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Editor’s Preface

The United Bible Societies, a global fellowship of 146 national Bible Socie-
ties, is currently engaged in around 550 Bible translation projects throughout the
world.! It is the Bible Societies’ policy to base their translation on the best avail-
able editions of the ancient texts. UBS and its member societies have taken an ac-
tive rolc in producing critical editions by calling upon lcading textual scholars,
specializing 1n both Old Testament and New Testament, to produce these editions.

For the New Testament, the American Bible Socicty, the British and Forcign
Bible Society, the Netherlands Bible Society, and the Wiirttemberg Bible Soci-
ety, under the inspiration and leadership of Dr. Eugene A. Nida, brought together
an international team of New Testament textual scholars: Kurt Aland, Matthew
Black, Bruce Metzger, and Allen Wikgren, later joined by Barbara Aland, Jo-
hannes Karavidopolous, and Carlo Martinmi. The result was the publication of the
United Bible Societies’ Greek New Testament (1966), now in its fourth edition
(1993}, which has served an cntire gencration of Bible translators. A pcrusal of
the prefaces to most modern Bible translations reveals that this cdition has
formed the basis for their work.

In 1969, the Hebrew Old Testament Text Project was launched, again under
the leadership of Dr. Nida. Professor James Sanders tells the story of the Hebrew
Old Testament Text Project (HOTTP) in the Introduction to this present volume.
He is uniquely qualified to do so since he was one of the six members of the
HOTTP committee. The preliminary conclusions of their work were published in
the five-volume Preliminary and Interim Report on The Hebrew Old Testament
Text Project (New York: United Bible Societies, 1973-1980) in both English and

French. Their final report has been published in the following four volumes:

. Critique textuelle de U'Ancien Testament. Tome . Josué, Juges, Ruth, Samuel,
Rois, Chronigques, Esdras, Néhémie, Esther (1982)

2. Critigue textuelle de UAncien Testament. Tome 2. Isate, Jérémie, Lamenta-
tions (1986)

1. http://www.unitedbiblesocieties.org.
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3. Critique textuelle de 1'Ancien Testament. Tome 3. Ezéchiel, Daniel et les 12

Prophétes (1992)
4. Cririque textuelle de ['Ancien Testament. Tome 4. Psauwmes (2005)

The first three volumes of the final report contain lengthy introductions, fol-
lowed by detailed discussions of the textual problems and the proposed solu-
tions. Dominique Barthélemy died in 2002 before the fourth and fifth volumes
(on Psalms and the Wisdom books) werce finishcd. Fortunatcly, Stcphen Dcs-
mond Ryan and Adrian Schenker edited the fourth volume from Barthélemy's
notcs, but the fourth volume docs not contain a major introduction like the first
threce volumes. Unfortunately, the information in these final report volumes has
not been readily accessible to many scholars, students, and translators, perhaps
in part because of the prices of these volumes, but most certainly because it is in
French and because the discussions are quite detailed and technical.

In an effort to make the results more accessible, Dr. Jan de Waard has been
preparing less technical summaries. So far only two volumes of his work have
been published, both by Eisenbrauns in the prescent serics “Textual Criticism and
the Translator’”: A Handbook on Isaiah (1997 and A Handbook on Jeremiah
(2003). The volume on Psalms 1s in preparation and will be published 1n 2012,

Whether all of these CTAT volumcs will cver be published in English, either in
full or in summary fashion, is uncertain. But the material in the Introductions to
the first three volumes is significant and important for Old Testament textual
criticism and can stand alone, apart from the detailed discussions of the textual
problems i these volumes. Indeed, as Sanders quotes Emanuel Tov, the intro-
ductions o volumes 1-3 of CTAT [orm “an almost complete introduction™ to the
textual criticism of the Hebrew Bible.

Based in a significant measure on the groundbreaking work of Barthélemy and
the rest of the Hebrew Old Testament Text Project committee, the decision was
made that the time had come (o produce a new edition of Biblia Hebraica, to su-
persede the Sturrgartensia edition, which itsell was a revision of Kahle’'s third
cdition of Biblia Hebraica. The Megilloth, the first fascicle of this new cdition,
Biblia Hebraica Quinta, was published in 2004; the second fascicle, Ezra and
Nehemiah, was published in 2006, the fascicle on Deuteronomy in 2007, the fas-
cicle on Proverbs in 2008, and the fascicle on The Twelve Minor Prophets in
2010.

All these publications have taken their place as basic tools for original lan-
guage Bible study, text-critical studies, exegesis, and Bible translation. Neverthe-
less, the United Bible Socicties felt that it would be important to offer Bible
translators additional help if they were to make the best usc of these fundamental
works. Accordingly, we launched this serics, “Textual Criticism and the Transla-
tor,” to providc translators with additional help in applying the results of these
textual studies to their work. We are convinced that many others will benefit from
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these studies, and we are pleased to have launched this series under the publish-
ing auspices of Eisenbrauns, thereby reaching a wider audience.

This volumec, the third volumec in this scrics, is the result of work by numerous
scholars: Rev. Harold Scanlin, my predecessor as the United Bible Societics’
Consultant for Scholarly Editions and Helps guided work on this translation from
1ts inception. The translations themselves were done by Stephen Pisano and Peter
Pettit (vol. 1), Joan E. Cook and Sarah Lind (vol. 2), and Sarah Lind (vol. 3).
Special mention must be made of the extensive work that Sarah Lind did not only
in translating much of the Introductions from French but also in helping to edit
this English edition, as well as in proofreading much of the material in proofs.

This series, which we hope will serve to encourage lextual studies by both
Bible translators and cxegetes, would not have been possible without the vision
of Dr. Eugene A. Nida, who recognmized the vital importance of source texts
based on the best of scholarship. Speaial appreciation and thanks 1s also ¢x-
pressed for the monumental work of the latc Dominique Barthélemy (1921
2002), whose work 1s here offered in English translation.

ROGER L. OMANSON

Series editor

United Bible Societies

Consultant for Scholarly Editions and Hclps






Introduction

The introductions to volumes 1-3 of Critigue textuelle de ’Ancien Testament
(CTAT ) form, according to Emanuel Tov of Hebrew University, “an almost com-
plete introduction™ to the textual criticism of the Hebrew Bible.? They are, in et~
fect, the fruit of a lifetime of research by Jean-Dominique Barthélemy, O.P. in
the ficld, as well as the results of a decade of work by the Hebrew Old Testament
Text Project (HOTTP) launched by the United Bible Societies in 1969.

Jean-Dominique Barthélemy

Barthélemy was a young Dominican resident at the Ecole biblique ct
archéologique frangaisc in Jerusalem during the carliest official digs and prob-
ings around the sitc of Qumran Cave Onc and of the ruins ncarby. Most scholars
associate the ruins with a Jewish sect that owned the library found in the eleven
Qumran caves and lived a communal life centered in the buildings indicated by
the ruins.® With Abbé Josef Milik, Barthélemy edited and published the frag-
ments from Cave One other than the original scrolls found there by bedouin .+ Be-
cause of serious illness Barthélemy had to return to Europe and was not involved
in work on the massive trove of fragments found in 1952 in Qumran Cave Four.
Hc was noncthcless appointed to read and study the Greck Minor Prophets Scroll
that was found in 1953 in a cave in a different arca, the Wadi Habra or Nahal
Hcver, ncarby.”

While his work with Milik on the Cave One fragments was thorough and sug-
gestive, it was his later work on the Greek Minor Prophets Scroll that attracted
the attention of the scholarly world and cventually cvoked the praisc of all for its

2. E. Tov. "The Biblia Hebraica Quinta: An Important Siep Forward,” Jowrnal of North-
west Semitic Langnages 31 (2005) 3 n. 10,

3. The regnunt theory, but one slill being challenged: sce, lor example, Hershel Shanks,
“Qumran—ithe Potlery Faclory: Dead Sea Scrolls Not Related to Scltlement. says Excavator,”
Biblical Archaeology Review 32/5 (2006) 26-32.

4. Cumran, DID 1.

5. Sce now the stunning, succinet account of the modern history ol the Scrolls by Weston
W. Ilelds, The Dead Sea Scrolls: A Short History (Leiden: Brill, 2007}, esp. pp. 40ft.

XY
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stunning effect on the whole field of First Testament textual criticism. Barthé-
lemy’s Devanciers d Aquila caused a complete revision of the history of trans-
mission of the text of the First Testament (Hebrew and Greek).® Emanuel Tov, the
cditor of the Discoveries in the Judaean Desert (DID), claims in the introduction
to the publication of the actual text of 8HevXIlzr that Devanciers “in many ways
has rcvolutionized scholarship.™” It has indced. and these introductions to vol-
umes -3 of CTAT by Barthélemy, translated here into English. are an in-depth
review of the whole field of textual criticism of the Hebrew Bible in the light of
the “revolution” he incited.

What Barthélemy meant by “devanciers™ (antecedents) to Aquila was that the
Greek Minor Prophets Scroll, portions of which were also discovered in the
“Cave of Horrors” in 1953, provided what he called the “chainon manquant”
(missing link) between the rather fluid carlier Grecek translations, signaled by the
word Scptuagint (LXX). and the quite literal, cven rigid, Greek translations of the
sccond century of the common cra (C.E.).* He showed how the Greek translation
of the Minor Prophets in the Hever screll had a distinct tendency to correct the
earlier Greek translations in the direction of what would become known as the
proto-Masoretic text of the Hebrew Bible after the “great divide™ at the end of the
first century c.E.? But in doing so Barthélemy completely revised the history of
the transmission of the Hebrew text, and that was indeed revolutionary. Whereas
carlier it was thought that there were perhaps three “families™ of texts that had
developed in Babylonia, Palestine, and Egypt, but back of which lay a single Ur-
text that had given risc to the three, Barthélemy’s work showed the history of the
transmission of the text should rather be scen 1n four stages:

a. the early literary forms of various blocs of texts in the hands of editors and
schools before they became community texts;

b. the rather fluid pre-Masoretic texts evidenced in the Qumran biblical scrolls
and in the LXX;

¢. the proto-Masorctic text ¢videnced in the Hebrew texts from Murabba’at,
Masada and clscwhere (than Qumran} and in the sccond-century Greek trans-
lations {Aquila and Theodotion; ¢f. Symmachus and the Vulgate); and

d. finally the Masoretic Text {MT) of the tenth and eleventh centuries (the clas-
sical, Tiberian codices).!?

The Greck Minor Prophets scroll would have been an carly example of the tran-
sition from the period of textual fluidity (b) to the period of textual stability ().

6. Barthélemy, Devanciers.
7. Greek Minor Prophets, DID VI, ix.
8. Barthélemy, “"Redécouverte d’un chainon manguant de ["histoire de la Septante,”
Revue Bibligie 60 (1953) 18-29.
9. The term “the great divide™ is Shemaryahu Talmon’s: see Talmon, "Study.”
10. See the succinct statement by Hans-Peter Riiger. in "Texts in Context—Scholarly Edi-
tion of the Bible,” United Bible Societies Bulletin, 108/109 (1977) 16-19.
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The art of textual criticism 1s based on a vahid understanding of the history of
transmission of the text. How one goes about applying textual analysis of par-
ticular problems in the text, indeced how onc devclops the tools with which onc
works the art of textual analysis, stem directly from onc’s understanding of the
history of the transmission of the text. The history of textual transmission is quite
distinct from the carlier history of the formation of the text. One discerns the his-
tory of atext’s formation by applying the tools of literary and conceptual analysis
whereby scholarship is able to explain the anomalies and discrepancies in the text
by suggesting different sources, authors, and editors at different times in the his-
tory of the formation of the text.

The history of a text’s transmission, on the other hand, begins after its [orma-
tion is complcte, and is the business of textual criticism. However, the two somce-
timcs overlap. That is. even after a text has left the hands of its authors and
cditors and has become functionally canonical for onc or more communitics
(what Talmon calls a “Gruppentext™)!! there is sometimes cvidencee that later
communities before the “great divide” modified a “finished™ text to render it rele-
vant to its own time and situation, one of the continuing characteristics of pre-
Masoretic manuscripts. The overlap has to be taken into account in doing textual
criticism and often affects the “aim™ of textual criticism of a particular biblical
book or major section. While the “task™ of textual criticism is that of locating
truc (as opposcd to pscudo-) variants, the “aim” differs with cach bloc of text but
should 1dcally be that point at which the history of its formation has cecascd and
the history of its transmission has begun.'? The “goal” of textual criticism is, of
course, to cstablish the critically most responsible text possible through the art of
textual criticism, that then may be recommended for translations. Discerning the
“aim’” for cach biblical book or textual bloe 1s crucial to the whole enterprisc be-
causc that 1s the point in a text’s history at which the “goal” 1s sct, and that is the
text used for translation—the particular mission of the United Bible Societies
(UBS).

The Hebrew Old Testament Text Project

When Eugene Nida, the head of the translations department of the Societies,
organized the Hebrew Old Testament Text Project (HOTTP) in 1969, he asked six
First Testament scholars to meet for a week in Arnoldshain in (then West) Ger-
many to get acquainted with the purpose of the proposed HOTTP and with each
other to see if they could work together and to see if they were committed to its
purpose and goal. Betore 1946 the Societies had selected the best extant versions
of the Bible to propagate and distribute around the world. But when Nida became

I1. See again Talmon, ~“Study.”

12. See James A. Sanders, “The Task of Text Criticism,” in Problems in Biblical Theol-
ogyv: Essavs in Honor of Rolf Knierim (ed. Henry Sun, et al.; Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1997)
313-27.
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head of the Versions Department in 1946, he proposed that the Societies sponsor
translations of the best available text of both Testaments. Thus translation teams
madc up of nationals in cach country and linguistic arca along with a few textu-
ally oriented missionarics were formed to make dynamie or functional equivalent
translations into as many local or rcceptor languages as possible. Even though
this was an improvement over distributing versions in the Western, colonial lan-
guages, the local national teams often consulted Western versions in order to
translate particularly difficult texts, and that presented a major problem. Western
translations and versions in the mid-twentieth century often varied widely on how
to solve text-critically difficult problems. Nida first formed the Greek New Testa-
ment Text Project in 1955 and then the HOTTP in 1969 (o address the problem.
The idca was to provide text-critically responsible solutions to ditficult texts to
help the local, national teams in their work.

The six scholars that met in Arnoldshain understood and aceepted the assign-
ment but also stipulated that in order to do so they would need to address the new
situation in textual criticism of the Hebrew Bible that the discovery of the
Judaean Desert Scrolls presented, especially the issue of the new history of trans-
mission of the text. Nida willingly accepted this stipulation. We were interested
in having the opportunity the assignment offered to probe nto all the different
kinds of textual problems the Bible harbors in its difterent literary forms, and to
work out a much necded new undcerstanding of what textual criticism is all about.
We were asked to address some 5,000 difficult problems throughout the Tanak
from all the blocs of text in the Bible. Though the tcam included two promincnt
Catholic scholars, we all understood that we would be given problems only from
the Protestant First Testament, and none from the non-Masoretic books that arc
included in the Catholic or Orthodox canens, the so-called deuterocanonical
hooks. Wc were to deal with the “Hebrew Old Testament™ as the name of the
project indicated. This meant basically that we would not be addressing textual
issues of a purely literary nature, such, for example, as the LXX books of Samuel
or Jeremiah, nor indeed with the Greek Esther or with Qohelet or Proverbs.
Those would come into purview only as need be in dealing with textual problems
ad loc. in the Hebrew Bible.

Barthélemy, especially, helped us realize that many problems in the text had
been neutralized or sterilized, so to speak, by the text being too quickly declarcd
unintclligible or corrupt and hastily supplicd with a solution from later versions
(which also had had to solve the samce problem), or by conjecture. There arc a
number of sources that have seldom been exploited in textual criticism but which
we found important to our work. Among these are the issues of Hebrew syntax
and style.

We would have to fend for ourselves. But in doing so we found immense help
in two sources seldom probed: the medieval exegetes who wrote in Judaco-
Arabic, and the six medieval Hebrew-Old French glossateurs in northern Europe
who dated cven before Rashi. Barthélemy immerscd himsclf in the Judaco-
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Arabic commentaries of Yetet ben Ely, Daniel al-Quimisi, Saadya Gaon, David Z.
Lichaa, and Salmon ben Yeruham. Yefet lived in Palestine between 950 and 1000
C.L. and had an intimatc acquaintancc with thc mentality of his contcmporarics,
the Masorctes themselves; and most all his work, though little 1s cdited or pub-
lished, is available in microfilm from librarics in Europe and New York.

Probing such rarcly used sources, the tcam was able to address the full history
of the text where problems occur and in doing so found that many texts that had
been thought unintelligible or corrupt were actually examples of the intricacies
of Hebrew grammar and syntax long since forgotten.

Biblia Hebraica Quinta

Biblia Hebraica Quinta (BHQ), currently being edited, has evolved out of two
major stimuli: the mission and work of the UBS (of which the Deutsche Bibelge-
sellschaft, publisher of the BH series, 1s a part), and the research and work of the
HOTTP.!?

The introduction to fascicle 18 of BHQ), thc first to appear, states that the
“charactcr of BHQ is shaped by two histories, that of the editions of Biblia He-
braica. and that of the Hebrew Old Testament Text Project of the United Bible
Societies” {p. VII). The three forees that shape BHQ are: (a) the mission and in-
terests of the UBS; (b) the HOTTP, which was launched and funded by the UBS;
and (c) the intended audience of BHQ. The UBS, founded in 1946, includes the
Wilrttembergische Bibelanstalt, a regional Bible Society in Germany which had
published the earlier editions in the BH series and became a parl of the Deutsche
Bibelgesellschalt, which now publishes BHQ; its major mission is 10 provide
translations of the Bible in as many mother tongues as feasible around the world.

The audience that BHQ wishes to address, according to Richard D. Weis, a
member of the editorial committee of BHQ, is approximately the same as that
which the first four editions of Biblia Hebraica have tried to serve:

a. scholars who are not necessarily text critics but who need critical help in see-
tng the textual history of “problems” in the MT;

b. clergy who are conversant with the Hebrew text and use it but who need as
well-established a text as possible to use in their ministries and in sermon
building:

¢. students who arc basically beginners at rcading the Bible in its original
tongucs and nced as clear guidance as possible to perecive the history of the
text in a manageable format; and

3. See James A. Sanders, “The Hebrew University Bible and Biblia Hebraica Quinta,”
JBL 11813 (1999) 518-26; and idem, "Review of Biblia Hebraica Quinta: Fascicle 18: Gen-
eral Introduction and Megilloth” in Review of Biblical Literature 2006 (ed. Jan G. van der
Watt; Atlanta: Society of Biblical Literature, 2006) [-10.
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d. translators of the Bible around the world who wish to provide their people
with Bible translations that are as responsible as possible.'*

The BH series had the same audience in mind from its inception in 1903, espe-
cially the first three noted above. The significant difference in audience now is
the fourth, (d}—translators of the Bible around the world supported by the UBS,
who are working to translate the Bible into their languages for the first time.

Now that five fascicles of BHQ have appcarcd, it scems appropriate to de-
scribe as clearly as possible the role of the UBS, and cspecially the HOTTP, in
the shaping of this fifth cdition of Biblia Hebraica, which will probably scrve the
four intended audiences noted above for half a century at lcast, It 1s so conceived
and shaped that the more ephemeral aspects of it can be updated when need be
without having to create a whole new edition, especially the book-editors’ com-
mentaries on the apparatuses.

Eugene Nida and the United Bible Societies

Prior to Eugene Nida’s becoming the “Secretary for Versions” of the Ameri-
can Bible Society (ABS) in 1943, the various Bible societies in the West had gen-
erally sought the best versions/translations already available to distribute around
the world. The non-Western people they reached at that time in distributing the
Western versions largely spoke and read the language of the colonial power of
their rcgion. But that situation was changing.

Nida had just carncd a Ph.D. at the Unmiversity of Michigan in linguistics. He
was the first person in any Bible Socicty to be academically trained 1n linguistics.
Scveral Socictics had begun to sce the nced of doing their own translations cven
whilc they continued to evaluate the suitability of ¢xisting versions. In the course
of the late 1940s and carly 1950s. Nida developed a theory of translation he called
“dynamic equivalence” (which was later refined to “functional equivalence™). He
built his theory on the work of Neoam Chomsky, linguist at the Massachusetts In-
stituie of Technology. Nida’s idea was to “transform the deep structure™ of the
original language into the corresponding equivalence in the target or receptor lan-
guage of the translation.

It was an idea whose time had come. Nida launched both an English and a
Spanish translation projcct bascd on thosc principles; the Version Popular ap-
pearced just before Today's English Version (TEV), both in 1966, Nida in csscnce
reshaped the role of the Versions/Translations departments 1n the ABS and in the
various other Societies. He also encouraged the development of high-quality an-
cient text editions; thus was born the Greek New Testament Project and the He-
brew Old Testament Text Project. The GNTP produced the first edition of The

14, Weis, “Bibliu Hebraica Quinta and the Muking of Critical Editions of the Hebrew
Bible™ in TC: A Journaf of Biblical Textual Crivicisin 7 (2002) |http:/purl.org/ TC] 4-9.
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Greek New Testament in 1966; and the HOTTP in 1980 launched BHQ, the first
fascicle of which appeared in 2004. Related to these editions have been numer-
ous text-critical and lexical aids for translators which Nida also instigated; these
have appearced in a steady stream for some forty years.

These developments, cffected through Nida’s genius and vision, paralleled the
de-colonization moves that took place in the mid-twentieth eentury after the Sce-
ond World War. The various Western European powers were gradually giving up
their former colonies, and nationalist sentiments were blossoming all over the
third world. These included the desire to read the Bible in native languages rather
than in the colomal languages. The Bible Societies, taking note of this, saw the
need to provide Bibles in those lands in the languages of the people, and Nida’s
theorics and work found rcady rceeption for doing so. Bishop Berggrav of Nor-
way, an outspoken critic of the Nazis during the war, with others proposed a co-
opcrative fellowship of national Bible Sacictics. The United Bible Socictics was
thus founded in 1946 through the joint cfferts of thirtcen Bible Socictics: (in al-
phabetic order) those of Czechoslovakia, Denmark, Finland, France, Germany,
Great Britain, Netherlands, Norway, Poland, Scotland, Sweden, Switzerland, and
the USA. There are currently 146 national Bible Societies which oversee transla-
tion work in about 235 countries or territories. !>

The UBS currently is involved in almost 550 translation projects worldwide,'®
madc up largely of nationals who, whilc skilled in thcir mother tongucs, arc
sometimes marginally familiar with the intricacies of the biblical languages. Be-
fore the muddle of the twenticth century such translations were done mainly by
missionarics, who had a better acquaintance with the biblical languages perhaps
but whose translations often did not reflect the nuances of the cultures of the re-
ceptor languages. As onc native church leader wisely remarked: the translations
of thc missionarics provided the way the Bible could be cxpressed in his lan-
guage, while the later translations influenced by Nida’s method provided the way
the Bible would be expressed. With the new situation came a tendency, while not
absent among earlier missionary translators, to resort to translations in the old co-
lonial languages for solutions when textual difficulties were encountered. And 1t
was at this stage of the work of producing translations into local languages that
confusion would intrude because modern translations often ditfered widely in
how difficult tcxtual problems were resolved. This sometimes resulted in the cm-
barrassing situation of thc UBS sponsoring translations that varicd considerably

I5. Scc Philip C. Stine. Let the Words Be Written: The Lasting Influence of Engene A.
Nida {Atlanta: SBL, 2004) for the {ull story of Nidu's genius and leguey. I am also indebted to
Harold Scanlin and Philip Stine, both of the UBS. for much ol the data concerning the history
of the Bible Socictics. And T wish to thank David Marcus of the Jewish Theological Seminary
Tor a couple of valuable data otherwise, as well us Adrian Schenker., general editor of BHQ, lor
his suggeslions,

16. http://www unitedbiblesocieties.org.
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in what certain difficult texts actually conveyed in the receptor languages. The
situation was not unlike that in antiquity when translators sometimes consulted
carlicr translations, cspecially the Greck, to solve difficult textual passages; carly
Greek translations were themselves sometimes free-style and less than totally
faithful to the Hebrew text we know, or were basced on different Vorlagen.

These effeets were exacerbated, however, in UBS translation projects becausc
in the mid-twentieth century, precisely when missionary translators were being
replaced by nationals, some modern Western versions tended to offer translations
that were based freely on emendations and conjectures inserted into the Hebrew
and Greek texts. The first edition of La Bible de Jérusalem {1955), the Revidierte
Lutherbibel (1971), and the New English Bible (1970) were prime examples of
translations donc around mid-century bascd on widely varying reconstructions of
difficult texts. The Revised Standard Version (1952) and then the New Revised
Standard Vcersion (1989), while not as cgregious, also reflected the attitude dom-
inant in mid-twenticth century in Bible translations, including the mandate of the
NRSV to use inclusive language, abandoning sometimes the actual wording of
the ancient text to do so. The old method of the various Bible Societies, selecting
the best versions to propagate, was thus still at work through the back door; and
the situation required attention and adjustment. While the second edition of the
Jerusalem Bible (1973), the later Revised English Bible (1989), and the Traduc-
tion Occuménique de la Bible (1975) were considerably more sobcr, the prob-
lems faced by the new translation comnmuttees (made vp largely of nationals), still
nceded to be addressed.

When the HOTTP was launched 1n 1969, Nida charged us with the responsi-
bility of addressing those passages in the Hebrew Bible that were giving the
translation committces difficultics. and of publishing our findings as promptly as
possible. The result was the Preliminary and Interim Report on the Hebrew Old
Testament Text Project/Compte rendu préliminaire et provisoire sur le travail
d ‘analyse textuelle de UAncien Testament hébreu in five volumes published by
the UBS (1973—1980)). These were to be followed by a final report/rapporr final
in which the concept and methods employed by the team and their mode of tex-
tual analysis that led to their decisions would be fully explained in the light of the
most recent developments in the art of textual criticism, especially the impact of
the Dead Sca Scrolls on the field. The result has been CTAT, four volumes of
which have so far been published by Editions umiversitaires in Fribourg and Van-
denhoceck & Ruprecht in Gottingen (1982-2005).17

CTAT has been 1gnored by most scholars, but some have questioned the way
in which CTAT is presented. Two typical comments have been (a) that only a se-
lect number of text-critical problems are dealt with, and (b) that modern western

17. When Yohanan Goldman, e.g.. in his commentary on the critical apparatus of Qohelet,
in BHQ 20, refers on p. 72% to "CTAT, 5, ad loc..” he is actually referring to the notes generated
by Barthélemy for the HOT'TP; there is, as vet, no fifth volume of CTAT See p. 158 n, 15,
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translations of the problems chosen are provided at the beginning of each treat-
ment. The answer to both questions, as noted above, is that the UBS through
Nida had formed thec HOTTP to address the issuc of the most critically respon-
siblc text to offer translators (a) 1n the face of the situation in the mid-twenticth
century of the most receent Western translations often varying as to the actuoal text
translated at crucial junctures, and (b) in the light of the need to assess the impact
of the Dead Sea Scrolls on the whole field of textual criticism. For each biblical
book, the HOTTP was given a list of passages most troubling for translators, and
each of these was taken up by the six-member team of the HOTTP to scrutinize,
analyze, and make judgments about. While the number of these eventually
meounted to over 5,000 for the whole of the Hebrew Bible, the team actually dealt
with almost 6,000 passages since a number of passages assigned the HOTTP of
necessity entailed consideration of cognate or similar passages clsewhere in the
Tanak, cach in 1ts own context, The HOTTP fretted little about these criticisms at
the time since it had expected from the beginning that the concept and method of
textual criticism being elaborated in 1ts work would result in a fifth edition of
BH, which would address them both.

The HOTTP team often discussed whether the witnesses in the pre-Masoretic
phase (b) should be called the “earliest attested texts™ or the “earliest accepted
texts.” The difference may seem strained, but as Riiger states in his early report we
had comc to sec that the “aim” of tcxtual criticism had to be the point at which
carly literary products left the hands of cditors and redactors and became ““canon-
ical” for various communitics in phasc (b). We uscd the word “canonical” in its
functional sense, not in its formal sensc as 1t had usually been used. We meant the
samc phenomenoen Talmon called “Gruppentexte,” texts accepted by various com-
munitics that functioncd for them as authoritative. The crucial point was that we
nceded to find the juncture at which literary activity had basically cecased, indecd
the point at which the history of the formation of a text ceased and the history of
transmission of that text began. The two overlapped in some cases, as we have
noted, but the distinction was important. “Earliest accepted texts” (by ancient
communities) was therefore a more fitting term, and vet “earliest attested texts™
(by text critics today) would probably be more generally understood. My Torah
and Canon and “Adaptable for Life,”'® had shown the importance of seeing the
term “canonical” in its functional sensc as much as in its formal scnse.!”

The modus operandi of the HOTTP was for John A. Thompson of the ABS to
list those passages that UBS translation committces had found most difficult for

18. Sanders, Toral and Canon (Philadelphia: Fortress, 1972; revised edition by Cascade
Books, 2005) and “Aduptable lor Lile: The Nature and Function of Canon.” in Magnalia Dei:
The Mighty Acts of God (ed. E M. Cross. et al.; Garden City, N.Y.: Doubleday, 1976) 531-60.

19, Pace BEugene Ulrich in “The Notion and Definition of Canon.” The Canon Debate (ed.
Lee McDonald and James Sanders; Peabody MA: Hendrickson, 2002) 21-35. See. on the con-
trary, the writer’s *"The 1ssue of Closure in the Canonical Process,” in the same volume, 252-
63, and see now Toralt and Canon (2nd ed.).
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their purposes and for Hans-Peter Riiger of Tiibingen then to provide sheets well
before each annual session giving the readings of all the ancient witnesses for the
principal words in thec passages. This first move on the tcam’s part was very much
in the usual style of textual enticism when the focus was largely on individual
words that were decmed to be “variants,” or possibly so. My assignmcent was to
provide all the available readings from the Judacan Desert Scrolls, Qumran and
otherwise.?® With all these in hand, Norbert Lohfink of Frankfurt would research
the pertinent, important, modern critical studies on the passages to share during
the annual sessions, and Dominique Barthélemy would research the pertinent his-
tory of exegesis of each problem up to the modern critical period. The other two
members of the team, A. R. Hulst of Utrechl and W. D. McHardy of Oxford,
brought their long ¢xpericncc in the work of translation to the discussions.

It was Barthé¢lemy’s findings in the pre-critical literature that were basically
new to modern textual criticism. Barthélemy had gathered in his study at Fri-
bourg microfilms of publishecd and unpublished treatises on the whole of the
Tanak from the medieval peried up to the eighteenth century. I eften marveled
when T visited him in Fribourg at the sheer vastness and thoroughness of the col-
lection. We often found, as noted above, that the medieval exegetes who wrote in
Judaeo-Arabic provided understandings of difficult Masoretic readings that
showed they were not at all “corrupt” or in error as modern, critical studies had
assumed and as the apparatuscs in the BH serics so far indicated. It became clear
that thc medicval excgetes” knowledge of Hebrew grammar and syntax derived
from their thorough acquaintance with Arabic grammar and syntax and was su-
perior to modern grammars of Hebrew, which are largely based on the structure
of classical languages.!

The tcam would then review the ancient witnesses and the modern critical
findings concerning the problem passages to find that the latter often went astray
because of a lack of the in-depth knowledge of Hebrew grammar and syntax we
had found in the medieval exegetes. These findings led us to label far fewer read-
ings as crrp “corrupt” or dub “uncertain” than had been the case in the earlier BH
editions. Sometimes we found that the problem addressed could not be solved by
any of our searches, and those we were forced to admit were intractable; but they
were considerably fewer than we had first thought. Even in-depth textual analysis
could not always clearly determine a preferred reading so that the tcam felt it im-
portant to convey the uncertainty by “grading” our decisions, lcaving the choice

20. Itis my pleasant duty once more to express gratitude on behalf of the HOTTP to Frank
Moore Cross ol Harvard, Patrick Skchan of Catholic Universily ol” America, and Johannes van
der Plocg of Nigmegen in The Netherlands lor their ready and cordial assistance in providing
the then unpublished biblical texts from the Judacan Desert Serolls.

21. This is quite dillerent from the eflorts of scholars like Schultens in the eighteenth cen-
tury and G. R. Driver in the twenticth to import meanings ol Arabic words to apparently cog-
nate words in classical Hebrew,
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of the available readings up to the reader; this was especially the case with a “D™
or even “C” grade. In this we followed the UBS practice established by the
GNTE*?

We camec to realize that ancient tradents, both scribes and translators, were
less pronc to “scribal crrors™ than the ficld had thought, preciscly because in the
carly history of transmission ot the text there was more freedom than scholarship
had realized to alter the text slightly to make it understandable to the communi-
ties the ancient tradents served. These then were not “errors™ in the nsunal sense
but purposeful changes done in service to the communities that accepted the texts
as “canonical” or authoritative. Often they are what are called “facilitating,” sub-
stilule readings. As Weis points out, scribes in the early period not only occasion-
ally “roughcned™ a text, that is, madc mistakes, thcy more often than not
“smoothed” it.23 Scribes made unintentional errors, no mistake about it, but we
found they were less accident-prone than scholarship had been accustomed to
think. In the pre-Masoretic period they somcetimes substituted a word or term
their community knew and would understand.

A major characteristic of the work of the HOTTP was the conviction that tex-
tual criticism could not focus simply on individual words. The field already rec-
ognized that one had at least to consider the full sentence in which the problem
reading occurred. But we often saw the need to take into account a whole passage
or pericope to be able to discern how the tradent of a textual witness undcerstood
the passage. Somctimes we needed to do a structure analysis of a whole passage
to scc what the concept was that lay behind what the tradent (author, cditor,
scribe, or translator) had in mind, and in doing so we could better perceive how
the word in focus came into play in the whole.*® We sometimes found that this
¢xercise underscored Eugene Nida's concept of dynamic or functional cquiva-
lence 1n translation 1n that one has to discern the basic concepts or ideas lying be-
hind a passage in order to express it accurately in a receptor language, the
concepts of texture and sub-text in more recent literary criticisim.

The HOTTP also found text-critical help in the masoror of the Masoretic tra-
dition. We saw on occasion that they clarified a problem arising from either the
consonants or the vocalization of texts. This is fully explained in Barthélemy’s
Introduction to CTAT, vol. 3, Ixix—xcvii, a section subtitled, “Du bon usage des
massores.”?® This appreciation of the masorot is carried over into BHQ, which
provides not only the information of the Masorah parva and Masorah magna in

22, Criticisms of this practice have been rather superficial and not very helplul. We were
working against the kind of over-confidence of carlier editors of the BH series in their frequent
usc ol ¢rrp or dub for many passages that had not been thoroughly probed, and then the use of
“lege™ for emendations and conjectures,

23. Weis, "Biblia Hebraica Quinta and the Making of Critical Editions of the Hebrew
Bible,” 31.

24, Sce again the writer's study. “The Task of Text Criticism,”™ 327 n. 33,

25. P. 331 in this volume.
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English, offered with modern chapter and verse numbers, but also commentaries
to each biblical book on both parva and magna, giving the user the meaning and
valuc of the information in them for text-critical analysis. As Emanucl Tov statcs
in his magisterial review of BHQ 18 (Mcgillot), A detailed commentary on the
notcs of the Masorah, in English (pp. 25%-50%), introduccs the rcader to its trea-
surcs and clarifics many an ambiguity.”?¢

The HOTTP tried to distinguish between textual forms that are almost liter-
arily autonomous, and those that involve discerning technical details. We often
turned to the Masorah to address the latter (the Okhlah and the Babylonian Ma-
soretes of Chufut-Kale, or the marginal notes n the classical Tiberian manu-
scripts). For the former type it was necessary 1o retrace the literary or redactional
history of the problem. Often the samc problem gavc risc to different solutions
over time, like glosscs, literary cxegeses, or textual corrcetions. Retracing the
history of such problems often led us to recognize the high antiquaty of some tex-
tual problems: such as ancient accidents, syntactic peculiaritics we no longer un-
derstand, or semantic nuances. These considerations led us not to correct the text
except with great caution. We realized also, in retracing the history, how “criti-
cal” corrections (and certainly conjectures, even retroversions) “sterilized” the
search tfrom further serious probing. Textual difficulties have caused students
through the centuries to want to offer a “solution” to the problem and then others
would fall in stcp with that “solution,” thus masking the rcal problem as though it
were solved for all time. True enticism, cven textual criticism, 1S a process in
which criticism 1s critiqued.

Philological cfforts have occasionally shed light on old problems. such as
A. Schultens’s work in the cighteenth century with Arabic, Friedrich Dclitzsch in
the nincteenth century with Akkadian, or G. R. Driver and Mitchell Dahood in
the twenticth century with Ugaritic. But such efforts have rarcly been successtul:
and they have tended to paper over the old problem. Often modern knowledge of
cognate languages is dependent on knowledge of Hebrew in the first place;
hence, the HOTTP used them only with circumspection. Therefore, before de-
claring a text unintelligible, we turned to syntactic and stylistic analyses of the
grammar and syntax of a text that had rarely been used. Unfortunately, the field
still lacks a syntactic concordance based on careful use of the feamim.

Summaries of CTAT Introductions

The introduction to the first volume of CTAT provides a history of textual
criticism from its origins up to J. D. Michaelis, that is, up to the era of modern
biblical criticism. It then goes on to cxplain how the HOTTP did its work, its con-
cepts and method.?” The balance is devoted to explaining the tcam’s understand-
ing of the new history of transmission of the text and the delicate question of the

20, 'Tov, "The Biblia Hebraica Quinta: An lmportant Step Iorward,” 3.
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“aim” of our work, that 1s, the point at which a book or major section of the bib-
lical text left the hands of authors and editors and became “functionally canoni-
cal,” that is, thc posscssion of communitics of faith in antiquity (Talmon’s
Gruppentextc).

The Introduction to the scecond volume explains the modus operandi of the
tcam: how the problems were chosen and the structure of the critical apparatusces.
It explains why and how the twentieth-century translations are cited (those the
UBS local translation committees throughout the world had turned to in order to
solve difficult textual problems). It then goes on to explain the structure of the
presentation of each problem, beginning with how common “corrections™ to
problems arose and the history of the problems both before and since modern
biblical criticism.

The introduction to the third volume 1s the most claborate and the richest.
Hcre 1s Dominique Barthélemy at his best. These introductions. whether 1n
French or in English, arc a lcgacy worthy of the scholar. After more fully cx-
plaining the importance of understanding the functional meaning of “canon” and
its importance in determining the “aim” of textual criticism, it addresses the issue
of the diverse forms of the Masoretic Hebrew text of the Bible that have recently
come to light and the “text of Ben Asher” and its value and authority. It then takes
up the limited value of the later medieval manuscripts so often cited in earlier ap-
paratuses; the issuc of what the MT rcally is; the textual traditions other than the
Tibcrian: the central 1ssues involved in using the MT: the corrcet use of the ma-
sorot 1n textual criticism; the newly found pre-Masorctic Hebrew texts (the
Scrolls); the emergencee toward the end of the first century C.E. of the proto-Mas-
orctic texts and their value; the major issucs involved with the carly versions and
their value for textual criticism, especially the LXX, the Hexapla, the Vulgate,
the Peshitta, the Targum and the Arabic versions; and finally, conclusions about
how critical apparatuses should be constructed. Even a cursory reading of these
pages gives evidence of Barthélemy's passion for accuracy and his deep personal
desire to make the art of textual criticism as close to a hard science as possible.

Any summary of this book 1s necessarily superficial. The depths of what 15
here will take the field of textual criticism yet more years to probe and evaluate to
practice the art of textual criticism of the Hebrew Bible in the least subjective
manncr possible. Barthélemy dedicated the sceond volume of CTAT to the first of
our tcam to dic, A. R. Hulst of Utrccht in 1978, and the third to Hans-Pcter Riiger
of Tibingen, who dicd 1n 1990. This volume is the legacy of the rare genius and
exceptional humanity of one of the greatest scholars of the text of the Hebrew
Bible who ever existed, Jean-Dominique Barthélemy, who himself died, after
thirty-four years at Fribourg, February 10, 2002. W. D. McHardy of Oxford had

27, Sc¢e Sanders. “Text und Cunon: Concepls und Method.” Joarnal of Biblical Literature
S8 (1979) 5-29.
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died in April of 2000, and Eugene Nida died in August of 2011, leaving only
Norbert Lohfink, S.J., of Frankfurt, and myself, the least of them all, to remem-
ber and to celebrate what is surcly the redemption in our time of the textual criti-
cism of the First Testament/Hebrew Bible.

JAMES A. SANDERS

Professor emeritus,

Claremont School of Theology and
Claremont Graduate University
President emeritus,

Ancient Biblical Manuscript Cenler
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The History of Old Testament Textual
Criticism from Its Origins to J. D. Michaelis

When the United Bible Societies’ Committee for the textual analysis of the
Old Testament began its work, it recognized the importance of situating that
work within the history of the critical discussion of each case. Thus, the efforts of
earlier critics would be taken into account; in fact, the Committee would under-
take to use all available sources and to state clearly which ones have been drawn
upon.

Textual criticism clearly did not begin with the critical apparatus of Kittel's
Bibliu Hebraica. If we turn to the great excgetical commentarics written toward
the end of the nineteenth century {for example. the Handkommentar zum Alten
Testament, the Kurzer Handkommentar zum Alten Testament, or the Interna-
tional Critical Commentary), we see that textual corrections ot conjectures are
frequently attributed to authors such as Klostermann, Dillmann, Wellhausen,
Bottcher, Graetz, Ewald, Hitzig, Thenius, Bertheau, Doederlin, Dathe, and J. D.
Michaelis. In other words, the lincage of textual criticism easily goes back more
than a ccntury, cspecially in the German cultural milicu in which this criticism
particularly flourished.

Earlicr scholars from outsidce the German milicu, such as Chétcillon, Cappel,
and Houbigant, are cited only rarely, even though more recent authors, without
acknowledging their sources, have often repeated the suggestions that originated
with these earlier critics. Further, with regard to It manuscripts, it 15 often stated
that there are this many Kennicott manuscripts and that many de Rossi manu-
scripts, even though serious confusion exists regarding the identification of these
manuscripts. What, in fact, was Kennicott’s work and what was de Rossi's? It
scems that much 1s obscure when one attempts to look back before the end of the
cightcenth century outside of Germany.

For this rcason, it 1s uscful to survey the beginnings of Qld Testament textual
criticism from its origins up to the time of J. D. Michaclis. It hardly secems ncecs-
sary to include the period from Michaclis to the present, since it was neither a

2
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very creative nor consistent one, and 1s also easily accessible in most modern in-
troductions to textual studies. But readers need to be aware of the context in
which the older rescarch was carried out, in order to understand more fully the
implications of certain corrections or conjecturcs proposced by the carly piencers
of textual criticism when such corrections are included 1n the Committee’s final
rcport.

A sign of our modern neglect of the origins of textwal criticism can be seen
in the way the encyclopedias treat the subject. In the nineteenth-century Real-
Engyklopddie fiir Protestantische Theologie und Kirche, every edition (1854,
1878, 1897) devotes five pages to Lowis Cappel, the founder of textual criticism
of the Hebrew Bible. By contrast, unfortunately, he is not even mentioned in the
morc recent Theologische Realenzyklopdidie (1981), cven though it is larger than
the carlier work. This situation should be corrected, especially sinee the study of
textual eriticism has been significantly influenced by the bitter polemics that sur-
rounded 1its inception.

I. Origins of the Criticism of the Hebrew Text
A. Attempts at Emendation within Judaism during the Early Middle Ages

1. The First Critical Jewish Correctors of the Hebrew Text

The earliest known Jewish exegete to consider the received Hebrew text of the
Torah to have been corrupted by scribal errors was apparently Ismael al-Ukbari
(ca. a.n. 840). Qirgisani tells us that al-Ukbari regarded the number thirty-three
in Gen 46:15 as a scribal error for thirty-two.! He also believed that the original
form of various other passages of the Torah differed from the reccived Hebrew
text of his day.

The next critic was an anonymous grammarian who, according to Ibn Ezra,
held that more than a hundred words of Scripture should be replaced by others.?
Ibn Ezra was scandalized by this claim and judged that his work should be
burned. Nevertheless, Tbn Ezra reports the grammarian’s proposed changes for
six of the most difficult cases, four of which are found in the historical books. We
will have occasion at Judg 14:15a to place one of those proposed changes within
the context of the history of the criticism of that verse, where we will see that it
differs significantly from Abulwalid’s interpretation. Bacher was thercfore right
to rcject the identification of this anonymous grammarian as Abulwalid, whom
Ibn Ezra greatly admired.? Morcover, neither Abulwalid nor Ibn Ezra had the au-
dacity to propose that Seripture should be corrected. Nevertheless, Abulwalid
achieved the same result by pointing out about eighty cases in which he thought

. Qirgisani, Kitab al-Anwar, vol. 1, 56, lines 12-13.
. Ibn Eera, Sahot, 471, 5-6.
Bacher, Schrifterkldirung, 28-29.

td Ind —
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a given expression in a passage replaced one which would convey more clearly
the intended meaning of the sacred author, and which could thus be used to pro-
vide a satisfactory interpretation of the passage.*

Bachcr was also correct in suggesting that the andacious critic made infamous
by Ibn Ezra was most likcly a Spanish disciple of Abulwalid who took the final
step that his master was unwilling to take, namely, to say that texts should be cor-
rected and that existing expressions should be replaced by those which Abul-
walid had proposed as the keys to their interpretation.? Two of the cases singled
out for correction by this anonymous grammarian and cited by Ibn Ezra (1 Kgs
2:28 and Jer 33:26)" are also cited by Abulwalid with his proposed keys for inter-
pretation. The other cases were among difficulties Abulwalid recognized but
which he solved in other ways (Exod 21:8 and Judg 14:15).

Following Joscph b. Eliczer, Lippmann identificd this anonymous grammar-
1an as Isaac 1ibn Yashush of Toledo (ca. A.x. 1040}, though Bacher maintained
that it would be difficult to prove or disprove Lippmann’s theory definitively.’
Accordingly, we must accept the fact that this first advocate for correcting the
text of the Hebrew Bible remains anonymous.

2. Exegesis by Permutation or Substitution

Even though the notion of correcting difficult passages of the received Hebrew
text madce no hcadway among the Jewish cxegetes of the Middle Ages, they had
rccourse nevertheless to subtle and less obvious practices that achieved the same
rcsult: understanding and translating something other than that which a simple
reading of the text would have suggested as its most obvious meaning. This does
not refer to the homiletic technique known as ’a/ figre (“Do not read this, but
rather that™®), which allowed midrashic developments by verbal associations but
which did not claim to explain the peshat. We mean, rather, a type of exegesis
used by the first Hebrew grammarians: exegesis by permutation or substitution.

We have already seen that Abulwalid used this type of exegesis frequently. He
rccalls a memory of his youth which shows us the importance he gave to this cx-
cgctical method.

Scripture says, in 1 Kgs 2:28, that "Joab had supported Adonijah and he had not
supported Absalom.” This second name 1s here in place of “Solomon” because
Joab was not guilty of failing 1o follow Absalom’s party but rather of abandon-
ing Solomon’s. This same method is used in Arabic. Thus, the poet said %3
IR AW NNEI AOY, where the last word is in place of “Absalom.” The au-

4. Abulwalid, Luma, 294,7-300,19.

5. Bucher, Schrifterklirang. 29,

6. Discussed by Abulwalid in Luma 295,17- 206,21

7. Sce Lippmann’s notes on Ibn Ezra’s Sapha berura, 9b, and Bacher. Schrifterkléiirung, 29,
and Grammuatiker. 180,

8. See McCarthy, Tiggune, 139-00,
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thor was thinking of Absalom but said Adonijah because of the meter, as he
himself declured when we learned this poem under his tutclage. We cite this
deelaration of the poet here in order to justify our opimion on this point. One of
the so-called scholars, since he did not understand this expressien of the poet,
decided io take these words as a copyist’s error and thus to reestablish the text
by conjecture. However, he destroyed the meter by replacing 73R Iyw21 with
TITR MR . But the poet had indeed said 7°37R 9w, That is the text we re-
cited before him in our youth and the explanation he gave us. Further, 9ven
IR OXR strays {rom what is correct as much as a wayward wild ass from a
flock of good animals.®

R. Isaac ben Mar Shaul, the poet cited by Abulwalid, belonged to a circle of
scholars who submitted the content of a text to the requirements of the form, thus
producing poctry bascd on numbers, so that its interpretation required verbal
substitutions. It 1s understandable, thercfore, that Abulwalid devoted chapter
twenty-seven of his grammar to “expressions whose intended meaning is differ-
ent,” where he dealt with cases that a less subtle scholar would have suspected to
be scribal errors in need of correction.

Exegesis by permutation or substitution was not invented by Abulwalid. The
first two cases he cites are “people” in Exod 21:8 and “nation” in Gen 20:4,
where the meaning should be “man.” ' Ibn Ezra, in the two editions of his com-
mentary on Exod 21:8, tells us that Saadya had already proposcd this intcrpreta-
tion in both cascs. It was, therefore, the incontrovertible authority of the Gaon
that provided a precedent for Abulwalid. Even before Saadya, however, Judah
ben Koreish made use of the theory of exchanged or substituted letters.!! Be-
tween Saadya and Abulwalid, Abraham ha-Babli made extensive use of the sub-
stitution of letters and the permutation of letters or words. (His work was
published by A. Neubauer from a single manuscript, Oxford 1466.) The great
Karaite lexicographer David b. Abraham al-Fasi also devoted an important ex-
cursus to substitutions. '? These exegetical methods provided an easy solution to
thosc cascs where there werce textual difficultics.

3. Grammatical and Lexicographic Research

In spite of the foregoing, the great Karaite and rabbinic exegetes, Japheth ben
Ali, Abraham Ibn Ezra, Aaron b. Joseph, and David Qimhi, recognized that a
mindless acceptance of these ideas was not in accordance with the dignity and
nature of Holy Scripture. Since they were not prepared to admit that there were
corruptions in the received text, they were led to a thorough study of morphol-
ogy, lexicography and syntax in order to attempt an cxplanation of the textual

9. Abhulwalid, Parterres, 288.

10. Abulwalid, Lirma, 294,7-8.

11. Sce Bacher. Anfinge. 70 nn. 4 and 3.

12, David ben Abraham, Hebrew-Arabic Dictionary, Vol. 1, 439-45,
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difficulties. Judah Hayyu) analyzed weak verbs, providing a solid basis for the re-
search that Abulwalid carried further. The grammar and dictionary of David
Qimhi (Radak) constitute the most accomplished work in this arca.

Most popular manuals of the sixtcenth century followed the tradition of
Radak. They were cdited, or. more accurately, simply compiled, by the most
learned of the Christian Hebraists of that century, Santes Pagnini, a Dominican
from Lucca. On October 1, 1526, he published his fnstitutiones Hebraicue, a
grammar of 428 pages printed at Lyon by Antoine du Ry. In 1328, he published,
again with du Ry of Lyon, the first literal Latin version of the entire Bible trans-
lated from Hebrew and Greek since Jerome’s Vulgate. In 1529, again at Lyon but
this time printed in folio by Sébastien Gryphe (Gryphius), he published his Osar
leshon ha-godesh, a Hebrew thesaurus of 2752 columns. Cornclius Bertram re-
visced it 1n 1577 at Lyon, and 1t was published by Bartholomé Vineent or, accord-
ing to other copics, by Antoinc Gryphe. This sccond cdition was enlarged to
3188 columns through the addition of annotations by two grcat Hebrew scholars,
Jean Mercier (Mercerus) and Antoine Chevalier (Cevallerius). Pagnini, follow-
ing his Jewish predecessors, tried to solve textual difficulties as far as possible
with recourse only to grammatical and lexicographical explanations.

B. Luther

With Luther we encounter the first step in a tradition of textual criticism that
we still largely depend upon today, as the following account will bear out.

1. Transitation Method

We know that Luther translated the historical books rather quickly in 152314
Hc explained his mcthod of translating on scveral occasions: “Scndbricf vom
Dolmetschen™; “Summarien tiber dic Psalmen und Ursachen des Dolmetschens™;
and “Tischreden,” nos. 312, 4857, and 5002.'* The criticism by the “papists™ of
his translation of the letter to the Romans prompted him to write the “Sendbrief.”
The “Ursachen” responded to criticism of the liberty with which he had treated
the Hebrew text of the Psalter. And finally, Sebastian Miinster’s criticism of some
of Luther’s alternate readings in the notes of his Bible (e.g., on Jonah 2:5) di-
rectly prompted some of the “table conversations™ to be mentioned below.

Luther thought that the books of the Old Testament could only be interpreted
properly by someconc who had a good understanding of the subject {res) treated
in the books. But that which the Old Testament prophesied could only be under-
stood in the light of the analogy of faith, as Paul said (Rom 12:6), that is, by anal-
ogy with the New Testament. It is, therefore, the relation of continuity (Gospel,

13, WADB Vaol, 971, ix.
14, Sendbricl; WA Vol. 30/2, 62646, Summaricn: WA Vol, 38, 1-09; Tischreden: WaAYLr
Vol. 1, 128; Vol. 4, 53534, 608,
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forgiveness ot sins) or of contrast (law, wrath) with Christ, the subject of the New
Testament, which enables one to determine the theme (argumentum) of a given
text of the Old Testament. Elsewhere, as we will sce, Luther classified the themes
as Church, Houschold. and Government. Once the theme was recogmzed, one
had the key for discerning the meaning of cach statcment (sententia) that makes
up the text. Obviously, in order to discern the meaning, the translator had to con-
sult the grammar to find the meaning of the words, but, in the last analysis, it was
the subject and the theme that governed the interpretation of the statement, since
the words are at the service of the meaning and not vice versa. !>

One table conversation held by Luther during the winter of 1542—-1543 gives
an insight into his reactions as translator as well as the type of cooperation he ex-
pceted from the Hebraists Johann Forster and Bernhard Zicgler:

It helped Dr. Forster and Zicgler very much that they talked with us here, for
when we translated the Bible 1 gave them three rules: First, the Bible speaks
and teaches about the works of God. About this there is no doubt. These works
arc divided into three hierarchies: the houschold, the government, the church, If
a verse does not fit the church, we should let it stay in the government or the
household. whichever it is best suited to. Second, whenever equivocal words or
constructions occur, that onc would have to be taken which (without, however,
doing injustice to the grammar) agrees with the New Testament. Third, some-
times a sentence seems to be in conflict with the whole [message of the] Bible.
So the rabbis have greatly corrupted all the Scriptures with their glosses and re-
late cverything only to the coming of the Messiah. to his supplying us with
food and drink. and to his dying afterward. This is rubbish! Accordingly we
simply throw it out, and we have taken many sentences like this from Forster.
When he said, “Ah, the rabhis interpret it this way.” | said. “Could your gram-
mar and points allow vou to render the sentence so that it rhymes with the New
Testament?”

Answer: “Yes.”
*“Then take it!”
The result was that they themselves marveled and said they never in their lives
would have believed it.'¢
2. Distrust of Rabbinic Exegesis and of Vocalization

Luther showed more and more clearly a profound distrust of rabbinic excge-
sis. In 1543 he approved of studying language and grammar with the Jews, “but
one must avoid their faith and their interpretation, which are cursed by God.”!”
Luther also assigned the following tasks to Christian Hebraists:

15, "Summuricn,” WA Vol. 38, 11,
16. LW Vol. 54, 446 = Ne. 5533, WATr Vol. 5. 218,
17. "Vom Schem Hamphoras,” WA Vol. 53, 646,
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Whenever they can modify the points | vowels]. distinctions [accents|, conjuga-
tions, constructions and meanings, and everything that pertains to the grammar,
and turn that away from the interpretation of the Jews so that it agrees with the
New Testament and 1s oriented toward it, they should do it with audacity and
joy, as St. Paul teaches that prophecy should be analogous to and in conformity
with the faith (Rom 12:6). They |the Jews] have acted in this way for the last fif-
teen hundred years with respect to us as far as the Bible is concerned. Wherever
they could deform the Bible of our Messiah and our faith and make of it some-
thing which did nol conform (o the New Testamenl, by the use ol points, dis-
tinctions, conjugations, etc., they accomplished 1t with & great and frenzied zeal.
... Thus, in Isa 9].5]. they interpreted the text “*Vayicra Schemo, Pele, efc.” as
“*The Wonderful, Counsclor, God, Hero, cternal Father will name the Messiah:
Prince of Peace™ [Rashi’s interpretation|; there we see their arbitrariness. We
reject their points and constructions, and we read that as we read 1t [ie., as
Luther read it, with the Vulgate, in his course of 1527-1528 printed in WA Vol.
3172, 71], because the grammar of the letters [the consonants] readily allows
this mcaning, so that we read “Vayicare” for “Vayicra™ and all the names can re-
main in thc nominative. Hebraists would probably find still other casces of this
lype. so that we justly take back from the thieves that which they shamelessly
stole during the last fifteen hundred years, and perhaps even longer. The central
peint should be, in truth, that the ancient Holy Scripture leads to the Messiah
and 1o our faith and witnesses to these. Whoever does not interpret it this way
cannot possess it. . . . If I should be attacked and reprimanded for having some-
limes committed errors in translating, [ am rcady to recognize it, for Jerome
himself committed many crrors! And I recognize that these two distinguished
men, Sanctes |Pagnini] and Miinster, translated the Bible with an incredible ap-
phication and mnimitable care, and that by doing so they accomplished a great
deal of good. But they valued the rabbis a bit too much, so that they themselves
committed errors against the analogy of faith, and they showed too acute a pref-
erence for the glosses of the rabbis. In fact, I myself followed their translation
oo closely. so that I have to retract that, as [ will do soon, especially at 2 Kings
22 [=2 Sam 23: [ ]. regarding the last words of David,!®

This last statement is an allusion to the new, and much more explicitly Christian,
interpretation which he was to give to this pericope (under that title) a few
months later. In the preface Luther says:

If T were offered free choice either 1o have §t. Augustine’s and the dear fathers’,
that is, the apostles’, understanding of Scripture, together with the handicap that
St. Augustine occasionally lacks the correct Hebrew letters and words—as the
Jews snceringly accuse him, or to have the Jews” correct letters and words—
which they. in fact, do not have everywhere—but minus St. Augustine’s and the
fathers’ understanding, that is, with the Jews' interpretation, it can be easily
imagined which of the two I would choose. I would let the Jews with their inter-

18. 1bid., 646-47.
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pretation and their letters go to the devil, and I would ascend into heaven with
St. Augustine’s interpretation without their letters. For even if St. Augustine
cannot say Kikaion, as the Jews do, but says cucurbita instead in Jonah 4:6, and
cannot say venient Hemdath but says veniet Desideratus instead in Hag, 2:7, and
many similar things, vet his faith on that account breaks neither neck nor limb,
for he knows “the Valiant One,” who is called “Way, Truth, and Life” (John
14:6), of whom, as I said. the prophets foretell and testify. . . . Indeed. in trans-
lating and cxpounding. one need not intentionally strain oneself to transmit the
concept of the rabbis and grammarians (o us Christians. Il is all loo prone 1o
stick to us of itself, automatically. just like pitch and glue, even if we deliber-
ately guard against it. For the letters and the stories of the others blind the eyes
and induce us occasionally to losc sight of the meaning of Christ where we
should not, and thus the Jewish concept insinuates itself unawares, as every
translator without exception has experienced. 1, too. was not exempt from it.

In brief, if we do not apply all diligence 1o interpret the Hebrew Bible. wherever
that is feasible, in the direction of the New Testament, in opposition to the inter-
pretation of the rabbis, it would be better to keep the old translation {which,
after all, retains, thanks to the New Testament, most of the good elements) than
to have so many translations just because a few passages presumably have a dif-
ferent reading or arc still not understood. This only confuses the memory of the
reader, hinders his study. and leaves him in greater uncertainty than he was
before. 1?

3. Origins of Luther's Distrust

Luther implicitly embraced this hermeneutic from the very beginning of his
translation work, as is shown by the preface of the first edition of his translation
of the Pentateuch (1523). But in the same ycar, the year he also translated the
historical books of the Old Testament, Luther wrote “Dass Jesus Christus cin ge-
borncr Jude sci,”?Y in which he expressed his belief that a satisfactory presenta-
tion of the Messianic oracles based on the specific details of the Hebrew text
would lead the Jews to recognize Jesus as Messiah. His hopes, however, were not
realized. Just the opposite happened, as he recounts several times, most explicitly

in *Von den Juden und ihren Liigen™

I once experienced this myself. Three learned Jews came to me, hoping to dis-
cover a new Jew in me beecause they were beginning to read Hebrew here in
Wittenberg, and remarking that matters would soon improve since we Chris-
tians were starting to read their books. When [ debated with them, they gave me
their glosses, as they usually do. But when I forced them back to the text, they
soon fled from it, saying that they were obliged to believe their rabbis as we do
the pope and the doctors, etc.”!

19, LW Vol. 15, 268-70 = WA Vol, 54, 29-30.
20, WA Vol. 11, 314-36.
21. LW Yol. 47, 191-92 = WA Vol. 53, 461.
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Moreover, Luther learned from Count Wolf Schlick zu Falkenau in 1538 that,
instead of letting themselves be convinced, the Jews were making converts and
were circumcising Christians in Moravia. This led to his writing “Wider dic Sab-
bather.”22 On top of that, Miinster cxpressly drew upon Jewish commentators in
ordcr to criticize Luther’s translation in the notes of his Hebrew Bible (published,
along with a Laun translation, at Bascl in 1534). Thus, for Jonah 2:5, he wrote:
“Miror quo hic Lutherus respexerit. . . . Hoc Hebraismus non habet, nec Hebrae-
orum expositores.”

4. How to Correct Corrupt Texts

It 1s in this context that we must understand Luther’s progressively more dis-
trustful attitude toward the Hebrew text as it had been handed down by the Jews
“for the last fifteen hundred years.” Although this attitude only became explicit in
some pamphlets he wrote in 1543, it was already evident in the revision of his
German Bible in 1539-1541 in cases where the Christtan interpretation of the
0Old Testament was not an issue. With regard to the number of Solomon’s work-
ers, in 1 Kgs 5:29 (13), the records of the revision process attribute to Luther the
remark that “Forte Judei corruperunt textum.”?* In a printed marginal gloss (be-
ginning with the second edition [1541]) on 1 Chr 23(24).3 regarding the age at
which the Levites began their service, Luther suggests. “Es scheinet, die
Ebreische Bibel hic verfelscht sein.”” On the last words of Neh 2:1, Luther noted
in his copy of the Old Testament of 1539, “textum depravatum in Ebreo.” 24

Onc should not think, however, that Luther attributed all these textual corrup-
tions to the maliciousness of those who had transmitted the text. From the edition
of 1528 on, Luther had translated 2 Sam 23:8 “Jasabeam der son Hachmomni . . .
der seynen spies authub . . . )” referring in the margin to the parallels in Chron-
icles. He noted in the margin of the autograph that he had translated the parallel
1 Chr 11(12).11 in place of the Hebrew text of Samuel.?> His revision gave him
the oppertunity to come back to this question. We are fortunate in having his let-
ter of Junc 30, 1540, in which hc wrotc about this to Georg Rorer, addressed from
Weimar. It contains a detailed statement of Luther’s critical reasoning, which was
later condenscd in a somewhat confuscd way in a marginal gloss in the edition of
1545.

[ am sending vou, my dear Georg, this passage of 2 Kingdoms 23 which has
been translated and reconstituted as we wished. Speak to Dr. Aurogallus about
it and show him my findings on the passage, namely that in it the manuscripts
were corrupted by the incompetence of a scribe or, mere likely, by the deforma-

. WA vol. 50, 312-37.
.WADB vol. 3,419 line | 1.
. Ibid., 463, line 30.

CWADB Vol [, 137 n. 8.
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tion of letters. I have laid out the relationship between the two texts, 2 King-
doms 23 and 1 Paralipomcna 11, as follows:

2 Kegdms 23 | Here are the names [oseb Basebeth Thachmeni
- of the strong ones of David -
I Par Il Here is the number Tasabeam. son of Hachmoni
three. Adino Haezniv . eight hundied .
leader among He againsl wounded al one time.
thirty. raised his lance three hundred

The meaning is clear in Paralipomena, but Kingdoms makes absclutely no
sense. “Adino Hacezniv” was put in Kingdoms in place of “he raised his lance,”
just as ““loseb Basebeth Thachmoni™ was pul in Kingdoms in place of “lasa-
beam. son of Hachmoni.” Therefore, direct Aurogallus to leave the points aside,
and to put in the text of Par 11, “hu orer eth hanitho,” in letters that are as de-
formed and coarse as possible, transposcd, truncated or scribbled, to sec it he
cannot somehow arrive at something similar to the “hu adino haezniv™ of
2 Kgdms 23. Also, "lTasabeam, son of Hachmoni” had doubtlessly been cor-
rupted into “loseb Basebeth Thachmoni™ because of the same deformity and
scrawling of letters. For example:

his lance raised

NEYT Iy

07N NN My
B. A.

A. Here, if you transpose the “waw” and *resh,” you come up with something
similar to “adi.” Then, the final “resh”™ will be similar to “nun” in “Adino,” espe-
cially with deformed and truncated letters, where a truncated "resh™ is similar to
a &inun.'l'l

B. Here, “alef” could have become the “waw™ to complete the preceding
“Adino™ 1f a poor copyist had joined the separate words, as incompetent scribes
are wont to do. Then, “taw” could have been changed to “he” and “heth” to
“ayin™; then “Nitho™ to “Zeniv™ if the letters had been transposed, joined, con-
fused and truncated, as is habitual with a poor copyist who scrawls.

The fact that the ancient codices of 2 Kgdms 23 are in agreement on these un-
known words docs not constitute an objection. There is nothing new about the
fact that deformed and poorly written signs have been reproduced. We know that
the era of the seventy translators was very uncultivated and that people wrote
and understood things at that time in a very unsophisticated way. This frequently
led them to translate letter by letter, word by word, and phrase by phrase.

If Aurogallus agrees with these suggestions, we will then consult the other He-
braists, Ziegler and Forster, and we will indicate this type of thing for the reader
at the end of the Bible if we find other cases.>®

26. WABr Vol. 9. 166-67.
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No other lextual difficulty seems to have prompted Luther to present such a
detailed analysis. It might be said that he led the way for other critics who would
follow, but his occasional remarks do not constitute a systcmatic critique of the
Hebrew biblical text.

As noted above, it was during the revision of 15391541 that Luther explicitly
¢xpressed his doubts about the state of the Hebrew text. His adversary, Cardinal
Cajetan, had already done the same in commenting on the historical books in
15331 and 1532. He did not know Hebrew, but had it translated for him very liter-
ally by two Hebraists, one a Jew and the other a Christian.?” We shall see that in
the historical books he concluded three times (at 2 Sam 21:8b; 2 Chr 22:2; 36:9)
that the Hebrew text had been corrupted by scribal errors. However, Cajetan, un-
likc Luthcer, did not indicate any distrust of the intentions of the Jewish transmit-
ters of the text.

C. Sébastien Chdteillon 8

Cajctan and Luther cxpressed the necessity of correcting the Hebrew text on
only a few occasions. With Sc¢basticn Chiteillon’s annotated Latin translation
published at Bascl by Jean Oporin in 1551, we come to a new stage in the history
of textual criticism. Chéteillon wanted to furnish Latin scholars with a Bible in
good Latin which would provide the fullest documentation possible on the history
of Israel. He included not only the deuterocanonical books, but also historical
summaries taken from the Jewish Antiguities and the Jewish War of Josephus,
from the period between the two testaments, both before and after the time of the
books of Maccabees. In addition, wherever the Greek or Latin text had a plus of a
few verses or even of a few words in relation to the Hebrew, Chiteillon inserted
them in his translation and put a mark indicating the textual source from which he
had taken them.

Finally, wherever Chiteillon thought the Hebrew text was corrupt, he tried to
restore the original text by using the Greek, the Latin, or even conjectures, with
bricf and precisc critical notes. These notes arc not numcrous enough to make up
a continuous commentary, but they do provide the first elements of one. We will
show later that in twenty-two of the cases in the historical books that we treat
(Judg 5:14; 8:16: Ruth 4:4: 1 Sam 6:18: 12:15; 17:12; 28:17; 30:2: 2 Sam 7:7;
15:7, 18:3: 21:6: 1 Kgs 11185 19:3: 2 Kgs 6:33; 20:13; | Chr 24:6; 2 Chr 21:2;
22:6; 25:28; 28:16; Neh 4:17), Chateillon was the one who raised the problem
and frequently proposed a solution that later critics would follow like sheep. In
these twenty-two cases, Cappel (whe had not undertaken toe treat all the textual

27. Cajetan, “Preface on the Psalms,” Opera, Vol 3, 1.

28, Chilcillon was also known by the Latin forms Castalio or Caslellio. The French lorm,
which he and his son uscd. is preferred here, especially since it appears this way up to and
including the historian Michelet,
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difficulties) followed Chéteillon nine times, and Houbigant followed him sixteen
times. Though he had directed Calvin’s academy, Chéteillon broke with him and
then worked alone without lcaving any disciples. His work is usually uscd with-
out being cited. Wellhausen, followed by S. R, Driver, nusinterpreted Thenius’s
abbreviation at 2 Sam 21:6 and took it for Edmund Castcll, the author of the Lex-
icon Heptaglotton.

11. The Century of the Great Debates

In the sixteenth century translators tended toward more or less sporadic cor-
rections of the Hebrew text. In the seventeenth century, criticism of the Hebrew
text achicved the status of a scicnee afler chaotic and impassioned debatc.

A. When Were the Vowel Points Estublished?

{. Tiberias by J. Buxtorf, the Elder

1. Buxtorf’s Tiberias, published in 1620 by L. Knig of Basel, marked the be-
ginning of this debate. The great Hebraist from Basel was the only Christian of
his time who had a thorough knowledge of the Masorah. A complement to the
Rabbinic Bible Buxtorf had published two years before, Tiberias provided a
triplc Masorctic commentary that was historical, didactic, and critical. In the
preface he noted that, as yet, very few people had acquired a knowledge of the
Masorah. In the sixteenth century, Elias Levita had distinguished himself by pub-
lishing a brief commentary on the Masorah, Masoret ha-Masoret, the few re-
maining copies of which are rarely read. Sebastian Miinster alone translated the
third preface in the second edition of that commentary and presented it in Basel
in 1539, a year after the princeps edition of Venice. From this translation Chris-
tian theologians and philologists drew false and dangerous prejudices with regard
to the work of the Masoretes, since they had no idea that Levita was going
against all ot Jewish tradition in the dating of vowel points. Levita gave the im-
pression that the Masorctes were sages from Tiberias who had lived after the
writing down of th¢ Talmud, that is, morc than five hundred ycars after Christ.
Buxtorf aimed to refute this opinion by showing that they had lived well before
the Talmud was compiled.

About the dangers of Levita’s conclusions, Buxtorf said:

What is especially dangerous is that he states that it was the sages of Tiberias
who, so long after Christ the Savior, had supplicd the books with the vowel
peints, which are the foundation of the present reading and of the meaning ex-
pressed by it. However, these men were as any other, and were not prophets as
those of earlier times whose words and writings had their authority from the di-
rect itiative of the Holy Spirit. The task of inserting the vowel points was a
poal enushi, a human task. Thus. the authority of this reading is human and not
binding on anyone. If they are a human invention, and 1f their authority 15
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human, they can be omitted and then the reading would become completely ar-
bitrary. Where then would the stability and authority of the Hebrew text be? . ..
Nevertheless, some devoted and important Christians, especially those who
hold the principal chairs of theology, have accepted this opinion of Elias with-
out reservation . . . and some of them say that Christian Hebraists may maodify
with audacity the points, distinctions, constructions, mcanings, and anything
else that pertains to the grammar, so that the meaning is in accord with the New
Testament.

Even though Buxtorf did not specifically mention him, this was almost a direct
quote of what Luther had written in 1543 in the passage of his pamphlet “Von
Schem Hamphoras™ cited above.?” He had stated there that “il is an advantage
that Moses and the Prophets did not write the points, which arc a recent human
invention, added after their time. Thus it 1s not necessary to hold onto them as
firmly as the Jews wish to.”* The samc ycar, in his “Enarratio capitis noni Esa-
iac.” Luther repeated that the points were “a recent invention.”?! He docs not cite
any authority to back up these statements, but they might have been based, as
Buxtorf presumed, on Miinster’s 1539 translation of the third preface to Levita’s
work. Indeed, Levita was well known at Wittenberg, where his name was men-
tioned on December 20, 1543 by the authorities of the university, among whom
were some noted Hebraists, in the matter of filling the chair of Hebrew after the
death of Matthew Aurogallus.?? Levita was not Luther’s candidate, however, as
the latter mistrusted the influence of the rabbis on the Christians. This was the
hackground for a lctter written by Melanchthon to Osiander at the beginning of
April 1545 1n order to assurc him that nothing had changed from Luther’s point
of view in spite of his correspondence with Elias Levita.?? Nevertheless,
although he mistrusted Levita’s passible influence, Luther could very well have
borrowed his opinion on the reeent origin of the vowel points. That was not nec-
essarily the case, however, since Nicholas of Lyra, of whom Luther thought very
highly, had already stated (concerning Hos 9:12) that “the points do not pertain
to the substance of the text and do not go back to the origin of Scripture. That is
why the scrolls read in the synagogues are without points. It was only much later
that these points were invented in order to facilitate the reading.”

Buxtort discussed the question of whether the Masoretes invented the vowel
points and accents on pages 12 to 24 of Tiberias. In order to lay the foundation
for responding in the negative, Buxtorf dwelt on what scemed to him to be an
¢ssential point. In their notes the Masoretes frequently point out anomalies of vo-
calization, of the presence or absence of the dages or the muppiq, and of accentu-

29.p 7.

30. WA Vol. 53, 647, lines 35-36.

3L WA Vol. 40/3. 664, line 8.

32. WABr Vol. 10, 457.

33. Corpus Reformatorim. Vol. 5. cols. 728-29.
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ation. The fact that they limit themselves to pointing out these anomalies,
without hazarding an explanation or attempting to justify them, proves that they
could not have invented them and that, in their opinion, these clements arc part of
the lcgacy of tradition. Therefore, the whole system of vowels, points, and ac-
cents, with all the peculiarities which arc so difficult to explain, were considered
by the Masoretes as somcthing that had existed betore them. The Talmud refers
to the Masoretes as “the ancients.” This double precedence, i.e., of the points in
relation to the Masoretes and of the Masoretes in relation to the Talmud, destroys
Levita’s position. Buxtorf then attempted to refute the four arguments on which
Levita based his opinion, and concluded:

Where he says that the Jews of the generations after Ezra carefully memorized
for public reading the places where there was a pause or where the reading had
to be joined, according to the tradition of the prophets, this could be conceded
for those prophets who had been instructed dircetly by God. But it is absolutely
impossible that those who followed, down to the time of the Talmud, would
have been able to observe these norms through all the catastrophes and persecu-
tions. What human intelligence or memory would have been able to retain the
pauses that separate so many thousands of verses and the particular pronuncia-
tion of so many myriads of words with such precision that no error would have
been committed for any sentence, word or vowel down to the time of the Ma-
soretes of Tiberias? . .. In any event, if the vowel points and the disjunctive ac-
cents had been inserted into Holy Scripture by the people of Tiberias or by other
humans, then the meaning expressed by a reading of the vowels and accents
possesses human auvthority (and is. therefore, uncertain). but not the divine pro-
phetic authority (which would then be authentic) which is necessary for Holy
Scripture. Therefore, where a case 15 doubtful, ambiguous or difficult, these
points could be modified and substituted by other points by anyone who is
learned and competent. Then anyone at all could consider himself wiser and
more competent than another and could correct the text, which would lead to
great uncertainty when a word’s meaning had been changed by the modification
of only a single point. If the text were reduced to the consonants alone, it would
be like wax that could be modeled into various forms. Then there would be no
supreme judge in debating the texts. and there would be no normative state of
the Holy Scripture of the Old Testament to serve as a yardstick for interpretation
and to resolve controversics. ™

Buxtorf ended this chapter by expressing his regret that he could not discuss
the question 1n greater depth, hoping that he would have an occasion later on to
take it up again and to develop certain other facts whose treatment would have
taken him too far afield from the aims of this Masoretic commentary. He ended
by saying, “Perhaps others will take this as an opportunity to explore all these
questions more successfully and to arrive at a better solution to them.”*

34. Buxtorf, the elder, Tifrerias, 23.
35. Ihid., 24.
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2. Arcanum by Louis Cappel

Someone would, in fact, soon take up the challenge: Louis Cappel, a professor
at the Protestant Theological Academy of Saumur, France, who had had to seck
rcfuge for a while with his brother in Sedan becausc of the wars of religion.
Barcly two ycars after Buxtorf’s book had come out, Cappel sent him the manu-
script of his study in which he tried to prove that “the present signs of the points,
vowels, and accents were invented by the Masoretes and were added to the He-
brew text approximately five hundred years after Christ.”*¢ Against Buxtorf’s ar-
gument based on the anomalies of punctuation, Cappel noted that “the present
corpus of Masoretic notations was not composed by only one or two people in a
single moment, but is a compilation and a kind of immense forest of the most di-
verse obscrvations which a great number of pcople worked at over several
centurics. . . . Their corpus, which 1s called the Masorah, 15 a type of work that
could be developed ad infinitum if individuals were walling to spend their time
and cfforts making minute observations of this kind.”*’ Cappel conceded that cer-
tain categories of the Masoretic notations record “observations which could have
had their beginning shortly after the cra of Ezra,” such as those dealing with the
determination and computation of verses and letters. He admitted that a great
mass of observations of this type might have already existed before the Talmud
was <:0mpilecl.-°’8 Still, however, it must be proven “that the Mascretes of whom
the Talmud speaks are really those who were the authors of the notes on the
anomalies of punctuation,” something that could not be proven by any argument
whatsoever. Cappel established the relatively recent date of the invention of the
“points™ based on a large cluster of converging indications of which only a few
had becen noted by Elias Levita. We cannot analyze these indications here, but can
only point out that they reveal a well-informed and gquasi-prophctic understanding
for his time of the progressive development of vocalization. Cappel completed his
study by showing, against Buxtorf’s objections which he addressed without men-
tioning his name, that the text, when reduced to the consenants alone, was not at
all like “wax that could be modeled in any way.”"* Cappel believed that the bibli-
cal context left only a very limited margin of uncertainty to the vocalization and
accentuation. For someone who had learned Hebrew from very good teachers it
was in no way necessary to memorize all the accents and vowels. One had only to
remember the doubtful cascs and anomalics. Thus, the situation of the unvocal-
1zcd Hebrew text was not as Buxtorf described it, nor was 1t any more uncertain
than the access we have to the authentic text of the New Testament.

Cappel waited several months without receiving a reply from Buxtorf, and
then decided to write him a second time to ask for his manuscript back, as he had

36. Cappel. Arcanum in Commentarii, 790,
37. Ibid.. 767.

38. Ibid.

39. Ihid.. 783, 789.
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no other copy. Thanks to the double witness of Cappel and Buxtorf the younger,*’
we can reconstruct the answer that Buxtorf gave. He said, first of all, that a com-
plete answer would require a book rather than a Ictter. Then he recalled the argu-
ments that could lcad to onc conclusion or another. Then, after praising Cappel’s
application, crudition and intclligence 1n trecating the subject, he concluded:

That leads me to admit that the question of the age of the points is a difficult
onc. Nevertheless, you have not sufficiently calmed my fears about the very
negative and dangerous consequences that would follow if the poinls are recent.
These consequences lead me to believe that it would not be advisable to treat
this question in a detailed and leqarned fashion in the schools. either orally or
through publications.

Cappel was not discouraged by this response.*! After putting the final touches on
his work, he sent the manuscript, in March of 1623, to one of his old teachers,
the well-known Thomas Erpenius, Professor of Oriental Languages at Leiden.
He left the matter to Erpenius’s judgment, authorizing him to edit the work if he
thought it nccessary, or to “condemn it to eternal darkness.” Howcever, the manu-
script contained a preface in which the author, still without mentioning Buxtort,
took a position with regard to the uncertaintics that the latter had expresscd. Cap-
pel said there, among other things, that:

Surcly there are pious and learned men who, even though they have almost no
reason {or opposing such evident truth, continue nevertheless 1o fear that it leads
to dangerous consequences. As if one had to fear that the truth presented some
danger to the truth! That which is true 1s always in accord with the truth and up-
holds 1t without ever opposing or threatening it. . . . When one truth has already
been the object of debate and has been brought to light, even if this has been done
by a depraved and wicked adversary, it is never permissible to refute it and to re-
jeet it by crecting an opposing doctrine and by painting it with colors, shades and
nvances which make it seem that what is true is false and what 1s false is true.
This would sct a very evil and dangerous cxample. . . . Defending  true doctrine
by a talse hypothesis is using evil means for a good cause. That not only fails to
show an upright and loyal character, but it means that you are doing your utmost
to betray and to ruin entirely the cause that you claim to be serving.??

The following year Cappel received** from Erpenius a copy of his (Cappel’s)
work which Erpenius had published under the title Arcanim Puncrationis Reve-
latum,* without the name of the author but with a lively first preface, signed by
Erpenius, in which he named Buxtorf as opposed to this thesis, and said:

40, Cappel. Arcanum, 798, Buxtorf, in the preface to his Punctorum, no page.

41. Cappel, Arcamn, in Commentarii, 7198.

42, 1hid., 700.

43. 1bid., 699.

44. Sod ha-nikud ha-nigleh hoc est, Arcanum punctiionis revelatum, sive, De punctorim
vocalim & accentinn apud Hebraeos vera et germeana wrtiguitate, diatriba {Lud. Cappello
auctore] in liwcem edita & Thoma Erpenio (Lugduni Batavorum: apud Tohannem Maire, 1624).
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1 did not allow myself to be turned aside from my project of editing this work by
the fact that some would perhaps have preferred to incuicate and obstinately de-
fend the contrary thesis, cven though it is false, rather than this one, cven
though it 1s true. thinking that such a thing would better serve our allies in a cer-
tain controversy. Truth should not invoke the aid of error at any price! They
have nothing in common; no more than light and darkness or Christ and Belial.
On the contrary, the truth can only be of service to the truth and support it by
making it morc cvident.

At the end of his preface Erpenius promised that he and the author would will-
ingly welcome any better and more truthful arguments that might be presented to
them. Cappel said thal the publication of his work was well received and that, {or
more than twenty years no onc had presented any objections.* He thus proposcd
a sccond edition, since the first was out of print.

J. Buxtorf the younger wrotc that after Cappel’s treatise came out, many pcople
had written to his father and asked him what to make of it.%® His father, however,
intent on completing some important work (probably the admirable Lexicon Chal-
daicum, Talmudicum et Rabbinicum, which the son was to publish after his fa-
ther’s death), was loath to be distracted and kept putting off any detailed response
to the question. He died in 1629 without having oftered a rejoinder. According to
Buxtorf the younger, his father’s silence greatly surprised everyone, and was in-
terpreted as inability to respond to Cappel’s arguments. The son was asked to re-
spond 1n the namc of his deccased father. Not wanting to get involved 1n the
polemic, however, he kept delaying until Cappel published his Ad rnovam Davidis
Ivram Francisci Gomart animadversiones at Saumur in 1643, In the preface Cap-
pel interpreted the silence of possible adversaries by saying:

Seventeen years ago, the very wise and learned Erpenius published a book that
we entitled Arcanum Punctationis Revelarum, in which the opinion commonly
held until then was eftectively refuted by us. Until now, as far as [ know. no one
has come forth to defend it against our arguments. I have no doubt that this
work is turning the stomachs of some who wish that it had never been written
because they see that the opinion to which they adhered was shaken, and they
show by their silence that they are incapable of defending it.%’

Buxtort the younger fclt that this was claiming victory too soon. But there was
also another reason that led him to react. He knew that Cappel had written a Crit-
ica Sacra scveral years carlier, and had hcard that 1t was to be published
shortly.*® Thus, bascd on what he had heard, he determined to make the first
move and demonstrate the dangers that lay in subjccting the Masorctic Text to

45. Cappel, Vindiciae, in Commentarii, 798.
46. Buxtorl, the younger, Punctorum, prefuce,
47. Cappel, Animadversiones, Prelace,

48. Buxtorf, the younger, Punctorim, 281,
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unrestrained examination when there were those who, convinced by the Ar-
canum, believed the vocalization to be recent. And so, in 1648, he published his
Tractatus de punctorum vocalium, et accentuum, in libris Veteris Testamenti he-
bruicts, origine, antiquitate et auctoritate: oppositus Arcano punctationts reve-
lato, Ludovici Cappelli. Cappel wrote a response to this treatise, which he enti-
tled “Arcani Punctationis Ludovici Cappelli Vindiciae. Adversus Joh. Buxtorfi
F Tractatum, de Punctorum Vocalium, et Accentuum, in libris Vet. Testamenti
Hebraicis, origine, antiquitate et anctoritate: in quibus Falsa Punctorum Hebrai-
corum Antiquitates refellitur, eorumdemque, post annum a Christo nato quingen-
tesimum, Novitas ostenditur firmiterque adversus omnes Cavillatiunculas et Ex-
cepliones adstruitur.” This response, however, was not published until 1689,%
for the appcarance of the Critica Sacra would abruptly change the grounds of the
debate.

B. Cappel’s Critica Sacra

Indced, after the publication of his Arcanum, Cappel’s work entered a new
stage. As he himself states,?® in October of 1634 he completed a work cntitled
Critica Sacra, sive de varils quae in sucris Veteris Testamenti libris occurrunt
lectionibus libri sex: in quibus ex variarum lectionum observatione gquamplurimu
S. Scripturae loca explicantur, illustrantur, atque adeo emendantur non panca.
This work definitively established the legitimacy and necessity of submitting the
Hebrew text of the Old Testament to a criticism analogous to that used for any
ancient secular literature. Rosenmiiller, a hundred years later, gave the following
evaluation of Cappel’s work:

The work of Cappel has indisputably great merits. The questions that he treated
had been debated frequently in isolation before, but never in such a complete,
coherent and unprejudiced way. Before him, most of the Protestants had a re-
spect for the Masoretic Text that could be called superstitious. It was believed
that, thanks to a special divine assistance, that 18, a continuous miracle that had
protected every copyist aguinst errors, the Hebrew text had been preserved com-
pletely and faultlessly just as it had come from the hands of the sacred writers.
Though unbelievable in itself, and though contradicted by the experience of
other ancient written records that have survived down to our time, this opinion
was so closely tied to the strict conception of the integrity of Sacred Scripture
held by the dogma of that time that the theolegians and philologists felt no need
of having to defend it. . . . [But Cappel], overcoming the prejudices of his coreli-
giomsts, made usc of the Protestant’s right to judge with an open mind, indepen-
dently of all human authority. . . . The result of his research was that the Hebrew
text. like every other written record of antiquity, requires the assistance of criti-
cism. But it was not so disfigured as to cast doubts on the doctrines of faith and

49, By his sen Jucques in Cappel. Commentarii,
50. Criticu, 440,
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moral precepts, nor as to prefer versions affected by human arbitrariness to the
original. Today these positions secem natural to us, and we agree on their accu-
racy. But it would be unjust if the general agreement on these positions should
overlook the strenucus efforts that this man expended in erder to bring them to
light. On the contrary, his merit is even greater since he defended these positions,
so enlightening to the unbiased mind, against the prejudices and superstitions of
the age and. in so doing, returned authentic criticism to its rightful place.”!

C. Tempestuous Times

The publication of the Critica Sacra cansed a number of storms. In 1664 Mat-
thias Wasmuth, a student of Buxtorf and later professor at Kiel, wrote of Cappel
and his work, “Cappellus profanus Bibliomastix et eius Critica Atheismi buccina
et Alcorani fulcimentum, publica flamma abolendum.”>2 In a 1706 issue of the
periodical Unschuldige Nachrichten, the Critica Sacra was to be judged again
more than fifty years after its publication in the following terms:

However successtul Cappel may have been in his deception, the evil intent of
his work hreaks through occasionally. . .. This is how the foundation is de-
stroved: in the Arcanum punctationis the punctuation and accentuation are
shown to be uncertain. The consonants, which had previously been safe from
attack, are also called inte question in the Critica, so that they can be modified
on the basis of a simple resemblance, and thus the meanings can be multiplied
at will, so that cverything is thrown into total confusion.™?

. The “Faormula Consensus Helvetici”

The question was not confined to the level of personal polemics. In 1675 the
Churches of Zurich, Basel, Berne, and Geneva wrote a “Formula Consensus Ec-
clesiarum Helveticarum Reformatarum,”* whose purpose was to prevent the
pernicious doctrines emanating from the Theological Academy of Saumur from
spreading among them. In 1634, the same year in which Cappel had finished
writing thc Cririca Sacra, his colleague Moses Amyraut published a “Treatisc on
Predestination,” 1n which he attempted to found the thesis of the conditional uni-
versality of divine grace on the Bible. That had led the Church of Zurich, fol-
lowed by the other Reformed Churches in Switzerland, to forbid their students
to attend the academy at Saumur. When Cappel finished his Critica. he first tricd
to find a Protestant publisher. On all sides, however, there was strong opposition
to its publication; it was his son Jean, a convert to Catholicism, who was ablc to
have it published in Paris sixteen years later, in 1650, by Sébastien Cramoisy. It
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was published under royal sponsorship, which had been obtained for him by
three Catholic fathers, Petavius, a Jesuit, Mersenn, a Minim, and Jean Morin, an
Oratorian to whom we shall rcturn later.”?

The “Formula Consensus” of 1675 was scnt to the political authoritics of vari-
ous Protestant Swiss cantons with a view to requiring pastors to sign it. As far as
Amyraut’s position on predestination was concerned, Blésch gives the following
summary of the Formula: “Christ did not die for all, but only for those whe are
chosen for beatitude by the eternal design of God. And lest there be any misun-
derstanding, God did not intend to have pity on all, but only on a part of human-
ity.”¢ The first three canons of the Formula dealt with Cappel without mention-
ing him by name. Bldsch summarizes them as follows: “Henceforth we must
tcach, against Cappel, that the vocalic signs of the Old Testament arc included in
the inspiration of the Holy Scripture.”™?

The following passages convey the tenor of the first three canons. The first
canon affirms that God not only “took care to have his word . . . committed to
writing by Moses, the prophets, and the Apostles, but has also watched and cher-
ished it with paternal care ever since it was written up to the present time, so that
it could not be corrupted by craft of Satan or frand of man.”>* God said of the
Church that it *has, and will have to the end of the world, . . . the ‘Holy Scrip-
tures” . . . from which, though heaven and earth perish, *one jot or one tittle shall
in no wisc pass.” "7 The second canon affirms that:

the Hebrew Original of the Old Testament, which we have received and to this
day retain . . . is, not only in its consonants, but in its vowels—either the vowel
points themselves, or at least the power of these points—not only in its matter,
but in its words, inspired of God, thus forming, together with the Original of the
New Testament, the sole and complete rule of our faith and life: and to its stan-
dard, as to a Lydian stone, all extant versions. oriental and occidental, ought to
be applied, and wherever they differ, be conformed.©?

The third canon declares that the opinion of those who accord a human origin
to “the text which the Hebrew Original exhibits, cannot be approved.”®! It then
goes on to condemn Cappel’s thesis:

[They] do not scruple at all to remodel a Hebrew reading which they consider
unsuitable, and amend it from the Greek versions of the LXX and others, the
Samaritan Pentateuch, the Chaldee Targums, or even from other sources, yea,
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sometimes from their own reason alone; and furthermore, they do not acknowl-
edge any other reading to be genuine exeept that which can be educed by the
critical power of the human judgment from the collation of editions with cach
other and with the various readings of the Hebrew Original itself—which, they
maintain, has been corrupted in various ways; and finally, they affirm that be-
sides the Hebrew cdition of the present time, there are in the Versions of the an-
cient interpreters which differ from our Hebrew context other Hebrew
Originals, since these Versions are also indicative of ancient Hebrew Originals
dilfering from each other. Thus they bring the [oundation of our {aith and its in-
violable authority into perilous hazard.®

In Geneva, each new pastor had to sign the Consensus with the note “sic sen-
tio.” But, aftcr encountering difficultics in obtaining the signaturcs of somc of the
ncw pastors, the Council and the Society of Pastors had to be satisfied with ask-
ing them to sign the statcment I will tcach thus, and 1in my discussions I will
never teach the contrary, either orally or in writing, in public or in private.”®* Fi-
nally, beginning September 10 of the same year, the magistrates of Geneva aban-
doned the demand for a written promise and merely required oral consent to a
much more flexible formulation. %

2. J. Morin’s Incriminating Support

This violent storm thus did not have longlasting effects. But it 1s interesting
that the opinion expressed in the Consensus concerning the grave danger Cap-
pel’s Cririca posed to the Reformed Church was shared by one of the three Cath-
olic fathers who had obtained the royal sponsorship for that work. Reprimanded
by Cardinal Barberini [or procuring the sponsorship of the Most Christian King
for a Huguenot theological work, Fr. Morin defended himself in a letter of De-
cember 1, 1653, saying that censure by the Roman Church, instead of harming
Cappel, would be most useful to him:

Indeed, the heretics sought to prevent the publication of this book for more than
ten years. For a long time the manuscript remained in Geneva, where no pub-
lisher could be found. Then it was for a long time at Sedan, then at Leiden,
where it suffered the same fate, even though Saumaise of Leiden had been en-
gaged to publish it. The pastors were worried that the compelling and almost
only argument they had used up to that time against the Vulgate was effectively
eliminated [by Cappel]. They held that “the Hebrew text is absolutely intact,
just as it was writlen by Moscs and the Prophets under the dictation of the Holy
Spirit. Therefere any translation that does not agree with this original text
should be corrected according to it. Since the Vulgate differs from the Hebrew
lext in countless places, it must be corrected in countless places and completely
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redone.” They demonstrated the state of the Vulgate with a great mass of ex-
amples, and their claim that the Hebrew text must be considered the source of
all streams of translation has duped many faithful Catholics, or has made them
uncertain. Cappel, however, devoted himself entirely te destroying this founda-
tion. He made a great effort and succeeded. The undertaking, however, had
been very difficult, for there is no truly ancient Hebrew manuseript and the
agreement among the editions of the Hebrew Bible is remarkable. Thus, if
somcthing is not present in one of the codices, it will also not be present in any
of the others. How did Cappel accomplish his projecl? He made comparisons
among the various books of the Old Testament where the same texts were re-
peated and he collected undeniable variants, He did the same for the passages in
the New Testament that come from the Old. Then he turned to the Qere and
Kethivof the Jews and unveiled the mysteries of Masoretic practice, which 1s so
puzzling and arcane. After that he compured various witnesses of the Septua-
gint with the present Hebrew text, since their differences could only have come
about if the exemplar used by the Septuagint was different from our Hebrew
text. He did the same for the Chaldaic paraphrases as well as for various frag-
ments of the ancient Greek translations of Aquila, Symmachus and Theodotion
that have survived. By comparing them among themselves and with the Hebrew
text, he showed that the disagreement among the manuscripts he used, manu-
scripts which also differed from the present Hebrew text, was as great as the
agreement among the Hebrew Bibles now in use. Finally, he compared the Vul-
gate with the Hebrew iext in many places. showing by this comparison that the
differences frequently noted between the Hebrew and Latin texts come neither
from the translator’s crror nor from copyists’ mistakes, but from the fact that the
manuscript St. Jerome used differed from the Hebrew text currently in use.
St. Jerome’s readings arc more certain than the present text because his manu-
script was older than the present text. . .. The same reasoning that so agitated
the pastors and made them oppose the publication of this book led certain
learned Catholics, into whase hands this Critique had fallen, to bring its publi-
cation about discreetly. They saw. 1n fact, that this argument that errors had cor-
rupted the Hebrew manuscripts was developed quite skillfully and was backed
up by a Hebrew documentation as broad as it was decp and well-developed in
every way. so that the invincible argument of the heretics against the Vulgate
was totally destroyed by this dissertation. Another reason, based on the first,
strongly influecnced them to undertake this project. Once the first point was ad-
mitted, nothing else could ever again be absolutely certain as long as one re-
fused to take the tradition of the Church as the criterion. For, if mistakes abound
in that which is the only foundation of their faith, this faith is certainly com-
pletely ruined and absolutely sterile. They made the consequences known to
their friend Cappel: he was concerned about the problem and tried to respond 10
it, but always in vain. In running away from the smoke he fell into the fire 8
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In a letter of January 25, 1651 to James Usher, the Anglican bishop of Ar-
magh, Cappel was obliged to defend himself against the calumny of a Dutchman,
Armold Boot, who maintaincd that Cappel “had arranged things with Morin and
that thcy had joined their cfforts 1n order to fabricatc this new opinion to-
gether.”® Cappel states:

Boot accuses me of being an old friend of Morin and one of his intimates. This
accusation, just as the others, is rash and falsc. | ncver saw Morin or had any
correspondence with him until seven years ago, when the Critica had been
ready for print for eight years. 1 saw Morin only two times in all. The first was
in Paris scven years ago when [ wanted to visit the library of his confreres,
which contains many Hebrew, Syriuac, Chaldaic and rabbinic books and manu-
scripts. | stayed there barely an hour. The second time he came here to visit me
out of politeness, and his visit lasted a quarter of an hour. The only communica-
tion between us by correspondence was once when he had written to me be-
cause of the book Buxtorf had recently written against my Arcanm. [ answered
him once briefly and only on the subject of Hebrew points, without a word
about the variants as far as I can recall. This is the close and old friendship with
Morin for which Boot reproaches me.%?

3. Morin’s Aims

Who was this Jean Morin who pushed Cappel’s Critica to the front as a war
machinc against the Protestants and whom they accused of having an cvil influ-
cnee on Cappel? Born into a Protestant family at Blois, France, in 1591, Morin
converted to Catholicism shortly before his twenty-fifth birthday under the 1nflu-
ence of Cardinal du Perron. He had already by that time studied Hebrew and Pos-
itive Theology at Leiden. In 1618 he entered the congregation of the Oratory,
which had recently been founded by de Bérulle. After he had completed some re-
search on the history of ecclesiastical institutions, the assembly of the clergy of
1626 entrusted him with the publication of an edition of the Septuagint with a
Latin translation. For the Greek text he reproduced the Sixtina edition of 1587
that had been published in Rome and was based essentially on Codex Vaticanus.
All the preceding editions had come either from the Complutensian Polyglot of
Alcala (1517) or the Aldine edition (Venice, 1518—1519). For the Latin, he used
the translation compiled by Flaminius Nobilius (Rome, 1588). The most original
part of this edition, which Morin published in 1628, consisted of along preface in
which he highlights the importance of the Samaritan Pentatcuch in order to ¢le-
vate the text of the Septuagint. The Samaritan Pentateuch had not yet been pub-
lished in the West, but one manuscript, bought in Damascus by Pietro della Valle
in 1616, had been given to the library of the Oratory of Paris by Achille de
Harlay-Sancy, the former French ambassador to Constantinople, when he entered
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the Oratory in 1619. A former project of Cardinal du Perron’s, taken up by
Michel Le Jay, was to edit a polyglot Bible in Paris that would be much more
complctc than that of Alcald or Antwerp. This task gave Morin the chance to pro-
vide the scholarly world with an editio princeps of the Samaritan Pentatcuch and
its targum. This work was presented in the sixth volume of the above-mentioned
polyglot cdition, in 1632. One ycar before, Morin had published his Exercita-
tiones Ecclestasticae in Utrumgue Samaritanorum Pentateuchum, in which he
attempted to prove the superionty of this new text over the Masoretic Text and to
show the close proximity he had discovered between the Samaritan text and the
Hebrew archetype of the Septuagint.

In 1633 Morin published his Exercitationes Biblicae de Hebraei Graecigue
Textus Sinceritate Germana LXXII Interpretum Translatione Dignoscenda, Iflius
cum Vulgata conciliatione, et juxta Judaeos divina integritate, totiusque rabbi-
nicae antiquitatis et operis Massorethici aera explicatione et censura. He gave
the final form to this work in its sccond cdition, which appcared in 1660, just
after his death. A few passages from the first chapter of the second edition reveal
his point of view:

I think, and I feel that no one will disagree with me. that the autograph copies of
the Apostles and the Prophets should be the rule against which all the versions
are measured. If we should be presented with the book of Moses himself,
which, according 1o God’s order, had been preserved in the Ark, 1 would readily
agree that all the versions should be corrected by using it as the norm. . . . But
what cvidence or cven plausible conjecture is there to justify teaching that the
Jewish and Greek scribes could not have made any mistakes in copying their
manuscripts?68

There is no manuscript 10 be found among the Jews which is more than five
hundred vears old, and those Jews of our day who have worked at correcting
their books do not mention any older ones. However, the Jewish manuscripts
have not been corrupt for five hundred years. We conclude, theretore, that for
fifteen hundred years they have lost nothing of their integrity. . .. %%

Some people claim that it is possible to have total confidence in the Hebrew
Bibles. Based on what? Simply on the fact that the editions are in agreement
with cach other. And so these people rashly conclude that the same situation ob-
tains for the manuscripts of all ages, even though they may never have seen a
single one. Peaple do not realize that almaost all the editions come from the same
source, and therefore the agreement among them is no more remarkable than the
close agreement of the editions of the Vulgate that were corrected by order of
Clement VIIL7
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4. The Originality of Maorin's Hermeneutic

We can see from these passages that Morin possessed an acute critical intu-
ition. His intcntion in his book was to show that thc Masorctic Text should not be
identificd with the avtograph copics of the sacred writers and that it therefore can-
not scrve as a norm to which the traditional versions of the Greek and Latin
Churches should be made to conform, as the Protestants demanded. Certain as-
pects of his research have not been superseded even today, such as the fourth “Ex-
ercitatio” on the meaning of the asterisks and obeli in Origen’s recension,’! or the
ninth, where he treats the history of the ancient editions of the Septuagint.”?

Morin’s most original study is the sixth “Exercitatio,” on the “concihiation™ of
the Septuagint with the Vulgate.”* To be sure, he exaggerated the authenticity ac-
corded the Vulgate by the Council of Trent when it recognized that Jerome (like
the translators of the Scptuagint) had the special assistance of the Holy Spirit,
guarantecing that he had translated his Hebrew Vorlage accurately. ’# But, whilc
he stated this (debatable) principle, Morin explained that the significant differ-
ences between the Septuagint and the Vulgate led him to believe that either the
Hcbrew Vorlage of the Scptuagint or that of the Vulgate must have been cor-
rupt.”> Morin had noted that for the first five hundred years of the Church the
Septuagint had been its only Bible and that for a thousand years the Vulgate had
been the only Bible of the Church in the West. ’¢ Was one forced to admit, there-
fore, that God had allowed his Church to accept as the authentic and canonical
form of Holy Scripture a translation that rested, at least in part, on a corrupt He-
brew base?

The difficulty appeared particularly acute to him since it was possible to dis-
cern two distinct Hebrew bascs, onc attested by a quotation in the New Testa-
ment and by the Scptuagint translation, and the other attested by the Vulgate and
the Masorctic Text.”” No matter what onc might think of the Septuagint or the
Vulgate, one 1s presented with an apparently insoluble situation. The authors of
the New Testament have canonized as Holy Scripture a translated textual form
that most likely rests on an erronecus Hebrew text. In these particularly trouble-
some cases, the inspired authority of the New Testament rehabilitates, in a man-
ner of speaking, and canonizes the corrupt form of the Old Testament that it
cites. But Morin enlarged this principle to include all cases where a translation
accepted by the Church as authentically representing the Bible is derived from a
corrupt Vorlage:
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In general I would say that it is absolutely impossible for a divine text to be
changed by human agency in such a way that its meaning 1s changed but the
passage remains divine. Consequently, it becomes corrupt insofar as it degener-
ates from a divine meaning to a human one. However, as we have shown, such
is not the case for the authentic versions that were made from texts of this type.
The human meaning is changed by the authority of the Church into a prophetic
and apostolic meaning and its former dignity is restored.”

In the following chapter he clarified his thought before illustrating it by scv-
cral cxamples:

I mean to say that the variants which the Church and the sacred Fathers have
confirmed and canonized in this way are not only those that do not add. subtract
or modify something that might create an error or danger for the Christian reli-
gion. Some variants are of a very different nature, since the modifications seem
to lead to an offense to the Church, and to do away with very solid proofs for the
Christian religion. wrenching them out of our hands. The variants in question
were not produced by expressing something false, for the Church never ap-
proves anything of this sort, but by suppressing things that were true, through
either omission or modification,”

From this perspective, Morin believed that the traditional versions of the Church
should ncver be corrccted according to the Masorctic Text, for the two rcasons
that hc mentioned: first, becausc it 1s highly possible that the Masorctic Text 1s
more corrupt than the Vorlage from which the versions were made: and sccond.
because the possible textual defects to which these versions testify have been
rectified by ecclesial use, which has identified them as authentic biblical forms.
Thus, Morin felt that we should make the same use of the original text as the
Fathers did of Origen’s Hexapla:

The Hebrew texts must be put to the service of the Church’s translation without
allowing them to dominate it. They should help but not command. They should
support 1t but not demolish 1t. They should illuminate it and highlight it but nei-
ther obfuscate nor break it into picees,™

The tendentious nature of Morin’s work and his proselytism, filled with para-
doxes, earned him many enemies, and not only among Protestants. The Catholic
Simeon de Muis, Archdeacon of Soissons and Professor of Hebrew at the Royal
College, devoted three treatises to refuting him. The Protestant Arnold Boot took
him on in two treatises and attacked Cappel in two others. It must be admitted,
however, that even if Morin’s dogmatic nature often makes it difficult to accept
his conclusions, the breadth of his crudition and the originality of his hermceneutic

78, Ibid., chap. 13, §8,
79, Ibid.. chap. 14, §1.
80, 1bid., 4.



28 Part 1, Chapter |

make his adversaries pale by comparison. His Exercitationes Biblicae, as well as
Cappel’s Critica Sacra, are still laden with unexplored treasures today. When
Morin dicd in 1659, he had just finished a sccond volume of his Exercitationes
Biblicue, published along with the first in Paris by Gaspard Mcturas in the follow-
ing year. The sccond book contains the first critical rabbinic bibliography cver
published. Richard Simon, who was no great admirer of Morin but was himsclf an
able critic, admitted that “his last work is filled with a prodigious erndition with
regard to the Jewish books.”#!

5. Cuppel us an Advocate of Facilituting Variants

If Morin could be criticized for his convert’s prosclytism warping a good
number of his conclusions, Cappel also came 1n for criticism from Vogel and
Scharfenberg, who published an edition of his Critica Sacra in three volumes
(Halle, 1775-1786). They reproached him for something that had already been
clearly expressed in the “Formula Consensus™ of 1675. Both in his Critica and in
his letter to Usher,*? Cappel repeatedly maintained that, in order to decide among
biblical variants, the onc that provides “the most appropriatc and convenicnt
meaning” should always be preferred. Scharfenberg accused him of failing to
recognize the accepted principle among text critics that “the most difficult, the
rarest and the most complicated reading should be preferred to one that is more
felicitous and more prevalent.”®* Vogcel had already remarked that the fact that a
rcading “provides a more or Iess convenient meaning . . . 1s not sufficient for de-
claring it correct.”®* As we shall see later on in this report, Cappel’s rather naive
confidence in easy readings that make good sense strongly influenced later exe-
getes in their application of textual criticism.

This tendency of Cappel’s explains the great significance even for today of the
younger Buxtorf’s Anticritica (Basel, 1653), in which he opposed Cappel. Bux-
torf, with a very subtle critical sense, showed the risks of this more facile way of
proceeding:

The result will he that when there is a certain passage that does not seem clear
enough to a translator, professor or some other critic, he will begin to look
around to try to find something clearer. either in the versions or in his own intel-
ligence and ability to invent conjectures. Thus the traditional reading of the He-
brew will be abandoned for the slightest reason, and even without the least
reason. ®
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The entire second part of the Anricritica (357-1026) goes over Cappel’s sug-
gestions with a fine-tooth comb. We shall have occasion later on to show the im-
portance of this criticism, for cxample, at 1 Chr 24:26 or 2 Chr 28:19. The
critique of the Critica allowed Buxtorf, Ir. to formulate methodological com-
ments that were both nuanced and subtle, and Cappel was the first to profit from
them. We shall sce, for cxample at Josh 9:4, that he was occasionally convineed
by his opponent (as evidenced in his Notae Criticae, published®® by his son
Jacques after his death), whereas most exegetes have adopted the decisions of the
Cririca without realizing that Cappel himself had later given up these positions.

II1. Analysis of the Questions Surrounding Criticism of the Hebrew Text
in the Middle of the Seventeenth Century

To understand the critical i1ssues in Old Testament textual criticism around
the middle of the seventeenth century as Morin, Boot, Cappel, and Buxtorf the
younger saw them, it is necessary to peint out a statement of fact and a principle
with which these adversarics were all in agrecment. They are both immaterial to-
day, howcver, in view of the discovery of the Qumran manuscripts and in vicw of
the way 1in which tradition criticism and hiterary and rcdaction criticism have ¢x-
amincd the Hebrew texit and the ancient Greek translations and have transformed
our understanding of the “sacred authors™ and of the traditional textual forms.
We will attempt to formulate a problematic of textual criticism that takes these
developments into account in the second part of this introduction. Right now we
wish only to evaluate a few studies, both older and more recent ones, that sought
to scrutinize the legitimacy of the fundamentals concerning which these seven-
teenth-century critics were in agreement. We shall also mention studies that con-
tributed to the modification of those fundamentals.

A. A Statement of Fact and a Position of Principle

In the middle of the seventeenth century, critics were in agreement on this
tact: the accessible witnesses of the Hebrew Bible provided a text that was re-
markably unified. They were also in agreement about a principle: if the auto-
graphs of Moses and the Prophets were available, they would be considered
normative for the text.

1. Virtual Absence of Hebrew Textual Variants

There was agreement among these critics that the witnesses of the Masoretic
Text to which they had access presented an extremely unified text. Thus the ver-
sions, ¢specially the Septuagint, were their principal sources of textual variants.
However, they tended to put ncarly all the variants between the Septuagint and
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the Masoretic Text on the level of the Hebrew Vorlage of the Septuagint, while
their adversaries tended to consider all the variants as errors, translational liber-
tics, or accidents in the transmission of the Greek text. Cappel and Morin were
wcll aware that their position was weakened by the noticcable contrast that they
were forced to presupposc between the very strong unity of the textual tradition
of the Hebrew text of their time and the very different Hebrew text that they
imagined as the archetype for the Septuagint.

Although 1t was true that the recently discovered Samaritan Pentateuch pre-
sented a Hebrew text form that was quite distinct from that of the Masoretic Text,
exegetes of the seventeenth century were doubtful as to the authenticity and an-
tiquity of this newly-found textual witness. For this reason, the critics concerned
themselves with broadening their scarch for variants among the manuscripts of
the Masorctic Text, in the hope of shattering its apparently monolithic nature and
of finding vestiges of a very different text, which Morin and Cappel belicved had
scrved as the Vorlage of the ancient versions.

2. Primacy of the Autographs of Moses and the Prophers

There was also general agreement that if the autographs of Moses and the
Prophets were available, they should be considered as normative for the text.
This was a given for both Jean Morin and the authors of the “Formula Consensus
Hclvetici.” They differed only in that the “Conscnsus™ maintained that the Maso-
rctic Text found in the editions of the day had been preserved in a form identical
to the autographs by virtuc of special divine assistance, whilc Morin and Cappel
believed they could show 1t differed from the autographs in a certain number of
readings. In this case, it was not scholarly research that advanced the discussion,
but rather Spinoza’s ideas, brought to the debate via Richard Simon, that caused
a transformation in the notion of inspired author. The horizons opened up by Si-
mon, however, were scarcely explored after him. He was, in fact, something of a
maverick. During his lifetime, the privileges for the works that he tried to publish
were cither refused or taken away. The first cdition of his Histoire Critique dit
Vieux Testament (1685) was scized and destroyed at the initiative of Bossuct,
who saw him as “this falsc critic [who] makes sport of the Church.””*? Although
he took the precaution of publishing the four volumes of his Bibliothéque Cri-
tique (1708, 1710) under a pseudonym, they met with the same fate. His final
work, the Critique de la bibliothéque des auteurs ecclesiastiques et des Prolégo-
menes de la Bible, publiez par M. Elies Du-Pin (published posthumously), only
obtained the royal privilege because it was accompanied by a page-by-page refu-
tation written by his Jesuit editor (and friend), E. Souciet. The textual criticism
that developed in Germany at the end of the cighteenth century was concerncd
with finding thc “original tcxt,” and paid no attention to the perspectives Simon

87. Bossuet, Correspondance, 334,
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had opened up a century earhier. For that reason 1t 1s worth exploring those per-
spectives, which still retain their value today.

IV. The Search for Hebrew Variants

A. Charles Frangois Houbigant

On the basis of thc manuscripts in the library of the Oratory and the Royal Li-
brary, Richard Simon had already rcmarked that:

Louis Cappelle, who gathered the variants of a few printed Bibles in his Critica,
complained that it was difficult to colleet old manuscripts of the Hebrew text of
the Bibie and that those who had them did not share them willingly. Father Morin
had at his disposal a library that was cuite rich in this sort of book, but only con-
sulted them in two or three places. and that with a great deal of negligence. ™

It makes sense, therefore, that another Oratorian with access to the same library,
Father Charles Frangois Houbigant, would set out to make up for the oversights
in Morin’s research. Further, the appearance of the Paris Polyglot made the
Samaritan Pentateuch (along with its targum) accessible, as well as the Syriac
(Peshitta) of the whole Bible, and an Arabic version (which usually depends on
the Syriac and the Greek).

With thc aid of this broadcr tcxtual base, Houbigant produccd his Biblia He-
braica cum notis criticis et versione latine ad notas criticas facta, a critical com-
mentary on the entire Hebrew text of the Old Testament, published in four
magnificent folio volumes totaling 3,759 pages (Paris, 1753). The Oratorians
chose Antoine Claude Briasson and Laurent Durand to publish this critical com-
mentary by their confrere Houbigant. They had just begun publishing the Ency-
clopédie of Diderot and Alembert in 1751. For Houbigant’s work, the Hebrew
characters were specially engraved, and the frontispieces were designed by the
famous Charles Eisen, Madame de Pompadour’s drawing instructor until she had
to dismiss him because of his dissolute lifestyle. The Congregation of the Ora-
tory spent 40,000 francs to complete this masterpiece of printing.

1. Houbigant’s Work Misrepresented

Apparently only about three hundred copies of this edition were printed. It
was cumbersome, heavy, and prohibitively expensive. Consequently, in 1777,
Varrentrapp, Jr. and Wenner, publishers in Frankfurt on the Main, decided to
publish the critical notes separately, preceded by the prolegomena.® J. D.
Michaclis welcomed this project,®® but the following year he had to retract his

88. Simon, Histoire (VE), 117.
89. Houbigant. Nofae,
90. Michaelis, OB, XI1I, 14,



32 Part 1, Chapter |

endorsement and inforim his readers of an observation made by Karl Stridsberg,
one of his students:®' The Frankfurt edition had omitted a large number of Hou-
bigant’s critical notcs and had distorted others so badly that the author’s com-
ments were ne longer comprehensible, To venfy Stridsberg’s obscrvation, 1t
suffices to list, for only a few chapters of Genesis, the number of lines of notcs in
the Panis cdition that were omitted in the Frankfurt edition: In Genesis 3, 36 out
of 62 lines were omitted: in chap. 13, 20 of 35; 1in chap. 16, 32 of 35; in chap. 17,
25 of 4 in chap. 18, 45 of 69;1n chap. 19, 56 of 78; and in chap. 20, 39 of 63.
The other books of the Torah suffered at least as much damage. Sometimes even
all the notes of a chapter were omitted. For example, the forty-three lines of notes
to Deuteronomy 19 and the thirty-four lines to Deuteronomy 23 in the Paris edi-
tion disappcarcd cntircly. The other volumes were not trcated quite as badly, but
in general about three-fifths of Houbigant’s critical commentary was omitted.
Also missing were the four indices at the cnd of cach volume. But the omission
of the Index mendorum et emendationwm, the most important of the four, com-
pletely marred the work, since that index contained the critical apparatus giving
the reasons for Houbigant’s choices in the critical notes. Michaelis concluded his
caution against the new edition by adding, “Tt is only regrettable that, as far as |
know, there is no absolutely clear law which would force the seller to recall such
a book, as one would a ducat made of bad metal.”?

It is truly unfortunatc that most textual critics of the cightcenth and ninctecnth
centuries knew of Houbigant’s work only through this scverely mangled cdition.
Thosc who transmitted Houbigant’s conjecturcs used the truncated Frankfurt edi-
tion, as we shall show at Josh 21:5, 6; Judg 5:14: 20:16; | Sam 9:24a; 2 Sam
3:18; 11:11; 21:19b; 2 Kgs 23:8; 2 Chr 11:23; Neh 3:1b; 5:2; 12:31, 38a.

2. A Flawed but Indispensable Work

Ordinarily, Houbigant {(and through him Cappel) is used without being cited.
His Bible was severely criticized, for example, by Rosenmiiller®® and by Fab-
ricy.”* And, in fact, Houbigant had committcd scrious crrors. For cxample,
throughout his commentary he interpreted the small cirele placed above a word
in the text of the Hebrew manuscripts or Masorctic cditions as mcaning that the
word 18 1n doubt, while 1t simply signals that there 1s a Maseretic marginal note.
Further, he knew little about other Semitic languages: his disputes with Schultens
in his critical notes on Job show that he did not understand how comparative lin-
guistics could be used to justify the Masoretic vocalic tradition, or to enrich He-
brew lexicography and expand the overly narrow rules of Masoretic Hebrew
grammar.

9l. Ihid., XIII, 61-72.
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However, ]. D. Michaelis, from whom Rosenmiiller had taken the essence of
his critique of Houbigant, later restored some balance by giving more credit to
Houbigant:

In spite of everything, [ attribute to him the great merit of having given a new
impetus to criticism of the Hebrew text. 1 also find much that is good in his
work, of a kind that I look for in vain elsewhere. Through experience I have
lcarned that his book is indispensable for a critic, and 1 paid dearly for this ex-
perience for. nol having the book, I had to have il brought [rom the library of
our university and I could not consult it whenever I wanted.??

B. Disregard for Vocalizarion and Masorah

1. Vocalization

After formulating twenty-two rules on how to discover crrors in a text and on
the art of correcting them,”® Houbigant applied his rules to the entire biblical text.
drawing on the manuscripts and versions where he found them helpful. This led
him to reject the witness of vowel points and accents as unimportant. In fact, he
considered them as “nhot coming from the sacred authors, not founded on any au-
thority, being passed on without any record that could attest to them, introduced
into the sacred manuscripts by human and not divine intuition, by the often erro-
ncous judgment of uncducated Jews.”?’ Houbigant agrced with Buxtorf the
younger”® that “no human intellect or memory would have been able to retain the
distinct pronunciation of so many thousands of words.” The implausibility that
a reading tradition could have been transmitted by memory was the reason the
two Buxtorfs and the authors of the “Formula Consensus” believed the vowel
points had to have come from the sacred authors, or at least from Ezra. As we
saw above, Cappel thought, somewhat anachronistically, that educated Jews had
been able to pass down the principles of Hebrew grammar and vocabulary, so
that they had to commit to memory eonly the vocalization of ambiguous words or
textual anomalics.

But Houbigant rightly denied that Hebrew grammar had existed as a scicnce
hefore the closing of the Talmud. '™ Indeed, Morin had demonstrated that at the
time of Jerome this science was not yet established. !¥! Therefore, Houbigant rea-
soncd in this way: If the vowel points were only invented towards the end of the
Talmudic period (Cappel), and if no principles of grammar were available to the
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vocalizers for guiding their choices (Morin), and, on the other hand, if 1t was im-
possible for the human memory to hand on a reading tradition for the entire He-
brew text (Buxtort), the only conclusion to be drawn was that “the vowel-points
that convey meaning tcach us how the Jews who formulated the punctuation be-
licved onc had to understand” the consonantal text, and therefore, that “the
vowcl-points in no way bclong to the sacred books.” 192

R. Simon, however, took a more balanced position in his Histoire Critique du
Vieux Testament.

One should note, however, that even though the authors of the points that serve
as vowels in the text of Scripture were human, the meaning of this text does not
depend entirely on them. With these points they only set limits on the reading
which was already received and authorized by usage. ... The usage therefore
determined that which the points settled and this usage could only have come
from an ancient tradition. By inventing the points, the Jewish doctors who are
ordinarily believed to be those of the Tiberian School only stabilized this an-
cient tradition. . . . The sect of Karaites, of whom we shall speak later on, reject
all the false traditions of the Jews as fantasics, and in spite of this they accept
the points of the Masoretes and follow the reading today with the same preci-
sion as all the other Jews. This is clear proot of the truth of the tradition con-
cerning the points. '™

It would appear that the critics of the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries lived
in a world that was much too dominated by the written word to be able to imag-
ine the vitality of a cantillation tradition of the type that transmitted the biblical
Qere. On this point, Simon was more perspicacious than most of his contempo-
rarics.

The prevailing disregard for the Masorctic vocalization led Cappel to proposc
frecing Hebrew grammar from it. At the end of his Critica, he states:

Since all punctuation found in the present Hebrew text was mvented by the Ma-
soreles, 10 whose authority and vocalization we are held only insofar as this
punctuation provides an appropriate and convenient meaning. if only the conso-
nants are to be taken into account when reading and if the rules of grammar
should be formulated only from the consonants of the words, all that concerns
punctuation and the modifications having 1o do with the points should be
stricken from the grammar. Thus one should wipe out the largest part of the
grammar. We would sce destroyed, for example. the distinetion between the
conjugations gal, piel, pual, since they depend only on the dagesh and the vow-
cls. The same would be true for the distinction between the genders of the sec-
ond person singular of the perfect, or the distinction between the vocalizations

[Y . LRI LR

1,7 “é.” “ay” of the endings with ved. . .. Certainly some of these distinctions
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are useful for avoiding homonyms. but some are superfluous, and other lan-
guages do not take these differences into account. '™

The first person to produce a grammar that did not take the vowels into consid-
eration was Olivier Bulaeus (Utrecht, 1638). The most successtul one, however,
was that of Frangois Masclef, a canon of Amiens. In the periodical Mémoires de
Trévoux for 1711,'"" he published his “Projet d’une nouvelle grammaire pour
apprendre ’hébreu ¢t Ies ancicnnes langucs oricntales sans points.” The gram-
mar was printed in Paris in 1716 and went through four cditions in the next
thirty-five years. In 1732, Houbigant, as a partisan of this method, published his
Racines hébraiques sans points-vovelles, ou, dictionnaire hébraique par racines
anonymously in Paris. The disdain for vocalization partially explains why Ken-
nicott believed it would not be a great loss if he took only the consonants into
account in the huge collation of Masoretic manuscripts that he was to undertake.

2. The Masorah

The same authors who found it unnecessary to take the vowel points seriously
judeed the Masorah just as ncgatively.

According to Morin the traditional vicw of the Masorah’s purposc as a “fcnce
for the Torah” was wrong: '%® Only rarely did the Masorah attempt to protect the
transmission of the text against the risk of corruption. If this had been its purpose,
it might be inferred that it had corrupted the text it was supposed to protect, since
anyone who had studied or edited the Masorah recognized that 1t existed in diver-
gent and corrupt forms in the various manuscripts. It would be absurd to under-
take correcting a text from such an uncertain base. But Morin reassured his
rcaders that in most cascs the Masorah simply pointed out peculiaritics and odd-
itics 1n the text. Further, the Masorah’s obscure way of referring to places in
Seripture led to confusion and made it practically uscless. Only concordances
could provide the information the Masorah was said to contain.

In Cappel’s view, the observations contained in the Masoretic notes had been
the work of isolated individuals, which is why the notes were not uniform. Each
Masorete had noted the particularities he observed in his own manuscript. But
there was no reason for investing that manuscript with an authority superior to
any other, or for using it as a base to correct other witnesses of the Masoretic
Text. Therefore, the authority attributed to the Masorah was totally illusory, 197

Houbigant believed that the Masorah was a collection of the obscrvations
madc about certain manuscripts the Masorctes regarded as modcls that could be
used to correct others. But it was never able to perform its assigned function of

104, Cappel, Critica, Book VI, Chap. 11, $1.

105, Mémoires pour 'histoire des sciences & des beaux arts (Trévoux), October, 1791-
1820; November, 2002-19; December, 215471,

106. Morin. Lxercitationes®, Book II. Exer. 20, Chaps. | and 2.

107. Cappel, Critica, Book 111, Chap. 10, §§26-27.



36 Part 1, Chapter |

stabilizing the text. In early times it had been transmitted in autonomous treatises
in a fairly pure state. But these treatises were copied only rarely and the last ref-
crenees to them known to Houbigant were by Elias Levita, Arias Montano, and
Buxtorf. Houbigant belicved they had disappeared entirely by his own time. He
apparcntly knew nothing of the cxistence of the Paris and Halle manuscripts of
the Okhlah, or, more understandably, of the fragmentary manuscript of Chufut-
Kale. Houbigant felt, therefore, that these treatises never had a wide enough dis-
tribution to have been able to exercise a genuinely normative influence. Besides,
only the rare specialist would have been able to use them. Also. when the Maso-
rah began to be copied in the margins of manuscripts, it had to be abridged. Then
it came (o be primarily decorative, used to creale lacy designs and fanciful ani-
mals, a process that involved displacing certain clements or spiraling the notcs
around 1n minuscule characters, with the result that they were often illegible. In
the margins, the Masorah became disfigured and unusable. In short, Houbigant
regarded the Masorah as an immensc but practically vscless undertaking that had
remained unfinished and had then been ruined by the way uneducated copyists
had treated it.!%
Kennicott gave the most negative judgment of all concerning the Masorah:

After examining more than a hundred manuscripts. [ am absolutely convinced
that the older the Hebrew manuseripts are, the less corrupt. [t is the recent oncs
that are ordinarily less valuable. In the oldest manuscripts a large number of au-
thentic and original readings have been either crossed out or modified by incor-
rect ones. I realized finally that the rule that had been followed in this strange
work of correcting was the Masorah, a work constructed partially from the
most recent manuscripts and partially from ancient but particularly corrupt
manuscripts. 1%

With such an unnuanced appraisal, it is not surprising that Kennicott was only
interested in the first hand of the manuscripts he was collating; as a result, he
included among his variants a large numbcer of scribal crrors that had been cor-
rceted immediately by the senbe himsclf,

C. Benjamin Kennicott

1. The Search for Variants

Houbigant had access only to those Hebrew biblical manuscripts found in the
royal library and the library ot the Oratory of Paris. Before him, Johann Heinrich
Michaelis had had access to the manuscripts of Erfurt, which constituted the
main part of his critical apparatus of the Hebrew Bible that he published at Halle
in 1720. The Hebrew biblical manuscripts of Kénigsburg had been studied thor-
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oughly by Theodor Christoph Lilienthal, who published his results in 1770 in his
Commentatio critica sistens duorum codicum manuscriptorum Biblia hebraica
continentium qui Regiomonti borussorum asservantur praestantissimorum noti-
tiam. The manuscript of Kasscl was studicd by Johann David Michaclis from
1771 to 1773 in the first four volumcs of his Orientalische und Exegetische Bib-
liothek. Those of Helmstadt were described and one of them analyzed by Georg
Johann Ludwig Vogel in 1765 in his Descriptio codicis ebraei scripti bibliothe-
cae academicae Helmstadiensis. Accedit descriptio manuscriptorum textus ebra-
ici Helmstadiensiwm reliquorum. The strong interest in Hebrew Old Testament
manuscripts that became increasingly evident in Germany in the eighieenth cen-
tury prepared the way [or lhe immense collalion of consonantal variants pub-
lished by Benjamin Kcennicott in two volumes, entitled Vetus Testamentum he-
braicum cum variis lectionibus (Oxford, 1776 and 1780).

2. Kennicott and the Bodleian Manuscripts

The production of Kennicott’s important work is indicative of the intellectual
climate in Germany and England during the great awakening of textual criticism
that took place in the second halt of the eighteenth century. It ts worth retracing in
some detail the history of this undertaking, which had its share of vicissitudes,
many of which are not commonly known.

As J. D. Michaelis observed, Houbigant’s work had “given a new impetus to
criticism of the Hebrew text.” ' The anticipated publication of the Profegomena
to his important critical commentary in 1746 in Paris had alrcady kindled “the
desire to see and to learn” in a young student at Oxford, Benjamin Kennicott.'!!
Kennicott was the son of the barber and sacristan of Totnes (Devonshire) and
seemed so brilliant from the moment of his arrival at Oxford that he was made a
Bachelor of Arts by decree, without examinations or fees.

12 he recounts the event that led to his embarking
on his great enterprise. In 1748, when Kennicott was in his fourth year at Oxtord,
Robert Lowth, the future bishop of London and commentator on Isaiah who was
tcaching poctry there at the time, assigned him the task of writing a disscrtation
on the relationship between 2 Samucel 23 and 1 Chronicles 11. Kennicott, who
tells us that he had total confidence in the integrity of the Hebrew text at the time,
very quickly concentrated his attention on a comparison of 2 Sam 23:8 with | Chr
11:11 and found proof there that the Masoretic Text had undergone scribal cor-
ruptions. Was he at all aware that this was exactly the same verse that had led
Luther, in his letter of June 30, 1540, to Georg Rdérer, to make the first critical
study of the corruptions of the Hebrew text? Kennicott then expanded his study to
the entire list of David’s warriors, and concluded that the textual form of Samuel

In his Dissertatio generalis,
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and that of Chronicles could be of mutual help in restoring the original state of the
list.

Hc was preparing to publish the results of his study when, for the sake of thor-
oughness, he decided to check whether the Hebrew manuscripts had a textuoal tra-
dition that was as unificd and conscquently as unusable as he had heard:

Therefore, I consulted a few of those manuscripts that had been neglected by
scholars up until then and had suffered the assaults of worms and cockroaches
in the Bodleian Library. 1 soon discovered that the conjectures formulated by
most scholars with regard to these manuscripts were without foundation. These
manuscripts show the same signs of carclessness on the part of the copyists
(omissions, additions, transpositions. etc.) seen not ¢nly in the manuscripts of
the New Testament. but also in all manuscripts of every age. In analyzing them
with regard to the two chapters 1 had treated in the study that T was about to pub-
lish, I discovered therein a certain number of readings that 1 had conjectured to
be authentic in the part of my dissertation that had aiready been printed. By
comparing my dissertation with the variants I am now publishing, it can be scen
clearly that in the list of Samuel my conjectures are confirmed for 19 words and
in Chronicles for 14, for a total of 33 cases in 87 verses. When I made this new
and cntircly unferescen discovery, which would clevate the status of the He-
brew manuscripts considerably, I suspended the publication of the work, by that
time almost entirely printed, until I could consult a larger number of manu-
scripts from Oxford and Cambridge. After T looked over 64 manuscripts that
contain all or part of the Hebrew Bible, as well as six manuscripts of the Sa-
maritan Pentateuch, I added a presentation of these 70 manuscripts along with
some obscrvations on several places in the Old Testament where these manu-
scripts would permit correction. These additions made up the second part of my
dissertation and both of them appeared in one volume in January 1753.'13

3. L D Michaelis's Reservations

The two-part dissertation described by Kennicott was thus printed in Oxford
under the title The State of the printed Hebrew Text of the Old Testament consid-
ered. J. D. Michaclis, who had defended a doctoral thesis entitled “De Antiqui-
tatc Punctorum hcbraicorum™ on October 7, 1739, and who was to devote scveral
articles to textual criticism of the Old Testament in Orientalische und Exeget-
ische Bibliothek (which he would found in 1771), was at that time secretary of
the Gottingen Royal Academy of Sciences and, as such, also editor of Géit-
tingische Anzeigen von gelehrien Sachen. In fascicle 128 for 1753 (October 22),
he credited Kennicott with rendering a great service to Old Testament textual
criticism. His book, he said,

deserves both lasting renown among future generations for as long as Hebrew
learning continues to flourish, and an extended treatment in our review. since he

113, 1bid., §135.
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is the first to bring the criticism of the Old Testament to a new level of respect-
ability, thanks to his having consulted & great number of manuscripts. He has
settled, to a certain degree, the question of differing readings in the Hebrew text
and the Greek translations, @ question that was disputed between Cappel and
Buxtorf. !

It was the second part of the dissertation that Michaelis found most important.
He agreed with Kennicott that a geod number of the manuscripts Kennicott con-
sulted were older than those used by Ben Hayim as the basis of his cdition, the
source of all other editions at the time. He also agreed that those manuscripts had
not been harmonized as rigorously with the particulars of the Masorah as those
that Ben Hayim had used, and therefore had a good chance of containing read-
ings that were older, and most likely, more original.'!s

Michaclis’s decp interest in the work begun by Kennicott did not blind his
critical scnsc. Alrcady 1n this first review of Kennicott’s work he expressed a
number of reservations that suggested tendencies in the future collator of variants
similar to those Buxtorf the younger had criticized in Cappel:

We greatly fear that he is too inclined to reject a difficult and unusual reading
out of hand. Indeed, a reading that flows normally and regularly shows by that
very fact that it is suspect of being the facilitating correction of a bold seribe.
Thus. on p. 24, he considers the omission of afef in 2202 (2 Sam 5:2) as an cbvi-
ous error. However, many other similar examples can be found in the Hebrew
Bihle—though perhaps he considers them all to be scribal errors. Furthermere,
this spelling can be justified by the Chaldean, whose characteristic forms were
often adopted in the Hebrew Bible. For 77°01 (2 Sam 5:6). he assumes that a
waw must have been omitted because this verb is translated as a plural in the
Greek (fvigotnoav) and because the words following it are plural in the He-
brew. But it is well known that Hebrew, just like the languages related to it. can
use the singular for the plural in certain cases. Since that cannot be done in
Greek. the Septuagint had to translate with a plural, no matter what 1t read in
Hebrew. We fear also that he wants to make the books of Samuel and Chron-
icles too much alike, even though they come from different authors who were
not necessarily in agreement on the choice of words. He does this with particu-
lar audacity on pages 26, 46, etc., where he draws support from the Greek trans-
lation, without considering that what happened in the Greek could have been
the same thing that happened in the old pre-Jerome translation of the Gospels,
where the copyists transferred expressions and things recounted in one Gospel
to another in order to make them more like one another, as is well-known. 11©
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4. Kennicott's Extensive Collation

In his Dissertatio Generalis Kennicott tells us that the Bible with Houbigant’s
critical annotations did not arrive in England vntil a ycar after the publication of
his disscrtation on the state of the text, so he was not able to use the Prolegomena
in his first work.''” In any case, Houbigant had collated only a few manuscripts,
and thosc only partially. Thomas Sccker, then bishop of Oxford, suggested to
Kennicott in 1757 that he collate all the Hebrew biblical manuscripts located in
Great Britain.

Then in 1758 the curators of the Oxford University Press asked the university
professors to suggest books that they thought would render the greatest possible
service to belles-lettres. Thomas Hunt, Regius Protessor of Hebrew, recom-
mended a collation of all the Hebrew biblical manuscripts of the Bodlcian. The
curators asked Kennicott to take on this responsibility, and he accepted, inform-
ing Sccker of his decision and saying that from that moment on he was rcady to
devote his life to doing all he could to produce an exhaustive collation of the ¢x-
tant Hebrew biblical manuscripts in order to preserve the variants in them from
the 1inevitable ravages of time. The results he had obtained in his first disscrtation
had convinced him that the variants were both numerous and significant.

In 1759 (according to the title. but actually in January, 1760!''%), Kennicott
published a second dissertation, The State of the printed Hebrew Text of the Old
Testament considered. Dissertation the second, wherein the Samaritan Copy of
the Pentateuch is vindicated, the printed Copies of the Chaldee paraphrase are
proved to be corrupted: the sentiments of the Jews on the Hebrew Text are ascer-
tained, and also a particular catalogue of 110 Hebrew MSS. in Oxford, Cam-
bridge and the Brirish Musewm. In this disscrtation Kcennicott sct out a number of
methodological principles that he decmed nccessary as the foundation for the
grecat project to which he had devoted himsclf, and he began the inventory of the
manuscripts to be collated. This inventory branched out even beyend what the
title promised, listing manuscripts in Europe and elsewhere—including Mo-
rocco, Egypt, Turkey, India, and China—that Kennicott had gleaned from bibli-
ographies or travel accounts.

5. Michaelis’s Growing Skepticism

In fascicle 71 of the Gértingische Anzeigen volume for 1760 (Junc 14),
Michaclis reviewed Kennicott's sccond dissertation on the state of the text. He
admired his wide and profound rescarch: “Contrary to the custom of the English,
he even informed himself on the writings of the Germans. And what is more as-
tounding. he even quotes Geriman works fairly often.” He encouraged Kennicott
to persevere in his great undertaking.''” Kennicott’s two dissertations had been
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published in Latin at Leipzig in 1756 and 1765 by Wilhelm Abraham Teller, who
was s0 objective that he even reproduced, at the beginning of the second disser-
tation, Kennicott’s criticism of the way Tcller had translated the first, and fol-
lowed this criticism with reccogmtion of his crrors and an ¢xplanation of his
intentions. Kennicott suspected that his translator had purposcly twisted his
thought 1n order to open him to attacks by conservative German excgetes, His
suspicions were based on the passionate criticism that his first dissertation had
aroused in England from Fowler Comings in The printed Hebrew Text vindi-
cated: An Answer 1o Mr. Kennicotr’s Dissertation in two Parts (Oxford, 1753),
as well as from Julius Bate in The Integriry of the Hebrew Text, and many Pas-
sages of Scripture, vindicated from the Objections and Misconstructions of Mr.
Kennicotr (Londen, 1754).

When Michaelis reviewed this last work, he took the opportunity to point out
that “thc knowledge of the Hebrew language cvidenced by Bate. while it 15 not
¢xtraordinary, is certainly as good as, and perhaps even betier than, that of Ken-
nicatt. Of course, that should be evaluated 1n terms of the level of such knowl-
edge commonly achieved currently in England. That is to say that it is not too
good, not even good enough to avoid grammatical errors.” And he concludes:

We can only lament the fate of Hebrew criticism. It has fallen once again into
the hands of those who understand neither the language nor the laws of criti-
cism. It was the same in the controversy between Buxtorf and Cappel. One of
them knew the grammar of the language but rejected the criticism, which re-
mained completely foreign to him. so enamored was he with Jewish slogans.
The other had a critical sense, but used it to justify conjectures that had such
little toundation that they could only cause disgust in one who might lTook at
thern in his leisure hours. And then comes Houbigant, with his in-folios where
one can scarch for a long time before uncarthing something accurate, while al-
most every verse contains serious errors and marks of carelessness, as well as
ignorance of the language. Given these circumstances, it is not surprising that
this worthy sector of literary culture appears to the impartial judge to be in bad
straits. 10

As 18 obvious, the sceretary of the Gattingen Royal Academy of Sciences was
rather skeptical about the conclusions Kennicott hoped to draw from his vast
inquiry. This did not prevent him, however, from taking a keen interest in this
large collection of variants. In fascicle 123 of 1760 (October 13) he asks that
readers inform him of any Hebrew biblical manuscripts of which they might be
aware, and that they indicate whether these manuscripts can be collated where
they are, or whether they can be sent to Géttingen, where the collating would
take place.!”!

120. Michuclis, GA 1756/85 (July 15). 729-30,
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6. The English Spirit of Enterprise

Though the English knowledge of Hebrew grammar did not impress Michae-
lis, their spirit of cnterprise compelled his admiration. Just as Brian Walton had
invented the collection of subscriptions in order to finance the printing of his
Polyglot, Kennicott scems to have financed his rescarch by contributions from
numerous supporters. In the ten years between 1760 and 1770, he received a total
of 9,119 pounds, seven shillings and six pence from his English contributors,
thanks to support from highly placed individuals, among whom must be included
Thomas Secker. Secker, who had engaged Kennicott for this project in March
1758, became Archbishop of Canterbury on April 21 of that year. Also highly
placed was Kennicott’s brother-in-law, Edward Chamberlayne, who was later te
become Sceerctary of the Treasury, With the moncy he collected, Kennicott was
ablc to pay manuscript collators in England, Germany, France, Italy and else-
where, who worked according to the precise rules he had formulated for them.
The collations were sent to him and were to constitute the eritical apparatus of his
edition. Every year Kennicott sent his financial contributors a “state of the colla-
tion of Hebrew manuscripts of the Old Testament™ in order to sustain their inter-
¢st 1n his enterprisc.

In 1761 the project was going full steam when Thomas Rutherforth, Professor
of Theology at the sister university of Cambridge, wrote “A letter to the Rever.
Mr. Kennicott, in which his defence of the Samaritan Pentateuch i1s examined,
and his Second Dissertation on the State of the Old Testament 1s shewn to be in
many instances injudicious and inaccurate.” > Rutherforth questioned the merit
of the critical conclusions Kennicott professed to draw from his variants. Even
morc scriously, he reproached him for his great carclessness in the collation of
the manuscripts. Fearing that this sharp and often well-founded cniticism would
dcmoralize his band of contributors, and that the sources from all over Evrope
that kept him supplied with variants might thus dry up from lack of finances,
Kennicott published “An Answer to a Letter from the Rever. Mr. Rutherforth . . .
By B. K. in London in 1762.123 He tried to persuade his readers, and especially
his contributors, that his work left nothing to be desired either in its method or in
its accuracy, and that their money was being used well.

Rutherforth then published, in Cambridge at the end of 1762, “A Second Let-
ter to the Rever. Dr. Kennicott in which his defence of his Sccond Dissertation is
cxamincd.” This controversy led Kennicott to reassure his contributors, in 1763,
that he would Iimit his rescarch to Hebrew and Samaritan variants, that he was
giving up treating the ancient versions, and that he would withhold any personal
critical judgment in the critical edition he was preparing. Michaelis announced
this decision in the Gérringische Anzeigen and expressed his satisfaction that
Kennicott had thus allayed the fears lurking beneath a number of disparaging
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Jjudgments of his work. He noted, however, that in doing so he had to relinquish
his capacity as critic: Michaelis voiced his concern that, if Kennicott gave up
including the versions and citations, “thc number of truc readings would run the
risk of bcing too small or at lcast of too little importance.” !+

In any cvent, a gift of two hundred pounds from King George III in the same
year attested to the credibility of the redefined project and had the happy result of
attracting a number of other contributors. In 1771 Michaelis was able to inform
his readers that Kennicott had just completed his collations.'?’ Kennicott had
compiled the variants of 253 manuscripts (of which eight were Samaritan) and of
twelve early editions (of which six contained the entire Old Testament). It was
meore than he had promised when he began his project ten years belore. Michaelis
noted, “Certainly it will always be a distinction for these people to have accom-
plishced such a great work, from their own resources, for all Christianity. We Ger-
mans arc divided into too many statcs dominated by patriotism and chavvinism
to carry out an cnterprisc of this magnitude.” !¢

7. 1,500,000 Hebrew Readings

Nevertheless, Kennicott still had to prepare the collations for printing. That is,
he had to create a critical apparatus that was to contain about 5,000,000 quota-
tions of manuscript numbers in the two in-folio volumes published in 1776 and
1780. He launched a new appeal for funds that was supported by his reissuing
“The ten annual accounts of the Collation of Hebrew Manuscripts of the Old Tes-
tament; begun in 1760 and complceted in 1769: by Benj. Kennicott.' 127 He added
a notebook of “Proposals for preparing for the Press the various Readings col-
lected from the Hebrew MSS. of the Old Testament.”!*¥ While Kennicott had
been able to interest 315 contributors from Great Britain in the collation of vari-
ants (along with Prince William V of Orange and the Mannheim Academy of
Sciences), 45 new contributors and 138 former ones contributed to the produc-
tion of the critical apparatus. During this time, Kennicott married (1771). His
wifc Annc lcarncd Hebrew in order to assist him in copying, checking, and
proofrcading the biblical variants.

In his Dissertatio generalis Kennicott cxplained that on a trip to Paris he got
the idea of completing his collation by sending a reliable man, the German Paul
Jacob Bruns, throughout Europe to make a supplementary collation of manu-
scripts that had not yet been inspected. This collation would concentrate on tex-
tual difficulties Kennicott had chosen as having especially challenged the wisdom
of the critics.1>® Bruns left England in May 1770 with Kennicott’s instructions.
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He later published these instructions concerning each of the 1,170 textual difficul-
ties he had been sent to examine.'* Bruns traveled throughout Europe for three
years, provided with two Ictters of rccommendation for the Jews of Germany, Po-
land. France, and Italy. Onc of these letters camce from the Scephardic synagoguce
of London and the other from the Ashkenazi synagoguc. The sceond was printed
in the Dissertatio generalis.'! In addition, his mission was announced to all the
ambassadors of His Britannic Majesty so that they would vouch for him. When he
returned to Oxford in May 1773, he brought the supplementary collation of 349
manuscripts for the 1,170 difficulties which Kennicott had chosen. Dunng this
time, Kennicott had extracted 1,500,000 readings from the 700 tascicles of colla-
tions which he had received. The information collected by Bruns was added and
the manuscript of the first volume was scnt to the printer in October 1773, On
May 29, 1776, Kcnnicott had the pleasure of personally presenting the first vol-
ume to King George 11, a little more than a month before the Congress of the
United States deprived the king of his possessions in New England by the Decla-
ration of Independence. The second volume was printed in 1780, almost twenty-
nine years after its author had begun te examine the manuscripts of the Bodleian.

8. A Businessiman’s Wiles

As soon as the first volume was published, with a list of 450 subscribers,
Michaclis wrotc a long rcview in his Bibliothek 3% in which he cxpressed a cer-
tain disappointment at the lack of significance of most of the variants.!** He be-
moancd the fact that Kennicott had reserved for the sccond volume the key to the
numbers designating the various manuscripts. This made it impossible to evalu-
ate their age. I3 Moreover, those who had access to one or another of the manu-
scripts were not able to check on the precision of the collations. Thus Kennicott’s
supporters, among whom Michaelis counted himself, were unable to refute the
rumors about the work habits of some of his collators, accused of being more in-
terested in pocketing their employer’s guineas than in picking out the variants
with precision.

In the following year, 1777, a letter was printed at Oxford entitled “Benjamin
Kennicotti epistola ad Johannem Davidem Michaclis, de censura primi tomi bib-
liorum Hebraicorum nuper editi, in bibliotheca Orientali, Parte XI” (“Letter of
Benjamin Kennicott to Johann David Michaelis on the review of the first volume
of the recently printed Hebrew Bible in Orientalische Bibliothek, Vol. XT™), 133
which Kennicott insisted that Michaelis print in his Bibliothek. Michaelis agreed,
and added a supplement to Volume 12 in 1778 which contained (in Latin transla-
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tion to facilitate its access to foreign readers) Michaelis’s review and Kennicott’s
letter, with copious annotations by Michaelis. In one of the points, Kennicott re-
vcaled his talents as a busincssman in such a way that Michaclis was scandalized:
Kennicott, responding to Michaclis’s regret over the impossibility of deciphering
the numerical sigla of the manuscripts, had written:

I made sure to cite the manuscripts in such a way that before the appearance of
the second volume no one would be able to discover which manuscripts were
used or by what number each one was designated. It I had not taken this honest
precaution, I would have been exposed to painful conflicts and bitter quarrels.
For, if any one at all had been able to examine the unfinished work and to set up
a comparison with the manuscripts, you see how much material for accusation
would have been oftered! Envy would have propelled some. and incompetence
others, to lower the esteem for this work.13¢

Michaelis responded:

I would never have believed that you would use as an excuse for not having ex-
plained the meaning of the numbers the fact that you wanted to prevent people
from making a judgment about the work before the second volume appearcd. In
this way you are encouraging and confirming the suspicions that your adversar-
ies have formulated. I personally have always thought, and still do. that these
suspicions arc unjustificd. They will conclude that you do not want anyonc to
judge the work belore il has been sold completely. But even now, in spite ol
your precautions. you will not escape being judged if someone succeeds in
guessing at your manuscripts. As far as [ am concerned, I claimed not to be able
o formulate a judgment on your work as yet because I did not know the mean-
ing of the numbers. Others. however, were more astute than I. I am attaching to
this letter a presentation of your work which was given at Jena by Johann Gott—
fried Eichhorn, Professor of Oriental Languages at the Jena Academy and very
competent in sacred criticism and in the collation of manuscripis. His essay will
show you that he was able to judge your work in spite of the mystery of the
numbers. 37

And indced, from pages 165 to 173 of the same volume Michaclis published
Eichhorn’s judgment. In the dissertation Schnurrer published at Tiibingen in
1775 on the Song of Deborah, ! Eichhorn had found a detailed collation of ten
manuscripts of the famous Harley collection, bought by the British Museum in
1753. That allowed him to decipher some of Kennicott’s sigla, since Kennicott’s
work was already being printed when Schnurrer’s dissertation was published.
From this inspection Eichhorn concluded, “It should suffice that we have pointed
to cleven examples of carclessness in the Kennicott collation of four manuscripts
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for the Song of Deborah alone. Qur brief evaluation augurs what an abundant
harvest of errors will appear when it is a question of manuscripts which were not
collated by Kennicott personally but only under his auspices.” %9

9. Kennicott as Judged by His Colleague

Bruns reviewed Kennicott’s work in the second fascicle of the Commentarii
de rebiis novis literariis of Helmstadt, and Kennicott responded to him in a minor
work hc published at Oxford in 1782 cntitled Edirionis Veteris Testamenti Hebra-
ici cum variis lectionibus brevis defensio contra ephemeridum Goertingensium
criminationes. He accused Bruns of lacking straightforwardness and competence
in his critique. '*° Kennicott’s haughty response gave Bruns the opportunity to
say what he really felt at the beginning of a study entitled “De variis lectionibus
Bibliorum Kennicottianorum.” Having been Kennicott's emissary for three years,
and having then cooperated with him in compiling the critical apparatus, he
stated now without mincing words:

I feel that I can affirm generally that among the notes which mention the vari-
ants in Kennicott's Bible, even though great care and effort was taken in assem-
bling them, putting them in order and printing them, many arc nevertheless
either included for no reason or omitted through carelessness. However, those
who must claim the responsibility for these defects are neither the editor nor the
onc whom he chosc to share the work (I mean mysclf), but those who collated
the manuscripts and editions. It is undeniable that some of them were competent
and careful, but others, especially those who collated the manuscripts in En-
gland, were inexperienced and ignorant of the art of criticism. No matter how
zealous some of them were, these people cannot defend themselves against
monstrous errors. . .. Every time | look at the variants in Kennicott's Bible, 1
discern as far as the cye can sec that they are swarming with mistakes which
come from the ignorance and negligenee of those who copied the manuscripts,
but I think I also see enormous confusion in the English codices, much of
which, [ fear, must be attributed only to the negligence of the collators. ... 1
corrected innumerable mistakes of this type., but it would have been beyond the
strength of one man to expurgate all the collations. 14!

Alter testifying to the meticulousness with which Kennicott had worked,
Bruns added, I think, howcver, that in a few cases his desire to find variants pre-
vented him from extracting the genuine readings from the manuscripts.” 42 He
then gives four examplces of this and gocs on to reproach Kennicott for having of-
tcn mistaken Masorctic notes for textual variants, “I was not able to convince
Kennicott to omit them from his Bible. For, from the moment that something
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143 Bruns also noted
something even more serious in pointing out that, “With regard to codex 294 1 do
not know why hc collated the first folios but then ncglected the following oncs,
which were often older. Similarly, he refused to collate codex 293, written 1n
1144, which is by far the oldest of the Pentatcuchs that he had. The recason for this
rctusal is, however, casy to grasp: this codex scemed to follow the Masorah too
closely.” 144

seemed to represent a variant, he seized upon it eagerly’

10. Equivocal Obituaries

Kennicott dicd in August of 1783, lcaving unfinished a sccond book in which
he wanted to use his variants to correct the text and thus cstablish the basis for a
new English translation of the Bible. Michaelis wrote an obitvary for him in
which he expressed his mixed feelings. “Even though he made many errors, and
new ones are being found every day, he has the merit of having collected enough
money in England to have allowed him to compare an enormous number of He-
brew manuscripts, both good and bad. . . . It is now possible to begin separating
the wheat from the chaff in these manuscripts, for it i1s nhow becoming more and
more evident that many of them did not deserve to have been collated, except
perhaps in order to show that they were useless.” ' He concluded by saying that
Kennicott’s death, which allowed access to the fascicles of collations, would fi-
nally permit an examination of which collations Kennicott had refused to include
in his critical apparatus, as Bruns had rcvealed.

Michaclis was not the only onc who was disappointed in the weakness of Ken-
nicott’s “variants.” Eichhorn, in the second edition of his Einleituny in das Alte
Testament, took the opportunity of inserting a judgment on Kennicott’s Bible as a
whole:

The sources of Kennicott’s critical apparatus were, in addition to the manu-
scripts, ancient editions, the Talmud and a few rabbinical writings. From these
we have obtained exactly what one would have expected: a large number of
copyists” errors and very few usable readings. In saying that 1 do not mean to
blame Kennicott. If only he had done what he did as he should have done it, then
we could only regret that the efforts expended by so many collators, both experi-
enced and mexperienced, did not allow us to advance the study of biblical criti-
cism any further. But even in the outline of the work as he conceived it there were
many mistakes, and even more, it appears, in its execution. I think that 1 have
found, at the least, evidence of errors which do not give 4 very favorable idea of
Mr. Kennicott’s critical judgment, in case his meager prolegomena, written with
such little competence, did not already offer a sorry demonstration of this. 140
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With regard to Kennicott’s project, Michaelis went from an attitude ot hope-
fulness to one of disappeointment, and Eichhorn’s attitude was always rather
ncgative. The asscssment of the third great German critic of this cra, E. FE C.
Roscnmiiller, was morc considered, although hce, too, was disappoeintcd:

This great hodge-podge of variants, collected at the cost of so much time and
money, yields basically a rather simple result: all the codices which we still
have at our disposal are very recent when compared with the originals . . . they
are very rich in copyists’ faults. but extremely poor in important and usable
readings. Taken all together, they represent the same recension coming from
one single source, and. therefore. we can expect only very little help, perhaps
even none, for the places in the Hebrew text which have undergone corruption.
Even if this result is hardly gratifying, it would be lacking in justice and grate-
fulness not to recognize the merits of the man who has allowed us to arrive so
easily at this conclusion which is, in itself, an important one. We were able to do
this, thanks to the enthusiasm and persevering zeal with which he sacrificed the
greatest and best part of his life for the most tiring. disagreeable and thankless
task imaginable. 'V

D Giovanni Bernardo de Rossi

In 1772, while Kennicott was busy transcribing his variants and Bruns was
traveling throughout Europe, the Dominican Gabricl Fabricy, a professor at the
Casanata, published a work 1n Rome entitled On the original claims of revela-
tion, Or, Critical considerations on the purity and integrity of the original text of
the sacred books of the Old Testament, in which are shown the advantages which
Religion and Literature can obtain from a projected new edition of this text com-
pared with Hebrew Mss and the ancient Greek, Latin and Oriental versions.'%
From what he knew about the manuscripts at Rome, Turin, and Florence, he felt
that Kennicott’s critical apparatus would not provide any important revelations
with regard to the variants.'* He believed, too, that the canvassing undcrtaken
by Kennicott and Bruns was incomplete, and said with regard to the Hebrew
manuscripts of the Bible, *T have no doubt that many others could be discovered
in the different librarics of Rome, both in private ones and in the moenasterics, as
well as 1n some towns in Italy where there 1s more of this kind of literary wealth
than one might think.™ 3¢

1. A Reclusive Scholar
In fact, in his Dissertatio generalis Kennicott had mentioned a certain number
of manuscripts that he had not been able to collate because of a lack of time or
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money. The fullest account 1s the one given of “Parma, where in the library of the
famous G. B. de Rossi a large number of manuscripts are to be found. It is pos-
siblc to think that some of them arc included in my list as having been consulted
by Bruns, for they had been formierly 1n the possession of some Jews and now arc
with this very lcarned man who, as I sincercly hope, proposcs to edit all their
variants.” *! Giovanni Bernardo de Rossi was a successful professor of Oricntal
languages at the university that the Duke of Parma had founded in his capital in
1770. A true bibliophile, de Rossi had accumulated a magnificent collection of
Hebrew manuscripts and rare editions. Word had spread as far as England that he
possessed in his hbrary five copies of an edition that had previously been thought
to survive in only one copy. When Kennicott announced de Rossi’s project (o his
subscribers in 1780, it was well on the way to being completed. Since de Rossi
realized, as did his friend Fabricy, that it would be possible to angment Kenni-
cott’s critical apparatus significantly on the basis of the Italian manuscripts, he
had spent three months in the librarics of Rome in 1778 in order to collate the
variants that had escaped Kennicott.

On January 3, 1782, de Rossi published a prospectus describing a four-
volume work which he would edit under the title Variae lectiones Veteris Testa-
menti ex immensa manuscriptorum editorumgue codicum congerie haustae, et ad
Samaritanum textum, ad vetustissimas versiones, ad accuratiores Sacrae Crifi-
cae fontes ac leges examinatae, perpetuisque notis historico-criticis illustratae.
As he explained the project, 1t was thanks to Kennicott’s collation and to the col-
lation of the material in his own library that he had more than 1,200 witncsses at
his disposal. He intended to consult them at places selected for their importance
in undcrstanding the mcanings of words, where they also had support cither in
the Jewish manuscripts, 1n the Samaritan text, or in the ancient versions, At cach
point, he planned to compare the manuscripts of his collection with those that
Kennicott had collated (which he often re-collated himself) and with others from
foreign collections that Kennicott had not collated. To that he would add the an-
cient editions, of which Kennicott had collated only a small number, as well as
the ancient versions and biblical citations taken from Jewish writings. He also
wanted to take the vocalization into consideration. Finally, unlike Kennicott, he
would undertake to describe all the witnesses and to explain his symbols in the
first volumec.

In order to whet the appetite of his future readcers, he published an Apparatus
Hebraco biblicus, seu manuscripti editique codices sacri textus, quos possidet,
novaegque variarum lectionum collationi destinat Jo. Bern. de Rossi (1782).152 In
it he described 413 manuscripts and 159 editions of the Hebrew Bible that were
in his own collection.
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2. 1,793 Withesses

The four promised volumes were published at Parma in 1784, 1785, 1786, and
1788,19% followed by an important supplement in 1798 entitled Scholia critica in
Veteris Testamenti libros seu Supplemenia ad varias Sacri Textus lectiones. In
this supplement he provided the totals for the witnesses that he had collated:
1,418 manuscripts (of which 577 were known from Kennicott’s collation, 691
belonged to de Rossi’s own library, 134 were foreign, and 16 Samaritan), 375
editions (of which 333 were inde Rossi’s library and 42 were from foreign librar-
ies) giving a total of 1,793 “codices.” ™ In 1803 de Rossi was to crown his labors
with the publication of a catalogue of the manuscripts from his library that he
was giving to the Palatine Library of Parma, a gift that included 1,377 Hebrew
manuscripts and 194 in other languages.

Except for the financing of the printing costs by subscription, de Rossi did all
his work by himsclf and at his own c¢xpense, from the purchase of the manu-
scripts to the delivery of the five volumes to the printer. Michaclis explained how
this priest, who was not known for his wealth, was able to assemble such a col-
lection. %7 It was through his rclationship of trust with a number of Jews that he
had been able to obtain for a modest price, or cven as gifts, ancient manuscripts
which had been judged unusable, either because they were worn or incomplete or
because their ink had faded.

All the critics appreciated the fact that de Rossi, unlike Kennicott, had himself
deciphered the items that he added to those edited by his predecessor. The result,
however, confirmed what had come to light from Kennicott’s work. Eichhorn
(according to Rosenmiiller) expressed himself in the following way in an article
in which he summecd up the importance of the Hebrew manuscripts to Old Testa-
ment textual criticism after the large collations of Kennicott and de Rossi: “We
now know, unfortunately, that the manuscripts arc helpful only for minute points,
whereas for the most important corruptions they are no help at all. Thus any men-
tion of these corrupt texts should always be followed by the regret that the manu-
scripts do not lend any help.” 56

E. From the Eighteenth Century to the Present

With the somewhat meager results of these large collations, the eighteenth
century ended on a disappointing note. Was it possible to hope that other manu-
scripts, inaccessible up to that time, would dramatically modify these results? De
Rossi did not think so: *In addition to these manuscripts, there is a great number
of others, especially in Asia, but also in Africa, Spain, Poland, and other places,
which would be worth collating. But now that most of the principal oldcst manu-
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scripts have been collated, it is possible to say that the collation of the whole has
been done and that all, or almest all, of the most important variants have been ed-
itcd.” 137 Fabricy, howcver, had been suggesting since 1772 that the Italian collee-
tions had not yiclded all their treasures to Kennicott, In the seventeenth of his
“Random rcmarks on the variants in general, and on the choice which can be
madc of them in the Hebrew manuscripts and in the ancient versions,” which
concluded his study Les titres primitifs de la Révélation, he wrote:

There is no known Hebrew manuscript in Europe which goes hack more than
seven or eight hundred years, or at the most nine hundred. But all the manu-
scripts which are extant at present are by no means well-known enough to arrive
at a definite decision. In various eastern countries where Jews have been present

since the destruction of Jerusalem it would not be impossible to discover very
158

ancient manuscripts,
In this regard, as well, his presentiment would prove te be true. With regard to
Hebrew manuscripts, no notable progress was made by the editions of Baer
(published by Tauschnitz at Leipzig from 1869 to 1895) or Ginsburg (London,
1926), nor by the first two editions of Kittel’s Biblia Hebraica. It was Paul
Kahle, working on the Firkovitch collections and on the fragments of the Cairo
Geniza, who showed the value of the great classical Tiberian manuscripts and,
most especially, of the Leningrad, which scrved as the basis for BHK?. Working
from this manuscript, he rightly showed the relation between the Cairo Prophets
manuscript and British Library manuscript Oricnt 4445, which contains the Pen-
tateuch. The Aleppo manuscript, already mentioned by Kennicott in his Disser-
tatio generalis,'? was added to this group of great classics after 1960, when it
was presented in the first volume of 7exrus. From these same sources Kahle was
able to delineate the early stages of Masoretic vocalization, thus confirming Lev-
ita’s and Cappel’s intuition of three hundred years earlier.

It was not until the discoveries of Qumran, however, that it became possible to
penctrate beyond the high degrec of agreement in the consonantal text which
characterizes the proto-Masorctic textual tradition from which all the Hebrew
manuscripts known until then derived. On this point also, Morin’s and Cappel’s
intuition was confirmed: The Vorlage of the ancient Greek was often clearly dif-
fcrent from the textual tradition which was preserved by the Masorctic Text.

V. Criticism of the Autographs of Moses and the Prophets

As wc have alrcady suggested, around the middle of the seventeenth century
the proponents of textual criticism and their adversarics agreed that, 1if we pos-
scsscd the autographs of Moscs and the Prophets, we should accept them as

157. Rossi. Variae lectiones, Vol. | (“Prolegomena™), 23.
158. Fabricy, Titres, Vol. 2, 528,
159, §172.
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normative for the text. What divided them was that the “anticritics™ believed the
Masoretic Text had been kept identical to these autographs by special divine as-
sistance, while the “critics™ felt they could show that it diffcred tfrom the auto-
graphs on a certain number of rcadings becausc of copyist crrors.

A. Spinoza’s Predecessors

While Morin and Cappcl had considered only the possibility of accidental
medifications of the textual tradition, Spinoza ventured into the arca of litcrary
criticism of Sacred Scripturc in his Tractatus Theologico-Politicus, published 1n
1670, 1n which he formulated theorics which threatened to modity drastically the
conception prevalent until then of the “autographs of Moses and the Prophets.” It
18 necessary to note immediately, however, that in this new area he had at least
two predecessors: Thomas Hobbes and Isaac de La Peyrere.

l. Thomas Hobbes

Auvray, referring to chapter 33 of Leviathan, published in 1651, sums up
Hobbes’s contribution to the guestion of Moscs’ activity in the following way:

Hobbes notes first of all that the term e bocks of Moses indicates not the au-
thor of those books but their subject. Not only is it never said that Moses was
the author of the Pentateuch, but there are several proefs (o the contrary in the
boak. Habbes indicated three of them: How could Moses have written the ac-
count of his own death (Dcuteronomy 34)? Why would he say that the Canaan-
ite wag “still” in the land (Gen 12:6)7 And why would he cite the “Book of the
Wars of the Lord™ {Num 21:14) as a source? After this, Hobbes presents his
conclusion: “But though Moses did not compile those books entircly, and in the
form we have them; yet he wrote all that which he is there said to have written:
as for example. the volume of the law. which is contained. as it seemeth. in the
11th of Deuteronomy, and the following chapters to the 27th, which was also
commanded to be written on stones, in their entry into the land of Canaan,”!%?

Later 1n the same chapter, Hobbes offers some conjectures on the authors and on
the time when other books of the Bible were written. In chapter 42 he discusses
the canonization of the biblical books, emphasizing that the power of declaring
something canonical belongs to human authority.

2. Isauc de La Pevrére

Isaac dc La Peyrére, a Calvimist from Bordcaux, published two strange and
paradoxical books in Holland in 1655: Pracudamitae sive exercitatio super vers-
ibus duodecimo, decimo-tertio et decimo-quarto capitis quinti Epistolae D. Pauli
ad Romanos, quibus inducuntur primi homines ante Adamum conditi, and Sys-
tema theologicum ex praeadamitarum hypothesi. These two books, which went

160, Avvray, Shimon, 03,
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through four editions in one year, were successtul both as curiosities and scan-
dals and gave rise to many refutations. Spinoza had them in his library, and Rich-
ard Simon pcrsonally knew La Peyrére who, after his conversion to Catholicism,
lived with the Oratorians.

In Svstema, La Peyrére took some rather bold positions concerning the au-
thenticity of the historical books of the Bible.'®! Bernus summed them up as
follows:

He declares straight off’ that all these books are much more recent than the
events which they describe. For the Pentateuch, which he treats more fully, he
bases his demonstration on the lack of order in the account, on the repetitions,
and on a certain number of passages which clearly betray a time posterior to
Moses, as later critics have frequently shown. Moses had most likely left some
writings, probably even a detailed histery of the events in which he had partici-
pated. preceded by what he knew of earlier times, either through revelation or
by reading (for writing was extant among the Hebrews before him). His work,
however, was not preserved, and the present Pentateuch is only a reworked ex-
tract of it. The books of Joshua, Samuel. Kings and Chronicles were also
formed at a rather later date. and are summaries of more complete works which
arc cited by the biblical writer. %2

La Peyrere, therefore, had no hope of ever rediscovering the “autograph of
Moses.” He felt that for Moses’ work we possess “neither the autograph (auto-
graplum) nor a copy written directly according to it (apographum ex autogra-
pho descriptum), but rather what should be considered as something having
come from a derived form of it (apographum apographi).” 13 As Bernus noted,
“With these explanations the author attcmpts to place the true word of God and
the genuine sacred authors (whosc writings no longer exist} outside the obscurnty
and confusion with which he reproaches all of the Old Testament for everything
except that which directly concerns salvation.” 164

B. Spinoza

Ncither Hobbes nor La Peyrére approached biblical criticism systematically.
Spinoza, on the other hand, presents a sort of “discourse on method” for biblical
criticism in chapters scven to ten of his Tructaris.

1. A Method for Interpreting Scripture

Spinoza’s point of departure was almost the opposite of La Peyrére’s. While
the latter, according to Richard Simon, applied himself to “reading only the text

161, La Peyrére, Systema. Book 4, chapters | and 2.
162. Bernus, Richard Simon, 66-67.
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of Scripture in order to strengthen certain visions that he had on the coming of a
new Messiah,”'® Spinoza states that:

we sce . . . that the chicf concern of the theologians on the whole has been to ex-
tort from Holy Scripture their own arbitrarily invented ideas, for which they
claim divine authority. In ne other field do they display less scruple and greater
temerity than in the interpretation of Scripture, the mind of the Holy Spirit. ...
In order to escape tfrom this scene of confusion. to free our minds from preju-
dices of theologians and to aveid the hasty acceptance of human fabrications as
divine teachings. we must discuss the true method of Scriptural interpretation
and cxamine it in depth; for unless we understand this we cannot know with any
certainty what the Bible or the Holy Spirit intends to teach. . .. [Tlhe task of
Scriptural interpretation requires us to make a straightforward study of Scrip-
ture, and from this, as the source of our fixed data and principles, to deduce by
logical inference the meaning of the authors of Scripture, In this way—that is,
by allowing no other principles or data for the interpretation of Scripture and
study of its contents except those that can be gathered only from Scripture itself
and from a historical study of Scripture—steady progress can be made without
any danger of error, and one can deal with matters that surpass our understand-
ing with no less confidence than those matters which arc known to us by the
natural light of reason. . . . This. then, is the universal rule for the interpretation
of Scripture, to ascribe no teaching to Scripture that 18 not clearly established
from studying it closely. What kind of study this should be, and what are the
chief topics it should include. must now be explained. '%®

2. The Necessiry for a History of Scripture

Spinoza then classificd in three parts what this history should rccount. It
should first of all deal with the nature and particularitics of the langwage in which
the books of Scripture were written. It should then group the statements con-
tained in cach book, noting if their meaning is casy or difficult to perceive. On
this level 1t 1s a question of determining, from the context, the meaning which the
author intended and not of judging whether the meaning is acceptable to reason.

In assigning the third task to the history of Scripture, Spinoza clearly formu-
lated for the first time the agenda of what would later be called “higher criticism™:

Finally, our historical study should set forth the circumstances relevant to all the
extant books of the prophets, giving the life, character and pursuits of the author
of every book, detailing who he was, on what occasion and at what time and for
whom and in what language he wrote. Again, it should relate what happened to
each book, how it was first received. into whose hands it fell, how many variant
versions there were, by whose decision it was received nto the canon, and, fi-
nally, how all the books, now universally regarded as sacred, were united into a
single whole. All these details, I repeat. should be available from a historical

165, Simon, Letires. Yol. 2, 25,
166. Spinoza, Complete Works, 456-58 = Spinoza, Tractatus, 83-85.
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study of Scripture; for in order to know which pronouncements were set forth as
laws and which as moral tcaching, it is important to be acquainted with the life,
character and interests of the author. Furthermore, as we have a better under-
standing of a person’s character and temperament, so we can more easily ex-
plain his words. Again, to avoid confusing teachings of eternal significance
with those which are of only temporary significance or directed only to the ben-
efit of a few, it is also important to know on what occasion, at what period. and
for what nation or age all these teachings were written down. Finally, it is im-
porlanl (o know the other details we have listed so that, in addition to the au-
thenticity of each book, we may also discover whether or not it may have been
contaminated by spurious insertions, whether errors have crept in, and whether
these have been corrected by expericneed and trustworthy scholars. All this in-
formation 1s needed by us so that we may accept only what is certain and incon-
trovertible, and not be led by blind impetuosity to take for granted whatever is
sct before us.

Now when we possess this historical account of Scripture and are firmly re-
solved not to assert as the indubitable doctrine of the prophets anything that
does not follow from this study or cannot be most clearly inferred from it, it will
then be time to embark on the task of investigating the meaning of the prophets
and the Holy Spirit. But . . . we must first seck from our study of Scripture that
which is most universal and forms the basis and foundation of all Scripture: in
short. that which is commended in Scripture by all the prophets as doctrine eter-
nal and most profitable for all mankind. . ..

Having acquired a proper understanding of this universal doctrine of Scripture,
we must then proceed to other matters which are of less universal import but

aftect our ordinary daily life. and which flow from the universal doctrine. . . . 1t

there be found in Scripture anything ambiguous or obscure regarding such
matters, it must be explained and decided on the basis of the universal doctrine
of Scripturc. If any passages are found 1o be in contradiction with one another,
we should consider on what occasion, at what time. and for whom they were
written.

But other biblical passages which bhelong only to the field of philosophical
speculation do not yield so easily to investigation. . . .

We have already poeinted out with many apposite examples what great caution
we should exercise in these matters to avoid confusing the minds of the proph-
ets and historians with the mind of the Holy Spirit and with factual truth . . . But
with regard to the meaning of revelation. it should be observed that this method
only teaches us how to discover what the prophets really saw or heard, and not
what they mtended to signify or represent by the symbols in guestions. The lat-
ter we can only guess at, not infer with certainty from the basis of Scripture.'®’

167. Spinoza, Complete Works, 459-62 = Spinoza. Tractatus, 87-91.
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3. The Difficulties in Working Out This History

Spinoza goes on to point out the difficulties which the application of such a
mcthod presents, cven though he considers it the only adcquate onc. He begins
with the difficultics involved in the first part of the history of Scripture, which
concern the Hebrew language. These difficultics come from the way it is written,
in which there 18 often confusion among the laryngeals, from the ambiguity of 1ts
conjunctions and adverbs, from the fact that 1ts verbal aspects do not conform to
our tenses, and especially from the fact that “[points and accents] cannot satisfy
us, having been devised and instituted by men of a later age whose authority
should carry no weight with us.” 168

This insecurity in our grasp of Hebrew makes the working out of the second
part of the history of Scripturc uncertain: “such being the structure and naturc of
the Hebrew language, it is quite understandable that such a number of ambigu-
itics must arise that no method can be devised for deciding them all.”'%? It shows
turther that the simple collation of parallel] texts provides only limited help in this
area. Spinoza then discussed the difficulties inherent in the third part of the his-
tory of Scripture, which trcats of “highcer criticism™:

One further difficulty consequent upon this method is this, that it requires an ac-
count of the history of all the biblical books, and this for the most part we can-
not provide. As 1 shall make clear at some length at a later stage, we either have
no knowledge at all or but doubtful knowledge of the authors—or if you prefer
the expression, the writers—of many of the books. Again we do not even know
on what occasion or at what time these books of unknown authorship were writ-
ten. Furthermore. we do not know into whose hands all these books fell, or in
whose copics so many different readings were found, nor yet again whether
there were not many other versions in other hands, 7

4. Evidence und Uncertuainty

Spinoza thought these difficulties would have serious consequences for a cate-
gory of cascs which he desceribed in the following way:

If we read a book relating events which are incredible or incomprehensible. or
which is written in a very obscure style, and 1if we do not know the author or the
time or the occasion of its composition, it will be vain for us to try 10 achieve a
greater understanding of its true meaning. Deprived of all these facts we cannot
possibly know what was, or could have been, the author’s intention. But if we
arc fully informed of these facts, we are in a position to form an epinion free
from all danger of mistaken assumptions; that is (o say, we ascribe to the author,
or to him for whom he wrote. no more and no less than his just meaning, con-

168. Spinozu, Complete Works, 464 = Spinoza, fractaius, 94.
169. Spinoza, Complete Works. 465 = Spinoza, Tractanis, 95.
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centrating our attention on what the author could have had in mind, or what the
time and the occasion demanded. . . .

These difficulties. which I undertook to recount, [ consider so grave that I have
no hesitation in affirming that in many instances we either do not know the true
meaning of Scripturc or we can do no more than make conjecture. But on the
other hand I must again emphasise, with regard to all these difficulties, that they
can prevent us from grasping the meaning of the prophets only in matters be-
yond normal comprchension, which can merely be imagined; it is not true of
matters open to intellectual perception, whereef we can readily form a clear
conception. For things which of their own nature are readily apprehended can
never be so obscurely worded that they arc not easily understood; as the proverb
says. “a word to the wise 1s enough.” . . .

Thus we can conclude that, with the help of such a historical study of Scripture
as is available to us, we can readily grasp the meanings of its moral doctrines
and be certain of their true sense. For the teachings of true piety are expressed in
guite ordinary language, and being directed to the generality of people they are
therefore straightforward and easy to understand. And since true salvation and
blessedness consist in true contentment of mind and we find our true peace only
in what we clcarly understand, it most cvidently follows that we can understand
the meaning of Scripture with confidence in matters relating to salvation and
necessary to blessedness. Therefore we have no reason to be unduly anxious
concerning the other contents of Scripture; for since for the most part they are
beyond the grasp of reason and intellect, hey belong to the sphere of the curi-
ous rather than the profitable,!?!

Right from the preface of the Tractatus, Spinoza cautioned his readers that “the
revealed Word of God is not to be identified with a certain number of books, but
1s a simplc conception of the divine mind as revealed to the prophets; and that
is—to obcy God with all one’s heart by practising justice and charity.” 172 Tt is
“from Scripture itself we learn that its message. unclouded by any doubt or any
ambiguity, is in essence this, to love God above all, and one’s neighbour as one-
self.”173 Therefore, the only thing which the above-mentioned methodological
difficulties make uncertain is the proper understanding of that which is a matter
of speculation.

5. Distorted History Makes the Autographs Inaccessible

Further, “the difficulty of interpreting Scripture ariscs not from the lack of
power of the natural light, but from the negligence (not to say malice) of those
who failed to compile a historical study of Scripture while that was still pos-
sible.” 17+ As he specifies later on:

|71, Spinoza, Complete Works, 465-67 = Spinoza, Tractatus, 95-97.
172. Spinoza, Complete Works, 392 = Spinoza, fractaius, vi.
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we discussed the foundations and principles of Scriptural knowledge, and
showed that this consists simply in a thorough historical study of Scripturc. In
spite of its indispensability, the writers of ancient times failed to compile such a
study, or if in fact they did compile or transmit one, it has disappeared through
the ravages of time, consequently leaving us to a great extent deprived of the
foundations and principles of Seriptural knowledge. This loss would not have
been so serious if later generations had kept within the bounds of truth and had
faithfully transmitted to their successors the few facts they had reccived or dis-
covered, without the addition of new ideas of their own devising. As il is, the
historical study of Scripture has remained not merely incomplete but prone to
error: that is. the foundations of Scriptural knowledge are not only too scanty to
form the basis for a complete understanding, but are also unsound.’”

The facts of this history, which Spinoza considers to have been falsified by tra-
dition, must also undergo critical scrutiny. He attempts to do this with regard to
the prejudices which tradition has handed on concerning the true authors of the
biblical books. Here Spinoza shows that, insofar as such a history can still be out-
lined, it suggests that the biblical books, in the form in which the Pharisees of the
Second Temple period canonized them, are not the autographs of the Prophets. In
so doing, Spinoza merely restates, with a few personal touches, the indications
which Hobbes and La Peyrére had already found to show that the Pentateuch
could not have had Moscs as its author and that the prophetic books were writtcn
a long time after the cvents they deal with by one or scveral compilers who left
their work unfinished. We are dealing, thercfore, only with the “apographs™ of the
inspired authors. And so, “those who propose to prove the authority of Holy
Scripture are required to prove the authority of each separate book. Proving the di-
vine origin of one book does not sufficiently prove the divine origin of all. . . *!76

To sum up, then: according to Spinoza the theologians try in vain to base their
speculations on those parts of Scripture dealing with things which the intelli-
gence cannot grasp, since a sufficiently critical history of Scripture can no longer
be written today in a complete and cxact way. Further, insofar as such a history
can be reconstructed, it shows that for the parts of Scripture with which we arc
concerned, the canonical books have suffered too much interpolation, and our
knowledge of Hebrew i1s too uncertain, to allow us to determine the meaning
which the Prophets intended.

C. Richard Simon

Spinoza’s Tractatus encountered strong opposition. The Amsterdam syna-
gogue excommunicated the author in 1656, and Protestants as well as Catholics
cried out against Spinoza’s impiety. His immanentist and anti-religious deism

175. Spinoza, Complete Works. 471 = Spinoza, Tractanes, 104,
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was eastly shown and denounced, which relieved his critics of having to enter
into the problematic of his critique in more detail. When someone did go into his
critique, it was with the specific intention of showing the weakness of his argu-
ments in the hope of cvading the questions which he posed.

Richard Simon thought it nccessary to take Spinoza’s questions scriously, but
without nceessarily follewing him in the conclusions which he had drawn. Even
before he knew of the Tractatus, Simon had assembled almost all the elements
necessary for a history of Scripture, as Spinoza understood this term, from the
standpoint of a very free critique of the more or less traditional facts concerning
this history. In 1678, one year after Spinoza’s death, Simon published his His-
toire Critiqgue du Vieux Testament. In the “Author’s Preface™ he set oul to:

show the utility of this work. First, it is impossible to understand the sacred
books completely unless one knows first the different states of the text of these
books, according to different times and different places, and unless one is ex-
actly aware of all the changes which they have undergone. This can be scen in
the first book of this Histoire Critique, in which I have indicated the various vi-
cissitudes of the Hebrew text from Moses up to the present.

Simon formulated a response to Spinoza’s critique on two different levels. First,
he wished to call into question and to qualify the more or less traditional state-
ments concerning the authors of the various books of the Bible. But he also
thought it nccessary to counter Spinoza’s argumentation with an original herme-
ncutic which would distinguish very clearly the notion of scriptural authenticity
from that of literary authenticity. This distinction depended on three ideas: first,
the idea that scriptural inspiration is a form of divine guidance which continued
from the very first draft up until the closing of the canon; second, the idea that
the prophetic Spirit makes use of the concrete contents of the imagination and
intelligence ot the prophet, corresponding to the literal or historical meaning of
his oracles, while at the same time that Spirit also aims at a second meaning
which is concerned with Messianic realities; and third, the idea that, during the
timc of the Old Covenant, there existed traditions that were authorized and, 1n a
certain sense, inspired, and these traditions governed the redactional reworkings
of Scripture. the elucidation of the second meaning principally intended by the
Spirit, and the discernment of books destined to constitute the sacred library of
the people of God.

I. The Literary Non-originality of the Old Testament Books

The subtitle to Chapter Five of the first book of the Histoire Critigie un-
leashed Bishop Jacques-Bénigne Bossuct’s lightning bolts for its total acceptance
of the critical ¢laim. The subtitle ran: “Proof of the additions and other changes
which were made 1n the Scripture and cspecially in the Pentatcuch. Mosces cannot
be the author of all that is in the books which are attributed to him. Various
examples.”
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l.a. Spinoza’s influence on the Histoire Critique du Vieux Testament

In Chapter Five Simon mentions first of all two Catholic critics prior to Spi-
noza, Masius and Pcrerius, whom he represents as holding that many things had
been added to the beoks of Moscs. Then he states that “Bonfrerius, a Jesuit, also
attributed to writers other than Moses several facts which the law-giver could
only have written by a prophetic spirit.” "’ Later on, Simon mentions a case (the
last chapter of Deuteronomy where the death of Moses is recounted) where
Jacques Bonfrere {Bonfrerius) had formulated the hypothesis that it could have
been “added by someone else.”!78

Simon then brings up Gen 12:6, “At that time the Canaanites were in the land,”
concerning which Bonfrére had not mentioned any difiiculty.!” This verse, which
Ibn Ezra had pointed out, was uscd as an argument by Hobbces and Spinoza, but
not by La Peyrére.!89 It is casy to show that Simon borrowced the argument from
Spinoza. His partial citation of the versc 1s identical to that of Spinoza, and Spi-
noza's formulations (and not thosc of Hobbes) can be detected 1in Simon’s, who
says first of all, “It 1s known that the Canaanites still possessed the land which 1s
mentioned in this place in the time of Moses.” Spinoza had said of Moses, “cujus
nimirum tempore etiamdum illas regiones possidebant [Canahanitae].”!®! Then
Simon says, “and that could have been written only after they had been chased
out.” Spinoza had said, “Cum Canahanitae jam erant expulsi . . . haec debuerunt
scribi.” Note that just after the citation of the complete verse, and not of the sce-
ond part only, Hobbes added the following brief commentary, which 1s not depen-
dent on Spinoza’s or Simon’s comments from a literary point of view: “which
must nceds be the words of one that wrote when the Canaanite was not in the land:
and consequently, not of Moses, who died before he came into 1t.” Finally, Simen
returns to the passages that had troubled Bonfrére in his commentary.

In the Histoire Critique Spinoza’s name 1s mentioned only in the Preface. but
Chapters Two to Seven indicate a definite literary dependence on the Tractatus.
The most obvious passages indicating dependence are the following (the Histoire
Critigue du Vieux Testament [H] is cited below by page, column, and line from
the Rotterdam edition of 1685 while the Tractatus Theologico-Politicus |T] is
cited by page and line from the Gawlick/Niewdhner edition of 1979):

H T
[7a: 12-20 = 30.7-10
[8a: 2-8 = I860: 11-18
23b: 28-35 = 396 19-24

177. Simon, Histoire (V). 32a.

[78. Ihid.. 93.

179. Ibid., 185.

180. Hobbes. Leviathan, 200; Spinoca. Complete Works, 472-73 = Spinoza. fractatus. 105,
181. Spinoza, Complete Works, 472-73 = Spinoza, Tractatus, 105,
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250:21-38 = 308:22-310:5
32b: 3-12 = 288:8-23
36b: 15-26 = 312:3-8

42a: 1940 = 290: 13-18
46b: 6-13 = 100:6-10

Auvray has already pointed out another characteristic parallel: H 44b: 21-30 =
T 280: 11-15.7%2 Of the nine parallels just cited, Auvray mentioned only the one,
but even for this one he believed that Spinoza and Simon simply relied on Rashi,
who is cited by both as a support for this opinion.'®* But no known text of Rashi
sufficiently accounts for the literary similarity between Spinoza and Simon here.

From these incomplete facts, Auvray claimed that “Richard Simon was un-
awarc of Spinoza during the writing of his Histoire Critique and Icarncd of the
Tractafus only shortly before publishing his book. It was then that he added a
kind of appendix to Chapter Six, in order to point out the text of Aben [Ibn] Ezra
and to discuss his interpretation. It was then also that he wrote his preface.” 84 It
is true that in his “Response to the letter of M. Spanheim” of 1679, printed at the
end of the 1685 edition of the Histoire Critigue, Simon said that he completed his
work ten years before. %5 At the same time, also in 1679, he wrote to another cor-
respondent, Pére du Brueil, saying that it had been seven years.!% It seems, in
fact, that the encyclopedic contents of the second part of the first book (Chapters
1 to 31), as well as the second and third books, were assembled and even written
after that time. Simon himself, on pages 46-47 of the Répanse de Pierre Ambrun

& Uhistoire critique du Vieux Testamenr ... (1685) and in a letter dated
1699187 acknowledges that he added Chapters 20 to 24 of Book Threce immedi-
ately before the work was printed. Bernus believes that his additions were not
limited to that part alonc. ¥¥ The characteristic parallels between the beginning of
the first book and Spinoza’s Tractarus 1cad once to believe that the first nine chap-
ters, which are so important for the history of the beginnings of “higher criti-
cism,” were written by Simon after he had read the Tractatus, two editions of
which were found in his personal library. '8

1.b. The role of Henri Justel
The most probable cxplanation is that it was through the Protestant Henri Jus-
tcl, scerctary and counsclor to the king, that Stmon knew about the Tracratus.

182, Auvray. “Simon ¢t Spinoza”™ 211,
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P. Verniere believes i1t was Justel who made Spinoza’s work known to Huet and
Simon.'™" In a letter of 1699, Simon said of Justel, “By means of the exchange of
letters which he had with the lcarned and the curious of forcign countrics, he
found out almost ¢cverything that went on, both 1n itcrature and in business. And,
since people often brought their difficultics to him, he consulted me occasionally
and informed me about the news which he received from various places.” !

In a letter of July 30, 1677, Justel informed Leibniz of the work which Simon
was preparing, and said, of Simon’s positions, “It is also Spinoza’s sentiment.” 192
This makes 1t unlikely that Justel would not have already discussed Spinoza’s
work with Simon, especially since he had been in continual contact with Simon
since 1676 about a project for an interconlessional translation of the Bible. '™
Writing of that projcct, Simon stated that it was “printed at the beginning of Book
Three of the Histoire Critigue de ’'Ancien Testament]” 19 which is certainly a ref-
crence to the first four chapters of the book and confirms our conjectures (in ac-
cordance with Bernus) about the importance of the additions made to the Histoire
Critique 1n the period just before its publication. One might grant Auvray that the
end of Chapter Six of the first book (44b and 201f.) was added after the rest of the
first chapters had been written. But it must be recognized that Simon’s reading of
the Tractatus played an important role in the elaboration ot his thought regarding
the authors ot the sacred books and scriptural inspiration. Spinoza thus exercised
an influence on the entire beginning of the first book, an influcncce that was delib-
crately concealed.

L.c. Simon identified with Spinoza

We have seen that Simon inserted an argument taken from Spinoza between
two others that he took from the commentary of the Jesuit Bonfrere. It is not sur-
prising that Simon should have preferred to cite three Catholics predating
Spinoza as authorities for the hypothesis of later additions to the books of Moses
and that he should remain silent about Spinoza’s name. He wanted to avoid the
possibility of his hypothesis being attacked because of its similarity to the impi-
ous Spinoza’s since he had borrowed the latter’s arguments. Indeed, Justel was
not the only onc to associate Simon’s system with that of Spinoza. Elics Du-Pin
also opined that “the system of M. Simon is not very different from that of these
authors [i.e., Hobbes, La Peyrére and Spinoza].” 1% Simon, in return, repaid Du-
Pin with 2,332 pages of criticism in his Critigue de la bibliothéque des auteurs
ecclesiastiques et des Prolégoménes de la Bible, publiez par M. Elies Du-Pin, a
four-volume critique of Du-Pin’s work.
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1.d. Spinoza and the “True Word of God”

Simon knew perfectly well that Spinoza had called into question the tradi-
tional idcntitics of the authors of the books of Scripture in order to “discredit the
authority of the divine books. "¢ According to the traditional position, the Old
Testament was Holy Scripture insofar as it brought together the writings of
“Moscs and the Prophets.” Spinoza, as La Peyrére before him, thought, therefore,
that if it could be shown that the books of the Old Testament had not been written
by Moses and the Prophets but by much later compilers, one would be obliged to
question the sacred nature of this collection of books. For Spinoza as for La Pey-
rere, even it the inspired writings (the autographs of Moses and the Prophets)
were at the origin of the books included in the Pharisaic canon, it was no longer
certain that those writings could be retricved from books which had been liter-
arily enlarged, reworked, or abridged. La Peyrére saw in this conclusion the pos-
sibility of protccting the word of God, no longcer accessible, from the imputations
of obscurity and confusion to which the Old Testament in its present form was
susceptible.

Spinoza, for his part, refused to accept that “the Word of God properly so
called, . . . consist[s] in a set number of books.” 197 What critical study has shown
to be “faulty, mutilated, adulterated, and inconsistent.”1%® is simply a “set number
of books™ which were “chosen from many others by the Pharisees of the second
temple,” 9% and there is no way of knowing for certain what criteria they cm-
ployed to make their decisions.?® On the contrary, “the phrase *Word of God,
when used 1n conncetion with anything other than God himself, properly means
the Divine Law . . . : that 18, religion universal to the entire human race, or catho-
lic religion.”?%! Because of this, the Word cannot be corrupt; if words “are so ar-
ranged that readers arc moved to devotion, then these words will be sacred.” 2% In
fact, “nothing is sacred or profanc or impurce in an absolute sense apart from the
mind, but only in relation to the mind.”>%*

So Scripture likewise is sacred, and its words divine, only as long as it moves
men to devotion towards God: but if it 15 uiterly disregarded by them. as it was
once by the Jews, it is nothing morce than paper and ink, and their neglect ren-
ders it completely profane, leaving it exposed to corruption. So if it then suffers
corruption or perishes, it is wrong to say that the Word of God suffers corrup-
tion or perishes. >
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In Spinoza’s eyes, the goal of criticism is to fight against the situation where
“instead of God’s Word [some people] are beginning to worship likenesses and
images, that is, papcr and ink.”2% For “if in accordance with the saying of the
Apostle 1n 2 Cor. chap. 3 v. 3 [thosc who contradict us] have within themsclves
the Epistlc of God, written not with ink but with the Spirit of God, not on tablcts
of stonc but on the fleshly tablets of the heart, et them ceasce to worship the letter
and to show so much concern for it.”2%¢

I.e. The lasting influence of Spinoza’s hermeneutic

Thus Spinoza wanted to show that the “apographs™ which we possess no
longer allow us any access to the inspired “autographs” [rom which they come.
Biblical litcrary criticism as practiced by belicving excgetes, insofar as it accepts
the fact that the present statce of the biblical text is not the same as the original, as
Spinoza demonstrated, aims to reeover the original state of these hiterary works
from which our canonical books derive. We most probably have only the apo-
graphs at our disposal, but from them we should try to reconstitute the auto-
graphs, or at least to get as close to them as possible. The earlier stages. therefore,
have their value in relation to the later ones insofar as they bring us closer to the
text whose authors were Moses or the Prophets. It 1s only this original state which
fully deserves the name of Holy Scripture. This is the hermeneutic understood by
Christian litcrary criticism afttcr Spinoza; that is, an approach which, on the onc
hand. accepted the diagnosis concerning the litcrary development of the canoni-
cal books as described by Hobbes, La Peyrére and Spinoza. and, on the other, re-
fuscd the radical criticism of the 1dea of Holy Scripture and of the Word of God
as Spinoza formulated it.

2. Richard Simon’s Hermeneutic

It would be inaccurate to consider Spinoza the father of biblical criticism. On
the contrary, he subverts it, insofar as he traces its purpose only to show that it is
unattainablc and that genuine Scripturc containing the Word of God has escaped
the mishaps which the canonical books have undergone.

Daocs the title “father of biblical criticism™ belong then to Simon? He was,
after all, the first competent biblical scholar to have accepted Hobbes', La Pey-
rere’s and Spinoza’s analysis of the literary development of the canonical books
of the Old Testament without too many reservations. However, the tasks Simon
assigned to criticism are situated within the perspective of a hermeneutic entirely
different from the one that directed the critical energies of Christian exegetes of
the nineteenth and twenticth centuries. Simon’s hermeneutic may be character-
izcd by the two points in which it diffcrs from that of his predecessors and of his
successors: his conception of scriptural inspiration and of litcrary authenticity.

205. Spinoza, Complete Works. 504 = Spinoza, Tractanis, 145,
206. Spinoza, Complete Works, 506 = Spinoza, Tractatus, 148.
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2.a. Scriptural inspiration and prophecy

In Chapter 25 of his Histoire critique du texte du Nouveau Testament (1689),
Simon clcarly articulated his doctrine of inspiration, which constituted the foun-
dation of his eantire biblical hermencutic.

2.a.i. Spinoza: The Prophets do not reason

It 1s 1n this chapter that Simon takes on Spinoza, who, in order to show that the
gpistles of the Apostles were not inspired, compared their manner of writing to
that of the Prophets in the following terms:

the Apostles everywhere employ argument, so that they scem to be conducting
a discussion rather than prophesying. The prophetic writings, on the other hand,
contain only dogma and decrees. for they represent God as speaking not like
one who reasons, but one who makes decrees issuing from the absolute power
of his nature. Then again, the authority of a prophet does not permit of argu-
mentation, for whoever seeks to base his dogmatic assertions on reason thereby
submits them to the arbitrary judgment of the individual 2"

On the following page, Spinoza nuances his position somewhat, and cxplains it
more clearly:

I do not absolutely deny that the prophets may have argued from the basis of
revclation, but this much T will assert, that the more usce the prophets make of
logical reasoning, the more closely does their revelatory knowledge approach to
natural knowledge, and the surest mark of supernatural knowledge in the proph-
cts is their proclamation of pure dogma, or decrees, or judgment. And thus
Moses, the greatest of the prophets, never engaged in logical arsument, whereas
in the case of Paul the lengthy chains of logical argnmentation such as we find
in the Epistle to the Romans were most certainly not written from supernatural
revelation, 2t

2.a.ii. Reasoning directed by the Spirit of God
To these comments, Simon responded that

What deceived Spinoza is that he imagined that a man cannot use his reason and
at the same time be directed by the Spirit of God. It is as 1f in becoming the in-
terpreter of God one ceases to be @ man and is a purely passive instrument, if 1
might use such a term. . .. 209

This man still thinks that inspiration completely deprives one of the use of rea-
son, which is entirely false. The Apostles, he says, rcason continually so that
they seem to dispute rather than prophesy. But. in addition to the fact that he has
a false idea of the inspiration of the Prophets, it is enough to counter him with
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the example mentioned above, where the Apostles. after having deliberated and
reasoned in assembly, never stop using the expression, “It scemed good to the
Holy Spirit and to us.” This clearly shows that the Spirit of God, who guided
them in the assembly, did not prevent them from reasoning. To be sure, there 1s
a subordination between the two realities, the one does not destroy the other.
Spinoza’s Prophets arc enthusiasts who are more like men pushed by a spirit of
passion than by a spirit of prophecy. He wants to maintain that the office of
Prophct does not allow for reasoning because whoever reinforees his teaching
with reason subjects himsell to the judgment of others. . . . It is (rue that one is
vulnerable to the judgment of others when cne uses reasoning alone, but that
cannot be said when this reasoning 1s directed by the Spirit of God, which 1s the
case with Moses and the other Prophets. .. . 210

Saint Paul writes as a tcacher who instructs the nations and draws the conse-
quences from the principles which he establishes. It is not possible to conclude
from this that he is simply following his own reason. for this reason itself could
have been illuminated supernaturally and directed by the Spirit of God. Thai is
why the objections Spinoza puts forward to demonstrate that most of the dis-
courses of this Apostle consist only in admonitions and moral exhortations in
no way refute the inspiration of the Apostles. . .. For it (s not necessary that
God should have dictated to St. Paul or the other Apostles all their moral dis-
courses. He allowed them to use their own insights and to use all the means
their reason could provide in order to persuade people.?!!

In his Réponse au livre intitulé Sentimens de quelgues théologiens de Hol-
lande sur U Histoire critique du Vieux Testernent, writlen in 1686, Simon clearly
upheld this extension of scriptural inspiration beyond its normally accepted
boundarics:

As if inspiration had smothered entirely the sentiments of human nature in the
Apostles, M. N. goes on to add that St. Paul said many things without prophetic
inspiration, and that these are attributable to his own wisdom rather than to the
Spirit of God. As we already noted above, these kinds of objections can only be
made by someone who is unable to reconcile reason and inspiration, and who
supposes that when someone is a Prophet he ceases to be a man. Did not Jesus
Christ, who promised his disciples that the Spirit of God would lead them in all
their actions, recommend that they join the wisdom of a serpent to the simplic-
ity of a dove??!?

Simon returncd to this question again in 1699 in his Réponse au livre intitulé
Défense des Sentimens de quelques théologiens de Hollande sur 'Histoire cri-
tigue du Vieux lestament.

210. Ibid., 300u-b.
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It is sufficient that witnesses to their inspiration be found in the writings of the
Apostles without it being necessary that they spoke in the manner of the Proph-
ets, for they did not exercise the function of Prophets but rather of Apostles of
Jesus Christ. There are, in fact, proofs of this inspiration in their writings. Our
Lord himself promised this to them: “*Cum venerit ille Spiritus, docebit vos om-
nem veritatem” (John 16:13). They did nothing pertaining 1o their office with-
out the direction of the Spirit of God who led them. St. Peter. in the discourse
which he delivered before the assembly of the Jews, did not say, “Thus said the
Elernal One” because he did not proclaim prophecies (o them, but it is expressly
noted that, “being filled with the Holy Spirit, he said to the assembly, etc.” Was
this holy Apostle any less inspired than the Prophets simply because he did not
use their expressions??13

2.a.iti. Prophetic inspiration goes beyond consciousness
without abolishing it
Further, for Simon, prophetic inspiration itsclf went beyond the conscious
grasp of reason rather than abolishing consciousness. In 1686 he made his posi-
tion explicit on this point for the first time:

With regard to the example of Caiaphas, who prophesied without realizing it,
that 1s not a terribly extraordinary thing since cven the true Prophets did not al-
ways know what they were prophesying. Caiaphas could very well not have
known that he was a Prophet since he said only the things which his reason and
the nature of the situation allowed him to. The providence of God, however,
which often lcads men to ends which are unknown to them. made this high
priest speak in this way for a different purpose than that which he himself imag-
incd. There arc also many predictions in the Psalms of David which scemed to
have only a historical meaning at the time when they were spoken. This did not
prevent them from being at the same time true prophecies for a more distant pe-
riod. The Jews themselves are in agreement with the Christians on this principle
since they commonly accept two meanings in Scripture, one which is literal and
historical and another which i1s mystical and spiritual, but which at the same
time often does not cease to be literal in its own way. We see in the Psalms ex-
pressions which literally and historically refer to David and Solomon but which
both Jews and Christians see as also pertaining to the Messiah because of cer-
tain surrounding circumstances which make it difficult to apply them to David
or to Solomon. [ prefer to think that the author of the Psalms did not intend this
himself, and that sometimes he had only the historical meaning in mind. One
may not conclude trom this that God did not direct the mind and words of this
writer toward more sublime meanings which were reserved for the time of the
Messiah. This truth cannot be contested. unless one wants to deny the entire
economy of the Old and New Testament. 2!+
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2.a.iv. Traditions of interpretation go hand in hand with Scripture

In 1689, in his Histoire critigue du texte du Nouveau Testament, Simon took
the opportunity to clarify his position on the usc the New Testament makes of the
Old. He began by revisiting the expression “literal 1n 1ts way,” which he had uscd
in his Réponse aux Sentimens to designate the “sccond, wider, mystical or alle-
gorical meaning” recognized in many passages by most of the Jews who were
contemporaries of Jesus.?'> Then he specified that “to be precise, there is only
one literal meaning properly speaking, for each passage of Scripture.”?'® He ex-
plained that when he used the expression “literal in its way” to refer to the second
meaning with Messianic significance which the Apostles recognized in certain
passages of the Old Testament, he meant that the Apostes did not invent this
Messianic meaning, but that it was “founded on the theology and traditions of the
Jews™ of their time.2!7 For:

it can be taken as a constant that the Jews in the time of Qur Lord and the
Apostles believed many things for which they had no literal proof anywhere in
the Old Testament, but which depended on their traditions alone, The writings
of the Evangelists and the Apostles should be explained in relation to this idea
of the belief of the Jews and not in relation to any idea about their belief which
we might formulate by consulting only the books of the Old Testament. These
books, in fact, contain only a part of their rehigion: the other part is included in
their traditions. The Jews remain in agreement on this principle. Even the
Karaite Jews. who strongly opposed the traditions of the Talmudists that had de-
teriorated into fables, preserved those they believed to be reliable.=1¥

Simon conceded that “in general, a passage of Scripture that is taken allegori-
cally can in no way be used as a proof. But it is a question [in the citations of the
Old Testament made by the Apostles] of allegorical meanings that were received
and were even founded on authorized traditions.”*!'” When Christians “recognize
a second meaning that is called spiritual or mystical, they should apply it to the
Messiah, This mcaning is similar to what the Jews call ‘derash.” In a word, il is
impossiblc to understand perfectly the Christian religion and the principles upon
which it 1s cstablished unless one knows the religion of the Jews which 1s at its
origin.2%¢

Simon cites two types of “authorized traditions™ The first type consists of
those traditions of interpretation having to do with a particular word of a prophecy:
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St. Matthew {1:23} applied [the words of the Prophet Isaiah 7:14] to the Mes-
siah who came from a virgin, and reported them in the following way: “Behold
a virgin shall conceive and bear a child who will be called Emmanuel.” The
Jews accuse this evangelist of not having cited the words of the Prophet faith-
fully and even of having made a false application of them. They say first of all
that the Hebrew word “alma™ docs not mean “virgin® at all, as St. Matthew
translated it, but simply a girl, whether a virgin or not. They then attempt to
prove this through other places in Scripture. . . . Without entering into criticism
in greal detail or going through all the places in the Old Testamenl where the
word “alma™ is found, it is sufficient to refute the Jews with their own ancient
Greek version which St. Matthew, or rather, his translator followed. It can not
he said that the Jews who hived such a long time before Jesus Christ purposcly
corrupted the meaning of this passage by a false translation. The accusations
which they bring against St. Matthew fall on the people of their own nation.22!

2.a.v. The “typological” value of historical realities

The second kind of “authorized traditions” considers a historical person or sit-
uation as the type of a person or situation of the Messianic era. Thus, still in con-
nection with Matthew’s use of the same passage of Isaiah, Simon answers the
Jews’ reproach of a “false application™:

With regard to the meaning of this passage. the Jews claim that it cannot be ap-
plied to the Messiah, as St. Matthew had done, since it refers. in its original
place, to something which will happen soon. . . . 8t. Jerome tells of the explana-
tion of one Christian who, according to him, gave a Jewish cxplanation. This
auther thought that this passage spoke of the wife of the prophet Isaiah who had
two children, Jesub and Emmanuel, and that the latter was the type of Jesus
Christ. In spite of St. Jerome, I do not see anything in that which is not perfectly
in accord with the principles of the Christian religion, and even with those prin-
ciples which Jerome establishes elsewhere. This prophecy, like most others, has
two meanings: the first, which 1s the most obvious, refers to Isaiah’s wife; the
second. which 1s wider and which might be called spiritual and mystical. refers
to the time of the Messiah. This second is also literal 1n its own way since it is
based upon the theology and the traditions of the Jews. If these two meanings
are presupposed. their objections are easily answered. If, on the other hand, one
stubbornly wants to apply this propheey only to the Messiah, 1t would be more

a1

difficult to answer them.=2

Just after this. Simon takes another cxample, from Jerome’s commentary on
Daniel:

Porphyry claimed that there was nothing more than history in this book of the
Prophet. He explainad King Antiachus in the same way that Christians explain
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the Antichrist and the end of the world. The Christians did not reject Porphyry's
interpretation completely, but they said that Antiochus is the type of the
Antichrist. . . . In order to clarify their meaning even more, they added this fine
maxim: It is the custom of Scripture to designate by types the truth of the things
which are to come. =3

2.a.vi. The second meaning is the one principally intended by the spirit

Bossuet’s first “Instruction™ on Simon’s translation of the New Testament pre-
sented Simon the opportunity of adding the final clarifications to his idea of the
“second meaning.” In a letter of January 20, 1703, Simon clearly affirmed that “it
is necessary to repeat unceasingly that in every passage of Scripture there is only
one meaning which is really and truly literal, as Ribera has shown in his com-
mentarics on the Minor Prophcts. The other mcaning, cven though it is not purcly
literal, is truc nonctheless, and is according to the intention of the Holy Spirit.”?24
Simon cxpressed himself most clearly, however, in the letters found in Volume
four of the Bibliothéque critigue of 1710, spurred on as he was by Bossuet’s con-
tinuing criticism. In a letter of January, 1703, he stated that “the sublime and spir-
itual meaning in ho way excludes the true one. It is, in fact, the principal meaning
which the Holy Spirit had in mind. These mystical and spiritual meanings are
based on Scripture itself, and in the constant usage of the Synagogue and the
Church a common agreement that these meanings are no less true than the literal
one is supposed.”?%? In another letter of the same year, he approvingly cited Six-
tus of Siena, according to whom the mystical or spiritual meaning “1s not signi-
fied by the words, but by the things themselves.”??® This agrees perfectly with the
typological meaning, where a person or situation dircetly indicated by the literal
meaning is scen to carry within itselt a sccond meaning insofar as it designates
typologically a reality of the Messianic cra.

In a letter of August 26, 1703, Simon became angry with a remark of
Bossuet’s:

I do not see at all why the illustrious Censor says here. “In the Councils, the
Holy Spirit has always been characterized as being called the Prophetic Spirit.”
Those who presume the double meaning in prophecices believe just as much as
the Censor that the Spirit who spoke by the Prophets “spoke of Jesus Christ, and
that the faith of the Son of God which is presented in the symbol was the faith of
the Prophets, as well as that of the Apostles.” They are convinced that the mys-
tical meaning is no less true than the literal one, and that it is “according to the
direct and original intention of the Holy Spirit,” They deny only that it is both

223 Ind.
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literal and historical because they believe that those who want to express them-
sclves in a precise way should admit of only onc literal meaning and not two. 227

2.avii. The need of a literal meaning for access to the prophetic meaning

According to Simon 1t must be acknowledged, for most of the prophecics, that
“the foree of the words alone™ does not allow direct aceess to the fullness of their
meaning:

No matter how great the scriptural erudition of the Censor might be, he will not
be able to show easily that the prophecies cited by Jesus Christ and by the
Apostles all constitute conclusive proofs by the foree of their words alone. . . . It
seems to me that he would de much better to say. along with the most learned
commentators on Scripture, that these prophecies, along with other similar
ones, are applications which were in use among the ancient Jewish doctors, and
that Jesus Christ and the Apostles are not at all the originators of this way of in-
terpreting the prophecics. For to want to maintain that these passages arc proofs
by themselves and by the force of the text is to decide in favor of the Jews, of
Porphyry, of the Emperor Julian, and of other enemies of the Christian religion
by refuting them so ineffectively.22®

Simon insisted on the “second meaning™ of the prophecies in order to give rea-
son and prophetic inspiration their rightful place. Ordinarily, the Prophet had
only partial consciousness of the significance of the words the Spirit inspircs him
to usc. He interpreted them according to the literal meaning (that 1s, “the force
of thc words alonc” dctermined by contemporary usage) and according to the
historical mcaning (that is. relating to the immediate objects of his fears and
hopes—the persons and situations of his time). The Spirit, on the other hand,
gocs beyond the contemporary usc of the words, aiming at a more sublime mean-
ing that a later reading tradition will explicate, and presenting the persons and
situations contemporary with the Prophet as types of the persons and situations
of the Messianic era which are the real object of the oracles. For Simon, the spir-
itual meaning 1s in no way the free and imaginary accommodation to which it too
often deteriorates. It 1s, rather, “the principal meaning intended by the Spint.”
Only the ongoing “authorized traditions” transmitted among the people of God
along with Scripture allow a safe interpretation of the meaning which, in the case
of prophccey. is cven more authentic than the literal meaning. For this to be true it
1s nceessary to acknowledge, as Simon docs, that the official posscssors of these
traditions arc ipse facto inspired as well,

2.a.viii. The inspired authoriry of the Sanhedrin
Simon frequently based his argumentation on rabbinic or patristic authority.
Thus, in the Histoire critique du Vieux Testament, he (clls us that the Jews

227. Ibid.. 526,
228, 1bid., 512-13,



72 Part 1, Chapter |
considered certain works as “apocrypha, that is, hidden and unknown because
they had not been published under the authority of the Sanhedrin.”>** He adds
that “Sixtus of Sicna, who rccognized the authority of the Sanhedrin of the Jews,
asscrts that the history of the Maccabecs written by Jason was abridged by order
of the Sanhedrin of Jerusalem. Nor were the ancient Fathers unaware of this au-
thority of the Sanhedrin at the very time that Josephus maintained that there was
no longer an exact succession of Prophets among the Hebrews.">* He cites in
this regard St. Hilary, who “recognizes the particular privilege of these ancient
Senators whom he believes to have been inspired by God even though neither the
name nor the office of Prophet is attributed to them.”2"

In his Réponse au livre intitulé Sentimens Simon answered the objeclions pre-
sented by Le Clere (Clericus) with regard to the Sanhcdrin:

He cannot deny that the establishment of the Sanhedrin was divine, since God
was its author. God said to Moses, “Gather seventy men for me from among the
elders of Israel.” Moreover, it is certain that these seventy old men received the
same prophetic spirit as Moses. .. . M. Le Clere adds that it is not said that this
Sanhedrin would always last in the Republic of Israel.?}

To that Simon responded, “would 1t not be better to belicve that, from the time of
Moses, the Jews continued to maintain that form of government which God had
established?” He then gives references illustrating the activity of the “elders of
Israel™ at various times in biblical history, although he adds the following reser-
vation: “I am not examining here whether this Sanhedrin had ever lost its conti-
nuity in the Republic of the Hebrews, or if it had been composed at various times
of a smaller number of persons than seventy, for those things are not in question
here.” 23

Simon had said in his Histoire critigue du Vieux Testament that “*God promiscd
the Prophcts and the Judges of the Sanhedrin who succeeded Mosces the same
grace and the same spirit of prophecy as those who had lived during his time.
Conscquently they preserved the same powcer not only of interpreting the Law,
but also of making ncw ordinances which were written down and then placed in
the archives of the Republic.”?* Simon then recalled the innovations of Solomon
in the construction of the temple in relation to the plan of the tabernacle which
Moses had received on Sinai, and then the innovations of the compiler of Chron-
icles in relation to its sources. The difficulties which the innovative character of
the more recent biblical books presents are solved 1f it 15 recognized that “these

229, Simon, Histoire (VT), 57a.
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books, having been reviewed by the Sanhedrin or by other persons inspired by
God, possessed all the necessary authority which could be desired for a matter of
this importance.”?* In the Réponse au livre inritulé Sentimens he statcs that:

it 1s clear that (God established Moses and the assembly of his time so that they
would have knowledge of the most important things which would take place in
the Republic of the Hebrews. This power, as we proved above, passed from
Moses to his successors the Judges. Could there have been, however, anything
more imporlant in a State than that which pertains to the Prophels and to the
prophetic books? Many called themselves Prophets who were not so at all and
they never stopped delivering their false prophecies. . .. There were rules for
discerning true Prophets from false ones, and it was up to the Judges of the San-
hedrin te decide, since the Law contained only statutes which had to be ex-
plained by the Judges and then applied to the cases of prophecy that arose.2?6

2.a.ix. The inspiration of the Sanhedrin is distinct
from prophecy and from infallibility
Le Clerc objected to Simon that the uncertainty concerning the fate of the
stones of the altar which had been defiled {1 Macc 4:46) and the condemnation of
Jesus both showed that the Sanhedrin was not inspired. These two objections pro-
vided Simon with the opportunity of distinguishing, in his Réponse a la Défense,
the inspiration of the Sanhedrin from prophecy and infallibility:

Everyone knows that prophecy ccased among the Jews under the Prophets Ze-
chariah and Malachi. But it does not follow that there was no longer any inspira-
tion among the Judges of the Sanhedrin for carrying out their duties. It is certain
that there is no Prophet in the Church but that docs not prevent the recognition of
some type of inspiration or grace or infallibility in its general assemblies for de-
ciding controversies. . .. Further, it was never maintained that the Sanhedrin
was infallible in everything, just as in the Church the grace of infallibility is not
accorded to the councils for all their decisions. In order not to be too long I will
simply recall here what Grotius said concerning Deut 17:11. ... This learned
scholar recognized that in certain unimportant things the Judges of the Sanhe-
drin could have been wrong. . . . But he adds at the same time that the Sanhedrin
could not make a mistake in matters of great importance, unless it was after
many centuries and when the discipline of the State had been corrupted. >’

Then Simon cites Grotius, who thought that, in the case of a corruption of this
discipline, “God, who loves umty, would respond by the Urim and Tummim in
order to warn or convince them, or He would raise up a prophet who would
perform authentic miracles, and finally He would provide the Messiah himsclt as

235, Ibid., 19-20.
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one greater than Moses, whose commissioning would mark the disappearance of
the authority of the Sanhedrin.”

2.a.x. Simon’s views on dcrash and on the Karaites

It scemed necessary to Simon to recognize the existence of an inspired author-
ity in Isracl during the timc of the Old Covenant. This authority would have had
a conserving rele in relation to traditions, and was entrusted with three functions:
the authentic interpretation of the second meaning of the prophecies, the actual-
1ization of the observance of the Law of Moses through ordinances adapted to
new circumstances, and the discernment of books which could be canomzed as
Holy Scripture.

Simon felt it was important to note that Jesus and the Apostles had not arbi-
trarily improvised a new reading on a different level, in accord with a Messianic
perspective of texts whose literal and historical meaning might seem long out of
date. He affirmed as well that the Jewish derash had traditional, pre-Christian ori-
gins. In his Nouvelle bibliotheque choisie, Simon bascd his vicw on Josephus’s
mention of the deuteroseis, or traditions of the Jews, and considered that in the
first century “even though the Jews had not yet written them down, these deu-
teroseis never ceased to be known by their teachers, who kept a few writien
records of them for their own private use, although they did not publish them.”*
He had no idea that the pesharim of Qumran would one day provide us with re-
readings in an eschatological vein which clearly predated our own era.

At the same time, Simon distinguished with great foresight the Karaites™ re-
fusal of the Talmudic traditions from their acceptance of certain traditions of
scriptural interpretation which they fclt constituted a common patrimony for all
Isracl. In the supplement to his Cérémonies des Juifs, de Léon de Modéne,>* Si-
mon said that Aaron, son of Joscph, a Karaitc commentator on the Pentatcuch,
“defers a great deal to the teaching of the Ancients when 1t has not varied and
when it 1s in conformity with those goed writings which have not followed the ca-
price and inconstancy of men and of which every Jew approves.” As Simon
pointed out, Schupart used the witness of Aaron ben Elia to say that the Karaites,
while they reject the traditions belonging to the Rabbanites, when they want to in-
terpret Holy Scripture “use their reason and a kind of tradition founded on the ex-
planations which their tcachers gave for many different passages in Holy
Scripture.” 2% This position was to be clearly confirmed in the twenticth century
when L. Nemoy reconstructed and published the Kitab al-Anwar wal-Maragib of
Qirgisani, where a veritable treatise of the Karaite hermencutic of the beginning
of the tenth century**! presents the Karaite doctrine on tradition and conscnsus,>*

238. Simon, Bibliothégue choisie, Vol. |, 45,
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2.h. Literal authenticity and scriptwral authenticity

Simon takes up the question of the literary authenticity of the sacred books in
terms of this very diversificd, though in no way attenuated, conception of inspira-
tion and tradition. In the “Author’s Preface” of the Histoire critigue du Vieux Tes-
tament, he gives his clearest and most synthesizing treatment of this question.
Later, because he hoped after all to obtain the approval of the royal censors, he
learned to exercise a prudence and discretion which would conceal the direction
of his thinking.

2.b.i. The public scribes

Simon never distinguished very clearly belween the Prophets and the inspired
scribes, The scamless shift from once to the other was justified by the link he had
established between inspiration and reason as well as by the distinetion of the
two levels of meaning of prophecy (conscious and transconscious). It 1s not a
question here of confusion nor of an ambiguity motivated by prudence; it is
rather an essential element of Richard Simon’s hermeneutic. In his Preface the
notion of Prophet is widened so as to mean any person appointed by the leaders
of the “Hebrew Republic” who carries out a redactional role with regard to the
sacred books and who, because of that, possesses an inspired authority which en-
ables him to fulfill it:

These Prophets. who could be called “public scribes™ in order 10 distinguish
them from private writers, were entitled to make collections of the ancient
records which were preserved in the archives of the Republic and to put these
records 1n a different form by adding to or subtracting from them as they saw fit.
Because of this we find a solid reason for the additions and changes which are
found in the sacred hooks, without their authority being diminished, since the
authors of these additions or changes were true Prophets directed by the Spirit
of Ged. That is why the changes which they might have introduced into the an-
cient records have the same authority as the rest of the biblical text 243

2.b.ii. Evervthing in Scripture (s prophetic
Here Simon categorically opposes Holden, a “Theologian of the faculty of
Paris,” who maintained that:

the writers of the sacred books were only truly inspired by God for that which
pertained to faith or which had some necessary relation or link with it. With re-
gard to the other things contained in these same books, it was not at all neces-
sary to recognize any more divine inspiration there than in any other work
composed by pious persons. But. in addition to the fact that this view could have
dangerous consequences, it is totally opposed (o the teaching of the New Testa-
ment, which proclaims that all of Scripture is prophetic and truly inspired. For
this reason, I thought it necessary to establish principles which would attribute

243. Simon, Histoire (VT). Preface.
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to the Prophets. or to those persons directed by the Spirit of God. everything
which is contained in the sacred books, even the changes, except for those which
came about at a later time and through the negligence of copyists. 24

2.b.iii. The futility of seeking out the authors
This “principle” of public Scribes-Prophets makes it

futile to scarch with too much curiosity, as 1s usually the case, who the authors
of each book of the Bible were, since it is clear that they were all writlen by
those Prophets who were never lacking to the Hebrew Republic all during the
time of its existence. ... Also, it is possible to answer very easily, with this
same principle, all the false and pernicious consequences which Spinoza
claimed to draw from the changes or additions 1n order to deny the authority of
the divine books. as if these corrections were purely human. He should have
thought, rather, that the authors of these changes. since they had the power to
write sacred books, also had the power to change them.™

It was in his (unpaginatcd) Preface, from which all the preceding passages have
been cited, that Simon had formulated this cssential principle. In the writings
that followed he was to temper and vary the literary notion of author with regard
to the books of the Bible. In his Nouvelle bibliothéque choisie, he noted with
approval a comment of Diego de Stunica on the book of Job: “With regard to the
author of this book [of Job], after having presented the different opinions above,
he adds that nothing could be more uncertain, and that the question 1s, moreover,
a futile one since we know that the Holy Spirit is the principal author.”>4¢ This is
exactly Simon’s own underlying sense, and in order to emphasize it he played
down the personal characteristics of the traditionally accepted authors, prefer-
ring rathcr to concentrate on their function.

2.b.iv. The periods before, during, and after Moses
In a letter to M. Pirot, Simon clarified the role of Moses in the compilation of
the older documents and in the recording of contemporary events:

That which Moses wrote about the creation of the world, the genealogies of the
first patriarchs, and the other things which came before him, could be gleancd
from the memoirs of these patriarchs. Would one say. therefore, that this first
part of the Pentateuch was not inspired, simply becaunse it had been taken from
these ancient memoirs? Moreover, it was not necessary that God dictate to
Moses the things which took place before his eyes. Moses collected these things
himself, or had scribes do it.>#7
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In the Critique de la bibliothéqie, he once again takes up this theme: “Moses
would have written in Genesis what he had learned from the memeoirs of his an-
cestors, Should onc say becausc of that that he was not the author of the entirc
Pentatcuch? ... It 1s cnough that these memoirs were incorporated into the his-
tory of Genesis by Moses™ assistants in order for them to be attributed to him,
since he was the leader of the Republic.”*#

This, therefore, was Simon’s notion of the pre-Mosaic literary history of the
Pentateuch and the greatly enlarged interpretation of Moses’ role as author. With
regard to post-Mosaic literary history, Simon, after having treated the passages of
the Pentateuch which certain critics thought should be attributed to later authors,
wrole;

After all these remarks which we have just made, the result is that Moses is the
true author of the Pentateuch. It cannot be denied. without going against the
most evident truths, that some changes and additions have been made in it.
That, however, does not diminish in any way the authority of this book which
has been recognized by the Jews of all ages and then by the Christians who re-
ceived it from them.

2.b.v. Free compilations of occasionally erroneous memoirs

Elsewhere, with regard to the historical books, Simoen opened the way for re-
daction criticism when he spokc of “thcse ancient memoirs abridged in the books
of the Bible that we have at present. Somc things were even changed in them, ci-
ther by shortening them or lengthening them according to the judgment of those
who made the collection of the canonical books and who werce inspired.”

Simon went so far as to grant that the (inspired) compilers of the former mem-
oirs had often worked from copics into which crrors had been introduced:

Ezra did not take the genealogies entirely from the books of Moses, Joshua,
Samucl, ctc., but also from some private copies of gencalogics which did not
represent the elders exactly. It makes little difference, for example, if one is to
read “Sema” or “Semua,” “Masein” or “Asaia,” “Jaaziel” or “Aziel,” “Jeremuth”
or “Ramoth,” etc. . . . They must not be considercd genuine crrors of the copy-
ists since Ezra, to whom the Chroenicles, or Paralipomena, are attributed, was
not so much the author as the compiler,™

In the pages immediately preceding, Simon had cited a daring opinion which
he¢ attributed to certain rabbis in order to protect himself behind their authority:

R. Solomon ben Melek, who composed an abridged literal and grammatical
commentary on all of Scripture, which he took mainly from Qimhi. finds no
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better way of escaping from these difficulties than to say, along with many other
rabbis, that from the time of Ezra there were variations in the Hebrew copics
which were never corrected, either by Ezra or by any other writer of that time.
They were satisfied with providing the most correct books they could according
to the memoirs which they possessed. 252

2.b.vi. Divergences in the parallels should be respected
At this point, Simon states his position:

One must not, therefore, correct Paralipomena according to the other books of
the Old Testament, for that would be tantamount to correcting the genealogies
in St. Matthew’s Gospel according to those of St. Luke in order to bring these
two evangelists into agreement. . . . Even when the different readings in Parali-
pomena and the other historical books of Scripture clearly result from alter-
ations, the Jews to whom we referred above did not think that it was necessary
to change any of those places since they presupposed that this change in the He-
brew copies dated from before Ezra. who himself had left some of the errors
which he found, not thinking that they were important enough to be changed.
Further, in so doing he showed his exactitude, by preserving the memaoirs of the
particular genealogies in the form in which he had received them.>?

Simon then concludes by saying, “I could add many other examples similar to
these, but those which I have presented are more than cnough to show that it is
not nceessary to multiply too gquickly the various rcadings of the Hebrew text of
thc Bible. Lous Cappel, who did not always share this view in his Critigue
sacrée, often takes the copyists to task for variations or changes for which they
were frequently not responsible.” 3+

Later on, Simon discussed the relationship between the lList in Nehemiah 7 and
that of Ezra 2. Here his point of view followed in the footsteps of Conrad Pellican:

Pellican, in his note on chapter seven of Nehemiah, recognizes that what is re-
counted there is the same thing which is found in chapter two of Ezra. There is
a rather large difference between the two, but this has no importance. He adds,
however, that this serves to show that the Hebrew copies of the Bible were no
more exempt from favlts than profane books. Letters are omitted, words and
names arc poorly written, entire sentences transposed and numbers have been
changed. Thus it is impossible to deny that from the time of Nehemiah that
which had been written just before, under Zerubbabel, had been copied poorly.
These faults do not endanger religion, nor could it be said that these evident er-
rors of the copyists impair the truth of history or of doctrine. Otherwise we
would have nothing certain concerning the facts which are in all these books.>3*
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2.h.vii. The compilers respected the various data of the memoirs

Simon, however, before borrowing his conclusions on these cases from
Masius, felt that it was nceessary to balance Pellican’s point of view wilh other
considerations:

There is nothing exaggerated in Pellican’s observation. . . . But it is possible to
maintain also that the writers themselves were the authors of part of the
changes, especially where certain names have been omitted. It is clear, for ex-
ample, that many people have been purposely omitted in the genealogy of Qur
Lord as presented by St. Matthew. It cannot be said that it was composed in this
way for reasons which we do not know at all. Further, since this confusion is of-
ten found in Scripture, where the facts themselves are occasionally presented in
a different and sometimes obscure way, I do not see anything better for resolv-
ing a good number of these difficulties. when they come up. than that which the
learned Masius remarked in his commentary on the history of Joshua, where he
says, "1 am greatly in error if this confusion which is found in some narratives
does not come from the diversity of the ancient memoirs or annals which had
been set down by different people. They did not always report the same events
in the same order and with the same words. Whoever had the last hand in the
collection of the entire sacred history which we have, not wanting 1o omit any-
thing he found in these different memoirs, copied them in a confused way with-
out bothering to make the narrative follow cxactly. ¢

3. The legacy of Richard Simon: Partly enduring, partly forgotten

With these last considerations, the way 1s open for Jean Astruc to formulate
his Conjectures sur les Mémaoires originaux dont il parait que Moyse s'est servi
pour composer le livre de la Genése (1753). Tt is well known what the fortunes of
source analysis were to be later on in literary criticism, especially for the Penta-
teuch. Richard Simon opened up perspectives, however, not only 1n these head
waters of criticism but also downstream, where his observations on redactional
cvolution would be carricd all the way down to very recent times. Simon’s fol-
lowers, howcever, took very little advantage of them, and they descrve to be
summecd up here.

3.a. Inspiration is valid for all of Scripture

First of all, Simon does not make scriptural inspiration the monopoly of the
persons whose names have been traditionally preserved as connected with cer-
tain books of the Bible: Moses, Joshua, Samuel, David, Solomon, [saiah, and the
other prophets. He refuses to allow that their authority be given any special priv-
ilcge in relation to that of a great number of anonymous scribe-prophets who
were also authentically inspired and who had received the mission of cooperating
with the establishment of the Sacred Library of the Republic of the Hebrews.

256. 1bid., 475-76,
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This mission lasted as long as the Old Covenant itself. Simon’s intuition rested
on the principle that Holy Scripture is inspired and prophetic in all of its parts.

3.b. Scriptural authenticity is distinct from literary authenticity

Even though criticism forees the recognition of alterations which from a liter-
ary perspective should be considered secondary, still 1t should be recognized that
scriptural authenticity (which knows neither “plus™ nor “minus™) 1s not identical
to literary authenticity. It is useless, therefore, to wage a battle while retreating, as
most Christian exegetes do, in order to preserve the greatest possible literary role
for the traditionally accepted authors or in order to try to reconstitute their liter-
ary work, through conjecture, where the Bible presents it in an altered and disfig-
urcd form.

3.c. The progressive clarification of the second meaning

For Simon, the prophetic significance of the Bible 1s a reality which becomes
clarified progressively. The major inspired writers were not the ones who saw
most clearly the meaning of the words which the Spirit placed on their lips. This
18 hot because an ecstatic trance took away their reason, but because the meaning
intended by the Spint went beyond the scope ot their vision, which stopped at the
circumstances and persons present to their senses or to their imagination. The
Spirit, on the other hand, by means of thc writers® words and of the circum-
stances and persons which these words designated 1n therr historical meaning, in-
tended to designate typologically, by a sccond mcaning which was morc real than
the first, circumstances and persons of the Mcessianic ¢ra 1n which their prophe-
cics were meant to be fulfilled. Thesc circumstances and persons would only be-
comg clear for the gencration which was to experience the Messianic fulfillment,
in light of the faithfully transmitted traditions of interpretation.

3.d. Simon and Luther

Simon’s view of thc second meaning of the prophccics corresponds, from a
morc nuanced hermencutical perspective, to Luther’s intuition, in the best Chris-
tian tradition, concerning the role of the New Testament as the interpretative key
of the Old. It makes it necessary to have higher consideration for the fulfillment
than for thc origin. In this casc, litcrary criticism, just like textual criticism, has
as 1ts cssential task not reconstituting an original state of the text, but situating a
finished and canonical state of Scripture within the litecrary or textual stages
which preceded it and of which it is the outcome.

3.e. Simon and Spinoza

The only valid response to Spinoza’s sharp criticism 1s the onc which Simon’s
hermencutic contributes to orienting prophecy, which comprises 1n a certain
sensce the cntire Old Testament, toward fulfillment. This orientation is accom-
plished by a re-reading in which tradition 1s transmitted along with Scripture, and
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this re-reading brings out a second meaning with Messianic significance beyond
the literal and historical meaning. It is this second meaning which is principally
intended by the prophctic Spirit, cven if it gocs beyond the watchful and impas-
sioncd consciousness of the Prophets.

Spinoza, in fact, had madc the possibility or impossibility of interpreting
propheey authentically cntircly dependent upon our capacity or incapacity to re-
constitute the contents of the prophet’s thought, and to identify the circumstances
and hearers of his word. For Simon, none of that was of any importance, as he
showed in the remarkable special introduction to the books of the Old Testament
which makes up volumes three and four of his Critigue de la bibliothéque des au-
teurs ecclesiastiques et des Prolégomenes de la Bible, publiez par M. Elies Du-
FPin. The most important thing is to be able to arrive at the sccond mcaning prin-
cipally intended by the prophetic Spirit, beyond the historical meaning which
criticism helps to determine. The clarification of this second meaning 1s brought
about progressively. from the time of the prophet up te the time of its fulfillment,
through the traditions of interpretation which are formulated and transmitted un-
der the continual assistance of the Spirit who spoke through the prophets. Thus a
veritable Copernican revolution has been accomplished. The contemporaries of
the fulfillment as opposed to those of the prophet, find themselves in a privileged
position for interpreting the prophecies.

It is clcar that this revolution had important consequences for the textual criti-
cism of the Old Testament. The textual form which must scrve as a point of ref-
crence 15 not the one constituted by “the autographs of Moscs and the Prophets,”
but is constituted rather by the state of divinely guided maturation in which the
books of Scripture arc found at the time of the fulfillment, that is, at the timc
when the Messiah reveals himself 1n order to renew all things.



The Hebrew Old Testament Text Committee
and the Task of Hebrew Textual Criticism

I. Establishment of a Committee for the Textual Analysis
of the Hebrew Old Testament

A. Previous Projects

The tasks of Old Testament textual criticism are complex. It is not surprising,
therefore, that the suggestion has been made at various times to unite the efforts
of many investigators among whom these tasks could be distnbuted.

On September 2(), 1756, in Gottingen, J. D. Michaelis drafted a plan for a so-
ciety that would coordinate the work of scholars in order to expedite the critical
cxamination of variants in the biblical texts, cspecially thosc affccting the Old
Testament, His plan followed on the publication of J. H. Michaclis’s and Hou-
bigant’s cditions of the Hebrew Bible (Halle 1720 and Paris 1753, respectively),
each of which had collated the textual variants of a limited number of Hebrew
manuscripts. Several months later, the Seven Years” War intervened to thwart the
implementation of the plan, the urgency of which was soon to be relieved in large
measure hy the extensive collations of variants by Kennicott and de Rossi.

In 1920, in the prologue to his Studien zum Text des Jeremia, Paul Volz sug-
gested a commission be created for the study of the original text of the Old Tes-
tament. In 1935, at the sccond international conferenee of Old Testament schol-
ars in Gottingen, Volz lcarncd of Michaclis’s plan and the following ycar sct
forth an “Arbcitsplan fiir dic Textkritik des Alten Testaments.”! He proposed the
creation of an international and interconfessional journal that would draft, test,
and review a body of critical rules. It was his opinion, and justifiably so, in con-
sidering the commentaries of his day, that for the last hundred years textual criti-
cism had been carried on in too superficial and fragmented a fashion. The time

1. Volz, "Arbeitsplan.”
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had come to coordinate a systematic scrutiny of Old Testament text-critical
method. Several years later, the plan was rendered impracticable by the Second
World War, and Volz dicd.

The same ycar that Volz presented his proposal for a journal, Henrik Samucl
Nybecrg, working independently, offered “a contribution to clarifying the problem
of Old Testament text criticism™ in his Studien zum Hoseabuche. Approaching
the problem from the requirements of philology, he challenged the method—or
better, the lack of method—that held sway in the field. Shortly after the war, the
manuscript discoveries in the caves of the Judean Desert were to be an unfore-
seen boon to our knowledge of the state of the Old Testament text at the begin-
ning of the Common Era. These discoveries provided the opportunity both lor in-
depth studices of various details in the history of the text and for the formulation
of gcneral views concerning the development of that history.

B. The United Bible Societies Project

The time was ripe for pursuing the broad mcthodological investigation that
had long been advocated, and more recently been made imperative by Nyberg’s
contribution and the discoveries in the Judean Descert. So it was, in 1969, that
the United Bible Socicties, committed to Volz’s international and interconfes-
sional perspective, invited six Protestant and Catholie biblical schelars—British,
American, German, Swiss, and Dutch—to participate in such an undertaking.
For translators of the New Testament, the UBS had provided a textual aid reflect-
ing the decisions of a committee on 1,440 textual difficulties (committee mem-
bers were Kurt Aland, Matthew Black, Carlo M. Martini, Bruce M. Metzger, and
Allen Wikgren?). Tt was now eager to provide an analogous aid to the more than
150 Old Testament translation teams whose work the UBS was coordinating.
Once again, therefore, it sought to establish a committee, this time to work
through the 5,000 principal difficulties that M presented to its most recent trans-
lators.

The six biblical scholars who agreed to participate in the Hebrew Old Testa-
ment Text Projeet were Dominique Barthélemy, Alexander R. Hulst, Norbert
Lohfink, William D. McHardy, Hans P. Riiger, and James A. Sanders. In their
collective experience, they had already devoted particular study to each of the
groups of textual witnesses contributing to the formation of M (Qumran manu-
scripts, Greek and Syriac versions, Targumim). Moreover, they had had occasion
to address textual issues from the standpoint of editorial or translation work in

2. | The commuttee members lor the (st edition (19663 were Kurt Aland. Matthew Bluack,
Bruce Metzger, Arthur Vodbus, and Allen Wikgren. For the second and third editions (1968,
1975), Carlo M, Martini replaced Vidbus, who had resigned aller four years, When Black and
Wikgren retired, Barbara Aland and Johannes Karavidopoulos replaced them lor the fourth
edition (1983). —Lid.]
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which they were involved {(BHS, Nicuwe Vertaling, NEB, NAB, RSV, TOB, Ein-
heitsiibersetzung). Coming from different backgrounds, cultures, and experi-
cnees, cach scnsed in 1969 that the time had comce to refleet together on the aim,
the tasks, and the method of Old Testament textual criticism. Rather than debat-
ing thcorctical positions, they deemed it more worthwhile to focus on the critical
task itsclf, and only thereafter to analyze the methedelogical implications of their
common work.

After an initial six-day session at Arnoldshain, West Germany, in 1969, the
committee met for ten annunal four-week sessions from 1970 through 1979 at
Freudenstadt, West Germany, and St. Andrews, Scotland; Eugene Nida presided,
and the commiltee’s work was expedited by (wo secretaries, Adrian Schenker
and John A. Thompson. With the goal of providing a functional aid to translators,
the committee studicd the textual ditficulties which abound in the notes and vari-
ant rcadings of the most widespread translations: the Revised Standard Version
(RSV), La Biblc dc Jérusalem (BJ), the Revised Luther Bible (RL), and the New
English Bible (NEB). In those collected notes, they would encounter the culmi-
nation of the last one hundred years of text-critical practice. In the opinion of the
six committee members, the list of difficulties which the UBS had presented, to-
gether with the working-group setting, offered them both a point of departure and
working conditions conducive to the methodological investigation that they all
agrecd was nceessary.

I1. Preliminary and Interim Statement of Aim, Agenda, and Criteria
for the Committee’s Work, and Its Position on Conjectural Emendation

From its first working session, the committee needed a provisional formula-
tion of its aim, agenda, and criteria, and had to establish its position on conjec-
tural emendation. These can be found in summary form in the prefaces of each of
the five volumes of the Preliminary and Interim Report on the Hebrew Old Tes-
rament Texr Project.?

In this chapter we will note some matters whose reconsideration, after ten
years of work, permits an vpdated formulation of the committec’s methodologi-
cal approach.

A Aim

1. Two Extreme Positions

Wellhausen defined the task of textual criticism as a journey back through
the text’s development to the archetype which lies behind the versions at our

3. Vol. I: Pentateuch (London, 1973); Vol 2: Historical Books (Stutigart, 1976): Vol. X
Poctical Books (Stultgart. 1977): Vol. 4: Prophetic Books I (New York, 1979); und Vol. 5: Pro-
phetic Books 1l (New York, 1980),
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disposal.* It was his opinion that conjectural emendation does not recover some
intermediate form of the text, but aims at reconstructing the original text form,
since its validity lies precisely in its verisimilitude.® He sought, then, to recover
the original (“Urschrift,” a term which Wellhavsen borrowed cxplicitly from
A. Geiger, Urschrift und Ubersetzung).®

Nybcrg, in his work on Hosca sixty ycars after Wellhausen, took virtually the
opposite position.” He felt that the goal and task of textual criticism lay solely in
recovering the earliest written tradition of the Tewish community. That means, he
added, that only the biblical book as we receive it can be taken into consideration
by the textual critic. The task of ascertaining what can be attributed, for example,
to Isaiah, Amos, or Hosea in those books must be left (o the exegete, whose role
must not be confused with that of the textual critic. He concludes: “Let us return
to the Masorctic Text, to scrutinize it and interpret it. It alone provides a solid ba-
sis for philological study and cxegetical interpretation.”®

2. Kintel’s Aim

R. Kittel, who stood midway in time between Wellhausen and Nyberg, also
stood midway between them on the issue of what text type he would set forth. He
accepted Wellhausen’s aim as the ideal:

The ideal end of all our work bearing on the Biblical Hebrew text must be, of
course, the reconstruciion of the autogruph of the biblical writers; in the final
analysis, what intcrests us is not what some modern publisher or ancicnt scribe
would pass on as the words of prophets, narrators or pocts, but only what Isaiah,
Jeremiah, David or Deborah really said or sang, and what the ancient narrators
actually had to say about them and about Moscs, Elijah, Gideon, Samucl, Ezckicl
and the other men and women of the Old Testament.”

But Kittel believed this ideal to be unattainable with regard to the ancient and
medieval manuscripts of the Old Testament:

Today, with the methods at our disposal, we are undoubtedly no longer in a po-
sition 10 establish with scientific certainty the autograph of an Amos, an Isaiah
or an Ezckicl, or even what the Hexateuchal narrators or the historians of
Judges and Kings actually wrote.

Thus, he proposced a morc modest aim: *“to push back beyond the Masoretic
Text toward the original, to a point which stands between the original and the

. Wellhausen. Sanmuelis, 14,
.Ibid., 14, note *,

. Ihd., 5.

. Nyberg, Studien. 9.
CIbid. 116,

. Kittel, Notwendigkeit, 32.
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Masorete.” ¢ Given the methods available, Kittel believed that this could be
taken as a standard for the text of the ancient writings of the Old Testament,
“which the Jewish community was reading about 300 B.c.”!! In cffect, this is the
period when the manuseripts which served as Vorlage for the Greek translators
and as source for the Chronicler would have been transeribed. Kiticl grants that
diverse textual traditions already exisied in this period, and that Dt and ® preserve
two of these traditions for us. !> Therefore, in principle, where the Vorlage of ©
offers the better text, we should take it as our basis, always calling on Mt as the
final arbiter in questionable cases. 13 Where the case is reversed, M must be taken
as the basis, with occasional recourse to &. Kittel stood firmly opposed to those
who would see the readings of M and the Vorlage of ® as variants of the same
text type and who would reconstruct an celectic text working from both, judging
the greater or lesser probability of onc or the other.

In fact, Kittel belicved that the synagoguce had cvery reason to give preference
to the text that gave rise to 1, over all the other versions of the Bible then in cir-
culation. Its restraint stands in contrast to the midrashic elements of dubious
value which sometimes characterize the Vorlage of ®. Moreover, even if the two
textual traditions were of equal value, preference should be given to the text re-
flected in M, since a text attested n the original language 15 to be preferred to a
Vorlage reconstructed from a translation.

Such factors can leave no question in our minds. In our quest for the best avail-
able text, we must take exactly that direction in which the Masoretic Text itself
moves. That is, a text’s eriging must be sought by tracing them back through the
textual record. '

At the end of his cssay, Kittel recapitulates the cditorial task which he sct for
himsclf:

For those writings completed by about the middle of the fourth century, the edi-
tor must have as an aim the form they had attained at that time, cssentially at the
hands of their redactors; for those not completed until later, the form available
to the translator for each of them.!?

However modest this ambition may have been, five years later Kittel had to re-
sign himsclf, as cveryone knows., to publishing only the text of the Ben Hayim
tradition, with his suggested corrections in the critical apparatus.

10. Ibid., 36.
[1. Ibid.. 38.
2. Thid., 44.
13, Ibid., 45.
14. Ibid.. 46.
15. 1bid., 84,



The Hebrew OT Text Commirtee and Hebrew Textual Criticism 87

3. The Commitiee’s Aim

At the beginning of its work, the committee formulated an aim similar to that
which Kittcl had set for himscelf, in the following tcrms:

the Committee found it necessary to recognize four phascs in the development
of the Hebrew text. (1) The First Phase, consisting of oral or written literary
products in forms as close as possible to those originally produced. Literary
analysis is the means primarily employed 1n attempts to recover these types of
lexts usually called “original texts.” (2) The Second Phase. consisting of the
earliest form or forms of text which can be determined by the application of
techniques of textval analysis to existing textual evidence. This text stage may
be called the “earliest attested text”™ (attested either directly or indirectly).
(3) The Third Phase, consisting of the consonantal text as authorized by Jew-
ish scholars shortly after a.np. 70. This text stuge may be called the “proto-
Masoretic text.” (4) The Fourth Phase, called the Masoretic Text, as determined
by the Masoretes in the 9th and 10th centuries A.D.. and for all practical pur-
poscs essentially identical in vowel pointing and accentuation with that which
exists in the principal manuscripts of the schools of the Tiberian Masoretes.

In the treatment of various departures from the text tradition as found in the
Masoretic Text, the Committec has attempted to ascertain what is most likely to
have been the form or forms of the Second Phase of Hebrew Old Testament text
development. !0

With respect to most of the biblical books, the results of literary criticism have
had the etfect ot pushing the idea of an “original text” back into a period far
more remote, fragmented, and unstable than the formulators of textual criticism
had cver imagined. Tradition criticism. for its part, has pushed still farther back
into a pre-literary phase, where that which was to become written was still oral.
Beyond the “original text™ sought by litcrary criticism, it raiscd on the horizon
an “original” that was not yet a text. One can see, then. why textual criticism
proper shifted its aim from the first to the second stage, hoping thereby to for-
swear the “original text”™ of some of the books of the Old Testament.

Although this second stage envisioned by the committee could be dated to the
same period as the text type sought by Kittel (about 300 B.C.), the commuittee did
not grant from the outset—as Kittel did—that the text of the Old Testament was
already fragmented into distinctive traditions in that era. That possibility was
held open throughout, but the committee began its work with the belief that it
could, on the basis of extant textual witnesses, recover that text type which lay
behind all the ancient variations. This belicf rested in part on the hypothesis that
the various textual traditions had not begun to diverge until after their content
had come to be recognized as sacred, or—to usc a convenicent phrase, albeit am-
biguous—until after they had become canonical. This process of canonization

16. Preliminary Report, Yol. 1, VI=VIL,
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would have entailed a literary stabilization of the material, marking the end of its
literary development and the beginning of its textual history. Adopting this aim
for Old Testament textual criticism offers two advantages:

1. A stabilized literary form is thereby recovered which, while not “original™ in
the sense that literary criticism would impute to that word, can tfor all practi-
cal purposes be considered the “original” of a biblical book, insofar as it finds
a placc in “the Bible.”

2. Where the intention to move to the common origin of divergent textual tradi-
tions 1s realized, a text type is established that stands prior to the various di-
vergent forms used by different faith communities. Given this hypothesis, it 1s
no longer necessary to preface textual criticism with a eritique of canonical
configurations.

The forcgoing notwithstanding, it became clear to the committee in the course of
its work that, in the cases of Proverbs!” and Jeremiah and Ezekiel,'®* I and ®
were the products of differing literary developments. Indeed, using the methods
of textual analysis it was impossible to resolve the numerous difficulties these
books present into a single text type prior to the divergence of the two literary
traditions. The committee therefore decided to follow the M tradition for these
books, wherever it differs from @ at the literary {and not just the textual) level.

B. Agenda

In attempting to recover the textual form
mentioned above—which obtained at the beginning of the second phase of tex-
tual development, the committee studied each of the difficulties presented to it in

apart from the three exceptions

seriatim.

Initially, for the exploratory meeting at Arnoldshain, the UBS office had iden-
tified a sample of fifty typical difficulties drawn from all parts of the Old Testa-
ment. It then presented to the committec those cascs where the RSV, BJ, RL, or
NEB (and later TOB) departed from I in such a way as to change substantively
the meaning of the text. This process required a sifting of the text of the RL, but
the other translations typically suggest their textual alternatives in footnotes (in-
cluding, for NEB, L. H. Brockington’s The Hebrew Text of the Old Testament, the
Readings Adopted by the Translators of the New English Bible).

The committee was thus confronted with those instances in which English,
French, or German scholars, in recent efforts to translate 0, felt compelled to di-
verge from that text, finding it inapt as a basis for their translations. In accor-
dance with the goal defined above, the committee had to determine, in cach of

17. Ibid.. Vol. 3, 444,
[8. Ibid.. Vol. 4, 175,
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these instances, what textual form most likely corresponded to the text as it stood
at the beginning of the second phase.

Prior to cach scssion, the textual variants in cach instance were collated and
classificd, and the committee studied the principal critical judgments and inter-
pretations of them which had ecmerged throughout the history of cxcgesis.

The committee then had to evaluate the merits of the various textual forms
which might represent the text at the beginning of the second phase of its devel-
opment. This evaluation led to a vote of the committee, in which each member
present assigned a mark of A—D to the textnal form which he believed should be
retained. (This system parallels that of the prior UBS committee for the study of
the New Testament.)

Finally, in order to provide an aid to translators, the committee found it ncecs-
sary to suggest the most probable interpretation(s) of the sclected text form.

C. Criteria

In evalnating the merits of various textual forms, the committee utilized the
accepted criteria of textual analysis. The final reports give ample illustration of
the committee’s use of these criteria. In enumerating them here, we utilize briet
descriptions drawn from the Preliminary and Interim Reporr.'”

From onc group of variants attested by the several textual witnesses cmerge
three factors which help in making an initial judgment concerning the valuc to be
assigned to their occurrence 1n the witnesses. Since the textual forms must be
subjected to critical scrutiny. these factors of cvaluation, as well as all those
which follow, are expressed in negative terms: that 18, they are formulated in such
as way as to cast doubt on the merits of a given variant. By contrast, they high-
light the value of any alternative textual form:

Factor 1: Narrow basis for a variant form of the text. If a form of the text occurs
in only one tradition. for cxample. the Targum, Syriac, or Vulgate, one is less in-
clined to regard it as original than if it occurs in more than onc such tradition. On
the other hand. in treating textual evidence, one must not count text traditions;
one must weigh them. That is to say, it is not the number of textual witnesses,
but the independence of their witness, which is important. For cxample, some-
times the text of the Syriac version is important, but often this version simply
follows the Septuagint or the Targum, and therefore, in such instances, it cannot
be counted as an independent witness.

Factor 2: Deceptively broad basis for a variant form of the text tradition. In cer-
tain instances, a variant form of the text may appear to have a broad base, in that
it is represented in @ number of different textual traditions, but a closer exami-
nation of the situation may reveal that these traditions have all followed the
same interpretive tendency. This frequently happens when an original text

19, Ibid.. Vol. |, 1x—xv,
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contains an obscurity which can be readily removed by what seemed to early
scribes or translators as an obvious improvement. But, mstead of being inde-
pendent witnesses to some carlier Hebrew form of the text, these alterations are
all secondary, and dependent, not upon the particular verbal form of some text,
but upon a special way of interpreting the obscurity.

Factor 3: Dependence of a variety of text forms upon one earlier form. When an
original text contained a particularly difficult expression (cither inherently diffi-
cult or rendered such through the loss of background knowledge necessary to
understand its meaning). different scribes and translators often reselved the tex-
tual problem in quite diverse ways. Accordingly, one must look for a “key™ to
explain how the diverse forms may have arisen. Beginning with this one “key”
form of the text. one can often readily describe how the other forms developed,
while beginning with any other form of the text would result in a hopelessly
complex description of developments.

These three criteria permit one to make an initial appraisal of the several variants
on the external grounds of their attestation (Factor 1) and to reduce their number
by grouping those which are only variations of a particular interpretation (Factor
2) or those which can be related through a particular “key™ form (Factor 3).

No decision regarding the particular value of each variant under consideration
can be made, however, without attempting to identify the causes of textual alter-
ation. Although it is difficult to determine to what extent an altcration may have
heen conscions or unconscious on the part of the scribe or translator responsible
for it, onc can cataloguc the factors responsible for textual changes under ten dis-
tinct headings; seribal intention is more likely in the first six factors (4-9) than in
the last four (10-13).

Factor 4: Simplification of the text {easier reading). When a text was particu-
larly difficult, there was a tendency for ancient scribes and translators to sim-
plify the text by employing contextually more fitting lexical, grammatical, and
stylistic forms (these modifications are often spoken of as “facilitating™). This is
not the same as adjusting the form of the text to the translational requirements
of the receptor language, nor is it equivalent to introducing some preferred in-
terpretation. It 1s only the amelioration of what seemed to be unnecessary diffi-
cultics. This tendency toward simplification means, however, that quite often
the more difficult text may be regarded as the better, since one may readily ex-
plain why a complicated form is made simpler, but find it difficult to explain
why a clear, simple text would have heen purposely made more complex.

Factor 5: Assimilation 1o purallel passages. Some variant forms of a text arose
because ancient editors. scribes, or translators assimilated the text of once pas-
sage to that of a similar or proximate passage. usually with the apparent purpose
of attaining greater consistency. Some of the more common types of assimila-
tion include assimilation to more explicit details given in a nearby passage, as-
similation of deseribed action to a previous account of plans or command for
such action, assimilation to the form of a passage which has greater literary
or theological importance, and assimilation to the recurring grammatical and
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lexical forms of a particular passage. There are also many instances in which re-
peated content, instead of being presented in a more concise form {as is so often
the case), 15 reproduced with precisely the same wording which it has at the
place of its first occurrence. Whenever it seems clear that an assimilation has
occurred, the unassimilated form is presumably earher.

Factor 6: Translational adjustments to the text. In order to produce satisfactory
translations in ancient versions such as Greek, Syriac, and Latin, it was often
necessary te make certain adjustments in the form of the receptor language. since
a literal word-for-word reproduction of the Hebrew text would have been unac-
ceptable. Therefore, when there are differences between the renderings of the an-
cient versions and the traditional form of the Hebrew text, one must always try to
ascertain (1) whether such differences can be explained on the basis of the lin-
guistic requirements of these ancient receptor languages or on the basis of the
stylistic peculiarities of ancient translators, or (2) whether there was some dif-
ferent underlying Hebrew text which formed the basis for the versional tradition.
Factor 7: Interpretive modifications. In some instances, a particular form of the
lext may appear to be essentially interpretive. That 1s to say, certain ancient
editors, scribes, or translators may have thought that the underlying text should
be changed or amplified to conform to certain views, primarily theological. Or
they may have wished the text to state explicitly a meaning which was not com-
pletely clear. Such variant forms of the text which would have arisen in later
phases of textual development cannot be regarded as valid alternatives.

Factor 8: Misunderstanding of linguistic data. Knowledge about certain fea-
tures of biblical grammar and lexicography, including related practices of an-
cient copyists of manuseripts. were sometimes lost (in certain instances, even
by the time of the carlicst attested text). As a result, certain alterations were
made in texts, because the meaning of these passages had become obscure. But
evidence from (1) the Hebrew language in particular, (2) related Semitic lan-
guages in general, and (3} the language. style, and peculiarities of the ancient
versions helps in many cases to recover the original meaning of a difficult text
and thus to determine the original form of the text.

Factor 9: Misunderstanding of historieal dara. Qver a period of time, certain
elements of the historical and cultural settings of the Old Testament which were
understood and tacitly presupposed by the biblical authors as the normal condi-
tions of their life and speech, disappeared or underwent important changes.
Conscquently. many texts based on such patterns of behavior became unintelli-
gible to later readers. Such misunderstandings of old texts led 10 textual al-
terations which were designed to give a sense to passages that had become
obscure. Newly recovered evidence concerning ancient biblical and Near East
cultures and civilizations, their laws and customs, and cultic, military. and po-
litical life assist scholars in recovering the meaning of obscure texts and thus in
distinguishing earlier textual forms from the later modified forms.

Factor 10: Accidental omission of similar letters, words, or sentences. When
scribes copy manuscripts, they may accidentally omit sentences. For example, if
two phrases end with a similar sequence of letters, the second of the phrases
may be accidentally dropped. (This is technically called “homeoteleuton.™)
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Conversely, if two expressions begin with similar sequences of letters, scribes
may also accidentally omit the first expression. (This is technically called *ho-
meoarcton.”) In some instances, two scquences may be entirely identical (some-
times in Hebrew the consonants may be identical, while the intended vowels, and
hence the meaning, may be quite different), and the accidental omission of one of
these by a scribe is not infrequent. (This is technically called “haplography.”)
Factor 1 1: Accidental repetition of identical sequences. In contrast with acci-
dental omission of expressions, there 1s also the relatively less frequent possibil-
ity of accidental repetition of the same sequence of letters. (This is technically
called “dittography.”™)

Factor 12: Other scribal errors. There are many other scribal mistakes, such as
confusion and transposition of letters, false separation of words and sentences
(in many old writings there was no indication of word or sentence separation),
and dropping out of letters: sometimes the consonantal scheme of a word was
badly interpreted (since Semitic writings do not always note all the vowels in a
word, there exist ambiguous words and phrases which can be interpreted in
more than one way): sometimes there were mistakes based on confusmgly simi-
lar sounds (when copyists wrote from dictation); and, finally, there are other er-
rors difficult to explain.

Factor 13: Conflate readingy and doublets. Another type of error is on the bound-
ary line between the unconscious scribal errors and the intentional interventions
of Factors 3 and 6. Difficult texts were sometimes accompanied in manuseripts
by short explanations or alternative readings. Often they were put between the
lines, over the difficult passage, or in the margins of the manuscript. Some copy-
ists. unfortunately, did not carefully distinguish between the text and such
glosses, but wove them together in the body of the text. This led to expanded text
forms, as well as 1o doublets. Sometimes also a textual form underwent modifi-
cation but the corresponding unmodified, original form was not deleted. An ear-
lier form and a later modified form then existed side by side. and finally both
became part of the text. The resulting text is called a conflate reading.

Conjectural Emendation (Factor 14)

1. The Commitiee’s Position

The committee often encountered instances in one or another modern transla-
tion in which a difficult rcading in I was abandoncd in favor of a rcading ob-
taincd by conjectural ecmendation. In these instances, the committee decided that,
“in view of the fact that the Committee was asked to analyze the textual rather
than the literary problem of the Old Testament, it would be outside the terms of
reference adopted by the Committee to propose suggestions which are purely
conjectural, that is to say, those which are not reflected, either directly or indi-
rectly, in some existing form of the Old Testament text, whether in Hebrew or in

the various ancient versions™ (= Factor 14).20

20. Ibid.. Vol. 1, XV.
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2. Albrektson’s Objection

This decision was criticized by B. Albrektson, who believed it represented “an
arbitrary rcdefinition of the limits of textual criticism.”?! His position, in sum-
mary, was that:

conjectural emendation is universally regarded as onc of the cssential tasks of
textual criticism, as may be established by consulting any of the current manu-
als on the subject. The textval criticism of the Hebrew Old Testament is no ex-
ception: the task of the scholar cannot properly be restricted to weighing the
cxisling variants, as there arc cases where a corruption is so old that it is found
in all extant manuscripts and translations, and then there is no way out except
by conjectural emendation. . . . In fact, to make 1t a principle never to allow con-
jectures means either 10 presuppose that no corruption is early enough to be
present in all extant Old Testament texts (which is absurd) or 1o prefer deliber-
ately what is almost certainly wrong to what is probably right (which seems a
strange choiee).>?

3. Response to the Criticism

Albrcktson’s objcction 1s pertinent, telling, and clearly statcd. Onc can re-
spond to 1t on two levels.

3.a. Reasons for caution concerning conjectural emendation

It would be an understatement to say that each of the committee members re-
garded conjectural emendation with considerable mistrust. Indeed, 1t was already
recognized by Origen that one major cause in the corruption of’ various witnesses
to a textual tradition—after scribal negligence—is “the fact that there arc thosc
who add or delete as they sce fit, while they are making corrections.”2* As
Albrcktson reminds us,** 8. R. Driver underscored the necessity of wrestling
with conjectural emendation when he wrote:

it 15 impossible not to feel that a large proportion of the conjectural cmendations
which have been proposed rest upon arbitrary or otherwise insufficient
grounds,”?

In a close review of the history of textual criticism, one cannot avoid being
struck by the moribund character of certain conjectures that “critics™ have obedi-
cntly transmitted from Houbigant’s time to the present day. These conjectures arc
not the result of the critical process; rather, they avoid it entirely. Based on the
authority of someone else’s prior judgment, which 1s often itself uncritically de-
pendent on an even earlier analysis, a correction (emendatio) is adopted which

21. Albrektson, “Difficilior,” 15.

22, Ibid.

23. Origen, Matthaeunt, Book XV, §14 (p. 1293).
24, Albrcktson. “Dillicilior.” 15 n. 32,

25, Driver, Notes, xil.
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relieves the critic of the obligation to proceed independently to the recensio and
interpretatio, whose negative results alone can justify the emendatio.

The first stcp of textual criticism, recensio, must determine those attested
forms of the text which possess the greatest merit and the lcast likelihood of be-
ing sccondary. The critic must then utilize every means nccessary to interpret the
torm(s) thercby identified, which will often be the lectio difficilior (preferred
over other forms precisely because the facilitating style of the latter marks them
right away as secondary). It is perhaps in this task of interpretatio that current
textual criticism is most deficient. The end results have become familiar—a hasty
conclusion that none of the attested forms offers a sensible text; an interpretation
based on an uncritical use of Ugaritic or Eblaite, languages distantly separated in
timc and spacc from a Hebrew text only slightly predating the Common Era; a
meaning c¢licited from thosc great catch-alls, the estimable Arabic dictionarics—
all arrived at before any rigorous stylistic and syntactical analysis on the basis of
comparative data in other Old Testament texts has been undertaken. Interpretatio
must progress upward through concentric circles, never taking up the larger con-
text until all the resources of the more immediate context have been exhausted.

An examination of the textual difficulties treated in the C7TAT volumes and the
“critical™ treatment that the most notorious among them have received reveals
that it is less likely that conjectural emendation will recover the original literary
form of a text than that onc of the better extant forms will preserve a more faith-
ful witness to that text—even if we are not yet in a position to interpret that wit-
ncss adequately. Western scholars of the last 250 ycars have often become
cnamoered of a particular emendation for superficial and anachronistic reasons,
while their grasp of an authentic interpretation of a given text form has been in-
adequate and fumbling. Critics thus rule out a valid textual form in the Hebrew
text in favor of conjecture, when the interpretation of that form, sometimes cor-
rupt, eludes us in the current state of our knowledge. In doing so, they take on a
heavy responsibility with respect to future developments in the exegesis, gram-
mar, and lexicography of the Hebrew Bible.

Nevertheless, while textual criticism cannot countenance changing such
texts, one must provide translators with advice as to the least objectionable
means of handling the difficulties they encounter. This will call for a thorough
study of the history of ¢xcgcsis, in order to draw from it thosc proposals that arc
lcast improbable.

These tactors give good rcason for cxtreme caution in the use of conjectural
emendation. The recent history of textual criticism offers abundant proof that, in
the vast majority of cases, conjectural emendations have led to a decline in at-
tempts to interpret the direct or indirect witnesses to the difficult textual forms
that the emendations have supplanted. On the other hand, there are at least some
cases in which the emendation yielded the original literary textual form with
quasi-certainty. To refuse categorically to utilize conjectural emendation (and it
is by no mecans ccrtain that the committec always acted entircly in consonance
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with that initial decision)—is this not to make the “strange choice” of preferring
“what is almost certainly wrong to what is probably right™? To respond to this
question, we must procecd to the second level.

3.b. Conjectural emendation can have no aim but the original

Wellhausen?® demonstrated profound insight in stating that conjectural cmen-
dation does not serve well to recover some intermediate stage in the evolution
from archetype to recensions, but atims at reconstructing the original text form,
since its validity lies precisely in its verisimilitude. Fundamentally, conjectural
emendation takes the mutilation of a text as its starting point, but it 1s grounded 1n
the internal coherence of the text in its original literary framework. It is that origi-
nal framcwork which provides the internal evidence for conjectural emendation,
and which can therefore be its only aim.

As long as textual criticism aims at recovering the original literary framework
of a text, it will be both nceessary and appropriate to appeal to conjectural emen-
dation. If, however, the aim is to arrive at the text as it stood at the beginning of
the second phase of its development, conjectural emendation runs the risk of
overshooting this aiim and recovering a textual form appropriate to the first phase.
One might object that textual criticism takes the second phase as its aim rather
than the first simply for want of anything better. If the first stage were the aim, it
would not bc nceessary to make the “strange choice” of preferring an altered text
belonging to the second stage when one could have a text that is original, in liter-
ary terms, by way of conjecture. Two rejoinders may be offered to this argument.

3.b.i. Risk of disrupting a secondary literary framework

When there is no hope of recovering a writing in the overall coherence of its
original literary state, 1t 1s valid to ask whether we should attempt to recover what
turns out to be a patchwork literary state. For example, a given half-verse, freed
from corruption by way of conjectural emendation, may well have been restored
to its onginal written form, but the following passage, which was the result of re-
structuring so that it would fit with the corruption that has now been eliminated,
must be retained in its secondary form. Or would we wish to remove from the text,
through conjecture, a restructuring that a redacter implemented to ensure the co-
herence of the text in a new context? Jepsen?’ offers a pertinent cxample: at the
end of Gen 24:67, BHK', BHK?, BHK-, and BHS rccommend correcting “his
mother’s death” to “his father’s death.” As Jepscn notes, this makes sense if the
aim 1s to restore the Yahwist's text; such a correction, however, destroys the mean-
ing of Genesis 24 in its present context, in which Abraham live thirty-five years
after Isaac’s marriage. Moreover, Wellhausen showed “his mother” to be clearly
a correction of the redactor, who waited until 25:8 to narrate Abraham’s death

26. Wellhausen, Samuelis, 14 n.=
27. Jepsen. “Aufaaben.” 333-34.
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using another source.?® In dealing with composite texts such as we find in the
Pentateuch or Chronicles, a textual criticism based on conjectural emendation
thrcatens to shatter the fragile unity which the redactor tried to picee together out
of diverse matenals.

3.b.ii. Literary authority and canonical authority

The second response to the objection cited above is this: The committee set
the second phase as its goal not only because it was skeptical of the means avail-
able for recovering the first phase. The decision derived just as much from the
fact that the commuittee’s task was to determine the text of the Holy Bible; that is,
to produce the oldest literary form which can be proved 10 have {functioned as a
sacred book within a community that scarched it for signs of its identity, signs for
which we still turn to it today. Wc are intercested in a text that was reccived as “ca-
nonical.” and that text interests us becausce it 18 witness to a religious develop-
ment of which the text itself 1s a product, and because it continues to inspire
today. It is not only their original literary forms that give these texts authority.
The inspiration recognized by the community for whom the text was canonical
was closely tied to what the community saw as its own salvation. This is why the
community, which derived its legitimacy from the text, felt bound to preserve the
“authentic” form of the text, that is, the form in which it came to be held as sa-
cred. Textual criticism of the Old Testament as Scripture aims at cstablishing this
authoritative form in which a text gained canonical function, even if that 1s not in
cvery casc the original hiterary form. But conjectural cmendation cannot aim at
any but the original litcrary form. Albrcktson should not be surprised, then, that
the committee’s stated aim would sometimes lcad it to prefer a text form which is
“wrong” (= of infcrior quality) on literary grounds but authoritative as canon, to a
conjectural text which has cvery possibility of being hiterarily correct but for
which there is no evidence that it functioned as sacred Scripture for a community.

Herein lies the principal reason for the committee’s self-limitation to text
forms which are attested in the textual evidence. That 18 not to say that the com-
mittee did not make full use of what it calls indirect textual attestation (of which
CTAT Vol. 1 contains about ten examples). The beginning of the second phase of
textual development has been defined, hypothetically, as the point at which ca-
nonical function had alrcady stabilized a text’s litcrary form and the text had not
yet splintered into divergent textual traditions. The text that belongs to the tar-
geted second phasce 1s not dircetly attested by any of the textual witnesses, but
can be inferred as the common basis from which those witnesses diverged. In
such a case, the convergence of partial witnesses outlines the shape of a unitary
textual withess.

28, Wellhausen, Composition, 28.
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E. Unsatisfactory Results of Textual Criticism (Factor 15)

The committee was fully aware of the fact that textual criticism, however it
defines its aim, 15 sometimes incapable of pressing beyond a particular form
which is unmistakably corrupt by literary standards. Nevertheless, it preferred to
retain that corrupt form which attests to the earliest age in which the writing can
be shown to have been read as sacred Scripture. In such cases, it may be helptul
to indicate in a note the possible litcrary antecedent that this carlicst attested ca-
nonical form secks to translate.

II1. Relationship among Textual Stabilization, Canonization of
Writings, and the Plurality of Text Types

We have alrcady notcd that the committec had to depart from its original prin-
ciples in treating Proverbs, Jeremiah, and Ezekicel. As the subscquent volumes of
this report demonstrate,?? it seemed clear that 1t and LXX of these books were the
products of autonomous literary developments through two distinct traditions.
For these books, the hypothesis that canonization and literary stabilization were
contemporaneous 1s not self-evident; one must at least grant canonical function
to independent forms which, having diverged, underwent further literary devel-
opment. More specifically, then, the hypothesis that canonization precedes the
splintering of the text into various divergent traditions is not self-evident.

Once the committee had completed its analysis of the most problematic tex-
tual difficulties in the Hebrew Old Testament text, it was time to address such
methodological questions, by choosing the examples from the historical books
which wc have had opportunity to study morc thoroughly in preparing the first
volume of the final report. To begin to clanfy the relationship among textual sta-
bilization, canonical function, and the plurality of text types, we will examine the
interplay of two trends, both of which acted to preserve the integrity of the text
throughout the various phases of textual development: that which would “freeze”
it completely, and that which would introduce limited literary innovations.

A. The Interplay of Textual Stabilization and Limited Literary Innovation

The biblical texts discovered at Qumran have shown a Hebrew text already
segregated into distinct textual forms in the last centuries before the First Jewish
Revolt against Rome, paralleling a similar situation in the Greek text. Neverthe-
less, at least in the pre-Masoretic tradition, a trend can be clearly discerned,
which would havc ariscn after the repression of the revolt, to stabilizc the form of
the text. Nor can onc ignore the role played by the forces of literary innovation in

29, | Jeremiah: CTAT Vol 2; Bezekicl: CTAT Vol. 3. The volume that was Lo contain Prov-
erbs was not published.—1L.d. |
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the transmission of a text on its way to stabilization, and even continuing to the
fourth phase of textual development.

In wcighing these competing trends, we will examine first certain innovations
that arc revealed through the preservation of parallel traditions in the Old Testa-
ment. We will then study the Chronicler’s innovations made on the basis of
sources which had alrcady undergone textual alteration. Next, pursuing a com-
ment of Wellhausen’s, we will survey the path textual criticism must take in
cases where I and LXX have undergone independent redaction. Finally, we will
dwell at some length on an issue that stands somewhere between literary criti-
cism and textual criticism: euphemisms and their evolution. Beginning already 1n
the biblical authors, this evolution can be traced through Lhe recasling done by
scribes and translators of the consonantal text, as well as through the
cstablishment of a reading tradition and the very precise suggestions for vocal-
1ization and accentuation.

At the end of this section, we will attempt to characterize the role which late
editorial innovation played in preserving the integrity of a text already handed
down as sacred. We will see how this creative force made use of every last mea-
sure of freedom left to the text’s transmitters by those aspects of the text which
had not yet stabilized.

I. Texts Preserved in Parallel Traditions

The benefit of parallel texts—which occur with particular frequency in the
Historical Books—is that they provide reliable evidence of the expansions or al-
terations made by one tradition with respect to another.

It is clear, for example, that the Chronicler has taken literary initiative in han-
dling the materials borrowed from an old form of Samuel-Kings. In doing so, did
the Chronicler view this source as a sacred book, or merely an archival docu-
meni? Put in this way, the question is difficult to answer. One can observe,
though, that the Chronicler did not take as much literary license with the material
borrowed from the Pentatcuch as with that borrowed from the Former Prophets
(Joshua—Kings). In handling the Pentateuch., the Chronicler would omit or add to
borrowcd material. but never change it. Even where no parallel source was avail-
able for expanding the material provided by the Historical Books, however, the
Chronicler took the liberty of making literary changes. Naturally, such literary
coloring of the Chronicler’s own design was respected and retained by the
committee.

What, though, if the difference between parallel texts is only one of textual
corruption? Here, the committee took different routes in treating variant proper
names, on the one hand, and all other corruptions, on the other.

Lect us look first at two cascs involving proper namcs. At 1 Chr 1:6, I of the
Chronmicler has “Diphath.” the place-name for which 1t of the Chronicler’s source
(Gen 10:3) preserves “Riphath.” Similarily, at 1 Chr 1:7, thc Chronicler calls
“Rodanim” thosc who arc called “Dodanim™ by M of the source (Gen 10:4). In
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both cases, the variants differ only in the classic confusion of res and dalet. Since
only one form of the place-name and the gentilic used here as examples can be
corrcct—ecither with res or with daler—the committec felt obliged to choose be-
tween the forms where it had grounds for doing so (choosing in favor of
“Rodanim” as a fairly certain reference to the inhabitants of Rhodes). In the first
casc, however, the committee retained in cach location the place-name as re-
ceived in M, finding itseltf without adequate means to determine in which direc-
tion the corruption had occurred.

Turning to a case in which a verbal form has suffered corruption, we note that
the “he was seen” of 2 Sam 22:1 is likely to have resulted from the corruption of
a dalet 10 a res, while the original “he came swiflly” is preserved for us in Ps
18:10. Further, howcver, the corrupted text has undergone a change in vocaliza-
tion, as a games in the final syllable has replaced a s8g6/ in the original. Thus, in
the present form of 0, two distinet verbal forms give individual hiterary nuances
to the parallel texis of Samucl and the psalm. Especially in such cases of parallels
in the tradition—where the secondary character of a form can easily be recog-
nized by reference to the occurrence of the original within the Bible—the com-
mittee felt it should respect the later literary form even when it had been spawned
essentially by a textual corruption.

2. The Chronicler and Textual Alteration of Sources

A simple revocalization such as the onc just reviewed represents a fairly mod-
¢st literary innovation. Considerably morc significant rewriting, motivated by
textual corruption, 1s also encountered, though, and nowhere more than in the
books of Chronicles. Several examples:

(1Y In 2 Chr 4:22, we note that a fiet in the third radical position has replaced
the second raw in the first noun of the second half of 1 Kgs 7:50 (which was the
Chronicler’s source). It is difficult to determine whether this change in the read-
ing might not be due to the problems of interpreting the hiapax legomenon used
here by the writer of Kings. In any cvent, this change has prompted a shift of syn-
tax in the three words following and the emendation of a lamed to a waw later 1n
the verse. The Chronieler’s hand can be scen in these changes by the characteris-
tic use of a casus pendens construction. For three hundred years, textual criticism
has striven to correct the defective reading by restoring the radical on the basis of
1 Kgs 7:50. Since the nineteenth century, various secondary emendations have
been supplied to smooth the syntax produced by this restoration, demonstrating
what a pointless path that is. Either the work of the Chronicler is cancelled out
when five of the ten words in this half-verse are corrected to restore the verse to
the form of its source, or a few tacile strokes produce a rcadable text which, how-
cver, never existed. It would be better to admit once and for all that the initial cor-
ruption of a raw to a fies 15 beyond the reach of critical restoration, not becausc
the corruption is in doubt—the Kings parallel shows clearly that it is not—but
because the corruption has given risc to a compensatory reintegration which
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belongs to the Chronicler’s redactional activity and can no longer be considered
in the realm of merely textual variation.

(2) At 2 Chr 4.3, the Chronicler saw bégarim (“oxen™) where the source
(1 Kgs 7:24) rcad péga“im (*gourds™). The Chronicler’s misrcading is under-
scored by the unusual usage of the plural form of bdgdr, which subscquently
appears 1n the same context in the Kings source (v. 23) in 1ts more usual collec-
tive singular form. This misreading may derive from a misunderstanding of the
meaning of the word used in Kings. In fact, the Chronicler makes the same sub-
stitution—using this time the collective singular form—upon encountering the
word in the second half of the verse, the word *oxen™ being suggested by the fol-
lowing verse. Bothered perhaps by having introduced additional oxen in the de-
scription of the Temple, the Chrenicler specifies that thesc are “figures™ (démiir)
ot oxcn. Here again, the adjustments and reintegration entailed by the Chroni-
cler’s error weigh against any decision to follow Kittel and Begrich, who—in
SBOT, BHK?, and BHK*—arc¢ satisficd to require in both instanccs the reinstate-
ment of the “gourds™ of the source. Nor does Rudolph, in BHS, take any better
route in suggesting that the unusual plural form of “oxen” be emended to a col-
lective singular by transferring the mem to the next word, when it is precisely that
abnormal usage which demonstrates the Chronicler’s misreading. Once again,
the erroneous introduction of these “oxen™ has led to such characteristic redac-
tion on the Chronicler’s part that critical scholarship should forswear any attempt
to correct the crror which gave risc to that creativity.

(3} A comparison with 1 Kgs 11:36 will lcave no doubt that the text attested
by the entire tradition at 2 Kgs 8:19 is corrupt, a bet having replaced a pe in the
third word from the end of the verse. The corruption is also undoubtedly quite
carly. since the Chromicler alrcady found it in the source of 2 Chr 21:7, which
underwent only two slight alterations for the sake of smoothness: the addition of
a waw before this word, and the omission of the first of two occurrences of /& in
a half-verse now overloaded by the introduction—through this corruption—of a
third object for the dative. Once more, in the Chronicles text, critical scholarship
must respect the corrupt form which prompted these alterations. But how should
one deal with the Kings text? The corrupt form there attested by all the witnesses
represents an interesting middle term between the original (restorable with rea-
sonable certainty by a conjcctural emendation bascd on 1 Kgs 11:36) and the
altered form in Chronicles. If textual cnticism 1s to scck the original literary
torm. the conjecture must be used to correct the text at this point. If, however,
textual criticism seeks the beginning of the second phase of textual development,
it must be satisfied with indicating the original in a footnote, and must respect the
earliest attested form of the text.

(4) 1 Chr 11:26-41 provides a parallel version ot the list of David’s warriors
recorded in 2 Sam 23:24-39. Among the gentilic identifications of these war-
riors, the Chronicler twice refers to Aappéioni: in v. 27 it corresponds to happalti
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of 2 Sam 23:26, and in v. 36 to haggiloni of 2 Sam 23:34. The form used by the
Chronicler seems in both instances to be a corruption of the forms in Samuel,
where the two gentilics occur (Bethpelet being a town in Judah and 2 Sam 15:12
¢stablishing Ahitopel’s hometown). Either in the form of Samucl which was the
Chronicler’s sourcc, or in the Chronicler’s reading of that text, there occurred, in
the first case, the corruption of a fet to a waw-nun, and—in the sccond casc—the
corruption of a gimel to a pe. Since these are proper names, it is tempting simply
to replace both the Chronicler’s fappélont (“the Pelonite™) with the original gen-
tilics from which they arose, as Kittel, Begrich, and Rudolph do in SBOT, BHK?,
BHK?, and BHS. Nevertheless, we must take note of the recurrence of the name
heles happélont (1 Chr 11:27) at 1 Chr 27:10—a passage that is solely the Chron-
icler’s—whcerc the context of names surrounding the referencee makes it clcar that
wc arc dealing with the same man. In the latter instance, though, he 1s specified as
heing part of the béné epraim; we cannot then correct his pscudo-gentilic to fap-
paliti, since Bethpelet is part of Judah, not Ephraim. We must also note that the
gentilic fraggiloni is attributed to “Eliam the son of Ahitopel” at 2 Sam 23:34,
while the parallel passage at 1 Chr 11:36 attributes happélént to “Ahiya.” As we
will see in treating | Chr 26:20, one suspects that the name favored by the Chron-
icler was introduced at several points. The two occurrences of happéléni which
characterize the Chronicler’s text cannot, then, be considered simple textual cor-
ruptions. They form part of a larger system, which Willi astutely recognized.

In the four cxamples studied, we have been able to sce how a textual stream
which had undcrgone an imitial crystallization again became fluid. Though tex-
tual corruption 1s normally thought of as occurring subscquent to literary stabili-
zation, we have been dealing with changes which one would spontaneously
identify as textual, but which have given risc to greater or lesser developments or
recastings showing fresh literary creativity. In fact, a comparison of Samucl-
Kings with Chronicles gives us a unique opportunity to observe a canonical writ-
ing undergoing reintegration by just this process. Behind the redactional activity
of the Chronicler, we have discerned numerous misreadings of a source text
which, for the examples discussed, 1s preserved in more original form in Samuel-
Kings. This has enabled us to grasp the essence of the Chronicler’s redaction of
carlier texts. Given that this redaction is part and parcel of the Chronicler’s liter-
ary contribution. any attcmpt to climinatc these changes would end up destroy-
ing—in these passages—Chronicles’ individuality with respect to Samuel-Kings.
Furthcrmore, cven correcting the “textual crrors” which gave rise to these
changes would rob the Chronicler’s efforts of their raison d "étre.

The work of the Chronicler provides a clear case where textual criticism must
respect the late redactional interventions in texts which the redactor looked upon

30. Willi, Chronik, 73 n. 111.
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as traditional, if not yet sacred; nor is this responsibility removed merely because
the textual corruption can be retraced through underlying strata.

3. Textual Corruption or a Different Redaction?

We now come to texts which, while not preserved in parallel traditions in i,
nevertheless enable us further to clarify the text-critical task mn relation to that of
literary criticism.

3.a. Wellhausen’s position

Wellhauscn cites several additions in the 1T of Samucl-Kings which “procced
from various periods, and arc mostly later than the Deuvteronomic revision, and
belong rather to textual than to literary criticism.”*! He considers it “'very impor-
tant to detect and remove these re-touchings.” for “the whole ancient tradition 1s
covered over with such products of Jewish rumination (Verdauungschleim).” He
deals with four additions, of which we will discuss the first two (“command-
ments” in 1 Kgs 18:18 and “covenant™ in 1 Kgs 19:10, 14) in connection with
1 Kgs 18:18. We now take up the other additions, which Wellhausen uses as his
third and fourth examples.

(1) After reporting in 1 Kgs 18:30b that “*(Elijah) repaired the altar of the Lord
that had been thrown down,” the 1T of vv. 31-32 adds: “Elijah took twelve stones,
according to the number of the tribes of the children of Jacob, to whom the word
of thc Lord had come, saying— ‘Isracl shall be your name¢’—and he made the
stones an altar in the name of the Lord.” The transposition of these two reports in
® confirms the impression that one of them—more probably the second, which
breaks the rhythm of the narrative—is an addition.

(2) At 2 Sam 6:2, the narrator begins solemnly to narrate the transfer of the
ark: “Then David arose and went with all the people who were with him from
Baalejudah to bring up from there the ark of God, which is called by the name of
the Lord of hosts who sits enthroned on the cherubim.” Wellhausen considered
the relative clause identifying the ark teo be an addition, despite its attestation by
® (which appcars to have rcad M), 4QSam?® (which rcmoved two words, accord-
ing to Ulrich*?), and 1 Chr 13:6 (despite a rcarrangement of some clements).

It is not the intention here to debate whether these phrases in 1 Kgs 18:31f and
2 Sam 6:2 are additions; rather, assuming them to be additions, we must decide
how textual criticism will handle them. Wellhausen felt they must be removed
from the text, since they were likely subsequent to the Deuteronomic revision.
Such is the historian’s agenda (which had already guided Ewald’s use of textual
criticism in the Historical Books and was also to guide Graetz): the historian wants
to deal with an account divested of all anachronistic glosscs. But what Wellhausen
labcls “products of Jewish rumination” ( judaistisclhien Verdawungschieim), which

31 Wellhausen, Prolegomena, 277 n. 1.
32, Ulrich, Quinran, 194,
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he saw overlying the ancient tradition, are in tact limited final redactional activi-
ties of those who transmitted this account as sacred. If textual criticism seeks to re-
storc the text of the Old Testament as Bible, it must respect these adjustments. The
fact that onc of these (2 Sam 6:2) would have had to occur somewhat before the
other changes matters not onc whit,

We must ask ourselves, then, whether the committee should not employ the
same principle of restraint in dealing with the Historical Books as it did with re-
spect to Proverbs, Jeremiah, and Ezekiel. With these latter books, the committee
rejected the legitimacy of efforts which would cut out of Mt all textual develop-
ments subsequent to the divergence of the ® and M traditions while leaving in
place similar developments predaling that split. The justification for the commit-
tec’s position will become clcarer with the examination of scveral cascs that ¢x-
hibit more limited textwal development.

At 1 Kgs 18:18, Wellhauscen adviscs omitting “commandments” in accordance
with ® and rcading “forsaking the Lord” rather than WU's “forsaking the com-
mandments of the Lord.” This cannot be granted, however. Wellhausen neglects
to mention that ® adds “your God” to “the Lord.” It seems clear that the distinct
redactional processes of the two textual traditions did not reach their conclusions
until after those traditions had diverged.

3.b. A Third-century B.C. witness

Scveral similar cascs anisc in the latter portion of 1 Samuel contained in the
fragments of 4QSamP, which Cross dates to the last quarter of the third century
B.C.*

. At the end of | Sam 16:4, 4QSamP and & add the vocative, “See!” which 0
does not have.

2. At 1 Sam 20:30, i reads: “Then Saul’s anger was kindled against Jonathan.”
® and 4QSam® add: “greatly.”

3. At 1 Sam 20:32, 11 reads: “Then Jonathan answered Saul his father, and said
to him. . . .” 4QSam® omits “to him,” whilc ® shows ncither “his father” nor
“and said to him.”

4. At 1 Sam 20:36, It reads, “And he said to his lad” whereas 4QSam® and ®
read: “And he said to the lad.”

5. In | Sam 20:42, Mt repeats the independent pronoun “we” after the pronomi-
nal suffix of “both of us;” 4QSam® omits it and ® does not express it explic-
itly.

6. At the beginning of 1 Sam 21:1, 1l does not specify “David™” as the subject,
whilc 4QSam® and 6 do.

7. At 1 Sam 21:3, M reads: “And David said to Ahimelek the priest. . .. Neither
4QSamP nor ® spcecifies the name of the priest.

33, Cross, "Manuscripts,” 164,
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8. In 1 Sam 21:5, after the conditional, *“if only the young men have kept them-
selves from women,” N records no apodosis, while 4QSam® and ® continue:
“you shall cat.”

In these eight vanants of differing lengths, 111 is more explicit than its parallels
in four cases, and more restrained in the other four. It would seem, then, that we
are dealing—at least in some cases—with autonomous final redactions.

J.e. The list of Canaanite kings

We now take up a case from Joshua: at the end of the hist of Canaanite kings
(Josh 12:9-24), M records a total of thirty-onc kings while ® counts twenty-ninc,
each figure corresponding to the number of kings enumerated by the respective
textual tradition (1 in 16b and 19a mentions two kings ignored by ®: the kings of
Bethel and Madon). Each king is identified in ® by the phrase “king of ™ followed
by a place-name; in I, however, each place-name 1s preceded by “king of” and
followed by “one™ (the number). In &, the insertion of the separator “king of ™ to
an original list of placc names took place in a straightforward manner. In 0, how-
cver, a king of Lasharon was created by an extra scparator (instcad of “the king
of Aphck of the Sharon” we rcad “the king of Aphck, onc: the king of Lasharon,
onc”), while the kings of Shimron and Maron were reduced to one “king of
Shimron-meron™ by the loss of a separator. It appears that the definitive totals,
determined after the insertion of these separators between the place-names, were
fixed by forces in each textual tradition only after the two had diverged. As we
will see, the original total (which 1n all likelihood was not specified) was proba-
bly thirty, the M tradition having added one while the @ tradition omitted one. In
its first discussion of this text, the committee decided—often on very weak tex-
tual grounds—to restore the original form of the list (though, without attestation
of the number thirty, it refrained from altering the reported totals). As can be seen
in this report, the committee has now decided to respect the divergent characters
of the final redactions of this list in the M and © traditions.

3.d. Inconsistent final redaction

Ezra 5:31. presents a succinct report of Tattenai and Shetharbozenai’s meeting
with Zerubbabel and Jeshua, who were rebuilding the Temple. In Ezra 5:4a, how-
ever, we find in M (supported by D} a first person plural verb—"“thus we then
asked them™—which is out of coniext. The narrative leads us to expect a third
person—"thus they then asked them.” 1 Esd 6:4, which SBOT and BHS follow,
omitted the first part of this verse, which is unintelligible with the verb as it
stands, whilc ® and Syriac, which BHK? and BHK? follow, corrected the first per-
son form to the third person required by the context. As we will sec, this i1s prob-
ably a casc of oversight on the redactor’s part; in constructing this narrative from
the report which Tattenai and Shetharbozenai sent to Darius to report on their
meeting and ask for instructions, the redactor neglected to change this particular
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verb from the first person form used in the source to the third person. The fact
that the redactor subsequently transcribed extensive portions of the source which
was abridged for this report allows us to rcad that source in its original form at
5:9: “Then we inquired of these clders; thus we said to them. . . Correcting the
text of 5:4a would not restore a more original form; it would merely complete the
job that the redactor left unfinished. This did not scem to the committee to be the
prerogative of textual criticism. As Meyer observes,* such inconsistency in the
composition of a narrative convinces us that the narrator has not created the
documents to support the narrative; rather, regardless of their authenticity, it is
precisely from these documents that have been transcribed for us that the narrator
has composed the preceding story.

It could be that the dissatisfying state of W at other points results, as here, not
from textual corruption but from 1inadequatc final redaction, and that we arc at the
othcr points simply unable to discern the inadequacy. It 1s, after all, unusual for a
rcdactor to have provided us with both the narrative and the source which was
used to construct it.

4. Euphemisms

The committee gave special attention to a particular category of redactional
intervention: euphemistic usages of ultimately theological significance. In accor-
dance with its primary aim, thc committce cndeavored to remove the intentional
changes when they were more recent than the beginning of the sccond phasc of
textual development. Recogmizing that this constitutes an interesting method-
ological paradigm for fixing the relative limits of literary and textual criticism,
we will use the successive phases of textual development to classity the principal
euphemisms uncovered by the committee in the course of its work on the Histor-
ical Books.

4.a. The standard list of tiqqune sopherim

By way of preliminarics, we note that threc of the standard tigqune sopherim
occur in the Historical Books. One (1 Sam 3:13) 1s an authentic tradition: ®
avolded correeting it. Another (2 Sam 16:12, sce McCarthy, 81-85) is a tradi-
tional miscorrection of a textual difficulty tied to a Kethiv-Qere. The third (2 Sam
20:1; 1 Kgs 12:16: 2 Chr 10:16) actually conveys a midrashic tradition,® and has
not been taken into consideration by modern textual critics, so it was not referred
to the committee.

34, Meyer, Enistelumg, 27,
35, For each of these, see McCarthy, Tiggune, 77-79, 81-85, 85-Y1, respectively.
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4.bh. The earliest euphemisms

4.b.i. Authors’ euphemisms

Some euphemisms can be attributed to the author of a particular narrative,
since they are mercly typical figures of speech. Such is the case with the usc of
“bless™ instead of “curse” in the false testimony which convicted Naboth (1 Kgs
21:10, 13). Such is alse the casc with numerous typical Hebrew circumlocutions
such as “to cover the feet” (Judg 3:24; 1 Sam 24:4) 1n the sense of defecation, “to
know™ 1n the scnsc of having scxual intercourse (Judg 11:39; 19:25; 21:11;
1 Sam 1:19; 1 Kgs 1:4), or “to come/go to™ a woman (2 Sam 11:4; 12:24; 16:21;
20:3) in the same sense. The Chronicler is more delicate in such expressions than
the author of Samuel: to express the idea “to die.” rather than saying “to lie” with
his fathers (2 Sam 7:12), the Chronicler prefers to say “to go” with his fathers
(1 Chr 17:11). Rudolph sees another euphemism in the designation of a leper asy-
lum as a “house of freedom™ in 2 Kgs 15:5 (= 2 Chr 26:21).7® McCarthy has
raised the case of 1 Sam 29:4, where “the heads of these men” serves to express
“our hcads™ in order not to put onesclf in danger of decapitation—a danger that,
however, should be clearly expressed, as D, Syriac, and the parallel in | Chr 12:20
well understood.?” This interpretation is almost certainly correct in light of the
use of “these men” for “us” in a similarly dangerous situation narrated at Num
16:14.

It is conceivably an intentional dissonance on the author’s part that 2 Kgs
23:13 refers to the Mount of Olives as the “mount of corruption™ (hér-hammashit)
in place of the traditional “mount of anointing” (héar-hammishd). This meaning,

deciphered by the Targums, is pointed out by Rashi.

4.b.ii. Redactors’ euphemisms
Other cuphemisms ¢an be attributed to a biblical author reworking a sourcc.

* Thus, as Wellhausen saw, 2 Sam 8:17 reuses a list which would originally
have rcad: “Abiathar, son of Ahimclech son of Ahitub, and Zadok wcrce
pricsts.” It is to liberate Zadok from the shadows and rclegate Abiathar to
them that we now rcad: “Zadok son of Ahitub and Ahimelech son of Abiathar
were priests.” This recasting is attested by all textual witnesses of 2 Sam 8:17.
including its parallel at 1 Chr 18:16. This thcological correction can be
¢xpected to have taken place 1n the book of Samucl before the Chronicler
uscd 1t as a source. Furthermore, it 1s not impossible that this alteration of a
st1ll older source goes back to the redactor of Samuel. This hypothesis gains
support from another alteration of the same source—this time without theo-
logical import—which occurs six words later (2 Sam 8:18) and which we will
study in this report.

36. Rudolph. Chronikbiicher. 284.
37.1bid., 181-82.
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Redactional motives with theological intent can be identified in the numerous
interventions of the Chronicler with respect to sources: thus, as we have seen
at 2 Chr 4.3, where the Chronicler inscrted “figure of” before the oxen which
he thought he read 1n 1 Kgs 7:24; or, as we will sce at 2 Chr 1:6, 13, when the
Chroenicler located the ’ohel mo‘ed in Jerusalem at the time of Solomon’s
enthroncment. Likewise, the Chronicler climinated the name “Dan™ from
I Chr 6:46, 53f.; 7:12—as can be seen in the discussion of 7:12 in CTAT
Vol. 1, 441-42. At 2 Chr 9:7, the Chronicler wished to aveid saying that the
queen of Sheba called Solomon’s wives “blessed,” and, in | Chr 17:21,
changed a verb to the singular, lest ’elohim be taken as a genuine plural.

The redactor of Nehemiah seems also 1o have been guided by theological
motives when he altered the source of 11:10 (= 1 Chr 9:9) by inscrting “thc
son of 7 before “Yoyanb,” thereby granting a gencalogical basis to the Has-
moncan ¢laim to the high pricsthood.

4.c. Euphemisms incidentally introduced into the text

4.ci. Incidental euphemisms lacking attestation of the original

Whilc the preceding cuphemisms must unquestionably be attributed dircetly

to the biblical authors, whether composed by the eriginal hand or in the rework-
ing of sources, another group includes euphemisms of quite probably casual
provenance, though the original textual form is not attested by any extant witness.

Thus, at 1 Sam 20:16b, the word “cncmics {(of)” before “David™ in a threat
under oath 1s probably a cuphemism employed to remove the threat from
David. Nothing proves this cuphemism to be “incidental”; nevertheless, the
fact that at 1 Sam 25:22 the random nature of a similar cuphemism is attested
could suggest that here we are dealing with a cuphemism of the same type.™®
We will see, in Josh 22:34, as 1n 22:26, that the text of the ancient witnesses
seems mutilated by the suppression of the name of the Transjordanian altar.
Only secondary and paraphrastic textual traditions have yielded the name—
“Witness"—suggested by the context.

As we will see with regard to 2 Sam 2:8, the name of “Ishbaal™ has been “de-
Baalized™ into “Ishbosheth™ at 3:8, 14, 15; 4:5, 8 (twice) in all extant wit-
ncsses. Similarly, all witnesses de-Baalize “Mcphibaal” to “Mcphibosheth™ at
2 Sam 21:8. In both 1nstanccs, the fact that somce witnesscs prescrve the origi-
nal name 1n closc proximity to the cuphemism demonstrates that the corrup-
tion of the name is random, rather than systematic.

As we will see at 1 Kgs 11:7, no textual witness preserves the original vocal-
ization “Melek.” which would be the simple form (without mimmation) of the

38, See ibid., 191,
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name of the Ammonites™ god Milkom. In all witnesses which attest it at this
peint, the name is vocalized disparagingly as “Molek.”

At 2 Sam 3:7; 4:1, 2, diffcrent branchces of the textual tradition have employcd
diffcrent mcans to suppress the name “Ishbaal” While ® and 4QSam® have
dc-Baalized it to “-boshet” (whence a later confusion further corrupted it, as
in other places, to “Mephiboshet™), U, 1n light of the presence of the apposi-
tional “son of Saul.” simply omitted it.

1 Kgs 9:8 presents a marginal case. In order to avoid proclaiming that the
Temple will become a heap of ruins, It appears to have created one euphe-
mism by assimilation to the parallel in 2 Chr 7:21, while D created another by
revocalizing its Vorlage. It would seem that the original is preserved by €
(which would preserve a @ that had not undergone reccension) and the Syriac,
and that the parallel at 2 Chr 7:21 attests this indirectly as the basis of its
rcdaction. The fact that a Jewish cxcgetical tradition continucd to attest the
scnse of € and Syr, however, raises doubts about the value of their witness.

4.c.ii. Incidental euphemisms with indirect attestation

We now take up two instances where the correction may be attributable to the

second phase of textual development, though the original is attested only indi-
rectly (by the divergence of additions and changes to it in various witnesses).

An incidental euphemism can be discerned in 2 Sam 12:14, though no witness
to the original exists. This 1s one of several places we found where incidental
euphemistic usage aimed to avoid “the Lord™ as the object of “*scorn.” Here,
the traditions divide on the attestation of the preferred expedient: 4QSam® and
the Sahidic offer “the word of,” while It and others give “the enemies of;”
both expedients serve the same function in other contexts {(where, moreover,
their random nature is demonstrable). The range of options in choice of
euphemism here points us toward a common base text in which the euphe-
mism did not yct appcar.

At 1 Sam 14:47, the “he acted wickedly” of M and “hc¢ was saved” of @ (on
which D and Syriac depend for “he was victorious™) arc two ways to avoid
saying that Saul “saved.” This original appears clearly enough to us as the
common base out of which both reworkings grew.

To this group of cases, one more may be added: 1 Sam 20:31, where It and ©
have followed separate paths to avoid attributing the establishment of king-
ship to human agency (rather than God). We will see, though, that here the
original seems to have been preserved by the very old manuscript, 4QSam®.

4.c.iii. Incidental euphemisms with direct attestation

Threc categorics will now be considered. First, we will examine incidental cu-

phemisms introduced into M during the second phase of textual development
(that is, between the divergence of the principal textual traditions and the defini-
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tive stabilization of the proto-Masoretic consonantal text), which can be 1denti-
fied by comparison with the ® witness. The second category will comprise
incidental cuphemisms introduced into &, identifiable by comparison with 2. The
third catcgory will include incidental cuphemisms introdueed into 1t during the
third phasc of tcxtual development, between the stabilization of the proto-Maso-
retic consonantal text and the fixing, as completely as possible, of the vowels and
accents by the Tiberian Masoretes.

Euphemisms introduced incidentally into W before consonantal
stabilization and identifiable through other withesses

Euphemisms identifiable through © and 4Q5am®
We begin here with three cases from the beginning of | Samuel where 4QS5am#
adds its witness to ®'s to reveal an incidental euphemism in 0t

1. The most extensive of the “euphemisms” is the complex and intrusive addi-
tion which distinguishes 0t from 4QSam® and ® at | Sam 2:22. The original
attested by the latter witnesses summarizes the sins of the sons of Eli in the
phrase, “what his sons were doing to the children of Israel,” while It expands
that to: “all that his sons were doing to all Israel, and how they lay with the
women who scrved at the entrance to the tent of mecting.” (The phrase “who
scrved at . . 7 1s the cuphemism, a phrase borrowed from Exod 38:8.)

2. At1 Sam 2:17, 4QSam® and ® preserve the original “they treated the offering
of the Lord with contempt,” while 0t has inscrted the expedient “(the) men,”
to separate further the verb from its direct object.

3. At ] Sam 10:4, 4QSam® and © preserve the technical term for the bread of-
fered to Saul: it was the “offertory” bread (tenupor); M omits this specifica-
tion, probably judging that Saul, a layman, would never have received such
fare reserved for the priests.

Euphemisms identifiable through 6
There are a number of other cases where © stands without the support of Qum-
ran fragments to brand certain M euphemisms as incidental.

+ We have already seen that this was the case with the tiggun sopherim of
I Sam 3:13, where M elides an ’alep to transform “blaspheme God” (as ®
reads) into “blaspheme themselves.”

* The ® of 1 Sam 25:22 preserves intact a self-imprecation of David where M
has inserted “the enemies of " to defuse the curse.

* At 2 Sam 12:9, W has inscrted “the word of” between “you have despised”
and “the Lord;” ® (here represented by the Antiochene and £) docs not show
this inscrtion.

« It seems that N, by transforming a ref to a dalet in 2 Sam 7:23 (and its paral-
lel, I Chr 17:21), has made “unique” from the adjective “other,” which—as
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we will discuss further—could seem derogatory of the people of God, but
which ® nevertheless preserves.

» At 1 Kgs 10:8, ® prescrves the praiscs spoken by the queen of Sheba of Solo-
mon’s wivces, while M assimilated (intentionally?) to the parallel, 2 Chr 9:7.
where the Chronicler addressed these praises to Solomon’s men by the simple
addition of an ’alep.

* The € of Judg 1:16 seems to stand as a witness to ® against other witnesses
which have assimilated to 0T, which by the omission of the last two letters has
done away with Amaleq. The two readings, nevertheless, figure in a doublet
in certain ® minuscules and in the Sahidic.

* T again witnesses 10 the ® reading “Moses™ al Judg 18:30, where the other
witnesses also add Wt reading that transforms “Moscs™—mentioned here as an
ancestor of the 1dolatrous young priest—into “Manassch” by the addition of a
nun. M doces retain a memory of the original rcading in that the intrusive s
1s suspended. The Antiochene tradition here joins the two variants in a con-
flated reading.

« In2 Sam 2:2, 8, 10, 12, 15, the name “Ishbaal” is attested by the Antiochene
(and ¥, where it knew the former), while It has de-Baalized it to “Ishbosheth.”

= In 2 Sam 4:4; 9:6 {twice), 10, 11, 12 (twice), 13; 16:1, 4; 19:25, 26, 31; 217,
it is the name “Mephibaal” which is attested by the same witnesses, while m
has de-Baalized it to “Mepiboshet.” It is to be noted in this rcgard that the
Chronicler, on finding these two Baalophoric names in source lists (1 Chr
8:33-34 and 9:39-40. which have no formal parallels in Samucl), did not de-
Baalizc them.

* At 2 Sam 23:8, thc samc witnesses again (the Antiochenc and ©) preserve
“Ishbaal” wherc the Palcestinian rceeension (supporting the proto-Masorctic
text) attests the de-Baalized form, “Ishbosheth,” while 01T and other witnesses
have corrupted this form into “Yosheb Bashebet” (“Josheb-basshebeth™)
under the influence of a nearby word.

+ In 2 Sam 11:21], the majority of ® witnesses and the portion of D witnesses
that has been contaminated by % attest the original “Yerubaal.” The Vaticanus
manuscript (here representing the Palestinian recension?) shows a deforma-
tion of the Greek transcription, “Yerobaal,” inte “Yeroboam™ (as seen already
in 1 Sam 12:11), while the proto-Masoretic text (here atiested by D) has dc-
Baalizcd the name to “Yeruboshet” Since the name, however, cxpresses
Gideon’s laudable opposition to Baal, the Masorctes revocalized the pejora-
tive ending, yielding *“Yerubesheth” (“Jerubbesheth™).

« In I Chr 11:1l, )t has apparently de-Baalized “Ishbaal” by another means,
used also in the parallel of 2 Sam 23:8: by transforming the final lamed into a
mem, 1t has assimilated to the name “Yashabeam™ (““Jashobeam™), used also at
1 Chr 12:7. Here @ preserves the original “Ishbaal.” The transcription “Sobal”
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at 1 Chr 27:2 in Vaticanus may permit us to discern the same initiative behind
another M use of “Yashabeam.”

At 2 Sam 15:8, it is possible, but less likely, that 01 and 4QSam® intentionally
omitted “to Hebron™ (attested by ®) from Absalom’s vow. Such a preference
for Hcbhron as a cult place, while the ark was at Jerusalem, would have
shocked a scribe. We show in CTAT Vol. 17 that another cxplanation of the
textual situation is more probable, however.

In contrast, it is quite likely that, for theological reasons, it omitted a stich in
1 Kgs 8:13 presenting the sun in paralle] with the Lotrd. ® has preserved this
stich, but in too corrupt a form to discern its probable Vorlage. In any event,
the Chronicler (2 Chr 6:1) employed a form of the Kings text in which the
stich did not appcar.

Incidental euphemisms introduced into © and identifiable through

We now take up the second category of cuphemisms, subscquent to the second

phase of textual development, mentioned above. This comprises euphemisms in-
troduced incidentally inte ® or its Vorlage which we can spot by comparison with
M. Since the committee’s work did not formally focus on @, only a very partial
sampling of such euphemisms is given here. Nevertheless, it seems to be repre-
sentative.

We have already noted the disappearance of the name “Amalek” from It of
Judg 1:16 by the apparently intentional omission of two letters. At Judg 5:14,
it is the Vorlage of @ which, by the omission of a lamed, has eliminated this
name.

In | Sam 28:16, & did not want to let Samuel declare to Saul: “the Lord
has . . . become your enemy.” Thus it treated the three letters, ‘ayin - rei - kap,
as an abbreviation (or acronym) which it understood to yield “the Lord has
... been with your neighbor.”

In 2 Sam 3:8, ® has not translatcd “of (= bclonging to) Judah™ after the words
“Am I a dog’s head?” This i1s quite probably intended to avoid having the
name of this tribe appear in a scornful context.

At 2 Sam 7:23, we have noted that the Chronicler {1 Chr 17:21) made an
effort to prevent the plural form of a verb from implying the interpretation of
“Elohim,” the subject of the verb, as a genuine plural. The same concern has
led ® to vocalize its Vorlage (consonantally identical to 1) as “led (Israel),”
rather than “set out.”

At the end of the same verse, the transposilion of a lamed and a fie has
allowed 4QSam® and the Vorlage of ® to transform “their gods™ into “their
tents.” Apparcntly, it was dcesirable thus to avoid the appearance of a pan-

39. CTAT Vol. 1, 272,
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theon. It was probably the same motivation which led the Chronicler (1 Chr
17:21) to omit the last two letters of the verse, and the Targumist to be content
with copying them in their Hebrew form without translating them.

* In 1 Kgs 4:5. we sce that ® deprives a Judean of questionable lincage of the
title “pricst.” We also sce in this regard that at 2 Sam 8:18 ®, recognizing only
priests of levitical descent, replaced the title of “pricst” with aularches for the
sons of David.

+ At [ Kgs 8:13, to avoid having Solomon accused of arrogance for having said
to the Lord, “T have built you a house” (as in Midrash Tehillim), & transforms
this declaration into a supphication: “Build me a house!”

» At 2 Kgs 5:18, 1o avoid having Elisha authorize Naaman to prostrate himsell
before Rimmon, ® has Naaman asking Elisha’s permission to prostrate him-
sclf “before the Lord my God™ at the time that his master prostrates himself in
the temple of Rimmon,

» Twicc in 2 Kgs 23:15 and once in 1 Kgs 13:32, we sce*? that ® has removed
references to the high places. This may be a matter of an internal Greek alter-
ation; the neuter substantive which usually translates this term has been trans-
formed into an innocuous adjective (“high™) modifying another substantive.

* In 2 Chr 26:5, & is an early witness to the effort to replace “seeing God” with
“the fear of God,” an effort that persisted as an internal variant in M,

* At 2 Sam 12:30, it is the proto-Masorctic text (attested by the Palcstinian
rceension of ®) that attests “Milkom,” the name of the Ammonite god. while
® and later Mi—by a vocalic correction to malkam (“'their king”}—avoided
having David adorn himselt with a jewel consecrated to an idol.

+ Wevers drew attention to the Greek of | Kgs 11:11 and 19:10, which includes
an attcmpt not to mention the covenant in contexts which would permit onc to
conclude that the human partner is capable of forgetting or breaking it.*! In
treating 1 Kgs 18:18,% we add one more case (19:14) to the two cited by
Wevers. Nevertheless, we question whether his explanation is the best one.

« At | Chr24:13, we see the name “Yeshebeab” suffer two successive transfor-
mations; it was first accidentally Baalized (by assimilation to “Ishbaal™), then
omitted.*?

Incidental euphemisms introduced into W after consonantal stabilization

Somc cuphemisms are introduced incidentally 1n vocalization, or ¢cven only a
particular accentuation. A good many of them are likely to have taken place dur-
ing the third phase of textual development; that 1s to say, to have been produced
after the proto-Masoretic consonantal text had already stabilized.

40. Thid., 420.

41, Wevers, “Excgetical.”
42, CTAT Vol. 1, 370.

43, 1bid., 40465,
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Suspended letters

We mention first the “suspended™ nur in Manasseh, the insertion of which in
Judg 18:30 we have alrcady discussced. This particular fact attests that the conso-
nantal text was alrcady fixed by tradition when this inscrtion was made.,

Fastern Kethiv

Whatever the original of the toponym “Bet Aven” may have been, it is clear
that, during the third phase of textual development, it was identified as
“Bethel”#* the form being assumed to be a pejorative reference to this idolatrous
sanctuary. This 1s indicated by the translations of Theodotion and Symmachus
(“house of injustice™) and Aquila (“useless house™) at Hosea 4:15; 5:8; and 10:5.
It is impossible to say how far back this usage of Bet Aven for Bethel at these
points in Hosca may have occurred. In Josh 8:12, though, an Eastern Kethiv
which has the support of Origen’s recension of & witnesses to the fact that some
transmitters of the consonantal text had attempted to understand this pejorative
reference at other places where the toponym “Bethel” is used. The Western con-
sonantal tradition protected the text it transmitted against this late deformation.

Qeres
Some euphemisms could only be introduced in the form of Qeres, in light of
the Kethivs which were alrcady fixed.

* The most universal and one of the oldest is the tradition of reading “Adonai”
in order to avoid pronouncing the Tetragrammaton.

» A baraita reported by the Babylonian Talmud (b. Meg. 25b) introduces nine
Qeres into the Historical Books for the sake of decency (the Kethiv here refer-
ring to excrement or hemorrhoids): At 1 Sam 5:6. 9, 12: 6:4, 5, it would read
1&hérim for the Kethiv 090y, with respect to the plague which struck the Phi-
listines for having detained the ark of Geod. At 2 Kgs 6:25, it would read
dibyvonim for the Kethiv Q1 "0, referring to a food with the offensive name,
“pigcon droppings.” At 2 Kegs 10:27, it would rcad [émdsa’6t for the Kethiv
MIRINN?. At 2 Kgs 18:27, it would rcad s6%tém and mémé ragléhem for the
Kethiv's DTN and D010,

*+ The Qere of 2 Sam 5:8 could be considered euphemistic: “who are hated by”
instead of the Kethiv, “who hate.” This is a case of avoiding having “David’s
soul™ as the object of the verb “'to hate.” We note that 4QSam? has achieved
the same result by another euphemism: “whom (David’s soul) has hated.” To
be precise, we must note that here the Masoretic Qere consists of a simple
rcvecalization of the Hebrew variant with a final yod (instcad of the waw of
thc Kethiv), which is what ® rcad in its Vorlage and vocalized as an active
participle: “who hate.”

44, See Neubauer, Géographie, 13556,
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Vowels
We now move on to euphemistic vocalizations of the consonantal

+ Two alternative vocalizations are possible for the first word of 1 Kgs 19:3,
one of which fits well in the context—"then he was afraid,” which &, D, Syr-
tac, and part of the M witness read—and another—"then he saw,” whose
intent is to avoid saying that Elijah, who had held firm before the Lord, feared
Jezebel, The sccond reading is the authentic reading of the traditional Tibe-
rian M, where it 1s supported by a Masorah. The Targum 1s bascd on it. This
would sccm to be an incidental cuphermism dating from the third phasc of tex-
tual development.

* Indecision about reading the same two roots 1s apparent in 2 Chr 26:5. Here
the situation is reversed. As we have already noted, the concern to replace the
vision of God with the fear of God i1s expressed here by ©, supported—as in
the preceding case—by the Syriac. Here the traditional Tiberian It (supported
by a Masorah and ) considers this euphemistic reading to be inauthentic,
although it ncvertheless madce its way into the Targum and certain 11 manu-
scripts under the influence of Talmudic citations which make use of it.

« Taking into account other similar cascs, we will grant that in 2 Sam 5:16 “Eli-
ada” and “Beceliada™ could have been two forms of the name of onc of
David’s sons. The latter form, attested in 1 Chr 14:7, was not de-Baalized by
either @ or the pre-Masoretic scribes, since it is attested at the beginning of
the third phase of textual development by the consonantal M, and subse-
quently by 1. In effect, the possibility that a son of David was devoted to Baal
gave no grounds for concern. Nevertheless, the vocalizers of M ook scruples
to establish a sort of clandestine (Jere by vocalizing the first two consonants
of the proper name with a §&wa’ and s&gd! (in place of two patahs). The read-
ing h&’elyada“ is thereby suggested, in which the “alep of the alternative form
replaces the ‘ayin, something which has in fact occurred in some rare wit-
nesses of M.

« At 2 Sam 11:21, the vocalizers’ activity, as noted above, 1s scen operating in
the reverse sense: with a s8gd! in place of a penultimate fidlem, the champion
of the resistance to Baal, Gideon, has been freed from the pejorative nuance
given to his name by a de-Baalizing scribe of the pre-Masoretic era who
changed Jerubbaal to Jerubbesheth.

There arc distinctive vocalizations for which 1t 1s very difficult to determine
from what age they date: thus, at 2 Kgs 10:19, 21, 22, 23, the placement of a
halem or a patah in the first syllable of the same consonant group distinguishes
the “worshippers™ (of Baal) from the “servants” (of the Lord). This distinction
(partially attested by © and faithfully incorporated into the Syriac, Targum, and
traditional Tiberian I manuscripts) does not appear in certain other N manu-
scripts nor in ®. This last fact may be interpreted in two ways: either this nuance
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of vocalization represents a development subsequent to the beginning of the sec-
ond phase, or, rather, the Greek translator (together with some I manuscript
copyists) cithcr missed the nuance or didn’t consider it uscful to take into account
in translation.

Diucritical point

In certain other nuances with theological implications (for example, the place-
ment of the diacritical point in 2 Chr 1:5), even the various witnesses of the tra-
ditional Tiberian text diverge. In this case, it is a Masorah that stands clearly in
the Ben Asher tradition which arbitrates among the witnesses, showing that the
authentic Tiberian text, supported by & and U, rejects a theological alteration at-
tested by the Syriac and the Targum.

Accents

We now take up the most tenuous of incidental euphemisms: those which
cxist in the rhythm of a phrase. insofar as it is indicated by accents. In the cx-
amples we will consider, it scems that we are dealing with textual activity subse-
quent to the sccond phasc of textual development. Nevertheless, 1t 1s impossible
to show that these nuances of reading were not already known to very early trad-
ents of the pre-Masoretic text, however artificial they may appear to us.

*  We have noted that M and © have made different attempts to avoid predicting
the destruction of the Temple in 1 Kgs 9:8. A parallel attempt 1s made by the
accenter of the parallel at 2 Chr 7:21. The Chronicler, in fact, by several alter-
ations and a fairly minor reconstruction of the text of Kings, has obtained the
following: “And this house, which rose high above everyone passing by it,
will be destroyed.” Only David (imhi’s exegesis truly does justice to the
Chronicler’s text. The accenter, by marking the word “high™ with a zagep
gdatdn, introduced the possibility that the subsequent lamed is supertluous,
and that the verse should be understood, with Rashi, “And this housc which
was cxalted—ceveryonce passing by it will be astonished.”

*  Wc have noted at Josh 22:26 and 34 that the name of the Yahwistic altar built
in Transjordan seems to have been suppressed before the second phase of tex-
tual development. A similar step was taken by the accenter of M with regard
to the name that Gidcon gave to the altar he built {Judg 6:24). The natural
sense of the text (according to M and LXX) 1s that Gideon named the altar
“the Lord i1s peace™ or “the peace of the Lord™ (thus ® reads). By marking the
Tetragrammaton with a tiphd, however, the accenter of It avoided the name
Gideon had given the altar and obtained: “and the Lord named it ‘peace™.”

» In2 Kgs 2:14, the placement of the ’atrah leads to the reading: “And he said,
‘Where is the God of Elijah?” Indeed, he then struck the waters. . . .7 How-
cver, the most fitting accentuation suggested by the text would move the



116 Part 1, Chapter 2

atnah back after “indeed he,” which leads to the reading: “And he said,
“Where is the God of Elijah, indeed?” Then he struck the waters. . . " This 1s
the sensc which Abravancl prefers. It is quite likely that the Iess natural posi-
tioning of the “atnah results from the accenter’s attempt to Iessen the bitter-
ncss of Elisha’s challenge to the God of Elijah.

4.c.iv. The various phases of Baal-cuphemisms

We have presented more than a hundred cases of enphemisms drawn from the
Historical Books in order to illustrate fairly completely a particular category of
textual mterventions which stand on the line between literary and textual criti-
¢ism. Dysphemisms also come into consideration in the category of euphemisms.
In cither casc, it 1s a matter of “the fitting word,” to aveid specaking inappropri-
atcly of those deserving of honor or thosc deserving of contempt.

In some cascs, the same words underwent successive cuphemism and dysphe-
mism. The following present the development of cuphemisms of Baal. They are
grounded in Hos 2:19: “Then I will remove the names of the Baals from her
mouth, and they shall be mentioned by name no more.” We have seen that varied
techniques were applied after the beginning of the second phase of textual devel-
opment, principally in the second book of Samuel—in the pre-Masoretic textual
tradition as much as in 4QSam® and the ® strain—to achieve the result promised
in Hosca: at times, the Baalophoric namc is omitted {(when it is modificd by the
appositional “son of Saul,” which can suffice to designate the man in gquestion)
and. morc often, the “-baal” clement is replaced by the pejorative “-boshet.”
However, this de-Baalization docs not take place in a completely logical way. In
the second book of Samuel, £ and the Antiochene tradition of ® are products of a
textual strain which cscaped this influcnce. The Chronicler, in handling lists with
Baalophoric names which have no dircet parallel in Samuel. retains the “-baal”
element. One Baalophoric name was usually retained, even in the old Historical
Books: “Yerubbaal.” because it conveyed Gideon’s rebellion against Baal (13
times in Judges and once in | Samuel). But we have seen that the tide of de-Baal-
1zation has not spared even this venerable name in the pre-Masoretic tradition of
2 Samuel, where, at 11:21, it has changed it to *Yerubbosheth.” To purge the con-
sequent insult, the vocalizer of M has neutralized the pejorative nuance by read-
ing “Ycrubbesheth.” The Chrenicler. in this regard, at 1 Chr 14:7, rctaincd the
namc of David’s son, “Baalyada,” which in other lists appears under the alternate
torm. “Elyada.” But we have noted that the vocalizer of 1, uncomfortable with a
text that seems to presuppose a cult dedicated to Baal 1n David’s family, has
steered the pronunciation toward the alternate form by vocalizing: “be-Elvada.”

5. The Preservation of Textual Integrity by Limited Innovation
This examplc of the process of de-Baalization gives us the opportunity to ob-
serve that the euphemistic intention—which appears already in the work of the
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biblical authors—continued to find expression throughout the transmission of sa-
cred books, as much in the M tradition as in that of ®. The Deuteronomist com-
mands: “you shall blot out the remembrance of Amalcq” (25:19). We have scen
onc attcmpt by 01 (Judg 1:16) and onc by ® (Judg 5:14) to apply this principle by
textual intervention. The cuphemism is a necessity that imposcs itself—in how-
cver inconscquential fashion—on the transmitters of the sacred text to assure the
text's integrity in the face of changing sensibilities. It i1s one of the “controlled
variations” about which Talmon made the following astute observation: “in this
sphere of biblical text transmission the possibility should be considered that the
principle of ‘controlled variation” which was the legitimate right of biblical au-
thors, editors, and likewise ol transmitters and copyists retained a lease on life
also in the post-biblical period.”* In the pre- and proto-Masorctic line, the stan-
dard of literal exactitude was only gradually put into place: first, the consonantal
text, then the vocalization, and then the accentuation. Before these levels of con-
sonants, vowels, and accents underwent their successive stabilization, however,
and the text’s adaptability to life’s circumstances was relegated to solely external
domains of midrashic interpretation, the “contrelled variations™ were not seen as
unfaithful to the integrity of the text. They seemed to be required for the faithful
transmission of canonical writings: it was a matter of allowing these writings al-
ways to speak what they had to say—in the case of euphemisms, to find suitable
cxpressions—despite the fact that their hearers were differently attuned as a re-
sult of cultural transformations. As Sanders commented, the principal character-
istic of canonical matcrial throughout the biblical and post-biblical period was its
adaptability.*® For quite some time, this adaptability was manifcsted in limited
innevations in which we must see a pious motive with respect to the transmitted
texts.

One can also ask if textual eriticism might not be using an anachronistic eri-
terion when it assumes the requirement of a strict literal identity on texts from
the moment when they became canonical. In fact, stabilization and adaptation
are two apparently contradictory tendencies which, nevertheless, have long
interacted and sought the same goal: to preserve the integrity ot the text. Stabili-
zation tends to guarantee this integrity by preventing further changes, whether to
the written text (consonants) or to subtleties of pronunciation (vowels) or even to
the rhythm of pronunciation (accents). Adaptation—rccognizing that God spcaks
in human languagc—tends to consider it necessary to submit the text to certain
alterations, of such character and extent as to reflect the cvolution of human cx-
pression, specifically in order to assure that the text retain its audience under
changing circumstances. It i1s clear that this adaptational tendency played a pre-

45. Talmon, ~Study,” 376.
46. Sanders. “Adaptable,” 542.
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dominant role in the various redactional reshapings which preceded the second
phase of textual development.

During thc sccond phase, it found a quite natural expression in the translation
of the Bible into Greek. It can also be discerned 1n certain updated textual forms
attested at Qumran. As for the pre-Masorctic strain, it was the stabilizing ten-
dency which took the upper hand from the start of the sccond phase, giving this
text form the appearance, as far back as the first century B.C., of a scholarly text
preserved by scholars and intelligible only with difficulty, even for them. It would
be anachronistic to stigmatize as “textual alterations™ the final redactional inter-
ventions preceding the definitive ascendancy of stabilization. As an example,
consider the most extensive theological gloss that we have seen penetrate the pre-
Masorctic textual tradition afler the beginning of the sccond phase: the intensifi-
cation of the guilt of Eli’s sons in 1 Sam 2:22. Why treat this addition differently
from the “pluses™ that M prescents in Jeremiah in comparison to &? Arc they not
both a final litcrary creativity which must be considered legitimately a part of the
subsequently stabilized text? It is for this reason that the committee—in this case,
as in that of the list of Canaanite kings in Josh 12:9-24—has reversed its decision
and recognized that here, too, is an autonomous literary development in the heart
of M subsequent to the beginning of the second phase.

B. How Did the Canonization of the Scriptural Books Take Place?

As is now generally recognized with respect to the word “canonization,” one
must not confuse the recognition of a given book as sacred with the closing of
the canon which took place in Palestinian Judaism toward the end ol the {irst
century A.D.

1. Canonization as the Recognition of Literature as Sacred

If we take the liberty of using “canonization™ in a broad sense to designate the
act by which a book has been recognized as sacred Scripture, that is not neces-
sarily to imply that we are dealing with an event which is easy either to describe
or to locate. The Torah, the prophetic oracles, and the historical books of diverse
eras came by different paths and in different stages to be integrated finally, with
the Psalms and wisdom writings, in a single collection of sacred books.

l.a. The recognition of the Torah as « sacred book

Ever since a Torah was venerated as received by Moscs on Sinai, ¢ven before
it was codified and promulgated, it was accorded status as Word of God. The his-
tory of Israel allows us to identify two successive codifications: that which
served as the basis for the Josianic reform and that which constituted the legal
corpus promulgated by Ezra in the naime of the Persian king. Each of these codi-
fications probably entailed a textual stabilization. The one that occurred at the
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end of the seventh century B.C. did not last long; the destruction of the Temple
and the monarchy compelled the exiles to prepare a new codification. The text
promulgated by Ezra, howcever, enjoyed the guarantees of additional stability ac-
cruing to it by virtuc of official approval and solemn promulgation by the royal
administration, and subscquently by its central place in synagogue worship. It is
also that portion of the Jewish Bible in which arce discerned the fewest literary al-
terations at the heart of the various transmission traditions.

I.h. The recognition of the prophetic oracles as sacred books

Prophetic oracles often constituted the legacy of small schools ot disciples who
recognized in them a divine word. The exile provided a larger audience {or those
prophcts who had announccd the destruction of the Temple and monarchy. Col-
lections of their prophecics came to be formed. In Isaiah’s case, the collection
grew within a singlc school. In the case of Jeremiah, the collection was transmitted
in two distinct sctiings before being entirely stabilized. Among the Maccabean
hasidim, at Qumran, and in the Christian community, there are contemporizing re-
readings which attest that these oracles were understood as a divine word offering
these communities enlightenment as to their present and future destiny. The Sa-
maritans, however, did not receive these oracles as sacred, and the Ebionites?? did
not recognize them as inspired. There is no evidence that the Sadducees read them
thus. As for Philo, he uscs them only sporadically while setting the Law at the cen-
ter of his study. Even in the Pharisaic tradition, certain storics (such as the discus-
sion between Jacob of Kefar Nibouraya and R. Haggai, reported by the midrash on
Qoh 7:23) indicate that there were currents still persisting around a.D. 350 that
would not place the “gabbala™ (a category which includes the Prophets and Writ-
ings) on a par with the Torah. At Qumran, on the other hand, as in thc New Tes-
tament, no distinction between the degrees of sanctity of the Torah and the
prophetic writings can be discerned.

I.c. The recognition of the historical sources as sacred books

The historical books that Talmudic Judaism designates as the “Former Proph-
ets” were probably “canonized” in two stages: initially, they were preserved as
sources for the history of the people, which conferred on them the status of tradi-
tional books. We have alrcady drawn attention to the fact that the Chronicler
trcated them with greater freedom than the Torah, Only later, after their redaction
had been attributed to the Prophets, did they gain full standing as sacred Scrip-
ture, on the same grounds as the prophetic writings.

47. See Barthélemy, Etudes, 308.
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I.d. The closing of the Haphtarot

A book such as Daniel, as a prophetic oracle, carried the hope of the hasidim
and subscquently of all movements that shared in their scriptural legacy. In Phar-
1saic Judaism, howevcer, it never gained entrance into the collection of Prophets
from which arc drawn the Haplitarot for synagoguc worship. Here one might see
an indication that the content of this latter collection was alrcady determined
toward the middle of the second century B.C., and that only the contours of the
group of “other writings” were indistinct until the closing of the Pharisaic canon
and the progressive stabilization of Christian lists.

l.e. Historical books outside the Pharisaic canon of Prophets

Le.d. Chronicles

Chronicles probably entered the collection of sacred books in the wake of
Kings. Their Greek title, Paraleipomena (= “Omissions,” Latin spelling Parali-
pomena), identifics them as supplementary archival material which the redactors
of Kings did not use. The Hebrew title, dibré-hayvéamim, scems to represent the
hooks as the archival collection that Kings cites frequently under the same title.
This subtle pseudepigraphy must have played no slight role in the admission of
Chronicles to the sacred books.

l.e.li. Ezra-Nehemiah

However closely tied in 1ts litcrary origin to Chronicles, which it completes,
Ezra-Nehemiah seems to have gained entry to the canonical collection before
Chronicles. We find one indication of this in the Greek Bible and another in the
Hebrew Bible.

The Greek Esdras o presents an interesting literary phenomenon. In it we have
an old translation of the last two chapters of Chronicles, all of Ezra, and a frag-
ment of Nchemiah., Amidst these frecly translated extracts, we find inscrted the
story of the question debated by the courticrs of King Darius, which has no par-
allcl 1in the Hebrew Bible. It 1s probable that this entire narrative entered Hellenis-
tic Judaism by different and older routes than those by which the considerably
more literal translation of Paralipomena arrived. When a more exacting standard
of literality came to be applied to the biblical translations, a second, fuller and
more faithful translation (2 Esdras) was provided to replace the first. Since each
offered material which was absent from the other, however, they remained side by
side in the Greek Bible. One might consider that Esdras o was intended to provide
Hcllenistic Jews with the narratives which would continue the history recounted
in the books of Kings. It was, 1n all likclihood, only aftcr this continuation had
bcen received that interest grew 1n the sceond version of the prior history which
Paralipomena offered.

The Hebrew Bible 1tself may also provide an indication that Ezra-Nehemiah
was received before Chronicles. This indication consists of the inversion of the
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books, contrary to the succession of historical events, in the old rabbinic list pre-
served in the Babylonian Talmud (B. Bat. 14b). Moreover, the precaution has
been taken at the end of Chronicles to retain the first verses of Ezra, so as not to
losc the memory that the happenstances of canomzation had broken a litcrary
continuity. In any cvent, we note that Sirach makes usc of both Chronicles (47:9—
1) and Nchemiah (49:13).

1.e.iii. Two Scrolls

In the Historical Books of the Christian Old Testament, two small books still
appear which the rabbinic list incorporates into the category of “Scrolls,” sug-
gesting that the process of canonization has taken distinct paths.

Ruth

The book of Ruth 1s attested at Qumran 1n four copies. The Greek translation,
however, appears to be late, having been produced among Palestinian Pharisees
in the first decades of the Common Era.*® It was probably aimed at spreading the
practice of rcading this small scroll on the fecast of Shavuot among the syna-
gogucs of the Diaspora. Likewisce, its ¢ntry into the collection of sacred books
was probably ticd to the spread of its liturgical usage at this time.

Esther

The situation with Esther is quite different. This scroll’s raison d 'étre was to
promulgate the feast of Purim. Already 1n the second, or perhaps the first, cen-
tury B.C., a Greek translation was developed for circulation in Egypt with just
this purpose. Nevertheless, it is the only book in the Pharisaic canon which has
not been found at Qumran.*® In practice, Purim is more a familial and popular
fcast than a properly liturgical onc; this explains how Esther could be the only
“scroll” preserved in familics and how (according to &, San. 100a), toward the
end of the third century A.D., some rabbis could still question the necessity of
making a “veil” for the book of Esther. They probably shared the opinion of
Mar Samuel (ca. A.D. 230) that Esther had been inspired for recitation but not
for writing (h. Meg. 7a). This uncertainty about the book’s degree of sanctity
probably also explains how it could be omitted from the canons of Meliton,
Athanasius, and Gregory of Nazianzus, while Amphilochius and Nicephorus
doubted 1ts canonicity. Nevertheless, we note that Joscphus—who said that he
chose at the age of twenty-one to join the Pharisaic sect®—used the Greek Es-
ther’! and that his choice of the reign of Artaxcrxes as the terminus ad quem for

48. See Barthélemy, Devanciers, 158fF.

44, |Since the publication of CTAT Vol. 1, some “Esther related fragments™ from Cave 4
have been debated in the literature. See M. Saebg’s introduction to Esther in BHO Megilloth,
24%, —Fd.]

30. Josephus, Vol. 1 (The Life, §2).

51. Josephus, Vol. 8 (Jewish Antigiities, Book X1, §§184-296).
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the redaction of the sacred books seems to have been motivated by a desire to
include Esther.”>

L.f Different paths to canonicity

As far as we can ascertain, at Icast five different paths of admission to canon-
icity can be identificd among the Historical Books treated in CTAT Vol. 1, and
perhaps as many distinct settings and eras in which this admission took place.
Even if the final stage (the integration of the sacred books into one common list)
was in most places identical for all, the intermediate stages varied. Some had first
been preserved as traditional archival material. For others, liturgical usage consti-
tuted an essential stage, whether in the Sabbath liturgy for which some provided
the Haphtarot, the liturgy of onc of the ancicnt pilgrimage feasts (Shavuot), or a
popular and familial paraliturgy {Purim). For still others, a subtle pscudepigraphy
must have played a role (prophetic redaction, or identification with a document
cited in a book alrcady rcad as Scripturc).

2. Canonization as Closing

In attempting to represent the closing of the lists of canonical books, 1t Is nec-
essary to distinguish between the Jewish Bible and the Christian Old Testament.

2.a. Jerome’s Perspective

In his quest for the Veritas hebraica, Jerome wanted to accept as the canonical
list of the Christian Old Testament that which he found in use among the Jewish
masters of his day. This choice was bound up with his use of the proto-Masoretic
Hebrew text as the basis for his new Latin translation. Historians of Old Testa-
ment canon have subsequently interpreted Jerome’s position as the deliberate
abandonment of an “Alexandrian canon™ which the Greek-speaking church of the
first centuries had inherited at the same time as Hellenistic Judaism received the
Septuagint. Jerome would thereby have taken two complementary, and wholly
justifiable, initiatives. On the onc hand, he would have carricd out his translation
dircetly from the Hebrew, to replace the uncven and corrupt € which 1s only indi-
rcetly and tenuously related to the Hebrew Vorlage of the Greek translators. On
the other hand, he would have chosen as the authentic list of biblical books that
which the Palestinian Jewish contemporaries of Jesus had used, in preference to
an Alexandrian canon which had accepted less critically other books in circula-
tlon among various pious groups in Hellenistic Judaism. As a result of his direct
contact with Hebrew-speaking Palestinian Judaism, one could say, Jerome would
have rerooted the Old Testament of the church, as much canonically as textually,
morc authentically in the Jewish milicu in which Jesus lived.

52, losephus, Vol. | (Against Apion, §40).
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The discovery of the Qumran manuscripts has, however, illuminated two
points of which Jerome could not have been aware: first, the variability of content
of sacrcd librarics and the diversily of forms in usc among Hcbrew-speaking
Jews of Jesus’ day; and sccond, the cultural and religious context in which the
canonical closing and fixing of the text took place, which led to the Veritas he-
braica that Jerome considered normative.

2.b. The Bible of Qumran and the Authors of the New Testament

The content of the Qumran library allows the determination that the collections
of the Law and the Prophets were received at Qumran, as 1in the New Testament,
bul were accompanied by a complementary group of writings in three categories,
which wc shall designate (anachronistically) as (1) Writings (Kctuvim), (2) Dcu-
terocanon or Apocrypha, and (3) Apocrypha or Pscudepigrapha. without drawing
a dividing linc among them. The concern to ¢stablish such boundarics probably
surfaced before the first revolt in the Pharisaie schools, but it had not yet mani-
fested 1tselt in the period of which the Qumran literature and the New Testament
inform us.

This determination in no way challenges the fact that, at Qumran as in the
New Testament, the two collections known as the Law and the Prophets were
recognized as sacred Scripture. It does reveal, however, that the content of the re-
maining group which constituted the category of “sacred books™ scems to have
varicd from community to community and cven from author to author. The
Psalms stood at the center of this group. although the collection at Qumran—at
lcast in some manuoscripts—still had impreeise limits. At Qumran, howcever, as
among somec¢ New Testament authors., it certainly secms that some books which
Jews and Christians today consider apocryphal (¢.g., Enoch) were read more than
some which we all agree today arc canonical (c.g., Esther).
2.¢. The “Alexandrian Canon”

The canons of African councils inform us of the list of books which the Latin
church read as sacred Scripture in Jerome’s day. As the preponderance of the
great uncials of the Greek Bible and the patristic citations show us, this list was
substantially identical to the list of books received by the Greek churches.

There is nothing to prove, howevecr, that this list had been cstablished authori-
tatively by Alexandrian Judaism since the first century A.D. and rceeived by the
church at the same time as the Scptuagint. In fact, only the Pentatcuch was made
the object of an official promulgation in Alexandria.** With regard to the various
Greek-speaking Jewish communities from which the church received the Scrip-
tures, the New Testament shows us that they would have used sacred libraries
with still fluid boundaries comparable to the sacred hbrary at Qumran, their con-

53. See Barthélemy, Ltudes, 336-37.
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tent varying to a certain degree with respect to the books which they included
with the Law and the Prophets.

It was probably by mutual consultation that the churches subsequently agrecd
to fix preeisc limits to the list of books which could be read as sacred Sceripture in
the liturgy. It 1s certain in any casc that when Origen reports the content of the
canonical list of the Jews, it 15 not dene to set a norm for the church, but to pro-
vide guidance in the controversy with the Jews for a Church which had already
established the list of books with which it had been entrusted at the time of its
creation.>*

2.d. Closing of the Jewish canon

2.d.i. Why closing?

It can bc demonstrated that Pharisaism, alrcady at the beginning of the first
century A.D., had begun to check the Septuagint against a proto-Masorctic text,
and 1t 1s unlikely 1n these settings that a concern for distinguishing between that
which could and that which could not be read as sacred Scripture waited for the
beginning of Christianity to surface. Nevertheless,

Christian appropriation of Jewish Scriptures added impetus to the progress of
their canonization. Such belligerent declarations as Justin Martyr’s, " Your Scrip-
lures, or rather not yours, but ours™ | Dialogue XXIX, 2] egged on the rabbis to
differentiate sharply between their own “authentic” Bible and alien accretions.
The text began to be definitely established and the foundations of the Mausorak
were laid down through the minute toil of generations. Certain books were def-
initely included in. others excluded from, the Hebrew canon, a peremptory line
of demarcation being drawn between those endowed with scriptural authority
and the inferior “external™ works (Apocrypha and Pscudepigrapha).®

Thus S. W. Baron represented the cultural context in which the closing of the
Jewish Palestinian canon took place.

Joshua Bloch. on the basis of two complementary studies by G. E Moore™®
and L. Ginzberg,’” reasoned that:

the fear that the gospels, the teachings of which they did not regard as of the au-
thentic Jewish grain, may in the course of time assume a position equal with
that held by the Hebrew Bible prompted the early rabbis to discourage their
reading and ultimately to deny them a place in the national literature of the Jews
by banning them from the body of Jewish literature. Already in the year 90 C.E.

34. Sece ibid., 114, 207.

55, Buron, History, Vol. 2, 14445,
56. Moore, “Delinition,” 11541,

57. Ginzberg, “Observations,” 142-03,
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leading rabbis meeting at Jamnia declared that “the gospels and the books of the
Minim arc not sacred Scriptures.”**

He adds:

When Rabbi Aqgiba coined the term “outside books™ and applied it to the books
of the Nazarenes, he did so in order to stigmatize as un-Jewish certain writings
for which scriptural authority was claimed by those who accepted their teach-
ings. To discourage the use of those writings in and their influence upon Iewry,
he declared that anyone reading in them is thereby deprived of a portion in the
World to Come.*”

It is not improbable that this concern to prevent the Gospels and sacred books of
the Jewish Christians from infiltrating the Jewish Scriptures played a part in the
definitive closing of the canon. Josephus informs us that at the end of the first
century a list of . . . twenty-two books which are justly accredited had already
been established;%" we cannot determine, however, whether one or another
book, the canonicity of which was then under discussion, was included or
cxcluded in this list. During the second century—setting aside the special case of
Esther discussed above—the only two books that were still the object of substan-
tive debate among the rabbis were Qohelet and Canticles.®!

2.d.it. The criterion of exclusion

If we wish to specify the criteria utilized to exclude already traditional books
from the definitive list, Josephus's contemporary witness is tlluminating: “From
Artaxerxes to our own time the complete history has been written, but has not
been deemed worthy of cqual credit with the carlier records, because of the failure
of the exact succession of the prophets.”® This interruption of the “succession”
of prophcts at the time of Artaxcrxcs corrcsponds to the scquence of tradition
given at the beginning of the tractate Abot, according to which the prophets trans-
mitted the Torah to the “men of the Great Synagogue” (which the rabbinic
sources tend to represent as an institution). This “Great Synagogue” finds its his-
torical origin—as Kuenen rightly saw®—in the assembly of Nehemiah 8-10).
Buhl® has noted that the traditional rabbinic chronology has reduced the time
which separates the reconstruction of the Temple and Alexander’s destruction of
the Persian Empire to 34 years. Thus the rabbinic tradition can identify the last
prophets (Haggai, Zechariah, and Malachi) as those who transmitted the Torah to

538. Bloch, “Qutside,” 203.

59. Ibid., 223.
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the Great Synagogue (Aborh R. Nar., Vol. 1, page 2, according to texts A and B),
of which Simon the Just was a survivor (. ’Abor 1:2). Furthermore, the Babylo-
nian Talmud makes Simon a contcmporary of Alcxander (b, Yoma 69a).

Rabbinic tradition attests that the Holy Spirit disappcared from Isracl wath the
decaths of Haggai, Zechariah, and Malachi.® Since it is the fact of having been
“spoken in the Holy Spinit” which distinguishes a holy book from a profanc
book,% there could be no holy book subsequent to these three prophets who
transmitted the Torah (in a broad sense) to the “men of the Great Synagogue.”
According to rabbinic tradition, Mordecai, writer of the book of Esther, being
one of these “men of the Great Synagogue,” had composed the latest of the holy
books.®” The Seder ‘Olam says, with regard Lo the appearance of Alexander:
“Until then, there had been prophcets prophesying in the Holy Spirit. Beginning at
that point and thereafter, hearken and listen to the words of the sages.” %%

Alrcady in the Maccabcean cra there had been an awarceness that the time of the
prophets had come to an end (1 Mace 9:27). From the moment the awareness
dawned, the list of holy books was closed in the view of people who shared that
awareness. Henceforth, whenever a new book would be integrated into the list, it
was necessary to demonstrate that this “recently found” book had been composed
betore the end of the Persian era. This requirement could be satistied by Qohelet
or Canticles, by their attribution to Solomon, as well as by Daniel, whose visions
were dated to the Babylonian or Persian empirce.

However, this criterion was not applicd entircly consistently. Thus Josephus—
despite having testificd to the lesser credibility to be accorded to writings subsc-
quent to Artaxerxes—made considerable use of | Maccabees as a source for com-
posing his Antiguities,®” having said at the beginning of his work: “The precise
details of our Scripture records will, then, be sct forth, cach in its place, as my
narrative procceds, that being the procedure that I have promised to follow
throughout this work, neither adding nor omitting anything.” 7 Hebrew-speaking
Pharisaism, for its part, continued to cite Ben Sira frequently as Holy Scripture,”!
although the rabbis of the late first century A.D. had specified that it did not “defile
the hands,” that is, was not among the holy books (r. Yad. 2.13). We can see from
this that even in Pharisaic settings it was difficult to exclude a traditional book,
even when it mentioned outright events of the Greek era (for example, Sir 50:1).

We conclude that the concern for closing the list of holy books surfaced fairly
carly among the Pharisces, who believed that the time of the prophets had reached

63. Bee Strack and Billerbeck. Vol 1, 127, &h.

66. Ibid., Vol. 4, 4441, §§d-T.

67. Ginzberg, Legends, Vol. 6. 447,

68. Seder (lam. 140.

69. Joscphus, Vol. 9 (Jewish Antiguities, Books XI1, §237 1o XIIL §217).
70. Joscphus, Vol. 5 (Jewish Antiguitics, Book L, §17).
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an end in the Persian era, but who also recognized that popular piety accorded the
status of sacred Scripture to books composed after that era. Nevertheless, it was
not until after the repression of the first revolt against Romc—and morc urgently
aftcr the outbreak of the sccond—that the same Pharisaic circles undertook a sys-
tematic purge, belicving that it was imperative to protect themselves from the in-
filtration of doctrines alicn to authentic Judaism. The march toward stabilization
of the consonantal text seems to have kept cadence with that which aimed at sta-
bilizing the list of sacred books. It was by elimination and recension that Judaism,
beginning with Yohanan ben Zakkai, standardized the form and content of its sa-
cred library, theretotore characterized by the variety seen at Qumran. One ot the
reasons lor this purging was to separate from Jewish Christian Nazarenes, thus
preventing the new writings which they had begun to rcad as sacred Scripturc
from joining the sacred books of Isracl.

C. Diversity or Unity of Textual Types

1. Causes of the Divergence of Textual Forms

As we have already shown, some redactional shaping and literary innovation
of limited significance continued to occur in certain Jewish communities with re-
gard to texts which these same communities were coming to consider as tradi-
tional writings and cven to introducc into their sacred library.

Thec process of translation provided the Greeks with an occasion to intcgrate
into the text additions of considerable extent, which in some cascs alrcady cx-
isted in the form of midrashim. We find, for example, in chapters three and four
of the old translation of Ezra, the dispute among the courtiers of Darius concern-
ing wine, women, and truth. Likewise, in Esther we have Mordechar’s dream,
prayer, and letter, as well as Esther’s prayer and the edicts of Artaxerxes. So too,
in the third book of Kingdoms (1 Kings) are the bits and pieces which regroup
passages that had been scattered in the Hebrew or which embroider certain narra-
tives. Numcrous additions also proliterated in the various torms of thc Esther
Targum, the Ruth Targum, and the Targum on the psalms of Judges and Samucl.

Such literary creativity, as well as some textual accidents and redactional al-
terations thereby entailed, 1s manifested in the variety ot textual forms which
Qumran has brought to light for us in the world of Hebrew-speaking Judaism,
showing us that these diverse forms coexisted in the library of one and the same
community. When a book was translated into another language, the process of
translation also occasioned further diversification of textual forms. Indeed, a
book that had been translated fairly freely could undergo recension based on a
Vorlage diffcrent from its primary Vorlage; it also happened that a slavishly
translatcd book might subscquently rceeive stylistic alterations or glosses which
did not take account of the contents of the original that the translation supposcdly
represented. Furthermore, these various forms interact with cach other, produc-
ing sccondary alterations and conflated readings.
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2. Varied Conditions Affecting the Diversity of Textual Forms

Given this perspective on the diversity of textual forms, the situation of each
book differs from thosc of the others.

2.a. Late books in brief circulution

Some books, such as Chronicles, that were quite late and of limited circula-
tion, did not undergo extensive evolution between the time they were written, the
time of their translation into Greek, and the time of their textual stabilization.
This results in what might be called a flat textual tradition, without the expanse of
time needed to set textual difficulties in perspective. When a corruption exists, it
often goes back to the Hebrew archetype, to which the Greek textual forms rarely
offer genuine variants. Somcwhat paradoxically, onc is often at more of a loss
with textual difficultics in a late book than with thosc prescented by carlier books.

2.b. Books with long und complex textual traditions

Indeed, other books have a long textual tradition with complex branching. The
books of Samucl, for cxamplc, were translated into Greek from a Vorlage closer
to certain textual forms attested at Qumran than 1t was to a pre-Masorctic type of
text. Then witnesses of this Greek translation underwent recension based on a
proto-Masoretic Hebrew textual forim. Later—because of the way in which
Origen arranged the different Greek forms, whether revised or not, into the vari-
ous columns of the Hexapla—these different textual forms alternate and interfere
with each other in certain families of Greek manuscripts. This entanglement
makes it difficult to sort out the valuable contribution of the Greek witnesses.

2.¢. Popular books transmitted in settings of unsophisticated piety

Stll other books, although relatively late, were transmitted in popular or pious
settings only marginally related to those in which the vigilance of the learned op-
erated. Thus the book of Tobit is preserved at Qumran in both an Aramaic form
(four copies) and a Hebrew form {one copy). On the other hand, it is also known
in two distinct Greek forms from which £ diverges. Finally, Jerome translated it
from an Aramaic form which cannot be reconciled with the older forms, and
which also stands apart from the Aramaic forms that have been edited since as far
back as the sixtcenth century. This boek’s extremely convoluted textual tradition
scems to have cscaped the normative influcnce of an official cdition.

As we will sce, the direction and cxtent of dispersion of textual forms varics
from book to book. It is remarkable that at Qumran. as in the Christian church be-
tore Origen, this pluralism within which the sacred books were read seems to
have been accepted without difficulty.
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3. The Standard Proto-Masoretic Edition

Notwithstanding the foregoing, a tendency toward textual unification surfaced
at the beginning of thc Common Era in that branch of Palcstinian Judaism that
was the vigilant conservator of the pre-Masorctic text type. Editors who probably
belonged to the school of Hillel endeavored to conform ® to the Hebrew text form
which was normative for them. This Pharisaic branch represented that current
within first-century Judaism which was best able to survive the repression of the
two revolts against Rome. After each of these repressions, it was necessary to re-
place those biblical books which had been destroyed with new copies. This
offered the opportunity to promulgate a standard edition which probably derived
from a single archetype, and at the same time to eliminate other textual forms still
in circulation. Alongside the Greek Bible, Aquila’s rceension sought to provide
an almost perfeet version of this standard edition of the Hebrew consonantal text.

This systematic promulgation of a normative consonantal text in the heart of
Tannaitic Judaism constituted an e¢vent of central importance for the history of
the Old Testament text: this was the proto-Masoretic edition of the Hebrew text.
How was 1t that it came to supplant the other Hebrew textual forms? There was
apparcntly no nccd for formal measures (of which we hear nothing from history),
any more than there was a need for such measures in the western Church for the
Vulgate to supplant the Vetus Latina. It was encugh that the standard proto-
Masoretic edition was considered as the most authentic by the groups responsible
for the reorganization of Judaism after the suppression of the two revolts of A.D.
66-70 and A.D. 131-135. The biblical fragments from the caves occupied by the
refugees of the second revolt give us a vivid portrait of the process of recension
of the Hebrew biblical text bascd on this standard edition.

4. Effects of the Standardization of the Hebrew Text on the
Christian Old Testament

What were the effects of this standardization of the Jewish Bible on the Greek
and Latin Old Testament of the Christians? The Dialogue with Trypho shows us
Justin’s protestations against the first undertaking on the part of Palestinian Juda-
ism to ¢dit the Scptuagint.’> Toward the middle of the sccond century, Mclito
knew of the Jewish canon, but the ignorance of Hebrew among Greek- and Latin-
spcaking Christians of the time slowed contact between their Old Testament and
the standardized Hebrew edition. That had to wait for the publication of Origen’s
Hexapla in the first half of the third century.

4.a. Origen
When he became aware of the differences that existed between the Christian
Old Testament and the Bible used by Hebrew-speaking Jews of his day, Ongen

72, Barthélemy, Devanciers, 203-12,
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felt the need to set these texts in a synopsis, which he used to two ends: on the ba-
sis of the Jewish recensions of the Greek Bible, he could complete the Christian
Old Testament with the additional material in the Jewish Bible and draw atten-
tion in the text of the Christian Old Testament to what was missing in the Jewish
Biblc. Thus arose Origen’s recension of ® with its additions marked by asterisks,
and obcli noting what ® rctained beyond the Jewish Bible, Morcover, by dircctly
comparing the other recensions represented in the Hexapla or the scholarly mar-
ginalia drawn from them, Origen and the more educated of his successors—espe-
cially Eusebius and Jerome—were in a position to extend their grasp of the
biblical text and to enrich their exegesis of it.

Origen’s library included Philo of Alexandria’s Life of Moses, in which Philo
asscrts the gift of prophctic inspiration for translators. Upon them fell the super-
human task of transposing laws revealed by God into a new language, without
recasting, adding to, or changing them, but integrally prescrving the basic con-
cepts and that which characterized their original expression.’? The Fathers of the
second century had followed Philo on this point. Irenaeus stated that “the Scrip-
tures had been interpreted by the inspiration of God.”’* Clement of Alexandria
also affirmed that “it was not alien to the inspiration of God, who gave the proph-
ecy, also to produce the translation, and make it as it were Greek prophecy.”?>
However, neither Philo nor Irenacus nor Clement was aware of differences be-
tween the Sceptuagint and the Hebrew Bible of the Palestinian rabbis. For them,
the gift of prophctic inspiration guaranteed the absolute fidelity of the translators.
Origen himsclf, though awarc of the differences, nevertheless did not draw the
conclusion that the Septuagint was cither an 1nauthentic or an imperfect transla-
tion.”’® He did not believe, as Philo had, that the mission of the translators had
been to make the Greek Bible a twin of the Hebrew Bible.?’ Particular pur-
poses—an “cconomy,” as Origen called it—had cnabled them to avoid a literal
translation, for the Septuagint sought to say to Greeks what the Jewish Bible
would mean for them, as Greeks. Thus the translators had guided the interpreta-
tion of ambiguous passages through the use of various glosses. They had sought
especially to enhance the figure of Moses, moditying passages which seemed to
them too mundane. These details adduced by Origen reveal that the “Greek
prophecy” discerned in the Septuagint by Clement of Alexandria is not character-
ized by correspondence to the Hebrew, but rather by innovations which became
an intcgral part of the Christian Old Testament.

73, Philo, Vol. 6 (On the Life of Moses. Book 2. §§34, 37, 40},
74. Irenacus, Heresies, Book 3, ch. 21, §2.
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4.h. Augustine
This is, in fact, exactly the way that Augustine represented the relative auton-
omy of thc Septuagint with respecet to the Hebrew text:

If, then, we see, as it behooves us to see, in these Scriptures no words that the
Spirit of God did not speak through men, it follows that whatever is in the He-
brew text but not in that of the seventy translators is something that the Spirit of
God did not choose to say through the latter, but only through the prophets. On
the other hand, where anything thal is in the Septuagint is nol in the Hebrew
text, the same spirit must have preferred to say it through the former rather than
through the prophets, thus showing that these as well as those were prophets.™

One could say that Augustine, following the shift of emphasis effected by Ori-
gen, did not interpret—as Philo had—the inspiration of translators as guarantee-
ing a miraculous exactitude of literal correspondence between their work and the
Hebrew text. Rather, he saw in this prophetic inspiration the reason for the rela-
tive autonomy displaycd by the translated Old Testament as rcad by the Chris-
tians with respecet to the Hebrew Bible of the Jews. Augustine sought to stecr the
church toward an Old Testament read in two distinct and complementary textual
torms.

4.c. The “Veritas Hebraica”

In point of fact, this view of Augustine’s was unable to gain currency. After
him, Western Christian exegetes—Catholic and Protestant—considered the Sep-
tuagint as an imperfect means of access to the Old Testament; a means of access
with which thc church had, unhappily, to be satisficd during the first four cen-
turics, before Jerome finally had the audacity to draw dircetly on the Veritas he-
braica for his completely new translation. Is this view still tenable today, in light
of the particulars we have adduced regarding the progressive stabilization of lit-
erary Innovations, and regarding the conditions in which the Christian Old Testa-
ment and the proto-Masoretic edition of the Jewish Bible came into being? Could
one still say, with Cardinal Cajetan (at the end of his commentary on Esther), that
“one must review the declarations of church Councils and Doctors in light of
lerome’s position™?79

IV. Pluralism and a Favored Reference Text

A. What Hebrew Textual Form Is to Be Restored?

The critique of a text cannot be taken up until we have formed a sufficiently
clear idea of the text that is the aim of restoration.

78, Augustine. Civitate. XVIII, §43.
79, In Cajetan, Opera.
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I. No Stable and Unified Text at the Beginning of the Second Phase

As we have said, the committee hoped to achieve—at what it believed to be
the beginning of the sccond phasc of textual development—a textual form from
which the various cxtant witnesses actvally would have diverged and which
thosc witnesses attest cither dircctly or indirectly as the base from which they
would have diverged. We have alrcady mentioned the two advantages offered by
such a goal: first, a stabilized textual form would thus be obtained which—even
if 1t weren’t ““original” in the literary sense of that word—would have been able
practically to qualify as the “original” of the given biblical book. Second, since
the point of departure for the divergence of textual traditions is the aim, the bib-
lical book would be realized in a form antecedent to the various textual forms in
which the various confessions typically usc it. Given this hypothesis, it would not
have been necessary to preface the textual entique with a enitique of canonical
forms.

We have also stated that in the course of its work the committee had to limit
1ts sights in the cases of Proverbs, Jeremiah, and Ezekiel. The editing of CTAT
Vol. | offcred the opportunity to 1dentify some late hiterary innovations which
can be found 1n almost ¢very book included 1n that volume. We have had to con-
clude from this that the stable point which we had believed (with Kittel) could be
fixed around 300 B.C. continues to elude our grasp. In that era, certain portions of
the Joshua-Judges-Samuel-Kings corpus were already transmitted in several dis-
tinct textual forms, and these continued to undergo literary imnovations of limited
extent throughout their transmission in Hebrew. The Greek translations which
followed often provided the occasion for more extensive literary innovations. As
wc have scen, morcover, canonization—in the scnse of rccognizing books as
sacrcd—was a multifaccted and progressive process which in a certain number of
Jewish—and later Christtan—scttings cntailed neither a complete cessation of
literary innovations nor the edition of a standard text designed to eliminate other
textual forms.

These observations reveal the utopian character of the goal which the commit-
tee had, in all events, considered preliminary and provisional. In fact, the mirage
of a text that was stable and unified (because of its canonical function) before the
intervention of the Greek translators vanished before the committee’™s eyes.

2. The Unique Position of M

To the contrary, the proliferation of varied textual forms revealed at Qumran
serves to emphasize three characteristics of M that the committee’s work brings
to light:

1. The pre-Masorctic text had been transmitted by scribes who—ceven if they
indulged in occasional theological innovations—had managed to hobble that
literary creativity which in other Hebrew textual traditions still found expres-
sion 1n modernizations, normalizations, and clarifications.
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The pre-Masoretic text eventuated in a standard edition achieved and imposed
by Hillelite Pharisaism at the end of the first century A.D. This standardization
of the consonantal text was probably cxccuted on the basis of an archetype by
the twofold activity of recension and copying, carried out with such scope and
rigor as to make it a unique cvent in the history of the biblical text.

. A rcading tradition was also transmitted in the same sctting, protected by the

Masoretes, and progressively fixed in the Qeres, vowels, and accents which
characterize Ni. This tradition, transmitting with respect to dead texts a way of
reading which was considered authentic, remained remarkably free from any
changes motivated by grammatical exegesis. In fact, it was not until a century
aller the fixing of N that the grammatical analysis of weak verbs (discovered
by Judah Hayyuj toward the year A.D. 1000) could influcnce literal excgesis.

These remarkable characteristics of M grant it a unique place in the history of the

text. It is a very old form which was established in an exceptionally precise and
rigorous manner. If one is seeking a Hebrew textual form that can serve as the
basis for an cdition of the Hebrew text of the Bible, it is not anachronistic to

choosc onc that was recognized as normative at the end of the first century A.D.,

and whosc rcading tradition was specified through the following centurics. As
Néldeke resolutely atfirmed, with respeet to Wellhausen’s study of the text of
Samuel:

Wellhausen set himself the goal of achieving the most original form of the text
by direct means. I nevertheless hope that no one will be misled by this to intro-
duce into an edition of the Hebrew text either his readings, or others similarly
corrected. 1 absolutely do not share his scorn [expressed in Wellhausen, Saimue-
lis, 15 n. *] for what he calls the *fashion™ of sccking to restore the text of a par-
ticular age in an edition, and I am even of the opinion that an edition of the
Hebrew Old Testament must never stray from the Masoretic Text—that would
at least be a text that enjoyed a genuine authority. However numerous may be
the certain corrections one could make at various points in the Masoretic Text,
many things—a fair proportion of which don't even appear to us to pose any
difficulty—are now irremediably corrupt, such that we cannot regain the origi-
nal. In any event, the introduction of individual more or less certain corrections
into the coherent text of a later recension yields a motley text which never ex-
isted cven approximately in that form and which sends a mild shudder through
my philelogical sensibilities. ™"

Brevard 5. Childs rightly objceted to the initial goal of the committee:

Why should a level in between the original and the final form of the Hebrew text
be deemed normative? Docs not this approach imply that the textual development

80. Nildeke, “Wellhausen,” 118.
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from 300 B.C. to a.D. 100 is not part of the canonical process and can thus be dis-
regarded?®!

We agree, then, that the proto-Masoretic text must be recognized as the point of
reference with regard to the Hebrew text.

B. The Christian Old Testament

But have we thereby settled clearly and unequivocally the question of the nor-
mative form of the Christian Old Testament? For Childs, it seems that we have
indeed. In fact, he underlines that “the recensional history of the Septuagint con-
firms its dependence upoen a normative Hebrew ext.” He adds:

It is a false biblicism to argue that because ancient Christians often used a Greek
lext, a warrant is thereby provided for dispensing with the Hebrew text. Rather,
the theological issve at stake is the maintenance of a common scripture, be-
tween church and synagogue as witness to Jesus Christ, which is threatened if
the Hebrew text is abandoned as the normative Old Testament text by the
church.®

It is prudent to reject the terms of the dilemma to which Childs would confine us.

1. The Cannection with the Jewish Bible

To begin with, we recognize outright that Chnistians had always believed that
their translated Old Testaments were related to a Hebrew text. Before Jerome,
though, they always believed as well that their translated Old Testaments consti-
tuted authentic forms of the biblical text. Even Origen, and later Augustine, re-
fused to exchange the church’s Septuagint for the Hebrew text of contemporary
Judaism. Jerome, however, cheerfully proceeded with this exchange, because he
suspected neither the polymorphous character of the Hebrew Bible in the first
century nor the conditions in which one text—albeit of high quality—had elimi-
natcd other forms toward the end of that century. Onc may thus ask of Childs why
we should take as normative for the Christian church a canon and a text which,
several decades after that church’s emergence. had been fixed by the rabbis in an
archaizing effort to return to the sources and thereby to protect Judaism from the
penetration of pernicious elements, among which the first gospels of the Naza-
renes must have occupied front-rank positions.

It 1s night to refuse to choose between two equally untenable attitudes, the first
consisting of a claim that a Hebrew text would have had no canonical signifi-
cance for the church because it had inherited the Jewish Bible in the form of the
Scptuagint, the second consisting of the ¢laim that the normative authority which

81. Childs, fntroduction. $3-94,
82, 1bid., 6OS5.



The Hebrew OT Text Commirtee and Hebrew Textual Criticism 135

the Synagogue recognized in the biblical form it had standardized at the end of
the first century held sway ipso fuacto in the church.

Childs is not wrong to opposc the position that the Christians rcgarded the
Jewish Bible as alien. Origen, Euscbius, and Augustine belicved that what the in-
spircd authors had written in Hebrew was from the outsct a part of the dowry re-
ceived by the church. The Christians had to give Israel an attentive hearing when
the latter witnessed to the trust it transmitted and interpreted, given that this trust
was part and parcel of the inheritance of the church.

2. The Jewish Bible Was Not Normative for Christians

Nevertheless, the lively interest that the Christians had in Isracl’s standardiza-
tion of 1ts Hebrew text did not necessarily lead them to eliminate from their Old
Testament everything that was not to be found in the normative edition estab-
lished by the Jews at the end of the first century. It is at this point that Gese’s po-
sition deserves to be heard:

Certainly. a whole series of factors played a role in the canonization of the Old
Testament which took place around a.n. 100 the decline of Essenism and Zeal-
otism as much as the loss of influence suffered by both Hellenizing and apoca-
lyptic circles. But the closing off of the entire earlier tradition of the Old
Testament and the incipient formation of a new halakic and midrashic tradition
took place in the context of an all-embracing reformulation of Judaism as late
Pharisaic Judaism, after the crisis ol early Judaism had led (o the political calas-
trophe of A.D. 70. This crisis was closely related to the New Testament event and
its conscguences. Anti-apocalyptic, anti-sapicntial, and above all, anti-Christian
polemics were responsible for the elimination of some crucial materals,
namely, a considerable portion of the apocalyptic and wisdom materials, when
the tradition was brought to a closc in A.D. 100. A Christian thcologian ought
never adopt the masorctic canon. for the process created a significant break in
the continvity with the New Testament. I believe that one of the gravest conse-
guenees of the influence of Humanism on the Reformation was the confusion of
the Pharisaic reduction of the canon with the masoretic textual tradition, to
which one might have recourse as a “humanist™ source. It was as a result of this
confusion that the Apocrypha was ¢liminated.??

Well before Gese, Origen had objected to what turned out in fact to be Jerome’s
intention:

[Are we] . . . to reject as spurious the copies in use in our churches, and enjoin
the brotherhood to put away the sacred books current among them. and to coax
the Jews, and persuade them to give us copics which shall be untampered with,
and free from forgery|!] Are we 10 suppose that Providence which in the sacred
Scriptures has ministered to the edification of all the Churches of Christ, had no

83, Gese, Stnai, 16-17.
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thought for those bought with a price, for whom Christ died; whoem, although
His Son, God who is love spared not, but gave Him up for us all, that with Him
He might freely give us all things?

In all these cases consider whether it would not be well te remember the words,
“Thou shalt not remove the ancient landmarks which thy fathers have set.”
[Prov 22:28]%

3. Translarions and the Hebrew Form

A Christian exegete, then, ought to revere the oldest translated textual forms
that represented and continue to represent authentically the Old Testament for the
churches, and also Lo rely coniidently on the valuable reference form that the
Masorctic cdition of the text constitutes by virtue of the unrivaled care and re-
spect with which it has been transmatted.

It scems, thus, that we return to the integrating position of Augustine: to ¢ling
to the Jewish Bible without abandoning the translated forms in which the church
received the sacred Scriptures from God. With this perspective, the churches of
East and West ought to be able to unite without at the same time running the risk
of being severed from the Jewish Bible.

When the UBS Committee specified its task as the textual analysis of the
Hebrew Old Testament, it deliberately lett the door open to the possibility of a
similar projcct involving the textual analysis of the Greck Old Testament.® In
faithfulness to the tradition dominant in the Western churches since Jerome, the
committee has concentrated its cfforts on the Hebrew text. This i1s a practical
matter of providing assistance to the churches that have typically translated their
Old Testament from the Hebrew ever since Jerome. The commitiee has felt more
and more clearly, noncthcless, the need to refrain from ransacking the Sceptuagint
in order to emend 1. Neither of these traditional forms can be treated merely as a
deposit from which one pulls felicitous readings to join with others in recon-
structing an original text. We have already indicated the utopian nature of such
an enterprise. The great traditional “editions” of the Old Testament deserve to be
respected as authentic witnesses first and foremost because they have represented
and continue to represent sacred Scripture for one branch or another of the people
of God.

84. Origen, Africanus, §§4-5.
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V. What Should Be the Aim of Textual Analysis of the
Hebrew Old Testament?

After experience and reflection, we return now to the question of what the aim
of a committee for the textual analysis of the Hebrew Old Testament should be.

A. A Point of Reference

It seems, finally, that the only fixed point in the history of the Hebrew text
which can serve as a base of reference is represented by the standard edition of the
consonantal text that was produced by the rabbis at the end of the first century A.n.
Tied Lo this edition was a fixing of the reading tradition, although the lalter would
not be specified until scveral centuries later in the standardization of systems of
vocalization and accentuation, for which the Tiberian tradition offcrs us the most
developed form. Beginning with 1QIs? and especially with the biblical texts dat-
ing to the scecond revolt, we can test the rigor and cxactitude with which the stan-
dardization of the consonantal text was carried out;%¢ this, in turn, gives us an
inkling that—even if 1t was specified only much later—the vocalization must have
been preserved with similar fidelity. Moreover, taken together, the remnants of
proto-Masoretic vocalizations preserved in palimpsests of the Hexapla and in the
transcriptions of Jerome confirm this impression. We can then regard the Tiberian
N—at lcast for the books it contains—as an csscntially faithful witness to the
Biblc that Paul read at the feet of Gamalicel. Even if this Bible does not constitute
the only farm of the Christian Old Testament, it docs at least represent a particu-
larly vencrable form of 1t.

B. The Practice of Textual Criticism for Diverse Goals

It is important to distinguish a textual criticism whose purpose is to edit the
Hebrew text from one whose purpose is to give guidance to translators and from
onc whosc purposc is the writing of a textual commentary.

I. The Role of Textual Criticism in a Critical Edition of the Hebrew Text

When the intent is to produce an edition of the text, it makes the most sense to
use a good classical Tiberian manuscript—Leningradensis B 19 is still the best
complete manuscript—as was done in the case of BHK? and BHS, and publish it
with its Masorah (without altcrations, if possiblc). The text should be accompa-
nicd by a critical apparatus that sccks to ¢stablish the most authentic form of the
classical Tiberian text. based on the available manuscripts and editions. and in
the light of the Masoretic data. Later on, in Part Three, we will show how, after
ten years of labor by the committee, we have come to view the task of internal
criticism of the witnesses of the Masoretic Text. We will also attempt to analyze

86. See Barthélemy, Ltudes, 352-54.
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some of the problems that arise in establishing the most authentic form of the
classical Tiberian text.

2. The Place of Textual Criticism in Translations

On the other hand, when the intent is to provide guidance for translators, it 18
necessary to distinguish those projects involving an extensively annotated trans-
lation that will serve as a basis for biblical studies, and those involving a com-
mon-language translation for gencral distribution, or a liturgical translation
intcnded for oral use in worship.

In the first case, onc would want as literal a translation as possiblc, bascd on
the cstablished Hebrew text. It 1s also useful] to note a selection of other textual
forms in passages that have been important in the Christian tradition. Such anno-
tations stir reader interest in having a complete and independent translation of the
Septuagint version of those books. This has already happened for Esther in a
number of recent Bibles (for example, NEB [1970], TOB [1975], Dios Habla Hoy
| 1979], and Die Bibel in heutigem Deutsch [ 1982]).%7 With a literal translation of
this typc there is always the risk that translators will be tempted, as their prede-
cessors were, to abandon the Masoretic Text in a number of particularly difficult
passages where textual critics have habitually corrected what they regard as "un-
intelligible.” That is why this report devotes so much space to the history of inter-
pretation. Becausce recent commentarics and dictionarics too often show little
intcrest in thosc difficult texts that they climinate through corrcction, 1t was essen-
tial to takc a fairly large inventory of the syntactic analyscs and interpretations
that the most conscientious early Jewish and Christian interpreters offered for
these texts. We hope that a given syntactic comparison or an original Judeo-Arab
interpretation (even though 1000 years old) will occasionally be able to remind us
that the situation of some of these texts 1s not as desperate as a lazy critic may
claim in order to justify the proliteration or the mediocrity of his conjectures.

In the second case, when a common-language or liturgical translation is
involved, the text must be casily intelligible for rcading, or ¢ven hearing only,
without rcference to detailed notes, or to a parallel reading of the Septuagint in
translation. This rcquircs a freer choice of dynamic cquivalencics in the style of
translation: also, in the establishment of the text, it will sometimes be appropriate
to follow the example of Jerome and Luther by including in the text material from
other textual forms that are especially representative of the Christian reading of
the Old Testament. The hearer or teacher would then need to refer to a study Bible
or commentary for help in interpreting such an inevitably eclectic text.

87. |Several such projects are underway or have already been completed. French: La Bible
d Alexandrie (Cerf, 1986-2002). German: Sepitaaginta Dewtsch (University of Koblene);
Lnglish: New English Translation of the Septuagint (Oxford University Press, 2007). —Ld.]
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3. The Role of Textual Criticism in a Commentary

Finally, if the aim 1% to produce a commentary, the traditional form of the text
that 1s the object of the commcentary musl be situated as preciscly as possible in
rclation to 1ts sources. This involves describing its formation, without ¢laiming to
reject a development in which inspiration played an cssential role. Corrective
criticism should not obliterate authorized biblical forms regarded as authentic by
significant sectors of the faith community. The caution that we have called for in
this domain should be supplemented by a thorough analysis of the prior literary
and textual stages that place the traditional received text in proper perspective.
The ascent toward the head-waters of the traditional textual forms should be
matched by an exploration downstream, that is, of the theological, liturgical,
iconographic, and litcrary import of thc forms.

The analysis of the method and the results of the history of interpretation will
be deferred to later chapters. There, we will be able to see (as already in the dis-
cussions of cases in this report) how the history of interpretation sheds new light
on the question of textual criticism of the Hebrew Bible. In subsequent chapters
we will place the Masorctic Text in perspective with respect to other carly
branching litcrary and textual traditions (Targums, Vulgate, Syriac, various forms
of the Greek, Samaritan, other Hebrew forms represented in manuscripts from
the Judean Desert).

C. Changes in the Committee’s Views on Textual Criticism

The notions just expressed on the question of OT textual criticism and 1ts tasks
do not coincide exactly with the work that the committee set out to accomplish.
They are the fruit of ten years of working together. If we compare the commit-
tee’s final position with its initial perspectives, certain difterences emerge.

We should reiterate, first of all, that throughout its work, the committee tried
to confine its decisions to the task that it had initially set for itself: that of deter-
mining the existing tcxtual form that had the best chance of representing the (ext
as it was at the beginning of the second stage. The discussions of textual difficul-
tics found in the volumcs of CTAT aim to be faithful to this perspective, with no
other goal than to explain the votes of the committee.

Textual criticism, as we have said, has the goal of correcting the accidents that
the text has suffered, except in those cases where accidental forms became the
object of literary restructuring. Of all the textual forms, the Masoretic Text 1s
probably the one that lends itself best to correction. The rigorous stabilization of
accidental forms occurred frequently there, since the purpose of the Masoretic
annotation was to stabilize the text in the state in which the Masorctes had re-
ceived it. Given that the DT vocalization was not finally fixed until some time after
the consonantal text had been., the vocalizers often found themsclves obliged to
makc scnsc of corrupt consonantal texts that had been preserved intact by means
of the Masorah. The vocalizers' initiatives were cautious: As we will show, the
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reading tradition (= Qere) respected the autonomy of the written tradition (= Ke-
thiv), and was not intended to modify it. Consequently, the corrupt Kerhivs sur-
vived within the living milicu of the vocalic traditions, accentual traditions, and
various interpretive traditions. What we call the Masorctic Text 1s this complex
and somctimes shightly dissonant whole. One is justified in asking whether these
living traditions do not constitute scparatc and peripheral literary developments
that were able to coexist with the corrupt forms of the Kethiv and deserve to be
respected according to the reception they were afforded by the faith community
that served as guardian of the holy books.

These considerations would call for a “rereading” of the work of the committee:
in those places where we propose 1o “correct’” the Masoretic Text as it appeared in
BHK?", there may be one of two distinct issues involved:

1. Either it 18 a matter of determining—on the basis of Masoretic manuscripts,
early editions, and the data in the Masorah—the textual form that has the best
chance of representing the classical Tiberian text, with the committee focus-
ing on thosc variants that imply a change in mecaning;

2. Or it 1s a mattcr of pointing out carlier forms that scemced to us to have pre-
ceded the latest litcrary alterations (cuphemistic alterations, for cxamplce, but
somctimes simple vocalic restructurings) or textual accidents (haplographics
or interchange of letters, for example) that characterize the classical Tiberian
text.

In the first case, it is a matter of ¢stablishing the text that translators will usc as a
basc. In the sccond case, textual analysis has an informative role, above all, and
supplies data that have their place sometimes in the text, and sometimes in the
translation notes. It will fall to the translator handbooks®® to supplement this

88. | The first United Bible Societies Handbook was published in 1961, on the Gospel of
Mark. Since then, handbooks have been published on all of the N'T books, most of the OT
books, and several of the deuterocanonical books. More recent velumes on the O books take
the recommendations of the HOTTP into consideration. Volume One of A Handbook on the
First and Second Books of Sconuel by Roger L. Omanson and John E. Ellington (New York:
United Bible Socictics, 2001}, for example, says, "It should be underlined that the authors of
this Handbook often agree with the conclusions of various interpreters and translators. that the
earliest form of the text is probably not preserved in the MT of Samuel. But since the MT
ollen scems 1o preserve the carliest attested text, we usually recommend that translators follow
that form of the text rather than an ecmended (and possibly original) form of the text recon-
structed by biblical scholars. . .. In this Handbook on 1 and 2 Sumucl, the usual recommenda-
tuon will be that translators [ollow the advice of the (inal report (CIAD ol the Hebrew Old
Testament Text Project {HOTTP)™ (pp. 9-10). Similarly. A Handbook en Ezra and Nehemiah,
by Philip A. Noss and Kenneth J. Thomas (New York: Uniled Bible Societics, 2005) states,
“In cases ol varianl Hebrew readings, the recommendations ol the Preliminary and Interim
Report on the Hebrew (O1d Testament Text Project are indicated. . . . A summary of HOTTP
recommendations and those made in this Handbook is lisied in the Appendix. Some ol the ree-
ommendations made in this Handbook are dilferent from HOTTP since they are based on more
recent scholarship™ (p. 23), —Lid.]
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report by sorting out which decisions of the committee belong in each of these
categories.

D. Three Tusks ¥

In service of this aim, the task of a textual criticism bearing on the Hebrew
Old Testament is threefold:

1. It must first determine from biblical editions and manuscripts, in light of the
entire work of the Masoretes, which form 1§ most authentic to the classic
Tiberian text.

2. It must then attempt, with the aid of other prolo-Masoretic text witnesses (D,
hexaplaric reeension, Palestinian Greek recensions, and, finally, Hebrew, Tar-
gumic, and Syriac vanants), to restore the consonantal form which 1s most
likcly to represent the standard proto-Masorctic edition, as well as the vocal-
ization and accentuation corresponding to it. To the extent that it would aid
translators, it would eventually have to guide their choices when the Kethiv
diverges from the Qere.

3. Finally, it must discern, with the aid of all the other textual witnesses, those
corruptions and accidental mutilations suffered by the pre-Masoretic text, and
correct these corruptions or mutilations to the extent that they have not pro-
ducced literary restructurings.

It this threefold task 1s compared to the work to which the committee applied
itself, there will be noted one evident and one less evident disparity.

The evidenl disparity deals with euphemisms. The commitlee attempted to
eliminate them, while the proposal we have defined above would endeavor to
treat them as any other interpolation: to retain them in the text while noting in the
margin their secondary character, and at the same time indicating their probable
prior textual form.

The Icss cvident disparity regards the idea of literary restructuring. The com-
mittece has often suggested corrceting M 1n cases where a new vocalization
(whether tied to minor consonantal retouching or not) had arisen to restructure a
muftilated or corrupt conseonantal text whose prior form has become accessible
through another witness. It would be better in such cases to retain the reworked
form in the text (as an integral part of the standard proto-Masoretic edition whose
literary coloring i1t properly reflects) and at the same time to indicate in the
margin the accident which occurred and the probable earlier textual form.

89, | This section was added by D. Barthélemy when the introduction te CTAT Vol, 1 was
being translated lor this volume, —Ed.]
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Textual Decisions of the Translations
Consulted in CTAT

1. The Committee’s Point of Departure

As part of its mission of distributing the Bible, the United Bible Societies as-
sists more than 150 teams involved in translating the Old Testament into various
languages. The teams base their translations on the Hebrew text, but they also of-
ten consult the more accessible excellent translations in the common language of
the region where they work.

The relatively recent French and English translations used by these teams
identify textual decisions in footnotes. This is true of the Revised Standard Ver-
sion {RSV), published in 1952, the Bible de Jérusalem (BJ), the first edition of
which appcared in fascicles in 1954, the New English Bible (NEB), issued in
1970, and La Traduction (Ecuménique de la Bible {TOB), published in 1975.

Thus translators who would like to produce a faithful rendering of the authen-
tic Hebrew text are often confronted with notes stating that the traditional He-
brew text is corrupt at a given point and that the authentic form can be
determined on the basis of certain manuscripts, ancient versions, or conjecture.
Those who use English versions will find differing critical opinions between the
notes of the RSV and those of the NEB. The same is true of the notes in the BJ
and TOB for translators who use French versions. Many translators who face
conflicting textual decisions and different evaluations of the statc of the Maso-
rctic Text have asked for guidance 1n their task of determining the authentic He-
brew text.

Chapter Two of Part One! described the process by which the UBS committee
for scholarly editions set up a working group in 1969 whose purpose would be to
provide such assistance to translators. The scholars who were invited to partici-
pate were offered the opportunity both to sharpen their critical reflection on the
text and to render a direct service to translators.

1. Above, p. 82,
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A comparison of the critical apparatus of the first volume of BHK! (published
in 1905) with that of the first fascicle of BHS (Isaiah, published in 1968) reveals
that their structurces arc quitc similar. The cssential differences lic in the choice of
the basc text (the Leningrad manuscript B 194 replaced the Ben Hayim cdition
beginning with BHK?) and the addition of a Masorctic apparatus in BHS. Thesc
critical apparatuses infoerm the reader of variants oftered by other Hebrew manu-
scripts, of different Vorlagen underlying the readings in the ancient versions. or
of conjectures proposed by recent scholars. Or, they might recommend the omis-
sion of a word or insertion of another, or the substitution of a different reading,
often quahfying the suggestions with “perhaps” or “probably.” The inherent prob-
lem in these apparatuses is that their concise format leaves no room (o explain ei-
ther the presuppositions or the intention of a particular suggestion.

For cach of the six scholars invited to scrve on the commuittee, a primary con-
cern of their individual rescarch had been to ¢xamine the presuppositions of Old
Testament textual criticism 1n this eentury and to give thought to what was in-
tended by the suggestions in the critical apparatus. But that task lay beyond the
resources of one scholar working alone. To have real significance, such a “cri-
tique of criticism” would have to include the entire Hebrew Bible, requiring an
extremely lengthy study. Furthermore, to minimize subjectivity, there needed to
be scholars from different confessional traditions and cultural contexts. Rather
than assign diffcrent biblical books to cach of the scholars, it sccmed morc valu-
ablc to bring together their complementary points of view and abilitics, and try to
rcach a conscnsus. The six excgetes contacted by UBS were very interested 1n
this concrete opportunity to work with the text, and they gladly agreed to partici-
patc in a trial session held in Arnoldshain, Germany, in 1969,

An mmportant qucstion for the participants was whether the goals of a global
organization concerned primarily with dissemination of the Bible could be com-
patible with those of academic scholarly research. To this question the group re-
sponded affirmatively, because it considered one of its most urgent tasks was to
submit textual criticism as it is currently practiced to a rigorous and objective cri-
tique. The UBS proposed that the group discuss 5,000 of the most characteristic
textual problems identified in highly regarded translations in English, French and
German (the Revised Luther Bible [RL] was added to those mentioned above).
This sct of problems would constitute a represcentative sample that could scrve as
a point of departure for its “critique of textual criticism.”

Already in 1769, J. D. Michaclis had paved the way for the practice of present-
day OId Testament textual criticism. As he explained in his preface to the transla-
tion of Job dated September 13, 1769, he wished to translate the Old Testament
for readers who had no university training, so he took the liberty of modifying the
traditional vocalization and correcting the text where it seemed to be clearly erro-
neous. But he indicated in his notes all the modifications he had made to the re-
ceived text, and gave for each one the meaning the text would have had if he had
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left 1t intact. Omitting the Song of Songs (which he did not consider canonical),
he published his translation in thirteen fascicles, with the preface of the last one
datced Scptember 24, 1785.% (This was the twelfth fascicle, which appearcd after
the thirteenth, and was first sold 1n Gottingen by Vandenhocck’s widow.) Rather
than citc ancient languages in his notes for non-specialists, Michaclis justified his
choices first in the Orientalische und Exegetische Bibliothek, then in the Neue
Orientalische und Exegetische Bibliothek?

In this work, Michaelis was the forerunner of translators in the second half of
the twentieth century. They, too, hope to give to the public at large literal transla-
tions adapted to current language usage, noting the points where they depart from
the traditional Hebrew text. What follows is a discussion of the background of
the five translations, in chronological erder, whosc textual choices the committec
subjected to critique.

II. The Revised Standard Version (RSY)

In 1870, when the two houses of Parliament decided to make an official re-
vision of the King James Version, they also decided to include Americans in
the undertaking. In the coursc of the work, the reviscrs, English and American,
agreced that on every point where their opinions could not be reconciled, the deci-
sion would be left to the English, as initiators of the revision project. Thus the
New Testament of the English Revised Version was published in 1881 and the
Old Testament in 1885. The English had proposed that the preferences of the
American revisers be published as an appendix in the Revised Bible for a period
of fourteen years. Al the same time, the American committee agreed not to au-
thorize, during the same period, any edition of that revision other than the one
published by the University Presses of Oxford and Cambridge. It was thought
that after this initial fourteen-year period, the British revisers or the university
presses could adopt any American alternatives that were approved by scholars
and the public at large. But the English revision committce disbanded in 1885 as
soon as their work was completed, and the Presses showced no interest in integrat-
ing all or part of the readings 1n the appendix into the text of the English editions.
Consequently, the American revisers decided to embark on a second revision,
which began in 1897, that would integrate all readings newly approved by two-
thirds of their committee members. Meanwhile, in an effort to satisfy the Ameri-
cans, the American branches of the Oxford and Cambridge presses published an
edition of the (first) revised translation in New York in 1898 which incorporated
the readings originally preferred by the American revisers. But the work of the

2. Michaclis, Deutsche.

3. OCB was published by Johann Gottlick Garbe at Franklurt-am-Main beginning with
volume seven (1774), and NOEB was published by Vandenhoeck and Ruprecht in Géltingen
up to volume seven (1790).
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second revision undertaken by the American revisers had advanced too far for
them not to publish it. The result was the American Standard Version (ASV) pub-
lished in 1901 in New York by Thomas Nclson and Sons under the title The Holy
Bible Containing the Old and New Testaments Translated out of the Original
Tongues, being the version set forth A.D. 1611 compared with the most ancient
authorities and revised A.D. 1881-1885, Newly Edited by the American Revision
Committee A.D. 1901, Standard Edition.

The copyright to the ASV was acquired in 1928 by the International Council
of Religious Education, an organ of member churches of the United States and
Canada. On the advice of a group of scholars, the Council authorized a commit-
tee of thirty-two members in 1937 to revise the translation so as (o “embody the
best results of modern scholarship as to the meaning of the Scriptures, and ¢x-
press this meaning in English diction which 1s designed for usc in public and pri-
vatc worship and prescrves those qualitics which have given to the King Jamcs
Version a supremce place in English literature.”* The Revised Standard Version
New Testament was published in 1946, and the complete Bible was authorized in
1951 by a vote of the National Council of the Churches of Christ in the USA. It
was published in 1952 in New York under the title The Holy Bible. Revised Stan-
dard Version Containing the Old and New Testaments. Translated from the origi-
nal tongues, being the version set forth A.D. 1611, revised A.D. 1881-1885 and
AD. 1901, compared with the most ancient authorities and revised A.p. 1952,
The present cditorship of the RSV 1s under the auspices of the Amcerican Bible
Socicty and its copyright 1s hcld by the Division of Christian Education of the
National Council of Churches of Christ in the USA. This revision, with scveral
modifications, was officially adopted by the Catholic Church and authorized by
Cardinal Heenan in 1966. The textual bascs for the translation of the Old Testa-
ment arc clearly explained 1n the preface of the RSV:

The present revision is based on the consonantal Hebrew and Aramaic text as
fixed carly in the Christian cra and revised by Jewish scholars (the *Masoreies™)
of the sixth to ninth centuries. The vowel signs, which were added by the Ma-
soretes are accepted also in the main, but where a more probable and convincing
reading can be obtained by assuming different vowels, this has been done. No
notes are given in such cases, because the vowel points are less ancient and re-
liable than the consonants.

Departurcs from the consonantal text of the best manuscripts have been made
only where it seems clear that errors in copying had been made before the text
was standardized. Most of the corrections adopted are based on the ancient ver-
sions (translations into Greek, Aramaic, Syriac and Latin), which were made
before the time of the Masoretic revision and therefore reflect earlier forms of
the text. In every such instance a footnote specifies the version or versions from

4. Preface to the RSV,
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which the correction has been derived. and also gives a translation of the Maso-
retic Text.”

Although the RSV is at some remove from the KJV, characteristics of the KIV
appear throughout. However, three observations may be made:

(1) Following several other translations of the sixteenth century, the KIV used
italics to set oft words added to the text for the purpose of making the translation
morc cxplicit. This graphic device was continued in the ASV, but was dropped in
the RSV, when the additions were simply incorporated into the text. The problem
is that many of the additions in italics had been suggested to the translators of the
KJV by the ancient versions, primarily the Vulgate. The RSV thus inscrted a
large number of elements not in the Hebrew without making note of them.

(2) Tt 1s commonly agreed that the vocalization of Hebrew manuscripts first
took place at a relatively late date. In emphasizing the weak traditional authority
of the vocalization, the RSV follows in the tootsteps of the ASV. As we have seen
in Part One,® Luther also placed little confidence in these Jewish vowel “points.”
Calvin likewisc often questioned them in his commentaries. From Cappel’s time
to the present, critics have gencrally held the opimon that the consonants should
be respected (because they are more ancient), but the vowcls can be treated more
frecly. We have also scen? that Masclef and Houbigant were cven preparing a He-
brew grammar based exclusively on the consenants. This led Kennicott to limit
his extensive collation of medieval manuscripts to consonantal variants. The
RSV thus has numerous early models in its low estimation of vowels. Departing
from these precedents, in the course of its work the committee became increas-
ingly convinced Lthat the Masoretic vocalic tradition is much more ancient than its
written fixation. Those who have the patience to follow this study will reach the
same conclusion.

(3) When the RSV offers a different reading from the Masoretic Text, it fre-
quently translates 17 in a note. But the translation is sometimes a mere caricature
that sccms to serve as a foil to the RSV’s choice, as can be scen in a comparison
of the RSV translation and the interpretations of W proposcd by the committee.
Here again the RSV is not acting independently. Rather, it depends upon recent
commentaries. This 1s because dictionaries and grammars of the last hundred
years or so have not attempted to resolve exegetical difficulties that had previ-
ously been avoided by correcting the text. So a vicious circle 1s established: a dif-
ficult text becomes more and more unintelligible because the exegetical tools that
would contribute to our understanding of it have fallen into disuse.

5. Prelace 1o the RSV,
6. Above. p. O
7. Above, pp. 33-35.
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IT1. The Bible de Jérusalem (B.J)

Toward the end of World War 11, the French translations that enjoyed the wid-
est circulation were, among Protestants, that of Geneva professor Louis Segond
(published in 1880), and among Catholics, that of Amiens Canon A. Crampon
(first published in seven volumes from 1894 to 1904). Alongside the revisions of
these two Bibles, new translations flourished in the period after the war: the
Maredsous Bible, translatcd by the Bencdictines of the Bclgian abbey of the
same name (1950), the Bible de Jérusalem (1956), the Pléiade Bible under the di-
rcction of E. Dhorme (the Old Testament appeared in two volumes in 1956 and
1959), the Osty Bible, translated by Canen Osty (1973), and the TOB (1975).

Three factors caused this sudden proliferation of French translations:

(1) The Classical age of French literature had been much less influenced by
the Protestant Reformation than that of German and English literature. Conse-
quently, no French translation of the Bible played the significant role that
Luther’s translation or the KJV did in their respective countries. The Bible had
yet to claim a place in the French cultural world.

(2) Because most French-speaking Chrnistians belonged to the Catholic
Church, the cncyclical “Divino afflante Spiritu,” published by Pius XII on Scp-
tember 30, 12943, found a large receptive audicnce 1n them. It encouraged the
French to turn to the Bible in their efforts to reconcile themselves to the over-
whelming events associated with the Occupation and the aftermath of the war.

(3) Since the founding of the Ecole Biblique in Jerusalem by French Domini-
cans at the end of the nineteenth century, the institute had produced a consider-
able number of oulstanding exegetes among French-speaking priests.

Of all the French Bibles published after the war, the one that received the great-
est response was La Sainte Bible, traduite en francais, sous la direction de
I’Ecole Biblique de Jérusalem. Its completion was the result of the efforts of
T.-G. Chifflot, a Parisian Dominican and literary director of Editions du Cerf. In
dircet cooperation with Roland de Vaux, dircctor of the Ecole Biblique, Chifflot
coordinated the translation of the Bible, which appearcd in forty-three fascicles
from 1948 to 1954 before 1t was combined into one volume under the title cited
above. From 1955 to 1962 all the fascicles were thoroughly revised, as many as
four times for some, and published in one volume under the title La Bible de
Jérusalem in 1973. The process of translation brought together thirty-three
translator-exegetes and a dozen or so university professors and writers with
expertise in French language and usage. The most competent Catholic exegetes
of France and French-speaking Belgium participated in the work. Each fascicle
was given to a tcam composcd of a translator and two reviewers, onc responsible
for the cxcgesis and the other for the French. The translator of a fascicle served
as a reviewer for another fascicle. Each fascicle was accompanied by an cxten-
sive introduction and ample annotations explaining, among other things, text-
critical i1ssues. The next step was the compilation of the one-volume edition of
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1956, and later that of 1973. Th.-G. Chifflot supervised the 1956 edition, and
Dominique Barrios-Auscher, the 1973 edition, while the professors at the Ecole
Bibliquc of Jcrusalem wcrc charged with the overall revision and with cditing
the introductions. Besides offering a new French translation, the BJ provided
cducated non-theologians, in a concise and accessible form. with the most
important results of current rescarch, as well as an introduction to the reading of
Scripture. Over the course of twenty-five years, this version was put to the test in
each of its four stages: the first edition in fascicles, the first one-volume edition,
the revisions of the fascicles, and finally, the second one-volume edition. The
results were so successful that adaptation rights were acquired in German,
English, Spanish, Italian, and other languages.

Scveral remarks can be made about the way in which the Bible de Jérusalem
has made use of textual eriticism:

(1) Like the RSV, the BJ bascs its textual decisions primarily on the textual ap-
paratus of the sccond and third cditions of Kittel’s Biblia Hebruica. Tt also re-
flects the influence of the decisions and the apparatus of the Bible du Centenaire,
published by French-speaking Protestant exegetes from 1928 to 1947.

(2) The 1956 edition stated the textual bases of the translation as follows in
the Foreword: “The translations were made from the original texts, established
by critical work. The text-critical details can be found in the individual fascicles.”
In the Foreword to the 1973 cdition, the approach is less ambitious: “The transla-
tion has been made from the original Hebrew, Aramaic and Grecek texts. For the
Old Testament, we follow the Masorctic Text, that 13, the Hebrew text cstablished
in the cighth to ninth centurics A.D. by Jewish scholars, who established a stan-
dard for its spclling and vocalization. This is the text that is reproducced in most
manuscripts. In cases where it presents insurmountable difficulties, we referred to
other Hebrew manusceripts or ancient versions, especially the Greek, Syrac and
Latin.”

(3) An analysis of changes in the text-critical choices in the BJ between the
first two editions of the fascicles (BI' and BIJ?) and the one-volume edition of
1973 (BJ?) shows that the boldness of the emendations diminishes with each
edition, and that the effort to find a meaning in 1 clearly increases.® When John
A. Thompson selected the problems for the UBS committee to treat, he based
them on BJ2. But the actual work of the committee (at least for the prophctic
books) was based on BJ?. For this reason, it was deemed uscful to mention the
successive choices of B!, BJ-, and BJ° in the discussion.

8. |This tendeney to find a meaning in M conlinues in the 1988 Nouvelle édition revue et
augmentée. Sce, for example. 1 Chr 17:10, 19; 26:1: 2 Chr 4:14: 5:9; 6:22; 10:3: 1 7:3; and
18:33, where the 1998 revision follows M rather than conjectures or the early versions, —Ed.]
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IV. The Revised Luther Bible (RL.)

By the middle of the nineteenth century, the Luther Bible was circulating in
about a dozen different forms. The translation’s fidelity to the original text left
something to be desired at numerous points, a situation made more and more clear
by later translations, among them that of Michaelis. With changes in the language
since the sixteenth century, many passages took on an archaic charm, giving the
Scripturcs a fairy-tale quality that was hardly helptul for catcchetical usc.

In 1836 H. E. Bindscil preparcd arevision of Luther’s text for the Cansteinsche
Bibclanstalt. Latcr, through his large critical cdition of Luther’s translation
(7 vols., 1840-1855), he brought together all the materials neeessary for a re-
cension of the different existing forms. In 1852 the Conference of Evangelical
Churches of Germany met for the first time in Eisenach. But it was not until 1855,
when the Hamburg preacher Ménckeberg published an article on “Luther’s Bible
translation and the Eisenach Conference,” that public opinion was stirred, prompt-
ing the German Evangelical Kirchentag in Stuttgart to decide in 1857 to revise the
Luther Bible. The Eisenach Conferencee approved the decision in 1863, and estab-
lished the Cansteinsche Bibelanstalt edition as the basis for that revision. Church
authoritics in Prussia, Saxony. Hanover, and Wiirttcmberg appointed representa-
tives to organize the revision project with the Bible Socicties, which assumced pri-
mary responsibility for it. The decision was made to take into consideration all the
editions that had appeared during Luther’s lifetime instead of limiting the project
to the final edition of 1545. Preference among the different readings was to be
given to the reading that conformed most closely to the original text. Those mod-
ifications that were deemed necessary would take Luther’s biblical vocabulary
into account. The Old Testament was revised from 1871 to 1881, and a prelimi-
nary edition of the Bible appeared in 1883. Public opinion was strongly critical of
the timid alterations and the outmoded flavor of the language. A new revision tried
to take these criticisms into account, resulting in an “Edition revised by mandate
of the Conference of Evangclical Churches of Germany,” published by the Can-
stcinsche Bibelanstalt in 1892, Nevertheless, a fair number of linguistic archaisms
had survived in this edition. Punctuation and spelling did not correspond to the
norms taught in the schools. Since the Luther Bible was taught in the schools,
these archaisms aroused lively protest. As a result, the Bible Society of the Prin-
cipality of Saxony proposed yet another revision that was to culminate in the 1912
publication of an “Edition newly revised according to the text approved by the
commission of Evangelical Churches of Germany.” For the Old Testament, it re-
mained the standard edition until 1955,

The multiplication of widely circulated modern translations created the need
for a more direct and clear relation to the oniginal text. So in 1921 the Bible So-
cictics deeided to undertake a new revision. In 1924 the Commission of the Evan-
gelical Churches of Germany entered into an agreement with the Bible Societies,
reserving the right of final editing and approval. In 1928, the Commission and the
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Bible Societies formulated principles which were agreed upon by successive re-
vision committees. These principles opened the way to more important modifica-
tions. They accepted (1) the normative character of the original text, (2) the
correction of obvious crrors 1n translation, and ¢3) the elimination of outdated
words, forms and syntax that conveyed cither the wrong meaning or no mcaning
at all.

The trauma of the war and its aftermath brought the revision to a standstill. In
1955, a preliminary edition of the Old Testament was submitted for comment to
the Churches of Linder, the Bible Societies. and Theology Faculties. Most of the
comments called for extensive reworking. Theologians from East Germany were
able to partlicipate in the last phase of revision of the Old Testament. The two re-
vised testaments were approved in 1964 by the Council of the Evangelical
Church and the Association of Bible Socicties in Germany. In 1965, the Church
synod gave its approval in Frankfurt and Magdeburg. The RL was published 1n
1967, under the copyright of the Wiirtticmbergische Bibelanstalt of Stuttgart, with
the title Die Bibel oder die Ganze Heilige Schrift des Alten und Neuwen Testa-
ments nach der Uberserzung Martin Luthers.

Concerning the RL’s use of text-criticism, the following may be noted:

1. The RL has no textual notes. It is therefore difficult to know 1f a discrepancy
between N and the translation comes from an intentional decision of the
revisers. For this reason, it is still necessary to compare the RL with the vari-
ous editions of the Luther Bible (up to 1545) in order to determine whether a
reading reflects the original translation, or is the result of a decision made in
the revision.

2. The Zurich Bible, which replaced its Swiss German dialect with High Ger-
man 1in 1667, underwent a radical revision from 1907 to 1931 that resulted in
a new translation based on the original texts. This was possible because it
depended solely on the Council of the Church of the Zurich canton. Its textual
choiccs excrted significant influence on thosc of the RL. The latter remainced,
howecvcer, much more conscrvative and respectful of the choices characteristic
of Luther’s translation.

V. The New English Bible (NEB)

In May 1946, at the General Assembly of the Church of Scotland, the Pres-
bytery of Stirling and Dunblane put forward a recommendation made by the Rev.
G. S. Hendry. The Rev. Hendry was of the opinion that the language of the KJV,
alrcady archaic when the translation was done, had by now become even more ar-
chaic and difficult to understand. Conscquently, he recommended that a modern-
language translation of the Bible be made. The General Assembly passcd a reso-
lution to approach other Churches, with the result that delegates of the Church of
England, the Church of Scotland. and the Mcthodist, Baptist, and Congregational
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Churches held meetings in October at Westminster. They recommended that a
new translation be undertaken rather than a revision (as the University Presses of
Oxford and Cambridge had originally planncd) and that the translators should be
allowed to employ a contemporary 1diom, breaking free from traditional “bibli-
cal” English.

In Januvary 1947 the same delegates met with representatives of the University
Presses. At the request of this group, the Churches appointed representatives to
form the Joint Committee on the New Translation of the Bible. The committee
met i July of the same year, with the Rev. Hendry as its first secretary, and Dr.
J. W. Hunkin, bishop of Truro, as its first chairman. By the time of the commit-
tee’s third meeling in January 1948, the Presbyterian Church of England, the So-
cicty of Fricnds, the Churches in Wales, the Churches in Ircland, the British and
Foreign Bible Socicty, and the National Bible Socicty of Scotland had been in-
vited to send representatives. All of these groups accepted the invitation. At a
later stage the Roman Cathelic Chureh in England and Scotland appointed ob-
servers to attend the sessions.

For the translation work itself, the Committee appointed three panels of schol-
ars to have charge, respectively, of the Old Testament, the Apocrypha, and the
New Testament. For each book, one scholar was given the task of setting down a
draft translation which was then circulated to the members of the appropriate
pancl. The pancl discussed the draft verse by verse, until they reached consensus
on the mcaning of cach phrase. In cascs of uncertainty about a significant matter,
mention was madc in a note of the mcaning not uscd in the translation. The re-
sulting draft was then submitted to a fourth pancl of literary advisors who re-
turncd it to the pancl of translators with proposals for emendations so that the
translators could cnsurc that the emendations did not affect the mecamng. After
sometimes repeated exchanges. the final draft agreed upon by the translators and
the literary advisers was submitted to the Joint Committee. Coordinating the
work as a whole, the members of the Joint Committee had numerous meetings
with the members of the different panels, and convened regularly twice a year in
the Jerusalem Chamber of Westminster Abbey. where the translators of the King
James Version had met 350 years earlier.

The Vice-Chairman and Director of the project was Dr. C. H. Dodd. Beginning
in 1965 the Joint Dircetor was Sir Godfrey Driver.” It is his name that is on the in-
troduction to the 1970 Old Testament edition, an cdition with more complcte tex-
tual notcs, published by the university presses of Oxford and Cambridge. The
introduction explains the translators’ decisions in text-critical matters. It states
that the standardization of the text, completed after A.D. 70, resulted in an eclectic
text based on arbitrary rather than scientific principles, and that the Hebrew text as
we have it is full of all sorts of errors due to defective exemplars, successive copy-

9. The above information concerning the NLB comes from the Preface to the NEB,
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ists” errors, and clumsy etforts to rectify previous errors. The introduction states
further that the Jewish exegetes of the Middle Ages tried to explain rare words ei-
ther from surviving traditions or by comparing them with Arabic, but thesc cfforts
wcre not always successful. The NEB thus appeals to the significant insights of
comparative philology to cxplain Hebrew words and phrascs whosce meaning had
not previously been properly understood. The NEB Old Testament 1s based on the
third edition of BHK (BHK?), but because the translators believed that the text had
been poorly transmitted, they felt free to discount the vowels and revocalize the
consonantal text wherever it seemed suitable. In order to correct errors produced
in the transmission of the consonantal text, the translators relied primarily on the
ancient versions. As a last resort, they appealed (o conjecture. The textual correc-
tions werce indicated in notes, cxeept thosc that involved only revocalization. An-
other valuable source of information on the textval choices of the NEB 1s L. H.
Brockington’s The Hebrew Text of the Old Testament: The readings adopted by the
translators of the New English Bible (Oxford and Cambridge University Presscs.,
1973). The statement on the jacket specifies that all departures from BHK? are re-
corded, whether they be in pointing, word division, or the consonantal text.
NEB's use of textual criticism calls for several remarks:

1. Thanks to Brockington’s work. in the NEB, of all the recent translations, we
have the most precise reporting of textual decisions. But the compilation 1s
not as complete as it claims. In Genesis, for example, the NEB notes indicate
83 variants from BHK®. Brockington counted 131. But a systematic review
reveals 18() actual textual variants, not including places where the translation
is 100 [ree 10 permit a determination of the textual basis.

2. G. R. Driver’s strong personality and immense competence exerted a decisive
influence over the textual and translational choices of the NEB Old Testa-
menl. But it is uncertain whether choices made under his influence were as
durable as the editors of that translation might have hoped.'!

3. Unlike most other recent translations, the NEB does not hesitate to introducce
major structural changes 1n the poctic books, bascd on a particular under-
standing of Hebrew metries. The changes include permutation of verses or
groups of verses and omission of stichs. In a translation that hoped to take the
place occupied by the King James Version, it is doubtful that all these rework-

0. |The NEB was revised in 1989 under the name The Revised English Bible. Roger
Coleman has written the lollowing concerning the textual choices made 1n this revision ol the
NER: "Many of the notes in the NEB Old Testament provided a translation of the Hebrew
reading of passages where (he translators had ¢lected Lo rely on the Greek Septuagint text, As a
malter ol palicy the revisers reviewed all these passages with great care. so thut wherever pos-
sible the Hebrew reading might be adopted instead. In a great many cases they were suceesstul
in restoring the Hebrew, and the need lor explanatory notes was accordingly reduced™ (New:
Light & Truth: The Making of the Revised English Bible |Oxford: Oxlord University Press,
1989], 50). —Ld.]
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ings of the text will survive. It is noteworthy, for example, that BJ! was quite
bold in this same respect, while BJ* is much more cautious.

VL Traduction (Ecuménique de la Bible (TOB)

Having completed the revision of the fascicles of the Bible de Jérusalem in
1962, Editions du Cerf began planning for a new one-volume edition. They in-
vitcd a number of Protestant scholars to participate in thc projcet. But thesc
scholars had just been asked to participate in a revision of the Scgond translation,
and were hesitant to take on a sccond revision at the same time. Conscquently, 1t
scemed the time was right to produce a new translation together that would be
truly ecumenical.

Since the French literary tradition did not include a “normative” translation,
efforts to produce an interconfessional translation had already been undertaken,
first by Richard Simon before the revocation of the Edict of Nantes, and again in
1866 by the National Society for a New Translation of the Holy Books in the
French Language, but these cfforts were unsuccesstul, In 1963, the situation had
improved 1n several arcas. First, biblical scholarship had developed significantly,
and since World War II scholars from widely diverse confessional and intellec-
tual traditions had become accustomed to sharing the results of their work
through publications and congresses. As a result they were beginning to chal-
lenge translations and interpretations peculiar to their various backgrounds. Fur-
thermore, Vatican Council IT was to take the view that “if, given the opportunity
and the approval of Church authority, these translations are produced 1n cooper-
alion with the separated brethren as well, all Christians will be able 10 use
them.”!! Tn addition, the United Bible Societies, the umbrella organization for
several national Bible Societies,'> had been invited to participate in interconfes-
sional translation projects in order to avoid a situation in which a profusion of
versions from different Churches would impede the distribution of the Bible.

Without abandoning the ongoing rcvision of the Bible dc Jérusalem and the
Scgond Bible, Editions du Cerf and the Bible Socictics agreed to the TOB project
and undertook to insure its publication. The two partners surmounted consider-
able differences in principles and practice to come to an agreement that would as-
sure the administrative and financial stability of the project. On one hand, the
Catholic Editions du Cerf and the Protestant Editions les Bergers and les Mages
assumed responsibility for publishing the translation in a two-volume “integral.”
or study, edition consisting of introductions and fairly extensive notes. On the
other hand, the United Bible Societies, with the approval of the Protestant

I'l. Constitution “Deit Verbum™ VI, 22,

12, [In the French original, Barthélemy referred o the United Bible Sociclies as “groupant
un certain nombre de Sociclés Bibliques protestunts,” but these Bible Socicties were nol Prot-
estant, even though Protestant churches may have been the strongest supporters. —bid. ]
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Churches involved, undertook the publication of the new version in an edition
containing a minimum of basic helps indispensable for any reader.

An cditorial committce of representatives from Editions du Cerf and the
United Bible Societies coordinated the collaboration of about onc hundred Cath-
olic, Protestant and Orthodox schoelars. Each book of the Bible was assigned
to two translators, onc Protestant and one Catholic. They sent their translations
to small coordinating teams who functioned as liaisons between the working
groups, especially regarding the homogeneity of basic vocabulary. The French-
speaking Orthodox scholars, few in number, offered observations and opinions
on the entire translation, and these were taken into account for the final draft. In
addition, the translations were submitted to literary reviewers and 1o various
specialists who likewise contributed their obscrvations. The final version was
completed by the translators of cach book, who took into account the remarks re-
ceived and the opinions of the coordinators. Unlike the Bible de Iérusalem, in
which cach book appeared under the names of its translator and revisers, TOB
did not name the translators of each book. Instead, a page at the beginning of the
study edition lists the names of the eight members of the editorial committee, its
four advisors, and the one hundred thirteen contributors. Together, they assumed
collective responsibility for the entire translation.

The project began with the translation and publication (1967) of the Epistle to
the Romans with copious notes, as a test case. It could be assumed that ccumeni-
cal Bible translation would not ecncounter insurmountable obstacles if the Epistle
to the Romans could be presented 1in a French version acceptable to all.

The New Testament of the study edition appeared in 1973, the Old Testament
in 1975, and the onc-volume edition with minimal annotations in 1977. In 1982
maps and introductions were reinserted into the onc-volume edition,

The preface to the 1975 Old Testament states that the Old Testament 1s trans-
lated from the Masoretic Text, which

15 the result of a long tradition whose transmission, extremely faithful on the
whole, nevertheless did not always manage to preserve the original forms.
Other Hebrew manusceripts (from Qumran) and ancient versions (Greek, Latin,
Syriac, Aramaic) offer variants worthy of autention. Notwithstanding, in the
present state of textual criticism, the Masoretic Text was adopted as the working
base text, while notes indicate the important variants found in other manu-
scripts, particularly the Greek version {Septuagint). Those rare occasions where
the text departs from the Maseretic Text are indicated in the notes. The decision
to follow the Masoretic Text was made not only for scientific reasons, but also
in a spirit of openness toward Judaism, as @ step toward a joint translation of the
Old Testament by Christian and Jewish scholars.!?

13, TOB,. Preface.
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The cautious treatment of the text is even more evident in the section of the
introduction to the Old Testament devoted to the transmission of the text. After
menlioning the Qumran manuscripts, the Samaritan Pentatcuch, and the Scptua-
gint, the translators add:

Each of these forms of the pre-Masoretic text at times offers a clearer and more
intelligible text. The temptation for many scholars, especially between 1850
and 1950, had been to appeal to these versions in order to “correct” the Maso-
retic Text, which was often considered corrupt. . . . Some critics did not hesitate
o “correct” the Masorctic Text whenever they found fault with it, whether for
literary or theological reasons. In reaction, others adhered to the Masoretic Text
except when it was obviously indefensible, in which case they would try to find
what they thought was a better reading in one of the ancient versions. These
methods are not scientific, and are dangerously subjective, particularly the first
one. . .. The truly scientific solution would be . . . to establish a “genealogical
tree” of the extant witnesses through a close study of all the vanaants . . ., and in
the process. to reconstruct the archetype that lies behind each of the versions,
without subjective conjecture. . . . Generally speaking. this archetype dates to
approximately the fourth century B.c. . . . It is nearly always separated from the
original by a fairly long period, so the scarch for the original requires certain
conjectures. but these must be based on well-established text-critical principles.
Unfortunately, . . . such an undertaking would require several decades to com-
plete because of the kind of skills and amount of research involved. So. to avoid
creating an illusory text through misleading corrections, those responsible for
TOB decided to follow the Masoretic Text as closely as possible, while adding
explanations from the work of the great Medieval Jewish interpreters Rashi,
Ibn-Ezra, Qimbhi, and others,™

TOB’s use of textual criticism prompts the following observations:

1. The group of translators as a whole accepted the positions stated by the coor-
dinators of the project in the preface and introduction. These positions reflect
two tendencies among French-speaking scholars: a growing mistrust of the
suggestions n the critical apparatus {(omit, read, insert, transpose, join, etc.)
and an increasing interest in the Medieval Jewish commentaries found in the
Migraot Gedolor,

2. The remarkable autonomy cnjoyed by the translators resulted in rather signif-
icant diffcrences from book to book from a text-critical point of vicw. Never-
theless, one can safely say that, in the realm of textual criticism, TOB proves
much more conservative than the Centenary Bible or the first edition of fasci-
cles of the Bible de Jérusalem.

14. 1bid., 22-25.
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VII. The Critique of Textual Criticism

Since the appearance of these five translations, other translations intended for
a much larger circulation have been made in each of these languages, according
to the principle of dynamic equivalence. In the English language, the Good News
Bible, with its subtitle The Bible in Today’s English Version, was published in
two editions in 1976, one American and the other British. In German, Die Bible
in heutigem Deutsch: Die Gute Nachricht des Alten und Neuwen Testameits ap-
pcarcd in 1982, In French, La Bible, Ancien et Nouveau Testament: Traduite de
{'hébreu et du grec en frangais courant likewise was published in 1982, Al-
though the Good News Bible appceared before the HOTTP commiittee had finished
1ts work, the members decided against using its textual decisions in their study.
The decisions are often difficult to identify because the base text is not as obvious
in dynamic equivalence translation.

The committee’s work continued for ten years (from 1970 to 1979) and the
publication of the final report will take at least another ten years.!> During this
timgc, all of thc translations whosc decisions were studicd arc in somc stage of re-
vision. so that our basc of reference has already lost its original currency. This
docs not mean, howcever, that it has lost its significance. Indeed, the period from
1945 to 1973, during which the revisions or translations discussed above were
made, can be characterized as the period when the results of the past hundred
years of textual criticism finally exerted an explicit influence on translations that
were still literal and intended for the public at large.

These results were communicated via the great German commentaries from
the end of the last century and the beginning of this one—the Kurzgefasstes exe-
getisches Handbuch from Leipzig, the Handkommentar from Gottingen, and the
Kurzer Hand-Commentar from Tiibingen. They appeared in condensed form in
the critical apparatus of Haupt's The Sacred Books of the Old Testament (SBOT)
and in the first three editions of Kittel’s Biblia Hebraica. Then they were circu-
lated in the various cditions of Kautzsch’s Die Heilige Schrift des Alten Testa-
ments (HSAT) and finally in the Bible du Centenaire. Through the publication of
the RSV, BJ, RL, NEB, and TOB, the great majority of Amecrican, French, Ger-
man and English scholars applied these results to establish a normative text for
revision or translation. This is textnal criticism as it was practiced in exegetical
circles in these three languages in the third quarter of the twentieth century.

The secretariat of the United Bible Societies submitted to the committee the
5,000 textual decisions most typical of these translations. The committee agreed

15. | This was wrilten in Volume 2, published in 1986, Volume 3, covering Ezckicl, Daniel,
and the Twelve Minor Prophets, was published in 1992, Barthélemy died in 2002, leaving
unfinished manuseripts for Volumes 4 and 5. Stephen Desmond Ryan and Adrian Schenker
cdited Volume 4. on the Psalms, which was published in 2005, Volume 5. which will comprise
Job. Proverbs, Canticles, and Qoheleth, should be ready in 2012, This will be the final volume,
since Barthélemy did not prepare the Pentateuch.—Ld, |
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to study them with the belief that such a sample would provide a sufficiently
broad and varied set of data, one that would be representative of textual criticism
as practiced and applicd by the committce members.

How should the contemporary use of Old Testament textual criticism be ana-
lyzed? As indicated in the statement of principles in scveral of the translations,
the translators turned to textual criticism for correction when they had difficulty
interpreting the Masoretic Text. A critique of this process involved four succes-
sive steps for the committee: after an examination of the translation decisions, re-
search into the historical origins of those decisions enabled us to appreciate their
significance. We then needed to identify the contributions of the various textual
wilnesses, and weigh the choices suggested by this evaluation of the witnesses.
Finally, we investigated how the textual choice presented a solution to the diffi-
culties that prompted the corrcction 1n the translation. This report retraces these
steps for cach of the cascs submitted to the committee. The amount of discussion
devoted to any onc step refleets 1ts methodological importance in a given casce.

It may seem pretentious to entitle this report Textual Criticism of the Old Tes-
tament. What 1s involved 1s more properly a critique of textual criticism. But, in
order to achieve reliable results, the committee undertook the most extensive re-
search that has been done up to this time. It seemed necessary to include the en-
tire Hebrew Bible in our study. Because the committee could treat only 5,000
cases in depth, we are quite aware that we were ablc to plot the vast territory of
the Old Testament text only on a large scalce grid. It remains for others to continue
our work and cxplore in detail the arcas where we have been able mercly to
scratch the surface.



Origins of the Corrections

The commttee™s first task was to determine which corrections in the five
translations were text-critical and which were not. The question ariscs 1n particu-
lar for versions that arc revisions of older traditional Bibles. When the translation
does not correspond to U, is the variant a text-critical decision of a reviser, or
rather the precritical or protocritical initiative of the first translator or even his
predecessors?

This question applies especially to the RL, for two reasons:

1. As already seen, the revisions that Luther’s translation underwent were much
more limited than those of other traditional Bibles, for example the Zurich
Bible or the King James Version. No other Bible had exerted such a strong
influence on the language of high culture. Luther’s translation played an
essential role in shaping high German, and made that dialect the classic Ger-
man literary vchicle. Conscqucntly, it was a literary trcasure trcated with the
greatest respect. W. Gundert had a primary role in organizing the last phase of
the revision and supplied important information on this point.! Although the
revisers had established “die Massgeblichkeit des Urtextes™ as a fundamental
principle,” the normativity of the original text implicd by that principle some-
timcs came into conflict with the regard shown for Luther’s own interpreta-
tion.’ This ¢xplains why Luther’s pre- or proto-critical choices have ofien
been left intact by the revisers.

2. First Houbigant, then Lowth, and especially German scholars of the end of
the eighteenth century and of the nineteenth century were so strongly influ-
enced by the Luther Bible that they often drew on it, whether consciously or
unconsciously, in their treatment of the Masoretic Text. Often, rather than
correct the traditional Hebrew text where it is difficult to interpret, it seems
that they went out of their way to find support in the ancicnt versions for the

. TRE, Vol. 6, 269:48-4%; 270:13-21 and 271:24-28.
CRGGAVol. [, 1221:42.
.TRE, Yol. 6, 271:16=28,
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choices represented in the traditional German Bible. It 1s not surprising, then,
that the critical apparatus of BHK has an equivocal relationship to the RL,
since many of the results of thesce scholars arc registered there. At first glance
it might be tempting to conclude that the revisers (who do not provide textual
notcs) bascd their revision on the notes in the BHK apparatus. But a compari-
son of the RL with the original Luther Bible demonstrates that the revisers did
not, In most cases, take any critical initiative, but simply retained Luther’s
choices. On the contrary, it was the textual critics of the nineteenth century
who let their criticism of the Hebrew text be shaped by Luther’s choices.

These observations concerning the influence of the Luther Bible on the RL are
true to a lesser degree of the KJV’s influence on the RSV. Overall, the textual
opinions of Christian scholars from the West between about 1515 and 1615 had
a decisive influence on the way the translators approached the Masoretic Text,
and consequently, on the difficulties they addressed.

It is helpful, therefore, to identify the sources of influence that explain the pre-
or proto-critical legacy inheritcd by the translations. There arc finc studics of (cxt
criticism in the modern period, for example, H.-J. Kraws's Geschichte der his-
torisch-kritischen Erforschung des Alten Testaments. In Part Onc (pages *2-%63
in CTAT Vol 1) we discussed textual criticism from 1ts beginnings to J. D.
Michaelis. But there 1s no study that investigates the interdependence of the ori-
gins of those German, French, and English biblical traditions that are based on
the Hebrew. Accordingly, the following is a study of both the direct and indirect
relationships of these Bibles to the Hebrew text of the Old Testament.

We begin by discussing Luther and the sources that influenced his work on the
books treated in this volume, Isaiah, Jeremiah, Lamentations.? Then we will con-
sider the sources of influence subsequent to Luther.

1. Luther

Earlier,” we discussed how Luther’s attitude toward the Jews and his under-
standing of textual criticism motivated and influenced his critical work, espe-
cially in the revision of his Old Testament translation in 1539—-1541. Here we
look at his translation work and the influences on it.

A. Trunslator and Reviser

In 1517 Luther began translating the seven penitential psalms. During his stay
at Wartburg. he decided to translate the enlire Bible and translated the New Testa-
ment in cleven weeks. The translation was published in Wittenberg on Scptember
21, 1522, and had to be reprinted alrcady 1in December. The publication of the Old

4, |*This velume™ refers 10 Volume 2 ol CTAT.—LEd.|
5. Pp. 6-12,
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Testament followed immediately: the Pentateuch 1in 1523, the Historical Books in
1524, and then the Writings. But an edition of all the Prophets did not appear until
March 1532. Howcver, his translation of Jonah appcarcd in the spring of 1526,
tollowced by Habakkuk. Zechariah was published at the end of December 1527
(dated 1528), and Isaiah appcared 1n carly October 1528, Then the first edition of
the cniire Bible appeared in August 1534, From the end of November 1540 until
mid-February 1541, Luther revised his translation of the Prophets.

B. The Sources for the Translation

l. Isaiah

For Isaiah, the 1532 edition of the prophets mainly copied the 1528 editic
princeps, but with the addition of numerous printing errors. It i1s appropriate,
therefore, to try to identify the sources of the earlier edition.

The manuscript of the first part of Luther’s translation (up to 33:1) 15 stll
housed in the University Library at Heidelberg, under the listing “Pal. Germ.
731.°% Luther offcred a university course on Isaiah off and on bctween the
summer of 1527 and February 22, 1530. Before 1914 the content of his course
was known only by the notes “In Esaiam Prophetam Scholia ex D. Mart. Lutehri
|sic] praclectionibus collecta,” published at Wittenberg in 1532 and republished
in a fuller version in 1534.7 It was not until the beginning of the twenticth century
that Antonius Lauterbach’s reportatio® was discovered in Ms theol. lat. Q.20 of
thc Royal Library of Berlin. It offers excellent information about the course.
Since Luther offered the course while he was preparing the translation, the course
presents the most authoritative commentary on his translation.

For the Isaiah translation as well as for the entire Old Testament, Luther’s pri-
mary source was the small-format edition of the Hebrew Bible published in Bres-
cia, Italy, by Gershom Soncino (May 24-31, 1494). P Volz agrees with
H. Ulbrich that Luther also used a folio edition of the Hebrew Bible.” There are
indications, to be discusscd below, that this would have been Felice da Prato’s
Rabbinic Bible published in four volumes by Danicl Bomberg (Venice, 1516—
1517). Besides the Hebrew text, this cdition gave him access to the Targum (of
which it is the editio princeps). David Qimhi’s commentary on Isaiah and Jere-
miah, and Rashi’s commentary on Lamentations.

Volz suggests that Luther may have occasionally followed Oecolampadius’s
interpretation in his Isaiah translation.!® Qecolampadius had published a work
“In lesaiam prophetam hypomnematon, hoc est, commentariorum, libri V17 in

6. Published in WADB, Vol. 2, [-39. The 1528 cdilion is reproduced on the even pages of
WADE. Vol. 11/1. 16-188.
7. The two versions are reproduced in WA, Vol 25, 87-401.
8. Published in WA, Vol. 31/2, 1-585.
9. WADE, Vol 11/2, xx n. 48,
10. WADB, Vol. 11/2. xl, note.
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Basel in 1525. Johannes Husschin, known since adolescence by the name Qeco-
lampadius, had given a course on the Hebrew and Greek texts of Isaiah in the
Aula Magna of thc University of Bascl from April 1523 to June 1524 before an
audience of 400 of the city’s bourgceoisic, not counting students and pricsts. The
course playcd an important rolc in launching the Reformation in Basel. In a lctter
to Nicolas Gerbel of Strasbourg. toward the end of Junc 1523, Luther indicated
his delight that Oecolampadius was then teaching Isaiah at Basel, although it dis-
pleased many.'! When Luther offered his course he had in hand the commentary
that Oecolampadius published after teaching his course. Indeed, Luther con-
cluded the prologue of his course by saying, “Oecolampadius’s work 18 quite
good as far as grammar is concerned, although in certain points he is not in agree-
ment with us.”!? Later on, we will sce the substantial influcnce that Occo-
lampadius cxerted on Luther and Brucioli.

In addition, Luther made continuous reference to the Vulgate, with which he
was very familiar. From time to time he drew from the old German translation of
the Vulgate, published and reprinted from 1466 on (when Johannes Mentel pub-
lished it at Strasbourg for the first time). Several of his translational choices show
that he probably read it in an edition derived from Giinther Zainer’s 1475 edi-
tion. 1

When Luther translated Isaiah, he also used Santes Pagnini’s Latin translation
of the Biblc published in Lyon by Antoinc du Ry in 1527, This was thc first Latin
translation of the original texts since that of Jerome. It was likewise the first to
number verscs. {The numbering was omitted in Michacl Scrvetus’s 1542 edition
in Lyon.} He also had at his disposal an edition of Nicholas of Lyra’s Postifla lit-
teralis, which he often cited.

In a letter to Johannes Lang dated May 29, 1522,'* Luther sent his correspon-
dent a Hebrew lexicon that he had purchased at Erfurt. because he had made
fewer notes 1n it than in the one Lang had lent him, which he kept. This may
have been the lexicon found on pp. 32-545 of “De rudimentis hebraicis,” a
quarto edition that Johannes Reuchlin had published in 1506. But the informa-
tion provided by Reuchlin was meager. Clearly, Luther would have needed more
adequate lexicographic aids for his Isaiah translation. A number of indications
suggest this may have been Alphonso of Zamora’s “Vocabularium hebraicum to-
tius veteris testamenti cum aliis dictionibus chaldaicis 1bi contentis,” a folio cdi-
tion of 682 columns that had been printed in Alcala by Arnaldo Guillermo de
Brocardo, March 17, 1515, as an introduction to the Polyglot Old Testament
(Complutensis).'

L1, WA, Vol. 12, 57:18-19.

[2. According to the 15334 edition of the Scholia (Luther, Esaiamy).
13, Meniel, Bible 1466, and Zainer, Bible 1475 in the bibliography,
14, WABr. Vol, 2, 547,

15, Polyglot (Alcala), vol. 0,
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When Luther speaks of Hebrew grammar, he mentions Santes (Pagnini) and
(Sebastian) Miinster.'® The most complete grammar in use at the time when he
was translating Isaiah was, indecd, the “Institutioncs hcbraicac,” a 428-page
quarto by Pagnini, published in 1526. This grammar, bascd on Radak’s Mikhiol,
had largely supcrseded Reuchlin’s 75-page grammar in the third book of his Ru-
dimenta and the sixty columns that Alphonso of Zamora had devoted to it. The
latter had been printed May 31, 1515, as the conclusion of an introductory vol-
ume to the Alcala Polyglot Old Testament.

Luther also must have had access to an edition of the Septuagint. It may have
been the Alcala Polyglot, whose fourth volume of the Old Testament contained
the prophets and the lirst three books ol Maccabees and was printed July 10,
1517. Or he may have used the edition of the Septuagint that Aldo and his father-
in-law André had published in Venice in February 1518.17 1t is difficult to deter-
minc which he uscd. In fact, while Occolampadius often cited the Scptuagint in
comparison with the Hebrew in his commentary, Luther cited the Scptuagint only
rarely. He frequently referred to the Hebrew in his Isaiah course, and interspersed
his teaching with Greek words from the New Testament or from the humanists
(Antonius Lauterbach took careful note of these in his Reporiatio). Lauterbach
reported a single definite citation, with regard to Isa 60:17. But even there, it is
not certain that Luther quoted the Greek Bible directly, since Oecolampadius
cited this text cxplicitly, interpreting it in the same way that Luther would (later)
use it.

2. Jeremiah and Lamentations

In February 1530 Luther began to translate Jeremiah. He interrupted that work
in order to translate the oracles against Gog in Ezekiel 38 and 39, in response to
the Turkish threat. He resumed the Jeremiah project at the fortress of Coburg in
early May and finished it in mid-June. He then revised it in numerous places, as
the multiple corrections in the autograph show. This manuscript is housed in the
ducal library of Gotha, under the listing “Ch. B. 142.” It contains thc translation
up to 51:28. Beginning with 20:16 1t scems to have been recopied, by Luther
himsclIf.!™ The translation appcarcd in 1532 with that of the other prophets, under
the title Die Propheten alle Deutsch.t?

In translating and revising Jeremiah and Lamentations between 1530 and
1532, Luther made use of a number of works to which he had not yet had access
when he translated Isaiah 1n 1528. A serious translator draws inspiration from
earlier translations and has them in front of him throughout his work. Not to use

6. In WABr, Vol. 8, 176:20 and WATr, Vol. 5, 220:11.24.

17. ® (Aldinc) in the bibliography.

18. Sce WADE. Vol. 2, xv n, 2. The manuscript was published in WADS, Vol. 2, 40-147.
19. 1t is reproduced on the even pages of WADBE, Vol. 11/1, 190390,
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them would be rresponsible. To copy them would be plagiarism. Luther cannot
be accused of either ot these faults.

The Anabaptist Ludwig Hitzer, originally from Bischofszcll in Switzerland
and a former protégé of Zwingli, had translated the Prophcts from the Hebrew,
assisted by Hans Denck from 1526 on. His translation, cntitled Alle Propheten,
nach Hebraischer sprach verteutscht, was printed April 13, 1527, by Peter Schéf-
fer at Worms. Georg Witzel, who had been in personal communication with
Luther up until 1531, compared the 1534 Luther Bible to Hitzer’s translation and
concluded that there was a clear influence of the Worms Prophets on Luther’s
work.? Since then opinions have varied, with the Mennonites tending to empha-
size indications of dependence and others (o downplay them.

It is, in fact, possible that Luther made use of Hiitzer’s translation. As carly as
May 4, 1527, he wrote to Spalatin that he had the work in Wittenberg.2! At about
the same time he stated to Wenzeslaos Link, “T do not look down on the Worms
translation of the Prophets, exeept that the German in it 1s rather obscure, proba-
bly due to the nature of that region.”?? In September 1530, when he was editing
the “Sendbrief vom Dolmetschen™ at the fortress of Cobourg, Luther wrote, “T
believe that no false Christian or sectarian spirit can translate faithfully, as is
demonstrated 1n the Prophets translated into German at Worms. Much zeal was
spent there, and they closely imitated my German. But there were Jews present
who showed little respect for Christ. Otherwise, the art and the zcal would have
been sufficient.”™?

Volz, in an excursus that he added 1n 1960 to WADRB, was the first to examinc
closcly the relations between Hitzer’s translation and Luther’s autograph. He
drew the following conclusions:

The content of these more than 50 examples, which have no claim of being ex-
haustive, should offer sufficient evidence that Luther (who, furthermeore, notes
in his manuscript regarding Hos 10:14: “Vide hetzer”) truly did make use of
Hatzer/Denck’s translation. Three different ways in which he used it can be
identified. First, he could have adopted the Worms text of the Prophets right
from the start and preserved it unchanged for printing: second, he could have
first adopted the Worms translation, then later emended it in his manuscript in
favor of another interpretation; third, constructions that he himself chose from
the first could later have been replaced in his copy with the Worms text.™

Volz cites cxamples that give evidence of cach of these three types of interven-
tion, in situations where neither the content of the Hebrew nor the influcnce of

20, Witzel, Annotationes, parl two, printed at Leipzig in 1536 by Mclchior Lother the
older.

21. WABr, Vol. 4, 197:10.

22. Ibid., 198:6-8.

23, WA, Vol. 3072, 640:28-32,

24. WADB, Vol. 11/2, exxxi—-cxxxiil.
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the Vulgate can explain the characteristic similarities between Luther’s transla-
tion and the Worms Prophets.

In three ycars Hitzer and Denck’s translation had been published at various
locations 1n thirteen cditions in different formats. Zwingli could not have re-
maincd indifferent to its success. As carly as May 5, 1527, Franz Kolb wrotc to
him from Berne:

Among other things. I have learned that you were planning to treat the transla-
tion of the Prophets that was recently published by Hitzer and Denck. [ am told
that you do not find it entirely satisfactory. I beg you by God. my brother, if, in
the said translation. you want to cerrect, add or omit something. concern your-
sclf only with what gives difficulty and what could not be accepted without
committing a grave error. Add and omit with good will, with unfeigned charity.
lest a wrong be perpetrated against our faith and against the Gospel that we pro-
fess. Nothing, indeed, impedes our route and jeopardizes the word of God more
than this perpetual controversy between you who are our teachers.”™

On May 15, Jorg Regel informed Zwingli that the sale of the Prophets translation
had been forbidden at Nuremberg (an interdiction that was handed down on the
advice of Osiander).2®

The excitement caused by the Anabaptist translation of the Prophets and its
huge success in bookshops stems from the fact that Luther had translated and
published only the first three parts of the Old Testament in 1523 and 1524, then
allowed three years to pass before completing the Prophets (which did not appear
until 1532). During this period of religious ferment, people waited impatiently
for the opportunity to read the prophcts in their own language.

Luther’s Bible, which had been published at Wittenberg., was immcdiately re-
1ssucd at Bascl. Thus, in 1523, the editio princeps of the Pentatcuch had two re-
priniings at Wittenberg and four at Bascl. It wasn't until two ycars later that an
adaptation of the first three parts of Luther’s Bible in the dialect of Zurich was
published by Christoph Froschauer in that city. In 1527, the Basel market was ap-
parently saturated, since only one teprinting of Luther’s Pentateuch was issued
there. At Zurich, on the other hand, the distribution of the Bible expanded—in
that year each of the three parts was reissued twice. The lack of a translation of
the Prophcets into German was keenly felt in 1526, at the autumn fair in Frankfurt.
Bookscller Christoph Froschauer had gone there as usual to sell books. He wrote
to Zwingli on Scptecmber 18, “People arc complaining loudly . . . that you have
not translated the Prophets into German.”*” Then in March 1527, the Anabaptists
put their translation of the Prophets on a market that avidly devoured it.

25, Zwingli, Briefwechsel, Vol, 3, 126,
20, Ibid. 134,
27. Zwingli, Briefwechsel, Vol. 2, 717,
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Beginning in 1525, Zwingli and Juda, with the participation of several other
scholars, had organized sessions for exegesis and translation of the Old Testa-
ment to which the namc “Prophczey™ was given, in an allusion to 1 Corinthians
14. In the discussion of Jer 38:23, we indicate how these working sessions were
structured.”® For the moment, we will simply mention that they used the Vulgate
and the Hebrew text. Zwingli had the task of explaining the significance of the
LXX, which he was reading in his Hausbibel, which consisted of a copy of the Al-
dina edition. This Hausbibel, with his annotations, 1s currently housed in the cen-
tral library in Zurich. The Prophezey studied the Pentateuch from June 19, 1525,
to December 26, 1526, and then the historical books from January to September
1, 1527. At that point, they skipped the third part, the Writings, and went directly
to the fourth part (the Prophets), which they studicd from Scptember 2, 1527, un-
til Janvary 16, 1529, The results of this work were published March 1, 1529, by
the cver-faithful Christoph Froschaucr, with the ttle Das vierde tevi des alten
Testaments: Alle Propheten, auss Ebraischer sprach, mit guten treuwen und ho-
hem fleyss, durch die Predicanten zu Zurich, inn Teutsch vertolmétschet. On the
second page of the prologue, Zwingli explains why the Zurich Preachers ulti-
mately decided to publish the fourth part, which at the time was missing from
Luther’s Bible:

Although a translation of the Prophets was recently published, it was received
with great distrust by many simple and loyal folk, because it came from the
Anabaptists. In so far as we have consulted it, it has rendered the Hebrew writ-
ings into German with zeal and fidelity in many places. But who would not fecl
distrust and abhorrence of a translation that came from the very mitiators of
those sects and factions which have caused vs more trouble in the Church of
God today than the Papacy ever caused.™

It scems clear, then, that the appearance of the Worms Prophets 1n the spring of
1527 led the Prophezey of Zurich to go directly from the historical books to the
Prophets in September of the same year. It was considered urgent to counter the
sectarian translation with one that was doctrinally sound and so, because Luther
was involved in other tasks. the initiative was taken by the Prophezey.

Luther, as already noted, made use of the Worms Prophets. The Zurich
Prcachers made cven morc substantial wse of it, a normal practicc at the time
which did not impedc the translators’ frecdom to make their own decisions.
However, the influcnce of the Zurich translation of the Prophcts on Luther’s has
not yct been carcfully examined with respect to those books that he had not yet
translated by 1529. In the textual commentary below, we will try to shed light on
the question of influcnce for Jeremiah and Lamentations, which Luther did not
translatc until 1530.

28, Sce CTAY Vol. 2. p. 721.
29. Froschauer, Propheten, Prologue, 2.
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There are certain cases where Volz thought that Luther, having first adopted
the Worms translation, substituted his own translation;*" bul a comparison with
the Zurich translation would have revealed that that text had replaced the Worms
text. Two examples of this:

In Jcr 6:4, the Hebrew DY0%32 (= Ut in meridie) was translated by Hitzer “bei
hellem tag” Similarly, Luther first wrote “bey hellem tage.” Then he corrected it
to “‘weil es noch hoch mittag i1st.” Then he went back and struck out “mit” in the
second-to-last word. The translation of the Zurich Preachers reads here “weils
noch hoch tag ist.”

In Jer 11:16, the Hebrew I8N™1D 7D (= V: pulchram fructiferam speciosam)
was translated by Hitzer as “der mil schonenn {riichten geziert ist.” Luther first
wrotc ““der mit schoncn fruchten gezicret.” Then he corrected it to “schoncn
fruchtbarn.” The translation of the Zurich Preachers reads “cinen schéncn, cyn
fruchtbaren, cyn hilpschen.” Here 1t 1s clearly inspired by U and reflects the three
Hebrew words more cxplicitly than the abridged form adopted by Luther.

Volz also did not take the translation of the Zurich Preachers into account
when he found similarities in Luther’s and Hatzer’s translations. Consequently,
he saw a direct influence in cases where the Zurich translation may have been the
intermediary. For example, he noted that in Jer 4:23 Luther had first translated
“wust und leer” for the Hebrew ¥12) YN (=V: vacua . . . et nihili), as he had done
in Gen 1:2.%! Then he corrected the third word to “dde.” Hétzer has “wiist und
¢6d.” But, in addition, the Zurich Preachers adopted Hatzer's translation word for
word. The same situation exists in Ier 9:18, where the Hebrew %7} ‘?ﬁp (=D: vox
lamentationis) was translated by Luther as “cin geschrey.” Then he inscrted the
adjective “kleglich™ before the noun. Volz noted that Hiitzer had