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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.1 It is the Bible Societies’ policy to base their translation on the best avail
able editions o f the ancient texts. UBS and its member societies have taken an ac
tive role in producing critical editions by calling upon leading textual scholars, 
specializing in both Old Testament and New Testament, to produce these editions.

For the New Testament, the American Bible Society, the British and Foreign 
Bible Society, the Netherlands Bible Society, and the Württemberg 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 Martini. The result was the publication of the 
United Bible Societies’ Greek New Testament (1966), now in its fourth edition 
(1993), which has served an entire generation of Bible translators. A perusal of 
the prefaces to most modern Bible translations reveals that this edition 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:

1. Critique textuelle de l ’Ancien Testament. Tome I. Josué, Juges, Ruth, Samuel, 
Rois, Chroniques, Esdras, Néhémie, Esther ( 1982)

2. Critique textuelle de l ’Ancien Testament. Tome 2. Is aïe, Jérémie, Lamenta
tions (1986)

1. http://www.unitedbiblesocieties.org.

xi
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3. Critique textuelle de l ’Ancien Testament. Tome 3. Ézêchiel, Daniel et les 12
Prophètes ( 1992)

4. Critique textuelle de l ’Ancien Testament. Tome 4. Psaumes (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 Barthélémy died in 2002 before the fourth and fifth volumes 
(on Psalms and the Wisdom books) were finished. Fortunately, Stephen Des
mond Ryan and Adrian Schenker edited the fourth volume from Barthelemy’s 
notes, but the fourth volume does not contain a major introduction like the first 
three 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 present series “Textual Criticism and 
the Translator”: A Handbook on Isaiah (1997) and A Handbook on Jeremiah 
(2003). The volume on Psalms is in preparation and will be published in 2012.

Whether all of these CTAT volumes will ever 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 in these volumes. Indeed, as Sanders quotes Emanuel Tov, the intro
ductions to volumes 1-3 of CTAT form “an almost complete introduction” to the 
textual criticism of the Hebrew Bible.

Based in a significant measure on the groundbreaking work of Barthélémy and 
the rest of the Hebrew Old Testament Text Project committee, the decision was 
made that the time had come to produce a new edition of Biblia Hebraica, to su
persede the Sruttgartensia edition, which itself was a revision of Kahle's third 
edition of Biblia Hebraica. The Megilloth, the first fascicle of this new edition, 
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 Societies felt that it would be important to offer Bible 
translators additional help if they were to make the best use of these fundamental 
works. Accordingly, we launched this series, “Textual Criticism and the Transla
tor,” to provide 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 o f Eisenbrauns, thereby reaching a wider audience.

This volume, the third volume in this series, is the result of work by numerous 
scholars: Rev. Harold Scanlin, my predecessor as the United Bible Societies’ 
Consultant for Scholarly Editions and Helps guided work on this translation from 
its 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 textual studies by both 
Bible translators and exegetes, would not have been possible without the vision 
of Dr. Eugene A. Nida, who recognized the vital importance of source texts 
based on the best of scholarship. Special appreciation and thanks is also ex
pressed for the monumental work of the late Dominique Barthélémy (1921
2002), whose work is here offered in English translation.

R o g e r  L . O m a n s o n

Series editor
United Bible Societies
Consultant for Scholarly Editions and Helps





Introduction

The introductions to volumes 1-3 of Critique textuelle de l ’Ancien Testament 
(CTAT) form, according to Emanuel Τον of Hebrew University, “an almost com
plete introduction” to the textual criticism of the Hebrew Bible.2 They are, in ef
fect, the fruit of a lifetime of research by Jean-Dominique Barthélémy, O.P., in 
the held, 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 Barthélémy

Barthélémy was a young Dominican resident at the École biblique et 
archéologique française in Jerusalem during the earliest official digs and prob
ings around the site of Qumran Cave One and of the ruins nearby. 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.3 With Abbé Josef Milik, Barthélémy edited and published the frag
ments from Cave One other than the original scrolls found there by bedouin.4 Be
cause of serious illness Barthélémy had to return to Europe and was not involved 
in work on the massive trove of fragments found in 1952 in Qumran Cave Four. 
He was nonetheless appointed to read and study the Greek Minor Prophets Scroll 
that was found in 1953 in a cave in a different area, the Wadi Habra or Nahal 
Hcver, nearby.“’

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 eventually evoked the praise of all for its

2. E. Tov, “The Biblia Hcbraica Quinta: An Important Step Forward,” Journal o f  North
west Semitic Languages 31 (2005) 3 n. 10.

3. The regnant theory, but one still being challenged; see, for example, Hcrshcl Shanks, 
“Qumran— the Pottery Factory: Dead Sea Scrolls Not Related to Settlement, says Excavator” 
Biblical Archaeology Review  32/5 (2006) 26-32 .

4. Qumran, DJD I.
5. See now the stunning, succinct account o f  the modern history o f the Scrolls by Weston 

W. Fields, The D ead Sea Scrolls: A Short H istory (Leiden: Brill, 2007), esp. pp. 40ff.
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stunning effect on the whole field of First Testament textual criticism. Barthé- 
lem y’s Devanciers d ’Aquila  caused a complete revision of the history of trans
mission of the text o f the First Testament (Hebrew and Greek).6 Emanuel Tov, the 
editor of the Discoveries in the Judaean Desert (DJD), claims in the introduction 
to the publication of the actual text of 8HevXIIgr that Devanciers “in many ways 
has revolutionized scholarship.”7 It has indeed, and these introductions to vol
umes 1-3 of CTAT by Barthélémy, 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 Barthélémy 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 “chaînon manquant” 
(missing link) between the rather fluid earlier Greek translations, signaled by the 
word Septuagint (LXX), and the quite literal, even rigid, Greek translations of the 
second century of the common era (c.E.).8 He showed how the Greek translation 
of the Minor Prophets in the Hever scroll 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.9 But in doing so Barthélémy completely revised the history of 
the transmission of the Hebrew text, and that was indeed revolutionary. Whereas 
earlier 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 rise to the three, Barthélemy’s work showed the history of the 
transmission of the text should rather be seen in 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;

c. the proto-Masoretic text evidenced in the Hebrew texts from M urabba'at, 
Masada and elsewhere (than Qumran) and in the second-century Greek trans
lations (Aquila and Theodotion; cf. Symmachus and the Vulgate); and

d. finally the Masoretic Text (MT) of the tenth and eleventh centuries (the clas
sical, Tiberian codices).10

The Greek Minor Prophets scroll would have been an early example of the tran
sition from the period of textual fluidity (b) to the period of textual stability (c).

6. Barthélémy, Devanciers.
7. Greek M inor Prophets, DJD VIII, ix.
8. Barthélémy, “Redécouverte d'un chaînon manquant de l’histoire de la Septante,” 

Revue Biblique 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 Rüger, in “Texts in Context— Scholarly Edi
tion o f  the Bible,” United Bible Societies Bulletin, 108/109 (1977) 16-19.
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The art o f textual criticism is based on a valid understanding of the history of 
transmission o f the text. How one goes about applying textual analysis of par
ticular problems in the text, indeed how one develops the tools with which one 
works the art of textual analysis, stem directly from one’s understanding of the 
history of the transmission of the text. The history of textual transmission is quite 
distinct from the earlier history of the formation of the text. One discerns the his
tory of a text’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 o f the formation of the text.

The history o f a text’s transmission, on the other hand, begins after its forma
tion is complete, and is the business of textual criticism. However, the two some
times overlap. That is, even after a text has left the hands of its authors and 
editors and has become functionally canonical for one or more communities 
(what Talmon calls a “Gruppentext”)11 there is sometimes evidence 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 
true (as opposed to pseudo-) variants, the “aim” differs with each bloc of text but 
should ideally be that point at which the history of its formation has ceased and 
the history of its transmission has begun.12 The “goal” of textual criticism is, of 
course, to establish the critically most responsible text possible through the art of 
textual criticism, that then may be recommended for translations. Discerning the 
“aim” for each biblical book or textual bloc is crucial to the whole enterprise be
cause that is the point in a text’s history at which the “goal” is set, 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. Before 1946 the Societies had selected the best extant versions 
of the Bible to propagate and distribute around the world. But when Nida became

11. Sec again Talmon, “Study.”
12. See James A. Sanders, “The Task o f Text Criticism,” in Problems in Biblical Theol

ogy: Essays in Honor o f  R olf Knierim  (ed. Henry Sun, et al.; Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1997) 
315-27 . '
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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 
made up of nationals in each country and linguistic area along with a few textu
ally oriented missionaries were formed to make dynamic or functional equivalent 
translations into as many local or reccptor 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 to address the problem. 
The idea was to provide text-critically responsible solutions to difficult texts to 
help the local, national teams in their work.

The six scholars that met in Arnoldshain understood and accepted 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 into all the different 
kinds of textual problems the Bible harbors in its different literary forms, and to 
work out a much needed new understanding 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 team included two prominent 
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 are 
included in the Catholic or Orthodox canons, the so-called deuterocanonical 
books. We 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.

Barthélémy, especially, helped us realize that many problems in the text had 
been neutralized or sterilized, so to speak, by the text being too quickly declared 
unintelligible or corrupt and hastily supplied with a solution from later versions 
(which also had had to solve the same problem), or by conjecture. There are 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 Judaeo- 
Arabic, and the six medieval Hebrew-Old French glossateurs in northern Europe 
who dated even before Rashi. Barthélémy immersed himself in the Judaeo-



Introduction xix

Arabie commentaries of Yefet ben Ely, Daniel al-Qumisi, Saadya Gaon, David Z. 
Lichaa, and Salmon ben Yeruham. Yefet lived in Palestine between 950 and 1000
c.E. and had an intimate acquaintance with the mentality of his contemporaries, 
the Masoretes themselves; and most all his work, though little is edited or pub
lished, is available in microfilm from libraries in Europe and New York.

Probing such rarely used sources, the team 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 o f the BH series, is a part), and the research and work of the 
HOTTP.13

The introduction to fascicle 18 of BHQ, the first to appear, states that the 
“character 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 forces 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 
Württembergische Bibelanstalt, a regional Bible Society in Germany which had 
published the earlier editions in the BH series and became a part of the Deutsche 
Bibelgesellschaft, which now publishes BHQ; its major mission is to 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
ing 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;

c. students who are basically beginners at reading the Bible in its original 
tongues and need as clear guidance as possible to perceive the history of the 
text in a manageable format; and

13. See James A. Sanders, “The Hebrew University Bible and Biblia Hebraica Quinta,” 
JBL 118/3 (1999) 518-26; and idem, “Review of Biblia Hebraica Quinta: Fascicle IS: Gen
eral Introduction and Megilloth," in Review o f Biblical Literature 2006  (ed. Jan G. van der 
Watt; Atlanta: Society o f  Biblical Literature, 2006) 1-10.
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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.14

The BH series had the same audience in mind from its inception in 1905, 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 appeared, it seems appropriate to de
scribe as clearly as possible the role of the UBS, and especially the HOTTP, in 
the shaping of this fifth edition of Biblia Hebraica, which will probably serve the 
four intended audiences noted above for half a century at least. It is 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 region. But that situation was changing.

Nida had just earned a Ph.D. at the University of Michigan in linguistics. He 
was the first person in any Bible Society to be academically trained in linguistics. 
Several Societies had begun to see the need of doing their own translations even 
while they continued to evaluate the suitability of existing versions. In the course 
of the late 1940s and early 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 Noam Chomsky, linguist at the Massachusetts In
stitute 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 project based on those principles; the Version Popular ap
peared just before Today’s English Version (TEV), both in 1966. Nida in essence 
reshaped the role of the Versions/Translations departments in 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, “Biblia Hcbraica Quinta and the Making o f  Critical Editions o f  the Hebrew 
Bible” in TC: A Journal o f  Biblical Textual Criticism  7 (2002) [http://purl.org/TCJ 4 -9 .

http://purl.org/TCJ
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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 appeared in a steady stream for some forty years.

These developments, effected through Nida’s genius and vision, paralleled the 
de-colonization moves that took place in the mid-twentieth century after the Sec
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 colonial languages. The Bible Societies, taking note o f this, saw the 
need to provide Bibles in those lands in the languages o f the people, and Nida’s 
theories and work found ready reception for doing so. Bishop Berggrav of Nor
way, an outspoken critic of the Nazis during the war, with others proposed a co
operative fellowship of national Bible Societies. The United Bible Societies was 
thus founded in 1946 through the joint efforts of thirteen Bible Societies: (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.15

The UBS currently is involved in almost 550 translation projects worldwide,16 
made up largely of nationals who, while skilled in their mother tongues, are 
sometimes marginally familiar with the intricacies of the biblical languages. Be
fore the middle of the twentieth century such translations were done mainly by 
missionaries, 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 one native church leader wisely remarked: the translations 
of the missionaries provided the way the Bible could be expressed 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 it 
was at this stage of the work of producing translations into local languages that 
confusion would intrude because modern translations often differed widely in 
how difficult textual problems were resolved. This sometimes resulted in the em
barrassing situation of the UBS sponsoring translations that varied considerably

15. See Philip C. Stine, Let the Words Be Written: The Lasting Influence o f  Eugene A. 
Nida (Atlanta: SBL, 2004) for the full story o f  Nida’s genius and legacy. I am also indebted to 
Harold Scanlin and Philip Stine, both o f the UBS, for much o f the data concerning the history 
o f the Bible Societies. And I wish to thank David Marcus o f  the Jewish Theological Seminary 
for a couple o f valuable data otherwise, as well as Adrian Schenker, general editor o f BHQ, for 
his suggestions.

16. http://www.unitedbiblesocieties.org.

http://www.unitedbiblesocieties.org


xxii Introduction

in what certain difficult texts actually conveyed in the receptor languages. The 
situation was not unlike that in antiquity when translators sometimes consulted 
earlier translations, especially the Greek, to solve difficult textual passages; early 
Greek translations were themselves sometimes free-style and less than totally 
faithful to the Hebrew text we know, or were based on different Vorlagen.

These effects were exacerbated, however, in UBS translation projects because 
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 done around mid-century based on widely varying reconstructions of 
difficult texts. The Revised Standard Version (1952) and then the New Revised 
Standard Version (1989), while not as egregious, also reflected the attitude dom
inant in mid-twentieth 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 Oecuménique de la Bible (1975) were considerably more sober, the prob
lems faced by the new translation committees (made up largely of nationals), still 
needed to be addressed.

When the HOTTP was launched in 1969, Nida charged us with the responsi
bility of addressing those passages in the Hebrew Bible that were giving the 
translation committees difficulties, 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 l ’Ancien Testament hébreu in five volumes published by 
the UBS (1973-1980). These were to be followed by a final report /rapport 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 o f the 
most recent developments in the art of textual criticism, especially the impact of 
the Dead Sea Scrolls on the field. The result has been CTAT four volumes of 
which have so far been published by Editions universitaires in Fribourg and Van- 
denhoeck & Ruprecht in Göttingen (1982-2005).17

CTAT has been ignored 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 o f  Qohelet, 
in BHQ 20, refers on p. 72* to "CTAT, 5, ad lo c .” he is actually referring to the notes generated 
by Barthélémy for the HOTTP; there is, as yet, no fifth volume o f CTAT. See p. 158 n. 15.
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translations o f 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 the HOTTP to address the issue of the most critically respon
sible text to offer translators (a) in the face of the situation in the mid-twentieth 
century of the most recent Western translations often varying as to the actual 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 
mounted 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 elsewhere in the 
Tanak, each in its 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 its 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 Rüger states in his early report we 
had come to see that the “aim” of textual criticism had to be the point at which 
early literary products left the hands of editors and redactors and became “canon
ical” for various communities in phase (b). We used the word “canonical” in its 
functional sense, not in its formal sense as it had usually been used. We meant the 
same phenomenon Talmon called “Gruppentexte,” texts accepted by various com
munities that functioned for them as authoritative. The crucial point was that we 
needed to find the juncture at which literary activity had basically ceased, indeed 
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 yet “earliest attested texts” 
(by text critics today) would probably be more generally understood. My Torah 
and Canon and “Adaptable for Life,” 18 had shown the importance of seeing the 
term “canonical” in its functional sense as much as in its formal sense.19

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

18. Sanders, Torah and Canon (Philadelphia: Fortress, 1972; revised edition by Cascade 
Books, 2005) and “Adaptable for Life: The Nature and Function o f Canon,” in Magnalia Dei: 
The M ighty Acts o f  G od  (ed. F. M. Cross, et al.; Garden City, N.Y.: Doubleday, 1976) 531-60.

19. Pace Eugene Ulrich in “The Notion and Definition o f 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 Issue o f Closure in the Canonical Process,” in the same volume, 252
63, and see now Torah and Canon (2nd ed.).
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their purposes and for Hans-Peter Rüger of Tübingen then to provide sheets well 
before each annual session giving the readings o f all the ancient witnesses for the 
principal words in the passages. This first move on the team’s part was very much 
in the usual style of textual criticism when the focus was largely on individual 
words that were deemed to be “variants,” or possibly so. My assignment was to 
provide all the available readings from the Judaean Desert Scrolls, Qumran and 
otherwise.20 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 Barthélémy would research the pertinent his
tory o f exegesis of each problem up to the modern critical period. The other two 
members o f the team, A. R. Hulst of Utrecht and W. D. McHardy of Oxford, 
brought their long experience in the work of translation to the discussions.

It was Barthélemy’s findings in the pre-critical literature that were basically 
new to modern textual criticism. Barthélémy had gathered in his study at Fri
bourg microfilms of published and unpublished treatises on the whole of the 
Tanak from the medieval period up to the eighteenth century. I often marveled 
when I 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 apparatuses in the BH series so far indicated. It became clear 
that the medieval exegetes’ 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.21

The team 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 team felt it im
portant to convey the uncertainty by “grading” our decisions, leaving the choice

20. It is my pleasant duty once more to express gratitude on behalf o f the HOTTP to Frank 
Moore Cross o f  Harvard, Patrick Skchan o f Catholic University o f  America, and Johannes van 
der Ploeg of Nijmegen in The Netherlands for their ready and cordial assistance in providing 
the then unpublished biblical texts from the Judaean Desert Scrolls.

21. This is quite different from the efforts o f  scholars like Schultcns in the eighteenth cen
tury and G. R. Driver in the twentieth to import meanings o f  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 
GNTP.22

We came to realize that ancient tradents, both scribes and translators, were 
less prone to “scribal errors” than the field had thought, precisely because in the 
early history of transmission of 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 usual 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
stitute readings. As Weis points out, scribes in the early period not only occasion
ally “roughened” a text, that is, made mistakes, they 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 sometimes 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 understood 
the passage. Sometimes we needed to do a structure analysis of a whole passage 
to see what the concept was that lay behind what the tradent (author, editor, 
scribe, or translator) had in mind, and in doing so we could better pcrceive how 
the word in focus came into play in the whole.24 We sometimes found that this 
exercise underscored Eugene Nida’s concept of dynamic or functional equiva
lence in translation in 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 criticism.

The HOTTP also found text-critical help in the mcisorot 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, lxix-xcvii, a section subtitled, “Du bon usage des 
massores.”25 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 o f this practice have been rather superficial and not very helpful. We were 
working against the kind o f over-confidence o f earlier editors o f the BH series in their frequent 
use o f  crrp  or club 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 o f Critical Editions o f the Hebrew 
Bible,” 31.

24. See again the writer’s study, “The Task of Text Criticism,” 327 n. 33.
25. F. 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 
value of the information in them for text-critical analysis. As Emanuel Tov states 
in his magisterial review of BHQ 18 (Megillot), “A detailed commentary on the 
notes of the Masorah, in English (pp. 25*-50*), introduces the reader to its trea
sures and clarifies many an ambiguity.”26

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 in the classical Tiberian manu
scripts). For the former type it was necessary to retrace the literary or redactional 
history of the problem. Often the same problem gave rise to different solutions 
over time, like glosses, literary exegeses, or textual corrections. Retracing the 
history of such problems often led us to recognize the high antiquity of some tex
tual problems: such as ancient accidents, syntactic peculiarities 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 from 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 step with that “solution,” thus masking the real problem as though it 
were solved for all time. True criticism, even textual criticism, is a process in 
which criticism is critiqued.

Philological efforts have occasionally shed light on old problems, such as
A. Schultens’s work in the eighteenth century with Arabic, Friedrich Delitzsch in 
the nineteenth century with Akkadian, or G. R. Driver and Mitchell Dahood in 
the twentieth century with Ugaritic. But such efforts have rarely been successful; 
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 o f a text that had rarely been used. Unfortunately, the field 
still lacks a syntactic concordance based on careful use of the teamim.

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 explain how the HOTTP did its work, its con
cepts and method.27 The balance is devoted to explaining the team ’s understand
ing of the new history of transmission of the text and the delicate question of the

26. Tov, "The Biblia Hebraica Quinta: An Important Step Forward,” 5.
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“aim” of our work, that is, the point at which a book or major section o f the bib
lical text left the hands of authors and editors and became “functionally canoni
cal,” that is, the possession o f communities of faith in antiquity (Talmon’s 
Gruppentexte).

The Introduction to the second volume explains the modus operandi of the 
team: how the problems were chosen and the structure of the critical apparatuses. 
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 o f the problems both before and since modern 
biblical criticism.

The introduction to the third volume is the most elaborate and the richest. 
Here is Dominique Barthélémy at his best. These introductions, whether in 
French or in English, are a legacy worthy of the scholar. After more fully ex
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 issue o f what the MT really is; the textual traditions other than the 
Tiberian; the central issues involved in using the MT; the correct use of the ma- 
sorot in textual criticism; the newly found pre-Masoretic Hebrew texts (the 
Scrolls); the emergence toward the end of the first century c.E. of the proto-Mas- 
oretic texts and their value; the major issues involved with the early 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 o f 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 is necessarily superficial. The depths of what is 
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 
manner possible. Barthélémy dedicated the second volume of CTAT to the first of 
our team to die, A. R. Hulst of Utrecht in 1978, and the third to Hans-Peter Rüger 
of Tübingen, who died in 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 Barthélémy, who himself died, after 
thirty-four years at Fribourg, February 10, 2002. W. D. McHardy of Oxford had

27. See Sanders, “Text and Canon: Concepts and Method,” Journal o f  Biblical Literature 
98 (1 9 7 9 )5 -2 9 .
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died in April of 2000, and Eugene Nida died in August o f 2011, leaving only 
Norbert Lohfink, S.J., o f Frankfurt, and myself, the least of them all, to remem
ber and to celebrate what is surely the redemption in our time of the textual criti
cism of the First Testament/Hebrew Bible.

J a m e s  A. S a n d e r s  

Professor emeritus,
Claremont School of Theology and 
Claremont Graduate University 
President emeritus,
Ancient Biblical Manuscript Center
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A (in the discussion of Latin versions) MS Amiatinus; see D (San Girolamo)
A (in the discussion of Masoretic m s s ) Aleppo manuscript; see m s  Aleppo.
31 First printing of D (B42)
a' Aquila, cited according to <S (Göttingen), Hexaplorum  (Field); © 

(Brooke/McLean).
Ad Jerome (Adriaen)
Akh Akhmimic
A1 Polyglot (Alcala)
Amer Jerome (Amerbach)
B (in the discussion of Masoretic m s s ) m s  London BL Or 4445
33 Second printing of 0 (B42)
B42 D (B42)
Ba (in the discussion of Masoretic m s s ) m s  Berlin Or qu. 680 and m s  New 

York JThS 510
bab Babylonian
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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 o f 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 Kittcl’s 
Biblia Hebraica. If we turn to the great exegetical commentaries 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 or conjectures are 
frequently attributed to authors such as Klostermann, Dillmann, Wellhausen, 
Böttcher, Graetz, Ewald, Hitzig, Thenius, Bertheau, Doederlin, Dathe, and J. D. 
Michaelis. In other words, the lineage of textual criticism easily goes back more 
than a century, especially in the German cultural milieu in which this criticism 
particularly flourished.

Earlier scholars from outside the German milieu, such as Chateillon, 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 lit manuscripts, it is 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 
seems that much is obscure when one attempts to look back before the end of the 
eighteenth century outside of Germany.

For this reason, it is useful to survey the beginnings of Old Testament textual 
criticism from its origins up to the time of J. D. Michaelis. It hardly seems neces
sary to include the period from Michaelis to the present, since it was neither a

2
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very creative nor consistent one, and is also easily accessible in most modern in
troductions to textual studies. But readers need to be aware o f the context in 
which the older research was carried out, in order to understand more fully the 
implications of certain corrections or conjectures proposed by the early pioneers 
of textual criticism when such corrections are included in the Committee’s final 
report.

A sign of our modern neglect of the origins of textual criticism can be seen 
in the way the encyclopedias treat the subject. In the nineteenth-century Real
Enzyklopädie fü r  Protestantische Theologie und Kirche, every edition (1854, 
1878, 1897) devotes five pages to Louis Cappel, the founder o f textual criticism 
of the Hebrew Bible. By contrast, unfortunately, he is not even mentioned in the 
more recent Theologische Realenzyklopädie (1981), even though it is larger than 
the earlier work. This situation should be corrected, especially since the study of 
textual criticism has been significantly influenced by the bitter polemics that sur
rounded its inception.

I. Origins of the Criticism of the Hebrew Text

A. Attempts at Emendation within Judaism during the Early Middle Ages

I. The First Critical Jewish Correctors o f  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.D. 840). Qirqisani tells us that al-Ukbari regarded the number thirty-three 
in Gen 46:15 as a scribal error for thirty-two.1 He also believed that the original 
form of various other passages of the Torah differed from the received 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.2 
Ibn Ezra was scandalized by this claim and judged that his work should be 
burned. Nevertheless, Ibn Ezra reports the grammarian’s proposed changes for 
six of the most difficult cases, four o f 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 therefore right 
to reject the identification of this anonymous grammarian as Abulwalid, whom 
Ibn Ezra greatly admired.3 Moreover, neither Abulwalid nor Ibn Ezra had the au
dacity to propose that Scripture should be corrected. Nevertheless, Abulwalid 
achieved the same result by pointing out about eighty cases in which he thought

1. Qirqisani, Kitub al-Anwar, vol. 1, 56, lines 12-13.
2. Ibn Ezra. Sahot, 4 7 1 .5 -6 .
3. Bacher, Schrifterklärung, 28-29.
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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.4

Bacher was also correct in suggesting that the audacious critic made infamous 
by Ibn Ezra was most likely 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.5 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)6 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 Joseph b. Eliezer, Lippmann identified this anonymous grammar
ian as Isaac ibn Yashush of Toledo (ca. a .d . 1040), though Bachcr maintained 
that it would be difficult to prove or disprove Lippmann's theory definitively.7 
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 o f the received Hebrew 

text made no headway among the Jewish exegetes of the Middle Ages, they had 
rccoursc nevertheless to subtle and less obvious practiccs that achieved the same 
result: 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 }al tiqre (“Do not read this, but 
rather that”8), which allowed midrashic developments by verbal associations but 
which did not claim to explain the pesliat. 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 
recalls a memory of his youth which shows us the importance he gave to this ex- 
egetical method.

Scripture says, in 1 Kgs 2:28, that “Joab had supported Adonijah and he had not 
supported Absalom.” This second name is here in place of “Solomon” because 
Joab was not guilty of failing to follow Absalom’s party but rather of abandon
ing Solomon’s. This same method is used in Arabic. Thus, the poet said 1Q3 
ΓΡΠΝ “IVU7D1 imiXD ηον, where the last word is in place of “Absalom.” The au-

4. Abulwalid, Luma, 294,7-300,19.
5. Bachcr, Schrifterklärung, 29.
6. Discusscd by Abulwalid in Luma 295 ,17- 296,21.
7. See Lippmann’s notes on Ibn Ezra’s Sapha berura, 9b, and Bachcr, Schrifterklärung, 29, 

and Grammatiker, 186.
8. See McCarthy, Tiqqune, 139-66.
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thor was thinking o f  A bsalom  but said Adonijah because o f  the meter, as he 
him self declared when w e learned this poem  under his tutelage. W e cite this 
déclaration o f  the poet here in order to justify  our opinion on this point. One o f  
the so-called  scholars, since he did not understand this expression o f  the poet, 
decided to take these words as a cop yist’s error and thus to reestablish the text 
by conjecture. H ow ever, he destroyed the meter by replacing ΓΡΠΝ 1VU7D1 with  
Π'ΠΧ ΠΝ But the poet had indeed said ΓΡΠΧ That is the text we re
cited before him in our youth and the explanation he gave us. Further, “iVltfl 
ΓΡΠΧ ΠΝ strays from what is correct as much as a wayward wild ass from a 
flock o f  good anim als.9

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 poetry based on numbers, so that its interpretation required verbal 
substitutions. It is understandable, therefore, 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.” 10 Ibn Ezra, in the two editions of his com
mentary on Exod 21:8, tells us that Saadya had already proposed this interpreta
tion in both cases. 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.11 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.12 These exegetical methods provided an easy solution to 
those cases where there were textual difficulties.

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 explanation of the textual

9. Abulwalid, Parterres, 288.
10. Abulwalid, Luma, 294,7-8 .
11. See Bacher, Anfänge, 70 nn. 4 and 5.
12. David ben Abraham, Hebrew-Arabic Dictionary, Vol. 1, 4 39 -45 .
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difficulties. Judah Hayyuj 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 area.

Most popular manuals of the sixteenth century followed the tradition of 
Radak. They were edited, 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 Institutionen Hebraicae, a 
grammar of 428 pages printed at Lyon by Antoine du Ry. In 1528, 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-qodesh, a Hebrew thesaurus of 2752 columns. Cornelius Bertram re
vised it in 1577 at Lyon, and it was published by Bartholomé Vincent or, accord
ing to other copies, by Antoine Gryphe. This second edition was enlarged to 
3188 columns through the addition of annotations by two great 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.

I. Translation Method
We know that Luther translated the historical books rather quickly in 1523.13 

He explained his method of translating on several occasions: “Sendbrief vom 
Dolmetschen”; “Summarien über die Psalmen und Ursachen des Dolmetschens” ; 
and “Tischreden,” nos. 312, 4857, and 5002.14 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 M ünster’s criticism of some 
of Luther’s alternate readings in the notes o f 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 o f the Old Testament could only be interpreted 
properly by someone who had a good understanding of the subjcct (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. WAÜB Vol. 9/1, ix.
14. Sendbrief: WA Vol. 30/2. 626-46: Summarien: WA Vol. 38. 1-69: Tischreden: WATr 

Vol. 1, 128; Vol. 4, 554, 608.
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forgiveness o f sins) or of contrast (law, wrath) with Christ, the subject o f the New 
Testament, which enables one to determine the theme (argumentum ) of a given 
text of the Old Testament. Elsewhere, as we will see, Luther classified the themes 
as Church. Household, and Government. Once the theme was recognized, one 
had the key for discerning the meaning of each statement (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.15

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

It helped Dr. Forster and Z iegler very much that they talked with us here, for 
when w e translated the B ible I gave them three rules: First, the B ible speaks 
and teaches about the works o f  God. About this there is no doubt. These works 
are divided into three hierarchies: the household, the governm ent, the church. If 
a verse does not fit the church, w e should let it stay in the governm ent or the 
household, w hichever it is best suited to. Second, w henever equivocal words or 
constructions occur, that one w ould have to be taken w hich (without, how ever, 
doing injustice to the grammar) agrees with the N ew  Testament. Third, som e
tim es a sentence seem s to be in conflict with the w hole Im essage o f  the) B ible.
So the rabbis have greatly corrupted all the Scriptures with their g lo sses and re
late everything only to the com ing o f  the M essiah, to his supplying us with 
food and drink, and to his dying afterward. This is rubbish! A ccordingly we 
sim ply throw it out, and w e have taken many sentences like this from Forster. 
W hen he said, “Ah, the rabbis interpret it this way,” I said, “Could your gram
mar and points allow  you to render the sentence so that it rhymes with the N ew  
Testament?”

Answer: “Yes.”

“Then take it!”

The result was that they them selves marveled and said they never in their lives 
would have believed it .16

2. Distrust o f Rabbinic Exegesis and o f  Vocalization
Luther showed more and more clearly a profound distrust of rabbinic exege

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.” 17 
Luther also assigned the following tasks to Christian Hebraists:

15. “Summarien,” WA Vol. 38, 11.
16. LW Vol. 54. 446 = No. 5533, WATr Vol. 5, 218.
17. “Vom Schein Hamphoras,” WA Vol. 53, 646.
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W henever they can m odify the points [vow elsl, distinctions faccents], conjuga
tions, constructions and m eanings, and everything that pertains to the grammar, 
and turn that away from the interpretation o f  the Jew s so that it agrees with the 
N ew  Testament and is oriented toward it, they should do it with audacity and 
joy, as St. Paul teaches that prophecy should be analogous to and in conform ity  
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. W herever 
they could deform the Bible o f  our M essiah and our faith and make o f  it som e
thing which did not conform  to the N ew  Testament, by the use o f  points, dis
tinctions, conjugations, etc., they accom plished it with a great and frenzied zeal.
. . .  Thus, in Isa 9[.51, they interpreted the text “Vayicra Schem o, Pele, etc.” as 
“The W onderful, Counselor, God, Hero, eternal Father w ill name the M essiah: 
Prince o f  Peace” [R ashi’s interpretation]; there w e see their arbitrariness. We 
reject their points and constructions, and w e read that as w e read it [i.e., as 
Luther read it, with the Vulgate, in his course o f  1527-1528  printed in WA Vol.
31/2 , 71], because the grammar o f  the letters [the consonants] readily allow s 
this meaning, so that w e read “Vayicare” for “Vayicra” and all the nam es can re
main in the nom inative. Hebraists would probably find still other cases o f  this 
type, so that w e justly take back from the thieves that which they sham elessly  
stole during the last fifteen hundred years, and perhaps even longer. The central 
point should be, in truth, that the ancient H oly Scripture leads to the M essiah  
and to our faith and w itnesses to these. W hoever does not interpret it this way 
cannot possess i t . . . .  If I should be attacked and reprimanded for having som e
tim es com m itted errors in translating, I am ready to recognize it, for Jerome 
him self com m itted many errors! And I recognize that these two distinguished  
men, Sanctes [Pagnini] and Miinster, translated the Bible with an incredible ap
plication and inim itable care, and that by doing so they accom plished a great 
deal o f  good. But they valued the rabbis a bit too much, so that they them selves 
com m itted errors against the analogy o f  faith, and they show ed too acute a pref
erence for the g losses o f  the rabbis. In fact, I m yself fo llow ed  their translation 
too closely , so that I have to retract that, as I w ill do soon, especially  at 2 Kings
22 [= 2 Sam 2 3 :Iff.], regarding the last words o f  D av id .18

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 I were offered free choice either to have St. A ugustine’s and the dear fathers’, 
that is, the apostles’, understanding o f  Scripture, together with the handicap that 
St. Augustine occasionally  lacks the correct Hebrew letters and words— as the 
Jew s sneeringly accuse him, or to have the Jew s’ correct letters and words—  
w hich they, in fact, do not have everywhere— but m inus St. A ugustine’s and the 
fathers’ understanding, that is, with the Jew s’ interpretation, it can be easily  
im agined which o f  the two I w ould choose. I w ould let the Jew s with their inter-

18. Ibid., 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 K ikaion, as the Jews do, but says cucurbita  instead in Jonah 4:6, and 
cannot say venient H em dath  but says veniet D esidera tu s  instead in Hag. 2:7, and 
many similar things, yet 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 expounding, one need not intentionally strain oneself to transmit the 
concept of the rabbis and grammarians to us Christians. It is all too prone to 
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 lose 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. I, too, was not exempt from it.

In brief, if we do not apply all diligence to 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 are still not understood. This only confuses the memory of the 
reader, hinders his study, and leaves him in greater uncertainty than he was 
before.19

3. Origins o f  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 Pcntateuch (1523). But in the same year, the year he also translated the 
historical books of the Old Testament, Luther wrote “Dass Jesus Christus ein ge- 
borner Jude sei,” 20 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 Lügen”:

I once experienced this myself. Three learned Jews came to me, hoping to dis
cover a new Jew in me because 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 I 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.21

19. LW Vol. 15, 268 -70  = WA Vol. 54, 29-30.
20. WA Vol. 11 ,3 1 4 -3 6 .
21. LW Vol. 47, 191 -9 2  = 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 die Sab- 
bather.” 22 On top of that. Miinster expressly drew upon Jewish commentators in 
order to criticize Luther’s translation in the notes of his Hebrew Bible (published, 
along with a Latin translation, at Basel in 1534). Thus, for Jonah 2:5, he wrote: 
“Miror quo hie Lutherus respexerit.. . .  Hoc Hebraismus non habet, nec Hebrae- 
orum expositores.”

4. How to Correct Corrupt Texts
It is 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 Christian interpretation o f the 
Old Testament was not an issue. With regard to the number of Solomon’s work
ers, in 1 Kgs 5:29 (15), the records of the revision process attribute to Luther the 
remark that “Forte Judei corruperunt textum.”23 In a printed marginal gloss (be
ginning with the second edition [ 1541J) on 1 Chr 23(24).3 regarding the age at 
which the Levites began their service, Luther suggests, “Es scheinet, die 
Ebreischc Bibel hie verfelscht sein.” On the last words of Neh 2:1, Luther noted 
in his copy of the Old Testament of 1539, “textum dcpravatum in Ebrco.”24 

One 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 Hachmoni . .  . 
der seynen spies aufhub . . . ” 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.25 His revision gave him 
the opportunity to come back to this question. We are fortunate in having his let
ter of June 30, 1540, in which he wrote about this to Georg Rörer, addressed from 
Weimar. It contains a detailed statement of Luther’s critical reasoning, which was 
later condensed in a somewhat confused way in a marginal gloss in the edition of 
1545.

I am sending you, 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, more likely, by the deforma

22. WA Vol. 50, 312-37.
23. WADB Vol. 3 ,4 1 9 , line II.
24. Ibid., 465, line 30.
25. WADB Vol. 1, 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 Paralipomena 11, as follows:

2 Kgdms 23 Here are the names
of the strong ones of David

Ioseb Basebeth Thachmoni

1 Par 11 Here is the number Iasabeam, son of Hachmoni

leader among
three.

thirty.
He

Adino Haezniv

raised his lance
against

eight hundred

three hundred
wounded at one time.

The meaning is clear in Paralipomena, but Kingdoms makes absolutely no 
sense. “Adino Haezniv” was put in Kingdoms in place of “he raised his lance,” 
just as “Ioseb Basebeth Thachmoni” was put in Kingdoms in place of “Iasa- 
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, transposed, truncated or scribbled, to see if he 
cannot somehow arrive at something similar to the “hu adino haezniv” of
2 Kgdms 23. Also, “Iasabeam, son of Hachmoni” had doubtlessly been cor
rupted into “Ioseb Basebeth Thachmoni” because of the same deformity and 
scrawling of letters. For example:

his lance raised

m y n I H V
i m n  n x τ η ν

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 “nun.”

B. Here, “alef” could have become the “waw” to complete the preceding 
“Adino” if 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 does 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

26. WABr Vol. 9, 166-67.
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No other textual 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 systematic critique of the 
Hebrew biblical text.

As noted above, it was during the revision of 1539-1541 that Luther explicitly 
expressed 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 
1531 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.27 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
like Luther, did not indicate any distrust of the intentions of the Jewish transmit
ters of the text.

C. Sébastien Châteillon2X

Cajetan and Luther expressed the necessity of correcting the Hebrew text on 
only a few occasions. With Sébastien Châtcillon’s annotated Latin translation 
published at Basel by Jean Oporin in 1551, we come to a new stage in the history 
of textual criticism. Châteillon 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 Antiquities 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, Châteillon inserted 
them in his translation and put a mark indicating the textual source from which he 
had taken them.

Finally, wherever Châteillon thought the Hebrew text was corrupt, he tried to 
restore the original text by using the Greek, the Latin, or even conjectures, with 
brief and precise critical notes. These notes are not numerous 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 1:18; 19:3; 2 Kgs 6:33; 20:13; 1 Chr 24:6; 2 Chr 21:2; 
22:6; 25:28; 28:16; Neh 4:17), Châteillon 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 (who had not undertaken to treat all the textual

27. Cajetan, "Preface on the Psalms,” Opera, Vol. 3, 1.
28. Châteillon was also known by the Latin forms Castalio or Castcllio. The French form, 

which he and his son used, is preferred here, especially since it appears this way up to and 
including the historian Michelet.
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difficulties) followed Châteillon nine times, and Houbigant followed him sixteen 
times. Though he had directed Calvin’s academy, Châteillon broke with him and 
then worked alone without leaving any disciples. His work is usually used with
out being cited. Wellhausen, followed by S. R. Driver, misinterpreted Thenius’s 
abbreviation at 2 Sam 21:6 and took it for Edmund Castell, the author of the Lex
icon Heptaglotton.

II. 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 achieved the status of a science after chaotic and impassioned debate.

A. When Were the Vowel Points Established?

1. Tiberias by J. Buxtorf the Elder
J. Buxtorf’s Tiberias, published in 1620 by L. König 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 
triple Masoretic commentary that was historical, didactic, and critical. In the 
prcfacc 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 of Jewish tradition in the dating of vowel points. Levita gave the im
pression that the Masoretes were sages from Tiberias who had lived after the 
writing down of the Talmud, that is, more than five hundred years 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 w as the sages o f  Tiberias 
who, so long after Christ the Savior, had supplied the books with the vow el 
points, which are the foundation o f  the present reading and o f  the m eaning ex
pressed by it. H ow ever, these men were as any other, and were not prophets as 
those o f earlier tim es w hose words and writings had their authority from the di
rect initiative o f  the H oly Spirit. The task o f  inserting the vow el points was a 
p o o l enushi, a human task. Thus, the authority o f  this reading is human and not 
binding on anyone. If they are a human invention, and if  their authority is
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human, they can be om itted and then the reading would becom e com pletely ar
bitrary. W here then would the stability and authority o f  the Hebrew text be? . . .  
N evertheless, som e devoted and important Christians, especially  those who 
hold the principal chairs o f  theology, have accepted this opinion o f  Elias w ith
out reservation . . . and som e o f  them say that Christian Hebraists may m odify  
with audacity the points, distinctions, constructions, m eanings, and anything 
else that pertains to the grammar, so that the m eaning is in accord with the N ew  
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.29 He had stated there that “it is an advantage 
that Moses and the Prophets did not write the points, which are a recent human 
invention, added after their time. Thus it is not necessary to hold onto them as 
firmly as the Jews wish to.”30 The same year, in his “Enarratio capitis noni Esa- 
iae,” Luther repeated that the points were “a recent invention.”31 He does 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.32 Levita was not Luther’s candidate, however, as 
the latter mistrusted the influence of the rabbis on the Christians. This was the 
background for a letter written by Melanchthon to Osiander at the beginning of 
April 1545 in order to assure him that nothing had changed from Luther’s point 
of view in spite of his correspondence with Elias Levita.33 Nevertheless, 
although he mistrusted Levita’s possible influence, Luther could very well have 
borrowed his opinion on the recent origin of the vowel points. That was not nec
essarily the case, however, since Nicholas o f 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.”

Buxtorf 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 seemed to him to be an 
essential point. In their notes the Masoretes frequently point out anomalies of vo
calization, of the presence or absence of the clages or the mappiq, and of accentu

29. P. 7.
30. WA Vol. 53, 647, lines 35-36.
31. WA Vol. 40/3. 664, line 8.
32. WABr Vol. 10,457.
33. Corpus Reformatorum. 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 elements are part of 
the legacy of tradition. Therefore, the whole system of vowels, points, and ac
cents, with all the peculiarities which are so difficult to explain, were considered 
by the Masoretes as something that had existed before 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:

W here he says that the Jews o f  the generations after Ezra carefully m em orized  
for public reading the places where there was a pause or where the reading had 
to be joined, according to the tradition o f  the prophets, this could be conceded  
for those prophets w ho had been instructed directly by God. But it is absolutely  
im possible that those w ho follow ed, down to the time o f  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 o f  verses and the particular pronuncia
tion o f  so many myriads o f  words with such precision that no error would have 
been com m itted for any sentence, word or vow el down to the tim e o f  the Ma
soretes o f  Tiberias? . . .  In any event, if  the vow el points and the disjunctive ac
cents had been inserted into H oly Scripture by the people o f  Tiberias or by other 
humans, then the m eaning expressed by a reading o f  the vow els and accents 
possesses human authority (and is, therefore, uncertain), but not the divine pro
phetic authority (w hich would then be authentic) which is necessary for Holy 
Scripture. Therefore, where a case is doubtful, am biguous or difficult, these 
points could be m odified and substituted by other points by anyone w ho is 
learned and com petent. Then anyone at all could consider h im self w iser and 
more com petent than another and could correct the text, which would lead to 
great uncertainty when a word’s m eaning had been changed by the m odification  
o f  only a single point. If the text were reduced to the consonants alone, it would 
be like wax that could be m odeled into various forms. Then there w ould be no 
supreme judge in debating the texts, and there would be no normative state o f  
the Holy Scripture o f  the Old Testament to serve as a yardstick for interpretation 
and to resolve controversies.34

Buxtorf ended this chapter by expressing his regret that he could not discuss 
the question in 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.”35

34. Buxtorf, the elder, Tiberias, 23.
35. Ibid.. 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 seek 
refuge for a while with his brother in Sedan because of the wars of religion. 
Barely two years 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.”36 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 observations which a great number of people worked at over several 
centuries. . . . Their corpus, which is called the Masorah, is a type of work that 
could be developed ad infinitum if individuals were willing to spend their time 
and efforts making minute observations of this kind.”37 Cappel conceded that cer
tain categories of the Masoretic notations record “observations which could have 
had their beginning shortly after the era 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 compiled.38 Still, however, it must be proven “that the Masoretes 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 been noted by Elias Levita. We cannot analyze these indications here, but can 
only point out that they reveal a well-informed and quasi-prophetic 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 consonants alone, was not at 
all like “wax that could be modeled in any way.”39 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 cases and anomalies. Thus, the situation of the unvocal
ized Hebrew text was not as Buxtorf described it, nor was it 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. Ibid., 783, 789.
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no other copy. Thanks to the double witness of Cappel and Buxtorf the younger,40 
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 letter. Then he recalled the argu
ments that could lead to one conclusion or another. Then, after praising Cappel’s 
application, erudition and intelligence in treating the subject, he concluded:

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

Cappel was not discouraged by this response.41 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 necessary, or to “condemn it to eternal darkness.” However, the manu
script contained a preface in which the author, still without mentioning Buxtorf, 
took a position with regard to the uncertainties that the latter had expressed. Cap
pel said there, among other things, that:

Surely there are pious and learned men who, even though they have almost no 
reason for opposing such evident truth, continue nevertheless to 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 is always in accord with the truth and up
holds it 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
ject it by erecting an opposing doctrine and by painting it with colors, shades and 
nuances which make it seem that what is true is false and what is false is true.
This would set a very evil and dangerous example.. ..  Defending a true doctrine 
by a false 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.42

The following year Cappel received43 from Erpenius a copy of his (Cappel’s) 
work which Erpenius had published under the title Arcanum Punctationis Reve- 
latum ,44 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, Arcanum , in Commentarii, 798.
42. Ibid., 700.
43. Ibid.. 699.
44. Sod ha-nikud ha-nigleli hoc est, Arcanum puncttionis revelatum, sive. De punctorum  

vocalium & accentuum apud Hebraeos vera et germana antiquitate, diatriba [Lud. Cappello  
auctore] in lucem édita à Thoma Erpenio (Lugduni Batavorum: apud Iohanncm Maire, 1624).
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I 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 inculcate and obstinately de
fend the contrary thesis, even though it is false, rather than this one, even 
though it is 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 more evident.

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 that the publication of his work was well received and that, for 
more than twenty years no one had presented any objections.45 He thus proposed 
a second edition, since the first was out of print.

J. Buxtorf the younger wrote that after Cappel’s treatise came out, many people 
had written to his father and asked him what to make of it.46 His father, however, 
intent on completing some important work (probably the admirable Lexicon Chal- 
daicum, Talmudicum et Rahhinicum , 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 offered 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 in the name of his deceased father. Not wanting to get involved in the 
polemic, however, he kept delaying until Cappel published his Ad novam Davidis 
lyram Francisci Gomari 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 Revelatum, in which the opinion commonly 
held until then was effectively refuted by us. Until now, as far as I 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.47

Buxtorf the younger felt 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 several years earlier, and had heard that it was to be published 
shortly.48 Thus, based on what he had heard, he determined to make the first 
move and demonstrate the dangers that lay in subjecting the Masoretic Text to

45. Cappcl, Vindiciae, in Commentarii, 798.
46. Buxtorf, the younger, Punctorum , preface.
47. Cappcl. Animadversiones, Preface.
48. Buxtorf, the younger, Punctorum , 281.
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unrestrained examination when there were those who, convinced by the A r
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- 
braicis, origine, antiquitate et auctoritate: oppositus Arcano punctationis re ve
la to, Ludovici Cappelli. Cappel wrote a response to this treatise, which he enti
tled “Arcani Punctationis Ludovici Cappelli Vindiciae. Adversus Joh. Buxtorfii
F. Tractatum, de Punctorum Vocalium, et Accentuum, in libris Vet. Testamenti 
Hebraicis, origine, antiquitate et auctoritate: in quibus Falsa Punctorum Hebrai- 
corum Antiquitates refellitur, eorumdemque, post annum a Christo nato quingen- 
tesimum, Novitas ostenditur firmiterque adversus omnes Cavillatiunculas et Ex- 
ceptiones adstruitur.” This response, however, was not published until 1689,49 
for the appearance of the Critica Sacra would abruptly change the grounds of the 
debate.

B. Cappel 's Critica Sacra

Indeed, after the publication of his Arcanum , Cappcl’s work entered a new 
stage. As he himself states,50 in October of 1634 he completed a work entitled 
Critica Sacra, sive de variis quae in sacris Veteris Testamenti libris occurrunt 
lectionibus libri sex: in quibus ex variarum lectionum observatione quamplurima
S. Scripturae loca explicantur, illustrantur, atque adeo emendantur non pauca. 
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. Rosenmüller, a hundred years later, gave the following 
evaluation of Cappel’s work:

The work o f  Cappel has indisputably great merits. The questions that he treated 
had been debated frequently in isolation before, but never in such a com plete, 
coherent and unprejudiced way. Before him, m ost o f  the Protestants had a re
spect for the M asoretic Text that could be called superstitious. It was believed  
that, thanks to a special divine assistance, that is, a continuous miracle that had 
protected every copyist against errors, the Hebrew text had been preserved com 
pletely and faultlessly just as it had com e from the hands o f  the sacred writers. 
Though unbelievable in itself, and though contradicted by the experience o f  
other ancient written records that have survived down to our time, this opinion 
was so c losely  tied to the strict conception o f  the integrity o f  Sacred Scripture 
held by the dogm a o f  that time that the theologians and philologists felt no need 
o f  having to defend i t . . . . [But Cappel], overcom ing the prejudices o f  his coreli
gionists, made use o f  the Protestant’s right to judge with an open mind, indepen
dently o f  all human authority.. . .  The result o f  his research was that the Hebrew  
text, like every other written record o f  antiquity, requires the assistance o f  criti
cism . But it was not so disfigured as to cast doubts on the doctrines o f  faith and

49. By his son Jacques in Cappel, Commentarii.
50. Critica, 440.
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moral precepts, nor as to prefer versions affected by human arbitrariness to the 
original. Today these positions seem  natural to us, and w e agree on their accu
racy. But it would be unjust if  the general agreement on these positions should 
overlook the strenuous efforts that this man expended in order 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 o f  
the age and, in so doing, returned authentic criticism  to its rightful place.51

C. Tempestuous Times

The publication of the Critica Sacra caused a number of storms. In 1664 M at
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.”52 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:

H ow ever successful Cappel may have been in his deception, the ev il intent o f  
his work breaks through o cca sio n a lly .. .  . This is how the foundation is de
stroyed: in the Arcanum  pun cta tion is  the punctuation and accentuation are 
show n to be uncertain. The consonants, which had previously been safe from  
attack, are also called into question in the C ritica , so  that they can be modified  
on the basis o f  a sim ple resem blance, and thus the m eanings can be m ultiplied  
at w ill, so  that everything is thrown into total confusion .53

1. The “Formula 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,”54 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 the Critica Sacra, his colleague Moses Amyraut published a “Treatise on 
Predestination,” in 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 tried 
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 able to 
have it published in Paris sixteen years later, in 1650, by Sébastien Cramoisy. It

51. Rosenmüller, Handbuch, Vol. 1, 470.
52. Wasmuth, Vindiciae.
53. Unschuldige Nachrichten von alten und neuen theologischen Sachen, 1706, 3 0 4 -5 , 

cited by Rosenmüller, Handbuch, Vol. 1, 480, note.
54. Hodge, Outlines. First printed in 1714 (Zurich) as an appendix to the Second Helvetic 

Confession.
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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 return later.55

The “Formula Consensus” of 1675 was sent to the political authorities 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, Blösch gives the following 
summary of the Formula: “Christ did not die for all, but only for those who 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.”56 The first three canons o f the Formula dealt with Cappel without mention
ing him by name. Blösch summarizes them as follows: “Henceforth we must 
teach, against Cappel, that the vocalic signs of the Old Testament are included in 
the inspiration of the Holy Scripture.”57

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 fraud of man.”58 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 wise pass.’ ”59 The second canon affirms that:

the Hebrew Original o f  the Old Testament, w hich w e have received and to this 
day retain . . .  is, not only in its consonants, but in its vow els— either the vow el 
points them selves, or at least the pow er o f  these points— not only in its matter, 
but in its words, inspired o f  God, thus forming, together with the Original o f  the 
N ew  Testament, the sole and com plete rule o f  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 w herever they differ, be conform ed.60

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.”61 It then 
goes on to condemn Cappel’s thesis:

[They] do not scruple at all to rem odel a Hebrew reading which they consider 
unsuitable, and amend it from the Greek versions o f  the LX X  and others, the 
Samaritan Pentateuch, the Chaldee Targums, or even from other sources, yea,

55. This information is given by Richard Simon in the preface to his H istoire Critique du 
Vieux Testament.

56. Blösch, Geschichte, Vol. 1, 493.
57. Ibid.
58. Hodge, Outlines, 309-10.
59. Ibid., 310.
60. Ibid.
61. Ibid.
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som etim es from their ow n reason alone; and furthermore, they do not acknow l
edge any other reading to be genuine except that which can be educed by the 
critical pow er o f  the human judgm ent from the collation o f  editions with each 
other and with the various readings o f  the Hebrew Original itse lf— w hich, they 
maintain, has been corrupted in various ways; and finally, they affirm that be
sides the Hebrew edition o f  the present time, there are in the Versions o f  the an
cient interpreters which differ from our Hebrew context other Hebrew  
Originals, since these Versions are also indicative o f  ancient Hebrew Originals 
differing from each other. Thus they bring the foundation o f  our faith and its in
violable authority into perilous hazard.62

In Geneva, each new pastor had to sign the Consensus with the note “« c  sen- 
t i o But, after encountering difficulties in obtaining the signatures of some of the 
new pastors, the Council and the Society of Pastors had to be satisfied with ask
ing them to sign the statement “I will teach thus, and in my discussions I will 
never teach the contrary, either orally or in writing, in public or in private.”6-, 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.64

2. J. M orin’s Incriminating Support
This violent storm thus did not have longlasting effects. But it is interesting 

that the opinion expressed in the Consensus concerning the grave danger Cap- 
pel’s Critica 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 for procuring the sponsorship o f 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 o f  this book for more than 
ten years. For a long time the manuscript remained in G eneva, where no pub
lisher could be found. Then it w as for a long tim e at Sedan, then at Leiden, 
where it suffered the sam e fate, even though Saum aise o f  Leiden had been en
gaged to publish it. The pastors were worried that the com pelling and almost 
only argument they had used up to that time against the Vulgate was effectively  
elim inated [by Cappel]. They held that “the Hebrew text is absolutely intact, 
just as it w as written by M oses and the Prophets under the dictation o f  the Holy  
Spirit. Therefore any translation that does not agree with this original text 
should be corrected according to it. Since the Vulgate differs from the Hebrew  
text in countless places, it must be corrected in countless places and com pletely

62. Ibid., 310-11.
63. May 7, 1706; Gaberel. H istoire , Vol. 3, 162.
64. Ibid., 167-68.
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redone.” They demonstrated the state o f  the Vulgate with a great mass o f  ex 
am ples, and their claim  that the Hebrew text must be considered the source o f  
all streams o f  translation has duped many faithful Catholics, or has made them  
uncertain. Cappel, how ever, devoted h im self entirely to destroying this founda
tion. He made a great effort and succeeded. The undertaking, how ever, had 
been very difficult, for there is no truly ancient Hebrew manuscript and the 
agreement am ong the editions o f  the Hebrew Bible is remarkable. Thus, if  
som ething is not present in one o f  the cod ices, it w ill also not be present in any 
o f  the others. How did Cappel accom plish his project? He made com parisons 
am ong the various books o f  the Old Testament where the sam e texts were re
peated and he collected  undeniable variants. He did the sam e for the passages in 
the N ew  Testament that com e from the Old. Then he turned to the Q ere  and 
K eth iv  o f  the Jew s and unveiled the m ysteries o f  M asoretic practice, which is so  
puzzling and arcane. After that he compared various w itnesses o f  the Septua- 
gint with the present Hebrew text, since their differences could only have com e  
about if  the exem plar used by the Septuagint was different from our Hebrew  
text. He did the sam e for the Chaldaic paraphrases as w ell as for various frag
ments o f  the ancient Greek translations o f  Aquila, Sym m achus and Theodotion  
that have survived. By com paring them among them selves and with the Hebrew  
text, he show ed that the disagreem ent among the manuscripts he used, manu
scripts which also differed from the present Hebrew text, was as great as the 
agreement am ong the Hebrew Bibles now in use. Finally, he compared the Vul
gate with the Hebrew text in many places, show ing by this com parison that the 
differences frequently noted betw een the Hebrew and Latin texts com e neither 
from the translator’s error nor from cop yists’ m istakes, but from the fact that the 
manuscript St. Jerome used differed from the Hebrew text currently in use. 
St. Jerom e’s readings are more certain than the present text because his manu
script was older than the present text. . . . The sam e reasoning that so agitated 
the pastors and made them oppose the publication o f  this book led certain 
learned C atholics, into w hose hands this Critique had fallen, to bring its publi
cation about discreetly. They saw, in fact, that this argument that errors had cor
rupted the Hebrew manuscripts was developed quite sk illfully and was backed 
up by a Hebrew docum entation as broad as it w as deep and w ell-developed in 
every way, so that the invincible argument o f  the heretics against the Vulgate 
was totally destroyed by this dissertation. Another reason, based on the first, 
strongly influenced them to undertake this project. O nce the first point w as ad
mitted, nothing else  could ever again be absolutely certain as long as one re
fused to take the tradition o f  the Church as the criterion. For, if  mistakes abound 
in that which is the only foundation o f  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 to 
it, but always in vain. In running away from the sm oke he fell into the fire.65

65. Antiquitates Ecclesiae O rientalis, 432ff.
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In a letter of January 25, 1651 to Janies Usher, the Anglican bishop of Ar
magh, Cappel was obliged to defend himself against the calumny of a Dutchman, 
Arnold Boot, who maintained that Cappel “had arranged things with Morin and 
that they had joined their efforts in order to fabricate this new opinion to
gether.”66 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 false. I never saw Morin or had any 
correspondence with him until seven years ago, when the C ritica  had been 
ready for print for eight years. I saw Morin only two times in all. The first was 
in Paris seven years ago when I wanted to visit the library of his confreres, 
which contains many Hebrew, Syriac, Chaldaic and rabbinic books and manu
scripts. I 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 Arcanum . I 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.67

3. Morin ’s Aims
Who was this Jean Morin who pushed Cappel’s Critica to the front as a war 

machine against the Protestants and whom they accused of having an evil influ
ence on Cappel? Born into a Protestant family at Blois, France, in 1591, Morin 
converted to Catholicism shortly before his twenty-fifth birthday under the influ
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 o f ecclesiastical institutions, the assembly o f 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 a long preface in 
which he highlights the importance of the Samaritan Pentateuch in order to ele
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

66. Cappel, Critica2, Vol. 3, 473-74 .
67. Ibid., 489.



OT Textual Criticism from  Its Origins to J. D. Michaelis 25

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 
complete than that of Alcala or Antwerp. This task gave Morin the chance to pro
vide the scholarly world with an editio princeps of the Samaritan Pentateuch and 
its targum. This work was presented in the sixth volume of the above-mentioned 
polyglot edition, in 1632. One year before, Morin had published his Exercita- 
tiones Ecclesiasticae in Utrumque Samaritanorum Pentateuchum , in which he 
attempted to prove the superiority 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 Graecique 
Textus Sinceritate Germana LXXII Interpretum Translatione Dignoscenda, Illius 
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 second edition, which appeared 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 w ill disagree with m e. that the autograph copies o f  
the A postles and the Prophets should be the rule against which all the versions 
are measured. If w e should be presented with the book o f  M oses him self, 
which, according to G od’s order, had been preserved in the Ark, I would readily 
agree that all the versions should be corrected by using it as the norm. . . .  But 
what evidence or even plausible conjecture is there to justify  teaching that the 
Jew ish and Greek scribes could not have made any m istakes in copying their 
manuscripts?68

There is no manuscript to be found among the Jews which is more than five 
hundred years old. and those Jews o f  our day w ho have worked at correcting 
their books do not mention any older ones. H ow ever, the Jewish manuscripts 
have not been corrupt for five hundred years. We conclude, therefore, that for 
fifteen hundred years they have lost nothing o f  their in tegrity .. . .  69

Som e people claim  that it is possib le to have total confidence in the Hebrew  
Bibles. Based on what? Sim ply on the fact that the editions are in agreement 
with each other. And so these people rashly conclude that the sam e situation ob
tains for the manuscripts o f  all ages, even though they may never have seen a 
single one. People do not realize that alm ost all the editions com e from the same 
source, and therefore the agreement among them is no more remarkable than the 
close  agreement o f  the editions o f  the Vulgate that were corrected by order o f  
Clem ent VIII.70

68. Morin, Exercitationes2, 2.
69. Ibid., 4.
70. Ibid., 5.
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4. The Originality o f  M orin’s Hermeneutic
We can see from these passages that Morin possessed an acute critical intu

ition. His intention in his book was to show that the Masoretic Text should not be 
identified with the autograph copies of the sacred writers and that it therefore can
not serve 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,71 or the 
ninth, where he treats the history of the ancient editions of the Septuagint.72

Morin’s most original study is the sixth “Exercitatio,” on the “conciliation” of 
the Septuagint with the Vulgate.73 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 Septuagint) had the special assistance of the Holy Spirit, 
guaranteeing that he had translated his Hebrew Vorlage accurately.74 But, while 
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 
Hebrew Vorlage of the Septuagint or that of the Vulgate must have been cor
rupt.75 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.76 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 bases, one attested by a quotation in the New Testa
ment and by the Septuagint translation, and the other attested by the Vulgate and 
the Masoretic Text.77 No matter what one might think of the Septuagint or the 
Vulgate, one is 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 erroneous Hebrew text. In these particularly trouble
some cases, the inspired authority of the New Testament rehabilitates, in a man
ner o f 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:

71. Ibid., 80-94.
72. Ibid., 196-222.
73. Ibid., 98-162.
74. Ibid., chap. 12, §8.
75. Ibid., chap. 12, §6.
76. Ibid., chap. 1, §2.
77. Ibid., chap. 13, §§2ff.
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In general I would say that it is absolutely im possible for a divine text to be 
changed by human agency in such a way that its m eaning is changed but the 
passage remains divine. Consequently, it becom es corrupt insofar as it degener
ates from a divine m eaning to a human one. H ow ever, as w e have show n, such  
is not the case for the authentic versions that were made from texts o f  this type.
The human m eaning is changed by the authority o f  the Church into a prophetic 
and apostolic m eaning and its former dignity is restored.78

In the following chapter he clarified his thought before illustrating it by sev
eral examples:

I mean to say that the variants w hich the Church and the sacred Fathers have 
confirmed and canonized in  this way are not only those that do not add, subtract 
or m odify som ething that might create an error or danger for the Christian reli
gion. Som e variants are o f  a very different nature, since the m odifications seem  
to lead to an offense to the Church, and to do away with very solid  proofs for the 
Christian religion, wrenching them out o f  our hands. The variants in question  
were not produced by expressing som ething false, for the Church never ap
proves anything o f  this sort, but by suppressing things that were true, through 
either om ission or m odification.79

From this perspective, Morin believed that the traditional versions o f the Church 
should never be corrected according to the Masoretic Text, for the two reasons 
that he mentioned: first, because it is highly possible that the Masorctic Text is 
more corrupt than the Vorlage from which the versions were made; and second, 
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 o f  the Church’s translation without 
allow ing them to dom inate it. They should help but not com m and. They should 
support it but not dem olish it. They should illum inate it and highlight it but nei
ther obfuscate nor break it into p ieces.80

The tendentious nature of M orin’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 M orin’s dogmatic nature often makes it difficult to accept 
his conclusions, the breadth o f his erudition and the originality of his hermeneutic

78. Ibid., chap. 13, §8.
79. Ibid., chap. 14, §1.
80. Ibid., 4.
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make his adversaries pale by comparison. His Exercitation.es Bihlicae, as well as 
Cappel’s Critica Sacra, are still laden with unexplored treasures today. When 
Morin died in 1659. he had just finished a second volume o f his Exercitationes 
Biblicae, published along with the first in Paris by Gaspard Meturas in the follow
ing year. The second book contains the first critical rabbinic bibliography ever 
published. Richard Simon, who was no great admirer of Morin but was himself an 
able critic, admitted that “his last work is filled with a prodigious erudition with 
regard to the Jewish books.”81

5. Cappel as an Advocate o f  Facilitating Variants
If Morin could be criticized for his convert’s proselytism warping a good 

number of his conclusions, Cappel also came in 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,82 Cappel repeatedly maintained that, in order to decide among 
biblical variants, the one that provides “the most appropriate and convenient 
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.” 83 Vogel had already remarked that the fact that a 
reading “provides a more or less convenient meaning . . .  is not sufficient for de
claring it correct.” 84 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 w ill be that when there is a certain passage that does not seem  clear 
enough to a translator, professor or som e other critic, he w ill begin to look  
around to try to find som ething clearer, either in the versions or in his ow n intel
ligence and ability to invent conjectures. Thus the traditional reading o f  the He
brew w ill be abandoned for the slightest reason, and even without the least 
reason.85

81. Simon, Lettres, Vol. 1 ,12.
82. Cappel, C ritica2, Vol. 3, 449-634 .
83. See, for example, C ritica2, Vol. 2, 749 n. 433, and Vol. 3. 506 n. 243.
84. Ibid., Vol. 1 ,235 n. 172.
85. Buxtorf, the younger, Anticritica, 258.
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The entire second part o f the Anticritica (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 example, at 1 Chr 24:26 or 2 Chr 28:19. The 
critique of the Critica allowed Buxtorf, Jr. to formulate methodological com
ments that were both nuanced and subtle, and Cappel was the first to profit from 
them. We shall see, for example at Josh 9:4, that he was occasionally convinced 
by his opponent (as evidenced in his Notae Criticae, published86 by his son 
Jacques after his death), whereas most exegetes have adopted the decisions of the 
Critica without realizing that Cappel himself had later given up these positions.

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

To understand the critical issues 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 point out a statement o f fact and a principle 
with which these adversaries were all in agreement. They are both immaterial to
day, however, in view of the discovery of the Qumran manuscripts and in view of 
the way in which tradition criticism and literary and redaction criticism have ex
amined the Hebrew text 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 o f  Fact and a Position o f  Principle

In the middle of the seventeenth century, critics were in agreement on this 
fact: the accessible witnesses o f 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.

I. Virtual Absence o f 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, especially the Septuagint, were their principal sources of textual variants. 
However, they tended to put nearly all the variants between the Septuagint and

86. In Cappel. Commentarii.
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the Masoretic Text on the level of the Hebrew Vorlage o f the Septuagint, while 
their adversaries tended to consider all the variants as errors, translational liber
ties, or accidents in the transmission of the Greek text. Cappel and Morin were 
well aware that their position was weakened by the noticeable contrast that they 
were forced to presuppose 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 it 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 search for variants among the manuscripts of 
the Masoretic Text, in the hope of shattering its apparently monolithic nature and 
of finding vestiges of a very different text, which Morin and Cappel believed had 
served as the Vorlage of the ancient versions.

2. Primacy o f  the Autographs o f  Moses and the Prophets
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 o f the “Formula Consensus 
Hclvetici.” They differed only in that the “Consensus” maintained that the Maso- 
rctic Text found in the editions of the day had been preserved in a form identical 
to the autographs by virtue of special divine assistance, while Morin and Cappcl 
believed they could show it 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 o f a 
maverick. During his lifetime, the privileges for the works that he tried to publish 
were either refused or taken away. The first edition of his Histoire Critique du 
Vieux Testament (1685) was seized and destroyed at the initiative of Bossuet, 
who saw him as “this false critic [who] makes sport of the Church.”87 Although 
he took the precaution of publishing the four volumes of his Bibliothèque Cri
tique (1708, 1710) under a pseudonym, they met with the same fate. His final 
work, the Critique de la bibliothèque des auteurs ecclesiastiques et des Prolégo
mènes 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 eighteenth century was concerned 
with finding the “original text,” and paid no attention to the perspectives Simon

87. Bossuet, Correspondance, 334.
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had opened up a century earlier. For that reason it is worth exploring those per
spectives, which still retain their value today.

IV. The Search for Hebrew Variants

A. Charles François Houbigant

On the basis o f the manuscripts in the library of the Oratory and the Royal Li
brary, Richard Simon had already remarked that:

Louis Cappelle, w ho gathered the variants o f  a few  printed B ibles in his C ritica, 
com plained that it w as difficult to collect old manuscripts o f  the Hebrew text o f  
the Bible and that those who had them did not share them willingly. Father Morin 
had at his disposal a library that was quite rich in this sort o f  book, but only con
sulted them in two or three places, and that with a great deal o f  negligence.88

It makes sense, therefore, that another Oratorian with access to the same library, 
Father Charles François Houbigant, would set out to make up for the oversights 
in M orin’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 the aid of this broader textual base, Houbigant produced 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.

I. 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.89 J. D. 
Michaelis welcomed this project,90 but the following year he had to retract his

88. Simon. Histoire (VT), 117.
89. Houbigant. Notae.
90. Michaelis, OED, XII, 14.
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endorsement and inform his readers of an observation made by Karl Stridsberg, 
one of his students:91 The Frankfurt edition had omitted a large number of Hou- 
bigant’s critical notes and had distorted others so badly that the author’s com
ments were no longer comprehensible. To verify Stridsberg’s observation, it 
suffices to list, for only a few chapters of Genesis, the number of lines of notes in 
the Paris edition that were omitted in the Frankfurt edition: In Genesis 3, 36 out 
of 62 lines were omitted; in chap. 13, 20 of 35; in chap. 16, 32 of 35; in chap. 17, 
25 of 40; in chap. 18, 45 of 69; in 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 disappeared entirely. The other volumes were not treated quite as badly, but 
in general about three-fifths of Houbigant’s critical commentary was omitted. 
Also missing were the four indices at the end of each volume. But the omission 
of the Index mendorum et emendationum , 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, “It is only regrettable that, as far as I 
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.”92

It is truly unfortunate that most textual critics of the eighteenth and nineteenth 
centuries knew of Houbigant’s work only through this severely mangled edition. 
Those who transmitted Houbigant’s conjectures used the truncated Frankfurt edi
tion, as we shall show at Josh 21:5, 6; Judg 5:14; 20:16; 1 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 hut Indispensable Work
Ordinarily, Houbigant (and through him Cappel) is used without being cited. 

His Bible was severely criticized, for example, by Rosenmüller93 and by Fab- 
ricy.94 And, in fact, Houbigant had committed serious errors. For example, 
throughout his commentary he interpreted the small circle placed above a word 
in the text of the Hebrew manuscripts or Masoretic editions as meaning that the 
word is in doubt, while it simply signals that there is a Masoretic 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.

91. Ibid., XIII, 61-72.
92. Ibid., XIII. 64.
93. Rosenmüller, Handbuch, Vol. 2, 3 4 -4 0 .
94. Fabricy, Titres, Vol. 1, 372-437 .
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However, J. D. Michaelis, from whom Rosenmüller had taken the essence of 
his critique of Houbigant, later restored some balance by giving more credit to 
Houbigant:

In spite of everything, I attribute to him the great merit of having given a new 
impetus to criticism of the Hebrew text. I also find much that is good in his 
work, of a kind that I look for in vain elsewhere. Through experience I have 
learned that his book is indispensable for a critic, and I paid dearly for this ex
perience for, not having the book, 1 had to have it brought from the library of 
our university and I could not consult it whenever I wanted.95

B. Disregard fo r  Vocalization and Masorah

I. Vocalization
After formulating twenty-two rules on how to discover errors in a text and on 

the art of correcting them,96 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 “not 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
neous judgment of uneducated Jews.”97 Houbigant agreed with Buxtorf the 
younger98 that “no human intellect or memory would have been able to retain the 
distinct pronunciation of so many thousands of words.”99 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 only the vocalization of ambiguous words or 
textual anomalies.

But Houbigant rightly denied that Hebrew grammar had existed as a science 
before the closing of the Talmud.100 Indeed, Morin had demonstrated that at the 
time of Jerome this science was not yet established.101 Therefore, Houbigant rea
soned 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

95. Michaelis. OEB, XII. 16.
96. Houbigant, Prolegomena, 153-63.
97. Ibid., 175.
98. Buxtorf, the younger, Punctorum , 365.
99. Houbigant, Prolegomena , 173.

100. Ibid., 172.
101. Morin, Exercitationes-, Book II, Exer. 15, Chap. 3.
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vocalizers for guiding their choices (Morin), and, on the other hand, if it was im
possible for the human memory to hand on a reading tradition for the entire He
brew text (Buxtorf), the only conclusion to be drawn was that “the vowel-points 
that convey meaning teach us how the Jews who formulated the punctuation be
lieved one had to understand“ the consonantal text, and therefore, that “the 
vowel-points in no way belong to the sacred books.” 102

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 fantasies, 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 proof of the truth of the tradition con
cerning the points.103

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 o f his contempo
raries.

The prevailing disregard for the Masoretic vocalization led Cappel to propose 
freeing Hebrew grammar from it. At the end of his Critica, he states:

Since all punctuation found in the present Hebrew text was invented by the Ma
soretes, to 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 to do with the points should be 
stricken from the grammar. Thus one should wipe out the largest part of the 
grammar. We would see destroyed, for example, the distinction between the 
conjugations qal, piel,pual, since they depend only on the dagesh and the vow
els. 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 
“î,” “é,” “ay” of the endings with yod.. . . Certainly some of these distinctions

102. Houbigant. Prolegomena, 167.
103. Simon. Histoire (VT), 148-49.
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are useful for avoiding homonyms, but some are superfluous, and other lan
guages do not take these differences into account.104

The first person to produce a grammar that did not take the vowels into consid
eration was Olivier Bulaeus (Utrecht, 1658). The most successful one, however, 
was that of François Masclef, a canon of Amiens. In the periodical Mémoires de 
Trévoux for 1711 ,105 he published his “Projet d 'une nouvelle grammaire pour 
apprendre l’hébreu et les anciennes langues orientales sans points.” The gram
mar was printed in Paris in 1716 and went through four editions in the next 
thirty-five years. In 1732, Houbigant, as a partisan of this method, published his 
Racines hébraïques sans points-voyelles, ou, dictionnaire hébraïque 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 

judged the Masorah just as negatively.
According to Morin the traditional view of the M asorah’s purpose as a “fence 

for the Torah” was w rong:106 Only rarely did the Masorah attempt to protect the 
transmission of the text against the risk o f 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 it 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 
readers that in most cases the Masorah simply pointed out peculiarities and odd
ities in the text. Further, the Masorah’s obscure way of referring to places in 
Scripture led to confusion and made it practically useless. 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 o f the Masoretic 
Text. Therefore, the authority attributed to the Masorah was totally illusory.107

Houbigant believed that the Masorah was a collection of the observations 
made about certain manuscripts the Masoretes regarded as models that could be 
used to correct others. But it was never able to perform its assigned function of

104. Cappel, C ritica , Book VI, Chap. 11, §1.
105. M émoires pour l'histoire des sciences & des beaux arts (Trévoux), October, 1791

1820; November, 2002-19; December, 2154-71 .
106. Morin, Exercitationes2, Book II. Exer. 20, Chaps. 1 and 2.
107. Cappel, Critica, Book III, Chap. 16, §§26-27.
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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
erences to them known to Houbigant were by Elias Levita, Arias Montano, and 
Buxtorf. Houbigant believed they had disappeared entirely by his own time. He 
apparently knew nothing of the existence 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 o f manuscripts, it had to be abridged. Then 
it came to be primarily decorative, used to create lacy designs and fanciful ani
mals, a process that involved displacing certain elements or spiraling the notes 
around in 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 immense but practically useless undertaking that had 
remained unfinished and had then been ruined by the way uneducated copyists 
had treated it.108

Kennicott gave the most negative judgment of all concerning the Masorah:

After examining more than a hundred manuscripts, I am absolutely convinced 
that the older the Hebrew manuscripts are, the less corrupt. It is the recent ones 
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.109

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 number o f scribal errors that had been cor
rected immediately by the scribe himself.

C. Benjamin Kennicott

1. The Search fo r  Variants
Houbigant had access only to those Hebrew biblical manuscripts found in the 

royal library and the library of the Oratory o f 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 Königsburg had been studied thor

108. Houbigant. Prolegomena, 12-25.
109. Kennicott, D issertatio secunda, 449.
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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 Kassel was studied by Johann David Michaelis from 
1771 to 1773 in the first four volumes 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 Helmstadiensium reliquorum. The strong interest in Hebrew Old Testament 
manuscripts that became increasingly evident in Germany in the eighteenth cen
tury prepared the way for the immense collation of consonantal variants pub
lished by Benjamin Kennicott 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 half of the eighteenth century. It is 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.” 110 The anticipated publication of the Prolegomena 
to his important critical commentary in 1746 in Paris had already kindled “the 
desire to see and to learn” in a young student at Oxford, Benjamin Kennicott.111 
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.

In his Dissertatio generalis,112 he recounts the event that led to his embarking 
on his great enterprise. In 1748, when Kennicott was in his fourth year at Oxford, 
Robert Lowth, the future bishop of London and commentator on Isaiah who was 
teaching poetry there at the time, assigned him the task of writing a dissertation 
on the relationship between 2 Samuel 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 1 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 Rörer, 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

110. Michaclis, OEB, XII. 16.
111. Kennicott, D issertatio super rations, 277.
112. Kennicott, D issertatio generalis, §133.
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and that o f Chronicles could be of mutual help in restoring the original state of the 
list.

He was preparing to publish the results of his study when, for the sake of thor
oughness, he decidcd to check whether the Hebrew manuscripts had a textual tra
dition that was as unified and consequently as unusable as he had heard:

Therefore. I consulted a few  o f  those manuscripts that had been neglected by 
scholars up until then and had suffered the assaults o f  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 sam e signs o f  carelessness on the part o f  the copyists  
(om issions, additions, transpositions, etc.) seen not only in the manuscripts o f  
the N ew  Testament, but also in all manuscripts o f  every age. In analyzing them  
with regard to the two chapters I had treated in the study that I was about to pub
lish, I discovered therein a certain number o f  readings that I had conjectured to 
be authentic in the part o f  my dissertation that had already been printed. By 
com paring my dissertation with the variants I am now publishing, it can be seen 
clearly that in the list o f  Sam uel my conjectures are confirm ed for 19 words and 
in C hronicles for 14, for a total o f  33 cases in 87 verses. W hen I made this new  
and entirely unforeseen discovery, which would elevate the status o f  the He
brew manuscripts considerably, I suspended the publication o f  the work, by that 
time almost entirely printed, until I could consult a larger number o f  manu
scripts from Oxford and Cambridge. After I looked over 64 manuscripts that 
contain all or part o f  the Hebrew Bible, as w ell as six manuscripts o f  the Sa
maritan Pentateuch, I added a presentation o f  these 70 manuscripts along with 
som e observations on several p laces in the Old Testament where these manu
scripts would permit correction. These additions made up the second part o f  my 
dissertation and both o f  them appeared in one volum e in January 1753 .113

3. J. D. M ichaelis’s Reservations
The two-part dissertation described by Kennicott was thus printed in Oxford 

under the title The State o f  the printed Hebrew Text o f  the Old Testament consid
ered. J. D. Michaelis, who had defended a doctoral thesis entitled "De Antiqui
tate Punctorum hebraicorum” on October 7, 1739, and who was to devote several 
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 Göttingen Royal Academy of Sciences and, as such, also editor of Göt
tingische Anzeigen von gelehrten 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 am ong future generations for as long as Hebrew  
learning continues to flourish, and an extended treatment in our review, since he

113. Ibid., §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 a great number of manuscripts. He has 
settled, to a certain degree, the question of differing readings in the Hebrew text 
and the Greek translations, a question that was disputed between Cappel and 
Buxtorf.114

It was the second part of the dissertation that Michaelis found most important. 
He agreed with Kennicott that a good number o f the manuscripts Kennicott con
sulted were older than those used by Ben Hayim as the basis of his edition, 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.115

Michaelis’s deep interest in the work begun by Kennicott did not blind his 
critical sense. Already in 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 scribe. 
Thus, on p. 24, he considers the omission of alef in ’3Ώ (2 Sam 5:2) as an obvi
ous error. However, many other similar examples can be found in the Hebrew 
Bible—though perhaps he considers them all to be scribal errors. Furthermore, 
this spelling can be justified by the Chaldean, whose characteristic forms were 
often adopted in the Hebrew Bible. For*]V0n (2 Sam 5:6), he assumes that a 
waw must have been omitted because this verb is translated as a plural in the 
Greek (άντέστησαν) 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 it 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.116

114. Michaclis, GA, 1753/128. 1147.
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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 until a year after the publication of 
his dissertation on the state of the text, so he was not able to use the Prolegomena 
in his first w ork.117 In any case, Houbigant had collated only a few manuscripts, 
and those only partially. Thomas Seeker, 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 Professor o f Hebrew, recom
mended a collation of all the Hebrew biblical manuscripts of the Bodleian. The 
curators asked Kennicott to take on this responsibility, and he accepted, inform
ing Seeker of his decision and saying that from that moment on he was ready to 
devote his life to doing all he could to produce an exhaustive collation of the ex
tant Hebrew biblical manuscripts in order to preserve the variants in them from 
the inevitable ravages of time. The results he had obtained in his first dissertation 
had convinced him that the variants were both numerous and significant.

In 1759 (according to the title, but actually in January, 1760118), Kennicott 
published a second dissertation, The State o f  the printed Hebrew Text o f  the Old 
Testament considered. Dissertation the second, wherein the Samaritan Copy o f  
the Pentateuch is vindicated, the printed Copies o f  the Chaldee paraphrase are 
proved to be corrupted: the sentiments o f  the Jews on the Hebrew Text are ascer
tained, and also a particular catalogue o f 110 Hebrew MSS. in Oxford, Cam
bridge and the British Museum. In this dissertation Kennicott set out a number of 
methodological principles that he deemed necessary as the foundation for the 
great project to which he had devoted himself, and he began the inventory of the 
manuscripts to be collated. This inventory branched out even beyond 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 Güttingische Anzeigen volume for 1760 (June 14), 

Michaelis reviewed Kennicott’s second dissertation on the state of the text. He 
admired his wide and profound research: “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 German works fairly often.” He encouraged Kennicott 
to persevere in his great undertaking.119 Kennicott’s two dissertations had been

117. D issertatio Generalis, §§137-38.
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published in Latin at Leipzig in 1756 and 1765 by Wilhelm Abraham Teller, who 
was so objective that he even reproduced, at the beginning of the second disser
tation. Kennicott’s criticism of the way Teller had translated the first, and fol
lowed this criticism with recognition of his errors and an explanation of his 
intentions. Kennicott suspected that his translator had purposely twisted his 
thought in order to open him to attacks by conservative German exegetes. 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 to Mr. Kennicott’s Dissertation in two Parts (Oxford, 1753), 
as well as from Julius Bate in The Integrity o f  the Hebrew Text, and many Pas
sages o f  Scripture, vindicated from  the Objections and Misconstructions o f  Mr. 
Kennicott {London, 1754).

When Michaelis reviewed this last work, he took the opportunity to point out 
that “the knowledge of the Hebrew language evidenced by Bate, while it is not 
extraordinary, is certainly as good as, and perhaps even better than, that of Ken
nicott. O f course, that should be evaluated in 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 foundation that they could only cause disgust in one who might look at 
them in his leisure hours. And then comes Houbigant, with his in-folios where 
one can search for a long time before unearthing 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.120

As is obvious, the secretary of the Göttingen 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 Göttingen, where the collating would 
take place.121

120. Michaelis, GA 1756/85 (July 15), 729-30.
121. Michaelis, GA 1760/123, 1064.
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6. The English Spirit o f Enterprise
Though the English knowledge o f Hebrew grammar did not impress Michae

lis, their spirit o f enterprise compelled his admiration. Just as Brian Walton had 
invented the collection of subscriptions in order to finance the printing of his 
Polyglot, Kennicott seems to have financed his research 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 Seeker. Seeker, who had engaged Kennicott for this project in March 
1758, became Archbishop of Canterbury on April 21 o f that year. Also highly 
placed was Kennicott’s brother-in-law, Edward Chamberlayne, who was later to 
become Secretary of the Treasury. With the money he collected, Kennicott was 
able 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 critical 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
est in his enterprise.

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 is examined, 
and his Second Dissertation on the State of the Old Testament is shewn to be in 
many instances injudicious and inaccurate.” 122 Rutherforth questioned the merit 
o f the critical conclusions Kennicott professed to draw from his variants. Even 
more seriously, he reproached him for his great carelessness in the collation of 
the manuscripts. Fearing that this sharp and often well-founded criticism would 
demoralize his band of contributors, and that the sources from all over Europe 
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 Second Dissertation is 
examined.” This controversy led Kennicott to reassure his contributors, in 1763, 
that he would limit his research 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 Göttingische Anzeigen and expressed his satisfaction that 
Kennicott had thus allayed the fears lurking beneath a number of disparaging

122. Rutherforth, Letter.
123. Kennicott, Answer.
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judgments 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, “the number of true readings would run the 
risk of being too small or at least of too little importance.” 124

In any event, 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.125 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 
more than he had promised when he began his project ten years before. Michaelis 
noted, “Certainly it will always be a distinction for these people to have accom
plished such a great work, from their own resources, for all Christianity. We Ger
mans are divided into too many states dominated by patriotism and chauvinism 
to carry out an enterprise of this magnitude.” 126

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 completed 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.” 128 While Kennicott had 
been able to interest 315 contributors from Great Britain in the collation of vari
ants (along with Prince William V o f 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 
wife Anne learned Hebrew in order to assist him in copying, checking, and 
proofreading the biblical variants.

In his Dissertatio generalis Kennicott explained 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.129 Bruns left England in May 1770 with Kennicott’s instructions.

124. Michaelis, GA 1763/150 (December 15), 1211.
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He later published these instructions concerning each of the 1,170 textual difficul
ties he had been sent to exam ine.130 Bruns traveled throughout Europe for three 
years, provided with two letters of recommendation for the Jews of Germany, Po
land, France, and Italy. One of these letters came from the Sephardic synagogue 
of London and the other from the Ashkenazi synagogue. The second was printed 
in the Dissertatio g e n e r a l i s t  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. During this 
time, Kennicott had extracted 1,500,000 readings from the 700 fascicles of colla
tions which he had received. The information collected by Bruns was added and 
the manuscript of the first volume was sent to the printer in October 1773. On 
May 29, 1776, Kennicott had the pleasure of personally presenting the first vol
ume to King George III, 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 to examine the manuscripts of the Bodleian.

8. A Businessman 's Wiles
As soon as the first volume was published, with a list of 450 subscribers, 

Michaelis wrote a long review in his Bibliothek132 in which he expressed a cer
tain disappointment at the lack of significance of most of the variants.133 He be
moaned the fact that Kennicott had reserved for the second volume the key to the 
numbers designating the various manuscripts. This made it impossible to evalu
ate their age.134 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 Michaelis, 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. XI”) ,135 
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
vealed his talents as a businessman in such a way that Michaelis was scandalized: 
Kennicott, responding to Michaelis’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. If 1 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 offered! Envy would have propelled some, and incompetence 
others, to lower the esteem for this work.136

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 appeared. 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 are unjustified. They will conclude that you do not want anyone to 
judge the work before it has been sold completely. But even now, in spite of 
your precautions, you will not escape being judged if someone succeeds in 
guessing at your manuscripts. As far as I am concerned, I claimed not to be able 
to 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 1.1 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 manuscripts. His essay will 
show you that he was able to judge your work in spite of the mystery of the 
numbers.137

And indeed, from pages 165 to 173 of the same volume Michaelis published 
Eichhorn’s judgment. In the dissertation Schnurrer published at Tiibingen in 
1775 on the Song of D eborah,138 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 eleven examples of carelessness in the Kennicott collation of four manuscripts
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for the Song of Deborah alone. Our 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.” 139

9. Kennicott as Judged by His Colleague
Bruns reviewed Kennicott’s work in the second fascicle of the Commentarii 

de rebus novis literariis of Helmstadt, and Kennicott responded to him in a minor 
work he published at Oxford in 1782 entitled Editionis Veteris Testamenti Hebra- 
ici cum variis lectionibus brevis defensiv contra ephemeridum Goettingensium  
criminationes. He accused Bruns of lacking straightforwardness and competence 
in his critique.140 Kcnnicott’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 are 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 
one whom he chose to share the work (I mean myself), 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 I look at the variants in Kennicott’s Bible, I 
discern as far as the eye can see that they are swarming with mistakes which 
come from the ignorance and negligence of those who copied the manuscripts, 
but I think I also see enormous confusion in the English codices, much of 
which, I fear, must be attributed only to the negligence of the collators. . . .  I 
corrected innumerable mistakes of this type, but it would have been beyond the 
strength of one man to expurgate all the collations.141

After testifying to the meticulousness with which Kennicott had worked, 
Bruns added, “I think, however, that in a few cases his desire to find variants pre
vented him from extracting the genuine readings from the manuscripts.” 142 He 
then gives four examples of this and goes on to reproach Kennicott for having of
ten mistaken Masoretic 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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seemed to represent a variant, he seized upon it eagerly.” 143 Bruns also noted 
something even more serious in pointing out that, “With regard to codex 294 I do 
not know why he collated the first folios but then neglected the following ones, 
which were often older. Similarly, he refused to collate codex 293, written in 
1144, which is by far the oldest of the Pentateuchs that he had. The reason for this 
refusal is, however, easy to grasp: this codex seemed to follow the Masorah too 
closely.” 144

10. Equivocal Obituaries
Kennicott died in August of 1783, leaving unfinished a second book in which 

he wanted to use his variants to correct the text and thus establish the basis for a 
new English translation of the Bible. Michaelis wrote an obituary 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 is now 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.” 145 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 revealed.

Michaelis was not the only one who was disappointed in the weakness of Ken
nicott’s “variants.” Eichhorn, in the second edition of his Einleitung 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 I 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 inexperienced, 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 I have 
found, at the least, evidence of errors which do not give a 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.146
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With regard to Kennicott’s project, Michaelis went from an attitude of hope
fulness to one of disappointment, and Eichhorn’s attitude was always rather 
negative. The assessment of the third great German critic of this era, E. F. C. 
Rosenmüller, was more considered, although he, too, was disappointed:

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.147

D. Giovanni Bernardo de Rossi

In 1772, while Kennicott was busy transcribing his variants and Bruns was 
traveling throughout Europe, the Dominican Gabriel Fabricy, a professor at the 
Casanata, published a work in Rome entitled On the original claims o f  revela
tion, Or, Critical considerations on the purity and integrity o f  the original text o f  
the sacred books o f  the Old Testament, in which are shown the advantages which 
Religion and Literature can obtain from  a projected new edition o f  this text com
pared with Hebrew m s s  and the ancient Greek, Latin and Oriental versions. 148 
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.149 He believed, too, that the canvassing undertaken 
by Kennicott and Bruns was incomplete, and said with regard to the Hebrew 
manuscripts of the Bible, “I have no doubt that many others could be discovered 
in the different libraries of Rome, both in private ones and in the monasteries, as 
well as in some towns in Italy where there is more of this kind of literary wealth 
than one might think.” 150

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 is the one given o f “Parma, where in the library of the 
famous G. B. de Rossi a large number o f manuscripts are to be found. It is pos
sible to think that some of them are included in my list as having been consulted 
by Bruns, for they had been formerly in the possession of some Jews and now are 
with this very learned man who, as I sincerely hope, proposes to edit all their 
variants.” 151 Giovanni Bernardo de Rossi was a successful professor of Oriental 
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 library five copies of an edition that had previously been thought 
to survive in only one copy. When Kennicott announced de Rossi’s project to 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 augment Kenni- 
cott’s critical apparatus significantly on the basis of the Italian manuscripts, he 
had spent three months in the libraries 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 editorumque codicum congerie haustae, et ad  
Samaritanum textum, ad vetustissimas versiones, ad accuratiores Sacrae Criti- 
cae fontes ac leges examinatae, perpetuisque notis historico-criticis illustratae. 
As he explained the project, it 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 witnesses at 
his disposal. He intended to consult them at places selected for their importance 
in understanding the meanings of words, where they also had support either in 
the Jewish manuscripts, in the Samaritan text, or in the ancient versions. At each 
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 volume.

In order to whet the appetite of his future readers, he published an Apparatus 
Hehraeo biblicus, seu manuscripti editique codices sacri textus, quos possidet, 
novaeque variarum lectionum collationi destinât 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.

151. Kennicott, D issertatio generalis, §172.
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The four promised volumes were published at Parma in 1784, 1785, 1786, and 
17 8 8 ,153 followed by an important supplement in 1798 entitled Scholia critica in 
Veteris Testamenti libros seu Supplementa 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 in de Rossi’s library and 42 were from foreign librar
ies) giving a total of 1,793 “codices.” 154 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 himself and at his own expense, from the purchase of the manu
scripts to the delivery of the five volumes to the printer. Michaelis explained how 
this priest, who was not known for his wealth, was able to assemble such a col
lection. 155 It was through his relationship of trust with a number of Jews that he 
had been able to obtain for a modest price, or even 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 Rosenmüller) expressed himself in the following way in an article 
in which he summed 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 are 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.” 156

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 oldest manu

2. 1,793 Witnesses

153. Rossi, Variae lectiones.
154. Rossi, Scholia. 143.
155. Michaelis, OEB, Vol. 21, 137-38.
156. Quoted in Rosenmiillcr, Handbuch, Vol. 2, 49.
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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 almost all, of the most important variants have been ed
ited.” 157 Fabricy, however, had been suggesting since 1772 that the Italian collec
tions had not yielded all their treasures to Kennicott. In the seventeenth of his 
“Random remarks on the variants in general, and on the choice which can be 
made 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 back 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 
ancient manuscripts.158

In this regard, as well, his presentiment would prove to 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 Bihlia 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 served as the basis for BHK3. Working 
from this manuscript, he rightly showed the relation between the Cairo Prophets 
manuscript and British Library manuscript Orient 4445, which contains the Pen
tateuch. The Aleppo manuscript, already mentioned by Kennicott in his Disser
tatio generalis, 159 was added to this group of great classics after 1960, when it 
was presented in the first volume of Textus. 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 
penetrate beyond the high degree of agreement in the consonantal text which 
characterizes the proto-Masoretic textual tradition from which all the Hebrew 
manuscripts known until then derived. On this point also, M orin’s and Cappel’s 
intuition was confirmed: The Vorlage of the ancient Greek was often clearly dif
ferent from the textual tradition which was preserved by the Masoretic Text.

V. Criticism of the Autographs of Moses and the Prophets

As we have already suggested, around the middle o f the seventeenth century 
the proponents of textual criticism and their adversaries agreed that, if we pos
sessed the autographs of Moses and the Prophets, we should accept them as

157. Rossi, Variae lectiones, Vol. 1 (“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 differed from the auto
graphs on a certain number of readings because of copyist errors.

A. Spinoza ’s Predecessors

While Morin and Cappel had considered only the possibility of accidental 
modifications of the textual tradition, Spinoza ventured into the area of literary 
criticism of Sacred Scripture in his Tractatus Theologico-Politicus, published in 
1670, in which he formulated theories which threatened to modify drastically the 
conception prevalent until then of the “autographs of Moses and the Prophets.” It 
is necessary to note immediately, however, that in this new area he had at least 
two predecessors: Thomas Hobbes and Isaac de La Peyrère.

1. Thomas Hobbes
Auvray, referring to chapter 33 of Leviathan, published in 1651, sums up 

Hobbes’s contribution to the question of Moses’ activity in the following way:

Hobbes notes first of all that the term the books 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 proofs to the contrary in the 
book. Hobbes indicated three of them: How could Moses have written the ac
count of his own death (Deuteronomy 34)? Why would he say that the Canaan- 
ite was “still” in the land (Gen 12:6)? 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 entirely, 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.”160

Later in 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. Isaac de La Peyrère
Isaac de La Peyrère, a Calvinist from Bordeaux, published two strange and 

paradoxical books in Holland in 1655: Praeadamitae 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. Auvray, Simon, 63.
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through four editions in one year, were successful both as curiosities and scan
dals and gave rise to many refutations. Spinoza had them in his library, and Rich
ard Simon personally knew La Peyrère who, after his conversion to Catholicism, 
lived with the Oratorians.

In Systema, La Peyrère took some rather bold positions concerning the au
thenticity of the historical books of the B ible.161 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 history 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 
are cited by the biblical writer.162

La Peyrère, therefore, had no hope of ever rediscovering the “autograph of 
Moses.” He felt that for M oses’ work we possess “neither the autograph (auto- 
graphum) 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).” 163 As Bernus noted, 
“With these explanations the author attempts to place the true word of God and 
the genuine sacred authors (whose writings no longer exist) outside the obscurity 
and confusion with which he reproaches all of the Old Testament for everything 
except that which directly concerns salvation.” 164

B. Spinoza

Neither Hobbes nor La Peyrère approached biblical criticism systematically. 
Spinoza, on the other hand, presents a sort of “discourse on method" for biblical 
criticism in chapters seven to ten of his Tractatus.

I. A Method fo r  Interpreting Scripture
Spinoza’s point of departure was almost the opposite of La Peyrère’s. While 

the latter, according to Richard Simon, applied himself to “reading only the text

161. La Pcyrcre, Systema, Book 4, chapters 1 and 2.
162. Bernus, Richard Simon, 66-67 .
163. La Peyrère, Systema, 186.
164. Bernus, Richard Simon, 67.
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of Scripture in order to strengthen certain visions that he had on the coming of a 
new Messiah,” 165 Spinoza states that:

we see. . .  that the chief 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 no 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 from this scene of confusion, to free our minds from preju
dices of theologians and to avoid the hasty acceptance of human fabrications as 
divine teachings, we must discuss the true method of Scriptural interpretation 
and examine it in depth; for unless we understand this we cannot know with any 
certainty what the Bible or the Holy Spirit intends to teach.. . . [T]he 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 are 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 is 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.166

2. The Necessity fo r  a History o f  Scripture
Spinoza then classified in three parts what this history should recount. It 

should first of all deal with the nature and particularities of the language in which 
the books of Scripture were written. It should then group the statements con
tained in each book, noting if their meaning is easy or difficult to perceive. On 
this level it is 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 into 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, Lettres, Vol. 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 teaching, 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
portant to 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 experienced and trustworthy scholars. All this in
formation is 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 
set 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. B ut. . .  we must first seek 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 
affect our ordinary daily life, and which flow from the universal doctrine.. . .  If 
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 Scripture. If any passages are found to 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 belong only to the field of philosophical 
speculation do not yield so easily to investigation.. . .

We have already pointed 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 intended to signify or represent by the symbols in questions. The lat
ter we can only guess at, not infer with certainty from the basis of Scripture.167

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 

method presents, even though he considers it the only adequate one. He begins 
with the difficulties involved in the first part of the history of Scripture, which 
concern the Hebrew language. These difficulties come from the way it is written, 
in which there is often confusion among the laryngeals, from the ambiguity of its 
conjunctions and adverbs, from the fact that its 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 o f the second 
part of the history of Scripture uncertain: “such being the structure and nature of 
the Hebrew language, it is quite understandable that such a number of ambigu
ities must arise that no method can be devised for deciding them all.” 169 It shows 
further 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 treats of “higher 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 I 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 copies so many different readings were found, nor yet again whether 
there were not many other versions in other hands.170

4. Evidence and Uncertainty
Spinoza thought these difficulties would have serious consequences for a cate

gory of cases which he described in the following way:

If we read a book relating events which arc incredible or incomprehensible, or 
which is written in a very obscure style, and if we do not know the author or the 
time or the occasion of its composition, it will be vain for us to try to 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 
are fully informed of these facts, we are in a position to form an opinion free 
from all danger of mistaken assumptions; that is to say, we ascribe to the author, 
or to him for whom he wrote, no more and no less than his just meaning, con

168. Spinoza, Complete Works, 464 = Spinoza, Tractatus, 94.
169. Spinoza, Complete Works, 465 = Spinoza, Tractatus, 95.
170. Ibid.
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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, I consider so grave that I have 
no hesitation in affirming that in many instances we either do not know the true 
meaning of Scripture 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 comprehension, which can merely be imagined; it is not true of 
matters open to intellectual perception, whereof 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 are not easily understood; as the proverb 
says, “a word to the wise is 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 
quite 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 clearly understand, it most evidently 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, they belong to the sphere of the curi
ous rather than the profitable.171

Right from the preface o f the Tractatus, Spinoza cautioned his readers that “the 
revealed Word of God is not to be identified with a certain number o f books, but 
is a simple conception of the divine mind as revealed to the prophets; and that 
is— to obey God with all one’s heart by practising justice and charity.” 172 It 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 arises 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.” 174 As he specifies later on:

171. Spinoza, Complete Works, 465-67  = Spinoza, Tractatus, 95-97 .
172. Spinoza, Complete Works, 392 = Spinoza, Tractatus, vi.
173. Spinoza, Complete Works, 508 = Spinoza, Tractatus, 151.
174. Spinoza, Complete Works, 467 = Spinoza, Tractatus, 98.
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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 Scripture. 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 Scriptural 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 received or dis
covered, without the addition of new ideas of their own devising. As it 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.175

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 Peyrère had already found to show that the Pentateuch 
could not have had Moses as its author and that the prophetic books were written 
a long time after the events they deal with by one or several compilers who left 
their work unfinished. We are dealing, therefore, 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 a l l . . . .” 176

To sum up, then: according to Spinoza the theologians try in vain to base their 
speculations on those parts o f Scripture dealing with things which the intelli
gence cannot grasp, since a sufficiently critical history o f Scripture can no longer 
be written today in a complete and exact way. Further, insofar as such a history 
can be reconstructed, it shows that for the parts of Scripture with which we are 
concerned, the canonical books have suffered too much interpolation, and our 
knowledge of Hebrew is 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, Tractatus, 104.
176. Spinoza, Complete Works, 497 = Spinoza, Tractatus, 136.
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was easily 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 o f showing the weakness of his argu
ments in the hope of evading the questions which he posed.

Richard Simon thought it necessary to take Spinoza’s questions seriously, but 
without necessarily following 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 Critique du Vieux Testament. In the “Author’s Preface” he set out 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 seen 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 necessary to counter Spinoza’s argumentation with an original herme
neutic 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 o f the imagination and 
intelligence of 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 
time of the Old Covenant, there existed traditions that were authorized and, in 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.

1. The Literary Non-originality o f  the Old Testament Books
The subtitle to Chapter Five of the first book o f the Histoire Critique un

leashed Bishop Jacques-Bénignc Bossuet’s lightning bolts for its total acceptance 
of the critical claim. The subtitle ran: “Proof of the additions and other changes 
which were made in the Scripture and especially in the Pentateuch. Moses cannot 
be the author of all that is in the books which are attributed to him. Various 
examples.”
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J.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 Pererius, whom he represents as holding that many things had 
been added to the books of Moses. 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.” 177 Later on, Simon mentions a case (the 
last chapter of Deuteronomy where the death of Moses is recounted) where 
Jacques Bonfrère (Bonfrerius) had formulated the hypothesis that it could have 
been “added by someone else.” 178

Simon then brings up Gen 12:6, “At that time the Canaanites were in the land,” 
concerning which Bonfrère had not mentioned any difficulty.179 This verse, which 
Ibn Ezra had pointed out, was used as an argument by Hobbes and Spinoza, but 
not by La Peyrère.180 It is easy to show that Simon borrowed the argument from 
Spinoza. His partial citation of the verse is identical to that of Spinoza, and Spi
noza’s formulations (and not those of Hobbes) can be detected in Simon’s, who 
says first of all, “It is known that the Canaanites still possessed the land which is 
mentioned in this place in the time of Moses.” Spinoza had said of Moses, “cujus 
nimirum tempore etiamdum illas regiones possidebant [Canahanitae].” 181 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 o f the sec
ond part only, Hobbes added the following brief commentary, which is not depen
dent on Spinoza’s or Simon’s comments from a literary point of view: “which 
must needs 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 it.” Finally, Simon 
returns to the passages that had troubled Bonfrère in his commentary.

In the Histoire Critique Spinoza’s name is 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 
Critique du Vieux Testament [H] is cited below by page, column, and line from 
the Rotterdam edition o f 1685 while the Tractatus Theologico-Politicus [TJ is 
cited by page and line from the Gawlick/Niewöhner edition of 1979):

177. Simon, Histoire (VT), 32a.
178. Ibid., 93.
179. Ibid., 185.
180. Hobbes, Leviathan, 200; Spinoza, Complete Works, 472-73  = Spinoza, Tractatus, 105.
181. Spinoza, Complete Works, 472-73  = Spinoza, Tractatus, 105.

H T
17a: 12-20 
18a: 2-8  
23b: 28-35

30: 7-10  
286: 11-18 
396: 19-24
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25a: 21-38 
32b: 3-12 
36b: 15-26 
42a: 19-40 
46b: 6-15

308: 22-310: 5
288: 8-23 
312: 3-8  
290: 13-18 
290: 6-10

Auvray has already pointed out another characteristic parallel: H 44b: 21-30 = 
T 280: 11-15 .182 O f 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.183 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
aware of Spinoza during the writing of his Histoire Critique and learned of the 
Tractatus 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.” 184 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 Critique, Simon said that he completed his 
work ten years before.185 At the same time, also in 1679, he wrote to another cor
respondent, Père du Brueil, saying that it had been seven years.186 It seems, in 
fact, that the encyclopedic contents of the second part of the first book (Chapters 
1 to 3 1 ), as well as the second and third books, were assembled and even written 
after that time. Simon himself, on pages 46-47  of the Réponse de Pierre Amhrun 
. . .  à l ’histoire critique du Vieux Testament . . . (1685) and in a letter dated 
1699187 acknowledges that he added Chapters 20 to 24 of Book Three immedi
ately before the work was printed. Bernus believes that his additions were not 
limited to that part a lone.188 The characteristic parallels between the beginning of 
the first book and Spinoza’s Tractatus lead one 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.189

l.b . The role o f  Henri Justel
The most probable explanation is that it was through the Protestant Henri Jus

tel, secretary and counselor to the king, that Simon knew about the Tractatus.

182. Auvray, “Simon et Spinoza,” 211.
183. Ibid., 209.
184. Ibid., 211.
185. Simon. Histoire (VT), 667.
186. Simon, Bibliothèque Critique, Vol. 4, 67.
187. Simon, Lettres, Vol. 2, 240.
188. Bernus, Richard Simon, 37.
189. See "Mémoire sur la distribution des livres de feu M. Simon” in Auvray, Simon, 207.
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P. Vernière believes it was Justel who made Spinoza’s work known to Huet and 
Sim on.190 In a letter of 1699, Simon said of Justel, "By means of the exchange of 
letters which he had with the learned and the curious o f foreign countries, he 
found out almost everything that went on, both in literature and in business. And, 
since people often brought their difficulties to him, he consulted me occasionally 
and informed me about the news which he received from various places.” 191 

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 it 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 interconfessional translation of the B ible.193 
Writing of that project, Simon stated that it was “printed at the beginning of Book 
Three of the Histoire Critique de l 'Ancien Testament,” 194 which is certainly a ref
erence 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 in the period just before its publication. One might grant Auvray that the 
end of Chapter Six of the first book (44b and 20ff.) 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 of his thought regarding 
the authors of the sacred books and scriptural inspiration. Spinoza thus exercised 
an influence on the entire beginning of the first book, an influence that was delib
erately concealed.

I.e. 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 Bonfrère. 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 one to associate Simon’s system with that of Spinoza. Elies Du-Pin 
also opined that “the system of M. Simon is not very different from that of these 
authors [i.e., Hobbes, La Peyrère and Spinoza].” 195 Simon, in return, repaid Du- 
Pin with 2,332 pages of criticism in his Critique de la bibliothèque des auteurs 
ecclesiastiques et des Prolégomènes de la Bible, publiez par M. Elies Du-Pin, a 
four-volume critique of Du-Pin’s work.

190. Vernière, Spinoza, III.
191. Simon, Lettres, Vol. 3, 245.
192. Leibniz, Briefwechsel, 285, no. 262.
193. Simon, Lettres, Vol. 3, 238-46 .
194. Ibid., 241.
195. Cited in Simon, Critique, Vol. 3, 198.
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I.d. Spinoza and the “True Word o f  God ”
Simon knew perfectly well that Spinoza had called into question the tradi

tional identities of the authors of the books of Scripture in order to “discredit the 
authority of the divine books.” 196 According to the traditional position, the Old 
Testament was Holy Scripture insofar as it brought together the writings of 
“Moses and the Prophets.” Spinoza, as La Peyrère 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
rère, even if the inspired writings (the autographs o f 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 retrieved from books which had been liter
arily enlarged, reworked, or abridged. La Peyrère saw in this conclusion the pos
sibility of protecting the word of God, no longer 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 
ca lled ,. . .  consists] in a set number of books.” 197 What critical study has shown 
to be “faulty, mutilated, adulterated, and inconsistent,” 198 is simply a “set number 
of books” which were “chosen from many others by the Pharisees o f the second 
temple,” 199 and there is no way of knowing for certain what criteria they em
ployed to make their decisions.200 On the contrary, “the phrase ‘Word of God,’ 
when used in connection with anything other than God himself, properly means 
the Divine Law . . .  ; that is, religion universal to the entire human race, or catho
lic religion.”201 Because of this, the Word cannot be corrupt; if words “are so ar
ranged that readers are moved to devotion, then these words will be sacred.”202 In 
fact, “nothing is sacred or profane or impure in an absolute sense apart from the 
mind, but only in relation to the mind.”20·'

So Scripture likewise is sacred, and its words divine, only as long as it moves 
men to devotion towards God; but if it is utterly disregarded by them, as it was 
once by the Jews, it is nothing more 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.204

196. Simon, Histoire (VT), Preface.
197. Spinoza, Complete Works, 523 = Spinoza, Tractatus, 171; see Spinoza, Complete 

Works, 504-5  = Spinoza, Tractatus, 146.
198. Spinoza, Complete Works, 503 = Spinoza, Tractatus, 144.
199. Spinoza, Complete Works, 497 = Spinoza, Tractatus, 136.
200. Spinoza, Complete Works, 490 = Spinoza, Tractatus, 127.
201. Spinoza, Complete Works, 506 = Spinoza, Tractatus, 148.
202. Spinoza, Complete Works, 505 = Spinoza, Tractatus, 146.
203. Spinoza, Complete Works, 505 = Spinoza, Tractatus, 147.
204. Ibid.
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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, paper and ink.”205 For “if in accordance with the saying of the 
Apostle in 2 Cor. chap. 3 v. 3 [those who contradict us] have within themselves 
the Epistle of God, written not with ink but with the Spirit of God, not on tablets 
of stone but on the fleshly tablets of the heart, let them cease to worship the letter 
and to show so much concern for it.”206

1.e. The lasting influence o f  Spinoza’s hermeneutic
Thus Spinoza wanted to show that the “apographs” which we possess no 

longer allow us any access to the inspired “autographs” from which they come. 
Biblical literary criticism as practiced by believing exegetes, insofar as it accepts 
the fact that the present state of the biblical text is not the same as the original, as 
Spinoza demonstrated, aims to recover the original state of these literary 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 is only this original state which 
fully deserves the name of Holy Scripture. This is the hermeneutic understood by 
Christian literary criticism after Spinoza; that is, an approach which, on the one 
hand, accepted the diagnosis concerning the literary development of the canoni
cal books as described by Hobbes, La Peyrère and Spinoza, and, on the other, re
fused the radical criticism of the idea 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 
unattainable and that genuine Scripture containing the Word of God has escaped 
the mishaps which the canonical books have undergone.

Does 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- 
rère'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 twentieth centuries. Simon’s hermeneutic may be character
ized by the two points in which it differs from that of his predecessors and of his 
successors: his conception of scriptural inspiration and of literary authenticity.

205. Spinoza, Complete Works, 504 = Spinoza, Tractatus, 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 clearly articulated his doctrine of inspiration, which constituted the foun
dation of his entire biblical hermeneutic.

2.a.i. Spinoza: The Prophets do not reason
It is in this chapter that Simon takes on Spinoza, who, in order to show that the 

epistles 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 seem 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.207

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

I do not absolutely deny that the prophets may have argued from the basis of 
revelation, but this much I will assert, that the more use 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
ets is their proclamation of pure dogma, or decrees, or judgment. And thus 
Moses, the greatest of the prophets, never engaged in logical argument, whereas 
in the case of Paul the lengthy chains of logical argumentation such as we find 
in the Epistle to the Romans were most certainly not written from supernatural 
revelation.208

2.a.ii. Reasoning directed by the Spirit o f  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 if in becoming the in
terpreter of God one ceases to be a man and is a purely passive instrument, if I 
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, reason 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

207. Spinoza, Complete Works, 499 = Spinoza, 'Fractalus. 138.
208. Spinoza, Complete Works, 500 = Spinoza, Tractatus, 139.
209. Simon, Histoire (NT), 299b.
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the example mentioned above, where the Apostles, after having deliberated and 
reasoned in assembly, never stop using the expression, “It seemed good to the 
Holy Spirit and to us.” This clcarly shows that the Spirit of God, who guided 
them in the assembly, did not prevent them from reasoning. To be sure, there is 
a subordination between the two realities, the one does not destroy the other. 
Spinoza’s Prophets are 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 
Prophet does not allow for reasoning because whoever reinforces his teaching 
with reason subjects himself to the judgment of others.. . .  It is true that one is 
vulnerable to the judgment of others when one uses reasoning alone, but that 
cannot be said when this reasoning is directed by the Spirit of God, which is the 
case with Moses and the other Prophets. . . .  210

Saint Paul writes as a teacher 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. That 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 is 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.211

In his Réponse au livre intitulé Sentimens de quelques théologiens de Hol
lande sur l ’Histoire critique du Vieux Testament, written in 1686, Simon clearly 
upheld this extension of scriptural inspiration beyond its normally accepted 
boundaries:

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?212

Simon returned to this question again in 1699 in his Réponse au livre intitulé 
Défense des Sentimens de quelques théologiens de Hollande sur l'H istoire cri
tique du Vieux Testament'.

210. Ibid.. 300a-b.
211. Ibid.. 302a-b.
212. Simon, Sentimens, 130.
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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 to 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 
Eternal One” because he did not proclaim prophecies to 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?213

2.a. Hi. Prophetic inspiration goes beyond consciousness 
without abolishing it 

Further, for Simon, prophetic inspiration itself 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 is not a terribly extraordinary thing since even 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 leads 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
ined. There are also many predictions in the Psalms of David which seemed 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 is 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. I 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 from 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.214

213. Simon, De / ’inspiration, 162—63.
214. Simon. Sentimens, 123-24.
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2.a.iv. Traditions o f  interpretation go hand in hand with Scripture
In 1689, in his Histoire critique du texte du Nouveau Testament, Simon took 

the opportunity to clarify his position on the use the New Testament makes of the 
Old. He began by revisiting the expression “literal in its way,” which he had used 
in his Réponse aux Sentimens to designate the “second, wider, mystical or alle
gorical meaning” recognized in many passages by most of the Jews who were 
contemporaries of Jesus.215 Then he specified that “to be precise, there is only 
one literal meaning properly speaking, for each passage of Scripture.” 216 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 Apostles did not invent this 
Messianic meaning, but that it was “founded on the theology and traditions o f the 
Jews” of their tim e.217 For:

it can be taken as a constant that the Jews in the time of Our 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 religion; 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.218

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] o f allegorical meanings that were received 
and were even founded on authorized traditions.” 219 When Christians “recognize 
a second meaning that is called spiritual or mystical, they should apply it to the 
Messiah. This meaning is similar to what the Jews call ‘derash. ’ In a word, it is 
impossible to understand perfectly the Christian religion and the principles upon 
which it is established unless one knows the religion of the Jews which is at its 
origin.”220

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:

215. Simon, Histoire (NT), 245b.
216. Ibid.. 252b.
217. Ibid.. 254-55 .
218. Ibid.. 269-70.
219. Ibid.. 270a-b.
220. Ibid.. 271b.
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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 callcd 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” does 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 great detail or going through all the places in the Old Testament 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 
be said that the Jews who lived such a long time before Jesus Christ purposely 
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.221

2.a.v. The “typological” value o f  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.. . .  St. Jerome tells of the explana
tion of one Christian who, according to him, gave a Jewish explanation. This 
author 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 is the most obvious, refers to Isaiah’s wife; the 
second, which is wider and which might be called spiritual and mystical, refers 
to the time of the Messiah. This second is also literal in 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 prophecy only to the Messiah, it would be more 
difficult to answer them.222

Just after this, Simon takes another example, from Jerom e’s commentary on 
Daniel:

Porphyry claimed that there was nothing more than history in this book of the 
Prophet. He explained King Antiochus in the same way that Christians explain

221. Ibid.. 253-54.
222. Ibid.. 254-55 .
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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.223

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 o f 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
mentaries on the Minor Prophets. The other meaning, even though it is not purely 
literal, is true nonetheless, and is according to the intention of the Holy Spirit.”224 
Simon expressed himself most clearly, however, in the letters found in Volume 
four of the Bibliothèque critique 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 no 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.”225 In another letter of the same year, he approvingly cited Six
tus of Siena, according to whom the mystical or spiritual meaning “is not signi
fied by the words, but by the things themselves.”226 This agrees perfectly with the 
typological meaning, where a person or situation directly indicated by the literal 
meaning is seen to carry within itself a second meaning insofar as it designates 
typologically a reality of the Messianic era.

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 prophecies 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. Ibid.
224. Simon, Lettres. Vol. 3, 271.
225. Simon, Bibliothèque critique. Vol. 4. 498.
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literal and historical because they believe that those who want to express them
selves in a precise way should admit of only one literal meaning and not two.227

2.a.vii. The need o f  a literal meaning fo r  access to the prophetic meaning
According to Simon it must be acknowledged, for most of the prophecies, that 

“the force of the words alone” does not allow direct access 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 force of their words alone.. . .  It 
seems to me that he would do 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 prophecies. For to want to maintain that these passages are 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.228

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 inspires him 
to use. He interpreted them according to the literal meaning (that is, "the force 
of the words alone” determined by contemporary usage) and according to the 
historical meaning (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, 
goes beyond the contemporary use 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 is in no way the free and imaginary accommodation to which it too 
often deteriorates. It is, rather, “the principal meaning intended by the Spirit.” 
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 prophecy, is even more authentic than the literal meaning. For this to be true it 
is necessary to acknowledge, as Simon does, that the official possessors of these 
traditions are ipso facto  inspired as well.

2.a.viii. The inspired authority o f  the Sanhédrin
Simon frequently based his argumentation on rabbinic or patristic authority. 

Thus, in the Histoire critique du Vieux Testament, he tells us that the Jews

227. Ibid.. 526.
228. Ibid.. 512-13.
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considered certain works as “apocrypha, that is, hidden and unknown because 
they had not been published under the authority o f the Sanhédrin.”229 He adds 
that “Sixtus o f Siena, who recognized the authority of the Sanhédrin of the Jews, 
asserts that the history of the Maccabees written by Jason was abridged by order 
of the Sanhédrin of Jerusalem. Nor were the ancient Fathers unaware of this au
thority of the Sanhédrin at the very time that Josephus maintained that there was 
no longer an exact succession of Prophets among the Hebrews.” 230 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.”231

In his Réponse au livre intitulé Sentimens Simon answered the objections pre
sented by Le Clerc (Clericus) with regard to the Sanhédrin:

He cannot deny that the establishment of the Sanhédrin 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 Clerc adds that it is not said that this 
Sanhédrin would always last in the Republic of Israel.232

To that Simon responded, “would it not be better to believe 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 Sanhédrin 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.”233

Simon had said in his Histoire critique du Vieux Testament that “God promised 
the Prophets and the Judges of the Sanhédrin who succeeded Moses the same 
grace and the same spirit of prophecy as those who had lived during his time. 
Consequently they preserved the same power not only of interpreting the Law, 
but also of making new ordinances which were written down and then placed in 
the archives of the Republic.”234 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 if it is recognized that “these

229. Simon, Histoire (VT), 57a.
230. Ibid.
231. Ibid.. 57b.
232. Simon, Sentimens, 112-13.
233. Ibid.. 115.
234. Simon. Histoire (VT), 19b.
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books, having been reviewed by the Sanhédrin or by other persons inspired by 
God, possessed all the necessary authority which could be desired for a matter of 
this importance.”235 In the Réponse au livre intitulé Sentimens he states that:

it is 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 important in a State than that which pertains to the Prophets 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
hédrin to 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.236

2.a.ix. The inspiration o f  the Sanhédrin 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 Sanhédrin was not inspired. These two objections pro
vided Simon with the opportunity of distinguishing, in his Réponse à la Défense, 
the inspiration of the Sanhédrin from prophecy and infallibility:

Everyone knows that prophecy ceased 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 Sanhédrin for carrying out their duties. It is certain 
that there is no Prophet in the Church but that does 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 Sanhédrin 
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 Sanhé
drin could have been wrong.. . .  But he adds at the same time that the Sanhédrin 
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.237

Then Simon cites Grotius, who thought that, in the case of a corruption of this 
discipline, “God, who loves unity, 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 himself as

235. Ibid., 19-20.
236. Simon, Sentimens, 119-20.
237. Simon, De I ’inspirition , 136.
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one greater than Moses, whose commissioning would mark the disappearance of 
the authority of the Sanhédrin.”

2.a.x. Sim on’s views on derash and on the Karaites
It seemed necessary to Simon to recognize the existence of an inspired author

ity in Israel during the time of the Old Covenant. This authority would have had 
a conserving role in relation to traditions, and was entrusted with three functions: 
the authentic interpretation of the second meaning of the prophecies, the actual
ization of the observance of the Law of Moses through ordinances adapted to 
new circumstances, and the discernment of books which could be canonized 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 bibliothèque choisie, Simon based his view 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 written 
records of them for their own private use, although they did not publish them.”238 
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 felt constituted a common patrimony for all 
Israel. In the supplement to his Cérémonies des Juifs, de Léon de Modène ,239 Si
mon said that Aaron, son of Joseph, a Karaite commentator on the Pentateuch, 
“defers a great deal to the teaching of the Ancients when it has not varied and 
when it is in conformity with those good 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 teachers gave for many different passages in Holy 
Scripture.”240 This position was to be clearly confirmed in the twentieth century 
when L. Nemoy reconstructed and published the Kitab al-Anwar wal-Maraqib of 
Qirqisani, where a veritable treatise of the Karaite hermeneutic of the beginning 
of the tenth century241 presents the Karaite doctrine on tradition and consensus.242

238. Simon, Bibliothèque choisie, Vol. 1, 45.
239. Cited by Simon him self in the Bibliothèque choisie, Vol. 2, 238.
240. Simon, Bibliothèque choisie, Vol. 2, 237.
241. Qirqisani, Kitab al-Anwar, Vol. 2, Chap. 18.
242. See the translation by G. Vajda, “Etudes," 93-98 .
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2.h. Literal authenticity and scriptural authenticity
Simon takes up the question of the literary authenticity of the sacred books in 

terms of this very diversified, though in no way attenuated, conception of inspira
tion and tradition. In the “Author’s Preface” of the Histoire critique 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. h. i. The public scribes
Simon never distinguished very clearly between the Prophets and the inspired 

scribes. The seamless shift from one to the other was justified by the link he had 
established between inspiration and reason as well as by the distinction of the 
two levels of meaning of prophecy (conscious and transconscious). It is 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, w ho could be called “public scribes” in order to distinguish  
them from private writers, were entitled to make co llections o f  the ancient 
records which were preserved in the archives o f  the Republic and to put these 
records in a different form by adding to or subtracting from them as they saw fit. 
B ecause o f  this w e find a solid  reason for the additions and changes w hich are 
found in the sacred books, without their authority being dim inished, since the 
authors o f  these additions or changes were true Prophets directed by the Spirit 
o f  God. That is w hy the changes which they might have introduced into the an
cient records have the sam e authority as the rest o f  the biblical text.243

2.b.ii. Everything in Scripture is prophetic
Here Simon categorically opposes Holden, a “Theologian of the faculty of 

Paris,” who maintained that:

the writers o f  the sacred books were only truly inspired by God for that which  
pertained to faith or which had som e necessary relation or link with it. With re
gard to the other things contained in these sam e books, it w as not at all neces
sary to recognize any more divine inspiration there than in any other work 
com posed by pious persons. But, in addition to the fact that this v iew  could have 
dangerous consequences, it is totally opposed to the teaching o f  the N ew  Testa
ment, which proclaims that all o f  Scripture is prophetic and truly inspired. For 
this reason, I thought it necessary to establish principles which would attribute

243. Simon, Histoire (VT), Prcfacc.
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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 
camc about at a later time and through the negligencc of copyists.244

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

futile to search with too much curiosity, as is usually the case, who the authors 
of each book of the Bible were, since it is clear that they were all written 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 in 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.245

It was in his (unpaginated) Preface, from which all the preceding passages have 
been cited, that Simon had formulated this essential 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 bibliothèque 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 is, moreover, 
a futile one since we know that the Holy Spirit is the principal author.”246 This is 
exactly Simon’s own underlying sense, and in order to emphasize it he played 
down the personal characteristics o f the traditionally accepted authors, prefer
ring rather 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 gleaned 
from the memoirs of these patriarchs. Would one say, therefore, that this first 
part of the Pentateuch was not inspired, simply because 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 scribcs do it.247

244. Holden, Divinae, Book I, Chap. 5, citcd in Simon, Histoire (VT), Prcfacc.
245. Simon, Histoire (VT), Prcfacc.
246. Simon, Bibliothèque choisie, Vol. 1, 224-25 .
247. Simon, De l ’inspiration, 20b (November 15, 1686).
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In the Critique de la bibliothèque, he once again takes up this theme: “Moses 
would have written in Genesis what he had learned from the memoirs of his an
cestors. Should one say because of that that he was not the author o f the entire 
Pentateuch? . . .  It is enough that these memoirs were incorporated into the his
tory of Genesis by M oses’ assistants in order for them to be attributed to him, 
since he was the leader of the Republic.”248

This, therefore, was Simon’s notion of the pre-Mosaic literary history of the 
Pentateuch and the greatly enlarged interpretation of M oses' 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, 
wrote:

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.249

2.b.v. Free compilations o f  occasionally erroneous memoirs
Elsewhere, with regard to the historical books, Simon opened the way for re

daction criticism when he spoke of “these ancient memoirs abridged in the books 
of the Bible that we have at present. Some things were even changed in them, ei
ther by shortening them or lengthening them according to the judgment of those 
who made the collection of the canonical books and who were inspired.” 250 

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

Ezra did not take the genealogies entirely from the books of Moses, Joshua, 
Samuel, etc., but also from some private copies of genealogies which did not 
represent the elders exactly. It makes little difference, for example, if one is to 
read “Serna” or “Semua,” “Maseia” or “Asaia,” “Jaaziel” or “Aziel,” “Jeremuth” 
or “Ramoth,” e tc .. . .  They must not be considered genuine errors of the copy
ists since Ezra, to whom the Chronicles, or Paralipomena, are attributed, was 
not so much the author as the compiler.251

In the pages immediately preceding, Simon had citcd 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

248. Simon, Critique , Vol. 3, 242-43 .
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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 copies 
which were never correctcd, 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 memoirs of the 
particular genealogies in the form in which he had received them.253

Simon then concludes by saying, “I could add many other examples similar to 
these, but those which 1 have presented are more than enough to show that it is 
not necessary to multiply too quickly the various readings of the Hebrew text of 
the Bible. Louis Cappel, who did not always share this view in his Critique 
sacrée, often takes the copyists to task for variations or changes for which they 
were frequently not responsible.”254

Later on, Simon discussed the relationship between the list 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 faults than profane books. Letters are omitted, words and 
names are 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.255
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2.h.vii. The compilers respected the various data o f  the memoirs
Simon, however, before borrowing his conclusions on these cases from 

Masius, felt that it was necessary to balance Pellican’s point of view with other 
considérations:

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 Our 
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, “I 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 to omit any
thing he found in these different memoirs, copied them in a confused way with
out bothering to make the narrative follow exactly.256

3. The legacy o f  Richard Simon: Partly enduring, partly forgotten
With these last considerations, the way is open for Jean Astruc to formulate 

his Conjectures sur les Mémoires originaux dont il paraît que Moyse s ’est servi 
pour composer le livre de la Genèse ( 1753). It 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 in these head 
waters of criticism but also downstream, where his observations on redactional 
evolution would be carried all the way down to very recent times. Simon’s fol
lowers, however, took very little advantage of them, and they deserve to be 
summed up here.

3. a. Inspiration is valid fo r  all o f  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, Isaiah, and the 
other prophets. He refuses to allow that their authority be given any special priv
ilege 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 Sacrcd Library of the Republic of the Hebrews.

256. Ibid.. 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 o f its parts.

3.b. Scriptural authenticity is distinct from  literary authenticity
Even though criticism forces the recognition of alterations which from a liter

ary perspective should be considered secondary, still it should be recognized that 
scriptural authenticity (which knows neither “plus" nor “minus”) is 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
ured form.

3.c. The progressive clarification o f  the second meaning
For Simon, the prophetic significance of the Bible is 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 
is not because an ecstatic trance took away their reason, but because the meaning 
intended by the Spirit went beyond the scope of 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 the writers’ words and of the circum
stances and persons which these words designated in their historical meaning, in
tended to designate typologically, by a second meaning which was more real than 
the first, circumstances and persons of the Messianic era in which their prophe
cies were meant to be fulfilled. These circumstances and persons would only be
come clear for the generation 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 the second meaning of the prophecies corresponds, from a 

more nuanced hermeneutical 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 the origin. In this case, literary criticism, just like textual criticism, has 
as its essential task not reconstituting an original state of the text, but situating a 
finished and canonical state of Scripture within the literary 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 is the one which Simon’s 

hermeneutic contributes to orienting prophecy, which comprises in a certain 
sense the entire Old Testament, toward fulfillment. This orientation is accom
plished by a re-reading in which tradition is 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 prophetic Spirit, even if it goes beyond the watchful and impas
sioned consciousness of the Prophets.

Spinoza, in fact, had made the possibility or impossibility of interpreting 
prophecy authentically entirely 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 Critique de la bibliothèque des au
teurs ecclesiastiques et des Prolégomènes de la Bible, publiez par M. Elies Du- 
Pin. The most important thing is to be able to arrive at the second meaning prin
cipally intended by the prophetic Spirit, beyond the historical meaning which 
criticism helps to determine. The clarification of this second meaning is brought 
about progressively, from the time of the prophet up to 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 clear that this revolution had important consequences for the textual criti
cism of the Old Testament. The textual form which must serve as a point of ref
erence is not the one constituted by “the autographs of Moses and the Prophets,” 
but is constituted rather by the state of divinely guided maturation in which the 
books of Scripture are found at the time of the fulfillment, that is, at the time 
when the Messiah reveals himself in order to renew all things.



2

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 
o f many investigators among whom these tasks could be distributed.

On September 20, 1756, in Göttingen, J. D. Michaelis drafted a plan for a so
ciety that would coordinate the work of scholars in order to expedite the critical 
examination of variants in the biblical texts, especially those affecting the Old 
Testament. His plan followed on the publication of J. H. M ichaelis’s and Hou
bigant’s editions 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 by 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 o f the original text of the Old Tes
tament. In 1935, at the second international conference of Old Testament schol
ars in Gottingen, Volz learned of Michaclis’s plan and the following year set 
forth an “Arbeitsplan für die Textkritik des Alten Testaments.” 1 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 died.

The same year that Volz presented his proposal for ajournai, Henrik Samuel 
Nybcrg, 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 for in
depth studies of various details in the history of the text and for the formulation 
of general views concerning the development of that history.

B. The United Bible Societies Project

The time was ripe for pursuing the broad methodological investigation that 
had long been advocated, and more recently been made imperative by Nyberg’s 
contribution and the discoveries in the Judean Desert. So it was, in 1969, that 
the United Bible Societies, committed to Volz’s international and interconfes
sional perspective, invited six Protestant and Catholic biblical scholars— 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 W ikgren2). It 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 JIT presented to its most recent trans
lators.

The six biblical scholars who agreed to participate in the Hebrew Old Testa
ment Text Project were Dominique Barthélémy, Alexander R. Hulst, Norbert 
Lohfink, William D. McHardy, Hans P. Rüger, 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 111 (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 committee members for the first edition (1966) were Kurt Aland. Matthew Black, 
Brucc Metzger, Arthur Vööbus, and Allen Wikgren. For the second and third editions (1968, 
1975), Carlo M. Martini replaced Vööbus, who had resigned after four years. When Black and 
Wikgren retired, Barbara Aland and Johannes Karavidopoulos replaced them for the fourth 
edition (1983). — Ed.]
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which they were involved (BHS, Nieuwe Vertaling, NEB, NAB, RSV, TOB, Ein
heitsübersetzung). Coming from different backgrounds, cultures, and experi
ences, each sensed in 1969 that the time had come to reflect together on the aim, 
the tasks, and the method of Old Testament textual criticism. Rather than debat
ing theoretical positions, they deemed it more worthwhile to focus on the critical 
task itself, and only thereafter to analyze the methodological implications of their 
common work.

After an initial six-day session at Arnoldshain, West Germany, in 1969, the 
committee met for ten annual four-week sessions from 1970 through 1979 at 
Freudenstadt, West Germany, and St. Andrews, Scotland; Eugene Nida presided, 
and the committee’s work was expedited by two secretaries, Adrian Schenker 
and John A. Thompson. With the goal of providing a functional aid to translators, 
the committee studied the textual difficulties which abound in the notes and vari
ant readings of the most widespread translations: the Revised Standard Version 
(RSV), La Bible de Jerusalem (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 o f departure and 
working conditions conducive to the methodological investigation that they all 
agreed was necessary.

II. 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 o f each of 
the five volumes of the Preliminary and Interim Report on the Hebrew Old Tes
tament Text Project,3

In this chapter we will note some matters whose reconsideration, after ten 
years of work, permits an updated formulation of the committee’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. 1: Pcntatcuch (London, 1973); Vol. 2: Historical Books (Stuttgart, 1976); Vol. 3: 
Poetical Books (Stuttgart. 1977); Vol. 4; Prophetie Books I (New York, 1979); and Vol. 5; Pro
phetic Books 11 (New York, 1980).
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disposal.4 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.5 He sought, then, to recover 
the original (“Urschrift,” a term which Wellhausen borrowed explicitly from
A. Geiger, Urschrift und Übersetzung).6

Nyberg, in his work on Hosea sixty years after Wellhausen, took virtually the 
opposite position.7 He felt that the goal and task of textual criticism lay solely in 
recovering the earliest written tradition of the Jewish 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 to the exegete, whose role 
must not be confused with that o f the textual critic. He concludes: “Let us return 
to the Masoretic Text, to scrutinize it and interpret it. It alone provides a solid ba
sis for philological study and exegetical interpretation.”8

2. Kittel ’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 W ellhausen’s aim as the ideal:

The ideal end of all our work bearing on the Biblical Hebrew text must be, of 
course, the reconstruction of the autograph of the biblical writers; in the final 
analysis, what interests us is not what some modern publisher or ancient scribe 
would pass on as the words of prophets, narrators or poets, 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 Moses, Elijah, Gideon, Samuel, Ezekiel 
and the other men and women of the Old Testament.9

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 to establish with scientific certainty the autograph of an Amos, an Isaiah 
or an Ezekiel, or even what the Hexateuchal narrators or the historians of 
Judges and Kings actually wrote.

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

4. Wellhausen, Samuelis, 14.
5. Ibid., 14. note *.
6. Ibid., 5.
7. Nyberg. Studien , 9.
8. Ibid., 116.
9. Kittel, Notwendigkeit, 32.
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Masorete.” 10 Given the methods available, Kittel believed that this could be 
taken as a standard for the text o f the ancient writings of the Old Testament, 
“which the Jewish community was reading about 300 B.C.” 11 In effect, this is the 
period when the manuscripts which served as Vorlage for the Greek translators 
and as source for the Chronicler would have been transcribed. Kittel grants that 
diverse textual traditions already existed in this period, and that 111 and <9 preserve 
two of these traditions for u s .12 Therefore, in principle, where the Vorlage of © 
offers the better text, we should take it as our basis, always calling on ill as the 
final arbiter in questionable cases.13 Where the case is reversed, ill must be taken 
as the basis, with occasional recourse to (5. Kittel stood firmly opposed to those 
who would see the readings of Jll and the Vorlage of © as variants o f the same 
text type and who would reconstruct an eclectic text working from both, judging 
the greater or lesser probability of one or the other.

In fact, Kittel believed that the synagogue had every reason to give preference 
to the text that gave rise to lit, 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 <S. Moreover, even if the two 
textual traditions were of equal value, preference should be given to the text re
flected in ill, since a text attested in the original language is 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 origins must be sought by tracing them back through the 
textual record.14

At the end of his essay, Kittel recapitulates the editorial task which he set for 
himself:

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, essentially at the 
hands of their redactors; for those not completed until later, the form available 
to the translator for each of them.15

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

10. Ibid., 36.
11. Ibid., 38.
12. Ibid., 44.
13. Ibid., 45.
14. Ibid., 46.
15. Ibid., 84.
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3. The Committee’s Aim
At the beginning o f its work, the committee formulated an aim similar to that 

which Kittel had set for himself, in the following terms:

the Committee found it necessary to recognize four phases 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 in attempts to recover these types of 
texts 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 textual 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 . d . 70. This text stage 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
poses 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 Committee 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.16

With respect to most o f the biblical books, the results of literary criticism have 
had the effect of pushing the idea of an “original text” back into a period far 
more remote, fragmented, and unstable than the formulators of textual criticism 
had ever 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 literary criticism, it raised 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 committee 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 belief 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 use a convenient phrase, albeit am
biguous— until after they had become canonical. This process of canonization

16. Preliminary Report, Vol. 1, VI-VII.
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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 for all practi
cal purposes be considered the “original” of a biblical book, insofar as it finds 
a place in “the Bible.”

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

The foregoing notwithstanding, it became clear to the committee in the course of 
its work that, in the cases of Proverbs17 and Jeremiah and Ezekiel,18 HI 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 ïït 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— apart from the three exceptions 
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 
seriatum.

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 committee those cases where the RSV, BJ, RL. or 
NEB (and later TOB) departed from !Tt 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 o f  the Old Testament, the 
Readings Adopted by the Translators o f  the New English Bible).

The committee was thus confronted with those instances in which English, 
French, or German scholars, in recent efforts to translate 111, 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 each of

17. Ibid., Vol. 3 ,4 4 4 .
18. 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 o f the second phase.

Prior to each session, the textual variants in each instance were collated and 
classified, and the committee studied the principal critical judgments and inter
pretations of them which had emerged throughout the history of exegesis.

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 textual 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 neces
sary to suggest the most probable interpretation(s) of the selected text form.

C. Criteria

In evaluating 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 brief 
descriptions drawn from the Preliminary and Interim Report. 19

From one group of variants attested by the several textual witnesses emerge 
three factors which help in making an initial judgment conccrning the value to be 
assigned to their occurrence in the witnesses. Since the textual forms must be 
subjected to critical scrutiny, these factors of evaluation, as well as all those 
which follow, are expressed in negative terms; that is, 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: N arrow  b asis  f o r  a varian t fo rm  o f  the text. If a form of the text occurs 
in only one tradition, for example, the Targum, Syriac, or Vulgate, one is less in
clined to regard it as original than if it occurs in more than one 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 example, 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: D ecep tive ly  b ro a d  b asis  f o r  a variant fo rm  o f  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 a 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. 1, ix-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, instead of being inde
pendent witnesses to some earlier Hebrew form of the text, these alterations arc 
all secondary, and dependent, not upon the particular verbal form of some text, 
but upon a special way of interpreting the obscurity.

Factor 3: D ependence o f  a varie ty  o f  text fo rm s upon one ea rlier  form . When an 
original text contained a particularly difficult expression (either inherently diffi
cult or rendered such through the loss of background knowledge necessary to 
understand its meaning), different scribes and translators often resolved 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 alteration may have 
been conscious or unconscious on the part of the scribe or translator responsible 
for it, one can catalogue the factors responsible for textual changes under ten dis
tinct headings; scribal intention is more likely in the first six factors (4-9) than in 
the last four (10-13).

Factor 4: Sim plification o f  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 is only the amelioration of what seemed to be unnecessary diffi
culties. 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 been purposely made more complex.

Factor 5: A ssim ilation  to  p a ra lle l passages. Some variant forms of a text arose 
because ancient editors, scribes, or translators assimilated the text of one 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 described 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 ease), is 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 earlier.
Factor 6: Translational adjustm ents to  the text. In order to produce satisfactory 
translations in ancient versions such as Greek, Syriac, and Latin, it was often 
necessary to 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: In terpretive m odifications. In some instances, a particular form of the 
text may appear to be essentially interpretive. That is 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: M isunderstanding o f  linguistic  data. Knowledge about certain fea
tures of biblical grammar and lexicography, including related practices of an
cient copyists of manuscripts, were sometimes lost (in certain instances, even 
by the time of the earliest 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: M isunderstanding o f  h isto rica l data . Over 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. 
Consequently, many texts based on such patterns of behavior became unintelli
gible to later readers. Such misunderstandings of old texts led to 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: A cciden ta l om ission o f  sim ilar letters, w ords, o r  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 sequences 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 11 : A cciden ta l repetition  o f  iden tica l sequences. In contrast with acci
dental omission of expressions, there is also the relatively less frequent possibil
ity of accidental repetition of the same sequence of letters. (This is technically 
called “dittography.”)

Factor 12: O ther scr ib a l 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 confusingly simi
lar sounds (when copyists wrote from dictation); and, finally, there are other er
rors difficult to explain.

Factor 13: Conflate readings an d  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 manuscripts 
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 to 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.

D. Conjectural Emendation (Factor 14)

1. The Committee 's Position
The committee often encountered instances in one or another modern transla

tion in which a difficult reading in ITt was abandoned in favor o f a reading ob
tained by conjectural emendation. In these instances, the committee dccidcd 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 redefinition o f the limits of textual criticism.”21 His position, in sum
mary, was that:

conjectural em endation is universally regarded as one o f  the essential tasks o f  
textual criticism , as may be established by consulting any o f  the current manu
als on the subject. The textual criticism  o f  the Hebrew Old Testament is no ex 
ception: the task o f  the scholar cannot properly be restricted to w eighing the 
existing variants, as there are cases where a corruption is so old that it is found 
in all extant manuscripts and translations, and then there is no w ay out except 
by conjectural em en d ation .. . .  In fact, to make it a principle never to allow  con
jectures means e ith er  to presuppose that no corruption is early enough to be 
present in all extant Old Testament texts (which is absurd) nr  to prefer deliber
ately what is alm ost certainly wrong to what is probably right (which seem s a 
strange ch o ice).22

3. Response to the Criticism
Albrektson’s objection is pertinent, telling, and clearly stated. One can re

spond to it on two levels.

3. a. Reasons fo r  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, it 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 are those 
who add or delete as they see fit, while they are making corrections.”23 As 
Albrektson reminds us,24 S. R. Driver underscored the necessity of wrestling 
with conjectural emendation when he wrote:

it is im possible not to feel that a large proportion o f  the conjectural em endations 
which have been proposed rest upon arbitrary or otherwise insufficient 
grounds.25

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
ently transmitted from Houbigant’s time to the present day. These conjectures are 
not the result of the critical process; rather, they avoid it entirely. Based on the 
authority of someone else’s prior judgment, which is often itself uncritically de
pendent on an even earlier analysis, a correction (emendatio) is adopted which

21. Albrektson, “Difficilior,” 15.
22. Ibid.
23. Origen, M atthaeum , Book XV, §14 (p. 1293).
24. Albrektson, “Difficilior,” 15 n. 32.
25. Driver, N otes, xii.
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relieves the critic of the obligation to proceed independently to the recensio and 
interpretation whose negative results alone can justify the emendatio.

The first step of textual criticism, recensio, must determine those attested 
forms of the text which possess the greatest merit and the least likelihood of be
ing secondary. The critic must then utilize every means necessary to interpret the 
form(s) thereby 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 o f Ugaritic or Eblaite, languages distantly separated in 
time and space from a Hebrew text only slightly predating the Common Era; a 
meaning elicited from those great catch-alls, the estimable Arabic dictionaries— 
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 CTAT 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 one 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
ness adequately. Western scholars of the last 250 years have often become 
enamored 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 exegesis, in order to draw from it those proposals that are 
least improbable.

These factors give good reason for extreme 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 means certain that the committee always acted entirely 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 proceed to the second level.

3.b. Conjectural emendation can have no aim but the original
Wellhausen26 demonstrated profound insight in stating that conjectural emen

dation does not serve well to recover some intermediate stage in the evolution 
from archetype to recensions, but aims 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 is grounded in 
the internal coherence of the text in its original literary framework. It is that origi
nal framework 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 necessary 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 aim 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 be necessary 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 o f  disrupting a secondary literary framework
When there is no hope of recovering a writing in the overall coherence of its 

original literary state, it is 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 original 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 redactor implemented to ensure the co
herence of the text in a new context? Jepsen27 offers a pertinent example: at the 
end of Gen 24:67, BHK1. BHK2. BHK3, and BHS recommend correcting “his 
m other’s death” to “his father’s death.” As Jepsen notes, this makes sense if the 
aim is 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 o f the redactor, who waited until 25:8 to narrate Abraham’s death

26. Wellhausen, Samuelis, 14 n.*
27. Jepsen, “Aufgaben," 333-34.
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using another source.28 In dealing with composite texts such as we find in the 
Pentateuch or Chronicles, a textual criticism based on conjectural emendation 
threatens to shatter the fragile unity which the redactor tried to piece together out 
of diverse materials.

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 committee’s task was to determine the text of the Holy Bible; that is, 
to produce the oldest literary form which can be proved to have functioned as a 
sacred book within a community that searched it for signs of its identity, signs for 
which we still turn to it today. We are interested in a text that was received as “ca
nonical,” and that text interests us because it is witness to a religious develop
ment of which the text itself is 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 establishing this 
authoritative form in which a text gained canonical function, even if that is not in 
every case the original literary form. But conjectural emendation cannot aim at 
any but the original literary form. Albrektson should not be surprised, then, that 
the committee’s stated aim would sometimes lead it to prefer a text form which is 
“wrong” (= of inferior quality) on literary grounds but authoritative as canon, to a 
conjectural text which has every possibility of being literarily 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 is not to say that the com
mittee did not make full use of what it calls indirect textual attestation (of which 
CTAT Val. 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 already stabilized a text’s literary form and the text had not 
yet splintered into divergent textual traditions. The text that belongs to the tar
geted second phase is not directly 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 witness.

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

The committee was fully aware of the fact that textual criticism, however it 
defines its aim, is 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 helpful 
to indicate in a note the possible literary antecedent that this earliest attested ca
nonical form seeks to translate.

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

Wc have already noted that the committee had to depart from its original prin
ciples in treating Proverbs, Jeremiah, and Ezekiel. As the subsequent volumes of 
this report demonstrate,29 it seemed clear that ill 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 is 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 we have had opportunity to study more thoroughly in preparing the first 
volume of the final report. To begin to clarify 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 o f  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 have arisen after the repression of the revolt, to stabilize the form of 
the text. Nor can one ignore the role played by the forces of literary innovation in

29. [Jeremiah: CTAT Vol. 2; Ezekiel: CTAT Vol. 3. The volume that was to contain Prov
erbs was not published.— Ed.J
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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 weighing these competing trends, we will examine first certain innovations 
that are 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 already undergone textual alteration. Next, pursuing a com
ment of Wellhausen’s, we will survey the path textual criticism must take in 
cases where ill 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 in 
the biblical authors, this evolution can be traced through the recasting done by 
scribes and translators of the consonantal text, as well as through the 
establishment of a reading tradition and the very precise suggestions for vocal
ization 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.

1. 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
ment? 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 Pentateuch as with that borrowed from the Former Prophets 
(Joshua-Kings). In handling the Pentateuch, the Chronicler would omit or add to 
borrowed 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.

Let us look first at two cases involving proper names. At 1 Chr 1:6, III of the 
Chronicler has “Diphath,” the place-name for which ill of the Chronicler’s source 
(Gen 10:3) preserves “Riphath.” Similarily, at 1 Chr 1:7, the Chronicler calls 
"Rodanim” those who are called “Dodanim” by ill of the source (Gen 10:4). In
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both cases, the variants differ only in the classic confusion of re f and dalet. Since 
only one form of the place-name and the gentilic used here as examples can be 
correct— either with re$ or with dalet— the committee 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 
case, however, the committee retained in each location the place-name as re
ceived in Î1Î, finding itself 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 to a res, while the original “he came swiftly” is preserved for us in Ps 
18:10. Further, however, the corrupted text has undergone a change in vocaliza
tion, as a qämes in the final syllable has replaced a sëgôl in the original. Thus, in 
the present form of !lt, two distinct verbal forms give individual literary nuances 
to the parallel texts of Samuel 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 o f Sources
A simple revocalization such as the one just reviewed represents a fairly mod

est literary innovation. Considerably more significant rewriting, motivated by 
textual corruption, is also encountered, though, and nowhere more than in the 
books of Chronicles. Several examples:

( 1) In 2 Chr 4:22, we note that a het in the third radical position has replaced 
the second taw in the first noun of the second half o f 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 hapax legomenon used 
here by the writer of Kings. In any event, this change has prompted a shift of syn
tax in the three words following and the emendation of a lamed to a waw later in 
the verse. The Chronicler’s hand can be seen 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 facile strokes produce a readable text which, how
ever, never existed. It would be better to admit once and for all that the initial cor
ruption of a taw  to a het is beyond the reach of critical restoration, not because 
the corruption is in doubt— the Kings parallel shows clearly that it is not— but 
because the corruption has given rise 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 bëqârîm  (“oxen”) where the source 
(1 Kgs 7:24) read pëqâ{îm (“gourds”). The Chronicler’s misreading is under
scored by the unusual usage of the plural form of bäqär, which subsequently 
appears in the same context in the Kings source (v. 25) in its 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 Chronicler specifies that these are “figures” (dëmût) 
of oxen. 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, BHK2, and BHK3— are satisfied to require in both instances 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 error which gave rise to that creativity.

(3) A comparison with 1 Kgs 11:36 will leave 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 
early, since the Chronicler already 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 lô 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 conjectural emendation based on 1 Kgs 11:36) and the 
altered form in Chronicles. If textual criticism is to seek the original literary 
form, 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 of 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 happëlônî: in v. 27 it corresponds to liappaltî
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of 2 Sam 23:26, and in v. 36 to haggilônî 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 (Bcthpelet being a town in Judah and 2 Sam 15:12 
establishing Ahitopel’s hometown). Either in the form of Samuel which was the 
Chronicler’s source, or in the Chronicler’s reading of that text, there occurred, in 
the first case, the corruption of a tet to a waw-nun, and— in the second case— the 
corruption of a gimel to a pe. Since these are proper names, it is tempting simply 
to replace both the Chronicler's happëlônî (“the Pelonite”) with the original gen
tilics from which they arose, as Kittel, Begrich. and Rudolph do in SBOT, BHK2, 
BHK3, and BHS. Nevertheless, we must take note of the recurrence o f the name 
heles happëlônî ( 1 Chr 11:27) at 1 Chr 27 :10— a passage that is solely the Chron
icler’s— where the context o f names surrounding the reference makes it clear that 
we are dealing with the same man. In the latter instance, though, he is specified as 
being part of the bënê epraim; we cannot then correct his pseudo-gentilic to hap- 
paltî, since Bcthpelet is part of Judah, not Ephraim. We must also note that the 
gentilic haggilônî is attributed to “Eliam the son of Ahitopel” at 2 Sam 23:34, 
while the parallel passage at I Chr 11:36 attributes happëlônî to “Ahiya.” As we 
will see in treating 1 Chr 26:20, one suspects that the name favored by the Chron
icler was introduced at several points. The two occurrences of happëlônî 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.30

In the four examples studied, we have been able to see how a textual stream 
which had undergone an initial crystallization again became fluid. Though tex
tual corruption is normally thought of as occurring subsequent to literary stabili
zation, we have been dealing with changes which one would spontaneously 
identify as textual, but which have given rise to greater or lesser developments or 
recastings showing fresh literary creativity. In fact, a comparison of Samuel
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, is preserved in more original form in Samuel
Kings. This has enabled us to grasp the essence of the Chronicler’s redaction of 
earlier texts. Given that this redaction is part and parcel of the Chronicler’s liter
ary contribution, any attempt to eliminate these changes would end up destroy
ing— in these passages— Chronicles’ individuality with respect to Samuel-Kings. 
Furthermore, even correcting the “textual errors” which gave rise to these 
changes would rob the Chronicler’s efforts of their raison d ’être.

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 η. I 11
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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 ïïï, 

nevertheless enable us further to clarify the text-critical task in relation to that of 
literary criticism.

3.a. Wellhausen’sposition
Wellhausen cites several additions in the !ll of Samuel-Kings which “proceed 

from various periods, and are mostly later than the Deuteronomic revision, and 
belong rather to textual than to literary criticism.”31 He considers it “very impor
tant to detect and remove these re-touchings,” for “the whole ancient tradition is 
covered over with such products of Jewish rumination (Verdauungschleim).” He 
deals with four additions, o f 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 o f the Lord 
that had been thrown down,” the ill 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 the Lord had come, saying— ‘Israel 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 to be an addition, despite its attestation by 
© (which appears to have read !Tt), 4QSama (which removed two words, accord
ing to Ulrich32), and 1 Chr 13:6 (despite a rearrangement of some elements).

It is not the intention here to debate whether these phrases in 1 Kgs 18:3If  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 o f textual 
criticism in the Historical Books and was also to guide Graetz): the historian wants 
to deal with an account divested of all anachronistic glosses. But what Wellhausen 
labels “products of Jewish rumination” ( judaïstischen Verdauungschleim), which

31. Wellhausen, Prolegomena, 277 n. 1.
32. Ulrich, Qumran, 194.
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he saw overlying the ancient tradition, are in fact limited final redactional activi
ties of those who transmitted this account as sacred. If textual criticism seeks to re
store the text of the Old Testament as Bible, it must respect these adjustments. The 
fact that one of these (2 Sam 6:2) would have had to occur somewhat before the 
other changes matters not one 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 111 all textual develop
ments subsequent to the divergence of the © and l)\ traditions while leaving in 
place similar developments predating that split. The justification for the commit
tee’s position will become clearer with the examination o f several cases that ex
hibit more limited textual development.

At 1 Kgs 18:18, Wellhausen advises omitting “commandments” in accordance 
with <9 and reading “forsaking the Lord” rather than Ill’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
Several similar cases arise in the latter portion of 1 Samuel contained in the 

fragments of 4QSamb, which Cross dates to the last quarter of the third century
B.C.33

1. At the end of 1 Sam 16:4, 4QSamb and © add the vocative, “See!” which Jit 
does not have.

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

3. At 1 Sam 20:32, iït reads: “Then Jonathan answered Saul his father, and said 
to him. . . .” 4QSamb omits “to him,” while © shows neither “his father” nor 
“and said to him.”

4. At 1 Sam 20:36, ill reads, “And he said to his lad,” whereas 4QSamb and © 
read: “And he said to the lad.”

5. In I Sam 20:42, !lt repeats the independent pronoun “we” after the pronomi
nal suffix of “both of us;” 4QSamb omits it and © does not express it explic
itly.

6. At the beginning of 1 Sam 21:1, CTt does not specify “David” as the subject, 
while 4QSamb and © do.

7. At 1 Sam 21:3, !lt reads: “And David said to Ahimelek the priest. . . .” Neither 
4QSamb nor© specifies 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,” 111 records no apodosis, while 4QSamb and © continue: 
“you shall eat.”

In these eight variants 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.

3.c. The list o f  Canaanite kings
We now take up a case from Joshua: at the end of the list of Canaanite kings 

(Josh 12:9-24), 111 records a total of thirty-one kings while © counts twenty-nine, 
each figure corresponding to the number of kings enumerated by the respective 
textual tradition (111 in 16b and 19a mentions two kings ignored by ©: the kings of 
Bethel and Madon). Each king is identified in © by the phrase “king o f” followed 
by a place-name; in 111, however, each place-name is preceded by “king o f” and 
followed by “one” (the number). In ©, the insertion o f the separator “king o f” to 
an original list o f place names took place in a straightforward manner. In 111, how
ever, a king of Lasharon was creatcd by an extra separator (instead of "the king 
of Aphck of the Sharon” we read “the king of Aphek, one; the king of Lasharon, 
one”), 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 in all likelihood was not specified) was proba
bly thirty, the 111 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 111 and © traditions.

3.d. Inconsistent final redaction
Ezra 5:3f. 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 111 (supported by 0) a first person plural verb— “thus we then 
asked them”— which is out of context. 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, while © and Syriac, which BHK2 and BHK3 follow, corrected the first per
son form to the third person required by the context. As we will see, this is prob
ably a case 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 read that source in its original form at 
5:9: “Then we inquired of these elders; 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 seem to the committee to be the 
prerogative of textual criticism. As Meyer observes,34 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 111 at other points results, as here, not 
from textual corruption but from inadequate final redaction, and that we are at the 
other points simply unable to discern the inadequacy. It is, after all, unusual for a 
redactor 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 o f redactional 

intervention: euphemistic usages of ultimately theological significance. In accor
dance with its primary aim, the committee endeavored to remove the intentional 
changes when they were more recent than the beginning of the second phase of 
textual development. Recognizing 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 classify the principal 
euphemisms uncovered by the committee in the course of its work on the Histor
ical Books.

4.a. The standard list <?/tiqqune sopherim
By way o f preliminaries, we note that three of the standard tiqqune sopherim  

occur in the Historical Books. One (1 Sam 3:13) is an authentic tradition; © 
avoided correcting it. Another (2 Sam 16:12, see 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,35 and has 
not been taken into consideration by modern textual critics, so it was not referred 
to the committee.

34. Meyer. Entstehung, 27.
35. For each of these, see McCarthy, Tiqqune, 77 -79 , 81-85 , 85-91 , respectively.
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4. h. The earliest euphemisms

4.b.i. Authors' euphemisms
Some euphemisms can be attributed to the author of a particular narrative, 

since they are merely typical figures of speech. Such is the case with the use of 
“bless” instead of “curse” in the false testimony which convicted Naboth (1 Kgs 
21:10, 13). Such is also the case with numerous typical Hebrew circumlocutions 
such as “to cover the feet” ( Judg 3:24; 1 Sam 24:4) in the sense of defecation, “to 
know” in the sense of having sexual 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 o f freedom” in 2 Kgs 15:5 (= 2 Chr 26:21).36 McCarthy has 
raised the case of 1 Sam 29:4, where “the heads of these men” serves to express 
“our heads” in order not to put oneself in danger of decapitation— a danger that, 
however, should be clearly expressed, as D, Syriac, and the parallel in 1 Chr 12:20 
well understood.37 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 
2 3 :13 refers to the Mount of Olives as the “mount of corruption” (hâr-hammashît) 
in place of the traditional “mount of anointing” (här-hammishä). This meaning, 
deciphered by the Targums, is pointed out by Rashi.

4.b.ii. Redactors’ euphemisms
Other euphemisms can be attributed to a biblical author reworking a source.

• Thus, as Wellhausen saw, 2 Sam 8:17 reuses a list which would originally 
have read: “Abiathar, son of Ahimelech son of Ahitub, and Zadok were 
priests.” It is to liberate Zadok from the shadows and relegate Abiathar to 
them that we now read: “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 theological correction can be 
expected to have taken place in the book of Samuel before the Chronicler 
used it as a source. Furthermore, it is not impossible that this alteration of a 
still 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, Chronikbücher, 284.
37. Ibid., 181-82.
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• Redactional motives with theological intent can be identified in the numerous 
interventions o f the Chronicler with respect to sources: thus, as we have seen 
at 2 Chr 4:3, where the Chronicler inserted “figure o f” before the oxen which 
he thought he read in 1 Kgs 7:24; or, as we will see at 2 Chr 1:6, 13, when the 
Chronicler located the >ohel mo(ed  in Jerusalem at the time of Solomon’s 
enthronement. Likewise, the Chronicler eliminated the name “Dan” from
1 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 avoid saying that the 
queen of Sheba called Solomon’s wives “blessed,” and, in 1 Chr 17:21, 
changed a verb to the singular, lest yelohim  be taken as a genuine plural.

• The redactor of Nehemiah seems also to have been guided by theological 
motives when he altered the source of 11:10 (= 1 Chr 9:9) by inserting “the 
son o f” before “Yoyarib,” thereby granting a genealogical basis to the Has- 
monean claim to the high priesthood.

4.c. Euphemisms incidentally introduced into the text

4.c.i. Incidental euphemisms lacking attestation o f  the original
While the preceding euphemisms must unquestionably be attributed directly

to the biblical authors, whether composed by the original 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 “enemies (of)” before “David” in a threat 
under oath is probably a euphemism employed to remove the threat from 
David. Nothing proves this euphemism to be “incidental” ; nevertheless, the 
fact that at 1 Sam 25:22 the random nature of a similar euphemism is attested 
could suggest that here we are dealing with a euphemism of the same type.38

• We will see, in Josh 22:34, as in 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
nesses. Similarly, all witnesses de-Baalize “M ephibaal” to “Mcphibosheth” at
2 Sam 21:8. In both instances, the fact that some witnesses preserve the origi
nal name in close proximity to the euphemism demonstrates that the corrup
tion of the name is random, rather than systematic.

• As we will see at I 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 
point, the name is vocalized disparagingly as “Molek.”

• At 2 Sam 3:7; 4 :1, 2, different branches o f the textual tradition have employed 
different means to suppress the name “Ishbaal.” While © and 4QSama have 
de-Baalized it to “-boshet” (whence a later confusion further corrupted it, as 
in other places, to “M ephiboshet”), !U, in 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, 111 appears to have created one euphe
mism by assimilation to the parallel in 2 Chr 7:21, while 0 created another by 
revocalizing its Vorlage. It would seem that the original is preserved by t  
(which would preserve a © that had not undergone recension) and the Syriac, 
and that the parallel at 2 Chr 7:21 attests this indirectly as the basis of its 
redaction. The fact that a Jewish exegetical tradition continued to attest the 
sense of t  and Syr, however, raises doubts about the value of their witness.

4.C.H. 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 Sani 12:14, though no witness 
to the original exists. This is 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: 4QSama and 
the Sahidic offer “the word of,” while lit 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 yet appear.

• At 1 Sam 14:47, the “he acted wickedly” of !lî and “he was saved” of © (on 
which Ό and Syriac depend for “he was victorious”) are 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 lit 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. 4QSamh.

4.c.iii. Incidental euphemisms with direct attestation
Three categories will now be considered. First, we will examine incidental eu

phemisms introduced into !lt during the second phase of textual development 
(that is, between the divergence of the principal textual traditions and the défini-
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tive stabilization of the proto-Masoretic consonantal text), which can be identi
fied by comparison with the © witness. The second category will comprise 
incidental euphemisms introduced into ©, identifiable by comparison with 111. The 
third category will include incidental euphemisms introduced into 111 during the 
third phase of textual 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 lit before consonantal 
stabilization and identifiable through other witnesses

Euphemisms identifiable through © and 4QSamtt
We begin here with three cases from the beginning of 1 Samuel where 4QSama 

adds its witness to ©’s to reveal an incidental euphemism in 111.

1. The most extensive of the “euphemisms” is the complex and intrusive addi
tion which distinguishes in from 4QSama and © at I 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 111 expands 
that to: “all that his sons were doing to all Israel, and how they lay with the 
women who served at the entrance to the tent of meeting.” (The phrase “who 
served a t . . is the euphemism, a phrase borrowed from Exod 38:8.)

2. At 1 Sam 2:17, 4QSama and © preserve the original “they treated the offering 
of the Lord with contempt ” while 111 has inserted the expedient “(the) men,” 
to separate further the verb from its direct object.

3. At 1 Sam 10:4, 4QSama and © preserve the technical term for the bread of
fered to Saul: it was the “offertory” bread (tenupot); 111 omits this specifica
tion, probably judging that Saul, a layman, would never have received such 
fare reserved for the priests.

Euphemisms identifiable through ©
There are a number of other cases where © stands without the support of Qum

ran fragments to brand certain 111 euphemisms as incidental.

• We have already seen that this was the case with the ticjcjun sopherim  of 
1 Sam 3:13, where 111 elides an yalep to transform “blaspheme God” (as © 
reads) into “blaspheme themselves.”

• The © of 1 Sam 25:22 preserves intact a self-imprecation of David where 111 
has inserted “the enemies o f” to defuse the curse.

• At 2 Sam 12:9, 111 has inserted “the word o f” between “you have despised” 
and “the Lord;” © (here represented by the Antiochene and £) does not show 
this insertion.

• It seems that 111, by transforming a res 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 o f God, but 
which © nevertheless preserves.
At 1 Kgs 10:8, © preserves the praises spoken by the queen of Sheba of Solo
mon’s wives, while III 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 IR, 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.
£ again witnesses to the © reading “Moses” at Judg 18:30, where the other 
witnesses also add ÏÏI reading that transforms “Moses”— mentioned here as an 
ancestor of the idolatrous young priest— into “Manasseh” by the addition of a 
nun. Ill does retain a memory of the original reading in that the intrusive nun 
is suspended. The Antiochene tradition here joins the two variants in a con
flated reading.
In 2 Sam 2:2, 8, 10, 12, 15, the name “Ishbaal” is attested by the Antiochene 
(and £, where it knew the former), while !11 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; 21:7, 
it is the name “M ephibaal” which is attested by the same witnesses, while 111 
has de-Baalized it to “Mepiboshet.” It is to be noted in this regard 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 Samuel), did not de- 
Baalize them.
At 2 Sam 23:8, the same witnesses again (the Antiochene and C) preserve 
“Ishbaal” where the Palestinian recension (supporting the proto-Masoretic 
text) attests the de-Baalized form, “Ishbosheth,” while 111 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,” into “Yeroboam” (as seen already 
in 1 Sam 12:11), while the proto-Masoretic text (here attested by 0) has de- 
Baalized the name to “Yeruboshet.” Since the name, however, expresses 
Gideon’s laudable opposition to Baal, the Masoretes revocalized the pejora
tive ending, yielding “Yerubesheth” (“Jerubbesheth”).
In 1 Chr 11:11, 111 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, it 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 III use of “Yashabeam.”

• At 2 Sam 15:8, it is possible, but less likely, that !1I and 4QSamc intentionally 
omitted "to Hebron” (attested by ©) from Absalom’s vow. Such a preference 
for Hebron as a cult place, while the ark was at Jerusalem, would have 
shocked a scribe. We show in CTAT Vol. 139 that another explanation of the 
textual situation is more probable, however.

• In contrast, it is quite likely that, for theological reasons. 111 omitted a stich in
1 Kgs 8:13 presenting the sun in parallel with the Lord. <9 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 appear.

Incidental euphemisms introduced into © and identifiable through ΪΠ
We now take up the second category of euphemisms, subsequent to the second 

phase of textual development, mentioned above. This comprises euphemisms in
troduced incidentally into © or its Vorlage which we can spot by comparison with 
ill. 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 111 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 1 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 - res - 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 translated “of (= belonging to) Judah" after the words 
“Am I a dog’s head?” This is 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 III) as “ led (Israel),” 
rather than “set out.”

• At the end of the same verse, the transposition o f a lamed  and a he has 
allowed 4QSama and the Vorlage of © to transform “their gods” into “their 
tents.” Apparently, it was desirable thus to avoid the appearance of a pan

39. CTATVol. I, 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 o f the verse, and the Targumist to be content 
with copying them in their Hebrew form without translating them.

• In 1 Kgs 4:5, we see that © deprives a Judean of questionable lineage of the 
title “priest.” We also see in this regard that at 2 Sam 8:18 ©, recognizing only 
priests of levitical descent, replaced the title of “priest” with autarches for the 
sons of David.

• At 1 Kgs 8:13, to avoid having Solomon accused of arrogance for having said 
to the Lord, “I have built you a house” (as in Midrash Tehillim), <0 transforms 
this declaration into a supplication: “Build me a house!”

• At 2 Kgs 5:18, to avoid having Elisha authorize Naaman to prostrate himself 
before Rimmon, © has Naaman asking Elisha’s permission to prostrate him
self “before the Lord my God” at the time that his master prostrates himself in 
the temple of Rimmon.

• Twice in 2 Kgs 23:15 and once in 1 Kgs 13:32, we see40 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 lit.

• At 2 Sam 12:30, it is the proto-Masoretic text (attested by the Palestinian 
recension of ®) that attests "Milkom,” the name of the Ammonite god, while 
© and later lit— by a vocalic correction to malkäm  (“their king”)— avoided 
having David adorn himself with a jewel consecrated to an idol.

• Wevers drew attention to the Greek of 1 Kgs 11:11 and 19:10, which includes 
an attempt not to mention the covenant in contexts which would permit one to 
conclude that the human partner is capable of forgetting or breaking it.41 In 
treating 1 Kgs 18:18,42 we add one more case (19:14) to the two cited by 
Wevers. Nevertheless, we question whether his explanation is the best one.

• At 1 Chr 2 4 :13, we see the name “Yeshebeab” suffer two successive transfor
mations; it was first accidentally Baalized (by assimilation to “Ishbaal”), then 
omitted.43

Incidental euphemisms introduced into lit after consonantal stabilization
Some euphemisms are introduced incidentally in vocalization, or even only a

particular accentuation. A good many of them arc likely to have taken place dur
ing the third phase of textual development; that is to say, to have been produced
after the proto-Masoretic consonantal text had already stabilized.

40. Ibid., 420.
41. Wevers, “Excgctical.”
42. CTATVoL  1, 370.
43. Ibid., 464-65 .
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Suspended letters
We mention first the “suspended” nun in Manasseh, the insertion of which in 

Judg 18:30 we have already discussed. This particular fact attests that the conso
nantal text was already fixed by tradition when this insertion was made.

Eastern 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,”44 the form being assumed to be a pejorative reference to this idolatrous 
sanctuary. This is indicated by the translations of Theodotion and Symmachus 
(“house o f 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 Hosea 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.

Qer es
Some euphemisms could only be introduced in the form of Qeres, in light of 

the Kethivs which were already 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 
tëhôrîm  for the Kethiv □’’VdV, with respect to the plague which struck the Phi
listines for having detained the ark of God. At 2 Kgs 6:25, it would read 
dibyônîm  for the Kethiv □’’ÜT’ ΉΠ, referring to a food with the offensive name, 
“pigeon droppings.” At 2 Kgs 10:27, it would read lëmôsa’ôt for the Kethiv 
ΓΗΝΊΠΕ1?. At 2 Kgs 18:27, it would read sô’âtâm  and même raglêhem  for the 
Kethiv's ΟΓΓΊΠ and DrPrW.

• 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 4QSama 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 
revocalization of the Hebrew variant with a final yod  (instead of the waw of 
the Kethiv), which is what © read in its Vorlage and vocalized as an active 
participle: “who hate.”

44. See Neubauer. Géographie , 155-56.
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Vowels
We now move on to euphemistic vocalizations o f the consonantal III:

• 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
iac, and part of the ill 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 second reading is the authentic reading of the traditional Tibe- 
rian ill, where it is supported by a Masorah. The Targum is based on it. This 
would seem to be an incidental euphemism dating from the third phase of tex
tual development.

• Indecision about reading the same two roots is 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 is expressed here by <5, supported— as in 
the preceding case— by the Syriac. Here the traditional Tiberian 111 (supported 
by a Masorah and D) considers this euphemistic reading to be inauthentic, 
although it nevertheless made its way into the Targum and certain ill manu
scripts under the influence of Talmudic citations which make use of it.

• Taking into account other similar cases, we will grant that in 2 Sam 5:16 “Eli- 
ada” and “Beeliada” could have been two forms of the name of one 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 ill, and subse
quently by D. In effect, the possibility that a son of David was devoted to Baal 
gave no grounds for concern. Nevertheless, the vocalizers of 111 look scruples 
to establish a sort o f clandestine Qere by vocalizing the first two consonants 
o f the proper name with a sëwâ> and sëgôl (in place of two patahs). The read
ing bë>elyâdâ< 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 ill.

• At 2 Sam 11:21, the vocalizers’ activity, as noted above, is seen operating in 
the reverse sense: with a sëgôl in place of a penultimate hôlem, 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 are distinctive vocalizations for which it is very difficult to determine 
from what age they date: thus, at 2 Kgs 10:19, 21, 22, 23, the placement of a 
hôlem  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 D and faithfully incorporated into the Syriac, Targum, and 
traditional Tiberian ill manuscripts) does not appear in certain other ill 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 o f the sec
ond phase, or, rather, the Greek translator (together with some 111 manuscript 
copyists) either missed the nuance or didn’t consider it useful to take into account 
in translation.

Diacritical 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 D, 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 

exist in the rhythm of a phrase, insofar as it is indicated by accents. In the ex
amples we will consider, it seems that we are dealing with textual activity subse
quent to the second phase of textual development. Nevertheless, it is 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 ill and D have made different attempts to avoid predicting 
the destruction of the Temple in 1 Kgs 9:8. A parallel attempt is made by the 
accenter o f 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 Qimhi’s exegesis truly does justice to the 
Chronicler’s text. The accenter, by marking the word “high” with a zâqëp 
qâtôn , introduced the possibility that the subsequent lamed  is superfluous, 
and that the verse should be understood, with Rashi, “And this house which 
was exalted— everyone passing by it will be astonished.”

• We 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 ill with regard 
to the name that Gideon gave to the altar he built (Judg 6:24). The natural 
sense of the text (according to 111 and LXX) is that Gideon named the altar 
“the Lord is peace” or “the peace of the Lord” (thus © reads). By marking the 
Tetragrammaton with a tiphâ , however, the accenter of 111 avoided the name 
Gideon had given the altar and obtained: “and the Lord named it ‘peace’.”

• In 2 Kgs 2:14, the placement o f the yatnäh leads to the reading: “And he said, 
‘Where is the God of Elijah?’ Indeed, he then struck the waters. . . .” How
ever, the most fitting accentuation suggested by the text would move the
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}at näh 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 is 
the sense which Abravanel prefers. It is quite likely that the less natural posi
tioning of the *atnäh results from the accenter’s attempt to lessen the bitter
ness of Elisha’s challenge to the God of Elijah.

4.c.iv. The various phases o f  Baal-euphemisms
We have presented more than a hundred cases of euphemisms drawn from the 

Historical Books in order to illustrate fairly completely a particular category of 
textual interventions which stand on the line between literary and textual criti
cism. Dysphemisms also come into consideration in the category of euphemisms. 
In either case, it is a matter o f “the fitting word,” to avoid speaking inappropri
ately of those deserving of honor or those deserving of contempt.

In some cases, the same words underwent successive euphemism and dysphe- 
mism. The following present the development of euphemisms 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 4QSama and the © strain— to achieve the result promised 
in Hosea: at times, the Baalophoric name is omitted (when it is modified by the 
appositional “son of Saul,” which can suffice to designate the man in question) 
and, more often, the “-baal” element is replaced by the pejorative “-boshet.” 
However, this de-Baalization does 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 escaped this influence. The Chronicler, in handling lists with 
Baalophoric names which have no direct 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 1 Samuel). But we have seen that the tide of de-Baal
ization 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 111 has neutralized the pejorative nuance by read
ing “Yerubbesheth.” The Chronicler, in this regard, at 1 Chr 14:7, retained the 
name of David’s son, “Baalyada,” which in other lists appears under the alternate 
form, “Elyada.” But we have noted that the vocalizer of ill, uncomfortable with a 
text that seems to presuppose a cult dedicated to Baal in David’s family, has 
steered the pronunciation toward the alternate form by vocalizing: “be-Elyada.”

5. The Preservation o f  Textual Integrity by Limited Innovation
This example 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 !1I tradition as in that of ©. The Deuteronomist com
mands: “you shall blot out the remembrance of Amaleq” (25:19). We have seen 
one attempt by !1I (Judg 1:16) and one by © (Judg 5:14) to apply this principle by 
textual intervention. The euphemism is a necessity that imposes itself—in how
ever inconsequential fashion— on the transmitters of the sacred text to assure the 
text’s integrity in the face of changing sensibilities. It is 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 of transmitters and copyists retained a lease on life 
also in the post-biblical period.”45 In the pre- and proto-Masoretic 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 “controlled 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 
expressions— 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 material throughout the biblical and post-biblical period was its 
adaptability.46 For quite some time, this adaptability was manifested in limited 
innovations in which we must see a pious motive with respect to the transmitted 
texts.

One can also ask if textual criticism might not be using an anachronistic cri
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 of 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— recognizing that God speaks 
in human language— tends to consider it necessary to submit the text to certain 
alterations, of such character and extent as to reflect the evolution of human ex
pression, specifically in order to assure that the text retain its audience under 
changing circumstances. It is 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 o f textual development.

During the second phase, it found a quite natural expression in the translation 
of the Bible into Greek. It can also be discerned in certain updated textual forms 
attested at Qumran. As for the pre-Masoretic strain, it was the stabilizing ten
dency which took the upper hand from the start of the second 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- 
Masoretic textual tradition after the beginning o f the second 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 !ll presents in Jeremiah in comparison to <S? Are they not 
both a final literary 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 ill subsequent to the beginning of the second phase.

B. How Did the Canonization o f  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 of the first 
century a .d .

1. Canonization as the Recognition o f  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 o f  the Torah as a sacred book
Ever since a Torah was venerated as received by Moses on Sinai, even 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 name 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, however, enjoyed the guarantees of additional stability ac
cruing to it by virtue of official approval and solemn promulgation by the royal 
administration, and subsequently by its central place in synagogue worship. It is 
also that portion of the Jewish Bible in which are discerned the fewest literary al
terations at the heart of the various transmission traditions.

l.b . The recognition o f  the prophetic oracles as sacred books
Prophetic oracles often constituted the legacy of small schools of disciples who 

recognized in them a divine word. The exile provided a larger audience for those 
prophets who had announced the destruction o f the Temple and monarchy. Col
lections of their prophecies came to be formed. In Isaiah’s case, the collection 
grew within a single school. In the case of Jeremiah, the collection was transmitted 
in two distinct settings 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 Ebionites47 did 
not recognize them as inspired. There is no evidence that the Sadducees read them 
thus. As for Philo, he uses them only sporadically while setting the Law at the cen
ter of his study. Even in the Pharisaic tradition, certain stories (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 “qabbala” (a category which includes the Prophets and Writ
ings) on a par with the Torah. At Qumran, on the other hand, as in the New Tes
tament, no distinction between the degrees of sanctity of the Torah and the 
prophetic writings can be discerned.

I.e. The recognition o f  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 already drawn attention to the fact that the Chronicler 
treated 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 Barthélémy, Études, 308.
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l.d. The closing o f  the Haphtarot
A book such as Daniel, as a prophetic oracle, carried the hope o f the hasidim  

and subsequently o f all movements that shared in their scriptural legacy. In Phar
isaic Judaism, however, it never gained entrance into the collection of Prophets 
from which are drawn the Haphtarot for synagogue worship. Here one might see 
an indication that the content of this latter collection was already 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.

I.e. Historical books outside the Pharisaic canon o f  Prophets

l.e.i. Chronicles
Chronicles probably entered the collection of sacred books in the wake of 

Kings. Their Greek title, Paraleipomena (= “Omissions,” Latin spelling Parali
pomena), identifies them as supplementary archival material which the redactors 
of Kings did not use. The Hebrew title, dibrê-hayyâmîm, seems to represent the 
books 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.ii. Ezra-Nehemiah
However closely tied in its literary 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 a 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 Nehemiah. Amidst these freely translated extracts, we find inserted the 
story of the question debated by the courtiers of King Darius, which has no par
allel in the Hebrew Bible. It is 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 a was intended to provide 
Hellenistic Jews with the narratives which would continue the history recounted 
in the books of Kings. It was, in all likelihood, only after this continuation had 
been received that interest grew in the second version of the prior history which 
Paralipomena offered.

The Hebrew Bible itself 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 
lose the memory that the happenstances of canonization had broken a literary 
continuity. In any event, we note that Sirach makes use of both Chronicles (47:9
10) and Nehemiah (49:13).

I.e.Hi. 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 is attested at Qumran in four copies. The Greek translation, 

however, appears to be late, having been produced among Palestinian Pharisees 
in the first decades of the Common Era.48 It was probably aimed at spreading the 
practice of reading this small scroll on the feast of Shavuot among the syna
gogues of the Diaspora. Likewise, its entry into the collection of sacred books 
was probably tied to the spread of its liturgical usage at this time.

Esther
The situation with Esther is quite different. This scroll's raison d 'ê tre  was to 

promulgate the feast o f Purim. Already in 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.49 In practice, Purim is more a familial and popular 
feast than a properly liturgical one; this explains how Esther could be the only 
“scroll” preserved in families and how (according to b. 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 (b. Meg. 7a). This uncertainty about the book’s degree of sanctity 
probably also explains how it could be omitted from the canons o f Meliton, 
Athanasius, and Gregory o f Nazianzus, while Amphilochius and Nicephorus 
doubted its canonicity. Nevertheless, we note that Josephus— who said that he 
chose at the age of twenty-one to join the Pharisaic sect50— used the Greek Es
ther51 and that his choice of the reign of Artaxerxes as the terminus ad quem  for

48. See Barthélémy, Devanciers, 158ff.
49. [Since the publication o f CTAT Vol. 1, some “Esther related fragments” from Cave 4  

have been debated in the literature. See M. Saeb0’s introduction to Esther in BHQ Megilloth, 
24*. — Ed.]

50. Josephus, Vol. 1 (The Life, §2).
51. Josephus. Vol. 8 (Jewish Antiquities, Book XI, §§184-296).
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the redaction o f the sacred books seems to have been motivated by a desire to 
include Esther.''2

1.f. Different paths to canonicity
As far as we can ascertain, at least five different paths of admission to canon

icity can be identified 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 one of the ancient pilgrimage feasts (Shavuot), or a 
popular and familial paraliturgy (Purim). For still others, a subtle pseudepigraphy 
must have played a role (prophetic redaction, or identification with a document 
cited in a book already read as Scripture).

2. Canonization as Closing
In attempting to represent the closing of the lists of canonical books, it 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 o f 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 one hand, he would have carried out his translation 
directly from the Hebrew, to replace the uneven and corrupt £ which is only indi
rectly 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
tion 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, 
more authentically in the Jewish milieu in which Jesus lived.

52. Josephus, Vol. 1 (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 sacred libraries and the diversity of forms in use among Hebrew-speaking 
Jews of Jesus’ day; and second, 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 o f  Qumran and the Authors o f  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 in the New Testament, 
but were accompanied by a complementary group of writings in three categories, 
which we shall designate (anachronistically) as (1) Writings (Ketuvim), (2) Deu- 
terocanon or Apocrypha, and (3) Apocrypha or Pseudepigrapha, without drawing 
a dividing line among them. The concern to establish such boundaries probably 
surfaced before the first revolt in the Pharisaic schools, but it had not yet mani
fested itself 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” seems to have 
varied from community to community and even from author to author. The 
Psalms stood at the center of this group, although the collection at Qumran— at 
least in some manuscripts— still had imprecise limits. At Qumran, however, as 
among some New Testament authors, it certainly seems that some books which 
Jews and Christians today consider apocryphal (e.g., Enoch) were read more than 
some which we all agree today are canonical (e.g., Esther).

2.c. 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 o f 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, however, that this list had been established authori
tatively by Alexandrian Judaism since the first century A.D. and received by the 
church at the same time as the Septuagint. In fact, only the Pentateuch was made 
the object of an official promulgation in Alexandria.53 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 library at Qumran, their con

53. See Barthélémy, Études, 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 agreed 
to fix precise limits to the list of books which could be read as sacred Scripture in 
the liturgy. It is certain in any case that when Origen reports the content of the 
canonical list of the Jews, it is not done 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.54

2.d. Closing o f  the Jewish canon

2.d.i. Why closing?
It can be demonstrated that Pharisaism, already at the beginning of the first 

century a .D., had begun to check the Septuagint against a proto-Masoretic text, 
and it is unlikely in 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
tures, 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 Masorah 
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 Pseudepigrapha).55

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. F. Moore56 
and L. Ginzberg,57 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.

54. See ibid., 114, 207.
55. Baron, History, Vol. 2, 144-45.
56. Moore, “Definition,” 115-41.
57. Ginzberg, “Observations,” 142-63.
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leading rabbis m eeting at Jamnia declared that “the gospels and the books o f  the 
M inim  are not sacred Scriptures.”58

He adds:

W hen Rabbi Aqiba coined the term “outside books” and applied it to the books 
o f  the Nazarenes, he did so in order to stigm atize as un-Jewish certain writings 
for which scriptural authority w as claim ed by those w ho accepted their teach
ings. To discourage the use o f  those writings in and their influence upon Jewry, 
he declared that anyone reading in them is thereby deprived o f  a portion in the 
World to C om e.59

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” ;60 we cannot determine, however, whether one or another 
book, the canonicity o f which was then under discussion, was included or 
excluded 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.61

2.d.ii. The criterion o f  exclusion
If we wish to specify the criteria utilized to exclude already traditional books 

from the definitive list, Josephus’s contemporary witness is illuminating: “From 
Artaxerxes to our own time the complete history has been written, but has not 
been deemed worthy of equal credit with the earlier records, because of the failure 
of the exact succession of the prophets.”62 This interruption of the “succession” 
of prophets at the time of Artaxerxes corresponds to the sequence 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 saw63— in the assembly of Nehemiah 8-10. 
Buhl64 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

58. Bloch, “Outside,” 205.
59. Ibid., 223.
60. Josephus, Vol. 1 (Against Apion, §38).
61. See Lewis, “Jabnch,” 260.
62. Josephus, Vol. 1 (Against Apion, §41).
63. Kuenen, Gesammelte, 152.
64. Buhl. Kanon , 36.
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the Great Synagogue (Ahoth R. Nat., Vol. 1, page 2, according to texts A and B), 
of which Simon the Just was a survivor {m. *Abot 1:2). Furthermore, the Babylo
nian Talmud makes Simon a contemporary of Alexander (b. Yoma 69a).

Rabbinic tradition attests that the Holy Spirit disappeared from Israel with the 
deaths of Haggai, Zechariah, and Malachi.65 Since it is the fact of having been 
“spoken in the Holy Spirit” which distinguishes a holy book from a profane 
book,66 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.67 The Seder (Olam says, with regard to the appearance o f Alexander: 
“Until then, there had been prophets prophesying in the Holy Spirit. Beginning at 
that point and thereafter, hearken and listen to the words of the sages.”68

Already in the Maccabcan era there had been an awareness that the time of the 
prophets had come to an end ( 1 Macc 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 
before the end of the Persian era. This requirement could be satisfied by Qohelet 
or Canticles, by their attribution to Solomon, as well as by Daniel, whose visions 
were dated to the Babylonian or Persian empire.

However, this criterion was not applied entirely consistently. Thus Josephus— 
despite having testified to the lesser credibility to be accorded to writings subse
quent to Artaxerxes— made considerable use of 1 Maccabces as a source for com
posing his Antiquities,69 having said at the beginning of his work: “The precise 
details of our Scripture records will, then, be set forth, each in its place, as my 
narrative proceeds, that being the procedure that I have promised to follow 
throughout this work, neither adding nor omitting anything.” 70 Hebrew-speaking 
Pharisaism, for its part, continued to cite Ben Sira frequently as Holy Scripture,71 
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 (t. 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 
early among the Pharisees, who believed that the time of the prophets had reached

65. See Strack and Billerbeck, Vol. 1, 127, §b.
66. Ibid., Vol. 4, 444f, §§d-f.
67. Ginzbcrg. Legends, Vol. 6, 447.
68. Seder Olam, 140.
69. Josephus, Vol. 9 (Jewish Antiquities, Books XII, §237 to XIII, §217).
70. Josephus, Vol. 5 (Jewish Antiquities, Book I, §17).
71. Zunz, Vorträge, 106-11.
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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 Rome— and more urgently 
after the outbreak of the second— that the same Pharisaic circles undertook a sys
tematic purge, believing that it was imperative to protect themselves from the in
filtration of doctrines alien 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, theretofore characterized by the variety seen at Qumran. One of the 
reasons for this purging was to separate from Jewish Christian Nazarenes, thus 
preventing the new writings which they had begun to read as sacred Scripture 
from joining the sacred books of Israel.

C. Diversity or Unity o f  Textual Types

1. Causes o f  the Divergence o f  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 even to introduce into their sacred library.

The process of translation provided the Greeks with an occasion to integrate 
into the text additions of considerable extent, which in some cases already ex
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 M ordechai’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. Numerous additions also proliferated in the various forms of the Esther 
Targum, the Ruth Targum, and the Targum on the psalms of Judges and Samuel.

Such literary creativity, as well as some textual accidents and redactional al
terations thereby entailed, is manifested in the variety of 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 different from its primary Vorlage; it also happened that a slavishly 
translated book might subsequently receive stylistic alterations or glosses which 
did not take account of the contents of the original that the translation supposedly 
represented. Furthermore, these various forms interact with each other, produc
ing secondary alterations and conflated readings.
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2. Varied Conditions Affecting the Diversity o f  Textual Forms
Given this perspective on the diversity of textual forms, the situation o f each 

book differs from those of the others.

2. a. Late books in b rie f circulation
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. Somewhat paradoxically, one is often at more of a loss 
with textual difficulties in a late book than with those presented by earlier books.

2. b. Books with long and complex textual traditions
Indeed, other books have a long textual tradition with complex branching. The 

books of Samuel, for example, were translated into Greek from a Vorlage closer 
to certain textual forms attested at Qumran than it was to a pre-Masoretic type of 
text. Then witnesses of this Greek translation underwent recension based on a 
proto-Masoretic Hebrew textual form. 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.c. Popular books transmitted in settings o f  unsophisticated piety
Still 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 sixteenth century. This book’s extremely convoluted textual tradition 
seems to have escaped the normative influence of an official edition.

As we will see, the direction and extent of dispersion of textual forms varies 
from book to book. It is remarkable that at Qumran, as in the Christian church be
fore 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 the Common Era in that branch of Palestinian Judaism that 
was the vigilant conservator of the pre-Masoretic 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 recension sought to provide 
an almost perfect 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 event of central importance for the history of 
the Old Testament text: this was the proto-Masoretic edition of the Hebrew text. 
How was it that it came to supplant the other Hebrew textual forms? There was 
apparently no need 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 enough 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 based on this standard edition.

4. Effects o f  the Standardization o f  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 edit the Septuagint.72 Toward the middle of the second century, Melito 
knew of the Jewish canon, but the ignorance of Hebrew among Greek- and Latin
speaking 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, Origen

72. Barthélémy, D evanciers, 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 o f 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 
Bible. Thus arose Origen’s recension of © with its additions marked by asterisks, 
and obeli noting what © retained beyond the Jewish Bible. Moreover, by directly 
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 o f  Moses, in which Philo 
asserts the gift of prophetic 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 preserving the basic con
cepts and that which characterized their original expression.73 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.”74 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.”75 
However, neither Philo nor Irenaeus nor Clement was aware of differences be
tween the Septuagint and the Hebrew Bible of the Palestinian rabbis. For them, 
the gift of prophetic inspiration guaranteed the absolute fidelity of the translators. 
Origen himself, though aware of the differences, nevertheless did not draw the 
conclusion that the Septuagint was either an inauthentic or an imperfect transla
tion.76 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.77 Particular pur
poses— an “economy,” as Origen called it—-had enabled 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, modifying 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 integral part of the Christian Old Testament.

73. Philo, Vol. 6 (On the Life o f  M oses, Book 2, §§34, 37, 40).
74. Irenaeus, Heresies, Book 3, ch. 21, §2.
75. Clement, Stronuita, Book 1, ch. 22.
76. See Barthélémy, Études, 112-13 and 204-5 .
77. Ibid., 214-15 .
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4.b. Augustine
This is, in fact, exactly the way that Augustine represented the relative auton

omy of the Septuagint with respect 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 that is in the Septuagint is not 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.78

One could say that Augustine, following the shift o f 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 displayed by the translated Old Testament as read by the Chris
tians with respect to the Hebrew Bible of the Jews. Augustine sought to steer the 
church toward an Old Testament read in two distinct and complementary textual 
forms.

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 o f access 
with which the church had, unhappily, to be satisfied during the first four cen
turies, before Jerome finally had the audacity to draw directly 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 o f church Councils and Doctors in light of 
Jerome’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, C ivitate , XVIII, §43.
79. In Cajetan, Opera.
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1. No Stable and Unified Text at the Beginning o f  the Second Phase
As we have said, the committee hoped to achieve— at what it believed to be 

the beginning of the second phase of textual development— a textual form from 
which the various extant witnesses actually would have diverged and which 
those witnesses attest either directly or indirectly as the base from which they 
would have diverged. We have already mentioned the two advantages offered by 
such a goal: first, a stabilized textual form would thus be obtained which— even 
if it 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 use it. Given this hypothesis, it would not 
have been necessary to preface the textual critique with a critique of canonical 
forms.

We have also stated that in the course of its work the committee had to limit 
its sights in the cases of Proverbs, Jeremiah, and Ezekiel. The editing of CTAT 
Vol. 1 offered the opportunity to identify some late literary innovations which 
can be found in almost every book included in 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 innovations of limited 
extent throughout their transmission in Hebrew. The Greek translations which 
followed often provided the occasion for more extensive literary innovations. As 
we have seen, moreover, canonization— in the sense o f recognizing books as 
sacred— was a multifaceted and progressive process which in a certain number of 
Jewish— and later Christian— settings entailed 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 o f the Greek translators vanished before the committee’s eyes.

2. The Unique Position o f  lit
To the contrary, the proliferation of varied textual forms revealed at Qumran 

serves to emphasize three characteristics of nt that the committee's work brings 
to light:

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

3. A reading tradition was also transmitted in the same setting, protected by the 
Masoretes, and progressively fixed in the Qeres, vowels, and accents which 
characterize 111. 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 
after the fixing of 111 that the grammatical analysis of weak verbs (discovered 
by Judah Hayyuj toward the year A.D. 1000) could influence literal exegesis.

These remarkable characteristics of ill 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 edition of the Hebrew text of the Bible, it is not anachronistic to 
choose one that was recognizcd as normative at the end of the first century A.D., 
and whose reading tradition was specified through the following centuries. As 
Nöldeke resolutely affirmed, with respect to W ellhausen'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. I absolutely do not share his scorn [expressed in Wellhausen, Satnue- 
lis, 15 n. *] for what he calls the “fashion” of seeking 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 even approximately in that form and which sends a mild shudder through 
my philological sensibilities.80

Brevard S. Childs rightly objected 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? Does not this approach imply that the textual development

80. Nöldeke, “Wellhausen,” 118.
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from 300 b .c . to a .d . 100 is not part o f  the canonical process and can thus be dis
regarded?81

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 upon a normative Hebrew text.” He adds:

It is a false biblicism to argue that because ancient Christians often used a Greek 
text, a warrant is thereby provided for dispensing with the Hebrew text. Rather, 
the theological issue 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.82

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

1. The Connection with the Jewish Bible
To begin with, we recognize outright that Christians 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 o f 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 o f high quality— had elimi
nated other forms toward the end of that century. One 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 is right 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 
Septuagint. the second consisting of the claim that the normative authority which

81. Childs, Introduction, 93-94 .
82. Ibid., 665.
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the Synagogue recognized in the biblical form it had standardized at the end of 
the first century held sway ipso facto  in the church.

Childs is not wrong to oppose the position that the Christians regarded the 
Jewish Bible as alien. Origen, Eusebius, and Augustine believed that what the in
spired authors had written in Hebrew was from the outset 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 fo r  Christians
Nevertheless, the lively interest that the Christians had in Israel’s standardiza

tion of its 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 .d . 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 of early Judaism had led to the political catas
trophe of a .d . 70. This crisis was closely related to the New Testament event and 
its consequences. Anti-apocalyptic, anti-sapiential, and above all, anti-Christian 
polemics were responsible for the elimination of some crucial materials, 
namely, a considerable portion of the apocalyptic and wisdom materials, when 
the tradition was brought to a close in a .d . 100. A Christian theologian ought 
never adopt the masoretic canon, for the process created a significant break in 
the continuity with the New Testament. I believe that one of the gravest conse
quences 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 eliminated.*3

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 copies which shall be untampered with, 
and free from forgery[!] Are we to suppose that Providence which in the sacred 
Scriptures has ministered to the edification of all the Churches of Christ, had no

83. Gese, Sinai, 16-17.
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thought for those bought with a price, for whom Christ died; whom, 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 to remember the words, 
"Thou shalt not remove the ancient landmarks which thy fathers have set.” 
[Prov 22:28184

3. Translations 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 to rely confidently on the valuable reference form that the 
Masoretic edition of the text constitutes by virtue of the unrivaled care and re
spect with which it has been transmitted.

It seems, thus, that we return to the integrating position of Augustine: to cling 
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 left the door open to the possibility of a 
similar project involving the textual analysis of the Greek Old Testament.85 In 
faithfulness to the tradition dominant in the Western churches since Jerome, the 
committee has concentrated its efforts on the Hebrew text. This is a practical 
matter of providing assistance to the churches that have typically translated their 
Old Testament from the Hebrew ever since Jerome. The committee has felt more 
and more clearly, nonetheless, the need to refrain from ransacking the Septuagint 
in order to emend ÎÏÏ. 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. Origcn, Africanus, §§4-5 .
85. In 1935, the Wiirttembergische Bibelanstalt published an edition o f the Septuagint pre

pared by A. Rahlfs. It was reissued in a portable single volume by the Deutsche Bibelge
sellschaft in 1979 at the request o f  the Greek Bible Society. Listed under© (Rahlfs) in the Bib
liography. [The German Bible Society issued a second revised edition by Robert Hanhart in 
2006. — Ed.]
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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 o f  Re ference

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.D. 
Tied to this edition was a fixing o f the reading tradition, although the latter would 
not be specified until several centuries later in the standardization of systems of 
vocalization and accentuation, for which the Tiberian tradition offers us the most 
developed form. Beginning with lQIsb and especially with the biblical texts dat
ing to the second revolt, we can test the rigor and exactitude with which the stan
dardization of the consonantal text was carried out;86 this, in turn, gives us an 
inkling that— even if it 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 o f the Hexapla and in the 
transcriptions of Jerome confirm this impression. We can then regard the Tiberian 
111— at least for the books it contains— as an essentially faithful witness to the 
Bible that Paul read at the feet of Gamaliel. Even if this Bible does not constitute 
the only form of the Christian Old Testament, it does at least represent a particu
larly venerable form of it.

B. The Practice o f  Textual Criticism fo r  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 
one whose purpose is the writing of a textual commentary.

/. The Role o f  Textual Criticism in a Critical Edition o f  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 19Λ is still the best 
complete manuscript— as was done in the case of BHK3 and BHS, and publish it 
with its Masorah (without alterations, if possible). The text should be accompa
nied by a critical apparatus that seeks to establish 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 Barthélémy, Études, 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 o f  Textual Criticism in Translations
On the other hand, when the intent is to provide guidance for translators, it is 

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 general distribution, or a liturgical translation 
intended for oral use in worship.

In the first case, one would want as literal a translation as possible, based on 
the established Hebrew text. It is 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 [ 1970J, TOB [ 1975J, Dios Habla Hoy 
[ 1979J, and Die Bibel in heutigem Deutsch [ 1982J).87 With a literal translation of 
this type there is always the risk that translators will be tempted, as their prede
cessors were, to abandon the Masoretic Text in a number o f 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. Because recent commentaries and dictionaries too often show little 
interest in those difficult texts that they eliminate through correction, it was essen
tial to take a fairly large inventory of the syntactic analyses 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 o f some o f these texts is not as desperate as a lazy critic may 
claim in order to justify the proliferation or the mediocrity of his conjectures.

In the second case, when a com m on-language or liturgical translation is 
involved, the text must be easily intelligible for reading, or even hearing only, 
without reference to detailed notes, or to a parallel reading of the Septuagint in 
translation. This requires a freer choice of dynamic equivalencies 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 arc underway or have already been completed. French: La Bible 
d'Alexandrie (Cerf, 1986-2002): German: Septuaginta Deutsch  (University o f  Koblenz); 
English: New English Translation o f  the Septuagint (Oxford University Press, 2007). — Ed.]
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3. The Role o f  Textual Criticism in a Commentary
Finally, if the aim is to produce a commentary, the traditional form of the text 

that is the object of the commentary must be situated as precisely as possible in 
relation to its sources. This involves describing its formation, without claiming to 
reject a development in which inspiration played an essential 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, o f the theological, liturgical, 
iconographie, and literary import of the 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 Masoretic Text in perspective with respect to other early 
branching literary 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 its 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 differences 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 textual form that had the best chance of representing the text 
as it was at the beginning of the second stage. The discussions of textual difficul
ties found in the volumes 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. O f all the textual forms, the Masoretic Text is 
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 Masoretes had re
ceived it. Given that the 111 vocalization was not finally fixed until some time after 
the consonantal text had been, the vocalizers often found themselves obliged to 
make sense o f 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 Kethivs sur
vived within the living milieu of the vocalic traditions, accentual traditions, and 
various interpretive traditions. What we call the Masoretic Text is this complex 
and sometimes slightly dissonant whole. One is justified in asking whether these 
living traditions do not constitute separate 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 to “correct” the Masoretic Text as it appeared in 
BHK3, there may be one of two distinct issues involved:

1. Either it is 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 those variants that imply a change in meaning;

2. Or it is a matter of pointing out earlier forms that seemed to us to have pre
ceded the latest literary alterations (euphemistic alterations, for example, but 
sometimes simple vocalic restructurings) or textual accidents (haplographies 
or interchange of letters, for example) that characterize the classical Tiberian 
text.

In the first case, it is a matter of establishing the text that translators will use as a 
base. In the second 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 handbooks88 to supplement this

88. [The first United Bible Societies Handbook was published in 1961, on the Gospel o f  
Mark. Since then, handbooks have been published on all o f the NT books, most o f the OT 
books, and several o f the deuterocanonical books. More recent volumes on the OT books take 
the recommendations o f the HOTTP into consideration. Volume One o f A Handbook on the 
First and Second Books o f  Samuel by Roger L. Omanson and John E. Ellington (New York: 
United Bible Societies, 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 o f the text is probably not preserved in the MT o f Samuel. But since the MT 
often seems to preserve the earliest attested text, we usually recommend that translators follow  
that form of the text rather than an emended (and possibly original) form o f the text recon
structed by biblical scholars.. . .  In this Handbook on 1 and 2 Samuel, the usual recommenda
tion will be that translators follow the advice o f the final report (CTAT) o f  the Hebrew Old 
Testament Text Project (HOTTP)" (pp. 9 -10 ). Similarly, A Handbook on Ezra and Nehemiah, 
by Philip A. Noss and Kenneth J. Thomas (New York: United Bible Societies, 2005) states, 
“In cases o f  variant Hebrew readings, the recommendations o f the Preliminary and Interim 
Report on the Hebrew Old Testament Text Project arc indicated. . . .  A summary o f HOTTP 
recommendations and those made in this Handbook is listed in the Appendix. Some o f the rec
ommendations made in this Handbook are different from HOTTP since they are based on more 
recent scholarship” (p. 23). — Ed.J
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report by sorting out which decisions o f the committee belong in each of these 
categories.

D. Three Tasks 89

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 is most authentic to the classic 
Tiberian text.

2. It must then attempt, with the aid o f other proto-Masoretic text witnesses (Ό, 
hexaplaric recension. Palestinian Greek recensions, and, finally, Hebrew. Tar- 
gumic, and Syriac variants), to restore the consonantal form which is most 
likely to represent the standard proto-Masoretic 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
duced literary restructurings.

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

The evident disparity deals with euphemisms. The committee 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 less evident disparity regards the idea of literary restructuring. The com
mittee has often suggested correcting !11 in cases where a new vocalization 
(whether tied to minor consonantal retouching or not) had arisen to restructure a 
mutilated or corrupt consonantal 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 it 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. Barthélémy when the introduction to CTAT Vol. 1 was 
being translated for this volume. — Ed.]
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Textual Decisions of the Translations 
Consulted in CTAT

I. 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 appeared in fascicles in 1954, the New English Bible (NEB), issued in 
1970, and La Traduction Œcuménique 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 state of the Maso
retic Text have asked for guidance in their task of determining the authentic He
brew text.

Chapter Two of Part O ne1 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 o f the critical apparatus of the first volume o f BHK1 (published 
in 1905) with that of the first fascicle of BHS (Isaiah, published in 1968) reveals 
that their structures are quite similar. The essential differences lie in the choice of 
the base text (the Leningrad manuscript B 19A replaced the Ben Hayim edition 
beginning with BHK·*) and the addition of a Masoretic apparatus in BHS. These 
critical apparatuses inform the reader of variants offered 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 qualifying the suggestions with “perhaps” or “probably.” The inherent prob
lem in these apparatuses is that their concise format leaves no room to explain ei
ther the presuppositions or the intention of a particular suggestion.

For each of the six scholars invited to serve on the committee, a primary con
cern of their individual research had been to examine the presuppositions of Old 
Testament textual criticism in this century 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 different biblical books to each of the scholars, it seemed more valu
able to bring together their complementary points of view and abilities, and try to 
reach a consensus. The six exegetes contacted by UBS were very interested in 
this concrete opportunity to work with the text, and they gladly agreed to partici
pate in a trial session held in Arnoldshain, Germany, in 1969.

An important question 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 set of problems would constitute a representative sample that could serve as 
a point of departure for its “critique of textual criticism.”

Already in 1769, J. D. Michaelis had paved the way for the practice of present- 
day Old Testament textual criticism. As he explained in his preface to the transla
tion of Job dated September 15, 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 it intact. Omitting the Song o f Songs (which he did not consider canonical), 
he published his translation in thirteen fascicles, with the preface o f the last one 
dated September 24, 1785.2 (This was the twelfth fascicle, which appeared after 
the thirteenth, and was first sold in Göttingen by Vandenhoeck’s widow.) Rather 
than cite ancient languages in his notes for non-specialists, Michaelis justified his 
choices first in the Orientalische und Exegetische Bibliothek, then in the Neue 
Orientalische und Exegetische Bibliothek,1

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 order, whose textual choices the committee 
subjected to critique.

II. The Revised Standard Version (RSV)

In 1870, when the two houses of Parliament decided to make an official re
vision of the King James Version, they also decided to includc Americans in 
the undertaking. In the course of the work, the revisers, English and American, 
agreed 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 tin appendix in the Revised Bible for a period 
of fourteen years. At 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 o f 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 committee disbanded in 1885 as 
soon as their work was completed, and the Presses showed no interest in integrat
ing all or part of the readings in 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. OEB was published by Johann Gottlieb Garbe at Frankfurt-am-Main beginning with 

volume seven (1774), and NOEB was published by Vandenhoeck and Ruprecht in Göttingen 
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 Nelson and Sons under the title The Holy 
Bible Containing the Old and New Testaments Translated out o f  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 o f a group of scholars, the Council authorized a commit
tee o f thirty-two members in 1937 to revise the translation so as to “embody the 
best results of modern scholarship as to the meaning of the Scriptures, and ex
press this meaning in English diction which is designed for use in public and pri
vate worship and preserves those qualities which have given to the King James 
Version a supreme place in English literature.”4 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 
a .d .  1901, compared with the most ancient authorities and revised a .d .  1952. 
The present editorship of the RSV is under the auspices of the American Bible 
Society and its copyright is held by the Division of Christian Education of the 
National Council of Churches of Christ in the USA. This revision, with several 
modifications, was officially adopted by the Catholic Church and authorized by 
Cardinal Heenan in 1966. The textual bases for the translation of the Old Testa
ment are clearly explained in the preface of the RSV:

The present revision is based on the consonantal Hebrew and Aramaic text as 
fixed early in the Christian era and revised by Jewish scholars (the “Masoretes”) 
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.

Departures 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.5

Although the RSV is at some remove from the KJV, characteristics of the KJV 
appear throughout. However, three observations may be made:

( 1 ) Following several other translations of the sixteenth century, the KJV used 
italics to set off words added to the text for the purpose of making the translation 
more explicit. This graphic device was continued in the ASV, but was dropped in 
the RSV, w'hen 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 inserted a 
large number of elements not in the Hebrew without making note of them.

(2) It is commonly agreed that the vocalization o f Hebrew manuscripts first 
took place at a relatively late date. In emphasizing the weak traditional authority 
of the vocalization, the RSV follows in the footsteps o f the ASV. As we have seen 
in Part One,6 Luther also placed little confidence in these Jewish vowel “points.” 
Calvin likewise often questioned them in his commentaries. From Cappel’s time 
to the present, critics have generally held the opinion that the consonants should 
be respected (because they are more ancient), but the vowels can be treated more 
freely. We have also seen7 that M asclef and Houbigant were even preparing a He
brew grammar based exclusively on the consonants. 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 that 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 IÏÏ in a note. But the translation is sometimes a mere caricature 
that seems to serve as a foil to the RSV's choice, as can be seen in a comparison 
of the RSV translation and the interpretations of !1ΐ proposed by the committee. 
Here again the RSV is not acting independently. Rather, it depends upon recent 
commentaries. This is 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 is 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. Preface to the RSV.
6. Above, p. 6.
7. Above, pp. 33-35.
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III. The Bible de Jérusalem (BJ)

Toward the end of World War II, 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 
Marcdsous Bible, translated by the Benedictines of the Belgian abbey of the 
same name (1950), the Bible de Jérusalem (1956), the Pléiade Bible under the di
rection of E. Dhorme (the Old Testament appeared in two volumes in 1956 and 
1959), the Osty Bible, translated by Canon 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 Christians belonged to the Catholic 
Church, the encyclical “Divino afflante Spiritu,” published by Pius XII on Sep
tember 30, 1943, found a large receptive audience in 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 outstanding 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 français, sous la direction de 
l ’Ecole Biblique de Jérusalem. Its completion was the result of the efforts of 
T.-G. Chifllot, a Parisian Dominican and literary director of Éditions du Cerf. In 
direct cooperation with Roland de Vaux, director of the École Biblique, Chifflot 
coordinated the translation of the Bible, which appeared in forty-three fascicles 
from 1948 to 1954 before it 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 team composed of a translator and two reviewers, one responsible 
for the exegesis and the other for the French. The translator of a fascicle served 
as a reviewer for another fascicle. Each fascicle was accompanied by an exten
sive introduction and ample annotations explaining, among other things, text- 
critical issues. 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 
Biblique of Jerusalem were charged with the overall revision and with editing 
the introductions. Besides offering a new French translation, the BJ provided 
educated non-theologians, in a concise and accessible form, with the most 
important results of current research, 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.

Several remarks can be made about the way in which the Bible de Jérusalem 
has made use of textual criticism:

( 1 ) Like the RSV, the BJ bases its textual decisions primarily on the textual ap
paratus of the second and third editions of Kittel’s Biblia Hebraica. It 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 edition, the approach is less ambitious: “The transla
tion has been made from the original Hebrew, Aramaic and Greek texts. For the 
Old Testament, we follow the Masoretic Text, that is, the Hebrew text established 
in the eighth to ninth centuries a .d . by Jewish scholars, who established a stan
dard for its spelling and vocalization. This is the text that is reproduced in most 
manuscripts. In cases where it presents insurmountable difficulties, we referred to 
other Hebrew manuscripts or ancient versions, especially the Greek, Syriac and 
Latin.”

(3) An analysis of changes in the text-critical choices in the BJ between the 
first two editions of the fascicles (BJ1 and BJ2) and the one-volume edition of 
1973 (BJ3) shows that the boldness of the emendations diminishes with each 
edition, and that the effort to find a meaning in III clearly increases.8 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 prophetic 
books) was based on BJ3. For this reason, it was deemed useful to mention the 
successive choices of B J1, BJ2, and BJ3 in the discussion.

8. [This tcndcncy to find a meaning in lit continues in the 1988 Nouvelle édition revue et 
augmentée. See, for example, 1 Chr 17:10. 19; 26:1; 2 Chr 4:14; 5:9; 6:22; 10:3; 17:3; and 
18:33, where the 1998 revision follows M rather than conjectures or the early versions. — Ed.J
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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 
Scriptures a fairy-tale quality that was hardly helpful for catechetical use.

In 1836 H. E. Bindseil prepared a revision of Luther’s text for the Cansteinsche 
Bibclanstalt. Later, through his large critical edition of Luther’s translation 
(7 vols., 1840-1855), he brought together all the materials necessary 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 Mönckeberg 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 Conference approved the decision in 1863, and estab
lished the Cansteinsche Bibclanstalt edition as the basis for that revision. Church 
authorities in Prussia, Saxony, Hanover, and Württemberg appointed representa
tives to organize the revision project with the Bible Societies, which assumed 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 o f 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 Evangelical Churches of Germany,” published by the Can
steinsche 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 o f an “Edition newly revised according to the text approved by the 
commission o f Evangelical Churches o f 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 original text. So in 1921 the Bible So
cieties decided 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 acceptcd (1) the normative character of the original text, (2) the 
correction of obvious errors in translation, and (3) the elimination of outdated 
words, forms and syntax that conveyed either the wrong meaning or no meaning 
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 Länder, the Bible Societies, and Theology Faculties. Most of the 
comments called for extensive reworking. Theologians from East Germany were 
able to participate 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 Societies in Germany. In 1965, the Church 
synod gave its approval in Frankfurt and Magdeburg. The RL was published in 
1967, under the copyright of the Wiirttembergische Bibelanstalt of Stuttgart, with 
the title Die Bibel oder die Ganze Heilige Schrift des Alten und Neuen Testa
ments nach der Übersetzung 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 if a discrepancy 
between !11 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 in 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 
choices exerted significant influence on those of the RL. The latter remained, 
however, much more conservative 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 o f 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, 
already archaic when the translation was done, had by now become even more ar
chaic and difficult to understand. Consequently, he recommended that a modern- 
language translation of the Bible be made. The General Assembly passed a reso
lution to approach other Churches, with the result that delegates of the Church of 
England, the Church of Scotland, and the Methodist, 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 planned) and that the translators should be 
allowed to employ a contemporary idiom, breaking free from traditional “bibli
cal” English.

In January 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 in July of the same year, with the Rev. Hendry as its first secretary, and Dr. 
J. W. Hunkin, bishop o f Truro, as its first chairman. By the time of the commit
tee’s third meeting in January 1948, the Presbyterian Church of England, the So
ciety of Friends, the Churches in Wales, the Churches in Ireland, the British and 
Foreign Bible Society, and the National Bible Society of Scotland had been in
vited to send representatives. All of these groups accepted the invitation. At a 
later stage the Roman Catholic Church 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 
panel. The panel discussed the draft verse by verse, until they reached consensus 
on the meaning of each phrase. In cases of uncertainty about a significant matter, 
mention was made in a note of the meaning not used in the translation. The re
sulting draft was then submitted to a fourth panel of literary advisors who re
turned it to the panel of translators with proposals for emendations so that the 
translators could ensure that the emendations did not affect the meaning. 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 Director was Sir Godfrey Driver.9 It is his name that is on the in
troduction to the 1970 Old Testament edition, an edition with more complete tex
tual notes, 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 NEB comes from the Preface to the NEB.
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ists’ errors, and clumsy efforts 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 these efforts 
were not always successful. The NEB thus appeals to the significant insights of 
comparative philology to explain Hebrew words and phrases whose meaning had 
not previously been properly understood. The NEB Old Testament is based on the 
third edition of BHK (BHK3), 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 to conjecture. The textual correc
tions were indicated in notes, except those that involved only revocalization. An
other valuable source of information on the textual choices of the NEB is L. H. 
Brockington’s The Hebrew Text o f  the Old Testament'. The readings adopted by the 
translators o f  the New English Bible (Oxford and Cambridge University Presses, 
1973). The statement on the jacket specifies that all departures from BHK3 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 is 
not as complete as it claims. In Genesis, for example, the NEB notes indicate 
83 variants from BHK3. Brockington counted 131. But a systematic review 
reveals 180 actual textual variants, not including places where the translation 
is too free to 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 o f the NEB Old Testa
ment. But it is uncertain whether choices made under his influence were as 
durable as the editors of that translation might have hoped.10

3. Unlike most other recent translations, the NEB does not hesitate to introduce 
major structural changes in the poetic books, based on a particular under
standing of Hebrew metrics. 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-

10. [The NEB was revised in 1989 under the name The Revised English Bible. Roger 
Coleman has written the following concerning the textual choices made in this revision o f the 
NEB: “Many o f the notes in the NEB Old Testament provided a translation o f the Hebrew 
reading o f passages where the translators had elected to rely on the Greek Septuagint text. As a 
matter o f policy the revisers reviewed all these passages with great care, so that wherever pos
sible the Hebrew reading might be adopted instead. In a great many cases they were successful 
in restoring the Hebrew, and the need for explanatory notes was accordingly rcduccd” (New  
Light & Truth: The Milking o f  the Revised English Bible [Oxford: Oxford University Press, 
1989J, 50). — Ed.J
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ings of the text will survive. It is noteworthy, for example, that BJ1 was quite
bold in this same respect, while BJ1 is much more cautious.

VI. Traduction Œcuménique de la Bible (TOB)

Having completed the revision o f the fascicles o f the Bible de Jérusalem in 
1962, Editions du Cerf began planning for a new one-volume edition. They in
vited a number of Protestant scholars to participate in the project. But these 
scholars had just been asked to participate in a revision of the Segond translation, 
and were hesitant to take on a second revision at the same time. Consequently, it 
seemed 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 o f the Edict o f Nantes, and again in 
1866 by the National Society for a New Translation of the Holy Books in the 
French Language, but these efforts were unsuccessful. In 1963, the situation had 
improved in several areas. 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 II was to take the view that “if, given the opportunity 
and the approval of Church authority, these translations are produced in cooper
ation with the separated brethren as well, all Christians will be able to use 
them.”11 In addition, the United Bible Societies, the umbrella organization for 
several national Bible Societies,12 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 revision of the Bible de Jérusalem and the 
Segond Bible, Editions du Cerf and the Bible Societies 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

11. Constitution “Dei Verbum” VI, 22.
12. [In the French original, Barthélémy referred to the United Bible Societies as “groupant 

un certain nombre de Sociétés Bibliques protestants,” but these Bible Societies were not Prot
estant, even though Protestant churches may have been the strongest supporters. — Ed.]
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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 editorial committee o f representatives from Editions du Cerf and the 
United Bible Societies coordinated the collaboration of about one hundred Cath
olic, Protestant and Orthodox scholars. Each book of the Bible was assigned 
to two translators, one 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 to various 
specialists who likewise contributed their observations. The final version was 
completed by the translators of each book, who took into account the remarks re
ceived and the opinions of the coordinators. Unlike the Bible de Jerusalem, in 
which each 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 ecumeni
cal Bible translation would not encounter insurmountable obstacles if the Epistle 
to the Romans could be presented in a French version acceptable to all.

The New Testament of the study edition appeared in 1973, the Old Testament 
in 1975, and the one-volume edition with minimal annotations in 1977. In 1982 
maps and introductions were reinserted into the one-volume edition.

The preface to the 1975 Old Testament states that the Old Testament is trans
lated from the Masoretic Text, which

is 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 manuscripts (from Qumran) and ancient versions (Greek, Latin, 
Syriac. Aramaic) offer variants worthy of attention. 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 Masoretic 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 a step toward a joint translation of the 
Old Testament by Christian and Jewish scholars.13

13. TOB. Preface.
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The cautious treatment of the text is even more evident in the section o f the 
introduction to the Old Testament devoted to the transmission of the text. After 
mentioning the Qumran manuscripts, the Samaritan Pentateuch, and the Septua
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 
to “correct” the Masoretic 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 variants . . . ,  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 search 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, Qimhi, and others.14

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 in the critical apparatus (omit, read, insert, transpose, join, etc.) 
and an increasing interest in the Medieval Jewish commentaries found in the 
Miqraot Gedolot.

2. The remarkable autonomy enjoyed by the translators resulted in rather signif
icant differences from book to book from a text-critical point of view. 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. Ibid., 22-25 .
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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 Neuen Testaments ap
peared in 1982. In French, La Bible, Ancien et Nouveau Testament: Traduite de 
l ’hébreu et du grec en français courant likewise was published in 1982. Al
though the Good News Bible appeared before the HOTTP committee had finished 
its 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.15 During this 
time, all of the translations whose decisions were studied are in some stage of re
vision, so that our base of reference has already lost its original currency. This 
does not mean, however, that it has lost its significance. Indeed, the period from 
1945 to 1975, 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 Göttingen, and the 
Kurzer Hand-Commentar from Tübingen. They appeared in condensed form in 
the critical apparatus of Haupt’s The Sacred Books o f  the Old Testament (SBOT) 
and in the first three editions of Kittel’s Biblia Hebraica. Then they were circu
lated in the various editions 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 American, French, Ger
man and English scholars applied these results to establish a normative text for 
revision or translation. This is textual 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

VII. The Critique of Textual Criticism

15. [This was written in Volume 2, published in 1986. Volume 3, covering Ezekiel, Daniel, 
and the Twelve Minor Prophets, was published in 1992. Barthélémy died in 2002, leaving 
unfinished manuscripts for Volumes 4  and 5. Stephen Desmond Ryan and Adrian Schenker 
edited 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 Barthélémy did not prepare the Pentateuch.— Ed.J
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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 applied by the committee members.

How should the contemporary use of Old Testament textual criticism be ana
lyzed? As indicated in the statement of principles in several 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 
witnesses, 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 correction in the translation. This report retraces these 
steps for each of the cases submitted to the committee. The amount of discussion 
devoted to any one step reflects its methodological importance in a given case.

It may seem pretentious to entitle this report Textual Criticism o f  the Old Tes
tament. What is involved is 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 able to plot the vast territory of 
the Old Testament text only on a large scale grid. It remains for others to continue 
our work and explore in detail the areas where we have been able merely to 
scratch the surface.



2

Origins of the Corrections

The committee’s first task was to determine which corrections in the five 
translations were text-critical and which were not. The question arises in particu
lar for versions that are revisions of older traditional Bibles. When the translation 
does not correspond to !1ΐ, 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 vehicle. Consequently, it was a literary treasure treated 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.1 Although the 
revisers had established “die Massgeblichkeit des Urtextes” as a fundamental 
principle,2 the normativity o f the original text implied by that principle some
times came into conflict with the regard shown for Luther’s own interpreta
tion.3 This explains why Luther’s pre- or proto-critical choices have often 
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 ancient versions for the

1. TRE, Vol. 6, 269:48-49; 270:13-21 and 271:24-28.
2 .R G G \V o \.  1, 1221:42.
3. TRE, Vol. 6, 271:16-28.
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choices represented in the traditional German Bible. It is not surprising, then, 
that the critical apparatus of BHK has an equivocal relationship to the RL. 
since many of the results of these scholars are registered there. At first glance 
it might be tempting to conclude that the revisers (who do not provide textual 
notes) based 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 inherited by the translations. There are fine studies of text 
criticism in the modern period, for example, H.-J. Kraus’s Geschichte der his
torisch-kritischen Erforschung des Alten Testaments. In Part One (pages *2-*63 
in CTAT Vol 1) we discussed textual criticism from its beginnings to J. D. 
Michaelis. But there is 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.4 Then we will con
sider the sources of influence subsequent to Luther.

I. Luther

Earlier,5 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. Translator and Reviser

In 1517 Luther began translating the seven penitential psalms. During his stay 
at Wartburg, he decided to translate the entire Bible and translated the New Testa
ment in eleven weeks. The translation was published in Wittenberg on September 
21, 1522, and had to be reprinted already in December. The publication of the Old

4. [“This volume” refers to Volume 2 o f CTAT.— Ed.]
5. Pp. 6 -12.
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Testament followed immediately: the Pentateuch in 1523, the Historical Books in 
1524, and then the Writings. But an edition of all the Prophets did not appear until 
March 1532. However, his translation of Jonah appeared in the spring of 1526, 
followed by Habakkuk. Zechariah was published at the end of December 1527 
(dated 1528), and Isaiah appeared in early October 1528. Then the first edition of 
the entire 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

I. Isaiah
For Isaiah, the 1532 edition of the prophets mainly copied the 1528 editio 

princeps, but with the addition of numerous printing errors. It is 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) is still 
housed in the University Library at Heidelberg, under the listing “Pal. Germ. 
7 3 1.”6 Luther offered a university course on Isaiah off and on between 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 
Isic] praelectionibus collecta,” published at Wittenberg in 1532 and republished 
in a fuller version in 1534.7 It was not until the beginning of the twentieth century 
that Antonius Lautcrbach’s reportatio* was discovered in ms thcol. lat. Q.20 of 
the 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.9 There are 
indications, to be discussed below, that this would have been Felice da Prato’s 
Rabbinic Bible published in four volumes by Daniel Bomberg (Venice, 1516
1517). Besides the Hebrew text, this edition 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.10 Oecolampadius had published a work 
“In Iesaiam prophetam hypomnematon, hoc est, commentariorum, libri VI” in

6. Published in WADB, Vol. 2, 1-39. The 1528 edition is reproduced on the even pages o f  
WADB. 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. WADB. 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 Oeco- 
lampadius, had given a course on the Hebrew and Greek texts of Isaiah in the 
Aula Magna of the University of Basel from April 1523 to June 1524 before an 
audience of 400 of the city’s bourgeoisie, not counting students and priests. The 
course played an important role in launching the Reformation in Basel. In a letter 
to Nicolas Gcrbel of Strasbourg, toward the end of June 1523, Luther indicated 
his delight that Oecolampadius was then teaching Isaiah at Basel, although it dis
pleased many.11 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 is quite 
good as far as grammar is concerned, although in certain points he is not in agree
ment with us.” 12 Later on, we will see the substantial influence that Oeco
lampadius exerted 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.13

When Luther translated Isaiah, he also used Santes Pagnini’s Latin translation 
of the Bible published in Lyon by Antoine du Ry in 1527. This was the first Latin 
translation of the original texts since that of Jerome. It was likewise the first to 
number verses. (The numbering was omitted in Michael Servetus’s 1542 edition 
in Lyon.) He also had at his disposal an edition of Nicholas of Lyra’s Postilla lit- 
teralis, which he often cited.

In a letter to Johannes Lang dated May 29, 1522,14 Luther sent his correspon
dent a Hebrew lexicon that he had purchased at Erfurt, because he had made 
fewer notes in 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 o f indications 
suggest this may have been Alphonso of Zamora’s “Vocabularium hebraicum to- 
tius veteris testamenti cum aliis dictionibus chaldaicis ibi contends,” a folio edi
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).15

11. WA. Vol. 12, 57:18-19.
12. According to the 1534 edition o f the Scholia (Luther, Esaiam).
13. Mentel, Bible 1466, and Zaincr, Bible 1475 in the bibliography.
14. WABr, Vol. 2, 547.
15. Polyglot (Alcala), vol. 6.
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When Luther speaks of Hebrew grammar, he mentions Santes (Pagnini) and 
(Sebastian) M ünster.16 The most complete grammar in use at the time when he 
was translating Isaiah was, indeed, the “Institutiones hebraicae,” a 428-page 
quarto by Pagnini, published in 1526. This grammar, based on Radak’s Mikhlol, 
had largely superseded 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 first three books o f 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 It is difficult to deter
mine which he used. In fact, while Oecolampadius often cited the Septuagint in 
comparison with the Hebrew in his commentary, Luther cited the Septuagint 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 Reportatio). 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 explicitly, 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 o f Gotha, under the listing “Ch. B. 142.” It contains the translation 
up to 51:28. Beginning with 20:16 it seems to have been recopied, by Luther 
him self.Is The translation appeared in 1532 with that of the other prophets, under 
the title Die Propheten alle Deutsch.19

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 in 1528. A serious translator draws inspiration from 
earlier translations and has them in front of him throughout his work. Not to use

16. In WABr. Vol. 8, 176:20 and WATr. Vol. 5, 220:11.24.
17. © (Aldinc) in the bibliography.
18. See WADB. Vol. 2, xv n. 2. The manuscript was published in WADB. Vol. 2. 40-147.
19. It is reproduced on the even pages o f  WADB. Vol. 11/1, 190-390.
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them would be irresponsible. To copy them would be plagiarism. Luther cannot 
be accused of either of these faults.

The Anabaptist Ludwig Hätzer, originally from Bischofszell in Switzerland 
and a former protégé of Zwingli, had translated the Prophets from the Hebrew, 
assisted by Hans Denck from 1526 on. His translation, entitled Alle Propheten, 
nach Hebräischer sprach verteutscht, was printed April 13, 1527, by Peter Schöf- 
fer at Worms. Georg Witzei, who had been in personal communication with 
Luther up until 1531, compared the 1534 Luther Bible to Hätzer’s translation and 
concluded that there was a clear influence of the Worms Prophets on Luther’s 
work.20 Since then opinions have varied, with the Mennonites tending to empha
size indications o f dependence and others to downplay them.

It is, in fact, possible that Luther made use of Hätzer’s translation. As early as 
May 4, 1527, he wrote to Spalatin that he had the work in Wittenberg.21 At about 
the same time he stated to Wenzeslaus Link, “I do not look down on the Worms 
translation of the Prophets, except that the German in it is rather obscure, proba
bly due to the nature of that region.”22 In September 1530, when he was editing 
the “Sendbrief vom Dolmetschen” at the fortress of Cobourg, Luther wrote, “I 
believe that no false Christian or sectarian spirit can translate faithfully, as is 
demonstrated in 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 zeal would have 
been sufficient.”23

Volz, in an excursus that he added in 1960 to WADB, was the first to examine 
closely the relations between Hätzer’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, furthermore, notes 
in his manuscript regarding Hos 10:14: “Vide hetzer”) truly did make use of 
Hätzer/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.24

Volz cites examples that give evidence of each of these three types of interven
tion, in situations where neither the content of the Hebrew nor the influence of

20. Witzel, Annotationes, part two, printed at Leipzig in 1536 by Melchior Lothcr the 
older.

21. WABr, Vol. 4, 197:10.
22. Ibid., 198:6-8.
23. WA, Vol. 30/2. 640:28-32.
24. WADB, Vol. 11/2, cxxxi-cxxxiii.
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the Vulgate can explain the characteristic similarities between Luther’s transla
tion and the Worms Prophets.

In three years HUtzer and Denck’s translation had been published at various 
locations in thirteen editions in different formats. Zwingli could not have re
mained indifferent to its success. As early as May 5, 1527, Franz Kolb wrote 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 Hätzer and Denck. I 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 correct, add or omit something, concern your
self 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.”25

On May 15, Jörg 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).26

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 prophets in their own language.

Luther’s Bible, which had been published at Wittenberg, was immediately re
issued at Basel. Thus, in 1523, the editio princeps of the Pentateuch had two re
printings at Wittenberg and four at Basel. It w asn't until two years 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 reprinting 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 Prophets into German was keenly felt in 1526, at the autumn fair in Frankfurt. 
Bookseller Christoph Froschauer had gone there as usual to sell books. He wrote 
to Zwingli on September 18, “People are complaining loudly . . .  that you have 
not translated the Prophets into German.”27 Then in March 1527, the Anabaptists 
pul their translation of the Prophets on a market that avidly devoured it.

25. Zwingli, Briefwechsel, Vol. 3, 126.
26. Ibid. 134.
27. Zwingli, ßriefiveclisel, 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 name “Prophezey” was given, in an allusion to 1 Corinthians
14. In the discussion of Jer 38:23, we indicate how these working sessions were 
structured.28 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, is 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 studied from September 2, 1527, un
til January 16, 1529. The results of this work were published March 1, 1529, by 
the ever-faithful Christoph Froschauer, with the title Das vierde teyl des alten 
Testaments: Alle Propheten, auss Ebraischer sprach, mit guten treuwen und ho
hem fleyss, durch die Predicanten zu Zurich, inn Teutsch vertolmätschet. 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 feel 
distrust and abhorrence of a translation that came from the very initiators of 
those sects and factions which have caused us more trouble in the Church of 
God today than the Papacy ever caused.29

It seems clear, then, that the appearance of the Worms Prophets in 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 
Preachers made even more substantial use of it, a normal practice at the time 
which did not impede the translators’ freedom to make their own decisions. 
However, the influence of the Zurich translation of the Prophets on Luther’s has 
not yet been carefully 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 influence for Jeremiah and Lamentations, which Luther did not 
translate until 1530.

28. See CTAT 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;30 but a comparison with 
the Zurich translation would have revealed that that text had replaced the Worms 
text. Two examples of this:

In Jer 6:4, the Hebrew (= Ü: in  m e r id ie ) was translated by Hätzer “bei
hellem tag.” Similarly, Luther first wrote “bey hellem tage.” Then he corrected it 
to “weil es noch hoch mittag ist.” 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 IKIT'HD HD’ (= Ό: p u lc h r a m  f r u c tif e r a m  s p e c io s a m )  

was translated by Hätzer as “der mit schönenn fruchten geziert ist.” Luther first 
wrote “der mit schonen fruchten gezieret.” Then he corrected it to “schonen 
fruchtbarn.” The translation of the Zurich Preachers reads “einen schönen, eyn 
fruchtbaren, eyn hiipschen.” Here it is clearly inspired by 0 and reflects the three 
Hebrew words more explicitly 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 Hätzer’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 1ΓΠ11ΠΓΙ (= D: vacua . . .  et nihili), as he had done 
in Gen 1:2.31 Then he corrected the third word to “öde.” Hätzer has “wüst und 
öd.” But, in addition, the Zurich Prcachers adopted Hätzer’s translation word for 
word. The same situation exists in Jer 9:18, where the Hebrew VU Vij? (= D: vox 
lamentationis) was translated by Luther as “ein geschrey.” Then he inserted the 
adjective “kleglich" before the noun. Volz noted that Hätzer had translated “eyn 
kläglich geschrey.” But Luther could have taken that reading from the Zurich 
Preachers, who had already adopted it.

These few examples show that it would be worthwhile to complement Volz’s 
study of the relationship between Luther’s translation of the Prophets and the 
Worms translation of the Prophets with another comparison between Luther’s 
choices and those of the Zurich Preachers.

One other tool that Luther did not have at his disposal in 1528 when he trans
lated Isaiah but was able to use in translating Jeremiah in 1530, was the enormous 
Osar leshon ha-qodesh, hoc est Thesaurus linguae sanctae (2752 columns) by 
Santes Pagnini, published in 1529 by Sébastien Gryphe at Lyon.

C. The Sources fo r  the 1540-1541 Revision

The immediate outcome of the 1540-1541 revision of the Prophets were two 
sets of notes, both published in WADB?2 The first was the minutes of the revision

30. WADB, Vol. 11/2, cxxvi.
31. Ibid., cxxvii.
32. By O. Rcichert, WADB. Vol. 4, 39-278.
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sessions, taken by Rörer and preserved in Jena Bos MS q. 24c; the second was 
Luther’s own notes in his copy o f the 1539 Old Testament, which is housed at the 
Jena library under the listing “Appendix Manuscriptorum Nr 24.”

In his thirteenth sermon, Mathesius gives us a glimpse of the 1540 revision.33 
The sessions took place a few hours before the evening meal in Luther’s home, 
where Luther would meet with his “Sanhedrin,” consisting of J. Bugcnhagen, 
J. Jonas, C. Cruciger, P. Melanchthon, and M. Aurogallus. Other scholars often 
joined them, among them B. Ziegler and J. Forster, who were accomplished He
braists. Luther would arrive with his old Latin Bible and his new German Bible, 
as well as his Hebrew text. Melanchthon brought the Greek text, and Cruciger the 
Hebrew Bible with the Targum. Professors outside the group brought their rab
binic works. Bugenhagen used a Latin Bible, in which he was well-versed. Each 
had studied the text in the sources he possessed. Luther would begin discussion 
of a passage. Each gave his opinion, trying to identify the particular qualities of 
the ancient language and to gain insight from the readings of ancient interpreters. 
Rörer took down the essentials of the discussion.

One tool that had appeared since the translation of the Prophets, and was 
available for the revision, was the Latin translation that Münster had published at 
Basel with the Hebrew text and rabbinical annotations. The first volume, which 
appeared in 1534, contained the Pentateuch and the historical books. Miinster 
represented the translation as new “& quoad fieri potuit. hcbraicae veritati con- 
formata.” He claimed to have taken his annotations “e Rabinorum commen- 
tariis.” In 1535, Miinster published the second volume, which contained the 
Prophets, the Writings and the Five Scrolls. In composing his title, he recognized 
the distrust of the Zurich and Wittenberg Reformers regarding rabbinic exegesis. 
Indeed, he claimed to have taken his annotations “vel ex Hebraeorum commen- 
tariis, vel ex probatioribus latinis scriptoribus.” On the other hand, he stressed his 
efforts to produce an accurate translation, saying of the biblical books, “sic ad 
Hebraicam veritatem genuina versione in latinum sunt traducti, ut ne quidem ad 
latum unguem ab ea dissideant.”

The final outcome of the 1540-1541 revision was the new edition o f Luther’s 
Bible, beginning with the second of two editions published by Hans Lufft in 1541.

II. Sources of Influence apart from or after Luther

In this section we focus on the beginnings of the French and English Bibles, 
but first, a word about Italy.

A. Antonio Brucioli

At the beginning of the Reformation the great cultural crossroads were Basel, 
Lyon, and Venice. In the field of biblical studies Lyon distinguished itself as the

33. See WADB. Vol. 3, xv-xvi.
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place of publication for Pagnini’s translation, grammar and Hebrew Thesaurus 
(from 1526 to 1529), and Basel as that of the commentaries o f Oecolampadius 
and successive editions of the Miinster Bible. From 1517 on, Venice became 
prominent for publication of the Hebrew Bible and all Jewish literature. The con
verted Jew Felice da Prato had become an Augustinian, and while he was in 
Rome, he made the acquaintance of Daniel Bomberg, a merchant from Antwerp 
who had settled in Venice. Felice da Prato convinced him to found a Hebrew 
publishing house in Venice. This operated from 1516 to 1548, and its typogra
phers were primarily converts and Jews. On December 1, 1517, Bomberg printed 
the first Rabbinic Bible, edited by Felice da Prato. At the same time another 
quarto edition appeared, which contained only the biblical text with variants and 
Qeres in the margin. It was intended for a wider circulation, but because it was 
the work of a convert, the Jews greeted it with suspicion. Bomberg therefore en
trusted publication of another quarto Bible to the two sons of Baruch Adelkind, 
and it appeared in 1521. In 1524-1525, Jacob ben Hayim ibn Adonya, who was 
originally from Tunis, printed the first Masoretic Bible (and second Rabbinic 
Bible). Bomberg had also published the Hebrew Biblical Concordance of Isaac 
Nathan ben Kalonymos,34 not to mention numerous Bible selections, biblical 
commentaries, and Hebrew grammars and dictionaries. Besides that, during the 
thirty years that his establishment functioned, Bomberg published the Jerusalem 
Talmud (1522-1523), and three times reprinted the thirty-seven tractates of the 
Babylonian Talmud, under the commission of Pope Leo X, according to a letter 
from Bomberg to Rcuchlin. He published the Mishnah, the Mekhilta, the Sifra, 
the Sifre, the Pesiqta, the Midrash Rabba, the Midrash Tanhuma, the Mishneh To
rah of Maimonides, the Semag of Moses de Coucy, and the liturgical books for 
most Jewish rites, among others. In allowing Daniel Bomberg to publish the en
tire legacy of Judaism with indisputable integrity and without fear of censure, 
Venice acquired a renown that extended far beyond its western milieu and the pe
riod of the Renaissance. It is therefore not surprising that the first Italian Bible 
translated from Hebrew would come from Venice.

Zurich was the first Western city to publish a complete Bible translated from 
Hebrew into common spoken language (1529). As mentioned above, its first 
three parts were adaptations of Luther’s Bible and the fourth was the result of the 
work of Preachers during the course of the Prophezey, in the Grossmünster chan
cel. In May 1532 in Venice, Lucantonio Giunti of Florence published the first 
Bible in the “language of Tuscany,” which was translated “from the true He
brew” (for the Old Testament) and from Greek (for the New Testament). The 
translator was Brucioli, “servant of Jesus Christ, our Lord and Savior” as he 
identified himself in the colophon. The two volumes of the Old and New Testa
ments each began with a long dedication to François I, king of France. Brucioli

34. Nathan, M e’ir Netib.
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was in fact, like many “evangelical Christians,” a protégé of the king’s sister-in- 
law, Renée of France, duchess of Ferrare, to whom he dedicated the first of the 
three volumes of his large Old Testament commentary (2611 columns). That 
commentary was also published in Venice, in October 1540, with a revised edi
tion of his translation, by Bartholomeo de Zanetti, originally from Brescia. It has 
often been said that Brucioli knew little Hebrew and that for the most part, his 
translation of the Old Testament was based on Santes Pagnini’s Latin translation. 
The similarities are numerous and indisputable. But, as we will see, there were 
passages in which Brucioli, in 1532, seems to have been the first Christian He
brew scholar to grasp the correct meaning of the Hebrew and to free himself of 
the influence of the Vulgate. Therefore, we must take seriously Brucioli’s avowal 
in his preface to the reader that he was much helped “by the very great Rabbi 
Elias Levita, who surpasses all other Hebrew rabbis of our time in the grammar 
of this holy Hebrew language.” Brucioli, who was living in Venice at the time, 
could in fact easily have had contact with Elias Levita, who took refuge there to
ward the end of 1528 and worked with Bomberg. In 1544 he even worked for 
Francesco Brucioli, Antonio’s brother, who had just opened a publishing house 
in Venice.

B. The French Bible

l. Olivétan and the Serrières Bible
Brucioli had a significant influence on Pierre Robert Olivétan, the first person 

to translate the Bible into French from the original languages. Originally from 
Noyon in Picardy and a cousin of Calvin. Olivétan was schoolmaster at Neuchâtel 
in 1531. At the Waldensian Synod held in September 1532 in the Angrogne val
ley, Guillaume Farel and Antoine Saunier determined “that it would be extremely 
expedient and necessary to repurify the Bible according to the Hebrew and Greek 
languages into the French language.” Olivétan was charged with the task. Pierre 
de Wingle, also from Picardy, published the work with a preface by Calvin, at Ser
rières, a small village south of Neuchâtel. The translation thus became known as 
“La Bible de Serrières.” The dedication, dated February 12, 1535, is addressed to 
“the Church of Jesus Christ” from the “the humble and lowly translator.” It was 
printed June 4 of the same year.

Olivétan states that he consulted “all translations ancient and modern, from 
the Greek and Hebrew, up to Italian and German, to the extent that God has given 
me knowledge of them.” He then explains that when the Greeks read something 
in the Hebrew other than what we read in it today, he often noted their alternative 
in the margin. When he followed the LXX or the Vulgate to interpret the Hebrew 
in a way that did not conform to the “pointing of the rabbis and Hebrew gram
marians” he mentioned in the margin the meaning that would correspond to those 
pointings.
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Indeed, in the margin o f the Serrières Bible, Olivétan offered a critical appara
tus that was more detailed and more developed than what followed in later revi
sions. None of the earlier great translations— those of Pagnini, Luther, the Zurich 
preachers, or Brucioli— had made such an effort to inform its readers of other 
possible interpretations, of the opinions of the rabbis, and of the readings of the 
Hebrew, Greek, Vulgate, or Aramaic texts. A few examples will demonstrate 
Olivétan’s importance for the origins of textual criticism.

In the marginal notes of his Psalms translation, he offered, for the Greek, 
thirty-five conjectures of a Hebrew Vorlage that was different from the edited 
Hebrew text that he had before him. The following are his first nine conjectures:

• In Ps 2:9: “Tu les desrompras.” The Greek had “will govern,” relating DJTin to 
the root Hin instead of VVI.

• In Ps 4:3: “en diffamant ma gloire.” The Greek and the common translation 
[the VulgateJ had “you will be o f heavy heart,” reading bet instead of the kap 
in

• In Ps 16:1 : “Michtam.” The Greek and the common translation had “writing,” 
reading bet instead of final mem  in ΠΓϋΰ.

• In Ps 17:11: “Ils nous environnent.” The Greek had “me” as the complement, 
reading ’3 instead of 13 at the end of the verb.

• In Ps 19:5: “le cours d'iceulx.” The Greek had “their sound,” reading üVlp 
instead o f Dip.

• In Ps 19:14: “de ce qu’il a commis.” The Greek had “strange things,” reading 
res instead o f dalet in □ΉΐΏ.

• In Ps 22:17: “ils ont percé,” according to the Greek and the common transla
tion, which either read M3 or rejected the yalep in ΉΧ3. Jews today read “like 
the lion” and the Aramaic has “biting like lions.”

• In Ps 29:1 : “des princes.” The Greek and the common translation had “sheep,” 
reading instead of

• In Ps 42:5: “en flotte, et les accompaignoye.” The Greek had “at the marvel
ous tabernacle,” reading res instead of the second dalet of DUN.

In the Psalms alone, the Greek is cited sixty times by Olivétan, “Rab. Kimi” 
(= Radak, which he could read in Felice da Prato’s Rabbinic Bible) is cited six
teen times, “Rab. Ezra” and “Rab. Salo” (= Ibn Ezra and Rashi, which he could 
read in Ben Hayim’s Masoretic Bible) eleven and nine times, respectively.

These examples in the Serrières Bible show Olivétan’s predilection and re
markable capacity for critical analysis of the text, as well as his exceptional inter
est in rabbinical exegesis. As noted above, he also claimed to have consulted the 
Italian and German translations. Indeed, the influence of Brucioli and of Luther 
can be seen clearly. However, he did not mention the two main sources of his 
translation: Pagnini’s Latin translation and especially the French translation by 
Le Fèvre d'Etaples. Perhaps he thought their use was self-evident.
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Indeed, the first edition of the complete Bible translated into French by 
Jacques Le Fèvre d ’Etaples had been printed by Martin Lempereur December 10, 
1530, in Antwerp. The translator described it as “translated according to the pure 
and entire translation of St. Jerome, checked and entirely revised according to the 
earliest and most accurate copies.”35 In spite of what Le Fèvre claimed, his trans
lation was not based entirely on the Vulgate. For example, he translated the last 
word of Song 7:6 “(comme la pourpre du roy pliée) par plis.’' The Hebrew has 
D’ÜITD. The Vulgate reads “(sicut purpura regis vincta) canalibus,” a word that 
Pagnini kept in his translation. But Le Fèvre’s translation of the word corre
sponds exactly to Luther’s translation in the 1524 edition: “(wie die purpur des 
königs) ynn lallten (gebunden).” Olivétan gave the translation “(comme l’esear- 
late du Roy liée) par plis.” Considering that Luther, Le Fèvre, and Olivétan seem 
quite isolated in their interpretation of this word in the sense of “folds” (= falten), 
it is highly likely that the editio princeps of Le Fèvre’s French translation (on 
which Olivétan depends) had been influenced by Luther’s German translation. 
W hatever the case, the phrase “according to the pure and entire translation of 
St. Jerome” must be taken cum grano salis. Indeed, in an era where the trend was 
to “go back to the sources” to use the original languages in biblical interpretation, 
it was difficult to hold strictly to the Vulgate.

The Serrières Bible left a very rich legacy. We will not describe all its reedi
tions and revisions, but will confine ourselves to the most characteristic four, 
which are frequently quoted in CTAT Vol. 2.

2. The Lyonnaise Bible o f  Philibert Rollet
In 1551 in Lyon, Philibert Rollet published a Bible entitled La Bible en Fran

coys, qui est toute la Saincte Escriture, en laquelle sont contenuz le Vieil & Nou— 
ueau Testament, recentement reueuz & fidelem ent corrigez selon l'Ebrieu, Grec, 
& Latin . . .  (“The Bible in French, which is all the Sacred Scripture in which are 
contained the Old and New Testament, recently reviewed and faithfully corrected 
according to the Hebrew, Greek, and Latin”). This distinctive formula identifies it 
as a descendant of the Serrières Bible, which was entitled La Bible Qui est toute 
la Saincte escripture: En laquelle sont contenus, le Vieil Testament & le No- 
uueau, translatez en Francoys. Le Vieil, de lebrieu: & le Nouueau, du Grec . . . 
(“The Bible, which is all the Sacred Scripture. In which are contained the Old 
Testament and the New, translated into French. The Old from the Hebrew and the 
New from Greek”). The Rollet edition does not present the two testaments as 
“translated from the Hebrew and the Greek,” but as “recently reviewed and faith
fully corrected” according to the Hebrew, Greek, and “the Latin.” Indeed, this 
“grandchild” o f Olivétan was intended for circulation in Catholic circles, starting 
from the cultural crossroad of Lyon. A number of indications suggest that this

35. From the title o f Le Fèvre d’Etaples, Bible.



174 Part 2, Chapter 2

Bible is the endpoint of changes that the Geneva Bible (a descendant of the Ser
rières Bible) underwent in Lyon. The first of these is the alteration of “the Eter
nal” to “the Lord” in the quotation from Isa 1:2 below the title.

The text of Rollet’s Bible is that of Olivétan’s translation in its revised form, 
first published in Geneva in 1540 by Jean Girard. (It was called the “Sword 
Bible” because of the editor’s mark, an unsheathed sword held vertically in the 
hand, that appears on the title page.) That revision was accomplished under the 
authority of Antoine Marcourt, Jean Morand, Henri de la Mare, and Jacques Ber
nard, pastors who had charge of the Church during Calvin’s exile from Geneva 
from 1538 to 1541. The revision was greatly influenced by the Latin translation 
that Munster had published at Basel in 1534-1535.

This Geneva revision of Olivétan traveled to Lyon where it was published in 
more and more Catholicized forms: in 1544 by Sulpice Sabon for Antoine Con
stantin; in 1545 by the brothers Godefroy and Marcellin Beringen (and reissued 
in 1546); in 1547 by Jean Pidier and Nicolas Bacquenois as well as Guillaume 
Rouillé and Thibault Payen (reissued by the latter in 1548); in 1550 by Balthazar 
Arnoullet; in 1551 by Jean de Tournes; and finally, in the same year, by Philibert 
Rollet.

If we compare the Bible published by Rollet with its ancestor, the Serrières 
Bible, we can observe the following examples of “Catholicization.”

• The title page is decorated with a woodcut that depicts St. Jerome with a halo, 
his cardinal’s hat hanging behind him on a tree branch. On his knees before a 
crucifix with the inscription “INRI,” he beats his chest with a stone. A chapel 
on a cliff can be seen in the background.

• The dedications, prefaces and foreword by Calvin and Olivétan were omitted 
and replaced by a “List and Index of the most noteworthy and chief matters 
contained in the Bible,” a list that filled fifty-six columns. This list came 
essentially from the sixty-six-column “Index of the chief matters contained in 
the Bible” at the end of the last volume of the Serrières Bible. It is interesting 
to note that many expressions were made less offensive. The word “images” 
is no longer associated with the word “idols.” When rituals are referred to in a 
negative sense, they are described as “Judaic.” The abuses that the princes 
must reform are no longer those of “the Church.”

• Between the two testaments, the Serrières Bible placed “The volume of all 
the apocryphal books contained in the common translation, which are not 
found in Hebrew or in Aramaic.” This title is followed by a “statement of 
their authority according to Eusebius and St. Jerome” in which the editor 
states that these books are “not at all received or held as legitimate either by 
the Hebrews or by the entire church.” Rollet, on the other hand, left these 
books in their traditional place among the others: 1 and 2 Esdras, Tobit, and 
Judith between Nehemiah and Esther; Wisdom and Ecclesiasticus between 
the Song of Songs and Isaiah; Baruch between Lamentations and Ezekiel;
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1 and 2 Maccabees and the Prayer of Manasseh at the end of the Old 
Testament.

• Olivétan’s text-critical observations are missing in the Rollet Bible: no more 
Hebrew in the margins, no more mention of the rabbis. Only two allusions, in 
French, to the Greek reading survived in the entire Psalter.

• While the Serrières Bible has only illuminated capitals, the Rollet edition 
included 209 illustrations, the work of Georges Reverdy.

• The Rollet Bible ends with a “table of Gospels and Epistles read in Church on 
Sundays and Feasts.” It takes the place of the Index in the Serrières Bible 
which Rollet transferred, with modifications, to the beginning.

This brief discussion shows the wide circulation the “Sword Bible” enjoyed on 
the Lyon market, in more or less Catholicized form. We include the 1551 Rollet 
edition in our discussion of sixteenth-century Bibles because it represents the 
high point of that Bible’s influence and success. Later editions would no longer 
have particularly original features. The pre-Calvin 1540 Geneva revision was to 
be supplanted by a descendant of the Serrières Bible: Robert Stcphanus’s 1553 
revision.

3. Robert Stephanus ’s French Bible
The first revision of the Olivétan Bible to be prepared by Calvin was pub

lished in Geneva in 1546 by Jean Girard. It was never reissued but was replaced 
in 1551 by Calvin’s second revision, published by Jean Crespin. However, it was 
Robert Stephanus’s 1553 revision that enjoyed the greatest success. In the same 
year, it was reprinted by Jean Girard and by Adam and Jean Riveriz. In 1555 it 
appeared in an edition published jointly by Geneva publishers Antoine Cercia, 
René Houdouyn, Pierre Pignot, and Pierre Sorel, and in another by Jean Crespin. 
It dominated the Geneva market until the appearance of the revision by the 
“Pastors and Professors of the Geneva Church,” which will be discussed below.

Before looking at Stephanus’s Bible, it is important to give some background 
on its editor and the fate of the Bibles he published.

Excursus

I. Robert Stephanus, Bible Editor

When Robert Stephanus published his French Bible in Geneva in 1553, he al
ready had long experience as a Bible editor. He never produced a Greek Old Tes
tament, but from 1539 to 1544 he published a quarto edition of the Hebrew Bible 
in fascicles, and from 1544 to 1546, another more accurate sextodecimo edition. 
These Bibles were particularly remarkable for the beauty of their typography, 
and for this reason their editor/printer was named “King’s Printer o f Hebrew and 
Latin” on June 25, 1539, by François I. Still, their quality is inferior to that of the 
Bomberg Bibles, and they would not have sufficed to give Robert Stephanus
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either notoriety or lasting renown. But it was a different story with the Latin 
Bible, where his efforts at textual criticism forced him to leave Paris to take ref
uge with Calvin in Geneva.

A. The First Critical Edition o f  the Vulgate
The first editor to try to improve the Vulgate text by textual criticism appears to 

have been Bernardin Gadolo from Brescia, prior of the Camaldolite convent of 
St. Michel de Murano. He published the first edition to bring together the Glossa 
ordinaria and the Postilla of Nicholas of Lyra (in Venice, by Paganino de Pagan
inis). In the dedication, dated January 27, 1495, and addressed to Cardinal Fran
cesco Piccolomini, Gadolo explains that all the publishers he first contacted had 
been frightened off by the expense and the labor that such a complex edition would 
entail. He therefore had to promise Paganino de Paganinis that he himself would 
assume responsibility for revision of the entire biblical text. So, he explains,

I procured for myself, not without difficulty, all the existing printed books of the 
Bible as well as five manuscripts. As I went through the text that printers have 
been accustomed to using as an archetype, wherever something erroneous or 
doubtful appeared. 1 inspected each of the works very attentively, and sup
pressed, with great care, what, by reference to them, I discovered to be inaccu
rate in the text; and there were a great many inaccuracies. In so doing, I certify, 
as God is my witness, that I have added or changed only what obviously ap
peared in need of addition, change or omission on the basis of one of the ancient 
works. I preferred to leave intact certain things that seemed to require correc
tion, rather than correct them on the basis of my personal opinion, without the 
support of some author.36

If Gadolo’s edition is compared to another edition current at the time, for 
example the small sextodecimo Vulgate published by Jean Froben de Hamel- 
burgk,37 it can be seen that following this method he succeeding in eliminating 
many o f the errors transmitted in previous editions.

But Gadolo’s five folios did not have great influence on subsequent editions of 
the Vulgate, any more than did the Vulgate text that Cardinal Ximenes is said to 
have edited based on manuscripts as old as eight hundred years, until he put it in 
the Old Testament of his Alcala polyglot. It was not until the work of Robert 
Stephanus that the text of the Vulgate was subjected to a critique that had some 
impact. One could not classify under “text-criticism of the Vulgate” the various 
prior editions of the Vulgate corrected on the basis of the Hebrew and Greek (and 
not Latin witnesses) by Andreas Osiander, Johannes Petreius, Johannes Rude- 
lius, and Luther.38

36. ? (Gadolo 1495), Dedication.
37. ? (Froben 1495), published in Basel, on October 26, 1495.
38. Osiander: Nuremberg, 1522; Petreius: Nuremberg, 1527; Rudclius: Cologne, 1527; 

Luther, Pentateuch, historical books and New Testament: Wittenberg, 1529. published in 
WADB, Vol. 5.
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B. The 1528 and 1532 Bibles
At the age of nineteen, when Robert Stephanus printed a sextodecimo Latin 

New Testament on the presses of his father-in-law Simon de Colines, he aroused 
suspicion among the Sorbonne theologians because he restored certain passages 
that he believed had previously been altered. In 1524 he began to gather materials 
for a more accurate edition of the Latin Bible. He had the Alcala Polyglot brought 
from Spain since he had heard praise of its exactitude. In the library of St. Ger
main des Prés he discovered a very old manuscript, full of corrections that seemed 
excellent to him. In the St. Denis library he found another manuscript of almost 
equally good quality. He collated them, on separate pages, with the best existing 
editions. These formed the basis for his first Bible, published in 1528. The inno
vations that he had introduced in the text provoked criticism. Furthermore, he was 
aware that he had not always been sufficiently careful in his collations. He under
took more extensive research, which culminated in his 1532 edition. This edition 
also aroused the displeasure of Sorbonne scholars, who “complained incessantly 
and extensively, in their usual way,” reports Stephanus, “that I had corrupted the 
Bible . . .  because they labeled as corrupt anything that had been purified from that 
common mire to which they were accustomed.” Meanwhile, this time Stephanus 
had collated five ancient manuscripts from St. Germain, two from St. Denis, 
others from St. Victor, the Alcala Polyglot, a correctory from the Sorbonne, the 
1495 sextodecimo Froben edition from Basel, and the 1462 Schöffer edition from 
Mayence, as well as other sources for the New Testament and Psalms. He kept 
with him a textual commentary in which he had carefully noted the witnesses that 
supported each of his corrections. He was prepared, as he explained, to use it in re
sponding to anyone who asked him for explanations. Indeed, the text of the 1532 
edition had more corrections than that of 1528. Nevertheless, Stephanus was un
able to extract any specific critique of his corrections from the Sorbonne scholars. 
According to well-informed friends, he would have no further difficulty with the 
Parisian theologians if he limited himself in the future to printing the text of the 
earliest editions, relegating the readings he considered preferable to the inside 
margins of the book. Each o f these readings would be marked with sigla designat
ing the witnesses on which it was based. It so happened that the inside margin of 
the 1532 edition was entirely filled with notes that scrupulously indicated the dif
ferences between the Hebrew text and the Vulgate. The marginal notes could thus 
appear to be an ongoing critique of the Vulgate, showing it to be unfaithful to the 
Veritas hebraica that Jerome had claimed to translate. By requiring that the inside 
margin be reserved for variants in the Vulgate, the scholars would effectively halt 
the constant attack on the one biblical base available to the majority of Sorbonne 
theologians, whose knowledge of Hebrew and Greek was quite limited.

C. The 1540 Bible: The First Critical Apparatus

In his magnificent Bible of 1540, then, Robert Stephanus was to offer the first 
truly scientific critical edition, as a direct result of the sensitivity of the Parisian
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scholars. His text reproduced a good early edition, and the margin, with its pre
cise references, presented a listing of the most significant variants with accurate 
indication of the witnesses for each one. One might think that he had thus dis
armed his censors, but that was not the case. In fact, at the same time, Stephanus 
published placards in Latin and in French that could be affixed to walls for the 
edification of the faithful. They contained two extracts from his Bible: “the Ten 
Commandments” and “the Summary of the Entire Scripture,” which was a kind 
of digest of the teachings of the Bible placed in his Bible as a preamble to it. (The 
summary was expanded between the 1532 and 1540 editions.) Stephanus tells us 
that the Sorbonne reproached him for the summary, saying it contained “doctrine 
worse than Luther’s.” When Stephanus finally obtained the endorsement of fif
teen masters at the Sorbonne and the royal permission, the faculty ordered the 
publisher Jean André to print the Ten Commandments, followed by the Com
mandments of the Church. What is more, Stephanus tells us that these Ten Com
mandments had been “deformed and corrupted by a certain Odoard who 
combined the first two commandments into one, removing the explicit prohibi
tion against making and worshiping images, and then, did not divide, but ripped 
the last commandment in two, so as to have ten.” Odoard had invented nothing 
new there. He was articulating a tradition common to the Latin Church since the 
time of Augustine: to collapse the first two commandments into one and to divide 
up the last. This custom was clearly expressed in the traditional form of the 
“Commandments of God” according to the French catechisms, a form that was 
maintained from the time of the “Manuale seu instructorium curatorum” pub
lished in Lyon February 13, 1505, right up to the middle of the twentieth century. 
The first two commandments are combined into one (omitting the prohibition 
against images): “Un seul Dieu tu adoreras et aimeras parfaitement,” while the 
tenth is divided into “L ’oeuvre de chair ne désireras qu’en mariage seulement. 
Bien d'autrui ne convoiteras pour le garder injustement.” It is easy to understand 
the scandal that Robert Stephanus caused by posting placards of the Vulgate ver
sion of the Ten Commandments of Exod 20:2-17 all over Paris. He had emended 
them slightly, adding “ut adores illud” after “sculptile” in v. 4, and omitting vv. 
5b and 6, as well as “quam Dominus Deus tuus dabit tibi” at the end of v. 12.

D. The 1545 Nompareille

Meanwhile, Stephanus was already preparing a new Bible that appeared in
1545. It contained innovations certain to disturb the Sorbonne theologians.

• The Bibles o f 1528, 1532 and 1540 were costly folio editions that were not 
easily moved around. The new edition was printed in two small octavo vol
umes printed in very small characters.

• Two Latin translations were presented on facing pages. One reproduced the 
text of the Vulgate according to the 1540 edition, with marginal notes about 
variants, but without listing their sources. The other was a new translation of
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the Hebrew. Stephanus did not name the author and said only that he had cho
sen it in preference to Pagnini’s translation. He admitted that Pagnini’s was 
the more accurate, but he found its extreme literalism too unintelligible for 
the public for whom his edition was intended. In fact, the new translation was 
the work of Leo Juda, who collaborated closely with Zwingli. The work had 
been completed by Bibliander and published in Zurich in 1543, after the 
death of the translator.39

• This new translation was accompanied by copious notes. In the preface, 
Stephanus explained his twofold intention in writing the notes: to compare 
this translation with Pagnini’s and to explain the difficulties that remained in 
the Hebrew despite these translations. For this project he called on the 
devoted students of François Vatable, royal professor of Hebrew, who gave 
him notes they took in his course. Stephanus then edited the annotations on 
the basis of Vatable’s lecture notes and notes in the margins of “Bibles that 
we have printed in previous years,” an expression that most likely alludes to 
the 1532 edition.

E. Struggle and Exile
The 1545 Bible provoked a violent storm of protest in the Sorbonne. Here was 

a veritable commentary on Sacred Scripture that had been published, with King’s 
Privilege, under the name of a professor of Hebrew of the royal College! To un
derstand this indignation, wc must remember that François I had founded the Col
lège du Roi in 1530, on the advice of Guillaume Budé. It consisted of two 
lecturers in Greek and two in Hebrew, the first of whom was Vatable. The Univer
sity, jealous of its privileges, had incited its theology faculty to bring the Hebrew 
lecturers before Parliament on a charge of incompetence to teach Sacred Scrip
ture. But the king had refused to submit the competence o f his lecturers to the 
judgment of theologians. The Faculty was thus hardly disposed to look the other 
way when a commentary on Scripture was published under the name of a lecturer 
they had accused of incompetence. It was just the sort o f work the Theology pro
fessors thought they alone were capable of producing. Robert Stephanus, know
ing that they would accuse him before the king, took the offensive in 1546 and 
expressed his concern to Pierre du Chastel, bishop of Mâcon and King’s chaplain. 
At their request, the king ordered the theologians to communicate their objections 
in writing and justify them. His printer could then publisher their opinions in con
junction with the Bible “so that, in this way, readers would be alerted against fall
ing into error inadvertently because of an annotation that did not reflect Jesus 
Christ.” But the Sorbonne doctors wanted either Parliament or the king to forbid 
Robert Stephanus to sell his annotated Bible. They realized that if they commu
nicated their censures and reasons in writing, these would become the object of a

39. Juda (1453).
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public controversy. So they agreed only to formulate their censures orally, before 
the Conseil Etroit, “because the theologians were not accustomed to showing in 
writing what they judged to be heretical, but only orally.” After some discussion, 
they realized that they would not obtain the suspension of royal privilege in this 
way. They agreed to send “fifteen passages that they had noted.”

At that point François I died and was succeeded by his son Henri II, who was 
equally favorable to Stephanus. But Henri II was easily influenced, and in the end 
he promised the theologians that he would forbid his printer to sell the annotated 
Bibles once and for all, provided that they state the rest of their objections. “In this 
way,” said Stephanus, “I was forced to give up all my efforts which I had spent up 
till now in the Holy Scripture and literature, and which I had firmly planned to 
dedicate to them for the rest of my life.” Robert Stephanus had du Chastel relay the 
message to the king that he was “constrained to leave the country. . . . Then, the 
king responded that I need not leave the country, only that I should be careful in 
the future, adding the wish that I take courage and continue to do my usual work, 
that is, to enrich and embellish his printing concern.”40

The struggle had exhausted Robert Stephanus. After the death of François I, 
he had put his printing business under the name of his children, who were still 
minors. Then he had sent them to Lausanne, each separately by way of either 
Strasbourg or Troyes, where he had relatives. He himself took refuge in Geneva 
(where he had his children brought) in the final months of 1550. On June 27, 
1551, his property was sequestered. But King Henri showed his favor for Stepha
nus one last time by having the sequestration lifted the following year in favor of 
the children, through the agency of their tutor Charles, brother of the fugitive. 
Robert immediately reopened his publishing house in Geneva. The first book he 
published there, in 1551, was a Greek translation of Calvin’s catechism, which he 
did not publish in the original French until 1553. He also published it in Hebrew 
August 24, 1554, in a translation by Emmanuel Tremellius, to which we will re
fer later. In 1552, Stephanus published the censures put forward by the Sorbonne 
theologians, in the form that he was able to procure them through certain of those 
theologians, along with his response to the censures. They were published first in 
Latin (June 23) then in French (July 13).41 The whole was preceded by an apolo
gia in which he explained the reasons for his voluntary exile. Several of the quo
tations above were taken from that apologia.

Thus it was the 1545 Bible that transformed petty annoyances into persecu
tion. This little gem of such fine quality and typographical accuracy became 
known as the “Nompareille” among bibliophiles. It soon appeared in all editions 
of the Index of Forbidden Books: Paris 1549, Louvain 1550, Venice 1554, and 
Rome 1559.

40. See Stephanus, Censuras.
41. Stephanus, Censuras.
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The 1551 Spanish Index, which reproduced that of Louvain, censured Stepha
nus’s 1545 Bible. In 1552, inquisitors seized three copies of it during a search in 
Seville. Consequently, it was included in the list of “printings of the Bible that 
stand in need of correction and censure,” published by the Spanish Inquisition in 
Valladolid in 1554 and titled “General censure against the errors which recent 
heretics have planted throughout the Holy Scriptures.” Imbonati42 records the de
tailed enumeration of corrections that were required for the Old Testament of the 
1545 Bible. As for the New Testament, its “new translation” and its “annota
tions” had to be omitted entirely, as did the “Index of subjects and sayings con
tained in the books of the Old and New Testament” that took up sixty columns at 
the end of Stephanus’s Bible.

A. Official Documents concerning the 1586 Edition
The Spanish Index of 1559 reiterated the prohibition against the “Bible pub

lished by Robert Stephanus in Paris, with a double translation, Vulgate and new, 
and with Vatable’s annotations.” This was the 1545 edition, which scholars had 
taken to calling the “Vatable Bible.” It was republished in Salamanca under cir
cumstances described in seven documents found at the beginning and end of the 
edition, intended to establish its authenticity and ensure its distribution.

On January 26, 1569, Gaspard de Portonariis, a publisher at Salamanca, pre
sented a request to the Council of the General Inquisition o f Spain. He noted that 
the Vatable Bible with its double translation was listed in the Index of Forbidden 
Books and that he wanted to print it because it could be very useful for scholars. 
He then asked their lordships to submit it to people they considered competent to 
expurgate and correct it. The members of the Council granted this request, and on 
February 1, 1569, wrote to Master Francisco Sancho, Canon of Salamanca, Dean 
of the Theology Faculty and Commissioner of the Holy Office. They informed 
him of the publisher’s project, stating that he wanted to include the New Testa
ment, which the Inquisition had previously demanded be omitted. The Council 
charged Sancho with the task of correcting the Bible, including the New Testa
ment, and asked that they be sent the corrected copy before it went to the printer. 
Sancho accomplished the task in collaboration with other members of the Theol
ogy Faculty of Salamanca. They spent many sessions studying the Vatable Bible, 
then communicated their censure of it to the Council, stating that it could now be 
printed. They indicated that the printing of the Bible would be “a very useful and 
important undertaking.”

On March 20, 1571, Gaspard de Portonariis asked the Council to send him an 
attestation of its approval of Sancho’s censures so he could begin the printing in 
conformity with those censures. April 21, 1573, the Council o f King Philip II, in

II. The Vatahle Bible and the Spanish Inquisition

42. Imbonati, Bibliotheca , 219-29.
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view of the agreement of the Council of the General Inquisition, authorized him 
to print the said Bible, or have it printed, according to Master Sancho’s censures. 
No copy could be sold without the signature of the commissioner, designated by 
the General Inquisitor to attest to the Bible’s conformity to the required censures. 
Before the book appeared on the market, furthermore, it would have to be resub
mitted to the Royal Council so that body could confirm that the conditions of its 
publication had been met, and also set the selling price of the work. Finally, on 
December 11, 1585, Caspar de Quiroga, cardinal of Toledo, Inquisitor General, 
selected Brother Roman de Vallezillo, a Benedictine and commissioner of the 
Holy Office at Medina del Campo, to verify that all copies conformed to the cen
sures formulated by the Inquisition. He was further required to examine and cor
rect each copy and to sign it, adding the day, month and year when he had 
finished examining the particular copy. The copies that were kept at the royal 
court had to be submitted to the examination of Dr. Pedro Lopez de Montoya. 
According to the document that contains this order, Gaspard de Portonariis had 
printed the Bible in 1584 and was helped financially by Guillermo Robilio and 
Benito Boyer (whose names are on the title page in the Latinized forms Guiliel- 
mus Rouillius and Benedictus Boierius).

On February 6, 1586, the publisher received a royal privilege protecting his 
edition against forgery for twenty years. February 22, 1586, the Royal Council 
fixed the selling price at seven maravédis per printed page. In our copy, the cer
tificate of conformity is signed by Brother Roman de Vallezillo, commissioner of 
the Inquisition; his review had been completed June 20, 1586, in the monastery 
of Medina del Campo.

B. Parisian and Spanish Censures
The Sorbonne doctors’ censures against Robert Stephanus’s Bibles were pub

lished by C. du Plessis d ’Argentré,43 who obtained them from the registry o f the 
Paris Faculty of Theology. The first 46 were dated November 14, 1547, and the 
following 120 were dated May 15, 1548. If we compare them to the Spanish cen
sures of 1554-1559 published by Imbonati, and to the corrections of 1569-1571 
completed under the supervision of R. de Vallezillo in the Salamanca edition, a 
certain number of peculiarities appear.

1. The Parisian censure of 1547 concluded that the Bibles published by Robert 
Stephanus in 1528, 1532, 1534, 1540, 1545, and 1546 were to be suppressed 
(supprimenda sunt):

first, because many things have been audaciously inserted that are opposed to 
morality, piety, the decrees o f  the H oly Fathers and the doctrines o f  the faith; 
and also because they are strewn with numerous errors, with scandalous and im 
pious assertions o f  Lutheran tendency, tending toward a heresy long ago con

43. Argentré, Collectio , vol. 2, 143-60.
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demned, and what is more, a certain number of clearly heretical affirmations 
and even blasphemies. Moreover, in the actual text of these Bibles, many pas
sages have been boldly modified, some have been omitted, others added in a 
manner that diverges from the authentic textual form received by the Church; 
this must not be permitted of a private person either to do or to publish.

The 1548 censure added that these Bibles, as well as the New Testaments and 
Psalms edited by Robert Stephanus, were to be placed in the catalogue of for
bidden books (librorum reprobatorum). The 166 censures consisted o f rather 
eccentric lists in five separate catalogues. They seem to be successive dossiers 
furnished by the theologians to the king’s Conseil Etroit for the sole purpose of 
achieving the confiscation and interdiction of the Bibles.

2. The 1554 Spanish censure did not intend to prohibit the use of Robert 
Stephanus’s Bibles. J. M. de Bujanda has published documents that show very 
clearly that the 1554 Censure was intended to relieve the critical situation created 
in Spain by the 1551 publication of the interdictions promulgated at Louvain in 
1550. On January 29, 1552, the General Council of the Inquisition wrote to Do
mingo de Soto and Francisco Sancho in these terms:

You are well aware that the catalogue of forbidden books mentions more than 
thirty editions of the Bible that must be seized and confiscated. Given the small 
number of Bibles that remain in the kingdom if none of the Bibles in question is 
returned, we desire that those in which only a few errors exist and which can be 
easily corrected, be returned to their owners.44

The two masters of Salamanca were thus asked to note all the errors found in 
each edition. This was done for thirty-three editions with the help of other 
members of the Theology Faculty, and the lists were sent to the Council of the In
quisition. The Alcala theologians performed the same task for sixteen other edi
tions. Still others were analyzed by various commissions. The goal of the 1554 
censure, then, was to specify the 103 editions of the Bible that their owners were 
then expected to send to the Inquisition within sixty days, so that they could be 
expurgated (at the price of a demi-réal each). From then on it was forbidden to 
import censured Bibles, even if they had been corrected. The list of censures pub
lished by Imbonati, unlike the Parisian list, was not intended to provide justifica
tion for an interdiction. Rather, it served as a guide for the Inquisitors who were 
chargcd with correcting the 1545 Stephanus Bibles for the purpose of returning 
them to circulation.

C. Failure o f  a First Reedition in 1555
The prohibition against introducing new copies of the censured Bibles 

weighed heavily on all those who considered the Vatable Bible the most reliable

44. Bujanda, Index, 78 n. 101.
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source of information on the meaning of the Hebrew text of the Old Testament. 
This explains the 1555 republication of that Bible by André de Portonariis in 
Salamanca. He claimed that it had been corrected and revised by Domingo de 
Soto. When the 1559 edition of the Spanish Index was published with a listing of 
the 1555 edition, de Soto wrote to Bartolomé Carranza:

They have listed a Bible printed at Salamanca. My name appears under its title 
and it is placed under my patronage as corrector. I have never seen it in my life, 
nor do I know in what language it was printed. I submitted a complaint against 
the printer to the Inquisition, who promised to restore my honor at the expense 
of the printer.45

Indeed, the 1559 Index mentions the Bible in these terms: “Biblia Salmanticae 
per Andream de Portonariis anno 1555, cujus correctio, sive recognitio falso im- 
ponitur fratri Dominico de Soto Segoviensi, theologo ordinis praedicatorum.” 
This edition was seized and put with the other banned books that filled five rooms 
of the cardinal’s palace in Toledo. On July 10, 1561, a request was addressed to 
the Council to ask what should be done about it: “There are other Bibles that con
tain none of the errors mentioned in this censure or any other. It seems that they 
have been banned only because the printer had wrongly stated that they were cor
rected by Brother Domingo de Soto and printed in Salamanca by André de Por
tonariis.” The decision of the Council was inscribed in the margin of the request: 
“Let them be burned because they contain many mistakes.” The order was not 
executed, however. In the following century a depository o f Bibles “corrected by 
de Soto” was found in the imperial city. They were already rotting.46 The fact was 
that André de Portonariis printed twenty-nine different works of de Soto between 
1550 and 1569 in Salamanca. Dominique de Portonariis printed four between 
1569 and 1572, and Vincent de Portonariis printed one in 1580.

In view of the failure of the 1555 attempt to reissue the Vatable Bible, on Jan
uary 26, 1569, the fourth De Portonariis brother, Gaspard, undertook the pro
ceedings that we have described with regard to the General Council of the 
Inquisition. Since Domingo de Soto had died on November 15, 1560, the task of 
correcting the 1545 Bible for this new edition was given to Francisco Sancho, 
one of the drafters of the 1554 censure. His colleagues at the Theology Faculty at 
Salamanca helped him with the revision. The most active participants were Luis 
de Leon, Juan Gallo, Juan de Guevara, Leon de Castro, Gaspar de Grajal, and 
Martin Martinez de Cantalapiedra.

D. The Trial o f  Three o f  the Revisers
After the revision was completed in January 1571, three of the revisers, Luis 

de Leon, Gaspar de Grajal, and Martin Martinez, were denounced to the Inqui

45. See Beltran de Heredia, de Soto, 413 n. 21.
46. Ibid., 413.
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sition by some of their colleagues. Among other things, Martin Martinez was 
accused of “preferring Vatable, Pagnini and the Jews and rabbis to the Vulgate 
translation and the interpretations of the saints and doctors of the Catholic 
Church,” and of having “removed and diminished the authority and the truth of 
the Vulgate edition by stating and affirming that it contains many errors and that 
a better edition could be made.”47 The same charges were leveled against Luis de 
Leon, but in addition “he has stated that, even if the Evangelists’ interpretation 
and explanation [of the prophets] were true, the Jewish and rabbinical interpreta
tion could also be true, even if it was a different interpretation, affirming that new 
interpretations of Scripture can be produced.” They reproached him likewise for 
having “spoken ill of the translators of the Septuagint, saying that they did not 
know Hebrew well, and that they translated the Hebrew into Greek poorly” and 
for having “affirmed that the Council of Trent did not establish the Vulgate edi
tion of the Bible as an article of faith, but that they only approved it.”4K The case 
of Gaspar de Grajal was still more serious. They objected to his saying “that he 
had corrected two or three hundred passages of the Holy Scripture that were erro
neous in the Vulgate edition,” and “stating and affirming that the saints do not 
give the literal meaning of Scripture because the literal meaning must be looked 
for among the rabbis,” and “stating and affirming publicly that the translation of 
the Septuagint is erroneous and that it does not correspond to the Hebrew,” and 
“that the Vulgate had not been declared canonical nor is it so, because it has not 
been established that the translator was inspired by God and that, in the Vulgate 
text of the Bible, only the main propositions were articles of faith and not the 
others.49 Grajal was arrested March 1, 1572, and died in prison September 8,
1575. He was posthumously acquitted of the charge of heresy by the Council in 
an auto-da-fé on September 28, 1578. Luis de Leon and Martin Martinez de Can- 
talapiedra were arrested March 26, 1572. They were reprimanded and advised to 
treat these matters more prudently. They were finally freed on December 11,
1576, and June 4, 1577, respectively. At the end of 1572, Gaspar de Quiroga had 
succeeded Diego de Espinoza as Inquisitor General. This change certainly played 
a role in the outcome of the proceedings against the three professors. Luis de 
Leon resumed teaching at the Faculty. Martin Martinez died November 18, 1579, 
without having recovered the losses in professional salary for the six years that 
he had spent in prison. These tragic events did not prevent the publication of the 
revised Bible. But they surely had an influence on the long delay between the au
thorization given to Gaspard de Portonariis by the Royal Council in 1573 and the 
printing in 1585. The publisher, in a request to the Royal Council that is men
tioned in the printing privilege, states that he was prevented from printing this 
Bible for twelve years after receiving authorization. He complains that he and his

47. Act o f Accusation o f May 6, 1572, according to Coster, de Léon , 291.
48. Ibid., 271-72.
49. Ibid., 277-80.
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associates spent the greater part o f their fortunes for this printing. It appears that 
during these twelve years the Council o f the Inquisition also submitted the Vat- 
able Bible to the censure of the Alcala theologians.

E. The New Publishers
Who were the De Portonariis brothers and the two co-publishers mentioned in 

the titles and initial documents of the new edition? The following summarizes 
Baudrier’s account o f them:50 Originally from Trino, in the Marquisate of Mon- 
ferrato, Vincent de Portonariis came to Lyon at the end of the fifteenth century to 
work as a laborer for Balthasar de Gabiano, a publisher originally from Asti. 
Around 1506, he started his own concern and his editions sold well until he died 
in 1547 without children. He entered a partnership with his brother Dominique, 
and employed Dominique’s four sons: Pierre, Gaspard, André and Vincent. He 
named them and their two sisters his heirs, and left his goods to Dominique. Do
minique managed the branches in Medina del Campo and Salamanca until his 
brother’s death obliged him to return to the publishing house, which did not pros
per under his direction. His sons managed the Spanish branches: André in Sala
manca and Vincent in Medina del Campo. So as not to compete with his father 
and his brothers, Pierre established himself as a stationer in Rochetaillé in 1552. 
At first, Gaspard helped his father, then took over the direction of the Lyon house 
around 1556. He worked as a publisher in Lyon under the “Angel” trademark 
(which had been the mark used by his unclc and his father) until 1568. André had 
unsuccessfully submitted a bid to the Inquisition to publish the 1554 Bible Cen
sure; instead, the more advantageous offer of Francisco Fernandez de Cordoba 
from Valladolid was accepted. It appears that André died in Salamanca toward 
the end of 1567. Dominique and his son Gaspard then established themselves 
there, bringing with them the Angel trademark.

The patronym of the first co-publisher is “Rouillius” in the title of the work and 
“Robilio” in the Inquisition document. Both refer to Guillaume Rouillé (the spell
ing that Baudrier prefers over “Roville”). He was born around 15 18 in Dolus, near 
Loches en Touraine, and was trained in Venice as a bookseller-publisher by Gio
vanni Giolito de Ferrari, then in 1542 by de Ferrari’s son and successor Gabriel. 
On the recommendation of the latter. Rouillé entered the service of the Portonariis 
at Lyon in 1543. Vincent de Portonariis had already worked in partnership with 
Giovanni Giolito de Ferrari for a publication in 1510. Around 1544, Rouillé mar
ried Marguerite, daughter of Dominique de Portonariis, and began a brilliant pub
lishing career that lasted until his death in June 1589. In 1568, he bought the Angel 
publishing house (54 rue Mercière and 25 quai St. Antoine) from the Portonariis 
family. From that time on, he worked in close association with his brothers-in-law, 
who sold his books in Salamanca, and with Benoît Boyer (“Boierius” in the title

50. Baudrier, Bibliographie, vols. 5 and 9.
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and “Boyer” in the Inquisition document). Boyer was a wealthy bookseller-pub- 
lisher from Medina del Campo who, from 1571 on, kept books in stock at numer
ous booksellers in Lyon, and in turn stocked their books in Spain. In September 
and October of 1580, he was seen in Lyon where he was settling his accounts with 
the booksellers. Guillaume Rouillé had difficulty recuperating the money owed 
him by his Spanish agents. So, for example, in September 1579,51 his brothers-in- 
law in Salamanca owed him around 1,300 écus d ’or. The joint Portonariis- 
Rouillé-Boyer publication, then, probably had financial motivation with a double 
purpose: on one hand, the repayment of G. de Portonariis’s debts to Rouillé and on 
the other, Boyer’s recovery of money owed him by Rouillé as the agent o f Boyer’s 
exports in Lyon. Everyone concerned, therefore, hoped that the new edition of the 
Vatable Bible would be a best-seller. In 1584, Rouillé sent his young legal repre
sentative, Jean-Baptiste Buysson, to Seville, where he had one hundred Vatable 
Bibles bound to send to the Indies.-“’2

The Spanish Inquisition could not have been unaware of Guillaume Rouillé’s 
status. Certainly in 1584-1586, when he financed the Spanish edition of the Va
table Bible, he had every appearance of being a great Catholic publisher. Indeed, 
he had published the Canons and Decrees of the Council of Trent in 1564, 1565, 
and 1566; and then again (with the Index o f Forbidden Books) in 1572, 1577, 
1580, and 1584; as well as the Catechism of the Council in 1567 and 1579. He 
had likewise published the Missale Romanum in 1578, 1583, and 1586. In it he 
reproduced a Papal brief from Gregory XIII that had been accorded May 22, 
1573, to “G. Rouillius, typographus ac bibliopola Lugdunensis, quod ipse, qui in 
tumultibus et seditionibus ab haereticis superioribus annis in regno Franciae ex- 
citatis, fidem catholicam semper tenuit et secutus fuit. . . .” In the 1578 Missal, 
however, Rouillé used a series of vignettes that he had already used in a 1562 
French Protestant New Testament of Genevan origin.

From 1545 to 1562 he had actively contributed to the distribution of French 
Genevan Bibles in Lyon. Beginning in 1545, the first year that he published under 
his own name, he shared with G. Arnoullet the publication of the Geneva New 
Testament based on Calvin’s 1543 revision published by J. Girard. Then in 1547 
he arranged for Jean Pidier and Nicolas Bacquenois to print the Geneva Bible, 
which had first appeared in a Lyon edition in 1544, published by Antoine Con
stantin, his associate at the time. In 1547, Rouillé did not yet have the woodcuts 
for the illustrations, so he used those in the possession of Thibault Payen, whom 
he took on as co-publisher. The Bible was published by Rouillé et Payen in 1548, 
the same year that they published the Geneva New Testament together, in partner
ship with Constantin. Rouillé then published the same New Testament indepen
dently in 1550. Four years later, he published it in three different editions, two in

51. Ibid., vol. 9, 95.
52. Ibid., vol. 9, 103 and vol. 5, 115.
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French and one in Latin and French. He reprinted them in 1557, 1558, and 1561. 
The French New Testament was published again in 1562, with the addition of the 
Table of Contents that appeared in the Geneva editions from 1556 on. These were 
not Rouillé’s only editions of the Bible. He also published a translation “from the 
Hebrew into Latin and French” of the Psalms, Proverbs, Qohelet, Song of Songs, 
Wisdom, and Ecclesiasticus in 1558. This translation, published without mention 
of the translator’s name, was the work of the Calvinist Louis Budé. It had ap
peared for the first time in 1551, published in Geneva by Jean Crespin, Calvin’s 
own publisher. Rouillé shared several editions with him until 1566.53 Even more 
astonishing is the fact that Rouillé published the Italian New Testament of Anto
nio Brucioli in 1547, 1549, and 1550; he reprinted it in 1552 and 1558, but with
out mention of the translator’s name. In fact, the first Index of Forbidden Books to 
be published by the Holy See, that of Paul IV in 1559, mentioned explicitly the 
“Novum Testamentum Lugduni apud Guilielmum Rouillium 1545.”

Rouillé’s early eclecticism is evident in the ten successive editions of Marot’s 
works from 1546 to 1561. He also published Boccacio’s Decameron once in 
Italian in 1555 and four times in French between 1551 and 1560, in a translation 
dedicated to Marguerite de Navarre, whose Le miroir de I ’âme pécheresse he had 
published in 1549. The same year, he brought out editions of Erasmus’s Apo
thegms in French and Latin, and Sébastien Châteillon’s Sacred Dialogues in 
Latin. With the taking of Lyon by the Protestants in 1562 and the religious diffi
culties that followed, Guillaume Rouillé’s editorial policies underwent a sharp 
change. Thus, on the strength of the Papal brief from Gregory XIII (1573), he 
could present himself to the Spanish Inquisitors in 1584-1586 as the most fa
mous Catholic editor of Lyon.

F. The Inquisition’s Correction o f  the 1584 Vatable Bible
The title page, dated 1584, bears the statement “Cum Privilegio Hispaniarum 

Regis” and the title Biblia Sacra cum duplici translatione & Scholiis Francisci 
Vatabli, nunc denud à pluritnis, quibus scatebant, erroribus repurgatis, doctissi- 
morum Theologorum, tam almae Universitatis Salmanticensis, quàm Complu- 
tensis iudicio: Ac Sanctae & generalis Inquisitionis iussu.

The Inquisition’s demands for this new edition were far fewer than those it 
had required for the correction of confiscated copies in 1554.

1. In 1554, the Inquisition required the complete suppression of the “nova trans- 
latio” and the scholia for the New Testament.54 The new edition, on the con
trary, kept them with only minor corrections. The Index of subjects and 
sayings contained in the books of the Old and New Testaments were replaced 
by a “Biblical Index” compiled by the Jesuit Jean Harlemius. Nevertheless,

53. Ibid., vol. 9, 308.
54. Imbonati, Dibliotlieca, 227b.
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the 1584 edition is still more complete than the 1545 Bible. Indeed, the much 
more extensive scholia of the Psalms were taken from the “Liber Psalmorum 
Davidis” that Robert Stephanus published in Paris in 1546, as he had prom
ised when he was hastily finishing his 1545 Bible.

2. In 1554, the Inquisition was not satisfied with the simple statement “Ex offi- 
cina Robcrti Stephani” at the bottom of the title page. It insisted on adding 
“Monemus Lectorem, translationem novam, & scholia horum Bibliorum à 
Roberto Stephano, Auctore damnato, primum édita, & depravata fuisse.”53 In 
the new edition, it preferred that any mention of Robert Stephanus’s name be 
omitted.

3. The following is an example of the censure of the Old Testament. O f the 123 
corrections required in 15 5 456 for Psalms. Proverbs, Qohelet, Song of Songs, 
Wisdom, and Isaiah, only 96 were made in the Salamanca edition, of which 
90 were made by the printer, and six were added in ink by Roman de Vallez- 
illo. The 27 omissions seem to be due to carelessness, since they ordinarily 
appear in groups of two or three.

4. In 1554, the New Testament had not been the object of specific censures (the 
scholia were to be omitted entirely). This explains why the 1569-1571 com
mission did not have at its disposal the first list o f Parisian censures of 1548, 
censures that concerned those very annotations in Robert Stephanus’s New 
Testaments. Vatable, as a professor of Hebrew, had had nothing to do with 
this part of the annotations of the 1545 Bible. For the most part, these were 
taken from Stephanus’s 1543 New Testament, as the Parisian theologians had 
noted. Unaware of the Parisian censures, the Salamanca revisers left un
touched more than thirty of Stephanus’s statements that the Sorbonne had de
scribed as heretical, suspect of heresy, favoring heresy, schismatic, rash, false, 
erroneous, insidious, and so on.

G. Conflicting versus Different Interpretations
At the time of his trial, Luis de Leon recounted a dispute that took place be

tween Leon de Castro and himself during the revision of the Vatable Bible:

I remember th a t. . .  in examining the new explanations that Vatable gave, and 
the manner in which it was necessary to admit or reject them, my opinion was 
as follows: . . . that when all (the saints) agree in interpreting a passage in the 
same way, that interpretation should be kept as certain and catholic, especially 
in what concerns faith or morals; but that, without rejecting this interpretation, 
and respecting it as I have just said, if there exists another meaning which would 
not contradict the interpretation, even if it differs from it, and that other mean
ing is catholic and good doctrine, it can be admitted, but given less authority 
than the first which the saints give; and I proved it with reasons and texts taken

55. Ibid., 219a.
56. According to lmbonati, ibid., 223-29.
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from St. Augustine. This displeased Master Leon [de Castro]; but I remember 
that Master Francisco Sancho endorsed me and, in support, referred to a pas
sage from Aristotle in which he declared that to be contrary was not the same 
thing as to be different; and consequently, the other masters approved it. And it 
was according to that rule that we corrected the Bible concerned, and when we 
found something contrary to the opinion of the saints, or that was not good 
doctrine, we suppressed it, and what was not contrary, even if it was different, 
we left.57

Luis had taken as an example the phrase from Isaiah “Generationem ejus quis 
enarrabit?” found in Isa 53:8 and quoted in Acts 8:33. In these two places the 
“nova translatio” is identical to the Vulgate: “Who will recount his generation?” 
The “saints” agreed here in seeing an allusion to the ineffable character of the 
miraculous begetting of the Savior. In Acts 8:33, “Vatable” commented: “Here, 
‘generation' indicates his contemporaries. The meaning is: Who can depict the 
injustice of the people who will live in his time, because they will put him to 
death even though he is just.” In 1548, the Paris theologians had made this com
mentary the thirteenth article on their list, with the following censure: “This 
interpretation is completely foreign [omnino aliéna] to the absolutely correct 
[rectissima] comprehension of the Church and the holy doctors.” The commis
sion of Salamanca kept “Vatable’s” scholium, simply noting in the margin: “a 
new exegesis which must not detract from the exegesis of the saints.” In Isa 53:8 
the same note was printed in the margin of the following “Vatable” scholium: 
“his time, that is the perversity of his time. He is stating his indignation against 
Christ’s contemporaries, that is: ‘who can express in words the perversity of the 
Jews who will live at the time of Christ!’ ” Later, commissioner Vallezillo struck 
out the scholium with ink, with the result that it could no longer be determined to 
what the revisers’ marginal note referred.

It is clear that the revisers tried to introduce a certain exegetical pluralism, on 
the initiative of Luis de Leon and under the influence of Aristotelian logic, which 
had found an able advocate in Francisco Sancho. But the ultimate omission of the 
“Vatable” scholium on Isa 53:8 was probably a consequence o f Luis de Leon’s 
having made an example of it during his trial.

Leon de Castro did not agree that the same passage of Scripture could have 
several meanings. In the seventh paragraph of his deposition against Luis de 
Leon he explained that to accept that idea would eliminate the possibility of con
victing heretics.58 Luis de Leon answered him.

The expression ‘convict’ has two very different meanings: to convict the Jews 
and the heretics according to their own judgment, which is impossible if God 
does not enlighten their intelligence, since they interpret the Scripture difler-

57. Coster, de Lêun, 2 4 1 -4 3 , notes.
58. Ibid., 352.
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ently from Catholics and there is no authority recognized by both parties who 
can bridge the difference; and to convict them according to the Church’s judg
ment, that is, to show, within the testimony of the Scripture as it is understood 
by the Saints and the Councils, that their opinions are erroneous.59

On February 12, 1574, before the entire tribunal, Luis de Leon obtained permis
sion to consult the copy of the Vatable Bible that contained the revisers’ correc
tions with their signatures.60 There he found, uncorrected, the scholium on Ps 8:6 
where “Vatable” says: “Several places [in the Scripture] have a double meaning, 
namely, one prophetic and the other non-prophetic, that is, plain and simple.” He 
pointed out that this statement had not been the object of any remarks and that it 
was thus covered by the signature of Leon de Castro himself.

H. The General Censure
The possibility of different, but not conflicting, interpretations justified the 

edition of two different translations with notes that brought out untraditional 
meanings. Luis de Leon then proposed to draft a “general censure” in which the 
revision commission would formulate its intentions, stating that

for our part, we did not wish to do harm to the Vulgate by leaving in the new 
translation of the Bible, and by allowing Vatable’s explanations we did not 
mean to prefer them or to equate them with those of the Saints; but the new in
terpretation and translation were accepted only to the extent that they brought 
increased understanding of the Vulgate; we do not ascribe any more authority to 
the Vatable notes than to any other given doctor.61

The drafting of this censure underwent several changes of fortune, as reported 
by Luis de Leon,62 and finally resulted in a printed document, placed at the be
ginning of the Bible, and entitled, “General Censure by the senate of the theolo
gians of Salamanca and Alcala of the copy of the Holy Bible in a double Latin 
edition with scholia.” The word “censura generalis” means here “general judg
ment,” a translation that we have adopted in the following text:

The general judgment has been made that the new edition does not literally con
form to the Hebrew, but is rather a paraphrase sufficiently pure in its style and 
its Latinness, and that neither it nor the Scholia nor the Marginal notes have 
more authority, in what is peculiar to them, than the opinion of any doctor, re
garding controversial matters.

Furthermore, the new translation may be accepted where it differs from the Vul
gate without contradicting it or opposing Catholic faith or Church tradition, on 
the condition that it safeguard the honor and dignity that the decree of the Council

59. Ibid.
60. Ibid., 372.
61. Ibid., 242 n. 1.
62. Ibid., 242-44 .
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of Trent acknowledges in the Vulgate, such that the Vulgate edition is recognized 
as true and more sure than all the others, and it must be preferred to other editions 
bccausc it conforms more closely to the Hebrew truth. One must neither conclude 
nor allow that the new edition or the interpretation in its scholia impugns the Vul
gate in any way, or diminishes its authority or that of the Saints, or the interpre
tations that prevail among them. On the other hand, where they do no damage to 
the sacred interpretations and are not contrary to the teaching of the Church or to 
the interpretations of all the holy fathers, one must accept the likelihood of these 
scholia, most of which are taken from Jewish commentaries; so that, when we 
compare them to the interpretations of the Saints, the sublimity of the interpreta
tions of the Church and the Saints, as well as the life-giving Spirit that penetrates 
them, will become evident in contrast to the platitudes of the Jews who follow the 
dead letter without representing anything more elevated, and who sometimes dis
tort by false interpretation and commentary the oracles pertaining to Christ. Fi
nally, these scholia will help those who do not know the Hebrew language to 
obtain a certain comprehension of the various meanings of the words in Hebrew, 
as well as the syntax and the expressions that characterize that language.

I. Hopes and Fears
On the point of giving his final approval for the printing of the Bible, the In

quisitor General Quiroga mentioned the 1545 Stephanus Bible twice in the 1583 
Index. He repeated the condemnation found in the earlier editions of the Index. 
Two pages before, he stated: “Biblia ibidem [= Parisiis] ab eodem [= Roberto 
Stephano] impressa anno 1545, cum duplici translatione et annotationibus, quae 
Biblia Vatabli vulgo dicuntur, nisi repurgentur seu sic rcpurgata denuo prodierint 
excussa.”

His approval was quickly regretted by the Spanish inquisitors. F. H. Reusch 
states that first in 1613, then in 1632, all copies had to be returned for new correc
tions.63 Finally in 1790, the Inquisition resigned itself to putting in the Index this 
edition which had nevertheless been published “Sanctae & generalis Inquisitio- 
nis iussu.” It was a sad ending to a courageous endeavor, following as it did so 
closely upon the Council of Trent.

[End of excursus]

3. Robert Stephanus’s French Bible (continued)
According to the colophon, Stephanus’s Bible was printed June 9, 1553. This 

folio Bible preserves the title design and the famous mark of the man with the ol
ive tree that had already adorned the title pages of the 1532 and 1540 Bibles. Be
cause Stephanus hoped to sell copies in France, he did not mention Geneva. The 
only words found beneath the logo are “The olive tree of Robert Stephanus M.D. 
LIII.” The volume also contains the beautiful panels that had been engraved ac
cording to François Vatable’s specifications for the 1540 Bible: one for Genesis,

63. Reusch, Index, 1, 204.



Origins o f  the Corrections 193

eleven for Exodus and eight for First Kings. At the beginning of each book are 
found the magnificent capital letters already used by Stephanus in his 1532 and 
1540 Bibles. Finally, this was the first complete French Bible with numbered 
verses, 25 years after Pagnini had inserted them in his Latin Bible.

The notes are moderate and precise, taken in part from the notes in the Ser
rières Bible and in part from the 1545 “Vatable” Bible. For the Psalms, Stephanus 
followed the 1551 Crespin edition and adopted Louis Budé's translation, occa
sionally indicating Olivétan's readings in the margin. For the Apocrypha he re
produced the 1551 Crespin edition, and for the New Testament he used his own 
edition published the previous year in Geneva.

The true originality of the 1553 Bible lies in the detailed summaries, with ref
erences to individual verses, at the beginning of each chapter. These summaries 
provide a kind of continuous commentary that serves as a guide for the reader.

This Bible, as we have mentioned, enjoyed great success on the Geneva mar
ket. While Stephanus had omitted any mention of Calvin's city in the edition in 
the hope of achieving a large circulation in France as well, Catholic opinion was 
too strongly prejudiced against him for that to happen. In a different form, how
ever, his Bible nearly succeeded in making a significant breakthrough in the 
French edition.

4. The Benoist Bible
Rene Benoist (Benoit) was a priest at St. Eustachc, the most populated parish 

in Paris at the time. He was nicknamed “the pope of the marketplace” because 
of his pastoral zeal and his great influence over the people of Paris. During the 
troubled times of Charles IX and Henri III, he always gave his faithful support to 
the king. Henri IV asked for his help in preparing for his abjuration, with the re
sult that he became the king’s confessor. As a staunch defender of the rights of 
Parisian priests, Benoist was the target of hostility from the Mendicant Friars and 
the Jesuits. As a partisan of the king, he was distrusted by the members of the 
Sainte Ligue and by the Pope’s legate. On the other hand, he had the resolute sup
port of the bishop of Paris.

Benoist was also “professor of Holy Letters” at the Faculty of Theology of the 
Sorbonne. Since the circulation of Geneva Bibles played an important role in 
Protestant evangelization, the best way to protect Catholics against the influence 
of the Protestant Bible was, in his opinion, to prepare and distribute a carefully 
expurgated edition of it. Benoist’s intentions are known to us from an apologia 
published by Du Plessis d ’Argentré.64 Benoist claimed that he was not its author. 
Nevertheless, his colleagues at the Faculty recognized his style in it, and he him
self acknowledged having furnished the sources. According to this apologia, 
Benoist wanted to

64. Argentré, Collectio , vol. 2, 435-441 .
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bring people back to salvation, and return them to or keep them in the bosom of 
and obedience to the Apostolic and Roman Catholic Church, to its doctrines, 
morals and traditions, which he never intended to denounce or set aside in any 
way, either in public or in private, but rather to work with all his might to have 
them obeyed. That is why he had no qualms about copying anything from the 
heretics that he found good and edifying, whether in the Text, Annotations, 
Propositions, Arguments or Scholia, in imitation of Abraham and David and 
Job. After surprising and overpowering their pillagers, they not only demanded 
and took what belonged to them, but also pillaged the pillagers, as the children 
of Israel did to the Egyptians.

He then referred to the statement of the Ancients that “regardless of who pro
nounces the truth, it comes from the Holy Spirit.” Besides, just as “the heretics 
took the text of the Holy Scripture from us,” they also “took the annotations of 
the Holy Doctors.” He therefore thought he had the right, according to the rule 
and determination of the deputies of the Council of Trent, “to use one as well as 
the other, ridding one as well as the other, as well as possible, of what had been 
mixed in by the cunning ways of Satan, who continually tries to sow discord in 
the field of the Church among the good seed o f the word of God and salvific 
Religion.” It was his intention to put that Bible forward with both aggressive and 
defensive armament, “observing the places that confirm our faith” and “present
ing in a Catholic way those places where the heretics have impugned Catholics.” 

Bcnoist shared his work with “several learned doctors, colleagues at the Fac
ulty of Theology, that is, at the Sorbonne of Paris.” They approved it with 18 sig
natures, even though two would have sufficed. He then gave the work to four 
Paris publishers for printing: Sébastien Nyvelle, Gabriel Buon, Nicolas Chesnau, 
and Michelle Guillard. They published it concurrently in 1566.65 On November 7, 
Jacques Le Fèvre, a trustee of the Faculty, bought a copy for five pounds and five 
sous. He gave Genesis to the Dean Jean Benoît for examination, and Psalms and 
Prophets to Antoine de Mouchy. He himself examined the New Testament. He 
gave the rest of the Pentateuch to Maître de Courselles and the historical books to 
Maître Dalesden Choletaeus. In a meeting held at the end of April, 1567, the eigh
teen signatories of the approval acknowledged that they had not acted under a 
Faculty mandate, nor had they read the entire work that they approved. On July
15, on the basis of 30 censures identified by faculty appointees, the faculty de
cided to ban the translation and informed the publishers that they must no longer 
print or sell it. The principal reason given for the ban was that “almost everything 
found in the Bible and the Scholia comes from the Bibles of the Geneva Minis
ters.”66

René Benoist indicated his willingness to correct his Bible if they would 
inform him of the points in need o f correction. The bishop of Paris and the par

65. Benoist (1566).
66. Argentré, Collectio , vol. 2, 430a.
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liament likewise requested communication about the “matters deserving correc
tion.” The Sorbonne refused. René Benoist then published his translation again in 
1568 with the same four publishers.67 This time the translation was accompanied 
by the text of the Vulgate. The New Testament was reissued five times: in Paris in 
1566, 1568, and 1569; by Plantin in Antwerp in 1567 and by Hovius in Liège in 
1572, with a printing privilege for six years granted by “Monseigneur Gerard de 
Groisbeeck, Bishop of Liège, Duke of Bouillon.”

In 1572, the faculty still had not gotten Benoist to agree to the pure and simple 
interdiction of his translation. He demanded the confirmation of that censure by 
the Bishop of Paris, who evidently refused to give it. As a result, the faculty ex
cluded Benoist from its ranks. In his apologia,68 Benoist staled that more than a 
million copies of his Bible were already in circulation, either as entire Bibles or 
New Testaments. He added that his translation “if there is something wrong, is 
truly a rare sin and a very new crime, since there has never been a doctor in Paris 
who wished, dared or deigned to put the Holy Bible into French— whatever the 
need in this excellent kingdom of France. And I do not know why, because our 
language is no more cursed or excommunicated than any other.” And he depicted 
“some of the best of this great and distinguished faculty of Paris, popularly 
known as the Sorbonne, who consider their greatness not to be in writing, but in 
admonishing and censuring what the Learned and Industrious ones write.”69 He 
compared them to drones that are useless to bees, and contrasted them to the

learned and diligent Catholic theologians of Louvain, who were joyful in their 
Christian charity and love of the public good and were not at all envious. . . .
And since they are wise and clearsighted, not wanting to abuse nor to approve 
lightly something so important and significant as the circulation of the Bible in 
the common language, that is in French for the French, they pored over it dili
gently again and again, the text as well as the notes, and in the end gave the fol
lowing approval: “This Bible, translated into French according to the common 
version with all its notes as they have been collected or corrected, can indeed be 
printed with great value to all Catholics and confusion to heretics.” To this state
ment they give solid witness, having read and examined the entire Bible. 
Signed. Bro. Jean Henten, Doctor. Regent of the Faculty of Louvain. Michael 
de Bay, Regius Professor of Sacred Theology at Louvain, Jodocus Tiletanus, 
Augustinus Hunaeus.70

5. The Louvain Bible
According to B. T. Chambers,71 these four Louvain theologians are the same 

ones who, on February 23, 1567, signed the approval of the New Testament pub

67. Benoist (1568).
68. Argentré, Col lectio, vol. 2, 440a.
69. Ibid., 438.
70. Ibid.
71. Chambers, Bibliography, vol. 1, 414 -15 .
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lished by Plantin at Antwerp. This New Testament with its “Annotations and ex
positions o f the most difficult places” attributed to “M. René Benoist, Doctor . .  .” 
was, in principle, only the last part of a complete Bible which was then not pub
lished.72 In 1573 Plantin reissued the same New Testament under the title Le Nou
veau Testament de nostre Seigneur lesus Christ, Traduict de Latin en François, 
Par les Théologiens de Louvain.71' A printing privilege guaranteed him the exclu
sive right to print, sell and distribute both the Old and New Testaments translated 
from Latin into French by the “Louvain Theologians.” Chambers points out that 
only the omission of Benoist’s name and notes distinguished the 1573 edition 
from that of 1567. She notes further that “these theologians had nothing to do 
with the actual translation (Benoist’s); rather, they were the authorities who had 
approved Plantin’s 1567 NT” with minimal corrections.74

In 1578 Plantin published a complete Bible, which became known as the 
“Louvain Bible.” With regard to the Louvain Bible, Chambers states that “al
though there are some changes in the Benoist text, the most striking difference is 
the complete omission here of Benoist's name and of all notes other than Scrip
tural references.”75

Prior to this, meanwhile, the Sorbonne realized that neither the king nor par
liament nor Pierre de Gondi, Bishop of Paris, would implement the ban on the 
Benoist Bible. Consequently, it petitioned Pope Gregory XIII for endorsement of 
the censures. The entire dossier was submitted by Cardinal de Pelevé, Arch
bishop of Sens, and on October 3, 1575, the Pope completely forbade René 
Benoist’s translation “under pain of anathema and excommunication.” The Sor
bonne thought that it had thus exorcised Robert Stephanus’s spirit. It could not 
acknowledge that his specter reached beyond Paris to all of France.

Why was Louvain’s reaction so different? The explanation can be found in the 
preface to the 1547 Latin Bible, written by Jean Henten of Mechelen. (Henten 
was a Hieronymite who became a Dominican the following year.) He observes 
that the circulation of the Bible and the teaching of Scripture are the most fre
quently used ways to spread error among the people. The problem lies not so 
much in modifications to the text itself, but in the index, prefaces, marginal notes 
and summaries. There, even if only biblical expressions are used, the propagation 
o f error “ is all the more pernicious as one conceals venom in the honey he 
offers.”

There is no one w ho does not know, to give only one exam ple am ong many, 
what assiduous work and what expenses Robert Stephanus, royal printer at 
Paris whom  I name with praise, undertook in order to place at our disposition

72. Ibid., 381.
73. Louvain (French 1573).
74. Chambers, Bibliography, vol. 1 ,415.
75. Ibid., 422.
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Bibles that are carefully prepared and perfectly accurate . . .  And meanwhile de
ceitful Christians have influenced that courageous man, rapacious wolves dis
guised in lambs’ skin have swayed him particularly in the marginal notes, 
prefaces and indices. And since they have corrupted even the best books of the 
holy Scriptures and Catholic doctors with their additions, his Imperial Majesty 
had every reason to decide that these pernicious books, regardless of their lan
guage, ought to be removed from the hands of the people. In this domain, it is 
Bibles that occupy first place.76

He then explains that all Bibles that are in any respect contrary to the Christian 
religion have been removed from circulation by imperial order and that “we [= 
Henten and others?] have obeyed the order, on the advice and opinion of theolo
gians of this academy of Louvain, who are both the most respectable and the 
most learned, as well as exercising very astute judgment.’’ He then describes in 
detail the project represented by that edition: the Vulgate, used so long by the 
Church, must remain stable. Thus Henten and his collaborators procured the best 
editions of it (he lists here the edition in which Robert Stephanus mentioned 
many codices in the margins, that is the 1540 edition) and all the ancient manu
scripts they could find. By comparing them, they tried to return the Vulgate to its 
original purity, “without wanting to involve ourselves in trying to determine 
whether it always corresponds to the Hebrew and Greek texts.” We note in pass
ing that when R Manriquez, Master of the Holy Palace, reproduced Henten's edi
tion in Venice in 1571, the two references to Robert Stephanus disappeared from 
the preface.

The first edition of Jean Henten's revised Vulgate appeared in 1547, published 
by Barthélémy de Grave. The goal of the Louvain theologians was to implement 
the decree on the Vulgate published by the Council of Trent on April 8, 1546. 
With that in view, on November 9, 1546, emperor Charles V granted to “Barthé
lémy de Grave, sworn Printer of our University of Louvain . . . permission to 
print Bibles in three languages, Latin, French and Flemish . . .  approved by Mes
sieurs the Doctors of holy Theology at Louvain . . for three years.77 On May 9,
1546, the Theology Faculty o f Louvain had published an index of forbidden 
books that included many Bibles, as Henten mentioned. Consequently, Charles V 
charged the professors of that same Faculty to publish a Vulgate as quickly as 
possible, followed by translations in French and Flemish. The hasty revision of 
the Vulgate with which Henten was charged took nearly all its readings from the 
1532 and 1540 Stephanus Bibles.78 In 1574, Luc de Bruges completed a more 
thorough revision on behalf of the Louvain theologians, published by Plantin.

Barthélémy de Grave used his third printing privilege in 1548 to publish Den 
gheheelen B yb e l. . . Met grooter naersticheyt ende arheyt nu corts in duytsche

76. Ό (Louvain 1547), Preface.
77. Chambers, Bibliography, vol. 1, 168-69.
78. Quentin, Mémoire, 135-36.
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van nyews ouerghestelt wt den Latijnschen ouden te x t . . . onlancs te Loeuen by 
sekeren gheleerde wt beuel der Keyserlijcker Maiesteyt ghecorrigeert ende al- 
daer Ghedruct,79 This edition had been prepared by Claes van Winghe, regular 
canon at Louvain, under the supervision of Peter de Corte and Govaert Stryrode, 
professors at the university. It was based on the 1547 Vulgate edition, and was re
placed in 1553 by J. van der Haghen's edition published in Louvain by Antoine 
Marie Bergagne and frequently reprinted.80

Barthélémy de Grave’s second printing privilege concerned a French Bible. 
In 1550 he published La Saincte Bible nouuellement translatée de Latin en Fran
çois, selon I ’edition Latin, dernièrement imprimée à Louvain: Reueuë, corrigée 
& approuvée par gens sçavants, à ce deputez in collaboration with Bergagne and 
Jehan de Waen.81 This was a revision of the Bible of le Fèvre d ’Etaples, based on 
the Henten edition of the Vulgate and carried out by Nicolas de Leuze, under the 
supervision of Pierre de Corte. François de Larben also participated in the revi
sion. Darlow and Moule estimated the number of editions of this translation to 
be about 200.82 According to Chambers, on the other hand, it did not have any 
direct descendants, but it was Plantin’s 1578 edition that gave rise to all French 
Bibles that were not based on the Geneva text up until the end of the century.83 
And, as we have seen, the 1578 Plantin edition is René Benoist’s Bible, without 
his name or notes and with the addition of the approval of the Louvain theolo
gians. In the various Bibles that they published, the Louvanists continued to sup
press the weapons that the Reformers found in the notes. In this, they were at 
odds with Benoist, who had thought he could turn the weapons against their Re
formist creators.

Du Plessis d ’Argentré notes that Benoist’s French translation, after being 
“completely banned” by the brief of Gregory XIII, was expurgated by the Lou
vain theologians.84 It was reprinted frequently after 1582, the date when it first 
appeared with approvals from Paris theologians. Indeed, in 1581 two doctors of 
the Sorbonne approved it in the form in which the Louvain theologians had pub
lished it at Antwerp in 1578. In the edition published at Lyon in 1582 by Jean 
Pillehotte, these approvals appeared after the prefaces and the list of the books of 
the Bible.85 The royal privilege, dated August 28, 1581, states that this translation 
had now been “reviewed at the king’s wish by doctors in the Theology Faculty of 
Paris.” The first censor, interestingly enough, was “Frère Jacques Maistret, Doc
teur Théologien en la faculté de Paris, Evesque de Damas & Suffragant de Lyon.”

79. Louvain (Dutch 1548).
80. Louvain (Dutch 1553).
81. Louvain (French 1550).
82. Chambers. Bibliography, vol. 2, 387.
83. Ibid., vol. 1, 169 and 422-23 .
84. Argcntre, Collectio, vol. 2, 534.
85. Louvain (French 1582).
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He attested that “in this present Bible, translated, reviewed, and corrected by the 
Doctors in Theology at the University of Louvain,. . .  we have found nothing that 
is not good & Catholic, & accurately translated for use by Christians.” This was 
precisely the same Jacques Maistret, at the time still Prior of the Carmelite mon
astery at Lyon, who had been charged by the Theology Faculty to take to Rome “a 
large packet of books and papers wrapped in sealed cloths”: that is, the dossier of 
condemnation of René Benoist’s Bibles.86 It contained “those Geneva Bibles from 
which he had extracted almost everything, the Bibles [= of René Benoist] con
cerning which there is as much question for the first edition [1566] as for the sec
ond [1568] with our censures and transactions.”87 It appears that Maistret 
accomplished his task o f censorship a bit hastily. Otherwise, he would have no
ticed that the only censures from the Sorbonne in 1567 concerning Benoist’s 
translation (as opposed to his notes) pertained to Gen 4:13: “Then Cain said to the 
Lord, my sin is too great to be pardoned.” Jean Benoit’s censure was formulated as 
follows: “This translation of the sentence of the Vulgate ‘major est iniquitas mea, 
quam ut veniam merear' is perverted and the sentence, as is, is erroneous, hereti
cal and blasphemous and borrowed from the Geneva Bibles.” The last claim is 
correct. Benoist had indeed adopted the translation cited in the margin of the 1553 
Stephanus Bible. But Maistret should have noticed that the translation censured in 
1567 as “erroneous, heretical and blasphemous” had remained intact in the Bible 
where he concluded that he had “found nothing that is not good & Catholic.” 

Benoist accepted the Roman condemnation, while discreetly witnessing the 
clandestine success of his French Bible. The Theology Faculty reinstated him 
and he served as its dean from 1598 to 1607. In his position during this time, he 
demanded explanations and obtained retractions from several suspects. He had 
the Faculty condemn those who supported propositions that derogated the pas
toral ministry or the hierarchical order.88

6. The Châteillon Bible
A continuous, though often unacknowledged, strand joins the Serrières Bible 

to that of Louvain by way of Stephanus and Benoist. There was another sixteenth- 
century French Bible, one that was produced independently and never recditcd, 
that of Sébastien Châteillon. He was “the only really innovative 16th-century 
translator of the Bible into French.”89

Our principal source here is a work by F. Buisson, Sébastien Castellion, sa vie 
et son oeuvre. The quotations from his Bibles are taken from the Oporin edition for 
the Latin Bible,90 and from the only edition made of the French Bible, published

86. Argentrc. Collectio, vol. 2, 433-34 .
87. Ibid., 432.
88. See ibid., 534.
89. Chambers, Bibliography, [vol. 1 ], 221.
90. Châteillon (Latin 1556).
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in 1555 by Jean Hervage at Basel.91 As mentioned above,92 we have retained the 
spelling “Châteillon” because that is the spelling he and his sons used.

Sébastien Châteillon, originally from St. Martin en Bugey, began by studying 
Greek and Latin at Trinity College in Lyon. He then went to live near Calvin at 
Strasbourg. By that time (1540), Calvin, who had been banished from Geneva 
and was living in exile near Bucer, had opened the first French-language “Protes
tant seminary.” When he was recalled to Geneva in 1541, he named Châteillon, 
who was only 24 years old at the time, Regent of Rive College. There, with the 
help of two recent theology graduates, Châteillon taught his students classical 
languages and French. According to “L’ordre et manière d ’enseigner en la ville 
de Genève” (1538),

one of the regents abandons the usual solemnity of master, and fluently presents 
phrases from the Holy Scripture, from Latin into French, but while he does it, he 
constructs the text word by word, in the popular manner of teaching in the 
schools. Then, he introduces and presents the Latin in a simple way to the chil
dren, following the manner and order in which he had first presented it, and they 
translate into French, as each was able to retain and commit it to memory; any 
one of them will answer in turn until the end of a clause or sentence, and during 
this time the others readily go over it again in a vigorous and thoughtful way, 
preparing for the next turn. In this way the diversity of languages and books is 
presented, so that even children profit greatly from the Holy Scripture without 
study or work.93

This simultaneous teaching of Latin and French thus also served as an initiation 
to the Bible. Châteillon condensed the fruits of his approach into a small manual, 
“Dialogi sacri latino-gallici, ad linguas moresque puerorum formandos.” The 
four books o f these dialogues are divided in the following way: the first, made up 
o f 33 dialogues, ends with “Samson”; the second, with 39, goes up to “Sede- 
cias” ; the third, with 18 dialogues, goes from “Tobias” to “Veritas” (the disputed 
question of 3 Esdras 3 -4 ); and the fourth, with 47, goes from the Annunciation to 
the Last Judgment. As the title suggests, the manual consisted of dialogues of 
biblical characters in Classical Latin. Châteillon followed the biblical narrative 
fairly closely. The first edition appeared in Geneva in 1542-1543. In the first 
book, the Latin and a translation into simple, lively French are placed side by 
side. This manual enjoyed great success, and after some alteration and the 
removal of the French translation, it was frequently reprinted in Basel, Cologne, 
Lyon, Medina del Campo, Antwerp, and Leipzig.94 After Châteillon’s death, it 
appeared with his notes at Augsburg, Frankfort-am-Main, Leiden, Bremen,

91. Châteillon (French 1555).
92. P. 12 n. 28.
93. Buisson, Castellion , vol. 1, 148-50.
94. For example, Châteillon, D ialogi, in the bibliography.
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Tiibingen, and LlandafF; and without notes at Prague, Bautzen, London, Smal- 
cald, Magdeburg, Wittenberg, Lübeck, Heidelberg, Edinburg, Paris, Dublin. 
Debreczen, Kaschau, Pressburg (Bratislava), and Coburg. Finally, critical edi
tions of it appeared at the end of the seventeenth century and into the eighteenth 
at Leipzig, Frankfort, Giessen, and Basel.

Châteillon explained his project in a letter to the great teacher and humanist 
Mathurin Cordier: “I had extracted lively and enjoyable dialogues from the holy 
books of the Hebrews.”95 These dialogues were only a first attempt to have the 
biblical characters speak in real Latin and in the French of the time. Indeed, as 
early as September 11, 1542, Calvin wrote to Viret:

Learn now of our Sébastien’s fantasies: they contain material to make you laugh 
and to make you angry. He came to me three days ago and asked me if I would 
agree to allow his translation of the New Testament to be published. . . .  I an
swered that I did not wish to interfere with the printing, but that I was, neverthe
less, obliged to keep the promise I had made to Jean Girard, to examine and 
correct what required correction. He rejected this condition, but offered to come 
and read his manuscript to me at a time I would set. I warned him that never, 
even if he gave me 100 crowns, would I agree to meet at a fixed time and then 
spend up to two hours arguing about a single word. On that note he left, visibly 
troubled.96

The end of January 1544 marked the beginning of a conflict between Châteil
lon and Calvin. For two years, “Maître Bastian, regent of schools” had been re
questing a raise in salary from the Council o f Geneva. Because of the high cost of 
living, he was no longer able to retain the two theology graduates and assure the 
functioning of the college. When his request was rejected, Châteillon resigned 
from his post as regent and put forward his candidacy for the pastoral ministry. 
Calvin turned down the request because, in his opinion, Châteillon gave an erotic 
meaning to the Song of Songs and also

he could not share our view . . . regarding what we accept in the catechism con
cerning the descent of Christ into hell as signifying the crisis of consciousness 
he experiences in presenting himself on our behalf before the divine tribunal to 
expiate our sins by his death, transferring sufferings and curses onto himself.
. . .  He did not deny that the doctrine we profess is pious and holy; the question 
was whether that was really the meaning of the passage. At first we attempted to 
lead him to our opinion through reasoning. We refuted, as much as possible, the 
arguments that he presented to us. As that accomplished nothing, we finally 
tried another approach: we showed him . . . that in fact we were not passing cen
sure on churches that permitted another interpretation; our only concern was to 
avoid the serious difficulties that would arise from the diversity of explanations.

95. Buisson, Caslellion, vol. 1, 159 n. 1.
96. Ibid., 183.
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He responded that he was unwilling to promise what was contrary to his
conscience.97

The opposition between the two men remained latent until the first eruption 
took place the following May 30. Calvin informed Farel of it in these terms:

Our Sébastien has lashed out at us in as violent a tirade as possible. Yesterday 
there were about 60 people in the congregation for the informal explanation of 
Scripture. We were studying the passage, “in all things we commend ourselves 
as ministers of God, in much patience, etc.” [2 Cor 6:4ff.J He proceeded to 
weave an endless antithesis, showing at every point the contrast between us and 
the ministers of Christ. Here is his clever witticism: “Paul was a servant of God, 
we serve ourselves; he was very patient, we are very impatient; he spent his 
nights dedicating himself to the edification of the Church, we spend the night 
playing; he was sober, we are drunk; he was threatened by sedition, we are the 
seditionists; he was chaste, and we corrupt, he was imprisoned, and we im
prison whoever says a word against us. He made use of God’s power, we use the 
power of others. He suffered for the sake of others, we persecute the innocent.” 
What more need I say? In sum, a bloody attack. 1 remained silent for the mo
ment, so as not to start a heated discussion in front of strangers. But I filed a 
complaint with the trustees.98

On July 11, Châteillon gave up his post as regent and looked in vain for schol
arly work elsewhere in French-speaking Switzerland. In August he took refuge 
in Basel with the printer Oporin. In April 1545, Calvin wrote to Farel: “If you 
knew what that dog utters against me— I refer to Sébastien— you would find 
monks sweet and moderate by comparison . . . Now he is vomiting his venom 
with full force. He claims that my tyranny forced him to leave the ministry so 
that I could govern alone.”99 It was probably at that time that Châteillon began 
working as a printer’s corrector for Oporin. Until about 1553, when he became 
professor of Greek at the University of Basel, Châteillon lived in great poverty, 
with his family of eight children.

He devoted all his efforts to two translations of the Bible, first into Latin, then 
into French. The Latin Pentateuch appeared in August 1546, the Psalter in Sep
tember 1547, and finally the complete Bible, which had three editions in Châteil- 
lon’s lifetime: in 1551, 1554, and 1556.100 At the same time as the publication of 
the folio edition of the Bible, Oporin published a separate sextodecimo New 
Testament.

The order of books in Châteillon’s Bible was one of its distinctive features. 
Pagnini, in his 1527-1528 Latin translation, had taken the initiative of grouping

97. Ibid., 198.
98. Ibid., 210-11.
99. Ibid., 239.

100. Châteillon (Latin 1551).
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the “Libri Agyographi qui non sunt in Hebraeo inter Canonicos Libros” in a spe
cial class, between the “Vetus Instrumentum” and the “Evangelium secundum 
Matthaeum.” The reformers followed in his steps, naming the category “Apocry
phal Books.” But Châteillon broke with that tradition and placed the books in the 
classical order of the Vulgate. At the same time, however, he placed 1 Esdras im
mediately after Ezra-Nehemiah and 2 Esdras before the books of Maccabees, at 
the end of the Prophets. Beginning with the 1554 edition, he introduced the 
books of Maccabees with a summary of historical facts taken from Flavius Jose
phus’s Jewish Antiquities and The Jewish Wars. In so doing, he was returning to 
the old tradition of the Historia Scholastica o f Pierre le Mangeur and the his
torical Bibles. The additions from Josephus are printed in italics so that “whoever 
does not like this supplement need not read it.”

It is clear that Châteillon took care to be as thorough as possible in establishing 
the text. In his “notice to the readers,” he states that “for the books that exist in 
Hebrew, when we found something in the old Greek or Latin translation that did 
not exist in the Hebrew, we included it, marking such insertions with the letters G 
or L, while the letter H indicates the return to Hebrew. We did the same for the 
books translated from the Greek, when the Latin contained something not in the 
Greek.” Consequently, Esther 5 looks like a veritable patchwork, with seven ad
ditions from the Greek and two from the Latin. The translation o f Judith, for its 
part, indicates 117 additions from the Latin. The copious final notes (156 col
umns) mention numerous critical corrections made in the translated text.

Châteillon tried to eliminate all Hebraisms from his Latin, declaring that 
people who were attached to them would be better off reading the Hebrew. In the 
preface to his translation of the Pentateuch, he explains: “I have undertaken to 
have Moses speak in Latin as he would have expressed himself in that language, 
that is with as much facility and elegance as he has in Hebrew.” This effort to La
tinize the Bible had grammatical and lexical implications. The translator explains 
at the beginning of his notes that he made systematic use of indirect discourse, 
characteristic of Latin as opposed to Hebrew, and did not hesitate to decline all 
proper nouns according to traditional Latin forms. In his choice of words, at first 
(in the 1546 Pentateuch and in the first edition of his Bible) he used some daring 
substitutions: “genius” instead of “angelus,” “lavare, lavacrum” instead of “bap- 
tizare, baptismum,” “collegium” instead of “synagoga” and “respublica” instead 
of “ecclesia.” 101 But in his later editions Châteillon restored nearly all the old tran
scriptions of the Greek that had become traditional in the Latin of the Church.

This Latin translation is also characterized by daring transpositions founded 
on an audacious hermeneutic. So, in Gen 6:2, he translated □,ΠΙ7ΝΠ_·’32 as “hom- 
inum potentissimi” with the following note:

101. Buisson, Castellion , vol. 1 ,318.
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“the most powerful men.” The Hebrew has “the sons of the Gods.” But the He
brews often used nouns instead of adjectives, which are relatively rare in He
brew. “Sons of the Gods” is used, therefore, in the sense of “divine,” that is, 
“eminent.” In Ps 82, for example, the judges and those who govern are called 
“gods” or “divine,” and in Job 41 it is the powerful. Similarly, the French use 
the word “Dieu” to describe someone who excels in some way, like a “fire of 
God" for someone who is magnificent or a “man of God" for someone who is 
pious and religious. The Latins, too, speak of “the divine Plato.” As for the word 
“son,” it is often the equivalent of “man.” The “sons of Israel” are the Israelites 
or the males among the people. The “sons of man” are men. Similarly, the 
French say “enfant de Lyon" for a native of Lyon, “enfant de ville” for citizen, 
“enfant perdu” for someone in disgrace. The Greeks used the expression “son of 
the Achaeans” for Achaeans “and children of doctors” for doctors. It is in this 
sense that I have interpreted the expression “son of God” here. But if someone 
has an interpretation that is more accurate, I would not wish him to adopt mine. 
Indeed, these words are ambiguous and I, too, have doubts.

This mixture of daring and reserve makes Châteillon particularly engaging. 
When a more elaborate Latinization threatened to detract from the meaning, the 
translator kept the Hebrew phrasing. So, for “the mother of all the living” (Gen 
3:20) he notes: “For the Hebrews, men are sometimes designated with reference 
to life, whereas the Latins call them ‘mortals.’ But here, because of the name 
[Eve], they cannot be called ‘mortals.’ Besides, the word ‘living,’ used in speak
ing about human beings or God, has a richness of meaning that the word ‘mortal’ 
does not.”

Châteillon finished his Latin translation in 1550. He immediately began his 
French translation, which he completed in the spring of 1553. It was printed by 
Jean Hervage in March 1555.102 In contrast to the Latin Bible, aimed at an edu
cated readership, his French Bible was intended for the unlettered, the idiots as 
they were called in the language of the time. He explains himself in the “Fore
word concerning the translation”:

As for the fact that I did not give the reason for my translation in the notes in 
certain cases, as I did in the Latin, it is because it would have required many He
brew, Greek, and Latin words, and I am writing here for the French people for 
whom these languages which are so strange to them mean nothing. And when I 
write that I do not understand a particular passage, I do not wish to imply that I 
understand all the others; what I mean is that I understand a little in the others, 
while I grasp nothing in that passage. I also do it so that in certain passages 
people will not put too much trust in my translation. . . .  As for the language, I 
had in mind principally the simple people [idiots], and so I used common, 
simple language that was as understandable as I could make it. To achieve that 
goal, instead of using Greek or Latin words that would not be understood by

102. Châteillon (French 1555).
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simple people, I sometimes used French words, when I could find them; other
wise I created them from French when necessary, and did so in such a way that 
they could be easily understood after a person had been told once what they 
meant. For example, with regard to sacrifices I used the word brûlage instead of 
holocaust, knowing that a simple person [idiot] would not know, nor remember, 
what a holocaust is. But if it is explained that a brûlage is a sacrifice in which 
one burns [brûle] the sacrifice, he will soon remember the new word because of 
the word brûler, which he already understands.103

Châteillon then asks that people let him know or let the readers know about any 
errors that may be contained in his translation, “especially if it is a dangerous 
error,” and he concludes by saying: “However long I have worked at this task, by 
the grace of God, continually, at great leisure, in good health, and with great 
spirit, all the same, please God, if I find an error, whether discovered by someone 
else or found in another way, I will take pains, with God’s help, to correct it. If 
another, better translation is done, I hope that this one will happily give up its 
place.”

Châteillon’s translation was a completely new work. The Geneva Bible, by 
contrast, was the fruit of numerous reworkings, since it goes back by way of the 
Serrières Bible to Le Fèvre d ’Etaples. That is why, even today, the Châteillon 
Bible appears much more lively and dynamic than the 1553 Stephanus Bible. The 
passage about Rachel’s death (Gen 35:16-18) illustrates the difference between 
the two translators. Stephanus translated:

En après ils partirent de Beth-el, et y avait encore environ une demi lieue de 
pays pour venir en Ephratha. Lors Rachel enfanta, et eut difficulté en son en
fantement. Et comme elle était au travail de son enfantement, la sage femme lui 
dit: Ne crains point, car ce te sera encore ici un fils. Et au département de son 
âme, quand elle mourait, elle appela son nom Ben-oni.

Châteillon’s version:

Et quand ils furent partis de Bethel, et furent venus à une dînée près d’Ephrata, 
Rachel enfanta, et enfanta à grand peine. Et comme elle avait beaucoup de 
peine d’enfanter, la sage femme lui dit: N'aie peur, car c'est encore un fils. Mais 
elle, en rendant l’âme (car elle en mourut), le nomma Benoni.

Because of its style, this translation should have become a great French clas
sic. But it enjoyed only limited circulation. Beza and Calvin, in the preface to a 
new edition of their New Testament published October 10, 1559, warned their 
readers against Châteillon’s translations:

As for Sébastien Chastillon, a man so well known in this church, as much by his 
ingratitude and impudence as by the trouble we have taken to try to set him on

103. Ibid., Foreword.
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the right path, we would be obliged not only to silence his name (as we have 
done until now) but also to warn all Christians to be on their guard against such 
a person as an instrument chosen by Satan to amuse fickle and indiscreet spirits. 
Certainly, if there ever existed proof of ignorance together with the shameless 
audacity to toy with the holy Scripture and expose it to derision, it would be 
found in the translations and writings of the man against whom we bring testi
mony, to our great regret.104

Relations between Calvin and Châteillon deteriorated still further after Châteil
lon published the “Treatise of the Heretics” (1554),105 under the pseudonym 
Martin Bellie, in response to the execution of Michael Servetus (October 27, 
1553). He reproached the Evangelicals, whose brothers had died as martyrs at 
the stake, for stoking the fires in turn to burn those they judged to be heretics. 
Châteillon’s protest against the condemnation of Servetus led Calvin to say 
about him in 1555: “He is so perverse in his complete impiety that I would a hun
dred times rather be a papist.” 106 Meanwhile, Calvin insisted that French-speak
ing Calvinists use only one translation. As a result, it was not until 1644 that a 
new translation appeared in Geneva, that of Diodati, after thirty years o f opposi
tion from the Company of Pastors.

From the French point of view, Châteillon was a Protestant, but Geneva had 
blacklisted him and he was living meagerly as a refugee in Basel in a Germanic 
milieu. In this threeway isolation it is easy to see why his translation was not ac
cessible to the French public. This fact prevented his neologisms (like brûlage) 
from taking hold. Today they are still considered oddities. In other circumstances, 
they would have created an authentically French biblical vocabulary. Even 
though he denounced these oddities, Richard Sim on107 considered Châteillon 
“much more learned in languages . . . than the Geneva doctors.” He thought that 
“Theodore Beza and his colleagues, who could not tolerate the idea of any French 
biblical translation other than the one they had published . . . gave obvious signs 
of their jealousy in not doing justice to Castalio, whose abilities were much 
greater than theirs.” According to O. Douen, general secretary of the Bible Soci
ety of France when Buisson published his study of Châteillon, his French Bible

surpasses Calvin’s revision in both essence and form in many passages . . . and 
there are traces of its positive influence on the later revisions, which would have 
profited by being even further influenced by them. In a perusal that is by no 
means complete, we have identified 95 passages that can be cited with certainty 
as improvements introduced by Castalion and which gained a definitive place in 
our Protestant Bibles, in spite of all the obstacles against him and his work. His

104. Buisson, Castellion, vol. 2, 251.
105. Châteillon, De haereticis.
106. Buisson, Castellion, vol. 2, 61.
107. Simon, Histoire (VT), 349.
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French version shows considerable progress over that of 1553 in terms of the 
understanding of the text, and even more progress in terms of language.108

Despite these qualities, Châteillon's French Bible remains unknown today.
For the moment, we will interrupt the history of the French Bible. At the end 

of this overview of sixteenth-century Bibles we will return to the 1588 revision 
of the Geneva Bible by the “Pastors and Professors” of that city. That Bible 
makes use o f Latin sources, which exercised a direct influence on it; these 
sources will be presented as part of the history of the English Bible.

C. The English Bible

General studies of the history o f the English Bible, for example, S. L. Green- 
slade’s “English Versions of the Bible a .d . 1525-1611,”109 allow us to dispense 
with retracing its stages. We will limit ourselves to examining the sources used 
by the various translators and revisers.

1. The Coverdale Bible
Our comments here are based on the facsimile edition, The Coverdale Bible, 

1535, published with an introduction by Greenslade.110 Coverdale was the first to 
publish a complete Bible in English (in 1535). On the original title page, he 
spoke of his Bible as “faithfully and truly translated out of Douche and Latyn in 
to Englishe.” In his prcfacc addressed to Henry VIII, he states: “I have nether 
wrested nor altered so moch as one worde for the mayntenaunce of any maner of 
secte: but have with a cleare conscience purely and faythfully translated this out 
of fyve sundry interpreters, havyng onely the manyfest trueth of the scripture be
fore myne eyes.” In his Prologue addressed “unto the Christen reader,” he ex
plains:

“to helpe me herin, I have had sondrye translacions, not onely in latyn, but also 
of the Douche interpreters: whom (because of theyr synguler gyftes & speciall 
diligence in the Bible) I have ben the more glad to folowe for the most parte, ac- 
cordynge as I was requyred. But to saye the trueth before God, it was nether my 
laboure ner desyre, to have this worke put in my hande: nevertheles it greved 
me the other nacyons shulde be more plenteously provyded for with the scrip
ture in theyr mother tongue, then we.”

What are the five translations on which Coverdale based his Bible? Pollard 
agrees with Greenslade on four of them: in German, the Luther and Zurich trans
lations; in Latin, the Vulgate and Pagnini.111 In Pollard’s opinion, the fifth was

108. Buisson, Castellion, vol. 1, 435-36 .
109. Greenslade, “English.”
110. Coverdale (1535).
111. Pollard. Records, 12; Greenslade in Coverdale (1535), 14.
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the New Testament and Pentateuch translated and published by Tyndale. Green- 
slade also tended toward this conclusion, but points out that Coverdale mentions 
only German and Latin. The fifth, then, may have been Erasmus’s Latin transla
tion of the New Testament. However, it appears that Coverdale made little use of 
it. Perhaps he was referring to the German translation of the Prophets published 
in 1527 by Hätzer and Denck in Worms. Undoubtedly he considered it self- 
evident that he would use those parts of Tyndale’s translation that had already 
been published. Our own analysis confirms the conclusions of various recent 
studies, that even though he based his work on Tyndale, he made many modifi
cations, most frequently according to the 1531 Zurich Bible. Tyndale, for his 
part, even though he knew Hebrew, relied primarily on Luther and Pagnini for 
his translation of the Pentateuch, which was published January 17, 1530.

Coverdale thus did not use the Hebrew directly, and his translation was super
seded by other Bibles that were more closely linked to the original languages. For 
that reason we do not refer to it in the body of this work.

According to Greenslade, Coverdale’s Bible was printed October 4, 1535, 
probably in Cologne by Cervicorn and Soter. Peter Quentel prepared the main 
part of the work, and James Nicolson, a Dutchman established at Southwark, 
made the final changes. Anne Boleyn’s fall from favor and subsequent execution 
(May 19, 1536) prevented Thomas Cromwell from publishing in his “Injunc
tions” o f July 1536 an ordinance requiring that, after August 1, every parish 
church make the complete Bible in Latin and English available to the faithful. All 
the same, the Coverdale Bible sold well— Nicolson reprinted it twice in 1537.

2. Thomas M atthew’s Bible and the Great Bible
Tyndale was arrested in Antwerp by Charles V ’s officers and executed Octo

ber 6, 1536. This learned man, competent in Greek and Hebrew, had meanwhile 
managed to complete his translation o f the Old Testament up to the end of Chron
icles. His translation then passed into the hands of his friend John Rogers. Under 
the pseudonym “Thomas Matthew” Rogers had a new Bible printed in Antwerp, 
for which Cranmer had obtained the king’s authorization.112 It included Tyn
dale’s translation from the beginning of Genesis to the end of Chronicles, as well 
as his New Testament. The rest was Coverdale’s. The originality of the Rogers 
Bible lay primarily in the many reading aids (summaries, tables, index and more 
than 2,000 notes) taken for the most part from the French Bibles of Le Fèvre 
d ’Etaples and Olivétan, and from numerous commentators. The Bible as a whole 
had a decidedly Protestant tone.

On September 5, 1538, Henry VIII published an “Injunction” intended for the 
clergy. He ordered them to place in every parish church “one book of the whole 
Bible of the largest volume in English.” Half the expenses for the project would

112. Rogers (1537).
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fall on parishioners. This injunction required the printing of a large number of Bi
bles. For that reason Cromwell, with the agreement of Cranmer, charged Cover- 
dale with the preparation of a new “Great Bible.” It was printed in Paris by 
François Regnault, under editorship of Richard Grafton and Edward Whitchurch, 
who had the authorization of François I. However, the notes of the “Matthew 
Bible” had caused a scandal among the English bishops. As a result, on Novem
ber 16, 1538, Henry VIII issued a proclamation forbidding the publication of an
notated Bibles without his explicit approval. Coverdale thus removed the notes of 
the Matthew Bible, just to be safe. For his Old Testament revision, he was par
ticularly helped by Sébastien Miinster’s Latin and Hebrew Bible published in 
1534-1535. As relations between France and England became strained, the In
quisition confiscated the printed pages from Regnault and deposited them at the 
University of Paris. The confiscation lasted from December 17, 1538 to Novem
ber 1539.113 The publication of the Bible apparently took place at the beginning 
of 1540, and by December 1541 there was a total of seven editions.114 The sec
ond, third, fifth, and seventh editions noted on their title page: “This is the Bible 
appoynted to the use of the churches.” Indeed, in spite of Cromwell's execution in 
July 1540, Henry VIII renewed his injunction in May 1541: By All Saints Day, 
every parish was to have placed the Bible at the disposition o f its parishioners, 
under pain of a fine of 40 shillings per month. Nevertheless, from December 1541 
to the end of Henry VIII’s reign in 1547, there were no more editions of English 
Bibles. This is probably due to the fact that, during the Convocation of January 
1542, the majority of the participants thought it desirable to bring the English 
Bible into greater harmony with the Vulgate. According to Gardiner, about 100 
words required Latinization. This revision work was first entrusted to bishops and 
learned people, and was later transferred to the universities. The project did not 
amount to anything, apparently in fulfillment of a secret request from Cranmer.115

Under Edward VI there were numerous editions of the Great Bible and of 
those that had preceded it.

3. The Geneva Bible (Ge)
Under Mary Tudor no Bibles were published in England. Many were de

stroyed, even without publication of a formal interdiction of Bibles in the vernac
ular. However, a number of scholars who took refuge in Geneva and gathered 
around William Whittingham prepared an extensive revision of the English 
Bible. This Bible, printed by Rowland Hall, was first published in Geneva in 
1560. There were three features, in particular, that contributed to its success. 
First, it was a quarto edition, which facilitated its domestic use, in contrast to the 
enormous church Bibles previously published. Second, it was the first English
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Bible to have numbered verses. Third, it was the first to be printed in Roman 
characters instead of Gothic. For these two innovations, the editors were inspired 
by Robert Stephanus’s Geneva Bibles. Stephanus’s Bibles were also the source 
of most of the corrections made in this revision of the “Great Bible.”

To begin with, Stephanus’s Latin Bible of 1557 exerted a great influence on 
the editors. Its title and subtitle are: Biblia Utriusque Testamenti: De quorum 
nova interpretatione et copiosissimis in earn annotationibus lege quam in limine 
operis habes epistolam. The New Testament, translated and annotated by The
odore Beza, is dated 1556 on its title page, and March I, 1557, in its colophon. 
The notes on the Apocrypha are Claude Baduel’s, who followed the Alcala poly
glot closely for the Latin translation. Robert Stephanus concentrated his efforts 
on the canonical books of the Old Testament (dated 1557). In his letter to the “pi
ous and truly Christian reader,” he explained that he undertook this edition be
cause he finally had most of the tools he needed. In the 1545 edition, he gives two 
Latin translations and notes. But the format (folio) and content differed. The Vul
gate, printed in small letters, has only parallels in the margin. His later Vulgate 
text integrated the marginal readings, with their witnesses, from the 1540 and 
1546 editions. The new translation— which occupies first place here— is no 
longer, as in 1545, Leo Juda’s, but Santes Pagnini’s, “which everyone agrees is 
preferable, being the most faithful.” Stephanus claims to have obtained two 
copies o f the first edition of that translation, corrected and revised by the trans
lator himself. He also uses Pagnini’s Old Testament annotations. Then, in a more 
detailed manner than in 1545, he states that he reviewed the notes from Vatable’s 
course. They had been taken by Bertin, who then succeeded Vatable in teaching 
the course. Vatable’s teaching was based on Pagnini’s translation. At times, how
ever, he would distance himself from a translation after analyzing it. For that 
reason Stephanus first revised Pagnini’s translation based on Pagnini’s own cor
rections, then based on Vatable’s opinions. Nevertheless he retained Hebraisms, 
as Pagnini had done. The notes had at least four different sources. The first two 
were the notes taken during Vatable’s course and Pagnini's original annotations. 
Then Stephanus clarified the Hebraisms in the text, basing his explanations prin
cipally on Pagnini’s Thesaurus. Finally, for the difficult passages, he added inter
pretations of various Jewish and Christian commentators. The presentation of 
Pagnini’s translation contains two unique characteristics. First, Stephanus indi
cated words that had no direct Hebrew counterpart, a practice started by the Zu
rich and Serrières Bibles, in a more systematic way, with smaller, cursive 
characters. Then he enabled a more accurate pronunciation of the proper names 
by inserting Hebrew letters in their transcriptions in order to make up for the de
ficiencies of the Latin letters. We may conclude from all this that the editors of 
the Critici Sacri were mistaken when they attributed the eclectic ensemble of 
notes for the 1557 Bible to “Vatable.” They would have been more accurate if 
they had published the notes in the 1545 Bible under his name, because those
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notes apparently depended on only two sources, Vatable and notes from Stepha
nus’s earlier Bibles.

The 1557 Bible and the French Bible published by Stephanus in 1553 are the 
two primary sources on which the 1560 Geneva Bible depends for the character
istic elements of its text and notes. This can be demonstrated in several difficult 
passages from Jacob’s blessing of his sons (Gen 49).

The 1540 Great Bible translates 49:3: “Ruben myne eldest sonne, thou art my 
myghte and the beginnynge of my strength, the noblenesse of dignyte and the 
noblenesse of power.’’ Geneva (Ge) corrects only the two uses of “noblenesse” to 
“excellencie,” which no previous English Bible had used here. This correction is 
based on Pagnini’s 1557 translation: “excellentia dignitatis, & excellentia robo- 
ris.” In fact, his 1527 edition had “excellentia, dignitas, & excellentia fortis” and 
the 1542 edition had “excellens dignitate, & excellens fortitudine.”

Tyndale rendered the first two words of v. 4 with “As unstable as water.” The 
translation “unstable as water” survived in the 1540 Great Bible, the 1602 Bish
ops’ Bible, the KJV, and the RSV. Coverdale had translated the first word, “Thou 
passest forth swiftly,” in which, in spite of the facilitating change to second per
son, we can recognize the Zurich Bible (1531): “Er fart eylets schnäll dahin.” Ge 
has "Thou wast light.” As Stephanus’s annotation recommends, it translates the 
Hebraism “Levitas fu it  tibi,” found in Pagnini’s translation in the 1557 Bible. The 
1527 edition had the erroneous reading “Levi (sicut aqua),” while the 1542 edi
tion had “Labilis (ut aqua),” which corresponds quite closely to Tyndale’s trans
lation.

Tyndale then translated “(Thou shalt therfore not) be the chefest.” Coverdale, 
the 1540 Great Bible, and the 1602 Bishops’ Bible retained the reading, omitting 
“therfore.” Ge corrected this to “(thou shalt not) be excellent,” which corresponds 
to “non excelles” of Pagnini (1557)— the 1527 and 1542 editions read “non habe- 
bis exellentiam."

Then Ge reads: “because thou wentest up to thy fathers bed,” which is the 
translation of the 1540 Great Bible, and “then didest thou defile my bed," which 
corresponds to “Even then dyddest thou defyle it” of the Great Bible.

The greatest difficulty in the Blessing of Reuben lies in the last word of v. 4: 
nVy. The Vulgate did not translate it, thus prompting a variety o f interpretations. 
Tyndale offered “With goynge uppe” (retained by Coverdale and by the 1602 
Bishops’ Bible). This came from Luther and Zurich: “mit dem auffsteygen.” The 
1540 Great Bible has “and it was no more my couche,” a reading that Coverdale 
borrowed from Miinster (1534): "& stratum meum esse desiit” . Ge reads “thy 
dignitie is gone,” from the 1553 Bible “& la dignité s’en est allée” and from a 
note in the 1557 Bible: “nVi? Ad verbum, ascendit, id est abiit & evanuit . . . 
sensus est, dilapsam esse, ac extinctam excellentiam Ruben.” The KJV translates 
“he went up to my couch,” following Tremellius’s translation “stratum meum as
cendit,” considering it an apostrophe that Jacob addresses to his other sons.
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Tyndale translated the beginning o f v. 11 “He shall bynde his foie unto the 
vine, and his asses colt unto the vyne braunche.” The last four words render 
rtjn&V. The 1540 Great Bible and the 1602 Bishops' Bible simply omit the word 
“vyne,” consistent with M ünster’s “& ad palmitem.” Coverdale translated “to the 
noble braunch,” in which we can recognize “an den edlen reben” of Luther and 
Zurich. Ge has “Unto the best vine,” based on Pagnini’s “ad vitem optimum” in 
the 1557 edition. The 1527 edition read “et ramum" and the 1542 “et ad ramum.” 

Tyndale translated v. 12 as “his eyes are roudier than vyne, and his teeth 
whitter then mylke.” This interpretation of the two occurrences of the preposition 

as comparatives is also found in Coverdale and in the 1540 Great Bible. But 
Ge translates “His eyes shalbe red with wine, and hys tethe white with milke.” 
This interpretation of the prepositions as causatives comes from the 1553 Bible: 
“Ayant les yeux vermeils de vin, & les dents blanches de lait,” and from the notes 
in the 1557 Bible: “Rubescent etiam oculi virorum Juda ab ipso vino, tanta abun- 
dantia vinum proferret terra ilia: quin & lactis in ea tribu tanta erit copia, ut 
dentes ipsius ex frequenti ejus usu sint albicaturi.” The translation “with" would 
be retained by the 1602 Bishops' Bible, the KJV, and the RSV.

Tyndale rendered the beginning of v. 21 as “Nepthali is a swyft hynde," a 
translation retained by Coverdale and by the 1540 Great Bible. Here we recog
nize “Naphthali ist ein schneller hirs” from Luther and Zurich. Ge preferred 
“Naphtali shalbe a hynde let go,” which is Pagnini’s translation “cerva dimissa,” 
interpreted according to the first meaning proposed by the note in the 1557 Bible: 
“id est quae venatione capta non occiditur.” The 1602 Bishops’ Bible would read 
“a hinde sent for a present.” That is the second meaning proposed in the same 
note: “Alii vertunt ‘cerva missa,’ subauditur: ‘ad aliquem principem,’ quae solet 
esse pulcherrima.” The continuation of this note may have prompted Ge to cor
rect the Great Bible: “Putant quidam laudari celeritatem in tribu Nephthali: at 
doctioribus alius sensus magis probatur.”

Tyndale translated the second part of v. 22 as “the doughters come forth to here 
ruele.” This comes from Luther: “die tochter tretten eynher ym regiment.” Cover
dale preferred “the doughters go upon the wall,” inspired by the Zurich Bible’s 
“die töchtern gond här auff den mauren.” The 1540 Great Bible with “the daugh
ters ran upon the wall,” was altered in accordance with M ünster’s “filiae discur- 
rerunt super murum.” Ge corrected this to "the smale boughes shal runne upon the 
wall,” suggested by a note in the 1557 Bible: “Doctiores non interpretantur con- 
cursum fore virginum super muros, quas illexerit arboris conspectus: sed contin- 
uam esse metaphoram scribunt, ramusculos filias vocari existimantes.”

In v. 24, after “the myghtye God of Jacob,” Tyndale added, “out of him shall 
come an herde man a stone in Israel,” a translation that would be retained by the 
1540 Great Bible and by the 1602 Bishops’ Bible. Coverdale puts this expres
sion in the plural: “O f him are come herdmen & stones in Israel,” which corre
sponds to Luther’s “Aus jnen sind komen Hirten, und Steine in Israel.” Ge 
corrects this to “of whome was the feeder appointed by the stone of Israel,” with
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a note on “stone” : “That is, God.” The 1557 Bible had “unde pascens lapidem 
Israel.” In the note, Stephanus explains, “Alii vertunt ‘pastor lapidis’ in genitivo: 
lapidem accipientes pro familia. Doctiores ad Deum referunt qui pastoris munus 
servo suo injunxit.” The KJV corrects this passage to “From thence is the shep
herd, the stone of Israel,” under the influence of Tremellius: “unde fu it  pastor & 
lapis Jisraëlis,” which is explained by the note “id est, a Deo ipso eodem evectus 
est eo usque, ut victum Aegyptiis et aliis gentibus suppeditaverit, fueritque Isra- 
elitis lapis perfugii.”

In the last three cases, Ge adopts the interpretation that the annotations of the 
1557 Bible attributed to the “doctiores.” These few examples demonstrate that 
Tyndale’s translation, founded mainly on Luther, served as a basis for those that 
followed it. We note also the close link between the Coverdale Bible and that of 
Zurich (and, secondarily, to that of Luther); between the Great Bible and Miin- 
ster; between Ge and the Bishops’ Bible and the very rich contributions of 
Stephanus (especially in his 1557 Bible); and finally, between the KJV and 
Tremellius.

The Geneva Bible never received any official authorization, but it became ex
tremely popular, superseding even the other Bibles in the Scottish Church. It was 
the Bible of Shakespeare, and of most of the families, including the Puritans, that 
settled in New England. Between 1560 and 1644, it or its NT was issued in at 
least 140 editions. O f all the English Bibles, it was the one that competed for the 
longest time with the King James Version.

4. The King James Version (KJV)

After Elizabeth succeeded to the throne, she renewed her father’s injunction 
that “a copy of the complete Bible of the largest format in English” be made 
available to the faithful in every church. Considering the number required, a new 
edition was necessary. Parker revived Cranmer’s plan, which had failed in the fi
nal years of Henry VIII’s reign, of parceling out the books of the Bible among the 
bishops and several other prelates for revision. On October 5, 1568, with the first 
copy of the revised Bible (which would receive the name Bishops’ Bible), Parker 
explained to the Queen the principles that had governed the revision. They had 
departed from the Great Bible only where it disagreed with the original Greek or 
Hebrew. In order to follow the original languages more faithfully, the revisers 
made use of Pagnini (most likely in the 1557 Stephanus edition) and Münster. 
They refrained from aggressive or polemical notes, in an implicit criticism of 
Tyndale’s New Testament, the “Thomas Matthew” Bible, and the Geneva Bible. 
Those sections that were considered not sufficiently edifying for public reading 
were indicated with a mark. Finally, euphemisms were substituted for words that, 
in earlier Bibles, might shock the reader as obscene or inappropriate.116 To the

116. Pollard. Records, 297-98.
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day he died (May 17, 1575) Archbishop Parker apparently prevented the printing 
of the Geneva Bible in England,117 with the intention of facilitating the dissemi
nation of the Bishops’ Bible. But after that date, the Geneva Bible spread widely, 
so much so that Puritans as well as prelates soon felt the drawbacks of a situation 
where the Bible that was read at home did not correspond to the one that was read 
in church.

In January 1604, James I convened a conference at Hampton Court to hear the 
complaints of the Puritans and consider possible responses. The meeting at 
which it was decided to undertake a new translation of the Bible was described 
by William Barlow, dean of Chester.118 The two initiators of the project were 
Dr. John Reynolds, spokesperson for the Puritans and president of Corpus Christi 
College at Oxford, and the King himself. Reynolds pointed out three cases where 
the official Bibles in use at the time were not faithful to the original Greek and 
Hebrew:

• In Gal 4:25 “bordreth" expresses neither the force of the word συστοιχεΐ, nor 
the meaning intended by the apostle, nor the role o f that word in its context. 
The KJV would choose the Ge translation “answereth.”

• In Ps 105:28 the official Bibles read "they were not obedient,” while the origi
nal reads “they were not disobedient.” This was G e’s reading, but the KJV 
would choose “they rebelled not.”

• In Ps 106:30, the official Bibles translated “Then stood up Phinees and 
prayed,” in contrast to the original “and executed judgment.” Again this was 
the Ge reading, which the K JV  would duplicate.

The bishop of London remarked that it was not possible to take every opinion 
into account without constantly redoing the translation. The King then expressed 
his desire that special efforts be made to arrive at a uniform translation. He de
clared that he had not yet seen a Bible well translated into English, but the worst 
of them, in His M ajesty’s opinion, was the Geneva translation. The work should 
be done by the best scholars of the two universities, then revised by the bishops 
and the most learned Church members and presented to the Privy Council, and fi
nally ratified by royal authority, so that the whole Church would be obliged to use 
that Bible and no other. In response to a remark by the bishop of London, the 
king forbade the inclusion of marginal notes. Indeed, in a Geneva Bible that an 
English dame had given him, he had noticed several very tendentious, false and 
seditious notes, giving evidence of dangerous and perfidious ideas. For example, 
in Exod 1:19, the marginal note permitted disobedience to the kings, and in 2 Chr 
15:16 the note reproached Asa for merely deposing his mother and not killing

117. Ibid., 39 -40 .
118. Ibid., 4 6 -47 .
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• In Exod 1:19, regarding the disobedience of the wise women to the orders of 
Pharaoh, Ge did indeed note: “Their disobedience herein was lawful.”

• In 2 Chr 15:16, Ge states: “herein he shewed that he lacked zeale: for she oght 
to have dyed bothe by the covenant and by the Lawe of God: but he gave 
place to foolish pitie.” It is understandable that the note disturbed the king.

The Puritans and the king thus agreed on the necessity for a new translation. But, 
while they saw the Geneva Bible as the model to follow, the king wanted that 
Bible to disappear because its notes constituted a threat to his authority.

The dean of Westminster and the royal Hebrew professors of Oxford and 
Cambridge suggested the names of translators, and six teams, each with seven to 
ten members, were assembled. Of the two Westminster teams, one had charge of 
Genesis to 2 Kings, the other of the Pauline Epistles and the Canonical Epistles. 
Of the Cambridge teams, one worked on the Old Testament from 1 Chronicles to 
Qohelet and the other on all the Apocryphal books. Finally, one Oxford team 
took the Prophets and Lamentations, and the other the Gospels, Acts and Revela
tion. At the end of four years (two of individual work and two of group work), 
when the teams had finished their work, two delegates from each assembled in 
London as a committee of twelve members, to revise the translation and assure 
its consistency. They worked for 39 weeks. Bilson, bishop of Winchester, and 
Miles Smith, future bishop of Gloucester, supplied the finishing touches. Ban
croft, bishop of London, who had at first shown little enthusiasm for Reynolds’s 
project, managed an additional fourteen last-minute changes to the translation.

The essence of the revision consisted in integrating into the Bishops’ Bible the 
best elements o f the Geneva Bible. However, the translators also had recourse to 
all earlier English Bibles, often even giving weight to findings of Tyndale that 
had not made their way into any Bible. They omitted all marginal notes except 
biblical parallels, more literal translations o f the Hebrew, and a number of alter
native interpretations. Among the sources that were not yet available when the 
Geneva Bible was being prepared, the one that the creators of the King James 
translation used most was the Latin translation of Tremellius and Junius.

Emanuele Tremellio, a Jew born in Ferrare in 1510, converted to Christianity 
and was baptized in 1540. He fled Italy in 1542 with the reformer Peter Martyr 
Vermigli, and taught Hebrew at Cambridge in 1549. In 1559, he was appointed 
tutor of the son of the duke of Zweibrücken, and obtained a chair at the Univer
sity of Heidelberg in 1561. He began his Latin translation of the Bible in 1571. 
François du Jon (Junius) assisted him and also translated the Apocrypha. For the 
New Testament, Theodore Beza’s translation, which Stephanus had used in his 
1557 Bible, and Tremellius’s translation from the Syriac were printed side by 
side. The Old Testament translation is the work of Tremellius, and it remained in
tact through the third edition, published by Henry Midleton in London in 1585. 
Then Junius made unfortunate alterations to it in the editions that appeared in 
Geneva in 1590 and Hanau in 1596. Tremellius translated the Hebrew quite
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closely. However, when a literal translation was unintelligible, he placed it in the 
margin and gave the text a more Latin turn. The translation is enriched by many 
exegetical notes explaining the meaning and reasons for the interpretations. Like 
Stephanus’s 1557 edition and like the Geneva Bible, this one utilizes italics for 
words of the text that have no direct counterpart in the original language, a pro
cedure that the King James Version would also follow until it was discontinued in 
the RSV.

In certain difficult passages, the influence of Tremellius’s translation on the 
KJV is obvious, as some examples from Genesis demonstrate. In 3:4b, according 
to Tyndale, the serpent says to the woman: “tush ye shall not dye,” to which 
Coverdale adds “the death.” The 1540 Great Bible and the 1602 Bishops' Bible 
follow Coverdale, but omit “tush.” Ge translates “Ye shall not dye at all,” which 
corresponds to a note in Stephanus’s 1557 Bible: “Hebraismum sic quidam red- 
dunt, Nequaquam moriemini,” the reading found in the Vulgate. Here the KJV 
breaks with its predecessors and reads, “Ye shall not surely die.” This modifica
tion can be traced to a note in Tremellius: “Satanas . . .  ex dubitandi particula qua 
usa est Cheva, infert non esse certum mortem secuturam . . .  : non enim dicit 
moriendo non moriemini, id est, utique non m oriem ini. . .  sed inverso vocum or- 
dine, tantum negat mortis certitudinem.”

In 4:22, Tyndale presents Tubal-Cain as “a worker in metall and a father of all 
that grave in brasse and yeron.” Coverdale corrects it to “a worker in all con- 
nynge points of metall & yron.” The 1560 Great Bible and the 1602 Bishops’ 
Bible prefer “which wrought cunningly every craft of brasse and of yron.” Ge 
merely changed “which” to “who.” The KJV departs from these translations with 
“an instructor of every artificer in brass and iron.” This follows Tremellius, who 
translated “qui erudivit omnem fabrum aerarium & ferrarium,” and noted that the 
complement of “qui acuit” is the artisans and not the metals.

In 22:14 Tyndale renders the saying as “in the mounte will the LORde be 
sene,” which is Pagnini's 1527 translation “ in monte Dominus videbitur.” This 
translation was preserved in the 1540 Great Bible, the Geneva Bible, and the 
1602 Bishops’ Bible. Coverdale preferred “Upon the mountayne shal the 
LORDE provyde,” perhaps inspired by Jerome or Nicholas of Lyra. Here again, 
the KJV breaks from previous translations, reading: “In the mount of the LORD 
it shall be seen.” The idea of making the Tetragrammaton a genitive of the pre
ceding word came from Tremellius: “in monte Jehovae providebitur.”

We have already seen, in connection with Ge, the characteristic case of the fi
nal word in 49:4. Throughout this work these examples will be supplemented by 
many others.

Several remarks can be made to conclude this brief study of the sources of the 
English Bible. First, its development took place after that of the German and 
French Bibles. In the Old Testament, while it used the German and Latin transla
tions as means of access to the Hebrew text, it chose these intermediaries with



Origins o f  the Corrections 217

excellent discernment. Second, the numerous revisions prompted by the tortuous 
history of the beginnings o f the Anglican church permitted a continuing improve
ment of the English Bible culminating with the KJV, the most accomplished 
product of sixteenth-century biblical research. The German Bible, in contrast, for 
a long time remained fixed in the form that Luther had given it.

D. The Bible o f  the Pastors and Professors o f  the Geneva Church

A revision of the Geneva Bible appeared in 1588, offering numerous innova
tions. It was subtitled le tout reueu & conféré sur les textes hebrieux A  grecs par  
les pasteurs & professeurs de l'Eglise de Geneue (“Entirely revised and com
pared with the Hebrew and Greek texts by the Pastors and Professors of the 
Geneva Church”), with no mention of the publisher. A “Notice to merchants, 
booksellers and printers” stated that the profits from the sale of the Bible would 
serve “the community of poor refugees from various countries and nations in this 
Church.” It then requested that booksellers and printers respect this intention and 
avoid turning an illicit profit from the forgery of the Bible. The Bible was pub
lished simultaneously in three formats: folio, quarto and (with fewer notes) oc
tavo. It must have had a very large printing, because it was not reprinted before 
the beginning of the seventeenth century. During that century it was reissued 
without modification approximately every five years.

The documents relating to the revision were published by C. Borgeaud.119 The 
two men that initiated the project were Theodore Beza, Calvin’s successor, and 
Corneille Bertram, lecturer in Hebrew at the Geneva Academy. The latter, who 
signed his name “Bertramus,” was born in 1531 in Thouars, Poitou, under the 
name Bonaventure Bertrand. From 1553 to 1556 he studied Hebrew in Paris un
der Jean Mercerus, professor at the Royal College. The troubles connected to the 
first wars of religion obliged him to disguise his identity under a new given name, 
and later to take refuge in Geneva. In 1562 he was named pastor in the village of 
Chancy. He married the niece of Theodore Beza.

When the position of lecturer in Hebrew was created, Calvin offered it to Mer
cerus, who refused it. He then called on Emmanuel Tremellius, who wanted to 
accept it, but could not obtain permission from the duke of Zweibrücken to leave 
the college in Hornbach, where he was rector. So Tremellius’s son-in-law Anto
ine Raoul Chevalier, a native of Vire, Normandy, and former student of Vatable, 
was named lecturer in Hebrew in 1559. When he requested a leave-of-absence 
for reasons of health in September 1566, it was most likely Bertram who re
placed him. In any case, by January 13, 1567, Bertram held the position. In 1574 
he published a comparative grammar of Hebrew and Aramaic, and in 1577 he 
published an edition of Pagnini’s Thesaurus, with additions by Mercerus and

I 19. Borgeaud. Histoire, vol. I, 319-23.
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Antoine Chevalier. Beginning in 1569, he and Beza undertook the revision of the 
French Geneva Bible. At first they planned to publish it through Jérémie des 
Planches. However, complaints against the project reached the Council of 
Geneva, claiming "that they are having it printed with several new notes and cor
rections, even, it is said, that they changcd some verses and chapters, which, if 
this is the case, would result in scandal." The Council met with des Planches, and 
then with Beza, who furnishes the following details:

After he and Bertram had gone over the entire Bible the first time, the Vener
able Company added three members, Charles Perrot, Jean Jacquemot, and Jean- 
Baptiste Rotan. When the five members encountered a difficulty, they submitted 
it to the Venerable Company. In addition, since the revision had been undertaken 
at the request of the Churches of France, their Synod had sent two of its members 
to Geneva to inquire about the work that had been accomplished. The Council’s 
authorization had not been requested because none of the previous revisions had 
required such an authorization. Beza and Perrot attested, moreover, that no 
chapters or verses had been changed. They added that the loans that had been ob
tained were sufficient to cover the main costs.

They did not specify that it was the reviser Jean-Baptiste Rotan who had ad
vanced the money.120 Rotan was the wealthy son o f a patrician o f Padua. His con
nections among the Lombard bankers made it possible for him to negotiate a loan 
in 1588 with Henri de Béarn.121 With great faith in this heir to a fortune, the 
Company had a magnificent copy of the Bible bound, with the arms of France 
and Navarre, and Rotan was commissioned to give it to Henri IV. But, at the very 
time the gift from Geneva would have been presented to him, Henri became en
gaged, with Rotan's encouragement, in an attempt at reconciliation between 
Catholics and Protestants. Consequently, the compromising gift was returned to 
Geneva where it remains in the library under the listing Bb553.

The preface to the Bible was the work of Theodore Beza “according to certain 
points that were prescribed by the Company.” In it he discloses the method em
ployed by the revisers: “We compared the old French translation of the Holy 
Bible in its major printings with the Hebrew, Greek and Latin texts, then with the 
various Latin interpretations that we were able to recover, in both the canonical 
and apocryphal books. We were greatly helped by these texts, having recognized 
in them, beyond the knowledge of the translators, a singular piety and fidelity, al
though we were not governed by any of them.” Bertram states that once the work 
of the five-member committee was finished, he took on the task of drafting the 
more detailed notes required by certain passages.122

As we will see in the following pages, it was Tremellius’s Latin translation 
that had the greatest influence on the Bible of the Geneva Pastors. But it would

120. Ibid., 322.
121. Ibid., 240.
122. Ibid., 322, note.
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be a mistake not to recognize the important role played by Pagnini’s translation, 
revised and corrected by Arias Montano, in the revision of 1588. In his preface, 
Beza leaves unacknowledged the considerable extent to which the 1588 Bible 
borrows from Sébastien Châteillon’s translation.

We might note, to conclude, that the translational choices for 180 passages of 
the 1588 Bible caused a heated controversy between the Jesuit Pierre Cotton and 
the Genevan professor Benedict Turretin in 1618 and 1619.

III. The Bible in Vernacular Languages in the Sixteenth Century: 
An Overview

A. Before the Reformation

Before the Reformation, Germany, France, and Italy had traditional Bibles, 
translated from the Vulgate and printed in forms that had been edited in varying 
degrees. It appears that these first editions were most widespread in Germany. In 
England, on the other hand, where French had long been the dominant language 
of high culture, the translation of the Bible from the Vulgate into English (around 
1380-1383) was never printed. As the work of W ycliffe’s disciples, it met with 
mistrust in the church hierarchy. But the German-speaking culture was ready for 
a translation into the common language based on the original texts. The French 
and Italians also had a heightened awareness of the Bible, an awareness that had 
not yet reached English-speaking culture.

B. Luther ’s Role

Luther’s decision to translate the entire Bible from the original languages into 
German, and the completion of the first part of that translation from 1521 to 
1524, were crucial events. The enterprise of translating into the vernacular was 
linked by a strict logic to the two principles of “sola Scriptura” and the “clarity of 
Scripture." Because faith (which alone justifies) can be based only on Scripture, 
the Scripture must be made available to every believer. And because Scripture is 
not obscure but clear, it can be made accessible to all, in the vernacular. The dis
semination o f the Bible in the vernacular was thus a direct implication of 
Luther’s doctrine. Luther’s role as initiator of the Reformation finds a natural ex
tension in the role of initiator of translations from the original languages into ver
naculars.

C. Role o f  the Latin Translations

Throughout this work we have seen that Latin translations based on the He
brew and Greek regularly played the role of intermediary between the original 
texts and the spoken language. When Luther spoke of Christians who were well 
versed in Hebrew, he was referring to Pagnini and Münster.
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The most lasting influence was wielded by Pagnini’s translation in its four ma
jor sixteenth-century editions:

• The editio princeps published by Antoine du Ry in Lyon. The title page bears 
the date “ 1528,” but the colophon at the end of Revelation states that this 
“Veteris ac novi instrumenti nova translatio” was printed January 29, 1527.12λ

• The edition by Michael Villanovanus (Servetus) published by Hugues de La 
Porte in Lyon in 1542.124

• Robert Stephanus’s 1557 Geneva edition.125
• Arias M ontano’s Hebrew interlinear edition, in Volume VII (1571) of the 

Antwerp polyglot.126 This edition is based on the 1542 Lyon edition. Mon
tano’s corrections of Pagnini appear in italics, while Pagnini’s readings are 
retained in the margin.

A mystery lies in the particular connection between the 1557 Geneva edition and 
the 1542 Lyon edition. In the prologue to his Bible, Servetus claims that he 
devoted much effort to Pagnini’s translation “post omnia eius annotamenta . . . 
Annotamenta, inquam, quae ille nobis quâm plurima reliquit. Nec solum annota
menta, sed & exemplar ipsum locis innumeris propria manu castigatum.” 
Stephanus, as we have mentioned, makes roughly the same claims in the pro
logue to his 1557 Bible: “Nacti enim sumus duo ex prima illius editione exem- 
plaria, in quibus non solum typographic^ errata non pauca, nec levia, manu 
propria ipse author correxerat, sed multos etiam locos diligentius & accuratius 
quàm antea examinatos, recognoverat. Vencrunt etiam in manus nostras eiusdem 
Sanctis in Vetus Testamentum annotationes.” These notes were autographs, as 
Stephanus states in a note on Ps 1:2, where he mentions “Sanctes in suis annota- 
tionibus manu scriptis, quas apud me asservo.” How did Stephanus obtain the 
two copies of the first edition corrected by Pagnini himself? How did Pagnini’s 
autograph notes on the Old Testament fall into Stephanus's hands? If Stephanus 
used the same sources in 1557 in Geneva that Servetus used in 1542 in Lyon, it 
was probably because Servetus was executed in Geneva in 1553.

Next after Pagnini’s translation, the influence of which was felt throughout the 
century, was the Munster Bible (Basel, 1534-1535).127 Its influence can be de
tected especially in the first revisions of the Serrières Bible in Geneva beginning 
in 1540, and in the revision that produced the 1540 Great Bible in English.

In his 1545 Bible, Stephanus used Leo Juda’s 1543 Latin translation (Zurich) 
before replacing it with Pagnini’s in 1557. Juda’s translation did not exert a 
strong influence over translations into the vernacular. Châteillon's 1551 Latin

123. Pagnini (1527).
124. Pagnini (1542).
125. Stephanus (1557).
126. Under Polyglot (Antwerp) in the bibliography.
127. !1t (Miinster).
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translation was even less influential during the sixteenth century. Douen pointed 
out the error R. Simon had made in that regard when he claimed that Châteillon’s 
French translation “was based on his Latin version.” 128 However, the French and 
Latin translations differed in their interpretation of the Hebrew. Châteillon him
self thought he had improved the accuracy of the French translation over the 
Latin. Nonetheless, his Latin translation enjoyed a certain popularity from 1697 
to 1778, and was reissued once in Frankfort, twice in London and six times in 
Leipzig.

Finally, Tremellius’s Latin translation had a strong impact on the Calvinists in 
Geneva. Indeed, Tremellius had been closely involved in the foundation of the 
Hebrew chair o f the Geneva Academy, and his translation had been completed by 
François du Jon (Junius), a former student of that academy who remained in 
close contact with Geneva. The translation was reprinted there in 1590.

As we have seen, Tremellius’s translation also made its mark on the KJV.129 
Tremellius had taken refuge with Peter Martyr Vermigli in Oxford in 1548. He 
had then taught Hebrew at Cambridge before leaving England with the arrival of 
Mary Tudor (1553). The ties he maintained with England explain the three suc
cessive editions of his translation at London in 1580, 1581, and 1585. His work 
was without doubt at the disposal o f all the translators of the 1611 Bible.

D. Robert Stephanus’s Role

The former printer of François I who took refuge with Calvin exercised a pri
mary influence on sixteenth-century French and English biblical translations.

His 1553 revision of the Geneva Bible was the official Bible of French
speaking Calvinists until the 1588 revision. As we have seen, René Benoist, 
followed by the Louvain theologians, assured him a large audience among Cath
olics as well, in spite of alterations to bring it more in line with the Vulgate (of 
which Stephanus had been the finest editor in that century).

Stephanus's influence on the English Geneva Bible (and through it, the KJV) 
was wielded particularly through his 1557 Latin Bible, to which the English ex
iles made constant reference for their interpretation.

In addition, the two translations and the notes contained in the 1557 Bible 
constituted the central column of the triglot published in Heidelberg in 1586 “ex 
Officina Sanctandreana,” with a Hebrew column on one side, and on the other, a 
Greek column reproducing the LXX of the Alcala polyglot. This edition was 
probably produced by Corneille Bertram after he left Geneva.

128. Buisson, Castellion, vol. 1,417; Simon, Histoire (VT), 650a.
129. Tremellius (1585).
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Those who translated the Bible into the vernacular often faced conflict with 
religious and civil authorities. The politics of the Catholic authorities, however, 
varied according to region— Flanders, France, or Spain.

Charles V ’s policies were consistent. They were already clearly announced in 
a placard published at Mechelen July 17, 1526:

All Gospels, Epistles, Prophecies and other books of the Holy Scripture in Ger
man, Flemish and French will be confiscated and burned if they contain marginal 
notes or glosses, or if they have prefaces or prologues containing falsehoods or 
errors or doctrines of Luther and his adherents condemned by the Holy Church 
or contradicting the common teaching and doctrine of the Church.130

On April 8, 1546, the Council of Trent published a prohibition against printing 
or selling “without the authorization of ecclesiastical superiors, the books of the 
Holy Scripture with notes and commentaries by just anyone, often without iden
tification of the editor or with a false identification, and— what is even more seri
ous— without the author’s name.” 131 In response, on May 9 the Theology 
Faculty o f Louvain published a “Catalogue of forbidden books” 132 that included 
many Bibles. Nonetheless, the Emperor did not wish to leave his subjects with
out Bibles. He therefore ordered the Louvain theologians to revise Bibles in 
Latin, Flemish, and French. We have seen how they carried out that order, begin
ning in 1547, by avoiding any notes. We have also seen that these Louvain Bibles 
circulated in France, where the Sorbonne doctors ultimately gave them their 
formal approval.

In France, Robert Stephanus’s Latin Bibles were the first to suffer the criti
cisms of the Sorbonne, from 1547 to 1550. The king (François I, then Henri II) 
tried to protect Stephanus and to obtain from the theologians censures that would 
permit correction of the Bibles, instead of the outright interdiction that the Sor
bonne wanted. A similar conflict took place from 1567 to 1575 regarding the 
French Bibles o f René Benoist. In neither o f these two conflicts did the Parisian 
theologians demonstrate any clear intention to replace the Bibles they forbade.

In Spain, the Inquisition prohibited any translation of the Bible into the ver
nacular, with the result that it was not until 1790-1793 that the first complete 
Catholic translation of the Bible in Spanish appeared, translated by Philippe Scio 
de San Miguel, (based on the Vulgate, of course) and published in Valencia.133 
However, the Council of the General Inquisition adopted a more nuanced posi
tion with regard to Bibles in the ancient languages. It is noteworthy that it was the

E. The Bibles and the Authorities

130. Reusch, Indices, 23.
131. Canones, Fourth session.
132. Louvain, Catalogue 1546.
133. Scio de San Miguel (1790-1793).
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Spanish who created the first two polyglots: that of Alcala (thanks to Cardinal 
Ximenes) and that of Antwerp (with credit due to Arias Montano). As we have 
seen, when the Louvain Index was promulgated in Spain in 1551, the Inquisition 
confiscated most of the Latin Bibles, but at the same time made certain that they 
were corrected and returned to their possessors. Later, when scholars expressed 
their desire to be able to use the Vatable Bible, which the Sorbonne had for
bidden, the Spanish Inquisition organized a revision of that Bible and published it 
with the stamp of its formal approval. This attitude, we have seen in detail, dif
fered markedly from the often much more rigid positions of other Catholic au
thorities regarding Bibles with Protestant annotations.

The churches of the Reformation, too, experienced many difficulties over the 
question of unauthorized Bible translations in the vernacular. We have men
tioned Luther’s and Zwingli’s misgivings when the Anabaptists Hiitzer and 
Dcnck published the first German translation of the Prophets from the Hebrew in 
1527. The Zurich Preachers put great effort into replacing it with their own 1529 
translation. We also saw how Châteillon’s decision to translate the New Testa
ment aroused Calvin’s distrust, and his French translation of the Bible received a 
hostile reaction from both Beza and Calvin.

In England, the abrupt shifts in the religious politics o f the monarchs were 
mirrored in multiple revisions of the English Bible, as we have seen, resulting 
then in an attempt by James I to eliminate the Geneva Bible by ordering a new 
translation.

F. The Debate over Reading Aids

The fundamental conflict between the Catholic authorities and the biblical ed
itors in the sixteenth century concerned reading aids. The editors ordinarily 
added prefaces, notices, summaries of the Bible, biblical indices, chapter sum
maries, annotations, and various scholia. These devices conveyed polemical 
theological interpretations that furthered the cause of the Reformation.

Catholic authority varied in its attitude regarding reading aids. The Sorbonne 
censured them and used its censorship to prohibit Bibles that had such aids. 
Charles V had the annotated Bibles replaced by editions without notes. The 
Spanish Inquisition corrected the annotations by omitting whatever had a Protes
tant flavor. Only René Benoist and the English editors of the Rheims New Testa
ment made bold attempts to reverse the polemical balance to favor Catholicism.

In England, first Henry VIII, then James I mistrusted the notes, especially 
those in the Matthew Bible and the Geneva Bible, because of the notes’ anti-in
stitutional tendencies.

Theodore Beza, in the foreword to the 1588 Bible, explains that the revisers 
would willingly have omitted the marginal notes bccause “prior to now, several 
editions have contained improprieties in the notes.” But they deferred to the 
“pressing need of many honest folk, placing first the recognition that not everyone
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has the means to read entire commentaries, nor a sufficiently developed discern
ment to sift through their contents.” 134

In the eighteenth and nineteenth centuries the Catholic and Protestant posi
tions were reversed. On June 13, 1757, the Congregation of the Index gave the 
bishops power to authorize translations of the Bible into the vernacular, on the 
condition that they be “published with notes from the holy Fathers of the Church 
or from competent Catholic scholars.” This condition was repeated in the Code 
of Canon Law of May 27, 1917 (§1391). The Code of January 25, 1983 (§825) 
requires only that these translations be “supplied with necessary and sufficient 
clarifications.”

In the opposite direction, Article I of the statutes drawn up in 1804 for the 
British and Foreign Bible Society established as its goal “to encourage a wider 
circulation of the Holy Scriptures, without note or comment,” 135 in the manner of 
Kings Henry VIII and James I. Since then virtually all Protestant Bibles have 
eliminated all notes or commentaries, as the conditio sine qua non for obtaining 
generous English subsidies. However, the UBS adopted a more flexible position 
when its worldwide council, meeting in 1980 at Chiang Mai, Thailand, decided 
“to assist the reader to understand the meaning of the Biblical text by including 
helps in all Scripture publications. . . ” 136 This comes close to “necessary and 
sufficient clarifications” required by the 1983 Catholic Code of Canon Law.

The reversed positions of Protestants and Catholics in the nineteenth century 
corresponded better to the distinctive characteristics of the Reformation and of 
the Catholic Church than did the positions each took during the sixteenth century. 
Indeed, according to the Reformers, the Word of God does not need human help 
to be understood; at the same time, according to Catholic tradition, the only au
thentic reading of the Scripture is that which takes place in Church in a dynamic 
relationship with the Magisterium. However, Catholics now understand better 
that reading aids of a historical, textual or literary nature (whose usefulness Prot
estants also now recognize) should be distinguished from “notes and commentar
ies” that draw theological conclusions, and whose place is not necessarily in the 
margin of a Bible, even if the commentators of the Middle Ages and Luther him
self liked to place them there.

Conclusion

In this introduction we have discussed the conditions under which the five 
translations used for our “critique of textual criticism” were prepared. Of these, 
two (RSV and RL) are revisions of Bibles that date from the Reformation, and

134. Pasteurs (1588), Foreword.
135. First published in BFBS. Report.
136. Item 2.4 o f  the Chiang Mai resolutions, published in UBS Bulletin 120/121 (1980) 

157-61.
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the other three, as we will see, often base their textual decisions on translations 
that preceded them. In addition, the committee had many opportunities in its 
work to observe that the great authority enjoyed by the Luther Bible often set the 
course for criticism of the Masoretic Text. We also observed that the Vulgate ex
erted a long-ranging influence on Protestant as well as Catholic Bibles.

For this reason it was helpful to understand the conditions under which Bibles 
developed in German, French, and English throughout the first century of the 
Protestant Reformation, and to observe and analyze the essential role played by 
the Latin translations from Hebrew. In the sixteenth century, Latin was the lan
guage of letters. As a result, the Latin translations performed a function similar to 
that of the RSV, NEB. JB, or TOB for translation committees in Africa and Asia 
whose common working language is English or French.

Finally, in a century when the call to the gospel so dramatically challenged the 
institutional authorities, it was also important to clarify the issues involved in the 
conflicts that took place between those authorities and the people who prepared 
and distributed the “new Bibles.” Recognizing the subtleties and nuances in the 
course of events helps to supplement the usual interpretation of these conflicts. 
Nonetheless, we ask the reader’s indulgence in the excursus, where Robert 
Stephanus’s personality and the ups and downs of the Nompareille have taken us 
on several detours that provided the opportunity to consider the concept of the 
authenticity o f the Vulgate developed by the Salamanca theologians shortly after 
the Council of Trent, and also the way in which a theory of plurality of biblical 
meanings permitted them to reconcile that concept with their own curiosity about 
the teachings of “Vatable.”





Part Three



Introduction

The Textual Witnesses

Preliminary Methodological Discussion

The introduction to the second volume of CTAT (Part Two o f this work) pro
vided a background discussion of the first two sections in the treatment of each 
textual problem presented in this report— the modern versions and the bases of 
their textual decisions. The third section is devoted to the ancient witnesses, and 
it is that section which is treated here in Part Three.

The committee set itself the task of examining how five influential translations 
completed in the third quarter of the twentieth century make use of textual criti
cism of the Old Testament. The translations— the Revised Standard Version, the 
Bible de Jérusalem, the Revidierte Lutherbibel, the New English Bible, and the 
Traduction Œcuménique de la Bible— were chosen as representatives o f the broad 
spectrum of results obtained by Old Testament textual criticism in German, En
glish. and French scholarship over the course of the preceding one hundred years.

As already noted,1 exegetes and translators have called on textual criticism and 
turned to the other ancient textual witnesses primarily when they experience dif
ficulty in interpreting the Masoretic Text. It is clear that these forays, which are se
lective and motivated by immediate demands, cannot constitute a textual criticism 
of the Hebrew Bible. A critique of such initiatives, which constitutes the essence 
of this report, is also not sufficient to provide an adequate analysis of the textual 
tradition of the Hebrew Old Testament. Such an analysis is indispensable to the 
preparation of a critical edition. The goal of this introduction, then, is to charac
terize, in the framework of some essential methodological considerations, those 
textual witnesses that form the foundation of a critical edition, and those wit
nesses that must be considered in situating the text of the critical edition.

1. Above, p. 160.
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A. Aim o f  a Critical Edition o f  the Hebrew Bible

Since the term “Bible” designates a book regarded as canonical by certain 
communities, a critical edition of the Bible as such should be concerned with a 
canonical state of the text. The preferred state will be one that offers the clearest 
indications of authenticity among the various states of an edition which has 
served as Bible for a historically and sociologically identifiable community. In 
view of the fact that the critique we are working on aims to establish the Hebrew 
text of the Jewish Bible, it is important, first of all, to identify the text’s distinc
tive features. In order to do this, we tackle two complementary aspects of the 
text: First, we will situate its status as canonical Scripture, and second, we will 
analyze the consequences that this status has had for its literary and textual 
development.

B. Holy Scriptures and Canonical Scriptures

While these two expressions are often used interchangeably, it may be helpful 
to distinguish Holy Scripture from canonical Scripture. The former is considered 
holy inasmuch as it has the value of God’s word for its believers. The latter is ca
nonical inasmuch as it is imposed as normative by the powers that codify the re
ligion.

Canonical Scriptures become fixed by being circulated in editions based on 
authenticated exemplars, while forms not identified as authentic fall into disuse. 
However, these forms can survive and possibly continue to evolve in groups 
where the actions of the authenticating authority have no influence.

Holy Scripture can constitute a legacy held by a relatively closed school, 
where the Scripture evolves by additions, alterations, and omissions to keep cur
rent the divine message which it transmits and which must retain its value for fu
ture generations. It was because o f their status as Holy Scripture that the Torah, 
in the possession of the priests, and the book of Isaiah, in the possession of the 
Isaiah school, were able to survive the rift caused by the exile and return.

What constitutes the essence of our present Deuteronomy was first Holy 
Scripture among the priests before becoming canonical Scripture (under the au
thority of Josiah), then again becoming Holy Scripture (after the collapse of the 
canonizing authority), and being canonized again (under a new politico-religious 
authority in the fifth century).

A secular literary work does not present the same necessities of updating as a 
Holy Scripture, which must continue to say the same thing, in the name of God, 
in changing circumstances and ways o f thinking. The need to update Holy Scrip
ture requires its custodians to make omissions, additions and alterations, some of 
which may be significant and extensive.

These same significant modifications would be forbidden in the case of a ca
nonical Scripture, whose identity with reference to its authenticated state is pre
served by the canonizing authority. The possibility of modification is only present
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in the marginal form of tiqqune sopherim  or as a result of the difference between 
the written tradition (Kethiv) and the reading tradition (Qere), or in the case of 
translations, which can range from literal to paraphrase biased by traditional mod
ernizing interpretations.

The necessary updating of a Scripture that is fixed because of its canonization 
takes place thanks to the hermeneutic that governs its interpretation. This herme
neutic is brought into play by interpreters over whom the canonizing authority 
will attempt to exercise control by formulating, or at least by sanctioning, the 
norms employed by their hermeneutic.

C. The Canonicity o f  the Hebrew and Greek Bibles

The most typical case of canonization (which also constitutes the first ex
ample of it) is the one that occurred in the scriptorium of the Temple, and then in 
the pharisaical school up until about A.D. 100. The Alexandrian version o f the 
Pentateuch known as the Septuagint fought to preserve its Ptolemaic canonicity 
(see the Letter o f Aristeas) in the face o f recensional efforts based on the form of 
the Hebrew Pentateuch considered normative in Jerusalem.

The books or groups of books in the Hebrew Bible achieved canonicity in 
different ways and at different times. “Jamnia” was only the final point (except for 
Esther, whose popular canonization was sanctioned afterwards). Furthermore, it 
should be added that “canonicity” does not have exactly the same sense for each 
of the three divisions of the Jewish Bible.

The Deuterocanonicals and the Greek translations outside of the Pentateuch 
had a polycentric canonization. It is often impossible to say whether those textual 
forms that one is tempted to describe as “aberrant” were semi-canonical in cer
tain communities.

D. Which Text o f  the Hebrew Bible Is Canonical Scripture?

As stated, a canonical Scripture is a Holy Scripture spread by way of editions 
and recensions that originate with a textual state recognized as authentic by the 
religious institutional authority.

I . Consonantal Standardization
Between the two revolts against Rome, the Rabbinate achieved the standard

ization of the text of the canonical Scriptures by circulating copies of the exem
plar that it declared authentic. The scrolls used in the Pharisaic synagogues that 
were of a fairly similar text type could then be corrected based on those circulated 
copies. The diffusion of non-Pharisaic text types, such as the Samaritan Penta
teuch and most of the biblical manuscripts preserved at Qumran, was prohibited.

In the Judaism that was in the process of reorganization after A.D. 135, a 
reader in the synagogue would have had at his disposal a Torah scroll made up of 
a string of consonants that, it was hoped, was identical to that of the authentic ex
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emplar, with the consonants separated by identical major spaces in the same lo
cations. But is this a text? If a text is a writing that communicates a literary work 
by permitting an accurate reading of it, this is still only a rough outline o f a text. 
To speak in Masoretic terms, this Kethiv (written text) needs a Qere (reading tra
dition) for its contents to be read. Both a Kethiv and a Qere are necessary in order 
to have a Miqra.

2. The Masorah Insures the Accurate Reading o f  the Consonantal Text
Those involved in fixing the text knew very well that even the best text is in 

danger of deteriorating when copied by scribes with varying degrees of attentive
ness, so that after several generations, a well-intentioned scribc in search of a 
model would find himself before numerous divergent manuscripts, hard-pressed 
to decide between them. Thus mnemonic devices were invented and passed on 
orally, with the aim of eliminating the main sources of confusion that plagued 
copyists. In this way, little by little, the Masorah was created. An increasingly rich 
collection of memory helps enabled the scribe to detect possible corruptions in his 
model. The Masorah was also concerned with fixing the tradition of vocalization 
and accentuation. It scrupulously recorded the differences between schools or be
tween masters o f the same school.

In Babylonia, the Masoretes were busy working on the text of the Torah al
ready before the end o f the first century A .D.2 But this should not obscure the fact 
that the Babylonian rabbis from the beginning of the fourth ccntury already be
lieved3 that they had lost the tradition that had allowed them to distinguish in a 
precise way between the full and the defective spellings of the words in the To
rah. We also know that the Babylonian schools were in disagreement over certain 
vocalizations4 and accentuations.

3. Putting the Qere and the Masorah into Writing
As always, when an oral tradition is in danger of disappearing in Judaism, it is 

put into writing, however reluctantly. At a time when the Syrians began to distin
guish the heavier and lighter pronunciations of certain letters in homographs by 
using points, the simplest thing for the Jews would have been to add distinctive 
pointing to the words in their canonical books. Thus the authenticity of the Qere 
would have been assured. But the tradition required that, for liturgical reading, 
the Holy Scripture be written on scrolls where it was forbidden to add diacritical 
marks to the letters.

As a result, two types of manuals were drawn up, one for the Torah and one for 
the Nevi’im. The first,5 called "ρλΊΤΟ and destined for readers in the synagogue,

2. See Barthélémy, Études, 356: Weil, “Propositions,” 107-8.
3. See Weil, "Décomptes," 682.
4. Weil, “Propositions,” 106; see Bauer/Leander, 130.
5. See Perles, Analekten, vol. 1, 9; Dietrich. Bibelfragmente, 32-36: Yeivin, îOj7Q. 419. 

424; Yeivin, “Fragment,” 120-39.



232 Part 3, Introduction

showed where to divide the verses, what kinds of accents certain syllables had to 
have, and in cases where there was danger of confusion, which vowels. The sec
ond type of manual, destined principally for copyists, subdivided into two catego
ries: one kind assembled the Masoretic notes in the order that a copyist had to 
take them into account, the other type attempted to collect in a more or less logi
cal order those Masoretic lists which, because of their size or complexity, were at 
the greatest risk of being corrupted or forgotten. In the case of the Ketuvim, how
ever, since they are not part of the liturgical reading, nothing prevented them 
from being copied into codexes (more practical than scrolls) where they could be 
written with accents and vocalization added to the consonantal text. The Maso- 
relic notes could be placed inlerlinearly above each relevant word, with the more 
extended ones copied out at the bottom of the page. This is how it was done in the 
Babylonian schools.

4. The Great mishafim
There were three distinct systems o f vocalization: Palestinian, Babylonian, 

and Tiberian. While the first two were used largely for copying non-biblical writ
ings, it appears that the third was the creation of the Masoretic school of Tiberias, 
and that from the beginning, its purpose was to express the biblical Qere in the 
most precise and complete way possible. It took the efforts of five generations be
fore the Ben Asher family succeeded in writing the entire Hebrew Bible in a 
single m ishaf (codex). The Tiberian system was the only one to achieve the de
gree o f precision required for such a project to succeed. In 895 Moses ben Asher, 
the fourth in the dynasty, produced a m ishaf of the NevPim supplied with the Ma
sorahs parva and magna; then his son Aaron did the same for the entire Bible. 
This latter work had such success that it very quickly emerged as a model manu
script against which the authenticity of copies in use could be measured.

5. The “Masoretic Text’’
Whereas consonantal stabilization had produced only the outline of a text 

eight centuries earlier, it was at the beginning of the tenth century that the He
brew Bible was finally put completely into writing. From that point the term 
“Masoretic Text” may be used to designate the norm represented by the manu
script of Aaron ben Asher. Because o f Maimonides’ great authority, this norm 
very soon became the focal point for the ideal of perfection of almost all Jewish 
copyists. It could just as well be said that the Masoretic Text is to be identified 
with the Aleppo manuscript, which is extant for three-fourths of the Hebrew 
Bible. It might thus be tempting to conclude that an edition of the Hebrew text of 
the Bible should consist of a complete edition of the Aleppo manuscript, that is, 
o f its four related elements, the consonantal text, vocalization, accentuation, and 
Masorah, for those books that are preserved in it. The Aleppo manuscript does 
indeed offer us the Hebrew text of the Bible in its first complete “edition,” as it 
was realized by those recognized to be its most competent custodians, the Tibe-



The Textual Witnesses 233

rian Masoretes. But in the course of this introduction, we will have the opportu
nity to weigh other information that will lead to a nuancing of this suggestion. It 
may then be stated more precisely at the conclusion of our excursion through the 
various witnesses of the text.6

E. Task o f  a Critical Edition o f  the Hebrew Text o f  the Bible

Before the work of the Tiberian Masoretes, the Hebrew text can be said to 
have existed in variants, since the textual tradition had not yet crystallized in a 
complete written form. Given the complementarity that exists between the con
sonantal text, vocalization, accentuation, and Masorah, it is reasonable to build a 
critical edition of the Hebrew Bible around the complete reproduction of a cho
sen base manuscript. Around this center, the various textual witnesses would be 
placed in apparatuses whose function would be defined by the way the history of 
the text is viewed.

1. The History o f  the Text and the Apparatuses
The history of the Hebrew text for the majority of the books of the Bible can 

be traced in four stages:

1. from the origin of the text to its first edition as Holy Scripture,
2. from its first edition as Holy Scripture to consonantal stabilization,
3. from consonantal stabilization to the Masoretic Text,
4. the life of the Masoretic Text.

A certain number of preliminary studies are necessary before we can determine 
how the critical commentary should be structured into various apparatuses and 
what function should be assigned to each of those apparatuses.

2. Preliminary Studies on the Interrelationships o f  the Witnesses
First we need to examine the historical information that will help to situate the 

Aleppo manuscript (A) in relation to the activity of the Masoretes in the ninth 
century, and to characterize the authority that was ascribed to it.

The next task is to specify the sense and the range of the designation “classical 
Tiberian text” and to determine the relationships between this text type and the 
mass of medieval Hebrew manuscripts of the Bible. This will afford the opportu
nity to characterize the relation between the text and its Masorah and to assess 
what use should be made of the latter in selecting manuscript evidence.

Next an evaluation must be made about the extent to which the classical Tibe
rian text has preserved the consonantal skeleton standardized eight centuries ear
lier. This will determine whether the term “proto-Masoretic” may be used to 
describe this standardized Kethiv.

6. Below, p. 569.
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The classification of the Hebrew witnesses will be accomplished through the 
study of the principal witnesses prior to the first revolt. Can one speak of a “pre- 
Masoretic” text for some of these, and what profile does it have in comparison to 
the “extra-Masoretic” Hebrew texts?

The next step is to tackle the most ancient of non-hebraic textual traditions, 
that of the Septuagint. With respect to the textual tradition that is established in 
the proto-Masoretic text and ends with the classical Tiberian text, does the Sep
tuagint give access to a previous stage in a linear development, or does it consti
tute another branch of the same tree, that is, another text deserving its own 
edition and commentary?

Finally, the principal indirect witnesses to the proto-Masoretic text that are in 
our possession should be situated, at least in a general way. These are the ver
sions that resulted from the proto-Masoretic text (recensions and hexaplar trans
lations, Vulgate, Peshitta, Targum) and the citations of that text made in Jewish 
writings deriving from the oral Torah.

3. Literary Developments and Textual Accidents
Once we have thus classified the “cloud o f witnesses” available to the scholar 

who wishes to edit the Hebrew text o f the Bible in a critical manner, and have 
specified the sort of contribution to be expected from each of them, it will be 
valuable to define in a precise way the boundaries of text criticism and the dis
puted zones where the textual and the literary interpenetrate.

In the course of its transmission, a text can undergo both textual accidents and 
literary developments in successive stages. For example, the Gilgamesh epic un
derwent successive literary developments (or simultaneous developments in sev
eral languages), and numerous textual witnesses existed for some of these 
recensions. Similarly, it was because of literary developments that the books of 
Chronicles are related to a Samuel-Kings in a different textual state than the one 
attested by extant ancient witnesses of Samuel-Kings.

A change can be described as literary to the extent that it comes from a more 
or less conscious or intentional human intervention. A change can be described 
as textual to the extent that it is an accident sustained by the text. The literary and 
the textual can be tightly intertwined. Thus, when a copyist wishes to make sense 
of a text which has become incoherent through homeoteleuton, he restores the ac
cidentally damaged text with intentional alterations. The literary enterprise is 
narrowly linked to the textual accident that preceded it. Or when a vocalizer tries 
to find a pronunciation to make sense of a word that a copyist garbled through 
metathesis of the consonants, he performs a literary task to obtain sense from a 
text corrupted by a textual accident.

4. Constitutive and Interpretive Literary Initiatives
It is legitimate to distinguish between literary intervention that results in 

creating a text and that which aims at interpreting a text. A literary activity would 
be considered constitutive to the extent that it results in a fixed text. The literary
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initiatives where the Chronicler was content to make alterations to his text of 
Samuel-Kings are at the same time interpretative of Samuel-Kings and constitu
tive o f Chronicles. Constitutive initiatives are common in active textual tradi
tions, while interpretative literary initiatives dominate in a more quiescent textual 
tradition.

Textual stabilization is a cultural phenomenon to be placed in a socio-political 
context that it is canonical criticism’s task to analyze. It can happen that the suc
cessive crystallizations that fix a text are separated by thaws where the text that 
had been stabilized returns to a more fluid literary state. Thus, the “Book of the 
Torah” that inspired Josiah’s reform had the force of an inviolable norm in the 
view o f the reformers. Later, after the collapse o f the politico-religious structures 
of the Kingdom of Judah, it would become just another element in the new mix 
that led to the formation of the Pentateuch of Ezra under the authority of the God 
of Heaven and the King of Persia.

5. Reconstructive Textual Criticism and Genetic Textual Analysis
It is perhaps useful to distinguish between reconstructive textual criticism 

(RTC) and genetic textual analysis (GTA).
Using numerous exemplars of a given text from the same tradition, RTC 

endeavors to establish the most authentic form of the tradition from those wit
nesses, whether direct (manuscripts in the same language) or indirect (transla
tions, citations).

GTA takes as a point of departure several textual traditions dependent on the 
same prototype (whether the traditions are fixed and circulate in editions, or sur
vive only as isolated witnesses). From these textual traditions, it attempts to infer 
the textual accidents and redactional innovations that have occurred in the tradi
tions in the course of their independent paths of transmission. GTA endeavors to 
analyze textual forms and may present hypotheses of limited scope and varying 
probability about some feature or other of an archetype or hyper-archetype. Un
like RTC, it does not endeavor to establish a text.

6. The Critical Apparatuses and Their Role

With the contribution of the various witnesses established and the method
ological matters clarified, we can attempt to characterize the three apparatuses 
that a critical edition of the Hebrew text of the Bible requires: one apparatus of 
RTC, aimed at identifying the best form of the classical Tiberian text, and two 
apparatuses of GTA, one that records the contributions o f the proto-Masoretic 
witnesses and another that records those of the different text types prior to conso
nantal stabilization.

7. Recovering the Original or the Archetype

When the best form of the classical Tiberian text has been established, the 
question must be asked whether it is possible to recover the archetype of this text 
on the basis of the data in the second apparatus. That is, is it possible to retrieve
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the prior canonical state, the Miqra (Kethiv + Qere) presupposed by the fixed 
consonantal skeleton in circulation toward the beginning of the second century 
A.D.? If such a recovery turns out to be impossible, one must be content to attach 
a differential critical commentary to the edition of the classical Tiberian text, sit
uating it in relation to its archetype point by point.

If the “original” of a book of the Hebrew Bible is considered to be the literary 
product of the last redactional activity prior to the first edition of that book as 
Holy Scripture, we must then inquire, in different terms for each book, about the 
relation of that original to the canonical state fixed between the two revolts 
against Rome. Here too, it will be necessary to draw up differential critical notes, 
when the possibility of reconstituting the original seems to be lost.



Section One:
The Different Forms of the Hebrew Text



1

The Authority of the Aleppo Codex

According to the plan outlined in E.2 above (pp. 000-00), we will attempt to 
characterize the authority ascribed to the Aleppo manuscript, and to situate it 
with regard to Masoretic activity in the ninth century.

I. The Recent Emergence of Ancient Manuscripts

The first, and very rare Masoretic Bible edited by Ben Hayim in 1524-1525 
was reissued in facsim ile1 in 1972, permitting a comparison of that text and its 
Masorahs with ancient Masoretic manuscripts that have reappeared in the course 
of the last century. To offer background to the points of clarification that we will 
try to contribute to the notion o f “classical Tiberian text,” we will first list those 
manuscripts that occupy the attention of III critics.

A. The St. Petersburg Manuscript (P)

In 1863 in Vienna, Simcha Pinsker published his Einleitung in das Babylo
nisch-Hebräische Punktationssystem nach den im “Odessaer Museum der Ge
sellschaft fü r  Geschichte und Alterthiimer" befindlichen Handschriften (unicis) 
bearbeitet. A manuscript of the Latter Prophets came to light there, dated 916/17 
and bearing for the most part2 a supralinear vocalization of the Babylonian type. 
In 1876 this manuscript, called the “St. Petersburg manuscript,” was reproduced 
in facsimile3 by Hermann Strack. The limited extent of its contents and the par
ticular system of vocalization prevented it from being the basis of an edition of 
ΙΠ. However, Kahle considered this manuscript to be “strongly influenced by the 
Tiberian Masoretes.”4

1. !lt (Ben Hayim) in the bibliography.
2. A few pages have Tiberian vocalization.
3. “MS Petrograd” in the bibliography.
4. Kahle, Geniza , 73.
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B. The Firkovitch Manuscript (F)

In 1875, in their Catalog der hebräischen Bibelhandschriften der kaiserlichen 
öffentlichen Bibliothek in St. Petersburg, Abraham Harkavy and Hermann Strack 
highlighted the importance of the manuscript B Ι9Λ, also from Odessa, as “the 
oldest manuscript dated with certainty (1009) that contains the entire text of the 
Old Testament in the original language.”5 Later on, they point out that “the mas- 
sora is extraordinarily copious and the codex has even greater value because of 
it.”6 The colophon of F presents it as having been written, pointed, and supplied 
with a Masorah by Shmuel ben Jacob, “from the books corrected and annotated by 
the master Aaron ben Moshe ben Asher.”7 It is understandable that when prepara
tions began for the third edition of the Kittel Bible, Kahle would decide to make 
this manuscript the base of his edition, recognizing it as a witness of the school of 
Ben Asher. That choice was likewise upheld by the editors of the Biblia Hebraica 
Stuttgartensia. The Firkovitch manuscript has been published in facsimile.8 Be
sides this manuscript, however, in the introduction to BHK3 Kahle mentions the 
existence of two other manuscripts as models of the school of Ben Asher: the 
Aleppo Bible and the Prophets from the Karaite synagogue of Cairo.9

C. The Aleppo Manuscript (A)

It was not until 1960 that Izhak Ben-Zvi10 informed the scholarly community 
that the famous Kctcr Torah of Aleppo had been saved from the pogroms of 1947 
and was in safe hands. At the same time, Moshe Goshen-Gottstein demon
strated,11 from a firsthand study of the manuscript, that it was indeed the model 
codex described by M aim onides,12 and by his dedicatory text (no longer ex
tan t13), as having been corrected, vocalized, and supplied with Masorah by Aaron 
[ben M osheJ14 ben Asher. This statement led Ben-Zvi to conclude that the Aleppo 
Bible “was written at the end of the ninth century, at any rate not later than the 
year 910.” 15 What remains o f the Aleppo manuscript, that is, 294 folios out of

5. Harkavy and Strack, Catalog, xxix-xxx. Note that this m s was ordinarily designated as 
the “Leningrad codex” in accordance with the name o f  that city between 1924 and the summer 
o f 1991. Although it was not the only one bought from Firkovitch by the Imperial Library, it is 
the most famous.

6. Ibid., 263.
7 . 1WN p  nWQ p  ]ΊΠΧ loV on ΓΠΡ171WN '"ΙΧΌΟΠ Ο’ΠΛΙΟΠ D’IDDH p .  [From a carpet page, 

fol. 479r. — Ed.]
8 . See “ m s Leningrad” in the bibliography.
9. BHK3, iii.

10. Ben-Zvi, “Codex,” 1.
11. Goshcn-Gottstein, “Authenticity.”
12. Maimonides, Mishneh, Hilkot Sepher Torah, viii, 4. The case drawn from Maimonides 

will be discussed at greater length below.
13. Ben-Zvi, “Codex,” 13-15. This dedication will be considered below.
14. On the omission o f these two words, see ibid., 13.
15. Ibid., 5.
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approximately 380, was published in facsimile in 1976. Elsewhere,16 we have ex
pressed some reservations about the reliability of this splendid reproduction.

D. The Cairo Manuscript (C)

In a colophon of original autograph17 Moshe ben Asher presents the Prophets 
manuscript from the Karaite synagogue of Cairo as having been copied by him in 
896. Previously published in a poor facsimile, this manuscript has now been pub
lished18 in a very clear and complete edition by the research team of the Madrid 
polyglot, under the direction of Federico Perez Castro.

E. The New York Manuscript (N)

To complete the list of ancient manuscripts that contain the books treated in 
this volume, mention should be made of a manuscript listed in the catalog of El- 
kan Nathan Adler’s library19 as containing the Latter Prophets with Masorah, 
probably written in the ninth century and originating in Yezd in Iran. This manu
script, which has not yet been reproduced in any form, today belongs to the li
brary o f the Jewish Theological Seminary in New York, with the classification 
“Lutzki 232.” Having suffered some damage, it begins at Isa 17:3, with a lacuna 
between Ezek 6 :13 and 40:7, and ends at Zech 1:15. Many of its pages were dark
ened by the use of a chemical reagent.

F. British Library MS Or. 4445 (B)

Among the ancient manuscripts of the Pentateuch, BL m s  Or. 4445 is dated 
mid-ninth century by Margoliouth and beginning of the tenth by Kahle and 
Yeivin.20 This date applies only to the ancient part of the manuscript, which ex
tends from fol. 29a (Gen 39:20) to fol. 159b (Deut 1:33). The manuscript, which 
remained for a long time in Iran,21 bears a Masorah that cites "the great master 
Ben Asher”22 at Gen 49:20. It has not yet been published.

G. The Damascus Pentateuch (D)

In 1932, David Solomon Sassoon presented his “Damascus Pentateuch” as 
having been written in the ninth century.23 Purchased by his father in 1915 in Da

16. Barthélémy. “Alep," 55-62 .
17. On this colophon and the group affiliation o f  its author, see Kahle, Geniza, 95-97, and 

Schenker, “Lehre.”
18. The references arc under “ MS Cairo” in the bibliography.
19. Adler, Catalogue, 5, under number 346v; listed as m s  New York, JThS, 232, in the 

bibliography.
20. Margoliouth, Catalogue, vol. 1, 36b; Kahle, Geniza, 136; Yeivin, Introduction, 19.
21. See Margoliouth, Catalogue, vol. 1, 38a.
22. Against the reading in this Masorah is the statement “there arc those who say” followed 

by the reading found in the Firkovitch MS.
23. Sassoon. Catalogue, vol. 1, 22b-23b.
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mascus and well preserved24 (it begins with Gen 9:26 and has only one lacuna 
from Exod 18:1 to 18:23), this manuscript of 229 folios was acquired in 1975 by 
the Jewish National and University Library of Jerusalem, where it now bears the 
classification “Heb Quart. 5702.” It has been reproduced in a facsimile of two 
volumes.25 In the introduction to the first volume, D. S. Loewinger dates the 
manuscript to the ninth century, “perhaps the first half,” and considers it to be of 
Tiberian origin.26 In the introduction to the second volume, M. Beit-Arié dates it 
to the year 1000 and places its origin in Palestine or in Egypt.27 Yeivin dates it to 
the beginning of the tenth century.28

H. Vatican MS ebr. 448 (V)

This manuscript from the Ottoboni library has not yet stirred the interest it 
merits. On the verso of fol. 349, in small cursive letters and added to a Hebrew 
text which is half-obliterated, it bears the inscription 'p'DV 3’ D’dVk Π Π3Ι27 0*71̂ 3. 
This inscription led the Assemani brothers to date the manuscript to 1253.29 But 
this scribble has nothing to do with a colophon and Tisserant, believing it to be 
an addition from the fifteenth century, dated the manuscript to the eleventh cen
tury.30 He was followed in this by Kahle, Sperber, and Diez M acho.31 In the in
troduction to his (inferior) facsimile edition, Diez Macho offers four 
paleographic parallels that range in date from 989 to 1017.32 However, bibliogra
phers who lack a recent catalog continue to repeat the Assemani dating.33 The 
manuscript contains the Pentateuch with text and targum alternating by verses, 
and is almost complete (of the ancient text, only Gen 1:1—7:10 is missing). It is 
supplied with a double Masorah on the text and on the targum. All through the 
Middle Ages, such manuscripts of the Pentateuch (and some of the entire Bible) 
with alternating text and targum can be found. This one is unquestionably the 
oldest one extant.

I. Berlin m s  Or. qu. 680 and JThS 510 (=Ba)

This is probably the oldest manuscript34 (partially preserved) containing the 
poetic books (with Masorah). Its Babylonian pointing (later altered according to

24. However, the ink frequently disappeared almost entirely on the skin side o f the leather, 
where it was poorly absorbed.

25. Damascus Pentateuch.
26. Ibid., vol. 1, 13.
27. Ibid., vol. 2, 10.
28. Yeivin, Nipo. 430.
29. Assemani, Rihliothecae, 405.
30. Tisserant, Specimina, xv.
3 1. Diez Macho, M anuscrites, 376.
32. Diez Macho, Pentateuch, Introduction.
33. For example, Allony and Loewinger, Hebrew, 62.
34. Yeivin suggests the ninth century (ÎOpD. 422).
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Yemenite norms) earned it an in-depth study by Kahle in 1902.35 Kahle also pub
lished a precise description of the 101 surviving folios of this manuscript, which 
he considers “by far the most substantial piece of an authentic Babylonian manu
script that has come down to us.”36 The order of the books follows the order 
given in the Babylonian Talmud.37 A facsimile of this manuscript was published 
in 1972.38

The fact that some of these ancient manuscripts have been discovered in the 
last hundred years, others have been dated and analyzed more accurately, and a 
number have been made accessible through facsimiles or other editions, has 
completely transformed the characterization that can be made of the “Masoretic 
Text.” We now have more direct means to arrive at that characterization, so that it 
is no longer necessary to use medieval manuscripts to make alterations to the tex- 
tus receptus of Ben Hayim’s edition.

II. The “Ben Asher Text”

A. The Influence o f  Maimonides

In treating the textual divisions used by the scribes of the Torah scrolls, Mai
monides expresses himself in his Mishneh Torah as follows:

As 1 have observed great confusion on this point in all the manuscripts I have 
seen, and that the Masoretes who wrote and composed works to identify the 
open and closed sections disagree on this point, according to the differences in 
the manuscripts on which they based their work, I have decided to record here 
all the sections of the Torah, the closed and the open, as well as the arrangement 
of the Songs, so that all the manuscripts may be rectified following this infor
mation, and corrections may then be made from them. And the manuscript we 
used as a base for this purpose is the manuscript known in Fustat,39 which con
tains the 24 books and which has been at Jerusalem for many years so that 
manuscripts could be corrected on the basis of it. And everything is based on it 
because it was Ben Asher who corrected it and made alterations to it over a pe
riod of many years and made corrections numerous times on the way it had been 
copied. And it was upon it that I based the manuscript of the Torah that I wrote 
according to its halakah.40

It was because of the great authority of Maimonides that the “text of Ben Asher” 
then came to be considered as the normative form of the “Masoretic Text” on the 
basis of this statement.

35. Kahle, Text.
36. Kahle, Bibelhandschriften, 2 0 - 2 1.
37. B. Bat. 14b.
38. Yeivin, Bible.
39. Or Fostat— first Islamic capital city o f  Egypt. On this interpretation o f ΠΉΧΏΠ, see 

Chiesa, Emergence, n. 64.
40. Maimonides, Mishneh Torah (Ahabah. Hilkot Sepher Torah, viii, 4).
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B. In Search o f  the “Text o f  Ben A sher”

For centuries, in order to identify the “text of Ben Asher,” exegetes had at 
their disposal only a traditional list of 847 differences41 between “Ben Asher” 
and an illustrious unknown by the name of “Ben Naftali.” However, it is disap
pointing to note that the differences are generally minimal, almost all consisting 
of the presence or absence of a meteg, or a letter pointed with sëwâ> or with a 
hatep. To be sure, Kahle made a certain commotion42 about the discovery of a 
treatise concerning these differences, written by Mishael ben cUzziel in the elev
enth or twelfth century.41 The publication of this treatise by Lipschütz in 196244 
based on seven fragments from the second Firkovitch collection had the initial 
effect of raising some doubts about the various conflicting states of the old tra
ditional list. However, numerous scholars went through the recently discovered 
ancient manuscripts with a fine-toothed comb, with many of them inclined to 
conclude that the manuscript they were studying was closer to the “text of Ben 
Asher” than any competing manuscript. From these studies, several conclusions 
may be drawn: It would have been only through emendation that the F manu
script bccamc somewhat elose to “Ben Asher.” The original pointing of the A 
manuscript was decidedly closer, without completely conforming to it. As for the 
pointing of the C manuscript (copied by Moshe ben Asher, father of Aaron), it is 
decidedly closer to “Ben Naftali" than it is to “Ben Asher.” Beyond this, it should 
be added, Pérez Castro45 has shown that Lipschütz chose arbitrarily between the 
many variants of the text that he edited, so that the original state of the treatise is 
practically inaccessible.

C. The Aleppo Manuscript and the Model Manuscript o f  Maimonides

At the time when it was still kept in an iron coffer in the “crypt of Elijah” at 
the Great Synagogue of Aleppo, an ancient tradition identified the Aleppo manu
script as the model manuscript to which Maimonides referred in the passage of 
the Mislineh Torah just cited. But the Jewish community of Aleppo refused to let 
it be photographed and the only competent biblicist permitted to study it for sev
eral days running was Moshe David (Umberto) Cassuto, in 1944. He concluded 
from his study that he doubted this identification “for technical reasons” which to 
his dying day he did not explain. As Goshen-Gottstein astutely recognized,46

41. This is the number o f differences that Ben Hayim reports in the list that he gives at the 
end o f his edition o f the Masoretic Bible.

42. Kahle, Geniza , 116-17.
43. Levi ben al Hassan ben cAly al Basri, son o f the great Karaite exegete Yefet ben Ely, 

had already composed a treatise on the divergences between Ben Asher and Ben Naftali in the 
first half o f  the eleventh century (Lipschütz, Kitab, 3).

44. Lipschütz, “Treatise.”
45. Pérez Castro, "Edition,” 191-2(X).
46. On the following, see Goshen-Gottstein, “Authenticity,” 33-58.
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Cassuto’s “technical reasons” must stem from the fact that, in the description that 
Maimonides gives of the arrangement of the Song of Moses (Deuteronomy 32), 
he specifies that this passage was written in 70 lines in his model manuscript. In 
the current editions of the Mishneh Torah, his words are: ΠΓΠΝ J’SD'O'I
niU’tti. Now the Aleppo manuscript (in which the end of Deuteronomy is the 
only part of the Pentateuch to have survived) writes the Song in 67 lines. This 
discrepancy was enough to arouse Cassuto’s doubt. However, when Lonzano 
consulted manuscripts of the Mishneh Torah, he observed (could this have es
caped Cassuto?) that three out o f four manuscripts have 67 here instead of 70.47 
After double-checking this fact, Goshen-Gottstein concluded that, in the printed 
editions, the number 67 was emended to 70 to avoid having Maimonides contra
dict the norm furnished in the M assekhet Sopherim. It is unfortunate that when 
Goshen-Gottstein compared the editio princeps of Rome 1480 to a recent edi
tion of the Mishneh Torah, he concluded that the editions say 70 “no matter 
whether we consult the first or the latest edition of M aimonides’s Code.”4s What 
he says is certainly true for the old Italian editions (like the one produced by 
Gershom Soncino December 19, 1488), but it is not valid for an edition49 by 
Moshe ben Shealtiel (published around 1491, in Spain or Portugal) where it is 
written: ΓΥΙϋΊΡ ΠΓΠΝ f O n m  As Goshen-Gottstein notes, the cus
tom of writing the Song in 67 lines survived long after Maimonides, in the Torah 
scrolls copied by the Sephardic and Yemenite Jews. But the Ashkenazis, scandal
ized that the master would have chosen as a model a manuscript that did not con
form to the details provided by the Massekhet Sopherim,50 continued to follow 
this norm, emending even the text of the Mishneh Torah to avoid any contradic
tion with the Massekhet Sopherim.

D. Relation between Masorah and Text

In the search for the “Ben Asher text” then, it seems that we have arrived at 
our object, since we have, for three-fourths of the Bible, the very manuscript that 
Maimonides selected as a model because of the great care that Aaron, the last 
Masorete of the Ben Asher dynasty, took in perfecting it. Nevertheless, it is strik
ing that there are several differences between the A text and the readings that 
Mishael ben cUzziel attributes to “Ben Asher.”51 Aware of the situation, Goshen-

47. Lonzano, Yadot, 25a.
48. Penkower (“Maimonides,” 111) also affirms that “All the printed editions o f the Code 

require seventy lines and not sixty-seven.” In “Aleppo,” 156c, Goshen-Gottstein again repeats 
that “our printed editions o f Maimonides’s Code state that Deuteronomy 32 should be laid out 
in 70 lines” and he proposes that “we refuse to rely on printed editions.”

4 9 .1 cite this edition according to an exemplar belonging to Abraham Erlanger that is pres
ently in the possession o f the Jewish Theological Seminary in New York.

50. This treatise (XII.8 in the Higgcr edition) indicates the words with which each o f the 70 
lines o f  the ΊΓΤΝΠ Song should begin.

51. Loewinger mentions some o f these in “Aleppo,” 65-66 .
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Gottstein surmises that the thirteenth-century manuscripts from which we know 
the treatise of Mishael ben cUzziel were corrupt.52 But Dotan adds another diffi
culty to this one.53 At the beginning (no longer extant) of the A manuscript was a 
copy of the treatise Diqduqe ha-Teamim, rightly attributed to Aaron ben Asher. 
Now, in the edition of this treatise by Baer and Strack, there are certain parts that 
had been copied from the A manuscript.54 Comparing them with the biblical text 
of the A manuscript and with its Masorah, Dotan discovered inconsistencies 
which led him to conclude that the author of the treatise did not vocalize the A 
manuscript, even though this manuscript is perhaps the closest to the decisions of 
Aaron ben Asher among the biblical manuscripts o f this era which have survived. 
It should be added that Aaron evolved in his decisions throughout his career as 
M asorete;55 it would be unrealistic to claim that he is confined definitively to the 
framework created by one set of decisions or another.

One of the chief qualities that A shares with C (and that distinguishes them 
both from F) is that in each of them Masorah and text correspond quite closely. 
This distinguishes them even more decisively from all the more recent Western 
Masoretic manuscripts. Throughout this work, there will be many occasions to 
test the correspondence or lack of correspondence between the Masorahs and 
their texts and to distinguish the ancient Masorahs from other more recent forms.

E. The Great Classical mishafim o f the Karaites from  the Tiberian School

It is important to underline, with Allony,56 an essential difference between the 
norms in force throughout the Middle Ages for the Karaites on the one hand, and 
for the Rabbanites in the liturgical reading o f the Torah on the other. Both groups 
acknowledged the need for vowels, accents, and Masorah for an adequate trans
mission and reading of the Torah manuscripts. But since time immemorial, the 
Rabbanites in the synagogue service read a Sepher Torah in the form o f a scroll 
with a purely consonantal text, and vowels and accents had to be memorized by 
the reader. The Karaites, in contrast, rejected the Rabbanite claim of possessing 
an “oral Torah” which also came from Sinai, and instead believed that Moses had 
received the Torah in its “written and pointed” form at Sinai, that is to say, with 
consonants, vowels, and teamim.

In his Eshkol ha-Kofer, a survey of ancient Karaite theology (1 148), Judah 
Hadassi expressed himself on this point as follows:

52. Goshen-Gottstein, “Tiberian,” 100—101.
53. Dotan. DJQXn. 138-42.
54. Ben Asher (Baer and Strack).
55. This is what Mishael ben cUzziel reports for Ben Asher concerning Exod 20:3 and for 

Ben Nal'tali concerning Exod 19:13 Ο ’-Χ’).
56. Allony. ΓΓΠΓΙΠ ISO. 321-28.
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It is fitting that the Sifre Torah be pointed with vowel signs and accent signs, for 
the accents also teach about the interpretation of what is said, as in the cases we 
have mentioned, and they teach also about conjunction and separation and 
about the clarification of words through analysis and about the participle or the 
noun, for our God (for whom praises resound in heaven and earth) did not give 
them without vowel signs and accent signs. As the writ of our God was en
graved on tablets, likewise they [the books of the Torahl were filled out in their 
writing with vowel signs and accent signs, and they did not lack any vowel 
signs or accent signs, as it is written: “the Torah of the Lord is perfect” (Ps 
19:8). For, without the five vowels that are the kings of vocalization, no word 
can be produced, nor stand firm in the mouth, and it cannot be identified if not 
by its surrounding vowel signs and accent signs. Since Adam, the consonants 
and the writing and the language and the vowel signs and the accent signs have 
been given to interpret the language, the holy language of our God (may his 
name be blessed). For without them the five vowels could not be produced, and 
without the vowels the language is unusable, the pure and holy language of our 
God and of the visions of the prophets.57

In contrast to this Karaite position, we find an anonymous Rabbanite response
dating from the eighth or ninth century:

And [concerning] what you ask, “whether it is forbidden to point a Sepher To
rah,” the Sepher Torah that was given to Moses on Sinai, we have not heard 
anything about there being pointing in it. It was not given at Sinai pointed, for it 
was the sages who created the signs for it, and we must not add to it from what 
we know, for fear of violating [the commandment] “you shall not add." That is 
why the Sepher Torah is not pointed. And although the verse beginnings, ac
cents and reading melodies were given by tradition from Sinai, as it is written 
“and to give the sense” (Neh 8:8), they were communicated orally and not with 
signs of pointing in a book.58

R. Hai Gaon (938-1038) is credited with the following opinion:

A pointed Sepher Torah is not read from in the congregation. Why would a 
pointed Sepher Torah be read from in the congregation? Even if most of the 
pointing in it has been scratched out, it would not be read. The reason for this is 
that Moses gave the Torah to Israel unpointed. You can observe that what is read 
is something other than what is written, for example rHTW’ [Deut 28:30 where 

is read] and other similar cases. The transmitted words (ΠΠΊΟΏΠ) are 
written, but what is read (ΧΐρΰΠ), that is not written.59

57. 70a in the Gozlow edition (Hadassi, Sepher). The text cited is according to the Leiden 
m s  Warner 17 (148b-149a), on which all the others depend (see Barthélémy, “Tradition," 6 -8 ).

58. Often attributed, on insufficient grounds, to Natronai Gaon, this response was pre
served in the M alizor Vitry, 91, §120.

59. Cited from Allonyi m in n  1D0. 326.
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Allony pointed out that the great codexes (mishafim) completed in the circle of 
Masoretes o f the Ben Asher family in Tiberias bear notices (in the cases where 
they have survived) that confirm their destination to be synagogue reading.

Indeed, the oldest of them, the Cairo manuscript of the Prophets (C), bears the 
attestation in Moshe ben Asher’s hand (p. 585, just before the colophon on p. 586 
where he says he copied it in 896) that it was completed for Yacbes ben Shelomoh 
ha-Babli. Repeated two pages before this (pp. 582 and 583) in two margins is an 
older note saying that Yacbes ben Shelomoh dedicated this manuscript of the 
eight Prophets at Jerusalem “to the Karaites who celebrate the holy days accord
ing to the observation of the moon (ΠΤΠ ΓΡΧΊ Vi? DHSnnn ΠΚ D’ttnyn fK ipW ), so 
that they might all read from it during the sabbaths and the new moons and the 
holy days (tTTSnaai Ο’ β Π ΓΌ Ι m r O U O  60nVD Ό  'IXIp'’ ).”  On the page where the 
biblical text ends (p. 581), a clearly more recent cursive hand notes that David 
ben Yefet al-Iskandari, after having redeemed this book of the Prophets,61 dedi
cated it to the community of the Karaites (lOpö ’33 ΓΠΪ Vi?) to read from on the 
sabbath and fast days (ΓΤΡΜΗΙΓΤΙ ΠΊΓΟΡΠ Ί Ώ  13 nxnpV) in the synagogue at 
Cairo (m n x p -I7N n o » 3 ) .

The certificate of dedication for the Aleppo manuscript, drawn up a century 
after its completion, has been lost. However, it was copied and edited numerous 
times.62 Ben-Zvi recently published it, using a copy which was communicated to 
him by R. Meir Nehmad, a member of the Rabbanite community in Aleppo. Ben- 
Zvi relates that he met R. Nehmad several times and discovered him to be a 
scholar with vast knowledge and scientific acumen.63 This certificate of dedica
tion, then,says that

this complete codex of the twenty-four books is the one which Shelomoh ben 
Buyâ'â (XJWH3 p )  wrote . . . and which was pointed and provided with the Ma
sorah in a very clear fashion QUYt ΊΝ2 1ΓΠΝ “lODl Ipil) by the great master, the 
astute sage, the lord of scribes and the father of sages and the leader of masters, 
a man skillful in his work and wise in his undertakings and unique among his 
contemporaries, Mar Aaron son of Mar Rab Asher.. . .  It is our Mar and our Rab 
Israel . . . son of Mar Rab Simhah, son of Mar Sa'adyah, son of Mar Rab 
Ephraim . . . who dedicated it for the lineage of Israel, the assembly of Jacob, 
the congregation of Yeshurun, the possessors of knowledge, the elect of the 
sages who dwell on Mount Zion.

60. In the note on 582, the following is added: “and may none o f them be prevented from 
reading it in the place where it is kept (13 ΠΠΏ NVt "MX DIpDD Ώ  mnpVô ΟΠΟ 1ΠΝ xVl).”

61. It appears that it was in 1071, at the time of the pillage o f Jerusalem by the Seleucids, 
that MS C and MS A were taken to Cairo where they were redeemed, the one for the Karaite 
synagogue, the other for the synagogue “o f the Jerusalemites” where Maimonides had the 
opportunity to consult it.

62. By the famous traveler Jacob Saphir, VDO pN , vol. 1, 18a, among others in the last cen
tury. Later by Harkavy, D’ttHn, vol. 6, 6 -8 .

63. Ben-Zvi, “Codex,” 13 n. 30, in introducing his edition o f the dedication.
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The colophon adds that the manuscript was entrusted to two brothers, Yoshiyahu 
and Yehezqiyahu, sons of David son of Booz, who were to put it at the disposition 
of the houses of study and congregations (mVnpm ΓΤΌΦΊΟΠ Vx) that met in the 
holy city at the time of the three pilgrim feasts, Passover, Shavuot, and Sukkot, so 
that it might be read (Ό  HTipV ΠΌΟΠ λΠΊ m inaw n λΠΊ ΠΊΧΟΠ >Π □'»Vn HwVwa) 
and studied, and so that one might learn from it all one wished and all one chose 
to do. It is added that the two custodians could delegate for this task two men 
known to be honest, judicious, and incorruptible. Then the colophon distin
guishes between this public use of the manuscript and an individual use:

if any man from all the descendants of Israel, among the discerning of the Rab
banites, desires to check it during the ordinary days for piene and defective 
words, for passages joined together or divided by the petuhot or setumot, or for 
the presence of one of the accents, it may be brought to him so that he might 
check, understand, and instruct himself about it by reading and studying, then it 
will be returned to the place where it is kept, and it will not be left alone with 
someone who does not inspire complete confidence.

Moreover, R. Meir Nehmad informed Ben-Zvi that the word D’ODnn (in the 
expression “the elect of the sages who dwell on Mount Zion”) is written in the 
place of another that had been scratched out and that, in his opinion, was 
D’KlpH (= “the Karaites”). He explained that the expression i r m n a  ΠΓ3Π ’V ina 
(= “among the discerning of the Rabbanites”) also covers an erasure under which 
he perceived the words □,33ΊΠΰΊ ΝΊρΏΠ ’Vinft (= among the Karaites and among 
the Rabbanites).64 Given the fact that the two Nesiim Yoshiyahu and 
Yehezqiyahu left Jerusalem for Fustat around 1050, this document must have 
been composed shortly before.65 It is thus rather inappropriate to designate as 
“colophon” a certificate of dedication written more than 100 years after the final 
preparation of the manuscript by its vocalizer and Masorete had been completed.

Manuscripts 223 and 225 (former and latter prophets) of the second Firko- 
vitch collection bear an identical certificate of dedication attesting for each that

Hasûn daughter of Jacob son of Joseph son of Kushnâm dedicated it for the 
community of Karaites (D’NIpn Νΐρΰ '32 m y  Vv) who dwell in Jerusalem the 
holy city . . .  under the watch of our lord the prince Shelomoh son of David son 
of Booz . . . may the Lord bless our lord Shelomoh the prince and his two sons 
Hizqiyahu and Yoshiyahu . . .  and she decided that it would be in the hall of Jo

64. See ibid., nn. 32 and 36. Harkavy already, in his edition o f the certificate, had pointed 
out these two corrections. He believed also that, just before the first o f  them, the word 1ΠΟΠ in 
the expression 3ΠΏΠ ’ViD (= the possessors o f knowledge) was initially NIpQH (the expression 
JOpOn being a characteristic designation o f the Karaites). These suggestions o f  Harkavy 
seem to have been missed by Ben-Zvi.

65. Mann, Texts, vol. 2, 136 n. 10.
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seph son of Bakhtawi so that the congregation might read in it at the time of 
sabbaths and feasts (G , 1 V 'IQ 3 T  m n a t t D  Vnpn Ί3 'imp'»).66

Mann considers the date 1016 given in these certificates for the dedication of the 
manuscripts to be authentic.

Manuscripts 25 and 26 (former and latter prophets) in the second Firkovitch 
collection bear an identical certificate of dedication stating of each m ishaf that 
it was

Bâbshâd ha-Kohen son of David son of Shelomoh son of Abraham son of 
Shahriâr son of Abzûn son of Bazergoy ha-Kohanim . . .  jwhoj dedicated it for 
the community of Karaites who are at Fustat OWN N“lpQ m  ]"inpn m il *7V 
□ΉΧΏ ΠΠ732) so that it might be in the house of study of the prince Semah son 
of Asa son of Semah67 so that the Karaites and whoever wants to reflect on it 
might read in it (îOpQ ’ V l D  13  Wlp’’1?) during the days of the sabbaths and the 
feasts and the fasts and Purim (D’n s m  mmxm DHinam ΓΠΓΰΐΡΓΙ TO ) and so 
that it might not be profaned during the six weekdays, but if someone wants to 
see something in it, he should not be prevented from it, provided that it not be 
opened during the night.68

Manuscript 34 (Ketuvim) of the second Firkovitch collection, according to its 
certificate of dedication,

is in the hands of Ely ben Salawaih in all his houses of study so that he might 
read it all the days of his life. And after Ely ben Salawaih has left this world, 
with or without posterity, this Bible will be received in one of the houses of 
study where the assemblies of the Karaites are held (ΓΠ ΓΡΓΡΦ ΠΠΧ
I^KIpn nV?np) at the time of the sabbaths and the feasts (ffnsniMl m naun) in 
Fustat, so that the assembly might read in it at the time of every sabbath and 
feast (Tinttl roty 13  Vnpn nxnpV) . . .  and may every curse . . . fall on his 
head and on his son and his grandson and on anyone else who might prevent the 
assembly from reading from it (ID niSlpO Vrtpn VW’ty V2 Vd) at the time of the 
Sabbaths and the feasts (□’’tVIQDI Π Ί Γ Ι3 Φ 3 ) after it has been received in one of 
the places of the assemblies of the Karaites in Fustat.69

The dedication o f manuscript 94 (NevPim and Ketuvim) in this same collection 
tells us that Joseph son of Aaron Algazzi IxvJ dedicated it in 1100 “for the sect

66. Cited according to Kahle, Masoreten des Westens, vol. I, 67 and Mann, Texts, vol. 2, 
134-35.

67. “Semah son o f Asa son o f Semah" appears in a marriage certificate in 1036 (according 
to Mann, Texts, vol. 2, 132).

68. Cited according Kahlc, M asoreten des Westens, vol. 1, 71-72 .
69. Again, it is Kahlc (M asoreten des Westens, vol. 1, 75—76) who cites this certificate o f  

dedication and dates the manuscript to the beginning o f the eleventh century.
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of the Karaites φ Ν Ίρη  Γϋ Vi?) who are in Egypt, so that it may be read in the 
holy place.” 70

These six manuscripts of the second Firkovitch collection are only fragmen
tary, but their dedications confirm the use of these codexes for public liturgical 
reading in Palestinian and Egyptian Karaite communities of the eleventh century 
when they came into being. Obviously, we do not claim that the Karaites were 
alone in creating great codexes of the Bible. A large number of splendid manu
scripts of the Bible were produced in communities that were clearly Rabbanite. 
However, it is to be expected that the initiative in this domain would come from 
the Karaites. Their rejection of the Mishnah and Talmud, as well as the equal re
gard they held for the Torah, NevPim, and Ketuvim, led them to concentrate their 
efforts on an access to the Tanak in its entirety that was as reliable as possible. It 
was thus perfectly predictable that the effort to achieve a codex including all 24 
books would issue from one of their communities. Furthermore, it seems that this 
custom of composing a dedication for a manuscript in the place where a colo
phon would be expected in a Rabbanite manuscript, comes from a Karaite milieu 
and follows from the sacred use of the manuscript in that setting, in contrast to 
the use that a Rabbanite community would make of it. In view of this, the colo
phon of the Cairo manuscript (where Moshe ben Asher speaks in the first person) 
could represent a form of transition, since Schenker has clearly demonstrated 
M oshe’s Karaite bent,71 and the even more clear Karaite affiliation of his son 
Aaron will be highlighted below.

It is striking to observe how the author of a polemical poem 72 defends the 
Rabbanite academy of Palestine73 against the claims of the Karaite community in 
Jerusalem.74 He reproaches the latter for claiming that “the Bible is our inheri
tance” 75 while busying themselves with tarhah and azlali, and dargah and mer- 
kali16 and performing the melodies of the accents77 and becoming dried up 
adding ma’arik to qämes.78 They all clash over exegesis, they wheel round and 
stagger like drunks, one saying this and the other saying that.79 In the precepts 
and the commandments they are trapped and they stumble.80 In contrast, in the 
Rabbanite academy, there are seven haherim  who are experts in the ancient

70. According to Kahle, M asoreten des Westens, vol. 1, 74.
71. Schenker, "Lehre,” 245.
72. Cited according to the pages and lines o f the edition by Schechter (“Specimens,” 358— 

69). For the interpretation of the poem, I rely on Mann, Jews, vol. 1, 274 -77  and vol. 2 ,4 8 -4 9 .
73. Designated as piXH η τ α π  in 7,26 and 8,9.
74. Mann (Jews, vol. 1, 274 -75 ) has convincingly identified the community designated 

Π^ΊΧη in 1,19 and 7,21.
75. nVm Nlpon ttV Ό (7,25).
76. Γ01Ν01 rUVt VîO ΓΗΤΙϋ Vx Ί30 (1 ,3-4).
77. crayun OMi? (1,5).
78. ü’DnSD πχορη ΰΠΌ unriD Utt’ (1 ,7-8).
79. naa noix nn  naa ησικ πτ .p na^ ’ NVraa u n n  u v r  .p-insn Vy oVa w a r  xa x (1 .9-10).
80. iVoon TOpu □’üsw qi erpna ( 1,12-13).
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words.81 Their task is to teach in Israel the commandments and the precepts and 
the Torah of Moses with which he charged us as a heritage.82 This writing, prob
ably dating from the tenth century, shows that in Jerusalem at that time, the Ka
raites— considered by the Rabbanite community as specializing in vocalization 
and accentuation of the Bible, but as incapable of offering a coherent exegesis of 
the precepts of the Torah for lack of ancient traditions in that domain— cut a sorry 
figure in the eyes of their Rabbanite brothers.

One more indication of the greater success of the Karaites over the Rabbanites 
in the minutia of pointing lies in the fact that the three earliest witnesses of the 
lists o f “differences between Ben Asher and Ben Naftali” whose names have 
been preserved appear to be Karaite. It is certainly the case for the first of them, 
Levi ben Yefet, and for the third, Shemuel ha-Rofe, author of the Muqaddima. 
But it is also probable for the second, Mishael ben cUzziel.83

F. The Fume o f  “Ben A sher”

In its original form, the dedication of the Aleppo manuscript specified that this 
manuscript had been dedicated by Israel ben Simhah to the Karaite community of 
Jerusalem.84 It has the characteristic signs that indicate its vocalization and Ma
sorah were written by a Karaite. Yeivin noted that the mode of vocalization used 
consistently by the vocalizer of A when reversed consonants distinguish the Qere 
from the Kethiv, can only be explained by the vocalizer’s conviction that the 
vowels had been attached to the consonants since Sinai.85 So while the majority 
of manuscripts vocalize the consonants of these words in the order that the Qere 
places them, the Aleppo manuscript (with some rare witnesses from the same pe
riod) vocalizes them in the order that they are found in the Kethiv, that is, it con
siders the vowel inseparable from the consonant. Yeivin concludes: “These 
considerations prove, in my opinion, that the vocalizer of A was most certainly a 
Karaite.” In contrast, the Cairo manuscript sometimes has the distinctive vocal
ization and at other times the normal vocalization in these cases. With regard to 
the Masorah, that of the Cairo manuscript often mentions “the 18 tiqqune 
sopherim ,” for example, for 1 Sam 3:13; 1 Kgs 12:16; Jer 2:11; Ezek 8:17; Hab 
1:12; Zech 2:12; Mai 3:8, that is, in seven of the ten traditional cases in the 
former and latter prophets. Now, Dotan has demonstrated that the Karaite Qir- 
qisani’s86 crushing critique of the tradition of the tiqqune sopherim  at the begin
ning of the tenth century makes it unlikely that a manuscript barely antedating 
him and citing this tradition often in its Masorahs would be the work of a

81. D’p’nv cn a n n  ’Vowo en n n n  nsnu; (8,3-4).
82. rrarra uV m s  nwo nm m  .crpm d o sw ö  Vx-iutd töVV (8 .4-5).
83. See Lipschütz. Kitab, 2 n. 8.
84. See Mann, Texts, vol. 2, 135-36.
85. Yeivin, “Vocalization,” 148.
86. Qirqisani, Kitab al-Anwar, vol. 2, 22.
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Karaite.87 By the same token, it is interesting to note that the Aleppo manuscript 
does not mention a single one o f the 13 traditional cases o f tiqqune sopherim  lo
cated in the part of the codex that survived, and that the Firkovitch manuscript 
does not mention a single one of the 18 cases. According to Dotan’s argument, 
would it not then be necessary to consider Aaron’s omission of a feature that fig
ured in the Masorah of his father Moshe to be an important test of Karaite prove
nance?

From these observations, we would be led to conclude that Aaron ben Asher 
(in a more marked manner than his father Moshe) was Karaite at the time that he 
pointed this manuscript and put in it the Masoretic lists of his choosing.88 More
over, it is telling that, in a fragment of a Masoretic work cited in turn by Neu
bauer, Baer/Strack, and Mann, a Rabbanite addresses the Karaites to ask for an 
explanation of the motivation of the great master Aaron ben Moshe ben Asher for 
pointing two words of the Torah with both clageS and rafe.m

How did it happen then that Maimonides took Aaron’s m ishaf as a model for 
his summary of the setumot and petuhot of the Torah, as well as for the arrange
ment of its two Songs? It was probably because he read the dedication after it had 
undergone three emendations dissociating it from the Karaites,90 emendations 
which must have taken place after the manuscript, once redeemed, was deposited 
in the Rabbanite synagogue o f the “Jerusalemites” in Cairo. Indeed, another note, 
now lost, said o f the Aleppo manuscript that it had been

transferred by right of a ransom payment from the plunder of Jerusalem, the 
holy city (may it be rebuilt and restored!), to the community in Cairo, to the 
synagogue of Jerusalem (may it be rebuilt and restored in the days of Israel!). 
Blessed be the one who guards it and cursed be the one who steals it, and cursed 
be the one who pawns it. It must never ever be sold or redeemed!

87. Dotan, Creed, 52-53 .
88. Among those who have concludcd that “there arc good reasons for believing that the 

Ben Ashers accepted the Karaite doctrine,” Chiesa (Emergence, 41) seems to me to be the only 
one to have specified that “this is not to say that all the representatives o f  the Tiberian school 
were Karaites. It is extremely unlikely that the Masoretes o f  the first generations were so. . . . ” 
It should be added that Diqduqe ha-Teamim contains lists whose resonances are, in fact, Rab
banite. But the traditional attribution o f Diqduqe ha-Teamim to Aaron does not at all guarantee 
that the insertion o f the lists in question in certain witnesses o f this very composite collection  
is the work of Aaron himself.

89. Neubauer, Bibliothek, 104; Ben Asher (Baer and Strack), xxxviii-xxxix; and Mann, 
Jews, vol. 2, 48 n. 3.

90. Corrections mentioned above, p. 248, and n. 64. It is not surprising that the curiosity o f  
Rambam was not aroused, as was that o f Meir Nehmad and o f Harkavy later, by the fact that 
three words of the colophon seemed to have been rewritten. Every manuscript reader in Ram- 
bam’s period was accustomed to encountering scribal errors which had then been corrected by 
a reviser. At that time, a correction would not have awakened the curiosity o f  a learned reader 
about what might have been written by the first hand. Such curiosity shows the scientific acu
men that Ben-Zvi was able to recognize in his informant Meir Nehmad.



The Authority o f  the Aleppo Codex 253

Thus it seems clear that Aaron’s manuscript o f the 24 books followed the same 
journey of being plundered in Jerusalem and redeemed in Cairo as his father 
M oshe’s manuscript of the NevPim91 and that it was in this “synagogue of Jeru
salem” of the community in Cairo that Maimonides used this manuscript as a 
model. It was probably from its dedication that Maimonides drew the facts that 
he relates in his Mishneh Torah: that this manuscript had been in Jerusalem for 
many years so the Sifre Torah could be corrected from it with regard to setumot 
andpetuhot and that the value of this manuscript lies in the fact that it was pains
takingly perfected by Ben Asher. In all good faith, due to the later emendation in 
the dedication, Maimonides thought that only the Rabbanite community of Jeru
salem had used the manuscript for this purpose.

The fact that this manuscript passed from the hands of the Karaites into those 
of the Rabbanites in the course of its history is sufficient to prove the esteem that 
even the latter group had for it. Those who felt (at what point?) the necessity to 
emend the dedication were perfectly aware that it was part of the Karaite legacy 
that they were appropriating. But the great value that the Rabbanite community 
attached to the codex shows that the fidelity of Aaron ben Asher’s vocalization 
and accentuation with regard to the traditional liturgical cantillation in use by the 
Rabbanites must have been so perfect that they could find no fault with it. This 
was in spite o f the fact that, beginning with Saadya Gaon, the Rabbanite commu
nity had been extremely vigilant against any infiltration of Karaite doctrine in its 
midst. If, at the height of the conflict, neither Karaites nor Rabbanites made bib
lical pointing or Masorah the subject of disputes, it is because the tradition of 
reading the Bible (in all its vocalic and melodic particulars) was already an undis
puted element of the common Jewish heritage before Anan created the schism. 
The fact that the Aleppo manuscript testifies (by the vocalization of certain types 
of Qere-Kethiv) to the conviction of the Karaites that the vowel signs and accents 
were received by Moses on Sinai also proves that Tiberian pointing was already 
regarded as an ancient trust in the first decades of the tenth century.92

It is, in any case, striking that the emendators of the dedication did not feel the 
need to diminish the immense esteem that the Karaites in Jerusalem had ex
pressed for “the great master, the astute sage, the lord of scribes and the father of 
sages and the leader of masters, a man skillful in his work and wise in his under
takings and unique among his contemporaries, Mar Aaron son of Mar Rab

91. See above, n. 68.
92. From the remarkable study that he devoted to this question, Chiesa concluded (Emer

gence, 4 4 -4 5 ) that the beginning o f the supremacy o f the Tiberian tradition over its rivals can 
be dated to the end o f the ninth century and that the principal cause o f this superiority was the 
opinion, then very widespread, that it was at Tiberias that the pronunciation o f Hebrew had 
preserved its purity. To this must be added, however, that Tiberian pointing also came to dom
inate because it was a notational system much more refined and complete than its rivals.
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Asher,” and in no other colophon is it related so fully that “plene and defective 
words, passages joined together or divided by the petuhot or setumot, or the pres
ence of one of the accents” were checked against it. The high reputation of the 
chef-d’oeuvre of Aaron ben Asher was so well-established among the Karaites 
and the Rabbanite community in Jerusalem that the Rabbanites in Cairo did not 
feel the least disturbed about taking it as a model. This agreement between the 
two branches of Judaism in the celebration of the merits of Aaron ben Asher 
should serve as a model for researchers today. It may be historically interesting to 
try to pinpoint the sectarian affiliation of Aaron, but it would be a disappointment 
to that great servant of Scripture if his affiliation were made a bone o f contention.

III. The Predecessors of Aaron Ben Asher

The Masorahs of Western manuscripts after the twelfth century often refer to 
model manuscripts (as Norzi would do later): Sepher Hilleli, Sepher Zamhuki 
[xviii], Sepher Yerushalmi, Sepher Sinai, the Pentateuch of Jericho.93 But older 
manuscripts cite the opinions of Masoretes predating Moshe and Aaron ben 
Asher.

The Firkovitch manuscript, at Job 32:3, establishes a distinction between the 
accentuations of the Π3Τ1ΓΠΤΓΠΟ, of ΓΏ’βΤΠ WN1ΟΠΪ*) Ό Ί, and of the ΓΓΏϋ 'V in. 
At Prov 3:13, it does the same for "IWX p ,  the ΓΟΉ ΓΠΊΤΠΟ, and the ΓΡ-QU VlD. The 
Damascus Pentateuch, at Lev 23:17, cites the pointing of ΟΠΓΰ ’2Ί, ΠΓΠΰ Ό Ί, and 
D'an ’’an. Aaron ben Asher attributes 18 spellings with hatef patah to Ony>D 2T 
Τ Π Φ  WX“I.94 For Job 8:3, the Cambridge fragment TS 18A: 1 opposes ΠΊΏ rtUtt> Î  
and ΤΏ} HiyQ Ί to 3’D i . 95 In Song 5:13 another manuscript96 opposes DTO’D and 
□’’D’D p  Τ2Π to the Π3Π ΓΠΥΓΠΰ. Ancient Masorahs in the Firkovitch collection 
had already cited the Π2Π ητΠΠΏ and introduced the names ηΠΊΏ, ηΠΊΟ p  nitfQ, 
n a ^ n  DnrD Ό Ί, p a w  •’an, and a ’an  ’an .97 It is indicated there that nm n and 
n m a  P  niy?3 were among those who had perfected Tiberian pointing. Mishael ben 
cUzziel compares a decision o f n m ö  nu?û with those of ΊΙ27Ν ]a "P170 iaK üVvPaVx 
and ■»VnD3 p . 98

Two Chufut-Kale manuscripts and two Geniza fragments allow the line of Ben 
Asher to be reconstructed and to be situated chronologically in relation to these

93. On these model manuscripts, see Ginsburg, Introduction, 431 -437 . He begins by men
tioning the “Codex Mugah.” I hesitate to see anything in that but the designation o f  a “care
fully prepared manuscript,” a qualification which could have described different manuscripts at 
different times. This is also the opinion o f Yeivin (Introduction, §152).

94. Ben Asher (Dotan), 139.
95. Cited by Yeivin, Introduction, 138.
96. Cited in Ben Asher (Baer and Strack). 84.
97. Pinsker. Likute Kadmoniot, Ό3 to 2*7.
98. Lipschiitz, Kitab, J.
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other nam es."  From them it emerges that the Ashers constituted a dynasty of five 
Masoretes, with Aaron as “ben Moshe ben Asher ben Nehemiah ben Asher the 
elder,” and that Asher the elder had eight Masoretes as contemporaries (around 
820-825): Abraham ben Riqât, Abraham ben Furat, Pinhas Rosh ha-Yeshibah, 
Ahiyahu ha-Kohcn100 the Haber of Tiberias, Habib ben Pipim, Moshe Moheh, 
Moshe of Gaza, and Semah ibn Sayyara.101 From the previous generation, these 
lists of Masoretes cite only Riqât (father of Abraham) and Semah ben Abû 
Shaiba.

The main import of these lists is that they show that “the great master, the as
tute sage, the lord of scribes and the father o f sages and the leader of masters Mar 
Aaron ben Asher” was situated at the end of a dynasty that worked in the heart of 
an active and vigorous school. It seems most likely that Tiberias was the center of 
that school. Indeed, this city had been the center of Jewish studies in Palestine 
during Byzantine domination. After the Moslems took power, that center was 
displaced by Jerusalem. But it was at Tiberias that the activity of the Masoretes 
appears to have been concentrated.102 The reason that Aaron had no successor is 
almost surely that after his predecessors had perfected the Tiberian pointing, he 
succeeded, for the first time in history, in completing a codex integrating the en
tire Hebrew Bible with its Masorahs. After that, the preoccupation was essen
tially with correcting the manuscripts that were in existence, based on this codex 
which was regarded as the culmination of the efforts of five generations of Ma
soretes from a prestigious school.

It can be concluded that the renown of “Ben Asher,” in that it focused the at
tention of Kahle and contemporary scrutinizers of Masoretic manuscripts on the 
minimal “differences between Ben Asher and Ben Naftali,” had led research on 111 
to an impasse. Fortunately, the publication of the Aleppo manuscript gives ac
cess, for three-fourths of the Bible, to a manuscript of excellent quality that can 
be considered without doubt the chef-d’oeuvre of the Tiberian Masoretes. It hap
pens that there is another manuscript of great value for the text of the prophets, 
the Cairo manuscript, completed by Moshe the father of Aaron. Throughout this 
study, these two manuscripts will continually be consulted. To define the concept 
of the “classical Tiberian text” more precisely, they will be compared to the text 
and Masorah of the Firkovitch manuscript and of the Ben Hayim edition.

99. These texts were edited and interpreted by Mann, Jews, vol. 2, 4 3 -4 9 , and later by 
Levy, Grammatik, 8*-9* , and were discussed by Dotan in Ben Asher (Dotan), 303-305 and 
384-86 , and by Chiesa, Emergence, 38 -41 .

100. His Arabic name was probably “Abû’l Omaitar.”
101. Or “Sawwara,” whose Arabic name was probably “Abû Slutum.”
102. See Mann, Jews, vol. 2, 43.
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The Medieval Manuscripts and the 
Classical Tiberian Text

In Chapter One, we were able to see how the undisputed authority attributed 
to the Aleppo manuscript by all o f Judaism was the result of contingent events 
that provide no objective certainty about the quality of the text. That authority 
rests, above all, on the fact that Aaron ben Asher, crowning the extended efforts 
of the Tiberian Masoretic school and of his four direct ancestors, managed to 
write the entire Bible in a single mishaf. “To write the entire Bible” means that, 
for the first time, (1) all the syllables of the Bible were vocalized in the manu
script, with a precise distinction between sërê and sëgôl, and between patah and 
qämes; (2) all the words were given accents, whether disjunctive or conjunctive, 
tied to the tonic syllable; (3) an extensive Masorah justified and guaranteed the 
coherence of the whole of the consonantal text and its pointing. These facts ex
plain why the Palestinian scribes in the following generations would have chosen 
this manuscript as a model to imitate with the greatest accuracy possible. But the 
thing that made the authority of this m ishaf and its pointer and Masorete univer
sal and undisputed in Rabbanite Judaism was the testimony of Maimonides, a 
testimony resting essentially on the high regard for this manuscript held by the 
Rabbanites, as by the Karaites of Jerusalem, and later of Cairo. The observation 
about the contingent character of the renown attained by the Aleppo manuscript 
thus offers no objective support for assigning it the function of a base manuscript 
to be reproduced in a critical edition of the Hebrew text of the Bible, surrounded 
with the various apparatuses. To judge the quality of its text, we begin by trying 
to situate it in relation to the body of medieval manuscripts of the biblical text. 
We will then define the criteria by which we can recognize the possible existence 
of a “Masoretic Text,” and attempt to apply the criteria to those manuscripts that 
are most likely to have come from the Masoretic school at Tiberias. This will lead 
us to treat these manuscripts from the point of view of their pointing in particu
lar. But every “M asoretic” m anuscript integrates three elem ents: Its pointer 
works on a consonantal text that is often (as is the case for the Aleppo

256
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m anuscript) produced by a copyist other than himself, a text that he corrects and 
points. Then he or another person supplies the manuscript with a small and a 
large Masorah.

I. The Body of Medieval Manuscripts

A. Attempts to Use the Great Collations o f  the Eighteenth Century Critically

When a critical edition of a text represented by many manuscripts is proposed, 
it is normal to begin by trying to organize the manuscripts by classifying them in 
a stemma codicum. However, that is not how critics have proceeded with regard 
to the medieval Hebrew manuscripts. A glance at the critical apparatuses o f the 
Kittel and the Stuttgartensia Bibles is enough to confirm this. When the reading 
of the text being edited is in doubt, whether the Ben Hayim edition or F, one 
sometimes finds, added to the citation of the versions or of the Samaritan text, the 
notation “some m s s ,” or “many m s s ” or even “ 1 MS” found in the collations of 
Kennicott or de Rossi. These unidentified witnesses to which only an episodic 
appeal is made have scarcely any value.

For this reason Hempel, basing his work in 1930 on a number of characteristic 
examples, underlined the necessity o f studying the particulars of each manuscript 
before making use of its testimony to critique the textus receptus.1 Along these 
lines, in 1934 he attempted to see if it was possible to extract from Kennicott’s 
apparatuses a group of Masoretic manuscripts that would attest a Samaritan text 
type (iu). The results he arrived at were rather disappointing: "The manuscripts 
that are closest to m  are frequently written in a particularly careless manner. This 
could naturally create the impression that it is frequently not a matter of ancient 
conformity in these instances, but of more recent secondary circumstances.”2 He 
views this as the problem of a popular text and its history.

In 1948 Wevers tried to see whether traces of the Hebrew that could be recon
structed as the Vorlage of the various recensions of <5 in the books of Kings had 
survived in the manuscripts collated by Kennicott and de Rossi. He arrived at the 
conclusion that the number of characteristic coincidences between the recon
structed Hebrew readings and the text of this or that manuscript was too great to 
be simply a matter of chance.3 From this it emerges, in his opinion, that the vari
ants of the medieval manuscripts have preserved pre-Masoretic textual traditions. 
However, Wevers lamented the fact that it would scarcely be possible to classify 
the Hebrew manuscripts in groups or families. Yet this was in the nature of the 
thing, in his view, since the copyists of these manuscripts felt the pull of the Mas
oretic tradition, and tried to bring their copies into a stricter accord with what 
they knew of the characteristics of that tradition.

1. Hempel, “Chronik," 191-195.
2. Hempel, “Bestätigungen,” 273.
3. Wevers, “Study,” 75.
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In 1954, Goshen-Gottstein compared the variants o f the large Isaiah Scroll 
from Qumran with the manuscripts in the Kennicott collation, taking the versions 
into account. He arrived at the conclusion that

what one is tempted to consider as accord between variants attested by the an
cient versions, on the one hand, and the Hebrew manuscripts, on the other, al
most never rests on either an original kinship or on the penetration of extra- 
Masoretic readings into manuscripts postdating the Masoretes. It rests on the 
“law of copyists,” and it is not the least bit the result of chance if the same mod
ifications that are encountered in the versions also arise so often in the Maso
retic manuscripts available to Kennicott and de Rossi.4

He then explains what he means by the “law of copyists,” an expression that he 
will use frequently later on:

To be able to judge a manuscript, we must keep in mind that at least the follow
ing modifications can always occur repeatedly: syntactic assimilations, dittog- 
raphies and homeoteleutons, omissions and additions of particles (especially -Ί), 
substitution of words with similar meanings, changes on the basis of parallel 
passages, addition and omission of suffixes and change in their number.

To know whether it is possible that a variant of this type resulted from the pene
tration o f another textual tradition, it is important to have first established 
whether the manuscripts that attest the variant also offer variants that cannot be 
attributed to the “law of copyists.” This is very rarely the case.

In 1956, Gese compared the variants in the Kennicott manuscripts of the 
Twelve Prophets with those in the ancient versions (and in the pesher of Ha- 
bakkuk from Qumran). The originality of his research lies primarily in the fact 
that he compared the absolute number of the variants offered by a manuscript to 
the number of those that are found outside of the Masoretic tradition. He arrived 
at the disappointing conclusion that the same manuscripts that take frequent lib
erties (for example, with the addition or omission of a conjunction) are also those 
that attest variants where one would otherwise be tempted to see a survival of a 
popular Hebrew text that had not been revised from the textus receptus. He con
cluded from this fact that it is more likely that most of these cases also involve in
itiatives on the part of the copyist.5

B. Attempts at Quantitative Analysis

Over the last two decades, the expansion in the use of computers permitted 
Sacchi and some of his students to attempt a quantitative analysis of the medieval 
tradition of the Biblical Hebrew text according to the great collations of the eigh

4. Goshen-Gottstein, “Jesaiah-Rolle,” II. 433.
5. Gese, "Bibelhandschriften,” 63-64 .
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teenth century, with the hope of seeing a stemma codicum  take shape at the con
clusion of the analysis.

1. The Method
The computer permits the manipulation and classification of a great number of 

data according to various criteria. It was thus entirely appropriate to try to make 
use of it to handle the great mass of variants offered by the extensive collations of 
medieval Hebrew manuscripts carried out by Kennicott and de Rossi.

To obtain a stemma codicum , Sacchi developed the following method:6

a. A manuscript X that offers the greatest number of variants with respect to the 
textus receptus (= TR) is identified.

b. Next, manuscripts whose index of distance is the weakest with respect to X 
are identified. The index of distance is obtained by dividing the number of 
variants that distinguish a certain manuscript from the TR by the number of 
these variants that it has in common with X.

c. Manuscripts belong to the same group when they have an index of distance 
not greater than two between them (that is, they have in common at least half 
of their variants with respect to the TR).

d. A manuscript Y is identified. This manuscript offers the most variants with 
respect to the TR but is not a part of group ß, whose leader is X. Next, the 
index of distance with relation to Y is established for all the other manuscripts 
(including those that are already part of group ß, so that a single manuscript 
may belong to several groups). With the same procedure used to form group 
ß, a group γ, whose leader is Y, is thus formed. And it continues in this way, 
as long as there is any manuscript that has not been integrated into a group, 
that is, that does not have half of its variants (with respect to the TR) in com
mon with the leader of one of the established groups.

For the variants o f the few manuscripts that ended up belonging to several 
groups, Sacchi planned a qualitative analysis. Following these various opera
tions, he hoped to have a number of textual families sufficiently distinguished by 
their shared variants, which would then be the object of an in-depth textual study.

2. Working with the de Rossi Collation
Sacchi studied Genesis, working with the de Rossi collations.7 Given the fact 

that de Rossi only noted variants that he considered of interest to textual criti
cism, Sacchi first formed a group a of those manuscripts indicated by de Rossi as 
containing Genesis but from which he did not draw any variants for that book. In 
principle then, this group a should contain manuscripts that present no notable 
variants with regard to the TR. There remained 314 manuscripts with at least one

6. Presented as he described it in “Analisi,” 6 -7 .
7. Sacchi, “Analisi,” 8 -14. The results o f that study are summarized here.
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variant with respect to the TR. Following the method spelled out above, the com
puter divided them into 23 groups, a number considerably larger than Sacchi ex
pected. He also observed that most of the manuscripts belonged to several 
groups, thus appearing to be mixed manuscripts.

He noted further that the largest groups were those whose leader showed the 
most variants with respect to the TR, in his view an indication of a general con
tamination of the non-TR textual tradition. He discovered, finally, that even those 
manuscripts that had only one variant always shared that variant with another 
manuscript.

Noting that the very large majority o f variants were found in the extra-Maso- 
relic witnesses, Sacchi interpreted this situation as proving the existence of two 
large families: The one made up of group a is monolithic, and is the family of the 
TR: the other no longer survives except in the form of very old variants scattered 
throughout all the other groups. These are variants that escaped the TR recen- 
sional activity, activity which was experienced throughout, but with varying de
grees of intensity. This second family, whose quality is demonstrated by the fact 
that its variants are invariably ancient, is essentially European and principally 
Ashkenazi.

Sacchi wisely limits the scope of his conclusions to the book of Genesis. He is 
also aware that the manuscripts discovered since the beginning o f the nineteenth 
century could modify certain of these data. Furthermore, he recognizes that the 
de Rossi collations are very partial and that the cases were ordinarily selected to 
prove that the variants had ancient traditional support in the non-Masoretic tex
tual forms.

3. Working with the Kennicott Collation
Borbone studied the book of Hosea. He began by noting that de Rossi only 

mentioned variants that he recognized as having a certain semantic weight, and 
that drastically reduced the number of readings cited in comparison to the vari
ants that are actually present.8 In particular, it implies that readings were ne
glected that, however unimportant semantically, can nevertheless characterize a 
tradition or a manuscript. For this reason, Borbone based his study solely on the 
Kennicott collations, taking into consideration only the 69 manuscripts that were 
thoroughly examined. After indicating the contents of each manuscript and its 
geographical origin (to the extent that Kennicott supplies that information), he 
distinguished readings offered by the first hand from those that remained after the 
intervention o f a corrector (second hand).9

He applied Sacchi’s method of quantitative analysis in a simplified form, tak
ing into consideration only the first hands o f manuscripts with at least 100 vari
ants and settling for a single grouping around the manuscript that offered the

8. Borbone, Osea, 184.
9. Ibid., 185.
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strongest index of distance from the T R .10 He then classified by type the variants 
offered by the six manuscripts belonging to this group.11 This allowed him to ob
serve that, out of the 76 variants shared by the leader manuscript of the group 
(K 150) and the manuscript closest to it, 68 involve only plene and defective 
spellings, variants that are typically polygenetic (that is, they can arise in differ
ent traditions without there being any contact between them). The eight other 
variants belonged to the same type, since five of them consisted of the presence 
or omission of a conjunctive waw, one of the exchange of the prepositions - V  and 
-D, another of the entry of a Qere into the text, and the last of the normal spelling 
10ΝΏΧ1 instead of the unusual "[ΧΟΝΏΧΊ of the TR. Another analysis was applied 
to variants representing significant errors that might allow identification of a tex
tual family, but the results were equally disappointing: In this category, the very 
unusual errors that were shared by two manuscripts contrasted with the fact that 
the same manuscripts were far from each other in their other variants.12

Going no further in his analysis, Borbone concluded quite rightly that none of 
these variants could be considered characteristic o f a textual family. Rather, it 
is the reading ”|XDXQNT that characterizes the TR as a family.13 The qualitative 
analysis of the variants in the five other manuscripts close to the leader led to the 
same result: The very great majority of them are polygenetic in type. Those that 
can be considered as textual are extremely rare and none of them is common to 
the whole group.

Thus, this statistical analysis does not allow the identification of families in 
the medieval tradition.14 On the contrary, it reveals a generalized contamination 
of the medieval Tiberian tradition. Borbone is convinced that it is necessary to go 
beyond the collations of Kennicott and de Rossi. Perhaps a more in-depth de
scription of individual manuscripts from the same scriptorium would allow the 
characterization of a certain textual type proliferating within a certain geograph
ical area.

4. Differences in Results
Even though Sacchi, in 1973, confined his conclusions to the book of Genesis 

and Borbone, in 1990, spoke only of the book of Hosea, it is still surprising to see 
the contrast between the results they obtained. For Sacchi, quantitative analysis 
reveals the existence of a monolithic textual tradition in the family of the TR. It 
also gives evidence of the fragmentary remains of another textual family from a 
Western tradition— European with Ashkenazi dominance— surviving in all the 
manuscripts of the other groups. For Borbone, the quantitative analysis of the

10. Ibid., 188-89.
11. Ibid., 191-92.
12. Ibid., 192.
13. Although one might hesitate, with Dietrich (Bibelfragmente, 90), to base membership 

in a textual family on the slight foundation o f  a single variant.
14. Borbone, Osea, 193.



262 Part 3, Section I, Chapter 2

medieval Hebrew manuscripts does not yield any stemma codicum  but instead re
veals a generalized contamination.

A third view was contributed by another o f Sacchi’s students, Chiesa, who, 
without the use of a computer, studied the group of biblical fragments with Pal
estinian vocalization, as well as medieval sources pertaining to the pointing of 
the biblical text. He concluded that

this research made it possible to establish that the period from approximately 
900 to 1200 is characterized by the recognition of the consistent superiority of 
the Tiberian text and tradition of reading, and at the same time made it possible 
to discover the existence of another great Masoretic school, the Oriental school, 
with its own distinctive textual tradition.15

Referring to the community from which the “Palestinian” vocalization ema
nated, Chiesa stated that

the biblical text preserved by them is characterized, in the number and quality 
of the variants, as independent with regard not only to the Oriental branch, but 
also to the Western branch of the direct tradition of the consonantal text of the 
Hebrew Old Testament. Furthermore, their text appears to be linked to the rep
resentative of the priestly milieu of the Temple.16

Before he arrived at these broad statements in his conclusion, a comparison 
between this "Palestinian” text and the manuscripts collated by Kennicott led 
Chiesa to infer

the la ten t p resen ce  o f  a tradition  that is apparently at least to some extent uni
tary, which can be called the tradition of the non- (or anti-) receptus. Notwith
standing a progressive and gradual rapprochement with the TR, this tradition 
preserves many clear traces of the Palestin ian text from which both the Greek 
and the text with “Palestinian” vocalization derive, in different ways and with 
different characteristics (due in large part to the history of their transmission).17

As may be observed, the perspectives opened up by Chiesa from his study of the 
Kennicott variants do not coincide entirely with the overall views of his conclu
sion, nor with the conclusions drawn by Borbone from the same variants (in 
Hosea), nor with what Sacchi concluded from the de Rossi variants.

What explains the failure of these various efforts to use the great collations 
from the end of the eighteenth century in order to formulate conclusions about 
the transmission history o f the Hebrew text of the Old Testament?

15. Chiesa, Palestinese, 387.
16. Ibid., 388.
17. Ibid., 330.
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C. Reasons fo r  the Failure

Sometimes glaring failures are more profitable than apparent successes, since 
failure calls for a réévaluation of the methods utilized. In the process, certain fun
damental factors may emerge.

1. The Quantitative Analysis Method
When a textual critic of the Hebrew Bible is faced with classifying the 1,793 

witnesses18 collated by de Rossi, or with extracting something of use from the
1,500,000 pieces of textual information assembled by Kennicott,19 it is under
standable that the critic might try to tackle the treatment of these enormous 
masses of materials with quantitative tests applied to limited amounts and call on 
the computer’s capabilities in order to be able to manipulate even these limited 
amounts. However, after observing the disappointing results of this method. Bor
bone pinpointed its principal weakness: the use of the Kennicott and de Rossi 
collations forces the textual critic to violate the fundamental principle that manu
scripts be evaluated and not counted. With the quantitative analysis method,

the medieval tradition still continues to be “counted” and not “weighed”: the 
data that are drawn from it have general value, but it is not easy to make use of 
them to establish stemmata and to judge the value of a particular manuscript or 
group of manuscripts.20

The difficulty in interpreting the results o f quantitative analysis as a Lachmanian 
problematic had already been noted by Sacchi.21 It should be added that it is not 
only manuscripts that are counted and not weighed by this method. The same is 
true for the variants. The person who feeds them to the computer is entirely 
dependent on the excerpter’s criteria for choosing them, criteria that are often 
not even formulated. The difference in the criteria used by Kennicott and de 
Rossi may be sufficient to explain the divergence between Sacchi’s conclusions 
(based on de Rossi) and those of Borbone (based on Kennicott).

2. Flaws in the Great Collations o f  the Eighteenth Century

2.a. De Rossi's collation
Sacchi chose de Rossi’s collation over Kennicott’s (or G insburg’s much more 

restricted one) because de Rossi took into consideration only the most important 
variants, eliminating copying errors and orthographic variants. This fact per
mitted the introduction, from the beginning, of a certain amount of qualitative

18. Sec p. 50.
19. See p. 43.
20. Borbone, Osea, 17 and 28. Sacchi already claimed to be loath to employ the purely 

quantitative method, against which he had previously expressed his views. He resigned him
self to it only because the volume o f  data made it necessary (“Analisi,” 3).

21. “Analisi,” 9.
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information that would compensate to an extent for the purely quantitative char
acter of the com puter’s probe.

In fact, de Rossi stated that the variants he gathered were “the most worthy of 
attention, those based not only on the authority of the manuscripts, but also on 
that of the Samaritan text and the ancient versions.”22 This principle of selection 
of variants is sufficient to explain Sacchi’s very positive observation (no longer 
having de Rossi's principle of selection completely in mind perhaps) that

except in very rare cases [i.e., those where de R ossi had departed from his prin
cip les o f  selection (D. ß .)l the variants are never without support outside o f  the 
Hebrew tradition. In other words, the m edieval Hebrew variants cannot be ex
plained as internal errors o f  a presum edly unitary tradition.23

Sacchi then mentions a surprising fact, which is that the variants registered by 
his computer are not random errors, but belong to a textual type, since even the 
manuscripts which are distinguished from the TR by only a single variant (and 
there are 64 of them!) are never alone in the attestation that they give. This 
shows that, for these manuscripts, the very rare differences from the TR that they 
present do not come from individual liberties taken by their copyists, but are the 
splintered fragments o f a very ancient non-TR text type. But here again, we are 
dependent on the initial choice of de Rossi, who decided to take into account 
only those variants that have the support of other textual witnesses.

Finally, Sacchi believed he could constitute his group a of those manuscripts 
that have no variants, and this allowed him to define the TR family as “unitary.”24 
At the same time, he recognized that “the fact that the collations of de Rossi are 
not global could have greater importance in this group of manuscripts than in the 
others.” Now, this is indeed the case. To be convinced of it, Sacchi would have 
needed only to check Kennicott for the data concerning manuscripts K 100, 171, 
203, 210, 211, 254, 302, 304, 305, 319, 323, etc., which the computer, with no 
variants marked by de Rossi, classified in group a .25 He would have made the 
following observations. For his ms 203, Kennicott indicates that he collated only 
the Psalms.26 Manuscript 302 and those following were collated only “in locis

22. Rossi, Variae lectiones, vol. 1, xliv.
23. Sacchi, “Analisi,” 10.
24. Ibid., 9.
25. Dc Rossi often boasts o f having had in hand a good number o f the manuscripts collated 

by Kennicott and o f having improved the collation o f them. But it is a simple matter to verify 
that he is entirely dependent on Kennicott’s collations in most cases. He reproaches Kennicott 
for having often disregarded the distinction between the readings o f the first and second hand, 
and he boasts o f always guarding this distinction in his own collations ( Variae lectiones, 
vol. 1, xlvii). It is striking to note, then, that in the Kennicott manuscripts cited by de Rossi this 
distinction remains rare, while it is much more frequent when he cites those manuscripts in his 
own collection.

26. Kennicott, Dissertatio Generalis, 88. If one follows step by step the process of colla
tion o f  the Parisian manuscripts (which include K210 and K2 1 1) in Kennicott’s annual reports,
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selectis.”27 In these cases, Kennicott asked Bruns, his collator, very specific 
questions2* that did not always coincide with the variants that de Rossi thought to 
be of interest because of their support in the ancient versions. So, in Gen 1:26, 
Kcnnicott asks if the variant 13ΓΠ0131 is found, while de Rossi is interested in the 
variant 13ΓΠΟ*72, for which he finds support in the Targums, the Vulgate, and the 
Arabic of the polyglot. A comparison of Kennicott’s and dc Rossi’s interests 
yields the observation that, for the entire book of Genesis, they intersect only 23 
times. It is thus not at all surprising that in these 23 cases manuscripts 302, 304, 
305, 319, 323, etc., do not distinguish themselves from the TR. But it can hardly 
be deduced from these few scattered tests that they belong to the same textual 
family as the TR. Bruns adds29 that Kennicott would sometimes interrupt the col
lation of a manuscript when it appeared to follow the TR closely. Thus, it would 
be wise to avoid conclusions about the unitary character of the “TR family” 
when the very existence of that family rests on such a fragile foundation.

It may be concluded that a quantitative analysis based on the de Rossi colla
tion must inevitably produce the results that surprised Sacchi, and that he should 
have taken into account the information that has just been discussed when he 
found himself in the dilemma which he describes:30 Either the TR constitutes a 
coherent family over against all the other intercontaminated groups, or the manu
scripts closest to the TR themselves have variants (albeit fewer) of a sort similar 
to those that characterize the other groups. In the latter case, a “universal contam
ination” of the medieval Hebrew textual tradition must be assumed. Due to the 
facts that (1) the variants characterizing groups β, γ, δ, etc., always had the sup
port of extra-Masoretic witnesses, (2) no manuscript was alone in the support it 
offered for a variant, and that (3) a significant number of manuscripts had no 
variants, Sacchi thought he could decide in favor of the first alternative and thus 
formulated his system of two families. If he had noticed that his three arguments 
are the inescapable consequence of the decisions that guided de Rossi and Kenni
cott in their choice of variants, he would have retained the second alternative in
stead. What we have is a tradition that is entirely contaminated. To this conclu
sion should promptly be added the corollary that Sacchi was correct in stating

one discovers (Kennicott, Accounts, 65, 89, 97, and 159) that the Abbé Ladvocat, librarian of 
the Sorbonne, had his students carry out the collation o f  Psalms in 16 Parisian manuscripts for 
Kennicott. He sent Kennicott seven o f these collations before he died, and the Abbé le Blond 
sent him six others. In the last report (of 1769), Kennicott mentions his hope o f receiving 
something more from Paris, as the Abbé Asselinc, a professor at the Sorbonne, had promised 
his help. Even so, he thought it safer to send Bruns to do the job. This explains why manu
scripts 210 and 211,  which had first been mentioned on p. 88 o f  the Dissertatio Generalis 
among the completely collated manuscripts, are mentioned again on 95 and 96, among the 
manuscripts collated by Bruns “in locis selectis.”

27. Ibid., 94ff.
28. See Bruns, “Index.”
29. Bruns, “Variis Lcctionibus,” 246-47 .
30. Sacchi, “Analisi,” 9.
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that “when the phenomenon of contamination goes beyond a certain limit, it is 
clear that to speak of such contamination no longer makes sense because one no 
longer knows which variants characterize a certain branch of the tradition and 
which are the contaminating variants.”31

2.h. Kennicott’s collation
Borbone arrived at just such a disappointing conclusion based on his quantita

tive analysis of the variants figuring in the critical apparatus of Kennicott for the 
book of Hosea. As has just been stated, it was inevitable that this method applied 
to these data would produce this result. But that does not mean in the least that 
the result is objectively founded. This will become clearer when certain deficien
cies are identified in the collations carried out or directed by Kennicott.

In his quantitative analysis Borbone had the excellent idea of distinguishing 
the state of a manuscript as realized by the copyist of the consonantal text (the 
first hand) and its state after it had been revised by the vocalizer-corrector (the 
second hand). He believed he could rely on Kennicott’s indications concerning 
this, which led him to false results. Consequently, out of the 260 variants that he 
reports for K 150, he found statements for only four of them that an emendator 
had eliminated them, whereas if the manuscript is consulted it can be observed 
that 218 of them were corrected. Thus, only 42 of these variants (and not 256, as 
Borbone believed) were left intact by the second hand. So Kennicott’s informa
tion on this point can absolutely not be relied on and it is ncccssary, as Borbone 
sensed, to “go beyond Kennicott and de Rossi.”32

Borbone realized that a conclusion about the possible existence of families of 
manuscripts demanded that the variants registered by the computer be subjected 
to a qualitative analysis. Consequently, he classified all Kennicott’s variants by 
type. Now, the variants that have the greatest chance of not being polygenetic are 
those that involve a substitution of roots. If the 88 variants in this category are an
alyzed, it is striking that almost all are attested by a single manuscript. Only one 
variant is broadly distributed, and that is in Hos 2:22: ’’3X Ό  instead of ΠΧ. In his 
critical apparatus, Borbone attributes this variant to the Kennicott manuscripts 2, 
17, 30, 89, 93, 95, 107, 109, 111, 149, 180, 181, 196, 246, 249, 251, and 384, as 
well as the first hand of 1, 177, and (according to de Rossi) 251, at the same time 
noting that four of them are Spanish, three Italian, and three German. He adds 
that this reading turns up in the Vulgate. Among the manuscripts just mentioned 
we were able to check 2, 89, 93, 149, and 180 directly, and 181 and 384 indi
rectly. The second hand made a correction to ΠΧ not only in manuscripts 1, 177, 
and 251, but also in manuscript 181 ;33 in 2, the words ’iX Ό  were not vocalized.

31. Ibid., 5.
32. Borbone, Osea, 193.
33. According to Vogel, D escriptio , 110. Concerning manuscript 384, Schelling (D escrip

tio , 194) does not always point out the alterations o f the second hand.
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In 89, the first hand had written Γ1Χ and that was emended to ,3X”,3, which is the 
form in which 149 and 180 offer this reading. A fact that Kennicott could not 
have known is that the first hand of the St. Petersburg manuscript (dated 916) had 
’3X Ό, corrected by the second hand to ΠΧ. There is a slightly expanded form of 
the same reading in manuscript 150, where the second hand also corrected the 
text to ΠΧ n y n .  The first had written Ό D m m , in conformity with the read
ing of the first hand of its targum: X3X ΉΧ ρίΠΤΠ (this unique reading r P X3X ΉΧ 
was corrected by the second hand to T  ΠΧ, while all the other witnesses of the 
Targum have T  Dip |0  VrnoV). Kennicott also points to mixed readings: ΠΧ Ό  in 
K80 and ’3X ΠΧ Ό in K145. Given the fact that Ό also has “et scies quia ego 
Dominus,” this reading is the variant (with respect to the TR) in the book of Ho- 
sea that has the greatest chance of representing a parallel textual tradition trans
mitted by witnesses at least since the end of the fourth century. (It is tempting to 
go back even farther in view of a manuscript of the commentary by Cyril of Al
exandria that has καί έπιγνώση o n  εγώ κύριος as the lemma here, although all the 
manuscripts of <9 attest και έπιγνώση τόν κύριον. But this is one of the many 
cases where Cyril makes use of a Greek translation of D.34 Thus, it does not con
stitute an independent Greek witness.) Borbone concluded that this variant is sec
ondary. Indeed, the expression “you will know the Lord,” which conforms per
fectly to Hosea’s vocabulary, is unique in the Bible. The variant assimilates it to 
“you (s.) will know35 that I am the Lord,” which is frequent in Ezekiel. This read
ing thus belongs to the category of assimilations to a more usual biblical expres
sion. Given the fact that Hosea constitutes only one element of the book of the 
Twelve Prophets, the inquiry should be extended to the entire book to see if other 
readings of this type would permit the identification of a group of manuscripts 
supposed to have been transmitted from extra-Masoretic readings.

As we have stated, the most telling variants, those involving a substitution of 
roots, are attested by single manuscripts. The one that evidences the greatest 
originality is Kennicott 93 (which Borbone’s quantitative analysis placed second, 
after Kennicott 150, in the number of variants with respect to the TR). There will 
be opportunity later on to provide information on this manuscript.

Because he brought his analysis to bear only on those manuscripts that offered 
at least 100 variants with respect to the TR, and limited himself to Kennicott’s 
collation. Borbone did not have sufficient data to conclude that the whole textual 
tradition was contaminated. Such a conclusion requires an individualization of 
the manuscripts and the consideration of certain witnesses unknown to the re
searchers of the eighteenth century. This is what will now be demonstrated.

34. On this point, see Barthélémy, Etudes. 60-65.
35. Or even more frequently "you (pi.) will know . . . ” which is what K150 has here.
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3. Data Already Obtained and Data Still Missing
Among the results obtained by those who had recourse to Kennicott’s colla

tion, Hempel. Blank, Goshen-Gottstein, Wevers, Gese, Chiesa, and Borbone36 
agree in recognizing that K150 presents the most variants with respect to the TR. 
Although many of these scholars have often lamented “the widespread practice 
of citing the manuscripts of Kennicott and de Rossi only by number, without 
other specifications,”37 few of them noted, from the facts supplied by Kenni
cott,38 that this manuscript in four volumes contains the Bible with the Targum 
and Masorah. In the example just mentioned concerning Hos 2:22, it could have 
been noted that the verse by verse alternation of the Hebrew text and the Targum 
is not without consequences. Moreover, Goshen-Gottstein, who is very reluctant 
to grant that an extra-Masoretic textual tradition might have been transmitted 
from antiquity up to the manuscripts of the thirteenth ccntury, nevertheless 
pointed out that, for Isaiah, K 150 is the only manuscript that in many cases offers 
readings that are in agreement with one of the ancient versions. (That fact had al
ready been pointed out by Hempel,39 who also preceded Chiesa in observing that 
readings of this manuscript agree with the biblical text of certain liturgical writ
ings with Palestinian vocalization.) The manuscript in question is Berlin Or fol 
1-4, which is of greater interest for its having been written indisputably by a Jew 
(in contrast to K93 mentioned above). It is clear that this manuscript deserves 
closer scrutiny. We will have the opportunity later on to characterize more pre
cisely the three manuscripts with the most variants with respect to the TR for 
the prophets: K150, K93, and K96. But it will not be possible, any more than it 
was for Borbone,40 to group textual families around them. The impossibility of 
grouping manuscripts that diverge from the TR into textual families appears to 
constitute another valuable point obtained by Borbone’s quantitative analysis.

Does this mean that the best representatives of the TR are themselves only iso
lated witnesses of a splintered textual tradition? The data provided in the colla
tions of Kennicott and de Rossi prove to be insufficient to resolve this important 
question. Indeed, Kennicott was interested only in consonantal variants. Yet what 
the copyist of a Masoretic manuscript creates in writing the consonantal text is 
only a frame waiting to be covered by the work of the vocalizer-Masorete who 
will be the principal agent in the production of the manuscript. The Masoretic 
manuscript is essentially the combination of a consonantal Kethiv and a vocalic

36. Hempel, “Chronik,” 193; Blank, “Manuscript,” 245; Goshen-Gottstein, “Jesaiah-Rolle”
II, 439 n. 1; Wevers, “Study,” 73; Gese, “Bibelhandschriften,” 68; Chiesa, Palestinese, 328; 
Borbone, Osea, 185.

37. Borbone, Osea, 19 n. 40. He him self is content to add (185) that this manuscript that 
contains the whole Bible is German and dates from the thirteenth ccntury.

38. Kcnnicott, D issertatio Generalis, 83.
39. Hempel, “Chronik,” 193 n. 3.
40. Borbone, Osea, 191-92.
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and accented Qere, accompanied by the Masorah with the traditional guarantee 
of authenticity that it aims to provide. If we want to study the coherence of the 
tradition of the received text, we must pose several preliminary questions whose 
answers can only be obtained by making use of consonants, vowels, accents, and 
Masorah.

D. Preliminary Questions

It is impossible to evaluate a text in a certain phase of its history without first 
taking into account the difference between the way we conceive of the tradition 
of the text and the way those who read it in that phase of its history conceived of 
it. Sacchi expresses this difference very effectively, stating that while we know 
today that the text of the Old Testament evolved, the Masoretes, through the edi
tions that they produced, were seeking direct access to Sinai.41 Let us begin by 
seeing how medieval Jewish grammarians viewed the beginnings of vocalization 
and accentuation of biblical manuscripts.

/. The Origins o f  Pointing according to Medieval Jewish Grammarians
About two centuries after the Masoretes of Tiberias completed their work, an 

anonymous Rabbanite grammar edited by Derenbourg has this to say on the 
subject:

From the consonants (ΓΠ’ΓΠΧ) alone without vocalization (DoVo), that is, with
out pointing (ΓΠΎΐρίΠ), no content can be drawn; for when a man writes a note 
to his friend without pointing, he [his friend] doesn’t know its content. For ex
ample, if he wrote the three consonants the reader cannot know its content:
Is it the imperative ΊΏψ, or the narrative tense ΊΏψ, or the personal name "löty, 
or the infinitive ΊΏψ, or the active participle etc. But if this word has a vo
calization, then he recognizes the content without difficulty and can form an 
opinion about it. Thanks to the pointing, he will be able to discern the consonant 
that closes a syllable from the one that opens one, and thanks to pointing, he 
will be able to spot places of conjunction and disjunction, like iheatnah and the 
sof pasuq. And if someone says “Who invented these vocalic signs and these 
accent signs, and fixed their form such that we now make use of them?” he 
should know first of all that their form is part of what has been invented only re
cently. Those who invented them said: this is the form of the qämes and this is 
the form of the patah, etc., and this is the form of the zaqef and this is the form 
of the atnah. And everyone agreed on this, and they made these signs to learn 
and to use for teaching. There are those who say that they have been written 
since the time of Ezra, and that they were given these forms [. . .] and there are 
those who say that the forms and their names as we know them date from before 
Ezra. But their content comes from Sinai, through Moses, as the Oral Torah.
And the words of the verses were written as they were dictated without vocalic

41. Sacchi, “Edizione,” 224.
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or accentual signs, and they were read according to the practice, either “u” or 
“i” or “a,” and were pronounced in accordance with the contents, and this was 
passed on from one person to another. But when it w as observed that, because 
o f  the diaspora, confusions were entering into the language, the initiative was 
taken to make signs, and they were written dow n, and the Pentateuch was 
pointed with them so that everyone could study it easily, and so that everyone’s 
usage o f  the holy tongue would be correct, in exact conform ity with what had 
been heard from Sinai through M oses. But the consecrated Seplier Torah re
mained without pointing, as it had been given at Sinai, in the same way that it is 
without targum.42

Thus medieval Judaism was well aware that the vocalic and accentual signs were 
a post-exilic invention and that their purpose was to stabilize a pronunciation 
whose tradition, going back to the very origins of Scripture, was in danger of 
being corrupted.

2. The Origins o f  Pointing according to Recent Christian Scholars
Christian scholars of the last few centuries generally have distinguished be

tween (1) a consonantal text, whose transmission, they readily agree, was nearly 
stabilized toward the end of the first century A.D., and (2) a pronunciation which 
arises not from the text, but from interpretation of it, with the text remaining open 
to multiple interpretations. Thus, according to these scholars, it was through a 
fairly arbitrary initiative that the pointers stabilized both the vocalization and the 
accentuation of the text between the seventh and ninth centuries. Only rarely in 
the last few decades have non-Jewish exegetes engaged in advanced research 
into the question of the degree of conformity between the Tiberian vocalization 
and the older data that we have on the tradition(s) of vocalization of the proto- 
Masoretic consonantal text. When Kahle had access to sufficiently extensive 
fragments with Palestinian pointing, he concluded that “in the Masoretic pointing 
we have, to a large extent, to do with a considered attempt to attain an authentic 
pronunciation, an attempt that leaves us uncertain about when the reconstructed 
form had been pronounced thus, and even whether it had ever been.”4·' To dem
onstrate the reconstructive nature that he attributes to Tiberian pointing, Kahle 
turned to the Greek transcriptions of the Secunda (= the second column of Ori- 
gen's Hexapla) and Jerome’s Latin transcriptions for proof that the gutturals were 
no longer pronounced in Palestine in the second and fourth centuries.44 The most 
able expert on the testimony of the Hexapla and Jerome concerning the vocaliza
tion of the proto-Masoretic text is Br0nno, who devoted two in-depth studies to 
Kahle’s theories on the prehistory of Masoretic vocalization. Through a careful 
analysis of the rules of transcription of the Secunda, Br0nno showed that the gut

42. Dercnbourg, “Manuel,” 361.
43. Kahle, “Aussprache,” 237.
44. Kahle, Geniza, 164-67.
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turals were still pronounced at the beginning of the third century.45 He devoted 
another work to the analysis o f this question in Jerome’s transcriptions, conclud
ing that at the beginning o f the fifth century Palestinian Jews still differentiated 
gutturals in their pronunciation.46

3. The Tiberian Tradition Judged by the Testimony o f  Origen and Jerome 
Br0nno began his research with a comparison of the vocalic color and quan

tity attested by the Secunda and by IÏÏ. He concluded that

this ancient legacy [that the Secunda transcriptions constitute] show s clearly 
that the Tiberian m orphological system , in its principal essential features, has 
an ancient tradition behind it, even if  the Secunda, in certain particular places, 
does not alw ays attest the form that corresponds m orphologically to the one that 
lit has in those places. [. . .J A s for quantity, the Secunda agrees in a consistent 
and exact manner with lit (but, in contrast, does not agree with the system  o f  
quantity o f  later Jewish grammarians, who regarded the sërê  and the hôlem  as 
long everyw here). The Secunda demonstrates clearly that the Tiberian tradition 
is, in terms o f  the structure o f  the m orphological system , much more trustwor
thy than certain scholars have believed since the d iscovery o f  the Babylonian  
and Palestinian system s. That a developm ent should have taken place between  
the time when the Secunda was com pleted and the tim e when tn was put to
gether is not at all surprising.47

4. An Undisputed Inheritance in the Midst o f  the Polemics
Wc cannot reproduce Br0nno’s analyses in detail here, but retracing his steps 

closely suffices to show that his conclusions are well-founded. Kahle and certain 
of his students were mistaken to consider the Tiberian pointers as innovators. 
These pointers only fixed in minute detail what was, at their time, the traditional 
reading.48 Corroborating this observation is the fact that the most detailed repre
sentation of the reading tradition was realized by Aaron ben Asher just before 
Saadya Gaon launched his great offensive against the Karaites, an offensive to 
which a good number of Karaites dedicated rebuttals. In view of this, it is striking 
that the pointing of the Bible just completed by the Masoretic school of Tiberias 
never furnished material for dispute for either of the two sides. This means that

45. Br0nno, “Theorien,” 527-31.
46. Br0nno, Aussprache, 203.
47. Br0nno, Studien, 462-63 .
48. In a very detailed study Chiesa concluded that “[t]hc main cause o f  the acceptance o f  

both Tiberian text and pointing lies in the superiority o f the reading tradition they reflect, a 
direct conscquencc o f the purity with which the Tibcrians had preserved the pronunciation of 
Hebrew (on this point all the sources are substantially in agreement)” (Emergence, 44). Chiesa 
recalls also that the Rabbanite Ibn Balaam and the Karaite Qirqisani agreed in interpreting the 
textual differences that the Babylonian tradition presents with respect to the Tiberian tradition 
as corruptions suffered by the Babylonian text during its transmission. Saadya Gaon regarded 
these differences as the product o f a twofold revelation (ibid., 45).
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the pointers had done no more than record a way of reading the Bible that all the 
Jews of Palestine, Rabbanites and Karaites alike, agreed in recognizing as a tra
ditional legacy that they held in common.

As the grammarian cited above confirms, Jewish exegetes approximately two 
centuries later did not believe that the tradition had changed since Moses re
ceived the Torah on Sinai, even while they recognized that the tradition had a ten
dency to degenerate on the lips of untutored or careless readers. Did the Ma
soretes view the matter in the same way? It is unlikely. Indeed, we will see that 
Qirqisani at the beginning of the tenth century and the copyist of the Firkovitch 
manuscript toward the end of the same century are perfectly aware of the partic
ulars which had for a long time distinguished the tradition of the consonantal bib
lical text, depending on whether one lived in Babylon or in the land of Israel, par
ticulars bearing often on the Kethiv and sometimes on the Qere. Although only 
tenuous indications of them have been preserved, it is clear that vocalic variants 
must have also divided these two traditions, which had long had distinct histo
ries. For those who were familiar with them, it was difficult to imagine that these 
differences would have reached back to Sinai. Each tradition respected the exis
tence of the other, but Qirqisani attests that the biblical tradition of the land of Is
rael enjoyed a prestige clearly greater than that o f Babylon, although it was much 
less widespread during his time. Furthermore, Aaron ben Asher must have been 
well aware of the fact that the system of vocalization that he used went back only 
as far as his great-great-grandfather Asher the elder. However, as stated, the man
ner in which Aaron systematically vocalized certain types of Qere— a manner 
that his father Moshe had already begun to use, although less systematically— as
sumes that the readers of his manuscript were convinced that the pointing had 
been received at Sinai.

II. Did a “Masoretic Text” Ever Exist?

Succeeding these ancient differences between the textual tradition of the land 
of Israel and the Babylonian textual tradition— or to use the more common terms, 
the Western and the Oriental traditions— were other differences, having to do not 
with textual details, but with details in the use made of Tiberian vocalic and ac
centual signs. This concerns what Kahle mistakenly described as “Ben Naftali 
manuscripts” and what could more accurately be designated an unsuccessful 
Tiberian system. It appears that most of these details can be explained as the sur
vival, within the Tiberian system, of certain characteristics of the Palestinian vo
calization and accentuation. However, it is not possible to detect any tradition 
that is at all unified.

In observing the divergences that preceded and followed the height of the 
Tiberian Masoretic tradition, one is tempted to wonder, with Orlinsky, whether a 
"Masoretic Text” ever existed before the edition of Ben Hayim became the norm 
of a “received text” for four centuries. When we speak of the “Masoretic Text,”
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are we not committing the error of unjustifiably projecting into the past the situa
tion of monopoly that the worthy edition of Ben Hayim could exercise only be
cause of the invention of the printing press?

A convincing response to Orlinsky’s question was provided by Breuer. This 
response suggests that vocalization, accentuation, and the information in the Ma
sorah parva and Masorah magna should be considered as realities that, if one 
means to treat the “Masoretic Text,” are inseparable from the consonantal text, as 
they were in the estimation of the Masoretes. Indeed, the goal of the Masorahs is 
to produce and maintain the identity of the text, and this word “text” includes con
sonants, vowels, and accents. Now, it is possible to demonstrate that, throughout 
the ninth century and at the beginning o f the tenth, Tiberias was the center where 
the Masorahs played this unifying role with the greatest efficacy. If the term 
“Masoretic Text” had a meaning in a certain place and time, it was in this envi
ronment and around this time that such was the case.

III. Traditions Other Than the Classical Tiberian Tradition

Before taking up the study of the classical Tiberian tradition, we would like 
briefly to situate the other medieval Hebrew textual traditions and pinpoint the 
cases where, in the two preceding volumes of this report and in this one, we have 
called on their testimony to support an emendation of the F text.

A. The Other Medieval Hebrew Traditions

1. Oriental and Western
Another traditional type of list of differences, already alluded to above, has 

not been exploited much: those lists that distinguish the “Oriental” manuscripts 
from the “Western,” and whose variants are all consonantal.49 While Qirqisani 
does not mention the “differences between Ben Asher and Ben Naftali,”50 he re
ports the textual differences between the recension of the biblical text used 
among the Jews of Iraq and the one that the Jews of Palestine used. He begins by 
giving as examples two cases of words (ΓΠΧ3Χ in 2 Kgs 19:31 and ΝΤ1Π DV3 in 
Zech 14:4) that figure in the Palestinian recension but are absent in the Iraqi re
cension. Then he disputes the Palestinian claim that their recension is the only 
authentic one. Indeed, he explains that

the Iraqi recension is dispersed throughout the world, from Rakka on the Eu
phrates to the border o f  China, both in longitude and in latitude. It is widespread  
am ong m ost o f  the Jew s o f  Djezireh, Khorasan, Fars, Kerman, Ispahan, 
Yamama, Bahrein, Yemen, etc. N ow , if  som ething has been lost from the text

49. Although some exegetes, like Qirqisani and Joseph Qara (cited in regard to this in 
CTAT Vol. 3, 1004:28—46), also assign certain vocalic variants to this category.

50. Qirqisani, Kitab al-Anwar, vol. 2, 16.
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preserved by all these people, it is even more likely that a number of things 
would have disappeared from the text preserved by the Palestinians, who are so 
few in number.

Already before Qirqisani, the Palestinian Jacob ben Ephraim (whom Qirqisani 
cites) had tried to take a position with regard to this situation. The oldest list of 
differences between the ‘O riental” and the "Western” traditions is that of 247 
cases given in the Firkovitch manuscript, while the final Masorah of the Ben 
Hayim edition offers 218 cases in a list that exerted a strong influence on subse
quent interpretation. The richest source of notes on these differences is the Paris 
BN MS Heb. 1—3 (an early manuscript o f the Jesuits of Cologne). While the lists 
of differences mention none for the Torah, the notes of the manuscript cite a fair 
number of them .51 If the data furnished by the lists are added to those offered in 
the marginal notes of the manuscripts, the result is data that are often contradic
tory. Thus it is not unusual that the manuscripts with Babylonian vocalization 
often have readings referred to as “Western” by these lists and the Tiberian 
manuscripts often have readings that these lists would describe as “Oriental.” 
Moreover, the lists are not at all exhaustive in listing the consonantal variants 
found in the Babylonian manuscripts. In light o f this, the lists can be acknowl
edged as having only limited relevance.

2. The Babylonian Text and Palestinian Fragments
The mid-nineteenth-century discovery of the St. Petersburg manuscript of the 

Latter Prophets, dated 916/17, aroused great interest in the supralinear vocaliza
tion known as Babylonian. In a study devoted to the subject, Kahle concluded 
fairly quickly that, in spite of its age, the St. Petersburg manuscript was influ
enced by the Tiberian system from its first vocalizers and Masoretes— like the 
later Yemenite manuscripts— and that its mixed system of pointing was thus of 
little interest. Instead, Kahle focused his study on the Berlin manuscript Or. Qu. 
680, whose original pointing had been purely Babylonian. He then assembled a 
significant number of Babylonian fragments from the Cairo Geniza,52 a collec
tion later completed by Diez Macho.53 Photographs of all the biblical fragments 
with Babylonian vocalization were published by Yeivin in 1973.54

Another type of pointing preceded the Tiberian in Palestine.55 Kahle, Die
trich, Revell, and Allony have published numerous fragments of it.56 All of the 
biblical variants in texts with Palestinian vocalization were published by

51. See Ginsburg, Introduction , 199-207.
52. Kahle, Masoreten des Ostens and Bibelhandschriften.
53. Diez Macho, Manuscritos.
54. Yeivin, Geniza.
55. The first example o f  this vocalization (in a serugin fragment) was given by Neubauer in 

1895 (Shorthand).
56. Kahle, Masoreten des Westens, vol. 2, 1-95; Dietrich. Bibelfragmente; Revell, Texts 

and "Studies”; Allony, Geniza.
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Chiesa,57 while the Babylonian Bible is available in fascicles published by the 
research group for the Madrid polyglot.5S These collections provide a wealth of 
information, but clearly it is not possible to reconstruct a Babylonian form, and 
even less a Palestinian form, of the Bible, or even of a single book. Indeed, we 
have no indication that there ever existed a complete manuscript of the Bible in 
either of these two traditions of pointing, and the exceptional success of Aaron 
ben Asher, supported by the authority of Maimonides, is sufficient to explain 
how, even within the Yemenite tradition of supralinear pointing, the Tiberian sys
tem progressively supplanted the Babylonian system.

3. The “Pseudo-Ben-Naftali" Manuscripts
From the enormous mass of medieval manuscripts collated by Kennicott and 

de Rossi, it is impossible to place certain ones in families. It appears rather that 
certain consonantal copies with varying degrees of accuracy later underwent re
cension by their vocalizers based on a given exemplar which they valued as a 
model and which was simply the most highly regarded of those to which they had 
access. The Masorahs, when there were such, often had only a rather vague rela
tion to the text. It was as if, once Aaron ben Asher and the manuscripts dependant 
on his efforts had achieved their great reputation, all agreed (at least among the 
Sephardim) to make them the norm to follow for copies that were in use or that 
were being vocalized, depending on the available means. It is indeed striking that 
a number of important thirtccnth-ccntury manuscripts of Spanish or Italian ori
gin59 were still quite close to the text and Masorahs of A or F. This is also the 
case for the edition that Ben Hayim produced based on manuscripts of this type.

Kahle believed that a certain non-classical usage of the Tiberian vowels and 
accents could be attributed to Ben Naftali.60 While recognizing characteristics in 
this type that accord it a certain independence, scholars who have pursued the 
study of the type through the numerous representatives of it from almost every
where except Spain, have drawn different conclusions. They find that it involves 
an application of Tiberian signs to an originally Palestinian system,61 and that, in 
any case, these manuscripts have nothing to do with Ben Naftali. To indicate 
their distinctiveness, however, Diez Macho proposed labeling them “pseudo- 
Ben-Naftali.”62

57. Chiesa, Palestinese.
58. See Biblia Babilônica in the bibliography.
59. One o f the details that comes to light in these manuscripts is that, contrary to the order 

given by the Talmud, the books o f  Chronicles arc often placcd between the prophets and the 
Psalms, as in A and F. This can be observed, for example, in the following manuscripts: Lon
don BL Harley 5710-5711 and Add 15251, Paris National Library Heb. 26 and 105. Parma, de 
Rossi 782, and Copenhagen 1,4,8, etc.

60. Kahle, M asoreten des Westens, vol. 2, 45*-68*.
61. Morag. Tlp’J. 842.
62. Diez Macho, M anuscritos, 7 9 -9 0  and 199-216.
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In the evaluation of the quantitative analyses of Sacchi and Borbone, we dis
cussed the medieval Tiberian manuscripts collated by Kennicott and de Rossi. 
For two centuries, they have been the foremost suppliers of variants used in criti
cism of the received Hebrew text. The texts involved are of quite diverse origin 
and quality. We must now consider more closely those texts that are richest 
in variants.

B. Did Medieval Masoretic Manuscripts Preserve Variants?

From a comparison between a representative of the proto-Masoretic text 
(= Mur) and a representative of the pre-Masoretic text (= lQIsab), we will draw 
the conclusion63 that the standardization of the consonantal text that took place 
between the two revolts led to an extensive consonantal stabilization. This suc
cessful standardization seems to have been accompanied by the elimination of 
non-conforming manuscripts through recension. Thus it constituted a bottle-neck 
through which it would be surprising if many real variants prior to standardiza
tion had been able to pass and survive in Biblical Hebrew manuscripts of the 
early Middle Ages and following periods.

We have seen an indication of this in the group of three variants analyzed in 
Isa 53:11-12, where it was observed that all the witnesses to III agreed on the 
reading ΠΧΤ for 1 laa, D’DT ΧϋΠ in 12ba. and in 12bß, while the four
single textual forms at our disposal that preceded the first revolt (lQ Isaa, 4QIsad, 
1 QIsab, and ©) all agree on the three readings TIN ΠΧΤ, t r m  ’XUn, and □rTWDVl. 
From the isolation of ill in this group of three readings, we concluded that it either 
suffered some accidents or deliberate alterations were made. Now, it is remark
able that none of the three original readings managed to filter through the bottle
neck created by textual standardization and survive in any one o f the more than 
1,800 manuscripts and editions of the Hebrew Bible that Kennicott and de Rossi 
collated.

The United Bible Societies’ committee on textual analysis began its study of 
5,000 textual difficulties in the hope of recovering a certain number of original 
readings among the innumerable variants in the apparatuses of Kennicott and de 
Rossi. But the farther the work advanced, the more that initial hope retreated. 
Thus, out of the 334 emendations to 111 proposed in the first three volumes of this 
study, only 28 could testify to the survival o f original readings in certain medi
eval manuscripts where they had ended up via routes other than that of the clas
sical Tiberian tradition. But recent translations most frequently make use of 
medieval variants that have no real textual authority whatsoever. This will be 
demonstrated below in a number of cases, and then we will attempt to form a

4. The Group o f  Manuscripts Collated by Kennicott and de Rossi

63. See below, p. 405.
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judgment about the three manuscripts that offer the most variants with respect to 
the received text in the books o f the Nevi’im.

/. Emendations Based on Non-classical Medieval Hebrew Traditions
Among the 28 emendations in the text of the Nevi5im for which the committee 

relied on the non-classical medieval Hebrew witnesses, let us first study the 23 
cases that involve manuscripts used in the great collations of the eighteenth cen
tury. Then we will treat the four cases where support was drawn from Babylonian 
witnesses and another from a Palestinian witness.

La. Support from  manuscripts collated in the eighteenth century
The following are the 23 emendations that the committee based on manu

scripts in the Kennicott and de Rossi collations.
(a) Josh 19:15. Here64 the problem involves two competing forms of a topo- 

nym, and nVKT. The form with dalet has the support of the classical Tibe
rian tradition, the recension of ©, and D, while the form with res is supported (in 
an indirect but characteristic way) by ©. In the Hebrew tradition, the form with 
reS (which we chose) has the support of a single manuscript of the Talmud 
Yerushalmi (which gives the only talmudic or midrashic citation of this passage 
in Meg 1:1), and de Rossi cites as witnesses of the reading with res Kennicott 
manuscripts 1, 174, 180, 602, possibly 89, 93, and 176, de Rossi manuscripts 20, 
210, 295, 539, 554, 576, 627, 701, and 226-, as well as the editio princeps of the 
Prophets (!U [Soncino I486]), that of the Bible (lit [Soncino 1488]), and that of 
Brescia 1494; the edition of Felice da Prato and the quarto edition of 1518 give 
this reading in the margin, and the reading is cited as a variant by Ben Hayim. 
De Rossi notes, however, that the testimony of a fair number of manuscripts is in 
doubt because o f the similarity of res and dalet. In favor of this reading, Gins
burg cites the London BL manuscripts Add 14760, 15252, 15451, Harley 5710, 
Or 2091, 4227, and manuscripts G1 and G3.

(ß) Ruth 4:4. The problem here65 is a conflict between the very difficult read
ing VxP (3rd pers.) and the expected reading ViUH (2nd pers.). Although all the 
best Jewish interpreters agree with the classical Tiberian witnesses and the Maso
rah (which only defends a Qal vocalization against a Niphal vocalization) in 
reading the 3rd person, the committee chose the 2nd person with all the ancient 
versions and more than 50 manuscripts.

(γ) 1 Sam 6:18. Nearly all the Hebrew witnesses (the classical Tiberian wit
nesses, among others) read here66 with σ ', D, and 5, whereas pK  was read by 
® and C. The reading with nun is attributed by de Rossi to Kennicott manuscripts 
96, 562, and 602-, to which he adds a manuscript from the private library of Pius

64. See CTAT Vol. 1 ,54.
65. Ibid., 134.
66. Ibid., 154.
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VI (corrected in 1512, but copied from an ancient Vorlage). Ginsburg cites Lon
don BL manuscript Add 15252 as support for this reading.

(δ) 1 Sam 22:14. The vocalization ΊΟΙ of the TR points to its interpretation as 
an active participle of “HD. David ben Abraham saw this (in agreement with © and 
C) as a case where “Ιψ is written with samek, and the committee chose the vocalic 
variant IDT of the Erfurt manuscript, whose Mp proposes the interpretation of Da
vid ben Abraham.67

(ε) 2 Sam 8:12. The classical Tiberian tradition, in agreement with ϋ and (L, 
reads whereas the committee chose ΕΠΝΟ with <5 and 5 .68 According to
de Rossi, this reading with the sense of “from Edom” is read by the Kennicott 
manuscripts 308, 569, 201*, 309*, 490*, 601*, 614*, possibly 171, 521, and 
de Rossi 20 and 701.

(ζ  and η) 1 Kgs 1:18, 20. The classical Tiberian tradition reads ΠΓύ7Ί in 18b 
and nnîO in 20, while we reversed the two readings, with Ό and the partial wit
ness of <9.69 According to de Rossi, this reversal is attested by Kennicott manu
scripts 56, 93, 129, 149, 150, 151, 158, 170, 171, 174, 175, 176, 187, 195, 201,
212, 218, 223, 224, 225, 228, 232, 244, 246, 248, 253, 348, 365, 367, 368, 369,
384, 418, 419 mg., 442, 452, 471, 486, 488, 501, 507, 514 mg., 530, 549, 560,
562, 563, 590, 593, 594, 602, 603, 608, 611 mg., 614, 618, 622, 629, 632, 644,
102*, 130*, 154*, 249*, 250*, 309*, 322*, 355*, 420*, 542*, and de Rossi 
manuscripts 20, 230, 248, 266, 380, 419, 443, 476, 543, 579, 594, 614, 665, 721, 
851, 2*, 21*, 187*, 211*, 226*, 262*, 335*, 345*, 656*, 679*, to which may be 
added the foreign manuscripts 42, 44, 1*, 43*, and 104-, Ginsburg adds London 
BL manuscripts Add 9400, 15451, 19776, Arundel Or 2, Or 2091, 2696, and 
4227. There is a Masorah asserting that the sequence "TIN nnyï is a hapax, but it 
can only rule out the variant that places ΠΠΧΊ in both 18b and 20. Furthermore, 
the ancient Masoretes were not able to determine with complete certainty which 
of the two opposite readings was the correct one,70 as is shown in an ancient Ma
sorah (attested in a Mp by the Vatican manuscript ebr 448) that counts the cases 
where “ΠΓΊΝ1 or nni?V’ bears a tebir accent, a formulation demonstrating the un
certainty of the authors of this Masorah concerning the identification o f the read
ing in some of these cases.

(θ) 1 Kgs 19:3. The classical Tiberian tradition vocalizes N"H, with C. The 
committee chose to vocalize NTI, with ®, D, and 5 .71 This vocalization is read by

67. Ibid., 207.
68. Ibid., 251-52.
69. Ibid., 329-32.
70. Wc cncountercd a similar situation in Jcr 5:7 conccrning a Masorah that gives a list o f  

words occurring once with dalet and once with res. It was noted in CTAT Vol. 2, 495, that this 
Masorah, when used incorrectly, sometimes had the effect o f  inverting the dissymmetry that it 
meant to maintain, that is, (when one o f  the two cases was corrupt) o f  corrupting the other case 
in the opposite direction.

71. See CTAT Vol. 1, 371-72.
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Lilienthal in Kennicott manuscript 224, and by the de Rossi manuscripts 545, 
226*, and 604*. Ginsburg reports the same vocalization in London BL manu
scripts Add 9400, Cambridge Add 465, and G 1.

(i) 2 Kgs 9:15. Against the classical Tiberian tradition supported by one Ma
sorah, we added “ΠΧ after ttf \72 The ancient versions translated as if they had 
read the particle, whose presence de Rossi confirms in Kcnnicott manuscripts 1, 
96, 99, 112, 115, 145, 149, 153, 154, 158, 160, 187, 228, 601, 3*, 128*, and de 
Rossi manuscripts 13, 174, 187, 2 11, 226, 380, 554, 576, 579, 663, 667, 688, 7 16, 
737, 210*, 604*, 679*, and 3 4 1-. Ginsburg notes the particle in London BL 
manuscripts Add 9398, 11657, 15252, Harley 5710, 5721, 5722, King’s 1, Or 
2091, 4227, and W.

(k) 1 Chr 4:22. Instead of ■’? $ ’'] of the classical Tiberian tradition, supported 
by one Masorah, we read with the recension of © and with D.73 According
to Kcnnicott, the reading with the final waw is given in his manuscripts 89, 210, 
259, 180*, and 245-.

(λ) 1 Chr 6:43(58). This involves uncertainty between zayin and final nun, dis
tinguishing two competing forms of a toponym, and fV’n .74 The reading 
with zayin is that of the classical Tiberian tradition and of the editio princeps of 
the Ketuvim (Naples 1483), but it has no witnesses outside of the Hebrew tradi
tion. On the other hand, the reading with nun (which we chose) has the support of 
© and Ό. According to de Rossi, the reading with nun has the support of all the 
later editions (except for Minhat Shay, since Norzi found the reading with zayin 
in “careful manuscripts”). It was the reading with nun that served as the base for 
the collations of Kennicott, de Rossi, and Ginsburg, and continued through BHK2 
(BHK3 and BHS opted for the reading with zayin, following F). If the silence of 
Kennicott is taken as evidence, the reading with nun can be attributed to two- 
thirds of his manuscripts.

(μ) 1 Chr 24:23. Instead of of the classical Tiberian tradition, supported 
by two Masorahs, we read ’IPI, with © and C.75 The vocalization with sërê is at
tributed by Ginsburg to London BL Add 15250, 15252, 15451, Arundel Or 16, 
Harley 1528, and Or 2091. It has dominated almost all the editions, with the vo
calization qämes having entered only the Ben Hayim edition, and then that of 
Baer, along with those that followed.

(v) 2 Chr 20:25. The classical Tiberian tradition has D’HJDT here, supported by 
£. We read □’’'ttSI, with D.76 According to dc Rossi, this is the reading in Kenni
cott manuscripts 80, 155, 157, 178, and de Rossi manuscripts 596, 737, 789, and 
554-, and a certain number of early editions, including the Brescia Bible 1494

72. Ibid., 392.
73. Ibid., 436-37 .
74. Ibid., 61-63 .
75. Ibid., 465-66 .
76. Ibid., 497.
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and the polyglot of Alcala. Ginsburg reads the same in London BL manuscripts 
Add 9402 and Or 4227.

(ξ) Neh 3:18. Whereas the classical Tiberian tradition reads ’Ώ  here, the com
mittee opted for the reading ,:133. which left traces in Ό and 5 .77 It is attested by 
Kennicott manuscripts 168 and 252.

(o) Neh 9:17. Here, where the classical Tiberian tradition, supported by the 
Masorah, reads with D, the committee opted for with <9.78 Accord
ing to de Rossi, this is the reading of Kennicott manuscripts 590, 207*, 476*, 
possibly 535, and de Rossi 593, 737, and 789*, as well as the editio princeps of 
the Ketuvim o f Naples 1487.

(π) Isa 19:18. Instead of the toponym 0"ΙΠΠ of the classical Tiberian tradition, 
supported by one Masorah and by S, the committee read 0ΊΠΠ with lQIsaa, 
lQIsab, σ ', and O.79 This reading is attested by a citation in the Babylonian Tal
mud and, according to dc Rossi, by Kennicott manuscripts 160, 228, 320 mg., 
423,453, 569, 99*, 180*, 571 *, possibly 115, and de Rossi 20, 187*, 211*, 305*, 
and 579*, as well as the editions of Brescia and Münster. Ginsburg reports it in 
London BL manuscript Harley 5721.

(p) Isa 27:2. Instead of ΊΏΠ of the classical Tiberian tradition, supported by 
one Masorah, by lQIsaa, by Ü, and by 5, the committee read "ΤφΠ, with <S.80 The 
reading with dalet, retained by Van der Hooght’s edition, served as a collation 
base for Kennicott and for de Rossi. Ginsburg, who has the reading with re$ in 
his text, reports the reading with dalet in London BL manuscript Add 14760. Dc 
Rossi states that it figures clearly only in his manuscript 174 and in the editio 
princeps of the Bible (Soncino 1488). He shows that, from the silence of Kcnni- 
cott, positive conclusions cannot be drawn in its favor.

(σ) Isa 33:1. Whereas the classical Tiberian tradition reads here, with
almost all the Hebrew witnesses, the committee opted for the reading at
tested by lQIsaa as well as London BL manuscript Add 9398 reported by Gins
burg.81

(τ) Jer 38:23. Instead of *]ΊψΓΙ of the classical Tiberian tradition, supported by 
one Masorah, the committee read with ©, S, and CL.82 According to Lil
ienthal, this vocalization is found in Kennicott manuscript 224, and according to 
de Rossi, in his manuscripts 4, 319, 411, 715, 186*, 187*, 380*, and 226-. Gins
burg reports it in London BL manuscripts Add 4708, 15250, and Or 4227.

(υ) Jer 46:15. Here, where the classical Tiberian tradition reads "pTDN with 
two yods, the committee opted for “|T3X, based on ©, σ ', and D.83 The reading

77. Ibid.. 525-29.
78. Ibid., 568.
79. See CTAT Vol. 2, 143-50.
80. Ibid., 188-92.
81. Ibid., 224-26 .
82. Ibid., 720-22.
83. Ibid., 763f.
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with a single yod  is attested by some sixty manuscripts, according to de Rossi, as 
well as by the editions of Soncino 1488 and Brescia 1494. Ginsburg finds it in 
London BL manuscripts Add 10455, 15252, 15282, Arundel Or 2, Harley 5711, 
and G 3.

(φ) Jer 51:3. The first VîO is vocalized sëgôl by the classical Tiberian tradition. 
The committee vocalized it patah with 0 and 5 .84 According to de Rossi, this vo
calization (together with *7K and VîO [the second onel) is attested by de Rossi 
manuscripts 3, 305, 826, and 993. According to Ginsburg it is found in London 
BL manuscript Add 15250. It is also attested by Kennicott manuscripts 201 
and 225.

(χ) Ezek 47:13. Instead of Πλ of the classical Tiberian tradition, supported by 
one Masorah. the committee read ΠΤ with ®, Ό, and C. According to de Rossi,85 
this reading is found in Kennicott manuscripts 30, 96-, 149*, 249*, 337, 531, 
590, 596*, and 612*, and de Rossi manuscripts 23*, 545*, 596*, and 689. It is 
given as the Qere in K351.

(ψ) Amos 8:8. Instead of "IND of the classical Tiberian tradition, supported by 
one Masorah, the committee read IK’D with <5, D, S, and (L86 According to 
de Rossi, this reading with yod  is found in Kennicott manuscripts 4, 23, 30, 116, 
145, 180, 206, 474, 606, 616, 632, 542*, 613*, possibly 141, 195, 249, and 
de Rossi manuscripts 24. 174, 346, and 408. It is read by Ginsburg in London BL 
manuscripts Add 9398 and Harley 5509.

Lb. Support from  Babylonian manuscripts
(a) Isa 49:7. Whereas the classical Tiberian tradition vocalizes ΠΤ31?, the com

mittee vocalized HTdV with D and S.87 According to de Rossi, the vocalization 
with sërê is found in his manuscripts 514, 715, and 27*, with 319 giving H p ? . 
Alba Cecilia reports it in the Babylonian manuscript Oxford Bodl d 64.

(β) Isa 49:17. In the word “pD , practically all the witnesses of !Tt, supported by 
two Masorahs, vocalize the bet with qämes, with σ ' and 5. The committee vocal
ized it with hôlem, with <9, θ', a ', and 0, as well as the first hand of P (with Baby
lonian pointing).88

(γ) Ezek 39:11. In the word DU?, practically all the witnesses of 111 vocalize the 
Sin with qämes, with a ' and S. The committee vocalized it with sërê, with ® and 
Ό.89 Of the two existing Babylonian manuscripts, Oxford Bodl Heb d 64 has 
qämes and Cambridge T.-S. B 4,38 has sërê.

84. Ibid., 839-41 .
85. See CTAT Vol. 3 ,416 :15 -17 .
86. Ibid.. 686:28-29.
87. See CTATVoL 2, 358-60.
88. Ibid., 364-67 .
89. See CTAT Vo\. 3, 310:26-28.
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(δ) Jer 25:34. Instead of the vocalization Π3,ΓΠ2£'ί3ΙΎ1 of the classical Tiberian 
tradition, the committee vocalized □D'Tl'telDni, with θ', ο.', σ ', and D.90 The vocal
ization with Sureq and sere is attested, according to dc Rossi, in 29 of his manu
scripts, among which are the Sephardic 4, 27, 196, 295, 304, 341, 411, 413, 815, 
841, 1092, and 26*, as well as in four Erfurt manuscripts and in the Brescia 1494 
edition. Ginsburg reports it in London BL manuscripts Add 9398, 15451, 21161, 
Arundel Or 16, Or 2091, 4227, G 1, and G 2. It is also attested by the Babylonian 
vocalization of R

I.e. Support from  a Palestinian manuscript
Josh 19:28. For the toponym that the classical Tiberian tradition writes 

ΊΟΓΟΙΠ with reS, in agreement with the recension o f ®, S, and Œ, the committee 
chose the reading with dalet ](1)133M, attested by σ ' and indirectly by the old <D.91 
This reading is also attested by Kcnnicott manuscripts 154, 168, 172, 174, 182, 
224, 225, possibly 158, and de Rossi 2, 13,20, 211, 226, 249, 319, 341, 440, 539, 
716, and 604*. K475 gives it as a Qere. It is also attested by Oxford Bodl d 29 
with Palestinian vocalization.

l.d. Conclusion
In all the cases where we have summoned support from witnesses outside of 

the classical Tiberian text, we always have the support of a version at the same 
time. Does this fact guarantee that these are ancient readings that figured in the 
Vorlage of the versions? Not always. Characteristic cases will be noted farther 
along92 where the choices of the versions intersect with the exegetical traditions 
expressed by Jewish interpreters of the Middle Ages who, it can be stated with 
certainty, had no contact with these versions. There is a strong possibility that 
very early Jewish exegetical traditions influenced the choices of the versions and 
the changes introduced into the text by certain copyists. Very often in Abulwalid 
is found the affirmation that a certain form takes the place of another form that, in 
fact, appears in the same place in a certain manuscript or in a certain version. In
dependent of the traditions of exegesis formulated by this or that ancient writer, 
the confusion of res!dalet (η.αερ, c) or kaplnun (a.o) or waw/nun (a-ξ) or zayin!fi
nal nun (aA) or gimel/zayin (a.x) happens so easily that, especially with rare 
toponyms, the probability is high that these alternative forms will emerge in 
some part of a textual tradition that includes 1500 witnesses (the total number of 
manuscripts collated by Kcnnicott and dc Rossi plus those which have recently 
become accessible). Apart from such random graphic confusions, a large part of 
the textual decisions just listed consists of the elimination of excessively difficult 
readings of the TR (a.ßy), sometimes the result of minimal alterations of a text

90. See CTAT Vol. 2, 658-59.
91. See CTATVol. 1. 56-57.
92. See below, pp. 553-558.
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that had been corrupted long before (a.Kp). In these cases, it is not at all certain 
that the competing reading is the survival of an original text. There is at least as 
much probability that it involves a facilitating conjecture that entered into more 
or less broad sectors of the textual tradition. Without deriving directly from the 
original text, such a conjecture might very possibly have reinvented it, based on 
the information given by the context.93 This may also be the case when a letter 
drops out by accident (a.ovj/). The context can lend itself to numerous interpreta
tions that propose slight vocalic variants, without the textual traditions necessar
ily transmitting these variants (b.ß). Elsewhere, it is a matter either of variations 
between gutturals that are barely perceptible to the ear— he/het (a-π) or 
>alep/<ayin (a^r|)— or of subtle vocalic variants that represent a tradition more 
exegetical than textual—patah/sëgôl (a.<p) or patah/qâmes (a.ô) or purely graphic 
variants (a.u). It may also be a matter of theological alterations that have been en
joined in certain milieux, while in other milieux the context led vocalizers back 
to the authentic reading (a.0, b.ay). Finally, it can be noted that in different peri
ods and in different milieux, different syntactic interpretations imposed them
selves upon the copyists, under the influence of the literary Hebrew of the time 
(a.i), and could entail vocalic alterations (a.i, b.ô).

The case where it is the most probable that an original reading was transmitted 
alongside the classical Tiberian tradition is (= a.v in 2 Chr 20:25).

2. Support from  Medieval Manuscripts with Weaker Authority
We can point out several cases in which textual criticism has called upon vari

ants drawn from medieval manuscripts that offer extremely weak support. For the 
convenience of the reader, the cases are limited to those taken from this volume.

In Ezek 16:4 NEB makes reference to only “one m s ”  to conjecture ^]"p instead 
of Î1Î ΓΠ3. We submit that after a visual slip, the scribe of the London BL manu
script Harley 5711 immediately corrected his error.94

In Ezek 18:31 BHK3 invokes “2 MSSKcn”  to emend Q2 to Ή. We show that this
T ·

is simply a matter of a marginal reading in the edition o f Felice da Prato and of 
the first hand in the Rcuchlin manuscript.93

Cornill makes reference to manuscript K150 to conjecture ΠΓΠΝ instead of 
in Ezek 21:34(29). We show that this is in fact only the first hand of the 

manuscript, evidence that has little weight here where none of the versions sup
ports the emendation of the suffix.96

In Ezek 23:21 RSV invokes “two MSS” to emend ΠΉΧΕΏ to We see that
these manuscripts are K28, a manuscript without Masorah that includes an inter

93. See the paradoxical cases that will be treated on pp. 576-579.
94. CTAT Vol. 3 ,9 2 :8 -1 2 .
95. Ibid., 138:5-13.
96. Ibid., 182:2-3.
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linear Latin translation and the “Our Father” in Hebrew, and the first hand of de 
Rossi manuscript 737.97

Again, RSV calls on “two m s s ”  to read ΠΤ!Γ)3 instead of ΐΤΠΓΠ in Ezek 24:5. 
The manuscripts involved are K128 (end of the fourteenth century) and possibly 
K126 (fifteenth century).98

According to Brockington, NEB bases the decision to omit Ezek 40:30 on 
“several m s s .”  This involves, in fact, only manuscripts K30 and K 115, and the 
first hand of R 5 9 6 ."

Again, according to Brockington, NEB bases its reading on “ 1 m s ”  in adding 
the words nVxn ΓΗΙΏΞ) to Ezek 40:36. The manuscript in question is a Babylonian 
manuscript, Eb 24 (Cambridge T.-S., B 4 ,38).I(M) However, another Babylonian 
manuscript preserved here, Eb 22 (Cambridge T.-S. B 2,2), has the same text as 
all the Tiberian manuscripts.

According to B J \ “quelques m s s ”  omit the words 2ΠΊ in Ezek 41:1. In 
fact, Cornill presents them as lacking in only two manuscripts. The manuscripts 
involved are K195 and K224, which underwent two different haplographies.101

For the ending of the penultimate word in Ezek 41:15, BHK3 proposes reading 
ift- with “2 MSSKen.”  The manuscripts in question, K4 and K154, both vocalize 
the ending 10-, but specify that the Qere is 'Ώ -,102

According to Brockington, NEB bases its decision on “2 MSS” when it inserts 
“IV before *73 in Ezek 48:28. These manuscripts are actually K153, a manuscript 
of Rashi’s commentary, and the first hand of K187 from the fifteenth century.103

For DiTHV^ in Ezek 48:34, BHS claims to read in one manuscript. In
this manuscript, K150, the missing he was added by the second hand, and the 
word then received the classical vocalization.104

According to Brockington, NEB bases its reading on “some m s s ”  to emend 
TSnX to TpiX in Dan 10:5. This substitution can only be based on the first hand of 
manuscripts K145 and R34, the margin of K249 and the manuscript of Rashi’s 
commentary, K 153.105

In Dan 11:17 Brockington states that the NEB emendation of to Π ψ ϊ’ is 
based on “ 1 MS” and <S. We note the negligible authority of this isolated manu
script, K449, from the end of the fourteenth century.106

97. Ibid., 191:32-33.
98. Ibid., 203:16-17.
99. Ibid., 330:38-39.

100. Ibid., 332:2
101. Ibid., 346:43-47.
102. Ibid., 353:5-8.
103. Ibid., 433:35-41.
104. Ibid., 434:28-30.
105. Ibid.. 473:2-4 .
106. Ibid., 484:43-44.
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In Dan 11:22 where the received text has DiT Brockington states that
NEB bases an emendation to OJ 13$?'! on “ 1 MS.”  This is the fragment Cambridge 
T.-S. 16,96 with Palestinian vocalization, a fragment that omits the final waw of 
the verb, but keeps the one that begins the following w ord.107

In Mic 1:2 BHS bases the omission of 'ΠΚ on “2 m s s .”  These are K2 and
t

K.150. In both of these manuscripts, the word was added by the second hand. The 
omission was the result of carelessness, as is suggested by the location of the fol
lowing word, m n \  at the beginning of the line in K2 and at the end of the line in 
K 150.108

In Mic 7:12, according to Brockington, NEB bases its emendation of ’ΠΙΠ to 
■Hÿ] on “ 1 MS.”  The manuscript is K l; after the copyist had written the word with 
dalet, the pointer vocalized the word ‘HV'l and not 'Π3Π.109

According to Brockington, NEB bases the omission of ΙΓΡ’Π □’’Ϊψ 3*lj?3 in Hab 
3:2 on “3 m s s .”  The manuscripts arc K50, K 211, and K212, three Haftarot manu
scripts, whose textual authority is therefore weak. These words obviously were 
dropped through hom eoarcton.110

In Hab 3:8, it was on the basis of “some m s s ”  that NEB omitted ΠΉΓΉΒ DN, ac
* t  ϊ -  * 7

cording to Brockington. This omission can only be attributed to K72 (end of the 
fourteenth century), a scholarly work which has no Masoretic authority, with a 
Latin version occupying a column next to the Hebrew.111

According to Brockington, with “ 1 m s ” NEB reads DIX instead of Ü*]X in Zech 
9:1. This involves only the first hand of manuscript R24 from the fourteenth cen
tury.112

One manuscript serves as the basis for the BHS reading instead of
in Zech 9:6. The manuscript in question is K101 from the fourteenth or 

fifteenth century.113
With regard to Zech 12:6, the omission of attributed by BHK2 to

“mit m s s ,”  has as its single Hebrew witness K175, which is probably fourteenth 
century.114

We conclude that it is better not to cite the “Hebrew m s s ”  of the Kennicott and 
de Rossi collations to support readings one might choose when those manu
scripts have as little authority as those called on in the examples assembled 
above. Before evincing witnesses of this type, it is always necessary in any case 
to assess the different readings presented by the Hebrew witnesses and compare 
the authority of the witnesses to those different readings.

107. Ibid.. 487:6-9.
108. Ibid., 711:35-39.
109. Ibid., 778:29-31.
110. Ibid.. 861:16-17.
111. Ibid., 866:27-30.
112. Ibid., 971:20-21 ,28-30 .
113. Ibid.. 972:42-45.
114. Ibid., 1001:32-34.
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3. Mistakes Critics Have Made in Their Use o f  the
Eighteenth-Century Collations
Here we begin with remarks made in CTAT Vol. 1.
First let us recall that for 2 Kgs 22:13, we saw that three “codices” of Kenni

cott and one of de Rossi in the end amounted to a single manuscript, since R663 
was the principal source of the Soncino 1486 edition (= K257) and the Soncino 
1488 edition (= K260), and K253 is a copy of the Soncino 1488 edition.115 Con
cerning the two “codices” of Kennicott (K257 and K260), which are actually edi
tions, we also noted the error of Stade/Schwally, who, in SBOT for 2 Kgs 10:2, 
listed “two codd. of Kenn.” and “edd. Soncin. 86.88,” never suspecting that these 
are two different designations for the same w itnesses.116

In 1 Chr 2:30 Brockington states that with “ 1 m s ”  NEB emends O’DN'l to 
And indeed, BHK3 has here “cf. 1 MSKcn.”  This could only be K130, to 

which Kennicott does not attribute this reading, but ‘fo rte  □'’DN“).” In fact, this 
manuscript (= London BL Arundel Or 16) bears the reading of the received text; 
the top of the waw is simply a little more prominent than elsewhere.117

Regarding 1 Chr 24:6 we noted that BHK3 was in error when it attributed to 
eight manuscripts the reading 7ΠΧ instead of the three occurrences of ΤΠΝ in this 
verse, while that reading is in fact found only in the second occurrence.1,8

For 2 Chr 26:23, Brockington represents the second occurrence of TTI3N 017 as 
missing in six manuscripts, whereas what they omitted was the entire phrase 
TTQN Di? 1ΠΝ VOp’l, in a clear case of homeoteleuton.119

In Neh 11:10 BHK3 seeks to omit “p  on the basis of “ 1 MS.”  The manuscript 
in question is only the first hand of K 157.120 We might add here that very often 
Kennicott failed to indicate that the variants he mentions are simply careless er
rors on the part of the copyist, errors that were corrected by a second hand (some
times by the copyist himself), reestablishing the reading of the received text.

From these examples we may conclude that when references to “manuscripts” 
are accepted from critical apparatuses without an investigation of the route they 
took to enter the apparatus, there is often a risk of error in the interpretation of the 
evidence.

4. Three Manuscripts That Are Rich in Variants: K150, K93, and K96
As Borbone noted regarding H osea121 and as can be seen throughout all the 

Nevi’im, among the manuscripts collated by Kennicott, the three that offer the

115. CTAT Vol. 1,418.
116. Ibid., 394.
117. Ibid.. 431.
118. Ibid.. 463.
119. Ibid., 508.
120. Ibid.. 569.
121. See above, p. 267.
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most variants with regard to the received text are K150, K93, and K96. Let us 
evaluate briefly the significance of each of these.

4.a. K150
As we have noted, this is the Berlin manuscript Or fol 1-4. This huge manu

script has !11 and £ alternating in three columns for the entire Bible (excepting 
Daniel and Ezra-Nehemiah). In its composition, presentation, and script, it is very 
close to two other equally large manuscripts, the Vatican Urbinates 1 (= K228) in 
one volume and Berlin Or fol 1210 and 1211 (previously Erfurt 1 = K160) in two 
volumes. K 150 is not dated, while Urbinates I is from 1294 and the Erfurt manu
script is from 1343. Until the bombings o f 1945,122 there was a fourth manuscript 
with comparable contents and presentation. This was Dresdensis A 46 from the 
Sächsische Landesbibliothek (= K598). One need only consult the Kennicott ap
paratuses to notice that, in spite of the similarity of presentation and of the script 
of the first three, which we were able to compare, these four manuscripts have 
very different texts.

According to Kennicott, K150 contains the most variants with regard to the 
TR. But what Kennicott does not indicate is that a very large proportion of these 
variants were eliminated by the second hand. So, for the book of Hosea, out of 
256 variants in K150 that Kennicott reports without specifying that they belong 
to the first hand, only 42 were not eliminated by a later hand. In his Dissertatio 
Generalis Kennicott picked out 20 readings in this manuscript which appeared 
to him to call into question the quality of the T R .123 An examination of these 
readings offers an excellent opportunity to form an opinion on the text of the 
manuscript.

4.a.i. The 20 readings selected by Kennicott
(a) Exod 4:18. Kennicott reports K150 as the only !Tt manuscript that attests 

the reading Τ1ΓΡ instead of “ΙΓΡ in 4:18a (as in xu). He notes that this corresponds 
to the spelling of the name in 3 :1 and 4 :18b. De Rossi adds Ό, S, £, and manu
script R 16 as witnesses of this reading. It should be noted, first o f all, that 1ΓΡ is 
the name of five other persons in the Bible, while this verse is the only place that 
the name of M oses’ father-in-law takes this form (the form VUT appears nine 
times). In addition, two of the other “in’ also have variant forms of their name. 
This is the case for the father of Amasa, who is called “in’ in 1 Kgs 2:5, 32 and 
1 Chr 2:17 and XHIV in 2 Sam 17:25, and for the descendant of Asher named UV 
in 1 Chr 7:38, but fllV in the preceding verse (7:37). Thus, the alternation in the 
TR of the segolate m il(el form ΊΓΡ and a milrcic form of the type ΧΊΓΡ, |ΊΓΡ, or 
ilJV is not at all surprising. In addition, <5 adopted the form Ιοθορ universally,

122. The bombings also damaged Berlin Or fol 1210 and 1211.
123. Kennicott, D issertatio Generalis, 83, note b.
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which corresponds to “IJV rather than ΊΙΓΡ. So it appears that, from a mixed state 
where the forms ΊΓΡ and ίΊΓΡ are both encountered for the name of Moses’ fa
ther-in-law, © (or its Vorlage) universalized the form ΊΓΡ, while iu and manu
scripts K150 and R16 adopted ΪΊΓΡ universally. The received text (= TR) is the 
only one to have preserved a trace of the mixed state of the text through this 
reading.

Because K150 and R16 both have C as well as ill, it is quite possible that the 
reading TIIV entered their texts through the intermediary of d. In addition, the vo
calizer of K150 eliminated the final waw and vocalized the word 1 fl\ In support 
of this alteration, the Masorete noted in a Mp that the sequence ΊΓΡ_,7Χ occurs 
two times in the Bible (here and in Jer 29:1, where the same Mp is repeated).

(β) Lev 9:21. The TR says: “Aaron offered the breasts and the right thigh as an 
elevation offering before the Lord, as Moses had commanded (HUfo ΓΠΧ ΊΙΖ?Χ3).” 
In place of this ending, 29 Kcnnicott manuscripts (including K150) agree with m 
and © in reading ΓΚΡΟ ΓΊΧ ΓΠΓΡ Π1Χ “IWîO. The reading of and © intends to refer 
back to Exod 29:26. But in fact it is Lev 8:29 that has the function of referring to 
that verse, while Lev 9:21 b is an ending that sums up all of Aaron’s sacrificial ac
tivity on the day of investiture and refers to 9:7. Furthermore, it is difficult to see 
how an order from the Lord to Moses would have been altered to an order from 
Moses, whereas inserting the divine initiative is a completely expected facilita
tion. Wc note the same tendency in certain witnesses that emend THX (8:31 and 
10:18) to the passive.

The copyist of the <L for K150 had written HWQ ΓΡ r,,, T pD l NOD. The text of 111 
thus appears to have been adapted by the copyist to that of C. The vocalizer 
crossed out ΠΝ ΓΤ1ΓΡ in !1I and JV rn in C. Confirming the correction of the vocal
izer, the Masorete placcd a Mm here stating that the sequence HWb ΓΠΧ "ΙψΐΟ oc
curs three times, in Exod 16:24, Lev 9:21, and 1 Chr 15:15, as well as those 
places where “Moses” is qualified by the phrase ΓΠΓΡ “pr? (i-e., Josh 8:31, 33; 
11:12).

(γ) 1 Sam 11:12. After the victory of Saul’s troops over the Ammonites, the 
people say to Samuel irV v "10ΝΠ ’Q, and then add, “Hand over the men
so that we may put them to death.” Before 'τί'7Ώ, , the negative kV is inserted by 
manuscripts K150 and K309, while K471 adds it in the margin. Kennicott men
tions that the negative also figures in ©, S, and £. It is not necessary to suppose an 
interdependence between these witnesses, since the context is sufficient motiva
tion for this facilitating addition. D,124 as well as Rashi and Radak, interprets 
in an interrogative sense.

124. According to the majority o f  the editions (from Stephanus to Clementine), it has 
“num ” but, according to the San Girolamo edition and almost all the manuscripts, this should 
be corrected to “non.”
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The immediate proximity of CE could have influenced the choice of the K150 
copyist. It should be noted that in this case no corrector eliminated the negation, 
either in the text or in the CE of K150.

(δ) 2 Sam 14:4. In place of "ΙΏΝΓΠ, with which TR begins the verse, K150 has 
Ϊ0ΓΠ, a reading that Kennicott reports in 33 other manuscripts, in ©, 5, and D. CE 
also is divided between the reading ΓΠΏΐΟ (= TR of ill) and the reading ΓίΠΝΙ that 
K150 and other witnesses have here. Abulwalid, Judah ibn Balaam, and Tanhum 
Yerushalmi surmise that "ΐΰΧΓΠ is for Ν3ΓΠ.123

Thus, there is a strong possibility that the text of K 150 was influenced by its CE 
and that the CE of K 150 is witness to an old tradition of interpretation suggested by 
the context. Neither the text of K150 nor that of its CE was altered by a corrector.

(ε) Isa 9:2. Kennicott notes that, with a dozen other manuscripts, K150 writes 
the Qere iV in the text, in agreement with ? and CE. We treated this Qere-Kethiv in 
CTATVo\. 2, 60-63.

In the CE of K150, fin1? is indeed the corresponding word, which is oriented to
ward the Qere reading rather than the negative. The fact that the Qere is written 
in the text is not at all surprising— that is a frequently attested result of scribal 
negligence. However, a second hand corrected the waw of V? to yalep. The Maso- 
rete mentioned the Qere-Kethiv in a Mp and endeavored to legitimate the correc
tor’s intervention by giving the corresponding Mm which mentions 15 cases of 
Qere V? with Kethiv xV.

(ζ) Isa 28:12. Instead of the TR ’s spelling KIDS. Kennicott notes that manu
script K150, along with 94 other manuscripts, omits the final yalep. The omission 
appears to be supported by all the ancient versions and by CE.

This facilitating omission could have been suggested to the copyist by the 
reading ΏΧ found in the CE of K 150. A corrector added a fin a lJalep to the reading 
of the Hebrew text in this manuscript.

(η) Isa 36:5. Kennicott points out that K150, with 16 manuscripts, has the 
reading ΓΠΏΧ (identical to the parallel in 2 Kgs 18:20) instead of the TR 's ΤΡΙΏΝ. 
We dealt with this variant in CTAT Vol. 2, 248.

(E has ΓΡΙΏΝ here, and thus could not have motivated the copyist’s omission of 
the final yod  in the Hebrew text. What can be seen here is probably the influence 
of the easier reading in the parallel in 2 Kings. We note, in any case, that the 
missing yod  was supplied by the vocalizer (who gave the form the TR vocaliza
tion). Then the Masorete justified the correction by noting in a Mp three occur
rences of the form ’rnQX at the roSpasuq  (Deut 32:26, Isa 36:5, and Qoh 2:1).

(Θ) Jer 4:5. According to Kennicott, K150 inserts *]OV ΠΧ ΓΤΓΡ î?UTin after the 
second YIENT. This appears to be the only witness to the insertion. However, the 
phrase reappears in Jer 3 1:7, where it is widely attested: Π1ΓΡ liöNI.

125. CTAT Vol. 1, 268.
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K150 also appears to be the only CL witness to an insertion of the phrase p1")D 
"|05? rP w  (which, in the other witnesses, translates the phrase in Jer 31:7). In Jer 
4:5, the vocalizer crossed out the extra phrase in the Hebrew and the CL texts. In 
Jer 31:7, the Masorete supplied a Mp specifying that νψίΠ has a patah  only two 
times (there and in Ps 86:2, where the Mp is repeated).

(i) Jer 28:8. Whereas the TR ends v. 8 with •"Ι$ΠΙ7??,7, K l50 (with
18 manuscripts, the first hand of four others and the second hand of three) writes 
DinVl instead of niTlVl. We dealt with this variant in CTAT Vol. 2, 671-72.

The reading 3inVl could not come from the CL of K 150, which has the reading 
Xttf’sVl, corresponding to the TR Hebrew reading rtVlVl. The frequency of the se
quence 'n'TSI 2^13 ( 11 times in Jeremiah) is sufficient to explain how the variant 
could have entered 25 manuscripts. In K150, moreover, the reading was cor
rected to that of !1I by a second hand, and the Masorete specified in a Mp that the 
form is a hapax (the same Mp is found in the Aleppo manuscript).

(k) Jer 31:33. Kennicott attached great significance to the fact that K150 (with 
18 other manuscripts) has a waw before the Tin3 of NT,126 thus giving the verb a 
future sense. Yet it can be seen that the preceding verb mpX and the following 
verb iiaDrpX quite naturally invite this “waw conversive.” Furthermore, it is the 
imperfect form ffiX  in the CL that corresponds here to the TR ’s ,ΠΠ3. In K150, the 
facilitating waw  which could have been suggested to the copyist by the context or 
by the € was eliminated by a corrector.

(λ) Jer 45:4. In v. 4b the TR has NY! }ΗΧΠ-,73- Γ!Χ'1. With 14 other manuscripts, 
the first hand of three, the second hand of nine, the 1486 Soncino editions of the 
Prophets, as well as the 1488 Soncino and 1494 Brescia Bibles, K150 inserts '’b 
before XVI. This addition could have been suggested in K150 by its CL, which in
serts ,Vr:! here. The word was crossed out by a corrector.

(μ) Ezek 11:7. Kennicott reports that, in agreement with 37 other manuscripts, 
all the versions and the C, K150 reads Χ'Ύ'ΙΧ instead of the TR 's ΙΡ2ΠΠ. In our 
treatment of this variant, we conclude that it emanates from an early exegetical 
tradition.127 K I50 could have been directed toward this reading by its CL, which 
has ’ViX here. The Masorete later corrected the }alep to he and noted in a Mp:
x rm x  T D D  *?.

(v) Ezek 14:1. In agreement with six manuscripts and all the versions. K150 
has IX^’I here, instead of the TR ’s X13*]. The copyist of the Hebrew text of K 150 
could have been influenced by its CL, which has ίΠΧ here. In any case the vocalizer 
reestablished the TR reading and the Masorete supported the correction with a 
double Mp, indicating first that this is one of eight cases where '1XDV1 is conjec
tured, and second that this is one of 15 cases where the spelling of ΧΪ3^ is plene.

126. Kennicott, D issertatio Generalis §66.
127. CTAT Vol. 3 ,6 3 -6 4 .
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(ξ) Ezek 33:21. Instead o f Τίφρ of the TR, the copyist of K 150 wrote TlttJSn, 
a variant also attested by seven other manuscripts. We show that, more than the 
four other competing readings for the date here, this one was “in the air” because 
of the information supplied by 2 Kgs 25:2 = Jer 52:5 and by Ezek 26 :l . 128 The 
reading in K150 must have been suggested by these parallels, and not by its <L, 
which has ΧΓΠΠ2 here, corresponding to the TR ’s Hebrew text. The intrusive 
(ayin in the Hebrew of K150 was crossed out by the vocalizer.

(o) Zech 12:10. With about 40 other manuscripts, the first hand of five and the 
second hand of 11 more, the copyist of K150 wrote tV n instead of the TR 's ’Vx. 
This reading is invited by the context, where it is followed by two occurrences of 
rVy. It was the context, and not the Œ of K150, that directed its copyist toward 
this reading, since the C has “Oli? p .  corresponding to the Hebrew of the TR. In 
any case, the vocalizer crossed out the added waw.

(π) Zech 14:5. Kennicott notes that, with 37 other manuscripts, K150 has ΊΏ17 
instead of the TR 's We deal with this variant in CTATWol. 3, 1007-8. The € 
of K150, with its reading H’û’ÿ, must have directed the copyist toward this vari
ant of the Hebrew. Again, the vocalizer corrected the Hebrew and the (L of K 150 
to η » 0 )» .

(p) Ps 16:10. Kennicott reads "|ΤΌΠ (instead of "ρΤΌΠ) in K150 and in 190 
other manuscripts (to which de Rossi adds 100 manuscripts, as well as the edi
tions of Soncino 1488, Brescia 1494, the Alcala polyglot, and Felice da Prato 
1518). In addition, Kcnnicott notes a Qere omitting the second yod  in four more 
manuscripts. Besides these, Ben Hayim vocalized with the Mp IV  ΤΓΡ.
In fact, F has ^T p n  here (with the Mp 7), as does Cambridge Add 1753 (the text 
is missing from the Aleppo manuscript). K150 has the same vocalization (which 
agrees, moreover, with the <L ^X?!)· The reading must be considered as that of the 
classical Tiberian text and not as a variant.

(σ) Ps 118. According to Kennicott, K150 makes Psalm 118 part of Psalm
117. In fact, in K150 these psalms are numbered in the margin in a way that cor
responds to that of our Bibles, by a hand that appears not to be that of the copyist. 
It is true that the copyist left no space between the two psalms, but he also left no 
space between Psalms 116 and 117. Conversely, this same copyist did leave 
space before 116:12 and before 118:5. Not much can be concluded from these 
facts.

(τ) Lam 2:16, 17. K150 and three other manuscripts (to which de Rossi adds 
one) place the V strophe (v. 17) before the D strophe (v. 16), an order which Ken
nicott views as original. Yet it is certain that the order “samek-pe-(ayin-sade” tes
tifies to an early feature in Lamentations 2, 3, and 4. Other manuscripts, more
over, make the same transposition in Lamentations 3 and 4.

128. Ibid., 255-58.
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(υ) 2 Chr 21:2. Kennicott notes that, instead of the TR ’s VxiUP at the end of 
this verse, K150 reads ΠΎΙΓΡ, which he judges to be absolutely required. Twenty- 
seven manuscripts, the first hand of eight and the second hand of three others 
support this reading. We demonstrate that the TR reading is postulated by the 
Chronicler’s system .129

The <E of K150, with VîTItfVH, could not have influenced the copyist in his 
reading m in 1 in the Hebrew. The vocalizer of K150 left the word unvocalized, 
and wrote and vocalized the word Vinty? in the margin, with the Mp 201 j  
ΓΓΠΓΡ showing that the word should not be corrected because it was only a ques
tion of an exegetical tradition. Thus, the manuscripts with the variant have writ
ten only the sebir, that is, the interpretation familiar to them.

4.a.ii. Conclusion
Out of these 20 readings, p, σ, and τ are atypical, and cannot be retained. 

Among the 17 remaining, the correspondence between the variant in the Hebrew 
of K 150 and the text of its CE in 12 cases is striking. This cannot be purely coinci
dental. O f the five other readings (η, ι, ξ, ο, υ, where K 150 is associated with vari
ous manuscripts), η is the result of the parallel in Kings, i is assimilated to a com
mon expression, ξ and υ are intended to avoid contradicting facts that are well- 
established elsewhere, and o is assimilated to the immediate context. In several 
cases, we have seen K150 attest a Jewish exegetical tradition known from other 
sources. From this we may conclude that in these 20 variants, chosen because 
Kennicott believed they demonstrate the value of K 150 as a textual witness, there 
is nothing to suggest that K150 transmitted original textual readings on a parallel 
track to the TR.

4.b. K93
According to Borbone’s study on Hosea, this manuscript comes just after 

K150 in the number of variants with respect to the TR. The manuscript in ques
tion is 404/625 of Gonville and Caius College at Cambridge. Donated by Caius 
in 1557 to the college that he had founded, this small manuscript (17 x 11 cm) 
does not contain the Torah and has no Masorah. It is written across the full page, 
with the books placed in the order of the Vulgate. The hand of the copyist is quite 
graceful. As we will see, he writes Hebrew well, but reads it poorly. The pointer 
who then intervened knew Hebrew well, and corrected numerous copying errors. 
He was probably a Jew, and the one responsible for the dropped letters written in 
an expert hand in the blanks left by the copyist for this purpose. He wrote in the 
vowels, the dagescs, and the rafes, but did not add teamim.

129. CTAT Vol. 1 ,497 -98 .
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4. b. i. Variants pointed out by Borbone
Let us first examine the most characteristic of the variants in Hosea pointed 

out by Borbone:
(a) In Hos 3:3 Kennicott cites the two readings Tin (TR ’iin ) and "pnVx (TR 

In fact, the vocalizer left these two words unvocalized and wrote the read
ings of the TR in the margin and vocalized them.

(ß) The same applies to 4:13 with n*7P (TR PlVx) and to 4:18 with ΠΠΝ (TR 

*?!$)■
(γ) In 5:13 Kennicott (and Borbone) attribute the reading 13ΥΊ0 to K93. This 

is, rather, the word ΤΤΠ0 (TR "VÏTÛ), and the vocalizer first scratched out the over
extended downstroke of the second res, in the hope of vocalizing it once it was 
altered; but then he preferred to write and vocalize the TR reading in the margin.

(δ) In 6:8 with OWE (TR D^O), we have to do with the same sort of mistake and 
correction as in the previous examples.

(ε) In 7:6 the copyist wrote (TR Diip'X), and the corrector intervened as 
before.

(ζ) And last, in 10:12 where the copyist had written ΓΓΠΓΡ (TR ΠΪΓΡ), the vo
calizer was satisfied with scratching out the initial downstroke of the final he and 
joining its top to that of the dalet. Then he vocalized according to the TR.

4.b.ii. Variants treated in CTAT Vol. 3
(a) In Ezek 3:15, we observed that K93 omits DW □’’ΠψΤ’ ΠΏΠ through 

homeoarcton, which also happened in R702* and S. The corrector did not inter
vene here.

(β) Either by homeoarcton or by homeoteleuton, K93 omitted Ezek 40:8 with 
24 other manuscripts and the Soncino 1488 and Brescia 1494 editions. The cor
rector wrote the omitted verse in the margin.

(γ) As examples o f simple errors, we note in Ezek 45:2 the readings ΠΊΏΧ for 
the first niNQ and ΠΙΝΩ ΠΊΏΝ for the second niXQ. and in 45:4 the reading nXWV 
for n ^ V ·  These various mistakes were corrected in the margin by the vocalizer.

(δ) In Ezek 45:8, instead of ,X,U?3, the copyist wrote V x w  ’X’titt. Then the 
pointer vocalized the word ,’X',U?3, and drew a cancellation line above ?XHP\

(ε) In Hos 4:18 for DX20, the copyist had written □’’XDO, and the yod  was 
scratched out by the vocalizer.

(ζ) In Amos 3:12 forpUfa'QI, the copyist had written only U W m , a reading 
that was corrected twice in that the vocalizer inserted the missing qop as well as 
he could and vocalized the word according to the TR, then rewrote and vocalized 
the word in the margin.

(η) In Amos 4:3 for rttiQ inn, the spelling was also corrected twice.
First, the he was written by the vocalizer above the <ayin and the word was vocal
ized according to the TR. Then he rewrote and vocalized the word in the margin.

(Θ) In Mic 1:7 for the TR ’s K93 has nxa^j?, with the vocalizer lending
his assent to the waw of the copyist.
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(i) In Hub 1:5 for D’iiQ, the copyist had omitted the het, which the vocalizer 
then inserted interlinearly, vocalizing the word according to the TR.

(K) In Hab 1:8 the TR has TUHDT VUhD The copyist of K93 wrote only
'  '  T T(T AT T(T \T  Γ  J  J

PUHD lUnDI. The corrector crossed out the re$ of the first word and added the 
missing third word in the margin, then vocalized it all according to the TR.

(λ) In Zeph 2:12 the copyist omitted the suffix of ’Din. The vocalizer later 
added it before vocalizing the word according to the TR.

(μ) In Zech 7:2 the copyist had written "jVftn D m , then the vocalizer crossed 
out the added he before vocalizing as in the TR.

We have commented on each o f these variants where it occurs in the commen
tary. Suffice it to point out here that out of these 14 variants from the copyist, only 
one (in Mic 1:7) was not corrected in accord with the TR. Yet Kennicott says 
nothing of these corrections.

4.b.iii. The influence o f  0 on the copyist o f K93, according to de Rossi
De Rossi made note of two readings in this manuscript that agree only with Ό: 
(a) In Josh 15:17, the TR reads HDDirnX iV 'frm  TIX T3,?“|3  VR’jn»  rrpV ’l 

nWN1? irn .  K93 is the single known Hebrew witness to add the words 13ΏΏ jbj?n 
after 3*73. This addition is all the more surprising in that the vocalizer integrated 
it without any difficulty. In fact, it is simply a matter of a literal assimilation to 
the parallel in Judg 1:13. © translated the words IDQip in Judg 1:13 with ό 
νεώτερος, an expression that most Greek witnesses inserted in Josh 15:17 as well, 
by assimilation to the Greek form in the parallel. Ό, for its part, faithfully trans
lates the Hebrew in Judg 1:13 with “minor,” whereas in Josh 15:17 it has “iun- 
ior,” inspired by the addition it read in the Greek witnesses. We conclude from 
this that the plus of K93 in Josh 15:17 does not issue from the Latin. It is a bor
rowing from the Judges parallel in ÎÏÏ, though the copyist’s knowledge of D may 
have suggested this assimilation to him.

(ß) In the TR of 2 Sam 22:7, the verse ends with :V3TN2 Tll?'U£h. K93 is the 
only known Hebrew witness to insert K5FI "HS? between these two words. The 
pointer vocalized these words with the others, but a later hand drew a somewhat 
hesitant cancellation line above them. We note that Ό has “et clamor meus veniet 
ad aures eius.” The word “veniet” corresponds to ÎOQ. but there is nothing to mo
tivate the word 'Π5'?· In fact, K93 once again was assimilated to the parallel in Ps 
18:7, where exactly the same two words are found. For the 0 of 2 Sam 22:7, it suf
ficed to borrow only the verb from the parallel to provide what was felt to be the 
needed clarification here.

We conclude that in these two cases, the innovations of K93 can not be ex
plained satisfactorily as the influence of D; rather, they have the aim of complet
ing the text by inserting pluses offered by a clear parallel.
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4.b.iv. Affinities between K93 exclusively and a state of®, 
according to Wevers 

In his study of Kings, Wevers found numerous cases where certain Kennicott 
manuscripts seemed to him to coincide with a reading in one of the states of ©. 
Here are the three most characteristic of those cases that concern only K93.

(a) In 1 Kgs 1:52 the TR has ΠΧΊΚ irnÿW?? while K93 adds to the second 
word the phrase itPNI ΓΠΓψΟ, vocalized and with no correction. Wevers sees this 
as agreement with manuscripts boc:e2, which have άπό τής κεφαλής αύτοϋ 
θρίξ.130 But if the Greek had influenced K93 here, one would expect ÎUjNhû 
ΓΠνψ; instead, K93 is simply an assimilation to the more complete expression 

ÎWK'l ΓΠρ>ρ Vs?, found in 1 Sam 14:45.
T (β) In 2 Kgs 8:24 the TR has ΤΠ TÎ?? Vn'niTny IpgS , following which K93 

adds l’ax , vocalized and without correction. Now, as Wevers observes,131 most © 
witnesses also add του πατρός αύτοΰ. But here again, it is not necessary to assume 
a dependence of K93 upon ©. Indeed, “he was buried (with his fathers) in the 
City of David” is a common expression that is sometimes followed by “his fa
ther” in the TR (1 Kgs 11:43; 15:24; 22:51; 2 Kgs 15:38) and sometimes not 
(1 Kgs 14:31; 2 Kgs 8:24; 14:20; 2 Chr 12:16; 21:1). This formula also appears 
sometimes without the phrase “with his fathers” ( 1 Kgs I 1:43; 2 Chr 12:16). It is 
not surprising that the various wordings of this formula would have influenced 
each other. Apart from K93, which adds TON where the TR does not have it, this 
is the case in other manuscripts that omit the word where the TR has it: K144 and 
K 150 in 1 Kgs 11:43, and K154 and K 172 in 2 Kgs 15:38.

(γ) In 2 Kgs 9:29, the TR reading is TjÿlJ ΠΧΠίΓρ DTT1? Πίψ ΓΠψν n n x m tf ttl  
:HTirrnVy ΓΡΤΠΝ. After the copyist of K93 had inserted Vn w , which the vo
calizer canceled by placing a line above it after he had already begun to vocalize 
the word. Wevers related this plus in K93 to ©, which has Και εν ετει ένδεκάτω 
Ιωραμ βασιλεϊ Ισραήλ έβασίλευσεν Όχοζείας επί ’Ιούδαν.132 If the copyist of K93 
had depended on this, he should have inserted "1*70 Vniut after "jVo. He was in
fluenced, rather, by the parallel in 2 Kgs 8:16 OjVö 3ΝΠΧ"|3 DirV ΦΰΠ ΓΝΕήΐ 

which suggests that he interpreted the "[Vo that he had just written as a 
noun and not as a verb.

Once again, in these three cases, the influence of a parallel in the Hebrew 
Bible is thus more likely than that of a reading from ©.

4.b.v. Conclusion
Almost all of these variants from K93’s copyist appear to boil down to mis

takes that sometimes raise doubts about his comprehension of his Vorlage. As is 
shown by the order in which he copied the books, this copyist was most likely a

130. Wevers, “Study,” 63.
131. Ibid.. 56.
132. Ibid., 54.
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Christian scholar. Nevertheless, he knew enough Hebrew for a misread word to 
suggest to him. in most cases, a form that existed in Hebrew. The only one of 
these variants that has clear support in extra-Masoretic traditions is that of Hos 
7:6 (4.b.ix), where © also read Εφραιμ. Either there was a direct or indirect 
(through Jerome’s commentary) influence from ©, or the copyist of K93 and the 
© translator both misread the text, an error not difficult to explain in the context 
of a book where “Ephraim” figures 37 times. We have seen in 4.b.iii and iv that 
the cases of influence from ancient versions that have been supposed for K93 are 
not convincing. The second hypothesis for Hos 7:6 is thus more probable than 
the first.

4.c. K96
Goshen-Gottstein considered this manuscript, with K150, to be the most im

portant of medieval m anuscripts.133 The manuscript is A.2., given by Robert 
Horne to St. John’s College, Cambridge, in 1546. It contains Nevi’im, starting 
with Judg 7:14, and is written in two columns, except for the last pages of certain 
books where the text is written across the full page. The bottom part of several 
pages is not pointed. It is bound so that the manuscript begins with 1 Samuel, 
with the extant part of Judges transferred to the end.

4.c.i. Variants mentioned in previous studies
Gathered here are readings unique to K96 that have been brought to light by 

the studies of Wevers, Goshen-Gottstein, Gese, and Borbone.
(α) 1 Kgs 1:1. The copyist wrote }pT Τ Π  |pT, and the pointer did not touch the 

first |pT. Wevers suggested that the reading πρεσβύτης σφόδρα in the Antiochene 
text (the other Greek witnesses have πρεσβύτερος) could have been an attempt to 
render this variant.134 However, the Antiochene reading is, rather, an assimila
tion to 1:15, where all the Greek witnesses translate 1XÖ |j?T. The copyist of K96, 
for his part, appears first to have forgotten the word 111, then, after adding that 
word, he forgot to cross out the first ]p î, which had resulted from his jumping 
ahead.

(β) 1 Kgs 9:15. After the mention of Solomon’s project of building Π,5_Γ'Χ 
ΓΠΓΡ. K96 has ^,7ΏΠ- Π'’3- ηΚ,1 instead of ίΓΡΒ’ ΓίΧΊ. Wevers points out the agree
ment with the hexaplaric ®, which has και τον οικον του βασιλέως.135 In fact, 
Κ96 and the hexaplaric © could have, quite independently of each other, assimi
lated this passage to the more explicit parallels in 9:1 and 9:10 where Solomon 
built rv̂ rnin nvr nra-nx.

(γ) 1 Kgs 13:3. After the word ΠΤ in ΓΠΓΡ 121 1WX ΓφΐΏΠ ΠΤ, K96 inserts 131Π, 
which the pointer did not vocalize. Wevers notes the relation of this reading to

133. Goshen-Gottstein, “Jesaiah-Rolle” II, 434 n. 2.
134. Wevers, Study, 63.
135. Ibid., 62.
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that of ©: Τοΰτο τό ρήμα ο έλάλησεν Κύριος.136 In comparison to the TR reading, 
which occurs only here, the expression ΓΠΓΡ ΊΒΙ ΊφΚ Ί21Π ΠΤ appears much 
more natural, and indeed, occurs in 2 Kgs 19:21, and in Isa 16:13 and 37:22. It 
would not be surprising if both © and the copyist of K96 had independently har
monized the noun with the verb. As in 1 Kgs 1:1, immediately after the copyist 
had written this word he corrected himself, but did not rub out the mistake, and 
the pointer was then satisfied with simply leaving it unvocalized.

(δ) 2 Kgs 2:15. Instead of the last word in the sentence α,Ν,32Π- ,33 ΙΠΝΤ] 
“n ib  K96 has 3 ,ÎD TOO (the word 3*30 has been canceled by a line
above it, after having been vocalized and accented). Wevers relates this to the 
reading of the Antiochene text, which has και εΐδον (. . .) έξ εναντίας άναστρέ- 
φοντα αυτόν instead of και ειδον αύτον (. . .)  έξ εναντίας.137 However, it appears 
that the verb άναστρέφειν is never used to translate any expression with the ad
verb 3 ,3D. Rather, it appears that, in αύτον έξ έναντίας and άναστρέφοντα αύτόν, 
what we have is two translations of the same “ΓΛ373. Indeed, for the translation of 

in 2 Kgs 4:25, the textual tradition of © is divided between έρχομένην αύτήν 
and έξ έναντίας. Concerning the plus in K96, it may be noted that the expression 
3,3D "IJ37? appears in Num 2:2, where it is said that the Israelites camped “around 
the tent of meeting facing it.” There the expression is fitting, since the Israelite 
camp surrounded the tent. But here it is out of place, since the “sons of the proph
ets” see Elisha coming, but do not surround him.

(ε) 2 Kgs 9:17. According to the TR, Joram gives the command Π/Φ1] 33Ί Π[7 
is» “Take a horseman and send [him] to meet them.” In place of 

331, K96 has OlOil 331, with 010Π remaining unaccented. Wevers relates 
this to the Antiochene text, which adds ϊππου to λάβε έπιβάτην.138 It appears, 
rather, that the copyist of K96 assimilated his text to the expression 01ΘΠ 3D“I, 
which will figure in the execution of the king’s order in v. 18a. The vocalizer then 
attempted to work with the copyist’s initiative, but without altering the Masoretic 
vocalization of 3DT as a noun (instead of as a participle). The article before DID is 
out of place here— “a horseman" would be DID 3D1— whereas it does belong in 
18a, indicating that this is the horseman that has just been mentioned. The omis
sion o f nVuft is probably due to the fact that 'inX‘nj?V immediately follows 3?h 
D1DJ1 in 18a. In the Antiochene text, the addition o f ϊππου also aims at assimila
tion to 18a. Such an amplifying assimilation is quite natural, so there is no room 
to admit of the dependence of one of the two textual forms on the other.

(ζ) 2 Kgs 13:6. In 13:2 and 13:11 the TR describes Jereboam as “the son of 
Nebat,” while the patronym is not given in 13:6. It is thus easy to understand how 
K96 might agree with certain witnesses of © in adding the patronym in 13:6 as 
well. Therefore, the agreement that Wevers points out here has nothing that

136. Ibid., 57.
137. Ibid., 65.
138. Ibid., 66.
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would characterize it as arising from dependence.139 The pointer o f K96 left p  
Ü33 unvocalized.

(η) 2 Kgs 18:26. Mentioned in 18:18 are rvarrV y Ί Π ^ Γ Γ ρ  
Τ3Τ0Π *]OîTp ΠΧίη nöon. The TR has simply ΠΧΪη Γΐρψ) i n ^ r p a  in
18:26. K96 omits the patronym of Eliakim, but mentions Shebna’s profession. 
The Antiochene text, without omitting Eliakim 's patronym, mentions the profes
sions of all three of Hezekiah’s emissaries. Wevers identifies the mention of 
Shebna’s profession in both K96 and the Antiochene text as characteristic.140 By 
now we know enough about the fondness these two witnesses have for filling out 
a text from the available contextual information. They did not require contact 
with each other in order to introduce changes which, moreover, agree in only one 
detail. The plus in K96 was vocalized by the pointer.

(Θ) Isa 1:23. To demonstrate that “K96 ist eine der wichtigsten Handschriften,” 
Goshen-Gottstein cites as the reading of lQIsa1* «Π Π  1ITW ^ΓΠΝ dVd .
and notes, “so K96,” adding that 5, C, and <9 read the sam e.141 The reading of the 
TR here is □,3ΰ17ψ ηΤΓ) "ϊΠΦ 3ΠΝ V73, whereas the copyist of K96 had written 

’D im  tm iy  "QiTlK iVd, which the copyist then corrected in line with the 
TR. That the TR ’s two singular participles are in the plural in all these witnesses 
is easily explained by the fact that the sentence is preceded by ’"ΠΓΠ □’ΗΊ'ίΟ 
Dp3ä. The alteration was thus sufficiently “in the air,” so there is no reason to as
sume dependence between the branches of the textual tradition where it occurs.

(i) Isa 8:6. Whereas the TR has |^Ί"ΓΙΧ Goshen-Gottstein
notes that lQIsa® has p  ΠΧ1 instead of p i ,  and he adds “so K96.” 142 This is inac
curate, since K96 actually has irpVöTnXV Thus these two witnesses offer two 
distinct attempts to assimilate the formulation of the second complement to that 
of the first.

(k) Isa 14:32. In v. 32b, the TR has iQV ?3ÿ 10ΓΓ fi*? "70? ΓΠΓΡ r?. Goshen- 
Gottstein points out that instead of Π31 lQIsaa has 131, and he reports this as the 
reading of the first hand of K96, as well as the reading of © ,143 Here again, the 
fact that the variant is shared by these witnesses does not imply any link of de
pendence between them. In a facilitating shift, both copyist and translator in the 
diaspora preferred to have the poor of the Lord’s people find refuge in the Lord, 
rather than in Zion.

(λ) Hos 4:6. Whereas the TR has flONQ Π1ΠΠ ΠΓΙίΓ'Ο, Borbone has pointed out 
that K96 has DS instead of ΠΠΧ.144 This is probably a matter of simple haplogra- 
phy of the he, a copying error that was corrected by the second hand (a fact that

139. Ibid., 63.
140. Ibid.. 67.
141. Goshcn-Gottstcin, "Jesaiah-Rollc” II, 435.
142. Ibid.. 435.
143. Ibid.. 435.
144. Borbone, Osea, 214.
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Kennicott does not report). Besides, the fact that the verse ends with ,3Κ- Πλ re
inforces the use of the independent 2nd person pronoun here.

(μ) Hos 4:7. The TR ends this verse with :TQX pVj?2 DTD?. Borbone reports 
that K96 omits the final / r i o f  the verb .145 However, the presence of the Hiphil of 
“Π0 is confirmed in parallels such as Jer 2:11 and Ps 106:20. Did the copyist think 
he recognized the same noun that ends v. 5, Without inserting the missing 
res, the pointer vocalized in accordance with the TR.

(v) Hos 4:18. The TR ends this verse with :ΓΡ33ΐΏ jiVj? ΌΠ ΉΠΝ. Borbone notes 
that K96 writes ]V?pQ instead of ΓΠΛΟ.146 Kennicott neglected to report that a cor
rector crossed out this word and reinstated the reading of the TR in the margin. It 
appears that the copyist, not understanding the meaning o f the word (or unable to 
decipher the letters after the initial mew), chose to repeat the preceding word.

(ξ) Hos 6:7. In the TR, this verse is Ό  TO3 DW ΓΡ-Q ΤΊ357 Π1Χ3 ΠΟΛί. Borbone
v 7 r  ; / t  \ t  a· ; j  ; t  \ t  t  ; t  ·· ;

reports that K96 has '’D instead of η νΌ .147 The copyist was simply anticipating 
the complement of the following verb. Later, the TR reading was reinstated in the 
margin after the mistake had been crossed out, a fact that Kennicott does not 
mention.

(o) Hos 11:6. Borbone reports the variant nVD in the place of Π^Π, without tak
ing into account the fact that Kennicott attributes it only to the first hand of 
K 96.148 In fact, the copyist himself corrected the error, of which no clearly vis
ible trace remains in the microfilm of the manuscript. He must have been antici
pating the verb that occurs in the next line.

(π) Joel 4 :1. The Qere of the TR ends this verse with ΠΤΙΓΡ ΓΠ3ψ“ΠΚ 3,,WX 
pVtëTH. Gese is correct in viewing the 3tf? that K96 inserts after ΓΠ3Ψ as a copy
ing error that was not crossed o u t.149 The word was left without vowels or accent.

(p) Joel 4:2. Gese considers □!"□, which K96 has instead of DrU3 (according to 
Kennicott), to be most likely the result of misreading.150 Kennicott attributes this 
variant only to the first hand of the manuscript. Actually, it was only half-cor
rected, since the word was left without vocalization, after a partial scratching out 
of the erroneous he.

(σ) Joel 4:4. Gese interprets the variant ΓΠ1ΓΡ3, which Kennicott attributes to 
K96 in place of the TR ’s ΓΠΠΟ, in the same way.151 In fact, the vocalizer was sat
isfied with linking the top of the bet to the following yod, then vocalizing the 
word as if he read ΠΤΠΟ; in this way, it appears, he reestablished the Vorlage that 
had been misinterpreted by the copyist.

145. Ibid., 214.
146. Ibid., 215.
147. Ibid.. 216.
148. Ibid., 223 and 206.
149. Gcsc, “Bibclhandschriften,” 67.
150. Ibid.. 69.
151. Ibid., 69.
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(τ) Amos 6:10. Gese attributes to K96 the reading YlNttm in place of the T R ’s 
ΊΝΦΤ1.152 This, however, is mistaken. As Kennicott attests, the copyist of K96 
wrote V1NW31, retaining the nun of the TR. Without crossing out the added reS, the 
pointer vocalized the word according to the TR reading. It is clear that the read
ing of the first hand of K96 (read: ΤΊΧψΙΙ) has support from ©, which combines 
the two readings and ΊΧΦ3Ί in a doublet: καί ύπολειφΟήσονται (. . .) και
λήμψονται. Could it have been intuition that led the rather inattentive copyist of 
K96 to recover the Vorlage of the first part of the © doublet, which very likely 
preserves the original form of the Hebrew?

(υ) Hab 1:8. According to Kennicott, K96 has 3Ή73 instead of TR 's pTDO. 
Gese views this as a variant which destroys the text.153 The pointer of the manu
script neither corrected nor vocalized the word, which indeed makes scarcely any 
sense in the context.

(φ) Hab 2:15. Gese regards the K96 reading 1pU7, which replaces TR ’s "DW, as 
a possible variant.154 It appears, rather, to be an auditory facilitation: “ΐρψ occurs 
frequently in pause, while Ύ?ψ is a hapax. Here again, the pointer simply sup
plied the K96 reading with TR vocalization.

4.C.H. Variants treated in CTAT Vol. 3
We now turn to some of the variants treated in CTAT Vol. 3.
(a) Ezek 13:20. We reported the absence of the word in K96 and the spell

ing DWD3 instead of TR ’s Q’WDl155 We should further specify that the pointer vo
calized this spelling as DWD3, in accord with the TR reading. Thus, in the vocal
ized state of the manuscript, de Rossi was wrong to interpret the word as 
“animam eorum.” It is nevertheless possible that this was the sense intended by 
the copyist.

(ß) Ezek 18:10. ΠΧ is omitted in K96. This was not corrected by the pointer. 
We reported (on the basis of the Kennicott apparatus) certain peculiarities of this 
manuscript in the immediate context.156 In 18:8 Hj?1? is an assimilation to vv. 13 
and 17, where the noun ΓΡ3ΊΓΙ is the complement of this verb; Vwtt (from the first 
hand) is a misreading of VliW that could have been influenced by from
v. 3; the reversed order of i T  and S’U?’ probably results from the fact that 3 * ^  
was interpreted in the sense of “restore,” a sense which it has in the immediate 
context (vv. 7 and 12). The expression ΓΠΓΡ ’TTN 0X3 at the end of v. 9 is charac
teristic of Ezekiel. K96 abbreviates it by omitting the second word, as it did in 
16:8. Elsewhere (in 16:43) the copyist demonstrates his whimsical approach by

152. Ibid.. 61.
153. Ibid., 64.
154. Ibid., 65.
155. CTAT Vol. 3, 87:41 and 88:2, respectively.
156. Ibid., 130:17-18, and footnote 470.
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adding ΓΠΝ3Χ to the expression, a word completely foreign to Ezekiel’s inventory 
of names for the divine, but nevertheless retained by the vocalizer.

(γ) Ezek 21:7(2). The copyist of K96 could have intended the sense of “their 
sanctuary” when he omitted the yod  of D’ttnpO .157 It may be noted, in addition, 
that the pointer did not intervene from 21:3 to 21:27.

(δ) Ezek 23:24. Here, we cited the reading of K96 according to Kcnnicott, 
where p m  replaces the TR 's ]ΧΠ.158 The pointer crossed it out, writing and 
pointing the TR reading in the margin.

(ε) Ezek 30:21. Here, we pointed out the whims of the copyist of K 96.159 The 
pointer did not correct them. With Π£ΤΠ*7 immediately following, it is easy to un
derstand how this inventive copyist might have considered ΠψρΠ1? redundant, 
even more so since the verb Φ3Π had just been used.

(ζ) Ezek 36:5. For this verse, we mentioned five consonantal variants from the 
copyist of K 96.160 There is a sixth that Kennicott does not mention, that is, WDp 
(instead of TR 's WD3). The pointer left the variant THX unpointed, and after cross
ing out ΓΚίΓΠΰ*?, he wrote and pointed the reading of the TR ΓΠΖταρ jynV in the 
margin.

(η) Ezek 44:7. Here, we mentioned the omission of the suffix of iVVnV by the 
copyist of K 96.161 We might add that the pointer corrected this omission, a fact 
that Kennicott does not mention.

(Θ) Ezek 46:22. The copyist o f K96 wrote ΓΠνϋφΏΠ niDINV for the TR 
niVXpilQ 162 Then the pointer attempted, without much success, to cor
rect this by crossing out the he, then vocalizing ΓΠνΧ[7ΰ and finally plac
ing a he above the line between the mem  and the qop.

(i) Ezek 47:13. Relying on Kennicott, we cited ΠΤ as the reading of the second 
hand of K 96.163 In fact, it appears that it was the copyist himself who emended 
Πλ to ΠΤ. Afterwards, the pointer gave it the vocalization sërê and the accent mah- 
pak, following the TR reading Hä.

(κ) Mic 1:7. K96 has the spelling nX21j?.164 The pointer, vocalizing cjop with 
qibbus, left the waw unvocalized.

(λ) Mic 6:9. Here, we reported the spelling ’NT in K 96.165 We might add that 
the pointer appears to have first vocalized the ?alep with sërê, then rather ineptly 
added a third point to make a sëgôl (which is the vocalization of the TR reading
ΠΚΤ)·

157. Ibid., 160:48-51.
158. Ibid.. 194 n. 766.
159. Ibid., 250:43-44 (and n. 948).
160. Ibid., 292:24-30.
161. Ibid., 388:20-21.
162. Ibid.. 409:2-3.
163. Ibid., 416:16.
164. Ibid., 714:12-13.
165. Ibid., 759:22.
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4.c.iii. Conclusion
The copyist’s knowledge of Hebrew cannot be called into question. However, 

he is the most whimsical and one of the most careless that we have seen at work 
in any copy of a Hebrew manuscript of the Bible. Sometimes his intuition steers 
him in the right direction, as appears to be the case in Amos 6:10. But more often 
he throws himself off course.

The pointer-corrector of K96 worked much less seriously than that of K93. 
Often he was content to leave unpointed words, crossing them out only partially 
(Joel 4:2) or not at all (so as not to spoil the manuscript?) ( I Kgs 1:1 ; 13:3; 2 Kgs 
13:6; Ezek 36:5; Joel 4:1; Hab 1:8). He does not always insert omitted words 
(Ezek 18:10; 30:21). He also throws together vocalizations that are only some
what corrective (Ezek 46:22), or vocalizes according to the TR without having 
sufficiently corrected the erroneous consonants or added missing ones (Ezek 
13:20; 47:13; Hos 4:7; Joel 4:4; Amos 6:10; Hab 2:15). Elsewhere he adopts, vo
calizes, and sometimes accents, on his own authority, the innovations of the 
copyist (1 Kgs 9:15; 2 Kgs 2:15; 9:17; 18:26; Isa 8:6; Ezek 16:43).

For K96 as well as K93 and K150, we have seen that Kennicott very often 
failed to mention that the variants he reports were later corrected according to 
the TR.

IV. The Central Kernel

We have seen that there is not much to be gained by pursuing the medieval 
Hebrew textual traditions that are the most divergent from the TR. Now we must 
ask whether the Aleppo manuscript constitutes the core of a group formed by 
other witnesses also belonging in varying degrees to the Ben Asher school, and 
whether this group represents “the classical Tiberian text” around which the 
Masoretic Text would be constructed, first by way of recension, then by way of 
edition (after the publication of the Masoretic Bible of Ben Hayim). In the at
tempt to situate the Aleppo manuscript with respect to the other great early co- 
dexes, it is useful to distinguish the work of Aaron ben Asher in that manu
script— that is, the correction of the consonantal text and the pointing, as well as 
the selection and copying of the Masorah— from the work of Shelomoh ben 
Buya'a in the copying and the arrangement of the consonantal text. We will see 
that these separate accomplishments deserve separate appraisals.166

Λ, Aaron hen Asher's Work

I. The Fundamental Impasse and Abulafia's Solution
All those who have attempted an internal criticism of the “Masoretic Text” 

have found themselves confronted with a fundamental impasse that has blocked

166. Below, p. 330.
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the research of many scholars and brought failure to the courageous few who 
tried to carry on in spite of it: When one attempts to use the Masorah as a basis 
for correcting the text, it often happens that the Masorah of a given manuscript is 
difficult to interpret. The text of the manuscript is then consulted in order to inter
pret the Masorah. In the course of consultation, the scholar often discovers that 
the text of the manuscript is wrong (inasmuch as it does not correspond to the 
most likely interpretation of the information supplied by the Masorah). At this 
point it is tempting to correct the text from the Masorah of this same manuscript. 
But the Masorah was itself copied from another manuscript, and we have no as
surance that the source Masorah, too, was not corrected on the basis of other bib
lical texts or divergent Masorahs. Once the existence of divergent Masorahs was 
discovered, anyone who plunged into this chaos was destined either to abandon 
the task, or to sidestep the problem by trying to correct the Masorah and the text 
at the same time, producing an edition that is consistent, but entirely dependent 
on the editor’s own judgment, with subjective and often incoherent criteria used 
to decide between the discordant voices of the sources.

Abulafia, working in Toledo around 1200, was primarily concerned with pro
viding copyists with precise instructions concerning the consonantal text of the 
Sepher Torah. He described a method that permitted him, if not to avoid the im
passe entirely, at least to obtain excellent results. Having observed that, over 
time, the hedge the Masorah was supposed to constitute around the Torah had 
been breached, he stated,

I felt it necessary to intervene, to inquire, and to scrutinize in order to discover 
manuscripts that had been prepared with care and great attention to detail, as 
well as scrupulously written Masorahs, and to account for their disagreements, 
attaching no importance to recent or makeshift manuscripts; but to follow those 
that were early and reliable, and among those, to rely on the majority, just as in 
the Torah's precept for resolving any disagreement (Exod 23:2). Perhaps I may 
succeed in restoring the fence of the Torah with regard to the defective and 
plene spellings, so that it will be possible to write a Sepher Torah according to a 
norm that is in agreement with the majority.167

2. Breuer ’s Research
To determine more precisely the value of the Aleppo manuscript as a witness 

of the “Tiberian text,’’ Breuer selected as representatives of this cluster those 
manuscripts that appeared to be the best candidates among surviving manu
scripts: A, C, B, D, F, and S n ,168 with the addition of the Ben Hayim edition (E). 
Kennicott and dc Rossi, o f course, knew nothing of any of these six manuscripts.

167. Abulafia, ΓΤΙΊ00. 1-2 o f  the introduction.
168. That is, the Sassoon 1053 manuscript of the entire Bible. For the other sigla, see 

above, pp. 238-242.
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2.a. Breuer ’s method and results
As Breuer points out, it is not a matter of selecting a manuscript on the basis 

of tests for majority readings, such that it could then be regarded definitively as a 
norm. For there would be no scientific certainty that the manuscript deserved 
such confidence throughout. It is rather a matter, in each case where the conso
nants, vowels, or accents are in doubt, of first discovering which reading is sup
ported by the majority of the representatives of the central kernel, then checking 
whether all the relevant Masorahs in the selected witnesses support the majority 
reading (once copying errors that may have crept in have been eliminated), keep
ing constantly aware that the Masorahs are ordinarily more trustworthy than the 
manuscripts that contain them. Because of this fact, in order to settle the cases 
that remain in doubt, it is often helpful to call on early manuscripts belonging to 
a tradition other than the classical Tiberian tradition, for example, N, P, V, and Ba.

Breuer applied this method (except for the addition just stated) to the con
sonants, vowels,169 and accents of the Torah, as well as the consonants of the 
Prophets. The first conclusion that he drew from his inquiry was that the selected 
witnesses constituted a fairly close-knit cluster, although the supporting wit
nesses for the majority reading varied from case to case, a fact which could allay 
our disquiet that this “majority” may have been obtained by the dominance of a 
group of “codices descripti” in contrast to variants supported by less coherent mi
nority readings. He also concluded that the A manuscript was the one most con
sistently given weight by the method of assessment employed (whereas Sn, re
markably faithful in the consonants of the Torah, is decidedly less careful than 
the others in all other respects). He pointed out, further, that the decisions made 
by Lonzano170 (complementing those of Abulafia and likewise concerned with 
the consonantal text of the Sepher Torah) conflict with these results in only six 
cases. But Breuer’s most remarkable observation was that, whereas the Ash
kenazi tradition is relatively uncertain and the Sephardi tradition is grouped 
around the classical Tiberian central kernel in a decidedly more coherent fashion, 
the Yemenite tradition for the Torah is rigorously faithful to the norms that 
emerge from the majority agreement o f the early Tiberian Masorahs. One ends 
up with the paradox that, for the Torah, seventeenth-century Yemenite manu
scripts are even better witnesses of the classical Tiberian “central kernel” than 
any of the surviving great codexes that issued from the very hands of the Tiberian 
Masoretes. However, our checks on the text of the Prophets do not confirm the 
superiority of the Yemenite manuscripts. The difference can be explained by the 
fact that misspellings are enough to render a Sepher Torah pasul, which is not the 
case for the Haftarot scrolls.

169. He wisely set aside the question o f the hâtêps, the “euphonic” dageses, and the 
g a (ayas, minutia that fueled confrontations between the partisans o f  Ben Asher and those o f  
Ben Naftali for such a long time.

170. In his ΠΉΓΊ ΠΝ (3b-26b o f the ΓΠΤ TIW [Lonzano, Yadot]).
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2. b. A alone against C, F, Sn, E and the Masorahs
Given that the dedicatory text o f A dates one hundred years after the activity 

of Aaron ben Asher, one might wonder whether the Karaite community in Jeru
salem was justified in focusing on this manuscript, however fine. Is it not pos
sible that the dedication amplified the manuscript’s role by singling it out, and 
that this in turn led Maimonides to exaggerate its value? For those plagued by 
this persistent doubt, it is important to point out that, in the entire Prophets, out of 
±900 cases where a disagreement exists between the consonantal texts of the four 
manuscripts tested (A, C, F, Sn), Breuer found only four cases where the conso
nantal text of A, when it did not agree with the common textual witness of C, F, 
Sn. and E, is also contradicted by the witness o f the Masorahs. By way of con
trast, in cases where the other manuscripts are in turn contradicted by the Masor
ahs, C has 61 disagreements with A, F, Sn, and E; F has 176 disagreements with 
A, C, Sn, and E; and Sn has 395 disagreements with A, C, F, and E. Let us review 
the four cases in A:

(a) In 1 Kgs 6:29 the text of A obviously contradicts its own Masorahs. In
deed, in 6:29 A has ΠΥΊ0ΓΠ (without M p).171 Then in 6:32a, it has ΓΠ0ΓΠ (without 
Mp) and in 6:32b ΠΊΠΟΠΠ (with the Mp *7Q 3). Finally, in 6:35 in the next column, 
it has ΓΠΊΟΓΠ (with the Mp *7?i 3). The corresponding Mm is above the first col
umn: (6:35) nnom crans yVpi (6:32b) Vsn aaron bv τ η  p ro 3 nnann 
nviftnn. The C manuscript has no Masorah here, but its spelling corresponds ex
actly to the Masorah of A: Π- in 29 and 32a, but ΓΠ- in 32b and 35. The F manu
script, like A, is asymmetrical with Π- in 29, but ΓΠ- in 32a, 32b and 35, without 
Mp in 29 and 32a, and with the Mp p  ΓΟ 3 in 32b and 35. The alternation of 
spellings characterizing A is found again in Paris BN manuscript hébr 2 (with the 
Mp Î 0Π in 32a and the Mp p  ΓΙ3 3 in 32b). But this appears to be coincidental, 
given that the spelling of these four words is very unstable in Ashkenazi manu
scripts, while the spelling in Sephardi manuscripts generally agrees with the Mm 
of A and the spelling of C.

(β) In Isa 10:15 Breuer, without citing any Masorah, considers ΤΏΊΏ as the 
spelling most likely intended by the vocalizer who copied the Masorah of A, and 
he considers the spelling erroneous, because it contrasts with TWHQ, the spelling 
given in C, F, Sn, and E. The facsimile of A shows that the first hand definitely 
wrote Τ73Ή0. The word received the Mp *7 and the lower half of the downstroke 
of the first yod  was scratched ou t.172 It is nonetheless possible to regard this ei
ther as an accident, or as an intervention subsequent to that of the vocalizer who 
copied the Masorah. C and P have 'Pö’lö  written clearly, with the same Mp *7 (the 
verse did not survive in N).

171. The letters have flaked off somewhat through use and the poor quality o f  the skin sur
face o f  the parchment. The final taw  has been rewritten. Nevertheless, the presence o f  the pre
ceding wuw is not in doubt.

172. The corrector/Masorete o f A normally intervened much more decisively than this.
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(γ) In Jer 33:26 A has without mentioning a Qere-Kethiv, whereas C, F, 
Sn. and E write the Kethiv DIUW and give the Qere in the margin. In this 
same place, C has a Mm stating further that this Qere-Kethiv is found in three 
places: Joel 4:1, Jer 33:26, and Jer 49:39. A gives the same Mm in Jer 49:39 
(where F also has it) and its text observes the Qere-Kethiv there and in Joel 4:1. 
The text of C and F has the Qere-Kethiv in all three places. N and P have the 
Qere-Kethiv in Jer 33:26 and in Joel 4:1; in Jer 49:39, N attests the Qere-Kethiv, 
while P has the Qere in the text. The Masoretic tradition of the three Qere-Kethiv 
in these three places is undoubtedly early, as is indicated by the style of its allu
sive siman “Judah despised Elam.”

(δ) In Nah 3:17 A is reported as the only attestation of the defective spelling 
TUI, while C supports its plene spelling with the Mp *701 *7. Actually, A ’s defec
tive spelling is supported by P and N. The latter bases the reading on the Mp 
Dm *7, which directly contradicts that of C.

2.c. A in agreement with other manuscripts, against the Masorahs
To these cases we add two more where, according to Breuer, A (with the 

agreement of one or more other witnesses) is contradicted by the testimony of the 
Masorahs.

(a) In Mic 6:2, with the support of Sn, A has Ή0ΊΏ against C (with the Mp 
0Π *7), F (without Mp), N (with the Mp ’DD 0Π *7), and P (with the Mp ΙΟ ΓΟ 0Π); 
all four of these have the dcfcctivc spelling. E contradicts its reading Ή0173 with 
the Mp 0Π *7.

(β) In Ezek 24:24 A has the plene spelling nXOD, in accord with C, Sn, and E, 
while F has HNDD. None of these witnesses has a Masorah here. However, in Josh 
15:18 (where the plene spelling is attested by A, C, F, and E), C, F, and E have 
the Mp *70 2. In Judg 1:14, E writes the form with plene spelling a third time, 
once again with the Mp *7Q D. Breuer concludes from this that it is likely that the 
word in Ezek 24:24 should be written defectively. We note that in Judg 1:14, A.
C, and F offer a plene spelling without Masorah. In support of Breuer’s conclu
sion, we see that in Ezek 24:24 P has the defective spelling. C offers the plene 
spelling three times, contradicting its own Masorah in Josh 15:18. Might it be 
that the copyist of A ’s Masorah, aware of the difficulty, knowingly omitted the 
Masorah in this verse in order to avoid a contradiction with the three plene spell
ings in the text?

2.d. Categories o f  more complex cases
Breuer presents 49 more cases where certain Masorahs support A and another 

witness (or witnesses), and other Masorahs go against it and another witness (or 
witnesses). This is not the place to examine those cases in detail. We may simply 
draw the conclusion from our checking that A is not infallible, but that it seems to 
agree much more closely than all its rivals with the majority of Tiberian wit
nesses and Tiberian Masorahs. The total of 55 cases of consonantal variants
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where Breuer determined A was in error, or where the situation remains doubtful 
because the Masorahs that would permit assessment o f it disagree, fall into three 
categories: One (1 Kgs 20:38) involves an exchange of *7K for Vi7. seven (Judg 
7:13; 2 Sam 16:12; 2 Kgs 25:12; Isa 30:6; Jer 3:5; 5:8; 33:26) involve a Qere 
written in the text (and not in the margin), and 47 involve the presence or absence 
of a mater lectionis.

Thus it can be seen that the variants are of negligible textual importance.

3. The Research o f  Fernandez. Tejero and Ortega Monasterio
An important additional source of information is provided in the detailed in

vestigations of Fernandez Tejero (FT) and Ortega Monasterio (OM) into the text 
and Masorahs of A, C, and F for Nahum, Joel, and Habakkuk. Unlike Breuer, 
they did not include for comparison either Sassoon 1053 (which clearly does not 
belong to the classical Tiberian “central kernel”) or the Ben Hayim edition 
(which is an eclectic text in spite of its excellent quality). This permits a more 
rigorous comparison of the qualifications of A, C, and F, the three rivals compet
ing for first place. We will now attempt to check the results of these studies with 
regard to A, which Breuer’s research had particularly shown to advantage.

3.a. Differences between A, C, and F in matres lectionis
Without claiming to arrive at “conclusions,” FT and OM gathered “data” 

“with the greatest possible attention to detail.” 173 It is striking that the three 
manuscripts are in general very close to one another. Their consonantal texts of
fer no variants in either Joel or H abakkuk.174 It is only in Nahum that A departs 
from C and F in four cases (’DWT instead of in 1:5; m Vö instead of rinVD in 
2:4; □'»T’dVd instead o f D I'dVd in 2:5; “ΠΠ instead of ΤΤΊΪ1 in 3:17). C departs 
from A and F in one case (ît VVh? instead of rpVVî? in 3:10), and F departs from A 
and C in one case (YQ3 instead of ΥΠΜ in 1:12). In three out of the four cases 
where A stands alone against C and F, it may be helpful to push the analysis 
somewhat farther than FT and OM did. Like Breuer, they did not consult P or N.

a. 1:5: Here the plene spelling of A is supported by N and by the second hand of 
P, which notes in a Mp: Π3 *7Ώ. Moreover, this case in Nahum is on the list of 
34 cases where ΏφΤ’ (with or without preformatives, omitting the numerous 
occurrences of ’Ο φΤγ) is written plene . 175

173. Ortega and Fernandez, “Nahum,'’ 29.
174. The variant that OM believed she had discovered in A for Hab 2:19 (Case 101: waw  

instead o f yod) is nonexistent. Ben Buyaca often makes the downstroke o f the yo d  almost as 
long as that o f the waw. However, the yod  is distinguished from the waw  in that it is thinner 
and sharper.

175. Breuer, Aleppo, 293-95 . The presence of Nah 1:5 on this list is confirmed by the Zik- 
ronot concordance, in its Lyon and Munich manuscripts.



308 Part 3, Section I, Chapter 2

b. 2:4: The defective spelling of A for this hapax once again has the support of 
N and P.

c. 2:5: Like A, N has the plene spelling, while P has the defective spelling 
□naV s, the reverse of C and F. Here, as FT and OM pointed out, the Mp of A 
refers back to its Mm for Judg 15:5, which links the two cases to Job 4 1 :11. In 
conformity with the Mm, the three spellings are doubly plene  in A.

Clearly, these differences in matres lectionis are o f only negligible textual 
importance.

3.b. Masorahs o f  A that are judged to be inaccurate
The particulars that FT and OM provide concerning the Masorahs are interest

ing. Many Masorahs that appear to contradict each other differ only because the 
same facts are not articulated in the same way. For example, on iW in rr  of Nah 
2:5, A has il as a Mp, C has *70 *7, and F brings them into agreement with *7Q 1Π 2. 
It sometimes happens that the same manuscript has Masorahs that appear to be 
contradictory. So in Nah 3:17, A assigns ’DJ the Mp 2. while in Amos 7:1 it as
signs ’ίλ  the Mp 7. The second Masorah is simply incomplete. The Masorete of 
A should have written *7 (as C ’s Masorete did), that is, unique with patah. Never
theless, there are two Masorahs where OM considers A to be in error.

(a) This is the case in Hab 1:6 for the Mp D’OD *773 i  that A has on ^Vinn; C and 
P give the Mp Vai V. However, the Mp in A is also found in the London BL 
manuscript Arundel 16 for the word in Jonah 1:13, where it is accompanied 
by a Mm specifying that the three cases of plene spelling of this word in the book 
of the Twelve Prophets are Jonah 1:11, 13 and Hab 1:6. Since Jonah is missing in
A, we cannot know whether it had the same Mm. The Masorah in question is 
therefore not wrong but incomplete. All would have been clear if our two manu
scripts (C and P) had specified Ür*7D, but neither of them did.

(ß) OM believed she had uncovered another error in the Mp of A for Hab 1:13, 
where, in her opinion, A had assigned the Mp *7 to the word in . To show that the 
Mp is not appropriate for this word, she points out that it is found two more times 
in Hab 2:9. Consequently, she suggests that the Masorete may have intended j7T *7 
(that is, only here with the zaqef accent). But this would be no more accurate, 
since VH is found in Mal 1:8, which for the Masoretes belonged to the same book,

t  c 5

as we have just seen. If one goes back to the A manuscript at Hab 1:13, it can be 
seen that the word in  is written at the beginning of the line, with the circle 
placed, not above the word, but above the space that precedes the initial res. So it 
is not the word in  that the Masorete meant to indicate as unique, but the sequence 
in  mX“lQ. The intention was to prevent confusion with 1TQ ΓΠΧΊΟ, which the 
copyist had written in Isa 33:15, a sequence that this same Masorete also identi
fied as unique.

These are the only two cases, it appears, where FT and OM thought they had 
found a Masorah of A to be in error. We have seen that it is a simple matter to 
clear the Masorete of the charge.
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3.c. Texts implied by the Masorahs
FT and OM were also interested in other texts that were implied by the Maso

rahs they studied. This provides an excellent means of testing the congruity be
tween the contents of the Masorahs and the text of the manuscript.

3.c.i. The different treatmen ts o f  the defective spelling of'Oîp
In Joel 2:12, a Mp of A has 0Π Π for ΏΤΕ'. This Mp is found again in A for the 

same word in Isa 21:12 and Jer 35:15. To explain the Mp, FT and OM appealed to 
Ginsburg’s list Φ §181.176 This list was most likely taken from the London BL 
manuscript Arundel Or 16, which includes it at 2 Kgs 17:13 and Isa 21:12. How
ever, it should be emphasized that this manuscript does not specify that the five 
cases of defective spelling (2 Kgs 17:13; Isa 21:12; Jer 35:15; Joel 2:12; Job 
6:29) are located only in the Prophets and Writings. That is a point Ginsburg adds 
in brackets. FT and OM noted that, if one confines oneself to this Masorah, it is 
contradicted by the plene spelling that A has in Job 6 :29 .177 It is remarkable, 
however, that o f the numerous lists in the second part of the Halle Okhlah that 
treat the biliteral 3W, none treats this plural imperative.

It appears that at the time A was produced, the list did not yet exist in the form 
cited later in the Arundel manuscript. Indeed, an earlier Mp for Gen 43:13 in the 
manuscript Erfurt 3 (Berlin Or fol 1213) considers the cases o f 2 Kgs 17:13 and 
Job 6:29 as being a matter o f dispute (V7D). Actually, the list of five defective 
cases mentioned above was part of a larger list found in the same Arundel manu
script at Job 6:29: “All the Prophets and the Writings write Oltf? and 'Q'lW'l plene, 
except for five defective spellings (2 Kgs 17:13; Isa 21:12; Jer 35:15; Joel 2:12; 
and Job 6:29). And the entire Torah does the same [i.e., defective spellings] ex
cept for three plene spellings (Gen 43:13; Exod 32:27; Deut 5:30)." The first clue 
that we have of the existence of this fuller list is in the Mp for Deut 5:30 in the D 
manuscript: ’0Π ή p  13 0131 3TI31 Vm ΪΠ3 ’Va i  The highlighting of the 
three plene spellings of the Torah makes sense only from the perspective of the 
fuller list since, in the Torah, it is the minority situation, constituted here by the 
two defective spellings in Gen 43:2 and 44:25, that the Masorah normally high
lights. Furthermore, the heading of the fuller list is necessary to understand that it 
includes both OIW and 131UM. O f the manuscripts available to us, V alone shows 
that it does not yet recognize this complex system, since it gives the perfectly 
logical Mp ΪΠ3 0Π 3 for Gen 43:2 and 44:25; in Gen 43:13 it has the Mp V a  3 
(which does not take into account Exod 32:27 where 131^1 has the Mp V a l  V ) .  B, 
for its part, lacks Masorah in any of these cases.

Given this situation, it is quite possible that the Mp o f A on Joel 2:12, Isa 
21:12, and Jer 35 :15, since it does not limit the count of five cases to the Prophets 
and Writings, was meant to refer to the five cases that are unquestionably defec
tive: Gen 43:2; 44:25; Isa 21:12; Jer 35:15; and Joel 2:12. A variant of this Mp is

176. Ginsburg, M assorah , vol. 2, 609.
177. Ortega and Fernandez, “Nahum,” 236.
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given in the form 0Π Î by C for Jer 35:15 and by the London BL manuscript Add 
21161 for Joel 2:12. The number six can be explained by the addition of one of 
the two “disputed” cases reported by the Masorah for Gen 43:13 in the Erfurt 3 
manuscript.

3.C.H . The complex development o f  Masorahs concerning 
the plene spelling o f  KÎ3

There are cases, however, where the Masorahs of A and C are based on two 
different systems. Thus FT and OM report that, regarding the plene spelling of 
the form XÎ3, A has Mps for Isa 2:10, Ezek 33:22, and Joel 3:4 reporting 13 oc
currences of the plene spelling, whereas the Mps of C for Isa 2:10 and Ezek 
33:22 report 14 occurrences of it. The difference of one occurrence in the total 
can be explained plausibly by the fact that in Josh 23:7, where C has the plene 
spelling with the Mp D3 ’τΰ 3, A writes the word defectively. We note that B has 
Mps for Gen 43:25 and Lev 25:22 citing 13 cases, while D has Mps for Gen 
24:31, 39:16, and Lev 25:22 citing 14 cases. F gives Mps with 14 cases for Gen 
24:31, 39:16, 43:25, and Lev 25:22, while for Isa 2:10, Ezek 33:22, Joel 3:4, and 
Mai 3:23, it gives Mps with 13 cases. Clearly, an arbiter for this conflict will not 
be found among the witnesses o f the classical Tiberian text.

F complicates the situation further by giving a Mp with 17 cases for Josh 
10:27. This is not a matter of a simple error, since the Petrograd manuscript, too, 
gives a Mp with 17 cases for Isa 2:10. To make the matter even more vexing, V 
has Mps with 18 cases for Gen 39:16 and Lev 25:22, the same kind of Mp that is 
found in Erfurt 3 for Gen 24:31.

To bring some clarity to this confused situation, we note that Ginsburg edited, 
on the basis of ten lists, a Mm of 13 cases that enumerates Gen 24:31; 39:16; 
43:25; Lev 25:22; Josh 10:27; 2 Kgs 16:11; Isa 2:10; 30:8; Ezek 33:22 (twice); 
38:18; Mai 3:23; Joel 3:4, and then adds that “all of Samuel and the Writings are 
the same, except for five cases”: 2 Sam 14:32; 2 Chr 25:8; Ps 105:19; 126:6; Esth 
5:14. At Gen 24:31 the Erfurt 3 manuscript records a list of 18 cases, enumerat
ing 17: Gen 24:31; 37:10; 39:16; 43:25; Lev 25:22; Josh 10:27; all of Samuel ex
cept for 2 Sam 14:32; 2 Kgs 16:11; Ezek 33:22 (twice); 38:18; Isa 2:10; 30:8; 
Joel 3:4: Mai 3:23; Job 14:14; Dan 11:10; 11:13; and all of Chronicles, except for
2 Chr 25:8. It can be observed that three differences seem to have arisen, distin
guishing the four types of lists, those with 13 cases, 14 cases, 17 cases, and 18 
cases. The first is a fundamental difference (already mentioned): one tradition 
writes Josh 23:7 plene , and the other writes it defectively. Two differences in 
form may be added to this. First, the lists with 13 or 14 cases exclude all the Writ
ings, whereas the lists with 17 or 18 cases exclude only Chronicles. Second, cer
tain lists include the case of Gen 37:10, while others exclude it. The different de
cisions on this last point can be explained by the fact that KÎ3 is preceded by the 
interrogative particle -Π, so that it could be associated with the cases where NÎ3 
has no particle, or it could be kept distinct from them. It is interesting in this re
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gard that four cases where X13 is written plene in the Torah are noted by Mps in 
V and D for Gen 43:25. These cases are listed by the Mm of V for Gen 43:25 and 
by that of D for Lev 25:22. The cases are Gen 24:31; 39:16; 43:25; Lev 25:22. 
Thus, this list of four cases does not include Xinn of Gen 37:10, which in V has 
the Mp “unique plene and rafe" and in D the Mp “unique and p lene '' This does 
not prevent that same D from giving a Mm at Gen 24:31 with 14 cases, including 
Gen 37:10 in the list: Gen 24:31; 39:16; 43:25; Lev 25:22; Josh 10:27; 2 Kgs 
16:11; Ezek 33:22 (twice); 38:18; Isa 2:10; 30:8; Joel 3:4; Mai 3:23; Gen 37:10; 
all of Samuel and the Writings except for five cases: 2 Sam 14:32; 2 Chr 25:8; Ps 
105:19; 126:6; Esth 5:14. However, by placing Gen 37:10 at the end ,178 the list 
demonstrates the irregular status of that occurrence.

In addition, the list underwent a later alteration: The Erfurt 3 manuscript gives 
only WEWn NO as a siman for Josh 10:27 (placing the siman in its proper place, 
however, between that of Lev 25:22 and the mention of the cases in Samuel), 
which explains why certain copyists mistook this passage for Exod 22:25, where 
the same two words are preceded by 11? (whereas they are preceded by nvV in 
Joshua).

3.c.iii. Two unfounded charges
(a) OM sees a contradiction between the text and the Mp of A at 2 Kgs 4:40 

where, against its Mp Vq P , the manuscript supposedly offers the defective spell
ing VdnV. 179 This is mistaken. According to the facsimile that OM claims to have 
used, the manuscript has the plene spelling here.180

(ß) OM also presents the text of A as contrasting with that of C and F in her 
Case 130.181 This involves a defective spelling in Jer 5:24 where, in fact, A has 
the support of C, and where the Mm of A recognizes the defective character of 
the spelling.

4. The Aleppo Manuscript Comes Out o f  Its Isolation
The checking we have attempted with the help of the research cited above is 

sufficient to demonstrate that A is at the heart of what constitutes the central 
kernel of witnesses of the classical Tiberian text. Is there a manuscript that would 
be even closer to A than the C and F manuscripts? For the Torah, Breuer pointed 
out the exceptional quality of the traditional Yemenite text, but as mentioned 
above, this is not the case for those Yemenite manuscripts of the Prophets that we 
were able to examine. Yeivin recently represented a manuscript of the Former 
Prophets as being “very close” to A, while C and F are merely “close” to it.182

178. The same peculiarity is found in the list that the St. Petersburg manuscript Firk II 17 
gives for Gen 24:31.

179. Ortega and Fernandez, “Nahum,” 183.
180. Ibid., 150.
181. Ibid.. 184.
182. Yeivin, “Τ Ο Γ ϋ,” Π3.
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The manuscript in question is a fragmentary one (144 folios) that was examined 
by Kahle at the Saltykov Shchedrin Library of St. Petersburg, where it is classi
fied as Firkovitch II, 26 (= Y ).183

These two manuscripts, which appear to have been copied by the same scribe 
(Shelomoh ben Buyaca), were copied from two different models. This explains 
why they differ markedly in the placement of the petuhot and setumot (a situation 
where a corrector concerned with doing neat work cannot intervene184). How
ever, whereas the consonantal text of Y initially differed more from the text of A 
than did the texts of C and F ,185 the consonantal texts of Y and A, in their present 
state, no longer offer any variants in consonants, not even in the matres lectio- 
n is ,186 which means that their consonantal texts were altered according to the 
same criteria. In the domain of the copyist’s work, the only four divergences that 
remained were two cases where Y writes proper names as one word while A di
vides them with a maqqef, one case where the vocalizer of Y was content to point 
a yod  with a hôlem  without altering the yod  to waw, while A has a waw at the 
same place, and one case where the copyist of Y correctly wrote “1*131, while in A 
he mistakenly transposed the dalet and the res. The vocalizer did not correct the 
writing of the two consonants, but simply left the first without dages or rafe 
(which suffices to indicate that the dalet should be read as res), whereas the sec
ond received rafe (indicating that the res should be read as dalet). In the domain 
of pointing and Masorah. there are certain variants in Y with respect to A, but far 
fewer than the variants between A and C or F. In these areas, the systems utilized 
by Y and A are generally identical.187 An investigation carried out on 737 Mp 
notations in Y showed that they lack only 20 of the notations that A offers in the 
same places. In contrast, for these same places, 178 of the Mp notations given by 
A are lacking in F and 231 of these notations are lacking in C .188 This indicates a 
very great proximity between the corrector/pointer/Masorete of Y and that of A.

Both manuscripts are written in three columns, but a single page of A, which 
is written more densely, contains more than two pages of Y. A 's greater density 
was necessitated by the endeavor to put the entire Bible into a single mishaf, 
whereas Y never contained anything but the Former Prophets. It appears quite 
probable that A and Y are two successive undertakings o f the same Masorete in 
association with the same copyist.

183. Kahle, M asoreten des Westens, vol. 1, 71-74 . Kahle believed that this manuscript and 
the one following it (Firkovitch II, 27, containing 37 folios o f Latter Prophets) constituted a 
single work. Yeivin regards them as having different textual characteristics.

184. Yeivin. “Τ-3Π3,” Π3.
185. Ibid.
186. Ibid., "I.
187. Ibid.. T3.
188. Ibid., Π3.
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B. Shelomoh ben Buyafa ’s Work

For the task of producing the A manuscript, Aaron ben Asher used a conso
nantal text received from the hands of the copyist Shelomoh ben Buya'a. This 
same Shelomoh was also the copyist of manuscript 17 in the second Firkovitch 
collection, a Pentateuch, in which he describes himself as a student of Sacid ben 
Farjoi, named Belquq,189 and which was completed by the Masorete Ephraim 
ben Buyaca (his brother?) in 930. Ben Buyaca is also mentioned as a famous 
copyist in a M asorah190 (on Isa 36:4) from the manuscript Chufut-Kale 10, where 
it is stated that the writing of “Rab-Shakeh” as one word can be found p  Γ ϋΤ 03
pij? "p&Vn w m a .

While the Masorete performed an original work in the way that he equipped 
and corrected the consonantal text, interpreting the available Masorahs for that 
purpose, it was expected of the sopher that he would copy a model manuscript as 
accurately as possible, taking into account oral traditions concerning the arrange
ment o f the consonantal text. To show the stability o f these oral traditions, let us 
begin with the self-congratulations of Joseph di Bailo191 in 1474, after he had fin
ished copying a Pcntatcuch manuscript: p p n m  ,ΓηΰΊΠΟΊ ΓΠΓΠΓΙΟΤ ,ΠΥΊΓΡΙ ΠΠΟΓΠ 
1X0 ’maun mutro p i n  WX"D iatb ΓΡ3 nvm iai ,nrpwn. Thus, he concentrated 
his copyist attention on the following four points: ( 1 ) defective and plene spell
ings, (2) open and closed sections, (3) the arrangement of the text of songs, and 
(4) precise placement of the letters iôli? ΓΡ3 at the top of the page. The first two 
concerns of the copyist are relatively straightforward. Let us attempt to describe 
the other two more precisely, beginning with the more enigmatic last one.

1. Placement o f  the Letters ÎÔÛ7 ΓΡά at the Top o f  the Page
First, the sigla by which we will refer to the 44 medieval Torah manuscripts 

that will be used in this study:

a l: London BL Or 2363
a2: London BL Or 1467
b l: New York JThS 44a
b2: Vatican cbr 7
b3: Copenhagen 1
b4: Copenhagen 3
b5: Copenhagen 5
b6: Copenhagen 7
b7: Paris BN hébr 26
b8: Vienna Nat.bibl hebr 35
b9: De Rossi 782

189. On whom, see Allony, “Autograph.”
190. Ben Asher (Baer and Strack), xxxvii.
191. See Ginsburg, Introduction , 748 n. 1.
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blO: London BL Add 15251
b 11 : Cambridge Add 652
c l:  Madrid Univ 1
c2: Copenhagen 2
c3: Cambridge Add 468
c4: London BL Harley 5710
c5: London BL Harley 1528
d l: London BL Add 15250
d2: Oxford Bodleian Arc Seid A 47
d3: Cambridge Add 465
d4: Cambridge Add 469
e 1 : Vatican ebr 468
e2: London BL Add 15451
e3: Oxford Bodleian Hunting 11
e4: Kassel
e5: De Rossi 2
e6: De Rossi 7
e7: Erfurt 3
e8: Paris BN hébr 1
e9: Vatican ebr 3
elO: Vatican ebr 482
e l l :  London BL Add 19776
e l 2: Oxford Bodleian Digby Or 32
e l 3: Cambridge Mm.5.27
e l4 : Cambridge Add 466
fl:  Urbinates 1
f2: Milan Ambros B 35 inf
f3: Paris BN hébr 5
f4: Hamburg hebr 4
f5: Copenhagen 11
f6: Berlin Or fol 1
17: London BL Arundel Or 2
f8: Cambridge Add 464

The studies of Breuer, Fernandez Tejero and Ortega Monasterio, and Yeivin 
view all the great Tiberian mishafim and their contemporaries as representatives 
of the “Masoretic Text.” But it is useful to establish the differences in the charac
teristic ways their consonantal texts are arranged on the page, in terms of a tradi
tion that is too rarely taken into account: the norms for copying the Sepher Torah. 
We need to bear in mind that a m ishaf of the Torah, supplied with symbols that 
completely describe the tradition of reading, constituted an innovation. The 
ancient tradition is that of the Sepher Torah containing only consonants, but fol
lowing certain rules for arranging the text on the page. We will see that these
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rules still influenced the Tiberian scribes, whereas they held little interest for the 
Masoretes who altered and equipped the consonantal text that they received from 
the scribe. We will observe192 that the aspect of the A manuscript that interested 
Maimonides (who was concerned with finding norms to guide the copyists of the 
Sepher Torah in the arrangement of the Song of the Sea and the Song of Moses) 
was not at all the same aspect that makes the manuscript of exceptional interest 
as a principal witness of the classical Tiberian text.

I. a. Initial words on the first pages o f  the songs in the Torah
If we compare the beginning of the Song of Moses (Moses) in the Aleppo 

manuscript and in the Firkovitch manuscript, we observe that in both manu
scripts, the page on which Moses begins starts with the word of Deut
31:28bß. Is this simply a coincidence? It appears not, because in order to begin 
the page with this word, each of the manuscripts had to fill up the last column of 
the preceding page by spacing out the words and introducing filler m arks193 be
tween the words to prevent the large spaces from being interpreted as marking 
new sections. The Song of the Sea (Sea) was not preserved in A, but for Sea in F 
we can observe a phenomenon similar to that of Moses: The page where Sea be
gins starts with the word Q’XSn of Exod 14:28ay. If we compare this with the B 
manuscript (in which Moses in not extant), we see that the same is true there. 
But, while B arrives there naturally without spacing out or compressing any lines 
on the preceding page, F placed significant fillers at the ends of lines on the pre
ceding page, and especially in the first column of the page, in order to obtain the 
right page break. We have confirmation of the intentional nature of these page be
ginnings in model Sephardi manuscripts such as b l (copied from the Hilleli co
dex in Toledo, 1241), b l  (copied in Toledo, 1272), b9 (which was Norzi’s pre
ferred manuscript, copied in Toledo, 1277), and c l (copied in Toledo, 1280, but 
for which Sea is not extant). In these manuscripts we find the same words at the 
beginning of the first pages for Sea and for Moses. But these copyists took such 
care in their work that no abnormal spacing in the preceding pages such as we 
have seen in A and F was necessary to obtain these page beginnings. If we con
sult an early Yemenite manuscript such as al (which gives the text and the tar- 
gum alternating verse by verse, and which served as the basis for the Sperber edi
tion of the Targum Onqelos), we observe that the pages of each of the songs 
begin with those very same words, with the Yemenite scribes achieving the same 
success in the writing of the preceding pages as the scribes of Toledo.

192. Below, p. 329.
193. This type o f sign is sometimes used elsewhere at the end o f a line to avoid a space o f  

one or two letters. This is the only place in the extant part o f  A where these filler marks take up 
six entire lines, one completing the next to the last column o f the page and the five others alter
nating with normal lines toward the end o f the last column before the page that begins with 
ΠΤίΗΟ.
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l.h. The siman iâlb ΓΡ3
The great significance that all these manuscripts attach to beginning the two 

opening pages of Sea and Moses with these words is explained in a somewhat 
cryptic manner by the fact that the Yemenite (a l) scribe wrote the siman "TOU? ΓΡ3 
ΠΉΟΊΟ p p n 194 in large colored characters beside D^iOn and beside ΓΠ’ΓΝΙ. The 
explanation of these two groups of three letters is given by Masorahs that are 
principally Sephardi and Yemenite. According to this same Yemenite manu
script, a l, the six dotted letters refer to certain words of the Torah that should 
come at the beginning of a page or column. The words are ΓΡ1ΡΝ*Ό (Gen 1:1), 
m i r r  (Gen 49:8),195 (Exod 14:28), D’ÜDW (Deut 16:18), ΧΧΙΏ (Deut
23:24), and ΠΤνΓΠ (Deut 31:28). Masorahs in the last five locations (Gen 1:1 was 
not preserved) repeat the explanation. For the first three key words and for the 
sixth, the tradition appears to be unanim ous.196 It is much less uniform when it 
comes to identifying those words that are designated by the letters Sin and mem. 
For sin, the □’’UDU? (Deut 16:18) listed by the Yemenite Masorete has the support 
of another Yemenite manuscript, a2, while DTi7iyn "'W (Lev 16:8) is given by the 
manuscripts b l, b2, b3, b4, b5, b6, b7, b8, b9, blO, bl 1, and c5 ,197 and ΊΏΙΙ7 
rWQUH (Deut 12:28) is given by the manuscripts c 1, c2, c3, c4, and c 5 .198 Finally, 
for mem, the word Ν2ΜΏ (Deut 23:24), put forward by the Yemenite Masorete, has 
the support of manuscripts c l .  c2, c3, and c4, while ΌΟ ΠΏ (Num 24:5) is given 
by manuscripts b l, b2, b3, b4, b5, b6, b7, b8, b9, blO. and b l l .  All of these 
manuscripts observe the page beginnings at Exod 14:28 and Deut 31:28. Most of 
them place the other key words of the siman at the beginning of the page or at 
least at the beginning of a column. Those that do not do this indicate that the de
cision of the scribes applies “to the Sepher Torah'' This clarification explains, 
moreover, why some Masorahs speak of an obligation to place these words at the 
beginning of the page (*Ί”1) and others of an obligation to place them at the begin
ning of the column (Π*71). Unlike mishafim, scrolls do not distinguish between 
pages and columns, since pages are simply successive columns. The siman iTQ 
iôlÿ was reported by Abulafia,199 who was in agreement with all the manuscripts 
in the identification of the bet, yod, he, and waw, but was undecided for sin be
tween nVftWT in Deut 12:28 and “]V ΊΏΰ? in Exod 34:11, and for mem be
tween “iriDW ΚΧΊΏ in Deut 23:24 and 121? ΠΏ in Num 24:5. But it is Norzi who

194. The more accurate designation is not liqqun sopherim  but taqqanat (= décision) 
sopherim , a phrase this manuscript uses in its Masorah at these locations.

195. The Masorete o f  this manuscript attests that “some say that it refers to the yod  o f the 
third word CpiT).”

196. Except for the qualification o f the Yemenite Masorete about the yo d  o f  Gen 49:8, 
mentioned in the preceding note.

197. This manuscript makes note o f the fact that there is disagreement on this word.
198. Again, this manuscript notes that there is disagreement on the word. It does not give 

any word for the mem.
199. Abulafia, ΓΓΠΟΒ. 84b.
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provides the richest source of information on this siman and its interpretations, at 
the various relevant biblical passages.2(K) For the identification of the sin, he 
states that the Sephardi manuscripts have DTV^n in Lev 16:18, while “cer
tain manuscripts” (he specifies that this includes, among others, the mXIpQ of 
Rome) have of Deut 12:28, and that “someone” (he cites the com
mentary of the D'H'lttn Vin on Gen 49:8) understands it as “I1? 1ÖW in Exod 34:11. 
It is surprising that he does not mention those manuscripts that understand it as 
D’üStt? in Deut 16:18. For mem, he states that □Ή'ΙϋΠ VlD understands it as Ό ϋ  ΠΏ 
in Num 24:5, while some manuscript marginal notes see it as "|nDU7 of Deut 
23:24.

Thus we see that the arrangement of the texts of Sea and Moses lies within an 
ancient tradition of copying the Sepher Torah. But this tradition does not simply 
determine the first word on the opening pages of these poems. Beyond that, it 
states what words should begin the lines immediately preceding and immediately 
following Sea and Moses.

2. Arrangement o f  the Text o f  the Songs in the Torah
The traditions concerning the arrangement o f Sea and Moses on the page in

volve two points: They determine the number and the contents of the prose lines 
that should precede and follow each song, and by so doing they aim to describe 
with precision how the one column of Sea and the two columns of Moses should 
be composed for presentation in the Sepher Torah.

2.a. The traditions o f  the sopherim concerning the Sepher Torah
In the Masorahs of some medieval manuscripts, as well as in the works of the 

great Jewish scholars Abulafia and Lonzano, can be found scattered fragments of 
the oral traditions that were intended to guide the copyists of the Sepher Torah. 
We will try to reconstruct these traditions before examining how they were trans
formed by the copyists of the mishafim  of the Pentateuch.

2.a.i. Beginnings o f  lines preceding the songs
Sea was to be preceded by five lines of prose, the first beginning with D’îOn 

(v. 28ay), the second with (v. 29a), the third with ΓΠΓΡ (v. 30a), the fourth
with Π73 (v. 30ba), and the fifth with (v· 3 laß). Moses was to be preceded
by six lines of prose, the first beginning with ΠΤΡίΟ (v. 28bß), the second with 
■ΗΠΧ (v. 29aa), the third with ^Ύίπ (v. 29aß), the fourth with ΓΡΊΠΝ3 (v. 29ba), the 
fifth with (v. 29by), and the sixth with Vnj? (v. 30aa). These requirements
are set for Sea in manuscripts b4, b l 1, and b8 in a Masoretic note in the margin of 
the five lines in question, in the form of a listing of the words, followed by the si
man 2Ô’âîi. For the lines preceding Moses, the rule is formulated in manuscripts

200. In m (Minhat Shay).
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b5, bl(), c l ,  and c4. The manuscript b5 has the siman pV iiixi; c4 spécifiés that 
the reciuirement applies to the Sepher Torah; blO states that it is a decision of the 
sopherim  based on the teaching of the prophets. On the subject of the lines pre
ceding Sea, Abulafia states the following: “by virtue of a tradition that they have 
inherited and that they pass on from one generation to the next, the sopherim  are 
accustomed to putting five lines above the Song of the Sea,”201 then he gives the 
words that begin the lines. Likewise, he gives the beginning words of the six lines 
preceding Moses. Lonzano, whose ΓΓΠΠ "ΠΧ possesses an undisputed authority, 
declares on the subject of the lines preceding Sea:

From the moment when the sopher begins writing the parashah njHS Vn S3 
[Exod 10:1-13:16|, or at least from the beginning of the parashah nVun 
[13:17], he must keep ahead with his eyes and be careful to write close together, 
with the aim of having the word iHHD in v. 28 come at the end of the page, so 
that the word D’iOrt comes at the beginning of the next page, in accordance with 
the halakah , because this word is the he of ÎQtb ΓΡ2 and the beginning of the first 
of the five lines that precede the song, lines whose first words areD’SSri, 
rrjrr, ΠΙΟ, and D’iXOa. After these lines, there is a blank line, and after that 
comes the song.202

Then, with regard to Moses, he recalls that “there should be six lines before the 
Song and all of those lines are fixed,”203 in order to prevent a Sepher Torah from 
being unusable (VlOD). He gives the words that begin the six lines according to 
M aimonides,204 adding that there is no dispute about the words.

2.a.ii. Number and disposition o f  the lines o f  the songs
The numbers of 30 lines for Sea and 70 lines for Moses are fixed by the 

Massekhet Sopherim. The basic principle for the arrangement of the songs is the 
same for each: the stichs are separated by setumot, with the division into stichs 
carried out in such a way that none of them has more than five words or less than 
three (two words linked by m aqqef can count as either one or two words). The 
traditional arrangement of the two songs differs in that Sea has a written block 
above empty space and empty space above a written block, while Moses has a 
written block above a written block and empty space above empty space. In this 
way, each poetic line of Sea contains one and a half stichs, while each line of 
Moses contains two. Included in the 30 lines of Sea are a half-verse of prose at 
the beginning (15: la) and a whole one at the end (15:19).

201. Abulafia, ΓΓΠΟΏ. 84b.
202. Lonzano, Yacht, 10a.
203. Ibid.. 25a.
204. Maimonides, Mishneh , "Hilkot Sepher Toralt” vii, 10.
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2. a.Hi. Beginnings o f  lines following the songs
Sea should be followed by live lines of prose, the first beginning with 

(Exod 15:20a), the second with π ή π χ  (v. 20ba), the third with DID (v. 2 1 bß), the 
fourth with (v. 22aß), and the fifth with WS*] (v. 23a). Moses should be 
followed by six lines of prose, the first beginning with (Deut 32:44aa), the 
second with DJ?n (v. 44aß), the third with □'ΗΙΠΠ (v. 45b), the fourth with 
(v. 46aa), the fifth with "l$X (v. 46ba), and the sixth with ΓΠίΠΠ (v. 46by). It is 
further specified that this last line ends with DD'T! (v. 47aß). The guide-words of 
the five lines following Sea are listed by the Masorahs in manuscripts d3, b l, 
b4, b8, blO, and bl I . This last manuscript has the siman ÜDKi. The guide-words 
of the six lines following Moses are given in the Masorahs of manuscripts b5, 
blO. d3, and e8. Manuscript b4. in the margin by these six words, indicates that 
they comply with the halakah, and manuscripts b4, b5, and blO give the siman 
nxVnrn. The Masorah is striking in that the Masorete of b5 thereby polemicizes 
against the scribe of his own manuscript, who lengthened the lines considerably 
so that there are only five. The same was also done in A, F, a l ,  a2, c l ,  and c2. 
The five lines begin205 with X'3*] (Deut 32:44aa), (v· 45aß), "l$X (v. 46ay),
ΠΝΤΓΙ (v. 46by), and “ΙψΧ (v. 47bß). The fifth line ends with the setumci that pre
cedes v. 48. Manuscript d3 also has a polemical Masorah, most likely aimed at 
this heterodox tradition, that states: “the siman of the six lines at the end of the 
song ΊΓΤΧΠ is ΠΧ^ΠΠΪ. There is someone who gives another siman. Do not heed 
him, and be aware that the correct ending is

2.b. The transition from  42-line columns to 21-line pages
Let us begin with an overview of the arrangement that these exacting tradi

tions had in mind for each of the songs.

2.b.i. Structure o f  the 42-line columns containing the songs
It is the same manuscript d3 that provides the key to these complex details on 

the lines preceding and following the two songs in the margin of Sea. It indicates 
that Sea has 42 lines and that the siman for it is 03. Then it states that Moses has 
84 lines. This is why the sopherim  allot one column to Sea in the Sepher Torah 
and two columns to Moses. Indeed, allowing for the two blank lines that are sup
posed to frame them, according to the tradition of the sopherim , the total number 
of lines of the songs and the lines that should precede and follow them amounts 
to 5+1 + 30+ 1 +5 = 42 for Sea, and 6 + 1 +70+1 +6 = 84 for Moses. As to the figure 
42 as the number of lines in a column of the Sepher Torah, it is the number that 
the Massekhet Sopherim206 gives first, from the number of Israel’s stopping

205. Wc will observe later that the manuscripts which assign 67 lines to Moses are very 
uneven in their faithfulness to the tradition determining the words that should begin these five 
lines.

206. M assekhet Sopherim, II, 11.
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places in the desert. The number o f 42 lines per column also has the support of 
the Babylonian Geonim of the Sura school in the ninth century: Sar Shalom. Na- 
tronai, Hai, and Hilai. The number was evocative of the forty days during which 
Moses received the Torah and the two stone tablets.207

2.h.ii. From the sepher with 42 lines to the m ishaf with 21 lines
Since a m ishaf does not have the height o f a synagogue scroll, it cannot have 

42-line columns. Thus the copyists of early mishafim  o f the Torah who wanted to 
observe this tradition of the sopherim  retained the width of the columns in the 
Sepher Torah on their pages and gave them a height of 2 1 lines. An excellent ex
ample of this is B. which offers Sea on two facing pages of 21 lines with an exact 
observance of the traditional arrangement of the text on the pages. We note that 
this copyist, in order to begin the right hand page with the word Π,Χ3Π, managed 
skillfully to tighten the text in several places on the preceding pages. Yet it can be 
seen that for Gen 49:8, B does not observe (by a possible highlighting of ΓΓΠΓΡ) 
the tradition expressed by the siman îâtt? ΓΡΠ. It is thus quite possible that the 
whole tradition represented in this illustrious siman developed after the one that 
fixed so precisely the arrangement of the texts of Sea and Moses. We will now 
see that B is not alone in its decisions concerning the arrangement of Sea.

2.b.iii. Sephardi and Yemenite survivals o f  the 
tradition o f  special page layouts

Some Sephardi manuscripts treated the arrangement of Sea and Moses in a 
special way. While their columns ordinarily had a much greater number of lines 
(from 28 to 33), they devoted two facing pages o f 21 lines to Sea. This is the case 
in b3, b6, bl, and blO. Two of the manuscripts (b3 and blO) highlight the two 
pages by surrounding each one with a decorated border. The Yemenite manu
script al also does this, but the copyist made the pages slightly asymmetrical by 
putting 22 lines on the first and 20 on the second. Sea was not preserved in manu
script a2.

For Moses (not extant in B) the tradition of four pages with a special page lay
out is attested in the Sephardi manuscripts b3 and b7: In b3 the pages are framed 
and made up of 20 lines each, which is tied to the fact that Moses was copied in 
67 lines in the manuscript. But this required that the sixth o f the lines that are 
supposed to follow Moses be pushed to the next page. Encountering the same 
difficulty, manuscript b7 preferred to allot 21 lines to the fourth page to avoid 
such a result. The innovation of reducing the pages to 20 lines should apparently 
not be attributed to the b3 copyist. Indeed he has these two pages preceded and 
followed by two more framed pages that also have 20 lines. It could be that the 
impossibility of observing the tradition of four pages with 2 1 lines, when one fol
lows the Maimonides tradition of a 67-line Moses, led the scribes of b6 and blO

207. Ibid., 4 1 -4 3 . On the 42-line standard, see the supplement below (pp. 583-590).
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to abandon special page layouts for the song, though they had adopted the prac
tice for Sea. The Yemenite copyists of a 1 and a2 put frames around four consec
utive pages. The a2 copyist retained the traditional number of 21 lines within his 
four frames. But, given the fact that he, too, wrote Moses in 67 lines and devoted 
only five long lines to the petuha that follows Moses, he still had four lines in his 
fourth frame to begin the targum of Moses. The targum was carried forward to 
the end of the Hebrew text (as the al copyist had already done for Sea), in accor
dance with the traditional arrangement of the text of the songs. The copyist o f a l , 
who made the same decisions for Moses and the following lines, framed three 
pages with 23 lines and one with 22 lines. That left him 11 lines at the end of the 
fourth frame to continue his targum.

2.b.iv. Survival o f  the tradition concerning the
beginnings o f  the lines preceding the songs 

Among the manuscripts available to us that have one or both of the songs, the 
initial words of the five lines preceding Sea and the six preceding Moses are ob
served by A, F, B. b l, b2, b3, b4, b5, b6, b7, b8, b9, blO, b l 1, c l ,  c2, c3, c5, d l, 
d2, d3, and d4. Traccs of the tradition survive in c4, c l ,  e2, and e3, while it is dis
regarded by D. e4, e5, e6, e7, e8, e9, elO, e l l ,  e l 2, e l 3, and e l 4. Manuscripts 
that alternate the Hebrew text and targum occupy a special place. Among them, 
manuscripts al and a2 give the Hebrew of the songs separately, allowing for the 
halakah bearing on the preceding lines, whereas V, f 1, f2, f3, f4, f5, f6, f7, and f8, 
whatever their decisions on the songs, do not show interest in the preceding lines.

2.c. Conflicts between Maimonides and the tradition 
concerning the arrangement o f  Moses 

It can be observed, then, that the sopherim  of the ninth century had inherited a 
precise oral tradition concerning the arrangement of the two songs in the Torah, 
and that clear traces of it can be discovered in the page arrangements of mishafim 
such as B and of Sephardi and Yemenite manuscripts, as well as in their Masor
ahs. It is in relation to this tradition that we should situate the decisions shared by 
Maimonides, A, and certain other manuscripts concerning the arrangement of 
Moses.

2.c.i. Conflict with the Massekhet over the lines o f  Moses
Let us begin by observing that, if the lines preceding the songs in the Sepher 

Torah are fixed by the scribal tradition, the same is true, with all the more reason, 
for the lines of the songs themselves. Here we arrive at the burning question that 
the preceding paragraphs aimed only to introduce. For Sea, there is no notable 
disagreement at the heart of the scribal tradition. But in the matter of the begin
nings of the lines of Moses, the authority of Maimonides is in conflict with that 
of the Massekhet Sopherim. As stated earlier,208 according to the original state of

208. Above, p. 244.
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the Mishneh Torah attested by the majority of manuscripts and the edition of 
Moshe ben Shealtiel, Maimonides allots 67 lines to Moses (and gives the list of 
words that begin each line), while the Massekliet allots 70 lines to it (and also 
gives line beginnings). Having noted the contradiction, Abulafia concluded that 
the tradition attested by Maimonides was in error and that the words beginning 
certain lines had been omitted. The Massekhet list is as follows:

(10) ,ίό τ  ,nvrVn ,nnw /ra n  ,ό  p n m m  ,*pîr ,m s n  
(20) , ίγ π ό τ  ,mrr> ,urns’ ,“iw3D ,ιηαηηΊΟ*» ,ό  p ip  ,VmrD 

(30) ,natpm Æ’nVx ,rnajnna ,Van ,n3»w ,ο π  ,πνώπ /ιη ρ τ ι 
(40) ,03? ,au|7i ,’χπ ,υη'?™ ,ιρ τη  / o a  ,Ή03ο ,D’3a ,πιηκ 

(50) /)3,av)iO ,m m  ,d w i  ,'13’a’’ /pio ,ρ  ,ΠΓΡη^χ ,p3T> j m n a i  
(60) ,π χ  ,03X1 ,Vsn ,wm ,nvV ,mnn ,unm ,nV?au;N /naTwai 

(70) αρη ,ίγ ϊίπ  ,m n ,*paum ,qk /»a />nxn» ,'ρχι ,yp

In its original state, M aimonides’ list was distinguished from this one by the 
omission of the words Vnw (11 th) and W'TID'’ ( 18th), as well as by the fact that D3 
replaces both □ΉΙΠΏΊ (41st) and j?yp (42nd). A secondary distinction is that 
instead of □’V’X'l (23rd) it has ’33. Given that Maimonides also indicates the 
words that begin the second part of each line, in order to give better guidance to 
the copyists, the list shows that Vxtf?, instead of beginning the 11th line, begins 
the second part of the tenth (which began with TOT) and that WHD’, instead of 
beginning the 18th line, begins the second part of the 16th (which began with 
ΊΦ33). For M aimonides’ 39th line (beginning with 03), the second half begins 
with ΤΠΏΚ, which in the system of the Massekhet should begin the second half 
of the 42nd line (which began with p3V). Now, as Goshen-Gottstein observed,209 
this system of division into 67 lines is reproduced exactly in A.

2.C.H. Conflict with the tradition o f  the “early sefarim ” 
over the lines following Moses 

Before treating open and closed sections and the rules on the arrangement of 
Sea and Moses in his chapter eight, Maimonides mentioned in chapter seven that 
the sopherim  passed down an oral tradition (not recorded by the Talmud) con
cerning the beginnings of lines that immediately precede and follow Sea and 
Moses. On the words beginning the lines preceding the two songs and on those 
beginning the lines that follow Sea, there is no divergence between Maimonides 
and the rest of the tradition. But there is an important divergence between Mai
monides and manuscripts a l ,  a2, b5, and c l, on the one hand, and the old oral tra
dition of the sopherim  on the beginnings of the lines that follow Moses. Accord
ing to all the witnesses of the Mishneh Torah, these lines, numbering five, begin 
with Xa’I (Deut 32:44aa), "D l1? (v. 45ba), “IWX (v. 46ay), ΠΚΤΠ (v. 46by), and "MX 
(v. 47bß).

209. Goshen-Gottstein, "Authenticity,” 42.
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According to Menahem di Lonzano,210 Abulafia wrote from Toledo on this 
subject: “I wonder if this was not a copying error. For my part, in my Sepher, I 
did not write this, but wrote what is found in all the careful early Sefarim that one 
finds in these countries, that is: NTT (v. 44aa), Di?n (v. 44aß), □Ή31Π (v. 45bß), 
□DDdV ( v . 46aa), “IWN (v. 46ba), and ΠΊΊΠΠ (v. 46by).” And Lonzano adds: “This 
is also the custom in all the Sephardi manuscripts and likewise in the ancient 
manuscript of Jerusalem already mentioned.211 And that is the principle, and the 
sixth line ends with the word □ J’TI.” Lonzano concluded that Maimonides, with 
his system of 67 lines, had to overload certain lines and, in order to maintain a 
central space between their two blocks (following the principles of the arrange
ment for Moses), was obliged to widen the column considerably, which forced 
him to lengthen significantly the lines of prose that follow Moses (as is shown by 
the guide-words that he lists). Recognizing his error, Maimonides then (in chap
ter eight) revised the number of lines to 70 and as a result of that modified the list 
o f the beginnings and ends of lines. But he forgot also to correct, in chapter 
seven, the indications about the lines following Moses. Those truly responsible 
for the correction, modification, and oversight that Lonzano attributes to Mai
monides are in reality the Ashkenazi and Italian correctors of the manuscripts of 
his Mishneh Torah who wanted to bring Maimonides into agreement with the 
older tradition of the Massekhet Sopherim  where, however, they found no ex
plicit instructions concerning the beginnings of the lines preceding and following 
Sea and Moses. That is why they did not interfere with the details that Mai
monides furnished on the subject in his chapter seven.

2.d. Shelomoh ben Buya(a deals with the damage
It is enough to look at the arrangement of Moses in the Aleppo manuscript to 

see that the copy of Shelomoh ben Buyaca issues from a manuscript line in which 
the scribal tradition of the arrangement underwent three deformations and two at
tempts at rectification.

2. d. i. First error (a)
This manuscript line is based on an archetype in which the copyist worked 

from a list of guide-words for line beginnings where the 11th, 18th, 41st, and 
42nd words had accidentally been omitted. The copyist thus had to write the con
tents of two lines (the 10th and 11th in the M assekhet) in his 10th line, of two 
others (the 17th and 18th in the Massekhet) in his 16th line, and the contents of 
three lines (the 40th, 41st, and 42nd in the Massekhet) in his 38th line. He man
aged the first two by widening the entire column layout (in order to keep the re
quired space between the two members of the line) and by dividing the two

210. Lonzano, Yadot, 25b.
211. On the previous page, he says that this is a manuscript more than five hundred years 

old.
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members at the principal disjunctive accent (the atnah), so that the words fol
lowing these accents (VxW and W'TID1’), which should have been mentioned on the 
list as beginning lines 11 and 18, begin the second half of the 10th and 16th 
lines. But no amount of widening could accommodate three lines in one, so the 
copyist of the archetype divided the text block corresponding to the 40th, 41st, 
and 42nd lines of the Massekhet into two lines. For these three divisions (be
tween the two members of the first line, between the first and second line, and 
between the two members of the second line), he relied on the three principal 
disjunctions that the text block offered him: the silluq before fTlQ (which begins 
v. 25), the atnah that divides this verse (before the first GJ) and the silluq that 
ends the verse (before ΤΠΟΧ). His 38th line (beginning with D17) and 39th line 
(beginning with □}) are thus each found to contain one and a half lines of the 
Massekhet. This deviation is not unique to A. It is shared by a good number of 
other medieval manuscripts: the Yemenite al and a2, as well as the Sephardi b2, 
b3, b4, b5, b6, b7, b8, b9, blO, c l ,  c2, and d2. It is interesting to note that the Ye
menite manuscripts customarily write the siman ΓΡΠΧ212 on the inside of the 
blank line that precedes the word 1ΓΤΧΠ. Signifying 70, the siman bears witness 
to the ancient scribal tradition of 70 lines for Moses (against the 67 lines that it 
actually occupies in their text!).

2.d.ii. First adjustment (β)
Then, because the copyist had had to widen the column so much, he had dif

ficulty with the lines that follow Moses. As Lonzano had recognized so well 
(though he mistakenly attributed the initiative to Maimonides), the copyist 
lengthened the lines without regard for the line beginnings established by the tra
dition. And thus was born the tradition of the five lines beginning with X3̂ 1 (Deut 
32:44aa), (v. 45aß), "ΙψΧ (v. 46ay), ΠΚ'ΤΠ (v. 46by), and “ΙψΧ (v. 47bß \ a tra
dition considered heterodox by the Masorete of d3. However, this minority tra
dition never attained the same stability as the old majority tradition of the 
sopherim: among the manuscripts belonging to the tradition attested by Mai
monides, only A, a l , a2, c 1, and c2 adhere to this arrangement up to the fifth line, 
while b5 is faithful up to the fourth line, and F only to the first three lines.

2.d.iii. Second adjustment ( γ)
Since the copyist of the archetype had to widen his column significantly when 

he began to copy Moses, the five lines before Moses at the top of the page form a 
block of text that is decidedly narrower. Lonzano pointed out213 that, if the begin
nings of these lines are placed to the right, in line with the right margin of Moses,

212. See, for example, the reproduction o f fol 151 v o f  the London BL manuscript Or 2348 
in Encyclopaedia Judaica  XVI, Jerusalem 1972, facing p. 744. This siman is also very legible 
in a l, whereas it is almost completely obliterated, though discernible, in a2.

213. Lonzano, Yadot, 25a.
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the empty space that would end each line would make the following line appear 
as a petulm. If this same block of text is placed in the middle or on the left side of 
the wider column, then the lines appear to be setumot. This is probably the reason 
that the copyist of A filled in those first five lines with filler marks. While the 
copyist of the archetype was not afraid to change the traditional guide-words at 
the beginnings of the lengthened lines that follow Moses, the copyist of A did not 
dare to do that here and found this means of filler marks to preserve the tradi
tional guide-words. It is clear that the use of filler marks is tolerated in a mishaf, 
but the sanctity of the Sepher Torah would not tolerate it. Here, F shows its de
pendence on A in that it seems to be the only other manuscript that filled in the 
lines preceding Moses. It even filled in the sixth line, which A did not do (be
cause the empty space that followed this line could not influence the interpreta
tion of the section that begins after it; that section could only be a petuha , with or 
without the extension of the line).

2.d.iv. Second error (δ)
The copyist of the archetype observed the general rule governing the division 

of lines and members o f lines: The division is to be placed at a disjunctive accent 
that is stronger than the other disjunctives found in the member in question. The 
copyist of A manifested his lack of understanding of this rule with a change that 
may actually be simple error: While the copyist of the archetype began his 39th 
line with the first DJ of v. 25, the copyist of A used the second DJ to begin the line. 
This led to the unacceptable result that the preceding member ended with a dis
junctive accent (pashta) weaker than the atnah that is found in the same member. 
In that particular error, A appears to be absolutely alone.

2.d.v. Third error (f.)
A similar error had taken place at an earlier date and appears to have been re

produced and corrected several times in different branches of the textual tradi
tion, something that can easily be explained once the reason for the error is un
derstood. Whereas the list of the Massekhet began its 21st line with □,V,N, a 
copyist had begun it with Ή ,  the word immediately following. This led to the 
same unacceptable result that the preceding member ended with a conjunctive 
accent (mahpak) even though it contained a disjunctive accent (geresh).

It is easy to see how this error was produced in this place and not at another 
line opening. Two verses of Moses contain an odd number of stichs: v. 14 and 
v. 39 each contain five. To guarantee the correct division of these two verses, a 
Masorah found in b2, b5, b8, and e8 states that “from ΊΓΤΝΠ to fTlttP p t iH  the 
verses begin at the beginning of the line, and from to T  □’’Qtt? Vx NUW Ό  all 
the verses begin at the division of the line, and from NUW Ό  to the end of the song 
they all begin at the beginning of the line.” Manuscript b l 1 gives this Masorah in 
a different form: “from the word ΊΓΤΧΠ to Ί[?3 ΠΧ0Π. the verses end at the end of 
the line, and from “l|?3 ΠΝΰΠ to ΠΓϋ? ΊΝΊ the verses end in the middle of the line,
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and from ΠΠ1? ΊΚΤ to the end of the song, the verses end at the end of the line.” 
These two Masorahs agree, then, that while the beginning of v. 14 Oj?3 ΠΚΏΠ) is 
found at the beginning of a line, the beginning of v. 15 ( p W 1 fOWl) should be lo
cated at the beginning of the second half of a line. They also agree that, since 
v. 39 (ΠΠν ΊΧΊ) begins at the second half of a line, v. 40 (NUW Ό) should begin at 
the beginning of a line. Given the length of verses 14 and 39, this means that each 
one should be divided into five members. The four divisions required for v. 39 
and three of the four required for v. 14 are clearly indicated by the atnah, zciqef, 
and rebia*.

There is only one opportunity for error left, then, and that is in determining the 
place where segment 14aß should be cut: D’fyny) If
the accents alone are followed, it is clear that it should be cut after the geresh of
D,“13 and not after the mahpak of But the segment in question is para
phrased by Targum Onqelos “with the wealth of their great (D'HD sVn Di?) and of 
their powerful (D',17,’K'l), the people of their country ’33) and their posses
sions (□Ή'ΐηΐΠ).” The explicit possessive in “their powerful” separates this word 
from the one that follows it, while the coordination “of their great and of their 
powerful” ties it more naturally to the preceding word. It is understandable, then, 
that certain sopherim, with this targum in mind, would have been tempted to 
make the cut after rather than before. The manuscripts c2, c3, c5, d l, d3,
d4, e l ,  e6, e9, elO, f2, f4, f5, and f6 avoided this incorrect division that entered 
the texts of D, A, a l ,  a2, b l ,  b2, b3, b4, b5, b6, bl, b8, b9, b 10, c l ,  c4, d2, e5, el, 
and e l 2. We have mentioned only those manuscripts that exhibit enough interest 
in the division of lines to allow them to be evaluated in that respect.

2.e. Intact witnesses to the tradition o f  mishafim with 21 lines fo r  Moses?
Regarding Sea (which unfortunately has not been preserved in A), we have 

noted that manuscripts B, b3, b6, b7, and blO preserved an arrangement that con
forms perfectly to the old oral tradition of the sopherim, once the principle is rec
ognized that a m ishaf of the Torah aims to reproduce in two pages the contents of 
one column of the Sepher Torah.

2.e.i. The remnants o f  the tradition
For Moses (which is lacking in B), we have not found a single witness among 

the manuscripts accessible to us that displays the same conformity to the tradi
tion. If we discount error (ε)— which, as we pointed out, seems to have been re
produced and corrected at various stages of the transmission of the text— manu
scripts b3, b7, a l , and a2 are the only ones to have preserved the special layout of 
presenting Moses in four pages. But only b3 and b7 preserved the original dispo
sition of two sets of facing pages, and only a2 kept the traditional number of 21 
lines per page. But in all of them, the structure of these four pages is thrown off 
by the three incorrect divisions of lines that constitute error (a).
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Among the manuscripts descending from the archetype in which error (a) 
took place, certain ones preserved intact the tradition of the sopherim  concerning 
the six lines that follow Moses: They are b2, b3, b4, b6, b7, b8, b9, and blO. In 
the same group, others received, in addition, adjustment (ß) replacing the six 
lines with five long lines. They are A, F, a l, a2, b5, c l ,  and c2. None of the manu
scripts that escaped error (a) preserved the tradition of presenting Moses in four 
pages. Only manuscripts A and F add adjustment (γ) to error (a) and adjustment 
(β). Only A adds error (δ) on top of these others. F cannot be considered here, 
since it completely disregarded the tradition bearing on the beginnings of the 
lines of Moses.

2.e. ii. Two intact witnesses
We have seen that certain mishafim  tried to adapt an old tradition of page ar

rangement defined in terms of a Sepher Torah with 42-line columns to their 21- 
line pages, in compliance with the halakah of the ninth-century Babylonian 
Geonim of the academy at Sura. It is thus in Babylonia that one has the best 
chance of finding an intact example of this page arrangement for Moses. But the 
only manuscripts with 21 lines per page appear to be manuscripts Ka I and Ka 
13, and the Song of Moses was not preserved in either.

There remains one other possibility: The manuscript that Kahle designated as 
manuscript 10 of the second Firkovitch collection (Chufut-Kale 17 and now clas
sified as 171610), a Pentateuch that was donated to the Karaite synagogue of Old 
Cairo in 946.214 This manuscript (= H), about which he states that the pages have 
21 lines (as in B), thus has every chance of having been copied in the first de
cades of the tenth century. We are fortunate to have received photocopies of the 
pages of the two songs in this manuscript from the Institute of Microfilmed He
brew Manuscripts of Jerusalem. This has permitted us to observe that it pre
served intact the page arrangement of the two songs according to the oral tradi
tion of the sopherim, as it is attested by the Sephardi and Yemenite Masorahs 
cited above. Indeed, it contains Sea in an arrangement identical to that of B (with 
the single difference that instead of facing each other, the two pages are recto and 
verso of the same folio). For Moses, it has precisely the four pages required, writ
ing the song in 70 lines and correctly maintaining the two blank lines that frame 
it, as well as the words beginning the six lines before and after the song and the 
last word (QD’TI) of the sixth line. Thus, the first page has 6+1 + 14 lines, the sec
ond and third (which are facing pages) have 21 lines and the fourth has 14+1+6 
lines. We note only that, like most of the manuscripts, H attests error (ε), shifting 
by one word the beginning of the 21st of its 70 lines. In addition, it errs in the in
ternal division of the 44th line, which it cuts at the pashta  of instead of

214. Kahle, Mcisoreten des Westens, vol. 1, 60-64 .



328 Part 3, Section I, Chapter 2

at the atnah that precedes that word. But this discrepancy of one word, like the 
one that constitutes error (ε), does not throw off the entire arrangement in the way 
that the loss of three line beginnings does (error [aj).

It was tempting, then, to check the arrangements of Sea and Moses in another 
m ishaf also containing only the Torah, one that offers the particular interest of 
having been copied by Shelomoh ben Buya'a, the copyist of A. The manuscript is 
number 17 of the second Firkovitch collection (Chufut-Kale 36, now classified as 
26535). With Kahle assigning 20 lines to the pages o f this manuscript and Beit
Arie counting 19,215 there was reason to doubt that the page arrangement o f 21 
lines would be found. However, a microfilm of this manuscript (= G) furnished 
by the same Institute in Jerusalem, shows that the two songs observe fully the 
norms of the sopherim. For Sea, the two pages are facing (as in B). For Moses, 
the four pages are in two sets of facing pages. In addition, an ornamental frame
work surrounds the three external borders that are preserved (bottom, right, and 
left) on the first and second pages. In G (as in H) error (ε) is found, but Shelomoh 
ben Buya'a did not make the incorrect division of the 44th line that was noted 
in H.

2.e.iii. The distribution o f  the major Masoretic witnesses
From this study of the arrangement of the songs of the Torah we conclude that, 

on this point. A, B. D. H. G, F, and V differ considerably from each other. B (ex
tant only for Sea) and H and G (for Sea and Moses), with their pages of 21 lines, 
are entirely faithful to the tradition of the songs’ arrangement. D has pages of 20 
lines and is faithful only to the traditions of the internal arrangements of Sea and 
Moses, but shows no interest in the lines that precede and follow them. The verse 
by verse alternation of text and targum is not interrupted in V (with 22-line 
pages) except to present Sea in its classical arrangement. The endeavor to include 
the entire Bible in a single m ishaf required the scribe of A to write 28-line pages 
and that of F to write 27 lines per page. This fact suffices to demonstrate that, 
while they continued to observe the characteristics of the lines preceding the 
songs, these scribes no longer made any pretense of following the old tradition 
for the arrangement in the Sepher Torah, with its 42-line columns. In any case, 
error (a) rendered it impossible for them to present the song in four 21-line pages. 
It may be noted, however, that the Yemenite manuscript a2, although participat
ing in this error, demonstrates by its frames and by the preservation of 21 lines a 
clearer connection to the original decisions of B, H, and G.

2.f. The pointers/Mcisoretes and the tradition o f  copyists o f  the Sepher Torah 
It should be clear by now that it is absolutely necessary to distinguish between 

the high quality of A as a Masoretic work and its poor quality as a representative

215. Damascus Pentateuch, vol. 2, (Introduction), 7 n. 1.
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of the tradition of the sopherim. This distinction leads to the observation that 
Maimonides, who was essentially interested in the copying of the Sepher To
rah , 2 1 6  unfortunately chose as a model a manuscript that had little to recommend 
it in that domain, since it represents a degeneration of the traditions concerning 
the copying and arrangement of the consonantal text, traditions that the sopherim  
transmitted orally. This did not prevent the same manuscript A from being at the 
summit of the Masoretes’ efforts to record the reading tradition, and we would 
conclude that, if the term “Masoretic Text" warrants being used at all, this manu
script is the best qualified representative of it.

2 .fi. Goals and limitations o f  the Masorete Aaron ben Asher
It is important to bear in mind Aaron ben Asher’s goals and limitations when 

he produced his chef-d’oeuvre. His primary goal was to write down fully (i.e., 
vocalization and accentuation) the reading tradition of the entire Bible in a single 
codex. He had little interest in the arrangement of the consonantal text of his 
manuscript, as he was not preoccupied with the halakic norms imposed on the 
sopherim  responsible for the copying of an authentic Sepher Torah. The Sepher 
Torah was destined for a Rabbanite synagogue, and any failure to conform to the 
norms risked rendering a Sepher unusable (pasul). In the environment in which 
Aaron worked— in which scrolls were probably no longer used for reading the 
Sabbath parasliah— the preoccupation was much more with the norms guiding 
the intervention of the corrector-pointer-Masorete. This preoccupation, com
pletely unlike that of Maimonides, was shared by scholars who made use of 
Aaron’s manuscript to correct a m ishaf—and not a Sepher Torah— at the time 
when his manuscript was kept in the Karaite synagogue in Jerusalem.

Thus, for the Masorete, it was a matter of applying (by correction and point
ing) and of communicating in writing (through the Masorahs) these norms that 
aimed above all to stabilize an authentic reading tradition. The first task of the 
Masorete was, to be sure, to correct the text given him by the copyist. But, while 
the presence or absence of a mater lectionis could be easily corrected with a 
fairly insignificant scratching out, the modification of the arrangement of a song 
or of the assignments of setumot and petuhot went beyond the possibilities for in
tervention by a corrector concerned with creating a clean manuscript. That is 
why the page arrangements and the division of sections determined by the copy
ist Shelomoh ben Buyaca constituted precisely that aspect of the manuscript that 
eluded the intervention of Aaron ben Asher.

Furthermore, we have an indication that the great Masoretes of this era were 
not interested in the arrangement of the songs in the fact that— whatever the de
gree of faithfulness of the copyists of their consonantal texts in this regard— none

216. Maimonides’ son Abraham reports that his father forbade the copying o f the Torah in 
a single m ishaf with the NcvPim and Ketuvim, for fear that some might come to prefer the lat
ter to the former (Bacher, Bibelexegese, 4  η. 1).
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of the many Masorahs with which they supplied their manuscripts appears to 
bear on the matter, unlike the numerous Masorahs that we pointed out in the 
much later Yemenite and Sephardi manuscripts. Thus, it appears that those medi
eval manuscripts inherited their knowledge of and interest in the oral traditions of 
the sopherim  from a source other than the Tiberian Masoretes.

2.f. ii. The influence o f  Sura and Maimonides on Spain and Yemen
The tradition of 42-line columns for the Sepher Torah was, as we have seen, 

that of the Geonim of the Academy in Sura. Now, we know that Hasdai ibn 
Shaprut, the powerful Jewish adviser to the Caliph o f Cordoba (tenth century), 
had sepharim  brought from Sura, at great cost, for the “sons of the Torah,” that is, 
for the Sephardi sopherim.217 At the same time, by appointing the very compe
tent Moshe ben Hanokh as rabbi of Cordoba, Hasdai managed to make the Jews 
of Spain autonomous with respect to the Babylonian academies in matters of 
halakah.

The Yemenites, for their part, had undoubtedly received this tradition directly 
from Babylonia, along with their supralinear vocalization, and it is known that 
several Yemenite manuscripts claim (in their dedicatory statements) direct 
dependence on the model manuscript promoted by Maimonides (i.e., A). But 
Goshen-Gottstein218 appears to be correct in considering these statements as a 
sort of stamp used in certain scriptoria to guarantee the authenticity of these 
excellent representatives of the Yemenite textus receptus. It is, moreover, charac
teristic of these fifteenth-century dedications to include the phrase VITH IDDH 
□nDO onw sn r u n ix  VVd rrrro  o n x o a , which reproduces exactly a phrase of the 
Mishneh Torah, 2 1 9  Here lies the indication that the Yemenite manuscripts in 
question derived their mention of the manuscript from Maimonides and not from 
their own examination of it. Clear proof that they did not depend directly on A 
lies in the fact that errors (a) and (ε) are present, but not error (δ), which seems to 
be unique to A. It is thus probable that the arrangement of Moses attested by the 
Yemenite and Sephardi manuscripts comes from an intelligent interpretation of 
the list given by Maimonides: To divide v. 25ba, the copyists chose the first DJ 
and not the second one, which A (the manuscript described by Maimonides’ list) 
mistakenly chose.

217. This is the probable m eaning o f the two lines o f Dunash ben Labrat in his poem  o V Π1Π 
(D’TtP, V, 35):

rnix dj / rrrinn raVi 
anoça nVçr / ntid Vi? irini

218. Goshen-Gottstein, “Manuseripts,” 48 n. 20.
219. Maimonides, Mishneh, Ahabah, Hilkot Sepher Torah, viii, 4.
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C. The Internal Complexity o f  the Witnesses
to the Classical Tiberian Text

From this study of the “central kernel” of the classical Tiberian biblical manu
scripts, we can see the necessity of distinguishing clearly in the same manuscript 
between the quality of the arrangement of the consonantal text and the quality of 
its Masoretic presentation, that is, its vocalization, accentuation, and Masorahs.

In the evaluation of the quality of a Masoretic manuscript, the faithfulness to 
the traditional arrangement of the songs could be considered unimportant. In
deed, the arrangement has little significance in the matter of the disposition of the 
lines that should precede and follow the song on the page of a Sepher Torah. 
However, when it is a matter of the internal divisions of the song, the authenticity 
of the arrangement has its value, since the authentic arrangement is rigorously 
based on the syntactic structure of the song. This syntactic structure, in the case 
of the Song o f Moses, is disrupted by the various errors pointed out earlier in our 
analysis. In addition, the placement of the petuhot and setumot is unquestionably 
related to the division of the text into sense units. The degree of authenticity of a 
manuscript tradition in this domain is therefore not without consequences for lit
erary criticism of the text.220 In an in-depth investigation of the petuhot and setu
mot of the Pentateuch, Perrot drew the conclusion that, in comparison to the early 
Palestinian systems, the system of division found in A is innovative, the culmina
tion of an effort to simplify and refine the earlier systems.221 Thus it appears that, 
in this respect, too, Maimonides was mistaken in choosing A as a model.

These observations lead us to conclude that an editor would do well not to 
choose the same manuscript as a model both for the arrangement of the conso
nantal text (page layout of the songs and division into sections) and for what falls 
in the province o f the Masoretes (correction, pointing, and Masorah). The choice 
of an eclectic text makes sense when it is understood that, in the same manu
script, the tradition concerned with the division into sections (petuhot and setu
mot) and the tradition concerned with the placement of the tearnim (and thus the 
division into verses) are distinct from each other and sometimes contradictory, as 
can be observed in the especially striking instances where a change of section 
takes place in the middle of a verse.

V. Toward the Proper Use of the Masorahs

We have already had the occasion to observe the complexity of the problems 
posed by proper use of the M asorahs.222 Throughout CTAT Vol. 3, we have a 
great many occasions to call on the support that the Masorahs lend to certain

220. Ocsch, Petucha, 365.
221. Perrot, “Petuhot,” 73.
222. Above, pp. 273-281.
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readings.223 In this section, we would like to situate a number of cases that are of 
particular methodological interest. We will then introduce a valuable, but unuti
lized, Masoretic source. Finally, we will see how to approach the delicate ques
tion of the relatedness of the Masorahs, a matter of fundamental importance for 
judging the quality of the “Masoretic” manuscripts.

A. Different Types o f  Masorahs

1. Masorahs with Exegetical Implications

I.a. Masorahs directly related to exegesis
Almost all the Masorahs treat forms in a purely descriptive manner. There are 

some, however, that have direct implications for the interpretation of the text. 
The following examples illustrate this.

I.a.i. Masorahs that mention words with “two meanings"
The Okhlah22* gives, under the title p u r 1? p n  '[ΊΓΡ'ΠΓΠ ID |ö  Î1K, a long al

phabetical list of 97 words that are used two times with two different meanings. 
We refer to this list for 2 Sam 22:42 in CTAT Vol. 1, 307; 2 Chr 26:25 in ibid., 
507-8; Lev 22:25 in CTAT Vol. 2, 392-93; Ezek 2:10 in CTAT Vol. 3, 18:47-48; 
Ezek 14:4 in ibid., 90:14-15; Ezek 27:19 in ibid., 231:41-42; Hos 4:15 in ibid., 
512:23; Hos 7:6 in ibid.. 540:34-35; Hos 7:16 in ibid., 544:17-18; and Mai 1:3 in 
ibid., 1016:36-38.

This Masorah is very early and well-known. In the twelfth century, it gave the 
great Tosafist of Ramerupt, Jacob Tam, the opportunity to demonstrate that the 
Masorahs were not preserved in their original state by the Okhlah manuscripts, 
but underwent later additions in that work. Indeed, he suspected225 an interpola
tion on the list from the “great Masorah” (Okhlah we-Okhlah), in the inclusion of 
the word Π’ΗψΙΙ as having two different meanings in Prov 14:30 and in Prov

223. For cases examined in CTAT Vol. 3, see CTAT Vol. 3, 84:1-6; 105:7-10: 119:29-32; 
155:47 to 156:2; 160:52 to 161:2; 205:33f., 47 -4 9 ; 212:12f.; 263:24-29; 266:14-19; 283:38f.; 
291:24f.; 294:48-50; 312 n. 1100; 349:29f.; 354:39-42; 379:16f.; 381:12-17; 385:42f.; 396  
n. 1294; 397:33; 402:33-35; 404:lf.; 430:lf.; 441:21-27; 461:19-21; 480:33f.; 501:21-25; 
5 16:27f.; 518:2-4; 53 7 :17f.; 551:31-39, 40 -47 ; 560:7-9; 57 5 :15f.; 576:28-30; 580:33f. and 
582:If.; 588:2f.; 618:30-32; 623:27-29; 624:10-12; 631:29-31; 636:18f.; 649 n. 2207; 
654:18-20; 668:33-35; 685:5-9; 687:6-10; 7l4:8f.; 728:34-37; 732:10-12; 737:27f.; 
740:32f.; 759:29-33; 762:44-763:3, 8-19; 772:5-10; 780:18-21; 787:28-31; 795:28-34; 
799:23-25; 806:26f.; 813:43-814:2; 818:24f.; 821:13-16; 827:161'.; 828:38f.; 842:3-5; 
845:11-16; 848:44-46: 857:38f.; 861:181'.; 866:40-42; 868:19-23; 870:17-23; 872:46-48; 
878:1 If.; 881:36f.; 882:35f.; 889:14-17; 898:6-10; 899:26-29; 908:3-12; 916:20-24; 
921:11-13; 922:21f.; 923:41-43; 926:38-42; 930:51'.; 9 3 l:35f.; 932:501'.; 934:3; 944:48; 
948:12-14; 95 l:35f.; 952:34f.; 956:48-50; 958:6f.; 959:5f„ 49f.; 962:42-53; 964:9-13; 
979:4-6; 999:18f.; 1002:25f.; 1004:50-1005:17; 1007:52; 10l3:2f.; 1016:35f.; 1019:8f.; 
1020:50-52; 1023:41-46; 1025:2-4; 1029:241'.; 1033:2-5; 1037:26-29.

224. Okhlah. Halle §60 = Paris §59.
225. Jacob Tam, Hakra(ot, 11.



Medieval Manuscripts and Classical Tiberian Text 333

19:10. He justified his suspicion with the following reasoning: Dunash ben La
brat reproached Menahem ben Saruq for having classified of Prov 19:10
under the entry (= flesh).226 Was it not therefore the disciples of Dunash who 
inserted this word on the list of words used two times with two different mean
ings? For if it had already figured on the list at the time of Dunash, it would be 
strange that he did not make use of it as an argument in his polemic against 
Menahem. Moreover, Jacob Tam continues, there is another proof of later addi
tions to the lists of the Masorah magna in the fact that the pairs of words ]j?T (Gen 
24:2 and Ps 133:2) andüfiU nn (Judg 14:18 and Hos 10:13) figure both on the list 
o f words employed two times with two different meanings and, several pages 
later,227 on the list of words used two times with the same meaning. From this he 
concludes that someone who consulted the Masorah o f words used in the same 
sense thought that these words were missing and added them, without remember
ing228 that they already figured on the list of words used in two different senses. 
Having thus demonstrated that the lists whose titles do not have the number of 
cases make no claim to be exhaustive, Jacob Tam warns his reader against the 
temptation of drawing conclusions from the absence of certain words on either of 
the lists. If a word that is used only two times in the Bible does not figure on the 
list of words used in two different senses, it should not be concluded prematurely 
that in both occurrences it is used in the same sense. In his argumentation, we 
have fine evidence of the critical judgment of this twelfth-century rabbi from 
Champagne. In the particular case that occupied Jacob Tam, however, it shows 
hypercriticism, since the Masorete for the Aleppo manuscript a century before 
Dunash had already written the Mp “two times with two meanings” for Π',Ίψ 3 in 
Prov 14:30. The presence of the two occurrences of □ΉψΒ on the list in the 
Okhlah thus has every chance of being original.

l.a.ii. A Masorah that mentions an interpretation contrary to the spelling 
In CTAT Vol. 3, 238:7-29 on Ezek 28:14, we examine the methodologically 

interesting Masorah on the three cases where the pronoun FIN is interpreted as 
masculine. This very old Masorah is given, among others, for Num 11:15 as a 
Mm in V and as a Mp in B and D, and for Ezek 28:14 in A.

l.b . Masorahs indirectly related to exegesis
This type of Masorah is very frequent. Here we highlight certain ones that 

have proved useful in this work.

226. Menahem ben Saruq, Mahberet, 92*,3.
227. Okhlah. Halle § 13 = Paris §70.
228. In this we have an indication that Jacob Tam was reading the Okhlah in a redaction of 

the type o f  the Paris manuscript (where the list o f  words used in the same sense is placed after 
that o f  words used in two different senses) and not o f  the type o f  the Halle manuscript (where 
the order is reversed).
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(a) For Judg 5:8, we pointed out the mention, in the penultimate list of the 
Paris Okhlah manuscript,229 of words that are oxytones only once in the Bible, 
and are paroxytones in all other occurrences.230 Let us note, first of all, that al
though this list is absent from the Halle manuscript, it is very old, since David 
ben Abraham already made use of it.231 In Judg 5:8 this Masorah reports the 
milra<2i2 accent of DJlV as unique, to distinguish it from the many cases where 
the form is paroxytone and is the pausal form of the noun DnV (= bread). Follow
ing David ben Abraham and Dunash, we have concluded from this detail that it 
must involve a noun derived from the homographie root with the sense of “to 
fight.”

(ß) For Isa 30:32 and Ezek 14:4, we made use of the list of 18 cases where 
mappiq is not placed in a final Ae.233 Ginsburg correctly concluded that this list 
from the Okhlah234 had the initial object of compiling cases where the absence of 
a mappiq is abnormal, and then, when this object was misperceived, other odd 
cases of final he were added.235 This very early list figures already in P (on Ezek 
24:6), in B (on Exod 2:3; 9:18; Lev 1:15; 13:4), and in V (on Exod 2:3; 9:18). In 
these older manuscripts, the list is rather unstable, with B adding more cases 
without indicating numbers and V giving the number “ 19” in Exod 2:3 and offer
ing an “alphabet” of 23 cases in Exod 9:18. Thus, as long as the list is used with 
caution, it offers testimony on ancient interpretations that considered some of 
these endings as including a 3fs pronominal suffix.

(γ) For Jer 15:11, we mentioned the list236 of the Okhlah that brings together 
words in which an yalep is not treated as consonantal.237 The existence of such a 
list suggests interpretations for these words that would restore the consonantal 
value of ’aleps that had become quiescent or had disappeared. Another Masoretic 
tradition (itself polymorphic) assembled lists of words where an *alep is missing. 
These lists are very early, since B offers238 a form of one that is already no longer 
in its original state. Ginsburg provides a good survey of these lists;239 his study 
needs to be supplemented only by the lists in ancient manuscripts that have since 
been recovered. This is true in the case where Ginsburg stated that he was unable 
to find in any manuscript a particular list that has since been published by

229. §373 o f Okhlah (Frensdorff).
230. CTAT Vol. 1, 80.
231. David ben Abraham, Hehrew-Arahic Dictionary, vol. 1, 154, 198-99.
232. When we examine the kinship o f the Masorahs, we will have the opportunity to show  

that the Masoretes use the terms m il(el and m ilra< in a broader sense than that o f “paroxytone” 
and “oxytone” (see below, p. 366).

233. CTAT Vol. 2, 220, and Vol. 3, 90:15.
234. Okhlah, Halle §44 = Paris §43.
235. Ginsburg. M assorah, vol. 4. Π §37.
236. Okhlah, Paris § 199 = second part o f Halle § 153.
237. CTAT Vol. 2, 592.
238. At Num 15:24.
239. Ginsburg. Massorah  IV, X §14.
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W eil,240 from the Firkovitch manuscript. To this may be added a copious list in D 
that appears in a Mm on Deut 28:57.

(δ) For Jer 5 0 :11, we made use of the list of 13 words that end with an }alep in 
place of he.241 This list, added in the margin of the Halle Okhlah,242 is clearly 
based on an interpretation that is considered obvious. Thus it tells us the way the 
Masorete understood these words.

(ε) Occasionally the Masorahs preserve traces of ancient doubts. Such is the 
case in the list § 194 of the Paris Okhlah that cites five verses of the Torah where 
the syntactic division is uncertain. The Babylonian Talmud243 attributes this Ma
sorah to Isi ben Judah.244 It involves the words HNU? (Gen 4:7), n ’lpnyft (Exod 
25:34), ΊΠ0 (Exod 17:9), ΊΠΧ (Gen 49:7), and Dpi (Deut 31:16), where the 
Masorete is not certain whether these words go with what precedes or with what 
follows them.

I.e. The sebirin
Even though some Masorahs enter the same facts sometimes in the category 

of Qeres, and sometimes in that of sebirin, it is helpful to distinguish carefully 
between these two categories. A Qere is a departure from the Kethiv in the 
miqray, or to put it another way, something that the Masoretic tradition required 
to be read (= Qere) otherwise than is suggested by the consonantal text (= Kethiv) 
transmitted by the tradition of the sopherim. The sebir is something that is cus
tomarily interpreted (= ρΤΠΟ) differently from what is read (= Qere). Some are 
mistaken (= f ’VÜQ) in reading and even writing this interpretation. Actually, the 
qualifications sebirin and m afin  both refer to the same phenomenon of interpre
tation without identifying it as correct or erroneous. The purpose of the designa
tions Qere, Kethiv, and sebirin is to distinguish three domains that should not en
croach on each other. The Kethiv is the domain of the sopher. The Qere is the 
domain of the reader and the sebir is the domain of the exegete.245

(a) For Josh 8:17, we dealt with the sebir ΓΡ33, corresponding four times to 
the Qere ΓΡ3.246

(β) For 1 Sam 19:10, we mentioned the Masoretic list grouping four instances 
where ΝΙΠ is read instead of Κ1ΠΠ n*7^73.247 These cases are presented by
N orzi248 as sebirin.

240. Weil, Massorah, §922.
241. CTAT Vol. 2, 824.
242. In the top margin o f p. 46b.
243. B. Yoma 52ab.
244. From the third generation o f the Tannaim (mid-second century).
245. This comes out clearly in the observations o f David ben Abraham reported in CTAT 

Vol. 3, 298 n. 1072.
246. CTAT Vol. 1. 13.
247. Ibid.. 193.
248. In (Minhat Shay) on Gen 30:16.
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(γ) At 2 Sam 22:44 and Lam 3:14, we dealt with the Masoretic note pointing 
out three cases (these two and Ps 144:2) where the sebir □,?3ÿ is found, corre
sponding to the Qere ’Ών.249

(δ) The most confused Masoretic situation that we have encountered up to 
now is that of the wavering between ΠΠΚ and iiny in 1 Kgs 1:18 and 20.250 The 
Masoretic statements on the subject are represented by Norzi as sebirin.

(ε) In 2 Kgs 3:24 and Hos 9:2, we encountered the two cases where the sebirin 
D3 are connected with the Qere Π3.251 In the more extensive treatment of the sec
ond case, we noted that certain witnesses transformed this tradition into a case of 
Qere-Kethiv.

(ζ) For Isa 6:13, we stated that C cites four sebirin that are the inverse o f the 
preceding ones, where the Qere D3 are interpreted as Π3, and we added that 
manuscript 9 of the second Firkovitch collection cites these four cases as
p y u n .252

(η) For Neh 12:22, we reported that the very early manuscript B enumerates 
ten cases at Gen 49:13 where Vv is the object of the sebir IV·253

(Θ) At Mic 6:10, we pointed out the sebirin ÎZT connected to the Qere ttfN, with 
C citing two occurrences, while F reports three.254 In place of this, A prefers to 
give Masorahs without direct exegetical implications.

In the second of our studies on the relationship of the M asorahs,255 we will 
have the opportunity to examine another list of sebirin more closely.

2. Masorahs without Exegetical Implications
For textual criticism, the most interesting conclusions will be drawn from cer

tain Masorahs that are purely descriptive. Anyone who makes a habit of consult
ing the Masorahs gradually acquires a sense of the degree of concern for detail 
present in the professional consciousness of the Masoretes for the task of trans
mitting and formulating the tradition of reading with which they were entrusted. 
The Masorah reveals to us the magnification ratio of the M asoretes’ microscope 
in their concern for precision. But it also brings with it some surprises.

2. a. Precision o f  the Masoretes and negligence o f  certain scribes
Thus, if we examine the oldest Masoretic witnesses of Hab 2:5 (P, N, C, A, F), 

we can observe the following six preoccupations of the Masoretes:

249. CTAT Vol. 1, 308 and Vol. 2, 894.
250. Treated in CTAT Vol. 1, 330-31.
251. Ibid., 382 and CTAT Vol. 3, 561:3-24.
252. CTAT Vol. 2, 42.
253. CTAT Vol. 1, 572.
254. CTAT Vol. 3 ,7 6 3 :1 4 -1 9 .
255. Below, pp. 353-359.
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1. To prevent the initial waw of from being omitted (as it is in Berlin manu
script Or fol 2), a Masorah in C and N points out that six verses begin with 
this word (to distinguish them from the many more verses that begin with

2. To prevent "da from being written plene (as in N and F), A mentions this 
occurrence as one of two where the spelling is defective. P has the defective 
spelling and C has it through correction.

3. To safeguard the rare form "I VP, whose resemblance to a verb can throw one 
off, P, A, and F report in a Mp that it is found twice: here and, according to A, 
in Prov 21:24.

4. To preserve the initial kap o f V'ÎNUfà against corruption to a bet, a Mp in C, A, 
and F reports that this form appears three times (the form with bet occurs four 
times).

5. To prevent vocalization as an infinitive or construct state (ΓΠ03 occurs three 
times), a Masorah in N, P, C, and A reports three occurrences of ΓΠΏ?.

6. To reinforce the vocalization of with qämes, a Masorah in C, A, and F 
reports that the word is vocalized two times in this way, with the zoqef accent.

After supplying these six Masoretic notes for the first 16 words of the verse, P, C,
A, and F give none for vVx D%n~V3 vVx η ρ ΐρ , which finishes
the verse. However, instead of the last word, N has simply noting that
“the Western texts read It is remarkable to see the disparity between the
M asorahs’ previous attention to detail and the significance of this scribal conso
nantal variant, against which P, C, A, and F give no Masorah that would alert 
copyists to the problem. For this variant, moreover, N has no support from 
Hebrew, Greek, Latin, or Syriac witnesses, and it appears to be the only one to 
mention a tradition unique to the “Oriental texts.” N must have been influenced 
by C, which has NnpVö here. The CL alternative can be explained easily by the 
fact that it had just translated D’îàil with and so required another suitable
word to be chosen here. € will find itself in the same difficulty in v. 8, where, 
after translating O’iJ with I’QOV, it had to choose another word to translate □'Tpy. 
This time, the choice was € has a preference for “kingdom” as a parallel
to “people,” as can be observed in v. 13, where it has no problem translating 
D'ON1? with NnpVa, after having translated with

This case is quite unusual. I know of no other variant of comparable scope 
among the ancient manuscripts with Tiberian vocalization.

2.b. Quality o f  early Masorahs

2.b.i. The Masorah is often better than the text
At Ezek 19:9, we demonstrated in a broad and detailed analysis that, for a vo

calic variant (hôlem  or qämes), the medieval manuscripts offered a much more 
faithful witness to the classical Tiberian text in their Masorahs than in their 
vocalization.256

256. CTAT Vol. 3, 144:37-147:48.
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At Ezek 24:12, we noted once more a greater fidelity to the classical Tiberian 
text in the Masorah of Copenhagen manuscript 4 than in its text.257

At Ezek 26:20, we made the same observation in the case of the Masoretic 
Bible of Ben Hayim.258

2.b.ii. Analysis o f  the Masorahs
It is often impossible to analyze an isolated Masorah satisfactorily. This is the 

case, for example, at Obad 20, where we pointed out eight different spellings of 
the same word and three types of Masorahs dealing with it.259 It was necessary to 
assemble a considerable number of witnesses of each type of Masorah in order to 
identify the authentic forms and analyze their aims. To do this, the testimony of 
the versions260 and of medieval Jewish exegetes261 offered useful confirmations. 
This study taught us to distrust certain alterations in W eil262 and certain ill- 
judged choices on the part of Ginsburg.263

2.b.iii. Disagreements in the Masorahs
For ΓΡ3ΊΠ in Nah 3:16, we noted in the Ashkenazi manuscripts London BL 

Add 21161 and Berlin Or fol 2 a disagreement between two different types of in
accurate Masorahs that would seem at first glance to support a variant offered by 
some witnesses o f Kennicott.264 Here N, B, C, A, and F agree on the authentic 
reading of 111, but they do not support it directly with any Masorah. Nevertheless, 
the inaccuracy of the Masorah in the Berlin manuscript Or fol 2 (as well as the 
confusion from which it results) can be proven by the list in the Okhlah enumer
ating 43 cases where a final yod  is written but not read: Nah 3:16 is not on the list. 
As for the Masorah of London BL Add 2 1 161, no Tiberian Masorah exists either 
to support or to contradict it.

Breuer noted for 2 Sam 22:34 that the plene spelling ’Γ1103 in F goes against 
C, A, Sn, and E ,265 but he did not note the disagreement between the Masorahs of 
C, A, and F,266 on the one hand, and E on the other, concerning the plene and de
fective spellings of ’11103.267

257. Ibid., 208:6-8.
258. Ibid., 221:2-12.
259. Ibid., 703:1-35.
260. Ibid., 704:2-5.
261. Ibid., 704:16-24 and n. 2430.
262. Ibid.. 703 n. 2427.
263. Ibid.. 703 n. 2429.
264. Ibid., 820:10-12.
265. Brcucr. Aleppo, 103.
266. The Masorah o f F on Hab 3:16 contradicts the plene  spelling in 2 Sam 22:34. For this 

reason, Weil corrcctcd it without identifying it as a correction in his edition o f  the Mm of F 
(M assorah , §3124).

267. Pointed out in CTAT Vol. 3, 879:44-50 on Hab 3:16.
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At Zeph 3:8,268 when we consulted the Masorahs on three competing spell
ings of a word, we saw again that Weil had corrected the Mp of F without note, to 
remove the contradiction with the Okhlah,269 whose facts coincide with the text 
of the classical Tiberian witnesses (including that of F).

At Zech 14:5, we saw in a Masorah “from the land of Israel” and a Masorah 
“from Babylonia” a disagreement over the vocalization of a word, a disagree
ment which Qirqisani included on the traditional list of differences between the 
“Oriental” and the “Western” texts.270 This is undoubtedly our clearest evidence 
of such conflicts.

The assessment of this type of disagreement should not be based on the inad
equate editions of the Masorah produced by Weil (who too hastily emended the 
Masorah in F purely by intuition) and by Ginsburg (who was unable to make use 
of the early Tiberian manuscripts). The Masorahs of the manuscripts need to be 
collated all over again. At this point, we should introduce a source mentioned by 
Weil that has never been seriously utilized.

B. An Unutilized Source: The Zikronot Concordance

This is a unique work that exists in three manuscript states, has never been ed
ited, and is, moreover, uneditable, in spite of the fact that it contains a wealth of 
material that can be found nowhere else.

1. Levita’s Project and Its Realization
From 1516 to the sack of Rome in 1527, the palace o f Cardinal Gilles of 

Viterbo in Rome housed a collection of Jewish books of exceptional quality and 
Elias Levita worked there, lodged and salaried by the Cardinal. Gilles, dis
satisfied with the biblical concordance that the Dominican Cardinal Hugh of 
St. Cher had compiled in Latin in the thirteenth century,271 procured for himself 
the first concordance of the Hebrew Bible ever compiled, one that Rabbi Isaac 
Nathan ben Kalonymos of Provence had created under the inspiration of Hugh's 
concordance.272 It offered the advantage over the Latin concordance of classify
ing words by their Hebrew roots and adding verse references to the chapter

268. CTAT Vol. 3, 907:29-908:23.
269. Okhlah, Halle §28 = Paris §27.
270. CTATVol. 3, 1004:50-1005:35.
271. According to the introduction to the Munich manuscript o f the Sepher Zikronot (lb ), 

Gilles o f Viterbo said to Elias, “We have with us a book from one o f  our predecessors on all the 
words o f the Bible callcd ‘Concordantia.’ It was drawn up in the Roman language by I don't 
know whom.” As Weil recognized (Lévita , 92), this must be the work o f Hugh o f St. Cher.

272. Here, Weil (Lévita , 92) poses the question, “Can we assume that Gilles de Viterbo 
was unaware o f Isaac Nathan’s work when he asked Levita to create one like it?” Not only was 
Gilles aware o f it, but the single manuscript o f this work to have survived (and for the first half 
only), Paris BN manuscript hébr 133, bears his ex libris autograph at the end. The concordance 
was published in 1523 in Venice.
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references,273 but it went no farther than to copy all the occurrences of different 
derivations of the same root one after the other, in the order found in the Bible, 
without distinguishing between them. Elias promised the Cardinal that he 
would compile a concordance that would reveal the grammatical structuring of 
the roots and words of the Hebrew and would draw together in grammatical or
der all the Masoretic lists that he had gathered from numerous biblical manu
scripts as well as from a copy of the Okhlah. We can see right away that these 
two commitments are not entirely compatible. Indeed, the Masorahs are gener
ally interested only in forms and not in their grammatical analysis. Several oc
currences of the same form may be found grouped in the same Masoretic list, 
while their grammatical analysis would require that they be placed in distinct 
entries. Conversely, in the same entry defined by grammatical criteria, the bib
lical order of the occurrences of a single grammatical form may be disturbed if 
that entry must integrate several Masoretic lists where the grouping of occur
rences is carried out according to accentual or graphic peculiarities. The diffi
culty of preserving the internal coherence of the concordance constituted the 
principal reason that Levita’s work did not yield a publishable result. Another 
reason was that the prolonged labor of collecting these Masoretic lists gave 
birth to three large manuscripts representing three states, none o f them com
plete. If they are incomplete, it is because Levita attached much more impor
tance to the gathering of the Masoretic lists than to the exhaustive enumeration 
of the different occurrences of the words. In each of the three manuscript states, 
the concordances occupy more than 4,000 35-line columns. As we will see, 
these three manuscripts contain Masoretic material of very uneven quality. But, 
as long as they are viewed critically, they frequently offer lists in a purer state 
than what was available to Ben Hayim.

2. Relationship between the Three States o f  the Concordance
The relationship between the three manuscripts is more complex than Weil 

leads one to believe. Weil makes the following claims: the Munich manuscript 
(Mu) is an autograph of Levita, begun in 1516 and completed in 1521. The Lyon 
manuscript (Ly) was copied from Mu by a Christian, before May 1527. These 
two works were completed in Rome. The Paris manuscript (Pa), which appears to 
be an autograph, was reconstructed by the author before 1536 at Venice, after the 
two previous copies of his work disappeared in the sack of Rome. There are, 
however, few differences between the Roman version (Mu and Ly) and the Vene
tian version (Pa) o f the work.274

With the microfilms of these three manuscripts in front of us, certain elements 
of Weil’s reconstruction are brought into question. Let us begin by reaffirming its

273. Dating from 1519, the manuscript o f  this work (cited in the previous note) is the old
est witness that we know o f to have verse numbering.

274. Weil, “Archétype,” 149, 151, 153, and 157; Lévita, 94, 122f., 289, and 295.
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general thrust: It is true that Mu and Ly represent two states of the work that issue 
from the same Roman scriptorium and are prior to the state represented by Pa.275 
But it is inaccurate to say that Ly is simply a copy of Mu and that there are few 
differences between the Roman and the Venetian versions of the work. Given the 
fact that the first Masoretic Bible was published at Venice in 1524 by Jacob ben 
Hayim at Daniel Bomberg’s, for whom Levita was working, it would be surpris
ing if Levita did not profit from that work in rewriting his own.

2.a. The Munich manuscript is often dependent on the Lyon manuscript
Close examination of a number o f passages in the three manuscripts reveals 

conclusively that Ly could not be a copy of Mu, but that these two manuscripts 
are two interdependent recensions of the concordance, with the dependence of 
Mu on Ly more marked than dependence in the other direction. Listed below are 
some cases representative of the dependence of Mu on Ly. It can be seen that 
many of the peculiarities of Mu correspond to the intentions formulated by Elias 
Levita (EL) in his annotations in the margins of Ly.276 In each case, we have 
compared the readings with Pa.

(a) In the margin of “5 pairs whose second word is WN" in Ly I, 454b, in Le- 
vita’s hand, there is a sketch for the page arrangement, the same arrangement that 
would be followed in Mu I, 134a. This list is missing in Pa.

(ß) In the margin of the listing i  which is placed between VdIN and
in Ly I, 447b. there is a notation “ponam in loco suo.” A transfer was made 

to place it between and VtàN in Mu I, 139a and Pa I, 62b.
(γ) In Ly I, 374b, in the margin of the listings and ί  ΠΧ’Τ Ι , EL wrote 

that all this should be placed after the listing □K·’? ’] (which he confirms at that lo
cation, on 374a). This transfer was effected in Mu I, 213a and Pa I, 135a.

(δ) In the margin of the listing flïT , which is placed between ΠΠΗ’ and D i l '  
in Ly I, 133a, EL wrote that all this should be placed "under its noun Τ’." This 
transfer took place in Mu I, 452a and Pa I, 388a.

(ε) In the margin of the listing ΓΓΠΏ, placed between ^ΤΤίΓΡ and ΓΠΙίΊΓΠ in Ly
I, 132b, EL wrote that this should be placed after WTin (which he confirms in 
that place, on 133a). The transfer was made in Mu 1, 452a and Pa I, 388b.

(ζ) In the margin of the listing 10Π7, placed between ΠΏΠ1? and DlliV in Ly II, 
570b, EL wrote that all this should be placed at the beginning of the root listing.

275. Weil noted correctly that Ly and Mu were copied on sheets o f  paper that have the 
same three alternating watermarks. But the alternation docs not correspond to the passage 
from one part o f the concordance to another. Instead, it is random.

276. Levita’s many annotations in the margin o f Ly confirm what a Latin hand noted at the 
top or bottom o f the beginning or end o f numerous letters o f the concordance: “Emcndabat 
Hclias ad (incm usque.” These notations (which may be the hand o f Gilles o f Viterbo) have for 
the most part been partially trimmed ο ίϊ by the binder o f  the manuscript. However, eleven o f  
them can still be recovered in connection with the letters T. Π, Ό, \  V, Q, 3, D, 27.



342 Part 3, Section I, Chapter 2

The same notation is found in the middle of a blank line in Mu I, 20b (with the 
explanation that they are verbal forms). The transfer took place in Pa II. 15a.

(η) In the margin of the listing □,N1773 0 NiVö, placed after rnxVprO in Ly II. 
465b, EL wrote that it should be placed after the Hithpael (which he confirms at 
that location, on 463b). The intended transfer is not indicated in Mu II, 58a 
(where the listing occupies the same place as in Ly), but it did take place in Pa II, 
54a.

(0) At the beginning of the listing for the root nV?3 in Ly II, 463a, there is a 
note “Desunt multae dictionis Π*7Ώ, quaeretur post üVft.” In the margin at the be
ginning of the listing of the root üVü is a note “Quaere in medio sequentis colum- 
nae.” There is a corresponding note in the location mentioned, beside the begin
ning of the listings nVö. □,nVip, and 0',nV?p (which are between üVq and the 
root "1*773), which says “ponam id in loco suo ante uVft.” The transfer was made in 
Mu II, 60b and Pa II, 55a.

(1) In the margin of the four lines of ίΠΌ1????, ΊΓΠ3*7ΰΊ, and ΊΓΠ3Ι7?3Ι7, placed be
tween "prnDVTDT and GDIdVtd in Ly II, 458a, EL wrote that these four lines should 
be placed with (which he confirms at that location, on 458b). The transfer
was effected in Mu II, 66a and Pa II, 55a.

(k) The two lines for the root are inserted between ΠΓΠ and ΠΠ3Τ in Ly II, 
423a. A curved line calls for the relocation that was carried out in Mu II, 101a 
and Pa II, 98a.

(λ) In the margin of the listings and Ί  ΠΠ7?¥, placed between and
rrvpVN in Ly II, 220a is the note “pof. . .] suo.” The transfer was made to a loca
tion following ITTp^n in Mu II, 342a and Pa II, 348b.

(μ) In the margin of the listing ΓΠ3Ί, placed between "INQ 31 and a catchall 
listing for 3Ί in Ly II, 150a, EL wrote that it should be placed after ,η3Ί on the 
second page (which the copyist confirms with a note in the middle of the line at 
the top of 148b). The transfer took place in Mu II, 416a and Pa II, 425b.

(v) In the margin at the beginning of the listing which follows rpVtynV
in Ly II, 47a, EL wrote that this was the place for a block of listings from rnVtf? to
3 that had been inserted between DD’VuWl and "pVuT (which he confirms
in the margin of this block on 46a). The transfer was effected in Mu II, 523a, 
whereas Pa II, 431b to 432a has a different order.

2.h. Autographs or not?
Weil attributes Ly to a Christian who would have made the copy from Mu 

soon after it was completed. We have just seen that Ly is a source of Mu rather 
than a copy of it. Furthermore, neither one was copied start to finish. In both, 
each letter of the concordance begins a new fascicle. Between the entries into 
which the various roots are divided, and often within an entry, the redactor fre
quently left large spaces, with the hope of finding the Masorahs that should fill 
them later on. Often one has the impression of a change in manuscript hand even 
within the same entry. It is sometimes tempting to believe that a whole team of
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copyists worked on the two manuscripts. But it should be noted that established 
autographs of Levita contain differences in hand-writing that do not go beyond 
the differences existing between the various “hands” that worked on the two 
manuscripts. Thus, the colophon of a cabbalistic work by Eleazar of Worms, cop
ied by Levita,277 reveals a fairly calm and rounded hand, very similar to the 
greater part of Ly and a more limited part of Mu. At the same time, the colophon 
of a treatise by Al-Ghazali, also copied by Levita,278 reveals a hand clearly more 
pitched and cursive that strongly resembles the marginal glosses in Ly and the 
greater part of M u.279 Before they were completed, Ly and Mu must have been 
stacks o f fascicles into which Levita could introduce new Masorahs as he discov
ered them. Most often, it was Ly that received the first draft and Mu inherited the 
revised form. Sometimes, Levita followed the reverse order. The manuscript 
where Levita’s hand seems to appear most rarely is Pa, a fact that can be ob
served in a comparison of the dedication and introduction (autographs) with the 
rest of the manuscript. Later on, we will quote from this dedication to George de 
Selve, where Levita reminds the reader that it was George de Selve who paid the 
salaries of the copyists and the pointers hired to produce this revision, which was 
to be printed.

2.c. The position o f  Mu and Pa in relation to Ly
Levita copied the greater part of Mu, sometimes from independent sources, 

but most often relying on Ly, which he had corrected. Ly’s dependence on the 
Halle Okhlah— which Levita appears quite likely to have had on hand at the 
time— is ordinarily more direct than that of Mu. In CTAT Vol. 3, we saw a case 
where Ly has a Masorah intact, while Mu offers it in an inaccurate form and Pa 
has an abbreviated version.280 After recovering the original and unedited form of 
another Masorah in the classical Tiberian witnesses, we observed that this au
thentic, unedited form figures in Ly, whereas Mu gives a mangled form of it, and 
Pa offers an edited form in which two errors have been introduced under the in
fluence of the Masoretic Bible of Ben Hayim.281 Listed below are a few cases 
that will suffice to demonstrate that Ly is not at all a copy o f Mu, and that Pa is 
not as close to the other two manuscripts as Weil claims.

(a) For the cases where the word DIN is not at the rosli pasuq , Ly enumerates 
161 occurrences, whereas Mu lists only 80 and Pa only 69. Mu and Pa complete 
their lists by cross-references to other lists.

277. Photograph in Weil, Levita, 76.
278. Photograph in ibid., 39.
279. In Barthélémy, “Problèmes,” 22, I was still subscribing to W eil’s opinion that the 

Lyon manuscript was not in Levita’s hand. The parallels just mentioned have changed my 
mind on this point.

280. CTAT Vol. 3, 908:16-21.
281. Ibid., 147:2-44.
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(ß) The entry Π3 is quite long in Ly. It is omitted in Mu, and Pa reduced it to 
cross-references.

(γ) Ly gives four cases of “ΠΧΓΙ, then five of 1ΠΧΓΙ. Mu omits “ΠΝΓΙ. while Pa 
places them after 72ΧΓΙ.

(δ) For DrnDXI, Ly and Pa specify the accents rebi(a  and zaqef of Deut 11:17 
and Josh 23:16, which Mu omits.

(ε) For the entry p x ,  Ly has 52 lines of occurrences. Mu has only nine, but 
treats separately two occurrences of |Π3 p x .  one of ]Π3 p x ,  and six of p x .  Pa 
offers 14 cases of p x  and six o f p x .

(ζ) The entry O’pX  in Ly has 21 lines of occurrences. M u’s entry has only five 
lines, which are slightly amplified in Pa.

(η) The entry ’ΠΧ has 25 lines in Ly, while Mu and Pa devote only ten lines to 
it, plus cross-references.

(Θ) The entry Π0Π31 D“IX in Ly is simplified in Mu and omitted in Pa.
(0 DlXn is treated by Ly in 85 lines, by Mu in 51 lines, and by Pa in 38, with 

the last two completing their entries by cross-referencing.
(k) Ly devotes an entry to ΠΏΓΠΓΠ 01ΧΠ, which is omitted by Mu and Pa.
(λ) ΠΰΊΝΠ has 34 lines in Ly, 14 in Mu, and nine in Pa, with the last two com

pleting their entries with cross-referencing.
(μ) For the form ,?*TX, Ly gives 75 lines of milra<, then two m il(el. Mu gives 

two m il(el, then 34 m i l r a Pa simply mentions the m il<el and gives 28 milra(.

3. The Fate o f  the Three Manuscripts
Whoever edited Pa seems to have had Ly and Mu at his disposal. Certain con

junctions between Pa and one or the other of these manuscripts have to do with 
errors or textual accidents that are best explained by dependence, sometimes on 
one, sometimes on the other. Weil oversimplifies the situation when he says that 
the copy of the Zikronot concordance that Levita kept after having returned Mu 
to Gilles of Viterbo had been “snatched from the author in 1527 by the Bourbon 
brutes.” In Pa’s dedication to George de Selve, French ambassador to Venice, 
Levita says simply of his concordance:

The devastation of Rome was the reason I did not finish it at the time and left it 
incomplete. And even that unfinished part was taken from me and added to the 
pillage. Torn and soiled, there remained of it only the small amount that I 
brought with me here to Venice. And I did not have the intention of returning to 
this book to finish it. But the Lord, wanting the work to be completed and the 
book published, awakened the interest of the Monseigneur ( ...) . As you know, 
one day our conversation brought us to speak of this work. You asked me to 
show you the fragmented fascicles that remained. And following upon that, you 
were struck by the great benefit that students of the language could draw from 
it, and you entreated me at once to take up the task again and to finish it. You en
gaged for hire copyists, pointers, and all who would contribute to its completion 
and you kept your word.
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The Ly manuscript appears to be the remnant o f the unfinished concordance that 
Levita took with him from Rome to Venice. Indeed, Weil pointed out that, based 
on the condition of the first leaves of his two volumes, “it can be assumed that 
these works suffered the ravages of the pillaging and fires.”282

When George de Selve gave Levita the hope of having his Masoretic concor
dance published in Paris, Levita decided to edit a new version of it, in which he 
would take into account the edition of Ben Hayim,283 in spite of his denigration 
of this apostate's work. It was then that Levita must have secured from Gilles 
the delivery of Mu to Venice. Indeed, after his departure from Rome, Levita re
mained in close contact with Gilles of Viterbo, who assured his living at Venice 
while he was editing the “Meturgeman” for him .284 It is thus not surprising that 
when he had finished this task and had sent him the work in January 1531, Le
vita, returning to his Zikronot concordance and wishing to supplement the mate
rials in Ly with those in Mu, asked Gilles of Viterbo to lend it to him, without 
suspecting that the copy would remain in his hands because of the Cardinal's 
death in November 1532.

The fact that Mu ended up at the Staatsbibliothek of Munich offers another in
dication of the fact that this manuscript must have once been in Levita’s hands. 
Before reaching that library, Mu was part of the library o f Johannes Albert Wid- 
manstad.285 When Widmanstad arrived in Rome in 1532, he was certainly in 
contact with Gilles of Viterbo there several months before his death, and had had 
a certain number of Gilles’s manuscripts copied, but it is hardly likely that it was 
Gilles, to whom Elias had dedicated the manuscript, who gave it to Widmanstad. 
Widmanstad was also in direct and friendly contact with Elias Levita, from 
whom he obtained a first draft manuscript of Masoret ha-Masoret in 15 3 7,286 a 
manuscript which would be published in the following year. Weil reproduces a 
letter from Levita to Widmanstad, written in Hebrew and dated May 1543.287 Af
ter he states that he does not have the books that his correspondent requested of 
him, Levita suggests others and adds, “If you choose some of them, let me know. 
Out of affection and the benevolent wish to honor you, I will be eager to carry out 
your behests in this and in other similar services, because I am bound to you by 
an undying affection.” This clear desire to assist Widmanstad would support the 
suggestion that when Levita had completed the production of Pa and no longer 
had need of Mu, he sent it to Widmanstad.

282. Weil, "Archétype,” 151.
283. In his second introduction to Massoreth ha-M assoreth  (95), Levita claims that he 

expended great effort with this edition to separate the enlightening Masoretic materials from 
those that brought confusion.

284. Weil, Lévita, 115.
285. This is reported by Steinschneider (Staatsbibliothek , vi η. 4).
286. Munich manuscript 322.
287. Lévita , 244 -46 .
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As for Ly, at the time of the French Revolution it was transferred from the Do
minican monastery of Notre-Dame de Comfort to the Bibliothèque Municipale 
of Lyon. Now, the great Italian Hebraist, Santes Pagnini, belonged to the Domin
ican monastery at Lyon and died there in 1542. There is a good chance that this 
manuscript had belonged to him. It is not impossible that George de Selve had 
served as intermediary between Levita and Pagnini to procure the manuscript288 
when the redaction of the Paris manuscript was completed.289

C. The Kinship o f  the Masorahs

The antiquity and the development of the Masorahs can be analyzed by com
paring various competing types of the same Masorah. We will examine seven 
Masorahs conceived along quite different lines, beginning with those that offer 
less precise information, and ending with those that deal with apparently insig
nificant details. These will involve (1) different types o f lists that note more or 
less marked similarities between the beginning and end of certain verses, (2) dif
ferent exegetical traditions bearing on the interpretation o f various singular 
forms of the verb ΧΌ as plurals, (3) various particulars, combined or not, on the 
infinitive absolute of (4) pointings of the form NWT1 that permit different 
grammatical values to be distinguished, (5) the distinctive vocalization of the ini
tial waw in Π3ΠΝ1, (6) the presence or absence of nunation in the 2mp of the Qal 
imperfect of 1QN, and (7) the presence of hatëp or sëwâ> under the het of certain 
derivations of the root Π0Π. These studies will permit us to analyze and classify 
299 Masoretic lists.

1. Verses That Have the Same Beginning and Ending
We begin by examining a type of Masorah that is rather unstable. With this 

type we are able to compare a tradition concerning the Torah alone to three others 
that include the entire Scriptures.

288. In a letter o f June 12, 1530, Bembo asked Lazare Baïf, predecessor o f George de 
Sclve in the post o f ambassador o f France to Vcnice, to have several books sent by the diplo
matic courier via Lyon to Sadolet, who was exiled in Carpentras at the time. In another letter 
o f September 30, he thanked him for the service rendered. The diplomatic mail o f  the French 
ambassador to Venice reachcd Turin by water, then was taken from there to Lyon on the back 
of a mule. It was referred to as “le grand paquet scellé du sceau du roi,“ but it is clear that the 
ambassadors had no qualms about using this secure parcel service for the benefit o f their 
friends.

289. In Barthélémy, “Problèmes,” 24, I opined that Pagnini had himself brought Ly from 
Rome to Avignon, and then to Lyon. The probable dependence o f  Pa on Ly makes it more 
likely, however, that Levita sent Ly to Pagnini only after finishing Pa. One difficulty remains: 
the Thesaurus that Pagnini published in 1529 seems to depend on Ly for the order o f  the forms 
within certain entries, as well as for some o f the Masoretic notes that arc used. It may be that 
Ly and Mu had a third sibling, no longer extant, that served along with Mu as a direct source 
for Pa.



Medieval Manuscripts and Classical Tiberian Text 347

First, the sigla that will be used to refer to the lists, and to the occurrences of 
this Masorah:

Lists
1 = Gen 9:3 from Chufut-Kale290
2 = 2 Sam 9:12 from Paris BN hébr 2
3 = Gen 9:3 from V
4 = Exod 26:24 from V
5 = Num 31:40 from Vatican Urbinates 1
6 = Exod 32:16 from Vatican ebr 3
7 = Lev 23:42 from Vatican ebr 3
8 = Num 8:12 from Vatican ebr 3
9 = Num 31:40 from Vatican ebr 3

10 = Lev 7:19 from Vatican ebr 468
11 = Gen 9:3 from Vatican ebr 482
12 = Lev 7:19 from Vatican ebr 482
13 = Lev 7:19 from Berlin Or fol 1
14 = Gen 9:3 from Madrid Univ 1
15 = Num 32:1 from Madrid Univ 1
16 = Gen 9:3 from Milan ebr 5
17 = Exod 32:16 from Milan ebr 5
18 = Num 31:40 from Milan ebr 5
19 = Num 32:41 from Paris BN hébr 5
20 = Num 32 :1 from Copenhagen 2
21 = Gen 9:3 from Copenhagen 3
22 = Num 3 1:40 from Copenhagen 7
23 = Gen 9:3 from Copenhagen 11
24 = Lev 23:42 from Copenhagen 11
25 = Esth 7:7 from London BL Harley 5711
26 = Exod 32:16 from London BL Or 2363
27 = 1 Kgs 22:48 from Ben Hayim
28 = Num 3 1:40 from New York JThS 44a
29 = Lev 7 :19 from Ben Hayim
30 = Num 3:33 from Ben Hayim
31 = Deut 31:3 from Paris BN hébr I
32 = Isa 38:20 from Paris BN hébr 82
33 = Deut 31:3 from Copenhagen 2
34 = Isa 38:20 from Copenhagen 8
35 = Isa 38:20 from London BL Add 15451
36 = Deut 31:3 from Berlin Or fol 1
37 = Isa 38:20 from Berlin Or fol 2

290. Ginsburg, Massorah, vol. 3, 221a and 260-61.
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38 = Deut 31:3 from Madrid Univ 1
39 = Deut 31:3 from Vatican ebr 3
40 = 1 Sam 26:23 from id.
41 = Deut 31:3 from Vatican ebr 482
42 = Deut 31:3 from F
43 = Deut 31:3 from Vatican Urbinates 1
44 = 1 Sam 26:23 from Vatican Urbinates 1
45 = Isa 38:20 from Vatican Urbinates 1
46 = Isa 38:20 from Copenhagen 1
47 = Deut 3 1:3 from London BL Or 1467
48 = first list from H 291
49 = second list from H 292

Occurrences 
a = Gen 9:3 
b = Gen 16:16 
c = Exod 26:24 
d = Exod 32:16 
e = Lev 7:19 
f = Lev 23:42 
g = Num 3:33 
h = Num 8:12
i = Num 3 1:40 
j  -  Num 3 2 :1 
k = Num 32:41
1 = Deut 28:40 
m = Deut 31:3 
n = Josh 15:25
o = Judg 5:24 
p = Judg 9:51 
q = Judg 11:1 
r = 1 Sam 26:23 
s = 2 Sam 9:12 
t = 2 Sam 19:8 
u = 1 Kgs 7:41 
v = 1 Kgs 22:48 
w -  2 Kgs 23:25 
x - I s a  38:20 
y = Isa 53:6 
z = Isa 57:1

291. Ibid.. 273 §23.
292. Ibid.. 275 §31.
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aa = Ezek 10:11 
bb = Ezek 34:5 
cc = Zech 1:2 
dd = 1 Chr 8:38 
ee = 1 Chr 9:8 
ff=  1 Chr 9:44 
gg = 1 Chr 26:18 
hh = Ps 53:3
ii = Ps 77:14 
jj = Lam 2 :12 
kk = Esth 7:7 
11 = Neh 11:21 
m m  = Ezek 46:7

I.a. Masorahs concerning only the Torah

l.a.i. Masorahs with ten cases
The most stable form of these Masorahs that pertain only to the Torah is the 

form declaring and listing ten cases, as attested by lists 10, 11 ,12, 15, 19, 22, 24, 
and 28. It includes the occurrences a-d-e-f-g-h-i-j-k-m in biblical order.

The Mm 23, though it announces ten cases, had difficulty identifying i, which 
it therefore omitted. Indeed, one can observe that, among the lists just enumer
ated, only 15 and 19 adequately clarify the siman of i as ^Vn Π1Ζ71Ζ7 DIN WDÏ1, 
while in 10, 11, 12, 22, 24, and 28, the siman given for the case is simply 
DIN. This is misleading, since these words begin three verses of the Torah: Num 
31:35. 40, 46. with only v. 40 also ending with the word WD3. However, the copy
ist of list 23 (or its archetype) wished to supply the ten declared cases, and so 
mistakenly added at the end of the list the siman of the first of those three verses: 

p  DIN (= Num 31:35). In addition, this Masorah gives the first nine 
simanim  in the order a-d-e-f-h-m-g-j-k.

The Mm 29 involves the same confusion as the Mm 23 (Num 31:25 instead 
of i) and gives the simanim  in the order a-d-e-(i)-g-m-f-j-h-k.

Two other Mm declare ten cases, but give only eight. They are 16 (which 
omits g and j) and 20 (which omits k and m).

l.a.ii. Masorahs with 12 cases
Masorahs 3,14, and 21 enumerate 12 cases where, in the Torah, the beginning 

of a verse is the same as its end. If one retains all the occurrences agreed upon by 
two of the three witnesses, one obtains a-b-c-d-e-f-g-h-i-j-k-m-1. Three remarks 
may be made here:

1. b was rightly identified by 3 and 14, while 21, with the clarification Ν1Π D“1DN 
DmDN, thought it recognized 1 Chr 1:27 (which should not figure on a list of 
occurrences in the Torah).
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2. h was identified by 3 and 21, hut 14, with the clarification Ή}? ’Π3 □’’iVm 
oViy nVitt αητηΝ, thought it recognized Lev 25:32 (which, in fact, begins 
with D, 'l’?n n v i  and not with EnVm).

3. This majority list of occurrences has the inconvenience of giving 13 cases 
after having declared 12. On this point, list 21 probably preserved the original 
state by not listing m. Lists 3 and 14 probably added that occurrence under 
the influence of the list of ten cases, of which m is an authentic component. 
Indeed, we note that m figures in 3 and 14 before I, which would be the single 
lapse in the biblical order, and which confirms its intrusive nature, since the 
copyist of the archetype of 3 and 14 inserted it just after k, that is, in the place 
that it correctly occupies in the list with ten cases. The insertion must have 
been motivated by the desire to have all the cases in the list with ten cases 
appear on the list with 12 cases.

The original form of the list with 12 cases is probably a-b-c-d-e-f-g-h-i-j-k-1. 
With regard to the list of ten cases, then, this list is characterized by three pluses 
(b. c, and 1) and one minus (m).

I.a.iii. Masorahs with 11 cases
Mms declaring 11 cases are given by lists 6, 7, 8, 9, 13, 17, and 18.
Lists 7, 8. and 9 (from the same manuscript) have a-b-d-e-f-g-h-i-j-k-m. that 

is, the Masorah of ten cases with the addition of one of the occurrences character
izing the Masorah of 12 cases. Lists 17 and 18 offer a transitional form where the 
first hand, after reporting 11 cases, gives only ten; this then led a corrector to in
sert case b.

List 30 reverses a and b, which gives b-a-d-e-f-g-h-i-j-k-m.
List 6, after reporting 11 cases, gives only ten and is distinguished from the 

list with ten cases only by the confusion between Num 31:35 and i, a confusion 
that we have already described above.

List 13 derives from list 23. but differs from it in the insertion of a new siman, 
□’DW ’tin s  □,2“Dn v m  (= Exod 37:9), between a and d. This involves the incor
rect clarification of a siman ΡΓΗ (= c) that the copyist of the Masorah read before
d. Here we have to do with an addition to the corrupt list 23 of one of the occur
rences (c) characterizing the Masorah with 12 cases.

From these observations, we can draw the conclusion that the Masorahs with
11 cases are nothing other than various contaminations of the Masorah with ten 
cases by the Masorah with 12 cases.

l.ci.iv. The corresponding Mps
Given the relative instability of these Masorahs, it was helpful to locate the 

Mp notations involving this type of Masorah in the various manuscripts that we 
consulted.

• One Mp announcing 14 cases appears once in one manuscript, for case a 
(once).
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• One Mp announcing 13 cases appears twice in one manuscript, for a (1) and 
for b (1).

• One Mp announcing 12 cases appears three times in three manuscripts, for a
(3).

• One Mp announcing 11 cases appears 29 times in eight manuscripts, for a ( 1 ), 
b (2), c ( 1 ), d (2), e (4), f (4), g (2), h (4), i (4), j (3), k (3), and m ( 1 ).

• One Mp announcing ten cases appears 34 times in 15 manuscripts, for a (7). d
(4), e (5), f (2), g (1), i (6), j (4), k (6), and m (1).

The order of progression of the last three types of Mp confirms the order fur
nished by the lists of Mm, since we have three lists (3, 14, 21) declaring 12 
cases, eight lists (ό, 7, S, 9, 13, 17, IS, 30) declaring 11 cases, and nine lists (10, 
11, 12, 15, 19, 22, 24, 28, 29) declaring ten.

Lb. Masorahs pertaining to the entire Bible
These are the four early Mms 1. 2. 48, and 49 that enumerate, without any 

other explanation, the verses whose beginning and end are identical.
The first one, a Babylonian Masorah from Chufut-Kale, announces 33 cases 

and lists 34: a-d-e-f-h-g-j-i-k-m-o-p-q-r-s-t-u-v-w-aa-bb-y-z-x-cc-hh-ii-jj-kk- 
11-dd-ff-ee-gg. The second, given in the Paris BN manuscript hébr 1, announces 
and offers 22 cases, all present in the first, except for b: a-d-e-f-g-h-i-j-k-m-o-s- 
cc-aa-b-bb-r-x-y-w-kk-gg. The third and fourth are two lists of the final Maso
rah in H. In a Mp on f and g, it mentions 38 cases. In its first list, it declares and 
gives 26: a-d-e-f-h-k-g-j-(i)-o-q-s-v-w-y-z-aa-bb-gg-ee-dd-ff-jj-m-r-x. Its sec
ond list declares 37 and obtains that number by repeating n. As in the first list, the 
siman of i was incorrectly given through confusion with Num 31:35: a-d-k-g-j- 
o-(i)-q-s-v-w-y-aa-z-bb-gg-ee-dd-ff-jj-c-m-r-x-n-p-u-mm-e-f-h-n-cc-hh-ii- 
kk II

It can be noted that the Babylonian Masorah gives the order of books accord
ing to the Babylonian Talmud, that is, Isaiah after Ezekiel and Chronicles after 
Nehemiah, while the two lists of the II Firkovitch manuscript 10 use the Karaite 
order.

I.e. Masorahs concerning verses whose beginning differs 
from  the end by the addition o f  waw

There are five lists of verses beginning and ending with the same word, with 
the difference that at the beginning (and not at the end), the word is preceded by 
the conjunction waw.

The earliest state seems to be offered by list 4, which declares and gives 16 
cases: c-d-h-i-j-k-q-v-w-r-s-ll-ee-kk-n-t.

List 6 is distinguished from 4 only in the announcement of 15 cases and the 
omission of t (c-d-h-i-j-k-q-v-w-r-s-ll-ee-kk-n).

List 25 is distinguished from list 4 by the announcement of 15 cases and the 
omission of cases c and q (d-h-i-j-k-v-w-r-s-ll-ee-kk-n-t).
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Announcing 15 cases, lists 5 and 27 nearly completely restore the biblical or
der of the cases attested by list 4. omitting only c (d-h-i-j-k-n-q-r-s-t-v-w-ee- 
11-kk).

l.d . Masorahs concerning the Tetmgrammaton
Finally, we mention 17 Mms (31-47) that agree in enumerating m, r, and x as 

the three verses that begin and end with the Tetragrammaton.

I.e. A comparison o f  these fo u r  categories o f  Masorahs
The last two categories are delimited clearly enough to offer guarantees of 

stability.
The first two have more fluid boundaries and the choices in them are less easy 

to justify. For example, the cases in the Torah recorded by the list with ten cases 
are exactly the same as those that figure in the Masorah of Chufut-Kale. One 
could thus place confidence in what appears to be a fairly stable decision of the 
Masoretes. But, when that list is compared to the cases in the Torah recorded by 
the lists of “verses whose beginning differs from the end by an added waw” it is 
not clear why the lists of ten cases, of Chufut-Kale, and of Paris 1 all include d

V?m), i (:tfM . . . Ufcm), j  ( :η # 0  . . . 
and k OTiP . . . TijH), but not c OTTP . . . ViTH), which offers exactly the same 
similarity between its beginning and end. Neither is it clear why the Masorahs of 
Chufut-Kale, Paris 1, and the first list of H include cases where other particles in 
addition to the waw distinguish the beginning from the end of the verse (for ex
ample b, e, g, and p), while they omit n, where only a waw distinguishes the be
ginning from the end.

In these Masorahs conceived along fairly imprecise lines, only those that are 
limited to the Torah had any success and attained relative stability. But it is not 
surprising that the overly broad perspectives of these Masorahs with vague titles 
(when they claim to bear on all of Scripture) did not assure them any great vogue 
with the Tiberian Masoretes. Although we were unable to find Mms concerning 
all of Scripture other than 1, 2, 48, and 49 in the early manuscripts, we do note, 
however, in our manuscripts, Mps that refer to different types of the long list: 
One Mp “38” is given by the Madrid Univ manuscript 1 for y; “37” by F for v; 
“36” by D for d. f, g. k; “33” by P for bb: “31” by the Reuchlin manuscript for s, 
v, w, z, bb; “29” by P on y, z, aa. A Mp for t of the Berlin manuscript Or fol 3 re
ports 23 cases in the Nevi’im and Ketuvim. This corresponds to the facts fur
nished by the title of the Mm of Chufut-Kale, which announces 33 cases in all of 
Scripture (from which the ten drawn from the Torah should be subtracted). It is 
curious that the same Berlin manuscript Or fol 3 at w reports 24 cases in the 
NevPim (omitting mention o f Ketuvim through carelessness). This corresponds 
to the 34 cases actually listed in the Mm of Chufut-Kale.

(:nrfv>n . . . nftViT)), h (:D»l*?n · · · D?
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1.f Presence o f  these lists in the Zikronot concordance
The normal arrangement o f the list of ten cases appears as No. 22 in the initial 

lists, found only in Mu, that precede the concordance. Immediately following 
(under No. 23) comes a list with three cases concerning the Tetragrammaton. It 
appears that the long list is not attested there.

2. Plural sebirin /or Singular Qeres o f  the Root NO
Because the sebirin rest on exegetical traditions, there is a chance of finding 

distinctly different types in their Masorahs. This is the case for the one treated in 
detail in CTAT Vol. 3 on Ezek 36:20.293 In the hope of deriving methodological 
conclusions from it, we will analyze the four types of presentation of this sebir 
from 31 lists of Mm.

First, the sigla used for the lists and for the occurrences that will be mentioned 
in this investigation:

Lists
1 = Isa 45:24 in C
2 = Ezek 20:38 in C
3 = Ezek 14:1 in P
4 = fol 69a from Halle II
5 = Num 13:22 from London BL Or 4445
6 = Num 13:22 from Erfurt 3
7 = Ezek 14:1 from Erfurt 3
8 = Num 13:22 from Paris BN hébr 1
9 = 1 Sam 25:27 from Paris BN hébr 1

10 = Isa 45:24 from de Rossi 2
11 = Isa 45:24 from Vatican Urbinates 1
12 = Lev 11:34 from B
13 = Num 13:22 from Madrid Univ 1
14 = Num 13:22 from Milan hébr 5
15 = Num 13:22 from Paris BN hébr 5
16 = Jer 51:48 from Paris BN hébr 6
17 = Ezek 36:20 from Paris BN hébr 6
18 = Ezek 20:38 from Hamburg hebr 6
19 = Num 13:22 from Copenhagen 3
20 = Ezek 20:38 from Copenhagen 8
21 = Lev 11:34 from Copenhagen 11
22 = Num 13:22 from Copenhagen 11
23 = Num 13:22 from Copenhagen 1
24 = Ezek 20:38 from Copenhagen 1
25 = Lev 11:34 from Berlin Or fol 1

293. CTAT Vol. 3, 296:45-298:7.
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26 = Num 13:22 from D
27 = Num 13:22 from London BL Harley 5710
28 = Ezek 20:38 from London BL Harley 5711
29 = Ezek 36:20 from London BL Harley 5711
30 = Num 13:22 from Vienna NB 35
31 = Ezek 36:20 from London BL Harley 5720

Occurrences 
a = Lev 11:34 
b = Num 13:22 
c = Josh 6:19 
d = Judg 13:12 
e = 1 Sam 25:27 
f  = 2 Sam 3:22 
g = 2 Sam 3:35 
h = 2 Sam 19:9 
i = 1 Kgs 12:1 
j = Isa 45:24 
k = Isa 66:23
1 = Jer 49:36 
m = Jer 5 1:48 
n = Ezek 14:1
o = Ezek 20:38 
p = Ezek 23:44 
q = Ezek 36:20 
r = Ezek 44:9
S = Ezek 44:25 
t = Ezek 46:10 
u = Ezek 47:9 
v = Mic 7:12 
w = Ps 55:6 
x = Ps 71:18 
y = Ruth 3:15

2. a. The list o f  six cases
This type is attested in six Mms: 1, 2, 3, 7,294 26, and 28.

State a (= 1, 2, 7) cites b, j, q, p, n, o.
List 1: ΎΙΤΏ1 XTDD □va n  Vx thj? zmn i n  ήρι HX’D 'pwV p o  ΊϋΟ i
β (= 28) cites b, j, q. p, o, n. 
γ (= 3) cites b, j, p. q, n. o. 
δ (= 26) cites b, j, p, n, o.

294. This Mm announces eight cases, but belongs to this type.
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This type is characterized by a mixture of cases of X(l)i’l (b, q, p, n) and cases 
of RtaJ(j,o).

2.b. The list o f  eight cases
This type is attested in 17 Mms: 4. 5, 6. 8.10, 13, 14,15, 17, 19, 20. 22, 23,295 

24, 29,30, and 31.

List 4:

mwVa k^ o fwV p a m  in  iu;1? ]·πρτ π p  ηπ

IV XT') 3JJ3 'iVs?1'! |Π3Π IV
’Vs XT’! D’tMX 

X3D H’Vx Χ3Ί H’Vx
"I uw D’un  Vx xd-m dvuît Vx

ΤΠ Ή3» Π3ΓΠ ΤΠΛΠΏ 
D’Tlian DDQ 'ΠΤΌΊ nmX

nax '·'? va  -]H iuo·"!
□p u ? 'tdd Vv '133m o n w n

Ί3Τ X*ip'\ Π3Ϊ73 fltft ΡΙΓΗ
πχτη n n a n  nnin "innDU?

nnDüQn '»an n am  nnouan

The added listing of the two cases of feminine forms read as masculine is 
attested only296 in states a and β.

The title of the list, according to 4. is Ν’λΟ fwV p o m  “ΙΠ p p l  Π p  ΤΠ 
iTWVs. Then, after the declared cases, a list entitled IDT p p l  n3j?3 )WV p n i
is given as an addition. The different states of the list of eight cases cite them as 
follows:

State a (4. 5. 6. 8. 14a, 31) cites b. n. p. q. f, o, j, m, then adds e, y. 
β (29) cites b. n. p, f, o. j. m. then adds e, y. 
γ (10, 15 ,19, 22) cites b, n, p, q, f, o, j, m.
δ (23) cites b, n, p, q, f, o, j, m, u.
ε (17) cites b, n, p, q, f, o, m.
ζ (30) cites b. n. p. q. f, o.
η (14*) cites b, n. p. f, o. j, m. 
Θ (20, 24) cites b, f, j, m, o, n, p. q. 
t (13) cites b, j, m, o, n, p, q.

295. This Mm announces 11 cases, but belongs to this type. A list o f  11 cases is also men
tioned as a Mp in Vienna manuscript 35 on Ezek 20:38.

296. This added listing figures in an equally isolated way in 9.
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This type is characterized by the grouping of the cases of X0)3*1 (b, n, p, q) at 
the top of the list, returned to the biblical order. Because of this, case j is found 
at the end, where a third case of Ni2* is added (m). Between the four cases of 
N(l)3’l and the three cases of NiD\ one case of N2 is inserted (f).

2.c. The list o f  12 cases
This type is announced in a Mp in A 297 on Ezek 20:38. It is attested in the 

Mm 27.
The title of the list is 'IN3VI h o  3 \
27 cites b, n, p. q, f, o, j ,  m, k, g, h. i, and concludes Î31 Di?n NTT 

After the list of eight cases, this type adds four cases where a singular o f the verb 
NO has Vd (k) or DVH Vd (g. h. i) as subject. It should thus be seen as a 
development of the list of eight cases.

2.d. The list o f  14 cases
This type is attested in six Mms: 11, 12, 16,298 18, 21, and 25.
The title of the list, according to 11, is NIT pi IND’’ ’TOO T .
All the witnesses299 cite a, c, d. 1, m, o, s, t, j, r, k, v, w, x.

Unlike the three preceding lists (with six, eight, and 12 cases), which include dif
ferent forms of the singular of the verb NO, this type concerns only the 14 occur
rences o f the same form. ΝΉ’.

2.e. Comparison o f  the fo u r  types o f  lists
As stated, the list with 12 cases is derived from the list with eight cases. The 

list with 14 cases, in treating a single form, sets itself a different goal from that of 
the lists with six and eight cases, which mean to treat the ΠΝΌ pW1?, that is, dif
ferent forms of the verb NO. Thus, it is important to compare these last two types 
a little more precisely than Ginsburg has done.300

2.e.i. The association o f  the secondary states with the two original states
For the type with six cases, the arrangement δ is a damaged form that can be 

derived from either a or γ. Several arguments recommend considering state a  of 
this list as the earliest. First, the order q-p is supported by four witnesses (1, 2, 7, 
and 28), while the order p-q is supported by only one (3). Second, the order n-o 
is supported by five witnesses (1, 2, 3. 7. and 26), while the order o-n is supported 
by only one (28). Finally, the excellent Masorahs of the Cairo manuscript (1 and
2 here) always warrant a bias in their favor.

297. On 1 Kgs 12:1 (which is part o f the list), a Mp in A announces a list o f  11 cases.
298. This Mm announces eight cases, but belongs to this type.
299. 12 is the earliest witness. However, its simanim  for in and j are corrupted.
300. Ginsburg (Massuruh, vol. 4 . 3  §67) simply mentions the list with six cases as a variant 

of the list with eight cases.
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For the type with eight cases, let us note first that the presence of the addition 
should precede its omission. Indeed, the addition figures in the earliest witnesses. 
As for the structure o f the list, the only notable variant is that of states Θ and i 
(three witnesses), which transfer the sequence n-p-q to the end of the list.301 But 
two arguments lead to considering the structure of states a and γ as the earliest. 
First, the sequence b-n-p in the initial position has the support of 14 witnesses. 
Second, the state δ can be explained as an amplification, and states β, ε, ζ, and η 
can be explained as defective forms of the structure attested by states a and γ. 
One can go farther and say that the list with eight cases appears to have its origin 
in the tradition of the Okhlah, as it is attested by the Halle manuscript in its sec
ond part302 (our list 4). In fact, there are two details that distinguish this list, ac
cording to its earliest witnesses, from the list of six cases. First, the Mms 5. 8 .10. 
and 31 agree with list 4 in using the term ]ν,ΰΠ (a rare synonym of 'J'HOD) in the 
title. Second, Mm 6 preserved a characteristic of the system of the Okhlah (list 4) 
that consists of situating each occurrence with a double reference: a siman com
posed of a characteristic word, and the three or four words that begin the verse.

2.e.ii. The relationship between the list o f  six cases 
and the list o f  eight cases

The autonomy of the two lines of transmission (that of six and that of eight 
cases) appeared clearly in the distinct choices of simanim  for four of the six cases 
that they have in common. They can easily be compared in this respect because 
each of them identifies each verse with a characteristic word. It is the earliest wit
nesses of each of the two lists that attest their original simanim : for the Masorah 
with six cases: 1, 2, 3, 7, and 28; and for the Masorah with eight cases: 4. 6, and
10. The copyists of the Masorah fairly quickly assimilated these Masorahs to the 
dominant system in the others, a system that characterizes each verse with a se
quence of three or four words, usually taken from the verse beginning. For n the 
Masorah with six cases and the Masorah with eight cases agree on O ^ N ; for q 
they agree on □ru n  Vn. But they diverge for the other occurrences: the Masorah 
with six cases gives 3ΓΠ3 for b, Vtl? for j, ’m il l  for o, and K133 for p. The Maso
rah with eight cases, on the other hand, gives |ΊΊ3Π for b, for j, ΠΏ1Ν for o, 
and for p. Among the characteristics of these two types of Masorahs, the 
original simanim  thus survived for a shorter time in the course of their transmis
sion than the identity and order of the cases in the lists.

In spite of the autonomy of their redaction and transmission, the two lists 
nevertheless follow from the same exegetical tradition. Indeed, the list of 14 
cases shows that the idea of an interpretation of singular forms of N3’ as plural

301. The reason for this transfer could be a concern to reestablish the biblical order at the 
beginning of the list: Num 13:22; 2 Sam 3:22; Isa 45:24; Jer 51:48. . . .  The state i is a form of 
Θ, defective in the omission o f 2 Sam 3:22.

302. Okhlah, Halle, fol. 69a.
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can be present for many more occurrences than the two or three contained in our 
lists. So it is striking that all the cases contained in the list with six cases are 
found in the list with eight cases.

The Cairo manuscript attests that the list with six cases existed already in 895 
(date of the completion of the manuscript), while the fact that David ben Abra
ham (around the middle of the tenth century) cites m as belonging to this list 
shows that he knew the list with eight cases. The fact that the list with six cases is 
more succinct and less orderly than its rival makes it likely that it is the older of 
the two.

2 .f The situation o f  the Ben Hayim edition and the Zikronot concordance
O f these two rival types, the Ben Hayim edition gives only the list with eight 

cases (on Num 13:22), in its γ state. In addition, a certain number of the best 
Sephardi manuscripts and some Yemenite manuscripts appear to share with A 
and F a certain disdain for these lists of sebirin, preferring instead, in their Mps, 
references to the lists concerning the plene or defective spellings of Ν(Ί)Π\ This 
preference could be explained in two ways: Either they considered these exegeti
cal traditions as too subjective and variable, or the level of precision attained by 
the copyists makes the exchange of a singular for a plural less likely than an error 
relating to the plene or defective nature of a spelling.

Achieving some clarity about the history of the lists of sebirin plurals corre
sponding to Qere singulars of the root NO allows us to situate the three states of 
the Zikronot concordance in relation to them. We should recognize at once that 
the Ly manuscript— which, as we will see, is the source for Mu here— offers an 
unskillful combination of the lists with eight cases and 14 cases. The formulation 
of the title OUjVq IND’ ΉΌΟΙ Τ’ ND’’’!) is already unfortunate. The list with 14 
cases in fact treats NOP’ and not Ν3Ί, and it is the lists with six and eight cases, 
not with 14, that are '3U7VD (that is, they include different forms of the verb NO). 
Then. Ly cites one by one and identilies different cases belonging sometimes to 
the list with eight cases, sometimes to the list with 14, sometimes to both: b (= 8),
1 (= 14), m (= 14), n (= 8), q (= 14 and 8), s (= 14), t (= 14), o (= 14 and 8), p (= 8), 
j (= 14 and 8), f  (= 8). Here Levita stops, and one can well understand why. Hav
ing written for f TVT (instead of ΤΠ HSV Π3ΓΠ), Levita was unable to iden
tify this passage and so left off writing the list. Then, after leaving a blank line, he 
adds 'Ό Ί  p a m  ΤΓΡ 'IwVn 'OTDT Π ΤΙΝΧΏ ΊΠΝ ηΠΟΟΊ, that is, “and I found 
another Masorah with eight cases where a singular form is written, but is consid
ered as a plural form.’’ This remark in the first hand is one that a Christian copyist 
(to recall Weil’s opinion on the origin of Ly) would never have produced (espe
cially taking into account the technical expression }τ,ΰΠ, which we have already 
reported as characteristic of the title of the Masorah with eight cases).

This remark is not found in Mu, a fact that can be explained entirely from Ly, 
at whose direction Mu makes the following modifications: While Ly announced
14 cases and gave only 11, Mu omits the final remark of Ly, taking from it the
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number eight to replace the 14 in the title of Ly, preferring to speak of eight cases 
and give more. Further, in a partial attempt to reestablish the biblical order o f the 
cases, Mu moves j  between b and 1. Mu adds nothing that is not found in Ly, ex
cept an error (later expunged): it places o in chapter 44 of Ezekiel (whereas Ly 
put it in its proper place, chapter 20). The dependence of Mu on Ly appears 
clearly in two vain attempts to eliminate errors in Ly: first, unable to identify the 
erroneous siman ΎΠ ’-Din (for f ) any better than Ly, Mu omits it; second, where 
Ly attributed j  to chapter ten of Isaiah (instead of chapter 45), Mu simply omitted 
any reference to the chapter.

As for the Pa manuscript, it starts from a completely new base: it announces a 
list of five cases and begins by copying, with the same simanim, the first four 
cases on the list o f eight given by Ben Hayim at Num 13:22. But at the point of 
copying case f, it ends the list with a blank. Was it, too, stymied by the identifica
tion of this case? In addition, it wrongly attributes case b to Leviticus, while Ly 
and Mu give the correct book of Numbers.

3. Particular Uses
Let us now examine a Masorah that is particularly rich and complex, the Ma

sorah that concerns the infinitive absolute We limit our analysis to several 
witnesses from an early tradition, going from the simplest to the most complex.

Following are the sigla of the lists and occurrences that will be mentioned in 
the investigation of this Masorah:

Lists
1 = Gen 8:7 from Chufut-Kale303
2 = Jer 38:17 from P
3 = Num 35:26 from B
4 = fols. 70b-71a in Halle II
5 = 2 Sam 16:5 from Paris BN hébr 2
6 = Gen 8:7 from Erfurt 3
7 = Gen 8:7 from V
8 = Num 35:26 from V
9 = 2 Sam 16:5 from C
10 = Jer 38:17 from C
11 = Num 35:26 from F
12 = 2 Sam 16:5 from F
13 = Num 35:26 from New York JThS 44a
14 = 2 Kgs 5:11 from the Reuchlin manuscript
15 = 2 Sam 16:5 from London BL Add 21161
16 = 2 Sam 16:5 from London BL Arundel Or 16

303. Ginsburg, Massorah, vol. 3, 260, 10, completed by 218b.
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Occurrences 
a = Gen 8:7 
b = Gen 27:30 
c = Num 35:26 
d = 2 Sam 16:5 
e = 2 Sam 18:2 
f= 2 Kgs 5:11 
g = Jer 38 :17

3. a. The fo u r  kinds o f  Masorahs

3.a.i. The Masorah o f  seven cases
Certain Masorahs simply indicate seven occurrences of the infinitive absolute 

without adding any other details. The lists concerned are 4, 6, 8, 14, and 15. They 
all agree in enumerating the seven occurrences a, b, c, d, e, f, g.

3.a.ii. The Masorah o f  three plene and fo u r  defective spellings
Lists 9, 10, and 11 add that three spellings are plene and the others are defec

tive. Lists 1, 3, 5, 7, 12, and 16 go on to state that the occurrences a. d, and f are 
plene. List 13 alone cites a, b, and d as plene.

3.a.Hi. The Masorah with different vocalizations of 'KX'’ X2P
In five of the cases above (a, b, c, d, f) the sequence XÎP is found. Thus, 

lists 1, 2, and 3 offer the vocalization of these forms in each of the cases, to pre
vent them from being misconstrued.

3.a.iv. Composite Masorahs
Masorahs integrating all these facts are offered by lists 1 and 3. The purest 

form is 1, which, after enumerating the seven cases and listing the three plene 
spellings, adds that the combination X12P Ν2Γ is found two times in Scripture, in a 
(where this sequence is preceded by waw) and in f, while b has XX’ Χ12Γ, c writes 
X2P X1X\ and d offers Χ12Γ XXV.

♦* *· T T *■

3.b. Two types o f  simanim
Like several of the Masorahs that we have examined, these make use of two 

types of simanim:

• Brief simanim, like the one found in 12, which places the three cases of plene 
spellings first: 1ΓΡ0Τ 2XV ΠΧΊΠ nVD |ÖJ?3 •»»Ott? 3ΊΪ7Π 0Π i l  *772 λ ϊ  X12P

• Normal simanim, like the one found in 5:

Dl 0Π  11 *773 j  T X IS 1

.V» .anyn nx nVun 
.prrr hVd 'm  

r u n n  x î t  x x 1 d x i
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.^o .D m ra  -tv τ π  n d i 
.Vq ,|qvi η^ρνι

χ χ ’  Di?n V x  i V n n  ό χ η
m y rc  bx î n w  όχη

As we will observe on the subject of the Masorah concerning nunation in the 
imperfect 2p of the Qal of “I73X,304 the list from the second part of the Halle

simanim :

1173 nn XIS1
Χ2Π ΙΠ17Π Γ1Χ rfrw'l D~lï?n
p n r  n*7D “IU7XD 'ΓΗ Dpi?’’

m nn xr> xx1 nxi n>nn
lv  i n  i Vtdh xdi ■»van?

□17Π Vx ITDX’I 3XV
iVn pi7i ηχρ’τ |7D173
Vx ΙΠ’ΰΤ  ΊΰΧ’Ί irPTÎT

3.c. The situation o f  the Ben Hayim edition and the Zikronot concordance
The Ben Hayim edition offers a Mm at a with brief simanim, with a comple

mentary siman ]"tt717 summarizing the cases of plene spelling (= |73173 ·Ί773ΙΙ7 31V). 
This mnemonic aid is, as we shall see, a word-play on ]U717 nVq' ΓΡ3ΓΤ1 of Isa 6:4. 

For b, it offers a list of the type found in 5.
The Zikronot concordance, in all three manuscripts, divides these seven oc

currences into two lists, one giving the three plene spellings, adding the simanim 
p!73 3117 to the references, and the other giving the four defective spellings.
Mu and Pa add the summary siman |"U717 xViT to this.

4. Qal or Piel-Niphal ofWL731
Let us now examine a Masorah that occurs in a Babylonian form and two 

Tiberian forms, without any variants in the number of cases or their identity. 
Following are the sigla used for the lists and occurrences for this Masorah:

Lists
1 = Exod 25:28 from Chufut-Kale305
2 = Exod 25:28 from V
3 = Amos 4:2 from Paris BN hébr 3
4 = Exod 25:28 from B
5 = Exod 25:28 from Erfurt 3
6 = Exod 25:28 from F
7 = 2 Kgs 20:17 from F
8 = Isa 39:6 from F

304. Below, p. 372.
305. Ginsburg, M assorah , vol. 3, 228a.



9 = Isa 2:2 from P
10 = 2 Kgs 20:17 from the Reuchlin manuscript
11 = Mic 4 :1 from Vatican Urbinates 1
12 = Isa 57:7 from Vatican Urbinates 1
13 = Exod 25:28 from Vatican ebr 3
14 = Exod 25:28 from Vatican ebr 468
15 = 2 Kgs 20:17 from Vatican ebr 468
16 = Isa 2:2 from Vatican ebr 468
17 = Amos 4:2 from Vatican ebr 468
18 = Exod 25:28 from Vatican ebr 482
19 = 2 Kgs 20:17 from Vatican ebr 482
20 = Isa 57:7 from Vatican ebr 482
21 = Jer 5 1:9 from Vatican ebr 482
22 = Dan 11:12 from Vatican ebr 482
23 = Exod 25:28 from London BL Add 15451
24 = 2 Kgs 20:17 from London BL Add 15451
25 = Exod 25:28 from Madrid Univ I
26 = 2 Kgs 20:17 from Madrid Univ 1
27 = Isa 39:6 from C
28 = Jer 51:9 from C
29 = Exod 25:28 from Milan ebr 5
30 = Exod 25:28 from Paris BN hébr 26
31 = Jer 51:9 from Paris BN hébr 6
32 = Mic 4 :1 from Paris BN hébr 6
33 = 2 Kgs 20:17 from Paris BN hébr 82
34 = Isa 57:7 from Paris BN hébr 82
35 = 2 Kgs 2 0 :17 from Hamburg hebr 27
36 = Jer 5 1:9 from Hamburg hebr 27
37 = Isa 52:13 from Hamburg hebr 27
38 = 2 Kgs 20:17 from Hamburg hebr 5
39 = Isa 5 7 :15 from Hamburg hebr 6
40 = Isa 39:6 from Copenhagen 2
41 = Amos 4:2 from Copenhagen 4
42 = Exod 25:28 from Copenhagen 1
43 = Isa 52 :13 from Berlin Or fol 2
44 = Exod 25:28 from D
45 = Exod 25:28 from New York JThS 44a
46 = Exod 25:28 from London BL Or 2363
47 = Isa 57:7 from Vienna NB 35
48 = Amos 4:2 from Vienna NB 35
49 = Exod 25:28 from London BL Harley 5710
50 = Isa 2:2 from London BL Harley 5710
51 = Isa 57:15 from London BL Harley 5710
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52 = Isa 57:15 from London BL Harley 5720
53 = 2 Kgs 20:17 from London BL Arundel Or 16
54 = Isa 2:2 from London BL Arundel Or 16
55 = Amos 4:2 from London BL Arundel Or 16
56 = Mic 4 :1 from London BL Arundel Or 16
57 = Jer 51:9 from London BL Or 2 2 11
58 = Jer 51:9 from London BL Or 1474
59 = Exod 25:28 from Cambridge Add 465
60 = 2 Kgs 20:17 from Cambridge Add 465
61 = Isa 52:13 from Cambridge Add 465
62 = Jer 51:9 from Cambridge Add 465

Occurrences 
a = Exod 25:28 
b = 2 Kgs 20:17 
c = Isa 2:2 
d = Isa 6:1 
e = Isa 39:6 
f  = Isa 52:13 
g = Isa 57:7 
h = Isa 57:15 
i = Jer 51:9 
j = Amos 4:2 
k = Mic 4:1
1 = Dan 11:12

4.a. The two original form s
It appears that this Masorah was written down in two forms based on very dif

ferent principles.306

[ 1 /. A form  identifying two sets o f  six cases
The only pure witness of this form is V (= 2). It begins by stating that NU731 is 

found 12 times: six in Isaiah and six in the rest of Scripture (iTHp Then, it
lists a-b-k-i-j-1 as the occurrences of this word “in the rest of Scripture,” and e-c- 
d-f-h-g as the occurrences in Isaiah. This is the list:

V  KW3 i  ÿg rq  i  ÿ  sam 
.]rî?wn ηκ 

3 m  ηη’ηη num Vs 
.n iim o 

.oynw IV

306. So that we can refer to them more easily, we will use numbers in brackets to designate 
the different “states” into which the 62 lists for this Masorah can be grouped.
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.rmxa D D n x  
. V x t h  p a n n  

r i p  x w a  r V n  

.“|η*»3Π *Ί1ΡΧ Vd

.n u m a  
.m a  m w a  

. n a y  V o w *  π ]π
,ΧΦΓΙ DT ΊΟΝ ΓΟ Ό

.■pawo naw xwn ma* in  Vi?
rpyttra S rVn

[2]. A form  highlighting the parallels
The purest witness of this very frequent form appears to be the Cambridge 

manuscript Add 465, which gives the list four times (59. 60. 61, and 62). The fol
lowing is list 60:

•pmyoi fp xwn 
■inVtyn n x  ώώ x w m  

• i n ’ a a  n w x  V d  x ip ji  

. n a m  
. t i n  m v a j ö  x u m  

. v r n  m v a i n  x m  x u m  
,χ  n x  π χ ί χ ί  

.■’ l a y  x?'OiW'1 nan 
.x u m  m a j  m  V v  

x w n  t n  ίώ χ  n D  ό  
.V a a  n x  la x o n  

.m i s a  Q D n x  x w n  
. |ΐη Π Π  XUm

The order of the occurrences is thus a-b-e-c-k-d-f-g-h-i-j-1.

4.b. Comparison o f  the two form s
It can be seen that form [2J departs from the biblical order only to group the 

two parallel pairs b-e and c-k. As for the form [1], its choice o f presentation 
prohibits it both from keeping the biblical order and from highlighting the par
allels. After the first two occurrences (a and b), the need to place c in the second 
group leads it to regard the internal order of the rest of both blocks as a matter 
of indifference.

4.c. Classification o f  the other states o f  this Masorah

4.c.i. Derivatives o f  the form  with two sets
[3] A very coherent state from an early tradition is constituted by two Maso

rahs in C (27 and 28), two Masorahs in F (7 and 8), and the two Yemenite manu
scripts London BL Or 1474 and 2211 (57 and 58). This group differs from form 
[ I ] by only two changes:
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• It does not mention the existence o f two sets of six cases.
• It maintains the classification of the occurrences in two blocks (to which it 

assigns the internal orders a-b-i-k-j and c-d-f-e-g-h), but moves 1 to the end 
of the list.

[41 A transfer of c before k (a-b-i-c-k-j-d-f-e-g-h-1) permits 50 to highlight 
one of the parallel pairs.

[51 In this last state, offered by 48. k is omitted and the list breaks off after d 
(a-b-i-c-j d).

4.C.U. Derivatives o f  the form  with parallels
In the following classification, indenting is meant to suggest a kinship be

tween the types represented by these lists. We have not taken into account simple 
permutations between two juxtaposed parallels. These lists attest the typical or
der of form [21 (a-b-e-c-k-d-f-g-h-i-j-1): 12, 38,39,43,46, 59, 60, 61, 62.

[61 Breaks off the list after d (a-b-e-c-k-d): 54.
[71 Places f-g after h, and j before h (a-b-e-c-k-d-j-h-f-g-i-1): 56.
[8] Transposes h and i and moves them to the end of the list (a-b-e-c-k-d-f-g- 

j-l-i-h): 13.
[9J Omits k (a-b-e-c-d-f-g-h-i-j-l): II.
[10J Omits j (a-b-e-c-k-d-f-g-h-i-1): 15. 16. 26. 33. 36. 47. 53.
Il 1J Omits j and k (a-b-e-c-d-f-g-h-i-1): 35.
[12] Transposes f and g and moves h to the end of the list (a-b-e-c-k-d-g-f-i- 

j-l-h): 14 .17,18. 19, 20, 21, 22, 24, 37.
[131 Omits b (a-e-c-k-d-g-f-i-j-l-h): 23.
[141 Places b-e between d and f (a-c-k-d-b-e-f-g-h-i-j-1): ? (an unattested 

link)
[151 Omits k (a-c-d-b-e-f-g-h-i-j-1): 42.
[161 Places b-e before i, f before d. and transposes g and h (a-c-f-d-h-g-b-e-i- 

j-1): 51, 52.
[17] Places 1 between a and c (a-I-c-k-d-b-e-f-g-h-i-j): 10, 32.
[18J Omits e (a-l-c-k d-b-f-g h-i-j): 29, 31.
[19J Transposes i and j (a-c-k-d-b-e-f-g-h-j-i-1): 3.
[20J Places h after e, and d before f (a-c-k-b-e-h-d-f-g-i-j-1): 44.
[21] Places i between e and c (a-b-e-i-c-k-d-f-g-h-j-1): 4, 9.
[22] Omits d and e. and repeats h in place of d (a-b-i-c-k-h-f-g-h-j-1): 25. 
[231 Omits g and repeats i in its original place (a-b-e-i-c-k-d-f-h-i-j-1): 41.
[24] Omits h (a-b-e-i-c-k-d-f-g-j-1): 5.
[25] Transposes f and g (a-b-e-i-c-k-d-g-f-h-j-1): 1.
[26] Places j between k and d (a-b-e-i-c-k-j-d-f-g-h-1): 6.
[27] Transposes f-g-h to h-g-f (a-b-e-i-c-k j d-h g f 1): 30, 49, 55.
[28] Omits e (a b-i-c-k-j-d h g-f-1): 40.
[29] Transfers i to the end of the list (a-b-c-k-j-d-h-g-f-I-i): 45.
[30] Omits h (a-b-e-i-c-k-j-d-g-f-1): 34.
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4.d. Characteristics o f  some o f  these states

4.d.i. Different orders fo r  the biblical books
Among those states that make an effort to follow biblical order, some ([2] and 

[6-20]) place Jeremiah after Isaiah, according to the dominant order in the clas
sical Tiberian and Sephardi manuscripts; others ([21-30]) place Isaiah after Jere
miah, following the order given by the Babylonian Talmud.

4.d.ii. State [3]
Its witnesses are alone in designating a by the single word D'HDn.
All its witnesses designate e by fO ’ (= □’’Q’’), which is found elsewhere only 

in 50.
Three of its witnesses (7, 8, and 27) and 50 are alone in designating i by 

riDDWn.
We presented this state as a derivative of [ 1 ]. An indication of this relationship 

is found in the fact that 28 follows its simanim  with \

4.d.iii. The Babylonian Masorah
List 1 (state [25]) offers the interest of being typically Babylonian, since it is 

given in the Masorah of Chufut-Kale. It is only in the transposition of f and g that 
it is distinguished from state [21], represented by the very early manuscripts B 
and P (lists 4 and 9), the earliest state of Masorahs giving the talmudic order of 
the books. Lists 1 and 9 alone designate the parallels with ΠΏΠ1 (= and simi
larly), instead o f the more usual designation ÏTDÎTl (= and its companion).

4.e. The situation o f  the Ben Hayim edition and the Zikronot concordance 
For a. the Ben Hayim edition gives a Mm arranged according to state [12]. 
The Mu and Pa manuscripts of the Zikronot concordance give a list arranged

according to state [2], while Ly transposes j  and 1 of that state.

5. M il'el and milrac Vocalizations fo r  ΓΠΠίΟ
The Masoretes used the terms m il(el and milra< in a broader sense than is un

derstood for the classical grammatical terms “paroxytone” and “oxytone.” The 
words served to distinguish forms according to whether the beginning (= mil'el) 
or the end (= milrac) of the word receives the heavier vowel. We will now exam
ine a complex Masorah whose purpose is to distinguish the occurrences of the 
m il{el Π3Γ1Ν1 from those o f the milrac Π3ΠΧΊ (both oxytones). The form ΓΠΓ1Κ1 
(= m il(el) figures 12 times in the Bible (Num 8:19; Judg 6:9; 1 Sam 2:28; 2 Sam 
12:8 (twice); Ezek 16:11; Ps 69:12; Qoh 1:17; Dan 9:3; Neh 2:1, 6, 9), while the 
form Π3ΠΧΊ (= milra() figures 15 times (Gen 17:2; 30:28; 34:12; 45:18; 47:16; 
Exod 24:12; Num 21:16; 1 Sam 17:44; 1 Kgs 13:7; 18:1; 21:2; 2 Kgs 18:23; Isa 
36:8; 43:28; Ps 2:8). It might be expected that the Masoretes would highlight the 
rarer form— as they often do— with a list of the 12 occurrences of the m il(el 
pointing of this word. But they found a much more elegant solution in the form of
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a complex differential Masorah where they simply cited— as they like to do—  
three verses, one from the Torah, another from the Nevi’im, and the last from the 
Ketuvim. To construct this Masorah, it was sufficient to note that the Torah offers 
seven occurrences of the milra* form, but only one mil*el (Num 8:19), while the 
Ketuvim offer six occurrences of the mil*el form, but a single milra* (Ps 2:8). The 
situation for the Nevi’im is more complex since it offers five occurrences of the 
m il(el form and seven of the milra* form. But there is one book in this category 
(Samuel) that includes both m il(el (three) and milra* (one, in 1 Sam 17:44) 
forms. For the other books, only mil*el is encountered in Judges and Ezekiel, 
while Kings and Isaiah have only milra*. We will begin, then, by checking the 
complex case of the Nevi’im, then in a differential manner, the simpler cases of 
the Torah and Ketuvim. This gives the following Masorah: “In all of Judges and 
Samuel and Ezekiel, Π3ΓΙΝΤ is mil*el, except once where it is milra*: 1 Sam 17:44. 
In all the rest of the Nevi’im and in the Torah it is similarly milra(, except for 
once where it is mil*el: Num 8:19. In all the Ketuvim it is similarly mil*el, except 
once where it is milra*: Ps 2:8.”

The following are the sigla for the lists and occurrences that will be mentioned 
in the examination of this Masorah:

Lists
1 = fol. 75a from Halle II
2 = Num 8:19 from F
3 = Π3 §24 of the final Masorah from Ben Hayim
4 = Num 8 :19 from Ben Hayim
5 = Gen 17:2 from Ben Hayim
6 =  I Sam 17:44 from the Reuchlin manuscript
7 = Num 8 :19 from Paris BN hébr 1
8 = Num 8:19 from Vatican Urbinates 1
9 = Ps 2:8 from Vatican Urbinates 1

10 = Num 8:19 from London BL Add 15451
11 = Num 8:19 from B
12 = Ps 2:8 from Madrid Univ 1
13 = Num 8:19 from Milan ebr 5
14 = 1 Sam 17:44 from Paris BN hébr 105
15=1 Sam 17:44 from Erfurt 3
16 = Num 8:19 from Copenhagen 3
17 = Ps 2:8 from Copenhagen 3
18 = Num 8:19 from Copenhagen 11
19 = Num 8:19 from Copenhagen 1
20 = Num 8:19 from Berlin Or fol. 1
21 = Ps 2:8 from Berlin Or fol. 1
22 = Num 8:19 from D
23 = Num 8 :19 from New York JThS 44^
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24 = Num 8:19 from Vienna NB 35
25 = Ps 2:8 from Vienna NB 35
26 = Ps 2:8 from London BL Arundel Or 16
27 = Num 8:19 from Cambridge Add 465
28 = Num 8:19 from Cambridge Add 468
29 = Ps 2:8 from Erfurt 3

Occurrences 
a = Num 8:19 
b = 1 Sam 17:44 
c = Ps 2:8

5. a. The original form
The original form of this complex Masorah (identical to what we translated 

above) is given in 1:

108*1 :W ?a i n  p  13 Π3ΠΚΊ ’rKpTm VxittUn D’LJDW ^3 
v i Vq γ ρ γ π π  x n m x i  χ ' χ ^ ΐ  ix w  *?3i .n in x i ^ x  roV i n  Vx TuyVnn 

k o t o  jinx'? □•»ana α ^ η  n x  n in x i i n  p  in
/p V r o  a u  n jn x i ■»»» Vxu? :jnVa i n  p  13  V V 7& r r m a i

It was preserved intact in 4, 10 ,15 ,18 , and 20. A tear obliterated half of the lines 
of 11, which certainly belongs to this group.

5.h. Derived form s that preserve the structure

S.b.i. Modernization o f  the terminology
3, 14, and 19 are only distinguished from the original form in that they omit

ted the terms mil*el and milra1 and preferred to vocalize the initial waws.

S.b.ii. A small transposition
To this, 2, 9, 16, 17, and 25 add a transposition in the phrase 1XU71 Kfl’llS  *731 

X’X O l In spite of the omission of the last 13 words, 23 and 24 belong to this 
group. The mention o f the “rest of the NevPim” was omitted by 26.

5.b.iii. A more serious mistake
However, with a modification of the same phrase, the sense of the Masorah is 

distorted by 22, 27, and 29, which write X’X’aSI ΝΓΪΗΊΧ INiy V31. The “rest of the 
Torah” makes scarcely any sense, since the Torah has not yet been mentioned. In
deed, it is necessary to clarify that, in what follows, it is only the “rest” of the 
Nevi’im that is intended, that is, those books that were not included in the pre
vious statement.
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5.c. Derived form s that modify the structure

5.c.i. The order a-b-c
Some copyists o f the Masorah, working on the page where a was located, 

wanted to treat this case first. This led to rearrangements whose results were ei
ther unwieldy (13) or incoherent (7, 8, and 28).

5.C.H. The orders b-c-a and c-a-b
Working on the page where c was located, the copyists of the Masorahs of 12 

and 21 attempted transpositions, with unsatisfactory results.
The fact that 7, 13, and 21 used the terminology m il(el and milra( indicates 

that these attempts must be quite early. None of the modified orders was trans
mitted.

6 and 7 have Masorahs that are partial and inconsistent.

5.d. The situation o f  the Ben Hayim edition and the Zikronot concordance
3 and 4 are Masorahs o f excellent quality from the Ben Hayim edition.
In the Zikronot concordance, an alteration in the Pa manuscript gives this Ma

sorah:

.n an x1) xâ n  nanxa p t m  V xia u n  ’ u d i u ? Vd  â t n  
.n an xi χο ή  nanx1) N n i x !  ’ x ^ a  Vd i  

's a n i p m  nanxi x â a  nanxa o t t d  Vsa

Ly and Mu, as well as the first hand of Pa, did not take it into account. Indeed, a 
complex differential Masorah of this sort poorly serves the purpose of such a 
concordance.

6. Imperfect 2p o f  the Qal o/IQX with and without Nunation
Let us now examine a Masorah whose two different total numbers of cases are 

attested in a very asymmetrical fashion, with one appearing in only two Mms at
tested by P, the earliest of dated manuscripts, and the other appearing in 77 Mms 
in 36 other witnesses.

The following are the sigla for the lists and occurrences that will be mentioned 
in the examination of this Masorah:

Lists
1 = fol. 78a from Halle II
2 = Isa 37:6 from P
3 = Jer 21:3 from P
4 = Gen 32:5 from Ben Hayim
5 = 2 Kgs 18:22 from Ben Hayim
6 = Gen 32:5 from F
7 = Isa 37:6 from F
8 = Jer 21:3 from F



9 = 1 Sam 11:9 from C
10 = 2 Kgs 18:22 from C
11 = Isa 37:6 from C
12 = 2 Kgs 18:22 from the Reuchlin manuscript
13 = 2 Kgs 19:6 from de Rossi 2
14 = Isa 37:6 from de Rossi 2
15 = Gen 32:5 from V
16 = 2 Kgs 19:6 from Berne
17 = Isa 37:6 from Berne
18 = Gen 32:5 from Vatican Urbinates 1
19 = 2 Kgs 19:6 from Vatican Urbinates 1
20 = Jer 21:3 from Vatican Urbinates 1
21 = Isa 8:12 from Vatican Urbinates 1
22 = Isa 37:6 from Vatican Urbinates 1
23 = Gen 32:5 from Vatican ebr 3
24 = Gen 32:5 from Vatican ebr 468
25 = 2 Kgs 19:6 from Vatican ebr 468
26 = Isa 8:12 from Vatican ebr 468
27 = Isa 37:6 from Vatican ebr 468
28 = Jer 21:3 from Vatican ebr 468
29 = Gen 32:5 from Vatican ebr 482
30 = 2 Kgs 18:22 from Vatican ebr 482
31 = 2 Kgs 19:6 from Vatican ebr 482
32 = Isa 37:6 from Vatican ebr 482
33 = Gen 32:5 from London BL Add 15451
34 = Jer 2 1:3 from London BL Add 15451
35 = Isa 8:12 from London BL Add 15451
36 = 2 Kgs 18:22 from London BL Add 21161
37 = Gen 32:5 from Madrid Univ 1
38 = 2 Kgs 19:6 from Madrid Univ 1
39 = Jer 21:3 from Madrid Univ 1
40 = Isa 37:6 from Madrid Univ 1
41 = Gen 32:5 from Milan ebr 5
42 = Gen 32:5 from Paris BN hébr 26
43 = 2 Kgs 19:6 from Paris BN hébr 26
44 = Isa 37:10 from Paris BN hébr 26
45 = 1 Sam 11:9 from Paris BN hébr 6
46 = 2 Kgs 18:22 from Paris BN hébr 6
47 = Isa 37:6 from Paris BN hébr 6
48 = 2 Kgs 19:6 from Paris BN hébr 82
49 -  Jer 21:3 from Paris BN hébr 82
50 = Gen 32:5 from de Rossi 782
51 = 2 Kgs 19:6 from de Rossi 782

370 Part 3, Section 1, Chapter 2
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52 = Jer 21:3 from Hamburg hebr 27
53 = Isa 8:12 from Hamburg hebr 6
54 = Gen 32:5 from Copenhagen 2
55 = 1 Sam 11:9 from Copenhagen 3
56 = 2 Kgs 18:22 from Copenhagen 3
57 = Jer 21:3 from Copenhagen 5
58 = Gen 32:5 from Copenhagen 7
59 = 2 Kgs 19:16 from Copenhagen 7
60 = Isa 37:6 from Copenhagen 7
61 = Gen 32:5 from Copenhagen 11
62 = Gen 32:5 from Copenhagen 1
63 = 2 Kgs 19:6 from Copenhagen 1
64 = Isa 37:6 from Copenhagen 1
65 = 1 Sam 11:9 from Berlin Or fol. 3
66 = 2 Kgs 19:6 from Berlin Or fol. 3
67 = Gen 32:5 from D
68 = Gen 32:5 from New York JThS 44^
69 = Gen 32:5 from London BL Or 1363
70 = 1 Sam 1 1:9 from New York JThS 225
71 = 2 Kgs 19:10 from London BL Harley 5710
72 = 1 Sam 11:9 from London BL Arundel Or 16
73 = Isa 8:12 from London BL Arundel Or 16
74 = Isa 37:6 from London BL Arundel Or 16
75 = Jer 21:3 from London BL Arundel Or 16
76 = 2 Kgs 19:6 from London BL Harley 5720 
1 1 - 2  Kgs 19:10 from Cambridge Add 465
78 = Jer 21:3 from Cambridge Add 465
79 = Gen 32:5 from Cambridge Add 464

Occurrences 
a = Gen 32:5 
b = 1 Sam 11:9 
C =  2 Kgs 18:22 
d = 2 Kgs 19:6 
e = 2 Kgs 19:10 
f  = Isa 8:12 
g = Isa 37:6 
h = Isa 37:10
i = Jer 21:3

6. a. The form  with nine cases
Seventy-seven of our lists (all except 2 and 3) derive from a form in which 

nine occurrences of the form with nunation ('[[IJIQNn) are given in the order a-b-
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c-d-g-e-h-f-i. The reason for the disruption of the biblical order is that the two 
cases in Isa 37:6 and 37:10 are inserted immediately after the cases in Kings 
(2 Kgs 19:6 and 19:10), to which they are parallel. A very explicit early state of 
this commonly attested form can be restored from lists 1 and 79:

t? p  in  p-iaxn
p-ioxn na -iqxV onx i n

p ioxn  na D’xan ûoxVû'? π ο χ ί  box^o1?
^ x pnaxn ό ί unua

p-ioxn na v rw *  nnV n am  dd’hx
pinxn  HD in w »  απ'? lax"! r a m

m irp “iVa ΐίτρτπ *7x pnaxn na y r v r
1*70 ΐΓρρτπ Vx pnaxn na n am

nnx’’ -wx VdV -iiyp pnaxn xV up;?
p ttx n  na anVx ιπ ή τ  Ίηχη m y rx

List 1 omitted occurrence h (through haplography?), while list 79 omitted some 
of the one-word simanim. This type of presentation that offers both a one-word 
siman and the beginning of the relevant verse avoids any risk of confusion.

6. a.i. Early states with brief simanim
A certain number o f the witnesses, in general very early (7, 8. 9 ,1 0 ,11,12,13, 

15, 36, 43. 50. 54, 62, 69), kept only the one-word simanim, in the much con
densed form γ η η χ  iw p  y m r  y t n r  oam t* oa^nx  la ro a  roxVoV Those 
that created this abbreviated form appear not to have grasped that their decision 
to repeat Μ Ή Ν  and 1N,U7'’ (rather than to write naiTV) would give rise to confu
sion. We will treat that question when we examine the form with ten cases.

e.a.ii. States with normal simanim
Using the most frequent Masoretic method, most of the lists indicate the 

verses by citing a number of words from the verse beginnings, inserting clarifica
tions to prevent confusion. The most accurate and most explicit list is 53:

â ’oi on xi *7» π 6 pnaxn 
.jnnxn ns la x 1? anx i n  

.D'xan DOX^a1? Τ»Κ*Ι 
.□■oVai ■’·’ Vx ^ x  pnaxn ό ι 

.doVot 'ir r jw  nnV iox ,,i 
. n w n  în^ur» an ^x  τοχη :nam  

.Q’aVoi m y m  *?x p ioxn  na 
.rpyw i m ym  Vx pnaxn na m am  

.upp pnaxn xV 
i on p i  .na T.TDT nax’i

According to this structure, the Masorah states that the last use of this verbal 
form (in i) is the only one to be written with a defective waw  ÇpQXfi), and for all
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the forms that are found in both Kings and Isaiah, it specifies the pertinent book, 
taking account o f the variant between DPiV and DrpVx that distinguishes d and g.

All the other states are distinguished from this one by one or several of the fol
lowing particulars:

• absence or more succinct formulation of the mention of the defective spelling 
in i.

• corruptions o f T io m  in b to “ΙΟΚΊ, of DnV in d to OirVx, of DnVx 1ΓΡΟΤ in i to 
1ΓΓΟΤ OrpVx, of ”  Vx ’Vx in c to ”  Vx,

• omission of certain words in the citations,
• choice of parts of the verses other than the beginning,
• intermixing of citations,
• omission of certain citations,
• various attempts to restore the biblical order,
• mixture of normal simanim  and brief simanim.

Nevertheless, it is clear that all these other states derive from a state similar to 
the one first presented (based on lists 1 and 79), with the addition of the mention 
of the defective spelling in i.

6.b. The form  with ten cases

6.b.i. The ambiguity o f  the brie f simanim
The early state with brief simanim  presented a serious difficulty. When it has 

DS’n x  DS’nX  without making clear that the second is meant to designate the par
allel of the first (ΤΏΠ), it does not allow for the fact that the sequence (pVlDXn 
DDTIX Vx figures three times in the Bible. This explains how some very early 
manuscripts of Ashkenazi origin, like the Reuchlin manuscript of the Prophets, 
or Add 21161 of the British Library (formerly Ebner 3 of Nürnberg), which have 
lists belonging to the state with brief simanim  (12 and 36), could have misinter
preted this piece of information. They thought that one of the two occurrences 
marked in this way was Jer 27:4, where they wrote the verb with nunation and 
supplied the Mp “9,” and the Reuchlin manuscript does not place a Mp on this 
word in g. The BL manuscript Add 21161 was not preserved for that passage. 
The misunderstanding that they attest explains why Kennicott found 32 wit
nesses for the spelling with nunation, whereas, in each of the other places where 
the Masoretes require a spelling without nunation for this verbal form, the num
ber o f variant witnesses is between zero and eight. This is, then, a fairly clear 
case where, because of its condensing the system of marking locations, a Maso
rah that should have protected a certain form in the text actually had the effect of 
interfering with it.

6.b.ii. The system used by P alone
The coexistence of three cases of DD’n x  Vx (p n ö x n  and a Masorah that men

tions only two, without specifying which two are meant, probably furnishes the
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reason that one of the earliest manuscripts, that o f Petrograd, offers a Masorah 
with ten cases for It is the only one to attest such a Masorah and it attests
the Masorah in a very consistent manner. Indeed, it mentions the ten cases in a 
Mp for f ,307 g. h, and i, and in two identical Mms for g and i.

According to Strack’s facsimile (whose value is in question308), these two 
identical Mms (with the interpretation as difficult as their decipherment is clear) 
offer as simanim: SO W  ΓΓΠΓΡ in ’pisV  DDTtN 13Πϋ3 Wa’ W ïà  ,,ΠΚ,7 
ΤΡρϊΓΡ DJTIN i?Vp. When this Masorah is compared to those just treated, 
the first four occurrences can be easily identified: ’nxV  from a, 
from b, from c, DD’ÎTN from g (in conformity with the Mp and the Mm that
P gives there). But from this point on, the simanim  are corrupt or ambiguous. The 
siman liPplX? must be “7X from i (in conformity with the Mp and the Mm
that P gives there). The siman VPpTTP could be ΊΓΡρΤΠ from h (in conformity with 
the Mp of P). In this case, is ΓΠΊΓΡ *]Vo the phrase nT inp |V o  from e or ΓΓΠΓΡ 
from 2 Kgs 22:18, or 2 Chr 34:26 where there are occurrences of ΤΙΟΧΓ) without 
nunation? Is the siman DDTtH, repeated as the penultimate occurrence, □ρ’ΠΝ 
from d or ορ’ΠΧ from Jer 27:4 (where the first hand of P had written the word 
with nun, which a corrector then erased)? Does the siman 11Z7KD mean to indicate 
ΠΏΝΓϊ o f Gen 34:12? It is more likely that it has to do with ΊφΧ or
from f. which is still missing from the list. There remain two uninterpreted words, 
vVp DCW . and an unlocated case: the tenth announced in the title of the two 
Mms and in the four Mps. The two words can only refer to l^ p  | 200 of 1 Kgs 
6:29. Are they meant to indicate an occurrence of (f)VlOXn tied to ΓΠ1ΓΡ "|Vo, as 
being situated in “the book of the Kings”?309 In this case, they do not permit us to 
decide between e and 2 Kgs 22:18, and they leave the mysterious tenth case un
identified. Neither Ginsburg310 nor Strack311 provide arguments that would en
able restoration of this seriously corrupted double Masorah.

6.c. The Ben Hayim edition and the Zikronot concordance
The Ben Hayim edition, in 4 and 5, offers two rather corrupted states of the 

Mm with normal simanim. For the Zikronot concordance, Mu offers a Masorah 
of nine cases with normal simanim  with some slight corruptions of the usual 
kind. Ly, instead of having the order e-h-f, gives f-h-e. However, it designates h 
as ΤΌΠΙ, which makes sense after e, but not after f, since there is no parallel to

307. According to the note o f its editor, Strack, MS Petrograd, 08.
308. At the beginning o f his “corrigenda” (ibid., 038), Strack writes: “Opcrarii autcm. qui

bus praescriptum crat ut, quae in tabulis photographicis deessent, lapidi inscribercnt, linguae 
Hcbraicae ignari ncque artcm quam excrccbant satis didiccrant nequc semper ca qua par est 
diligentia utebantur.” Emperor Alexander II permitted the facsimile to be produced “in offi- 
cina, ubi tabulae geographicae in usum exercitus imperii Russici dcpinguntur.”

309. The two books o f  Kings, o f  course, constitute one in the traditional Jewish Bible.
310. Mcissorcih. vol. 4. X §906.
311. Ms Petrograd. 08.
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"Uyp ]ΠΏΝη X1? (which Ly gives as a siman for f ) in evidence. Pa must have taken 
Ly as its base. Indeed, it copied the first six cases from it: a. b. c. d. g, and f. Then 
it stopped, unable to identify the VQm that came next. Finally, the list in Ly 
seems to be the only one of all the lists examined to give 2 Chr 34:26 as the ninth 
case, while Mu, like the other lists, gives Jer 21:3 (= i). Pa must have borrowed 
from Mu, then, this case that closes its list. As a result, Pa omitted the number in 
the title and listed only seven cases.

7. Hâtêp or sëwâ’ under the het in the Root Π0Π
We will classify and analyze 35 lists of Mms that, for the derivatives o f the 

root ΠΟΠ, group cases of “rafe” words; in the language of the Masoretes, this 
means that the het is vocalized hâtêp and not Sëwâ*. The designation can be un
derstood from the “pseudo-Ben-Naftali” manuscripts, since for these words they 
put dageS in the samek when it follows $ëwây, and rafe over the samek when it 
follows a hâtêp.

The following are the sigla for the lists and occurrences that will be mentioned 
in this examination:

Lists
1 = Joel 4:16 from Berlin Or fol 2
2 = Ps 118:9 from Berlin Or fol 2
3 = Ps 46:2 from London BL Add 2 116 1
4 = Joel 4:16 from F
5 = Ps 62:9 from F
6 = Ps 118:8 from A
7 = Jer 17:17 from C
8 = Joel 4 :16 from C
9 = §142 from Halle II

10 = Joel 4:16 from London BL Add 15451
11 = Joel 4:16 from Madrid Univ 1
12 = Ps 62:9 from Madrid Univ 1
13 = Joel 4:16 from Hamburg hebr 27
14 = Joel 4:16 from Hamburg hebr 6
15 = Ps 62:9 from Copenhagen 2
16 = Ps 73:28 from Copenhagen 2
17 = Joel 4:16 from Copenhagen 4
18 = Ps 62:9 from Copenhagen 4
19 = Joel 4:16 from Copenhagen 8
20 = Joel 4:16 from Copenhagen 1
21 = Joel 4 :16 from Paris BN hébr 3
22 = Joel 4:16 from Vatican Urbinates 1
23 = Joel 4 :16 from Vatic ebr 468
24 = Ps 62:9 from Vatican ebr 482
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25 = Joel 4 :16 from Paris BN hébr 26
26 = Joel 4 :16 from Paris BN hébr 6
27 = Ps 46:2 from Paris BN hébr 6
28 = Joel 4:16 from Paris BN hébr 82
29 = Joel 4:16 from de Rossi 782
30 = Joel 4:16 from de Rossi 2
31 = Ps 46:2 from de Rossi 2
32 = Joel 4:16 from London BL Harley 5 7 11
33 = Joel 4:16 from London BL Arundel Or 16
34 = Joel 4:16 from London BL Add 15251
35 = Jer 17:17 from Cambridge Add 465

Occurrences 
a = Jer 17:17 
b = Joel 4 :16 
c = Ps 46:2 
d = Ps 57:2 
e = Ps 62:9 
f = Ps 71:7 
g = Ps 118:8 
h = Ps 118:9
i = Ruth 2:12 
j  = Ps 73:28

It should be noted that nothing in the titles allows the lists to be distinguished. 
We will begin by making a purely descriptive classification of the lists.

7.a. Lists including c and not j

7.a.i. The type announcing eight cases and not including d
12 Mms attest this type: 3. 4. 5. 6. 7. 12. 15. 18. 24. 29. 30, 32, and 34.

State a (= 3, 5. 7) cites: e, c, b, f, a, g, h, i.
P (= 32) cites: e, c. b, a, f, g, h, i.
γ (= 4) cites: b, a, e, c, f, g, h, i, and explicitly excludes d.312 
δ (= 6. 24. 29. 34) cites: a. b. c, e. f. g. h. i, and excludes d. 
ε (= 30) cites: a. b, c, f, g, h, i, and excludes d. 
ζ (= 12) cites: a, b, c, f, g, h, e, i, and excludes d. 
η (= 15) cites: a, b. c, f, h, e, i, and excludes d.
Θ313 ( -  18) cites: a. b. e. f, g. h, i, and excludes d.

312. Here, and in all the witnesses in which it figures, this exclusion is accomplished with 
a note at the end o f the list whose most explicit form is ΊΠ |0  *□ ΠΓΠ3Τ Π0ΠΝ Vdi. fol
lowed by the siman o f  case d.

313. Although this list does not contain c, we classify it here, since it is clearly a damaged 
form o f the sub-type 7 .a.i.δ.
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7.a.ii. The type announcing eight cases and including d
This type, which is attested by three Mms (2. 22. and 26), cites: e, c, b. f. a. g. 

h. i, d.

7.a.iii. The type announcing nine cases and including d 
Eight Mms attest this type: 8, 9, 14, 17, 21, 27, 31, and 35.

State a (= 27. 31. 35) cites: e. c. b. f, a. g. h. i. d.
β (= 14. 21) cites: e. c, b. f, a. g. h. i, d. and excludes d (!). 
γ (= 17) cites: e, c, b. f, a, g, i, d. 
δ (= 8) cites: e, c, b, a, f, g, h, i, d.
ε (= 9) cites: e, c, b, f. g. h. i, a, d.

7.a.iv. The type announcing nine cases and not including d 
This type, attested by one Mm (25), cites: e, c, b, f. a. g. h, i.

7.b. Lists (announcing eight cases) including j  and neither c n o r d  
Ten Mms attest this type: 1, 10. 11, 13. 16. 19. 20. 23. 28. and 33.

State a (= 1, 11, 13, 23, and 33) cites: b, j , f. g, h, i, a, e, and explicitly ex
cludes d.

β (= 16) cites: b. a, j, f, g. h, i, e, and excludes d. 
γ (= 19, 20) cites: a, b. j, f, g. h. i, e, and cxcludcs d. 
δ (= 28) cites: a. b, j, f, g, h, i, e. 
ε (= 10) cites: a, b, j, f, g, h, i.

7.c. Comparison o f  the lists
In all the lists, two modes (ΪΙ and 53) in the choice of the simanim  can be dis

cerned: Mode II presents its chosen simanim  in two forms.
( 1 ) Two characteristics of the form 211 : The three witnesses of type 7.a.i.a give 

the same sequence of one-word simanim  by case: ΊΠΙΠ (= e), 137 (= c), JVÜfE (= b), 
riDioD (= f), rinna^ (= a), mu (= g). mu (= h), v s »  (= i).

(2) When it is a matter of citing the verses with several words, mode £? and the 
form il2 are clearly distinguished from each other for four occurrences:

• for b: lEV1? ΠΟΠΰ Τ Π  of 23, but ^Xtf^ jVSQ Ή  of !l2
• for f: TV ΌΠΰ ΠΠΧ1 of 33, but □,3“lV TPY! JIDlöD o f ll2
• for i: ΠΝ3 “MX of 13, but of II2
• for d: Γ10ΠΧ “pD3D *7X31 of 33, but ΓΡ0Π p  Ό '33Π «  ·>33Π of ÎI2

(3) In addition, 35, which clearly belongs to mode ll, adds to its simanim  an al
lusive siman in Aramaic introduced by ΓΟΟΙ (= ΟΤΛΊΠ ptyVa □,M0'1). It consists of 
the phrase 'pX'aoV XÖ’VWXI ]VV ηίρη - D n x V 4 313ΠΠ DIX, which

314. Written Ί2ΠΠΧ1
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could mean: “A man offered himself at the moment when the strength of Zion 
was shattered and was delivered up to the multitude.” These are the allusions: 
DIN evokes D1X3 (g), 313ΠΠ evokes D,D,“f?3 (h), p i n  evokes ΠΙΤ^Ο} (e), ΌΠΙΠ 
evokes nnnpV (a), ηίρη evokes Tin (c), evokes p ’XO (b), NQ’W x i  evokes 
dVu>’ (i), n^Dl evokes (g), pX’JlDV evokes D ^lV  (f).

These modes of choice and forms of presentation are fairly clearly recogniz
able in all the Masorahs:

• Belonging to mode 31 in the form U1: 3, 5, and 7 (= type 7.a.i.a).
• Belonging to mode II in the form ll2: 2, 14. 17, 21. 22. 25. 26. 27. 31, and 35 

(= types 7.a.ii., 7.a.iii.aßy, and 7.a.iv.).
• Belonging to mode 21 in a mixture of its two forms: 8, 9, and 32 (= types

7.a.i.ß and 7.a.iii.0s).
• Belonging to mode 33: 1, 4. 6, 10, 11,12, 13, 15, 16, 18, 19, 20, 23, 24, 28, 29, 

30, 33, and 34 (= types 7^.ΐ.γδεζηθ and 7.b.).

7.c.i. First regroupings
If we acccpt the hypothesis that the two modes of choice permit the differenti

ation of two families of Masorahs (II and 33) with distinct lines of transmission, 
and that certain contaminations took place between these two families, we can 
identify the following characteristics.

The formula that excludes case d has its origin in the 33 family. The two mem
bers of this family that do not attest the formula are 10 and 28, which are actually 
damaged witnesses o f the sub-group 7.b.y. The only two members of the 21 family 
that attest this formula are 14 and 21, which, paradoxically, just after citing d. 
conclude with the formula that excludes it. Do they mean to express doubt by 
adding this formula encountered in a Masorah other than the one they had just 
copied?

All the lists that include j belong to the 33 family and those that include d all 
belong to the 31 family, as do all those that announce nine cases.

7.C.H. The witness o f  the classical Tiberian text
In a comparison of the data in these lists with the text offered by our two prin

cipal witnesses of the classical Tiberian text (manuscripts A and F), complete 
agreement between the two witnesses can be observed on references that are en
tirely clear: For the eight occurrences of Π0ΠΏ, A and F vocalize the het with 
sëwây in Isa 25:4, Ps 61:4, 104:18, Prov 14:26, and Job 24:8, while they vocalize 
with hâtëp patah in Joel 4:16 (= b), Ps 46:2 (= c), and Ps 62:9 (= e). For the eight 
occurrences of ΌΠΏ, A and F vocalize the het with $ëwây in Ps 62:8, 73:28, 91:2, 
9, 94:22, and 142:6, while they vocalize with hâtëp patah in Jer 17:17 (= a) and 
Ps 7 1:7 (= f ). In the three occurrences of monV. that is, in Ps 118:8 (= g), 118:9 (= 
h), and Ruth 2:12 (= I), A and F vocalize the het with hâtëp patah. In the single 
occurrence of rnonVl (Isa 30:2), A and F vocalize the het with sëw â \  For the four
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occurrences o f ΠΟΠΝ, A and F vocalize the het with sëwa* in Ps 57:2 (= d), while 
they vocalize with hâtêp sëgôl in 2 Sam 22:3, Ps 18:3,315 and 61:5.

7.c.iii. Kinship o f  the fam ilies
What stands out in this is that the states 7.3.ί.γδζ (original form of the 8 fam

ily) are those that correspond most completely to the textual witness of the clas
sical Tiberian manuscripts. The earliest representative of this group is 6 (= Mm of 
the Aleppo manuscript on μ, confirmed by partial Mms on a. b, and f):

.lavV norm m m  ,πιη ova πηκ όπβ ö nona -»ona monV
·3Ίϋ .TV OTO ΠΠΧΊ .77*70 ΠΟΠΏ DYlVx .Tin ΠΟΠΟ ΐΛ  Ο'Π1?«

ην ηοπχ VD3D Vxm :*τπ ρ  υ  pnm yr ηοπχ Vsi ,ηχη "iwx .yiu
,ηηπ "Di?1

But, because the title o f 6 does not mention Π0ΠΧ (but only ΓΠΟΠ1?, "ΌΠΏ, and 
non«), it is likely that the phrase excluding d  was not an original element in this 
Masorah. Besides, the correct biblical order given in 6 (and its companions 24, 
29, and 34) has little chance of being original.

These two considerations oblige us to assess state 7.a.i.a (original form of the
11 family) as more primitive. The earliest witness of this state is 7 (= Mm from the 
Cairo manuscript on b). This form offers three indications of originality:

• It does not yet mention the exclusion of d:
• It preserves intact the form II1 (VD3D DID nnrpV  ΠΟΙΏΟ uV 1Πϋ3), of

which the list of the Okhlah (Halle II §142 = 9) has no more than remnants;
• It classes the cases by grammatical forms: the three ΠΟΠΏ first, the two ΌΠΏ 

second, and the three ΓΠΟΠ1? third.

In each of the two families corruptions later took place:

• In the II family, before Moshe ben Asher copied Masorah 8 and before the 
above-mentioned list of the Okhlah was redacted, a Masorete effected a muta
tion of il1 into ÎI2 by the addition of d at the end of the list and the mention of 
nine occurrences (instead of eight) in the title. This initiative came from the 
misinterpretation of a Masorah of type 6, which correctly cited d at the end of 
the list, but with the purpose of excluding it from the list of rafes and not of 
including it! We note that Moshe ben Asher, aware that in Ps 57:2 the het of 
ΠΟΠΧ has a sëwâ> (and not hâtêp sëgôl), nevertheless wanted to make sense of 
the mention of d  at the end of the list that he was in the process of copying. To 
this end, he gave the list the following title: 2 ’όΠΏ j  Π0ΠΏ ibVs Ό |ΤΌΠ 
ΪΏ'Ό'Ι N ΓΓΌΠ j  ΠΙΟ!-!1?. Thus, he concluded that in Ps 57:2, it must not be a

T —;

question of the word ΠΟΠΧ (which, in Masoretic language, is dageS and not 
rafe), but of the word ΓΡΟΠ (which is rafe inasmuch as its samek is preceded

315. This is the only case in which the testimony o f A was not preserved.
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by a vowel and not by sëwây). This acrobatic justification demonstrates with 
absolute clarity the secondary character o f the addition o f d to the lists o f the
21 family.

• In the 23 family, the exclusion of d and the mention of eight cases in the title 
were firmly maintained. But, whereas a sub-group 231 kept the list of simanim  
intact, a replacement of the siman of c by that of j  created the sub-group 232.

We conclude then:

• that 211 (= 3, 5, 7, 32) appears to be slightly earlier than 231 (= 4, 6, 12, 15, 18, 
24, 29, 30, 34),

• that 212 (= 2. 8. 9. 14. 17, 21. 22. 25. 26. 27. 31, 35) issued from a misinterpre
tation of 131 in a Masorah that came from 211,

• that 232 (= 1. 10, 11, 13, 16, 19, 20. 23, 28. 33) comes from the substitution of 
a siman in a Masorah of type 231.

7.d. The situation o f  the Ben Hayim edition and the Zikronot concordance 
On Ps 62:9, the Ben Hayim edition gives a paradoxical Masorah similar to 

that of 14 and 21. Then Ben Hayim presents as “another Masorah” the statement 
that Π0ΠΏ is found three times, twice as dages and once as rafe: Joel 4:16, Ps 
46:2, and 62:9. These are, in fact, the three occurrences of this word as rafe out of 
a total of eight occurrences.

The Ly manuscript of the Zikronot concordance bears no trace of Masorahs 
concerning the rafe and dageS forms of derivatives of the root Γ70Π. The first hand 
appears to have no interest in this detail.

• However, it gives a list of the three occurrences of niOnV with plene spelling. 
One can note the erroneous vocalization of the het with a simple Zewa’. The 
Mu manuscript, in place of this Sewä*, writes a hâtëp patah, and then, 
between this title and the list that follows it, it inserts the note ΓΡ0Π iwV Vdt
p m 316 iwVa p s i n Ên unn.

• A little farther on, under the title Π0ΠΝ, Ly gives the four occurrences of this 
word in biblical order and without vocalization. Mu, in the vocalization of the 
title, writes a hâtëp sëgôl instead of sëwây, then places Ps 57:2 first on the list, 
clearly vocalizing it Π0ΠΝ with the note tttol *7. Then it introduces the three 
following occurrences with ’Dl clearly vocalizing the first of the three
îiorw·

• Then the pointer of Mu commits the error of extending the vocalization hâtëp 
sëgôl to the het in the forms ηΟΓΡ (Ps 34:9), Π0ΠΠ (Ps 91:4). and ΊΟΓΡ (Isa 
14:32), three forms that Ly had not vocalized.

316. The imperative “and search!” means that the occurrences mentioned here will be left 
by Levita in their grammatical place in the entries o f the concordance.
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• For the titles of the next two entries, Mu replaces the sëwây of the het with 
hâtëp patali in Π0ΠΏ and in ·ΌΠΰ. and it carefully vocalizes the het (which Ly 
had left unpointed) in all the occurrences of these words on the lists. Mu 
shows that it is based on a Mm of the sub-group 532, since it attributes a hâtëp 
patah to j ,  but not to c. We note here that the only indication of knowledge of 
the traditions concerning these rafe and dages forms that can be detected in 
Ly consists of two notes by a second hand specifying that b and e are rafe. 
Thus, this addition (which must be contemporary with the vocalization of 
Mu) also does not attribute hâtëp patah to c.

Pa offers information close to that of Mu, with a more complete initial note: 
xxorn pm χήα «η τη:π nonx Vdt iurVa jnsn m ’η*η ihVdt ’xVqi j nionV

D. Conclusions

These investigations have permitted us to examine the special use that the Ma
soretes made of terms like m il(el and milrac (5), and rafe and dages (7). We have 
seen some Masorahs grow by the addition of complementary information (3.a.iv.,
6.a.ii., 7.c.i.), and other Masorahs degenerate because of misunderstandings 
(5.b.iii., 7.c.iii.), sometimes occasioned by information that was too abbreviated 
(l.a .i., 6.b.i.). We have had the occasion to see how almost identical traditions 
were redacted in different milieux (2.e.ii„ 4.a., 7.c.i.) and, in the transmission of 
the same redaction, we have distinguished different ways of formulating the si
manim, either in a brief form (3.b., 6.a.i.) or in a normal form (3.b., 6.a.ii.), with 
the very early lists of the Okhlah combining the two forms (3.b., 6.a.). We have 
pointed out that certain traditions place the simanim  in the biblical order of the 
Babylonian Talmud and others in the order of the classical Tiberian and Sephardi 
manuscripts (l.b ., 4.d.i.). We have had the occasion to admire a balance that is at 
the same time sober, subtle, and fragile in the complex differential Masorahs 
(5.a.). Finally, we have observed that it is often late and deteriorated forms of cer
tain Masorahs that figure in the earliest manuscripts (6.b.ii., 7.c.iii.), while it also 
happens that the purest and probably more original forms are attested by de
cidedly more recent witnesses.317 The investigations concerning pointing, the 
arrangement of the consonantal text, and the Masorahs oblige us to mistrust glo
bal conclusions about the quality of a given manuscript. A manuscript can be 
excellent in the first of these aspects, inferior in the second aspect, and average in

317. In 4.a. we noted that list 60 (= Cambridge Add 465 from the thirteenth century) offers 
the purest state o f a form, while in 4.c.ii. we characterized list 10 (= the Reuchlin manuscript of 
1105) as a derived state.In5.a. we regarded list 10 (= London BLAdd 15451 from the thirteenth 
century) as intact, while in 5.b.iii. we regarded list 22 (= D from the tenth century) as corrupt. 
In 6.a.ii. and 6.b.i., we noted that list 53 (= Hamburg hebr 6 o f 1303) gives a Masorah in a purer 
state than that attested by lists 12 and 36 (= the Reuchlin manuscript and its contemporary, Lon
don BL Add 21161).



382 Part 3, Section I, Chapter 2

the third. But it is in the third aspect (that of the quality of the Masorahs) that it 
appears the least possible to place confidence consistently in a single witness, and 
it is in the same aspect that more extensive investigations are the most necessary.



3

Proto-, Pre-, and Extra-Masoretic

I. The Emergence of the Proto-Masoretic Text

Now that we recognize the existence of a “central kernel’’ o f the Masoretic 
Text, we can attempt to situate that text in relation to the two stages that preceded 
it: the pre-Masoretic period and the proto-Masoretic period.

A. Consonantal Stabilization

The combined witness of manuscripts from Qumran and from the caves of the 
second revolt (principally those o f Murabbacat) opens interesting perspectives on 
the consonantal stabilization that characterizes the transition from the pre-Maso
retic period to the proto-Masoretic period toward the end of the first century A.D.

1. The Phylacteries
The most characteristic witness appears to be that of the phylacteries.

l.a . The phylacteries from  the second revolt
In the caves inhabited by fugitives during the second revolt, three phylacteries 

were found: [1] one at M urabba'at,1 [2] another at Nahal Seelim,2 and finally,
[3] one (probably from the same place) that remains unpublished.3 In these three 
phylacteries are found only the classic four passages: Exod 13:1-10, 11-16; Deut 
6:4-9; 11:13-21. The order of the passages is unknown for [2], where only two 
fragments have survived. In [3], the order is that of the Bible (the order that Rashi 
would later codify), while in [11 the Shema* is on a separate leaf and the other 
three are on the same leaf (the order that Rabbenu Tam would later give).

As for the text of the passages, it is interesting to note that, for certain words 
that recur several times, the alternation of plene and defective spellings is exactly 
the same as in 111.

1. Grottes, DJD II, vol. 1. 80-85.
2. Aharoni. “Expedition,” 22-23 .
3. Milik deals with it in a summary fashion ("Travail,” 20).

383
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• So, in Exod 13:11, while [2] has a lacuna here, one finds in [1J the very con
cise spelling “IXT (which lit vocalizes ΐ|Ν3'’). This defective spelling is 
reported as unique by a Mp in Vatican ebr 448, Firkovitch, and the Damascus 
Pentateuch. In contrast, in Exod 13:5, [1] and [2] have the normal spelling 
with the mater lectionis yod, as in lit (six times).

• In Exod 13:16, fl] and [2] have the plene spelling ΓΟΤ, which a Mp at that 
location in lit (in Vatican ebr 448 and Firkovitch) reports as unique; in Exod 
13:9, phylacteries [ 1 ] and [2] offer the spelling “|*7\ found 92 times in lit. This 
normal spelling is also attested by phylactery [1] in Deut 6:8, in agreement 
with lit. The verse was not preserved in [2J.

• Another spelling reported as unique by a Mp in lit (Vatican ebr 448 and the 
Damascus Pentateuch) is the completely defective nDUt?*? in Deut 6:8, where 
it is attested by [1], although not preserved in [2], In Exod 13:16, [1] and [2] 
agree with lit in vocalizing the first hôlem  of this word plene and the second 
defectively. In Deut 11:18, which [2] lacks, the word is almost illegible in [ 11.

Furthermore, for all the texts that we were able to check closely— that is, the four 
complete passages in [1] and the fragmentary passages Exod 13:1-10 and Exod 
13:11-16 in [2]— there is only one variant out of the 519 words preserved: V?DXn 
instead of *73ΚΓΙ in Exod 13:6, found in [2].

l.h. The Qumran phylacteries
As has been observed at Qumran,4 phylacteries of various models were in cir

culation before the first revolt. Elements of 24 of them, o f varying lengths, have 
been published.5 From the point of view of pericopes selected, the widest collec
tion included Exod 12:43-13:16; Deut 5 :l-6 :9 ; 10:12-11:21. Their order was 
not yet fixed. As Milik points out, one frequently finds an orthography that is 
“pleine à morphèmes longs”6 in these phylacteries, of the type that dominates the 
second part of lQIsa3. However, from the beginning of the first century A.D., phy
lacteries came into use which already show the outlines of the type that would 
predominate after the first revolt, a type that Milik describes as “Pharisaic.” That 
is, what can be found in the phylacteries C and DEF are only the endings, which 
became classic, of the larger pericopes mentioned above: Exod 13:1-10, 11-16; 
Deut 6:4-9; 11:13-21. The case in which DEF were found had only three com
partments, and never even contained the Shem a( (Deut 6 :4-9), according to 
Milik. Among these few phylacteries that could be called pre-Masoretic, an even 
more defective spelling than that standardized by lit can sometimes be found (for

4. Sec Milik in Qumrân, DJD VI, 38-39 . Phylactery N from Cave 4 appears to be alone in 
having (only?) the Song o f Moses (Deuteronomy 32).

5. Qumran, DJD I. 72-76; Petites grattes, DJD III, vol. 1, 149-58; Qumran, DJD VI, 33
79; Kuhn, Phylakterien; and Yadin, Tefillin.

6. Qumrân, DJD VI, 37 and 47.
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example, in certain words in C). O f the four unique spellings pointed out earlier, 
"|KD*’ is found in C for Exod 13:11,7 but F has For Exod 13:16, C gives
“p*t\ while F has a lacuna. In Deut 6:8, phylactery C writes ..JUIÜ1?. The passage 
is missing in CEF.

Unlike the phylacteries from the second revolt, these “Pharisaic” phylacteries 
from Qumran still have numerous textual variants that distinguish them from 
spellings that would be standardized shortly afterwards. Thus, from among the 
approximately 284 words preserved in phylactery C, 61 variants can be picked 
out, some of them bearing on entire words. In this same phylactery, which is the 
best preserved representative of its category, a very interesting phenomenon can 
be noted which both distances it and brings it close to the text that would be sta
bilized shortly afterward. It involves an attempt to standardize spellings, based 
on principles other than those that would be used by the received text. Certain 
plene spellings with waw appear regularly: VlD (against ill *7D), ΥΙΏΝ1? (against 111 
ΊΏΚ1?), u m n  (against m 1ΖΠΠ), [7ΤΊΠ2 (against 111 ρτΠΠ), DmX (against lit ΠΠΚ), etc. 
But certain short spellings that are not isolated occurrences can also be found: 
“p p m  (against 111 *pip31) in Deut 6:7 and 11:19; *|ΓΏ (against 111 ηπΌ ) in Deut 6:9 
and 11:20; (against >11 *]Ty) in Exod 13:16 and Deut 6:8; DD33 (against 111 
□Dm) in Deut 1 1:19 and 11:21; 13ΧΧΠ (against 111 ΙΙΧ’ΧΙΠ) in Exod 13:14 and 
13:16.

From these observations, one is justified in concluding that the tendencies that 
would predominate decisively after the first revolt were already at work in the 
Jewish milieu during the preceding decades.

2. Fragments from  Torah Scrolls
Standardization of the phylacteries, as it operated in Palestine between the two 

revolts, was clearly linked to a rigorous standardization o f the text of the Torah 
scrolls. We have poignant testimony to this standardized text in remnants torn up 
by the Romans after they encountered the last resistance of insurgents hiding out 
in the caves o f M urabba'at. These fragments preserved 270 identifiable words. 
Unlike the numerous fragments of the Torah scrolls found at Qumran, not a 
single variant with respect to the received text can be discovered in the Mu
rabba'at fragments. Even more interesting is the fact that only one scribal correc
tion can be discovered, in Gen 34:31, where the defective spelling Ί3ΓΙΠΝ was 
transformed into a plene spelling by the addition of waw before the taw. In the 
Firkovitch manuscript and in the Damascus Pentateuch, it is precisely here that a 
Mp reports this plene spelling as unique.

A fragment found in the cave of Nahal Seelim, which would also yield the 
phylactery mentioned above, suffered the same fate at the hands of the Roman

7. Qumran. DJD VI, 55. This defective spelling cannot be found in any other Qumran phy
lactery for this verse.
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soldiers. The fragment has a large top margin and only eight letters from the top 
of two columns.s

In addition, among the linds from the caves o f Murabbacat and the cave of Na- 
hal Hever, a fragment of Isaiah (25 words from Isa 1:4—14) and a fragment of the 
Psalms (23 words from Ps 15:1-16:1) have been published. Not a single variant 
with respect to the received text can be found, aside from the omission of four 
words at the beginning of Ps 15:3. In the Psalms fragment, it is noteworthy that 
the defective spelling liT  (Ps 15:4) for the Hiphil imperfect of the verb *T1Q is al
ready present. The Mp would later judge it necessary to protect this spelling by 
making a note of its uniqueness.

3. The Scroll o f  the 12 Prophets from  M ur abba1 at (Mur88)
A cave in the wadi Murabba'at yielded fairly ample remnants9 of a scroll of 

The Twelve (Mur), which can be dated shortly before the second revolt. For this 
manuscript, whose leather has deteriorated significantly, we rely primarily on 
M ilik’s decipherment, revised by Strugnell.10

3.a. Variants in M ur with respect to Firkovitch
We should note from the outset that, out of 3,605 more or less identifiable 

words, there are only 42 variants with respect to ill as edited in ΒΗΚΑ This pro
portion is no greater than the proportion of variants offered by some witnesses of 
lit. Moreover, 30 of the variants are also found in manuscripts of lit. The variants 
can be grouped in the following categories: 24 spelling variants (13 plene,11 eight 
defective,12 and one alternate spelling,13 one minus and one plus of a quiescent 
J'alepu ), one vocalic variant,1S four exchanges between Vx and Vi?,16 one plus and 
one minus of -Π.17 one plus of -I,18 one exchange between Vx and T 2 ,19 one ex
change between Vx and -1?,20 one exchange between -D and -D,21 one plus of -Ώ,22

8. It is reproduced, along with the phylactery, in Aharoni, “Expedition,” pi. 11.
9. Including some ten columns offering good complete texts, eight others that are rather 

fragmentary, and other fragments.
10. Grottes, DJD II, 181-205.
11. D’m un (Joel 4:5). f n u m  (Amos 7:17), r w n  (Jonah 4:9), -prrVyn (Mic 6:4), lKTH

(Mic 7 :17), (Nah 1:5), Tmj (Nah 1:12), ηρ^ΟΏΤ (Nah 2 :11 ), □’inpw (Nah 3:6), Ι ’ΠΏ^ΊΏ 
(Hab 3:8), nVOÎ (Hab 3 :11), (Zeph 3:11), 1’D’X (Zeph 3:15).

12. CoVirrtV (Joel 4:5), iVn (Mic 2:7), mVi?D (Mic 6:6), (Nah 1:3), 1DV’ (Nah 1:6), 
c n m  (Hab 1:10), 'ΜΝΡρηη (Zeph 2 :1 ), UPpi (ibid.).

13. v rrn i (instead o f YTITIJ in Nah 2:13).
14. ’p3 (Jonah 1:14) and xV (Mic 2 :11 ).
15. ΟΓΠΡ’ΠΟ (Obad 17).
16. Joel 4:3; Arnos 7:15; Jonah 3:8; Zeph 3:9.
17. ü’in n  (Nah 1:5) and p N  (Zeph 2:3).
18. Mic 7:5.
19. Hag 2:1.
20. Nah 3:13.
21. Mic 5:7.
22. Mic 7:12.
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one spelling combining two words,23 one plus of "Π5?,24 one minus o f D’,'23 one an
ticipation of a form that follows,26 one assimilation to a close parallel,27 and one 
assimilation to a parallel in Psalms.28 These variants are of no greater significance 
than those that distinguish medieval manuscripts of 111.

3.b. Corrections in M ur
A very interesting point to note in Mur is the presence of eleven alterations by 

a second hand. These have the overall effect of bringing the text of this proto- 
Masoretic manuscript into conformity with what was to become the classical 
Tiberian 111:

• a final Π added to ΠΠΠ in Joel 3:2;
• the addition of Til? in Amos 7:13;
• the addition of f 1X3 21Π 'TinVwm in Amos 8:11;
• a ’ added in IQWH in Amos 9:8;
• the addition of D’TJia in Obad 2;
• the 1 scratched out in *7X1 at the beginning of Obad 13;
• the addition of ΠΧ in Mic 4:7;
• a Ί added in ΟΓΟΠΟ in Mic 7:4;
• the addition of Vl? in Nah 3:11;
• the addition of ΓΠΓρη in Hab 2:19;
• the addition of 1ΠΧ in Hag 2:3.

The most telling o f these alterations is the fourth. Indeed, a Mp in the Cairo and 
Firkovitch manuscripts, as well as in the Ben Hayim edition, reports the plene 
spelling ΤΰφΓΙ in this location as unique. Furthermore, a significant number of 
manuscripts citcd by Kcnnicott offer the dcfcctivc spelling here.

3.c. Unusual spellings in Mur
In line with this observation, other typical relations between Mur and the clas

sical Tiberian text can be noted with regard to unusual spellings.
(a) Thus, in what is preserved of Mur, the suffixed ending V- figures 25 times 

as a normal plene spelling in ill29 and three times as a defective Kethiv: imVvQ 
(Amos 9:6), T1JNP (Obad 11), and TDD (Hab 3:14). Cairo, Aleppo,30 and Firko
vitch support the Ben Hayim edition for the three defective Kethiv s. Now, in 
these three places and there alone, Mur offers the same defective Kethiv.

23. ητη’ΝΙ (Jonah 1:8).
24. Amos 7 :16.
25. Nah 3:8.
26. Κ’ΠΠ (the first one) (Joel 4:1).
27. HD VsNI (Amos 9:5) assimilating to Amos 8:8.
28. rvoy D’Q ΊΟΊΤ (Hab 3:10) assimilating to Ps 77:18.
29. Amos 7:10; 9:11; Obad 14 (twice), Jonah 1:5, 6, 8. 10, 11; 2:2; 3:6; Mic 1:4; 2:7; 3:4; 

Nah 1:3; 2:13 (four times); Hab 1:8 (twice); 2:6, 18. 20; 3:5.
30. For Hab 3:14 alone, since the folios containing Amos 8:12 to Mic 5:1 are missing.
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(ß) In Mic 1:8, the spelling roV’N is reported as a unique plene spelling by a 
Mp in the Firkovitch manuscript31 and in the Ben Hayim edition. Indeed, the nor
mal spellings roVNQ) and rO/XQ) figure 21 times in the Bible. Mur attests the 
exceptional spelling in Mic 1:8, but is not preserved in Hos 2:7, 9 and Zech 8:21, 
where the normal spelling is found in HI.

(γ) The first person singular Hiphil imperfect of NO is found twice in the 
Twelve Prophets: in Zeph 3:20, where all the manuscripts have the normal spell
ing NON, and in Mic 1:15, where the spelling ON is attested by Cairo and Firko
vitch32 as well as by the Ben Hayim edition, with Firkovitch reporting in a Mp 
that the spelling with defective }alep is found twice,33 and Cairo stating in a Mm 
that the second place is 1 Kgs 21:29. In both Mic 1:15 and Zeph 3:20, Mur offers 
the two distinct spellings that the Masorah of the classical Tiberian text will later 
canonize.

(δ) Still in Mic 1:15, the same witnesses to the classical Tiberian 1)1 have IV 
Unsn before the word ,DN. The short spellings of these two words are protected by 
Masorahs in the Cairo manuscript, while the first is in the Ben Hayim edition and 
the second is in the Firkovitch manuscript. The two defective spellings are al
ready attested by Mur.

(ε) In Nah 2:4, while the Ben Hayim edition gives the form ΊΓΡ"}Ϊ3ΐΙ, the form 
1ΓΡΊ331 is attested by Cairo, Aleppo, and Firkovitch, with a Mp stating that it is 
unique. The Cairo manuscript adds that the spelling is plene (which refers to the 
yod). This is the same form that Mur gives here.

These agreements in Mur with the classical Tiberian !U are all the more remark
able, if the facts furnished by Kennicott on the 69 manuscripts of the Twelve 
Prophets that he claimed to have collated completely can be trusted. According to 
Kennicott’s collation, there are only six (manuscripts 24, 82, 113, 246, 254, and 
290) that agree with Mur and with the great classical Tiberian manuscripts on the 
group of rare spellings VnVvQ, T13W, m s ,  roV»N, ttTPH “TV S3N, and ΙίΓ Ό Ι, which 
have just been treated.

As these various witnesses of the biblical text from the caves of the second re
volt show, the consonantal stabilization that would later characterize 1TI had been 
practically achieved already at that time. A manuscript such as Mur even makes 
it possible to state that the great classical Tiberian manuscripts remained remark
ably faithful to certain rare spellings that had already been established before the 
second revolt, spellings that the Masoretes were able to preserve throughout the 
following centuries with their notations.

The conclusion from this is that the textual type yielded by the caves of the 
second revolt truly merits the designation ’‘proto-Masoretic.”

31. The Cairo manuscript has the same spelling without Mp and Aleppo is missing here.
32. Aleppo is missing here, too.
33. The spelling o f this grammatical form with \alep is found 22 times in the Bible.
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4. The Hexaplaric Secunda
The second column of Origen’s Hexapla, as it is preserved by the Mercati 

fragments, offers a control for the state of the Hebrew text o f the Psalter at the be
ginning of the third century. If we limit our inquiry to the consonantal text (with
out taking into account plene or defective spellings, which the transcriptions are 
unable to reveal), we can observe that of 1,039 words to which they witness, 
these transcriptions attest ten consonantal variants:

• 18:26 and 27: Din instead of ITi OV
• 31:21: ’D’lQ instead of ill DnQ
• 31:24: DVun instead of D*7W?31
• 35:2: Dipl instead of HQIpl
• 35:25: DDdVd instead of DDVD
• 36 :2 :12*7 instead o f ' l b
• 46:2: "ITI? instead of ΓΠΤ17
• 46:3: pX H  instead of p X
• 49:8: D’nVxV instead o f D’nVx

All of these variants are of fairly limited extent. They involve one percent of the 
words, slightly more than the 20 comparable variants of the M urabba'at scroll of 
the Prophets, which concerned only 0.55 percent of the 3,605 words preserved.

II. Pre- or Extra-Masoretic?

After having situated the Masoretic and the proto-Masoretic texts, we must 
ask whether it is legitimate to describe certain Qumran manuscripts as “pre- 
Masoretic,” thus distinguishing them from other witnesses that could then justifi
ably be described as “extra-Masoretic.” Milik’s observations on the “Pharisaic” 
phylacteries from Qumran would point toward a positive response to this ques
tion. To formulate precisely such a response, we can rely only on witnesses that 
have been fairly well preserved. The best candidate for the qualification “pre- 
Masoretic” is lQIsab, where 2,951 more or less identifiable words have been pre
served. We will compare it to lQIsaa to bring out its textual characteristics. We 
can then compare the characteristics thus obtained to those that were pointed out 
in Mur, where we have seen a typical witness of a “proto-Masoretic” text, and 
which is approximately the same size as lQIsab.

A. Comparison o f  lQ Isab and IQIsa“

1. Garbini’s Mathematical Demonstration 
As Garbini writes,

it is a widespread and well-entrenched opinion that the second scroll of Isaiah 
discovered in the first cave at Qumran [. . .] preserves a text so close to the
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Masoretic Text that one can reasonably posit the existence of a (pre)Masoretic 
text, much older than the Masoretic [Text].34

His goal is then to refute this opinion by demonstrating that, in the lacunae at the 
bottom of the columns, a significant number of verses found in 111 are lacking in 
lQIsab. Eight verses from chap. 40 at the bottom of column 1; six verses from 
chap. 42 at the bottom of column 2; four verses from the beginning of chap. 44 at 
the bottom of column 3; three verses from chap. 48 at the bottom of column 5; 
three verses from chap. 51 or 52 at the bottom of column 7; six verses from 
chap. 64 or 65 at the bottom of column 12. He obtained this result by counting, 
first how many verses are present in the preserved sections of each column, then 
how many verses are missing between that end point and the beginning of the 
following column (taking 111 as reference). Then, based on the number of lines in 
a column taken up by the existing verses, he calculates the number of lines that 
would be necessary to contain the missing verses of 111. He establishes 48 lines as 
the average number of lines for the columns of 1 QIsab. He then observes that, for 
the columns mentioned above, the number of lines that would be necessary to 
contain the missing verses of 111 cxcceds this figure: for column 1, by 11 lines; for 
column 2, by nine lines; for column 3, by five lines; for column 5, by five lines; 
for column 7, by five lines, and for column 12, by six lines.

In what is preserved of lQIsab, two significant homeoteleutons can be noted: 
one of 12 words in 3 8 :13 and another of 15 words in 60:19-20. For a total of 301 
verses in Bl, there are 299 verses present in IQIsab and two verses lacking. It 
would be surprising, in view of this, to have to conclude with Garbini that, for a 
total o f 243 verses in 111, 213 verses were present in lQIsab at the bottom of col
umns that are now damaged, and 30 verses were lacking. In the part of Isaiah 
subject to this calculation, that is, 38:12 to the end o f the book, chance would 
have it that, for the part that was preserved, the proportion o f verses lacking is
0.66 percent, whereas in the part that was destined to be fodder for rodents, the 
proportion would be 12 percent, according to Garbini's calculations. Such a dif
ference is hardly probable. Garbini believed, however, that he had proceeded “in 
a manner that was difficult to confute [= refute] in our judgment.”35 I believe, 
however, that he committed a methodological error in choosing the verse as the 
unit of measure. Verses are of quite variable length. Let us look at a simple ex
ample: Taking as a basis of comparison an edition of the Hebrew Bible with the 
classical page arrangement, such as the Koren edition (= K), it can be observed 
that the 18 verses preserved in the first column o f lQIsab occupy 28 lines in K, 
while the 33 “missing” verses take up 42. This gives, for the preserved verses, an 
average length of 1.55 lines and for the “missing” verses an average length of 
1.27 lines. To illustrate these facts more clearly, we could point to verse 39:2 in

34. Garbini, “ lQIsab,” 17.
35. Ibid., 21.
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the preserved portion o f this column, a verse that takes up four lines in K, and in 
the “missing” portion, to verses 40:13, 18, 23, 25, 29, which each take up less 
than one line. Thus, one cannot take the verse as the unit o f measure.

Let us instead choose a more certain method of calculation: the number of 
lines in K. We can also profit from the fact that in most of the 13 adjacent col
umns that are preserved, the upper portions of the columns descend at least to the 
middle of the columns. First, let us calculate on the basis of the K edition the 
number of lines that separate the beginnings of two adjacent columns in lQIsab, 
then we will establish in K the central point of this textual block and locate it in 
the column of lQIsab. This will permit us to observe whether the central point is 
found at a stable or unstable number of lines with respect to the top of the col
umn, and it will also permit us to determine more precisely the average number 
of lines of the columns of lQIsa*1. Leaving to one side the final column, which 
does not lend itself to this calculation since it is incomplete, let us begin with the 
best preserved columns, and continue in order of decreasing preservation.

(a) 35 lines are preserved in column 10. It begins at the beginning of 57:17 and 
ends with 58:20a, corresponding to 57 lines and two words in K. The middle of 
this block is ΓΊ̂ ΓΠ in 58:14, the next to the last word in the 25th line in lQIsab.

(b) 35 lines are preserved in column 1 1. It begins with 58:20b and ends with 
of 62:2, which is 54.5 lines in K. The middle of this block is at the end of

60:17, the last word of the 26th line in lQIsab.
(c) 34 lines are preserved in column 9. It begins with 55:2b and ends with 

57:16, which is 59 lines minus two words in K. The middle of this block is 
ΟΓΡΓαη in 56:17, the first word of the 25th line in lQIsab.

(d) 33 lines are preserved in column 8. It begins with "jVtVN, the last word in 
52:7, and ends with 55:2a, which is 55.5 lines in K. The middle of this block is 
ΝϋΠ in 53:12, the middle of the 25th line in lQIsab.

(e) 3 1 lines are preserved in column 5. It begins with □,NU?3n in 46:3 and prob
ably ends with 48:16a, which is 58 lines minus two words in K. The middle of 
this block is ΓΠΓΠΖ7 in 47:11, the next to the last word of the 25th line in I QIsab.

(f) 28 lines are preserved in column 4. It begins with Ό  in 44:21 and ends with 
in 46:3, which is 53 lines in K. The middle of this block is ΠΤηΝΗ in 45:11,

two-thirds of the way through the 25th line in lQIsab.
(g) 27 lines are preserved in column 12. It begins with Vdt of 62:2 and ends 

with ,33il of 65:17, which is 81.5 lines in K. The middle of this block isnVwo in 
63:19, three-fourths of the way through the 26th line in lQIsab.

(h) 26 lines are preserved in column 6. It begins with 48:16b and ends with 
niQ’VDQ of 50:6, which is 59 lines in K. The middle of this block is ΓΠΓΡ in 49:13, 
the next to the last word of the 25th line in lQIsab.

Since the remaining columns have less than 24 lines preserved, they do not 
permit this calculation.



392 Part 3, Section I, Chapter 3

However, the results o f our calculation involving eight columns are clear 
enough, and do not at all permit us to infer notable differences in size between 
the contents of lQIsab and ΓΠ. Instead, if one accepts the hypothesis that the size 
of these two text blocks was identical, the fact that the middle of the contents is 
always located at the 25th or 26th line of lQIsab shows that, according to this hy
pothesis, the columns of lQIsab must have had 50-52 lines. Variation between 
these two amounts would not be at all surprising. Indeed, the columns of lQIsaa, 
preserved in their entirety, vary between 28 and 32 lines. In the case of lQIsab, 
the variation would thus be even less.

We do not claim in the least to have established that the dominant opinion, ac
cording to which lQIsab can be described as pre-Masoretic, is well-founded, but 
only that, in the size of its text, nothing contradicts such a statement. We will 
now attempt to check its validity in a more detailed analysis.

2. List o f  Variants

Limiting the investigation first to the cases where lQIsab is preserved, let us 
examine the relationship between 111 and the various Isaiah manuscripts yielded 
by the Qumran caves. Instead of listing all the variants, as was the case for Mur, 
we limited the list to those variants that seemed to be sufficiently characteristic. 
That is, we omitted purely graphical variants, those that consist of the presence or 
absence of a conjunctive waw, and exchanges of Vx and Vv. Here, then, in bibli
cal order, are the variants that the Qumran witnesses offer for the portions of Isa
iah preserved in lQIsab. In the following list la =  lQIsaa, etc.

la. 7:24: mnwpai * lb  + III: nWpTI (© = 111) [11
4a. 13:7: Π Τ3“ΙΓΙ * lab + ill: ΠΓ2ΊΠ (© ?) [2]
lb. 13:19: TTüVöö * III: IVoVaa, la: Γϋ*?»» (© ?) [3J
la. 16:8-9: homeoteleuton o f 20 words on * lb  + 111 (© = 111) [4J
la. 19:11: ΓΡΏ2Π * lb  + m: ’QDn (® = 111) [5J
la. 19:23: om. (in the transition from one column to the next) Φ lb  + 111: ΰΉΧΏ

(© = ill) [61
lb  and 4a? 22:17: “|Ü ]in  T m  * 111: *]üin im ,  la: *m  (© -»  111) [71
la  (and lb?) and 4a. 23:2: VDi? Φ III: *121? (© = var) [8]
la. ibid.: Φ lb  + 111; J ivb n  (© ?) [91
lb. 24:20: m unm  * in: nTmnm, la: Nim nm  (© ?) [10]
1 b. 26:1: ΠΧΤΠ ΠΤΙΡΠ, I a: ΠΧΊΤΠ TWH (4c: .jn Τ1ΡΠ) * 111: ΠΤΓΓΤ1ΡΠ (© ?) [ I IJ
la. 26:2: “piN tf * lb  + III: (© =111) [12J
lb. ibid.: * 111: K m , la: Χ Ό Ί (© =111) [ 13J
la. 26:3:1Πϋ3 * lb  + 4c + III: 1Πϋ3 ΓΠϋ3 (© * var) [14J
la. 28:16: *70’»  * HI: *T0\ lb: 10V (© ?) [151
la. 28:18: + Γ)Χ * lb  + ill: 1DD1 (© ?) [16]
lb. 30:13: XT3*1 ΠΠΰ1? *  la  + 111: XOTriDV (© =111) [17]
la. 38:12: hVdT * lb  + 111: riVin (© = 111) [18]
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1 b. 38:13: homeoteleuton of 12 words on ,3Q,t7U7n ( 1 a = 111) (© -  ill) [ 19]
lb. 38:14: Π[7^Π m n p  * !1Ι: Π|?ϋ?1? Ή Χ , la: nj?uni? ΊΪΤΧ (® » var) [20J
la. 38:17: ΓΠΙΧΰ * lb  + ill: ΊΏ (© ?) [21J
la. 38:18: ΠΙΟ XlVl * lb  + îïï: ΓΠ0 (© * var) [22]
lb. 38:19: ’3TÖ3 D m  * la  + m: DVn rTWD (© = m) [231
lb. ibid.: n*?X ^ îlt: *?X = l a 1 ( la 2: mVx) (© = m )  [24]
4b. 3 9 :1 : l?OU? Ό * lab + ill: l?QU?r l (© = var) [25]
la . ib id .: Γ Ρ Γ Η  *  lb  + III: ρ ί Π Ί  (© ?) [26]
la . 4 1 : 7 :  ü V lX  *  lb  + III: D ^ V l (© =111) [27]
la. 41:11: om. * lb + ill: . . .  1 J’XD Υ>ΓΓ (© =111) [28]
lb. ibid.: Wa^l /  VU: Π3Χν1, la: V d n a r  (© = la) [29]
la. 41:12: 'ΊΡΙΧΙ Φ lb  + ill: ’»W  DXXOn xVl DWpnn (© * m) [30J
la. 4 3 :3 : om. *  lb  + ill: ’ 3 (© *  ill) [31]
la. ibid.: *: om, ü: φ lb  + ill: *]3Plin8 (© » ill) [32]
la. ibid.: "pDO ffnXÖ * lb  + ill: ΪΓΊΧΟ “[1DD (© = ill) [331
la. ibid.: □,Χ30'Ι * lb  and 4g + ill: X301 (© ?) [341
lb. 4 3 :4 : ΓΠΠΧ1 Φ 111 and la*: p x i ,  la*: ΓΠΠΧ1 (© ?) [35]
lb. 4 3 :6 : * p p  * la  + ill: ’32 (© » ill) [36]
lb. ibid.: "[Tlim * la + ill: ΎΠΙΠΙ (© « ill) [37]
lb. 43:10: ΤΠΠΧ1 * la  + ill: ηΠΧΊ (© * ill) [38]
la . ib id .: ΓΡΠ  *  l b  + ΙΠ: Γ Ρ ί Γ  (© »  ill) 139]
la. 4 3 :2 3 : nVll?V * lb  and 4g + ill: "pnVl? (© * m) [40]
la . 4 3 :2 5 : H i?  T D T X  *  l b  + ill: " D Î X  (© =*ill) [4 1 ]
lb. 45:2: D n n m , la: D’IlH l * ill: □’’ΊΠΠΙ (© = var) [421
la . ib id .: "IW IX1 * l b  + ill: ΊΙΖ7ΊΧ (© = ill) [4 3 ]
la. 4 5 :8 : <7Π  * lb  + ill: iVp (© « ill) [44]
la. ibid.: . . .  *7 Ί?3ΧΠ * lb  + ill: ΠΠΰΠ (© -> ill) [451
la . ib id .: o m . * l b  + ill: T T IX “D  ΓΠΓΡ ' i X  Ι Π ’’ (© = ill) [461
la. 4 5 :9 : ΊΏΊΧΠ ’ΊΠ * lb + ill: "ΙΟΠ ΐηΧΥΙ (© = ill) [471
la . 4 5 :1 3 : o m . *  lb  + ill: ’ T l?  (© = ill) [48]
la . 4 6 :5 : Π Ώ 7 Χ Ϊ *  lb  + ill: ΠΏ131 (© ?) [49 ]
I a and 4 c . 4 6 :9 : Π Χ  * 1 b + ill: O i X  (© ?) [5 0]
la. 46:10: ÎTCW» * lb  + ill: Πϋ?1?Χ (© = 111) [51J
la. 4 6 :1 1 :  r r m S ’ * lb  and 4c + ill: ’ΓΠ2Ρ (© * ill) [52]
la. 4 6 :1 3 : ΤΏΎψ * lb  + ill: T im p, 4c: ΤΙΖΠρΠ (© * ill) [53]
la. 4 7 : 1 :  p x n  Vi? ^ lb  -t- ill: f l x V  (© -► ill) [541
la. 47:2: “pVlU? * lb  and 4d + ill: Vau? (© ?) [55]
I a. 4 7 : 1 2 :  o v n  ii?T 1 1 b + m: r r x V a  ’x rw n  ’ V ix  ’ V a in  ’ V ix  (© — ni) [56]
la . 4 8 :1 7 :  Γ Ο Ή Τ Π  *  l b ^ a n » ,  4 d  + ill: p m »  (© ?) [5 7 ]
la. ibid.: Π2 1*?n "IU?X * lb and 4d + 111: "|Vn (© » var) [58]
la. 48:20: om. Φ lb  and 4d + ill: ΠΊΧ^ΊΠ (© = ill) [59]
la. 4 8 :2 1 : a n n  * lb  and 4d + ill: V’TH (© = ill) [60J
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lb. 49:3: ΊΚΰΠΠ 2 la  + III: ΊΧΰΓϊΧ (© = m) [61 ] 
la. 49:5: “p S T  * lb  + ill: n r  (© » 111) [62] 
la. ibid.: * lb  + ill: TO (© * m) [63J
lb. 49:6: Vp3H * la  + IK: Vp3 (© = III) [64] 
la. ibid.: Vx"IW’ Φ lb  + ill: 3p3P (© -  m ) [651 
la. ibid.: 3Tp3P * lb  + III: Vx*HZT (© = m) [661 
lab. 49:7: ΓΠΓΡ ’Π Κ  *  m : ΪΤΠ» (© = m ) [671 
la. ibid.: HdVxU * lb  + IR: Vxi (© = var) [68]
la. ibid.: 1ΧΊ lb + ill: 1XT (© = ill) [69]
la .  49:8: ΓΟΊΤ1?Χ * lb  + ill: *]’n*TO (© = ill) [70J 
la. 50:11: üVlD φ lb  + 111: OdVd (© = 111) [71J 
la .  51:2: ÏTIDXI *  l b  + ill: V O ID  XI (© = 111) [72] 
la. 51:3: + ΠΠ3ΚΊ|Ή’ 03 *  lb  + HI: om. (© = ill) [73] 
la. 51:5: vV x and Ί3?ητ Φ lb  + ill: ’Vx and 'ΊΠΤ (© = 111) [741
la. 51:6: Π^Χ ΠΧ Χ Ί3 V3 ΊΧΊΊ Φ ill: nVnn TJÜD p x m  1Π*?03 O W ’D + lb

n V a[... (© = m ) [75] 
lb. 51:7: □nD'ttOQ'l, la^: □η'ΙΟΙΛΏΏΙ * 111 DnSTVyi, la*: □mD'QQI (© ?) [76] 
la. 52:8: DVip * lb + 111: Vip (2nd) (© = 111) [77] 
la .  ibid.: + □, 0ΓΠ 3 * lb  + ill: ]T>X (© « var) [78J 
la. 52:9: Π3Π * lb  + ill: Ί33Ί (© « var) [79] 
lb. 52:11: om. *  la  + 111: ΓΟΊΠΰ ΊΧ^ (® » 111) 180] 
la. 52:12: + Χ ΐρ ’ ρ Χ Π  V o VnVx * lb  + 111: om. (© = 111) [81] 
lb . 52:13: XW31 ΓΟΠ * l a  + ill: ΓΟΧΙ XW31 (© ?) [821 
la. 52:14: ’ITOÖ * lb  + ill: JTOÖ (©=111) [831 
lb. ibid.: Π Π Ί Φ 111: ΤΊΧΓΠ, la: ΤΊΧΤΓΠ (© ?) [841 
la. 52:15: "KPX ΠΧ * lb + 111: “MX (© ?) [851 
la .  53:2: V? Π Π  * lb  + ill: T in  (© = ill) [861 
lb .  53:3: D’S X ao  * ill: ΓΠ3Χ3Ϊ3, la :  ΓΠ3ΤΧ30 (© ?) [87] 
la . ibid.: irm331 * III: ΠΤ33 (2nd), lb : ΠΤ33Ί (© = ill) [881 
lb . 53:8: inpV * ill: npV, la : npiV (© » ill) [89]
4d. 5 3 :1 0 : * p x m  * lab + ill: • p X ’’  (© * ill) [90]
lab. and 4d. 53:11: ΎΙΧ ΠΧΤ Φ ill: ΠΧΤ (© » var) [91 ]
lab. and 4d. 53:12: *[ΧϋΠ * III: ΧϋΠ (© = var) [92J
lb. and 4d. ibid.: O îm œ V l, la: n a n ’SHPsVl * III: □1i7^D,71 (© » var) [93]
lab. 54:3: ΉΣΠ”  * ill: Wl”  (© = III) [941
lb. 5 5 :5 :1WX [’I'M * la  + III: *1X1 (© = var) [951
la*b. ibid.: Iim pl * laü + ill: ttmpVl (© = var) [96]
lb. 55:8: TQwrra üDfTiOwnö * 1 a + ni : μ τ ιό ιρ π ώ  τ ιό ιρ π ο  (© = m) [971
la. 55:9: m u o  * lb  + III: ΤΠ3Λ (1st) (© » var) [98]
lab. 5 5 :1 1 :  "IWX n x  * ill: "IWX (3rd) (© ?) [99]
lb. ibid.: TinVw Φ la  + ill: m nV w  (© = var) [100]
la. 55:12: lDVn φ lb  + III: pVmn (© =111) [101]
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la. 55:13: DIX * lb + 111: 01Π (© = ill) [102]
la. ibid.: v m  * lb  + 111: ΓΡΓΠ (© = m ) [103]
la. ibid.: DWVl mxV * lb  + 111: mxV DltfV (© = 111) [104]
la. 56:1: ΓΡΟ ΧΌ * lb  + m: ΓΟ (© = 111) [105]
la . 5 6 :5 : r w n V  Φ l b  + 111: V? (© »  va r) [1 0 6 ]
la .  56:6: nx  o n o ie n  m rr  dip nx ■paVi □’’■o j?'? 1*? nvnV * i b  + m : mu?*?

i q ü t V d  iV  n v n V  m n 1 dw  n x  m n x V i  (© = m ) [ 1 0 7 ]  
la . 5 6 :7 : p î n V  1*727·» *  lb  and 4h  + 111: ] i n V  (© = 111) [1 0 8 ] 
la . 5 6 :9 : Π Ρ Π  (2 x )  *  lb  + 111: Ι Π ’ Π  ( 2 x )  (© ?) [1 0 9 ]
I b. 56:10: □,ΠΠ ΠΏΠ * 1 b + 111: ΠΊΠ (© « 111) [110]
la. 56:12: Π[73Ί φ 111: Π Π ρ χ , 1 b npX (© -► var) [111]
la. ibid.: ’ΓΠ * lb  + 111: ΓΡΓΠ (© -»· ill) [112]
la. 57:2: vnOJW Û * lb  + 111: Dm33U?» (© — 111) [113]
la. 57:17: "ΙΠΟΗΧΊ, 4d: ΊΠΟΧΊ * lb + 111: ΊΠΟΠ (© « var) [114]
la. 57:18: om. * lb  + lïï: ΊΓΙΠϋΧΊ (© -► ill) [1 151
la. ibid.: xV? DOinan xV7 Φ lb  + 111:1*7 ΒΌΠΐ (© = var) [1161
lb. 58:3: 1TTK17M, la: im W D J * 111: WD3 (© = var) [117]
I b. 58:5: *]WXT * 111: ΉΜΠ, 1 a: 1127Χ1Ί (© = var) [118]
I a and 4d. ibid.: ΊΧΊρη * 1 b + 111: X"ipn (© » var) [119] 
la. 5 8 :6 : 1WX m x n  *  lb  + 111: DIX (© »  111) [120] 
la. 5 8 :7 : TQ irVODI * lb  + ill: TTIODI (© « m) 1121J 
la. ibid.: ^Vnn ^ lb  + 111: oVvnn (© « 111) [122] 
la. 5 8 :1 1 :  Γ Π Π Χ Μ  *  lb  + 111: Π Ί Π Χ Π Χ η  (© ?) [123] 
lb. ibid.: la: Φ ill: (© = var) [124]
la. 5 8 :1 2 : ΊΧΊρΐ *  lb  + m : ΧΊρτ (© = ill) [125] 
lb. ibid.: T tPö * 111: 3 3 m  la: 331WQ (© ?) [126]
4n. 5 8 :1 3 : η31ΖΠ?3 * lab + ΠΤ: n3t27?3 (© = var) [127] 
la  and 4n. ibid.: niWIÖ * lb  + 111: nHW (© -  var) [128]
4n. ibid.: ΠΠ331 * lab + 111: ΤΓΠ331 (© ?) [1291
lb. 58:14: * pO im , la: Π33Ό"ΙΠ1 * 111: *]’Π33ΊΓΠ (© = var) [130]
la. ibid.: HD^’DXHI * lb + ill: fnVDXm (© = var) [131]
la. 59:1: ΤΊΠΧ HDD * lb  + 111: Ί3ΤΧ Π133 (© = 111) [132]
la. 5 9 :3 : om. * lb + ill: *lj?ttrH31 DDTHnDW (© = 111) [133]
lab. 5 9 :4 : T IÜ 3  * 111: Π Ίϋ 3  (© « var) [1 3 4 ]
lb. ibid.: Ή31 * la + ill: “DTI (© » var) [135]
lab. ibid.: VPVim Φ ill: tV iH I (© = var) [136]
la. 59:21: om. * lb  + ill: ΓΠΓΡ ΊΏΧ (2nd) (© = ill) [137]
lb. 60:4: ΠΙΊΜΠ * la  + 111: Π3Ρ3ΧΠ (© = var) [1381
la .  60:5: "inn * lb + ill: 1ΠΏΊ m n n  (© -*· 111) [139]
la . 6 0 :9 : ’ 33 *  lb  + 111: *1’ 33 (© = 111) [1 4 0 ]
la. 60:13: T’Vx'l*]V)D3 * lb  + ill: "p*7X (© =111) [141]
la .  ib id .: ΊΠΊΠΓΠ *  lb  + ill: ΊΓΠΠ (© =1H) [142J
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lb. 60:14: V3 ΠΊΠΰ?, la: *713 ΠΙΠΕ? * ill: ΠΙΠΐΡ (© « ill) [I43J 
la. 60:19: nV’Vn ΠΤΠ * lb + ill: ΠΤΠ (© -► var) [144J
lb. 60:19-20: homeoteleuton of 15 words on oVll? nxV  ( la  = ill) (© = ill) [145J
lb. 60:21: om. * la  + ill: “ISl (© = ill) [146]
la. ibid.: ΓΠΓΡ ’17ÜÖ Φ illK: 11?U?3. illQ: ’’VÜQ. lb: W ö ö  (© ?) [147]
lab. ibid.: Y T  * ill: Ή’ (© = var) [148]
la. 61:1: ΠΙΠ’ Φ ill: ΠΤΤ ’ΠΧ, lb: DTlVx ΓΠ[Π'’ (© = var) [149]
la. 62:2: 1X"lp1 * lb + ill: Xipi (© = ill) [150]
I a. 62:5: *711733 * I b + ill: Vm ’ (© = var) [151] 
lab. 62:6: om. * ill: ΤΉΓΊ (© = ill) [152]
1 b. 62:7: OS1? # ill : . . .  1 }:n3,_ni; 1*7, l a : . . .  1 p i3 ,,_ni?l JO* 11? 1*7 (© — var) [153]
lb. 62:8: f w a  * la  + ill: 17ΠΤ31 1IW3 (© * ill) [154]
lb. ibid.: ΓΙΧ] ΤΙ», la: ”[3Λ“Τ 111? * ill: I'll? η^ΤΠ Χ  (© = var) [155]
lb. 62:10: pX  * la  + ill: pXO (© = var) [156]
la. ibid.: DO1D ΙΠΰΧ ηΜΠ * lb  + ill: □,Ώ1?ΓΓ,71? 01 ΙΰΉΠ (© = ill) [1571
la. 62:11: U T O  * lb  + ill: IPQWH (© » ill) [1581
I a. 62:12: IXip·* * 1 b + ill: Xip’ (© = ill) [ 159]
la. 6 3 :1 : Πρ*Τ1?3 * m :  η ρ τ η ,  lb : p iS 3  (© ?) [160]
la. 63:2: ΤΠ  * lb + ill: m 3  (© -  ill) [161]
la. 63:3: ,»Öl?Öl * lb  + ill: (© « ill) [162J
1 a. ibid.: om. * 1 b + ill: vtt3~171? ΠΠ2Η PI *ΤΐΰΠ3 30731X1 ,DX3 D3TTX1 (© ?) [ 163]
lb. 63:5: W’X *!H: TO, la: "IT11? (© * ill) [164]
la. ibid.: p i n  Φ lb  + ill: "|Q1D (© ?) [165]
la. 65:18: V^l * lb + ill: 1^X1 (© -► var) [1661
la. 65:23: *p3 * ill: ’3113, lb: ’3Ί3 (© -  var) [1671
la. 66:2: ΓΠ1 * lb + ill: ΤΓΠ (© ?) [1681
lb. 66:4: D m iO S f l , la: Π0ΤΓηΤ11ϊ031 Φ ill: ΠΓΠΊλΏΊ (© = ill) [1691
la. 66:8: ΠΧΤ* lb  + ill: ΠΧΊ (© = ill) [170]
1 a. 66:9: ΠΊΧ17Χ1 * 1 b + ill: ΤΠΧΐη (© -► ill) [1711 
1 a. 66:11 : ΓΤΰΰ * I b + ill: ΓΤΏ (© ill) [ 172] 
la. 66:12: witfimwn # lb + ill: W lW n  (© ?) [173] 
la. 66:16: om. * lb  + 111: nVP (2nd) (© = ill) [174] 
la. 66:19: ΠΙΠΙΧ * lb  + ill: DIX (© » var) [175] 
la. 66:20:11131311331 * lb + ill: Γ11Ί3Ί331 (© ?) [176]

3. Overall Appraisal o f  the 176 Variants
Out of these 176 variants, we can see that lQ lsab sides with ill 121 times, of 

which 113 are identical to ill (99 times alone and 14 times together with another 
Qumran witness), and eight are closer to ill than to the variant. lQIsab sides with 
the variant 55 times (39 times as the single witness for the variant, and 16 times 
together with another Qumran witness).
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With regard to these data, only lQIsa3 among the Qumran witnesses can be 
compared to lQIsab, because it alone attests all the cases. We can observe that 
lQIsaa sides with III 39 times, of which 24 are identical to 111 (19 times alone and 
five times together with another Qumran witness), and 15 are closer to III than to 
the variant. lQIsaa sides with the variant 137 times (112 times as single witness 
for the variant and 25 times together with another Qumran witness).

In addition to these statistics, lQIsa3 and lQIsab are allied with 111 five times 
against the variant, while they are together 21 times in support of a variant. But it 
must also be stated that, out of the 15 times where we deemed lQIsaa closer to 111 
than to the variant, in ten of those cases it differs from 111 only by a variant spell
ing, twice it was distinguished from 111 by the addition o f a doublet, once by a cor
rection, and twice by another slight variant. Concerning lQIsab, out of the eight 
times where we judged it closer to 111 than to the variant, in two cases it differs 
from 111 only by a variant spelling, and in six cases by other slight variants.

If we try to situate these 176 variants with respect to <9, we observe that in 89 
cases © agrees with 111,36 in ten cases it is in approximate agreement with it,37 in 
two cases it agrees with a witness close to in,38 in 39 cases it agrees with the vari
ant,39 in four cases it is in approximate agreement with the variant,40 and in 32 
cases it cannot be situated with respect to either 111 or the variant.41 Thus, it would 
be wrong to claim that the Vorlage of © was closer to the “Qumran manuscripts” 
than to 111.

We will now examine in detail some of the general information just furnished. 
We begin with the observation that lQIsa0 sides with 111 39 times (and with the 
variant 137 times), while lQIsab sides with 111 121 times (and with the variant 55 
times), an observation that clearly situates lQIsab closer to 111 than lQIsaa is.

We will then attempt to classify the types of variants with respect to 111 that are 
encountered in lQIsaa and in lQIsab.

4. The 21 Variants Supported by Both lQIsa“ and lQ Isah
We begin with the 21 variants supported by both lQIsau and lQIsab.
[81 In 23:2, against Sukenik, it seems clear that 1 QIsab has Ή[... or Vlf... as the 

ending of a word that 111 gives in the form but the two following words are 
indeed “pxVtt D"1 (as in 111). lQIsa“ has the more coherent reading D’’ VOy
for these three words. As for 4QIsaa, we have stated elsewhere why its corrected 
and fragmentary text should probably be read "|xVü □’ IlDi?.42 The three Qumran

36. Cases marked “© = 111” in the list above.
37. Cases marked “© —► ill” in the list above.
38. Cases [28] and [149].
39. Cases marked “© = var” in the list above.
40. Cases marked “© —►var" in the list above.
41. Cases marked “© ?” in the list above.
42. CTAT Vol. 2, 162—63. The reasons for the decision o f the textual committee can be 

found there.
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witnesses (to the extent that they are preserved) then agree with 111 in reading 
□ΌΊ □‘’Ö3V For this unit o f five words, © offers διαπερώντες την θάλασσαν έν 
υδατι πολλω. The committee judged the reading of lQIsaa to be original and those 
of the other witnesses to derive from a haplography —>"|X!7?3) that pointed
interpreters of this word toward the defective spelling "ΙΧ^Ώ, read as the third- 
person plural perfect of the verb X1?^. Not knowing how to deal with this word, © 
preferred to omit it. From this appraisal, we can situate lQIsaa and lQIsab with 
respect to 111. Four stages can be discerned:

a. lQIsa11 represents the original state of the text,
b. in 4QIsaa the said haplography took place,
c. in lQIsab the plene spelling -pxVû was added to the haplography,
d. Ill modified this by dropping the ending (waw  or yod) of the first word.

We conclude that lQIsab belongs to the stage immediately preceding the conso
nantal standardization of 211, while lQIsaa comes at the beginning of this textual 
history.

[11] In 26:1, the expression ΠΤΠ ΤΙΙ̂ Γΐ in 111 constitutes a biblical hapax, while 
the reading of I QIsab (ΠΧΤΠ ΠΤ1ΡΠ) is found in ten other places (Exod 15:1; Num 
21:17; Deut 31:19 [2x], 21,22, 30; 32:44; 2 Sam 22:1; Ps 18:1). lQIsaa offers the 
heterogeneous form ΠΧΤΠ TUT!, and it is very difficult to say whether it is the 
source of the others (where 111 and lQIsa*1 each harmonized in different direc
tions) or whether it is the first stage of a shift from the rare form attested by 111 to
ward the usual form attested by lQIsab. 4QIsac (...]Π TWH) is only partially ac
cessible. © (τό ασμα τούτο) does not permit a statement about which of the 
competing forms was in its Vorlage.

[42] In 45:2, © (και ορη) supports the reading of lQIsaa (□'’Tim ), while the 
reading of lQIsab (□’’ΎΙΊΓΙΊ) is situated halfway between it and the reading of 111 
(□ m in i) . For the following word, the support is reversed, with © (όμαλιώ) sup
porting 111 and I QIsab ( W1X), against I QIsaa (Ί1271Χ·’). Here, the reading of 111 could 
be original, with the passive participle ΤΠΠ occurring again in Isa 6 3 :1 (and only 
there in the Bible). lQIsa1’ would then be the result of a confusion of res and dalet, 
from which lQIsa3 (and the Vorlage o f ©) would have obtained an entirely coher
ent reading through the omission of the mater lectionis. However, it is more likely 
that the evolution occurred in the opposite direction. Indeed, “IW5?? is a high plain, 
and the verb Ί1£ΗΧ thus suits very well, meaning the transformation of mountains 
into high plains. In this event, it must be supposed that from the original text (pre
served by lQIsaa and the Vorlage of ©), a confusion of res and dalet would have 
engendered the (unattested) reading □νΠΠΊ, which 111 erroneously supplied with a 
mater lectionis under the influence of 63:1. lQIsab would have then mixed the 
consonants of lQIsaa with the vocalization of 111.

[67] In 49:7, ill agrees with © in offering a single divine name (ΓΠΓΡ), while 
lQIsaa and lQIsab have m rp TlX. But this variant can not be treated in isolation. 
Indeed, just after this (or these) word(s). 111 and lQIsab have ’7X“W ’ Vx[1]}, while
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lQIsaa offers *?X*1UP and © has ό ρυσάμενός σε ό θεός Ισραήλ. The most
restrained form, therefore, is that o f III, while the others appear to be successive 
and sometimes divergent amplifications of it.

[76] In 51:7, lQIsab (DnDlJQQI) is distinguished from III (□nD"UQ'l) by the dou
ble mem, while the first hand of lQIsaa agrees with III (although a plene spelling 
inserts waw before the pe), and its second hand (by adding a mem) opted for the 
reading in lQIsab. The Vorlage of © (και τώ φαυλισμώ αυτών) cannot be situated 
with respect to this variant. Outside of this passage, Biblical Hebrew knows two 
forms of substantives derived from rpX the singular form HDTia (Ezek 5:15, a 
form that Ben Yehuda mentions in no other place) and the plural form D’DTia (Isa 
43:28, Zeph 2:8, and four times in Qumran writings43). The feminine plural 
form44 niD'IJ in III here appears to constitute a hapax in the Hebrew. The two 
mems in lQIsab (and the second hand of lQIsaa) allow an interpretation of the 
second mem as the preformative of a Piel participle, which was standard usage 
(twice in the Bible and 19 times in Mishnaic Hebrew45). However, the chiastic 
parallelism with the preceding half-line points toward an abstract substantive, 
which © also read here. Thus, we consider it more likely that the repetition of the 
mem  in lQIsab (and in the corrected reading of IQIsa;i) was an attempt to assimi
late the rare form of III to a more common form.

[91], 192], and [93] In Isa 53:11-12, we encounter a group of variants related 
by the fact that III is isolated vis-a-vis four witnesses that are closely and clearly 
interdependent. As such, these three variants occupy a unique position in the en
tire textual problematic of the book of Isaiah.

a. [91] In 1 laa, 111 juxtaposes the two verbs ΙΠΙΡ1’ ΠΧΤ, while lQIsab offers the 
reading ...]W> TIN ΠΝΤ. 4QIsad has .p W  [,.]X ΠΧΤ, 1 QIsaa has TIN ΠΝΤ, 
and © has δείξαι αύτφ φως και πλήσαι.46

b. [92] In 53:12ba III has DO! ΝΟΠ, while one finds DOI *»[... in lQIsab, ,XL?n 
ÜO1 in 4QIsad and lQIsa3, and αμαρτίας πολλών in ©.

c. [93] In 53:12bß III offers □’JWdV'I, whereas lQIsab has DrPJHPDVl, 4QIsad has 
.]ΓΡ1ΗΡ371, lQIsaa has norPJJUJsVl, and © has και διά τάς αμαρτίας αυτών.

Elsewhere we treated in detail problems posed by these three variants, noting 
that the four concurring textual forms (lQIsa®, lQIsab, 4QIsad, and ©) could not 
have stemmed from a single recensional activity aimed at creating a standard 
textual type.47 Consequently, we concluded that it was more likely that 111 had 
either suffered accidentai alteration or was deliberately changed.

43. According to M aterials, 6182.
44. The feminine plural ending is confirmed by the plene  spelling o f lQIsaa.
45. According to M aterials, 6182.
46. It is surprising that Ziegler prints πλάσαι here (with all the Greek witnesses) without 

even mentioning the conjecture πλήσαι suggested by Grabe, which Schleusner (IV, 354) cites 
with approval. In fact, the verb πιμπλάναι translates the verb 25 times in the Bible.

47. CTATVol. 2, 403-7 .
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[94J In 54:3ba ill has the singular UH”  corresponding to κηρονομήσει in ©, 
while lQIsa3 and lQIsab have the plural 'KPT'’, probably an assimilation to the 
parallel verb in 3bß The more difficult reading in !Tt is supported in the
Cairo and Firkovitch manuscripts by a Mp underscoring the fact that this is the 
sole occurrence of the form where the syllable bearing a z.aqef qaton is vocalized 
qames (ΦΤ?).

[961 In 60:9b one reads ηΐΧΰ (Χ)Ό V n W  UnipVl I ’HODVx ΠΙΓΡ DU?1? in m, 
lQIsa0,48 and lQIsab. In 55:5b m has *pXD Ό  V xW ’ ttmpVl "pnVx ΓΓΙΤ 
while 1 QIsab has “pXD Ό  Vx'KP'’ ttm p i I ’nVx ΓΠΓΡ ]i;oV.49 With the same plene 
spellings that are found in 60:9b, the first hand of lQIsa3 has the reading of 
lQIsah here, while the second hand brings it into conformity with lit. By pointing 
out that this form figures three times50 in the Bible, a Mp (given in the Cairo. 
Aleppo,51 and Firkovitch manuscripts) protects the reading ΙΖλΠρ’7'1 in 55:5. Is this 
reading original, or might it not rather have arisen from an assimilation to the 
parallel in 60:9, where it is more fitting?

[991 In 55:11 ill has TTinVw HPX r rV x m  ΤΙΧΟΠ TPX ΠΧ HWi? DX Ό , and lQIsau 
and lQIsab agree in inserting ΠΧ before the last "lt£?X. This appears to be a ques
tion of assimilation to the syntax of the preceding half-line. Certainly, the Hiphil 
o f nVîi can have either a transitive value (with the object complement expressing 
the endeavor in which the subject succeeds) or an intransitive value (with the en
deavor that succeeds performing the function of subject). It is the latter possibil
ity (which would make *KPX the subject) that applies here. With και εύοδώσω τάς 
όδούς σου, © assimilates to the nine times where the Hiphil (in ill) has the sub
stantive ĴTJ as an object complement.

[1171 In 58:3aß ill reads while the complement is plural in lQIsau
0miWD3) and lQIsab 0ÏTIWD3). In the entire Bible, the word occurs with 
possessive plural suffixes 27 times in the plural and 69 times in the singular. But 
here the proportions are reversed. Indeed, we have in Isa 58:3 the only case 
where U7D3 in the singular with a plural suffix functions as an object complement 
of the Piel of H3i?. In the five other cases where it assumes this function with a 
plural possessive (Lev 16:29, 31; 23:27, 32; Num 29:7), the noun is plural. Thus 
it seems that the reading in lQIsaa and lQIsab is an attempt at harmonization. © 
has the plural τάς ψυχάς ημών here.

[1241 In 58:11 ill offers f»^TT “p n Q S in , while lQIsab has tcVi t  " p n o S in  and 
lQIsaa has '12Ρ<?ΓΡ It seems clear that lQIsab should be interpreted as a
Niplial (with the sense of “to be set free,” as in Ps 60:7; 108:7; Prov 11:8,9). This 
would be the original reading, with ill assimilating to in the previous line.

48. This manuscript adds the two letters that are in parentheses.
49. With several small lacunac that do not interfere with the identification o f any o f the 

words.
50. The third being Ps 89:19.
51. This manuscript gives the corresponding Mm.
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lQIsa“ offers a hybrid reading with the plural (= lQIsab) of the Hiphil (= III). 
lQIsab has the support of ©, which also read a Niphal: πιανθήσεται.

[ 130J and [131J In 58:14aß and ba, ÏÏI gives the two verbs “prQDim and 
■prfoxm , while lQIsab offers * p O im  and ynV axm , and lQIsaa has η33ΌΊΓΠ 
and rDz’DXm. It is tempting to regard the asymmetrical reading of lQIsab as 
primitive, with lQIsaa and 111 harmonizing in opposite directions. © however, 
with και άναβιβάσει σε and και ψωμιεΐ σε, supports the reading of lQIsa3. Does 
this mean that the reading is primitive, and was then distorted by lQIsab with re
gard to the first verb and then finally, harmonized by 111 on this inferior base? Or 
did the process unfold in the opposite direction, beginning with the reading of 111, 
from which the first person was then eliminated because it was out of place in the 
immediate context?

[134] and [136] In 59:4b four absolute infinitives follow each other in ÏÏI: 
ITitt3. “1511' ήΠ , and T/iiT l. lQIsab regards these four verbs as 3mp perfects: 
ΊΠΙΌ, 1131, n n ,  and ΊΤ71ΓΠ. Given that the function of the absolute infinitive as 
the equivalent of a conjugated verb fell out of use for the most part in the Jewish 
period, there is a strong chance that this is a case of syntactic modernization. It 
seems clear that lQIsa“ is situated on the path from !ll to lQIsab. Indeed, it has (as 
lQIsab) 1Πϋ3 and TPVim, but preserves "QYI (as til) and (by way of correction) 
gives ΠΠΠ (instead of ΓΤΠΠ, the plene spelling of the absolute infinitive). From 
the third person plurals used in ®. no conclusion can be drawn about its Vorlage.

[143] In 60:14, according to HI, the verb Ό^ΓΠ has "p3i?Q ’33 as its subject, 
while lYlTWm has “p¥X30 Vd as its subject. lQIsa3 and lQIsab differ from this 
only in the insertion of V p p  before ’’33. This is an amplification that assimilates 
to "PXX3Q Vd. If the word were original here, it is difficult to imagine what could 
have led 111 to omit it.

[148] The various witnesses agree on the contents of 60:21a addressed to 
Zion: “Your people shall all be righteous; they shall possess the land forever.” In 
21b, 111 has IKDnnV Τ» HUWB WüO "1X3 with a Qere ’ÿüQ for the second word, 
while 1 QIsaa has IKDnnV Y»T ’UWO m m  1X3. Omitting the first word, 1 QIsab 
offers INDnnV PT* © translates φυλάσσων τό φΰτευμια, εργα χειρών
αύτοΰ εις δόξαν.

a. Thus the last three witnesses agree in reading VT* instead of the reading ,T’ 
o f ill.

b. As for the first word ("1X3), its absence in lQIsab has little chance of being 
original. Though it did not understand the word, © attests its presence with 
φυλάσσων.

c. The second word also poses a difficulty. First, we note that it was understood 
as a plural both in the vocalization of the Masoretic Qere and in the readings of 
lQIsaa and lQIsab. It was understood as a singular by ©. lQIsab and the Ketliiv 
of îll give the word a 3ms pronominal suffix. The reading of lQIsaa ΓΠΓΡ ’’17Ü0 
can be explained in two ways: Either it involves a gloss on the reading VVOft
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attested by lQIsab, or it is the addition of a complement allowing the reading 
in the Qere o f III to be interpreted as a plural construct state.

These observations lead to the conclusion that the Kethiv o f III (with the uncer
tainty about the vocalization Î17ÜQ or 1VÜQ) has a good chance of constituting the 
original state of the text. The variant [ 148] that concerns us here, in lQIsaa, 
1 QIsab, and ©, would then be an assimilation of the first person suffix o f ’T  to the 
third person suffix of

[152] In 62:6aß 111 has WTT» nV Τ0Π  nV’Vn Vdi mTt *7D. The word Τ75Π is at
tested by neither lQIsaa nor lQIsab. However, the words οι διά τέλους in © attest 
its presence. This word lends a fine rhythmic support to the following verb. So it 
is probably original here, but the two Qumran manuscripts omitted it, consider
ing it superfluous after the four preceding words.

[155] 62:8b essentially involves the transposition of two words. Ill has *]33Π ΠΝ 
Til?, while lQIsaa offers “|3Λ“Γ "Hi? and lQIsab (taking into account the size of the 
segment where the ink is faded) "|3Ap ΠΝ] "I'll?. With si ετι δώσω τον σΐτόν σου, © 
also appears to have read Π17 before " p i  ΠΝ.

[169] In 66:4aa, NI has DnV NON onTUm OrpVVvrü "ΙΠ3Ν ’3N DJ. lQIsab ap
pears to offer a variant only for the fifth word, where it has ΟΓΠλΟΠΡ. For the 
fourth and fifth words, lQIsaa has nBrpn'Tl'UftD'l Π0ΓΡ^1?ΓΟ, while © translates 
4aa κάγώ έκλέξομαι τά έμπαίγματα αύτών και τάς αμαρτίας άνταποδώσω αύτοΐς. 
In spite of the fact that it did not understand the meaning of the fifth word, © did 
not read -3 before this noun. The preposition appears to have been introduced by 
1QI saa and lQIsab through assimilation to the preceding word. But it disturbs the 
syntax o f HI, which correctly makes “the things that they dread” the object com
plement of “I will bring about.”

If we now attempt to classify these 21 variants supported by both lQIsa3 and 
lQIsab, we can place them in the following categories:

a. The variants that have the greatest weight are [91], [92], and [93], because 
they have the support of the only four witnesses to be rooted in a textual state 
prior to standardization: lQIsaa, lQIsab, 4QIsad, and ©. These three variants 
constitute a unique case in Isaiah: They are the only real variants attested by 
one or the other of these witnesses with respect to 111 for the three consecutive 
verses 53:11, 53:12, and 5 4 :1.

b. In [8] and [42], lQIsaa and lQIsab appeared to be untouched by the accident 
that ill suffered (omission of the ending in [8] and the confusion of "I and "I in 
[42]), and to which 111 subsequently made adjustments.

c. In [11], [76], [117], [134], and [136], !Tl is distinguished by its use of a rarer 
form, while lQIsab opts for a more common form. lQ Isaa is related to lQIsab 
in [117], [134], and [136], but holds an intermediary position in [11], and in 
[76] follows ill in its first hand, while the second hand is related to lQIsab.
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d. In [67J lQIsa3 and lQIsab are distinguished from 111 by an amplifying addi
tion, while in 1152J, they are distinguished from it by the omission of a word 
they regarded as superfluous.

e. In eight cases, the variants appear to consist of assimilations to the context or 
to another passage. In [941, [991, [1301, [143], [148], and [169], it is ill that 
appears to have resisted assimilation to the context, while in [124] it yielded 
to it, and lQIsab resisted it best. In [96], probably involving assimilation to a 
similar passage in the same book, it is IQIsab and the first hand of lQIsaa that 
resisted assimilation best, while ill and the second hand of I QIsaa yielded to it.

f. Finally, in [155J, which involves the transposition o f two words, it is difficult 
to come to a decision on the direction in which the transposition took place.

We conclude that the unity of variants [91], [92], and [93] shows that lQIsab is 
clearly situated before the proto-Masoretic textual stabilization, of which Mur 
(in the case of the Twelve Prophets) is a characteristic product. The other 18 
variants examined fall into the category of the minor variations that can show up 
within a single stream of textual transmission.

5. Characteristics That Distinguish lQ Isab from  1 QIsa“ 
in the List o f  176 Variants
Since we have suggested that lQIsaa would be a good candidate for the desig

nation “extra-Masoretic,” whereas lQIsab would possibly be one for the designa
tion “pre-Masoretic,” let us outline the characteristics that distinguish the other 
variants attested in lQIsab from those attested in lQIsa1', based on the list of 176 
variants. Perhaps that will permit us to clarify the meaning of these two designa
tions.

First, we compare the pluses and minuses that they offer with respect to ill. 
(a.a) Out of the 176 variants bearing on the passages where lQIsab is pre

served, only one plus can be found, in [95J, which simply involves making the 
relative particle Ί1ΡΧ explicit.

(a.ß) In lQIsaa, 18 pluses can be noted: xV7 in [22] and [116], V? in [86], ΓΙΧ in 
[851, "MX in [1201, ^  in [1051, V o in [291, HOT in [1101, in [41], Π3 . . .  *ltfX 
in [581,1X3 in [121], DOTTO in [78], nV ?} in [144], V?^ in [108], a divine name 
in [1471,1*7 |Π3 in [1411, ΠΠ3Χ1 p r  03 in [731, and X lp ' p x n  Vd  vnVx in [811.

(b.a) Among these 176 variants, lQIsab offers six minuses: a homeoteleuton 
o f 12 words in [19J, one of 15 words in [145], two minuses of one word, “1̂ 3 in 
[146] and in [154], one o f ΠΟΊΠΏ 1XÜÎ in [80], and finally, the reading DoV
instead of . . .  1 pD’ *75? iV in [153].

(b.ß) lQIsa3 offers 15 minuses: a homeoteleuton of 20 words in [4], six mi
nuses of one word: ΟΠ3Ϊ0 in [61, Ό  in [31], 'TV in [481, ΠΙΧ’ΧΤΠ in [591, ΊΠΠ3ΧΤ in 
[115], andlilDT in [139], two divine names in [149] and [1741; then, in order of in
creasing extent: the second ΓΤ1ΓΡ 1ÖX in [1371, . . . Ί pXD VÎT in [28], x V l Dtypon
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DKXnn in [30], IjW TDI DD’mnDW in [133], TnX“Q mrp ’ax 1Π’ in [46], and  

•’TO-'?!? 0Π2Η η  ’ΠΟΓΌ DODIXl ’DXD DDTTX1 in  [163].
We now go to the variants on the list that involve one or more words related to 

a root other than what is found in the reading offered by ïït. In lQIsab, six variants 
of this type can be counted: itVx by graphic error in [24], HpU>n and nnD1? by a 
shift from 1? to Π in [20] and [17], by assimilation to the immediate context 
in [29], UTX by assimilation to 41:28, 50:2, and 57:1 in [164], and Π3’1Ζ73η in [138] 
by assimilation to 49:22.

In the same list of 176 variants, 16 of this type can be counted for lQIsa“: For 
ten of them, notable graphic similarities can be observed: nVsi (instead of nViTl) 
in [ 18], m m  (instead of ρΤΠΊ) in [26], ΊΠ (instead of ΊΏΠ) in [47], y b w  (instead 
of VnW) in [55], D’TH (instead of VtH) in [60], ’ITS? (instead of ’TV) in [63], 17Π9Χ1 
(instead of VDIDXI) in [72], ID^n (instead of JlVaVI) in [101], TO (instead of 
nJD) in [161], and "]ΏΊΠ (instead of “plO ) in [165], In [32] (instead of
“|1Η1?Ίΰ) assimilates to a verb with a similar meaning, and in [45] . . .  *7 “ΙΰΧΠ (in
stead of ΠΓ0Π) assimilates to a more common expression (cf. 41:13; 44:26, 27, 
28). Finally, four other variants involve larger blocks of text. They are DVH "Ι1Π 
(instead of n ’ xVa ’XTWn ’VlX V’ in n  ’VDin ’ V lK ) in [56], then nVx ΠΧ Χ”Ό  Ό  ΊΧΠ 
(instead of 1 :03 p x m  O’ÖUT’D), assimilating to 40:26, in [75],
D’DiO m a x  *]ΜΠ (instead of D’QyrrVl? 03 ΙΏ’ΊΠ) in [157], and finally, V? nvnV 
n x  o n o ic n  m n ’  du? n x  -p a V i D’ini?1? (instead of η τ η 1? m n ’ DU? n x  H DnxVi im w V  
"IQUrVo D’lDvV V?) in [107],

As these results demonstrate, lQIsa3 is clearly farther removed from what 
would become lit than lQIsab is. For this reason, lQIsa“ can be described as extra- 
Masoretic and lQIsab as pre-Masoretic. However, it should be pointed out that, 
while the difference between these two designations is fairly clear, it is never
theless more quantitative than qualitative. The same cannot be said for proto- 
Masoretic texts, such as those that Murabbacat has permitted us to examine.

B. Comparison o f  lQ Isah with Mur

The difference between a proto-Masoretic text and a pre-Masoretic text hinges 
essentially on an event— the textual standardization that took place between the 
two Jewish revolts. The effects of standardization are observable. Several com
plementary factors will clearly distinguish the level of textual stabilization 
achieved by lQIsab from the much higher level that Mur offers.

(1) First, there is the matter o f conjunctive vvavvs. In Mur, we found only one 
case (Mic 7:5) o f a conjunctive waw  that is absent in lit, and one other case (Obad 
13) where a second hand scratched out a waw not found in lit. Now, in the domain 
of conjunctive waws, lQIsab represents a state that is not yet standardized. In
deed, there are 11 waws in lit that are absent in lQIsab: in 43:12 (’nVOUKTl), 53:8 
(ÜDWÖÖ1), 54:4 (Vxi), 58:2 (’ΠΊΧΙ), 58:3 (the second xVl), 58:5 (pun and DVU 
58:6 (nVöfl), 58:7 (D” 3iH), 58:8 C |n n x U  and 59:4 (IDTl). At the same time,
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lQIsab offers 12 waws that are absent in ill: in 43:7 (ΠΝΙ), 45:5 CnVlH), 46:6 
(TlDttn and TOD*!), 53:3 (ΠΪ33Ί), 53:5 (ΝΠΏΊ), 58:1 (7N1 and IDlW pl), 58:4 
(xVl), 58:5 (Dm), 58:8 (TODI), and 58:13 (ttmpVl).

(2) Another point of comparison is that of the corrections. In Mur we discov
ered eleven alterations that all had the effect of bringing the text into conformity 
with what would become ill. In the preserved part of lQIsab, there are nine:

• '\ added to 2Ό in 41:7;
• a word struck out before DT1P in 55:7;
• the addition of Ό before "IWÎO in 55:10;
• Ί inserted after the 0 of IDDil in 55:13;
• Π added before "03 in 56:6;
• Ώ inserted after the D of KS1D1 in 58:11 ;
• 127 added before ’T!1? in 6 1 :1 ;
• the word ΓΡΪΤ1 inserted before ΠΊϋ in 65:24;
• N inserted before the 3 o f D,^3in in 66:24.

Here, as in Mur, all the corrections have the effect of making lQIsab conform 
to ill.

In the entire lQIsaa manuscript, a fair number o f corrections can be discov
ered. Kutscher32 identified 268 letters or words inserted above the line and mar
ginal additions, as well as 150 erasures, corrections, and words with cancellation 
dots. We will restrict our observations to the three corrections that figure in our 
list of 176 variants with respect to ill in the places where lQIsab is preserved.

a. In 43:3, while ill and lQIsab have "|1?',Φ'1Ώ. which is omitted by the first hand of 
lQIsa3, the second hand inserts

b. In 43:4, while ill and the first hand of lQIsaa have |ΠΚ1, the second hand of 
lQIsa3 agrees with lQIsab in offering Π3ΠΚ1.53

c. In 5 1:7, while ill and the first hand of lQIsa3 have □n('l)Dl^Q'l, the second hand 
of lQIsaa agrees with lQIsab in offering Dn(T)Dl̂ iO?3T.

It can be observed that these three corrections have the tendency to distance 
lQIsa3 from III rather than bring it closer. In this, they differ in a significant way 
from all the corrections undergone by lQIsab and by Mur.

C. Evaluation o f  tire Two Comparisons

From the four-point comparison that we established between lQIsaa, lQIsab, 
Mur, and ill, we can draw three conclusions:

52. Kutscher, Language, 522-36.
53. The testimony o f lQIsab shows that Kutscher was wrong to interpret this Π as an article 

intended for the following word (ibid., 326).
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1. As we observed from various indications, Mur is a characteristic product of 
the textual standardization that took place between the two revolts, and we 
can for this reason describe it as proto-Masoretic, and add that it reveals the 
excellent quality of the textual transmission that began with this type of text 
and ended in the great witnesses of the classical Tiberian text.

2. All the corrections made in lQIsab brought it closer to ill, and most of the vari
ants that distinguish the two are minor variations that one might expect within 
a single stream of textual transmission. However, the fluctuation in the pres
ence of conjunctive waws, as well as the clustered variants [91], [92], and [93] 
clearly place lQIsab before textual standardization, although in the line that 
would lead to it. It is in this sense that it can be described as pre-Masoretic.

3. This designation for lQIsab is confirmed by the relation that it maintains with 
lQIsa3. The variants between lQIsaa and ill are numerically much greater than 
those between lQIsab and ill. But it is especially the fact that the corrections 
made in lQIsa3 do not move it toward ill that prevents our placing it in the line 
of transmission that results in ill. This is why it would be better to describe it 
as extra-Masoretic.

D. Other Comparisons

To complement the comparison established above between lQIsaa and lQIsab, 
we found it helpful to assemble other data offered by the Qumran manuscripts, 
though they are presented here without detailed analysis.

1. Connections of4Q Isa with lQ Isa“ and with ill Where lQ Isa1’ Is Missing
The following are the variants with respect to ill offered by the fragments of 

4QIsa in those places where the witness of lQIsa'1 was not preserved. The frag
ments are cited according to the photographs. Again, in the following list, 4 f = 
4QIsa‘, etc.

4f. 1:27: ITDUr (uncertain VI) * la + ill: ΓΡ31Ζ?1
41. 2:2: om. * la  and 4 f + ill: ΓΡΓΡ
4ab. 2:9: xVl * ill: *7X1 ( 1 a omits 12 words)
4f. 5:25: om. * la  + ill: p
4f. 8:7: D,aiSl?]m D O in * la  + ill: □'»mm D’OTCyn
4c. 11:6: 1X3T * la  + ill: p T
la  and 4c: 11:8: D'311?DS Φ ill: ’311?DS
4c. ibid.: ΓΠΓΡ * la  + ill: ΓΠΠ
4c. 11:9: ΠΪ11? * la  + ill: HiTI
4c. ibid.: 113D ΠΧ * la  + ill: ΠΧ
41. 12:4: ΠΊΏΧ1, la: ΠΠΊΏΧΙ * ill: ΠΠΊΏΧΙ
4b. 13:7: DXÖ·’ 2 la  + ill: 0?T
4b. 13:13: mp?3n t  la  + ill: HQlpQQ
la  and 4i. 14:3:1*133? * ill: 131?
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4i. 14:10: om. * la  + NI:
4i. 14:11: n b l l  ï  ill: T»V33, la: ^*733
la  and 4o. 14:31: V Jm a3 (note spelling!) * NI: ΥΠίΠΟΒ
4a. 17:11: ’JûttTOPn * NI: 'W W n ,  la: W W W n
4b. 18:7: ]0 * NI: ΧΤΓΓ]», la: ΧΊΠ0
la  and 4b. 19 :9 :1Ί1Π * NI: ΉΥ1 ( lb  uncertain)
4b. 19:17: T  nDian Φ la  + NI: nXJ7
la and 4b. 19:18: 0ΊΠΠ * ΙΠ: 0ΊΠΠ
la and 4a. 21:7: + W»X * NI:
la and 4a. 21:14: ΥΤΙΧΠ * NI: ΥΤΙΠ
4c. 22:13: TTlttn, 4a: ΠΠ1Ρ[. * la  + NI: ΓΠΠΕη
4f. 22:19: γΤΌΠΙ * NI: * p in \  la: “p i n
4c. 23:11: m n 1? * la  + NI: m n
4c. 23:15: ΠΠ31ΡΠ * NI: ΠΓΌΒΗΙ ( la  omits 11 words)
la  and 4c. 24:4: V7ÖX * NI: iVVöX
4c. 24:5 : rrn n  *  ni: m i n , la : n m n
la  and 4c. 2 4 :6 :ΠΊΠ * NI: ΠΠ
4c. 24:7: + "ΙΠ2Γ» * la  + NI: ]Di
4c. 24:12: ΠΧΙΰΠ * la + NI: rPXUn
4c. 24:15: D1X3 D^XO * la  + NI: 0*183
4c. 24:22: ηΌΧ ηΟΝΊ * NI: HDDX ÏDDX1, la: HDOX ISDN
4c. 26:1: Π7ΊΤΙ ΓΡΓΠΤΠΠ *  la  + NI: V m  ΓΠΟΊΠ
4b. 26:12: ÜDWH, la: ÜlDWn * NI: nDWn
4b. 40:25: ’»ΌΤΠ Φ la  + NI: ’ïTOTn
4h. 42:6: üVli? * la  + NI: Di?
1 a and 4h. 42:11 : KILT» * NI: 1Χ1ΖΓ 
4g. 42:22: Γ Ϊ ^ Ί  * la  + NI: ‘’Π33Ί 
la  and 4cd. 48:11: *?ΓΡΧ Φ NI: *?ÏT 

4d. 48:12: m * la  + NI: ηχ 
4d. 57:12: η ρ ΐ ϊ  * la  + NI: ηηρηχ 
4d. 57:15: p t tf \  la: fDUT * NI: p3WX 
la  and 4c. 66:23: ΠΠ3ΙΡ[3 Φ NI: ΊΓ13^3

2. Fragments from  Ezekiel, Daniel, and the Twelve Prophets
Concluding this section is a list of all of the variants with rcspcct to NI offered

in the extant Qumran fragments of Ezekiel, Daniel, and the Twelve Prophets. © is
mentioned only when it shows a clear link to the variants of a manuscript.

2.a. Ezekiel fragments from  Qumran

2.a.i. 4QEz,ek'
10:8: ,T  * NI: T  
11:9: Π3Τη3 * NI: Π31Π0 
23:45: TlDDty * NI: lUDUT
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2.a.ii. 4QEz.ekh
1:11: om. φ in: WX 
1:22: D nW l * Iïï: m a i l

2.b. Daniel fragm ents from  Qumran

2.b.i. lQ D anh
3:29: Wli; Φ Iïï: CPU?.

2.b.ii. 4QDana
2:20: + Χ3Ί (= ©) * iïï: xnVx (= θ') 
2:23: "ΙΠ31 (= ©) * nt: ΧΓΠΌΠ (= θ') 
2:28: jmnm * m :  irnm 
2:30: + ΤΓΡ (= ©) φ ill: Ό (θ' ?) 
ibid.: ’Vl ’V * III: 'h  ^  
2:31: 31*7* ill: 31
2:40: (en d ): Χ1ΠΧ *73 (=  ©) Φ lïï: o m  (=  θ')
2:43: Ή Χ3Π * îïï: ·Π3“ΚΠ 
3:2: om. *!ïï: XsVtt (1st) 
8:3: + VlfU φ !Π: 1ΠΧ 
ib id .: Q ^ lp  (2n d ) *  ΙΠ: t m j ? m  
8:4: + ΠΠΊΤΏΊ Φ ill: Π}30

2.b.iii. 4QDanh
6:18: DD3 Φ ni: DErVl? 
8:3: + V m / i ï ï :  1ΠΧ

2.b.iv. 4QDanc
11:1: ’ΓΠΟν φ 111: ’1ÖV

2.b.v. 6QpapDan
10:10: * 111: ’ï ï ’l in
10:13: JY13V[a * ni: ’dVo
10:16: 7m 3 DIX T  *  lïï: V3l3 DTK ’33

2.c. Fragments o f  the Twelve Prophets from  Qumran
Here we set aside the evidence from lQpHab, which will be treated below.54

2.c.i. 4QXII“ (spelling o f  the 111 type)
M ai 2:16: ΠΓΙ3  ̂DX Ό  Φ 111: X3W Ό  
2:16: IDD1’ VxiliT’ Vx *  îïï: Π031 V xiW  TlVx 
2:17: D3’1 3 3 3  * iïï: 03*1313

54. Pp. 449—467.
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3:2: ΠΓΠΧ * ill: DV Π Κ  
3:11:13  *111: n s  
3:21: onix 'nn * 111: DmOSN

2.C.U. 4QXII1’ (spelling o f  the ill type)
Zeph 2:13: a m  * ill: n a m

2.c.iii. 4QXIIC (spelling o f  the lQ Isaa type)
Hos 13:4: rm vV vn  OUX[... DOW TO1[... DD’t. Cf. ©
Joel 1:12: om. Φ 111: m sn i "ΙΟΓΓύλ 
2:11: *: 3: OqVd1’ φ ill: uVo*
2:19: 3: + ΠΕΠΌΝΙ Φ m: ΟηΐΠΰΠ 
Amos 2:16: ΧΧΊΏΙ * ill: f*öX1 
4:2: “PD1D3 * ill: JTITD3

2.c.iv. 4QXIV1 (spelling o f  the ill type, though rather careless)

2.C.V. 4QXIP (tendency toward plene spelling)
Zech 1:6: om. * ill:

2.c.vi. 4Q X llf (spelling o f  the 111 type)

2.C.VÜ. 4QXIIZ (spelling o f  the ill type)
Hos 7:15: ΰΓΙΉΓΠΤΚ * ill: ΠΓΰΠΤΤ 
Obad 4: *: a: D W I, * ill: D’W
Jonah 2:7: + ’WD3 * ill: "Π

The most interesting constellation appears to take shape in the book of Daniel,
where 4QDana exhibits characteristic connections to © in places where the Vor
lage o f θ' is similar to 111.





Section Two:
The Contribution of the Versions



1

The Ancient Greek Text

The overall problematic concerning the ancient Greek text of the Old Testa
ment has been laid out very ably in a recent work.1 There is no need to go over it 
again here. Furthermore, since a number of fundamental problems posed by the 
textual tradition of this text were addressed in “Devanciers d'Aquila,” the treat
ment here is limited, first, to some problems posed by our access to the Greek 
textual tradition through the available tools. Second, using selected tests from the 
contents of CTAT Vol. 3 , 1 will attempt to state what can be expected of © of the 
books covered in that volume for criticism of the Hebrew text.

Ziegler’s edition of the entire Septuagint of the major and minor prophets con
stitutes a tool of high caliber.2 We will address a question of principle first, and 
then treat questions of detail.

I. The Divisions in ©

The uncials and the papyri occasionally have divisions that do not correspond 
to those that would naturally be suggested to someone familiar with ill. Ziegler, 
like many editors before him, is overly influenced by the divisions in ill, and this 
sometimes leads him to propose unsatisfactory syntactic groupings. As was 
pointed out in CTAT Vol. 2,3 syntactic interference of this sort goes back to edi
tions from the sixteenth century.

A. Cases Treated in CTAT Vol. 3

(1) We begin with a relatively simple example touched on briefly in CTAT 
Vol. 3.4 In Ziegler's edition, the passage in Ezek 16:6-7 appears as follows: και

1. Dorival/Harl/Munnich. Bible grecque.
2. Bibliographical details listed under© (Göttingen). See my review o f the volume devoted 

to Ezekiel, in KB 60 (1953) 606-10  (published in Barthélémy, Études, 34-37).
3. CTAT Vol. 2, 119.
4. CTAT Vol. 3, 94:17-22.
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είπά σοι Έ κ του αϊματός σου ζωή· (7) πληθύνου· καθώς ή άνατολή του άγροΰ δέδ- 
ωκά σε. The word ζωή· carries an acute accent and is followed by a raised dot. 
This leaves the word πληθύνου' set off by two raised dots. Already the Sixtina 
had “ . . . αϊματός σου ζωή, πληθύνου, καθώς ή . . .” The format of the Vaticanus 
manuscript gives no information one way or the other on this point. However, Pa
pyrus 967 furnishes interesting data, placing no punctuation before πληθύνου, but 
a raised dot after it. Origen,5 according to Jerome’s translation of his homily, also 
punctuates “De sanguine tuo vita adiniplere.” He glosses this with “Surge de san
guine tuo et adimplere vita." This corresponds to the option taken in the Alcala 
polyglot, which furnishes ζωη with a circumflex and links it to πληθύνου. The re
sulting ζωή πληθύνου is very likely the original syntax of ©. In this case. © simply 
introduced an exchange o f functions between the imperative ’TI and the abstract 
noun ΓΠ3Ί, and the critics were mistaken in thinking that the Vorlage of © read 
Ό Ί instead of ΓΠΙΠ.

(2) In CTAT Vol. 3,6 we treated in more depth an error in Amos 3:12-13 found 
in editions from Aldine to Ziegler: ίερεΐς is made the last word of v. 12, while it 
should be placed at the beginning of v. 13 as a vocative introducing άκούσατε. 
Here again, the Alcala polyglot understood the verses correctly, as is confirmed 
by the clear testimony of Vaticanus, Jerome, Cyril o f Alexandria, and Theodoret.

(3) At Nah 1:14-2:1, we encountered an even more characteristic case.7 In
deed, all the editions made ότι ταχείς the end of what precedes it, while Vatica
nus, Cyril of Alexandria, Tertullien, Jerome, Augustine, and a summary from the 
Vetus Latina agree in making it the beginning of what follows.

In these three cases, the mistaken punctuation of © that has been transmitted 
from the sixteenth century right up to Ziegler is undoubtedly due to the influence 
of the punctuation in !Tl and in 0. In my review of Ziegler’s edition of © of Ezek
iel, I demonstrated that it was also the influence of 111 that led to errors among the 
variants of © in the transcription of proper names. From this we can conclude that 
it is more helpful to treat © as an autonomous document and avoid drawing par
allels with ill, consciously or otherwise.

B. Other Cases F ound in the Greek Witnesses

1. Unwarranted Transfers o f  Verse Divisions from  ill
We noted that the Alcala polyglot (= Cpl), Papyrus 967, and the Vaticanus 

manuscript gave evidence of a tradition of authentic Greek punctuation that was 
later abandoned under the influence of the verse divisions found in ill. Let us go 
through the book of Ezekiel and the Dodekapropheton to see whether Cpl and

5. Origcn, O pera , vol. 3, 79b C.
6. CTATVol. 3, 650:43-651:9.
7. Ibid., 798:19-37.
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other Greek witnesses might not help to improve the punctuation in Ziegler’s edi
tion (= Z) in other places as well.

(a) Ezek 1:1—2. Z ’s division at the beginning of v. 2 before πέμπτη τοΰ μηνός 
(raised dot) is sharper than the division after it (comma), conforming to 111. Cpl 
does not make a division before it and has a period after it. This corresponds to 
Vaticanus, which establishes the first division of the book (with a paragraphos) 
after these words. Sixtina has no division before these words, but a comma after.

(b) Ezek 1:20-21. Once again faithful to m, at the end of v. 20 Z 's division be
fore διότι πνεύμα ζωής ήν έν τοΐς τροχοΐς (comma) is weaker than the division 
after it (period). Cpl makes a stronger division before (period) than after 
(comma), which produces “Since the living breath was in the wheels, when they 
(= the beings) began to move, they (= the wheels) began to move.” In this con
struction. the word “wheels” provides a clear antecedent for the pronoun “they.”

(c) The transition from chapter one to chapter two is problematic. To pinpoint 
the difficulty, we translate the Hebrew from 1:28 to 2:2: “f 1:281 As the appear
ance of the rainbow that is in the cloud on a day of rain, so was the appearance of 
brightness all around; it is the appearance [of the likeness] of the glory of Y h w h . 
And I saw and fell on my face and heard a voice speaking. [2:1] And he said to 
me, “Son of man, stand on your feet and I will speak to you.” [2] And a spirit 
came into me when he had spoken to me; and it stood me on my feet. And I heard 
the one who was speaking to me.” According to the Aleppo manuscript, 111 di
vides only after 2:2 with a setuma, while F has a petuha after 2:2 and a setuma 
after 1:28. According to the Sixtina (and Z8), chapter two in © begins after “all 
around,” while Vaticanus divides only after the Tetragrammaton, and that is also 
where Cpl establishes the beginning of chapter two for ©. We note, furthermore, 
that the 42-line Bible also places the beginning of the chapter there, faithful in 
this point to the manuscripts of D at the University of Paris.

(d) Ezek 16:32-33. After a period, Z has ή γυνή ή μοιχωμένη όμοία σοι παρά 
τοΰ άνδρός αύτής λαμβάνουσα μισθώματα- πάσι τοΐς έκπορνεύσασιν αυτήν προσ- 
εδίδου μισθώματα, και σύ δέδωκας μισθώματα πάσι τοΐς έρασταις σου. This 
makes a stronger division after the first μισθώματα (raised dot) than after the sec
ond (comma). With this division, Z follows the verse division of the Hebrew, 
while Papyrus 967 does not divide after the first, but places a raised dot after the 
second. Cpl places a comma after the first and a period after the second. This cor
responds well to the syntax of ©, which establishes an analogy between vv. 32- 
33a and 33b. ITt, on the other hand, establishes a contrast between v. 33b and 
v. 33a.9

(e) Ezek 21:14-15(9-10). Z divides according to the Hebrew: 'Ρομφαία 'ρομ
φαία, όξύνου και θυμώθητι. οπως σφάξης σφάγια, όξύνου· οπως γένη εις στίλ-

8. Although Ζ follows Ihc Sixtina in marking where chap. 2 begins, he is faithful to 111 in 
his page layout, sincc he has a paragraph only at the chapter break in !lt.

9. Discussed in CTAT Vol. 3, 102:7-14.
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βωσιν, έτοιμη εις παράλυσιν σφάζε. There is a period after θυμώθητι and the 
principal divisions are placed after the second όξύνου and after παράλυσιν. Papy
rus 967 and Cpl, on the other hand, do not divide after θυμώθητι or after παρά- 
λυσιν, but after σφάγια and after στίλβωσιν. In effect, ® produces “Sword, sword, 
be sharpened and become incensed, so that you massacre a massacre! Be sharp
ened so that you become a gleam! (ready fo r . . . ) ,” and the phrasing of III is, “The 
sword, the sword, sharpened and indeed polished. In order to massacre a massa
cre it is sharpened, in order to throw off flashes (it is polished).”

(f ) Ezek 2 6 :10 -11. Z has είσπορευομένου αύτοΰ τάς πύλας σου ώς είσπορευό- 
μενος εις πόλιν έκ πεδίου, έν ταΐς όπλαϊς των ι'ππων αύτοΰ καταπατήσουσί πάσας 
τάς πλατείας σου-. Ζ places a period at the verse change in 111, which makes the 
second αύτοΰ barely intelligible. This difficulty disappears in 967 and Cpl, which 
do not put any punctuation at that point. Thus, according to them, the syntax of © 
is “fw]hen he enters10 your gates— as one who enters a city, returning from the 
countryside with the hooves of his horses— they will trample all your public 
places.” Because !ll reads “he will trample” in the singular, it gives the construc
tion “when he enters your gates as one enters a city that has been breached. With 
the hooves of his horses, he will trample all your streets.”

(g) Ezek 27:21—22. Z again makes the division according to ill: καμήλοΰς κάι 
κριούς και αμνούς έν οις έμπορεύονταί σε. έμποροι Σαβα και Ραγμα, ουτοι έμ
ποροί σου. Ζ places a period after σε, whereas 967 and Cpl have no punctuation, 
making έμποροι appear clearly as the subject of the preceding verb: “The camels, 
the rams, and the sheep that the suppliers of Saba and Ragma were supplying to 
you, it is they (= Arabia and all the chiefs of Kedar) who will be your suppliers of 
them.” ill yields “(Arabia and all the chiefs of Kedar . . . )  it is in sheep, rams, and 
goats that they are your dealers. The suppliers of Sheba and of Raema, it is they 
who are your suppliers.”

(h) Ezek 27:24-25. Z is punctuated φέροντες έμπορίαν υάκινθον καί θησαυ
ρούς εκλεκτούς δεδεμένους σχοινίοις και κυπαρίσσινα. πλοία, έν αύτοΐς Καρχη- 
δόνιοι έμποροί σου. It marks the beginning of the verse in ill with a period, while 
neither Cpl nor 967 have punctuation between κυπαρίσσινα and πλοία, since they 
make the first an attribute of the second: “ships of cypress.” ill, on the other hand, 
by separating the words with removes any temptation to interpret
οηΠΧ] as an attribute of n i93X.

(i) Ezek 31:12-13. Z is divided according to the verses of ill: και κατέβησαν 
άπό τής σκεπής αύτών πάντες οι λαοι τών εθνών και ήδάφισαν αύτόν. έπι την 
πτώσιν αύτοΰ άνεπαύσαντο πάντα τά πετεινό τοΰ ούρανοΰ. Neither 967 nor Cpl 
makes a division after αύτόν, and both divide after έθνών; 967 also divides after

10. In his edition o f 967 (Johnson, et al.), Johnson placed a raised dot after the first αύτου. 
But there is no trace o f it in the excellent photograph o f the papyrus, where no punctuation 
divides the cited passage. In contrast, a raised dot separates είσπορευομένου from what pre
cedes it.
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αυτοί). This gives “And all the peoples of the nations went down from their shel
ter, and they flattened it to the ground upon its collapse. All the winged creatures 
of the heavens became quiet.” Ill produces “All the people of the land left its 
shade and abandoned it. On its ruins all the birds of the sky settled.”

( j) Ezek 32:21-22. Again, Z is punctuated according to III: κατάβηθι καί κοι- 
μήθητι μετά απερίτμητων εν μέσω τραυματιών μαχαίρας. εκεί Ασσουρ και πάσα ή 
συναγωγή αύτοϋ πάντες τραυματίαι εκεί έδόθησαν. 967 is not divided after μα
χαίρας, but after άπεριτμήτων and after αύτοϋ, which gives “go down and lie with 
the uncircumcised. Amid those pierced by the sword, it is there that Ashur and all 
his army are. All wounded, it is there that they were delivered.” Ill produces 
"They went down, they lay down, the uncircumcised pierced by the sword. There 
Ashur is with his entire court; around him are his tombs.”

(k) Ezek 32:29-30. Z is divided according to 111: ουτοι μετά τραυματιών έκοι- 
μήΟησαν, μετά καταβαινόντων εις βόθρον, εκεί ο\ άρχοντες του βορρά πάντες 
στρατηγοί Ασσουρ οί καταβαίνοντες τραυματίαι σύν τώ φόβω αυτών. 967 does 
not break after βόθρον, but first after έκοιμήθησαν, and then after βορρά, which 
gives “They lay down with the wounded. With those who go down in the pit, 
there are the leaders of the North. All the generals of Ashur, those who went 
down wounded with their terror. . . ,” 11

(1) Ezek 39:26-27. Z breaks where 111 does: έν τώ κατοικισθήναι αύτούς έπι 
την γην αύτών επ’ ειρήνης, και ούκ εσται ό έκφοβών. έν τφ άποστρέψαι με αύτούς 
έκ τών έθνών και συναγαγεΐν με αύτούς έκ τών χωρών τών έθνών. 967 does not 
break after έκφοβών, which gives “ . . .  when they lived on their land in peace; and 
there will be no one to make them afraid when I bring them back from among the 
nations and I gather them from the territories of the nations.” Ill produces “ . . . 
when they lived on their land in safety and without anyone making them afraid. 
When I bring them back from among the peoples, I will gather them from the 
lands of their enemies.”

(m) Ezek 40:2-3. Z follows the division in the Hebrew verses when it writes 
και εθηκέ με έπ’ ορούς υψηλού σφόδρα, και επ' αύτοϋ ώσει οικοδομή πόλεως άπέ- 
ναντι. και είσήγαγέ με έκεΐ, και ιδού άνήρ, και ή ορασις αύτοϋ ήν ώσε'ι όρασις 
χαλκού στίλβοντος. Ζ has a stronger division after απέναντι (period) than it has 
after έκεΐ (comma), while 967 and Cpl do not break after άπέναντι, but place a 
period after έκεΐ. This construction makes οίκοδομή πόλεως the clear antecedent 
of έκεΐ and it then establishes a pause before the appearance of the man and his 
description. <5 is thus understood as “and he put me on a very high mountain, and 
on it there was as it were the structure of a city opposite me and he put me in it. 
And there was a man there. And his appearance was like the appearance of spar
kling bronze.” Ill gives “And he placed me on a very high mountain, and on it 
there was as it were the structure of a city on the south. So he brought me there, 
and there was a man whose appearance was like the appearance of bronze.” The

11. The translation of !U can be found in CTAT Vol. 3, 273:2-5.
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essential difference between these two texts lies in the fact that lit considers
·· t —

ΠΏψ ,ή'ίΧ of v. 3a as a simple repetition of the ΠΏψ ΎΙΝ that ends v. 1, 
whereas © makes its repetition the beginning of a new development, translating 
the verb in v. 3a with και είσήγαγέ με, and the verb in v. 1 with και ήγαγέν με.

(n) Ezek 48:8-9. Following lit, Z is divided: . . . καί εως των πρός θάλασσαν, 
και εσται τό άγιον έν μέσω αυτών άπαρχή, ήν άφοριοΰσι τω κυρίω, μήκος πέντε 
καί είκοσι χιλ ιάδες.. .  . Ζ has a stronger break after αυτών (raised dot) than it has 
after θάλασσαν (comma). Cpl places only a comma after αύτών, but places a pe
riod after θάλασσαν. Similarly, Vaticanus, after placing paragraphoi at the begin
ning of the verses from v. 2 to v. 8, places one here after θάλασσαν and will wait 
until the beginning of v. 15 before putting in another. The punctuation o f Vatica- 
nus and of Cpl assumes that vv. 8 -9  are interpreted

And from the boundaries of Judah, from those to the east to those toward the 
sea, will be the reserved area that was set apart, 25,000 in breadth and a length 
as one of the sections from the boundaries to the east to those toward the sea.
And the sanctuary will be in the midst of them the section that they will set 
apart for the Lord. A length of 25,000 and breadth of 25,000, of these measure
ments will be the portion reserved for the holy places.

lit has

And on the boundary of Judah, from the eastern side to the sea side, will be the 
portion that you apportion: 25,000 wide and in length as one of the parts from 
the eastern edge to the sea side, and the sanctuary will be in the middle of it. The 
portion that you apportion for the Lord will be 25,000 in length and 10.000 in 
breadth.

(o) Hos 6:7-8. lit inspired the break in Ζ: εκεί κατεφρόνησέ μου. Γαλααδ πόλις 
εργαζόμενη μάταια, ταράσσουσα ϋδωρ. Jerome specifies that, according to the 
Septuagint, “ibi contempsit me” should be connected to what follows. Vaticanus 
confirms Jerome’s words by setting off the text just cited with two periods. The 
Barberini manuscript begins a verse with εκεί and ends it with πειρατοΰ from 
v. 9, a verse that constitutes a lemma for Cyril of Alexandria. One can see why 
the Antiochene text would separate the first three words from what follows, 
since, like 211, it gives a plural form instead of κατεφρόνησε. But the textual deci
sion of Z supports the Alexandrian punctuation, something that Jerome had un
derstood perfectly well.

(p) Hos 6:9-10. Still following 111, Z is divided: . . . ότι ανομίαν έποίησαν. έν 
τώ οΐκω Ισραήλ ειδον φρικώδη, έκεϊ πορνείαν τοΰ Εφραιμ·. The Barberini manu
script does not break after έποίησαν or after φρικώδη, but before ότι, after Ισραήλ 
and after Εφραιμ. These are the divisions of Cpl and those inferred by the struc
ture of the commentary by Cyril of Alexandria. This gives “Because they acted 
illegally in the house of Israel, I have seen horrible things there: Ephraim 's pros
titution.” Ill produces “ . . .  for they have committed villainy. In the house of Israel
I have seen a horrible thing. It is prostitution for Ephraim there.”
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(q) Hos 7:4-5. Again following HI, Z makes the division: . . . από φυράσεως 
στέατος έως τοϋ ζυμωθήναι αύτό. α'ι ήμέραι των βασιλέων υμών,12 ήρξαντο οί άρ
χοντες θυμοΰσθαι εξ οίνου, . Both Barberini and Theodore of Mopsuesta make a 
separate lemma from άπό to υμών. This yields “The days of your kings lasted 
from the kneading of the dough to its rising.” Cyril of Alexandria also ends a 
lemma with υμών. We give an interpretation of IÏÏ in CTAT Vol. 3 .13

(r) Hos 7:16-8:1. Z marks the change of the Hebrew chapters with a period: 
ουτος ό φαυλισμός αυτών έν γή ΑΙγύπτω. Εις κόλπον αυτών ώς γή, ώς άετός επ’ 
οικον κυρίου, . There is no division after Αίγύπτω in Vaticanus (which has a 
raised dot before ουτος and another after γή) or in Barberini (with a period before 
ουτος and another after the second αύτών) or in Cyril o f Alexandria (with the 
same divisions) or in Theodore of Mopsuesta (who begins a lemma before ουτος 
and ends it with κυρίου). If they agree on the structure of the phrase, the com
mentators have great difficulty in making sense of it: “May this derision by which 
they make themselves guilty in the land of Egypt fall back on their bosom, as 
from the earth (?).” We have attempted to render Nl in CTAT Vol. 3 .14

(s) Hos 10:4-5. Z breaks where !lt does: άνατελεΤ ώς άγρωστις κρίμα έπι χέρ- 
σον άγροϋ. τώ μόσχω τοϋ οίκου Ων παροικήσουσιν οι κατοικοϋντες Σαμάρειαν. 
Neither Vaticanus nor Cyril breaks after άγροϋ: Vaticanus places a raised dot be
fore άνατελεΤ and another after Ων, a phrase that Cyril makes into a discrete 
lemma. This yields “Judgment will grow like couchgrass in a neglected field, for 
the calf of On. The inhabitants of Samaria will be refugees.” J1I yields “And jus
tice grows like hemlock in the furrows of the fields. For the calf of Beth-Aven the 
inhabitants of Samaria tremble.”

(t) Hos 11:3-4. Z is divided as !11 is: καί ούκ εγνωσαν ότι ίαμαι αυτούς, έν 
διαφθορά άνθρώπων έξέτεινα αύτούς έν δεσμοίς άγαπήσεώς μου. There is no divi
sion after αύτούς in Vaticanus or Barberini (both of which place a period before 
και and another after άνθρώπίον) or Cyril, who understands “I heal them in the 
destruction of men” as an allusion to the destruction of the Egyptians when the 
Lord brought his people out of Egypt, ill yields “And they have not understood 
that 1 took care of them. I will pull them with human cords, with bonds of love.”

(u) Hos 11:9—10. Z again is divided according to ΠΙ: και ούκ είσελεύσομαι εις 
πόλιν. όπίσω κυρίου πορεύσομαι-. It understands the first of these phrases as the 
end of a verse and the second as the beginning of another. We should recognize at 
the outset that the copyist of Vaticanus placed a major division of his text after 
πόλιν by going back to the left margin. However, there is another firmly estab
lished tradition that views the cited text as a separate and coherent unit. Indeed, 
Cyril of Alexandria makes it a lemma and interprets this text as the firm purpose 
of the people to seek refuge no longer in the fortified cities when there is danger,

12. This docs not take into account Ziegler’s conjecture ημών.
13. CTAT Vol. 3 ,537:40-538:15 .
14. Ibid., 545:17-18 and 546:27.
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but in obedience to the Lord. Jerome already attests this construal of the Septua
gint: “What he said, ‘I will not enter the city,’ and what follows according to the 
Septuagint, ‘behind the Lord I will walk,’ some have interpreted as a response to 
God made by the people: ( . . . )  I will not enter the city of unjust men nor associate 
with sinners, but I will walk behind the Lord our God.” !U places the enigmatic “I 
will not enter the city” in the mouth of the Lord, then at the beginning of v. 10 it 
reads, “Behind the Lord they will walk.”

(v) Hos 12:15( 14)—13:1. The change of chapter is punctuated in Z according 
to III: και τόν όνειδισμόν αύτοϋ άνταποδώσει αύτώ κύριος. Κατά τόν λόγον 
Εφραιμ δικαιώματα αύτός ελαβεν έν τώ Ισραήλ. The division after κύριος is not 
found in Barberini (which ends a verse with Εφραιμ) or Cyril of Alexandria or 
Theodore of Mopsuesta or Theodoret (all three of which end a lemma with 
Εφραιμ). They understand "And the Lord will avenge his insult according to the 
words of Ephraim,” that is, on the scale of the blasphemies that Ephraim uttered.

(w) Hos 13:14-15. Following HI, Z sees the end of one verse and the begin
ning of another in the two phrases παράκλησις κέκρυπται άπό οφθαλμών μου. 
διότι ουτος άνά μέσον αδελφών διαστελεΐ. But there is no division after μου ac
cording to Vaticanus (which sets off this unit by two periods) and Cyril of Alex
andria and Theodoret (who treat it as a separate lemma). In addition, Jerome 
makes vv. 14 and 15a a lemma in his commentary (both for his translation and 
for the Septuagint). Moreover, the 42-line Bible makes a unit of “consolatio . . . 
dividit,” as do the Cava and Fleury manuscripts. The most natural interpretation 
is to make θάνατος the antecedent of ουτος,15 which yields “Consolation is hid
den from my eyes because it (= death) will divide between brothers.”

(x) Hos 14:8-9. Z separates the verses according to HI: και έξανθήσει ώς 
άμπελος τό μνημόσυνον αύτού, ώς οίνος Λιβάνου, τφ Εφραιμ, τί αύτώ έτι καί 
είδώλοις. Cyril of Alexandria does not divide after Λιβάνου, and Barberini con
siders the unit that goes from και to Εφραιμ as one verse. Cyril understands the 
verse as “And his memory will flourish as a vine, as the wine of Lebanon for 
Ephraim.” According to him, this refers to the small part of Israel (= its memory) 
that was converted to Christ. For Ephraim-Israel that would be as delectable as a 
wine of Lebanon. At the beginning of v. 9, Î1I considers “Ephraim” as a vocative.

(y) Joel 1 :10-11. Following iït, Z is divided: έξηράνθη οίνος, ώλιγώθη ελαιον. 
έξηράνθησαν οί γεωργοί- θρηνείτε,. This division is well-suited only for the An
tiochene text, which reads (with ÏÏI) κατησχύνθησαν instead of έξηράνθησαν. But 
for the Alexandrian text chosen by Z, έξηράνθησαν must be connected, as it is in 
Cyril, with what precedes it (summing up the two preceding statements) and οί 
γεωργοί should be made a vocative, beginning the next verse.

15. “Mors” being feminine, Jerome regards “infernus” as the antecedent required o f his 
“ipse.”
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(z) Amos 2:6-7. Still under ill’s influence, Z is divided: άνθ’ ών άπέδοντο 
αργυρίου δίκαιον και πένητα ενεκεν υποδημάτων, τα πατοϋντα έπι τόν χοΰν τής 
γής και έκονδύλιζον είς κεφαλάς πτωχών και οδόν ταπεινών έξέκλιναν, . In fact, 
Vaticanus and Barberini (as well as Cpl) have a period after the word γής, and do 
not divide after υποδημάτων. Cyril of Alexandria and Theodore of Mopsuesta 
both end a lemma with γής, and also do not divide after υποδημάτων. And Jerome 
glosses, “And it was in order to procure the most vile things— shoes used to 
tramp in the dust and mud— that they sold the precious soul of man.” The fact 
that © then introduced the verb και έκονδύλιζον (corresponding to nothing in 111) 
shows that it understood □’’DN^n as determining D’Vy].16

(aa) Mic 1:15-16. Z follows 111 in breaking the verse: κατοικούσα Λαχις κλη
ρονομιά, εως Οδολλαμ ήξει ή δόξα τής θυγατρός Ισραήλ, ξύρησαι και κεϊραι έπι τά 
τέκνα τα τρυφερά σου. However, Jerome is quite clear here in breaking his lemma 
translated from the Hebrew after “gloria Israel,” and his lemma translated from 
the Greek before “gloria filiae Israel,” then in stating that the Septuagint and “the 
Hebrews” differ in the division of the “capitula” before or after these words. In 
fact, Vaticanus places a period after ήξει and the next one at the end of v. 16. In 
the same way, Cyril of Alexandria ends a lemma after ήξει. Theodoret comments 
on κατοικούσα Ααχις κληρονομιά έως Οδολλαμ ήξει separately. Jerome wavers 
between two interpretations, one making κατοικούσα Λαχις appositional to the 
preceding σοι, and the other seeing it as a vocative introducing the oracle: κληρο
νομιά εως Οδολλαμ ήξει. ©, in any case, sees Ή  δόξα τής θυγατρός Ισραήλ as a 
vocative contrasting with the two imperatives that follow.

(bb) Mic 2:5-6. Once again, Z faithfully follows !11 by dividing the verses: ούκ 
εσται σοι βάλλων σχοινίον έν κλήρω έν έκκλησία κυρίου, μή κλαίετε δάκρυσι. 
However, here again Jerome is very explicit. He states that “in coetu Domini,” 
which he placed at the end of the capitulum, following the Hebrew, is translated 
“in ecclesia Domini” according to the Septuagint, which places it at the begin
ning of the following capitulum. In fact, Vaticanus places a period after κλήρω, 
the preceding one being before oi αγροί (of v. 4) and the next one after όνειδή (of 
v. 6). With κλήρω, Barberini ends a paragraph that began at the beginning of v. 4, 
and with έν έκκλησία, he begins another that will end at the end of v. 8. In the 
same way, Cyril of Alexandria, Theodore of Mopsuesta, and Theodoret agree in 
ending one lemma with κλήρφ and beginning the next with έν έκκλησία. © thus 
clearly understood “In the assembly of the Lord do not shed tears,” whereas in 111 
the assembly of the Lord is the gathering where the apportioning of lots took 
place.

From these examples, we conclude that the natural syntax of © is much more 
coherent than our present editions make it appear. The editio princeps of © in the 
Alcala polyglot quite often managed to respect the punctuation of the Greek

16. We deal with the meaning o f !TC in C T A T \ol. 3, 684:4-9 .
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manuscripts that it used, while subsequent editions were led more and more to
ward segmenting the text according to the verse divisions that Pagnini had im
ported, from the Hebrew, into his Latin translation of 1527. Now the division of 
the verses in the Hebrew has a rationale that is not at all relevant for the Greek. 
The reading pauses are imposed in order to prevent overloading the memory of 
the targumist who (in principle) must improvise his targum on the basis of the 
Hebrew that he has just heard being read. To transfer these breaks to the Greek 
splits it up needlessly, and often in the wrong way. It would be better to recognize 
for once that the verse is not a natural division of the text of the Greek Bible. In 
what follows we give a quick outline of the way in which one can gain a sense of 
the smallest textual units of ©.

2. The Small Units o f  ©
Having pointed out a number of cases where Z disrupts continuous texts in © 

by breaking them up according to 111, we cite by way o f example two cases where 
the commentators on © could have helped Z give better shape to his text by 
avoiding punctuation omissions or wrong punctuation. The two examples are 
taken from Mic 2:8-1 I.

(a) In Mic 2:8 Z is punctuated και εμπροσθεν ό λαός μου εις εχθραν άντέστη· 
κατέναντι τής ειρήνης αύτοΰ τήν δοράν αύτοΰ έξέδειραν τού άφελέσθαι ελπίδα 
συντριμμόν πολέμου. Vaticanus and Barberini, as well as Theodore of Mop
suesta, Jerome, Cyril of Alexandria, and Theodorct, have no division after 
άντέστη, but place one after the first αύτοΰ, which is where Theodore, Cyril, and 
Theodoret end a lemma. The sense is then “And before, my people opposed his 
peace with hostility. They stripped off his skin by taking away his hope, the de
struction of war.” 17

(b) In Mic 2:10-1 la Z is punctuated άνάστηθι και πορεύου, ότι ούκ εστι σοι 
αϋτη ή άνάπαυσις ενεκεν άκαθαρσίας. διεφθάρητε φθορά, κατεδιώχθητε ούδενός 
διώκοντος·. The Greek witnesses regard "Ενεκεν άκαθαρσίας διεφθάρητε φθορά 
as a unity: Vaticanus places a period after φθορά and nothing after άκαθαρσίας; 
Barberini places a period after άνάπαυσις and nothing after άκαθαρσίας; Jerome 
and Cyril of Alexandria both make this unit one lemma; and Theodore of Mop
suesta understands “because you have lived in great impurity, you will be handed 
over to be destroyed by your enemies.” 18

3. The Paragraphs in an Edition o f  ©
It would be better to approach the punctuation o f © from the readings of its 

commentators. Because they often agree among themselves in the division of 
their lemmas, it would be wise to take these agreements into account for the 
arrangement of the text in © into paragraphs, even if it means starting a new

17. Ill o f this verse is translated in ibid., 736:50-52.
18. !lt is treated in ibid., 738:42-43.
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paragraph in the middle of what the Hebrew considers the same verse. Let us take 
three examples in Zechariah.

(a) Zech 3:5. According to îïï, the phrase “and the angel of the Lord was stand
ing there,” constitutes the end of v. 5. It was probably for this reason that Z placed 
a comma before this phrase and a period after it. Vaticanus, however, places a pe
riod before these words and nothing after them. Didymus, Cyril of Alexandria, 
Theodore of Mopsuesta, and the anonymous commentator of the Barberini 
manuscript all agree in starting a lemma with these words and including vv. 6-7.

(b) Zech 9:2. îïï places Π3-ι?3}η ΓΙΏΡΓΟ^ at the beginning of v. 2. Once again 
following îïï, Z places a period before και Εμαθ έν τοις όρίοις αυτής and a comma 
following. Didymus, Theodore o f Mopsuesta, Theodoret, and the Barberini com
mentator agree in ending the first lemma of chap. 9 with this phrase, and thus be
ginning the second lemma with Τύρος.

(c) In their commentaries on Zechariah, the two exegetes from Alexandria, 
Didymus and Cyril, agree on certain endings and beginnings of lemmas corre
sponding to the middle of verses in !U: After αυτούς in 9:14, after αύτών in 9:15, 
after Χαναανΐτιν in 11:7, after Ιούδα in 14:5, and after γήν in 14:9. Not only 
does Z not place a paragraph in any of these locations, but each of the verses is 
surrounded by punctuation that is stronger than the punctuation marking these 
locations.

4. The Pericopes in ©
Jerome, who sometimes uses “capitulum” to designate fairly small units of 

text, even the size of a lemma, elsewhere seems to use this word to designate a 
larger unit. This is the case in Mic 6:9a, for which he says “In Hebraico alterius 
hoc capituli exordium est, apud Septuaginta vero interpretes, finis superioris.” As 
far as the Hebrew goes, it is true that Cairo, Aleppo, and Firkovitch begin a peric- 
ope with ΠΝΤ Π ^Γ Η  xii?’ TV1? ΓΠΓΡ Vlp. Among the manuscripts of Ό, 
Madrid Univ Centr 31 begins chap. 6 of Micah here. In ®, Vaticanus and Bar
berini end pericope 5 of Micah with φωνή κυρίου τή πόλει έπικληθήσεται και 
σώσει φοβουμένους τό δνομα αύτοΰ.

Vaticanus and Barberini both divide Micah into seven pericopes: Per. 2 begins 
with 1:10, per. 3 with 3:5, per. 4 with 4:1, per. 5 with 6:1, per. 6 with 6:9b, and 
per. 7 with 7:7. Their agreement is all the more striking since these two manu
scripts belong to two distinctly different textual traditions. Vaticanus is the para
digm of the Alexandrian text, while Barberini is clearly Antiochene— confirmed 
by the fact that most of its text serves as lemmas for a commentary by Theodoret.

But their agreement extends even farther. Both divide Jonah into three perico
pes, with per. 2 beginning with 2:1 and per. 3 with 3:1. They divide Habakkuk 
into four pericopes, per. 2 beginning with 1:5, per. 3 with 2:1, and per. 4 with 3:1. 
The disproportion between the first pericope and the others makes their agree-
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ment all the more striking. It should be added that Jerome, too, sees 1:1—4 as an 
“exordium” and locates “initium capituli” at 1:5.

Vaticanus divides Zephaniah into four pericopes, per. 2 beginning with 1:11, 
per. 3 with 2:5b, and per. 4 with 3:6. Barberini mentions the beginnings of peric
opes 2 and 3 at the same places, but fails to mention the beginning of a fourth 
pericope.

Vaticanus and Barberini agree in dividing Zechariah into 18 pericopes: Per. 2 be
gins with 1:7, per. 3 with 3:1, per. 4 with 4:1, per. 5 with 5:1, per. 6 with 5:5, per. 
7 with 6:9, per. 8 with 7:1, per. 9 with 7:8, per. 10 with 8:1, per. 11 with 8:18, per. 
12 with 9:1, per. 13 with 9:9, per. 14 with 11:3, per. 15 with 11:15, per. 16 with 
12:1, per. 17 with 13:7, and per. 18 with 14:1. They divide Malachi into six peric
opes, per. 2 beginning with l:6bß, per. 3 with 2:1, per. 4 with 2:11, per. 5 with 
3:7, per. 6 with 3:20(4:2).

Clearly, a study of the pericopes in © would merit an in-depth investigation of 
the principal manuscripts, and would certainly yield interesting results.

5. Conclusion
This brief study o f the divisions in © provides us with tests that were sufficient 

to show that the division into chapters resulting from the medieval Vulgate and 
the division into verses found in the Hebrew Bible exerted an unfortunate influ
ence on the edition of the Greek Bible. It is useful, to be sure, to mention the 
numbering of chapters and verses as a system of concordance that permits cross- 
referencing of the Greek Bible and sister translations. But even if one refrains 
from giving a unique numbering system to the Greek Bible to avoid confusion, 
the editors of the Greek translation of the Old Testament must closely examine 
the manuscripts of the text and the structure of the commentaries that were made 
on it, in order to free the “Septuagint” from the usurped authority that the Hebrew 
and Latin Bibles exercised over the arrangement and punctuation of its text.

II. How Ziegler’s Text Could Be Improved

Almost all the criticisms concerning punctuation in the Ziegler edition should 
be referred back to Rahlfs’s edition, so it is more proper simply to regret that Zie
gler too willingly followed the decisions in Rahlfs, decisions which were often 
unfounded and sometimes in error. The excessive influence of Rahlfs’s edition is 
sometimes also felt in Ziegler’s textual decisions. While the critical apparatus of
fered real possibilities of critiquing certain decisions made in Rahlfs, Ziegler of
ten left these possibilities unexploited.19 Before discussing this point, let us begin

19. In my review o f his edition o f Ezekiel (Barthélémy, Etudes, 36), I criticized, on the 
basis o f his critical apparatus, a number o f Ziegler’s decisions concerning the transcription of 
toponyms. But I did not realize at the time that almost all these transcriptions— subject to criti
cism, in my view— had been taken from Rahlfs.
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by acknowledging the valuable contribution to the establishment of the <5 text 
made by certain witnesses that Ziegler either was unaware of, or simply did not 
mention.

A. Witnesses to © o f  Ezekiel That Are New or Unutilized hy Ziegler

When Ziegler published his editions of Ezekiel (1952) and Daniel (1954), 
only the sections of Papyrus 967 preserved in the Chester Beatty and John H. 
Scheide collections had been published. From 1968 to 1977, the sections pre
served at Cologne, Madrid, and Barcelona were added to those. In 1977, Detlef 
Fraenkel enhanced a reedition of Ezekiel with a supplement including the new 
material. We will demonstrate by way of several examples that the textual deci
sions in the edition of © of Ezekiel often require modification as a result of this 
new light shed on the textual history of the book. As we will see, this new wit
ness will also allow us to highlight the contribution of another witness that is un
derutilized in current criticism, the Alcala polyglot, the editio princeps of ®.

/. Papyrus 967
(a) Ezek 40:9. An examination of the arrangement of the text in Vaticanus re

veals that it was very likely that the words τής πύλης εσωθεν ΐσον τω καλαμψ και 
διεμέτρησε τό αιλαμ were omitted through homeoteleuton, occasioned by the 
completion of a column.20 Up to now, Alexandrinus (and minuscules dependent 
on it) appeared to be the single significant Greek witness that did not suffer this 
accident. The Madrid portion o f 967 now confirms the testimony of Alexan
drinus, and the convergence of these two witnesses is further reinforced by the 
testimony of the St. Gall manuscript of the Vetus Latina, which attests: “porte in- 
terius aequalem arundini et mensuram fecit aelam.”21 (The Wiirzburg palimpsest 
is even more seriously damaged than Vaticanus.22) None of the editions of © pub
lished so far (outside of Grabe’s edition, whose intent was to reproduce Alexan
drinus) has corrected this homeoteleuton.

(b) Ezek 40:14. In CTAT Vol. 3, we demonstrated how the abbreviation K in 
967 (Madrid) came to be spelled out incorrectly as εϊκοσι (through the corrup
tion, two words earlier, of εξήκοντα into εξωθεν) instead o f being understood as 
what it originally represented, that is, καί (which is still attested by Origen’s re
cension and by Jerome).23 Here too, the text of © should be corrected.

(c) Ezek 40:31. Papyrus 967 (Madrid) lends valuable support to the only two 
known early witnesses of the reading τοΰ αιλαμ (Vaticanus and the Wiirzburg 
palimpsest).24 This is instead of και αιλαμμω, which was preferred by Rahlfs (R),

20. CTAT Vol. 3 ,318 :11 -19 .
2 1. Dold, Konstanzer, 248.
22. Ranke, Palimpsestorum, 109.
23. CTAT Vol. 3, 322:11-17.
24. Ibid., 332:35-37.
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and then Ziegler (Z). In reality, all three offer the reading τοΰ αιλαμ instead of και 
αιλαμμωθ κύκλω μήκος πέντε και εϊκοσι πήχεων και πλάτος πέντε πήχεων και 
αιλαμμω, found in the other witnesses. It does not make sense that R (and subse
quently, Z) follows our three witnesses in omitting the first twelve words of this 
long reading (rightly seeing them as a recensional addition based on 111), but then 
abandons them in preference for the last two words of the same reading (whose 
beginning R had just rejected). R fails to realize that they too issue from a recen
sion of του αιλαμ based on III.

(d) Ezek 40:39. We have demonstrated the significance of the plural έκρύσεις 
that 967 (Madrid) has instead of the spelling εκρυσις o f Vaticanus.25 As Field as
tutely noted, this plural was already attested by the Marchalianus manuscript26 
and was intended to translate ΓΠ3Π7$ in the sense of “water emissions”

as the SyroHexapla interprets it), which Field related to the well-known 
toponym The Alcala polyglot (Cpl) already attested this plural.

(e) Ezek 42:10. Papyrus 967 (Madrid), with its reading και κατά πρός νότον 
κατά πρόσωπον (for 111 ’3S“7Κ DHpn ^"Π), helps us recognize the presence of a 
doublet in και τα πρός νότον κατά πρόσωπον του νότου κατά πρόσωπον, found in 
R (and Z).27

(f) Ezek 44:28. Here it was the agreement between 967 (Cologne) and Cpl 
that led us to detect two assimilations to 111 in the text chosen by Z (and already 
by R).28

(g) Ezek 45:8. Here Z (as R) follows Vaticanus with οί αφηγούμενοι του Ισ
ραήλ τόν λαόν μου for 111 ’’ÖVTiX ,’Χ,ψ ΐ  Having noted that the Würzburg palimp
sest has simply “duces Istrahel,” we found that 967 (Cologne) and Cpl attest oi 
άφηγούμενοι τόν λαόν μου.29 We can thus recognize a conflation in the reading of 
Vaticanus and the majority of witnesses.

(h) Ezek 47:17. Papyrus 967 (Cologne) makes it possible to correct a homeo- 
teleuton found in all the other © witnesses.30

These few examples, selected from the textual difficulties that were submitted 
to the committee, suggest that the discovery of Papyrus 967 would require that a 
new editor o f © should completely revise the textual decisions made by Ziegler.

2. The Relationship between Papyrus 967 and the Alcala Polyglot
In CTAT Vol. 3, we were able to recognize the close relationship between Pa

pyrus 967 and the text given by the Alcala polyglot, the editio princeps of the

25. Ibid., 334 n. 1157.
26. A reading that Ziegler did not note, thinking this was a matter o f  a simple spelling 

error.
27. CTAT Vol. 3, 368 n. 1243.
28. Ibid.. 392:23-34.
29. Ibid., 397:17-20.
30. Ibid., 421:20-30.
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Greek Bible. We have just mentioned three cases that demonstrate this relation
ship (Ezek 40:39, 44:28, and 45:8). Here are three others.

(a) Ezek 40:43. The only translation that Ziegler’s text and apparatus give for 
the word □,Γΐ?ψΠ'1 is και (. . .) γεΐσος, a word that recurs in Ezek 43:13, 17 for 
VlDïl, in 1 Kgs 7:9 for ItDO, and in Jer 52:22 (three times) for ΓΠΓΠ3.31 Cpl (not 
mentioned by Z) has και (. . .) κυμάτιον, a word that recurs in © only in Exod 
25:11, 24, 25 for "IT. Now 967 (Madrid) also has this reading, although the criti
cal apparatus of Fernandez Galiano and of D. Fraenkel do not point out the 
exclusive connection with Cpl.

(b) Ezek 42:2. Papyrus 967 (Madrid) and Cpl are the only witnesses that read 
πηχών instead of έπι πήχεις, found in all the witnesses known to Z.32

(c) Ezek 42:3. Here is another exclusive connection between 967 (Madrid) 
and Cpl as witnesses to the reading κατά στίχον (instead of έστιχισμέναι) for 
Ρ’ΠΧ in 111.33

These exclusive connections between Papyrus 967 and the editio princeps of © 
were intriguing enough to warrant broadening the investigation, which yielded 
the following results.34

From 40:42aß to the end of chapter 46, there are 215 readings where 967 does 
not have the support of any other manuscript reported in the critical apparatus in 
Z. Among those, 130 are exactly the same as in Cpl (=), along with eight that are 
close (±), and 77 do not figure in Cpl (*).

2. a. Classification o f  the 215 readings 35

2.a.i. Quantitative readings
Ninety-six of the readings can be considered quantitative; that is, they consist 

of pluses or minuses not attested by the m s s .36 They can be subdivided in the fol
lowing manner:

(a) Out of ten cases where 967 has only κύριος fo r  the divine name, while the
m s s  add o th er  n a m es,

• 8 Φ Cpl
a. 48:18a: λέγει κύριος. 967 Φ + ό θεός Cpl and rel. [1J
b. 44:12b: λέγει κύριος. 967 Φ + κύριος Cpl and rel. [2]

31. Ibid.. 336 n. 1165.
32. Ibid., 364 n. 1234.
33. Ibid., 352 n. 1204.
34. For a more schematic presentation o f these results, see Barthélémy, “Relations.”
35. When the same verse contains several o f the readings, they will be specified with let

ters according to their order o f occurrence in the verse.
36. We use this designation to refer to the group o f Greek manuscripts mentioned in Z’s 

apparatus.
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c. 44:15d: λέγει κύριος. 967 Φ + κύριος Cpl and rel. [3]
d. 45:9c: λέγει κύριος. 967 Φ + ό θεός Cpl and rel. 14]
e. 45:15c: λέγει κύριος. 967 Φ + ό θεός Cpl and rel. [5]
f. 45:18a: λέγει κύριος. 967 Φ + ό θεός Cpl and rel. [6]
g. 46:1a: λέγει κύριος. 967 Φ + ό θεός Cpl and rel. [7]
h. 46:16a: λέγει κύριος. 967 Φ + ό θεός Cpl and rel. [8]

2 = Cpl
a. 44:9a: λέγει κύριος Φ κύριος ό θεός vel κύριος κύριος vel αδωναι κύριος 

rel. [91
b. 44:27b: λέγει κύριος Φ κύριος ό θεός vel αδίοναι κύριος rel. [101

(β) Out o f seven minuses o f prefixes,
1 * Cpl
46:12a: ηγούμενος 967 Φ αφηγούμενος Cpl and rel. [1 1J 

1 ± Cpl
44:24a: κρίνειν 967 ± κρϊσιν Cpl Φ διακρίνειν vel διακρίναι rel. [12]

5 = Cpl
a. 40:42b: θήσουσι Φ έπιθήσουσι rel. [13]
b. 41:9: λοιπά Φ άπόλοιπα vel υπόλοιπα rel. [14]
c. 46:8: ηγούμενον Φ άφηγούμενον rel. [15]
d. 46:17b: ήγουμένω Φ άφηγουμένω rel. [16]
e. 46:18b: ηγούμενος Φ άφηγούμενος rel. [171

(γ) Out of four minuses resulting from haplography o f  several words,
3 *  Cpl
a. 44:11a: omitted Φ (λειτουργούντες) θυρωρο'ι έπι των πυλών του οίκου και 

λειτουργοϋντες Cpl and ± rel. [18]
b. 45:1: omitted Φ (άγιον) άπό τής γής, πέντε και εϊκοσι χιλιάδας μήκος και 

εύρος εϊκοσι χιλιάδας- άγιον ± rel. and ± Cpl [19]
c. 46:9b: omitted φ κατά τήν οδόν τής πύλης τής προς νότον, και ό είσπορευό- 

μενος (κατά τήν όδόν τής πύλης τής πρός νότον) Cpl and ± rel. [20]

1 = Cpl
46:10: omitted Φ (αυτούς) εισελεύσεται μετ’ αύτών και έν τώ έκπορεύεσθαι 

αυτούς ± rel. [21]

(δ) Out of eight non-accidental minuses o f  several words,
2 Φ Cpl
a. 41:21b: omitted Φ ό ναός άναπτυσσόμενος τετράγωνα, κατά πρόσωπον τών 

αγίων Cpl. and ± rel. [22]
b. 46:3a: omitted Φ τής γής Cpl and rel. [23]
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• 6 = Cpl
a. 42:20a: omitted Φ τοϋ (αύτοΰ) καλάμου ± rel. [24J
b. 42:20b: omitted Φ αύτόν και ± rel. [25J
c. 44:6: omitted Φ οικον τόν (παραπικραίνοντα) rel. [26]
d. 44:9d: omitted Φ των οντων ± rel. [27]
e. 45:7b: omitted Φ (θάλασσαν) και τό μήκος rel. [28]
f. 45:8: omitted Φ τοϋ Ισραήλ (τόν λαόν μου) rel. [29]

(ε) Out of four pluses o f several words,
• 1 * Cpl

44:17b: added (πύλης) τής λειτουργίας αύτών Φ Cpl and rel. [30]

• 3 = Cpl
a. 42:13b: added (τού άγίου) των αγίων Φ rel. [31 ]
b. 42:16: added (διεμέτρησε) του οΐκου τό υπόδειγμα κυκλόθεν έν διατάξει Φ 

rel. [32]
c. 45:5: added (οι'κω) τού θεού Φ rel. [33J

(ζ) Out of three pluses of a preposition,
• 3 = Cpl

a. 43:17a: added επί (τό ίλαστήριον) Φ rel. [34]
b. 43:22e: added έξ (αιγών) Φ rel. [35]
c. 4 4 :17a: added εις (τάς πύλας) Φ ± rel. [36]

(η) Out of four pluses of a conjunction,
• 3 Φ Cpl

a. 42:13d: added και (διότι) * Cpl and rel. [37]
b. 46:9c: added (έξελεύσεται [2nd]) και Φ Cpl and rel. [38]
c. 46:11 : added και (εσται) Φ Cpl and rel. [39]

• 1 = Cpl
41:12a: added καί (πηχών πέντε) Φ rel. [40]

(θ) Out of nine minuses of a conjunction,
• 4 Φ Cpl

a. 41:6: omitted Φ καί (διάστημα) Cpl and rel. [41]
b. 42:5a: omitted Φ καί (διάστημα) Cpl (omits the passage) and rel. [42]
c. 42:5b: omitted Φ καί (ούτως [2nd]) Cpl (omits the passage) and rel. [43]
d. 42:11 b: omitted Φ (εύρος αύτών) καί Cpl and rel. [44]

• 5 = Cpl
a. 4 2 :12a: omitted Φ (νότον) καί rel. [45]
b. 42:12b: omitted Φ (καλάμου) καί rel. [46]
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c. 4 4 :19a: omitted Φ και (έν τώ) rel. [47J
d. 44:28c: omitted Φ (Ισραήλ) δτι rel. [48]
e. 45:23a: omitted Φ και (τάς έπτά ημέρας) rel. [49]

(ι) Out of 13 pluses of an article,
• 3 Φ Cpl

a. 40:45a: added τόν (νότον) Φ Cpl and rel. [50J
b. 41:16b: added τό (τοΰ) Φ Cpl and rel. [51]
c. 4 5 :17c: added τοΰ (Ισραήλ [2nd]) Φ Cpl and rel. [52]

• 10 = Cpl
a. 40:44c: added (τής πρός νότον) τής Φ rel. [53]
b. 40:46b: added τοΰ (λειτουργεΤν) Φ rel. [54]
c. 41:12: added τό (εύρος) φ rel. [55]
d. 4 1 :16a: added (ΰποφαύσεις) τοΐς Φ rel. [56]
e. 41:25c: added τα (ξύλα) Φ rel. [57J
f. 4 2 :15a: added τήν (όδόν) Φ rel. [58J
g. 43:18b: added τή (ήμέρα) Φ rel. [59]
h. 43:18c: added τής (ποιήσεως) Φ rel. [60]
i. 45:9a: added (έξάρατε) τάς Φ rel. [61] 
j. 4 6 :14b: added τό (εκτον) Φ rel. [62]

(κ) Out of ten minuses of an article,
• 3 Φ Cpl

a. 42:10a: omitted Φ τό (φώς) Cpl and rel. [63|
b. 42:10d: omitted Φ τοΰ (διορίζοντος) Cpl and rel. [64]
c. 45:3c: omitted Φ τών (αγίων) Cpl and rel. [65]

• 7 = Cpl
a. 40:48c: omitted Φ τό (πλάτος) rel. [66]
b. 40:49: omitted Φ τό (εύρος) rel. [67]
c. 41:20a: omitted Φ (φατνώματος) τά rel. [68]
d. 42:18a: omitted Φ τό (κατά) rel. [69]
e. 44:15b: omitted Φ τάς (φύλακας) rel. [70]
f. 45:23b: omitted Φ τάς (επτά ημέρας τής εορτής) rel. [71]
g. 46:18a: omitted Φ (λάβη) ό rel. [72]

(λ) Out of 11 pluses of other types o f  words,
• 3 Φ Cpl

a. 44:28a: added ούκ (εσται) Φ Cpl and rel. [73]
b. 46:12b: added (ομολογίαν) ή Φ Cpl and rel. [74]
c. 46:21b: added γής (αύλής [2nd]) Φ Cpl and rel. [75]
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• 8 = Cpl
a. 40:48a: added (διεμέτρησεν) αύτό Φ rel. [76J
b. 42:18b: added πηχών (πεντακοσίους) Φ rel. [77J
c. 43:14: added (πήχυς) εις Φ rel. [78]
d. 43:15: added (πήχυς) εις Φ rel. [79]
e. 44:7: added (τοΰ) μή Φ rel. [80]
f. 44:8b: added πάσι (τοΐς) Φ rel. [81]
g. 44:1 lb: added (οϊκω) μου Φ rel. [82]
h. 45:15b: added τάδε (λέγει) Φ rel. [83]

(μ) Out of 13 minuses of other types o f  words,
• 7 Φ Cpl

a. 42:5c: omitted Φ οϋτως (στοαί) rel. (Cpl omits this passage) [84]
b. 42:1 lc: omitted Φ (κατά) πάσας rel. (Cpl omits this passage) [85]
c. 44:5d: omitted Φ σου (εις) Cpl and rel. [86]
d. 44:9b: omitted Φ (άγιά) μου Cpl and rel. [87]
e. 4 4 :13a: omitted Φ μοι Cpl and rel. [88]
f. 4 4 :13b: omitted Φ (προσάγειν) προς Cpl and rel. [89]
g. 45:18b: omitted Φ μην! Cpl and rel. [90]

• 6 = Cpl
a. 40:44a: omitted * βλεπούσης ( I st) rel. [9 1 ]
b. 4 2 :13a: omitted Φ αυται rel. [92]
c. 44:15c: omitted Φ θυσίαν rel. [93]
d. 44:19b: omitted Φ αύτοι rel. [94]
e. 44:26: omitted Φ αύτόν rel. [95]
f. 4 5 :15a: omitted Φ εις (σωτηρίου) rel. [96]

2.a.ii. Qualitative readings
One hundred nineteen o f these readings can be considered qualitative; that is, 

they consist of options different from those of the m s s . They can be subdivided in 
the following manner:

(a) Out of 44 expressions,
• 13 Φ Cpl

a. 41:1 : είσήλθεν Φ ε’ισήγαγέ με Cpl and rel. [97]
b. 41:25a: επτα Φ omitted in Cpl Φ έπι τα rel. [98]
c. 44:1 lc: (λαοΰ) μου Φ (λαοΰ) omitted in Cpl Φ (λαοΰ) τοΰ rel. [99]
d. 44:13c: αύτών (Ισραήλ) Φ haplography in Cpl Φ υιών (τοΰ Ισραήλ) ± rel.

[100]
e. 44:14: τάξουσιν εαυτούς Φ τάξω αυτούς Cpl Φ κατατάξουσιν αυτούς ± rel. 

[101]
f. 4 4 :18b: τής όσφύος Φ τάς οσφΰς Cpl Φ τάς όσφύας rel. [102]
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g. 44:30b: πάντων (έκ πάντων) Φ πάντα (έκ πάντων) Cpl and rel. [103]
h. 45:7a: μιας Φ μία Cpl and rel. 1104]
i. 4 5 :13c: γομορ άπό τοϋ μέτρου Φ οιφι άπό τοΰ κόρου Cpl and rel. 1105] 
j. 46:5c: λευειμ Φ έλαίω του îv Cpl Φ ελαίου τό ιν ± rel. [106]
k. 4 6 :16b: ενάντιον Φ ένι των Cpl Φ ένι έκ των ± rel. [107]
1. 46:17c: αύτοΰ Φ αύτώ Cpl Φ αύτοΐς rel. [108] 
m. 46:20a: ούχ Φ omitted in Cpl Φ έκεΤ (2nd) rel. [109]

6 ± Cpl
a. 4 3 :16b: μήκος μήκος επί ± επί μήκος Cpl Φ μήκους επί ± rel. [110]
b. 4 4 :13d: πρός πάντα ± πρός πάντα τά Cpl Φ πρός τά ± rel. [1111
c. 44:30c: έκ πάντων ± έκ των Cpl Φ έκ πάντων των ± rel. [112]
d. 44 :31 a: έκ πάντων ± έκ πάντων των Cpl Φ έκ τών rel. [ I I 3]
e. 44 :31 b: έκ πάντων ± έκ πάντων τών Cpl Φ έκ τών rel. [ 114]
f. 46:17a: καί εάν δή ± καί έάν δω Cpl Φ εάν δε δω ± rel. [115]

25 = Cpl
a. 40:42a: πήχεως Φ επί πήχυν rel. [116]
b. 42:2a: πηχών Φ επί πήχεις rel. [117]
c. 42:3: κατά στίχον Φ έστιχισμέναι ± rel. [118]
d. 42:7: έξωθεν Φ έξωτέρας rel. [119]
e. 4 2 :10b: φώς τούτο Φ φώς του rel. [ 120]
f. 42:10c: καί κατά Φ καί τά rel. [121]
g. 43:2: έν τή δόξη Φ άπό τής δόξης rel. [122]
h. 43:8: τοίχον σύνεγγυς μου Φ τόν τοίχον μου ώς συνεχόμενον έμοΰ ± rel.

[123] ' ' '
i. 43:16d: πηχέων Φ πλάτους ± rel. [124]
j. 43:27: τού θυσιαστηρίου Φ τό θυσιαστήριον rel. [125] 
k. 44:5a: πρός σέ λαλώ Φ λαλώ μετά σού rel. [126]
1. 44:9c: άπό πάντων τών Φ έν πασΐν υίοΐς rel. [127]
m. 44:15a: ο'ί φ  οϊ τινες rel. [ 128]
n. 44:18a: τών κεφαλών Φ ταΐς κεφαλαΐς rel. [ 129]
o. 44:24b: έν τοις ^ τά ( 1 st) rel. [ 130]
p. 44:24d: έν τοϊς Φ τά (2nd) rel. [131]
q. 44:28b: κληρονομιά Φ εις κληρονομιάν rel. [132]
r. 45:2a: πεντακόσια Φ πεντακόσιοι rel. [133]
s. 45:2b: πεντακόσια Φ πεντακοσίους rel. [134]
t. 45:3a: έξ αύτής Φ έκ ταύτης rel. [ 135]
u. 45:3b: χιλιάδες Φ χιλιάδας rel. [136]
ν. 45:12: ύμών Φ ύμΐν rel. [137]
w. 45:19: μόσχου Φ έξιλασμού ± rel. [ 138]
χ. 45:24: τοΰ ε'ίν Φ τό ιν rel. [139]
y. 46:12c: σωτήριον Φ σωτηρίου ( 1 st) rel. [140]
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(ß) Out of 15 nouns,
• — 3 *  Cpl

a. 41:13: τοίχου Φ οικου Cpl and rel. [ 141J
b. 43:1 lb: κρίματα Φ νόμιμα, νόμους Cpl ± νόμιμα rel. [142]
c. 45:20: άφαίρεμα Φ άσυνέτου και νηπίου Cpl Φ άπόμοιραν rel. [143]

• 12 = Cpl
a. 40:43: κυμάτιον Φ γεΐσος rel. 1144]
b. 41 :4: πυλών Φ θυρών rel. [145]
c. 42:2b: εύρος Φ πλάτος rel. [146]
d. 44:5b: κρίματα Φ νόμιμα rel. [147]
e. 44:22a: οι'κου Φ σπέρματος rel. [148]
f. 44:24c: προστάγμασι Φ δικαιώματα rel. [149]
g. 44:30a: άφορίσματα Φ άφαιρέματα rel. [ 150]
h. 45:25: a i θυσίαι Φ τό μαναα rel. [151]
i. 46:5a: θυσίαν Φ μαναα rel. [152] 
j. 46:14a: θυσίαν Φ μαναα rel. [153] 
k. 46:14c: θυσίαν Φ μαναα rel. [154]
1. 46:15: την θυσίαν Φ τό μαναα rel. [155]

(γ) Out of seven verbs,
• 2 φ Cpl

a. 4 2 :13c: στάνονται Φ έσθίονται Cpl Φ φάγονται rel. [156]
b. 46:21a: είσήγαγεν Φ έξήγαγεν Cpl and rel. [157]

• 1 ± Cpl

43:24: έπιθήσουσιν ± έπιθήσονται Cpl Φ έπιρρίψουσιν rel. [158]

• 4 = Cpl
a. 41 :20c: διαγεγραμμένοι Φ διαγεγλυμμένοι rel. [159]
b. 46:7: ίσχύη Φ έκποιή rel. [160]
c. 4 6 :19a: άπήγαγον = άπήγαγεν Cpl Φ είσήγαγεν rel. [161]
d. 46:20b: έψήσουσιν = έψοΰσιν Cpl Φ πέψουσι rel. [162]

(δ) Out of three adjectives,
• 2 Φ Cpl

a. 41:15: έσώτερον Φ έξώτερον Cpl and rel. [ 163]
b. 41 :25b: καλά Φ κατά Cpl Φ σπουδαία rel. [164]

• 1 = Cpl

4 6 :1c: έργασίμας Φ ένεργούς rel. [165]
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(ε) Out o f four numbers,
• 3 *  Cpl

a. 40:48b: v Φ πέντε Cpl and rel. [ 166J
b. 40:48d: θ * πέντε Cpl and rel. [167]
c. 43:16c: δέκα * δώδεκα (2nd) Cpl and rel. [ 168]

• 1 = Cpl

4 3 :16a: δύω * δώδεκα ( 1 st) rel. [ 169]

(ζ) Out of eight prepositions,
• 2 * Cpl

a. 43:1 la: άπό Φ υπέρ Cpl Φ περί rel. 1170]
b. 44:4: κατεναντίον * κατέναντι Cpl and rel. [171]

• 6 = Cpl
a. 40:44b: κατά Φ πρός (2nd) rel. [172]
b. 45:17a: περι * υπέρ ( I st) rel. [ 173]
c. 45:17b: περι * υπέρ (2nd) rel. [ 174]
d. 45:23d: περι * υπέρ rel. [175]
e. 46:1b: κατά Φ πρός rel. [176]
f. 46:3b: ένωπίον * εναντίον rel. [177]

(η) Out o f two conjunctions,
• 1 ^ Cpl

42:6: δτι * lacuna in Cpl * διότι rel. [178]

• 1 = Cpl

44:3: οτι ϊ  διότι rel. [179]

(Θ) Out of eight verbal form s,
• 4 it Cpl

a. 43:3: έπεσον * έπεσα Cpl * πίπτω rel. [ 180]
b. 43:18d: προσχεεΐς * προσχυΟήσονται Cpl * προσχέειν rel. [181]
c. 43:23: προσοίσεις * προσοίση Cpl * προσοίσουσι rel. [ 182]
d. 45:23c: ποιήσαι ± ποιήσει Cpl and rel. [183]

• 4 = Cpl
a. 44:8a: διετάσσετε * διετάξατε rel. [184]
b. 45 :11 : έστω * έσται rel. [ 185]
c. 46:9a: προσκυνήσαι * προσκυνεΐν rel. [186]
d. 46:9d: εισήλθεν * είσελήλυθεν rel. [187]
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(i) Out of three forms of proper names,
• 3 *  Cpl

a. 40:46a: σακδου Φ σαδουχ Cpl /  σαδδουκ rel. [ 188J
b. 41:20b: χερουβ Φ χερουβείμ Cpl and rel. [189]
c. 45:21: φασεχ Φ πασχα Cpl and rel. [190]

(k) Out of 15 plural form s,
• 4 φ Cpl

a. 41:21a: τά 'άγια Φ άγιον Cpl ± τό άγιον rel. [191]
b. 44:5c: αυτών Φ αύτοΰ (1st) Cpl and rel. [192]
c. 46:19b: άπήγαγον Φ άπήγαγεν Cpl ± είσήγαγεν rel. [193J
d. 46:24: τών λαών Φ τοΰ λαοΰ Cpl and rel. [194]

• 11 = Cpl
a. 40:45b: τάς φύλακας Φ τήν φυλακήν rel. [195]
b. 42:1 la: πρόσωπα Φ πρόσωπον rel. [196]
c. 42:14: τών αγίων Φ τοΰ αγίου rel. [197]
d. 44:5e: αύτών Φ αύτοΰ (2nd) rel. [198]
e. 44:22c: Ιερέων Φ ίερέως rel. [199]
f. 44:27a: τοΐς άγίοις Φ τώ άγίω rel. [200]
g. 45:4: τοΐς άγίοις Φ τώ άγίω rel. [201]
h. 45:9b: καταδυναστείας Φ καταδυναστείαν rel. [202]
i. 45:13a: τών πυρών Φ τοΰ πυροΰ rel. [203] 
j. 45:18c: τά άγια Φ τό άγιον rel. [204]
k. 46:5b: τοΐς κριοΐς Φ τώ κριώ rel. [205]

(λ) Out of three singular forms,
• 3 = Cpl

a. 43:22a: λήμψη Φ λήμψονται rel. [206]
b. 43:22b: εριφον (. . .) άμωμον Φ έρίφους δύο (. . .) άμώμους rel. [207]
c. 46:17d: αύτοΰ = αύτώ Cpl Φ αύτοΐς rel. [208]

(μ) Out of seven word orders characterizing 967,
• 2 Φ Cpl

a. 4 4 :12a: μου τήν χεΐρα φ 2-3-1 Cpl and rel. [209]
b. 45:13b: γομορ άπό τοΰ μέτρου Φ 4-2-3-1 Cpl and ± rel. [210]

• 5 = Cpl
a. 40:42c: τά ολοκαυτώματα έκεΐ Φ 3-1-2 rel. [211]
b. 42:15b: τοΰ οϊκου τό υπόδειγμα Φ 3-4-1-2 rel. [212]
c. 43:17b: κυκλούμενον αύτώ κυκλόθεν Φ 3-1-2 rel. [213]
d. 44:22b: έάν γένηται χήρα Φ 3-1-2 rel. [214]
e. 45:16: τώ άφηγουμένω τοΰ Ισραήλ τήν άπαρχήν ταύτην Φ 5-6-7-1-2-3-4 

rel. [215]
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2.h. Characteristic agreements
Since we cannot treat all these cases systematically here, we must be content 

to analyze certain agreements between 967 and Cpl that appear to be characteris
tic of the close relationship between the earliest edition and the earliest manu
script for this part of the book of Ezekiel.

(i) In 42:15, where ill has TDD | TDD ill??!, Vaticanus has και διεμέτρησεν τό 
υπόδειγμα τοϋ οΐκου κυκλόθεν έν διατάξει. Ziegler, who follows Vaticanus, men
tions no notable variant. 967 and Cpl both reverse the order of four words: τοΰ 
οΐκου τό υπόδειγμα. This agreement could be a coincidence, if it were isolated. 
But it is striking that in 16b where Vaticanus has και διεμέτρησεν πεντακοσίους 
έν τω καλάμω τοΰ μέτρου, 967 is distinguished by the insertion o f the words τοΰ 
οΐκου τό υπόδειγμα κυκλόθεν έν διατάξει after the verb. These words appear to be 
no more than a mistaken repetition of 15b. Significantly, Cpl offers this same 
repetition here, with the same transposition of τό υπόδειγμα with respect to τοΰ 
οΐκου, which already characterized these two witnesses in 15b. From this double 
agreement it can be concluded that one of the manuscripts used by Cpl must have 
been closely related to 967.

(ii) In 44:9, we have the formula ΪΤ1ΓΡ “IQXTD, according to ill. It intro
duces the words H&X " l i r ] 3 “1?3V Xl3* îÔ  "IU>3 V“lin 3*7 V"IV Ί3 Γ 7 3 _Ι73

v  t  · ·  I v  t  : v  τ ι :  · v  \ t  / τ  τ  v a · : · ·  v « v  τ · ·  I v  τ

’la  ^ irD ,to which corresponds Vaticanus (followed by Ziegler) Διά τοΰτο 
τάδε λέγει κύριος ό θεός Πας υίός άλλογενής άπερίτμητος καρδίςι και άπερίτμητος 
σαρκι ούκ είσελεύσεται είς τά άγιά μου έν πάσιν υίοΐς άλλογενών τών οντων έν 
μέσω οΐκου Ισραήλ. For the section of text under examination it happens that this 
is the only verse for which we have a formal citation by a Greek author prior to 
Origen. The author is Clement of Alexandria who has Διά τοΰτο τάδε λέγει κύ
ριος Πας υιός άλλογενής άπερίτμητος καρδία καί άπερίτμητος37 σαρκι ούκ 
είσελεύσεται εις τά άγια άπό τών άλλογενών έν μέσω οΐκου Ισραήλ.38 The four 
variants in this citation that contrast sharply with the readings of the m s s  are:

(ii.a) it gives only κύριος (with no other divine name) for ill ΪΤ1ΓΡ
(ii.ß) the absence of μου after άγια, which nonetheless renders ’ψ ΐρΏ  of ill;
(ΐϊ.γ) the words άπό τών instead of έν πάσιν υίοΐς to render |3 “V3V of lit;
(ii.ô) before έν μέσω, the absence of τών δντων, which renders “ΙψΧ.

On these four points, it can be seen that Clement is farther from ill than Vaticanus 
is. Now, for this verse. 967 is the single manuscript that supports the peculiari
ties in Clement’s text, the only difference being that 967 inserts πάντων after από. 
Cpl, for its part, differs from 967 only in the insertion of μου after άγια. 967 and 
Cpl are thus the only two Greek witnesses that support the first and fourth vari
ants of Clement entirely, and the third partially. It is probable that the presence of

37. After this word, the Clement manuscript has έστι, which Stählin and Friichtcl consider 
to be a later insertion.

38. Clement, Stromata , Book 4, ch. 25.
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πάντων after από in both o f them and the presence of μου after άγια in Cpl repre
sent two stages o f recension based on III. In any case it is remarkable that 967 and 
Cpl agree with Clement o f Alexandria against the m s s  in the distinctive form 
that Clement offers for this verse.

(iii) Let us now examine a characteristic passage— the passage where the typi
cal agreements between 967 and Cpl begin, at 40:42aß, which involves the stone 
tables that were used in the preparation of the burnt offerings. The text edited by 
Ziegler appears on the first line and the text of 967 on the second. The variants in 
967 not attested by the m s s  are underlined:

Ζ: και έπι πήχυν τό ϋψος, επ’ αύτάς έπιθήσουσι τά σκεύη, έν οις
967: καί πήγεως τό ϋψος, έπ’ αύτάς θήσουσι τά σκεύη έν οις

Ζ: σφάξουσιν έκεΐ τά ολοκαυτώματα καί τά θύματα. 43 καί παλαιστήν
967: σφάζουσι τά ο λ ο κ α υ τ ώ μ α τ α  έκεΐ καί τά θύματα. 43 καί παλαιστήν

Ζ: εξουσι γεϊσος λελαξευμένον έσωθεν κύκλω καί επί τάς τραπέζας
967: εξουσι κυμάτιον λελαξευμένον εσωθεν κύκλφ καί έπι τάς τραπέζας

Ζ: έπάνωθεν στέγας τού καλύπτεσθαι άπό του ΰετοΰ καί άπό τής
967: έπάνωθεν στέγας του κατακαλύπτεσθαι άπό τοΰ ύετοΰ καί άπό τής

Ζ: ξηρασίας. 44 καί είσήγαγέ με εις τήν αύλήν τήν έσωτέραν, καί Ιδού
967: ξηρασίας. 44 καί είσήγαγέν με εις τήν αύλήν τήν έσωτέραν, καί ιδού

Ζ: δύο έξέδραι έν τή αύλή τή έσωτέρα, μία κατά νώτου τής πύλης τής
967: δύο έξέδραι έν τή αύλή τή έσωτέρα, μία κατά νώτου τής πύλης τής

Ζ: βλεπούσης πρός βορρδν φέρουσα πρός νότον καί μία κατά νώτου τής
967: [. . .1 πρός βορρδν φέρουσα κατά νότον καί μία κατά νώτου τής

Ζ: πύλης τής πρός νότον βλεπούσης δέ πρός βορρδν. 45 καί ειπε
967: πύλης τής πρός νότον τίής βλεπούσης f. . .1 πρός βορρδν. 45 καί ειπε

Ζ: πρός με 'Η  έξέδρα αϋτη ή βλέπουσα πρός νότον τοΐς ίερεΰσι
967: πρός με 'Η  έξέδρα αϋτη ή βλέπουσα πρός τόν νότον τοΐς ίερεΰσι

Ζ: τοΐς φυλάσσουσι τήν φυλακήν τοΰ οίκου, 46 καί ή έξέδρα ή βλέπουσα
967: τοΐς φυλάσσουσι τάς φύλακας τοΰ οίκου, 46 καί ή έξέδρα ή βλέπουσα

Ζ: πρός βορρδν τοΐς ίερεΰσι τοΐς φυλάσσουσι τήν φυλακήν τοΰ θυσιαστηρίου.
967: πρός βορρδν τοΐς ίερεΰσι τοΐς φυλάσσουσι τήν φυλακήν τοΰ θυσιαστηρίου.

We can see immediately that out of nine variants in 967 not supported by the 
m s s , eight are supported by Cpl (and the only one that it does not support is 
rather trivial, since it involves the addition of the article τόν before νότον). Let us 
treat briefly the eight variants shared by 967 and Cpl.
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(iii.ot) In v. 42, in stead  o f  έπ'ι π ή χ υ ν  τό  ΰ ψ ο ς , 967 and Cpl h a v e  π ή χεω ς τό  

ύ ψ ο ς . A sim ila r  variant is  fou n d  in  42:2 w h ere  the MSS h a v e  έπ'ι π ή χ ε ις  εκ α τ ό ν  
μ ή κ ο ς , w h ile  967 and Cpl h a v e  π η χ ώ ν  ε κ α τ ό ν  μ ή κ ο ς .

(iii.ß) The m s s  offer the prefixed verbal form έπ ιθ ή σ ο υ σ ι, whereas 967 and 
Cpl both omit the prefix. We have already seen that the same is true for the ma
jority of cases where 967 is distinguished from the m s s  in the omission of a pre
fix. Let us recall these cases: In 41:9 only 967 and Cpl omit the prefix of τά ά π ο-  

λο ιπ ά  (while the m s s  alternate between the prefixes α π ο -, υ π ο -, and επ ι-) . In 46:8, 
17, 18, the prefix of the noun ά φ η γ ο ύ μ ενο ς  is again omitted only by 967 and Cpl. 
However, in 46:12 967 omits it but Cpl attests the prefix. Finally, in 44:24, where 
967 and Cpl agree with the Antiochene manuscripts in omitting the prefix of 
έπ ισ τ ή σ ο ν τ α ι, 967 and Cpl are also alone in omitting the following prefix, which 
the Antiochene manuscripts attest in the form δ ια κ ρ ίνε ιν , and the other manu
scripts attest in the form δ ια κ ρ ΐνα ι. Actually, 967 has κ ρ ίν ε ιν  and Cpl has κ ρ ίσ ιν . 
We note finally that in the segment of text under examination, 967 has a tendency 
to be distinguished from the m s s  by the absence of prefixes as opposed to their 
presence.

( i i i .y )  967 and Cpl b oth  p la c e  the adverb  έ κ ε ΐ  (n o t a ttested  b y  ill) after τά 
ο λοκ α υ τώ μ α τα , a g a in st the MSS.

(iii.ô) In v. 43, ill Π’ΓΙΟΦΠ'Ι (which most likely refers to “the two hooks” on 
which the meat is hung to be cut up) has γεΐσος corresponding to it in all the 
Greek manuscripts (except for 130 and 147, which omit it). This word occurs 
again in 43:13, 17 (in 967, Cpl, and all the Greek manuscripts) to translate VlDX 
which designates the “rim” around the altar at its base. In 41:7, Vaticanus even 
writes γείσων instead of μέσων by mistake. Now 967 and Cpl both give the word 
κυμάτιον instead of γεΐσος in 40:43. This word, which does not recur in © of 
Ezekiel, translates 01 "IT three times in Exod 25:10(11), 23(24), 24(25), where it 
refers to the gold moldings around the ark of the covenant, its cover, and the table 
for the bread offering. The two readings of © suggest that it was influenced by 

in rendering this difficult word.
(ϋ ϊ .ε )  In v. 44, the first occurrence (attested by the MSS) of the adjective β λ ε 

πούσης (which has no counterpart in 211) is absent in 967 and Cpl.
(ϋ ΐ .ζ )  The participle φέρουσα, according to the m s s , has the complement πρός 

νότον, whereas 967 and Cpl have κατά νότον (a preposition that contrasts sharply 
to the three occurrences of πρός + accusative surrounding it). A similar situation 
is found in 46:1, where 967 and Cpl both give the complement κατά άνατολάς to 
the participle βλέπειν, while the m s s  have πρός άνατολάς.

(Πΐ.η) According to the MSS, the south gate is called βλεπούσης δε πρός βορ- 
ρδν, while 967 and Cpl call it τής βλεπούσης πρός βορράν. A similar case can be 
seen in 46:17, where the MSS have έάν δέ δω, while Cpl gives και έάν δω, cor
rupted in 967 to και εαν δη.
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(ϊϋ .θ )  In v. 45 the MSS describe a category of priests as τ ο ΐς  φ υ λ ά σ σ ο υ σ ι τ ή ν  

φ υ λ α κ ή ν  τοΰ ο ΐκ ο υ , as they will describe another category in v. 46 as τ ο ΐς  φ υ λ ά σ 
σ ο υ σ ι τ ή ν  φ υ λ α κ ή ν  τοΰ θ υσ ια σ τη ρ ίο υ . In contrast, 967 and Cpl both distinguish 
τάς φ ύλα κ α ς τοΰ  ο ΐκ ο υ  in v. 45 from τ ή ν  φ υ λ α κ ή ν  τοΰ θ υ σ ια σ τη ρ ίο υ  in ν. 46.

(iv) Let us look at three cases where lack of agreement nevertheless betrays a 
close kinship between Cpl and 967:

(iv.a) In 41:25, Ziegler (in accord with Vaticanus) edits as follows: καί έπι τά 
θυρώματα τοΰ ναοΰ χερουβιν και φοίνικες κατά τήν γλυφήν τών αγίων και 
σπουδαία ξύλα κατά πρόσωπον τοΰ αιλαμ έξωθεν. 967 departs from the m s s  with 
two variants: επτα instead of επι τα (a simple omission of a downstroke) and 
καλα τα instead of σπουδαία (choice of another equivalent adjective). In neither 
of these does Cpl follow 967. But it shows dependence on the second variant by 
writing κατά τά (influenced by the two occurrences of κατά + accusative on both 
sides of it) and it also shows its dependence on the first by omitting the “seven,” 
unintelligible in this context (an omission that would be unmotivated if Cpl had 
read επι τα with the m s s  instead of επτα) and by correcting τοΰ ναοΰ to τω ναω 
(which gives και θυρώματα τω ναω, echoing the end of v. 22 in ©).

(iv.ß) In 45:2 our two witnesses 967 and Cpl are distinguished from the m s s  in 
that they twice give the neuter form πεντακόσια instead of πεντακόσιοι or πεντα- 
κοσίους. At the beginning of v. 3, against έκ ταύτης in the MSS, they both have εξ 
αυτής. Then Ziegler and Vaticanus agree on the verbal phrase διαμετρήσεις 
μήκος πέντε και είκοσι χιλιάδας και εύρος είκοσι χιλιάδας, while 967 gives a 
nominal phrase corrupted by homeoteleuton (occasioncd by the repetition of the 
last two words of the first number): διαμέτρησις μήκος πέντε και εϊκοσι χιλιάδες. 
While the reading διαμέτρησις and the homeoteleuton are found in a number of 
other manuscripts, 967 departs from the m s s  by putting χιλιάδες in the nomina
tive. Now Cpl has διαμετρήσεις μήκος πέντε και είκοσι χιλιάδας και τό εύρος 
δέκα χιλιάδες. The fact that it finishes with χιλιάδες in the nominative and that it 
gives that case only for the second occurrence of the word, is an indication that it 
depended on a source identical to 967 as far as the nominative and the mutilation 
that caused it to occur only once are concerned. It then filled out the omission and 
altered διαμέτρησις to διαμετρήσεις based on another source that conformed to 111 
(as do certain Origenian and Antiochene manuscripts) in reading 10,000 instead 
of 20,000 for the width.

(ΐν .γ )  In 46:5 only 967 has the erroneous reading λ ευ ε ιμ , whereas the Levites 
have nothing to do with this passage. Vaticanus has ελα ίο υ  τό  ε ιν  and Cpl has 
έλα ίω  τοΰ 'ίν . Jahn proposes that the reading of 967 derived from that of Vaticanus 
through a dictation error. But it is not likely that a tan would have escaped the ear 
of the copyist. It is more likely that the reading in 967 derives from a form with
out the article: ελα ίο υ  ε ιν . It might be objected that none of the MSS offers a read
ing without the article in any of the four cases in Ezekiel (45:24, 46:5, 7, 11)
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where 111 has the expression '[’’Π But Cpl attests it in 4 6 : 1 1, where 9 6 7  ap
pears to have misread it once again by giving only ελαίου, without translating pH.

One can thus observe that a number of cases where Cpl does not directly fol
low 967 nevertheless manifest a dependence on a source very close to 967.

(v) The following are several translational decisions that unite 967 and Cpl 
against the m s s :

(v.a) In 42:3, for □,ψ ,7ψ3 P W ? ? ^ ?  p’FIX in HI, Ziegler has έστιχισμέναι 
άντιπρόσωποι στοα'ι τρισσαί, in accord with Vaticanus. This is the sole use of the 
verb στιχίζω reported by the Liddell-Scott dictionary. In the place of this word, 
967 and Cpl alone offer κατά στίχον, an expression that recurs in Exod 28:20 in 
connection with the placement into rows of the precious stones that adorn the 
breastpiece of judgment.

(ν.β) For 42:9 967 and Cpl, along with almost all the manuscripts, offer και ai 
θύραι τών εξεδρών τούτων τής εισόδου τής πρός άνατολάς του είσπορεύεσΟαι δι’ 
αύτών έκ τής αύλής τής έξωτέρας. In 42:10, for Ü'Hjpn ^"Η “ΙΧΠΠ "Π} | 3ΓΠ2

’39- 7Ν1 ΓΠΪΛΠ, Ziegler and Vaticanus give κατά τό φώς του έν άρχή περιπά
του και τά πρός νότον κατά πρόσωπον τοΰ νότου κατά πρόσωπον τοΰ άπολοίπου 
και κατά πρόσωπον τοΰ διορίζοντος. Corresponding to this in 967 is κατά φώς 
τοΰτο έν άρχή τοΰ περιπάτου και κατά πρός νότον κατά πρόσωπον τοΰ άπολοίπου 
κατά πρόσωπον διορίζοντος. We note first that while Cpl keeps the article before 
φώς (a word that probably translates T $ , just as it translated T]J in v. 7), it agrees 
with 967 against the m s s  when it then gives τοΰτο instead of τοΰ. After that, Cpl 
reads the same as 967, και κατά πρός νότον, before inserting και κατά πρόσωπον 
τοΰ νότου, which it judged to be missing by mistake in the source that it was us
ing, one similar to 967. In this, Cpl is probably mistaken, since και τά πρός νότον 
and κατά πρόσωπον τοΰ νότου appear to be a doublet in Vaticanus for DHpn ĴT{. 
967 was not corrupted, but was the single witness to offer only one element of the 
doublet. As we shall see in the next case, the second element appears not to cor
respond to the customary usage of κατα πρόσωπον by © of Ezekiel.

(ν.γ) In 4 2 : 1 I Ziegler and Vaticanus have the more usual expression κατά 
πρόσωπον αύτών corresponding to nn^çV, while 9 6 7  and Cpl alone put the noun 
in the plural, κατά πρόσωπα αύτών, to account for the plural of the pronominal 
suffix. This agreement between 9 6 7  and Cpl is all the more indicative since all 
witnesses of © of Ezekiel (including 9 67  and Cpl) appear elsewhere to agree in 
considering κατά πρόσωπον as an invariable semi-preposition. It should be 
pointed out, however, that we have here the single case in the book of Ezekiel 
where (excepting certain Greek variants of the Alexandrinus) this expression 
κατά πρόσωπον (or -πα) corresponds to the Hebrew semi-preposition "’ipV. In
deed, to limit ourselves to the portion of text under scrutiny, κατά πρόσωπον cor
responds to , 3S-I7K in 4 1 :4 , 12, 15, 25 ; 4 2 :1 0  (2 x ) , 13; 4 5 :7  (2 x ), and to ’ÎS in 
4 1 :1 4  (according to Vaticanus, 967, and Cpl). We may note in passing that, in the 
exterior measurements of the Temple (4 2 :1 7 -1 9 )  κατά πρόσωπον reappears two
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or three times (depending on the witnesses) and does not have an explicit coun
terpart in IÏÏ.

(ν .δ ) In 43:2, where the m s s  render with ά π ό  τής δόξη ς (some witnesses 
that have undergone recension add κυρίου or αύτοΰ to render the pronominal suf
fix), 967 and Cpl alone have έ ν  τή δόξη  (also without translating the pronominal 
suffix).

(ν .ε )  Under the influence o f the initial ΟΠΓΟ in 43:8, the words ’PS  Tj?n'] 
□ΓΡΓΠΊ in !R have as a counterpart in Ziegler and Vaticanus κ αι εδω κ α ν τό ν  
τ ο ίχ ο ν  μου ώς σ υ ν ε χ ό μ ε ν ο ν  έμ ο ΰ  και αύτώ ν. 967 and Cpl agree on the more sober 
reading καί εδω κ α ν τ ο ίχ ο ν  σ ύ ν ε γ γ ύ ς  μ ου  και αύ τώ ν, against the m s s .

(ν.ζ) In 43:22a, 111 has nXün*? ΟΉΓΙ ïT T y i’ÿip ‘’ίψΠ Ü V2\ while in 22b 
the verbs are plural: IDS ΠΪΤΏΓΓΓίΐ? ΊΝφή. Corresponding to this in
Ziegler and Vaticanus is και τή ημέρα τή δευτέρα λήμψονται έρίφους δύο αιγών 
άμώμους ύπέρ αμαρτίας και έξιλάσονται τό θυσιαστήριον καθότι έξιλάσαντο έν 
τώ μόσχω. 967 and Cpl differ from the m ss  in that they write the initial verb in 
the second person singular (λήμψη) and mention only one goat (εριφον έξ αιγών 
άμωμον). Observing that the reading of 967 corresponds more precisely to ΙΠ in 
these two respects, Jahn39 concluded that the variant of the papyrus is probably 
the result of a correction based on the Hebrew. The matter is not certain. Indeed, 
with regard to the third person plural of the MSS (λήμψονται), it is very likely that 
it is an assimilation to the two occurrences o f the same verb in the preceding 
verses, and also to the two verbs in v. 22b. As for the mention by Vaticanus of 
two goats instead of one, it is known that the book of Ezekiel caused considerable 
difficulty for the rabbis at the beginning of the common era, because it seemed to 
contradict the Torah on certain points.40 Lev 16:5 says clearly of Aaron, in con
nection with the expiation ceremony, ΠΧϋΠ1? 0,:ry ’TVÜr’Jltf . Thus it could be 
the case that the textual form of © offered by the m s s  was altered to correspond 
more exactly to the details in Leviticus.

(ν.η) In 44:5, for 111 ηΐΊΧ ΤΠ?? ’Jg "IWirVs, the MSS have πάντα όσα εγώ λαλώ 
μετά σοϋ, whereas 967 and S both have πάντα όσα εγώ πρός σε λαλώ. Then, while 
Ziegler and Vaticanus give νόμιμα to correspond to the plural nVlifl, 967 and Cpl 
alone give κρίματα.41 Then for the second half of v. 5 !lt has

ΓΙ’ίπ ,  to which corresponds, in Ziegler and Vaticanus, και τάξ
εις τήν καρδίαν σου εις τήν είσοδον τοϋ οΐκου κατά πάσας τάς έξόδους αύτοΰ έν 
πάσι τοΐς άγίοις. Here 967 and Cpl both give αύτών instead of αύτοΰ, against the 
m s s . This plural possessive for an unexpressed antecedent constitutes a lectio dif- 
ficilior  which is, however, clarified by the translation given in the Bible de Jéru-

39. Jahn, Griechische Text, 181.
40. H. Sahh. 13b.
41. In 43:11, Papyrus 967 alone has καί πανιά τά κρίματα αύτοΰ corresponding to !ïï 

vrh'irrVDi virnîrVD), whereas Vaticanus has και παντά τά νόμιμα αυτού, to which Cpl adds 
και πάντας τούς νόμους αυτού.
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salem  for the last three words in HI: “(tu feras bien attention . ..)  et à  ceux qui sont 
exclus du sanctuaire” ; and in the Revised Standard Version: “(and mark w e ll. . . )  
and all those who are to be excluded from the sanctuary.” Here 967 (but not Cpl) 
mistakenly extended the plural of this possessive to the one (αύτοΰ) that immedi
ately precedes this phrase.

2.c. Conclusion
We can conclude from this material that the earliest editors of the Septuagint, 

those who produced the Alcala polyglot, had at their disposal a (fragmentary?) 
manuscript o f Ezekiel, no longer extant, which belonged to a text family quite 
clearly distinct from the one represented in Vaticanus, on which all the other ex
tant manuscripts o f this version depend fairly closely. From 1517 up to recent de
cades, their edition remained the single witness of the most notable characteris
tics of this text type for Ezek 40:42-46:24. The great antiquity of these 
characteristics would not have been suspected if the recent discovery of Papyrus 
967 had not revealed that they existed already around a .d . 200.

The Complutensis is thus confirmed, more and more clearly, as a textual wit
ness of great value, however enigmatic.

B. Little-Known or Poorly Understood Witnesses o f the Dodekapropheton

I. The Alcala Polyglot
To illustrate this last assertion, we would like to assemble some data offered 

by the Complutensis in the Dodekapropheton that Ziegler did not report or to 
which he did not attribute enough weight. Since we cannot treat the question 
fully in this introduction, our study is limited to six examples that we hope will 
encourage future editors of © to attach greater importance to the Alcala polyglot 
than has been done by their predecessors.

l.a . "Salt" or “threshingfloor”?
In Zeph 2:9 almost all the manuscripts and editions of ® give αλωνος as the 

equivalent of IH Π^Ώ.42 Although Ziegler was aware only of the Greek minuscules 
233 and 710 and the Bohairic Coptic version for support of his reading, he 
emended the word to άλός, in the belief that he was the first editor to offer that 
word here. However, Jerome had already suggested that the added syllable ων (in 
the word αλωνος) could be due to the proximity o f the word θιμωνιά, which 
would lead some to look for the heaps o f grains that are found on a threshing 
floor. Was it Jerome’s suggestion or access to an intact early manuscript that 
made Cpl choose the original reading άλός?

42. CTAT Vol. 3, 894:29-32.
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l.b. "O ppress” or "make disappear”?
In Amos 8:4 Ziegler noted that Cpl used καταλύοντες against the reading κα- 

ταδυναστεύοντες o f all the known Greek manuscripts and all the editions that fol
lowed. But he did not point out that Montfaucon and Field had erred in attribut
ing the reading λύοντες to θ'. To be sure, in the Barberini manuscript upon which 
they rely here, the marginal reading λύοντες is indeed attested. But the mark that 
refers it to the text is located at the syllable δυ of the word καταδυναστεύοντες, 
which this manuscript (like all the others) has in its text, so that the marginal 
reading must be combined with the prefix κατα. Thus, it happens that θ' is the 
only Greek witness that preserves this reading. It is certainly original, since the 
verb καταλύειν corresponds to the Hiphil of rQ\£*. which III has here, in six other 
places, something which is never the case for καταδυναστεύειν. As we have 
pointed out,43 the other Greek witnesses fell victim to an assimilation to Amos 
4:1, where □’’V'? Hip had been translated αί καταδυναστεύουσαι πτωχούς. The 
reading καταλύοντες survived in the Vetus Latina (“dissolvitis”) according to the 
Constance manuscript.44 Here Jerome translates the dominant reading of the 
Greek manuscripts with “opprimitis.”45 In this case, it is difficult to see how Cpl 
would have had access to the original form of © except by direct knowledge of a 
textual form that preceded the incursion of the Vaticanus text type. Thus it ap
pears that we have a situation similar to the one uncovered by the discovery of 
Papyrus 967 for Ezekiel 40-46.

I.e. "F lock” or “shepherds”?
In Zeph 2:6 Ziegler has ποιμνίων as © equivalent of the word in ill. He 

notes that the translations of the Sahidic and Akhmimic versions presuppose a 
Vorlage with ποιμένων, but he knew of no such Greek witness. Now this is pre
cisely the reading in Cpl, as we have noted.46 One wonders whether ποιμνίων 
might not be a corruption in all the other Greek witnesses, through assimilation 
to προβάτων, which immediately follows.

l.d. “Your brother” or “your brothers”?
According to Ziegler all the Greek witnesses read the singular τω άδελφώ 

υμών in Hos 2:3(1), exactly parallel to the singular τη άδελφή υμών immediately 
following.47 However, Cpl clearly distinguishes τοΐς άδελφοις υμών from τη 
άδελφή υμών. We have pointed out that this plural is also attested by D and €, and

43. Ibid., 682 n. 2353.
44. Ranke, Fragmenta IV, 6.
45. An error frequently committed is to consider the “septuaginta” lemmas o f Jerome’s 

commentaries as witnesses o f  the Vetus Latina. In fact, he does not give evidence for a pre
existing Latin text, but supplies a personal translation o f the Greek text that he had in front 
o f  him.

46. CTAT Vol. 3, 889:2If.
47. Ibid., 498:49-50.
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that Yefet ben Ely understood !11 in this way. Was Cpl influenced by D, or
does it depend here again on a Greek manuscript where this plural had not been 
assimilated to the singular that follows it?

I.e. "Your" or "our”?
Ziegler knew only of the Arabic version for the attestation o f the possessive 

ημών when © translates and ΙΪΤήϊρΊΧΞΙ in Mic 5:4(5). However, as we
have pointed out,48 Cpl attests these two readings that Ziegler considers original. 
Were its editors influenced by D, or did they have, here too, an uncorrupted Greek 
manuscript?

1.f. “Bethlehem, house o f  Ephrata" or "house o f  Bethlehem Ephrata”?
Three verses earlier, the Washington Papyrus (W) is the single Greek witness 

known to Ziegler that has the reading και σύ οίκος τοΰ βαιθλεεμ τοΰ Εφραθα, 
while all the other Greek witnesses have the word order καί συ Βηθλεεμ οίκος 
τοΰ Εφραθα. Here the Sahidic and Akhmimic versions, as is often the case, were 
using a Vorlage identical to W. The most distinctive element of this reading is 
that οίκος precedes Βηθλεεμ instead of following it. Indeed, the well-known cita
tion o f this text in Matt 2:6 understandably fixed the sequence καί σύ Βηθλεεμ in
delibly in the ear of Christian copyists.

The scroll of Nahal Hever (Hev), discovered since Ziegler, also attests the se
quence ΚΑΙΣΥΟΙΚΟ[ΣΒΗΘΛΕΕΜΕ]ΦΡΑΘΑ.49 Now, only the omission of the 
two articles can be considered as a Hebraizing recension, since it is hard to say 
that one order or the other would be a more faithful translation of the Hebrew 
□nVTP3 ΠΓΙΪΟ. Indeed, both of them offer a translation and a transcription of the 
word ΓΡ2. Thus it is more likely that Hev and W preserved the original order of © 
here, which was modified elsewhere under the influence of the Matthew citation.

It is striking that Cpl already offers exactly the same reading as W, although 
Ziegler does not mention it: καί σύ οίκος τοΰ Βαιθλεεμ τοΰ Εφραθα.50

2. The Nahal Hever Scroll

The fragments of this scroll have recently been edited in great detail by Eman
uel Tov. We have demonstrated, and Tov’s work appears not to contradict it,51 
that the originality of this new document lies chiefly in the fact that it offers a re
cension of © based on a pre-Masoretic text type.

48. Ibid., 750 n. 2610.
49. From the point o f view o f available space, filling the lacuna with ΣΤΟ Υ ΑΡΤΟ YH is 

equally possible. In this case, Hev would have intended to eliminate the half-doublet in © with 
a complete translation o f DnVTi'S. But the fact that no trace o f such a translation survived in 
either W or the Coptic versions or in the various hexaplaric versions, makes this hypothesis 
improbable.

50. CTAT Vol. 3, 748:22-23.
51. See the cases assembled by Tov (Greek M inor Prophets. DJD VIII, 148-51).
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Nevertheless, it is essential to recognize that this witness, very likely from be
fore the Common Era, may have preserved elements of © in a purer state than the 
one we know from Greek witnesses that are later by three or four centuries and 
that may have been contaminated in the course of their transmission. The case 
just treated is probably an example of such contamination. It is worth recalling 
here that we discovered two cases52 where © appears to have survived only in the 
first hand of the Sinaiticus manuscript and in Hev, and another case53 where it is 
known only by W and Hev. Tov assembled a number of cases in which he consid
ers Hev to be farther from 111 than is © (as edited by Ziegler).54 If it is accepted 
that the dominant tendency of Hev is to bring the text of its Vorlage in closer con
formity to a Hebrew textual form closely related to 111, these cases warrant careful 
study. It is indeed possible, a priori, that for a number of them, the text that Zie
gler edited had been assimilated to the Hebrew in the course of its transmission, 
probably by the intermediary of the evidence offered by the Hexapla. Since it is 
not possible to treat these cases at length, let us try quickly to pinpoint the prob
lems that they pose.55 Except in the case of explicit mention of disagreement over 
the reading of Hev, the text is reproduced with the dots that Tov placed there to 
signify uncertainty about the reading.

2.a. Consonantal variants
(a) Jonah 3:8: ill: Ώψ^Ι / Ζ: άπέστρεψαν / Hev: καιεπεστίρεψίεγ. Tov recon

structs DUH as the probable Vorlage of Hev. This verb is followed by έκαστος (Z) / 
al νηρ] (Hev) / (ill). Thus, it is possible that ( 1 ) the translation with the singu
lar is an original liberty taken by ©, later corrected to plural at the time of a recen
sion based on the Hebrew, or (2) the translation with the plural is original, and 
later (but before the beginning of the Common Era) suffered a facilitating alter
ation to the singular in some branches of the textual tradition. Both the singular 
and the plural are well attested in Ziegler’s apparatus. The Coptic versions (Co) 
and Cpl have the singular, while W has the plural. We conclude that “non liquet.” 
We might note that in Mic 4:4 (where the verb is also followed by έκαστος [Z] / 
ανηρ [HevJ / ttf’S [ill]), we have a reverse situation: ill: îOtt^) / Ζ: και άναπαυσεται / 
Hev: καικαθισ]ονται.

(β) Jonah 3:10: 111: D'TlVxn / Z : ό θεός /  Hev: θεοσ. As I had done in my tran
scription,56 Tov concluded that Hev omitted the article (which is attested by all 
the Greek witnesses). This conclusion is uncertain. There is an empty space the 
size of one letter between the initial theta and the iota that ends the preceding

52. Barthélémy, D evanciers, 185 and 189.
53. Ibid., 186.
54. Greek M inor Prophets, DJD VIII, 151-52.
55. We omit only the three cases where the choice o f text in Hev must be deduced from the 

size o f  a lacuna.
56. Barthélémy, Devanciers, 171.
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verb. It can be seen on plate III that no trace remains of the first five letters of that 
verb. It is thus quite possible that the letter omicron of the article also disap
peared. We note in passing a fact that escaped Ziegler: In place o f μετενόησεν, 
Cpl already gives παρεκλήθη, a reading for which it was the single known Greek 
witness, and which is now attested by Hev. It is nevertheless interesting to dis
cover that Origen (according to the translation given by Rufin), in §4 of his six
teenth homily on the book of Numbers, cites this passage in the form . . et 
paenituit, vel (ut in aliis exemplaribus legimus) deprecatus est D eu s.. . . ” It thus 
appears that Origen knew the reading παρεκλήθη to be present in some witnesses 
of ©.

(γ) Mic 1:1: 111: 'oVö / Ζ: βασιλέων / Hev: βασιλεωσ. The singular is also at
tested by a number of witnesses of © (including Alexandrinus). In a similar situa
tion, the textual tradition of © offers the same alternation between the singular 
and plural of this word in Hos 1:1 (but there it involves only minuscules). It is un
likely that a shift from plural to singular (which is not favored by the context) 
would have taken place in the course of the textual transmission of ©. It is more 
likely that in one or the other of these two titles, in the sequence ΓΓΠΓΡ oV e, a 
haplography of the yod  took place in the Vorlage of <D. It is thus not at all impos
sible that Hev would have preserved an element of ©.

(δ) Mic 5:3(4): 111: V lP  / Ζ: μεγαλυνθήσεται / Hev: μεγαλ[υνθη]σονται. In 
Vaticanus, it appears that the first hand had written the reading in the singular, 
then a second hand corrected the letter epsilon to omicron and wrote just after 
and above, between lines, a nu. The other witnesses of the reading in the singular 
(W, Co and the Antiochene tradition) probably issued from a recension of the He
brew. All the other manuscripts and derived versions have the reading in the plu
ral. It is thus very likely that Hev preserves a detail that it read in its Greek Vor
lage. It would be imprudent, however, to conclude from this that it was an 
element of ©. It is more likely that © had translated in the singular and that the 
plural was introduced later through assimilation to ύπάρξουσι, which immedi
ately precedes.

(ε) Nah 2:9(8): ill: Γΰ"Πρ / Ζ: ως κολυμβήθρα / Hev: κολυμ[βηθρα. It is certain 
that the initial kappa of this word in Hev immediately follows the final eta of 
νινευη. Before the word κολυμβήθρα, manuscript A and its related manuscript 
106 have ήν, while all the other witnesses of © attest ώς. This difference makes it 
likely that Hev has preserved the original reading of © here, a reading that the 
majority of witnesses of © changed based on the Hebrew, whereas the Alexandri
nus tradition glossed it in order to make it fit better with the past-tense verbs 
around it.

(ζ) Nah 3 :11: 111: FINTD* (1st) / Ζ: καί σύ / Hev: κ]αιγε. To correspond to Da, 
Hev corrected καί to καί γε, in accordance with its principles. Is the omission of 
συ an accident related to this intervention? At any rate, it does not appear to be 
intentional since, for the second ΓΙΝ- Πλ of this verse, Hev has καιγίεσυ. But it
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should be noted that the two related manuscripts 130 and 3 1 1 from the Catenae 
group also omit the first σύ, while no Greek witnesses omit the second. Is this 
minus an clement of the original ©, or might it not rather be an early accident in
troduced into one part of the Greek textual tradition? Later on, we will conclude 
that the absence of another σύ in Hab 2:8 is original. This makes us lean toward 
the first option here, too.

(η) Nah 3:16: îïï: / Z: υπέρ τά άστρα / Hev: ωστουσαστερασ. To explain
this reading, it is not necessary to suppose a reading of kap instead of the initial 
mem  of the Hebrew. Indeed, when one considers that this is the only place in the 
Bible where the expression “be more numerous than the stars in the heavens” oc
curs, it is sufficient to assume a contamination by the eight other passages where 
it is written “as numerous as the stars in the heavens” (Gen 22:17; 26:4; Exod 
32:13; Deut 1:10; 10:22; 28:62; Neh 9:23; 1 Chr 27:23). In addition, the three oc
currences of the -3 of comparison that precede in v. 15 could also have exerted in
fluence in this direction. The reading ώς is attested by Cpl (which Ziegler does 
not mention). It is what Jerome read in his Septuagint (“sicut”), unless he read it 
in the forms ώσεί or ώσπερ that some secondary witnesses of © attest here. Did 
the contamination by the parallel passages take place in the work of the translator 
(in this case, the reading υπέρ would be the result of a later recension on the He
brew), or in an early phase of the textual transmission of © (in this case, the read
ing υπέρ would be original)? The testimony of Cpl (which would have been 
drawn rather toward υπέρ by Ό and îïï in the two neighboring columns) points to 
the first of these two possibilities.

(Θ) Hab 1:15: îïï: ί<3“)Π3 / Z: έν άμφιβλήστρώ / Hev: έν τώ άμφιβλήστρώ. Ac
cording to Τον, the possessive αύτοϋ is attested here by Ziegler, but omitted by 
Hev. The reverse is true, as is shown by line 12 of column 17.57 This phantom 
case thus disappears from the list.

(i) Hab 1:16: îïï: 'ipVö / Z: μερίδα αύτοΰ / Hev: αρτοσ[αυτου. One can see why, 
just before this word, Hev emended έλίπανε of © to έλιπάνθη, to correspond more 
closely to But why does it then have άρτος instead of ©'s μερίδα, which 
could simply have been put in the nominative? The reading is all the more sur
prising in that it is in the nominative (and thus it could never have coexisted with 
the reading έλίπανε in ©, whereas it makes a fairly normal subject for the passive 
έλιπάνθη). It is, nevertheless, unthinkable that this translation would have been 
chosen by Hev to correspond to ipVO- One is thus led to think that Hev read ionV 
in its Hebrew Vorlage. This reading is perfectly acceptable in this context, as is 
shown by Gen 49:20, where îïï has ΪΏΠ1? Πΐΰψ, and m  has ΊΏΠ1? pW .

(k) Hab 1:17: îïï: ίΰΊΠ / Z: τό αμφίβληστρον αύτοΰ / Hev: μαχαιραναυτου. We 
treated this problem in detail, concluding that © translated the reading of îïï,

57. Greek Minor Prophets, DJD VIII, 53.
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whereas Hev is a recension based on a Vorlage identical to that of the lemma in 
lQpHab.58

(λ) Hab 2:6: OT: ,ΓΙΰ- ΐ ν  / Ζ: 'έως τίνος / Hev: omits. We concluded that the 
omission of these two words in Hev probably stems from inattention on the part 
of the recenser when he returned to copying ©, just after having intervened to 
emend the words έαυτώ τά ούκ δντα αύτοΰ to ούκ αύτώ (for V?“X7).59

(μ) Hab 2:8: ill: ΠΡΙΝ / Ζ: σύ / Hev: omits. The absence of this word has a good 
chance of being original in <5. Indeed, it is also attested by Vaticanus, the first 
hand of Sinaiticus and one of its correctors, the Venetus manuscript, and those 
manuscripts of the Catenae group that omit the first σύ in Nah 3:11.

(v) Hab 2:8: lit: / Ζ: σκυλεύσουσί σε / Hev: καισκυλεύσουσινσε. Here
again, © translated the reading of III, while Hev is a recension based on a Vorlage 
identical to that of the lemma of lQpHab, rDlVtP’l.

(ξ) Zeph 1:4 (not classified in this category by Tov): lit: D’VttHT / Ζ: κα- 
τοικοΰντας Ιερουσαλήμ / Hev: κατοικουντασενιερ[ουσαλημ1; and 1:5: lit: “nXT 
□’ΊΠΓίψτρη (first) / Ζ: και τούς προσκυνοΰντας / Hev: τ[ο]υσπροσκ|υνουν1τασ. It is 
clear that Hev did not have καί before these last two words. In this it agrees with 
manuscript 407 of © and with the lemma of Cyril of Alexandria. It is also related 
to these two witnesses (and to some Antiochene witnesses) in v. 4, with the inser
tion of έν before Ιερουσαλήμ. At the end of v. 4 and the beginning of v. 5, Cyril 
and 407 have και τά ονόματα τών 'ιερέων και μετά τών 'ιερέων (or: 'ιερών) τούς 
προσκυνοΰντας for ΟηπηψΏΓΓΓΙίΟ DnöSH DUrnS. It is fairly certain
that the text chosen by Ziegler (και τά ονόματα τών ιερέων και τούς προσκυνοΰν
τας) is the result of a homeoteleuton on τατωνιερεων. With τοονοματω[νχωμα]- 
ρειμμ[ετατωνι]ερεωντ[ο!υσ προσκ[υνουν]τασ, Hev corrected the text of Cyril and 
407 from the Hebrew: It omitted the initial καί, placed τά ονόματα in the singular, 
replaced the first ιερέων with a transcription, and omitted the second καί. It only 
neglected to add a καί before τούς προσκυνοΰντας. This inattention is easily ex
plained in the face of so many alterations. We can conclude then, that for the 
texts cited, the form preserved by Cyril of Alexandria and manuscript 407 very 
likely preserves the original state of ©.

(o) Zech 2:8(4): lit: ΠίΤΊΘ / Ζ: κατακάρπως κατοικηθήσεται / Hev:
...]?αστι[.... Tov reconstructs άτειχίστας τιθήσεις. The reconstruction of the first 
word is appealing, but the descending oblique line with which the letter preced
ing alpha ends (on the edge of the lacuna) has very little likelihood of being the 
arm of a tau. In any case, it involves a feminine plural that is intended to translate 
the word ΠΤΠδ literally. In this context, a verb like τιθήσεις is very likely. Should 
it be concluded with Tov that Hev read □’’ΪΡΓ) instead of 2ψΓΙ? Not necessarily. In 
1 Kgs 2:24, © translates the Hiphil of with the verb τίθημι. So it could be that 
the correction that Hev had just made to render JTïns led it to read 3U7FI here.

58. CTAT Vol. 3. 836:28-837:18.
59. Ibid., 847:34-37.
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(π) Zech 9:5: ill: Χ1ΓΙ / Ζ: οψεται / Hev: κ|α]ιο[ψεται. The restoration of the 
initial kappa can be considered almost certain. Some manuscripts in the Antio
chene tradition attest the καί here. Is this a question of an original element of ©, 
or of stylistic padding that had previously entered into some witnesses of the 
text?

2.b. A vocalic variant
Hab 2:4: ill: ΓΠψ^Χ*? rftsi? Π3Π / Ζ: έάν ύποστείληται ούκ ευδοκεί / Hev: 

ιδ[ου]σκοτιαουκευθεια. The translation εάν ύποστείληται of © suggests that the 
first two words of the Hebrew were read as 71*731771 ] Π ,  with the he shifting from 
the end of the first word to the beginning of the second. In fact, the only use of ]71 
in III of the Twelve Prophets is found in Hag 2:12, where © gives εάν as an equiv
alent. By its correction of έάν to ιδού, Hev shows that its Hebrew Vorlage sepa
rated the words in the same way as lïï. The translation of TIW’ X1? with ούκ 
εύδοκεΐ in © is tied to a reading of yod  for the suffix of the subject (WD3) (just as 
it reads yod  for the suffix waw in inrWND). Since Hev reads the suffix as waw (as 
does 111), the “soul” in question is no longer that of God, but that of the unrigh
teous person. The interpretation of the two words n*7Di? and Γ Π ΰ Γ  as adjectives 
(which © interpreted as verbs, as in 111) is only a secondary incident in this consid
erable restructuring. It is striking that a ' preserves the translation εύθεϊα that Hev 
gives for the second of the two words. Thus it is difficult to see in these vocalic 
variants (H^DV60 instead of nVsi? and ΓΠΕΡ instead of ΓΠΦ’’) material original

'  t  ·· — ; τ  ; *·. t t ; t ; t  ^

to ©.
From the study of these 17 cases where Tov considers Hev to be farther from 

ill than Ziegler’s © is, we can draw several conclusions. We can first eliminate an 
error in Tov (Hab 1:15) and a reading that is too uncertain (Jonah 3:10).

• In six cases (Mic 1:1 ; Nah 2:9; 3 :11 ; 3:16; Hab 2:8; Zeph 1:4) we determined 
that Hev probably allows us access to a state of © that is earlier than the one 
that Ziegler edited.

• In three cases (Hab 2:4; 2:6; Zech 2:8[4]) the distancing of Hev with respect
to ill appears to be a secondary event that took place in the course of an initia
tive aiming to bring © closer to a Hebrew text of the ill type.

• In three cases (Hab 1:16; 1:17; 2:8) the difference with respect to ill probably
stems from the fact that Hev was using a Hebrew text different from ill, 
whereas the translator of © was using a Vorlage identical to ill.

• In one case (Mic 5:3[4J) the © that Hev was using appeared to have already 
undergone an internal facilitation in the course of transmission.

60. In Zeph 1:15 Hev will also use σκοτία to translate Π7?Κ. But it is not necessary to 
assume that it read \ilep  in Hab 2:4 instead o f an initial (ayin. Indeed, in 2 Kgs 5:24 © trans
lates Vpi? with σκοτεινός and in Mic 4:8 a' will translate this same word with σκοτώδης, as if 
they read yalep  instead o f <ayin.
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• Finally, in two cases (Jonah 3:8; Zech 9:5) we were not able to determine 
whether Hev gives us access to a more primitive form than the one that Zie
gler presented, or whether it depends on a form that underwent internal facil
itations.

We would like to end this brief analysis by recalling that, out o f the three cases 
(all in Habakkuk) where we concluded that Hev made use of a Hebrew text dif
ferent from ITt, twice we found that the aberrant text was attested also by 
lQpHab. This provokes us to wonder whether, for these first two chapters of 
Habakkuk, we can extract from the collective testimony of 111, the early ©, and 
lQpHab information about an archetype common to these three textual forms. 
This methodologically important question is treated in the following excursus.

Excursus: A Com m on A rchetype for ill, ©, and lQ pH ab?

Before treating versions that followed the era of standardization of the He
brew text, let us take advantage of the fact that we have, for the first two chapters 
of Habakkuk, three textual states that took root prior to that time.

A close examination of the data furnished by these three witnesses will enable 
us to draw precise conclusions about certain characteristic spellings of the third- 
person masculine-singular suffix in the first two chapters of Habakkuk. These 
spellings are sufficiently distinctive to lead one to infer, almost necessarily, that 
they derive from a common archetype. If this is the case, such a conclusion, es
tablished from a detail, will permit us to evaluate, at least for this small portion of 
the Bible, the distance that separates our earliest extant textual forms from their 
common origin. We will then be able to attempt an assessment of the relation
ships of these three textual forms and their common archetype at all the points61 
where they differ among themselves in the course of these two chapters.

A. Characteristic Spellings o f the 3ms Suffix

1. A Characteristic Coincidence in Habakkuk 2:6
In the first part of 2:6, Ht has V7V. © translated κατ’ αύτοΰ, which appears to 

indicate that it did indeed read vVi?. At the end of the same verse, ill has T’IDÖ’l 
U’ÜDV TvV. Here © has και βαρόνων τόν κλοιόν αύτοϋ στιβαρώς, which Hev will 
then emend to κ[αι β]αρύνων έφ’ έα<υ>τόν πάχος πηλού. The translation τόν 
κλοιόν αύτοΰ suggests that © read (instead of vVi? in !11 and in the Vorlage of 
Hev), and interpreted it as It is striking that the lemmas of lQpHab offer the 
same spellings as those spellings that the differences in translation of © led us to 
infer in its Vorlage: for the first occurrence tVi?, and for the second iVv. If it were 
isolated, such a coincidence could be attributed to chance, but this is not the case.

61. This does nol take into aeeount the presence or absence o f conjunctions when a precise 
textual judgment cannot be made and they appear not to change the sense o f the context.
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2. A Rare Occurrence o f  the Defective Spelling V in Habakkuk 1:11
The defective spelling "lVv is extremely rare in the classical Tiberian text, as it 

occurs only once (in 1 Sam 2:10) in contrast to over 400 occurrences of 
Aside from this, ill offers one occurrence of iVvT (2 Sam 20:8) in contrast to six 
cases of vVin. In Hab 1:11, however, we encounter a case of a rare defective

τ  τ  j '

spelling of this type in ill. The word is While the spelling ΓΠ7Κ is found
(with or without preposition) more than 65 times in ill, the short spelling of the 
suffix is found only here, in Hab 1:11. We have noted in the previous case that © 
was unable to interpret these defective spellings of the 3ms suffix correctly. This 
probably explains why it read the waw as yod  here (τω θεω μου). We may recall in 
this regard that in 2:4 (ή ψυχή μου and εκ πίστεώς μου) the © of Habakkuk again 
read two other vvaws as yod,62 demonstrating that its Vorlage was as unclear on 
this point as the work of the copyist of lQpHab (only more frequently).

We should point out that lQpHab also read imVKV in Hab 1:11 (as a lemma, 
and reproduced with the same spelling in the commentary) with a defective spell
ing of the suffix (which contrasts with its plene spelling of the first hôlem). Fur
thermore, in this regard, in the word T7V of 2:6b, as in of 1:11, the defec
tive spelling of the suffix in lQpHab cannot be attributed to an initiative on the 
part of the author of the pesher or its copyist. Indeed, when he comments, the au
thor of the pesher (followed faithfully by the copyist) normally uses the plene 
spelling, as can be observed in his usage of ΊΉ31? in II 9 and VII 5, and of 
in IX 10, and especially in the fact that in VIII 12 he uses I'Vi? in the commentary 
to reference the iVi? of 2:6b. This type of defective spelling thus appears to char
acterize an archetype of the Habakkuk text from which III, ®, and 1 QpHab derive.

3. The Moderate Tendency o f  the 1 QpHab Copyist
to Modernize the V Spelling
If we broaden our inquiry, we observe that the only places in the first two 

chapters of Habakkuk where ill offers the suffixed form as V- are TDID (1:8a), 
VtthS (1:8b), VtthDI (1:8c), vVx (2:5a and 2:5b), vVv (2:6a, 2:6b, and 2:18), and 
V3SÖ (2:20).63 Now, six times out of the nine (1:8a, 1:8b, 1:8c, 2:5a, 2:5b, 2:6b) 
the 1 QpHab copyist retained the defective spelling characteristic of the book in 
his lemmas. He modernized the spelling to plene only in 2:6a and 2:20. To sup
port this assessment, we can point out that in 2:20 the modernization is conspic
uous, since he writes VIdVo. a form employed particularly in late books such as 
Qohelet, Esther, Daniel, and Chronicles. In addition, the copyist writes the final 
V- once (in the second occurrence of ΪΤΓ in 2:18) where the vocalization of ill 
seems to be required. Later on, we will treat the reading offered by 1 QpHab in 
place of v b v  of ill in 2:18.

62. Wc will sec this phenomenon repeated in Hab 1:3b (fHÖ is read instead o f )VTQ).
63. O f these, Mur is preserved only for 1:8a, 1:8b, 2:6a, 2:18, and 2:20. It consistently 

attests the plene  spelling that characterizes ill.
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4. Misunderstandings over the Interpretation o f  the
Defective Spellings in Habakkuk 1:8
Here III has VUhDI For this © gives και έξιππάσονται oi ιππείς

αύτοΰ και όρμήσουσι. lQpHab has lUHD lUHD! and Hev reads καιορμη[σου- 
σινιππεισαυτου / καιοιιπ]πεισαυτου.

The simplest way to explain these divergent readings is to posit the existence 
of an archetype offering the reading HinDI 1UHD The second and third words 
constitute a veritable trap, since, in this context of defective spellings, they can 
be interpreted as either plural nouns with a genitive pronominal 3ms suffix (vo
calized 1$-), or as verbs in the 3p perfect (with the vocalization 1127-). Only !Tt (fol
lowed faithfully by Hev and Mur) completely retained the word order and the ab
sence or presence of conjunctions in the archetype. But 211 appears to have 
misvocalized the suffix-trap as Ίψ- twicc, while lQpHab (if one adopts the vocal
ization which has the most advocates: lEHS 1WS) and © (καί έξιππάσονται 
οί ιππείς αύτοΰ και όρμήσουσι64) both vocalize once as W -  and once as 1U7-, al
beit making opposite choices. In this verse the reading ItfhDT was pro
posed by the committee65 as the original vocalization implied by the archetype.

5. The Characteristic Spelling ΐΐΓΡ-
To demonstrate the conservative nature of the lemmas in lQpHab, let us look 

again at the reading irpVi? in 2:18ba. Given the frequent confusion of waw and 
yod  in this manuscript, one might wonder whether this is not a case of an Ara- 
maizing form Yli-. However, the copyist of lQpHab offers no other Aramaizing 
modifications of this suffix. Consequently, it would seem preferable to read 
TT/V. This type of suffix ΊΓΡ- is normal after nouns, and must have the purpose 
here of giving weight to the suffix of the very short word Vv. This spelling of the 
suffix of this particular word never occurs in ill. But it can be found once in ill 

with another very short word. For the word *T’, ill has V*V 46 times, VP five times 
(with the Qere VT), and 1ΓΡΤ once. This single time is precisely in Hab 3 :1066 
where © also read the he (indeed, the presence of the he explains the reading ΙΓΡΤ 
= φαντασίας αύτής). It is therefore quite probable that the scribe of the lemma in 
lQpHab did not invent the reading liT/i? in 2:18ba, but that it was ill that under
went a certain amount of homogenization of spelling in this book.

6. Conclusion
These spelling peculiarities involving the 3ms pronominal suffix thus left 

traces in the three earliest textual traditions: ©, lQpHab, and 111 (to which Hev 
and Mur belong). With this very restricted feature, one gains access to certain 
characteristics of an exemplar of Habakkuk from which all three traditions

64. © appears to have read HtfDI WID 'IUnS'1.
65. See CTAT Vol. 3, 827:32-828:3.
66. Mur also attests this spelling here.
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proceed. From the point of view o f these spellings, HI is clearly more innovative 
than lQpHab. Now that these cross-checks have allowed us to bring into focus 
our aim concerning this archetypal exemplar, let us attempt to situate the 69 most 
notable differences between these three traditions of the text in relation to the ex
emplar. Here again, we designate <9 in Ziegler’s edition as “Z.” !ïï is taken as the 
Hebrew text as it appears in BHS. “Arch" designates the common archetype. We 
will treat only those cases where it appears that one of the other two witnesses 
read something other than 111.

R. Textual Relationship between the Archetype and ©, IQpHab, and 01

( 1) 1:3a: Ζ: επιβλέπειν / IQpHab: U’3[. / HI: U’iFI. Here Hev is not preserved 
and we have only uncertain traces in Mur. The 111 reading is difficult: “Why do 
you make me see iniquity and you look upon wrong? Pillage and violence are be
fore me.” Instead of “and you look” the context calls for “and make me look.” 
This is why the versions are divided between two dodges: 1) © and Ό translated 
the verb with an infinitive (επιβλέπειν, “videre”) dependent on the preceding verb 
(εδειξάς μοι, “ostendisti mihi”). 2) € and 5 translated as if they had read It 
is probable that Arch = ill.

(2) 1:3b: Ζ: και ό κριτής / 111: p tö l .  With its Vorlage confusing waw and yod, 
as it frequently does, © read |ΊΟΤ here. There is a lacuna in IQpHab. Arch = ΠΙ.

(3) 1:5a: Ζ: oi καταφρονηταί / IQpHab: ΠΉλΌ07 / IR: D’iä? . Hev is not 
preserved here and M ur has DrU[... Taking the view that the reading o f © and 
1 QpHab involves an assimilation to 1:13, we explain in CTAT Vol. 3 why Arch 
= lll.68

(4) 1:5b: Ζ: και άφανίσθητε / 111: omits. The lemma of IQpHab was not pre
served either here or in 1:5c. Hev and Mur support the absence of this word in 111. 
The reading of © is a doublet of one o f the two preceding words. Thus Arch = 111.

(5) 1:5c: Ζ: εγώ εργάζομαι / IR: TtfS. This active participle without an explicit 
subject perplexes translators. For this reason the versions are again divided be
tween two dodges: (1) © and 5 supply an explicit first person pronoun, making 
God the subject of the participle. (2) σ ', D, and € vocalize the word as a passive: 
“a work is performed.” In CTAT Vol. 3, we demonstrate that Arch = 111.69

(6) 1:6: Ζ: [τούς Χαλδαίουςΐ τούς μαχητάς / IQpHab: □’’KlttOn ΠΚ / ill: "ΠΚ 
Π',ίψ3ΓΙ. Ziegler wants to eliminate τούς χαλδαίους (attested by all witnesses of 
©) and retain τούς μαχητάς in the text, although this word is absent in most wit
nesses (including Vaticanus and Sinaiticus). Hev and Mur have lacunas here, but 
in neither is there space for more than one of these two phrases. Whether it is

67. In IQpHab the lemma is not preserved, but this reading is repeated three times in the 
commentary, without any allusion to the reading of !ïï.

68. CTATVol. 3, 824:6-15.
69. Ibid., 824:16-20.
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original in <5 or not, it is likely that the addition o f τούς μαχητάς was intended to 
preserve the significance of this prophecy for an era when it was no longer the 
Chaldaeans that were the executors o f the divine decrees. With the same goal in 
mind, 1 QpHab states that this word represents the Π’Χ’ΓΟ, a term which its read
ers probably used to refer to the Romans. Thus Arch = lïï, ©, and 1 QpHab.

(7) 1:8a: Ζ: τής Αραβίας / 1 QpHab: DIS? / lïï: 31$. © suggests the vocalization 
2Ί17. Mur is missing here, while Hev and a ' support lïï. We conclude that Arch = 
lïï in the matter of this vocalic variant.70

(8) 1:8b: Ζ: και έξιππάσονται οί Ιππείς αύτοΰ και όρμήσουσι / I QpHab: 
ItfHD ItinDI / lïï: T’UhDT VtihS We have just shown on p. 451 that Arch dif-

T T|T ΛΤ TIT xT j  1

lers from 111 only in vocalizing lUHDT instead o f 'ItthD’l.71
(9) 1:8c: Z: omits / 1 QpHab: omits / lïï: This verb is present in Mur (al

though barely legible), and the size of the lacuna in Hev requires its restoration 
there. Moreover, it had already entered the paraphrase IN'D’’ ρΠΊΟΟΊ that the 
1 QpHab commentary gives for this passage. We have demonstrated that the addi
tion of this verb in 111 was motivated by the fact that it misinterpreted ΊΙΖΓΕΤ as a 
noun in 1:8b.72 Thus Arch = © and I QpHab.

(10) 1:9a: Ζ: άνθεστηκότας / I QpHab: ΠΏΛΏ / lïï: ΓΙΏΜ?. This word is attested 
by Mur and a lacuna in Hev implies its presence. Not knowing how to interpret it,
0 omitted it; σ ' renders it with ή πρόσοψις. We have demonstrated that © simply 
gave a free translation of the reading in 111, which has no rival in the textual tradi
tion.73 Thus Arch = lïï and 1 QpHab.

(11) 1:9b: Ζ: εξ εναντίας / 1 QpHab: □, lj? / lïï: Hev translates with
καυσων (also in the Vorlage of the Akhmimic version) and Mur has Π[... The
odoret attributes άνεμος καύσων to σ'. In CTAT Vol. 3, we show that the Vorlage 
of © cannot be identified with certainty, and consider it likely that Arch = 111.74 
The variant □‘Hj? was probably motivated by the difficulties in interpreting the 
preceding word.

(12) 1:10: Ζ: και κρατήσει αύτοϋ / I QpHab: liTD*?*! / 111: PnsV9)· The mascu
line form of the pronominal suffix in 1 QpHab can be explained by the fact that 
the word ordinarily requires masculine agreement. In view of this facilita
tion, it is likely that Arch = lïï. The feminine can, in fact, be easily explained if the 
word is understood as equivalent to ISDT? T ÿ.

(13) 1:1 la: Ζ: και έξιλάσεται / 1 QpHab: □Wvl /lïï: ÜÇ7K1. 1 QpHab probably un
derstood its lemma in the sense of “and he made his strength his god,” which 
makes the demonstrative separating this verb from the word ίΓΟ superfluous. It is 
striking, nevertheless, that the commentator then speaks of the [n]QU7K Γι’? , the

70. Ibid., 825:37-50.
71. See ibid., 827:32-828:3.
72. Ibid., 828:3-5.
73. Ibid., 829:7-10. We retrace the history o f  its exegesis on 829:16-832:2.
74. Ibid., 829:4-6 , 11-14.
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“house of crime” (or rather: of expiation, that is, which is going to require expia
tion), and says that ÎÎ3ÿ Vb ΙΏΦΧΊ, that is, that “all the impious among his 
people will do penance,” showing that he was also aware of the reading in © and 
ill. It would be preferable, then, to interpret the expression DWîO in the sense of 
“he made himself culpable” as a synthesis of the nominal phrase that follows this 
verb: in i  ΤΓ, that is, “that one, his strength is his god!” In this case it can be
concluded that Arch = © and ill.

(14) 1:11 b: Ζ: τφ θεψ μου / 1 QpHab: VhVnV / 111: iriVxV. This case was treated 
on p. 450 as one of four (in these two chapters) where © read yod  instead of waw. 
Thus Arch = IQpHab and 111.

(15) 1:12a: Ζ: άποθάνωμεν/ IQpHab: ± id ./ill: m o j. The lemma in IQpHab is 
not preserved, but its paraphrase (Ο^ΓΙ TD ΊΏ17 ΠΝ Vn hVd'’ NlV) suffices to show 
that it agrees with © and ill. We have shown that the tradition of the tiqqun 
sopherim , claiming that the text was originally ΓΪ1ΏΠ, cannot be given credence.75 
Thus Arch = ©, IQpHab, and ill.

(16) 1:12b: Ζ: τοϋ έλέγχειν / IQpHab: ÎÏTDIB1? / ill: n ’DinV. While © observes 
the absence of a complement after the infinitive, I QpHab supplies an explicit ob
ject complement. Like ©, IQpHab understands this section to mean that God cre
ated the righteous to punish the heathen.76 Here, the absence of a pronominal suf
fix77 preserves a more precise and more restrained parallelism to ÜDUtoV· Thus, 
Arch = © and m.

(17) 1:13a: Ζ: πονηρά / IQpHab: 1Π278 /  ill: VÎ. In 1:3, © used accusatives to 
translate the object complements of the verbs “see” and “look upon.” In v. 13, it 
translates the preposition introducing the complement of the verb “look upon” 
with a preposition. There is every chance then, that this accusative corresponds to 
an accusative in its Vorlage. The fact that the complement of the following verb 
( tra n i)  is introduced by a preposition inclined IQpHab to introduce the comple
ment of this verb (ΓΠΧΊΟ) with a preposition. Thus, Arch = © and ill.

(18) 1:13b: Ζ: επιβλέπεις / IQpHab: WDD / ill: U’an . Here there is an inten
tional repetition of the reproach made to God in v. 3, and an intentional contrast 
between the statement that has just been made that the divine eyes are too pure to 
be able to endure the sight of misery, and the disappointing acknowledgement 
that God appears to be able to endure the sight of oppression quite easily. In 
IQpHab the plural is understood by the commentator as a reproach addressed to 
the “House of Absalom,” which did not come to the aid of the Teacher of Righ
teousness when he was ill-treated by the Liar. The following phrase vVd?  W,£inri

75. Ibid., 833:1-835:18.
76. In ibid., 835:33-36, we translate the entire verse.
77. Also absent in Mur.
78. This part o f  the lemma occurs twice in IQpHab. The presence o f the preposition is not, 

therefore, due to the copyist’s inattention.
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13Ώ?? p,rt^ VliH is not cited by lQpHab. It shows clearly that the singular ΰ'ΉΓΙ 
(and not the plural) is appropriate here. Thus, Arch = © and 111.

(19) 1:13c: Z: τόν δίκαιον/111: 130??i?'Hÿ. In this phrase, omitted by lQpHab,79 
it is difficult to say whether the Greek translator shortened the passage by not 
translating 13ÖÜ, or whether the word was not in his Vorlage. We might note, 
however, that at the beginning of v. 12 he had already done some trimming by not 
translating the possessive suffix of TlVx, which there is every reason to think was 
in the Vorlage, as it is in 111 (lQ pH ab has a lacuna there). And he abridges again 
in v. 15 by not translating the possessive of ΙΰΙΓΠ. on which lQpHab and 111 
agree. It is thus probable that these three cases are the result of omission by the 
translator, and that Arch = 111 (and lQpHab).

(20) 1:14: Z: τά ούκ εχοντα ήγούμενον / lQpHab: Ό  VWQ1? / 111: 13 Vu^b- xV. 
© is a free translation of 111. It is a commonplace of Israelite wisdom that insects 
have neither leaders nor kings (Prov 6:7; 30:27). It is therefore quite likely that 
Arch = © and 111.

(21) 1:15: Z και χαρήσεται ή καρδία αύτοΰ / IH: 17,P ’l. The lacuna in lQpHab 
does not allow the insertion of ID1?. Hev omitted the three words ή καρδία αύτοΰ. 
The expression χαρήσεται ή καρδία αύτών (or: ύμών) is found again in Zech 10:7 
(twice) and Isa 66:14. Here, an addition by © is more likely than an omission by 
111 and lQpHab. Thus, Arch = lQpHab and 111.

(22) 1:15-16: © and 111 give the clauses in the order (a) “that is why he is happy 
and exults” (b) “that is why he sacrifices to his net” (c) “and he offers incense to 
his trawl” (d) “because through them his portion is fat and his nourishment abun
dant.” lQpHab places them in the order (b)-(a)-(c)-(d). The fact that (b) and (c) 
are separated by (a) strains the intelligibility of the plural suffix of Π73Π3. Thus, 
on this point, Arch = © and 111.

(23) 1:17a: Z: διά τοΰτο / lQpHab: p  Vi? / 111: |3  Vvn. In order to translate the 
-Π that was missing there, Hev inserted εΐ into ©. In our treatment of this case we 
clarified the significance of the question in this context.80 Its omission by © and 
by lQpHab appears to issue from an assimilation to the two occurrences of |3 “Vy 
in the two preceding verses. It is therefore almost certain that Arch = 111.

(24) 1:17b: Z: τό άμφίβληστρον αύτοΰ / lQpHab: 13ΊΠ / 111: ίΕΊΠ. We listed 
this case in terms of consonantal variants in Hev on p. 446 and treat it in depth in 
CTAT Vol. 3, where we conclude that Arch = lQpHab (against the shared reading 
of 111 and ©).81

79. [This appears to be a rare misstatement by Barthélémy, since the phrase is present in 
lQpHab, and thus agrees with ill. Later references to this example (at the end o f the paragraph 
and in section C.2. below) represent lQpHab both as agreeing with ill and as omitting the 
phrase. — Ed.)

80. CTAT Vol. 3, 837:18-24.
81. Ibid., 836:28-837:18.
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(25) 1: 17c: Z: και διά παντός . . .  ού / lQpHab: xVn . . . ΤΏ Π /ηΐ: X'V . . . ΤΏΓΠ. 
We prefer the more difficult construction of © and HI, and discuss its interpreta
tion in CTAT Vol. 3.82 Arch = © and ÎÏÏ.

(26) 2: la: Z: έπι πέτραν / lQpHab: ΉΉΰ / 111: Here, the addition
of a first person pronominal suffix is “in the air” (cf. C). It is a very natural assim
ilation to the preceding ‘’ΠΊΏψΰ. It involves a failure to recognize the expression 
ΤίΧΏ Vy 32ΡΓ1Π with the sense of “go into seclusion” to wait for a divine response 
(as Honi ha-Mecaggel did). Concerning πέτραν in ©, either the mem  was missing 
in the Vorlage, or it is simply a broad translation. In view of the two variants, 
Arch = 111.83

(27) 2:1b: Z: άποκριθω έπι τόν ελεγχόν μου / lQpHab: ΤίΓΟΊΠ V[l? 3'’̂ '’ / 
ÏÏI: '’nnp'irrVÿ ΤψΝ. Concerning the waw of ΎΙΓΟΤΓΙ in lQpHab, Eiliger states 
that it is “nur verwischt, kaum absichtlich radiert.”84 In Trever’s color reproduc
tion,85 the slightly more pale background of the leather appears to support this as
sessment. It is not impossible that the reading of ΙΠ (and ©!) with the verb in the 
first person stems from an early theological correction (to avoid a situation where 
the Lord must respond to a ΠΠρίΠ of his prophet). In that case, it would be a ques
tion of a literary initiative. The reading ΎΐΠ?ίη in 111 has the direct support of 
lQpHab and the indirect support o f ©, S, and CL, which read an abstract noun here. 
The fact that σ ' and Ό supply an agent is an exegetical facilitation that presup
poses a first person verb. It is more likely, therefore, that Arch = lQpHab.

(28) 2:3a: Z: και άνατελεΐ / lQpHab: n',D’’ / HI : np’1. The conjunction in 111 was 
read by ©. But © read mD'H (the verbs άνατέλλειν and ITID correspond in Hos 
10:4; Lev 14:43; Ps 72:7; 92:8; Prov 11:28; and Isa 66:14). Hev and Akh under
stood the verb in the sense of “to appear" (as σ ' understood it in Ps 12:6 and a ' in 
Ps 10:5). Against the two separate alternatives of © and lQpHab (bearing on two 
different particulars), it is probable that Arch = ill.

(29) 2:3b: Z: εις κενόν/ lQpHab: 3T3'’ /111: DJ.?’’· Hev emended to διαψεύσεται.
However, © read nothing different from the reading of IQpHab and 111. It simply 
assimilated the syntax to that of the preceding and fj?V. Indeed, © also
translates DT3 in Hos 12:2 with κενά. Here the state of the archetype is not in 
question.

(30) 2:4a: Z: έάν υποστείληται / IQpHab: nVsW Π3Π / m: Π3Π. On p. 448
we demonstrated that the Vorlage of © read |Π, and in CTAT Vol. 3, we
show that it is this same verb VDV with the sense of “neglect, be careless” that the 
Greek translator read here.86 The failure to recognize this meaning of the verb cx-

82. Ibid.. 837:25-838:3.
83. Ibid., 840:25-30 and 840:46-841:15.
84. Eiliger, Studien, 36.
85. Scrolls from  Qumran, (155],
86. CTAT Vol. 3, 843:53-844:9.
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plains the interpretation of nVsV in Hev as σκοτία, an interpretation clarified 
above, in n. 60 (p. 448). Here Arch = IQpHab and III.

(31) 2:4b: Ζ: ευδοκεί / IQpHab: m w r/lT l: ΓΠψ’. Although it resembles a yod, 
the letter added by IQpHab must be a waw. This is probably a feminine parti
ciple. © is influenced by expressions such as ου πάσα ψυχή έν παντί ευδοκεί (Sir 
37:28), and gives εύδοκήσω έν αύτω in Hag 1:8 and έν αύτοΐς αύτός εύδόκησεν in 
Mal 2:17 with the same sense. On p. 448, we treated its translation as an adjective 
in Hev. Here Arch = 111 (and probably ©).

(32) 2:4c: Ζ: ή ψυχή μου / 111: IQpHab has a lacuna. In connection with
its misunderstanding of the previous word, © again read yod  instead of waw, as 
we pointed out on p. 448, then Hev corrected μου to αύτοΰ. It is therefore prob
able that Arch = 111.

(33) 2:4d: Ζ: έκ πίστεώς μου / IQpHab: 1ΠΪ10Χ3 / ïïl: 'inriÖXS. Although the 
lemma of IQpHab was not preserved, its commentary proves that it read a waw 
as suffix. It is stated that God will save those who practice Torah because of 
p i^ n  ΓΗΊΏΠ Dri3QN. Again, © read a yod  instead of waw, but Hev corrected μου to 
αύτοΰ. Arch = IQpHab and ill.

(34) 2:5a: Ζ: ό δε κατοινωμένος / IQpHab: ]ΊΠ NO ηΧΙ / 111: ]’!ΓΗ3 ηΝΙ.87 In ©, 
ό δέ is simply a broad translation of Ό  For the following word, all the manu
scripts have κατοιόμενος, which is its authentic form, while κατοινωμένος is a 
conjecture of Rahlfs that Ziegler attempted to bring even closer to !ll as και 
οινωμένος. IQpHab understood fin, as its commentary shows. This spelling, if 
vocalized is the original reading, read here by ©. Thus Arch = © (and ± 
IQpHab). ’

(35) 2:5b: Ζ: και καταφρονητής / IQpHab: TUa’ / !H: “IÎÏ3. © read !ll here. It 
translates with καταφρονεΐν in Prov 13:15 and Hos 6:7. It is difficult to re
construct the beginning of the reading ...]ος that Hev offers for this word. In any 
case, it is not a personal verbal form. IQpHab is thus alone in a reading that 
seems to be a stylistic facilitation. As for©, it appears that και is the result of dit- 
tography (of the following κατ). Ziegler would have done better to follow the 
first hand of Vaticanus and the citation o f Athanasius, which omit it. So Arch = © 
and 111.

(36) 2:5c: Ζ: ούδέν μή περόνη / IQpHab: ΓΗ]'’ NlVl / 111: ΪΤΙΓ The transla
tion of © with περαίνειν merits two observations: (1) This verb reappears only in 
1 Sam 12:21, to translate the Hiphil of 71?\ However, in Hab 2:10d, the word 
συμπεραίνειν is found (in its single biblical occurrence) to translate TTCp. (2) © 
chose the sense that happens to be that of the second conjugation of the Arabic 
nwy: “accomplish what one has proposed to do.” The translation of σ ' is also re
lated to this sense. There is, therefore, no reason to suppose that the text of the 
archetype was altered by any of the three witnesses.

87. We treat this fairly complex case in ibid., 845:9-846:21.
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(37) 2:5d: Ζ: και έπισυνάξει . . . και εισδέξεται / I QpHab: . . . ΙΰΟΝΉ /
lïï: There is no reason to prefer the plurals of 1 QpHab, which im
ply that the two verbs are punctuated as Niphal. Thus Arch = © and lïï.

(38) 2:6a: Ζ: ταΰτα / 1 QpHab: omits / lïï: nVx. The absence of the word in 
1 QpHab may have arisen from a kind of auditory haplography after xV?n, which 
is similar in sound, or from a stylistic elision where the word did not seem neces
sary since the antecedent of the suffix of gVd immediately following is easily 
identified as □’iarrV s and □'’?pi7n-l73 at the end of the preceding verse. The omis
sion of this word is easier to explain than its addition. Thus, it is likely that Arch 
= © and lïï.

(39) 2:6b: Ζ: και πρόβλημα ε’ις διήγησιν αύτοΰ / 1 QpHab: V? nVTTl ’’ItVq'I / lïï: 
V? ΠίΤΠ n¥ ,Vö:l. The words iV ΓΠΤΠ are appositional, signifying that the maxims 
and words with a double meaning (*7ψ0 and HS’Vo) are “riddles concerning 
him.”88 Now, what lïï gives as juxtaposed nominatives was transformed by 
1 QpHab into a genitival construction and is clarified in © with a preposition. In 
view of these two facilitations, Arch = lïï.

(40) 2:6c: Ζ: και έροΰσιν / I QpHab: ΠΟΥΊ / 111: 10Nr). There is a lack of finesse
in © and 1 QpHab, which assign the same subject to this verb and WÙK In fact, 
the subject of ΙΧψ’ is nVx, which covers both “all peoples” and “all nations” 
mentioned in v. 5. The singular signifies that certain members of the
peoples and nations in question “will make up a saying about him, an expression 
with a double meaning, that is, riddles concerning him.” The subject of this verb 
is the public on whose lips the inventors in question placed these riddles, ex
amples of which will be given in (2:6), (2:7), ^ηΰΠ (2:15), Vwrn
(2:16), (2:16), etc. Thus: “it will be said . . . ” According to this interpreta
tion, Arch = 111.

(41) 2:6d: Ζ: έαυτω τα ούκ όντα αύτοΰ / 1 QpHab: V? XlVl / 111: I / - S /. Since we 
have to do here with the first of the riddles, the î1? X1? V7 that © appears to have 
read in its Vorlage offers the ear a triplet rich in ambiguity, and has a good chance 
of being the original reading. In this case, 111 would be the result of haplography 
(already in place in the Hebrew Vorlage of Hev) and 1 QpHab then added to the 
shortened phrase a waw, which probably has an adversative function: “but not for 
him” or “although it does not belong to him.” Thus it is probable that Arch = ©.

(42) 2:6e: Ζ: και βαρύνων / 1 QpHab: / 111: © and 111 both make this
participle coordinate with Π31ΏΠ. The coordinating conjunction with which they 
precede it requires considering “until when?” as a parenthetical clause. The per
sonal form attested by 1 QpHab, on the other hand, allows a direct linking of the 
verb with the question. The more difficult construction attested by both © and 111 
has a good chance of being original. It is therefore very likely that Arch = © 
and 111.

88. CTAT Vol. 3, 847:25-31.
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(43) 2:6f: Ζ: τόν κλοιόν αύτοΰ / IQpHab: V?J? / III: vVv. We treated this case on 
p. 449 and gave preference to the spelling attested by IQpHab, a spelling that 111 
interpreted correctly and © incorrectly. Thus Arch = IQpHab (and ill).

(44) 2:7a: Z: o n  / IQpHab: XlVn / 111: XiVn. <9 replaced the rhetorical question 
read by IQpHab and ill with a direct motivation for ούαί (its translation of yin in 
the previous verse). Thus Arch = IQpHab a n d IK.

(45) 2:7b: Ζ: έξαίφνης / IQpHab: DINnD / ill: VHD. For his study of IQpHab Ei
liger did not have Trever’s color reproductions.89 As a result, on the basis of a 
black and white reproduction, he thought he could discern the traces of a letter 
between taw and h lep ,90 and therefore proposed eayin,9i viewing the unusual 
spelling DINUriD (which he reconstructs in a supplement) as the combination of 
two alternative readings: VJID and DINDD. However, the color photo is clear. 
There is only a hole between the two letters (and no trace of ink). Millar Burrows 
was correct, therefore, to do no more than indicate a hole the size of a letter in his 
1950 transcription.921 suggest then, that either (1) the scribe, already finding this 
hole, was obliged to place two letters of his word DINriD before it and three after, 
or (2) where the hole occurs the scribe had written, then erased an (ayin, immedi
ately correcting i7nD to m xriD . As the words i?ns and DINnD are two practically 
equivalent terms, and ΠΙΚΠΰ is much more frequent in the Bible than VOD, the 
scribe of IQpHab replaced the rarer form with the more usual one. It is thus prob
able that Arch = ill (and ©?).

(46) 2:7c: Ζ: άναστήσονται / IQpHab: lö ip ’l / ill: TOl'p?. For ^ 5 ^ 3  'lO-l'p’, the
first hand of IQpHab had written erroneously dividing before the fi
nal waw of 'Wlp’l. The second hand corrected this by adding a waw to the end of 
D'lp1'l (which kept its final mem) and erasing the initial waw of “pDWJl. Earlier, we 
defended the initial waw of T Ip ö l ,  viewing the witnesses that omit it as facilitat
ing, making TlQ IV a circumstantial complement of the following participle. For 
the same reasons, it is tempting to consider the more difficult initial waw of 
IQpHab as original, and its omission as facilitating. This would lead us to con
clude that Arch = IQpHab*.

(47) 2:8a: Ζ: σύ / IQpHab: ΠΠΚ / ill: ΠΠΧ. On p. 447 we regarded the absence 
of this word as original in the textual tradition of ©. But its attestation by IQpHab 
and ill makes it very likely that its absence in © is due to a stylistic translational 
elision. Thus Arch = IQpHab and ill.

(48) 2:8b: Ζ σκυλεύσουσί σε / IQpHab: rD'lVwr l / ill: The insertion of
waw before the verb is confirmed by IQpHab in its repetition in the lemma. Hev 
inserts a καί before the verb of ©. The mutual support given by IQpHab and Hev

89. Scrolls from  Qumran, [1571.
90. Eiliger, Studien, 38.
91. Ibid., 53.
92. Burrows, D ead Sea Scrolls.
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in attesting this waw  o f the apodosis makes it likely that ill omitted it as a stylistic 
facilitation. Thus Arch = IQpHab.

(49) 2:10a: Z: συνεπέρανας / IQpHab: rm xp / îïï niSp. The fact that IQpHab 
writes n n x p  as the lemma and then repeats it as m ^p  shows that it understood the 
word in the sense of “outer limits” (= the totality of the territory). This agrees 
with its variant, which will be presented in the next case. <9, with συνεπέρανας, 
sees m xp (interpreted as a second-person singular perfect) as a denominative 
verb from pp or from HXp. This translation was then altered to συν εσπερα in the 
archetype of W and to συνέσπειρας in ε' (attested by Akh and the corrector of W). 
The interpretation as an infinitive premised in the punctuation of 111 is preferable, 
however. Thus Arch = III (and IQpHab?).

(50) 2:10b: Z: και έξήμαρτεν / IQpHab: ’’Dim / III: Here IQpHab
clearly wrote ’Üin the second time (and probably the first as well); Eiliger ap
pears to be correct in recognizing a form of the noun Φ1Π (= thread). As we have 
suggested, this is tied to the interpretation that IQpHab has just given for m ^p. 
The expression ^ 9 3  ΚίρΐΠΊ in 111 can be compared to ίΐ&03 ΝϋίΠ in Prov 20:2. The 
phrase ^ 0 3  NLJirn □"’3 1 □, Θ3ΓΓΠΧρ may be translated “In cutting off many 
peoples, you sin against yourself." © makes the reading easier by regarding "|1£?23 
as the subject of NÜH1. Thus Arch = HI.

(5 1 ) 2:12: Z: και έτοιμάζων/ IQpHab: }ΤΌ,Ί / 111: piDl. It seems that all the ver
sions assimilated the grammatical form of the translation for this word to the one 
that they used for Π32 at the beginning of the verse. In 2:6 we already encoun
tered IQpHab making use of a personal verbal form (TDD'’) where © and ill coor
dinated a second participle (TSDÖl) with a first one introduced by ’’in. Here, the 
perfect in 111 is intended to express the anteriority of the action represented in the 
Polel of |O , with respect to the action represented in the verb Π33. There is a good 
chance that the dimensionality given to the comparison was intended by the au
thor and thus that Arch = IÏÏ.

(52) 2:13a: Z: ταϋτα / 1 QpHab: Π 3 Π  / III: Π 3 Π . A sequence similar to that of 111 is 
found again only in Π 3 Π  N V n  in 2 Chr 25:26, whereas x V n  is often followed by Π Π , 
ΠΕ)Π, or other independent pronouns. This is why © translated the word as if it 
were vocalized Π 3 Π . However, in the vast majority of cases, the word Π 3 Π  relates 
back to what precedes it; here, in contrast, this introduction surely bears on what 
follows. Indeed, what is presented in this way as coming from the Lord of Hosts 
will be the citations from Jer 5 1:58b and Isa 11:9b given in the rest of v. 13 and in 
v. 14. It is therefore probable that Arch = III.

(53) 2 :13b: Z: και έξέλιπον / IQpHab: Ί17Ρ/Iïï: WP?')· The initial waw, attested 
by 111 and ©, comes from Jer 5 1:58, which is cited here. Thus Arch = © and 111.

(54) 2 :13c: Z: omits / IQpHab: ρ’Ί HD / III: pvr v73. In Habakkuk, © translates 
the root ρ’Ί freely. In 1:17 it translates p’T  with άμφιβαλεϊ. Here, it translates the 
three words 1DÎT p‘H- ,“Q with ώλιγοψύχησαν. The word πολλά should not be 
viewed as a rendering of p, '1- ‘,“I2, words for which © offers no specific transla
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tion. Indeed εθνη πολλά is a wordy translation o f D,73N,7 here, just as λαοι ικανοί 
has just been used to render the word □'Vpy. In spite o f the reversal o f the two 
complements ,"|2 and p’’!  ‘’"13, the reading in 1 QpHab and III is confirmed by 
Jer 51:58, which is quoted here. Furthermore, Hev, with κενόν (set off by lacu
nae), attempted to correct ©. Thus Arch = 1 QpHab and ill.

(55) 2:13d: Ζ: ώλιγοψύχησαν / 1 QpHab: 1D1H / 111: IDV'. Millar Burrows and 
Eiliger read IDIT'’ in 1 QpHab. However, it should be noted that Jer 51:58 ends 
with IDV’V It would be preferable, then, to assume that this is the reading of 
1 QpHab, as it is of the Vorlage of D . It is quite possible that their reading does not 
result from the influence of Jer 51:58, since they clearly attest ’ΊΏ and p,-l
in the order that characterizes Hab 2 :13 and not that of Jer 51:58. One might sup
pose, therefore, that 111 omitted the conjunction to make a stylistically easier read
ing. So Arch = 1 QpHab.

(56) 2 :14: Ζ: αυτούς / 1 QpHab: DTI Vi? / 111: D’"Vv. © read üirVl? here, but the 
reading of the other witnesses is confirmed by the contents of Isa 11:9, which is 
the source of this oracle: D’ODö Q»V □,Ώ3 ΠΪΓΡΤΊΧ ΠΪΠ VIKH nxVo- ,3. Hev gives

I* “  :  IT“  ·  V* “  T  Î v  T  · ·  I  V  T  T  J T  Î T I*

θαλασσ[... here, preceded and followed by lacunae. The fact that the word [Γ is 
preceded by an article in the Isaiah text and that © read a he here recommends a 
preference for the reading of 1 QpHab. Thus Arch = 1 QpHab.

(57) 2:15a: Ζ: τόν πλησίον αύτοΰ /  lQpHab: ΊΓΡ5Π / III: ΙΠίΠ. Because of the 
yod  of ΊΓΡ5Π in the lemma in 1 QpHab, Eiliger translated this word with the plural 
“seine Nächsten.” But the spelling 1ΓΡΪΠ is found again in CD IX 17 and XVI 15 
in a context that requires the singular. In a context that is just as clear, the second 
hand of 1 QpHab inserted the characteristic yod  of this reading in iv. 12. These are 
the only occurrences of this spelling in writings that can be connected with Qum
ran. It can be regarded as certain that it is only a matter of a variant spelling in the 
lemma of 1 QpHab. Furthermore, the pesher here understands this to refer to the 
(one) Teacher of Righteousness.

(58) 2:15b: Ζ: άνατροπή / IQpHab: riDDQ / Hl: I1DDQ. © understood the initial 
mem  as a nominal prefix (nSDQ), while 111 understood it as the preformative of a 
participle. The shift to second person that takes place in the following word sup
ports the reading as a participle. Thus, Arch = III.

(59) 2:15c: Ζ: θολερά / IQpHab: ΊΠΏΠ / ill: ^ΠΏΠ. © did not express the pro
nominal suffix, whereas IQpHab shifts it from the second to third person. These 
variants obviously constitute different stylistic facilitations to which III is open in 
its sudden shift from the third person of 1ΠΪΠ to the second person of ^ΓΙΏΠ. 
However, in the first rin (beginning in v. 6), there was a similar shift of the two 
third-person suffixes in v b v  and i*7 to two second-person suffixes in and 
ψντνΤΏ, and in the second ’in  (beginning with v. 9) the same shift takes place be
tween 13p and In addressing himself suddenly to the subject he seemed to
speak o f as though absent (= apostrophe), the prophet plays on the fact that the 
resumptive pronoun of a participle in the vocative can be either a third person
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suffix, or (undergirded by the passion of the speaker) a second person suffix. 
Thus Arch = 111.

(60) 2:15d: Ζ: τά σπήλαια αύτών / IQpHab: / 111: □Π'Η'ί}???. In IQpHab
the reading □ΠΗΙΠΟ seems to be closely related to the event recounted in the 
pesher. the intrusion of the “Wicked Priest” at the time of Yom Kippur into the 
Community of the Teacher of Righteousness (D’mDSn 0V WTUÖ 15Π0 fj?3 and 
□nmiQ n3U? DIS DV3). It is quite possible that we have here a kind of al tiqre 
based on this contemporizing exegesis. In any case, IQpHab is alone in attesting 
this reading. It is in fact □nyTiî?7p that is read by Hev, ε' (and Akh), α', σ ', D, S, and 
(E (the singular is normal for this word, which is a “plurale tantum”), while © vo
calized it as ΟΓΤΠν??. Thus Arch = Π1.

(61) 2:16a: Ζ: πλησμονήν / IQpHab: nni73W / 111: F)V3W. F °r the verb in the
second person perfect, ill has the support of Hev. The plene  spelling in IQpHab 
confirms that its copyist interpreted this form in the same way. On the other hand, 
© appears to have erred in the vocalization of the defective spelling which
it identified as a feminine noun in the construct state, ill makes excellent sense: In 
wishing to dishonor others, the receiver of this oracle has, in reality, dishonored 
himself. Thus Arch = IQpHab and 111.

(62) 2:16b: Ζ: έκ δόξης / IQpHab: Τ13Ώ / 111: Ti33?p. It is surprising that the 
omission of the kap in the lemma in IQpHab was not corrected. The repetition of 
the word as ITDDft in the commentary shows clearly that the spelling o f the 
lemma is nothing more than a scribal error. Thus Arch = © and m.

(63) 2:16c: Ζ: διασαλεύθητι και σείσΟητι /  IQpHab: V in m  /  ill: VlVîT). This
word has been the object of a long tradition of “exegesis by permutation” by the 
interpreters (David ben Abraham, Abraham ha-Babli, Radak, Joseph ibn Kaspi, 
Tanhum Yerushalmi, and Abravanel), who clearly read ill here. This raises the 
question whether those versions that translate as if they had read Vsnm did in fact 
have that reading in their Vorlage. The question applies to the conflated reading 
of ©, as well as to a ', D, and 5. The discovery of IQpHab might have led one to 
conclude that *?3ΠΓΠ was actually read by these versions. But the commentary 
makes a clear reference to V“lî?m, so that one wonders (as in the case o f ΠΓΤΗΙΠΏ 
in the preceding verse) whether the word in the lemma does not constitute a sort 
of al tiqre intended to facilitate the application of this oracle to the “Wicked 
Priest,” who was, of course, circumcised. Whatever the case, the reading of ill can 
be regarded as well supported by the fact that the expression Viyrn ΠΓ)Ν- ΠΛ ΠΠψ 
appears clearly to assign the talion penalty for the conduct described in v. 15 
(□nniÿQ-Vÿ ü ’a n  jy a 1? . . . ΙΠΪΠ Hptfö). However, just afterwards, the words 
ΓΠΓΡ f iT  013 3ion evoke inescapably the phrase nV innn DÎ3 of Isa 51:17. 
Thus, in the word we have once again one of those words with a double
meaning characteristic of the riddle genre. Arch = ill.

(64) 2:16d: Ζ : και συνήχθη ατιμία / IQpHab: pV p ’p l  / ill: pVj?,’j7']. This word 
was interpreted as “and disgrace gathered” (= ]i7j? Ij?^) by ©, and as “and a dis
gorging of disgrace” (= ]V7j7 N,j?')) by Hev, D, Judah ibn Qoreish, David ben Abra
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ham, Yefet ben Ely, Abulwalid, Eliezer o f Beaugency, and Radak. However, it is 
important to note that the Masoretes did not include pV(7‘’j7'l in the list of words 
that are written as one word but read as two. It appears certain, therefore, that 
they understood this word as a form of fi/j?, with an emphatic initial doubling, as 
did IQpHab, 5, C, Qirqisani, Daniel al-Qumisi, Menahem ben Saruq, and the 
glossaries. At the same time, this word, too, was selected by the prophet to con
vey a double meaning. Arch = IQpHab and ill.

(65) 2:17: Z: πτοήσει σε / IQpHab: ΠΠΙΤ / 111: |ΓΡΠ\ The reading πηΓΡ in
IQpHab is probably a copying error for ΓΙ3ηΠ\ Regarding the punctuation in 111, 
where ΊΠ’ΓΡ is related to ΠΠΠ, one would expect a dages in the taw  rather than a 
yod  preceding it. But it is likely that here, as in (in v. 16, where the assim
ilation of a lamed would seem to require dageS in the second qop), this typical 
characteristic of plene writing (with yod) led the vocalizers not to add a dageS. 
However, Dunash ben Labrat concluded that “[ΓΡΓΡ is for "|ΓΡΓΡ here, because he 
is speaking to him.”93 Moreover, it is significant that Hev did not alter ©; it 
should also be pointed out that in the early script, the shift from leap to nun is eas
ily made. In addition, the syntactic construction in ill is somewhat artificial, 
whereas the reading ^ΓΙΓΓ creates excellent parallelism. Thus Arch = ©.

(66) 2 :18a: Z: εγλυψεν αυτό επλασεν αυτό / IQpHab: 1Ί2Ρ Vos /ill: W pV oD .
IQpHab alone omits the accusative suffix o f the verb. This is probably a syntac
tic facilitation that allows ΠΎίΏΤ ΓΟΟΏ to be construed as the object comple
ments of the verb, removing their appositive status. This same process took place 
in IQpHab and © for V? ΓΠΤΠ in 2:6. For ΓΠίΏΙ ΓΟΟΟ tisf» ïVoD *3 Vçtè V^VTriÖ

o f  ill, it ap p e a rs  th a t IQ p H a b  read  *lj?$ n iÿ l  ΓΌΟΟ ϊ φ  Vo? XT? Vo? ΠΟ,
w h ile  © seem s to  h av e  c o n s tru e d  it d iffe ren tly : i"DOQ i"l2P V?0D ’3 *703 V’yin ΠΏ

»  T ** “  T  î  T  Î ·  V  V  * T

y y  ΓΠίΰ. ill thus has the support of IQpHab for ViÿJ and the support of © for 
f?0D. For rniWl (to be treated next) it has the support of © for the form of the 
word, and that of IQpHab for the presence of the waw. Thus, in their divergences 
from ill, each of the other witnesses is always alone. In all the items just men
tioned, ill is supported by Hev and by Mur (to the extent that it is preserved). 
Thus Arch = ill.

(67) 2:18b: Z: φαντασίαν / IQpHab: ΉΏ1 / i l l :  ΓΠίΏν It is possible that IQpHab 
replaced the word ΓΠίΏ with because rniO has a negative significance in this 
context, and IQpHab reserves that designation for the "Teacher of Righteous
ness” (I 13, II 2, V 10. VII 4. VIII 3, IX 9, XI 5). The expression TTTiQ is 
found again in Isa 9:14, where it refers to a prophet. Of the five occurrences of 
φαντασία in ©, three are in Habakkuk: here for ΓΠΪΰ and in 2:19 for !TTV\ while in 
3:10 φαντασίας αυτής corresponds to ΙΓΡΤ. This does not mean that © had a Vor
lage that was different from ill. Hev did not correct © here, whereas it does in
tervene in 2:19, replacing the noun with a verbal form which seemed to the

93. Dunash, Teshubot (Saadya), §150a.
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emendator to correspond better to the initial yod, and which is implied by his 
syntactic correction that ties ΟΟΉ to ΠΎΓ ΝΊΠ, as we will describe in a moment. 
Thus Arch = ill.

(68) 2:18c: Ζ: ό πλάσας έπι τό πλάσμα αύτοΟ / IQpHab: 'liT’Vi? ΥΗ2Ρ Ί2Ρ / ill:
"lip 'tlX*. For [ErpVx Q ^V x rïiÙwVl lg> [Πΰη >31 of m, it appears
that IQpHab read [trpVx D ^V x n w ÿ ? ]  w k v  T O ’ IS?» |nÜ2 ’3]. On the other 
hand, © appears to have read in its Vorlage D,V,'?X rriiZ7i7Vl Vÿ "lÿ> [n th  ’31 
[□’^Vx. Here (where Mur, poorly preserved, appears identical to 111), Hev did not 
correct ©’s επί τό πλάσμα αύτοΰ (which corresponds neither to vV v i l îT  of ill, nor 
to in ’Vv YHX? ° f  IQpHab); but it then added επ’ αύτό (as if © had simply ne
glected to translate after it had translated YlX? with επί τό πλάσμα αύτοΰ). 
Given the support that IQpHab and (probably) Mur lend to 111 on this point, it is 
quite probable that © translated freely. Finally, IQpHab is alone in using the plu
ral of the noun YH2P, since © and Hev support 111 in its vocalization as a singular. 
IQpHab probably intended to express the collective function of the singular. 
Thus Arch = 111. The spellings TH2P and 'irp’71? in IQpHab have already been ad
dressed on pp. 450 and 451.

(69) 2:19: Ζ: καί τω λίθω ΰψώθητι / IQpHab: πηΤΊ p[X]V[? / 111: DOT! pxV . 
Millar Burrows correctly read ΠΏΠ in IQpHab, against Elliger’s reading ΠΏΠ or 
DÖVT. The word ΠΟΉ (= the imperative ΠΏΠ) corresponds well to ΰψώθητι in © 
(as is the case in its four occurrences in ill: Pss 21:14, 57:6, 12, 108:6). Although 
damaged, Mur seems to support ill. Tov, influenced by the teamim  of ill and by Ό, 
wrongly places a raised dot after σιωπών in his reconstruction of Hev. Hev un
derstands DÖVT as a qualifier of Χ1ΓΙ. Under the influence of the context where 
^277 was followed by an imperative, © and IQpHab interpreted the word after 
p X 1? as an imperative, whereas this passage should be translated “he says to the 
woods, ‘Get up, wake up’ and he says of the silent stone, ‘It will instruct.” ’ Thus 
Arch = ill.

C. Conclusions concerning the Relationship between the Archetype 
and the Textual States ©, IQpHab, and ITT

Five cases (6, 15, 29, 36, and 57) should be eliminated from our final assess
ment, since supposed divergences were found not to exist. We have then 64 real 
divergences of varying degrees of significance.

1. The State o f  ill
The committee identified five cases where ill had departed from the original 

state of the text in these two chapters:

(8) 1:8: VUHQI instead of lUTlDI.94 This involved a misinterpretation by ill of
the defective spelling that characterizes the archetype.

94. CTAT Vol. 3, 828:7-8.
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(9) 1:8: adds W 3 \95 This involved a secondary modification intended to com
pensate for the preceding error, which deprived the clause of a verb.
(24) 1:17: instead o f ί3ΊΠ.96 Here 111 (and ©) mistook the bet for a mem.
(34) 2:5: instead of ]}Π.97 In this very rare term, a waw  of the archetype
was read as yod  by ill and © (a misreading that occurs frequently in ©).
(65) 2:17: ]Π’ΓΡ instead of ^ Π ’·98 Here a kap was read as nun by ill.

After the broader investigation o f these 64 points of divergence, we detected six 
other cases. For the first of them (2:1) ill underwent a theological correction and 
for the second (2:6), haplography, while the four others involve only slight sty
listic adjustments through the omission of a waw or he.

(27) 2:1: ΤψΧ instead of 3 ^ .
(41 ) 2 :6 :1V X7 instead of iV xV iV.
(46) 2:7: TOip’ instead of ItfljTV
(48) 2:8: ïpW ? instead of
(55) 2:13: ©£? instead of « » η .
(56) 2:14: instead of D^rVÿ.

In only two cases (9 and 34) out of 11, ill is alone in its departure from the read
ing of the archetype, ill is by far the most intact witness of the text of the arche
type, even though it systematically changes the defective spellings of the 
archetype.

Thus, in 53 cases ill faithfully represents the archetype. In 27 of these cases it 
is alone, in 13 cases it has the support of IQpHab, and in 13 cases it has the sup
port of ®.

2. The State o f  IQpHab
We noted that IQpHab was much more faithful than III to the spelling pecu

liarities of the archetype in its lemmas. But in its text, the same is not true.
Evidence from IQpHab is lacking in eight o f these 64 points: for four of the 

items (2, 4, 5, and 32) there is a lacuna in the manuscript, for one item (19) there 
is a phrase of biblical text that is not cited as a lemma,99 and for three items (7, 52, 
and 58) there are variants involving pointing. Out of the 56 points of divergence 
where IQpHab offers evidence, it faithfully represents the archetype 19 times 
(five alone: 24, 27, 46, 48, and 55; 13 times with 111: 10, 14, 19, 21, 30, 33, 43, 44,
47, 49, 54, 61, and 64; and once with <S: 9), and we have detected 37 corruptions 
that can be grouped in the following categories:

95. Ibid., 828:9.
96. Ibid., 837:18.
97. Ibid., 846:18.
98. Ibid., 856:31-32.
99. It is possible that this phrase (which would have been problematic for the interpretation 

found in the commentary) was deliberately omitted. [See n. 79, p. 455 above. — Ed.]
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Outside of purely accidental corruptions (62, 65), there are assimilations to the 
immediate context that took the form of modification of either one letter (11,13,
23, 40, 50, 59) or two (69); or that took the form of the addition, omission or dis
placement of conjunctions (25, 28). Sometimes the assimilation is made to a less 
immediate context (3), or to a Psalm (20, influenced by Ps 8:7-9). The assimila
tions often involve forms or expressions that are more common in the Bible (12, 
17), or more particularly, in the era of the commentator (45, 68). There are also 
syntactic facilitations (16, 39, 42, 51, 53, 66) and simple stylistic abridgement
(38). " '

Among the interventions that have no apparent motivation,100 we can mention 
a transposition of phrases (22), intervention involving conjunctions (8, 41), and 
the substitution of grammatical forms (31, 35, 37).

Sometimes the need to contemporize in the pesher appears to have led the 
commentator to modify his lemma. This is the case in 18, 34, 60, 63, and 67. This 
is perhaps also what led him to omit a phrase (19).101

At times the content of the commentary indicates that the commentator was 
aware of the reading of the archetype from which the lemma departed. This is the 
case in 13, 62, and 63.

3. The State o f  ©
Out of the 64 points of divergence between the witnesses, in two cases (12 and 

45) the information in © docs not permit identification of its Vorlage. Out of the 
62 cases where © offers evidence, we found 17 cases agreeing with the text of the 
archetype: three alone (34, 41, 65), 13 with ill (13, 16, 17, 18, 20, 22, 25, 35, 37,
38, 42, 53, 62), and once with IQpHab (9).

Out of the 47 times where it departs notably from the text of the archetype, 14 
involve corruptions that can be situated in its Vorlage, corruptions shared four 
times with IQpHab (3, 23, 40, 69), five times with 111 (24, 27, 46, 48, 55); five 
times it appears to be alone (8, 26, 28, 30, 56). Four times involve a misreading 
of waw as yod  (2, 14, 32, 33); 27 times it is the process of translation that dis
tances the translator of © from the archetype. These translational initiatives con
sist of the following: a doublet, once (4); a conflated reading, once (63); a gloss, 
once (21); division of a word into two words, once (64); vocalizations, nine times 
(7, 43, 49, 51, 52, 58, 60, 61, 66); broad translations, four times (31, 54, 59, 68); 
stylistic abridgement, twice (19, 47); and syntactic license, eight times (1 ,5 , 10,
11,39, 44 ,50 , 67).

100. Here, the degree o f  certainty in the critical judgment is fairly weak. Generally, it is 
agreement between © and 111 against 1 QpHab that tips the balance.

101. [See n. 79, p. 455 above. — Ed.J
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4. Percentages o f  Correspondence to the Archetype
If we tally the data, the percentage of correspondence to the archetype that we 

obtain for 111 is 83%, with 34% for IQpHab, and 27% for®. It is important to re
member here that the degree of accuracy of the data varies considerably, accord
ing to the type of witness involved:

• m, because it has vocalizations and accents, is the witness of which we have 
the firmest grasp.

• ©, because it is a translation, allows us access to its Hebrew Vorlage only by 
indirect means. As we have pointed out, when we concluded that a variant was 
found in its Vorlage, it was either because we had access to the Vorlage through 
the intermediary o f IQpHab or m, or because the reconstruction o f the instance 
was obvious. When translational changes are involved, one moves onto very un
certain ground. It could be that we have given the description "translational” to 
variants in the Vorlage that we do not have the means to detect with sufficient 
certainty. It could also be that we have to do with very early sebirin, that is, with 
exegetical traditions that do not aim to modify the transmission of the Hebrew 
text, but are transmitted orally. When a translator wanted to bring the Bible into 
the Greek language, it was expccted that he would take the sebirin into account 
as much as the text. Finally, it could be that the translator in some cases produced 
superficial and poor-quality work, whether through linguistic incompetence or 
through haste. Each of the cases where © seems to depart from the archetype thus 
deserves a more detailed study than can be pursued in this introduction, a study 
for which too many of the necessary facts are often missing.

• IQpHab is a commentary. The text of the lemmas and the preoccupations of 
the commentator are closely related. The al tiqre (= “do not read: . . . , but read, 
rather: . .  .”) is one of the most classic midrashic techniques. A reading close to 
that of the traditional text, but distinct from it, is suggested in order to arouse 
the listener’s curiosity and to begin a haggadic development. In doing this, the 
writer has no intention of emending the text. On the contrary, the statement “do 
not read X“ recognizes that the content of the text is indeed X. But the writer is 
deliberately introducing a play of an association of words that will last only the 
length of the homily. It is quite likely that whoever wrote the pesher allowed into 
the lemmas those al tiqres that would orient a given oracle toward the contempo
rary application that the commentator intended to make. As an indication of this, 
we have several cases where the commentary refers to the reading of the arche
type from which the lemma has departed.

From these considerations, we conclude that a version or commentary should 
not be exploited as a witness to the text it translates or comments on except with 
the use of a fine lens that can bring into focus the purpose of the translator or 
commentator.



2

Versions Subsequent to Standardization

The evidence of a version will have a very different impact on the evaluation 
of the Hebrew text of the Bible depending on whether that version is a daughter 
version of © or derives directly from the Hebrew text. As a matter of principle, a 
daughter version of (5 should never be cited in a critical apparatus of the Hebrew 
text; its place is in an apparatus for © or for intermediate versions through which 
it is related to ®. This principle should be complemented by statements bearing 
on the direct and indirect relationships. For the moment, let it suffice that we call 
attention to these points; they will be treated in more depth at the beginning of 
the next chapter, which is devoted to the question of use of the versions in textual 
criticism of the Hebrew Bible.

( 1 ) Some versions are daughters of a Greek text that has already undergone re
cension based on the Hebrew. We have show n1 that this is the case for some early 
Coptic versions of the Dodekapropheton2 (Sahidic and Akhmimic) that derive 
from a Greek text similar to that of the Washington papyrus, that is, influenced by 
the καίγε recension. Through this intermediary, these versions are not only wit
nesses to ©, but also to the Hebrew (prior to standardization) that served as the 
basis of the recension. A more recent Coptic version, such as the Bohairic, is in 
the same situation as the Origen or Antiochene recensions of ©, that is, the hebra
isms that it contains can be considered a priori to have come either directly or in
directly from the Origen Hexapla. The same is true for the SyroHexapla, a Syriac 
version translated, for most of its books, from a text in the Origen tradition, that 
is, including the passages marked with asterisks that Origen took from other col
umns of his Hexapla. Thus, with regard to its text, and even more with regard to

1. Barthélémy, Devanciers, 228-38.
2. This statement docs not apply in the case o f  a still unpublished early Coptic version 

belonging to the Bohairic dialect, based on the information that H. Quecke was kind enough to 
provide to me.
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its marginal notes, the SyroHexapla is a valuable witness to a proto-Masoretic 
Hebrew, because o f its direct relation to the hexaplaric versions.

(2) We will observe that certain versions ordinarily considered to have derived 
directly from the Hebrew text were very clearly influenced by ©, either at the 
time of translation or shortly afterward. It is therefore essential to distinguish 
carefully what evidence comes from which of the two sources. This is true for the 
Syriac Peshitta (5) to a greater extent than is ordinarily recognized. At times it of
fers evidence as a daughter of the Hebrew, and at other times as a niece of the 
Greek.

(3) Some versions, such as most of the Targums (CL) and the Jewish Arabic 
versions of the tenth century, are witnesses not so much to the text as to the Jew
ish exegetical traditions of their times, whether haggadic (Targums) or textual 
(Jewish Arabic).

(4) The Arabic of the Paris and London polyglots is for the most part unusable 
for criticism of the Hebrew text, since this rather late Christian version is based 
sometimes on a Greek text, sometimes on a Syriac text. Still other times, it is 
based on Saadya. Its true place will almost always be in the critical apparatus of 
© or 5.

From this quick overview, it can be seen that it is essential to be aware con
stantly of the sometimes complex genealogical extraction of a version when it is 
used in textual criticism. This chapter and the following one should make this 
statement even more evident.

I. The Hexaplaric Versions

The loss of Origen’s Hexapla is one of the most regrettable for investigation 
o f the Old Testament text. Today we possess only fragments of the hexaplaric 
versions. Since these fragments have quite diverse origins, it is useful to recall 
those origins in order to help state the contents of what we will cite, using the tra
ditional sigla: α', σ', θ', ε', o', π', οι λ ' ,  “Sexta" and, when called for, “Septima,” 
not to mention Ίώσιππος and the mysterious ό Σύρος.

A. Means o f Access to the Hexaplaric Versions 

1. The Editions

I.a. The notes in the Sixtina edition
The first edition of hexaplaric fragments was published in 1587, in the form of 

notes following various chapters of © in the Sixtina edition. In essence, these con
sist of scholia gleaned from the catcnae preserved in the Vatican Library. As we 
have noted,3 even in 1943 Ziegler attributed this first edition of the fragments to 
Nobilius. In so doing, he repeats Field’s error, without mentioning that Field later

3. CTAT Vol. 3, 658 n. 2234.
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corrected his error4 by returning credit for the edition to the Parisian Pierre Morin. 
Morin described the task of preparing the Sixtina edition: “I alone was charged 
with going through and reading the Vatican catenae manuscripts on the Old Tes
tament in order to extract the variants and the interpretations of Aquila, Symma- 
chus and Theodotion, as well as of the Quinta and the Sexta, and then to transfer 
them into the annotations that I had begun to edit.” It is unnecessary to devote a 
special section to the edition that was published at Arnhem in 1622, after the 
death of Jean Drusius, under the title Veterum Interpretum Graecorum in totum 
V. T. Fragmenta, collecta, versa et notis illustrata a Johanne Drusio, Linguae 
Sanctae in illustrium Frisiae Ordinum Academia, dum vive ret Prof essore. In
deed, Field believes that this edition has nothing new with respect to the Sixtina 
edition other than its translation and annotations, which add practically nothing to 
what Morin had gathered. Later, Lambert Bos, in the critical apparatus of the edi
tion of the Septuagint that he published in Franeker in 1709, included the frag
ments of Aquila, Symmachus, and Theodotion, taking into account some of the 
marginal scholia in the Barberini manuscript of the prophets. But Field consid
ered what Bos added to the scholia of the Sixtina to be of little significance.

1 .h. The Montfaucon edition
According to Field,5 it was the Marist Bernard de Montfaucon who placed the 

keystone in the edifice whose foundations Morin had laid. In 1713 at Paris he 
published his folio edition in two volumes, under the title Hexaplorum Origenis 
quae supersunt, multis partibus auctiora, quam a Flaminio Nobilio & Joanne Drusio 
édita fuerint. To the material gathered by Morin, Montfaucon added numerous 
other readings drawn mainly from Parisian manuscripts, giving relatively precise 
references to his sources. He also went through Jerome’s commentaries much 
more thoroughly than his predecessors had. To this he added a Latin translation 
of all the readings, as well as notes and, above all, two lexicons, one Hebrew and 
the other Greek, which even now have far from lost their value. In 1769 and 1770 
at Leipzig and Lübeck, Karl Friedrich Bahrdt published an abridged form of the 
Montfaucon edition in two volumes, less costly and more manageable in size. He

4. In the first paragraph o f his preface, Field explains that he did not deem it necessary to 
oppose the “commonly held opinion” that attributed the collation o f  these fragments to Fla- 
minius Nobilius, who in fact only edited a 1588 Latin translation o f the Sixtina edition 
(Hexaplorum  [Field], Praefatio). Field’s error comes from the title (cited below) of Mont- 
iaucon’s edition, and is due to the fact that Walton, in the ninth part o f Volume VI o f  the Lon
don polyglot, presented the fragments o f the hexaplaric versions (with numerous other scholia 
mixed in) under the title “Flaminii Nobilii notac in variantes lectiones Vcrsionis Graccae LXX  
Interpretum. adjectis omnibus quae in Scholiis Romanis habentur, a Nobilio vero omissa 
erant.” However, Montfaucon himself, in his preface, stated that Nobilius included in his edi
tion only what Pierre Morin had gathered from the Vatican manuscripts and a number o f books 
(Hexaplorum  [Montfaucon], Preface, 2).

5. Hexaplorum  (Field), Praefatio, IV.
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omitted the Latin translations and most of the Hebrew that Montfaucon had cited, 
and abridged the references to the manuscripts, as well as everything that he con
sidered to be “not of interest to the reader.” As new elements, he appears to have 
added only rare scholia, usually anonymous, from a fragment of a Greek manu
script of the Pentateuch preserved at Leipzig. Obviously, Montfaucon’s lexicons 
were entirely omitted. A valuable correction and supplement to Montfaucon’s 
work (from Genesis to 2 Kings) was published in 1776 and in 1781 at Leipzig by 
J. G. Scharfenberg, in two volumes entitled Animadversiones quibus Fragmenta 
Versionum Graecarum V. T. a Bern. Montefalconio collecta illustrantur emen- 
dantur. In addition, a work on the entire Bible appeared in Leipzig in 1812, 
Opuscula Critica ad Versiones Graecas V. T. pertinentia, in which J. F. Schleus- 
ner applies all his erudition.

I.e. Field ’s edition
In 1874 and 1875 at Oxford, Frederick Field published the two quarto vol

umes of his Origenis Hexaplorum quae supersunt, sive Veterum Interpretum  
Graecorum in totum Vetus Testamentum fragmenta. It is striking that Field ap
pears not to have personally consulted any ancient manuscripts. To the contents 
of the Montfaucon edition he added two significant elements: The fragments 
given by Holmes and Parsons in their monumental edition of the Septuagint (us
ing notes taken from certain Roman manuscripts by their collaborators), and the 
rich yield of hexaplaric scholia offered in the SyroHexapla, for which he at
tempted generally successful Greek retroversions. No edition of the entire group 
of fragments of the hexaplaric versions has been published since Field’s. How
ever, a number of important editions (with copious commentary) of groups of 
fragments should be mentioned.

l.d . Editions o f  other fragments
Palimpsest fragments of Aquila and the Hexapla o f the Psalms from the Cairo 

Geniza are housed at Cambridge.

• In 1897 F. Crawford Burkitt and Charles Taylor published three folios of a 
manuscript from the end of the fifth or beginning of the sixth century contain
ing Aquila’s version of 1 Kgs 20:7-17 and 2 Kgs 23:12-27.6

• In 1900 Taylor published (I) a fragment of a hexaplaric manuscript from the 
ninth century containing part o f the columns for Psalm 22(21): 15-18, 20 - 
28;7 and (2) three folios of a manuscript from the end of the fifth century con
taining Aquila’s version o f Psalms 90(89): 17-92(91 ): 10; 96(95):7-98(97):3; 
and 102( 101 ): 16-104( 103): 13.8

6. Burkitt, Fragments, 4 -2 5 .
7. Taylor. H ebrew-Greek , 4 -1 0 .
8. Ibid., 54-65 .
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In 1914 C. Schmidt photographed manuscripts at Sinai, one of which (Rahlfs 
No. 710, from the tenth century) contained abundant hexaplaric scholia on Isa 
1:2-16:4. These scholia were published in 1915 by Lütkemann and Rahlfs.9

In 1896 at the Ambrosian Library of Milan, G. Mercati discovered 28 folios of 
a Catena reused in a manuscript of the Octoechos of John Damascene. They con
tained a copy of the Hexapla for Psalms 18( 17):26—48; 28(27):6-9; 29(28): 1-3; 
30(29): 1-4; 31(30):1-10, 20-25; 32(31):6-U ; 35(34):l-2 , 13-28; 36(35): 1-5; 
46(45): 1-12; 49(48): 1-15; and 89(88):26-53. Mercati envisioned the publica
tion of two parts: one, in two volumes, the first devoted to the edition of the frag
ments and the second to “Osservazioni” concerning them; the second part would 
include a certain number of hexaplaric fragments from an indirect tradition pre
served in manuscripts that will be described below, and would end with a Hebrew 
index, a Greek index, and a general index. However, Mercati died in 1957, before 
his edition could be finished. G. Castellino published the two volumes of the first 
part in 1958 and 1965 from manuscripts left by M ercati.10

For the second part, Mercati left only outlines. A. Schenker continued with the 
task projected by Mercati of bringing out the edition of hexaplaric scholia. A first 
group of unpublished fragments was constituted of scholia on Psalms 78(77):30- 
83(82): 16, attested by the manuscript catenae of Vaticanus graecus 752 (end of 
the eleventh century) and of Canonicianus graecus 62 (twelfth century). This col
lection of 132 readings was published in 1975.11 Then, Mercati had envisioned a 
critical edition of the marginal scholia from 14 folios of a thirteenth-century 
manuscript of a commentary by Euthymius Zigabcnus on Psalms 24-32 included 
in Ottobonianus graecus 398. These scholia had already been used by Holmes 
and Parsons and by Field, but from an inaccurate and incomplete copy, thus ne
cessitating a critical edition. This was achieved by Schenker in 1982.12

To this may be added recent editions made from better witnesses of some 
known patristic commentaries or of parts of catenae allowing access, through 
more abundant citations or better textual quality, to certain passages of the 
hexaplaric versions. These include Ziegler’s edition of Eusebius’s commentary 
on Isaiah based on a manuscript from Florence,13 Möhle’s edition of Theodoret’s 
commentary on the same prophet,14 the edition by Fernandez Marcos and Saenz- 
Badillos of Theodoret’s Questions on the Octateuch,15 and finally the editions of 
the Palestinian catena on Psalm 118( 119) by M. H arl16 and the catenae on Gene

9. Liitkemann/Rahlfs, Hexaplarische, 19-108.
10. Psalterii (Mercati), vols. 1 and 2.
11. Schcnkcr, Hexaplarische.
12. Schcnkcr, Psalmen.
13. Eusebius, Jesaja.
14. Theodoret, Jesaia.
15. Theodoret, Octateuchum.
16. Harl, Chaîne.
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sis and Exodus by E Petit.17 The most thorough study of the Greek exegetical 
catenae, in ongoing publication, is the edition o f G. Dorival devoted to catenae 
on the Psalm s.18

2. The Marginal Scholia and the Catenae
As demonstrated by some of the editions just mentioned, the scholia o f nu

merous biblical manuscripts and medieval catenae of different types constitute a 
valuable source of hexaplaric citations. Only some of these scholia and catenae 
have been published or are in the process of being published. With the develop
ment of the use of microfilm and microfiches, it is often preferable to have a good 
photographic reproduction rather than an edition. The splendid collection of pho
tographic reproductions assembled for the Göttingen Septuaginta-Unternehmen 
has allowed us to make significant progress in our knowledge of hexaplaric frag
ments, as can be observed by comparing the readings that Field was able to give 
for the Pentateuch with those that are offered in the volumes of the Göttingen edi
tion recently completed by Wevers.

However, many scholia and citations should be used only with great care. In 
what follows, we will point out some of the difficulties that were encountered in 
this volume and elsewhere.

2.a. Z ieg ler’s hexaplaric apparatus
In numerous places we have learned to be wary of identifications offered in 

Ziegler’s hexaplaric apparatus, and have noted them as follows:

• At Ezek 27:6, he does not take into account the analyses and suggestions of 
Schleusner and Field concerning Montfaucon’s interpretation o f a phrase of 
Theodoret.19

• At Ezek 29:3, he incorrectly interprets a remark of Jerome concerning Aquila, 
following Field.20

• At Ezek 40:8, he conjectures, against the witness of Syh, that the translation 
of Symmachus suffered homeoteleuton, without discussing Field's suggestion 
that Symmachus’s omission of this verse was probably due to his Hebrew 
Vorlage.21

• At Ezek 40:14, he incorrectly relates a reading of Aquila to a word in Symma
chus to which it does not correspond.22

17. Petit, Catenae I and II.
18. Dorival, Chaînes.
19. CTATWol. 3, 223:47-224:3.
20. Ibid., 239:38-43.
21. Ibid., 318:20-22.
22. Ibid., 322:48-50.
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• At Amos 4:13, he makes the mistake of not including the preceding con
junction in the © reading to which he relates the readings of Aquila and 
Symmachus.23

• At Mic 1:14, he misinterprets the method of reference used by a witness for a 
reading of the “Three” that gave him difficulty; a proper understanding of that 
method of reference could have steered him toward the resolution of the 
difficulty.24

• Also at Mic 1:14, he interprets a reading as an addition, whereas the Barberini 
manuscript shows that it is a substitution.25

• At Mic 3:8, he inaccurately represents two words as having been added 
against the textual tradition.26

• At Hab 2:5, the reading of Symmachus that he bases on Jerome’s testimony is 
the result of an incorrect interpretation of that testimony.27

• At Zech 1:8, he misinterprets the reference of a reading of Aquila given by the 
Barberini manuscript.28

• At Zech 4:12, he is mistaken in his attempt to restore a word not cited in the 
Barberini manuscript, in a reading of Symmachus.29

These examples demonstrate the need to discuss difficulties that arise in inter
preting three principal witnesses of the indirect tradition of the hexaplaric frag
ments for the books treated in CTAT Vol. 3.

2.b. Hexaplaric versions in scholia and in the direct tradition
Since the Cairo Geniza has provided us with portions of Aquila in a direct tra

dition, we can extract certain facts from it that could have affected the conclu
sions that Field drew based on the information at his disposal.

• 2 Kgs 23:18. Corresponding to the Hebrew P n’QXV is © καί έρύσθη-
σαν τά όστα αύτοΰ. For the verb. Field attributed και περιεσώθησαν to a ', retro- 
verting a-=toà\_rnro, which Syh attributes to a' here. To defend this retroversion, 
he appeals to the Hexapla of Prov 11:21 and 19:5 where, for two Niphals of the 
verb üVq, the passive of περισώζειν is attributed to a ' in the hexaplaric notes of 
the Sixtina edition. However, the manuscript edited by Burkitt has περιεσωσαν 
here. It is significant that Coislin gr. 8 offers this in the margin as an anonymous 
reading. The error in Field could almost have been predicted. The two examples 
he gives are indeed Niphal, but in 2 Kgs 23:18 it is a matter of translating a Piel. 
Field was led astray by the Eshtaphal form found in the Syriac manuscript 5 of 
the Bibliothèque Nationale in Paris.

23. Ibid.. 658 n. 2250.
24. Ibid., 726:34-41 .
25. Ibid., 726 n. 2520.
26. Ibid., 743:18-22.
27. Ibid., 845:23-33.
28. Ibid., 935 n. 3388.
29. Ibid., 954 n. 3442.
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• Ps 91(90):2. For the Hebrew ’rïVx, Eusebius’s commentary attributes the 
reading ό θεός μου to a ' (as well as to © and σ'). In place o f the first two words, 
Field suggested the vocative θεέ for a '. The use of the vocative θεέ is, in fact, 
characteristic of a '. But here, the manuscript edited by Taylor clearly reads 
θεοσμου at the beginning of the line; it is impossible to tell whether the article o 
was present since the end of the preceding line was destroyed. Actually, the con
text of the Hebrew (Ν1Π TD ΪϊΓΠϋΠΚ VlVx), which resumes the noun with Ϊ- and 
then with Ν1Π, prompted a ' to interpret the noun as nominative. The emendation 
to vocative suggested by Field is unfounded.

• Ps 9I(90):3. For the Hebrew ΠΤΙΠ "ΠΤ?? Agellius attributed λόγον έπιβουλής
to a ', while Syh attributes ^  to it. Field accepted neither the retro
version suggested by Syh nor the confusion of “DT with IDT attested by Agellius 
(whom he cites; this confusion is also found in © and σ'). Instead he proposed 
άπό θανάτου έπιβουλής as the reading of a '. The Taylor manuscript has απο- 
λοιμουεπιβου[λησ. Indeed, the translation of “IDT with λοιμός is attested specifi
cally for a ' by Coislin gr. 1 in Deut 28:21 and by the Barberini manuscript in 
Amos 4:10. Given the serious corruptions suffered by the witnesses that Field 
used, it is understandable that he would not have proposed this translation.

• Ps 91(90):4. For the Hebrew iriTpK ΓΠΠ01 Π31?, Paris BN grec 164 attributes to 
a ' the reading ώς πανοπλία και περιφορέια. ή άλήθεια. αύτοΰ. While he repro
duced this reading, Field suggested that it should rather be attributed to σ', in the 
belief that the ώς, with no counterpart in the Hebrew, corresponded more closely 
to the practices of σ'. The Taylor manuscript has ασπισκαιπερκρε[..., with the end 
of the line destroyed. Here again, the reading available to Field was too corrupted 
for him to have ventured to emend ώς πανοπλία to άσπίς. Furthermore, he was 
unaware of the Mercati Hexapla for Ps 35(34):2, where he would have read, cor
responding to Γ73ΪΠ, και άσπίδος in a and και έν πανοπλία in σ ', confirming his in
tuition concerning σ'.

• Ps 91(90):6. For the Hebrew "010, Eusebius’s commentary attributed άπό
ρήματος to a '. On that authority, Field gave this as the reading of a '. But in a note 
he indicates that Syh attributes to a '. Given that this word, among other
usages, corresponds to λοιμός in Hos 7:5, he conjectured the reading άπό λοιμού 
here for a'. That is precisely what the Taylor manuscript attests.

• Ps 91(90):7. For the Hebrew Eusebius attributed έκ τοΰ πλαγίου σου to
α' and σ', which Field reproduces, with the notation that Theodoret and “Nobil- 
ius” attributed έκ πλαγίου σου to a ' and σ'. This is slightly inexact, since Theo
doret and the scholium in the Sixtina edition (which goes back to Theodoret via a 
catena) place the sigla in the reverse order: σ ' and a '. Field adds that Syh at
tributes to a ' and σ'. In fact, the Taylor manuscript has αποπλαγιουσ[ου
here. It is thus likely that it was σ ' that had έκ τοΰ πλαγίου σου, and that the scho
liasts who attached the siglum a ' simply intended to say that both used πλαγίου, 
instead of κλίτους of ©.
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• Ps 91(90):9. For the Hebrew Field cites Eusebius (from Mont-
faucon’s edition) as giving εθηκα κατοικητήριόν σου, or, when he repeats it later, 
εθηκα οίκητήριόν σου. But he adds that Eusebius’s Demonstrationis has εθηκας 
οΐκητήριόν σου,30 the reading that Field then prefers. If he had checked the Cois- 
lin manuscript, the single witness of the direct tradition of Eusebius’s commen
tary, Field could have seen that the repetition of the citation is identical in form to 
that given in the Demonstrationis (that is, it has εθηκας instead of εθηκα). And 
indeed, the Taylor manuscript has εθηκασοικητηριονσου.

• Ps 91 (90): 11. For the Hebrew ĵTiTTC’, Field presents έντελεΐται τοΰ
φυλάξαι σε as the reading of a ', which is what he read in Eusebius’s Demonstra
tionis.3I He indicates in a note that Eusebius’s commentary reads σε φυλάξαι in
stead of τοΰ φυλάξαι σε. That is true for the Montfaucon edition, but the Coislin 
manuscript has έντελεΐται σε φυλάξαι σε. The Taylor manuscript has εντελιταισε- 
τουφυλαξαισε.

• Ps 91(90): 12. For the Hebrew ^ïlXÙ^, Field has άροΰσί (σε), taken from Eu
sebius’s commentary, which omits the pronoun. The pronoun is attested in the 
Taylor manuscript. For Field has ό ποΰς σου, again following the commen
tary. Taylor omits the article.

• Ps 92(91 ):7. In his “Auctarium,” for the Hebrew 5Π’ xV (which <0 translated 
ού γνώσεται), Field found three hexaplaric readings in the collation o f manu
script 264 (= Vatican Ottob. gr. 398), which had been sent to Parsons: first the 
transcription ουλα.ιαδασ (where he notes that ουλα corresponds to xVl and 
emends the final σ to ε), then the reading και ού γνώσεται for a ', and the reading 
ού γνώσεται for σ'. If he had checked this manuscript (which gives these readings 
in the course of its catena), he would have noticed first of all that the transcription 
is clearly ουλω.ιαδαε, and second, that the reading attributed to σ ' is anonymous 
there. The Taylor manuscript has no και before ουγνωσεται. Kennicott manu
scripts 4, 156, and 245 attest xVl instead of the X1? found in the other witnesses of
111. It can be assumed that whoever copied the transcription column of the 
Hexapla had this reading in his Hebrew Vorlage. Regarding a ', it is difficult to 
say whether the και was omitted in the course of the textual transmission that re
sulted in the Taylor manuscript, or whether the redactor o f the Hexapla inserted 
this word to perfect the correspondence of his translation to the transcription col
umn immediately preceding it.

At the end of the same verse, for the Hebrew ΠΧΤ- Γ1Χ (which © translated 
ταΰτα), Field, in his “Auctarium ,” found in the collation o f m anuscript 264 
the transcription εθ ζωθ, then ταΰτα for a', and no counterpart in σ'. In fact, Vat. 
Ottob. gr. 398 does indeed offer this transcription, but for a ' it has συνταυτή, and

30. Eusebius, Demonstrationis, 865,15.
31. Ibid., 865,17.
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for the anonymous reading that follows, it has τούτο. The Taylor manuscript has 
συνταυτην, which is typical o f a'.

• Ps 96(95): 11. For the Hebrew ixVöT D*H DVT (which © translated σαλευθήτω 
ή θάλασσα και τό πλήρωμα αυτής), Field gives βροντήσει ή θάλασσα και τό πλή
ρωμα αυτής as the reading of a .  This reading was taken from Montfaucon, who 
attributes it to “m s s .” Eusebius’s commentary is no longer extant through direct 
tradition, but catena III, according to Paris BN gr. 139, attributes βροντήσει to 
Eusebius, instead of σαλευθήτω of <5. Most likely, it was from a witness of this 
type of catena and from the context of © that Montfaucon created the reading that 
he attributes to a . In fact, the Taylor manuscript has βροντησατω[θαλ]ασσα- 
καιπί... here, which shows that, under the influence of the parallel in σ ' (ήχήσει), 
the citation of the catena changed the aorist imperative of a to future, and that 
Montfaucon was mistaken to attribute to a ' the articles for the following two 
nouns.

• Ps 102( 101 ):22. For the Hebrew “IDO1? (which © translated του άναγγείλαι), 
Field has του διηγεΤσθαι as the reading of a '. And indeed, Vat. Ottob. gr. 398 has 
α' του διηγεισθαι: σ ' διηγησασθαι: θ' ομοίως τοις o'. However, Taylor has τουδιη- 
γησασθαι.

• Ps 103(102):6. For the Hebrew (which © translated άδικουμένοις),
Field has συκοφαντουμένοις as the reading of a (and σ'). This is his retroversion 
of the reading that Syh attributes to the two. In fact, Taylor has σε-
συκοφαντημενοισ here.

While the Taylor manuscript is at times incorrect, it is clear that it is always 
essential to greet data offered by the indirect tradition of the hexaplaric versions 
with a critical eye. In this domain, we depend almost exclusively on scholia and 
citations. Let us now tackle the critical examination of the testimony offered by 
one of the richest manuscripts for hexaplaric scholia: the Barberini manuscript of 
the Prophets.

B. Problems Associated with Each o f  the Sources

1. The Barberini Manuscript

I.a. The Huish collation
The first systematic collation of the marginal scholia in the Barberini manu

script of the Twelve Prophets was published by Alexander Huish in 1657 in Vol
ume VI, Part 1 1 of the London polyglot. Regrettably, subsequent editors fre
quently reproduced Huish’s readings without checking them against the 
manuscript. Two examples:

• In Hos 8:5 for άπότριψαι of ©, Huish’s collation attributes άπώθησον to a ', 
which Montfaucon then reproduces. Field simply altered the reading to άπώθη- 
σαν. It is not until Ziegler that the reading of the manuscript is reproduced cor
rectly: άπώσθησον. But we will see that elsewhere Ziegler’s readings still reflect 
Huish’s errors.
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• We have shown above32 that in Amos 8:4 an accurate interpretation o f the 
referencing mark placed in the text of the Barberini manuscript would attribute 
the reading καταλύοντες and not λύοντες to θ'. Through an incorrect interpreta
tion of this symbol, the Huish collation erroneously presented the latter form as 
the reading of θ', and this mistake was too trustingly reproduced by Montfaucon, 
Field, and Ziegler.

I.h. Interpretational difficulties in the scholia
Even when the data in the Barberini manuscript are correctly deciphered, their 

correct interpretation is not always obvious. In an earlier study,33 we demon
strated that the second scholiast o f this manuscript offers 35 readings under the 
siglum ε', from folio 8r to folio 15r, and that this siglum, although it is included 
among the other hexaplaric sigla, should not be interpreted as πέμπτη εκδοσις, 
but as εκδοσις κατά τούς Εβραίους. This “edition according to the Hebrews,” also 
cited by Cyril of Alexandria, thus has nothing to do with the hexaplaric Quinta, 
but concerns a Greek adaptation of the translation and commentary of Jerome.

The difficulties in correctly interpreting the hexaplaric scholia in the Barberini 
manuscript can be grouped under three distinct headings.

l.b .i. Placement o f  the scholia
In Amos 5:26. Barberini has in its text και άνελάβετε τήν σκηνήν τού Μολοχ 

και τό αστρον τοΰ θεού υμών Ραιφαν, τούς τύπους ούς έποιήσατε. Its second scho
liast offers two scholia in the left margin and two others in the right margin. 
Those on the left are both attributed to θ'. The first is εΐδωλον ύμών, with its ref
erencing mark on Μολοχ. The second is και ήρατε τήν ορασιν τοΰ βασιλέως ύμών 
άμαύρωσιν ειδώλων αστρον τού θεού ύμών, with its mark on τό (αστρον). The two 
in the right margin are anonymous. The first is εικόνας, with its mark on τήν 
(σκηνήν) and the second is αΐνεσις ύμών, with its mark on Ραιφαν. It can be ob
served that none of the referencing appears to be correct and that, because the 
two readings attributed to Θ' overlap, it is impossible for them both to be authen
tic. However, thanks to parallels in Jerome’s commentary and other choices 
made by Theodotion, Field clearly demonstrated that the fuller of the two read
ings attributed to Θ' by Barberini is substantially correct.

In Hag 1:10 where © has nothing that corresponds to DJ’Vv, the third word of 
the verse, the Antiochene text adds έφ’ υμάς at the end of the verse. The Bar
berini manuscript reflects this textual state and gives the reading λ έφ’ ύμδς 
ξηρασία in its right margin. As such, this reading is unusable. Based in part on Je
rome, Field reasonably conjectured that the word ξηρασία actually bears on ρομ
φαίαν, the third word in v. 11. With respect to έφ’ ύμδς, this means that “the

32. P. 442.
33. Barthélémy, “Quinta ou Version selon les Hébreux?” ThZ 16 (1960) 342-53 = Études, 

54-65 .
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others” so translate the word which © did not translate, but this does not
mean that they have the word here at the end of the verse.

l.b.ii. Attribution o f  the scholia
In Ezek 21:20(15) the Antiochene text renders the word ΠΚ (following the 

word “sword”) with a doublet: ευγε οξεία. Now the second word is attributed to 
a ' by the Barberini manuscript. However, Syh attributes to σ ' a fairly lengthy 
reading in which, in place of the Hebrew word ΠΝ. the word r ^ - tu  figures (fol
lowing = “sword”). It is these words, p£°l. Tu os ■ m that are used by Syh to 
translate μάχαιρα οξεία in Ps 56(57):4. The freedom of translation that is sug
gested by this choice in Ezek 21:20(15) corresponds much better to what might 
be expected in σ ' than to the practices o f a'. Therefore the attribution offered by 
Barberini should be regarded as questionable, with more confidence placed in 
Syh.

In Ezek 24:13, © read HÜI instead of ΠΏΤ, and translated with και τί. The Ori
x t  · 7

gen recension, under the impression that this word (and the preceding one) had 
been left untranslated, gives the transcription ζεμμα for it (with asterisk), which 
the Marchalianus manuscript attributes to θ'. Given the preference for transcrip
tions in θ', this attribution is highly likely. It is therefore surprising to see the Bar
berini manuscript attribute the reading μυσερά to θ'. Ziegler simply placed the 
two contradictory witnesses for Θ' side by side. Here again, it is the Barberini at
tribution that must be doubted. Indeed, the parallels in Ezek 16:58 and 23:27, 29 
point toward attributing this reading to σ ' in the form μυσαρία.

In Amos 7:8 Field errs in stating that the Barberini manuscript attributes the 
reading γάνωσιν to σ ' in 8a and 8b. The reference mark pertains only to 8b. In 
any case, the detailed information supplied here by Jerome concerning the way in 
which each of the versions render the word recommends emending the σ ' in 
this reference to a .

J.b.iii. Corruptions in the scholia
Throughout CTAT Vol. 3, it was often necessary to correct the scholia given in 

the Barberini manuscript.
(a) We pointed out the corruption of σι to ετ in a scholium attributed to a ' in 

Ezek 30:9.34
(β) Regarding Hos 3:2, we reported on two scholia from the first scholiast of 

the Barberini manuscript that Field and Ziegler regarded as interpolations.35 In
deed, for "Ι0ΪΤ1, which the text of Barberini translates και γο
μορ κριθων και νεβελ οίνου, the glossator places a mark on γομορ, and gives a 
και κόρου κριθων / σ ' και θύλακος κριθων και άσκοΰ οίνου / θ' και γομορ αλφίτων 
καί νεβελ οίνου. Jerome attests that “ceteri interprètes” translate lethec seorim

34. CTAT Vol. 3. 246:23-26.
35. Ibid., 505:22-26.
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with ήμίκορον hordei. Thus, it appears that the Barberini scholia inspire confi
dence only for the translation of the first two words, but not for that of the two 
following (where it would indeed be surprising if both θ' and σ ' had left intact the 
οίνου of ©, which has no basis in the Hebrew).

(γ) We have noted that, in one scholium, the Barberini manuscript gives a 
reading that was a victim of itacism.36 In the text, from the beginning of Hos 7:5 
it has al ήμέραι των βασιλέων υμών, and the siglum Θ' is written three times above 
it: at the beginning, in the middle, and at the end of this reading, with a mark 
above ήμέραι. This mark corresponds to a marginal reading without a siglum: 
ήμέρα βασιλέως υμών. Probably taking into account the fact that the last word of 
this reading could not be authentic, Huish eliminated it and Montfaucon later was 
to copy Huish. With the collations o f Bernard Stephanopolo37 and Joseph Cozza 
at his disposal. Field added this third word in his notes. Finally, using a photo
graphic reproduction, Ziegler incorrectly interpreted the glossator’s intentions. 
He concludcd, in effect, that the three sigla were meant to attribute the reading in 
the text to θ', and that the glossator left the marginal reading anonymous. In fact, 
the glossator probably intended the three sigla that are placed above the text to 
bear on the marginal reading that has no siglum, as, indeed, the earlier collators 
had understood very well. It is clear, however, that this scholiast had a reading in 
which the original pronoun ήμών had already been corrupted through itacism to 
υμών, whereas the scholiast of Syh, giving ^ . i ,  shows that he had an unaltered 
reading.

(δ) For Hos 8:10 we noted that the Barberini manuscript gives άπό φόβου as 
the counterpart of the Hebrew ΧψΏΟ, in a reading attributed to σ '.38 Ziegler, fol
lowing Schleusner,39 emended the reading to άπό φόρου. Two words earlier, the 
scholiast gives βράχοι, which should be emended to βραχύ, following Dathe. 
This orthographic peculiarity turns up again in the text of Barberini in Zeph 2:11, 
where προσκοινήσουσιν is written for προσκυνήσουσιν, and in Mai 3:5 (μάρτοις 
for μάρτυς). In addition, for the scholia of Hos 8:10, at the end of the reading of 
σ', the scholiast continues without interruption with και διαλίψουσι τού χρίειν, 
then inserts the siglum Θ' and repeats exactly the same words.

(ε) For the first six of the twelve prophets, the body of the Barberini manu
script is made up of Theodoret’s commentary, interspersed with his biblical lem
mas. For the word ΠΙίΏΊΠΠ in Amos 4:3, Theodoret (in the body of the manu
script) says that σ ' translated Αρμενίαν,40 whereas the scholiast, in the margin of

36. Ibid., 537:12.
37. A collation made for Parsons.
38. CTAT Vol. 3, 552 nn. 1759 and 1760.
39. Whom he cites in Sylloge, 84. He compares this case to Fischcr’s recommendation 

(Fischer, Schrift, 27) to emend φόβος to φόρος in © o f Isa 10:27.
40. This reading o f σ' is confirmed by Syh. manuscript 407, and Jerome, with the preceding 

preposition “toward” made explicit in the translations o f Syh and Jerome.
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the lemma, attributes εις έρμηνίαν to σ ' for this same word. Was the scholiast 
completely unaware that this form of the reading is no more than a corruption of 
the other?41

(ζ) For Mic 1:10 in the Barberini manuscript, we pointed out the corruption of 
άναγγείλητε into άναγγείληται in a scholium attributed to a ' and σ '.42

(η) For Mic 2:7, the corruption of εύθέως into ένθέως was pointed out in the 
reading attributed to a ' by a scholium in Barberini.43 Here the correction is cor
roborated by the translation that Syh gives for a'.

(Θ) For Hab 3:14, in a scholium in Barberini giving the reading of σ ', we noted 
the omission of the final sigma in έπελθόντας.44 We emended it on the basis of 
Coislin gr. 187, even though the other variants in these scholia from that manu
script are inferior to the readings in Barberini.

(i) With Field and Ziegler, we suspect that the scholiast of Barberini omitted 
an article in the reading of σ ' in Zeph 1:3.45

(k) For Zeph 2:6, we described a scholium in Barberini as corrupted.46 For the 
Hebrew DTI Van, instead of © Κρήτη, this scholium attributes τό σχοίνισμα τής 
ώραιότητος to α' and τό περίμετρον ή τό παράλιον to σ'. Jerome inspires more 
confidence when he states that “all translators,” including him, give “funiculus 
maris” instead of the Septuagint’s “Creta.” Indeed, as Field suggested, the words 
τής ώραιότητος correspond to ΓΠ3, which comes immediately after. Regarding σ', 
τό περίμετρον appears to be the reading for the first word, as the parallels in Deut 
3:4, 14 show. What remains then is τό παράλιον. Could this be the reading of Θ'?

(λ) For Zech 4:7, we pointed out that an omicron takes the place of an omega 
in a reading attributed to a ' in the scholium of Barberini.47

1.e. Conclusion
This quick overview of the difficulties present in the interpretation of the hex

aplaric scholia in the Barberini manuscript has the single object of cautioning 
against naivety in the use of the information furnished by this manuscript and 
other sources of scholia.

2. Jerome
As Gryson and Deproost pointed out with regard to the biblical citations of 

Jerome in his commentary on Isaiah, “the central problem lies in establishing 
the text of the citations.”48 This is even more clearly the case for the hexaplaric

41. See CTAT Vol. 3, 654:27-28.
42. Ibid., 718 n. 2475.
43. Ibid., 733 n. 2551.
44. Ibid., 876 n. 3182.
45. Ibid., 881:45-47.
46. Ibid., 889:36-37.
47. Ibid., 951 n. 3438.
48. Gryson and Deproost, “Tradition,” 175.
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readings cited in Greek by Jerome: A good number o f them were seriously cor
rupted in the course of transmission by copyists who did not know the language. 
But as we have already noted at Isa 61:6, where the reading πορφυρωθήσεσθε 
was altered by the editors to πόρφυρα ένδύσεσθε, Jerome cannot be held respon
sible for the mistaken conjectures of his editors.49 We can demonstrate this 
point more generally in Jerom e’s commentary on the Dodekapropheton.

2.a. The commentary on the Dodekapropheton
Gadolo, the first editor of Jerome’s commentary,50 knew little Hebrew or 

Greek, and he often had to leave blanks in his edition, being unable to interpret 
the mutilated remains that his manuscripts presented him. Later, for the edition 
that he published in Basel in 1516, Bruno Amerbachius was assisted by numer
ous scholars, among whom he names Johann Reuchlin, Conon de Nuremberg, 
Georg Reisch, and Conrad Pellican.51 They frequently made restorations of cor
rupted or absent readings on the basis of conjecture, and these conjectural resto
rations of hexaplaric fragments were often transmitted from the Sixtina edition 
right up to Ziegler, without any of the “editors” appearing to have the curiosity to 
check the putative reading in an early manuscript of Jerome’s commentary. For 
example, in the case mentioned in CTAT Vol. 3, 658:10—21, the putative reading 
φώνημα attributed to σ ' usurped the place of the authentic reading ομιλίαν up to 
and including Ziegler. In what follows, we relate through a number of examples 
the odysseys of some of these readings. We have made use of 33 manuscripts and 
five editions, with the following sigla:

a. Paris: lat 1839: JonNahZephHag: VIII ex.
b. Cologne: 55: MicHabZeph: VIII-IX.
b. Cologne: 54: ObJonNah: VIII-IX.
c. Munich: Clm 6303: [DanJHosObMicZechMalZephHag: VIII-IX.
d. Munich: Clm 14082: JoelMicNahMal: VIII-IX.
e. Cologne: 52: AmZechJonMal: IX.
f. Karlsruhe: Aug.Perg. 148 ObZechMalHabHos: IX.
f. Karlsruhe: Aug.Perg. 226: JoelMicJonNahZephHag: IX.
f. Karlsruhe: Aug.Perg. 257: Amos: IX.
g. Karlsruhe: Aug.Perg. 1 13: Hos: IX.
g. Karlsruhe: Aug.Perg. 212: ObZechMalHab: IX.
g. Karlsruhe: Aug.Perg. 74: JonNahZephHag: IX.
h. Zurich: C.41 (278): ObZechMalHab: IX.
h. St.Gall: 119: JoelMic: IX.
h. St.Gall: 121: Hos: IX.

49. CTAT Vol. 2 ,4 2 2 .
50. Jerome, Commentaria.
51. Jerome, Omnium.
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h. St.Gall: 122: Amos: IX.
h. St.Gall: 123: JonNahZephHag: IX.
i. Cambrai: 299: [DanJHosJoelAmObJonNahMicHab: IX. 
j. Laôn: 38: JoelJonNahMicHab: IX.
k. Paris: lat 1838: JonObZechMal: IX.
1. Namur: 16: HosAmJonObMicZephHagZechMal: IX.
m. Berne: 102: AmObMicNahHabZech: IX med.
n. Paris: lat 1836: JoelHabJonZechMicMal: IX.
n. Paris: N.A. 2248: Hos: IX-X.
o. Le Mans: 240: MalJoelJonNah: IX-X.
p. Le Mans: 213: HosAmJonObMicNah: IX-X.
q. Orléans: 61(58): JoelHabJonZechMicMal: IX-X.
r. Troyes: 126: HosJoelAmObJonMicNahHabZephHagZechMal: IX-X.
s. Vatican: Palat lat 174: HosAmOb: X.
t. St. Omer: 279: JoelJonNahMicHab: X.
u. Paris: lat 1834: HosAmOb: X.
v. Cologne: 53: HosJoelAmObJonMicNahHabZephHagZechMal: X ex. 
w. Vatican: Palat lat 173: HosJoelAmJonObMicNahZechZephHagMalHab: 

XI (1001-1015). 
x. Avranches: 69: HosJoelJonZephHagMal: XI-XII.

Abbreviations for the editions are as follows:

Greg— De Gregoriis (Ed. Gadolo, Venice 1497).
Amer— Amerbachius (Basel 1516).
Mar— Martianay (Paris 1704).
Val— Vallarsi (2nd ed. Venice 1768).
Ad— Adriaen (Turnhout 1969-1970).

Here, then, are some typical cases where even a very limited probe of the textual 
tradition of Jerom e's commentary allows the recovery of hexaplaric readings 
that are undoubtedly authentic.

2.a.i. Hosea
Hos 10:1 / îïï: pj?i3 (]DJ) / ©: (άμπελος) εύκληματουσα. Greg has “Pro vite fron- 

dosa Aquila interpretatus est quam nos aquosam vel έξυγρόν possumus 
dicere, eo quod vini perdat saporem.” As its annotations demonstrate, Amer 
made use of the exemplar o f Greg from the Bibliothèque Nationale of Berne. 
Now, in this exemplar, the blank left for the word that Gadolo was unable to de
cipher is filled in with υδατώδη, and then έξυγρόν is replaced with ενυδρον. In 
Amer, ενυδρον takes the place of the first word, while for the second it has έξοι- 
vov. These two Greek words were then preserved by Mar and Val. For the sec
ond word Val notes, however, “Pro εξοινον, quae vox proprie temulentum, vi- 
noque madidum sonat, nostri mss. εξίτηλον legunt, quod omnino verius puto, ac
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velim, veteri lectione expuncta, substitui. Significat enim evanescentem, elutum, 
sive perdentem alicujus rei saporem. Hocque ipsum est, quod Hieron. notât, 
dictam ab Aquila vineam aquosam, quae exoleseeret, seu perderet saporem vini.” 
For the first word. Ad adds a breathing error, ενυδρον,52 and adopts εξίτηλον for 
the second, faithfully copying the incorrect accent of Val. As for the edition of 
this reading of a ', Morin undoubtedly took from Amer the “Aquila ένυδρος” no
tation, which he gives in the Sixtina edition and which, by way of Montfaucon 
and Field, was passed down to Ziegler’s apparatus.

Among those manuscripts that contain this passage of the commentary, i 1 p s 
omit this word, which is read as IlAAdApAN by c f g h, ΠΑΑΔΑΙΑΝ by v, 
ΠΑΑΔΑρΑΝ by x, TIAADAPAN by u. and ΠΛΑΣΑΡΑΝ by r. The form πλαδαρόν is 
easily recognizable as the source of these various corruptions, that is, as long as 
one has sufficient critical sense not to be swayed by the unanimity of all editors 
since 1516. It is an easy matter to be convinced that πλαδαρά is the authentic 
translation of a ' for pi?i2, when it is noted that, according to Eusebius, a ' trans
lates with και πλαδαρωθήσεται in Isa 19:3.53 In Jer 51 (28):2 for Ippa’I Syh 
attributes to a ', while in Jer 19:7 for Tip?! it attributes to a '.
These two verbs could translate πλαδαροΰν, though one cannot be certain that 
that is the case.

Hos 11:8 /  lH: / ®: ύπερασπιώ. Greg has “Aquila transtulit ούρέωσέ idest
scuto te circumdabo (. . . )  ex editione Symachi contrarius nobis sensus subiicitur 
dicentis κατανοωσε idest tradam te. Ex translatione quoque Theodotionis, non 
prospéra sed adversaria demonstrantur: άφοπλίσωσέ quod significat nudabo te et 
auferam a te δπλον hoc est scutum.” In the Berne exemplar the readings of a ' and 
σ ' were erased. In the margin of the first is written όπλοκυκλώσω σέ, and in the 
margin of the second, παραδω σε. In Amer the reading attributed to a is written 
as three words: δπλο) κυκλώσω σε. The reading of σ ' becomes έκδωσίϋ σε, and 
that of Θ' remains άφοπλίσω σε. From Amer to Ad, via Mar and Val, these read
ings remain intact, with Ad giving the corrupt readings of the Namur manuscript 
in the apparatus. In the form that they take in Amer, these readings were passed 
down in the hexaplaric scholia of Morin, and from there to the editions of Mont
faucon, Field, and Ziegler.

None of the manuscripts that contain this passage omits these words. But the 
witnesses (i p 1 s) that omitted the reading πλαδαραν in Hos 10:1 fall into a group 
(= group B) based on characteristic readings that distinguish them from the other, 
earlier manuscripts (c f  g h r = group A) that give evidence for πλαδαραν in 10:1.

52. The word is altered to ενυρον in the apparatus, where Ad states only that this word is 
absent in the one manuscript that he used, Namur 16 (= our 1).

53. Montfaucon, in his edition o f the commentary, gives παραδοθήσεται (Eusebius [Mont
faucon], vol. 2). It is m s  Laur. XI 4  from Florence that preserves the original reading here.
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• For a ', group A unites around a reading eTpeoccoce (= f g h r) and group B 
around Orpetoce (= i p s w). Behind these two readings one can easily recognize 
θυρεωσωσε, which underwent haplography o f the ωσ in B. while the initial Θ was 
corrupted to O in B and to e  in A.

With θυρέωσω σε, we are obviously far from the οπλω κυκλώσω σε construed 
by Amer from Jerome’s gloss “scuto te circumdabo.” But this is undoubtedly the 
authentic reading for a ', as is proven by the fact that in Isa 38:6 for the Hebrew 
TnaJOl) that © translated ύπερασπιώ, the Barberini manuscript attributes this same 
θυρέωσω to a '. In Isa 31:5, for the Hebrew fi]} (which © does not translate), Mar- 
chalianus attributes θυρεών to a '.

• F o r  σ', g ro u p  B u n ite s  a ro u n d  th e  re a d in g  e K A O T O N A c o c e  (=  i p) a n d  g ro u p  A  

a ro u n d  e K A O T O N A c o c e  (= c f g h r). T h e  re a d in g  o f  g ro u p  B is  th e  m o re  p r im i t iv e  

fo r m ,  w i t h  th e  tw o  deltas c o r r u p te d  to  alpha in  g ro u p  A .  T h e i r  c o m m o n  a r c h e 

ty p e  a p p e a rs  to  h a v e  u n d e rg o n e  h a p lo g ra p h y  o f  th e  ωσ, w h ic h  s e p a ra te s  th e m  

f r o m  th e  o r ig in a l  re a d in g  εκδοτονδ[ωσ1ωσε.
The expression έκδοτον διδόναι is common in Demosthenes. But in the Greek 

versions of the Old Testament the word έκδοτος occurs again only once in 0' (Bel 
22: και εδωκε τόν Βηλ έκδοτον τω Δανιήλ) and twice in σ '. For the latter, this 
involves Jer 44(51):30 where © has ’Ιδού εγώ δίδωμι τόν Ουαφρη for |Γ)3 ’ΜΠ 
1Π?Π Π'}Π?_ΓΙΝ. For τόν Ουαφρη the Barberini manuscript attributes τόν φαραώ 
έκδοτον to σ', with the last word confirmed in Marchalianus. In Isa 46:1, the sit
uation is more complex, since for (Π Ώ Π 3 171) ΓΡΠ7 Π Γ Ρ 3 ^ ν  Τ’ ! ! , which © translated 
έγένετο τά γλυπτά αύτών εις θηρία (και κτήνη), Montfaucon cites the following 
for σ ', according to Procopius: έγένετο τά είδωλα αύτών ζώοις έκδοτα . . . , which 
Field reproduced. However, in his apparatus Ziegler attributed the following to 
σ ', according to Eusebius: έγένετο τά είδωλα αύτών ζώοις και κτήνεσιν βαστάγ- 
ματα (-μασιν cod.) υμών. The last two words correspond to □?’’ΓΐΚψ3, which © 
translated αίρετε αύτά. Was Procopius mistaken to attribute the word έκδοτα to 
σ ', even though that word appears to be well established in its vocabulary? It was 
Ziegler who neglected to copy this word between ζώοις and καί, as is shown by 
the fact that he edited Eusebius’s commentary where no witness is cited as hav
ing omitted the word. We may conclude then that there is every reason to believe 
that έκδοτον δώσω σε is the authentic reading of σ ' in Hos 11:8.

• For θ', group A (= f g h) agrees on atponAuoce, while group B (= i 1 s w) re
volves around αφοχΤΑίακε. While group B corrupted ΠΛ to tta, group A kept 
intact the Attic future άφοπλιώ σε, which has a good chance of being the authen
tic reading of Θ' here.

Before leaving the book of Hosea, we might note that our witnesses agree in 
omitting the article in the reading διανοΐξαι τήν υπομονήν αύτής, which Field and 
Ziegler attribute to Θ' (based on Jerome) in Hos 2:17(15).
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2.a.ii. Joel
In Joel 2:17, for the Hebrew bVlK(n) (® τής κρηπϊδος), Greg gives as the read

ing of a a word that was heavily blotted out in the Berne exemplar and replaced 
(in the margin) by πρόδομον, a reading adopted by Amer, Mar, Val, and Ad. In 
the editions of hexaplaric fragments, this reading, while absent in the Sixtina, 
was adopted by Montfaucon and placcd in the genitive (with an article) by Field 
and Ziegler. This reading finds support in the fact that in 1 Kgs 7:6(43) and 7(44) 
Coislin 8 attributes πρόδομον to a ' three times for the word dVw. But in Jerome’s 
commentary on Joel 2:17, d and f have πρΟΔΡΟωΟΝ (from which ΠρΟΔΡωΟΝ in 
h derives), while i j q r have ΠΡΟΑΡΟΜΟΝ (from which ΠΡΟΑΡΑΜΟΝ in o x, and 
nPOAPeMON in t derive). The second rho o f this word is omitted only in the late 
manuscript w, which has ΠΡΟΛΟΜΟΝ. Manuscript v omits this reading and that 
of σ '.54 Syh attributes the reading to a ', for which Field offers the ret
roversion του περίδρομου. It is clear that this Syriac reading could not translate 
του προδόμου, but it could very well correspond to τοΰ προδρόμου. Indeed, Field 
bases his retroversion on Ezek 45:19 where Syh gave the same reading for σ ' (for 
ΠΊΤΓΠ in III), a reading that Field had already retroverted as τής περιδρομής. But 
in order to justify that retroversion, Field made reference to Ezek 43:14, where he 
gave τής περιδρομής as the reading o f σ ' for ΓΠΪ17Π in 111. We should at least be cu
rious enough to check this last attribution, especially since it claims to be based 
on Jerome's commentary. We observe that the reading given by Mar and Val was 
emended to περίβολον by F. Glorie in the Corpus Christianorum edition of the 
commentary,55 with the clear support of the best manuscripts. But in Ezek 43:14, 
Syh does not translate this reading, and there is no proof that σ ' translated the 
word ΠΊΤΓΠ in the same way in 43:14 and 45:19. With this single attestation of 
the word περιδρομή in the Bible thus fading away, it appears that in Joel 2:17 τού 
προδρόμου is the most likely retroversion for the reading of Syh, where the root 

very likely corresponds to the Greek root *δρομ. Thus in the authentic 
reading of Jerome and in Syh we have two witnesses in favor of πρόδρομον as the 
a ' counterpart of DVlX, while in I Kgs 7:6, 7 we have a threefold Greek attesta
tion for πρόδομον. This should not be surprising. Indeed, with regard to an Aes
chylus fragment constituting the single citation in Liddell/Scott for the word πρό
δομος, we are told that the popular tradition of this fragment (in a scholium on 
Theocritus, Idylles ii.36) has πρόδρομος.56 This shift from προδομ- to προδρομ- is 
again illustrated in the fact that Stephanus’s Thesaurus suggests correcting προ- 
δρομίας "Ηρας to Προδομία "Ηρα in Pausanias.57

54. AU our manuscripts support the reading ΠΡΟΠΥΛΟΝ (with some isolated alterations) 
and none supports the form ΠΡΟΠΥΛΑΙΟΝ given by Amer, Mar, Val, Montfaucon, Field, and 
Ziegler (Greg has ΠΡΟΠΥΛεΟΝ). However. Vallarsi notes the reading ΠΡΟΠΥΛΟΝ in manu
script w. which Field and Ziegler mention and Ad adopts.

55. Listed under Jerome (Adriaen) in the bibliography.
56. Aeschylus (Smyth), vol. 2, 499.
57. Pausanius (Corinthe 2, 11, 2).
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2.a.iii. Amos
Apart from the hexaplaric readings bearing on Amos 4:13 that are treated in 

CTAT Vol. 3 ,58 for the reading of σ ' in 4:1 (not given in Greg), Amer has αί βόες 
εύτροφοι, which was adopted by Mar, Val, and Ad, as well as by editors of the 
Hexapla from Morin to Ziegler. Now, all of our manuscripts include a second ar
ticle, and read αί βόαις αί ευτροφοι, with the spelling αι instead of ε (in βοαις), a 
frequent occurrence in Greek manuscripts. The authenticity of Jerome’s reading 
is thus confirmed by the fact that it attests to deviations typical of a Greek textual 
tradition, which thus have a good chance of originating in the hexaplaric readings 
themselves.

2.a.iv. Habakkuk
Since we were able to examine the textual tradition of Jerome’s commentary 

for the second chapter of Habakkuk in greater depth, we can illustrate in a more 
detailed way the benefits that recourse to the manuscripts of the commentary can 
offer our editions of the hexaplaric versions.

Hab 2:4. For ΓΡΠ? ίΓφΰΚ2 p'HXI, translated ό δέ δίκαιος έκ πίστεώς μου ζή- 
σεται by <S, Greg edits Jerome as follows: “Symachus significantius interpretans 
ait. Iustus autem per fidem propriam suam vivet, quod graece dicitur: ό δίκαιος τή 
αύτοΰ πίστει ζήσει.” This Greek reading was erased in the Berne exemplar and 
emended in the margin to διά τήν εαυτού πίστιν ζήσεται. However, Amer re
turned to the original reading of Greg (only emending αύτοΰ to έαυτοΰ). Mar 
notes here: “Hunc locum depravatum invenies in antiquis editionibus, tam in or- 
dine Graecorum verborum, quam in lectione contextus Hebraici. Conférât qui 
voluerit.” And he emends the Greek of σ ' to πίστει τή ό δίκαιος έαυτοΰ ζήσει. Val 
repeats the reading of Amer, noting “Hanc Martianaeus sententiam Graecorum 
trajectione verborum, dum emendare vult, depravat legens πίστει τή ό δίκαιος 
έαυτοΰ ζήσει. Nos quemadmodum et ab Eusebio laudatur, et jam  inde et ab Er- 
asmi erat editione, reposuimus.” Ad followed Amer and Val. In the Hexapla edi
tions, Sixtina gives nothing here; Montfaucon, repeating that the editions are cor
rupted here, appeals to Eusebius’s Demonstrationis to attribute the reading ό δέ 
δίκαιος τή έαυτοΰ πίστει ζήσει to σ ', θ', ε', Sexta, and Septima. Field reproduces 
this reading, while limiting the attribution to σ ' alone, and placing δέ in parenthe
ses. Ziegler follows Field.

Here we should acknowledge that Martianay was correct on at least one point, 
and that is that the manuscripts agree in ending the reading of σ' with έαυτοΰ ζή- 
σει. Indeed, this reading is clearly attested by b ni q r. It is corrupted to Εαϊ- 
τοΝ VZHC3 in i j t (and w, which omits the last three letters), while f g h separate 
a first element ιαιτ from a second element αι with a blank that could contain four

58. CTAT Vol. 3, 658:3-26.
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or five letters (it thus appears that the copyists retained an awareness of the omis
sion of OYZH).

Going back to the beginning of the reading, we find δια undergoing various 
corruptions: ΔΙ in b; λιλ in f  g h; ηΐΛ in j  w; νλι in q r; Π1Λ in i; πια in t; and ri 
in m. Between these remnants of δια and those of εαυτου, the word πιστεως can 
be recognized without difficulty in some manuscripts: incTNCoc in f g h; πιετωθ 
in q r; and N i& e o  in w. The other manuscripts also offer this word, but it is fol
lowed by extra letters: ηιβτωΕτωΞ in j; π ιετεω ετω ε in i; and πιεω ετω ε in t. 
which all appear to be dittographies of the end of the word. However, two of our 
manuscripts have a more original ending: TlcTtocAlAc in b; and tictgocaiac  in m. 
The word that would fit best between πιστεως and εαυτου would be της. But it 
would be unwise to make that conjecture solely on the basis of aiac and aiac  in 
these two manuscripts. We conclude that the mostly likely reconstruction of this 
corrupted reading of σ ' is διά πιστεως εαυτου ζήσει, and that the Greek citation in 
Jerome never included the word δίκαιος.

Hab 2:5. We have demonstrated that the manuscripts of Jerome allow us to re
cover the reading for σ ' that Barberini attributes to it, εύπραγήσει, which the edi
tions of Jerome’s commentary had replaced with εύπορήσει.59 This incorrect 
reading had been suggested in the margin by the annotator of the Berne exemplar 
of Greg, and was then adopted by Amer.

Hab 2 :11. As in the case of εύπραγήσει, recourse to the manuscripts of Jerome 
enables us to emend the reading σύνδεσμος, attributed to Θ' in the editions of Je
rome, to ενδεσμος, attributed to Θ' in Barberini. Indeed, this reading is clearly at
tested by f g h r. It is corrupted by the others: to gngcm oc  in b. to gnögm oc  in i j, 
to g n a g m o c  in q t, to gnh cm o c  in m, and to ah n ttem o c  in w. There is thus no ar
gument for attributing σύνδεσμος to θ'. Greg had σύνδεσμος, with the annotator 
of the Berne exemplar suggesting ενδεσμος, but Amer retained the reading of 
Greg.

• The reading of ε ' is omitted by i j q t w. Those m s s  that have it (b f g h m r) 
do indeed give σύνδεσμος as in the editions, but with the difference that they 
add the preposition εκ between this word and ξύλου. Here again the annotator 
of the Berne exemplar of Greg had added έκ, but was not followed by Amer.

• Jerome cites the reading of the Septima in Latin, including in it a word that all 
editors from Greg onward read as σκώληξ. He repeats this reading later in the 
commentary, again in the same terms. However, Val (for the first occurrence) 
noted the reading κολεός in a manuscript, which Ad does not mention. 
Among the editors of the Hexapla, only Field and Ziegler cite this reading of 
the Septima and they mention only the word σκώληξ.

59. Ibid., 845:23-33.
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For the first occurrence o f this reading j m q have koAeoc, b has koAeoc, f g 
h r have kwAeoc, i t have kOAGOO, and w has kOAeAO&. For the second occur
rence (omitted by w) t has koAeoc, f g h have koAeoc, i j have koAeoc. b has 
koAcoc (corrected to koAeoc), and m has kAAOcoc. In two manuscripts, this word 
was assimilated to the Greek word given earlier by Jerome as the equivalent of 
the Latin “scarabaeus”: kAN0ePoc in q, and “cantaros” in r. Behind all the wit
nesses in these two occurrences, it is easy to recognize the word κολεός, which 
should thus replace σκώληξ (which has no basis in the textual tradition) as the 
reading of the Septima.

For Hab 2 :15 and 3:13, we have already corrected a number o f Ziegler’s hexa
plaric readings on the basis o f these manuscripts.60

2.b. Conclusion
Clearly, Jerome’s commentaries constitute a very valuable source for hexa

plaric readings, provided that the information furnished in ostensibly critical edi
tions is subjected to systematic critical scrutiny.

3. The SyroHexapla

3. a. The text
Let us begin by recalling that, in spite of its name, the SyroHexapla (Syh) is 

not an absolutely faithful representative of Origen's recension of <ß. In the case of 
the Psalter, this fact is well known.61 But Ziegler’s introductions to the various 
volumes of the Göttingen Septuagint that he edited demonstrate that Syh cannot 
be considered a consistently dependable witness of that recension for the books of 
the Prophets. We have also had occasion to note that fact in CTAT Vol. 3.62 In the 
same vein, the abundant hexaplaric scholia of Syh also require a critical reading.

3.b. The scholia

3.b.i. Questionable attributions
Indeed, we have had occasion to observe that some of the attributions of 

these scholia should be regarded as doubtful. We suggested that two scholia at
tributed to a have a greater chance of coming from σ ',63 that another attributed 
to σ ' is rather from θ ',64 and that another attributed to θ' should probably be re
stored to σ '.65 Elsewhere, Syh appears to have grouped two readings under a

60. Barthélémy, D evanciers, 216-17; CTAT Vol. 3, 850 n. 3065.
61. See Rahlfs’s “Prolegomena” to the Göttingen edition o f  the 6  Psalter, §6,1.
62. CTAT Vol. 3, 728:45-729:2.
63. Ibid., 64:22-24 on Ezek 11:15 and 351:10-11 on Ezek 41 :9.
64. Ibid., 96:10-13 on Ezek 16:7.
65. Ibid. n. 1709.
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single attribution to θ '.66 It also appears to have reversed the sigla o f two read
ings on at least one occasion.67

3.b.ii. Inaccurate references
It sometimes happens that Syh refers its scholia to the text inaccurately. In 

Ezek 36:14 a reading of Θ' is incorrectly referred to the beginning of the verse, 
while it actually bears on a verb at the end of the verse.68 In Amos 7:1 we pointed 
out that the correct reference of a Greek word to Θ' and σ ' was incorrectly ex
tended to a '.69 In Hos 4:18 we suggested70 that an unlikely reading of Θ' would 
become more intelligible if the reference mark were recognized as being in the 
wrong place.

3.b.iii. A corrupt Greek Vorlage
At times, the Greek scholia used by the Syriac translator of Syh were in a cor

rupt state. This is the case in Mic 1:10, where the Vorlage probably had σπονδια 
instead of σποδιά,71 and in the following verse where it appears that the Vorlage 
omitted the final sigma of αυτής,72 and again in Mic 2:7 where it appears to have 
λογισμού instead of λογοι μου.73 In Hos 12:4(3) and 5(4), it is difficult to say 
whether it was the Greek Vorlage or the Syriac translator that was responsible for 
the textual permutations that took place between two readings of a '.74

3.b.iv. Misinterpretation o f  the Vorlage
The translator was sometimes a poor interpreter of the Greek that he had be

fore him. This can be seen in Hos 3:1, where (perhaps as the result of an itacism) 
he understood ετέρου instead of έταίρου,75 or in Mic 3:8, where he translated the 
word πνεύματος at the end of two scholia too literally as r6 .ni, without noticing 
that the biblical context makes it dependent on another genitive, κυρίου, which 
would require a translation of oiuo •t for πνεύματος.76

66. Ibid., 7 2 1:23-25 on Mic 1: 11.
67. Those o f a' and σ' in Mic 2:4. See ibid., 730 n. 2534.
68. Ibid., 294 η. 1066.
69. Ibid., 674 n. 2 3 12.
70. Ibid., 5 15:17-20.
71. See ibid., 719:25-29. Other examples o f  the mistaken insertion o f nu before delta  in 

the textual tradition o f the Dodekapropheton: ο[ν]δοντες by the first hand of Sinaiticus in Joel 
1:6; σι[ν]δων by Vendus in Joel 4(3):4.

72. Ibid., 721:27-30.
73. Ibid., 733 n. 2552.
74. Ibid., 602 n. 1990.
75. Ibid., 504 n. 1565.
76. Ibid., 743:28-34.
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3.c. Errors by the interpreters o f  Syh

3.c.i. Incorrect interpretations
At times it is the interpreters of the SyroHexapla who seem not to have under

stood the intentions of its scholiast. For Jer 19:1 we demonstrated77 that the read
ing of a ' offered by the Syh Codex Ambrosianus should most likely be preferred 
over the conjecture that Bernstein, Field, and Ziegler wanted to substitute for it. It 
is helpful, nevertheless, in making use of Ceriani’s line facsimile,78 to take into 
account the critical notes that he adds, as we have shown for the reading of a in 
Lam 1:13.79 In Mic 1:14, interpreters from Middeldorpf to Ziegler, including 
Field, have been puzzled by Syh’s attributing to a', σ ', and Θ' a reading 
rduicuai, referred to the first part of Λό\ά\ with which the
verse begins. It is no longer necessary to wonder how could presume to
correct As we have suggested,80 it would be better to suppose that this word 
corresponds to «ίι ϊ:τά\_*̂ ι and that the verb (which is not to be corrected in 
the text) was understood to follow but not written in the scholium, at the price of 
a syntactical inversion. In Hos 9:13,81 we demonstrated that, rather than imagine 
that Syh read αύτοΰ instead of αύτής as in the Barberini manuscript, it is easier to 
assume that the Syriac copyist simply forgot to place a diacritical above the he of 
this possessive suffix. In Hos 12:12(11) we reproached Field (and Ziegler, who 
copies him) for not taking the preposition lomad in into account in his ret
roversion of the word as an accusative.82 It is the preposition that distinguishes 
the reading of a ' from those of σ ' and θ'.

3.C.H. The retroversions
In CTAT Vol. 3, the readings of Syh are generally cited in Syriac instead of be

ing retroverted into Greek, as they are in Field and Ziegler. This is not intended 
as a criticism of Field’s retroversions, which are generally judicious and which, if 
they are uncertain, are usually defended or discussed in precise and detailed criti
cal notes. But retroversions are a dangerous thing when they are given in the 
same typographical characters83 as the readings attested by the Greek witnesses, 
as is the case in Ziegler’s apparatus. Wevers’s apparatuses are more judicious, as 
he gives the readings attested by Syh in Latin translation only, and not in a Greek 
retroversion.

77. CTAT Vol. 2, 632.
78. See m s Ambrosianus in the bibliography.
79. CTAT Vol. 2, 870.
80. CTAT Vol. 3, 726:34-41 .
81. Ibid., 568 n. 1825.
82. Ibid., 607:15-19.
83. Field distinguishes readings obtained through retroversion (from Latin or Syriac) from 

those that are directly attested in Greek by using a smaller type for retroversions.
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Concerning Field’s retroversions, we have pointed out84 that the discovery of 
the original Greek form sometimes led him to correct the retroversions, as was 
the case for the reading of σ ' in Jer 8:18, where the discovery of the reading of 
Barberini led him to correct his first proposal εμπαίζεις μοι to χλευάζεις με.85 
These retroversions could be improved significantly if a concordance of Syh 
were available. Indeed, there is good reason to believe that the scholia were 
translated into Syriac by the same person that translated the text. It is therefore 
very important to be able to make as extensive as possible an assessment of the 
equivalents that the translator used. We have demonstrated this in Ezek 34:486 in 
connection with Field’s attempts (again reproduced by Ziegler) to retrovert

(attributed by Syh to σ ' for the Hebrew Y]D?T) as εύφραι- 
νόμενοι or οτε ηύφραίνεσθε. We proceeded first by investigating the one place 
where the translation of this expression by σ ' is clearly attested in Greek. That is 
Exod 1:13, where two good witnesses ( m s s  Coislin gr. 1 and Pantocratoros 24) 
attribute έντρυφώντες to σ'. We then examined how Syh translates the verb έν- 
τρυφάν in its text, and observed that it gives -nnmW  in Isa 55:2; 57:4; Hab 1:10; 
and Sir 14:4 (while it uses the verb in Jer 31 (38):20 and it is not known for 
the last two occurrences of the verb in Neh 9:25 and 4 Macc 8:8). We concluded 
from this examination that έντρυφώντες has a better chance than ευφραινόμενοι 
of being the reading of σ ' in Ezek 34:4. Similar checks would surely benefit a 
good number o f other retroversions and they would be greatly facilitated by the 
use of a Greek-Syriac concordance of everything we have for Syh, if such were 
available.

Elsewhere87 we have shown that the information furnished by Jerome raises a 
question concerning the retroversion of a noun as an accusative when it is pre
ceded by lomad in Syriac, and suggests that the dative should be preferred. In this 
introduction we have already observed— and we will again have the opportunity 
to demonstrate— that Jerome’s commentaries are a rich source of information 
that is still underutilized.

3.d. Conclusion
For those who wish to make critical use of the fragments o f the hexaplaric 

versions, the SyroHexapla, particularly as it is found in the Ambrosianus manu
script, constitutes a very rich source, provided that (1) one is wary of the Greek 
retroversions by which Ziegler presents his data, (2) one scrutinizes the inten
tions of the Greek scholiast and the Syriac translator, (3) one keeps in mind that 
the Syriac translator may have misinterpreted his Vorlage or that the Vorlage 
may have been corrupt, (4) one is aware that the Syriac scholiast sometimes errs

84. CTAT Vol. 2, 531.
85. In his Auctarium  (Hexaplorum , vol. 2, [Field]).
86. CTAT Vol. 3, 279:18-25.
87. Ibid., 607:16-19.



Versions Subsequent to Standardization 493

in the placement of reference marks, (5) one is ready to recognize that some au
thors’ sigla were confused in Syh or in its Vorlage, and (6) one does not consider 
the biblical text of Syh as a consistently faithful representative of Origen’s recen
sion of ®.

C. The Aims o f  the Scholiasts

To make good use of the scholia found in fragments of the hexaplaric ver
sions, it is not enough to establish an authentic text. It is also necessary to deter
mine the intentions of the scholiasts who extracted them from the Hexapla. Some 
examples will serve to demonstrate the importance of this.

1. Grouped Sigla

I.a. In Jerome
In Ezek 27:17 for J3D0), according to Ziegler’s apparatus, Barberini has: a ': 

φενιγ, σ': φαναγ, and θ': φενεν (= φενεγ?). Jerome has: α ' σ ' θ': “phanag.”88 The 
context in which Jerome communicates this information is as follows: “Verbum 
hebraicum PHANAG Aquila, Symmachus et Theodotio ita ut apud Hebraeos 
positum est transtulerunt, pro quo Septuaginta ‘unguenta,’ nos ‘balsamum’ verti- 
mus.” From this we conclude that Jerome’s aim is not to state the vocalizations 
used by each of the three in their transcriptions, but rather to oppose α', σ ', and θ', 
which give a simple transcription of the Hebrew (as Barberini confirms), to <D and 
to his own translation, which aims to express the meaning of the word.

In Ezek 30:14 for K3(3), according to Ziegler’s apparatus, Barberini has: a ': 
βανω, σ': εν vo (o*), and θ': εν νοι. Jerome has α' σ ' θ': “<in> no.” Again, the con
text: “Pristinum nomen habet ‘No,’ quod Aquila, Symmachus et Theodotio sicut 
in Hebraeo positum est transtulerunt; pro quo nescio quid volentes Septuaginta 
dixere ‘Diospolim’ quae Ægypti parva civitas est; nos autem pro ‘N o’ A lexan- 
driam ’ posuimus per anticipationem.” Here again, Jerome is only contrasting the 
fact that α', σ ', and 0' transcribe the Hebrew word and the fact that the translator 
of © and he himself identify this ancient toponym with a city known to their 
readers.

For ‘TteV in Hos 9:13, Barberini attributes εις πέτραν to Θ' (translated in
Syh) and ώς άκρότομον to a and σ ' (translated r < i t \  vy  m in Syh). Jerome states 
that α', σ', and Θ' all understood “petram durissimam, id est silicem.”89 Here 
again the context in Jerome clarifies: “Ubi nos posuimus: ‘Ephraim, ut vidi, 
Tyrus erat,’ Septuaginta interpretati sunt Θήραν, id est venationem, sive capturam; 
Aquila et Symmachus et Theodotio, petram durissimam, id est silicem, quae lin
gua Hebraica appellatur SUR, quod si legamus SOR Tyrus dicitur. Putantes au
tem septuaginta interprétés ob litterarum similitudinem ‘res’ et ‘daleth’ non esse

88. Ibid., 228:28-29.
89. Ibid., 568:13-17.
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‘res’ sed ‘daleth,’ legerunt SUD.” Jerome’s intention is not to claim that all three 
translated with άκρότομον. He simply contrasts three distinct readings of the He
brew: that of ©, his own, and the reading represented by the translations of a ,  σ', 
and θ'. He even provides an oblique witness to the difference between their trans
lations, in giving both “petram” (= θ') and “silicem” (= a ' and σ').

l.h . In the Barberini manuscript
In Ezek 10:12 the Origen recension inserts *  και πάσαι αί σάρκες αύτών·*, 

which Barberini attributes to α', σ', and θ', while Marchalianus (supported by 
manuscripts 87 and 91 ) attributes this reading to θ '.90 It could be that the scholiast 
of the Marchalianus manuscript intended to identify Θ' as the source o f this aster
isked reading for the other two versions, whereas Barberini simply means that the 
three are in agreement, against ©, in inserting a Greek translation of the Hebrew 

/Dl. We have suggested elsewhere that certain other groupings of sigla in 
Barberini should be interpreted in the same way, for example, in Ezek 23:34 and 
25:9.91

1.e. In Eusebius's Onomasticon
We have pointed out that in place of the toponym Μαχμας that © gives for 

"IQrii? in Hos 9:6, Eusebius’s Onomasticon attributes the translation τά έπιθυμή- 
ματα to a' and σ', while Syh attributes to a' and to σ '.92 This
shows that Eusebius simply wished to indicate the Greek word that a' and σ' used 
to translate this toponym, without intending to state the case and number that 
they give for the word, which was the intention of Syh.

2. Complements Taken from  ©
2.a. In Barberini

In Mic 2:6-7 a scholium in Barberini gives a reading of a' bearing essentially 
on v. 6: μ ή σταλάζετε σταλάζοντες ού σταλάζετε εις τούτους ού καταλήψη έν- 
τροπάς ό λέγων. It is surprising to find attributed to a' the word ό λέγων,93 which 
surely corresponds to "ΠΏΝΠ at the beginning of v. 7 in ill. The Barberini scholiast 
did not want to leave the clause hanging without an explicit subject (where the 
fragment of a' that he used probably broke off at this point). Consequently, he 
took the subject that © gave for ού γάρ άπώσεται ονείδη (which corresponded to 
ού καταλήψη έντροπάς in α').

90. Ibid., 59:27-31.
91. Ibid., 196 n. 776, and 214 n. 821.
92. Ibid., 564:25-27.
93. Ibid., 732 n. 2541.
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2.b. In Eusebius
In Hab 3:2, Eusebius’s Demonstrationis attributes έν τώ έγγίζειν τά έτη 

ζώωσον αυτό to α' (insisting that the implicit antecedent o f the neuter pronoun is 
“your work”), έν μέσω ετών ζώωσον αύτόν to θ', and έντος τών ενιαυτών 
άναζώωσον αύτόν to σ '.94 He concludes from this that ζώωσον αύτόν, included by 
all three, could refer neither to animals nor to a mere human. Jerome notes here: 
“Pro eo quod nos et Aquila et Theodotio transtulimus ‘vivifica illud,’ Symma
chus interpretatus est ‘revivifica illud.’” Syh attributes ,ο ι^ρ ί to a ' and Θ', and 
a l l i a i  to σ '. It is therefore clear that these various witnesses focus their
interest on the verb, where they see a prophecy of the resurrection of Christ, with 
Eusebius being the only one to highlight the difference between the neuter final 
pronoun in a ' and the masculine final pronoun in Θ' and σ'. Eusebius must have 
had before him the three words preceding the verb in Θ' and in σ', but not in a ' 
(which would not have translated with τά έτη). So he arbitrarily completed 
the reading of a ' with an incorrect borrowing from <9.95 Indeed, to render T ip?

preceding the verb in ,sn, he made use o f the translation that <9 had given for 
the □,3ψ 31j72 that follows the verb. Thus it can be seen that even Eusebius, who 
had direct access to the Hexapla versions, sometimes worked from scholia o f  
very limited significance.

2.c. In Syh
For ’TU *7K in Amos 5:16, translated εις είδότας θρήνον by ®, Barberini 

attributes . .  . τούς γινώσκοντας μέλος to σ', while Field retroverts the Syh for a 
as πρός ειδότα θρήνον. Let us analyze more carefully the Syh witness, which at
tributes to a'. It should be noted that Syh has ώ_.τ̂ Λα in
its text. It is therefore likely that the aim of the scholiast was simply to establish 
a contrast between the preposition Λ (= εις) o f <5 and the preposition λαλ (= πρός) 
o f a '.96 He merely copied mechanically the subsequent biblical text in his scho
lium in order to situate the preposition in context.

In Zech 9 :13, Syh translates έπι τα τέκνα τών Ελλήνων with Λ_>..
and with a reference mark on indicates that a and σ ' have rd-ici.·
and Θ' has .eu. Field was correct to conclude from this that Θ' transcribed the top- 
onym from the Hebrew instead of translating it. But he erred in concluding that a 
and σ ' had used an adjective (Ελληνικούς or Ελληνικά, depending on whether 
one retroverts nr. in as υιούς or as τέκνα) to translate the Hebrew }T\ For σ ' this is 
possible, but for a it is as unlikely as the assumption that κ*. in, which Syh at
tributes to both, implies the non-translation of the pronominal suffix of ^3?· h 
appears that the attention of the Syriac scholiast is focused on the omission of 
before n£*_icv. for both a ' and σ', and he probably wishes to indicate that these two

94. Eusebius, Demonstrationis, 562 (= 279).
95. CTAT Vol. 3. 862:32-38.
96. Ibid., 664:35-37 and n. 2268.
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translators did not place an article before the word they used to translate As 
for κ’, ι ί  in this scholium, it is simply a contextualizing element borrowed from 
the text of ®.

In conclusion, a critical approach to the fragments of the hexaplaric versions 
must always pose the question about the aims of the scholiast or commentator in 
citing a reading or in grouping several sigla together. The textual critic must be 
careful to interpret these readings in line with the aims of whoever cited them; 
otherwise, the door is open to misinterpretations and misrepresentations.

D. The Identification o f  the Hexaplaric Versions or Recensions

As we have seen, we have in our possession a direct tradition for only a very 
few fragments. As a result, our knowledge of these versions derives, in most 
cases, from Origen’s Hexapla (hence their designation as “hexaplaric”)· This fact 
has important consequences for the identification of the different versions or re
censions. Let us leave aside here the question of the pseudo-quinta of the second 
scholiast of Barberini,97 since the structure of the Hexapla is not affected by the 
incorrect identification of the siglum z by the editors of the hexaplaric fragments.

Scholars who used the Hexapla to extract citations or scholia relied, in gen
eral, on the order of the columns to designate the versions, under the assumption 
that after the Hebrew text and its transcription, the Hexapla gives the versions in 
the order α' - σ ' - o' - θ' - ε ' and, when called for, Sexta and Septima. The 
“Quinta” (= ε') should, accordingly, be understood as the fifth (by column order) 
of the versions contained in the Hexapla. However, it sometimes happens that for 
certain books or parts of books, the order of the columns underwent modifica
tions. So, for example, Mercati concluded that the column immediately follow
ing o' in the Milan palimpsest contained not Θ' but ε '.98 From an analysis of the 
equivalents of a for the word VdH, he determined that what is cited as a for Qo- 
helet rests on the incorrect identification of the column from which the citations 
are drawn.99

As was demonstrated in Devanciers,100 the placement of the versions and re
censions in the columns of the Hexapla changes several times in the course of the 
books of Kings, with the column following σ ' occupied by © (as is normally the 
case) in sections a (= 1 Samuel), ββ (= 2 Sam 1:1—11:1), and γγ (= 1 Kgs 2:12
21:1), but occupied by a Palestinian recension in sections βγ (= 2 Sam 11:2
1 Kgs 2 :1 1) and γδ (= 1 Kgs 22:1 to the end o f 2 Kings). This resulted in © being

97. See above, p. 478.
98. Psalterii (Mercati), vol. 1, xix-xxxv.
99. Ibid., vol. 2, 1 1 6 -1 2 0 .1 arrived at the same results in Devanciers, 26-30 . Regrettably, 

J. Jarick (“Aquila,” 139) was unaware o f Mercati’s demonstration when he concluded some
what hastily about Qohclct that “there arc no firm grounds for denying that Aquila was the 
instigator o f the renderings transmitted as his.”

100. Barthélémy, Devanciers, 142-43.
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carried forward to the next column in sections βγ and γδ. It should not be surpris
ing then, for these sections, to see it cited under the siglum θ', since Theodotion 
usually occupies this colum n.101

Armin Schmitt placed the traditional attributions in even greater doubt by 
claiming that the “Theodotion” of Daniel is not θ '.102 But here it must not be for
gotten that the “Theodotion” of Daniel is, of all the putative 0's, the one that pre
sents the best claim to the title, since, in order to identify it, we do not rely on the 
structure of the Hexapla, but have the positive statements of Origen and Jerome. 
It would therefore be better to place in doubt all the other attributions of texts to 
Theodotion instead of this one, which must remain for us the touchstone of Theo- 
dolion authenticity.103

In these paragraphs devoted to the hexaplaric versions, it bears repeating that 
it is not enough to arrive at an assured reading derived from a given column of 
the Hexapla in order to be able to conclude, uncritically, that we have to do with 
a certain version or recension. Systematic doubt should also be extended to this 
domain.

II. The Vulgate

A. The editio princeps

The “42-line” Bible (= B42), published in Mainz toward the end of 1453 or 
the beginning of 1454,104 is recognized as the first significant book to have been 
printed with moveable type. As such, it has long constituted the point of depar
ture and the point o f reference for all subsequent biblical editions. Forty-nine 
copies of this edition are known to exist today, 19 of them com plete.105 But the 
copies are not all o f equal interest. Schwenke’s research led him to conclude that 
the printing was done by six different compositors (each setting a group o f pages, 
then breaking down the type for the next group of pages) and that the original 
aim was for a printing of 120 copies. It was only after four compositors had be
gun work that it was decided to increase the printing to 150 copies. This involved 
recomposing pages that had already been dismantled after printing, pages lr to 
32rand 129rto 158v of the first volume, as well as l r to  16v and 162rof the sec
ond volume. In many copies, gatherings from the first printing (= Jl) alternate 
with gatherings from the second printing (= 53). However, in some copies, all the 
gatherings belong to il. Two copies were used for facsimile reproductions, the

101. See ibid., 135-36.
102. He concluded (Schmitt, Stammt, 112) that “the text said to be 0' has nothing to do 

with the translator known to us under the siglum Θ' for his translations o f  other books o f  the 
Old Testament.”

103. As I have pointed out in Études, 297-301.
104. According to Corsten, “Drucklegung.”
105. According to Hubay, “Exemplare.”
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Berlin copy done by Insel of Leipzig in 1914 and again by Idion of Munich in 
1979, and the copy of the Bibliothèque Mazarine, by Les Incunables of Paris in 
1985.106 The critical edition of the Vulgate produced by the Benedictines of the 
San Girolamo abbey of Rome (R) regularly cites B42 using the siglum a. These 
citations were taken from the Vatican Barberini copy,107 which, for almost all 
those gatherings that underwent two printings, belongs to 23 (only pages 1 lr  to 
20v of the first volume and page 162r of the second belong to 21). For these same 
gatherings in the Berlin copy, the pages from 23 similarly outnumber pages from
21. The Mazarine copy, on the other hand, belongs entirely to 21. Given the excep
tional importance of this editio princeps, it might be helpful to compare the Paris 
facsimile with the readings cited by R, in order to see what effects on the textual 
readings were produced by the second composition. Did it introduce corruptions 
or permit corrections? We use 21 to designate the first printing as we know it from 
the Mazarine copy, and 23 to designate the second printing as we know it from the 
Barberini copy cited in the San Girolamo edition.108

The first gathering in the first volume, pages lr  to lOv (to “manus” in Gen 
16:12):

1. Gen 1:22: (21) eis, (2?) ei.
2. Gen 1:24: (21) factumque est, (8) factum est.
3. Gen 2:3: (21) benedixit diei, (2?) benedixit deus diei.
4. Gen 2:7: (21) deus hominem de, (23) deus de.
5. Gen 2:9: (21) produxitque dominus, (23) produxit dominus.
6. Gen 2:15: (21) paradisum, (23) [paradisoj.
7. Gen 2:17: (2f) quacumque, (13) [quocumquej.
8. Gen 4 :1 : (21) cognovit vero adatn, (23) [adam vero cognovit].
9. Gen 6 :11 : (21) coram domino, (23) coram deo domino.

10. Gen 6:21: (21) is escam, (13) [in cibumj.
11. Gen 8:18: (2f) ergo noe, (23) vero noe.
12. Gen 9:22: (21) verenda patris, (23) [verenda scilicet patris].
13. Gen 9:22: (21) foris, (23) [foras].
14. Gen 9:24: (21) iunior, (13) [minor].
15. Gen 9:25: (21) chanaan puer servus, (23) [chanaan servus],
16. Gen 10:2: (21) et magog, (13) [magog].
17. Gen 10:4: (21) cechim, (23) cethim.
18. Gen 10:4: (21) dodamin, (23) [dodanimj.
19. Gen 10:7: (21) eiula, (3) euila.

106. Listed under Ό (B42) in the bibliography.
107. According to Schneider, Text. 12—13. As Schwenke demonstrated, this is probably the 

Mainz University copy, which disappeared in 1793 and reappeared in 1867 in the Barberini 
Library before being purchased in 1902 by Leon XIII for the Vatican. Sec Schncidcr, loc. cit.

108. The readings that are not expressly mentioned in the apparatus o f R and that we 
deduce from its silence are placed in brackets.
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20. Gen 10:7 (1st): (il) regina, (3) [regmaj.
21. Gen 10:7: (ll) sabathata, (3) sabathaca.
22. Gen 10:7 (2nd): (il) regina, (23) [regmaj.
23. Gen 10:13: (il) anamim, (23) ananim.
24. Gen 10:14: (il) phetusin, (23) [phetrusim].
25. Gen 10:14: (21) celluim, (23) chesluim.
26. Gen 10:19: (21) usque iasa & iesa, (8) usque iesa.
27. Gen 10:22: (21) lud, (23) [et lud].
28. Gen 10:27: (21) iazal, (23) [uzal],
29. Gen 10:29: (il) iophir, (23) [ophirj.
30. Gen 10:29: (it) eiula, (23) [euilaj.
31. Gen 10:31: (21) isti sunt lilii, (23) [isti filiij.
32. Gen 11:13: (21) trecentis (et tribus), (23) quadringentis (tribus).
33. Gen 11:13: (il) (trecentis) et (tribus), (3) (quadringentis) (tribus).
34. Gen 11:13-14: (il) om., (3) [filios et filias sale . . .  et genuit].
35. Gen 11:15: (il) (quadringentis) et (tribus), (i3) f (quadringentis) (tribus)].
36. Gen 11:18: (il) phalech, (23) [faleg].
37. Gen 11:20: (il) triginta quinque, (23) [triginta duobus].
38. Gen 1 1:22: (21) autem, (13) [vero],
39. Gen 11:29: (21) abram et nachor, (13) nachor et abram.
40. Gen 12:12: (21) viderint, (13) [viderint te].
41. Gen 12:12: (il) sunt quod, (23) [sunt].
42. Gen 12:12: (il) uxor illius, (Ï3) [uxor ipsius].
43. Gen 12:16: (il) famule, (23) famse.
44. Gen 12:18: (21) est hoc quod, (i3) [est quod].
45. Gen 12:20: (il) (uxorem) eius, (13) [(uxorem) illius].
46. Gen 13:6: (21) nequibant, (13) non quiebant.
47. Gen 13:7: (21) unde facta, (i3) [unde et facta],
48. Gen 13:16: (21) potest, (23) possit.
49. Gen 13:17: (21) longitudinem et in latitudinem suam, (23) [-dine et in 

-dine sua].
50. Gen 14:2: (21) basa, (3) [bara].
51. Gen 14:2: (21) sennaar, (13) [sennaab].
52. Gen 14:5: (21) & emim, (i3) etenim.
53. Gen 14:5: (il) in sabe, (13) in sauhe.
54. Gen 14:7: (il) mephat, (13) mesphat.
55. Gen 14:7: (il) amorreorum, (i3) [amorreum],
56. Gen 14:15: (il) soba, (3) hoba.
57. Gen 14:15: (il) (soba) et phenicen, (3) [(hoba)].
58. Gen 14:20: (il) tuis traditi sunt, (3) [tuis sunt].
59. Gen 14:23: (il) filo, (3) filio.
60. Gen 15:9: (il) capram triennam, (3) [capram trimamj.



500 Part 3, Section 2, Chapter 2

61. Gen 15:12: (U) pavor, (3) [sopor].
62. Gen 15:19: (U) cethimoneos, (3) cethmoneos.
63. Gen 15:20: (II) raphaym, (53) rapaym.
64. Gen 15:21: (II) amorreos chananeos, (3) [amorreos et chananeos].
65. Gen 16:1: (11) genuerat sibi liberos, (3) [genuerat liberos].

The third gathering in the first volume, pages 21 r to 30v (from “quae erant” 
Gen 35:4 to “exactoribus” in Exod 5:6):

66. Gen 3 6 :1 : (il) hee autem sunt, (53) [hee sunt autem].
67. Gen 36:2: (II) enei, (8) [euei].
68. Gen 36:4: (U) bethsamath, (3) [basemathj.
69. Gen 36:20: (II) isti sunt filii seyr, (8) [isti filii seyrj.
70. Gen 36:20: (II) habitatoris, (13) [habitatores],
71. Gen 36:26: (II) disan amdam, (3) disan abdam.
72. Gen 36:29: (il) esebon, (33) [sebeonl.
73. Gen 37:2: (31) uxorum, (8) uxor.
74. Gen 37:10: (il) mater tua, (3) mater mea.
75. Gen 37:21 : (il) hec ruben, (3) [hoc ruben].
76. Gen 38:9: (it) sibi nasci, (3) nasci sibi.
77. Gen 38:17: (it) arrabonem, (3) arrobonem.
78. Gen 38:18: (21 ) arrabone, (3) arrobone.
79. Gen 38:29: (II) propter te maceria, (3) propter maceria.
80. Gen 38:30: (II) zaram, (3) [zara].
81. Gen 40:17: (II) excelsius, (3) excelsus.
82. Gen 41:4: (il) quarum, (3) quas.
83. Gen 41:22: (II) pullulabant, (3) pullulabunt.
84. Gen 41:42: (II) stolam bissinam, (3) [stola bissinal.
85. Gen 42:18: (II) eductis, (3) eductus.
86. Gen 43:8: (II) possimus, (3) possemus.
87. Gen 4 3 :11 : (U) scoracis, (3) storacis.
88. Gen 45:4: (U) appropinquassent, (3) [accessissentj.
89. Gen 4 6 :1 : (It) israhel cum omnibus, (3) israhel omnibus.
90. Gen 46:2: (U) dicentem, (3) dicente.
91. Gen 46:17: (II) ienma, (3) iemna.
92. Gen 46:17: (II) melthiel, (3) melchiel.
93. Gen 46:21: (II) rus menfon et ofim, (3) rusmenson et ofim.
94. Gen 4 7 :1 : (II) consistunt, (3) constituit.
95. Gen 4 7 :11 : (II) ramasses, (3) ramesses.
96. Gen 47:29: (II) (mortis) eius, (3) (mortis) sue.
97. Gen 50:14: (H) reversusque est ioseph, (3) reversusque ioseph.
98. Gen 50:21 : (II) et (leuiter), (3) [ac (leniter)J.
99. Gen 50:21: (H) (et) leuiter, (3) [(ac) leniterj.
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100. Exod 1:5: (2t) egressi, (8) ingressi.
101. Exod 1:13: 0 0  et inuidentes eis, (8) eis et inuidentes.
102. Exod 1:20: (21) dns, (8) [deus].
103. Exod 1:21: (21) eis domos, (8) [illis domos].
104. Exod 2:19: (II) liberavit, (23) liberabit.
105. Exod 4:8: (21) crediderint, (23) ceciderint.
106. Exod 4:11 : (21) ad eum, (23) ad deum.
107. Exod 4:12: (21) doceboque te quid, (8) [doceboque quid].
108. Exod 4:27: (21) dixit autem, (8) dixitque.

The first three pages of the fourth gathering in the first volume, pages 31 r to 32r
(to “similiter” in Exod 8:18):

109. Exod 5:12: (21) in omnem, (8) [per omnem],
110. Exod 6:15: (21) lachim, (23) iachim.
111. Exod 7:6: (21) (praeceperat) eis, (23) (praeceperat) ei.
112. Exod 7:14: (21) et non vult, (23) [non vult],
113. Exod 7:19: (21) et paludes, (8) [ac paludes].

The fourteenth gathering in the first volume, pages 129r to 138v (from 1 Sam 1:1 
to “respondit ei” in 1 Sam 17:30):

114. 1 Sam 1:7: (21) cumque, (8) IcumJ.
115. 1 Sam 1:18: (21) non sunt, (23) non sit.
116. 1 Sam 2:9: (21) sanctorum suorum, (8) sanctorum.
117. 1 Sam 2:31: (21) praescidam, (23) praescidem.
118. 1 Sam 2:33: (21) virum penitus, (8) [penitus virum].
119. 1 Sam 5:2: (21) templum, (23) templo.
120. 1 Sam 9:26: (21) egressique, (23) egressi.
121. 1 Sam 10:25: (21) legem regni ad populum, (23) [ad populum legem regni],
122. I Sam 11:1 : (21) anionites, (8) amonitis.
123. 1 Sam 12:23: (21) rectam et bonani, (8) [bonam et rectam].
124. 1 Sam 13:2: (21) machinas, (8) [machinas].
125. 1 Sam 13:5: (2J) machinas, (23) [machmas].
126. 1 Sam 13:6: (21) arco, (23) [artoj.
127. 1 Sam 13:15: (21) samuel autem surrexit, (8) [surrexit autem samuel].
128. 1 Sam 13:16: (21) machinas, (23) [machmas].
129. 1 Sam 13:23: (21) machinas, (23) [machmas].
130. 1 Sam 14:2: (21) malogranato, (23) malagranato.
131. 1 Sam 14:5: (21) machinas, (8) [machmas].
132. 1 Sam 14:21: (21) et qui erant, (8) et hiis qui erant.
133. I Sam 14:22: (21) viginti milia, (8) decem milia.
134. 1 Sam 14:27: (2J) virgule, (23) [virgaej.
135. 1 Sam 14:31: (2t) machinis, (23) [machmis].
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136. 1 Sam 14:34: (11) dispergamini, (3) [dispergiminij.
137. 1 Sam 14:41: (21) iudicium, (8) [indicium].
138. 1 Sam 14:47: (21) filius amon, (3) [filios amonj.
139. 1 Sam 15:9: (51) vile fuit, (3) vile fuerit.
140. 1 Sam 16:1: (11) samuelem, (3) sumuelem.
141. 1 Sam 16:4: (11) pacificusne, (3) pacificusne est.
142. 1 Sam 16:18: (21) pueris ait, (2?) pueris et ait.
143. I Sam 17:1: (21) domin, (3) domim.
144. 1 Sam 17:10: (21) singulare ceitamen mecum, (3) [mecum singulare

certamenj.
145. 1 Sam 17:17: (21) polenta, (8) [polentae].
146. 1 Sam 17:27: (21) hec dabuntur, (3) hee dabuntur.

The fifteenth gathering in the first volume, pages 139r to 148v (to “cecidit”
2 Sam 4:4):

147. 1 Sam 17:49: (21) circumducens percussit, (2?) fpercussit],
148. 1 Sam 23:9: (21) recisset, (3) [rescisset],
149. 1 Sam 25:6: (21) dicetis, (3) diceris.
150. 1 Sam 25:32: (21) misit te, (3) misit.
151. 1 Sam 25:44: (21) falthi, (3) falchi.
152. 1 Sam 26:9: (21) extendet, (3) lextenditj.
153. 1 Sam 27:9: (21) nec relinquebat, (3) ne relinquebat.
154. 1 Sam 28:11: (21) suscita michi, (3) michi suscita.
155. 1 Sam 28:12: (21) to os, (2î) ftu es].
156. 1 Sam 29:2: (21) centuriis, (2?) centurionibus.
157. 1 Sam 29:4: (21) descendat, (23) descendit.
158. 1 Sam 30:12: (21) cariacarum, (8) [caricarum],
159. 2 Sam 2:4: (21) regnaret, (23) regnavit.
160. 2 Sam 2:13: (21) sarme, (3) fsaruiel.
161. 2 Sam 2:16: (21) latus, (3) lacus.
162. 2 Sam 2:18: (21) sarme, (8) [saruiej.
163. 2 Sam 2:19: (21) sive, (3) neque.
164. 2 Sam 3:2: (21) iesrahelite, (3) iesrlite.
165. 2 Sam 3:39: (21) sarme, (3) [saruie].

The sixteenth gathering in the first volume, pages 149r to 158v (to “arafa et”
2 Sam 21:20):

166. 2 Sam 5:3: (21) et percussit, (8) fin hebron et percussit].
167. 2 Sam 6:4: (21) praecedebat archam dei, (3) [praecedebat archam].
168. 2 Sam 7:19: (21) lex ab adam, (3) [lex adam].
169. 2 Sam 7:29: (21) benedic domum, (3) [benedic domui].
170. 2 Sam 11:2: (21) viditque, (3) vidit.
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171. 2 Sam 12:8: (21) dedique, (33) deditque.
172. 2 Sam 13:4: (31) fili regis, (23) filii regis.
173. 2 Sam 16:17: (31) iuisti, (33) [istij.
174. 2 Sam 19:14(13): (31) faciat michi, (13) faciat.
175. 2 Sam 21:8: (21) armom, (23) armon.

The first gathering in the second volume, pages lr  to lOv (from Prov 1:1 to 
“domino” in Prov 19:25):

176. Prov 1:3: (21) intelligendam, (23) [intelligenda].
177. Prov 1:3: (21) eruditationem, (23) [eruditionemj.
178. Prov 2:22: (2-1) vero de, (23) vero e*.
179. Prov 8:33: (21) abicere, (13) adicere.
180. Prov 10:6: (21) iniquitatem, (33) iniquitate.
181. Prov 10:20: (21) electum, (23) electi.
182. Prov 12:17: (21) index, (23) iudex.
183. Prov 14:3: (21) labia autem, (23) [labia].
184. Prov 14:7: (21) nescito, (23) nescit.
185. Prov 14:15: (21) suos, (23) tuos.
186. Prov 15:22: (21) c o n s ilia r ii, (13) c o n s ili i .
187. Prov 19:2: (21) bouum, (23) [bonum].

Pages 11 r to 14v109 of the second gathering in the second volume (to “si” in Qoh 
10:10):

188. Prov 20:30: (21) secretioribus, (23) obsecrationibus.
189. Prov 21:16: (21) a via, (23) in via.
190. Prov 21:16: (21) gigantum, (23) gigantium.
191. Prov 21:17: (21) pingula, (2?) [pinguia].
192. Prov 23:1: (21) apposita, (23) [posita].
193. Prov 23:18: (21) praestulatio, (23) [praestolatiol.
194. Prov 23:29: (21) suffossio, (23) confessio.
195. Prov 2 6 :11 : (21) canis, (23) avis.
196. Qoh 1:2: (21) ecclesiastes, (13) eccliastes.
197. Qoh 5:15: (21) inventum, (13) iumentum.
198. Qoh 7:3: (21) ammouetur, (23) [admonetur].
199. Qoh 7:13(14): (21) despexerit, (23) despexit.
200. Qoh 8:10: (21) sepultos, (23) multos.
201. Qoh 9:1: (21) eorum in manu, (23) eorum manu.
202. Qoh 9:6: (21) opere, (23) tempore.

109. Two groups o f  folios in the second volume, folios 11-14 and folios 15-16, have had 
different fates in several copies.
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Pages 15r to 16v of the second gathering in the second volume (to “venter” in 
Song 7:2):

203. Qoh 10:10: (21) hebitatum ,110 (23) [hebetatum],
204. Qoh 11:1 : (21) multa tempora, (23) tempora multa.
205. Qoh 1 1:6: (21) magis, (23) maius.

We compared these internal variants of B42 with the following early editions: 
Froben 1495 (= F), Gadolo 1495 (= G), the Alcala polyglot (= Al), Gobelinus 
Laridius 1530 (= g), Stephanus 1532 (= r), Stephanus 1540 (= E when the margin 
has no variant; when it does, the reading of the text = Et and the marginal reading 
= Em), Stephanus 1557 (= O). This comparison makes it possible to point out the 
following inaccuracies or deficiencies in the apparatus of R:

3— R attributes “benedixit deus diei” to B42 (+ ΧΣΡ*). In fact, g also has it.

6— The 1583 edition by the Louvain theologians is the only one cited by R as 
supporting “paradisum.” However, this reading is also found in FAlrEO, while 
“paradiso” is in Gg.

16— In its text R writes “Magog” without mentioning in the apparatus any 
witness that has “et” before that word. However, this is the case in FGAlgrEO. 
It is thus quite likely that R simply forgot to include the conjunction in its text. 
Here, Weber repeated the error of R. But, having personally consulted the 
Clementine edition, he indicates in his apparatus that it has the conjunction. 
Otherwise he duplicates the silence of the R apparatus.

32— Since R does not cite g in its apparatus, it might be concluded that g has 
the reading “trecentis” in its text. In fact it has the variant “quadringentis.”

36— In verses 16, 17, 18, and 19, R has the spelling “Faleg” in its text. In 
verses 16, 17, and 19 it attributes the spelling “phalech” to B42 in the appara
tus. But B42 is not mentioned in the apparatus for v. 18. It appears simply to 
have been forgotten.

70— R does not cite g for the variant “habitatoris,” which g nevertheless has.

173— R does not state in its apparatus that FGAlgrEO write “ ivisti” here in
stead of “ isti.” But this fact is helpful in explaining the reading “inisti” that the 
apparatus attributes to MS B. It is thus possible that, on this point, there was no 
difference between the two printings of B42.

183— R omitted r from those witnesses that include “autem.”

110. The form “hebetatum” is more usual than “hebitatum.” However, it can be regarded 
as certain that Jerome wrote “hebitudine” in his letter 147.3. This reading is confirmed as a 
common point o f departure by the different variants “hebetudine” and “habitudine.”
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We mention these deficiencies in the R apparatus only as examples, to warn tex
tual critics of Ό against following Schneider too confidently when he asserts that 
reference to B42 in the R apparatus spares those who wish to have access to B42 
from having to do their own collation of its tex t.111

As a result of this review, we can eliminate the variants 16, 36, and 173, 
whose existence is very doubtful.

The 202 remaining variants that distinguish printings 21 and 3 of B42 give us a 
graphic understanding of some of the difficulties encountered by the first printer 
of the Bible.

1. First, he could barely read his model. He experienced difficulty in:

• distinguishing the Gothic “c” and “t” in 17, 21, 87, 92, 126, and 151;
• distinguishing the Gothic “s” and “f ” in 93;
• interpreting and counting the almost identical downstrokes of “m,” “n,” “u,” 

“i,” and sometimes “Γ  in 14, 18, 19, 20, 22, 23, 30, 52, 59, 62, 67, 81, 85, 91,
99, 110, 124, 125, 128, 129, 131, 135, 137, 160, 162, 165, 172, 175, 182, 187, 
190, 191, 197, and 198;

• distinguishing the presence or absence of the upper line signifying “m” or “n” 
in 49, 80, 84, 90, 176, and 180;

• referencing or interpreting certain abbreviations in 43, 55, 139, 164, 177, 186,
196, and 199.

2. Conjunctions were added or omitted:

• enclitic “-que” in 2, 5, 114, 120, and 170;
• “quod” in 41;
• “et” in 27, 33, 35, 47, 64, 112, and 142;
• there is alternation between “et” and “ac” in 98 and 113 and between “ne,” 

“non,” “nec,” and “sive” in 46, 163, and 153.

3. There were substitutions, additions, or omissions:

• substitution of adverbs (like “autem,” “vero,” “ergo,” etc.) in 11, 38, and 108, 
as well as their addition or omission, in 183;

• substitution of pronouns (like “ille,” “is,” “hie,” “ipse,” etc.) in 42, 45, 66.
103, and 146; as well as their addition or omission, in 40 ,44 , 65, 79, 107, 116,
132, 150, and 174; and alternations in their number, in 1, 75, and 111, or per
son, in 74 and 185;

• substitution of prepositions (like “in,” “per,” “ab,” “de,” “ex”) in 109, 178, 
and 189; as well as their addition or omission, in 89, 168, and 201.

4. There was alternation between indicatives and subjunctives, in 48, 115, 136, 
157, and 159; between the future and present or past, in 83, 104, and 152.

111. Schneider, Text, 12.
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5. The verb/copula “est” was omitted or added in 31, 69, 97, and 141.
6. The divine names were changed in 102, as well as added or omitted, in 3 and

9.
7. The syntax underwent permutations in 8, 39, 79, 101, 118, 121, 123, 127,

144, 154, and 204.
8. There was alternation between accusatives and ablatives of place, in 6, 13, 

and 119; between masculine or feminine agreement with “dies” in 7; 
between the attraction or non-attraction of the relative in 82; between the 
possessives “suus” and “eius” in 96; between verbal agreement with the 
accusative or the dative in 169; between a normal or comparative adjective 
in 205; between a noun and its diminutive in 134; between two attested 
forms of the same word, in 130, 193, and 203; between two synonyms, in
10, 61, and 88.

9. There was alternation in the construing of a unit of measure in 145; in the 
declension of an adjective in 122; and an adjective was construed with one 
or another noun from the context in 70.

10. There is alternation between the presence or absence of a verbal prefix in 
192; and in its identification, in 100 and 179.

1 1. Existing Latin forms that are out o f place in the context were produced by 
the addition of a letter in 106 and 171; by the omission of several down- 
strokes in 181, of a letter in 105, 148, 184. and 195, and two letters in 73; by 
the modification of a letter, in 138, 149, and 155; and under the influence of 
a more or less similar form, in 60, 94, 156, 188, 194, 200, and 202.

12. There is disagreement over certain numbers, in 32, 37, and 133.
13. Certain spellings seem to have undergone changes, in 77, 78, 86, 117, and

158; and more particularly, in Hebrew names, in 24, 25, 28, 29, 50, 53, 54,
56, 63, 68, 71, 95, and 140; this happened under the influence of a more 
usual form in 51 and 72.

14. And to repeat: There is a homeoteleuton in 34 and a doublet in 26, in the 
first printing.

15. Those changes that remain to be pointed out are additions or omissions o f a 
word, in 4, 12, 15, 57, 147, 166, and 167.

To characterize il and 8  with respect to each other, let us first treat the tran
scriptions of Hebrew proper names. Out of 43 cases, 3 is closer to ill 34 times 
(17-22, 24, 25, 28-30, 50, 51, 54, 56, 62, 67, 68, 72, 80, 91, 92, 95, 110, 124,
125, 128, 129, 131, 135, 143, 160, 162, 165). In six cases, 21 is closer (23, 52, 63,
71, 151, 164). In three cases, the two are equally distant (53, 93, 175).

In the 159 other cases, if we compare the textual readings of il and 3  to those 
retained by R as authentic, we observe that in 11 cases neither the text of 11 nor 
that of 3  corresponds to the choice made by R:

9. Gen 6 :11: (il) coram domino, (3) coram deo domino ï  R: coram deo.
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26. Gen 10:19: (21) usque iasa & iesa, (8) usque iesa * R: usque lesa.
46. Gen 13:6: (II) nequibant, (8) non quiebant Φ R: non quibant.
87. Gen 4 3 :11 : (21) scoracis, (8) storacis * R: styracis.
96. Gen 47:29: (21) (mortis) eius, Ç3) (mortis) sue * R: (mortis).
101. Exod 1:13: (21) et inuidentes eis, (23) eis et inuidentes Φ R: omits.
111. Exod 7:6: (21) (praeceperat) eis, (8) (praeceperat) ei Φ R: (praeceperat).
132. 1 Sam 14:21: (21) et qui erant, (2?) et hiis qui erant Φ R: qui erant.
133. 1 Sam 14:22: (21) viginti milia, (8) decem milia t  R: omits the phrase.
141. 1 Sam 16:4: (21) pacificusne, (8) pacificusne est * R: pacificus.
194. Prov 23:29: (2i) suffossio, (8) confessio * R: suffusio.

In the other 148 cases, R = 21 in 76 cases, and R = 8  in 72 cases. In the lists that 
we will give, we place between square brackets [] the sigla of the early editions 
that support the reading in question. After the mention of the form of the B42 
reading rejected by R, we place between angled brackets <> the sigla of manu
scripts from the R apparatus that support that form, if there are such. If certain of 
our early editions opt for a reading notably different from those given by 21 or 'S, 
we indicate that option at the end of the item, after //. Finally, when the situation 
allows it, we indicate by {=itt} or by {=©} the relationship of each of the readings 
to ill or ©. We indicate by {=£} the few cases where a reading shows greater prox
imity to £ than to ©.

These are the 76 cases where 21 = R:

1. Gen 1:22: (21) eis {=111©} [FGAlgrEO], (2?) ei.
2. Gen 1:24: (21) factumque (est) {=111©} [FGAlgrEOl, (2?) factum (est).
3. Gen 2:3: (21) (benedixit) (diei) [FGAlrEO], (8) (benedixit) deus (diei) { = 

ÎÏÏ©} [si <ΧΦΡ*>.
4. Gen 2:7: (21) (deus) homineni (de) {= !tt©} [FGAlgrEO], (2?) (deus) (de).
5. Gen 2:9: (21) produxitque (dominus) {= 111©} [FGAlgrEO], (2?) produxit 

(dominus) <ΦΚ>.
11. Gen 8 :18: (21) ergo (noe) [FGAlgrEO], (8) vero (noe).
32. Gen 11:13: (21) trecentis (et tribus) {= ©} [FGAlEt], (8) quadringentis 

(tribus) {=01} [grEmO] <P2>.
39. Gen 11:29: (21) abram et nachor {= m©} IFGAlgrEO], (8) nachor et 

abram.
43. Gen 12:16: (21) famule {= ITl©} [FAlgrEO], (8) famse // [G: familie].
48. Gen 13:16: (21) potest {=©} [FGAlgrEt], (2?) possit [EmO] <niulti>.
59. Gen 14:23: (21) filo {= !1I©} [FGAlgrEOl, (2?) filio <0*Φζ*ρ*0*Ψ ρ*ΩΜ>.
73. Gen 37:2: (21) uxorum {=!U©} [FGAlgrEO], (8) uxor.
74. Gen 37:10: (21) (mater) tua {= ill©} [FGAlgrEO], (8) (mater) mea.
76. Gen 38:9: (21) sibi nasci {= !R©} [Ggr], (8) nasci sibi [FA1EOJ.
77. Gen 38:17: (2t) arrabonem [FGAlgrEO], (8) arrobonem <ΨΓ*>.
78. Gen 38:18: (21) arrabone [FGAlgrEO], (8) arrobone.
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79. Gen 38:29: (21) (propter) te (maceria) {= 111©} [FGAlgrEO], (3) (propter) 
(maceria).

81. Gen 40:17: (21) excelsius {=©} IFGAlgrEO], (23) excelsus.
82. Gen 41:4: (21) quarum [FGAlgrEO], (23) quas.
83. Gen 41:22: (21) pullulabant {= 111©} [FGAlgrEOl, (23) pullulabunt.
85. Gen 42:18: (21) eductis [FGAlgrEOl, (23) eductus <ρ*ψθ*Μ>.
86 . Gen 43:8: (21) possimus [FGAlgrEOl, (23) possemus.
89. Gen 46:1: (21) (israhel) cum (omnibus) {=111©} [FGAlgrEO], (23) (israhel) 

(omnibus).
90. Gen 46:2: (21) dicentem [FGAlgrEO], (23) dicente.
94. Gen 47:1: (21) consistunt {= lit©] [FGAlgrEO], (23) constituit.
97. Gen 50:14: (21) (reversusque) est (ioseph) {= 111©} [FGAlgrEO], (23) (re

versusque) (ioseph) <P*>.
100. Ex 1:5: (21) egressi { = !U} [FGAlgEO], (23) ingressi [r] <G*CP*>.
104. Ex 2:19: (21) liberavit {=111} [FGAlgrEO], (23) liberabit.
105. Ex 4:8: (21) crediderint {= 111} [FGAlgrEO], (23) ceciderint.
106. Ex 4 :11 : (21) ad eum {=111} [FGAlgrEO], (13) ad deum.
107. Ex 4:12: (21) (doceboque) te (quid) {= 111} [GgrEmO], (23) [(doceboque) 

(quid)] [FAlEt].
108. Ex 4:27: (21) dixit autem [EmO], (13) dixitque {= 111} [FGAlgrEtJ.
115. 1 Sam 1:18: (21) (non) sunt {=111} [FGAlgrEO], (13) (non) sit.
116. 1 Sam 2:9: (21) (sanctorum) suorum {= 111} [FGAlgrEO], (13) (sanctorum)

<ΣΤ>
117. 1 Sam 2:31: (21) praescidam [FGAlgrEO], (23) praescidem.
119. 1 Sam 5:2: (21) tenipluni {=111} [FGAlgrEO], (23) templo <Π>.
120. 1 Sam 9:26: (21) egressique {=111} [GgrEO], (23) egressi [FA1].
122. 1 Sam 11:1: (21) anionites [FGAlgrEOl, (23) amonitis <XDQ>.
130. 1 Sam 14:2: (21) nialogranato [FGAlgrEO], (23) malagranato.
139. I Sam 15:9: (21) (vile) fuit [FGAlgrEOl, (23) (vile) fuerit <ΦνΨ ρ*>.
140. 1 Sam 16:1: (21) samuelem [FGAlgrEO], (23) sumuelem.
142. 1 Sam 16:18: (21) (pueris) (ait) [FGAlgrEOJ, (23) (pueris) et (ait).
146. 1 Sam 17:27: (21) hec (dabuntur) [FGAlgrEO], (23) hee (dabuntur).
149. 1 Sam 25:6: (21) dicetis {= 111} [FGAlgrEOJ, (23) diceris.
150. 1 Sam 25:32: (21) (misit) te (hodie) {=111} [FGAlg], (13) (misit) (hodie)

// [rEO: (misit hodie) te].
153. 1 Sam 27:9: (21) nec (relinqucbat) {=111} [FGAlgrEOl, (23) ne (relinque- 

bat) «Dr *>.
154. 1 Sam 28:11 : (21) samuelem suscita michi {= 111} [g], (23) samuelem mi- 

chi suscita [FAlrEO]//[G: suscita samuelem michi].
156. 1 Sam 29:2: (21) centuriis {=111} [FGAlgrEO], (23) centurionibus.
157. 1 Sam 29:4: (21) descendat {=111} [FGAlgrEOJ, (23) descendit.
159. 2 Sam 2:4: (21) regnaret {=111} [FGAlgrEOJ, (23) regnavit.
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161. 2 Sam 2:16: (51) latus {= Î1T} [FGAlgrEO], (3) lacus.
163. 2 Sam 2:19: (51) sive [FGA1J, (8 ) neque [grEO] <ΛΦΕΡ*ΨΚΩ>.
170. 2 Sam 11:2: (U) viditque {=111} IFGAlgrEOJ, (3) vidit <ΓΒ*>.
171. 2 Sam 12:8: (51) dedique {=111} [FGAlgrEO], (3) deditque.
172. 2 Sam 13:4: (11) fill (regis) {= IU} [FGAlgrEOl, (8 ) filii (regis) <A0RB>.
174. 2 Sam 19:14(13): (11) (faciat) niichi {= ÎU} [FGAlgrEO], (8 ) (faciat).
178. Prov 2:22: (21) (vero) de [FGAlgrEOl, (3) (vero) e*.
179. Prov 8:33: (il) abicere {=111} [FGAlgrEO], (3) adicere.
180. Prov 10:6: (51) iniquitatem {= ill} [FA1], (3) iniquitate <Σ>// [GgrEO: in- 

iquitasj <ΑΓα2Ω>.
181. Prov 10:20: (51) elcctum {=111} [FGAlgrEO], (3) electi.
182. Prov 12:17: (51) index { = ill} [GgEmO], (3) iudex [FAlrEtJ <T*£2MS*>.
184. Prov 14:7: (51) nescito {=!!!} [rEmO], (3) nescit [FAlgEt] // [G: nesciet],
185. Prov 14:15: (11) suos {=111} [FGAlgrEO], (3) tuos.
186. Prov 15:22: (11) consiliarii [= 111} [FGAlgrEOl, (3) consilii <XS*>.
188. Prov 20:30: (51) secretioribus {= 111} [FGAlgrEOl, (3) obsecrationibus.
189. Prov 21:16: (51) a (via) {= ill} [GgrEmO], (3) in (via) [FAlEt],
190. Prov 21:16: (51) gigantum [GAlgEO], (3) gigantium [Fr] <XYZ2vPD>.
195. Prov 26:11: (51) canis {=111} [FGAlgrEO], (3) avis.
196. Qoh 1:2: (51) ecclesiastes [FGAlgrEO], (3) eccliastes.
197. Qoh 5:15: (51) inventum [F] = [GAlgrEO: in ventum] {=!!!}, (3) 

iumentum.
199. Qoh 7:13(14): (ll) despexerit [FAlrEO], (3) despexit [gl // [G: 

respcxerit].
200. Qoh 8 :10: (51) sepultos {= ill} [FGAlgrEOl, (3) multos.
201. Qoh 9:1 : (51) (eorum) in (manu) {= ill} [FGAlgrEO], (3) (eorum) (manu).
202. Qoh 9:6: (51) opere {= ill} [FGAlgrEO], (3) tempore.
204. Qoh 11:1: (51) niulta teinpora { = 111} [Gg], (3) tempora multa [FAlrEO].
205. Qoh 11:6 : (51) magis [FGAlgrEOl, (3) maius.

The following are the 72 cases where 3  = R:

6 . Gen 2:15: (3) [paradiso] {= ©} [Gg], (51) paradisum [FAlrEO]
< X li /BDFMn CG C>

7. Gen 2:17: (3) [quocumque] [grEO], (51) quacumque [FGA1] 
<GcAl *hBPQsm>.

8. Gen 4:1: (3) [adam vero cognovit] {= ill©} [FGAlgrEOl, (II) cognovit 
vero adam {= V L }.

10. Gen 6:21: (3) [(in) cibum l [FGgr], (51) (in) escam {= VL} [AlEOl <QS>.
12. Gen 9:22: (3) [(verenda) scilicet (patris)] [FAlgrEO], (51) (verenda) (pa- 

tris) {= ill©} [GJ.
13. Gen 9:22: (3) [foras] [FAlgrEOJ, (51) foris <ΟΨρ*Ω5> // [G: omits],
14. Gen 9:24: (3) [minor] {=ill} [FGAlgrEOJ, (51) iunior {=©}.
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15. Gen 9:25: (8 ) [(chanaan) (servus)J {=!ïï} [FGAlgrEO], (21) (chanaan) puer 
(servus) {= ©} <ΩΜ>.

27. Gen 10:22: (8 ) [et (lud)J {=111©} IGgEmO], (21) (lud) [FAlrEtJ.
31. Gen 10:31: (8 ) [(isti) (filii)] {= ©} [gr], (21) (isti) sunt (filii) [FGA1EO]

33. Gen 11:13: (8 ) (quadringentis) (tribus) {=©} [FGAlgrEO], (21) (trecentis) 
et (tribus).

34. Gen 11:13-14: (8 ) [filios et fi 1 ias sale quoque vixit triginta annis et ge- 
nuit] {=111©} [FGAlgrEO], (21) omits.

35. Gen 11:15: (23) [(quadringentis) (tribus)] {= ©} [FGAlgrEO], (2J) (quad
ringentis) et (tribus).

37. Gen 11:20: (8 ) a) duobus] {= îïï©} [FAlgrEmO], (21) (triginta) quinque 
[GEt].

38. Gen 11:22: (2?) fvero] [grEOl, (2t) autem fFGAl] <Σ°>.
40. Gen 12:12: (8 ) [(viderint) tel {= m©} [FGAlgrEOl, (21) (viderint) <ΩΜ>.
41. Gen 12:12: (2?) [(sunt)] {= 211} [FGAlgrEO], (21) (sunt) quod {=©} 

<Σ™Μ2>.
42. Gen 12:12: (8 ) [(uxor) ipsius] [g], (21) (uxor) illius {=©} [FGAlrEO]

<Λ"Ω*μ>.
44. Gen 12:18: (23) [(est) (quod)] [Fg|, (21) (est) hoc (quod) {=111©} [AlrEO] 

<C4'BD>.
45. Gen 12:20: (8 ) [(uxorem) illius] [grEO], (21) (uxorem) eius [FGA1] 

<ΨΒΩδ>.
47. Gen 13:7: (8 ) [(unde) et (facta)] {= ill©} [grEmO|, (21) (unde) (facta) 

[FGAlEt] <ΘΑΜ>.
49. Gen 13:17: (8 ) [longitudine (et in) latitudine sua] [FAlgrEO], (21) 

-dinem (et in) -dinem suam { = ©} [G] <m«W).
55. Gen 14:7: (2?) [amoreum] {= ill©} [Fg], (21) amorreorum [GAlrEO] 

<ΧΣΤ>.
57. Gen 14:15: (8 ) [(hoba)] {= iïï©} [FAlgrEmO], (21) (soba) et phenicen 

[GEt] <ΛΩίΐ>.
58. Gen 14:20: (23) [(tuis) (sunt)] [FGAlgrEO], (21) (tuis) traditi (sunt) {= ill©} 

<Ωί’>.
60. Gen 15:9: (23) [(capram) trimam] [FAlgrEO], (21) (capram) triennam 

<±Ψ> // [G: trinam],
61. Gen 15:12: (23) [soporl {= 211} [FAlgrEO], (21) pavor {=©} [G1 <A">.
64. Gen 15:21: (23) [(amorreos) et (chananeos)] {= ill©} [FAlgrEO], (21) 

(amorreos) (chananeos) // [G: (amorreos) eveos et (chananeos) {= VL}].
65. Gen 16:1: (8 ) [(genuerat) (liberos)] [FG], (21) (genuerat) sibi (liberos) 

{=111©} [AlgrEO] <&>.
66 . Gen 36:1 (23) [hee sunt autem] [grEO], (21) hee autem sunt [FGAI] <Ωδ>.
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69. Gen 36:20: (23) [(isti) (filii seyr)], (21) (isti) sunt (filii seyr) {= VL} 
[FGAlgrEO] <QS>.

70. Gen 36:20: (23) [habitatoresj {= 211} [rEmOJ, (21) habitatoris {=©} 
[FGAlgEt] <multi>.

75. Gen 37:21: (8 ) [hoc (ruben)] [GgrEO], (21) hec (ruben) [FA11.
84. Gen 41:42: (23) [stola bissina] [FGAlgrEO], (21) stolam bissinam <multi>.
88 . Gen 45:4: (3) [accessissent] { = 111©} [FGAlgrEOl, (21) appropinquassent.
98. Gen 50:21: (8 ) [ac (leniter)] {=111} [GgrEO], (21) et (leuiter) [FA1].
99. Gen 50:21: (3) [(ac) leniter] [FGAlgrEO], (21) (et) leuiter.
102. Exod 1:20: (3) [deus] {= 111©} [FGAlgrEO], (21) tins <02>.
103. Exod 1:21: (3) [illis (domos)J [GgrJ, (21) eis (domos) [FA1EO].
109. Exod 5:12: (3) [per (omnem)J [GgrEmOJ, (21) in (omnem) {=111©}

[FAlEt],
112. Exod 7:14: (23) [(non vult)] {= 111} [EmO], (21) et (non vult) [FGAlgrEt]

< Ψ ° > .

113. Exod 7:19: (23) [ac (paludes)l [GgrEO], (21) et (paludes) [FA11 <GX>.
114. I Sam 1:7: (3) [cum] {= ill©} [FGAlgrEO], (21) cumque 

<ΣΜΒΕ*Θ02ΜΡ2Γ Β>.
118. 1 Sam 2:33: (3) [penitus virum] [FGAlgrEO], (21) virum penitus 

<ΑϋΦΡΙ2Ψ>.
121. 1 Sam 10:25: (3) [ad populum legem regni] {= III©} [FGAlgrEOJ, (21) 

legem regni ad populum.
123. 1 Sam 12:23: (3) [bonani et rectam] {= in©} [FAlgrEOJ, (21) rectam et 

bonam, [G1 <Ω>.
126. 1 Sam 13:6: (23) [artoj [= 111©} [FGJ, (21) arco // [AlrEO: arctoj.
127. 1 Sam 13:15: (23) [surrexit autem samuel] {= ill©} [FGAlgrEO], (21) 

samuel autem surrexit.
134. 1 Sam 14:27: (23) [virgae] [FAlgrEO], (21) virgule [G] <multi>.
136. 1 Sam 14:34: (3) [dispergiminil {= 111©} [grEOl, (21) dispergamini 

[FGA1] <Ω^.
137. 1 Sam 14:41: (3) [indicium] {=©} [GgEt], (21) iudicium [FAlrJ 

<Σ°2Ω'5Μ> // [EmO: omits the passagej.
138. 1 Sam 14:47: (3) [filios amon] { = 111©} [FGAlgrEOJ, (21) filius amon.
144. 1 Sam 17:10: (3) [mecum singulare certamen] [FGAlgrEO], (21) singu

lare certamen mecum <ΩΜ>.
145. 1 Sam 17:17: (3) [polentael [FGAlgrEOl, (21) polenta <ΦΡ*ΓΒΨ °ρ>.
147. 1 Sam 17:49: (23) [(percussit)] {=111} [grEmO], (21) circumducens (per- 

cussit) {= VL} [FGAlEtl <multi>.
148. 1 Sam 23:9: (3) [rescisset] [FGAlgrEO], (21) recisset.
152. 1 Sam 26:9: (3) [extenditj { = 111} [g], (21) extendet { = ©} [FGAlrEO] 

(multi).
155. 1 Sam 28:12: (3) [(tu) esj {= ill©} IFGAlgrEO], (21) (tu) os.
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158. 1 Sam 30:12: (i3) [caricarum j [FGAlgrEO], (il) cariacarum.
166. 2 Sam 5:3: (33) [in hebron (et percussit)] {= !U©} [FGAlgrEO], (it) (et 

percussit).
167. 2 Sam 6:4: (13) [(praecedebat archam)] {= ill©} [FgrEmO], (il) (prae

cedebat archam) dei [GAlEt].
168. 2 Sam 7:19: (33) [(lex) (adam)l {=m©} [FGAlgrEOl, (H) (lex) ab (adam)

<ΩΒ>.
169. 2 Sam 7:29: (33) [(benedic) domui] [FAlgrEO], (il) (benedic) domum [G] 

imultiy.
176. Prov 1:3: (Ϊ3) [intelligenda] {= ill} [FGAlgrEO], (il) intelligendam.
177. Prov 1:3: (33) [cruditioncm] [FGAlgrEO], (il) eruditationem.
183. Prov 14:3: (13) [(labia)] [FGgJ, (il) (labia) autem {= iïï©} lAlrEO] <Θ>.
187. Prov 19:2: (13) [bonum] [FGAlgrEO], (il) bouum.
191. Prov 21:17: (33) [pinguia] [FGAlgrEOl, (il) pingula.
192. Prov 23:1: (33) [posital [Ggr], (il) apposita [FAIEOI <XMQ20Z *S 2>.
193. Prov 23:18: (i3) [praestolatio] [FGAlgrEO], (il) praestulatio.
198. Qoh 7:3: (8 ) [admonetur] [GrEO], (il) anim ouetur// [FA1: ammonetur] 

[g: admonemur].
203. Qoh 10:10: (13) [hebetatum ] [FGAlgrEO], (il) hebitatum.

If we place confidence generally in the decisions of R. the first thing that 
stands out is that each of the two printings contains about the same number of er
rors (setting aside the transcriptions where the il printing is clearly superior to the 
13 printing).

But, in the 76 cases where the 13 printing is in error, the erroneous reading has 
the support of manuscripts only 20 times, whereas, in the 72 cases where the er
rors are on the side o f the 11 printing, its readings are supported by manuscripts 40 
times. The “wrong” readings in il are less a matter of the inattention of the typog
rapher than are those of 13. It is interesting to note that the “wrong” readings from 
the il printing offer the most points of contact with the manuscript of the Univer
sity of Paris (Paris BN lat 15467): There are 18, six of which agree with that 
manuscript alone (10, 58, 65, 66 , 69, 168). In contrast, there is no specific rela
tion between the “wrong” readings of 13 and the same manuscript.

If one counts the number of times where all the early editions agree in their 
testimony to the “good” readings of one or the other printing, they can be seen to 
support 11 unanimously 58 times; in contrast, they all join with 33 only 32 times. 
This may simply be due to the fact that the 31 printing was much more widely cir
culated than the 13 printing. However, it is interesting to note the particularly 
close ties between a number of early editions that were unknown to R and that 
agree on readings not retained by R. In effect, the “wrong” readings of 11 agree 20 
times with F, 22 times with G, and 26 times with Al. We must note, however, that 
most of these readings that R could easily have failed to recognize bear on fairly 
small details: the absence or presence of a conjunction, or of the copula “est.”
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Only three o f  them are more characteristic, and also have fairly broad support in 
the manuscripts. They are:

70. Gen 36:20: (23) [habitatores] [rEmO], (21) habitatoris [FGAlgEt], where 
the reading o f 21 finds support in pD2T2M2ORAGVP0 M2vFDF.

147. 1 Sam 17:49: (23) [(percussit)J [grEmOJ, (21) circumducens (percussit) 
[FGAlEtJ, where ΛΣΒΘΗΐίΑΜ*°*Ρ2ΗΓΑΩ support the reading o f 21.

152. 1 Sam 26:9: (23) [extenditj [sj, (21) extendet [FGAlrEO], where 21 has 
the support o f ΑΧΣΟΜϋ 2ΦΚΖϋνΕΘΑΜΡΗΙ2ΓΒΨ Β2ΡΩ.

In none o f these three cases does the variant not retained by R have the support 
o f 1Π or o f any o f  the three early manuscripts upon which R bases its text, and 
in all three cases, the connection o f the variant to © or to the Vetus Latina is 
obvious.

B. The Critical Editions

1. Textual Criticism ofO prior to Stephanus

l.a . The thirteenth-century correctories
Quentin marks the beginning o f textual criticism of the Vulgate in 1511 with 

the edition o f the Dominican Albert de C astello.112 As a matter o f fact, a serious 
work o f correction o f the text was undertaken at the University o f Paris in the 
thirteenth century, well before the advent of the printing press. The University, in 
1234, had actually already established and imposed a standard text for itself. But 
it quickly became clear that this text was of highly dubious quality. As a result, 
the two great religious orders that held an important place in Vulgate instruction 
set themselves the task o f correcting it. Thirty “correctory” manuscripts have 
been preserved. The General Dominican Chapter o f 1236 already mentions a cor
rection o f the Bible ordered for the province o f France and ruled that all the Bi
bles o f the order be brought into conformity with it. The most famous o f the D o
minican correctories were those o f Hugh o f St. Cher and the one prepared in 
1256 at the monastery o f Saint-Jacques in Paris. The Dominican correctors, all 
knowledgeable in Hebrew, took as their starting point Jerome’s project o f trans
lating the “veritas hebraica” into Latin. In the process o f collecting the readings 
o f early witnesses o f U, they were not afraid o f going back to the original texts 
and sometimes replacing Jerome’s decisions with a new translation, thus corrupt
ing D instead o f restoring it. Consequently, it was also at Paris that the Franciscan 
William de Mara from Oxford, alerted by his fellow Franciscan Roger Bacon 
about the methodological flaws o f the Dominican correctories, established the 
Correctorium Vaticanum. Well-versed in Hebrew and Aramaic writings, he 
nevertheless gave preference to the evidence o f very early manuscripts o f the

112. Quentin, Mémoire, 95, the subtitle of his second chapter.
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Vulgate available to him, and did not systematically eliminate from his text the 
passages that had no parallel in Hebrew. The name of another Franciscan correc
tor has been preserved, that of Gérard de Huy, who knew Greek better than He
brew and also worked according to the principles of Roger Bacon.

Let us mention here a few cases where certain correctories had already at
tained a better text than that of B42.

a. Isa 12:2. Although R does not report it, B42 omits “deus” after “dominus.” 
The St. Jacques correctory and William de Mara reported that the early witnesses 
and the Hebrew agree in attesting this word.

ß. Isa 33:2. B42 has “(brachium) nostrum.” However, William de Mara had re
ported the agreement between the Hebrew and the early manuscripts on the read
ing “eorum.”

γ. Isa 53:12. B42 has the plural “peccata.” However, William de Mara re
ported the singular “peccatum” as authentic.

δ. Jer 33:16. B42 inserts “nomen” between “est” and “quod.” Hugh of St. 
Cher, followed by later correctories, had indicated that the Hebrew agrees with 
the early manuscripts in omitting that word.

ε. Ezek 32:18. B42 places the principal division of the verse after the word 
“egipti.” However, in accord with the division into cola found in the earliest 
manuscripts (a division retained by R), William de Mara called for a period be
tween “earn” and “ipsam,” on the basis o f the Hebrew . 1,3

ζ. Ezek 44:28. B42 has a negative at the beginning of the verse. However, the 
St. Jacques correctory and William de Mara reported that the early witnesses and 
the Hebrew agree in omitting the negative.

η. Ezek 47:19. B42 inserts “hec est” between “et” and “plaga.” However, the 
St. Jacques correctory and William de Mara reported that these two words should 
not be here, even though they might be implied.

Θ. Dan 2:34. While B42 gives “lapis de monte,” the St. Jacques correctory 
pointed out the absence of the complement in the Hebrew and the early manu
scripts, adding, however, that it is attested “ in quibusdam originalibus.” It is in
deed attested in Amiatinus, the earliest manuscript o f the entire Bible, but it is ab
sent from the earliest witness, palimpsest 193 of the St. Gall abbey, dating from 
the fifth century.

i. Joel 2:23. B42 has “sicut in principio.” But William de Mara (and the St. 
Jacques correctory) reported the absence of “sicut” in the Hebrew and in the 
early manuscripts.

κ. Amos 3:12. B42 has “et in damasci grabbato,” while the St. Jacques correc
tory and William de Mara made the observation that, although that reading may 
be smoother, the early manuscripts have “et in damasco grabbati.”

113. That is where the atnah is located.
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λ. Amos 5:26. While B42 has the singular “tabernaculum ,” 114 the St. Jacques 
correctory and William de Mara had reported that the plural “tabernacula” had 
the support of the Hebrew and the early manuscripts.

μ. Obad 20. B42 has “(omnia) loca,” whereas the St. Jacques correctory had 
reported the absence of “loca” in Jerome, the Hebrew, and the early manuscripts.

v. Mic 2:8. B42 has “et (eos).” However, the St. Jacques correctory and W il
liam de Mara reported the absence of “et” in the early manuscripts.

ξ. Mic 4:6. B42 ends the verse with “consolabor,” which the St. Jacques cor
rectory reported as absent in Jerome, the Hebrew, and the early manuscripts.

o. Hab 3:8. B42 has “qui (ascendes),” whereas William de Mara had reported 
the reading “quia” in Jerome, the Hebrew, and the early manuscripts.

π. Zeph 2:7. While B42 has “visitavit,” the St. Jacques correctory reported 
“visitabit” in Jerome, the Hebrew, and the early manuscripts.

Lb. Froben 1495
This small octavo edition seems to have had a wide distribution and we will 

see that Stephanus mentions it in his critical apparatus of 1540. However, the 
critical apparatus of R does not cite it and Quentin, who collated it, classes it with 
editions where “there is [no] hope of recovering any trace of an early or impor
tant text.” 115 We consulted it frequently, and would like to illustrate its qualities 
and flaws with a few examples.

The Froben 1495 edition and its contemporary, the Gadolo edition that will be 
discussed immediately following this, have in common a certain number of read
ings (marked FG) that set them apart from B42.

• Hos 9:13. While B42 reads “ut vidit,” the reading “ut vidi” (which the St.
Jacques correctory reported as corresponding to the Hebrew) appeared in the 
FG editions, from which it passed to all editions that followed.

• Mic 1:11. Instead of “vicine” of B42, FG gives “vicina” here, a reading that 
Dold discovered in the fragments of St. Gall (fifth century) and that would be 
adopted by the Alcala polyglot, the Sixtina, and the Clementine.

• Hab 3:1. Instead of “pro ignorationibus” found in B42 and g, “pro ignoran
tiis” is found in FG and almost all subsequent editions.

• Hab 3:9, 13. At the end of each of these verses, B42 has the separate word
“semper,” which is kept in g and R. FG omit it, as do the Sixtina and the
Clementine. It is reintroduced by rEO in v. 13, but not v. 9.

• Hag 2:5(6). With almost all the textual witnesses, B42 read “placui.” FG 
have, with the Paris text, “pepigi,” which is retained in AlgrEmO and subse
quent editions.

114. In the conflated reading treated in CTAT Vol. 3, 666:19-26.
115. Quentin. M émoire, 82-83  and 94.



516 Part 3, Section 2, Chapter 2

Occasionally, Froben 1495 is the first witness that we have encountered for 
certain readings that later had some success, whether they deserved it or not.

• Amos 7:1. With almost all the manuscripts, B42 gives “post tonsorem 
gregis.” But Nicholas of Lyra wrote: “Et ecce serotinus post tonsionem 
gregis. In hebreo habetur: Post tonsionem regis. Et videtur haec littera falsifi- 
cata per imperitiam scriptorum, propter similitudinem dictionis, vel per ima- 
ginationem aliquorum correctorum eo quod tonsio magis dicitur de gregibus 
quam de regibus.” The Froben 1495 edition adopted the reading “post ton
sionem regis.” The fact that no manuscript has “tonsionem” proves the direct 
influence of Nicholas of Lyra, and a concern for making Ό conform to the 
Hebrew.

• Mic 1:14. While Jerome used the form “dotnus” for the plural accusative, 
Froben 1495 preferred “domos” as being less ambiguous. 116 AlgrEO were to 
follow suite.

• Hab 1:17. Instead of “parcet,” which is given in B42 and preserved in GEmO 
and R, Froben 1495 gives “cessât” and is followed by AlgrEt.

• Zech 10:11. F (followed by Al) had “transict” instead of “transiit” of B42 or 
“transibit” of Gg, etc., probably due to the influence of the following “percu- 
tiet.”

From these examples, which could easily be multiplied, it can be observed that 
the text of 0 did not remain static after the editio princeps. For example, the 
Froben edition made an effort to realize the purpose expressed in its title, to pro
vide a Bible that was “accuratius reemendata." This effort and the effort of simi
lar editions resulted in some facilitations, but also in real textual improvements 
that opened the way for the more systematic efforts of the first critical editors.

I.e. Gadolo
Before he published the editio princeps of the complete works of Jerome in 

1497,117 the Camaldolite Bernardin Gadolo, prior of St. Michel de Murano, pro
duced the first combined edition of the Glossa Ordinaria and the Postillae of 
Nicholas of Lyra. Published by Paganino of Paganinis in 1495, it was entitled 
Liber vite, with the subtitle Biblia cum glosis ordinariis: et interlinearibus: ex- 
cerptis ex omnibus ferm e Ecclesie sancte doctoribus: simulque cum expositione 
Nicolai de lyra: et cum concordantiis in m argine.118 We have already introduced 
this edition, citing the passage from the introduction where Gadolo articulates his 
critical project. 119 Deeming that “the text published by Gadolo is more or less 
that of Bibles printed in his era,” Quentin concluded a bit hastily that “further

116. Indeed, the Old German had interpreted it as a singular.
117. Listed under Jerome (Gadolo) in the bibliography.
118. Listed under 13 (Gadolo 1495) in the bibliography.
119. Above, p. 176.
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more, the glossed texts exerted so little influence on contemporary and later edi
tions that there is no need to dwell on it further,” and R did not take it into ac
count in its apparatus.

Nevertheless, we have found it useful to refer to this edition regularly in this 
investigation, and that has enabled us to observe that Gadolo (= G) was often the 
first to apply certain corrections to the text of D, and that his corrections had a 
greater influence than Quentin believed. Here are a few examples:

a. Isa 66:17. According to the apparatus of R. r is the only edition before R to 
have corrected “post ianuam intrinsecus” to “post unam intrinsecus.” If Quentin 
had consulted G, he would have seen that it already had the “good” reading 
“unam,” a choice that G probably based on Nicholas of Lyra, which he (G) had 
edited and which explains, “Post unam intrinsecus. sic est in hebreo et in libris 
correctis (. . .) Post unam scilicet portam vel clausuram. Et ideo aliqui libri ha- 
bent post ianuam.”

ß. Jer 6:15 and 8:12. These two verses begin with “confusi sunt quia abomina- 
tionem fecerunt,” after which Gadolo seems to be the first editor to have placed 
question marks. 120 This is because, in the Glossa Ordinaria, he had edited an ex
tract from Jerome’s commentary which says, “Depressius hic legendum est iuxta 
hebraicum: Et cum inquit tanta fecerint numquid confusi sunt?”

γ. Ezek 5:16. After “quando misero sagittas famis pessimas,” B42 and F omit 
the complement “ in eos.” It was Gadolo who reintroduced it, followed by the 
other editions.

δ. Ezek 45:14. The phrase “et decem bati corum faciunt” is missing in B42 
and F. Gadolo reintroduced it, and was followed by the other editions.

ε. Amos 5:26. B42 and F have a conflated reading here, influenced by the cita
tion in Acts 7:43: “Et portastis tabernaculum molech deo vestro: et imaginem 
idolorum vestrorum, sidus dei vestri rempha: figuras quas fecistis vobis adorare 
eas.” Gadolo, in exact conformity with manuscript 5 of the Bibliothèque Ma
zarine, was the first to offer the true text of Ό in the form: “Et portastis taberna- 
cula moloch regi vestro: et imaginem idolorum vestrorum, sidus dei vestri quae 
fecistis vobis,” a reading that the subsequent editions appear to have taken from 
him.

ζ. Obad 20. We pointed out above that the St. Jacques correctory had recorded 
the absence of “loca” in Jerome, the Hebrew, and the early manuscripts. While 
B42 and F have this word, Gadolo omits it, and is followed by gEmO.

η. Mic 4:6. We have also cited above the St. Jacques correctory as reporting 
the absence of “consolabor” in Jerome, the Hebrew, and the early manuscripts. 
While B42 and F have the word, the Gadolo edition appears to be the first to omit 
it, and is followed by Al and most subsequent editions.

120. B42 makes regular use o f the question mark, but does not put it in here.
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Θ. Zeph 3:8. B42 and F have “super eos,” conforming to the Parisian text. Ga
dolo corrected this to “super eas,” followed by g. and then by Weber and R.

i. Zech 3:1. B42 and F make “dominus” the explicit subject of “ostendit.” Ga
dolo appears to be the first editor to omit the word, followed by grEmO.

κ. Zech 10:11. While B42 has “transiit,” corrected by F and Al to “transiet,” 
Gadolo established the reading “transibit,” which would be preserved in g and 
subsequent editions.

These examples could be multiplied, but suffice to show that the Gadolo edition 
merits more attention than R gave to it.

l.d . The Alcala polyglot
The Alcala polyglot did not have the honor of appearing in the critical appara

tus of R either. Quentin simply states that, for the improvement of the text of 0 , 
“the progress achieved by the Ximenes polyglot is minimal.” A few examples 
will demonstrate that the edition that held a place of primary importance in the 
Stephanus apparatus in 1540 also deserved mention in the apparatus of R.

a. Jer 34:12. While B42, followed by FG, had “et factum est vcrbum ad h ie- 
remiam a domino dicens,” the Alcala polyglot inserted “domini” after “verbum,” 
an insertion that was adopted by grEmO, etc.

ß. Jer 41:1. While B42, as well as FG, had “optimas,” the Alcala polyglot es
tablished the authentic reading “optimates.”

γ. Ezek 1:10. B42, and later FG, had “et facies aquilae desuper ipsorum qua
tuor,” although the St. Jacques correctory and William de Mara had reported that 
neither the Hebrew nor the early manuscripts had “desuper.” The Alcala polyglot 
appears to have been the first to omit the word, an omission that g did not follow. 
In contrast, Stephanus was to refer to it explicitly, as well as to two manuscripts 
of St. Denys and two of St. Germain, in omitting the word. This did not prevent 
the Sixtina and Clementine editions from retaining the word, and R. too, does not 
omit it.

δ. Ezek 32:32. B42, followed by FG, has “dedit121 terrorem suum.” Although 
the St. Jacques correctory had reported “eius” as the reading of the Hebrew, the 
Alcala polyglot (followed by g) was the first to give the authentic reading of D: 
“dedi terrorem meum.”

ε. Ezek 44:28. We indicated above the testimony of the correctories against 
the negative particle that B42 and FG place at the beginning of this verse. The 
Alcala polyglot was the first to omit this negation, which the Sixtina and Clemen
tine editions were to reintroduce, 122 before R, too, included it.

121. The critical apparatus o f R gives the wrong impression that B42 has “dedi.”
122. Perhaps under the influence o f g, which notes in the margin: “Antiqui aliquot exem- 

plaria habent: Non erit autem etc.”
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ζ . Dan 2:34. The omission of the complement “de monte” followed exactly 
the same route as that of the negation just noted.

η. Dan 12:6. The reading “et dixi” had been adopted by B42, as well as by FG. 
This was the reading on which Jerome commented and which was attested by 
very early manuscripts such as Amiatinus and the Fleury manuscript. The Alcala 
polyglot was the first to prefer “et dixit” of the Cava manuscript that R would 
also choose after the discovery of the St. Gall palimpsest furnished it with sup
port dating from the fifth century, g, as well as the Sixtina and Clementine edi
tions, returned to “et dixi.”

Θ. Amos 7:7. After “ostendit mihi,” B42, followed by FG, provides an explicit 
subject “dominus deus.” Here again, the Alcala polyglot was the first to omit this 
subject, followed by g. 123 then by most of the other editions.

i. Hab 2:16. Instead of “repletus est” of B42, and preserved by FGg, the Alcala 
polyglot has “repletus es,” which was adopted by the Stephanus editions, fol
lowed by the Sixtina and Clementine.

These few examples should be sufficient to establish that the contribution of the 
Alcala polyglot to textual criticism of Ό is far from negligible.

I.e. Gobelinus Laridius
In 1530 in Cologne, editor Eucher Hirtzhorn published an edition (= g) with 

the rather pretentious title Biblia iuxta divi Hieronymi Stridonensis tralationem, 
post multas hactenus editiones, non modo ad Hebraeorum Graecorumque fon-  
tem, verumetiam multorum vetustissimorum codicum Latinorum consensum ac- 
curatissime castigata, ea quidem fide & diligentia, ut ilia D. Hieronymi editio in 
hac plane renata videri possit. In his foreword he claims to have consulted sev
eral very early manuscripts and to have related the textual forms found in them to 
their Hebrew and Greek sources. He adds that the “venerable Gobelinus La- 
ridius,” a man well-versed in Hebrew, undertook the revision of the Old Testa
ment, based on 15 very old volumes of the two languages. He explains that when 
the passages attested in the early manuscripts had no counterpart in the Hebrew 
or Greek sources, they were not omitted but were printed in different characters, 
with only those words being omitted that had no basis in the early Latin manu
scripts.

Quentin was correct to point out the high quality of Laridius’s critical work. 
But, because he does not cite Laridius’s predecessors in the critical apparatus of 
R, he gives the impression that all the progress made before Robert Stephanus in 
this domain was due to Laridius. It is a simple matter to show that this view is in
correct. To do this, we will take up the well-constructed demonstration that 
Quentin attempted to give of that view. In the last eight chapters of Genesis, he

123. Which R incorrectly listed with the Clementine edition as giving the explicit subject 
"dominus.”
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discovered 62 “cases where readings in the Clementine edition have readings 
from the best manuscripts against them,” and where g agrees with these manu
scripts against Clementine. We will show that Laridius is less original and. in par
ticular, less isolated in his effort than Quentin believed.

l . f  Stephanus 1532
We introduced the 1532 Bible of Robert Stephanus as the first of his editions 

in which the text was the object of significant corrections based on other Latin 
editions and early Parisian manuscripts to make it conform more closely to the 
Hebrew, although the corrections had not yet been defended in a critical appara
tus. 124 Quentin accurately represented the singularity of this edition in the corpus 
of Stephanus’s work and the apparatus of R makes regular use o f it, indicated by 
the siglum r . 125

l.g. Stephanus 1540
One of the most serious criticisms that can be made of the manner in which 

the critical apparatus of R accounts for the early critical editions of ü is that, for 
the Stephanus edition of 1540, it cites only the readings in its text (under the si
glum ε). In the discussion of this edition above, 126 it was pointed out that, in or
der to satisfy the censors at the Sorbonne, Stephanus had reproduced an earlier 
accepted edition for the text of his edition, and had reserved all his critical pro
posals for a marginal critical apparatus (which R does not consider at all). This is 
why it is essential to have three distinct sigla for citing this edition: E when the 
margin offers no variant. Et to designate the text when the margin counters with 
a variant, and Em for the marginal variants. For the Old Testament, the principal 
witnesses that Stephanus cites in his apparatus are: Ge.o, an oblong manuscript 
from St. Germain-des-Prés, which is currently Paris BN lat 11504-11505 from 
the ninth century; Ge.l, a large manuscript from St. Germain, the second half of 
which is Paris BN lat 11553 (the first half is lost); Ge.p, a small ("petit”) manu
script from St. Germain, which is Paris BN lat 1 1937 from the ninth century. Un
der the siglum Di.o he cites an oblong manuscript from St. Denys that has not 
been recovered and that was written by order of Charles V; under Di.l he cites a 
large manuscript from St. Denys that must be Paris BN lat 45 and 93 . 127 Using 
the siglum V he cites unspecified manuscripts from the St. Victor abbey. The ab
breviation Compl. refers to the Alcala polyglot, and S refers to the “Correctorium 
Sorbonicum,” one of the first Franciscan correctories, composed according to the 
same principles as the Dominican correctories and preserved in folios 147-253 
of Paris BN lat 15554, which was in the Sorbonne library at the time of Stepha-

124. Above, p. 177.
125. Quentin. M émoire, 108-9.
126. P. 178.
127. In the opinion o f Louis Canet, reported by Quentin (M émoire, 111).
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nus. He uses B to refer to a Basel edition in small characters from 40 years ear
lier, probably the Froben 1495 edition. Finally, with the siglum M he cites the 
Schöffer 1462 edition from Mainz. We present here a few interesting cases that 
escaped R ’s attention.

a. Isa 66:17. Here, where R attributes the “wrong” reading “ianuam” to e, it 
should be noted that Et does indeed have it, but that Em corrects it to “unam,” 
based on Di.o.l. and Ge.o.l.p.

ß. Ezek 1:10. Although R does not mention it, Et has “aquilae desuper,” 
whereas Em omits “desuper,” in line with Di.o.l., Ge.o.p., and Compl.

γ. Ezek 16:50. Et has “vidisti,” while Em attributes “vidi” (which r has) to 
Ge.p.

δ. Ezek 32:32. In r Stephanus gives the solecism “dedi terrorem suum.” In Et 
he has “dedit terrorem suum,” and Em attributes “dedi" to Di.l., Ge.p., V, and 
Compl.

ε. Ezek 44:28. R attributes “non erit” to r, but Em eliminates the negative, 
based on Compl. and Di.l.

ζ . Ezek 45:14. Et was forced to omit “et deccm bati corum faciunt,” which r 
had added, but Em supports the insertion of the phrase with Compl., V, Di.o.l., 
and Ge.o.p.

η. Dan 2:34. Em notes the absence of “de monte” in Di.l., Ge.o., and Compl. 
Θ. Dan 12:6. Em corrects “dixi” to “dixit,” with Compl.
i. Hos 9:13. While R attributes “vidit” to p, Em corrects it to “vidi,” with Di.l., 

Ge.p., B, and V.
κ. Hos 12:1(11:12). R attributes “lidelibus” to f, but Em corrects it to “iidelis,” 

with Di.o.l. and Ge.o.p.
λ. Amos 5:26. In the discussion of Gadolo, we cited the conflated reading in

fluenced by the quote of this passage in Acts 7:43. In eliminating it, Em is based 
on Di.o.l., Ge.o.p., V, and S.

μ. Amos 7:7. After “ostendit mihi,” Em eliminates “dominus deus” on the ba
sis of Compl., Ge.o., and Di.o.

v. Obad 20. Em bases the omission of “loca” (after “omnia”) on Di.o.l., 
Ge.o.p., and V.

ξ. Mic 4:6. Omitting “consolabor” at the end of the verse, Em is based on 
Compl., Di.l., Ge.o.p., and V.

o. Mic 6:9. While R attributes “suum” to e, Em corrects it to “tuum,” with 
Di.o.l. and Ge.o.p.

π. Nah 2:14(13). Em corrects “tuas” to “eius,” with Di.l. and Ge.p. 
p. Hab 1:17. Em corrects “cessât” (which R attributes to f) to “parcet,” with 

Di.o.l., Ge.p., V, and M.
σ. Hab 3:8. Em corrects “qui ascendis” to “quia ascendes,” with Di.o. and 

Ge.p.
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τ. Zech 2:12(8). To correct “mei” to “eius,” Em claims to have the support of 
Compl., whereas the Alcala polyglot actually has “sui.”

υ. Zech 3:2( 1 ). After “ostendit mihi,” Em eliminates “dominus” on the basis of 
Di.l., Ge.p., and V.

φ. Zech 4:2. Em repeats “et septem,” with Ge.p.
χ. Zech 6:3. R attributes “et fortes” to c, but Em omits the conjunction, with 

Di.o. and Ge.o.p.
ψ. Mal 3:5. The absence of “et humiliant” in Di.l., Ge.o.p., and V is noted 

by Em.

1.h. Stephanus 1557
While Quentin claimed to have collated this edition , 128 R fails to cite it in its 

apparatus, since Quentin quickly determined that it reproduced the text of 1528— 
1534 with the new corrections and that the critical apparatus of the variants had 
disappeared. If we recall the 148 textual cases analyzed in our apparatus on pages 
498-504, we must notice, indeed, that the sigla r and O support the same reading 
135 times, the only exceptions being 10, 27, 31, 48, 76, 100, 103, 108, 112, 137,
182, 190, and 192. However, the link between O and E (or Em) is even more 
striking, since there are no exceptions. The 1557 edition can thus be character
ized as reproducing the 1540 text but integrating the readings that Stephanus had 
been obliged, against his inclinations, to relegate to the margin. It is not surpris
ing that Stephanus would have done this, once he had arrived in Geneva and was 
no longer subject to the harassment of the Sorbonne theologians. It is no wonder, 
then, that the critical apparatus of the variants would have disappeared. But it is 
worth pointing out that the demands of the Sorbonne forced Stephanus to justify 
the authority he recognized in readings closer to the Hebrew by listing the textual 
witnesses, and thus led him to develop the first text-critical apparatus for the 
Bible in his 1540 edition. While it might be regretted that only the 1540 edition— 
rare because it was forbidden and also voluminous— was equipped with such an 
apparatus by Stephanus, it is also regrettable that the editors of R cited neither 
Em nor O in their apparatus. They would have had in those editions the final 
stage of Stephanus’s critical efforts, whereas r supplies only an interim stage.

2. Assessment o f  the Textual Criticism o f  Ό up to Stephanus
When Quentin undertook to dem onstrate129 the remarkable quality of the 

critical results obtained by Gobelinus Laridius, the manuscripts upon which he 
based his demonstration were G (= St. Gatien de Tours, sixth-seventh century), C 
(= Cava, eighth-ninth century), A (= Amiatinus, seventh-eighth century), and O 
(= Ottobonianus, seventh-eighth century). Let us take up once again the compari
son for the same eight chapters in Genesis, situating the decisions of Froben

128. Ibid., 104.
129. Ibid., 125-26.



Versions Subsequent to Standardization 523

1495, Gadolo, the Alcala polyglot, and Laridius in all cases where the apparatus 
of R reveals an opposition between the reading of the Clementine and a reading 
supported by the majority of the manuscripts GCAO, or by the majority of those 
that are available. To avoid confusion with the sigla that the R apparatus uses for 
these manuscripts, we refer to Gadolo as V (= Venice), Froben 1495 as F, the Al
cala polyglot as P (= Polyglot), and Laridius as L, and place these four sigla in
side square brackets. In each case in the following list, not taking into account the 
readings given in curly braces {} or in square brackets [], there are two readings 
separated by the sign The reading that precedes this sign is that of the Clemen
tine edition and the reading that follows it is the reading supported by the major
ity of the manuscripts just mentioned. This second reading (and when applicable, 
the first) is followed by a colon introducing the list of supporting manuscripts. 
Following the sign // we give, when it is applicable, the reading(s) supported by 
one or another of these manuscripts that differs from the majority reading and 
that of the Clementine edition. The reading of B42 is underlined (or added to the 
beginning in parentheses if it does not coincide with any of the cited readings). 
Readings in bold letters are those that Stephanus retains in the most advanced 
stage of his critical work, i.e., his 1557 Bible, and we indicate in the notes the 
critical initiatives that he had already taken in his 1532 and 1540 Bibles. Finally, 
when appropriate, we place {=111} or {* lit} after the reading that is closest to ill. 
As Quentin has done, we do not take into account certain atypical spelling vari
ants and also set aside the spelling of proper names, which merits a separate treat
ment. Here, then, are all the cases that remain in question:

1. Gen 42:6: ioseph erat [P] * ioseph: GCAO [VFL] {±111}
2. Gen 42:6: princeps in terra [PL] {±111} * princeps: GCAO [VF]
3. Gen 42:6: eius [FP] * illius: GCAO [VL]
4. Gen 42:8: cognitus [FP] * agnitus130: GCAO [VL]
5. Gen 42:9: ait ad eos IVFPL] {= 111} * ait: GCAO
6 . Gen 42:13: at illi [FPL] * et illi: GCAO [V] {± ill}
7. Gen 42:16: vera an falsa [FPL] {± ill} * falsa an vera: GCAO [V]
8 . Gen 42:17: ilios [FPL1 * eos: GCAO [eis: V]
9. Gen 42:18: quae [VPL] * quod: GCAO [F] { + m}

10. Gen 42:21: ad invicem  [P] * invicem: GCAO [VFL]
11. Gen 42:21 : dum  [VFPL] * cum: GCAO
12. Gen 42:23: loqueretur: A [VPL] * loquebatur: GCO [F]
13. Gen 42:25: toliensque [VFPL] {= ill} * tollens: G O A O
14. Gen 42:25: iu ss it131 [FPL] * iussitque: GCAO [V] {=111}

130. This reading had been adopted by Stephanus in his 1532 Bible.
131. In his 1540 Bible (and already in that o f 1532) Stephanus wrote “iussit” instead o f  

“iussitque,” without comment.
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15. Gen 42:25: eorum  saccos |FP| Φ saccos eorum : GCAQ [VL| {=211}
16. Gen 42:25: in viam: A {=211} Φ in via: GCO [VFPLJ
17. Gen 42:26: asinis suis [VPJ {= III} * asinis: GCAO [FLJ
18. Gen 42:28: m utuo dixerunt [VFP] * dixerunt mutuo: GCAO [L] {=111}
19. Gen 42:29: in terra in 133 {=111} * in terra: GCAO [VFPL1
20. Gen 42:30: exploratores esse [VFP} * exploratores: GCAO [L] {±211}
2 1. Gen 42:32: cum patre nostro [PL1 {= 111} * cum pâtre: GCAO [VF1
22. Gen 42:32: est [P] * versatur: GCAO [VFL]
23. Gen 42:34: quae vultis em endi [VP] * emendi quae vultis: GCAO [FL]
24. Gen 42:36: et heniam in [VFPLJ {= 211} * beniamin: GCAO
25. Gen 42:36: om nia m ala [VFPLJ Φ mala omnia: GCAO
26. Gen 42:37: trade ilium  [PL] [eum: VJ {= 211} * trade: GCAO [FJ
27. Gen 42:37: eum  tibi [VFPL] {= m } * eum: G*CAO
28. Gen 42:38: et ip se: A [FPL1 {= 211} * ipse: GCO [V]
29. Gen 43:2: eniite nob is: A [FPL1 {= m } * emite: GCO [VI
30. Gen 43:3: attestatione [VP1 * testificatione134: GCAO [FL 1351
31. Gen 43:3: iurisiurandi [VL] Φ iurandi: G*CAO [F] [iusiurandi: P 136]
32. Gen 43:4: eum  m ittere: O [FPL] * mittere eum: GCA [V] {±211}
33. Gen 43:5: sin autem: A [LJ Φ si autem : GCO [VFP]
34. Gen 43:7: fratrem  vestrum  vobiscum  [FPL] * vobiscum fratrem vestrum: 

GCAO [VJ
35. Gen 43:9: reddidero [VFP] * tradidero: GCAO [L]
36. Gen 43:9: reus in te [FP] {= ill} φ in te reus: GCAO [VLJ
37. Gen 43:11 : storacis: A [VFPLJ * styracis: GCO
38. Gen 43:11: sta c tes137 [P] * et stactes: GCAO [VFLJ {±211}
39. Gen 43:12: pecuniani qu oqu e:138 G^ * pecuniamque: CAO [VFPL] {±211}
40. Gen 43:17: quod sibi: A [FP] Φ s ic u t139: G*CO [VJ {=2U} [sicut sibi: LI
41. Gen 43:19: dispensatorem domus: A {± 211} * dispensatorem : GCO [VFPL]
42. Gen 43:20: audias n os: A [VPLJ * audias: GCO [FI {± ill}
43. Gen 43:21 : saccos [FP] * sacculos: GCAO [VL]
44. Gen 43:21 : reportavim us: C [FPL] { = 211} Φ reportamus: G-AO [V] // porta

mus: G*

132. In his 1532 and 1540 Bibles Stephanus had already effected the permutation without 
comment.

133. In 1532 Stephanus kept the ablative. In 1540 he changed it to the accusative.
134. Stephanus attributes this reading to Di.o.l., Gc.o.l.p., and S.
135. With the note: “alii, attestatione supr.4.2.d.”
136. In his 1532 and 1540 Bibles Stephanus kept the reading o f  B42 without proposing any 

variant.
137. In his 1532 and 1540 Bibles Stephanus omits the conjunction without comment.
138. In his 1532 and 1540 Bibles Stephanus writes “quoque” without comment.
139. Stephanus attributes this reading to Di.o.l., Gc.o.l., V, and S. He had already adopted 

it in his 1532 Bible.
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45. Gen 43:22: quae nobis necessaria IFPL] Φ quae necessaria: GCAO [VJ
46. Gen 43:22: posuerit earn [FPJ {± 111} Φ earn posuerit: GCAO [VL]
47. Gen 43:23: saccis [FPJ * sacculis: GCAO [VLJ
48. Gen 43:24: pabulum  [FPL] {= m} * pabula: GCAO [V]
49. Gen 43:26: in m anibus suis [FP] {= 111} φ in manibus: GCAO [VL]
50. Gen 43:27: interrogavit eo s: G- [VFP] {±111} Φ interrogavit: G*CAO [L]
51. Gen 43:29: ioseph oculos [FPL] Φ oculos ioseph: GCO [V] [oculos suos 

ioseph: A]
52. Gen 44:4: accersito: C [VFPL] Φ arcessito: GAO
53. Gen 44:4: et persequere [FPL] Φ persequere: GCAO [V] {=111}
54. Gen 44:5: scyphus: A [VPL] Φ scyphum: GCO [F]
55. Gen 44:9: erim us servi [FPJ {±111} φ servi erimus: GCAO [VLJ
56. Gen 44:10: dixit eis [FPL] * dixit: GCAO [V] {= 111}
57. Gen 44:10: quenicum que: C [VFP] Φ quem: GAO [L] {±111}
58. Gen 44:16: iu ste: C [VFPL] Φ iusti: GAO {±111}
59. Gen 44:18: accedens a u tem 140 [VFPL] { = 111} Φ accedens: GCAO
60. Gen 44:20: senectute [VFPL] Φ senecta: GCAO
61. Gen 44:20: m ortuus e s t141 Φ est mortuus: GCAO [VFPL]
62. Gen 44:26: d escen d en t: G [VFPL] Φ descendet: CA // discendat: O
63. Gen 44:32: tuus sim [VFL] [tuus sum: P] Φ tuus: GCAO {=111}
64. Gen 44:33: m inisterio: A [PL] {±111} [mysterio: V] Φ ministerium: GCO [F]
65. Gen 44:34: ad patrem meum: C {= 111} Φ ad patrem : AO [VFPL] // ad 

patrem nostrum: G
66 . Gen 45:3: non142 [VFP1 Φ nec: GCAO [LI [= 111}
67. Gen 45:3: terrore [VFPL] Φ timore: GCAO
68 . Gen 45:4: aegyptum : G [VFPL] {±111} φ aegypto: CAO
69. Gen 45:5: neque [FP] φ nec: GCAO [VL]
70. Gen 45:6: est enini [VL] {= 111} Φ est: GAO [FP] // enim est: C
71. Gen 45:6: coepit fam es esse in terra Φ f. e. c. i. t.: CAO // f. c. e. i. t.: G [f.

c. i. t. e.: V] [c. f. i. t. e.: F P 143] [e. c. f. i. t.: L]
72. Gen 45:9: fecit me [FPL] {= 111} * me fecit: GCAO [V]
73. Gen 45:14: sim iliter flente: [VFPL] Φ fiente similiter: GCAO
74. Gen 45:19: ac coniugum  [P] φ  et coniugum: GCAO [VFL]
75. Gen 45:19: et dicito [VP] Φ ac dicito: AO [FL] // hac dicito: C // ag dicito: G
76. Gen 45:20: nec dim ittatis [VFPL1 {=111} φ ne dimittatis: GCAO
77. Gen 45:21: feceruntque G-A [FPL] {= 111} φ fecerunt: G :!:CO [V]

140. In his 1540 Bible Stephanus proposed the omission o f “autem,” based on Di.o.l. and 
Ge.o.l. He did not carry over the omission to his 1557 Bible.

141. This permutation was made by Stephanus without comment in his 1532 and 1540 
Bibles.

142. In 1532 and 1540 Stephanus had kept this reading.
143. In his 1532 Bible Stephanus wrote, as in FP: c. f. i. t. e.
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78. Gen 45:22: singulis quoque IVFPL] * singulisque: GCAO
79. Gen 45:23: et asinos * eis asinos: CAO IVFP1 // e i 144 asinos: G [Ll {±>11}
80. Gen 45:23: totidem  asinas: C [VFPLJ {= 111} * totidem asinos: GAO
81. Gen 45:26: ioseph filius tuus [VFPL145] * io sep h 146: GCAO {=111}
82. Gen 45:26: audito iacob [VFPL1 * audito: GCAO {= ill}
83. Gen 45:27: e contra: GOi [VFPL1 * contra: C*AO
84. Gen 46:2: noctis: A * noete: CGO [VFPL1
85. Gen 46:3: descende: C-A t  et descende: GO [VF][sed descende: P] // des- 

cendere: C* [L] {= 111}
86 . Gen 46:4: m anus suas [VP] * manum suam: GCAO [FL] {= ill}
87. Gen 46:5: surrexit a u tem 147 [F] {=111} * surrexit: G*CAO [VPL] // sur- 

rexit itaque: G2
88 . Gen 46:8: ipse: C* [VFPL] {±111} * ipsi: O A O
89. Gen 46:11 : et caath: C [VFPL] * caath: AO {= 111}
90. Gen 46:21: et géra [VFPL] * géra: CAO {=111}
91. Gen 46:26: egressae sunt [VFP] * egressae: CAO [L]
92. Gen 46:26: filiorum  eius: O [VFPL] {± 111} * filiorum: CA
93. Gen 46:27: in aegyptum : O [VFPL] * aegyptum: CA
94. Gen 46:28: occurreret * ille occurreret: GCAO [VFPL]
95. Gen 46:29: çiuo: A^O [VFPL] t  quod: GCA*
96. Gen 46:29: patri s u o 148 {= m} * patri: GCAO IVFPLJ
97. Gen 46:31: a t 149 ille [V] * et ille: GCA [FPL] {± 111}
98. Gen 46:31 : fratres suos [VFP] {= lit} * fratres: GCAO [L]
99. Gen 47:2: constituit |FP1 * statuit:150 GCAO [VL1

100. Gen 47:6: eos habitare [VFPL] * habitare eo s151: GCAO
101. Gen 47:6: in eis esse [FPL] Φ esse in eis: GCAO {=111} [in eis: V]
102. Gen 47:9: meae: AO* {± ill} * et vitae meae: GC // vitae m eae: O^ [VFPL]
103. Gen 47:11: terrae lo c o 152 [PL] * loco terrae solo: GCAO [terre solo: VF] 

{±m}
104. Gen 47:15: em ptorihus: C [VPL] * emptoris: GAO [F]
105. Gen 47:18: venerunt quoque [VFPLJ {± ill} * veneruntque: GCAO

144. Stephanus attributes this singular (as he had already done in his 1532 Bible) to Di.o.l., 
Ge.o.l.p., V, and S.

145. In small characters: “filius tuus.”
146. Stephanus attributes the omission o f “filius tuus” (which he had already implemented

in his 1532 Bible) to Di.o.l., Ge.o.l., and V.
147. In his 1540 Bible Stephanus writes “autem” without comment. But in his 1532 Bible

he had not yet added the word.
148. In his 1532 and 1540 Bibles Stephanus writes “suo” without comment.
149. In his 1532 and 1540 Bibles Stephanus writes “at” instead o f “et” without commenting.
150. This reading had been adopted by Stephanus in his 1532 Bible.
151. This reading had been adopted by Stephanus in his 1532 Bible.
152. In his 1532 and 1540 Bibles Stephanus writes “loco” instead o f “solo” without 

commenting.
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106. Gen 47:18: celabimus {± 111} * celauimus: G-AO // celanius: G*C [VFPL]
107. Gen 47:18: defecerunt: G^O IVFPLJ * defecerint: G*CA
108. Gen 47:19: m oriem ur * morimur:153 GCA [VFPLJ // moriamur: O
109. Gen 47:23: cibum  [VFP] * cibos: CAO [L]
110. Gen 47:23: fam iliis [VFPL] {=m} * famulis: CAO
111. Gen 47:29: dieni m ortis [VFP] {± 111} * mortis diem: CAO
112. Gen 47:29: m ortis su a e154 [mortis eius: VFP] Φ mortis: CAO [L] {± HI}
113. Gen 47:29: m anum  tuam : A [VFPL] {=111} * manum: CO
114. Gen 47:30: terra hac [FP] * hac terra: CAO [VL]
115. Gen 47:30: m aiorum  m eorum 155 [VFP] * maiorum: CAO [L]
116. Gen 48:1 : suus [VPL] Φ eius: GCAO [F]
117. Gen 48:4: faeiam  te IFPL] {= 111} φ faciam: GCAO [VJ
118. Gen 48:5: e i^o  [VFPL] Φ igitur: GCAO
119. Gen 48:9: donavit [VFPL] * dedit: GCAO
120. Gen 48:10: circum plexus e o s 156 [VP] {=111} * circumplexus:GCAO [FL]
121. Gen 48:11 : filiuni sm im  [FP] * filium: GCAO [VL]
122. Gen 48:14: m inoris {=111} * iunioris157: GCAO [VFPL]
123. Gen 48:15: henedixitque iacoh [VFP1 * benedixitque: GCAO [L] {=111}
124. Gen 48:15: filiis ioseph | tilios ioseph: VF] * ioseph filio suo: GCO // filio 

suo ioseph: A [LJ [joseph: P 158] {= îll}
125. Gen 48:16: pueris istis: G^A IVFPL] * pueris: G*CO {=111}
126. Gen 48:17: m anum  patris [FPL] {=111} * patris manum: GCAO [V]
127. Gen 48:19: m inor {= 111} * iunior:159 GCAO [VFPL1
128. Gen 48:19: erit illo [FPL1 * illo erit: GCAO [VI
129. Gen 48:20: tem pore (illo) [VFPL] [± 111} * (ipso) tempore: GCA
130. Gen 48:20: (tempore) illo [VFPL] * ipso (tempore): GCAO
131. Gen 49:1 : in diebus [FPL] {= 111} * diebus: GCA [V]
132. Gen 49:3: in imperio [VFP] * in iperio : 160 GCA [LI {= 111}
133. Gen 49:6: non ven iat: C [VFPL1 * ne veniat: GA {= 111}
134. Gen 49:7: indignatio eorum : G [FPL] * indignatio illorum: CA [V]
135. Gen 49:7: dispergam  eos [VFP] * dispergam illos: GCA [L]
136. Gen 49:10: fem ore [VPL] Φ femoribus: GCA [F] {=111}
137. Gen 49:11 : in vino: G* I VFP] {= 111} * vino: G^CA
138. Gen 49:12: sunt oculi [VFPL] * oculi: GCA

153. This reading had been adopted by Stephanus in his 1532 Bible.
154. R attributes this reading to B42, which must involve the 53 printing. Sec above p. 497.
155. In his 1532 and 1540 Bibles Stephanus adds “meorum” without comment.
156. In his 1532 and 1540 Bibles Stephanus adds “eos” without comment.
157. This reading had been adopted by Stephanus in his 1532 Bible.
158. Stephanus attributes the omission o f “filiis” (already implemented in his 1532 Bible) 

to Compl.
159. This reading had been adopted by Stephanus in his 1532 Bible.
160. Stephanus attributes the omission o f “in” to D i.o.l., Ge.o.l., and V.
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139. Gen 49:12: dentes eius |V FPL| *  dentes: GCA {=m}
140. Gen 49:31: coniuge sua [VFP] {= 111} Φ coniuge: GCA [L|
141. Gen 50:11 : vocatum  est | FP1 {±111} Φ appellaverunt: GCA [VL]
142. Gen 50:13: sepelierunt eum  [FP] {= III} * sepelierunt: GCA [VL]
143. Gen 50:15: onine m alum  [FPL] {= ill} Φ malum omne: GCA [malum: V]
144. Gen 50:16: ei d icen tes161 [VP] {= m } Φ ei: CA [FL] // ei fratres: G
145. Gen 50:18: proni adorantes in terram  [VFP] [proni in terram 

adoraverunt: L] Φ proni in terram: GCA {±111}
146. Gen 50:19: resistere voluntati [VFPL] Φ rennuere voluntatem: GCA
147. Gen 50:20: sed deus [FPL] {± m } * et deus: GCA [V]
148. Gen 50:21: tim ere [VFP] Φ metuere: GCA [LJ
149. Gen 50:23: ascendere vos [VFP] {= !11} φ ascendere: GCA [LJ
150. Gen 50:24: ossa niea vobiscum : A [FPL] φ vobiscum ossa mea: GC [V]

Out of these 150 “cases where the Clementine edition has the readings of the 
best manuscripts against it,” we find, as Quentin did, 62 where g agrees with the 
manuscripts against Clementine. But it is a simple matter to show that Laridius is 
less original and, in particular, less isolated in his effort than Quentin believed. 
Indeed, out of these 62 cases, 17 must be omitted at the outset (15, 16, 19, 39,41,
61, 65, 79. 84, 87, 94, 95, 96, 102, 106, 115, and 120), where Laridius took no 
initiative since he retains the reading of B42. Out o f the remaining 45, we find 
only 17 where, according to the results of our inquiry, one can attribute to Lari
dius himself the initiative of having departed from the reading of B42 (the under
lined reading) to adopt the majority reading of the early manuscripts (the reading 
after the sign Φ). These are 18, 20, 35, 50, 57, 66 , 91, 98, 109, 112, 123, 124, 132,
135, 140, 148, and 149. The 28 other cases divide in the following manner: In 15 
cases he follows in Gadolo’s steps (3, 4, 36, 40, 43, 46, 47, 49, 56, 69, 99, 113,
121, 141, and 142); in six cases he follows Froben (17, 23, 30, 75, 86 , and 144); 
in live cases he follows both Gadolo and Froben (1, 10, 22, 38, and 74); and in 
two cases he follows Gadolo, Froben and the Alcala polyglot (122 and 127). If 
we wish to situate the degree of critical initiative of the other early editions, it is 
Gadolo who occupies first place. We can begin by setting aside 11 cases where a 
critical initiative is attested by both Gadolo and Froben 1495 and cannot be 
assigned since the two editions are contemporaneous (1 ,2 , 10, 21, 22, 38, 74, 85,
108, 122, and 127). In 19 cases Froben is the first of the four editions to attest a 
critical initiative (9, 12, 17, 23, 26, 30, 31, 42, 54, 64, 70, 75, 86 , 97, 104, 116,
120, 136, and 144). But the prize goes to Gadolo with 36 initiatives that he is the 
first to attest (3, 4, 6- 8, 28, 29, 32, 34, 36, 43-49 , 5 1, 53, 55, 56, 69, 72, 77, 99,
114, 117, 121, 126, 128, 131, 134, 141, 142, 147, and 150). In contrast, it is strik
ing that we never find the Alcala polyglot as the originator of an initiative of this 
type. From the standpoint o f initiatives that had the effect of bringing the stan-

161. In his 1532 and 1540 Bibles Stephanus adds “dicentes” without comment.
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dard text closer to that of the early manuscripts o f D, our editions fall into the fol
lowing order: Gadolo: 36, Froben: 19, Laridius: 17, and Alcala: 0. Again, we do 
not take into account the 11 cases where it is not possible to decide between 
Gadolo and Froben. It can be seen, then, that Quentin clearly overrated the repu
tation of Laridius.

Our list of variants permits a number of related observations. The edition that 
remained the most faithful to the text of B42 is the Alcala polyglot. Out of the 
150 variants mentioned, it departs from it in only 15 cases. In ten of these cases 
(14, 15, 70, 71, 108, 115, 120, 122, 127, and 144), it follows the initiative of an 
earlier edition. Thus in only five cases (31, 38, 63, 103, and 124) does it appear to 
have taken the initiative on its own. It is interesting to note that in four of these 
cases where Alcala takes a solitary path, it would be followed by Stephanus (31,
38, 103, and 124).

Out of these 150 readings, we found 29 cases where Stephanus departs from 
B42. In only six of these cases (19, 39, 59, 61, 96, and 100) does Stephanus ap
pear not to have been preceded by another editor in the choice of the reading that 
he prefers to that of B42. In the 23 other cases, Stephanus follows close behind 
one or another of the editions that came before him: VFPL in 108, 122, and 127; 
VFP in I 15; FPL in 14; VP in 120 and 144; VL in 4 and 99; FL in 30; PL in 103; 
FP in 15 and 71; P in 31, 38, and 124; V in 40 and 97; L in 66 , 79, 81, and 132; 
and F in 87. It can be seen that contacts with the Alcala polyglot are the most nu
merous (13), then with Laridius (12), Gadolo (10), and Froben (9). In seven cases 
(4, 71, 99, 100, 108, 122, and 127) where the 1532 Bible departed from the text 
of B42, the 1540 Bible did not propose a marginal variant to the text of B42, with 
the result that the 1557 Bible did not correct that text. Regarding the 1557 Bible, 
there is only one case (59) where it did not integrate a marginal variant of the 
1540 Bible into its text.

Although Stephanus had decided to omit, in the text of his 1540 Bible, the 
corrections that he had made to the Parisian text in his 1532 Bible, we found that 
11 of these corrections (14, 15, 38, 39, 61, 96, 97, 103, 1 15, 120, and 144) passed 
covertly from the Bible of 1532 into the text of the 1540 Bible, and then into the 
1557 Bible. In two cases ( 19 and 87) where the 1532 Bible did not correct the text 
of B42, the text of the 1540 Bible corrects it covertly. In two cases (31 and 66) a 
correction appears only in the 1557 Bible. We have seen Stephanus devote notes 
of the critical apparatus to seven variants in his 1540 Bible (30, 40, 59, 79, 81,
124, and 132). Finally, out of the six corrections of the text of B42 in which 
Stephanus appears not to have been preceded by any other editor, there were only 
two (59 and 100) that brought it closer to the majority reading of the early manu
scripts. But correction 100, made in the 1532 Bible, did not survive in the 1540 
and 1557 Bibles. And correction 59, suggested in the critical apparatus of the 
1540 Bible, is precisely the only one from that Bible that was not adopted in the 
1557 Bible. From these observations we may conclude that as a critic of the text 
of 0 , Stephanus cuts a pale figure next to Gadolo, Laridius, and Froben. His
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primary merit was in inventing the critical apparatus, in the hope of thereby dis
arming the objections of the theologians at the Sorbonne.

3. The Clementine Edition
The text of Clementine departs from that of B42 in only 25 cases out of the

150. In 14 of those cases (14, 15, 19, 38, 39, 61, 87, 96, 97, 103, 112, 115, 120, 
and 144) it adopts the reading of Stephanus’s 1557 Bible. Corrections 16, 33, 41,
84, 85, and 102 arc based on the Codex Amiatinus (through the intermediary Co
dex Caraffianus), corrections 79 and 106 on the codex Madrid BN A 2 (through 
the intermediary Codex Caraffianus?162), and corrections 65 and 124 on the edi
tion of the Louvain theologians of 1583. Correction 94 appears to rest only on the 
Sixtina edition. These few observations are not at all surprising when one consid
ers that the Codex Caraffianus, the result of work by the preliminary commission 
for the Sixtina edition, is a copy of the 1583 edition of the Louvain theologians, 
with the proposals for corrections taken for the most part either from the 1557 
Stephanus edition, or from the Codex Amiatinus, which the commissioners used.

4. The San Girolamo and Weber Editions
We have located and mentioned above several imperfections and inaccuracies 

in the apparatus of the edition by the San Girolamo Benedictines. Nevertheless, it 
constitutes one of the finest realizations of the critical editing of ancient texts. At 
the same time, R. W eber’s manual edition (= W) quite frequently improves the 
textual choices made by the editors of San Girolamo (= R). Here are a few ex
amples of improvements:

a. Ezra 10:5. With a large majority of the manuscripts and editions, R has “adi- 
uravit principes sacerdotum et levitarum et omnem israhel.” With Paris BN 
lat 11553 (= Stephanus’s G e.l.163) and Milan Ambros E 53 inf, W omits the 
second “et,” in accord with M. It appears that the prevailing reading is a facil
itating one.

b. Jer 2:21. B42 has “quomodo ergo conversa es in pravum vinea aliéna.” With 
all the more recent editions, R inserts “mihi” after “es.” W correctly rejects 
this insertion, which is based only on the manuscripts of the University of 
Paris, which are influenced by Jerome’s commentary and by the Hebrew.

c. Ezek 21:32(27). W has here “et hoc nunc factum est,” with the earliest manu
scripts. The preceding editions read, with the recension of Ό and in accord 
with the Hebrew, “non” instead of “nunc.” R regarded “nunc” as an error that 
stemmed from the archetype, and chose “non,” as attested in the lemma of

162. There is no historical evidence that this manuscript from Madrid was at the disposi
tion o f the Caraffa commission. Some o f the readings inscribed in the margins o f the Codex 
Caraffianus arc, nevertheless, strikingly similar to the most characteristic décisions in the text 
o f the manuscript.

163. Stephanus appears not to have noted down this reading in any o f his editions.
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Jerome’s commentary. W maintains its position in the third edition. Indeed, 
the influence o f Jerom e’s lemma should be minimized, since he uses a future 
(“et hoc non liet”), which is not the same as Ό.

d. Ezek 33:21. With all previous editions, R has the reading “decimo mense,” 
which is based only on the manuscripts of the University of Paris and which 
appears to be an assimilation to the text of Jerom e’s commentary and the 
Hebrew. W appears to be correct in adopting the reading “duodecimo mense” 
of all the other manuscripts. This suggests the influence of ©, but it is not sur
prising that Ό did not alter the Vetus Latina on this point.

In contrast to these improvements, there are unfortunately a few places where W 
appears to have corrupted the text offered by R. Here are two examples:

a. Isa 66:5. Conforming to the majority of early manuscripts, R placed the last 
division of this verse between “abicientes” and “propter,” in agreement with 
the teamim  in llî. W incorrectly placed the division between “meum” and 
“glorificetur,” a displacement that was a facilitation.

b. Jer 17:4. W appears to have been mistaken in reintroducing the reading “suc- 
cendisti,” which comes from a facilitating assimilation to the context. The 
original reading o f D was most likely “succendistis” (in accord with HI), found 
in several early manuscripts and chosen by R (following Stephanus).

5. Uncertainties concerning the Text ofO
The large number of extant early manuscripts of Ό and the interference be

tween the textual history of D and that of Jerome’s commentaries often make 
critical choices difficult. In the course of this research, we have sometimes had to 
admit uncertainty. 164

C. Jerome as Commentator on Ό

As we have seen, the medieval copyists of D were often influenced either by 
their knowledge of Hebrew, or by Jerome’s commentary. But they often failed to 
recognize the fact that those who copied the lemmas in Jerome’s commentary 
may in turn have been influenced by corruptions in the standard text of Ü. Only 
an examination o f the early textual tradition of Jerome’s commentary provides an 
exit from this vicious circle where even the most recent editors of D have some
times been entrapped. Let us look at some examples of this:

(1) Zeph 2:7. For ΠΤ1ΓΡ JV3 rn x tfV  ^ 0  all the editions of D up to and 
including Weber have had “et erit funiculus eius qui remanserit de domo Iuda.” 
Finding the plural “remanserint” in some very early manuscripts, R conjectured 
“eis” instead of “eius.” Here, the lemma of Jerom e’s commentary appears at first

164. This is the ease, for example, in CTATVol. 3, 326 n. 1134; 518:11-15; 552:3-5; 722 
n. 2498; 852 n. 3086; 940:42-941:7.
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glance to confirm the prevailing reading of Ό, since all the editions have “eius qui 
remanserit” with manuscripts aa 1 x. However, all the other manuscripts that we 
consulted have the verb in the plural, in the forms “remanserunt” (f  g w), “re- 
manserint” (a* b c), and the ambiguous “remanser” (h r). At the same time, none 
of the manuscripts has the reading “eis” instead of “eius,” but manuscripts a* f  g 
h r have “his” after this word. These facts would suggest “et erit funiculus eius 
his qui remanserint de domo Iuda”— the reading of the lemma in the first hand of 
the earliest witness, Paris BN lat 1839— as the original reading of 0 . The acciden
tal omission of “his” would have then led to changing the verb to singular to 
adapt it to the context.

(2) Zech 14:5. For *ΗΠ- Ν,’3ΐ DFIOT) all the editions of Ό previous to W have “et 
fugietis ad vallem montium eorum.” However, “montium meorum” is found in 
Jerome’s lemma “according to the Hebrew,” and in all editions prior to that of 
Ad, which corrects it to “montium eorum,” based on the editions of 0 and on the 
Namur manuscript, the single witness that Ad used. In fact, as R tells us, the read
ing “montium meorum,” in the textual tradition of D, was attested by the two 
principal manuscripts of the University of Paris (the Sorbonne and St. Jacques 
manuscripts) and by the manuscript of St. Isidore of Léon. But it can be observed 
that the textual tradition of Jerome is hardly stable, since, in the lemma according 
to the Hebrew, “eorum” is read by c k 1 m* q v w Ad, whereas e f  g h r Greg 
Amer Mar Val read “meorum.” Toward the end o f the commentary, a citation has 
“eorum,” according to 1 q v Greg Amer Mar Val Ad, but “meorum,” according to 
e f  g h k m r. The reading “eorum” thus appears to be the result of a haplography 
that became widespread.

Sometimes Jerome’s commentary, in justifying the authenticity of certain 
broad translations of Ό, provides an understanding of how the translator related 
those translations to the literal sense of the Hebrew that he had in front of him.

(1) Hos 11:6. Here lïï says of the sword: Dil'Ti'tày'ôip n'TDX’l, which Ό translates 
very freely “et comedet capita eorum.” Jerome seems to regret this overly free 
translation, so he paraphrases, “cumque ( . .  .) devoraverit vel capita vel consilia 
eorum.” Then he resumes, “vel vorabunt secundum consilia sua.”

(2) Hos 12:12(11). For 1Π3Τ D translates “bubus immolantes.” In his
commentary, Jerome declares, “non boves diis immolant, sed bobus offerant sac- 
rificia, imitantes errorem Samariae,” in order to explain why he translated with a 
dative even though the noun is not preceded by lamed in the Hebrew. As we have 
suggested, 165 Jerome the translator let himself be influenced by the debatable 
choice of his predecessor Aquila.

(3) Mic 6:16. Ό translates "HOV nij?n ΊΏΓΐΐΙΗ with “et custodisti praecepta 
Omri.” In his commentary, Jerome confirms this reading by explaining that he 
had translated with a verb in the second person singular “propter sermonis conse- 
quentiam.” Indeed, five successive verbs in this form occur in v. 15.

165. Ibid.. 607:15-19.
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(4) Zech 10:11. Ό broadly translates ΓΠ¥ D’3 "QVI w*lh 'et transibit in maris 
freto.” But Jerome states in his commentary that he understood “in mari angusto” 
as alluding to the narrow strait (“brevi freto”) of the Bosphorus.

D. Relationship between Ό and σ '

It is a commonplace from the pens o f Origen, Eusebius, and Jerome that σ ' is 
the clearest o f translators. It is thus understandable that Jerome often takes his in
spiration from that translation when he translates. In CTAT Vol. 3, we pointed out 
a good number of examples which we will simply note here:

1. Ezek 12:10. For ΠΤΠ ΝΦΏΠ Χ ^ Π ,  Ό has “super ducem onus istud,” very 
likely inspired by περι τοΰ αρχοντος το λήμμα τοΰτο, which the Barberini 
manuscript (with the support of Syh) attributes to σ'.

2. Ezek 13:11. For 7Sr), Ό has “quod casurus sit,” which corresponds to σ ' οτι 
πεσεΐται.

3. Ezek 16:30. For nVQN ΠΏ,  σ ' (τίνι καθαριώ τήν καρδίαν σου) and Ο (“in 
quo mundabo cor tuum”) use the same exegesis.

4. Ezek 19:7. For T’h'ÜQVi? translated και εγνω βάρεις αύτοΰ, while α'
had και έκάκωσε χήρας αύτοΰ, and σ ' had εγνωσεν χήρας ποιειν. The simi
larity between the interpretation of σ ' and that of Ό (“didicit viduas facere”) 
is striking.

5. Ezek 24:10. For Π Π ^ Π  Π[7ΊΓη,  σ' translated r»f î \ t - iiV ' the last
word being confirmed by Barberini, which attributes σκευασία to σ '. D under
stood the Hebrew in the same way: “et concoquetur universa compositio.”

6 . Ezek 41:11. σ ' and Ό agree in translating nafcV with εις προσευχήν and “ad 
orationem” and πίΰΠ Difprp with τοΰ τόπου τής προσευχής and “loci ad ora- 
tionem.”

7. Ezek 41:26. For ΓΡ2Π σ ' and 0 agree in a characteristic manner on
ri’àùlai c/y rt and “secundum latera domus.”

8 . Ezek 42:12. For Γφ}π o f 111, Syh attributes t o o ' ^ «  ^
(= place of separation, of retreat), which seems to have inspired “vestibulum 
separatum” of Ό.

9. Hos 4:17-18. For DK3D “ID :f?- nart, the second scholiast of the Barberini
λΤ  : T  κΤ I 1-1“  ’

manuscript attributes εασον αύτόν έπέκλινε τό συμπόσιον αύτών to σ ' and ε'. 
The grouping of two sigla is not at all surprising to see in this scholiast, for 
whom ε' designates a Greek translation of Ό with glosses taken from 
Jerome’s commentary. Indeed, D translates “dimitte eum / separatum est 
convivium eorum.”

10. Hos 8:4. According to Barberini, σ ' translated Π3Τ with άπεβλήθη, andD, too, 
interpreted this verb as a singular passive: “proiectus est.” This concurrence 
might have seemed hardly typical if the word had not been interpreted as an 
imperative by ©: άπότριψαι, the Antiochene recension: άπόρριψον, θ': άπόρ- 
ριψαι, and α': άπώσθησον.



534 Part 3, Section 2, Chapter 2

11. Hos 8 :11. To avoid a simple repetition, σ ' and D both translated the second 
Ntorf? with a noun, whereas ®, S, and implemented various translational 
modifications.

12. Hab 2:1. For '’n n ? in _17V ΙΤψΧ niXlV Π3ΧΧ1, according to
Jerome, σ ' has: “et contemplabor ut videam quid dicatur mihi et quid 
respondeam et contradicam adversum arguentem me.” The reading of 0 is 
almost identical: “et contemplabor ut videam quid dicatur mihi et quid 
respondeam ad arguentem me.”

13. Zech 14:5. Here Jerome explains clearly that “LXX Asael transtulerunt, 
Aquila ipsum verbum hebraicum posuit ASEL per E brevem litteram, The- 
odotio per extensam; solus Symmachus ‘proximum’ interpretatus est quem 
et nos secuti sumus.”

This frequent agreement between Ό and σ ' offers an argument for modifying 
the attributions of certain hexaplaric readings:

1. Ezek 11:15. The fact that D translates with “propinqui tui" recom
mends attributing the reading attested by Syh to σ ' rather
than to a '. The Syh reading contrasts with άγχιστείας, which Barberini 
attributes to a .

2. Ezek 16:7. Regarding Jerome attributes “ad ornatum mulierum”
to σ', and “ad ornatum ornamentorum” to O', whereas Syh attributes 
r<rèJiç.i to σ'. The fact that the reading of Ό (“ad mundum muliebrem”) uses 
the same interpretation as the one Jerome attributes to σ ' recommends 
Jerome over against Syh in the attribution of “ad ornatum ornamentorum”

to θ'.
3. Ezek 41:9. Syh attributes r^èx^.i mèv-j-â.t «..·» œ a ^ to  a as the transla

tion of rPaV ΊψΝ rriyVv nra n in  “IWXl in m. The freedom of this translation 
and the fact that D translates “et interior domus in lateribus domus” makes it 
more likely that it should be attributed to σ'.

III. The Syriac Peshitta
A. The Direct Tradition

For a good number of books in 5 we have an edition166 (= L), thanks to the 
Peshitta Institute of Leiden, that is more reliable than previous ones, where one 
never knew exactly which witnesses were involved in establishing their texts. 
However, there are a few peculiarities that should not go unrecognized by those 
who make use of this edition. First o f all, it is not a critical edition in the sense 
o f the Göttingen edition of © or the San Girolamo edition of 0 , both o f which 
attempt to establish a text more or less eclectically. The Leiden 5 is in the line of 
the Larger Cambridge Septuagint or the Sperber edition of <E, which will be dis

166. 5 (Leiden) in the bibliography.
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cussed below. As the editors could not hope to present a text that could be de
scribed as the original state of the Peshitta, 167 they decided instead to offer the 
text of a good manuscript: Milan Ambros B21 inf (= 7a 1), with a certain number 
of corrections. Indeed, when the reading of 7a 1 does not have the support of two 
manuscripts earlier than the eleventh century, the majority reading from manu
scripts of that era is preferred. P. A. H. de Boer, who was in charge of L, con
cludes that “it seems certain that the Ambrosian manuscript cannot be considered 
the most important witness in view of the problem of reconstructing the original 
Peshitta version.” 168 Accordingly, the text of this edition should always be used 
with a constant awareness of the information furnished in the apparatus. In addi
tion, most of the diacritical and vocalic marks of 7a 1 were disregarded, because 
in many cases it cannot be determined when or by whom they were added, and 
the method that governs their use seems to lack consistency. However, in cases 
where the meaning of a passage is in doubt, diacritical marks have been pre
served or even added.

For CTAT Vol. 3, we used L, Part III, fasc. 3 Ezekiel (prepared by M. J. Mul
ders), published in 1985, and Part III, fasc. 4 Dodekaproplieton (prepared by
A. Gelston) and Daniel-Bel-Draco (prepared by T. Sprey), published in 1980.

1. Seyame.y and Other Pointings in the Manuscripts
In CTAT Vol. 3, we often point out uncertainties regarding the presence or ab

sence of seyame. 169 Uncertainty over diacritical marks explains the confusions 
between the dalet and the re$.170 In spite of these uncertainties, it is unfortunate 
that the editors did not pay more attention to the contribution of their manuscripts 
in the area of punctuation, the importance of which was indicated in the results of 
our research. 171 Accordingly, we often cite the punctuation of 7al in CTAT 
Vol. 3.

2. The Editions
It is unfortunate that L does not mention the readings of previous editions. The 

critical work of the Leiden Institute has allowed us to see that the text of the Mos- 
sul edition172 was clearly superior to that of the Paris and London polyglots,

167. This and other information that follows is taken from the 1977 version o f dc Boer’s 
preface (5 [Leiden] Part 1, fasc. 1, v ii-x).

168. Ibid.. viii.
169. This is the case in CTAT Vol. 3, 2:21-23; 18:35-38; 57:37-40; 135 n. 491; 154:43

44.; 202 n. 786; 259:15-16.; 332 n. 1153; 334 n. 1158; 365 n. 1236; 416:26-27.; 515 n. 1609; 
719:26-27.; 778:45; and 867 n. 3151.

170. Reported in CTAT Vol. 1, 88; CTAT Vol. 2, 114; 128; CTAT Vol. 3, 461 n. 1445; and 
790:9-10.

171. See CTAT Vol. 2, 37; 59; CTAT Vol. 3, 508:53-509:1; 568:5-11; 912:43-48; and 946  
n. 3423.

172. Diettrich says o f the Mossul edition that it is “the first attempt, however modest, to 
reconstruct the text o f the undivided Syriac Church,” and he regrets that this edition is almost 
entirely unknown to the scholarly world (Apparatus, xvii).
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which for three centuries constituted the received text o f 5. We pointed this out 
for Ezek 1:25b; 6:14; 13:20; 43:3; Hos 7:6; 8:13; and Hab 3:14 .173

Occasionally the three texts represented in the polyglots, the Mossul edition, 
and the early manuscripts differ from each other. This was observed in Ezek 
26:17.174 At other times, it is the vocalization that Sionita used in his edition that 
appears to be in error, as in Hos 4:5 . 175 The access to the manuscripts that L pro
vides sometimes places in question the text offered by all previous editions. This 
is the case in Amos 5:16; 5:26; and Hab 2:15.176

B. The Indirect Tradition

The apparatus of L gives no place to the indirect tradition. However, the scho
lia attributed to Ephraem contribute quite interesting textual data, a fact that led 
Diettrich to conclude that “ in the places where Ephraem offers us the text of the 
Peshitta, he transmits a text that has remained free of many of the faults of our 
Peshitta manuscripts.” Here are a few examples encountered in the course of this 
study:

1. Judg 5:21. For the Hebrew D'TpTlp, L offers without a variant. It is
clear that this reading is corrupt. Now, the lemma of Ephraem with the read
ing _*jj5>3.Ta.T is the single witness that appears to have escaped this corruption. 
Indeed, Ishocdad of Merv already attests the corrupt reading.

2. Isa 15:9. According to Diettrich, fo r 'f io n  (1st) andpD'H (2nd) all the editions
and all the manuscripts of 5 have ^ ι . ί .· τ  and However, the lemma in
Ephraem has and

3. Isa 17:2. For the Hebrew “IViV, according to Diettrich, all the editions and
manuscripts of S have But the lemma in Ephraem has 177

4. Isa 44:5. Whereas the entire direct tradition of 5 has rtr-mj here, according to 
Diettrich, Ephraem has r^toAu, which corresponds to the vocalization of the 
Hebrew as a Niphal by σ'.

5. Jer 46:17. While the direct witnesses of the translation of 5 have the doublet 
cnr>o-* corresponding to the Hebrew DU?, Ephraem comments only on the 
second part of the doublet, showing thereby that it must have been the origi
nal translation in S.

6 . Dan 5:14. Whereas all manuscripts known to L translated the word 
(omitted in 0' and 0 ), the fact that an extensive literal quotation by Ephraem 
omits this word raises questions about the original content of S.

173. CTAT Vol. 3, 15:23-28; 34:43-46; 89:40-43; 377:8-11; 540 n. 1702; 555:9-12; and 
876 n. 3183, respectively.

174. Ibid.. 220:1-6.
175. Ibid., 508:48-53.
176. Ibid.. 664 n. 2269; 667 n. 2288: and 850 n. 3071. respectively.
177. Diettrich mistakenly copies it as i ^ c i u r
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7. Dan 11:16. For VP3 in HI, Ephraem has cn.-urtfa, whereas L is only aware of 
the reading » cd a .t. r<3.

At times, it is Ephraem’s exegesis that attests superior vocalizations to those that 
Sionita supplied in the editio princeps of S.

1. Isa 10:27. As an equivalent for the Hebrew the various manuscripts and
editions known to Diettrich have r6 ucc» with or without seyame, 178 which 
signifies “heifer(s).” Ephraem wrote correctly interpreting the word
as “oil.”

2. Isa 42:20. Here Ephraem’s reading of as second person seems preferable 
to Sionita’s reading of it as first person.

3. Jer 5:26. While Sionita read as a plural, Ephraem seems to have been 
correct in reading it as a singular.

4. Jer 46:17. Ephraem interprets the verb «iß as imperative, which corresponds 
better to its spelling without ’alap than Sionita's interpretation of it as a perfect.

5. Dan 8:11. In .τ=_*.<η, the pointing as dalat (instead of res) that L mentions only 
in the most recent of its witnesses finds valuable support in Ephraem.

6 . Hos 4:4. For Ephraem is alone in giving the vocalization that Rosen
müller had conjectured to be original.

C. Relationship to ©

The majority of scholars who have devoted studies to a given book of 5 have 
felt the need to respond to what they regard as a prejudice: the assumed depen
dence of 5 on ©. We should indeed recognize that 5 offers a good number of de
cisions of its own. But, in a work such as this one, which considers a large num
ber of textual problems as such, and attempts to situate the choices of the 
different witnesses with respect to each other, the high frequency of characteris
tic decisions shared by © and S is striking. Listed below are a number of those 
shared decisions that have been dealt with in CTAT Vol. 3.

1. Ezek 12:12. For 13 ’ΗΓ'Π!» ® (και διορύξει τοϋ έξελθεΐν αύτόν δι’
αύτοΰ) has a conjunction before the initial verb and puts the verb in the sin
gular. Then it translates the infinitive as if it had read a Qal. 5 (ri’àvajri’^.o'tèua 
ora xiclsuo ) follows © in these three characteristic alternatives to ITC, whereas 
Ό (“parietem perfodient ut educant eum”) follows 111 on these points: no con
junction, plural verb, and Hiphil infinitive.

2. Ezek 17:22. © and 5 concur in not translating the verb ’’ΠΓΠ'). Then, for UMhû
ηώρχ ]̂Ί P n ip r  ,5  has< n^ ^ a, where the w o rd en ^  has noth
ing corresponding to it in 111. This must have been motivated by the Antio
chene ©: έκ καρδίας κορυφής αύτής.

178. Ishocdad o f Merv reads this word, without seyam e (Commentaire).
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3. Ezek 21:28(23). S and <5 concur in not translating the three words
□nV n iy r n ÿ .

4. Ezek 22:12. Through assimilation in ©, the verb nnj?1? received the same
translation έλαμβάνοσαν έν σοί as the preceding verb 5 did the
same, repeating

5. Ezek 23:37. It is surprising to see 5 translate with κ Ία -υ  here. It
appears to be motivated by the reading έν πυρί, found in Papyrus 967 of ©.

6 . Ezek 26:20. Instead of © has μηδέ άνασταθής. S appears to
depend on that reading, with rAc\.

7. Ezek 33:31. Corresponding to ΠΏΠ biTD3 D,3JV- ,3, © has only cm 
ψεύδος έν τώ στύματι αύτών. The same is found in 5, where it has
_ n m > n n » i- i  rr'A'n \ T .

8 . Ezek 39:14. © and 5 agree in omitting □,Ί3}7Π- ΓΙΧ, which they probably did 
not know how to interpret.

9. Ezek 42:3. 5 (r<±ià\) is probably motivated by ©, which has αί πύλαι instead
of in m.

10. Ezek 42:4. For ΠΠΚ ΠφΧ ^T( ri',7p’’3Dn-,7X, © gives only έπι πήχεις εκατόν τό 
μήκος, which S abridges even further to n^ion io .

1 1. Ezek 46:22. When 9 renders rfVipj? ΓΠΊΧΠ with r^Svaräi r<rii, it is probably 
following αύλή μικρά in ©.

12. Ezek 47:2. Here where © had translated Dv7j? Π^3Π ^73 f ir in  in îïï
with πρός τήν πύλην τής αύλής τής βλεπούσης κατά άνατολάς, 5 followed 
suit, translating Γώυ.τ=τΔ - t r ^  ι<^ίά\ Λ .̂. These two translations assim
ilated to 4 6 :1, where one finds ΠϊδΠ 'nW3SΠ *1ΧΠΠ

13. Ezek 47:8. By assimilation to the third or last word of the verse, the second 
occurrence of ΠΏΤΙ was understood as D’QH by both © and S.

14. Ezek 47:18, 20. In these two places, zIDäö was understood as a verbal form 
(probably TSÄÖ) by © (with διορίζει) and 5 (:mAs9 and pjA ^ja).

15. Dan 9:22. For © has και προσήλθε, which stands behind γ̂ γΛ» in S.
16. Dan 10:1. From ΊΖΠΠΤΊΝ © made a single phrase, apparently

reading instead o f και τό πλήθος τό ισχυρόν διανοηθήσεται τό 
πρόσταγμα. 5 does the same, with κΛ...-in.

17. Hos 2:8(6). Instead of Π'Ί'ΙΞΓΓΙΝ ‘’ΓΠΙλΊ, © offers και άνοικοδομήσω τάς όδούς 
αύτής. S does the same, with aiA^ü* ^eu»r<ra.

18. Hos 4:4. Corresponding to ’D'HQ? in lïï, © has ώς άντιλεγόμενος ίερευς. S
takes its inspiration from this, giving rcyax^ oyri·.

19. Hos 4:14-15. © joins ΠΪΓΠΚ 0^^  as και ό λαός ού συνίων συνε-
πλέκετο μετά πόρνης. 5 does likewise, with » r.·^ rô>ü.

20. Hos 6:9. Instead of ]̂"Π □’’3Π3 "ΠΠ, where lit has first a noun, then separates 
the last two words with a zaqef qaton, © read first a plural verb, then made 
the second word its subject and the third word its complement: έκρυψαν 
ίερεις όδόν. 5 inherited these alternatives: r<uiar<3 rCjcü^
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21. Hos 11:2. For DiT35?p in 111, 5 has This reading is actually a short
ened form of ©: έκ προσώπου μου, αύτοί, which assumes the division 
DH in the Hebrew.

· ·  -  t  ·

22. Joel 2:23. Instead of ρΦΧ"]3, which requires knowledge of Holy Land mete
orology in order to be understood, © (καθώς εμπροσθεν) translates as if it 
had read pWXIS. -> „soi υ γ κ \  was clearly motivated by ©.

23. Mic 2:8. Instead of nftVu? in îïï, © offers τής ειρήνης αύτοϋ, as if it had read
nbViy. With 5 follows the same alternative. Immediately afterwards,
for "ΠΧ, © makes a possessive explicit, with τήν δοράν αύτοϋ, as S will do 
with In the second part of the verse, instead of □‘HDVO in Î1T, © has
τοΰ άφελέσθαι, as if it had read 5 does the same, with Ά -».

24. Nah 1:12. For H'VpVtt? DX in îïï, © has κατάρχων ύδάτων, suggesting a differ
ent word division: DO ^ ^ ( X ) .  S, for its part, has Λ_ι.. which sug
gests that, in reading the Greek scriptio continua , it divided the words κατ’ 
άρχών ύδάτων.

25. Zeph 2:2. Instead of the Hebrew pfl rnV, © has γενέσθαι ύμδς. 5 is influ
enced by this when it reads ^iacnà\. Then, neither © nor 5 translates the first 
□V.

26. Zeph 2:6. It is striking that 5 has a conflated reading in which ΓΠ3 is trans
lated twice: once from the Hebrew with γ<ι_..·ι , and a second time from ©, 
when it translates Κρήτη νομή (where νομή renders ni} and Κρήτη corre
sponds to the following ΓΓΙ3) with retaining the transpo
sition in ©.

27. Zeph 3:9-11. In v. 9, for the words 1ΠΧ DDtfj, 5 offers uj nri. m , which is
motivated by ύπό ζυγόν ενα in ©. In v. 10, the absence of a translation of 
’XISTQ "ΗΓΐν by 5 confirms the fact that © had not translated these words. In 
v. 11, for in îïï, S has ,μ ·«, which translates the words άπό σοΰ in ©.

28. Zeph 3:18. For 1V1ÖÖ '’3113 in îïï, © offers ώς έν ήμερα εορτής, which moti
vates 5, with pûflcuai ι/y  γ<τ. Both versions understand this phrase
as the ending of the previous verse.

29. Hag 2:6. The words X’il DVp are translated by neither © nor 5.

The dependence of 5 on ©, such as it has been detected in the course of our 
study, is often indisputable and it is almost constant. Is it an original feature or 
does it involve secondary contamination? The earliest witness of 5 is Aphra- 
hat, 179 and it is interesting to check the four points where his biblical citations 
match up with the points of contact that we have just found between © and 5. In 
Dan 9:22, 10 :1, and Hag 2:6, he already attests the “Septuagintalisms” of 5 . 180 In 
contrast, in Hos 11:2 the citation in Aphrahat is more free, departing from both ©

179. Aphraatcs (Parisot).
180. Ibid., vol. 1, Dem XIX 9, Dem XIX 13, and Dem XIX 6, respectively.
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and 111 more than the received text of S does. 181 In our limited probe, we did not 
encounter a single case where Aphrahat presented a text that one could call un
touched by the influences from © that we pointed out above.

The same is true for Ephraem, the other witness that provides access to a tex
tual state earlier than that of our manuscripts. Indeed, in all the places where the 
extant fragments of his commentary intersect with the selected passages influ
enced by ©— that is, in Ezek 17:22; 47:8; Hos 4:4; 4:14-15; 6:9; 11:2; Mic 2:8; 
Nah 1:12; Zeph 2:2; 3:9-10; 3:18; and Hag 2:6— Ephraem exhibits the same in
fluences. 182 From the various cases that have been treated up to this point, it can 
thus be concluded that, as far back as we can go, 5 is revealed as translating a text 
very close to 111 while keeping an eye on © . That is, for the textual criticism of I I I , 
it has very limited significance.

IV. The Targum

A. The Sperber Edition

The lack of a truly critical edition is most sorely felt in the case of C. Sperber’s 
edition scarcely merits that title. The textual tradition of Œ is certainly too com
plex to allow one to reproduce the text of a Yemenite manuscript, in some ways a 
poor choice, 183 and then to claim to have found “the Targum” in it. For this rea
son we have always supplemented the information furnished by Sperber with 
other information taken from various witnesses, a number of which are not found 
in his apparatus, which furthermore does not reproduce any Tiberian vocaliza
tion. For a critical look at the Sperber edition, the index of authors cited in CTAT 
Vol. 1 and CTAT Vol. 2 refers the reader to places where it is discussed.

In the course of our study we have found a certain number of inaccurate data 
in the Sperber apparatus. 184 We have also found a good number of cases where 
the manuscript London BL Or 2211 (= v) whose text Sperber reproduces for the 
Latter Prophets185 appears to be completely isolated in the reading it offers. 186 
Independently of those cases where Sperber’s textual choice is particularly ques
tionable, there are numerous other cases where both the limited choice of wit

181. Ibid., Dem XVII 4.
182. See Ephraem, Hymni, and Ephraim (Benedietus).
183. As is known, Sperber claims to find in this Yemenite manuscript a I  from the Babylo

nian tradition. In CTAT Vol. 3, 1005 n. 3584, we found evidence that its Hebrew text is more 
“Western” than “Oriental.” In CTAT Vol. 2, 840, we saw that it disagreed with an authentic 
Babylonian manuscript.

184. This is the case in CTAT Vol. 2, 695; CTAT Vol. 3, 221:23-25 and n. 844; 550:28-30;
648:34; 717:29-30; 913:10 and n. 3321; and 1029:31-32 and n. 3665.

185. He claims to depart from it only when a scribc has committed an obvious error.
186. In this regard, sec CTAT Vol. 2, 777; 813; 833; CTAT Vol. 3, 81:6 and n. 215; 274:7

12; 588:8 and n. 1920; 614:26 and n. 2039; 642:41-42; 747:4 and n. 2595; 762:40 and n.
2654; 852:37-38 and n. 3087; and 856:15 and n. 3110.
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nesses cited in the critical apparatus and the bias of not offering any Tiberian vo
calization make it impossible for the user of his edition to obtain an accurate 
representation of the complexity of the textual situation . 187

It is understandable, then, that in this deplorable situation of the edition of Tar
gum Jonathan, we have not limited ourselves to reproducing the text edited by 
Sperber. We have checked almost all the witnesses that he cites (with the Mon- 
tefiore manuscript being the only one of these witnesses to which we did not have 
direct access). We have added two manuscripts to these:188 Vatican Urbinates I 
and Berlin Or fol 1-4, as well as two editions: the Walton polyglot (London) and 
the Miqraot Gedolot (Levensohn). We have then attempted to make an indepen
dent choice. When this choice had consequences for the relationship between C 
and !Tt, we have tried to trace the motivation for the choice. But, many times, we 
have had to abandon explaining the motivation when the extent of the reasoning 
would have created an imbalance in our treatment of the textual witnesses. In
deed, in most cases, C testifies to an early Jewish exegesis rather than to an inde
pendent Hebrew Vorlage.

B. Yemenite and Tiberian Targums

It was in the book of Lamentations that we were able to point out significant 
differences between the Yemenite readings and the Tiberian readings, two textual 
forms that are clearly distinct and fairly well defined. 189 In CTAT Vol. 3 we 
sometimes found— although in a less clearcut way— traces of a distinction be
tween two traditions that could have a similar origin . 190

187. This can be observed in CTAT Vol. 1, 54; 66-67; 377; 391; CTATVol. 2, 65; 364-65; 
551; 553; 561; 587; 611; 647; 681; 695; 704; 709; 774; 810; 829; 840; 845; 847-48; CTAT 
Vol. 3, 27:34-38; 287:30-39 and nn. 1049 and 1050; 368:47-49; 378:21-24; 379:28-33; 
509:2 and n. 1577; 532:17-18 and n. 1672; 607:6 and n. 2010; 638:19-22; 640:8 and n. 2167; 
642:38-43; 645:22-28; 648:32-37; 664:39 and n. 2270; 667:5 and n. 2289; 682:18 and n. 
2351 and 2352; 717:29-34; 718:43-46 and n. 2476; 730:18-23 and nn. 2530-2533; 738:18
27; 740:38-40; 747:4 and n. 2596; 752:13 and n. 2620; 758:3-6; 759:46 and nn. 2636 and 
2637; 806:32 and nn. 2857-2860; 814:4-5 and n. 2894: 817:5 and n. 2912; 822:8 and n. 2930; 
827:29 and nn. 2940 and 2941; 836:24-25 and nn. 2992-2998; 839:19 and n. 3015; 848:36
38; 850:20-21 and nn. 3072-3075; 852:37-38 and n. 3087; 856:15 and n. 3 1 1 1; 870:35-36  
and nn. 3162-3165; 876:14-17 and n. 3184; 878:30-33 and nn. 3195 and 3196; 889:28 and n. 
3228; 892:50 and n. 3241; 894:37 and n. 3245; 895:49 and n. 3247; 912:49 and n. 3320; 
913:8-11; 926:48-49: 935:42 and n. 3389: 945:1-4: 963:6-9: 980:40-42; 991:9-14; 1002:33 
and n. 3578; 1019:14-16 and n. 3633; 1021:2 and n. 3635; and 1029:30-36.

188. For Isaiah we have also referred to the triglot manuscript Paris BN hebr 1325. For 
Lamentations we added the manuscripts Milan Ambros B35 inf, Parma Palat 3218 (= dc Rossi 
7), Hamburg hebr 4, and Copenhagen hebr 11.

189. CTAT Vol. 2, 863; 865; 868-69; 876; 886; 888; 891; 896; 898; 903 -4 ; 908; 910; 
and 913.

190. For Ezek 12:12(78:18-21); 16:36(103:16-17); 16:43 (105:15-16); 17:9(121:14-15); 
21:21(16) (173:47-48); 30:17 (248:28-33); Hos 4:17 (513:41-42); 7:15 (542:43 and n. 1716);
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The critical apparatuses of BHK2,3 and BHS have customarily mentioned the 
“versio arabica,” referring to the version with that title in the Walton polyglot.

A. The Arabic in the Polyglot

In its first four volumes, the Paris polyglot presented the OT texts and versions 
that constitute the Antwerp polyglot. It then took the initiative of adding other 
textual states of these books, accompanied by their translations into Latin, in vol
umes six to nine: a Syriac translation (which was the editio princeps of the 
Peshitta) and an Arabic translation. For the Pentateuch, the Samaritan text and a 
Samaritan targum were added to this. The Walton polyglot was confined to repro
ducing the Arabic versions of the Paris edition, filling them in here and there 
where they were lacking, as we will describe.

The Arabic versions of the entire Bible (minus the first book of Maccabees) 
were edited from 1635 to 1645 by Gabriel Sionita and Jean Hesronita (respon
sible for the vocalization of the Arabic and for the Latin translation) on the basis 
of Paris BN arab 1. This manuscript was brought from the Orient by François Sa- 
vary de Brèves, French ambassador to the Sublime Porte from 1591 to 1606. He 
had probably purchased it early in 1606 in Cairo where he was in contact with the 
priest Fadilallâh, who copied some books there (Proverbs, among others). The 
copy of the Prophets had been completed there in December 1584 by cAbd Rab- 
bihi b. Mohammed . . .  as-Sacrâni al Ansâri. In the colophon, he states that the 16 
prophets that he copied had been translated by the priest El cAIam of Alexandria 
from an ancicnt Greek manuscript written in scriptio continua . 191 The manu
script Vatican arab 445, copied in 1583 by Fadilallâh, contains only the 16 proph
ets translated by the same priest El cAlam of Alexandria. It is stated there that the 
archetype for it was a manuscript deposited in the library of the church of Notre- 
Dame Martamariam in the Zuwailat al Kubra Quarter of Cairo, a manuscript pro
duced from the original of the translation by George, the son of the priest Abu’l 
Mufaddal, in 1356. Another manuscript, London BL Or 1326, contains Ezekiel, 
Daniel, and the New Testament. The copy of the Old Testament was completed in 
1585 by the priest Fadilallâh.

V. The Arabic Versions

10:12 (584:29-30 and n. 1906); Amos 3:5 (646:33 and nn. 2188-2191); 3:11 (649:15-21); 4:3 
(654:2-5 ,11-14 ,30-42); 8:11(687:11-15); 9:11 (695:26-27 and n. 2406); Obad 20 (702:36
37); 21 (705:40-41); Mic 1:11 (722:32 and n. 2499); 4:6 (745:27-33); Hab 3:8 (867:4-7); 3:13 
(873:26 and n. 3176); Zeph 3:7 (906:11 and n. 3293); and Zech 3:5 (946:20-23).

191. The colophon was reproduced by Eichhorn (Einleitung, vol. 1, 5 3 4 -3 5 ) and his inter
pretation o f it was corrected by Vaccari (“Versioni,” first article). For Isa 44:20-45:10, while 
the manuscripts that we will discuss do indeed have the translation made from ©, the Paris 
manuscript— and therefore the polyglots— have a translation in which a Hebrew base can be 
discerned, with influences from 5 and the glosses.
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Finally, one last manuscript contributes valuable supplementary information 
on the origins of this Arabic version o f the 16 prophets. London BL Or 1314 con
tains the Twelve Prophets and Daniel in Coptic and Arabic. Its colophon states 
that the Arabic copy was completed January 5, 1374, on the basis of an exemplar 
from the hand of the patriarch Anba Younis ( The Arabic translator of the
Greek was Father El cAlam of Alexandria. For most of the Coptic patriarchs the 
name “John" was written Among those for whom it was written
the one that is most likely meant here is Younis the Damascene, 192 who occupied 
the patriarchal throne from January 3 1 ,1 3 6 3 , to July 13, 1369 . Through this Lon
don manuscript and the Vatican manuscript, we thus have knowledge of two ar
chetypes of the translation o f the prophets by the priest El cAlam, one of them 
copied from the original in 1356 and the other probably copied around the same 
time (before Younis became patriarch) and certainly before 1374.

All this enables us to situate the work of the translator El cAlam around 1350. 
In any case, there is no reason to push it back to the tenth century, as Vaccari con
jectured without any clear argument. 193 Indeed, it would be hard to explain how 
there was not a word breathed about this translation for 4 0 0  years, while several 
copyists suddenly became interested in it in the third quarter of the fourteenth 
century. The facts just related furnish us with quite specific information on the 
origin and era of the translation of the 16 prophets.

In the eighth treatise included in Volume VI of the Walton polyglot, Edward 
Pocock demonstrated that the Arabic version of the Pentateuch included in the 
polyglots is Saadya’s, but that it received interpolations before entering into the 
Paris manuscript. These facts are confirmed by a preface to the Arabic translation 
of the Pentateuch that is included in the Paris manuscript, but was not published 
in the polyglot. The translator explains precisely how he proceeded:

I studied the translation of Sheikh Sa'îd. the rabbi of Fayyum, letting myself be 
guided by his words, since he is the most celebrated of translators and the most 
insightful of interpreters among the men of his religion. . . . Thus I made the 
copy that follows this preface from his version.. . .  And I relied on a very com
petent Jew. . . .  He had with him a Hebrew exemplar from which he read in 
Arabic, at the same time that I had in hand the copy I had made of the version 
of the Fayyumite. I also had before me various Arabic versions, one of which 
was made from the Hebrew by some very erudite Samaritans, and the others 
from the Greek.

At the end of the Arabic translation of Joshua, the following colophon appears 
in the polyglot: “End of the book of Joshua translated from the Hebrew into

192. This is according to the appendix to the Chronicon Orientale o f  Ibn Rahib (Rahib, 
Chronicon , text, 143 and translation, 153). Indeed, the previous one would have been Younis 
Abu’l Madjd. patriarch from 1207 to 1225.

193. “Versioni,” first article, 410-12 .
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Arabic.” At the end o f Job the colophon reads: “The author of the exemplar 
from which this was copied mentioned that this book was translated from the 
Syriac into Arabic.”

Outside of the Pentateuch and Joshua, there may have been contacts with the 
Hebrew text, but the Arabic version is essentially dependent on © or on 5. Ac
cording to Nestle, 194 the following sections are dependent on 5: Judges. Ruth, 
Samuel, 1 Kgs 1-11 (with 1 Kgs 12-2 Kgs 12:16 translated from the Hebrew),
2 Kgs 12:17 to the end. Chronicles, Nehemiah 9:28 to the end (the beginning of 
this book being translated from the Hebrew, a fact that Rudolph disputes), and 
Job. The Prophets (apart from certain sections of Ezekiel that we will discuss) 
and the other poetic books would have been translated from ©.

B. The Translation o f  Pethion ibn Ayyub al-Sahhar

The earliest translator of the Bible into Arabic for whom we have a significant 
portion of his work is the Nestorian Pethion ibn Ayyub al-Sahhar, who translated 
from S. Among the translations that are expressly attributed to him, we can cite 
one of Jeremiah appearing in Milan Ambros C58 inf (copied in 1226) where the 
attribution is the most explicit, London BL Or 5918 (thirteenth or fourteenth cen
tury), and Oxford Bodl Seid Arch A 67 (1458), as well as a translation of Job in 
London BL Or 1326. There he is described as “the translator” ( Pethion
ibn Ayyub is also mentioned by Abulfaraj Muhammad an-Nadîtn (tenth century) 
in his Fihrist, in the list of those who translated works written in a foreign lan
guage into Arabic; there he describes him as being “the most accurate in interpre
tation and the most elegant in expression.” 195 In addition to the translation of 
Jeremiah and Job, he can probably be credited with the translations of Isaiah, 
Ezekiel and Daniel, as well as a translation o f Ben Sira. It is unfortunate that only 
samples of Pethion’s work have been published up to now . 196

It was from the Oxford manuscript of Pethion’s translation that the Walton 
polyglot supplemented the Arabic version of the Paris polyglot. This happened in 
one passage where the Arabic in the Paris manuscript had a lacuna (Ezek 24:6
27), and in other passages absent in © that served as the base for El cAlam’s trans
lation (Isa 2:22; 23:13; 38:15; 44:2; 65:13; Jer 7:1;197 8:10-12; 10:6-8, 10; 11:7— 
8 ; 17:1-4; 25:7, 13; 26:26; 28:45-48; 31:45-47; 32:14; 34:1, 7, 13-14, 19; 35:5; 
36:14, 16-20; 37:10-11, 22; 40:14-26; 46:4-13; 52:2-3, 28-30; Lam 3:22-24,
29, 55-57; Ezek 11:12; 13:4; 27:32; 42:17, 19).

194. “Arabische,” 94.
195. Abulfaraj (al-Nadim), Fihrist, 24,5.
196. The first six chapters o f Jeremiah, published by R. M. Frank (“Jeremias”).
197. For Jeremiah, we give the © chapter and verse, since the Walton polyglot presents the 

Arabic text in the order o f the Greek text.
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C. Use o f  the A rabic Versions in BHK 2-! and BHS

Textual critics of the last three centuries have displayed most clearly either 
their passivity or their caprice in the way the Arabic versions have been used. We 
recounted above by what circuitous routes the Arabic versions made their way 
into the Paris polyglot, versions made for the most part around the middle of the 
fourteenth century and based on a Greek of the Alexandrian type, and for a more 
limited portion, toward the end of the ninth century from the Syriac. For fear of 
omitting something, Walton integrated them (and supplemented them) in the 
London polyglot, so that from the middle of the seventeenth century, textual crit
ics have habitually cited “the Arabic version” as one of the textual witnesses 
from which they were fond of garnering support.

What follows are approximate (some references may have escaped our quick 
survey of the apparatuses) but instructive data on the use of the Arabic in BHK2·3 
and BHS.

References in italics = BHK2 alone; underlined = BHK3 alone; bold = BHK2,3; 
l a r g e  b o ld  = BHK2·3 and BHS; l a r g e  i t a l i c  = BHK2 and BHS; l a r g e  u n d e r 
l i n e d  = BHK3 and BHS; s m a l l  c a p s  = BHS alone.

Gen 4 : 1 5 ;  1 8 : 2 1 ;  2 8 : 2 2 ;  2 9 : 2 ,  3 ; 31:30, 32; 3 9 : 7 5 ;  4 3 : 8 ;  4 6 : 5 ;  Judg 1 : 1 1 ;  
5:17, 2 7 ,  23; 1 Sam 2 7 : 2 ;  1 Kgs 1 0 : 1 3 ;  1 1:25; Isa 1 9 : 1 8 ;  3 5: 9;  Jer 2 : 2 ,  7, 9, 18 
( 2 x ) ,  27 ,  29,  3 1 ;  3:4, 16 ; 4 : 3 ,  4  ( 2 x ) ,  10, 19 ; 5:13, 17, 25  ( 3 x ) ,  26; 6:4,  15; 7 : 4 ,  20 
( 3 x ) ;  8:10; 9 : 3 ,  11, 19, 2 5 ;  1 0 : 2;  1 1 : 7 5 ;  1 2 : 5;  1 3 :5,  12; 1 4 : 7 7  ( 2 x ) ;  1 5 : 1 , 1 1 ;  
1 6 : 4 ,  9;  1 7 : L  2  ( 2 x ) ,  3 ,  20;  I 8 : ] 2 ;  2 0 : 3 ,  12; 2 1 : 9 ,  12, 13; 2 2 : 1 5 ,  2 7 ;  2 3 : 6 ,  10, 
77:17. 7 9 ,  2 9 ;  2 4 : 1 ,  8; 2 6: i o ,  18; 2 7 : 1 ,  & ( 2 x ) ,  7 5 ;  2 9 : 7 ,  13 ( 2 x ) ,  14; 3 0 : 1 5 ;  3 1 : 5 ,
1 2 ,  19, 2 1 .  23 ( 2 x ) ,  24.  37 ( 2 x ) ;  3 2 : 3 ,  5 ( 2 x ) ,  6, 14,  36;  3 3 :7 ,  8, 9, 21;  3 5 : 4 ,  7 7 ;  
3 6: 2 ,  1 2  ( 2 x ) ,  1 7 ;  3 8 : L  2 7 ;  4 1 : 2 ,  5; 42:8, 17, 20; 44:20,  21. 28: 4 8 : 1 ,  1 7 ;  4 9 : 2 ,  8,
27 ,  30;  5 1 : 5 ,  J_L 23, 34,  59,  64 : 5 2 : 2 9 ;  Ezek 1 : 3,  7, 13, 15, 17, 23 ( 2 x ) ;  2 : 2 ,  5, 8, 
10 ( 2 x ) ;  3 : 1 , 13 ,14 ,15;  4:8; 5 : 1 4 , 15; 6:3,11;  7 : 5 , 15, 2 4 ;  8 : 7 2 , 15; 9 : L  3 ( 2 x ) ,  6,
7 ,  9;  1 0 : 1 ,  4 ,  8; 1 1:7, 1 5 ,  1 7 ,  20 ;  1 4 : 1 5 ;  1 6 : 7 7 ,  30;  1 7 : 2 2 ;  1 8 : 2 3 ,  2 4  ( 2 x ) ,  26 ,  29,  
3 0 ;  1 9 : 1 ,  2 ,  7,  1 1 ;  2 0 : 7 2 ,  2 2 ,  3\_, 36;  2 1 : 3 ,  10, 2 0,  2Λ; 22:24;  2 3 : 4 9 ;  2 5 : 3 ,  7  ( 2 x ) ,
8,  11; 26:8:17 ( 3 x ) ;  2 7 : 3 ,  12, 2 7  ( 2 x ) ;  2 8 : 2 ,  1 4 ,  22 ( 3 x ) ,  23 ( 2 x ) ,  25;  2 9 : 4 .  1 1 ,  ] 4 ,  
20 ;  3 0: 2 ,  3,  1 2 ;  3 1 : 3 ,  5,  1 4  ( 2 x ) ;  32:14,  20.  2 L  23,  25,  26,  27 ,  2 8,  29;  33 :5,  6,  11, 
1 3 , 1 6 .  19.  2 2 ,  26,  2 8;  3 4 : 2 ,  1 7 ,  31; 3 5 : 3 ,  8 , _14; 3 6 : 4 ,  5,  9;  3 8 : 5,  7 7 ;  39: 7 ,  K ) ,  J_3, 
Γ 7 ;  4 0 : 3 ;  4 5 : L  4 7 : 8 ;  P rov 1 : 1 6 :  Job 9 : 7 7 ;  1 4 : 7 2 ;  Dan 1 : 1 1 , 1 5 :  2 : 2 4 ;  5 : 1 4 ;  7 : 2 5 ;  

9 : 7 3 ,  16,  20, 23, 26;  1 0 : 1 2 ,  \3,  16;  1 L L  4 5:  Ezra 2:46, 50; 4:2; 5:17; 6:2, 2 2 ;  8:28; 
1 0: 1 ,  6; Neh 2:8 ; 3:20 ( 2 x ) ;  4:10;  5 : 7 ;  6 : 3,  7, 14; 8 : 1 4 ;  9:8 , 18 ( 2 x ) ,  22, 35 ; 1 0 : 2 ;  
12:35, 46 ( 2 x ) ;  13:9,  15. 16. 18 . 2 9 ;  1 Chr 1 :17 ( 2 x ) ,  36, 42, 50; 2:6, 15, 16, 18, 29; 
3 : 1 ,  12, 19, 21; 4:29,  41; 5 : 1 ,  4 ( 2 x ) ,  7, 14, 23, 4 i; 6:13 ( 2 x ) ,  29, 39, 49, 54; 7 : l,  3, 4, 6 

( 2 x ) ,  20,23; 8:4, 5, 31, 33, 37; 9 :2 ,5 ,1 5  ( 2 x ) ,  17, 2 4 ,4 i; 10:3; 1 l : i o ,  14 ( 2 x ) ,  37,40; 12:33, 
34; 1 3 : 7 ;  14:1, 11,  13, 16; 15:12; 16:13, 27 ( 2 x ) ,  30, 33, 38; 1 7 : i i ;  18:3, 8, 10, 13, 16; 
19:15, 16, 17; 20:2 , 5; 21:26; 22:2  ( 2 x ) ;  24:15; 25:3; 2 6 : 1, 2; 28:2;  29:4 , 22; 2 Chr 1:5; 
2:9; 3:2,  3 ( 2 x ) ,  4 ( 2 x ) ,  6; 6:5- 6 , 28, 32; 7:9, 21; 8:8, 15; 9:24; 10:4, 16, is; 13:2 ( 2 x ) ,  
23; 14:6 ( 2 x ) ,  8; 15:16; 16: 6,  8; 17:7 ( 2 x ) ,  8; 18:14 ( 2 x ) ,  30; 1 9 : 11; 2 0 : 17; 21:2; 22:2,
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5, 9, 1 2 ;  23:14; 24:7, 27 ; 25:8, 15; 26:5, 23; 27:5: 28:1; 3 0 : 1 8 ,  27 (2x); 31:3, 1 3  
(2x); 32:4,28, 32; 33:16; 34:6; 35:3,4, 12; 36:6,9, 17. — In a list o f addenda to BHK2: 
Gen 28:75.

It can be seen that, among the contributors to BHK1,2, it was Rothstein (Jere
miah and Ezekiel) who made the greatest use of the “Arabic version.” Then came 
Kittel himself (Genesis, Judges, Samuel, Kings, Isaiah, Chronicles) and, in iso
lated cases, Beer (Proverbs, Job) and Löhr (Daniel, Ezra and Nehemiah). In con
trast, those who appear to have made no use of it are Ryssel, S. R. Driver, 
Nowack, Buhl, and Dalman.

In BHK3, Rothstein was succeeded by Rudolph (in Jeremiah) and Bewer (in 
Ezekiel). Rudolph eliminated 55 references to the Arabic, kept 39, and added 25 
new ones. Bewer eliminated 34, kept 60, and added 31 new ones. It is striking 
that Rudolph, who inherited Numbers in BHK3 from Ryssel (who, in BHK1·2, 
made no use of the Arabic), did not make use o f it either, even though Saadya’s 
version (which here is a fairly direct source of the Arabic in the polyglots) would 
have furnished a much more direct contact with the Hebrew. In BHK3 Kittel re
tained responsibility for Genesis, Judges, Samuel, Kings, and Isaiah. For these 
books he kept 16 of the 20 references that he made to the Arabic, and appears not 
to have added any new ones. Beer retained the reference that he made to the 
Arabic in Prov 1:16, but eliminated the two that he had made in Job 9 :1 1 and 
14:12. The book of Daniel went from Löhr to Baumgartner, who retained six of 
Löhr’s ten references to the Arabic and added five new ones. Löhr’s single men
tion of the Arabic in Ezra (6:22) was eliminated by Schaeder-Begrich in BHK3, 
but (in the only such case!) would be reintroduced by Rudolph in BHS, while in 
Nehemiah and Chronicles, Begrich retained the 28 references of Löhr and Kittel, 
without adding any new ones.

The case of BHS is very interesting. One notes a general decline in the influ
ence exerted by the “Arabic version”: Eissfeldt retained only four of Kittel’s ref
erences in Genesis, and appears not to have added any. Of those that Kittel made 
in Judges, Meyer retained only one, and Winton Thomas did the same in Isaiah, 
while de Boer and Jepsen omitted those in Samuel and Kings. In Ezekiel, Eiliger 
eliminated all those that Bewer had offered, but he introduced a new one in 
2 5 :11. In Proverbs, the reference that Beer had retained was omitted by Fichtner. 
In Daniel, Baumgartner retained only three of the 11 references that he had of
fered in BHK3. Rudolph retained only 15 of the 64 mentions of the Arabic that he 
had offered for Jeremiah in BHK3, adding one new one. But the most interesting 
phenomenon is the initiative that he took in the books of Ezra-Nehemiah and 
Chronicles. Although he had concluded in 1949, regarding Ezra and Nehemiah, 
that “interesting as the study of the Arabic version may be, what one extracts 
from it to gain access to the original Masoretic Text is very limited,” 198 he added

198. Rudolph, Esra, XXI.
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17 new references to the Arabic for these two books in BHS in 1976. And in 
1955, regarding the books of Chronicles, he noted that “because it was a late 
achievement, the Arabic contributes almost nothing to the reconstruction of the 
Masoretic Text,” 199 an observation that did not prevent him in 1975 from adding 
143 new references to the Arabic version of Chronicles in BHS. One is forced to 
conclude that these initiatives point to a conception of the critical apparatuses as 
more decorative than argumentative.

D. The Jewish Versions o f  the Tenth Century

As we have seen, the Arabic version of the Torah realized by Saadya Gaon 
was known in Western exegesis from the time that it became part of the Paris 
polyglot. However, another Arabic version of the Torah had already been pub
lished at Leiden by T. Erpenius in 1622, from a North African manuscript in Ara
bic characters in the Scaliger collection .200 As Eichhorn concluded on the basis 
of the characteristics of this ultra-literal translation, it has a good chance of hav
ing been produced only shortly before it came into Scaliger’s hands.

Oddly, it was not until the publication of a sample of the Psalms commentary 
of Yefet ben Ely in 1846 by L. Bargès, and then of his entire translation of the 
Psalms in 1861,201 that Western exegetes discovered that other Jewish translators 
besides Saadya had, only shortly after him in the second half of the tenth century, 
translated almost all of the Hebrew Bible into Arabic and provided commentary, 
also in that language. Since they were earlier and made directly from the Hebrew, 
the translations and commentaries of Saadya Gaon, Salmon ben Yeruham, and 
Yefet ben Ely should have aroused more interest on the part of critics of the He
brew Bible than did the Arabic translations of the Paris and London polyglots. 
For this reason, we have devoted considerable attention to them in our research.

199. Rudolph. Chronikbücher, VII.
200. Turatu Musci (Erpenius).
201. Yefet (Bargès 1846) and Yefet (Bargès 1861).
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Relationships between the 
Versions and the Text

Before offering a critique on the use of the versions by recent textual criticism 
of the Hebrew text of the Bible, we would like to bring together a number of 
cases treated in the first three volumes of our research.1 They involve, first of all, 
cases where an attempt to retrace the history of the interpretation of 111 led us to 
conclude that certain peculiarities of ancient versions in which it once seemed 
possible to detect the presence of variants in their Hebrew Vorlage, should rather 
be understood as the early emergence of traditional interpretations that medieval 
Jewish interpreters would take up later. Then, there are several cases where we 
have concluded that these interpretational traditions very likely reflect textual ac
cidents. Finally, we present other cases where the interpretation in question is so 
strongly suggested by the context that the pressure exerted by the context on in
terpreters, translators, and even copyists is sufficient to explain how the same in
terpretations surface with translators and exegetes in different milieux and 
different eras, and at times even enter manuscripts less carefully prepared than 
the great representatives of the classical Tiberian text.

I. Versions That Give Evidence of an Interpretational Tradition

A. Jerome Explaining His Translation

Recent exegetes sometimes attribute to 0 a Vorlage different from 111, when Je
rome himself explains that he had the reading of III but in his translation followed 
the interpretation given to that text by an earlier translator.

• Ezek 1:14. Regarding [7Τ3Π, BHK3 calls for pISH with CL and Ό, and BHS 
reports that the reading NpHS in € shows that it read ρΠΠΠ, as did σ ' and 0 . In 
fact, in his commentary Jerome states that he read BEZEC in the Hebrew and

1. Fur most o f  these eases, the argumentation is more detailed and the references are more
explicit in the specific treatment o f each o f them in loco.

548
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that, when he put the word “fulgur” in his translation, it was motivated by σ', 
which translated “quasi species radii fulguris.” Regarding C, Radak states that 
j?TD has the sense o f pHD, and that is why € translated with

• Isa 33:7. JU has 0|X*]X here. BHS refers to Ό (“videntes”) for its suggested 
reading □'’̂ ΧΊΧ. But here Jerome states expressly that he read ARELLAM in 
the Hebrew and that, according to the Jews, this word signified “angels” 
(“angelos”). In fact, in a poem that Bar Qappara recited on the occasion of the 
death of R. Judah ha-Nasi (beginning of the third century), □’’Vxix is used 
twice in the sense of “angel.” Jerome thus turns to this exegetical tradition of 
a Hebrew text that he nevertheless vocalizes in conformity with the reading in 
!lt. Under the influence of this tradition, however, the reading O’VXIX entered 
several manuscripts of lïï.

B. The Talmud Assures the Transmission

As we have just seen, the Tannaim or the Amoraim sometimes assure the 
transmission of an exegetical tradition between the translators of the ancient ver
sions (with whose work they have had no contact) and the textual exegctes of the 
Middle Ages.

• 1 Sam 25 :11. BHK2 calls for reading "Tl with © (οίνον μου) instead of in 
m. However, at the beginning of the fourth century, R. Aibo asserted that in men
tioning water. Scripture made use of a euphemism to avoid mentioning wine, and 
Abulwalid also concluded that Scripture probably meant 'T'TlX') here.

• Dan 9:17. Instead o f ’ΪΙΧ BHK3 suggests reading ’’ÿtX with O'. It
is true that Θ' has ενεκέν σου, κύριε here. Later, at the beginning of the third cen
tury, Rab stated that one would expect instead of JVO1?.2 Then Saadya (fol
lowed by Moshe ibn Giqatilla) in turn explained that “ it says ^ lX  ’[Vft’? in the 
sense o f ’ΠΝ “pVftV.” And Yefet ben Ely translated in the same way: b ..‘Iλ J  Ĵ -b! 
jdlsJI k_j> Here again, Θ' simply appears to be the first known witness of a tradi
tion of interpretation that was to continue vigorously.

II. Interpretations that Give Evidence of Early Textual Accidents

There are cases where the traditions of interpretation transmitted in this way 
preserved traces of actual textual accidents.

• 1 Chr 2:24. Instead of in lïï, © has ηλθεν Χαλεβ, and D has “ingressus 
est Caleb.” In the second half of the third century, Resh Laqish paraphrased
of ill as dVd ΧΠ, then Yefet ben Ely translated it “Caleb came.” It seems that here 
a trace of the accidental dropping of an yalep was preserved by Jewish exegesis.

• In 1 Sam 21:3(2), Abraham ha-Babli attests a tradition of interpreting "TiyiV 
as ’’ΓΠ^'Γ by metathesis. This tradition appears to have kept a trace of an early

2. B. Berakot 7b.
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textual accident, since <0 (διαμεμαρτύρημαι), σ ' (συνεταξάμην), ü (“condixi”), and 
5 (èuojj) give evidence of a form in which the <ayin precedes the dalet.

• In Mic 3:3 ΠΤ (and already the Murabbacat manuscript) has *1^331 Τ ό?  
nnVj? ηΐΓ 13 . © translated the first two words with ώς σάρκας εις λέβητα, the word 
σάρκας being the one with which © had just translated ΊΚψ twice (in 2b and 3a). 
Now, Qirqisani deemed that “TÖ3 “IWÎO has the sense of T 03  "IU73D. It is like 
3ÛD and W333 as is shown in what follows: nnVj? ηήΠ3 The words
and "ΜΠ amount to the same meaning, ‘meat.’ ” On the one hand, offers an 
excellent parallel to “Ιψ331, which llÿîO  does not at all, and, on the other hand, 
"lltfîO is distinguished from “IX1£b only by a simple metathesis. Thus, in this pas
sage, where such a parallel is called for in the context (TÖ3 and nnVj? *̂ '1213), it 
does appear that the reading that Qirqisani obtained by conjecture and that corre
sponds exactly to the most likely Vorlage of © constitutes the original text, from 
which !R differs only because of an accidental metathesis.

III. Versions and Manuscripts Interpret Spontaneously

Given the limits of the human imagination, it can also happen that, in the face 
of certain difficult words, a limited number of hypotheses are “in the air.” These 
turn up again and again in different centuries— without being transmitted by any 
tradition— in the minds of different interpreters and translators, some of them 
probably thinking they were the first to formulate them. Some of these facilitat
ing interpretations are so strongly suggested by the context that they have even 
penetrated a fairly large number of Hebrew manuscripts, through the intermedi
ary of innovating copyists.

1. 2 Sam 14:4. In place of the initial "Ι0ΧΠ1 in IÏÏ, BHK3 calls for reading 
Ν3ΓΠ with numerous manuscripts and the versions. However, it is striking 
that Abulwalid, Judah ibn Balaam, and Tanhum Yerushalmi also conclude 
that this Ί73ΝΓΠ is for Ν3ΓΠ. The fact that a marginal portion of the textual tra
ditions of 111 and CL concur with ©, Ό, and S, as well as with these three medi
eval Jewish exegetes, shows that this interpretation was in the air and that, 
because of this, it influenced the initiatives of translators and even some 
copyists.

2. 1 Kgs 18:26. Instead of HtiW in III, BHK2·3 and BHS call for reading W V, 
with a sebir, 23 manuscripts, and the versions. Abulwalid also asserts that 
ilUW is for W V. The tradition of the sebir is intended to protect the singular 
(which the Masoretes regarded as authentic) in the face of the facilitating 
plural that was in the air.

3. 2 Kgs 10:1. Here, where the Antiochene text (και πρός τούς τιθηνούς τών
υιών Αχααβ) is the best representative of ©, BHK2 appeals to it in its call for 
’33"ηκ to be inserted between and 3ΧΠΧ. But Rashi, Joseph Qara,

3. Qirqisani means that a simple transposition of consonants is involved.
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Radak, and Abravanel agree on the fact that these words are implied here. 
The immediately preceding context suggests these words clearly enough so 
that they can be said to be in the air, and there is no need to posit either a 
textual variant, or transmission of an exegetical tradition.

4. 2 Chr 1:13. While 111 has moa1?, BHK2·3 call for ΠΏ3Π0, with © and 0 . Yefet
<T T — T T ™ ··

ben Ely, Abulwalid, and Isaac Duran already called for interpreting lit in the 
same way. This conjecture comes to mind so naturally that it should be mis
trusted, and it is quite probable that the readings in the ancient versions are 
already a result of it.

5. 2 Chr 8:16. Instead of in ill, BHK2,3 call for DTE, with ©, 5, and C.
This was also the interpretation of 111 proposed by a disciple o f Saadya, the 
pseudo-Rashi, Abulwalid. Judah ibn Balaam, and Radak. It is very likely 
that the versions simply heeded a suggestion that was in the air.

6 . Ezra 10:14. While m has ΠΪΠ “im 1? IV. BHK2-3 and BHS call for IDIH Vv
IV ”  , τ  t  “  r  '  t  t  — —

ΠΤΠ, with the versions and two manuscripts. The existence of these two 
manuscripts could lead one to believe that this was, in fact, the reading that 
the versions had in their Vorlage. However, it is striking that, while citing ill 
in its classic form, Abulwalid states that the lamed takes the place of a he, 
and he adds that li? performs the function o f Vv. It is thus quite possible that 
the versions in question already attest this interpretation that comes so natu
rally to mind.

7. Isa 32:6. Instead of “ΠφΐΡ in ill. BHK2·3 attribute the reading “ΠψΓΡ to © and 
(L. It was thought that a confirmation of this could be found in lQIsa“, with 
DWTI. But it is striking that (1) the versions in question make use of equiva
lents other than those they ordinarily use to render the root DUNI, and
(2) Rashi and Radak also gloss ill making use of the root DWil. This is a 
question of an interpretation, then, that is naturally suggested by the imme
diate context.

8 . Isa 43 :13. For DTO, which IR offers here, BHK2·3 attribute a Vorlage of DVil?p 
to © (άπ’ άρχής), CL (XftVlJtt), and Ό (“ab initio”). This fails to appreciate the 
fact that Rashi and Aaron ben Joseph understand the reading of 111 as “from 
the moment there was a day,” while Abulwalid, Judah ibn Balaam, and 
Radak interpret it as “before there was a day.” These proposals with their 
converging meanings point to an interpretation that was in the air.

9. Jer 3:8. While 111 begins this verse with ΧΊΚ1, BHK3 and BHS call for emen
dation to ΧΊΓΠ, with one manuscript, 5, and some witnesses of ©. Abulwalid 
already wrote that X“1X1 was possibly in place of Χ“)ΓΠ. Indeed, this variant 
comes naturally to mind, as is shown by the fact that it emerges in different 
marginal sectors of the textual tradition.

10. Jer 32:12. While ill has ’IT , BHK2·3 and BHS call for with a dozen or
so manuscripts, ©, and 5. It is striking that Radak also notes that has the 
force of here. The context (vv. 7-9) exerts such pressure on the inter
pretation that there is no need to posit the transmission of a tradition in order
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to explain the reappearance of the same addition in several translations or 
interpretations and even its penetration into a certain number of manu
scripts.

11. 2 Sam 3:18 and Ezek 11:7. In 2 Sam 3:18, 111 has where BHK23 call
for with about 35 manuscripts and the versions. In Ezek 11:7, III has
XTSin, where BHK2·3 and BHS call for with numerous manuscripts,
editions, and the versions. We have seen that certain textual exegetes (Abra
ham ha-Babli, David ben Abraham, Abulwalid, Tanhum Yerushalmi) dis
cuss the possibility of interpreting these two infinitives absolute as first 
person imperfects, an interpretation that comes naturally to mind .4 Saadya 
already, at the beginning of the tenth century, believed that 111 had written the 
initial he to take the place of an \alep .5  In 2 Sam 3:18, there is a tradition of 
a sebir where a Masorah protects the lectio clifficilior with he against
the facilitating alteration to yalep that entered a good number of less care
fully prepared manuscripts, as it also did in Ezek 11:7. We have concluded, 
with Yefet ben Ely and Radak, that the use of the infinitive absolute in these 
two places adds the force of decisiveness or purpose to what would be ex
pressed in the simple first person imperfect: “I mean to deliver” and “I am 
resolved to bring out.” In these two cases which support each other, the dis
cussions o f the medieval exegetes demonstrate that the ancient versions, 
like the aberrant manuscripts of HI, are actually witnesses to a prevalent in
terpretation that was substantially correct.

12. Ezek 13:18. In place of riP in ill, BHK2·3 call for reading either D?T with 
several manuscripts, 5, and C, or T  with <9. It appears that the versions were 
simply attempting to give the most plausible interpretations of the form in
ill, since the Jewish exegetes of the Middle Ages were divided between the 
same two interpretations: Yefet ben Ely opted for a singular, while David 
ben Abraham, Judah Hayyuj, and most of their successors opted for the 
dual. Here again, the lectio difficilior of 111 is protected by a Masorah against 
its alteration to D’T  by several anomalous manuscripts.

13. Regarding in Hab 2:4, it is striking to note the perpetual rebirth of cer
tain options with certain exegetes who were apparently not in contact: 
( 1 ) the substitution of }alep for (ayin was proposed here in the recension o f © 
found in the caves of Nahal Hever, by the mysterious “Christian” cited by 
Judah ibn Balaam, then by Abravanel, and finally by Ehrlich;6 (2) the trans
position of pe  and lamed, occurring in two manuscripts of 111, was later pro
posed by the second exegete cited in Tanhum Yerushalmi, and later again by 
Grotius, Kennicott, Marti, etc.; (3) the weakening of pe  to waw was put for
ward by 5, before Wellhausen and his disciples did the same.

4. In CTAT Vol. 1, 234 and CTAT Vol. 3, 63:34-45.
5. In his commentary on Ps 142:5 (Saadya, Tehillim).
6 . Ehrlich, Randglossen.
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IV. Other Typical Links between Versions and Traditions

The following are a number of other cases where it is useful to have an aware
ness of the link between three points: the ancient versions, Jewish textual exe
getes of the Middle Ages, and recent text critics.

1. Josh 24:32. While in has Ι’ΓΗ, BHK2,3 attribute a Vorlage of ’iTI to 5 and D. 
But it should be noted that Tanhum Yerushalmi, which certainly read III, 
states that the plural verb in 111 holds the place of a singular verb here, 
because the subject of this verb is either Shechem or the field. There is thus 
a good chance that 5 and D  are simply the first two known witnesses to the 
tradition o f this interpretation.

2. Judg 5:28. For ΠΤΠ] in 111, BHK2·3 attribute a Vorlage of 03Γ1Τ to Œ (NjP'HO'l), 
and BHS concludes that Φ (και κατεμάνθανεν) read the same Vorlage. These 
two versions are, rather, early witnesses to a tradition that interprets the verb 
in ill as "and she looked,” a tradition that reappears in Rashi's exegesis and 
in glossaries ABDF.

3. Ruth 1:21. Ill has ’ZI H3V, while © offers έταπείνωσέ με, Ό has “quam ( . . . )  hu-
miliavit,” and S has BHK2·3 concluded from this that these three
versions read 7731?. However, Ibn Ezra is aware of “some” who interpret 111 in 
this way.

4. 1 Sam 12:15. Where 111 has □D'TQiQI, ® has και έπι τόν βασιλέα ύμών. This 
is very likely an exegetical tradition that was to reemerge a thousand years 
later with Abulwalid, when he states that “and on your fathers” means “and 
on your kings,” because the relationship of men to the king and his dynasty 
is the same as their relationship to the ancestors. This interpretation was 
later adopted by Judah ibn Balaam, Radak, and Tanhum Yerushalmi.

5. 1 Sam 22:4. Instead of in ill, BHK2·3 call for ΠΠ’Ϊ»], reading with α' (και 
εθετο), C φΓΊΦΧΊ), 5 ( χ ^ α ) ,  and D (“et reliquit eos”). However, this is not 
proof that these versions vocalized the Hebrew differently from 111, since Da
vid ben Abraham, distinguishing the different meanings of the biliteral root 
Π3, recognizes the sense o f “establish, install” here, and Abulwalid recog
nizes the root ΠΠ3 as having the force of the root ΓΠ3.

6 . 1 Sam 25:6. According to BHK2·3, instead of ’Π*? in III, Ό (“fratribus meis”) 
read TIN'?· Given that Isaiah of Trani, who undoubtedly read III, interprets 
this word as “to my brothers,” assuming a defective }alep, it is highly likely 
that D already gives evidence of this interpretation.

7. 2 Kgs 23:13. Instead of Ή>ΠφΏΓΓ“ΙΠ,7 in III, BHK2 founds its suggested 
emendation to ηΠψτρΓΓΊΠ1? on the reading “fiU1? in £. In fact, Rashi, the 
glossaries, Joseph Qara, and Radak give evidence (as does <E) of a tradition 
of interpretation according to which the reading ΓΡΠψΏΠ in 111 is an inten
tional dysphemism for ΠΠψ?ρΠ~ΊΠ,7, which at the time of the Mishnah desig
nated the Mount of Olives.
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8 . Ezra 6:4. Instead of the Aramaic ΓΠΠ, BHK2·3 call for *ΤΠ, reading with © 
(εις). But Yefet ben Ely. David ben Abraham, and Benjamin ben Judah (who 
read îïï) give this word the sense of “one.” © is thus no doubt located early in 
the tradition of this same interpretation.

9. Isa 1:17. ÎÏÏ has f ip n ; BHK2,3 attribute the reading f w n  to ©, Œ, 5, and D. It 
cannot be stated with certainty how these versions vocalized the Hebrew, 
but Judah ibn Qoreish, glossaries ABCDEF, and Rashi (who certainly read 
it with the Masoretic vocalization) are witnesses to an interpretation of ill in 
the sense of the passive participle: “tolu” (that is, “wronged"), according to 
the glossaries. Isaiah of Trani even asserts that sûreq was transformed into 
hôlem  here.

10. Isa 2:6. Regarding Dlj??? in iïï, BHK3 attributes the reading to S, ©,
and Ό. Rather than a variant, it appears that we have to do with a tradition of 
interpretation that will reappear with Isaiah of Trani, who states that “D"I|?0 
means DTpüD, that is, in accordance with the actions of the Amorites.”

11. Isa 14:19. For ΊΧ33 in iïï, BHK2·3 refer to σ ' and £ to propose the reading
But the sense of “aborted fetus” does not necessarily require a different 

Hebrew root, since it is the interpretation that R. Eleazer (beginning of the 
fourth century) gives for r TlX3 (Kethiv: ,V2£3) in Isa 49:6. It is also the inter
pretation that Saadya gives.

12. Isa 33:1. Instead of iïï BHS suggests that σ ' (οταν κοπιάσης), € ("D
,X1?n), and Ό (“cum fatigatus desieris”) all read ^ΓΠΧ1???· It should be noted, 
however, that David ben Abraham prefers the interpretation of ill that relates 
it to the root ΠΧ1?. Thus σ ' (on which D depends) and € were probably al
ready of the same opinion.

13. Isa 38:17. BHK2·3 call for iïï Γ)[?ψΠ to be emended to ΓΟψΠ, a reading that 
they attribute to © (εϊλου) and D (“eruisti”). In fact, Saadya gives the verb in 
ill the sense of “you detained, you prevented,” and Judah ibn Balaam, citing 
this interpretation, remarks that “ it is as if he had said Γϋύ?Π, substituting 
kap for qop." The versions probably are already evidence of this Jewish tra
dition of interpretation.

14. Isa 43:14. For the word Π,Π,Ί3 in iïï, three different interpretations of the an
cient versions have survived in medieval Jewish exegesis. (1) θ', to whom 
Jerome attributes the translation “fortes,” opens the way that will be taken 
by David ben Abraham, Yefet ben Ely, and Eliezer of Beaugency, who inter
pret it as “nobles.” (2) D understands it as “vectes” (= bolts), which will later 
be the interpretation of Joseph Qara, Ibn Ezra, Aaron ben Joseph, and Abra- 
vanel. (3) CL understands “with the oars,” followed by Rashi and glossaries 
ABCDEF.

15. Isa 4 8 :1. BHK2·3 refer to the translation rPVlTftl in CL when they call for read
ing ’Vippl instead of iïï ’’SOI. However, Rashi interprets IÏÏ in the same way, re
ferring to the parallel in Num 24:7 (“water overflows from his two buckets”).
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16. Isa 61:8. For in 111, BHK2 and BHS call for nVlVS, reading with sev
eral manuscripts, ®, C, and S. However, Saadya (who undoubtedly read the 
Tiberian C) also understood it as “with his transgression.” Dc Dicu believed 
that this interpretation did not presuppose an alteration in the vocalization of 
ill.7 However, in response to the pressure of the interpretational tradition 
several manuscripts did alter it, in a facilitating emendation against which 
the Masorah is meant to guard.

17. Jer 2:36. Instead of ’VTri of ΙΠ, BHK2,3 direct one to read with © (κατε- 
φρόνησας), S (ΛΧλ.ι v»), and 0 (“vilis es facta”). These same interpretations 
are also found in the medieval interpreters, who read the vocalization o f ill 
as a transitive form (“you will despise”) in glossaries ACF, as an intransitive 
form (“you will count for little”) in Rashi and glossaries BDE, and as a re
flexive form (“you despise yourself”) in Joseph Qara.

18. Jer 15:11. While ill has (Kethiv. ”|rfnW), BHK2 3 and BHS conclude 
that α' (τό υπόλειμμά σου), C fpSWK), and D  (“reliquiae tuae”) read 
However, it is not very likely that these versions read a Vorlage distinct 
from ill, since an interpretation of 111 as a verbal or nominal defective spell
ing of the root IXiy in the sense of “remain” is found with Menahem ben 
Saruq, Abraham ha-Babli, David ben Abraham, Rashi, glossaries ABCDEF, 
Joseph Qara, Jacob Tam, Ibn Ezra, Joseph ibn Nahmias, Radak, Isaiah of 
Trani, and Abravanel.

19. Jer 18:17. Instead of DKHX of ill, BHK2·3 and BHS call for DX“1X, reading with 
the “Oriental” manuscripts,8 © (δείξω αύτοΐς), S (v«j n<r rtreu^), and 0 (“osten- 
dam eis”). But Radak's commentary reveals that the reading of ill has the 
sense of “I will make them see, I will present to them.” It is thus probable 
that the versions simply offer the first appearance of this same interpreta
tion.

20. Jer 22:14. ill has ’’ ί'ίν’Π ,  and BHK2 calls for □’’Τί'ν’Π, reading with © (θυρίσι). 
However, the suffix in ill was interpreted as equivalent to □, 3'ίι7Π by Hayyuj, 
Menahem of Posquières, and Judah ibn Balaam.

21. Jer 39:8. While ill has DS?n JVa, BHK2·3 call for the plural □νΠ_,Γ13, reading 
with 5 (rtf=*û .T niài^o). But Radak and Joseph ibn Nahmias recognize a col
lective import in the singular, which 5 may well have done already (follow
ing the Antiochene ©: τούς οϊκους τού λαού).

22. Jer 48:9. Instead of Χ¥ΓΙ X¥3 in ill, © has άφη άναφθήσεται. It is surprising to 
discover that “anprenant anpranra” (= “inflaming it will inflame”) is pro
posed by glossaries A and F as a second meaning.

7. Dieu, Critica.
8. In CTAT Vol. 2, 626, we demonstrated that this reference to an “Oriental" reading is 

without foundation here.
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23. Jer 49:10. In place of Π2Π31 of III, BHK2·3 call for Π3Π31, reading with © 
(κρυβήναι) and Ό (“et celari” ). But it is probable that these versions simply 
interpreted the vocalization of !1T as an infinitive, as was done later by Abul
walid, Moshe ibn Giqatilla, Menahem of Posquières, Judah ibn Balaam, 
Radak, and Tanhum Yerushalmi.

24. Jer 49:25. Where !U has ’’tyiWO, BHK2,3 call for reading $ i $ 0 , with α', σ ', θ',
5, C, and D. Later, Yefet ben Ely would also regard the final yod  of this word 
as extraneous. So it could well be that the versions held the same opinion, 
and thus did not feel it necessary to translate the suffix.

25. Lam 3:22. Instead of ΉΟζ) o f 111, BHK2·3 and BHS call for reading 10ΓΙ, with 
one manuscript, <C. and 5. These versions do indeed translate the verb as a 
third person plural. But Abulwalid, Radak, Parhon, and Duran also adopted 
an interpretation of !1I as third person plural. There is thus a good chance that 
€ and S had already done the same thing.

26. Ezek 6 :6 . !11 has î10$ï'H, but BHK2·3 conclude that σ ', C, 5, and Ό read ’lOÛT') 
(BHK2), or 10$ ,'j (BHK3). The more cautious BHS simply refers to the four 
versions to show that the reading of 111 is the equivalent of ^OUTl. This last 
solution is preferable: David ben Abraham noted that the verb 0$N can 
mean “suffer punishment for a wrong that one has done.” Menahem of Pos
quières adds to this that in Ezek 6:6 each of the two forms ΓΠΟψ’Α and 
ΐό ψ ίΗ  is preceded by a form of the verb ΟΊΠ. indicating that, although these 
two forms should not be related to the root 00$ , they have the same sense as 
that root. Indeed, Ezekiel is quite ready to use the root 0 Ί Π  followed by the 
root 0 0 $ , as is the case in 29:10, 12 and in 36:35. It may thus be concluded 
that the context entails a deliberate shift toward the meaning of DO$ (a verb 
that is linked to altars in 6:4).

27. Ezek 6:9. Instead of <,Pl')3$3, BHK2·3 and BHS refer to α ,  σ ', θ', C, and D 
(which translate the verb as an active form) in their call for an emendation to 
ΎΠΟψΟ). However, © translates with όμώμοκα, as if it had read ΤΙ1Π$3, an 
alternative that indicates it did in fact read nun at the beginning of the word, 
before the sin and the het, as in III. We have shown9 that all the medieval 
Jewish interpreters raised questions about the meaning of this Niphal, which 
appears where one would expect to see an active transitive form. Most of 
them assign a transitive value to the Niphal. This interpretation was un
doubtedly transmitted from the time of the authors of the versions in ques
tion, to “a grammarian” cited by Yefet ben Ely, and then to Jacob ben 
Reuben, Hayyuj, Abulwalid (according to his M ustalhaq), Joseph Qara, 
Eliezer of Beaugency, Moshe ben Sheshet, and Tanhum Yerushalmi.

28. Ezek 8:12. While ill has ’T ino, BHK3 calls for "ΠΠ3, reading with ©, S, C, 
and D (which translate the noun in the singular). In fact, the use of this plural

9. In CTAT Vol. 3, 31:28-33,10.
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is a Hebrew idiom, as is shown in the expression |ϋ 3 - ,"1’ΤΠ (Prov 18:8; 
20:27, 30; 26:22), which surely is not meant to suggest a plurality o f cham
bers. In other places, the singular construct state Ί1Π3 is found, used practi
cally interchangeably (Exod 7:28; 2 Sam 4:7; 2 Kgs 6:12; 11:2; 2 Chr 
22:11). A decisive indication that the translation with a singular in Ezek 
8:12 is merely an intelligent interpretation of this idiom can be found in the 
fact that in Qoh 10:20, where the text of ill has 'H'inDI, two Kennicott
manuscripts, as well as the first hand of a de Rossi manuscript and the sec
ond hand of two others, read the singular “ΠΓΟΙ for the first word, in accord 
with Ό, S, and CL, while © (probably = a ') faithfully translates the plural of its 
Vorlage (= ill).

29. Ezek 19:9. While ill has ΠΤΪ!£02. BHK3 calls for n ïfë ô a , reading with © and 
Ό. In fact © has εις φυλακήν and 0 has “in carcerem.” But Radak understands 
ill in the sense of “fortresses for imprisonment,” which recalls the imprison
ment of John the Baptist at Machaerus and corresponds well to the transla
tions of © and 0 .

30. Ezek 29:7 and Hab 2:16. In Ezek 29:7, ill has rnQViT), where BHK3 calls for 
m v n rn , with S. In Hab 2:16, ill has V ivm , where BHS calls for ViniT), with 
IQpHab and ©. For Ezek 29:7, Abraham ha-Babli, glossaries BCE, Joseph 
Qimhi, Tanhum Yerushalmi, and Isaiah of Trani arrive at an interpretation of 
ill through metathesis of the cayin and the mem. For Hab 2:16, Abraham ha- 
Babli. the third interpretation of David ben Abraham, Radak, Joseph ibn 
Kaspi, and Abravanel interpret the word by reversing the (ayin and the reS. 
IQpHab, which reads *?1ΠΓΠ in its lemma, alludes to V ivm  in the commen
tary. This shows that exegesis by metathesis, for these roots that begin with 
<ayin, was already widespread in the era from which the versions date. Like
wise, when the Hebrew of Sira 16:18 has □'»“tTpV, and © translates as if it read 
the root this does not necessarily imply a different Vorlage. It could 
mean that © already made use of metathesis as an interpretational key.

31. Ezek 32:5. Instead of in ill, BHK3 calls for ^ΓΙΏΊ, reading with σ ', 5, 
and D. In fact, Yefet ben Ely and Jacob ben Reuben state that this word has 
the sense of ΠΏΊ here, and Rashi is aware of “some” who recognize that 
sense here. It is likely that the versions mentioned do not attest a Vorlage 
different from ill, but are the earliest known witnesses to this tradition of in
terpretation.

32. Ezek 46:22. With © and 5, Grätz wishes to emend n ïip p  of ill to nVlXj?. It is 
true that these two versions understand the qualifier in the sense of “small,” 
but Jacob ben Reuben also asserts that he interprets nVfiUp as riTTlXp. Here 
again, the two versions are most likely his predecessors in the tradition of 
this interpretation.

33. Amos 1:11. Regarding in 111, BHK2·3 call for reading “lbs], with S and 
Ό. It would indeed be tempting to attribute that Vorlage to 5 ( tV 10) and 0
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(“et tenuerit”) if one were not aware that the earliest known Judeo-Arabic 
exegete, Judah ibn Qoreish, understands this verb in the sense o f “hold on to 
what has been capturcd” ,>{,1 j l ^ i )  and that the earliest known Ash
kenazi exegete, Rashi, also comments on iÖN IvV rpt?,T with xVl ΓΠ ρ'ΊΠΓΙ 
ΠΠ^Π ( =  “he grasped it firmly and did not let it go”). The translators of S  and 
D  thus give early evidence of a tradition that will serve as a point of depar
ture for medieval textual exegesis.

34. Nah 2:4(3). Instead of n ilV s of 111, BHK2 suggests that 5 read m pV .10 5 does 
indeed have and σ ' has λαμπάδων. In medieval exegesis there is a
solid tradition of interpretation by metathesis in Abraham ha-Babli, David 
ben Abraham. Yefet ben Ely, Abulwalid, Judah ibn Balaam, glossaries 
ABD*F, Joseph Qara, Ibn Ezra, Parhon, Radak, Tanhum Yerushalmi, and 
Abravanel. Thus, σ ' and 5 are probably merely the first two known witnesses 
of this tradition.

V. The Case of Hosea

In the course of the committee’s work, it became increasingly difficult to re
tain the goal, for an “edition” of certain biblical books, of reconstructing a text 
that would be located at the origin of divergences between ill and ©. During our 
work on Proverbs, Jeremiah, and Ezekiel confirmation of this was impressed 
upon us. But in retrospect we have seen that this is true for almost all the books of 
the Old Testament. © and ill were both the object of different redactional endeav
ors undertaken after the textual lines that they attest were separated from each 
other. They must each therefore be the object of an independent reconstructive 
textual criticism (RTC) before both are able to contribute to a genetic textual 
analysis (GTA) of the specific and shared facts of their origin.

Borbone’s recently published “edizione critica del testo ebraico” of Hosea 
makes it possible to test these statements. First of all, we assume, with Borbone, 
that the original of the book of Hosea as such can probably be situated between 
the sixth and second centuries B.C. We also grant that there are corruptions that 
are common to both ill and ©. This fact offers proof that they come from the same 
archetype. But the existence of a common archetype is not sufficient to prove that 
the same literary tradition is involved.

A. Two Distinct Literary Traditions

Indeed, we have demonstrated above11 that the Murabbacat manuscript of the 
Twelve Prophets attests the presence, at the beginning of the second century A.D., 
of a consonantal textual tradition substantially identical to that of the classical

10. According to the addenda and corrigenda.
11. Pp. 386-388.
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Tiberian text, while the earliest witnesses o f the LXX of the Twelve Prophets 
date from the fourth century.

We have also shown12 that for Isaiah, © is much farther from !Tt and Q than 111 

and Q are from each other. The same is true for the book of Hosea (see appendix 
on pp. 566-567).

But what is the significance of this greater distance separating LXX from the 
related group constituted by 111 and the Qumran fragments? It can be interpreted 
in two ways: Either © had a Vorlage that was removed from Q (to which 111 is or
dinarily closer): or the Vorlage of <5, ill, and Q were more or less equally distant 
from each other, but the gap between © and the two Hebrew forms becomes 
wider because © translated its Vorlage fairly freely. If one chooses the second in
terpretation (which seems more likely), one should not then appeal to © to infer 
variants in its Vorlage when it could simply be a matter of ( 1) a broad translation: 
for example, the presence or absence of a conjunction, a word in the plural or sin
gular, a syntactic assimilation to the immediate context; or of (2 ) the translator’s 
use of an exegetical tradition similar to those that medieval Jewish interpreters 
would later expound. To these observations could be added two statements that 
highlight certain essential characteristics of the two textual traditions of 111 and ©.

(1) It is a characteristic of the Hebrew tradition o f the transmission of the 
Bible that, during the first seven centuries A.D., a written consonantal tradition 
coexisted with an oral tradition of vocalization and accentuation that was quite 
stable. Thus, it could be said that it was only with the Tiberian tradition toward 
the end of the ninth century that the Hebrew Bible achieved a state that was en
tirely “written.” If one attempts to push back the date, the Hebrew book of Hosea 
can only be inferred by relating the consonantal text attested by manuscripts 
such as Q or Mur to reading traditions of which we no longer have completely 
adequate knowledge.

(2) The LXX is the result of a cultural transfer. Faced with certain difficulties 
in the text of their Vorlage, its translators were to recreate a text, in Greek, that 
rapidly gained the status of an independent text for Greek-speaking Jews and 
later for Christians, even if, in the course of the first two centuries A.D., Hebrew
speaking Palestinian Judaism attempted with moderate success to regain a hold 
on this textual form that had escaped its grasp.

B. Hosea in © and 111

As we have stated, the quantitative differences between 111 and © are minimal in 
Hosea. The qualitative differences are much more striking. In treating those dif
ferences, we will also mention the quantitative differences, which by themselves 
are insufficient to establish two independent traditions for Hosea in 111 and ©.

12. P. 396.
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I. Characteristic Features o f  Hosea in ©
Let us begin with the longest plus in ©. The passage in question is 13:4a, where

III offers ΓΠΓΡ © has έγώ δέ κύριος ό θεός σου στερεών
ούρανόν και κτίζων γην, ου αί χεΐρες έκτισαν πάσαν τήν στρατιάν τοΰ ούρανοΰ, 
και οΰ παρέδειξά σοι αύτά τοΰ πορεύεσθαι όπίσω αύτών καί εγώ άνήγαγόν σε έκ 
γής Αίγυπτου. We point out in the appendix (pp. 566-567) that this plus originates 
in the Vorlage of ©.

• It is the single passage in this book where God appears as creator of the uni
verse, in a language that evokes the © of Isaiah (for στερεών ούρανόν, cf. Isa 
45:12, 48:13, and 51:6) and that of Jeremiah (for πάσαν τήν στρατιάν τοΰ ούρα
νοΰ, cf. Jer 8:2 and 19:13). The expression πορεύεσθαι όπίσω + genitive in the 
sense of “become the devotee of a divinity” is well-rooted in the book of Hosea 
(cf. 2:7[5], 15[ 13], 5:11, 11:10). In addition, the expression στερεών X και 
κτίζων Y is found again only in Amos 4 :13.

• The presence of και έγώ άνήγαγόν σε before the words should
be noted in this same plus. This is a limited plus typical of ©. It is found again in 
12:10a(9a) (which in III is identical to 13:4a): έγώ δέ κύριος ό θεός σου άνήγαγόν 
σε έκ γής Αίγυπτου. In these two places in©, the influence of 12:14a(13a) can be 
recognized: ΓΠΓΡ nVvn Χ’ί ρ ΐ  (= και έν προφήτη άνήγαγεν κύ
ριος τόν Ισραήλ έκ γή ς13 Αίγυπτου). In 12:10a(9a) as in 13:4a, we note the differ
ence between 111: “I have been the Lord your God since the land of Egypt” and ©: 
“1 am the Lord your God who brought you out of the land of Egypt.” Here ill re
calls 11:1 : rpV  ΙΓηΠΧΙ VkW» Ί¥3 ’S (“When Israel was a child, I
was possessed with love for him, and I called my son out of Egypt”) and the three 
verses that follow where the Lord describes the early childhood of Israel as tak
ing place in Egypt and where he adds that it was at that time and in that place that 
he was possessed by love for him and called to him in teaching him to walk. 
None of this exists in ©, which has in 11:1: Διότι νήπιος Ισραήλ, και έγώ ήγά- 
πησα αύτόν και έξ Αίγυπτου μετεκάλεσα τά τέκνα αύτοΰ. Here, it is no longer the 
child Israel that is called to leave Egypt. At the time of the exodus from Egypt, 
Israel is grown, since it is Israel’s children that are called to leave Egypt. Indeed, 
according to both III and ©, in 12:13(12) “Israel” and “Jacob” are used as syn
onyms. Now, Jacob-Israel knew God well, because he had struggled with God (in 
12:413]). In this context, it is impossible for the translator to allow that Israel
Jacob in Egypt was still only an infant and that the Lord had been Israel’s God 
only “since the land of Egypt.” Hence the alterations that have been noted. In ad
dition, in 13:5 where, according to 111, the Lord will remind Israel: “I knew you 
(T$V*P) ^ie desert,” © prefers to say “I took you to pasture” (έποίμανόν σε).

13. The word γής, characteristic o f  the formula in © and attested by almost all the witnesses 
(including Vaticanus) was omitted here by Ziegler, based on several witnesses that had been 
assimilated to ill.
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Regarding the insistence of © on repeating that the Lord brought his people up 
out of Egypt, we note that HI of Hosea mentions the eventuality of a return to 
Egypt three times: 8 :13 :131$? D ^T? ΠΏΠ; 9:3: D’iV P  3 $ } ;14 11:5: 3 1 $ ’ X'V 

But it appears that the translator of © did not wish to mention that. 
He situates his interpretation in the framework of the unsuccessful steps Israel 
takes to gain the support of Egypt, as they are recalled in 7:11, 16 and 12:1. It is 
in this context that he gives αύτοι εις Αίγυπτον άπέστρεψαν (“They will turn back 
toward Egypt”) for 131$? D’lX p  ΠΏΠ (“They will return to Egypt”). According to 
Theodore of Mopsuesta, Cyril of Alexandria, and Theodoret, this refers to the un
productive diplomatic initiatives just mentioned. Indeed, this phrase strikingly 
evokes άπεστράφησαν εις ούθέν (. . .) ουτος ό φαυλισμός αύτών έν γή Αιγύπτω in 
7:16 (“They turned away toward emptiness ( . . . )  thus were they turned around in 
ridicule in the land of Egypt”). In 9:3 © has ού κατωκησαν έν τή γή τού κυρίου· 
κατώκησεν Εφραιμ εις Αίγυπτον, και έν Ασσυρίοις άκάθαρτα φάγονται (“They 
did not dwell in the land of the Lord. Ephraim dwelt in the land of Egypt; and they 
will eat unclean food among the Assyrians”). This corresponds to ill )HX3 13$ ’ nV 
iVdX"’ ΝΏϋ DyiXJ? b n o x  3$1  Π1ΓΡ (“They will not dwell in the land of the
Lord, but Ephraim will return to Egypt, and in Assyria they will eat unclean 
food”). We see that the translator (or his Vorlage) emphasizes the link that he sees 
between 9:3 and 8 :13 by repeating the ending of 9:3 και έν Ασσυρίοις άκάθαρτα 
φάγονται at the end of 8:13. The translator connects 11:5 to 9:3 when he translates 
κατώκησεν Εφραιμ έν Αιγύπτω, και Ασσουρ αύτός βασιλεύς αύτοϋ, δτι ούκ ήθέ- 
λησαν έπιστρέψαι (“Ephraim dwelt in Egypt, and Assyria is his king, because 
they refused to return") for i w )  UXB ^3 isVö Χ1Π “WXI D’iy?p p X -1?X 31$? X'V 
(“He will not return to the land of Egypt, and it is Assyria that is his king, for they 
refused to return”). It can be seen that the translator inserted the name Ephraim 
(which occurred in 9:3), omitted the negative,15 and, in these two places, trans
lated a future form of 3 1 $  with a past form of κατοικεΐν. Thus he translated as if 
he read the verb 3 $ ’ and not 31$. This is not a question of an error, since in the nu
merous cases where 31$  is used in a context of conversion (as at the end of 11:5) 
the translator faithfully renders it έπιστρέφειν. In this case, instead of dealing with 
the eventuality of a future return of the people to Egypt, as ill does, © deals with 
two past unhappy events: a sojourn in Egypt (which, as we will see, involves the 
descent of Jacob and his family to Egypt), and the more recent and fruitless dip
lomatic attempts to obtain the aid of the Egyptians.

It is interesting that the © of the Dodekapropheton makes use of the verb 
ταπεινούν (active and passive) five times: four times in Hosea (2:17(15]; 5:5; 
7:10; 14:9) and once in Malachi (2:12). In those places the verb always translates 
the Qal of Π3Ϊ7, whereas out of 161 other occurrences of ταπεινούν in the Old

14. The fact that this verb is between two imperfects clearly indicates that it is a perfect 
with vravv-consecutive.

15. He interpreted tfV as 1*7, relating it to what precedes.
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Testament of ©, this equivalence is found only three times: in Ps 116:10(1 15:1), 
Ps 119(118):67, and Ruth 1:21. The translation in the © of Hosea appears to be 
related to that of the © of Isaiah. In Hos 5:5 and 7:10, for the same Vorlage ΓΠν'Ι 
V3D3 1?X'1Ùr- 'piG ("And Israel’s pride will testify against him”), one finds the 
same translation και ταπεινωθήσεται ή ϋβρις (του) Ισραήλ εις πρόσωπον αύτοΰ 
(“And Israel’s arrogance will be humbled before his very eyes”). This translation 
is very likely inspired by the expressions καί ϋβριν υπερήφανων ταπεινώσω (Isa 
13:11: “And I will humble the arrogance of the proud”) and και ταπεινώσει τήν 
ύβριν αύτού (Isa 25:11: “And he will humble his arrogance”), which correspond 
to V’SWX (“And I will humble the pride of tyrants”) and to V’Siyni

(“And he will humble his pride”), respectively. In Isaiah, these two transla
tions correspond to the Hebrew very well, but this is not the case in Hosea, 
where the translator mistakenly thought that he recognized the formula familiar 
to him from the © of Isaiah. And, once he had thus established an equivalence 
between and ταπεινοΰν, the Greek translator of Hosea extended it to two 
other uses of the Qal o f 1731?. In 14:9(8), laïltëW ,Π,’3ν 73X (“I have answered, and 
I will watch over him”) becomes εγώ έταπείνωσα αύτον, και έγώ κατισχύσω 
αύτόν (“I have humbled him and I will comfort him”); in 2:16-17(14-15), after 
having said "131ΏΠ H’TpVïl') (‘ 'And I will lead her into the desert”), the Lord adds 
ΓΡήΐΙ?} ‘’WS Π/3Φ nrny1] (“and she will answer there, as in the days of her youth”). 
In ©, these two phrases become και τάξω16 αύτήν ώς έρημον (“And I will make a 
desert of her”), and και ταπεινωθήσεται εκεί κατά τάς ήμέρας νηπιότητος αύτής 
(“and she will be humbled there, as in the days of her childhood”). In these two 
verses, © was influenced by its understanding of H3V in Hos 5:5 and 7:10, on the 
one hand, and on the other hand it saw a return of the theme in 2:5(3). There it 
had translated m ΠΠΐΖή ΓΡΠηύΠ ΓΠ^Π DV3 ΓΤή^ΠΊ Π73Ίν Π3ϋ^3Κ“73

τ  ·  — ; τ  : · ·  /er :  ι τ  ·  \ ; τ  ·  ;  "  ·  :  τ  s " î  t j v  · ;  *  I v

(“lest I strip her naked and bring her to the state she was in on the day 
of her birth, and transform her into a desert and make her an arid land”) with 
οπως αν έκδύσω αύτήν γυμνήν καί άποκαταστήσω αύτήν καθώς ήμερα γενέσεως 
αύτής· καί θήσομαι αύτήν ώς έρημον καί τάξω αύτήν ώς γήν άνυδρον (“so that I 
undress her naked and return her to the state she was in on the day of her birth; 
and I will transform her into a desert and I will make her an arid land”). In this 
way, the inappropriate association of with ταπεινοΰν seriously darkened the 
mood of the new engagement of 2:16-17(14-15).

Another characteristic of the Greek of Hosea is that it translated the verb DWX 
(“acknowledge guilt”) with άφανίζειν (“disappear”) three times (5:15; 10:2; 
14:1 ), confusing it with DÜW. Elsewhere in © this correspondence is found only in 
Joel 1:18 and Prov 3 0 :10(24:33).

16. Wc retain the text o f  all the witnesses, which corresponds well to the atmosphere of  
punishment in which <S situates this passage. Ziegler unnecessarily conjectures καί κατάξω.
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Regarding the several pluses in ©, we can point to a tendency to complete the 
trio o f (1) wild animals, (2) birds, and (3) reptiles. So in 2:20(18) III and © agree 
in presenting the complete trio, but in 2 :14( 12) where 111 mentions only ( 1 ), © has 
all three, and in 4:3 where 111 has only (1) and (2), © again has the complete trio.

One of the characteristics of the style of Hosea consists of sudden and brief 
shifts from the third to the second person. © disregards these interruptions and 
maintains the third person.

a. So, in 2:7-9a(5-7a), 111 says “Yes, their mother became a prostitute, she who 
had conceived them covered herself with shame, for she said ‘I will go after 
my lovers, who give me bread and water, wool and linen, oil and drink.’ 
Therefore I block your road with brambles, and I will put up a barrier against 
her and she will not find her paths. She will pursue her lovers but not reach 
them, she will search for them but not find them.” © has “for their mother 
became a prostitute, she who had borne them covered herself with shame, for 
she said ‘I will go after my lovers, who give me my bread and my water, and 
my clothes and my linens, my oil and everything I need.’ Therefore I block 
her road with posts and I will wall off the roads, and she will not find her way. 
And she will pursue her lovers but not reach them, she will search for them 
but not find them.”

b. In 2:17 b -19( 15b— 17) 111 says “And she will answer there, as in the days o f her 
youth and as in the days when she came up out of the land of Egypt. And it 
will happen in that day, says the Lord, that you will call me ‘my husband' and 
you will no longer call me ‘my master.’ And I will remove the names of the 
Baals from her mouth, and they will no longer be mentioned by their names.” 
© has “And she will be humbled there, as in the days o f her childhood and as 
in the days when she came up out of the land of Egypt. And it will happen in 
that day, says the Lord, that she will call me ‘my husband’ and she will no 
longer call me ‘Baalim.’ And I will remove the names of the Baalim from her 
mouth, and they will no longer remember their names.”

c. In 5 :3-4a 111 says “I know Ephraim, and Israel is not hidden from me, for now 
that you have prostituted yourself Ephraim, Israel has been defiled. Their 
actions do not permit them to return to their God." © has “I have known 
Ephraim, and Israel has not been far from me. Because now Ephraim has 
prostituted himself, Israel has been defiled. They have not devoted their 
efforts to returning to their God.”

d. In 7:16-8:1 111 says “Their princes will fall by the sword because of the stam
mering of their tongue, their babble in the land of Egypt. ‘Put a horn to your 
mouth! A kind of vulture is over the house of the Lord because they have 
transgressed my covenant and rebelled against my Torah.’ ” © says “Their 
princes will fall by the sword because of the inexperience of their tongue. For 
that reason they were turned around in ridicule in the land of Egypt. Toward



564 Part 3, Section 2, Chapter 3

their lap it is like the earth, like an eagle on the house of the Lord, because 
they have transgressed my covenant and they have profaned my law.”

In these passages, the shift to the second person in ill is always motivated by an 
emotional content that © failed to recognize. In 2:8(6) it is the shift from the in
dictment to the verdict, in 2:18(16) it is the prophecy of a new intimacy between 
the Lord and his people-wife. In 5:3 it is a sudden reproach addressed to 
Ephraim. In 8:1 it is an unexpected alarm. In 11:3 we will see a shift in ïït from 
the first to the third person that is just as sudden and just as brief, giving the im
pression of an interjection by a thoughtful and admiring chorus. Again, © fails to 
recognize it as such. We will also note, however, an abrupt shift to the second 
person in the © of 6:9a. But there it is simply a matter of a misinterpretation of 
the consonants ΌΓΟΙ.

2. Differences in Tone between III and © o f Hosea
The following are a few examples of differences in literary coloring between 

!11 and © that we do not class under any particular heading.

a. In 4:17-18 ill says “Ephraim is allied with idols. Leave him alone! Their 
drunkenness has worn off, they have exhausted their prostitution, his defend
ers burn with love for debasement!” © has “In communing with idols, 
Ephraim has made for himself a stumbling block, he has chosen in favor of 
the Canaanites. They have pushed their prostitutions to the limit, they have 
loved the dishonor that comes from its exaltation.”

b. In 5:1-2 HI says, “You have been (. . .) and a net spread over Tabor, the faith
less have deepened perdition.” © has “You have been (. . .) and like a net 
spread over Tabor that those who hunt game have secured.”

c. In 6:7b-9a ill has “It is there that they betrayed me: Gilead, a city of evildoers, 
imprinted with blood. And like bandits who wait for a man, a band of priests 
commits murder on the road to Shechem.” © says “It is there that Gilead 
scorned me, a city that produces vanities, that stirs the water, and your force 
is that of a gangster. Priests have hidden the road, they have massacred 
Sikima.”

d. In 7: lb -2 a  !lt has “And a robber enters while outside the band is raiding. Now, 
they do not think. . . . ” © says, “And a robber entered his house, a brigand who 
pillages on his way, so that they sing together as if they were singing with 
their hearts.”

e. In 9:12b-13a ill says, “Woe to them indeed when I turn away from them! 
Ephraim, when I discovered him, seemed destined to be a palm planted in 
an oasis.” © has “Since a curse is upon them, my flesh comes from them, 
Ephraim. From what I can see, they offer their children like game.”

f. In 10:1 lb -13a  ill says, “I will hitch up Ephraim, Judah will labor, Jacob will 
do his harrowing. Sow according to righteousness, reap in proportion to love, 
prepare land for yourselves. And it is time to seek the Lord until he comes and
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makes righteousness rain down for you. You have worked evil, you have 
reaped injustice.” © has “I will harness Ephraim, I will not intervene regard
ing Judah, Jacob will find strength through him. Sow for righteousness, reap 
for the fruit of life, light for yourselves a lamp of knowledge, seek the Lord 
until the fruits of righteousness come to you. Why did you not intervene 
against impiety and why did you reap injustices from it?”

g. In 11:3-5a !U says, “It is I who taught Ephraim to walk. — He took them in his 
arms.— But they have not understood that I cared for them. With human 
ropes I will pull them, with bonds of love. And I was for them as those that 
lift the yoke off their jaw  and I gave them food. They would not return to the 
land of Egypt.” © has “I bound Ephraim, I took him in my arm and they did 
not know that I took care of them. In the corruption of men, I pulled them 
with the bonds of my love, and I was for them as a man who gives slaps on 
their cheeks, and I will take care of him and I will make him submit to me. 
Ephraim sojourned in Egypt.”

h. In 1 l :6- 8a !11 has “The sword will rage in his villages and it will destroy his 
locks, it will devour because of their plots. My people cling to turning against 
me; they are called upward, and they all agree that no one will rise. How shall 
I deal with you, Ephraim, or deliver you up, Israel?” © says “And he was 
weak with the sword in his cities and he rested on his hands, and they will eat 
the fruit of their plots. And his people cling to their dwelling-place and God 
will be angry over his precious things and he will not raise him up. How shall 
I deal with you, Ephraim, or protect you, Israel?”

i. In 12 :l-2a  !U says, “They have surrounded me with lies, the people of 
Ephraim, and with deceit, the house of Israel. As for Judah, he still wanders 
from God and from the side of the Holy One who is faithful. Ephraim feeds 
on wind.” © has “Ephraim has surrounded me with lies and the houses of 
Israel and Judah with impiety. Now God has acknowledged them and he will 
be called the holy people of God. Ephraim is of an evil spirit.”

These examples suffice to show that the difficulties of translation led © to con
struct a book of Hosea that is literarily distinct from the one offered by the nearly 
stabilized Hebrew text that was in use at the time.
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Appendix

A .  Borbone (Osea, 27) concludes that “what Qumran did not transmit to us of 
Hosea would have been closer to LXX than to MT,” and he bases this suggestion 
on two contacts between LXX and 4QpHosa in 2 :11 and between LXX and 
4QpHosb in 8:7:

1. In 2:11 it concerns the reading mDDVQ that 4QpHosa offers in place of monV 
in III. The reading of the pesher does indeed correspond better to τού μή 
καλύπτειν of ©. To this he adds ΓΙΊ1710 of 4QpHosa in 2:13 as support for © 
(τάς πανηγύρεις αύτής) against ΓΠ1ΠΏ of 11Î.

2. In 8:7 his apparatus indicates nothing. But in 8:6, he reports the reading 
DO3HP of 4QpHosb as supporting © πλανών against DODW in îïï. He could 
have added that ΓΡΠ in 4QpHosb then supports ην of © better than ΓΡΓΡ of îïï.

B. But let us now examine the other representative cases that have a bearing 
on the relationship between the two pesharim , ©, and III.

1. In 2:8 4QpHosa reads the plural (ΓΡΓΓΌ'ΤΙΤΙ) of ill against the singular (και 
τήν τρίβον αύτής) of ©.

2. In 2 :1 1 © (έπλήθυνα αύτή) agrees with 111 (Π1? ,ΓΪ,2“Π), whereas 4QpHosa 
omits the complement Π*7.

3. Immediately following. © differs from both 111 and 4QpHosa with its plus of 
αύτή δέ άργυρό.

4. In 2:13, ill has the support of 4QpHosa for its defective spelling TQlPm 
(which implies the vocalization ’’Π^Φ'Τ)) against the reading και άποστρέψω 
in ©, for which 4QpHosa would have written ΤΙΌΦΓΠ as is shown by its 
spelling ΤΠΏΦΓΠ at the beginning of 2:14.

5. Immediately following, ill has the support of 4QpHosa for its singular
against the plural (τάς εύφροσύνας αύτής) of ©.

6 . In 2:14, ill has the support of 4QpHosa for li7,17 against © (εις μαρτύρων), 
which appears to have read

7. In 5:16 ill has the support of 4QpHosb for the *alep in its reading 
against όφανισθώσι in ©, which suggests a Vorlage

8. In 6:7 îll has the support of 4QpHosb for the plural Π317 against the singular 
παραβαίνων of ©.

9. In ending its lemma with Vn'IUT, 4QpHosb agrees with ill, whereas © adds 
και Ιούδας here, which ill places at the beginning of the following verse.

10. In 6:11 (according to Strugnell, "Notes,” 202 and pi. Illb) ill has the support 
of 4QpHosb for the spelling T ¥p  against the spelling IXp or TlXp that is im
plied by the translation τρυγάν of ©.

11. In 8:7 the conjunction of ill (ΠΠΟΊΟΊ) has the support o f © (και ή κατα
στροφή) against 4QpHosb (rijmDID).
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For these tw opesharim, we have, then, out o f 15 comparisons, nine where Q = ill
* ©, four where © = Q Φ 111, and two where © = ill Φ Q.

C. It is possible to expand the verification of Borbonc’s statement by examin
ing the collection of fragments of Hosea that were preserved in Cave Four at 
Qumran. These fragments are 4QXIIC, 4QXIId, and 4QXIIS. I follow the order of 
the biblical text to extract from these fragments everything that disagrees with ei
ther !R or©:

1. In 2:5 4QXIId supports ill with |D, while © offers οπως αν (= JVQ1??).
2. In 2 :14 4QXIF supports 111 with ΠΠ3[ΚΓΠ, while © offers και τάς συκδς αυτής

(= m x r v i ) .
3. In 3:2 4QXIIC supports ill with - j i n V l ,  while © offers καί νεβελ (= V331).
4. In 4:3 4QXIF supports © (τοΐς κατοικοϋσιν αύτήν) with ΓΠ against ill

m
5. In 4:4 4QXIF supports 111 with Γ003Μ, while © has ό δε λαός μου (= ·731Π).
6 . In 4 :15a 4QXII0 supports 111 with ΠΤΙΓΡ, while © has καί Ιούδα (= ΓΓΠΓΗ).
7. In 4 :15b ill (Vxi) supports © (καί μή) against 4QXIIe ’j’N.
8. In 6:14aa 4QXII^ (DDdVd ) supports !Tl (DdV3), while © offers αί καρδίαι 

αύτών (= oaV or DnaV).
9. Immediately following, 4QXII" (Ό) supports ill, while © has άλλ’ ή (= DK 

^ )·
10. In 7:15 4QXII^ (’ΠΙΟ’) supports ill against ©, which does not have this word.
11. In 10:10 4QXII^ (mD]N2) supports ill, whereas © offers έν τω παιδεύεσθαι 

αύτούς (^ m o ira ) .
12. In 11:4 4QXII2 (= ϋΙΓΡΠ*?) supports ill, while © has σιαγόνας αύτοΰ (= TTlV).
13. In 13:4 4QXIIC offers Ü’ÜU? nD1[3, which has echoes of στερεών τόν ούρανόν 

in the plus of ©. This impression is confirmed by the fact that after ± 60 char
acters and/or spaces, it has rDTpVvn ,3’13Ν[Ί on the following line, which 
corresponds to καί έγώ άνήγαγόν σε, the ending of the plus in ©. Borbone 
thus is perfectly correct to conclude that, although it involves a secondary 
addition that ill has escaped, the addition does have a Hebrew Vorlage ( 179).

14. In 14:3 4QXIF (ΠΉ[9) supports ill, while © offers καρπόν (= ’ID).
15. In 14:4 4QXIF (DmT) supports the vocalization of ill (D11T), while © offers 

έλεήσει (= Σ3ΠΤ).
16. In 14:6 ill Ç p ) supports © (καί βαλεΤ) against "p in 4QXIIC.

For these three manuscripts, we have, then, out of 16 comparisons, 12 where Q = 
ill * ©, two where © = Q Φ ill, and two where © = ill Φ Q.
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I. Structure of the Critical Apparatuses

Let us begin by recalling the fundamental distinction made at the beginning of 
this introduction between reconstructive textual criticism (RTC) and genetic tex
tual analysis (GTA).

RTC, using several exemplars from the same tradition of a given text, aims to 
establish the most authentic form of that tradition, based on direct witnesses 
(manuscripts in the same language) or indirect ones (translations, citations).

GTA takes as its point of departure several textual traditions that depend on 
the same archetype (whether those traditions be stabilized and circulating in edi
tions, or surviving only in isolated witnesses). On the basis of these textual tradi
tions, GTA will attempt to infer the textual accidents and redactional innovations 
to which they have been subject in the course of their independent paths of trans
mission. GTA aims to analyze the textual forms, and it may present hypotheses of 
limited scope and variable probabilities on this or that peculiarity of an archetype 
or hyper-archetype. But it does not endeavor to establish a text, as RTC does.

Where a biblical book is involved, we must therefore first apply the methods 
of RTC to the different canonical editions that have represented that book in the 
faith communities for whom it had the function of Holy Scripture, with the rich
est cultural proliferation. Once this work has been accomplished— and we are not 
yet to that point— we can attempt, on the basis of the information about the re
constructed textual traditions, to proceed to a GTA that will shed light on their 
origins.

Let us see what norms emerge from this distinction and from what we have 
said about the various textual witnesses in the course of this introduction.

The aim o f RTC o f  the classical Tiberian HI

Since (1) the various canonical editions in which a biblical book has exercised 
its function as Holy Scripture must each be the object of reconstructive textual 
criticism, and (2) the classical Tiberian !1I has obtained the greatest authority as a 
canonical edition of the text of the Hebrew Bible, and (3) our research is focused

568
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on the textual criticism of the Hebrew Bible, we will attempt to state exactly 
what a critical edition of 111 should provide.

1. The Content o f  the Critical Edition
In the course of this introduction, a comparison between several witnesses of 

Isaiah and the twelve prophets allowed us to formulate a number of conclusions’ 
that should guide the RTC of III. ( 1 ) We were led to recognize the existence of a 
proto-Masoretic text from the beginning of the second century. This text dem
onstrates the excellent quality of the textual transmission that progressed from 
this type of text (immediately following textual standardization) and ended in the 
great witnesses of the classical Tiberian text. (2) We gave the name "pre- 
Masoretic” to a textual type that clearly precedes textual standardization in its 
noticeable uncertainty in the presence of conjunctive waws and in its possessing 
certain groups of variants. It was observed that all the corrections made on this 
textual type bring it closer to 111, and that most of the variants that distinguish it 
from 111 are the limited variations that one would expect within the same stream of 
textual transmission. (3) The name “extra-Masoretic” describes a third textual 
type whose variants with respect to 111 are numerically much greater than those 
that distinguish 111 from the pre-Masoretic text. In particular, the fact that the cor
rections to which it was subject do not orient it toward 111 prevents it from being 
placed in the line of transmission that resulted in 111.

We have observed2 that the Tiberian pointers in the ninth ccntury limited 
themselves to recording a mode of reading the Bible in which all Jews in Pales
tine, whether Rabbanite or Karaite, together recognized a shared legacy of the 
best traditional quality.

As to what most directly concerns the aim of a critical edition of ill,  we con
cluded3 that an editor would do well not to choose the same manuscript as a 
model for the arrangement of the consonantal text (i.e., layout of poetry and sec
tion divisions) on the one hand, and for Masoretic work (correction, pointing, 
Masorah) on the other. Indeed, we were led to be wary of blanket conclusions4 
that one might be tempted to make concerning the quality of a given manuscript. 
A manuscript can be excellent in terms of its pointing, defective in terms of the 
layout of its consonantal text, and average in terms of its Masorah.

The monolithic appearance of the classical Tiberian text is thus not imper
vious to detailed criticism. This is to say that it should be the object of an RTC 
that endeavors to establish the most authoritative form o f the different aspects—  
the consonantal text, its division into sections, its vocalization, teamim, and Ma
sorahs. It is important to choose a base manuscript selected for the quality o f its

1. P. 405 and following.
2. P. 2 7 1 and following.
3. P. 328 and following.
4. P. 381.
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second hand— that is, the work of its corrector-vocalizer-accentuator. This is 
precisely the domain where the efforts of the Tiberian Masoretes are concen
trated. Now, just as we recognize that the work of the scribe who copied the con
sonantal text of Leningrad B 19A is open to criticism, it is also clear that the 
work of its corrector-vocalizer-accentuator is of high quality. Given that it is the 
earliest complete manuscript in the classical Tiberian tradition, it is important to 
keep it as the foundation of a critical edition, at the expense of alterations in the 
few cases where it is too isolated in certain of its choices, or where obvious er
rors have not been corrected.

The two domains where it is especially in need o f correction are: (1) the layout 
of its pages, an aspect that completely escapes the intervention of the corrector- 
Masorete and merits a critical analysis, and (2) its Masorahs, which are not al
ways coherent and which fairly frequently contradict the text.

(1) In the phrase “page layout” we mean to include two aspects: (a) the divi
sion into open and closed sections (petuhot and setumot), and (b) line division in 
(a) the Songs, (ß) certain traditional lists, and (γ) the three books with poetic ac
cents. In these areas it must be determined what the best tradition is behind the 
great Tiberian mishafim , and in all events, it is essential to avoid the fabricated 
page layouts in BHK1,2·3 and BHS, which often have the goal of steering the 
reader toward corrections suggested in the critical apparatus.

(2) An edition of the Masorahs parva and magna is the usual complement of 
an edition of the Masoretic Text. Is it imperative to give both the text and the Ma
sorahs of the base manuscript that has been selected, as the Hebrew University 
project has decidcd to do? Or is it necessary, as in BHK3, simply to give the Ma
sorah parva of the chosen manuscript as it is, or, as Weil did in BHS, give a com
pleted and corrected Masorah parva with references to a critical edition of the 
Masorah magna? I would suggest, rather, giving the uncorrected Masorah parva 
of the Firkovitch manuscript in the margin, as in BHK3, adding references to a 
critical edition of the Masorah magna, as in BHS. Indeed, there is a reason not to 
edit the Masorah magna of the chosen manuscript in the same volume as the text, 
since the Masorah magna of the Firkovitch manuscript, as we have observed, is 
inferior in quality to that of several other manuscripts, both contemporary with 
Firkovitch and earlier. In a separate volume Weil edited the lists of Masorah 
magna in Firkovitch, after having corrected them. Unfortunately, he never pub
lished the volume of commentary justifying the corrections. The work of Gins
burg should be redone, to include the many early manuscripts that were unknown 
to him. For that, it would be essential to take the greatest possible advantage of 
the numerous unedited treasures in the second Firkovitch collection. The earliest 
states of the lists that are retained and the commentary on them should then be 
placed alongside each other. Indeed, this critical edition of the Masorah magna 
should include different states of each o f the most important lists. This is the very 
type of work that could be published on CD-ROM, adding amplifications and al-
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terations as the work progressed. Each reedition of the critical edition of the clas
sical Tiberian 111 would incorporate new references to the most recent states of the 
critical edition of the Masorah magna (linked to the corresponding Masorah 
parva or to the words in the text).

2. The Various Critical Apparatuses
Let us now attempt to specify the manner in which the apparatuses of the criti

cal edition of the classical Tiberian III should be presented. First, it is essential to 
distinguish two types of critical apparatus that should complement each other: an 
RTC apparatus, whose goal is (1) to justify the critical choices that determined 
the establishment of the text, and (2) to situate the chosen text in relation to the 
relevant evidence concerning other texts in the same category or in other contem
poraneous competing categories; and one or several GTA apparatuses, whose 
goal is (1) to situate the textual category in question (i.e., the classical Tiberian 
!11) in relation to earlier states that resulted in the stabilization of this canonical 
edition, and (2) to situate these earlier states with respect to other divergent tradi
tions that originated in the same source.

2.a. The RTC apparatus
This apparatus, which aims to establish the most authentic form of the classi

cal Tiberian text, must, as we have just stated, bring to bear two types of informa
tion. Both types of information may be placed in the same set of notes, provided 
they are distinguished from each other typographically.

2. a.i. Justification o f  changes
The first function of the RTC apparatus is to justify the changes that the pub

lished text brings to the “text” of the manuscript chosen as a base for the edition. 
By “text” we mean (1) the page layout (division into sections and separation of 
lines), (2) the consonantal copy, and (3) its pointing (vowels and teamim). As we 
have stated, emendations in the pointing of the manuscript will only take place in 
the edition of the text in the few cases where the base manuscript is too isolated 
in its choices (with respect to the group of manuscripts that can be characterized 
as “classical Tiberian” or with respect to readings attested in both Ben Asher and 
Ben Naftali), or in cases where obvious errors have not been corrected. In con
trast, emendations to the consonantal text and especially to the page layout will 
aim to bring it into conformity with the best available proto-Masorctic tradition.

2.a.ii. Situating the chosen witness within the classical Tiberian !ll tradition 
Also of concern in the RTC apparatus is information that aims not to justify 

the decisions made in the establishment of the published text, but to allow one to 
situate the published text as precisely as possible in the context of the canonical 
edition whose most authentic form one is attempting to establish: i.e., the clas
sical Tiberian 111. This information, as stated, consists of (1) relevant evidence
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concerning other texts belonging to the category of classical Tiberian Î1I, or
(2) other contemporaneous and competing categories. Included may be factors 
explaining the differences between the various textual alternatives represented. 
Optimally, these various data will appear in the same textual note. Indeed, while 
certain sources are clearly located inside the same classical Tiberian domain 
(Aleppo, Cairo, and Firkovitch, as well as the readings of Ben Asher and Ben 
Naftali or the lemmas and examples of interpreters, lexicographers, and Palestin
ian Judeo-Arab grammarians of the tenth century) and others are clearly located 
outside this domain (manuscripts such as those of Petrograd. New York JThS 
Lutzki 232, ‘O riental” readings, or fragments of Babylonian or Palestinian tradi
tions), there are others that are more difficult to situate (the Ben Hayim edition, 
the evidence from Norzi, certain Sephardic and Yemenite manuscripts).

2.b. The GTA apparatuses
The evidence bearing on comparisons located in two distinct and successive 

levels should be allocated to two distinct apparatuses.

2.b. i. The recent level
For a GTA of the classical Tiberian ill, the recent level (which one can charac

terize as “proto-Masoretic”) will be made up of the comparative data illuminating 
the development o f the textual forms that arose from the standardization of the 
consonantal text (around a .d . 100) prior to the fixing of the classical Tiberian tra
dition in the mishafim  that include consonantal text, vowels, and teamim. Essen
tially, these data will come from the manuscripts from the caves of the second 
revolt (for example, the Murabbacat scroll of the Twelve Prophets), the hexaplaric 
versions (α', θ', σ ', and ε'), D (depending both on the hexaplaric versions and on 
Jewish interpretational traditions gathered by Jerome), S (to the extent that it es
capes the influence of ©), and (L (which gives evidence o f a Jewish exegetical tra
dition more often than of a Vorlage distinct from !1I).

2.b.ii. The early level
The early level of the GTA will group data that illustrate a comparison of the 

standardized text with other forms contemporaneous with standardization or prior 
to it (forms that we have characterized as “pre-Masoretic” or “extra-Masoretic”). 
Here, the Qumran manuscripts stand in the foreground as witnesses in the Hebrew 
language (although they are too often fragmentary and belong to diverse literary 
and textual traditions). For the Torah, the Samaritan text occupies the place of a 
canonical edition that fragments from Qumran have shown to have very early 
roots. The “Septuagint,” for its part, is difficult to use, because, almost since the 
time of its translation, it has been the object of recensional activity based on a He
brew different from that of its Vorlage. Also, in several of its branches (at least the 
Origenian and the Antiochene), it was subject to the influence of the proto- 
Masoretic Text through the intermediary of the versions gathered in Origen’s
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Hexapla. Furthermore, in certain of its transmissional lines, it underwent redac- 
tional developments and in others, changes toward Attic Greek. These difficulties 
underscore the necessity o f an independent RTC of the Greek textual tradition, but 
they still do not change the fact that ® (accessed through its multiple and fre
quently divergent witnesses), because of its widespread and powerful presence, 
will always constitute the principal representative of the proto-Masoretic and pre- 
Masoretic textual types.

3. Presentation o f  the Relevant Evidence?
At its best, a critical apparatus will give all of the evidence relevant to the tex

tual item in question in as complete, balanced, clear, and restrained a fashion as 
possible. This implies that it fills a number of conditions.

3.a. The relevant witnesses
There are two categories of evidence that may well not be relevant, although 

this does not mean that they should be systematically excluded from critical ap
paratuses.

3. a.i. The offspring o f  collateral texts
Let us look at several examples of this type of non-relevant evidence with re

gard to the different types of apparatus.
• For the RTC apparatus directed at the classical Tiberian !ïï, it is usually un

necessary to refer to the “Kennicott manuscripts.” For the most part, they consti
tute the illegitimate progeny of transmission lines that should be considered 
collateral in relation to the early witnesses to the classical Tiberian text. To gain 
access to these collateral textual forms, it is usually sufficient to refer to the evi
dence in a few of the important early manuscripts, such as Reuchlin or the former 
Ebner 2 of Nürnberg,5 or the former Erfurt 3.6 When we stated that evidence of 
doubtful relevance should not be excluded systematically from the apparatus, we 
were thinking of “offspring of collateral texts” that are of exceptional interest, 
such as Paris BN hébr 1-3, which belonged to the Jesuits of Cologne until the 
end of the eighteenth century, or Arundel Or 16 of the British Library, whose Ma
sorahs are particularly rich. Finally, let us recall that the Yemenite tradition con
stitutes a separate case, since its testimony, while of superior quality, is generally 
accessible only in very recent witnesses. These are no longer children, but grand
children, of the collateral texts.

• In the GTA apparatus for the recent level, one should take into account those 
Greek, Syriac, and Coptic witnesses that attest a text that has undergone recen
sion either directly or indirectly based on the pre-Masoretic or proto-Masoretic 
Hebrew text. In contrast, one must be very conservative in the use of biblical

5. Now called Add 21161, in the British Library.
6. Now called Berlin Or fol 1213.
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citations drawn from the talmudic and midrashic literature. Indeed, it is usually 
difficult to determine the degree of literality of the allusions in question, and the 
editions of the Talmuds and the Midrashim many times have assimilated their 
contents to the received text, so that it is necessary to go back to a textual tradi
tion of these writings that often has little coherence. These citations and allusions 
can thus be considered the offspring of proto-Masoretic texts of a popular type— 
that is, collaterals of the textual line that ended in in.

• In the GTA apparatus that deals with the Hebrew text at the early level, it is 
unnecessary to cite the witnesses that permit one to establish the primitive state 
of ©. The place of these witnesses would be in the RTC apparatus o f an edition of 
©, and not in an apparatus concerning the Hebrew text. Thus, one avoids citing 
side by side, as the apparatuses of BHK1·2·3 and BHS do too often, all or part of 
the sigla <£>&!. ï\ê>9L Indeed, the siglum Τί (= Vetus Latina) should only intervene 
as a witness in the establishment of the text of ©, and thus does not constitute a 
witness apart from ©, since it depends on it exclusively, according to what we 
know up to this point. As for ä  (= Ethiopie), its somewhat incoherent textual tra
dition is attested by quite recent witnesses. Like Si (= Arabic), it is essentially de
pendent on certain late stages of the textual traditions of © or 5. & (= Coptic) is a 
daughter of © and as such, has no place in an apparatus bearing on the Hebrew 
text when it attests the same reading as ®. On the other hand, it sometimes hap
pens that one or several of the different states of 1\ (Sahidic, Akhmimic, Bo- 
hairic, Fayyumite) break away from © because they underwent recension based 
either directly or indirectly7 on the Hebrew. (= S = Peshitta), as we have shown, 
often depends on ©. In a case where one is tempted to add the siglum 5 to the si
glum ©, the former can be dispensed with, since there is every likelihood that it is 
one of the many cases of dependence, and two sigla would be redundant. The 
daughter versions of © constitute for the pre-Masoretic Hebrew text the progeny 
of a collateral text (©). As such, they have no voice in the matter of the GTA at 
the early level. But these same versions do recover a voice in the GTA at the re
cent level, to the extent that they retain the traces of a recension on a Hebrew text 
more recent than the Vorlage o f ©. This is the case for certain branches of © that 
are recensions based on the Hebrew either directly (for example, the καίγε recen
sion or the direct traditions of Aquila and Symmachus), or indirectly (the Origen 
or Antiochene recensions, which depend on the so-called “hexaplaric” versions, 
by way of the evidence of the Hexapla).

3.a.ii. Traditional exegetical alternatives
Earlier,8 we demonstrated that the versions maintain close ties with traditional 

lines of interpretation, with the result that many “variants” are much more likely

7. Through a Greek witness that underwent recension itself, like the Washington papyrus in 
the case o f  the Twelve Prophets.

8. Pp. 548-552.
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to be interpretations. Should these “pseudo-variants” be excluded from the appa
ratus? When they involve readings from some o f the important witnesses like ®, 
the hexaplaric versions, or l">, it seems preferable to include them in the apparatus, 
clearly marked as exegeses, even if this entails explaining the connections that 
link them to Jewish traditions of interpretation. Indeed, if they are not included, 
readers who are accustomed to seeing them cited as textual variants may think 
that those readings were not taken into consideration. What we have just said for 
readings that arise from an interpretational tradition also holds true for readings 
where certain options continually reappear, being “in the air” because the imme
diate context or well-known parallels suggest them to the copyist’s hand or the 
translator’s mind. They, too, should figure in the apparatus, but should be de
scribed appropriately.

3.b. A complete and balanced presentation
The apparatuses of BHK1·2 3 and BHS almost always have the goal of support

ing a proposed emendation. Consequently, they usually let the witnesses that 
support 111 go unmentioned, and only present those that support the proposed 
emendation, that is, only a portion of those that are regarded as departing from 111. 
A complete and balanced presentation of the witnesses would require that those 
that support the chosen text and those that depart from it be listed in an equally 
detailed way, distributing the latter in as many sub-categories as there are distinct 
textual alternatives represented. The remarks just made concerning the relevance 
of evidence should give an idea of how we understand the adjective “complete.” 
It is not a matter of citing the greatest number of witnesses possible. Indeed, 
when the witnesses most likely depend on each other, listing all their sigla cre
ates an imbalance in the apparatus.

3.c. A clear and restrained presentation
There will always be conflict between the two requirements of clarity and re

straint. Indeed, for an apparatus to be clear, it must include explanations and jus
tifications. For it to be restrained, it must provide this information in the form of 
abbreviated factors of alternatives whose interpretation will often be ambiguous. 
Consequently, it is difficult to avoid the necessity o f accompanying the edition 
with a commentary explaining the significance of these abbreviated factors. 
Here, we insist on the same necessity that we encountered increasingly in the 
course of our research: at the level of the commentary, the textual difficulties 
should be treated in a sufficiently large context (one or several verses, taking ac
count of the relevant literary parallels), while at the level of the apparatus, it is 
necessary to proceed word by word if one hopes to be able to compare the differ
ent witnesses in a sufficiently precise way.
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Several times in the course of our research, we found ourselves faced with a 
paradoxical situation. The following are four examples of this.

4.a. The disappearing horses and mules
The census of the exiles who returned to Jerusalem is given in two parallel 

states in Ezra 2:1-70 and Neh 7:6-72. After the mention of the singers (Ezra 2:65 
counts 200 of them while Neh 7:67 counts 245), the list of Ezra adds: 736 horses, 
245 mules, 435 camels, and 6,720 asses; Nehemiah's list, however, mentions 
neither the horses nor the mules, although it does give the same number of cam
els and asses. It is practically certain that there was an omission of the seven 
words D i m s  nwun ΠΊΚΟ ΰΓΤΌΊΟ DTl KO, because of a homeoarchton
turning on DTIXO. Thus, skipping from □'TIXÖ (= the number of singers) to DTIXO 
ΓΚΡΟΓΠ (= the number of mules), lïï of Nehemiah attributed the number of
mules to the number of singers, omitting the mention of the mules and the horses 
that came before them. The witnesses that agree in omitting the horses and mules 
in Nehemiah are the classical Tiberian HI, all the manuscripts of 0, and 5. Flavius 
Josephus also mentions 245 singers, but neither horses nor mules.9 Indeed, the © 
translation that is Ezra A (in 5:41-42) is entirely in agreement with the original 111 
of Nehemiah in that it counts 245 singers, which it immediately follows with 435 
camels, although most of its witnesses inserted the horses and mules (after the 
camels!). As for the © o f Nehemiah, it mentions 245 singers, as in Ml, and then its 
textual tradition splits up, with the majority of the witnesses omitting horses and 
mules, while some (including Vaticanus) also omit the camels (by a secondary 
homeoteleuton), and still others reintroduce the horses and mules (in various 
places). And finally, a good number of manuscripts of lïï, as well as standard edi
tions of lïï (before that of Baer) and all those of Ό (before San Girolamo) also 
mentioned the horses and mules in Nehemiah. But the fact that all the amplified 
forms of Nehemiah agree on the number 245 for the singers proves irrefutably 
that all these forms (as well as Ezra A for 5:41-42) derive from a textual form 
that had been subject to homeoarchton, then was reamplified through borrowing 
from Ezra 2:65-66 .10 Here is a case where, for Neh 7:67-68, an apparatus of re
constructive textual criticism based on witnesses, in its search for the earliest at
tested textual state, should prefer a textual form that was deformed by a very 
early accident over forms that have been recnrichcd by more recent insertions. 
This case also shows that RTC based on witnesses must absolutely be comple
mented by a GTA that will situate the genesis of the corrupt form through an 
analysis of the facts that allow reconstruction of the accident that produced it.

4. Ambiguity in the Critical Apparatus

9. Josephus, Vol. 8 (Jewish Antiquities, Book XI, §72)
10. See CTAT Vol. 1, 564-65 .
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4.b. Did the bagpipes fa ll silent?
Daniel 3:5, 7, 10, 15 all list the horn, flute, zither, harp, lute, bagpipe, and all 

sorts o f instruments, with the single dilference that the bagpipe (îTiSÔIO) is miss
ing in the second list, according to 111. Indeed, one can easily show that the pres
ence of the word in about 15 manuscripts of îlî constitutes a secondary addition in 
this second list, since the Masorah of 111 regards the absence of the word in v. 7 as 
a fact so clearly established that it pays no attention except to point out the differ
ences in the spelling and pointing of the instrument names in their various mani
festations, including the three (never four) occurrences of the “sumponia.” 
However, in a fourfold parallel where the symmetry is so strongly supported, one 
can hardly accept as intentional the absence of one of the instruments in the sec
ond list.11 But here ® offers no help, since it only attests the complete list in its 
first occurrence (in v. 5), and shortens it in the three subsequent occurrences to 
“the trumpet and all musical sounds.” As for O', none of its early witnesses men
tions συμφωνίας in all four lists, and none of them omits it in all four lists. If we 
limit our inquiry to those witnesses that attest the list of instruments four times, it 
can be seen that only the latest witnesses (certain manuscripts of ill, the late 
manuscripts of θ', Ό, and 5) generalize the presence of the “sumponia” to all four 
occurrences o f the list. In his commentary, Jerome gives evidence o f the slight in
terest he attached to this list by the manner in which he abridges it in v. 7 and 
omits it in vv. 10 and 15. The earlier traditions (earlier witnesses of θ', hexaplaric 
additions, and early Tiberian witnesses of 111) attest the omission of this word in 
one or several occurrences of the list, without providing in their testimony any 
certain indication about the original location of the omission. We must therefore 
regard the original state as lost, where all the names must have figured in all the 
lists, since it is only by virtue of secondary additions that certain late witnesses 
offer a complete state of all the occurrences in the list. RTC of 111 must respect the 
absence of the “sumponia” in v. 7, while a GTA commentary will easily show the 
secondary character of the absence.

4.c. One or several women?
While Ezekiel frequently uses the normal plural for the word Π$Κ, 23:44 

is the one place in the book (and in fact in the entire 111) where he gives the form 
ΠΐΡΝ as the plural. The presence of this form is confirmed in the best witnesses of 
111 by a Mp Dm 7, recognizing in the form the same value as that of ΠίΦ’Χ, which 
appears several times in the pluses of the Samaritan Pentateuch. In Ezek 23:44, 
the plural vocalization Π$Χ has the support of a ', D, and 5, while the witnesses of 
ü are divided between the plural and the singular. Indeed, a vocalization ΓΙψΝ ap
pears in several manuscripts of 111, one of them (Urbinates 1) going so far as to 
give the singular vocalization alongside the Mp that contradicts it. Here, the

11. See CTAT Vol. 3, 441:47-50.
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evidence in © is important. Probably reading the vocalization ΓΐΦΧ, but thrown 
off by it, it translates with τοΰ ποιήσαι, making use o f the common expression 
niUWV as an interpretational key. Given that the form ΠΪΡΧ, although solidly con
firmed by the Masorah and by a ', is a unique vocalization in Biblical Hebrew and 
that it is the source of the translation of © on the one hand, and the vocalization 
as singular in facilitating manuscripts of ill on the other, via different lines of 
transmission, we concluded that the reading nÛ?X is the earliest state our wit
nesses allow us to recover. The authentic vocalization ΠψΧ is recovered by sev
eral manuscripts only through assimilation to the usual vocalization of these 
consonants. Here again, an apparatus of RTC should give preference to the in
correct vocalization as the earliest form that the witnesses allow us to recover. 
However, a commentary of GTA should explain the reasons for this incorrect vo
calization as a plural.12

4.d. A king changes his identity
In 2 Chr 22:6 all the editions and the large majority of medieval manuscripts 

of III agree with Aleppo and Firkovitch, as well as with Berlin Or qu 680 (the 
only Babylonian manuscript known here), in having “Azaryahu,” son of Jehoram 
king of Judah, go down to Jezreel to visit Joram, son of Ahab, who had been 
wounded. The historical and literary context (22:7), as well as the parallel in 
2 Kgs 8:29, show that the Chronicler or one of his first copyists was in error, and 
that "Ahazyahu” is the authentic reading. Furthermore, all the witnesses of © 
have Οχοζειας here. However, we have shown that on this point © should not be 
trusted;13 with the same transcription Οχοζειας already in 21:17, it assimilated 
the form ΤΠΧΪΓΡ, present in the narrative that is the Chronicler’s alone, to the pre
vailing form ΙΓΡΤΠΧ. The most likely explanation is that under the pressure of the 
context and the parallel, it had all the more reason to write the name that was “in 
the air.’’ Here 5 does not merit being cited separately, since it depends on ©. The 
case of 0 is of interest. It is not until the San Girolamo edition that one reads “Az- 
arias,’’ which is its authentic reading, whereas the previous editions, with the ma
jority o f manuscripts, have “Ochazias,” bowing to the same pressures of context 
and the parallel. Thanks to the traditional lists o f hillufim, the textual tradition of 
ΙΠ, as one might expect, more successfully resisted the infiltration o f this facilitat
ing and assimilating reading. Given the state of the witnesses, it seems quite un
likely that any of them would have preserved the original reading “Ahazyahu.” It 
is much more likely that the different pressures exerted by this reading allowed it 
to penetrate the least resistant segments of the textual tradition. Here then is a 
case where it appears that an honestly conducted textual criticism must come to 
the conclusion that the authentic Hebrew reading, although attested by numerous

12. As wc have done in CTAT Vol. 3, 200:52-201:11.
13. In CTATVol. 1 ,501.
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witnesses, escapes the grasp of textual criticism, because it is not attested by 
them as an original reading, but as an assimilation to the context or to a parallel. 
Here again, it is essential to distinguish between the two distinct standards of 
RTC and GTA.

These four cases are paradoxical because numerous witnesses sensed or re
constructed through various processes a text that had been accidentally mutilated 
(4a and probably 4b), a form that had been improperly put in the plural (4c), and 
two royal names that had been confused (4d). But these cases allow us to distin
guish clearly (1) the task of reconstructive textual criticism, which must be con
tent to establish the earliest form accessible through the witnesses, and (2) the 
task o f genetic textual analysis, which goes back beyond the textual corruption in 
question. In cases where the earliest attested text is clearly corrupt, the best solu
tion for the translator would probably be to translate the original text as it is re
constructed, indicating in a note how it was obtained. We will expand on these 
questions in the introduction to the fourth volume of CTAT. Here we have simply 
attempted to demonstrate that the mention of textual witnesses in a critical appa
ratus must always be accompanied by adequate qualification.

II. Desiderata for Critical Editions

We would not want to end an introduction in which we have examined the 
problems posed by the different textual witnesses of the Old Testament without 
formulating a few desiderata concerning what could facilitate access to the most 
important versions o f the Old Testament. A first desideratum that applies to the 
majority of critical editions is the following: when the variants involving a word 
or group of words require citing a number of important witnesses to support 
them, it would be very useful to have a clear and complete list o f the relevant wit
nesses (that is, ones that are very likely independent of one another) that support 
the text that has been chosen. Indeed, given the difficulty in interpreting the argu
ment from silence, on the one hand, and the difficulty in making an accurate and 
exhaustive list of witnesses not mentioned in a list of variants that is often highly 
ramified, on the other, one is often uncertain about which witnesses support the 
text put forward by the editor.

A second desideratum for many editions bears on the divisions of the text. 
Each version has its own traditions in this domain, and editors generally allow 
themselves to be overly influenced by the verse division of ill and the chapter di
visions in D, according to the standardized text that was edited in the thirteenth 
century at the University of Paris. We will indicate more precisely the manner in 
which this question is posed for each of the versions, to which we now devote a 
few words in conclusion.
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/. Septuagint

The Göttingen edition of © is a remarkable success, especially in its more re
cent volumes. But we have pointed out through a fair number of examples that it 
could be improved considerably in the domain of text divisions.14 In this regard, 
we have seen what benefits can be drawn from the readings o f © in the Greek fa
thers, who commented on it and frequently divided it and understood it differ
ently from the way we do. The annotated translation of the “Septuagint” by the 
team of La Bible d'Alexandrie will contribute valuable data in this domain.

We have pointed out how certain editions produced by Ziegler several de
cades ago deserve to be reissued, with the addition of an account of witnesses 
that were unknown to Ziegler (the scroll of Nahal Hever),15 or only partially 
known to him (Papyrus 967),16 or to which he attached too little significance (the 
text of the Complutensis).17

Finally, the textual tradition of the “Septuagint” is so complex that one can 
only greet with enthusiasm the undertaking of N. Fernandez Marcos and J.-R. 
Busto Saiz to edit El Texto Antioqueno de la Biblia G rie g o 18 on more sound 
foundations than those used by Lagarde for his edition.

2. The Hexaplaric Versions

Field’s edition is excellent,19 but the fact that he worked almost entirely 
second-hand and that many new sources of hexaplaric fragments have become 
accessible since then, necessitates that his work be redone, using new bases. We 
will not repeat here references made in this introduction to particular problems 
linked to the use of each source of hexaplaric fragments with which we dealt: 
Barberini,20 Jerome,21 the SyroHexapla,22 and the marginal scholia in manu
scripts of ©,23

When these sources are used indiscriminately, the result is aberrations such as 
the Aquila index in Reider and Turner, from which some scholars believe they 
can derive authentic readings of a ' with assurance. In the present state of the edi
tion of the hexaplaric versions, any attribution of a fragment to one of the ver
sions must have a well-reasoned critical judgment behind it.

14. See above, pp. 412-423 .
15. See above, pp. 443-449.
16. See above, p. 424 and following.
17. Sec above, pp. 425-443.
18. Fernandez Marcos, Texto.
19. Hexaplorum  (Field).
20. See above, pp. 477-481.
21. See above, pp. 4 8 1 ^ 8 9 .
22. See above, pp. 489^493.
23. See above, pp. 493-496.
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3. Vulgate

The San Girolamo edition represented a giant step forward in our knowledge 
of D.  But, for D ,  as for the hexaplaric versions, the absence of a truly critical edi
tion of Jerome’s commentaries is sorely felt. His lemmas and explanations, 
which could contribute a great deal to a critical assessment of his activity as a 
translator, were often altered based on the standard forms of Ό.

Moreover, it would be useful, here as for®, to devote more careful study to the 
syntax of D, which in almost all our editions has been adapted artificially to the 
verse divisions resulting from the pointing tradition of the Hebrew text. It is es
sential to examine more closely the often uncertain traces of Jerome’s division of 
his text into “cola et commata,” as well as the often very elegant textual divisions 
of certain Latin manuscripts and certain editions prior to the division of ü into 
verses.

We might also recall here, in the area o f the history of critical editions of D ,  the 
serious deficiencies that were pointed out in two decisions taken in Dom Quen
tin: (1) the one that led it to overvalue Laridius (and cite him regularly), while it 
undervalued (and did not cite) Gadolo; and (2) the decision to cite readings that 
Robert Stephanus placed in the text of his 1540 Bible out of fear of Sorbonne 
theologians, and not those that he had placed in the margin, in the first critical ap
paratus ever compiled for Ό.

4. Syriac

The Leiden edition confirms what had elsewhere already been intuited: that 
the text of S was much more unified than that of the other versions. But further 
steps are still possible to acquire a better knowledge of it.

It is unfortunate that the Peshitta Institute did not undertake to give more com
plete information on the seyames and other diacritical marks that accompany the 
text in the Estrangelo manuscripts. Even if one must maintain a very critical 
stance in this domain, an awareness of the facts is totally lacking, but could 
surely provide some enlightenment.

It is also unfortunate that the Leiden edition mentions neither prior editions 
nor the indirect textual tradition. The Mossul edition could furnish information 
that would not be without interest, and the same is probably true for the Urmia 
edition. Probes into Ephraem’s commentaries also demonstrated that the early in
direct tradition could complement the data from the manuscripts in a very useful 
way.

5. Targum

It is undoubtedly in the domain of € that the most regrettable deficiencies can 
be felt. Throughout our study, we demonstrated that the Sperber edition offers 
only a very narrow, and sometimes inaccurate, view of the textual tradition of C.
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It is based on a Yemenite manuscript in the British Library and goes through only 
two or three others comprehensively in its apparatus. While we do not deny the 
importance of these manuscripts, they represent only one of the numerous 
courses along which the textual tradition of C wound its way through the centu
ries. A good number of early manuscripts with Tiberian vocalization need to be 
added to the edition, whereas Sperber drew only a few consonantal variants from 
some of them, not touching witnesses of primary importance, such as Vatican ebr 
448 for Onqelos or Urbinates 1 and Berlin Or fol 1-4 for the entire Bible, and not 
truly utilizing the numerous fragments of the Cairo Geniza.

A further puzzle lies in the fact that Sperber entitled Volume IV A The Ha- 
giographa. when it contains only the C of Chronicles24 and the Megillot (and 
without apparatus!).25 R. Le Déaut and J. Robert have since reedited the C of 
Chronicles from Urbinates 1. But no edition has yet made use of Berlin Or fol 1
4, which also contains this targum.26 As for the very rich targums of Job and 
Psalms and the targum of Proverbs exhibiting such bizarre ties with 5, Sperber 
appears to have been unaware of them.

Clearly, scholars who give themselves to the very laudable task of providing 
good critical editions of the different canonical forms of the Old Testament still 
have a great deal on their plate.

24. Where he reproduces Lagarde’s edition, claiming that it is a “single manuscript,” while 
Lagarde claims to have consulted three manuscripts for his edition.

25. Drawn from the Ben Hayim edition for Ruth, and from a single manuscript in the 
British Library for the other four scrolls.

26. Lagarde, aware o f  the Erfurt manuscript (= Berlin Or fol 1210 and 1211), mistakenly 
believed that “the other Berlin manuscript” containing this targum was Kennicott 607 (= 
Berlin Or fol 5 -7 ), which does not, in fact, contain it, while Berlin Or fol 1 -4  (= Kennicott 
150) docs.
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Norms concerning the Height of Columns in the Sepher Torah

Wc have seen27 that the tradition of the sopherim  assigned one column to the 
Song of the Sea and two columns to the Song of Moses in the Sepher Torah. 
Counting the two blank lines that, according to the tradition, should enclose 
them, the total number of lines of the two Songs and the lines that should precede 
and follow them adds up to 5 + 1 + 30 + I + 5 = 42 for the first, and 6 + 1  + 7 0  
+ 1 + 6 = 84 for the second. This calculation assumes that the Sepher Torah was 
written in 42-line columns. But it appears that this was not the case.

1. The Views o f  Maimonides and His Successors

Let us take the Mishneh Torah o f Maimonides as a point of departure. There 
we read: “There are other things that are not stated in the Gemara, but concerning 
which the sopherim  have traditional practices that they transmit from one to the 
next. For example, they count as the number of lines for each page not less than 
48 and not more than 60.”2X A little farther, Maimonides relates that the Sepher 
Torah that he wrote had 51 lines per page.29 It appears that all the textual wit
nesses of the Mishneh Torah agree on these numbers. The commentary ΓΠΠλΠ 
nWlD’O  explains:

In fact, in the Massekhet Sopherim, it is a matter either of 48 lines, conforming 
to the number of stages (mVDQ) of the sojourn in the wilderness, as it is said 
[Num 33:2]: DrpypoV □;VK^'i?rnx ΠψΟ 3FD’], or of 60 lines, which corre
sponds to the number of ten-thousands of Israelites, as it is said [Exod 34:27]: 
Π̂ ΧΠ D'HairrnN or of 72 lines, conforming to the number of elders,
according to what Scripture says [Num 11:16]: ’’’pVJSON, up to
[Num 11:26]: D^riDS or 98 lines, which corresponds to the curses that

27. Above, p. 319.
28. γ ο π ν  iso . m in iso  rroVn, ν ιι, 10.
29. Ibid., IX, 10. Influenced by Maimonides, the Yemenites kept 51 as the standard number 

o f lines in their Sepher Torah.
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are in Deuteronomy, as it is said [Deut 28:58]: nitÿÿ’? ΪΕψη ^"DK. up to 
[ibid.]: ΠΤΠ "ISO? O 'g in s n .30

Moshe of Coucy, in his Semag, states: “The number of lines contained in one 
column, according to the Massekhet Sopherim, is either 60 or 48.”31 Mordecai 
ben Hillel Ashkenazi repeats these same facts.32

2. Traces o f  a Dissenting Tradition
This series of witnesses appears to depend on a textual state of the Massekhet 

Sopherim  in which 48 was reported as the minimum number of lines on a page of 
the Sepher Torah. However, another line of informants seems to possess a differ
ent tradition. Indeed, Moshe Isserles,33 in his commentary on the halakic com
pendium Shulhan Arukh ,34 states that the sopherim  had the practice of writing 
the pages with “not less than 48 lines (and some say 42) and not more than 60.” 
The insertion “some say 42” would later be clarified by Jacob ben Asher, Baal 
ha-TUrim:35 “The sopherim  also have the practice, concerning the number of 
lines, that there should not be less than 48 and not more than 60. And it is written 
thus in the Massekhet Sopherim. But R. Judah Barceloni36 wrote 42 and gives as 
a siman [Ps 68:181: Un'j?? ψ ο  D 2  'T I N .”

Jacob draws all of this information from the commentary of his father Asher 
ben Yehiel on the Halakhot of Isaac Alfasi, where Asher writes: “Number of 
lines: the sopherim  had the practice, according to the Massekhet Sopherim, of 
making 48 or 42.37 Thus Rambam [= Maimonides] wrote that, according to the 
practice of the sopherim, there should be no less than 48 and not more than 60. 
But, speaking for the Geonim. R. Judah Barceloni wrote 42 and gives as a siman 
IPs 68 :18J: tf*Tjp3 WO CD 'tfîK.”38

It can be seen that Jacob condensed the information furnished by his father. In
deed, he borrowed the phrase “not less than 48 and not more than 60” from 
Asher's quotation of Maimonides, and attributed it to the Massekhet Sopherim.

30. Maimonides, Mishneh, Jerusalem 1963 edition. This commentary on the Mishneh 
Torah was compiled by Meir Kohen, from around 1300.

3 1. m in  Ί20 ΠΌ^Γΐ, 25th commandment. The Semag (= Sepher Mitsvot Gadol) was com 
pleted in 1250. The editio princeps does not offer any variants for these numbers. See Moshe 
o f Coucy, Mitsvot.

32. In Alfasi. Hilkhot. msVn, 21b. Mordecai died in 1298.
33. Died in 1573.
34. Shulhan Arukh. Π1Π Π7Ρ Π ϋ, ΠΠΠ 1D0 ΠΌ^Π, §275.
35. Son o f Asher ben Yehiel, he died around 1340. The same references as for the Shulhan 

Arukh (in Jacob ben Asher, Arbaah Turim).
36. Died 1067.
37. Literally, “forty and eight or two.” This is the reading o f the edilio princeps edited in

1509 at Constantinople: IN ΓΠΙΏΪΛ D’ÿTlX, whereas later editions write WWW instead of
O’ltP, which gives “forty and eight or sixty.”

38. In Alfasi. Hilkhot. DUOp msVn, end o f  the Π11Π ISO msVn. Asher ben Yehiel died in 
1327.



Supplement 585

Asher mentioned hesitation between the reading 48 and the reading 42 for the text 
of the Massekhet Sopherim , and his intention was to rule on the disagreement be
tween the reading 42 and the minimum 48 retained by Rambam by noting that Ju
dah Barceloni based the number 42 on the Geonim. As for Jacob ben Asher, 
because of the improper attribution of Rambam’s reading to the Massekhet 
Sopherim, he no longer mentions a number lower than 48 for that work. The ce
lebrity of the work of Jacob ben Asher could have been the cause of the alteration 
of 42 to 60 that occurred in most of the witnesses of the textual tradition of his fa
ther’s work, as well as the cause of the mistaken tradition that then circulated 
among Ashkenazi writers concerning the number of lines o f the Song of Moses in 
the Massekhet.

3. The Massekhet Sopherim
In any case, all the textual witnesses of the Massekhet Sopherim  known today 

agree in saying:

But, concerning the lines, the sopherim were of the opinion that, because of the 
stages [of the sojourn] (niVDQ), there would be 42, and because of the ten- 
thousands of Israelites, 60, and because of the old men, 72, and because of the 
punishments in Deuteronomy, 98. All this according to Scripture: [42] because 
of the stages (mVDQ), for it is said [Num 33:2]: DiT̂ O/?1? ûn'KXiô-ns Πψΰ ahÿ l;
60, because of the ten-thousands of Israelites, for it is said [Exod 34:27]: ϊ|7_3Π3 
νκΊψ’-ηίο r n ?  ψηκ ’rn s  rtVxn o n a in  | ’s-Vv ’â nVxn ο η τ ιπ τ ιχ :  as Israel 
counts 60 ten-thousands, so the lines of the Torah are 60 in number: because of 
the old men, 72 are counted, for it is said [Num 11:16]: W’X ’’irrtDDX, and 
[Num 11:26]: Π.ίΠΕΟ | TlXUn up to □,ίΐη33 ΠφΓΠ. and because of the
punishments, 98, for it is said [Deut 28:58]: ’‘pvV s-nX  n w yb  Ίΰψη xVdx 
□■ςηΓϋΠ ηχΐπ rninn.39

According to its textual witnesses, the Massekhet Sopherim  thus counts 42 stops 
of Israel in the wilderness, whereas it counted 48 according to Meir Kohen’s and 
Moshe de Coucy’s citations from it.

It is absolutely certain that the number 48 or 42 is tied in the Massekhet 
Sopherim  to the stops Israel made between Egypt and the Holy Land. Now, on 
the number of these ΓΠΡΟΏ. it is clear that, from Num 33:3 to 33:48, Wp’T occurs 
42 times. This corresponds to Rashi’s calculation at the beginning of the parasha 
’ypQ. where he states ΙΤΙ1?0ΰ OTlUn xVx ]KD f  X. Joel Müller40 suggested
that those who relate the number 48 to the ΓΠ1?0Q omit Ramses, which is simply 
the place of departure, but include the seven stops mentioned in Num 21:12-20. 
To this it should be objected that (1) these seven toponyms are not linked, as are

39. In translating this text, wc relied on Miillcr’s edition, 11,6, and Higgcr’s critical edition,
11.11.

40. Massekhet Sopherim (Müller), 37.
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the 42 others, to the characteristic use of the verb V03, and (2) no ancient inter
preter presents this system.

Rather than appealing to far-fetched reasoning to link 48 to the number of 
mVDQ. it makes sense to conclude, with Yom Tov Heller, that reference to the 48 
Levitical cities would be more natural.41 Indeed, for these cities the number 48 is 
mentioned very explicitly in Num 35:7 and in Josh 21:41. Heller adds that the 
connection between these cities and the lines of the Sepher Torah could have eas
ily been made through Deut 33:10: “They will teach your commandments to Ja
cob and your Torah to Israel.”

But it is unnecessary to search for a scriptural basis for the number 48, which 
very simply results from an adaptation of the system with a scriptural base of
fered by the Massekhet Sopherim  to the minimum number of lines required by 
Maimonides.

As for the number of the 60 ten-thousands of Israel on which the number of 60 
lines is supposedly based, it does not have a strictly biblical origin, but can be 
traced to a midrashic tradition.42 The number 72, as in the case of the 72 Greek 
translators,43 is based on the number of the 70 elders plus the two who remained 
in camp, as the explicit reference in Num 11: 16, 26 indicates. Finally, the number 
of the 98 punishments corresponds to one of the possible reckonings of the total 
punishments listed in Deut 28:16-57, but this number, whose supporters are un
known, does not seem to be rooted in any particular tradition.

4. The Views o f  the Babylonian Geonim
We can see that, among the numbers of lines that have been proposed up to 

this point, 42 is the only one that introduces two explicit scriptural justifications, 
since, in addition to the justification by the number of ΓΠ5?00 of Israel, there is, 
according to Asher ben Yehiel and his son Jacob, a justification based on the DD 
(= 42) in Ps 68 :18, as proposed by Judah Barceloni. There is a third scriptural jus
tification for this same number, which is offered by Hai Gaon, according to a re- 
sponsa that is formulated as follows: “As to what you have asked: How many 
lines does each page contain: 42, the number 40 corresponding to the 40 days 
during which the Torah was given and the number two corresponding to the two 
tablets.”44

Now, the number 42 was also highlighted by an anonymous author who prob
ably lived in the first half of the eleventh century.45 What follows is the testimony 
in question:

41. In his commentary on Asher ben Yehiel in Talmud Babli (Vilna). Heller died in 
1654.

42. See Ginzberg. Legends, vol. 5, 357 n. 305.
43. On this point, see Dorival, "Bible,” 58-60.
44. Rcsponsa citcd by Müller (Massekhet Sopherim, 37.)
45. In manuscript 222 in the E. N. Adler collection, 14. Adler believed this writing could be 

attributed to Judah Barceloni, with whom it is most likely contemporaneous (Adler, “Eleventh
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Concerning the number of lines that are on each page, I found written in the 
name of Mar Rab Jehudai Gaon—may his memory be blessed—that he stated:
“60 lines according to the 60 myriads of Israel.” But I, in all modesty, I do not 
believe that it is this way, but that, as it is said in the Boraita de-Sepharim, “it is 
ruled with 42 lines.” And I myself found an argument for it in certain copies of 
the midrash of R. Tanhuma, for theparasha ’VDft nVxi, where it is stated: “in the 
tablets that Moses brought down from Sinai, there were 42 lines corresponding 
to the 42 mVDQ.” And Mar Rab Qimoi Gaon—may his memory be blessed— 
stated: “the number of lines must conform on each page to the practice of the 
ancients who specified in their remarks: 42.” But some add to this, and I have 
already written the opinion of one who adds to it. Now, Mar Asaf also decided 
in this way: 42 lines. Likewise, Mar Rab Hilai Gaon said 42 lines. And thus it 
was proclaimed by our teacher Hananeel, the great teacher, the last and most 
subtle—may his memory be blessed. And we have a Masorah according to 
which there should be 42 lines.

To underscore the importance of this very detailed information, we should point 
out that Jehudai was a Gaon of Sura in the eighth century, and his great fame lies 
principally in the fact that he appears to have been the first Babylonian Gaon to 
violate the prohibition against writing down the halakah. The Halakhot Pesuqot 
attributed to this blind teacher are the first kernel o f what would become the 
Halakhot Gedolot, in a form developed by Simon Qayyara.

It was in order to argue against a written position attributed to Jehudai Gaon 
(according to whom the pages of the Sepher Torah must have 60 lines) that our 
anonymous author assembled numerous testimonies in favor of the number 42 
(which would permit the use of smaller, and thus less costly, skins). The most au
thoritative of the testimonies, in his eyes, was that of the Boraita de-Sepliarim , a 
book that we no longer possess in the state that he cites it, but in which he per
ceived the expression of an ancient, authoritative and anonymous tradition. Then 
comes the excerpt from one of the many forms of the midrash Tanhuma on the 42 
lines traced on the tablets received by Moses from the very hands of God. This 
haggadic tradition is present in the Midrash ha-Gadol, in the place indicated by 
our author. Then comes a responsa given by Rab Qimoi Gaon, presenting the 42 
lines as a decision that he attributes to the “ancients.” There were two Qimoi Ga- 
ons. According to L. Ginzberg, this one is not Qimoi bar Ahai Gaon, who was the 
Gaon of Pumbedita from 898 to 906, but Qimoi bar Ashi, who was Gaon of Sura 
from 829 to 832.46

Here our anonymous author recalls that some, like Jehudai, ruled more than 
42 lines. Consequently, he adds three names of advocates of the number 42. First,

Century,” 679-80). The author appears to cite Hananeel ben Hushiel and Nissim ben Jacob as 
being very near to him. However, the fact that the work does not mention the scriptural justifi
cation attributed to Barceloni is one reason to doubt that he was its author. This explicit evi
dence is thus not to be identified as his, but adds to it.

46. Ginzberg, Geonica, vol. 1, 104 n. 1.
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Mar Asaf, whom Ginzberg suggests was Rosh ha-Seder under Rabbenu Hai 
Gaon of Pumbedita from 998 to 1038; Ginzberg goes on to say that our anony
mous author probably received this bit of information orally from Mar Asaf.47 As 
for Rab Hilai Gaon, at Sura there were three teachers of this name who carried 
out the duties of the Gaon: one, Hilai bar Mari, from 792 to 801, another, Hilai 
bar Hananiah, from 825 to 829, and the third, Hilai bar Natronai Gaon, from 896 
to 904. Before mentioning a Masorah, probably of the type found in manuscript 
d3, which was discussed earlier, our author cites as the last witness for 42 lines 
the first commentator of the Babylonian Talmud, R. Hananeel ben Hushiel of 
Kairwan.

5. Babylonians, Palestinians, and Maimonides
Our author is clearly situated in a Babylonian context, since he constantly jux

taposes “the gemara of the (= the Jerusalem Talmud) and “ours“
(= the Babylonian Talmud), whereas the Massekhet Sopherim  appears to have 
come from a Palestinian milieu. These two documents give evidence of the two 
different ways of considering the question of the number of lines per page in the 
Sepher Torah.

For the anonymous author, it was essential to agree on a single number. As a 
result he constructed an entire argument to determine that the norm was not 60 
lines (as the great authority of the eighth century, Jehudai Gaon, claimed), but 42, 
a figure that he supports with the testimony of several leaders in the two great 
Babylonian schools, testimonies that are spread from the beginning of the ninth 
to the beginning of the eleventh centuries, the time at which our author composed 
his defense. The facts that he furnishes are, moreover, confirmed by Rabbenu Hai 
Gaon himself, slightly earlier than our author, in a responsa cited above, as well 
as by Rab Sar Shalom bar Boaz, Gaon of Sura from 849 to 853,48 and Rab Na
tronai bar Hilai bar Mari, who succeeded him from 853 to 856. The number of 42 
lines per page in the Sepher Torah thus has four Geonim of Sura as defenders 
(Qimoi. Hilai, Sar Shalom, and Natronai), spread out through the ninth century, 
at a time when (1) the domination of this academy over the entire Jewish world 
was uncontested and (2) the work of the Tiberian Masoretes was in full swing. 
Then our author attests that at the beginning of the eleventh century this position 
was still that of the two most authoritative teachers: Rabbenu Hai Gaon of 
Pumbedita (for whom his colleague Mar Asaf gives evidence) and Rabbenu Ha
naneel ben Hushiel o f Kairwan. Finally, let us recall that Judah Barceloni, o f the 
same era, relied on this tradition.

It can thus be concluded that the norm of 42 lines that was imposed at Sura in 
the course of the ninth century had been adopted at Pumbedita and as far away as

47. Ibid., 8, note, based on a document published by A. S. Kamcnctzky (“Deux lettres”).
48. These last two Geonim are mentioned by Hi «gor (Massekhet Sopherim , 42) as advo

cates o f 42 lines.
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Kairwan and Barcelona at the beginning of the eleventh century. The extended 
reign of this tradition would explain how it was the only one that could appeal to 
three different scriptural justifications conceived by different teachers who inher
ited the same halakah.

And what about in Palestine? The authority of the Babylonian academies was 
such that the Massekhet Sopherim  could not resist it, so it cites first the number 
42, but it mentions immediately afterwards (with its characteristic midrashic ex
planation) the number 60, which the great Jehudai Gaon had advocated earlier. 
Then, it could be that this treatise simply intends to excite the imagination of its 
readers when it goes on to mention the numbers 72 and 98, implying that one 
need only find a scriptural (or midrashic) explanation to be able to choose an
other number.

Maimonides, 50 years after our anonymous author, opts for the same liberty 
as the Palestinians by settling on two outside numbers. In order to escape the tyr
anny of the sopherim , he eliminates the number 42 by fixing 48 as the minimum 
number. However, he did not succeed in eliminating columns of 42 lines from the 
practice of the copyists of the Sepher Torah, a practice that continues to be the 
most widely used layout in the West even today.49

6. The Antiquity o f  the Tradition o f  42 Lines
Advocates of 42 lines per column whom our author invokes against the 60- 

linc columns championed by Jehudai Gaon were ccrtainly not innovators. Wc can 
observe this in the best-known and most outstanding Samaritan manuscript to 
have been preserved, the Barberini triglot. This manuscript most often has 42 
lines per page in its early sections, with an occasional 44 as a maximum.

Does this tradition go back, then, to a date prior to the separation of the Jewish 
and Samaritan traditions? It is tempting to think so when one analyzes the char
acteristics of the only scroll from Qumran in the old script to have been the object 
of a complete publication up to now, the Leviticus scroll from Cave 11. Although 
this scroll was preserved only with a maximum height of ten lines per column, it 
offers a sequence of columns that make up a continuous strip of more than a 
meter. This makes it possible to extrapolate precise information on the layout of 
the scroll at the time it was copied. The editors express their conclusions in these 
terms: “The column height as noted above, is conjectural, but our calculations 
suggest an average column height of 25-26 cm, containing about forty-two lines 
of text.”50

In fact, at Qumran, as with the Samaritans, fewer lines in the columns are seen 
most frequently. This is probably due to the difficulty of procuring sufficiently 
wide skins. But it does appear that 42 lines corresponds to what both Jews and Sa
maritans hoped to realize in the layout of a high quality Sepher Torah.

49. Manuscript c4 (fol. 135b) writes “42” instead o f Maimonides’ minimum “48.”
50. Freedman and Mathews, Paleo, 8.
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The number of 42 lines per column did not apply to the Sepher Torah alone. 
Indeed, according to E. Tov’s analyses, it also characterizes the most important 
and earliest part of the Greek scroll of the Dodckapropheton found in a cave of 
Nahal Hever.51 This scroll contains a recension intended to bring © into confor
mity with a textual form of the pre-Masoretic type. It is therefore not surprising 
that, in its oldest part— and thus the part closest to the author of the recension— 
we find a page layout that was traditional in the milieu of the sopherim  where 111 
would acquire its stabilized page layout. For all that, it should not be concluded 
that the scrolls containing the prophetic books always had 42 lines per column 
after textual standardization. Indeed, the most frequent number in Mur is 39. 
However, the various early occurrences of 42 lines that we have reported do not 
seem at all to be the result of chance.

51. Greek M inor Prophets, DJD VIII, 5, tabic 5.
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The tasks of the committee whose final report is published in CTAT Vols. 1-4 
are discussed on pp. 83-97 of this volume.2 Also discussed there are the provi
sional criteria the committee established to guide its decisions, and the subse
quent modification of some of those criteria.

In this preface, we would like first of all to highlight some aspects of the com
mittee’s work, and then provide an explanation of the sigla that the reader will 
encounter in the report.

A spects o f the C om m ittee’s W ork

1. The textual difficulties treated by the committee are situated at many differ
ent levels. Sometimes, it is a matter of choosing between textual forms that are 
almost literarily independent. At other times, in contrast, the difficulty involves 
only minute details, for example, the point distinguishing sin from sin or the 
presence of a meteg.

We have attempted to differentiate clearly between these different types of 
cases and to handle them with different methods, placing certain cases of the first 
type unambiguously within the domain of literary or redaction criticism, while 
appealing to the data provided in the Masorah to discuss cases of the second type. 
The independent lists of Masorah (the Okhlah or the Babylonian Masorahs of 
Chufut-Kale) and the lists in the margins of Tiberian and certain other ancient 
manuscripts sometimes allow us to identify an established tradition of pointing, 
and to resolve differences between various Tiberian m s s  or even to choose a 
pointing other than the one established in the classical Tiberian text.

2. It was often instructive to trace the history of the textual problems. In fact, 
it often became evident that the same problem had sustained a series of interpre
tive initiatives over the course of time: glossing, then free and often diverging 
translations, then literal interpretations, and finally textual emendation.

1. This Preface is included to give the reader an understanding o f  the structure o f the dis
cussion o f individual textual problems in the CTAT volumes. It is a combination o f  the three 
“Avant-Propos” from CTAT Vols. 1-3. A small number o f the details that follow will therefore 
be applicable only to one or another o f the volumes. All o f  the footnotes are editorial.

2. = CTAT Vol. 1, *66-*78.
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Retracing this history frequently leads to the recognition o f the extreme antiq
uity of some o f the textual difficulties. For example, a phrase may have been 
deemed unintelligible or shocking already in an era that preceded the last burst of 
redactional development. We often find ourselves quite incapable of diagnosing 
the causes of these difficulties. Are they early accidents suffered by the text? Or 
might it not sometimes be a matter of syntactic constructions that elude us today? 
Or again, are there semantic nuances that we are unable to tease out with com
parative lexicography?

These considerations led the committee to make emendations only with the 
greatest caution. The farther we advanced in our work, the more we were aware 
of the wide margin of error in our decisions. To come to terms with this uncer
tainty, we began to split up into groups to present to one another the various op
tions that appeared as more or less likely, considering the weight of their 
respective evidence.

When one traces the history of the textual problems, one cannot help but no
tice that critical corrections, and especially conjectures, often have the effect of 
stifling research. That is, over the span of centuries, a textual difficulty might 
have started a kind of itch or irritation with exegetes, forcing them to search, to 
discuss, to attempt new interpretations. Then one day one of those exegetes de
cides to emend the te x t . . .  and everyone follows the lead, delighted that this sur
gical intervention has eradicated the difficulty that had previously caused such 
discomfort. And if the proffered solution appears over-wrought, fitting poorly 
with the context, then it is time to look for another one. But only rarely does an 
exegete have the courage to stand once more before the old problem, a problem 
which, all this time, may be rich with lessons that one day will be accessible to 
someone, providing that it has not stopped preoccupying the imaginations of 
scholars.

Certainly, comparative philology has tried, often with success, to shed new 
light on textual difficulties. In the eighteenth century, Schultens opened up the re
sources of the Arabic thesaurus; in the nineteenth, Friedrich Delitzsch projected 
the light of Akkadian onto Hebrew words; in the twentieth, the discovery of Uga- 
ritic stimulated new research to which the names of G. R. Driver and M. Dahood 
lent distinction; and even now, it remains to be seen what Ebla will contribute.

Many words in the text— sometimes syntactical constructions as well— were 
thus associated with possible parallels that were hitherto unknown. But these bits 
of linguistic evidence remain rare and scattered, while thousands of others— of
ten linguistically or chronologically closer to the problem being treated— are si
lenced forever. Moreover, our grasp of recently discovered languages is often 
itself dependent on our knowledge of Biblical Hebrew. It thus seemed to the 
committee that the risks of misapprehension, anachronism, and petitio principii 
[begging the question] demand the most circumspect use o f comparative philol
ogy in the interpretation o f Biblical Hebrew.
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Meanwhile, before we resign ourselves to declaring a text unintelligible, we 
have at our disposal a number of resources that are still underutilized in textual 
analysis, resources that we will endeavor to put to good use in this report.

1. In the domain of contextual analysis, syntax and style are branches of He
brew grammar that are still under-researched. The work of E. König, dating from 
the end of the nineteenth century, remains pioneering in this area. Scholars still 
have not taken advantage of that work to the extent it deserves. We lack a syntac
tic concordance of the Bible, and perhaps will do so for a long time to come, 
given the difficulties of producing a satisfying result. Such a concordance should, 
moreover, take into account (at least as a point of information) the often underval
ued contribution of the Masoretic teamim  to our understanding of the syntax. A 
deeper knowledge of the entire textual fabric still has much to offer to exegesis.

2. In the history of Jewish interpretation, there are two groups of sources of 
the greatest import to which we will frequently turn, resources that have lain fal
low up to this point due to their limited publication.

a. First are the commentaries of those literal interpreters who are both contem
poraries and compatriots of the Masoretes to whom we owe the model codexes of 
Cairo, Aleppo, and Leningrad. These include the commentaries of Daniel al- 
Qumisi and Saadya Gaon, which have survived only in fragments, and those of 
Salmon ben Yeruham, which bear directly only on Psalms, Qohelet, and Lamen
tations. But the most valuable for us are those of Yefet ben Ely, dispersed among 
the libraries of Leningrad, Berlin, Paris, London, Oxford. Cambridge, and New 
York, and the collection of David Z. Lichaa (Cairo). Between 950 and 1000, 
Yefet, who lived in Palestine, wrote a commentary in Arabic on all of Scripture 
except for Lamentations, and almost the entire work has been preserved. Further
more, his copious commentary testifies to a number of exegetical traditions that 
preceded him. It is thus likely one of the best witnesses of literal exegesis that 
would have vividly in mind those who fixed the vocalization and accents of the 
classical Tiberian text.

b. There is a second category of sources whose invaluable evidence allows us 
to go quite far back in the tradition o f literal exegesis of the Jews of Northern Eu
rope, and that is the glossaries of Biblical Hebrew-Old French which often con
vey traditions prior to Rashi. Made up of many fragments, there are six glossaries 
of this type, one of them having been published in its entirety (m s  Basel Univ A 
III 39) and another partially ( m s  Paris BN heb 302), while the other four (m s s  
Paris bn heb 301, Parma Palat 2780 and 2924, Leipzig Univ heb 102) are unpub
lished. These glossaries follow the biblical text word by word, treating each of 
the words that the poterim  (commentators) o f the twelfth century deemed worthy 
of mention in their lessons. For each of the words treated, the glossary first gives 
the la(az, that is, the translation in Old French (transliterated in vocalized Hebrew 
script), then, most often, the semantic category to which the word belongs (intro
duced by lëSôn); finally, it refers to another instance where the same root is used
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in a similar way (introduced by the word këmô). We have here clear evidence of 
a consistent and very literal exegetical tradition which is quite independent of the 
one found in the Judeo-Arabic sources from Palestine and Omayyid Spain.

In the final reports, we have often been more preoccupied with following the 
history of a difficulty through the centuries than with resolving that difficulty. 
Among the various exegetical or textual solutions, we have, however, always en
deavored to indicate those that seemed the most plausible.

In the realm of textual solutions, it was helpful to trace the beginnings of the 
history of OT textual criticism up to the end of the eighteenth century, in order to 
establish the framework in which we situate the first attempts at emendation that 
were presented for most of the difficulties treated by the committee. Indeed, the 
emendations offered in the past hundred years or so often turn out to be simply 
reiterations of earlier attempts. Given the orientation of the committee’s work 
and the fact that it extended to the entire Bible, there is no doubt that many recent 
proposals escaped our attention.

Structure and Term inology for the A nalysis o f Cases

/. The Selection o f  Cases

The Committee for the United Bible Societies’ Hebrew Old Testament Textual 
Project functioned from 1969 to 1979, and it dealt with cases where translation 
teams had difficulty understanding the reasons the Masoretic Text was abandoned 
by one or more of the five translations most commonly used by the teams: RSV, 
BJ, RL, NEB, and TOB.

The criteria for selection of textual cases treated in the final report were not 
fully identical to those employed in the selection of cases treated in the Prelimi
nary Report,3 The cases selected for the final report differ in three aspects:

1. The final report omits cases where the “new and completely revised and 
expanded edition” of the Bible de Jérusalem (BJ3) no longer emends the Mas
oretic Text where earlier editions of BJ had been the only one of our four 
translations (RSV, NEB, BJ, RL) to do so.

2. The final report omits cases that consist solely of a conjecture proposed by 
one of our four translations where the entire textual tradition offers consistent 
evidence in favor of the Masoretic Text.

3. The final report treats a certain number of cases selected and examined by the 
committee, even though our four translations show no sign of treating them. 
For CTAT Vol. 1, these are cases raised by variants found in the Samuel frag
ments from Cave IV at Qumran. These cases did not figure in the Preliminary 
Report.

3. The five volumes are listed under Preliminary Report in the bibliography.
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For the books of Isaiah, Jeremiah, and Lamentations, the United Bible Societies 
drew on the RSV. B J12-3, RL. and NEB for a list o f cases where one or several of 
the translations emended HI. O f these cases, the committee retained 685 where 
the emendation appeared to have significant exegetical consequences. The com
mittee’s decisions on these cases make up the contents of volume four of the 
Preliminary Report (The Prophetic Books, I). CTAT Vol. 2 of the final report 
treats 800 cases. This increase was caused mainly by taking into consideration 
certain emendations attested in the notes of the TOB, a translation the committee 
had included only for cases that were already found in one of the four transla
tions mentioned above. When a case was not treated by the committee, this is 
stated at the end o f the section “textual choice” and no note is given in the criti
cal apparatus.

As some reviewers have been critical of the committee’s tendency not to at
tach enough importance to conjectures, CTAT Vol. 2— unlike the first volume— 
has retained most of the cases that consist only of a conjecture proposed by a 
single translation where the entire textual tradition offers consistent evidence in 
favor of ΙΠ.

The five translations whose textual choices the committee undertook to evalu
ate are representative of the diffusion of text-critical knowledge from the past 
100 years into translations (or revisions) that have a wide readership in English, 
French, and German published between 1950 and 1975. As such, they retain a 
permanent interest for those who, like the members of the committee, are inter
ested in questions of method concerning criticism and analysis of the Hebrew 
text of the Old Testament. It is for this reason that we have tried to expand on this 
aspect in the final reports.

Since some of these translations have recently undergone revision (NRSV, 
REB), some will regret that the new decisions were not taken into account here. 
The preparation of the final reports was unfortunately too far advanced by the 
time the revisions were published to allow that.4

The various cases are treated in the traditional order of Christian Bibles. When 
there is a benefit in grouping different cases together based on their similarity, a 
cross-reference guides the reader to the location where the displaced cases are 
treated.

II. Structure o f  the Critical Apparatuses

For the majority o f cases, a critical apparatus begins by articulating in a sys
tematic way the various facts that will be discussed in the treatment of the case, 
with the exception of conjectures for which no specific textual argument has been

4. CTAT Vol. 4 takes into account some o f the decisions o f  NRSV, REB, and later editions 
o f the Bible de Jérusalem.
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put forward. What follows is a brief explanation of the structure of the critical 
apparatuses.5

We should set aside, to begin with, those apparatuses with double entries 
where the committee was evenly divided in a vote between two solutions. This 
can be seen, for example, in 2 Kgs 10: IB; 15:10; 24:3 (Vol. 1); Isa 2:12; 15:9C; 
33:3; 34:5A; 43:19; 44 :11-12A; 66:17, 19B; Jer 16:7AB; 22:23; 23:18; 49:30C; 
50:21A; 51:3C; Lam 2:13A (Vol. 2); and Ezek 8:2; 21:27(22)B; 26:20B: 27:16; 
29:7; 36:13; 41:22A; 41:22B; 47:15-16; 47:17B; 47:18D; 47:19; 48:11; Dan 
8 :11A (Vol. 3).

1. Order o f Items
The normal apparatuses, that is, those with a single entry, are composed of the 

following sections, in the order listed:

a. The biblical reference
When versification differs between versions, that of the Masoretic Text (ac

cording to BHS) is listed first. Other versification (that of the Greek, Vulgate, or 
English Bible) is given in parentheses. The designations “a” and “b” following 
the verse number indicate the part o f the verse that precedes or follows the main 
division of the verse according to the accent. An additional Greek letter (α, ß, or 
γ) indicates the first, second, or third part of the half verse. Upper case A, B, etc., 
distinguish between different problems treated within one verse.

b. Cor (correction )
This label occurs in cases where the committee preferred a reading other than 

that of the reference text (that is, the Qere of m s  Leningrad/Firkovitch).

c. The reading
This is the reading that the committee selected as the most likely to be original 

(according to the considerations set forth on pp. 139-1416). A dash interrupting 
the reading indicates that the words that fall in the interval are included. When 
the reading is interrupted by ellipses, the words that come in the interval are not 
included. When the apparatus bears on a verse or half-verse, the text is not 
printed at the beginning of the apparatus, but only at the beginning of the first 
discussion section (Options de nos traductions) for the treatment of the case.

d. The rating
The committee’s rating of the reading follows (between brackets [ J in vols. 

1-2, and braces { } in vol. 3): A = very highly probable; B = highly probable, but

5. Some modifications take place from one volume to the next, particularly from CTAT 
Vol. 1 to CTAT Vol. 2.

6 . = CTAT Vol. 1, *113—* 114.
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with some degree o f doubt; C = probable, with a considerable margin of doubt; 
and D = possible, but very uncertain. Where there is no rating, the case was not 
put to a vote, as is stated in the section Choix textuel, where the details of the 
committee’s votes are discussed.

e. The sigla fo r  the witnesses
Next are listed the sigla for witnesses that support the reading (the sigla are 

explained below, under III. The Textual Witnesses): They may be replaced by 
has (base), in a case where, with no direct support from the witnesses, the reading 
is attested only indirectly as the base from which the other readings diverged (for 
example, Ezek 22:16; Hos 4:19; Hab 1:8B); crrp (corrupted) is used to indicate 
that a textual form that was already corrupted is all that can be recovered by the 
chosen reading (for example, Ezek 16:30; 23:44; 40:31; 40:34: Dan 3:7).

f. Symbols separating readings
Two forward slashes (//) separate the selected reading from other attested 

readings that depend on it— these readings are separated from each other by a 
single forward slash. An arrow indicates that one reading derives from another.

g. The factors
The presentation o f each reading or group of readings begins with a notation 

of the “alteration factor” that characterizes the relation of that reading or group of 
readings to the reading that the committee considered most likely original.7 The 
factor is followed by a colon.

h. The supporting witnesses
After the colon are listed the sigla for the witnesses that support the reading. 

They are separated by commas when their evidence, though the result of the 
same alteration factor, diverges slightly.

i. Characterization
Finally, where deemed advisable for purposes of clarity, the reading is charac

terized. In such a case, a minority form of the Masoretic Text would be cited as is. 
A reading from one of the versions would either be described or cited in the lan
guage of the version in which it is attested, and may be accompanied by the nota
tion clav (clavis) with the Hebrew form that may lie behind the translation. This 
does not intend to claim that the translator actually had that text.

7. These factors are described in the next section.
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2. Factors Used to Characterize the Variants
These include, first of all, notations that indicate the limited significance of 

certain evidence:

• lacun (lacuna) indicates that the passage in question and its context are lack
ing in the witnesses listed;

• ahst (abstention) indicates that the witnesses listed are of no use in resolving 
the difficulty (for example, the Qumran m s s  for the vocalization o f a defective 
spelling, the Latin versions for the presence or absence of an article, or the 
Latin and Greek for the masculine or feminine gender of a verbal form);

• incert (uncertain) indicates that the interpretation of the support of the wit
nesses remains uncertain;

• lit (literary) indicates that a reading diverges from the others at a level that is 
literary rather than textual (glosses [glos] fall into this category);

• transf (transferred) indicates that a passage was transferred elsewhere by a 
copyist or translator.

On pages 89-928 is a description of the alteration factors defined by the commit
tee at the outset of its work to characterize the readings. The more specific fac
tors used in this report are related to these broadly defined factors as follows.

a. External situation
The first three factors assess the variants externally as to the value of their evi

dence.
Factor 1 (narrow basis for a textual variant) considers giving less weight to a 

variant that is encountered in only one tradition of the biblical text, for example 
in the Targum, Syriac, or Vulgate alone. None of the specific factors used in this 
report is directly related to this one. In no case was the decision of the committee 
motivated solely by this fact. The reasons for alteration of the text (factors 4 -13) 
were always taken into strict consideration. We should add, moreover, that the 
committee was led to consider the Targum more as the witness to a traditional 
exegesis of the proto-Masoretic text than as representing an independent textual 
base. The Vulgate could be characterized in a similar way, with the added com
ment that it often mixes exegesis with a witness to the Greek (via the Old Latin 
from which it is not entirely free). The Syriac is the result of influences that are 
too diverse (proto-Masoretic text, Old Greek, Antiochene rcccnsion, and numer
ous internal corruptions) to have much weight attached to its evidence when it is 
isolated. The Introduction to CTATVol. 3 (Part Three in this volume) describes in 
detail the contribution of each type of witness to textual criticism of the Hebrew, 
providing a fuller notion of their respective weight.

8. = CTAT Vol. 1, *71-*74.
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Factor 2 (deceptively broad basis for a textual variant) pertains to cases where 
several textual traditions took the same obvious route to avoid a textual difficulty. 
The matter is even more striking if one supplements the inquiry into the textual 
witnesses with a review of the history of interpretation of the case, where one 
sees the same hedging on the part of exegetes who certainly had nothing other 
than the Masoretic Text before them. Such a solution is “in the air.” This is ex
pressed with the factor spont (spontaneous), which indicates that the solution 
presented itself spontaneously to translators, exegetes, and sometimes even to 
some copyists.

Factor 3 (dependence of several textual forms on a single earlier form) identi
fies a difficult textual form as being one from which the others diverged as a re
sult of searching for different ways to overcome the difficulty. In the final report, 
this factor, without being directly expressed, is often involved when several dif
ferent variants follow the selected reading. It is indirectly expressed by bus (see 
above, p. 597) or by eius (see below, p. 603). In fact, the committee paid consid
erable heed to this factor in its decisions.

b. Reasons fo r  alterations
Factors 4—13 endeavor to assess the reasons for textual alterations.
Factor 4 (simplification of the text) characterizes a reading as facilitating, and 

is specified in the final report in the following forms:

• fa c il  (facilitation), frequently followed by the domain in which there was a 
facilitation : fa c  il-graph (graphic), facil-sem ant (semantic), facil-styl (stylis
tic), facil-synt (syntactic), and facil-voc(al) (vocalization). However, the 
facilitating character of a reading rejected by the committee is mentioned in 
only a minority of cases— those where it was difficult to detect a more spe
cific factor for the alteration. In a host of others, the presence of this very gen
eral factor must be inferred.

• schem  (schematic) indicates the reduction of a unit that appeared to lack co
herence to a more uniform literary structure.

• sym  (symmetry) indicates the balancing of a unit that was felt to be un
balanced.

• usu (usual) indicates the replacement of a rare form with a more common 
form. The domain in which this replacement occurred may be specified, e.g., 
voc-usu (more common vocalization).

Factor 5 (assimilation to parallel passages) enters into this report in two forms:

• assim  (assimilation), followed by one of six notations:

1. the exact reference to the biblical passage that was the source o f the assimila
tion, and sometimes the textual form to which the reading was assimilated. 
Thus, for Ezek 11:19A, “assim 18,31; 36,26: m 5 d ΐ£ΠΠ" indicates that m (= a
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secondary tradition of the Masoretic Text), S (= the Syriac Peshitta), and (E 
(= Targum Jonathan), in Ezek 11:19A, assimilated to the Masoretic Text of 
Ezek 18:31 and Ezek 36:26 when they copied or translated as if they had read 
Unn in their Vorlage instead of ΊΠΧ (the reading selected by the committee, 
with the Greek, instead of 1ΠΧ, which is the reading of BHS). The type of 
assimilation may be specified (assim-graph = graphic).

2. assim-usu (assimilation to a more common form) indicates an assimilation to 
a form that more readily came to mind because it was the more common one.

3. assim-ctext (assimilation to the context) suggests a general assimilation to 
various facts furnished by the context.

4. assim-graph (graphic assimilation) indicates assimilation to a similar graphic 
form.

5. assim-int (internal assimilation) indicates an assimilation that took place 
within the textual tradition represented by the witness in question.

6. assim-synt (syntactic assimilation) points to an assimilation to a syntactic 
structure that for some reason the copyist or translator had in mind.

• harm  (harmonization) indicates a reciprocal influence exerted in order to alle
viate the risk of contradiction between two dissonant passages or between a 
passage and its context. The specific type of harmonization may be noted 
(harm-synt = syntactic; harm-ctext = contextual). Also classified under this 
factor are homon (homonym) and assort (assonance) to indicate when a trans
lator, unable to understand a word in the Vorlage, used a homonym in his own 
language or a word that sounded similar.

Factor 6 (textual alterations required by the translation) is expressed in this re
port in four forms:

• transi (translational) designates a modification imposed or suggested by the 
structure of the receptor language;

• lie (license) designates a liberty taken with the text in the translation process, 
for which no reason can be detected (the specific area in which the liberty was 
taken is often noted, e.g., lic-synt = syntactic license);

• paraphr (paraphrase) when this license is expressed by a literary develop
ment;

• transcr (transcription) for modifications due to the transcription of a proper 
name from one language to another. This modification may be further charac
terized as transcr-harm  (harmonizing transcription).

Factor 7 (modification of the text for exegetical reasons) assumes various
forms in the final report, the most common and generic being:

• exeg (exegesis), indicating that the variant is simply an interpretation of the 
reading to which it is related (the particular prompt for the interpretation may 
be further specified, e.g., exeg-ctext = according to the context);
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• expl (explanation or clarification), indicating that the interpreter was making 
a loaded expression explicit (this may be further specified, e.g., expl-grapli = 
clarification of a spelling thought to be defective);

• abr (abbreviation or abridgment), indicating that the interpreter abridged the 
text, whether by a defective spelling (abr-graph), or with the goal of either 
condensing the expression (abr-styl = stylistic) or eliminating an element that 
is causing difficulty (abr-elus = elusive or evasive), or a more succinct expres
sion was chosen during translation (abr-transl);

• ampl (amplification), indicating that the interpreter amplified the text by ex
panding on it in some way, whether graphically (ampl-graph) or stylistically 
(ampl-sty/);

• emph (emphasis), indicating that the interpreter used an emphatic expression 
to give more color to the text;

• attenu (attenuation), indicating the reverse, that the interpreter played down 
an element to soften its impact or remove it from focus;

• modern (modernization), indicating that the interpreter updated certain ele
ments that appeared outmoded; the particular type of modernization may be 
specified (e.g., modern-graph = graphic, or modern-lex = lexical);

• midr (midrash), indicating that the interpreter took his inspiration from mi- 
drashic traditions;

• euphem  (euphemism), indicating that the interpreter intended to make the 
mode of expression more socially acceptable;

• theol (theology), indicating that the interpreter was conforming to theological 
norms.

Factor 8 (poor understanding of linguistic facts) is expressed in a general way 
in this report as ign-ling (lacking linguistic knowledge) or ign-exeg (unable to in
terpret) when the interpreter was unable to analyze the form, and more specifi
cally as:

• ign-lexic (lacking lexical knowledge);
• ign-gram  (lacking knowledge of the grammar);
• ign-synt (lacking knowledge of syntax);
• ign-styl (lacking stylistic knowledge); and
• ign-vocal (lacking knowledge of vocalization).

Factor 9 (poor understanding of historical facts) is specified by six factors:

• ign-hist (lacking historical knowledge);
• ign-geogr (lacking geographical knowledge);
• ign-jur (lacking legal knowledge);
• ign-cult (lacking cultural knowledge);
• ign-real (lacking knowledge of realia), that is, ignorant of other cultural ele

ments from the author's environment and time— sociological, architectural, 
legal, technical, etc.;
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• anachr (anachronism).

Factor 10 (accidental omission of similar letters, syllables, or words) is di
vided into:

• hapl(ogr) (haplography);
• hum  (homeoarcton or homeoteleuton);
• homarc (homeoarcton);
• homtel (homeoteleuton).

Factor 11 (accidental repetition of an identical sequence) is expressed as 
dittogr (dittography).

Factor 12 (other scribal errors) is expressed in a general way by err (error), 
and more specifically by:

• deform  (deformation) and more particularly def(orm)-int (internal deforma
tion) for a deformation within a particular textual tradition;

• err-aud (auditory error);
• err-graph (graphic error);
• err-synt (syntactic error), for a misinterpretation of the syntax;
• err-transcr (transcription error) in transcribing a proper name from one al

phabet to another;
• err-divis (division error) for errors in word division;
• err-voc(al) (vocalization error);
• err-ponct (punctuation error);
• perm  (permutation) for permutation of elements of a sequence;
• meta (metathesis) when two adjacent letters or words are reversed in order;
• interv (interversion) when two non-adjacent letters in the same word

exchange places.

Factor 13 (conflated readings or doublets) includes the categories:

• dhl (doublet), a reading including two treatments of the same text;
• confl(at) (conflatio), a conflated reading, that is, a reading that juxtaposes two 

attested readings or mixes elements o f them;
• mixt (mixture), a reading that mixes the elements of two attested readings.9

To this may be added glos (glosses).
Other textual initiatives, for lack of a better understanding of their motivation, 

were described as:

9. In CTAT Vol. 1, confl and mixt arc separate categories (juxtaposition o f  two readings and 
mixing o f elements o f  two readings, respectively). In later volumes, confl covered both types 
of alteration.
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• substit (substitution), which can be divided into substit-graph (graphical), 
substit-synt (syntactic), substit-lexic (lexical), substit-styl (stylistic), and sub- 
stit-vocal (vocalic).

Some of these textual initiatives aimed to restore a text that was considered cor
rupted. These may consist o f dissim  (dissimilation), where a copyist or translator 
tried to correct a text that appeared to be an assimilation, or they may constitute a

• rest (restoration), when a witness attempted to restore a text that it considered 
corrupt (the nature of the restoration may be specified, e.g., as restor-vocal = 
vocalic);

• constr (construction), when a copyist or translator attempted to give a new 
sense to a word or an entire passage by rewriting it using elements of what he 
viewed as a damaged text. In these various categories of initiatives, literary 
creativity becomes increasingly evident.

Finally, there are two qualifiers that are associated with many of these factors:

• int (internal) indicates that an event was produced within a particular textual 
tradition;

• elus (elusive/evasive) indicates that a textual initiative had the aim of avoid
ing a difficulty.

III. The Textual Witnesses

The textual witnesses are notated in the final report in the following ways: 
“M” in the apparatus and *M in the text (III for both in CTAT Vol. 3) refer to 

the tradition of the Masoretic Text that we consider authentic, while “m” (in the 
apparatus) refers to its secondary traditions. “MK” (Î11K) indicates a Masoretic 
Ketib and “MQ” (!UQ) a Qere. “Mbab” refers to a textual form in the Babylonian 
tradition and “Mtib” (llTtib) to a form in the Tiberian tradition. lïïKbab or JUQbab 
designates a Babylonian tradition of the Ketib or Qere. ïïtK-or designates a Ketib 
considered “Oriental” (or Eastern) by the traditional lists. “*M” (JÏÏ), without fur
ther specification, designates the Qere of the Ms Leningrad/Firkovitch.

“G” in the apparatus and “*G” in the text (<S for both in CTAT Vol. 3) refer to 
the tradition of the Old Greek that we consider authentic, while “g” (in the appa
ratus) refers to its secondary traditions. The same is true for “V”, “*V”, and “v” 
for the Vulgate (Ü in CTAT Vol. 3), “S”, “*S”, and “s” for the Syriac Peshitta (5 in 
CTAT Vol. 3), and “T ”, “<E”, and “t” for the Targum (C in CTAT Vol. 3). “Tyer” re
fers to the Targum Yerushalmi.

In the apparatus and the text, an asterisk following the siglum for a witness in
dicates the reading of the first hand. A later hand is notated as “(correct)” at
tached to the version’s siglum (2 in vol. 3). A question mark between parentheses 
“(?)” after the siglum of a witness indicates uncertainty on the part of the com
mittee as to whether the reading represents the authentic text of the witness.
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A question mark without parentheses “?” after the siglum of a witness indi
cates uncertainty on the part o f the committee as to whether the witness actually 
functions in the way indicated in the apparatus.

The numbers 1, 2, and 3 accompanying a witness refer to the different ele
ments of a doublet.

The chapter and verse numbers of © for Jeremiah follow the Göttingen edition.
The hexaplaric versions are indicated in the final report by their traditional 

sigla: o' α' a '1 α '2 θ' σ ' ε ' whereas in the apparatus (except for CTAT Vol. 3), the 
forms “Sept”, “Aq”, “Th", “Sym”, and “Quin” are used, written separately from 
each other when the readings of these versions are independent of each other (for 
example, Aq Sym), and written together (for example, “AqSym”) when a single 
reading is attributed to several versions at the same time. In view of the uncer
tainties involved, the Syriac readings from the SyroHexapla are not retroverted to 
Greek.

The apparatus retains the designations αλλ (άλλος), λοιπ (οί λοιποί), oi γ ' 
(= the three), εβρ (τό εβραϊκόν), and π' (πάντες) by which these versions (or 
others) are mentioned in certain scholia.

The Qumran fragments are cited according to their usual sigla, except for the 
fragments of the three Samuel MSS from Cave 4. Because of their frequent men
tion in the treatment of cases in CTAT Vol. 1, they are cited simply as Qa, Qb, and 
Qc. Similarly, in the treatment of problems for a given book, the abbreviation of 
the book is not noted after Q. Thus, in CTAT Vol. 2, on pp. 1-465, 4Q-b = 4QIsb, 
while on pp. 466-862, 4Q-b = 4QJerb.

“Jos-Ant” refers to the text read by Flavius Josephus in his Jewish Antiquities, 
in loco.

“bTalm” and “yTalm” refer to the Babylonian and Jerusalem Talmuds, respec
tively, with the specific references given in the text following the apparatus.

“Mm” indicates a masora magna and “Mp” a masora parva. “The Masorah,” 
with no other qualifier, refers to the Ben Hayim Masorah, in loco.

For convenience, the Syriac is transcribed in Hebrew characters, unless the 
Syriac script itself plays a decisive role in the issue. The same goes for Arabic, 
for which we use the norms of transliteration in editions of Judeo-Arabic texts.

IV. Authors Cited

All quotations o f and references to published works are taken directly from 
those sources, except for those mentioned as “cited by” or “cited according to” 
another author. The quotations of and references to manuscripts derive from a 
reading of microfilms or facsimiles, except for those m s s  that are cited according 
to the sigla of the editions of !1T by Kennicott and de Rossi, those of © which are 
given according to the sigla of the Göttingen edition and the “Larger Cambridge 
Septuagint” (© [Brooke/McLean]), and those of the D m s s  cited according to the 
San Girolamo edition. For the Syriac, the only MSS consulted directly were the
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SyroHexapla and 5 Ambrosianus (with the punctuation of 5 often being added 
when the Leiden edition omits it). For £, the only witness cited according to 
Sperber is the Montefiore m s . All others were consulted directly before the 
choice of the reading that we retained.

When an author is read in Latin and the citation of his name in the common 
language could cause confusion (for example, Le Clerc for Clericus), his name is 
cited according to the Latin form. On the other hand, the forms Le Fèvre d 'Eta- 
ples and Estienne are used (and not Faber Stapulensis or Stephanus) whether 
they are read in French or in Latin. However, Castalio and Châteillon are distin
guished when they are read in Latin or in French, respectively.

The complete forms o f the titles o f works as well as the edition cited are given 
in the bibliography. The editions of commentaries consulted are specified in the 
bibliography. When several editions were consulted, the one cited is indicated by 
its number attached to the name of the author (for example, Duhm5 = the 5th edi
tion of Duhm’s commentary) or to the siglum for the work (for example, J13 = 
the 1st and 3rd editions of the Bible de Jérusalem, according to the numbering in 
the bibliography). Outside of the biblical references, a simple Arabic numeral 
separated from a preceding number by a comma without a space refers to a line 
number. Figures referring to paragraphs are always preceded by §.

An attempt was made to respect the original spelling of documents cited when 
it was easily intelligible. For the Luther Bible, the orthography is that of one of 
the editions published in his lifetime.

V. Indexes

O f the indexes that follow the reports, it should be kept in mind that the first 
two are selective rather than exhaustive.

Omitted from the index of biblical references are all references to passages 
that do not receive any particular illumination from being cited in the report. For 
those passages that are listed in the index, numbers in parentheses refer to pages 
where the biblical passage in question is formally treated by the committee as a 
case, and numbers not in parentheses refer to pages where the passage is men
tioned one or several times in the context of another case. When the same page 
number is listed both with and without parentheses, it means that the biblical pas
sage is treated as a case and mentioned one or more times on the same page in the 
context o f another case.

Omitted from the author index are all references to authors who simply fol
lowed the opinion o f another author mentioned as the originator o f the opinion. 
This explains why many recent authors figure in the index more rarely than ear
lier ones who— at least as far as we know— were the first to put forward certain 
opinions, or who enabled the tracing of the early history of textual criticism. For 
authors earlier than the end of the seventeenth century, the selection was more 
liberal, since they are mentioned less frequently in modem commentaries.
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The index of factors mentioned is intended to be exhaustive.

VI. Bibliography

The bibliographies in the final reports are meant to include— in strict alpha
betical order o f the short phrases or sigla used in the reports to refer to them— all 
the works, manuscripts (under “M s” ), and editions referred to in the body of the 
reports. The bibliography for this volume includes only those works referred to in 
the introductions. In the introductions published in the CTAT volumes, the biblio
graphical information is given in the body of the text.
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St u d ie s  in  t h e  T e x t  o f  
t h e  O l d  T e s t a m e n t

An Introduction to the Hebrew Old Testament Text Project

Studies in the Text o f the Old Testament offers to the English-speaking world 
the combined introductions to the first three volumes of Dominique Barthélemy’s 
Critique Textuelle de l’Ancien Testament. CTA T was the  culm ination of the 
Hebrew Old Testament Text Project, launched by the U nited Bible Societies 
in 1969 and carried out by an international team of Old Testam ent textual 
critics under the leadership of Eugene Nida.

As Emanuel Tov has stated, these introductions form “an almost complete 
in tro d u ctio n ” to the  tex tua l criticism  of the  Hebrew Bible. T hey hold an 
im portant place in Old Testament textual criticism and can stand alone, apart 
from the detailed discussions of the textual problems found in the volumes. 
Part one surveys the history of O T  textual criticism “from its origins to J. D. 
Michaelis” and presents the Hebrew Old Testament Text Project and its goals. 
Part two describes in detail the background of the modern versions that the 
H O TTP took into account in its work. Part three, the most extensive section, 
discusses the textual witnesses— the different forms of the Hebrew text and 
the  con tribu tion  of the  ancien t versions. As his concluding program for a 
critical edition makes clear, the groundbreaking work of Barthélémy and the 
H O TTP served as the basis for the new Biblia Hebraica Quinta, which began 
publication in 2004.

UBS undertook the H O TTP to offer Bible translators help in applying the 
results of tex tual criticism  to th e ir work, but there  is no doubt th a t many 
others will benefit from this work, as well as the other volumes in the series 
“Textual Criticism and the Translator.”
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