theories of literary dependence upon Targums preserved by the Jews 

Let us first consider the more popular theory, namely that P derives from a lost 
Palestinian Targum rather than directly from a Hebrew text. An immediate challenge is 
that this theory fails to explain P's quantitative literalism, given that the extant 

7 5 Kahle, The Cairo Geniza, pp. 272-3. The evidence was published by Wohl, and is evaluated below. 
76 Meletemata,pp.7-$. 
7 7 J. Marquart, Osteuropdische und ostasiatische Streifziige, Leipzig 1903, p. 299. 
7 8 That T° is of Palestinian rather than Babylonian origin is now widely agreed. Particularly influential was 

E.Y. Kutscher, "The Language of the Genesis Apocryphon: a Preliminary Study", in C. Rabin and 
Y. Yadi n (eds.), Scripta Hierosolymitana 4: Aspects of the Dead Sea Scrolls, Jerusalem 1958, pp. 1-35, esp. 
pp. 9-11. 

7 9 The (sometimes shifting) views of these scholars are traced in detail by Dirksen, Mikra, pp. 264-85. 
8 0 K. Beyer, "Der reichsaramaische Einschlag in der altesten syrischen Literatur", ZDMG 116 (1966), pp. 

242-54:253. 
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Targums are more periphrastic and expansive, albeit in varying degrees.81 Baumstark 
suggested that those who derived P from their Palestinian Targum source removed the 
exegetical additions from the latter by consulting the Hebrew at the same time. As 
Sperber retorted, however, anyone capable of that feat could more easily have trans
lated from the Hebrew direct.82 Aware of this objection, Voobus suggested instead that 
a Palestinian Targum was first transposed into Syriac, complete with its many expan
sive and loose renderings, and later gradually whittled down ("genagt und gefeilt") by 
Syriac-speaking scholars, until all the exegetical additions were removed.83 This sug
gestion, however, is no more convincing than Baumstark's. Syriac churchmen, cut off 
from the Hebrew original, would not have been able to identify which elements of the 
transposed Targum actually were exegetical additions. For example, what instinct 
guided them at Gen. 7:14 to retain the phrase "every bird of every wing" (in MT but 
omitted by LXX) rather than expunge it as an exegetical addition? To answer this 
objection, Voobus offered a further suggestion: perhaps the process of whittling down 
the transposed Targum began at a time when the Syriac church was still in contact with 
Aramaic-speaking Jews, who were deputed to this task and could have consulted the 
Hebrew. However, such inter-faith collaboration seems improbable; and moreover, this 
hypothesis brings us back to Sperber's objection, that these Jews could more easily have 
provided a fresh translation directly from the Hebrew than whittle down a transposed 
Targum through comparison with the Hebrew. Altogether, then, the theory fails to 
account for the quantitative literalism that is characteristic of P. 

The theory likewise fails to explain P's greater accuracy at many points, by compari
son with all extant Targums, including even T°. Thus at Gen. 1:1, for Heb. fPEftCn, 
only P reflects the Hebrew form (as W.i=); even T ° is more distant (pQ*lp2). P again 
achieves a closer relation to the Hebrew in poetic passages, e.g. at Gen. 49:12 -
M T abriD aw p ^ i p a D T » ^ a n 
T let his mountains be red with his vineyards; let his vats drip with wine; let his valleys be 

white with produce and flocks of sheep. 

P .rc'-An ,mcox. ^Jtcuio .rc'rsiw .moiix. ^\Hi 

his eyes glisten from wine, and his teeth are white from milk 

P likewise often stands closer to the Hebrew where God has anthropomorphic epithets 
(see pp. 29-30 above), or where sensitive matters of doctrine arise, e.g. at Exod. 34:7 -
MT CT33 bin D^a JTI3N ]W "Ij?S Mpr l 6 HpJl 
T ° bin p a p a n s ain ivon ^ara vb pavi ifriii r r rmi»6 yymb r 6 o 

p n n p a 'aa 
he forgives those who return to his Torah; and those who do not repent, he does not hold 
innocent; he visits the sins of fathers upon rebellious children and children's children 

8 1 The Aramaic version of Job from Qumran shows a comparable degree of correspondence with the 
Hebrew, but, precisely for that reason, should not be called a Targum. Beyer's theory will be considered 
separately below. 

8 2 A. Sperber, "Peschitta und Onkelos", in S.W. Baron and A. Marx (eds.), Jewish Studies in Memory of 
George A. Kohut, 1874-1933, New York 1935, pp. 554-44:557. 

8 3 Voobus, Peshitta und Targumim des Pentateuchs, p. 107. 
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At the same time, the theory fails to explain renderings in P which differ from anything 
in the Targums and can only come from misunderstanding of a Hebrew text directly 
read, e.g. 
Gen. 49:22 MT yo "upon a spring", P r < ^ ^ "ascend O spring" 
Deut. 1:44 MT PirfeWFI "(bees) do", P "smoked (bees)" representing n30S?n 

as discussed in chapter 2. 
A further argument against the theory is posed by the existence of P in Daniel and 
Ezra-Nehemiah. These books must have been translated without help from any 
Jewish Targum, for none is known ever to have existed. Evidently, then, the exper
tise existed to translate the other books as well directly from the Hebrew into 
Syriac. 

Furthermore, evidence for an older expansive Syriac text, which might be compared 
with the Targums, has been drawn almost exclusively from patristic citations, rather 
than from the biblical mss of P. This would imply that those citations preserve - on a 
regular basis - an older text than the biblical mss. However, such a relationship is 
hardly credible.84 

We now turn to the weaker form of the hypothesis, namely that the translator 
worked primarily from a Hebrew source but consulted a written copy of T° (or some 
other Targum) from time to time. In that it asserts less, this hypothesis is harder to dis
credit; but there is no good evidence for it in the first place. Dependence on a written 
copy of an extant Targum would be indicated if we had passages in P which could only 
be explained by supposing that an Aramaic version - as opposed to the Hebrew text -
had been misread or misunderstood, as was argued above in relation to LXX. However, 
as Rosenthal observed85 and as further discussed below, not a single convincing 
example can be found. 

Further evidence against all theories of literary dependence comes from those pas
sages where P omits a difficult Hebrew phrase. Examples are frequent after the 
Pentateuch, and some examples were given in chapter 2 above. The translators would 
not have been baffled so often had they been able to consult a continuous written 
Targum. 

Alternative explanations of the evidence adduced for literary dependence 

The evidence adduced for theories of literary dependence of P upon the Targums pre
served by the Jews can all be explained otherwise. Many parallels are due to polygene
sis: some coincidences are inevitable when the same text, presenting the same 
difficulties, is translated into two dialects of the same language. Many parallels, again, 
can be ascribed to common dependence on a tradition of biblical scholarship in 
Aramaic. The only book where the parallels between P and the Targum are indeed so 
close and so extensive as to imply a literary relationship is Proverbs; but here it is the 
Targum which has drawn from P. Such borrowing from the church is not inconceivable 
around the tenth century CE, as we shall see. 

8 4 In the words of Goshen-Gottstein in JSS 6 (1961), p. 269: "we cannot take it as mere coincidence that it is 
in quotations that these deviating readings turn up piecemeal". 

8 5 F. Rosenthal, Die aramaistische Forschung, Leiden 1939, pp. 202-3. 
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Again, the looseness of biblical citations in patristic works may reflect the function 
of those works rather than echo a hypothetical Targum. In particular, both patristic 
writers and Palestinian targumists agreed in expanding the text, albeit from different 
motives: the former preferred not to cite proof-texts in a form so terse as to obscure 
their arguments, while the latter felt free to provide expansions, in the knowledge that 
the Hebrew original would remain available to their audience as a check. At all events, 
both differed from the translators of P, who felt bound by the principle of quantitative 
literalism to reproduce the terseness of the Hebrew. 

Occasionally a single ms of P, or a patristic citation, preserves the original reading of 
P against the majority of witnesses. Such cases have been claimed to support theories of 
literary dependence of P upon an earlier Targum. In fact, however, these cases can 
simply be viewed as lone survivals of the original text of P, which for some reason has 
been lost in all other witnesses. That the original text should survive uniquely in one 
manuscript, or even in a citation, is an unusual event, but both phenomena are well 
attested for Greek and Latin textual traditions (as discussed in chapter 6 below). In 
none of these cases is there any reason to suppose that the original text derives from a 
Targum rather than directly from the Hebrew text. 

We also find occasionally in patristic works a biblical citation in a form known from 
the Targums and differing from the text of the mss of P. In none of these cases, 
however, is this reading the source of the text of the biblical mss of P. Rather, it seems 
that a Jewish Targum rendering of some phrases or verses circulated in the Syriac-
speaking church alongside P, as Brock has shown in some detail.86 

The last two paragraphs may be thus summarised. Patristic citations sometimes pre
serve the original text of P - which, however, shows no sign of derivation from any 
Targum. Again, they sometimes preserve renderings known also in one or other of the 
Targums - which, however, do not represent the original text of P but rather a transla
tion of a particular phrase that circulated alongside P. What the patristic citations do 
not provide is a rendering which demands recognition as the original text of P and 
stands closer than the text of the P mss to the Targums. 

As to the alleged west-Aramaic origin for P, the evidence is insubstantial. The main 
item claimed is P's occasional use of the accusative particle yat - which however is also 
known from eastern Aramaic, and from ancient Aramaic before the split into eastern 
and western dialects. 

Altogether, there is no reason to posit P's dependence upon any written Targum, 
extant or otherwise. This position must however be worked out in detail. Since schol
ars have been impressed by the sheer mass of material adduced for theories of literary 
dependence, we shall need to go through it, or at least through a representative 
sample. The discussion will eschew such adjectives as targumic, Targum-like, tar-
gumhaft, targumartig, and others that have been used. These terms may indicate 
either similarity with renderings in actual Targums, or literary dependence upon a 
Targum; and too often, this ambiguity has led scholars who have demonstrated the 
former to claim the latter. 

8 6 S.(P.) Brock, "Jewish Traditions in Syriac Sources", JJS 30 (1979), pp. 212 32; "A Palestinian Targum 
Feature in Syriac", JJS 46 (1995), pp. 271 -82. 
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Parallels in the Torah attributable to polygenesis 

The Targums and P translated the same text into dialects of the same language. The 
demands of Aramaic idiom, and the pursuit of intelligibility, will often have led them 
independently to the same rendering. In all the lists that follow, T° agrees exactly (apart 
from dialectal and other minor differences) with P, except where otherwise stated, and 
absence of reference to other Targums need not imply disagreement with P. The letter R 
means that P also agrees with one or more rabbinic sources; for Pentateuchal passages, 
references are given by Maori.8 7 

Some parallels result from the demands of the Aramaic language. Thus, both P and 
the Targums rejected certain constructions peculiar to Hebrew. For example, both 
avoid the singular pronoun for a nation, preferring the plural to indicate its people (e.g. 
at Exod. 1:10 P = T 0 , F N ) and adjusting otherwise to indicate its territory, e.g. at Num. 
20:18, MT 'a paitfl P = T ° J . a > o » ^ (hiat T N ) . The Hebrew usages "man and 
wife" for animals (Gen. 7:2), or "woman to sister" for curtains (Exod. 26:5), are like
wise resolved to "male and female" and "one towards another" (P=T O J N ) . 

A specifically Aramaic feature underlies the shared policy of P and the Targums in 
rendering rip*?: nsb serves for taking objects and dbr for taking people (apart from 
taking a wife, in which case nsb is used). A similar distinction is observed in French, as 
in the contrasting sentences: 

j'ai pris un parapluie pour sortir 
j 'ai emmene mon petit frere a l'ecole 
j'ai/jrwfemme. 

This leads P and the Targums to agree in their choice of rendering for npb, according 
to the context. Thus both use dbr at Gen. 34:2 when Shechem takes Dinah against her 
will, but nsb at Gen. 34:4 when he asks to marry her. Both versions may even agree in 
adding a verb in order to conform with the demands of Aramaic, as at Gen. 43:15 — 
M T p'33 nw a r a mpb *)03 nvmx 

T ° inraa m nam T i n r a "CFOJ NSCO p n in bin 

A more striking example at Josh. 7:24 is noted below. Such agreement does not imply, 
pace Silverstone (pp. 128-31), that P had a written copy of Onkelos before him; rather, 
both follow Aramaic usage. 

Many Hebrew idiomatic expressions had to be modified in both Aramaic dialects, e.g. 
Gen. 8:17 ISIBH, P ^ O A W , T o j n inb^ni (the context is not confined to teeming 

creatures) 
Exod. 20:7 "» 00 m KBTI Kb, P = T ° F . . . <n»*=> «*.:: T J P N 

Exod. 32:19 i n n nnn, p = T 0 , N <*ic\* ,oicAc\as= "in the lower reaches of the moun
tain" 

Again, in Hebrew God could be said to place (Heb. nttf) a son, so explaining the name 
Seth; P and T ° J , unable to reconcile this with Aramaic idiom, substitute y (h) ab 'gave' 
(Gen. 4:25; contrast T N 127). This shared sensitivity to Aramaic idiom is reflected in 
some translations common to P and the Targums for Hebrew bB3 in different contexts: 

8 7 Y. Maori, The Peshitta Version of the Pentateuch and Early Jewish Exegesis, Jerusalem 1995. 
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re-is. "(Ishraael) settled" Gen. 25:18 (P=T° J F N ) 
l^P "(his earlier days of Naziriteship shall) be null" Num. 6:12 (P=T° J N) 
-ĵ afcfc "(the land which will) be allocated" Num. 34:2 (P=T° J; ct T N *?1Sn). 
A particular feature of the Hebrew original which both P and the Targums tend to 
modify is its terseness. These versions supply particles where the Hebrew constructions 
seemed incomplete, e.g. Exod. 19:4 {"as on eagles' wings" P=T° , F P::T N), Lev. 10:19 
("and if I ate" P = T 0 J F N ) , Lev. 26:42 ("my covenant with Jacob" P=T° J F [hiat TN]). 
Again, P and the Targums agree in expanding at Deut. 8:15 — 
M T ...»m m u m bnan nanoa 

For the last two words, compare T° "1HN and T'fPn bn "in**; T N too has an inser
tion: RRN rra JTIK. 

Both P and the Targums also added words in order to make explicit what the Hebrew 
left implicit and so to remove obscurity or ambiguity, e.g. 
Gen. 2:24 "and the two of them™ will become one flesh" (P=T J N G:: T°) 
Gen. 26:18 "which his father's servants had dug" (P=T J:: T° N ) 
Gen. 27:22 "and the feel ofthe hands (is of Esau)" (P=T J F N:: T°) - though different 

words are chosen, namely Ju^Jn P and derivatives of root EDO in the 
Targums. 

Gen. 38:28 "thread of scarier (P=T J:: T° P N ) 
Gen. 44:5 "this cup" (P=T P:: T O J N ) , though again the wording differs: P has ^ a o m ^ 

and T p NTba 
Num. 9:16 "the cloud covered it by day" (P=T\ against T° N ) 
Again, both P and the Targum(s) might use a more specific expression to bring out a 
point implied in the Hebrew, e.g. 
Gen. 29:27f MT inaff "week (of nuptial feasting)", P rChahen 'feast'; T J F P N add 

KTWD W ::T° 
Exod. 3:2 MT "(the bush) was not eaten", P vx- red 'did not burn'; so T N 

T P Kin JY6; cf. T F J , which add T p \ However, T° renders literally. 
Deut. 17:12 MT "he will die", P=T° J N "he will be put to death". 
Both P and the Targums also resolve logical discrepancies in the Hebrew, e.g. 
Gen. 28:9 MT "Mahalat", P "Basmat"; T JR (::TO N) adds nOBD Tl; cf. Gen. 36:3, 

where the daughter of Ishmael who married Esau is called Basmat 
Exod. 15:1 MT "I (shall sing)", P "we"=T O J F P N , given that the Israelites sang too. 
These changes too may have been made by P and the relevant Targums independently. 

P and the Targums also show some agreement in style of expression: 
(a) Both tend to supply elements left implicit in the Hebrew, for the sake of neat pre

sentation, even where the meaning was never in doubt. Thus they change "row" into 
"first row" at Exod. 28:17, 39:10 to conform with the succeeding references to the 
second and later rows (P=T°- , F N). 

(b) Both relieve monotony by introducing variation. Thus both use two adjectives 
(•usx. and f^rt^) where the Hebrew repeats one (7\EP), at Gen. 29:17 (p=T° J P N and one 
manuscript of T F), 39:6 (P=T° J P N). 

As opposed to the father and mother mentioned in the previous line. 
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(c) Both sometimes heighten and dramatise the sense, e.g. 
Lev. 24:12 MT l n i m "and they left him" 

P >OICI£3LUO "and they bound him", 
so T° -M-lOKI; more vaguely T J F N TVW 

Deut. 28:52 MT "until your walls fall", 
P=T° N

 V^HCUL j . o i M . 1 "until he overcomes your walls" = T J 

Deut. 32:38 MT "let them arise", P adds tauntingly r&.m; 
X O F P N a d d p 3 x J a d d s p - , 3 

In particular, the Hebrew verb "be" is sometimes replaced both in P and in the Targums 
by a more specific expression, e.g. 

Gen. 13:3 
M T ( r 6 n m ) nim av rrn n w 
P m\-\<r-r\ ^73^ rCorn ra3^ 

T ° j n rraawn ion o i a n 

"where his tent was (at the beginning)" 
"where he had pitched his tent" 
"where he had stretched out his tent" 

Lev. 15:19 
M T (nni33) rrnn (cnr nj?3&), p T J K3rp s nn:: T ° N 

We now come to the treatment of Hebrew expressions which posed difficulties of 
understanding both for P and for the Targumists. Both might have inferred the same 
meaning from the context, e.g. 
Gen. 18:12 MT nntf, P=T° rrticcaA^ 'youth'; compare the references in this verse 

to the advanced age of Sarah and Abraham. 
Exod. 1:11 MT COO P T° "PBrKSO f 310^0. The taskmasters set 

over the Israelites are called "evil" in P and "evil-doing" in T°. This 
agreement in a vague term could have been derived independently by 
either translator from the succeeding statement that the taskmasters' 
purpose was lniil? "jJJOb: to afflict the Israelites. The usual (though 
anachronistic) perceived sense 'tribute' for 00 was clearly unsuitable 
here. 

Exod. 30:32 MT inwno, P=T° J N mfcccm, cf. following in03. 
Num. 22:5 MT m i n s (02^3), P K-SOI&, T 1 ^! NO^n TUB; the rare toponymlinB 

could easily have been explained twice independently through "ins 
'interpret', aptly enough for the soothsayer Balaam. 

Deut. 32:27 MT WHS TOR IDTO* a iK OS73 

were it not for the wrath of the enemy that grew strong; lest their enemies were 
exalted 

T^IM^AAN ^ i n yarbs TNAAN" KTT *ipn "i Kwon Kora 
The verbs in T° 3 1 3 1 ^ ...BT33 and T J p r m r P . . > m agree in sense 
in the second line only. 
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Parallels in the Torah implying common origin 

There are many parallels, not merely in content but in wording, too striking to be 
ascribed to polygenesis. As noted above, these were ascribed by Perles to common tra
dition. 

In principle, three kinds of tradition may be distinguished. First, there are Hebrew 
words and particles whose proper meaning has been handed down intact from bibli
cal times. Second, where the original meaning was forgotten (or deemed unsuitable), 
a meaning was deduced or invented in the post-biblical era and then handed down; 
this may be called an exegetical tradition. Third, where a biblical element (such as an 
anthropomorphism) posed problems of expression rather than understanding, a 
tradition may have grown up which recommended a particular choice of words in 
Aramaic/Syriac. Such a tradition may be termed translational. The two last terms -
exegetical and translational - are based on Maori's Hebrew terminology: 
rPD15*in miOfc XPIIIZnB mioa . 9 0 These three types of tradition correspond to 
three aspects of the translator's task: to be familiar with biblical Hebrew, to apply 
that knowledge to the understanding of the text, and to express that understanding 
in Syriac. In practice, of course, these types of tradition cannot always be distin
guished. 

8 9 The shared consonantal pattern (C,C 2 C 3 C 2 C 3 ) encouraged this identification. 
9 0 Maori, Peshitta version of the Pentateuch, p. 300. 

Both P and the Targums might find and utilise an obvious parallel passage in the same 
way in order to elucidate a difficult expression, e.g. 
Gen. 41:56 MT DH2 "WR nX (̂ OV nnSTI) 

(and Joseph opened) all that was in them 

P ̂ U-o*-; T°[ J ' N man p r o *n ans ia 
All these versions had previously used 'store-house' in v.47, in 
rendering Heb. D',2J?3p'?. 

Exod. 13:21 MT Drim*? "(God went before them) to lead them", P ̂  o.-toii "to 
let them encamp", so T F T I E D IVS "IPX Tin*? KapflD^ (=T° J). Both 
think of Num. 10:33, where the ark travelled before the people "to spy 
out a resting-place for them". 

Exod. 15:16 MT rHp IT DS "the people that you created/acquired" 
P and T O F P N : "the people that you redeemed" (Jwvis; compare 
tb»i IT Dl> inv.l3;::T J). 

Exod. 20:6 MT Wtbitb, p = T ° J F P N ^ H * ^ArA "to thousands of generations" (cf. 
Deut. 7:9). 

Num. 11:4 MT • p B O K i T I , P rd\,du,o, T0*1^ VaiaTSV Both versions interpret as 
"mixture", comparing the 3") 21J3 of Exod. 12:38 who accompanied the 
Israelites.89 

There is of course some subjectivity in attributing some of the above examples to poly-
genesis, rather than placing them in the next category. 
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Lexical traditions 

Even the most elementary knowledge of biblical Hebrew had to be learnt from 
a teacher, and to that extent derives from tradition.91 Thus we may speak of lexical 
traditions, which have carried the sense of words down from biblical times. In the case 
of rare words, especially for realia, these can yield striking parallels, e.g. 
Gen. 30:14 M T D"KTn, p = T ° J P N R r4K»fe. 'mandrakes' 
Gen. 30:37 M T pDltf, P = T ° N R r ^ c i 'plane-tree':: T J 

Exod. 26:1 etc M T "W NIIVIN, p = T O J N K - i u i c ^ n r ^ o ^ 

Exod. 30:34 M T rbrW, P = T ° r f i a o \ 

Lev. 3:4 M T m n \ P = T O J K - . V ^ 'caul of the liver' 
cf. T n m a a i s n in TTIBT n no 

Lev. 11:17 M T "fit), P = T ° J N R rtfjcu r<i*. 'pelican'92 (so Deut. 14:17) 
Deut. 14:5 M T "JETTI ipK, P = T ° J re^u-ia rA±* 'mountain-goat and wild ox':: T N 

Here too belong some of the gems in Exod. 28:17-20 // 39:10-13: 
M T one? rtDbrtK n u h OIK 

- J O J F --T-OJ = -pOJFN 

In principle, such traditions were the common property of all those who retained 
knowledge of the biblical text. Thus, they do not betoken P's literary dependence on 
any written Targum, nor indeed on any sort of post-biblical scholarship. 

Traditions at least partly exegetical 

Common dependence on post-biblical scholarship is, however, indicated by common 
renderings where the sense appears not to have been retained since biblical times but 
deduced through later exegesis. Most traditions of this sort relate to rare or unique 
expressions, where the original meaning was least likely to be transmitted. 

Exegetical traditions relating to more frequent words are rare. One example relates 
to B?NN at Exod. 25:5 and thereafter, which originally indicated a porpoise or some 
other animal but is rendered by P=T° J N as r c b a ^ u s 'many-coloured', following a tradi
tion confirmed in the Talmud (TB Shabb. 28a) and echoed also in LXX uaKivOa. 9 3 

Similarly, Heb. KTIO of the terrors that accompanied the Exodus is instead rendered 
rCo\M or r £ i o u > "sight, spectacle", as if from nK"l, in both P and T ° J P , 9 4 and similarly in 
LXX. The instances occur at Deut. 4:34,26:8,34:12; apparently the meaning "sight(s)" 
better fitted the preceding mention of "signs and wonders" in the first of these pas
sages. In such cases, both the Targums and P depend on post-biblical reflection on the 
meaning because the original sense was lost. 

This dependence on tradition was cleverly demonstrated by Hillel to a new proselyte who asked to be 
taught the Written Torah but not the Oral: Hillel taught him the alphabet in correct order but at the next 
day's lesson reversed it, showing the teacher's oral input to be indispensable (TB Shab 31 a). Whether every
thing that Hillel viewed as Oral Law is essential for an understanding of the Hebrew Bible is a separate 
issue. 
For further examples, see J.A. Emerton, "Unclean Birds and the Origin of the Peshitta", JSS 7 (1962), 
pp. 204-11. " A t Ezek. 16:10, however, P guesses r£i&s» 'shoes' from the context. 
LXX likewise has the plurals opauara or Oauudaia. 
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Most examples, however, are confined to single passages: 
Gen. 2:8 MT OlpD, P=T° NR ^.v, ^ "of old" following the tradition that 

Paradise was created before the world; cf. T J OblSJ n*H3 D*Tp "before the 
creation of the universe". 

Gen. 15:10 MTT.n3 ,P^ r^a* . ,T° l»3 : :T J F N 

Gen. 24:21 MT n^PWnWD, P t n = c ^ f c » o r*o*s>, cf. T N H3 b3nODl TI0 9 5 

Both translations share a tradition to offer two alternative renderings, 
based on the roots nn2? 'drink' and PIKE? 'gaze'. 

Gen. 27:3 MT T^n, P= T° v ^ u » 

Gen. 30:8 MT Vtf?nD3 DYrbK ^insa 
P ivas^Wo « i . t o a i u * j "I entreated the Lord and supplicated". T ° J P N 

likewise speak of prayer, connecting with Heb. V?Snn 'pray', though 
the wording varies, e.g. T° TTlban "• TYIfl3 ^ 3 p . 

Gen. 30:28 MTH3p3, P *oiaT°R : : T J P N 

Gen. 30:42 MT CTWp ...D'-SBl?, P=T° J P N R rd.H^= -rf.iaoN 
Gen. 32:21 MTV3S niS3K, P=T°<m^o<. ^ n C : : T J P N 

Gen. 38:14 M T D T t f i W D S 
p K-w-ioK- ivAa= ,cf. T JtNi fmiK nenss 
T° agrees partially: QT33 niBTlS3. 

Gen. 47:21 MTDntf? 
P=T O N r^inl rC\a ^SJ "(Joseph moved the people) from city to city":: 

Gen. 49:6 MT"H33 i n n *?K, P=T° ^> :: T , F P N 

Gen. 49:21 MT nmbtf n T * 
P rAAn r< . \ \u r< ' "(Naphtali is) a swift messenger" =T J F R:: T° 

Exod. 1:12 MT p B \ P=T° J N com 
Exod. 4:16 MT IS*?, p = T O J F N R 
Exod. 21:19 MT KBT KDT., P=T° J N R [1**] r ^ r C i j ^ a 
Exod. 31:4 MT rQWlID 3E?nb "to invent designs" 

P r f W H O K - cvaksA "to teach craft", cf. T°«N1 ...HEbH1? 
These renderings apparently reflect Exod. 35:34, where Bezalel has the 
gift mm*? 'to teach'. The phrase nSETID 32Trb recurs at Exod. 35:32, 
where, however, P renders literally, presumably to avoid duplication with 
the reference two verses later to Bezalel's teaching ability.96 

Exod. 32:25 MT Orrnpa TtXnvb 
P ^omkj'UjrC^a [7al r ^ T i - i ] rCiso rC^Ox. ^00011 .1 

to be a stinking name in their posterity 

T ° F J N =R ] i r n i 7 , interpreting as " . . . a stinking name for those that 
would come after them" (cf. Deut. 29:21). 

Exod. 38:8 MT 1N32, P=T O J oA^sA ^ W . i : : T F ; cf. T N V^SD FILM 
Lev. 5:21 MT T hoiOTi, P=T° J K-fcaafcax.::TN 

9 5 A similar doublet occurs in T°; see Maori, Peshitta version of the Pentateuch, p. 114. 
9 6 T ° N have 'teach' in both passages. V is literal at Exod. 31:4 but has KB1?**'? at Exod. 35:32. 
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Lev. 13:55 M T inri333 IN i n r n p 3 

in its {the garment's] new state or worn state 

Compare (albeit in reverse order) T°R: iTTnmra IK Tmp^nBD, 
T n r r m m m IN (? r r n r t a a ) r r n r t a a 

Lev. 17:7 MT DTtftJ^, P T°IJN)R yrvh 
compare Sifra: UHV R*?R D H W fRl 

Lev. 23:40 MT T i n f » n S , p=T° J F P N R add K ^ I V * 'citrons', the halachic inter
pretation. 

Num. 5:28 MT JTlT niHWl, P r r t a s .iWko, cf. T JlN'R W 133 TOnm 
Num. 7:3 33 (fll^W WB), P ^ i b k » *>= T J R 9 7 

Num. 19:15 MT rbs ^TID T 0 3 yR, P ^ ^ o m ^ "was not smeared"; T° F N R 
(but not T J ) - though longer - have the same word. 

Num. 21:18 H3HO 131001, P=T° F J N R r d j k a o _ O < T A ^ m . W «i=,x7i ^>o "and 
from the wilderness it was given them at MTNH". The Targums agree 
with P, except that T° lacks the last word, T J has PttriO^ and T F N have 
131*10. All allude to the tradition of the well given to accompany the 
Israelites throughout their wanderings; cf. 1 Cor. 10:4. However, the ele
ments nano, bx^n: and mo3 in verses 18-19, which P takes as 
toponyms, are interpreted in the Targums to mean that the well was a gift 
which accompanied them even to the valleys and mountains.98 

Num. 21:28 MT-bm, P=T° J F .iiia :: T N 

Num. 24:24 MT DTD TO OrSJl 
P r<*k!vi r£±.ir{ ^nA\ r £ i i \ i ^ o 

T F N have the same word T31*3"2, as well as "pOr^aiR, and state at length 
that hordes will come forth from Rome, accompanied by many legions. 
T° 0|*TO) and T J (POI^DIR) show general agreement. 

Deut. 6:5 MT TIRO -J331, P v ^ m oA* ^ .o , cf. T°l J N] -J033 "J331 
Deut. 17:8 MT R*?B\ P=T F N (+ some editions of T°) *ta*ki:: T J 

Deut. 21:4 MT %ITR (*?m), P=T° J N
 «i>=> 'untilled' 

Deut. 21:23 MT l";n DV^R RHBP "3 

for he that reviles God shall be hanged 

T°W 3,{?tD3R 71 Dip 3 m "HR 
P agrees with T°in referring RFCHP to the condemned man's crime. 
However, P defines that crime as blasphemy, while T° is utterly vague. 
The direct source of each was probably an exegetical tradition, reflected 
also in Symmachus (|3Xao"<J>nu!av); Sifre ad loc likewise sees here a partic
ular reference to blasphemy and paraphrases: ""-130. 

9 7 This results from the understanding of the root aS"1 as — \ , 'prepare', in both P and the Targums, as noted 
above. 

9 8 Isenberg curiously denies that the agreement could be due to shared aggadic tradition, and concludes that 
P is "stemmatically related" to the Palestinian Targums. See S.R. Isenberg, "On the Jewish-Palestinian 
Origins of the Peshitta to the Pentateuch", JBL 90 (1971), pp. 69 81; see p. 71. 
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Deut. 29:18 M T Tianm, P=T° :: T J N 

Deut. 32:11 M T i m a R , P ,<»aH»<:i r ^ c v ^ , T ° F N TTnaK *|ipn (deriving the 
Hebrew alternatively from T3R 'strong' and !T13R 'pinion'); T J also has 
both elements but in separate phrases. 

Deut. 32:15 M T n'273 PTDS n*nt& 
PRTO&l R^NO A n k o ^ t t . , T°LNJ *"033 R3p "PPI! I t ^ R 
Note that T ° abandons the figure from the first, while P retains it for the 
first word. 

Deut. 32:17 M T 1K3, P=T O J o . ^ w : : T F N 

Deut. 32:36 M T 3'TITI 0DK1, P v ^ . t o kAo, cf. T F N t p l f O O l 1 0 0 1 . . 
Common identification of place names also betokens common exegetical tradition, e.g. 
Gen. 10:14 M T 0"nnS3, P = T ° , F N G R r«i».<icvan 'Cappadocians'. The link may be 

through the name TiDBS, found in Genesis Apocryphon XXI.23 (on 
Gen. 14:1) to indicate Elassar in Asia Minor." 

Gen. 14:7 MT 10n JlSXn, P=T . - c ^ ^ En-Gedi. This rests on 2 Chr. 20:2 -
n a •pi* R"n -inn yrarsm 
The frequent substitution of Matnilan for Bashan, in both P and T ° 
(with support from other Targums), also suggests common tradition; 
given its distant eastern location, P is unlikely to have been indepen
dently aware of the Aramaic name for this biblical district.100 

Occasionally these shared traditions departed from the vocalisation of MT: 
Deut. 13:7 MT *pn n»K "(the wife of) your bosom", P=T° v > ^ " y o u r 

covenant", as if vocalising Tjpn , to emphasise the legal rather than the 
physical aspect of marriage ( : :T J F N ) . 

Deut. 28:54 M T again lpTI nt&X; P=T° render likewise (:: T J N ) ; T F rPnt^D avoids 
literal translation in a different way. 

Deut. 33:2 MT PiriKl, P = T ° , F "TIMl (vocalising Hebrew as PrtWl) 
Deut. 34:7 MT nf6, ' P . O I O S A 'his cheeks (had not shrunk)',T J=R TFVXH s3*3 'his 

cheek teeth (had not fallen)', both based on Heb. U"VB (:: T ° F P N ) 
There is no difficulty in positing traditions of understanding based on a vocalisation 
differing from MT, for such are also known elsewhere. An example is the understand
ing shared by LXX and the Jewish Passover eve liturgy (the Haggadah) of Isa. 
63:8-9: 
M T oiTEnn V3B -|I6EI nx MIB o m x *?33 CIRERIQ'? NRB - m 

and he became for them as a saviour. In all their troubles, he was troubled, and 
the angel of his face saved them 

LXX icon EVEVSTO OCUTOIC, eig ournpiav E K 7raor|c; OXHJJEWC.. ou npiofivc, ou6e 
aYYeXog, aXX' avrdc, Kupiog EOOKTEV auTouc.... 

and he became for them for salvation from all trouble. Neither an envoy nor an 
angel (or messenger), but the Lord himself saved them. . . 

9 9 N. Avigad and Y. Yadin (eds.), A Genesis Apocryphon, Jerusalem 1956, p. 34. 
1 0 0 In P, Bashan is so identified in all passages in Numbers (3x), and in most passages in Deuteronomy (15x), 

Joshua (13x) and Chronicles (5x). For further occurrences see Jer. 50:19 (but not 22:20) and Mic. 7:14 
Nah. 1:4 (but not Zech. 11:2). 1 0 1 So Qere; Kethib has K1?. 
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cf. Haggadah A n d the Lord brought us out of Egypt, not through an angel, nor through a 
seraph, nor through a messenger, but the Holy One, blessed be he, in his glory 
and in h imse l f . . . I 0 2 

Unlike MT, both LXX and the Haggadah have the verse-break after DmS; thereafter 
they have Kb rather than lb, vocalise "IX 'messenger' rather than "IS 'he was troubled' 
(so MT), and take V3D as ipse (2 Sam. 17:11 ) . m 

Exegetical traditions emanate from scholars who sought to resolve difficulties in the 
biblical text, or to read lessons into it. Their original language, at least to judge both 
from rabbinic literature and the Qumran commentaries, was normally Hebrew; but 
many if not most probably reached P's translators in Aramaic guise. 

In theory, all these agreements between P and one or more Targums could be 
ascribed to literary dependence. However, there is no need: common dependence in the 
relevant passages on a tradition of biblical scholarship in Aramaic/Syriac would 
suffice. This is the more economical explanation; moreover, there is no evidence - as we 
shall see - of specifically literary dependence upon the written text of a continuous 
Targum. 

Translational traditions 

We also find shared renderings in passages where the primary problem was one of 
expression rather than understanding. They appear to go back to traditions that arose 
specifically among translators into Aramaic/Syriac. 

A subtle but striking example at Gen. 35:22 is pointed out by Maori. In the reference 
to Reuben and his step-mother Bilhah, P chooses a Syriac form close to the Hebrew 
33 EH, namely -»•">» The normal rendering in this sense P would have been vyj.ia. T N 

comes even closer to the Hebrew, writing 33EH and so leaving the word untranslated. 
Maori notes that both P and T N reflect the ruling for translators in Mishna Megilla 
4:10, that this passage is not to be translated but only read. 

Some translational traditions arose from linguistic differences between Hebrew and 
Aramaic/Syriac. A neat resolution worked out by one translator might be passed on, as 
at Exod. 14:25-
M T n n a a a lronm 
and he (God) made them (the Egyptians) drive it (their chariotry) in heaviness 

P=T° 

and they were driving them (the chariots) by force 

Since the causative Hebrew construction would have been cumbersome in Aramaic, a 
simpler construction was produced, in which the Egyptians became the subject.104 

Other translational traditions common to P and the Targums reflect common 
concern to avoid anthropomorphisms. Hence the phraseology common both to P and 

m An exposition of Exod. 12:12. This part of the Haggadah is thought to derive from Mekhilta Bo 7, which 
has: "not through an angel or a messenger" but lacks the element ipse. 

1 0 3 P resembles MT, except in reading K1? and rendering: "he did not oppress them". 
1 0 4 For a somewhat different view, see Maori, Peshitta version of the Pentateuch, pp. 310 11. 
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the Targums to distance man from God, e.g. through the addition of qddm when God 
would otherwise be the direct object, or though the statement that God "revealed 
himself over" those to whom, in MT, he simply appears.105 Other examples are: 
Gen. 24:40 MT TDbiinn "I walked (before God)", p=T° J N X>Aa "I served" 
Gen. 32:31 MT "(I have seen) God", p=T° J N r * * ^ "an angel" (plural in T J N ) 

Likewise at Gen. 32:29 (P=T J P N::T°) and 33:10 (P=T J N::T°), MT has 
'(wrestled with) God' but P renders: 'an angel' and the Targums cited 
(apart from T°) have 'angels'. 

Gen. 44:16 MT T13J? IIP n * K3» DTrbKn 

God has discovered the sin of your servants 

from before God sin has been discovered unto your servants 

This rendering maintains divine omniscience; God needs no discoveries. 
Num. 16:22 MT "will you be angry?", p=T° J N r A s ^ i ^ a ( m "will there be anger?" 
Deut. 1:33 MT "(of God) to spy out (a camping place for you) ", p = T O J N coninsA 

"to prepare", since God needs no reconnaissance 
Deut. 32:4 MT (of God) "rock", P= T ° F r^nh 'mighty' 
Conversely, D^n^N in relation to heathen gods is replaced by a contemptuous term, 
though P and the Targums differ in choice: nriAji* 'objects of fear' in P but KnTlUB 
'errors' in T O J . 1 0 7 Likewise at Gen. 30:27, P imputes no success to heathen practices: 
Laban is made to discover God's blessing of Jacob not through divination (MT Tl&rtJ) 
but by mental effort (Wu - T O N R: : T J F P ) . 

A rarer shared theological motive which affected expression rather than understand
ing was to avoid the term 'chosen', which had encouraged sectarian division:108 

Exod. 19:5 MT !T>30 p=x° J F P N R (though T F P N add r6l30 TH) 
Deut. 7:6 MT !T>30 OB P=T O J N R rr--,.-i» (though T N adds flbUO TP1) 
So also at Deut. 14:2,26:18. 

Combination of exegetical and translational traditions 

In many cases - perhaps most - where P agrees in sense with one or more Targums, it 
also agrees in wording. No doubt the ultimate source of such agreement is an exegetical 
tradition, which may or may not appear in rabbinic sources. It has been argued that 
both P and the relevant Targum(s) draw directly and independently upon that pre
existing exegetical tradition.'0 9 This implies that the agreement in exact wording - as 
opposed to content - is coincidental. Another possibility, however, is that the exegetical 
tradition was followed by a translational tradition which recommended the proper 
Aramaic wording to express that sense; and that the latter tradition is the direct source 

1 0 5 S.P. Brock, "A Palestinian Targum Feature in Syriac", 7^546 (1995), pp. 271 82. 
1 0 6 So substantially T N also: . . .linrain rUDK " Dip "|D "from before the Lord their sin has come to light". 
1 0 7 So Exod. 12:12 22:19 23:13 etc. 
1 0 8 M.P. Weitzman, "iniB'jjni in»Bin :~imjn DSTY "ICaH" ("Usage and Avoidance of the Term 'Chosen 

People'"), Language Studies (Jerusalem) 4,1990, pp. xv-xvi, 101-28. 
1 0 9 This case is argued by Maori, Peshitta version of the Pentateuch, pp. 298-9. 
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on which both P and the Targum(s) both depend. Altogether, the agreement would thus 
be due to a combination of two traditions: exegetical and translational. This seems 
better as a general explanation, since coincidence could not convincingly explain the 
sheer number of agreements in exact wording as well as content. Many of the cases 
considered above, where P and one or more Targums agree in wording as well as sense, 
therefore probably belong in this combined category. 

The usual result was that P conveyed the sense of the exegetical tradition, through 
the traditional wording. One or two cases are worth noting, however, where the transla
tor adopted the wording but probably failed to convey the underlying exegetical sense. 
Thus at Exod. 30:8, the time for lighting the candelabrum is specified as ••'SlUri *p3. 
T° apparently took this phrase in its natural sense: "at twilight", for he writes 
N̂ tPOE? "pS, cognate with Heb. mt̂ OETl p . 1 1 0 Following this translational tradition, P 
wrote rtieStt. though the meaning of this expression - apparently unique in Syriac -
may not have been clear to P's audience. 
P's rendering of Hebrew D*W in the sense 'year' seems a similar case. There was an 
exegetical tradition which took it to mean one year exactly to the day. Exact reckoning 
of time was indicated in Hebrew by T\Vh ni?D; this often indicates an exact day, but at 
TB Ar. 18b it is used of exact years. The same expression ('from time to time'), rendered 
directly into Aramaic/Syriac, became the traditional equivalent for WW, as at Num. 
9:22-

MT WW IN EHn "IN W& IN 
P=T° «^=> ^ J U k . orf r&yi, arc- ne'ioicu or* " T , N ; 

The same rendering appears at Gen. 24:55 (P [ms 5bl only] = T°:: T , N ) and similarly in 
p-yoi.. J N a t L e v . 25:29. The agreement can hardly be ascribed simply to exegetical 
tradition, i.e. to shared understanding of the Hebrew as an exact year; for this expres
sion ("from time to time") is unlikely to have conveyed that specific sense - or perhaps 
any sense - to Syriac speakers, especially where the context gave no indication that a 
year rather than any other period was meant. Rather, it seems that the exegetical tradi
tion was followed by a translational tradition, which fixed the Aramaic equivalent as 
"from time to time"), and was adopted by P. 

The cases just considered are, however, exceptional. In most passages where the par
allel between P and the Targums may reasonably be ascribed to common dependence 
on a combination of exegetical and translational traditions, the sense of the former as 
well as the wording of the latter were conveyed clearly to P's readership. 

The life-setting of the traditions 

Exegetical traditions may fittingly be located in the house of study, where scholars 
strove to understand the biblical text. By contrast, translational traditions rather 
suggest an origin in the synagogue, where the Hebrew lections were publicly rendered 
1 1 0 This is the plain sense (as Ibn Ezra carefully shows in his comment on Exod. 12:6), whereas the rabbis 

took the phrase to denote the period from half an hour after midday until sunset. The rabbis were con
cerned that this phrase at Exod. 12:6 defines the time of the Passover sacrifice, for which the period of twi
light would be too brief (see Mishnah Pes. 5:1). Finding this intepretation too cumbersome to 
incorporate in his translation, T° falls back on the plain sense. For a different view of T°'s procedure, see 
L. Ginzberg, HOQI nprtD :rTOK1 n3*?n ^S, Tel Aviv 1960, p. 102. 
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into Aramaic. This rendering was originally delivered ex tempore; thus Mishnah Meg. 
4:4 required the text of the Pentateuch to be read one verse at a time, to avoid straining 
the translator's memory. The first stage towards fixed Aramaic versions occurred, we 
may surmise, when translators exchanged solutions to problematic expressions in the 
text and so began to build up a fund of recommended renderings of individual phrases. 
Thus the translational traditions, like the exegetical, were originally discrete, and did 
not yet form a continuous version. 

We may suppose that this fund of tradition continued to circulate orally. The fact 
that translators were free, but not obliged, to draw upon it explains the varied alle
giances - T° now agreeing with the Palestinian Targums and now disagreeing, and P on 
different occasions agreeing with either, both or neither. In particular, Aramaic render
ings of particular biblical phrases continued to circulate orally until well into the 
Middle Ages, even after continuous written Targums emerged. Such Aramaic render
ings are often quoted in rabbinic literature, and cannot all have been drawn from the 
written Targums, if only because they sometimes differ from all such Targums.111 

Concluding remarks 

The renderings shared between P and the Targums yield clear sense. They are almost 
invariably consistent with the Massoretic vocalisation. Many recur in outside sources, 
as noted in detail above. It is for these reasons that common tradition is an acceptable 
explanation for these parallels, unlike most of the parallels between P and LXX. 

It may of course happen that a common tradition is not transmitted with equal 
fidelity by P and the Targums. Thus at Num. 21:18 above, the allusion to the gift of the 
well is fuller in the Targums than in P. The converse occurs at Gen. 38:5. Here MT 
records that Judah's wife bore his third son, and adds: "and he (or it) was in Kezib 
("JIM mm)", which P renders bam W n a o "and she ceased". P follows a tradition 
found also in Gen.R. 85.4 - which derives 3"TD from the root 3T3 'be false, cease', 
sometimes used of failing waters (Is 58:11, cf. Jer. 15:18), since this was the woman's last 
child. On this interpretation, the Hebrew literally meant "it was in cessation". Some 
other Jewish scholars knew the renderingpesqat, but erroneously combined it with the 
literal meaning of the Hebrew text ("and it was in Kezib"), and so concluded that 
Pesqat was an alternative name for Kezib. Thus T J writes FlpOSS Him, and one 
Fragment-Targum manuscript (L) has similarly npOED mini. It is true that other 
Palestinian Targum witnesses instead have a verb form. Specifically, T N has 
npOEH mm; among manuscripts of the Fragment Targum, V agrees with T N ; and 
others have KpOSM mm (ms P), and RpDBl film (ms N). However, these verb forms 
seem to be ad hoc emendations by individual scribes who sensed a flaw in the tradition 
of the toponym Pesqat. Only P preserves the tradition clearly. 

Finally, as will be discussed below, P shows acquaintance with some interpretations 
that crop up in the rabbinic sources and not in any known Targum. The hypothesis of 
literary dependence on the Targums does not explain this evidence. The alternative 

M.H. Goshen-Gottstein, Fragments of Lost Targumim (Hebrew with English introduction), vols. 1-2 
(Ramat-Gan 1983-89). 
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hypothesis of common dependence on traditions attached to individual passages better 
accounts for these; it assumes less and yet explains more. 

Alleged direct evidence for the literary dependence of P upon the Targums 

The parallels between P and the extant Targums on the Torah are impressive both in 
quantity and in quality. However, as we saw in relation to LXX, there are only two 
types of case that prove literary dependence of P upon another version: first, where P 
misread or misunderstood the written text of that version; and second, where P inextri
cably combined elements from the Hebrew and from that version. Cases of the former 
type have been adduced as evidence of P's dependence on the Targums, but none seem 
convincing. 

One passage that has been adduced is Exod. 8:5 -
MT (..."p TIWR Tll£>) "iNSnn glorify yourself over me; (when should I 

pray..?) 
T° p t b 3H ~|b bKP ask for yourself a mighty act; give me a time 
P r£i=>\ Ar<St ask for yourself a time 
LXX Ta^ai npoc, ME (J IOTE eu^wuai...) appoint for me (when I should pray...) 
In MT, Moses addresses Pharaoh in courtly language before asking when he should 
pray for the plague of frogs to end. P gives straightforward sense, removing the formal 
introduction. T° is longer, falling into two phrases. Silverstone claimed that P's transla
tion could not have been derived from the Hebrew, and is "manifestly based on 
Onkelos" (p. 133), which P has abridged. One could equally argue, however, that P 
reproduces directly a traditional understanding of the text, echoed also in LXX. This 
tradition, we could suppose, as a mere formula, and replaced it with a 
substantive meaning ('ask') derived from the following interrogative: Tftb. T° then 
depends likewise on this exegetical tradition, but adds a phrase in order to relate this 
verse to the "tests" which according to Deut. 4:34 accompanied the Exodus: God was 
challenged to perform the mighty act (NTQa) of removing the plague at a time of 
Pharaoh's choosing. This exegesis is mentioned also in Rashi's comment on the latter 
verse: 
n n ]3 roawb bain DK -iKsnn" p a ,rnrnaa D imn maroa *v b r : mo»a 
.po3 m 
Silverstone also considered that P misread T° at Exod. 32:18, where Joshua hears the 
Israelites worshipping the golden calf: 

MT (»O0 3̂3N) ni3J7 bip, T° y3"nOT bp , P r*^A0»^ n&n 'sound of sin' 
According to Silverstone (p. 136), P misread T° p ^ n O 'revellers' as "pS^nO 'sinners'. 
Other explanations, however, are at least as likely. Perhaps the translator scanned the 
succeeding verses for some clue to the obscure Hebrew, and alighted on Moses' rebuke, 
three verses later, that Aaron had brought upon Israel great sin (P: rCh\i», the same 
word as in v. 18).1 1 2 Again, perhaps he 'misread' ni3J? as m311? "iniquities", or even found 
this reading in his Hebrew Vorlage; it is firmly attested in the Samaritan tradition.113 

1 , 2 This technique of guesswork from another verse was discussed in chapter 2 above. 
1 1 3 Aram: y 3 i n . The Samaritan reading in Greek guise is auapnwv; see F. Field, Origenis Hexaplorum quae 

supersunt, Oxford 1867-74, ad loc. Compare Symmachus (apud Syrohex) K'fckcux.n^sa. 
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Again, Baumstark"4 supposed that P at Exod. 2:18 resulted from misreading of an 
alleged Palestinian Aramaic prototype, which agreed with Palestinian Targums extant 
today: 
MT )mnn, T ° J N TPab pri*™ "you hastened to come" 
P l i ^ = ^.Wt.rtf' "you quickly gave drink" 
According to Baumstark, the copy of the Targum used by P was itself written in 
Estrangelo script; in the second word (,*u=>A), P mistook y (,) for sh(.*.), and interpreted 
the resulting ,*M=*A as 'to give drink' (even though it in fact means 'to drink'; the 
causative requires a different root). A far easier explanation, however, is that the text of 
P is corrupt, for an original ^.i^ w 'you have come'; an early copyist was distracted by 
the form •mr f which occurs in both the previous and the following verses (for pEH). 

The Targums and non-standard Syriac texts in the Torah 

In a few passages, a parallel to a rendering in one or more Targums has been detected in 
some 'non-standard' form of the biblical text in Syriac, i.e. a form other than the majority 
text of the mss of P. These Syriac renderings have been said to attest the putative Aramaic 
Targum from which P derives, or, as Voobus puts it, "eine noch wesentlich targumnahere 
Schicht". The term 'non-standard' is here used for convenience only, without implying 
that the 'standard' text need be superior and without any connection with the question 
(discussed in chapter 6) of the emergence of a 'standard text' in the medieval history of P. 

Parallels with the Targum in single manuscripts of P 

Where the biblical mss of P are divided, one of the rival readings may agree with a 
Targum. The significance of that agreement depends on whether that reading also 
stands close to MT. 

In cases where one of the rival readings of the P mss agrees not only with a Targum 
but also simultaneously with MT, it may be that that Syriac reading is the original text 
of P,e.g.at Deut. 32:30-
MT *)bK im * p T nlTR 
P(9al) re^rc^ ru* rc'om .ai-i ^.rC 
P(rell.) re^lreA . \ » nTam ^as-i 

Here, as often, the reading in 9a 1 - albeit confined to a single ms - seems the original 
text of P. The majority text arose because of the ambiguity of the previous verse (v.29): 

We may surmise that v.29 was intended to be self-contained: either «W was a condi
tional particle with the apodosis introduced by the conjunction waw ("if they were 
wise, they would understand..."),' 1 5 or it expressed a wish ("if only they were wise and 
understood . . . " ) . The majority text, however, reflects an understanding of v.29 as one 

1 1 4 Baumstark, "Pesitta und palastinensisches Targum", p. 268. 
1 1 5 This common Semitic construction appears also in the Old Syriac Gospels; see F.C. Burkitt, Evangelion 

da-Mepharreshe, Cambridge 1904, vol. 2, pp. 69 74. For the uncompounded perfect in each clause, cf. P 
at Judg. 8:19. The resulting sense ("if they were wise, they would understand this . . .") is widely sup
ported, e.g. by T°, RSV. 
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long protasis: "If they were wise and appreciated this and understood their end . . .". 
Verse 30 then had to become an apodosis, incompatible with the interrogative ^ . K ' . 
That interrogative, preserved in 9a 1, is a straightforward rendering of the Hebrew. 
There is nothing to suggest that it was instead derived from a Targum - even though an 
interrogative naturally appears also in the Targums, e.g. T ^ T T K ; it approximates to 
the Targums only inasmuch as these too reflect the Hebrew.116 The category of passages 
where the true reading survives in a single manuscript - most often 9a 1 - will be dis
cussed in detail in chapter 6. At all events, the agreement of a variant reading with a 
Targum is no evidence that P is a re-worked transcription of an older Aramaic version, 
where that variant agrees at the same time with MT. 

The case is different when the variant reading which agrees with the Targum is not 
the variant that stands closer to MT. In such cases - or at least in those cited by Voobus 
- it seems that the variant which agrees with MT represents the translator's original 
work, which, however, happened closely to imitate the Hebrew form. The rival reading 
arose from adaptation to Aramaic/Syriac idiom, which brought it into agreement with 
a Targum - especially a Palestinian Targum - that had not attempted to hew so close to 
the Hebrew in the first place. An example relates to the Hebrew expression Dp3 WW7\ at 
Deut. 32:41,43. In MT, this is construed with the preposition /-, duly reflected in many 
mss of P. Other Syriac mss, however, instead have 'al, obtaining the more vigorous 
expression "repay vengeance upon (enemies)". That T N too prefers this preposition 
betokens no more than shared idiomatic sense; the Syriac reading need not have been 
inherited from Targum tradition.117 

Parallels with the Targum in daughter-versions of P 

A similar process accounts for cases where one or more Targums agree with a daughter-
version made from the Syriac. It has sometimes instead been argued that in these agree
ments the daughter-version preserves the original text of P, which stood close to the 
Targums. 

We may consider, for example, two passages in Deut. 32 where Voobus found evi
dence of P's alleged "Targumisches Profil":"8 

(a) Deut. 32:4 MT bltf P n c W rCom r d o 

but T° J psS3 *6 KbiW IQlp p i , T F Ipff IMP ITbl; Arab. ^ o J U C j - J j 1 1 9 

While P reproduced the laconic Hebrew ("there is no wickedness"), both the Targum 
and the Arabic felt free to add a suffixed preposition: "before him" or "with him". 

(b) Deut. 32:12MT i3n3"' ( T O "•); so P cn-ia.i [,mo.io.A=. r«Msjl 
T ° Kmnnab T W Kin n KDbin pnnrnawb Tnu... 
. . .will make them dwell in the world that will be renewed 

Ar. 4>jJ! ^ ft&fjkftj "and he led them in the wilderness"120 

i is pace Voobus, Peschitta und Targumim des Pentateuchs, p. 82. 
117 Pace Voobus, Peschitta und Targumim des Pentateuchs. 1 , 8 Pp. 91,93. 
1 , 9 P. de Lagarde. Materialien zur Kritik und Geschichte des Pentateuchs, Leipzig 1867, p. 226. 
1 2 0 De Lagarde, ibid. 
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The two latter versions agree only in providing a destination - lacking in P as in MT 
- for the verb 13n3\ These destinations, however, are utterly different: T° takes the verb 
as future to make a theological point, while the Arabic retains P's past tense and thinks 
of the desert scene of v. 10. 

Most of the cases adduced where a non-standard form of the Syriac biblical text 
agrees with one or more Targums come from patristic citations. These will receive 
detailed discussion in appendix I to this chapter. We shall find, however, that they offer 
no support for the view that P is based on a Targum, rather than directly translated 
from a Hebrew text. 

The relationship between P and the Targums in the Prophets 

In the Prophets, occasional parallels between P and the Targum have been observed. 
Here again literary dependence has been posited,121 but most of the parallels are easily 
ascribed to polygenesis, plus some instances of common tradition. 

As before, lexical traditions may yield parallels like K ^ I ! ^ / 'PSJIS 'rims' for Heb. 
nnJOB (1 Kgs. 7:28 etc.). Again, differences between Hebrew and Aramaic may inde
pendently require the same adjustment in both P and the Targum, as at Josh. 7:24 -
M T ...na nai ...*]oan n«i ...p» m w i r r np i 
Tg. ...T1133 m 13TI...KS03 rV 3*031 ..pi? ffCTlT "1311 
P ...,OJCU=A V3.1Ct ...r^Or^oA .-ltmo ...'UiiA ~i_C\l» (TJTaAO 

The reason for the two inserted verbs w-nsb . . . w-dbr is simply that Aramaic idiom 
demands different verbs in the sense "take", depending on the object, as already noted 
in connection with the Pentateuch. 

Again, both P and the Targum may make the same expansion for clarity, as at Isa. 
5:21-
M T DiTTin (•••nan in ) 
P=Tg. ^o«n*ai , r i \ i . . . , '(woe to those who are wise) in their own eyes' 
Here P and Tg. agree - without implying interdependence - in making explicit what 
was implicit in the Hebrew. 

Both versions may improve on the logic of the Hebrew, as at I Sam. 12:15-
MT (the Lord's hand will be against you) and your fathers 
P=Tg. ^ o a i C T i a r ^ K'orm v y r e ' . . . as it was against your fathers 
Both translators perceived that the fathers could no longer be threatened. 

Finally, both may arrive independently at the same guess at an obscure phrase from 
the context, as at Mai. 2:12 — 
M T 3pir ^ n x n rujn i s m w r i m vrxi * ma*1 

Let the Lord cut off [for] the man who does so . . . from the tents of Jacob 

The words represented by dots are taken in both P and Tg. as: "his son and his son's 
son", which each could have guessed independently. 

It is true that some other agreements betoken common origin. For those, however, 
common tradition is a sufficient explanation. The following are examples of exegetical 
tradition: 

1 2 1 C. Peters, "Zur Herkunft der Pesitta desersten Samuel-buches", Bihlica 22 (1941), pp. 25-34. 
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1 Sam. 2:22 Here, as at Exod. 38:8, Tg. and P agree in taking niX33n as women 
who came to pray. 

1 Sam. 21:3 M T ^D^N " ^ D DipO, P r t i ^ o rc^j «r-iW, Tg. TOB1 '•03"IDX 
While in the Hebrew David is utterly vague, in P and Tg. he speaks of a 
hidden place. This translation apparently depends on K^D 'hide' (see 
Deut. 17:8 above) and D^X 'dumb'. 1 2 2 

1 Kgs. 1:38,44 M T Tvbsm "mam, P r t \ \nn ~ Tg. ICSbpl KTWpi 
This interpretation recurs in P at 1 Chr. 18:17, but not in Samuel. 

Isa. 7:2 M T (D"HDN b s 0"IK) Mm. Both versions see in Jim the formation of 
an alliance: P .oXx-nr, Tg. "OrinK (so also LXX auve^wvfiaEv).123 

Jer. 2:24 M T nnJKn, P=Tg. K - i a i . [ v ^ } , as if from jn 'jackal' 
In addition, at Judg. 9:37, where M T has (f"lX!T) "11313, P has an obscure form rrnoofc 
( r^ . i r^ . i ) . This is most easily explained as a corruption of r h a n o ^ , which would agree 
with NBpin in the Targum.1 2 4 As noted in chapter 2, the use of 'strength' as a guess for 
a difficult word is an old device among translators of the Bible into Aramaic, and here 
both P and Tg. seem to depend on a tradition which treated 1130 in this way. 

At Mai. 2:16, P and Tg. agree strikingly in inserting a negative, but common tradi
tion is not the ideal explanation, since the sense quite differs: 
M T m i b bv oon nosi ...rtoo r i b ^ IIT b* "p i ia n»R3i 
Tg. nxon ••oan J6I...mBs n b m o dm nR npwi x b "jnipr nrrxsi 

y r a b n m 

And do not betray the wife of your youth. But if you hate her, divorce her 1 2 6...; and do 
not cover sin with your garment 

(And let no man be false to the wife of his youth ...) and let him not conceal the wicked 
(man) with his cloak 

Tg.'s interpretation is that to retain a hated wife is to spread over her a garment of 
sin. 1 2 7 P, however, offers an altogether different sense: indeed the phrase Tbw RJE? 
crucial to Tg.'s interpretation, is not represented in P at all. This difference counts 
against the hypothesis of common tradition. Instead, it may be that both translators 
inferred that 'covering violence with a garment' was something that the prophet 
intended to forbid; hence they independently inserted a negative - even though they 
interpreted the figure quite differently. 

As before we find shared identifications of place names which betoken common tra
dition, e.g. 
Josh. 13:11,13a MT H3S7D, Tg. OTTp'BX, P wcrtcu. 
cf. Josh. 13:13b MT TOUO, Tg. OITp'SR, P re^oicxn 

1 2 2 At 2 Kgs. 6:8, the same Hebrew phrase is rendered identically by Tg. but P is closer to MT: «rUR><3. 
1 2 3 This may in fact be a survival of the original sense; see O. Eissfeldt, Kleine Schriften, Tubingen 1962-8, 

vol. 3, pp. 124-8. On Isaiah, see further E.R. Rowlands, "The Targum and the Peshitta version of the 
Book of Isaiah", K7"9(1959), pp. 178-91. 

1 2 4 J.M.Wilkie, "The Peshitta Translation of tabbur ha-'ares in Judges ix 37", VT\ (1951), p. 144,prefersto 
emend to r e t o o k 'chamber'. 1 2 5 See further Gelston, Twelve Prophets, p. 189. 

1 2 6 R. Judah in TB Git.90b interpreted the phrase likewise: r6l» flrttttB DK. 
1 2 7 Inevitably the husband would constantly vex her, as Rashi comments on the Hebrew. 



P and the Targums in Proverbs 109 

Here Tg. refers t o 'ErriKoupoc,, one o f the five cities "to the east o f the river Jordan" 
mentioned by Ptolemy 5.16.9; P presents a corrupt form. This corruption need not 
imply mis-copying o f a written text o f the Targum; it could as easily have occurred in 
the transmission o f a rendering through oral tradition. 
1 Kgs. 1:33 MT T i m (in Jerusalem), P=Tg. 
Jer. 13:23 MT 'Ethiopian', P r^oum 'Indian', agreeing with the rabbi Samuel 

that Heb. BTD bordered on India (TB Meg. 1 la). 
Obad. 20 MT T 1 S 0 , P x<^a>r< 'Spain' 
Some of the traditions encountered in the Torah continue here. Thus the RTIO associ
ated with the Exodus remains rfou. in P - like K31TrT in Tg. - at Jer. 32:21. Traditions of 
place names also continue, such as î)c*> for ]V2 (e.g. Josh. 13:11) or [pei.ce^] jani for 
[J7313] BTIp (e.g. Josh. 10:41). Likewise the translational tradition to call God 'mighty' 
rather than 'rock' reappears in P=Tg. at 1 Sam. 2:2. The combined tradition 
for WW recurs in both versions at 1 Sam. 27:7 (not all Tg. witnesses) and 2 Sam. 
14:26. 1 2 8 

Overall, however, parallels between P and the Targum are less frequent in these 
books than in the Torah. In the Latter Prophets, a principal reason is that figurative 
language is more frequent, and tends to be resolved in the Targum but retained in P. 
There is thus less evidence here than in the Pentateuch that might be adduced for the 
view that P is a mere transposition into Syriac of a Palestinian Aramaic prototype. On 
the basis of his study of Isaiah, Rowlands dismisses the case for a direct relationship 
between P and the Targum to the Prophets as "completely untenable".129 

Recently, de Moor and Sepmeijer have suggested, in explanation of the parallels 
between the Targum and P in Joshua, that P had access to a written copy of the 
Targum. At the same time, they note many more passages in Joshua where P is indepen
dent of the Targum. They conclude that the translator must have been a convert from 
Judaism to Christianity, who would "make use of the Targum but feel the urge to 
conceal this fact".1 3 0 So imaginative a hypothesis, however, becomes needless if one 
instead posits traditions of Aramaic renderings of particular phrases, which were avail
able to P's translator here and there. 

The relationship between P and the Targums in Proverbs 

In most books of the Writings, parallels between P and the Targums are even less 
common than in the Prophets. Proverbs is exceptional in that the number and character 
of the parallels demonstrates literary dependence. It is the Targum, however, that is 
dependent upon P. 1 3 1 As Noldeke argued, the mixture of Jewish Aramaic with Syriac 
found in the Targum betokens re-working of an older text, and the pure Syriac of P 

1 2 8 And also in P alone at Judg. 21:19; 1 Sam. 29:3,2 Sam. 13:23. The equivalence in P also occurs at Judg. 
11:40, where Tg. is similar: IDT^ "jOTO. 

1 2 9 Rowlands, "The Targum and the Peshitta version of the Book of Isaiah", p. 81. 
1 3 0 J.C. de Moor and F. Sepmeijer, "The Peshitta and the Targum of Joshua", MPI8 (1995), pp. 129-76: see 

p. 174. 
1 3 1 Th. Noldeke, "Das Targum zu den Spruchen von der Peschita abhangig", Archivfiir Wissenschaftlkhe 

Erforschung des Alten Testamentes 11/2(1872) 246-9. The same conclusion is reached in the detailed study 
byE.Z. Melammed, "TheTargum on Proverbs"(in Hebrew), Bar-tlan Annual 9 (\972), part l ,pp. 18-91. 
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must take precedence. Moreover, the Targum sometimes agrees with P in following 
LXX against MT, and that pattern can only derive from P, as at Prov. 7:22b -
MT -I01D 03JO1 
LXX Kai ibontp KUUV zm SEOUOUC; fj (be. eXa<bog... 

AND LIKE A DOG IN BONDS, OR LIKE A HART FV'N)... 

P ...rdL*' 
Tg. . . .K^K T H I :K"NOI6 Ka'ra y r r \ 
We must now explain how P could have been borrowed as the basis of a Jewish Targum. 
Here we must remember that the Targums on the Hagiographa, unlike the Targums on 
the Torah and Prophets, were of interest to private scholars only: they had no liturgical 
function nor any public status in the synagogue. 

Two incidents relating to Hai Gaon (939-1038) help explain how some Jewish 
scholar may have come to adopt P as a basis for a Targum on Proverbs. First, we 
have a responsum from Hai to an enquiry whether the Targums to the Writings 
shared the origin (and status) of Targum Jonathan to the Prophets. Hai replies that 
the Targums "found with you" had no public status but were merely the work of 
private individuals (mtDYHn ^27 D13*in). This is the earliest reference to the extant 
Targums of the Writings, though it is not clear to which books of the Writings 
(beyond Esther) Hai's enquirers possessed a Targum, and whether Hai knew them at 
first hand. 1 3 2 

In the second incident, Hai despatched an (albeit reluctant) colleague to consult 
the Nestorian Catholicos on an obscure phrase in the Writings (Ps. 141:5b). The inci
dent is recorded by Judah ben Jacob ibn Aknin, who preserves the citation from P 
quoted in answer by the Catholicos and reported back to Hai. ' 3 3 These incidents 
show Jewish demand in Hai's day for Aramaic versions of the Writings, and Jewish 
readiness to view biblical translation as common ground with the Church. It is in that 
atmosphere that the borrowing of P on Proverbs as a Jewish Targum can be envis
aged. 

Not surprisingly, the compiler of the Targum on Proverbs also consulted the 
Hebrew, which enabled him to fill gaps, to remove material not corresponding to 
the Hebrew, and to translate some verses independently. This stage accounts for the 
presence of some west-Aramaic elements, side by side with the east-Aramaic derived 
from P. 

There is nothing in the text of the Targum to indicate that the borrowing took place 
before the Middle Ages.134 Cases where the reading of the Targum could be viewed as 
earlier than that of the P mss are rare, and all can be explained on the supposition that 
the author of the Targum consulted the Hebrew directly,135 e.g. 

25:20 MTinJ Pc<ri>u Tg.mrU 

1 3 2 In a responsum of Hai, edited by L. Ginzberg, Genizah Studies, vol. 2 ( = Texts and Studies of the Jewish 
Theological Seminary of America 8), New York 1929, pp. 85-7. 

' » Joseph b. Judah b. Jacob ibn Aknin, m i K O n n»Sim n m o n mbinn, Arabic text edited and Hebrew 
translation by A.S. Halkin, Jerusalem 1964, p. 494. 

1 3 4 J.F. Healey, The Targum of Proverbs in The Aramaic Bible.\o\. 15, Edinburgh 1991, surveys the history of 
this debate (pp. 1-11). 

135 Pace Melammed, who would occasionally emend P on the basis of Tg. (p. 89). 
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Is the Peshitta of Chronicles a Targum? 

Agreements with rabbinic exegesis 

In P-Chronicles, according to Noldeke, the Syrians unknowingly preserved "a pure 
Jewish Targum".1 3 6 His reasons were the many additions, paraphrases and (in his view) 
rabbinic interpretations found in P-Chronicles, as well as its avoidance of anthropo
morphisms. This verdict was wholeheartedly endorsed in the detailed study by his disci
ple S. Fraenkel, who further adduced many instances where P-Chronicles agrees 
verbally with the Targum to parallel passages from Samuel and Kings.137 

Closely echoing his teacher, Fraenkel characterises P-Chronicles as "ein reines und 
unverfalschtes judisches Targum". Some basic characteristics which he imputes to P-
Chronicles are, however, wholly atypical of the Targums preserved by the Jews. 
According to Fraenkel, the translator had no more than a mediocre knowledge of 
Hebrew; he often supposed a vocalisation of the consonantal text which differed 
utterly from that of MT; and the Vorlage from which he worked was in many places 
defective, so that he often mistook the consonants and was sometimes forced to omit 
whole phrases or even lengthy sections.138 All this suggests that P-Chronicles is not 
simply a Jewish Targum after all. 

Certainly P-Chronicles shows a few striking parallels with rabbinic exegesis, notably: 

(a) 2Chr. 28:24 
M T l Y O nin^T becomes "the inner and outer doors that were in the house of the 
Lord", agreeing with the report in Mishnah Mid. 4:1 that the Temple had two inner and 
two outer doors. 

(b) 2 Chr. 33:6 
The verb 131S7 becomes ^ v - v "close the eyes", agreeing with Sifre on Deut. 18:10 
(see appendix II below). 

(c)2Chr. 33:7 
Here MT has ^DDH ^0B, while P has ^r«r ^ H r C * nts^ "four-faced image". As 
Perles already noticed (pp. 15-16), this reflects an item of Jewish exegesis recorded in 
TB Sanh. 103b: 
R. Johanan said: At first he made it with one face, but subsequently he made it with four faces,so 
that the Shekhina might see it and be wroth. 

This exegesis ingeniously reconciles the singular ̂ 05 in this verse with the plural O^OS 
in v.19. It is introduced: ]1TVT 1 "1DK, which seems to imply that it originated with R. 
Johanan, the third-century Palestinian Amora. However, much the same tradition turns 
up in 2 Baruch 64:3, a work for which a date c. 96 CE has recently been suggested:139 

1 1 6 Th. Noldeke, Diealttestamentliche Literatur, Leipzig 1868, p. 264. 
1 3 7 S. Fraenkel, "Die syrische Uebersetzung zu den Buchern der Chronik", Jahrbikher fur protestantische 

Theologie 5 (1879), pp. 508-36,720-59. 1 3 8 Fraenkel, pp. 508,754-7. 
1 3 9 P-M Bogaert, Apocalypse de Baruch [=SourcesChretiennes 144], Paris 1969, pp. 270-95. 
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A n d [Manasseh] made an image with five faces, four of them looking to the four winds, and the 
fifth u p o n the head of the image, as if against the zeal of the Almighty. 
...^2kr{ caw.1 rC?&^. An^a 

As this case well shows, the rabbi to whom a given interpretation is ascribed in the 
Talmud no doubt transmitted it but need not have invented it. 

(d) An item of rabbinic knowledge which the translator overworked can be traced in 
Mishnah R.H. 3:3-4, which prescribes the blowing of a straight horn at the New Year 
and a curved horn on fastdays. One of the terms for horn is (whether straight or 
curved) is PnXIXn. Consequently, the translator of Chronicles parades the phrase 
'straight and curved horns' to render not only ITlXIXn (1 Chr. 15:28, 2 Chr. 15:14, 
20:28, 23:13, 29:26, 28) but also the derivative verb (2 Chr. 7:6) and even "ISn 'court
yard'at 1 Chr. 23:28. 

Loose or expansive translation 

Most of the so-called midrashic elements, however, find no parallel in rabbinic litera
ture, and are simply cases of loose (if sometimes ingenious) translation. Thus 
midrashic influence is often detected at 2 Chr. 35:23, where MT has 
i r n W "l̂ ?D^ D T H ITl and P renders: "and Pharaoh the lame smote Josiah with two 
arrows". As Noldeke observes, the two arrows were deduced from the twofold use of 
the root JTY1. That deduction, however, is not ipso facto midrashic. The only interpreta
tion found in rabbinic literature (and ascribed in PT Qid. 1:7 to the second-century 
Rabbi Ishmael) of the repetition of JIT is that Josiah was struck by as many as 300 
arrows. A variant, ascribed to later rabbis, speaks instead of 300 lances (mj^b) and 
adds that Josiah's body became "like a sieve" (TB Taan. 22b). The two arrows in P 
rather seem due to the translator's own speculation, which started out from the state
ment in 2 Kgs. 23:29 that Pharaoh Necho himself killed Josiah (inrPlpll). Hence the 
phrase D^TH VT1 could not mean that Josiah was killed by many archers, but instead 
had to signify the means used by Pharaoh; and from the twofold repetition, two arrows 
were inferred. 

What is often considered a midrashic expansion140 occurs at 1 Chr. 12:1-
M T omaaa nam erp p VINE ^ s a nisi? i w ibp^b T T I o v n n n*?Ni 

n n r 6 a n n w 

P A n d these entered with David into S N Q L G the city, when he was fleeing from before Saul 
son of Qish; and they were all s tanding in strength before David. And if he had wished, 
they could have killed Saul son of Qish, for they were mighty, and they were men who 
waged war; but David refused to let them kill Saul. 

P writes first that David was fleeing from Saul and then that he restrained his men 
from slaying Saul. The whole episode indeed looks midrashic. In fact, however, P 
simply has an extended doublet, arising from two attempts to understand "11317. P 
first sets aside his lexical knowledge of the root "131? and instead guesses from the 

1 4 0 Most recently by P.B. Dirksen, in "Some Aspects of the Translation Technique in P-Chronicles" in MPI8, 
pp. 17-23: see p. 18. 
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context, and especially from the following preposition ""SSO, the sense: "(he was) 
fleeing". He then goes back, trying to obtain suitable sense from the word itself, a part 
of 121? "restrain". This, with a glance at 1 Sam. 24:8, suggested that David restrained 
his followers from killing Saul. Confirming that we are dealing here with two 
attempts to translate the biblical text, rather than one attempt plus extraneous 
matter, Saul is twice called "son of Qish", and we likewise have two renderings of the 
phrase D T Q 3 2 ifOffi: first as oom «rivovai^=> ^cucno and then as 

Although loose translations are undoubtedly frequent in P-Chronicles, the great 
majority of these show no affinity with rabbinic sources. In many cases, more seriously, 
they do not bear any semantic relation to MT, nor to any putative Hebrew text remotely 
resembling MT. In that sense they should not be described as translations at all, but 
rather as free composition. They suggest that in Chronicles the Hebrew Vorlage had 
suffered damage so extensive that the translator was often reduced to weaving sense 
round the few words or letters that he could read. 

The hypothesis of a damaged Vorlage is not unlikely in itself, given the many omis
sions in P-Chronicles, some quite extensive. The omitted portions include 1 Chr. 2:23, 
45, 47-9; 4:7-8, 34-7; 5:12b-13; 7:34-39a; 8:7-8, 15b-22, 26b-27; 16:6; 24:27-30a; 
25:4b (from "MM); 2 Chr. 4:11-17,19-22; 27 5:12-13; 24:13-14; 25:22; 26:6c-8a; as well 
as many parts of verses.141 These passages pose no particular intrinsic difficulty, and the 
reason for their omission may be damage to the Vorlage. The same hypothesis well 
explains the many places where P-Chronicles follows the Hebrew text of parallel pas
sages in earlier books rather than the Hebrew of Chronicles itself; of these the most 
extensive is 2 Chr. 11:5-12:12, which has instead been supplied from 1 Kings 12-14. We 
have already encountered possible instances of a damaged Vorlage in other books, but 
the most extensive instances are in Chronicles and to a lesser extent in Wisdom.142 The 
theory of a damaged Vorlage goes back to Fraenkel, who did not, however, exploit its 
potential to account for the many discrepancies in sense between MT and P in 
Chronicles. 

The so-called loose translations in P-Chronicles thus differ in character from those in 
the Targums, where a semantic link with the original can normally be traced. The fol
lowing examples of breakdown of semantic correspondence between P and the 
Hebrew illustrate this: 

(a) 1 Chr. 4:33b 
M T onb Dwrrnni omano nxT 
P These are the cities of their habitation, and they had a great name, and their habitation 

was goodly, and quiet and peace were about them 

At first sight, P has rendered the line of Hebrew expansively. In fact, however, P's ren
dering represents the little that the translator could make out not only in this line but 

1 4 1 In addition, 1 Chr. 26:13-27:34 is found in 7a 1,8a 1 and 17el but omitted in the rest (including 6hl3,9al , 
12al) and may originally have been omitted; see Appendix II to chapter 6 below. 

1 4 2 M.P. Weitzman, "Two Curious Passages in the Peshitta of Wisdom", in B.A. Taylor (ed.), IX Congress of 
the International Organisation for LXX and Cognate Studies, Atlanta 1997, pp. 137-51. 
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also in the succeeding verses (34-7), which are not otherwise rendered at all. The 'great 
name' derives from 0!"6 DE?[rTTin]l (v.33) and the 'habitation' from the name 331E7D1 
(v. 34, understood as 3BDD1). The "quiet and peace" («s*x.a rd*.) derive from a glance 
forward to m ÊTI ntDpttf in v.40; later, when v.40 itself is translated, that Hebrew phrase 
is rendered similarly (though not identically) as rcA^a rd^. 

(b) 1 Chr. 5:1-2 
Both the Hebrew and the Syriac state that Reuben's blessing was transferred to Joseph, 
but they continue differently: 
M T *pvb r r o a m iaaa T W ^ I r nxa ina rmrr -a irraab wrnr6 t6i 
P and upon these two come blessings, out of all the tribes of Israel: from Judah the king 

Messiah will come forth,'43 and the birthright will be given to Joseph. 

In the final phrase of v.l, the translator seems to have recognised only the first five 
letters (read as one word Tb^7\) at the beginning and TTQI2 - which he proceeded to 
'misread' as i"ID"0 - at the end. 1 4 4 The messianic interpretation of T33 (v.2) may have 
been influenced by T33 ITERS at Dan. 9:25; how much could be read of the preceding 
phrase is not clear. Evidently, the translator aimed to reconcile Judah's leadership with 
Joseph's birthright. 

(c) 1 Chr. 7:24-6 
M T yivh naa inm iaa r6ni iaa "jam ua rani -mwo JTK nxi 
P and all those who remained, his daughter healed, for she was a healer and cured their sick

nesses. And she healed La'dan... 

Apparently the translator could only make out nETIl tfTlKE? at the first verse boundary, 
and nothing more until he reached the name La'dan at the beginning of v.26. He 
derived VCWD from ~WD "remainder", and from its ending he inferred the feminine 
gender. He misread flSTI as KS11 "and healed". The sense of P is derived straightfor
wardly from these elements. 

(d) 1 Chr. 12:23 
Here we may reconstruct: 
M T DT6K nanoa bna nana1? i s nvh 
Legible letters: D.r6. .311.. ^TU ..HOb 
Construed as: UTp )n biTli OrT? 
P to eat bread before them because David loved them greatly 

David is the main subject of the chapter, and the sense was woven about the legible 
letters, with UKb rearranged as Drrb, and 3P1 understood as 'grace'. 

1 4 3 Although ms 9al has a&i, the future form ao&i read by the remaining mss is supported by the context. As 
Noldeke observed, this tense indicates Jewish origin. 

1 4 4 Other instances of deliberate misreading, and in particular transposition, were noted in chapter 2. 
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(e) 1 Chr. 29:7 
Here one item among the resources given by the people for the Temple is indicated thus: 
MT 131DW1K1 

and good lead for the pipes 

It seems that no more than the letters ..i3..R in the first word were legible; and these, in 
the context of building the Temple, suggested the metal r c^pC, for use in pipes. The 
metal required for plumbing was of course lead, as r ^ M ^ must here be translated. It is 
true that usually r<^irC means 'tin' while lead is indicated by rfvar*'; but tin is too brittle 
to be moulded into pipes shaped as required, and its main use was as a component of 
alloys with other metals.1 4 5 The use of r e a r s ' for lead is not surprising, since the two 
metals were associated in antiquity, perhaps on account of their low melting-points; 
thus the Latin for tin was plumbum album. Incidentally, this evidence of the meaning 
'lead' for r^xrf supports the understanding by Rashi of TjR at Amos 7:7-8 as a 
plumbline.146 

(0 1 Chr. 29:14 
M T n,b una T T O I ban -pa ••a nwa snannb na nam ••a *a\ SJR 'a 
P For what am I, and what is my people? For from all my teachers I have learnt. For it is thy 

way of life that helped me, and thou art our hope, O Lord our God. 

Though the first five words of the verse were legible, the only words that could be recog
nised thereafter - and that none too clearly - were ban "JDO "D. In fact, the translator 
could only make out ban .a, which he filled out using Ps. 119:99 [bp[D] 
pn]ba[E?]n ppa[b]0. Perhaps he thought it fitting that this lacuna in David's last 
speech should be filled from one of David's psalms. The rest is free composition, based 
on two theological terms 'way of life' and 'hope'. 1 4 7 This treatment of Ps. 119:99 is inde
pendent of P-Psalms, which instead renders n̂battfn by ,uVva>.148 The citation by 
Aphrahat 1 4 9 of Ps. 119:99 in this form demonstrates Aphrahat's familiarity with P-
Chronicles. 

(g) 2 Chr. 16:12b 
MT and P agree in the preceding half-verse that Asa fell sick in his feet,150 and in the fol
lowing verse that he died, but in 12b itself they totally diverge: 
M T O-RS-D *2 •* na em Kb rbna on rbn nbrnb na 

1 4 5 R.J. Forbes, in C.Singer et al. (eds.), A History of Technology, Oxford 1954-84, vol. 2 (1956), pp. 46-7. 
1 4 6 On this question, see H.G.M. Williamson, "The Prophet and the Plumbline", OTS 26(1990), pp. 101-21. 
1 4 7 On 'hope' see pp. 224-5 below. It is not clear whether the phrase 'way of life' means 'manner of (earthly) 

life'or 'way to (eternal) life'. Biblical prototypes are O^nn T H (Jer. 21:8) and D^n ITIK (Ps. 16:11 etc.). 
m Since in the previous verse ID is comparative C303nn "G'KD), the obvious sense is: "1 have become wiser 

than all my teachers". However, in either book the translator avoids such disrespect. P-Psalms instead has 
a petition ("make me wiser . . . ! " ) while P-Chronicles does not make "|D comparative at all (so also Ben 
Zoma at Mishnah Aboth4:l). 1 4 9 Ed. Parisot.col. 1048. 1 5 0 So8al 9a 1; the other mss omit "feet". 
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Thus P, instead of adding details of Asa's sickness and unbelieving response, writes 
that he grew weak and fell down inside the house. This seems sheer guesswork, from the 
reference to infirmity of feet. 

(h) 2 Chr. 20:22-3 
These verses describe the consequences when Levites sang on the battlefield. MT tells 
that when they offered praise (nbnn), God set ambushers against the invaders from 
Ammon, Moab and mount ("111) Seir, who proceeded to attack one another. For all this, 
P instead writes: "The hills began praising and the mountains began dancing." 
Apparently P could read only the Hebrew words just specified, and guessed the rest 
using Ps. 114:4. 

(i) 2 Chr. 21:11 
M T c b m r "sbtv nx yn 

and he caused the inhabitants of Jerusalem to commit whoredom 

and he made the Nazirites of Jerusalem drink wine 

This has been viewed as a euphemistic Midrash."1 More probably, however, the trans
lator misread ]D as "and wine", and drew on Amos 2:12. 

(j) 2 Chr. 25:13 in MT mentions the cities of Judah, then Samaria, then Beth Horon. 
The translator naturally recognised the first, and also the second (rendered: "the 
Samaritans"), but could not apparently read the third. He therefore substituted the 
third ethnic presence of which he knew in the Holy Land, rendering: "the cities of the 
gentiles" (r£«%^..i region). 

Many more instances of breakdown of semantic correspondence can be found in 
David's prayer in I Chr. 29. Of particular interest is the expansion at the end of 1 Chr. 
29:19, which as noted above echoes the first paragraph of the Jewish prayer called the 
Qaddish: 

that Thy great name be sanctified and praised in the world that Thou didst create before those 
that fear Thee 

The Qaddish served as a prayer at the conclusion of a discourse.152 The motive for this 
expansion was apparently to compensate for the many earlier lacunae in the rendering 
of this speech. 

Clarifying expansions and Targum tradition 

Although the translators in other books of P provide additions from time to time in 
order to clarify the sense or to solve problems in the text, the translator of Chronicles 
felt particularly free in this respect, e.g. 
1 5 1 W.E. Barnes, An Apparatus Criticus to Chronicles in the Peshitta Version, Cambridge 1897, p.xii. 
1 5 2 See the reference to HrTUKl K31TTOO VP at TB Sota 49a. 
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1 Chr. 21:26 
M T o,QC?n in ema inajri 

P and he answered him, and fire came down from heaven and consumed the burnt-offerings 
that were upon the altar 

P here explains what an "answer by fire from heaven" might mean. 

1 Chr. 26:10 
M T l i ra* mo-En n a a n rrn *6 ••a w i n n o c 

P and his first-born son died, and his father set up the next one as head, and did not call him 
by the name of primogeniture 

The translator adds an explanation of why there was no first-born (while also making 
various omissions). 

1 Chr. 29:1 
Here David's announcement that the Lord had chosen Solomon, the youngest of his 
sons, demanded a reason, which P supplies: "because he is a wise and understanding 
youth". 

2 Chr. 6:30 
M T nnboi inae? liao o'ot&n 10 vnm nnai 
P and you will hearken to the sound of their prayer from heaven and you will forgive their 

sins 

The extent of this tendency in Chronicles is clear from comparison of parallel passages 
in other books, e.g. 

Ezra 1:1 =2 Chr. 36:22 
MT P-Ezra P-Chr. 
' •nannibab raisin mei^iva ?AccA miAsj 7A2.2M 
1 0 * 6 anaoa oai 

Ezra 1:2 = 2 Chr.-36:23 
MT P-Ezra P-Chr. 
maab bv n p s Kim r<^A a>- .-lo&o rdur^.i A*, .via omo 
101? ITrbX (Tia iv OloArf* (71= r ^ S y OTCrAr^ 
The renderings in Ezra are noticeably closer to the Hebrew. Thus P-Ezra represents the 
Hebrew infinitive in the first verse by a verbal noun, while P-Chronicles prefers a clause 
as is usual in Syriac: "in order that the Lord's word should be fulfilled". P-Chronicles 
likewise replaces the Hebrew infinitive in the second verse by a clause, while P-Ezra pre
serves it. Again, the two Hebrew words meaning: "he said in writing" which P-Ezra was 
content to reproduce, evidently seemed mutually contradictory to P-Chronicles, for he 
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expands to admit both saying and writing: "in writing his name was mentioned (lit. 
said)". Finally, while P-Ezra accepts the expression "his God is with him", P-
Chronicles places greater distance between God and man, rendering: "his God delights 
in him". 1 5 3 

Significantly, however, this expansive tendency is not present in Chronicles at the 
outset. Quantitative literalism is preserved in the first chapter as closely as in most 
other biblical books, 1 5 4 and begins to break down only in the second chapter. Thus at 1 
Chr. 2:14, where the Hebrew has: "David the seventh (son of Jesse)", P writes: "Elihu 
the seventh, David the eighth", in order to take account of 1 Sam. 16:10, which stated 
that David had seven older brothers.155 Again, the nouns "son", "daughter" at 2:23 are 
expanded to "male son", "female daughter". Significantly, it is at this same point that 
the translator first betrays difficulty in reading the Hebrew: some verses in this chapter 
are omitted (1 Chr. 2:23, 45, 47-9), while 1 Chr. 2:52b-55 is drastically abridged. The 
translator had apparently become aware of deficiencies in his Vorlage, and appreciated 
that he would have to allow himself an unusual degree of freedom in order to remedy 
them; and since quantitative literalism in such passages was unattainable, the translator 
felt free to make clarifying additions even where the Vorlage was clearly legible. 
Whether the first chapter of Chronicles was actually intact in his Vorlage, or whether he 
successfully restored it by consulting parallels in Genesis, we cannot tell; but it is in the 
second chapter that signs of a defective Vorlage and additions by the translator appear 
together. 

These expansions sometimes bring P-Chronicles into agreement with the Targum on 
Chronicles, or on the parallel passage in an earlier book. Usually, however, the agree
ment betokens nothing more than common concern for clarity and Aramaic idiom, 
which the translators of the other books in P had to forgo for the sake of quantitative 
literalism, as at 2 Chr. 8:18 — 
MT D' "FTP 

Tg. to 1 Kgs. 9:27 KITS K12lb V301*n 
[but P to 1 Kgs. 9:27 r£n. ^ u . i ] 
At least two parallels with the Targum on an earlier book, however, cannot be ascribed 
to coincidence: 

(a) 1 Chr. 17:27 (where P follows 2 Sam. 7:29): 
M T cbvh-pDS rvo-p3"'T13"12^ 
P-Chron. )cA^A r£n*:i\.i ^ocn^K= ^fe>tea v\JtoHa=> 
Tg-Sam. r P l B ^ K'pnX " p ^ ^13 inSTSOl 
Both these translations explain, following the fall of David's dynasty, that the blessing 
on his house had been conditional on righteous behaviour (cf. Ps. 136:12). 

1 5 3 After the final word blTI, P-Chronicles has an addition not found in P-Ezra: "let him come to me". 
However, there was no need for such an addition in Ezra, where - unlike Chronicles - the Hebrew goes on 
to name the destination: "to Jerusalem which is in Judah". 

1 5 4 The only departure is the omission of the phrases: "And Jobab died" (v.45), "And Baal Hanan died" 
(v.50), which in this repetitive passage could be inadvertent. 

1 5 5 The name Elihu derives from I Chr. 27:18, which mentions Elihu, brother of David. 
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(b) 2 Chr. 6:14 
M T pK31 CDBO DT^X 11Q3 
P there is none like Thee, O Lord, that dwellest in the heaven above and Thy 

wishes are performed upon the earth below. 

Tg. to 1 Kgs. 8:23 jrha XS1X bS B^BD V?TSba 10003 Tna-QEH KH^R Kin HX 
Both translators share the same explanation of how God can be both in heaven and on 
earth. 

These cases suggest that P-Chronicles may have known some traditional renderings, 
which would also crop up in Targum Jonathan, of particular phrases in the prophets. 

As to the parallels with the Targum on Chronicles itself, which is thought to have 
been redacted no earlier than c. 800 CE, 1 5 6 there are very few strong enough to suggest 
common origin. Notable, however, is the replacement of Jabneh in both versions by 
Gaza, 30 miles to the south-west, in the list of Philistine cities at 2 Chr. 26:6. Unless this 
reflects a different Vorlage, it seems that both translators drew upon a tradition which 
balked at including the site of the great Jewish academy among Philistine cities. 

Avoidance of anthropomorphisms 

P also shows a greater tendency in Chronicles than in other books to use expressions 
that distance God from man. Thus P makes not God but his angel smite Israel's foes at 
1 Chr. 14:11). Again, the expression r C W ^ x . is sometimes introduced in P-Chronicles as 
a buffer between God and man; see 1 Chr. 28:2 and 2 Chr. 5:14; 6:2,18, 20; 7:1-3, 16, 
12:13,33:7.157 

In this respect again we may contrast P-Chronicles with P-Kings within the section 
where the former has followed the Hebrew of Kings rather than of Chronicles, e.g. 

1 Kgs. 14:5 
M T p i r n * *?K) -IOR "i 

P - K i n g S istre" re^-teao 

P - C h r o n i c l e S •tenrc'&\r<' rt^isj 30.10 

and from before the Lord it was said (to Ahijah) 

1 Kgs. 14:9 
M T -pa nnx nsbt&n TIKI 
P-Kings v^axx t^ - i t auA Ac* 

and Me you have cast behind your body 

P-Chronicles H t a o s fcu.ix. ,fc\jj.io 

and the fear of Me you have cast behind your neck158 

1 5 6 R. Le Deaut and J. Robert, Targum des Chroniques, Rome 1971, p. 27. 
1 5 7 N. Sed, "La Shekhinta et ses amis «Arameens»", Melanges Antoine Guillaumont, Geneva 1988, 

pp. 233^t2. 
1 5 8 The translator again introduces "fear" (of God) at 1 Chr. 29:18,2 Chr. 16:9,2 Chr. 19:4. 
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AH these elements in P-Chronicles are certainly reminiscent of the Targums. One 
cannot, however, explain them simply by describing P-Chronicles as a Targum, for 
it differs in too many fundamental respects from the Targums preserved by the 
Jews. It seems rather that discrete traditions relating to the sense and/or to the 
proper expression of individual phrases formed part of a Jewish tradition of 
scholarship in the Aramaic language. Common dependence on that tradition 
caused P to agree on occasion with rabbinic sources, or with Targum Jonathan on 
parallel passages, or with the Targum on Chronicles, or with combinations of these. 
That store of tradition was in some measure available to all the translators of P, 
but rejected by most for the sake of quantitative literalism. In the case of 
Chronicles, exceptionally, that ideal was beyond reach, and so the translator was 
more receptive to elements from that tradition, on which the Midrash and Targums 
also drew. 1 5 9 

Conclusion 

The relationship between P and MT in Chronicles is certainly loose at many points. 
Loose translation, however, cannot be characterised without further ado as 'targu-
mic'. In Chronicles it is almost entirely due to two factors that have nothing to do 
with influence from the Targums. First, the translator was often unable to read the 
Hebrew Vorlage properly, and this is confirmed by the many omissions, which are 
decidedly not typical of the Jewish Targums. Second, the considerable freedom which 
the translator had to assume in order to produce continuous sense, given the poor 
state of the Vorlage, became characteristic even in passages where the Vorlage was 
legible. Thus the P translator of Chronicles goes further than his fellow translators in 
expanding or tacitly changing the text for the sake of clarity or perceived improve
ment of sense. 

Undeniably, P shows in Chronicles a greater incidence of agreements with Jewish 
traditional exegesis and with the Targums or rabbinic traditions than in any other 
book, at least apart from the Pentateuch. However, truly significant agreements are 
very rare, in relation to the full text of Chronicles. Most of the agreements are instead 
ascribed easily to polygenesis, through common concern for Aramaic idiom and for 
general intelligibility. Moreover, P in Chronicles differs from the Jewish Targums in a 
fundamental respect: it often bears no semantic relationship with MT, or with any 
hypothetical Hebrew Vorlage at all like MT. 

All in all, one cannot describe P-Chronicles as "a pure Jewish Targum" without 
having to revise drastically the definition of Targum. The translators who produced the 
Jewish Targums had full access to the Hebrew text, and to a rich exegetical tradition. P 
in Chronicles, by contrast, gives the impression of a valiant effort by an individual 
working with limited resources: an often unsatisfactory Hebrew text, a sound but far 
from comprehensive knowledge of the Hebrew language, and a few reminiscences of 
the Jewish tradition of biblical scholarship in Aramaic. It is a measure of his (albeit 

1 5 9 The position of Chronicles within P is examined in greater detail by M.P. Weitzman, "Is the Peshitta of 
Chronicles a Targum?" in P. Flesher(ed.), Targum Studies, vol. 2, Atlanta 1998, pp. 159-93. 
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often misguided) ingenuity that he was usually able to extract good sense and to express 
it in clear and idiomatic Syriac. 

The relationship between P and the Targums elsewhere in the Writings 

In the remaining books of the Writings, parallels between P and the Targums are 
unusual, and easily ascribed either to polygenesis or to common tradition. An example 
of the latter is the rendering of n*?0 in Psalms as "for ever" both in P ( 7 ^ * V at 3:9, 
24:10, 66:7) and in Tg. tfvhvh regularly). It seems that the combination "[praise] + 
[God] + selah " (Ps. 66:4, 68:33, 84:4, 88:11) was equated with the common formula 
"blessed be the Lord for ever" (Ps. 41:14, 89:53 etc.). 

P-Ruth deserves special mention, since it is often dubbed paraphrastic. It is true that 
P-Ruth has some expansions, but most aim simply to shield the reader from difficulties. 
Thus the translator may spell out an allusion, e.g. 
1:8 D^nDil DV o&xoa.i .^ooi.Hh jo*, 
or give point to an otherwise redundant phrase, e.g. 
1:22 SKID mEJO rDEftl reA*. ^-A-, v^<n»A ^ ^ . ^ 

who desired to return with her with a full heart160 

At 1:13, the expansion results from hesitation between the Hebrew and Greek texts, as 
noted above. Theological scruples make Orpah return to her people (OUSIK') rather than 
her gods at 1:15, and transform Boaz's greeting to: "Peace be with you" (^cos i^ rCs&s.: 

contrast MT 037217 "') at 2:4. The only clear element of traditional Jewish exegesis is in 
fact the rendering ,mi»\>r&i rs^rin for "HB7 at 1:21; the direct source, however, could 
easily be LXX 6 fcccvoc,. All this is not enough to demonstrate any link with the Targums. 

At one stage, the situation in Proverbs - where P provided the basis for a Jewish 
Targum - seemed set to be repeated in Job. Rabbi Samuel ben Nissim Masnut of 
Aleppo wrote a biblical commentary in the early thirteenth century, of which the sec
tions on Genesis, Job, Daniel and Ezra-Nehemiah have been published.161 The com
mentaries to Genesis, Job and Daniel often cite Aramaic renderings introduced by the 
formula N'TI (apparently ''OIK 013"in = Aramaic translation).162 H.Yalon remarked 
briefly that all but five or six of the 80-odd such citations in Genesis come from P. 1 6 3 

Yalon's observation is correct; many elements in these citations - such as the translated 
divine name rO&) and the expectation that Esau will repent (*=oi\}a, for MT T i n , at 
Gen. 27:40) - are so characteristic of P as to exclude the explanation of polygenesis. 
The editors of Masnut's commentary on Daniel identified there some 120 further cita
tions of P, similarly introduced. Most naturally came from P on Daniel, but three came 
from Psalms(l:4,103:5 and 122:5 cited on Dan. 2:35,4:9 and 7:9 respectively). Four of 
Masnut's Targum citations in Job likewise come (albeit in corrupt form) from P: 

1 6 0 It had already been stated in v.6 - where P renders literally - that Ruth returned from Moab. 
1 6 1 S. Buber (ed.), Mayan Gannim . . . 'al Sefer lyyob, Berlin 1889; Mordechai Ha-Kohen (ed.), Midrash 

Bereshit Zuta, Jerusalem 1962; I.S. Lange and S. Schwartz (eds.), Midras Daniel et Midras Ezra, auctore 
R. Samuelb. R. Nissim Masnut (saec. xiii), Jerusalem 1968. 

1 6 2 The abbreviation cannot stand for "HIK D131P; in Daniel there is no other Targum. 
1 6 3 Ch.Yalon, "?NB1T rTBX"Q3 'K'TV Kin HD", Sinai 53 (5723), p. 278. The name Bereshit Zuta was given by 

S. Buber to the commentary on Genesis. 
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Job 13:25a M T f r w n *p3 r6j;n 
P hsr* jt.K'.l i&MA rt^Ti-i. rdSii^ 

Masnut TY1K BTKT i n n NETS"1 NSntD1? 
contrast Tg. 13nn ^pBH NSlBn 

Job 38:12b MT 1»p0 nn» nniTP 

Masnut tflBBn KniH KPPK n3K JTT 
contrast Tg. rmna Knsnp 1? nm*' 

Job 38:20a MT 1*7133 13npn "'D 
P crjcacu>&v jMr^ ^..-U «^r<' 

Masnut rrDinn in"1 

contrast Tg. rrainrt> rrnann o n * 
job 39:25c M T n i m m c n » DiTI 

Masnut r6plX3 N33-|3"-6 JK3Q1 
contrast Tg. K33,,,l ,3TaTT KflT^SK 

Perhaps copies of P in Hebrew transliteration were then in circulation. Masnut never 
hints that the text is written in a script other than Hebrew or is of Christian provenance. 

Evidently, however, rival Jewish Aramaic translations had grown up for most books 
of the Writings. In Masnut's commentary on Job, the four citations above from P are 
outnumbered by citations from the Targum to Job familiar today, as well as another 
Targum which also differed from P. The Targums eventually adopted on the various 
books of the Writings differ from P in two respects. First, they show less guesswork, as 
they rest on a better knowledge of Hebrew; and second, they contain sometimes 
lengthy expansions. The latter tendency may have been no less an advantage over P 
than the former in the eyes of Jewish scholars: an Aramaic version based on P would 
add little to the broadly literal translation of the whole Bible into Arabic already pro
vided by Hai's predecessor Sa'adiah (882-942). Proverbs was exceptional in that the 
result of an expansive approach to its hundreds of isolated couplets would have been 
unwieldy; in this book, therefore, P had no rival as the basis for a Targum. Elsewhere in 
the Writings, however, the need for a Targum of the books of the Writings was fulfilled 
through the more periphrastic Jewish Aramaic versions, or not fulfilled at all. 

Is P of western origin? 

In favour of the view that P comes from a specifically Palestinian Aramaic prototype, it 
has been claimed that P contains western features. These comprise west-Aramaic lin
guistic elements, and exclusive agreements with the Palestinian Targums. These argu
ments must now be evaluated. 

West-Aramaic linguistic elements 

In principle, it is difficult to demonstrate that a given linguistic element in P was borrowed 
from the west, rather than inherited from an older stage in the Aramaic language before the 
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division into eastern and western dialects.164 This point applies in particular to the 
accusative particle yat, which is the parade example of a supposedly west-Aramaic feature. 
This particle, which occurs 19 times in P, is not western but archaic, being well attested (as 
'yt) in Aramaic as early as c. 800 BCE, in the Zakir inscription. It is used with some fre
quency by P in S. of S. (5x) and Qohelet (1 lx), in which books P shows particular prefer
ence for Syriac etymological equivalents of other Hebrew elements also, e.g. >=o*\ for 3127. 
Even in these books, however, not every object is marked by K . , though the original transla
tion may have contained more examples than the extant text: thus at S. of S. 8:11, fc=<n. may 
be corrupt for k. j m . (MT: flN ]D3). Outside these books, the remaining usages of are at 
Gen. 1:1 (2x) and 1 Chr. 4:41 (lx). In both Genesis and Chronicles the translator's original 
policy was to mark the direct object (apart from named persons) by iu; but both translators 
abandoned as archaic almost immediately, and switched to contemporary usage, viz no 
particle for non-personal accusatives and /- for personal ones.165 In Chronicles, the early 
chapters consist largely of genealogies, and the first non-personal accusative ("their tents") 
occurs at 1 Chr. 4:41 - where the translator uses *u for the only time. In abandoning *u the 
translators of Genesis and Chronicles differ from the translator(s) of S. of S. and Qohelet; 
and the fact that they did not go back to remove its initial occurrences shows a certain 
informality - or initial instability - in their translation technique.166 

Another element in P which has been claimed as west-Aramaic is the usage at Prov. 
11:31 of rt±st 'live' (in simple stem) in the sense "be saved" (cf. LXX ouXerat). This 
feature is also claimed to indicate that the translator of Proverbs consulted the Peshitta 
version of the New Testament - specifically, of 1 Peter 4 : 1 8 - where western elements 
are thought to occur.167 Since it thus impinges on the dating of P, this passage will be 
discussed in detail in chapter 5, where it is concluded that this usage of can be 
explained as a Graecism rather than as specifically western. 

In the Apocrypha too it has been suggested that "the Syriac version seems based on a 
West Aramaic original", but again the main evidence is the same usage of rdu» and 
derivatives. The only other evidence adduced is W n , apparently meaning "chosen", in 
the last verse of the third apocryphal psalm.1 6 8 This usage of Aramaic bhr is indeed 
common in the west, while the Old Testament Peshitta instead uses r^iy^In that partic
ular passage, however, two words for 'chosen' were evidently required in the two stichs, 
and so i o > n had to be used alongside the usual 1 6 9 

1 6 4 Thus A. Tal, The Language of the Targum of the Former Prophets and its Position within the Aramaic 
Dialects (Hebrew with English summary: Tel Aviv 1975), pp. 133-7, identified many words common to 
the Syriac of P and the Aramaic of Targum Jonathan to the Former Prophets. His explanation is that 
both reflect an (archaic) standard literary Aramaic (pp. x-xi, 141). On the problems of identifying west 
Aramaic elements, see further L. van Rompay, "Some Preliminary Remarks on the Origins of Classical 
Syriac as a Standard Language", in G. Goldenberg and S. Raz (eds.), Semitic and Kushitic Studies, 
Wiesbaden 1994, pp. 70-89:81-2. 

1 6 5 T. Noldeke, Compendious Syriac Grammar (tr. J.A. Crichton), London 1904, p. 227. See further I. Avineri, 
Syntaxe de la Peshitta sur le Pentateuque (Hebrew with French summary), Diss. Jerusalem 1973. 

1 6 6 This is a more comprehensive explanation of yat at the opening of Genesis than the suggestion in F. 
Rosenthal, Die Aramaistische Forschung seit Th. Noldeke's Veroffentlichungen, Leiden 1939, pp. 202-3, 
that the translator desired here "einen besonderen feierlichen KJang". Rosenthal has convincingly dis
posed of Baumstark's remaining arguments. 

1 6 7 J. Joosten, "West Aramaic Elements in the Old Syriac and Peshitta Gospels", JBL 110 (1991), pp. 
271-89:275. 1 6 8 Joosten, "West Aramaic Elements", p. 273n. 
Noth reconstructed the underlying Hebrew words as " p T ^ ..."TVDri; see M.Noth, "Die funf syrisch 
iiberlieferten apokryphen Psalmen", ZAWA& (NF 7) (1930), pp. 1-23:15. 
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Exclusive agreement with Targums of Palestinian provenance 

Another argument for P's dependence on a Palestinian Targum is that P shows 
exclusive agreement with the extant Palestinian Targums. For this purpose agree
ments are needed which are not shared with T°; since T° was available in the east, 
renderings in P which also occur in T° would not prove a specifically western origin 
for P. ' 7 0 

The evidence, presented by Wohl, is meagre indeed.171 In some passages cited, the 
syntax of the Hebrew is retained by T° but adjusted in line with Aramaic idiom by both 
P and the Palestinian Targum(s). Such agreements, however, could easily have arisen 
through polygenesis. Thus at Exod. 22:22 MT - followed by T° - switches to singular 
n32?n, after a plural address in v.21, while both P and a Palestinian Targum from the 
Geniza (fragment A) continue the plural. However, the use of different vocabulary by 
these two translations ( P ^ o i m i v , A "|niE$n) counts against the suggestion of depen
dence. 

In other passages both P and one or more Geniza fragments of Palestinian Targum 
bring out an element implicit in the Hebrew, while T° agrees closely with MT, as at 
Gen. 38:21 -
M T - p i n BTjn i rn nanpn rvK 
T ° urn* bi; D T W i c m anenpo p 
P K'KuHor^ kvA&s r^siru.l K 'Wu ,m r£\,rt 
Fragments DE ...K3rr [mm] "H... 
The choice of the verb 'sit' could have occurred to any number of readers; it was 
obvious from v. 14. 

In other passages, T° retains his usual Aramaic equivalent for a Hebrew word, 
while P and the Palestinian Targums vary it for the sake of nuance. Thus Exod. 7:10 
mentions Pharaoh's servants (TH3U), whom T° duly calls TnlSJJ. By contrast, 
both P and Geniza fragment D reserve that word for the Israelite slaves and so here 
render otherwise: P ,cnoHr^«, D ''IJObE?. Likewise at Gen. 37:26, where MT has 1733 
HQ, T O J include in their renderings the word "[1013, apparently their standard equiv
alent for (again at Exod. 18:21): the brothers ask how they would gain finan
cially by selling Joseph. P and DE agree in seeing instead a reference to general 
advantage: P r£vii\a* rdi=», D[E] N^il HO. This agreement need not, however, 
imply common origin; in both cases the verbal differences confirm P's indepen
dence. 

Elsewhere, P and the Palestinian Targums agree in a straightforward Aramaic/Syriac 
rendering, but the agreement is nevertheless cited by Wohl as evidence of P's depen
dence on the Palestinian Targums, simply because both disagree with T°. In some cases 
the reason for T°'s disagreement is that it prefers a rarer Aramaic word, albeit of 
similar meaning, e.g. 
Exod. 21:19 MTin3J7E>0, Pmi^co. = A ::T° rPTQ 
In other cases, T° chooses to bring out an implicit meaning, e.g. 
Gen. 43:25 MT DnnS3, P «<vn \p = E :: T° RnTYBn 'at the meal(time)' 

1 7 0 We recall that according to Kahle, the main proponent of this argument, T° actually originated in the 
east. 1 7 1 Wohl presents the evidence on pp. 9-13. 
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Wohl's arguments are sometimes very subtle, as at Gen. 37:30 -
M T K3 ••aa nax ^axi iarK ifrn 

Where is the boy? And I - whither shall I go? 

D xbo i n n b r a \rb srr naa n ^ PUKI... 

and I do not know where I should go after the boy 

According to Wohl, the opening question in P implies dependence on the Palestinian 
Targum. In fact, however, P could have derived his question from the analogy of the 
succeeding phrase, especially as a literal translation ("the boy is not") would have made 
poor Syriac.172 

All these agreements between P and the Palestinian Targums can of course be 
ascribed to polygenesis. There are a few other agreements which indicate common 
origin, but these are sufficiently explained by common tradition, as at Exod. 22:14 -
M T r o r a as, T ° rmiva is = p ^ : : T J rmaia JTTOB ^Ktf 
While T° renders literally, P and T J reflect - albeit in different ways - the exegetical tra
dition, that a hirer is not liable for losses which he could not reasonably have prevented. 
At Gen. 4:5 the agreement again betokens shared tradition, though here of the transla
tional sort: 
M T (VP*?) - i m , p x ^ , w o = A man=Tn:: T°*]pni. 
Agreements of this sort fall very far short of demonstrating that P derives from a 
Palestinian Targum. They are better explained by positing a fund of traditional render
ings upon which translators drew at will. Although P's translators had tastes that gen
erally stood closer to those of T°, there were just a few traditional renderings which 
they happened to adopt in exclusive agreement with one or more Palestinian Targums. 

The theory of origin in Adiabene 

We must now consider whether the theory that P was made to answer the needs of the 
converts in Adiabene is so attractive in itself as to support - as opposed to requiring the 
support of - the view that P is derived from a Palestinian Targum, rather than a 
Hebrew source. 

The conversion to Judaism of the royal house of Adiabene is reported both by 
Josephus and by the Midrash; and both refer to a king of Adiabene reading the Torah. 
According to Josephus (Antiq. 20.44-5 [ii.4]), a Jewish teacher found Izates reading the 
law of Moses (TOV MwuaEog vouov dvaYivwoKOvra) and told him that the law was to be 
not only read but also practised: 

if you have not yet read the law about circumcision, and do not know how guilty you are by 
neglecting it, read it now. 

According to Genesis Rabba (46:10), it was instead Izates' own conscience that drove 
him to undergo circumcision after reading the relevant verse (Gen. 17:11): 

1 7 5 Wohl is further criticised by Wernberg-Moller, "Prolegomena", pp. 256-9. 
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K i n g M o n o b a z u s and Izates, the sons o f P to lemy pobn) were sit t ing and reading the b o o k o f 
Genes i s . W h e n they reached this verse: " A n d ye shall be circumcised in the flesh o f your fore
sk in" , each turned his face to the wall and began to weep. T h e y bo th went and were c i rcum
cised. 

Despite this discrepancy, both reports agree in implying that Izates possessed a text of 
the Pentateuch. Arguably, Izates could only have read the Pentateuch in his local 
Aramaic dialect. Hence the suggestion - first advanced by Perles173 - that P originated 
to serve the converts at Adiabene - even though the dialect of Adiabene must have dif
fered noticeably from Syriac, the dialect of Edessa used in P. 

Perles suggested that the translation was made in Palestine by a delegation of schol
ars from Adiabene. He found two supposed reminiscences in extant sources. First, 
Josephus reports that Izates sent his five sons to be educated in the language and learn
ing of the Jews (yKQnxav xx\v irapct nuiv rtaxptov Kai TtaiSeiav aicpi|3u>c, uaenaouevouc,).'74 

Second, Syriac tradition relates that P was translated by a delegation sent (albeit by 
Abgar of Edessa) to Palestine.175 The same suggestion was made by Marquart and by 
Kahle. Kahle, however, thought not of a new translation made directly from Hebrew 
into the dialect of Adiabene but of a pre-existing translation in western Aramaic 
brought to the east and there transposed into Syriac.'76 

The suggestion that P was made for the converts at Adiabene is, however, far from 
proven. First, the accounts of the kings of Adiabene reading the Torah do not mention 
translation at all. Rather, the wording (avcryivwoxovTa, "pTIpl) suggests that they were 
reading the Hebrew text itself. Second, even if the kings of Adiabene could not under
stand Hebrew, we need not posit a continuous written version. The reports of their 
'reading' the text may in fact mean that they had the text read to them by a courtier who 
- like the princes - had learnt Hebrew and could translate ex tempore. Third, it is possi
ble that the reports go back to a legend which overlooked the practical question of how 
Izates could read the Torah. 

Moreover, even if we grant that P was made for the converts at Adiabene, P need not 
be derived from a Palestinian Targum. The expertise to translate direct from the 
Hebrew may have been available in Adiabene (given Josephus' report of the princes' 
education in Judea) and it would certainly have been available to a delegation sent to 
Judea. 

Furthermore, there is no internal evidence in P pointing to Adiabene. In particular, 
the references introduced by P to Nisibis, Harran and Mabbog, though mainly con
fined to Chronicles, instead suggest an origin in Osrhoene. 

Of course, if it were clear that P contains west-Aramaic linguistic elements and 
depends on west-Aramaic Jewish Targums, we would indeed have to locate P in an east-
Aramaic centre that had direct connections with Palestine, and Adiabene would be a 
most suitable location. However, such Palestinian elements in P cannot in fact be 
demonstrated. Hence there is no stronger case for Adiabene than for any other Syriac-
speaking centre which had a Jewish community. 

1 7 3 J. Perles, Meletemata, pp. 7-8. 1 7 4 Jos. Antiq.203.4 (71). 
1 7 5 This tradition is discussed in chapter 5. 
1 7 6 P.E. Kahle, The Cairo Geniza, 2nd edn, Oxford 1959, pp. 265-83. 
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P's independence of all known Targums 
The many parallels that have been observed between the P and other Syriac literature on 
the one hand, and the Targums on the other, must be balanced against the many passages 
where P offers a treatment of the Hebrew without parallel in the extant Jewish Targum 
tradition. The cases cited here will be restricted to the Torah, on which the arguments for 
dependence on an Aramaic prototype have concentrated. Here P sometimes differs from 
the Massoretic pointing and may even 'misread' the consonantal text. Examples: 
Gen. 22:2 MT pniDH P rd.Hcc*re* "land of the Amorites"1 7 7 

Exod. 23:17 MT "]"TQT "your males", P vy view "your memorial (gift)" - unless inner-
Syriac corruption from v y t i * 

Exod. 25:18 MT nffpO "turned work" (?), P re-fc^m "molten work", as if from the 
similar sounding !"DOD 

Num. 6:25 MT "13 m , P v y m o "may he save your life", reading ^11. 
Num. 23:18 MT *HB "to me", P .fcoscna,, vocalising the Hebrew *HJ7, cf. LXX udtprog 
Deut. 32:18 M T - | ^ n » , P "who praised thee", reading " J ^ i l O 

Deut. 33:3 MT f P 3 , P "he blessed", reading " p 3 
Deut. 33:19 MT "SIBff, P "ships", as from Heb. T B » 
More examples where P diverges from the Hebrew text presupposed by the Targums, or 
P interprets the Hebrew through an unrelated Syriac word of similar sound, were dis
cussed in chapter 2; and these underscore P's direct dependence on a Hebrew source, 
and its independence of the Targums. 

The evidence for P's independent treatment of the Hebrew is even more plentiful 
outside the Pentateuch, and has well been marshalled, for example, by Driver in 
1 Samuel1 7 8 and by Gelston in the Twelve Prophets.179 An example from Isaiah is P's 
rendering at Isa. 10:26 of 21V "112$ "rock of Oreb" by the similar-sounding ^.ia« -io^ 
"Mount Horeb", again inexplicable except through direct contact with the Hebrew. 

There are also more general contrasts between P and the Targums. Where the plain 
sense of the Hebrew is evident, P shows greater fidelity than the Targums to the Hebrew 
text, as emerges particularly from its treatment of poetic passages. In particular, P is 
committed to quantitative literalism to a greater extent than any targum, even T°. 

Where the Hebrew is obscure, differences again appear between P and the Targums. 
P strives always for intelligibility, while the Targums may be content to reproduce the 
form, e.g. 
Exod. 8:17 MT m S 3 T° KJTID3 

P rdxi»cui '(place of) atonement' 
1 Sam. 7:2 MT Mil Tg. 1ITnjnKI 

P cuskr.rc'o 'and they cast themselves (after the Lord)' 
In obscure passages P is ready to guess, to misread deliberately or even to omit, in order 
to attain intelligibility within the whole verse. In such passages the Targums instead 
draw upon the interpretations of the rabbis, whose ingenuity was proof against every 
difficulty in the Hebrew. 

1 7 7 So also P at 2 Chr. 3:1. LXX there has ev opei TOO Auoptot, which may be a transliteration of iTHlDn rather 
than imply the same interpretation. 

1 7 8 See e.g. S.R. Driver, Notes on the Hebrew Text and the Topography of the Books of Samuel, 2nd edn, 
Oxford 1913, pp. Ixxiii-lxxiv. 1 7 9 A. Gelston, Twelve Prophets, p. 189. 
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The contrasting functions of P and the Targums 

The parallels between P and the Targums have led to the judgment that "the Syriac 
translation of certain books of the Old Testament, especially that of the Pentateuch, is 
not much else than a Jewish Targum".1 8 0 However, as we have noted, there are impor
tant differences not only in individual passages but also in general approach. As 
regards understanding, P is more committed to the exact plain sense, so far as it can be 
discerned; as regards expression, P is more committed to intelligibility. 

These differences in approach stem from a fundamental difference of function 
between P and the Jewish Targums, despite their being written in closely related dialects 
and drawing upon common traditions. The Targums were designed to be read and 
studied alongside the Hebrew original, to which access would continue.181 The Peshitta, 
by contrast, was designed to replace the Hebrew altogether, and so had to be as plain 
and intelligible as possible.182 It was thus P, rather than the Targums, which partook of 
the usual function of a translation, namely to bring the text to those without indepen
dent access to the original; and this task demanded high standards both of fidelity and 
of intelligibility. 

This difference in function in turn flows largely from a difference of location: the 
Targums are ultimately products of Palestine, while P originated in the eastern dias
pora. It was only in Palestine that a translator could assume that, alongside his transla
tion, there would always be someone available to identify and expound the plain sense 
of the Hebrew. Such translators could relax their standards of fidelity, as in the addi
tions found in the Palestinian Targums; or they could sacrifice intelligibility, as in some 
Targum passages considered above, and in the revisions to the Greek Bible which cul
minated in Aquila's version.183 As the Aramaic version of Job from Qumran shows, 
however, not every Palestinian translation assumed such latitude. 

Because of this fundamental difference, it is not helpful to describe P as a Jewish 
Targum. 1 8 4 The term is valid in the elementary sense that it is a translation of the 
Bible into an Aramaic dialect, probably undertaken by Jews (as argued in chapter 5 
below). However, many of the connotations of the term Targum - virtually constant 
agreement with the Massoretic text (including vocalisation), continual recourse to 
rabbinic exegesis, frequent loose renderings, Palestinian origin - are misleading in 
relation to P. For the same reason, the Aramaic version of Job from Qumran should 
not be termed a Targum. Both P and the latter are interpretes, while the Targumists 
areexpositores.185 

1 8 0 Kah!e, The Cairo Geniza, p. 272. 
1 8 1 Rabin has likewise argued for "a conception of the Targum more as a guide to the correct understanding 

of the Hebrew text for those who already understood the words than as a means of giving the meaning of 
an otherwise unintelligible text". See C. Rabin, "Hebrew and Aramaic in the First Century" in S. Safrai 
and M. Stern (eds.), The Jewish People in the First Century, Assen/Amsterdam 1976, pp. 1007-39, esp. 
p. 1032. 

1 8 2 So already P.A.H. de Boer, Research into the Text of 1 Samuel I-XVI, Amsterdam 1938, pp. 42-3. 
1 8 3 D. Barthelemy, Lesdevanciersd'Aquila(=S\T 10), Leiden 1963, pp. 266-9. 
1 8 4 Soe.g. M.H. Goshen-Gottstein in JSS6(1961), p. 266. 
1 8 5 Cf S.P. Brock "Translating the Old Testament", in D.A. Carson and H.G.M. Williamson (eds.), It is 

Written: Scripture Citing Scripture: Essays in Honour of Barnabas Lindars, Cambridge 1988, pp. 87-98; 
see p. 95. 
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Summary of conclusions 

The conclusions of this long chapter may be summarised as follows. So far as LXX is 
concerned, polygenesis and common tradition do not suffice to explain the parallels 
with P. Some literary dependence of P on LXX must be posited, though not in all 
books and never systematically. 

Rather more complicated is the relationship between P and the Targums. 
Undeniably, there are many parallels, especially in the Torah. Although many of these 
result from polygenesis, others betoken common origin - which, however, is explained 
satisfactorily through common traditions, exegetical and translational, attached to 
individual passages. Primarily, P is a direct translation from Hebrew into Syriac, 
designed to be straightforward and readable; and normally such traditions were 
utilised only when they furthered those aims. There is no good evidence that the P 
translator had any complete Targum at his elbow; nor that there once existed a form of 
the P text which preceded the text preserved by the biblical mss and stood closer to the 
Targums. Moreover, there is a basic difference in function: the Targums accompanied 
the Hebrew original, while P replaced it. It is true that P stands close to the Targums in 
language, and sometimes in content; but so far as function is concerned, P invites com
parison rather with LXX. 

Appendix I: Biblical citations in Syriac and the Targums 

Introduction 

The biblical text of citations in Syriac literature sometimes agrees with one or more of 
the Targums, and sometimes is expansive or loose by comparison with the text of the 
mss of P; and these two features may overlap. According to a number of scholars -
notably, Baumstark186 and Voobus 1 8 7 on the Pentateuch, Peters on Psalms1 8 8 and 
Running on Isaiah 1 8 9 - both types of citation preserve traces, lost in the biblical mss, of 
an earlier stage when the text of P stood closer to the Targum(s). The term Vetus Syra is 
sometimes applied to this supposed earlier stage, by analogy with the Latin Bible -
though the Vetus Syra is thought of as a single version rather than as a welter of differ
ent translations like the Vetus Latina. 

Where an expansive or loose citation finds no parallel among the Jewish Targums, its 
expansive or loose character could in fact be due to any of a number of factors, which 
need to be disentangled. For clarity's sake the conclusions will be anticipated here. 
First, the citing author may intentionally adapt the biblical text to its new function. 
Second, he may intersperse the biblical text with comment. Third, his recall of the text 
may be imperfect, or alternatively he may have intended only to allude rather than 
quote; in either case the effect is much the same. In particular the author may conflate 
more than one biblical passage, so that, compared to P, the citation will seem expansive 

1 8 6 A. Baumstark, "Das Problem der Bibelzitate in der syrischen Obersetzungsliteratur", Oriens Christianus 
30 (1933), pp. 208-25. 1 8 7 A. Voobus, Peschitta und Targumim des Pentateuchs, Stockholm 1958. 

1 8 8 C. Peters, "Pesitta-Psalter und Psalmentargum", Museon 5 (1939), pp. 275-96. 
1 8 9 L.G. Running, "An Investigation of the Syriac Version of Isaiah", Andrews University Seminar Studies 3 

(1965), pp. 138-57; 4 (1966), pp. 37-64,135^8. 
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or loose. Most of the expansive or loose renderings in patristic sources which have been 
adduced by Baumstark and his followers can be ascribed to these factors. Less often, 
the divergence between the citation and the text of P arises because the citation has 
been mis-copied, or because the author cited scripture after LXX rather than P. 

As to those passages where the citation agrees with one or more Targums, the agree
ment in most cases arises simply from a common desire for clarifying expansion, by 
contrast with P's concern for quantitative literalism. Yet a few passages remain where 
the text of a citation indeed shows substantive agreement with a Targum against the 
biblical mss of P. These have been claimed to represent a stage in the development of P 
earlier than the text of the biblical mss. However, the text of the biblical mss of P shows 
no sign of being derived from the text-forms preserved in these citations. Instead, the 
latter testify to the continuing circulation of phrases from the Targums within the 
Syriac church, quite independently of P. 

Adaptation of the biblical text in patristic citations 

A common form of expansive adaptation on the part of citing authors is to use infor
mation implicit in the context - rather than external data - in order to fill out terse 
expressions in P that imitate the Hebrew. This may bring the citation into agreement 
with the Palestinian Targums against P, but for different reasons: the citing author 
wanted his argument expressed in fluent rather than compressed language, while in the 
Palestinian Targums expansions had always been acceptable. 

Thus Aphrahat agrees with the Targums in expansive phrases like "with [his] rod 
alone''' (Gen. 32:11), or in the addition of r^vn to rii=> (even though the context already 
made it clear that a male was meant) at Exod. 1:22. The same factor is at least partly 
responsible for the agreement (cited by Voobus'9 0) at Deut. 32:21 also: 
MT DJ7 *63 "with a no-people"= P ̂  cd= (5b 1: later mss cA=0 
Aphr.1 9 1 rds 7" - "with a people that is not a people" 
cf. T , N KD[1]N Nbl K»["I]R3 
Here, though, an added factor may have been Aphrahat's description of the church as a 
new people, contrasted with the existing peoples, especially the Jews. 

In other cases, the citing author's adjustment of a difficult Syriac expression leads to 
substitution rather than addition, so that the citation appears loose rather than expan
sive. We may consider Moses' plea at Exod. 32:32, after the making of the Golden Calf: 
MT (... K3 ^nO) fN DN1 DrlNtDn WOT) DK HnjTI 
P . . . f tArt 'O r * m . r ¥ i \ ^ . . \ ^ f i - i T •̂ T*' r^ z- c n 

now if you will forgive their sins; and if not, (blot me out...) 

Aphr. 1448 ^amurrl^jj rtfa^A jsaaz. ore* 

either forgive the people their sins; and if not,... 

Aphr. 1772 ...Or* r&m r^a&A rC&t(A^0» JJQ-IT. or* 

either forgive folly for this people, or.. . 

Peschitta und Targumim des Pentateuchs, pp. 69-104, esp. p. 100. 1 9 1 Vol. 1,852.24-853.1 
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MT has two alternative conditional clauses, but with the apodosis of the former sup
pressed. The construction is reproduced in P. Aphrahat, however, fearing that it would 
distract readers from his argument, replaces the opening conditional verb by the imper
ative that is its implied apodosis, albeit slightly differently in the two passages. Now T F J 

likewise introduce the imperative, albeit while also retaining the conditional clause: 
...ina "rno * 6 pia» prrainb piat&n r« ina i 
and now if you will forgive their sins, forgive; and if not, (blot me out now...) 

The parallel does not prove, however, that Aphrahat knew a biblical text standing 
closer than P to the Palestinian Targums. Rather, both were more concerned than P 
with readability, and less with quantitative literalism. 

Sometimes the difference between the biblical text and a patristic citation arises from 
the imposition of grammatical consistency within the latter. For example, when 
Aphrahat summarises the instructions for the first Passover in Exod. 12:3-5, he begins 
(like P and MT) in the third person; and he maintains the third person, despite the sub
sequent transition in P and MT to the second. He thus quotes 5b in the form: 
.^O-inm K U K ^ ^ J J O nT-taji** ^» (col. 505) 

while in P the verb is instead ^cpi»i\. On other occasions, he imposes grammatical con
sistency over a whole series of citations of different passages. Thus, citations of Deut. 
32:24b and 32:32b appear in the second person in Aphrahat (cols. 468-9), while P and 
MT have the third. Baumstark suggested that Aphrahat knew a version of Deut. 32 
with the second person throughout.1 9 2 However, these citations follow on from a cita
tion (of Deut. 9:24) which upbraids the Israelites in the second person, and it may 
simply be that Aphrahat continued the second person here so that the transition would 
not distract attention from his argument. 

Similar levelling of grammatical elements has occurred in citations of Deut. 6:4 in a 
number of Syriac authorities, which have: "Hear O Israel, the Lord your God is one 
Lord", as against the first person plural pronoun found in P and MT. 1 9 3 Voobus here 
saw a relic of the supposed Vetus Syra, though he admits that "this reading is not 
attested by any of the targumic traditions that have come down to us". 1 9 4 In fact, such a 
change in this fundamental text is most unlikely to go back to any Jewish source. 
Rather, the citing authors within the Syriac church have assimilated the pronoun "our" 
to the preceding second person imperative: "Hear!". 

The interspersing of comment with the biblical text 

A different cause of expansive citations is that the citing author interspersed his own 
comments with the biblical text. An example is the blame laid by Ephrem upon Eve, in 
his citation of God's words to Adam at Gen. 3:17: 
P mSS rdA-.rC' IrAirC'O 
Ephrem 1 9 5 rdsLrc' ^ Inrc^A iA.-iivtr^o 

and you were enticed to eat from the tree 

1 9 2 "Ps.-Jonathan zu Dtn 34:6 und die Pentateuchzitate Afrahats", ZAWN.F. 18 (1942-3), pp. 99-111: see 
p. 111. 1 , 3 Evidence in Armenian as well as Syriac is quoted by Voobus, pp. 20-1. 

194 Peschitta und Targumim, pp. 20-1. 1 9 5 Ed. Tonneau, p. 43. 
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In such cases the expansion is readily ascribed to the citing author rather than any early 
loose form of the P text.1 9 6 

Such comment may transform the sense of the passage cited, as in Aphrahat's 
treatment of Job 36:7. The biblical text declares that God is ever mindful of the right
eous: 
M T (Roab D^abo riKi) vyy p^iso ina* Kb • 

Aphrahat, however, apparently thought of those passages where P uses .in. «A (render
ing m2* Kb) to indicate that a line or class will never die out, of kings (1 Kgs. 2:4,8:25, 
9:5), priests (Jer. 33:17-18), the Rechabites (Jer. 35:19) and others (e.g. Josh. 9:23, 2 
Sam. 3:29). Hence he takes this as a prooftext that every generation has its own right
eous people, as his following comment makes clear: 
Aphr. rtfirtf^ rC^Ajw. l \ p r*\o ••^<i.Vn^ , m c a » x . ps.V) ^ » r ^ t w u .-usL r c A 1 9 7 

for the righteous man does not pass away from before the eyes of the Lord, nor does the 
world lack (lit. cease from) just men 

The interpretation is atomistic - as often in rabbinic exegesis - without regard for 
context. 

The tendency to add comment can again bring the cited text into agreement with the 
Targums, especially the Palestinian Targums. In particular, the parallel pointed out by 
Baumstark between Aphrahat and the Palestinian Targums at Deut. 34:6 is readily 
explained in this way. The biblical mss have: 
(v.5) rd.V7n menna iAaia •SK'CCB.I re^-ir^a rd.irw.-x cn.-i=i\_ reicoo »̂Si\ hizaa 
(V.6a) AOs, "\ i\±= .\-incA •JaK'ClSM r^- ir^a nAnln CTjinoO 
However, Aphrahat (col. 380) cites as follows: 
(v.5) rd.'ba.i msjaa ir0b>i3 r^x.cos iM^ao 
(v.6a) r c ^ j j . l ihr* HOi_a Xi^ \ - . n r A ^a r^cCni r ^ V i r d a ( D l a n o 

(5) And Moses died by the word of the mouth of the Lord, (6a) and he buried him in the 
valley in the land of Moab, opposite Beth-Peor, where Israel sinned 

Baumstark pointed out that the final phrase, not found in MT, resembles T J: 

. . . opposite Beth-Peor; so that whenever Peor arises to remind Israel of their sins, he 
looks upon the burial-place of Moses and is vanquished 

He concluded that Aphrahat's biblical text stood closer than that of the biblical ms of P 
to the Targums.198 

The additional phrase "where Israel sinned" indeed seems to reflect a more expansive 
text, akin to the Palestinian Targums. Examination of the whole section in Aphrahat, 

1 9 6 On Ephrem in Genesis, see further S. Hidal, Interpretalio Syriaca. Die Kommentare des Heiligen Ephrdm 
des Syrers zu Genesis und Exodus mil besonderer Berutksichligung Hirer auslegungsgeschichtlichen 
Stellung, Lund 1964. 

1 9 7 Ed. Parisot, vol. 2, col. 23. Parisot's note instead suggests Prov. 2:21 ("for the upright dwell upon the 
earth, and those without blemish remain on it") as the source. 

1 9 8 Baumstark detected the same idea, albeit more succinctly, in Geniza Fragment F 2 : "opposite the error of 
Peor" (so also T N ) . However, apart from the standard use of HmiCD 'error' for 'idol' this rendering is 
straightforward. 

file:///-incA
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however, reveals other expansions, introduced by exactly the same formula -i^rc 
"where". Thus Aphrahat writes that Moses saw the mount of the Jebusites, where the 
divine presence would rest, and that he wept to see Hebron, where he would not join his 
ancestors in burial. The clause "where Israel sinned" adds information familiar to any 
reader of the Bible, in exactly the same way. It need not be indebted to the Palestinian 
Targums, nor imply that Aphrahat's text differed at all here from the biblical mss of P. 
In any case, Aphrahat does not claim here to quote P exactly, as his omission of some 
words in v. 5 confirms. 

Other adaptations of the biblical text in citations 

The citing author may conflate two or more biblical passages, whether through imper
fect recall or because he had not intended to quote exactly in the first place. This may 
give the misleading impression that one of those passages is cited expansively.199 Thus 
Aphrahat cites Gen. 7:1 in varying forms, which have been influenced by 6:9, 14 in 
varying degrees, as Owens has shown: 
r£«r> r<*v\=j 7u99&\o A . . - » h ] J\-u» - 1408 

KIKT) r<*vv=i >3iMi ?nS!ri\Q Jwrf ji..-na ivvi» v>^ -1 549 [lines 12-15] 
r€im r f l x D £?iMi Kirs' ja^Jvt &i»U> */\^ - I 552 

Such conflation may also occur on a wider scale, as in another passage studied by 
Owens, where a citation of Deut. 24:19 is filled out with words - indicated below in 
round brackets - from Lev. 19:9 or 23:22 -
v\C\Smfc\ rCSiS. r£i\)fi .Vi rAaK'lo] (.^na>>>\nv „^cvtei^ji\ rd l ) . v ^ \ j j * iMr^ .ilyu.1 r^SJ 

Less often, the text is adapted for theological reasons. Thus at Ps. 99:8c, in relation to 
Moses, Aaron and Samuel, P has an imperative, apparently addressed to God: 

Ephrem, however, has a first person singular future form ^.oiars', as a divine promise: 
"I shall reward them for their deeds". 2 0 2 The citation opens a hymn on the resurrection, 
which - Ephrem goes on to explain - can be deduced from the text of the Old 
Testament, through the future tense of this verb. The reason for Ephrem's interchange 
of the future and imperative verbs may be identity in sound: the opening consonant 
cluster pr- may develop a prosthetic Aleph, as in the medical term <»c\\ 7i.iar<' ((hpevmc,), 
so that both verbal forms may have been realised as e/jro'.There is a striking parallel to 
this inference from an apparently future tense in TB Sanh. 91b, which likewise infers 
from the tense of the verb TET (tX) in Exod. 15:1 that Moses will live again to sing in 
time to come. Ephrem agrees not only in content, but also in basing his exegesis on an 
isolated phrase in defiance of context. 

A particular theological motive for adaptation was to assimilate to the New 
Testament text, e.g. 

1 9 9 R.J. Owens, The Genesis and Exodus Citations oj Aphrahat the Persian Sage, Leiden 1983, p. 241. 
2 0 0 R.J. Owens, "Aphrahat as a Witness to the Early Syriac Text of Leviticus", MPI4 (1988), pp. 1^18:20. 
2 0 1 MT has a participle from the root Dp3; the whole phrase is difficult. 
2 0 2 E. Beck (ed), Des heiligen Ephraem des Syrers Carmina Nisibena, part 2, Louvain 1963 (CSCO 240 / Syr 

102), p. 115. 
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Ps. 19:5 -
MT Dip K2T n a n tea 

Aphr. a)&vi=tf».i rAn *\vs V«<m (I 20) 
Rom. 10:18 eig naoav rr|v yr|V ê nXOev 6 <j>66yvoc, atrrwv 
The phrase r A n iv-B in Aphrahat reflects (J>86YYO<; in Romans. The latter was derived 
from LXX (which apparently read - or misread - D^lp rather than Dip) and taken as 
the tidings of Christ. 

Again, in metrical works the citing author may adapt the biblical text to the metre. 
For example, in a hymn ascribed to Ephrem,2 0 3 Ps. 50:16a is cited in two lines, each of 
which needed fourteen syllables, as follows: 

This has been claimed to represent an earlier 'targumic' stage, on the ground that it is 
fuller than the text of the biblical manuscripts:204 

However, the expansions may have been needed simply to reach the required number of 
syllables.205 

The intended accuracy of citations from P 

As a rule, the citing author may be expected to have striven for greater exactitude 
where his interest centres on the biblical text, than where the citation illustrates an 
external theme. Thus, Ephrem's norm in his commentaries is to cite exactly the 
biblical text on which he is commenting. He is freer, however, in his metrical works, 
and even in his commentaries a passage other than that on which he is 
commenting directly may be cited freely. For example, Deut. 20:10 runs thus in the 
biblical mss: 

r^xAx. (TlA*. \V^r<' tn. \ \ CUL&okcql K'K.irA tarC .zs-io.t r£3JO 

but Ephrem in his commentary on Exodus cites it in the form 
^•(TCn^. tarC ^>ia=Q.1 K'&tl̂ .VzA poAoCvi rc'\.~n. J O ) 2 * 

and, despite the introduction -•» •uisfc»r<r (the subject being Moses), this is a mere para
phrase rather than an exact quotation of an older P text. This is confirmed by the use of 
r^Wva), the regular term for "city" in Ephrem's day, rather than re'iu-io, the original 
Aramaic usage retained by P-Deuteronomy. 

In Aphrahat's Demonstrations, the biblical text tends to be quoted less 
faithfully than in Ephrem's commentaries, simply because the author's main 
interest lies elsewhere. Thus he shows different forms of a single verse, such as Isa. 
1:11a-

2 0 3 Ed. Rom. vi 4!3. 
2 0 4 C. Peters, "PeSitta-Psalter und Psalmentargum", Museon 5 (1939), pp. 275-96. 
2 0 5 For further discussion, see M.P. Weitztnan, "The Origin of the Peshitta Psalter", in: J.A. Emerton and 

S.C. Reif (eds.), Interpreting the Hebrew Bible. Fs. E.I.J. Rosenthal, Cambridge 1982, pp. 277-98:279-80. 
2 0 6 R.-M. Tonneau (ed.), S.Ephraemi Syri in Genesim et in Exodum Commentarii, vol. I (Louvain 1955), 

p. 148. 
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M T D ^ r a t an b nab 

Aphrahat: 
161 

1180 = P 
1747 
It is true that Aphrahat cites Daniel 9 in almost exactly the same form as the biblical 
mss; 2 0 7 but here, exceptionally, his attention was fixed upon the biblical text precisely 
because of the unusual length of the citation. Most of his citations, by contrast, com
prise just one verse or less, as he moves from text to text to build up an argument, and 
the same accuracy cannot be expected. 

A more general problem raised by Owens is that the distinction between a quotation 
and a general reference is not always straightforward. In Aphrahat, for example, the 
introductory formula (if any) is not conclusive: in particular, the formula -* •i=*>*' may 
be taken either as "he said", followed by direct speech, or as "he said that", with indi
rect speech. Conversely, even where there is no formula, Aphrahat may fall into the lan
guage of scripture.208 

Text-critical causes of discrepancy between patristic citations and P 

Another possible - but rarer - reason why a citation should differ from P is that the one 
text has suffered in transmission while the other is intact. An example where it is the 
citation that appears corrupt occurs in Ephrem's commentary on Exodus, where the 
existing text states of the Hebrew midwives of Exod. 1 that 
.ocn r&s\ r£y>mc\\j\ ^..i cum .,ocn ,om rthO&Aa 

The opening phrase seems a quotation, but differs from anything in the relevant verses 
(1:20-1), and the emphatic state of p f^n\ , \o is odd. The likelihood is that the first word 
is corrupt from rer)K=Ao, so that Ephrem's comment means: 
and they became houses - that is, a great family 
This would relate well to 1:21 a -
MT D*fl3 Di-6 tMTl, P rrt« ^.aA to*. 
as interpreted by two early third-century rabbis: 
msba " T O i o n i m rr6i nains T H - I D K i n baiBEn 3-1 

Rav and Samuel (disagreed). One said: (He made for them) houses of priestly and levitical office. 
The other said: houses of royalty.209 

It seems that the translator intended v o A as dative: "he made houses for them". 
Ephrem, however, apparently took it as accusative: "he made them [into] houses". 

Conversely, there are a few passages where the biblical mss have a corruption while a 
citation preserves the original work of the translator, which has not survived in the bib
lical mss. Instances can be found in Ephrem, and there is even a well-known instance in 
Iso'dad, as late as the ninth century. The main discussion of these cases appears in 
chapter 6 below, on the establishment of the text. 

2 0 7 Ed. Parisot, vol. 1, cols. 872-9. 2 0 8 Owens, The Genesis and Exodus Citations, p. 20. 
2 0 9 TBS o ta l l b . 
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Citations from sources other than P 

Yet another - albeit unusual - reason for discrepancy between a citation and the text of 
P is that the citing author had a different biblical version in mind. Scripture is some
times cited after LXX, even once by Aphrahat, at Ps. 37:35 -
M T p in m m a rrwnoi f w s u i T r m 

Aphr. COl. 186 v\rAl r*\irC" tjyr* rrAv In-nr, •p^\}r^itO}^ rf"\.T-& 

cf. LXX c?6ov aaePn OTTEputpouuevov Kai enaipopevov (be, Tac, KESpouc. TOO Aipavou. 
Burkitt ingeniously suggested that Aphrahat had been reading a Greek patristic work 
which quoted the verse according to LXX. 2 1 0 

A different version is cited alongside P in the commentary ascribed to Ephrem on 
Josh. 15:28b-
M T rrnrrai raanKai 

"Ephrem" rru'-faÂ o rru'icvoa * —» i»=>o 

and Beersheba and its villages and its enclosures 

cf. LXX Kai Btipoapee Kai ai KWUOU aurwv Kai at EjrauXeig auubv 
The commentary continues: 

\ * OTU'1C\O cum 

,mal^r* rc'inju.iso.i K i n t . i OV^DDK'O cento rnu}\cuva 

As to this (word) "its villages" - since those who translated into Syriac did not know what that 
Hebrew word was, they rendered it BZYWTYH, and thought that it was the name of a city. 

The text first cited in the commentary is not related to P-Joshua, where villages are 
instead called r e i i a t a * (as in 15:44) and K'fcuin signifies a city. Instead, it goes back to 
LXX, whose Vorlage evidently read i V m 3 3 "its villages" rather than the (probably 
corrupt) r P i m a of MT P differs not, of course, out of ignorance of Hebrew but 
because it is based on a Vorlage like MT. The reading <ru&icui= cited in the commentary 
agrees with MT exactly, and conceivably preserves the original text of P, of which 
r^ikcu-is in the mss is then a corruption. Alternatively, however, it may be due to later 
consultation of the Hebrew, to which this commentary had some access (as at 1 Sam. 
21:8). 

Citations after LXX are more frequent in later authors. Thus Jacob of Edessa cites 
Job 41:25 in a form which is close to LXX and distant from MT: 2 1 1 

compare LXX oik EOTIV ouSev im Tfjc, yf]c; ouoiov aura) 
TTETrotrjuevov EYKaTaTratCEoGai iwro TWV dyyEXtov uou 

contrast P v ^ m a re'-ia*. 1*. mL-»o 
M T nn ^ a b ^ w n Tbra b» r« 
It follows that general biblical knowledge need not imply acquaintance with P, rather 
than another text form. For example, Bar-Daisan knows of Jewish circumcision,212 and 

2 1 0 F.C. Burkitt, in JTS6(1905), p. 289. 
2 1 1 J.-B. Chabot (ed.), Jacobi Edesseni Hexaemeron, Paris 1928 (= CSCO 56), p. 23. 
2 1 2 Ed. Parisot, Part I, vol. 2, col. 604. 
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the Hymn of the Soul knows of Egypt as a place of bondage, but such references do not 
imply even that P yet existed in their day. 

The above analysis builds on detailed studies of individual chapters or books, on 
Exod. 15,213 Isaiah2 1 4 and Psalms,215 as well as Owens' work on Aphrahat in Genesis to 
Leviticus. 

Substantive agreements between patristic citations and the Targums 

Renderings which agree significantly with one or more Targums against the biblical 
mss of P occasionally turn up in citations, notably by Ephrem. In his commentary on 
Genesis, of undisputed authenticity, Ephrem quotes some short phrases which agree 
with one or other of the Targums. Thus at Gen. 49:23, where MT has D^PI bV2, the P 
mss are unanimous in r^.ieo^.Hm "lords of troops". Ephrem knows this text, which he 
takes to mean the heads of the tribes, i.e. Joseph's own brothers. He then adds, however, 
that if it is [instead] written "lords of division" ( K ^ C O A A AiL=), the brothers are still 
meant. This alternative reading, as Perles (p. 12) already noted, agrees with T°. 
However, the P rendering cannot be derived from it, and each reflects a different treat
ment of the Hebrew: T° goes back to HXn "divide", while P may be an ancient corrup
tion of r ^ H r t ^ a literal translation based on yn "arrow".2 1 6 

At Gen. 15:13, noted by Brock,217 the agreement is in content though not in wording. 
Here God tells Abraham that his descendants will be strangers in a foreign land, and T J 

comments: niO^n K*?l 'jbn "because you did not believe (sc. the promise of posses
sion of the land)." Ephrem is aware (though opposed) to this view: 
crA tojrrtnrc' r*\m \*-.A aifevcu^&tea x.^&)r{^ ocn i u K ' ^..l _ar<'218 

Now some say that it was on account of his doubt about this that it was said to him 

At Gen. 49:10, for MT nb,K7, the P mss have ,m cnL.-u ,=»; but the text in Ephrem's com
mentary adds re'ixccAsj, as does Aphrahat also. 2 1 9 Both fathers agree with T°: 
Kmaba KTI i r b m arn&D vm IS 
In this case it indeed seems as if the text of the P mss derives from the text preserved in 
the citations. One must recall, however, that quantitative literalism was an important 
constraint upon P. It is therefore possible that P's translator knew and indeed intended 
the interpretation familiar from the Targums but felt unable to add c«ri>ccA=», which had 
no counterpart in the Hebrew. See full discussion by T. Jansma, "Ephraem on Genesis 
XLIX, 10. An Enquiry into the Syriac Text Forms as Presented in his Commentary on 
Genesis", Parole de tOrient 4 (1973), pp. 247-56. 

Other fathers too knew of renderings that had bypassed P and originated in Jewish 
Aramaic versions. Important evidence on Gen. 3:22 was recently pointed out by 

2 1 3 M.D. Koster, The Peshitta of Exodus, Assen 1977, pp. 198-212. 
2 1 4 A. van der Kooij, Die alten Textzeugen des Jesajabuches. Ein Beitrag zur Textgeschichte des Alten 

Testaments, Gottingen 1981, pp. 260-70. 
2 , 5 M.P. Weitzman, "The Origin of the Peshitta Psalter", pp. 277-98: see pp. 278-84. 
2 1 6 Although r^ajyjs cognate with TTI1, it is unlikely that P had in mind the 1113 of v. 19, which is instead 

rendered K^H>^ Maori (p. 135) defends the existing text: he takes K ^ O ^ J O mean "partition" by analogy 
with NTH in the Babylonian Talmud, and supposes that the translator understood the Hebrew D^Pl as 
rT3TID. 2 1 7 Brock, "Jewish Traditions", p. 220. 2 1 8 Ed. Tonneau, p. 70. 

2 , 9 Ed. Parisot, p. 60; see Owens, pp. 172-5; Voobus, pp. 25-7. 
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Romeny. Here in MT God declares that man had become 13DD "IIUO, the last word 
being ambiguous. In P (as in LXX) the suffix was taken as first person plural ("like one 
of us"). T°, however, instead took it as third person singular, meaning "like one of his 
own": knowledge had rendered man unique (JT3Q K0*?i?3 T I T ) . Romeny observes 
that Eusebius of Emesa knew both renderings. Eusebius writes that, among the 
Syrians, some agree with LXX while others have the sense: "See, Adam has become 
one, to have by himself knowledge of good and evil." He thus confirms that the Syrians 
knew not only P but also a rendering like that of T° . 2 2 0 Brock has noted other Syriac 
expressions that likewise seem to reflect Jewish Aramaic renderings not found in P, such 
as "second death". 2 2 1 

Jansma has pointed out that such an extra-Peshitta tradition may have been known 
to Bar-Daisan, who writes that the created world has been placed at the disposal of 
mankind, 
•ii-v> T^ojoW yAys.-i Vy-n (ed.Parisot, col. 547)2 2 2 

This is evidently an allusion to Gen. 1:26 or 9:6. The passage which bears greater resem
blance is 9:6, where the P mss likewise have a passive, unlike the active construction of 
MT: 

M T Dixn nK TWO crrfat obsa "Q 
In its transliteration ?*.mc&r*, Bar-Daisan's citation differs from the P mss in either 
passage, which instead read K'triW. However, it agrees in this respect with T°, which -
as Jansma notes - also has a transliteration, according to most manuscripts: 
Ô rT̂ K D 2̂S2 (in both passages). Jansma therefore describes Bar-Daisan's text as "a 
Syriac quotation which in one respect is related to the Targum of Onkelos rather than 
to the Peshitta known to us". 2 2 3 

At the same time, Bar-Daisan agrees with P in the passive . ins. , which suggested to 
Jansma that he was also partly dependent on P; but this inference is less secure. The 
original active construction, preserved in MT and T°, does not specify the subject, and 
so could have been changed to passive by P's translator and by Bar-Daisan indepen
dently.224 In any case, it is not certain that P originally had the passive at all: the text 
cited in Ephrem's commentary has an active verb (.vx^), as in MT. 2 2 5 

These survivals of the Targums do not represent an earlier stage from which the 
existing text of P was derived. In most cases, they have been cited precisely because P 
offers an utterly different treatment of the Hebrew. Rather, they reached the church 
fathers independently of P. Evidently there was a tradition of biblical scholarship in 
Aramaic which not only fed the Jewish targums themselves but in some passages sur
vived in the church alongside P. 2 2 6 As Goshen-Gottstein put it: "we have to reckon with 

2 2 0 B. ter Haar Romeny, "Eusebius of Emesa and the Early History of the Peshitta", paper at Leiden 
University 19 December 1995. The text of Eusebius here survives in Armenian translation only. See now 
his A Syrian in Greek Dress, Leuven 1997, p. 210. 2 2 1 Brock, "Jewish Traditions". 

2 2 2 Although the work was edited by a disciple, these words seem Bar-Daisan's own. 
2 2 3 T. Jansma, "The Book of the Laws of Countries and the Peshitta Text of Genesis IX,6", Parole de 

VOrient 1 (1970), pp. 409-14. 
2 2 4 Compare the paraphrase in the passive in Mishnah Aboth 3:14 - :"1DK3B?... D^S3 OIK a^an 

"Dlttn PIK ilWV... 0^S3" "beloved is man who was createdin the image. . ." 
2 2 5 Note that Bar-Daisan offers no explicit quotation formula, nor any allusion to the particular context -

namely murder - of Gen. 9:6. 2 2 6 Brock, "Jewish Traditions", pp. 218-23. 
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extra-Peshitta traditions which were possibly connected with individual passages and 
never amounted to a [continuous] 'version' or manuscript".227 

The 'Ebraya 

A number of Syriac biblical commentaries occasionally cite an authority called the 
'Ebraya (r«^v»»- "the Hebrew"), whose text they contrast with P. The commonest intro
ductory formulae are rc^vn^ •bnrc' and r£.vs^. jAx.^. 

The 'Ebraya is not cited (at least by that term) in Ephrem's undoubtedly authentic 
commentaries on Genesis and Exodus. However, it is cited in the commentaries 
ascribed to him on later books, which are known from the catena compiled by Severus 
of Edessa and there combined with later material. The 'Ebraya is also cited in further 
commentary material ascribed (again disputedly) to Ephrem on Genesis, both in Syriac 
- again in a compilation by Severus228 - and in Armenian translation.229 The accepted 
criterion for authenticity, formulated by Burkitt, is survival in mss that predate the 
invasions of the seventh century; but, as Murray has urged, the other works - particu
larly the biblical commentaries - may also contain authentic material.230 

The functions of the 'Ebraya vary. First, this authority sometimes offers an alterna
tive treatment of the Hebrew, which comes closer than P to MT: 

M T P 'Ebraya 
Gen. 25:25 m i K rCfcm^ "ringlets" r<\\m«r 
Judg. 5:29 !Tnri» rrtvwA^ rrtk&ax.i 
1 Sam. 24:4 J1K "|0;T? v^a.io ,CTJ<AS^ rrtn-su 

2 Sam. 19:36 nTlEJlD'HE? rc-KHrc^o r c ^ r ^ 2 1 1 rr tv two K ' i a t 
T 1 * T 

At Amos 6:1, where M T has DliTl rPE?K"l ^i??, P instead has an active verb: 
KSaca^.T rtfx.'d »x.K», but the 'Ebraya comes somewhat closer with a reflexive: 
rt2acai-.T rdsciX ^OTOCM »x.Ha "who appoint themselves as heads of nations". 

Second, the 'Ebraya and P are sometimes comparably close to M T but mutually dif
ferent. At 2 Kgs. 8:10, P renders on the basis of the Qere "I*?: "(say) to him: you will 
surely live". The 'Ebraya instead rests on the Kethib: "you will surely not live". At Isa. 
17:9, ETin is transliterated in P, but translated by the 'Ebraya as "wood". At Job 26:13 
we have: 
M T r n a arm I T vbbn 
P <pik_.1 r£.cuA tn.v.rt' vVN n̂n 
'Ebraya rdi.vi.v3 r£.c\uA m v r f ) v u i . o 

and his hand created the mottled (?) serpent 

2 2 7 Reviewof Voobusin755(1961), pp. 266-70:269. 2 2 8 Ed. Rom., vol. 1,pp. 116-93. 
2 2 9 "Ueber den Hebraer Ephraims von Edessa", in P.A. de Lagarde, Orientalia, part 2, Gottingen 1880, 

pp. 43-64 (on Gen. 1-38). The function of these citations ranges over all three main types considered 
below, though it has occasionally been obscured by the translation process. 

2 . 0 F.C. Burkitt, S. Ephraims Quotations from the Gospel. Texts and Studies VII.2, Cambridge 1901, 
pp. 23-5; R.Murray, Symbols of Church and Kingdom. Cambridge 1975, p. 32. 

2 . 1 P as cited in the Ephremic work agrees with the consonants of MT, albeit differently pointed as D"nfe? 
riYlfcn. This text is supported by 9al alone among the biblical mss, but seems the original text of P; see 
discussion in chapter 6 below. 

http://rdi.vi.v3


140 The Peshitta and other versions 

The first Hebrew word is connected with bbn 'slain' by P but with bbin 'travail, bear, 
create' by the 'Ebraya. The last word of 'Ebraya is rare in Syriac, and its relation to the 
Hebrew obscure. 

A third function of the 'Ebraya is to provide an interpretation known through T° but 
not P: 

MT P 'Ebraya Ed. Rom. 
Gen. 24:63 Tmh a * W A aA^sA "to pray" I.173B 
Gen. 36:24 ffffrl ceto. rc--i=^"the mighty ones" I.184D 
Other citations of the 'Ebraya suggest confusion of various sorts: 

(a) In place of the cherubs at Gen. 3:24, the 'Ebraya has r ^ j M ^ j ^ i t o wi-io^ "dizzi
ness and hallucination". This seems a recollection of ffirf? in the same verse, taken not 
as 'flame' but as 'wizardry, illusion', by analogy with the •"'DH'? of the Egyptian magi
cians at Exod. 7:11; TB Ber. 67a likewise explains BMb here as D ŜED "witchcraft, illu
sion". 2 3 2 

(b) At Deut. 9:26, where MT has "and I prayed" and P duly renders fcvA^o, the 
'Ebraya is said to have written tea^o "and I fasted", which is in fact an easy corruption 
of P's text, induced by the statement in v. 18: "I ate no bread". 

(c) At 2 Kgs. 3:15, for MT PJO, P has rei-exm, which may mean either an instrument 
or its player; the 'Ebraya wrongly chooses the former and specifies: rc'-ua.. 

(d) At Jonah 3:4a, the 'Ebraya is said to have written that Jonah "began to enter 
Nineveh the city, [a journey of] 40 days"; 2 3 3 MT has only one day, and confusion has 
occurred with the prophecy of Nineveh's destruction within 40 days (v.4b). 
(e) Finally, at Ezek. 7:17, the reading ascribed to the 'Ebraya coincides with LXX and is 
thus falsely ascribed, as Assemani already observed in the Roman Edition. 

All these cases must be distinguished from cases where the Syriac term r ^ v a * . refers 
to the Hebrew language or a Hebrew word.2 3 4 Such references include 1 Sam. 8:11, 
where the commentary cites the Hebrew form "tXJtt in Syriac transliteration, rightly 
noting its relationship with the Syriac verb 

Altogether, the material in the Ephremic works supplied by the 'Ebraya varies not 
only in reliability but also in character, part based directly on the Hebrew text and 
part on traditional Jewish interpretation. This variety suggests that it was drawn 
piecemeal - rather than through an unknown written source - from contacts with 
(perhaps converted) Jews or even inherited from Jewish antecedents of the Syriac 
church. 2 3 5 

The references to the 'Ebraya may well go back in part to Ephrem himself. The com
mentaries in which they occur, although disputed, occasionally preserve the original 
reading of P against the biblical mss, as do the undoubted commentaries on Genesis 

2 3 2 D. Gerson, "Die Commentarien des Ephraem Syrus im Verhaltniss zur jiidischen Exegese. Ein Beitrag 
zur Geschichte der Exegese", MGWJ17 (1868), pp. 15-33,64-72,98-109, 141-9: see p. 147n. 

2 3 3 Lamy,vol.2,col.237. 
2 3 4 These relate to the following passages, with references added to the first volume of the Roman edition: 

Gen. 26:33 (174C), Josh. 13:6(303C), 15:28(305B), ISam.8:11 (340D),21:8(376E),23:28(379E), 1 Kgs. 
18:44 (498F), 2 Kgs. 3:4 (523E). On I Kgs. 7:21 (460a), the commentary explains the Hebrew names 
Jachin and Boaz, but without using the term "Hebrew". 

2 3 5 A. Baumstark, "Griechische und hebraische Bibelzitate in der Pentateucherklarung Iso'dads von Merw", 
OrChr (1911), pp. 1-19. L.van Rompay, "The Christian Syriac Tradition of Interpretation", in M.Ssebe 
(ed.), Hebrew BiblelOld Testament: The History of its Interpretation, Gottingen 1996, p. 616. 
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and Exodus. Moreover, Ephrem's undisputed commentary on Genesis cites the text of 
the Targums, as does the 'Ebraya on occasion. 

There is in fact one passage in Ephrem's undisputed commentary on Genesis where a 
corrupt reference to the 'Ebraya has been suspected. Ephrem refers to the Behemoth 
and remarks:2 3 6 

Evidently he refers to Ps. 50:10b, which runs in MT as follows: 
m m m o r a 

Ephrem thus interprets mora here as the Behemoth (cf. Job 40:15), and infers that it 
feeds upon a thousand mountains. Here he differs utterly from P- Psalms, which takes 
mft!"Q as a common noun and the last word as "ox": rftoivo r<flc\\p.-» ^ - j . v - » 2 3 7 

Ephrem's understanding is, however, paralleled in TB Baba Batra 74b. 
The word rf.-vaiL.i in Ephrem's commentary cannot stand. Payne Smith emends to 

P C ' W = . I , 2 3 8 and the noun rfit>-> indeed occurs in P to the Psalms passage. However, the 
syntax of the dalath is strange, and in any case Ephrem's treatment wholly differs from 
that of P-Psalms. Jansma instead amended to r<vi-m "in the Hebrew", which would be 
in keeping with a common function of the 'Ebraya elsewhere, namely an interpretation 
of the Hebrew which differs from P. 2 3 9 The same effect may be achieved by a gentler 
emendation, to r*vi=»i..-» (.-uoa) "David according to the Hebrews". The construction 
would be paralleled in the phrase r£s.Ha=a.i .\.o.n in the title of the Psalter in various mss, 
meaning "David according to the separated ones", i.e. on the basis of those who trans
lated the Bible into Greek and worked in separate cells.240 

The 'Ebraya is also mentioned by later writers, with the same range of functions. 
Thus it may stand closer than P to MT: 

MT P 'Ebraya 
Judg. 13:17 T i n a a i 
Ps. 16:2 ybv TQICD ,<n v^cA ̂  w r& vsA^ . f c c v ^ o 2 4 2 

It may provide an alternative 'plain sense' for the Hebrew consonantal text: 
Exod. 1:19 MT n r n P Ebr apud 9m 1 rfkiw,245 

Here the 'Ebraya starts out from the alternative vocalisation n1 f ln "animals". 
Sometimes, again, the 'Ebraya offers a rabbinic interpretation, e.g. 
Gen. 39:11 MT W2N^D RWVh PrC .v^ . V ^ J ^ A 

Ebr. apwt/Isho'dad explains that Joseph's motive for going to Potiphar's house on a day 
when no other man would be there was C T U = I . O J » : \ ,p.va»A "to examine his account 

2 3 6 Ed. Tonneau, pp. 22-3. 
2 3 7 S. Hidal, Interpretatio Syriaca. Die Kommentare des heiligen Ephrdm des Syrers zu Genesis tmd Exodus mil 

besonderer Berucksichtigung ihrer auslegungsgeschichtlichen Stellung, Lund 1974, p. 71. 
2 3 8 R. Payne Smith (ed.) Thesaurus Syriacus, vol. 2, col. 2773. The emendation is accepted by Tonneau. 
2 3 9 T. Jansma, "Beitrage zur Berichtigung einzelner Stellen in Ephraems Genesis-kommentar", OrChr 56 

(1972), pp. 60-78:60. 2 4 0 So Barnes in JTS2 (1901), p. 191. 
2 4 1 C. van den Eynde (ed.), Commentaire d' Iso'dadde Merv sur I'ancien Testament. Vol.3: Livre des Sessions, 

Louvain 1962 (CSCO 229, Syr. 96), p. 33. The text of the mss seems an old corruption of a text coinciding 
with the 'Ebraya. The 'Ebraya is cited similarly in the (slightly later) Gannat Busame, a Nestorian compi
lation perhaps of the 10th century. See G.J. Reinink (ed.), CSCO 502 (Syr. 212), p.xx. 

2 4 2 Iso'dad explains: "You need nothing of mine, for you are my benefactor always". See C. van den 
Eynde (ed.), Commentaire d' Iso'dadde Merv sur I'Ancien Testament (CSCO 433, Syr 185), Louvain 1981, 
p. 34. 

2 4 3 W. Wright, Catalogue ofSyriac Manuscripts in the British Museum, London 1870-2, vol. 1, p. 104. 
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books". 2 4 4 Here the 'Ebraya agrees verbally with T°. 2 4 5 Once more the varied function 
confirms that the 'Ebraya was never a continuous version in Syriac, but a generic term 
for information derived by whatever route from Jewish tradition. 

Translations from Greek into Syriac 

Traces of the putative Vetus Syra have sometimes been detected in Syriac translations 
made from Greek biblical texts. We may begin with an example from the Syrohexapla: 
Exod. 15:1 M T - ) 0 t 6 DDKI; P o-i»r<ro; Syrohex. fa>r£*A o- torCo 2 4 6 

Voobus (p. 65) viewed Syrohex. as a trace of "targumisches Profil", apparently because 
it is fuller than P. However, it could easily have instead been derived from LXX: icai 
eurav XeYOvrec,. 

The putative Vetus Syra is also thought to have influenced the Syrolucianic version of 
Isa. 44:13: 

M T nwspoa inwr -nwa imKrr 
LXX[Lucian] icai euop<|»woev auto ev 7rapcrypa<J)i6i, e7Toinaev oarro ev jrapaYWviaKoic, 
Syroluc. ma \^r^ii&=ia msxci ~\—• 

The Syrolucianic text cannot be derived from P (which all but omits these words), nor 
does it correspond exactly to the Greek. Hence Delekat detects here a trace of the Vetus 
Syra.247 In fact, however, Syroluc. could simply be an attempt to render the difficult 
Greek: the rc \ ,n . . i ('carpenter's square') apparently corresponds to the last word of 
Lucian, while r^ite is a vague guess.248 

Traces of the Vetus Syra have also been sought in Syriac translations of Greek patris
tic works. In translations made before the end of the sixth century, we often find that 
the text of P is substituted for any Old Testament quotations in the Greek work.2 4 9 

Cureton already observed, in his first publication of the Old Syriac Gospels, that "there 
is a great similarity in many cases between the Peshito of the Old Testament and this 
text [i.e. Curetonianus] in the places quoted by St. Matthew".2 5 0 The same practice was 
noted more fully by Baumstark.251 At the same time, of course, the translator may also 
be influenced by the Greek text. Elements in the Syriac translation not immediately 
attributable either to the Old Testament Peshitta or to the Greek text have been 
ascribed to the putative Vetus Syra. 

However, one must first verify that the Greek text is not the cause. Thus a trace of the 
Vetus Syra on Ps. 101:1 has been detected in the P version of Hebrews 1:13-

2 4 4 J.-M.VosteandC. van den Eynde (eds.), Commentaire d" Iso'dad de Merv sur Vancien Testament. I: Genese, 
Louvain 1950 (CSCO 126, Syr.67), p. 205. See further C. van den Eynde (tr.), Commentaire d' Hodadde 
Merv sur Tancien Testament. I: Genese, Louvain 1955 (CSCO 156, Syr.75), p. xxiv. 

2 4 5 Others viewed Joseph's intentions less charitably; see discussion in TB Sotah 36b. 
2 4 6 P. de Lagarde, Veteris testamenti ab Origene recensiti fragmenta apud Syros servata quinque, Gottingen 

1880, p. 106. 
2 4 7 L. Delekat, "Die syrolukianische Ubersetzung des Buches Jesaja und das Postulat eines alttesta-

mentlichen VetusSyra", ZAWm (1957), pp. 21-54:31,35. 
2 4 8 For further discussion, see R.G. Jenkins, The Old Testament Quotations of Philoxenus of Mabbug, 

Louvain 1989, p. 29. 
2 4 9 S.P. Brock, "Towards a History of SyriacTranslation Technique", OCA 221 (1983), pp. 1-14:11-12. 
2 5 0 W. Cureton, Remains of a very Antient Recension of the Four Gospels in Syriac, London 1858, p.lxxxvi. 
2 5 1 A. Baumstark, "Das Problem der Bibelzitate in der syrischen Ubersetzungsliteratur", Oriens Christianus 

30 (1933), pp. 208-25. 
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Gk U7TO7T68IOV TCOV rro5u>v oou 
Peshitta ^**»^ cdsaa* 
PonPs. 1 1 0 : 1 v > ^ l ^ rci=cci 
The Peshitta of Hebrews indeed adds the word FCUUK, which is not found in P-Psalms, 
and is instead ascribed by Peters to the Vetus Syra.252 Instead, however, it may be 
inspired by the element UTTO-, or by the variant UKOK&TW TWV TTOSWV OOU at Matt. 2 2 : 2 4 

and Mark 1 2 : 3 6 . 

Moreover, we have to take account of the general approach of the Syriac translators, 
who - at least until the end of the sixth century - aimed primarily to convey the sense of 
the original, rather than imitate the form.2 5 3 Hence, before concluding that a loose cita
tion of a biblical verse goes back to some form of the biblical text older than P, one 
must allow for the freedom inherent in the translation of the patristic work. The point 
is illustrated by the biblical citations in the Syriac version of the Ecclesiastical History, 
made shortly after - if not before - the death of its author Eusebius in about 3 4 0 CE. 2 5 4 

The freedom of this translation was noted above. At I.Hi. 1 4 , Eusebius quotes Ps. 4 5 : 8 
after LXX: "God . . . has anointed you with the oil of gladness more than your com
panions (napot TOUC, UETOXOUG oou)". P renders the last phrase similarly: V ^ I U M •uk. 
("more than your fellows"). However, the Syriac translator of Eusebius has: "God . . . 
has anointed you more than those who had been anointed": 
CUIXSAIVPS'.I ^CUCN . . . 

This is taken by Peters as a relic of an early loose or expansive stage of P. However, 
Eusebius goes on to explain that the 'oil of gladness' indicates the superiority of 
Christ's anointing over those anointed of old as mere types of him; and it may be that 
the translator simply adapted the quotation to that exegesis. 

"The Syrian" in Greek works 

A form of the biblical text is quoted by various Greek fathers under the name 6 Eupoc,: 
the Syrian. The first to use this term was long thought to be Melito of Sardis (died c. 
1 9 0 CE), in a fragment on Gen. 2 2 : 1 3 , which, however, is now known to belong to 
Eusebius of Emesa (died c. 3 5 9 ) . 2 5 5 

The history of scholarship regarding the Syrian has been ably traced by Romeny.256 

The citations agree sometimes but by no means always with P. Perles was sufficiently 
impressed by the agreements to identify the two versions, albeit tentatively. He ascribed 
the disagreements partly to errors of transmission - either of the patristic text or of the 
text of P - and partly to errors in the process of translating into Greek the (perhaps 
orally reported) readings of P. 2 5 7 Field, however, attached greater importance to the dis
agreements, and therefore viewed the Syrian as a Greek version made by an anonymous 

2 5 2 As suggested by C. Peters, "Pesitta-Psalter und PsalmentargunT, Museon 52 (1939), pp. 275 96. 
2 5 1 S.[P.]Brock, "Aspects of Translation Technique in Antiquity", Greek Roman and Byzantine Studies 20 

(1979) pp. 69-87, esp.p.75. 
2 5 4 W. Wright and N. McLean, The Ecclesiastical History ofEusehius in Syriac, Cambridge 1898, p. ix. 
2 5 5 G. Mercati, "A quale tempo risale 'il Siro' dei commentator! greci della Bibbia?", Bihlica 26 (1945), pp. 

1-11:1-6. 
2 5 6 R.B. ter Haar Romeny, '"Quis Sit 6 Lupoq' Revisited", in A. Salvesen (ed.), Origen's Hexapla and 

Fragments, Tubingen 1998, pp. 390-8. 2 5 7 Perles, Meletemata, pp. 49-51. 
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Syrian scholar, distinct from P though perhaps based on P in part. 2 5 8 Rahlfs too distin
guished the Syrian from P , advancing the following new argument. At Judg. 1 2 : 6 , the 
Hebrew dialectal difference nbaO-n^SE? is reproduced in P as PA=U» - rA=a., but the 
Syrian, as cited by Theodoret of Cyrrhus (c. 3 9 3 - c . 4 6 6 ) , uses the quite different opposi
tion aeufJeAtt) - oeufiXa. Since the latter opposition involves vowels only, Rahlfs inferred 
that the text of the Syrian was in Greek rather than the Syriac text of P . 2 5 9 Sprenger, 
however, has warned against inferring too much from this passage: it may be the partic
ular opposition expressed in P - between A and w - could not be reproduced in Greek, 
which has only Sigma, so that Theodoret exceptionally substituted an analogy which 
Greek could represent, drawn from the variation of vowels of the Syriac dialects.260 

Lehmann has argued that - at least in the usage of Eusebius of Emesa, who yields the 
earliest extant references - the term "Syrian" most naturally means a version in Syriac, 
just as Eusebius' references to "the Hebrew" imply access to a Hebrew text. Born in 
Edessa, Eusebius would have known Syriac; and the parallels with P convinced 
Lehmann that this was his source.261 

The Greek text for Eusebius' commentary on the Octateuch survives in fragments 
alone, but we have a continuous translation into Armenian. The evidence for Genesis -
comprising about half of the complete work - has been studied by Romeny, who there 
found some sixty citations (double the number previously known in Genesis) of the 
Syrian.262 Romeny's work confirms the identity of the Syrian with P . In one striking 
instance, at Gen. 8:7, Romeny finds that the Syrian preserves the original text of P 
better than any extant ms. Here MT has DIED X 2 T 1 , and most P mss have a nega
tive before the last verb: rAa asot na io (similarly LXX). In 5b 1 , however, there is 
an erasure after the first word, and the next legible word is \*^ma. Romeny rightly 
deduces that 5b 1 originally had no negative, and that we should probably reconstruct: 
v ^ o i o [.nasg] na io , which closely resembles MT and may be considered the original 
reading of P . What lends probability to this reconstruction is that Eusebius reports that 
the Syrian, unlike LXX, has no negative here.2 6 3 Remarkably, as Romeny notes, 
Wellhausen already suspected - on the basis of the Syrian alone and without knowl
edge of 5b 1 - that P originally had no negative here.264 

Eusebius' citation at Gen. 2 2 : 1 3 is exceptional. He states that the Syrian (and "the 
Hebrew") have Kpeuauevo<; <|>fjaiv, (bg oacpeorepov Turrouv(Ta) TOV oraupov.265 This 
reading is also widely cited in Syriac by Ephrem and later fathers, who write that 
Abraham found the ram at Gen. 2 2 : 1 3 suspended (r«dj*). In this case, the Syrian clearly 

2 5 8 F. Field, Origenis Hexaplorum quae supersunt, vol. 1 (Oxford 1875), pp. lxxvii-lxxxii. 
2 5 9 A. Rahlfs, "Quis Sit 6 Xupoc", Nachrichten von der Gesellschaft der Wissenschaften zu Gottingen, Phil-

hist. Klasse (1915), pp. 420-8. 
2 6 0 H.N. Sprenger, Theodori Mopsuesteni Commentarius in XII Prophetas. Einleitung und Ausgabe, 

Wiesbaden 1977, p. 82. 
2 6 1 H.J. Lehmann, "The Syriac Translation of the Old Testament as Evidenced around the Middle of the 

Fourth Century", SJOT1 (1987), pp. 66-86. 
2 6 2 R.B. ter Haar Romeny, A Syrian in Greek Dress. The Use of Greek, Hebrew and Syriac Biblical Texts in 

Eusebius of Emesa's Commentary on Genesis, Leuven 1997; see pp. 71-86. 
2 6 3 Romeny in MPI8 (1995), pp. 177-85:181-2. 
2 6 4 J. Wellhausen, in F. Bleek (ed.), Einleitung in das Alte Testament, 4th edn, Berlin 1878, p. 604. 
2 6 5 Voobus (Peschitta und Targumim des Pentateuchs, pp. 100-1) quotes the Syriac evidence fully. For the 

Greek, see F. Petit (ed.), Catenae Graecae in Genesim et in Exodum. I. Catena Sinaitica [=Corpus 
Christianorum. Series Graeca 2J. Turnhout 1977, p. 189. 
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differs from P, where the ram is caught (.-u^r*-), as in MT (T!"IK3). Eusebius' explanation 
(in the form (be. plus infinitive) suggests that the Syrian here denotes an interpretation -
rather than a text - current in Syria, predominantly in Christian circles.266 

The identity of P with the Syrian seems likely for other fathers, notably Diodore of 
Tarsus, a disciple of Eusebius,267 and Theodoret of Cyrrhus. Some of the readings which 
Theodoret ascribes to the Syrian could in fact only be derived from P, e.g. at Jer. 48:33 -
The Syrian: OUKETI oi XnvofJaTouvrEC, KEXEUOOUOI XEYOVTEC id id 

The identity of the Syrian in Theodoret with P has been further argued by Guinot,2 6 8 

who is however troubled by some contrary evidence. First, in three instances the Syrian 
appears to disagree with P; and second, in a passage in book 5 of his Therapeutica, 
Theodoret lists the languages into which the Hebrew Bible has been translated, but 
does not mention Syriac, which seems odd if he used P as a source.269 

In fact, however, even in the three refractory passages the Syrian may represent P: 

(a) Ezek. 27:8: The Syrian (and the "Hebrew") are cited as oi YE ITOVEC oou "your 
neighbours", while P has "dwellers" (agreeing with MT •'SET). These 
meanings are linked, however, in that the Hebrew word ]2W "dweller" may extend 
to "neighbour". The same range may have been imputed to Syriac K'-icon^. That 
impression may have been fostered by Jer. 50 [LXX 27]:40, where LXX has 
ouopouaag "neighbours" while P has rticcx^, both for the plural of "JDD. 

(b) Ezek. 27:24: Here Theodoret's starting-point is not P, but Aquila's t\ ucrytototc, 
which he explains as ev djToicpu<boic. OXEUEOIV "in hidden vessels"; and Theodoret adds 
that the Syrian understood the text likewise.270 P has K'fcv-a ,̂ rcksau* "goodly trea
sures", which Guinot thought significantly different. Given, however, that an exact 
citation was never intended, the Greek phrase corresponds to P reasonably well. 

(c) Lam. 3:29: The verse begins: "Let him place his mouth . . . " P continues: rC-i&v^. 

The Syrian is cited by Theodoret as EV Yfi\ which at first sight differs. Here, 
however, yn must have meant "lump(s) of earth", since Theodoret interprets the 
phrase thus: "let him bear suffering, as if he had his mouth filled with earth". 2 7 1 

Thus P and the Syrian in fact correspond well in sense. 

As to Theodoret's reticence about P, an oriental who has chosen to write in Greek as a 
cultural language could well have felt ambivalent about his native dialect and its litera
ture. 

Similar ambivalence may be observed in Theodore of Mopsuestia (c. 350-428). In 
his commentary on Psalms he quotes the Syrian as a serious authority.272 In his later 

2 6 6 The ram was also so depicted on the floor of the Bet Alpha synagogue (but perhaps under Christian influ
ence) in sixth-century Palestine; see M. Bregman, "The Depiction of the Ram in the Aqedah Mosaic at 
Beit Alpha"(in Hebrew), Tarbiz5\ (1981/2), pp. 306-9. 

2 6 7 See L. van Rompay, "L'informateur syrien de Basile de Cesaree: a propos de Genese 1,2", OCP58 (1992), 
pp. 245-51. 

2 6 8 J.-N. Guinot, "Qui est 1e Syrien' dans les commentaires de Theodoret de Cyr?" in E. A. Livingstone, ed. 
Papers Presented at the Eleventh International Conference on Patristic Studies Held in Oxford 1991. Studia 
Patristica 25 (Louvain 1993), pp. 60-71:63-4. 2 6 9 Migne, PG 83, col. 948. 

2 7 0 OUTU) yap Kai 6 Eupoc, vofjoaq npuriveuaev... 
271 wmtp yn.c, ex«w ntn\r\p<iniivov TO ffroua (PG 81, col. 897). 
2 7 2 R. Devreesse, Le Commentaire de Theodore de Mopsuesle stir les Psaumes. (I-LXXX), Rome 1939, 

pp. 91,92,134,134. It is unlikely that caddis at Ps. 29:8 (p. 134) is a further 'Syrian' reading. 
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commentary on the Twelve Prophets, however, he describes the author of P as cva nva 
&<|>avfj, whom he constrasts unfavourably with the learned Seventy, whose work was 
used by the Apostles.273 It is here that Theodore makes his famous comment on the 
obscure origin of P: npunveurat 6e T a u r a eic. uev TT\V Eupwv nap ' OTOU 6nnoTE, ou6e yap 
evvoooTai uexpi TTJC. Tf)UEpov, ocmc. nore OUTOC. eonv.274 

Both in the Twelve Prophets and in Psalms, Theodore's citations of the Syrian nor
mally reflect P, though the relation is not always straightforward. In Psalms (where 
much of Theodore's work survives in Latin only), the Syrian and P may be compared as 
follows: 

(a) At Ps. 16:2 the citation quoniam bona mea a te sunt clearly agrees with P, whereas 
MT and LXX have a negative. 

(b) At 16:3b, P agrees closely with MT: "and the glorious ones (rt^-as-ao), all my 
desire is in them; their pains shall increase . . . I shall not remember their name", 
LXX, however, in place of the opening phrase has eOauuaorcooev Travra TO 

0eXr|uaTa aurou "he made all his desires wondrous (in them)". Theodore presents, 
as a paraphrase of the "Hebrew" and the Syrian: 
Superbis et magnis . . . id est gentibus... admirabilis ostensus es ita, ut omnes voluntates 
meae fierent in illis, dum te persequente pereunt... 

This combines the opening verb of LXX with the elements "glorious" and "my 
desire(s)" in MT and P. The latter are Theodore's justification for ascribing this 
translation to the "Hebrew" and the Syrian. 

(c) At 29:6a, the reading inimicos sicut germina cedrorum is ascribed to the Syrian. 
Most of this can readily be derived from P: n d ^ . v^r^ in 6a and r̂ vHrd in 5a sug
gested "calves of cedars", which could have become sicut germina cedrorum, while 
the context identified God's enemies (inimicos) as the object of comparison. 

(d) At 29:6b, MT has VIB? and P via> (cf. Deut. 3:9), yet the Syrian is cited as Israhel. 
This implies that the Hebrew was instead read as TRET. Such a reading (or delib
erate misreading) must have been known, since LXX has r\y(xm\fiivoc„ which is an 
interpretation of TRET, as at Deut. 33:26. In having no connection with P, this 
reading of the Syrian is exceptional; perhaps again it represents an interpretation 
current in Syria. 

(e) At 60:10a, the Syrian's Xernvn TTJC. KaranaTt\atwc, uou, which Theodore relates to 
the trampling of garments by a fuller, agrees with P in the parallel passage 108:10a 
.JTO^JC* r^no.vi, though not here.2 7 5 

(f) At 65:11, the Syrian's Spoooug "dew-drops" - in place of LXX OTOYOOTV - seems an 
interpretation of P rOoiwH. Although the latter can mean "drops" in general, it 
clearly refers at Cant. 5:2 to dew, which there occurs in parallel. 

In Theodore's commentary on the Twelve Prophets, two readings show distinctive 
readings of P: 
Hab. 2:11 naooaXog "peg" = P (contrast LXX: beetle) Sprenger, p. 270 
Zeph. 3:1 Icova "Jonah" = P ^cu (contrast LXX: dove) Sprenger, p. 295 

2 7 3 Sprenger, Theodori Mopsuesteni Commentarius, p. 284 (on Zeph. 1:5). 2 7 4 Sprenger, p. 283. 
2 7 5 Except in the late ms 12a I. 
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Those responsible for the latter rendering are disparaged as oi Gotuuaoroi uuOoXoyot TWV 
Euptov. 

At Zeph. 1:5, P has pt>a5w»=, and some LXX manuscripts likewise have MeXxou, 
while MT is vocalised as OSteS "in their king". Theodore criticises those who claim 
on MeXxou evra08a TOV PaatXea POUXETOCI Ei7relv. He dismisses this interpretation as a 
MuOoXoyia, and ascribes it to "those who gape (icexnvoTwv) at the Syrians". It seems that 
these Syrians had a reference to the god Milcom in their text - just as in P - but inter
preted the unfamiliar name as if it were .^ooia^stj "in their king". 2 7 6 

Translations from Syriac into Arabic 

In Arabic translation, the P version of the Old Testament - as well as the New - is cited 
by 'Alt ibn Rabban al-Tabari, a convert from Christianity, who wrote a defence of Islam 
c. 8 5 5 . 2 7 7 *Ali Ibn Rabban quotes more than 200 verses from the Old Testament, of 
which about half come from Isaiah. He refers to his biblical source as "the books of the 
Syrians which Marcus (i.e. Mark the evangelist) has translated",278 and some render
ings confirm that his source could only have been the Peshitta version, e.g. 
Deut. 3 3 : 2 -
M T "jT3 ranp te omv aan *IK -.inb mm 
P v^ia ,cr>cvr.Ho ^_o<n\ia rtfacavA ^curC jaw-ir^ .AK'O ^omA ^scru 

Ibn Rabban (p. 74) «U"j*Jb ju> Ic-ij oytUI ^ o t ^ j*M 

He gave them power, and made them to be loved by nations, and called blessings 
on all his saints (ET, p. 87) 

The elements "gave" and "bless" can only have come from P, which offered a vague 
guess for m&K and misread 1 T 3 as "p3. 

A principal motive of Ibn Rabban in citing the biblical text was to §how that 
Muhammad was there mentioned by name. Since the Syriac equivalent of 4U < M A ) I is 
nr<rAr<d rfjuncxz., he inferred equivalence between the Syriac root and Arabic <M&-, 
and deduced that derivatives of the former indicated Muhammad. The frequency in P 
of such derivatives (which sometimes serve as drudge words279) left Ibn Rabban with a 
large collection of prooftexts.280 

In the following further examples, Ibn Rabban cites the Old Testament in a longer 
form than the P mss, elements not present in P being italicised below: 
Isa. 21:8 and the watchman told me secretly 
Ps. 45:5 for thy law and thy prescriptions are joined with the majesty of thy right hand 
Ps. 72:11 and all nations shall serve him with obedience andsubmissiveness 

According to Peters, who cites the Psalms passages, Ibn Rabban's citations exhibit 

2 7 6 Sprenger, p. 283. 
2 7 7 A. Mingana, The Book of Religion and Empire by 'AH Tabari. English translation: Manchester 1922. 

Arabic text: Manchester 1923. 
2 7 8 This tradition of the authorship of P is also known elsewhere in the east; see p. 248 below. 
2 7 9 Thus in Psalms the root u i corresponds to some 25 different Hebrew roots, and the form uaaen alone to 

Hebrew 13JH ,DITI ,TS ,3^3,1133 .KB* /p'PHD ,"tn ,T1X. 
2 8 0 For a general treatment of the claim by Muslim authors that Muhammad had been predicted in the Bible, 

see H. Lazarus-Yafeh, Intertwined Worlds, Princeton 1982, pp. 75-110. 
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"targumartige Breite und Freiheit", and so preserve an early form of the P text. 
Instead, however, these loose and expansive forms of the Old Testament text may result 
from Ibn Rabban's own technique of translation into Arabic. There is a simple control: 
Ibn Rabban's translations from the New Testament. Here we find expansions of the 
same sort: 
Matt. 4:19 (p. 148) And I will make you after this day fishers of men 
Matt. 4:21 (p. 148) He called them to his faith 
Matt. 12:25 (p. 59) Every kingdom which is divided against itself shall perish, and 

shall not stand, and every city in which there is disunion and dis
agreement shall not last and shall not be firm 

Matt. 21:23 (p. 150) By what authority doest thou what we see? 
Matt. 27:40 (p. 151) Come down from the cross that we may believe in thee 
Luke 22:35 (p. 143) Were ye harmed and lacked ye in anything? 
John 16:13 (p. 140) and [the Paraclete] will not say anything of his own accord, but 

will direct you in all truth, and tell you of events and hidden things 
Thus Ibn Rabban's loose and expansive citations from the Old Testament likewise 
reflect his own technique of translation into Arabic, rather than the early history of P. 
This is also clear in the second half of Matt. 12:25, where P (following the Greek) 
repeats a phrase from the first half, while the Arabic translation strives to introduce 
variety: 
Peshitta: mx&» X*- "(every city) which is divided against itself" 
Ibn Rabban (p. 53): «Ĵ bcJhj (4** 

in which there is disunion and disagreement (ET, p. 59) 

Ibn Rabban's biblical citations were used by later Arabic writers, though not always 
accurately.281 How loosely later writers can cite the Old Testament is illustrated by what 
Abu Nu'aim (died 1038 CE) claims to be a verse from Psalms:282 

that I may wreak vengeance on the hypocrite through the hypocrite, and then I shall wreak 
vengeance on all the hypocrites together 

Altogether, therefore, biblical citations in Arabic seem unlikely to illuminate the 
early history of the Peshitta text. 

Conclusion 

Despite expectations, citations shed no light on the relationship between P and the 
Targums. Their interest lies elsewhere. Very occasionally, they preserve an original 
reading of P which the biblical mss of P have lost. On other rare occasions, they pre
serve isolated Targum renderings which were never shared by P but were known along
side P in the Syriac church. In by far the majority of cases, however, there is no reason 
to believe that the biblical text known to the citing authors or translators differed from 

2 8 1 D.S. Margoliouth, "On 'The Book of Religion and Empire' by Ali b.Rabban al-Tabari", Proceedings of 
the British Academy 16 (1930), pp. 1-20. 

2 8 2 C. Peters, "Arabische Psalmenzitate bei Abu Nu'aim", Bihlica 20 (1939), pp. 1-9. Peters, who insisted that 
the citations were exact, could only call this citation a "riddle" (p. 4). 
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that of the P mss. Almost all the divergences between citations and the text of the bibli
cal mss, can be viewed as adjustments, conscious and unconscious, of a text identical 
with the latter. Where citations agree with the Targums - particularly the Palestinian 
Targums - against P, this is because the citing authors and the Palestinian Targums 
both expand the text to gain explicitness, while P accepts the constraint of quantitative 
literalism. The citations fall well short of proving the claim that P stands at one remove 
from the Hebrew, its direct source being an Aramaic translation. P must instead be 
viewed as a direct translation from the Hebrew. 

Appendix II: Parallels with rabbinic sources 

Methodology 

As noted above, many renderings in P which agree with one or more Targums agree 
also with rabbinic sources. However, a number of further agreements between P and 
rabbinic sources have been detected which are not paralleled in the extant Targums. 
Although far less numerous than the parallels either with LXX or with the Targums, 
these cases must now be discussed. 

As before, the first question is whether the agreement indicates common origin or 
whether it could be due to polygenesis. Here we must recall that P's translator desired, 
like the rabbis, to make explicit what was implied (however clearly) in the Hebrew text. 
Both also desired to harmonise contradictory passages, and both tended to interpret 
one passage through another, out of a desire for consistency and a belief in the unity of 
scripture. Moreover, the translator would have applied his own ingenuity to passages 
presenting rare words or logical difficulties, and this may have led him independently to 
the same solution as the rabbis, who were after all confronted with the same text. 

The likelihood of polygenesis is also affected by the nature of the rabbinic source. In 
the halachic Midrashim, and later in the Talmuds, the rabbis sometimes present an 
array of alternative interpretations of the biblical text, which they scrutinise and elimi
nate in turn, until the one correct interpretation is identified. Since the arrays of inter
pretations are intended to be exhaustive, the agreement of one of these with P is no 
proof of common origin. 

Another methodological issue affecting the likelihood of influence upon P is the date 
of the rabbinic material scoured for parallels. In particular, much of the material 
embedded in medieval rabbinic compilations is later than P (even though much may 
also be earlier), so that one must be take particular care before inferring influence upon 
P from parallels found in these compilations only. On the contrary, P was occasionally 
a source for medieval Jewish scholars, as we have seen in the case of Rabbi Samuel ben 
Nissim Masnut of Aleppo in the early thirteenth century. 

Text-critical issues must also be borne in mind. On the Syriac side, corruption or 
deliberate change in transmission may have brought the text into agreement with a rab
binic source. This is especially relevant when a reading claimed to exhibit a rabbinic 
parallel appears in only part of the ms tradition of P, while the remaining mss (or even 
a single ms) of P present a rival reading that follows MT closely. In such cases, we must 
pause before assuming that the reading of P which exhibits the rabbinic parallel is 
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original, even if it is attested by the majority of mss. As discussed in chapter 6 below, 
certain manuscripts - notably, 5bl in Genesis and Exodus, 6b 1 in Leviticus to 
Deuteronomy, 7pj2 in Numbers, and 9a 1 in Leviticus and several later books - often 
depart from the majority to agree closely with MT in readings which preserve the origi
nal text of P. 2 8 3 

The first to survey the parallels between P and rabbinic exegesis in detail was again 
Perles, who inferred that P knew isolated rabbinic traditions attached to individual pas
sages. Heller posited a far more pervasive rabbinic influence, which in his view was the 
source of many of the translators' techniques. Thus he claimed that P's technique of 
'misreading' was derived specifically from the rabbinic device of Al-Tiqre. He also 
regarded the practice of interpreting one passage through another as intrinsically rab
binic. He even considered that P's treatment of grammatical particles on occasion as 
interchangeable or redundant was also due to rabbinic influence, even though he 
acknowledged that no such principle was formulated explicitly in the extant literature 
of rabbinic Judaism before Ibn Janah (c. 1000 CE). 2 8 4 What Heller's approach over
looked is that all these adjustments are obvious expedients for any interpreter of a diffi
cult text, and need not betoken common origin, even when the results in individual 
passages are identical.285 The first to give proper attention to the problems of method
ology was Maori. 2 8 6 

Instances in the Pentateuch suggesting common origin 

Cases where P agrees not only with rabbinic sources but also with one or more Targums 
have already been considered. Here we shall be concerned with parallels with rabbinic 
sources that lack attestation in the Targums.287 Some of these agreements in under
standing are so striking as to imply common origin: 

(a) Exod. 1:10 
M T p a n p ir>in,p rc^-irf ^ » ^ctnouo "they (the Israelites) will make us (Egyptians) 
go up from the land". Compare the explanation in TB Sotah 11a: "like a man who 
applies to another a curse really directed against himself". This sense is not found in 
T O J F N , though the margin to T N has niTlK p plD^l ]W T i m . 2 8 8 

(b) Exod. 40:17 
P adds that the tabernacle was set up rf-iT-> .\ix=» "on a Sunday", as in the tradition 
recorded in TB Shab. 87b and Sifra Shemini init. that that day was: 
r r w n a r w s t h pron . 2 8 9 

2 8 5 See M.D. Koster, The Peshitta of Exodus. The Development of its Text in the Course of Fifteen Centuries, 
Assen/Amsterdam 1977, pp. 177-97 (on 5b 1); A.P. Hayman's review thereof in JJS 25 (1980), pp. 263-70 
(on 7pj2 and 9a 1 in Numbers); and the discussion in chapter 6 below. 

2 8 4 Ch. Heller, Untersuchungen iiber die Peschitta zur gesamten hebrdischen Bibel, Berlin 1911. 
2 8 5 As at Ps. 49:10, where both lead to CD3p in place of MT (tfTXh IDTO) D2ip. 
2 8 6 Y. Maori, The Peshitta Version of the Pentateuch and Early Jewish Exegesis (in Hebrew), Jerusalem 1995. 

The view here taken of individual passages does not always agree. 
2 8 7 Cases supported by no more than a marginal note in a Targum are included here. 
2 8 8 Maori, pp. 137-8. 2 8 9 Maori p. 159. 
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(c) Lev. 10:1 
MT HIT "strange fire"; P adds < n i 3 \ = <AT "not in its [right] time", agreeing with 
R.Ishmael's comment in Sifra ad loc. nn» *63 mO^SM.290 

(d) Lev. 19:26 
MT lETttn Kb: P adds r e t a i l h n . « o , and Sifra ad loc. (unlike any Jewish Targum) also 
mentions the use of birds in this type of divination: 
Q^Diaai niBwai rnbi ro D^nw. 2 9 1 

(e) Deut. 18:10 
MT *|311?Q: P r*j*3>. agreeing with the majority opinion in Sifre ad loc: 
DTI? D'tniK I^K (cf. our "hoodwink"). The same intepretation recurs at 2 Chr. 33:6, 
though at Lev. 19:26 P's rendering of the same verb is vaguer: ^ c c a ^ o i v red. 

In most of these cases, the apparent motive for drawing on exegetical traditions 
was to solve an obvious problem within the text. Readers would otherwise have 
been puzzled at the references to Egyptian fear that the Israelites might leave their 
land, or to strange fire. The only exegetical tradition whose adoption is not thus 
explained is the reference at Exod. 40:17 to the erection of the tabernacle on a 
Sunday. 

There are also cases where the rabbinic material is transmitted in Aramaic, and P's 
resemblance lies in the language rather than the content. Here it is the agreement in 
expression that implies common origin: 

(0 Gen. 15:11b 
M T Di3K am aato 
P -pi=>r* ^ocrA re'ooi j^Saa 
Compare the comment in Aramaic ascribed to R. Assi (c. 300 CE) in Bereshit Rabba 
44:16-
RRANO nn 161 RIR6 can mm nanan a m a * aoa 
nai&na "Dnaa onx aan" P SS is 
Abraham took a flail and he was (trying to) strike them, but they were not struck; yet even so, 
'Abram made them retreat (lit. return)' through repentance 

In the first half of the verse, birds of prey came down upon the bodies of the clean 
birds and animals. To R. Assi this pre-figured the assault of hostile nations upon 
Israel, and his comment means that repentance is Israel's ultimate weapon. There is a 
striking agreement in the rendering of the Hebrew verb by the rare root less. On the 
other hand, R. Assi's overall understanding differs considerably from P, first in that 
the patriarch at first failed to repel the birds and second in that the scene is interpreted 
symbolically. The two appear to share no more than a tradition of an Aramaic equiva
lent of 32^1. 

2 9 0 Maori, pp. 162-3. 2 9 1 Maori, p. 171. 
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(g) Lev. 11:19//Deut. 14:18 
MT n S , 3 n , P rC-ta Accj^ik. P's term does not occur in the extant Jewish Targums. In 
TB Git. 68b, however, we find the remark that the bird traditionally translated 
"133 (as T ° J F indeed render it) is also called *T)3 bl33in. 2 9 2 

(h) Lev. 25:36, 37 
m t i w , P K ^ O 
P's wording is related to the term HSISp fT'S'H found at TB B.M. 61b, and indicates 
interest deducted in advance from the capital lent (rather than claimed in arrear). We 
need not infer, however, that P borrowed from the rabbis. The sense of money deducted 
in advance may have been inferred independently, since a contrast was needed with the 
term n,,3"in (or rP3"lO) which follows in the Hebrew; and the shared root qss may have 
been the established legal term, older than either P or the Talmud.293 

Rabbinic parallels in the Pentateuch not implying common origin 

Parallels between P and rabbinic sources which demand to be ascribed to common 
origin are outnumbered by parallels more readily attributable to other causes. Some 
sample passages will illustrate the methodological issues. 

(a) The first three occurrences of "Jin in the Pentateuch are rendered by r f iu^aj 
(Gen. 1:6, 2:9, 3:3), while thereafter the regular equivalent is r fcc^ It has been sug
gested that in P's unusual word choice in these three earliest passages reflects rabbinic 
traditions that the firmament was exactly midway between the upper and lower waters, 
and that the tree of life was in the very middle of the garden. As illustrated above, 
however, a translator might change his rendering of a Hebrew word in mid-course, 
without going back to correct his earlier work; such words are TH in S. of S., and flK in 
Genesis itself. Thus the change from rC)t*-^n may therefore be simply another case of 
initial instability. Perhaps it was initially chosen for its resemblance to Greek (EV) uEOtp 

but then rejected in favour of the briefer rfcv^. 

(b) Gen. 3:24 
m t c ra ia r t n« pj? p b anpn p a n 
For PBTI "and he made dwell", P has v ^ r C o "and he made to go about", meaning 
apparently that God set the cherubs on active patrol of Eden. P's choice of this word 
has been ascribed to a reminiscence of a rabbinic comment - in its rabbinic Hebrew 
wording - in Sifre Deut. 40. This states that "the book and the sword came down 
wrapped (D^DHS) together", meaning that the Torah carries reward for observance 
but punishment for infringement; and as a prooftext Sifre cites this verse in Genesis, 
where a whirling sword guards the way to the tree of life, representing the Torah.2 9 4 In 

2 9 2 I. Prager, De Veteris Testamenti Versione Syriaca quant Peschittho vocant Quaesliones Criticae, Gottingen 
1875, p. 18(n.2). 2 9 3 L.A. Rosenthal, "Vermischtes",ZAW\t(\896), p. 316. 

2 9 4 Maori, The Peshitta Version, pp. 234-5. 
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no way, however, does P convey the specific lesson of the rabbinic comment. However, 
the reason for the verb v^i**' in P may instead be simply that the translator thought it 
dull to write that God "caused the cherubs to dwell" east of Eden, and instead drama
tised the text - a tendency noted in chapter 2. In that case, the use of the same root krk 
in both P and Sifre is coincidental; its sense certainly differs completely ('go about' in P 
but 'wrap' in Sifre). 

(c) At Gen. 45:23, MT states that Joseph sent his father gifts from the "good of 
Egypt", together with ptOI OfrVl 12 "corn, bread and food". For this last phrase, P 
has: rfaoto p^'isujo rfioaa- "corn, wine and provisions". It has been suggested that the 
wine in P reflects a rabbinic tradition attributed to R. Eliezer (c. 100 CE) which so iden
tified the "good of Egypt" earlier in the verse (TB Meg. 16b): 
laurn nma o ^ p T nine? [\vr] y V? nte 
he sent him (old) wine, which elderly people enjoy295 

However, the translation technique admits a different explanation: the nouns 
rc'isni.o r^icuaa- often occur together, to render the standard pair BTrTm ]H (e.g. 
Gen. 27:28, Deut. 7:13). The translators - or possibly early copyists - of P were 
capable of extending a list by adding associated items. Thus at Gen. 24:35, the 
servant lists Abraham's possessions, which include camels and asses; but P adds 
she-asses (rtfjSvr<r), which accompanied the other items at Gen. 12:16. Hence pf-fcawo 
could have been inserted in this passage without need for rabbinic influence. It is 
worth adding that an alternative rabbinic tradition interprets the "good of Egypt" 
as beans (so Gen. R. 94:2), which do not form part of any standard 
combination; had these instead appeared in P, rabbinic influence would not have 
been in doubt. 

(d) Exod. 19:13 
M T 112 V?ir» nan te^n -je?oa 

and when the horn falls silent, it is permitted to you to go up to the mountain 

P's understanding of has been thought to reflect the same tradition as in 
Mekhilta of R. Simeon b. Yohai on this verse: nSIBTTl plOEPBQ.296 This understanding 
could easily, however, have been reached independently. The giving of the command
ments was accompanied by the sound of the horn (19:16), and at that point the 
Israelites were of course forbidden to ascend the mountain. It would be natural to infer 
that ascent of the mountain would be permitted once more when the horn fell silent, 
and to interpret the obscure accordingly. The similar understanding in LXX, 
Symmachus and Theodotion, who speak of the sound moving away,297 may likewise be 
independent. 

2 9 5 Maori, pp. 130-1. 2 9 6 Maori, pp. 145-7. 
2 9 7 LXX: orav ai 4>tovai... ajreXBfl. In Syriac guise, Sym. has the verb • t ^ and Theod. the noun r^^\r£s>. 
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(e) Deut. 24:1,3 
M T irran nnbvn 
P (v. 1 [9a I ] and V.3) m&±=> cruvoo 

P (v. 1 [most mss]) CTUVUO 

This passage is concerned with the laws of divorce, and it has been suggested that the 
rendering auxna "and he will release her" is a deliberate reference to the rabbinic 
divorce formula: 

OIK bd? mmD IW n n (Mishnah Git. 9:3) 

behold thou art released/permitted to any man298 

However, the combination "release her from his house", attested at least once in all 
mss, ill fits this divorce formula. One may instead suppose that P originally had cfi.-i.vuc. 
"and he will send her" - i.e. a literal translation of TinbV) - of which the existing text 
muvoo is an easy corruption. In that case, the translator retained the words "from his 
house" (as 9a 1 still does) in both verses, but a later copyist omitted it in v.3. He may 
have been rightly suspicious of the expression "release her from his house", and loath 
to repeat it. 

(f) Deut. 32:10 
M T iri? p a n o innir i;rar lmaac 
P T<^*±.^ r ^ ^ v m vyr^ orC^O (naa i iO ( n & o r C 

he drew him near299 and loved him and preserved him like the pupil of [his] eye 

It has been claimed that P here echoes a Midrash preserved in Tanhuma Bemidbar 13. 
According to the first half of the verse, God found Israel in a desert land.The Midrash 
infers that the world was as a desert until Israel received the Torah, and the words in the 
second half of the verse are thus explained: 

"He surrounded him": he enveloped them in clouds of glory (1133 lETprtBJ). "He gave him 
understanding": he made them understand words of Torah. "He cherished him": happy the ears 
that heard how much he loved them (P3I"I), how much he guarded them, how much he cherished 
them, as it were even "like the pupil of his eye". 

The Syriac equivalences aSO-.&are' and pa- .=u* are both unique, and both have been 
ascribed to the influence of the Midrash upon the translator. In particular, it is 
argued, the phonetic resemblance between oiaorC and p^pPI is so striking that P must 
here be echoing the words of the Midrash, even though the two verbs differ wholly in 
sense.3 0 0 

However, P shows once more no awareness of the central point of the Midrash -
namely that lr^a^ on the basis of pa "understand" refers to Israel's acceptance of the 
Torah. This suggests that P was not influenced by the Midrash at all. P's renderings of 
the two verbs 1^3aa0, and in333\ which are both difficult in context, can instead be 
ascribed to guesswork, which provided obvious links between the preceding verb 

2 9 8 Maori, pp. 231-3. 
2 9 9 Compare Prov. 6:22 v A ^ n w .sorf iurt- v^cnss.i rCxa "and when you walk, attach them ( = m y words) to 

you". 3 0 0 Maori, The Peshitta Version, pp. 227-9 

http://cfi.-i.vuc
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^^K25Q, and the succeeding verb inj"!3'' thus: "he found him, drew him near, loved 
him, preserved him"). That P does not render 1(13320'' by a Syriac term for "sur
round" is not surprising, since P does not aim for one-to-one correspondence and 
instead varies his rendering of a given Hebrew word according to context. 
Admittedly, the phonetic resemblance between m&ar<r and IS^pH is not easily put 
down to coincidence; but it is still harder to suppose that the translator knew the 
Midrash but echoed it so obliquely. 

(g) Deut. 32:26 
M T orrKsx "man 
P _^CUr<' rdrv.rC' iv-fcarfo 

and I said: Where are they? 

Sifre ad loc: Dn ITK '•BK3 TDDK 
Here again rabbinic influence upon P has been detected.301 In fact, however, P seems to 
have reduced the unique OiTKBK to the two easy words: DH riETK. This could easily 
have occurred to the translator independently. In fact the analysis in Sifre is different, 
and identifies the noun 'anger': 0n+!TN 

(h) We must likewise be aware of explanations other than common origin when P 
agrees with non-rabbinic sources against the rabbinic view, as at Exod. 13:13-
M T n r a m a n nan n e s toi 
P ,mc\ioia&\ K'VTjrdrj r f - U A j * rx±71uH jj5F\A [om. 5b 1 K'ia.n] K'i^cvs l i o 

cf.Exod. 34:20-
M T n»3 m s n man nasi 

While the Hebrew allows the first-born ass to be redeemed by offering a lamb, P sub
stitutes the general term r<ri.v-i "a beast". The rabbis restricted this law to the ass, but 
Philo, Josephus and Karaite authorities took the ass here to represent all unclean 
animals, and it has been claimed that P partakes of the same tradition. 3 0 2 Against this 
supposition, however, P makes no mention of uncleanness; we find only nf-uvjs 
"beast". It may be that n a n IBS was originally rendered r^-ism* rt*a»H A>*\A, but 
that a copyist was distracted by the phrase r^-us^a.i r£y»»i (for nan31327 "IBS) in 
the previous verse. The Syriac text of Exod. 34:20 would later have been conformed 
thereto. 

Rabbinic parallels not attested in all mss of P 

The manuscript variants must also be examined before a parallel with rabbinic 
sources can be said to go back to the translator, as the following examples will illus
trate. 

3 0 1 Maori, p. 205. 
3 0 2 Philo {De spec. leg. 11350; Josephus (AJIV 4.4), against Mishnah Bek. 1:2. See further Maori, p. 142. 
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(d) At Lev. 20:15 the P mss are again divided: 
M T m n n (nansn nxi); 6bi 8bi 9ai \ v * ^ ; r e l 1 -

Sifra ad loc. and Mishnah Sanh. 4: 4 have been cited as evidence that "P translates 
according to rabbinic halacha, that the animal should be punished by stoning".307 

However, this rendering need not owe anything to rabbinic influence. It is equally possi
ble that the original translation was literal, as in 6b 1 etc., and that a copyist drew the 

3 0 5 Tonneau, 5. Ephraemi Syri, p. 61. 3 0 4 Maori, pp. 216-18. 
3 0 5 A. Levene, "Quelques exemples interessants d'exegese syriaque sur Genese chapitres 28,30 et 31", 

L Orient Syrien 12 (1967), pp. 549-58. No explanation is offered for the expansion "today". 
3 0 6 Maori, pp. 280-1. 3 0 7 Maori in MPI8, p. 111; 77ie Peshitta Version, pp. 173-4. 

(a) Gen. 8:20 
M T rnintsn n o m n ban (np-i) 
P (5b 1, Ephrem3 0 3) r f ^ . i ^'uva rnk ^ 9 
P (most witnesses) re^**.* ce*&\cu*> ml* 
Victims in Noah's sacrifice after the Flood are here indicated. The usual rendering of 
nDr13 is r^-u^. On the basis of the majority text, it has been suggested that P here 
deliberately uses k ^ o u * instead, in order to reflect a Jewish tradition that Noah offered 
up wild as well as domestic animals.304 The verse was indeed thus interpreted by R. 
Huna (cent, iii), who commented thereon: HQrQ b^33 nTT, and concluded that wild 
as well as domestic animals were sacrificed before the Tabernacle existed (TB Zeb. 
115b). It is simpler to suppose, however, that the translator rendered rfOH3 by r^-u^ as 
usual, and that the variant reading r«*ivcu» [mW| arises from assimilation to the phrase 
rfivcuji. mi^o at the beginning of the preceding verse. 

(b) The majority text of P at Gen. 28:17 exhibits expansions in relation to the 
Hebrew: "and Jacob feared a great fear and said: How fearsome is this place today". It 
has been suggested that the expansion "a great fear" reflects the rabbinic interpretation 
which took Jacob, not the ladder, as the object of the biblical phrase 13 D T i n D^II?, 
and so explained that the angels on the ladder leapt out to threaten him (Gen. R. 68:18 
-13 D̂ ESIO 13 O/'TSp 13 D^TSN).305 However, the expansions are absent in 5b 1, which 
seems to preserve the original text. The expansions may instead be due to a reviser, who 
inserted the words 'a great fear' in order to lead up to Jacob's exclamation ("How 
awesome..."), and the word 'today' because Bethel later became an illicit cult-place. 

(c) At Exod. 32:26, Moses stands Hinon "IJJBQ "at the gate of the camp". An exact 
rendering appears in 5b 1: rt^xca* rex-ft^. Most mss, however, instead have 
rOcksaw rex- i i^ "at the entrance of the tent (or tabernacle)" - the usual rendering of 

nnB. It has been suggested that P here reflects a lost Midrash, perhaps echoed 
faintly in the extant Midrashim.306 However, it is simpler to suppose that the translator 
rendered literally (as in 5b 1) and that a later copyist who knew of no gate of the 
Israelite camp substituted the common phrase "entrance of the tent", found shortly 
afterwards at 33:9. 
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same obvious analogy as the rabbis from the only other case of an animal condemned 
to death, namely the goring ox which according to Exod. 21:28 must be stoned. 

(e) There are three passages in Leviticus where God commands in the Hebrew the 
observance of "my sabbaths" (TirQItf). At Lev. 19:3, all P mss instead have "my com
mandments" (>i.v«aa). The latter is also the reading of the majority of mss at Lev. 19:30 
and 26:2. In each of these last two passages, however, there is one ms which instead 
reads "my sabbaths" as in MT: 9al before correction at 19:30, and 6bl at 26:2.3 0 8 

Maori, 3 0 9 following Perles,310 takes the majority reading (and in Lev. 19:3 the unani
mous reading) to represent the original translation. According to these scholars, P here 
reflects a rabbinic dictum that the Sabbath in these passages represents all the com
mandments. Such comments can indeed be found in Sifra on two of these passages -
Lev. 19:3 and 26:2. In either passage, however, the rabbinic comment forms part of a 
specific lesson, of which P seems wholly unaware. 

Thus, Lev. 19:3 is taken by the rabbis to mean that although a man must fear his 
parents (3a), he must not obey any request of theirs to break the sabbath (3b) or by 
implication to break any other divine command. That lesson could not have been 
guessed from P: 

At Lev. 26:2 the rabbis again refer to a situation of duress: 
"You shall keep my sabbaths and fear my temple." Scripture here refers to one who is sold to a 
heathen (cf. Lev. 25:47), that he should not say: Because my master serves idols, so shall I; 
because my master commits immorality , so shall I; because my master profanes sabbaths, so 
shall I. Therefore the Torah says: "You shall not make for yourselves idols, you shall keep my sab
baths and fear my temple." Thus scripture warns concerning all the commandments. 

However, the majority text of P offers blandly: 

observe my commandments and fear my sanctuary 
In both Lev. 19:3 and 26:2, had the translator really been thinking of the rabbinic inter
pretation, he would have recognised duress as the essential point. To substitute "com
mandments" for "sabbaths" without conveying the basic rabbinic lesson would have 
been a pointless gesture. 

In fact, the majority reading in these passages is easily explained without supposing 
rabbinic influence at all. The injunction >s.\nc\a a-\\, occurs in many neighbouring pas
sages in Leviticus (18:4, 5; 19:19, [37]; 20:8, [22]; 22:21; 25:18; [26:3]). The majority text 
could therefore be due to a revision to impose uniformity. The revision may have been 
encouraged by the loss of the importance of the Sabbath for the church. In that case, 
»=£ was the original text in all three passages, agreeing straightforwardly with the 
Hebrew, but traces survive in Lev. 19:30 and 26:2 alone. Such a hypothesis would 
explain why P has "commandments" at Lev. 19:30 even though no such rabbinic 
comment on that verse is known. 
3 0 8 See p. xix of the introduction to the edition. 
3 0 9 Maori in MP! 8, pp. 110-11; The Peshitta Version, pp. 170-1. 3 , 0 Perles, Meletemata, pp. 41-2. 
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(f) A more complex case occurs at Gen. 24:55 -
MT T1BW IK WW 
P(5bl) ^ori. rf-im^ orf "an exact period311 or 10 months" 
cf. T ° p r r m o p IK rrra ]TV 
P (rell) ^»c \ . »"U 
Three different arguments have been advanced in order to show rabbinic influence on 
the majority reading of P, presumed to be original.312 First, there is a view in Midrash 
Hagadol - compiled around the thirteenth century but often preserving earlier tradi
tions - that Rebecca's family requested a delay of one year, as was usual for virgins, or 
at least of one month, as for other brides. That view interprets WW as "year" and ~\WS 
as "month", being approximately one-tenth of the year. The latter indeed agrees with 
the majority text of P; but what invalidates this parallel is that the word "year" is an 
integral part of the Midrash but wholly absent from the majority reading of P. 

The second argument rests on a targumic citation in Masnut's commentary on 
Genesis: fDT1 HBW IK yOT TTT V'T\ ("a month of days or ten days"). Here it is WW 
rather than 1WV that is taken as "month", the sense of the majority text of P. Now 
most of Masnut's citations introduced E m agree with renderings preserved in the text 
and annotations of Neofiti, and thus derive from the Palestinian Targum tradition.3 1 3 

The present citation belongs to the minority that disagree with all extant Targums; but 
the suggestion has been made that it too is a fragment of an (otherwise unknown) 
Targum rendering, which served as the source for P. 3 1 4 The essential difference, 
however, remains: this Targum also presents an alternative alongside "month", while P 
does not. Nor is the citation in Masnut's commentary textually certain: Masnut has a 
citation of P (after the majority text) immediately afterwards CpO'P rTP K'Tl), to which 
the text of the first citation may have been conformed in transmission. 

The third argument for rabbinic influence is also the subtlest. Mishnah Ketubot 5:2 
allows a bride time to make preparations before the marriage: one year for a virgin and 
one month for a widow. In itself, this contradicts the majority reading of P ("one 
month"), since Rebecca's status would rather have demanded a year. However, a dis
crepant tradition is recorded in the Talmud (TB Ket. 57b), that a virgin beyond the age 
of majority is allowed one month only. Now the view is found in Midrash Hagadol that 
Rebecca was at that point fourteen years old and had thus attained majority - even 
though the older compilations (e.g. Seder Olam Rabba 1, Bereshit Rabba 57.1) state 
instead that she was but three years old. Hence, it is argued, the translator held that 
Rebecca had attained majority (as in Midrash Hagadol), and that a virgin of that age 
was allowed one month only (with the tradition in the Talmud), and so he specified 
"one month" as the only proper period of delay! Unfortunately, there is no evidence 
that the views selected for this syllogism even existed in P's time. 

Once it is recognised that 5b 1 is capable of preserving the original text, the majority 
reading can instead be explained very simply as an assimilation to Gen. 29:14 ("and he 

" ' This expression in the Targums and P indicates an exact year, as discussed above. 
3 . 2 Maori in MPI8, p. 116; The Peshitta Version, pp. 118-20. 
3 . 3 A. Zimels, "Palestinian Targumim in Secondary Sources" (Hebrew with English summary), Beer Sheva 1 

(1973), pp. 199-203:234-5. Hedoes not, however, specify this passage as an example. 
5 . 4 Maori in MPI 8, p. 118; 77ie Peshitta Version, p. 120. 
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dwelt with him a month of days"). There we have the same phrase *»-u, likewise 
collocated with the verb "dwell" (,=J^). The reading of 5bl in fact shows far clearer 
affinity than the majority text with Jewish exegesis, given its verbal agreement with T°. 

(g) The variant reading that agrees with the rabbinic source may on occasion be orig
inal, as at Exod. 16:29. Here the Hebrew forbids a man to go out "from his place" on 
the Sabbath, while 5bl has cn3>co»J* ^so "from his border". This shows verbal acquain
tance with (though not necessarily acceptance of) the rabbinic interpretation, which 
confined movement on the sabbath to an area called the Dinn ("limit"), comprising in 
the simplest case a circle of 2,000 cubits' radius. The majority mss instead have "(from) 
the door of his house", which is sometimes thought to indicate Karaite influence. The 
simplest explanation, however, is that 5b 1 has the older reading, and that its rival 
results from assimilation to Exod. 12:22, which commands in relation to the first 
Passover: "let none of you go out from the entrance of his tent, until morning".3 1 5 

(h) An examination of the ms variants is no less necessary when a non-rabbinic inter
pretation is detected in P. Thus at Deut. 21:22, in relation to a capital offender, we have 

M T yv bu WK rrbm naim 
P (majority) iA^ioo r^aun 1^ A M U O 

P(9al) retain AoAUO \N^nV,»n 

According to the majority text the criminal is put to death by hanging, but 9a 1 agrees 
with MT that only after death is the body to be hanged. The majority text, as Maori 
observed,316 gives the same sense as the Temple Scroll:317 

nwn yvn bv mi* aa narvbni 
It is, however, instead possible that the original translation was literal, as in 9a 1, and 
that a later reviser mistook the hanging for the death penalty itself. 

Rabbinic parallels outside the Pentateuch 

Agreements with rabbinic sources not reflected in the Targums are rare outside the 
Pentateuch. However, Perles found at 2 Sam. 24:15 an example which clearly betokens 
common origin: 
M T -una n m i m p a n p 
Tg. ponan i in [KTan c a a n a i yvs p ] 

The divergence between Tg. and P is almost exactly the same as a disagreement 
between two third-century rabbis as recorded in TB Ber. 62b: 
:Nrjn t i ppobjo ...nao baiaa? i m 
.mpnr row -w T n n n na-na? nwra 
a?aa man i s n m prrr n 
3 1 5 See Maori, The Peshitta Version, pp. 334-5, for further details and a somewhat different view. 
3 , 6 Maori, pp. 194-201. 
3 1 7 Y. Yadin, The Temple Scroll (in Hebrew), Jerusalem 1977; vol. 2, p. 204 (= col 64, II. 10-11) 
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The Targum understood the Hebrew phrase as the interval between the slaughter and 
presentation of the daily offering (no doubt of the morning).318 R.Hanina's under
standing is similar if not identical. According to R. Johanan, however, the pestilence 
continued right up to midday, and with this P agrees exactly ("the sixth hour"). 

Perles goes on to detect rabbinic definitions of time in P at Ezra 9:4-5, where Ezra is 
said to pray at the "ninth hour". Here, however, P rather reflects a system of fixed hours 
of prayer, attested also in Chronicles, and continued in the church as terce, sext and 
none, as further discussed in chapter 5 below. 

Perles also cites Ezek. 44:26. In the preceding verse, a priest is permitted to defile 
himself for the dead in the case of near relatives only. The texts continue: 
M T inKon a n p 1 ...enpn *?K w a oral n*? i n w a w runts lmrro "nron 

According to MT, after purification from this defilement the priest must wait seven 
days, before presenting a sin-offering. However, P instead requires counting from the 
time of defilement. At first sight this seems to agree with the Baraita quoted in TB 
Moed Qatan 15b: 
i t b o w ' ? Tbivb riBO" n»a».non p iner® inK-irnno n n * 1 
However, the agreement is no more than superficial. Numbers 19 makes it clear that 
defilement by contact with the dead requires seven days' waiting before purification. All 
that P and the Baraita have in common is that both were puzzled to find here that seven 
days' waiting are instead stipulated after purification. Their solutions are utterly differ
ent. P radically improves on the text: the seven days are to be counted from the defile
ment. No such option was open to the Baraita, which instead concluded that the verse 
dealt with a priest who had been defiled not only by contact with the dead but also by 
leprosy: after his purification from the former, he had to wait a further seven days to be 
cleansed of the latter. Thus P in fact shows no significant rabbinic parallel. 

To the extent that true parallels exist, however, they can be readily ascribed to 
common tradition, usually exegetical but occasionally translational. Even the former 
traditions were presumably transmitted in Aramaic: despite the claims regarding Gen. 
3:24 and Deut. 32:10, there is no sound evidence that the translators knew exegetical 
interpretations in rabbinic Hebrew. 

Appendix III: P among the Jews in the Middle Ages 

There is no evidence that P was known in rabbinic Judaism until the Middle Ages. True, 
the translations introduced in the Babylonian Talmud by P^DJirtO of phrases from the 
Torah and Prophets have been claimed to represent P. 3 1 9 In fact, however, these transla
tions always agree with the official Targum recognised in the Talmud, namely Onkelos 
on the Torah and Jonathan on the Prophets; and they agree with P only when the latter 
coincides with those Jewish Targums. Thus at Num. 29:1, where MT reads rwnn DV 
and P has ni=cu.-» rdsscu, P agrees with the ]3,03inD rendering cited in the Talmud 
(RH 33b), namely Kaa* DV, but only because that is also the rendering of T°.Where P 

3 1 8 This would have taken one hour: see Mishnah Pesachim 5:1. 
3 , 9 M. Seligsohn, article Peshitta, in Jewish Encyclopedia 9 , New York and London 1905, cols. 653-5. 
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differs from the official Targum, it differs also from the irOSinO rendering. For 
example, at Num. 31:50 MT has T0*D and P renders rt^y^m "neckchains", which 
differs utterly from the rendering preserved at TB Shab. 64a, namely linn, explained 
as: "something which leads to mockery HIITS)" (=T°). Similarly at 2 Sam. 5:21, for 
MT OKEH, P has ^curf oWo "and he took them" while the T a a i n a rendering is 
'PJ'Hp'IKl (TB RH 22b= Tg.). There are many such cases where P disagrees with the 
rendering cited in the Talmud.3 2 0 

We have already noted how Hai Gaon in the tenth or eleventh century, and Rabbi 
Samuel Masnut in the thirteenth, consulted P on the canonical books. In later centuries 
P interested the Jews as an authority for the Apocrypha only. The commentary of 
Nachmanides (1194-c. 1270), rabbi of Gerona, on Gen.l:l cites P on Wisdom, under 
the name: 
naben a r m Knaain tnpan oa-iinon i s o n 3 2 1 

The purpose of the quotation is to show that Solomon's wisdom had no source but the 
Torah. Nachmanides considers this text of Wisdom to be an ancient Jewish translation 
of a work by Solomon into "very difficult Aramaic" (IKa Tian D13"in ptt6).322 The 
Jews, he supposed, first handed down the work orally (in Hebrew) but committed it to 
writing during the Babylonian exile, in their then current Aramaic. The Hebrew was 
not preserved, since the work was merely Solomon's wisdom and not divinely inspired. 
Unlike Masnut, Nachmanides is aware of the Christian provenance of the P text, for he 
adds that it was later copied by Christians (impTlPn O^JrTI). 

The text accessible to Nachmanides for his citations of Wisdom (7:5-8a, 7:17-21) 
was rather corrupt, by comparison with the Syriac biblical manuscripts. Thus in v. 18 
rfivoBy.i requeue "changes of things" (a weak translation of TpontJov aXXaydg) is cited 
as Kniaan "'SirblE?; and Nachmanides explains the second word through Heb. 23T 
'tail', so that in his translation into Hebrew the phrase is taken as "slanting of tails" 
(mS3Tn ni310DbK). Similarly in v.20 'nature' (of beasts) has been corrupted to 
Nana and explained in Hebrew as DDUb 'moisture'. Some of these errors may have 
arisen in the process of transposition into Hebrew script; for, like Masnut, 
Nachmanides knew P in Hebrew characters only. By contrast, Syriac scholarship 
among Christian scholars in Europe, which began in the sixteenth century in direct 
contact with the eastern churches, knew the texts in Syriac script.323 

Later, on Deut. 21:14, Nachmanides' commentary cites P to Judith 1:7-11 
(abridged) under the name "JUTIE? flbaa, i.e. the scroll of Susanna, with which his manu
script evidently combined Judith (together with Esther and Ruth) in the biblical section 
called "Book of Women" in Syriac tradition. The biblical phrase in question is 
I'D l a y n n Kb, in relation to a female captive, which, according to Nachmanides, 

3 2 0 See also MQ 2a (on Isa. 62:5), BQ 116b (on Deut. 28:42), BB 12b (on Exod. 27:8), AZ 17b (on Isa. 41:6) 
and Bek 50a (on Exod. 30:13). 

3 2 1 A. Marx, "An Aramaic Fragment of the Wisdom of Solomon", JBL 40 (1921), pp. 57-69. See D. Chavel 
(ed.), 0"3B"1) IDm p TVBO "WaT? minn BITS, Jerusalem 1959. The same quotation from P-Wisdom 
appears in a sermon by Nachmanides; see p. 163 of the edition cited below. 

3 2 2 D. Chavel (ed.), pn3 p HBD 13 T l "OrD, Jerusalem 1963, vol. 1, p. 182. This occurs in the course of 
another sermon, on the subject of Qohelet, which Nachmanides delivered in Gerona shortly before he 
emigrated to the Holy Land in 1267. 

3 2 3 On this, see R. Contini, "Gli inizi della linguistica siriaca nell' Europa rinascimentale", RSO 68 (1994), 
pp. 15-30. 
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means that she must not be treated as a slave. As one item of evidence he cites P-Judith, 
noting that the phrase KJHK "R101? (i.e. r̂ -icC.-i rdcca^.) there means "inhabitants of 
the land", and suggesting - albeit wrongly - that its primary sense is 
"those subjected to the land". 

Further evidence of medieval use of P as a source for the apocrypha was discovered 
by Neubauer in ms Bodl. 2339. This ms contains a Midrash incorporating a Hebrew 
transcription of the P version of Bel and the Dragon in a fifteenth-century hand 
(p.vii).324 

One may doubt, however, whether Samuel b. Hofni (died 1013), Gaon of Sura, 
knew P. 3 2 5 He condemns the interpretation of JttDO (MT HBO) at Gen. 47:31 as 
"staff" (!tBD), claiming that "the translators (or copyists) of the Christians have mis
represented" the text (^LaJl owus>).326 P indeed has "staff" here (m-Ĉ cu*); and 
Bloch infers that Samuel b. Hofni knew P and thought it of Christian origin. Neither 
inference is warranted. The sense "staff" also occurs in LXX (TTJC, potP5ou ctUToO), to 
which Samuel b. Hofni could have been referring rather than P; he could reasonably 
have applied the term "translators of the Christians" to LXX by virtue of its usage in 
the church, despite its Jewish origin. The LXX rendering underlies Hebrews 11:21: 
"By faith Jacob . . . bowed in worship over the top of his [Joseph's] staff". The staff 
was later taken to pre-figure the Cross; 3 2 7 and if Christians further took Jacob to pre
figure the Jews, and so argued that Jewish conversion to Christianity was pre
ordained, this could explain how the interpretation in LXX came to Gaon's 
attention. 

Appendix IV: The theory of common dependence on an Imperial Aramaic version 

A translation of the whole Hebrew Bible into Imperial Aramaic, with a suggested date 
in the fourth century BCE, was posited by Beyer in order to explain the parallels 
between P and the Targums. That putative translation was said to survive in Job alone, 
asllQTgJob. 

This theory regards P's direct source as an Aramaic version, while avoiding the 
objection that P altogether lacks the looseness characteristic - in various degrees - of 
the Targums preserved by Jewish tradition. However, P's treatments of the Hebrew that 
are without parallel in any Targum are no more easily explained by a prototype in 
Imperial Aramaic than by a Palestinian Targum. We noted above, for example, P's mis
reading of "pm as "TITl in the priestly blessing; no ancient authoritative translation in 
Imperial Aramaic could have thus misread this fundamental text. Moreover, the evi
dence that P's translators sometimes took account of the Greek text as well as the 
Hebrew counts against derivation from an Imperial Aramaic version. 

Nor does detailed textual comparison suggest a common origin for P and the 
Aramaic version of Job from Qumran, 3 2 8 which according to Beyer represents the 
3 2 4 Included in A. Neubauer, The Book of Tobit, Oxford 1878, pp. 3 9 ^ 3 . 
3 2 5 As claimed by J. Bloch, "The Authorship of the Peshitta", AJSL 35 (1981/9), pp. 215-22: 219. 
3 2 6 A. Harkavy (ed.), I T 3 n n i 6 DJ1 O",:i0K"l<? "|l"OT, St Petersburg 1880, part 1, sect. 3, p. 49. 
3 2 7 So e.g. Primasius in the sixth century (PL 68, col. 766). 
328 Le Targum de Job de la Grotte XI de Qumran, edite et traduit par J.P.M. van der Ploeg, O.P. et A.S. Van der 

Woude, Leiden 1971. 
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putative Imperial Aramaic version. The two translations often differ in their approach 
to the Hebrew, as at Job 37:11 — 
M T niK \xa r s " a» rmer n a *IK 

i i QTgjob rrm ] i s p paai [naai? PHD" ]ina n« 
with them also he makes clouds gleam and brings forth his fire from a cloud 

P cmtnavt pe*V<\, wv&a >̂fcc£)}\=a &i>r£*4Ma 

and silently the clouds are stretched out and he extends the clouds of his light 

P derives t»-va "extend" from "scatter", the literal meaning of f B \ while the version 
from Qumran ("bring forth") is much less specific. Again, P's rendering of m C 
("stretch out") seems a guess based on his treatment of P n S \ while 1 lQTgJob appears 
to combine it with the preceding word "Ha ('purity') and renders: "cleanse". P's render
ing of "Ha (as "silently"329), by contrast, is no more than a guess, based on the refer
ences in neighbouring verses to God transforming nature by his breath (v. 10) or 
thoughts (v. 12) alone. Though there is scope for argument about the details, it is clear 
that P here owes nothing to any prototype of the version from Qumran. In many other 
verses from Job the two versions differ no less. They stand closer in the easiest passages, 
but no closer than would be expected when two independent translators into dialects of 
the same language confront the same text. 

3 2 9 Cf Judg. 20:37 I s u k . * ^ rei«*x*> for M T IVTlTi 31K1T1 (in which P apparently found n»n "be 
silent"). 



4 
Unity and diversity in the Peshitta 

Introduction 

Native traditions 

Already in antiquity the Peshitta version of the Old Testament was believed to be the 
work of more than one translator. Thus a passage already quoted from the commen
tary attributed to Ephrem (on Joshua 15:28) speaks in the plural of those who trans
lated the Bible into Syriac - though this particular passage hardly goes back to Ephrem 
himself. Jacob of Edessa (c. 700 CE) too uses plural verbs (oi=^re*ci nnarfo). The divi
sion of the books according to Isho'dad of Merv (ninth century) into two groups, 
translated in two different periods, likewise presupposes more than one translator.1 

It is true that the commentary attributed to Ephrem (on 1 Kgs. 18:44) instead uses 
the singular: rfinTV*) <snnf. This refers, however, to the translator responsible for that 
particular passage, and so does not contradict the earlier reference to many translators. 
Likewise, the references by Theodore of Mopsuestia noted above to the "obscure indi
vidual" responsible for P do not necessarily affirm that the translation is a unity. 
Theodore's point is, rather, that in any given passage the P translation is the work of 
one individual, rather than the agreed rendering of seventy translators of legendary 
learning.2 

Differences in general technique 

Modern scholars have found confirmation in the text of P that many translators took 
part. Here again the starting-point must be Perles' discussion, which is brief and yet 
fundamental.3 

Perles pointed out, in the first place, that some books (e.g. Job) are more literally ren
dered, and others (e.g. Ruth, Chronicles) less so. These impressions certainly bear on 
our question, but must be treated with caution, for two reasons. First, the possibility 
that differences in technique are conditioned by the Hebrew text rather than a change 
of translator must be controlled. For example, there is a strong tendency to abbreviate 

1 J.-M. Voste and C. van den Eynde (eds.), Commentaire a" Iso'dad de Merv sur I'Ancien Testament: I. 
Genese, CSCO 126 (text) and 156 (French translation), Louvain 1950 and 1955, text, p. 3. On these tradi
tions, see further chapter 5 below. 

2 In the same way Epiphanius deprecates the minor Greek versions as the work of individuals ("De LXX 
Interpr" in PG 43, cols 374-9), in contrast with the inspired Seventy. 

3 Perles, Meletemata, pp. 14—15. 
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in Ezekiel, especially towards the end, but not in the Twelve Prophets. This need not 
mean that different translators were involved: perhaps the abbreviating tendency in 
P-Ezekiel results from the repetitions and technical terms in the Hebrew of that book. 

The other reason for caution in the comparison of the conclusions of different 
investigators is that most books strike a balance between fidelity and intelligibility. 
Inevitably, some investigators will have been more impressed by the former tendency 
and others by the latter. Comparison of their perceptions would give an exaggerated 
impression of diversity within P, unless the primary sources are checked indepen
dently. 

Perles also pointed out that the books vary in their dependence on LXX and also in 
their affinities with the Targums. This too is an important consideration, but again 
other causes for the variation must be controlled. For example, the reason that the 
Prophets depend more heavily than the Pentateuch upon LXX might be that they 
were more difficult to translate from the Hebrew alone. Again, the particularly high 
incidence of parallels with Targums and/or rabbinic traditions in the Pentateuch, 
Proverbs and Chronicles provides no ground for regarding them as a distinct group, 
since separate causes operated (as argued above) in each of these three biblical sec
tions. 

Different approaches to specific phrases 

In addition to the general arguments described above, one may point to varying render
ings of the same phrase in different books, as in the following examples mentioned by 
Perles: 

-nntD(>) KQB(n) pa i ...Vin^) trip p a 
Lev. 10:10 rd\A nTr£y\ 
Ezek. 22:26 reV^.A rc'-upa'ai fc\*=o rdai^A r£x..icui I M S 

•tob bvii . . .nam 

Num. 25:3 -io^a i.K'-im-rC Asui^r^o 
Ps. 106:28 icviJM re"i*J\«A a a m W . i i x . 

Dvsy\ on*?a ...nn ianp *6 
D e U t . 23:5 i ^ » C l r£zuA [ .^Oil) Cua-io r*l^ i i . 
Neh. 13:2 r£csa=o rc£»»A= [ l .K'-im.K' ,SrA] o^irt red 

nmvb b *m ( i s a . + *») pp m a n TO 
Exod. 15:2 r d n o i a A r«"omo r£.<isa ctjl. rcUiinxaso rdaxnfcv 
Isa. 12:2 rt^lrncVsA A r f a m J O Offl rd.V7) ».m->OX.O •aoofcv 

Ps. 118:14 r £ o o i a A re'cim o m .am r<L.vy* p o c a o A u j 

2 Sam. 8:18 rrsAto rfHrcJj free men and labourers 
1 Kgs. 1:38 rr\Vn-> ^.vtaa rCJKxo4 archers and shooters with slings 

4 Compare Tg. K,X?'?p51 fcmtfp. As to the former passage, the rendering rê Aao for Tl'jSl of the second 
word perhaps arises from a misreading of the Hebrew as ,rf?Q1, whence the guess that TTO was a con
trasting term. 
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Other examples could be added, e.g. 
D^OS nana 

Gen. 37:3 rCfcuivvi n£u&\o^ coat of long sleeves 
2 Sam. 13:18f r^ivJL^iisa re^fcva^. many-coloured coat 
These cases are again suggestive, but we have to control the possibility that they lie 
within the margins of inconsistency of a single translator. Well-known examples of 
short textual doublets within books occur in Jeremiah,5 Ezekiel6 and Psalms.7 These 
are usually rendered consistently, even if on occasion distinctively, e.g. 
IpTrT flTTOI TVOp) ^ 1 = 0 Jer. 6:23//50:42 

Jer.23:19//30:24 
Ps.57:ll//108:5 

p p n o Ps. 60:9//108:9 
Yet inconsistency within a single book is not unknown: 

I c - i W o (Jer. 6:24) » M W a (Jer. 50:43) 
(nnjjo rĉ vwcuw (Jer. 23:19) r c V V (Jer. 30:24) 

r^ieoi^Jer. 30:11) rdi&cuv (Jer. 46:28) 
>ncnnu (Jer. 49:19) >=. rC-i\,MJer. 50:44) 

VUl (ter) rdiV»(Ezek3:18) rdW (Ezek. 33:8) 
m n t n *3 nriKi ^.s itmiv . ^ ( E z e k 3:19) ,muivifm ^ ^ iurC (Ezek. 33:9) 
uwa . ( n o c n ^ w i (Ezek 3:19) cnlcx^ (Ezek. 33:9) 

ftAiva>rcTo (Ps. 14:3), o a ^ W o (Ps. 53:4) 

^ (Ps. 57:8) ,-,.\,-»(Ps. 108:2) 
rc^K' L^fcn^Ps. 60:8) (Ps. 108:8) 

' s m t o Ai^iA rCiOvjT.(Ps.60:10) r ^ K i ^ A r«to.-u.(Ps. 108:10) 
...X*. r^i.-.c^(Ps.60:13) .. .1^ K i ^ (Ps. 108:13) 
^ ( P s . 60:13) *.i»(Ps. 108:13) 

A lessening of literalism between Ps. 14 and Ps. 53 likewise falls under the heading of 
inconsistency: 
M T or6 r t e t r o j r t e K 
Ps. 14:4 (P) resa,*! X*ks» 
Ps. 53:5 (P) r£zu*l.i rfbSc&rCzn ̂ mA ootn ^A^K'A 

Thus discrepancies in the rendering of isolated phrases are suggestive of different 
translators, but not in themselves conclusive. 

Unity in diversity 

Another important point noted - albeit very briefly - by Perles is that the P version of 
the Pentateuch was consulted by the translators of later books. We shall in fact see that 
it was not only the Pentateuch that was so used. Thus, there may be literary links in P 
between books which go back to different translators. 

Altogether, then, Perles thought of a number of different translators, who never
theless considered themselves engaged on a single project - as native tradition again 

5 6:12-15//8:10-12; 6:22-4//50:41-3; 10:12-16//51:15-19; 11:20//20:12; 21:9//38:2; 23:5-6//33:l 5-16; 
23:19-20//30:24-5; 30:10-1l//46:27-8; 49:19-21 //50:44-6; 49:18//50:40. 6 Ezek. 3:17-19//33:7-9. 

7 Ps. 14//53;40:14-18//70; 57:8-127/108:2-6; 60:7-14//108:7-14. 
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suggests. His evidence was, however, too scanty to demonstrate the relationships 
between books in any detail, or to delimit the sections which the different translators 
undertook (these sections may be technically termed the translation units). 

Here, a wider range of evidence will be examined. First, there are Hebrew words 
which are systematically rendered in different ways in the different books, reflecting the 
diversity within P. Second, there are renderings common to different books in P and so 
distinctive that the translators must have used one another's work, or at least depended 
on interpretative traditions peculiar to the translators' own communities. These links 
co-exist with the diversity just noted. Finally, the comparison of extended passages that 
are duplicated in different biblical books may offer clues both to diversity and to 
linkage between the books, the former through the differences between the two Syriac 
texts, and the latter through the agreements. 

Arranging the biblical books in a graded series 

The significance of different renderings of a given Hebrew word 

The Hebrew words whose renderings are to be tested - which may be termed 'discrimi
nators' - must be chosen with care. A discriminator must be frequent, since otherwise 
books cannot be shown to differ in their translation of it systematically. Ideally, the 
meaning of the Hebrew word should be uniform throughout the Bible. Failing that, the 
possibility that the Hebrew word is variously rendered because of variations (real or 
perceived) of meaning, rather than because of differences of policy among the transla
tors, will have to be controlled. 

An example of a Hebrew word which cannor serve as a discriminator is *"Q*T. This 
has two Syriac renderings, re'iAsa and rtfsjiyjjva; but the choice between these renderings 
depends on meaning. The basic distinction is that r£»^J\a means 'thing' or 'matter', 
while K'iA=*> means "word";8 and the rendering is apparently chosen according as a 
primary reference was perceived to the content or to the words themselves. In particu
lar, either term may be used of the word of God, where both the message and the 
wording are significant, and even duplicate passages are divided on this point.9 Thus 
the choice is based on sometimes subtle perceptions varying from passage to passage, 
and does not allow us to distinguish translators. The usage of these two Syriac words 
differs, incidentally, in the Peshitta version o f the New Testament, where p*rsAs» is usual 
and reia^jiva is almost wholly restricted to set expressions for "answer". In the 
Syrohexapla too, pfiAsj is much preferred. 

Differences in the frequency of alternative grammatical constructions may likewise 
reflect differences in the underlying Hebrew rather than in translation policy. For 
example, an argument for Exodus having h a d its o w n translator is based on its prefer
ence for ordinal numbers, rather than the cardinal plus dalath. The statistics are as 
follows: 

8 Note, however, the set expressions for "answer", where r£a>yi\a serves, together with verbs a m . or . = u W . 
Biblical Aramaic already used the causative of 3in together with DDriS in the sense "answer" at Dan. 3:16. 

9 Thus the word of the Lord becomes r ^ s i ^ ^ a at Isa. 2:3 but rei^n at Mic. 4:2; likewise G o d ' s b e c o m e s 
r<sa\Kaat Ezek. 3:17buti<iAs»at33:7. 
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Adjective CardinaH dalath Other 
Genesis 15 13 4 
Exodus 32 2 21 
Leviticus 9 28 4 
Numbers 2 35 8 
Deuteronomy 2 4 1 

Genesis shows a slight preference for the ordinal, but in Exodus that preference is over
whelming. The other books prefer the cardinal plus dalath. This pattern has been used 
as an argument for a separate translator for Exodus." However, the pattern may 
instead be due to differences in the nature of the underlying Hebrew. It may be, for 
example, that the cardinal plus dalath was the more formal construction. Hence it 
tended to be preferred in legal contexts, which predominate from Leviticus onwards, 
and also in calendrical dates and in lists. In Genesis, in particular, the cardinal plus 
dalath is used in the lists of days of creation (1:8-31) and of rivers in Eden (2:14), in the 
dates of the Flood (7:11, 8:14), and in the account of the birth of Jacob's sons (Gen. 
30:12,17,19), apparently likewise perceived as a list.12 The Syriac ordinal, by contrast, 
was perceived as less formal, and thus better suited to render Hebrew ordinals inciden
tal to a narrative - which happen to be most frequent in Exodus.13 More important 
than this particular suggestion is the general problem that the varying incidence of a 
particular grammatical feature in P may merely reflect the wide variation of content 
and style in the original. 

Nevertheless, one can identify a number of Hebrew words which can validly serve as 
discriminators; and these are studied below. By definition, a discriminator has at least 
two alternative Syriac renderings. It will always be found that one of these can be char
acterised as 'conservative' - either because it is the oldest Aramaic term, or because it is 
the Syriac cognate of the Hebrew word. Any alternative rendering may be contrasted as 
'modern' or as an 'innovation'. The reason that such an innovation gained currency will 
lie in some drawback (e.g. ambiguity) in the conservative rendering. The biblical books 
vary systematically in the receptivity of their translators to such innovations. 

Text-critical aspects 

Modern usages may be introduced either by the translators or by later copyists, and for 
the present study the distinction is crucial. Where the mss divide between the 'conserv
ative' and the 'modern' rendering, we should ascribe the former to the translator and 
the latter to scribal revision, since copyists were likelier to substitute a 'modern' for a 
'conservative' expression than vice versa. In such passages, the 'conservative' rendering 

1 0 Most cases comprise use of lOure* for 'second'; see also Lev. 13:6,27:32; Num. 2:16,24; 33:38; Deut. 23:3. 
1 1 I. Avineri, ?tPD1rV? KnCflDn n« Win , D, Beth Mikra 65 (1975/6), pp. 303-4. 
1 2 The translator might not detect a list immediately. Thus, in Gen. 2:14, the less formal K^J^ appears for 

"2nd", but cardinal plus dalath for "3rd" and "4th". Again in Gen. 30, the phrase "and she bore Jacob a 
second son" actually occurs twice, of Bilhah (v. 7) and Zilpah (v. 12); the former is rendered with the less 
formal r&iurt, and it was apparently the latter which triggered the treatment of this account as a list. The 
only other case of cardinal + dalath in Genesis is at 31:22, perhaps by 'hangover' (see p. 182) from Gen. 30. 

1 3 P's use of Syriac ordinals in the instructions for the first Passover suggests that the passage is viewed as the 
Israelites' detailed escape plan, and thus as narrative. 
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is sometimes confined to just one manuscript, or a minority of manuscripts, but still 
deserves preference. At an early stage in transmission, it seems, a body of new readings 
which modernised the translators' original work became overwhelmingly popular, so 
that at many points the original reading is confined to a minority of mss, perhaps a 
minority of one. This question is discussed in detail in chapter 6 . 

Words having a conservative and a modern rendering 

Conservative and modern words for 'city' 

Our first discriminator is Tl? 'city'. P consistently uses rCfcu-io in some books, and 
r^WiM in others. For example, P in Jeremiah has rrt̂ -io 1 2 7 times and K ' JM.W* only 
twice, while P in Ezekiel has rc*jM..vw 5 9 times and only once re-iru-in. This difference 
cannot be due to different meanings in the underlying Hebrew. In both books the 
Hebrew usually denotes the same city at the same period - Jerusalem around the time 
of the Babylonian invasion. In fact P in nearly every biblical book comes down firmly 
on one side or the other, as follows: 

Gen. Ex. Lev. Num. Deut. Jos. Judg. Sam. Kgs. Isa. Jer. Ezek. Dodk. 
rc*uw 4 5 3 1 4 4 9 5 7 8 3 5 3 7 5 1 1 2 3 4 1 2 7 1 2 
r<W-c» 0 0 0 0 0 5 5 0 1 2 9 2 5 9 4 0 

Ps. Prov. Job Cant. Ruth Lam. Qoh. Esther Dan. Ezra Neh. Chr. 
r^wic 1 5 0 2 0 0 4 0 3 2 6 1 5 9 9 
r^w-c* 5 3 0 3 4 1 5 7 3 1 4 4 

These statistics include components of names (e.g. "Ill TI7). They exclude the few 
cases where P renders differently (e.g. by rê -ia. at Prov. 1 : 2 1 or even rft\\ at 2 Sam. 
2 0 : 1 9 ) 1 4 or not at all (e.g. Gen. 1 9 : 1 4 ) , and also the cases in Chronicles where the whole 
verse is treated freely or omitted. On the other hand, they include cases like the city Ar 
(Isa. 1 5 : 1 ) , the form TWO at Hos. 7 : 4 , and even OTHS at Ezek. 1 6 : 7 , where the 
noun TI? is not normally thought present but was perceived by P. Thus the total of 
occurrences differs from statistics for the Massoretic text as analysed today.15 

Some books have a minority of renderings that go against their main policy. The 
main causes will be discussed below. One of the few books not to opt overwhelmingly 
for just one of the two alternatives is Joshua, which nevertheless has a clear policy: a 
Canaanite city was a re'fcu.xsi while a city founded by the Israelites was a rfk.-io. By con
trast, two books vacillate with no obvious policy between the two alternatives: Isaiah 
and Psalms. 

Hebrew also possesses the synonym ITHp, which is etymologically cognate with 
rffcuiu. One might have expected that even a translator who avoided rc'K.-io for "VS? 
would feel obliged to translate !V")p by its Syriac cognate. In fact, however, the transla
tors adhere to the same policies as for "PS?: 

1 4 On this passage see R.P. Gordon, "The Variable Wisdom of Abel: The MT and Versions at 2 Samuel XX 
18-19", VT43 (1993), pp. 215-26:222. 

1 5 Conveniently presented in F.I. Andersen and A.D. Forbes, The Vocabulary of the Old Testament, Rome 
1989. 
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Deut. Kgs. Isa. Jer. Dodk. Ps. Prov. Job Lam. Ezra 
r ^ - i o 2 2 8 1 1 1 0 1 1 3 
rc'W-vsj 0 0 2 0 4 0 4 0 0 4 

Thus t*)*i.xz> predominates for JTHp in P to the Twelve Prophets and to Proverbs, just 
as for Tff. Evidently these translators felt strongly that r<r*u-in did not adequately 
convey the meaning 'city'.16 

The original Aramaic for 'city' was of course qryh, whence Syriac K'&u-io. Its rival 
r^jM^.-ca originally meant an imperial province, literally a district with its own law-courts, 
from I T Such is its usage at Elephantine and in biblical Aramaic. The hellenistic period, 
however, saw the emergence of cities of unprecedented size, which had to be distin
guished from the older settlements that had always been indicated by the term r f s^-in. For 
the new great cities, KTM^VM seemed an appropriate term, for such a city could dominate a 
whole province.'7 Thus, in the almost contemporary account of the flood of 201 CE, the 
city of Edessa is called a f t ' jM .wj while n M o o , plural of nfiuin, denotes the surrounding 
villages.18 Although rc'iu.wj never lost the meaning 'province', it was in some measure 
demoted in those contexts where it instead means 'city', and rO^ia shrank in turn, 
becoming a mere village.19 Hence K'Vuio is the traditional rendering, but r ^ lM .w* the more 
accurate, and the translators varied in their preference between these rival claims. 

This development of the senses of rfWira and rrtuin was paralleled at Palmyra, 
where we have the advantage of dated texts. In the bilingual tariff of 18 April 137 CE, 
the term for the city of Palmyra is K I T S - not surprisingly, given that the city lay at an 
oasis in the Syrian desert, dominating the surrounding territory. By contrast, the tariff 
indicates surrounding villages by the plural K*Hp; no duty was paid on goods trans
ported between these and the city (ii 112). The tariff uses XnTO of other cities also (ii 
116). In fact, as early as 24 CE a Palmyrene inscription from Babylon uses KITHO of 
that city; the inscription marks a statue set up by ̂ 33 n n i 3 3 "H 'prfrD "Hpjn, which 
surely means all the merchants in the city, rather than the whole province, of Babylon.20 

This may be the earliest extant occurrence of mdi(n)ta as 'city'. 
With the exception of the Targum on Proverbs, which depends on P, the Targums 

normally use KfYIp, cognate with nriuvs, to mean 'city', and not mdi(n)ta. Indeed at 
Gen. 47:21 the Palestinian Targums use the latter for 'countryside': Joseph in Egypt is 
said to have exchanged the populations of the cities (XnTlp) and the countryside 
(NHITQ) lest his brothers be stigmatised as wandering strangers.21 

1 6 Excluded are the few cases of the rendering <<*fe, as well as cases where !T"lp forms part of a name (here 
transliteration to Jv.H&n is usual). 

1 7 E.Y. Kutscher, Words and their History (Hebrew with English summary), Jerusalem 1961, p. 20. 
1 8 C. Brockelmann, Syrische Grammatik, Leipzig 1912, pp. 21 *-23*. 
1 9 The renderings V--* re*~\t< (Dan. 2:48 3:1) or 1 M S rf« (3:30) for^>33 fO^D indicates awareness that 

rf^xn no longer conveyed adequately the meaning "province", though it is retained in some other pas
sages. 

2 0 J. Cantineau, "Textes Palmyreniens provenants de la Fouille du Temple de Bel", Syria 12 (1939), pp. 
116-41:122. 

2 1 In rabbinic Hebrew, both senses - 'city' and 'countryside' - are attested in different passages. The former 
occurs at Mishnah Ter. 2:5, which allows town onions (nj-HOn ^ a n D^Ua) to be substituted as heave-
offering for village onions, but not vice versa, since the former are the food of the wealthier citizens 
fl^B^lD). Rabbi Samuel b. Nahman (c. 300 CE) likewise explained nnD in Est. 9:28 as T"Q (TJ Meg. 
1:1 fin). Elsewhere, however, 713^0 could indicate the provinces as opposed to Jerusalem, e.g. at Mishnah 
Maaser Sheni 3:4. Some passages (e.g. Mishnah Shekalim 1:3) remain ambiguous. 
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To return to P, it is likely that all the translators were aware that r?b**xn denoted a 
larger settlement than rc'iu'in. They differed, however, as to which should be the normal 
equivalent of TJ? and !THp. P in some books (e.g. Jeremiah) prefers the more conserv
ative usage, and in other books (e.g. Ezekiel) the more modern. The reason will be con
sidered after some further variations have been examined. 

To sum up: a strong preference for K ' W V M is characteristic of Ezekiel, the Twelve 
Prophets and the Solomonic books, while most of the other books equally strongly 
prefer crt^in. Joshua is split, with nfiu.wj for Canaanite and rc'X.-in for Israelite settle
ments. The books of Isaiah and Psalms are also split, but on no clear basis; details 
appear below. In itself this one word would be of limited significance, were it not part of 
a coherent pattern in the renderings of a whole series of other Hebrew words. 

Conservative and modern renderings of TV^MJ 

Another word differently rendered among the biblical books is n*?117. Here the conserv
ative rendering is r<rjAi_. However, the rival rendering rdsAx. nf.va., evidently a caique on 
Greek OXOKCHJTWUO:, was sometimes preferred, perhaps because r^jA*. also possesses the 
meaning: 'hill shrine'. Less common renderings are r̂ .vju alone, or K'M-I.I or «^=>Scui. 
The two commonest renderings are distributed as follows: 

Gen. Ex. Lev. Num. Deut. Jos. Judg. Sam. Kgs.Isa. Jer. Ezek.Dodk. 
K-iA^ 6 13 27 22 0 1 6 14 17 3 4 1 0 
cds&E. 0 2 26 30 6 3 0 0 0 0 0 18 3 

Ps. Ezra Neh. Chr. 
«rfcl^ 0 9 1 31 
TtSnls. re-ACL. 3 0 0 0 

It will be seen that the innovation r£>Ax. T<MI* for 'burnt-offering' gained wider accep
tance than the innovation rcriM..v» for 'city'. Ezekiel and the Dodekapropheton, which 
showed the modern usage for 'city', have the modern rendering for TtTS also. However, 
that modern rendering for Pr l̂l? also appears in a number of books that had the more 
conservative usage for 'city', notably Leviticus to Deuteronomy. Finally, some histori
cal books (Judges, Samuel, Kings and Chronicles) as well as Jeremiah retain conserva
tive usages for both words. The books thus begin to fall into a graded series, some 
conservative in rendering both words, some conservative in rendering TS? but modern 
in rendering pfrUJ, and some modern in rendering both words. 

Leaving aside the Psalter, where linguistic usage tends to vacillate, we may identify 
the second most modern group as Leviticus, Numbers and Deuteronomy. By contrast, 
Genesis is wholly conservative. Exodus agrees mainly with Genesis, but occasionally 
foreshadows the more modern usages of the last three books. 

Conservative and modern renderings of 13 

Only rarely is 11 rendered by its Syriac cognate r ^ - i o ^ Its disadvantage, as Geiger 
observed, was that this form also carried negative senses of 'alien' and even 'adulterer'.22 

2 2 Geiger, Urschri/t und Uebersetzungen der Bibel, pp. 354-5. 
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More often we find rc-ico**- 'dweller', which goes back to the underlying Hebrew verb 
1*13. Some passages instead have the rendering r£=>^ak, which corresponds to the 
Hebrew synonym 

The most intriguing rendering, however, is the phrase ,fcoA r^iatea.i rt!L.re*"he that 
turns to Me". Although the word 13 meant 'resident alien' in the Bible, it developed in 
rabbinic Hebrew the sense of 'proselyte', which LXX and the Jewish Targums often 
import into the text. It seems that P likewise finds here the meaning 'proslyte', and is in 
fact rendering the Greek term npoaiiXuToc,. The latter literally means "one who goes (cf. 
the archaic aorist fjXuOov) to (n-poc,)", without stating the object of the preposition. P's 
translators take this object as God himself.23 In its dependence on Greek rather than 
Hebrew sources, this is the most modern rendering. 

The distribution of the renderings is as follows: 

Gen. Ex. Lev. Num. Deut. Jos. Sam. Isa. Jer. Ezek. Dodk. Ps. Job Chr. 
0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 124 3 2 5 

2 9 6 0 18 2 0 1 2 0 1 3 2 6 0 1 
. . .rdision 0 0 15 11 3 0 0 0 0 5 2 0 0 0 

0 3 0 0 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 

The basic pattern resembles that for H^IJ?. A rendering which may be characterised as 
modern is confined to the two most modern groups: Ezekiel with the Twelve 
Prophets,27 and Leviticus to Deuteronomy. 

There is the complication, due to the changing sense of 13, that the differences of 
rendering result in part from differences in perceived meaning, rather than differences 
of translation policy between books. In different passages 13 was in fact understood in 
three different senses: 

(a) strangers who sojourn in Israel without adopting their faith, 
(b) Israelites (or patriarchs or even God) compared to strangers, 
(c) strangers who become proselytes. 

These perceived differences of meaning are certainly responsible for some of the varia
tion. Thus in Lev. 19:34 the Israelite is commanded to "love the stranger, for ye were 
strangers in the land of Egypt". P renders the first by ,*»cA rdisW-t n^re" and the 
second by rfio=n^, sacrificing the correspondence found in the Hebrew. The situation at 
Deut. 10:19 is similar. 

There is also the possibility that stylistic factors contributed to the variation in ren
dering. Thus in Deuteronomy, where the "13 is mentioned together with other weaker 

2 3 This term is further discussed in chapter 5. 
2 4 So Job 28:4 (MT 1 3 ) ; but at Job 31:32, P has rc^ma^r. 
2 5 At 1 Chr. 9:2 urtcuj^appears again, to render DTrlJ. P thus names four groups: Israel(ites), priests, 

Levites and proselytes. This is reminiscent of the seating order at Qumran according to 1QS 14:3-5: 

Also comparable are the four groups called upon to bless the Lord in Ps. 135:19-20, namely the house of 
Israel, the house of Aaron, the house of Levi and the fearers of the Lord. 

2 6 So Ps. 39:13, 94:6, 119:19. At Ps. 146:9, P has r^ i^oca , apparently to suit the neighbouring references to 
the weakest members of society (e.g. the oppressed, the hungry, orphans, widows). 

2 7 The Solomonic books have no example of this discriminator. 
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members of society, the one-word rendering rCiccw*. is preferred, and the reason may be 
to avoid undue emphasis on any one item in the list (so Deut. 16:11 etc., and even 5:14). 

Nevertheless, differences in translation policy between different books also play a 
part. In Leviticus to Deuteronomy, Ezekiel and the Minor Prophets - which we already 
found to form the two most radical groups - the rendering ,ivcA rdi&ten.i r&.r< is pre
dominant.28 The only other occurrence (or perhaps reminiscence) of that rendering is 
for the first two occurrences of the verb "113 at Isa. 54:15 (discussed on p. 72 above): 
MT TIIKD OSK "lW 1 1 3 ]71 

This distribution of the rendering ,i\cA r d i a & a . i cdi .K' is not wholly explained by differ
ences in the preceived meaning of 1 3 , nor by stylistic factors, nor even by the need to 
confine the phrase 'he that turns to Me' to legislation and prophecy. Only differences of 
translation policy between books can explain why, in the phrase "if a stranger sojourns 
with thee", P in Lev. 19:33 writes ,ha\ r«^i\=*n re^nr, but P in Exod. 12:48 has rc^o&v. 
Again, when Zechariah (7:10) appeals to the people not to oppress the 1 3 , P writes 
,i\cA f*ia*\=a:i r<^r<, but for the same phrase in Jeremiah (7:6), P has rc-icou^.. Thus the 
modern rendering ,i\c\l c£ia&c*n rti*r* is characteristic of the translation policy of the 
books Leviticus to Deuteronomy, Ezekiel and the Minor Prophets, as Was r*^r\<r rCln*. 

Similarly, the confinement of the conservative rendering K'-icui^to Samuel and 
Chronicles is also due largely to the general conservatism of these books in P. It is true 
that 1 3 here in the Hebrew usually had to be taken in sense (a), viz strangers who dwell 
among the Israelites without joining them;2 9 and so one might argue that it was the per
ceived sense which disposed the translators here to use a term with negative associa
tions. However, there are also clear cases in the less 'conservative' books where the 1 3 
remains distinct from Israel, as when he eats forbidden meat (Deut. 14:21) or waxes 
more prosperous than the Israelites themselves (Lev. 25:47,49 and Deut. 28:43); and in 
those books P uses not K'icu^but K'HCOI^ or rei=*\o}f\. Conversely, P-Chronicles twice 
uses K'-icu^where the interpretation 'proselyte' could easily have been admitted, of the 
sojourners summoned to Asa's sacrifice (2 Chr. 15:9 - Heb. C I S ) or to Hezekiah's 
Passover (2 Chr. 30:25). Thus the usage of ccr-ieu^Jn Chronicles - and in Samuel - seems 
due to the 'conservatism' of these books, rather than any wish to reserve this word for 
the perceived sense (a). 

A text-critical problem must also be addressed. Aphrahat, in an amalgam of Lev. 
19:10,23:22 and Deut. 24:19-21, never uses ,fccA rti&tcn* rears' but instead has (twice) 
K'-icui^ It has been suggested that the biblical text familiar to Aphrahat actually read 
K'-icuiy 3 0 and moreover that this is a relic of the earlier Jewish Aramaic versions from 
which P was supposedly derived.31 However, as we have seen, Aphrahat's citations 
usually presuppose the same Syriac text as the biblical mss, when allowance is made for 

2 8 With the exceptions in Deuteronomy noted above. In Mai. 3:5 P has a doublet, with t îccm. side by side 
with ,i\cA t̂ l&tea.l rd l . rC. 

2 9 Note the Amalekiteat 2 Sam. 1:13, and the foreigners employed in building the temple (1 Chr. 22:2,2 Chr. 
2:16). 

3 0 See most recently R.J. Owens, "Aphrahat as Witness to P-Leviticus", MPI4 (1988), pp. 1^*8: 22 5. 
3 1 A. Baumstark, "Neue orientalistische Probleme biblischer Textgeschichte", ZDMG 89 (1935), pp. 

89-118:94. The question whether P is a transposition of an earlier version in Jewish Aramaic was dis
cussed on pp. 86ff., 122ff. above. 
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faulty memory or exegetical need. Aphrahat's wording here may therefore reflect 
theological rather than textual factors. If (as is argued below) the translators of P were 
Jews, we can well understand their sensitivity to the negative overtones of ce*icu> ,̂ and 
their preference for terms such as re'iceax. and ,i\cA r^i&tea.n rc^.rc wherever reference 
was perceived to the Jews or the proselytes who had joined them.32 A Christian writer, 
however, would have no qualms about applying r r t c u ^ t o a convert to Judaism. Hence 
the reappearance of reMcu^Jn the Syriac versions of the New Testament (Matt. 23:15, 
Acts 2:11, 6:5, 13:43) to denote Jewish proselytes. Aphrahat too would have found 
nc-icu^acceptable, and indeed clearer than its substitutes. It may therefore be that 
Aphrahat read the same text as the biblical manuscripts, but substituted rf-icui^as a 

neater term. 

Conservative and modern renderings of 'JOD 

Here we are concerned with ^CO in the sense of silver metal as opposed to money. This 
distinction is largely anachronistic in terms of the biblical text itself until after the 
exile,33 but was nevertheless perceived by the translators of P. Some retain the native 
rdam^ even where silver metal is meant. Others reserve r / im- i to mean 'money' and use 
r£sir£a> - again a loan word from Greek (aonuog) - where silver functions as a material. 
The statistics follow: 

Gen. Ex. Num. Deut. Jos. Sam. Kgs. Isa. Jer. Ezek. Dodk. 
r * & « * 6 28 0 0 0 2 8 2 2 0 0 

r^sjrcto 0 2 31 1 7 0 0 8 2 9 14 
Ps. Prov. Job Cant. Qoh. Esther Dan. Ezra Chr. 

re*m* 1 0 1 1 1 2 2 10 8 
rcSanCto 7 11 0 2 0 0 2 0 10 

Where the mss differ, the conservative rendering is viewed as original, since scribes 
would have tended to substitute the modern rendering rather than vice versa. In 
Exodus, in particular, where in many places 5b 1 alone has r£n>tn\ and the majority have 
r&ir£a>, the former has been adopted. 

The innovation rCnr&a has made even greater progress than rCy&x. r^.ia. . It is pre
ferred in all the books which have the latter; note that Exodus once more, despite its 
usual conservatism, occasionally anticipates the modern usage of the later books of 
the Pentateuch. In addition, however, rCar&o also occurs sporadically in Jeremiah 
and Daniel, and in Chronicles, which had all resisted the innovations discussed so 
far. 

Conservative and modern renderings of ilbi 

A yet more widely accepted innovation is found among the renderings of the root Tibi 
(including the nouns H^IJ and nV?3) in the sense 'go into exile'. While the most 

3 2 Except perhaps in the conservative translation of Chronicles. 
3 3 R. Loewe, "The Earliest Biblical Allusion to Coined Money", Palestine Exploration Quarterly 87 (1955), 

pp. 141-50. 
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conservatively translated books have the cognate Syriac verb A>vj(with noun r«*i\<A>!̂ , 
the majority instead use the passive of the verb r t^u . 'capture', with noun The 
aversion to Ai^may be gauged from the Aramaic portions of Daniel, where the Syriac 
of P normally hews close to the original Aramaic, but pointedly replaces KnV?3 by 
r r t \»a i . (2:25, 5:13, 6:14). The reason for the avoidance of A^may have its ambiguity, 
given its alternative sense 'reveal'. Its rival could be due to the influence of LXX, which 
has the passive ctixuaAwTevouott (or aixuaXumCouat) for !"63 and cuxuaXiooia for its 
nouns. The statistics follow: 

Judg. Sam. Kgs. Isa. Jer. Ezek. Dodk. Lam. Esther Dan. Ezra Neh. Chr. 
A x . 0 1 1 7 1 0 0 0 2 4 o 1 2 6 

1 0 0 3 32 17 18 0 0 3 12 0 1 

It will be seen that this innovation has proceeded still further than those mentioned 
above, with P even in Jeremiah and Daniel coming down firmly on the modern side. 
These two books form the third most modern group. Meanwhile, the block Ezra-
Chronicles is split. As to the earlier historical books, only Kings has more than one 
occurrence of !"!^3; it strongly prefers Ai^ 

Conservative and modern renderings of 311, H12S1N, fllN 

The word 3n possesses the cognate rc^,*., which, however, appears in Judges and Kings 
alone (the Hebrew word does not occur in Samuel). Other books avoid the cognate, 
apparently because it could also apply to heathen feasts; instead they have r**r£±. or the 
related rf.treik.."^. Mishnaic Hebrew likewise avoids the biblical term 311, substituting 
am nr. 

Ex. Lev. Num. Deut. Judg. Kgs. Isa. Ezek. Dodk. Ps. Ezra Neh. Chr. 
r O ^ » 2 0 0 0 1 5 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 
r c ' . i r ^ 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 1 2 9 

K M ^ I * . 10 4 2 7 0 0 1 4 8 2 1 0 0 

Here Judges and Kings have the most conservative record. 
We may consider at the same time the renderings of the plural of f lK. Some books 

simply show the Syriac cognate K ' ^ H r e ' . In others, however, the translator recognised 
that the 'lands' of the Bible had become mere provinces in a succession of empires. 
Such translators therefore render rCJMi.vsi 'provinces', or less commonly rCkvoHfcirf 

'places'. For all these translators, re^-ir^ may have meant primarily 'world', and thus 
lacked a meaningful plural. The distribution is as follows: 

Gen. Kgs. Isa. Jer. Ezek. Ps. Dan. Ezra Neh. Chr. 
6 3 4 2 3 3 2 3 1 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 15 0 0 5 2 8 
0 0 0 3 0 0 1 0 0 0 

3 4 This includes Gen. 26:3, where 5bl alone reads ^ W W , while the others modernise to K-kosW 
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Here the 'conservative' rendering dominates not only in Genesis and Kings - two of the 
most conservative books but also in Isaiah and Psalms, which behaved erratically with 
respect to the other discriminators. Elsewhere, r^Wire* is avoided, usually in favour of 
P ^ J ^ A S J . An indication of the aversion to re**v*.w is the rendering of Ezek. 29:12, where 
God promises to make Egypt "the most desolate of desolate lands, and her cities shall 
be the most desolate of ruined cities for forty years, and I shall scatter Egypt among the 
nations and disperse them among all lands". In this single verse P uses rc*jus.v» four 
times - twice for the plural of Tl? and twice for the plural of Even the singular 
Y~\H is sometimes rendered by rc*iu..i=a (e.g. Qoh. 10:16,1 Chr. 19:3) or by i ^ i W (Josh. 
9:6, 10:42, 12:1). The alternative substitute rCfcciHfcre* seems due to the translator of 
Jeremiah, who apparently assimilated 23:8 ("all the lands where I exiled them") to 8:3 
("all the places where I exiled them"). 

A similar pattern emerges from the renderings of TDK (excluding Gen. 50:26, where 
'coffin' is meant). In Kings, parts of Samuel, and once in Chronicles, we find the caique 
rcioirc*, but elsewhere the loan-word rtkcimo (from KtpVroc,) has prevailed. The statistics 
follow: 

Ex. Lev. Num. Deut. Jos. Judg. Sam. Kgs. Jer. Ps. Chr. 
r&a\« 0 0 0 0 0 0 25 13 0 0 1 

ri-fccvaio 26 1 6 8 30 1 33 1 1 1 50 

Again the 'conservative' rendering is best represented in the early historical books 
Samuel and Kings. It is true that in many other places P-Samuel has the 'modern' ren
dering, but this is because the book falls into two parts, apparently due to two different 
translators, as will be discussed below. 

In relation to all these three discriminators, the books Ezra to Chronicles show pref
erence for the modern renderings, and here stand apart from Genesis and from the 
block Judges to Kings. It will also be recalled that Ezra to Chronicles did not eschew 
the term re*Wv» for "city" so strictly. Thus the books Ezra to Chronicles form the 
fourth most radical group. 

Renderings of 70/7 and iTlin 
The fifth group, which is least radical, comprises Genesis, Judges, Samuel and Kings. 
These books resist all the innovations so far considered. 

It must be noted, however, that these books do not behave identically. To represent 
mniMJ, for example, P-Judges uses rcw&orc (2:13,10:6), a Syriac form which resembles 
the Hebrew phonetically and occurs in no other book.3 5 P-Samuel is less conservative, 
rendering r^fcuii^'lurking-places', apparently inferred from a root "infc? thought equiva
lent to iriO.3 6 P in Kings is different again, transliterating as fcoiJwn^.37 

3 5 This Syriac form also renders mt&K in Judges (6:25-30). On the renderings of these words in other books, 
see M.P. Weitzman, "Lexical Clues to the Composition of the Peshitta", M.J. Geller, J.C. Greenfield and 
M .P. Weitzman (eds.), Studia Aramaica: New Sources and New Approaches, Oxford 1995, pp. 217-46: see 
p. 229. 

3 6 Note at I Sam. 25:20 the rendering r<u^for "HID. A root "into (Niph.) occurs at 1 Sam. 5:9, where, 
however, the context led to the rendering ,iSM.rf ("broke out"). 

3 7 Here mjVBS is accompanied by the phrase "god (or: abomination) of the Sidonians", which indeed sug
gests a proper name. 
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P-Kings is especially conservative in preferring to render "JOn by its cognate rc.vajj. 

As this Syriac word has a homonym meaning 'disgrace', the less conservative rendering 
rCho-t.Y *s m o r e common overall, as shown below: 

Gen. Ex. Num. Deut. Jos. Judg. Sam. Kgs. Isa. Jer. Dodk. 
rC'.VMjj 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 4 0 0 0 
t-A\rv-i.\^ 9 4 2 2 2 1 11 1 5 6 12 

0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 
Ps. Prov. Job Ruth Lam. Esther Dan. Ezra Neh. Chr. 

1 0 1 2 1 2 0 1 0 4 0 
68 5 2 0 0 0 2 1 1 10 0 
51 3 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Even in Kings the majority of mss have r^cvs*^ in every passage, and the four occur
rences of re'vaj* are attested by 9a 1 alone. Other books too show occasional usage of 
r̂ .lOOLu. 

The renderings of m i n confirm the impression that Kings is the book most conser
vatively rendered overall. P almost always uses the Greek loanword r e i » « s M . By con
trast, the Jewish Targums use KrPTK, reserving 01D3 for human decrees, such as those 
enacted by Joseph in Egypt (Palestinian Targums on Exod. 1:8) or by the Israelite king 
(Tg. on 1 Sam. 8:9) or by corrupt priests (Tg. on 1 Sam. 1:13) or by foreigners for them
selves (T° on Lev. 18:3) or for subject Israelites (Tg. on Ezek. 20:25). P-Kings is 
unusual in occasionally using instead the Jewish Aramaic term r f i u - i o K ' (2 Kgs. 22:11; 
23:24, 25). One must add, however, that P-Chronicles too shows three occurrences of 
< * » u W (2 Chr. 23:18, 34:14,15).38 

Books that resist location in the series 

Isaiah and Psalms stand apart as books that treat several of these discriminators 
with wide inconsistency. For example, they have no clear policy regarding the use of 
ce'jfv.'in and Thus the same phrase flKTH T O T bv Tn331 occurs at Isa. 37:35 
and 38:6; in the first passage P has r ^ i n and in the second PS*JM.X». Again, 
Jerusalem is called 'city of God' in Psalms both at 46:5 and at 48:2; in the first P 
renders r<rjM..i5o, in the second r r t u - i o . To posit more than one translator would not 
account for the pattern, since, within either book, the occurrences of K ' JM.W* are 
widely scattered over the text (amidst more numerous occurrences of rfs^-u., not 
listed here): 

Isaiah: 1:8,26; 19:2; 32:19; 36:1; 37:26,35; 38:6 
Psalms: 46:5; 59:7,15; 72:16; 101:8; 122:3 

These books are moreover peculiar in combining nrWisa , the most recent innovation in 
the list, with such conservative usages as rO*»> (Isa. 30:29) or rc.vtuj (Ps. 107:43). 
Altogether the lack of a coherent policy towards innovations is itself a characteristic of 
these two books. 

3 8 In all these places a reference was detected to a written book of the Torah; but less conservative translators 
were content to use t ^ u o s u even then (e.g. Deut. 31:21, Jos. 1:8). 
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In the case of Job and Lamentations, the problem is rather that the discriminators 
occur but rarely. What evidence there is, however, tends to place these books too in the 
broadly conservative category; note especially the occurrence of rC<\m\ for silver metal 
in Job 3 9 and the verb A ^ J n Lamentations. 

P-Exodus is intriguing, in that it varies between the conservative choices of 
Genesis and the more radical choices of Leviticus to Deuteronomy. This mixed 
behaviour is observed in its renderings of three Hebrew words: 311, ^03, ii7\V, as 
follows: 

No. of No. of 
conservative modern 
renderings renderings 

3n 2 10 
*103 28 2 
7T7\S 13 4 

The four 'modern' renderings of pfrll? are rersAx. rc*Aa. and rC.ia. alone, in two passages 
each. Both these renderings are also found in Leviticus, where the translator seems to 
have experimented with all three possible renderings (including rrtAi.) before settling 
down to regular use of rc*sAx. r e* .^ . 

In Exodus, the modern elements in our texts may be due in part to later scribes. At 
Exod. 11:2 in particular, the silver (as material of vessels) 'borrowed' by the Israelites is 
called r£str£u> in the P mss, but rcfAoa^ in Ephrem's commentary,40 which appears origi
nal. However, the mixed behaviour of P-Exodus in relation to three different Hebrew 
words suggests that scribal change is not the whole explanation. Rather, we could 
suppose that a single translator of the whole Pentateuch began here to experiment with 
modern usages tentatively, before returning to take them up fully in the later books of 
the Pentateuch. 

Finally, Ruth twice shows the conservative rendering rCMou for *10n, yet decidedly 
prefers the modern rendering re**u..v?j for T17. This book thus shares characteristics of 
both the most conservative and the most radical group, and so cannot be fitted into the 
scheme at all. 

Results of the comparisons 

The evidence may be summarised in fig. 3. Each biblical book accepts the innovations 
shown above it and rejects the innovations shown below it. In relation to any innova
tions shown at its own level, the book is inconsistent. Any book that is inconsistent in 
respect of innovations at more than one level is represented by a line (ending in an 
arrow) that spans those levels. 

Lamentations and Job belong somewhere in the upper part of the diagram. Isaiah 
and Psalms, because of their inconsistency, have no fixed position. Only Ruth shows a 
pattern that cannot be accommodated in the table at all. 

M Not only for *\02 but also for "1X3 'iron ore' (22:24) . 
4 0 R-M. Tonneau (ed.), Sancti Ephraemi Syri in Genesim et in Exodum Commentarii (=CSCO 152 , Syr 71), 

Louvain 1955, p. 140. 
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Genesis, Judges, Samuel, Kings Exodus 

Esther [?J, Ezra-Nehemiah, Chronicles 

Jeremiah, Daniel 

Leviticus, Numbers, Deuteronomy 

Ezekiel, Twelve Prophets) 
Proverbs, S. of S., Qohelet) 

n^nrCto 

an 

Joshua rtfaAi. rC*a* 

Fig. 3. A scale of biblical books and discriminators. 

Interpretation of the series: an implicationai scale 

The above scale has a twofold aspect. On one side, it is a scale of innovations, running 
down from the most widely accepted to the least. On the other, it is a scale of books, 
with those most resistant to innovation at the top and the most modern at the bottom. 

The most obvious interpretation of the scale would be chronological. One could 
suppose, for example, that the reason that TI? is differently rendered in Jeremiah and 
Ezekiel is that the translator of Jeremiah worked before the usual term for 'city' 
changed from r<*k.-to to re*Ju..v», while the translator of Ezekiel worked afterwards. 

A purely chronological interpretation would lead, however, to the odd conclusion 
that some historical books, notably Kings, were translated before Leviticus and other 
books of the Pentateuch. One cannot lightly abandon the expectation that the books 
were translated in approximately the same order as in the Jewish canon. This is sug
gested, first of all, by the analogy of the Septuagint and Jewish Targums. Moreover, 
there is evidence that the P version of books which stand earlier in the canon influenced 
the P version of books that stand later, even where the latter are more 'conservative' in 
their language. Furthermore, the absence of Ezra-Chronicles from the Nestorian 
canon and from the Syriac 'massoretic' tradition seems to confirm that these books, 
being last in the Jewish canon, were translated last in P, after the canon in Syriac was 
thought by some to have already closed.41 

It is not satisfactory, then, to interpret the scale of translators chronologically. 
Instead, it may be viewed as a scale of conservatism (or conversely of modernism). At 
any one time, not all writers are equally open to innovation. For example, both the 
'conservative' Thucydides and the 'modern' Lysias were contemporaries in Greece in 
the late fifth-century. Indeed, it is possible for one writer to be more conservative in his 
language than another who wrote some decades earlier. 

Where innovations are entering a language, modern linguistic science tells us that a 

4 1 R. Beckwith, The Old Testament Canon of the New Testament Church, London 1985, p. 309. 
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scale such as fig. 3 is likely to be observed, if we examine the usage of a number of 
speakers at one point in time.42 Such a scale is technically termed 'implicational', since a 
speaker's acceptance of one innovation implies his acceptance of all the innovations 
shown above in the scale. 

The reason is that linguistic changes - for example, changes in vocabulary - do not 
sweep through a whole speech community overnight. At any one time, some speakers 
are more modern - i.e. more receptive to innovation - than others. In principle, the dif
ferent speakers could be ranked along a scale from the most conservative to the most 
modern. When an innovation enters the language, it is first adopted by the most 
modern speakers, through whom it spreads to those who are somewhat more conserva
tive, and onwards to those who are more conservative still. It spreads, in broad terms, 
along the scale of speakers, starting at the most modern end. (This is of course a model 
- a simplification from which an analysis can be developed that yields insight into a 
more complex reality.) Ultimately, the innovation may be adopted even by the most 
conservative speakers, but this will take time. 

At any one moment, a number of different innovations will be spreading from less to 
more conservative speakers in this way. Since these innovations did not all enter the lan
guage (in the sense of being adopted by the most modern speakers) simultaneously, 
they will not all have progressed along the scale to the same extent. If we take a snap
shot of usage at that moment, we shall be able to rank the innovations according to 
their progress along the scale, and we shall also be able to rank the speakers according 
to their 'modernism' (i.e. the number of innovations adopted). In short, we shall 
observe an implicational scale just like fig. 1. 

In the case of P we are dealing not with the free utterance of speakers but with trans
lators, each bound by a source text. However, translators must have had their individ
ual views on the proper balance between tradition (which favoured conservative lexical 
choice) and intelligibility (which would tend to favour modern usage). Hence different 
translators will place themselves along an implicational scale, no less than speakers. 

In relation to P, the implicational scale is found to be subject to two qualifications. 
First, absolute consistency cannot be expected in any biblical book. Even a translator 
with a high degree of consistency in the rendering of a particular Hebrew word may 
occasionally depart from his normal policy. For example, P in Jeremiah twice translates 
TV by re*iM..v», despite his usual massive preference for re^-in. The reasons for this 
'interference' will be investigated below. 

Second, the scale is not quite comprehensive. It does not accommodate all transla
tors, or all innovations. In Ruth we found a translator who could not be fitted into the 
scale: he renders "10F1 by rCva*., which according to the scale should imply that he 
renders TV by rCiu-ia, and yet he in fact uses rc*}M..vs». As to innovations, an example not 
consistent with the scale is the use of the Greek loanword ,o»)\rd..-i to the exclusion of 
the native (though not cognate) word re*»ui» to render ITIS. This feature is mainly con
fined to Joshua and Chronicles - a combination that could not have been suspected 
from fig. 1, where the two books are well separated. Clearly it is an over-simplification 
to assert that all innovations spread into the language by exactly the same route. 

4 2 J.K. Chambers and P. Trudgill, Dialectology, Cambridge 1980, pp. 149-54. 
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In short, it would be wrong to assert that the renderings in P obey immutable laws. To 
say that they are random, however, would be even further from the truth. 

The 'modern' usages (e.g. rc'Ju.v*) for 'city', n^Ax. K".VU for 'burnt offering') naturally 
became normative for later biblical translations into Syriac, of the Apocrypha and 
New Testament. There are some exceptions, however. The Old Syriac Gospels - and 
later Syriac versions - retain r< f i \ o l^ 'exile' (Matt. 1:11,17) and r&xas. 'silver' (Matt. 
10:9).43 Even the Peshitta version of the New Testament has r^.\or^, though as a tech
nical term for the written Torah. 

'Modern usage and the influence of the Septuagint 

The influence of LXX on P was shown above to vary between books, and the pattern 
which emerges from Haefeli's survey is still instructive: 

Frequent parallels Ezekiel; the Twelve Prophets; the Solomonic books 
Sporadic parallels Genesis; Joshua; Isaiah; Jeremiah; Psalms; Esther 
Few or no parallels Samuel; Kings; Job; Lamentations; Chronicles 
[No assessment offered Exodus-Deuteronomy; Judges; Ruth; Daniel; Ezra-Nehemiah] 

Of course these results were based on studies each restricted to one book, but a correla
tion between these results and the scale of lexical usage in fig.l is clear. Conservative 
lexical choice went with fidelity to the Hebraica Veritas and hence with reluctance to 
consult LXX, even when the Hebrew exemplar was obscure (as in Job) or illegible (as in 
Chronicles). It seems that the LXX version and up-to-date Syriac idiom were viewed as 
two things which the modern world had to offer, which tended to be adopted or rejected 
together. Indeed the two could coincide, for some of the 'modern' renderings - namely 
r e a r m s , , i \ o i rciaixan rdi_.rc\ rtinls. K'm. * are loanwords or caiques from the Greek 
renderings actually found in LXX. 

Sources of interference 

The tables above showed that a book which usually favours one rendering may occa
sionally choose its rival. The main reasons for this may be classified as follows: 

Variations of nuance 

Normally, Ptbl 'go into exile' has people as subject. At Judges 18:30, however, the 
subject is the land. P-Judges is normally conservative and therefore expected to use 
but the land could not be said to depart into exile. Hence the modern rendering ^JMLK* 

'be captured' (which could apply to the land as well as people) could not be avoided. 
The renderings of "VI? may likewise be distorted by variations of nuance. Even 

though most translators had a definite preference between r c ^ i n and rt\t**xz>, they 
were aware that the latter denoted a greater or mightier settlement than the former. 
Thus in Lamentations, the mighty Jerusalem of the past is called r^ka^.-ca (Lam. 1:1), 

4 3 Here the Peshitta and Harklean versions have the modern r£ar&t>. 
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but in its ruined state it is called rf&wia (Lam. 2:12, 15; 5:11). Likewise in Joshua, 
K'JM*.\» is used of Canaanite cities and rCK.in of cities founded by Israelites.44 

In particular, a contrast in the original may force the translator to use side by side the 
words employed for the conservative and for the modern rendering. For example, the 
Hebrew at 1 Sam. 6:18 contrasts 1330 Tff 'fortified city' with TlSH 1S3 'open 
village'. To bring out the contrast, P had to use rc*w-c» of the fortified city, despite his 
normal practice, and so had rc**uio available for the village. Again, Jer. 19:15 threatens 
evil m o bin riNtn *VI?n where T O T denotes Jerusalem and 7THD its daugh
ter-cities. To point the contrast, P translates the first word by re*}M..-o» (against normal 
usage) and reserves rcw^io for the second. The case is similar at Neh. 11:1, and also at 
Zech. 7:7 (where 'her cities' contrasts with Jerusalem). 

The use of both the conservative and the modern renderings together can also be 
forced by the occurrence of synonyms in the Hebrew, notably within parallelism. Thus 
Hab. 2:12 uses TIT" in the first line and JTHp in the second, which become in P i<W-u*> 
and re*X."U3 respectively, though no difference in sense is intended. 

Hangover 

Although the usual word for 'city' in P on Kings is overwhelmingly rciu-in, we find 
rc*5M*:« at 1 Kings 20:19, 30. This is due to the appearance in the Hebrew of n^HO, 
which was naturally rendered re*jM..v» (in the sense 'province') at 1 Kings 20:14-19; and 
the word re-w-ca lingered in the memory. Likewise in Ezra the occurrence of \i1Ki in 
the Aramaic of 4:15 has brought in pf*u..-c>3 for T17 at 4:15, 19; by 4:20, however, the 
normal rendering rffcu-io is back in use. Conversely, in Ezekiel the usual rendering is 
PCSMJ.-W), but K'Jruio appears at Ezek. 39:3. This is a hangover from 38:13, where MT has 
n*nS3 but the translator understood T1S3 'her villages' and so translated rd»ic\n. 

Initial instability 

A translator may revise his initial policy. The example of which the translators of 
Genesis and Chronicles each used in just one verse before abandoning it permanently, 
was noted on p. 123 above. 

Initial instability may be detected in the renderings of rrblU in Leviticus and Numbers. 
In each book the 'conservative' rendering rfjA*. is frequent towards the beginning, but 
reis&i. rc.-ui. is dominant by the end.4 5 The renewed willingness to try rfiAx. once more at 
the beginning of Numbers suggests awareness of a new start, if not a new translator. 

Differences within P-Samuel 
The renderings of "plK in P-Samuel are as follows: 
(1) Up to 1 Sam. 6:11 inclusive, P renders rt*^a=ua (29 times); 
(2) From 1 Sam. 6:13, the rendering is rtrjaHre', which remains up to 2 Sam. 6:16 inclu

sive (23 times); 

4 4 For detail, see M.P. Weitzman, "Lexical Clues", p. 246. 
4 5 Occasionally we also find the compromise f^sa. , with or without rrtAi_.i (or « * ) ^ A ) . The detailed pattern is 

set out in M.P. Weitzman, "Lexical Clues", p. 237. 

file:///i1Ki
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(3) The remainder of the book displays rapid alternation: r c ^ o r v m in the next verse (2 
Sam. 6:17), rdio-iK' at 2 Sam. 7:2, nr^o^n between 2 Sam. 11:11 and 15:25 (3 times) 
and finally »<ioic< at 2 Sam. 15:29. 

So far as the shift in 2 Sam. 6 is concerned, "plK is not the only Hebrew word whose ren
dering suddenly changes at just this point. Up to 2 Sam. 6:13, TP1 is usually rendered 
(27x) and relatively seldom omitted (lOx). From 2 Sam. 7:1 onwards, however, it is 
usually omitted (20x), and only once rendered (2 Sam. 8:1). (The situation in other 
books is compared below.) To these we may add a third Hebrew word which has two 
different renderings in Samuel, with a change of policy just here. The divine title 
niN32 is transliterated in all seven places where it occurs in Samuel up to and including 
2 Sam. 6:2, but from 2 Sam. 6:18 it is rendered rdijnl*i» 'mighty'. 

The convergence of these three shifts suggests that a fresh translator may have taken 
over at this point.4 6 This would also explain a certain instability in the renderings of 
10n after this breakpoint, as if a new translator were finding his feet: although the 
usual rendering is r^ho-n^, we find rC:ua» at 2 Sam. 7:15 and r t i W t at 2 Sam. 9:1,3, 
before the regular r^ho-iiY is resumed at 2 Sam. 9:7. Whether yet another change of 
translator must be posited to explain the change from re^oirf to re-^oruxi somewhere 
between v.2 and v. 13 of 1 Sam. 6 is doubtful; this single switch could credibly have been 
made by one translator. 

Further evidence for classification 

Agreement patterns that cut across the implicational scale 

So far we have discussed innovations whose distribution tends to follow the implica
tional scale of fig.l, and also the factors that occasionally break that underlying 
pattern. We now turn to some innovations whose distribution tends to cut systemati
cally across the implicational scale. 

We may begin with Hebrew rP"Q, for which, as already mentioned, the native 
(though not cognate) rendering r O u o had to compete with the Greek loan-word 
^a*k<<*^ (5ia6nKn), which was first used in LXX for a religious covenant and elsewhere 
usually denoted a will or other legal settlement. The distribution follows: 

Gen. Ex. Lev. Num. Deut. Jos. Judg. Sam. Kgs. Isa. Jer. Ezek. Dodk. 
26 12 10 5 26 0 3 13 25 12 14 15 11 
0 0 0 0 0 15 0 0 0 0 7 1 4 

Ps. Prov. Job Dan. Chr. 
16 1 1 5 2 
0 0 0 2 13 4 7 

4 6 It is worth noting, however, that in the Septuagint a similar shift occurs in the rendering of PlttCS. 
Lucian's recension usually transliterates up to 2 Sam. 6:18 but always has 7ravToicpaTwp thereafter; see the 
collations of boc 2e 2 in A.E. Brooke, N. McLean and H.St-J. Thackeray, The Old Testament in Greek, vol. 2, 
Cambridge 1935. 

4 7 P in Chronicles even adds ti^rCn in some passages where MT does not have (2 Chr. 5:10, 7:22, 
29:9). Of the rarer renderings of m a , one may note nficnost (twice in Nehemiah and 5 times in 
Chronicles). 
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In this case Joshua and Chronicles, one relatively modern and one relatively conserva
tive book, unite against the rest in a strong preference for the innovation.48 It is worth 
noting that Joshua and Chronicles are further linked by their common policy of trans
lating Heb. p t as rfr,™ rather than rc'-im. 

Another discriminator whose renderings cut across the implicational scale is TT1, 
before a phrase or clause of time which introduces another verb. This word is some
times rendered literally (rtama), sometimes omitted, and occasionally represented by 
the adverb ^.•UCTJ 'then', on the following pattern: 

Gen. Ex. Lev. Num. Deut. Jos. Judg. Sam. Kgs. Isa. Jer. Ezek. Dodk. 
[rendered] 38 16 1 3 1 0 4 28 15 3 5 2 1 
[omitted] 21 5 0 5 4 26 20 30 65 0 15 11 2 
^..vtn 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Job Ruth Esther Dan. Neh. Chr. 
[rendered] 2 3 1 0 1 22 
[omitted] 0 0 4 2 0 0 

0 0 0 10 2 

Here the less conservative rendering - namely omission - is commoner in Kings than in 
books like Jeremiah, shown as relatively modern in fig. 1. The figures for Samuel mask a 
change occurring somewhere in 2 Sam. 6, discussed above. 

Finally we may consider 111*02$, where the conservative rendering is most frequent 
(in absolute terms) in Jeremiah, which in other respects is not among the most conserv
ative books: 

Sam. Kgs. Isa. Jer. Dodk. Ps. Chr. 
[transliterated] 7 0 1 12 0 0 0 
rdifcL» 4 4 58 64 103 15 3 

The distributions for T P 1 and mfcOX both cut across the scale. In the former case, we 
observe a difference between Chronicles and the first part of Samuel on the one hand, 
and the remaining historical books (including Joshua) on the other. 

Such cases show that not all innovations entered the language by precisely the same 
route. Although one group - to which the translators of Ezekiel etc. stood closest -
were particularly active in introducing the innovations listed in fig. 1, we can detect a 
minority of innovations - such as tn*l\^£^^ - which were first adopted by some other 
group(s). 

Small groups of books 

There are a number of renderings of which each is characteristic of just one or two 
books. They do not conflict with the implicational scale, and may allow us to subdivide 
some of the groups shown in fig. 1. 

Ironically, the P versions of S. of S. and Qohelet, which express 'city' and 'silver' 

4 8 This rendering has recently been discussed by J.C. de Moor and F. Sepmeijer, "The Peshitta and the 
Targum of Joshua" in MPI8 (1995), pp. 174-5; see further pp. 243-4 in chapter 5 below. 
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through modern vocabulary, stand unusually close to the Hebrew in certain other 
respects.49 These books are alone in P in regularly using X». They also use Syriac words 
which resemble the Hebrew and seldom appear in other books, such as ^iok\ rather than 
V>A<T> for 310 (Cant. 7:1 quater, Qoh. 1:6, 7), r<ffcr<£m rather than rf\\ for ntOp (Qoh. 
9:6), and rr*W.t rather than re'SAL for HpJ?T (Qoh. 9:17). Again, the construct (rather 
than emphatic plus dalath) is used more frequently in these books than elsewhere. Both 
books may well go back to the same translator. As no such tendency appears in 
Proverbs, the Solomonic books cannot form a single translation unit, even though all 
stand towards the more modern extreme. 

The books Ezra, Nehemiah and Chronicles are linked in rendering D T̂TiEJQ by 
rduezuos "servants", equating with DTnt&O.50 We may also note the use of for TF1 
exclusive to Nehemiah and Chronicles, and the seemingly total freedom of all these 
books from LXX influence. There is also external evidence for viewing them as a dis
tinct group: they are excluded from the Nestorian canon and from the Syriac 'mas-
soretic' tradition (as noted above) and also from the scholia of Bar Hebraeus. 
Moreover, Theodore of Mopsuestia rejected (egeBaXev) them from the biblical canon.51 

Within this group, Chronicles is distinctive in that the Syriac bears a far looser rela
tionship to MT. As argued in detail above, however, that approach was only acquired in 
the course of the work of translation, because of the illegible Vorlage. It is therefore 
possible that all books in this group come from the hand of the same translator. 

Esther may belong to the same group, not only because this book too relates to the 
Persian period but also because it was likewise omitted from the Nestorian massoretic 
ms 9ml. Again like those books it uses both rfku-io and rfWvw for "city". Unlike them, 
however, it receives comment in western massoretic mss. 

Peculiarities of single books 

The singular ^3H is rendered by its Syriac cognate rA=<n regularly in Qohelet (33x). In 
Jeremiah the rendering is instead -px* reA(Jer.2:5, 10:3,15, 16:19, 51:18). Yet another 
rendering, namely rc^yrA 'vapour', going back to the primary meaning of the Hebrew, 
is usual in Psalms (6 times).52 This evidence confirms that the three books of Psalms, 
Jeremiah and Qohelet all stand apart from each other, as was already apparent from fig. 
1. 

The P version of Job has a number of innovations peculiar to itself: rei>Ax, for "10n 
(10:12, 36:14, but re*.imu at 37:13), rC^sa^r* for 13 (31:32), and the vague terms P«*JJL=.I 

(1:5) or rdi^-icuj (42:8) for rV?1S7. Thus, although P-Job is basically conservative in 
policy, it seems to differ in origin from the other conservative books. 

For completeness, we may note that the biblical books vary also in the incidence 
of Jewish traditional exegesis, which is highest in the Pentateuch and in Chronicles. 

4 9 Though even these books have 'free' touches, such as the change from "companions" ( T " i a n ) t 0 

(vY= ,u.)"sheep" at Song 1:7 or from DJnS to x-fc^iv 'retribution' at Qoh. 8:11. 
5 0 Ezra. 2:41,65 etc; Neh. 7:1,44 etc; 1 Chr. 9:33,2 Chr. 35:15. 
5 1 According to Leontius of Byzantium, PG 86, col. 1368. 
5 2 The adjectiven-ii» (or a derivative) appears in Isa. (2x), Dodk. (lx), Ps. (2x), Pr. (lx), Job (2x) and Lam. 

(lx). Note also the renderings r t i . inre' (Pr. 21:6), r d W . (Pr. 13:11) and r A \ \ - L (Isa. 57:13). The plural of 
?2n, when it has the different nuance of 'idols' (and in P becomes r r t A ^ . i ) , may be left aside. 
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In itself, however, this variation does not indicate different translators. The 
Pentateuch was always the primary object of Jewish exegesis, and its relatively high 
incidence in P here may reflect the abundance of material. In Chronicles, it seems 
rather that the translator's difficulties in recovering the plain sense of his damaged 
Hebrew Vorlage left him receptive to any traditional material available. Finally, the 
books vary in their attitude towards the Jewish people, as we shall investigate in 
chapter 5. 

The translation units and the relationships between them 

The work above has indicated differences in usage in the different books of P. These dif
ferences do not of course suffice to indicate the boundaries of the translation units 
definitively, since one cannot know how much inconsistency to admit in the work of an 
individual translator. Still, the translation units may be tentatively delimited on the fol
lowing lines. 

Within the Pentateuch, the case is strong for the unity of Leviticus to Deuteronomy. 
Genesis is so much more conservative as to suggest a different translator. However, 
given the combination of both types of profile in Exodus, we cannot exclude the alter
native hypothesis that the Pentateuch is a unity: the translator began with conservative 
usages, but in Exodus he began tentatively to abandon some of these, and then adopted 
the modern usages wholeheartedly in the later books. 

Among the Former Prophets, Joshua stands well apart. Judges, Samuel and Kings 
form a block by virtue of their conservatism, but each has its own peculiarities, and 
within Samuel two hands can be detected. Of the Latter Prophets, Ezekiel and the 
Twelve Prophets have identical profiles, and, given also their proximity in the canon, 
seem due to the same translator. Another possible pair are Jeremiah and Daniel; the 
profiles are similar, and refcotw serves for niSlK both in Jeremiah and at Dan. 11:42. 
Isaiah, however, with its varying policy stands apart. 

In the Writings, the profiles again vary sufficiently to suggest that almost every book 
has its own translator. In particular, the profiles in Psalms (mixed), Proverbs (modern) 
and Job (conservative) are quite different. S. of S. and Qohelet, however, share a dis
tinctively literalist style and probably form a single translation unit. Moreover, as noted 
above, there is also a case for viewing Ezra, Nehemiah and Chronicles as a single unit, 
which may also have included Esther. Of course the translation technique of 
Chronicles is unique, but this may reflect the unusual state of the Vorlage, rather than 
yet another translator. 

The search for links among the translation units 

The criteria as to whether different translators nevertheless belonged to a single school 
must be chosen with care. To begin with, we are not concerned with cases where the 
Hebrew is straightforward and the agreement of the two Syriac texts could be coinci
dental. For example, the words common to Deut. 24:16 and 2 Kgs. 14:6 are rendered in 
the former as follows: 
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Kings agrees exactly, except in writing for ^omst i . Yet this almost total agreement 
is no proof of literary dependence, because two translators could have reached this 
plain rendering of the Hebrew independently. 

Nor are we concerned with cases where the translator in one book could have con
sulted the Hebrew text, and not necessarily the Peshitta version, of a passage in another 
book, e.g. 
Judg. 5:10 irr» t h te "atei H P te w 

and ye who sit in houses and walk on the ways: meditate! 

Puzzled by T"10, the translator noted the references to "sit" and "go on the way" (and 
possibly "meditate"), and inferred a connection with Deut. 6:7: "when you sit in your 
house, and go on the way". This understanding is continued in the next verse, where 
DS3NB7D is rendered r c ^ s * 'teachers'. All this does not, however, demonstrate depen
dence on the P version of Deuteronomy, as opposed to the Hebrew text. 

Again, for the last three words of Jonah 4:8, P substitutes a rendering of a longer 
passage from the similar context of 1 Kgs. 19:4 -
MT-Jonah " n » THO 310 
MT-Kings T D X D 310 *6 H3 VOtl np nriff 3") 
P-Jonah ,<ft=ir<* iuom rtfl.l \\~*> .»120 ,T<M .raftiral rd»-UM vy!ur£=> ril^S) 

P-KingS .diarC ^a —Y k\_.OC73 red A W^M .,JSa ,«*« .-iCn rd.Vaj rdz.cn .,1 , ^ Q > 

P-Jonah evidently depends on Kings, but not necessarily in Syriac form; the differing 
treatment of the opening words instead suggests direct consultation of the Hebrew.53 

Nor can weight be attached to renderings that are common to many biblical books 
but could have been derived independently from traditions well attested elsewhere. 
Such renderings are r r t r n ^ f o r •,NS™1,54 or (or the like) for 0?ty 'year', 
which also occur in the Targums. 

Three types of evidence are instead relevant. First, different books sometimes agree 
in ascribing to a particular Hebrew word a meaning unparalleled outside P. Second, 
even where there is nothing extraordinary in the perceived sense, the manner in which 
different books of P agree in expressing that sense is sometimes idiosyncratic, and 
without parallel in Jewish Aramaic versions. Third, there are passages where the trans
lator of one book found in the Hebrew text of a given passage an association which led 
him to a passage in a different book, which he can be shown to have consulted in the P 
version and not simply in the Hebrew. 

Common understanding of Hebrew words 

A number of Hebrew words are understood in a manner common but exclusive to the 
translators of P. In some cases we can identify the passage where this understanding 
arose: 

(a) Heb. ntelO 'siegeworks' is oddly rendered 'ambush' or 'marauders' in all the 
books where it occurs (Samuel, Kings, Isaiah, Jeremiah, Ezekiel, Daniel). The only 
5 3 See further Gelston, Twelve Prophets, p. 150. 
5 4 E.g. Gen. 14:5, Deut. 2:11, Josh. 12:4, Isa. 14:9, Ps. 88:11, Pr.9:18, Job 26:5. 

http://rdz.cn
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exception is Jer. 33:4, but even here Tlbb'iO is rendered by the near-synonym n£naj>̂  
'troop'. The understanding of irVTIO as 'ambush' or the like apparently arose from the 
opening of Jer. 32:34 -
M T mab 1 ? T O T 1*0 m ^ o n nan 

Behold the siegeworks. They have come to the city to capture it. 

Understandably, P did not detect the break, and instead read the Hebrew as a continu
ous sentence. This suggested that the n*?^10 was the subject of 'come' and hence 
animate. 

(b) Forms derived from the root ppn 'incise' are rendered by forms from ji.va 
'examine', and in particular by the form rdm.va=a, which means "scrutineer" (in the sense 
of 'prophet', according to Ephrem55). This equation appears at Gen. 49:10*, Num. 
21:18, Deut. 33:21*, Judg. 5:9*, 14*, Isa. 10:1, 33:22*, Prov. 8:15, 31:5*. The asterisk 
indicates the form rdw.\=i», for which the corresponding Hebrew form is usually ppno 
(often taken as 'sceptre'). The origin of the equivalence ppn - ,0*= may be sought in 
Judges 5, where the phrases 2 ^ "'ppn (5:15) and •*? "Hpn (5:16) appear in successive 
verses. These phrases are almost identical graphically, and also in their context, namely 
the taunting of the Reubenites for reflecting too long rather than coming to Deborah's 
aid. Hence a reader of Judges could well have equated the roots ppn and "lpn. Now 
"Ipn is aptly rendered by .o.va "examine", and so ji.vj came to represent ppn also. 

(c) Subtler is the understanding of the noun *W 'affliction' as the specific rf.vav.az. 
'enslavement'. The verb n3U (Piel) 'afflict' first occurs at Gen. 15:13, in a prediction of the 
Egyptian bondage, and is there duly rendered .vava.. Thence, however, rc*.vav.ax. 'enslave
ment' became a common rendering even where the affliction is quite different - e.g. an 
indifferent husband (Gen. 29:32), infertility (1 Sam. 1:11) or persecution by enemies (Ps. 
9:14)- or is altogether more general (Ps. 25:18, Job 30:16,27; Lam. 3:1,19).56 

(d) Heb. nana - properly a free-will gift - is rendered regularly by r<ir.*aa '(gift) sep
arated off'. The same Syriac word serves also to render nOlin "(gift) lifted off"; the 
free-will gift is thus fused with the obligatory portion for the priests. This further use of 
r£tx.-ia& to render nana originated at Exod. 35:29, where that Hebrew word occurs for 
the first time. The equation nDTin = r&x.ia& had occurred just before (at 35:24), and 
the translator took up the same Syriac word for the term nana. This equivalence is 
repeated later in the Pentateuch, Ezekiel (46:12), Psalms (54:8), Ezra (1:4) and 2 Chr. 
35:8.57 At Judg. 5:9, this unusual understanding led to the rendering of D^ananon 
'who offer themselves' as ^ v v i 'who are separated, distinguished'. 

(e) The word DTIBB7D, is understood as •«*•.-,.. "paths". This understanding origi
nates at Gen. 49:14, where the Hebrew compares Issachar to a bony ass crouching 
between the DTlStPO. Apparently the translator looked ahead to the description of 
Dan three verses later as a serpent upon the path, which last word P rendered likewise 
by the plural hAv-it.. The same rendering occurs for DTlSl&Q at Judg. 5:16.58 

5 5 R.-M. Tonneau (ed.), Sancti Ephraem Syri in Genesim et in Exodum Commentarii, Louvain 1955 (CSCO 
152, Syr71), p. 113,1.17. 

5 6 Although other renderings of "'JJf are also found, e.g. rrtioi^oca at Ps. 31:8. 
5 7 Here n2*13^ is rendered cutis. 
5 8 It may be, however, that the translators instead thought of DWDB?, which P often understands as 'paths'. 

http://rf.vav.az
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(0 Not quite exclusive to P, but still noteworthy, is the understanding of nS^Pi 
'change (of garments)' as (rcivim) r e ^ p \ "pair (of garments)". This first occurs in Gen. 
45:22, and seems due to LXX btooctg oroXag. It is repeated in Judges (14:12-13), 2 
Kings (5:5) and in the latter part of Gen. 45:22 itself, even though LXX does not speak 
of "twofold" garments in any of these passages. 

(g) In 2 Sam. 23 and 1 Chr. 11, we have two parallel lists of David's heroes. In Samuel, 
P unexpectedly understands adjectives of place to indicate provenance from specific 
mountains: 

Adjective P Hero 
v.ll TIPI "from the king's mountain (country)"59 !1DB? 
v.25 T)nn(l°) "from the king's mountain (country)" HDB7 
v.28 THINn "from the temple mount" pO^S 
v.33 T i m "from the mount of olives" HOE 
This curious understanding recurs in Chronicles, despite differences in the forms of the 
adjectives as well as the identity of the heroes: 
v.27 TT"inn "from the king's mountain (country)" mOB? 
v.35 T i n n "from the temple mount" DKTIK 
Most of the adjectives graphically resemble i n - apart from "THIND which, however, is 
followed by the name "HiTO. No doubt Samuel was translated before Chronicles, but it 
could not be said that P-Chronicles has simply copied P-Samuel. Rather, both seem to 
share a special tradition which distinguished the nearly homographic adjectives, 
naming the mountains in a set order. 

The origin of two further instances of a special meaning shared by more than one 
book cannot be traced to any specific passage: 

(h) The rendering rC-taw "scribe" for IBB? is usual in Exodus, Deuteronomy and 
Joshua, and also occurs twice in Chronicles (1 Chr. 23:4, 2 Chr. 19:11). It derives from 
association with Syriac rc*-i\^. 'document' (or conceivably with the rabbinic Hebrew 
cognate). This rendering does not derive from rabbinic tradition, which instead views 
the "11227 as an enforcer rather than scholar of the law. 

(i) Again, the unclear graphic sequence D1K/D1N was almost everywhere under
stood by P as Edom(ite), as discussed in detail above. 

Common modes of expression in Syriac 

Here we are concerned with agreement between different books of P, against the Jewish 
Aramaic versions, on the choice of expression in Syriac. 

We may be able to identify the biblical passage at which such a solution was invented. 
Thus at Gen. 49:9, MT applies to Judah three different terms for lion: 

P duly renders the first by c«Mrf * reMoi^and the second by r£.\r<r alone. For the third 
term he has no new Syriac word, and so repeats rtMco^ Now the use of 
reMrC.i rc -̂iccsyfor the rarer Hebrew terms for 'lion' is well attested in other books of P, 

5 9 The term T?On "in in rabbinic Hebrew indicates an extensive area north of Jerusalem; see S. Applebaum, 
Judeain Hellenistic and Roman Times, Leiden 1989, pp. 24-8. 
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and seems to have spread from this passage. It represents W2b (Num. 24:9*, Joel 1:6*), 
Vb (Isa. 30:6*, Prov. 30:20), bW0 (Job 4:10*), and even the mother lioness K'31? at 
Ezek. 19:2. (The asterisk indicates passages where the Hebrew has in a parallel line 
another word for 'Hon', rendered reMre* in P.)60 

In other cases in which a common policy can be identified as to the choice of Syriac 
expression, its origin cannot be linked decisively to any particular biblical passage, 
though often we may reasonably ascribe it to the canonically earliest occurrence: 

(a) The most striking example is the Tetragrammaton, which is not transliterated but 
translated as rsi.** "lord", similarly to LXX and against the Targums preserved by rab
binic Judaism.61 

(b) Again, mill is almost everywhere rendered by the Greek loanword rea»cc*u, while 
the Jewish Targums use KrPTIN and reserve NOICS for human decrees, as discussed 
above. 

(c) The sacrificial term "trespass offering" is rendered by the colourless r e g i o n 

in all the books where it occurs (Leviticus, Samuel, Ezekiel). This Syriac word is also 
used for the near-homograph HK/K, a generic term for which r e g i o n is indeed appropri
ate; the translators were indifferent to the distinction. Common choices of expression 
may thus raise the broader question of shared theological attitudes: in this case, an 
indifference to ritual (of which the obverse was regard for prayer), as will be discussed 
in chapter 5. 

(d) The Hebrew sometimes describes God as ]30 'shield'. The first instance is at Gen. 
15:1, where P instead states that God helps (±*a>). P goes on to substitute the same verb 
at Deut. 33:29 and Prov. 2:7, 30:5. The corresponding nomen agentis <<i±*ai~n is substi
tuted ten times in the Psalms (plus 2 Sam. 22:3).62 

(e) Another case where the general (though not the exact) sense was known and dif
ferent books share a distinctive rendering concerns lists of sacrificial pots. In various 
books we find the same sequence of three terms - nd . i in re-ure* r&ata - namely at Exod. 
27:3 = 38:3, 1 Sam. 2:14, 1 Kgs. 7:40,45, 2 Kgs. 25:14 = Jer. 52:18, 2 Chr. 35:13, even 
though the Hebrew terms vary considerably.63 

(f) A single nuance of (3*?) nTVHE? 'stubbornness' is brought out in the common ren
dering r s ^ a ^ . 'will' - usually in the construct - at Deut. 29:19, six times in Jeremiah 
(3:17, 7:24, 9:13, 11:8, 16:12, 18:12) and at Ps. 81:13. Again, a common mode of 
expressing the sense was agreed. 

(g) Hebrew DTI30 , confined to Gen. 19:11 and 2 Kgs. 6:18, is rendered r ^ i v O v ^ i * 

('bedazzlement') in both passages (twice in the verse from Kings). This is an unusual 
term, formed from r O y j * . 'lamp', reflecting a derivation of DTI30 from 13. 

Ultimately, the common policies regarding choice of Syriac expression can be broad
ened out to include shared attitudes to the task of translation altogether. These were 
considered in detail in chapter 2, and here we need only recall the major characteristics 
which set the P translators aside from the Targums transmitted by rabbinic Judaism: 
quantitative literalism, fidelity to the plain sense even in poetic or figurative passages, 

6 0 The renderings of "PQ3 can be left aside, since here the rendering rcMc^s «Mcc \ js unexceptional. See also 
Gelston, Twelve Prophets, p. 141. 6 1 In 11 QTgJob, the name is represented by NiVJK (e.g. 42:1). 

6 2 See Joosten in MPI 8 (1995), p. 65n. 
6 3 M.A. Zipor, "A Striking Translation Technique of the Peshitta", JSS26 (1981), pp. 11-20. 
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and the deliberate misreading or even omission of difficult passages. In addition, the P 
translators agree in their general tolerance towards anthropomorphisms, with the same 
exceptions - notably, of God as shield (as noted above) and of God changing his 
purpose. 

The consultation of passages in different books 

In some passages, notably in Job, the translator borrowed the equivalences invented by 
a colleague in a different book. The direction of influence can be established in the fol
lowing cases: 

Exod. 33:5-6 Job 10:17a 

In Exodus, Heb. "HJ3 is rendered re*iu, as in the Targums. The equivalence was taken up 
in Job: 
M T " •MT 'WBnnn 
P »\-inol Jure" PC'VUCBO 

and you rouse your weaponry against me 

It seems that P-Job understood the second Hebrew word as which led him to 
Exodus. The verb r^iioi is probably, as Bernstein supposed, a corruption of *\.IJ*=>J 

"(you) renew".64 

Deut. 21:17 => Job 20:10b 

In Deuteronomy, 13X rVEftO "the firstfruits of his strength" is rendered m.A. "the 
first (lit. head) of his progeny", in line with the context (inheritance rights of sons). This 
rendering for is later adopted by P in Job: 
M T • u w n a a w n m 
P fflAn V \ , T CU |CDO.-V*rc*0 

and his hands will stretch out against his offspring 

The first line of v. 10 had stated (in P) that the sons of the wicked would be broken by 
poverty. Even so, mere guesswork would not have led P-Job to continue that they would 
be attacked by their own father. Rather, the form put P-Job in mind of the passage 
in Deuteronomy. 

Ps.4:5, 17:3--* => Job 31:34c 

The Hebrew and Syriac texts in Job may be thus compared: 
M T n n s KSN tfian 

and on the speech of lips I did not meditate 

6 4 G.H. Bernstein, "Syrische Studien I. Beitrage zur Berechtigung einzelner Stellen und Worter in den bisher 
gedruckten syrischen Werken", ZDMG 3 (1849), pp. 385-428:392. 
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The concluding verb in P represents the opening verb in the Hebrew; apparently P-Job 
consulted Ps. 4:5, where 1011 is rendered coio "and meditate". This equivalence seems 
to have originated with the translator of Psalms, who apparently felt that a literal trans
lation ("be silent") would contradict the preceding phrase: "speak in your hearts". 
Having adopted this equivalence, P-Job then apparently took nflS as the organs of 
speech (cf. Micah 7:5 TB TiriS), and selected an expression from another passage in 
Psalms, namely Ps. 17:3-4, where the context is similar to that of Job, namely protesta
tion of innocence: 
M T ...TfiBB l a i a DIK mbssh :"B l a i r *?a... 
P rc*2nc\&f0.1 rC\\~*iain r^fV.l-i.t rC*H=uw. ^Cv3 Yv_ OH-IN. rtAo 

and the works of man have not passed over my mouth by the speech of lips 

Ps. 78:41 => Job 31:35b 

In Psalms, MT has Vuin and P o i ^ i ^ again on the basis of LXX (napwguvav).65 The 
same equivalence is adopted for i n at Job 31:35b, which was evidently thought related: 
M T w i B i n i n 
P [ = ,33JT] >-><^^*> K'mW.i . m o ^ H o i ^ 
The equation i n - re^oi^would be otherwise inexplicable. 

Psalm 139:23 (and 55:9?) Job 20:2 

The texts in Job are as follows: 
M T "a "»in n a m i -aia^ET *tjm ysh 

for the sake of my steps, answer me; and for my sake, wait for me 

To render ,BJ7tff, P found the related word "•BEltf at Ps. 139:23, which is likewise ren
dered ,J^lcn, on the basis of LXX rag rpipoug uou. The rendering of Heb. KTin "hasten" 
by its near-opposite is likewise characteristic of P in Psalms.66 This equivalence 
apparently arose in Psalms, perhaps at Ps. 55:9, where M T has ETin and P follows the 
guess in LXX: npooebExounv. Alternatively, the reason for this rendering in P-Psalms 
may be that all forms of this verb occurring in Psalms end with cohortative n. This may 
have suggested a connection with the verb nETl, which originally meant "be silent" but 
could mean 'hesitate' (Judg. 18:9,2 Kgs. 7:9). 

Lam. 3:63 => Job 30:9a 

In Lamentations, Heb. DWaSB is rendered ^omui , apparently borrowed from the pre
vious verse, where OiVJiTI was rendered ^ito "and (my enemies' lips) meditate". This 
equivalence was adopted by P for a similar form in Job: 

6 5 At Job 31:34c and 31:35b, the translator's uncertainly led him to add an alternative reading. See M.P. 
Weitzman, "Hebrew and Syriac Texts of the Book of Job", SVT 66 (1997), pp. 381-99. 

«* See Ps. 22:20,38:23,40:14=70:2,55:9,70:6,71:12 and (in 9al alone) 141:1. 
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M T T r n ana-aa n n n 
P K-ocn ^omuil K i m o 

and now I have become their meditation 

In the following case the agreement suggests borrowing but evidence of priority is 
lacking. At both Isa. 16:6 and Jer. 48:30 the Hebrew phrase TH3 p K*? has been taken 
as: "not so (foresaw) his priests" and expanded in similar terms: 
•mccfto^o .CTJCAX. cvo.i=> rcT^ro rtam rcA Isa. 16:6 
,mcAi_ oD.va rdiicn r*om n& ,CTJCOS)O^JSO Jer. 48:30 
We may distinguish a further group of passages, where the translator faced with a given 
Hebrew word found a verse in another book where that same word occurred, but 
adopted the Syriac rendering of a different word in that verse: 

Exod. 28=>Job 28:19 

In Job, wisdom is compared to two precious stones (OHE? and TSO) which recur in the 
description of the priestly garments in Exodus 28. Only this association can account 
for P's treatment of v. 19b: 
M T n^oriK^mnDDnaa 
P crA ^nii<\ r& rc'iv.-ia.T rdar£^o 

The stones of the ephod are not equal to her 

The word re*x.vi identifies the source of P-Job here as P-Exodus. The association again 
follows the Hebrew from one passage to another, but here creates a new Hebrew-Syriac 
equivalence. 

Deut. 21:18,20 => Prov. 7:11 

The intending adulteress described in MT-Proverbs as ATIO! iTOn "flighty and rebel
lious" becomes in P rt\oa>nra r^ao-to "rebellious and gluttonous". These adjectives 
both occur in the law of the rebellious son in Deuteronomy: re*.-»otei represents "1110 
(v. 18), while r<\oa>r< answers to ^ 1 T , in the parents' declaration in v.20 that their son is 
a glutton. Here, unlike Proverbs, the adjectives "rebellious" and "gluttonous" fit the 
Hebrew. The translator of Proverbs was evidently guided by the common Hebrew word 
TT10 to the passage in Deuteronomy. However, the Hebrew word ^1T, to which corre
sponds one of the Syriac words carried over from P-Deuteronomy, does not occur in 
the Proverbs passage at all. 

Isa. 38:12 => Job 7:6a 

M T r u t "an bp "w 

This seems to depend on the verse in Isaiah, where 3")N likewise occurs in the Hebrew, 
and the root . i \ jn the Syriac, but for a later word in the verse: 
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M T ^vssr rfrrD T T r rca v n a p 
P O .Vl \ te* l l ^ i o . - t rC*l«M v-yr<"0 c»'iu» vyrC* O. iao^K' 6 7 

my life was snapped off like threads, and like a web ready to be cut off 

In all these cases, it may seem surprising that anyone who knew his Bible well enough to 
be able to locate an analogous form in a different book did not know the meaning of 
the relevant word in the first place. However, to recognise the meaning of a word 
requires knowledge, while to track down a parallel form requires industry alone. In 
principle, industry is always in supply, but knowledge of meaning, once lost in a given 
community, cannot be recovered - except through the unusual possibilities of success
ful guesswork or recourse to a different community. Here we must beware of judging 
the ancient translators by the standards of our own knowledge, which has been drawn 
from many different circles of tradition, including the versions as well as rabbinic and 
patristic exegesis. The knowledge available in any one circle in antiquity would have 
been far more restricted. 

Transfer of the choice of Syriac expression from passage to passage on an altogether 
larger scale occurs in texts that are duplicated in the Hebrew Bible, such as 2 Sam. 22 = 
Ps. 18. These are discussed below. 

Syriac text quoted from book to book without reference to the Hebrew 

Finally, there are cases where the translator's association runs from the Hebrew text in 
one book directly to the Syriac text in another. This procedure is of course hardly justi
fiable, and the association may have been unconscious. 

(a) Num. 5:27=* Jer. 15:9 

In Jeremiah we have 
MT ntffBannaa "she breathed out her soul" 
P <no>v\ W A I "her belly swelled" 
P's unexpected rendering recalls the fate of the adulteress at Num. 5:27 (cf. 21), where P 
has an identical phrase, even though MT is wholly different: iTJED HnaSI. Instead of 
searching for the same Hebrew word in a different book, the translator has followed an 
association which runs from the Hebrew in Jeremiah to the Syriac in Numbers. 

(b) Exod. 2:12 => Neh. 13:25 

MT-Nehemiah describes the treatment of those who had contracted foreign marriages: 
DQ-I0K1 D ^ K DHO TK1 "I smote some of the men and tore out their hair". In P, 
however, Nehemiah's behaviour is more violent still: 

and I killed some of the men and hid them 

6 7 See further M.P. Weitzman, "Hebrew and Syriac Texts of Job". 
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Apparently the translator of Nehemiah was thinking of Exod. 2:12, where Moses 
smote an Egyptian and hid him in the sand. There P renders: 
rAvtn orba^o rCî JsaX rrA^oo 

and he killed the Egyptian and hid him in the sand 

The reason that the translator of Nehemiah thought of this passage is that he associ
ated by sound the Hebrew verb mrt in his Vorlage with the Syriac verb tmr in Exodus. 

Duplicate texts 

Further evidence relating to links among the biblical books comes from those texts that 
are duplicated in two different books of the Bible. Here we may hope that the differ
ences between the Syriac texts in the two books will highlight differences of translation 
technique, since the underlying Hebrew texts are almost identical. 

Samuel and Psalms 

Any hope that the duplicate texts of 2 Sam. 22 and Ps. 18 in P might bring into relief the dif
ferences of technique between the translators of Samuel and Psalms is soon dashed. The 
translations are for the most part identical. Not only do they presuppose the same Hebrew 
text, despite the differences in the Hebrew of MT. They also choose the same Syriac equiv
alent at almost every point, and coincidence cannot always be responsible, e.g. 
9 r s a r o a o ^ i a ^ (as if rasa) 
13 rra rr&v*68 

36 nnrai 
Almost wherever the two books differ in MT, both Syriac texts follow the Hebrew of 
Psalms, e.g. 

Sam.(MT) Ps.(MT) Sam.&Ps.(P) 
5 n a c a ^an « i = u , 
8 O^BB; onn rc\c\ 

Only in v.3 do differences in the Hebrew give rise to corresponding differences between 
the two Syriac texts. At this point, a phrase appears in Samuel but not in Psalms, 
according both to MT and to P, namely: 
••whki oana t b w d 
However, P-SamueFs practice of following the Hebrew text of Psalms had already 
begun in v.2, where it includes a rendering of the words "'pTrl * TBrnX, which MT has 
in Psalms but not in Samuel. After v.3, differences in the Hebrew are no longer reflected 
in the respective texts of P, which instead agree closely. 

Occasionally P-Samuel and P-Psalms treat the Hebrew independently, e.g. 
v.19 11727a P-Samuel r c ^ i a c a P-Psalms rs^o-ia 

6 8 The translator was apparently distracted by 1F130 (v. 12). See M.P. Weitzman, "The Peshitta Psalter and its 
Hebrew Vorlage", VT35 (1985), pp. 341-54: p. 342. 

6 9 MT (again in Samuel only) also has 'OIJOI, but this is not represented in P, perhaps because the preceding 
»s>ccx.kus (for 'SJ t fD) covered it. 
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Here P-Samuel is perhaps guided by similarity of sound, while P-Psalms assumes a 
derivation from PET "save". Such discrepancies are, however, exceptional. 

How can this close correspondence be explained? The virtual unanimity of the man
uscript tradition makes it unlikely that the two passages were translated independently 
and only later harmonised by copyists. Rather, both P-Samuel and P-Psalms are essen
tially the same translation. 

As that translation is based on the Hebrew text of Psalms, the obvious inference is 
that it originated in P-Psalms, and that P-Samuel (at least in this chapter) was trans
lated later. As Englert concluded: "It is very likely that Psalms was one of the first Old 
Testament books to be translated into Syriac and that, when II Samuel was translated, 
the Syriac of II Samuel was made to conform with that of Psalms".70 

However, this hypothesis fails to explain the occurrence in both Syriac texts of an 
equivalence which is characteristic of P-Samuel and unknown in P-Psalms, in v. 12: 
Samuel "]B?n nCTl m . i \ ^ 
Psalms n n o "wn ner < n * i ^ r e ^ a z u 

Now the noun r*^a>y/'hiding place" - and indeed the root r t i ^ - never recurs in 
P-Psalms. In P-Samuel, however, the root is not uncommon. At 1 Sam. 25:20 
"inn i n 0 3 is rendered K'ioJ^s ^ . ' \ ^ Moreover, as noted above, in Samuel alone the 
nnntW? are called r^&^J'lurking-places", apparently on the supposition that they 
derive from a root infe? which is equivalent to inO. 

We thus have an equivalence characteristic of P-Samuel and alien to P-Psalms, applied 
to the Hebrew text of Psalms.71 This supports the reconstruction suggested by Greenberg: 
the translator of Samuel used the Hebrew of Psalms instead of the Hebrew of Samuel, 
and his translation was taken over almost unchanged by the translator of Psalms.72 

No doubt the Syriac translator of Samuel was well aware of the duplicate Hebrew 
text in Psalms. In verses 2-3 he strove for completeness by combining the Hebrew of 
both books. However, he soon decided instead simply to follow the Hebrew of Psalms -
either because it is generally fuller, or because it was more familiar through regular 
recitation of the Psalter. Later, when the book of Psalms came to be translated, the text 
already in P-Samuel was for the most part simply adopted. The translator of Psalms 
undertook no more than light revision. In v.3, he removed the last few words, which 
have no counterpart in the Hebrew of Psalms. Thereafter, on rare occasions, he offered 
an independent treatment of the Hebrew. Other differences between the two texts can 
be explained as stylistic adjustments of the text of P-Samuel. Altogether, one can main
tain the priority of P-Samuel, in keeping with the traditional Jewish order. 

We may note also that P-Samuel often stands closer to the Hebrew, and that P-
Psalms could be viewed as a revision to improve inner logic or Syriac idiom, e.g. 
17 ^fla'1 ^np^ P-Samuel A*.a p w o , P-Psalms *As.o 
The equivalence nG7D = r&x. in P-Samuel, known also from Exod. 2:10, seems original, 
in which case P-Psalms removed a perceived tautology ("he took me and drew me"). 

7 0 D.M.C. Englert, The Peshitto of Second Samuel, Philadelphia 1949, p. 95. Englert provides a table com
paring the Hebrew and Syriac texts on pp. 92-3. 

7 1 The word VinO is absent in almost all Hebrew mss of Samuel. The main point, however, concerns not the 
Hebrew text but the Syriac equivalent. 

7 2 G. Greenberg, "The Peshitta to 2 Samuel and Psalm 18 - One Translation or Two?", forthcoming. 



Duplicate texts 197 

36 in(1)31D P-Samuel v ^ c o s , P-Psalms vy&vo.ifea 

P-Samuel corresponds closely to the Hebrew, but P-Psalms found it paradoxical in 
context ("Your humiliation exalts me") and adjusted to "your discipline". 
4 1 b nnn 
P-Samuel S *\*x&rC »=».-&aA-| ^omA.Aoo P-PsalmS ?̂J.v> i=>lnh »ar»a\-».n\o 
Here P-Psalms resolves an idiom extant in P-Sam. 

A seeming indication against the priority of P-Samuel appears in v.46. In both 
Samuel and Psalms, M T has D(PP)rfn30D0 while P renders ^omikax. This evi
dently reflects ano TWV rpifjwv auTtov, the reading of LXX in Psalms but not in Samuel. 
We would expect the influence of the LXX version of Psalms to have been exerted 
through P-Psalms, rather than through P-Samuel. Yet this argument is not conclu
sive. If P-Samuel followed here the Hebrew of Psalms rather than of Samuel, he may 
likewise have consulted the Greek of Psalms. Moreover, there is no evidence that 
LXX-Samuel was available to the translators of P at all; it has left no trace in P-
Samuel.73 

Kings and Isaiah 

We must now consider the passages duplicated between 2 Kings 18-20 and Isaiah 
36-39, which have been studied by Walter.74 In MT, the divergence between these pas
sages is more extensive than that between Samuel and Psalms. This divergence is 
usually reflected in the two Syriac texts. In particular, sections unique to one of the 
books in MT (e.g. 2 Kgs. 18:14-16, Isa. 38:9-20) remain unique to that book in P. At 
some points there is greater divergence between the two passages in P than in MT, in 
that the same Hebrew word is rendered differently, as Walter illustrates (p. 192). 

Nevertheless, as Walter has observed, the number and nature of the agreements 
between the two books in the choice of Syriac rendering cannot be ascribed to coinci
dence. Walter's comparisons are rightly based on the oldest extant form of the text, 
which in most cases (especially in Kings) is that of the Florence manuscript 9al, e.g. 
2 Kgs. Isa. MT P (both books) 
18:22 36:7 mPT n3TDPI r**=>x*> 

19:24 37:25 "JOT «pa 
19:28 37:29 "I33NET1 v y w c ^ o 

Evidently, the Syriac version in one book has been utilised in the other. 
According to Walter, the translation of Isaiah came first, and influenced P-Kings. In 

favour of this view, Walter points to passages where the Hebrew presupposed by both 
texts is that of Isaiah rather than Kings:75 

2 Kgs. Isa. MT (Kgs.) MT(Isa.) P (both books) 
18:25 36:10 HTH OlpOH nKTtt pKM rc.vn rc^v*-

19:23 37:24 ]bft DT1D ra»o< 

20:13 39:2 flOCTl !"10EH ..v-o 

7 3 The same Syriac equivalence has been borrowed by P at Mic. 7:17, the one remaining occurrence of this 
word. P's source in Micah cannot be LXX-Micah (evouYicXetauui aurwv). 

7 4 D.M. Walter, "The Use of Sources in the Peshitta of Kings", MPI 8 (1995), pp. 187-204. 
7 5 Though, as Walter notes, in 19:23 and 20:13 one or more mss of MT-Kings agree with Isaiah. 
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There is another very clear case where P-Kings presupposes the Hebrew of Isaiah, 
though it lies outside the main duplicate section: 
2 Kgs. 16:5 (MT) or6r6 to *6i ma BX m m NNRBIFR... 
isa. 7:1 (MT) RRBS UNBVB to» *6i RRBV N N R F C D ^ . . . 

P (both passages) <nAv. .^ot iv^jM.- i n A i ^ c r C * nAo «n=nv. c u c ^ ^ A . . . 
Walter also argues that the Hebrew-Syriac equivalences characteristic of Isaiah have 
sometimes influenced the translator of Kings, notably: 

(a) P-Kings almost always renders TS by rf^-io, while P-Isaiah varies between this 
and T&HMXX. However, P-Kings has rCJu.:c*> at 2 Kgs. 19:25, within the duplicate 
section, agreeing with P-Isaiah at the parallel point (Isa. 37:26). This according to 
Walter betokens the influence of P-Isaiah. 

(b) It will be recalled that in rendering the noun 121 the translators tend to use 
reSa\S\a for 'matter' and r^iAss for mere words. P-Isaiah duly uses rrtA=>» of the 
Assyrians' words from the first (Isa. 36:13 onward), so indicating their emptiness. P-
Kings, however, first calls these words rt^a^Ka (2 Kgs. 18:27-28), and only later (2 
Kgs. 18:37 and thereafter). Walter infers that the translator of P-Kings was influenced 
by P-Isaiah, from which he learnt belatedly to use K'VAsa for empty words. 

Walter's evidence for the priority of P-Isaiah is impressive, but not conclusive. That 
P-Kings sometimes rests on the Hebrew text of Isaiah is certain; but, as the discussion 
on 2 Samuel 22 showed, the fact that P in one book presupposes the Hebrew text of 
another need not imply dependence on the P version of that other book. Nor do the 
claimed traces in P-Kings of the translation technique of P-Isaiah demonstrate depen
dence. At 2 Kgs. 19:25, it remains possible that the translator himself used rc'K.-io, and 
that p f i u . w j is due to a copyist who assimilated to Isaiah. The change would have been 
tempting, since K'JM..-C» better suited P's adjective rCiMis*. (MT: D T 1 2 S 3 DTU7). As to the 
distinction between rtf»x*ia and rttkn, the usage of the latter for empty words was 
already known to P-Kings, since he so terms the words of the false prophets at 1 Kgs. 
22:23 {ter). A possible reason for his not using it at 2 Kgs. 18:27-28 is that the Assyrian 
envoy is himself speaking and here referring to the words of his own king. Here, we may 
suppose, P chooses the more respectful term re^a^fcva, and not until the Assyrians' 
words are mentioned by the biblical narrator or by the Israelites does he term them 
mere rA=*>. 

Moreover, arguments similar to Walter's could be mounted in the opposite direction. 
In one passage, the two Syriac texts on balance stand closer to the Hebrew of Kings 
than of Isaiah: 
2 Kgs. 20:7 I'TOTT BV I D ^ K H I N P * L O^KH N*?31 I N P 

Isa. 38:21 T T W N *?J? imOl D^KD r6ffl 1KBT 
P (both passages) r£lu<\x. Xx. ^tyyiiftilCi rdlK'irw rflArj.-l ^CAnmi 

As to characteristic equivalences, we may consider the renderings of Hebrew "ION1? 
immediately before direct speech. P-Kings uses the Syriac infinitive -fcartfaA in 13 pas
sages according to all mss, while in another two this usage survives in 9a I alone.76 In 
Isaiah, by contrast, the Hebrew infinitive LDT& - which appears 28 times - is almost 

7 6 1 Kgs. 2:4; 6:11; 12:22-23; 15:18; 16:1; 17:8; 18:1; 21:17,28; 2 Kgs. 10:1; 20:4; 22:3; plus occurrences in 9a 1 
only at 1 Kgs. 17:2 and 2 Kgs. 3:7. 
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always either replaced by a finite verb or omitted altogether. There are just two 
exceptions, both of which fall within the duplicated sections. One is Isa. 38:4, where the 
parallel in Kings likewise has -fcaKirA, which could have been the source for P-Isaiah. 
The other occurrence of i»r<£sA for IDK^ in P-Isaiah is at the end of 37:9, as attested 
by two mss (7a 1 916), though the rest displace it to the middle of v. 10. Admittedly, in the 
parallel at the end of 2 Kgs. 19:9, the extant mss do not render "IDK*? by *»r£*A: 
instead, 9al (and part of its family) has a finite verb (-tearCo) while the rest omit. Still, it 
remains possible that P-Kings too once had vxr£sA here and that the ms variants repre
sent two ways of removing this Hebraism.77 At all events, the fact that this usage in P-
Isaiah is confined to the passages duplicated in Kings demands explanation. 

A further argument for the priority of P-Kings is that (at least on the evidence of 
9a 1) it stands closer than P-Isaiah to the Hebrew, e.g. 

2 Kgs. 18:24 = Isa. 36:9 

M T o^ena^ aa-fr 
P-KgS. K^cM Lw.o rCkai te ) Xâ o 
P-Isa. r^aaHo r t ' V - i V V w ^ Xiu.i 

2 Kgs. 18:26=Isa. 36:11 

M T n»innte iE7K 
P-KgS. rf-icvt iŝ .-i 

P-Isa. rtfHoa. law 

2 Kgs. 19:3 = Isa. 37:3 

M T nae?» i s D^a paa ••a) 
P-Kgs. 
P-Isa. rcM-A «\=i» 
The text of P-Isaiah could be viewed in such cases as an idiomatic revision of that of P-
Kings. 

It deserves to be said that Walter's case for the influence of P-Isaiah upon the major
ity text of P-Kings remains strong. However, it is not at all certain that P-Isaiah already 
influenced the original text of P-Kings, as represented by 9a 1. The evidence admits at 
least as well the priority of P-Kings over P-Isaiah, in accordance with the Jewish 
canonical order. 

Kings and Jeremiah 

The final chapters of Kings and Jeremiah (2 Kgs. 25, Jer. 52) are very similar in the 
Hebrew, though again not so similar as the texts of 2 Samuel 22 and Psalm 18. For the 
first few verses there is further parallel material in Jer. 39:1-10. 

7 7 A similar case occurs at 1 Kgs. 1:13, where MT has "lON^ while9al has a finite verb and the majority omit. 
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Here again the Syriac texts tend to reflect the divergence of the Hebrew texts. 
Moreover, even the same Hebrew text may be treated independently in the two books, 
e.g. 

MT P-Kgs P-Jer. 
2 Kgs. 25:2=Jer. 52:5 (11303 TOT) K3ITI fc^Wo fci^o 
2 Kgs. 25:17=Jer. 52:22 H33K? riAm « r ^ ^ 
In particular, each translator has imposed his own preferred usage for ordinals: 
2 KgS. 25 r£.-un&., r fWjje iv (v. 1); r£ixi=au (w.3,8) 
Jer. 52 r̂ -iauk.*, .VX^A (V.4); rctoau.i (vv.6,12) 
These follow the normal usages of either book: adjectives in P-Kings, as at 1 Kgs. 6:38, 
12:12; and dalath with the cardinal in P-Jeremiah, as at Jer. 28:1,41:1. 

Once again, however, there are some similarities too close to be accidental, e.g. 
2 Kgs. 25:12 Q , ,33^1 BPirph (6phl K ^ C ^ O ) KiiAalo «z»iA 
Jer. 39:10 D-sH 0 ^ 1 3 ' ^ A c v a o 

Jer. 52:16 tJK^^irpb ^ u \ c ^ o rZaiA 

Here too Walter is inclined to regard P-Kings as the borrower, albeit "at most to a very 
minor degree".78 In support, he points out one passage where P-Kings presupposes the 
Hebrew text of Jeremiah: 
2 Kgs. 25:4 (most Heb. mss) J T ^ n 
Jer. 39:4=52:7 f l W 1K2T1 ini3"[l] 
P (all passages) n^.W-. rt)*>ia oosuo on-u. 

In fact, however, we can find evidence for the priority of P-Kings, in the renderings of 
two items in the temple, as will be explained below: 

(a) Heb. J1313Q properly denotes a wheeled stand, of which the temple had ten, for 
the ten lavers. However, the word was instead understood in the Syriac texts of 
both books as "basin", though the terms differ: <<u& at 2 Kgs. 25:13,16, and 
rdi^r<ratJer.52:17.79 

(b) Heb. m r O properly indicates each of the capitals above the temple pillars. In P, 
however, we find rtii\rC "basin" again, both in P-Kings and in P-Jeremiah (2 Kgs. 
25:17 ter; Jer. 52:22 ter), which here agree verbally. 

Both equivalences can in fact be traced to P-Kings, in the detailed account of the 
temple in 1 Kgs. 7. The translator did not understand the description in 1 Kgs. 
7:27-37 of the JTJ130 as a wheeled stand, and instead thought it a basin («^\r<'), with 
much the same function as the bronze sea that immediately preceded. As to mr i3 , P-
Kings had until that point used nrfccn**, derived from 30** "cut", apparently to denote 
a crowning slab.80 At 7:31, however, m n 3 occurs in the description of the wheeled 
stands, which the translator instead thought were basins. The architectural sense was 
clearly unsuitable, and so the mPD too had to become an r d i i ^ 'basin'. The transla
tor was not to know of the archaeological discoveries from Cyprus which suggest that 
7 8 Walter, "The Peshitta of Kings", p. 203. 
7 9 At Jer. 52:20, however, where the twelve brazen cattle are beneath the FYI32& in MT, P places them beneath 

resn.^ .aicuasj 'the rims of the (brazen) sea". This long rendering perhaps seeks to combine MT with LXX 
ujroKotTw rfjc; 8aXctaor|<;. 

8 0 This Syriac word first appears at 1 Kgs. 6:36, where MT has nn"D, which the translator evidently derived 
from rPO "cut". It again represents FiniS at 7:2,12. Evidently flTTO was considered an equivalent form. 
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this m r G was a circular frame which surmounted the stand and into which the laver 
fitted.81 

The sense 'basin' continues to be attached both to PI31DQ and to m r D in P-Kings. In 
2 Kgs. 25:13,16 H313D is again understood in this way, although the different term r&t& 

is used. Likewise m r D continues to be understood as 'basin' (*<i\r<r), so that the 
temple pillars are surmounted according to P by basins (1 Kgs. 7:41~42).82 Thus rdj^ry 
for mriD at 2 Kgs. 25:17 ter simply maintains an equivalence already characteristic of 
P-Kings (from 1 Kgs. 7:31 onward). The use of the same equivalence m r D - rdi\r<r at 
Jer. 52:22 ter can hardly be explained except on the basis of borrowing from P-Kings. P-
Jeremiah is unlikely to have alighted on r e ^ r y 'bowl' as an independent guess for 
m r D , because the context is instead architectural, being a description of the temple 
pillars. The translator of Jeremiah must therefore be the borrower.83 

As to the agreement between P-Kings and P-Jeremiah in understanding H3130 as a 
basin (Jer. 52:17 = 2 Kgs. 25:13), it is true that coincidence could in theory be responsi
ble. First, the immediately preceding item is the bronze sea; moreover, P already at Jer. 
27:19 renders m330n as r£oa3^», which again are receptacle for liquids, mentioned 
immediately after the bronze sea. Given, however, the proven dependence of 
P-Jeremiah upon P-Kings regarding mrD, such dependence is a likely explanation for 
the agreement regarding ri3120 also. 

Finally, a lexicographic problem deserves mention. Some modern dictionaries 
record "capital (of pillar)" and even "wheeled stand" among the meanings of K ^ S ^ ; 
but this presupposes that the translator knew the true meaning of these two Hebrew 
terms. It is likelier that he was simply guessing the meaning 'basin' for both words. Thus 
r^iiyr^ renders m r D and 113*00 in successive verses, at 1 Kgs. 7:42,43; and readers 
could not have been intended to understand it instead as "capital" in the first verse and 
"wheeled stand" in the second. 

In general, P-Jeremiah tends, like P-Isaiah, to depart farther than P-Kings from 
the Hebrew, and to that extent gives the impression of a stylistic revision of P-Kings, 
eg-

2 Kgs. 25:ll=Jer. 39:9=Jer. 52:15 

MT 1*733 "TON D^D3n F1K1 
P-Kgs. fAas.i rA&io; P-Jer. 39 ao-U-* r^nre'o; P-Jer. 52 cvo-u-.i ^ c u m o 

2 Kgs. 25:19=Jer. 52:25 

M T T p a rrn 
P-KgS. oom .̂.-ui&.i P-Jer ^om om^ 

8 1 Plates are reproduced in C F . Burney, Notes on the Hebrew Text of the Book of Kings, Oxford 1903, figs. 
1-2. 

8 2 The translator may have been encouraged by the combination m r o n rhi, where the range of the first 
noun indeed covers "bowl, basin". 

8 3 The alternative supposition that P-Jeremiah offered an independent translation, which a copyist later 
replaced by rdi^rc in conformity with P-Kings, is unlikely; there was little incentive for a copyist to impose 
the term "basin" in an architectural context. 
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2 Kgs. 25:30=Jer. 52:34 

M T inra ov nan baa -fin HKQ "6 H3n3 Ton n m x inrriKi 
P-KgS. yQi\*\-i r&Azn yaxa rrA )s\om r£nm.&\=a Jrv_.rŝ û 3r<̂  rc'ivo'ii. n h o v a o 

and as his food, food was always given to him from before the king of Babylon every 
day 

P-Jer. &v*r£iiS>rc" 7>oA^ . \ m n . i rr*̂ \*w y>Mi ^30 rc*om siS>\ <rAnx.o 

and his allowance was issued from before the king of Babylon every day continually 

Chronicles and the earlier books 

The duplicates between Chronicles and the earlier books, though more extensive, are 
less enlightening, because frequent discrepancies in the Hebrew wording disturb the 
comparison. Of particular interest, however, are those parts of 1 Kgs. 12-14 which 
P-Chronicles substituted for an apparently illegible passage in his Vorlage. This passage 
thus survives in two Syriac translations, in P-Kings and in P-Chronicles. The two trans
lations appear independent. Comparison shows, as already remarked, that the transla
tor of Chronicles did not share the concern of P-Kings for quantitative literalism. On 
the other hand, he was sometimes readier to imitate the Hebrew form. Thus P-
Chronicles, unlike his colleague, renders the particle X3 (1 Kgs. 14:2), as well as TP! 
before a temporal clause (1 Kgs. 14:6); and at (1 Kgs. 14:7) he translates ]D2 (which 
means "render") by Syr. ^mu "give" rather than by the more idiomatic .-in*, as in P-
Kings. These contrasts well illustrate Barr's thesis that literalism has many dimensions: 
one translation may be more literal than another in one respect, and less so in another. 

In addition, there are of course many parallels in the Hebrew between Chronicles 
and earlier books; and there are many brief passages where P-Chronicles follows the 
Hebrew text of an earlier book rather than the Hebrew of Chronicles. The duplicates 
involving Chronicles are not comparable, however, with other cases of duplicate pas
sages. In those other cases, the Syriac text of the first book to be translated provided a 
base for the translation in the second. In Chronicles, by contrast, where the translator 
looks to an earlier book he always consults the Hebrew text; and although he shares 
with his predecessors an idiosyncratic understanding of certain Hebrew words and 
certain characteristic choices of expression, there is no evidence that he consulted their 
translations at all.8 4 

More than one reason may be suggested for the independent approach of P-
Chronicles. First, the translator had not struck the same balance as his predecessors 
between the rival virtues of fidelity and intelligibility, and he may have felt - rightly -
that extracts from their work would sit badly with his own. Second, to use the text of P 
in earlier books would have forced him to work with three source-books: the Hebrew of 
Chronicles, the Hebrew of the earlier book (without which he could not have traced 
any parallels) and the P version of that earlier book. Although P-Jeremiah seems to 
have followed such a procedure in his final chapter, the translator of Chronicles may 
have decided at the outset this would be too cumbersome an undertaking for his own 

8 4 On 2 Chr. 23:5 see p. 296 in chapter 6 below. 
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much lengthier task. Third, as discussed in chapter 3, the partial illegibility of the 
Vorlage sometimes left the translator scope to express his own religious sentiments; and 
a supplementary source text may have been an unwelcome constraint. 

Summary 

P has been shown to be the work of different translators; the number perhaps lies in the 
region of fifteen. This diversity, however, is only part of the picture. There is also a 
network of linking features which unite all these translators, and show them to have 
been working on the same greater project. 

First, the translators of different books share an understanding not attested else
where of certain recurring Hebrew words. Second, they choose the same Syriac render
ings for certain Hebrew words which raise problems of expression rather than 
understanding. Third, in certain passages the translator has followed an association to 
another passage in a different book for which the P version already existed, and has 
utilised that version. Finally, almost all share a simultaneous concern both for fidelity 
(notably including quantitative literalism) and plain intelligibility. 

In the first category, the sense distinctive to the P translators moved sometimes from 
a book earlier in the canon to a later book, and sometimes in the opposite direction. 
Thus, the understanding of ppflO as ret^n.vaas in Gen. 49 derives from information in 
Judges 5, while the translator of Judges 5 obtained his understanding of as 
rdkas. from Gen. 49. In view of this reciprocal relationship, it cannot be that all these 
unusual meanings were invented during the translation process; for we cannot main
tain at the same time that P-Genesis depends on P-Judges and that P-Judges depends 
on P-Genesis. Rather, we need to posit a stage preliminary to the translation itself, in 
which the community that was eventually to produce the translation built up its own 
understanding of the Hebrew text, and in particular worked out the meaning of certain 
Hebrew words through wide reading of the Hebrew Bible - sometimes with curious 
results.85 The fruits of that effort were later passed on to the translators. 

In the second and third categories, however, as in duplicate passages, we always find 
that the book which stands earlier in the canon has influenced the later. This is consis
tent with Beckwith's suggestion - which is in any case intrinsically probable - that the 
books were translated in substantially the order traditional among the Jews. Beckwith 
himself adds the qualification that "books which contained important testimony to 
Jesus and to Christianity, and were needed for the lectionary, would naturally tend to 
jump the queue";8 6 but the evidence seems consistent with the hypothesis even without 
that qualification. 

Of course the Jewish canonical order varies somewhat between the witnesses; but 
much is common to them all, such as the placing of Ezra-Nehemiah and Chronicles at 
the end. 8 7 In so far as the order varies among the witnesses to the Jewish tradition, 
we can sometimes reconstruct the position of P's translators. The many borrowings in 

8 5 By the same token, the translation of rV^IO in Samuel and Kings by 'ambush', which is apparently based 
on Jer. 32:34, need not imply that Jeremiah was translated first. 

8 6 Beckwith, The Old Testament Canon of the New Testament Church, London 1985, p. 309. 
8 7 See the masterly survey by R. Beckwith, The Old Testament Canon, pp. 198-211. 
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P-Job from P-Psalms show that Job was translated later, in accordance with one line of 
Jewish tradition. This is despite the fact that some Syriac biblical mss (notably 7al and 
8a 1) place Job far earlier, immediately after the Pentateuch, in accordance with a differ
ent Jewish tradition which named the author of Job as Moses himself.88 Again, the fact 
that P-Job once seems influenced by P-Lamentations suggests that Lamentations was 
translated earlier, as an appendix to Jeremiah; and although most Jewish witnesses con
tradict this, Jerome in his "Helmed Prologue" to the Vulgate on Samuel and Kings 
attests just such a Jewish ordering, where Kinoth (i.e. Lamentations) was combined 
with Jeremiah.89 

Where P in one book has influenced P in another, how did the link operate? This 
question interlocks with that of the time taken to complete the translation of the whole 
Bible. At one extreme, we could think of the links as purely literary: any given transla
tor had access to his predecessors' work in writing only, too long an interval having 
elapsed for him to consult them personally. In that case, it would be dangerous to 
combine evidence from different books in order to reconstruct the community's beliefs, 
since that evidence might be spread over a long period. At the other extreme, we could 
think of the translation of the different books being accomplished quickly enough to 
allow the translators to consult among themselves. In that case, we could speak of a 
school of contemporary translators, and safely combine evidence from different 
books.9 0 

The latter view is favoured by such passages as Job 20:2, where a translator renders a 
difficult Hebrew word on the basis of another occurrence in a different book. In the 
days before concordances, it might have been difficult for the translator to discover the 
parallel alone. However, if the translators proceeded with fair speed, then each could 
have consulted his predecessors in person; and this would have made the discovery of 
such parallels possible, though even then not easy. Even if they did not equal the feat 
claimed by Jerome, of translating the Solomonic books within three days,91 the transla
tors could have completed the whole Hebrew Bible within a single generation. The time 
taken to complete the translation will be considered further in chapter 5, together with 
the wider questions of dating. 

Finally, the common view that the books of P differ too widely in translation tech
nique to permit any uniform evaluation of the version,92 and that variety is even more 
marked in P than in either LXX or the Targums,93 must be rejected. One reason that 
such an impression could arise was the concentration upon those features of 
translation technique which divide the biblical books in P (such as use of LXX) rather 

8 8 Some rabbis, quoted in TB Baba Batra 15a-b, make Job a contemporary of Moses. Exodus Rabba 1:9 like
wise places him in Pharaoh's court and explains that he suffered for his failure to protest at the killing of 
Israelite children. However, the listing in TB Baba Batra 14b places Job after Psalms, and this is supported 
by alternative views (set out on fol. 15b) that make him a contemporary of Solomon or even of Ahasuerus. 

8 9 The Latin text is conveniently found in R. Weber (ed.), Biblia Sacra iuxta Vuigatam Versionem, 2 vols., 
Stuttgart 1969, p. 364. For English translation and discussion, see Beckwith, pp. 119-21. 

9 0 This model does not exclude the possibility of some overlap in time between the work of different transla
tors. 

9 1 "Itaque longa aegrotatione fractus, ne penitus hoc anno reticerem . . ., tridui opus vestro nomini con-
sacravi, interpretationem videlicet trium Salomonis voluminum . . ." (from the prologue, included in 
Weber's edition, p. 957). In his prologue to Tobit, Jerome similarly states that to translate that book "unius 
diei laborem arripui". 9 2 O. Eissfeldt, The Old Testament: An Introduction, Oxford 1974, p. 700. 

9 3 Roberts, The Old Testament Text and Versions, Cardiff 1951, pp. 214, 221. 
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than those which unite them. Another reason was that different investigators were 
differently impressed by the balance between fidelity and intelligibility which charac
terises P in nearly every book: some stressed P's freedom, and others its fidelity, whence 
an exaggerated perception of diversity. It would be better to view P as the work of a 
number of different translators, who nevertheless considered themselves colleagues in a 
single school. 



5 
The background of the Peshitta 

Introduction 

The community background of P has long been debated. On the one hand, the fact that 
the translation was made from the Hebrew, as well as its contacts with the Targums and 
Jewish traditional exegesis, suggest a Jewish context. On the other hand, the translation 
has been preserved by the church alone, and there is no evidence of its use in the syna
gogue. As discussed in chapter 3, a few medieval Jewish scholars showed academic 
interest in P, but this has no bearing on the origin of the version. 

General considerations of this sort do not suffice to indicate the community back
ground of P, and opinion remains divided between the hypotheses of Jewish and 
Christian origin. We must instead examine P's rendering of individual passages 
throughout the Hebrew Bible, searching for changes of substance, or at least of empha
sis, which might reflect the theology of the translator(s). Such clues are rare, because P 
translates literally (though without sacrificing intelligibility) for the most part. 
Nevertheless, theologically significant passages are more numerous than previous dis
cussions have allowed. Here we shall attempt to describe the faith of the translators 
from the internal evidence of the translation. We shall then review the available evi
dence of its time and place. Correlating all these findings, we shall attempt a recon
struction of the historical setting of the translation. Finally, we shall - with all due 
reserve - trace the roots of the translators' faith back to the period of the Hebrew Bible, 
and also follow that faith forwards into the Syriac-speaking church to which we owe the 
transmission of the version. 

Arguments for Jewish origin 

A primary argument for Jewish origin is that the translation was made from a Hebrew 
text, while the church invested authority in the Greek Bible. This is clear from mistakes 
in P only explicable on the basis of a Hebrew Vorlage; for example, at Num. 6:25 "]jm 
"may He be gracious to thee" was read f f f l "may He preserve thee"). Of course the 
use of a Hebrew Vorlage by a Christian scholar is not impossible, as shown by the 
examples of Origen or Jerome, who appreciated the importance of the Hebrew.1 Still, 
the use of a Hebrew Vorlage decidedly favours Jewish origin. 

1 So H.J.W. Drijvers, "Syrian Christianity and Judaism", in J. Lieu, J. North and T. Rajak (eds.), The Jews 
among Pagans and Christians in the Roman Empire, London & New York 1992, pp. 124-46. 
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Jewish origin is further suggested by the examples of Jewish exegesis in P, as 
discussed in chapter 3. The evidence was first marshalled by Perles, and although it has 
sometimes been overstated,2 P exhibits many striking parallels with rabbinic sources 
and with Jewish Targums, as Maori's rightly "minimalist" study shows.3 The parallels 
do not prove, however, that P originated within rabbinic Judaism, which preserved the 
texts exhibiting the parallels. First, not everything preserved by rabbinic Judaism origi
nated there; biblical exegesis and translation were part of an older and broader move
ment. Second, material of rabbinic origin could circulate elsewhere: a satisfying 
solution to a textual problem, an appealing lesson or a happy Aramaic rendering of a 
difficult Hebrew phrase could easily have been transplanted from rabbinic Judaism to 
other movements. 

In particular, the presence of some Jewish exegesis in P is still compatible with an 
origin in a Christian community that had Jewish roots or Jewish contacts. For example 
the earlier Syriac versions of Matt. 23:5 translate (buXatafipta by the authentic Jewish 
term, viz "(the straps of) their Tephillin" (.^amAaK - so Old Syriac and Peshitta). 
Again, Jerome in his commentary on Hos. 3:2 has a homiletic explanation - the 15 
shekels symbolise the date of Passover on the 15th of Nisan - which reappears in TB 
Hullin92a.4 

Arguments for Christian origin 

No more conclusive, however, are the arguments often proposed in favour of Christian 
origin, and familiar from Roberts's influential book,5 which here depends on Bloch.6 

Some renderings, as we shall see, could be read as references to Christ, or appear to 
echo the New Testament. Values which (at least at first sight) fit the church rather than 
the Synagogue have also been detected, notably an "air of negligence apparent in the 
translation of the Levitical law, particularly in the sections concerning clean and 
unclean animals".7 We shall return to such passages, which are certainly of theological 
interest. For the moment, however, we should note that they do not prove Christian 
origin outright. First, some of the arguments are factually wrong. In particular, as 
regards dietary laws, Emerton has shown that P in fact identifies all the creatures in 
accordance with Jewish tradition, apart from a few forbidden birds. These gaps in the 
translator's ornithology do not in themselves prove that he was not a practising Jew.8 

Second, phrases that could lend themselves to Christian interpretation are not neces
sarily Christian in origin. Thirdly, ideas that some have assumed to be exclusive to 
Christianity may have existed also in certain currents of Judaism. 

Previous generations, then, could not agree on the question of Jewish versus 
Christian origin. For them, Judaism was represented by the rabbinic texts -

2 In particular, Perles's category of "Jewish" euphemisms is pressed too far, e.g. to explain P's omission of 2 
Chr. 20:22-5. Again, on Meletemata p. 17, Perles writes that P moved Ezra's gathering from the twentieth 
day of the seventh month to the tenth day, the Day of Atonement; but in fact both P and MT have the 
ninth month. 3 See discussion in chapter 3 above. 4 PL 25, col. 843. 

5 B.J. Roberts, The Old Testament Text and Versions, p. 222. 
6 J. Bloch, "The Authorship of the Peshitta", AJSL 35 (1918/19), pp. 215-22:219. 
7 S. Davidson, Lectures on Biblical Criticism, Edinburgh 1839, p. 60 
8 J.A. Emerton, "Unclean Birds and the Origin of the Peshitta", JSS 7 (1962), pp. 204-11. 
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Mishnah, Midrash, Talmud - and so the alternatives were either this rabbinic 
Judaism or Christianity. The problem was that much of the evidence, as we shall see, 
fits neither alternative well. The explanation lies in the diversity which the last few 
decades have revealed within both religions. In particular, not all Judaism was rab
binic. It follows that, rather than devise a litmus test between two possibilities called 
"Judaism" and "Christianity", we have to build up a theological profile of the trans
lation, and only then compare it with the different movements, Jewish and Christian, 
known to us. 

Identification with the Jewish people in the Peshitta of Chronicles 

Chronicles may seem an odd point to begin, especially as its canonicity was questioned 
in the Syriac church. It was excluded from the Nestorian canon, so that the Nestorian 
Isho'dad (cent, ix) remarks that the Old Testament has twenty-two books only "if one 
includes Chronicles, as the Jews and Greeks do". 9 Chronicles was also excluded from 
the Syriac scholarly tradition stretching from the "massoretic" manuscripts of the 
Bible to the scholia of Bar Hebraeus.10 It demands our attention, however, because in 
Chronicles P diverges far more from MT than in any other book. Elsewhere, P trans
lates in a more or less straightforward fashion, with very little explicit theological (or 
other) comment. In Chronicles, however, the translator was not able to hide behind the 
text, because, as argued in chapter 3 above, his Hebrew Vorlage had suffered damage. 
This forced him to guess and so reveal his attitudes; or it might even be said that this 
loosened the constraint of the text, and allowed the translator to express his own feel
ings. 

First, the translator links himself with past generations of Jews, and shares the grief 
and shame of Israel in exile, as at 1 Chr. 29:15-16: 

MT for we are before thee strangers and sojourners like all our forefathers; our days on 
earth are like a shadow and there is no hope. Lord our God, all this wealth that we 
have prepared to build thee a house for thy holy name is from thy hand, and all is 
thine. 

P and we are sojourners before thee, insignificant (^.Xov.i) in the world; and thou didst 
rule over our fathers formerly and command them by which way they should go, that 
they might live; and thee do we praise, O Lord our God, that thou mayest save us from 
all the nations that harm and revile us, saying: "Where is your God that ye worship?"11 

This falls within David's prayer (1 Chr. 29:10-19), much of which in P has been 
freely composed by the translator, presumably faced with a largely illegible Hebrew 
text. For P's gloom there is no warrant in the Hebrew, where David has joyously 
appointed Solomon as his successor and collected treasure for the temple. The 

9 J.-M. Voste and C. van den Eynde, Commentaire a"Isho'dad de Merv sur I'ancien Testament. I: Genese, 
Louvain 1950 (=CSCO 126 / Syr. 67), p. 3. See further the masterly review of the evidence by R. Beckwith, 
The Old Testament Canon of the New Testament Church, London 1985, pp. 307-9. 

1 0 C. Brovender, The Syriac Shemahe Manuscripts: A Typological and Comparative Study, Diss. Jerusalem 
1976, pp. 38-72. Brovender shows that these manuscripts {for which "massoretic" is not a happy designa
tion) embodied a "collected Syriac exegesis" (p. xiii), which Bar Hebraeus later incorporated in his scholia. 

1 1 Cf. Ps. 42:11,79:10, 115:2, Joel 2:17, Mic. 7:10, as well as (closer in time) 3 Baruch 1:2. 
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translator's tolerance of the anachronism of making David cry out from exile 
demonstrates the depth of his own grief. 

Another reference to the exile appears in P at 2 Chr. 15:5-7: 

and in those former times, when we feared not our God, there was no peace... for great evil came 
upon all the inhabitants of the earth, and we were scattered in every nation and among different 
cities and lands, for we had forsaken the Lord our God and refused to hearken to his servants the 
prophets; and he too has requited us for our deeds. 

These references to the sin and exile of the Jews find no counterpart in the Hebrew, 
which is instead written in the third person, refers to the discomfiture of all nations, and 
ends on a note of hope: 

Now in those times, there was no peace for him that went out, or him that came in; for there were 
great disturbances upon all the inhabitants of the lands. And they were dashed, nation against 
nation and city against city; for God had confused them with every trouble. Now, be you strong, 
and let not your hands be weak; for there is a reward for your work. 

P here is thus no longer translation at all, but (at least in part) free composition. 
A further reference to the exile is introduced at 1 Chr. 16:20 -

M T ia bx iaa rabnm 
P rt^nx. \ K*TIV n V . i V v t re"o 

and you were led captive from nation to nation. 

We must remember that exile meant not only political helplessness but also disgrace 
and guilt. Ezekiel had declared that the nations would know that Israel had been 
exiled for their sins (39:23). Dan. 9:7-8 is a confession before God: "Ours is the 
shame . . . upon the men of Judah. . . in all the lands to which you expelled them, for 
their rebellion against you". A Jewish prayer recited at every festival acknowledges: 
"because of our sins we were exiled from our land". 1 2 Once more, the illegible Vorlage 
functioned much like the psychologist's ink-blot: it led the translator to reveal his 
own mind. 

It might be argued that P-Chronicles is instead the work of a Christian who gloated 
over the exile of the Jews as proof of their rejection (so e.g. Tertullian, Adv. Marcion 
3.23.4; Aphrahat, Dem. 19). However, a hostile propagandist could hardly have simu
lated the heartfelt ring of the prayers above,13 or placed in God's mouth the promise 
that "the sons of wickedness shall not exile him again" (1 Chr. 17:9).14 Even a Jewish 
Christian is unlikely to have felt such sorrrow at the plight of the Jews as is expressed in 
P on 2 Chr. 15:5-7 above. Jewish Christianity is characterised by retention of Jewish 
laws - something hardly typical of P in Chronicles, as we shall see - rather than by 
Jewish national identification.15 

The participation in Jewish suffering identifies the translator of Chronicles as a Jew, 
and a positive reference to the historical Israel at 2 Chr. 6:18 confirms this: 

1 2 Baer, Seder Avodat Yisra'el, Rodelheim 1868, p. 352. 
1 3 Note also P's rendering of verse 14 in David's prayer: "for thvway of life helped me, and thou art our hope, 

Lord God". 1 4 This was achieved by 'misreading' in^3T as IflW?. 
1 5 Thus Origen observes that "the Jewish converts have not deserted the law of their fathers, inasmuch as 

they live according to its prescriptions" - Contra Celsum 2.1. 
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M T p a n o i « n n« wrbx azr Daoan "D 

can indeed God dwell with man on earth? 

for in faith the Lord caused his presence to dwell upon his people Israel on earth 

Hebrew "indeed" was interpreted as fTJIDK "faith". Compare the statement (dis
cussed below) introduced by P at 2 Chr. 31:18, that "all Israel were sanctified in faith". 

The attitude to Jewish law in the Peshitta of Chronicles 

Though the translator identified with the Jewish people, he nevertheless departs on 
occasion from rabbinic and even Pentateuchal norms. 

The calendar 

The Hebrew text of Chronicles tells of Solomon's seven-day feast which marked the 
dedication of the Temple. It was immediately followed by the seven-day feast of 
Tabernacles, with a closing festival (Heb. m21?) on the eighth day. Solomon then dis
missed the people "on the twenty-third day of the seventh month" (2 Chr. 7:10). P 
agrees that Solomon feasted for two weeks, though in v.9 he seems to invert their order 
("seven days of the festival and seven days of the dedication of the house") and makes 
no reference to a closing festival. The surprise in P comes in v. 10: 
M T DOT m rf>e? v a & n enrY? rwhvn anmt ovai 

and on the 23rd day of the seventh month he dismissed the people 

P rdSasA r**-\\~Ti ixx. f<»i»n Ola rc"p£naa.l r£=acnr»a 

and on the day of the full moon of Tishri the king dismissed the people 

MT accords with the fact that Tabernacles begins of the 15th day of Tishri and lasts 
eight days. In P, however, the people are instead dismissed on the full moon of Tishri, 
i.e. the fifteenth day.'6 This is the first day of Tabernacles, and yet the translator was 
under the impression that Tabernacles had already ended a day (or eight days) before 
that date. 

Again, the Hebrew at 2 Chr. 8:13 tells us that Solomon offered sacrifice on the feasts 
of Unleavened Bread, Pentecost and Tabernacles. For Pentecost (Heb. niJ73C?n an), 
however, P writes: "the feast of the fast" (nSsao^.-i rdrd*-). Fasting on Pentecost is for
bidden in rabbinic Judaism; according to TB Pes. 68a, it was one of the three days in the 
year when even the ascetic Mar son of Rabina did not fast. Fraenkel's seems the likeli
est explanation of P's rendering, namely that the translator confused this feast with the 
Day of Atonement. Fraenkel did not try, however, to account for this elementary 
mistake.17 

1 6 Compare 1 Kgs. 12:32, where BTina DV ~WB rtBOrO is rendered rCui^n m o rtrtm^n. 
1 7 S. Fraenkel, "Die syrische Uebersetzung zu den Biichern der Chronik", Jahrbucher fur protestantische 

Theologie 5 ( 1 8 7 9 ) , pp. 5 0 8 - 3 6 , 7 2 0 - 5 9 ; see pp. 7 2 7 - 8 . 



Jewish law in Peshitta Chronicles 211 

Finally, the vague translation of "Passover" as "festival" (rC.ir^) in 2 Chr. 30 and 35 
confirms the impression of indifference to halachah. 

Priests and Temple 

In relation to the Temple cult we again find striking departures from rabbinic and even 
biblical norms, e.g. 

2 Chr. 13:11 

M T mirn ansa i s a b rprrui anm muni 

and the candelabra of gold and their lamps, and a boy lamplighter would light them every 
evening. 

P's statement that the candelabrum was lit up by a "boy lamplighter" is contradicted by 
the Mishnah Tamid 3:9, which imposed this task on the priests themselves. It seems 
that the Vorlage was unclear and the translator hesitated between reading 102b or 
1Kb. 

2 Chr. 31:3 

M T anOTinpannite? 
P rtfaeo-iso rc'ia^n r<"ioi\:i rc^cAiL 
P here identifies the animals for the 'continual' sacrifice (the Tamid) as bulls, instead of 
the lambs prescribed at Num. 28:3. Again P was unsure which vocabulary item stood in 
the consonantal text: 1$2 'morning' (correctly, as in MT) or ")j?3 'cattle, bulls'. 

2 Chr. 31:18-19 

M T armi? BnaD Dorian p n * V2b\ -.trip (umpir DnJiaxa ••a) ... 
T i r n - r b a a 

P .^omiaa K ' a t n r^.vi .rdjcrxj, ^aicor^.T ,mc<ia oocn vIT..IO.I \.\J*n 
...rc'-ino rc'vi \-\-> oocn ^ v \ i « > o .aom ^s io tea rcA reSj &\cAo 

for holy were the sons of Aaron the priest; holy was their flesh; and they drew not nigh 
unto women; and they would go about in every city... 

The statements in P about the priests seem to result from difficulty in reading the 
Hebrew Vorlage. The translator mistook the consonants 1&2 "in the fields" for 1V2 
"flesh", whence the holy flesh of the priests. The reference to not drawing nigh to 
women is indebted to Exod. 19:15, as Brock remarks.18 However, the reason that it was 
introduced here is that the translator apparently connected ET130 ("common-land" for 
grazing animals) with "divorce" (expressed in Hebrew through the same root ET13 
"drive out"), whence "celibacy". 

1 8 S.P. Brock, "Jewish Traditions", p. 217. 
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One cannot suppose that the translator was here thinking of the priests' hours of 
service in the Temple alone, for there entry was forbidden not only to women but to all 
non-priests (Num. 18:4, Neh. 6:11). P is asserting rather that the priests led a celibate 
life. This is alien to rabbinic Judaism, but is reminiscent of the Essenes, who considered 
themselves priests, and, according to Josephus (War 2.8.2.[120]), were celibate. 

Prayer and its hours 

Yet with regard to certain other commandments, the translator is well informed, even 
assiduous. He often introduces the idea of prayer. For example, at 1 Chr. 16:29 the sense 
of the Hebrew ("and come before Him") is expanded in the Syriac: "with the prayer of 
your mouths". References to musical instruments (apart from animal horns) in divine 
service are almost always removed - having perhaps been abolished in mourning for the 
Temple19 - and replaced by terms for 'praise', 'voice' and 'mouth', i.e. by spoken prayer 
(1 Chr. 15:28,16:5; 2 Chr. 20:28, 29:25-6, 30:21).20 At 1 Chr. 16:42, P departs from the 
Hebrew to stress that "righteous men offered praise not with instruments [five are listed] 
but with goodly mouth and pure and perfect prayer and righteousness and integrity". 
Those who according to the Hebrew "sought" ( 2 m or 2?p3) or "returned to" (312?) the 
Lord are said instead to have "prayed before Him" (1 Chr. 22:19,2 Chr. 15:4,15etc.).21 

P's treatment of 2 Chr. 14:3 is instructive. Here king Asa, having suppressed heathen 
worship, calls upon the Jews as follows: 
M T mxom rninn niBW î o r n r a K T 6 K m vrrnb 

to seek the Lord the God of their fathers and to perform the Torah and the commandments. 

Come let us pray before the Lord God of our fathers. 

The second half of Asa's plea, for performance of the Torah, is simply omitted.22 

Finding his text of David's prayer in 1 Chr. 29 largely illegible, the translator com
posed large sections of it for himself. As the basis for its conclusion he used the first 
paragraph of the Jewish prayer called the Qaddish, as noted above: 

that Thy great name be sanctified and praised in the world that Thou didst create before 
those that fear Thee. 

This is by far the earliest extant evidence for the opening of the first paragraph of the 
Qaddish, the next being in Seder Amram Gaon (died 875 CE). Only the second para
graph is quoted in the Talmud.23 

1 9 According to the Mishnah, "when the Sanhedrin ceased, singing ceased at the wedding feasts" (Sota 9:11), 
and "during the war of Vespasian they forbade. . . the wedding-drum (01TK)" (Sota 9:14). 

2 0 The instruments are retained only at 1 Chr. 15:19,21. At 2 Chr. 20:28 D^aJ become praises but the nn33 
remain. 

2 1 Compare LXX at Isa. 66:20, where the Israelites bring offerings not "in a pure vessel" (so MT) but UETOI 
ipaXuwv. 2 2 Conceivably, however, the Hebrew was illegible at this point. 

2 J On P's treatment of 1 Chr. 29 in detail, see M.P. Weitzman, "Is the Peshitta of Chronicles a Targum?", 
Targum Studies, ed. P. Flesher, 2(1998), pp. 159-93. On the Qaddish, see id., "The Qaddish Prayer and the 
Peshitta of Chronicles" (Hebrew) in H. Ben-Shammai (ed.), Hebrew and Arabic Studies in honour of 
Joshua Blau, Tel Aviv & Jerusalem 1993, pp. 261 -90. 
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That prayer was not a mere substitute for the Temple service but had actually 
superseded it emerges from the words which P puts into Hezekiah's mouth at 2 Chr. 
30:18-19-
M T n m -isa*1 a ion 

:2npn r n n e a *6i vna« T6K DTfcKn »rr6 v a n iaab *?a 
May the good Lord atone for all who set his heart to seek God, the Lord, God of his 
fathers, even if not according to the purity of (i.e. required for) the sanctuary 

P .\*r{^Sa*T*^ oA^ rtfSlx. rdosLuJ rC-i \ , rfcnW 
r£x..ic\n .^JrvctinK'.l pt/rrArc/ rd.V*A C i A ^ n l ^ofevrC** \ \ ^ ~ " 

May the good God .atone for all the people of Israel. Because we have set our hearts to 
pray to the Lord, God of our fathers, the sanctuary is no purer than we are. 

Thus P continues the prayer, while the Hebrew, however obscure, reverts to narrative. P 
stresses the power of prayer again in v.21, where the priests and Levites praised God 
TJ7 ̂ a a , while P writes ^ocncaaas r f h u ^ T . h a "with the praises of their mouth". 

The hours specified for prayer are set out in P's rendering of the final phrase of 1 Chr. 
15:21, which lists the Levites whose duties were specified thus: 
M T nx:b rrratwi bo n ruaa 

to play with harps upon the seminit24 

these would utter praise on the harps every day at the third, sixth and ninth hours. 

Thus, in place of the obscure ordinal in the Hebrew, P refers to the third, sixth and 
ninth hours of the day as hours of prayer. These hours are alien to rabbinic Judaism, 
which specifies not points but intervals of time; for example, the morning prayer may 
be said at any time between dawn and noon (Mishnah Ber. 4:1). In the church, however, 
these canonical hours of prayer - terce, sext and none - are well established. Clement of 
Alexandria noted that "some fix hours for prayer, such as the third, sixth and ninth" 
(Stromata 7:7). Tertullian commends these hours, because of their importance (see 
below) in the New Testament and because their number recalls the Trinity (De 
Oratione 25). These hours indeed appear as designated for prayer from the earliest days 
of the church.25 Peter prayed at the sixth hour, i.e. at noon (Acts 10:9). The ninth hour is 
called the "hour of prayer" (Acts 3:1). This was the hour when Cornelius prayed even 
as a "God-fearer" attached to the Jewish community, i.e. before his conversion to 
Christianity. It was also the hour of Jesus' final prayer (Matt. 27:46, Mark 15:34, Luke 
23:44-46). The observance of these hours of prayer by Cornelius, and their occurrence 
in P, suggest that they originated within certain currents of Judaism - distinct from rab
binic Judaism - before being adopted by the church. 

The same system also shaped P's translation of Ezra 9:4-5. According to MT, Ezra 
sat appalled until the time of the evening sacrifice p1S?n nn373) and then prayed. In P, 
however, the time of his prayer is instead the "ninth hour" ( v i v r . j ^ ^ ) . This does 

2 4 This word, literally "eighth", is a musical term of which the meaning is now lost; the usual explanation is 
"eight-stringed instrument". 

2 5 Diadache 8 commends prayer thrice daily but without specifying hours. 
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not reflect the rabbinic definition of the normal time for presenting the evening meal-
offering as half an hour after the ninth hour;2 6 for the half-hour difference cannot be 
overlooked. Rather, it picks up one of the canonical hours mentioned in P-Chronicles. 

Other religious values 

Another commandment evidently important to the translator was charity, for at 1 Chr. 
23:5 he writes, apparently on the basis of free composition in the face of an illegible 
Hebrew text: 

and David set, over the poor and needy, providers and overseers who might feed and provide for 
the poor - one [provider] over ten [needy people] - and they let them lack nothing. 

This stands in the place of the report in MT that David had appointed 4,000 Levites as 
gatekeepers and another 4,000 to praise God with musical instruments. 

At 2 Chr. 31:10 another reference to charity is introduced by P. Heaps of priestly and 
Levitical dues had been brought, and their prospective recipients are told: 
M T ...lor -pa * aiT> is in im jnaen *7DK rra ica1? nonnn bnnn 

since the dues first entered the house of the Lord, (we) have had enough to eat, even to 
spare, exceedingly; for the Lord has blessed his people... 

...cnaiv. v̂ i=> rti.'fca:! V̂*** .rtSiiAo t*,iiH>~n\ cvaoi crura i&v*.iQ .os. -»tpo cAcorc'o 

This offering is permitted for you to eat, because it has come into the house of the Lord; 
so eat and be satisfied; and what remains of it, give to the poor and needy, for the Lord has 
blessed his people... 

P takes imn as n r P f i 'the surplus', and calls for its distribution to the poor. 
Study was another value commended by the translator. At 1 Chr. 8:40, where MT 

speaks of multiplying (D^SHD) children and grandchildren, P instead speaks of educat
ing them: 

_^r>m.'<-i , 'i-in nm. ' i - i ^ c o m ^ & \ * a o 

and they were teaching their children and their children's children 

instead vocalising the Hebrew as • , 3 i p in the Aramaic sense "raise (children)". P also 
understands H3E7D as 'study' at 1 Chr. 5:12 and 2 Chr. 34:22, agreeing with the Targum 
on Chronicles in both and also with Tg. to 2 Kgs. 22:14, a passage parallel to the latter. 
At 2 Chr. 30:3, the words 0OT1 "HQ1? (which in fact belong to two different phrases) 
were rendered rCy>^^ ,mcvia\»o "and the teachers of the people", as if the Hebrew had 
been DOT " H B ^ . 

It seems likely that prayer, charity and study were all seen as replacing sacrifice. Such 

2 6 I.e. after the elapse of 9Vi 'hours' in a day divided into 12 'hours', between dawn and nightfall (Mishnah 
Pes. 5:1). 
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views are also attested within rabbinic Judaism, albeit together with constant hope for 
the restoration of sacrifice. According to one rabbinic opinion cited in TB Ber.32b, the 
morning and afternoon prayers were instituted on the basis of the daily sacrifices.27 Yet 
at the same time a rival opinion saw the daily prayers as a far older and hence more 
honoured institution, introduced by the patriarchs themselves. Thus R. Eliezer consid
ered prayer actually greater than sacrifice. At Qumran too, the Manual of Discipline 
calls prayer DTIStP nOTin ("offering of the lips"), valued above sacrifice (9:5). 

The same R. Eliezer also declared charity superior to all sacrifice, on the basis of 
Prov. 21:3 (TB Suk. 49b). He accounted on similar lines for the reference at Ezek 41:22 
to the altar as a table: 

So long as the Temple stood, the altar atoned for Israel; but now, a man's table atones for him. 

In this way he explained R.Judah's dictum that a man can hope to extend his lifespan 
by lingering at his table, because a poor man may come and be fed.28 

Study too was a substitute for sacrifice. According to R.Assi, God promised 
Abraham that the sacrifices would atone for Israel's sins; and when Abraham objected 
that the Temple would not stand for ever, God replied (TB Taan. 27b): 

I have already ordained for them the order of sacrifices. When they read them before me, I count 
it for them as if they had offered them before me, and I forgive them for all their sins. 

Indeed, study was considered superior to sacrifice. David was assured that one day's 
study of the Torah on his part was more pleasing to God than a thousand burnt-offer
ings that Solomon would sacrifice (TB Shab. 30a). Accordingly, "we may not suspend 
the education of children even for the re-building of the Temple" (TB Shab. 119b; cf. 
TB Meg. 16b). 

Finally, we may note the theme of faith which is introduced into P-Chronicles. At 
1 Chr. 29:17, P twice substitutes inward faith for the "rectitude" (i.e. upright action) of 
the Hebrew -
M T w M n r ? •>ssb m -3K m n n anwn 22b ]n2 nm ^2 "nbK w m 

!T>N b2 
P .rdi-S KirC' r<%CUM*(7l3a .r£=A 2M3.1=I IOTAK' rdlrC* ^..lia 

And I know, O God, that Thou searchest the heart, and delightest in faith; and I by the 
faith of my heart have uttered all this praise 2 9 

Also relevant here is the last part of 2 Chr. 31:18-
M T enp lanprr oruiDKa ^a bnp b2b 

. . . and to all the people of Israel, who were sanctified in faith 

MT is speaking of priests, and here declares that their whole company hallowed them
selves in their - i.e. either conscientiously, or because of their permanent stand
ing. P instead introduces faith, ascribed to all Israel. 

2 7 Likewise, on the basis of Hos. 14:3, prayer is deemed as efficacious as the sacrifice of cattle (TB Yoma 
86b). 2 8 TB Ber. 55a. This saying was also transmitted by R. Johanan. 

2 9 For the equivalence 313 compare Jgs. 5:2. 
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We may also recall the reference at 2 Chr. 6:18 to Israel's faith. The rabbinic sources, 
although they of course value faith, generally prefer to stress observance.30 

Those renderings in P which suggest conflict with rabbinic observance belong to two 
distinct categories. Some embody a halachah which we know (or can presume) to have 
actually been practised in non-rabbinic circles. For example, in view of the external par
allels, the rendering at 1 Chr. 15:21 must reflect a real practice of praying at the third, 
sixth and ninth hours. There are of course many other sources that attest divergence 
from rabbinic halachah. Thus Josephus (e.g. AJ 4.280) and Philo (e.g. De Spec. Leg. 
3,182,195) do not interpret "eye for an eye" invariably, like the rabbis (TB B.Q.84a), to 
mean monetary compensation. The apocryphal book of Susannah in a capital case 
demands death for witnesses whose testimony is broken down under examination, in 
contrast to Mishnah Mak. 1:4. Above all, the Dead Sea Scrolls differed from rabbinic 
halachah in the calendar and much else. That P-Chronicles too should have diverged 
from rabbinic halachah need occasion no surprise. 

By contrast, it would be rash to suppose that the translator was actually familiar 
with a practice of fasting on Pentecost or deputing a boy to light the Temple lamp. It 
seems rather that the many guesses which the partially illegible text forced upon the 
translator happened to include some which bore on halachic matters. What we have in 
such a case could be called a pseudo-halachah. Here the content of the guess is note
worthy, but more important is the translator's ignorance of rabbinic norms. The refer
ences to a daily sacrifice of bulls and (probably) to a celibate priesthood fall under this 
heading of pseudo-halachah. 

Religious values outside Peshitta Chronicles 

We must now examine the other biblical books in P, to see whether similar attitudes 
apply. Outside Chronicles, such indications are far less frequent, since the translator is 
better able to hide behind the text. However, what evidence that we shall find is consis
tent with the attitudes in Chronicles, except in one area, namely the attitude towards 
the Jewish people. 

Prayer 

As in Chronicles, prayer is elsewhere too introduced occasionally in the translation, as 
at Ps.37:7-
M T b V?innm 'b on 

be silent for the Lord and wait (?) for him 
P >c7)cca.v] r^V^a rd*H^3 t*- —* 

Entreat the Lord and pray before Him 
(cf. LXX iKEreuoov for the second verb). 

Again at Ps. 71:14, P makes the Psalmist declare that he will always pray, rather than 
wait in hope as in MT brPN. To "seek (Heb. EHl) the Lord" becomes to "pray before 

3 0 It agrees with this that the Targums sometimes insert KJn*?lD 'service', e.g. at Deut. 7:4 ("lest they remove 
your son from my service, MT "HrWO); in such cases P is instead literal. 
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the Lord" at Ezra 6:21, as often in Chronicles. The "fixed times" (D^OTO DTI J?) of Ezra 
10:14 become in P "the time for prayer" (rrticA^.n K ^ _ ) . At Neh. 9:17, MT describes 
God as "slow to anger and abundant in lovingkindness"; P instead calls him "far from 
anger and near to supplication" (re'heuj ^u-ioo rfo^o-i m^i). 

In some further passages where P introduces prayer, the Targum agrees. An example 
occurs at Gen. 30:8, where MT has the root bnS "twist, wrestle" but both versions 
think instead of the noun iTJBn: 
M T Tina ov "n^nsa O T 6 K b i n s : 

I sought from the Lord and I supplicated with my sister 

cf. T ° 'nn*o TVI b v m n-ran Titan "maannia TTOO r a p 

God has accepted my request, when I entreated in my prayer; I desired that I should 
have a child like my sister. 

Again, at Exod. 38:8 and 1 Sam. 2:22 the Hebrew speaks of the women who served 
-nf))Ka2$n - at the entrance of the Tent of Meeting. P instead calls them the women 
who came to pray (aA^sA ^ r«3u); the relevant Targums agree in both places. 

That sacrifice is supplanted by prayer is clearly stated in the Peshitta version of the 
Apocrypha, at Ecclus. 32:8 [35:6].31 While LXX reads: "the offering of a just man 
anoints the altar", P renders: "the sacrifices of just men are the prayer of their 
mouths". On the next two verses in Ecclus. (32:9-10), P represents charity as a further 
substitute for sacrifice: 

LXX The sacrifice (Ouoia) of a just man is accepted... with a good eye glorify the Lord. 

The gift of a good man is accepted . . . with a good eye give to the poor32 

All this is reminiscent of P-Chronicles, where P likewise commends charity, and 
where the translator makes elementary errors regarding the sacrificial cult and the 
priests. 

Sacrifice and Temple 

According to Davidson, P is negligent in rendering the "Levitical law" in general, and 
the dietary laws in particular.33 Carelessness in relation to the dietary laws had earlier 
been claimed by Hirzel;34 and although Emerton has well disposed of this particular 
charge,35 a certain negligence can indeed be detected in P's rendering of the sacrificial 
laws. In fact, an indifferent or even hostile attitude to sacrifice - and to the priesthood 

5 1 M.M. Winter, "The Origins of Ben Sira in Syriac", VT21 (1977), pp. 237-53,494-507:239. 
3 2 Winter, loc.cit. The Syriac is cited from P.A. de Lagarde (ed.), Libri Veteris Teslamenti Apocryphi Syriace, 

Leipzig 1861. 3 3 S. Davidson, Lectures in Biblical Criticism, Edinburgh 1839, p. 60. 
3 4 L. Hirzel, De Pentateuchi Versionis Syriacae Quam Peschito Vocanl Indole Commentatio Critico-

Exegetica, Leipzig 1825, pp. 127f. 
3 5 J. A. Emerton, "Unclean Birds and the Origin of the Peshitta", JSS 7 (1962), pp. 204-11. 
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and Temple - can be traced right through the Peshitta of the Old Testament and into 
the Apocrypha. 

Throughout the Peshitta (e.g. Lev. 5,1 Sam. 6:3, Ezek. 46:20), the "guilt-offering" 
(DZ7K) is termed merely "offering" ( reg ion) , as if it were no different from TVSX. In 
Leviticus, the "peace-offerings" (WQbV) are repeatedly mistaken for a burnt-offer
ing and so rendered rfiA*.. 3 6 Apparently the common root slm which this Hebrew 
word shared with RCYLX. rc.icu, P's frequent term for a burnt-offering, suggested that 
the two were interchangeable; and the translator had no prior halachic knowledge to 
prevent this confusion. Elsewhere D̂ Ô G? may become the vague r t ^ i o n 'offering'37 

or "sacrifices" nriwiSi (Josh. 8:31). The indifference of the translator at Josh. 22:23 is 
especially clear. The tribes who build an altar east of the Jordan undertake, accord
ing to the Hebrew, never "to offer on it burnt-offering (TvblO) or meal-offering 
(nnJO) nor to make on it peace-offerings (D^Q^E? TGI)". P sweeps away these 
details in a brief rendering: "nor shall we offer on it sacrifices or other worship 

Similarly, the "pnirTJ of Ezra 6:10 become vague rt^-too. Another reference to offer
ings in Ezra (at 3:5) is eliminated: 
M T *h n a u a-uno *?ai 

and all those who made voluntary offerings to the Lord 

P r£»fc»M r£us>^ r d = ^ \-\\rt 

and to all who desired the will of the Lord 

Indifference to the cult verges on disrespect in two passages: 

(a) Jer. 7:4-5 

M T won wo OK Dwbbon nxi oa^a-n m la-ern 3"trr? DK -a : n a n , s bwn 
...COSED 

P rCt lO .^O.I-IN h ^ r C ' O ^->.- iA^ n ^ j ^ J f u j - t O r f ^oiaaci* ^ K * -.r<,T3).A ^okjrc/ oA .̂CT> ... 

You are the temple of the Lord, if you improve your ways and deeds and practise justice 

The first phrase in MT is in the third person: "they" denotes the false words in which 
the Jews trust, which are: "the Temple of the Lord". P however addresses his readers in 
the second person, telling them that they themselves are the temple, if they will only 
pursue social justice. This implies that the physical Temple is obsolete. We may recall 
the D1H ZTTpQ ("temple of men") at Qumran (4QFlor 6). A yet closer parallel appears 
in Paul, at 1 Cor. 3:16: "Do you not know that you are the temple of the Lord and the 
spirit of God dwells in you?"3 8 A more distant parallel is Deut. Rabba 5:3, where David 
is assured that his performance of righteousness and justice are more pleasing to God 
than the Temple would ever be: 

KnpDn IV3D ho ra^an rmo nmw yinm np ian rrapn b'x 

3 6 Lev. 3:6,9; 4:10,26,31,35; 7:11-37 (10 times in this passage). 
3 7 Exod.20:24;Num.29:39;Josh.22:27;Ezek43:27;45:15,17;46:2,12. 3 8 CompareEph.2:21. 
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(b) Ezek. 45:20 

MT TIBD1 TOB? CTKD BHria PIMED TOOTl p i 

and so shall a foolish and erring man do on the seventh of the month 

Here the sacrificial ritual for the new moon of the first month has to be repeated on the 
seventh day. The last three words are difficult, and mean literally: "from a man in error 
and a simpleton." Most translations understand "from" as "on behalf of", or in some 
other way avoid disrespect to the ritual; but P's translation characterises the performer 
of the ritual as foolish. 

At Psalm 48:14, that disrespect, or rather hostility, is directed to Jerusalem: 
M T rrmjinK u o s 
P (h&tlutt OHOQ^O 

In the Hebrew, the readers (evidently worshippers) are urged to go about (literally "sep
arate") the palaces of Jerusalem. P, however, is a summons to uproot them. The calls to 
surround Zion and mark its ramparts (vv.13-14) now read like commands to prepare 
for a military assault, and to recount the outcome to future generations (v. 15). 
Etymologically, "uproot" is a credible rendering of 30B, which can mean "dismember" 
in Jewish Aramaic.39 

Aversion not only to sacrifice but to the law in general emerges clearly in two books 
of the Apocrypha. In Sir. (Ecclus.) 32, the commendation of sacrifice in the Hebrew 
original is systematically suppressed, in favour of prayer and obedience to God's will. 
Many further favourable references to sacrifice are omitted, surely deliberately, in P, at 
7:31, 14:11, 38:11, 45:21, 50:19-22. The promised "covenant of Phineas" (50:24), and 
the account of Simon's glorious priestly attire and sacrificial duty (45:9-15), are like
wise dropped. Furthermore, favourable references to the law are replaced by "way" 
(35:24) or "word" (44:20), or altered otherwise (41:8) or eliminated altogether (35:16, 
36:2-3).40 Likewise, as Drijvers points out, the original of Wisdom 2:10 charges the 
wicked with sins against the law, but works of law become themselves the charge 
against the wicked in P.41 

Negligence of the Law 

In Chronicles, a number of renderings were found that suggested indifference to rab
binic halachah in a number of areas. More such renderings can be found in other 
books, despite the parallels revealed elsewhere by Perles and Maori with rabbinic 
halachah. For the most part these renderings in P are pseudo-halachot - i.e. guesses 
ventured by the translator where the context happened to be legal - rather than hard 
evidence of non-rabbinic practice. Examples: 

3 9 e.g. Lam. Rabba 5:6 Dn3N D^aK re1? JP0D01. 
4 0 Winter, "The origins of Ben Sira in Syriac", pp. 494-8. 
4 1 H.J.W. Drijvers, "The Peshitta of Sapientia Salomonis", in H.L.Vanstiphout et al (eds.), Scripta Signa 

Vocis: Festschr. J.H.Hospers, Groningen 1986, pp. 15-30. 
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Exod. 23:11 

M T nnBKDtt m o o & n rura^m 

and (in) the seventh year, you will plough it and leave it 

P thus permits ploughing the land in the sabbatical year, which the rabbis forbade 
(Mishnah Shebi'it 1:4). It is not satisfactory to emend the text to <rx»=-U»i\,4 2 since the 
resulting sense ("destroy") is unsuitable and bears no relation to the Hebrew. 

Lev. 19:27 

M T o a a n n n a s i s p n * 6 

While the Hebrew forbids rounding (i.e. cutting) the hair of the temples, P forbids 
growing the hair long. This could be sheer guesswork, based on the norm in P's 
society.43 

Deut. 23:2 

Two categories of men here forbidden ever to be accepted as converts to Israel are 171XB 
fcOT and HBBK? riTlD, both phrases indicating mutilation of the privy parts. P falsely 
uses the single term pf-u^'adulterer" to cover both. This seems a guess based on the 
exclusion in the next verse of the "ITDD, which P rightly renders K'-icv^ 'tis "child of 
adultery". 

Deut. 25:6 

M T n a n v n x ov bs Dip 

The subject is the first-born child of a widow in levirate marriage. P understands that 
the child shall take the name of his dead uncle. This interpretation appears also in 
Josephus44 but is rejected by Sifre, which instead takes the text to mean that the child 
becomes the dead brother's heir. It is possible that P derived this interpretation from 
non-rabbinic circles, but alternatively it may have been inferred directly from the word 
DC in the biblical text. 

Hag. 2:13 

MT C7SJ KDD "one defiled by a person (i.e. corpse)" 
P oixas reVcisA .̂i rei.K' "one whose soul is impure" 
There is of course no concept of an impure soul in rabbinic law. 

4 2 So tentatively Maori (The Peshitta Version of the Pentateuch, p. 31n.), following Heller. 
4 3 The idea that long hair makes one look unkempt (^VOD) appears also in TB Taanit 17a. According to 

Deut. Rabba 2.18, however, long plaits indicate idolatry: ^87 rlDG^ r6"IJD l^K rrvfra nfenjn 
mTrTTOl?. 4 4 Tovncuoa...T<P TOO re0vewTog KaXeaaq ovducm. . . -AJ4 .8 .23(254) . 
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Neh. 10:32 

M T ninpan na o ' l raon p a n -oin 
...nana ana npa 16 T D O ^ risen ova i a » toi 

P .^OnOOl r d l ^ife^a.-l rdi_"ir<'.A r ^ S E a * . ^00 

..rmai rC'i^rC" ••r<'h->T..'t r£=acu=i r t ' i i i j l^Ct 

and from the nations who bring, they shall not take (i.e. buy); and whoever hires out a 
beast on the sabbath day shall take no reward. 

In the Hebrew, the Jews agree that "we shall not take" from any foreigners who bring 
goods or grain for sale on the sabbath. The translator, however, evidently mistook Heb. 
" D C "grain" for the verb 138? "hire"; it did not trouble him that neither the hiring nor 
the work performed by the beast that was hired was permitted on the sabbath. 

Also relevant here is the regular rendering of the measure "ephah" (frequent in sacri
ficial laws) by "seah", at Exod. 16:36, Lev. 5:11, 6:13, Num. 5:15 etc. This is only one 
third of the quantity prescribed by the rabbis (Mishnah Men.6:6) and stipulated by 
rabbinic Targums such as T ° in these biblical passages. 

Significant too are some difficult Hebrew passages in halachic contexts where P 
offers a mere guess while a translator concerned with halachah would be expected to 
utilise the established halachic sense. For that reason, the fact that P always guesses at 
nSffilffl, rather than translating as "phylacteries", tends to suggest indifference to 
ritual. At Exod. 13:16, P writes PC^VIO.I "memorial", in line with v.9 of the same chapter 
(where MT has p3T). In Deut. 6:8, 11:18 we find another vague translation n ^ a t o i 

"mark", which may be a guess based on Heb. niK "sign" in the same verse. 
Probably not significant, however, are P's literal translations that contradict the rab

binic interpretation, such as "Thou shalt not seethe a kid in its mother's milk" (Exod. 
23:19 etc.), while the Jewish Targums instead have: "Do not eat meat with milk." In 
themselves these need not indicate indifference to ritual, since no translator could take 
full account of the halachic tradition attached to every passage by rabbinic (or indeed 
other) halachah. 

Faith and eternal life 

Finally, the value of religious faith introduced in Chronicles also appears occasionally 
in other books. At Ps. 17:15, the Psalmist hopes to awaken to the image of God, but P 
instead writes of his faith: 
M T inaion r p n a nm»K 
P Vykvcusa>m ^vu^iniM^.t r ^ a . u i D K ' a 

and I shall be satisfied when the faith of thee is awakened 

At Prov. 19:8, faith replaces understanding: 
MT 310 KSO1? rt213n 100 

he who observes faith finds what is good. 

Faith on man's part also replaces the loyalty (HOK) shown by God to man: 
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(a) Jer. 33:6 

M T naai o fw m r w nrb *nfoy\ 

P K ' jROJSl .mso r^oLt..l rcAiiax. ^ o m i r A ^ r d O 

and I shall reveal to them the paths of peace and faith 

(b) Ps.26:3 

M T inoKa ••na^nnm 

and I have walked in faith 

Relevant here too is Ruth 4:6, noted above in chapter 3, where Boaz's rival cannot 
redeem "because of my lack of faith". This corresponds to nothing in the Hebrew, and 
although it seems due instead to a misreading of LXX, it nevertheless betokens a pre
occupation with faith. 

This faith includes belief in eternal life. Thus, verses are sometimes reinterpreted to 
affirm belief in resurrection: 

(a) Ps. 48:15 

M T mo tewnrwn 
P r^Jucca laA ^Jbi.iJ am 

he will lead us beyond death 

(b) Ps.49:9f 

M T :nne?n H K T ns$y? TW mtBfrah tern 

and he is ever unable to live for ever without seeing destruction 

Labour continually that thou mayest live for ever and not see destruction 

(c) Ps. 88:11 

M T * 6 a nvsn wnnbn 
For the dead shalt thou perform wonders? 

Behold for the dead thou wilt perform wonders 

The Hebrew adds further despairing questions, transformed by P into triumphant affir
mations. 
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(d) Job 30:23 

M T TI bzb -una rrai • w w i ma Tiirr ' 2 
For I know that Thou wilt bring me back to death, to the place appointed for all the living 

P rCjjj r>m\-v^ rt'.Vk-O Vv.-A - , < - \ ° > m ^ rt'SriCi^) rdlPt* \ » y a > 

Now I know that Thou wilt bring me back from death, to the meeting place of all the living 

Compare Job 28:13, where the Hebrew denies that wisdom can be found in the land of 
the living (D^nn ]HK), while P declares that wisdom is found in the "land of life" 
alone. 

(e) Job 42:6 

M T -IDKI -ISJ7 Twanai OKDK p bv 
Therefore I reject (my complaint) and repent upon dust and ashes 

Therefore I shall be silent, and I shall be resurrected upon dust and ashes 

P uses the root nhm, as in MT; and although the Syriac verb TUI± means 'comfort' in P 
on Sirach (Ecclus.) 48:24, the usual Syriac meaning 'resurrect' is confirmed for this 
passage by the reference to Job's future resurrection in the appendix to Job in LXX 
(discussed below). That reference was arguably derived from an "Aramaic book" which 
might likewise have influenced P. 

There are messianic statements in the Hebrew Bible which P preserves, or even expli
cates; thus at Num. 24:17 0 2 0 is taken as r^i (cf. LXX "man", T° "Messiah"). These, 
however, tell us little about P's own theology. More important are the eschatological 
references which seem to have originated with P, e.g. 

(a) Prov. 31:25 

M T y n m or*? prwm 
and she laughs at tomorrow 

P rsi.'iurc' re^acvua r̂ .tufeici 

and she will rejoice at the last day 

(b) Job 19:25 

M T o i p n a r t e j n n K r n ^ r n i r p ' , 3 w 
And I know that my redeemer liveth and that he will arise last on the ground 4 5 

P r t A \ J M r t V W l i w rdaom-io -.OCT) »j» tooi&.l rdjr*" rtfire'o 

And I know that my redeemer liveth, and in the end he will be revealed on earth 

4 5 Apparently this means: "I know that my defender will have the last word in court." 



224 The background of the Peshitta 

The second half in MT apparently means that Job's defender will speak last in court, 
but in P the expectation is eschatological. 

One may also note here the introduction of r*i=&> "hope". A number of instances 
occur in Proverbs: 

(a) 2:7 

M T n-erin n"nvrb i ss i 
P ^ i * v : i ^ n d nfiafl) l\ja 

He preserves hope for the righteous 

(b) 8:21 

M T vrin*trniTto 
P rC'vuj! JrkioK'.T 

that I may let those that love me inherit hope 

Likewise eschatological is R. Joshua b.Levi's deduction, from the same verse, that every 
righteous person will inherit 310 worlds - 310 being the numerical value of ET 
(Mishnah Uq. 3:12). 

(c) 10:24. 

M T p " c r p n s nwm 
P rc/n.:\l\ *a(nu&\» r̂ Haflsc* 

and hope is given to the righteous 

(d) 11:3 

M T oron oner nan 

the hope of the upright shall be established 

(e) 13:12 

M T nun man D v ,n fin 
P r^iaa> cC'iuSJ t<*^»^ rt^urc/o 

and the tree of life brings hope 

In two of these passages from Proverbs (10:24,13:12), the sense 'hope' was reached by 
misreading of mNn "desire" as mpn "hope". The same happens at Ps. 10:17 -
M T H17DB7 niKD 

Thou heedest the hope of the poor, O Lord 
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Elsewhere the noun "hope" (f<-fcM») is introduced in P-Psalms in place of the epithet 
"refuge" (HOnO) applied to God (Ps. 62:8,142:6). The corresponding Syriac verb (i=>a>) 

is also occasionally introduced by P. At Ps. 34:6 in MT, the righteous look to God and 
are radiant (T"in31); P instead is a call to look to God and hope in him (m=> o-i=»o). 
Again, Ps. 52:8 in MT contains the phrase IpriBT V^ITI: the righteous will laugh at the 
wicked man condemned in the Psalm. P, however, preferred to write: r^ism ^ayuma 

"and they will hope in the Lord". 
P-Psalms also twice introduces the related r e ^ t m * "good news" (eventually applied 

to the gospels46): 

19:5 

MT Dip N2T TlXn *?33 

in all the earth their good news went forth 

This passage is further discussed in chapter 3 above, p. 134. 

68:11 

M T an K33 nnenDn -IDK irv 

the Lord will give the word of good news with great might 

In some passages where the Hebrew noun 1102 properly means physical security, P 
instead has 'hope' (K'taao), the link being the root rl£D3. Examples occur at Deut. 12:10, 
Isa. 30:15, 32:17, Ezek. 28:26, 34:27f*, Hos. 2:20*, Mic. 2:8* - and also in Psalms 
(78:53*) and Proverbs (1:33,3:23,10:9). At Deut. 12:10, for example, righteous Israel is 
to dwell not in outward security but in hope. This rendering seems to have come in from 
LXX, which has eXTric. in those passages marked by an asterisk. It is conceivable that the 
prayer within the weekday Amida that there should be no hope for the sectarians 
(mpn ^nn bx crro^i) was first directed against a non-rabbinic group whose watch
word was hope.47 

Such eschatological hope fostered disdain for earthly wealth. At Prov. 22:7 P inverts 
the sense of the Hebrew, proclaiming instead that "the poor will rule over the rich". 
Similar inversion, resulting likewise in condemnation of riches, occurs at Prov. 14:23, 
within a couplet inserted by the translator on the basis of the Greek: 

and he that is poor with regard to his sustenance will be tranquil and happy (lit. pleasant). All 
pain the Lord heals. 

4 6 Origen (Contra Celsum 1.62) quotes both these passages (albeit from LXX) to show that the apostles were 
divinely inspired. 

4 7 Rather as the statement that Ephraim "sinned through Baal and died" (Hos. 13:1) may be directed against 
the myth of Baal's resurrection; see J. Day, "Resurrection imagery from Baal to the Book of Daniel", SVT 
66 (1997), pp. 125-33. This rabbinic prayer is called DTOn rona in TB Ber. 28b; it was first directed 
against sectarians, though later against informers (O^Er^O). 
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This derives from LXX (for v. 23b): 
6 6e nSug Kai avaXYnrog ev evSeia eorat 

but the pleasure-taking (lit. sweet) and the one without (regard for) pain will be in need 

However, the words "sweet" and "need(y)" have been inverted, and a theological expla
nation provided for being without pain.4 8 A positive reference to wealth is also sup
pressed by P in another line adopted from the Greek, after 11:16-
LXX oi 6e dvSpeToi epeiSovTat nXourw "and the brave are supported by wealth''' 
P rew.-u ^iMsem n£i*2*.a "and the mighty support knowledge" 
Similarly Qohelet's remark (10:19) that "money is an answer to (HilT) everything" 
becomes in P: "money humbles (nSXT) and misleads [the living] in all". 

P-Chronicles likewise qualifies David's wealth as being merely "of (this) world" (1 
Chr. 29:28). Disapproval of wealth recurs at 2 Chr. 26:16. The Hebrew indicates the 
cause of Uzziah's pride, which led him to usurp the priestly office, in the one word 
iflptrDi "and when he became mighty"; P instead writes K ' foM - i ream ik*. x±a "and 
when he had become rich in possessions". 

The same tendency occurs in the Apocrypha. The commendation of poverty is 
amply documented by Winter in P on Ecclesiasticus,49 and that of humility ( K ' f c a ^ s j ) 

is noted by Drijvers in P at Wisdom 2:19. 5 0 Ecclus. 37:4 in P refers to the evanescent 
"wealth of the world", as in Chronicles (noted above).51 Poverty is of course com
mended in other movements also: notably, at Qumran (1QH 10:22-30), at Enoch 94:8 
and at Matt. 5:3. 

Israel outside Chronicles 

In P of Chronicles, the translator identified himself as a Jew, sharing the sufferings of 
Israel. In the other books we shall find both parallels and contrasts to this attitude. 

Identification with the Jewish people 

An attitude much like that found in Chronicles appears in P's expansion of Ezra 
9:14-15. In the Hebrew, Ezra is contrite at Jewish intermarriage. In P, however, Ezra 
bewails his people's sinfulness in general and pleads for their very survival: 

MT Shall we again disobey thy commandments and intermarry with peoples [that practise] 
such abominations? Wouldst thou not be so angry with us as to destroy us without 
remnant or survivor? Lord God of Israel, thou art just, for we have been left as a remnant 
today; behold we are before thee in our guilt; one cannot stand before thee on its account. 

P We have turned aside and transgressed thy commandments and gone and cleaved to these 
unclean nations and done according to their deeds. But thou art merciful. Be not wroth 

4 8 This was pointed out by Joosten in MPI 8 (Leiden 1995), pp. 67-8. 
4 9 Winter, "The Origins of Ben Sira in Syriac", pp. 245-9. 
5 0 Drijvers "The Peshitta of Sapientia Salomonis"', p. 18. 
5 1 Winter considers that the translation of Ecclesiasticus was made by Ebionites and later (towards the end 

of the fourth century) worked over by an orthodox Christian hostile to Arianism. R.J. Owens, "The Early 
Syriac Text of Ben Sira in the Demonstrations of Aphrahat", JSS 34 (1989), pp. 39-76, argues that this is 
too specific, but accepts Winter's evidence for a Christian origin. 
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with us. Forgive our sins before thee... Leave for us remnants in the world for there is none 
like Thee, lest we perish. O Lord, God of Israel, thou art just, for thou hast left of us a 
remnant as today. Lo we stand and confess our sins before thee, for one cannot speak 
before thee [even] one word concerning this. 

The equivalence of disgrace and exile emerges also at Dan. 9:16 — 
M T irna^ao bsb ntnrb *pm chmr irroaK niaixni intona -a 

for through our sins and our fathers' iniquities Jerusalem and thy people (have become) a 
reproach for all about us. 

for through our sins and our fathers' wickedness thy people has been scattered to every place. 

A similar change occurs in a passage of P-Daniel translated from the Greek, at Dan. 
3:37(Greek>-

LXX/Theod. KCCI eauev Tcoretvoi ev rtaoTi rfj yn or|uepov 5ia rag otuaprioig nuobv 

and we are lowly in all the earth today because of our sins 
P ^ .cn^ j jo ^i-icvjj rC^ird rfi\-v-» n£i2»Cu ^. i .VsSa ^LuO 

and we are scattered today in all the earth because of our transgressions and sins 

It is noteworthy that the books which show this awareness of exile - Daniel and Ezra -
stand like Chronicles late in the Jewish canonical order. 

Another indication of Jewish identity, but without awareness of exile, is P's render
ing of Lev. 18:21 and 20:2-5 noted above, forbidding union with a "foreign woman". A 
Christian translator would have had no need of a prohibition against union with 
foreign races. For Jews, however, these were the only passages (though the rabbis denied 
even this) interpretable as a general prohibition of intermarriage. 

Identification with the Jews appears also in P's nationalistic stance at Isa. 19:25, 
where the universalism of the original is overturned: 

M T Blessed be my people Egypt and the work of my hands Assyria and my heritage Israel 

Blessed be my people which is in Egypt and the work of my hands (which is in) Assyria 
and my heritage Israel 

Thus Egypt and Assyria are no longer peoples, but centres of the contemporary dias
pora. The same sense appears in LXX, which may have influenced P here.52 

Alienation from the Jewish people 

Despite these cases of identification with the Jews as a people, we also find passages 
which instead suggest alienation: 

5 2 Whereas LXX and P thought of the contemporary diaspora, the Targum looks back into history: 
"Blessed be my people that I brought out of Egypt. Because they sinned before me, I exiled them to 
Assyria; but as they have repented, they are called my people and my inheritance, Israel." 
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(a) Isa. 28:13 

M T ...ip'?ip...IS,?IS',,iaiDn'?N,,NI 
P . . . K l n c u ^ 1^. r £ = c u i \ o ...rc'Kn^ \v. rfie^h •.rd.TSO.i cniAro ^oorA i\ocno 

the word of the Lord was for them dung upon dung... and vomit upon vomit... 

The preceding verses seem to identify the Hebrew words "IS and lp with incomprehensi
ble speech (HSZ? though their exact meaning remains uncertain. P, however, 
identifies them with HKS and Wp, which occur in v.8. Compare Theodotion: SetoaAia... 
EUSTOQ ("filth... vomit"). 

(b) Isa. 40:.2 

M T rmi7 n m : *o nans n*6» -a 

that she has served her term, her penalty is paid 

for she was filled with force and delighted in sin 

Here the Heb. passive is replaced by an active, meaning "delight". 

(c) Isa. 40:7 

M T asn T x n p a ...Tan K T 
P rclscn rc^a^.i m u s i v OCT) rtfuvcn ...rf <u=a^. T~>» 

The grass withers...; so is the grass of this people 

The Hebrew referred to the mortality of people in general, but P singles out the 
prophet's own people. 

(d) Ezek. 37:12 

God's promise to revive the dead is addressed in the Hebrew to "my people" - which 
phrase P omits. 

(e) Ps. 105:43 

M T i T r Q na na-o fierca mr tram 
P .moHo. 'V^ K'&iuaax.&vso .rrt\o:uiL= cnsiiA nftrf 

he brought out his people with joy, and with song his young men 

The Hebrew uses the term "elect" of the Jewish people, but the translator avoids this 
equation, by rendering VTrQ "his elect" by YHirQ "his young men". This contrasts 
with his eagerness to introduce the term "elect" to indicate his own group, as shown 
below. 
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(f) Ps. 106:5 

M T -pa m o r a nnvb y r m naiea rmrb 

to see the prosperity of your chosen ones, to rejoice in the joy of your people 

that we may look upon the prosperity of your chosen ones, and rejoice in your joy 

Here again the term "elect" is used of the Jews in MT and not in P. In this case, P 
avoided calling the Jews the elect by simply not mentioning them. 

Identification as a sub-community 

A number of passages suggest that the translators, rather than identifying with the 
Jewish people as such, saw themselves as an elect sub-community. In a number of pas
sages in the Psalms, the translator introduces the term 'elect', which seems a self-refer
ence: 

(a) 30:5 t m c \ = ^ r d . i 3 A o t a i 

Sing unto the Lord, O his elect 

(b) 31 '.22 rc'&uix*. r^iv^Tnrj r^in\^(rA r c ! a \ | j r£»-fca am v y i s 

Blessed be the Lord, who chose for himself the elect in a mighty city 

(c) 32:6 rcA-»n-n rf^-il-i v-A r^n^S 1^ vA rxÂ -J rdlCTl 1^=8 

Therefore every one who is chosen by thee shall pray to thee at an acceptable time 

(d) 50:5 lOjaak^oiiwA cvii i ivre ' 

Gather unto him, O his elect 
In all these passages "elect" corresponds to MT TOf! "pious" - except at 31:22, where 
MT has 1ipn K^SH but the translator again perceived the element TOF! and so 
understood the phrase as TH^On n*?Sn "he separated out his pious ones". 

(e-f) The preoccupation with election appears in two further passages from 
Psalms: 
Ps.47:5(MT) larfcrU m - im 1 1 'hechoseourunheritanceforus' 
Ps. 68:20 (MT) 13*7 OOJT 'he carries us' 
Both passages (P) mfcoivu 'he chose us as his inheritance' 
In both passages, the translator P claims - with no warrant in the Hebrew - to belong to 
the elect. 

Trie terminology of election of Israel, though found in the Bible, was systemati
cally dropped by the rabbis of the tannaitic period, who feared that sects could utilise 
it in order each to claim to be the elect among Israel. Such claims were indeed made, 
among others, by the Dead Sea Sect and the early Church. In reaction, T ° even 
recasts the biblical statements that God "chose" Israel, declaring instead that God 
"was pleased" with them. Only during the third century was election terminology 
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resumed in the synagogue, when the claims of the church had to be answered and not 
just studiously ignored.53 If the translator of Psalms was Jewish, his use of the term 
"elect" - presumably before the third century5 4 - would suggest allegiance to a non-
rabbinic group. 

This new election seems expressed as the formation of a new congregation at Mai. 
3:17-
MT rfcjO n W "SK 1»K UVb niK33 "» 1DK ^ TITI 

They [the fearers of God] shall be Mine on the day that I make a congregation 

P's interpretation, that God will one day choose a new community, is not adopted by 
LXX, Tg. or by rabbinic tradition, which instead identify the H^O as the DT* - the day 
set for judgment. Three verses later it is stated that the sun of righteousness will shine 
upon those who fear the Lord. According to MT, this sun will have healing in its wings. 
In P, however, the sun of righteousness will have healing "on its tongue", and so may 
indicate the group's teacher. 

The formation of a new congregation is also implied by P at Isa. 5:7 -

M T rsntwrovtMrniTETKi 

and the men of Judah are the plant of his delight 

P rt'kv-ii-mo K^.lu rCfcvs^J •.rC/AOC71> rĈ UxN̂ Ct 

and the men from Judah are a new and beloved plant 
P's source for the element "new" is evidently LXX (ve6d>trrov); but, by introducing the 
preposition "from", P applies it to a new community.55 

Two more self-references in Isaiah to a group standing outside the mainstream of 
Israel belong here: 

(a) 10:22 

M T npns *\&m p - in rrte *• aier -IK» 

a remnant will return of them; destruction is decreed, overflowing with justice 

a remnant of them shall return,56 cutting and lopping off and sweeping away in righteous
ness 

This militant remnant in P is of course alien to the Hebrew. 

5 } M.P. Weitzman, "Usage and Avoidance of the Term 'Chosen People'" (Hebrew with English summary), 
11D"?3 Q"HpnO = LanguageStudies(Jerusalem)4(1991),pp.xv-xvi, 101-28. 

5 4 The question of the date of P is further discussed below. 
5 5 This rendering was noted by A. van der Kooij, Die alien Textzeugen des Jesajabuches, Freiburg 1981, 

p. 279. 5 6 This may alternatively mean: "repent, turn to God". 
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(b) 59:20 

M T apjra mm 'aeta *?Kia ynh Kai 

and a redeemer shall come to Zion and to those who turn from iniquity in Jacob 

P j Q n \ . CCACIA- y i t l ' a . A ^ A ^ K ' o \r«^aO\a ^ c u c n ^ A rrt\n£ic> 

and to Zion shall come a redeemer, and those who turn iniquity away from Jacob 

This too may be a self-reference, in which the community sees itself working with the 
redeemer to remove iniquity from Jacob.57 

Finally, P again insists on a sub-community at Dan. 12:1. There in the Hebrew, 
Daniel is promised: 
"isoa aina Ksoan *?a y s o ehw 

The Hebrew suggests, or at least admits the possibility, that the two subjects - 'your 
people' and 'all found written in the book' - stand in apposition, or in other words that 
all Israel are written in the book. However, P takes care to state explicitly that only 
those who are inscribed in the book will be saved: 
rc'-i&naa .=i»}\̂ .i u£k&\xi.i 1^ V^TIX. »2s ^n\o5nii 

there will be saved, of the children of your people, any who is found to be inscribed in the 
book 

One may contrast the rabbis' insistence that "all Israel have a portion in the world to 
come" (Mishnah Sanhedrin 10:1). By contrast, the translators in the passages consid
ered above seem an introspective sub-community, who did not expect salvation for 
their people at large. 

High regard for the nations 

The obverse of the negative attitude towards the Jews as a people is a high regard for 
the nations. This is attested in various passages, e.g. 

Isa. 52:15 

M T won t ru n r p 

This one [i.e. the Servant] cleanses many nations 

Hebrew nr was taken as "sprinkle" and understood in a ritual sense, in disagreement 
with both LXX andTg. 

5 7 The same verse is quoted in Romans 11:26, but differently interpreted: the deliverer himself would remove 
wickedness from Jacob. 
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Ps. 35:18 

MT TtenKOTWOM 
in a great nation I shall praise you 

among many nations I shall sing to Thee 

Ps. 65:6 

M T •'•pm an p i t i sp te nana u n r '•PTW 
P i V n i v»H rt^a^ta^aa r^. iK' . i CTU&CUP ^ O C I A M K'tao* .^ota K'cnArc' 

God our saviour, hope of all the ends of the earth and of distant nations 

Thus CT "sea" was understood as 01? "people", again changed to plural. 

Ps. 107:32 

MT D&tepaimDDTI 
P r^wS»v . . i r r t v i u itncvxi-tT 

Praise Him in the assembly of the nations 

This positive attitude would also explain P's treatment of Isaac's promise to Esau at 
Gen. 27:40-
M T -pros tea vte npiai i n n i m a rrm 
The rare word for what Esau would do in order to free himself from Jacob's yoke is 
usually understood as "grow restive", but evidently puzzled ancient interpreters. T J 

renders: "if you beguile them and bring them low so that they do not observe the com
mandments . . .". T° I F 1 express the same idea more concisely by changing the subject: 
"when they (the Jews) transgress the Torah".5 8 P, by contrast, renders *=>a&i&t "you will 
repent", and is alone in ascribing this spiritual potential to Esau. 

A subtle shift by P in relation to Abraham confirms this regard for the nations, as 
pointed out by van der Kooij, at Gen. 17:4-5: 
M T oii ran ax 

MT calls Abraham the father of a multitude of nations, i.e. a physical ancestor of the 
Jews and various other nations. P, however, makes him a father unto a multitude of 
nations, i.e. a spiritual inspiration whom all nations can claim.59 

A further connection between Abraham and the nations might be found at Gen. 
17:27, though the sense is not certain. According to MT, the only men circumcised 
together with Abraham were members of his own household, and these included some 

5 8 For further variety compare TWn "gain glory" in the Samaritan text, and icaBeXnc "bring down" in LXX 
(=T-Ih) . . . 

5 9 A. van der Kooij, Abraham, vader vanlvoor een menigte volkeren, Inaugural Lecture, Leiden 1990, 
pp. 18-22. 
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slaves bought from foreigners. However, P seems to state6 0 that foreigners even outside 
Abraham's household underwent this first circumcision: 
MT inK V?D3133 p DKD *]03 n3pai JV3 T*? "irVQ TO* b31 
P O*£A*_ • I T ^ R ^ . X ^ C U L I S ^ARC'O M&cô  »ROTA MIN IS .S IRF ^ocrAaAo 

and all the men of his house, and those bought by his money, and also some children of 
foreigners, he circumcised with him61 

When we reach P on Wisdom of Solomon, the preference for the nations is very clear. 
The promise of the original Greek (3:8) that the righteous "shall judge nations and 
have dominion over peoples" becomes in P: "the nations will exult and the peoples will 
rejoice." As Drijvers observes, the nations are now the true righteous, and this implies 
that the godless whom the book proceeds to contrast are the Jews.62 

Another aspect of P's universalism is a high regard for the proselyte, denoted in 
many books as ,fccA K ^ O I M t<i*rc "he that turns to Me". As noted in chapter 4, the 
Greek 7TPOOT|XDTOC, means "one who has come unto", but does not state the object of the 
preposition. L X X (at Lev. 19:33 and Num. 9:14) takes the object of 7rpoc, as Israel 
(npooeXeuaovrai oot). Josephus, in describing a female convert as vouiuotc, 
7rpooeXnXu0u!av rotg 'IouSatKotg (AJ 18.82), thinks rather of the laws. Philo's statement 
that the proselyte enters Katvfi Kai <t>iXo0et[3 noXireia combines both. According to P, 
however, the proselyte turns to God himself. 

One biblical antecedent for the proselyte's title is Isa. 45:22: "turn unto Me C^K 13B) 
and be saved, all ye [unto] the ends of the earth." The Targum there renders 
"HD̂ D̂  13BfiK, which P's phrase for 'proselyte' seems to echo, even though P in that 
passage renders quite differently as ctn-ui&vre'.63 The same passage is also echoed in the 
plea in the 'Alenu prayer y"IK TEH *?D "F^K rfOBrfr.64 Another biblical anctecedent is 
Ruth 2:12, where Ruth is said to have come to take refuge under God's wings. This 
direct link of the proselyte with God himself is affirmed centuries later in Maimonides' 
message to the proselyte Obadiah: 

for since you have entered beneath the wings of the divine presence and attached yourself to him, 
there is no difference between us and you... Further, do not belittle your lineage: if we trace our 
descent to Abraham, Isaac and Jacob, your connection is with Him by Whose word the universe 
came into being.65 

Other theological concerns 

A few other changes in P that seem theologically motivated may be noted here. First, 
special regard for angels appears in P-Daniel. The 'man' who speaks to Daniel is said 
to be clothed not in linen (MT 0*H3) but in "glory" (10:5; 12:6,7); these are early 

6 0 Unlike any of the rabbinic sources claimed by Maori (The Peshitta Version of the Pentateuch, p. 113) to 
show that P is here influenced by Jewish traditional exegesis. 

6 1 P could instead mean that Abraham circumcised those bought with his money even from children of for
eigners; but then the added particle ^rCo would serve little purpose. 

6 2 H.J.W. Drijvers, "The Peshitta of Sapientia Salomonis", pp. 15-30: see p. 18. 
6 3 This seems yet another case where the Targum on a particular phrase was known independently of P to the 

Syriac-speaking community. 6 4 S. Baer, Seder Avodat Yisra 'el, Rodelheim 1868, p. 132. 
6 5 A. Freimann (ed.), Moses ben Maimon - Responsa, Jerusalem 1934, no.42 (p. 41). 
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examples of the common figure of the robe of glory in Syriac literature.66 This man is 
girt also in "glory of praise" (MT TB1N Dn3 -10:5), and "his appearance was different 
with none like him" (MT BTBnrO imjl). 

Second, the D^TDf̂ O ("those who understand") in Daniel 11-12, who will be 
radiant at the eschaton (Dan. 12:3), undergo changes in the translation. They are 
wholly replaced by "the righteous" at Dan. 11:33 and by the "doers of good deeds" 
(rtrivii^ ,:i=uL) at 12:10. At Dan. 12:3, P combines the "doers of good deeds" with a 
faithful rendering: rdsfcAa^a>o t*y=\ *&xL. These adjustments to the term D,|T3E7D 
may be anti-gnostic. A protest against gnosticism may also be intended in the phrase 
cited by P on 1 Chr. 29:19 from the Qaddish prayer: "that your great name may be sanc
tified and praised in the world that you created . . ." 

Finally, the elevation of David in the Hebrew of Chronicles is carried even further in 
P, which denies that David killed any Ammonites (1 Chr. 20:3) and comments that 
"David did right before the Lord, departing not from all that he commanded him, all 
the days of his life" (1 Chr. 29:30).67 The reference introduced at 1 Chr. 23:5 to David's 
works of charity likewise commends him. 

Combination of evidence from different books 

The evidence in the sections above has been drawn from various biblical books. In par
ticular, much is derived from P-Chronicles. To what extent can we combine this evi
dence and apply it to P as a whole? 

In chapter 4 a network of links was pointed out between different books, and this 
network was found to include Chronicles. A number of unusual features link 
Chronicles with the other books: the understanding of •"HBG7 as K"i&n» 'scribes' and of 
313 as A i a 'separate', the mountain provenances attributed to David's heroes, the 
replacement of Aram by Edom, the use of three particular words for sacred pots, and 
of course the use of K t o c o u for divine law and the translation of the Tetragrammaton. 
All these were peculiar to the community which produced the translation, and in par
ticular are alien to the Targums transmitted by rabbinic Judaism. Similarly alien to 
those Targums are certain religious values common to P in Chronicles and in the other 
books, such as the importance of prayer at the expense of sacrifice, or disdain for 
wealth (cf. 2 Chr. 26:16). The references to Corinthian bronze, which fall both within 
and outside Chronicles, suggest a further link.68 Altogether, therefore, there is ample 
justification for drawing an overall picture of the religious outlook of the translators, 
on the basis of the evidence from the various books. 

Peshitta and Targum 

Before reaching any conclusion about the community background of P, we have to con
sider its place in relation to the Targums preserved by rabbinic Judaism. As noted 

6 6 S.P. Brock, "Clothing metaphors as a means of theological expression in Syriac tradition", in M. Schmidt 
(ed.), Typus, Symbol, Allegorie bei den ostlichen Vatern und ihren Parallelen im Mittelalter, Regensburg 
1982, pp. 11-38:15. 

6 7 P.B. Dirksen, "Some Aspects of the Translation Technique in Peshitta Chronicles", in MP1 8 (Leiden 
1995), pp. 17-23. 6 8 1 Kgs. 7:45; Ezra. 8:27; 1 Chr. 29:7. 
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above, there are verbal parallels between P and the Targums which imply common tra
ditions relating both to the meaning of the Hebrew and to the proper choice of words 
in Aramaic to render particular words or phrases. On the other hand, P often translates 
independently of any known Targum, and even covers books for which no Targum 
exists. Moreover, whereas P seems designed to replace the Hebrew, the Targums assume 
continuing access thereto. 

Biblical translation into Aramaic not an exclusively rabbinic institution 

The Targums owe their survival today to rabbinic Judaism. This need not mean, 
however, that they were exclusively - or even primarily - a rabbinic institution. Indeed, 
of all Jewish groups, the rabbis least needed a translation. The attentive exegesis of the 
rabbis had to be applied to the original text. Rarely do they refer to any Targum. 
According to R.Judah (cited in TB Qid. 49a), translation was innately unsatisfactory: 
•nam *nno n? n n rbs "poiom ' m a nr n n in-raw pios oj-inon 

Whoever translates literally deceives; whoever expands is a blasphemer. 

For the rabbis, the specific purpose of the Targum was to make the public lections 
accessible to those who could not understand Hebrew. As Rashi later put it, "the 
purpose of the Targum is only to inform women and the ignorant, who do not under
stand Hebrew" (on TB Meg. 21b). One rabbi, it is true, enjoins study of the weekly 
lection in advance, twice in Hebrew and once in an Aramaic Targum (TB Ber.8a). The 
primary consideration was not, however, the intrinsic value of the Targum, but the 
need for proper respect and attention throughout the public reading, as shown by the 
companion saying, against leaving the synagogue during the reading. 

Beyond this liturgical necessity, the Targums were of little interest to the rabbis. In 
rabbinic tradition, the first Targum was supplied by an outsider, the proselyte Onkelos. 
The Targum on the Prophets was not altogether welcomed by the rabbis, possibly 
because it went beyond purely liturgical needs, by covering the whole text rather than 
the extracts chosen for public reading.69 When Jonathan ben Uzziel made it, the earth 
trembled, and God cried: "Who reveals My secrets to the sons of man?" (TB Meg. 3a). 

It would not be surprising, therefore, if the first impetus to translate the Bible into 
Aramaic came from non-rabbinic groups. Occasional translations of which the rabbis 
disapproved were indeed preserved among the Targums. Well-known instances are 
found in T J - and shared by P - at Lev. 18:21 and Lev. 20 (discussed above). Again at 
Lev. 22:28, the commandment not to sacrifice a new-born animal until the eighth day is 
given an introduction condemned by the rabbis: "Just as our father is merciful in 
heaven, be ye merciful on earth" (cf. TJ Ber. 5:3). Likewise, the Targum at Isa. 12:3 
promises "new doctrine from the elect of righteousness", despite rabbinic distaste for 
the term 'elect'.70 An oft-quoted Targum on Ruth 1:17 refers, against rabbinic law 
(Mishnah Sanh. 7:1), to capital punishment by hanging (KO^p P O ^ S ) . 

6 9 R. Beckwith, The Old Testament Canon of the New Testament Church, London 1985, p. 140. 
7 0 A close parallel to the term "elect of righteousness" is instead found in Mandaic, in a passage from the 

Right Ginza cited by E.S. Drawer and R. Macuch, A Mandaic Dictionary, Oxford 1963, p. 54: nibihrun 
bhiria zidqa "let the proven (or elect) of the Righteousness prove themselves". 
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Thus the institution of Targum was not confined to rabbinic Judaism. This accounts 
for the survival, in the Syriac church, of renderings from the Targums not paralleled in 
P, and of elements derived from such renderings, as noted in chapter 3. 

The inclusion of the Writings (Hagiographa) in P 

In fact the inclusion of the Writings in P suggests an origin outside rather than within 
rabbinic Judaism. The rabbis' attitude to translation of the Writings into Aramaic was 
predominantly negative. Although Mishnah Shab. 16:1 rules that such translations may 
be saved from fire on the sabbath, the parallel Tosefta and the Talmudic discussion 
record that some rabbis forbade it. Gamliel I forbade written translation of the Writings 
into any language other than Greek (Mishnah Meg. 1:8).71 Thus, when a written trans
lation on Job was brought before him, Gamliel I had it buried. It was at the table of 
"Johanan (the son of) the excommunicate ("I'M)" that his grandson Gamliel II found 
another Aramaic version of Job, which he likewise destroyed (TB Shab. 115a). These 
incidents, together with the discovery of an Aramaic version of Job at Qumran, show 
that Targums on the Writings existed but were confined to non-rabbinic Jewish circles. 

Rabbinic Judaism in fact for centuries lacked Aramaic versions to nearly every book 
of the Writings. Of course such versions can now be found in printed editions of rab
binic Bibles and so are familiar to scholarship today; but, as will be argued below, they 
were not supplied until the Middle Ages. The only exceptional book is Esther, for which 
a Targum is quoted at Soferim 13:6. This absence of Aramaic versions of the Writings 
has left its mark in Jewish liturgy. Thus, the Jewish Kedushah prayer includes Isa. 6:3, 
Ezek. 3:12 and Ps. 146:10. Its substitute the Kedushah de-Sedra, however, in which 
each verse is given together with Aramaic translation, replaces the verse from Psalms 
by Exod. 15:18, and so strangely cites the Prophets before the Torah. We may deduce 
that there was no Targum of the Writings, or at least none accepted by the rabbis or 
their Pharisaic forebears, when the Kedushah de-Sedra was composed.72 Abudarham 
actually commented, as late as the fourteenth century: "There is no Targum of the 
Writings".73 

Such Targums had, however, been gaining currency. The first known reference 
appears in the responsum by Hai Gaon (939-1038 CE) in Babylonia. As discussed in 
chapter 3 above there is no indication that Hai himself knew directly a Targum on any 
book of the Writings except Esther.74 In France, a century later, Rashi still knew of no 
Targum to the Writings, for he states explicitly (on TB Meg. 21b) that none exists. His 
biblical commentaries cite no such Targum (except on Esther), though he sometimes 
coincides with these Targums in his interpretation.75 However, these Targums must 
have reached France soon afterwards, for the Tosaphists (again on TB Meg. 21b) 

7 1 The rabbinic sources use the term OlJin, which however there connotes translation alone, rather than the 
specific features - looseness, expansive tendency - now associated with the term Targum. 

7 2 Part of this prayer is cited in 2 Mace. 1:3-5 and is therefore goes back at least to 143 BCE. See D. Flusser, 
"Sanktus und Gloria", in Festschr. Otto Michel, Leiden 1963, p. 151. 

7 3 S. A. Wertheimer (ed.), Abudarham's Commentary on the Liturgy (in Hebrew), Jerusalem 1953, p. 122. 
7 4 Targum Sheni (apparently) on Esther 1:3,10 is cited in his comment on Deut. 3:4. 
7 5 E.g. in taking 10T (Ps. 35:15) as "draw blood" or i n p ' (Job 15:12) as "teach thee". For a different view, see 

P. Churgin, The Targum to Hagiographa (in Hebrew), New York 1945. 
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contradict Rashi's statement. Rashi's own grandson Rashbam also cites Targums to the 
Writings several times; for example, on Exod. 15:2 he cites the Targum to Job 4:15. 

The rabbis of the era of the Mishnah and Talmud, by contrast, disapproved of trans
lations of the Writings on principle. As TB Meg. 3a puts it, Jonathan promised not to 
proceed from the Prophets to translate the Writings because these include prophecies of 
the end-time (fp). These misgivings apparently arose from fear that a resourceful 
translator could purvey sectarian ideas under the very guise of Scripture. The freedom 
which translators allowed themselves may be gauged from that even earlier "Aramaic 
book" quoted in the appendix to Job in LXX. This identifies Job with Jobab (Gen. 
36:33), but - more importantly - begins by declaring that he will be resurrected.76 

In the case of the Pentateuch and Prophets, which were read publicly, fears of sectar
ian infiltration had to be balanced against the congregation's need to understand the 
text. The rabbis exercised control by marking out Onkelos on the Torah and Jonathan 
on the Prophets as authorised translations. These were regarded as made "from the 
mouth of" prophets or eminent rabbis (TB Meg. 3a), and were cited by the formula 
irnnna ("we translate"). 

The Writings, by contrast, were not read publicly (apart from Esther), and here the 
rabbis had no need for Targums of these books. The fact that for some books (Daniel 
and Ezra-Nehemiah) no Targum was ever produced may be ascribed to their disap
proval of translation. The usual explanation - viz that these books contain Aramaic 
portions - is not compelling, since the Hebrew portions bristle with obscurities that 
demand explanation. Only in the geonic period did individual scholars within rabbinic 
Judaism attempt to complete the Aramaic Bible. 

To summarise, the parallels between P and the Targums may favour the view that P is 
of Jewish origin, but not necessarily of rabbinic origin. Moreover, the inclusion in P of 
the Writings, as well as P's many divergences from all known Targums, tip the balance 
in favour of non-rabbinic origin. 

The case for origin within rabbinic Judaism 

If only for the sake of completeness, we must now consider the remaining evidence for 
the two rival theories of P's origin: either in rabbinic Judaism, or in Christianity. 

The evidence for a specifically rabbinic origin consists of the parallels with the 
Targums and (often overlapping with these) with rabbinic literature. Before inferring 
that P originated within rabbinic Judaism, however, we must ask three questions: 

(a) Are parallels with rabbinic sources characteristic of P? 
(b) Although the parallels survive today in rabbinic sources, are they of specifically 

rabbinic origin? 
(c) What was the provenance of the rabbinic parallels so far as P's translators were 

concerned? 

7 6 The reference to the resurrection in LXX runs: yeYpcmTat 6e aurov jraXiv avafrrf|a£a6ai ue9 ' ibv 6 Kuptoc, 
dvioTnoiv. OUTO<; epunveueTai IK TT\C, EupioKfji; pi(3Xou. This indebtedness to a "Syrian book" is no less likely 
to apply to Job's resurrection than to the following section, which identifies him with Jobab. The syntax is 
improved by emending ofcroc to OOTUJC. 
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Are parallels with rabbinic sources characteristic of P? 

Even in the Torah, parallels with rabbinic sources are not numerous in relation to the length 
of the text.77 In the other biblical books, such parallels are rare. Moreover, we have already 
noted many passages which puzzled the translator but could have been elucidated through 
rabbinic exegesis, and many cases where P understands the text in a manner that contra
dicts rabbinic halachah. The rabbis would also have protested at the frequent recourse to 
LXX, which led to the addition of lines and even lengthy passages not found in MT. 

P also differs fundamentally from the rabbis in its treatment of seeming anomalies or 
inconsistencies in the biblical text. Thus Gen. 2:4 refers first to "heaven and earth" but 
then to "earth and heaven"; and at Exod. 24:7 the Israelites promise to "do and hear" 
all the commandments, against the logical order. The rabbis accounted for these anom
alies thoughtfully. Thus Gen. 2:4 was interpreted to mean that heaven and earth were 
created simultaneously (TB Hag. 12a), and Exod. 24:7 to mean that the Israelites 
accepted the Torah so eagerly that they promised to perform it before they even knew 
its content (TB Shab. 88a). Targums familiar with rabbinic exegesis but lacking space to 
set out such interpretations at least preserve the anomalies. P, however, simply corrects 
them away: thus he imposes "heaven and earth", "hear and do", as if the biblical text 
were simply mistaken. This radical attitude, of which many more examples were shown 
in chapter 2, separates P cleanly from rabbinic exegesis. 

In its general tolerance of anthropomorphisms, P differs from the Targums and hence 
presumably from rabbinic norms. On one occasion, however, P would have been con
demned by the rabbis for over-sensitivity, namely in relation to Boaz's greeting at Ruth 2:4 -
MT DDDi? 
P ^ o a S » . n^nNr 

may peace be with you 
At Mishnah Ber.9:5 the rabbis commend the use of this greeting, even though it 
included the Tetragrammaton. By contrast, the sectaries at Qumran sometimes substi
tuted for the Tetragrammaton in biblical citations (e.g. 1QS 2:16, CD 20:19); and 
just such a substitution appears in P.78 

If there were any example of a passage known to be controversial in which P fol
lowed an interpretation which distinguished the rabbis from any other Jewish move
ment, that would be evidence of a specifically rabbinic character. There seems, however, 
to be no convincing example. In particular, P seems aware that controversy surrounds 
the phrase rQEftl mnDD in Lev. 23, which prescribes the date of the Omer offering 
and the commencement of the seven weeks' counting until Pentecost.79 He thus does 
not render it literally. On the other hand, he does not clarify his own position: 
(v. 11) r ^ w r e » c u ih^a - probably conflated from two expressions for "on the 

morrow", namely rdvu.K' K i a c u l and rsisoa. i*\=A.8() 

(v. 15) r«iacu.i miieca - "on the morrow" 
(v. 16) [rt'W^u.J K ^ c ^ i x . - i ius \ - "after the (seventh) week" 

7 7 Maori claimed fewer than 200, some of which were queried above. 
7 8 Though the reapers' reply is translated faithfully ("may the Lord bless thee"). 
7 9 The rabbis took it as the morrow of the first day of Passover, which was a day of rest, while the Sadducees 

and others took it as the morrow of the Sabbath during Passover week. 
8 0 So Maori, The Peshitta Version of the Pentateuch, p. 178. 
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In none of these verses does P specify the date of which the morrow is meant. The pre
ceding context indeed mentions the first day of Passover (vv.6,7), but also the whole 
Passover week (vv.6,8a) and (most recently) its seventh day (v. 8b); and P shows no clear 
choice. LXX leaves his own interpretation i n v. 11 far clearer: rfj enccupiov rfjc. npwTnc. 
"on the morrow of the first day".8 1 It may be added that even if P had clearly sided with 
the rabbis, as does LXX in v. 11, this would show only that he knew the dominant inter
pretation, and not necessarily that he - o r for that matter the translator of LXX - was a 
committed follower of rabbinic Judaism. 

77te origin of the parallels with rabbinic sources 

Some of the exegetical traditions which P shares with rabbinic sources can be shown to 
pre-date the emergence of rabbinic Judaism. Two are known from Jubilees, a non-rab
binic source going back at least to the second century BCE. Of these, one is at Gen. 
22:12-
MT T l i r p (with God as subject) 
P Xa-sor*' "I have made known" 8 2 

It is true that this understanding is found in Gen.Rabba 56.: "I have made it known to 
all that you love me". However, it is as old as Jubilees 18:16: "and I have shown to all 
that you are faithful to me in all that I have said to you". The motive was, of course, to 
preserve divine omniscience. 

The other case relates to Lev. 18:21 and 20:2-4. Here the Hebrew forbids the passing 
of one's seed to Moloch, while P finds a condemnation of procreation with foreign 
women. The same intepretation was upheld by R.Ishmael early in the second century 
CE (TJ Meg. 4:4). It had lost favour, however, by the end of that century and is con
demned in the Mishnah (Meg. 4:4). It nevertheless survived in T J (and the margin of 
T N ) . The biblical texts at Lev. 18:21 follow, with the rabbinic texts: 
MT "pKb T3BT6 p n Kb T.inT»1 
T J Hants '? m a w f c r»D» na mb Nnero»na p n xb -JOTT p i 

tnniK 
Meg 4:4 KrTPD-|K3 m 3 t t 6 p n * 6 -JJTlTni 
TJ Meg 4:10 DipD1? OWl TD17D H3QD TOW31 rPD"IK METO KIME? HT 
P K"Srv_.ViCvj rn \ ^ - i -n \ rdw\&\ red v ^ S l ^3SO 

A kindred interpretation already appears in Jubilees 30:10, namely that a man who 
gives his daughter in marriage to a gentile has "given of his seed to Moloch". The appli
cation of this verse to foreign marriage thus predates the rise of rabbinic Judaism. Its 
survival in T J tends to confirm that Targum was not a specifically rabbinic institution, 
so that non-rabbinic elements may crop up even in the targums preserved by the Jews.83 

Where an exegetical tradition common to P and rabbinic sources appears also in 
LXX, we may again posit pre-rabbinic origin. Thus P's understanding of nfiTttfp (Gen. 

8 1 Though LXX in v. 15 is instead literal: and rr\c eirctuptov TWV aapparwv. 
8 2 The form was originally intended in the first person, even though a vocalisation according to the second 

person (awda't) has become traditional; cf. S.P. Brock, "Genesis 22 in Syriac Tradition", in P. Casetti et al., 
Melanges Dominique Barthelemy, Gottingen 1981, pp. 1-30:3. 

8 3 G. Vermes, "Leviticus 18:21 in Ancient Bible Exegesis" in E. Fleischer and J.J. Petuchowski (eds.), Studies 
in Aggadah, Targum and Jewish Liturgy in Memory of Joseph Heinemann, Jerusalem 1981, pp. 108-24. 
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33:19) as "sheep" is paralleled not only in Gen.R. 79.7 but also in LXX (auvwv).84 The 
suggestion that exegetical traditions shared with rabbinic sources were in fact pre-rab-
binic would not have offended the rabbis themselves, who claimed that their interpreta
tions were not invented but had long been the common property of all Israel. 

Whether any of the translational traditions which P shares with the Targums were 
likewise pre-rabbinic cannot be proved, for lack of evidence. In itself, however, this is a 
reasonable possibility, since biblical translation into Aramaic was certainly not an 
exclusively rabbinic activity, as the Qumran evidence shows. All in all, the parallels with 
rabbinic sources do not prove that the translators were indebted to rabbinic Judaism 
specifically. 

Separate from the question of the origin of the material common to P and rabbinic 
sources is the question of whence P obtained that material. As argued below, the likeli
est date for the making of P is the latter part of the second century CE. By that time, 
rabbinic Judaism had become dominant. However, not all other varieties of Judaism 
had yet died out. It was argued in chapter 3 that a fund of biblical scholarship, includ
ing exegetical and translational traditions of individual passages, had long been in wide 
circulation. That fund would have remained accessible to almost all Jewish movements 
still surviving. Indeed, as pointed out above, it was not beyond reach even in the Syriac-
speaking church of Ephrem's day. Thus the provenance of the traditions adopted by P 
- like their origin - is not necessarily rabbinic. Even if it were, that would only prove 
contact with rabbinic Judaism, rather than rabbinic origin. 

The case for origin within Christianity 

It has long been pointed out - notably by Bloch85 - that some passages in P could be 
read as specific references to Christ. None, however, is beyond dispute: 

(a) Isa. 7:14 

Behold a virgin shall conceive and bear a son 

The rendering 'virgin' is of course too specific in relation to MT HQ"?]?, but it coincides 
with LXX rrapOEVoc., and may merely reflect the influence of that version. 

(b) Isa. 15:9-16:1 

M T *pK tea -o inte : na- iK m a s ^ i 
P f .̂Hrt'.'l K ^ A T . -t=A [ci]i.tx. -.rdi-ir .̂A cc^Tx. l a - O 

and to the rest of the earth, send the son of the ruler of the earth 

Messianic interpretation of this passage in one way or another was widespread, as 
attested both by Targ. ("they shall bring tribute to the King Messiah") and by Vulg. 

8 4 See Maori, The Peshitta Version of the Pentateuch, p. 123, for further references. 
8 5 J. Bloch, "The Authorship of the Peshitta", AJSL 35 (1918/19), pp. 215-22. 
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(emitte [domine] agnum dominatorem terrae). P has replaced 1 3 by 13 'son', which 
here looks like a Christian touch. Instead, however, it may be a deliberate misreading in 
order to make some sense of a very difficult text. 

(c) Isa. 25:6 

M T •••ppTQ D"nne? crnoo trjoB? mnm nnco onnv nnwo 
P rr'liT^.O r&iSOS. ^ iu3>A r^laSUCO r C ' i i ^ l r£»&\£ao rdbCnx. rC*hx^> 

a rich feast, a feast set aside and rich (or: heavenly) of our heavenly and mighty 
redeemer 

P has rendered OTIBO Ô QE? by two Syriac words of similar sound: rti&u. v<...-*> "our 
heavenly redeemer". The redeemer is taken by van der Kooij to be Christ.86 Note, 
however, that elsewhere this title may indicate God (Isa. 60:16 [9al], Wis. 16:7). In any 
case, the use of similar-sounding Syriac words is a known technique in difficult Hebrew 
texts of this sort. 

(d) Isa. 25:7 

M T man *?3 bv nsioan nsoom ..joba\ 

P rdXOii. ^CtoA^ >&r{ kflUU^K'.A rCjMtt^lO . , . , \ \ n h l O 

and the sacrifice slaughtered for all the peoples... shall be swallowed 

The Hebrew forms n3103M nDODH "web woven" are interpreted through derivatives 
of the similar-sounding Syriac root ca^i "slaughter, sacrifice". This passage too is con
sidered Christian by van der Kooij (p. 276). Following that line one might take the 
"swallowing" of this sacrifice to refer to the Eucharist. Once again, however, the trans
lator may simply have been applying his usual techniques to these rare words, one by 
one. 

(e) Isa. 53:8 

M T la^jjarDsywBD 
through the sin of my people, a stroke to them 

P crA 

and some of the wicked ones of my people touched him 

P's differences from MT in several grammatical points might have been intended to fit 
the passion narrative. On the other hand, however, the translator might simply have 
been striving once more to obtain good sense.87 

8 6 Van der Kooij Die alten Textzeugen des Jesajabuches, p. 274. 
8 7 On the background of Peshitta Isaiah see now A. Gelston "Was the Peshitta of Isaiah of Christian 

Origin?" in C.C. Broyles and C. A. Evans (eds.) Writing and Reading the Scroll of Isaiah [= SVT 70], vol. 2, 
Leiden 1997, pp. 563-82. 
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(f) Zech. 12:10 

M T n p n a m na bx lD'am 
and they shall look to me, the one that they pierced 

IP 

I 
and they shall look to me through him that they pierced 

The verse is applied at John 19:37 to Jesus' death: "they shall look upon the one that 
they pierced". P too seems Christian, though the nuance differs, namely that mankind 
will look to God ("me") through a pierced one. Yet a Christian reference is by no means 
certain. The translator may have changed the preposition, as often elsewhere, simply to 
make sense of the puzzling Hebrew text.88 

(g) Ps.2:12 

M T -n ipw 
P r<*i= cvnsi "kiss the son" 

(h) Ps. 110:3 

M T ymTivifr 
P v^.A. r<A\, "thee O child I have begotten". 
In both passages, a Hebrew word difficult in itself or in context is replaced by a Syriac 
word of similar sound (rt"u> and ^ \ respectively). Both passages in P could be read as 
references to Christ. The possibility remains, however, that they are word-by-word ren
derings forced on the translator in difficult passages and not necessarily reflecting his 
conscious beliefs. 

(i) Dan. 9:24 

M T o-enp &np netful 
P viT.?ian .X-CVVJ rcSnT-gAo 

and for the Messiah, holy of holies 
Thus P vocalises nttfl3̂ 1 rather than UWd?) "to anoint" (so MT). Wyngarden observes 
that the holiness of the Messiah seems a Christian idea.89 However, the reason that P 
thought of the Messiah may have simply have been the mention of rTE>0 in v.26. 

(j) Dan. 9:26 

MT mm ITD* "the anointed one will be cut off" 
liyiX) "the Messiah will be slain" 

P goes on, like the Hebrew, to say that that the holy city would be destroyed with (=by?) 
"the king that cometh... its end will be in destruction . . . he will annul the sacrifices... 

8 8 A not dissimilar intepretation occurs in TB Sukk. 52a, where this verse is taken as referring to the Messiah 
"son of Joseph" who would be slain. 

8 9 M.J. Wyngarden, The Syriac Version of the Book of Daniel, Leipzig 1923, p. 30. 
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it will remain in desolation". According to Aphrahat, this verse refers to the slaying of 
Christ and the subsequent destruction of the second Temple.90 Wyngarden too identi
fies P's slain Messiah with Christ. However, P is simply a literal translation, or nearly 
so, of the Hebrew, and need be no more Christian than Aquila's EgoXo0peu8r|aETai 
f|Xeiuuevog.91 

As well as references to Christ, an echo of the New Testament text has been detected 
in Pat Hos. 13:14-
M T mo - p a n TIN 
P K'^COJ VyhCUM .\i"\m ,(71 K^rC* 

Where then is your justification/victory, O death? 

cf. LXX TTOO n biKT\ oou, Oavcrre; "Where is your justification, O death?" 
cf. 1 Cor. 15:55 nou oou, Oavcrre, 6 VIKOC,; "Where, O death, is thy victory?" 
That P was following 1 Corinthians rather than LXX is not, however, a safe inference. 
Given the range of meaning of rt'ivoju, P could be understood to agree with either. 
Indeed, that range of meaning may explain how an Aramaic speaker like Paul trans
muted 8kn. into viKog. 

All the above passages are compatible with a Christian context, but none is unequiv
ocally Christian. There is no explicitly Christian reference in P to compare with, say, 
Jerome's introduction of "Jesus" to render niMBT "salvation" in his Psalterium iuxta 
Hebraeos,92 or to the addition of euro t;uXou in Justin Martyr's text of Ps. 96:10. 

In all the above passages, the original was difficult, and P adheres closely to the 
Hebrew or, at Isa. 7:14 and Hos. 13:14, to the Greek. Even at Dan. 9:26 "slay" is an 
obvious explanation of "cut off". In any of these passages, therefore, one could 
suppose that a Jewish translator, unable to fathom the sense of the original, conveyed 
what he could of the form, word by word. The resulting overall sense might not have 
been his primary concern, in these unusually difficult passages. Hence these cases, even 
cumulatively, fall short of demonstrating Christian origin. 

We may leave aside the Christian reference claimed at Isa. 53:2, where P makes the 
Jews confess: "we deceived him" [,(n*A^]. This is in fact an easy corruption of . ou ix j 
"(that) we desire him", which would have been a literal translation of the Hebrew. 

The use of the loan-word i<nku.i (rather than the native re£*»us) for "covenant", 
which appears regularly in Joshua and Chronicles, has also been ascribed to New 
Testament influence.93 It is sufficiently explained, however, by the general influence 
upon P of the vocabulary of LXX. Even the usage of *£a*ux in the reference to a new 
covenant at Jer. 31:30 [31] is no proof of Christian origin; P is a straightforward trans
lation of the Hebrew. It is likewise wrong to detect Christian influence in P's faithful 
rendering of Isa. 9:5, no matter how significant that verse became for Christanity; 

9 0 Aphrahat's demonstrations, in I. Parisot et a!, (eds.), Patrologia Syriaca I. 1-2 (Paris 1894-1907), vol. 1, 
col. 885. 

9 1 On the two passages from Daniel, see R.A. Taylor, The Peshitta of Daniel, Leiden 1994 [= MPI 7], 
pp. 9-11,244. Taylor too regards neither passage as convincing evidence of Christian origin. 

9 2 There the name Jesus is introduced where the Hebrew has nouns or rWlBT, at Ps. 51:14, 79:9, 85:5, 
95:1, 149:4. On Hos. 13:14 see also Gelston, Twelve Prophets, pp. 154-5. 

9 3 J.C. De Moor and F. Sepmeijer, "The Peshitta and the Targum of Joshua", MPI 8 (Leiden 1995), 
pp. 129-76:174-5. 
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such literal translations need no more be Christian than the underlying Hebrew texts 
themselves.94 Elements well attested in second-century Judaism as well as Christianity 
- such as invocation of God as "our father" - are likewise irrelevant.95 

Finally, it is worth noting a rendering which actually proved awkward to Christian 
interpreters, at Isa. 53:9 -
M T m o a TBW nxi nap D W I m i m 
P m&iccos rCi»,h*.a en inn •» < _ncnu 

a wicked man gave his grave, even a rich man at his death 

Here P ignored nK and so made the wicked man and the rich man the subjects. He did 
not, however, further adjust the Hebrew by inverting those subjects, so as to make the 
rich man responsible for the Servant's grave and the wicked man for his death, and thus 
to apply the verse to Jesus.96 

In the P version of the Apocryphal books of Sirach and Wisdom, by contrast, some 
convincing Christian references seem present. Winter points to the hope in Ecclus 
48:10 that Elijah would "evangelise" (ovuasA, rather than Heb. yorfo "establish") the 
tribes of Jacob. Drijvers (pp. 24-5) shows how P transforms the sense of Wis. 14:5-7, 
ending thus: 
LXX euXoYnrai yap £uXov, 6i' ou viveTat Sucaioauvn 

For blessed is the wood through which righteousness comes 

P r̂ vu&ca miss r^eu.it.i rc'cnm am v y a s i 

For blessed is the wood from which the righteous man appears 

The glorification of the gentiles over Israel also appears even more clearly here than in 
the canonical books.9 7 

The faith of the translators 

Let us now review, in the light of the evidence assembled above, the two alternative 
hypotheses with which we began. 

The hypothesis of Christian origin could hardly apply to Ezra and Chronicles, in 
which books the translator identifies himself with the Jews. Now these books were in 
all probability among the last to be translated, as discussed in chapter 4; and as com
munities tended to convert from Judaism to Christianity rather than the reverse, a 
Jewish origin for Ezra and Chronicles would imply a Jewish origin for the earlier 
books also. 

Only by setting up a complex hypothesis could one instead argue for the Christian 

94 Pace Bloch, "The Authorship of the Peshitta", p. 219. 
9 5 Pace De Moor and Sepmeijer, "The Peshitta and the Targum of Joshua", p. 175. On the rabbinic side, note 

R. Akiba's prayer addressed to 133^013-3K (TB Taan. 25b). 
9 6 For explanations, see D.B. Bundy, "The Peshitta of Isaiah 53:9 and the Syrian Commentators", Oriens 

Christianus 67 (1983), pp. 32-45. 
9 7 M. Winter, "The Origins of Ben Sira in Syriac", VT27 (1977), pp. 237-53, 494-507, on which see R.J. 

Owens, "The Early Syriac Text of Ben Sira in the Demonstrations of Aphrahat", JSS 34 (1989), pp. 
39-75; H.J.W. Drijvers, "The Peshitta of SapientiaSalomonis", pp. 15-30. 
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origin of the earlier books, given the marks of Jewish origin in Ezra and Chronicles. 
For example, it could be urged that Ezra (and Nehemiah) and Chronicles should be 
treated separately, since they share some peculiarities (e.g. the rendering of "singers" as 
"servants") as shown in detail in chapter 4 above. On this view, perhaps a Christian 
community translated the biblical books in roughly the traditional Jewish sequence 
and stopped short of Ezra-Chronicles. Later, having forgotten Hebrew, they commis
sioned Jews - or recent converts from Judaism - to complete the translation. An alter
native hypothesis is that P on Ezra-Chronicles is all that survives of an old Jewish 
translation of the whole Bible into Syriac. The Christians made a new translation of 
every book except Ezra-Chronicles, which were of lesser interest or authority. 

There are difficulties, however, in viewing P on Ezra-Chronicles either as an after
thought or as the sole relic of a Jewish translation of the whole Hebrew Bible. On the 
former hypothesis, the earlier books were translated by Christians but the last few 
were given over either to Jews or to converts who still remembered Hebrew. However, 
if these last few books were translated by Jews, then these must have worked together 
with the Christians in surprising harmony, given the censorious attitude which the ex 
hypothesi Christian translators had already shown in the earlier books; and if the last 
few books were translated by recent converts, then we have to be surprised at their con
tinued heartfelt identification with the plight of the Jewish people. This leaves the 
hypothesis that P on Ezra-Chronicles is all that survives of an old Jewish translation of 
the whole Bible. However, the remarkable homogeneity of the manuscript tradition of 
P is then hard to explain. Had an earlier Jewish version existed, one would have 
expected many passages where two substantially different alternative renderings 
survive, each independently derived from the Hebrew, representing the old version and 
the new. In fact, however, such passages are few indeed; they are discussed in appendix 
I to chapter 6. 

The subordinate role of LXX in the making of P also favours Jewish rather than 
Christian origin. The church did not yet fully appreciate the Hebraica Veritas, and cher
ished LXX as its Old Testament. It is hard to see why Christian translators should 
instead have given primacy to the Hebrew, and thereby produced a version often at 
odds with LXX. 

A Jewish origin is thus likelier. Indeed, the translators of P identify with the Jewish 
people, at least in some books. And yet they do not represent rabbinic Judaism. We 
need only recall their three fixed hours of daily prayer, their depreciation of sacrifice, 
and their emphasis on faith and hope rather than observance. 

A non-rabbinic form of Judaism would account for all these features. A similar com
bination of Jewish identification with neglect of ritual was also known to Philo (De 
Peregr. Abr. 89-93), who complains that some Jews believed that they had penetrated 
to the inner meaning of the commandments and therefore "casually neglected" 
(po:8uuwc, (bXryiopnoav) their observance. No doubt other Jews were lax in observance 
even without the benefit of such a philosophical system. One could indeed cite the 
book of Esther, whose heroine's acts betray no hint of Jewish observance. 

Again, the combination of high regard for the nations with disdain for those Jews of 
differing beliefs was not unknown among Jewish groups. Indeed, it is only to be 
expected in a non-rabbinic group that lacked any rapport with rabbinic Judaism, 
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which now commanded majority allegiance. In particular, such an attitude is 
paralleled in the Enoch literature. In Enoch 89-90, the Jews and their ancestors are 
represented by clean animals, mainly sheep. However, those Jews outside the writer's 
group are called "blinded sheep", ultimately to be burnt. Although many unclean 
beasts and birds - representing aggressive gentiles - will likewise be destroyed, there 
will also be "beasts of the earth and birds of the heaven" who are pleasing to God 
(90:33) and are eventually transformed to white bulls, i.e. to the pristine righteousness 
of Adam in Eden (90:38). 

We also have to account for the striking inconsistency within P in its attitude to the 
Jewish people as a whole - now antipathy, now contrite self-identification. Perhaps the 
explanation is that the translation covers two stages in the history of the community. 
In the first, represented by all but the latest books, the community - whatever its phys
ical location - was estranged spiritually from the main Jewish centres in the Holy Land 
and Babylon. They were a defiant minority, whose religion revolved about their own 
elect community and personal salvation. They felt alienated from the majority of 
Jews, whose hopes centred on the restoration of the Jews as a nation, and who 
respected the rabbinic academies and the observance of Jewish ritual practice in detail. 
Indeed, the community represented by P held out greater hope for the gentiles, whom 
they believed could come directly to God. However, by the second stage, represented 
by P in Daniel as well as in Ezra-Chronicles, some catastrophe (perhaps the massacre 
under Trajan) had reminded the community that they were part of the Jewish people. 
They now identified with the Jews in general, and keenly felt their shame and vulnera
bility in exile. 

A different hypothesis to explain the inconsistent attitude towards the Jewish people 
might be that the translation is the work of Jews but has undergone Christian interpo
lation. However, a Christian interpolator might have been expected to introduce clear 
references to Christian belief, and yet - as shown above - there are none in the P version 
of the canonical books. Furthermore, most of the P passages interpretable as Christian 
(or as hostile to Israel) seem to have been derived from the Hebrew text, whereas a 
Christian interpolator would presumably have instead viewed the Greek Bible as 
authoritative. 

All in all, then, the likeliest explanation is that P on the whole Hebrew Bible is of 
non-rabbinic Jewish origin. The translators seem to represent a closed community, 
estranged from the Jewish people as a whole. Their practice of working out their own 
- sometimes extravagant - solutions to difficulties in the Hebrew (such as the word 
ppnD), with no external check, reinforces the impression of isolation. So too does 
their inability to replace their damaged Hebrew text of Chronicles, following the 
argument in chapter 3 above. As we shall see in chapter 6, the revision of the text of P 
in the earliest centuries of its existence likewise suggests a closed group of scholars 
with little access to the outside world. If so, then the introspective nature of Syriac-
speaking Christianity has deep roots, reaching back to the Jewish community repre
sented by P. 

This survey of the translators' ideas must now be set in a historical framework. Only 
then will it be possible to venture to explain how the Old Testament Peshitta, despite its 
Jewish origin, came to be transmitted by the eastern churches exclusively. 
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The place of the translation 

The next stage must be to survey the evidence on the place and time of the translation. 
A number of indications favour Edessa, or at least its province Osrhoene, as the place 
of origin. One of the native traditions (cited below) locates the translation there, under 
"Abgar the believing king". Moreover, the language in which P has been transmitted 
agrees with that of inscriptions found at Edessa - though the same dialect may have 
been current over a wider area at the time of the translation. Again, as van der Kooij 
has well argued, the fact that the translators knew Greek as well as Hebrew accords well 
with an origin at Edessa, whose educated citizens - including Jews - had known Greek 
ever since the city was re-founded by Seleucus I. 9 8 

Moreover, the translation introduces references to places in the neighbourhood of 
Edessa - namely to Harran, Mabbog and Nisibis - as discussed in chapter 2. 9 9 In addi
tion, the rendering of Heb. rnttfN by re'-teu "leopard" (2 Chr. 31:1 etc.) suggests famil
iarity with a leopard-cult, such as is reported in the sixth century by Jacob of Serug in 
Harran. 1 0 0 It is true that P contains other topographic matter - e.g. the frequent render
ing Matnin for Bashan, or the identification of Antioch as the northern extreme of the 
promised land - which instead points to Palestine; but these may be derived from 
earlier tradition. It is also true that the Palestinian Targums Pseudo-Jonathan and 
Neofiti likewise introduce the name Nisibis - as well as Ctesiphon, Adiabene and even 
Edessa - at Gen. 10:10-11;101 but these Targums have an altogether broader perspec
tive, ranging from Germany to India. 

An origin at Edessa would not conflict with the suggestion made earlier, that the dif
ferent books represent a Jewish community's changing attitudes to the Jewish people at 
large: first alienation, then self-identification. It is true that Edessa stood on the cele
brated silk road that connected Antioch and the Mediterranean seaboard with India 
and the Far East, and enjoyed close relations with Nisibis and other Jewish centres to 
the east. 1 0 2 All this, however, is still compatible with an alienation from the larger com
munity, if its values - such as the observance of rabbinic Judaism and the hope for 
national restoration - differed from their own. The second stage, in which the commu
nity identifies with the Jewish people in exile, is also perfectly credible in Edessa. 

Against this stands the theory that P originated further east in Adiabene. Had there 
been cogent evidence that P depends fundamentally on the Palestinian Targums, then 
Adiabene would indeed have been a likely place of origin, since Adiabene lay in the east 
and yet had close ties to Palestine. In fact, however, the parallels with the Targums are 
no more striking than might be expected in any Jewish community that spoke an 
Aramaic dialect and had some access to the tradition of biblical scholarship in 
Aramaic. Nor would an origin in Adiabene well explain the translators' knowledge of 
Greek. All in all, therefore, the likeliest place of origin is Edessa. 

9 8 Van der Kooij, Die alien Textzeugen, p. 292. For details of the inscriptions see J.B. Segal, Edessa. The 
Blessed City, Oxford 1970, pp. 27, 30,42. 

9 9 Admittedly, these are confined to P-Chronicles, apart from the mention of Mabbog at 2 Kgs. 23:29. 
1 0 0 J.P.P. Martin, "Discours de Jacques de Saroug sur la chute des idoles", ZDMG 29 (1875), pp. 107-47: 

p. 110 (line 54). 
1 0 1 These somehow served as sources to Ephrem, whose commentary to Genesis shows the same identifica

tions of Edessa, Nisibis, Ctesiphon and Adiabene (ed. Tonneau, p. 65). See Brock, "Jewish Traditions", 
p. 219. 1 0 2 J.B. Segal, Edessa, p. 4. 
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The date of the translation 

We must now examine the evidence for the period of P. There is some that indicates a 
specific date or period; such items of evidence are external traditions about the origin 
of P, and references to contemporary events within P. Other evidence may provide a 
latest possible date; examples are citations of P in outside works, and the nature of the 
Hebrew Vorlage behind P. Yet other evidence may provide an earliest possible date; 
such are Latin loanwords, and citations of outside sources within P. Grammatical ele
ments may suggest either a latest or an earliest possible date for P, depending on 
whether it is their obsolescence or their introduction that can be dated. 

Tradition 

As already remarked, neither Aphrahat nor Ephrem in the fourth century provides any 
information on the origin of P, and Theodore of Mopsuestia (c. 350-428 CE) stated 
explicitly that nothing was known. However, Jacob of Edessa (c 700 CE) reports that 
the translation originated in the time of Abgar, king of Edessa who was remembered as 
a contemporary of Christ: 
pAi-mrtA rfva^oi.-w. r££n.msn rt*\V» iv^re'ci k'mAt, ,^rc'^ - . janv. , i » •fears' m 
r£uVM» rt'lfW r<L.i-i\ rf\j\ ^75 rOMi.fcv*. *A»&ir£,:A oinj^.K'o cu»»r<o „1I\ ;cihW'» reMJacsAo 

Addai the apostle and Abgar the believing king sent a man (men?) to Jerusalem and to the region 
of Palestine, and they translated 1 0 3 the Old Testament from the Hebrew language to the Syriac 
language. 

This saying does not appear in any extant work of Jacob, but is quoted with approval in 
Jacob's name by Moses bar Kepa (died 903). 1 0 4 The same tradition is recalled by 
Barhebraeus commenting on Ps. 10:5, where Jacob is said to have mentioned "those 
translators who were sent by Addai the apostle and Abgar, king of Edessa, to Palestine 
and translated scripture".105 This may be called the dominant view in the west. 

In the east, however, the dominant tradition is that P was produced by Mark the 
Evangelist. This view appears in Syriac in the Gannat Bussame: 
OCT) P<j_»Hc\flA RDLAX. ^50 R<r&UL>fe\X. pS&^a '.̂ JCLR< .=>Oj&\ ^TAJCTJ 
^feOA mOurC* - >3.\lA ^CUrC' .sHoO a±rC CBCuaisa <HSQCUo 
.cd.'icuv ,'i-A ^octA curs' cCaiz.pc'o .ovvt-o ^ o « n = o \ -i\,r> .rciuAx. ^j.vAd 
.rc^notnia rrcax. ,mab*rC .Vi <»a<t!L/& y«- jairtTo rCM"inoajs .̂.i >A°> 

Again, people have a tradition that the writings of the Old Testament were translated from 
Hebrew into Syriac by Mark himself, who presented them before Jacob, brother of our Lord and 
before the apostles; and they approved them and sent them and handed them over to the people 
of Syria. He then worked on the Gospel, together with Peter, when he was with him in Rome. 1 0 6 

1 0 3 Lit. "brought out and across"; cf. r f k t o a a i 'translation', and the combination nar*" below. 
1 0 4 G. Diettrich, Eine jakobitische Einleitung in den Psalter (=BZAW 5), Giessen 1901, p. 115. See also 

L. Schlimme, Der Hexaemeronkommentar des Moses ber Kepha: Einleitung, Vbersetzung und 
Untersuchungen, Wiesbaden 1977, vol. I, p. 172. 

1 0 5 P. de Lagarde. Praetermissorum Libri Duo, Gottingen 1879, p. 110. Presuming the psalm division in LXX 
correct, Jacob explained that when these translators found a SidipaXua after Ps. 9:20 they mistakenly 
thought that a new psalm began there. 1 0 6 Ms Rylands Syr. 41, p. 260. 
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The same tradition appears in the defence of Islam written in c. 855 by 'Ali ibn Rabban 
al-Tabari, already mentioned in chapter 3. Ibn Rabban's biblical citations are based on 
P, and he refers to his biblical source as "the books of the Syrians which Marcus (i.e. 
Mark the evangelist) has translated".1 0 7 

For the book of Genesis alone, a pseudepigraph attributed to Zacharias Rhetor but 
completed in 569 CE indicates a far earlier date, namely the fall of Samaria: 

. . . l a s cvom i u K ' . t .rd.'-toix.l rc^TlsA •i.tjM.rC'.i r d i . r e ' TS-ATI jm\ I-*I\T, rciirft^ .Vu 

.reV.i<\a> rf*<r\-i .^Srv^ivK' 

Now the Syriac volume of Genesis, as was said by Epiphanius bishop of Cyprus, was written in 
the Syriac language by one of the priests whom king Shalmaneser exiled, and who was sent to the 
people of the Samaritans, who were from Babylon . . . and settled in the land of Israel in its stead, 
and were afraid at the lions' destruction . . . and requested the Law. 1 0 8 

Whereas the above writers each offer a single date, we find no fewer than three in 
Isho'dad (c. 850), and also in the opening of Barhebraeus' scholia - even though the 
latter in his commentary on Psalms accepts Jacob's straightforward dating to Abgar's 
age. A related account is offered by Theodore bar Koni, at the end of the eighth 
century.109 

Barhebraeus (1226-86) reports: 
.t'6(7i rt'kxcuHaoa^a kvl&t .rc'W.Aaoo rc'\m^ ^..i m . \ > 

•.<7>i=ufc.rc' ^ . feaxl rd.Ao^rt' mi .u . r s ^ r n a r&orf* >̂&iX&v.i 

Concerning this Syriac (version), there are three opinions; one, that it was brought out in the time 
of kings Solomon and Hiram; second, that Asa the priest translated it when the Assyrian sent 
him to Samaria; third, that it was rendered in the days of Addai the apostle and Abgar the king of 
Edessa. 1 1 0 

The second and third theories had each already circulated separately, as already noted, 
while the first - which implies that Solomon had the version prepared at Hiram's 
request - carried P back earlier still. 

Thanks to a tradition that Hiram survived into and indeed beyond the age of 
Assyrian domination, Theodore bar Koni was able to combine the first two theories 
into one. He also supplies motives for the translation: 

Some say that the Scriptures were translated in the time of Hiram, who remained alive until the 
Return; and because of his love for David he desired to acquire the scriptures of the Hebrews. 

1 0 7 A. Mingana, The Book of Religion and Empire by'Ali Tabari. English translation: Manchester 1922, p. 95. 
Arabic text: Manchester 1923, p. 81. 

m E.W. Brooks (ed.), Historia Ecclesiastica Zachariae Rhetori Vulgo Adscripta, Paris 1919 (reprinted 
Louvain 1953), vol. I (=CSCO83/Syr. 38), pp. 12-13. 

1 0 9 R. Hespeland R. Draguet, Theodore bar Koni. Livre des Scolies. I. Mimrel-V, Louvain 1981 (CSC043I, 
Syr. 187), pp. 1-2. 

1 1 0 M. Sprengling and W.C. Graham (eds.), Barhebraeus' Scholia on the Old Testament. Part I: Genesis - II 
Samuel, Chicago 1931, pp. 4-5. 
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And some say that the apostles translated them, desiring to improve mankind through their 
preaching among every people and in every language. 1 1 ' 

According to Theodore and Barhebraeus, all the biblical books were translated in a 
single period, whichever of the three. Isho'dad, however, offers an account which 
divides them between two different periods: 

The Torah - it is said - and Joshua, Judges, Ruth, Samuel, David (i.e. Psalms), Proverbs, 
Qoheleth, S. of S. and Job were translated in the time of Solomon, at the request of his friend 
Hiram king of Tyre; and the books of the rest of the Old Testament, together with the New, 
(were translated) in the time of Abgar, king of Edessa, under the care of Addai and the rest of 
the apostles. Others, however, say that they were translated by one of the priests, called Asya, 
whom the Assyrian king sent to Samaria. 1 1 2 

As Voste remarks, the scheme of three alternatives preserved by Barhebraeus was 
known already to Isho'dad, who, however, appreciated that some books of the Hebrew 
Bible were composed after Solomon's day, and some even after the fall of Samaria. 
Isho'dad therefore ascribed whatever books he could to Solomon's time, and all the rest 
to Abgar's; and he also noted the rival dating." 3 

What is the historical worth of these traditions? That the datings to the time of 
Solomon or even to the fall of Samaria were impossibly early was already appreciated 
by Isho'dad. However, the fact that the dominant theories in both the east and the west, 
though different, agree on a date in the first century CE might seem impressive. 
Unfortunately, the literary sources of both theories are too obvious. The motif of co
operation with scholars from Jerusalem, in the western tradition, echoes Aristeas's 
account of the origin of LXX (though in the former account these scholars are con
sulted in Jerusalem while in the latter they are despatched abroad); while the casting of 
Mark the Evangelist as the translator reflects the statement by Papias (c. 140 CE), elab
orated by later fathers, that Mark served Peter as an interpreter."4 

It is worth noting that Barhebraeus adds: 

For this Peshitta ('simple') translation, which corresponds to [the text] of the Jews, and as 
Eusebius of Caesarea said, Origen found it with a certain widow, is in the hands of the Syrians 
everywhere. 1 1 5 

Eusebius does not in fact mention P at all, but he tells us something similar about 
Symmachus' version: Origen obtained it from a lady called Juliana, who had received it 
from Symmachus himself.116 The same story is later told in greater detail by Palladius 

1 1 1 A. Scher, Theodorus bar Koni, Liber Scholiorum I, Paris-Leipzig !910(=CSCO55, Syr. 19), p. 280. 
1 1 2 J.-M. Voste and C. van den Eynde (eds.), Commentaire d' Isho'dad de Merv sur I'Ancien Testament: I. 

Genese, CSCO 126 (text), Louvain 1950, p. 3. 
1 1 5 C. van den Eynde (ed.), Commentaire d' Isho'dad de Merv sur I'Ancien Testament: I. Genese, CSCO 156 

(French translation), Louvain 1955, p. 4 (with n. 1). 
1 . 4 See B.H. Streeter, The Primitive Church, London 1929, pp. 17ff. The same tradition is cited by Eusebius, 

Hist. Eccl. 3.39.15, who uses the term tpunveurrjc;; this appears in the Syriac translation as rttoi^jfcai . 
1 . 5 Sprengling and Graham (eds.), Barhebraeus' Scholia on the Old Testament, pp. 1-3. 
1.6 Hist. Eccl. 6.17. 
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(in 419-20 CE), who describes Juliana as a virgin in Caesarea (in Cappadocia).117 The 
lady's celibacy provides a further link between this story and Barhebraeus' account. 
Given, however, that as there is a variant reading rcrteaW, it is conceivable that the orig
inal text in fact had not "widow" but rc'fc.sriK' "an Aramaean woman", i.e. one whose 
mother tongue was Aramaic; both extant readings would be easy corruptions of this. 1 1 8 

If only for completeness, we must also review here the few references to P which 
allegedly appear in rabbinic literature. The supposed references to P under "pTMiriQ, 
and in the report at Genesis Rabba 46:10 that the king of Adiabene read the Torah, 
were discussed in chapter 3. A reference to P has also been detected in the report 
(Palestinian Talmud to Megilla 1:9) that an inn-keeper offered an Aramaic rendering of 
a Greek translation of the Bible: 
m i r -pno rr inR urb K T S i m • o m a 

Of course, P is based primarily on the Hebrew text, not the Greek, but the mistaken 
belief that the direct source of P was Greek appears also in Syriac tradition, in the 
colophons of some mss of P. Might this rabbinic passage therefore refer to P, as Perles 
suggested tentatively?119 Against that view, the verb XT3 "invented" would suggest an 
ex tempore rendering of a sample, rather than citation from a pre-existing continuous 
version. In any case, the text is uncertain, and the parallel account in Esther Rabba on 
Est. 1:22 mentions Latin CDlT yfflb) rather than Aramaic. 

References to contemporary events 

Occasionally we glimpse the world powers of the translators' day. Thus "JEKP at Jer. 25:26 
becomes ftr.-xy.Sr̂  Arsaces' and at 51:41 K'iu^x.irc' 'the Arsacid city'. The Arsacids ruled 
Persia from 250 BCE to 230 CE. This interval is too long to narrow the date of P apprecia
bly. It is noteworthy, however, that the translators took pains to introduce the Parthians in 
this particular context, and thus to present them as successors to the Babylonians - for 
T2?K? is evidently a by-name for *?2a - rather than to the benign Persians.120 

There may also be references to Rome, under the code-name Edom. As noted in 
chapter 2, Duval detected a reference to Roman domination in P at Ps. 12:9, where 
"children of man" (DIN) become "children of Edom". 1 2 1 

According to van der Kooij, as noted above, the frequent substitution of Edom for 
Aram alludes to the status of Syria in the translator's day as a province of Rome. 
Moreover, the fact that references to Aram beyond the Euphrates are translated 
unchanged indicates a date between 117 CE, when Roman rule was bounded by the 
Euphrates, and 165 CE, when it was extended into Mesopotamia.122 Indeed, van der 
Kooij thinks even greater precision possible. In P on Isaiah, he finds that P has added 
references, beyond those in MT, to the expected fall of a world power: 

1 1 7 C. Butler (ed.), The Lausiac History of Palladius, Cambridge 1898-1904, vol. 2, p. 160. Palladius claims to 
have read the account in Origen's own hand, in a note inscribed ev BipXitp trnxnw, apparently a copy of 
the Bible arranged in lines. 

1 1 8 A corruption from r^a>\ri (albeit in the sense 'heathen') to K'jAasW occurs in the Old Syriac Gospels at 
Mark 7:26. 1 1 9 Perles, Meletemata, p. 4. 

1 2 0 The Parthians are introduced by name (n^okta) to render D,DmS at Dan. 1:3, again in Babylon. 
However, the same equivalence also occurs in the context of Ahasuerus' court, at Est. 1:3,6:9. 

1 2 1 R. Duval, "Notes sur la Peschitto. I, Edom et Rome", REJ 14(1887), pp. 49-51. 
1 2 2 Debevoise, A Political History of Parthia, Chicago 1938, p. 246. 
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Isa. 25:7 

M T o^Qin te te Bite Bite ^ B nrn i m rtei 
P rCyttte^ ^OCTA^ Iv. rfam r^\,Ar, J r i ' r 6 c n r ^ i o ^ p jAjskiO 

and on this mountain even the ruler who was empowered over all the nations will be swal
lowed 

Isa. 33:21 

M T i m i r N ^ T - n r s i 

and the mighty one who is found will not pass through it'2 3 

Hence van der Kooij would date the translation to a point when the fall of Rome 
seemed a real possibility. This might have appeared so around 162 CE, when the 
Parthian king Vologases III briefly conquered Armenia, Cappadocia and Syria follow
ing the death of Antoninus Pius. Van der Kooij thus inclines to date P, at least in Isaiah, 
to about 162 CE. 1 2 4 

The argument is attractive but not conclusive. The underlying suggestion that Edom 
was substituted for Aram in order to indicate Rome, and hence Syria as a Roman 
province, was examined in the excursus to chapter 2. As to the references to the immi
nent fall of the world power, this is a theme of the Hebrew text of Isaiah itself in 
chapter 25, and immediately after chapter 33. P's use of that theme as the basis of 
guessed renderings in these two difficult passages need not therefore reflect his own 
expectations of the eschaton. 

A further reference to contemporary events is the theme of exile as disgrace in P, pri
marily in Chronicles but also elsewhere. These suggest a date after 70 CE, and probably 
at least some decades later, since the tone of the references in P suggests that all hope of 
a speedy restoration - as occurred after the fall of the first Temple - had died away. 

Citations of P 

Citations of P in outside writers may be hoped to establish a latest possible date. 
Interest thus centres on the earliest works to cite P. 

Where the Old Testament is quoted in the New, the Old Syriac Gospels - as noted in 
chapter 3 - tend not to follow the Greek text of the New Testament but instead to 
import the text of the Peshitta of the Old Testament. If the Old Syriac Gospels are 
dated to around 200 CE, 1 2 5 then P of the Old Testament - or at least of the books there 
quoted - must be at least as early. 

That limit can be carried back a few decades earlier, because this practice of follow
ing the Peshitta of the Old Testament rather than the Greek text of the New Testament 

1 2 3 Van der Kooij sees here another reference to the world tyrant. In fact, however, «^o->_ is an unremarkable 
rendering of (as e.g. at Ps. 136:18), while was 'misread' as a derivative of 

1 2 4 Van der Kooij, Die alten Textzeugen, p. 295. 
1 2 5 F.C. Burkitt, Evangelion da-Mepharreshe, Cambridge 1904, vol. 1, p. 209. 
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probably goes back to Tatian's Diatessaron, which was complete by about 170 CE. In 
the one passage (Matt.21:5=Zech. 9:9) where a reliable Syriac text of the Diatessaron 
survives in a passage containing an Old Testament quotation, Brock found that the 
Diatessaron stood even closer to the Old Testament Peshitta than do the Old Syriac 
Gospels.1 2 6 Brock suggested that the practice of using P as the textual basis for Old 
Testament passages cited in the New originated with Tatian himself, because "in the 
primitive Judaeo-Christian church the authority of the Old Testament was greater than 
that of the (still emerging) New Testament". The reason that, in passages containing an 
Old Testament quotation, the Old Syriac Gospels likewise follow the Old Testament 
Peshitta (albeit less faithfully) is that they depend in some measure on the 
Diatessaron.127 

Joosten has rightly drawn out the implication that the Peshitta version of those 
books of the Old Testament that are quoted in the Diatessaron already existed, 
and indeed had already attained authoritative status, by around 170 CE. 
Joosten has shown, with full listings, how the Old Testament Peshitta - by prefer
ence to the Greek text of the New Testament - has influenced both the Old Syriac 
and Peshitta versions of the Gospels. Following Brock, he considers that this influ
ence was mediated through the Diatessaron. 1 2 8 His argument implies a date no later 
than c. 170 CE for the books cited: the Pentateuch, the Latter Prophets and the 
Psalms. 

Another early writer who provides a biblical citation in Syriac is Bar-Daisan, born in 
154 CE. His citation of Gen. 9:6 does not agree well with P but rather with T°, as 
already discussed in chapter 3; the implications for the dating of P are considered 
below. 

In the early fourth century, P is cited by Aphrahat in all canonical books of the Old 
Testament, except for a few short enough to have been excluded by chance. A little later, 
Ephrem's commentaries on Genesis and Exodus cite these books extensively. 
Significantly, however, Ephrem no longer understood the particle X- in Gen. 1:1, as his 
comment shows: 
rt^ir^.i cncacuoo rClZnx.^ cncacuo .̂.t cam .r£±.ir? K»o rtenx. &i» 

Ephrem explains that the heaven and earth created on the first day are the very 
heaven and earth familiar to every generation; and, by the same token, the 
whole creation account is no allegory but literally meant. 1 2 9 The fact that the parti
cle had become obsolete suggests that Genesis was translated no later than c. 200 
CE. 1 3 0 

1 2 6 Ephraem, Comm. Diatessaron xviii.l. See L. Leloir (ed. and tr.), Saint Ephrem: Commentaire de I'E-
vangile Concordant, Dublin 1963, p. 204. 

1 2 7 S.P. Brock, "Limitations of Syriac in Representing Greek", contributed to B.M. Metzger, The Early 
Versions of the New Testament, Oxford 1977, pp. 96-8. 

1 2 8 J. Joosten, "The Old Testament Quotations in the Old Syriac and Peshitta Gospels", Textus 15 (1990), pp. 
55-76. (esp.76, n.42). 

1 2 9 R.-M. Tonneau (ed.), Sancti Ephraem Syri in Genesim et in Exodum Commentarii [CSCO 152, Syr.71], 
Louvain 1955, p. 8. 

1 3 0 There are many other phrases in P which Ephrem glosses correctly; for example, he explains m t o o m o k 
(Gen. 1:2) as rc^a ...rCmx., or r t W i a . (Gen. 30:14) as "a root with fragrant, edible fruits like apples". 
Ephrem's need to gloss particular words need not in itself indicate a long interval since P was made, but 
rather that the relevant words in P were unusual from the first, especially if they followed the Hebrew or a 
standard Jewish Aramaic rendering. 
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Nature of the Hebrew text 

A latest possible date for P has been inferred from the close but not complete agreement 
of the Hebrew Vorlage of P with MT. That pattern suggests a date shortly before the 
standardisation of MT, which is often associated with R.Akiba. Hence the inference 
that P "is unlikely to have been made much later than 100 CE." 1 3 1 

However, the translation technique is not so literal as to determine the text of the 
Vorlage with sufficient precision for this purpose. One could argue for an earlier date, 
since - as some 'model' copies from Qumran show - a text very much like MT existed 
perhaps 200 years before Akiba, though it had not yet been adopted as standard.1 3 2 

Conversely, one could argue for a later date, since, as the Vulgate shows, non-
massoretic Hebrew readings (so far as can be inferred from the Latin version) were still 
circulating in the fourth century. 

Citations in P 

Citations in P establish an earliest possible date for the translation, at least in the bibli
cal book containing the citation. Hence interest centres on the latest works cited in P. 
Almost all the works arguably quoted, however, are too early to be helpful. 

In the many biblical books where LXX is cited, P must be later than that version. 
However, even the latest relevant books of LXX, such as Proverbs, still pre-date the 
turn of the era, so that this argument hardly narrows the range of dates for P. The 
promise of greater precision might seem to be held out by the cases where P is influ
enced by Theodotion, as occurs frequently in Daniel and also at Isa. 28:7. Epiphanius 
(c. 315-403) dated Theodotion to the reign of the emperor Commodus (180-92 CE). 1 3 3 

As is well known, however, Theodotionic readings turn up in earlier sources, where -
according to the widely accepted reconstruction by Barthelemy - they are now thought 
to reflect a revision already made in the last century BC. 1 3 4 Hence these too fail to 
provide a useful earliest possible date for P. 

Nor is the range much narrowed by the reference to the "four-faced idol" introduced 
at 2 Chr. 33:7. As discussed in chapter 3, essentially the same tradition can be traced 
back to 2 Baruch, probably towards the end of the first century CE. Indeed, the tradi
tion could be older still. 

A further problem is that we may suspect that P's translator is quoting but be unsure 
of the source, as at Job 20:22 -
M T i*? IT ipse* mi^Da 
P lU^rfl rc'JrA^VD 

by the measure that he measured he will be punished 

Here P seems to guessing a sense for the obscure Hebrew, by stretching the Hebrew 
words "fullness" and "sufficiency" to "measure". Now the expression "measure for 
measure" first occurs in texts later than the Hebrew Bible, such as Mishnah Sota 1:7 

1 3 1 Gelston, The Peshitta of the Twelve Prophets, pp. 192-3. 
1 3 2 Tov describes these texts as proto-Masoretic (p. 115). 
1 3 3 Epiphanius, De Mensuris; see PG 43, col. 265. 
1 3 4 S.Jellicoe, The Septuagint and Modern Study, Oxford 1968, pp. 87-94. 
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and Mark 4:24 (even though the idea itself is biblical). As P's source cannot be 
identified with any confidence, however, the passage sheds no new light on the date. 

At Prov. 11:31, as noted above, it has been suggested that the translator uses a 
western element not found elsewhere in the Old Testament Peshitta, and that he must 
therefore have consulted the Peshitta version of the New Testament - specifically, of 1 
Peter 4:18 - where western elements are thought to occur.135 The Syriac text in both 
passages is identical: 

if the righteous man hardly lives, where is the wicked man and sinner to be found? 

The Greek text of 1 Peter follows LXX in Proverbs: 
E I 6 UEV Suconoc. uoXtc; aipCeToti, 6 dtoePnc. icai auaprwXoc. noO (paverrat; 
The use of « ^ (and derivatives) in the sense "save" - with the Aph'el as active and the 
simple stem as passive - is very common in the Old Syriac Gospels and the Peshitta 
version of the New Testament, but this is the only secure instance in P of the Old 
Testament.136 The same usage also occurs in the P version of the Apocrypha, and is fre
quent in the Christian Palestinian Aramaic Bible, in both the Old and New Testaments. 
It is not found in Jewish Aramaic. 

However, this usage of rdo. need not be western and therefore alien to classical 
Syriac. Rather, it seems a Grecism. It is confined to translations from Greek, and it may 
be a representation of atp^w, which is the underlying verb in P of the Apocrypha,1 3 7 in 
the Syriac New Testament versions, in the Greek-based Christian Palestinian Aramaic 
versions of both the Old and New Testaments, and also in this isolated Old Testament 
reference.138 The Greek verb aipCw was rightly analysed as ooog with causative suffix 
-t£(o. The minimal meaning of awe. is "alive", so that the adjective may be rendered by 
Syr. Thus at 2 Mace. 12:24, where Timotheus pleads E^acbEtvai crwov ("to be released 
unharmed"), P renders his request»»».vi ,<n*iao=im. That 0tp£io originally meant "allow 
to live" was known also to the Septuagint translators, who use it to render HTI in the 
Qal (Ezek. 33:12 - with Greek passive), Pi'el (Ps. 30:3, Prov. 15:27) and Hiph'il (Gen. 
47:25). 

It would thus have been natural for P to represent the Greek active verb atb&o by the 
causative of r<±*». The Greek passive had no exact counterpart, since no suitable passive 
causative form yet existed; thus the passive of o(i>Cto had to be represented by r^o* in 
simple stem. It is true that the use of r£±* in the sense 'be saved' is unique in the Peshitta 
of the Old Testament; but that is because Prov. 11:31 is exceptional in being translated 
from the Greek rather than the Hebrew. The rendering of ocpCw by can thus be 
viewed as a tradition which begins here and circulated among translators from Greek 

1 3 5 J. Joosten, "West Aramaic Elements in the Old Syriac and Peshitta Gospels", JBL 110 (1991), 
pp. 271-89:275. 

1 3 6 Places where represents Hebrew SVn must be left aside and the nuance is in any case different (e.g. 
"give life", "spare the life of", "revive").The occurrence of riimx at Isa. 25:6 may also be classified here: 
MT has the obscure DTIDQ, and it is not clear that "saviour" rather than "lifegiver" is intended. 

1 3 7 Cases where rc^» Aph. instead means "revive" - e.g. Sir. 48:5 - must be considered separately. 
1 3 8 In the Old Testament there is another possible occurrence of as "save" at Isa. 60:16, where for MT 

T>KU1 ~\SrWQ 9al has t ^ i i u s s o t^ooia but the other mss , - v « - ^ . ^ o i * . If 9a 1 preserves the original 
text, r £ i o u a may again represent ocj^w; compare LXX 6 owtyav at m i e£atpotiuev6<; ae (despite the different 
order). 
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into Syriac, from the Old Testament into the New and from the east to the west. The 
priority of 1 Peter over Proverbs is in any case unlikely as there is no evidence that 1 
Peter was known in the Syriac church even by the fourth century: unlike Proverbs, it is 
never cited either by Aphrahat or by Ephrem.1 3 9 

Another citation in P which bears on the question of date appears in the final phrase 
of 1 Chr. 29:19 according to P. This text shows close verbal agreement with the first 
paragraph of the Aramaic prayer of the Jews called the Qaddish, as noted above. In 
particular, both texts lay emphasis on this created world: "may your/his great name be 
sanctified in the world that you/he created". This conflicts with the rabbinic insistence 
during the Second Temple period that blessings should contain the word D ÎJ? not once 
but twice, to refute those heretics - no doubt the Sadducees - who insisted that this was 
the only world. This controversy is reported in the Mishnah (Ber. 9:5) -
. "Db\vn p " :DnDiK rn tjnpiaa rne? nia-a •'Dnin hi 
o'TiBn p " -poiK lira? i rpnn "im *6K aha rK" :no«i DT»n bpbpm 
"obwn -rin 
Yet this world is stressed exclusively in the Qaddish. The reason seems to be that at 
some time after the Second Temple period a new threat arose, from gnostics who taught 
that this world was not God's work. This, it may be argued, led the rabbis of that age to 
stress the created world alone, against their predecessors' policy. In the rabbinic 
sources, the first exponent of protest against the gnostic view of the world is Bar 
Kappara at the beginning of the third century (e.g. in Gen.Rabba 1:1). It is unlikely that 
a protest would have been inserted into the liturgy much earlier. This suggests a date no 
earlier than c. 200 CE for the P version of the particular book of Chronicles. 

Vocabulary 
Loanwords may yield an earliest possible date for P, namely the earliest attestation of 
the borrowed word in the source language. Unfortunately, loanwords from Greek are 
too early to be of use. A little more helpful are the references to Corinthian bronze 
(p«i»SM.<,ao r£bo), introduced three times in P, for different Hebrew expressions: 
l Kgs. 7:45 EDOO IWm 
Ezra 8:27 TVOm 
1 Chr. 29:7 1ST TVBm 
Corinthian bronze is first mentioned by Cicero (died 43 BCE), but the bulk of the liter
ary references belong to the first century CE. Pliny (Hist. Nat. 34:1) places the 
Corinthian first in his list of bronzes, valuing it "before silver and almost before gold". 
He calls it an alloy of gold, silver and copper (34:3,37:12), with which the explanation 
of Bar Bahlul in Arabic broadly agrees ("part silver, part gold and part copper").1 4 0 

Josephus records that the most precious gate to the sanctuary in Jerusalem was of 
Corinthian bronze (War 5, 201). Altogether, P's reference in Chronicles to Corinthian 
bronze can hardly be earlier than the first century CE. 1 4 1 

1 3 9 R. Murray, Symbols of Church and Kingdom, Cambridge 1975, p. 20. 
1 4 0 R. Duval(ed.), LexiconSyriacumauctoreHassanobar Bahlule,3 vols., Paris 1888-1901,p. 1238 
, 4 1 For full discussion, see D.M. Jacobson and M.P. Weitzman, "What was Corinthian Bronze?", American 

Journal of Archaeology 96 (1992), pp. 237-47:241; "Black Bronze and the 'Corinthian Alloy'", Classical 
Quarterly 45 (1995), pp. 580-3. 
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Of Latin loanwords, we may note the word r e j o i n for 'chariot', occurring in both 
conservative and modern books of P - in Exodus (14:6), Joshua (11:4-9; 24:6), 1 Kings 
(10:25, 20:33), Isaiah (66:20) and 2 Chronicles (35:24). This is a loanword from Latin 
carruca, attested no earlier than Pliny (fl. 79 CE), in Hist. Nat 33:140. The Latin itself 
derives from carrus, a borrowing from Celtic already known to Caesar. The carruca, 
however, was a specifically Roman adaptation of the Celtic vehicle, and its absence 
from extant Latin literature before the first century CE is hardly accidental. 
Incidentally, whereas the Latin carruca was used by civilians, the r c ^ o - i o in P is a war 
chariot. 

Grammar 

Grammatical elements could in principle help to date the translation, if we can date 
when they entered the Syriac language, or alternatively when they became obsolete. 
Unfortunately, it is difficult to ascertain these dates with sufficient precision. 

One feature in P which might imply a latest possible date is the archaic demonstrative 
V^OICTJ at Esther 1:5 and 1 Chr. 9:1. In either passage this form is attested by one ms 
only, while the rest have ^ w m . The form v^cAtn appears elsewhere in Syriac only in the 
Old Syriac Gospels and in the older ms (of 462 CE) of the translation of the 
Ecclesiastical History of Eusebius; in the later ms (probably of the sixth century), all 
four occurrences are replaced by ^ w m . 1 4 2 So far as the scanty data suggest, vyAm was a 
neutral type of demonstrative, used either alone ("the aforesaid") or with dalath 
("those who, those of"). It served alongside the nearer form ^Aro and the farther form 
^cocn, but was eventually supplanted by the latter. However, although in classical 
Syriac it had fallen out of use, the moment of its obsolescence cannot be determined 
accurately enough to narrow the range of possible dates for P. 

Conversely, we may search P for new grammatical features whose entry to the Syriac 
language could be dated. An example is the passive participle plus lamadh with per
sonal suffix, used as a perfect: 
Prov. 13:22 rf-fc»c\»- ^oaA pe\»» reA* ^Lrc* those who have never seen a dwelling-

place 
Job 38:22 vA. .̂u* K'S'UJ.I p t ^ o r e ' D and have you ever seen the treasuries of 

hail? 
Ruth 2:8 re'iAstj peA have you never heard in a proverb . . . 
According to Kutscher, this feature was imported from Persian. An earliest possible 
date for P would be provided by the date of this borrowing - which is, however, not 
known accurately enough to help us. 1 4 3 

A further problem is that the original grammar may have been changed by later 
copyists. Thus, the 3sm future in P is throughout nqbr, for which the first dateable 
occurrence is in the Edessene bill of sale from Dura Europos (243 CE); before that, the 
1 4 2 See L. van Rompay, "Some Preliminary Remarks on the Origins of Classical Syriac as a Standard 

Language", in G. Goldenberg and S. Raz (eds.), Semitic and Cushitic Studies, Wiesbaden 1994, pp. 70-89: 
76. 

, 4 3 E.Y. Kutscher, "Two 'Passive' Constructions in Aramaic in the Light of Persian", Proceedings of the 
International Conference on Semitic Studies in Jerusalem 1965, Jerusalem 1969, pp. 132-51:140. This 
feature was drawn to my attention by Prof. Joosten. 
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inscriptions (up to the late second century) show yqbr.144 Yet this does not guarantee a 
date as late as c. 200 CE for P; for nqbr may have been imposed throughout by later 
copyists for an original yqbr. 

Summary 

The likeliest place of origin is Edessa. As to the period of the translation, the evidence 
is compatible with a date c. 150 for the earlier books of the Hebrew Bible. This would 
recognise the use of P in the earlier books by Tatian, but also at the same time the 
reserve of Bar-Daisan. 

As to the date of the last books, the quotation of the Qaddish in P-Chronicles sug
gests a date no earlier than c. 200. On the other hand, Chronicles cannot have been 
translated more than about fifty years after the earlier books, since it was found in 
chapter 4 to be among the most conservative in lexical usage. Moreover, it shows a 
number of links in translation technique with the earlier books. 

None of the evidence for a date as early as c. 150 CE applies to Ezra-Nehemiah. It is 
better to view these books as contemporary with Chronicles.145 This whole group 
would then have been translated later than the majority of the Bible, in keeping with its 
place in the Jewish canonical order. That would help to explain why these books were 
excluded from comment in the massoretic mss and in the scholia of Bar Hebraeus, and 
rejected from the eastern canon. 

Historical reconstruction 

Having considered the translators' values, and the evidence for the historical setting of 
the version, we can venture a historical reconstruction. The Judaism of P is non-rabbinic 
and indeed anti-ritual. Where might it have originated? From a traditional Jewish view
point, P's Judaism represents a mere falling away from a pre-existing rabbinic standard. It 
is however worth considering an alternative possibility: the origins of the translators' reli
gion may lie in a popular anti-cultic movement that goes back to biblical times. 

Practices of worship suggest a possible reconstruction. In the Pentateuch sacrifice is 
prescribed twice daily, and prayer is not prescribed at all, and pre-exilic practice in the 
Temple no doubt followed this model. It may be, however, that at the same time the 
Levites in the provinces developed an independent regular cult consisting of prayer 
"evening and morning and noon-day" (Ps. 55:18). Such a prayer-cult would presum
ably have accompanied by sacrifice before Josiah's reform, but afterwards the prayer-
cult would have been the sole means of regular worship there in the provinces. We may 
surmise that it was conducted by Levites who found no livelihood at the temple in 
Jerusalem (2 Kgs. 23:9). It was the prayer-cult that enabled the religion of Israel to 
survive the destruction of the Temple in Jerusalem. The gates of prayer remained open; 
and thus, during the Babylonian exile, Daniel would turn to Jerusalem in prayer three 
times every day (Dan. 6:11). 

H.J.W. Drijvers, Old-Syriac (Edessean) Inscriptions, Leiden 1972, p. 18. 
Esther, which joins them in being excluded from the Nestorian massora 9ml, may have been translated 
not much earlier. 
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The importance of regular prayer was recognised in the worship of the Second 
Temple. Sacrifice was of course restored; but prayer now became equally an integral 
part of worship, led as ever by the Levites. Chronicles justifies regular prayer by tracing 
psalmody and the Levitical choirs back to David, at the origin of the Temple. 

So far as the relative status of prayer and sacrifice is concerned, two lines of tradition 
can be discerned. There is one line that regards prayer as dependent on sacrifice. On 
that view, the hours of prayer were aligned with those of sacrifice, and so reduced to 
two. Thus at Qumran, prayer was offered twice daily - at daybreak and nightfall (1QS 
10:1 ff, 1QH 12:4-7, 1QM 14:13-14), the points when sacrifice had been offered 
(Jubilees 6:14).146 Wisdom 16:28 bids us "rise before the sun to give thanks and pray as 
daylight dawns", and Judith prayed at the moment (dprt) when the evening incense was 
offered in the Temple (Jud. 9:1). This attitude is found also among the rabbis, who 
remembered an ancient practice of reciting the morning prayer at sunrise.147 They 
themselves, however, extended the times of prayer, so that the morning prayer could be 
said until midday, and the second prayer all afternoon.148 

All this time the original prayer-cult - without any connection with sacrifice and so 
thrice daily as always - had survived, especially in the diaspora. To P it is central. It 
appealed to God-fearers, and doubtless to full converts, among the gentiles. Despite the 
victory of the rabbinic system among the Jews, the prayer-cult survived in the church. 

The prayer-cult was not merely characterised by thrice daily hours of prayer. Having 
grown up away from the central sanctuary, it may have tended to depreciate not only 
sacrifice but ritual in general, and instead to emphasise inward faith. Such an attitude 
can already be detected in Proverbs. That book, like P, refers favourably to prayer 
(15:8,29), while sacrifice is presented negatively throughout. The wicked man's sacrifice 
is an abomination (15:8, 21:27). Sacrifice is inferior to just behaviour (21:3), and may 
even be a prelude to immorality (7:14). It is true that Prov. 3:9,10 commends payment 
of first-fruits, but this seems a social rather than cultic obligation. Again like P, 
Proverbs prefers to emphasise faith (3:6, 16:20, 28:25, 29:25). It is not suggested here 
that P was especially influenced by Proverbs. Rather, both independently reflect the 
values of the prayer-cult. Other well-known biblical passages critical of the sacrificial 
cult (Isa. 1:11, Jer. 7:22, Hos. 6:6, Amos 5:21-2, Mic. 6:7, Ps. 40:7, 50:9-14, 51:18) may 
be influenced by the same movement. 

Jews whose practice was confined to the prayer-cult could well have come to adopt 
Christianity. Christianity would have preserved their dearest religious values - prayer, 
charity and faith - and yet given them a rationale for continuing to neglect ritual. This 
may be the case for the community represented by P. In that case, the reason why a 
Jewish translation came to be transmitted by the eastern churches is simple: a Jewish 
community converted to Christianity, bringing with it a version of the Hebrew Bible. 

1 4 6 But see J.A. Jungmann, "AHchristliche Gebetsordnung im Lichte des Regelbuches von 'En Fescha", 
Zeitschrift fur Kathoiische Theologie 75 (1953), pp. 215-19, for a contrary view. 

1 4 7 TB Ber. 26a: HOnn f DS nniK THD1J YTl rpTH, as reported by R. Johanan; i.e. the 'ancient ones' 
used to complete the Shema as the sun was rising, and to proceed immediately to the Amidah. The rabbis 
themselves refer to the service as rnrTO, from "irtE? 'dawn'. 

1 4 8 They argued that the whole period in which the sacrifice could legitimately be brought, including the time 
needed to complete it, was an acceptable time for the relevant prayer. It is worth noting that R. Judah 
b.Ilai is stricter and so, for example, extends the morning prayer to the fourth hour only. 
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The alternative is to suppose that Christians took P over from a Jewish community 
with which they were otherwise unconnected. This seems improbable, given the many 
places where P diverges from LXX, which would have been familiar and presumably 
authoritative for these Christians. A Christian community would have tolerated these 
discrepancies, however, if they saw themselves as the descendants or otherwise as the 
continuation of a Jewish group for whom P had become authoritative. 

This movement from prayer-cult to Christianity can perhaps be paralleled in the 
Epistle to the Hebrews, written to prevent the relapse of newly converted 
Christians. The intended recipients of the letter must have been of Jewish origin, in 
view of the traditional title of the epistle and the assumption throughout that its 
recipients accept the authority of the Hebrew Bible. Yet the author expresses no 
concern that they might revert to Jewish ritual observance. The hypothesis that 
their background had been a non-rabbinic Judaism like that of P would explain this 
combination. It would also explain other elements - apart of course from the belief 
in Christ - which the author expects his readers to share: faith (6:12, and chapter 
11), hope (6:11, 19; 7:19), the elevation of prayer and charity as true sacrifice 
(13:15-16), and the view of scriptural laws as mere symbols (9:9) or shadows (10:1). 
It is altogether fitting that Hebrews (10:5-7) should quote Psalm 40:7 to argue that 
God does not desire sacrifice. A line can be traced from the Israelite prayer-cult 
which (on the present reconstruction) inspired those verses, through the non-rab
binic Judaism with which the audience of Hebrews had grown up, to the Christian 
faith of the author of the letter. 

The community addressed in Hebrews is usually located in the west (cf. 13:24), but 
this process of conversion from non-rabbinic Judaism to Christianity may have 
repeated itself all over the diaspora. The severing of links with the Jewish people may 
have been due to despair at at their interminable exile following the destruction of the 
second temple. After the first temple was destroyed, restoration was predicted by 
Jeremiah (25:11-12; 29:10) within 70 years and accomplished even sooner. Likewise in 
the first decades after 70 CE, hope persisted for speedy restoration, as expressed in 2 
Baruch (23-30,80-82) and 4 Ezra (4-6), works usually dated around the end of the first 
century CE. Again, 4 Baruch, dateable to the opening decades of the second century, 
looked forward to restoration 66 years after the destruction, i.e. in 136 CE. 1 4 9 

No such hope, however, relieves the references to exile in P. With the expiry of the full 
70 years, and the failure of the uprising under Trajan and of the Bar Cochba revolt, 
many must have lost hope. The Christian arguments - still being purveyed two cen
turies later by Aphrahat - that the biblical prophecies of ingathering were spent, that 
the Messiah had already come, and that the historical Israel had been rejected, must 
have seemed increasingly convincing. It would not have been surprising, then, if the 
Jewish community responsible for P finally accepted that argument.150 Conversion to 
Christianity would have made no great difference to their practice: it preserved their 
existing values of prayer, charity and faith in God, and it gave them a rationale for 

1 4 9 These books are translated and introduced by A.F.J. Klijn.B.M. MetzgerandS.E. Robinson respectively, 
in J.H. Charlesworth (ed.), The Old Testament Pseudepigrapha, 2 vols., New York 1983. 

1 5 0 The P version of the Apocrypha seems to have been made later, when the community was already evange
lised. 
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continuing to neglect the ritual demands of Judaism. Thus the community brought its 
biblical version into the church of the east. 

The special position of Ezra-Nehemiah and Chronicles may illuminate the course of 
the community's conversion to Christianity. It was suggested above that most of the 
biblical books in P are to be dated to c. 150 CE, but the books Ezra-Chronicles to c. 200 
CE. It will then follow that, before the last books had even been translated, the earlier 
books were already being used in the church. The Jewish community responsible for 
the translation was haemorrhaging. 

Those who remained in that Jewish community went on doggedly to translate those 
outstanding books. The despair voiced in the P version of Ezra and Chronicles may 
reflect the massive ongoing defections, as well as the failure of the Jewish uprisings of 
the second century. Perhaps the translator of Chronicles welcomed the opportunity 
provided by the damaged Hebrew Vorlage to express his own reaction to the crisis. This 
might explain why he did not resort to LXX or search harder for another Hebrew exem
plar.1 5 1 

After the translation of Ezra-Chronicles had been completed, more members of that 
Jewish community went over to the church. They brought with them the translation of 
these last books. However, some formal act of self-definition by the earlier converts had 
already taken place - perhaps shortly after Tatian's mission - whereby they had 
renounced their old community, and (leaving aside the question of their New 
Testament) had adopted as their Bible the existing books of the Peshitta Old 
Testament. That collection had not included Ezra to Chronicles; and when the later 
generation of converts brought in these last books, there were those in the church who 
considered that the limits of the Old Testament in Syriac had already been defined. 
Moreover, these books were known to be the work of that very Jewish community from 
which the new Christian community had parted company. In this way we could explain 
how the books Ezra-Chronicles never attained the same status in the Syriac Church as 
the earlier books of the Old Testament. 

Those Jews who continued to hope for the fulfilment of the biblical prophecies of 
restoration became convinced that survival now depended on observance of the Torah 
and adherence to the rabbinic commandments. These are the Jews of whom Aphrahat 
speaks in the fourth century. They observe the dietary laws prescribed by the rabbis, 
who forbade all gentile cooking and gentile wine.152 It is difficult to accept Neusner's 
view that the Jews known to Aphrahat practised a Judaism based on the Hebrew Bible 
alone. 1 5 3 Aphrahat's references to dietary laws show rather that the Jews who had not 
joined the church by the fourth century were precisely those who accepted rabbinic 
halachah. 

Despite its Jewish origin, P was altogether rejected by the Jews. One reason, as in the 
case of LXX, was that it had become the Bible of a church. The other reason was that it 
was too 'simple' to reflect the rabbinic interpretations that had become dominant. The 
similarity in name between the Peshitta and the Peshat movement of interpretation of 
the Hebrew Bible in France and Spain in the eleventh and twelfth centuries is not quite 

1 5 1 I owe this suggestion to Dr Gillian Greenberg. 
1 5 2 Aphrahat, vol. I, col. 733; cf. Mishnah Abodah Zarah 2:4,6. 
1 5 5 J. Neusner, Aphrahat and Judaism, Leiden 1971, p. 147. 
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fortuitous, even though there is of course no direct connection between the two. Both 
were interested primarily in the plain sense of the Hebrew text; and neither the use of P 
nor the Peshat movement became established within rabbinic Judaism, because the 
quest for the plain sense threatened the rabbis' interpretations of scripture and ulti
mately their authority. Only in the thirteenth century was P re-discovered by Jewish 
scholars; but again the involvement was brief. 



6 
The establishment of the text 

The primary witnesses to the text of P are the biblical manuscripts in Syriac which have 
come down to us from the fifth century CE onward. We also have biblical citations in 
Syriac within patristic writings, and in Arabic within works translated from Syriac. 
These witnesses do not offer an absolutely uniform text. This fact raises the question of 
how far - and on what principles - we may hope to work back from the extant witnesses 
to the translators' original work. It also challenges us to explain in historical terms the 
phenomenon of divergence among the extant witnesses, and the observed patterns of 
agreement and disagreement. 

The goal of textual criticism 

To explain the variation among the mss, it is simplest to assume that they all go back 
ultimately to a single original text. On that view there was just one translator, and in 
principle one translation, at every point of the text. This does not exclude the possibility 
that a translator may occasionally have left doublets, or that different books (or parts of 
books) are the work of different translators. Given this assumption of an Urtext, i.e. a 
single original text at every point, the differences among the mss arose in the course of 
scribal transmission, partly through unconscious mistakes, and partly through con
scious attempts to 'improve' the original translator's work. (Here any change from the 
original text will be dubbed an 'error', even if the scribe intended it as a deliberate 
improvement.) The aim of textual criticism will then be to recover that unique Urtext. 

The alternative is not to assume a unique Urtext, or at least not at every point in the 
text, and so to view the ms variants as "different and equally valid attempts to repro
duce a Syriac version of a single Hebrew Vorlage".1 On this view there were multiple 
translation attempts from the first, at least at some points in the text. In that case, the 
aim of textual criticism would be to recover these alternative translations, each of 
which has its own point of contact with the Hebrew. However, the nature of the vari
ants among the mss of P provides little justification for this hypothesis. There are few if 
any variant readings which cannot be explained through inner-Syriac development and 
which instead imply more than one point of contact with the Hebrew; this point is 
considered in detail in appendix I to this chapter. We may therefore proceed on the 
hypothesis of a single Urtext. 

1 DJ.LaneinJournalof Biblical Literature 103(1984), p. 108. 
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The recovery of an Urtext 

The basic stages 

We may begin by considering the general problem of reconstructing an Urtext from the 
varying texts of different mss, without specific reference to P.2 In principle, there are 
two stages. First, where the extant authorities disagree, a choice must be made. In this 
way we may hope to construct from the extant manuscripts a text better and earlier 
than any one of them. Even if we make the right choice in every passage, however, there 
is no guarantee that the resulting text will be that of the original itself. It is possible -
indeed likely - that some errors arose so early as to have tainted all the extant manu
scripts. Hence the need for the second stage: emendation, in order to improve the text 
that can be constructed from the extant readings. 

Intrinsic criteria to discriminate between rival readings 

The first stage is to choose between the rival readings in every variant passage, i.e. at 
every point in the text where the manuscripts disagree. Here we must begin with those 
passages where a confident choice can be made. Such passages may be called determi
nate, and the remaining variant passages indeterminate. The available criteria for 
basing such choices are of two types. First, there is authenticity, based on our indepen
dent knowledge of what the author might be expected to write. In general, writers may 
be expected to observe the rules of grammar and (in poetry) metre, and to be consistent 
with the content and linguistic usage of their other writings. Rather different expecta
tions will apply to translators, who are bound by their source text. The other type of 
criterion may be called direction, and is based on our independent knowledge of the 
changes likely to have been made by scribes. Every one of the alternative readings needs 
to be accounted for, and the criterion of direction favours whichever reading best 
explains the origin of its rivals.3 

To be adopted, a reading must reach a minimum standard on both criteria. One 
cannot adopt a reading of which the author was not capable, however well it would 
account for the rival reading(s); nor can one be content with a reading that leaves its 
rivals inexplicable, whatever its own merits. Where more than one of the rival readings 
reaches this minimum standard on both criteria, we shall have to compare the respec
tive merits of each variant on the two criteria combined, in the hope of thus identifying 
the better reading. The two types of criterion can both be called intrinsic, since they 
rest on the intrinsic qualities of the readings rather than any judgment as to the worth 
of the manuscripts presenting them. 

In every passage where the manuscripts diverge, both types of intrinsic criterion -
authenticity and direction - have to be considered. The danger is that these two types of 
argument may cancel each other out: the reading which best appeals to us as authentic 

2 See more fully M. Weitzman, "The Analysis of Open Traditions", Studies in Bibliography 38 (1985), pp. 
82-120. 

3 The adages lectio difficilior potior and lectio breviorpotior are examples of this principle, and are only valid 
to the extent that they exemplify it: scribes tend to simplify difficult readings, or to expand the text. 
However, a lectio difficilior comprising nonsense due to corruption, or a lectio brevior due to scribal omis
sion, fails to explain its rival(s) and so has no claim to originality. 
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is all too often the likeliest at the same time to have been invented by a copyist. Hence 
the particular value of criteria of authenticity that were not available to copyists down 
the centuries. Examples in classical Greek literature are certain metrical laws governing 
iambic hexameters, which were forgotten in late antiquity and first re-discovered by 
Porson two centuries ago.4 

Unfortunately, intrinsic criteria are unlikely to suffice to identify the best reading in 
every variant passage. We therefore need a means of inferring from the determinate 
passages which reading is correct in the remaining (indeterminate) passages. The basis 
for that inference is that, over the passages where intrinsic criteria determine the choice, 
we may establish a track record of the degree of textual reliability of different manu
scripts, and of different combinations of manuscripts. This information will help us to 
reach a decision in the remaining passages, on a principle of analogy: a combination of 
manuscripts, or even a single manuscript, which alone preserves the true reading in a 
passage where we can distinguish truth from error on intrinsic grounds deserves a 
serious hearing in passages where we cannot.5 This criterion may be called distribu
tional, being based not on the intrinsic virtues of a reading but on the particular com
bination of mss that attest it. 

Conventional approaches to the choice between rival readings 

It is usual to base distributional inferences on a reconstructed genealogy of the manu
scripts, called a stemma.6 On that approach, one must first establish the genealogy, 
which then provides the basis for discriminating between rival readings in the indeter
minate passages. It may happen, for example, that we have four manuscripts ABCD. 
Suppose that (as almost always) we are able to demonstrate some errors common to all 
the mss, which can only be removed by conjectural emendation. Suppose further that 
each manuscript is also found to show some errors peculiar to itself. In addition, let 
there be just one combination of mss which are found to share errors not found else
where, namely CD. On that basis, a stemma would be drawn as in fig. 4, with an overall 
common ancestor to to explain the errors of the whole tradition, and an exclusive 
common ancestor (y) for C and D to explain the errors exclusive and common to these 
two mss. 

In indeterminate passages where the manuscripts AB agree against CD, one will then 
reject the joint reading of CD, presuming it to go back no further than y. Instead one 
will follow the joint reading of AB, which share no ancestor but to, the latest common 
ancestor of all the mss. 

Conventional scholarship thus proceeds in successive stages: from the agreements in 
error detectable among the determinate passages to a history, and from that history to a 
policy for discriminating between readings in indeterminate passages. It is preferable, 
however, to streamline this logic. The reason that an exclusive common ancestor was 
ever posited for C and D was that these two mss had been caught in exclusive and 

4 On these laws, see M.L. West, Greek Metre, Oxford 1982, p. 42. 
5 To be precise, in order to be established as a unique carrier of true readings, the ms or combination needs 

to occur in a passage where there are only two rival readings. 
6 See the classic exposition by P. Maas, Textual Criticism, tr. B. Flower, Oxford 1958. 
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common error; and the reason that no such ancestor was posited for AB is that they 
were never so caught. Thus the underlying reason for preferring AB to CD in an inde
terminate passage is that AB have never been caught in exclusive common error else
where while CD have. Ultimately, therefore, the reasoning is not historical but 
analogical. It could be applied straight from the determinate passages to the indetermi
nate, even without a stemma. In other words, the critical policy is not based on the 
history; rather, both can be derived independently from the choices to which the intrin
sic criteria lead in the determinate passages. 

The advantage of unbundling history and critical policy is that, even where the 
history is too complex for any stemma to be reconstructed, we may still hope to derive a 
critical policy for the indeterminate passages. This would be based directly on the 
impression which the determinate passages give of the worth of different mss and ms 
combinations. 

Identifying distributional criteria 

On the basis of the analogical reasoning set out above, distributional criteria are devel
oped by tracking the performance of individual mss, and of combinations of mss, over 
the determinate passages. Of course, the distributional criteria that we may develop are 
no more secure than our judgment in identifying and pronouncing on the determinate 
passages from which they derive. 

Distributional arguments can be either positive or negative. Positively, we may dis
cover a combination of mss, and perhaps even a single mss, that preserves the true 
reading exclusively in some passages where intrinsic considerations suffice to distin
guish truth from error. We may then infer that that ms or combination - with or 
without the support of further mss - is capable of likewise preserving the true 
reading in passages where intrinsic considerations are inconclusive. As to the negative 

7 The technical term for the copyist's source ms. 
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argument, there are some combinations of mss, including single mss, whose exclusive 
readings are never found correct, so far as can be judged from the determinate passages. 
We shall therefore be reluctant, in the indeterminate passages, to accept any reading 
exclusive to such a ms or combination as original. 

Intuitively it may seem that numerical support should constitute an important and 
even an overriding distributional criterion. In particular, we may sometimes find that 
the reading which appears true by the intrinsic criteria survives in just one ms, against 
the agreement of the majority, and we may question whether this can really be so. 

The answer is that it is perfectly possible. A simple case occurs where the extant mss 
belong to two independent branches, of which one is represented by a single ms and the 
other by a fertile tradition. In this case that single ms will repeatedly offer correct read
ings not extant elsewhere, though no doubt there will also be passages where that single 
ms has an error of which the majority are free. 

One may also encounter a more complex situation, where the true reading survives in 
a single ms at one point in the text and in another single ms at another point. This situ
ation can arise when it was common for a scribe not to copy a single exemplar7 mechan
ically but to compare one or more additional exemplars and to adopt attractive 
readings from these. In a text transmitted in this fashion, plausible errors (or 'improve
ments' of the text) might thus gain wide currency, and the true reading, if not lost alto
gether, might become confined to isolated pockets or even to a single ms, and not 
necessarily the same ms in every passage. 

Even if the scribes who compared additional mss were infallible in their choice 
between rival readings, the result could still be that the true reading survives uniquely 
now in one single ms, now in another. The scenario here is that all extant mss come 
from one family, and bear the errors already found in its latest common ancestor, but 
that another family, independent of that ancestor and free of its errors, long survived 
alongside the first, before finally dying out. In that case, the scribes who produced the 
mss (lost or extant) of the one family with extant representatives had the opportunity 
to remove piecemeal the errors inherited from that family's common ancestor, by sub
stituting correct readings that were preserved in the now extinct independent family. 
Since different scribes searched for such readings independently, and perhaps not sys
tematically, the result may be once more the unique preservation of the correct reading 
now in one ms or combination, now in another. 

Whether the cause is the spread of good readings or of bad, the phenomenon of 
unique preservation of the correct reading in different mss at different points of the text 
is frequent in classical and patristic literature - for example in Homer8 and Aeschylus,9 

or in the Ecclesiastical History of Eusebius.10 In textual criticism, it is not always right 
to follow the majority. We should therefore be prepared for a similar possibility in the 
textual criticism of P. 

Another distributional criterion which seems intuitively important is age. In princi
ple, of course, age and textual worth are likely to be correlated. The relationship is not, 
however, absolute. A late ms may have been copied from an early exemplar; conversely, 

8 G. Pasquali, Storia delta iradizione e critica del testo, 2nd edn, Florence 1952, p. 211. 
9 R.D. Dawe, The Collation and Investigation of Manuscripts of Aeschylus, Cambridge 1964, chapter 5. 

1 0 E. Schwartz (ed.), Eusebius' YVerke, vol. 2, part 3, Leipzig 1909, p. cxlvi. 
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one careless copyist can degrade the text more than a long succession of careful ones. 
As Pasquali has reminded us: recentiores, non deteriores.11 On the other hand, one must 
admit that the likelihood that an attractive reading has arisen through conjecture 
rather than faithful transmission increases as one nears modern times. 

How powerful are the distributional criteria? 

We cannot expect intrinsic criteria to determine the correct reading in more than a 
minority of the variant passages. We may therefore ask in what proportion of the 
remaining passages the choice between the rival readings is likely to be decided by the 
distributional criteria. 

There is no general answer to this question. At the most favourable extreme, we 
could imagine a tradition where just three mss survive, and where - among the determi
nate passages - any reading attested by at least two of those mss is correct. In that case, 
one could identify the original reading in the indeterminate passages mechanically, by 
following the agreement of any two of the three mss. The genealogy would also be 
clear: three mss, each derived directly and independently from the original. Dom 
Quentin tried to establish just such a regie de fer to reconstruct the text of the Vulgate, 
on the basis of the agreement of any two out of three designated principal mss. 
Unfortunately, a situation so tidy is unlikely in real life, especially in relation to biblical 
texts, if only because of the tendency of scribes not to copy one exemplar mechanically 
but to compare others in order to improve the text.12 Not surprisingly, Quentin's 
approach was found wanting and abandoned by his successors.13 

At the other extreme, one could imagine a situation where the scribes compared dif
ferent exemplars with such enthusiasm (rather than discrimination) that readings good 
or bad might be transferred anywhere. In that case, the true reading might turn up in 
one combination of mss in a certain passage, and in a different combination in another, 
without any regular pattern. There would be no scope whatsoever for distributional 
arguments, nor historical reconstruction. 

In practice, the situation lies between these extremes. Usually, a number of ms com
binations (possibly including single mss) can be identified, each of which preserves the 
true reading exclusively in some determinate passages and may therefore do the same in 
the indeterminate passages. Other combinations of mss are found to have no good 
readings exclusive to themselves, over the determinate passages, and so are unlikely to 
present good readings exclusively over the indeterminate passages. Ideally, when faced 
with variant readings, we should like to see one of them attested by a ms combination 
of the former type, and its rival attested by a ms combination of the latter type. The 

' 1 Pasquali, Storia delta tradizione, pp. 43-108. 
1 2 Another reason is that textual traditions in three (or more) primary branches are rare. Most have just two 

primary branches, and so fail to decide cases where these two offer different readings. This phenomenon 
was pointed out by the Romance scholar Joseph Bedier. 

" H. Quentin, Memoire sur I'etablissment du texte de la Vulgate, Rome and Paris 1922. Genesis-Numbers 
were edited by Quentin in accordance with the principles there set down. The edition of Deuteronomy, 
which he had supervised for some time until his death in 1935, adheres in the main to the same system. 
However, two of the three principal mss are not extant beyond Deuteronomy, and the editors did not 
venture to devise a new "iron rule" for the later books. An explanation and critique of Quentin's method 
are included in M. Weitzman, "The Analysis of Open Traditions", pp. 88-91. 
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choice would then be clear. More often, however, it will not be possible to decide 
between the rival readings on this basis, either because neither rival reading is sup
ported by a combination of the former type or because both are. 

Constructing a textual history 

In relation to historical reconstruction, our results are again likely to be partial. If 
every scribe were content to follow one exemplar, then a family of mss of common 
descent would be easily distinguished by a series of exclusive errors inherited from its 
latest common ancestor. Where scribes made a practice of comparing more than one 
exemplar, however, the boundaries between families become blurred, in two ways. 
First, some of the errors inherited from the ancestor of a given family will spread to 
certain mss belonging to other families. Second, some of the errors that stood in that 
ancestor will be removed from certain members of the family through comparison 
of outside mss. Thus the distinctive errors of the ancestor will not be confined to its 
descendants, but on the other hand will not appear in all its descendants. The larger 
the family, the greater scope for both phenomena, and hence the harder the family 
will be to delimit. Hence we are likely to be able to do no more than identify the 
smallest groups (in effect, small sub-families) which agree regularly in exclusive 
error, and so to establish the lowest branchings only of the genealogical tree. 1 4 The 
genealogical relationships between those small groups are likely to elude us. This is 
only to be expected: where scribes were wont to compare two or more exemplars, any 
genealogical tree embracing all the extant mss and purporting to show the ancestry 
of each ms would inevitably be too simplistic to be of use. As we shall see, however, 
there may be alternative means of gaining insight into the relationships between the 
manuscripts. 

Identifying determinate passages in P: the intrinsic criteria 

Authenticity: the significance of agreement with MT 

The criterion of authenticity requires independent judgment of what the translator 
may have been expected to write. Had we instead been dealing with free composition in 
a well-documented dialect, criteria such as clear style and idiomatic use of language 
would have been appropriate. However, P is a translation, on the nature of which - par
ticularly, the balance struck between fidelity and intelligibility - we must not pro
nounce in advance. 

Our starting-point in considering what the authors - i.e. P's translators - might have 
been expected to write must instead be the fact that P is a translation of some form of 
the text of the Hebrew Bible. The Hebrew Vorlage of P is of course lost, and no doubt 
differed in places from MT. However, both that Vorlage and MT derive ultimately from 
a common source. Hence, when a particular manuscript of P agrees with MT, the sim
plest explanation of that agreement will be that it reflects the common source of MT 
and of P's Vorlage. This argument would apply equally to agreement with any other 

1 4 By convention the tree is drawn with the root at the top. 
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extant form of the Hebrew text, such as a fragment from Qumran.1 5 Thus, agreement in 
form or in content with MT, or with any other extant Hebrew text, should in principle 
count in favour of a reading. Of course, P is at its most useful to students of the Hebrew 
text of the Bible where it does not agree with any extant form of the Hebrew; but this 
cannot weigh with us as we set about reconstructing the oldest text of P. 

In theory one could mount a countervailing argument of direction: agreement with 
the Hebrew is due to later scribal revision after the Hebrew. That possibility is remote, 
however, because there is no direct evidence that those who copied the Syriac text had 
any access to the Hebrew (as is discussed further below). So far as our evidence goes, 
scribal revision was based rather on Greek forms of the biblical text. This dichotomy 
between the Hebrew source used by the translator and the Greek text used by revisers is 
indeed valuable. The situation is different in the Apocrypha (with the partial exception 
of Ecclesiasticus) and New Testament, where both the translator and the reviser would 
have used the Greek text. As Emerton stated the problem: 

Agreement between the Peshitta and the Greek may be interpreted in two different ways. It may 
be suggested either that a Syriac reading which stands ctoser than another to the Greek is more 
original, or that it is a later correction. It is sometimes impossible to decide between the two pos
sibilities.16 

The investigator of P in the canonical books of the Hebrew Bible is indeed fortunate by 
comparison. 

Apart from formal agreement with extant Hebrew texts, an equally important aspect 
of authenticity is translation technique. Although the translators did not impose upon 
themselves any rule of one-to-one correspondence between Hebrew and Syriac vocabu
lary items, we may still expect the translator to be consistent in his Syriac rendering of a 
given Hebrew word, other things being equal. Of course we must allow here for the 
various factors that can cause inconsistency, such as differences in the meaning of the 
Hebrew word in different passages,17 or even a desire for stylistic variation. Nevertheless, 
in the absence of any such identifiable factor, the use of the translator's characteristic 
equivalences will be a mark of authenticity. Conversely, an equivalence not characteristic 
of the translator (again in the absence of a specific explanation) will be suspicious, even 
when there is agreement with the Hebrew. Thus at Ps. 74:12b we have: 
M T p x n n p o m i n e r tea anpa -ate B*»nte i 

P[majority]18 o c \ n \ ..^ OTuniaa l i» TU.-VO ivAaa.i am ^Asu ^ m W 

Our God is our king, who commanded of old concerning the salvation of 
Jacob. 

A[—7al]TB r^a . iK's chh^^na r£ioio& [itJ.ULj oo) ^Xsn .^cnW 

Our God is our king, who wrought salvation in the midst of the earth 

The second reading agrees with MT, while the first differs considerably. Nevertheless, 
the word ffkva^so found in the second reading is never attested elsewhere in Psalms, 

1 5 In theory it would apply to agreement with LXX also, but there would be a countervailing argument based 
on direction, since copyists of P were capable of accommodation to LXX. 

1 6 J.A. Emerton, The Peshitta of the Wisdom of Solomon (= Studia Postbiblica 2), Leiden 1959, p. xxxvi. 
1 7 A. van der Kooij, "On the Significance of MS 5b 1 for Peshitta Genesis", in MPI4 (1988), pp. 183-99. 
1 8 On the basis of the collations and sigla of Barnes's edition. 
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which instead uses rfcx^for both 3"lp and "]in). It seems rather that the translator 
was unable to read the last four words, owing to damage to the Hebrew Vorlage, and 
so guessed on the basis of Ps. 44:5. This implies that the majority are correct after all. 
The reading that agrees with MT is then a later correction, perhaps from LXX. 1 9 As 
this example shows, agreement with MT does not in itself demonstrate authenticity. 

Again at Job 30:19 we have: 
M T IBKI "IBJ7D ^t&onKi -\nrh Tin 
P [majority] .KI^A^OO rf-ia^ v^ rc k A k ^ W o ^ \ \ ^GMSSM* 

they compared me to mire, and I was likened to dust and ashes 

For the first word, 12al and some later mss instead have •icusrirC "they threw me". 
Formally, this reading is closer to MT Tin , which likewise comes from a verbal root (TTT) 
originally meaning 'throw'. However, in context that Syriac reading yields poor sense; and, 
given that the translator could have guessed a meaning for the obscure T i n on the light of 
the parallel verb ("and I was likened..."), the majority reading is the more authentic. 

The need to consider translation technique as well as proximity to MT means that 
little importance can be attached to agreement with the Hebrew in features that the 
translator himself was not careful to reproduce. Such are the presence/absence of waw 
and other particles, variation in number or suffixes, and other grammatical points.20 

All in all, however, the criterion of agreement with MT is indeed valuable. It is 
applicable in a good proportion of variant passages. Moreover, as will be argued in 
detail below, it was largely inaccessible to copyists. It must be checked against transla
tion technique and the distributional criteria; but if all else is equal, the reading that 
agrees with MT deserves preference. 

The criterion of direction 

Direction is concerned with the changes that a scribe might be expected to make. 
Copyists have tended to replace Hebraisms by constructions in keeping with Syriac 
idiom, and also to remove inconsistencies and other difficulties in the text. In that they 
depart from the original text, these readings must be termed errors; but they would not 
have appeared so to the scribes. 

In particular, copyists have striven to smooth the style. To this end they might adjust 
grammatical particles, notably by the addition or omission of d- or w-. This tendency 
may even cause more extensive changes, as at Ps. 109:27 -
MTnKTTT'B; Nestorian mss(LNm) rt'.im ,m v^.i.rt'n; rell. rC\m ,m vA »̂.vi 
The former reading is closer to MT, while the other is an attempt to improve the syntax. 

Another scribal change is assimilation to parallel passages, as at Lam. 2:2021 -
M T en) Bnp»3 ( n r r ) 
DAP*vidFBO (reVtow) <ns..-u»ai= ( I ^ J M ) 

P 6 and later mss: ( n n m s 

1 9 See further M.P. Weitzman, "The Peshitta Psalter and its Hebrew Vorlage", VT35 (1985), pp. 341-54. 
2 0 As pointed out by S.P. Brock, "Text History and Text Division in Peshitta Isaiah" in MPI 4 (1988), 

pp. 49-80:60-I. 
2 1 After the collations and sigla of B.AIbrektson, Studies in the Text and Theology of the Book of 

Lamentations with a Critical Edition of the Peshitta Text, Lund 1963. 
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The older mss give the same sense as MT, while the younger have assimilated to Lam. 
2:4 just above: 

At least in Psalms, where the text was used for divine service, we sometimes find adap
tation for use in the church: 
Ps. 51:20 fPS nN; majority ^cv-o^i "Zion"; BJ05 ̂ . u i "thy church". 
Ps. 51:21 B^IS, majority rfiok "bulls"; m rc^Hoa "offerings" 

Scribes might also assimilate to LXX, as discussed in chapter 3 above. When some 
mss agree with MT and the others with LXX, authenticity counts in favour of the 
former and direction against the latter, so that the choice is particularly clear, as at Ps. 
39:7-
MT DBOK "'0 F T *6l 
cf. Pvariant v o A cu=>» nAo [9al,Nestorianmss] 
LXX Kai ou yivwoKei rivi ouvat̂ ei aura 
cf. P variant ^.oA X=n*> cuaA... [6t 1 7a 1 8a 1 and other western mss] 
Although the mss supporting the second variant are older by far, the intrinsic criteria 
clearly favour the first variant. 

Scribes have also changed the text by inadvertent miscopying. Where one variant 
reading can only be explained as a corruption of its rival, the choice is clear, as at Cant. 
8:14-
MT rrO; c e w .i*o6hl77al 8a 1 12al; v^mfcrf 8al c9cl 9hl and later mss 
The reading r f W n o bears no semantic relation to the Hebrew, and in context yields 
poor syntax; it altogether lacks authenticity. By contrast, the word v ^ r o W "turn" is 
not alien to P in this book; it recurs in all mss in the similar verse 2:17, where MT has 2 0 . 
Although the root 1113 does not recur in the book, v ^ r o W would be an acceptable ren
dering in this context. As for direction, one could argue against v^cnW that it results 
from assimilation to 2:1I.22 Since, however, rtf'W .no is ruled out of court on authentic
ity grounds, we must regard v ^ m W as original, so long as the rival reading r i 'W .vio is 
then explicable - which it is, on the following lines. The reading ^ S O I M underwent an 
error which can easily occur in the later Syriac scripts: oi was misread oi. At the begin
ning of the resulting ^SOUM , the scribe thought that he could distinguish the word I M . 

The remaining letters ^So then seemed an error for ia«; and in order to produce some 
sense, the scribe inverted these two words, whence UM aao. Thus the original reading here 
survives in the later tradition only - a phenomenon further considered below. 

Finally, scribes have sometimes been thought capable of conforming the Syriac text 
to MT. That possibility must now be considered. 

The hypothesis of revision of individual mss after MT 

The case for unique preservation 

In a number of biblical books, a single ms is found to depart from the majority and to 
agree uniquely with MT. The evaluation of these cases has proved controversial. A 

2 2 So D.J. Lane, " T h e Curtains of Solomon': Some Notes on the 'Syriacing' of SiR-HASSiRIM", MPI 8 
(1995), pp. 73-84:79. 
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celebrated ms in this category is 5b 1 in Genesis and Exodus, which offers many unique 
agreements with MT, ascribed by Barnes to scribal revision but by Pinkerton to unique 
preservation of the original text.23 Another is 9a 1 in all books where the first hand sur
vives (Leviticus-Hosea, Psalms, Lamentations and Chronicles).24 Here again Barnes 
supposed revision after the Hebrew, but unique preservation was instead posited by 
Diettrich.25 The behaviour of two other mss in different books - 8h5 in Ezra-Nehemiah 
and lOfl in Esther - is similar. 

In order to account for the unique agreements with MT, we have to choose between 
two possible scenarios: 

(a) The original translation stood relatively close to the Hebrew, and sometimes sur
vives in a single ms, while the variant readings of the majority are due to scribal 
change, whether conscious or not; 

(b) The original translation was a relatively loose rendering of the Hebrew, and read
ings in single mss that stand closer than the majority to MT are due to later 
accommodation to the Hebrew. 

Thus textual criticism and translation technique are interlocking questions. 
If Syriac scribes were indeed wont to revise after the Hebrew, then the arguments set 

out above for viewing agreement with MT as a mark of authenticity are countered by 
an argument of direction, that the agreement could have been imposed by revisers. 
Whether copyists revised after the Hebrew, or whether the original translation was the 
sole point of contact with the Hebrew, is thus a central question in the textual criticism 
of P. 

That individual scribes should have wished to revise P after the Hebrew is not incon
ceivable. As we have seen, Syriac tradition was aware that P had been translated ulti
mately from Hebrew, even if some viewed LXX as an intermediate link. Hence some 
scholar intent on improving the text of P might have tried to conform it to the Hebrew. 

Moreover, there are precedents for such revision in other ancient versions. In LXX, 
correction after the Hebrew is as old as the fragments recovered from Qumran,2 6 and 
was probably the main purpose of Origen's Hexapla.27 Revision after the Hebrew has 
also been detected in some mss of the Vulgate. In the Psalterium iuxta Hebraeos, E. 
Power concluded that "the Codex Hubertianus, the oldest of the Theodulfian Mss., 

2 3 W.E. Barnes, "A New Edition of the Pentateuch in Syriac", JTS 15 (1914), pp. 41-4; J. Pinkerton, "The 
Origin and the Early History of the Syriac Pentateuch", JTS 15 (1914), pp. 14-41. The latter view was 
advanced even earlier by Ceriani, Le Edizioni, p. 9. 

2 4 The ms is undated. S.E. Assemanus, Bibliothecae Mediceae Lawentianae et Palatinae codicum mss. orien-
tatium catalogus, Florence 1742, pp. 49-50, attributed it to the sixth century. Barnes, "Chronicles", p. xxix 
preferred the ninth by reason of the cursive script which, however, still admits an earlier date. See now 
K. Jenner, "A Review of the Methods by which Syriac Biblical and Related Manuscripts have been 
Described and Analysed," Aram 5 (1993), pp. 255-66:264. The Leiden siglum 9a 1, in accordance with the 
editors' usual policy, adopts the later date in cases of doubt. 

2 5 Barnes, "Chronicles", p.xxx; idem (ed.). The Peshitta Psalter according to the West Syrian Text, 
Cambridge 1904, p.xviii. Contrast G. Diettrich, Ein Apparatus criticus zur Pesitto zum Propheten Jesaia [ = 
BZAW 8], Giessen 1905, pp. xxxi-xxxii. See further M.P.Weitzman, "The Originality of Unique Readings 
in Peshitta MS9al" , in MPI 4 (1988), pp. 225-58. 

2 6 E.Tov, 77K? Greek Minor Prophets Scroll from Nahal Hever (8HevXUgr) [ = DJD 8], Oxford 1990; D. 
Barthelemy, Les devanciers d Aquila, Leiden 1963. 

2 7 S.P. Brock, "Origen's Aims as a Textual Critic of the Old Testament", Studia Patristica 10 (1970), pp. 
215-8. 



274 The establishment of the text 

had been extensively corrected from the Hebrew" and moreover that "a number of 
Theodulfian and allied Mss. of the ninth century had lost some of the Hubertian cor
rections and at the same time incorporated in the text of the Psalter a number of new 
corrections from the Hebrew".28 

If we are to show that unique agreements with the Hebrew result from preservation 
rather than revision, further arguments apart from the agreement with the Hebrew 
must be found. Here two types of situations can be identified as critical. In the first, the 
majority reading can only be explained as a corruption of the unique reading that 
agrees with MT. As the majority reading is without authenticity, the reading of the 
single ms must be original, e.g. 

(a) Gen. 48:4 

M T *na» 
5b 1 v-A rdjrc' vaaS) r̂ CT) 

rell. ô A rdjK' v^iaSl re'm 

behold I bless thee 

The majority reading bears no semantic relation with the Hebrew. It can only be 
explained as a corruption of 5bl's reading, which agrees with the Hebrew. That corrup
tion is in part an assimilation to the last word of the previous verse (>i^i=»o).29 

(b) 2 Sam. 19:36 

M T nntfi D*ntf 
T J • T 

9a 1 r^V-tre^O nTirtM 

Tell. r t ^ W o rc'Ajj 
one and another (fern.) 

No semantic path can be traced from the Hebrew text to the majority reading, which 
thus lacks any authenticity. The reading of 9a 1, by contrast, is readily derivable from 
the Hebrew, on the assumption that the translator read it as ninfefl D'Hto. The equation 
of "lfe? with rare*, recurs in v. 7 of the same chapter, even though the usual Syriac equiv
alent is r«Sai. The reading of 9a 1 must be original, because the majority reading cannot 
be explained except as a corruption of it. 

(c) 2 Kgs. 22:14 

MT specifies the quarter of Jerusalem where the prophetess Huldah dwelt: 1132703. The 
majority have rC&ui»*\s, meaning that she dwelt (or sat) "in supplication"; but this bears 
no semantic relation with the Hebrew. Now 9a 1 instead makes her sit ( r t i o u j a "in rep
etition", or in effect: "in study". This Syriac rendering and the Hebrew come from 

2 8 E. Power, "Corrections from the Hebrew in the Theodulfian Mss of the Vulgate", Biblica 5 (1924), pp. 
233-58; see p. 234. Hubertianus is dateable to the eighth or ninth century. 

2 9 See further van der Kooij in MPI4 (1988), p. 195. 
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cognate roots. The reading r ^ c u ^ i ^ of 9a 1 is also supported by the commentary 
ascribed to Ephrem, by the Targum (JOB^K r P 3 3 ) and by P at the parallel passage 2 
Chr. 34:22 ( P ^ I A W D ) . 3 0 Once more the majority reading can only be explained through 
the reading that agrees with MT. 

(d) Esther 8:3 

MT " p m ; lOfl r e ^ i i o ; rell. rd^i>o. 
Here lOf 1 clearly agrees with MT, unlike the majority reading. The latter can in fact be 
easily explained as a corruption of the text preserved in 1 Of 1. What induced the corrup
tion was that the next word is r£a^i\=*>o in all mss, to represent the next Hebrew word 
pnnm "and she supplicated". 

In the second critical situation, the unique reading is so characteristic of the transla
tor's own system of Hebrew-Syriac equivalences that it could not have been supplied by 
a reviser, e.g. 

(a) Gen. 24:55 

M T i w s IK a w (arm y n n a&n) 
5b 1 ^oj't. r^taa*. or*' -» ^J\^-

rell. r*=nc\* J J I . 

Reference is here made to the length of the delay requested by Rebecca's family before 
she departed with Abraham's servant. The rendering of WW by » ^ is charac
teristic of P; it appears in all P mss at Num. 9:22, and the rendering at Exod. 13:10 and 
Lev. 25:29 is similar: ^j^A The authenticity of this reading is further sup
ported by the verbal agreement of T°. A Syriac reviser bent on conforming the text to 
the Hebrew would not have known or desired this rendering; instead, he might have 
written r*teac\*, or perhaps rffcu*.. The majority reading is easily explained by assimila
tion to Gen. 29:14: "and he dwelt with him a month of days". The attempt to view it 
instead as a reflection of rabbinic exegesis and hence as authentic was discussed in 
chapter 3. 

(b) Ps. 141:1 

M T b nenn 
9a 1 A -t&o, rell. , i t i \ JM** 

The rendering of Efln (which of course really means "hasten") by - i ^ ("wait") is a 
peculiarity of P-Psalms (22:20 etc.), though it was also borrowed by the translator of 
Job at Job 20:2, as noted above. A reviser after the Hebrew would have been unlikely to 
know of, or to wish to imitate, this peculiarity of the translator; instead he would have 
supplied an accurate translation meaning "hasten to me". Hence the reading of 9al is 
original, while the majority substitute a more straightforward expression. 

In this connection we may consider the controversy surrounding the rival readings 

3 0 For details, see M. Weitzman, "Originality", p. 237. 
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rC<KttA and reaves* where reference is made to silver metal. Six times in Genesis and 28 
times in Exodus, 5b 1 has r^a im while the majority have r£nr&». Likewise at 2 Kgs. 
25:15 9a 1 has rC<\a»-\ and the majority rCstrtu; and in Ezra 1:11 5:14 8h5 alone has 
r£&co^ and the rest K e r e n s . 3 1 In all these places MT has 103 , meaning silver metal. 

So far as authenticity is concerned, van der Kooij has shown that the translator 
sometimes used different Syriac words to distinguish different nuances of the same 
Hebrew word. On authenticity grounds, we could well argue that the translator of 
Genesis deliberately varied his usage according to sense: rCar&a for silver metal and 
rC^ma for 'money'. On the other hand, one could instead argue that the consistent use 
of n^anat is authentic, and that the translation may have been made before rtf»r«£» - a 
loanword from Greek aanuog - came into Syriac in order to specify silver metal. 

On authenticity grounds, then, either reading is acceptable. However, we must also 
consider direction. We can easily understand why scribes would change an original 
rC<\m^ to r£yir£a>, where silver metal was meant. But why should anyone wish to change 
r£=ar£a> to rt'im-x? It has been suggested that such a change might result from the influ
ence of Hebrew, or of another Aramaic dialect where rf*or\ indicated silver material as 
well as currency;32 but there is no independent evidence for either process. Hence prior
ity must go to c<r<\on-\. This agrees with the findings in chapter 4: where the mss are unan
imous, we find rc&ra in the more conservative books (e.g. Samuel, Kings) and rCxr&a in 
the more modern (e.g. Proverbs). 

The impression that ancient material survives in the mss that agree uniquely with 
MT is confirmed by ancient linguistic forms. Thus 9a 1 has the deficient spelling 
^cu^uo for an Ayin Waw verb form (Isa. 19:1), a feature otherwise confined to the 
oldest mss of Syriac literature. Again, the archaic demonstrative v^cAro (cf. Biblical 
Aramaic "^N) is attested uniquely by 9a 1 at 1 Chr. 9:1 and by 1 Of 1 at Esther 1:5, while 
the remaining mss have ̂ com (as observed in chapter 5 above). As scribes were far like
lier to modernise than archaise, the form v^oltn must be original, despite being 
attested in a single ms. 

A further text-critical question raised by this last replacement is whether the original 
translation had many more cases of v^cAro, which were later displaced by ^cum in all 
extant mss. It was argued above that v^cAro was a neutral demonstrative which fell out 
of use. Now each occurrence of V\CAOT in a ms of P stands near the beginning of the rel
evant book; and this suggests that the relevant translators used it at the outset but soon 
discontinued its use as obsolescent, just as the translators of Genesis and Chronicles 
renounced the particle *u. If so, few if any cases of v^cAm in the original translation 
have been altogether lost. 

As Koster has pointed out, there are some further linguistic usages in which those 
mss which elsewhere agree uniquely with MT depart from the rest. In some places 
where the majority have 7A1. for "finish", these mss have T S I \ ^ , at Gen. 24:45, 27:30 
Exod. 31:18,34:33 (5bl), and I Kgs. 8:54 (9al). 3 3 Again, for the noun pT we find 
in 5bl alone at Exod. 17:5, and in 9al alone in Judg. 2:7, whilst the other manuscripts 

3 1 C. Moss, "The Peshitta Version of Ezra", Le Museon 46 (1933), pp. 55-110:78. 
3 2 Van der Kooij, MPI4(1988), pp. 191,198. 
3 3 M.D. Koster, "Peshitta Revisited: a Reassessment of its Value as a Version", JSS 38 (1993), pp. 235-68: 

263. 
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have rt*T.Tn. Given the recurrence of this pattern in different books, it seems that in these 
usages the minority reading is again the older. 

The origin of the majority readings 

If we are to show that the unique agreements with MT give the original reading, we 
must also explain how the majority readings arose. In many cases, the cause is a desire 
to improve clarity. Here the revisers follow in the footsteps of the translators. For 
example, in the conversation between Isaac and Esau at Gen. 27:35-6, there is one 
instance of an addition (underlined below) to indicate the speaker in all mss including 
5b 1, but there are many more instances (italicised below) where such an addition 
appears in all mss except 5b 1. It would seem that the translator made just the one 
(underlined) addition, while the revisers went further in the same direction: 

And his father said to him: "Your brother entered in guile and took your blessings." And Esau 
said: "Truly was his name called Jacob, for he cheated me twice. He took my birthright and now 
he has received my blessings." And Esau said to his father. For me have you not left a blessing? 

In many other cases the majority reading can readily be attributed to mechanical mis-
copying, assimilation to other biblical passages, or a desire to improve the text, linguis
tically or logically. Some cases were given above, but some additional examples deserve 
note: 

(a) Lev. 11:19 

MT t^BS? 6b 1 r e - s o ^ - i a rell. r*a><\ 
Here 6b 1 alone has "bat" as in MT, while the rest show the substitution "peacock". The 
motive was logical improvement: a bat has no place in a list of birds, and moreover a 
law against eating it might have seemed superfluous. The peacock may have been 
chosen as substitute because of its affinity with the "wild rooster" ce'is Ac^iiJ* which 
immediately precedes.34 

(b) Lev. 15:17 

MT TIB 9a 1 * ri^cno; rell. rda^jea, preceded by waw, dalath or or^. 
The reading of 9a 1 * relates directly to the Hebrew, while the majority reading is an easy 
corruption, influenced by a similar-looking word in a nearby verse: rCnr\m in the similar 
context of v.23 (MT 2DB7B). The scribe of 9a 1 has in fact gone back to correct his text to 
r f ' - iMmo, so that we catch the majority reading in the act of supplanting the older text. 

(c) 1 Kgs. 6:37 

MTIO"19a 1 l l ^ r e - r e l l . W f e t r C 

Here the translator used VW in the sense "found", as occasionally elsewhere in P (Isa. 
44:28, Job 4:19) and sometimes in the Targums (e.g. at Exod. 9:18). This old sense was 

3 4 The link between these two birds was noted by Maori, The Peshitta Version, p. 333. According to Maori, 
however, the reading "peacock" is original, and the link was utilised by the translator himself. 
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later forgotten, since the usual sense is of course "complete". The motive of the 
majority text is then linguistic improvement: to substitute an unambiguous word. 

(d) Ps. 110:4 

MTpis *ato T r i a l to 

9a 1 jm.-Aroa cnfelsa 1^. 
rell. ja.tu^-a.i mJnccM.va 

The majority reading arises from assimilation to a New Testament passage, namely 
Hebrews 7:15 K a r a TTJV ouo ioTnra MeXx»oe5eK. The Peshitta version of Hebrews likewise 
has oibcos.v) in all citations and echoes of this verse. 

The alternative hypothesis: revision after the Hebrew 
If the regular agreements with MT in single mss are not due to unique preservation, 
they must indeed result from revision after the Hebrew. That supposition, however, is 
open to many difficulties. 

First, if mss like 5b 1 really bear the marks of revision after the Hebrew, we would 
expect to find some features demonstrably alien to the translator's usage as known from 
elsewhere - rather as the reviser who supplied 7al's reading at Ps. 74:12b betrayed 
himself by using K ' J M ^ S I rather than r C o j ^ However, there are no convincing instances. 
Instead, as noted above, these unique readings agree not only with MT but also with 
the Syriac equivalences used by the translator elsewhere. 

Second, we would also expect revision to be consistently done. Instead, we tend to 
find an agreement with MT next to an obvious rfwagreement. For example, in the 
instructions for building the Tabernacle in Exod. 25-6, 5b 1 agrees from time to time 
uniquely with MT, but at the same time tends alone to replace the second person future 
verbs by imperatives, herein departing from MT. 

A third point against the hypothesis of revision after MT is that the phenomenon of 
regular agreement in a single Syriac ms with the Hebrew text repeats itself in different 
biblical books and in different mss - namely 5b 1, 8h5,9a 1 and 1 Of 1. To explain all these 
cases through a series of independent revisions after the Hebrew text is not easy. 

Fourth, even though in theory the Syriac-speaking church may have received Jewish 
converts who knew enough Hebrew to perform such a revision, we have no hard evi
dence that that church ever called upon such expertise. The commentaries ascribed to 
Ephrem show knowledge of a few Hebrew words, but do not indicate the capacity to 
produce the regular agreements with MT found in 5b 1 or 9a 1. Even Jacob of Edessa 
would not have been equal to the task, to judge by his statement that Hosanna in 
Hebrew means "save me". 3 5 

The only evidence of possible revision after the Hebrew occurs in certain passages 
where a whole verse or an even longer section is omitted in some mss, while the other 
mss supply wording based on a Hebrew text. Here it can be argued that the original 
translator omitted the passage, but, shortly after he had completed his task, a colleague 

3 5 See W. Wright in Journal of Sacred Literature (Jan 1867), pp. 430fT.; Catalogue of the Syriac Mss in the 
British Museum, p. 430. Wright's description of Jacob as "equally conversant with Syriac, Greek and 
Hebrew" seems charitable. 
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detected the omission and tried to make it good on the basis of the Hebrew. Two such 
instances - in 1 Chr. 26:13-27, 34 and Judg. 20:20-1 - are discussed in appendix II to 
this chapter; there may be a third in 2 Sam. 19:12. 

We may also consider the revision hypothesis in relation to the apocryphal book of 
Maccabees. In 1 Mace. 1:1-14: 25, the text of 7a 1 often departs from the majority. In 
many such passages, 7a 1 stands closer to the Greek, to which it is therefore thought to 
have been conformed.36 This greater affinity with the Greek, however, could equally be 
ascribed to unique preservation, which would also explain other features of this text. 
First, the translator strove - as is clear from passages where all mss agree - to restore 
names to their Semitic form rather than transcribe them from the Greek; and in its 
unique readings 7a 1 sometimes outdoes the other mss in this authentic tendency.37 

Second, the names found in the other mss are sometimes best explained as corruptions 
of those found in 7a 1, e.g. 
1 Mace. 3:13 Eripcov 7al ^ o i i » rell. .^o-uro38 

Finally, as Noldeke observed, only 7a 1 shows the ancient form T»*..-U=» rather than -px* 
at 1 Mac. 8:15.39 All this suggests that 7a 1 preserves on occasion the original text, 
which was later smoothed out or corrupted by the other mss - although elsewhere it no 
doubt also contains some corruptions of its own. The estimation of 7al's unique read
ings as the more ancient goes back to Ceriani.40 

History of modern scholarship 
It remains to trace the course of modern scholarship on this point. The idea that a P ms 
which agreed with the Hebrew had instead been conformed to the Hebrew originated in 
CornilPs commentary on Ezekiel; in that book 7a 1 alone agreed with the Hebrew 
against the printed editions, which were the only other authorities that he knew. By 
examining other mss, Barnes proved that 7a 1 was not isolated after all, so proving -
even to Cornill - that 7a 1 had not been conformed to the Hebrew.41 Yet Barnes himself 
accepted the underlying assumption that agreements with MT in one isolated ms were 
probably due to revision. Accordingly, when he encountered unique agreements with 
MT - first in 9a 1 in Chronicles, Psalms42 and 2 Kings,43 and later in 5b 1 in Genesis and 
Exodus - he inferred revision. Other revision theories - that 9a 1 had been conformed to 
LXX 4 4 or to the minor Greek versions45 - were prompted by the same respect for 
numerical strength. 

3 6 G.Schmidt, "Die beiden Syrischen Ubersetzungen des I. Maccabaerbuches", Z/l I f17 (1897-8), pp. 1-47, 
233-62:234. A. Penna, "I nomi propri dei primi due libri dei Maccabei nella Peshitta", RSO 40 (1965), pp. 
13-41:23. 3 7 The evidence is amply documented by Penna. 

3 8 More speculatively, the remarkable variety of Syriac readings in the three passages where the Greek has 
'Acnootioi (1 Mace. 2:42; 7:13; 2 Mace. 14:6) could be explained as scribal developments from the straight
forward transliteration •ti.Hu.K' found in 7a 1 (except at 2 Mace. 14:6, where 7a 1 is no longer distinctive). 
Two of the rival readings are r ^ w « " and thence r i i L i m . * " (under the influence of the following Lsm-re'); 
another is r ^ i u e a (perhaps a misguided correction rather than a straight corruption of rd .Wx' ) , and 
thence rt»&cn. 3 9 Literarisches Centralblatt fur Deutschland 17 (1883), pp. 569-71. 

4 0 Ceriani, Le Edizioni, p. 16. 
4 1 W.E. Barnes, An Apparatus Criticus to Chronicles in the Peshitta Version, Cambridge 1897, pp. xx-xxvi. 
4 2 W.E. Barnes (ed.), The Peshitta Psalter according to the West Syrian Text, Cambridge 1904. 
4 3 W.E. Barnes, "The Peshitta Version of 2 Kings", JTS6 (1904/5), pp. 220-32; 11(1910), pp. 533-42. 
4 4 So (very tentatively) Albrektson, Studies in the Text and Theology of Lamentations, p. 28. 
4 5 F.C. Burkitt in JTS6 (1905), pp. 286-90:287-8. 
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Supporters of the majority text have also invoked the influential view (discussed in 
chapter 3) that P was derived from an older Targum. Their argument is that the major
ity text, being fuller, is more like a Targum and hence closer to the supposedly earliest 
state of P: 
It is more reasonable to assume that a Targum-like version would be gradually refined and 
brought into line with the Hebrew text than vice versa. What, after all, would be the purpose of 
introducing a 'Targum' for the use of the Christian Church?46 

The fallacy in that argument lies in the epithet "Targum-like" applied to the text of the 
majority. That text does not stand any closer than the text of the single ms to any 
Targum, in respect of content. The only feature which it shares with the Targums is an 
occasional tendency to expand - which, however, is by no means confined to the 
Targums, as shown in chapter 3 above. Any such adjective as "Targum-like" applied to 
the majority text can only confuse. 

The manuscript inter-relations in different biblical books - an overview 

Introduction 

Application of the intrinsic criteria allows us to form an overview of the situation 
which we face in the attempt to recover the original text of P in the different biblical 
books. Here we shall not concern ourselves with the long history of textual transmis
sion, nor examine any individual book in depth. Instead we shall search for patterns, in 
relation to the survival of the original text, that repeat themselves in the different 
books. 

The textual variation among the earlier mss - before c. 800 CE - can be explained if 
we posit a body of new readings which were generated during the first few centuries of 
P's existence, in order to improve the text in respect of inner logic or Syriac idiom. 
These new readings appealed to copyists and became widely adopted. At many points 
in the text, the original text must be sought in whatever mss escaped the effects of this 
scribal zeal. 

In considering the impact of the new readings upon the ms tradition, we may iden
tify three separate factors that would cause variation between biblical books. The first 
concerns the production of new readings: more were generated in certain books (and 
indeed in certain passages) than in others. Evidently the revisers responsible for the new 
readings found some books or passages of particular interest, or in particular need of 
revision. 

The second factor concerns the absorption of the new readings into the mss. 
Although the new readings have been widely adopted, a minority of mss are relatively 
free of them, prime examples being 5b 1 and 9a 1. It may be that the scribes to whom we 
owe the existence of that minority worked too early, or were geographically too iso
lated, to be fully exposed to the new readings. At all events, none of these mss is alto
gether immune to the new readings, and their propensity to absorb them may have 
varied between books. 

4 6 B.J. Roberts, The Old Testament Text and Versions, Cardiff 1951, p. 219. 
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The third factor is survival. It was largely chance that determined how many mss - if 
any - would survive which were relatively free of the new readings, and which mss 
would survive alongside them. 

The last factor led to the most obvious discrepancies between biblical books. In 
some, we have no ms at all that regularly preserves the old readings. In most books, 
however, we have just one such ms. Sometimes further evidence of the old readings sur
vives alongside, e.g. in Ephrem's citations (as we shall see) or in a palimpsest. From 
Leviticus 15:14 until the end of Deuteronomy we are unusually fortunate, in that two 
mss - 6b 1 and 9a 1 - survive, each of which regularly preserves old readings. 

Books without a regular unique carrier the example of Job 

We may begin with books like Job, for which no ms has survived which regularly pre
serves old readings against the majority. In the search for determinate passages, we can 
often use the criterion of agreement with MT, e.g. 
35:2 mvn 
P variants: *t=uu>W "you were considered" [6h8* 7a 1 8al c] 

fc^W "you were bound" [6h8c.20 8a 1 * j 4 7 

The former reading, agreeing with MT, is original. The latter is due to miscopying, 
partly influenced by the sequel: " . . .in judgment, for you said: T am more righteous 
than God'". 

In Job, readings unique to a single ms usually prove to be scribal errors, but a small 
minority are correct, e.g. 
1:15 1DH QnTn n«1 = 6h20 c A V rt^iA^Ac., rell. cALaW re«A^a 
6:14 nt? = 1 111 K-CTXWI, rell. «^.-» 4 8 

22:18 a W l =6h20 r e w ™ , rell. r^W.-i 
33:3 ^ =913 w=A*, rell. ^aa . t 
34:10 nt^=6h20«'oAr<d,reil.crA 
39:21 F Q 3 =7al ^ — • rell rA*x*=> (a corruption induced by j?DJ73 in the parallel 

line). 
Thus the true reading is usually that of the majority, as expected, but occasionally survives 
in a single mss - 6h20, 7a 1, or one of the Iectionaries 913 and 1 111 - or in the later mss 
alone. In a few other passages the true reading survives in some combination of the above. 

The variation at 7:7 poses a dilemma. Here 1 111 closely follows MT, while in the 
other mss the sense is reversed by omission of the negative: 
M T ana T J ? 2wn * 6 *n rrn ' 3 IST 

Remember that my life is wind; my eye shall not again see good 

P[ 1 111 ] .rC'h-A^ rf'Ul^A ,*•«• V^CVSmil r<do .,(7) rduj KluOVl V^.l^rC' 
P[rell.] v^ciam^o 

Remember that the spirit lives, and my eye shall return to behold good 

4 7 Each reading has further support among manuscripts of the ninth or later centuries. 
4 8 Syr. i ^ m W is the normal rendering of "HB in P-Job, though where or m!?K - which had to be rendered 

r t ' m W - occurs in the preceding or following line, the rendering f & i u often serves instead as a B-word. 
Never is "HB rendered by --A-
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The text of the majority thus introduced belief in life after death. This may be due to 
change by copyists, in which case the original text again survives in 1 111 alone. On the 
other hand it may be due to the translator, who (as we saw above) introduces belief in 
life after death at 30:23 and 42:6. In that case, 1 Ill's reading may reflect influence from 
LXX (KCCI OUKETI e7raveXeooeTai...). 

Most readings in which the younger mss agree against the older are errors, as 
expected, e.g. 
2:9 MT DTlte = older mss rCcrAr^, younger v̂ cnAccA 
38:12 MT l p 3 = older mss itria^X, younger pCiaA "at dawn" 
Occasionally, however, the younger mss alone preserve the original reading. This is not 
altogether surprising, since their shared text derives from a lost earlier ms, which - like any 
other early ms - could occasionally have preserved the original text alone. For example, at 
9:18b all P mss have K- i t s ) t i ^ w r c - i "for he filled me with bitter things", following MT. 
The older mss all continue: r^.iHs^o.o-iK'o "and he sated me with wormwood", an obvious 
addition from Lam. 3:15. Only the younger mss (8alc 10cl.4 1 lcl) are free of this addi
tion. Again, at 41:18 MT has 3*111 and only the younger mss likewise have K^>HU (appar
ently meaning "desolation"); the rest have the corruption r r ta i* "pit, darkness". 

The list of mss which preserve the true reading thus varies from passage to passage. 
The true reading is preserved now by the majority but now by a single particular ms, 
now by another, now by the younger mss alone, and now by some combination of 
these. In yet other passages it has been ousted altogether and can only be recovered by 
emendation. This lack of pattern reflects the unpredictable fashion in which the new 
readings spread. Besides Job, we find a similar situation in most of the Twelve Prophets 
(Joel-Malachi), Daniel, Ruth and the Solomonic books 

Books with a single regular carrier overview 
We now turn to books that have one regular unique carrier of old readings. The identity 
of these carriers varies between biblical books: 
5b 1 Genesis, Exodus 
8h5 Ezra, Nehemiah 
9a 1 Joshua-Kings, Isaiah-Ezekiel, Hosea, Psalms, Lamentations, Chronicles 
lOfl Esther 
The opening folios (plus a few others) of 5b 1 in Genesis are in a later hand, but have the 
same textual character, and were apparently copied from the original hand. By contrast, 
the fifth-century text of Numbers-Deuteronomy in a different hand, bound together with 
Genesis-Exodus and thus also called 5b 1, is not a carrier of unique true readings. As to 
9a 1, the readings exclusive to the portions added by later hands do not appear original. 

In these biblical books, the original reading at a series of points in the text survives in 
no ms other than the unique carrier. Nevertheless the latter occasionally has other 
support, e.g. from Ephrem's citations, the Malkite lectionary ms 1011 (in Exodus)49 or 
the palimpsest 5phl (in Isaiah).50 

4 9 M.D. Koster, The Peshitta of Exodus: The Development of its Text in the Course of Fifteen Centuries, 
Assen/Amsterdam 1977, pp. 99-101,186. 

5 0 S.P. Brock, "Text History and Text Division in Peshitta Isaiah", MPI4 (1988), pp. 49-80: see p. 55. 
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51 
52 
53 

I owe this suggestion to Dr Gillian Greenberg. 
The same occurs soon afterwards, at Jer. 1:11, and often thereafter in the book. 
Koster's careful treatment of 5bl's unique readings in Exodus (pp. 55-114) is also directly relevant. 

Among books that have a single regular carrier, the incidence of good readings 
uniquely preserved varies greatly between books. That incidence is, for example, higher in 
Kings than in Judges, higher in Jeremiah than in Ezekiel, and indeed higher in Genesis 
than in Exodus. This variation seems due to the first factor identified above: the revisors 
responsible for the new readings seem to have been particularly drawn to certain books, 
and indeed to certain passages within books. Hence the many variants in Gen. 24, or the 
major expansion of one particular verse - namely Gen. 28:17 - in the majority text. 

The particularly high incidence of unique readings in 9a 1 in Kings and Jeremiah sug
gests that these books attracted special attention. Perhaps the reason lies in their 
content. It may be that Syriac biblical scholars treated these two books - which end 
almost identically - as a pair, and studied them together, learning from Kings about the 
sins and downfall of the Jews, and seeing in Jeremiah the life of a type of Christ.5 1 Here 
it may be significant that Aphrahat cites Kings more frequently - in relation to its 
length - than any other of the historical books. Alternatively, the reason that these 
books caught the revisers' attention may have been that they seemed particularly in 
need of revision. Jeremiah is the most conservatively translated of the Latter Prophets, 
and Kings the most conservatively translated of the whole Hebrew Bible, as argued in 
chapter 4 above. In particular, each book exhibited Hebraic constructions in its 
opening verses. Already at 1 Kgs. 1:2 we have: 
M T n^ im m w "f?»n *3"i«i? i&pa* 
P (9a 1) rrtAokis reteoA*. H^N-W ^ovn> 

Unlike Hebrew and earlier Aramaic dialects, classical Syriac does not use an indefinite 
third person plural subject instead of the passive; hence in the majority text 
</̂ 2*>:us v^x^s- K'm is prefaced (cf. 1 Sam. 16:16), providing a subject for the third 
person plural verb. In Jeremiah likewise, the Hebraic syntax already jarred at Jer. 1:4 -
MT -10*6 13*7 *m 
P(9al) "bartoA Ax. rCicn* r£=a^ \3 r^omo 

All mss but 9a 1 move A*, to follow the verb directly.52 It is possible that some supervisor 
who reviewed the Syriac style of each book decided on such grounds to give priority to 
the revision of Kings and Jeremiah. 

The example of Genesis 

In Genesis the regular carrier - 5bl - often preserves the true reading uniquely, as 
Pinkerton showed.53 In some further passages, it is joined casually by other mss in the 
true reading, e.g. 
19:25 a r m (2°); so 5b 1 911 nMcvo; rell. n ^ i * -

41:57 *nNPJ *?22; rendered without addition in 5b 1 916; rell. add ^i^sn.-i 

43:17 ETKH; 5bl 8bl r C t ^ r e l l . 
This is precisely the outcome to be expected if we take a situation like that of Job -
where the truth may survive now in one ms and now in another - and add one ms which 
preserves the original reading on a regular basis. 
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Of course the regular carrier is not infallible. Where it errs, the majority will usually 
preserve the true reading. Cases where the truth instead survives uniquely in a different 
ms are rare, e.g. 

(a) 30:13 

MT 11133 "OritW* ""a "for daughters counted me happy" 
P (maj) K'IMS .UH-VT.A "for the house(hold) praised me" 
1 Og 1 rCiua , u . i T . t "for daughters praised me" 
The corruption from PCSUS to re'Xis arose partly from the difficulty of identifying the 
"daughters" and partly from the identity of the masculine singular and feminine plural 
verb forms. 

(b) 39:11 

MT nrP3n only 8b 1 is free of the added subject .awcu. 

Unlike Job, Genesis offers no convincing instance where the later P-mss have the better 
reading.54 

Overall, thanks to the survival of a regular carrier, the situation in Genesis shows 
greater regularity than in Job. The true reading usually survives in that carrier, either 
alone or with others. Almost everywhere else, it is preserved by the majority of the mss 
(if the text common to the younger mss is counted as a single witness). 

The example of Isaiah 

In general, the regular carriers have by definition absorbed fewer new readings than the 
remaining mss. However, the absorption rate must have varied between books. In the 
widely read book of Isaiah, 9a 1 still has the status of regular unique carrier, but here it 
has absorbed more new readings (as well as some even later readings that had become 
popular in the west) than in the other books.55 We cannot tell how many of these new 
readings were adopted by the scribe of 9a 1 himself, and how many already stood in his 
exemplar. If 9a 1 (as well as its ancestors) was unusually hospitable in Isaiah to the new 
readings, this would explain 9a 1 's relatively low incidence of unique preservation in this 
book, coupled with high incidence of good readings in other single mss, e.g. 
9:16 • n r —6h5 ; u i v rell. 
17:12 =5phl rell. om. 
20:2 l n w =916 r£m.rt rell. add. 
21:17 •niaa -6h3 n r - t u i ^ rell. r c t i s ^ 

23:15 =6h3.5 7al 8al fts^fcfc rell. reiw\*\ 
62:5 -ptoir =915 H W ^ c A ^ i rell. pr. re^acn 

Again, the true reading may be lost in 9a 1 and yet survive in the later mss, either alone 
or together with an older ms: 

5 4 Though there is a possible example at 31:29, where the later mss (starting with lObl and lOg I) have 
v^iomnr while the earlier have imnrf alone, for MT ~fr "IDBTI. 5 5 Cf Brock in MPI 4 (1988), p. 52. 
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49:1 WOE? =9dletc. ^ » x . rell. ^ > o ^ 
13:2 Tins =8al 9d 1 etc. .aJtfca rell. v^t*v= 5 6 

Thus the position in Isaiah is less regular than in Genesis but more so than in Job. In 
Isaiah, the regular carrier is itself so affected by the new readings that its status is 
diminished. 

Books with two regular carriers 

From Lev. 15:14 till the end of Deuteronomy, we have two mss - 6b 1 and 9a 1 - that reg
ularly preserve old readings. At Lev. 23:26, for example, only 6b 1 and 9a 1 are free of the 
addition : "Speak with the children of Israel and say to them". Singly too these mss 
may preserve the original reading, e.g. 

Num. 11:18 

MT IDNn DOT te) "and to the people thou shalt say" 
9a 1 * «snsA tsorfo "and say to the people" 
rell. r£auA rticca i&infa "and Moses said to the people" 

Deut. 19:20 
MT riTH "13TD, 6b 1 r&m n^nv^Ka v^re", rell. om. v^rf 

In Numbers the old readings of 6bl and 9al receive support from the palimpsest 7pj2, 
where extant. This palimpsest even preserves uniquely some old readings which all 
other mss had lost, as discovered by Hayman,5 7 e.g. 
1:20 IDT te Drfote? = 7pj2 rftvi la ^ o o w A ; rell. ^ a o w t l r ^ . i X* (as 1:2) 
3:7 nn» teK *l*b; all mss but 7pj2 preface with rciyt -p*a 
Yet despite these regular representatives of the older text, we must still allow for the 
occasional unique survival of the true reading in a different ms, as at Num. 9:20 -
MTISOQ D*B\ 914 rgi,r».t rfioscu, rell. rc^£*n r^teafcu 
Again at Deut. 16:3, before the section on the Feast of Weeks, nearly all mss - including 
6b 1 9a 1 - have the title ^\t*>nn\^ (\A_) or the like. Only 916 is free of these 
words, which cannot be due to the translator, who instead calls the festival rt^oiita 

The derivation and application of distributional arguments 

Where intrinsic criteria are insufficient to distinguish truth from error, one may hope to 
choose between rival readings on the basis of some prior assessment of the value of the 
mss or combination of mss which support each reading. These are the distributional 
criteria, which depend on the extent to which the relevant mss or combinations were 
found to show the correct reading over the determinate passages. 

5 6 Thus 8al 9d i etc. have "let them enter the gates of nobles", as MT, while the others have: "let nobles enter 
thygates". 5 7 A.P. Hayman in 75525(1980), pp. 263-70. 



286 The establishment of the text 

The positive distributional argument 

The distributional criteria can be applied either positively or negatively, as already 
noted. The positive argument is that a ms or combination found to preserve the true 
reading in the determinate passages may do the same elsewhere. In many passages, each 
of the rival readings can claim the support of such a ms or combination. The distribu
tional evidence is then inconclusive, but at least bids us keep an open mind, as at Ps. 
141:5 -
M T -n^sm DS -a) w i T *?x m n \m parr-am i o n p n s ••ao^rr) 

(orrnixna 
LXX eXcuov be otuapTwXou urj Xmavcrno rr|v KE<J>aXr|v uou 

P(9al) ( ^ o r n X o u s 1*. ,i\cA .̂A ^\>**«) .^cnAa rCnY-H (.^UOZia rCxu.M 

.. .let oil anoint my head... 

P(rell.) ...^rn.v r& •» <i rdujCQ... 

.. .let the oil of the wicked not anoint my head... 
Apparently LXX found BEH in his Vorlage rather than Eftn. The majority text largely 
agrees; and it is usually taken as the work of the translator, who is supposed either to 
have found 17BT) likewise in his Hebrew text or to have followed LXX. However, given 
9al's capacity for unique preservation, its reading here deserves further consideration. 
In this difficult verse, the translator also omitted the two words *10n and TII7. He also 
shows a tendency to render just once a word that is repeated in the Hebrew, as at 27:8 -
M T B7p3K T3B riK '3B Wp3 

If he treated the repetition nWH ... Eton at 141:5 in the same way, and in addition 
offered a converse translation to improve the perceived sense,58 he would have produced 
the text of 9a 1. In that case, the majority text arose through assimilation to LXX. This 
hypothesis would explain the odd word-order (subject, object, verb); this is the order of 
the words actually translated: T ... E?K"1 "JQE?. 

The negative distributional argument 

The negative type of distributional argument relates to ms combinations whose shared 
exclusive readings are always found incorrect among the determinate passages: by 
analogy, we should be reluctant to follow their shared exclusive readings in indeterminate 
passages. In addition, these combinations are of historical interest, in that they imply a 
shared exclusive ancestor in which those shared incorrect readings already stood. 

One such combination comprises the western mss (other than 9a 1) in Psalms. 
Despite their number and age, their shared exclusive readings are inferior in those pas
sages where we can judge, namely Ps. 39:7 (discussed above) and 104:1 (where the rival 
reading is supported by Ephrem, as discussed below). This warns us against bowing 
immediately to their age at Ps. 68:19 -

5 8 The addition or removal of a negative is well attested in P elsewhere in Psalms and other books (see pp. 26, 
34,38 in chapter 2 above). 
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M T D I K 3 nwio nnpb 
P (most western mss) r&nt< >^ nf^mcen in^rnuo [6t 1 7a 1 8a 1 etc.] 
cf. Targum K£>3 Vl1? ,pr6 Kn3rP 
P (9a 1 + eastern mss) r^arS ,A=A r«ri\=>tfio3> *\=un>o [8al c 9al 12t 1.4 etc.] 
LXX eXapec. Sonata ev dv6ptb7ra) 
but Eph. 4:8 eSancev 66uara TOT<; avKJpuOTOic, 

In the western Syriac readings, God no longer receives, but gives: the verb has been 
changed to ^>tnu. However, the eastern reading means much the same: the preposi
tion has likewise become 'to', so that giving is still signified, even though the verb is 
unchanged.5 9 On authenticity grounds, either reading is credible: to reach the 
desired sense, the translator might have varied the preposition alone, or might 
also have changed the verb for added clarity. Directionality favours the eastern 
reading, which can hardly be due to assimilation to MT or LXX, as the 
preposition would then have also been revised to 'in'; the western reading, by con
trast, could have arisen from assimilation to Ephesians. Still, directionality is not 
conclusive, since assimilation need not be invoked at all: either reading is an easy 
corruption of the other. What counts more for the reading of 9a 1 and the eastern 
mss is the superior performance of that combination over the determinate pas
sages.60 

Another combination whose exclusive shared readings are never clearly correct, and 
are sometimes plainly incorrect, is the pair 6h7 8a 1 in Judges, studied by Dirksen.61 

Examples of shared errors are: 6 2 

MT = rell. 6h7+8al 
3:25 te] r^ni add. .mci^rc' iv. 
4:5 rPa "P31 Ln r W= K o o Lnr W=>o 
11:3 C p " ! rcWini rCui^o r<Wia> 

16:23 13T3 ^ u r c i s ^xirt=> 
Extended discussion of a passage in Judges to which this distributional criterion is 
applied appears in appendix II. 

These shared errors bear not only on the establishment of the text but also on its 
history. Thus the errors common and exclusive to the western mss in Psalms testify to 
textual standardisation in the west, which established a number of erroneous readings 
there. The errors common and exclusive to 6h7 and Sal imply a common ancestor 
which originated or inherited them. Other regular cases of agreement in error allow the 
identification of particular families among the later mss, notably in Exodus,63 Judges64 

5 9 As e.g. at Exod. 27:19 rCs*xs> ^ c o n u o "and let them bring you oil". 
6 0 Barnes (Apparatus Criticus, pp. xlii f.) reaches the opposite conclusion. He finds no convincing case else

where of assimilation to the New Testament text; but it is hard to explain otherwise the variant mfc<x»vi 
j u u b u at Ps. 110:4. 

6 1 P.B. Dirksen, "The Ancient Peshitta MSS of Judges and their Variant Readings", MPI 4 (1988), pp. 
127-46; see p. 144. 6 2 Witnesses only occasionally available, such as 6ph 11, are ignored here. 

6 3 Koster, The Peshitta of Exodus. In a review entitled "The Peshitta and its Manuscripts", BO 37 (1980), pp. 
13-16, M.H. Goshen-Gottstein criticised Koster's conclusion not for its substance but because it ran 
counter to an unpublished thesis unmentioned by Koster. Koster's crushing reply, entitled "Which came 
first - the chicken or the egg? The Development of the Text of the Peshitta", appeared in MPI 4 (1988), pp. 
183-99. 

6 4 P.B. Dirksen, The Transmission of the Text in the Peshitta Manuscripts of the Book of Judges, Leiden 1972 
(=MPI I). 
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and the Twelve Prophets.65 In Leviticus and Qohelet, Lane has correlated these data 
with the geographical provenance of the mss.66 

The intrinsic criteria discussed above - authenticity and direction - together with 
distributional arguments should determine in most variant passages the choice of 
reading to be placed in the main text. However, any critical edition would need some 
formal convention to choose between rival readings in passages where all the criteria 
taken together are inconclusive. Such conventions have been used in the Leiden edition 
as the primary means of selection. In the volumes published up to 1977, the text of 7a 1 
was printed in the text except that evident scribal errors were corrected; in the volumes 
published later, the reading adopted was whichever commanded a majority among mss 
prior to 1000 CE. This more recent convention can be retained as a last resort. If, 
however, the criteria discussed above are properly applied, it should not often be 
needed, and its main disadvantage - namely inconsistency between different passages 
following the vagaries of ms survival in each6 7 - should be avoidable. 

Emendation on the basis of external Syriac evidence 
The biblical text in external citations was examined in chapter 3 above in relation to the 
theory that these preserve a text which stood close to the Targum tradition. Here the ques
tion is rather different: do citations ever preserve an earlier text than the biblical mss of P? 
Aphrahat 
There are a few cases where Aphrahat may preserve the original text against the biblical 
mss: 

MT Aphrahat Mss 
Lev. 25 20 1*10Kn ,̂ ©-bore*i» .^okice* ^•fcart' 

Nah. 2 14 Trunin .-morco .1=0^0 

Dan. 9 19 nn*?0 
Again, Gideon's foes in Judges 6 included the Dip ^2. The biblical mss call them »iS 
•pai (i.e. people of Qadesh) at Judg. 6:3,33;7:12. Aphrahat, however, calls them »i= 
7>xa,69 which may have been P's original reading; the text of the biblical mss can be 
ascribed to corruption. 

Ephrem: authentic commentaries on Genesis and Exodus 

Ephrem too may retain an original reading lost in the biblical mss, e.g. 
MT Ephrem mss 

Gen. 9:22 fiFD niooza om. 
Gen. 49:6 03i2ri3i 
Gen. 49:13 *]in rf-iaa> re"iaot 

6 5 A. Gelston, The Peshitta of the Twelve Prophets, Oxford 1987, pp. 26-64. 
6 6 D.J. Lane, The Peshitta of Leviticus, Leiden 1994 [= MPr 6J. 
6 7 An example is the fluctuation between r t j u i niu^t and rrikcu>.i r^.i for firPJ m in the main text of P-

Leviticus in the Leiden edition. 
6 8 Cf. tuna "purify me" at Ps. 25:11 (MT niYpOl). At Amos 7:2, however, .unu may be the unsuffixed impera

tive plus precative »> (MT XJ TlbO). The usual rendering for IT̂ O, however, isoaz.. 
6 9 Ed. Parisot, col. 489,1.23. 
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At Gen. 49:6, the reading of the biblical mss arose under the influence of .̂ o«mx«"» in 
the preceding phrase; in the other cases, scribal error is responsible. 

Ephrem also seems to have the older reading at Gen. 4:7b: 
M T 13 a n nnKi i n p w n 7^*1 

and to you is his desire, and you will rule over him 

P [mss] v\=> î Xkvu omn mhc\ r&a&v&i Jure* 

you will turn to him, and he will rule over you 

Ephrem • K ' K \ n°A v\»s». rtrt* <7)&\cu*t59taca A O v-̂ incA rdiaiu \a^cn oma 
•OTL=J r A ^ K s . ^ ^..i cam •rc'cn\y»-i ens ^ X J M . ^ Kir^o 

And he, Abel, will turn to you - through his willingness when he goes with you to the 
valley. And you will have power over it - over the sin; that is, you will gratify yourself 
thereby. 

Although the last phrase is difficult,70 it is clear that Ephrem presupposes a biblical text 
closer to M T than that of the biblical mss: 

...mo .\,\Sroe.k\ KjrC'o ... v\i\cA rdY&&\J ... OOW 

This seems original, while the text of the biblical mss has been influenced by Gen. 3:16 
(P): "and to your husband you will turn, and he will have power over you." 

Again at Exod. 11:2, where MT speaks of 3HT *by\ *]03 "vessels of silver and 
of gold" which the Israelites were to borrow, Ephrem cites the Syriac as 
rt^kinia c£=>m* ,3c<£*}, 7 1 against the agreed reading «i=<rm r&rc-ha r£=or£a>.i r&r&> in the 
biblical mss. Ephrem thus shows the older usage rdatn^ for silver metal, which accord
ing to 5bl is usual in Exodus, even though 5bl itself here exceptionally has r£xr&a with 
all other mss. Ephrem's use of rOsaz. thus seems original (unlike his word order). 

We may also compare Exod. 17:16 — 
M T r r o a ^ B T ' o 

Ephrem K ^ » - \ O ^ W r?m 

Ephrem explains his biblical text to mean that God's hand is on the seat of judgment, to 
wage eternal battle against Amalek. Ephrem seems to preserve the original text of P. 
The translator retained the name Jah at Exod. 15:2, and although in Ephrem's citation 
it is attached to the hand rather than (as in MT) to the throne, P was well capable of 
such transpositions for the sake of desired sense. In that case, the biblical mss go back 
to a faulty copy in which the word m** had fallen out. 7 2 

Also relevant is Exod. 18:12, where MT states vaguely that Jethro "took" (np"1!) sac
rifices for God, while the P mss have ^>-ioo, specifying that he offered them up there and 
then. Now Ephrem's commentary (p. 148) runs as follows: 

7 0 The sense 'gratify yourself may be justified for Syr. x i s i ^ x on the basis of P at Num. 25:3 (see p. 71 
above). The catena claimed to include Ephrem's comment on Gen. 4:7b quotes the biblical text twice: first 
in the same form as the P mss and then as in Ephrem's undoubtedly authentic commentary. The latter quo
tation is introduced <\nx& r^Hurc; its second clause is interpreted to mean that Cain would had nothing to 
gain by killing Abel, since in any event '"you will rule over him', as you are first-born". (Ed.Rom., vol. 1, 
p. 143 CD). 7 1 Ed. Tonneau, p. 140. 

7 2 This passage was pointed out by Hidal (Inierpretatio Syriaca, pp. 15-16), who does not question the text 
of the P mss and suggests that Ephrem was here influenced by the Hebrew. 
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.rd^VsA I-£ul£.I ^MJpl. canno 

mo ^ojas.M rd\yi cn= rd=>̂ ..i K'iJards.i . t ia jciasj art .re'om -=>ia r£x.cv» .i»3 ore* 

"And Jethro took sacrifices for the Lord". Either he offered them through Moses, or he set them 
apart, so that they might sacrifice them in the place that the Lord would choose. 

The biblical text cited by Ephrem had j a n u o "and he took". This agrees with MT and 
seems original, while the mss of P show an obvious enough interpretation of it, which 
also occurred to Ephrem. 

The incidence of readings older than those of the biblical mss seems far higher in 
Ephrem than in Aphrahat. Thus Aphrahat refers to the silver which the Israelites took 
from Egypt as re»r<in» , 7 3 while Ephrem as noted above retains the old term r ^ m - v 

Other patristic sources 

The citations in the commentary on Isaiah attributed to Ephrem were studied by 
Diettrich.74 Even though its authenticity is disputed, this commentary presents a 
number of readings that seem superior to the text of the biblical mss. A notable 
example occurs at Isa. 10:27 -
M T p w a B o t o t o r n 
P (or r*S>T.C£») r^ur.QSa 79.10 rfixl \->..V>tr> 

and the yoke shall be destroyed from before the heifer(s) 

However, the commentary ascribed to Ephrem explains: 
rC'Ctm .M»T*wa rSjjaVM 79.10 ^ 8 \-i«.Vn rtf . ioiir*' 

The Assyrian shall be destroyed from before Hezekiah, who was anointed 

This implies the reading r^en 'oil', which would agree in sense with the Hebrew, and of 
which rr*»iT.,ccgi 'heifer' in the biblical mss is an easy corruption. The reading rcSir-a actu
ally appears in the lemma in the Roman edition,75 but the main textual evidence comes 
from the comment itself. Thus rc^oo seems the original reading, of which the text of 
the biblical mss is a corruption. 

Other cases pointed out by Diettrich include forms of names: 
MT "Eph." bibl.mss. 

7:19 mnan xoiv=..i *«>iv..i 
10:28 P"IJD3 0 . 1 ^ = 
In theory, of course, the forms of the biblical text ascribed to Ephrem in this commen
tary might have arisen centuries later and so may have benefited from consultation of 
LXX or even from Hebrew contacts. Overall, however, there is a good chance that this 
commentary preserves further original readings, and it deserves examination in other 
biblical books. 

An old reading is preserved even in the ninth-century commentary by Isho'dad at 
Zech. 11:4 — 

7 3 Ed. Parisot, vol. 1, col. 372,1.25. 
74 Ein Apparatus criticus zur Pesitto zum Propheten Jesaia, pp. xxviii-xxix. 
7 5 Though in B.L. Add.12144, fol.72b, the lemma is reported - despite the comment - as riaa.ast, as in the 

biblical mss. 
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M T n n n n *KS 
Pmss « < * U j \ o 

Isho'dad knows the text of the mss, but notes that the 'Ebraya has r f iA^o , and he con
tinues: 

and thus it is right to read; and it is also written thus in old manuscripts of the Syriac 

The reading recommended by Isho'dad is evidently original.76 

That citations occasionally preserve a reading lost in the main ms tradition is a phe
nomenon also known from classical literature. A well-known example is line 1167 of 
Antigone, which fell out of all manuscripts of Sophocles but survived in citations by 
Athenaeus (c. 200 CE) and Eustathius (cent, xii)77 

Cases where a citation agrees with part of the manuscript tradition 

In some of the passages where one of the biblical mss departs from the rest to agree 
with MT, we have a citation by an early Syriac author. We can then see which of these 
rival readings the citation supports. 

Aphrahat 

For the most part, Aphrahat tends to attest the majority readings, e.g. 
MT single ms=MT ms majority =Aphr. ref. 

Gen. 7 1 it 8/5bl r f m W 1408 
Exod. 20 2 v^lMiAre'.l 5bl I [25], 61 
Exod. 20 11 rntffn ar 5bl 1541 
lKgs. 6 1 *b rran 9a 1 188 (mss. AC) 
2 Kgs. 3 17 iK-in 9a 1 om. 1300 
2 Kgs. 19 35 ivim ronon 9a 1 rd.ioVvK'.i m i t t e n s 1132 
Isa. 10 6 "lart 9a 1 1189 
Jer. 6 16 # # 9a 1 (2) a u i o 1512 
Jer. 9 25 mirr K'.tOCTl.re' 9a 1 rd.XocnL.r*' 1480 
Jer. 18 7 # # 9a 1 n < \ » . t y i - n \ n 

(Aph: A U D D A O ) 
169 [329] 

Again at Isa. 5:2, where M T has p-IE* *ni*Bvl, the older reading r e b o r n , m a y o is found 
in 6h3, 7al, 8al only, while Aphrahat (I 861) has the later reading of the majority: 
re'n'n-ii ens O ^ J O . 

Cases where Aphrahat supports the agreement of a single ms with M T are less fre
quent, e.g. 

MT ms=MT=Aphr. ms majority ref. (Parisot) 
Gen. 11 26 10/5bl add. «»»»o 7 8 1181 
Exod. 4 23 rbv i . it( . i) 5b 1 1773,789,845 
Exod. 4 23 "\rbuh 5b 1 add. ,vA 1789 
2 Kgs. 20 19 n-n* „nbv re'atro ..rc^n\x. 9a 1 p&Ai. K'ciaii 1969 

7 6 C. van den Eynde (ed.), Commentaire a" Iso'dad de Merv sur I'ancien Testament, vol. 4, CSCO 303 (Syr 
128), Louvain 1969, p. 129. See also Gelston, Twelve Prophets, p. 96, and Brock in MPI 4, p. 60. 

7 7 On this and further examples, see L.D. Reynolds and N.G.Wilson, Scribes and Scholars, Oxford 1974,2nd 
edn., pp. 197-8. 7 8 Cf. Gen. 12:4. 

file:///rbuh
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Ephrem: authentic commentaries on Genesis and Exodus 

Ephrem's commentaries of undoubted authenticity, on Genesis and Exodus, tend to 
support 5b Fs unique agreements with MT. Some of the following instances are quoted 
from Pinkerton,79 while others have been pointed out by Janson.8 0 Notes indicate pas
sages to which the majority readings show assimilation: 

MT 5bl=MT=Ephr. ref. (Tonneau) majority 
Gen. 8:20 n n m n p. 61 
Gen. 17:6 p. 73 cf.Gen. 35:11 
Gen. 18:20 n m p. 76 cf.Gen. 18:21 
Gen. 19:16 m w K n p. 78 cf.Gen. 19:1 
Gen. 35:1 p. 95 
Gen. 41:57 p a n 'ran p. 1018 1 add.^.H-^.i 
Exod. 32:26 m n o n pirca) p. 155 

add.^.H-^.i 

Also of interest is Ephrem's citation of Ps. 104:1 in his Prose Refutations: 

M T "wa n ' m ^nto 
9al and Nestorian witnesses K=>i. rtmlt* rc^-tn 
Most western mss from 6th century onward JD-U... 

The reading cited by Ephrem is not that of the oldest mss. Rather it agrees with MT, 
and also with 9a 1, a unique carrier in Psalms, here joined by the Nestorian authori
ties.83 

Other commentaries ascribed to Ephrem 

A few readings attested in just one of the biblical mss are likewise supported by the 
commentaries attributed to Ephrem on later biblical books: 

MT unique reading in ms majority reading ref in Ed. Rom. 
2 Sam. 19:36 miED DnlE? r ^ ' i r c ^ o rc-\r<*> 9a 1 T ^ W C C rf.-u. 1423A 
2 Kgs. 22:14 173003 K 'Wfcr, 9al r ^ w u ^ 1565B 
Such readings tend to confirm that the commentaries contain material genuinely due to 
Ephrem. 

Emendation with aid of M T 

Methodology 

The text of P as recovered from the extant sources - even including patristic citations -
is in frequent need of emendation. Already in 1869, Noldeke feared that only a 

7 9 J. Pinkerton, "The Origin and the Early History of the Syriac Pentateuch", JTS 15(1914), pp. 14-51. 
8 0 A.G.P. Janson, "Ephrem the Syrian and the Early History of the Peshitta", lecture at Leiden University, 

19 December 1995. 
8 1 According to MT, the famine was severe in all the earth (P">Kn ^33 ) . This was translated exactly as «T&*= 

«^tr«r. Some scribe, however, misunderstood r£±.ir< as land and so expanded: "land of Egypt". Ephrem 
by contrast emphasises that the famine was not confined to Egypt. 

8 2 See discussion in chapter 3 above. 
8 3 C.W. Mitchell (ed.), St Ephraim's Prose Refutations, 2 vols., London and Oxford 1912-21, i, p. 41, lines 

9 11. 
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minority of the corruptions in the old printed editions of P could be remedied through 
recourse to mss, since the greater part had originated during the centuries immediately 
after the translation was made, for which we have no manuscript. The corruptions 
already present in the biblical citations in Aphrahat and Ephrem testified to the "care
less and arbitrary" handling of the text of P during the earliest centuries of its exis
tence. 8 4 

Haefeli in turn closed his monograph on P with a call to give up the attempt to recon
struct the original text, unless more ancient material was discovered, either in biblical 
mss more ancient than those then known or in patristic citations.85 A similar note of 
caution is sounded by de Boer86 and by Lane.87 

It is true that there are a number of errors which appear in every extant ms. This is the 
almost inevitable consequence of the hazards, natural and man-made, which threat
ened the survival of mss. It may well be that more than one direct copy was made from 
the original translation; but only one such copy has left progeny extant today, and so all 
extant mss are tainted by its errors. In fact the latest common ancestor of the extant mss 
may be two or more generations removed from the original, all collateral lines having 
now died out; and in that case all extant mss will bear the errors accumulated over two 
or more transcriptions.88 

Thus a comparison of the surviving Syriac biblical mss cannot take us all the way 
back to the Urtext. Patristic citations, which are occasional and in any case often bear 
the same errors, offer only limited help. Yet we can open up a second front, because the 
translation was made from a Hebrew Vorlage which, although not identical with MT, 
shared a common origin. This may give us a basis to improve on the evidence of the 
extant mss through emendation. The point was well appreciated by Bernstein, who pro
posed some convincing emendations of the Syriac text with the aid of MT. 8 9 A number 
of scholars have followed the same route.90 

Emendation is not to be undertaken lightly, and once again we must consider 
authenticity and direction. Under the first heading, we ask whether the text of the mss 
really is unacceptable as a credible rendering of the Hebrew, and the proposed emenda
tion clearly superior. Here textual criticism once again interlocks with translation tech
nique. Under the second heading, we ask whether the existing text is a credible scribal 
development from the proposed emendation. 

Both questions allow room for subjectivity, illustrated by the following passages: 

84 Literarisches Centralblatt 41,2 October 1869, as quoted and translated by P.A.H. de Boer, "Towards an 
Edition of the Syriac Version of the Old Testament", VT"S\ (1981), pp. 346-57: 347. This was Noldeke's 
response to Ceriani's survey of the manuscript evidence. 

8 5 L. Haefeli, Die Peschitta des alten Testamentes, Mtinster 1927, pp. 115-16. 
8 6 De Boer, "Towards an edition", p. 355: "An attempt to reconstruct 'the' Peshitta version enters the danger 

zone in which easy wishful thinking, or unrealistic ideas about the purity and perfection of the first, origi
nal copy call the tune". 

8 7 D.J. Lane, "Text, Scholar and Church: The Place of the Leiden Peshitta within the Context of 
Scholastically and Ecclesiastically Definitive Versions", JSS 38 (1993), pp. 33-47:46: "The search for the 
Peshitta is a search for a chimaera ... an attempt to discover the sun by study of a dial". 

8 8 A similar phenomenon affects the male line in human families: the stock of surnames is constantly being 
eroded, as male lines become extinct, even though the population itself may be rising. On the early study 
of this phenomenon, see D.G. Kendall, "The Genealogy of Genealogy: Branching Processes before (and 
after) 1873", Bulletin of the London Mathematical Society 7 (1975), pp. 225-53. 

8 9 G.H. Bernstein, "Syrische Studien I", ZDMG3 (1849), pp. 385^28. 
9 0 So e.g. Gelston, Twelve Prophets, pp. 98-100. 
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X Sam. 2:29 

Here a man of God rebukes Eli and his family, in God's name, for their contempt 
towards "my sacrifices and meal-offerings which I commanded". In MT, the phrase 
continues with the Hebrew word "PUD "dwelling-place", which, however, does not fit 
well syntactically. In the P mss, we instead find p^iaxsta "in the wilderness". One could 
argue that this is original: if God "came forth from Sinai"(Deut. 33:2), then the transla
tor may have identified his dwelling-place as the wilderness. On the other hand, P 
seldom wanders so far in his interpretations, and the usual rendering of - occur
ring even three verses later at 1 Sam. 2:32 - is r^-isu^. Thus we could instead argue that 
the original text of P had rc-fcns^n "in the dwelling-place" - a faithful if not immedi
ately meaningful rendering of the Hebrew. In that case, an early copyist corrupted the 
text to K'-to.-cto with a glance at Lev. 7:38, which records how the commandment for the 
Israelites to offer their sacrifices was given in the wilderness of Sinai. If the emendation 
is right, P will have been unusually literal at this point; but the text was obscure, and 
palaeographically the change is credible. 

Job 3:22 

M T -op iKSD" "a icrer bx DTiaon 

who rejoice and gather together and exult when they find a grave 

Whence the gathering together? Rignell suggested that the translator read ^3 "heap" 
rather than ^ 3 "joy", and interpreted "unto a heap" as "gather together".91 Such an 
interpretation, however, seems uncharacteristically subtle. It may instead be that the 
translator reduced the three terms for rejoicing to two, namely and that 
^n^tea is a corrupt dittography of ^ue*> later in the verse. 

Judges 5:14 

M T "room r-oia TnriK 
PmsS V^JCUJLS v«**>»1-> v y i i u s 

after thee Benjamin in thy love 

What are we to make of the last word? In meaning, the extant text bears no relation to 
the Hebrew. Moreover, the term rcbou for "love" is almost wholly alien to P in the Old 
Testament, which instead uses rfteai»i, as Joosten has reminded us.9 2 Hence a strong 
case for emendation. On the other hand, an emendation which achieves the same sense 
as MT will not easily explain the existing text. Specifically, if we emend to 
literal translation - we shall have to suppose quite serious scribal corruption, whereby 
the J»- together with the right-hand part of the first p became the two strokes of «, and 
so on. Overall, though, emendation is probably the least difficult solution. 

9 1 So G. Rignell, The Peshitta to the Book of Job, Kristianstad 1994, p. 27. 
9 2 J. Joosten, "Doublet Translations in Peshitta Proverbs" in MPI 8 (1995), pp. 63-72; see p. 65. The only bib

lical occurrence of noted by Joosten is at Prov. 15:17. 
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Examples 

There are many passages where emendation by conjecture can be more confidently pro
posed, for example: 

Lev. 1:16 

MT IflNlD "IK TOni; P mss (Tuan-ioo .it>, 10; cj ..A->\ \a "and he shall take away..." 
There are further passages in Leviticus (e.g. 3:4) where MT has the Hiphil of 1 1 0 and 
the P mss have a form of .va*. which may in fact represent an original Aph'el of va*.. 

Lev. 24:8 

MT n32?n QV2; mss r^hx.^ r<2»cu=> "on the sixth (day)" cj p«riva*..T n±»cu= 
Here the day is specified on which the shewbread has to be presented each week. Perles 
defends the existing text by referring to Sifra ad loc. and TB Men. 97a, which state that 
the staves that held the loaves were set out on Friday. However, it is the actual presenta
tion of the loaves that is meant here, and the rabbinic sources fully endorse the biblical 
commandment that this was done on the Sabbath itself. 

Deut. 22:9 

MT (D*Ni"D) ""013 (S"Tn *6) "do not sow your vineyard with mixed seeds" 
P mss v^>-i* "your furrow"; cj v ^ » * i "your vineyard" 
The emendation restores correspondence with MT. The existing text seems a corrup
tion due partly to the influence of Lev. 19:19, which forbids mixed seeds in the field, 
though a different Syriac word is used there: ^o^sAnw "your fields" for Heb. 

Josh. 15:12 

J mSS r£a»i»X; cj r£=ai rdSoA 

The reading of the mss is then an assimilation to the Meribah of Num. 20:13 etc. 

Judg. 13:17 
""131331; mss v y i t u o ; cj vyimjo 

This conjecture agrees with the reading ascribed to the 'Ebraya as noted above. 

2 Kgs. 11:6 

MT 1 1 0 ; mss rda-io; cj rda>.\o 
This is the name of a temple gate. The Syriac form is unique, and was interpreted by 
Barhebraeus as r^uii^'hidden". 9 3 Instead, however, we could suppose that P-Kings 
read his Vorlage as TO "pot". For this he offered rduus, the usual translation, to which 
9 3 A. Morgenstern, Die Scholien des Gregorius Abulfarag... zum Buch der Konige, 1895. 
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the existing text in Kings should be emended. This hypothesis is supported by P in the 
parallel at 2 Chr. 23:5, where MT has TIOTi 1 « f but P has: "gate of the cooks 
(r^jAia^,)", which seems an interpretation, with this translator's greater freedom, of 
"gate of the pot". The starting-point "pot" for the translator of P-Chronicles may have 
come independently from the Hebrew of Kings (often consulted by P-Chronicles), 
perhaps in the same copy; or it could in theory derive from consultation of P-Kings. 

Isa. 24:23 

MTVJpT; mss ,cncvcv>; cj ,<ncuoxo 
The existing text of P offers a sense significantly different from MT: God's glory will 
appear not to his elders but to his saints. However, the change could have arisen so 
easily through textual corruption that it cannot safely be ascribed to the translator.94 

Amos 8:6 

MT UbSi; mss re3ee»; cj rdiaa* 
The poor are sold for "sweepings" according to the mss, but the emendation would give 
"shoes", as at the parallel at 2:6. 

Hab. 1:12 

MT niM Kb "we shall not die"; P rA* "without law" 
Here God is addressed. Mekilta Shir. 6 presents MT's reading as a Tiqqun Sopherim 
for m D n Kb: that God will not die was too obvious to state. The P manuscripts declare: 
"Thou art without law, O God." It may be that P's Vorlage agreed with MT; the transla
tor wrote hccxu ctd , intended as "we shall not die"; later scribes, however, understood it 
in the third person, applied to God, yielding a sense again found repugnant; and the 
existing text results from deliberate distortion, partly inspired by Christian opposition 
to the Jewish law.95 

2 Chr. 21:19 

MT nSlB?; mss r^-in-nr; cj r^-m. (which renders (15127 in the similar context of 2 Chr. 
16:14). 
At 1 Sam. 22:19 we find the first of a cluster of serious semantic differences between 
MT and P which cannot be ascribed either to a different Vorlage or to translation tech
nique, and rather seem due to inner-Syriac corruption: 
M T a m ,D^> nan o^nan TJT aa mo 

and he gave him (i.e. Doeg) the city of the priests, and he slew with the edge of the sword 

9 4 See van der Kooij, Die alten Textzeugen des Jesajabuches, Gottingen 1981, p. 280, for a different view. 
9 5 See further Gelston, Twelve Prophets, p. 119. 
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That P does not represent the name of the city, and instead states that it was given to 
Doeg, is suspicious. It seems that ^cruo is a corruption from ^ o A o (or simply ^>cuo) 
and that the original translation was close to MT: 
r£=>ii».1 r£=act&3 X\,n rdi(7î .n rtf^io -=CiAo 

and Nob, city of the priests, he slew with the edge of the sword. 

This case is of interest because everywhere else in the extant text of P the city is called 
not *=<M but This latter change assimilates the name to that (wrongly) introduced 
by Pat Ezek. 47:20-
M T nan K\2b naa n» 

This forms part of the process of levelling names, discussed in chapter 2 above. 
Evidently the corruption at 1 Sam. 22:19 of ^>oAo to o m . o antedates that process, and 
shows it to be due to later scribes rather than the original translators. 

The cluster of putative corruptions continues into 1 Sam. 23: 
MT P (mss) conjecture 

17 ravcb 
19 nTann ninaa r ^ . - v . . ^ ^ ^ ^ 

22 oaipa n« i«m...) iran m ^ ^ c ^ 

The evident corruptions in vv. 17,19,22 and 28 suggest that a page in an early copy was 
damaged, so that the next copyist sometimes had to guess at the text. Such a hypothesis 
would justify even bolder emendations to explain further discrepancies in v.3 and v. 18: 

MT P (mss) conjecture 
3 rmn^a ^» w m a 9 6 

18 ncnna i n a EH r<n^c^=> r£=cm. - - U O A - = K . O 9 7 

Scholarly activity too led to changes in the text. These include the insertion of titles and 
colophons, to mark the boundaries of books and their constituent sections. Some 
books include a note of their midpoint, based apparently on the space taken up rather 
than (as in Jewish tradition) on the number of verses. Thus the midpoints of Isaiah and 
Chronicles are noted (albeit not by all mss) immediately before Isa. 35:3 and 2 Chr. 6:1 
respectively, unlike Isa. 33:21 and 1 Chr. 27:25 in MT.9 8 In Ezekiel the results coincide 
at Ezek. 26:1. 

These scholarly notes may have mistakenly become incorporated into the text. Thus 
the note at Isa. 35:3 runs: 
fc^aoA « i & 0 r£noi& r^kvri'.l rAuj^O.l rda=>cAo K'HoiCN 

admonition and encouragement of the weak, that the saviour will come and deliver them 

This was originally a title of the latter part of Isaiah, but has since merged with the text. 
Something similar may have happened to God's words to Aaron at Num. 18:20 -

9 6 Used as at Neh. 2:7 to specify the territory rather than the tribe of Judah. 
9 7 The extant reading ><n»>ci&. 'valley' may reflect the offer of the Qeilites in v. 18 to hand David over if Saul 

would come down to them. 
9 8 This is the midpoint if we do not include the section 1 Chr. 26:13-27:34, which may be among the many 

passages omitted by the original translator; see Appendix II following this chapter. 
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M T to-iar -aa "[ins "jntoai i p t o ^« 

but your portion and possession among the children of Israel is the heave-offerings and 
holy things of the Lord. 

T° toner -ja 12a inaonNi -jpto TITK 1*? rvarr n i;n» 
At first sight, P has taken refuge in periphrasis, much like T°, to avoid anthropomor
phism. Expansion on this scale, however, is not typical of P, which moreover (unlike 
T°) has no difficulty with the very similar statement at Deut. 18:2 that "the Lord is his 
(i.e. the priest's) possession". Here we note that neighbouring sections have been sup
plied - albeit probably secondarily - with titles: "the passage of the division of Korah" 
(16:1), "on the whole offerings of purification" (19:1). Now chapter 18 has no title, but 
the final words of P's reading above would make a very fitting one: "the heave-offerings 
and holy things of the Lord". Hence it seems that P originally rendered literally here 
too: 

I am your portion and possession among the children of Israel 

Later, we may suppose that the title of Num. 18 was accidentally displaced to this 
point, and then absorbed into the text. As it became the subject, then became cor
rupted tO rArf." 

Daniel 7-11 has been provided with historical notes maintaining the original identi
fication of the four kingdoms as Babylon, Media, Persia and Greece, the final enemy 
being named Antiochus. In the west, by contrast, Rome was the fourth kingdom, in 
both Jewish and Christian tradition (Josephus Antiq. 10.11.7 [276]; Mekilta Bahodesh 
9; Matt.24:15). ,0° 

It must be emphasised that emendation should only be proposed after every possible 
attempt to accept the text as it stands. Here the text of Job 4:19 is apposite -
M T D W I S M "ion via ••aae? *]* 

even those who dwell in houses of clay wh ich . . . 

The Syriac relative clause (left for the moment untranslated) would normally mean: 
"which are completed in dust". Finding this sense unsatisfactory, Bernstein emended 
the verb v A \ - S R » to v . T \ V » "are whitewashed", on the basis of 4 J & in the Syriac-based 
Arabic version.10' However, this emendation lacks any semantic connection with the 
Hebrew, and it is in fact unnecessary. The Syriac verb can also mean "lay foundations", 
as at 1 Kgs. 6:37 discussed above, so that the relative clause can be translated as it 
stands: "which are founded on dust". The interest of Bernstein's suggestion is rather 
that it explains how the translator into Arabic might have 'misread' a Syriac text that 
baffled him. 

9 9 Cf. Gen. 24:27, where the P mss again have for MT "^N, and the original text was perhaps rt*<. 
1 0 0 Aphrahat too identifies the fourth kingdom with Rome, treated as a continuation of Greece, and so places 

the climax in 70 CE. See J. Parisot (ed.), Aphraatis Sapientis Persae Demonstrattones, in Patrologia 
Syriaca,Pai\s 1894-1907,part l,vol. 1,cols.872-82. 1 0 1 Bernstein,"SyrischeStudien l" ,p .391. 
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Emendation must also be kept within bounds. Thus at Deut. 16:20 MT has 
"T""in plX p l S but the P mss all have: "in righteousness judge thy neighbour", which 
instead follows Lev. 19:15. We may well suspect that the substitution is due to a copyist; 
but an editor would be over-stepping the mark if he replaced this text with his own 
translation of the line from Deuteronomy. Similarly, the extant text of P contains a 
number of additional phrases (by comparison with MT) which recall parallel passages, 
and these likewise may have been inserted by copyists, e.g. "Aaron and his sons shall eat 
it" (Lev. 10:18, cf. 8:31) and "who killed his neighbour without wishing" (Num. 35:6, cf. 
Deut. 19:4). Once more, however, these phrases could not be omitted from an edition. 
Again, as noted in chapter 2, there seems to have been a systematic attempt to impose 
uniformity on names, by assimilating them to other names known within the closed 
field of P, as when Saul's daughter 31J3 is everywhere called ^ v . That all this goes back 
to the original translator is unlikely; yet it would be beyond the editor's brief to prepare 
a text with these names corrected on the basis of MT. 

The text of the fourth-century fathers 

It is worth noting that, in some places where emendation seems needed, Aphrahat and 
Ephrem already had the corrupt text. For example, at Gen. 16:2 Sarah expresses the 
hope H33X, that she may be "built up" through her handmaid's child. In P she instead 
wishes: r i a W "I shall be comforted". This bears only a distant semantic relationship 
to the Hebrew, and is more easily explained as a corruption of rdusWa, which would 
render the Hebrew exactly. However, already in the fourth century Ephrem had the 
same text as the mss, as his comment makes clear. Ephrem makes Sarah protest to 
Abraham that she now has to endure Hagar's insults, in bitter contrast to her original 
hopes-

obkaoi* mxy* A K'ocns.i i i ^ o m PCKUCUD 1\/Z> 

for it was for the sake of the consolation that I would have from her that 1 gave her to you 

Similarly at Gen. 30:3 the barren Rachel offers her handmaid to her husband, so that 
she may be "built up" (H33K1) through her handmaid's children. In the mss of P, 
Rachel's hope once more is r d ^ W o "and I shall be comforted", again apparently for 
an original r d i s W . Yet the reading of the mss is again presupposed by Ephrem. When 
Leah later offers her own handmaid, Ephrem makes Jacob at first refuse, saying: 
rdi'i-i am fev.K'.-i rfrd»a=j am feurd >"A 

you (already) have consolation because you do have children 

An example of a corruption in the biblical mss which is already shared by Aphrahat 
occurs at Isaiah 9:12:-
M T ) m t r \ m )33xni 

and the elect will be enveloped in smoke 

Here "the elect" would be an uncharacteristically loose rendering for nifcU 
"pride". Instead it seems a corruption of ni j rds^ which would correspond accurately 
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with the Hebrew.102 Yet Aphrahat has the same text as the mss, for in his discussion of 
the sufferings of the righteous he explains that there are times when there is such 
wickedness in the world that the punishment spills over even upon the righteous; and, 
with a clear allusion to this passage: 

the elect are enveloped in the smoke 1 0 3 

Cases of this sort create a problem of presentation for the modern editor of P, because 
of his dual audience: scholars of the Old Testament and of Syriac-speaking 
Christianity. The former group need to reach back to the translation itself, as a witness 
to the lost Hebrew Vorlage and its exegesis. If they suspect that the Syriac text has suf
fered in transmission, they will wish to emend it. For the latter group, however, readings 
that became corrupted before even the earliest extant patristic writings are of limited 
relevance: so far as the eastern churches are concerned, rd^a^w the reading of P. 
Perhaps the best compromise for a critical edition is to record conjectures in a special 
apparatus, and to present in the main text the best reading that can be recovered from 
the extant witnesses. This would contrast with the Gottingen edition of LXX, whose 
editors are sufficiently confident of emendations to place them in the main text. 

Historical interpretation 

The observed patterns of right and wrong readings must now be explained in historical 
terms, in relation both to the genealogy of the extant mss and to developments in the 
Syriac-speaking church. 

The origin of the new readings 

The history begins with the Urtext: the original translation. This was as literal as possi
ble, within the demands of intelligibility. If many of the unique agreements of single 
mss (such as 5b 1) preserve the original text against the majority of mss, it follows that 
in many passages new readings arose, which all but displaced the old. These new read
ings are already dominant in Aphrahat, but not in Ephrem. They consisted, in large 
measure, of stylistic adjustments and clarifying additions, since the original translation 
had sometimes been constrained by quantitative literalism. The new readings gained 
wide currency, so that in most books there is only one ms that regularly preserves the 
corresponding old readings, though even such a ms will not be altogether free of the 
new. 

The origin of these new readings takes us back to the earliest stages of transmission. 
These include the earliest centuries of P's circulation within the Syriac-speaking 
church, as well as an even earlier stage of transmission within a Jewish community, 
and the process of the adoption of the version by the Church. Those responsible for 
the new readings did not know, or perhaps did not care, that they were moving away 
from the Hebrew original. They evidently did not regard the Syriac text before them as 

1 0 2 C o m p a r e r C - o ^ A a f o r P W 3 mBJJat Isa.28:1,3. 1 0 3 Ed.Parisot, vol.2,col. 12. 
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letter-perfect, but rather as an imperfect version of Scripture which it was their task to 
render more accessible. 

This is indeed a radical attitude, and one can detect some continuity with the radical
ism of the translators themselves, who were prepared to misread or improve on the 
Hebrew text in the interests of good sense. A parallel to the copyists' radicalism can 
also be drawn with the 'vernacular' copies of the Hebrew text from Qumran. In both, 
the copyists speak the same language as that of the sacred text, and they do not hesitate 
to update its language and to make it more accessible in other ways also. A parallel revi
sion process may have been the standardisation of the Syriac language itself shortly 
before the fifth century.104 

It would be interesting to know more about the background of these early revisers. 
They seem to have been a closed group of scholars, rather like the translators before 
them. The revision operates within the closed field of the Peshitta text, without refer
ence to any outside authority - as attested for example, by the odd changes of biblical 
names. 

The new readings created in effect a second edition of P. As Walter notes, this term is 
justified by the fact that most of the new readings represent intentional changes, even 
though some result from corruption.1 0 5 Significantly, the new readings include added 
section headings, which suggest an official attempt to promulgate the text in a new 
form, incorporating the new readings. 

The revision process which led to the new readings could have gone farther, in the 
sense that many passages remain that invite stylistic improvement or harmonisation. It 
may be that the process was arrested by the adoption at some early stage of a particular 
ms as standard. More probably, however, the revision was halted by the schisms of the 
fifth century. 

The spread of the new readings 

In the eyes of the modern investigator, the new readings are errors, because they depart 
from the original text. To scribes, however, they would have appeared superior, because 
they resulted in a fuller and more idomatic text, and ironed out the inner contradictions 
of the Hebrew original. 

The mechanism whereby the new readings spread so widely is that many a scribe was 
aware that the ms from which he was copying might contain errors, and therefore con
sulted an alternative source. This alternative source was often a second ms; in other 
cases, however, it was a text that the scribe had learnt elsewhere by heart - an ability 
that we in the west tend to underestimate. In either case, it often happened that one of 
the scribe's sources presented the old reading and the other source the new. Because it 
appeared superior, the new reading was usually preferred, and would even survive any 
subsequent scrutiny of the copy by a supervisor. 

1 0 4 Thus Noldeke (Compendious Syriac Grammar, p. xxxn) posits "scholastic regulation" to explain the 
settled appearance of the language and orthography already in the fifth century. See also, however, L.van 
Rompay, "Some preliminary remarks on the origins of classical Syriac as a standard language: the Syriac 
version of Eusebius of Caesarea's Eccesiastical History", in G. Goldenberg and S. Raz (ed.), Semitic and 
Kushitic Studies, pp. 70-89. 

1 0 5 D.M. Walter, "The use of sources in the Peshitta of Kings", MPI 8 (1995), pp. 187-204. 
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Such processes of textual admixture occasionally left traces in the copy, where an 
alternative reading is noted in the margin or a new reading imposed after erasure. 
Indeed we sometimes catch the new reading entering a ms in just this way. An instance 
was noted above at Lev. 15:17, where the old reading re^n (corresponding to MT "111? 
'skin') survived into 9a 1 only, and even there a supralinear Beth was added by the first 
hand to yield the majority reading nr-r\m. 

One clue that helps us trace the spread of the new readings is that they are dominant 
in Aphrahat but not in Ephrem. This seems surprising. Ephrem worked in Nisibis and 
Edessa, two great centres of Syriac Christianity, while Aphrahat was in the eastern out
skirts. If the text was undergoing revision, one would have expected Ephrem to know of 
and adopt the new readings well before Aphrahat. 

Another clue is that those mss which regularly preserve old readings come from west-
Syriac centres, in so far as any information survives. Thus 5b 1 was written at Amid; 8h5 
is from Qartmin, the present monastery of Mar Gabriel in Tur Abdin; 1 0 6 and 9a 1 is in a 
Serta hand. Two of the other mss, though written primarily in Estrangelo, show some 
western features: lOfl forms some letters in the Serta fashion, while 6b 1 has occasional 
Jacobite vowels. What may be the latest of these mss, namely 1011, is known to be 
Malkite, and so to represent the west of the Syriac speech area. The provenance of the 
palimpsest 7pj2 is unfortunately unknown. 

Together, these clues suggest that the new readings originated at some prestigious 
centre in the east, perhaps at Mar Mattai itself, during the third century, and spread 
westwards only gradually. In the fourth century they were known to Aphrahat in the 
east but not yet to Ephrem. Also in the west, the biblical citations in the Greek text of 
Eusebius of Emesa (died 359) - which, as Romeny has discovered, reflect the P text then 
known - are again predominantly of the older type.1 0 7 Even at the end of the fifth 
century, Philoxenus of Mabbogh still shows some familiarity with the old readings lost 
in all biblical mss but 5b 1 . l 0 8 

By the sixth century, the new readings must have spread over most of the Syriac-speak
ing area, since most mss of that era or later have them. They took many centuries, 
however, to gain full acceptance in the west, so that a few mss retain old readings regularly 
(though not invariably), while others join them sporadically. The adoption of the new 
readings in the west must have been close to completion by the twelfth century, when even 
the Malkite text is based on the new readings, as shown, for example, by the Psalter 12t 2. 

Even in the west, however, some old readings have been altogether driven out by the 
new. Examples of such new readings are the systematic changes of names, such as 
NKH for the city-name NWB, and others discussed in chapter 2. 

Textual convergence from the ninth century onward 

The ninth century witnessed a standardisation of the text of P. Among mss produced in 
or after that time, the eastern mss are almost uniform in text, and most western mss are 

m A.N. Palmer, Monk and Mason on the Tigris Frontier The Early History of Tur 'Abdin, Cambridge 1990. 
1 0 1 R.B. ter Haar Romeny, "Techniques of Translation and Transmission in the Earliest Text Forms of the 

Syriac Version of Genesis", in MPI 8 (1995), pp. 177-86; A Syrian in Greek Dress, pp. 75-7. 
1 0 8 R.G. Jenkins, The OT Quotations of Philoxenus of Mabbug, Louvain 1989, p. 75. 



Historical interpretation 303 

of the same type - except in the special case of Psalms, discussed below. A division can 
thus be made between older and younger mss - though the older mss form a far looser 
grouping than the younger. 

The text found in both the east and the west from the ninth century onwards has been 
termed the textus receptus,109 or the standard text. 1 1 0 These terms assume too much, as 
Dirksen observes, because the standardisation was not absolute.1" Some mss in the 
west escaped it, at least in some degree, and so lack the readings characteristic of the 
majority of ninth-century and later mss. Witnesses free (or relatively free) of the stan
dardisation include the western massoretic mss, which therefore cannot be viewed as 
the norm by which the text was standardised, despite the function of the Hebrew 
Massora. 1 1 2 Other later western mss that depart from the text common to the majority 
of ninth-century and later mss are 12al and various mss covering individual books, e.g. 
16g6 in Lamentations. Nor should it be forgotten that western mss from the ninth 
century or later include two of our regular unique carriers of old readings, namely 9a 1 
and lOfl. Thus, from the ninth century onward, all mss in the east exhibit a single type 
of text, but the situation is more varied in the west. 

As expected, the text of the majority of ninth-century and later mss incorporates 
most of the new readings that arose in the opening centuries. In other passages, 
however, it has further new readings of its own; and conversely, it very occasionally pre
serves an ancient reading lost by the rest, as at Song 8:14 (cited above). Thus it is not 
derived exclusively from the text of the extant older mss. 

A number of phenomena thus demand explanation in historical terms. The first is 
the fact that the western texts are less homogeneous than the eastern. The relative uni
formity of the eastern witnesses reflects an effort to standardise the text through careful 
comparison of different copies. Less effort was expended on this in the west, where 
LXX was accessible and often enjoyed greater prestige. Thus Philoxenus of Mabbog 
considered the Septuagint to be the most accurate (rc'iuiu*), true (rfi."u.) and correct 
(c^-ifcv) of all Old Testament versions, as well as being the text used by Jesus and his 
disciples in the Gospels and Acts; 1 1 3 and of course the Greek Bible in various forms 
was translated into Syriac to rival P. No wonder, then, that in the west the text of P was 
not preserved with such homogeneity. 

What is remarkable, however, is that the schisms which broke the Syriac-speaking 
church into mutually hostile sects are not reflected in a clear textual division between 
east and west. In principle, one might have expected local text-types to develop. In the 
Vulgate, by comparison, we find distinctive local texts - e.g. Spanish, Transalpine, 

1 0 9 So Koster, The Peshitta of Exodus, p. 2 et passim. 
1 1 0 So Gelston, The Peshitta of the Twelve Prophets, pp. 64-5. 
1 , 1 P.B. Dirksen's review of Gelston in BO 46 (1989), pp. 152-4; "Some Remarks in Connection with the 

Peshitta of Kings", in A.S. van der Woude ed., New Avenues in the Study of the Old Testament, OTS 25, 
Leiden 1989, pp. 2-28 (see p. 28). 

112 Pace M.H. Goshen-Gottstein, "Prolegomena to a Critical Edition of the Peshitta", Scripta 
Hierosolymitana 8 (Jerusalem 1961) 26-67. Goshen-Gottstein later accepted that these mss "have nothing 
to do with textual sub-crystallisations" and rejected the modern term "massoretic mss" altogether, 
instead adoping the native term: Shemahe mss. See "The Peshitta and its Manuscripts", BO 37 (1980), pp. 
13-16.This term was used in the thesis by his pupil C. Brovender, The Syriac Shemahe Manuscripts - a 
Typological and Comparative Study, diss. Jerusalem 1976 (Hebrew with English summary). 

" } G. Diettrich, Eine jakobitische Einleitung in den Psalter (=BZAW 5), Giessen 1901, p. 115. This work also 
quotes the contrary view that P is more accurate because Hebrew is akin ( , - i - t i . o ^ . - U J ) to Syriac. 
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Insular - despite the interaction that must have occurred between these different 
communities within the Catholic Church. In the case of P, the geographical separation 
between east and west was reinforced by the political division between the Roman 
Empire and Persia, and by sectarian opposition. The absence of a textual division 
between east and west thus demands explanation. 

An important point is made here by Jenner, who points out that the ninth century 
was a period of flowering of philological activity in which Moslems, Christians and 
Jews all participated. In particular, the Syrians of the east and the west consulted 
together in the realm of biblical scholarship, which could be viewed as common 
ground. The readiness in the west to accept Nestorian scholarship is attested by the 
Syriac Masora, which appears (to judge from the extant evidence) first in the east (in 
9ml) and then in the west."4 Scholarship travelled also in the opposite direction. The 
Syrohexapla, despite its monophysite origin, was copied for the Nestorian patriarch 
Timothy I (died 823),1 1 5 and is also frequently cited by Isho'dad.'1 6 Timothy also 
sought the loan of the monophysites' manuscript - or in his words r t i a^Htm rdsl**. - of 
Gregory of Nazianzus, in order to collate his own copy."7 Continuing co-operation 
between the two sects in the twelfth and thirteenth centuries contributed to a veritable 
renaissance of Syrian scholarship."8 

It may have been during this period that scholars in the west compared their own bib
lical texts with eastern mss. The greater homogeneity of those mss would have 
impressed them as a token of faithful transmission. Where the western mss were 
divided, the western scholars would have chosen whichever reading enjoyed eastern 
support. In that way, the eastern text became widespread in the west also, though its 
supremacy never became absolute. 

The book of Psalms was exceptional in its textual history. As in the other books, a 
body of new readings arose in the earliest centuries, and sometimes the only ms free of 
these is 9a 1. Thereafter, however, there were separate movements towards standardisa
tion in the east and in the west, owing to the use of the Psalms in divine service, though 
the western text never became so uniform as the eastern. Textual comparison from the 
ninth century onward may have introduced eastern readings into various western mss, 
but in this book the Syrians of the west did not adopt the eastern text as standard. 

According to Jenner, the fact that in most biblical books the eastern text was also 
adopted in the west is due to political factors. Jenner points out that the Nestorian 
Catholicos was granted judicial power over all Christians under Islam, and would have 
been concerned about the integrity of the biblical text, which was fundamental not 
only for all Christians but also in theological disputation with Islam. Jenner therefore 
suggests that the Catholicos may have wished to demonstrate his authority by imposing 
a uniform biblical text for all Syriac-speaking Christians. However, had a show of 
authority been intended, the Catholicos might have been expected to concentrate on 

1 1 4 K.D. Jenner, "Some Introductory Remarks concerning the study of 8a 1", MPI 4 (1988), pp. 200-224: see 
209-211. 

1 , 5 O. Braun, "Ein Brief des Katholikos Timotheos I uber biblische Studien des 9 Jahrhunderts", OrChr 1 
(1901), pp. 299-313; see p. 300. This letter is also noted for its report of a ninth-century discovery of Dead 
Sea scrolls. 1 1 6 CSCO 156 (Syr 75), p.xxiii. 

1 , 7 O. Braun (ed.), Timothei Patriarchae 1Epistulae 7, Paris 1914 (=CSCO ii 67), p. 123. 
1 1 8 P. Kawerau, Die jakobitische Kirche im Zeitalter der syrischen Renaissance, Berlin 1955, pp. 70-2. 
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the Psalms, the book most often read in the Old Testament. Instead it is here out of all 
biblical books that diversity between eastern and western texts is most obvious. 

An alternative explanation of the standardisation of the text from the ninth century 
onward is offered by Dirksen, who notes that most of our old mss reached the west not 
from the heartland of Syriac-speaking Christianity (viz Syria and Iraq) but from the 
monastery of St Mary Deipara at Der es-Suryan in Egypt. So generously, according to 
Dirksen, did the Syrians of the west donate biblical mss to this monastery, particularly 
in the ninth and tenth centuries, that they themselves became short of copies of the bib
lical text, and were forced to copy texts of the eastern type." 9 It seems preferable, 
however, with Lane, to view the precious collection of mss at the monastery of St Mary 
Deipara as the effect, rather than the cause, of the standardisation of the text. Where 
the text traditional among the Nestorians prevailed, the Syrians of the west were 
unable to continue using the older mss, and so deposited them at the distant monastery 
at Der es-Suryan, which enjoyed close relations with the monophysite Syrians of 
Takrit. 1 2 0 

We must be thankful that the goal of standardisation was not pursued in the west so 
zealously as in the east. Hence the survival of old readings, regularly in some mss and 
sporadically in others. 

A simplified model of the textual history 

From the complex development of the text in Exodus, Koster has extracted three suc
cessive stages: 

Stage 1: (partly preserved by) the unique carriers 
Stage 2: the other ancient mss up to the ninth century 
Stage 3: the textus receptus121 

At the beginning of this line we may add (as Stage 0) the Urtext itself. As a first approx
imation to represent the whole history of P, this model is helpful, and not in Exodus 
alone - so long as its limitations are borne in mind. 

First, the second stage is not sharply defined. It is far less homogeneous than either 
the first stage (which in any most books is represented by one ms) or the third (whose 
the mss cohere far more closely). 

Second, the three stages are not strictly successive in time: the onset of a new stage 
did not end the production of mss representing the old. Thus mss representing the 
second stage, and even the first, continue to be produced in the west after the rise of the 
third. Again, in some books the first stage is represented by a single ms which is chrono
logically later than the mss of the second.1 2 2 

Third, although the later stages in principle derive from the earlier, such relations of 
direct dependence do not apply among their extant representatives. Thus 5b 1 cannot be 
the ancestor of the extant mss of the second stage in Exodus, for it shows many errors 
1 1 9 P.B. Dirksen, "East and West", pp. 480-A 
1 2 0 D.J. Lane, The Peshitta of Leviticus, Leiden 1994[=MPI 6],p. !58. 
1 2 1 So the diagram (first inspired by Dirksen's work) shown in M.D. Koster, "Peshitta revisited: a reassess

ment of its value as a version", JSS 38 (1993), pp. 235-68: 266. Dirksen's reservations about the term 
'textus receptus' were aired above. 

1 2 2 This is often true of 9a 1; Esther (where 10ft represents Koster's first stage) is even more striking. 
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of which the latter are free. Those second stage mss must instead derive from a different 
first stage ms, now lost. Likewise, in many books the mss representing the third stage 
preserve readings lost in the older mss; again they cannot derive from the extant mss of 
the second stage or even of the first. 

In all these respects, the complicated textual history has been deliberately simplified, 
in order to provide a helpful overview. In addition to this model, Koster has provided a 
detailed analysis of the mss in P-Exodus, which is fundamental also to the detailed 
history of the text in other biblical books. 

History of modern scholarship 

Finally, we may trace the history of scholarship regarding the supposed distinction 
between eastern and western texts. Such a distinction seemed intuitively obvious in the 
two mutually hostile sects, the Nestorian and the Monophysite. Thus Rahlfs took it for 
granted that any mutual influence between the eastern and western texts was "so gut 
wie ausgeschlossen", and he inferred that any reading attested on both sides would 
have to pre-date the schism.123 Rahlfs may have been inspired by Barhebraeus, whose 
comment on Ps. 10:5 he cites as evidence that eastern and western texts were considered 
distinct.124 

The absence of any boundary between eastern and western texts was first demon
strated in 1963, in Albrektson's study of Lamentations.125 It has since been confirmed 
in book after book - notably, in Judges, Isaiah and the Minor Prophets. The Psalter is 
the only exception. As the crowning indignity to Rahlfs, Dirksen has shown it likely 
that the authority which Rahlfs selected to represent the eastern text, namely the Urmi 
edition, is in fact essentially a western text. 1 2 6 

The main reason that Rahlfs' theory was not challenged earlier was that the evidence 
from the first books to be investigated happened to be consistent with it, because of 
various special factors. In Chronicles there was just one Nestorian ms, which like 
almost any ms had some unique readings. These could be thought to represent an 
established eastern tradition,1 2 7 whereas in fact they may instead have arisen at a rela
tively recent stage in transmission. In Wisdom the position was essentially the same: 
there were four Nestorian mss - 16el, 17el, I8el and 19el - which were closely related 
and showed some exclusive shared readings. The latter were consistent with the hypoth
esis of a distinctive Nestorian tradition,1 2 8 even though they might instead have origi
nated no earlier than the sixteenth century itself. 

The evidence from Psalms was also consistent with Rahlfs's expectations, since here, 
exceptionally, there actually exist "two groups of MSS, to which the names respectively of 
Nestorian and Early Jacobite may be justly applied. The boundary is indeed ill-defined, 

1 2 3 A-Rahlfs/ 'BeitragezurTextkritikderPeschita^Z^H^gCISS^pp. 161-210:165. 
1 2 4 Barhebraeus speaks of r ^ ' U ^ n o r£i£j.-e» r£*u»~. See P.de Lagarde, Praetermissorum Libri Duo, 

Gottingen 1879, p. 110. 
1 2 5 One eastern ms (E) and one western (S) are identical in text, and differ only in externals, notably that E 

introduces each verse with a letter of the alphabet. 
1 2 6 P.[B.] Dirksen, "The Urmiah Edition of the Peshitta: The Story behind the Text", Textus 18 (1995), pp. 

1-11. 1 2 7 Cf. Barnes, An Apparatus Criticus to Chronicles, pp. xxx-xxxi. 
1 2 8 J.A. Emerton (ed.), The Peshitta of the Wisdom of Solomon, Studia Post-Biblica 2, Leiden 1959, p.xlv. 
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but the existence of the groups cannot be denied."129 Psalms was used in the liturgy more 
than any other book, and it is not surprising that the Syrians of the east and of the west 
should each have gone some way towards evolving a distinctive text - though as in other 
books greater uniformity was achieved in the east.130 It is noteworthy, however, that 
although the division itself was confirmed in Psalms, the implications that Rahlfs had 
drawn for the reconstruction of the text were not. Barnes soon discovered that a reading 
attested on both sides of the east-west divide was not necessarily original, and he had to 
conclude sorrowfully that "the history of the Peshitta is a history of never ceasing admix
ture of texts" (p. xli). 

There is just one situation - confined to Psalms - which resembles that described by 
Rahlfs, though not at all in the form that he envisaged. A plausible error gained wide 
currency in the west, but did not reach either the eastern centres or the relatively insu
lated western community that produced 9a 1. The agreement of 9a 1 and the eastern mss 
then gives the correct reading, often despite the greater antiquity of the rival mss. Such 
agreement does not betoken admixture. Rather, it represents the closest that the mss of 
P come in practice to the situation envisaged by Rahlfs, where the agreement of mss 
from two communities that developed separately guarantees the original text. This is 
very far, however, from the general canon which Rahlfs had sought to establish. 

The other reason for the persistence of Rahlfs's theory of an east-west division was 
that it seemed too obvious to need testing. Thus Diettrich in his study of Isaiah simply 
assumed that the eastern and western mss constituted different groups in relation to 
text, and never tried to prove this by specifying readings that distinguished the two. 
Instead, he discussed in detail the relationships between the mss within either group 
separately (pp. xvii-xix, xxiv-xxvi). One bit of evidence discovered by Diettrich in fact 
contradicted his assumed boundary: the western ms 12d 1 (T) agrees closely with the 
eastern mss of the same era. Diettrich's response was to put this ms into the eastern cat
egory, despite its serta hand and its predominantly western spelling Lr^-im-rf.131 

All in all, the balance of opinion on some central questions - notably the absence of 
a textual division between east and west, and the originality of unique readings - has 
changed sharply since the Leiden project was first launched. In this light the decision of 
the Leiden editors to concentrate in the first place on recording all the rival readings, 
rather than proceeding immediately to decide priority, appears a wise one. Inevitably, 
of course, one reading appears in the text of the Leiden edition, the rest in the appara
tus; but this carries no judgment as to priority. As de Boer emphasised: "The text 
printed in this edition - it must be stated expressis verbis - ought to be used in exegetical 
and textual study together with the apparatuses".132 The reading placed in the text of 
the edition is instead chosen on strictly objective lines.133 Had the editors gone further 
and attempted to decide between right and wrong from the outset, the choice of read
ings in the edition would almost certainly have rested on theories that have since been 

1 2 9 Barnes, The Peshitta Psalter, p.xxxvi. 1 3 0 Dirksen, "East and West", VTIS (1985), pp. 468-84:473. 
1 3 1 There are, however, occasional eastern vowel signs. 
1 3 2 See part 1, fasc. 6 of the Leiden edition (Leiden 1977), p. VIII . De Boer enlarges on this in "Towards an 

Edition of the Syriac Version of the Old Testament", VT1\ (1981), pp. 346-57:356. 
1 3 3 At times, individual editors have broken the formal rules, evidently in order to promote what they consid

ered the earliest reading. For example, at Gen. 30:31 the text has K'Ki= on the sole authority of lOg 1, 
agreeing with MT rv)ja, while the majority reading rcv*z> is relegated to the apparatus. 
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questioned. For example, the unique agreements of 5b I with MT in Genesis-Exodus 
might have been relegated to the apparatus, not with a specific reminder to consider 
them as carefully as the readings in the text, but as a token of their rejection by the 
editor. By their realism, together with their industry, the collaborators to the Leiden 
edition have laid an abiding foundation for Peshitta research. 

Appendix I: Single Urtext or Multiple Origin? 

Almost all the variants in mss of P are readily explained through scribal developments, 
conscious or unconscious. They are thus fully compatible with the hypothesis of a 
uniquely defined Urtext. A few variants, however, suggest at first sight more than one 
point of contact with the Hebrew, and so deserve further scrutiny. 

(a) At Exod. 3:16, where God is the subject, the texts offer: 
MT *te "HO*, 5bl A > u , fcne\ rell. A*. A ^ W 
While 5b 1 renders the Hebrew simply, the majority have a respectful circumlocution 
which originated in the Palestinian Targum tradition. Both renderings of HK1 Niph. in 
relation to God are known elsewhere in P: 1*. A^xrC is usual (8x) in Genesis, and serves 
also for mp* (of God) at Exod. 3:18; and A ,v>> W is usual (5x) elsewhere in Exodus.134 

We need not posit two independent translations of the Hebrew in this passage: instead, 
one may be original and the other an assimilation to a parallel passage. It may thus be 
that 5b 1 is original while the others conform to Exod. 3:18; or the majority may be orig
inal while 5b 1 conforms to Exod. 4:1 (where all mss show , u » W for HK13). 

(b) In rendering the phrase niT] "TH in Leviticus, the mss are continually divided 
between reu*^ re^-i and ^ o v ^ Likewise at Gen. 8:21,8/5bl has the first phrase 
only while the other mss preface it with the second. The two need not be independent 
treatments of the Hebrew; the second may instead reflect LXX dour) eowSiag. 

(c) At Num. 21:30, for the difficult DT31 in MT, the P mss divide between rtsA^W 
and rdfcAou. These look like alternative interpretations of T 3 , as "yoke" and as "tilled 
ground"; the first derives from the sense of T 3 in Aramaic and Syriac and may underlie 
T° "Dte, while the second is the sense of the Hebrew at Hos. 10:12 etc. It could instead 
be argued, however, that rcs\Aax. is alone original, while rdfeAnu is a corruption, partly 
induced by the reference to "fields of Moab" at Gen. 36:25.1 3 5 This view gains support 
from the fact that the sense "tilled ground" for T 3 is never elsewhere recognised by P, 
which instead usually has re^js. (as for "13), even in the obviously agricultural contexts 
of Jer. 4:3 and Hos. 10:12. 

(d) In both of the parallel passages 2 Kgs. 19:24 and Isa. 37:25, for "112*0 *"1K* in MT, 
9a 1 has rfni-nx_ rdWirru while the rest have rdi^. ^ o i o u . Each is a credible treatment 
of the Hebrew: 9al's rendering is paralleled in the Targum, while the equation of "11210 
with rrM.T\ recurs at Ps. 31:22 (where MT has "112*0 TV). It does not follow, however, 
that there were two alternative Syriac translations from the first, in either passage. 
First, either reading is a credible inner-Syriac corruption of the other. Second, even if 
rCh.-Ty^ and rdi.Tv are independent translations of "112*0, it may be that one was used in 

1 3 4 For tabulation and discussion see S.P. Brock, "A Palestinian Targum Feature in Syriac", JJS 46 (1995), 
pp. 271 -82. 1 3 5 The previous verse in Numbers begins: "Woe to you, Moab". 
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Kings and the other in Isaiah, and that copyists later imposed uniformity, in different 
directions. In that case, HTj.TX is probably the original reading in Isaiah (given that "USD 
'•"IK'' is rendered r<3*s*. r^otcm at Isa. 19:6), and therefore rcoi^av. in Kings. 

(e) At Hos. 11:8, MT has "|33?2K while the P mss divide between v^i^K* (in the 
majority) and v y n . r c (9a 1). Although it has been suggested that these are alternative 
renderings of the Hebrew,136 the second reading can instead be explained as a simple 
corruption of the first. The reason for preferring vNiAi-r<' is that it lies closer semanti-
cally both to MT (literally "shield") and to P's rendering of T,3nX in the preceding 
phrase, namely 

( 0 In the light of these cases, we finally consider Gen. 6:2,4. Here MT has 
DYrton -32 while the P mss are divided, with jx.mc\re ,s= in most mss but rtxi\ in 
8/5bl. These are two independent treatments of the Hebrew: the majority transliterate 
while 8/5bl takes OTrbK as 'judges', as did R.Simeon bar Yohai in the mid-second 
century CE (Gen. Rabba 26:5). Before concluding, however, that P presented here two 
alternative renderings from the first, we must compare the citations in Ephrem's com
mentary,1 3 7 which presents - or at least comes close to presenting - both variant read
ings: rfcriW ,3=1 in v.2 and rdw.-x in v.4. This suggests that the original text of P was 
uniquely defined at both points after all, on the following hypothesis. The translator 
wrote }a.maW , 3 = in v.2 and , 1 = in v.4; Ephrem preserves this inconsistency, 
though he replaces ;a.rnaW by its obvious Syriac cognate and abbreviates the second 
rendering; the biblical manuscripts impose consistency between the two verses, with 
8/5M showing one reading and the remaining mss the other. 

On this view, the case is similar to (d) above, where the same word was rendered dif
ferently in two parallel passages. Here, however, the translator is supposed to have 
offered two very different renderings of the same Hebrew phrase within three verses; 
and this may strain belief. However, similar examples can be found elsewhere, as noted 
in chapter 2. We may recall in particular the two different meanings given to 
D^IUD nann within a single verse: first the abomination of the Egyptians, then their 
object of awe. On Gen. 6:1-4 see now A. van der Kooij, "Peshitta Genesis 6: 'Sons of 
God' - Angels or Judges?', Journal of Northwest Semitic Languages 23 (1997), pp. 
43-51. According to van der Kooij, T^mW u=> is the original reading both in v.2 and in 
v.4. 

All in all, then, there is probably not a single variant which implies unambiguously 
more than one point of contact with the Hebrew; nor, as we have seen in chapter 3, does 
the wider textual variation in the indirect tradition support the hypothesis of a multiple 
origin for P. There is, however, occasional evidence - as the next appendix shows - that 
the translators may have checked each other's work against the Hebrew. 

Appendix II: Two extensive variations 

The most extensive variant among the mss of P concerns 1 Chr. 26:13-27:34. This 
section is present in 7a 1, 8a 1 and 17el only. The oldest ms is unfortunately missing in 

1 3 6 D.J. Lane in JBL 103 (1984), p. 108. 
1 3 7 R.-M. Tonneau (ed.), Sancli Ephraem Syri in Genesim et in Exodum Commentarii, CSCO 152 (Syr 71), 

Louvain 1955, sections 6.3,5 (pp. 55,57). 
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this part of Chronicles.138 However, it contains a note marking the end of 2 Chr. 5:14 as 
the midpoint of the book, which can only be so if the disputed section is not included. 
Here we recall that the midpoints of books noted in mss of P (notably Isaiah) seem 
based on the space occupied by the text. 1 3 9 

This section was translated from the Hebrew, but the authenticity of the translation 
technique is suspect, since the form of the Hebrew is reproduced here far more closely 
than elsewhere in P-Chronicles (at least from I Chr. 2 onward). In particular, clarifying 
expansions are lacking, e.g. 

1 Chr. 26:18 

M T l a i s ^ onv ntoo 1? n s m x mvnb laieh 

This hews so close to the Hebrew as to lack meaning, and 1313 is transliterated - a 
device not used outside this section in P-Chronicles.140 

1 Chr. 27:6 -

M T 133 mrnv inptooi car ton toi cer ton 1133 mi Kin 

Here again P corresponds to the Hebrew so closely as to be obscure; the "thirty" are left 
unexplained and the final phrase does not make immediate sense.141 

Again, some particular usages in this section differ from those elsewhere in P-
Chronicles. The form ^SIKI, indicating the members of the tribe collectively, is ren
dered l * = o i x^a.i r r ^ - i T . elsewhere in P-Chronicles (1 Chr. 5:6,26,12:37); this section, 
however, uses the adjective f x ^ o i ( l Chr. 27:16)orl»=a 'i ,i=(l Chr. 26:32). The phrase 
*?n33 l©p3 is rendered literally by r£=>i *yr? rfi*±.\ at 1 Chr. 26:13 within the section, 
but more idiomatically - in an analogous context - by rfr,™ \^.r? r?i&±.\ at 1 Chr. 25:8 
outside. At 1 Chr. 26:27, we find the verbal noun rA*c*>, never found elsewhere in this 
book: 
MTn"3*? ptn4?, P n£.i».i C H W M r*i.CuA 
The noun "IDE? (1 Chr. 26:29, 27:1) is here rendered r£i\,Ax., rather than K"iao> as usual 
elsewhere in P, including 1 Chr. 23:4,2 Chr. 19:11. The authenticity of this long passage 
is thus uncertain. 

How would the rival reading - which here means the omission of the whole section -
perform by the criterion of authenticity? In any other book, omission on such a scale 
would be decidedly unauthentic. P-Chronicles, however, exhibits a number of omis
sions, such as 2 Chr. 4:11-17,19-22. Thus omission is not ipso facto unauthentic here, 
though it must be admitted that no other omission in P-Chronicles is so long. 

We now turn to the criterion of direction, which at first sight favours the longer text; 
1 3 8 This is 6h 13, missing from 1 Chr. 22:8 to 2 Chr. 5:14. 
1 3 9 A quick check is provided by Lee's printed text, which lacks the disputed section. There Chronicles begins 

in the upper part of p. 334 and ends in the upper part of p. 392; and the end of 2 Chr. 5:14, noted as the 
half-way point, is exactly midway, in the upper part of p. 363. 

1 4 0 The phrase D ,D ,n "HaT is also transliterated (as ^ c n . ia . i ) , at 1 Chr. 27:24. 
1 4 1 Note also the disfigurement of the name larDff. 
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it is easier for a copyist to lose a passage than to supply it. Yet directionality is not clear-
cut here, precisely because the variation is so extensive. In favour of the shorter text, we 
could attribute this uniquely long omission to the original translator, and argue that 
because of its very length it was detected by a colleague - whose approach happened to 
be more literalist - and made good on the basis of the Hebrew. If so, then the col
league's ability still to consult the Hebrew suggests that little time had elapsed since the 
original translation.142 However, the 'patch' never became fully established in the man
uscript tradition. This hypothesis would explain those elements in the disputed passage 
which contrast with the usual technique of P-Chronicles. 

It remains to explain how the original translator could have omitted the passage in 
the first place. The first verse of this section, namely 1 Chr. 26:13, resembles the earlier 
verse 1 Chr. 25:8. Both open ni^Ta 1TETI and include the phrase VnJO "tDp3. It may 
be that on reaching 1 Chr. 26:13 the translator thought that he had come upon a 
passage that duplicated - or even contradicted - a passage that he had already trans
lated. In that case he would have skipped the rest of the lists and proceeded straight to 
the next narrative, immediately after 1 Chr. 27:34. Hence the omission of this whole 
section. Such a step is in keeping with the radicalism forced upon the translator of 
Chronicles by the generally poor state of his Vorlage. 

To suggest that the Vorlage was hopelessly illegible in this section would be less satis
factory. First, at 1 Chr. 2:13-14, MT names Jesse's seven sons, with David as the 
seventh; but P supplies an additional brother before David, no doubt because 1 Sam. 
16:10 stated that David had seven elder brothers. P calls the additional brother Elihu, 
which name could only have been inferred from the phrase T H TINO 1T**K at 1 Chr. 
27:18. Thus, whoever translated the rest of Chronicles must have had some access to 
the Hebrew text of the disputed section. Second, whoever translated the disputed 
section had access to a Hebrew copy of Chronicles that was legible in this section; and 
unless that copy had just Come to light, it must equally have been available to whoever 
translated the remainder of the book. The original translator's omission of this section 
would thus not have been due to the illegibility of the Vorlage directly, but rather to the 
radical attitude which he had to adopt in the face of that illegibility in order to dis
charge his task. 

We must now turn to the distributional criteria. The disputed section is confined to 
mss 7a 1, 8a 1 and 17el. There are no convincing instances where, singly or together, 
these mss exclusively preserve the correct text. 1 4 3 On the other hand, there are cases 
where the truth is preserved in 9a 1 alone, which is one of the witnesses to the shorter 
text. Thus the distributional argument favours the shorter text - which is also admissi
ble on authenticity grounds. If the shorter text is original, however, the longer is still 
almost as ancient. 

Far less extensive, but no less problematic, is the variation at Judg. 20:20-1. Here 
we find some material confined to a few mss (6h7 6phl I 1 8a 1*), followed by further 
1 4 2 A colleague would presumably have used the same Hebrew text as the translator. That the Hebrew text 

was legible in this section, unlike many others in Chronicles, need not contradict this; the Vorlage need 
not have been uniformly damaged throughout. 

1 4 3 Barnes, An Apparatus Criticus to Chronicles, (who did not collate 8al) thought that 7al and 17el together 
sometimes alone preserved the truth, but all the instances that he quotes (on p. xxxi) concern prepositions 
or other minor matters. 
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material common to all the mss. The Syriac text, together with what appear to be the 
corresponding Hebrew words, may be tabulated as follows: 

6h76phll'8a l*only: 
tolEP K2T1 20a a 

L m ^ ^ a i . ^ ^ p ^ a a* norr>n^ 2 0 a p 

ixnvr ETK (DnN) i a i i n 20b a 
o ^ x ^ rtxin nvii ix rmnin 20b p 

Common to all manuscripts: 
4 = ana.o n W r i P PTO W2T1 2 1 a 

l^iai. laocA oliivwrsro ^KIET ETK [U]DX lailTI 20b a 

am ^ > » o L i a , ^» cu»ir^o Nil"!!! DVa to"IGTa i n T ICTl 2 1 b a 

nnnini 2 0 a p i 

r c v i ^ ^ . 1 = ^ ^ ^ nan* BTK qto DTIBWI crw 2 1 b p 

At first sight, 6 h 7 etc. preserve v.20 while the other mss do not. This would obviously 
make the text of the former more authentic. Closer inspection shows that matters are 
not so simple. In the text common to all the mss, two phrases from v.20 are actually 
embedded. Moreover, the material confined to 6 h 7 etc. is not a straightforward render
ing of v.20: the opening phrase has been modified so that the Israelites do not go out to 
fight the Benjamites, as in MT, but vice versa. It is also noteworthy that quantitatively 
the complete text of 6 h 7 etc. does not correspond to the Hebrew much closer than does 
the majority text. The majority text is eight words shorter than MT, but the text of 6 h 7 
etc. is five words longer than MT, because it duplicates those phrases from v.20 already 
rendered in the material common to all the mss. In summary, the criterion of corre
spondence with MT - which is one aspect of authenticity - favours the longer text; but 
the case is not overwhelming. 

The other aspect of authenticity concerns the translation technique. In Judges, as 
usually elsewhere, P strives for clarity. By this criterion, the shorter text is more authen
tic, for it is easier to follow. In v. 19, the Israelites encamp outside Gibeah, and the 
shorter text provides a vivid sequel: the Benjamites make a sortie and defeat them. Now 
the Hebrew text in this whole passage is heavy with repetitions, and many modern com
mentators suspect that two accounts have been combined. In one account, the 
Israelites encamp outside Gibeah and are suddenly overwhelmed by the Benjamites 
(w.19,21); in the other, the Israelites take the initiative and attack Gibeah itself, where 
they are beaten back (v.20). 1 4 4 It may be that P's translator, like many moderns, consid
ered that the logical sequel to v. 19 was v.21, to which he proceeded immediately, sal
vaging from v.20 those few phrases that did not directly contradict his general account. 
By comparison, the longer text is confusing - in making the Benjamites sally forth from 
Gibeah twice - and to that extent less authentic. 

The criterion of direction favours the longer text, as Dirksen observes;145 a scribe's 
eye could easily have jumped from the first occurrence of .•s.j.^^a ^caua ,3= OOAIO to 

1 4 4 So e.g. F.C. Burney, The Book of Judges with Introduction and Notes, London 1918, p. 476. 
1 4 5 P.B. Dirksen, "The Ancient Peshitta Manuscripts of Judges and their Variant Readings" in Peshitta 

Symposium I, pp. 127-46. 
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the second. However, the priority of the shorter text cannot be excluded, because the 
discrepancy with the Hebrew is so extensive that a colleague might have detected it. 
One could then imagine a colleague adding the whole of v.20 (leaving alone those parts 
already present) and switching the roles of the Israelites and Benjamites to conform 
with v.21. 

Altogether, the intrinsic criteria - of authenticity and direction - yield no certain 
conclusion. The distributional criteria, however, suggest a decision. Dirksen's examina
tion of the variants in Judges shows that the shared exclusive readings of 6h7 and 8al 
do not appear preferable in any other passage. By contrast, the mss supporting the 
shorter text, especially in combination, have a better track record.'4 6 On balance, there
fore, the shorter text seems the older, even though Dirksen himself inclines to support 
the longer on grounds of direction. One must admit, however, that the decision is finely 
balanced. 

Appendix III: Modelling the relations among the witnesses 

The development of the text over the centuries is a complex process, which we might 
better understand if it could be simplified without loss of its essential features. Whereas 
Koster's representation of the ms inter-relations was linear, we may obtain a more 
detailed model by introducing a second dimension. 

Given a geographical map, it is easy to measure the distance between every possible 
pair of cities, and to compile a table of inter-city distances. A computer technique, pio
neered by Kruskal,1 4 7 makes possible the reverse process: starting from the table of dis
tances, we may obtain a map showing the location of the cities. The same method can 
even be applied to entities - like manuscripts - for which the very existence of a map 
was not clear in advance. All that is needed is a table showing the distances - in our case, 
the degrees of textual divergence - between each pair. On the resulting map, then, the 
distance shown between each pair of mss will reflect, as closely as possible, the degree 
of textual dissimilarity between that pair. Figs. 6 and 7 (see pp. 320 and 321) are the 
"maps" obtained for the P mss in Lamentations and Psalms respectively.148 

The obvious definition of textual dissimilarity between two mss is the number of dis
agreements between them. However, some mss may be defective or fragmentary, so that 
it will not be possible to compare every pair of ms in every variant passage, i.e. in every 
passage where textual variation exists among the extant manuscripts. To adjust for this, 
we may define the degree of textual dissimilarity between two mss as the number of dis
agreements expressed as a percentage of the number of variant passages where both 
mss are extant. From a table showing these indices of textual dissimilarity between 

1 4 6 On p. 141, Dirksen enumerates 11 cases where 6h7 and 8al agree against the other ancient mss. The four 
which he finds determinate are listed in the body of this chapter. Six more were indeterminate, and the 
other is the present passage. 

1 4 7 J.B. Kruskal, "Multidimensional Scaling by Optimising Goodness-of-Fit to a Nonmetric Hypothesis", 
Psychometrika (1962), pp. 125^10. 

1 4 8 For an application to the mss of Isaiah, see M.P. Weitzman, "The Analysis of Manuscript Traditions: 
Isaiah (Peshitta Version) and Matthew", in Actes du Second Colloque International "Bible et 
Informatique: methodes, outils, resultats", Jerusalem, 9-13 juin 1988, Paris-Geneva 1989, pp. 641-52. The 
textual history in this book seems to have been so complex as to make the map less informative here than 
elsewhere. 
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each pair of witnesses, the diagram can be obtained by a standard statistical procedure, 
described in the next appendix. 

In each diagram a location is given not only to the extant mss but also to the original 
(fi). Although the original is lost, its reading can be reconstructed - or so the critic 
believes - in the determinate passages. As for any other fragmentary witness, therefore, 
we can calculate its index of textual dissimilarity with every other ms, and so locate it 
on the map. For statistical analysis it is better for the data to be copious - even if they 
include a little 'grit' - than sparse. We therefore need to take a maximalist view of what 
constitutes a determinate passage. Any passage where one of the variant readings 
stands closer than its rival(s) to MT, whether in form or in content, will be taken as 
determinate, the reading of Q being whichever reading agrees with MT. Elsewhere, the 
text of Q is treated as missing. The criterion of agreement with MT may occasionally 
be false: the similarity of a Syriac reading to MT may be due, for example, to revision 
after LXX or to coincidence. Over the great majority of passages, however, the crite
rion is likely to give correct results, since in general the translator is likelier to have fol
lowed his Hebrew Vorlage than to have departed systematically from it. 

The relative bearings of the different mss from the location of the original (Q) can be 
interpreted in historical terms. A path radiating outwards from Q can be interpreted as 
a line of descent, on which the ancestor stands closer than its descendant to Q. 
Conversely, mss lying at very different bearings from Cl will have come down to us by 
routes that are relatively independent. Those ms pairs which differ most in their bearing 
from Cl are of particular interest, since their texts show the greatest degree of mutual 
independence.149 Where they agree in text, their common reading will normally be 
correct; and where they diverge, the truth may survive in either of them, even perhaps 
alone. This reasoning is developed further in Appendix IV. 

Model of the manuscript relations in Lamentations 
The map for Lamentations is based on Albrektson's collations.150 Massoretic mss are 
represented by lower-case letters. In addition, the sigla for eastern mss are here itali
cised. 

Koster's three phases can be detected in Lamentations no less than in Exodus. F 
(9a 1) often agrees uniquely with MT and corresponds to Koster's first stage, while the 
other mss up to the ninth century correspond to Koster's second stage. However, the 
second stage group is widely distributed over the map, confirming its relative hetero
geneity. Near the top of the map we may identify a concentration which includes all the 
eastern mss but also most of the later western mss (SJNCTEGHKLMQa).'51 This 
reflects the widespread standardisation that occurred from the ninth century onward. 
At the same time, it is clear from the map that some western mss escaped the standardi
sation, and in particular that the western massoretic mss never served as a norm to 
standardise the text in the west. 

1 4 9 The special interest attaching to such 'mutually opposed' mss was first pointed out by M. Bevenot, The 
Tradition of Manuscripts: A Study in the Transmission of St Cyprian's Treatises, Oxford 1961 (reprinted 
WestportCT 1979), pp. 148-50. 

1 5 0 B. Albrektson, Studies in the Text and Theology of the Book of Lamentations, Lund 1963. 
1 5 1 Of the remaining mss, P shows the closest affinity with this group. 
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Whereas F stands at one extreme bearing from Cl, two other western mss stand at the 
other: O (16a6) differs most in bearing, with B (12a 1) in a similar direction. This sug
gests that the greatest degree of textual independence can be found between F on the 
one hand and BO on the other. Hence we may expect readings common to FBO to be 
original, and we may even expect the original reading to survive on occasion in F alone 
or BO alone. In this short book the only two variations in which FBO agree against the 
rest concern Seyame, but in both FBO stand closer to MT: 

MT FBO rell. 
Lam. 2:6 "1171 ft rdv^.v^ rd^ii.Vb. 

Lam. 3:12 yrf? r d i r e ^ r«riro4 
There are also places where the text unique to 9a l can claim to be original, notably: 

MT F(9al) rell. 
Lam. 1:18 K3 1S7DB* rd> 
Lam. 2:7 *117*1*2 OVO rd.V .̂V^A rdSBCU vyr^ r^.Ti.**.:! r̂ »<XL=:» vyrf 
Lam. 4:12 T I K I "IS «^i=.A»-=o r t ^ o W rd^cArda m^A^ 

Conversely, at Lam. 5:10 the reading unique to BO may be original: 
M T noaa -rana irnw 
BO o.l&o&vre K'icoiv v-y.rd 

One must remember, however, that the map is no more than suggestive. In this case, the 
identification of F on the one hand and BO on the other - all western mss of the ninth 
century or later - as 'maximally opposed' recognises that the eastern text drove out 
certain good readings, which became confined to isolated pockets in the west. However, 
we must not view the agreement of F with BO as automatically correct: both may 
instead bear a plausible reading that became current in the west but did not infect all 
other extant mss. 

Model of the manuscript relations in Psalms 

The map of Psalms (fig. 7, page 321) is based mainly on the collations of Barnes, who 
includes printed editions as well as quotations from various ecclesiastical writers: 
Aphrahat, Philoxenus of Mabbog, Daniel of Salah, Moses bar Kepha and 
Barhebraeus.152 One ms - 8a 1 * - has been added from Walter's collations. 

The horizontal axis of the map can be interpreted geographically, with the western 
mss on one side and the eastern on the other. This division between the two groups 
reflects separate standardisation in the east and in the west. Even so, the western group 
- which includes Jacobite, Malkite and Maronite texts - is far looser than the eastern. 

Distance from Cl on the map reflects textual deterioration. As expected, the older mss 
tend to stand closer to Cl. However, the correlation is not perfect; in particular, the mas
soretic ms Z (1 Om 1) has an especially pure form of the western type of text. 

Standing at the most extreme bearings from Cl are 9a 1 on one side and the Nestorian 

1 5 2 Apart from Aphrahat, these are cited respectively from: E.A.Wallis Budge (ed.), The Discourses of 
Philoxenus, Bishop of Mabbogh, London 1894; ms B.L.Add.17125 and Diettrich's collations in the next-
mentioned work; G.Diettrich, Eine jakohitische Einleitung in den Psalter, Giessen 1901; P.de Lagarde 
(ed.), Praelermissorum LibriDuo, Gottingen 1879. 
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authorities on the other. The western mss, though these include the oldest, stand within 
a relatively narrow 'wedge' - bordered by broken lines on the map - between those two 
extreme bearings. This suggests that the combination of 9a 1 and the Nestorian group 
will usually be correct, and also that either may on occasion preserve the original text 
alone. Passages where the agreement of 9a 1 and the Nestorian witnesses gave the better 
reading were noted above, at Ps. 39:7 and 104:1. Elsewhere the truth may survive in 9a 1 
alone, as at Ps. 69:11-
MT'MM 01X3 ,133*0,9a 1 r t S a o ^ rell. 
or in the Nestorian authorities alone, as at Ps. 94:8 -
MT 0273 D"nr3, eastern mss i t ^ a rr*.\,T,, rell. rCz*^* r^-\r-
All this implies that the western mss, though these include the oldest, add little to the 
combined testimony of 9a 1 and the eastern mss.1 5 3 This conclusion seems valid 
throughout the Psalter, though Ps. 51:13 is exceptional: 

C H Q S (+Aphrahat), rell. r&*xa vy»oi 
Although C H Q S are western, their reading preserves the native feminine gender of 
'spirit' and so appears original. 

The locations of the ecclesiastical writers are tentative, being based on sparse refer
ences. Aphrahat's text, though close to ft, stands squarely within the 'wedge' that 
covers the western mss. In this book Aphrahat preserves no good reading absent from 
the biblical mss, and at Ps. 41:2 he already has a 'new reading' which later recurs 
among the western mss.1 5 4 The location of Barhebraeus towards the 'east' of the map 
reflects the incursion of eastern readings into the western text by his time. For the same 
reason Lee's edition, nominally western, stands away to the 'east' of the other western 
authorities. 

In the emergence of a distinctive western text, the book of Psalms is exceptional. For 
the most part, the typical pattern is that of Lamentations. 

Conclusion 

The map is a heuristic device, rather than a foundation for rigorous argument. It reveals 
the main groupings and their degree of inner cohesion. It highlights those pairs of mss 
which are least often caught together in error, and whose agreement is therefore likeliest 
to give the original reading in passages where intrinsic criteria fail. The lines radiating 
outwards from ft further suggest outlines of textual history. Ultimately, however, the 
map is no more than a simplified representation of the complex relations among the 
mss; and in the last analysis, every variant reading must be treated on its own merits. 

Appendix IV: The rationale of the manuscript map 

It often happened - not least in biblical texts - that a scribe copied one main ms source 
but drew at the same time upon a second, or upon his independent knowledge of the 
text, in order to remove any errors in his main source. This procedure is often called 

1 5 3 For more detailed treatment, see M.P. Weitzman, "The Originality of Unique Readings in Peshitta ms 
9a 1", M PI 4 (1988), pp. 225-58. 

1 5 4 This is the insertion of dalath to link the two verse halves, recurring in ABDHJR. 
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'contamination', though the term is excessively pejorative, as many good readings 
might otherwise have perished. It can lead to a bewildering variety of patterns of agree
ment and disagreement between mss (except in relation to the smallest sub-families), 
which prevents the construction of any meaningful stemma or genealogical tree of the 
mss. The map is an alternative representation which may shed light on the relationships 
between the mss. 

A simplified model 

Let us first imagine a ms tradition in which the original Cl survives, together with two 
mss A and B. For simplicity, assume that none of these mss has any lacunae, and that at 
any point in the text there are never more than two alternative readings. We could take 
these three authorities by pairs and count the disagreements between each pair - i.e. 
how many times A differs from Cl or B from Q or A from B. We could then draw a trian
gle on which each ms is represented by a point and the distance between any pair of 
points equals the number of disagreements between the corresponding mss. 

The shape of that triangle, and in particular the angle which the points A and B 
subtend at Cl would reflect the degree of textual independence between A and B, and 
this would have implications both for critical policy and for history. Basically, the wider 
the angle subtended at Cl the greater the degree of textual independence between A and 
B. In one hypothetical extreme, the angle is zero and the triangle collapses into a line, 
with one copy in the middle, as below: 

Cl A B or Cl B A 
The first diagram means that B never agrees with Cl against A. Thus B has some errors 
of which A is free, but no good readings not also found in A. In the reconstruction of 
Cl, B may be ignored. In historical terms, B is (or might as well be) derived from A. The 
situation in the second diagram is similar. 

In the other hypothetical extreme, the angle subtended Cl is 180°. Once more the tri
angle collapses into a line, but now with Cl in the middle, as below: 

A a B 
This diagram means that the two mss never err together. Where one commits an error, 
the other is needed to correct it. Both mss are indispensable. In historical terms, the two 
mss descend from Cl by wholly independent routes. 

In practice, the angle which the two points A and B subtend at Cl will lie between the 
two extremes values of zero and 180°. The greater the angle - i.e. the more different the 
bearings of the points A and B as viewed from the original - the greater the degree of 
textual independence between the two. The reasoning is explained more fully in the 
mathematical note below. 

The case where a scribe mingles readings from two sources is illustrated as follows. 
Suppose a different ms tradition, where the original and three extant mss ABC survive. 
A and B err together once, and in addition each has four errors of which the other is 
free. C is a mixed copy, based on both A and B. By consulting B, C eliminates three of 
the errors peculiar to A, retaining one plausible false reading only. Similarly, he corrects 
away all but one of the errors peculiar to B. The one error common to A and B is natu
rally repeated in C. 
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Using 0 for a correct reading and 1 for an error, we may represent the readings in the 
nine passages as follows: 

Manuscript Passage no. No. of 
Errors 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
a 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
A 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 5 
B 1 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 1 5 
c 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 3 

Then the numbers of disagreements between the various pairs of mss are as follows: 
QA=nB=5; fiC=3; AB=8; AC=BC=4 

These are represented by the following figure: 

Fig. 5. Example of manuscript map. 

C is a relatively successful mixture, in that the scribe made the right decision in six out 
of the eight passages where he had a choice between the readings of A and B. Had he 
been less successful, C would have been located at a greater distance from CI. 

It will be noted that the mixed ms C falls within a wedge bounded by the lines that 
run to each of its two sources (A and B) from CI. Even though C resembles CI more 
closely than does either A or B, it is the pair A and B which shows the greatest degree of 
mutual independence. These two mss, which lie along the edges of the wedge, together 
present every good reading that can be found in the ms located within it. Moreover, 
there are some places where one or other of them preserves the true reading uniquely: 
in this instance, passage no. 9 in A and passage no. 5 in B. The eclectic text C adds 
nothing to their joint testimony, even though it contains fewer errors than either. 

Let us now consider the sort of extensive ms tradition that occurs in practice. 
Suppose that the investigator of such a tradition had a diagram on which every ms 
(including the original) was represented by a point, such that the distances between 
these points equalled the distances between the corresponding mss. The angles sub
tended at CI would then indicate any case where one ms depended on another, or where 
two mss were of independent ancestry, and so on. The main relationships between the 
mss would be evident at a glance. 

Unfortunately, there are good reasons why such a model is not fully attainable in 
practice. There are situations, however, where an acceptable approximation may be 
attained. 
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Problems and solutions 

Two problems were mentioned in the last appendix. First, some mss may be defective. 
The index of disagreement between two mss should therefore be re-defined as the 
number of disagreements between the two mss, expressed as a percentage of the 
number of variant passages where both mss are available. This re-definition would not 
affect any of the angles in the figures above. 

The second problem was that the original, whose position has to be shown on the 
diagram, is in fact lost. In principle, we may regard the original as a defective 
witness, available in the determinate passages only. Indices of disagreement can then 
be obtained - as just explained - and used to locate the original on the map. It 
must be added, however, that if there are not enough determinate passages, this diffi
culty will be insurmountable. 

There is a third major problem. A map in two dimensions on which the distance 
between every pair of points equals exactly the index of disagreement between the cor
responding mss cannot usually be drawn. 1 5 5 However, the computer technique called 
multidimensional scaling will produce a two-dimensional map in which the distances 
correspond to the "true" distances in the data as closely as can be attained. The degree 
to which the distances on the map have to be changed from the true distances is mea
sured by a statistic called the "stress".1 5 6 The stress may prove unacceptably large; that 
is, it may not prove possible to draw a map at all on which the distances shown bear 
acceptable resemblance to the data. If the stress is small, however, then the location of 
the mss on the map, and in particular the angles subtended at Q will suggest inferences 
of the sort described above. 

This approach comes into its own when the texts of two particular mss can be identi
fied as the 'poles' between which the texts of the remaining mss lie. These two mss will 
be 'poles' in the sense that they never (or very rarely) agree together in error, except in 
passages where the true reading has been lost altogether.157 Each remaining ms can be 
treated as a mixture of the two 'polar' texts, in the sense that all its good readings are 
found in one or other of these two. In that case, each of these mixtures will have just 
two essential characteristics: (a) its degree of overall resemblance to one of the polar 
texts rather than the other, and (b) the success of the mixture in choosing the better 
rather than the inferior readings. These two characteristics can be well represented on a 
two-dimensional map, essentially like figs. 6 and 7 (see pp. 320 and 321). 

It may be emphasised that, on this approach, the polar mss need not themselves be 
the sources of all the other extant mss. They need not even be the most ancient of the 
extant mss; for example, they may even be late representatives of families otherwise 
now extinct. What matters is that these two mss together present all (or nearly all) the 
good readings that have survived. 

In other textual situations, where the mss cannot be regarded as varying mixtures of 
two polar texts, the two-dimensional map will not be useful. At one extreme, it will not 

1 5 5 In general, the number of dimensions needed is one less than the number of mss, for an exact solution; 
and even then complex numbers may be involved. 

1 5 6 It should be added that the terms 'distance' and 'stress' can be denned in more than one way, and that the 
approaches - and results - of different computer programs for generating the map may differ somewhat. 

1 5 7 This was probably inherited from some remote ancestor common to all extant mss. 
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work when no textual admixture has occurred; for in that case the various branches and 
sub-branches will remain distinct, each branching will require in principle a dimension 
of its own, and reduction to just two dimensions will involve unacceptably high distor
tion. At the other extreme, the method is also inapplicable to texts such as Greek 
tragedies, where readings travelled in so many different directions that no two witnesses 
can be identified which together present all (or nearly all) the good readings that have 
survived. In such cases too, reduction to just two dimensions would be unacceptably 
simplistic. 

In the case of P, however, the two-dimensional map is potentially fruitful, at least in 
books where there is one regular unique carrier. That ms will then be one pole, and the 
other will be whichever ms (or close-knit group) has the fewest errors in common with 
it. In Psalms, for example, the greatest degree of textual independence can be found 
between one western authority (again 9a 1) on the one hand, and the close-knit group of 
eastern authorities on the other. 

In compiling the statistics, we need to eliminate orthographic variants where a scribe 
was likelier to follow his own habits than his exemplar(s). We should also omit readings 
unique to a single ms, since these too tell us nothing of the relations between the mss. 
An exception must be made for unique readings which we judge correct. These should 
be included among the determinate passages, because among the authorities to be 
shown in the map they are not unique after all: each appears not only in a single extant 
ms but also in the fragmentary 'original'. 

Mathematical note 

The reason that the angle subtended at ft is so informative is as follows. Let us suppose 
that A and B have common errors in e passages; A errs alone in a passages; B errs alone 
in b passages. Then the total numbers of disagreements are: 
ftA=e+a ftB=e+b AB=a+b 
The formula for the angle subtended at ft is then: 
2 arcsin V{[a/(a+e)].[b/(b+e)]} 
If the angle at Cl is 0, so that the three points stand in a straight line, then either a=0 or 
b=0. If a=0, then A has no errors that are not shared by B, and A stands in the middle. 
If b=0, the situation is analogous. In either case, the ms farther from ft has no good 
readings that cannot be found in the ms nearer to Cl. 

At the other extreme, the angle at Cl might be 180°. In that case the three points again 
stand in a straight line, but now with Cl in the middle. The required condition is e=0. 
This means that mss A and B never err together; they are wholly independent. The situ
ation in practice lies between these two extremes: the greater the angle between the 
points representing two mss, the greater their degree of mutual independence in text. 
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patristic 13,87, 90-1, 107,129, 130-1, 135-9, 
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Brock, S.P.8,91,137-8,211,253 
bronze, Corinthian 28,190, 234, 256 
Brovender, C. 255 n. 10 
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and prayer-cult 259-60 
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and conservatism 169,173, 174,176, 177, 

179-81,779, 182, 184,185.258 
date 256,258, 261 
and earlier books 79,202-3,244-5 
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Church of the East see Nestorian Church 
city, as discriminator word 169-71, 176, 177, 178, 

179,180, 181-2,184-5,198 
clarification 

drive for 23-4, 27, 277,312 
and expansion 23-4,107,292 n.81, 300-1, 310 
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Cross, P.M. 61 
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and LXX text 68, 82 
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Davidson, S. 217 
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104,107-9,124-5,165 
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and Syriac text 282, 285 
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Dirksen, P.B. 
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Driver, S.R. 127 
drudge words 41,147 
duplication 

Chronicles and earlier books 202-3 
2 Kings and Isaiah 197-9 
2 Kings and Jeremiah 199-202 
Samuel and Psalms 195-7 
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and date of Peshitta 250 
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and Syriac language 1,126 
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methodology 288-90 
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and date of Peshitta 2,248,253 
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and Isaiah commentary 290 
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and modernisation 178 
and New Testament 256 
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and rabbinic parallels 156 
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and Targums 137-8 
and theological adaptation 133 
and translators of Peshitta 164, 188, 240,247 

n 101 
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and translation units 187-91, 195-205 

errors see scribes 
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Essenes, and celibacy 212 
Esther 

and conservatism 82,179, 185 
date 258 n.145 
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and Targums 236-7 
and translation units 186 
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Eusebius of Caesarea 
Ecclesiastical History 16, 143, 257, 267 
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exegesis 

and exegetical tradition 6,95,96-100 
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and parallels with Peshitta 149-62,207, 
239-M), 275 



General index 347 
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and biblical citations 130-1,148,149 
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date of translation 253 
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and scribal changes 271 
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and variation 28 
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loanwords 76-8,81-2,174,243, 256,276 
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Greenberg, G. 196 
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Hayman, A.P. 285 
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pronunciation 5-6, 20-1 
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as sub-community 229-31 
see also Judaism 

Job 
appendix 223,237 
and conservatism 81, 164,178, 185 
and determinate passages 281-2 
Imperial Aramaic version 88, 162-3 
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see also calendar; exegesis; Jews; rabbinate; 

Targums, Palestinian, and Peshitta 
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and LXX text 68, 81, 181 
and Syriac text 279, 283 
and Targums 107,109 

Klein, M.L. 34 
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Lysias, and conservatism in language 179 

Mabbog 49,126,247 
McLean, N. 16 
Maimonides, Moses 233 

Malkite Church 14, 302,315 
manuscripts 

5bl 9, 57,102,144,150,156,158-9,174,175 
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160,277 
indeterminate readings 19 
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accusative 2, 31,91,123 
Pasquali, G. 268 
patristic citations 

and Palestinian Targums 13, 87, 90-1, 107, 
130-1,137-9 
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and Targums 10, 86,95,137, 295 
and translators of Peshitta 164-6 
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western 122-5 

place of translation see Adiabene; Edessa; 
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specific phrases 165-6 
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translators 164-205 
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Septuagint; Targums; text; vocabulary 

Peters, C. 87, 129, 143, 147-8 
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and LXX and Peshitta 69-70,129 
and rabbinic parallels with Peshitta 149 
and Targums and Peshitta 13,86, 90,92-5,120, 

121, 124-5, 129 
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Power, E. 273-4 
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prayer, Jewish 13,245,258-60 

outside P Chronicles 160,216-17 
in P Chronicles x, 212-14,215-16, 234 
provincial prayer-cult 258-61 
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priests, in P Chronicles 211-12,216 
Primasius 162 n.327 
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date 253 
and LXX 165 
and Syriac text 283 
and Targums 107-9,235,237 
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Judges; Kings; Samuel 
proselyte 

as discriminator word 171-4, 178, 185 
regard for 233 

proverb, introduction into Peshitta 35,52 
Proverbs 

and doublets 80 
and LXX text 68, 73-4,80, 81-2, 181,254 
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and doublets 166 
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143, 181,197 
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Quentin, Dom H. 268 
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and Imperial Aramaic translation 88,162-3 
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and LXX text 273 
and misunderstanding of Hebrew text 39,41 
and prayer and sacrifice 215,259 
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and date of Peshitta 251 
and exegetical tradition 101, 111, 120, 132, 238 
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and Targums 10-11,127,128,165, 234-5 
and origin of Peshitta x, 237-10, 244-5 
and P-Chronicles 111-13, 120,165,208-16,219 
and translation into Aramaic 1 n. l , 103,235-6 
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Rabin, C. 128 n.l 81 
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resurrection, belief in 222-3,237, 282 
Rezin, king of Aram 63,64,65,66-7 
Rignell, G. 39 n.66, 51,294 
ritual, Jewish, attitudes to 10, 13, 190,211-12, 
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Rome, as Edom 49, 64, 65,251-2, 298 
Romeny, B. ter Haar 138,143-4,302 
Rosenthal, F. 90,123 n.l66 
Rowlands, E.R. 109 
Running, L.G. 87,129 
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and conservatism 178,180 
and LXX text 71-2, 80 
and Targums 121 
and translation 164 
and variant readings 282 

S. Mary Deipara monastery, and Peshitta 
manuscripts 305 

Saadiah, and translation 70,122 
sacrifice 13,245,258-9 

outside P-Chronicles 217-18 
in P-Chronicles 210,213,214-16,234 

Sadducees, and rabbinic Judaism 256 
Salters, R.B. 51 n.95 
Samaritan Targum 70 
Samuel (books) 

and conservatism 173,176, 779,182-3,184 
and LXX 5, 57, 60,68, 83-1,181,197 
and Psalms 195-7 
and Targums 107-9, 127,161 
translators x, 176, 183,186,189 

Samuel b. Hofni, Gaon of Sura 162 
Samuel b. Nahman, Rabbi 170 n.2l 
scholarship 

and exegetical tradition 96-100,102-3,138-9, 
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Syrian 161,283,301,304,310 
and the Writings 110,120 

Schoors, A. 69, 76, 85 
scribes 74 n.27,105,265, 308 

and access to Hebrew text 270,271 
and Aram and Edom 63,66, 67 
and contamination of text 316-17 
and error 5, 7,61,263,269,271-2,273,281-2, 

288-9,293, 301 
and exemplars 267,268-9,284-5,322 
and improvements 263,267, 270, 271, 280, 282 
and influence of LXX 69,270,272 
influence on Peshitta 81, 84-6 
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and miscopying 272, 281 
and modernisation 168-77, 301 
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Estrangelo 105,302 
Syrian 161 

Seder Amram Gaon 212 
Sepmeijer, F. 109 
Septuagint (LXX) 

and anthropomorphism 29 n.40 
and biblical citations 130,136,254-5 
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Jewish origin 1,55-6 
and modernisation 28 n.38 
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Septuagint (LXX) and Peshitta 1,13,68-86 
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and modernisation 175,181,185 
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synonyms, Hebrew 30-1,41, 169-70, 172, 182 
syntax, and imitation of Hebrew form 26, 74 
Syria 

as Edom 64, 65-7,251-2 
and Greek loanwords 76 

Syriac 
grammar 55 
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and polygenesis 93-6 
and rabbinic parallels 150,160 
status 110 

Targum Neofiti 46 
and common origin 96-9,100-1,102-3,106 
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Babylonian origin 88 
and biblical citations 137-8 
and common origin 90, 96-9, 101-2,125 
and 'Ebraya 140,141 
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and literary dependence of Peshitta 86-7,88, 

104-5 
and MT 275 
and polygenesis 92-5 
and quantitative literalism 127 
and rabbinic parallels 150,159,160 
and rabbinic tradition 235, 237 
western origin 88,124,124 n.l70 

Targum Pseudo-Jonathan, relationship with 
Peshitta 92-4,247 
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Targums, Palestinian, and Peshitta 86-163,234-7 

and Adiabene 79,88, 126,247 
and anthropomorphism 30, 95, 100-1, 238, 298, 

308 
and biblical citations 129-42,148-9,288 
and Chronicles x, 111-22, 165,234 
and clarificatory expansion 91, 116-19, 120,122, 

130, 131-3, 149,280 
common origin theories 13, 86,96-104,106,107, 

129,279 
and common tradition 129,232-3, 234-5 

exegetical 23,96-100,101-2,107-8,125,129, 
150-60 

lexical 96,107 
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translational 100-3, 109, 125,129,160,239-40 
contrasting functions 128 
and daughter-versions of Peshitta 106 
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and figurative language 28-9,109 
and Greek-Syriac translations 142-7 
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of Peshitta 10-11,12, 79, 86-7, 88-91,104-9 
on Peshitta 109 10 
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and LXX 110 
and medieval Judaism 160-2 
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and non-standard Syriac texts 105-7, 236 
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137-9 
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and quantitative literalism 25,88-9, 91,118,120, 
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and rabbinate 235-7 
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and translation techiques 30, 34, 37 
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Tatian, Diatessaron 253, 258, 261 
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Taylor, R.A. 10 n.43,68, 243 n.91 
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outside P-Chronicles 216-18 
in P-Chronicles 211-12 
and provincial prayer-cult 258-9 

Temple Scroll 159 
Tertullian 209, 213 
Tetragrammaton 50, 53,58,190,234,238 
text of Peshitta 

and conformation to MT 272-80, 310 
determinate passages 264-72,281-2,286,314, 

322 
emendation 13,288-91,292-300 
establishment 263-322 
and goal of textual criticism 263 
history 3-8,269, 287-8, 300-9 
non-standard 105-7, 236 
preservation of original text 60-1 
and rabbinic parallels 149-50 
and regular carriers 276-81,322 
and rival readings 7,9-10, 19, 300-2, 305, 

308-16 
authenticity 264-5, 269-71,272,273-6,287. 

293, 310-12 
conventional approach 265-6 
directional criteria 264,271-2,276, 287, 293, 

310-11,312-13 
distributional criteria 265,266-9, 271, 285-8, 

311-12 

and scholarly notes 299, 301, 310 
and scribal change see scribes 
standardisation 287, 302-5, 314 
and translators' changes 63-7,69-70 
Urtext 263, 264-9,293, 300, 305-6, 308-9 
see also conservatism; manuscripts; 

modernisation; scribes; translation 
texts, duplicate 197-205 
textual criticism 

goal 263 
and MT 61 

Theodore bar Koni 249 
Theodore of Mopsuestia 2 n.5,145-7,164,185, 

248 
Theodoret of Cyrrhus 144,145 
Theodotion 46,68, 72, 80,153,228,254 
theology, and Peshitta text 6, 36,89,101,121,206, 

208-34 
Thucydides, and conservatism in language 179 
Timothy I (Nestorian patriarch) 304 
Al-Tiqre, and adjustments of Hebrew text 39, 39 

n.64, 150 
toponyms 48-52,94,247 

and exegetical tradition 98,99,108-9 
modernisation 28,48-9, 302 
and translational tradition 103 
transliteration 47, 50 
see also Aram; Edom 

Torah see law; Pentateuch 
Tosaphists 236-7 
Tosefta 236 
Tov,E.61,254n.l32 
traditions 

exegetical 6,95,96-100 
in Chronicles 120,185-6 
in Pentateuch 185-6 
and rabbinic parallels 150-3,207,239-40,275 
and Targums 23,101-2,104,107,125,129, 

207 
and translational tradition 101-2 

lexical 96,107 
reading 5-6,20-1,50,54 
translational 

and common origin 129,187 
and common tradition 125, 160,187-9,203 
and divine name 109 
and rabbinate 240 
and Targums 100-3, 125, 129, 160-1,240 

translation 
abdication of function 43-6 
changes made during 63-7,69-70, 71, 167-78 
converse 34 
date see date of Peshitta 
discriminator words 167-86 
and error 5 
and faith of translators 13,61,206,244-6,282 
free 15, 23,164-5,208-9,214 
from Greek to Syriac 142-7 
from Hebrew text 1,3-8 
and influence of LXX 6,47, 57,69-70, 71-83 
and initial instability 182 
multiple translators 2, 12, 164-5,166,204-5, 

263 
name 2-3 
order of 179, 196, 197-201, 203-1, 244 
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differences in 164-̂ 6 
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207 
and misunderstood text 36-48, 90, 115-16 
and perception 17-18,35-6 
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and borrowing of equivalences 191-4 
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n.142 
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different versions 7-8,76 
improvement on 36,58-9, 160 
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Walker, N. 63-4 
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and Peshitta text 161,306 

Wohl, S. 87, 124-5 
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word order, in Peshitta 26, 38,45, 286 
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