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Preface

The frontispiece to this book is a fragment of the oldest preserved title page or
dust jacket (page de gard) of Genesis, 4QGenh(tile) The alert reader will note
that the word N°¥X72 has suffered a scribal error: the X is missing. This mis-
take, motivated by the phonetic quiescence of X in the speech of this period, is
fairly common in the Qumran scrolls (Qimron 1986: 25-26; cf. several instances
in the retelling of Genesis 1 in 4QJub?; DJD 13, 13-14). This earliest evidence
for the Hebrew title of Genesis provides a striking example of the vicissitudes of
ancient texts and is an apt reminder of the simple necessity of textual criticism of
the Hebrew Bible.

This work began as preparation for a commentary on Genesis 1-11 but soon
grew to its own proportions. To comment on a biblical book involves, among
other things, ascertaining what the text is. This leads necessarily to an examina-
tion of the extant textual evidence. If one chooses to comment on a particular
biblical manuscript, such as the Aleppo Codex (as represented in the HUBP) or
the St. Petersburg Codex (as represented in BHS), one needs a rationale for
having made such a choice and for not engaging with the other textual evidence.
With the ongoing publication of the Qumran biblical texts, it has become
increasingly difficult for a biblical scholar to be a Masoretic fundamentalist. In
other words, to comment on a biblical text requires making serious text-critical
decisions, whether or not one acknowledges having made those decisions. These
issues concerning the biblical text are central to the very possibility of biblical
commentary in the post-Qumran age.

One of the chief contentions of this work is that the field of textual criticism
of the Hebrew Bible is sufficiently mature—in terms of both the adequacy of
method and the amount of reliable data—to warrant the production of fully criti-
cal texts and editions. As in comparable fields of text-oriented scholarship, the
study of the versions and manuscripts ought naturally to lead to this end. I hope
to show that in the case of Genesis, and by extension the other books of the
Torah, such an aim is viable and pragmatic, even if by necessity never perfectly
achieved. Wallace Stevens’s observation that “the imperfect is our paradise”
holds true for textual criticism as it does for our other forms of life.



viii Preface

In the course of my research I have had the benefit of the criticism and
advice of several remarkable scholars: Frank Moore Cross, David Noel Freed-
man, Baruch Halpern, and Emanuel Tov. The resulting work is far better for
their attentions, though, of course, they are not culpable for the outcome. 1 also
wish to thank the graduate students in my 1993 textual criticism seminar at
UCLA, Robert Cole, Roger Good, and Raju Kunjummen, for their dedication
and acuity. James Davila was kind enough to make available to me in advance of
publication his fine edition of the 4QGenesis fragments, now available in DJD
12. My thanks also to the Institute of Microfilmed Hebrew Manuscripts at the
Hebrew University, Jerusalem, and the Ancient Biblical Manuscript Center,
Claremont, California, for providing me microfilms of important Masoretic
manuscripts.

My work on this project was supported in part by a fellowship from the
National Endowment for the Humanities for the academic year 1991-92. I am
grateful to this noble and embattled institution.

This book is dedicated to Frank Cross, my teacher, mentor, and friend since
freshman year. The Mishnah ’Abot rightly counsels: “Get yourself a teacher.” I
count myself fortunate to have had such a one.

Finally, my thanks and love to Ann, who doesn’t have to read this book
either, and to Eddie and Natty, who sensibly prefer books with more pictures
and fewer words.

R.S. H.
January 7, 1998
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Textual Studies
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And the men of the great synagogue,
who restored the Torah to its ancient state,
found divergences among the texts.

David Qimhi
Introduction to Commentary on Joshua
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CHAPTER ONE

Theory, Method, Tools

1.1 THE NECESSITY OF TEXTUAL CRITICISM

The task of textual criticism begins with a recognition of the validity of
Heraclitus’ maxim in the transmission of texts: wavra pei, “all things flow.” All
texts transmitted by scribes, as by other means, change over time. The changes
are, in varying proportions, conscious or accidental. Textual criticism involves
isolating these changes, recording and analyzing them, correcting them when
possible, and producing critical texts and editions. In essence, the textual critic
attempts to reverse the accumulated flow of textual change or entropy, with the
goal of reconstituting a better text.

The textual critic of the Hebrew Bible is helped immensely by the recent pro-
duction of comprehensive introductions to the field, particularly the works by
Tov (1981 and 1992a) and McCarter (1986). Most of the theoretical and meth-
odological issues relevant to the task are handled splendidly by these scholars. In
a time of rebirth for textual criticism in the post-Qumran era (see Goshen-
Gottstein 1983), a number of issues require further thought and refinement.
None is more important than clarifying the theoretical and practical necessity of
textual criticism.

Many biblical scholars currently eschew the practice of textual criticism, for
the most part because of a misconception of the grounds for the task. Careful
reflection on the nature of the biblical text will clarify the necessity of the task.
To recall Housman’s barb on the text-critical obtuseness of his time: “Three
minutes’ thought would suffice to find it out; but thought is irksome and three
minutes is a long time” (1961a: 56). A few minutes may not be too much to ask
for the possibility of textual criticism of the Hebrew Bible.

The grounds for textual criticism of this text involve the very concept of the
Hebrew Bible and, correspondingly, the concept of any written text. Consider,
for example, any specific text of the Hebrew Bible, such as BHS or another
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modern printed edition. While BHS is certainly a text of the Hebrew Bible, it
cannot be maintained that it is the text, nor is it in any coherent sense the final
text. This edition consists of a transcription, with critical apparatus, of a single
codex, the famous one in the state library in St. Petersburg (L), which identifies
itself as having been copied from good Ben Asher manuscripts around 1009
C.E. If one uses another printed edition of the Hebrew Bible, in all likelihood it
descends from the Second Rabbinic Bible (V), compiled by Jacob Ben Hayyim
from various Masoretic manuscripts and printed in Venice in 1524-25. In hun-
dreds of details of spelling, vocalization, and Masoretic marginalia, L and V dif-
fer. Clearly, both are texts of the Hebrew Bible, and just as clearly they are dif-
ferent texts, neither being the text. To use one such text without acknowledging
other important texts and manuscripts is either a sign of romantic involvement
with a single text or a sign of ignorance of the fact of textual multiplicity. To
adopt a single manuscript as the Hebrew Bible or rthe Masoretic text is tanta-
mount to, as Wilamowitz remarked in the study of Greek texts, “idolizing one
manuscript as the sole source of grace” (apud Maas 1958: 52).

A recent important translation of the Hebrew Bible illustrates this textual
situation. The Jewish Publication Society published in 1985 the completed ver-
sion of its new translation, which was created by a committee that included over
the years a number of distinguished biblical scholars, including Orlinsky, Gins-
berg, Speiser, Greenberg, and Greenfield. These scholars collaborated on what
the subtitle calls “the new JPS translation according to the traditional Hebrew
text.” The manuscript or edition used as the traditional text 1s not identified (see
p- xvii). In fact, the translators did pot limit themselves to a single manuscript or
edition, to Masoretic texts, or solely to Hebrew texts. In explanatory notes
throughout, G and other versions, major and minor, are mentioned prominently,
and in a number of places the G reading is adopted in the text of the translation.
For this admirable translation, the “traditional text” consists of a multiplicity of
texts. I cite this textual condition not as a criticism but as a virtue of this work.
This distinguished group chose not to confine themselves to a single manuscript
or edition but made use of a wide range of textual data, even though their stated
aim is to translate the “traditional Hebrew text.” This is a perspicuous example
of the necessity of textual criticism of the Hebrew Bible. To translate a single
manuscript as “the traditional Hebrew text,” in the judgment of the JPS com-
mittee, would have been a breach of trust, an act of bad faith. No single manu-
script or text represents in itself the Hebrew Bible.

What, then, is the text of the Hebrew Bible? For the textual critic, as Kenney
notes, “a text is not a concrete artifact, like a pot or a statue, but an abstract con-
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cept or idea” (1992: 614). What we have are texts, editions, translations, and
fragments. Each of these preserves a version of the text, and each version has
been affected by the vicissitudes of time and transmission. The fundamental
hypothesis of the textual critic is that by collating and analyzing the extant tex-
tual data a better or earlier or more original reading can at times be determined.
This hypothesis holds that textual change can be reversed, at least in part. The
textual critic works foward the idea of the text, while conscious of the fact that
the text in its plenitude can never be realized. The more data and the better
methods available to the critic, the better the chance of finding a solution to a
particular problem, but the end of textual criticism is never at hand. Textual
criticism is a process, a dialogue, rather than a completed task. A critical text, if
done properly, is a better text, but it is not the text in itself. Hence, for both
practical and theoretical reasons, we may say that the nonexistence of the bibli-
cal text provides textual criticism with its justification.

Literary critics, among others, ought to be aware of this textual condition
when reading the Hebrew Bible. Ironically, literary critics in the biblical field
are generally the most resistant to text-critical issues. Those who attempt to read
the text with insight are too often blind to the problem of the very concept of the
biblical text. Tanselle aptly laments the lack of such textual awareness in literary
criticism generally (see also McGann 1991): “Various theories of literature have
arisen from the premise’that the meaning of verbal statements is indeterminate;
but such theories remain superficial unless they confront the indeterminacy of
the texts of those statements” (1989: 24). Attending to some problems addressed
in reader-response theory, he notes:

One's response to a work is obviously conditioned by the text of it one encounters. .
. . Those persons wishing simply to have an aesthetic object to respond to and ana-
lyze may not be willing to consider other texts of the work . . . but if they see, as
they must, that their responses would be different if the text were different, they can-
not avoid questioning the text. . . . The act of interpreting the work is inseparable
from the act of questioning the text. (1989: 32)

Reflection on the theoretical constituency of the biblical text, along with cog-
nizance of the textual differences among the extant texts, should make biblical
scholars more sensitive to the necessity of textual criticism. Indeed, textual study
in all its forms may be enhanced by closing the illusory gap between what used
to be called lower and higher criticism.

Tov rightly emphasizes that “M and the biblical text are not identical con-
cepts” (1992a: xxxviii). Awareness of this difference, and the difference that it
makes, provides the grounds for textual criticism.
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1.2 TYPES OF TEXT-CRITICAL DECISIONS

For the most part, the work of the textual critic consists of identifying and
adjudicating among variant readings. The kinds of variants and the problems
involving variants in translation documents have been expertly analyzed by Tov
(1981: 73-250). The textual critic also faces an obligation to analyze textual
problems where variant readings do not exist. This latter task has been evaluated
differently by biblical textual critics: some regard it as a necessary part of textual
criticism (Cross 1979: 50-54; McCarter 1986: 74-75; Deist 1988: 205; Tov
1992a: 351-69); others eschew it (Barthélemy 1982: *74-*77; Goshen-Gottstein
1992a: 206). With these disagreements in mind, I propose to outline some dis-
tinctions among types of textual decisions. These differences concern meth-
odological limits in the presence or absence of textual variants. The following
distinctions may belp to clarify the nature of textual judgments under different
evidential circumstances.

In my experience, there are four distinguishable types of text-critical deci-
sions. These are ideal types in Weber’s sense of the term; in practice, there may
be some overlap among them. The proximate goal in each case is the archetype,
defined as the “earliest inferable textual state” (Kenney 1992: 616), and the
original is the ideal or theoretical goal (on the relationship between the archetype
and the original, see §7.1-2). In the approximate order of their frequency, the
four types are as follows:

1. Adjudicating among variants to determine which is plausibly the ar-
chetype.

2. Reconstructing the archetype on the basis of the variants where none of
the variants is plausibly the archetype.

3. Reconstructing the archetype in the absence of textual variants.

4, Adopting a diagnostic conjecture in the absence of textual variants.

For those who eschew textual emendation in any form, only type 1 is permis-
sible. Types 2, 3, and 4 concern the varying possibilities of textual criticism as
“the art of removing error” (from Housman’s definition of textual criticism;
1961b: 131) where the archetype is more elusive,

The following examples from Genesis 1-11 illustrate the methodological
conditions for each of the four types of text-critical decision.

1) Gen 10:4 2°177 S @°371M) G (Podtoy) cf 1 Chron 1:7 (2°3717) | 0°357 M;
%3713 Syr
In this reading, there are three significant variants, bracketing as textually
insignificant the differences in orthography (see §7.3). Two variants are distrib-
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uted among M, S, and G, and a third is found in Syr (the other minor versions
agree with M; see §1.3). The variations among these readings derive from a
graphic confusion between 7 and 1, a common category of scribal error. In fact,
of the four possible permutations of the two letters, three are realized among the
texts: 17 (S G), 77 M), and 77 (Syr); the only not realized is 17, a combination
that is phonetically unlikely.

The key question for the textual critic faced by variant readings is utrum in
alterum abiturum erat?, “which reading is the more liable to have been cor-
rupted into the other?” (West 1973: 51-53; McCarter 1986: 72). To answer this
question, one must imagine and weigh the possible arguments for and against the
primacy or secondary origin of each variant.

In this verse, as in all such cases, consideration of the context is essential.
Genesis 10:4 lists the sons of {1°, “Ionia.” The reading shared by S and G and
reflected in 1 Chron 1:7 (M and G), 8°377, “Rhodes,” fits the requirement of
context and is followed by most commentators. The M reading, 0°1747, is
plausibly secondary, influenced by the more common toponym, 711, “Dedan,”
which occurs three verses later (Gen 10:7). Dedan is an Arabian toponym and
tribe (cf. Gen 25:3; Jer 25:23, 49:8). The M reading is understandable as the
result of a graphic error influenced by anticipation. The Syr reading, 0*I7, is
anomalous, with no obvious referent; it may have been influenced by Aramaic
X111, “village.”

To argue for the priority of the M reading, one would want to find a referent
for M’s 0°377 in lonia. Dodona, an old inland cult site, has sometimes been pro-
posed (see Dillmann’s apt criticism of this view; 1897: 337). But the reference
to X, “islands,” in the following verse makes 0°377 a far more plausible read-
ing. Lipifiski notes that contacts between Rhodes and the Near East are attested
regularly beginning in the 14th century B.C.E. (1990: 53).

In cases where there is a sound argument for the primacy of one variant and
the secondary origin of the others, it is unnecessary and methodologically
unsound to propose an unattested reading. Proposals such as that of BHS (ad
loc.) “prp 0°3371 (Danuna Aavaot)” have little to recommend them.

In Gen 10:4, the archetypal reading is most plausibly ©°377, preserved in S,
G, and the Genesis text used by the Chronicler. This instance of graphic error
was noted by Jonah ibn Janah and Rashi in the 11th century (Greenspahn 1987:
249) and by many others since. The archetypal reading was corrupted in M and
further in Syr. A parallel situation occurs in Ezek 27:15 with 177 (G) versus 177
(M); note there also a contextual reference to B”X, “islands.”

In type 1, where the textual critic adjudicates among variant readings, abso-
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lute certainty is not attainable. The criteria for a sound decision are juridical:
one examines and weighs the evidence and considers the possible textual his-
tories. The textual critic is the arbiter among the imagined claims among the
variants, weighing the claims for primacy against the countervailing arguments
for scribal change. As in the comparable case of law, the best argument with
regard to evidence, reason, and precedent should prevail.

An additional methodological principle provides a check on the possible
abuse of this procedure. Where the arguments for the primacy of one or another
variant are of roughly equal weight, or where the critic has good reason to be
skeptical of the various claims to primacy, I have chosen, as a default value, to
adopt the reading of M. This principle is a conservative one, causing the critic to
err more frequently in favor of M than the other versions. One useful effect of
this principle is that a decision in favor of a non-M variant is understood to have
been made for good reason. This default principle serves both as a check on
potential excesses and as a sign to readers that the differences from M in the
critical text are not the result of the editor’s whim.

2) Gen 5:19 710 NMIXD YUN ] 030 MRD 70 M G (et oktakooiq); YRl

MIRD YawI 730 023wl S

In some instances, pone of the variants is plausibly the archetype; that is,
pone is liable to have been corrupted into the other. In this reading from the
chronology of the antediluvian patriarchs, the major versions disagree on the
years Jared lived after the birth of his son Enoch: M and G read 800, and S
reads 785. According to the textual analysis advanced in chapter 4, it appears
that the archetypal chronology has been altered in the textual traditions ancestral
to M, S, and G. To prevent Jared from living through the flood (he was not on
the ark), the proto-M and proto-G textual traditions have reduced his remaining
years after the birth of Enoch by 100, and the proto-S tradition has reduced this
figure by 115. In proto-G, this adjustment has been made consistently for all of
the antediluvian patriarchs from Adam to Lamech, so the archetype is easily
ascertained by adding 100 to the G figure of 800. In proto-M and proto-S,
adjustments have been made only for Jared, Methuselah, and Lamech, the three
patriarchs who, according to the archetypal chronology, lived through the flood.
This textual “scandal” in the archetype provides sufficient motive for the sec-
ondary adjustments in the proto-M, proto-G, and proto-S textual traditions.

In this type of text-critical decision, the archetype has not survived among
the extant variants. The archetype can, however, plausibly be reconstructed by a
careful analysis of the relationships among the variants. A kind of triangulation
is required, yielding a reliable reconstruction of the archetype. But the recon-
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struction has a different status than in those cases where no variants exist. The
reconstruction of the archetype is indeed an emendation (i.e., it is an unattested
reading), but its adoption has a greater degree of certainty than cases where no
clear textual history is possible. Sound judgment is necessary, and certainty is of
a lesser degree than in type 1.

3) Gen 9:7 #1771 cf G™SS (ke kaTakvptevoaTe) | 12N M S G (ko wAnfuveshs)

In some instances, there are no obvious variants, but a reconstructed
archetype can be ascertained with some confidence. The textual problem in Gen
9:7 has long been noted and may have been corrected as early as the G textual
groups b and d (see the first apparatus of Wevers’s edition, ad loc.). It is pos-
sible, however, that Wevers has misidentified the G reading here and that the b
and d groups preserve the authentic G reading (on ancient readings in these
groups and the possible Lucianic affinity of d, see Wevers 1974: 228).

In this instance, many commentators have preferred a Hebrew reading of
117, “and rule.” The basis for this judgment is the obvious literary relationship
between Gen 9:7 and Gen 1:27 (note the sequence of verbs in Gen 1:28: 1271 179
9% . . . ). In light of the redundancy of 1271 in Gen 9:7 (127 occurs three
words previously), this literary relationship make 1371 a plausible reconstruc-
tion, even in the absence of clear textual variants. The secondary reading 1271 in
Gen 9:7 is easily explicable as an assimilation by reminiscence of the previous
12T,

In this type of text-critical decision, the reconstruction of the archetype is
dependent solely on good arguments and good judgment, without the benefit of
variants. Its certainty is of a lesser degree than type 1 and is comparable to that
of type 2.

4) Gen4:22 <93%K8> f Tg¥ Jom M S G

The least degree of certainty obtains where a textual problem is detectable
but a clear solution not ascertainable. Genesis 4:22 is a good example, where the
sequence WM 93 WY 7R 921N yields no sense. The translations, ancient and
modern, attempt to make some sense of the verse, generally drawing on the
preceding expressions of occupation for Tubal-Cain’s brothers (vv 20-21), each
introduced by *2R 71°1 XW or b9 sax 1o R (see §3.2). There lacks, however, a
cogent text-critical argument for reconstructing the archetype. In this class of
textual situations, the textual critic may propose or adopt a “diagnostic con-
jecture” (Maas 1958: 53-54; West 1973: 58). A diagnostic conjecture is an edu-
cated guess, sometimes no more than a filler or place-marker for a corrupt text.
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This class of problem can lead the textual critic into “the treacherous marsh-
land of intuition, inneres Sprachgefiihl,” as Goshen-Gottstein colorfully cautions
(1983: 398 n. 117). Many conjectures of this type have contaminated the prac-
tice of biblical textual criticism over the last century, and the scholar should be
wary of them. Nonetheless, when recognized as “mere” conjecture, these blunt
emendations have a place in textual criticism. Indeed, as West (1973: 59) and
Tov (1992a: 353-54) point out, a number of past diagnostic conjectures has been
proven to be authentic variants by subsequent manuscript discoveries.

In the apparatus to the critical text in chapter 8, reconstructions of types 2
and 3 are marked by an asterisk, *x. Diagnostic conjectures are indicated in the
apparatus and the critical text by angled brackets, <x>.

Textual criticism is a field in which there is an obvious need for sound meth-
odological principles. The essence of the task is to weigh not only the facts but
also the arguments surrounding the facts. Such judgments require reason, intui-
tion, and experience. Textual criticism is, as Tov notes, “the art of defining the
problems and finding arguments for and against the originality of readings.
Indeed, the quintessence of textual evaluation is the formulation and weighing of
these arguments” (1992a: 309-10).

1.3 MAJOR AND MINOR VERSIONS

An important methodological issue is the distinction of value among the manu-
scripts. Such distinctions inevitably affect judgments on the merits of individual
readings. This is the problem of “external criteria” (see Tov 1992a: 298-302;
McCarter 1986: 71-72). Although primary readings may be preserved in any
textual source, it is clear that some texts are, in their aggregate of readings,
more valuable than others. Tov characterizes M, S, G, and Q as “the major tex-
tual witnesses” (1981: 272) because they are earliest and best sources for ancient
readings. In this work, I refer to these four sources as the major versions, using
the term version in a descriptive sense following Talmon (1975: 382 n. 3). The
next best set of sources are the early translations stemming from the Common
Era: Tgs, Syr, and Vg. I refer to these three sources as the minor versions.

The distinction between the major and minor versions is appropriate for a
number of reasons. Chronologically, the major versions arose prior to the estab-
lishment of the rabbinic-M text as the canonical text of rabbinic Judaism. In con-
trast, the minor versions arose after this historic event, and they each bear its
imprint (see §6.3). In addition, the variant readings in the minor versions pos-
sess a relatively greater degree of indeterminacy because of the more pronounced
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exegetical Tendenzen in these texts. While Tov and McCarter are correct to
stress that authentic variants are of value no matter what their source, in practice
it is much more difficult to distinguish the authentic variants from the pseudo-
variants in Tgs, Syr, and Vg.

Because of the greater indeterminacy in the readings of the minor versions, I
adopt in this work the following working principle. The readings of the minor
versions are used primarily as corroborating evidence for readings in the major
versions. This conservative principle represents, in my experience, an accom-
modation of theory to practice. Although I may lose some authentic variants by
adopting this procedure, it provides a useful check on promiscuous emendation
(note the frequent appeal to the minor versions without support from the major
versions in BHS). As with the principle of adopting the M reading where
adjudication anong the variants is inconclusive (see §1.2), this principle does
not eliminate errors in judgment but rather makes the aggregate of errors more
likely to be conservative (i.e., toward the major versions).

In this work, I adopt a corresponding stylistic convention concerning the dif-
ference between the major and minor versions. The testimony of a minor version
is listed only where its reading diverges from M. This convention serves to
reduce the clutter of textual notes and apparatus with no loss of textual informa-
tion.

1.4 TERMS FOR THE PREHISTORY OF M, S, AND G

In addition to sigla for manuscripts and editions (see Abbreviations and Sym-
bols), the textual critic needs appropriate terms to refer to the various phases in
the textual histories of the manuscript traditions. In the case of the Hebrew
Bible, there is no consensus on the terms to be used and the historical entities to
which the terms refer, particularly for M.

There is a general consensus, however, on the utility of distinguishing
between three phases in the textual history of M (see Tov 1992a: 29-36;
Goshen-Gottstein 1967: 244-50). These three phases have as their points of
departure the following textual events:

1. The literary and editorial completion of the original text for each biblical
book (see Tov 1992a: 164-80 and §7.1-2).

2. The establishment of a canonical text for each biblical book in
Pharisaic/Rabbinic Judaism.

3. The production of the classical Masoretic codices by the Tiberian
Masoretes.
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There is much that we do not know about the circumstances of these three turn-
ing points, but, even so, they are important moments in the history of M.

Scholars differ on appropriate terms for these phases in the textual history of
M. Barthélemy uses the terms pre-Massoretic, proto-Massoretic, and Massoretic
(1992: iv-v). Cross advocates the terms proto-Rabbinic, Rabbinic, and Mas-
soretic (1979: 39-40; 1992: 7-11). Tov refers to phases 1 and 2 as proto-
Masoretic and to phase 3 as Masoretic (1992a: 22-25). Although the termino-
logical issue is not important in itself, clarity and consistency are useful.

In this work, I will use the following terms for the three phases in the history
of M: proto-M (phase 1); rabbinic-M (phase 2); and M (phase 3). Each of these
terms refers to a closely affiliated group of texts during a particular historical
span. This sequence allows for clarity of reference and also a measure of sym-
metry with the terms used for the other major versions. For G, it is necessary to
distinguish between proto-G (the textual tradition of the Hebrew Vorlage of G)
and G. For §, it is important to distinguish between proto-S (the textual tradition
of the text adopted by the Samaritans) and S. References to individual readings
in this work will rarely require attention to the historical phase denoted by the
term rabbinic-M. Hence most references will be to M or proto-M, S or proto-S,
G or proto-G.

With regard to the prehistory of S, I have not followed Tov’s suggestion that
“pre-S” is preferable to “proto-S” on the grounds that S is characterized by dis-
tinctive editorial changes in contrast to M and G (1992a: 81-82). Certainly the
transition from proto-S to S is characterized by a limited number of substitutions
and expansions (primarily involving references to Mt. Gerizim), but the transi-
tion from proto-G to G is also characterized by distinctive editorial change,
namely, translation into Greek. The circumstances of the transition from proto-
M to rabbinic-M is less clear, though it is plausible that the choice of texts was
deliberately limited to scrolls of a particular type of script and orthography (see
Cross 1992: 3-9). Each of the major versions, it would seem, was established by
editorial activity of one sort or another. Moreover, as has often been noted,
there is also a sociological parallelism among the three texts, in that each was
established in the context of a particular community—the Samaritans for S, the
Greek-speaking Jews of Alexandria for G; and the Pharisees/Rabbis for M. In
sum, there are enough similarities in the emergence of these texts to allow paral-
lel terms for their prehistory.

When citing M, [ will follow the stylistic convention of DJD, in which
vowels and accents are unmarked. This reflects the historical practice for
Hebrew texts of phases 1 and 2 and Torah scrolls to the present. When citing G,
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I will follow the similar convention in DJD (though not consistent there), in
which accents and breathing marks are unmarked. This reflects the practice in
the earliest Greek manuscripts, including the Septuagintal texts from Qumran
and Nahal Hever (see DJD 8 and 9).

1.5 TOOLS FOR THE TEXTUAL CRITICISM OF GENESIS

In his 1902 article, “Text of the Old Testament,” Strack lamented the paucity of
reliable data and tools for textual criticism: “We have no MSS of the Heb. OT
from the first eight centuries of the Christian era, at least none whose date is
certain. Unfortunately, moreover, we are as yet without critical editions . . . of
the most important early Versions (LXX, Pesh., Targg.)” (1902: 726). To our
benefit, Strack’s lament has been ameliorated, sometimes spectacularly so, in the
course of this century. The textual critic of Genesis now has available reliable
editions of all the major and minor versions. (The editions of G and Vg feature
fully critical texts; the others are diplomatic editions.) We also have the
advantage of the discovery of Genesis texts from Qumran and other Dead Sea
sites (Murabba‘at, Nahal Hever) dating from ca. 125 B.C.E. to ca. 125 C.E. The
history of the M textual tradition has been the subject of an abundance of
research, and better manuscripts in the M family have been discovered and pub-
lished. Not least important, the procedures and goals of textual criticism have
been codified in important works by Tov (1981, 1992a), McCarter (1986), and
others (see esp. the contributions in Cross and Talmon 1975; Trebolle Barrera
and Vegas Montaner 1992; Brooke and Lindars 1992).

The following is a selection of works of particular value in the study of the
text of Genesis.

Commeniaries and Reference Works
Dillmann (1897) and Skinner (1930) are invaluable; Gunkel (1910) is also help-
ful. Most other commentaries are inconsistent or superficial on textual matters.
Spurrell (1896) and Barthelemy and colleagues (1973) are of limited use for tex-
tual criticism {on the latter’s flaws, see Albrektson 1994).

Major Versions

M: Yeivin (1980), Tov (1992a: 22-79), and Barthélemy (1992: vii-cxvi) are
essential. Goshen-Gottstein (1963, 1967, 1992a) provides the standard treat-
ment of the textual history of M. For variants among the 10th to 12th
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century C.E. texts, Breuer (1976) provides a useful though incomplete collec-
tion. For variants in other manuscripts and printed editions, ca. 12th to 15th
centuries C.E., see the apparatus in Ginsburg (1908). On the relative insig-
nificance for textual criticism of the mass of medieval variants, with some
possible exceptions, see Goshen-Gottstein (1967), Barthélemy (1992: xxxii-
xlix), and Maori (1992).

G: Wevers (1974) is a useful though terse adjunct to his magisterial critical edi-
tion. His recent companion volume (1993; cf. Hendel 1995a) is helpful for
style and language in G, though he consistently underestimates the text-
critical value of G (see §2.1). Similar cautions apply to Résel (1994) and
Brown (1993; cf. Hendel 1994). Harl (1986) is very useful for exegetical
matters. On all text-critical matters, Tov (1981) is essential.

S: The critical edition of Giron-Blanc replaces the old edition of von Gall. Also
very useful is the parallel edition of M and S (from an 11th century manu-
script) in Sadaga and Sadaqa (1962). Purvis (1968), Waltke (1970; 1992),
and Tov (1992a: 80-100) are reliable guides.

Q: The 4QGenesis fragments are ably edited by Davila in DJD 12. Text-critical
commentary is available in Davila (1989, 1990, 1992).

Minor Versions

Tgs: The Madrid polyglot of the Palestinian Targums by Diez Macho is the most
reliable and useful edition. Grossfeld (1988), McNamara (1992), and Maher
(1992) are reliable guides to the rich exegesis in the Tgs. On the difficult
task of discerning the history and relationships among the Tgs, see especially
Alexander (1988a) and Kaufman (1994). On the Tgs in textual criticism,
with some reference to Genesis, see Isenberg (1971) and Komlosh (1973).

Syr: The murky textual history of Syr Genesis has been explored in important
studies by ter Haar Romeny (1995), Koster {1993), Dirksen (1992), Isenberg
(1971), and Wernberg-Moller (1962). Brock (1979) and Maori (1995) are
valuable on Jewish exegetical traditions in Syr.

Vg: On Jerome’s textual sources and procedures, see Kedar (1988) and Kamesar
(1993). Hayward (1995) provides text-critical commentary on Jerome’s
Hebrew Questions on Genesis.

Ancillary Sources

Jub: VanderKam’s translation includes valuable text-critical notes. On textual
affinities, see VanderKam (1977, 1988).
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Ant: On the affinities of the Genesis text(s) used by Josephus, see especially
Brock (1992a: 309, 328) and Fraenkel (1984).

LAB: Harrington’s translation includes valuable text-critical notes. On textual
affinities, see Harrington (1971).



CHAPTER TWO

M and G in Genesis 1:1 — 2:4

2.1 THE VALUE OF G IN GENESIS

A new era in the modern study of G began with the publication of “A New
Qumran Biblical Fragment related to the Original Hebrew underlying the Sep-
tuagint” (Cross 1953). This fragment, consisting of two columns from 4QSam?,
demonstrated (in Cross’s words) “the seriousness with which the LXX dealt with
the Hebrew text in their hands, and confirms most emphatically the usefulness of
the LXX for the establishment of a more nearly original Hebrew text” (1953:
25). Orlinsky clarified this newly gained perspective in a subsequent review of
the field of textual criticism:

The LXX translation, no less than the MT itself, will have gained very considerable
respect as a result of the Qumran discoveries in those circles where it has long—
overlong—been necessary. And the LXX translators will no longer be blamed for
dealing promiscuously with their Hebrew Vorlagen; it is to their Vorlagen that we
shall have to go, and it is their Vorlagen that will have to be compared with the
preserved MT. (1961: 121)

In recent years, other Qumran texts have been published that have clear
affinities to G, including (in the Pentateuch) 4QExodP, 4QLevd, and 4QDeutd
(published in DJD 12 and 14; see Tov 1992b). Numerous important studies have
refined our understanding of the history and text-critical value of G (see esp.
Tov 1981, 1988; and the recent reviews of the field in Tov 1992b; Hanhart
1992; Aejmelaeus 1987).

Unfortunately, in the study of Genesis, this new perspective on G has had
little practical effect. Most studies of the text of Genesis still blame the G trans-
lator for “dealing promiscuously” with M. A recent learned study by Wevers,
Notes on the Greek Text of Genesis, insists that G ought to be regarded primarily
as “an exegetical document” (1993: xx). Wevers assumes that M is the Vorlage
of G (Wevers aptly calls this a “prejudice” [1993: xiii}) and therefore infers that

16
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any deviation from M reveals the Greek translator’s exegesis. He states:
“Through such details a picture of the attitudes, theological prejudices, even of
the cultural environment of these Jewish translators gradually emerges” (1993:
xxi). Other recent works on G of Genesis hold much the same view. Résel’s
study of Genesis 1-11 bears its premise in its title: Ubersetzung als Vollendung
der Auslegung (“translation as the fulfillment of interpretation,” a quote from
H.-G. Gadamer). For Résel, G is “directly comparable to the Targums” (1994:
254) as an early Jewish exegetical rendering of M (1994: 247-60). Cook’s
studies on Genesis also belong to this genre (1982, 1985, 1987). In the light of
the present state of Septuagintal studies, the working assumption of these
scholars—that G is a free translation of M—is an scholarly anachronism.

In the context of our current knowledge, any adequate method for approach-
ing G of Genesis must acknowledge the conservative qualities of G as a transla-
tion document. Aejmelaeus aptly frames this issue:

All in all, the scholar who wishes to attribute deliberate changes, harmonizations,
completion of details and new accents to the translator is under the obligation to
prove his thesis with weighty arguments and also to show why the divergences can-
not have originated with the Vorlage. That the translator may have manipulated his
original does not mean that he necessarily did so. All that is known of the translation
techniques of the Septuagint points firmly enough in the opposite direction. (1987:
71)

The validity of this stance for Genesis has been demonstrated in Davila’s recent
studies of the 4QGenesis fragments. Davila concludes his analysis of the
4QGenesis variants in Genesis 1 as follows:

The most important general implication of the new Qumran material presented in this
study is that we must take the LXX of Genesis very seriously as a source for a
Hebrew textual tradition alternate to the MT. We have strong reason to believe that
the translators of Genesis treated their Vorlage with respect and rendered the Hebrew
text before them into Greek with great care and minimal interpretation. (1990: 11)

These studies undermine the view that G of Genesis is primarily an exegesis of
M. Rather, G is a literalistic translation of a Hebrew Vorlage that varied in
many details from M (or, more properly, proto-M).

It is necessary to add, however, that even the most literal translation cannot
help but be an interpretation. There are no semantically neutral translations of
any linguistic text (see Steiner 1975). The key to understanding the nature of a
translation document is attention to the kinds and degrees of interpretation
operating in the work of translation. Recent studies of the translation technique

in the G Pentateuch indicate that the translator of Genesis had a consistent tech-
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nique, which may be described as a compromise between strict reproduction of
all the details in the Hebrew and wavering attention to the demands of idiomatic
Greek (Sollamo 1995: 81-94). The G translator tended to translate each Hebrew
sense unit—and very often each lexical and grammatical unit—into a Greek equi-
valent. Brock aptly characterizes this translation style:

As far as the individual words are concerned the translator draws—often with sub-
tlety—on the vocabulary of contemporary Greek, but when faced with specifically
Hebrew expressions (what Jerome called the language’s ididpara) he hesitates
between an idiomatic and a literal rendering. In the Pentateuch as a whole, and in
Genesis in particular, it should be stressed that more often than not he chooses an
idiomatic rendering, though not consistently so. (1972: 33)

The quality of this translation technique of greatest note for textual criticism is
the tendency for one-to-one correspondence in G in Genesis. Whether the Greek
equivalent is good Greek or translation Greek, the stability of this technique is
the basis for careful retroversion of G readings to those of its Hebrew Vorlage.

A nuanced awareness of the relation between translation and interpretation in
G of Genesis requires attention to the semantic possibilities available to the
translator. Hanhart’s studies have clarified the nature of this task:

The LXX—and this is true for all the books translated—is interpretation only insofar
as a decision is made between various possibilities of understanding which are
already inherent in the formulation of the Hebrew Vorlage and thus given to the
translator. Furthermore, the LXX is the actualization of the contemporary history of
the translator only when the choice of the Greek equivalent is capable of doing jus-
tice both the the factuality and history of the original Hebrew witness and also to the
contemporary history of the translator. The LXX is essentially conservation. (1992:
342-43)

The researcher needs to grasp that the G translator’s interpretive scope was
limited by the semantic possibilities of the source document. Only insofar as the
source document could be rendered in multiple ways in the target language can
the choices made be construed as revealing the translator’s interpretive or
cultural horizons.

The clearest locations of such interpretation are the obscure words and
phrases in Hebrew. A paradigm example is the phrase %121 170 in Gen 1:2, an
expression nearly untranslatable in any language (“unformed and void” in King
James English; French has adopted the word “tohubohu”). By mapping the
Greek-Hebrew equivalents (after Tov 1981: 75-76), we can see that G of Gen
1:2 is a literalistic, unit-by-unit translation, but some of the choices made may

still be revealing:
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7 06 v = PIRM
ny = an°n
aopaTos = N
KQL OKOTQOKEVQOTOG = N
KOt GKOTOG = Tom
ETQVW = %19 z.’57
™6 afveooy = omin
KOl TVEVUQL = mm
beov = oM%K
ETEPEPETO = nenan
((e975) = °1B "?57
T0V VOQTOS = alar]

Corresponding to 121 %N, the G translator wrote «opaToc ko
akaTaokevaoTog, “unseen and unorganized.” Scholars have noted that coporoc
is a distinctive philosophical term in Greek, used by Plato to denote the
“unseen” preexisting world of ideas (Sophist 246a-c; Theaetatus 155¢; Timaeus
51a; see Hanhart 1992: 367; Harl 1986: 87; Rosel 1994: 31). This choice of a
Greek equivalent expresses something of Platonic cosmology in biblical guise,
perhaps joining the cosmologies of Plato and Moses, as was a commonplace in
Hellenistic Jewish thought, particularly in Alexandria. Hence, we may have a
glimpse of the Hellenistic conceptual world of the G translator via the translation
of this obscure Hebrew phrase. Note that the phrase is rendered in two words
joined with a conjunction, exactly like the Hebrew Vorlage. But within the con-
straints of a literal translation, something of contemporary Platonic cosmology
may shine through.

As Hanhart stresses, exegesis in G is generally limited to the choice of the
Greek equivalent. Occasionally, G softens the anthropomorphic realism of the
Hebrew, as in Gen 2:7, where Yahweh breathes the breath of life eic 70

>

wpooomoy avTtov, “into his face,” corresponding to the Hebrew 1°BX2, “into his

]

nose.” Two instances of softening Yahweh’s anthropomorphic emotions are
found in Gen 6:6, where kot evefupnén, “and he was concerned,” renders OnI",
“and he was sorry”; and kot tevonfy, “and he meditated,” renders PX 2Xyn»
129, “and he grieved in his heart.” Yet, in other places, blatant divine
anthropomorphisms are rendered precisely in G, as in Gen 3:8, where Adam

hears the noise of Yahweh’s afternoon stroll through the Garden of Eden:

KQiL Kovoay = W

™My dwryy = 91 N
KvpLov 7oV Beov = QoIoR N
TEPLTATOVVTOG = 1‘7nm

£V TW TOPQOELTW = 742

70 dEtALvoy = oy b
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Yahweh’s “walking around,” 997n®, is precisely translated by Greek
wepuraTovrrog. In such instances, we see the importance to the G translator of
conserving the details of the Hebrew wording. Interpretation shines through only
occasionally in the choice of Greek equivalents for this passage, as in the nice
rendering of 133, “in the garden,” as ey 7w wapadeiow, “in the paradise.”

In our analysis of the variations between M and G in Gen 1:1-2:4, we will
see that G closely translates the text of a Hebrew Vorlage that differed in
numerous small instances from proto-M. The G Vorlage is characterized by con-
siderably more harmomization than M. The harmonizations shared with S and
those reflected in the minor versions confirm that the harmonizations occurred in
the Hebrew scribal traditions and are not attributable to the G translator (see fur-
ther §5.1-2). Even though the proto-G text used by the G translator was a rela-
tively harmonized text, in some instances it preserves readings superior to M
where M has been affected by scribal errors (see, e.g., at Gen 1:9 and 2:2).
Some of the most striking divergences between M and G in Genesis are in Gen
1:1-2:4. Comparison in this text is therefore a useful point of entry into the
respective traits of M and G in Genesis.

Wellhausen observed long ago that G of Genesis 1 is a more developed text
than M, and he discerned that this development occurred in the Hebrew textual
tradition: “The variants of the Septuagint are based on a systematic revision.
These, however, had already been made in the Hebrew Vorlage” (1899: 184, see
further §2.2 at Gen 1:9). The results of this study will corroborate his percep-
tion.

2.2 SIGNIFICANT TEXTUAL VARIANTS

Gen1:6 DMWY M S G (ke vdatog) |1 + 19 °1*1 G (kat eyeveTo ovTog)

Gen1:7 12°7*1M 4QGenP8 S ] om G

Gen 1:20 0°n2n1 M 4QGen®™ S G (7ov ovpavov) | + 19 01 G (ko gysvero
ovTO0g)

The case of the repeated phrase 13 °71”1, “and it was so,” in the creation story
takes us into the issue of harmonization in the biblical textual traditions. This
phrase occurs six times in M (vv 7, 9, 11, 15, 24, 30), with one additional
variation (v 3: 7R °71°1); hence, the phrase occurs virtually seven times in M. In
G, the phrase occurs seven times (vv 6, 9, 11, 15, 20, 24, 30), with the same
additional variation in v 3, hence, virtually eight times. In M, the phrase occurs
on five of the six days of creation, with the fifth day the exception. In G, the
phrase occurs on all six days of creation. In both versions, the phrase occurs
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twice on the third day, once for each of the two acts of creation on that day, but
only once on the sixth day, where the phrase is lacking in the creation of
humans. The differences between M and G occur in vv 6, 7, and 20, involving
the phrase’s placement and daily distribution.

In vv 6-7, on the second day of creation, the phrase occurs in different
places in M and G. This difference relates to the literary structure of the creation
story, in which most of the acts of creation consist of a report of God’s word
(Wortbericht) + 12 *1™ + a report of God’s deed (Tatbericht). The account of
the creation of sky on the second day includes the Wortbericht (v 6), introduced
by MR", “he said,” and the Tatbericht (v 7), introduced by w3y, “he made.”
In G, 19 *1™ occurs in the expected location (end of v 6), between the Wors-
bericht and the Tatbericht. In M, the placement is anomalous (end of v 7): only
here in Genesis 1 does the phrase {3 *1°1 occur after the Tatbericht.

The question faced by the textual critic is: Which reading, if any, is likely to
be the archetypal or original text? Which is most liable to have been changed
into the other? Because G conforms better to the overall structure of the story, it
is possible that the G reading is original and that M has suffered some kind of
scribal accident. There is, however, nothing in the context to motivate an
accidental error in proto-M, nor is there any reason to suspect that the M reading
is the result of intentional change. Conversely, it is possible that M preserves the
original reading and that G is secondary. In this case, there is an obvious motive
for the change in the proto-G textual tradition; as we have seen, the M reading is
anomalous in context. It is plausible that a scribe in the proto-G tradition
harmonized the placement of the phrase to conform with the pattern in the crea-
tion account as a whole. This act of textual harmonization yielded a more con-
sistent and “perfect” text, as is the general motive for textual harmonization (see
Tov 1985 and §5.1). On this explanation, the scribe had good motive for
moving the phrase to its proper position between the Wortbericht and the Tat-
bericht. The M reading, unexpected as it is, plausibly preserves the original or
archetypal text.

This argument for the primacy of the M reading and the harmonistic origin
of the G reading accords with our understanding of the literary style of P.
McEvenue has patiently traced the P narrative style, in which a tendency for
structured organization and repetition is offset by consistent small variations
within the pattern (1971: 185). Cassuto characterized this tendency in Genesis 1
as a general stylistic rule: “It is a basic principle of Biblical narrative prose not
to repeat a statement in identical terms; with fine artistic sense, the narrator likes
to alter the wording or to shorten it or to change the order of the words” (1961:
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16). This style is evident in the variations on the pattern of Wortbericht + 71"
19 + Tatbericht: the first day has the variation 7 *7*1 with no additional Zaz-
bericht, the second day has 12 *3*1 after the Tatbericht, the fifth day lacks 12 *7"
(see on v 20), and the sixth day lacks a }2 °11"1 in the second (and final) act of
creation on that day. This stylistic tendency for variation within pattern is also
evident in the consistent variations of wording between the Wortbericht and Tat-
bericht for each act of creation after the first day. In sum, the argument for the
primacy of the M reading in vv 6-7 is consonant with the literary style of the
writer. This judgment agrees with Wellhausen’s perception that in Genesis 1
“consistent conformity is not the principle of the original text” (1899: 184).

The analysis of the G reading of 12 *11"1 in v 20 follows the same reasoning.
There is no obvious motive, either accidental or intentional, for a scribe to omit
12 > on the fifth day, so it is difficult to think that the M reading is secondary.
In contrast, there is good reason for a scribe to add the phrase here because such
a change would make this day of creation conform with the dominant pattern in
Genesis 1. The harmonizing impulse is good explanation for the plus in v 20
(G), as it is for the plus in v 6 (G). The M reading again is a departure from the
expected pattern. This is easily explained as a product of the P writer’s style of
variation within repetition.

An additional reason to think that the absence of {2 *1" in v 20 is original
concerns the total number of repetitions of this phrase. The total in M is six,
though it is seven if one includes the variation 7R 11" in v 3. The presence of
the phrase in G of v 20 makes the total of the literal repetition of the phrase
seven, though it is eight if one includes the variation in v 3. If the 12 *1*1in v 20
of proto-G is due to a harmonizing scribe, this might account for the literalistic
count of seven for the phrase in G (excluding in punctilious fashion the variation
in v 3), whereas the original text would have included the variation in the total
of seven. In both texts, seven is clearly a significant number in the literary struc-
ture of the seven days of creation (see Skinner 1930: 8-10; Cassuto 1961: 12-
15).

Although I have argued for the primacy of the M readings in vv 6, 7, and
20, it is possible to envisage another scenario argued by Tov (1985: 9-10).
When a phrase occurs in different places in different texts, it is possible that the
archetype lacked the phrase and that scribes in the different traditions inserted
the phrase independently. We would then have an instance of parallel attempts at
harmonization, yielding variant texts. Tov cites the variations in M and G in vv
6, 7, and 20 as an illustration of this scribal phenomenon and suggests that the
phrase was absent in all three verses of the original. Wellhausen proposed a
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similar argument concerning these variants (1899: 184). This explanation is
plausible and partially consonant with my explanation of the proto-G readings as
an effect of scribal harmonization.

But the Wellhausen-Tov explanation has difficulty in explaining the M read-
ing of the phrase in v 7 as a harmonization. As noted previously, the M phrase
in v 7 is anomalous, giving rise to the harmonistic tendency to move it to v 6 (in
G and followed by many modern commentators, e.g., Speiser 1964: 6; Schmidt
1973: 56; Westermann 1984: 78; BHS ad loc.). Yet to think that a harmonizing
scribe in the proto-M tradition inserted the phrase in the wrong place undercuts
the force of the explanation. Harmonizing pluses rarely yield a discordant text. I
submit that this argument is less compelling than the previous argument that the
M reading in v 7 is primary. In either analysis, however, the G readings in vv 6
and 20 derive from harmonizations in the proto-G scribal tradition and are not
the free creation of the translator.

Gen1:7 %12"1 M 4QGen®2 S G (ko Stexwproer) | + B*19X G (o feoc)

The subject of the verb 593, “helit divided,” is not specified in M of this
verse, and G specifies the subject as B*17X, “God.” In v 6, God says that the
Y77 will function as the divider of the waters. The subject of the verb in v 7 of
M is therefore ambiguous because one can as easily understand the subject to be
the ¥°p7 as God. The G reading is easily understood as an explicating plus, and
there is no motive to think that the M reading is the result of an omission. In this
case, the subject of the verb really is ambiguous, and commentators are divided
on which should be inferred.

Gen 1:8  0"m2 M 4QGen®2# S G (oupawor) | + 210 *3 219X R G (ko etdev
o0 fgoc o1t kaxhov)

The formula of divine approval occurs seven times in M, including a longer
variation in the last repetition (vv 4, 10, 12, 18, 21, 25, 31). The formula is
lacking for only one act of creation, the creation of sky on the second day. The
G reading of v 8 contains the expected approval formula. While it is possible
that proto-M lost this clause by a haplography triggered by homoioarkton (-*1
N -*), it is more likely that the harmonizing tendency previously noted is
responsible for this plus in proto-G.

In this explanation, the pattern of use for the approval formula, *2 B*1%R X1
21D, is parallel to the pattern of use for the repeated phrase, 12 *1*1. In each case,
M has a total of seven repetitions, including one variation (the last and the first
repetition, respectively). In contrast, G has seven repetitions of the precise
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phrase in each case and does not count the variation. The G readings reflect a
strict sense of organization, characteristic of the sensibility of the harmonizing
scribe, while the M readings display a preference for variation within repetition
that is characteristic of P’s literary style. This plus in G, parallel to the cases of
vv 6-7 and 20, illustrates the nature of harmonization in the proto-G tradition.

Gen 1:9 11P% 4QGen" G (ovrarywryny) ] D1p» 4QGen® M S Jub 2:5 LAB 15:6

In Gen 1:9, there are two significant textual variations between M and G, for
both of which 4QGenesis texts provide new evidence. In each case, both the M
and G readings are attested at Qumran. An important implication of this new
evidence concerns the text-critical value of G: in these cases, it is now clear that
the G translator has accurately rendered a Hebrew Vorlage that differs from M.
In this new circumstance, it is not sensible to take the position that the G trans-
lator changed the M text of v 9 in a manner coincidentally identical to the
4QGenesis readings (so Rosel 1994: 38-41).

Numerous scholars have noted that G guvaywyny, “gathering, collection,” in
v 9 corresponds to Hebrew 1127 and not 039» (e.g., Gunkel 1910: 107; Skinner
1930: 22; Speiser 1964: 6; Tov 1985: 21; Harl 1986: 90; BHS ad loc.). The
data of the Hebrew-Greek equivalents clearly support this retroversion. Of the
47 places in Genesis where M reads D%, “place,” G translates with 7owog,
“place,” in 46 instances. The only exception is Gen 1:9. The consistency of the
G translation of B1p% in Genesis underscores the textual difference in this verse.
The ovraryaryyy of G in v 9 is a precise translation of Hebrew 11191, “gathering,
collection.” The correctness of this retroversion is now confirmed in 4QGenb,
which reads 7% (noted in Skehan 1969: 89-90). Interestingly, G renders pn
in the next verse (v 10) as ovorquara, “system, body,” showing that the G
translator is less consistent in rendering uncommon words.

Given our new respect for the variant preserved in G, the question remains:
Which is the better reading? The graphic difference between the two words is
slight, consisting of word-final i3 versus final 0. The difference of meaning is
also slight, “gathering” versus “place.” A decisive argument for the preferred
reading may be impossible, given the fine difference between the variants.

Davila has recently argued that the reading 7112% is secondary, either a mis-
take or a harmonization influenced by the occurrence of 0i1°M in v 9b (see
later). He reasons that “it is very difficult to explain why D1?% would have been
substituted for an original PR~ (1990: 11). Although it is certainly possible
that 77 is secondary, it is not so difficult to explain why 0?72 may be sec-
ondary and 1371 the primary reading. A graphic confusion may account for this

variation.
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Graphic confusion of final O and 77, while not commonplace, is attested in the
biblical text, as demonstrated by the following examples:

Prov 20:16 703 MR

o*ao3 MK
1 Kings 14:31 728 G (ABwov)
0°aR M
(sim 1 Kings 15:1,7,8 and 2 Chron 13:1-23)
Gen 18:21 TPy M S
anpY3on G (et kaTa TV KPQUYHY QUTWY)
(sim Severus Scroll; Siegel 1975: 19-20)
Delitzsch lists nearly two dozen cases of 71/0 confusion in the Hebrew Bible
(1920: §122a, §129a). This count may be overly generous, but the previous
examples are unambiguous and show the possibility of this graphic confusion in
the square script. Included in Delitzsch’s list is the variation in Gen 1:9,
P/, In the light of these data, we cannot exclude the possibility of 7P
as original in Gen 1:9 and 0" the result of a simple graphic error.

If either DW2% or 1IP» might be mistaken for the other by graphic error,
which is the more likely direction of change? Davila aptly notes that anticipation
of D1"PM in 9b might motivate a misreading of DPM as 71PN in 9a. Yet another
;1921 occurs in v 10. To frame an alternative suggestion, I would note that nouns
and verbs from the root /M function as Leitwérter in the narrative in vv 9-10.
If we take note of this stylistic trait, then 19?7 is stylistically apt as the reading
here. Moreover, the word ;172% is uncommon in Hebrew, whereas D} is very
common. It is a natural tendency for scribes to mistake an uncommon word for a
common word, particularly when facilitated by graphic confusion. The reverse
change, from a common word to an uncommon word, is far less frequent. If we
heed this natural tendency in scribal traditions, then it is plausible that 11p% was
lost in proto-M of v 9 (including the proto-M text, 4QGenP) but preserved in
proto-G and 4QGen. This argument may be the more compelling, in which case
we should prefer the reading Tpn.

Gen 1:9 ;'HD:’:'! XN 0avpn SX oown nnnn ooni np? 4QGenk# (RIM
[Aw12°7) G (ko ovrnxfn 70 VOWP TO VTOKGTW TOU QUPOIPOU ELG TOG
ovrarywyas auTwy kat webn n Enpc) sim Jub 2:6 ] om M 4QGenb8 S

The long plus in G in the second half of v 9 is also supported by a
4QGenesis reading, as is the shorter text of M. Only the last two words of the
plus, [M2]3°7 XM, are preserved in 4QGenX, The verbal form in this phrase is
most easily read as a converted imperfect (waw + short prefix form), hence

“dry land appeared.” This phrase, introducing the Tatbericht of this act of crea-
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tion, differs from the corresponding phrase in the Wortbericht, w21 ORI (v
9a), in which the verbal form consists of waw + long prefix form, functioning
grammatically as a purpose/result clause: “so that dry land may appear” (on this
syntax, see Lambdin 1971: §107c¢; Waltke and O’Connor 1990: §34.6,
§39.9.2). It is very unlikely that a postexilic scribe would miswrite the long
prefix form in v 9a as a short prefix form, as the short form is virtually
moribund in Late Biblical Hebrew (Saenz-Badillos 1993: 129; Qimron 1986:
81). Hence, it is unlikely that the 4QGen¥ reading should be understood as an
erroneous writing of the Wortbericht of v 9a (pace Résel 1994: 40).

The Qumran reading indicates the reliability of the G translation of its Vor-
lage of Genesis. The retroversion of the Greek (as previously) has been advo-
cated by many scholars (e.g., Gunkel 1910: 107; Skinner 1930: 22; BHS ad
loc.) and may be considered to be vindicated by 4QGen¥, albeit fragmentarily.
Well before the discovery of 4QGen¥, however, good reasons had been given for
understanding the G plus as a preservation of a Hebrew text. Wellhausen pointed
to the obvious Hebraism indicated by the lack of agreement between the plural
possessive pronoun, oqurwy, and its governing noun, 7o vdwp, which is singular
in Greek. The problem of grammatical discord is solved by noting that Hebrew
for “water,” 0°2, is plural. The G reading reflects a Hebrew text with 03
governing the plural possessive pronoun (Wellhausen 1899: 184; Skinner 1930:
22; Tov 1985: 22). This is a case of a “syntactical Hebraism” (Tov 1988: 179),
demonstrating the effect of the Hebrew Vorlage.

Tov has strengthened the argument for a Hebrew original by noting the
literal, unit-by-unit Greek-Hebrew correspondences in v 9a, illustrating the
translation technique of the G translator of Genesis (1985: 21-22). He also notes
the differences in wording between vv 9a and 9b in G, showing that 9b has not
been constructed as a harmonization with its parallel by the G translator. Impor-
tant in this regard are the Greek variations of euvarywyyr (= TPR; v 9a), 7ag
ovvarywyas avtwy (v 9b), and overmuara (= 11PM; v 10). Clearly the phrase in
v 9b is not a harmonization made on the basis of the Greek text of vv 9a or v 10
(a conclusion reached also by Schmidt 1973: 104). Tov concludes that this and
other “harmonizing changes and additions in ch. 1 derive from a Hebrew text
rather than the translator’s harmonizing tendencies” (1985: 22).

These analyses of the G plus 1n v 9b as conserving a Hebrew text are com-
pelling in themselves and are now confirmed by the partial preservation of this
reading in 4QGen¥. The text-critical task of adjudicating among the Hebrew
variants remains. Which reading is more likely to have given rise to the other?

It is possible that a harmonizing Hebrew scribe could have constructed a Tat-
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bericht for v 9 where one was previously lacking. Yet Tov’s arguments against
understanding the plus as an inner-translational harmonization apply equally well
to a possible origin in inner-Hebrew harmonization. Harmonizing pluses con-
sistently mirror the wording of the parallel text. In this case, the variations in
wording between v 9a (the Wortbericht) and v 9b (the Tatberichr) militate
against this possibility (cf. G of vv 11-12, later, where the traits of secondary
harmonization are apparent, the Wortbericht and Tatbericht having been
precisely harmonized by a proto-G scribe). This style of variation within repeti-
tion is characteristic of the P writer and is unlikely to be the creation of a har-
monizing scribe. Hence, the Tatbericht in v 9, as preserved in G and 4QGenk
(and presumed in Jub), should be taken as the archetypal or original reading.

How might this sequence have been lost in proto-M? Davila plausibly sug-
gests a haplography triggered by homoioarkton, as the scribe’s eye jumped from
121 (v 9b) to RIP" (v 10), both of which begin with the cluster -p*1 (1990: 11).
This is an attractive possibility, explaining the loss of the Tatbericht in proto-M
by a simple scribal error. A somewhat more complicated possibility is that the
scribe’s eye jumped from W2%7 at the end of v 9a to W2°7 at the end of 9b,
thereby omitting the Tatbericht of 9b. If in proto-M the ]2 *1*1 was originally
after the Tatbericht, as it is in v 7 (as noted previously), then a haplography by
homoioteleuton would produce the short text of M.

To sum up the main points of the argument: (1) the G plus corresponds to a
Hebrew reading which is partially preserved in 4QGen¥, (2) the longer reading
is very likely the archetypal or original reading, and (3) proto-M (and other ver-
sions related to or influenced by proto-M) lost this reading by a haplography
triggered by homoioarkton or homoioteleuton.

The absence of a Tatbericht for this act of creation in M is explicable as a
textual error, which may now be remedied (as already in NAB; see Hartman et
al. 1970: 328). God’s creation of seas and dry land has its literary completion,
long preserved in translation and in Qumran cave 4.

Gen 1:11 ¥71 M 4QGen® S G (omeppa) | + MY G (kara YeEVOS ko Kol
opotomyTar) Syr
19 2° M 4QGenb S G (kepmor) | + 13°1% M 4QGen S
12 M 4QGen® S G (s¥ awrw) | + MIM% G (karar yeroc)
Gen 1:12 YT M S G (kar Evhov) ] + B G (kapmipor) TgP
W13°M% 2° M 4QGen® S G (kata yevog) | + YIRA 5 G (emt NG YNG)
The creation of plants in vv 11-12 provides a paradigm example of har-
monization in biblical scribal tradition. As we have seen, P’s narrative style is

characterized by variation within patterned repetition. This trait is consistently
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manifested in the differences in wording between Wortbericht and Tatbericht in
the creation story. To harmonizing scribes, however, and to many pious inter-
preters, inconsistencies between God’s commands and their outcome are impos-
sible. Harmonizers, whether scribes or exegetes, try to clarify the precise cor-
respondence between God’s word and deed.

In the case of vv 11-12, the variations between the Wortbericht and the Tat-
bericht in M are uniformly eliminated in the G reading. A harmonizing scribe in
the proto-G tradition has made the text perfectly consistent by inserting four
harmonizing pluses in vv 11-12:

1. wamb following ¥77 in v 11, based on 1IN YW in v 12

2. 1nd following 12 1977 in v 11, based on MNP 1™ WA inv 12

3. "B following ¥¥1in v 12, based on *1® y¥1in v 11

4, IR %Y following 1721 12 W77 in v 12, based on the newly expanded

PIRA 5y 112m% 12 W in v 11 (change #2).
With these carefully placed insertions, the scribe has created an exact cor-
respondence between God’s command and its outcome. It is relatively easy to
conclude that the perfectly harmonized text in G is secondary to the character-
istically varied readings in M in these four places.

The only aspect of the G readings of vv 11-12 that derives solely from the
art of the G translator is the double translation of the first %13°n" in each verse as
kato yevog kot kaf opotomyTar, “according to kind and according to likeness”
(see Harl 1986: 91; Wevers 1993: 6; Paradise 1986: 197). The second W3°nY in
each verse is translated more simply as kora yevog. Double translation of a
single Hebrew word is found occasionally in G of Genesis, as in Gen 3:14,
where 31 is doubly translated as 7w orqfet gov kot ™ kotha, “your breast
and belly.” This sporadic translation technique apparently aims to express more
fully in Greek the semantics of the Hebrew word.

At one point in vv 11-12, M has a plus relative to G: the word 1% in v 11.
Gunkel correctly notes that the word is awkward in its context in M, breaking
up the phrase 12 W43 WK D, “fruit with its seeds in it,” which recurs in v 12.
It is probable that 1317 is a scribal gloss in M (so Gunkel 1910: 108; Paradise
1986: 199; BHS ad loc.), perhaps a harmonistic insertion influenced by the
parallel phrase in v 12. If so, it is not a particularly elegant harmonization.

Gen 1:14 £mw7 M 4QGen* S G (rov ovpawov) 1 + TR 5¥ R? S G (sic
powowy ™S Y1S)

The G plus in v 14 is found also in S, indicating yet again that G accurately

reflects a Hebrew Vorlage. The number of harmonizing pluses shared by S and
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G in Genesis 1-11 suggests a common history at some point in the proto-S and
proto-G traditions (see §5.2 and §6.2). In the present context, the S reading is
important primarily as testimony to the G translation technique in Genesis.

As in other instances, it is also possible to demonstrate from the Greek evi-
dence that the G reading derives from a Hebrew text. Tov has shown that
harmonizations typically repeat sequences verbatim from a parallel passage
(1985: 20-22). Yet, the plus in G of v 14, &g pavowy ™g yng, differs from the
parallel phrase in vv 15 and 17, wore ¢pouwvey eme ™c yng, indicating that it is
not the product of the translator’s harmonization. In contrast, the Hebrew
retroversion of G in v 14, ¥IR7 5y RaY (= S), repeats verbatim the parallel
phrase in vv 15 and 17, X7 %Y 7°Rn7. By this reasoning, we may conclude
that the harmonized text in G of v 14 derives from a Hebrew text.

The secondary nature of this plus may be discerned by consideration of the
literary context. The relevant portions of vv 15 and 17 read X% DB ¥*p12
YR Sy, For v 14, M reads 0°nei1 ¥°P12, to which a harmonizing scribe would
naturally add Y787 5Y 9°Xn®. But this harmonization of details disturbs the
literary progression in these verses. Verses 14-15 relate the Wortbericht of this

»

act of creation, in which two functions of the lights, *7a1%, “to divide,” and
TRIY, “to light,” are commanded in two separate clauses. (In contrast, in the
Tatbericht in vv 16-18, these two functions, along with Sund, “to rule,” appear
in a single clause.) The plus in G and S of v 14, mirroring the parallel phrase in
vv 15 and 17, results in God uttering the phrase “to light up the earth” twice in
the Wortbericht in identical language, thus needlessly repeating himself. The
plus disturbs the discourse in the Wortbericht and fails to respect the literary
variation between Wortbericht and Tatbericht. For these reasons, the longer
reading is best viewed as a harmonization of details that ironically results in a

disharmonious narrative.

Gen1:27 M¥3aMS]om G

God’s creation of humans in v 27 is often analyzed as poetry or parallelistic
prose (e.g., Dillmann 1897: 83-84; Gunkel 1910: 112; Speiser 1964: 4; and
most modern translations). The parallelism of the first two clauses, in which the
textual variation occurs, is unambiguous:

MY%1 OIRT IR O°I9R RN

1NX K72 019K 053
Each element in the first clause is echoed in form or syntax in the second clause.
The structure of the parallelism may be schematized as: ABCD /D" BA”C".
The textual variant concerns the two words at the juncture of the two clauses,
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Db3¥2 mbY832, “in his image, in the image (of).” In the prosody of the verse, the
two successive words function as chiastic parallels.

Though it otherwise preserves the parallelistic style and syntax of the verse,
G lacks an equivalent for Hebrew 19%3. It is possible that the G reading
preserves a better text and that the longer M reading is a secondary expansion
(so BHS ad loc.). However, there is no obvious motivation for an expansion
here, and it is not an easy case of dittography (note the suffix in 1%%2). More-
over, as we have noted, the word plays a stylistically definable role in the
prosody of the passage. On these grounds, the M reading has the best claim to
be the primary reading.

How may this reading have been lost in G? It is possible that the translator
abridged the Hebrew text as “redundant” (so Lust 1991: 98; cf. Rosel 1994:
50). This is not very likely, given the translation technique of the G translator. It
is far more likely that a text in the proto-G tradition suffered a haplography trig-
gered by homoioarkton, the scribe’s eye skipping from -932 to -9%3, thereby
accidentally simplifying the text (so Frankel 1841: 69). This is an easy scribal
error and accords well with our understanding of the literary passage.

Gen 1:28 ©°7X OA% MR M S ] XY G (\eywr)

The difference between the M and G readings in this instance is relatively
slight. Accordingly, it is difficult to find a clear argument for the primary read-
ing. The M reading is somewhat awkward in the repetition of D*17X twice in
two short clauses; hence, the shorter G reading may be preferred (so Skinner
1930: 33; Westermann 1984: 79). However, the exact correspondence of the G
reading in the first part of the verse with the parallel passage in v 22, both read-
ing NX 51 127 10 MWRP 075K ONR 7737, raises the suspicion that the G
reading in v 28 has been harmonized with v 22. Wevers (1993: 16) and Rosel
(1994: 51) regard the G reading as a harmonization made by the translator, but it
is far more likely that the reading existed in proto-G, which had been affected by
numerous secondary harmonizations.

Gen 1:28 nwn i 7°0 9921 M S | wnan wnan 5221 PR 9321 annan Yo G

' (koL TQPTWY TOY KTRY@Y KoL TOGNS TG YNG KOL TOYTWY TWY EPTETWY
TWY EPTOVTWY)

The G reading in the second half of v 28 is easily explained as a harmoni-

zation with the parallel passage in v 26. As in G of vv 11-12 (noted previously),

the Tatbericht (v 28) is harmonized with the antecedent Wortbericht (v 26).
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The initial part of God’s command is identical in both Wortbericht and Tat-
bericht in M and G of vv 26 and 28: D°%71 {¥21 0% NAT2 137, “rule over the
fish of the sea and the birds of the sky.” The rest of God’s command, the speci-
fication of land animals, is identical in the Wortbericht of M and G in v 26 but
differs in the Tatbericht in v 28:

v26 M = G 7RI DY wnann wnan 5021 para o021 annam
v28 M PIRA 5y nwmai a0 Pom
v28 G PART 5y 0B wnaT 5321 YIRS 931 nnan Yom

From this comparison of Wortbericht and Tatbericht, one can see that M varies
in the specification of land animals and that proto-G is identical in the two
verses, with the minor exception of -11 93 before %73 in v 28.

The reading preserved in G is a harmonization of Wortbericht and Tatbericht
such that God’s stated intention and his fulfillment of that intention are precisely
equivalent. In contrast, the M reading reflects the characteristic style of variation
within repetition in P. The harmonizing scribe in the proto-G tradition further
expanded -2 to -7 7931 in v 28 to make the mention of 1712 consistent with the
other species in this sequence, all of which are modified by -7 9321. Ironically,
in adding this last harmonizing detail, the scribe upset the perfect harmonization
of Wortbericht and Tatbericht.

Gen 1:29 ¥77 20y M S G (xop7ov omoptpov) | + ¥* 11?7 G (owepor)

For the ¥91 ¥71 2wy, “plants bearing seed,” of M, the G equivalent is
X0PTOV OTOPLUOY OTELPOY OTEppue, “seed-bearing plants bearing seed.” It is pos-
sible, as some have suggested, that owopipor aweipor is a double translation of
the Hebrew participle Y71, in which case there is no textual variant (Harl 1986:
97; Wevers 1993: 17). It is perhaps more likely that the G text reflects a
harmonizing plus based on the parallel passage in vv 11 and 12 (Résel 1994:
51). The parallel passage, ¥y77 ¥* 0 2WY, xopTov owepov oweppc, differs
slightly from the phrase in v 29, particularly in its use of the Hiphil participle
rather than the Qal participle. In the proto-G tradition, a scribe may have added
the Hiphil participle to v 29 by a harmonistic impulse, yielding >3 ¥77 2wy
¥97, which the G reading reproduces. It is also possible that the G reading
reflects a proto-G dittography of ¥73, yielding 77 ¥71 ¥97 2¥V. In either case,
harmonizing plus or dittography, the G reading is most likely secondary, where-
as the M reading preserves the stylistic variation of parallel passages character-
istic of the original.
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Gen 1:29 *®M S G (kapmor) ] + YY M S

The M phrase, 77 Y77 ¥ 15 12 WR y¥1 bs, “every tree in which there is
fruit of the tree bearing seed,” is obviously disturbed by the grammatical posi-
tion of the second ¥¥, “(of the) tree.” Although it is possible to view this phrase
as merely awkward, it is plausibly a result of a scribal expansion. A scribe may
have inserted the Y¥ after *39 by anticipation of the phrase ¥¥ *15(») in Gen 3:2
and 3:3, which also refers to God’s command to humans concerning edible fruit.
The expansion of the phrase in 1:29 may have been an accident, triggered by
anticipation, or it may have resulted from an intentional harmonization.
Accidental error is far more common than harmonization in the proto-M tradi-
tion (see chapter 3), so the balance of probability is with the former. In either
case, the M reading is plausibly a secondary expansion, and the G reading, lack-
ing the awkward Y¥, may best preserve the archetypal or original reading (so
Gunkel 1910: 114).

Gen 1:30 59%13° M S G (kat wovm) | + 0B G (cpmerw)

In the specification of creeping things in v 30, M reads Y87 5y w1 5%,
“and for everything that creeps on the earth,” and G reads kot worm epmeTw
gpmovtL emL TG yNS, “and for every creeping thing that creeps on the earth.”
The G reading presumes the noun W27 preceding the participle @17, as it does
in the parallel phrases in vv 26 and 28 (G), Y7R7 %y wan wrenn %231, The
expanded phrase in G is therefore a likely product of scribal harmonization (so
Skinner 1930: 34), whereas M preserves the variation of phrase in the original.

Gen 2:2 2w S G (mq exkm) Syr Jub 2:16 | *y*awi M

The most famous variant in the creation story concerns the day when God
completed his work. The M reading, *9°3i1, “the seventh” day, is manifestly
incorrect according to the narrative context. Defenders of M tend to transiate the
governing verb of the clause, 92", “(he) completed,” as a pluperfect, “(he) had
completed,” but this tense value is very unlikely in this position (see esp.
Dillmann 1897: 90; Skinner 1930: 37). The comparable examples adduced by
Cassuto (1961: 61-62) and Wenham (1987: 35) are grammatically and logically
sequential, not pluperfect, in Hebrew. Moreover, it is not clear that a pluperfect
meaning fares any better for M (“God had completed on the seventh day the
work that he had done”); one needs also to attribute an odd meaning to the
preposition -2 (“by the seventh day,” or the like). This multiplication of dubious
grammatical arguments to make sense of M does not inspire confidence.
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The reading shared by G, S, Syr, and Jub, *wwii, “the sixth” day, is
generally viewed as a secondary correction of a difficult original text (= M). As
Skinner judiciously states, “sixth is so much the easier reading that one must
hesitate to give it the preference” (1930: 37). Often, this secondary correction is
attributed independently to scribes in each tradition. Even Tov comments, “It is
impossible to determine whether the easier reading of the LXX was based on a
variant *0W37 or whether the exegetical tendency developed independently in all
three sources [G, S, and Syr]” (1981: 128). On this point, however, there is a
good case against independent exegesis. All that we know about G of Genesis
inspires confidence in the translator’s intention to conserve the Vorlage, so a
Hebrew reading, "2, for proto-G is warranted (so Barr 1979: 11). Moreover,
to posit that scribes or translators changed the text independently in three (or
four) textual traditions is extremely unlikely, given our cognizance of the
numerous shared readings in G, S, and Syr (see §5.2). It is far more par-
simonious to view this shared reading as derived from a common root, as is
probably the case in other instances. The variant shared by G, S, Syr, and Jub is
most likely a single Hebrew reading, preserved in several branches of the stem-
matic tree.

Having argued for the authenticity of this Hebrew variant, the question
remains; Which is preferable on text-critical grounds? The M reading, as the lec-
tio difficilior, may be preferred, and the reading preserved in G, S, Syr, and Jub
regarded as a secondary exegetical revision. Yet, one hesitates to give preference
to a reading that makes no sense. To consider the opposite possibility, how
might a text reading "W have given rise to a text reading *¥°2¥1? A plausible
motive can be given for such a change.

The two clauses of v 2 contain strikingly similar sequences, parallelistic in
style. Consider the graphic similarity of the two sequences from the word 21°2:

v2a Y TR IR wwn ova
v2b Ry WX MoK Yo yeaws ora

With the exception of the stylistic variation of 221 in v 2b, the two sequences
are identical but for the variation of "W and *¥°2wi1. It is entirely possible that
a scribe could have miswritten *Y°2277 in place of *@V1 in the first clause, trig-
gered by anticipation of the parallel in the second clause. This would be an
accidental assimilation by anticipation. An intentional change of this kind in
proto-M is far less likely. On this explanation, the reading "%, which admit-
tedly makes sense in its context, may have been altered to *¥°2wi1 by a simple
scribal error.
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The weight of the respective arguments inclines toward the position that
"W is the archetypal reading and probably original. (Note the nice numerical
parallelism of 6 / 7/ 7 in vv 2-3.) The reading *y*2¥i1 is most plausibly a sec-
ondary change due to an accidental assimilation by anticipation.

Gen2:4 APXMS]980 71 G (Avry 1 BeBhog)

The G reading corresponds to the parallel phrase in Gen 5:1, N191n 790 71
(Avry m BiBNog yeveoews). It appears that a harmonizing scribe in the proto-G
tradition expanded the short Toledot formula in 2:4 to equal the longer form in
5:1, and that M preserves the original variation. Incidentally, the doubled self-
reference in G, Avry 9 BiuBNog yevsoews, “This is the book of genesis,” is the
source of the Greek name for the book (already in Philo and a Greek fragment of
Jub 2:1; see Harl 1986: 32).

Gen2:4 D°N7X M M S ] 2°7%X G (0 6z0c)

In Gen 2:4-3:24, M reads D*719X 117° as the divine name 30 times. In the
first three instances (2:4, 5, 7), G reads 0%17X. Only in 2:8 does G begin to read
D°719X M7°. Thereafter, G reads 0*12X M7° (with M) 11 times and 0°71%X (contra
M) 5 times. In an additional three places (3:1, 3, 5), all in direct discourse, M
and G read 0°1%X. In sum, there are 15 agreements in divine name in M and G
in the Garden of Eden story and 8 disagreements, all replicating the disagree-
ment in Gen 2:4. What is one to make of this variation, which occurs just over
half the time in Gen 2:4-3:24?

The easiest solution draws on the tendency for scribal harmonizations in the
proto-G textual tradition. In Gen 1:1-2:3, the only divine name that occurs is
B°9R (over 35 times), and the shift in Gen 2:4 to B*1%X 117° is startling to any
reader. It is likely that a harmonizing scribe leveled through D°19X in 2:4, 5, 7
but then chose to alternate between D°17X 1%1° (from the parent text) and 0°1%X,
with some preference given to B°12X 717, In this explanation, it is the shift in
divine names at the juncture of the two creation stories that poses a problem, and
a harmonizing scribe attempted to ameliorate this problem by blurring the transi-
tion from one name to another.

This explanation makes sense of the variants in the light of our understanding
of the textual characteristics of G and M. The opposite scenario—that G
preserves the original or archetypal readings and a scribe in the proto-M tradi-
tion altered them to make a dramatic break at Gen 2:4—has no obvious reason to
recommend it.

For fuller discussion of the problem of divine names, see §2.3.
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Gen 2:4 QMY PR M ] Y1 00 S TgN Syr Vg; PR nRY 0w DX G (o0
ovpavoY Ko THY YNY)

This G reading in 2:4b conforms to the order of the parallel phrase in v 4a
and 2:1, YR 0°BY3, and in 1:1, YRT DR 2°0YT DX, Several minor versions
and S read similarly but, like M, lack the article. A harmonizing tendency
appears to be at work in this widespread reading, with M apparently preserving
the variation of the archetype or original. The desire to smooth over an
inconsistency in the text is sufficient motive to see the reading in G and the other
versions as a secondary harmonization. There is no motive for a scribe in the
proto-M tradition to create inconsistency where there was none; hence, the M
reading is to be preferred.

2.3 EXCURSUS: DIVINE NAMES IN G

In his work, The Divine Names in Genesis, Skinner noted generously that “every
Old Testament scholar is aware that the Mss. of the LXX simply teem with vari-
ous readings of the divine names” (1914: 2). After considering the complexities
of the data, he concluded that the G variants are, for the most part, inner-Greek
corruptions “due to errors that have crept in during a long series of transcrip-
tions” (1914: 42). Hence, the G variants in the divine names have no text-
critical significance. In a recent reexamination of this problem, Harl comes to a
similar conclusion: “it is impossible to compare the two texts in the use of
divine names” (1986: 50).

A different argument has been advanced independently in recent studies by
Rosel and Wevers. In Rosel’s view, the variation of divine names in G of
Genesis is due to the translator’s desire to signify different aspects of God by the
terms xvptog, fgog, and kvpioc o fsog (1991: 374-77; 1994: 251-52). The
divine attributes signaled by these names are creator and ruler {for f¢o¢), lord of
the chosen people (for xupiog), and creator of all people (for xvpwog o 6eog). In
Rosel’s theory, the G translator is a forerunner of Philo, for whom xvptog and
feog were allegorical codes for God’s sovereignty and his goodness, respectively
(e.g., De Plantatione 86; De Abrahamo 124). The classical rabbis developed a
different interpretation for the variation of divine names in the Bible: for them
717 and O°719K represent the attributes of compassion and justice, respectively
(e.g., Gen. Rab. 12.15 on Gen 2:4). The chief difference between the G trans-
lator and these later interpreters, according to Rosel’s theory, is that the G trans-
lator deliberately revised the text of Genesis in order to embed in the text his
theology of divine names.
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In a previous study of this issue, Wevers concluded: “there seems to be no
pattern here of any kind. If this be the case, one can only assume a different
parent text {or a careless translator)” (1985: 33). However, he seems to have
changed his mind in his more recent Notes on the Greek Text of Genesis (1993).
In Gen 6:6-7, where G reads o fsoc twice in contrast to twice I11° in M,
Wevers comments that G has “avoided xpioc in favor of 6 febc. It is God as
creator, not as covenantal Lord, who confronts the creation he had brought into
being” (1993: 79). Wevers now appears to believe that the variation of divine
names in G is an exegetical revision expressing the translator’s theology of
divine names, as in Rosel’s theory.

In contrast to the conclusions of Skinner, Harl, and early Wevers, I submit
that some sense can be made of the general pattern of divine names in G of
Genesis. In contrast to Résel and recent Wevers, I think it more likely that the
variations in names in G stem from the Hebrew Vorlage, not from the freewheel-
ing pen of the G translator. Harmonizing tendencies in the proto-G scribal tradi-
tion are the solution to the problem.

First, let us consider the relevant Qumran evidence. There are no fragments
of Genesis that are germane to this issue but some nice instances in Numbers,
Deuteronomy, and Samuel:

Num 23:3 MM

0°1%X 4QNumb S G (0 feog) (DID 12: 235)

Deut 3:20  7117° 4QDeutd M S
B5°79R I 4QDeut™ (IR 731 G (kupuog o feoc vpwy)
(DID 14: 115)

Deut 31:17 *n"RM S
*5R M 4QDeute (77K 7331%) G (kvptog o fgog pov) (DID
14: 33)

1 Sam2:25 DR M
177 4QSam? G (kvprog) (Cross 1953: 23)
1 Sam 23:14 ©*A%R' M
791 4QSam G (xkvpiog) (Cross 1955: 171)
These examples, which could be multiplied, support our current understanding
of the text-critical value of G (see §2.1). Where the G reading of the divine
name diverges from M, it is unwarranted to assume posthaste that the G trans-
lator has revised the reading of M. The character of G as conservation of its
Vorlage, which was not identical to (proto-)M, is well established for these
books.
The data on the variations of divine names in M and G for all of Genesis can
be charted roughly as follows (revised from Wevers 1985: 32-33; and Rosel
1991: 363-71):
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M1* M ca. 141 times
= G (xvpiog) ca. 104 times
18°7%% G (o feoc) 22 times
12°19R 7° G (kvptog o fzoc) 14 times
] om G once (14:22; a secondary plus in M)

%X M ca. 167 times
= G (0 fsog) ca. 157 times
1 17° G (xvptog) 3 times (19:29; 21:2,6)
1 2°5R 1 G (kvptoc o fcoc) 4 times (6:12,22; 8:15; 9:12)
Jom G 3 times (1:28; 31:50,53 [see Seebass 1986])
0°11oR7T M 19 times
= G (0 feog) 19 times

D°noR 791 M 23 times

= G (xvptog o fgoc) 15 times
1 0%19X G (o fsoc) 8 times

The raw data show no obvious pattern. Although G more often varies from M
m117° than from M D%1%R, there are exceptions. G varies from M 0*19R 7%7° only
in the direction of B19X, never 71%7°. The reasons for the variations are obscure.

If we narrow our scope to Genesis 1-11, however, the motives for variation
may be discernible. I have suggested before that the use of D’1%X in G of Gen
2:4-7, where M and S read D*19X 177, is explicable as a leveling through or
harmonization of the name 01X that is used exclusively up to that point (see
§2.2 at Gen 2:4). The subsequent use of divine names in G of Genesis 1-11 can
easily be explained as a continuation of this tendency to harmonize the variation
of divine names. The motives for variation are best seen in the transitions
between the following sections in Genesis 1-11:

1. Genesis 1:1-2:3. There is no variation between M and G in the use of
divine names (exclusively 0°19X%). The textual differences in Gen 1:7, 8,
28 affect the total number of repetitions of this name in each version (see
§2.2 ad loc.). The divine name 819X occurs 35 times in M and 34 times
in G.

2. Genesis 2:4-3:24. Genesis 2:4 introduces the shift in divine names from
D°19X to O°M9R 7T in M (with the exception of B°79X in direct dis-
course), corresponding to a literary shift from the P source to J. The use
of O°n%X is continued by G in 2:4-7, arguably a harmonization with
previous usage. Beginning in Gen 2:8, G uses the name Q17X 717° in
variation with ©°7X. The use of both divine names is explicable as a
compromise between harmonization with B*1%X of Gen 1:1-2:3 and fidel-
ity to 0°7%X 717 of the parent text. The changes in this section are
attributable to a harmonizing scribe (or scribes) in the proto-G tradition.
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3. Genesis 4-11. The pattern of variation between 0°1%R 11177° and B°715K in
G of Gen 2:8-3:24 continues. The only exceptions to this pattern are four
instances (4:3, 13; 9:26; 10:9) in which G reads the name f1%7° (= M). In
all other instances, G reads either B*1%X 737* (19 times) or D*YR (29
times). The variations between M and G in this section can be charted as
follows:

%1 M 26 times
= G (kvptog) 4 times
1 8°7%R G (0 fzo) 8 times
1 2°19% M17° G (kvpiog o Oeoc) 14 times

0198 M 26 times
= G (0 feog) 21 times
] @°79R 791° G (xvpiog o Beog) 5 times

To conform with the pattern established in Gen 2:8-3:24, 1> was
expanded to 077X 717° or changed to D’1YX (with four exceptions =
m97%), and 017X was either unchanged (predominantly) or expanded to
oK N

After Genesis 11, the double name D*719X 11° is no longer used in G, and the
names in the parent text are more consistently followed. Significant variation
occurs only in the case of 111 = D°YXR (14 times in Genesis 12-50).

Harmonization was a common tendency in biblical scribal traditions; it is
characteristic of the proto-G tradition in Genesis 1-11 and the proto-S tradition
generally (see chapter 5). I have argued that the motive for harmonization in the
variation of divine names in Genesis is the abrupt transition from one pattern of
use to another: God’s name changes from B19X in Gen 1:1-2:3 to D’12X M7°
(predominantly) in 2:4-3:24, and then varies between 7117 and B*19X in the rest
of the text. Many interpreters, including Philo, the classical rabbis, and modern
critical scholars, have tried to make sense of these changes in divine name, with
differing degrees of success. A scribe or scribes in the proto-G textual tradition
may have been the first to try to solve this problem or at least to ameliorate its
effect. The pattern of divine names in G of Genesis is explicable as a product of
such scribal harmonization.

In sum, it is most plausible to regard the vast majority of G variants in the
divine names in Genesis as secondary. These variants were, however, produced
by a coherent method. The opposite argument—that a scribe in the proto-M
tradition created the consistent source-critical pattern of divine names in M from
the pattern preserved in G—is implausible. Such an event, like the hypothetical
monkeys typing Hamlet, is an astronomical improbability. We may conclude
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that the variants in divine names stemming from the proto-G text of Genesis are,
for the most part, of negligible text-critical value. But they are of interest in
revealing something of the conceptual world of ancient biblical scribes.



CHAPTER THREE

Textual Problems in M of Genesis 1-11

3.1 THE LAW OF SCRIBES: TEXTUAL CHANGE

It is nothing new to suggest that M of Genesis is an imperfect text. The Kétib-
Q¢éré system implemented by the Masoretes is a text-critical apparatus designed
to improve the base text, probably reflecting some kind of collation of variant
readings (see Tov 1992a: 58-63; Yeivin 1980: 52-61). The Talmud records a
warning to scribes to beware graphic and auditory errors when copying biblical
texts:

In order that the text be perfect one must write no X for ¥ and no ¥ for X; no 2 for 3;
no X for ¥ and no X for 3; no T for 7 and no A for 7; no 1 for 1 and no 11 for 7; no 3
for * and no ® for %; no 1 for 1 and no 1 for ¥; no ¥ for ® and no B for ¥; no curved let-
ters for straight [i.e., final letters]; no 1 for © and no 0 for n. (B. Sabbat 103b)

A story about Rabbi Ishmael (ca. early second century C.E.) makes this case in
more dramatic terms: “When I came to Rabbi Ishmael he said to me, ‘My son,
what is your occupation?’ I said to him, ‘I am a copyist.” He said to me, ‘My
son, be careful in your work, for your work is heaven’s work; for should you
omit one letter or add one letter, you will destroy the entire universe’” (B.
‘Erubin 13a). One can see that great care was taken in the transmission of the
rabbinic-M text, but there remained a certain anxiety about the commission of
scribal errors.

To the traditional 3710 780 M2%7, “laws of (writing) Torah scrolls” (Yeivin
1980: 36-38), Goshen-Gottstein has added a text-critical supplement: the “law
of scribes” (1957: 198 n. 3; 1965: 17; 1967: 275). By this law, he means that
all scribes at all times and places make certain predictable kinds of errors, most
of them accidental, including such commonplaces as graphic confusion, dit-
tography, and haplography. It is to the effects of this law in M of Genesis 1-11
that we now turn.

40
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The significant types of scribal error or change in M of Genesis 1-11 can be
classified as follows:

graphic confusion: Gen 1:9; 2:12; 4:18; 10:3; 10:4; 11:30

simple haplography or dittography: Gen 2:11; 4:7; 5:23; 5:31; 8:10

haplography by homoioteleuton or homoioarkton: Gen 1:9; 1:26; 2:20; 5:3

word misdivision: Gen 8:14 (with other consequent errors)

assimilation by reminiscence or anticipation: Gen 1:29; 2:2; 7:20; 9:7

parablepsis: Gen 1:14; 4:8; 4:22; 4:26 (twice); 8:19; 10:5; 11:31

orthographic modernization: Gen 2:15; 4:7; 9:21

harmonization: Gen 1:11; 4:26; 7:3; 7:6; 7:22; 8:17

explication: Gen 2:23; 3:6; 3:22; 4:25; 6:16; 7:2; 7:14 (twice); 8:22; 9:10

(twice)

editorial revision: Gen 5:18, 19, 25, 26, 28, 30, 31; 11:17
By “simple” haplography or dittography, I refer to the accidental change of a
single letter (either two letters written singly or one letter written doubly). By
parablepsis (“wrongly seen”), I refer to an apparently unmotivated error. Other-
wise, my terminology is essentially equivalent to that of McCarter (1986: 26-
61) and Tov (1992a: 236-85) in their exemplary treatments of the kinds of tex-
tual change in biblical texts.

3.2 TEXTUAL CHANGE IN M

Gen 1:9 71pn 4QGen® G (ourarywyny) 1 Bn M 4QGenP S Jub 2:5 LAB 15:6
Perhaps a graphic confusion (73/0); see §2.2.

Gen 1:9 1w XIM OAMPR SR OOYR NN 07 1PN 4QGenk”  (Xam
[AW12°77) G (ko ovyyxBn T0 VdWP TO UTOKQTW TOU OUPAVOU €IS TOG
CUVQYWYOIS aUTwY Ko wdbn 1 Enpcr) sim Jub 2:6 ] om M 4QGenbs S

A haplography by homoioarkton (—*1 N —2™1) or possibly by homoioteleuton
(W21 N FwH); see §2.2.

Gen 1:11 "9 2° M 4QGen® S G (kapror) | + 13°8% M 4QGenb S
Perhaps a harmonizing plus with 1773°1% 2° v 12; see §2.2.

Gen 1:14 [D°31091 4QGenk G (ko sig evavrove) Syr ] ©*T M S

A parablepsis. This minor variant is of interest because of the testimony of a
4Q fragment. In the coordinated series of four nouns in the construction . . . °1)
5, “they shall be(come),” M and S lack the preposition ? before the last noun in
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the series, 8°J¥. Grammatically, one would expect the preposition before all
four nouns, which one finds in G, Syr, and now 4QGenX. The grammatically
correct and now clearly attested reading is to be preferred (so Davila 1990: 11;
but correct his S reading there and in DID 12: 77 to °3¥M).

Gen 1:26 nn221 M S G (kaw Twv kmprey) | + YIRT 9921 M S G (ke maong
™ Y1g); + YIRA N°1 9531 Syr

Perhaps a haplography (-1 9- N -1 %-). The lists of animals in vv 24, 25, 26,
28, and 30 vary significantly in diction, yet they are semantically equivalent in
referring to all animals. These variations were at times subject to scribal
harmonizations (see §2.2 at Gen 1:28, 30). In v 26, the phrase N7 9221 occurs
between 1777321 and w77 9921 as an object of human rule. While humans are
told to subdue the earth (72237) in v 28, the reference to “all the earth” seems
odd in the zoological context of v 26. For this reason, most commentators prefer
the reading of Syr in v 26, YR NN 9323, thereby seeing a reference to land
animals, as suggested by the context (so Dillmann 1897: 81; Gunkel 1910: 112;
Skinner 1930: 30; Speiser 1964: 7; Schmidt 1973: 127; Westermann 1984: 79;
BHS ad loc.).

A problem with preferring the Syr reading is the possibility that Syr has a
harmonistic text in this section of the list in vv 26 and 28. Whereas M and S list
7133% in v 26 and 7°1 9221 in v 28, Syr lists both terms in both verses (for the
different harmonistic reading of G in v 28, see §2.2):

v26 (MS) yIX7 5521 An7am
v26 (Syr)  ¥R7I N0 9231 A

v28 (MS) PWI...mn5%m
v28 (Syr) YR .. Doa1 annam

It may be that the Syr readings in both verses have been expanded to harmonize
with each other and with the comparable lists in vv 24 and 25, which include
both terms (v 25: YR N°1 and A0720; v 24: ¥R 0% and A072). As a general
rule, it is precarious to rely on a reading attested solely in one of the minor ver-
sions (see §1.3). In this case, the precariousness is magnified by the possibility
that Syr has a harmonistic reading.

A more prudent solution is to posit that the anomalous phrase ¥/ 5o,
shared by all the major versions, is an early scribal error. It may be a harmoniz-
ing or explicating plus, intended to include the earth under human rule in v 26 as
it is in v 28 (note that W22, “and subdue it [the earth],” precedes the blessing
to rule over the animals). Perhaps more likely (since accidental), it may be the
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result of a haplography of an original phrase, Y7 5y wn17 wRA 9939, in
which the scribe’s eye jumped from -7 9221 to ¥7X?, triggered by the identical
sequence -1 7-. To complete this explanation, the corrupt phrase may then have
been corrected by the insertion of the correct (original) phrase, yielding a final
text: YIRT PY wNIT wHIT Y527 PRI Y221 This solution, while conjectural, is
perhaps more satisfactory than the alternatives: either staying with the the
dubious reading of the major versions or preferring the probably harmonistic
reading of Syr.

Gen 1:29 ™M S G (kapmor) ] + YY M S (om G)
Perhaps an anticipation of Y¥ *9 (3:2 and 3:3); see §2.2.

Gen 2:2 *wW3 S G (7 exmy) Syr Jub 2:16 ] *¥°2vi M
An anticipation of *¥*2wi v 2 (note the similar phraseology in both halves of
v 2: WY WR MIROD . . . OTI); see §2.2.

Gen 2:11 n%»m Smss | 7% MA M S

A simple dittography with graphic confusion of 11/i1. Elsewhere, the land of
Havilah is written without the definite article, which is expected for a proper
noun (Gen 25:18; 1 Sam 15:7; cf. Gen 10:7, 29). The presence of the definite
article in 2:11 is easily accounted for by a simple dittography, aided by /11 con-
fusion.

Gen 2:12 X*77 MQS TgP Syr ] 17777 MK TO (mult)

A graphic confusion of */1, a géré perpetuum in the Pentateuch. This frequent
error occurs seven times in MK of Genesis 1-11 (2:12; 3:12, 20; 4:22; 7:2;
10:11, 12). The correct form, X3, occurs three times in M® of Genesis, at Gen
14:2; 20:5; and 38:25. According to the Masoretic note at these vv, the correct
form occurs 11 times in MK of the Pentateuch. This is a systematic error limited
to this form, in which graphic confusion triggered the assimilation of X7 to X37.
Cross has proposed a plausible paleographic context for this scribal error: “In
one style of [early Herodian] script waw and yod were not distinguished . . . the
error must have been introduced when such a manuscript in later Herodian times
was copied when yod had shortened, and to the scribe the older form of yod
looked like waw” (personal correspondence, 10/12/92). In one instance in
Genesis, a Qumran fragment preserves the correct form where M has the géré
perpetuum (4QGenf at Gen 48:7; see Davila 1992: 174 n. 21).
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Gen 2:15 i1~ (2X: 7MW 7129%) 1 A- 2X: 7w A72y%) M

The problem in this verse concerns the proper interpretation of the i1 mater
and is therefore a problem of vocalization and not of text as such. Nonetheless,
it illustrates a problem of orthographic modernization, in which an unmodern-
ized text was misunderstood. Numerous commentators have noted that |3, the
referent of the pronominal suffixes on the infinitives 7YY 772yY, is a mas-
culine noun and requires the suffix to be -6 (Kuenen 1884: 138 n. 1; Gunkel
1910: 10; Skinner 1930: 66; GKC §122.1). The easiest explanation of the M
vocalization is that the final 11 was read as a mater for -2 in the reading tradition
fixed by the Masoretes, according to the standard orthography in postexilic
texts. Grammatically, it is preferable to read the final 11 as a mater for -0, fol-
lowing the earlier, preexilic orthography (on this orthographic change, see
Freedman 1962: 93; Andersen and Forbes 1986: 183-85; Barr 1989a: 208).

Gen 2:20 mW 5991 G (ke waowy Toig wereworc) Tgl Syr Vg | f]W'?‘\ MS

A haplography by homoioteleuton (-2 N -%). Although the reading of M and
S is certainly possible, the context seems to require 55 before Q*pY: 1Y, as is
the case for the other animals listed, 7973277 and 37w N°R. The loss of 92 would
be an easy haplography in an original reading 951 because the scribe’s eye need
only skip from ¥ to 7 (see Gunkel 1910: 11; Skinner 1930: 68; Speiser 1964:
15; BHS ad loc.).

Gen 2:23 ;P2 M S G (eMudbn) ] + PRI M S (om G Syr)

An explicating plus. In the man’s parallelistic discourse about the newly
created woman, the demonstrative pronoun NRT occurs three times in M but only
twice in G (and Syr). The third NRXT is plausibly an explicating plus, specifying
the subject of the passive verb finP%. The subject is implicit; hence, this small
plus may illustrate the scribal tendency to make the implicit explicit. With
respect to parallelistic style, the rhythm and end rhyme of the line may lend sup-
port to this text-critical decision: TR WKM *3 // WK XP> NRI.

Gen 3:6 NN M S G (ko wpator) ] + Y9I M S (om G Vg)

An explicating or harmonizing plus (cf. ¥¥77 1° v 6). The three subordinate
clauses expressing the woman’s changed perceptions of the tree are stylistically
parallel in M of v 6:

DoRNY Py AW
DoIy% X7 7IRN 0N
Srown® pyn Tenn
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The common object of perception is specified in the three clauses as Y¥71, X1,
and Y971, respectively. Though G preserves a unit-by-unit correspondence in
other respects, it lacks the last Yy, raising the suspicion that this word is sec-
ondary in M. An interesting stylistic progression in the three clauses heightens
this suspicion: the first two clauses are marked with *2, but in the third clause *3
is only implied. It would be stylistically apt, in view of this ellipsis in the third
clause, for the subject of the clause also to be implied. The brevity of the third
clause as 2°2wn% 7131 may stylistically accentuate the end point of the woman’s
perception. In a clause with an implied subject, it is plausible that a scribe might
secondarily supply the subject. The evidence of G suggests that this was the case
in proto-M. Because there is no motive for a haplography in G, it is reasonable
to conclude that the M reading has been expanded by the explication of the sub-
ject in the third clause.

Gen 3:22 NPYIM S G (xou A31) ] + DAM S (om G Syrmss)

An explicating plus (cf. 3:6). Yahweh’s fear that the man “will reach out his
hand and take (npbw) from the tree” has been realized once before, when the
woman “took (fpnY) from its fruit and ate” (3:6). A scribe apparently added 03
to np’vw in v 22 to create an explicit link with the previous taking of forbidden
fruit in v 6. A simple “also” binds the story together more clearly and perhaps
softens the problem of the absence of the tree of life in the earlier events of

Genesis 3 (see the commentaries).

Gen 4:7 *Pan] ¥29 M 4QGen®” S G (youxaoov)

A simple haplography of Nn. Skinner notes of this difficult verse that “it is
nearly certain that the obscurity is due to deep-seated textual corruption” (1930:
107). The problem with the clause 27 NXbN nNBS, “sin crouches at the door,”
is the lack of agreement between the feminine noun NXYTN and the masculine
participle ¥27. This problem of lack of concord recurs for the masculine
pronominal suffixes of WPWN and 12 Swnn in the following clause (see next
entry).

One possible solution is to read 279 as a noun, “croucher-demon” (or the
like), functioning as a predicate nominative: “sin is/shall be a croucher-demon at
the door” (so Cassuto 1961: 210-11; Speiser 1964: 32-33; and, with reserva-
tions, Westermann 1984: 299-301; Wenham 1987: 105-6). The metaphor of sin
as a croucher-demon would be plausible in Mesopotamia, where the rabisu
lemnu, the “evil Rabisu-demon” (or “evil croucher-demon”), is a malevolent
spirit who ambushes his victims in everyday places (see Barré 1995). But there
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are at least two serious problems with reading Y24 as a noun here: (1) to take
Y29, understood as a predicate nominative, as the antecedent of MNPWN and
12 Swnn is grammatically difficult in that one would expect the pronominal suf-
fixes to refer to the subject of the clause (Barré 1995: 1289); (2) no “croucher-
demon” (Rabisu/Robes) is attested in any West Semitic religion, including the
Bible. With the variety of West Semitic malevolent spirits and demons available,
it is difficult to think that in this verse Yahweh casually alludes to a minor
Mesopotamian demon.

A far simpler analysis follows Skinner’s insight that the problem is a text-
critical one. The most plausible text-critical solution is that tentatively advanced
by Dillmann (1897: 189; Driver 1946: 158), that an original sequence, NN
Y39n, became Y29 NRLN by a simple haplography of nn. This simple and
elegant solution requires no grammatical or mythological inconcinnities and
yields the apt and memorable admonition, Y270 NXvN nnoe%, “sin crouches at
the door.”

Gen 4:7 *i-(2X: 713, 3npWwn) ] - (2X: 12, INpwn) 4QGen® (12 only) M S
An orthographic modernization. The problem in 4:7 is analogous to that in
2:15. The referent of the pronominal suffixes is DX, a feminine noun. In M,
both suffixes have a final 1 mater, indicating the masculine suffix -6. Dillmann
aptly suggests the restoration of InPWN and 112 for the M readings MNPWN and
12 (1897: 189). While few have adopted this suggestion (only Driver 1946:
158), it is an economical and elegant solution. In this case, we can suppose that
a text with the older orthography of final 7 (for -4) has been wrongly modern-
ized to final 1 (for -8). An incorrect orthographic modernization is the easiest
solution to this problem, yielding a reconstructed reading of two i1 mazres.

Gen4:8 nwnnob1SG (AeMwpusy eis 1o wedior) TF Syr Vg ] om M 4QGenP

A parablepsis. The mystery of what Cain said to Abel has long exercised bib-
lical interpreters (see most elaborately TgF). Something is missing in the text, a
point noted in some M manuscripts by a pisqd bé&’emsa‘ pasiq, a section divi-
sion in the middle of a verse (see Tov 1992a; 53). Some have tried to make
sense of the M phrase 11X %21 PR 1P K™, “Cain said to his brother Abel,” by
construing 7R as something other than “(he) said” (e.g., Cassuto 1961: 213-
15; but see the apt cautions of Dillmann 1897: 189-90). But “%X* occurs six
times in the Cain and Abel story, each time in the same syntactic position
(clause-initial), and clearly each time it means “(he) said.” To posit a different
meaning for one of these six occasions is unwarranted in view of the consistent
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grammar of the text. Most commentators have concluded that the absence of a
quote following K" indicates a corrupt text. As Dillmann observes, “It is yet
as good as certain that the author cannot have so written” (1897: 189-90).

In contrast to M, 4QGenP, and TgO, all the other major and minor versions
share the reading 37051 17293 (Hebrew in S), “Let us go to the field” (on the Syr
rendition, RNYPD, “valley,” see Brock 1979: 216-17.) This reading is either the
archetype (or original) or a popular secondary correction. Skinner (1930: 107),
Driver (1905: 65), and others (Speiser 1964: 29; BHS ad loc.) prefer the longer
text as the original reading, while the majority of commentators are noncommit-
tal.

The first step in adjudicating among the variants is to determine whether
there is a scribal mechanism by which one reading gave rise to the other. One
can imagine that a text with an obvious gap might be supplied with a filler such
as 77w 1991, It seems curious, however, that so many texts would have sup-
plied the same filler, particularly one so nondescript. If, conversely, a text
originally read 77w 11993, how might this phrase have been lost? A plausible
solution, suggested by Robert Cole (oral communication), is that a scribe lost
this phrase by accidental assimilation to a similar sequence in the second half of
the verse. Note the following correspondence of sequences:

v8a °nMaTwn 7921 vIx Yan R pp
v8b AWM AR 27 DR PP

It is plausible that a scribe may have accidentally anticipated the second
sequence, -1" TR 9377 YX P, before resuming with *1*1 of the first sequence.
Such an explanation would account for the loss of 792 9% in M by ordinary
scribal error.

Our new respect for the non-M versions in the post-Qumran era—plus a
plausible explanation for scribal error in M—yields the most likely conclusion
that the short text of M is secondary and that the archetypal or original reading
is 9w oY, preserved in S, G, and most of the minor versions.

Gen 4:18 YR 1-2° M (2° only); sim S (PR*T™ 1-2°) G (Maugh 1-2°); of
vocalic pattern of Vg (Maviahel 1-2°) ] 9X*1m» 1-2° M (1° only) TgP

(1-2°); X 1-2° Syr
A graphic confusion of */1. Two variant readings of the name of Irad’s son
are preserved by M in successive clauses: PR*m™ PX*1M». The M vocalization
appears to read both variants as “destroyed (one) of God,” from /719, using
the passive adjectival patterns gatil and gatil. As Skinner notes, the most likely

analysis of the name according to ordinary Hebrew onomastics is from the root
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/11’1, probably bg’mp (Piel) or Bg’?m; (Hiphil), either form meaning “God
preserves my life” (or “enlivens me”) or “God is my preserver/enlivener”
(1910: 117; similarly Hess 1993: 41-43). The alternate reading in M, %>, is
easily attributable to a */1 confusion, perhaps motivated by anticipation of the
vocalic pattern of S5RUINN, the following name in v 18.

Conversely, it is possible to argue that 9X* preserves the older allomorph
A/, like the name 7171, Eve (so Layton 1997: 25-26). In this explanation, the
variant form X1 could be the product of linguistic modernization. Adjudicat-
ing between these two arguments is not simple because both phenomena—1/1
confusion and archaic traits in personal names—are attested in Genesis 1-11. It
may be easier to prefer the solution with the simpler change of graphic confu-
sion.

Gen4:22 <%37I1X> lom M S G

A parablepsis. Most commentators recognize that the text is awry in v 22.
The phrase 21721 nwna v 95 Wb 1P %20 is disturbed, presumably missing
95 *aR or 93 *aR 77°7 R, judging from the parallel descriptions of Tubal Cain’s
two older brothers (vv 20-21; cf. the renderings of Tg®: %27 17127 777 X17; and
Tg’: ©9% 27). As a diagnostic conjecture in the absence of textual variants or a
plausible reconstruction of textual change (see §1.2), it is feasible to read 73 *ax
after PP 221N, yielding the phrase 71721 nwns wan %3 wo’? 3 sax Pp %210, If
this or something like it was the original text, then one might see how the phrase
v1n %2 could have been inserted as an explicating gloss for the rare Yb% 93
(similarly Freedman 1952: 192). This solution to the problem is possible,
though it bears little weight in the absence of supporting textual data.

Gen 4:25 DIRM S G (Adaw) ] + W M S (om G)

An explicating plus (cf. 4:1). Adam and Eve’s second reported sexual con-
gress 1s linked to the first report in M (= S) and G, but by different means: M
reads “Adam knew his wife again,”
link between the two events; G provides continuity by a harmonizing expansion
of the archetype MWR NX, “his wife,” to MNWR 1M NX, “Eve, his wife,” after
the sequence in 4:1. Notably, the G text of 4:25 is not precisely harmonized to
4:1, as it preserves the different word order (verb-initial). Thus, even though G
has been expanded by 1 (and elsewhere in the verse by <7i01) to harmonize
with 4:1, it presérves the rest of the text of 4:22, in which Ty (M) is con-
spicuously lacking. Because there is no motive for the loss of this word in G, it

with a simple 1Y providing an explicating

is reasonable to regard it as an explicating plus in the proto-M tradition.
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Gen 4:26 WM S G (kou 7w Ind)] + X1 0iMS (om G)

A harmonizing plus with 7779 X1 03 7931 (4:22) and X1 03 7> ot
(10:21). The notice of Seth’s fatherhood has attracted a %7 01, “him too,” from
the parallel phrases in which Zillah and Shem have children. Each of these
phrases occurs after a previous notice of birth; in each phrase, the parent’s name
(Seth, Zillah, Shem) occurs in clause-initial position as a nominative absolute
(casus pendens), and in the cases of Seth and Shem the verb 7%” is a Qal passive
(though vocalized as a Pual). In view of these similarities, it is easy to see how a
scribe might have filled out the phrase for Seth with X171 83. The absence of this
remark in G of 4:26 indicates that it is a secondary expansion shared by M and S.

Gen 4:26 11 G (ovroc) TF Syr Vg 11QIubM 3.2 (= Jub 4:12) | IRM S

A parablepsis, perhaps with a simple haplography (-3 i1-). The variation of
71 versus IX is not great. If 1% was the original, then one may account for the
lost 1 by simple haplography in the sequence -1 177 and for the addition of X as
a secondary correction. Conversely, one might imagine that 1X became 1T by a
random loss of X and a dittography of ;3. One can only construct a sound argu-
ment for the preferred reading on the basis of the grammatical and semantic con-
text (see next entry).

Gen 4:26 5171 S Syr cof 11QJubM 3.2 ([NwX™) (= Jub 4:12) | M1 M G
(qAmeoey, from~/ 5r)

A parablepsis. The sequence in M, R Y1717 1X, “then was begun to call on
(the name of Yahweh),” seems ungrammatical and semantically obscure in its
context. The phrase PN71 777 has textual warrant and is a plausible archetypal
reading (so Dillmann 1897: 210; Gunkel 1910: 54; Skinner 1930: 126). The
grammatical construction of 177 + % + infinitive is found in two other J texts
in Genesis 1-11: 1% 51 X171 (Gen 10:8) and 2% DR Y151 3 *71*1 (Gen 6:1).
This consistent usage supports reading 91377 (with S and G) as Hiphil, not Hophal
(note, however, that G reads the verb as a Hiphil of v/ S5m0, “to hope for”), and
reading 117 as the governing pronoun, referring to Enosh as the one who “began
to call on the name of Yahweh.”

Gen5:3 *12]omMSG

A haplography by homoioarkton (-2 N -3). The verb 7™M, “he begot,”
requires an object, as it has in the other 35 occurrences of the form in the Book
of Generations (N7 790) of Genesis 5 and 11. It is possible that the object,
12, is implied by the verb and its context (so Dillmann 1897: 223; Speiser 1964:



50 Chapter Three

40). It is also possible that the original text read 13 7% (cf. 5:28) and that 12
has been lost (so Skinner 1930: 130). The latter possibility is explicable by a
simple scribal error. In an original sequence of YNNI 12 77, it would be easy
for a scribe’s eye to skip from 2 to 2, thereby losing ]2. The symmetrical cluster
of letters in this reading, -73329-, makes this haplography quite plausible.
Although this would be an early scribal error, inherited by all the major ver-
sions, it seems to be an easier solution than a unique instance of an implied
object for 791.

Gen 5:18 62S]1162M G

An editorial revision; see §4.2.

Gen 5:19 *900] 800 M G; 785 S

An editorial revision; see §4.2.

Gen 5:23 " S G (ko eyevorTo) | "1 M

A simple haplography with a graphic confusion of */1. The formula 3 11"
° PN, “all the days of PN were . . . ,” occurs seven times in M of Genesis 5
(vv 5, 8, 11, 14, 17, 20, 27). In two other instances, the initial word of the for-
mula in M is 7" (vv 23 and 31). Because the plural noun 0°»° requires the
plural verb 111" (so S and G), it is clear that M’s °71"1 in these two instances is
an error, most likely the result of a simple haplography of 1* aided by */1 confu-
sion.

Gen 5:25 67 S]187 M; 167G

An editorial revision; see §4.2.

Gen 5:26 *902]782 M; 653 S; 802 G

An editorial revision; see §4.2.

Gen 5:28 *88 ] 182 M; 53 S; 188 G

An editorial revision; see §4.2.

Gen 5:30 *665 ] 595 M; 600 S; 565 G

An editorial revision; see §4.2.

Gen 5:31 13" S G (eyevovro) | "M
A simple haplography with a graphic confusion of */1; see the previous dis-
cussion at 5:23.
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Gen 5:31 753 G777 M; 653 S
An editorial revision; see §4.2.

Gen 6:16 1N®YM S G (mp 8¢ Bvpav) 1 + 1ANI M S (om G)

An explicating plus. God’s instructions to Noah on the construction of the
ark include building an entry or doorway. Where M reads 1732 732an7 nho
o*wn, “make the entrance of the ark in its side,” the literalistic G text lacks the
equivalent of 7an7, “the ark.” That the ark is the object of construction has
already been specified earlier in the verse, and it is clear that the instruction to
make a 1182 1INY, “entrance in its side,” refers to the ark. The pronominal suf-

”

fix “its” makes this identification unambiguous. Nonetheless, an explicating

scribe appears to have inserted 32N to make this identification crystal clear.

Gen7:2 MWL XYMSG {un kebapwr) ] + XM M (RX¥7) S (om G)

An explicating plus. In the instruction to take a pair of each unclean animal
into the ark, the governing verbal phrase, 77 npn, “take,” is implicit from the
previous clause in v 2a. To clarify the stylistic ellipsis in this command, an
explicating scribe apparently added X°77 after the prepositional phrase, 117273 121
MY RY WR, to clarify that it is this group to which the implicit command
pertains. As in previous instances, this explicating plus is unnecessary for all but
the most punctillious reader.

Gen7:3 ?YMSG(em)] + *3®MS (om G, sim Tg’)

A harmonizing plus with ¥ 92 %38 %Y (8:9, 1:29). The absence of 19 in
this phrase in G indicates that M has an expanded reading. This is the sole
instance in Genesis of the phrase Y7Xi1 92 5y, “on the whole earth”; the longer
phrase YR\ 55 %19 By, “on the face of the whole earth,” occurs several times.
In the flood story, the longer phrase occurs in 8:9 in connection with the dove
(note the birds in 7:3). In the creation story, the longer phrase occurs in connec-
tion with ¥71, “seed,” as in 7:3. These similarities in diction make it plausible
that a scribe in the proto-M tradition has harmonized the phrase in 7:3, whether
wittingly or accidentally, to the familiar longer phrase in the other verses.

Gen7:6 n°TM S G (gyevero; v GA) ] + DD M S G (vbaroc) (om GA)

A harmonizing plus with X7 5y 0% 212171 (6:17). The word B°», “water,”
in 6:17 and 7:6 is often taken to be an explicating gloss for the infrequent term
9121, “flood.” Alternately, it may be, as Skinner puts it, “a peculiar case of
nominal apposition” (1930: 162). The case is difficult to decide on a textual or
grammatical basis, as Skinner observes.



52 Chapter Three

In 6:17, the sequence B 7137 is attested in all versions and hence is either
an original apposition or an early gloss. In the absence of textual variants, it is
prudent to accept this reading as the archetype or original (so Tov 1985: 281 n.
71). In 7:6, the use of 0°M is much more awkward, as the verb i1°17 intervenes
between the two nouns, yielding a fractured syntax: Y87 %y 01 1°n Hamm,
“and the flood was water on the earth.” The word 0% seems clearly intrusive in
this sentence. Because a major codex of G, GA (Alexandrinus), lacks a cor-
responding term for DM in this verse, there is some textual warrant for regarding
the word as secondary in M. With most commentators (Gunkel 1910: 142;
Westermann 1984: 391; McCarter 1986: 32-33; BHS ad loc.), it is feasible to
regard 0°» in 7:6 as a secondary expansion. This plus may be regarded as a
harmonizing link with B*% 21217 in 6:17, creating a verbal continuity between
God’s stated intention (6:17) and the realization of that intention (7:6). In this
respect, the attempt to harmonize the two verses is comparable to the harmoniza-
tions of Wortbericht and Tatbericht in Genesis 1 (see §2.2).

In this explanation, I have cited the reading of GA, which lacks véaroc =
0*». However, both the critical editions of Wevers and Rahlfs prefer the reading
of G911 (Berlin Papyrus) to that of GA in 7:6b. The two texts read as follows:

GU ko 0 kATQKNVGHOG EYEVETO VEQTOG ETL TNG YNG

GA Kk 0 KQTOKAVOROS MY ETL TG VNG
The variation is sysvero vdarog = DO 11 (G11) versus w = 7% (GA).
According to Wevers’s apparatus, most of the other Greek manuscripts have
readings related to that in G%!!, and only one (54) other than GA lacks véarroc.
Although the preference for the reading of G°1! is certainly defensible, it is also
arguable that in this case the reading in G°!! (and the related readings) reflects a
correction of a GA-type reading toward M. In text-critical terms, it is easier to
account for the textual change from np (GA) to véarog (G°11) than vice versa in
this case. Wevers has shown that G%!! shares a number of readings with M
against G, thus suggesting “the possibility of a prehexaplaric revision towards
the Hebrew” (1974: 220-22). In light of this situation, I would suggest that
vdarog in 7:6 is another instance of a secondary revision of G toward M and that
the reading in GA is plausibly the preferred G reading.

Gen 7:14 init] + A7 M S (@) (om G)

An explicating plus. The pronoun 712/, lacking in G, in the entry procession
of v 14 can be identified compellingly as an explicating gloss. This pronoun
refers back to the entrants listed in v 13 (Noah and his family), joining them to
the list of animals in v 14. But in v 15 we are told, 73073 DX 73 DR X2, “they
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came to Noah into the ark.” Clearly, the subject of this verb is the list of
animals in v 14. The 7173 that is prefixed to this list implies that Noah and his
family also “came to Noah into the ark.” Not only is it impossible for Noah to
come to Noah, but Noah and family have already entered the ark in v 13 (113 X2
7ani 5% . .. ). The attempt to complete the list of ark entrants in v 14 with ;77
only serves to disrupt the logical continuity of the narrative. The textual evi-
dence and the sense of the narrative mutually support the judgment that the pro-
noun is a scribal explicating plus.

Gen 7:14 fin] + 732 92712 Y3 M S (om G)

An explicating plus (cf. %12 95 7% 92 Ezek 17:23). This curious phrase,
lacking in G, is in apposition to the previous phrase, ¥11m% qWn Y3, “every
flying creature (or bird) according to its kind.” Cassuto observes nicely that “the
significance of this apposition is not at first glance quite clear” (1964: 90).
Dillmann plausibly suggests that the second phrase “singles out the bird species
proper from the mass of the MY~ (1897: 279), that is, clarifies that not all
“flying things” entered the ark, only winged birds. Presumably, this specifica-
tion has been added to exclude other flying things, such as insects. The wording
of this explicating phrase may be borrowed from Ezek 17:23. Again in this case,
the textual evidence coheres with the semantic and grammatical superfluity of
the phrase to identify this reading as an explicating plus. It is worth noting that
this scribal explication of the kinds of flying creatures on the ark anticipates the
considerable exegetical interest in such details in later periods (see Lewis 1968).

Gen 7:20 W21 G (vywbn) 1 MAAMS

A reminiscence of 1123 B°»7 v 19. The root /31 is used four times in the
flood story in M (7:18, 19, 20, 24). On only one of those occasions, 7:20, G
reads a form of /7121 rather than a form of /723. In the three verses where M
and G agree (7:18, 19, 24), the meaning of the verb is “be strong” or “prevail.”
In 7:20, the meaning of the verb refers to the height of the waters. Although “be
strong” is possible in v 20, it is more likely that the reading in M, D3 1723,
was caused by an accidental reminiscence of the phrase 1123 0257 in v 19. The
difference of only a single letter between 17121 and 132X makes such reminiscence
an easy error. A graphic confusion of /1/7 may have contributed to this change.
Skinner (1930: 165) rightly prefers 17721 here.

Gen 7:22 n3IM S G (zwvonp) | + 11T M S (om G Vg)

A harmonizing plus with 0”1 ™M1 (6:17, 7:15). Most commentators have
recognized that the phrase D*1 11 NI in 7:22 is a conflation of two
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synonymous phrases, 0”17 N3 and B0 117, meaning “breath of life.” Because
the phrase with N3 occurs in J (Gen 2:7) and the phrase with 111 occurs in P
(Gen 6:17; 7:15), it is usually concluded that 011 N1 is the original reading
of 7:22, a J text (Dillmann 1897: 280; Gunkel 1910: 63; Skinner 1930: 154;
Westermann 1984: 392). It seems to have escaped notice that this argument is
more forceful than it seems in that the G reading provides direct textual warrant.

Where M has D1 111 N3 in 7:22, G reads wpoyp {wng. This is the same
wording as in G of 2:7, where M has 017 23, In contrast, in the verses where
M has 0*11 11 (6:17; 7:15), G reads wvevua {wyg. The lexical choices in G are
consistent here and elsewhere in Genesis: wron corresponds to NBYI; wrevua
corresponds to 1M1, Given the lexical regularity of G, the absence of mysvua =
111 in 7:22 indicates that the Vorlage lacked this word. The textual data of G
support the frequent analysis that N7 in 7:22 is a secondary expansion,
harmonizing the phrase 01 N1 with the two occasions in the flood story
where 0”11 1171 is used. This is yet another case of the harmonization of God’s
word (6:17; P) and its fulfillment (7:22; J). We may conclude that this
harmonizing plus was not the work of the redactor of the flood story, R™EF (pace
Westermann 1984: 392) but was added by a harmonizing scribe in the proto-M
(or proto-S) textual tradition.

Gen 8:10 %1 G (ko emoxwr) 1 P11 M S (also v 12) 4QCommGen?

A simple haplography of * (cf. 91* v 12). The verb 217°, “to wait,” occurs
clearly only in the Piel and Hiphil (BDB 403-4). In 8:12, the form 71> is prob-
ably to be read as a Piel (though oddly it is vocalized in M as a Niphal). In v 10,
the form P*1 is vocalized as a Hiphil, but if it were Hiphil the form should be
511", With Dillmann (1897: 286), Skinner (1930: 156), and others (e.g., BHS
ad loc.), it is probable that an original 11" in v 10 became 21" by a simple
haplography of »*.

Gen 8:14 1 WY 4QCommGen? Jub 5:31 1 BY 2*Ww¥ I M S; 2wV G (eekaede)

A word misdivision with a graphic confusion and simple haplography of 1,
with secondary corrections. The differences between M, G, and other texts in
the flood chronology of Genesis 7-8 have long been noted, but it has not been
observed that the differences are explicable by text-critical means (see Hendel
1995b). The chief difference is the variation between the 17th day (WY nyaw
1Y) of the month and the 27th day (@Y DWWy NYaw) for three key dates of the
flood: Gen 7:11, 8:4, and 8:14. The textual variations are as follows:
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7:11 2y Wy 3yaw M S 4QCommGen? (12 WY 7yav) Jub 5:23
07wy YR G (efdoun ot etxade)
8:4 DY WY ayaw M S 4QCommGen? (W72 WY AYaY)
DY VAW G (eBdoun ko etkcde)
8:14 orowyinayav M S
a7 Wy 7Yyav 4QCommGen? Jub 5:31 G™SS (errakaudekar) puepcr)
WY YAV G (¢Bdoun kot sikodt)

The variations in 7:11 and 8:4 are identical, with the G reading differing
from that shared by all the other versions and ancillary sources (Jub and
4QCommGen?). There are two differences between the two readings: (1) the
numerical difference of 17 versus 27 and (2) the presence or absence of the word
. To the textual critic, the two differences are mutually intelligible. In all
three verses, G lacks 01 (nuepa), the only three cases of 150 in Genesis where
G lacks a corresponding term for 09 (Hendel 1995b: 76~77). In these three
cases, the G reading is easily explained as the result of simple scribal error in
which the two words 01 WY were misread as D*WY (with a secondary correc-
tion of -1). A scribe (or scribes) committed a simple haplography of 1°, two let-
ters barely distinguishable in the square scripts of the Hellenistic period, and a
word misdivision. The archetype of the G reading is clearly Q% WY 1yaw, as it
is in M and the other versions for 7:11 and 8:4.

The third verse, 8:14, is somewhat more complicated. The situation for G is
the same, presupposing an archetypal reading 01° WY 1¥2¥. This archetypal
reading may be preserved in two ancillary sources, 4QCommGen? and Jub 5:31,
though it appears also in some G manuscripts (see apparatus in Wevers’s edition;
note the consistent representation of 01 as nuepo). Where G reads DY,
presupposing an archetype of 01 WY, M and S read 01° 0°2¥. The most viable
solution of this variation 1s that an archetypal 071 Q¥ was misread as D™ Y (so
G) and then secondarily corrected to 01 0° WY (M S). Alternatively, it is also
possible that the final 01° was the result of a dittography of the original 0. In
this explanation, we can trace the textual history from an archetypal reading
oY Wy Yaw to the variant readings preserved in the versions. Hence, it is
reasonable to prefer in 8:14 the reading D1 WY Y2W, indirectly attested in G
and possibly preserved in 4QCommGen? and Jub, over the variant in M.

In this text-critical analysis, we not only arrive at a plausible solution for all
the variants in 8:14 but also solve the problem of the flood chronology in P: the
flood begins on 2/14 (Gen 7:11) and ends on 2/14 (Gen 8:14), a complete year.
For other implications concerning the calendar of P (probably lunisolar) and the
later solar calendar of 1 Enoch, Jub, 11QTemple, and Qumran sectarian litera-
ture, see Hendel 1995b.
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Gen 8:17 JNX 2° M S G (uera gsawrov) | + YR W WIM S (om G)

A harmonizing plus with ¥X2 1372 (9:7). In M of 8:17, God says of the
animals after the flood, YR ¥ 1271 1191 PRI 137, “Let them swarm on the
earth, and let them be fruitful and multiply on the earth.” Here G lacks the first
clause, YR 137, As Skinner notes (1930: 167), G probably has the better
text; M appears to have been expanded by a harmonization with the comparable
blessing to humans in 9:7, ¥IR2 139 1271 195, Because there is no motive for
haplography in G, its reading is to be preferred. Hence, we may take as the
archetype or original in 8:17 ¥R %Y 127 199 This blessing has been
expanded in proto-M or proto-S to harmonize God’s parallel blessings to animals
and humans in the postdiluvian era.

Gen 8:19 -1 wnIn yn 9218 G (kaw Taww TETELVOY KO Ty EQPTETOD) Syr ]
5 M1yt 591 wnan Y3 M; om 1y Y91 Ve

A parablepsis. The chief variation here consists of the order of i 93, “all
the birds,” and w»173 99, “all the creeping things.” Because the verse continues
with the phrase YR 2y wnT, it is natural to think that the reading of S and G,
PIRT 5y Wi w92, “all the creeping things that creep on the earth” (cf.
7:14; 1:26), is the archetype or original (so Gunkel 1910: 147; Skinner 1930:
167; Speiser 1964: 53; BHS ad loc.). For some unknown reason, M appears to
have suffered a metathesis of W71 99 and nmyn 53, and someone has sec-
ondarily adjusted the text by adding 95 before Y7X7 2y w1 (probably
influenced by 1:30 7987 ¥ Wit 99). The separation of the noun W»7 from the
participle »17 in the M enumeration of animals makes little sense and is most
plausibly a corruption of the reading shared in S, G, and Syr. Note also that Vg
has suffered a haplography in this sequence (731 N 72%).

Gen 8:22 init] + 99 M S (om G Vg)

An explicating plus. The ¥ in God’s promise that the cycles of nature will
never cease appears to be connected to the verbal negation, 12w X, “will not
cease.” The 1Y emphasizes that these will “never again” cease, with the con-
struction, XY . . . 7Y (BDB, 729). Twice in v 21, one finds the more usual con-
struction, T . . . ®%. In view of the absence of this clarifying adverb in G, it
may be identified as a probable explicating plus, influenced by the grammatical
construction of the previous verse.

Gen 9:7 17 of G™SS (ke kaTakvprevoare) | MM M S G (ke wAnBuveche)

A reminiscence of 127 v 7 (cf. 13N 1:28). The imperative 127, “multiply,”
occurs twice in the divine command in the major versions of 9:7. Many com-
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mentators, possibly going back to Greek scribes in the inner-G tradition, have
corrected the second of these to 177, “rule,” based on the obvious allusion to
the blessing in 1:28, where one finds the phrases 1271 119 and 1371 in close
proximity (Gunkel 1910: 150; Skinner 1930: 171; Speiser 1964: 57; BHS ad
loc.; Westermann 1984: 460). It is possible that the inner-Greek variant
karaxvptevoate (= 137) is the original G reading, as the families » and d else-
where have affinities with the pre-Hexaplaric papyri 911 and 962, and d may
reflect in part the old Lucianic G text (Wevers 1974: 228). In this possibility,
the G reading (= 137) is the original, superior reading. In any case, the dif-
ference between Y371 and 12 is a single letter, making assimilation by reminis-
cence an easy error. It is not likely that a graphic confusion of 2/ aided this
change, though such a confusion is possible in some periods.

Gen 9:10 YWRAM S G (76 yn¢) ] + DINR M S (om G Vg)
An explicating plus. After the phrase BINR WX 7°17 w3 93, “every living

thing that is with you,” a scribe appears to have added another BONKX to the
similar phrase 87 7°n 922, “and all (wild) creatures of the earth.” This word
is lacking in G. It is plausibly an explicating plus, an attempt to clarify what is

implicit in the text.

Gen 9:10 fin] + YIRA NN 525 M S (om G)

An explicating plus (cf. P7X7 n°n 9321 v 10). This final phrase of 9:10,
lacking in G, appears to be an explication of the previous phrase, %> o1
7ani, “of all that exited the ark.” The meaning of this clarifying gloss is
obscure (similar to the gloss in 7:14, discussed earlier). Dillmann’s attempt to
make sense of it is instructive: “any which went out of the ark, in respect of,
i.e., namely, all the animals of the earth” (1897: 296) The secondary nature of
this gloss is evident by comparison with the virtually identical phrase earlier in
the verse, YR n°N 59131, which appears to refer to wild animals, while the final
phrase must refer to all the animals. Dillmann’s decipherment shows also the
oddity of the series of prepositions in this sequence (73% . . . 931). Again, the
grammar and the textual evidence correspond in the judgment that this is an
explicating plus. Ironically in this case, as in several others, the explicating plus
tends to add less clarity rather than more. This is not uncommon for scholarly
annotations (Merton 1965).

Gen 9:21 1%k MK 95r MQ S

An orthographic modernization. The M text of 9:21 illustrates the process of
orthographic modernization of the final mater 11- to -. The compilers of the
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Kétib-Qéré apparently consulted texts with modernized and unmodernized read-
ings of this word. For some unknown reason, the form with the older ortho-
graphy was retained in the Kérib (perhaps this was the majority reading or that
of the base text), and the modernized reading was taken as the Qéré. This purely
orthographic variant shows the type of modernization that caused problems in
2:15 and 4:7 (discussed previously).

Gen 10:3 1971 Chr 1:6 (M) cf Syr (99°7) ] n2*A M S G (Pipaf) 1 Chr 1:6 (G)

A graphic confusion of 7/7. Lipinski has argued plausibly that this word cor-
responds to dahyu-pati, a Persian title meaning “chief of the people/region”
(1990: 49-50). In Elamite texts at Persepolis, this term is written as da-a-i-bat
(plus an affix, #-i§) and da-i-bat (plus ti-i§). The term may also be found in an
Assyrian inscription of Esarhaddon with reference to a local Medean chief
(under the logogram EN.URU). The association of N®*7 with the Scythians
(3319¥R) in v 3 may be explained by the joint presence of Medes and Scythians in
Anatolia during 590-585 B.C .E. (Lipinski 1990: 50).

Lipinski has also argued that the following name in M, 11%91n, ought to be
read M7AN, after a Cimmerian ruler referred to in Assyrian as Tug-dam-me-i
and in Greek as Lygdamis (1990: 50). The forces of Tugdamme were active in
Anatolia from 652 to 636 B.C.E. If this analysis is correct, then 117N has also
suffered a 9/9 confusion. The absence of textual variants, however, warrants a
cautious preference for the existing reading, though it may be historically
incorrect.

Gen 10:4 03771 S (@°3917) G (Podeor) 1 Chr 1:7 (B°3917) | B°377 M; 0°3717 Syr
A graphic confusion of 1/7; see §1.2.

Gen 10:5 <np**3211%k> Jom M S G

A parablepsis. Dillmann notes, “Since the author in vv 20 and 31 concludes
each of the other peoples with a subscription, and always shows himself very
uniform in the use of his formulae, we expect here also an ND* *33 17X” (1897:
337-38; also Gunkel 1910: 153; Skinner 1930: 200; BHS ad loc.; and most
others). The subscription formula has some variation to it, but Dillmann’s point
is apposite. Compare the slight variations in order and phrasing:

v5  Ontaa onnown® 1uebS WK ongaRa <np® °1a nvR>
v20 07733 ongaRa onawsS onnown® on 212 bR
v31l  omub ongaxa onwbs onnown® ow %12 1R
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As Dillmann and others observe, the first part of v 5, 0147 X 177153 7XM, can
only refer to the Mediterranean peoples of v 4 (the sons of Javan), and the sec-
ond half of v 5 includes all the sons of Japheth. The alternative explanation, that
the descent of the 0*147 R, “islands of the nations,” refers to all the sons of
Japheth is implausible (pace Horowitz 1990). So, the missing part of the sub-
scription can be placed with some confidence. This solution, although it lacks
direct textual support from the versions, is compelling. However, in the absence
of textual evidence or a cogent explanation of scribal error, this reading must be
labeled a diagnostic conjecture.

Gen 11:17 370G ] 430 M; 270 S
An editorial revision; see §4.3.

Gen 11:30 1% S 1191 M cf 191% G (erekvomoier)

A graphic confusion of /1. The noun 7%°, “child,” occurs more than 100
times in the Hebrew Bible, including 20 times in Genesis, and only here is it
written with initial 1 instead of *. Although *wald- is the ancestral proto-Semitic
form (preserved in Arabic and Ethiopic), the shift of word-initial waw —> yod is
one of the characteristic phonological features of the Northwest Semitic language
group. This shift occurred by the early second millennium B.C.E., as evidenced
by Northwest Semitic names attested in Egyptian and Akkadian texts (see Hueh-
nergard 1992: 159). It is hardly conceivable that in one instance of more than
100 in the Hebrew Bible we find the proto-Semitic or proto-Northwest Semitic
form intact. It is far more likely that M has suffered a simple graphic confusion
of */1 (so tentatively Skinner 1930: 237).

This reading, 171 17 X, has an interesting Nachgeschichte. In (proto-)G,
this reading is reflected with an additional error of word misdivision, such that
791 7% X was misread as T9¥17 R, “unable to give birth,” an understandable
error given the hapex 9%1. In Qumran and Rabbinic Hebrew, the word 791 takes
on a special meaning, “embryo” (Qimron 1986: 99). At a later time, this textual
and semantic development apparently influenced some eastern M manuscripts at
2 Sam 6:23, where Kennicott records the variant, 591 3% 11°71 R (BHS ad loc.).

Gen 11:31 BAR XX S (R*21) G (e€nyayey avrovg) Vg ] ONX R M

A parablepsis. The statement in M, ONX NR¥™M, “they went with them,”
makes no sense (see Dillmann 1897: 412; Skinner 1930: 166; Emerton 1994:
177-79). The reading in S and G, BNR XX, “he sent them,” makes grammati-
cal sense, though we are surprised at the end of v 32 to find that Terah, who
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“sent them,” is also in Haran. The Syr text printed in the London Polyglot of
1654 (ed. Walton) reflects a reading ONR KX*, “he went with them,” which
makes best sense of all, but this is from a minor Syr manuscript. On text-critical
grounds, the reading of S and G, which is grammatically and semantically pos-
sible, is preferable to the reading of M. The difference between these two
variants is simply the placement of a 1 mater. 1t is possible that X% suffered a
simple haplography of 1°(%), with the requisite */1 confusion, and a scribe in the
proto-M tradition wrongly corrected the form to plural, WX*, perhaps anticipat-
ing the plural forms 12" and 12W*) that follow in v 31. This is the easiest and
best supported solution (and followed by most commentators). Note that S has
modernized the form of X3 from jussive (or old preterite) to imperfect, a fre-
quent type of linguistic revision in S.



CHAPTER FOUR

The Chronologies of Genesis 5 and 11

4.1 THE PROBLEM

The problem of the ages of the ancestors in Genesis 5 and 11 is hinted at by
Josephus in an intriguing aside: “The reader should not examine the ages of the
individuals at death, for their lifetimes extended into those of their sons and of
their sons’ descendants, but should confine his attention to their dates of birth”
(Ant 1.88; trans. Thackeray). If one examines the ages of these individuals at
death, one discovers the scandal that in G (and its congeners) Methuselah sur-
vives the flood by 14 years (see §4.2 on Josephus’s biblical Vorlage). Further,
as Eusebius of Caesarea first observed in his Chronicle, the chronlogies of
Genesis 5 and 11 diverge significantly among M, S, and G. Jerome notes in his
Hebrew Questions on Genesis: “this is a celebrated question, and one which has
been publicly aired in argument by all the churches” (Hayward 1995: 35). For
Jerome, this problem provided a prime opportunity to argue for the hebraica
veritas, against the sins of G. Augustine defended G as inspired Holy Writ,
though even he felt compelled to admit: “One thing remains certain: Methuselah
did not live on after the Flood” (City of God 15.11; trans. Bettenson [Penguin]),
reluctantly following M in this instance.

The problem of the death of Methuselah in G is emblematic of the problem
of the different chronologies in M, S, and G of Genesis 5 and 11. In what fol-
lows, I will examine and refine the solution advanced by Klein (1974a), that the
variant chronologies of M, S, and G are the result of conscious and systematic
revisions of Genesis 5 and 11, motivated by problems implicit in the ages of the
individuals at death, as Josephus cautioned. Most remarkably, these problems
were solved independently in the textual traditions ancestral to M, S, and G. The
nature of these chronological problems can be sketched as follows.

In the antediluvian chronology from Adam to Noah in Gen 5:3-32, three
patriarchs—Jared, Methuselah, and Lamech—die in or near the year of the flood
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in all the major versions. In S, all three die in the year of the flood. In M,
Methuselah dies in the year of the flood, and Jared and Lamech die earlier. In G,
Jared and Lamech die before the flood, and Methuselah survives the flood by 14
years. It is notable that only for these three patriarchs do the numbers of M and
S diverge. When one considers these variations among the versions, the
suspicion arises that the death of these three patriarchs and the date of the onset
of the flood may once have clashed, as they still do for Methuselah in G. If in
the archetypal chronology of Genesis 5 Jared, Methuselah, and Lamech survived
the flood, this problem would provide sufficient warrant for scribes to correct
the text by adjusting the chronology. This is the solution proposed by Klein:
“the original chronology implied that three patriarchs lived through the flood,
and this was resolved in quite different ways” (1974a: 263).

The narrative of the flood story precludes the possibility that these men sur-
vived the flood. The only humans saved from the flood are Noah, his wife, his
sons, and his sons” wives (Gen 6:18; 7:7, 13; 8:18); after the flood, “there
remained only Noah and those with him on the ark” (Gen 7:23). There is no
room in the narrative for other human survivors. Recent studies of this issue by
Hughes and Etz agree with Klein on this point: “The coincidence between the
year of Methuselah’s death and the year of the flood in MT’s chronology, and
similar coincidences in the case of Jared, Methuselah, and Lamech in SP’s
chronology, seem to have resulted from application of the minimum adjustment
that would ensure that these ancestors died before the start of the flood” (Hughes
1990: 14; similarly Etz 1993: 172-75). This is a plausible explanation for the
chronological variants in Genesis 5 that is far more appealing than the compli-
cated algebra of most treatments (see the reviews of scholarship in Dillmann
1897: 217-22; Skinner 1930: 134-36; Wenham 1987: 130-34, 250-51; Hughes
1990: 6 n. 1; Etz 1993: 177 n. 13).

As for the postdiluvian chronology from Shem to Abraham in Gen 11:10-32,
an examination of the ages of these individuals at death uncovers another poten-
tially disturbing result. In the M chronology, Noah, Shem, and all the post-
diluvian patriarchs are still alive during Abraham’s lifetime, and several survive
him. This circumstance explains why in rabbinic traditions it is possible for
Isaac to study Torah with Shem and for Jacob to study with Eber (e.g., Gen.
Rab. 56.11; 63.10; 68.5). This problem was noted by Dillmann: “One can scar-
cely imagine it to have been part of our author’s conception that Noah did not
die till Abraham was fifty-eight years old, or that Shem lived on till after Jacob’s
birth, and that Eber was still alive after the death of Abraham” (1897: 399).
Klein proposes that in the scribal traditions ancestral to S and G this overlap of
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generations was perceived as a problem. He posits that the “numbers were given
originally without their implications for absolute chronology being fully noted.
When the difficulties with this absolute chronology were noted, corrections were
made in the archetype behind LXX and SP” (1974a: 259; similarly Etz 1993:
184).

In contrast, Hughes argues that the adjustments in S and G for the post-
diluvians of Genesis 11 reflect larger chronological concerns, either to em-
phasize the date of the founding of the Samaritan Temple at Mt. Gerizim (S) or
to highlight the date of the exodus (G) (1990: 237-38, 240-41). If, as I will
argue later, Klein’s solution more easily accounts for the data, the theory of two
or more complicated chronological systems secretly pointing toward historical
events is unnecessary (especially since the numbers do not quite fit the scheme in
each case; see Hughes 1990: 240, and later here).

This motive for the chronological variants of Genesis 5 and 11—that the
ancestors’ ages originally extended across narrative boundaries—is consistent
with the widely held view that these genealogical texts derive from an originally
independent document, the IR NN 990, “Book of the Generations of Adam”
(Gen 5:1; see Cross 1973: 301-5; Wallace 1990; Carr 1996: 70-73). When the
P writer or redactor integrated this work into the narrative context, he may not
have perceived (or may have been unconcerned with) the implicit chronological
conflicts. It remained for later scribes to detect the problems and to incorporate
their textual solutions.

Most modern treatments of the textual and chronological problems of
Genesis 5 and 11 begin with “the working hypothesis . . . that the original
chronology is identical with that of the MT” (Larsson 1983: 401). As we have
seen (§2.1 and passim), this hypothesis is no longer tenable. It is necessary to
examine all of the textual data and explore the textual relationships among all the
significant variants, with the ideal of arriving at the archetypal or original set of
readings. As Skinner aptly notes in this regard, “A presumption in favour of MT
would be established only if it could be shown that the numbers of S and G are
either dependent on MT, or involve no chronological scheme at all” (1930:
136). This standard also applies to the occasional scholarly preference for the
chronologies of G (Ewald 1869: 276 n. 1) or S (for Genesis 5: Budde 1883:
111; Dillmann 1897: 220).

Among modern studies of Genesis 5 and 11, only those of Klein, Hughes,
and Etz come reasonably close to the goal of accounting for most or all of the
textual data. Hence, it is notable that their reconstructions of the archetypal
numbers are nearly identical, with the primary exception of the dates for Lamech
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(see §4.2; Hughes also makes an adjustment for Methuselah; see §4.3). If by
careful method it is possible to reconstruct a parent text that can by normal
scribal events give rise to the extant readings in the chronologies of Genesis 5
and 11, then we can claim that the textual problem has been solved and can draw
appropriate inferences.

4.2 GENESIS 5:3-32

The textual data and the proposed archetype are charted in table 4-1. With the
exception of the numbers for Jared, Methuselah, and Lamech, there is a clear
pattern among the textual variants: M and S are identical, and G differs by b +
100 and r — 100. Because these variations in G cancel out in their sum, the
number for ¢ is identical in M, S, and G.

The increase in the figure for b in proto-G (b + 100) serves to delay the
onset of the flood (A.M. 2242 in G), and the corresponding decrease in r
preserves the original set of lifespans. By this simple systematic adjustment, the
G chronology manages to have all of Noah’s ancestors die before the flood, with
the curious exception of Methuselah. This mishap may be an unintended con-
sequence of a systematic application of the revision. For Methuselah to have
died at or before the flood, a scribe would have had to alter the system, and this
may have seemed too radical for a systematizing scribe. As the Church Fathers
noted, the death of Methuselah remains a problem in G.

In light of the probability that the G variants for b and r are the result of
systematic revision, we may posit that the archetypal numbers in all cases except
Jared, Methuselah, and Lamech are preserved as follows:

b= MS (G — 100)

r=MS (G + 100)

t=MSG
Because this consistent pattern of agreements and disagreements is lacking in the
textual variants for Jared, Methuselah, and Lamech, their cases require individ-
uval analysis.

Jared

The variants for Jared’s r (Gen 5:20) are 962 (M), 847 (S), and 962 (G).
Because agreement between M and G preserves the archetype for ¢ elsewhere,
962 is plausibly the archetype here. In S, the value of t+ = 847 ensures that Jared
dies in the year of the flood (A.M. 1307 in S). This is likely a secondary revision
of 1.



Table 4-1. The Chronology of Gen 5:3-32: Major Versions and Archetype

M S G Archetype
Adam b 130 130 230 130
r 800 800 700 800
t 930 930 930 930
AM. (1-930) (1-930) (1-930) (1-930)
Seth b 105 105 205 105
r 807 807 707 807
t 912 912 912 912
AM. (130-1042) (130-1042) (230-1142) (130-1042)
Enosh b 90 90 190 90
r 815 815 715 815
t 905 905 905 905
AM. (235-1140) (235-1140)  (435-1340)  (235-1140)
Kenan b 70 70 170 70
r 840 840 740 840
t 910 910 910 910
AM. (325-1235)  (325-1235)  (625-1535) (325-1235)
Mehalel & 65 65 165 65
r 830 830 730 830
t 895 895 895 895
AM. (395-1290)  (395-1290)  (795-1690)  (395-1290)
Jared b 162 62 162 62
r 800 785 800 900
t 962 847 962 962
AM. (460-1422)  (460-1307)  (960-1922)  (460-1422)
Enoch b 65 65 165 65
r 300 300 200 300
t 365 365 365 365
AM. (622-987) (522-887) (1122-1487) (522-887)
Methuselah b 187 67 167 67
r 782 653 802 902
t 969 720 969 969
AM. (687-1656)  (587-1307)  (1287-2256) (587-1556)
Lamech b 182 53 188 *88
7 595 600 565 *665
t 777 653 753 753
AM. (874-1651)  (654-1307)  (1454-2207) (654-1407)
Flood AM. (1656) (1307) (2242) (1342)

b = age at begetting

r = remainder

t = total lifespan

A.M. = year after creation (anno mundi)
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The variants for Jared’s b (Gen 5:18) are 162 (M), 62 (S), and 162 (G).
Because S and G preserve the expected relationship for b (where G = S + 100),
the archetype is plausibly 62. In M, the value of b = 162 delays the onset of the
flood by 100 years, ensuring that Jared dies before the flood. This value is likely
a secondary revision of b.

These revisions in M, S, and G account for all the textual variation for Jared,
yielding the archetypes: b = 62, r = 900, an(} t = 962.

Methuselah

The case of Methuselah has the same pattern of agreements and disagreements as
Jared. The variants for Methuselah’s ¢ (Gen 5:27) are 969 (M), 720 (S), and 969
(G). The number shared by M and G is plausibly the archetype, as is the pattern
elsewhere. In S, the value of # = 720 places the death of Methuselah in the year
of the flood. This is likely a secondary revision.

The variants for Methuselah’s b (Gen 5:25) are 187 (M), 67 (S), and 167
(G). In S and G, there is the expected relationship for b, yielding an archetype
of b = 67. In M, the value of & = 187 delays the onset of the flood so that
Methuselah dies in the year of the flood (A.M. 1656 in M). This is likely a sec-
ondary revision.

These revisions in M, S, and G account for all the textual variation for
Methuselah, yielding the archetypes: b = 67, r = 902, and ¢ = 969.

In the similar strategies of revision for Jared and Methuselah, the G readings
conform to its consistent system of revising » + 100 and r — 100, M has raised
b by 100 and 120, and S has lowered 7 by 115 and 249. The revisions in M and
S ensure that Jared and Methuselah do not survive the flood, and the systematic
revision in G achieves this result for Jared but, famously, not for Methuselah.

Lamech

In the case of Lamech, a discernible pattern of agreements and disagreements is
lacking. Therefore, a solution is more difficult to ascertain.

The variants for Lamech’s ¢ (Gen 5:31) are 777 (M), 653 (S), and 753 (G).
Because the number in S has Lamech die in the year of the flood, the S figure is
likely a revision, as in the previous two cases. It is not clear whether the varia-
tion between S and G (100 years) is significant. In M, 7 = 777, which is likely a
secondary figure influenced by the fate of the other Lamech in Gen 4:24, whose
vengeance is 77 compared to Cain’s sevenfold (so Dillmann 1897: 221; Klein
1974a: 261; and others). The reading in M for Lamech’s # may be an intentional
revision (so Hughes 1990: 15) or an accidental assimilation by reminiscence of
4:24:
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4:24 (M) nyawtneyaw b

S5:31 (M) yaws qIw o°yawy yavw 'i?)‘?

Because the values for Lamech’s 7 are arguably secondary in M and S, the
archetypal reading is most plausibly that of G, as is the case in every other
instance in Genesis 5. Hence, we may prefer the G evidence for the archetype of
Lamech’s ¢t = 753, though because of the absence of agreement with S or M
there is more uncertainty than in the other cases.

The archetype for Lamech’s b (Gen 5:28) is also difficult to isolate because
of the absence of pattern among the variants: 182 (M), 53 (S), and 188 (G). In
this instance, the reconstructions of Klein, Hughes, and Etz diverge because of
the unclarity of the data. Klein relies on the consistency of the G revision for-
mula (b + 100) to suggest an archetype of » = 88. He proposes that the
divergent numbers for b in M and S are the result of scribal errors. For M’s fig-
ure, he posits a revision of & + 100 (as in the case of Jared in M), yielding 188,
with a subsequent change to 182 by an accidental assimilation by reminiscence
of Gen 5:26 (Methuselah’s r):

5:26 (M) m3w D°3mWY 0°nw A%

5:28 (M) maw ooane’ onw nb
This scenario of assimilation by reminiscence is plausible and would easily yield
the text in 5:28 (M). The proposal that the revised figure in proto-M was 188 (b
+ 100) is only a guess, though it would provide an easy textual basis for this
scribal error.

Klein suggests that the scribal error behind the S figure, b = 53, is an assim-
ilation by anticipation of Lamech’s archetypal 7 in 5:31 (preserved in G as noted
previously):

5:28 (S) M ownm whe b
5:31 (G) naw gwnm vy b

This, too, is an easy scribal error and accounts well for the S reading. Hence,
from an archetype of Lamech’s b = 88, one can account for the extant readings
by the expected systematic revision in G and by simple scribal errors in M and
S. This result is far from certain, but it is plausible.

In contrast to this solution, Hughes relies on the consistency of S in preserv-
ing the archetype for b elsewhere in Genesis 5 to yield an archetype of b = 53.
However, if the S figure is the archetype, G should read 153, whereas it reads
188. Hughes is puzzled by the unexpected extra 35 years in G, noting that “this
adjustment was not required for purposes of chronological harmonization”
(1990: 15) and finds no motive for it. Hughes then suggests that proto-M had
the same number as proto-G for Lamech’s b, but reduced it by 6 years to make it
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a multiple of 7. He admits that this too is a “somewhat complex adjustment”
(1990: 15). Hughes later indicates that his chief motive for preferring S rather
than G (— 100) in his reconstruction of Lamech’s b is that the S reading yields a
round number for the archetype of Abraham’s birthdate (if coupled with a 2-year
adjustment to Methuselah’s chronology; see later). According to Hughes’s
reconstruction of the original Priestly chronology, Abraham is born in A.M.
1599. By appeal to the custom of postdating, Hughes concludes that “ Abraham’s
first year was 1600 from creation” (1990: 21). For this reason, he argues against
Klein’s reconstruction of Lamech’s » = 88 (from G — 100), because in that case
“1600 A.M. loses its significance, and Abraham is born insigniﬁéantly in either
1632 or 1634 A.M.” (1990: 21). Because it is not clear why 1600 A.M. should
be an appropriate date for Abrahamn’s birth, and Hughes relies on questionable
maneuvering to get to this date, his argument carries little weight. Text-
critically, his argument is additionally flawed by having no plausible explanation
for the readings in M and G.

In contrast to the solutions of Klein and Hughes, Etz tentatively prefers M
for the reconstruction of Lamech’s b, though (like Klein) he suggests that it has
been revised upward by 100, as in the case of Jared. He posits an archetype of
b = 82 (M — 100) because it “fits the pattern of nearly all the other numbers, in
all forms of the text. 74 of the 81 numbers are values divisible by 5, or divisible
by 5 with 2 added” (1993: 175). This argument, too, has little text-critical sig-
nificance; like Hughes’s proposal, it fails to account for two of the three read-
ings.

The archetype of Lamech’s & is ambiguous and contested, and a clear
determination may not be possible. In view of the alternative arguments, one
should prefer the explanation that most easily accounts for all the data. Because
Klein’s proposal meets this standard and Hughes’s and Etz’s do not, one should
tentatively prefer the reconstruction that Lamech’s b = 88, derived from the G
reading. The readings of S and M are plausibly the result of ordinary scribal
errors. In this case, it is reasonable to prefer G as a basis for establishing the
archetype of Lamech’s b, though in the absence of a clear relationship with the
readings in M or S, there remains a considerable degree of uncertainty.

Aside from the residue of uncertainty in the numbers for Lamech, the
archetypal numbers for the chronology of Genesis 5 are easily ascertainable by
this analysis, predicated on the desire of ancient scribes to have the antediluvian
ancestors of Noah die at or before the year of the flood. In proto-G, the solution
adopted was to revise upward by 100 years each year of begetting, thereby
delaying by 900 years (100 X 9) the date of the onset of the flood. In proto-M
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and proto-S, the textual revisions were confined to the ages of the three prob-
lematic patriarchs, Jared, Methuselah, and Lamech. Proto-M revised upward the
year of begetting for each of the three, and proto-S revised downward the year
of death for each of the three. By these three different strategies of revision, the
problem was solved, with the notorious exception of Methuselah in G. By
identifying the problem and the strategies adopted to solve it, it is possible to
reconstruct with some confidence the archetypal chronology of the text ancestral
toM, S, and G.

Minor Versions and Ancillary Sources

The testimony of the minor versions (Tgs, Syr, Vg) adds little to the picture, as
they consistently agree with M. The testimony of the ancillary sources (Jub,
Ant, LAB) is more interesting, as these texts show some mixing among the
chronologies of the major versions. The affinities of the ancillary sources are
most easily shown by comparing the values for b and the year of the flood (the
year of the flood = the sum of the b’s), charted in table 4-2.

The chronology of Jubilees (Jub) has close affinities with S, as one can see
particularly by the near agreements in the numbers for Jared, Methuselah, and
Lamech and by the same year for the flood. Jub generally indicates the ages of
begetting by listing the year according to its system of jubilees, but for
Methuselah and Lamech it lists only the date of marriage, so the ages at beget-
ting for these two are only approximate. The agreement of Jub with S is compli-
cated by the fact that in the postdiluvian chronology it agrees with G in the
inclusion of Kenan II (see §4.3). Hence, the biblical chronology used in Jub has
close affinities with S, but in a significant expansion in the postdiluvian
sequence it agrees with G.

Josephus’s Jewish Antiquities (Ant) 1.83-88 agrees in its dates of begetting
for the most part with G, with the notable exception of the date for Methuselah,
which agrees with M. Fraenkel argues that this deviation from G is explicable
by the widely held view that Josephus’s biblical Vorlage was a G text that had
been partially revised toward M (1984: 181-85, 198-99). The revision of 167
(G) to 187 (M) is widespread in G manuscripts and is plausibly a prehexaplaric
revision. The revision of Methuselah’s » to 187 in these G mss enables
Methuselah to die before the year of the flood, thereby solving the notorious
problem in G. The hypothesis that Josephus used a revised G text in this
chronology may find some support by other instances in Genesis where Ant
agrees with Aquila or other revisions of G (e.g., at Gen 1:1 Ant gxmioer =
Aquila, against G gmotnoey; see Brock 1992a: 328, 335 n. 13).
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Table 4-2. The Chronology of Gen 5:3-32: Ancillary Sources

Jub 4:7-28 Ant 1.83-88 LAB 1:2-22

Adam 130 230 —

Seth 98 205 105
Enosh 97 190 180
Kenan 70 170 170
Mehalel 66 165 165
Jared 61 162 162
Enoch 65 165 165
Methuselah ca. 67 187 187
Lamech ca. 53 188 182

Jub 5:22-23  Ant 8.61 LAB 3:6

Flood, A.M. 1307/8 1662 1652
S G M
Adam 130 230 130
Seth 105 205 105
Enosh 90 190 90
Kenan 70 170 70
Mehalel 65 165 65
Jared 62 162 162
Enoch 65 165 65
Methuselah 67 167 187
Lamech 53 188 182
Flood, A.M. 1307 2242 1656

In Ant 8.61, a chronological notice attached to the construction of the
Solomonic Temple, Josephus is clearly using an M-type chronology. The date of
the flood according to Ant 8.61 is A.M. 1662 and, with some textual reconstruc-
tion, the related chronology at Ant 10.147 might read a date of A.M. 1656
(Fraenkel 1984: 177-80). These readings indicate either the use of a revised G
text or the use of M.

The chronology of Pseudo-Philo’s Biblical Antiquities (LAB) agrees for the
most part with G but also has a number of M readings. LAB agrees with M in
the dates of b for Seth, Methuselah, and Lamech but agrees with G for all the
others (with a 10-year difference for Enosh, likely a scribal error). Because LAB
was probably written in Hebrew before its translation into Greek (and thence
Latin; see Harrington 1971), these numbers may reflect a Hebrew text with
some affinities to the G Vorlage in this section (so Harrington 1971: 8, 16), or
they may be due to the Greek translator of LAB, who may have consulted a
revised G text (so Brock 1992a: 318, 337 n. 29). The mixed readings may be
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better explained by the latter hypothesis, which would provide a scenario similar
to that in Ant 1, namely, the common use of revised G texts in the early
centuries C.E.

The testimony of the ancillary sources allows us to detect the use of a
Hebrew text of Genesis with affinities to proto-S in the mid-second-century
B.C.E. (Jub) and possibly the use of revisions of G toward M in the first century
C.E. and later (Ant and LAB).

4.3 GENESIS 11:10-32

The textual data and the proposed archetype are charted in table 4-3. The
chronological variants in Genesis 11 occur primarily in the sequence from
Arpachshad to Nahor, with one variant in the numbers for Terah.

The deviations between M and S and between M and G are regular during
the span from Arpachshad to Nahor, with four exceptions that require further
analysis. If we consider the relations to the numbers of M, the consistent pattern
from Arpachshad to Nahor is as follows:

S: b + 100 (50 for Nahor)
r — 100 (50 for Nahor)
G: b + 100 (50 for Nahor)

As we have seen in the revisions of Genesis 5, the effect of raising b is to delay
a future event by the sum of the b’s. It is plausible, therefore, that proto-S and
proto-G have delayed the birth of Abraham by 650 (S) or 650 + 130 (G with
Kenan II) years in order to solve the problem of the overlap of generations noted
previously (§4.1). According to M (and the proposed archetype), all of the post-
diluvian patriarchs plus Noah are alive at Abraham’s birth, and three (Shem,
Shelah, and Eber) survive him. If, following Dillmann and others, we identify
this as a problem implicit in the archetypal chronology of Genesis 11, this cir-
cumstance provides ample motive for the revision of this chronology in proto-S
and proto-G. Conversely, there is no identifiable motive for scribes in the proto-
M tradition to reduce the numbers for b in this series, which would create the
problem of contemporaneous generations at the time of Abraham.

By this reasoning, we may conclude that the archetypal numbers are
preserved as follows:

b=M

r=MG



Table 4-3. The Chronology of Gen 11:10-32: Major Versions and Archetype

M S G Archetype
Shem b 100 100 100 100
r 500 288 500 500
4 - — —

AM. (1556-2156) (1207-1807) (2142-2742) (1242-1842)
adjustment +2 +2 +2 +2
Arpachshad b 35 135 135 35

r 403 303 430 403
t — 438 — _

AM. (1658-2061) (1309-1612) (2244-2674) (1344-1747)

KenanIl & - — 130 —
r — — 330 —

AM. (2379-2839)

Shelah b 30 130 130 30
r 403 igg 330 403
1 — — -

AM. (1693-2126) (1444-1877) (2509-2969) (1379-1812)

Eber b 34 134 134 34
r 430 270 370 370
t — 404 — -

AM. (1723-2187) (1574-1978) (2639-3143) (1409-1813)

Peleg b 30 130 130 30
r 209 109 209 209
t — 239 — —

AM. (1757-1996) (1708-1947) (2773-3112) (1443-1682)

Reu b 32 132 132 32
r 207 %gg 207 207
t —_ — _—

AM. (1787-2026) (1838-2077) (2903-3242) (1473-1712)

Serug b 30 130 130 30
r 200 100 200 200
t — 230 — —

AM. (1819-2049) (1970-2200) (3035-3365) (1505-1735)

Nahor b 29 79 79 29
r 119 ?28 129 119
1 —_ — —

A.M. (1849-1997) (2100-2248) (3165-3373) (1535-1683)

Terah b 70 70 70 70
r p— — — —
4 205 145 205 205

>
g

(1878-2083) (2179-2324) (3244-3449) (1564~1769)
Abraham A.M. (1948-2123) (2249-2424) (3314-3489) (1634-1809)

b = age at begetting

r = remainder

1 = total lifespan

A.M. = year after creation (anno mundi)
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In the four cases where M and G differ on the value of r (Arpachshad, Shelah,
Eber, Nahor), there is a possibility that scribal error has affected one or both
versions. Klein has argued plausibly that the following scribal errors affected
proto-G (three instances) and proto-M (one instance).

1. The variants for Arpachshad’s r (Gen 11:13) are 403 (M), 303 (S), and
430 (G). The S value follows the expected formula (r — 100) for an
archetype of 403 (= M). The G reading reflects a minor textual change
from WoW - DO,

2. The variants for Shelah’s r (Gen 11:15) are 403 (M), 303 (S), and 330
(G). The M and S values again indicate an archetype of 403. The G read-
ing apparently reflects the same minor textual change from W9V - DWW
(perhaps assimilated to 11:13 or vice versa) and a change from y29X -
WY in the hundreds position (perhaps a reminiscence of the Wow/Q*w>w
two words previously).

3. The variants for Eber’s r (Gen 11:17) are 430 (M), 270 (S), and 370 (G).
In this case the G and S values indicate an archetype of 370, and it is the
M reading that is anomalous. Klein suggests that the M reading has been
affected by the number of Eber’s 4 in v 16. I would suggest that the num-
ber of Shelah’s rin v 15 adds to the possibility of confusion:

11:15 13w MRS ¥a9R1 0% wHw nay

11:16 13w 0°wSw yanx qay
11:17 {30 MIRD YR 73w 005w . . . 3y

The occurrence of 3% MX® YAIX1 and 73W DWSY (plus another WHY
and ¥29R) in vv 15-16, all prefaced by the name 92¥, make it plausible
that the reading in v 17 has been assimilated to these phrases, yielding the
secondary reading of 430 in M.

4. The variants for Nahor’s r (Gen 11:25) are 119 (M), 69 (S), and 129 (G).
For Nahor S and G follow the formula of & + 50, and S reduces r by this
amount. The expected S formula of » — 50 yields an archetype of 119.
The G reading reflects a minor textual change from 1y — 0*WQY.

Allowing for the plausibility of these four scribal errors, the pattern noted

previously accounts for all the textual variants in the chronology, with the
exception of one variant for Terah and the curious inclusion of Kenan in G.

Terah’s Death

The variants for Terah’s ¢ (Gen 11:32) are 205 (M), 145 (S), and 205 (G). As
many commentators have noted, the lifespan of Terah in M creates a problem in
the Genesis narrative (see recently Emerton 1994). Gen 11:32 relates that
“Terah died in Haran.” Immediately thereafter, Yahweh calls Abraham to the
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promised land (12:1-4). The narrative sequence implies that Terah died before
Abraham’s call and journey. But Gen 12:4 states that Abraham was 75 when he
left Haran, in which case Terah was still alive according to the numbers in M
and G, being only 145 at the time (Terah’s b + 75 = 145). The apparent con-
tradiction between the narrative sequence and the lifespan of Terah was felt in
rabbinic and patristic traditions (e.g., Gen. Rab. 39.7; Jerome, Questions, at
12:4 [Hayward 1995: 43-44, 148-49]; Augustine, City of God 16.15; note that
some medieval M mss had an inverted nun [antisigma] at 11:32 [so Rashi and
the Masora parva of V], a scribal mark indicating a verse out of sequence [Tov
1992a: 54 n. 34]). The proto-S tradition solved the problem textually by revis-
ing Terah’s ¢ to 145. By this revision, Terah dies in the year of Abraham’s
departure, in concord with the sense of the narrative. (It is possible, though not
necessary, that the S reading is reflected in Acts 7:4 and Philo, Mig. 177; see
Emerton 1994: 171.) The alternative possibility, that proto-M and proto-G
raised an archetype of 145 by 60 years, has no textual or exegetical motive and
would have created an obvious narrative problem. The archetype is therefore
most plausibly 205 (= M G).

The problem implicit in the year of Terah’s death provides additional evi-
dence for the proposal that the chronological problems of Genesis 5 and 11 are
an accidental result of the combination of the BTX N1 100 with the preexist-
ing Genesis narrative. In this instance, the implications of Terah’s numbers con-
flict with a chronological notice in P (Gen 12:4b).

Kenan 11

The inclusion of a second Kenan (Katvaw) in the G chronology at Gen 11:12-13
is a curious plus. As most commentators have observed, this is almost certainly
secondary for several reasons: Kenan has already appeared in Gen 5:9-14 (son
of Enosh); his numbers in Genesis 11 (G) duplicate those of his son, Shelah; and
he is absent at this point in the genealogy of 1 Chron 1:18, 24 in both M and G
(Dillmann 1897: 397; Gunkel 1910: 155; Klein 1974a: 258; Hughes 1990: 9). A
plausible motive for the insertion of Kenan in this list (and in the corresponding
point between Arpachshad and Shelah in 10:22-24) is the desire to harmonize
the literary structure with that of Genesis 5, where the genealogy lists ten gener-
ations, ending with Noah (so most commentators). The addition of Kenan II in
Genesis 11 yields a parallel list of ten generations, ending with Abraham. In this
explanation, the inclusion of Kenan II in proto-G is another reflex of its
harmonistic tendency regarding literary structure, as in Genesis 1 (see §2.2).
The evidence of Jub (see later) corroborates the view that the insertion of Kenan
II into this genealogical sequence occurred in the Hebrew textual tradition.
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Other Harmonizations

A harmonistic tendency in G and S is also discernible in the filling out of the
chronological formulae in Genesis 11 on the basis of the parallel formulae in
Genesis 5. At the end of each entry, G consistently adds N, “and he died,” as
is the case in Genesis 5. S harmonizes the text more completely by including the
formula and number for the total lifespan along with a statement of death (111"
IS A . . . n° $3), again parallel to Genesis 5.

It is possible that the formulaic structure of the original BIX NI 190 was
consistent from Adam through Lamech or Abraham; if so, then the harmoniza-
tions of proto-G and proto-S in this regard may partially reconstruct the original
document. There is no obvious reason, however, for the redactor to have trun-
cated the original genealogical document. It is also possible that the genealogy
from Shem to Abraham was a secondary supplement to the IR N1 190 (so
Carr 1996: 72 n. 47).

The Two-Year Gap

Another problem in the chronology of Genesis 11 concerns the statement,
attested in all versions, that Shem fathered Arpachshad at the age of 100 “two
years after the flood” (Gen 11:10). Because Noah fathered Shem at the age of
500 (Gen 5:32) and was 600 in the year of the flood (Gen 7:6), we expect Shem
to have been 100 in the year of the flood, not two years later. Most com-
mentators conclude from this contradiction that the phrase “two years after the
flood” is a gloss, though its motive is obscure (Dillmann 1897: 401; Skinner
1930: 232; Hughes 1990: 18; cf. Budde 1883: 109).

Hughes speculates that the two-year gloss is “a chronological correction
made after 2 years had fallen out of [the] antediluvian chronology through some
process of textual corruption, when it was noticed that the remaining figures no
longer added up to the correct totals required by Priestly tradition” (1990: 18,
22). He speculates further that the lost two years had originally belonged to
Methuselah’s b, and he therefore supplies these extra two years in his recon-
struction of the archetype for Methuselah’s b, yielding 69 rather than the
expected 67 (see previously). Other unlikely solutions for the two-year gap have
also been proposed (see the survey in Wenham 1987: 250).

In view of the other chronological problems attributable to the combination
of the narrative and the 07X NN 990, T suggest that this problem has a similar
etiology. The flood story specifies that Noah, his wife, his sons, and his sons’
wives enter the ark (Gen 7:7, 13) and that only they exit the ark (Gen 8:18; all P
texts). As the glossator must have noticed, these statements (particularly 8:18)
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preclude the birth of a child during the year of the flood. Men and women exit
the ark, but no infants. Yet, according to the chronology in Gen 5:32 and 11:10,
this is Shem’s 100th year, when Arpachshad is born. This implicit problem
provides ample motive for a scribe to add an explicating gloss specifying that
Arpachshad was born two years after the flood, not in the year of the flood. To
make the text consistent, the glossator should have revised Shem’s b two years
upward (or revised upward Noah’s b or age at the flood), but this was not done,
leaving the problem of the two-year gap. (After formulating this solution I found
that it had already been proposed by Budde [1883: 109] but not taken up since.)

This implicit clash between the flood narrative and Shem’s b is sufficient
motive for the gloss in Gen 11:10. This reading, while late in the compositional
history of Genesis, is attested in all versions and hence is an archetypal reading.
It is possible that this early gloss stems from the redactor who combined the 750
0I% NT9IN with its narrative context. Whoever incorporated this explicating
gloss, its presence is explicable by the same literary history that caused the other
chronological problems in Genesis 5 and 11.

Minor Versions and Ancillary Sources

The testimony of the minor versions and ancillary sources is also of interest for
the history of the chronology in Genesis 11. The minor versions consistently
agree with M, with the sole exception of Vg at 11:13 (Arpachshad’s r) where Vg
reads 303 (= S) rather than the expected 403 (= M). This reading may reflect a
simple haplography in the underlying Roman numerals, reading CCCIII rather
than CCCCIIL.

The affinities of the ancillary sources are less clear than in Genesis 5. The
numbers for Jub, Ant, and LAB are charted in table 4-4. (Jub and Ant provide
data for b only; LAB has six &’s and ’s.)

For Jub, the only chronological agreements with the major versions are the
two-year adjustment and Terah’s b, for which all texts agree. The numbers for
Arpachshad through Nahor are unique, varying in the range between the values
in M and S/G. No rationale has yet been proposed for these values in Jub. Jub
agrees with G in the inclusion of Kenan II between Arpachshad and Shelah (but
not on the date for Kenan’s »). This striking agreement would seem to indicate
that this plus existed in Hebrew manuscripts of the second century B.C.E., the
time of the composition of Jub. Some have argued the insertion of Kenan II is
secondary in Jub, added by its Greek translator under the influence of G, but the
divergence in the chronologies of Jub and G make this a difficult supposition
(see further VanderKam 1988: 75-80; 1995: 96). The evidence of Jub for the
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Table 4-4. The Chronology of Gen 11:10-32: Ancillary Sources

Jub 8-11 Ant 1.148-51  LAB 4:12-15

adjustment +2 +12 —
Arpachshad 65 135 —

Kenan 57 — —

Shelah 71 130 —

Eber 64 134 —

Peleg 32 130 -

Reu 108 130 r=119
Serug 57 132 29, r = 67
Nahor 42 120 34; r = 200
Terah 70 70 70

chronology of Genesis 11, consisting for the most part of unique numbers and a
significant plus shared with G, is curiously inconsistent with the evidence in
Genesis 5, where Jub shows clear affinities with S.

Ant 1.148-51 for the most part reproduces the numbers of G with the fol-
lowing exceptions: 12 for the two-year gap (probably a scribal error), 120 for
Nahor’s b (probably a scribal error influenced by Nahor’s » = 129), a switch in
the numbers for Reu and Serug (should be 132 and 130), and the absence of
Kenan II (see Fraenkel 1984: 186-90). The most significant variation from G is
the absence of Kenan II, which may reflect a G text revised toward M. Because
few G manuscripts lack Kenan II and those that do have hexaplaric affinities,
Fraenkel argues for the possibility that Josephus himself made this correction
toward M (1984: 189). Because the chronology in Ant 1.83-88 shows other
signs of having been based on a revised G text (see §4.2), it is possible that
Josephus’s Greek Vorlage lacked Kenan 1I in Gen 11:12-13.

The numbers of LAB are as puzzling as those in Jub. With the exception of
Terah, whose b agrees in all the texts, the numbers given are unique. Harrington
(1971: 8) notes the likelihood of confusion in the manuscripts of LAB in which
the numbers are represented by Roman numerals. This observation may account
for the obscurity of the few numbers provided in this section of LAB.

The testimony of the ancillary sources is therefore mixed. Only Ant
preserves a textual profile consistent with its version of the chronology in
Genesis 5. The situations of Jub and LAB suggest the possibility of varying
degrees of editorial revision, scribal error, or both. If editorial revisions have
been made, no consistent pattern is discernible. It is conceivable that some of the
unique numbers derive from unknown biblical texts, though this possibility
seems unlikely in view of their textual affinities in Genesis 5.



78 Chapter Four

4.4 RECENSIONS OF GENESIS

1 have argued that the chronological problems of Genesis 5 and 11 are easily
accounted for by the theory that a redactor incorporated a document, the 150
818 NN, “Book of the Generations of Adam,” into the preexisting text of
Genesis without harmonizing the chronological data of the two documents. From
this perspective, we can discern clearly the chronological clashes that motivated
the various scribal revisions. As first systematically worked out by Klein, the
initial problems were (1) a contradiction between the lifespans of three
antediluvians (Jared, Methuselah, and Lamech) and the onset of the flood and
(2) the coexistence of all of the postdiluvian generations (including Noah and
Shem) during the lifetime of Abraham. The first problem was solved in the tex-
tual traditions ancestral to M, S, and G by three different strategies of revision
for the chronology of Gen 5:3-32. The second problem was solved in the tex-
tual traditions ancestral to S and G by two overlapping strategies of revision for
Gen 11:10-32; M shows no signs of revision in this chapter.

I have also argued that two other chronological problems derive from this
initial textual situation: (3) an apparent contradiction between Lamech’s lifespan
and the implicit sense of the narrative sequence of 11:31-12:4 and (4) a con-
tradiction between Shem’s age at the birth of Arpachshad and the date of the
flood. The third problem was solved in proto-S by reducing Lamech’s lifespan
so that he dies in the year of Abraham’s journey (the problem is unresolved in M
and G). The fourth problem was solved by a redactor or scribe by an explicating
plus specifying that Arpachshad was born two years after the flood. This plus is
in all versions and therefore belongs to the archetype of Genesis, prior to the dif-
ferentiation of the textual traditions of Genesis.

The identification of these chronological problems and their ancient solutions
has several implications for our understanding of the Genesis text. First, a
coherent reconstruction of the textual history of Genesis 5 and 11 allows us to
recover the archetype of the text with a high degree of plausibility. Second, the
textual history allows us to gain some perspective on the literary and redactional
history of Genesis 5-11, particularly regarding the redaction of the N1 990
B4R into its literary context. Third, this analysis provides some perspective on
the relationships among M, S, and G and their ancestral textual traditions. It is
to this matter of textual relationships that we now turn.

One of the most complex and contested issues in biblical textual criticism in
the post-Qumran era has been the construction of an adequate theoretical model
for the textual relationships among the major versions. While I defer a con-
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sideration of methodological problems (see §6.1), one particular issue is relevant
to the chronological revisions in Genesis 5 and 11. A much-debated question is
whether M, S, and G represent three different text-types in the Pentateuch (so
Cross 1964, and most recently 1985 and 1992) or whether they are “just three
texts of the O.T. similar to other texts which were current in the Second Temple
period,” with only the proto-S texts identifiable as a distinctive group (Tov 1982
[quote from p. 24}, and most recently 1992a: 155-63 and 1995).

In the light of the textual history just reconstructed for the chronologies of
Genesis 5 and 11, one important implication is that M, S, and G are each repre-
sentative of a different recension of Genesis. While this insight is not new (see
Roberts 1951: 191, cited in Tov 1982: 17 n. 27; Klein 1974a: 263), its sig-
nificance has not been fully assimilated in recent discussions of the Pentateuchal
text.

If a recension is defined as “a textual tradition which contains some sort of
editing of earlier texts” (Tov 1992a: 155) or “an edition of an ancient text
involving a more or less systematic revision of an earlier text form” (Cross
1985: 139), then it is clear that M, S, and G in Genesis 5 and 11 belong to three
different recensions of Genesis. Tov is correct in stressing that M, S, and G are
simply three texts and are not the “central texts” around which all other texts
revolve. But the evidence of Genesis 5 and 11 indicates that the differences
among these three texts are not chance differences among any three texts but are
derived from three different revisions of Genesis. The particular texts in which
these revisions were first incorporated are the hyparchetypes for M, S, and G.

Notably, these revised texts were produced some time after the inception of
the textual transmission of Genesis, that is, after the “original text” had been
produced by the writers and editors of Genesis, and after the time of the textual
archetype ancestral to all extant texts of Genesis (on this periodization of textual
history, see Tov 1992a: 171-77). These were not three literary editions that
were incorporated successively into one or more scribal traditions (as in most
other cases of multiple editions in the Bible) but revisions made in three dif-
ferent scribal traditions during the period of the textual transmission of Genesis.
In the systematic revisions of the chronologies of Genesis 5 and 11, the scribes
in the different traditions acted as “a minor partner in the creative literary
process” (Talmon 1975: 381), but the result was not three successive editions of
a book, as the word edition is generally understood, but three recensions of the
book, created synchronically, as it were, in three different streams of textual
transmission.

We are justified, therefore, in defining the relationships among M, S, and G
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in Genesis as that of three texts belonging to three different recensions of
Genesis. None of these three texts is itself the hyparchetype of the recension;
rather, each is a later text, as is shown by the instances of probable scribal error
in each version of Genesis 5 and 11 (as noted previously).

It is possible, as Klein proposes, that the overlap in the strategies of revision
in S and G of Genesis 11 indicates a common ancestor, a hyparchetype ancestral
to two of the recensions. The common formula for raising the postdiluvian b’s
(b + 100 for Arpachshad to Serug; » + 50 for Nahor) may have been “added to
a Hebrew archetype before the differentiation into the local texts” (1974a: 257-
58). It is also possible that this strategy of revision could have occurred inde-
pendently because raising the »’s by 100 is a revision found in all three recen-
sions at various points (proto-M uses this strategy for Jared and possibly
Lamech). But the shared deviation in the formula in the case of Nahor is so
specific that a common textual ancestor is very plausible. This coincidence of
revision in S and G may be a small basis on which to posit a common ancestor,
but it is worth considering, particularly if additional evidence can be found to
support this possible history (see §5.2 and §6.2).

The combined testimony of the major versions, the minor versions, and the
ancillary sources on Genesis 5 and 11 indicates that there is evidence for three
recensions—no more, no less. This is perhaps surprising. If M, S, and G are the
chance survivors of a plethora of ancient texts, it would seem odd that each
represents a different recension of Genesis. Despite a theoretical possibility of a
fourth or fifth recension of Genesis, there is no evidence in the versions or ancil-
lary sources of Genesis 5 and 11 for them. The only possible testimony might be
Jub or LAB in the postdiluvian chronology, but there may be other explanations
for these numbers (including scribal error), and they are not derivable from any
systematic revision. If there were only three recensions of Genesis and the sur-
viving major versions represent each of the three, then this circumstance
deserves some attention. This may be a purely random result of historical
chance, or it might involve some deliberate choices by the individuals or groups
who transmitted or adopted the various texts. Whatever the reason, it is notable
that M, S, and G are distinctly separable on the matter of the chronologies into
three different recensions, with no clear evidence from any other source of a
trace of another recension.



CHAPTER FIVE

Harmonizing Tendencies in S and G

5.1 HARMONIZING THE TORAH

The harmonization of inconsistencies in the Bible has a long history in biblical
exegesis and pedagogy. Philipp Melanchthon, in his inaugural lecture of 1518,
expressed forcefully the modern distaste for such reader’s aids: “Now away with
so many frigid petty glosses, these harmonizings and ‘disharmonies’ and other
hindrances to intelligence” (apud Hall 1963: 40). Yet, it is arguable that the
practice of harmonization has been necessary in maintaining the vitality of the
Bible in Judaism and Christianity for more than two millennia. Without the pos-
sibility of making sense of the innumerable inconsistencies or contradictions in
the Bible, a coherent sense of the Bible’s religious authority is perhaps im-
possible. Hence, we find that the study of the Bible itself is hedged about with
restrictions in many periods of Jewish and Christian history, as illustrated by the
Talmudic dictum: “Keep your sons from Scripture” (B. Berakot 28b; see Tal-
mage 1987).

Harmonizations of the Bible are also found in the biblical books themselves,
indicating that the practice of harmonization has its roots in the biblical period.
A clear example is 2 Chron 35:13, where the Chronicler harmonized parallel
laws concerning the Passover sacrifice (see recently Fishbane 1985: 135-36).
According to Exod 12:8-9 the Passover sacrifice is to be roasted (WX *9%), not
stewed (@°n2 Swan). According to Deut 16:7 it is to be stewed (n>w11), in con-
formity with the usual method for cooking sacrificial meat (see Weinfeld 1972:
217). The Chronicler harmonized these two texts by writing, WX3 1057 1701
vEYMD, “they stewed the Passover sacrifice in fire, according to the law” (2
Chron 35:13). In this new formulation, the contradiction between the texts of
Exodus and Deuteronomy is overcome, and the harmonization claims the status
of law. Fishbane observes that “on the face of it, the logic of this ritual state-
ment is absurd, since one does not boil meat in fire; and the attribution that the
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ritual was done ‘according to the law’ is presumptuous, since there is no ‘law’ to
which the preparation refers” (1985: 135). Yet, to the Chronicler, the oddity of
the revision was apparently less important than the principle of harmonizing dis-
crepant texts. This point is emphasized by Fishbane: “the Scriptural harmoniza-
tion in 2 Chr 35:13 and its later—rabbinically inspired—one are clear corollaries
of one and the same principle: that the Pentateuchal Torah of Moses is integral
and indivisible” (1985: 136). By means of harmonization, the Torah’s diversity
is transmuted into unity.

These two parallel but contradictory Torah texts, which the Chronicler har-
monized in his literary composition, were also harmonized in the proto-G textual
tradition. In Deut 16:7 of G, there is a notable plus in the culinary instructions
for the Passover sacrifice, kaw synosic kaw ommoeig (= M9%1 NPW1AY), “You
shall stew and roast.” A scribe in the proto-G tradition accomplished in
Deuteronomy what the Chronicler achieved in Chronicles: the accommodation of
Exod 12:8-9 and Deut 16:7. In Deuteronomy, as in Genesis (see §2.2), the
harmonizations in G are attributable to its Hebrew Vorlage, not to the interven-
tions of the Greek translator (see Tov 1992b: 17-20). The testimony of the G
Pentateuch, therefore, indicates that Hebrew texts of the Pentateuch with
harmonizations of parallel verses were in circulation by the mid-third century
B.C.E. Pentateuchal manuscripts from the second and first centuries B.C.E. with
numerous harmonizations are also known from Qumran (e.g., 4QpaleoExod™,
4QNumP; see Sanderson 1986; Jastram 1992; Tov 1992a: 85-100).

In an important article on harmonizations in biblical texts, Tov has clarified
important aspects of this textual phenomenon. His definition is useful and
precise: “The procedure of harmonization can be expressed schematically as the
change, addition or omission of a detail in some MSS of text A according to a
parallel text B” (1985: 10). To this definition as involving change, addition, or
omission, he adds the following qualifications: “However, as expected, in bibli-
cal MSS harmonizing omissions occur very rarely, if at all. In biblical MSS,
harmonizing additions are more frequent than harmonistic changes. This situa-
tion is easily understandable, as the degree of intervention in the text is more
limited for additions than for changes” (1985: 11).

These remarks are borne out in the identifiable harmonizations in Genesis 1-
11. Rarely does one find a harmonizing minus. Harmonizing changes are fairly
common. But by far the largest category is harmonizing pluses. As Tov acutely
observes, the addition of a word or phrase to make the text internally consistent
was more acceptable in scribal circles than the deletion or alteration of existing
text. Harmonization tends to be additive; it equalizes texts by filling in the gaps
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in parallel texts. The scope of scribal intervention was limited by this rule of
scribal hermeneutics: one did not subtract from Scripture; one perfected it by
means of strategic supplementation.

Tov’s classification of the major types of textual harmonization (1985: 6-10)
is helpful in illustrating the variety of harmonizations in the versions of Genesis
1-11.

1. Harmonization of syntactical incongruities. A good example is Gen 1:24,
where the archaic form YR 1M (M) is revised to PIR7T n°M (S) in
harmony with the parallel phrase YR 1°7 in v 25.

2. Harmonization of minor contextual differences. This is the largest
category of harmonizations in Genesis 1-11. A typical example is Gen
1:14, where 0°n17 (4QGenb* M S G) is filled out with X877 2y 1°RAY (S
G) in harmony with the parallel phrase YR 9y 9°RA% 05 in vv 15
and 17.

3. Harmonization of command and fulfillment. This type is frequent in the
creation and flood stories, where commands and fulfillments often differ
in wording. For example, in Gen 1:11-12 of G, the command (v 11) and
the fulfillment (v 12) are perfectly harmonized, while M and S preserve
most of the variation of the original.

4. Harmonization of references to earlier statements. This type, where a pas-
sage refers to an earlier statement that is lacking in the text, does not
occur in Genesis 1-11. For examples elsewhere in Genesis (31:11-13;
44:22; S supplies the earlier statements), see Tov 1985: 8.

5. Harmonization of differences in major details. This is a rare category, for
as Tov notes, “there are too many major differences between the laws and
stories in the Pentateuch, so that any attempt to harmonize between them
would result in a major rewriting of the Bible” (1985: 9). This is
precisely what occurs in the genre of the “rewritten Bible” (e.g., Jub,
Ant, LAB). One harmonization of major differences occurs in S of Gen
10:19, where the borders of Canaan, “from Sidon toward Gerar, as far as
Gaza, and toward Sodom, Gomorrah, Admah, and Zeboiim, as far as
Lasha” (M G) are harmonized with the descriptions in Gen 15:18 and
Deut 11:24 (= Deut 34:2), yielding a major harmonization: “from the
river of Egypt to the great river, the river Euphrates, to the Western Sea”
®).

6. Harmonization of schematic descriptions. This type is found in the G ver-
sion of Genesis 1 and in S and G of the postdiluvian genealogy. The
transposition and interpolation of the phrases 13 *7"1 and *2 D*I%X X"
27 yield a highly symmetrical literary structure in the creation story of G
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(see §2.2 at Gen 1:6, 8, 20). In the postdiluvian genealogy of Genesis 11,
S and G fill out the text in varying ways to harmonize with the structure
of the antediluvian genealogy of Genesis 5 (see §4.3)

The exegetical background of these various types of textual harmonization
lies in the desire to perfect God’s word by correcting or smoothing over dis-
crepancies in Scripture. Frankel refers to this tendency as “the effort to complete
the text” (“das Streben den Text zu vervollstdndigen”; 1841: 78). Tov observes
that “the scribes who inserted the harmonizations acted within a scribal-literary
tradition which facilitated and promoted the insertion of harmonizing details”
(1985: 15). As indicated in the lists in the next sections, this type of textual
intervention was far more common in the proto-S and proto-G traditions than in
the proto-M tradition. In Genesis 1-11, G has the greatest number of individual
harmonizations, roughly 90. This accords with Frankel’s observation that G of
Genesis has 270-280 harmonizations, far more than any other Pentateuchal book
(1841: 79). In Genesis 1-11, S has roughly 40 harmonizations, less than half the
number of G. But the most extensive single harmonizing pluses are found in S
(at 10:19 and 11:11-25). In contrast, M has a mere 6 harmonizations, all in
minor details.

The differences in the degree of harmonization among these three textual
traditions are striking and no doubt reflect the textual hermeneutics of the
respective scribal groups. It is probably no coincidence that the Pentateuchal text
of M has a more conservative (that is, earlier) orthography than S and its con-
geners; in these matters, the proto-M scribes, by the Hellenistic period, tolerated
less intervention in the text than their counterparts in the other textual traditions.

Tov has suggested that the background for the harmonization of biblical texts
lies in the influence of “rewritten Bible” texts such as 4QReworked Pentateuch
(4Q158 + 4Q364-67). He posits that “harmonizing additions like those in the
Sam. Pent. are not likely to have originated in a manuscript tradition. Rather,
they originated in a literary environment of rewritten texts such as 4Q158”
(1985: 18). Although the influence of such texts on scribal harmonizations in
biblical manuscripts is certainly possible, I would suggest that Tov has drawn
his lines of influence too sharply. Both types of textual production—harmonized
biblical mss and “rewritten” literary texts—are marked by the desire to perfect
the Torah by the process of harmonizing discrepancies. But it is difficult to say
that texts like 4Q158 came first. As we have seen, the Chronicler in the Persian
period is already harmonizing discrepant Pentateuchal texts. The testimony of G
indicates that harmonized Pentateuchal manuscripts were in circulation by the
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mid-third century B.C.E. The chronology of known texts may indicate that the
direction of influence is more likely the reverse of Tov’s suggestion, namely,
from scribal harmonizations in biblical manuscripts to full-blown literary rewrit-
ings and expansions in the “rewritten Bible” genre of the second century B.C.E.
and later (see Alexander 1988b; Tov 1994b). Whatever their mutual influences
may have been, and whatever their differences in degrees of textual intervention
(see the careful formulation of Sanderson 1986: 270-76), both types of textual
activity are foreshadowed by the interpretive work of the Chronicler, Ezra, and
others (see Fishbane 1985) who were the first to “meditate on His Torah day and
night” (Ps 1:2).

5.2 HARMONIZATIONS SHARED BY S AND G (# M)

Gen 1:14 0w 4QGen® M S G (rov ovpawov) | + TR %Y PRAY S G (e

davow ™G Y1S)
A harmonizing plus with $IX7 %Y 7RAP vv 15, 17; see §2.2.

Gen2:4 71 YIR M ] pax1 0w S TgN Syr Vg; PIRT DRI 0°W DR G (rov
oUPQYOY KOIL TNV YNV)
A harmonization with YR D257 v 4; see §2.2.

Gen 2:23 U RO M ] °R1 S G (e« Tov awdpoc avrne) TgO Jub 3:6
Perhaps an explicating plus or a harmonization with w°R? 3:6.

Gen 2:24 "M M G (goorran) | + 013 G (o dvo) TgF Syr Vg sim S ("M
oPawn)
A harmonizing plus with Bi1°32 117" v 25.

Gen 7:2 MMWRI w°K 1-2° M | 72p31 137 1-2° S G (apoey «ou Oghv) TgOP Syr
Vg
Harmonized with 712231 937 vv 3, 9; 6:19; 6:20 (G).

Gen7:2 B0°3W M S G (bvo) ] + B°3¥ S G (dvo) Syr Vg
A harmonizing plus with 0°I0 0°32 7:9, 15; cf. 6:19-20 (G).

Gen 7:3 oW1 M S G (7ov ovparvov) ] + MM0A S G (rwr kabapwy) Syr™ss
LAB 3:4
A harmonizing plus with 71707 327257 v 2, and 107 YT 8:20.

Gen 8:3 AP M | vpn S G (uera)
A harmonization with Y% v 6, or a simple haplography with graphic confu-
sion (1/11).
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Gen 8:21 W 79p% M | %5p% 1 S G (emt 7ov karapacasdor) Syr Vg
A harmonization with the sequence of M2 91y v 21.

Gen 9:2 MMM ] TNNIS; NN G (Sedwka) TgN
A harmonization with *nni v 3.

Gen 10:32 11983 M S G (8teomapnoar) | + *R S G (ymoor)
A harmonizing plus with 8”137 X 17191 v 5.

Gen 11:8 =¥ M ] %7an1 N1 Y0 nX1 S G (mv woAw ko Tov Tupyor) Jub
10:24
A harmonization with 27337 DRI Y DR v S,

Gen 11:11-25 fin] + N S G (kar awebaver)
A multiple harmonizing plus with n»* Gen 5:8, 11, 14, 17, 20, 27, 31, sim

5:5, 23, sim 11:32. This formulaic plus recurs in 11:13 (2X in G),15, 17,
19, 21, 23, 25; see §4.3.

5.3 HARMONIZATIONS SHARED BY S AND M (# G)

Gen 1:11 *15 2° 4QGen® M S G (kapmov) | + 11m% 4QGen® M S
Perhaps a harmonizing plus with 17307 2° v 12; see §2.2.

Gen 4:26 MWIM S G (kat 7w Z9) | + X1 DAM S (om G)
A harmonizing plus, cf. 719 X117 03 v 22 and X371 02 5%° 10:21; see §3.2.

Gen7:3 YYMSG (em) ] + 3 M S (om G, sim Tg’)
A harmonizing plus with 7871 95 *38 by 8:9; see §3.2.

Gen7:6 1N MS G (eyevero; nv GA) ] + B"® M S G (vdarog) (om GA)
A harmonizing plus with 787 5y 0°» 91297 6:17; see §3.2.

Gen 7:22 mWIM S G (wvoyr) | + T M S (om G Vg)
A harmonizing plus with 87 11 v 15; 6:17; see §3.2.

Gen 8:17 IR 2° M S G (uerar osowrov) | + YR WWIM S (om G)
A harmonizing plus with 7X32 139 9:7; see §3.2.

5.4 HARMONIZATIONS IN S ALONE (# M G)

Gen 1:24 YR M ] PR3 DM S
A linguistic modernization and/or harmonization with Y873 0’1 v 25.
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Gen 3:16 2393 M ] Maxya S
A harmonization with 73123y v 16.

Gen 4:25 XM M ] RXP"1S 11QJub 1:2 (= Jub 4:7)
A harmonization with MY NR X72*1 v 26.

Gen 6:20 W1 M ] 5y w1 R S; By wnv1 wnn G (rwy spwerwr Twp
EPTOVTWY ETL)

$: a harmonizing plus with 72787 %Y w1 WK 7:8; G: a harmonizing plus
with Y87 2y wnnn wnan 8:17 (listed in §5.5).

Gen 7:16 1211721 M S G (apoey kot O9Av) | + 33p31921 S
A dittography or perhaps a harmonizing plus with D% 032 v 15,

Gen 9:15 MMM S G ({wong) ] + DONR WK S Syr
A harmonizing plus with 2NX WX 3N v 12,

Gen 10:19 37275 S9 0°28% AnIRY DY ART0 10K MY Y 7193 RoRa 178D MG
(amo Lidwroc . . . ewe Aage) 1 DD 9713 D1IXT 30 Y 00981 0
NN 0% I S

A harmonization with N9 9711 Y1937 9730 Y 0°9%» 3 Gen 15:18, and
17NRT 0°%7 7Y Deut 11:24 = Deut 34:2 (boundaries of promised land).

Gen 11:11-25 fin ] + 73w MIRD (#) (PN) '»° 53 ¥ S

A multiple harmonizing plus with 73 MR% (#) (PN) *»° 53 171" Gen 5:8,
11, 14, 17, 20, 27, 31; sim 5:5, 23; sim 11:32. This formulaic plus recurs in
vy 13, 15, 17, 19, 21, 23, 25; see §4.3.

Gen 11:14 "SI M | 152 *n" S
A harmonization with the clause-initial word order of vv 15-26 (12 times).

Gen 11:31 W M S G (Tapar) ] + 125 nX1S
A harmonizing plus with 7275 . . . *W v 29.

Gen11:31 M55 M G (v vopdny avrov) | mbs S
A harmonization of number; see previous entry.

Gen 11:31 073X M S G (ABpayw) 1 + "N S
A harmonizing plus with 71731 092X v 29.

Gen 11:31 132 M G (70v viov avrov) | 132 S
A harmonization of number; see previous entry.
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5.5 HARMONIZATIONS IN G ALONE (# M S)

Gen 1:6 fin] + 127" G (kou eyevero ovTog)
Transposed from v 7; a harmonization with 13 *1*1 vv 9, 11, 15, 24, 30; cf.
v 3; cf. 1:20 (G); see §2.2.

Gen 1:8 0" 4QGen®8¥ M S G (ovpavor) | + 21 *2 DR X1 G (kou etdev
0 fgoc oTL Kahov)
A harmonizing plus with 210 *3 B*%X X" vv 10, 12, 18, 21, 25, sim vv 4,
31; see §2.2.

Gen 1:11 ¥77 4QGen® M S G (omsppcr) | + mmY G (kara yevog ko Kol
opotoryTa) Syr
A harmonizing plus with 113°%% ¥7 v 12; note the double translation in both
vv; see §2.2.

Gen 1:11 12 4QGen® M S G (sv avrw) ] + M3 G (katar YEVOG)
A harmonizing plus with 13°8% 12 v 12; see §2.2.

Gen1:12 Y¥1M S G (kar £vhov) | + *B G (kepmipor) TgP
A harmonizing plus with "2 ¥¥1v 11; see §2.2.

Gen 1:12 1121 2° 4QGen® M S G (kaa yevog) | + YRA ¥ G (em 6 y1e)
A harmonizing plus with Y87 ¥ v 11; see §2.2.

Gen 1:20 fin] + 19 °1"1 G (ko eyeveTo ovTog)
A harmonizing plus; cf. 1:6 (G); see §2.2.

Gen 1:28 017X 0% MR M S | KR G (\eyaw)
A harmonization with 9RY v 22; see §2.2.

Gen 1:28 nwm1n 70 9221 M S ] wn1 wB1T 5531 paRa P21 annan o1 G
(KO[L TOVTWY TWV KTRVWY KL TAONG ™G YNNG KQlL TOVTWY TWY EPTETWY

TWY E0TOVTOD)
A harmonizing plus with wn77 921 ¥R 9921 a2y v 26; see §2.2.

Gen 1:30 %2%13° M S G (ko wavrt) | + 0B G (gpmerw)
A harmonizing plus with WN17 w97 5931 vy 26, 28 (G); see §2.2.

Gen2:4 nPX M S ] 190 71 G (Avry 4 BiBhog)
A harmonization with N0 790 175 5:1; see §2.2.

Gen 2:15 07X 4QGen® M S G (Tov avfpwror) | + 18° WK G (or eThaoey)
A harmonizing plus with 78 X 0IX7 v 8.
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Gen 2:17 2XN 4QGen® M S ] 1798N G (porysobs)
A harmonization with 1317 199Xn 3:3.

Gen 2:17 NN M S ] 1N G (amofaveiofs)
A harmonization of number; see previous entry.

Gen 2:18 NWYXR 4QGen®™ M S | wy3s G (mopowuey) Vg Jub 3:4
A harmonization with 1@¥3 1:26.

Gen 3:2 "B M S G (awo kapmov) | + by Gmss (mavtog) Syr
A harmonizing plus; cf. y¥ Pon v 1.

Gen 3:10 *nynw M S G (ykovoa) ] + "[5;‘[11?3 G (weptmarovyroc)
A harmonizing plus with 132 727 v 8.

Gen 3:17 29RN X% MRY M S | 93X *n%3% G (rovrov povov puy dorysiy)
A harmonization with 9% *n%2% v 11; note the emphatic translation in both

instances.

Gen 4:18 YxwIm 1-2° M S | nhwinm 1-2° G (Mafovooha)
A harmonization with T52n 5:21-27.

Gen 4:25 X 1°M S ] + 1M G (Evaw) Syr
A harmonizing plus with MR M DR v 1.

Gen 4:25 MWR M S G (v yovake awrov) | + WM G (ko ouAAaBovoa) Syr
A harmonizing plus with 75m 9mM MWK v 1.

Gen 4:25 N 1°M S G (En6) | + R® G (Aeyovow) Vg sim TgONme)J
A harmonizing plus with X2 5:29.

Gen 5:27 1501 M S G Mafovoora) | + 1 WX G (g emosy)
A harmonizing plus with > WK v 5.

Gen 5:32 M3 M S G (Nwe) | + 0°22 WS G (rpeic viovg) LAB 1:22
A harmonizing plus with 0°32 7w5w 13 6:10.

Gen 6:15 NAX M S ] 1200 PR G (7 xeBwrow)
A harmonization with 31207 IR wyn v 14.

Gen 6:19 init ] + w7 Somt AN Yom G (ko oo TAYTWY TWY KTRYWY KL
QWO TQVTWY TWY EPTETWY)
A harmonizing plus with w»777 9321 171321 8:17 (exit from ark).
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Gen 6:19 0°3 M S G (Svo) | + B°3¥ G (vo) Syr
A harmonizing plus with 0°3% 032 7:9, 15; cf. 6:20 (G) and 7:2 (S G).

Gen 6:20 Mwnn M S (qwi ) 1 0 Son G (awo wavTwy TWY oprEWY TWY
TETELVOY)
A harmonizing plus (with double translation) with 11307 My 521 7:14; cf.
05 AI0 MW 5o 1:21.

Gen 6:20 MM S ] 29M G (ko oo wawrwy)
A harmonizing plus with 71727 %921 v 19 (G).

Gen 6:20 W1 M ] %Y wm1 WX S; By wnt W™ G (rwv epwerwy Twp
EPTOVTWY ETL)
S: a harmonizing plus with 7R %y w1 WK 7:8 (listed at §5.4); G: a
harmonizing plus with YR 2y wnA7 wnn 8:17.

Gen 6:20 D*3¥ 6QpaleoGen M S G (3vo) ] + 032 G (Svo) Syr
A harmonizing plus; cf. 6:19 (G) and 7:2 (S G)

Gen 6:20 NI M S G (rpsdeobar) 1 + 721 195 TNR G (pera oov apoey ko
fnAv)
A harmonizing plus with 72p31 7193 TR PRA® v 19.

Gen7:2 99M M S ] G (amo) Syr
A harmonization with 17257 11 v 2.

Gen7:3 MAPIIM S G (ko fmAv) | + 72P3 731 030 022w 1Y KD WK H1ym
G (ko oo Twy weTEWWY Twv pn kobopwy dvo Svo apoer ko OnAv)
A harmonizing plus with MR @K 0% R*7 7770 R? WK 795727 11 v 2.

Gen 7:8 init ] + AW 1 G (kat awo Twy TETELVOV)
A harmonization with the sequence of 6:20.

Gen7:9 NINRMS ]I G (avrw)
A harmonization with D*1%X KR 718 6:22; cf. 7:16.

Gen 7:11 129 M S 4QCommGen2 ] om G
Perhaps a harmonization with 8:2.

Gen 7:13 BAX M S ] 1R G (ue7” awrov) TgNmeJ Syr
A harmonization with 7307 YR R v 7.

Gen 7:16 MXM S] 1INR G (7w Nwe) (after 019K)
A harmonizing or explicating plus; ¢f. NI DR v 9.
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Gen 7:17 BY M S G (quepag) ] + 17%°% By G (kat Te00CQPOKOVTO PVUKTOC)
A harmonizing plus with 5% BYaIRI v 12,

Gen 7:20 103" M S G (ke ewekaivyer) | + 99 G (ravra)
A harmonizing plus with %5 103" v 19.

Gen 7:20 @M M S G (7 0pn) ] + 0771237 G (7 vy¥mpAer) Syr™ss Jub 5:26
A harmonizing plus with 073217 0*377 v 19.

Gen 7:23 18 M S G (wpoowmov) | + 99 G (raong)
A harmonizing plus with %3 *35 v 3.

Gen 7:24 1231 M S 4QCommGen? | 11221 G (xow vywbn)
A reminiscence or harmonization with %12 v 20, and/or perhaps graphic
confusion (51/9).

Gen 8:1 137 M S G (rww krprwy) | + WBI7 931 9197 291 G (kou wavrwy
TWY TETELVWY KO TOVTWY Twy epTETWY); IV 55 nX1 Syr
A harmonizing plus with w»171 991 M 991 v 19 (exit from ark); cf. 6:19

(G).

Gen 8:7 2997 M S G (7ov xopakc) | + 0°001 1'7|7;'$ nRd G (rov der &t
KEKOTOLKEY TO VOWP)
A harmonizing plus with 2% 2p7 MR v 8.

Gen 8:12 B> MR M S G (erepag) | + "1 G (raiw)
A harmonizing plus with 0”1 01K v-10.

Gen 8:13 13w M S G (e7er) | + M3 1% 4QCommGen? G (ev ™ {wn Tov Nwe)
A harmonizing plus with 13 »’11% 7:11.

Gen 8:13 72N M S G (g xeBwTov) | + WY WX G (yv ewonosy)
A harmonizing plus with 7y WX 7207 v 6.

Gen 8:13 1M 2° M S G (ekehurer) | + 290 01 G (70 vdwp amo)
A harmonizing plus with %y% 037 1271 v 13.

Gen 8:18 MWK 1127 M S ] 321 MR G (ke 7 yuwn quTov Kait 0L VLol QUTeV)
Syr
A harmonization with the sequence of v 16.

Gen 8:19 N1 M S G (1a npwx) ] + 71727 921 G (ko wavrar o kmqm) Syr
Vg
A harmonizing plus with %7127 %9 N1 PR v 1.
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Gen 8:21 DR M S G (rov avbpwmov) | + P71 G (emiperws)
A harmonizing plus with ¥7 27 6:5.

Gen 8:21 Y9 M S G (maoap) | + W2 G (oopxar)
A harmonizing plus with 722 %5 9:11, 6:17, 19.

Gen 9:1 fin] + N3 Y9N G (ko kaTakvpLevoare avmg)
A harmonizing plus, cf. *72 1M v 7, and . . . 29771 1:28.

Gen 9:7 PRI WW M S ] PRI 1R W G (kow whnpwoare T yp) Vg
A harmonization with X7 NX W™ v 1 and 1:28.

Gen 9:11 "an2°M S G (kaTax\vopog) ] + B0 G (vdatog)
A harmonizing plus with 8% 712n 6:17; cf. 7:6 (M); 9:15.

Gen 9:11 > M G (rov varadbepar) |1 N> S (also v 15); + %9 G
(raoay)

S: a linguistic modernization (Piel = Hiphil); G: a harmonizing plus with
55 nnwb v 15.

Gen 9:12 BNPX M S G (0 fcoc) ] + NIPR G (mpog Nwe) Syr
An explicating or harmonizing plus with 713 5% 01%R v 17.

Gen 9:14 nwpi M S ] °npP G (1o Tofov pov) Vg LAB 3:12
A harmonization with *N2p v 13.

Gen 9:16 DFPX 1’2 M S ]°32 G (ava peoov gpov)
A harmonization with *3°2 v 15, sim vv 12, 17.

Gen 10:22 fin] + 13?1 G (kou Kawvaw)
An editorial revision and harmonizing plus; cf. j1°p Gen 5:9-14, following
entry at v 24, and 11:12 (G sim Jub 8:1); see §4.3.

Gen 10:24 19 M S G (eyewwmosy) 1 + 32 1291 130 NR G (ror Kowvaw, kou
Kowvay eysvymosy)
An editoral revision and harmonizing plus; see previous entry and §4.3.

Gen11:1 fin] + %9% G (waaw)
A harmonizing plus with 8%2% nfx 75w v 6.

Gen 11:31 711 M S 4QCommGen? | YIRD G (¢x ™6 xwpag)
A reminiscence or harmonization with B*7W2 Y982 v 28 (G).

Gen 11:32 1N 1°M S G (Qape) | + 112 G (ev Xappay)
An anticipation or harmonizing plus with JI%2 nn v 32.



CHAPTER SIX

Toward the Textual History of Genesis

6.1 PROBLEMS OF METHOD

The first systematic attempt to construct a textual history of the Hebrew Bible,
that of J. G. Eichhorn, states the nature of the task succinctly:

A complete history of the Hebrew text would enumerate, with reference to causes
and consequences, all the essential and accidental changes, whether for good or evil,
which it has undergone in the process of thousands of years and in its passage
through men’s hands, from the time of its first composition down to the latest peri-
ods. (1888: 114 = German 3d ed., 1803)

If a textual history maps “all the essential and accidental changes” through time,
then what we require first is a collection and analysis of the secondary readings.
In this formulation, textual history is (to oversimplify only slightly) a history of
error.

Modern methods for constructing textual histories have refined this view but
generally affirm the significance of textual error in historical inquiry. In this
area, “error” is used as a shorthand for “readings of secondary origin,” includ-
ing intentional changes as well as accidental (West 1973: 32). One difference
between the procedures of textual history (historia textus) and textual criticism
per se (critica textus) is that in the former errors are of primary importance and
in the latter they are to be removed (see Chiesa 1992a: 264-67).

The dominant method in modern textual history is the stemmatic or
genealogical method, which relies primarily on the identification of shared
errors among texts. This method is most closely associated with the work of
Karl Lachmann and others in the early nineteenth century (see Kenney 1974: 98-
129) and is refined in the modern guides of Maas (1958) and West (1973). This
procedure for determining the relationships among texts is succinctly sum-
marized by West:

93
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It will be possible to deduce their relationship from the pattern of agreements and
disagreements among them; only it is important to realize that what is significant for
this purpose is not agreement in true readings inherited from more ancient tradition,
but agreement in readings of secondary origin, viz. corruptions and emendations,
provided that they are not such as might have been produced by two scribes inde-
pendently. (1973: 32)
Maas calls the shared secondary readings by which one can trace stemmatic rela-
tionships Leitfehler or “indicative errors,” defined as “errors which can be util-
ized to make stemmatic inferences” (Maas 1985: 42-45, quote from p. 42). As
West emphasizes, these are secondary readings unlikely to have been produced
independently in different textual traditions. Hence, not all errors may serve as
indicative errors. For example, many types of accidental error (including graphic
confusion, word misdivision, haplographies, and other common types) are
generally weak candidates for indicative errors because they are commonly pro-
duced in different texts independently. One requires distinctive errors in order to
construct a reliable textual history.

Where indicative errors are shared by two texts, they serve as “conjunctive
errors,” indicating a degree of filiation between the texts. Where indicative
errors are not shared, they serve as “separative errors,” distinguishing different
branches of the textual stemma (Maas 1958: 42-43). It is also common to find
cross-contamination or “horizontal transmission” of readings, where one text
has been revised by readings from a text in a different branch of the stemma
(West 1973: 14, 38). The possibility of horizontal transmission complicates the
use of indicative errors because, in any given case, the stemmatic relationship
indicated may be horizontal rather than vertical. This is a major methodological
problem for some works (e.g., Eusebius’s Ecclesiastica Historia) for which the
majority of manuscripts have been affected by horizontal transmission (Kenney
1974: 138-39). A degree of horizontal transmission is indicated by the pattern
of indicative errors in S, as we will see later.

The major alternative to the use of indicative errors to determine textual rela-
tionships is the statistical method, whereby one catalogues all agreements and
disagreements among texts, irrespective of whether the readings are primary or
secondary (see West 1973: 46-47; Metzger 1992: 163-69; Polak 1992). The
advantage of this approach is the elimination of the subjective element in
adjudicating between primary and secondary readings. All variants are counted,
and a statistical profile is generated for the percentages of agreements and dis-
agreements among texts. Although the statistical method may have some
advantages over the genealogical method (primarily in its promise of objec-

tivity), it also has some serious flaws. West observes:
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The trouble with this kind of analysis is that it is not clear what useful conclusions
can be drawn from it. Two manuscripts may be grouped together just because they
show no particular tendency to agree with any manuscript more than any other, in
other words because they are equally promiscuous, even if they have no special
similarity with each other textually. In some cases it is evident that the taxa reflect
real affinity-groups, in others it does not. (1973: 47)

Tov has recently expressed a similar criticism of a statistical method that counts
all agreements and disagreements equally:

While in the past I was more inclined to give equal importance to agreements and
disagreements, claiming that MSS cannot be closely related if they both agree and
disagree much, I recently started to realize that two MSS can be closely related even
if they disagree much. After all, in the putative stemma of the MSS there is room for
differing readings if they occurred after the point at which the two sources separated
from each other. (Tov 1992¢: 19)

The chief problem with the statistical method is that it doesn’t necessarily
indicate textual filiation. The degree of relatedness may be obscured by statistics
as much as clarified by them. Unique readings, in particular, are largely
irrelevant for establishing filiation; as Tov notes, they occur after the point of
branching from the closest allied text. Chiesa rightly emphasizes this point: “in
order to prove the existence of a connection between two witnesses one has to
discover at least one both monogenetic and one disjunctive error. The lectiones
singulares, the unique readings, have no weight at all” (1992a: 267).

We may conclude that where massive horizontal transmission is unlikely and
indicative errors are identifiable, the genealogical method is preferable to the
statistical method. For constructing a textual history, the identification and anal-
ysis of indicative errors provide the best available method.

In recent work on the textual history of the Hebrew Bible, particularly that
on the affinities of the Qumran biblical manuscripts, one finds advocates for
both the genealogical and statistical methods of textual history and for eclectic
mixtures of the two. In three important discussions of method presented at the
Madrid Qumran Congress, Cross (1992), Tov (1992c), and Chiesa (1992a) pre-
sented converging arguments in favor of the genealogical method and the
analytic priority of indicative errors. Cross draws an analogy from modern
genetics:

Manuscripts have bad genes and good genes. Bad genes are secondary or corrupt

readings which have been introduced into a manuscript by a scribe and copied and

recopied by scribes in his vicinity or who otherwise had access to his manuscript or

one of its descendants. A cluster or long list of bad genes—secondary readings and
errors—held in common by two manuscripts require filiation as an explanation. . . .
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Both good genes and bad genes have significance in writing the history of the text.
However, primary data for establishing filiation is the sharing of a significant group
of bad genes. (1992: 7, 8)

Tov notes that his current position essentially agrees with Cross’s (1992¢: 18-
19), and Chiesa gives some valuable background on the history of this method
and its application to biblical texts (1992a: 266-67).

This methodological position represents a departure from the primarily
statistical methods used by Cross and Tov in earlier work, where they list
statistics for all agreements and disagreements among the texts in order to infer
relationships (e.g., Tov 1982: 21-22; Cross 1955: 171-72; 1995: 132-37
[unchanged from 1961 ed.]). Their recent emphasis on indicative errors and
clusters of errors represents a methodological advance on this statistical
approach. One notable result of their mutual refinement of method is that they
now agree on the textual affinity of 4QSam? and G, an issue of long contention
(Cross 1992: 6-7; Tov 1992b: 19; Tov 1992c¢: 30-33).

There remain advocates for the statistical method. Polak (1992) has made a
thorough statistical analysis of the portions of Exodus, Leviticus, and Samuel
that coincide with 4QpaleoExodP, 11QpaleoLev, and 4QSam?. While I am
unable to follow (or fully comprehend) the details of his statistical method, I
would note that his attention to shared secondary readings in order to establish
textual relationships makes his an eclectic method, incorporating aspects of
“objective” statistical analysis and “subjective” genealogical analysis (1992:
256-57, 264-65). Davila (1993) has made a statistical analysis of the portions of
Genesis and Exodus for which there are 4Q manuscripts, though he, too, distin-
guishes between agreements in primary and secondary readings and hence uses
an eclectic method. In both cases, their method fails to discriminate among the
secondary readings for indicative errors. As Chiesa rightly emphasizes, “In tex-
tual criticism what matters is not the number of agreements and disagreements
between the various witnesses, but the nature of their variant readings and/or
errors” (1992a: 267).

In the light of these methodological considerations, I propose to analyze a
sizeable and clearly delineated set of indicative errors in Genesis 1-11 in order
to ascertain the textual relationships among the versions. The most distinctive
and abundant readings suitable for this task are the harmonizations (see chapter
5) and the chronological revisions (see chapter 4). Both of these groups of data
consist of secondary readings with a strong claim to be indicative errors.
Although some of the shared harmonizations or shared chronological revisions
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may have been produced independently, most seem sufficiently distinctive to be
classified as indicative errors, suitable for making stemmatic inferences. In view
of the possibility that a given error might not be indicative, I will proceed by
analyzing the shared clusters of indicative errors in order to establish textual
filiation.

6.2 STEMMATIC RELATIONSHIPS

The data for indicative errors among the harmonizations in Genesis 1-11 are as
follows (compiled from §5.2-5):

M S 6 instances
M = G O instances
S = G 13 instances

I

The figure for S = G includes the series of shared pluses in Gen 11:11-25 (+
n»*1) as one error. If one were to count each repetition of this plus, the total
would be 20 shared indicative errors for S and G.

These data indicate strongly that M and G belong to distinct branches of the
textual stemma, with no shared indicative errors in this set. In contrast, the data
indicate that S has affinities to both M and G, though the affinities to G are more
pronounced (by a ratio of roughly two to one).

The stemmatic data for S require one of the following historical scenarios:

1. A common hyparchetype with M and horizontal transmission of readings
from proto-G text(s).

2. A common hyparchetype with G and horizontal transmission of readings
from proto-M text(s).

3. No common hyparchetype; derivation by horizontal transmission from
proto-M and proto-G texts.

4. No common hyparchetype; derivation from proto-M text(s) and horizon-
tal transmission of readings from proto-G text(s).

5. No shared hyparchetype; derivation from proto-G text(s) and horizontal
transmission of readings from proto-M text(s).

On the basis of the data from the harmonizations, it is impossible to prefer one
scenario to another.

The data from the editorial revisions of the chronologies in Genesis 5 and 11
allow us to refine this analysis. The data for indicative errors among the chrono-
logical revisions in Genesis 5 and 11 are as follows (compiled from §4.2-3):
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M = § 0 instances
M = G O instances
S = G 7 instances

The figure for S = G consists of the seven shared secondary readings for the
postdiluvian b’s (age at birth of son) from Arpachshad to Nahor. The agreements
in this series are sufficiently distinctive, particularly in the shared change in
revision for Nahor (see §4.4), to be likely candidates for indicative errors. The
figure for M = G excludes the agreements of M and G for Jared’s b and r; as
argued previously (§4.2), these numbers are probably the result of independent
strategies of revision and therefore have no stemmatic value.

The conjunction in seven instances of chronological revision for S and G,
plausibly indicating a common source, does not in itself alter the implications
derived from the data for harmonizations. But the results from our analysis of
the chronological revisions in Genesis 5 and 11 (§4.4) make it possible to refine
the historical picture and to limit the stemmatic possibilities. In view of the three
distinctive, systematic revisions of these chronologies, it is reasonable to con-
clude that M, S, and G in Genesis are representatives of three distinct recen-
sions. Further, the seven shared revisions in S and G suggest the possibilitiy of a
common hyparchetype for the proto-S and proto-G recensions. The demonstra-
tion that each revision has its own internal consistency and cannot be derived
from either of the others (with the provision of a possible hyparchetype for the
seven shared revisions in S and G) eliminates scenarios 3, 4, and 5 from the pos-
sible histories of proto-S. The chronological revisions in S are revisions of a text
akin to the archetype and not revisions of the revisions in proto-M or proto-G.

Having excluded scenarios 3, 4, and 5 from the stemmatic possibilities, we
turn to the relative merits of scenarios 1 and 2. One possibility, suggested by
Klein (1974a: 257-58), is that the seven chronological revisions shared by S and
G are attributable to a common ancestor and that the other systematic revisions
in proto-S and proto-G are subsequent (and independent) recensional layers. This
proposal is consistent with scenario 2. In this case, the indicative errors shared
by S and M would be attributable to horizontal transmission, in which readings
from proto-M text(s) were inserted into proto-S text(s) sometime during the his-
tories of these two recensions. However, as noted before, this series of shared
secondary readings may be too slim a basis on which to base such a solution.
One would like more data to posit with confidence a common hyparchetype for
G and S.

The plausibility of scenario 2 has been argued by many scholars, beginning
with Gesenius’s De Pentateuchi Samaritani in 1815 (see Waltke 1970: 228-32;
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1992: 934; Tov 1981: 268-71). Since the discovery of the Qumran biblical man-
uscripts several scholars (esp. Cross, Waltke, Purvis, and Jastram) have
defended this hypothesis. The best data come from 4QExod® and 4QNumb,
which have affinities of varying degrees with G and S. Cross has argued that
these two manuscripts stem from old Palestinian texts that were common
ancestors of S and G (Cross 1964: 287; 1966: 84 n. 15). Although this position
has yet to be fully detailed (see the recent editions of these two texts in DJD 12),
this possibility for other books of the Pentateuch complements the possibility of
a hyparchetype for proto-S and proto-G in Genesis.

Some other data relevant to this issue come from the chronologies in Jub. As
noted before (§4.2-3), Jub has close affinities with S in Genesis 5 and shares the
plus of Kenan II with G in Genesis 11. The hypothesis of a hyparchetype for
proto-S and proto-G would make sense of this situation in Jub. It is possible that
Jub preserves readings from a text descended from the proto-S hyparchetype that
still preserved the old Palestinian plus of Kenan II. But there are also other pos-
sible histories that would explain the affinities of Jub (see later).

Although a clear picture of the textual history of the proto-S recension of
Genesis remains underdetermined by the data, we have found some plausible
reasons to prefer scenario 2. The horizontal transmission of readings from proto-
M texts is historically plausible, as there is evidence for such horizontal trans-
mission in the revisions of G toward proto-M texts in the first century B.C.E.
and later (see Tov 1992a: 143-45; and §4.2 for Josephus). In a recent study of
4QNumb, Jastram characterizes the extent of such horizontal transmission of
readings:

Though there is some evidence that the Samaritan text was revised toward the

Masoretic at some point in its history, the evidence also shows that it was not revised

toward the Masoretic text in such a way that its longer readings were excised. The

Samaritan text, even after revision, still contained the major interpolations for which

it is known. (1992: 180)

Revisions toward proto-M may have concentrated on small differences rather
than large and were more likely sporadic than systematic.

Davila (1993) argues that M and S of Genesis belong to the same text-type, a
position consistent with scenario 1. But his eclectic statistical method does not
identify indicative errors and does not distinguish between vertical and horizon-
tal transmission, and it is difficult to see how his method can be used to distin-
guish between scenarios 1 and 2. Moreover, his textual data do not include the
chronologies in Genesis S and 11, in that Qumran manuscripts are lacking for
these chapters. These are the chapters that establish most clearly the different
recensional histories of M and S.
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Figure 6-1: Stemmatic Model for Genesis 1-11

In adjudicating between scenarios 1 and 2 for the textual history of S in
Genesis 1-11, it is reasonable to prefer scenario 2. Certainty is not possible, but
there are more and better arguments for this scenario, given the parameters set
by the pattern of indicative errors analyzed previously.

A plausible stemma for Genesis 1-11 may therefore be sketched, bearing in
mind a residue of uncertainty (figure 6-1). Like all textual stemma, this one
represents “a ‘servicable’ stemmatic relationship, meaning ‘not necessarily his-
torically exact’” (West 1973: 39). Although the reality was probably more com-
plex, this is a minimal schema that plausibly represents parts of the reality. This
is not history as it really happened but a model for history, a minimalist geneal-
ogy of errors.

There is at least one area in this stemma that is certain to have been more
complex in history, that is, the cul-de-sac area between S, G, and the old Pales-
tinian hyparchetype. Although we do not at present have evidence for more than
two hyparchetypes at this level, texts such as Jub and LAB suggest the possibil-
ity of other branchings and occasions for horizontal transmission. The textual
affinities of Jub have been the subject of two important studies by VanderKam
(1977 and 1988), in which he notes the abundant affinities of Jub with both S
and G. He has argued that “if there was a Palestinian family of texts of which
the LXX and Sam are two representatives and Jubilees a third, then it must have
been a very loose conglomeration of divergent texts” (1988: 84). I would differ
with VanderKam’s emphasis on unique readings and his primarily statistical
method (see §6.1), but the picture of many Palestinian texts in circulation in the
Second Temple period with varying degrees of affinity to S and G is very
plausible. Horizontal transmission is always a factor where texts of different
ancestry are in close proximity. As Cross emphasizes: “Recensionally distinct
texts are fragile creations; one text, coming in contact with another, immediately
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dissolves into a mixed text. One set of corrections and centuries of development
are destroyed in a twinkling” (1964: 299). There are doubtless more branchings
and horizontal transmissions than we can document from the present state of the
data. But I suspect that they would more likely fill in and complicate this
stemma than erase it.

6.3 AFTER 70: RABBINIC-M AND THE MINOR VERSIONS

Among the Qumran texts, 4QGenP is our closest exemplar to the proto-M text(s)
chosen by the Pharisees cum Rabbis to be their canonical Genesis. Of the
roughly 300 words preserved in 4QGenP, the consonantal text fits squarely
within the minimal range of variation among our major M manuscripts (see
§7.4). There are two orthographic variants among the major M manuscripts for
these readings, and in both cases 4QGen? agrees with one or more M texts:

1:15 nR®Y 4QGen® V ] nTIRDY C3 L
1:21 W 4QGen® C3L |7y V

Sometime, somewhere, a Genesis text closely related to 4QGenP became the
canonical text for rabbinic Judaism, the hyparchetype of all medieval texts of M.
Concerning the circumstances of this choice, we are wholly ignorant (see
Albrektson 1978; Goshen-Gottstein 1992b: 208-9), though it may be significant
that all the biblical manuscripts found at other Dead Sea sites—including Genesis
manuscripts from Murabba‘at (DJD 2: 75-77) and thereabouts (Burchard 1966
[= Sdeir 1]; Puech 1980 [= Mur?])—are rabbinic-M texts.

We may infer something of the textual history of Genesis after the rise of
rabbinic-M by attention to the testimony of the minor versions, Tgs, Syr, and
Vg. We do not know the precise time when the archetypes of the Tgs and Syr
were made (ca. first to second centuries C.E.; see Kaufman 1994; Brock 1992b:
794), but it is significant that many non-rabbinic-M readings are preserved in
these versions. We do know when Jerome made his Vg translation of Genesis
(ca. 400 C.E.), and numerous non-rabbinic-M readings are preserved in his work
also. The data for the harmonizations in the minor versions of Genesis 1-11 that
are shared with either S or G are as follows (compiled from §5.2-5):

TgO 3 instances

TgN 7 instances, including 2 from TgN(mg)

Tg! 5 instances

Syr 20 instances

Vg 10 instances
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In numerous instances, the harmonization in S, G, or both is shared by more
than one of the minor versions or by a minor version and an ancillary source.
These instances of multiple agreements are significant, as the chance reproduc-
tion of such readings is minimal. Clustered agreements in harmonizations occur
in the following 13 cases:

Gen2:4 DM YR M ] PRI 0w S TgN Syr Vg; PRI DRI 09w X G
(Tov ovpavov kar ™y yyv)

Gen 2:18 WYX 4QGenP? M S | WY1 G (mopowper) Vg Jub 3:4
Gen 2:23 WXn M ] 7w°RD S G (ex Tov awdpoc avrye) TgO Jub 3:6

Gen 2:24 "M M G (goovran) | + O°W G (o dvo) TgP Syr Vg sim S (oM
DIYn)

Gen4:25 N 1°M S G (Z96) ] + XY G (Aeyovor) Vg sim TgONme)I

Gen7:2 MR WX 1-2° M ] 12p31 701 1-2° S G (apoey kaw fnhv) TgOP
Syr Vg

Gen7:2 O3 MS G (vo) ] + 0°3 S G (dvo) Syr Vg

Gen7:3 DM M S G (rov ovpavov) | + 101 S G (Twv kabapwy) Syr™ss
LAB 3:4

Gen 7:13 ONR M S ] 10X G (uer” awrov) TgN™mel Syr

Gen 7:20 DM M S G (7a 0pn) 1 + 8°7237 G (7 vymAa) Syr™ss Jub 5:26

Gen 8:19 MM M S G (1o fypucr) 1 + 79727 %31 G (ke wawrar T k799m)
Syr Vg

Gen 8:21 Ty %5p% M 1 99p% W S G (e7t 7ov karapacacbor) Syr Vg

Gen 9:14 NP M S | "N G (10 Tokov pov) Vg LAB 3:12

In most of these instances, we can reasonably infer that the minor versions were
translating Hebrew texts with non-rabbinic-M readings. There are other such
instances in which the minor versions share readings with S or G against M, but
those on this list are particularly notable as clusters of shared errors.

We may conclude that the history of non-rabbinic-M texts did not end at 70
C.E. (allowing, of course, for the persistence of S and G in their respective com-
munities). Texts with varying affinities continued to circulate in the following
generations, and their traces remain visible in numerous readings in the minor
versions (for other examples, see Hendel, in press; Kedar 1988: 322). Other
faint traces may survive in rabbinic exegetical literature (see Maori 1992). The
survival of such texts is not historically surprising because rabbinic Judaism
spread slowly after 70 C.E., attaining political and social dominance in Judea
only in the third century C.E. or later. Synagogues, where Torah scrolls were
read, may have come under rabbinic control as late as the seventh century C.E.
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(Cohen 1987: 221-24). In view of this historical process, it is not surprising that
some biblical texts preserved old readings that varied from rabbinic-M.

6.4 EXCURSUS: THE VOCALIZATION OF na0on

The textual history of Genesis before the printing press era comes to completion
with the work of the Tiberian Masoretes, who perfected a system for the
vocalization and annotation of the biblical text (ca. 7th to 10th centuries C.E.).
The traditional Hebrew text, M, owes its name to the 7007 *9Va, “Masters of
the (textual) tradition.” Perhaps ironically, scholars still disagree on the spelling
and vocalization of the word NI0R, from which comes the name of the text.
Sometimes M is the “Masoretic” text, from N70R; sometimes it is the
“Massoretic” text, from n-_g_‘a?g (for surveys of this issue, see Mulder 1988a:
105-6; Dotan 1971: 1418-19; Roberts 1951: 40-42). While the difference of ©_
versus ©_ in these words may seem inconsequential, the labors of the *®¥2
N1ONT were often over just such minutiae, and attention to this detail may there-
fore be fitting tribute to their work.

Wilhelm Bacher argued more than a century ago that “the pronunciation
N73OM has no historical justification” (1891: 790). Bacher’s argument is com-
pelling, though it has not been widely adopted. In the following, I will reformu-
late and refine his position and reexamine the relevant data.

In Rabbinic Hebrew, N0 (usually plene N10n) means “tradition.” The
most famous example, and one of the earliest, is M. ’Abor 3.13, X°0 nN7OH
1705, “Tradition is a fence around the Torah.” This saying, attributed to Rabbi
‘Aqiba, is a response to one of the leitmotifs of the tractate, the saying of the
Men of the Great Synagogue in M. Abor 1.1, 7m0% 10 WY, “Make a fence
around the Torah.” Both sayings, in turn, implicitly refer to the authoritative
exegetical traditions, which extend in an unbroken line back to Moses and Sinai
(M. °Abor 1.1): 710m1 *°0m 7710 P3P WM, “Moses received the Torah from
Sinai and transmitted it . . .” The verb “transmit, hand down” is 0% (for the
semantic history of this verb, see Ben-Hayyim 1965: 211-13). Clearly, accord-
ing to the logic of the tractate, the noun N70% refers to that which has been
transmitted (10%) from Moses and Sinai (cf. Neusner 1994: 674-75). The same
meaning for 107 is found in Qumran Hebrew, as in the intriguing parallel to M.
’Abot 1.1 in the Damascus Document (CD 3.3), where Abraham transmits God’s
commandments to his heirs, 3pY*71 P2 1OMM, “he transmitted [God’s com-
mandments] to Isaac and Jacob.”

The grammatical question concerning N70M in this context is not its meaning,
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which is unambiguous, but its form. There are many nominal patterns available
for a noun related to the Qal verb 707, The pattern gatolet is not one of them,
however, as it is the pattern for the infinitive absolute, and the pattern gattolet is
exceedingly rare (only N9%3, N3, NI in Biblical Hebrew) and is unproduc-
tive in postbiblical Hebrew (Bacher 1891: 788 n. 1). What possible reason could
there be for “tradition” to be written N70%?

The only plausible reason is that there was a noun already of this form that
was taken to mean “tradition.” This noun is N0 in Ezek 20:37, a hapax
legomenon. The sentence reads (with Masoretic vocalization), O2AR °*NRIM
N33 N7on2. Translations of this sentence vary. Greenberg renders it “I will
lead you into the obligation of the covenant,” which is almost certainly correct
(1983a: 362; 1983b: 38-41). The form of the noun NOM is explicable by a
derivation from /70K, “to bind,” with the attenuation of the X and com-
pensatory lengthening of the preceding vowel. Hence, the development of the
form is *ma’soret = masoret, from the nominal pattern magrolet. (There are
seven other nouns of this pattern in the Hebrew Bible; see JM §88Lj.) This
analysis has been accepted by many grammarians from the 10th century C.E. to
the present (Greenberg 1983b: 38-39). For most Jewish readers, however, this
word was thought to mean “tradition.” The Theodotionic revision of G trans-
lates NION as wapadiost, “tradition.” (Compare Aquila, who literalistically or
etymologically translates as Seouoic, “bonds.” Targum Jonathan and Rashi
also concur in understanding this word in Ezekiel as “tradition.” Because there
is no dissenting view in rabbinic literature, the concurrence of Theodotion, the
Targum, and Rashi indicates that the standard view in rabbinic Judaism was that
non in Ezek 20:37 meant “tradition.” Bacher states this argument clearly: “the
Targum, when it is unopposed by any other explanation in the literature of tradi-
tion, is sufficiently convincing, expecially as its translation is supported by
Theodotion, and as Rashi gives evidence for the maintenance of the traditional
view” (1891: 788).

The key question is whether the NM0™7 *7¥3 of Tiberias believed that N10»
in Ezek 20:37 meant “tradition.” From the vocalization of N70®, we may infer
an etymology from /70X, thereby accounting for the peculiar form. But even if
from /10K, could it still be taken to mean “tradition”? Greenberg has noted a
saying in the Talmud that in two instances uses the word N10" and in two others
uses the word 11¥12®, “oath” (1983b: 40). He uses this case of synonymity to
argue that N0 may be read here as “oath,” as is its probable original meaning
in Ezek 20:37. But it is probably more likely that this synonymity indicates that

)

nMon as “tradition” could also be taken as “binding tradition,” and therefore
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1YY, “oath,” could be a natural alternative. The semantic range indicated by
this synonymity suggests that N70% in Ezek 20:37 could easily be derived from
10X, as the vocalization indicates, and still be semantically informed by 10%, as
the use of the word in rabbinic Judaism indicates.

We are therefore warranted to conclude that N07 is the Masoretic vocaliza-
tion of the noun NM0M, meaning “tradition,” with the extended meanings
“binding, authoritative tradition” and “(Masoretic) textual tradition.” There is
no evidence before the 17th century for any other vocalization of N70n, and
reason enough to believe that the Masoretes, like their peers, read the phrase
N2 N70» in Ezek 20:37 as “tradition of the covenant™ or the like. To posit an
unrelated noun N0R meaning “tradition,” from /107, has no linguistic or his-
torical basis, as Bacher pointed out. It is linguistically preferable, and far more
economical, to see N0 in Ezek 20:37 as the parent of the Rabbinic Hebrew
non, “tradition” (which was understood to be related to /10 by synchronic
reanalysis), rather than to separate the two and derive the latter from an
unproductive nominal pattern in postbiblical Hebrew.

Etymology does not restrict semantic development in Hebrew words. As Barr
observes regarding the vocabulary of Qumran Hebrew, “we find old words of
the Bible, probably long archaic, reused with senses which have come to be
attached to them through exegetical tradition” (1989b: 90). Once we allow for
this process of exegetical cum semantic development, the etymological objection
to Bacher’s argument vanishes (pace GKC §3b n. 1; GKB 1. §3d; M §16 n. 2).

The linguistic and historical evidence suggests that the Masoretic vocaliza-
tion of N0 is given in Ezek 20:37. In M, the word is vocalized N70R. There is
no cogent reason to think that this was not the noun for “tradition” at the time of
the N0Mi1 *5y3. These textual scholars were therefore the n7ona ’?}_{:_1, and their
biblical version (M) is the Masoretic text.
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Part I

Critical Edition
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And when you teach your son,
teach him from a corrected scroll.

B. Talmud, Pesahim 112a
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CHAPTER SEVEN

Introduction to the Critical Edition

7.1 RATIONALE FOR A CRITICAL (ECLECTIC) EDITION

Outside the field of Hebrew Bible, there is little doubt concerning the purpose of
textual criticism. Maas states unequivocally, “The business of textual criticism is
to produce a text as close as possible to the original (constitutio textus)” (1958:
1). The current article in the Encyclopaedia Britannica begins, “The technique
of restoring texts as nearly as possible to their original form is called textual
criticism” (Kenney 1992: 614). The production of critical texts by means of the
analysis of manuscripts, the adjudication among variant readings, and, when
necessary, the reconstruction or conjecture of better or original readings is the
purpose of textual criticism. Aside from this goal, there is little justification for
the labors of the textual critic.

In the field of the textual criticism of the Hebrew Bible, few scholars adhere
to this goal. The exceptions are notable. Against Goshen-Gottstein’s claim that
“the reconstruction of the Urtext is not the supreme goal” (1965: 12), Cross con-
tends that “the supreme goal, or rather the only goal of textual criticism is the
reconstruction of the Urtext, however slowly or cautiously we may be required
to move forward in its pursuit” (1979: 51). More recently, Borbone (1990) and
Chiesa (1992a and 1992b) have reiterated this position. Yet, such statements are
uncommon. More often, one finds that the critic’s aim is to produce diplomatic
editions of M, as is the case for BHS (and its future replacement, BHQ), HUBP,
and other projects. For the massive HUBP edition, Goshen-Gottstein states that
the object is “to present nothing but the facts” (1965: 7). This is a curiously
positivistic goal for an activity that calls itself criticism, which by definition
involves making judgments in evaluating the evidence. A critic, from Greek
kptTLkég, 1s one “able to discern and decide.” The textual critic is one who
exercises an educated judgment concerning the textual data, not an antiquarian
collector presenting the reader with a bewildering plethora of “facts.”

109
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In his Textual Criticism of the Hebrew Bible, Tov presents a detailed con-
sideration of the theoretical and practical problems involved in making fully
critical editions of the Hebrew Bible. Tov admits that “textual criticism aims at
the ‘original’ form of the biblical books” (1992a: 288), defining the original
form for this purpose as “the copy (or textual tradition) that contained the fin-
ished literary product and which stood at the beginning of the process of textual
transmission” (1992a: 171). He qualifies this aim as follows: “Even if this aim
can be accomplished in only a few details, it would at least appear to be correct
on a theoretical level, and must therefore be adhered to” (1992a: 180). Thus far,
Tov is in agreement with the goals and procedures of textual criticism generally,
namely, “textual critics aim at establishing critical or eclectic editions of texts”
(Tov 1992a: 289).

But Tov further claims that there is an essential difference in the textual
criticism of the Hebrew Bible, precluding the production of fully critical texts
and editions. He gives both theoretical and practical reasons for this unique
situation:

It is evident that the textual criticism of the Hebrew Bible differs from the textual

criticism of other compositions, for there have been relatively few attempts to

reconstruct the original text of a biblical book, for theoretical as well as practical
reasons: the Hebrew Vorlage of the ancient translations cannot be reconstructed
satisfactorily, and often it is impossible to make a decision with regard to the
originality of readings. Because of these problems, most of the existing critical edi-
tions are diplomatic. . . . In these diplomatic editions the exegete should not expect
to find a finished product comprising the conclusions of text-critical scholars, but
rather, the raw materials which will aid him to form his own opinion based upon the
available textual evidence. (1992a: 289)
Let us examine these reasons individually.

First, Tov observes that there have been relatively few attempts to make fully
critical editions of biblical texts. This historical fact does seem to make the
Hebrew Bible unique among ancient texts. A notable exception is Borbone’s
recent edition of Hosea (1990), in which he admirably carries out the text-
critical task for this textually challenged book. Tov notes, however, that most

”

modern commentaries include a “virtual” critical text in their translations and
notes and that numerous scholars have produced critical texts for individual units
or pericopes of the Hebrew Bible (1992a: 372 n. 2). The exceptions to the rule
are therefore sufficiently numerous to raise doubts about its necessity or
desirability. Cross accounts for the lack of work in this area to “the prestige of
the textus receptus” and, more important, to “the inertia which slows scholars

from changing methods . . . which have grown habitual in their scholarly prac-
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tice” (1979: 50). In other words, the fact that critical editions have not been
made in great number in the past does not mean that this situation is warranted.
In light of the availability of the Qumran manuscripts and the important meth-
odological advances made in the field in recent decades, one could easily argue
that the production of critical texts is a glaring desideratum in the field.

Second, Tov gives as the theoretical reason for this state of affairs: “the
Hebrew Vorlage of the ancient translations cannot be reconstructed satisfac-
torily.” It may be somewhat ironic that this statement comes from Tov’s pen, for
he has been instrumental in the formulation of sound procedures for the
reconstruction of the Vorlage of G in books where the translation technique is
sufficiently literal to permit such reconstruction (see 1981 and most recently
1992b). As long as one adheres to the methodological prescriptions and cautions
propounded by Tov, one is warranted to examine G as a source for authentic
textual variants. And, as Tov has shown extensively, in many instances this can
be done satisfactorily. This theoretical difficulty, therefore, which may have
been profound in the pre-Qumran era, has been clarified to the point that it has
become part of the task of textual criticism, not an insoluble problem that neces-
sarily precludes that task.

Third, Tov gives a practical obstacle for the production of critical texts:
“often it is impossible to make a decision with regard to the originality of read-
ings.” This is true. But I would note that this is the case for any ancient work,
whether Homer, Sophocles, the New Testament, or Genesis. The difficulty of
adjudicating among variant readings is, in its very essence, the difficulty of tex-
tual criticism. That is why it is called textual criticism and not textual inventory.
Textual criticism involves “the necessity of judging variant readings and forms
of a text on their intrinsic merits in the light of the information available” (Ken-
ney 1992: 619). Where a decision on the basis of intrinsic merits is impossible,
the critic as a general rule may prefer the reading that has the best extrinsic
merit, that is, the reading from the best manuscript. We have shown that in the
case of Genesis this is M. I have argued previously that where a reasonable deci-
sion cannot be made, the M reading is the prudent default position (see §1.2).
Reynolds and Wilson nicely articulate this principle, along with an apt definition
of “best manuscript”: “Since the best manuscript is that which gives the greatest
number of correct readings in passages where there are rational grounds for deci-
sion, it is more likely than the others to give the correct reading in passages
where no such grounds exist” (1974: 195). Instances where a decision is impos-
sible are not unique to the textual criticism of the Hebrew Bible. A textual critic
learns to deal prudently with these situations.
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I have pointed out some of the chief deficiencies in the reasons—historical,
theoretical, and practical—adduced by Tov to justify the view that “textual
criticism of the Hebrew Bible differs from the textual criticism of other com-
positions” when it comes to the production of critical texts and editions. Chiesa
is quite right to insist that “it seems quite unnecessary to postulate an ad hoc
status for the Biblical writings alone” (1992a: 265). It may be relatively harder
to produce critical texts for the Hebrew Bible than for the New Testament or
Homer, in part because of the limitations involved in retroverting G, but, in
books where G has a reliably literal translation technique, the degree of diffi-
culty is within our means.

Some books of the Hebrew Bible are more amenable to the production of
critical texts than others. The books of the Pentateuch have the greatest abun-
dance of textual resources, given the reliability of the G translation technique
and the existence of S. The Qumran texts in the Pentateuch are valuable not only
in themselves but in the light they shed on the textual value of S and G. The
minor versions and ancillary sources are also valuable in the Pentateuch, particu-
larly for corroborating variants in S and G. In other parts of the Hebrew Bible,
the textual resources are not as rich, and the problems for producing critical
texts and editions are relatively greater.

In light of the increase of evidence and the advances in method in the post-
Qumran era, Cross observes that “many barriers hindering the practice of a gen-
uine eclectic criticism have fallen in our day” (1979: 51). Fully critical editions,
by which I mean critical texts with critical apparatuses that document the judg-
ments made in constituting the text, are justifiable and desirable for books of the
Hebrew Bible, particularly for Genesis and the other Pentateuchal books. Many
scholars will continue to follow the view that “the student of the Bible text must
be content to deal with facts” (Goshen-Gottstein 1992b: 206). Genuine textual
criticism of the Hebrew Bible must discriminate among the facts, which implies
(by definition) the production of fully critical editions.

7.2 THE CRITICAL TEXT

Wevers nicely defines the nature of a critical text is his comments on his edition
of G: “The printing of a critical text . . . is the presentation by an editor after
weighing all the textual evidence at his disposal of the earliest reconstruction of
the text possible, an approximation to the original insofar as that is reasonable”
(1974: 186). The concept of the “original,” of which the critical text is an ap-
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proximation, requires some careful unpacking. An allied concept, necessary for
delimiting the textual nature of the “original,” is the “archetype.”

The archetype is the “earliest inferable textual state” (Kenney 1992: 616). As
Tov notes, there is always a “possibility of a large interval of time between the
date of the archetype, reconstructed from the existing evidence, and the original
composition” (1992a: 167). The archetype of Genesis is the state of the text that
we try to infer by adjudicating among the variants of the extant versions. But
sometimes the archetype does not preserve the readings of the original. Where
this is detectable, one can resort only to conjecture to cure the error and approxi-
mate the original. In the critical text presented here I have adopted diagnostic
conjectures, that is, readings not inferable from the existing readings, in two
places (at Gen 4:22 and 10:5). There are, no doubt, other places where the
archetype differs from the original, but these cases are either undetectable or
insufficiently strong to warrant diagnostic conjectures. There are probably in-
stances where a gloss or explicating plus exists in the archetype that was not in
the original (the explicating M7 in Gen 9:4 might be an example), but the
margin of uncertainty is sufficiently large that it is best to include these in the
critical text. The critical text, while it approximates the original, more nearly
approximates the archetype. It is impossible to say how close or distant the
archetype is to the original; by definition, we lack the textual data to tell. An
optimist would hope that the archetype of Genesis was a good text, itself approx-
imating the original.

Although the archetype 1s, in theory, achievable by text-critical methods, the
original is an ideal goal, which is to say that it is an abstract and logically
unachievable goal. As in the method of calculus, it is the limit toward which one
strives but never completely reaches. The critical text is an approximation of the
ideal, but it is never finished; it is necessarily a work in progress. As the Mish-
nah notes of Torah study generally: 7132 72X "]"?37 X, “it is not given to
you to complete the work” (M. ’Abor 2.20). This is clearly the case for the pro-
duction of critical texts.

The original—the ideal goal behind the critical text—is admirably defined by
Tov as “the copy (or textual tradition) that contained the finished literary prod-
uct and which stood at the beginning of the process of textual transmission”
(1992a: 171). Although, as Wellhausen noted, “it is difficult to find the bound-
ary where literary history ends and textual criticsm begins” (apud Albrektson
1994: 31), Tov’s definition serves well to pinpoint the historical situation at
which textual criticism aims. The original text, for the purpose of textual
criticism, is a text that once existed and that we attempt to reconstitute by
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removing the accumulation of scribal errors and changes. The critical text is a
“reconstruction of what no longer exists” (Kenney 1992: 614), which is to say
that it is a work of historical inquiry, guided by historical method.

In the case of the Hebrew Bible, the ideal of the original text is often compli-
cated by issues of canon. Barthélemy makes a distinction between literary
authenticity and canonical authenticity, the former belonging to the “original”
text and the latter belonging to “the most ancient text . . . that functioned as a
sacred book for a community” (1982: *77). Tov makes a comparable distinction
when he states that the aim is to reconstitute the original text, but in the form or
edition that was canonized in the Jewish Tanakh (1992a: 177-79). Although
such issues may be relevant in the books for which there are multiple editions
preserved among the textual versions, therefore requiring decisions about which
original text to reconstitute (see Ulrich 1992; Sanders 1991; Tov 1992a: 313-
49), these problems arguably do not bear on Genesis.

In fact, it may be possible to specify the point at which the original text of
Genesis emerges into view in literary and canonical form. With all the requisite
caveats concerning our understanding of the literary history of the Pentateuch, it
is arguable that the publication of the Pentateuch—that is, the point when it was
made public (and authoritative)—is narrated in Nehemiah 8 (see Fishbane 1985:
107-29; Williamson 1987: 90-98):

On the first day of the seventh month, Ezra the priest brought the Torah (77101) to
the congregation—the men, women, and all who could understand. He read it aloud
in the public square before the Water Gate from dawn to midday, to the men,
women, and those who could understand. The ears of all the people were attentive to
the Book of the Torah. (Neh 8:2-3)

Fishbane (1985: 108) notes that, given a few assumptions, the date for this event
can be specified as October 2, 458 B.C.E. While I would not press the point too
strongly, this event of the publication of the Torah to the people of Jerusalem
may serve as a literary approximation of the original text that no longer exists
but serves as our ideal for textual criticism. This is the biblical image of the text
that “contained the finished literary product and which stood at the beginning of
the process of textual transmission.” It is also canonically “the most ancient text
. . . that functioned as a sacred book for a community.” This is the picture of
what Freedman calls “the earliest Bible” (1987).

From the understanding of the nature of the archetype and the original text of
Genesis that [ have sketched, the status of the critical text as “an approximation
to the original insofar as that is reasonable” should be clear. Although it is con-
ventional to regard such a critical text as an “eclectic” text in that the readings
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adopted come from a variety of manuscripts, from a historical perspective it is
more correct to regard the manuscripts as eclectic and the critical text as an
attempt to reverse the eclectic agglomeration of primary and secondary readings.
As Borbone nicely observes in his critical edition of Hosea: “This text—except
of course for the erroneous evaluations of the writer, which the benevolent
reader can remedy using the apparatus—will be more certain and less ‘eclectic’
than the text of a single ms” (1990: 26).

In the critical text, I have retained the Masoretic vocalization for readings
preserved in M (see §7.4). Primary readings not in M are unvocalized, making
them easily recognizable. Other notations included in the critical text are para-
graph markers (from ms C3) and chapter and verse numbers. Masoretic accents
are not included in the critical text because of the technical limitations of my
computer software and the minimal pragmatic value of such variants (see
Goshen-Gottstein 1965: 42).

7.3 APPARATUS I: SIGNIFICANT TEXTUAL VARIANTS

Variants from the critical text are catalogued and commented upon in Apparatus
1, on the page facing the Hebrew text. Only significant variants are included. A
cursory comparison of M and S will show many more variations in spelling, in
the presence or absence of conjuctive -1 or the particle DR, and other minor tex-
tual changes. By limiting the variants listed, I am exercising editorial sub-
jectivity, but the alternative is to overwhelm the reader with minor variants. In
this choice, I am following the advice of Goshen-Gottstein in his discussion of
the textual data germane to a critical apparatus (1965: 23). As an additional limit
on the clutter of the apparatus, I have listed the testimony of the minor versions
only where they diverge from M (see §1.3). Hence, the default or unmarked
value for the minor versions is agreement with M. By use of this convention, the
apparatus is made less bulky with no loss of information.

Text-critical comments on the secondary reading(s) follow the semicolon.
The language of the comments is necessarily terse, but I have tried to make them
explanatory, not cryptic. Fuller discussions of many secondary readings are
found in part I, particularly in §2.2 (Gen 1:1-2:4), §3.2 (secondary readings in
M), and §4.2-3 (chronologies of Genesis 5 and 11). No apology is necessary for
including comments on the secondary readings, as this is the essence of the text-
critical task. Even Goshen-Gottstein, with his avowed purpose of producing a
critical edition that “present[s] nothing but the facts” (1965: 7), produced
apparatuses thoroughly informed by his text-critical judgment. Though he states
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that “the ‘comment’ is part of the fact-finding process” (1965: 25), it clearly
represents his evaluation of the facts, to the limited degree he allows himself.
The text-critical comments are in nuce the justification for the readings included
in the critical text. Hence, they are the core of the enterprise.

In the instances where the reading in the critical text is a reconstruction (see
§1.2), the reading is signaled in the apparatus by an asterisk *. Nine reconstruc-
tions are included in the critical text. Of these, four consist of a single letter (4:7
[3X]; 9:7), one consists of two letters (5:3), and four are numbers in the
chronologies (5:19, 26, 28, 30). There are also two diagnostic conjectures
included in the critical text (see §1.2), both widely accepted in the scholarly lit-
erature (4:22; 10:5). The two diagnostic conjectures are marked in the apparatus
and in the critical text by brackets < >.

The abbreviations and sigla used in Apparatus I have been selected from
those used in the DJD editions of biblical texts, the Gottingen Septuagint, the
HUBP, and Maas (1958). The format for the apparatus derives largely from the
DID style. Parentheses are used to enclose relevant data (such as the Greek of G)
following the siglum for that text. The only serious departure from these
standard works is my use of ordinary type for the abbreviations of the major and
minor versions. The major versions, M, S, G, and Q, are represented by
abbreviations of a single capital letter, and the minor versions, Tgs (Tg®, TgN,
Tgl; TgP = TgN + Tg'), Syr, and Vg, are represented by abbreviations of two
or three letters. The ancillary sources, Jub, Ant, and LAB, are represented by
abbreviations (or acronyms) of three letters. These typographical decisions lend
some clarity and order to the citation of the textual evidence and eliminate the
needless obscurity of Gothic letters and other sigla.

7.4 APPARATUS II: MASORETIC VARIANTS

Variants in spelling, punctuation, and vocalization among the major Masoretic
sources from the 10th and 11th centuries C.E. are catalogued in Apparatus II,
below the Hebrew text. Where the critical text diverges from M, the apparatus
still lists all variations among the Masoretic texts (e.g., at 4:18; 5:25, 26). Col-
lation of the major texts shows that the variations are minimal, limited almost
exclusively to plene versus defectiva spelling, the use or nonuse of dages, and
the use or nonuse of hatep vowels.

The use of Masoretic manuscripts in a critical text requires a somewhat dif-
ferent strategy than is available for the other major versions. As Orlinsky
observed, “There never was, and there never can be, a single fixed masoretic
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text of the Bible” (1966: xviii). The idea of a critical Masoretic text runs into
insuperable problems, such as the variations in dage§ and hatep vowels just
mentioned and in the differences in paragraphing among all the major Masoretic
manuscripts. The decision of the HUBP to use the Aleppo Codex as the best text
of M is also not available for Genesis; since the fire in the Aleppo synagogue in
1948, only a photograph of a page of Genesis remains (Wickes 1887: frontis-
piece).

For my Masoretic sources, I have collated all the available M manuscripts
dated to the 11th century C.E. and earlier as our oldest and best exemplars of the
Tiberian Masoretic tradition(s) (see the descriptions in Yeivin 1980: 12-30; Tov
1992a: 46-47). The manuscripts collated are:

C3  Cairo Pentateuch Codex, ca. 10th century C.E.

L St. Petersburg (formerly Leningrad) Codex, ca. 1009 C.E.

S Damascus (formerly Sassoon) Pentateuch Codex, ca. 10th century
C.E. (extant from Gen 9:26)

In addition, I have collated the printed edition of the Second Rabbinic Bible (V,
printed in Venice in 1524-25), from which derives the traditional textus receptus
(see Goshen-Gottstein 1992a: 221-26). According to Penkower’s dissertation,
this edition was “based upon Sephardic manuscripts that were close to the text of
the accurate Tiberian manuscripts such as L and A” (Tov 1992a: 78). I have also
included variants from the list of differences between Ben Asher (bA) and Ben
Naphtali (bN) compiled by Mishael Ben Uzziel in the 10th or early 11th century
(Lipschiitz 1962).

Where the Masoretic sources diverge, 1 have given preference to C3, a
recently rediscovered Pentateuch codex corrected and authorized by Mishael Ben
Uzziel (see Penkower 1988). In the absence of A in Genesis, C3 is probably our
best representative of the Ben Asher tradition. In that Mishael Ben Uzziel was a
Masoretic authority, I think it reasonable to accept this text as a close approxi-
mation to the Tiberian ideal. Where it is discernible, I have also included the
testimony of the original (uncorrected) text of C3, designated as C3P™; this text
shows affinities with the Ben Naphtali tradition (Penkower 1988: 69-72). The
corrected text of C3 is consistently close to A in the portions preserved in both
(Deut 28:17-34:12), although there are minor differences, most notably in the
Masorah and in the general nonuse of hatep vowels under nonguttural con-
sonants (Penkower 1988: 66-67).

To illustrate this minor difference, I have catalogued the variations in use of
hatep vowels among C3, L, S, and A in Gen 26:34-27:30 (the section of A
preserved in the photograph in Wickes 1887). The variants are found in the Piel
of \/brk:
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27:19 °107AanC3S]1JAL

27:23 WIMAMC3SLI1TA

27:27 WIMNC3S]IAL

27:29 791AMC3S]IAL
In these instances, C3 and S preserve the earlier system in which nongutturals
with vocal Sewa’ are not marked with a hatep vowel, whereas A (consistently)
and L (three out of four) reflect the more developed system (see Yeivin 1980:
282-84; but cf. Apparatus II at Gen 2:14). As a point of reference, the Cairo
Prophets Codex (C), pointed by Aaron Ben Asher’s father, Moshe, consistently
writes these forms with a simple Sewa’ (Yeivin 1968: 39).

Concerning the placement of furtive patah, C3 and L tend to place it under
the letter preceding the guttural where it is a mater lectionis, as in ¥ or 1Y,
but under the guttural where it is not, as in 173. This practice in C3 and L agrees
with that in A (Yeivin 1968: 21-22). In my edition, I have adopted the familiar
typographic convention of placing the furtive patah below the guttural.

Where C3 contains an obvious error, I have preferred the unanimous reading
of the other sources (note the superfluous dages in C3 of 8:9 and 8:10). Even
the best Masoretes made mistakes (note the superfluous dage§ in A of 5:18;
listed in Ofer 1989: 316). In the many areas of C3 with erasures and corrections,
the presence or absence of dages or magqep is often difficult to discern; hence,
my collation of these details is not exact.

For the designation of open (:IM1MND) and closed (11IN0) paragraphs in the
critical text, I have also followed C3. They are marked in C3 with often-
elaborate rectangular designs. I have indicated these divisions by a series of
squares with the type of paragraph division indicated in brackets, 00[9]00 or
oa[ojoo. Following the precedent of HUBP, I have not burdened the apparatus
with the numerous variations among the Masoretic manuscripts in paragraphing.
All of the major Masoretic manuscripts diverge, and no sound basis is available
for preferring one set to another (see Tov 1992a: 50-51).

The sigla for the Masoretic texts are from Yeivin (1980: 15-21; similarly
Tov 1992a: 46-47), and the format for Apparatus Il is generally drawn from the
Masoretic apparatus of HUBP. I have retained the well-entrenched siglum L for
the text still commonly called the Leningrad Codex or Leningradensis (cf.
Barthélemy [1992: vii-viii], who uses siglum F for Firkovitch). In deference to
recent history, I urge that textual critics refer to this important text by its correct
toponym, St. Petersburg, hence the St. Petersburg Bible Codex. This was its
designation for nearly half a century from its first description in 1875 (see Strack
1902: 728). Stalin renamed the city Leningrad in 1924 (it was Petrograd from
1914), but it is St. Petersburg once more.
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D™ 1° M S G (yuepaw) ] 0» 4QGen8 TgOP Syr; dittography (™) or prps
explication (@MY = “daytime”), cf 8:22

fin | + 12 *1"1 G (ko eyevero ovrog); transposed from v 7, harmonization
with 12 *1”M1 vv 9, 11, 15, 24, 30, cf v 3, cf below v 20

592" 4QGen®2 M S G (xkou diexwpiosr) 1 + 019X G (o Bsoc); expli-
cating plus

19 *1"1 4QGenb& M S ] om G; transposed to v 6

0w 4QGen®#e# M S G (ovpavor) 1 + 210 3 BMYR X1 G (xow etdew 0
fgoc o7 kahov); harmonizing plus with 2 *2 B*1%X R vv 10, 12, 18,
21, 25, sim vv 4, 31

M2* 4QGen® M S G (ovvaxfnTw) | Wp? 4QGens; parablepsis

oW 1° 4QGen® M S | @05 4QGeng Tg’; linguistic modernization
(LBH construction: =2 nnn)

m1n 4QGen? G (ovvarywyny) | 01" 4QGen® M S Jub 2:5 LAB 15:6;
prps graphic confusion (51/0)

AW RIN OMPR PR 0w Annn 0o 1P 4QGenk ([Rwldon xm)
G (kar ovenxbn 70 Véwp TO VTOKATW TOU OUPQVOV ELG TQG CUVOYWYOC
aurwy kaw wpdy 1 Enpa) sim Jub 2:6 ] om 4QGenb8 M S; haplography
by homoioarkton (-1 N -P*1) or prps homoioteleuton (AW N
1w

y11 4QGen® M S G (omepua) | + mm® G (kara yevos ko kol
opotornra) Syr; harmonizing plus with ¥3m2 Y71 v 12, note double
translation in both vv

YIS G (kar Evhor) Tg? Syr Vg ] 7Y 4QGen® M; parablepsis
"B 2° 4QGen® M S G (kapmor) | + 13°1% 4QGen® M S; prps harmoniz-
ing plus with 17327 2 ° v 12, cf next entry

13 4QGen® M S G (ev avrw) | + W% G (xara vyevog); harmonizing
plus with 712°»% 12 v 12, cf previous entry

PYIM S G (ko £vhov) | + "B G (kapmepor) TgF; harmonizing plus with
"B YYIv 1l

113219 2° 4QGen® M S G (karrer yevoc) 1 + YA Y G (emt ™¢ yn¢);
harmonizing plus with P87 %y v 11

onwi 4QGenb* M S G (7ov ovpawov) 1 + PRI Y PRIY S G (e
pavowy ™c ync); harmonizing plus with yX7 9y PRI oW vy 15,
17

(023071 4QGenX G (ko ic eveavrove) Syr | B°3W1 M S; parablepsis

137 4QGen® M S | ®1[w*] 1QGen; dialectal variant (Qimron 1986:
50-53)



nwRla 1:1-20

NN PIRTI 2 PIRT MRY OED DX OO0 K12 UKD 11
:0°R7 *3879y NBIn 0°PR M 0N Y3870y WM 3721 37N
27271 290772 JIRTTAR D7TPK R4 IR IR 000 00K KT 3
X1P JYN?) 03 IR OIPR RS LWRD P23 1IRT 12 0O
W OUTOR MR © 00[D]OD IR 0P RATAN 3N 777
YRIITIR DR OYN T 07 07 P2 27730 1 0 Jin2 ¥R
27 YOP? DY WK D0 123 YORI? NIAR WX 0BT 3 21N
0O[p]on 23y DY PRI 29I DY PURT7 DR Xp ¢
W2 XM TR MPRTIR DMEN NNAR D0 MR 0YTOR N0
RIP2 10 W RIM DAMPR X OO NN D50 NP 197N
129070 DUIPR X DU X DO MIpRDY TN NY? oty
I8 WY I8 YY) Y YR 2N YT VI RGN DR N v
Y YU 2PV RYT PIRT XFIN 2 2700 PIRD0Y 1279y w0y
:230773 OYPR R ITN? 1279V WK BTIRY YV Nk
W OUAOR MNMN 4 0O[R]OD  oYRY O PTIN 1WTIN Y
n*‘rym’m nnxb 31 17770 131 010 173 b”r:':'? DMWY ¥°pI2 NIRD
TIRD by 'wm‘; DoBYa ¥R mmu’v PO DI uw’m
5730 IRDITNR D"?‘l;j nRDI *IWNR mvjbz_g pyn 1 3970
TBT 7 0732120 XY 17770 N2wnn’? Jopd TIXRD IR oD npwny?
M27P31 02 Do pn-PY TRI? DMWD 7R3 00K DX
27y 237D YR KON YN P21 IR 3 D7an
OR3P O IPR MRN D 0O[p]oo  :yU37 08 PRI

13 C3L]=mV || 9 ™M°LV]NC3 (see Yeivin 1968: 49; 1980:
285-86) || 12 mwyC3VImwyL | 14 owwaC3Linv |
15 nMReP C3LImxeb V|| 18 A Cc3vhL
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fin ] + 19 °7"1 G (ko eyevero ovrog); harmonizing plus, cf above v 6

MRS 4QGen®d M S G (Aeyww) ] B WK™ Syr; harmonizing plus with
0nY MRM v 28, of below v 28 (G)

27° 4QGen® M ] 7127° 4QGené S; linguistic modernization (jussive form
-> imperfect form, frequent in S)

TIR WPHI M ] YRA 7MY S; linguistic modernization and/or harmoniza-
tion with YR NP1 v 25

AN M S G (ke 7wr krrar) 1 + YIRT 9921 M S G (ko Taome TG
y1¢); + TR n°n 9923 Syr; corrupt phrase, prps haplography (-7 %- N
-1 9-); Syr adds harmonization with ¥ 1°11 v 25; correct phrase fol-
lows (PX . . . 99327

%3 M S ] om G; haplography by homoioarkton (-2%2 N -%%3)

oorR 0% MR M S | MRY G (\eywr); harmonization with RY v 22,
cf above v 22 (Syr)

onwit M S G (7ov ovpawov) | + 117722% Syr; harmonizing plus with
N2 0 v 26

MBI en 9921 M S ] wnn wnnn 5331 PaRA Y927 nnan Y921 G (ke
TQVTWY TWY KTYVQY KQL TQONG THS YIS KO TOPTWY TWY EPTETWY TWy
epmovrwy); harmonizing plus with w»I71 $221 paRA 221 221 v 26
a1 23wy M S G (yoprov omopiuor) | + ¥°M? G (owepor); harmonizing
plus with 732 22% vv 11-12, or prps dittography (Y71 ¥77)

"MB M S G (kapwor) ] + ¥¥ M S (om G); prps anticipation of 7Y ™D 3:2
and 3:3

53913 °M S G (kou waw) 1 + 17 G (gpwerw); harmonizing plus with
YN wnn 9221 v 26, 28 (G)

Wit S G (m exmy) Syr Jub 2:16 | *¥°2w1 M; anticipation of *¥*a0h v 2
by anticipation, note similar phraseology in both halves of v2 (. . . "2
YUY TR MNIROD)

noX M S ] 980 117 G (Avry 7 BiBNog); harmonization with N7 990 17
5:1

gonPR A9 M S ] 019X G (o fsoc); (mult) prps harmonization with
divine name of 1:1-2:4a; frequent but not consistent in G, see below 4:1

oMWY PR M ] PR 0w S TN Syr Vg; PR DX 00 AR G (rov
ovpowvov ko TYY yqv); harmonization with Y™ 02w v 4

DIYR M S G (0 Bg0¢) 1 + W G (emv); explicating plus, cf 1:11-12, sim
2:19



k74 ] 1:20 - 2:9

2712 DWED YR °3870Y YIRDTOY 99iy) i 1 wel v
07 IR IR NPRIT U0 Y¥ITD NXY 0°9730 DIINAIR O7I9R
DIR 1370 % 221073 DPK K PN? 739 A1y7o3 IX1 ey
:PIND 27 9V 0772 OIRDTNK IR 1271 11D TARY %Y
D’ﬂ'?}( '1?;8""1 24 oo[p]oo 9ws?3n o) il -IE‘:--,UZI J'W"TI"! 23
27N APRY PIRTINM UR7 203 A3R? 170 UR3 YIRD RYIA
D777 XY APR? TRIITNNY AIRY IR MO OUOR oy >
DX TWY3 O7I0R MR 2 123070 DOTOR R IPRY IR
177792231 TR DAY RV 070 NIT1 1T MR 1R5Ea
N3 D°TOX D% 107X DIRDNR DIOX KN Y PWITPY OB
1B O*TPR 07 MHR™ O°IPR DOX 772712 00X X132 2R3 197 IR
77231 DWYD MY 070 13T TP DY PIRT DR WY 2T
Y1 Y7 2y-22 nx 007 PAN3 137 010K MR 2 PIRA0Y npnan
S B9% Y1 Y 2D 127K YYD N PINGYD *a5by TN
TN by i 5991 ooy Riy- ‘7:'71 YIRD oo b:‘n 30 :n‘?nxb
CPIPR KT 43I TEIKY 209 PO M UR) 13U
PYE 0P RN 27N TRY 23071 ARY WK NN
oo[p|oo

WY v OOT9R 92712 (OXIXTON PIRM DD 1971 1 2
QY WR IRINDH PN YWD DD MY ARY WK NN
INORPR-PIM NIV 12 72 IR WIRN Y W o R Dby 772N 3
DWYD NTYIN PR ¢ 0O[D]o0  :niwy? 0UPR XIITWR
TN WY P15 oMY YIR 09K 1T nivy o2 ox1ana YIRm
DUPR AT LRI XD 7D MR DY ATRD 2Y-O YR 1 070
MRV YIRDT N2YY IXTS IRICNK T2Y2 TR O YWY
MDY MYIXTTR 0¥ DIRINR DUIOK N1 N7 IR TIET0I NN
TTY27T3 DOTOR T YOS Y0 WEI? OINY VN1 070 Npwa vENa
MRTRD"TR DTIOR MV MREN S 7Y WK OIRTTNE 0¥ op7 0Ty

21 D’L)'Q."I C3L]aV || 21 myC3L]AYV || 25 mamanC3L]avVv |
28 VM C3L]aV || 23 °3C3L]3V || 4 791 C3 (not consistently
thereafter) V S (from 9:26) ] L || 6 =1®L]*mV
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n2*m Smss G (Buharr) | 72”17 M S; prps dittography with graphic con-
fusion (13/71)

X°11 MQ S TgP Syr ] X1 MK TgO; (mult; Gen 2:12; 3:12; 3:20; 4:22;
10:11; 10:12, etc.) graphic confusion (1/*), frequent in Pentateuch: géré
perpetuum

MM S G (kador) | + IRD S; exegetical plus

DY M S | om G; haplography by homoioteleuton (A2- N BY-) remi-
niscence of 137 0V v 13

%P1 4QGen® M ] 5111 S; weakening of guttural

0IR3 4QGen® M S G (7or avfpwmor) | + I%° WR G (ov emhaoey); har-
monizing plus with 98> WX DT v 8

n- 2% 3w 71ayY) | A= (2X) M; older orthography of final 17 for
-0, vocalized in M as -4, cf below 4.7, 9:21

Y98N 4QGen®” M S | 98N G (dayeobe); harmonization with 17980
nn 3:3

nmn 4QGen® M S ] WMN G (awofaveiofs); harmonization of number,
see previous entry

YR 4QGen® M S | MYl G (rwonowuer) Vg Jub 3:4; harmonization
with 7wy 1:26

D15 4QGen® M S G (0 fzog) ] + W S G (erw); explicating plus, cf
1:24-25, sim 2:9

MY 391 G (kou waow Toug wersworg) Tg? Syr Vg 1 A% M S; haplo-
graphy by homoioteleuton (- N 5-)

WRM M | 0RD S G (ex Tov awdpog awryc) TgP Jub 3:6; prps explicat-
ing plus, or harmonization with w*X? 3:6

AMPY M S G (shqueébn) 1 + NRT M S (om G Syr); explicating plus

M M G (egovrar) | + QW G (o dvo) TgP Syr Vg sim S (M
0/71°3w); harmonizing plus with 8% Y"1 v 25

MR 4QGen*” M S G (kow sumer) | + WNIT G (0 ogic) Syr; explicating
plus

AX M S | axn 4QGenk; linguistic modernization or dittography (=1 ;-)

e M S G (aro kapwov) | + 23 GUSS (raproc) Syr; harmonizing plus,
cfpy Pom v 1

97 M S G (vov £vdov) | + 117 S; explicating plus

T M S G (ko wpator) ] + Y91 M S (om G Vg); explicating or har-
monizing plus with Yy v 6

5381 M ] 1281 S G (edaryor); explicating or harmonizing plus with
7oxn v 1, 3 (cf 2:17, G), or dittography (-1 +)
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290 NYTI Y 130 7IN2 0200 YY) DoRnY 290 XY TenI YYYD
MYIIN? T TR Y 1307I m"‘é’?'? TTYR R¥ 0N 0y
OY-IWR 77710 YIXTPD NR 2300 X371 700D TIND QU 1 0w

T30°0YY 3 00w JINY 19720 0Y 290 X207 YWD 300 2 A

bv-m YW NI DY M 10 rwx-b: NX 329977 N7 7073 "2

ooy TAY MRS iND NI Y70 ) WK MR 9900 XN
LR T IR0 STMYR 772 1TV N DIXINY
X2 ¥71 230 NYTO YR U7 :DINA DIR 13077V P31 R? oINI-YY
072K AT N B cmnen Nin 1R 70X 0iv2 °2 139D YINN
DUTIPR T 3710 37330 Y 9T YR 1727 DIXD N 2307
IXT? DIRT2R XA DRYD NP0 IRY AN D002 TR
RIPT1 20 DY RIT 770 WO OTRT IP7RIPT WK 991 19 RIprn
DIRYY 170D N0 YY1 oopwn Aiy o7 nnnan-hIb niny oxn
MR™1 U771 DIRT-2Y TR 079K 7377 DB A 173D Y XY XY
Y7ROTNR DUIOR T 13N 2 NIANA W 0N IV IED NN
DYDT IR DTN MR B OIRDTOK R AWRY DIXTTR MR2R
1277 # :ATPY UPRM *3 PR XY NRT? *WIR W wYyn 0%y
VIS MR P27 P INYRD PAT) RO PIRINR ORI
AWYIANY XYY INYRY DIRD DM D0

DoR A1 ARY WK ATR0 N0 Yon oIy v Unam e 3
MRM 2 930 7Y 990 19IKN KD D7OK MRTID AR TWRIOR NN
R 1307TIND WK YT 993 20K [30VY I8 UIDTOR IWRY
WHIT MR PINRRTD 12 393N KDY 1391 19980 KD 0719
IMPDI 1M 027X 0I*2 *2 D798 Y77 °2 5 A NinvRY IwRIOR
Y¥I 290 2 IWRD XM 6 ¥ 230 YT D09RD oy 0%y
1AM PIXM1 17980 ARpM 272007 TAN1) DY KWK *) Poxn’
D7 DR *2 W DAY XY NINREM 7 PR ARy AYKY D3
ouR AU PipTnN wnwn s XA D7 WY NIRD 7Y 10

14 *y29m C3]9LV || 18 AwyxC3 VAL || 18 MaC3L[TV |
23 PP C31pLV || 33 1M C3LVDA]TNIDBN || 5 ¥y C3L]
YV || S mavRC3L]IV
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% M S G (awrw) ] + BIX G (Adap) Syr; explicating plus
MR M S G (ko sumer) | + 12 G (qwrw); explicating plus

yY M S G (grovoa) 1 + '[‘7?131?3 G (wepumarovrrog); harmonizing plus
with 133 7o v 8

MR M S G (ke evwey) | + 2 G (awrw); + 7% 19 Syr; explicating
plus

g7y M ] Ay 1QGen ([B1]1Y) S; linguistic modernization, sim vv 7, 10
)
T M S ] 79w G (mpnoet); graphic confusion (8/3), see next entry

15WN M S ] 139WN G (mpenoeis); graphic confusion (9/2), see previous
entry

T3 M S (731°70) 1 73 G (ko aTevarypov oov) Jub 3:24; exegetical
revision, or prps graphic confusion (7/3)?

2%y2 M | 1123ya S; harmonization with 73123V v 16

INPWN M S ] 9nawn G (y amooteodn cov) TgON Syr Jub 3:24; exeget-
ical revision, or prps graphic confusion (2/2)?, sim 4:7

Boxn X KRS M S 1 93X *n%a% G (rovrov povov un darysty); harmoniza-
tion with 59X *nba% v 11, note emphatic translation in both instances

7MY M S ] 71aY2 G (ev Toig epyois gov) Vg; graphic confusion
(A7), cf below 8:21

an® M S ] 1n7 G (ror aprov gov); explicating plus

98y 2° M G (ynr) 1 978Y S; explicating plus, or prps dittography with
graphic confusion (/1)

nP?I M S G (ke AaBn) 1 + DA M S (om G Syr™ss); explicating plus, cf
1"9B% TP 3:6

1PV M S G (kow karwkioey) | + MR G (awrov); explicating or exegetical
plus, see next entry

1 M S G (rpvgng) 1 + W™ G (kou eTafev); explicating or exegetical
plus, note the variant distribution of objects with verbs

1% M S 1 8°119% G (zov); (mult) frequent in G, see above 2:4
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0O[p]OoC  :owa%N 99y NianD InYRYY oTRY ovnby 1 pyn
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YY TITIN YD N2R0MD 3700 LI? NXY 020N 178737 OTRD
oco[pjoo ond

D73 MRAL RN T2 00 IRYR 0NN YT DR 4
TPRYINS 7Y7 23071 230708 YIRTIR NT22 O 2 TN UK
:m,'n’%v AN TRTIRG BN PR RXIN DR TRR N RIR 7y a0
‘7:1 o8 I YU rm‘?nm TN NiND2R RIT-DI K227 bn"n 4
73D 1’75»1 giea) 1’7'7 071 AYY XY Innamn '7x1 PR7IRY S mnm-‘m
PYRoK K1Y 7 P9 1993 MO TP T MY PR-DN MU N o

11 92XC3L12V | 16 7338y C3L]1¥V | 17 “5C3]OLV |
17 M%RNC3 L1592 V; %2 C3em || 19 °32°C3L]32°V |
44 pabmC3L]aV
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47

10

11
15
16
18

20

22

25
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nno? M S ] nna%? G (siene); prps graphic confusion (9/3)?

*721N ] 21 4QGen® M S G (youyaoor); simple haplography (1)

P~ (2X: 13, pwn) |+ (2X: 13, mpwn) 4QGen® (only 12) M S;
orthographic modernization: older orthography for final -4 (also for final
-0) revised to newer orthography for final -6

NPWN 4QGen®” M S ] M2WN G (4 amoorpody oov) TgP Syr; exegetical
revision, or prps graphic confusion (?/2)?, sim 3:16

nIWR 1993 S G (AweNbwpey sic 7o medior) TgP Syr Vg | om 4QGenb M;
parablepsis, prps by anticipation of similar sequence in following clause:
Coomrnr Pan O rp

MR 4QGen® M S G (ko evmey) | + 819X G (0 Bsoc); + 1 17 Syr;
explicating plus

™I M ]80S G (auwparoc) TgON Syr Jub 4:3; linguistic modernization or
revision, see next two entries

opys 4QGen®* M ] PY% S G (Boa) Syr; linguistic revision, see previous
entry

"MIM 107 S G (aupa) TgON Syr; linguistic revision, see v 10
]3'? MS]ia X% G (Ovy ovrws) Syr Vg; linguistic or exegetical revision
T1 M S (73) 1 73 G?7 (Naud); prps graphic confusion (°/1)

1Y 1-2° M S | 1Y G Taedwd); 1Y Syr; graphic confusion (A/7), cf
9% 5:18-20

Sroomn 1° of M (R 2°) S (58°1n) G (MaunA) and vocalic pattern of
Vg (Maviahel) ] 98" M; graphic confusion (*/1), prps by anticipation
of vocalic pattern of XV v 18

bream 1-2° M S | n9wimn G (Mabovoaha); harmonization with
nowAn 5:21-27

13pm DR M S ] 73pn *9AR G? (ev okppaig kmroTpodwy); prps word
misdivision with graphic confusion (*/1), cf 713p1 *%7X 2 Chron 14:14

<535 71K> [ om M S G; parablepsis, cf Tg® (737 7737 737 X37) and Tg’
(5a% av)

P 531 2° M S ] 921N 2° G (BoBsh) LAB 2:9; corruption of name, cf
7P 921N 1° rendered in G as GoBeX kow v

DR M S G (Adap) 1 + W M S (om G); explicating plus with v 1, see
next two entries



nYRI2 4:7-25

:1275YnR AORY TARIYA J°7X) Y290 IRYA 1NBY 2°0 N XY OX) NRY
'R OR%1 7722 0pivH2 001 17w 1993 vy D2770K 1R RN 8

X7 TONL PR D2 R PROK MY MRM S AA3IN TR P2070R
2R DUPYX I BT 21 IPDY ) MR 208 IR WY Ay
nORY BTNR NNYD WX MATRITR AR MW ADY 1 ARIRG
131 Y3 72 ADNA AGNTR? MYIRDTNR TIYN 0D 2 T PO BTN
TIR QO3 T KW "3y 21T AITTOR TR MRS PR YA
K22 M YIRD TILYI NP INOR TIE RIXT *30 Py oD
TR? MM 0P OR) NYAY TR 3702 127 11 1m0
TI3TPIND AW N7 23PN PR RYT 6 INEN-DD inR-Ninn nka% nix
Ty 133 70 TANTNR T20 M YRR PR YT Y TR
797 TPV TTYINR Jian? 771018 079 932 oD YD ov Rpn
YR IR 127 DRYINMI PRUINDTNR 727 PRYIAM DR7INTIN

Tom® :nPY NIWD OYY Y NORD OY W3 Ny e i mpn 0
M7 R P2 VIR DY 2 capm PR WY 2R 7170 RIT D2 Y
<93 7AR> PR YIATNR 1179 R0 AR 2 a3 191D P5RTDD YA
PYI? 7 MRS Ny R702IR MINR1 Y1123 NYn vanthD vk
727 *YED? PRI WK 3 ONIOR NAXD P07 W3 O wnw npw 1y
OTR YT YV DYV T ROR) DIYAY 2 ¢ 2man?

18 XM C3V]»L || 19 pwiC3L]owaV
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26
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M I°M S ] + M G (Evey) Syr; harmonizing plus with "MMWR 70 DR v
1

MUR M S G (7 yurauka avrov) 1 + WM G (ke ovAAaBovoc) Syr;
harmonizing plus with 521 97M MR v 1

RIPM M ] X791 S 11QJub 1.2 (= Jub 4:7); harmonization with NX Rp™
mY v 26

m1°M S G (Znf) | + MR G (\eyovoo) Vg sim TgON®RJ; harmo-
nizing plus with TMR? 5:29

MMM S G (ko 7w £96) 1 + X1 03 M S (om G); harmonizing plus, cf
799 R 04 v 22 and K1 03 790 10:21

m G (ovrog) TgP Syr Vg 11QJIubM 3.2 (= Jub 4:12) ] IX M S; para-
blepsis, prps with simple haplography (-7 71-)

5rn S Syr of 11QJubM 3.2 (IPWR™) (= Jub 4:12) ] YM1 M G (gAmioey,
from +/211%); parablepsis, cf construction: (inf. cst.)? %171 6:1; 10:8

130 M S ] 230 G; revision of chronology

*12 ] om M S G; haplography by homoioarkton (-2 N -2)
800 M S ] 700 G; revision of chronology

105 M S ] 205 G; revision of chronology

807 M S ] 707 G; revision of chronology

90 M S ] 190 G; revision of chronology

815 M S ] 715 G; revision of chronology

70 M S ] 170 G; revision of chronology

840 M S ] 740 G; revision of chronology

65 M S ] 165 G; revision of chronology

830 M S ] 730 G; revision of chronology

62 S ] 162 M G; revision of chronology

*900 ] 800 M G; 785 S; revision of chronology
962 M G ] 847 S; revision of chronology

65 M S ] 165 G; revision of chronology

300 M S ] 200 G; revision of chronology

P S G (ko gyevorro) ] *1*1 M; simple haplography with graphic con-
fusion (/°), cf below v 31

67 S ] 187 M; 167 G; revision of chronology



nwR92 4:25 - 5:26

nnp MR YU 0K V2T D Y INYTNY XpM 12 Tom InYR-NR
XTp? nn v U IYNR RIP7112 T2 nURI 6 PR 93 0D Han
Do[p]loo T DYl

ARy ooPx MnTa 078 0°1°K X2 02 DX MR D0 A7 L s
'DX727 D1"2 DR DRY™IX X1 OIR 7270 DX 73p3 7912 30X
YR X1 DPED IMBNT2 12 7717 DAY nRpI oYY oTX o 3
033 79171 W 1R OIRY NYUNR 170590 0K QRN PN ¢ Y
N7 7Y DUV MY NIRD YYUR C0TIWR DX R0 PN S cniad
WAIRTIR TP TIY NR®Y 0730 wn ngny s 0o[po]oo
7711 MW NiRR NIHYY 0°3Y yav vy 170990 Nk gt
MY NIRY YUM NI TIRY DORY NYnTYD Y1 E niad) 0%33
M0 PRTIR TP MW YR YRR MM OD[o]od i
7991 MY NIRD 1IAYY 7AW 1IDY U 1P RTNR 11090 TR Ui
7% AU NIRRD YUM D03 wan vy nteD 1am i niidy 002
PRI B ORPIINTIR TN AW DUYAY RN e oo[sloo
032 729 DY NIRR AN TIY DY PRY2INTNR 1TV IR
771 AW NIRR VUM 0°3Y WY 3% 070 M ¢ N
PTTNR 77 MY 0UWYY ohaw wan PRYPan s oo[o]joo
I niRn Iy Ny n’w‘:w TR TR N PR onry 16
TINY Y DUYyYm vnn $x$'7'm ’73"'7: PIN Y 2Nl 032 7‘;171
1’3191_ Y DWYY DAY TPNN B OO[R]00 (N Y NIRY
032 7291 N3¢ NIk ywn JR07nR 170930 MK TN 0 sy
T Y NING YYM NP WY oY 777000 Pan 0 il
MPYINDTNR 779 MY WYY wan Jancnm 2 oo[o]oo
MY nixn WU nhwIng Nk 110730 2mx 0ooRDTNR 7ian Jronn 2
niXY UYYI TIY DOWY wan im0 v B iniad) 0732 17
:077I9R NR MRY7UD PRI DIPRITNN i PO ¢
M1 TR TR MY DR Yaw nbwann s oofploo

54 Mxn C3L V| mRnC3em || 18 " C3 L V] 1 A (Ofer 1989: 316) ||
25 a1 C3 L] mamn vV
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31

32
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*902 ] 782 M; 653 S; 802 G; revision of chronology

oIy M S G Mafovoara) 1 + 1 WX G (ac e{moep); harmonizing
plus with *TWR v 5

969 M G ] 720 S; revision of chronology

*88 1 182 M; 53 S; 188 G; revision of chronology, with scribal errors in
M and S; M: *188 - 182 by reminiscence of 70 D1 DN v 26; S:
*88 — 53 by anticipation of 7130 D*wHM YWY v 31

unn M S 1 unC)® G (dwavaravoer) LAB 1:20; simple haplography
with graphic confusion (3/), or exegetical revision (note /BM3 and
/2%Y in 5:28 and 6:6)

*665 ] 595 M; 600 S; 565 G; revision of chronology, with M affected by
scribal errors in vv 28, 31

1" S G (eryevovro) ] °1”1 M; simple haplography with graphic confusion
(1), cf above v 23

753 G | 777 M; 653 §; revision of chronology, with scribal error in M;
M: *753 - 777 by reminiscence of 1I¥aw1 0°YaV¥ in 4:24 (Song of
Lamech)

NIMS G (Nwe) | + 8°33 mW9 G (7peic viove) LAB 1:22; harmonizing
plus with 0°33 7wHw 13 6:10

°12 M S ] om G Vg; parablepsis

7° M S ] M7° 4QCommGen? G (karapstrn) Tgl Syr Vg Jub 5:8; lin-
guistic modernization, or prps graphic confusion (J/7)

DR M S G (arfpwmorc) 1 + M G (rovrog) sim TgO; explicating plus
1951 M | 171" S; linguistic modernization (Qal - Hiphil, frequent in S)

9 2°M S ]-M G (ko awo) Vg; linguistic modernization, cf unmodern-
ized 7:23 (G)

Y M S G (mogoey) | + 1997 G (ovw); explicating plus, or dittography
with parablepsis (72 19%)

anR M S ] 720 NR G (v «Bwror); harmonization with F2NT DR WYN
v 14

Y M S G (v d¢ upar) | + 1201 M S (om G); explicating plus



nwKRI2 5:26 - 6:17

D°32 721 I3 NiXY Yom 003w oRY JubenR 1790 IR nowinn
MY NIRD YYM NI DWW YUR nHwImm n2 vIn 2 cniids
273 7991 MY DU3AYY Nanw Y3 oo[o]oo nnn
TATRTTT 13777 P2RYRI WY 1200 77 TIRY 13 MY DK RPN ¥
MY TR MR UM X 0o[o]o0 i ATIR WK
TIP3 iniI23 0°32 T MY TIRD wWY AW 0w U
Oo[oloO % MY NIXD YIYY Y Dwnm vhw Ja7nrbI
:NDIIRY ONTNR DYINR M3 TP TIY NIRD URNTIa MA@

D7 Y777 P IR 3870Y 397 DR 0072 M e
P3m 0°W3 DR NP 137 13 0 DIRD NE2TNR DPRTTI2 RN 2
T2 RIT DY OFYY OTRI NI PITIRD AT WKLY 02 WR
031007 O°2% Y PR 070030 ¢ NIY oIy Nk YR P
D230 77 D7 1727 DTXT NI2-0R DIOKT %33 I WK 127 VIN
Ny N33 MRS 00[0]00  OWn CWIR 0PIy W
YT OnIN S aPated Y1 P 12 rawn 13001 YN 0T
MIRY YT TN T (12570 2XYIVY PN DTRDNR N@YD
DRIV TRNRTTY DR THIXT "3 2¥R IR DIRD NN
S 1Y N RYD NN S DPRY °D AN 0D DRYD Ay
P72 10 DR PPIR VIR M3 M TR APR 0 Do[p)oD
OnNR OY-NR 0°32 AYYY M3 T 0 mangana 0RO
RN 2 cOnT PR R2BM DUORT 2307 YIRT MYM T ngIK)
[PINDT0Y I2VTIR W30 IPNYNTD ANNYI T3M PIRTNN 07N
YIRT NRPR73 0307 X2 W30 YR MY DAYR MNN B DO[p]oo
D°3p IE3RY N3N T2 MY 1 YITIK DIPNYR 33 05N 01
AYN IR A1 B 17033 YINDY M7an AR 07921 A3R0TNR nYyn
R DWW 72N TR 0UWRN 1200 IR TR Nikg UYY AnR
m7R2 NNDY NPynon N3POR MHRTORY N2R? YYD X 1© Amip

TS B

D7 PA205°N% X210 "3 VI T IRy DOW9Y 090 0ORnR 0Yn

26 DAMYIC3 L] DIV C3rm || 29 Magym C3LI3V || 29 7K
C3L]7V || 63 0waC3L]13V || 4037C3L]3V || 16 asbon
c3V]oL



134

Critical Edition

617 nmwb M | nnwn? S; linguistic modernization (Piel — Hiphil)

19

20

71

init | + wnIn om annan YoM G (ko awo TavTwy Twp KTHVWY KO 00
TOPTWY Twy pmeTwY); harmonizing plus with wnnn 5931 nnaay 8:17
(exit from ark)

0°3 M S G (bvo) ] + B°I G (Svo) Syr; harmonizing plus with Q3
Do 7:9, 15; cf below 6:20, 7:2

Y1°* M G (goovrar) ] 1131 S; parablepsis with graphic confusion (/%)
myan M ] awn o S; awn ban G (amo ToyTwyr TWY OpPYEWY TWY

weTevwy); S: linguistic modernization; G: harmonizing plus (with dou-
ble translation) with 1713°%% §Wi1 Y21 7:14, cf W% 715 My 52 1:21

™MMS ] Yo G (ko o TorTWY); harmonizing plus with 727727 YoM
v 19 (G)

991 S G (ko oo wawrwy) TgOMsSP Syr Vg | 991 M; parablepsis, prps
anticipation of 721 2°

v M ]9y wnt WwRS; Sy wnn v G (rey EPTETWY TWY EPTOVTWY
eme); S: harmonizing plus with IR Py Wn1 WK 7:8; G: harmonizing
plus with X7 %Y Wi wnan 8:17

1m3om 2° M ] B57°2°n% 6QpaleoGen (D71°3["1%]) S G? (kara yevos awrwy);
linguistic revision, see previous entry, cf construction of 1:21

1°3Y 6QpaleoGen M S G (bvo) | + 0°I G (dvo) Syr; harmonizing plus,
see above v 19

Y M S G (rpedesbar) 1 + 12pP3Y 01 IR G (ueror oov aposy ko
@n\v); harmonizing plus with 73p31 737 IR NRR% v 19

n%1° M ] 019X S Syr; DAYK MW G (kvptog o Beoc); infrequent in S, cf
below v 9 (S), and above 4:1 (G)

SamMS ] ™ G (amo) Syr; harmonization with 72727 v 2

MR WX 1-2° M | 731 191 1-2° S G (apoev ko i) TgOP Syr Vg;
harmonization with 72p131 707 vv 3, 9, 6:19, 6:20 (G)

"0 X5 M S G (un kafapwr) | + R M (R17) S (om G); explicating
plus

°3w M S G (dvo) | + 03 S G (dvo) Syr Vg; harmonizing plus, cf 6:19
Wit M S G (Tov ovpavov) | + 10N S G (rwr kabopwr) Syr™ss LAB

3:4; harmonizing plus with 7707 7727 v 2, and 107 713997 8:20

3PN M S G (ke GmAv) 1 + 112P37 707 DOIY D7 L RY R mym G
(ko o Twy TETEWWY Twy U1 kKabapwy dvo dvo apaer ko OnAv); harmo-
nizing plus with MWK YR 0°30 X°3 30 RY WR menan ™ ov2

59 M S G (em) ] + *3 M S (om G, sim Tg"); harmonizing plus with %y
PR 59 730 8:9



wRAa 6:17 - 7:5

93 owa nnmp 00 00 1279YK 379 nnw't YIRaToy
T330 X 7INTOR IR AN VIR IR TP Y PRI
X*20 720 O3 W00 NI P LI PIITER JAUR]
MRNINTT WPR? YR P P 12pA I91 K IMD? 130K
NIAY PPOR X2 I 02AW R IR 0B YoM AR’
D721 97 770 9K DOOKY PIX? WK 29K0"on T2 MR AKX &
oo[p]o0 7Y 12 O%TRR IR MIX WK Y03 mwyn 2 IR’
IR TRTD NINTOX JPR09) AAKRD MD AT MR 17
NYIY 1Y2Y 77NRN NWALD Mmnan Fan 2 ya il g Py
NIy D3 3 AWK YR D23 170 XD WK RN IRURY UK
D37 02 ¢ (YPIRTTPY PY YOI PP NIRRT NYaY 1y3Y onen
I 707 DY) OV DOYIIN PIRTPY VORD " 1YY Ty
WNFIYY P03 M WY S IRY "30 YR IUY WK 0P K

19 nna> C3 LV ] nraa> C3em || 20 nrna? C3 LV | nenab c3em ||
72 m1men C3 LV ] manps C3pm
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11 M S G (eyevero; np G2 1 + 85 M S G (vdaroc) (om GA); harmo-
nizing plus with 787 Py 0n P1ann 6:17

init ] + W3 1M G (ke awo 7wy weTewvop); harmonization with sequence
of 6:20, see next entry

¥ 1 M S | om G; transposed to init v 8
81" M G (fcoc) | m1° S; of above v 1

NI NX M S ] "R G (qwrw); harmonization with B*9X KR 1% 6:22, cf v
16

DY Wy M S Jub 5:23 ] WY G (sukerdr); word misdivision with simple
haplography and graphic confusion (1/*), sim 8:4, 14

137 M S 4QCommGen? ] om G; prps harmonization with 8:2

onX M S ] R G (per” avrov) "I'gl\f(mg)j Syr; harmonization with 5% NN
manv7

init ] + 17 M S (@1) (om G); explicating plus

fin] + 713 93 1% 53 M S (om G); explicating plus, cf 733 923 1153 %2
Ezek 17:23

72PN T M S G (apoer ko fqAv) | + 712p11 101 S; dittography, or prps
harmonizing plus with 0°3% 0% v 15

MR M S| NN G (rw Nwe) (after 8°79R); harmonizing or explicating
plus, cfNINX v S

fin ] + 7207 NR G (7 kBwror) sim Tg?, of TgN; explicating plus

or M S G (quepac) 1 + 92 0V G (ko TeooapaKorTa wkTaC);
harmonizing plus with 79°% D ya w1 v 12

W22 G (wefn) ] 11233 M S; reminiscence of 1723 @17 v 19, cf
0°ni 123" vy 18, 24, or prps graphic confusion (71/7)?

W3 M S G (ko swekahvyer) | + 55 G (ravra); harmonizing plus with
551097 v 19

0 M S G (ra 0p) 1 + 8°1238 G (7o vymAa) Syr™ss Jub 5:26; har-
monizing plus with D°127 0*7 v 19

mwIM S G (mvonp) | + 11 M S (om G Vg); harmonizing plus with 1371
a»nv 1S, 6:17

1B M S G (wposwmov) | + 9 G (waons); harmonizing plus with 50 %D
v3

1231 M S 4QCommGen? | M23" G (kar viwdn); reminiscence or har-
monization with 1322 v 20, and/or prps graphic confusion (:1/7)

At M S G (rwy kmpev) 1 + U0 991 91958 991 G (ko mavtwy Twv
TETELVWY KGL TOVTOV TV EPTETWY); Wil bs N Syr; harmonizing
pluses with i3 5217971 591 v 19 (exit from ark), cf above 6:19 (G)



beid'74 o] 7:5-8:2

121 M KN T PIRTTOY 7170 21300 MY NIRD YWYt na s
AIRLD A2 8 SR N 2151 N2RTTOR IR 1IITUN INUK)
STIRTRDOY WYY 90 VI T APK WK Ina07T
MIANR DOPR TS KD 2R3 927 12N070R MI7OR XD 07Y o7 0
MIY MIRDTWY NI 1 PIRTTRY 0D 21200 1 0o nyaw' v o
navyn-22 Wpa3 NI o2 WY i Wy Iyave awn vng M’
o DPY3IX YIRGTOY OY30 AN 2 ANApI 0BYa 27X 127 010
NYX) 13733 127 DOW) M3 X3 770 010 03Y3 © N7 oY)
MRNATPN AP MMIYN M NINTYR OAK 1II7YI NYOYT M
WIS ANPB? NIYTP NPRY YIRT0Y U Onp-on A’
D°R2T1 16 0070 M7 127IWK IWA079IN 0°AY D7AY A2na-DY mathy
:47y3 MY TA0%1 0YAOR IR X UKD N W35 723 1)
DM N2RTTNR XD D 13797 PIRD- Sy o D°y3IX ‘m.m MRy
39 by 7N TPM PIRDY TRD 12770 ORI 1B PN Sy
D230 ©7777722 027 YIRDT0Y TRD XD 1123 DM 0 00
3927 0791 12X APYRYR MK 10y YR 2 :Dnwn P nnRTwR
M RN NI PIRTOY P W0 M oy
VORI O MW R 0D 2 DRI P0) YIRDOY YD Yo
MR *3972Y WK DPIN0D NN MR B M 13773 WK Pan
M7 WY PIRTD NN DRYT NYTI UDITY ANTTY QTR
;0% NRDY DRI YIRDTPY 07T 1237 2 27202 IR WY

IR YR THN207227NR1 7700792 NRY M3 02K oY1 8
DINN NPYD 1071 2 PRI YN PIRTTOY M7 oYK 12y N2

6 W C3L]wwV || 8 AMALAC3LYV]ampaC3em || 11 nryn C3
LV]meync3em || 23 mynC3L]nV || 23 Wenc3v] L
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X591 M ] 59 S; linguistic modernization or revision

2 Tl'?,'! M G (wopevopsvor . . . evedidov) | 12w 19977 S; linguistic
modernization (inf. abs. - perfect, frequent in S), sim vv 5, 7

3P M ] ¥ S G (uerw); harmonization with Y1 v 6, or simple haplo-
graphy with graphic confusion (F/17),

0 WY M S sim 4QCommGen? (WY) | 8* WY G (stkade) Vg; word mis-
division with simple haplography and graphic confusion (V/*), sim 7:11,
8:14

VIR M G (Apopaar) ] 07707 S 4QCommGen? (97717); weakening of
guttural, prps with assimilation to *3i1

Tom '[1‘?1'! M G (wopevousvor pharrovovro) 4QCommGen? | 17071 1951
S; linguistic modernization, cf vv 3, 7

PRYI M S G ] + IMRI G (ev s Tw evdekarw); dittography (MR
TIR2)

AWn M S G (rov kopaka) 1 + OB 1‘?]771 mRY® G (rov e &
KexkOTaKEY T0 vdwp); harmonizing plus with B 7P N7 v 8

2 RI1R° M ] 2w R®® S; linguistic modernization, cf vv 3, 5
Y M S G (em) ] + 99 G (marr); anticipation of 5o v 9

5™ G (kou emioxwy) | P11 M S (also v 12) 4QCommGen?; simple hap-
lography (*%), cf P v 12

B MR M S G (erepag) | + A* G (maAw); harmonizing plus with 0°NR
70 v 10

70 M S G (erer) ] + M3 12 4QCommGen?® G (e 7 {wn Tov Nwe); har-
monizing plus with 113 1% 7:11

7ant M S G (mg xBwrov) 1 + NWY WR G (yv ewonoey); harmonizing
plus with IRy WX 7ANT v 6

10 2° M S G (ebehumey) | + 291 0071 G (70 vdwp amo); harmonizing
plus with 5y gni 12 v 13

01 WY 4QCommGen? Jub 5:31 1 07 2> WYI M S; DWWy G (etkadr); G:
word misdivision with simple haplography and graphic confusion (V/*);
M S: same, with prior dittography (8% D) or secondary correction of
oy, cf 7:11, 8:4

T279"1 M S ] MR G (ko svwer); harmonization with 0°1PR TKR*1 9:8



n*wR12 8:2-16

7120 YIRD Pyn oI \YN 2 0PI T DYAD X227 DWYD N
WN2 0200 nam ¢ 0P DR DWnn NZpn 070 enm 2l

TWop PR OMWI T 0T I 7Y UIN? O Iy Iyav: yawn
[O7I YRR YIN? TR TPYYI PV I Ty o
MPY 7 Y WK NIND 1IPATNR 03 nRpm of DY YRR 1016
MPYNE PINT P¥R D°BT NYTY 290 KIZT REN 27N

P390 IRYRTRYY O NRIND °2D Py 0 PR NIXT? IR NIaTnR
MW PIRTPR 7350y DD NIATYR Vo8 2UM A731RY M
DMK 07 NYAY TIY PN 10 IRaToR IR AR X371 ORI
1371 31y YD 73990 POXR Xam U cnapatn T3taThy nhw Aom

TIY DN 2y PYR 00 APRTD M3 YT 1792 Y IRy
1B TV PORTIW AD0TRDY MIPATAR NP ONK OO NYaw
07 YIRT Py DOBI 120 YN TR IR 1Y NiRD YY) noxa
WD UIND M IRD 738 1377 NI X NINT 70NN M
QIR 93T OO[D]OOD PRG3R WIN? oi Ty yava
SIX TPIITYN PIW IAUKY IR DIATT R 6 WKL MR

89 »5C3L]V || 95LV]2C3 | 10 nyaw LV]nC3
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817

18

19

21

21

22
22
91

10
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x21m MK ] %1 MQ; 32391 S; MQ graphic confusion (1/°); S: linguistic
modernization (jussive form — imperfect form, frequent in S)

TR 2° M S G (uera gsawrov) ] + TIR2 WWIM S (om G); harmonizing
plus with PR32 1392 9:7

MYRIPIIM S ] LI IMURY G (ko 9 yurn autov ko ot viot ceurov) Syr;
harmonization with sequence of v 16

7 M S G (ra o) 1 + 12720 991 G (keu TovTa TQL kmqyn) Syr Vg
cf LAB 3:4; harmonizing plus with %737 %2 DRI R0 v 1

-1 wnan Y, Y 591 S G (ko Wy weTewov kol Tow gpmwETOY) Syr |
55 Mmyn Y21 wnan 55 M; om MR 931 Ve; M: metathesis of My 921
and W1 99, with additional 2; Vg: haplography by homoioteleuton
(521 N B

i 55{?5 M ] ‘?'7{75 W S G (em Tov kaTapaoacdor) Syr Vg; harmoniza-
tion with sequence of NM371% MY MOX v 21

71aya M S ] 1ay2 G (due To gpryar); graphic confusion (/7), cf 3:17

01 M S G (rov avbpwrov) | + P71 G (emipelws); harmonizing plus
with ¥ p1 6:5

55 M S G (raoar) ] + W3 G (oopke); harmonizing plus with T3 5o
6:17, 19

init ] + Y M S (om G Vg); explicating plus
01" M G (quepay) ] OB S; dittography (%) or explication, cf 1:5

fin ] + 72 1M G (kv kaTakvptevears aurng); harmonizing plus, cf
*M2 MM v 7, and -2 1977 1:28

NI M 1 P0N3 S; *nn3 G (dedwker) TgN; harmonization with *nna v 3
init] + IRYM G (ko yap) (om S); reminiscence of IR v 4

IRYM G (kow yap) ] om S; prps haplography by homoioarkton (NXK N
iLy;

0IR ™I M S | om G; haplography by homoioteleuton (7°n N 7°27)
D482 M S | om G Vg; haplography by homoioteleuton (BIX2 N DIRT)

PIN2 W M S | PR DR WO G (ko TAnpwoare Ty ynv) Vg; harmo-
nization with PR DX XYM v 1 and 1:28

#1997 of G™SS (karakvpievaate) | MM M S G (kar mAnbuveofe); reminis-
cence of 12M v 7, ¢f 13711 1:28

PRI M S G (¢ yng) 1 + DINR M S (om G Vg); explicating plus

fin ] + Y787 70 999 M S (om G); explicating plus, cf YR n°n 9231 v
10



bekd’7¢ 'mn] 8:17 - 9:11

RN URY7P33 MR NI W0 IR M2
IAYRY 1123 T3 RY™1 8 PIRTTPY 3271 3901 AR K3 PIRDYY
YIRT-PY Rin wean 91 pivn P 1m0 P2 0 iAR 1137wn
M2 YO0 MR ATP N3 M1 1IN0 N3N0 Y, DI TnDYn?
MYTNR I N2 nama noy Sy anen Riyn Pam nwn
DR 2Y2 INTIRDTNR T3V SPR% HONRRY 12975K 1177 N1 o0
TYRD 0227 Nx NIn? 7Y HORRPY 1YIN Y1 0IRD 27 987 0D
X5 1272109 7IM Y7RY OM TP TR I YWD W02 2 2wy
Anay?

IR 1270 99 077 WX 1IN MR 00K 77271 9
Riy-02 DY) YIRD 0793 0¥ T DAM DRI 2 PIRGIN
DR DRI DTIR 070 "AT0R3) MR UIn WY Y53 oD
IR ¢ PITNR DR AN 2P PTR N79K? M BRY MR WK
7792 T U DTUDI7 DINTTNR XY S :19IKN KD inT Wwpaa
DT 90 6 DR WRINR UITY TIR UK T DIXD T YT
1P DARY 7 DTRDNY NPY DTON 073 72 J9w? T 0¥ 0T
MIoR OUPR MXM B DO[D]OD AT PIND IXW 1M
DRYINY DIAX *IPIATNN DOpR 33T PIR1 S KD IAX 13370K)
Ien-231 MRa2 Y2 DOAK TR 10 UHyoa nXY 1 DRI
3703 MI2RYY OYAK TIPIRTNY CIRPIL T AT UKE P30 PR

18 X¥"MC3 V]R3 L || 20 7wWwaC3V]IamwaL || 20 9awi1 C3 L]
MV || 21 XY I°C3LIRSV
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12

14

15

16

21
22

102
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2121 2° M S G (xarakivopog) | + B G (vdaroc); harmonizing plus
with @7 51 6:17, cf 7:6 (M), 9:15

S M G (rov karadbspar) 1 P S (also v 15); + %3 G (raoaw);
S: linguistic modernization (Piel - Hiphil); G: harmonizing plus with
53 e v 15

B*PR M S G (0 fs0c) | + 13 PR G (wpoc Nwe) Syr; explicating or har-
monizing plus with 13 PR 0°n%R v 17

nwpn M S 10U G (70 Tofov pov) Vg LAB 3:12; harmonization with
nwp v 13

MM S G ({wong) ] + DONX WR S Syr; harmonizing plus with WX 11
oonR v 12

1315 M G (70v prmobyrar) ] 113187 S TgO Syr; linguistic revision

O7°% 2 M S ] °32 G (ava peoov epov); harmonization with *3°3 v 15,
sim vv 12, 17

7R MK 1 19nx MQ S; orthographic modernization

1AR M S G (rov matpog avrov) | + RE™ G (kon gkshlwy) Vg; explicat-
ing plus

™ M S G (kauw lwvaw) ] + TR G (kaw Ehor); anticipation of 11
TR v 4

n5*3 1 Chron 1:6 cf Syr (18°7) ] nB*1 M S G (Pipab); graphic confusion
(5/7), cf Persian dahyu-pati

vwInN M S G (fapaic) 1 M2 n 1 Chron 1:7; reminiscence of preced-
ing word-final 1 of JJW*PX; note reverse process (anticipation of -&) in
S: wwan v

02117 S (@°311) G (Podeor) 1 Chron 1:7 (8°3919) | £°377 M; 0°31173 Syr;
graphic confusion (1/7), prps (in M) with anticipation of |77 v 7

<nND* 12 9R> Jom M S G; parablepsis, cf. vv 20, 31

N30 M S ] Xnao 1 Chron 1:9; assimilation to word-final X of X310,
X2On2av, RAW v 7, see next entry

nya 1-2°M S | Ry 1-2° 1 Chron 1:9; see previous entry
9% M | "1 S; linguistic modernization (Qal — Hiphil, frequent in S)



nwoxa2 9:11 - 10:10

IRT DOOR MNP 2 cpIRD YR HIan Tiy meRDY Daang un Tiy
D2AR YR 170 URI0D T 0PI 13 1N VIR Nan iR
[YIRT P31 23 M2 NIRY AT 3Y3 CAN) CAYR R B c0Piy mTy
IR AN B 1393 NYRD ANKIAN YIRTYY 13 C3y3 M
0790 Y TR 927222 170 UE DD I 0PI P2 WK
071y N3 BT IR Y3 NYRD AP 1372 nnwy Pian?
DOTIPR MR T SPIRTTYY WK 323 MO0 WEITPD P 0K 13
PIRDPY WK WP 1723 0202 NP WX M7I207NIR DR Moy
N7 01 N7 071 OV NIAT DRI MU van e oo[o]oo
M3 PN PIRDPR MY APRMA 1A NPN MYOY 1 ¥In Iy
PR JIN DA N2WN I MY 2 1072 Y IRTIRY WX
DY MR B IPIND PINTIYY TI 1IR MIY DX P30 23K O XY 2
MY DY 10270 MITR 1077 DAY DYy W nypwn iy e
YT I3 M3 PRI SN KD DIPIR MY IR DAY DPaN
A 07T3Y, 73N 1A TR MRM B qwpn 112 17 nPyTIwR nx
PR NP7 107 733 1932 2071 OV 0K MY N2 MR 2 NS
WU 1m0 N MM 2 1in7 T2y 11D 1 0w2Na 29 ey
DOWHM T NIRY YUR 03707700 AN D W DOWHM TIY NN
oo[p]oo  :riety MY

TR 0733 D7 1T ND™ O DY 137732 NI APXY T 10
W73 3 0TI YR 230 T TR 201 WA N3 v32 2
APRM S 072771 O°AD WUWIM YUK 117 0333 ¢ :iR7am) NDYTY TIDUR
DrinEWNY 13wH7 WK DN <npY %33 798> 037 K 17793
97T N20 WID 732317 (J¥ID7 DIDY O°IEMI WID O 323 6 :07viaa
R TIRINR T2 WIS T RIV ARYT 7333 RIAI0) 7YY NAZ0)
N 1277y MUY 7ADY? IR MPTNRIN° PN 23 0P onn
TR TINY 233 IRDPM IPYRY AN © YT 2397 T 1923 TR

912 WwXI1°C3L]WRI°V || 14 °2y2C3V]3L || 15 1 C3L]?
V || 17 mpaC3L]cmepaV || 18 np1C3LI1V || 22 ymacC3L
12V || 23 m3mR1-2°C3L]31-2°V || 24 qwyC3V]wyL |
103 1owR C3S V2L || 7 myr1-2°C3L;1°8102°8;m1-2°V
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10 12 181 M S ] 181 G (Aaosu); graphic confusion (/7), cf. Akkadian risnu

13
15

19

22

23

24

25
27
28

32

111

o> M S ] @117 1 Chron 1:11 (MX); dittography, cf MQ o*11%

M ] nnnS; *nnn? G (ror Xerrator) Syr Vg; harmonization with gen-
tilics of v 16

VW'? T8 M G (awo Bidwrog . . . ews Aaoa) | T3 Y D™MIZN 97N
ARG 0% Y1 N Anl 91941 S; harmonization with Ty DY%n TN
1199 173 717 737 Gen 15:18, and P1NRT 0°%7 7Y Deut 11:24 = Deut
34:2 (boundaries of promised land)

fin ] + 131 G (ko Katvaw); editorial revision and harmonizing plus, cf
13°P Gen 5:9-14, and below v 24 and 11:12 (G sim Jub 8:1)

0IR °327 M S G (ke veor Apap) 1 om 1 Chron 1:17 (M); haplography by
homoioteleuton (BIX M O7R); note extensive haplography by homoio-
teleuton in G of 1 Chron 1:17-24 (M2259R N WODIR)

vn M ] Rwn S; qUn G (Mogoy) 1 Chron 1:17; prps harmonizations; S: cf
XYM v 30 and Gen 25:14 (son of Ishmael); G and Chron: cf JUn v 2

72° M S G (eyevwnoer) 1 + T12° 1321 13°P X G (7o Kowvaw, kow Kawvay
gyevymoer); editoral revision and harmonizing plus, see above v 22

1% M G (syernfnoaw) ] 112° S; linguistic modernization (sg. > pl.)
%1% M and 1 Chron 1:21 ] 21°X S G (Autn)) |; graphic confusion (1/%)

52w M ] %2 S Vg G™ss (I'gBah) 1 Chron 1:22 | graphic confusion
(1), f 22°y Gen 36:23; note haplography in G (NX1 N NXY)

1103 M S G (bteorapnoar) | + X S G (ymoor); harmonizing plus with
DMAT R MBIV S

fin] + 99% G (raoww); harmonizing plus with B92% nnX 75Y v 6

97 M ] 99317 DRI 1P DRI S G (mp molw kot Tov wupyor) Jub 10:24;
harmonization with 2727 NR1 Y AR v S



nPwxN2a 10:10 - 11:9

MPINR 127 WX R RID YIWD I 1 WY PIRD 73901
VY ROT NZI P M PR IRTIKY 2 n237NKY Y nanT g
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:O7IRDD"NXY OAY?D DY XY WX D02 MK 00 INe IR ¢
PDVITTNRY 6 AKY 03 TR 727 YIS 00poo
IR0 "PIWI IR I IR Y OWINAD IR IR IR
39390 MNBYR 188 VMIXY TRNINKY TR TR CTIRI IR 8
MTRYY A0 K2 NIYTTY NI 19K TTRR "WA0 Mg v
DI¥IX3 DRIWP? DONSYR? OO AP 2 YWYTTY 0% MY
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TIV 0K "33 2 DX TIP1 TWOBINY MR 077y OV "33 2 :HIT3D
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o733 onTPinG M2 Nnpwn nhR 2 :DIviah on¥IRa onwh’
Oo[p]oT <1217 MR PIND 07937 17703 AR
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WIYT2R UK MRS 00 12070 WY PIRD YR NN OIRR
M0 VN TI87 73370 007 AM 090 1R °337 13273 N3)
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*15°7¥ M OB DY PIXRTYD NDY i 23 0yn 31 v
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1111-25  fin ] + no»1 730 nRn (#) (PN) "2 92 ¥ S; + MM G (ke

12

13

14

15

16
17

18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25

awebaver); (mult S and G); S: harmonizing plus with (PN) *° %5 177
™M R MRD (#) Gen 5:8, 11, 14, 17, 20, 27, 31, sim 5:5, 23, sim
11:32; G: harmonizing plus with N™*1 in same vv of Gen 5; these formu-
laic pluses recur in S and Gin vv 13 2X in G), 15, 17, 19, 21, 23, 25

35 M ] 135 S G; revision of chronology

now M S ] 13°P G (Kouvaw) Jub 8:1; editoral revision, cf J3%p Gen 5:9-
14, see 10:22 and following entries

now M S | 13°p G (Kowva); see previous entry

403 M ] 303 S; 430 G; S: revision of chronology; G: *403 - 430 by
reminiscence or anticipation of DWoY, vv 12, 14

fin ] + 19°237 20X 1270 1 09w AR 9 0w R 3w 0w 1R o
WM M1 033 TPV AR DWOY I MR G (kew e{poer Kawaw em
EKQTOY TPLOKOVTO KoL eyevimoaey Tov Laha. Ko e{moey Kouwvay pera 1o
Yevpoal quToy Tov oG €T1) TPLOKOOLOL TPLOKOVTQL, KO EYEVYNOEY VIOVG
kou Buyarepog, kow amedaver) sim Jub 8:5; editorial revision, cf number
of antediluvian patriarchs in Genesis 5 (10 total); Kainan’s ages (130,
330) harmonized from Shelah’s (130, 330) vv 14-15

’n AavwT M ] 15 °1°1 S; harmonization with clause-initial word order vv
15-26 (12 times)

30 M | 130 S G; revision of chronology

403 M ] 303 S; 330 G; S: revision of chronology; G: *403 - 330 by
reminiscence or anticipation of nwbY, vv 14, 16, and anticipation of
mRn v v 17 (G)

34 M ] 134 S G; revision of chronology

370 G 1 430 M; 270 S; S: revision of chronology; M: *370 — 430 by
reminiscence of I¥ QWS VAR, v 16

30 M ] 130 S G; revision of chronology
209 M G ] 109 S; revision of chronology
32 M ] 132 S G; revision of chronology
207 M G ] 107 S; revision of chronology
30 M | 130 S G; revision of chronology
200 M G ] 100 S; revision of chronology
29 M ] 79 S G; revision of chronology

119 M ] 69 S; 129 G; S: revision of chronology; G: *119 - 129, prps
1YY - 0V by graphic confusion (71/0)



nwRTa 11:9-27

799 Y NXRTI2 OV oY MTPINAPR 0 OO[B]OD PIRaTYD
TYIBINIY 17PN VMR DTN 2920 MR DN TYIDW Y
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1794 MR MPYTL S 2y 1Y MY oWy noy
DO[0]00 19123 0732 7791 AW MRy Y38 0730 WOY q2y-NR
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111327 0°33 T3 MY NiRR WHYY MY Dyaw A99 N 1779
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TINIIK 0IRTNK T2 MY oYY manen . 0o[o]oo
107081 NITNR DIIRTIR TR M0 M) HTRR PR 7 Y
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1128 7182 M S ] Y82 G (ev ™ xwpa); reminiscence of YR2 v 28, cf v 31,
15:7, Neh 9:7 (all G)

30 T2 S 1IN A% M; 3090 G (erekvomorer); M: graphic confusion
(1/*); G: graphic confusion (¥/*) with word misdivision

31 "W M S G (Tapar) | + 7291 NX1 S; harmonizing plus with . . . *W
199m v 29

mneo M G (my vougdny avrov) ] M5 S; harmonization of number, see
previous entry

093k M S G (ABpaw) 1 + MM S; harmonizing plus with 9113 D7aR v
29

112 M G (rov veov avrov) ] 1°32 S; harmonization of number, see previous
entry

OnX R¥I1M'S (R*81) G (ebnyaryer avrovg) Vg ] DNR RX*1 M; parablepsis;
note linguistic modernization in S (jussive form — imperfect form, fre-
quent in S)

TIRD M S 4QCommGen? | PIRD G (ex ™¢ xwpag); reminiscence or har-
monization with 0*323 ¥7R2 v 28 (G)

WI"T M S ] X131 G (ko nN0ev) sim 4QCommGen? (X12*1); metathesis
() or exegetical revision

1Y M S ] 2W" G (ko kaTwknoep); see previous entry

32 mN 1°M S G Bapa) ] + 1112 G (v Xappar); anticipation or
harmonizing plus with 12 7N v 32

205 M G ] 145 S cf Acts 7:4 and Philo, Mig. 177; revision of chronology



nwRT2 11:27-32
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Oy *1¢ DIXNYY DY O°%3 b7 N3 0TR npn® 0T

TR TIRY, VI IM X 1207 "2K1 727073 170712 1R TNy nwy
" 1KY 133772 177772 017X 923 DNINTIR I AR T AY
IN271 1Y3D 3IX NP7 077D IR ONR ¥ 932 072X NYR NP3
M PR NIY DONRM DOIY OB MR PR 0y 1w 110y
oo[s]oo N2

1129 mpnC3LS|pV



This page intentionally left blank



Bibliography

Aejmelaeus, A. 1987. “What Can We Know about the Hebrew Vorlage of the Sep-
tuagint?” ZAW 99: 58-89 = Pp. 77-115 in Aejmelacus, On the Trail of the Sep-
tuagint Translators: Collected Essays. Kampen: Kok Pharos, 1993.

Albrektson, B. 1978. “Reflections on the Emergence of a Standard Text of the Hebrew
Bible.” Pp. 49-65 in J. A. Emerton, ed., Congress Volume: Gottingen 1977.
VTSup 29. Leiden: Brill.

. 1994. “Translation and Emendation.” Pp. 27-39 in S. E. Balentine and J.
Barton, eds., Language, Theology, and the Bible: Essays in Honour of James
Barr. Oxford: Clarendon.

Alexander, P. S. 1988a. “Jewish Aramaic Translations of Hebrew Scriptures.” Pp. 217-
53 in Mulder 1988b.

__ . 1988b. “Retelling the Old Testament.” Pp. 99-121 in D. A. Carson and H. G.
M. Williamson, eds., It Is Written: Scripture Citing Scripture. Essays in Honour of
Barnabas Lindars. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Andersen, F. 1., and Forbes, A. D. 1986. Spelling in the Hebrew Bible. BibOr 41.
Rome: Pontifical Biblical Institute.

Bacher, W. 1891. “A Contribution to the History of the Term ‘Massorah.”” JOR 3: 785-
90 = Pp. 600-5 in Leiman 1974.

Barr, J. 1979. The Typology of Literalism in Ancient Biblical Translations. MSU 15.
Gottingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht.

. 1989a. The Variable Spellings of the Hebrew Bible. Oxford: Oxford University
Press.

. 1989b. “Hebrew, Aramaic and Greek in the Hellenistic Age.” Pp. 79-114 in W.
D. Davies and L. Finkelstein, eds., The Cambridge History of Judaism. Vol. 2:
The Hellenistic Age. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Barré, M. L. 1995. “Rabisu.” Cols. 1287-90 in K. van der Toorn, B. Becking, and P.
W. van der Horst, eds., Dictionary of Deities and Demons in the Bible. Leiden:
Brill.

Barthélemy, D., ed. 1973. Preliminary and Interim Report on the Hebrew Old Testament
Text Project. Vol. 1: Pentateuch. New York: United Bible Societies.

. 1982. Critique textuelle de I’Ancien Testament. Tome 1: Josué, Juges, Ruth,
Samuel, Rois, Chroniques, Esdras, Néhémie, Esther. OBO 50/1. Fribourg/
Géttingen: Editions Universitaires/Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht.

. 1992, Critique textuelle de I'Ancien Testament. Tome 3: Ezéchiel, Daniel et les
12 Prophétes. OBO 50/3. Fribourg/Géttingen: Editions Universitaires/Vanden-
hoeck & Ruprecht.

151



152 Bibliography

Ben-Hayyim, Z. 1965. “Traditions in the Hebrew Language, with Special Reference to
the Dead Sea Scrolls.” Pp. 200-14 in C. Rabin and Y. Yadin, eds., Aspects of the
Dead Sea Scrolls. ScrHier 4. Jerusalem: Magnes.

Bernstein, M. J. 1994. “4Q252 i 2 W% DIX2 *MA 7T* X?: Biblical Text or Biblical
Interpretation?” RevQ 16: 421-27.

Borbone, P. G. 1990. Il libro del Profeta Osea. Edizione critica del testo ebraico. QH 2.
Torino: Zamorani.

Breuer, M. 1976. The Aleppo Codex and the Received Text of the Bible [Hebrew].
Jerusalem: Kook.

Brock, S. P. 1972. “The Phenomenon of the Septuagint.” Pp. 11-36 in A. S. van der
Woude, ed., The Witness of Tradition. OTS 17. Leiden: Brill.

__.1979. “Jewish Traditions in Syriac Sources.” JJS 30: 212-32.

. 1992a. “To Revise or Not to Revise: Attitudes to Jewish Biblical Translation.”
Pp. 301-38 in Brooke and Lindars 1992.

. 1992b. “Versions, Ancient: Syriac Versions.” ABD 6. 794-99.

Brooke, G. J., and Lindars, B., eds. 1992. Septuagint, Scrolls and Cognate Writings.
SCS 33. Atlanta: Scholars.

Brown, W. P. 1993. Structure, Role, and Ideology in the Hebrew and Greek Texts of
Genesis 1:1-2:3. SBLDS 132. Atlanta: Scholars.

Budde, K. 1883. Die Biblische Urgeschichte. Giessen: Ricker’sche.

Burchard, C. 1966. “Gen 35,610 und 36,5~12 MT aus der Wiiste Juda.” ZAW 78: 71~
75.

Carr, D. M. 1996. Reading the Fractures of Genesis: Historical and Literary Ap-
proaches. Louisville: Westminster John Knox.

Cassuto, U. 1961-64. A Commentary on the Book of Genesis. 2 vols. Trans. 1. Abra-
hams. Jerusalem: Magnes.

Chiesa, B. 1992a. “Textual History and Textual Criticism of the Hebrew Old Testa-
ment.” Pp. 257-72 in Trebolle Barrera and Vegas Montaner 1992.

____.1992b. “Some Remarks on Textual Criticism and the Editing of Hebrew Texts.”
Manuscripts of the Middle East 6: 138-44.

Cohen, S. J. D. 1987. From the Maccabees to the Mishnah. Philadelphia: Westminster.

Cook, J. 1982. “Genesis 1 in the Septuagint as an Example of the Problem: Text and
Tradition.” JNSL 10: 25-36.

. 1985. “The Translator of the Greek Genesis.” Pp. 169-82 in N. Fernandez
Marcos, ed., La Septuaginta en la investigacion contemporanea. TE 34. Madrid:
Instituto Arias Montano.

_.1987. “The Exegesis of the Greek Genesis.” Pp. 91-125 in C. E. Cox, ed., VI
Congress of the International Organization for Septuagint and Cognate Studies.
SCS 23. Atlanta: Scholars.

Cross, F. M. 1953. “A New Qumran Biblical Fragment related to the Original Hebrew
underlying the Septuagint.” BASOR 132: 15-26.

. 1955. “The Oldest Manuscripts from Qumran.” JBL 74: 147-72 = Pp. 147-76
in Cross and Talmon 1975.

. 1964. “The History of the Biblical Text in the Light of Discoveries in the
Judaean Desert.” HTR 57: 281-99 = Pp. 177-95 in Cross and Talmon 1975.



Bibliography 153

. 1966. “The Contribution of the Qumran Discoveries to the Study of the Biblical
Text.” IEJ 16: 81-95 = Pp. 278-92 in Cross and Talmon 1975.

. 1973. Canaanite Myth and Hebrew Epic: Essays in the History of the Religion of
Israel. Cambridge: Harvard University Press.

. 1979. “Problems of Method in the Textual Criticism of the Hebrew Bible.” Pp.
31-54 in W. D. O’Flaherty, ed., The Critical Study of Sacred Texts. Berkeley: Grad-
uate Theological Union.

. 1985. “The Text behind the Text of the Hebrew Bible.” BR 1: 12-25 = Pp.
139-55 in H. Shanks, ed., Understanding the Dead Sea Scrolls. New York: Ran-
dom House, 1992.

_.1992. “Some Notes on a Generation of Qumran Studies.” Pp. 1-14 in Trebolle
Barrera and Vegas Montaner 1992 = Pp. 171-91 in Cross 1995.

. 1995. The Ancient Library of Qumran. 3d ed. Minneapolis: Fortress.

Cross, F. M., and Talmon, S., eds. 1975. Qumran and the History of the Biblical Text.
Cambridge: Harvard University Press.

Davila, J. R. 1989. Unpublished Pentateuchal Manuscripts from Cave 1V, Qumran:
4QGenEx3, 4QGenb“h’j‘k. Ann Arbor: University Microfilms.

. 1990. “New Qumran Readings for Genesis One.” Pp. 3-11 in H. W. Attridge, J.
J. Collins, and T. H. Tobin, eds., Of Scribes and Scrolls: Studies on the Hebrew
Bible, Intertestamental Judaism, and Christian Origins Presented to John Strug-
nell. CTS 5. Lanham: University Press of America.

1991. “The Name of God at Moriah: An Unpublished Fragment from
4QGenExod?.” JBL 110: 577-82.

. 1992. “New Qumran Readings for the Joseph Story (Genesis 37-50).” Pp. 167-
75 in Trebolle Barrera and Vegas Montaner 1992.

. 1993, “Text-Type and Terminology: Genesis and Exodus as Test Cases. RevQ
16: 3-37.

Deist, F. E. 1988. Witnesses to the Old Testament: Introducing Old Testament Textual
Criticism. Pretoria: Kerkboekhandel.

Delitzsch, F. 1920. Die Lese- und Schreibfehler im Alten Testament. Berlin: de Gruyter.

Dillmann, A. 1897. Genesis. 2 vols. Trans. W. B. Stevenson. Edinburgh: Clark. (= Die
Genesis, 6th ed., 1892.) Citations are from vol. 1.

Dirksen, P. B. 1992. “The Peshitta and Textual Criticism of the Old Testament.” VT 42:
376-90.

Dotan, A. 1971. “Masorah.” EJ 16: 1401-82.

———, ed. 1973. 0221031 Q°X°23 77N, Tel Aviv: Adi.

Driver, G. R. 1946. “Theological and Philological Problems in the Old Testament.” JTS
47: 156-66.

Driver, S. R. 1905. The Book of Genesis. WC. 4th ed. London: Methuen.

Eichhorn, J. G. 1888. Introduction to the Study of the Old Testament. Trans. G. T. Gol-
lop. London: Spottiswoode. (= Einleitung ins Alte Testament, chs. 1-3, 3rd ed.,
1803.)

Emerton, J. A. 1994. “When Did Terah Die? (Genesis 11:32).” Pp. 170-81 in S. E.
Balentine and J. Barton, eds., Language, Theology, and the Bible: Essays in
Honour of James Barr. Oxford: Clarendon.



154 Bibliography

Etz, D. V. 1993. “The Numbers of Genesis V 3-31: A Suggested Conversion and Its
Implications.” VT 43: 171-89.

Ewald, H. 1869. The History of Israel. Vol. 1. Trans. R. Martincau. London: Spottis-
woode. (= Geschichte des Volkes Israel, 3d ed., 1864.)

Fishbane, M. 1985. Biblical Interpretation in Ancient Israel. Oxford: Clarendon.

Fraenkel, D. 1984. “Die Uberlieferung der Genealogien Gen 5:3-28 und Gen 11:10-26
in den ‘Antiquitates Iudaicae’ des Flavius Josephus.” Pp. 175-200 in A. Pietersma
and C. Cox, eds., De Septuaginta: Studies in Honour of John William Wevers.
Mississauga: Benben.

Frankel, Z. 1841. Vorstudien zu der Septuaginta. Leipzig: Vogel.

Freedman, D. N. 1952. “Notes on Genesis.” ZAW 64: 190-94 = Pp. 3-7 in Freedman
1997, vol. 1.

. 1962. “The Massoretic Text and the Qumran Scrolls: A Study in Orthography.”
Textus 2: 87-102 = Pp. 13-28 in Freedman 1997, vol. 2.

__.1987. “The Earliest Bible.” Pp. 29-37 in M. P. O’Connor and D. N. Freedman,
eds., Backgrounds for the Bible. Winona Lake: Eisenbrauns = Pp. 341-49 in
Freedman 1997, vol. 1.

. 1997. Divine Commitment and Human Obligation: Selected Writings of David
Noel Freedman, ed. J. R. Huddlestun. 2 vols. Grand Rapids: Eerdmans.

Ginsburg, C. D. 1897. Introduction to the Massoretico-Critical Edition of the Hebrew
Bible. London: Trinitarian Bible Society. Reprint, New York: Ktav, 1966.

_,ed. 1908. amn *wmn 7wnn. London: British and Foreign Bible Society.

Goshen-Gottstein, M. H. 1957. “The History of the Bible-Text and Comparative Semi-
tics: A Methodological Problem.” VI 7: 195-201.

. 1963. “The Rise of the Tiberian Bible Text.” Pp. 79-122 in A. Altmann, ed.,
Biblical and Other Studies. Cambridge: Harvard University Press = Pp. 666-709
in Leiman 1974.

. 1965. The Book of Isaiah: Sample Edition with Introduction. HUBP. Jerusalem:
Magnes.

. 1967. “Hebrew Biblical Manuscripts: Their History and Their Place in the
HUBP Edition.” Bib 48: 243-90 = Pp. 42-89 in Cross and Talmon 1975.

. 1983. “The Textual Criticism of the Old Testament: Rise, Decline, Rebirth.”
JBL 102: 365-99.

. 1992a. “Editions of the Hebrew Bible: Past and Future.” Pp. 221-42 in M. Fish-
bane and E. Tov, eds., ‘Sha‘arei Talmon’: Studies in the Bible, Qumran, and the
Ancient Near East Presented to Shemaryahu Talmon. Winona Lake: Eisenbrauns.,

. 1992b. “The Development of the Hebrew Text of the Bible: Theories and Prac-
tice of Textual Criticism.” VT 42: 204-13.

Greenberg, M. 1983a. Ezekiel 1-20. AB 22. New York: Doubleday.

. 1983b. “MSRT HBRYT, ‘The Obligation of the Covenant,” in Ezekiel 20:37.”
Pp. 37-46 in C. L. Meyers and M. O’Connor, eds., The Word of the Lord Shall
Go Forth: Essays in Honor of David Noel Freedman. Winona Lake: Eisenbrauns.

Greenspahn, F. E. 1987. “Biblical Scholars, Medieval and Modern.” Pp. 245-58 in J.
Neusner, B. A. Levine, and E. 8. Frerichs, eds., Judaic Perspectives on Ancient
Israel. Philadelphia: Fortress.



Bibliography 155

Grossfeld, B. 1988. The Targum Ongelos to Genesis: Translated, with a Critical Intro-
duction, Apparatus, and Notes. ArB 6. Wilmington: Glazier.

Gunkel, H. 1910. Genesis. HKAT. 3d ed. Géttingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht.

Hall, B. 1963. “Biblical Scholarship: Editions and Commentaries.” Pp. 38-93 in S. L.
Greenslade, ed., The Cambridge History of the Bible. Vol. 3: The West from the
Reformation to the Present Day. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Hanhart, R. 1992. “The Translation of the Septuagint in Light of Earlier Tradition and
Subsequent Influences.” Pp. 339-79 in Brooke and Lindars 1992.

Harl, M. 1986. La Bible d'Alexandrie: La Genése. Paris: Cerf.

Harrington, D. J. 1971. “The Biblical Text of Pseudo-Philo’s Liber Antiquitatum Bibli-
carum.” CBQ 33: 1-17.

Hartman, L. F., ed. 1970. Textual Notes on the New American Bible. Paterson: St.
Anthony’s Guild.

Hayward, C. T. R. 1995. Saint Jerome's Hebrew Questions on Genesis: Translated with
Introduction and Commentary. OECS. Oxford: Clarendon.

Hendel, R. S. 1994, Review of Brown 1993, JR 74 596.

. 1995a. Review of Wevers 1993. JR 75: 103-4.

. 1995b. “4Q252 and the Flood Chronology of Genesis 7-8: A Text-Critical Solu-
tion.” DSD 2: 72-79.

. In press. “Scriptures: Translations.” In L. H. Schiffman and J. C. VanderKam,
eds., Encyclopedia of the Dead Sea Scrolls. New York: Oxford University Press.

Hess, R. S. 1993, Studies in the Personal Names of Genesis 1-11. AOAT 234.
Neukirchen-Vluyn: Neukirchener.

Horowitz, W. 1990. “The Isles of the Nations: Genesis X and Babylonian Geography.”
Pp. 35-43 in J. A. Emerton, ed., Studies in the Pentateuch. VTSup 41. Leiden:
Brill.

Housman, A. E. 1961a. “Preface to Juvenal.” Pp. 53-62 in Housman, Selected Prose,
ed. J. Carter. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press. Originally published in
1905.

. 1961b. “The Application of Thought to Textual Criticism.” Pp. 131-50 in
Selected Prose. Originally published in 1921.

Huehnergard, J. 1992. “Languages: Introductory Survey.” ABD 4. 155-70.

Hughes, J. 1990. Secrets of the Times: Myth and History in Biblical Chronology. JSOT-
Sup 66. Sheffield: JSOT.

Isenberg, S. R. 1971. “On the Jewish-Palestinian Origins of the Peshitta to the Penta-
teuch.” JBL 90: 69-81.

Jastram, N. 1992. “The Text of 4QNumb.” Pp. 177-98 in Trebolle Barrera and Vegas
Montaner 1992.

Kamesar, A. 1993. Jerome, Greek Scholarship, and the Hebrew Bible. QECS. Oxford:
Clarendon.

Kaufman, S. A. 1994. “Dating the Language of the Palestinian Targums and Their Use
in the Study of First Century CE Texts.” Pp. 118-41 in D. R. G. Beattic and M. J.
McNamata, eds., The Aramaic Bible: Targums in Their Historical Context. JSOT-
Sup 166. Sheffield: JSOT.

Kedar, B. 1988. “The Latin Translations.” Pp. 299-338 in Mulder 1988b.



156 Bibliography

Kenney, E. J. 1974. The Classical Text: Aspects of Editing in the Age of the Printed
Book. Berkeley: University of California Press.

. 1992, “Textual Criticism.” EB 20: 614-20.

Klein, R. W. 1974a. “Archaic Chronologies and the Textual History of the Old Testa-
ment.” HTR 67: 255-63.

. 1974b. Textual Criticism of the Old Testament: The Septuagint after Qumran.
Philadelphia: Fortress.

Komlosh, Y. 1973. The Bible in the Light of the Aramaic Translations [Hebrew]. Tel
Aviv: Dvir.

Koster, M. D. 1993. “Peshifta Revisited: A Reassessment of Its Value as a Version.”
JSS 38: 235-68.

Kuenen, A. 1884. “Bijdragen tot de critick van Pentateuch en Jozua: De geboorteges-
chiedenis van Genesis Hoofdstuk I-XI.”7TT 18: 121-71.

Lambdin, T. O. 1971. Introduction to Biblical Hebrew. New York: Scribner’s.

Larsson, G. 1983. “The Chronology of the Pentateuch: A Comparison of the MT and
LXX.” JBL 102: 401-9.

Layton, S. C. 1997. “Remarks on the Canaanite Origin of Eve.” CBQ 59: 22-32.

Leiman, S. Z., ed. 1974. The Canon and Masorah of the Hebrew Bible: An Introductory
Reader. New York: Ktav.

Lewis, J. P. 1968. A Study of the Interpretation of Noah and the Flood in Jewish and
Christian Literature. Leiden: Brill.

Lim, T. H. 1992. “The Chronology of the Flood Story in a Qumran Text (4Q252).” JJS
43: 288-98.

. 1993. “Notes on 4Q252 fr. 1, cols. i-ii.” JJS 44: 121-26.

Lipifiski, E. 1990. “Les Japhétites selon Gen 10,2-4 et 1 Chr 1,5-7.” ZAH 3: 40-53.

Lipschiitz, L., ed. 1962. “Kitab al-Khilaf: Mishael Ben Uzziel’s Treatise on the Dif-
ferences between Ben Asher and Ben Naphtali” [Hebrew and Arabic]. Textus 2: -X
1.

Lust, J. 1991. “*For Man Shall His Blood Be Shed’: Gen 9:6 in Hebrew and in Greek.”
Pp. 91-102 in G. J. Norton and S. Pisano, eds., Tradition of the Text: Studies
Offered to Dominique Barthélemy. OBO 109. Freiburg/Géttingen: Universitéts-
verlag/Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht.

Maas, P. 1958. Textual Criticism. Trans. B. Flower. Oxford: Clarendon.

Maher, M. 1992. Targum Pseudo-Jonathan: Genesis. Translated, with Introduction and
Notes. ArB 1B. Collegeville: Glazier.

Maori, Y. 1992. “The Text of the Hebrew Bible in Rabbinic Writings in the Light of the
Qumran Bvidence.” Pp. 283-89 in D. Dimant and U. Rappaport, eds., The Dead
Sea Scrolls: Forty Years of Research. STDJ 10. Leiden: Brill.

. 1995. The Peshitta Version of the Pentateuch and Early Jewish Exegesis
[Hebrew]. Jerusalem: Magnes.

McCarter, P. K., Jr. 1986. Textual Criticism: Recovering the Text of the Hebrew Bible.
Philadelphia: Fortress.

McEvenue, S. E. 1971. The Narrative Style of the Priestly Writer. AnBib 50. Rome:
Pontifical Biblical Institute.

McGann, J. J. 1991. The Textual Condition. Princeton: Princeton University Press.



Bibliography 157

McNamara, M. 1992. Targum Neofiti 1: Genesis. Translated, with Apparatus and Notes.
ArB 1A. Collegeville: Glazier.

Merton, R. K. 1965. On the Shoulders of Giants: A Shandean Postscript. San Diego:
Harcourt Brace Jovanovich.

Metzger, B. 1992. The Text of the New Testament: Its Transmission, Corruption, and
Restoration. 3d ed. Oxford: Oxford University Press.

Mulder, M. J. 1988a. “The Transmission of the Biblical Text.” Pp. 87-135 in Mulder
1988b.

__, ed. 1988b. Mikra: Text, Translation, Reading and Interpretation in Ancient
Judaism and Early Christianity. CRINT 2/1. Philadelphia: Fortress.

Neusner, J. 1994. Introduction to Rabbinic Literature. New York: Doubleday.

Ofer, J. 1989. “M. D. Cassuto’s Notes on the Aleppo Codex” [Hebrew]. Sefunor 19
(n.s. 4): 277-344.

Orlinsky, H. M. 1961. “The Textual Criticism of the Old Testament.” Pp. 113-32 in G.
E. Wright, ed., The Bible and the Ancient Near East: Essays in Honor of William
Foxwell Albright. Garden City: Doubleday.

. 1966. “The Masoretic Text: A Critical Evaluation.” Pp. i-xlv in 1966 Ktav
reprint of Ginsburg 1897 = Pp. 833-77 in Leiman 1974.

Paradise, B. 1986. “Food for Thought: The Septuagint Translation of Genesis 1.11-12.”
Pp. 177-204 in J. D. Martin and P. R. Davies, eds., A Word in Season: Essays in
Honour of William McKane. JSOTSup 42. Sheffield: JSOT.

Penkower, J. S. 1988. “A Tenth-Century Pentateuchal MS from Jerusalem (MS C3),
Corrected by Mishael Ben Uzziel” [Hebrew]. Tarbiz 58: 49-74.

Polak, F. 1992. “Statistics and Textual Filiation: The Case of 4QSam?®/LXX (with a Note
on the Text of the Pentateuch).” Pp. 215-76 in Brooke and Lindars 1992.

Puech, E. 1980. “Fragment d’un rouleau de la Genése provenant du désert de Juda
(Gen. 33,18-34,3).” RevQ 10: 163-66.

Purvis, J. D. 1968. The Samaritan Pentateuch and the Origin of the Samaritan Sect.
HSM 2. Cambridge: Harvard University Press.

Qimron, E. 1986. The Hebrew of the Dead Sea Scrolls. HSS 29. Atlanta: Scholars.

Reynolds, L. D., and Wilson, N. G. 1974. Scribes and Scholars: A Guide to the Trans-
mission of Greek and Latin Literature. 2d ed. Oxford: Clarendon.

Roberts, B. I. 1951. The Old Testament Text and Versions. Cardiff: University of Wales
Press. ]

Rosel, M. 1991. “Die Ubersetzung der Gottesbezeichnungen in der Genesis-
Septuaginta.” Pp. 357-78 in D. R. Daniels, U. Glessmer, and M. Résel, eds.,
Ernten, was Man sdt: Festschrift fiir Klaus Koch. Neukirchen-Vluyn: Neukir-
chener.

1994. Ubersetzung als Vollendung der Auslegung: Studien zur Genesis-
Septuaginta. BZAW 223. Berlin: de Gruyter.

Sadaga, A., and Sadaqa, R., eds. 1962. Jewish and Samaritan Versions of the Penta-
teuch: Genesis [Hebrew]. Tel Aviv: Mass.

Saenz-Badillos, A. 1993. A History of the Hebrew Language. Trans. J. Elwolde. Cam-
bridge: Cambridge University Press.



158 Bibliography

Salvesen, A. 1991. Symmachus in the Pentateuch. JSSM 15. Manchester: University of
Manchester Press.

Sanders, J. A. 1991. “Stability and Fluidity in Text and Canon.” Pp. 203-17 in G. J.
Norton and S. Pisano, eds., Tradition of the Text: Studies Offered to Dominique
Barthélemy. OBO 109. Freiburg/Goéttingen: Universititsverlag/Vandenhoeck &
Ruprecht.

Sanderson, J. E. 1986. An Exodus Scroll from Qumran: 4QpalecExod™ and the Samar-
itan Tradition. HSS 30. Atlanta: Scholars.

Schmidt, W. H. 1973. Die Schopfungsgeschichte der Priesterschrift. WMANT 17. 3d
ed. Neukirchen-Vluyn: Neukirchener.

Seebass H. 1986. “LXX und MT in Gen 31,44-53.” BN 34: 30-38.

Siegel, J. P. 1975. The Severus Scroll and IQIs®. MS 2. Missoula: Scholars.

Skehan, P. W. 1969, “The Scrolls and the Old Testament Text.” Pp. 89-100 in D. N.
Freedman and J. C. Greenfield, eds., New Directions in Biblical Archaeology.
Garden City: Doubleday.

Skinner, J. 1914. The Divine Names in Genesis. London: Hodder and Stoughton.

. 1930. 4 Critical and Exegetical Commentary on Genesis. ICC. 2d ed. Edin-
burgh: Clark.

Sollamo, R. 1995. Repetition of the Possessive Pronouns in the Septuagint. SCS 40.
Atlanta: Scholars.

Speiser, E. A. 1964, Genesis. AB 1. Garden City: Doubleday.

Spurrell, G. J. 1896. Notes on the Text of the Book of Genesis. Oxford: Clarendon.

Steiner, G. 1975. After Babel: Aspects of Language and Translation. London: Oxford
University Press.

Strack, H. L. 1902. “Text of the Old Testament.” HDB 4: 726-32.

Talmage, F. 1987. “Keep Your Sons from Scripture: The Bible in Medieval Jewish
Scholarship and Spirituality.” Pp. 81-101 in C. Thoma and M. Wyschogrod, eds.,
Understanding Scripture: Explorations of Jewish and Christian Traditions of Inter-
pretation. New York: Paulist.

Talmon, S. 1970. “The Old Testament Text.” Pp. 159-99 in P. R. Ackroyd and C. F.
Evans, eds., The Cambridge History of the Bible. Vol. 1: From the Beginnings to
Jerome. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press = Pp. 1-41 in Cross and Tal-
mon 1975.

. 1975. “The Textual Study of the Bible: A New Outlook.” Pp. 321-400 in Cross
and Talmon 1975.

Tansell, G. T. 1989. A Rationale of Textual Criticism. Philadelphia: University of
Pennsylvania Press.

ter Haar Romeny, R. B. 1995. “Techniques of Translation and Transmission in the Ear-
liest Text Forms of the Syriac Version of Genesis.” Pp. 177-85 in P. B. Dirksen
and A. van der Kooij, eds., The Peshitta as a Translation. MPI 8. Leiden: Brill.

Tov E. 1981. The Text-Critical Use of the Septuagint in Biblical Research. Jerusalem:
Simor.

. 1982. “A Modern Textual Outlook Based on the Qumran Scrolls. HUCA 53: 11-
27.



Bibliography 159

___.1985. “The Nature and Background of Harmonizations in Biblical Manuscripts.”
JSOT 31: 3-29.

. 1988. “The Septuagint.” Pp. 161-88 in Mulder 1988b.

. 1992a. Textual Criticism of the Hebrew Bible. Minneapolis: Fortress.

. 1992b. “The Contribution of the Qumran Scrolls to the Understanding of the
LXX.” Pp. 11-47 in Brooke and Lindars 1992.

. 1992¢c. “Some Notes on a Generation of Qumran Studies (by Frank M. Cross): A
Reply.” Pp. 15-21 in Trebolle Barrera and Vegas Montaner 1992.

. 19%4a. “Glosses, Interpolations and Other Types of Scribal Additions in the Text
of the Hebrew Bible.” Pp. 40-66 in S. E. Balentine and J. Barton, eds., Language,
Theology, and the Bible: Essays in Honour of James Barr. Oxford: Clarendon.

. 1994p. “Biblical Texts as Reworked in Some Qumran Manuscripts with Special
Attention to 4QRP and 4QParaGen-Exod.” Pp. 111-34 in E. Ulrich and J. Vander-
Kam, eds., The Community of the Renewed Covenant: The Notre Dame Symposium
on the Dead Sea Scrolls. Notre Dame: University of Notre Dame Press.

. 1995. “Groups of Biblical Texts Found at Qumran.” Pp. 85-102 in D. Dimant
and L. H. Schiffman, eds., Time to Prepare the Way in the Wilderness: Papers on
the Qumran Scrolls. STDJ 16. Leiden: Brill.

Trebolle Barrera, J., and Vegas Montaner, L., eds. 1992. The Madrid Qumran Con-
gress. 2 vols. STDJ 11. Leiden: Brill. Citations are from vol. 1.

Ulrich, E. 1992. “The Canonical Process, Textual Criticism, and the Latter Stages in the
Composition of the Bible.” Pp. 267-91 in M. Fishbane and E. Tov, eds., ‘Sha‘arei
Talmon’: Studies in the Bible, Qumran, and the Ancient Near East Presented to
Shemaryahu Talmon. Winona Lake: Eisenbrauns.

VanderKam, J. C. 1977. Textual and Historical Studies in the Book of Jubilees. HSM
14. Missoula: Scholars.

1978. “The Textual Affinities of the Biblical Citations in the Genesis
Apocryphon.” JBL 97: 45-55.

_ . 1988. “Jubilees and Hebrew Texts of Genesis-Exodus.” Textus 14: 71-85.

. 1995, “Das chronologische Konzept des Jubildenbuches.” ZAW 107: 80-100.

Wallace, H. N. 1990. “The Toledot of Adam.” Pp. 17-33 in J. A. Emerton, ed., Studies
in the Pentateuch, VTSup 41. Leiden: Brill.

Waltke, B. K. 1970. “The Samaritan Pentateuch and the Text of the Old Testament.” Pp.
212-39 in J. B. Payne, ed., New Perspectives on the Old Testament. Waco: Word.

. 1992. “Samaritan Pentateuch.” ABD 5. 932-40.

Waltke, B. K., and O’Connor, M. 1990. An Introduction to Biblical Hebrew Syntax.
Winona Lake: Eisenbrauns.

Weinfeld, M. 1972. Deuteronomy and the Deuteronomic School. Oxford: Clarendon.

Weingreen, J. 1957. “Rabbinic-type Glosses in the Old Testament.” JSS 2: 149-62 =
Pp. 32-54 in Weingreen, From Bible to Mishna: The Continuity of Tradition. Man-
chester: Manchester University Press, 1976.

Wellhausen, J. 1899. Die Composition des Hexateuchs und der historischen Biicher des
Alten Testaments. 3d ed. Berlin: Reimer. Reprint, Berlin: de Gruyter, 1963.

Wenham, G. J. 1987. Genesis 1-15. WBC 1. Waco: Word.



160 Bibliography

Wernberg-Maller, P. 1962. “Some Observations of the Relationship of the Peshitta Ver-
sion of the Book of Genesis to the Palestinian Targum Fragments Published by
Professor Kahle, and to Targum Onkelos. ST 15: 128-80.

West, M. L. 1973. Textual Criticism and Editorial Technique. Stuttgart: Teubner.

Westermann, C. 1984. Genesis 1-11: A Commentary. Trans. J. J. Scullion. Min-
neapolis: Augsburg.

Wevers, J. W. 1974. Text History of the Greek Genesis. MSU 11. Géttingen: Vanden-
hoeck & Ruprecht.

. 1985. “An Apologia for Septuagint Studies.” BIOSCS 18: 16-38.

__ . 1993. Notes on the Greek Text of Genesis. SCS 35. Atlanta: Scholars.

Wickes, W. 1887. A Treatise on the Accentuation of the Twenty-One So-Called Prose
Books of the Old Testament. With a Facsimile of a Page of the Codex Assigned to
Ben-Asher in Aleppo. Oxford: Clarendon.

Williamson, H. G. M. 1987. Ezra and Nehemiah. Sheffield: JSOT.

Yeivin, I. 1968. The Aleppo Codex of the Bible: A Study of Its Vocalization and
Accentuation [Hebrew]. HUBP 3. Jerusalem: Magnes.

. 1980. Introduction to the Tiberian Masorah. Trans. and ed. E. J. Revell. MS 5.
Missoula: Scholars.



Author Index

Agjmelaeus, A. 16, 17, 151
Albrektson, B. 13, 101, 113, 151
Alexander, P. S. 14, 85, 151
Andersen, F. 1. 44, 151

Bacher, W. 103, 104, 105, 151

Barr, J. 33, 44, 105, 151, 153, 159

Barré, M. L. 45-46, 151

Barthélemy, D. xi, 6, 12, 13, 14, 114,
118, 151, 156, 158

Ben-Hayyim, Z. 103, 152

Bernstein, M. J. 152

Borbone, P. G. 109, 110, 115, 152

Breuer, M. 14, 152

Brock, S. P. 14, 15, 18, 47, 69, 70, 101,
152

Brooke, G. J. xi, 13, 152, 155, 157, 159

Brown, W. P. 14, 152, 155

Budde, K. 63, 75, 76, 152

Burchard, C. 101, 152

Carr, D. M. 63, 75, 152

Cassuto, M. D. xii

Cassuto, U. 21, 22, 32, 45, 46, 53, 152,
157,

Chiesa, B. 93, 95, 96, 109, 112, 152

Cohen, S.J. D. 103, 152

Cook, J. 17, 152

Cross, F. M. xi, 3, 6, 12, 13, 16, 36, 43,
63, 79, 94, 95, 96, 99, 100, 109, 110,
112, 152, 153, 154, 158, 159

Davila, J. R. xi, 3, 14, 17, 24, 25, 27, 42,
43, 96, 99, 153

Deist, F. E. 6, 153

Delitzsch, F. 25, 153

Dillmann, A. 7, 13, 29, 32, 42, 46, 47,
49, 53, 54, 57, 58, 59, 62, 63, 66, 71,
74,775, 153

Dirksen, P. B. 14, 153, 158

Dotan, A. xii, 103, 153
Driver, G. R. 46, 153
Driver, S. R. xiv, 47, 153

Eichhorn, J. G. 93, 153

Eissfeldt, O. xiv

Emerton, J. A. 59, 73, 74, 151, 153, 155,
159

Etz, D. V. 62, 63, 67, 68, 154

Ewald, H. 63, 154

Fishbane, M. 81, 82, 85, 114, 154, 159

Forbes, A. D. 44, 151

Fraenkel, D. 15, 69, 70, 77, 154

Frankel, Z. 30, 84, 154

Freedman, D. N. xii, xiv, xv, 44, 48,
114, 154, 158,

Ginsburg, C. D. 14, 154, 157

Goshen-Gottstein, M. H. xii, 3, 6, 10, 11,
13, 14, 40, 101, 109, 112, 115, 117,
154

Greenberg, M. 104, 154

Greenfield, J. 4

Greenspahn, F. E. 7, 154

Grossfeld, B. 14, 155

Gunkel, H. 13, 24, 26, 28, 29, 32, 42,
44,49, 52, 54, 56, 57, 58, 74, 155

Hall, B. 81, 155

Hanhart, R. 16, 18, 19, 155

Harl, M. 14, 19, 24, 28, 31, 34, 35, 36,
155

Harrington, D. J. xiii, 15, 70, 77, 155

Hartman, L. F. xv, 27, 155

Hayward, C. T. R. 14, 61, 74, 155

Hendel, R. S. 14, 54, 55, 102, 155

Hess, R. S. 48, 155

Horowitz, W. 59, 155

Housman, A. E. 3, 6, 155

161



162 Author Index

Huehnergard, J. 59, 155
Hughes, J. 62, 63, 64, 66, 67, 68, 74, 75,
155

Isenberg, S. R. 14, 155
Jastram, N. 82, 99, 155

Kamesar, A. 14, 155

Kaufman, S. A. 14, 101, 155

Kedar, B. 14, 102, 155

Kenney, E. J. 4, 6, 93, 94, 109, 111, 113,
114, 156

Klein, R. W. 61, 62, 63, 66, 67, 68, 73,
74, 78, 79, 80, 98, 156

Komlosh, Y. 14, 156

Koster, M. D. 14, 156

Kuenen, A. 44, 156

Lambdin, T. O. 26, 156

Larsson, G. 63, 156

Layton, S. C. 48, 156

Leiman, S. Z. 151, 154, 156, 157
Lewis, J. P. 53, 156

Lim, T. H. xi, 156

Lindars, B. 13, 151, 152, 155, 157, 159
Lipifski, E. 7, 156

Lipschiitz, L. xii, 117, 156

Lust, J. 30, 156

Maas, P. 4, 9, 93, 94, 109, 116, 156

Maher, M. 14, 156

Maori, Y. 14, 102, 156

McCarter, P. K. 3, 6, 7, 10, 11, 13, 41,
52, 156

McEvenue, S. E. 21, 156

McGann, J. J. 5, 156

McNamara, M. 14, 155, 157

Merton, R. K. 57, 157

Metzger, B. 94, 157

Mulder, M. J. 103, 151, 155, 157, 159

Neusner, J. 103, 154, 157

O’Connor, M. 26, 154, 159
Ofer, J. xii, 118, 131, 157
Orlinsky, H. M. 4, 16, 116, 157

Paradise, B. 2, 20, 28, 157
Penkower, J. S. xii, 117, 157
Polak, F. 94, 96, 157

Puech, E. 101, 157
Purvis, J. D. 14, 99, 157

Qimron, E. 2, 26, 59, 120, 157

Reynolds, L. D. 111, 157

Roberts, B. I. 79, 103, 157

Rosel, M. 14, 17, 19, 24, 26, 30, 31, 35,
36, 157

Sadaqa, A. and R. 14, 157

Sdenz-Badillos, A. 26, 157

Salvesen, A. 158

Sanders, J. A. 114, 158

Sanderson, J. E. 82, 85, 158

Schmidt, W. H. 23, 26, 42, 158

Seebass, H. 37, 158

Siegel, J. P. 25, 158

Skehan, P. W. 24, 158

Skinner, J. 13, 22, 24, 26, 30, 32, 33, 35,
36, 42, 44, 45, 46, 47, 49, 50, 51, 53,
54, 56, 57, 58, 59, 62, 63, 75, 158

Sollamo, R. 18, 158

Speiser, E. A. 4, 23, 24, 29, 42, 44, 45,
47, 49, 56, 57, 158

Spurrell, G. J. 13, 158

Steiner, G. 17, 158

Strack, H. L. 13, 118, 158

Talmage, F. 81, 158

Talmon, S. 10, 13, 79, 152, 153, 154,
158, 159

Tansell, G. T. 158

ter Haar Romeny, R. B. 14, 158

Tov, E. 3, 5, 6, 10, 11, 12, 13, 14, 3, 16,
18, 21, 22, 23, 24, 26, 29, 33, 40, 41,
46, 52, 74, 79, 82, 83, 84, 85, 95, 96,
99, 110, 111, 112, 113, 114, 117,
118, 154, 158, 159

Trebolle Barrera, J. 13, 152, 153, 155,
159

Ulrich, E. xi, 114, 159

VanderKam, J. C. xiii, 14, 76, 100, 155,
159

Vegas Montaner, L. 13, 152, 153, 155,
159

Wallace, H. N. 2, 63, 159
Waltke, B. K. 14, 26, 98, 99, 159



Author Index 163

Weinfeld, M. 81, 159 Wevers, J. W. xi, 9, 14, 16, 28, 30, 31,
Weingreen, J. 159 35, 36, 52, 55, 57, 112, 154, 155,
Wellhausen, J. 20, 22, 23, 26, 113, 159 160

Wenham, G. J. 32, 45, 62, 75, 159 Wickes, W. 117, 160

Wernberg-Moller, P. 14, 160 Williamson, H. G. M. 114, 151, 160

West, M. L. 7, 9, 10, 46, 93, 94, 100, Wilson, N. G. 111, 157
155, 160

Westermann, C. 23, 30, 42, 45, 52, 54,  Yeivin, I. 13, 40, 117, 118, 121, 160
57, 160



Subject Index

anticipation 7, 25, 32-34, 41, 43, 48, 67,
92, 122, 128, 132, 134, 137, 142,
146, 148

Aquila 69, 104

Aramaic; see Targums

archetype 6, 8-9, 22, 35, 47-48, 52, 55-
56, 63-68, 71-75, 78-80, 98, 100,
113-114

assimilation 9, 33-34, 41, 43, 47, 57, 66—
67, 137, 142

Ben Asher xii, 4, 117-118
Ben Hayyim, Jacob xii, 4
Ben Naphtali xii, 117

Ben Uzziel, Mishael xii, 117
best manuscript 111

canonical form 114

chronology 8, 54-55, 61-80, 85, 97-99,
130, 132, 146, 148

conjecture 6, 109; see diagnostic conjec-
ture

critical apparatus 4, 40, 115-118

critical edition xiii, 14, 109-112, 115

critical text 5, 8, 10, 110-116

diagnostic conjecture xiii, 6, 9-10, 48, 59,
113

dittography 30-31, 40-41, 43, 49, 55, 87,
120, 122, 124, 125, 132, 136, 137,
140, 144

divine names 34-39

editorial revision 41, 50-51, 59, 77, 92,
144, 146

exegesis 14, 17, 19, 33, 81

explication 23, 41, 44-45, 48, 51-53, 56—
57, 120, 122, 124, 125, 128, 130,
132, 134, 136, 140, 142

gloss 28, 48, 51-52, 57, 75, 76, 113

graphic confusion 7, 24-25, 40-41, 43,
47-48, 50, 53-55, 57-60, 85, 91,
94, 120, 124, 125, 128, 130, 132,
134, 136, 137, 140, 142, 144, 146,
148

Greek; see Septuagint

Greek-Hebrew equivalents 18-20, 24, 26,
30

haplography xiii, 23, 27, 30, 40-46, 49—
50, 54-56, 60, 76, 85, 120, 122,
124, 128, 130, 132, 136, 137, 140,
144

harmonization 20-24, 26-32, 34-35, 37-
38, 41, 51-54, 56-57, 67, 81-92,
96-97, 101-102, 120, 122, 124, 125,
128, 130, 132, 134, 136, 137, 140,
142, 144, 146, 148

hatep vowels 116-118

Hebrew (language)

Late Biblical Hebrew 26, 120
Qumran Hebrew 103, 105
Rabbinic Hebrew 59, 103, 105

homoioarkton 23, 27, 30, 41, 49, 120,
122, 130, 140

homoioteleuton 27, 41, 44, 120, 124, 140,
144

horizontal transmission 94-95, 97-100

hyparchetype 80, 97-101

indicative errors 94-98, 100

Jerome 14, 18, 61, 74, 101

Josephus xiii, 15, 61, 69-71, 76-77, 99,
116

Jubilees xiii, 14, 69-71, 74, 76-77, 100,
116

164



Subject Index

ketib-gére xi, 40, 58
qéré perpetuum 43, 124
Latin; see Vulgate
linguistic modernization 48, 60, 86, 92,
120, 122, 124, 125, 128, 132, 134,
137, 140, 142, 144, 148
literary criticism 5, 21

Masoretes 11, 40, 44, 103-105, 116-118
Masoretic text xi-xii, 3-5, 11-14, 40-60,
97-105, 115-118, et passim
Aleppo Codex xit, 2, 117-118
Cairo Pentateuch Codex xii, 117-118
Damascus Pentateuch Codex xii, 103,
117-118
Second Rabbinic Bible xii, 4, 117
St. Petersburg Codex xii, 4, 117-118
matres lectionis 44, 46, 57, 60, 118
metathesis 56, 140, 148

original text 11, 21-22, 33, 48, 50, 79,
109-110, 113-114

orthographic modernization 41, 44, 46,
57,128, 142

parablepsis 41, 46, 48-49, 56, 58-59,
120, 128, 130, 132, 134, 142, 148

paragraphs, pétithd and sétima 118

Peshitta xi, 14, 60, 101-103, 116

Pharisees 12, 101

Philo of Alexandria 34, 35, 38, 74, 148

pisqd bé&’emsa’ pasiq 46

polyglot 14, 60

Pseudo-Philo xiii, 15, 70-71, 76-77, 100,
116

quiescent “alep vii
Qumran biblical texts vii, xi, xiii, 2, 13-
14, 16-17, 36, 82, 95-96, 99, 101

rabbinic Judaism 10-12, 101-105

recension 78-80, 99

reconstruction xiii, 6, 8-9, 48, 68, 70, 75,
78, 109, 111-112, 116

165

reminiscence 9, 41, 53, 56-57, 66-67,
73, 91-92, 124, 132, 136, 140, 142,
146, 148

retroversion 18, 24, 26, 29

rewritten Bible 84-85

Samaritan Pentateuch xi, 12, 14, 63, 83~
87, 98-99, et passim
scribal error vii, 2, 7, 27, 30, 33, 40-43,
47, 50, 55, 59, 67, 70, 73, 77, 80,
132
scribe 3, 21-24, 26-35, 37-38, 40, 43-
45, 47, 49-51, 54-55, 57, 60, 64,
76, 78, 82, 95
Septuagint xi, 4, 12-14, 16-39, 52, 57—
58, 70, 76-77, 82, 109, 116, et pas-
sim
Codex Alexandrinus xi, 52
Berlin Papyrus xi, 52
as translation document 17-20
Severus Scroll 25, 158
Syriac; see Peshifta

Targums xi, xii, 10-11, 14, 48, 69, 101~
104, 116
text-type 79-80, 99
textual history 93-103
genealogical method 93-95
statistical method 94-96, 99-100
Theodotion 104

Urtext; see original text

versions, major and minor 10-11, 13-14,
116

vocalization 4, 44, 47, 103-105, 115-116,
160

Vorlage 12, 16-20, 24, 26, 28, 33, 36,
54, 61, 69, 70, 77, 82, 110-111

Vulgate xii, 14, 69, 76, 101-103, 116

weakening of guttural 124, 137
word misdivision 41, 54-55, 59, 94, 128,
136, 137, 148



Index of Biblical Citations

Genesis

1:1-2:3  37-38

1:1-2:4 16-39, 115,
122

1:1 35, 69

1:2 18-19

1:3 20, 88, 120

1:4 23, 88, 120

1:5 120, 140

1:6 20-24, 84, 88,
120, 122

1:7 20-24, 37, 88,
120

1:8 23-24, 37, 84,
88, 120

1:9 20, 24-27, 41,
88, 120

1:10 23, 25-27, 88,
120

1:11-12 27-28, 30-31,
83, 122

1:11 20, 41, 86, 88,
120

1:12 23, 41, 86, 88,
120

1:14 28-29, 41-42,
83, 85, 120

1:15 20, 29, 83, 85,
88, 101, 120

1:17 29, 83, 85, 120

1:18 23, 88, 120

1:20 20-24, 84, 88,
120, 122

1:21 23, 88, 90, 101,
120, 134

1:22 30, 88, 122

1:24-25 42, 83, 86,
88, 120, 122,
124

1:24 20

1:25 23

1:26  30-32, 41-43,
56, 88-89, 122,
124

1:27 9, 29-30, 122

1:28 9, 30-32, 37,
42, 57, 88, 92,
122, 140

1:29 31-32, 41, 43,
51, 122

1:30 20, 32, 42, 56,
88, 120, 122

1:31 23,88, 120

2:1 35

2:2 20, 32-34, 41,
43,122

2:4-7 37

2:4-3:24 34, 37-38

2:4  34-35, 37, 85,
88, 102, 122,
126

2:5 34

27 19, 34, 54

2:8 34, 37, 88, 124

2:9 122, 124

2:11 41,43, 124

2:12 41,43, 124

2:13 124

2:14 118, 124

2:15 41, 44, 46, 58,
88, 124

2:17 89,124

2:18 89, 102, 124

2:19 122,124

2:20 41, 44, 124

2:23 41, 44, 85, 102,
124

2:24 85,102, 124

2:25 85, 124

166

3:1 34,89, 124

32 32,43, 89, 122,
124

3:3 32,34, 43, 89,
122, 124

3:5 34

3:6 41, 44-45, 85,
124, 126

37 126

3:8  19-20, 89, 126

39 126

3:10 89, 126

3:11 89, 126

3:12 43,124

3:14 28

3:15 126

3:16 87, 126, 128

3:17 89, 126, 140

3:19 126

3:20 43, 124

3:22 41, 45,126

324 126

4-11 38

4:1 48,89, 122,
126, 130, 134

4:3 38

477 41, 45-46, 58,
116, 124, 126,
128

4:8 41, 46-47, 128

4:10 128

4:11 128

4:13 38

4:15 128

4:16 128

4:18 41, 47-48, 89,
128

4:20-21 48

420 128



4:22 9,41, 43, 48—
49, 86, 113,
116, 124, 128,
130

4:24 66, 132

4:25 41, 48, 87, 89,
102, 130

4:26 41, 49, 86-87,
130

5 49, 75, 78-80,
84, 97-99, 115

5:1 34, 88, 122

5:3-32 61, 64-71, 78

5:3 41, 49-50, 116,
130

5:4 130

5:5 50, 86-87, 89,
132, 146

5:6 130

57 130

5:8 50, 86-87, 146

5:9-14 74,92, 144,
146

59 130

5:10 130

5:11 50, 86-87, 146

5:12 130

5:13 130

5:14 50, 86-87, 146

5:15 130

5:16 130

5:17 50, 86-87, 146

5:18-20 128

5:18 41, 50, 66, 118,
130

5:19 8-9,41, 50,
116, 130

5:20 50, 64, 86-87,
130, 146

5:21-27 89,128

5:21 130

5:22 130

5:23 41, 50, 86-87,
130, 132, 146

5:25 41, 50, 66, 130

5:26 41, 50, 67, 116,
132

5:27 50, 66, 86-87,
89, 132, 146

5:28 41,50, 67, 116,

132

Index of Biblical Citations

5:29
5:30
5:31

5:32
6:1
6:3
6:4
6:5
6:6
6:7
6:10
6:12
6:14
6:15
6:16
6:17

6:18
6:19

6:20

6:22
7:1
7:2

7:3

7:6

7:7
7:8
79
7:11

7:12
7:13

7:15

7:16
717
7:18
7:19
7:20

89, 130, 132
41, 50, 116, 132
41, 50-51, 66~
67, 86-87, 132,
146
75-76, 89, 132
49, 130, 132
132, 152

132

92, 140

19, 132

132

89, 132

37

89, 132

89, 132

41,51, 132
51-54, 86, 92,
134, 136, 140,
142

62

85, 89-92, 134,
136, 140

85, 87, 90, 134,
136

37, 90, 136
134, 136

41, 43, 51, 85,
90, 102, 134
41, 51, 85-86,
90-91, 102, 134,
136

41, 51-52, 75,
86, 92, 136, 142
62, 75, 90, 136
87, 90, 134, 136
85, 90, 134, 136
54-55,90-91,
136, 138

91, 136
52-53, 62, 75,
90, 102, 136
41, 52-53, 56~
57,90, 136
52-54, 85-87,
90, 134, 136
87, 90, 136

91, 136

53, 136

53,91, 136

41, 53, 91, 102,

7:22

7:23
7:24
8:1
8:2
8.3
8:4
8:5
8:6
8:7
8:8
8:9

8:10

8:12
8:13
8:14

8:15
8:16
8:17

8:18
8:19

8:20
8:21

8:22
9:1
9:2
9:3
9:4
9:5
9:6
9:7

9:8

9:10
9:11
9:12
9:13
9:14
9:15
9:16
9:17
9:21

167

136

41, 53-54, 86,
136

62,91, 132, 136
53,91, 136

91, 136, 140
90, 136

85, 138
54-55, 136, 138
138, 138
85,91, 138

91, 138

91, 138

51, 86, 118,
134, 138

41, 54,91, 118,
138

54,91, 138

91, 138

41, 54-55, 136,
138

37, 138

91, 140

41, 56, 86-87,
89-90, 134, 140
62,75, 91, 140
41, 56, 91, 102,
136, 140

85, 134

56, 86, 92, 102,
126, 140

41, 56, 140

92, 140

86, 140

86, 140

113, 140

140

140

9, 41, 56-57,
86, 92, 116, 140
138

41,57, 140

92, 142

37, 87,92, 142
92, 142
92,102, 142
87, 92, 142

92, 142

92, 142

41, 57-58, 124,
142



168

9:22 142
9:26 xii, 38, 123
10:2 142

10:3 41, 58, 142
10:4 6-8, 41, 58—

59, 142

10:5 41, 58-59, 86,
113, 116, 142,
144

10:7 43,142

10:8 49, 130, 142

10:9 38

10:11 43,124

10:12 43,124, 144

10:13 144

10:15 144

10:16 144

10:19 83, 87, 144
10:20 58, 142
10:21 49, 86, 130

10:22-24 74

10:22 92, 144, 146
10:23 144

10:24 92, 144
10:25 144

10:27 144

10:28 144

10:29 43

10:30 144

10:31 58, 142

10:32 86, 144

11 49, 75, 78-80,
84, 97-99, 115

11:1 92, 144

11:5 86, 144

11:6 92, 144

11:8 86, 144

11:10-32 62, 71-78

11:10  75-76

11:11-25 86-87, 146

11:12-13 74

11:12 92, 144, 146

11:13 73,76, 86-87,
146

11:14 87, 146

11:15-26 87, 146

11:15 73, 86-87, 146

11:16 73, 146

Index of Biblical Citations

11:17 41, 59, 73, 86~

87, 146

11:18 146

11:19  86-87, 146
11:20 146

11:21  86-87, 146
11:22 146

11:23  86-87, 146
11:24 146

11:25 73, 86--87, 146
11:28 92, 148

11:29 87, 148

11:30 41, 59, 148
11:31-12:4 78

11:31 41, 59-60, 87,

92, 148
11:32  73-74, 86-87,
92, 146, 148
12-50 38
12:4 74
14:2 43
15:7 148
15:18 83, 87, 144
18:21 25
19:29 37
20:5 43
21:2 37
21:6 37
253 7
25:14 144
25:18 43
26:34-27:30 117
27:19 118
27:23 118
27:27 118
27:29 118
31:11-13 83
31:50 37
31:53 37
36:23 144
38:25 43
44:22 83
48:7 43
Exodus
12:8-9 81-82
Numbers
23:3 36

Deuteronomy .
3:20 36
11:24 83, 86, 144
16:7 81-82
31:17 36

34:2 83, 86, 144
1 Samuel

2:25 36

15:7 43
23:14 36

2 Samuel

6:23 59

1 Kings

14:31 25
15:1,7-8 25
Jeremiah

25:23 7

49:8 7
Ezekiel

17:23 53,136
20:37 104-105
27:15 7
Proverbs

20:16 25
Nehemiah

8:2-3 114

9:7 148

1 Chronicles
1:6 58, 142
1:7 6-7, 58, 142

1:9 142
1:11 144
1:17-24 144
1:18 74
1:21 144
1:22 144
1:24 74
2 Chronicles
13:1-23 25
14:14 128
35:13 81-82



“I would describe Hendel’s study as ground-breaking. While his text-critical methodolo-
gy is very traditional, his impartial openness to the testimony of all the ancient witnesses
is refreshingly innovative. Adopting this eclectic position requires Hendel to argue each
text-critical decision carefully and thoroughly on its own merits, and he carries out this
responsibility impressively. . .. In the end, Hendel calls for a “critical edition.’ This is bold,
timely, and even courageous. ... Any scholar who works in these much-studied chapters,
and who is knowledgeable enough to give text critical questions their due, will find it most
efficient and convenient to consult Hendel’s treatment.” —P. Kyle McCarter, Jr.,
William Foxwell Albright Professor of Biblical

and Ancient Near Eastern Studies, Johns Hopkins University

“This book combines sound theoretical thinking on textual criticism with thorough analy-
ses of texts in a very attractive and convincing way. It is also a daring book, as the author
applies his theories to an eclectic reconstruction of the original Hebrew text of Genesis
I-11—something not many scholars would dare to do. This is a very important study.”
—Emanuel Tov, J. L. Magnes Professor of Bible,

Hebrew University, Jerusalem

“Hendel's work represents an epoch-making step foward in the editing of the Hebrew
Bible text. It is clear, well-written, and beautifully concise. It is also up-to-date, incorpo-
rating equally the new information from the Dead Sea Scrolls and the latest discussion
about method.” —James Barr, Distinguished Professor of Hebrew Bible,
Vanderbilt Divinity School,

and Regius Professor of Hebrew (Emeritus)

Oxford University
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