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INTRODUCTION

1. THE PURPOSE OF THIS VOLUME

This book seeks to demonstrate that substantial editing took place in the
history of the Hebrew Bible. It presents empirical evidence! that gives
exemplary insight into the editorial processes. The examples show how
successive scribes updated the texts to accord with changed historical and
social circumstances and with new religious concepts. On the basis of evi-
dence that is collected here it can reasonably be assumed that editorial
reworking of the Hebrew Bible continued unabated for centuries before
the texts gradually became unchangeable. Their growing religious author-
ity does not seem to have precluded scribes from changing the form,
meaning, and content of the texts. On the contrary, for some scribes the
religious authority attributed to the texts was reason to update or other-
wise improve their wording in order to make sure that no blemish could
be found in them. The empirical or documented evidence indicates that
editorial modification was the rule rather than the exception, and accord-
ingly signs of editing can be found in all parts of the Hebrew Bible.
Already in the nineteenth century several scholars acknowledged
that the texts of the Hebrew Bible are the result of editing, but since then
there have always been different perceptions as to how much the bibli-
cal texts were edited and to what extent one should take such processes
into consideration. There have also been scholars who rejected the idea
of editing completely? or assumed that editing was only a marginal phe-

1. The term “empirical” in connection with textual evidence was initially used
by Jeffrey Tigay (Empirical Models for Biblical Criticism [Philadelphia: University of
Pennsylvania Press, 1985)).

2. E.g., John Van Seters, The Edited Bible: The Curious History of the “Editor” in
Biblical Criticism (Winona Lake, Ind.: Eisenbrauns, 2006), 297, 391, 398-401, and
passim,

-1-



2 INTRODUCTION

nomenon that did not affect the meaning of the texts substantially.? In
this book we seek to demonstrate that editing has been so substantial and
frequent that biblical scholars may not neglect or bypass editorial pro-
cesses as irrelevant. Instead, one should determine the existence, extent,
and impact of editorial changes on the texts of the Hebrew Bible if they
are used as sources for historical purposes. This is suggested by empirical
evidence that can be found in many parts of the Hebrew Bible itself and
in its ancient witnesses.

With the term “empirical evidence” we refer to such cases where the
same passage or text is preserved and documented in parallel versions (e.g.,
the Passover laws in Lev 23 and Num 28, the description of the destruction
of Jerusalem in 2 Kgs 25 and Jer 52, or the prophecies concerning Moab in
Isa 15-16 and Jer 48). Factual changes that took place in the transmission
of the text can be observed by comparing these versions. Another kind of
empirical evidence can be found among the manifold variations that occur
in the textual traditions. Here we are referring to the differences between
the Masoretic Text (MT), the Samaritan Pentateuch (SP), biblical manu-
scripts from Qumran, and the ancient translations, the Septuagint (LXX)
in particular.

The evidence that is collected in this volume shows that the distinction
between textual criticism and literary or redaction criticism (Literarkritik)*
cannot be drawn very sharply. If one compares the ancient witnesses of a
certain biblical text, one will find not only errors of copyists and different
translation techniques but also many deliberate changes of the transmit-
ted texts. The documented evidence of the textual history indicates that
editorial processes went on at rather late stages (here one should mention,
for instance, the expansion of Judg 6:7-10 that is not yet contained in a
manuscript from Qumran, or 1 Kgs 6:11-14, which is not found in several
LXX manuscripts). Literary or redaction criticism assumes that similar
changes took place at earlier stages, although there is, in most cases, no
empirical evidence of such changes. Indeed, literary criticism investigates
primarily cases where documented evidence is missing, while textual criti-

3. This is often implied in studies that use the “final” (mainly) MT as the sole
object of investigation.

4. In this volume we will use the terms “literary criticism” and “redaction criti-
cism” instead of “source” or “composition criticism.” The term “literary criticism” used
in this volume should be clearly distinguished from the literary criticism used in the
interpretation and reading of modern literature.
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cism investigates cases where the evidence is preserved. Apart from this
difference, the two methodologies deal, at least in part, with the same kind
of editorial changes.> One of the goals of this book is to bridge the gap
between text-critical evidence of late editorial processes, on the one hand,
and the literary- or redaction-critical methodology that assumes such pro-
cesses for earlier stages of the literary history, on the other.

2. THE MT AND OTHER TEXTUAL TRADITIONS

The evidence provided in this book underscores that the MT cannot be the
single starting point when investigating the Hebrew Bible.® The option of
assuming a priori that one textual tradition is in some way superior to the
other preserved textual traditions is untenable from a scholarly point of
view. Yet, one still recurrently finds the underlying or implicit assumption
that the MT is in some way superior to the other traditions or even sacro-
sanct.” To be sure, the MT is a witness of high quality, and in many cases
there are good reasons to assume that it represents a relatively old textual
tradition. Yet, the Hebrew Bible also contains many passages where the
primacy of the MT has been challenged for good reasons. There is empiri-
cal evidence in various parts of the Hebrew Bible that the MT contains
substantial editorial additions of a very late origin (e.g., in Num 13:33;
Judg 6:7-10; 1 Kgs 6:11-14; and throughout the book of Jeremiah). Thus,

5. See the material presented by Emanuel Tov, Textual Criticism of the Hebrew
Bible (3d ed.; Minneapolis: Fortress, 2012}, 283-326.

6. In effect, this is done in many volumes of the series Forms of Old Testament
Literature published by Eerdmans; see, e.g., Ehud Ben Zvi, Hosea (FOTL 21A.1; Grand
Rapids: Eerdmans, 2005), 6.

7. See, e.g., Jan P. Fokkelman, King David (1I Sam. 9-20 and I Kings 1-2) (vol. 1
of Narrative Art and Poetry in the Books of Samuel: A Full Interpretation Based on Sty-
listic and Structural Analyses; Assen: Van Gorcum, 1981), 448, who writes on the text
of Samuel: “the reliability of the Hebrew renders a consultation of the old versions as
a source of inspiration or change almost superfluous” This statement implies that he
uses the LXX only in exceptional cases to reconstruct an earlier text. In earlier editions
of his Textual Criticism of the Hebrew Bible, Emanuel Tov also attached high impor-
tance to the canonical status of the MT. Thus the first edition (1992) presented, for
instance, the shorter text of Jeremiah as a layer of growth preceding the final composi-
tion that was not to be taken into consideration in the reconstruction of the original
text, whereas the second edition (2001; see pp. 177, 317) still excluded literary devel-
opments later than the MT.
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the starting point of investigations should be not the MT alone but the
variety of texts. In each case, the textual basis has to be established from all
the textual witnesses.? To take the MT as the sole source of historical inves-
tigation, as is done in many studies, would seem to be highly questionable
or even arbitrary from a scientific point of view. Some of the material in
this volume shows that in many cases a more original version of a passage
is documented in witnesses other than the MT, while the MT is substan-
tially edited and contains secondary readings.’

A clear example of this can be found in 1 Kgs 11:38-39. Compared
to the oldest manuscripts of the LXX,!? the MT of this passage has a con-
siderable plus. The additional text gives a certain theological interpreta-
tion of the division of Israel’s unified monarchy. However, the version that
is represented by the LXX does not refer to this interpretation and can
be understood without knowledge of the plus. There is good reason to
assume that the shorter text of the LXX goes back to a Hebrew Vorlage'!
that is more original than the MT reading.!? It would be difficult to explain
why the additional passage should have been secondarily omitted in the
LXX.13

8. Anneli Aejmelaeus (“What Can We Know about the Hebrew Vorlage of the
Septuagint,” in On the Trail of the Septuagint Translators: Collected Essays [Leuven:
Peeters, 2007], 106) has noted that different readings have to be weighed “against one
another” when the oldest reading is reconstructed.

9. “Secondary” here refers only to the chronological age of the readings in com-
parison with more original readings. The content of the readings is by no means sec-
ondary, since they may also contain significant historical information and are witness
to the further development of the text.

10. Some Greek manuscripts, such as the Lucianic text, follow the MT, but this is
probably a later harmonization after the MT.

11, “Vorlage” refers to the source text from which the Greek version was trans-
lated.

12. Thus, e.g., Immanuel Benzinger, Die Biicher der Konige (KHC 9; Freiburg i. B.:
Mohr Siebeck, 1899), 84; C. F. Burney, Notes on the Hebrew Text of the Books of Kings:
With an Introduction and Appendix (Oxford: Clarendon, 1903), 171; Simon ]. DeVries,
1 Kings (WBC 12; Waco, Tex.: Word, 1985), 149; Martin J. Mulder, 1 Kings 1-11 (vol. 1
of 1 Kings; Historical Commentary on the Old Testament; Leuven: Peeters, 1998), 597.

13. According to Mordechai Cogan, I Kings: A New Translation with Introduction
and Commentary (AB 10; New York: Doubleday, 2001), 342, “the ideas expressed here
need not be altogether secondary,” but he does not explain why the passage should
have been omitted in the LXX. Marvin A. Sweeney, I and II Kings: A Commentary
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1 Kgs 11:38-39 MT!4

WP W WP Y37T7a nabm TIRR TWNR 9 NN ynwn oR
na '['7 T TAY N YTAY TIT AWY WRD IR "Npn NnwH

A% TIT YOt AR PRI SR DR 19 hngt T Ita WK PRI
o 52 &Y R e

T

8 And if you will listen to all that I command you, and walk in my ways,
and do what is right in my eyes by keeping my statutes and my com-
mandments, as David my servant did, I will be with you, and will build
you a sure house, as I built for David. And I will give Israel to you,’® and
I will afflict the seed of David, but not forever.

1 Kgs 11:38(-39) LXX

xai £oral éav duAdye mévra, Soa dv évteilwpal oot, xai mopeubfic év Tais
6dots pou xai momoyg o ebbs évidmiov éuol Tol PpurdEacbat Tég évrodds
pou xal T4 mpooTdypatd pou, xabis émolnoey Aauid 6 doliAds pou, xal
goopat petd goll xal olxodoprow got olkov moTdy, xabig Gxoddunca Tw
Aaud.

38 And if you keep all that I command you, and walk in my ways, and do
what is right before me by keeping my statutes and my commandments,
as David my servant did, I will be with you and will build you a sure
house, as I built for David.

It can be assumed that similar additions were made in many texts of the
Hebrew Bible, although in most cases no empirical evidence has been pre-
served.

(OTL; Louisville: Westminster John Knox, 2007), 158, presupposes the MT without
discussion.
14. The following markings are used in this volume: expansions and plusses are

displayed in grav. Omitted sections are maked with strikethrough. When three texts
are compared (for example, ch. 10), the first stage of expansions is underlined, and the
second stage is double underlined.
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3. EVIDENCE OF SUBSTANTIAL REWRITING

Editing did not mean just making additions to given texts, as it is con-
ventionally assumed in literary-critical and other methodologies.!> The
empirical evidence preserved in the textual witnesses also shows that edi-
tors could replace parts of the transmitted texts with new passages. Such
a process of editorial reworking is documented, for instance, in Deut 34.
In this passage the MT and the SP contain different descriptions of the
boundaries of the land that Yhwh shows to Moses. Although the Samaritan
version is shorter than the MT, it is probably secondary, since in this ver-
sion the boundaries of the promised land are considerably expanded and
Moses is able to see the entire territory between the Nile and the Euphra-
tes. This is probably a harmonization with the description of the land in
Gen 15:18, which mentions exactly the same boundaries of the promised
land (cf. Deut 11:24; Josh 1:4). As a result, the SP contains a substantially
different version of this passage from the MT.

Deut 34:1-3 MT

MR N 19 HY WK 3050 WRN 121 90 SR arIin nanyn nwn Sy

™ ’ PRA 52 NR
OVP3 9200 NI 2337 ORI PINRA O°0 7Y 370 PIR 90 ARY v
PR TV DMRAR Y I

! And Moses went up from the plains of Moab to Mount Nebo, to the
top of Pisgah, which is opposite Jericho, and Yhwh showed him the
whole land: Gilead as far as Dan, ? all Naphtali, the land of Ephraim and
Manasseh, all the land of Judah as far as the Western Sea, 3 the Negeb,

n —the valley of Jericho, the city of palm trees—as f: r,
Deut 34:1 SP

M 30 S qwR naodn wRI R 90 SR anin nanyn nwn M
YO0 10 M0 a0 TR D80 A PIRA Y2 AR MY IR
PINRN O

15. Thus, among many others, Christoph Levin, The Old Testament: A Brief Intro-
duction (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 2005), 27-28; Uwe Becker, Exegese des
Alten Testaments (3rd ed.; UTB 2664; Mohr Siebeck, 2011), 84.
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And Moses went up from the plains of Moab to Mount Nebo, to the top
of Pisgah, which is opposite Jericho, and Yhwh showed him the whole
land: river of h at river, the river Euphr

as far as the Western Sea.

In this case, the MT very probably preserves a more original version of the
passage than the SP.!¢ This would seem to accord with the common schol-
arly tendency to assume that the SP contains many secondary readings in
relation to the MT.!7 Yet, the example shows that ancient editors—even
those behind the transmission of the Pentateuch—were able to replace one
passage with another. There is no reason to assume that this technique
would not have been used in the earlier literary history of the biblical texts,
that is, prior to the editorial changes that were made in the textual tradi-
tion represented by the SP!® after it diverged from the textual tradition of
the proto-MT.

4. EVIDENCE FROM PARALLEL TEXTS IN THE HEBREW BIBLE

A different type of evidence that is nonetheless highly relevant with regard
to literary- or redaction-critical methodology is provided by Chronicles in
relation to its sources. The evidence of Chronicles is distinguished from the
text-critical evidence where the same passage or text is preserved in two
variant editions. Chronicles shows how a text developed when an editor
used an older literary work as a source text in order to create a new com-
position. In this regard, scholarship has largely ignored Chronicles and

16. This is assumed by virtually all commentators; see, for instance, S. R. Driver,
Deuteronomy (ICC; Edinburgh: T&T Clark, 1902), 421-23; and Richard D. Nelson,
Deuteronomy (OTL; Louisville: Westminster John Knox, 2002), 393-96, who both do
not discuss the reading of the SP. An exception is Carmel McCarthy, ed., Deuteronomy
(vol. 5 of Biblia Hebraica: Quinta editione; Stuttgart: Deutsche Bibelgesellschaft, 2007),
168*; according to her, “it is difficult to decide which one [i.e., MT or SP] gives access
to the ‘original’”

17. Thus, many scholars; see, e.g., Michael Fishbane, Biblical Interpretation in
Ancient Israel (Oxford: Clarendon, 1985), 71. As an a priori assumption the secondary
nature of the SP should be rejected, however, and the SP should be considered a sig-
nificant witness when establishing the textual basis of any passage in the Pentateuch.

18. Many of these changes might be of a pre-Samaritan origin, as the investigation
of the so-called Reworked Pentateuch manuscripts from Qumran shows; see Magnar
Kartveit, The Origin of the Samaritans (VTSup 128; Leiden: Brill, 2009), 259-312, with
literature, and ch. 1 in this volume.
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other works of similar or related genre in relation to their sources (e.g.,
Jubilees and the Temple Scroll) because they represent entirely new com-
positions.!® Nevertheless, these works still show how texts could develop.
When we investigate the texts of the Hebrew Bible, the history of which we
do not know, it is quite possible that some of them relate to their preced-
ing literary stage in a similar way as Chronicles does to the book of Kings.
Concretely speaking, when we reconstruct the literary history of a passage
in the book of Kings, we cannot exclude the possibility that its authors
related to their sources as the Chronicler did. In fact, much speaks in favor
of similarities. Consequently, Chronicles in relation to its sources provides
primary evidence for a possible course of editing in the Hebrew Bible. The
editorial changes in Chronicles range from small additions, such as the
ones conventionally assumed in literary criticism, to substantial changes,
rewritings, and replacements. One example suffices to demonstrate the
relevance of the material 20

Second Kings 11 describes the rebellion (or coup détat) of Jehoiada to
replace Queen Athaliah with Joash as the monarch. Extensive literary con-
nections throughout 2 Chr 23 imply that the Chronicler followed the par-
allel account in 2 Kings; he has adopted several passages word for word.
However, clear ideological or theological tendencies are evident when we
look at the differences between the parallel verses. The Chronicler has
increased the role of priests and Levites throughout the passage. More-
over, there is a notable interest in the temple. Second Chronicles 23:1-2 in
relation to 2 Kgs 11:4 illustrates these motifs.

2 Kgs 11:4 MT

RIM 23959535 MC)RND MWNR NP PTEY AR Yawn v
e rheens

In the seventh year Jehoiada summened and took the commanders of
the hundreds end-ef-the-guards and had-them come to-him-inYhwh’s

temple.

19. Julius Wellhausen (Prolegomena to the History of Israel [Edinburgh: Black,
1885], 228) and many other scholars after him assumed that Chronicles would not be
a typical representative of editorial processes. Instead, it would be a midrash or com-
mentary on the texts that were used as sources.

20. See also chs. 9 and 15 for more extensive examples in Chronicles.
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2 Chr23:1-2

- - yo

QOO M MRPA MWINR AN PTIY RI0ND RYawn nawa

- Y - Y

Y A -
DORTTON IR SR MIND WK AT

!In the seventh year Jehoiada took courage and took the commanders of

the hundreds, Azariah son of Jeroham, Ishiael son of Ichohanan, Aza-
iah i f i Elj ichri

Whereas in 2 Kgs 11:4 the (mercenary?) Carian soldiers and the guard
play a central role in the coup, they are replaced in 2 Chr 23:1-2 with
priests and Levites. The Chronicler was evidently offended by the lack of
priests in the events, especially since the coup was against the evil Athaliah
to instate a more pious ruler in Judah. One should also note that in the
source text the soldiers enter Yhwh’s temple, but this would have been an
incomprehensible idea in the Second Temple context of the Chronicler.
The soldiers entering the temple were thus replaced by the people coming
to Jerusalem. The following story contains similar modifications, which
form a consistent pattern and show an ideological tendency. Ideological
and/or theological concepts have been a central motive for the editorial
changes. The editorial changes we can observe in Chronicles should be
included in the discussion about how other texts, where similar evidence
is not preserved, may have been changed.

5. PROCESSES OF EDITING SHOULD NoT BE NEGLECTED
IN STUDIES OF THE HEBREW BIBLE

In contrast to these examples, we do not possess empirical evidence for
most of the texts in the Hebrew Bible. It is only in some cases that we have
parallels or differing manuscripts that give insights into the editorial pro-
cesses, but we can assume that these documented cases attest to merely a
fraction of the actual changes that have taken place in the transmission of
the Hebrew Bible. Although much of the evidence comes from relatively
late periods in the development of the texts, there are good reasons to
assume that similar editorial processes took place during the earlier peri-
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ods of the textual transmission that are largely undocumented by variant
editions.?!

As a consequence, the investigation of the development of the texts of
the Hebrew Bible and its possible prehistory cannot be ignored as merely
an optional method that can be used but that can also be neglected or
entirely skipped.?? The historical investigation of the texts should not be
seen as the task of some scholarly traditions only. In other words, the pres-
ent volume seeks to underline that the quest for editorial processes is a
necessary methodological step in any use of the Hebrew Bible for histori-
cal and scholarly research. Without understanding the history and nature
of the source, we cannot reliably use this source at all.

The importance of textual and literary or redaction criticism was
already understood in critical research of the nineteenth century. Scholars
in this period came to the conclusion that both are necessary methodolog-
ical steps. The most prominent scholar in this respect is Julius Wellhausen,
who started with investigations into the documented textual history. On
the basis of his observations from the textual witnesses, especially in the
book of Samuel, he also sought to reconstruct the earlier stages of literary
growth.23 He thus recognized the close connection between textual and
literary criticism.

However, this kind of historical- and literary-critical approach has not
been accepted by all scholars. In some scholarly traditions the use of the
so-called final or end text has become popular, particularly since the last
decades of the twentieth century. This is seen, for example, in rhetorical
and structural analyses that pay little or no heed to questions of textual
history and literary growth.? In many cases these approaches ignore the
variety of textual evidence and choose the MT as the starting point with-
out explaining or justifying this decision. By the same token, questions

21. This is especially the case with those texts that received an authoritative status
relatively early—the Pentateuch, for instance. On the other hand, for those texts of
the Hebrew Bible that were originally created rather late—for example, Daniel, Ezra-
Nehemiah, and Esther—a much earlier stage of their transmission history is preserved.
This is reflected in more variety in the textual evidence, which is hardly a coincidence.

22. Many investigations that take no heed of literary criticism use the Hebrew
Bible as it was preserved (primarily) in the MT. See below for examples.

23. Julius Wellhausen, Der Text der Biicher Samuelis (Gottingen: Vandenhoeck &
Ruprecht, 1871).

24. Here one could mention, e.g., Tamara Eskenazi, In an Age of Prose: A Literary
Approach to Ezra-Nehemiah (SBLMS 36; Atlanta: Scholars Press, 1988).
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about the prehistory of the final texts and the editorial processes that the
empirical evidence attests to are ignored.

Structural analyses might be able to highlight certain structures in
the latest version of the texts, but these versions are often merely random
stages of the textual development.?> Observations reached on the basis of
one textual stage cannot be extended to include other textual stages that
were not investigated in such analyses. Although the methodologies of
structural analysis may have their justification in investigating one ver-
sion, it would be hazardous to ignore the variation of textual evidence,
which implies a complicated history of the texts. If one decides to use the
MT only, this should be reflected in the conclusions that one draws from
the observations. An approach that investigates merely the final text would
significantly limit the information that one can deduce from the text. In
other words, if the history of the text remains obscure to the scholar, the
limits of scientific possibilities have to be acknowledged. To give an exam-
ple, if one investigates the final text of Ezra-Nehemiah without under-
standing its complicated prehistory, one can hardly make any historical
conclusions or statements by using this text as a historical source. Without
a theory about the historical context of a particular section in this com-
position, one cannot use that section for a historical reconstruction.?é By
presenting examples of evidence for constant and substantial changes, we
seek to show what the problems inherent in such approaches are.

6. WHY WE SHOULD TRY TO RECONSTRUCT THE LITERARY HISTORY OF
THE HEBREW BIBLE

Because literary- and redaction-critical reconstructions vary consider-
ably and no consensus has been reached on many texts, some scholars
have given up trying to understand the history of the texts.?” This kind

25. Here one should additionally ask whether the scholar investigating a final text
such as the MT is able to determine which period in the development of the text he or
she is investigating.

26. An example of such an end-text reading of Ezra-Nehemiah is Eskenazi, In an
Age of Prose. Although she largely ignores the complicated literary history of the text,
she makes historical conclusions by using Ezra-Nehemiah as a source. One has to be
skeptical about the viability of such an approach.

27. Interestingly, structural analyses have not led to consensus either; thus Marjo
Korpel, The Structure of the Book of Ruth (Pericope 2; Assen: Van Gorcum, 2001),
5-30, presents a survey of twenty structural analyses of Ruth and concludes that they
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of methodological skepticism has been advocated by some scholars in
recent decades. A prominent voice is Ehud Ben Zvi, who, one the one
hand, admits that the texts may have been heavily edited but, on the other,
refrains from trying to reconstruct the earlier stages of their literary devel-
opment. According to him, “scholarly reconstructed texts cannot but be
hypothetical and unverifiable, and rarely command any consensus.” He
stresses that “redactional and authorial processes may not only bring new
material into a source text but may also exclude and completely reshape
material as the way in which the Chronicler worked with the books of
Samuel and Kings clearly shows.” Therefore he asks, “how can a scholar
reconstruct an omitted text?”28 While Ben Zvi is right in stressing the fact
that editorial processes comprised not only expanding texts but also sub-
stantial rewriting—even omissions, as we have shown above—we cannot
agree with the overall methodological skepticism Ben Zvi deduces from
that. When he, on the basis of his methodological doubts, treats the pro-
phetic books exclusively in the context of a postmonarchic setting and does
not use them as a source for earlier periods,?’ we have to ask if this one-
sided approach can be justified. The reconstruction of older textual mate-
rial that is contained in the prophetic books is admittedly difficult, and
we have to be aware of the limits of such reconstructions (see also below).
However, the attempt to detect the literary history of these books should
nevertheless be made, and there are many texts where editorial processes
left clearly discernible traces. In many cases the texts provide clues as to
how at least parts of the literary prehistory should be reconstructed.® In
addition, the prophetic books contain several concepts that cannot have
originated in the postmonarchic period but must predate this period.
Thus, we need to explain how these concepts were transmitted from earlier
times to the postmonarchic era and how they were transformed during the

present a “bewildering variety of opinion” In comparison, nineteenth-century source
criticism of the Pentateuch was a model of unanimity.

28. Ben Zvi, Hosea, 6.

29. Ehud Ben Zvi, “The Concept of Prophetic Books and Its Historical Setting,” in
The Production of Prophecy: Constructing Prophecy and Prophets in Yehud (ed. Diana
V. Edelman and Ehud Ben Zvi; London: Equinox, 2009), 73-95.

30. For example, there are good reasons to assume that the oldest material in the
first part of Jeremiah comprises in particular a series of lamentations about the enemy
from the north that cannot have originated in the postmonarchic period. The attempt
to distinguish this material from later editorial layers is not futile altogether, although
we may not be able to reconstruct these relatively old lamentations in every detail.
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transmission by editorial activity. If we read the prophetic books against
the backdrop of only the postmonarchic periods, we would fail to discern
these transformations.

One could also mention the recently presented position of David M.
Carr. Appealing to the lack of consensus, he notes that “more complicated
reconstructions of textual prehistory have not stood and will not stand the
test of time.”3! The texts would not preserve enough evidence “to recon-
struct each and every stage of that [textual] growth”3? The authors of this
volume agree with Carr’s criticism of those reconstructions that suggest a
100 percent reliability of their results. However, the underlying skepticism
about the general possibilities of literary-critical reconstructions, evident
in Carr’s approach, should be rejected. Carr’s text examples are mainly
from texts where the most radical editorial processes have been at work.
On the basis of the observation on these texts, he implies that the editorial
history cannot be reconstructed when the documented evidence is miss-
ing. Regarding this implicit assumption, it is surprising to note that Carr—
in stark contrast to Ben Zvi—is nevertheless able to reconstruct much of
the history and religion of Israel during the monarchic period. This recon-
struction, which results in rather conservative conceptions,’® seems to
derive from Carr’s implicit assumption that the final texts of many biblical
books are fairly reliable historical sources. From a methodological per-
spective, this is not very consistent. The current volume seeks to demon-
strate that radical editorial processes represent only part of the evidence
and that many examples of the documented evidence in fact accord with
the conceptions and methodology of literary and redaction criticism.

Although the frustration over the lack of consensus on several histori-
cally central texts (such as 2 Kgs 23) is understandable, and the means to
reconstruct the history of the Hebrew Bible are limited because of the vari-
ety of the editorial processes, it is doubtful that an overall methodological
skepticism as advocated by both Ben Zvi and Carr provides any improved
access to understanding the Hebrew Bible. As in Carr’s case, and in con-
trast to Ben Zvi, the skepticism can result in rather conservative concep-
tions about the history and religion of Israel. In such cases one receives
the impression that since the textual growth is assumed to be so compli-

31. David M. Carr, The Formation of the Hebrew Bible: A New Reconstruction
(Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2011), 4.

32. Ibid.

33. See esp. ibid., 304-490 (chs. 10-17).
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cated, the arduous process of trying to analyze each text in detail may be
skipped. If we take the texts as they are and lean simply on conventional
conceptions about the history and religion of Israel, we fail to recognize
that edited or “final” texts can be rather misleading if we use them uncriti-
cally as historical sources. To be consistent, one should then abandon the
entire Hebrew Bible as a historical source, but this is not what Carr and
many others who share his approach are willing to do.

In this respect, the approach of Niels Peter Lemche may be more con-
sistent. On the basis of observations on the textual or literary growth of the
Hebrew Bible similar to those made by Ben Zvi and Carr, Lemche has con-
tended that the Hebrew Bible witnesses to mainly the Hellenistic or even
Roman period, the period of the oldest manuscripts.2* The earlier develop-
ment cannot be recovered anymore. In practice, Lemche denies the value
of the Hebrew Bible as a witness to earlier periods, because any recon-
struction of the prehistory of the text would be too speculative. However,
this radical view fails to convince us either. Although most literary- and
redaction-critical reconstructions can never be fully proven but remain
hypotheses, it is difficult to see how the texts of the Hebrew Bible would
bear witness to only the latest periods. In many cases it is unequivocally
clear that conceptions predating the freezing of the texts to changes are
preserved in the Hebrew Bible. They should be used as evidence for the
period when they were originally written and not for the period when the
oldest manuscript was copied.

For example, it has to be asked whether it is justified to regard many
of the psalms, commonly assumed to preserve religious conceptions of
the monarchic time, as primarily Hellenistic or Roman. Many of these
conceptions would be incomprehensible in a Hellenistic or Roman set-
ting, and reading them as witnesses to such a late context would hardly
do justice to the evidence. We can observe that many texts that were later
edited are still closely related to religious concepts of Northwest Semitic or
Levantine origin of much earlier periods, and they should be seen against
this background. Even if the texts were finished or their literary devel-
opment ceased in the Hellenistic or Roman period, we can still see that
they contain conceptions that are much older. It is the contention of the

34. Niels Peter Lemche, The Old Testament between Theology and History (Louis-
ville: Westminster John Knox, 2008), 379-92, esp. 385. In part, Lemche’s approach is
more consequent than that of Ben Zvi, because it is fairly certain that most texts of the
Hebrew Bible were finished in the Hellenistic or Roman periods.
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authors of this volume that one should always make the attempt to under-
stand the earlier history of the texts as well—despite the difficulties and
time-consuming analysis—because it may be the only evidence we have
of many stages in the history of ancient Israel, Judah, and Yehud. The evi-
dence should not be rejected altogether on the grounds that it is preserved
in complicated and heavily edited sources.

7. THE LIMITATIONS OF LITERARY- AND
REDACTION-CRITICAL RECONSTRUCTIONS

The classic methods of literary and redaction criticism also have to be
criticized when they suggest that all stages of textual growth can be recon-
structed with complete certainty, and here one may agree with Lemche,
Ben Zvi and Carr.*> The possibility that some of the processes may be
untraceable by critical scholarship has to be taken into account. Some of
the examples in this book illustrate that editorial changes may not always
have left traces in the resulting text. Moreover, it is gradually becoming
more probable that the texts may not have developed exclusively by addi-
tions. Some examples in this volume suggest that relocations, rewritings,
and omissions may also have taken place. From this it follows that liter-
ary and redaction criticisms should not be used as infallible methods.
Their results are often hypotheses or abstractions of a development, and
they should also be understood as such. It would be a mistake to assume
that literary-critical reconstructions are evidence of the same caliber as
preserved textual witnesses, for example. However, it has to be stressed
that despite their limitations many scholarly reconstructions have often
greatly advanced our understanding of the history, culture, and religion
of ancient Israel.

[t is possible that the development of some texts will never be unlocked
by the available methods, but this does not mean that we should aban-
don the Hebrew Bible altogether as a historical source. More caution is
needed than some overly optimistic forms of literary and redaction criti-
cism would imply.

35. E.g., Carr, Formation, 4.
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8. TowARD A REFINED METHODOLOGY FOR THE RECONSTRUCTION OF
THE TEXTUAL PREHISTORY

In this book we will present examples of passages that are preserved
in more than one version or edition. These examples provide insight into
how texts have been factually changed during the process of their trans-
mission. We have taken examples from different parts of the Hebrew Bible
and also sought to include various kinds of examples. It is evident that
there were different techniques of editing and rewriting by the scribes.
This volume therefore also shows that the editors or scribes did not all
relate to the older texts in the same way. Different kinds of editing may
have been connected to different genres, and the issue of genre has to be
taken into consideration when thinking about editorial changes. However,
it seems difficult to establish a precise relationship between editorial tech-
niques or the range of editorial freedom on the one hand, and the genre of
the edited text on the other.

This volume does not pursue a conclusive explanation for the devel-
opment of the texts of the Hebrew Bible. Instead, it seeks to contribute to
the methodological discussion by taking various kinds of examples that
address some of the problems in the use of the Hebrew Bible as a historical
source. It seeks to advocate awareness of the substantial changes that took
place in the development of the texts. It obviously cannot and does not
presume to dictate what should be done, but it provides some suggestions
and guidelines that emerge from the empirical evidence. As such, it can
function as a practical guide for scholars and students who are grappling
with the complexities of the literary history. It furnishes possible models
that could provide insight into how other texts were edited and changed.

Besides demonstrating the importance of understanding the history
and development of the texts, one of the main goals of this volume is to
contribute to the refining of the exegetical methodology of literary and
redaction criticism. On the one hand, the examples show that method-
ological nihilism, as advocated in particular by Ben Zvi and Lemche, is
not justified. An attempt should always be made to reconstruct the devel-
opment of the texts. Some examples indicate that one could come to reli-
able results even without the extant empirical evidence. In several cases
one would be able to detect the main tendencies and developments in the
literary history. On the other hand, the examples also show that overex-
tended optimism about the possibilities of reconstructing every detail of
the literary growth is unwarranted. In some cases, the processes of editing
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have been so substantial that the resulting texts were very different from
the older versions. In such cases it would be difficult, if not impossible, to
reconstruct the literary history accurately.

The empirical evidence that is collected here advocates a middle posi-
tion between the extremes of abandoning literary analysis altogether and
trying to reconstruct every little detail. Because it is impossible to ignore
the development of the texts, a reconstruction of the texts’ prehistory
should always be pursued, but it cannot be pushed to the extreme as to
the precision of the results. In some cases, one has to acknowledge that
the prehistory of a text cannot be recovered. Accordingly, in the following
chapters, in connection with each passage, we will also discuss the question
of to what extent reliable reconstructions would be possible without the
empirical evidence. We feel that when reconstructions become hypotheti-
cal, this should be admitted more frankly than has been done in the past.
This is in no way problematic. On the contrary, once the edited nature of
the texts is recognized, it becomes the duty of scholars to offer hypotheses,
just as it will be the duty of the coming generations to improve on them.






1
ADDED DETAIL IN THE SAMARITAN VERSION OF
LEVITICUS 17:4 CONCERNING THE SACRIFICES

1.1. THE VARIANT READINGS

Leviticus 17:4 is part of the first law of the so-called Holiness Code in
Lev 17-26. After the short preamble to the code in Lev 17:1-2, the fol-
lowing two verses, 3-4, contain Yhwh’ instruction to Moses concerning
those Israelites who slaughter an ox, lamb, or goat and do not bring it to
the entrance of the tent of meeting for cultic sacrifice. The MT uses the
expression ]3P 215, which commonly refers to bringing offerings but
which does not specify what types of offerings are meant.! Because the text
discusses primarily punishments for neglecting the offering altogether, no
further details or specifications are required, and the reader would hardly
expect such. The main message is that those who do not follow the com-
mandment should be killed (or literally, “cut off from the people”).

The SP, 4QLevd, and the LXX of Lev 17:4 contain a large plus that is
missing in the MT as well as in 11QpaleoLev?.2 The plus specifies the types
of sacrifice for which the slaughtered animal is to be brought (in the fol-
lowing parallel columns, the plus is represented by the SP, but the LXX and
4QLev4 contain a comparable plus):?

1. See Lev 1:2; 2:1, 4; 3:7; 7:13, 38; 22:18; etc. |27 is the most general word for
sacrifice in the Hebrew Bible; see, e.g., Ludwig Koehler and Walter Baumngartner, The
Hebrew and Aramaic Lexicon of the Old Testament (Leiden: Brill, 2001).

2. Note that Targum Ongelos, Targum Pseudo-Jonathan, and the Vulgate also
follow the MT.

3. The Gottmgen LXX reads in v 4: xal éml 'n)v Bopav Tijs O'xmn)g Tol ya.p'ruplou w)

xal éni ™y Bupav 'rng ma;wgg ol y.ap'ruplov un évsyxn abrd ore
mpocevEyxar ddpov xuplw dmévavtt THg oxmviis xuplov, xai Aoyioicetar ¢ dvlpine

-19-
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éxeivy alua- alpa eéxeey, eEokebpeudioeTar ) Yuym éxeln éx Tob Aaol adriis. Only part
of the text is preserved in 4QLevd (... )% pony b onbw r[ A% ... but
it is evident that this text contains a plus similar to what we find in the LXX and the
SP. As noted by Armin Lange (Die Handschriften biblischer Biicher von Qumran und
den anderen Fundorten [vol. 1 of Handbuch der Textfunde vom Toten Meer; Tiibingen:
Mohr Siebeck, 2009], 71), when we consider the number of shared variants, 4QLevd
stands closest to the LXX and furthest from the MT. Nevertheless, it contains some

ADDED DETAIL IN THE SAMARITAN VERSION
Lev17:1-4 MT
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I Yhwh spoke to Moses: 2 “Speak to Aaron and his sons and to all the
people of Israel and say to them, ‘This is what Yhwh has commanded.
3 If anyone of the house of Israel slaughters an ox or a lamb or a goat in
the camp, or slaughters it outside the camp, # and does not bring it to the
entrance of the tent of meeting, to present (it) as an offering to Yhwh
before the tabernacle of Yhwh, he shall be held guilty of bloodshed; he
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has shed blood, and he shall be cut off from the people.
Lev 17:1-4 SP
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variants against the LXX as well.
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! Yhwh spoke to Moses: 2 “Speak to Aaron and his sons and to all the
people of Israel and say to them, “This is what Yhwh has commanded.

3 If anyone of the house of Israel slaughters an ox or a lamb or a goat in
the camp or slaughters it outside the camp 4 and does not bring it to the

entrance of the tent of meeting, to make it a burnt offering or a peace
i r ill weet-smelli I,
laug] ; d 1d bring i he en f i
of meeting to present it as an offering to Yhwh before the tabernacle of
Yhwh, he shall be held guilty of bloodshed; he has shed blood, and he
shall be cut off from the people.”

Although the plus is exceptionally well supported by the witnesses of dif-
ferent textual traditions, it is likely that the MT is more original and that
the plus is a reading that was occasioned by a later expansion. This is sug-
gested by the following considerations.

The plus contains additional and more-detailed information about the
sacrifices, and thereby its content goes beyond the shorter text represented
by the MT. Because the original text refers to only the offerings in general,
several editors who had a special interest in the details of sacrifices would
have been tempted to specify what j37 2pn% meant. Burnt and peace
offerings, some of the most typical types of animal offerings, would have
been a logical addition. It should be further noted that the following text in
Lev 17:5 (0'nYW) and 17:8 (i9Y) refers to the offerings mentioned in the
plus. These verses may thus have inspired the addition to v. 4. Moreover,
the actual instruction on the peace offerings of the Holiness Code in Lev
19:5 contains the phrase DaN¥"Y MY DNYW (“a peace offering to Yhwh,
at your own will”), which is identical to the phrase in the plus of Lev 17:4.
It would thus appear that the author behind the plus was also looking at
the main legislation of the Holiness Code concerning this offering.*

An additional argument for regarding the plus as a later addition is
that with it the text contains disturbing and awkward repetitions. The last
sentence before the plus (IR'2R RY TN Sar Nno-HR, “and does not

4. The general tendency to increase emphasis on sacrifices and their details is
particularly evident when we compare Chronicles with its source in 1-2 Kings. Some
expansions of this type are also witnessed by documented evidence. An expansion to
similar effect can be found, for example, in 1 Esd 5:51-52 vs. Ezra 3:5, discussed in
this volume (see ch. 13). A later editor in the tradition of 1 Esd 5:51-52 added the Sab-
bath sacrifices to a list of various sacrifices, while the MT preserves the more original
reading.
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bring it to the entrance of the tent of meeting”) is repeated verbatim at the
end of the plus. It is improbable that an original author would have created
such a confusing text that repeats an extensive section but that effectively
adds only two words of meaningful content, 159 (“burnt offering”) and
0bW (“peace offering”). If the original author had intended to include a
reference to these offerings, it is unlikely that he would have separated the
word 127 (“offering”) from the specific offerings and introduced it sepa-
rately after the specific offerings are already mentioned. In other words,
it is illogical that the specific offerings mentioned first are followed by a
reference to offerings in general. Furthermore, after the reference to Ny
(“burnt offering”) and omoW (“peace offering”) the word 137p (“offering”)
and the whole phrase MY 137p 2™PnY (“to present as an offering to
Yhwh”) becomes entirely irrelevant. The sentence "> 139p 2MpnY is
effectively replaced by M5 ombw 1k 7Y 1R MwYH (“to make it a
burnt offering or a peace offering to Yhwh”). Consequently, the extensive
repetition creates confusion in the whole passage.

It is more probable that we are dealing with a resumptive repetition
(Wiederaufnahme) here. This editorial technique is often assumed in lit-
erary criticism and is also used as an argument for possible expansions.’
'The reason for the repetition was the editor’s attempt to return to the older
text after the expansion. In some cases this would conceal the expansion,
because the text would then logically continue from where it left off before
the expansion. In Lev 17:4 the technique was applied rather mechanically
and created a stylistically awkward passage, because such a large section
was repeated and the expansion was relatively short.® The repetition is too
long in relation to the added material.

An alternative explanation of the plus would be its omission in the
proto-MT, which can be divided into two possibilities: an intentional

5. See, e.g., Uwe Becker, Exegese des Alten Testaments (3d ed.; UTB 2664; Tiibin-
gen: Mohr Siebeck, 2011), 58. The principle was originally introduced by Curt Kuhl,
“Die ‘Wiederaufnahme'—ein literarkritisches Prinzip?” ZAW 64 (1952): 1-11. Note
that the technique was already recognized in nineteenth-century scholarship. See, e.g.,
August Dillmann, Die Biicher Numeri, Deuteronomium und Josua (2d ed.; Leipzig: S.
Hirzel, 1886), 281, 308, 465.

6. It should be noted that only the last sentence of the repetition is verbatim,
while the sentence 513nnd PINND VNY® WK (“who slaughters it outside the camp”) is
repeated freely and in an abbreviated form in the plus as follows: PIN2 10YIW (“and
slaughters it outside”).
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omission and an unintentional one. Both of them can be excluded for the
following reasons.

It would be difficult to find a motive for an intentional omission,
because the plus does not contain anything theologically or otherwise
offensive that could have triggered an omission. An intentional omis-
sion of the disturbing repetitions (which also calls for an explanation;
see below) could potentially be possible for the repeated elements, but it
is unlikely that the later editor would have omitted the reference to the
burnt and peace offerings as well. A later editor who attempted to polish
unnecessary roughness and repetition of the text—there is documented
evidence for such editorial processes in some parts of the Hebrew Bible’—
would not have intervened in the content in such a way that he left out
significant information. Consequently, an intentional omission in the MT
can be excluded as an improbable alternative.

It is also unlikely that we are dealing with an unintentional omission
in the proto-MT caused by a homoioteleuton.® Although an unintentional
omission is technically possible, the extensive repetition is so disturbing
and the content of the plus is so clearly a digression from the main focus
of the passage that they far outweigh the assumption of an unintentional
omission. It would also be quite a coincidence that an unintentional lapse
of the eye made the passage much clearer than what we can read in the SP,
LXX, and 4QLev4. Moreover, one would still have to explain the reason for
the disturbing repetition.

Of the three different possibilities to explain the variant readings, the
weight of the evidence tips the balance toward assuming that the MT rep-

7. The tendency to level out some roughness and repetitions in the older text can
be seen, for example, in the LXX and Alpha text of Esther as well as in 1 Esdras in
relation to the MT of Ezra-Nehemiah. The older text of Esther and Ezra had become
repetitive, probably because of earlier additions, and therefore some later editors
sought to make the text more readable. In the case of Ezra-Nehemiah and Esther there
is documented evidence for this technique, but it is reasonable to assume that similar
editorial changes were made in other parts of the Hebrew Bible as well where we do
not have similarly extensive textual evidence.

8. “Homoioteleuton” means that the endings (of a sentence or line) are similar
or identical (cf. “homoiarchon,” which refers to similar beginnings). In an omission
caused by homoioteleuton a copyist would have omitted part of the text because after
copying the first ending, due to the eye skipping to the text following the second, iden-
tical ending the copyist would accidentally leave out part of the text.
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resents the most original text and that the plus is a later addition. This
assumption has also been supported by many scholars since early research.’

1.2. RESULTS AND METHODOLOGICAL CONSEQUENCES

The textual evidence in Lev 17:1-4 is a prime example of additions that
took place in the transmission of the Hebrew Bible. The text was expanded
by editors who had a particular perspective, different from that of the
older text, and who made additions irrespective of the passage’s original
idea. In this case, the addition also introduced a disturbing repetition.
The editor was focused on the specific sacrifices and was not primarily
concerned about the consequences of his editing for the consistency of
the text. Because the original text referred to an ox, lamb, and goat being
slaughtered, he wanted to emphasize that these animals were to be offered
as a burnt or a peace offering.!? It is probable that similar additions were
made throughout the Pentateuch (as well as other books) for centuries,
during periods that are mainly not represented by empirical evidence.
It is only in exceptional cases that such additions can be observed and
reconstructed on the basis of comparing different witnesses. The textual
evidence preserves mainly some of the latest additions that were made to
the texts, while the older editorial activity has to be determined by other
means, namely literary criticism.

9. Thus, among many others, August Knobel and August Dillmann, Die Biicher
Exodus und Leviticus (2d ed.; KeHAT; Leipzig: S. Hirzel, 1880), 536-37; Bruno
Baentsch, Exodus, Leviticus, Numeri (HKAT 1.2; Gottingen: Vandenhoeck & Rupre-
cht, 1903), 389; Klaus Griinwaldt, Das Heiligkeitsgesetz Leviticus 17-26: Urspriingliche
Gestalt, Tradition und Theologie (BZAW 271; Berlin: de Gruyter, 1999), 25. Alfred Ber-
tholet (Leviticus [KHC 3; Tiibingen: Mohr Siebeck, 1901], 59) considers both alter-
natives as potentially possible but regards the MT as more probably original. Many
commentators ignore the variant reading altogether and follow the MT. Thus, among
many others, Erhard S. Gerstenberger, Leviticus (trans. D. W. Stott; OTL; Louisville:
Westminster John Knox Press, 1996), 234-37; trans. of Das dritte Buch Mose: Leviticus
(ATD 6; Gottingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1993).

10. Although the Holiness Code or the priestly texts in general are not specific
about this—these animals can be used for other offerings as well (see Lev 22:23,
27)—this editor seems to have emphasized the burnt and peace offerings. In Leviticus
these offerings alone are otherwise not emphasized. For example, in Lev 9:22 they are
accompanied by the sin offerings. Perhaps the closest parallels are to be found in Exod
20:24 and 32:5, both of which refer only to these offerings. However, it is difficult to
establish any specific link between the addition and these passages.
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Leviticus 17:4 is important because the resulting text in the SP, LXX,
and 4QLev? would—even without the MT—strongly suggest that the
text was edited. The awkward repetition would lead the critical scholar
to suspect that this text was not written by a single author and that an
editor must be behind some section of the text. This scholar would pos-
sibly suspect an editorial seam at the points of the disturbing repetition.
Further support for the suspicion would be provided by the information
that digresses from the main theme of the passage. It would suggest that
the repetitions enclose the added text. Since handbooks of literary-critical
methodology refer to resumptive repetition (Wiederaufnahme) as an edi-
torial technique,!! the critic’s suspicion would be corroborated further.
The final confirmation would come from the control text, the so-called
Gegenprobe, which looks at the resulting text without the suspected addi-
tion. The resulting text should be functional and, ideally, be clearer and
more fluent than with the suspected addition. In Lev 17:4 this would cer-
tainly be the case. This example unequivocally shows that the technique of
resumptive repetition was in fact used by editors.

It stands to reason that literary criticism would have a very good
chance of reconstructing the older text of Lev 17:4, as now represented
by the MT, solely on the basis of the expanded texts in the SP, LXX, and
4QLev4. In this case, it is even likely that one would be able to identify
the addition in full, for, following the methodology, one would assume
that the repeated element is duplicated and that everything in between
was added later. This example thus corroborates that literary criticism is,
to some extent, a viable method to reconstruct older literary layers. This
method, if applied correctly, can lead to reliable results, at least in cases
that are as clear as this example.

11. See above, n. 5.
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AN EXPANSION TO THE PAsSSOVER LAaw: LEvITICUS
23:5-8 AND NUMBERS 28:16-25 COMPARED

This chapter will illustrate how the law on the Passover festival of Lev
23:5-8 was expanded in Num 28:16-25. Rather than dealing with parallel
textual witnesses of the same biblical passage, this example shows how a
text was used as a source to form a new passage, both of which were even-
tually included in the same collection of books of the Pentateuch. Often
the relationship of such passages is controversial or debatable, but here it
is very likely that Lev 23:5-8 was the source for Num 28:16-25.! We are
therefore on solid ground in determining how the text developed.

2.1. FIVE VERSIONS OF THE PASSOVER Law

Being part of passages on the festivals and their legislation, Lev 23:5-8 and

1. Many scholars since early research have assumed that Num 28-29 represents an
expansion to the festival calendar in Lev 23 (e.g., Bruno Baentsch, Exodus, Leviticus,
Numeri [HKAT 1.2; Gottingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1903], 640; Heinrich Holz-
inger, Numeri [KHC 4; Tubingen and Leipzig: ].C.B. Mohr, 1903}, 140-41; Carl Steuer-
nagel, Lehrbuch der Einleitung in das Alte Testament [Tibingen: ].C.B. Mohr, 1912],
168-69; Klaus Griinwaldt, Das Heiligkeitsgesetz Leviticus 17-26 [BZAW 271; Berlin:
de Gruyter, 1999], 287). However, some scholars (e.g., George Buchanan Gray, A
Critical and Exegetical Commentary on Numbers [ICC; Edinburgh: T&T Clark, 1903],
403-4; Israel Knohl, The Sanctuary of Silence [Minneapolis: Fortress, 1995], 19-23)
have suggested that Lev 23 could be based on Num 28 or that both are dependent on
a lost version of the festival calendar, but at least in view of the Passover law discussed
here, this seems unlikely. The assumption that Num 28:16-25 is directly dependent
on Lev 23:5-8 provides a good explanation for the differences between these laws.
Clearly, the relationships of the other parallel laws in Lev 23 and Num 28-29 should be
determined separately. For further discussion, see, e.g., Andreas Ruwe, “Heiligkeitsge-
setz” und “Priesterschrift” (FAT 26; Tiibingen: Mohr Siebeck, 1999), 32 (n. 166).

-27-
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Num 28:16-25 provide laws that regulate the Passover. In fact, the Penta-
teuch contains five different versions of the Passover law: Exod 23:15(18);2
Exod 34:18, 25; Deut 16:1-8; Lev 23:5-8; and Num 28:16-25. Because
there is a literary connection between the versions and it is possible to
determine their chronological relationship, they provide significant infor-
mation about the development and transmission of texts dealing with laws
in the Pentateuch.? They show how the law in question developed over
centuries and what kinds of changes were made to it by later editors. In
the earliest stages, the Passover was seen as an essentially agricultural fes-
tival, but calendric considerations and its connection to the memory of the
exodus later replaced its agricultural character. For the latest authors, sac-
rificial considerations are central. Our interest here lies in the relationship
between Lev 23:5-8 and Num 28:16-25 because it provides the clearest
and most illustrative example of the development of the laws in question.
The other relationships between the Passover laws are much more com-
plicated and also disputed. In most of the other cases, the revision of the
older law(s) was much more extensive than in our example.

2.2. THE USE OF LEvVITICUS 23:5-8 IN NUMBERS 28:16-25

The author of Num 28:16-25 used Lev 23:5-8 as the main source, and
there is no evidence to assume that he used the other Passover laws as well.

2. Although Exod 23:18 is not part of the actual Passover law, the author of Deut
16 evidently used this verse to create his own version of the Passover law.

3. Although our interest here lies in the relationship between Lev 23:5-8 and
Num 28:16-25, a few notes about the earlier literary development of the Passover
festival are necessary. Exod 23:15(18) may be the oldest version of the law, although
some scholars have assumed that Exod 34:18, 25 could be older. The Deuteronomistic
features of the passage in Exod 34:11-26 could suggest that Exod 34:18 is younger
(the opposite direction of development has been suggested by Jorn Halbe, Das Privi-
legrecht Jahwes [FRLANT 114; Gottingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1975], 447-49).
Although the relationship between Exod 34:18, 25 and Deut 16:1-8 is debated, the
other chronological relationships between the laws are less controversial. Lev 23:5-8
is clearly younger than Exod 23:15; 34:18, 25; and Deut 16:1-8, while Num 28:16-25
is directly dependent on Lev 23:5-8.

4. The revision of Exod 23:15(18) in Exod 34:18, 25 is an exception in this respect.
The author of Exod 34:18, 25 has adopted nearly every word of Exod 23:15(18). Deut
16:1-8 and Lev 23:5-8 used their sources as resource material that could be changed
rather freely.
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Numbers 28:16-25 follows Lev 23:5-8 rather faithfully, but the festival was
developed toward a temple-oriented sacrificial occasion led by the priests.
Because of the extensive parallels, the comparison of the passages is illus-

trative of the textual changes that took place in the Hebrew Bible:

Lev23:5-8

b nos 2w pa wInh Wy npaIra peran wna
wrh or wy nwnna

B35 WIpNpR PWRIN 0

wyn 85 773y nanbn-Ha

MY nWR onanpm

o nyaw

WIPNIPN prawn ora

wyn &Y n7ap nardn-Ha

3 In the first month, on the fourteenth of the month, at twilight, there
shall be a Passover offering to Yhwh. ¢ And on the fifteenth day of this

eat unleavened bread. 7 On the first day you-shall-have a holy convoca-
tion: You shall not work at your occupations. & You shall present Yhwh’s
fire offerings for seven days. On the seventh day is a holy convocation:
you shall not work at your occupations.

Num 28:16-25
MY nos wnh oY WY ApaIRa pwRIN wIND

WYn RS A7ap narbn-Hs wpRIpn pwsan ora
S nSY nwKR onapm

O2ROR WyN TRnD noYH IR 9pan 0y 1390

TN AW-5Y MAv NAYIM AWK onb o' npaw arb wyn aND
1200 Awy

wyn &Y 77ap narbn-Hs 0h 1 wIptRIpR pawn oy

16 In the first month, on the fourteenth day of the month there shall be
a Passover offering to Yhwh. 17 And on the fifteenth day of this month
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dayjsa holy convocation: You shall not work at your occupatlons 19 You

shall present Yhwh’s fire offerings, a burnt offering: two young bulls,
one ram, and seven male lambs a year old; see that they are without

25 Angi on the seventh day m_s_hﬂ_m a holy convocatlon you shall

not work at your occupations.

The literary connection is undeniable, but the most prominent differ-
ence between the passages is the expansive sacrificial legislation in Num
28:19-24. Whereas the source text in Lev 23:5-8 only generally refers to
the fire offerings that the Israelites should make during the seven days
of the Passover festival, Num 28:19-24 contains detailed instructions and
additional information on the exact offerings of the festival. The addition
specifies which animals should be offered, how many of each one there
should be, and which offerings are acceptable, as well as which grain and
other additional offerings should be made in connection with the main
offerings. Although the expansion may be more closely related to Ezek
45:21-25, the increase of detail is in line with the general tendency in the
priestly legislation to increase attention and detail in matters concerning
the temple cult, priests, and offerings. A similar development, where later
editors focus on offerings and related issues, can be discerned in other
parts of the Hebrew Bible as well.6

The large expansion also shows how an expansion could technically
be made in relation to an older text. The author of Num 28:16-25 followed

5. It is not possible to solve the potentially very complicated relationship between
Ezek 45:21-25 and Num 28:19-24, but it is probable that both passages reflect similar
conceptions about the festival, and they are very closely related in comparison with
the other Passover laws of the Pentateuch.

6. As a comparison, the older editions of Ezra-Nehemiah pay little heed to the
temple, priests, and offerings, whereas many of the later editors emphasize these
themes. For the development of the text and further discussion, see Juha Pakkala, Ezra
the Scribe (BZAW 347; Berlin: de Gruyter, 2004), 267-74, and ch. 13 in this volume.
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the source text rather faithfully until the beginning of Num 28:19 (= Lev
23:8), and then he added his expansion inside a sentence of the source text.
The sentence D NPaAY M NWNR onapPMm (“You shall present Yhwh's
fire offerings for seven days”) of the source text was completely preserved,
but it was split up in Num 28 so that the time frame of the offerings (npaw
D', “seven days”) was placed in the middle of the expansion. The exam-
ple shows how a sentence in the source text could be split up so that in the
new text parts of the old sentence are placed several verses apart from their
original main sentence.

Lev23:8

o0 VAW Y WR BNIIPM

Num 28:19-24

0% i DR MW M2 D'WAd ayawt IR YR W paTIa oMo
wpn 5 orwy e [ab omwy avbw mwa nha nbo onmam
TNR AROA TPWI D'W3OR IYawh TnRD wasd awpn pwy ey
ORD MORIR WY TRNN nYYY WK Apan ndy Tabn o3y qoab
WY TRNR M-Sy b nnmtne aws onb e nyaw o wyn

1201

Another interesting difference between the two laws is the name of the
festival. Whereas Lev 23:6 uses the term T Mynn n (“festival of
unleavened bread of Yhwh”), Num 28:17 refers to the festival as simply
a Jn (“festival”) without any specific name. It is probable that the name
was intentionally omitted in Num 28:16-25, because there are distinctive
differences between the names of the festival in the other passages that
deal with the Passover as well. In fact, none of the five laws fully agree
with each other in this respect. Exodus 23:15, 18 refers to only “the feast of
unleavened bread” (M¥NA aN), whereas Exod 34:25 additionally refers to
“the feast of the Passover” (n0N iN). The author of Deut 16:1-8 further
changed the name to “the Passover of Yhwh” (7" noy). In other words,
the laws disagree about the name of the festival, and this confusion could
be the reason why Num 28:17 does not use any specific name for this day
but refers to it as merely “the festival”””

7. According to Gray, Numbers, 404, the reason for the omission may be the ten-
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There are several further minor differences between the passages.
There seems to be a peculiar difference between the commandments to
have a holy convocation. Whereas Lev 23:7 adds D39 1" (“you shall
have”) to the commandment in relation to its parallel in Num 28:18, in
the second occurrence of the commandment, Num 28:25 adds the same
words, while Lev 23:8 omits them. It is difficult to determine which of
the readings is more original, for the words may have been relocated for
stylistic reasons. A related difference is found in Lev 23:6 and Num 28:17:
For the 928N (“you shall eat”) of Lev 23:6, Num 28:17 has bane (niphal,
“shall be eaten”). Numbers 28:16 also adds the word D (“day”). Although
the word is not absolutely necessary in the context, it may be an accidental
omission in Lev 23:5 because the following verse 6 includes the word in a
similar context (WMDY DY WY nWNND, “And on the fifteenth day of the
month”; cf. WTNY 7WY NPIIN3, “on the fourteenth of the month”).

At least one of the plusses in Lev 23:5-8 in relation to Num 28:16-
25 may be an addition that was inserted after Lev 23:5-8 was used as a
source for Num 28:16-25: D'27y1 1" (“at twilight”) in Lev 23:5 is prob-
ably a clarifying addition, because its intentional omission by the author
of Num 28:16 would be improbable, and there is also no obvious reason
for an accidental omission. Although the exact meaning of ©23Y1 M2
is unclear,? it seems to define the precise time when the Passover offer-
ing should be made. In the more original text, which in this case is rep-
resented by Num 28:16, the Passover offering should be made anytime
during the day, while Lev 23:5 is more specific. The addition was probably
influenced by Exod 12:6 or Num 9:2-11, where the idea that the Passover
offering should be made B3V "1 is also met.® Additions that provide
more detailed information are typical in the Hebrew Bible, whereas the
omission of such details, especially concerning the exact time of offering,
would be exceptional and unmotivated. This case also shows how another
related passage may have caused a harmonizing addition in Lev 23:5.

dency of Num 28 for “greater brevity,” but in view of the other parallel sections, this
is unlikely.

8. Literally it means “between the evenings,” but most scholars assume that twi-
light is meant. See Ludwig Koehler and Walter Baumngartner, The Hebrew and Aramaic
Lexicon of the Old Testament (Leiden: Brill, 2001), 877-78.

9. It should also be noted that the LXX of Num 9:5 lacks a paralle] to D'27)01 12
(“at twilight”), which would seem to indicate that the specific time when the Passover
offering should be made was secondarily added to several texts of the Hebrew Bible.
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2.3. DIFFICULTIES OF RECONSTRUCTION

It would not be easy to identify the large addition in Num 28:19-24,
because it was made after a general reference to offerings. The general
reference is logically followed by a list of more-detailed instructions. The
addition does not particularly stand out from its context, because the fol-
lowing verses begin with a new subtheme, the holy convocation. In other
words, because the expansion was made at a thematic juncture, it does not
disturb its context. Because there are also no grammatical or thematic ten-
sions, a literary critic could not find many arguments for assuming that we
are dealing with an expansion in Num 28:19-24.

We have seen that the sentence D' nyaw M NMWR DNapm
(“You shall present Yhwh's fire offerings for seven days”) of Lev 23:8 was
split up in Num 28:19-24. In this case it would also be very difficult, if not
impossible, to reconstruct the source text on the basis of Num 28:16-25
alone. Because D" nPaw (“[for] seven days”) was very well integrated to
its new context, we would have few tools to reconstruct the source, did we
not possess the source text as well.

2.4. RESULTS AND METHODOLOGICAL CONSEQUENCES

The comparison between Lev 23:5-8 and Num 28:16-25 shows how an
earlier text was expanded in the course of its textual transmission. This
is an exemplary case where the empirical evidence would seem to fit very
well with the typical model of an expansion, assumed in source- and
redaction-critical approaches. A considerable amount of detail was added,
and the expansion also develops the text in a new and specific direction.
In Num 28:16-25 the sacrificial aspect of the law in question was con-
siderably expanded in comparison with the source, Lev 23:5-8. If we did
not possess the source, the thematic difference could reveal to the care-
ful source critic that we are dealing with an expansion. Nevertheless, the
source critic would not be able to provide many arguments for this suspi-
cion. Moreover, the passage also suggests that it would be difficult to sepa-
rate every part of the source from the expansion. In particular, the phrase
D' NYaw (“[for] seven days”) was separated from its original context in
a way that would probably preclude a correct reconstruction.
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FrROM GLOSSES TO LARGER EXPANSIONS:

THE MASORETIC TEXT OF NUMBERS 13-14
COMPARED WITH THE SEPTUAGINT AND
THE SAMARITAN PENTATEUCH

Within the books of the Pentateuch, the textual history of Num 13-14
is of particular interest since these chapters contain several verses where
the major textual witnesses differ substantially. There are good reasons to
assume that, in most cases, the differences are the result of late editorial
changes. It seems that these changes are indicative of the importance and
theological weight of this story within the larger narrative of the Penta-
teuch.!

An illustrative example is the transition from Num 13 to 14. In the
textual history of Num 13:33, a verse that lies at the junction of these chap-
ters, two different changes are documented that attest to the possible range
of late editorial processes. Regarding the direction of the textual develop-
ment of this verse, the MT probably represents a textual stage later than
that of the LXX, but earlier than the form represented by the SP.

3.1, THE LXX ProVIDES EVIDENCE FOR A (GLOSS IN NUMBERS 13:33 MT

The LXX text of Num 13:33, the last verse of the chapter, is shorter than the
MT text of this verse. The words D937 |2 PIY 32 (“the Anakites from
the Nephilim”) of the MT have no counterpart in the oldest Greek ver-

1. Horst Seebass, Numeri 10,11-22,1 (vol. 2 of Numeri; BKAT 4.2; Neukirchen-
Vluyn: Neukirchener Verlag, 2003), 82. Key passages in the Hebrew Bible are often the
most edited ones, as several successive later editors wanted to leave their imprint on
them (e.g., 2 Kgs 23).
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sion.? The missing passage can be found only in Greek manuscripts that
represent a later textual development.’> These manuscripts probably attest
to a Greek version that was secondarily expanded and harmonized after
the textual tradition represented by the MT.

Num 13:33 MT

D030 AR 1R DY)
D22)7 |0 v 3
D3N WP NN
DIPI UM

And there we saw the Nephilim, the Anakites from the Nephilim, and we

were in our own eyes as locusts, and so we were in their eyes.
Num 13:33 LXX

xat éxel éwpdxapey Tols ylyavrag xal uey évamov abrdy doel dxpldes, aMa
xal obTwg Nev dvdmiov atrédv.

And there we saw the giants; and we were before them as locusts, yea,
even so we were before them.

Even without the knowledge of the textual tradition represented by the
LXX* one could surmise that here we could be dealing with a marginal
gloss. The verse is understandable without the words 08371 10 Py 3
(“the Anakites from the Nephilim”). The shorter version is also easier to
read, since these words form a kind of parenthesis that is only loosely
integrated into the syntactical structure:* Pap 23] 00371 PR 1R DV
D3m0 WA A (09830 10 (“And there we saw the Nephilim, [the
Anakites from the Nephilim,] and we were in our own eyes as locusts™).
Another conspicuous detail that speaks for a secondary supplement is the
disturbing repetition of "85 (“the Nephilim”).

2. John William Wevers, ed., Numeri (vol. 3.1 of Septuaginta: Vetus Testamentum
Graecum; Gottingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1982), 183-84.

3. These manuscripts represent the so-called Mehrheitstext; among them is the
Hexaplaric version where the passage is marked with the asterisk sign; see ibid., 184.

4. George Buchanan Gray, A Critical and Exegetical Commentary on Numbers
(ICC; Edinburgh: T&T Clark, 1903), 151.
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The phrase ©99277 1D PV M2 (“the Anakites from the Nephilim”)
identifies the Nephilim seen by the Israelite spies with the Anakites,
another people of the former inhabitants of the promised land. While the
Nephilim are mentioned nowhere else in the entire narrative, the Anakites
are mentioned earlier in ch. 13 as Papn ™7 (“the children of [the] Anak”;
vv. 22, 28), the inhabitants of Hebron (v. 22). The term “Nephilim,” which
is met only here and in Gen 6:4 in the Hebrew Bible, provides a rationale
for the explanatory gloss since the mythical giants of primeval origin, or
Nephilim, play no further role in the context of Num 13-14. When they
are identifted with the Anakite populace of Hebron, mentioned in the pre-
ceding text, the motif of the giants in Num 13:33 is connected more closely
with the context.>

The minus in the LXX* empirically corroborates the assumption that
the MT contains an addition in this verse. There is no unequivocal reason
why the additional words would have been secondarily omitted, either in
the Greek translation or in its Hebrew Vorlage.® An intentional omission
is improbable, since the plus is not theologically or otherwise problematic.
As for the awkward style of the longer Hebrew text, the Greek translator
could have easily created a smooth Greek sentence in which the parenthe-
sis is syntactically well integrated into the sentence.” It is also unlikely that
he would have left out the reference to the Anakites, which connects “the
Nephilim” with the context. To be sure, one could alternatively assume
that the plus was mistakenly omitted by scribal haplography because of the

cannot completely be excluded, the simplest explanation for the shorter
Greek version is that this text goes back to a Hebrew Vorlage that did not
yet contain this addition.®

5. Martin Noth, Numbers: A Commentary (OTL; London: SCM, 1968), 107.

6. An omission in the LXX is assumed by Roland Kenneth Harrison, Numbers:
An Exegetical Commentary (The Wycliffe Exegetical Commentary; Grand Rapids:
Baker Book House, 1992), 210, but he gives no reason for this assumption.

7. Another difference between Num 13:33 MT and LXX could be due to a stylistic
facilitation by the Greek translator. Instead of the strange phrase 02312 12 "N
(“and we were in our own eyes as locusts”) the LXX has the more natural xal fuev
dvdmiov adtdy woel dxpldes (“and we were before them as locusts”).

8. E.g., Philip J. Budd, Numbers (WBC 5; Waco, Tex.: Word, 1984), 141; Seebass,
Numeri 10,11-22,1, 83; Ludwig Schmidt, Das vierte Buch Mose: Numeri 10,11-36,13
(ATD 7.2; Gottingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 2004), 36 n. 38.
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The gloss does not use the term P3Yn *1% (“the children of [the]
Anak”), which occurs earlier in the chapter (vv. 22, 28), but speaks of 232
P (“the sons of Anak,” or “the Anakites”). The latter term can also be
found in Deut 9:2, and a similar term, D'P3p "3 (“the Anakites”), is used
in Deut 1:28 and 9:2 as well. It is therefore probable that the editor who
inserted this addition was influenced by the language of Deuteronomy.
Moreover, it can be assumed that the editor intended to assimilate the spy
narrative of Num 13-14 with its parallel in Deut 1, since in Deut 1:28 the
Anakites are mentioned among the inhabitants of the promised land.

3.2. A LARGER PLuUS IN NUMBERS 13:33 SP

Another textual variant that points to more substantial editing can be
found in the SP. Compared to the MT, this textual tradition has a large plus
in Num 13:33. After the preceding speech of the spies that ends in Num
13:33 and before the weeping of the people in Num 14:1, the additional
text mentions how the people complained about their fate and how Moses
addressed them in order to reject this complaint.

Num 13:33-14:1 MT
170 11 D20 NI NN ohoin Py 2 o030 NR 1R DY

oMYA
RN 053 opn 1M ohp nR M ATYR Yo xwm

33 “And there we saw the Nephilim, the Anakites from the Nephilim, and
we were in our own eyes as locusts, and so we were in their eyes.”

! And all the congregation lifted up their voice, and cried; and the people
wept that night.

Num 13:33-14:1 SP

M7 121 D23N2 p1 N ohain [{ARE2) R e o'%'017 NR PR oW

D rya
-lﬁ Yy 9 Y ¥ Y
Y o x4 ) T W
13 DX DAWa AN MY O LR DN Y1 ov 9K wadd NN
n > N5 b y y y v

DSR2 DaNK HWY WK 920 025 b KI 02uSY 1500 DRGK T
vy

DR YR RWY TWRD TOOR T TRWI 7 M
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D2IR 110 7272 150 DIPRN TV 0aR3 TV DNoYN WK 1770 %23 13
)y n 11 '-P \J
i

N S92 opn 12an o%p nR um aTen Yo Rem
33 “And there we saw the Nephilim, the Anakites from the Nephilim, and
we were in our own eyes as locusts, and so we were in their eyes”
And the Israelites grumbled in their tents and said, “It is because
wh hates us that he has brought us out of the land of Egypt, to hand u
over to the Amorites to destroy us. Where are we h d? Our brothers
avi d hear elt aying, ‘The people are stronger taller
than we; the cities are large and fortified up to heaven, and we also saw
there the Anakites!” And Moses said to the Israelites, “Have no dread
or fear of them. Yhwh your God, who s before you, is th e wh
will fight for you, just as he did for in Egypt before your very eyes
in_the wilderness, where aw how Yhwh r carried yo
ju one carries a child, all the way that you traveled until you reached
this place. But in spite of this, you have no trust in Yhwh your God, who
efore you on the way to seek out a place for o in fire b
night, and in the clo day. to show e route hould take.”
! And all the congregation lifted up their voice, and cried; and the
people wept that night.

The additional passage has a close parallel in Deut 1:27-32. Numbers
13:33 SP follows Deut 1:27-32 almost word for word. Apart from some dif-
ferent spellings, only minor differences can be observed: In Deut 1, Moses
addresses the Israelites with the second-person plural (D2*%n83 1M,
“And you grumbled in your tents”), and, since he is speaking all the time,
the first-person singular is used (D29 AN, “And I said to you”), while
in Num 13:33 SP the equivalent phrases use the third person (2 123
DAYARA YR, “And the Israelites grumbled in their tents”; WA SAKRN
SR 1139, “And Moses said to the Israelites”).

DEUT 1:27-32 MT

NRS DMEN PIRA BRIV UAR P DRIWA MARM 0HARA 3Mm
Kb 13225 AR 1ODT AR DY BRIR TR DTHWAY MIRND T3 UNR

DW IRY DRIV M3 DAY 'AWA MR 1Y oMY unn oM T oy
N 02"9% T5nn D NBR M oRn RN RS vawn &S 05K R
PRI WK 92772 oY D™MENa DINR WP WK Y90 oob onY
onabn WK TITA 593 132 NN WAR KW WRD TR T TRWI TR
75N DNOR U DIARN DIIR AT 3TN DIPRN TY DIRA TY
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AwR 7772 DonRH A wRa ponank opn B3% Ny 7173 oash
ooy pyar 73 150

27 And you grumbled in your tents and said, “It is because Yhwh hates
us that he has brought us out of the land of Egypt, to hand us over to
the Amorites to destroy us. 22 Where are we headed? Our brothers have
made our hearts melt by saying, “The people are stronger and taller than
we; the cities are large and fortified up to heaven, and we also saw there
the Anakites!™

29 And I said to you, “Have no dread or fear of them. * Yhwh your
God, who goes before you, is the one who will fight for you, just as he did
for you in Egypt before your very eyes, 3! and in the wilderness, where
you saw how Yhwh your God carried you, just as one carries a child, all
the way that you traveled until you reached this place. 32 But in spite of
this, you have no trust in Yhwh your God, 3 who goes before you on the
way to seek out a place for you to camp, in fire by night, and in the cloud
by day, to show you the route you should take.

It lies beyond doubt that the plus in the SP of Num 13:33 is secondary.’
The additional text seems to have been inserted in an attempt to harmo-
nize the passage with Deut 1:27-32. This was done by a rather mechan-
ical technique of copying so that the donor text of Deut 1:27-32 was,
with the exception of the minor changes noted above, adopted verbatim.
Nevertheless, the insertion of the additional text is a substantial editorial
alteration of Num 13-14 by which the narrative was aligned more closely
with Deut 1. This militates against the common assumption that in the
late stages of the literary history of the biblical texts substantial changes
were no longer made. It is particularly noteworthy that there is evidence
of such changes in the Pentateuch from a time, probably in the last two
centuries BCE, when the textual traditions of the proto-MT and the SP
developed separately.

This editorial alteration must have taken place after the marginal gloss
0'9937 11 P3Y M2 (“the Anakites from the Nephilim”), unattested by the
LXX*, was inserted into Num 13:33. This is suggested by the fact that the
SP includes the gloss, along with the MT. Accordingly, the MT would attest
to a stage of the textual development that lies between the LXX* and the
SP. Significantly, both the gloss and the larger expansion have the tendency

9. Thus, e.g., Budd, Numbers, 141; Harrison, Numbers, 210; Seebass, Numeri
10,11-22,1, 83.



NUMBERS 13-14 41

of assimilating Num 13-14 with Deut 1. It is probably no coincidence that
the Anakites are also mentioned in the expansion that is attested by the
SP (parallel to Deut 1:28). The editor who inserted the parallel of Deut
1:27-32 into the SP of Num 13:33 could have been inspired by the gloss in
Num 13:33 that refers to the Anakites.

3.3. OTHER EXPANSIONS IN THE TEXTUAL HISTORY OF NUMBERS 13-14

Both textual alterations in Num 13:33 are not isolated phenomena in the
context of the spy narrative of Num 13-14. In the textual history of these
chapters there are also other instances where the text was secondarily
aligned with the Deuteronomic version of the narrative. In several cases
more or less substantial additions were made following Deut 1. This edi-
torial process is mostly attested by the SP, but it can also be seen, in part,
in the LXX and the Peshitta, the ancient Syriac translation. The following
chart gives an overview of these changes.

LXX SP Peshitta Parallel to

+ between Num Deut 1:20-23a
12:16 and 13:1

+ between Num Deut 1:27-32
13:33 and 14:1
+in Num 14:23 Deut 1:39
+in Num 14:31 Deut 1:39
+in Num 14:40 Deut 1:42
+ in Num 14:45 Deut 1:44
+ in Num 14:45 +in Num 14:45 Deut 1:45a

This chart illustrates that the harmonizations with Deuteronomy took
place in three different textual traditions. The plusses in Num 14:23 and
45 are met only in the LXX, the plus in Num 14:31 only in the Peshitta,
and repeated plusses only in the SP. The existence of independent harmo-
nizations in three different textual traditions from a relatively late period
implies that harmonizations were frequent in the transmission of the
Pentateuch. It should be noted that these changes primarily took place
at a rather late stage of the textual development. Harmonizations should



42 FROM GLOSSES TO LARGER EXPANSIONS

thus also be assumed in those periods of textual transmission from which
documented or textual evidence is lacking. Here one should further add
that this phenomenon is by no means restricted to Num 13-14. Many suc-
cessive editors and copyists were apparently comparing parallel passages
within the Pentateuch, Deuteronomy often influencing other parts of this
collection of books. !0

Apart from larger expansions, the textual history of Num 13-14 also
provides evidence for some minor changes similar to the addition of the
gloss in Num 13:33 MT.! In contrast to this case, the other small expan-
sions seem to have been made mainly in the textual traditions of the LXX
and the SP.

In Num 13:29b, both the LXX and the SP have a small plus when com-
pared with the MT. While the MT mentions three peoples that lived in the
land before its conquest by the Israelites, the LXX and the SP speak about
four peoples: xai 6 Xerraios xal 6 Evafog xat 6 Iefouvaaios xai 6 Apoppaios /
MR O N NN (“the Hittite, and the Hivite, and the Jebusite,
and the Amorite”). In all likelihood, this plus is the result of a secondary
addition that is in line with other lists of the former inhabitants of the land
that recurrently mention the “Hivites” (e.g., Exod 3:8, 17; Deut 7:1).

Another plus shared by the LXX and the SP in comparison with the
MT can be found in Num 14:12. According to the MT, Yhwh says that he
intends to make of Moses a great nation, while both the LXX and the SP
additionally mention the house of Moses’s father: xai movow o¢ xal Tov
olxov Tofi maTpée gou / TAR 3 ARY TNN AWYRI (“ will make you and the
house of your father”). This is probably an interpretive addition by which
the Levite ancestors of Moses were secondarily included in the divine plan.

The formula about Yhwh'’s mercy that occurs in Num 14:18 is attested
by both the LXX and the SP in a slightly expanded version: Kiptog
paxpbbupos xal mohvéleos xal dAndwée, ddaipiiv avoplas xal ddixias xal
Guaptiac / ANRVE WO NY RWI QAR TON 27 AR TR M (“Yhwh
is slow to anger, and abundant in steadfast love and faithfulness, forgiving
iniquity and transgression and sin”). The additional words are parallel to

10. Here one should mention, for example, the probability that the Sinai pericope
in Exod 21-23 and Deuteronomy, both effectively dealing with the giving of the law,
have been harmonized during the transmission of the texts even though this harmo-
nization is mostly not documented in textual witnesses.

11. See Seebass, Numeri 10,11-22,1, 82-84.
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Exod 34:6-7, and therefore it can be assumed that the plusses were second-
arily inserted in order to align the text more closely with Exod 34.

In the SP of Num 14:23, the formula about the divine gift of the land is,
compared to the MT, expanded with an additional infinitive clause: PIR™
0n5 nnb onary *npaws AWK (“the land that I swore to their fathers to
give to them”). The plus onb nnd (“to give to them”) accords with the
usual form of this formula, especially in the book of Deuteronomy (Deut
1:8; 6:10, etc.). Thus it is probable that the SP of Num 14:23 was second-
arily assimilated with the Deuteronomic version of this formula.

To be sure, all these cases represent only minor changes that do not
affect the meaning of the text very much, but they, nevertheless, attest to
a kind of editorial activity by which the text was, albeit cautiously, modi-
fied and interpreted. It is significant that in three of these cases the LXX
and the SP attest to the same textual tradition, sharing a secondary addi-
tion. This means that these changes cannot have been made by the Greek
translator but must have been part of the Hebrew Vorlage of the LXX. Asa
consequence, they are probably of pre-Samaritan origin.

Regarding the methodology of reconstructing the development of the
Hebrew Bible, these small changes are an important phenomenon that
needs to be recognized in literary or redaction criticism. If we possessed
only the witnesses where these changes are already included, it would be
difficult, if not impossible, to identify the additions and thus reconstruct
the earlier versions. The addition of "M (“and the Hivites”), M2 NN
T2aR (“and the house of your father”), or PR (“and faithfulness”), for
example, left virtually no trace in the resulting text. In other words, they
caused no syntactical, stylistic, or thematic tensions, and therefore we
would have no criteria for detecting them without the evidence of the MT.
There is no reason why such changes should not have taken place during
the earlier stages of the literary history in times from which documented
evidence is not preserved. We should therefore avoid the claim or assump-
tion that literary- or redaction-critical approaches would be able to recon-
struct earlier stages of the textual development in every detail.

3.4. RESULTS AND METHODOLOGICAL CONSEQUENCES

The textual history of Num 13-14 attests to several cases of late editorial
activity. The text of the spy narrative was changed by virtue of a substantial
number of smaller and larger expansions. All of these changes show a clear
interpretive tendency. In several cases, the expansion assimilates or har-
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monizes the narrative more closely with its parallel in Deut 1. This edito-
rial process, as a whole, took place mainly in textual traditions other than
the (proto-)MT. Since most of the changes can be found in the SP—but in
part also in the LXX—the MT seems to attest to a relatively early stage of
the textual development. It seems that there was less freedom to alter the
proto-MT during the time in which these three textual traditions devel-
oped independently. However, one should not deduce from this an a priori
preference for the MT. The case of Num 13:33 LXX* shows that the MT is
the result of late editing as well so that each case has to be independently
investigated. The possibility that the MT contains a less original reading
than another witness should always be taken into consideration.

At the same time, it should be noted that the documented evidence
covers only the latest stages of the textual development. There is no reason
to assume that similar changes could not have taken place during ear-
lier stages of the textual development as well. Considering the gradually
increasing authority and holiness of the text, it is probable that the edito-
rial processes were even more radical in the earlier stages of the develop-
ment of the texts.

Regarding the methodology of reconstructing the literary history, two
kinds of additions can be observed in these chapters: First, there are some
small additions that left virtually no trace in the resulting texts. The possibil-
ity that such changes were made needs to be taken into account, although,
without documented evidence, we have, in practice, no means to identify
and reconstruct them. Second, there are other cases where it is possible to
detect additions even without empirical evidence from textual witnesses.
For instance, if we possessed only the MT of Num 13:33, we could deduce
from inner-textual arguments that this text contains an addition concern-
ing the Anakites, and if we possessed only the SP of this passage, we would
be able to determine that the long parallel with Deut 1 might have been
inserted only secondarily. In consequence, attempts to reconstruct earlier
stages of the literary development are not futile, although in view of the
present example, it is unlikely that scholarship would be able to reconstruct
every detail of the earlier forms of the texts.
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LATE ADDITIONS OR EDITORIAL SHORTENING? JOSHUA 20

IN THE MASORETIC TEXT AND THE SEPTUAGINT

4.1. INTRODUCTION

Joshua 20 discusses the cities of refuge and cases of an accidental slayer.
There are substantial differences between the MT and the LXX; in parts of
the text the MT contains extensive plusses in relation to the Greek tradi-
tion. The textual differences are reflected in differing concepts about the
cities of refuge. From the comparison between the MT and the LXX it can
be deduced that substantial editorial alterations took place in the history
of this chapter, although it is not evident which version is more original
and which developed from the other. At first glance, the LXX seems to
provide evidence for the assumption that the MT is the result of large sec-
ondary additions, but there are also good arguments that the minuses in
the LXX could mainly go back to substantial editorial shortening.

4.2. THE TEXTUAL EVIDENCE: A LONG
AND A SHORT VERSION OF JOSHUA 20

Joshua 20 can be divided into two parts. In the first part (vv. 1-6), Yhwh
commissions Joshua (v. 1) to remind the Israelites about establishing cities
of refuge (v. 2) and to explain what the function of these cities is (vv. 3-6).
The second part (vv. 7-9) records that the Israelites established six cities
of refuge: three west of the Jordan (v. 7) and three east (v. 8). A brief sum-
mary repeats what the purpose of these cities was (v. 9).

The main differences between the MT and the LXX are found in
the first part, where the MT contains a large plus in vv. 4-6 in relation
to the Greek text of Codex Vaticanus and some other manuscripts (e.g.,
the majuscules N and © and the minuscule b,). These Greek witnesses

-45-
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probably preserve the original Greek translation.! The rest of the Greek
manuscripts represent a textual form that has been harmonized after the
textual tradition represented by the MT, but this is clearly a secondary
development.

Josh 20:1-6 MT
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1 And Yhwh spoke to Joshua, saying, 2 “Speak to the Israelites and say
to them, ‘Appoint for you the cities of refuge, of which 1 spoke to you
through Moses, ? so that a slayer may flee there who kills a person with-
out intent, without knowledge; and they shall be for you a refuge from

the avenger of blood. * And_hs_mgll_ﬂss_tg_qnc_gf_thm_m_es_and_s_ﬂ
s f the gate of

untll he stands before the congregatlon for )udg
ment, until the death of the high priest who shall be i se da

1. Thus also BHS and the LXX edition of Rahlfs (Alfred Rahlfs and Robert Han-
hart, eds., Septuaginta [2nd ed.; Stuttgart: Deutsche Bibelgesellschaft, 2006]), as well
as A. Graeme Auld, Joshua: Jesus Son of Naué in Codex Vaticanus (Septuagint Com-
mentary Series; Leiden: Brill: 2005), 202; and Cornelis den Hertog, “Jesus: Josue / Das
Buch Josua,” in Septuaginta Deutsch: Erliduterungen und Kommentare zum griechischen
Alten Testament (ed. Martin Karrer and Wolfgang Kraus; Stuttgart: Deutsche Bibelge-
sellschaft, 2011), 1:649.
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the slayer shall return home and enter his town and his house, his city
from whence he fled”

Josh 20:1-6 LXX*

1 Kai éldlnoev x0ptog 16 'Inaot Aéywy 2 Aadneov Tois vioic lopanh Aéywy
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1 And the Lord spoke to Joshua, saying, 2 “Speak to the Israelites and
say to them, ‘Give the cities of refuge, of which I spoke to you through
Moses, 3 a refuge to the slayer who has smitten a person unintentionally,

and the cities shall be for you a refuge, and the slayer shall not be killed
by the avenger of blood,  until he stands before the congregation for

judgment’”

As for the major plusses in the MT in vv. 3-6, it is not obvious which ver-
sion, the MT or the LXX*, is more original. There are two basic alterna-
tives to explain the development from one version to the other. Either the
LXX* preserves a more original version of the chapter, which was then
secondarily expanded in the proto-MT, or the proto-MT was deliberately
shortened in the Greek translation or its Hebrew Vorlage. Both theories
have found advocates in scholarship (see below).

4.3. INCONSISTENCIES IN THE MT AND A COHERENT VERSION IN THE LXX*

The versions differ not only in length but also in conceptual consistency.
While the shorter LXX* unfolds a coherent concept of the cities of refuge,
the MT shows considerable tensions, even logical contradictions.

A major problem in the MT concerns the procedure of how the case of
an accidental slayer, who has taken refuge in one of these cities, is resolved.
According to v. 4, the slayer shall state his case before the elders of the city
at the gate, and “they shall take him into the city and give him a place, and
he shall dwell with them” (2wm 01PN % R OHR YR INR 1DORY
onY). This implies that the case is decided when the elders take the slayer
into the city. The same concept is presupposed in v. 5, since according to
this verse the elders are not allowed to deliver the slayer to the avenger: "2
DwHw Snnn 15 RN RIW 8D AP NR 727 NPT 923 (“because without
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knowledge he killed his neighbor, and he hated him not before”; v. 5b).
According to v. 6, however, the decisive trial is conducted only later, when
the congregation of the people gathers for judgment: TP 185 TP TV
vownY (“until he stands before the congregation for judgment”).

To be sure, one could argue that the final decision of the case is sus-
pended until the trial before the congregation. This would imply the pos-
sibility that the elders made a false decision that could be corrected later by
the congregation. However, the wording of v. 5 does not fit to this theory.
This verse presupposes that the elders make the final decision on how to
deal with the slayer. Thus, one can ask with Alexander Rofé, “What room
is there for an additional trial before the assembly?”? Verse 6 seems to refer
to a concept different from that of vv. 4-5.

Another contradiction is related to the period of dwelling that is envis-
aged in vv. 4 (DAY 2WM, “and he shall dwell with them”) and 6 (7°v2 awm
vawnb aTyn 1% 1Y 7Y 8NN, “And he shall dwell in that city until
he stands before the congregation for judgment”). As Michael Fishbane
states, “Verse 6 hardly repeats v. 4, since the inquest of v. 4 ends with the
incorporation of the killer into the city, whereas v. 6 would seem to indi-
cate a period of settlement until the inquest.”

Verse 6 contains further problems. The double temporal preposition
TV (“until”) is stylistically awkward and causes a problem within the inter-
nal logic of the law.

Josh 20:6 MT

vawnb ATYn 18Y 1TAY TP RN WA awn
DAN 0" I R STn man mn Ty
DWN DI WK TN SR 102 HRY 1w HR K21 a2 R

And he shall dwell in that city yntil he stands before the congregation for
judgment, until the death of the high priest who shall be in those days;
then the slayer shall return home and enter his town and his house, his
city from whence he fled.

2. Alexander Rofé, “Joshua 20: Historico-Literary Criticism Illustrated,” in
Empirical Models for Biblical Criticism (ed. Jeffrey H. Tigay; Philadelphia: University
of Pennsylvania Press, 1985), 136.

3. Michael Fishbane, “Biblical Colophons, Textual Criticism and Legal Analo-
gies,” CBQ 42 (1980): 445 (italics original).
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Since it cannot be assumed that the high priest regularly dies at the date of
the trial, the two prepositions TP (“until”) would appear to refer to two dif-
ferent dates.? The slayer shall live in the city of refuge until he stands trial
before the congregation, but it is only when the high priest dies that he is
allowed to return to the place where he originally lived. This leads to the
question: What happens between the trial and the death of the high priest?
The text seems to imply that the slayer has to return to the city of refuge
after the trial, but it is peculiar that the text does not say this explicitly.

Regarding these problems concerning the logic of the law, it is very
likely that the MT merges different concepts of how to proceed with a
slayer who seeks protection from the avenger in a city of refuge. Accord-
ing to one concept, the elders of the city of refuge decide whether to admit
the refugee to the city or not (v. 4). If he is admitted, the case is decided
that he is in fact an accidental slayer (v. 5), and he finds a new home in this
city (v. 4b). According to the other concept, any person who flees from
an avenger can enter a city of refuge and find temporary protection there
(v. 3), until the case is decided in a trial before the congregation (v. 6aa*:
vownb NP 155 YTAY TV, “until he stands before the congregation for
judgment”).

That the slayer’s return to his original home depends on the death of
the high priest, as suggested in parts of v. 6, further complicates the issue.
This idea might be related to the first concept, where the elders of the city
decide the case, since this concept implies that the slayer has to settle in the
city of refuge (v. 4).> Yet, it is also possible that this motif is more closely
connected with the second concept, since v. 4 seems to speak of a perma-
nent settlement that is not limited by the potential death of the high priest.

Compared to the evident tensions between two different concepts in
the MT, the original Greek text would seem to be much more coherent,
for this version contains only the second concept, where the congregation
decides the case. All references to the elders of the cities of asylum (vv.
4-5) as well as to the death of the high priest (v. 6afb) are missing in the
original Greek version.

4. One could expect that only if the high priest dies the case has to be restated
before the congregation, but the text does not say this; cf. ibid.

5. At least this is assumed in most theories; cf., e.g., Rofé, “Joshua 20, 136; and
Ludwig Schmidt, “Leviten- und Asylstidte in Num. xxxv und Jos. xx; xxi 1-42,” VT 52
(2002), 103-21, esp. 107-8.
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4.4. THE LITERARY HOR1ZON OF JosHUA 20 MT/LXX*

Joshua 20:1-6 is closely connected with two texts of the Pentateuch. They
may give a clue as to what is taking place in Josh 20. The second concept of
Josh 20:1-6, where the congregation makes the decision, is in accordance
with Num 35:11-12. This becomes evident when we compare these two
passages.

Josh 20:2-6
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2 Appoint for you the cities of refuge ... 3 so that a slayer may flee there
who kills a person without intent ... ; and they shall be for you a refuge
from the avenger of blood. ... until he stands before the congregation
for judgment.

Num 35:11-12
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11 And you shall select for you cities, cities of refuge shall be for you, and
the slayer who kills a person without intent shall flee there. }2 And the
cities shall be for you a refuge from the avenger, so that the slayer may
not die, until he stands before the congregation for judgment.

In addition to the evident literary relationship between Num 35 and Josh
20, the latter contains words and phrases that are known from the law on
the cities of refuge in Deut 19. These parallels or similarities are met in
Josh 20:4-5 MT, while they are missing in the LXX* version.

Josh 20:4-5 MT

... TORN D™PRD NNR SR ON
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4 And he shall flee to one of these cities ...

3> And if the avenger of blood is in pursuit, ...
because without knowledge he killed his neighbor,
and he hated him not before.

Deut 19:4-6
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3 ... he shall flee to one of these cities ...

6 ]est the avenger of blood pursue the slayer ...

4 ... someone who kills his neighbor without knowledge ...
6 ... because he hated him not before.

However, the death of the high priest, which is mentioned in the MT ver-
sion of Josh 20:6, has no parallel in Deut 19, while this motif is found in
Num 35:25-28.

Josh 20:6 MT

voawnb ATYn 185 Y T

home and enter his town and his house, his city from whence he fled.
Num 35:25-28

WH5PR Y SR NTYR IR 12w 0TR 983 TR nean nr AT Sem
... TN N0 MR TP N2 awn Npw 01 WK
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25 And the congregation shall rescue the slayer from the avenger of blood,
and the congregation shall send him to the city of his refuge, whither he

the land of his possession.

Num 35:25-28 explains what happens between the trial before the con-
gregation and the death of the high priest—an explanation that is missing
but one would expect in Josh 20:6 MT. According to Num 35:25-28, the
congregation shall bring the slayer back to the city of refuge, and there he
shall live until the high priest dies.

4.5. DOEs THE LXX* PROVIDE EVIDENCE FOR
LATE EXPANSIONS IN THE PROTO-MT?

The shorter Greek text could be explained as a witness of an earlier version
of the chapter. The LXX* would thus go back to a Hebrew Vorlage that pre-
dated the proto-MT,% and the substantial plusses of the MT would be the
result of later editorial activity, influenced by Deut 19 and Num 35:25-28.
Several scholars advocate this theory.” They postulate that the older ver-
sion of Josh 20, represented by the LXX*, would have been in line with
Num 35:9-15, since this version represents only the concept that the slayer
finds temporary protection in a city of refuge until his case is decided in a
trial before the congregation. The content of Josh 20:9 seems to corrobo-
rate that the short version of vv. 1-6 is the original one, since v. 9, also in
its MT version, corresponds exclusively to the LXX* version of vv. 1-6.

6. Cf. den Hertog, “Jesus,” 649.

7.]. Alberto Soggin, Joshua: A Commentary (OTL; London: SCM, 1972), 197;
James Maxwell Miller and Gene M. Tucker, The Book of Joshua (CBC; Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press, 1974), 156; Fishbane, “Biblical Colophons,” 443-46; Rofé,
“Joshua 20, 141-44; Enzo Cortese, Josua 13-21: Ein priesterschriftlicher Abschnitt im
deuteronomistischen Geschichtswerk (OBO 94; Fribourg: Universititsverlag, 1990),
20, 80; Richard D. Nelson, Joshua: A Commentary (OTL; Louisville, Ky.: Westminster
John Knox, 1997), 228; Auld, Joshua, 202. This theory of the history of Joshua 20 is
presented in the chapter “Textual and Literary Criticism” in the textbook of Emanuel
Tov, Textual Criticism of the Hebrew Bible (3d ed.; Minneapolis: Fortress, 2012), esp.
296.
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Josh 20:9
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These were the cities designated for all the Israelites ... that anyone who
killed a person without intent could flee there, so that he shall not die by
the hand of the avenger of blood, until he stands before the congregation.

Reconstructed Vorlage of Josh 20:3, 6 LXX*

5R3n nyn DY 89 vHPRY 0235 P AW wai nan Ny nnw oud
vawnb Ty b Ty T .. o

3So that a slayer may flee there who kills a person without intent; and
they shall be for you a refuge, so that the slayer shall not be killed by
the avenger of blood ... ®until he stands before the congregation for
judgment.

This concept would have been secondarily altered by means of the large
plusses in the proto-MT of vv. 4-6, which added the role of the elders (vv.
4-5) and the death of the high priest as the date when the slayer is allowed
to return to his hometown (v. 6).

Although a longer text is commonly assumed to contain secondary
additions, the theory that the LXX* preserves an older version of Josh
20:1-6 faces a major obstacle related to the logic of vv. 4-6. It is difficult to
explain why an editor would have ascribed to the city elders the role of the
judges, as mentioned in v. 4, after the older text had already stated that the
case is decided by the congregation, not by the elders (v. 6: 395 1T2p TV
vownh ATYN, “until he stands before the congregation for judgment”).8
This would mean that an editor deliberately marginalized the trial before
the congregation even though this trial is in accordance with the law of
Num 35:9-15. In addition, vv. 4-5 do not refer to the decisive communal
trial, which would be very peculiar if these verses were added later to the
original form of vv. 1-6*. Because of these problems with the alleged pri-
ority of the LXX*, an alternative explanation for the differences between
the MT and the LXX* should be tested.

8. Cf. Schmidt, “Leviten- und Asylstidte,” 106.
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4.6. THE LXX* As WITNESS OF AN INTENTIONALLY SHORTENED VERSION?

Several scholars, such as Martin Noth, reject the priority of the shorter
Greek text and propose that the plusses of vv. 3-6* were deliberately omit-
ted in the textual tradition represented by the LXX*.* These omissions
could have been made either by an editor of the Hebrew Vorlage of the
LXX or, perhaps less probably, by the Greek translator.

According to this theory, the reason for the substantial omissions
would have been the internal tensions and the logical incoherence of the
proto-MT. An editor of the Vorlage of the LXX or the Greek translator
would have sought to align Josh 20 much more closely with Num 35:9-
15 by omitting all parts of Josh 20 that do not accord with this law. A
major argument that speaks for this assumption is related to the motif of
the elders in Josh 20:4-5 MT. In Num 35:9-15, the elders of the city of
refuge are not mentioned at all, while the trial before the congregation is
presented as decisive (v. 12b). With respect to this pentateuchal law, an
editor (or the translator) could have wanted to suppress all references to
the elders in Joshua 20 and thus omitted Josh 20:4-5, 6* MT, because in
these verses the judgment of the elders is presented as crucial for deciding
the case.

While such an editorial alteration is well imaginable, this theory faces
a problem in another respect. It would remain unclear why in the course of
the omissions of vv. 4-5, 6* the reference to the death of the high priestin v.
6b should have been omitted as well. This could be an important counter-
argument, since the law of Num 35:25-28 provides a clear rationale for
this motif. In other words, if an editor (or the translator) shortened the
text of Josh 20:1-6 in order to align it closer to Num 35, why would he also
omit the reference to the death of the high priest, a motif that is included
in another section of Num 35, namely, in vv. 25-28?2

9. Martin Noth, Das Buch Josua (2d ed.; HAT 7; Tubingen: Mohr Siebeck, 1953),
127; Volkmar Fritz, Das Buch Josua (HAT 7; Tiibingen: Mohr Siebeck, 1994), 201-3;
Schmidt, “Leviten- und Asylstidte,” 105-8; Horst Seebass, Numeri 22,2-36,13 (vol.
3 of Numeri; BKAT 4.3; Neukirchen-Vluyn: Neukirchener Verlag, 2007), 426; thus
implicitly also Ernst Axel Knauf, Josua (ZBK; Ziirich: Theologischer Verlag, 2008),
170-71.
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4.7. A POSSIBLE SOLUTION: EDITORIAL SHORTENING IN THE LXX* AND A
LATE ADDITION IN THE MT

The comparison of Josh 20:6 MT with Josh 20:6 LXX* could provide a
solution for this problem. The LXX* of Josh 20:6, which is much shorter
than the MT, could attest to the fact that in this verse the death of the
high priest was originally not mentioned at all. As demonstrated above,
there is no reason why this motif would have been secondarily omitted,
since it is in accordance with Num 35. The shorter text of the LXX* may
in most parts of vv. 1-6 go back to secondary shortening, but in the case
of v. 6 the LXX* may attest to the original form. This proposal resolves the
weaknesses of a clear-cut assumption that one of the versions is secondary
throughout the passage. According to the theory proposed here, the motif
of the high priest would have been added to the proto-MT after the short-
ened version of Josh 20:1-6 LXX* had been created.

With this model all differences between the MT and the LXX* can be
explained. The version of the LXX* would mainly go back to an editorial
attempt to align the text closely with the law of Num 35:9-15. In the case
of v. 6, however, the shorter version of the LXX* would attest to a text in
which the reference to the death of high priest was not yet included.

Josh 20:3-6 MT
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3So that a slayer may flee there who kills a person without intent, without
knewledge; and they shall be for you a refuge from the avenger of blood.
1 And-heshall flee to-one-of thesecities ... 6 Andheshall dwell-in-thatcity
until he stands before the congregatlon for )udgment [g_m__t_e_¢¢_a_ﬂ1
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Josh 20:3-6 LXX*
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3 A refuge to the slayer who has smitten a person unintentionally, and the

cities shall be for you a refuge, and the slayer shall not be killed by the

avenger of blood, 6 until he stands before the congregation for judgment.

Joshua 20:4-5 MT would have been omitted because, as demonstrated
above, these verses do not fit with the concept of Num 35 according to
which the congregation decides the case. The differences between v. 3
LXX* and MT can be explained accordingly: The phrase Ny *922 (“with-
out knowledge”) is also found in v. 5, and therefore it is related to the con-
cept according to which the elders, and not the congregation, decide the
case. A secondary omission of this phrase in the LXX* of v. 3 (or its Vor-
lage) is therefore easily understandable. On the other hand, the plusses in

v. 3 LXX* (ai méhelc ... xai odx dmobaveltal 6 doveuns, “the cities ... and
the slayer shall not be killed”) are similar to Num 35:12 (@0 oab v
Ryt M RS S8an vhpnb, “And the cities shall be for you a refuge
from the avenger, so that the slayer shall not die”) and can therefore be
explained as assimilations to this law. The opening phrase of v. 6 (AWM
N'117 "3, “And he shall dwell in that city”) would have been omitted as
well, since this phrase seems to be connected with the concept of vv. 4-5
and becomes syntactically and logically unnecessary when these verses are
omitted. The end of v. 6, however, has to be explained differently, since, as
demonstrated above, a secondary omission is improbable in this case. The
reference to the death of the high priest as the moment when the slayer
is allowed to return home (Josh 20:6af8b) would have been added to the
proto-MT after the version of the LXX* had been created. According to
this theory, the oldest version of vv. 1-6aa is found in the MT, while in
these verses the LXX* attests to a younger literary stage caused by shorten-
ing. In v. 6af3b, however, the plus in the MT is secondary, added indepen-
dently of the textual tradition represented by the LXX*.

4.8. RESULTS AND METHODOLOGICAL CONSEQUENCES

Joshua 20 provides evidence of substantial editorial changes. This is
reflected in the two versions of the MT and the LXX*, which differ consid-
erably. The differences have to be seen as the result of deliberate editorial
decisions regarding the judicial content. The text was changed to such an
extent that the concept of the case of the slayer was substantially altered.
The editorial processes that took place in this chapter seem to have
been rather complex. The two conventional theories proposed in scholar-
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ship may explain some aspects of the text, but they also face considerable
difficulties. It seems that a simple and one-sided solution is not sufficient
in this case. The third theory proposed above seeks to resolve the difficul-
ties of both theories. It implies that the short text of the LXX* is mainly the
result of substantial omissions but in part also attests to a text that was in
fact shorter than the MT.

If the minuses in the LXX* go back mainly to editorial shortening, as
proposed, the reason for this shortening must have been the contradic-
tion between vv. 4-5 and the law of Num 35:9-15. The fact that Joshua,
according to Josh 20:4-5, told the people a judicial concept that is in such
obvious contrast with the Mosaic instruction of Num 35 seems to have
been intolerable.!® Therefore an editor of the Hebrew Vorlage of the LXX*
(or, perhaps less probably, the Greek translator!!) removed this contradic-
tion by omitting all passages that are not in agreement with Num 35. In
addition, he inserted small plusses in v. 3 that accord with Num 35:12.
After the separation between the two textual traditions, the reference to
the death of the high priest that accords with Num 35:25-28 was added to
the proto-Masoretic version in v. 6.

It is significant that such substantial alterations took place rather late,
which is implied by the fact that their outcome is documented in the tex-
tual witnesses. These changes must have taken place after the divergence of
the Vorlage of the LXX* from the proto-Masoretic textual tradition, prob-
ably in the last two or three centuries BCE. We should note, however, that
the documented evidence covers only the last stages of the literary history
of this chapter. It is probable that other editorial changes were made in

10. The relation to Deut 19 did not cause a comparable problem because this text
does not explicitly say how and by whom the case of the accidental slayer is finally
decided. The instructions of Josh 20:4-5 may have developed in relation to Deut 19,
but they go beyond this text, since the elders of the city of refuge are not mentioned in
Deut 19. In a harmonistic perspective, the instructions of Num 35 can be combined
with Deut 19.

11. This question cannot be resolved here, since it would need a full analysis of the
Greek Joshua in relation to the Hebrew. It seems, however, that it is more probable that
the changes were made by an editor of the Hebrew Vorlage, since the Greek translation
of Joshua is generally very precise and tries to reflect even details of the Hebrew word-
ing. Thus, most differences between the LXX and the MT, which occur quite often,
attest to a Hebrew Vorlage of the LXX considerably different from the proto-MT; cf.
Wolfgang Kraus and Martin Karrer, eds., Septuaginta Deutsch: Das griechische Alte
Testament in deutscher Ubersetzung (Stuttgart: Deutsche Bibelgesellschaft, 2009), 218.
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earlier periods. The inner-textual tensions in Josh 20:3-6 MT indicate a
complex process of literary growth, although this process is, apart from
the latter parts of v. 6 MT, not documented in differing textual witnesses.

One further aspect can be observed. If only one of the two different
versions were preserved, it would be next to impossible to know of the
existence of the other version. It can be doubted that, if we possessed only
the MT, we would be able to conclude that there also existed an abbre-
viated version of the chapter. And if we knew only the LXX* version,
it would be impossible to conclude that there had also existed a longer
version within which two different concepts of the matter are merged. In
consequence, Josh 20 shows that, even during the late stages of the textual
transmission, two different versions of the same text existed side by side.
In the case of Josh 20 it is obvious that both versions were transmitted
further, while we may assume that in many cases different versions that
once existed are lost.



5
A QUMRAN MANUSCRIPT AS EVIDENCE OF AN ADDITION

IN THE MASORETIC TEXT: JUDGES 6:7-10

In an ideal case a theory about the literary growth of a text is corrobo-
rated by the evidence of textual witnesses in which the postulated older
version is still preserved. A striking example is found in Judg 6. A theory
about the history of this chapter was widely accepted before the discov-
ery of a manuscript from Qumran that confirmed the theory. In other
words, a literary-critical reconstruction was later corroborated by empir-
ical evidence.

5.1. THE CONTEXT OF JUDGES 6:7-10

The sixth chapter of the book of Judges begins with an extensive descrip-
tion of the suffering of the Israelites at the hands of the Midianites (6:1-6).
The very beginning of this description states that the suffering of the Isra-
elites was caused by their sin, which is the standard reason given in other
passages in Judges as well (cf. 2:11-15; 3:7-8, 12-14; 4:1-3; 10:6-9; 13:1).
Judges 6:1 reads: M 2"P2 PN SRIW? 12 WP (“The Israelites did evil
in the eyes of Yhwh”), but it does not clarify what exactly is meant by “evil
in the eyes of Yhwh.” The reader has to infer from the preceding passages
what kind of sin the Israelites may have committed (cf. Judg 2:11-13 and
3:7, where the “evil in the eyes of Yhwh” is defined as worship of the Baals
and Asherim).

The following passage in Judg 6:7-10, however, gives an unequivocal
definition of this sin. Yhwh sends an anonymous prophet to the Israelites,
who explains why they have to suffer so much. His speech clarifies what
sin they have committed.

-59-
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Judg 6:7-10
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7 And when the Israelites cried to Yhwh on account of the Midianites,
8 Yhwh sent a prophet to the Israelites; and he said to them: “Thus says
Yhwh, the God of Israel: ‘I led you up from Egypt and brought you out of
the house of slavery; ® and I delivered you from the hand of Egypt, and
from the hand of all who oppressed you, and drove them out before you
and gave you their land; '®and I said to you: “I am Yhwh your God; you
shall not fear the gods of the Amorites, in whose land you live!” But you

»m

have not listened to my voice.

By fearing “the gods of the Amorites,” the Israelites broke the first com-
mandment (Exod 20:3 // Deut 5:7), which the prophet quotes in a modi-
fied form (in v. 10a), and also their promise not to abandon Yhwh, a prom-
ise they gave immediately before Joshua’s death (Josh 24:16-18). After the
speech of the prophet, the scene suddenly breaks off. It is not related how
the Israelites reacted to the oracle, and the prophet disappears.

The text proceeds with a new scene that introduces Gideon, the son of
Joash, the Abiezrite (6:11-24). In this scene the messenger of Yhwh calls
Gideon to “deliver Israel from the hand of Midian” (6:14). Prior to this call,
Gideon addresses the messenger by lamenting Israel’s oppression (6:13).

Judg 6:13
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But lord, if Yhwh is with us, why has all this happened to us? And where
are all his wonderful deeds that our ancestors recounted to us, saying,
“Did not Yhwh bring us up from Egypt?” But now Yhwh has cast us off
and given us into the hand of Midian.
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It seems that Gideon takes no notice of the prophetic words in Judg 6:7-
10. His lament completely ignores that his question “why has all this hap-
pened to us?” has already been specifically addressed by the prophet: the
Israelites have to suffer because they did not listen to Yhwh, who prohib-
ited them from fearing the gods of the Amorites. The entire call narra-
tive of Judg 6:11-24 does not refer to this explanation, and it seems to be
unaware of the preceding speech of the prophet.

5.2. JUDGES 6:7-10 AS A LATE ADDITION

Because of the problems described above, most scholars agree that the text
about the anonymous prophet is a rather late addition. This theory was
already argued in the nineteenth century.! The scene is only loosely con-
nected with the context and can easily be taken out without disturbing the
narrative. It is not said where and under what circumstances the prophet
spoke, and the prophet remains anonymous. The narrative elements are
reduced to a minimum, which indicates that the sole purpose of this epi-
sode is to comment on the situation from a theological perspective. As
already noted, this theological comment is also not presupposed in the
ensuing call narrative of Judg 6:11-24.

Taking all these consideration together leads to the conclusion that
the scene with the prophet in vv. 7-10 was, in all likelihood, secondarily
added. This fictitious figure already answers in advance the theological
question raised by Gideon’s lament (6:13):2 indeed, Yhwh delivered the
Israelites from Egypt, and he also delivered them from the Amorites, who

1. E.g., Julius Wellhausen, Die Composition des Hexateuchs und der historischen
Biicher des Alten Testaments (3d ed.; Berlin: Georg Reimer, 1899), 214; Wolfgang Rich-
ter, Die Bearbeitungen des “Retterbuches” in der deuteronomischen Epoche (BBB 21;
Bonn: Peter Hanstein, 1964), 97-109; Timo Veijola, Das Kénigtum in der Beurteilung
der deuteronomistischen Historiographie: Eine redaktionsgeschichtliche Untersuchung
(AASF 198; Helsinki: Academia Scientiarum Fennica, 1977), 44; Richard D. Nelson,
The Double Redaction of the Deuteronomistic History (JSOTSup 18; Sheffield: ]SOT
Press, 1981), 47-53; J. Alberto Soggin, Judges (OTL; London: SCM, 1987), 110-12;
Erhard Blum, “Der kompositionelle Knoten am Ubergang von Josua zu Richter;’ in
Deuteronomic Literature (ed. M. Vervenne and J. Lust; BETL 133; Leuven: University
Press, 1997), 195-97; Walter Gro8, Richter (Freiburg: Herder, 2009), 370.

2. Andreas Scherer, Uberlieferungen von Religion und Krieg: Exegetische und reli-
gionsgeschichtliche Untersuchungen zu Richter 3-8 und verwandten Texten (WMANT
105; Neukirchen-Vluyn: Neukirchener, 2005), 164.
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oppressed them, and even gave them their land (6:9). Because the Amorite
gods are still a religious lure for Israel, Yhwh specifically has prohibited
the Israelites from fearing them. The Israelites, however, have not obeyed
this prohibition, which explains their suffering. This theological concept
mainly refers to Joshua’s farewell speech and Israel’s promise not to aban-
don Yhwh in Josh 24 (see esp. vv. 8, 15-18). Apart from this reference, the
speech of the prophet is modeled after 1 Sam 10:18-19.3

5.3. EXTERNAL EVIDENCE: A QUMRAN MANUSCRIPT
WITHOUT JUDGES 6:7-10

Judges 6:7-10 is attested in all major witnesses, and thereby the literary-
critical theory that assumed these verses to be an addition was originally
developed on the basis of inner-textual arguments. However, a Qumran
manuscript from Cave 4, consisting of a single fragment (4Q49 = 4QJudg?),*
presents a version of Judg 6 that coincides exactly with this theory, first
presented half a century before the discovery of the manuscript: the entire
section of the anonymous prophet is missing in this textual witness.

4QJudg?
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3 For they [and their livestock would come up, and their tents and their
camels, they would come as] thick as locusts, and they [could not be
counted; so they] came in the la[nd to waste it. ¢ Thus Israel was greatly
impoverished because of Midian;] and the Israe[lites] cried out [to]
Yhwh. [!! And the angel of Yhwh came and sat under the oak at Ophrah,]

3.E.g., Veijola, Konigtum, 41-43; Reinhard Miiller, Konigtum und Gottesherrschaft:
Untersuchungen zur alttestamentlichen Monarchiekritik (FAT 2.3; Tubingen: Mohr Sie-
beck, 2004), 171-73.

4. Edited by Julio C. Trebolle Barrera in Eugene Ulrich et al., eds., Qumran Cave
4.IX: Deuteronomy to Kings (DJD 14; Oxford: Clarendon, 1995), 161-64 and pl.
XXXVTI; see also Eugene Ulrich, ed., The Biblical Qumran Scrolls: Transcriptions and
Textual Variants (Leiden: Brill, 2010), 255.
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which belonged to Joash the Abiezrite, as Gi[deon, his son, was beating
out wheat in the wine press to hide it from the Midianites.]

Although 4QJudg? is a small and damaged fragment of a scroll (only other
small parts of Judg 6 are preserved on this fragment), it lies beyond doubt
that v. 11 follows immediately after v. 6. There is no space for vv. 7-10.
After the description of Israel's suffering from the Midianite raids (vv.
1-6), the text continues with the scene of Gideon’ call as Israel’s savior
(vv. 11-24). 4QJudg? reads as a concise beginning of the Gideon narrative,
and there is nothing to indicate that something is missing. Thus, 4QJudg?
can be regarded as empirical evidence for the theory that the speech of the
prophet is a very late addition. Or, in the words of the manuscript’s editor
Julio Trebolle Barrera: “4QJudg? can confidently be seen as an earlier liter-
ary form of the book than our traditional texts.”>

The textual evidence may give us some guidelines for dating the addi-
tion. Apart from the MT, the speech of the prophet in Judg 6:7-10 is also
attested by the LXX, the translation of which in the case of Judges may
be dated to the second or first centuries BCE.> The Qumran manuscript
was written by “a late Hasmonean or early Herodian book hand from c.
50-25 BCE.”? Although the addition may be older than this manuscript, it
is apparent that we are dealing with a very late editorial intervention.

5.4. COUNTERARGUMENTS

Some scholars have tried to refute this manuscript evidence by stressing
that 4QJudg? is too small a fragment to prove an intentional expansion.?
They argue that the omission of Judg 6:7-10 in the Qumran manuscript
could be due either to a scribal error® or to “a certain flexibility or liberty of

5. Ulrich et al., Qumran Cave 4.1X, 162.

6. See Wolfgang Kraus and Martin Karrer, eds., Septuaginta Deutsch: Das
griechische Alte Testament in deutscher Ubersetzung (Stuttgart: Deutsche Bibelgesell-
schaft, 2009), 243.

7. Ulrich et al., Qumran Cave 4.1X, 161.

8. Natalio Ferndndez Marcos, “The Hebrew and Greek Text of Judges,” in The
Earliest Text of the Hebrew Bible: The Relationship between the Masoretic Text and the
Hebrew Base of the Septuagint Reconsidered (ed. Adrian Schenker; SBLSCS 52; Atlanta:
Society of Biblical Literature, 2003), 1-16, esp. 15.

9. Richard S. Hess, “The Dead Sea Scrolls and Higher Criticism of the Hebrew
Bible: The Case of 4QJudg?,’” in The Scrolls and the Scriptures: Qumran Fifty Years after
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the scribes in moving paragraphs, inserting and omitting sections for their
own purposes, be they liturgical or other kinds of readings.”!® Moreover,
structural observations allegedly show that Judg 6:7-10 forms an integral
part of the Gideon cycle and the book of Judges as a whole.!! In addition,
stylistic and content-related factors supposedly prove the early origin of
Judg 6:7-10.12 In particular, it has been argued by Alexander Rofé that
the divine prohibition of fearing the gods of the Amorites in whose land
the Israelites dwell (O¥IR2 D2AWY ONR TWR MNDKRA TOR NN IR RY;
v. 10) must have been “intimated in the Land after the settlement. It was
not given to Moses, nor contained in the Torah.” Rofé concludes that this
concept cannot be of late or Deuteronomistic origin, since Deuterono-
mists or later authors would have “attributed all divine laws to the Mosaic
legislation.”!3

These arguments are of different weight. A scribal mistake causing the
omission of Judg 6:7-10 is not very probable, because there are no textual
features that could explain why such an error should have happened here.!4
It would also be quite a coincidence if a scribal lapse had cut off a separate
scene exactly on its seams. An intentional omission is theoretically possi-
ble, but the theological weight of the prophet’s oracle speaks clearly against
it.% This theological comment on the situation of Israel’s suffering is well in

(ed. Stanley E. Porter and Craig A. Evans; JSPSup 26; Sheffield: Academic Press, 1997),
124-25; Natalio Fernandez Marcos, ed., Judges (vol. 7 of Biblia Hebraica: Quinta edi-
tione; Stuttgart: Deutsche Bibelgesellschaft, 2011), 65*-66*.

10. Fernandez Marcos, “Hebrew and Greek Text of Judges,” 5.

11. Robert H. O’Connell, The Rhetoric of the Book of Judges (VTSup 63; Leiden:
Brill, 1996), 147 n. 178; Yairah Amit, The Book of Judges: The Art of Editing (Biblical
Interpretation Series 38; Leiden: Brill, 1999), 249-51.

12. Thus Alexander Rofé (“Studying the Biblical Text in the Light of Historico-
Literary Criticism: The Reproach of the Prophet in Judg 6:7-10 and 4QJudg?®” in The
Dead Sea Scrolls in Context: Integrating the Dead Sea Scrolls in the Study of Ancient
Texts, Languages and Cultures [ed. Armin Lange, Emanuel Tov, and Mathias Weigold;
VTSup 140; Leiden: Brill, 2011], 111-23), who, on the one hand, admits that Judg
6:7-10 is an addition but, on the other hand, tries to prove that it is of pre-Deutero-
nomic-Deuteronomistic origin. He explains the minus in 4QJudg? as the result of a
scribal parablepsis.

13. Ibid., 119; emphasis original.

14. Armin Lange, Die Handschriften biblischer Biicher von Qumran und den
anderen Fundorten (vol. 1 of Handbuch der Textfunde vom Toten Meer; Tlibingen:
Mohr Siebeck, 2009), 204.

15. Pace O’Connell, Rhetoric, 147 n. 178, who assumes that the scribe of 4QJudg?
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line with the theological profile of the entire book, since it elaborates that
the Israelites were punished because they left Yhwh, which accords with
Judg 2:11-15; 3:7-8; and 10:6-16. One would have to explain why this
comment that is not theologically or otherwise problematic should have
been omitted intentionally. It is much more probable that such a theo-
logical explanation was added later and that 4QJudg? attests to an older
version of Judg 6.!¢ Structural observations that allegedly prove the unity
of the text are not cogent, because they explain only that its final form
has some logic. The compositional unity cannot thus be proven, especially
considering the clear inner-textual tensions between the speech of the
prophet and Gideon call, as demonstrated above. It should also be noted
that the structural argument is a hypothetical construct, while 4QJudg?
provides us with a textual witness dated to 50-25 BCE.

Finally, stylistic and content-related arguments are scarcely strong
enough to prove an early origin of this passage. The supposed contradic-
tion between the prohibition of Judg 6:10 and the Deuteronomistic con-
cept of Mosaic legislation is a circular argument, since it is based on an
assumption that would have to be proved. It assumes that in late periods
it would have been impossible to write such a text, and in particular, to
quote a divine prohibition in Judg 6:10 related to the situation after the
settlement (O¥INI D'IWP DAR IWR ™MNRD 1O DR RN RY, “you
shall not fear the gods of the Amorites, in whose land you live!”). To be
sure, the exact wording of this prohibition is not found in the Pentateuch,
but it cannot be denied that its essence is in accordance with the first com-
mandment. In addition, Judg 6:10 refers to Joshuas admonition in Josh
24:14-15, and both passages are part of prophetic speeches (cf. IDR 12
SR ORI, “Thus says Yhwh, the God of Israel,” in Josh 24:2 and
Judg 6:8); as such they are presented as divinely inspired oracles. It is dif-
ficult to see why these oracles would conflict with the Deuteronomistic
concept of the Mosaic legislation. In contrast, both Josh 24:2-15 and Judg
6:7-10 are related to the style and concepts of Deuteronomy and Deu-

did not want to confront his readers with the hard words of the prophet. Sometimes it
has been argued that the scene could have been left out for liturgical purposes because
in the MT it is framed by two petuchot; thus Hess, “Dead Sea Scrolls and Higher Criti-
cism,” 125-27; Fernadndez Marcos, “Hebrew and Greek Text of Judges,” 5-6; see also
idem, Judges, 65*-66*. However, it is difficult to see why liturgical considerations
would necessitate the omission of such a theologically crucial text.

16. Lange, Handschriften, 204-5.
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teronomism. For instance, Joshua'’s admonition to fear Yhwh (Josh 24:14)
closely resembles the Mosaic admonition of Deut 6:13, and the prophetic
speech of Judg 6:7-10 ends with the formulaic phrase *»/p2 Dnynw 87
(“But you have not listened to my voice”), which is closely related to Deut
28:15. Thus, Judges 6:7-10 can be called a “Deuteronomistically inspired”
text.!” As noted by Eugene Ulrich, “It seems inconceivable that 4QJudg®
would still preserve in the first century BCE, against all other witnesses, a
seventh-century pre-DtrH text. It is, rather, far more likely that the short
text as in 4QJudg? was the dominant text during the early Second Temple
period, and that this deuteronomistically inspired insertion in MT and
LXX is part of the late, widespread, developmental growth at the hands of
numerous scribes seen in many biblical books.”!® The Qumran manuscript
would not only be evidence of a late addition but also provide significant
evidence for the discussion about the nature of Deuteronomism and its
continuous impact on this book.

5.5. How WAS THE ADDITION INSERTED INTO THE OLDER TEXT?

The addition of Judg 6:7-10 shows some of the technical means by which
editors inserted additions into older texts. In order to introduce a new
scene, Yhwh’s sending of the prophet, the editor repeated most of the last
sentence of the preceding text (v. 6b).

Judg 6:6-8

M SR SR 13 Y™ pIn 200 TRN Sxwr S

N y Y Y 7771

21720 . A1 nhwm

6 Thus Israel was greatly impoverished because of Midian; and the Isra-
elites cried out to Yhwh. 7 And wh i i W

E l I[. l. . 81:] l l ! I l. .

17. Eugene Ulrich, “Deuteronomistically Inspired Scribal Insertions into the
Developing Biblical Texts: 4 QJudg? and 4QJer?,” in Houses Full of All Good Things:
Essays in Memory of Timo Veijola (ed. Juha Pakkala and Martti Nissinen; Publications
of the Finnish Exegetical Society 95; Helsinki: The Finnish Exegetical Society, 2008),
490-94.

18. Ibid., 492-93.
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With this repetition and the clause of v. 7b, the editor emphasized that
Yhwh's sending of the prophet was a reaction to Israel’s cry. The repetition
of parts of the preceding text in v. 6b was used to introduce a new pas-
sage as a theological commentary to the older text. This technique is often
assumed in literary criticism as a potential indication of a later expansion.
By repeating a phrase of the older text, an editor seeks to connect an addi-
tion with the older text.!?

Because the repetition causes a redundancy, some textual witnesses,
like the Greek manuscript of Codex Vaticanus,? present a smoother tran-
sition from v. 6 to v. 8 by omitting v. 7a (the same text is attested by some
medieval Hebrew manuscripts).2!

Judg 6:6-8 Codex Vaticanus

6 xai émtwyeuoev lopan) oddédpa dnd mpocamou Madiay, xal éBéneav of
viol IopanA mpdg xiptov 7 dmd mpoodmov Madiay. & xal éEaméorethey xlprog
dvdpa mpodiyrny mpds ToUs ulols IopanA.

6 Thus Israel was greatly impoverished because of Midian; and the Isra-
elites cried out to Yhwh 7 on account of the Midianites. ® And Yhwh sent
a prophet to the Israelites.

However, this omission is clearly secondary, since an isolated addition of
v. 7a ("when the Israelites cried to Yhwh”) in the MT and the rest of the
ancient manuscripts would not be easy to explain. It should be further
noted that the tendency to present a smoother text often hints at a tension
in the older version. In our case, the LXX reading thus confirms that the
MT contains a textual problem.

19. See the classic article of Curt Kuhl, “Die “Wiederaufnahme’—ein literarkri-
tisches Prinzip?,” ZAW 64 (1952), 1-11; and Wolfgang Richter, Exegese als Literatur-
wissenschaft: Entwurf einer alttestamentlichen Literaturtheorie und Methodologie (G6t-
tingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1971), 70-72. To be sure, Judg 6:7 is no typical
example for this technique, because in most cases the last phrase of the preceding
older text was repeated at the end of the addition. Such a case is found, for instance, in
1 Kgs 6:11-14; see ch. 8.

20. See Ulrich, Biblical Qumran Scrolls, 255.

21. Ulrich et al., Qumran Cave 4.1X, 162.
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5.6. RESULTS AND METHODOLOGICAL CONSEQUENCES

In a methodological perspective, Judg 6:7-10 is a very important case,
since a manuscript find from Qumran later corroborated an older literary-
critical reasoning about the growth of the text. This shows that the liter-
ary- and redaction-critical methods have, in some cases, produced reliable
theories. In this case, the literary-critical theory conformed exactly to the
manuscript evidence, which shows that the method has the potential to
identify a later addition in full.

Two further outcomes concerning the methods of reconstructing the
history of a text can be deduced. Firstly, content-related tensions between
a passage and its contexts need to be taken seriously when the coherence
of a passage is investigated. If a text is clearer without a passage that causes
tensions with its surroundings, one should raise the question whether we
are dealing with a secondary expansion. The tensions should be used as
an argument for assuming an expansion. In addition, repetitions or dou-
blets of entire phrases need to be explained. It is unlikely that the original
author repeats a sentence without a reason. If no such reason can be found,
one should consider the possibility that a repetition is related to editorial
techniques of inserting an expansion. Secondly, if we observe in the tex-
tual history a tendency by some textual witnesses to create a smoother ver-
sion of a passage, one has to consider the possibility that it was triggered
by a redundancy, such as an unnecessary repetition, in an older version.



6
A SECONDARY OMISSION IN THE MASORETIC TEXT OF
1 SAMUEL 10:1

If one textual witness contains a plus in relation to another witness, there
are often good reasons to assume the priority of the lectio brevior, “the
shorter reading.” Accordingly, this is one of the classic rules of textual criti-
cism. It is easy to imagine that such expansions were secondarily inserted
in order to explain earlier texts or to comment on them.! Although rarely
acknowledged, there are exceptions to this rule. There is evidence of cases
where a plus in a textual witness is not an expansion but represents the
original text so that the parallel to the plus was secondarily omitted in
another witness, either by mistake or by intention.?

A case of an omission can be found in 1 Sam 10:1. A detailed analysis
of this verse provides good reasons to assume that an original reading was
secondarily omitted in the proto-MT and that this reading is preserved
in the LXX. While it is possible that the omission was due to a scribal
mistake, it is perhaps more probable that it attests to a case of editorial
shortening.

6.1. THE TEXTUAL PHENOMENON: A LARGE PLUS
ATTESTED BY SEVERAL TEXTUAL TRADITIONS

In the first narrative about Saul’s appointment as king (1 Sam 9:1-10:16),
a short verse in the MT describes how Samuel anointed Saul (1 Sam 10:1).
In this verse the LXX contains a large plus in relation to the MT.?

1. See chs. 5 (Judg 6:7-10), 6 (1 Sam 10:27-11:1), and 8 (1 Kgs 6:11-14).

2. See the substantial critique of the rule of lectio brevior by Emanuel Tov, Textual
Criticism of the Hebrew Bible (3d ed.; Minneapolis: Fortress, 2012), 277-79.
3. BHS incorrectly places the plus after 7. The correct position is shown in BHK.
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1 Sam 10:1 MT

TAWN 3 RO AR WPWM WK SY pEM pwn 1o DR Sxinw npn
135 5N by e

And Samuel took the flask of oil, and poured it upon his head, and kissed
him, and said: “Is it not that Yhwh has anointed you over his inheritance
as a leader?”

1 Sam 10:1 LXX

xat e)\aﬁsv Tapoun Tov <paxov tol éhaiou xal éméyeev éml THY xedaliy

attol xal ébilnoev adtov xal elmev adrd OUXI xéxpuéy ge xiploc eic

3 A Y ) 3y . ) ~ 7

s o ’ 3\ 14 3 ~ 3 p 4
1 Exproév e xdprog émi ahnpovopiav adrol eig dpyovra:

And Samuel took the vial of oil, and poured it upon his head, and kissed

him, and said: “Did the Lord not ammt_xo_u_as_a_eadﬂ_oxe_r_u_mm:.
over Israel? And you shall rule over the people of the Lord. and you shall

hem fi a ei i 0 i 1 be
the sign for you that the Lord has anointed you over his inheritance as
a leader”

The plus resembles phrases in 1 Sam 9:16-17, a passage that describes how
Yhwh commissioned Samuel to anoint Saul as king.

1 Sam 9:16-17

... DNWYHD TR MY DR W ORI 0y Y b innwm
npa ey M

16 And you shall anoint him to be a leader over my people Israel; and he
shall save my people from the hand of the Philistines ... !” He it is who
shall rule over my people.

Based on the wording of this passage, it is possible to reconstruct the
Hebrew text that was probably the Vorlage of 1 Sam 10:1 LXX.4

4. Thus BHK and, e.g., Karl Budde, Die Biicher Samuel (KHC 8; Tiibingen: ].C.B.
Mohr, 1902), 66.
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M Tnwn RN Olxi xéxpuxéy ge xbptog

S Yy p by b elcd émi Tdv Aady altol, énl
M QY3 IRVN ANRI gy Aal)

UYWIN DNRT xal oV guoEls alToy

y Yy 2 2 ] ATAT) A

M Rwn 2 611 Exploéy e xiplog
™5 whra by éml xdnpovoptay adrob els dpyovra.

Reconstructed Hebrew Vorilage of 1 Sam 10:1 LXX

Has Yhwh not anointed you

as a leader over his people, over Israel?
And you shall rule over th le of Yhwh

and you shall save them

from the hand of their enemies all around.

And this shall be the sign for you

that Yhwh has anointed you
over his inheritance as a leader.

This plus is also attested by some Old Latin witnesses® and the Vulgate.
Thus, the attestation of the longer version by ancient manuscripts is rather
broad, which provides a first argument for the priority of this version.

However, according to the text-critical rule lectio brevior potior (“the
shorter reading is the stronger one”) we would have to assume that the
plus is nevertheless a later addition. One could argue that the plus was
secondarily inserted on the basis of 1 Sam 9:16-17 or as a harmonization
toward this passage. In other words, the more original version, attested by
the MT, would have contained only the rather short remark about Yhwh’
anointing of Saul, and a later editor would have added phrases parallel to
Yhwh’s instruction for Samuel in 1 Sam 9:16-17. This theory is advocated
by several scholars.®

5. E.g., Codex Vindobonensis and the Napoli codex.

6. Carl Friedrich Keil, Die Biicher Samuels (Biblischer Commentar iiber das Alte
Testament 2.2; Leipzig: Dorfling und Franke, 1864), 71-72 n. 1; Arnold B. Ehrlich,
Josua, Richter, I. u. II. Samuelis (vol. 3 of Randglossen zur hebrdischen Bibel; 1910; repr.,
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6.2. A GRAMMATICAL ARGUMENT AGAINST
THE SHORTER VERSION OF THE MT

A close comparison between the short and the long versions of 1 Sam
10:1 reveals, however, that the priority of the plus is also corroborated by
inner-textual indications. Firstly, the shorter MT contains a rather unusual
wording in the phrase T35 1n%n1 S 7 Tnwn 2 RON (“Is it not that
Yhwh has anointed you over his inheritance as a leader?”). The expression
N7 (“Is it not ... 2”), a common opening of a rhetorical question,” is fol-
lowed immediately by "2 (“that”).® This is otherwise found only once in
the Hebrew Bible (2 Sam 13:28: D3NR *MMY ™R "3 RN, “Is it not that |
commanded you?”). To be sure, the paucity of parallels might be coinci-
dental, especially since the expression ™2 K971 (“Is it not that ... ?”), as it is
used in 2 Sam 13:28, seems to be “a good Hebrew expression,” as noted by
Samuel Rolles Driver.’

However, the longer text of 1 Sam 10:1, attested by the LXX, the Old
Latin witnesses, and the Vulgate, does not contain this expression at all.
According to the probable Hebrew Vorlage of the LXX, as presented above,
it uses the parallel to the Hebrew conjunction *J in a completely different
position and with a different syntactical function. In this version the word
"2 probably connected the clause i AWM (“Yhwh has anointed you”)

Hildesheim: Georg Olms, 1968), 201; Hans Joachim Stoebe, Das erste Buch Samu-
elis (KAT 8.1; Giitersloh: Mohn, 1973), 197; A. H. van Zyl, I Samuél (2 vols.; POut;
Nijkerk: G. F. Callenbach, 1988-89), 1:139; Dominique Barthélemy, ed., Critique tex-
tuelle de I'Ancien Testament (4 vols.; OBO 50; Fribourg: Editions Universitaires; Got-
tingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1982-2005), 1:163 (although “non sans hésitation”);
Stephen Pisano, Additions or Omissions in the Books of Samuel: The Significant Pluses
and Minuses in the Massoretic, LXX and Qumran Texts (OBO 57; Fribourg: Editions
Universitaires; Gottingen: Vandenhoeck 8& Ruprecht, 1984), 169 (while admitting “the
possibility for omission of the plus”).

7.E.g., Gen 13:9; 20:5; 31:15.

8. On this phenomenon see Paul Joilon and Takamitsu Muraoka, A Grammar
of Biblical Hebrew (2nd repr. of 2nd ed.; SubBi 27; Rome: Gregorian & Biblical Press,
2009), $161j, who also refer to the similar opening of a rhetorical question with *21.

9. Samuel Rolles Driver, Notes on the Hebrew Text and the Topography of the Books
of Samuel (Oxford: Clarendon, 1913), 78; see also Pisano, Additions or Omissions, 168,
who points out that in 2 Sam 13:28 “the expression is passed over in silence by all [i.e.,
other textual witnesses] and therefore, presumably, is an acceptable Hebrew construc-
tion”
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with the preceding mra T an (“And this shall be the sign for you”):1 n
anomted you”). The meaning of this sentence is clarified in what follows.
Samuel predicts that Saul will encounter several people who will act in a
certain way on his way home (1 Sam 10:2-6). These predictions are soon
fulfilled (10:9b-13), and, according to 10:7, these “signs” (10:7, 9) show the
divine approval of Samuel’s anointing of Saul. Thus, the final sentence of
the long text of 1 Sam 10:1 (T2 151 % M TRwn . M T o,

“And this shall be the sign for you that Yhwh has anointed you over his
inheritance as a leader”) makes good sense in its immediate context.

A further consideration suggests that the plus was probably not sec-
ondarily added. If this were the case, it would be necessary to assume that
an editor tore the original expression ™3 8191 (“Is it not that ... ?”) apart in
order to introduce another rhetorical question and to add three sentences,
the last one of which uses the remaining word *3 (“that”) in a completely
different position and in a different sense.

Reconstructed Hebrew Vorlage of 1 Sam 10:1 LXX

20K T DP3 YN AnR1 YR Y 1o Sy b o nwn shn
2300 PR TR Wi
% 1inbna Sy e giwn o kg 10 an

thh has anointed you over his mhentance asa leader

To insert such an expansion exactly between RN (“Isit not ... 2”) and *3
(“that”) would be rather unnatural regarding the given syntax. It would be
even more so if the phrase ™2 K571 (“Is it not that ... ?”) was in fact “a good
Hebrew expression.” In other words, it would remain unclear why the
editor did not leave the original rhetorical question M TAWN ™ NBA

10. This Hebrew text is the only possible equivalent of the Greek xal Toiité oot 10
anueiov 811 Expioév ge xlptog. Although the Hebrew Vorlage remains hypothetical, it is
highly probable that the Greek text reflects this Hebrew wording, in particular regard-
ing the syntactical function of * in this sentence: The words N¥1* TNWNA must have
been connected with the preceding clause, and this is only possible with the word "2
(“that”).
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1% 1n5n3 Y (“Is it not that Yhwh has anointed you over his inheritance
as a leader?”) intact and add the three sentences that connect the passage
with 1 Sam 9:16-17 after this rhetorical question.

If a secondary expansion is assumed, the following text could be
expected instead:

UWIN ANRY MY QYA PN AR T3 105N Yp M Tiwn 1 x50
Y A\ Y

Y .Y,

Is it not that Yhwh has anointed you over his inheritance as a leader?

These considerations provide another argument for the priority of the plus.
Thus, the theoretical probability that the short MT is original should not be
regarded as very high. Many commentators thus argue for the priority of
the plus, and the plus is even accepted in many modern Bible translations.!!

6.3. POsSSIBLE REASONS FOR THE OMISSION

Most of the scholars who advocate the priority of the plus assume that the
omission may be the result of an unintentional scribal lapse. They explain
that it would have been caused by haplography or parablepsis. In this case
a scribe would have jumped from the first i TAWN to the second TNWN
M, thus mistakenly skipping a substantial part of the text.!

11. E.g., Julius Wellhausen, Der Text der Biicher Samuelis (Gottingen: Vanden-
hoeck und Ruprecht, 1871), 72-73; Paul Dhorme, Les Livres de Samuel (Paris: Librai-
rie Victor Lecoffre, 1910), 82; Driver, Books of Samuel, 78; Hans Wilhelm Hertzberg,
Die Samuelbiicher (ATD 10; Gottingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1956), 57; P. Kyle
McCarter Jr., I Samuel (AB 8; Garden City, N.Y.: Doubleday, 1980), 171; Ralph W.
Klein, 1 Samuel (WBC 10; Waco, Tex.: Word, 1983), 83; Walter Brueggemann, First
and Second Samuel (Interpretation; Louisville, Ky.: John Knox, 1990), 74 (based on
RSV); Walter Dietrich, 1 Sam 1-12 (Vol. 1 of Samuel; BKAT 8.1; Neukirchen-Vluyn:
Neukirchener Verlag, 2010), 387; A. Graeme Auld, I and II Samuel: A Commentary
(OTL; Louisville, Ky.: Westminster John Knox, 2011), 107, 109 (with discussion of
both possibilities on p. 110). E.g., NEB, RSV, and NRSV, whereas the short text is given
by KJV and ASV.

12. E.g., Budde, Samuel, 66; Dhorme, Livres de Samuel, 82; McCarter, 1 Samuel,
171; Klein, I Samuel, 83; Anneli Aejmelaeus, “How to Reach the Old Greek in
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Hypothetical Omission from Vorlage of 1 Sam 10:1 LXX

ATLEPI SRR ARAR ORI 55109 5P b R Rwe RN

a5 15 Sy e qiwn

HasYhwh not eneinted-you-as-aleader-over-his-peeple;-overisrael2-And

4 that

Yhwh has anointed you over his inheritance as a leader.
This theory has an evident weakness, for it does not explain why the word
"3 (“that”) was preserved in the MT when it logically would also have to
have been skipped in the course of the haplography.!? If the haplography
was triggered by the repeated M TNWN (“Yhwh has anointed you”),
we should expect that it resulted in the following text: (1 TAWN KO
715 151 Sy (“Has Yhwh not anointed you over his inheritance as a
leader?”). This would also provide a clearer sentence than what is now
contained in the MT. In other words, it is difficult to see why a copyist
who was distracted by the doubled M TRWN (“Yhwh has anointed
you”) should have jumped from 8157 to the word * (“that”). The techni-
cal explanation is therefore not entirely convincing.

Alternatively, one could argue that the text was intentionally short-
ened due to considerations related to the content of the passage. This is
suggested by the positive view of Saul's kingdom that is contained in the
longer text. Here the prophet Samuel, in the name of Yhwh, commissions
Saul to rule over the Israelites and to save them from their enemies. This
call does not fit with Saul’s rejection by Yhwh in the following chapters
(see 1 Sam 13:13-14; 15:23, 26). In many texts that follow, Saul is depicted
as a rather bad ruler over Yhwh's people. This tension between the positive
view of Saul’s kingdom in 1 Sam 10:1 and the negative description in the
ensuing narrative could easily have caused an editor to omit the references
to Saul's political leadership over Israel within Samuel’s speech to Saul
(1 Sam 10:1-8). To be sure, such a revision would not seem very system-

1 Samuel and What to Do with It,” in Congress Volume Helsinki 2010 (ed. Martti Nis-
sinen; VTSup 148; Leiden: Brill, 2012), 191; Tov, Textual Criticism, 224.

13. Pisano, Additions or Omissions, 168; David Toshio Tsumura, The First Book of
Samuel (The New International Commentary on the Old Testament; Grand Rapids:
Eerdmans, 2007), 282.
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atic, since the parallel passage in 1 Sam 9:16-17 was left intact.'4 However,
one should not overlook that the two passages are not completely identi-
cal. According to 1 Sam 9:16 Saul has the task of saving Israel from the
Philistines, while the long text of 1 Sam 10:1 speaks about Israel’s “enemies
all around,” referring to a totality of enemies. The latter is, strictly speak-
ing, a contradiction to Yhwh’s speech in 1 Sam 9:16. This contradiction
and the totality of the perspective in the longer text of 1 Sam 10:1 that
does not fit with Saul’s soon-following rejection might have triggered the
omission. In addition, there are also other cases in 1 Samuel where rather
isolated anti-Saulide changes in the proto-MT have probably taken place. !
Consequently, it is possible to explain the shorter MT reading of 1 Sam
10:1 as a result of an isolated editorial alteration of the text. Considering
the different alternatives discussed above, the weight of the evidence sug-
gests that this theory is the most probable.

6.4. RESULTS AND METHODOLOGICAL CONSEQUENCES

Although this case is not completely unambiguous, the priority of the plus
provides the most probable explanation for the variant readings. The pri-
ority of the shorter MT remains a theoretical possibility, although a rather
improbable one, since it implies an editorial technique by which a syn-
tactically coherent phrase was torn apart without any obvious reason. In
addition, the plus is attested by rather broad manuscript evidence, since
it is found in more than one textual tradition: the LXX, some Old Latin
witnesses, and the Vulgate. It is a different question whether the plus was
omitted in the MT by mistake or by intention. Since the theory of a tech-
nical mistake has an evident weakness, the omission is best explained as
an intentional editorial change caused by content-related considerations
regarding the kingship of Saul.

Methodologically this case shows that a mechanical use of the text-
critical rule lectio brevior potior is problematic. To be sure, many cases

14. This is stressed by Aejmelaeus, “How to Reach the Old Greek in 1 Samuel,
191, as a counterargument against an intentional omission.

15. A similar Saul-critical omission could be assumed in 1 Sam 13 MT, where the
age of Saul at the time of his becoming king (1 Sam 13:1) seems to have been left out
in the course of the textual history; also comparable is the tendentious change of W
(“he was saved”) in 1 Sam 14:47, attested by the LXX and one Old Latin witness, into
YW (“he acted wickedly”) in the MT.
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remain where the priority of a shorter version of a text is the most probable
explanation, as many examples in other chapters of this volume show. Yet,
the present example suggests that the possibility of secondary omissions
should always be taken into consideration. In any case, it can be learned
from 1 Sam 10:1 that textual plusses should be compared meticulously
with the respective shorter texts. It is possible that some grammatical or
content-related details are decisive for the question of which version is
probably the more original one.
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AN ADDITION IN A QUMRAN MANUSCRIPT

AS EVIDENCE FOR THE CONTINUOUS GROWTH
OF THE TEXT: 1 SAMUEL 10:27-11:1

7.1. INTRODUCTION

After the appointment of Saul as king in 1 Sam 10, the MT and LXX ver-
sions of the following chapter move rather abruptly to the Ammonite
siege of Jabesh-Gilead. 4QSam?, however, contains three additional lines
of text, making the transition more natural. This plus was also known, or
so it seems, to Flavius Josephus. Although the first editor of the fragment
explained the plus as an original piece of text lost in the MT and the LXX,!
it is argued here that the passage is more likely a later addition in Deu-
teronomistic style, smoothing over the transition from one source to the
other. The addition thus provides significant evidence for a later addition
whose author imitated older style. The case at hand also shows that textual
and literary criticism cannot be separated.

7.2. THE TEXTUAL EVIDENCE: A LONG PLUS IN 4QQSAM? AND JOSEPHUS

In 1 Sam 10:17-25a Samuel presents the people’s request for a king as their
rejection of God. Nevertheless, Samuel gathers all the tribes, and Saul is
selected to be king by lot. After this episode, 1 Sam 10:25b-27 tells us that
Saul and all the people go home but that not everybody trusts the new
king. Without further introduction, 1 Sam 11 MT then abruptly proceeds

1. Frank Moore Cross, “The Ammonite Oppression of the Tribes of Gad and
Reuben: Missing Verses from 1 Samuel 11 Found in 4QSamuel?) in The Hebrew and
Greek Texts of Samuel: 1980 Proceedings IOSCS— Vienna (ed. Emanuel Tov; Jerusalem:
Academon, 1980), 105-19.
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to the Ammonite siege of Jabesh-Gilead. According to the LXX this hap-
pened “after about a month,” which suggests that it has read WTRN2 "N
(while interpreting this as WINR3 *M) instead of MT’s W NN2 "7 (“and
he was like someone who keeps silent,” or “he held his peace”).

1 Sam 10:27-11:1 MT

WMINma M Anan 1% RN R IATAN A 1Epwe n 1RR Spha ua 107
wna 58 v "war 53 1 5 wa B i mnpn wna Hpm 1
T7apn a2 ub Mo

10:27 And worthless fellows said: “How would this one save us?” And
they despised him and brought him no gift, but he held his peace.

111 And Nahash the Ammonite went up and besieged Jabesh-Gilead;
and all the men of Jabesh said to Nahash: “Make a treaty with us, and we
shall serve you?”

1 Kgdms 10:27-11:1 LXX

1027 g} uiol Aotpol elmav Ti cdoer Huds obrog; xal Hripacay adtdv xal odx
Hveyxav alrd ddpa.

111 Kl gyevin doc ueta uiiva xal avéPy Naag 6 Appavitng xal mapepaMet
éml IaPig Tahaad. xai eimov mavte of &vdpes IaPis mpds Naags Tdv Appavityy
Adfou nuiv Stabruny, xai doulelaouév oot.

1027 And pestilent sons said: “How will this man save us?” And they
despised him and brought him no gifts.

up and besieged Jabis-Galaad; and all the men of Jabis said to Naas the
Ammanite: “Make a treaty with us, and we shall serve you.”

The abruptness of the transition to the passage on the siege of Jabesh is
aggravated by the fact that King Nahash, contrary to the usual practice of
the book of Samuel, is simply introduced as “Nahash the Ammonite.” It is
not until 1 Sam 12:12 that the MT and LXX reveal his title. It also remains
unclear why he chose Jabesh-Gilead as his target and why the condition
for a peace treaty was so harsh: Nahash stipulated that he would gouge out
everyone’s right eye. However, all these problems disappear in 4QSam?.2

2. The Hebrew text is taken from the edition by Frank Moore Cross et al., Qumran
Cave 4.XII: 1-2 Samuel (DJD 17; Oxford: Clarendon, 2005), 65-67.
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1 Sam 10:27-11:1 4QSam?® X, 4-10
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4 ... 1927 And worthless fellows s[aid:] “H[ow would this one save us?”]
5 [And th]ey despised him and brought him no gift.

6 [And Na]hash, king of the Ammonites, he grievously oppressed the
Gadites and the Reubenites, and he gouged out a[ll] their right

7 [ey]es and allowed [I]srael no [deliver]er. No one was left of the Israel-
ites ac[ross the Jordan]

8 (of wh]om Naha(sh, king] of the [Am]monites, had n[ot glouged out
every right eye. But see, seven thousand men

9 [had escaped from] the Ammonites and had come to {Ja]besh-Gilead.
And about a month later 11:! Nahash the Ammonite went up and besieged Jabesh<-Gilead>;
and all the men of Jabesh said to Nahash, ki[ng of the]

10 [Ammonites: “Make a treaty] with u[s, and we shall serve you? ... |
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10

Flavius Josephus must have known a similar plus.> However, his Ml &’
Uotepov (“However, a month later”) comes at the beginning rather than at

3. Josephus, Ant. 6.68-71 (B. Niese, ed., Flavii Iosephi opera [Berlin: Weidmann,

1885-95], 2:19-20: (68) Mnui & UoTepov dpyet Tijs Tapa mavtwy abdTd Ths O mpdS
Nadony méepog Tov Tdv Appantadv Bactréa: oltog yap moMa xaxd Tovs mépav Tod
Topddvou moTtaued xatwxnuévous T@v Tovdalwy datibyer, perd moMobd xai poylpou
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the end of the plus, and he does not mention the escape of the seven thou-
sand men but simply suggests that after Nahash had dealt with Gad and
Reuben, he moved on to the Gileadites.

7.3. THE PLUS AS EVIDENCE OF CONTINUING SCRIBAL EXPANSION
AND REVISION OF THE TEXT

Even on the basis of the data given above, it is clear that the plus can best
be explained as a later scribal addition. The following arguments favor this
assumption.

1. There is nothing in the long text that could have triggered a haplo-
graphic omission.* As an interpolation, however, the plus fulfills a clear
role: even though, as we shall see, it does not remove all problems, it eases
the abrupt transition between 1 Sam 10 and 11, as it introduces Nahash
in the proper way and explains the harshness of Nahash’s condition for

oTpatedparos dtafag én’ adrole (69) xai Tag mélets adTdv els SovAelay Umdyetat, oyl
ey xal Pla mpds T Mapdy albrods yelpwatuevos, codia 8t xal émvola mpodg TO und’ abbs
amogtavrag duwnbijvat Ty v’ adTd dovAeiav Siaduyeiv dobeveic mol@v- TV yap fi xata
mioTv g abTov dduevovpévay f AapBavopévwy moAéuov Vo Tovg delovs ddBapoig
sEéxomrer. (70) émoiet Ot To0l’, Omwg TS AptoTepas avrois OPews IO T@V Bupedv
xadvTrropéwng xprotor mavtehds elev. (71) xai 6 pév T@v Appantav Padiieds Tavt’
épyacauevos Tolg mépav Tob Topdavou, &mi Toug Tadadnvovs Aeyopévous EmecTpdteuae.
English translation by Henry St John Thackeray and Ralph Marcus, Jewish Antiqui-
ties, Books V-VIII (vol. 5 of Josephus; LCL; London: Heinemann; Cambridge: Harvard
University Press, 1934), 201: (68) However, 2 month later, he began to win the esteem
of all by the war with Naas, king of the Ammanites. For this monarch had done much
harm to the Jews who had settled beyond the river Jordan, having invaded their terri-
tory with a large and warlike army. (69) Reducing their cities to servitude, he not only
by force and violence secured their subjection in the present, but by cunning and inge-
nuity weakened them in order that they might never again be able to revolt and escape
from servitude to him; for he cut out the right eyes of all who either surrendered
to him under oath or were captured by right of war. (70) This he did with intent—
since the left eye was covered by the buckler—to render them utterly unserviceable.
(71) Having then so dealt with the people beyond Jordan, the Ammanite king carried
his arms against those called Galadenians.

4. Thus P. Kyle McCarter Jr. (I Samuel [AB 8; Garden City, N.Y.: Doubleday, 1980],
199), who defends the plus as original and suggests that “a scribe simply skipped an
entire paragraph of his text” in “an extraordinary case of oversight.” See below.
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a peace treaty as well as his choice of Jabesh. There is, in other words, an
evident motive for a scribe to add a plus.®

2. The differences between the plus in 4QSam? and the parallel in Jose-
phus point to the fact that this was a recent addition of which the phrasing
and positioning—before or after the temporal clause—were not yet com-
pletely fixed.®

3. The language of the plus is heavy and to some extent archaizing
(rather than archaic), and it contains some late features. Thus the open-
ing formula in 1. 6, the casus pendens DY 13 791 WA[N] taken up by
the pronoun R and followed by a verbal rather than a nominal clause,
is grammatically possible but unnecessary.” Stephen Pisano states that the

5. Cf. for this opinion Dominique Barthélemy, ed., Critique textuelle de I'Ancien
Testament (4 vols.; OBO 50; Fribourg: Editions Universitaires; Géttingen: Vanden-
hoeck & Ruprecht, 1982-2005), 1:170-71; Alexander Rofé, “The Acts of Nahash
according to 4QSam?” IEJ 32 (1982): 129-33; and Stephen Pisano, Additions or Omis-
sions in the Books of Samuel: The Significant Pluses and Minuses in the Massoretic, LXX
and Qumran Texts (OBO 57; Fribourg: Editions Universitaires; Gottingen: Vanden-
hoeck & Ruprecht, 1984), 95. See also Walter Dietrich, 1 Sam 1-12 (vol. 1 of Samuel;
BKAT 8.1; Neukirchen-Vluyn: Neukirchener Verlag, 2010), 503-4.

6. Barthélemy, Critique textuelle, 1:171, followed by Pisano, Additions or Omis-
sions, 95 with n. 22. The latter points to the case of the Song of Hannah in 1 Sam
2:1-10, which “appears to have been inserted in a slightly different place in MT, LXX
and 4Q traditions” In a passage often misunderstood, Frank Moore Cross suggests
explaining the position of the adverbial clause in Josephus as the result of vertical dit-
tography in his supposed Hebrew Vorlage. Thus one would have found wTn 12 *MM at
the beginning and end of the plus. Cross adds that in such a text, the whole paragraph
could have been lost through homoioteleuton. See Cross, “Ammonite Oppression,’
110-11, and now also his new edition, Cross, Qumran Cave 4.XII, 66. This explana-
tion does not account for Josephus’s silence regarding the seven thousand refugees but
rather accounts for the position of the temporal clause in Josephus and the loss of the
whole plus in the MT. In my opinion, Josephus’s text remains partly unexplained in
this way, while there are easier ways of accounting for the difference between the MT
and 4QSam? than the combination of vertical dittography (itself rather complicated)
and haplography. Moreover, according to Eugene Ulrich (The Qumran Text of Samuel
and Josephus [HSM 19; Chico, Calif.: 1978], 255-56), Josephus used a Greek Bible
rather than a Hebrew one.

7. Reasons for this form of topicalization are emphasis or the wish to obtain clarity
by allowing a grammatically complex part of the clause to stand on its own. See Bruce
K. Waltke and M. O’Connor, An Introduction to Biblical Hebrew Syntax (Winona Lake,
Ind.: Eisenbrauns, 1990), §4.7¢; and Paul Joiion and Takamitsu Muraoka, A Grammar
of Biblical Hebrew (2d repr. of 2d ed.; SubBi 27; Rome: Gregorian & Biblical Press,
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designations T3 112 and J2I1R7 113 (“Gadites” and “Reubenites”), using the
name of the tribe with "2 (“sons of ) are “curiously anachronistic”® This
use is indeed highly infrequent in the book of Samuel: we find it only four
times with the name of Benjamin and once with Judah.® With the word
913 (“all, every”) before 2" 1'V (“right eye”) in L. 8, the author repeats the
expression used in 1. 6-7, thus making the passage sound solemn and
formulaic. However, the word 13 in this position is both awkward and
superfluous. As for 1. 9 supralinear, Cross calls WIn 122 *7" (“And about
a month later”) “a clearly archaic expression.”!? In fact, in Biblical Hebrew
the word 12 is not unusual, but as a preposition its use is limited to poet-
ry.!! Here it is clearly out of place. It can best be explained as an archaizing
feature, meant to solve the problem posed by the reading WTNN3 *A" that
is behind the LXX’s w¢ peta pfve (and which is probably original, MT’s
w™nnd M, “but he held his peace,” being another solution to the same
problem).!?

2009), $156a. Here, however, the subject is already emphasized by its position, and the
subject is not complex as in, for instance, Gen 30:30 or 34:21.

8. Pisano, Additions or Omissions, 97.

9. One finds }1°32 "3 (“Benjaminites™) in 1 Sam 22:7; 2 Sam 2:25; 4:2; 23:29, and
T M2 (“Judaites”) in 2 Sam 1:18. Pisano adds that even the use of bR 13 for
the Israelites is relatively infrequent (Pisano, Additions or Omissions, 97).

10. Cross, “Ammonite Oppression,” 113.

11. Thus already Karl Budde, Die Biicher Samuel (KHC 8; Tiibingen: ].C.B. Mohr,
1902), 73 (in reply to a conjecture), followed by Barthélemy, Critique textuelle, 1:167,
and Pisano, Additions or Omissions, 96, who also reject Cross's explanation on the
basis of Ugaritic.

12. The problem is that after -2 other prepositions are usually elided. However, an
exception to this rule is made for standing expressions like MIWN132 and 19NN23; see
Ludwig Koehler and Walter Baumgartner, Hebrdisches und aramdisches Lexikon zum
Alten Testament (3d ed.; Leiden: Brill, 1967-96), s.v. D 4b. It seems that N2 and,
in Gen 38:24 SP, 'WTN NWHWN3 (to be interpreted as nx_,ﬁ%n}'?r;p) originally belonged
to the latter category but were no longer seen that way at a later stage. Hence the MT
offered v INN2 and D'WTN w"npp;: respectively (here WWn is to be interpreted as a
noun meaning “having reached the number three,” “threefoldness”—a hapax legome-
non; cf. Rashi ad loc. and Koehler and Baumgartner, Lexikon, s.v). In short, contrary
to Barthélemy (Critique textuelle, 1:166-68, 171-72; followed by Pisano, Additions
or Omissions, 95-96), we see the Vorlage of the LXX as the more difficult reading,
which has given rise to two different solutions. If one were to follow him and to accept
the MT as original, one would have to assume a three-stage development: W™NN2 >
WINNI > wIn 2.
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The word i[7] in L. 8 cannot be a masculine personal pronoun “they;’
as it is often translated.!’ In our translation we have chosen to consider it
a deictic particle.!* As such, the form 171 is less widely used than 1137, and
therefore it fits the picture of a scribe who wants to make his text sound old
and authentic. Alternatively, one could point to the use of i1 in the sense of
DN, which—possibly under Aramaic influence—we find especially in late
Biblical Hebrew and even later stages of the language. In that case, it may
have been used here with 1 concessively in the sense of “even though™ or
“except.”16 Other forms betraying the late character of the text are the per-
fects with waw conjunctive in ll. 6-7 (3231 and JNM), unless one wants to
read these with Cross as absolute infinitives,!” and the item-adverbial use
of 'R, which in the Hebrew Bible is found mainly in later texts and which
became more usual in the Qumran texts.18

13. In the first place by the editor himself: Cross, Qumran Cave 4.XII, 67, note
under “Reconstructed Variants” The word ] is used independently as a feminine
plural pronoun in Mishnaic Hebrew; in Biblical Hebrew it occurs only as a bound
morpheme. See Joiion and Muraoka, Grammar, $39a. Here one really needs a mascu-
line form. A similar problem occurs in Job 24:5, where it is not necessary to assume a
masculine pronoun }i either.

14. Thus also Dietrich, I Sam 1-12, 501.

15. For this sense, see Koehler and Baumgartner, Lexikon, s.v. DR 7, where this
use is compared with Arabic wa'in and Latin etsi.

16. “Except” is Rofé's rendering (without explanation): Alexander Rofé, “Midrashic
Traits in 4Q51 (So-Called 4QSam®),” in Archaeology of the Books of Samuel: The Entan-
gling of the Textual and Literary History (ed. Philippe Hugo and Adrian Schenker;
VTSup 132; Leiden: Brill, 2010), 75-88, esp. 80.

17. Cross discusses the problem of these forms, which is often overlooked, at
length in “Ammonite Oppression,” 108-9 (note, however, that the narrative use of
absolute infinitives is very rare in the Hebrew Bible). See also Rofé, “Acts of Nahash,”
133 n. 17. McCarter, I Samuel, 202, vocalizes the verbs as participles; in Biblical
Hebrew, however, we would not expect participles for verbs summing up events in a
historical narrative. To say the least, this use would be no less anachronistic than that
of perfects with waw consecutive.

18. Waltke and O’Connor, Syntax, $39 n. 61, and Jean Carmignac, “Lemploi de
la négation X dans la Bible et 4 Qumran,” RevQ 8 (1974): 407-13. It should be noted
that the phrase is largely a reconstruction; of the crucial final nun of 'R only incon-
clusive traces remain. Rofé (“Midrashic Traits,” 80 n. 21) suggests returning to Cross's
original proposal, which was to read Yy [TN9 7I3]'R 131 (“and he struck terror and
dread”; cf. Exod 15:16; 1 Chr 14:17). He contends that the new reconstruction “sounds
as a nice calque-translation from American English ‘gave no savior, but is not Hebrew,
Biblical or post-Biblical, at all” This is probably too negative, given the expansion of
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4. The plus would seem to be composed of several conventional motifs
that could have been taken from elsewhere. As Alexander Rofé has indi-
cated, “One cannot point out any original detail that could be known only
by a pre-exilic author”!? The enmity between Israel and Ammon, as well
as the Ammonite land claims, are described in Judg 10-11; the presence
of Gad and Reuben across the Jordan, in Num 32, The notion of foreign
kings “oppressing” (P1) Israel is, according to Frank Moore Cross, a Deu-
teronomistic cliché.?? It is even possible that the phrase is directly bor-
rowed from Judg 4:3: 7PN Y8 12 NR P K17 (“and he grievously
oppressed the Israelites”). The number of seven thousand refugees is, as
Cross also explains, a round number appropriate to the style of the nar-
rative.?!

5. Rofé points to a procedure typical of Second Temple texts, which
duplicates or even multiplies an action of a character, transforming it into
a constant trait of this hero or anti-hero.?? Here, it seems that the addition
intends to make Nahash the “gouger of eyes” par excellence. Rofé calls this
procedure a midrashic feature, which is an appropriate characterization
only if one defines “midrash” as a reediting of older stories to fit the taste
and needs of new generations, that is, the way in which it is probably used
in 2 Chr 13:22 and 24:27,%3 and the way in which Chronicles itself could be
called a midrash. The addition of this paragraph is well within the limits of

the use of I'N just mentioned, but it is clear that if one wants to maintain the new
reconstruction, one has to accept a very late date for the passage.

19. Rofé, “Acts of Nahash,” 131.

20. Cross, “Ammonite Oppression,” 112, for whom this was rather an indication
of authenticity, though he admitted that “such clichés are easily imitated.”

21.Ibid,; cf. 1 Kgs 19:18; 2 Kgs 24:15.

22. Rofé, “Acts of Nahash,” 131-32, and idem, “Midrashic Traits,” 80.

23. Rofé, “Midrashic Traits,” 76 with n. 5, explains the meaning of the verb w17
in this period as “to enquire, investigate,” whereas “to interpret” would be a later devel-
opment. Still, he uses the term “commentary” here, which is slightly misleading, as a
commentary is a form of interpretation. It should be clear that the editorial work vis-
ible in 4QSam?—on which see also Rofé, “The Nomistic Correction in Biblical Manu-
scripts and Its Occurrence in 4QSam?” RevQ 14 (1989-90): 247-54—does not make it
acommentary: it constitutes an updated version of the text itself, and that is how it was
seen: a text very much like 4QSam? was used by the Chronicler for his composition.
Given the later development and use of the term “midrash,” we would rather avoid
speaking of a Midrash Sefer Shemuel in regard to 4QSam? as Rofé does.
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contemporary scribal tradition,?* even though the duplication procedure
may have become especially popular in later times.

In short, the plus can best be explained as an addition by a later scribe
who wanted to resolve some of the problems posed by the sudden transition
from 1 Sam 10 to 11, and who tried to fit his lines to the context using Deu-
teronomistic phrases as well as solemn and archaizing language. We can,
however, take the argument one step further. Dominique Barthélemy and
Pisano have pointed to the fact that there were several layers of redaction in
the Deuteronomistic History.?* Just as the later redaction of Jeremiah was
characterized by Deuteronomistic additions, the plus discussed here could
be part of a late redactional development not known to the MT or LXX.

As Julius Wellhausen has remarked regarding the LXX, textual devel-
opments usually take place where two versions of a story come together
and to some extent are in conflict.?6 Now 1 Sam 11:1-11, 15 has indeed
been recognized by the majority of modern commentators since Well-
hausen as a separate story.?’ In addition to the problems in the transition
between 1 Sam 10 and 11 mentioned above, there is the glaring problem of
the fact that Saul has been made king in 1 Sam 10, whereas in 1 Sam 11:5
we learn that Saul—hardly befitting a king—is plowing the field behind
the oxen when the news comes to his village. Nobody seems to take the
trouble to warn him, as he hears it only on his return. Then, however, Saul
takes action quickly, gathering an army and gaining a total victory over the
Ammonites. According to this story, it is only now that Saul is made king
(in 1 Sam 11:15).

Originally, 1 Sam 11’s version of how Saul became king may have stood
in relation to 1 Sam 9:1-10:16, whereas 1 Sam 10:17-25a and to some
extent 1 Sam 12 continue the line of chs. 7 and 8. In the former version,
Samuel is a rather unknown seer in Rama. In the latter he is a theocratic
ruler, opposing kingship. The two stories of how Saul became king are

24. Cf. Zecharia Kallai, “Samuel in Qumran: Expansion of a Historiographical
Pattern (4QSam?®),” RB 103 (1996): 581-91.

25. Barthélemy, Critique textuelle, 1:170; followed by Pisano, Additions or Omis-
sions, 95.

26. Julius Wellhausen, Die Composition des Hexateuchs und der historischen
Biicher des Alten Testaments (3d ed.; Berlin: Georg Reimer, 1899), 124 (in relation to
Josh 8); cf. 236 (on 1 Sam 1).

27.1bid., 240-43. Cf,, e.g., very recently, Dietrich, 1 Sam 1-12, 488-90, 492-501.
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connected by the editorial verses 1 Sam 10:25b-27 and 11:12-14, which
suggest that after the selection of Saul in 1 Sam 10 some opposition arose.
Hence comes the need to renew the kingship, which allows the two stories
to stand next to each other. However clever this editorial solution may be,
there are obvious loose ends, and it is the further editorial intervention
preserved by 4QSam? and Josephus that seeks to tie them together.

7.4. CouLD THE PLUS BE ORIGINAL, AFTER ALL?

A number of scholars have followed Cross and are convinced that the plus
is original, or at least part of the earlier layer of Deuteronomistic redac-
tion.?8 Emanuel Tov summarizes their case in his Textual Criticism of the
Hebrew Bible, mentioning four arguments:?’

1. The brutality of Nahash’s approach in the MT, without any
introduction, “seems to be out of order”

2. The title “king of the Ammonites” is lacking in the MT but
appears in accordance with biblical custom in 4QSam?.

3. The reading WN W2 "M is “appropriate in the context of
4QSam?” whereas W™NN2 *7"in the MT is “contextually dif-
ficult though not impossible”

4. The plus was known to Josephus, who in several other
instances also reflects a text identical to that of 4QSam?.

In an earlier edition of this work, Tov mentions yet another argument: the
idea that “in general, 4QSam? reflects a reliable text,” while the MT “has
many corruptions.”3® Though he has apparently retracted this argument
now and already expressed reserve when mentioning it, it is important to
review why this argument cannot be upheld before we deal with the first

28. Ulrich, Qumran Text, 166-70; McCarter, I Samuel, 199-200; Emanuel Tov,
Textual Criticism of the Hebrew Bible (3d ed.; Minneapolis: Fortress, 2012), 311-13;
Armin Lange, Die Handschriften biblischer Biicher von Qumran und den anderen
Fundorten (vol. 1 of Handbuch der Textfunde vom Toten Meer; Tubingen: Mohr Sie-
beck, 2009), 219-20. Note that Lange still quotes Cross’s first edition instead of the
new edition and that he omits the final part as well as Josephus, Ant. 6.68.

29. Tov, Textual Criticism, 312-13.

30. Emanuel Tov, Textual Criticism of the Hebrew Bible (2d ed.; Minneapolis: For-
tress; Assen: Royal Van Gorcum, 2001), 344.
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four points. As Tov himself concedes, in agreement with Rofé, 4QSam?
does contain contextual changes.’! Thus what might seem to be a corrup-
tion in the MT could equally well be a contextual change in 4QSam?. But
there is something else, also noted by Tov: one should be careful with gen-
eralizations. When one generalizes, one basically promotes a preference
for a number of readings in a given manuscript—a preference that is based
on internal considerations—by way of induction to a general preference,
which is then applied as an external criterion to other instances by way of
deduction. In other words, one promotes a single witness to the status of
“best manuscript.” Now, there is indeed a sphere in which the authority of
a manuscript can be invoked in this way, but this is a very narrow sphere.
If no stemma codicum, a family tree of witnesses, can be established, the
authority of a manuscript is indeed based on the evaluation of all readings
where one can make a choice on the basis of internal considerations. But
we can rely on the best manuscript thus established solely in instances
where our judgment is helpless and no such considerations present them-
selves. It is a very last resort. Where judgment has scope, as in the case
discussed in this chapter, there is no reason to take shelter here.?

Now let us return to Tov’s four points. The last one, the fact that Jose-
phus also knew the plus, is a typical external argument: the broadness
of the attestation. Of course, the shorter reading is attested even more
broadly, but the reason why Josephus is mentioned is clear: 4QSam? is an
important, ancient witness that often has better readings but also contains
some contextual changes. Now, Josephus’s support for the reading shows
that it is not merely a fabrication of the scribe of 4QSam?; it appears to
have a wider currency. This wider currency, however, does not necessarily

31. See Rofé, “Nomistic Correction”; cf. now also Eugene Ulrich, “A Qualitative
Assessment of the Textual Profile of 4QSam?,” in Flores Florentino: Dead Sea Scrolls
and Other Early Jewish Studies in Honour of Florentino Garcia Martinez (ed. Anthony
Hilhorst et al.; JSJSup 122; Leiden: Brill, 2007), 147-61; and Donald W. Parry, “The
Textual Character of the Unique Readings of 4QSam? (4Q51),” in Hilhorst, Flores Flo-
rentino, 163-82.

32. Tov, Textual Criticism, 272-73.

33. See on this A. E. Housman, “The Editing of Juvenal: Preface of Mpccccv)” in
Collected Poems and Selected Prose (ed. Christopher Ricks; Harmondsworth: Penguin,
1988), 395-402, esp. 399-400. The case at hand is one about which Housman would
say: “To settle this case by appeals to the relative worth of MSS is to stand upon one’s
head: cases like this are the things by which the relative worth of MSS is settled”; see
“From the Classical Papers: 24 Ovid,” in Ricks, Collected Poems, 419.
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make it an original reading. As Tov himself explains elsewhere, readings
“should be judged only on the basis of their intrinsic value,” as attestation
is very much a matter of historical coincidence.3* The fact that Josephus,
as Tov indicates,> more often reflects a text identical to that of 4QSam? is
an example of such coincidence: there must have been some form of inter-
dependence between the text used by Josephus and the model of 4QSam?.
The last blow to the Josephus argument is finally given by the fact that the
position of the plus vis-a-vis the temporal clause is different in the two wit-
nesses, showing, as we have seen above, that this was a recent addition, of
which the phrasing and positioning were not yet completely fixed.

Tov’s first three points are more relevant and in a way more interest-
ing, as they show that the main ammunition of the defenders and attack-
ers of the plus is basically the same. Textual criticism is a matter of reason
and common sense. A textual critic tries to establish which reading may
have given rise to other readings, but this is usually not a matter that can
be established with certainty. The critic is after probabilities: what was the
most likely course of the development of the text? The result is necessarily
subjective, but it is the best we can do.

The brutality of Nahash’s approach to Jabesh and the simple intro-
duction of Nahash as “Nahash the Ammonite” in the MT, in combina-
tion with the fact that the longer text would seem to solve these issues,
led us to follow the rules of lectio difficilior probabilior and lectio brevior
potior above.*¢ However, Tov rightly explains that one cannot apply these
rules automatically.’’” A simple scribal error, such as an omission through
homoioteleuton, may cause a difficult and short reading that has, of course,
no claim to originality. In textual criticism there are no hard-and-fast
rules, as every problem must be regarded as possibly unique.? Lectio dif-
ficilior probabilior, for instance, is a consideration that is sensible in many
cases, as it is natural for a scribe to have the wish to present a readable and
understandable text, but we should not apply it without thinking. Given
the tendency among some scholars to defend any MT reading that is more
difficult but not downright impossible as original, it is also understand-

34. Tov, Textual Criticism, 273-74.

35.1bid., 313.

36. This is implicit in our first point, pages 82-83.

37. Tov, Textual Criticism, 275-81.

38. For this, see also A. E. Housman, “The Application of Thought to Textual
Criticism,” in Ricks, Collected Poems, 325-39.
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able that Tov stresses the importance of a reading’s appropriateness to its
context.’ Coming back to the brutality of Nahash and the simple way he
is introduced, Tov defines these not just as difficulties, as we did, but as
“out of order” and contrary to custom, respectively. This suggests that he
feels that an author or editor could hardly be responsible for them. In his
opinion these are readings that do not fit the context and therefore must
be the result of an error. Hence his conclusion that the longer text, which
does not have these problems, must be original.

We share Tov’s opinion that the brutality of Nahash’s approach to
Jabesh and the incompleteness of his epithet are problematic. We think,
however, that the abrupt transition between 1 Sam 10 and 11 may very
well be the result of the earlier literary history of the passage (for which
there is no documented evidence). In other words, the sudden brutality
of Nahash and his incomplete epithet are not necessarily the result of an
error; they could have found a place in this context as a result of an edito-
rial development: the Deuteronomistic editor or editors, having solved the
main issue of combining two election stories into one thread, may have
left the text as we find it in the MT. He or they would not have sought
to smooth out all the contradictions but left some that occasioned later
scribes to change the text. This means that in our opinion, the lectio dif-
ficilior probabilior rule may very well apply in this case, after all. Even if
one does not accept our appeal to the earlier literary history of the passage,
however, it is possible to assume that the brutality of Nahash's approach
was the original motif of the narrative of 1 Sam 11: it makes Saul’s inter-
vention even more impressive. Again, this suggests that Nahash’s brutality
could very well be considered befitting the context, even if a later scribe
felt the need to provide a narratological rationale for it.

Thus we have to choose between two scenarios: either the plus was
lost through scribal error, or it was added to resolve difficulties in the text,
which might be the result of the combination of two conflicting accounts.
What tips the scale in favor of the latter option is the fact that there is
nothing in the longer text that could have triggered a haplographic omis-
sion. Although a scribal error is always possible, it is in this case much less
probable than a later addition. The likelihood of the plus being original is
further reduced by the different positions that the plus has in the two wit-
nesses, the nature of the language used in it, the fact that it is composed

39. Tov, Textual Criticism, 281.
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of conventional motifs that are found in other texts as well, and the grow-
ing attractiveness of the procedure of the duplication of the protagonist’s
action.

Tov’s third point concerns the phrase Wnnd M (“but he held
his peace”) in the MT, and Wn 112 *A" (“And about a month later”) in
4QSam? as well as in the Vorlage of the LXX and Josephus. The former
would be “contextually difficult though not impossible,” whereas the latter
is deemed “appropriate in the context of 4QSam?” The first problem with
this statement is that WTN 122 """ is considered the probable Vorlage of
the LXX, even though he mentions in a footnote that WTNN2 *73" “would
have been more appropriate”® The other two readings can be explained
from WTNND 1M, as we have seen, and there can hardly be any doubt that
@ peta uijva reflects WINNI "M rather than WM 32 "M, Second, even
if WTN W2 "M is appropriate in the context of 4QSam?, this does not
prove that the plus that constitutes a large part of this context is original.
Third, though Tov is right in pointing out the importance of readings being
appropriate to their context—not every possible reading can claim to be
original—he seems to go too far when he says, “The quintessence of tex-
tual evaluation is the selection from among the different transmitted read-
ings of the one that is the most appropriate to its context.”*! As the main
goal for textual evaluation this is too vague. Moreover, it would amount
to a reversal of the lectio difficilior rule, which, even if it cannot be applied
automatically, remains a useful consideration. The goal of textual evalu-
ation is rather to find the reading that, in the most natural way, explains
the origin of the other readings.> Tov complains about this formula that
it is “general to the point of being almost superfluous.”4> However, the fact
that the formula refers to distinguishing original readings from a variety

40. Ibid., 313 n. 46. The comparison in this note with Gen 19:15 is incorrect, as
03 is used there as a temporal conjunction followed by a verbal clause, whereas it is a
preposition in 1 Sam 11:1 4QSam?.

41. Emanuel Tov, “The Relevance of Textual Theories for the Praxis of Textual
Criticism,” in A Teacher for All Generations: Essays in Honor of James C. VanderKam
(ed. E. F. Mason et al; JSJSup 153.1; Leiden: Brill, 2012), 1:34. See also Tov, Textual
Criticism, 281.

42. Utrum in alterum abiturum erat? See Martin L. West, Textual Criticism and
Editorial Technique Applicable to Greek and Latin Texts (Stuttgart: Teubner, 1973),
51-53; and Ronald S. Hendel, The Text of Genesis 1-11: Textual Studies and Critical
Edition (New York: Oxford University Press, 1998), 7.

43. Tov, Textual Criticism, 280.
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of secondary readings, including scribal errors, interpolations, deliberate
alterations, and omissions, is not a disadvantage but the very nature of
textual criticism.

7.5. RESULTS AND METHODOLOGICAL CONSEQUENCES

We have seen that the plus before 1 Sam 11 in 4QSam? is probably a sign
of further literary growth of the historical books rather than an earlier part
of the text that has been lost through scribal error. To some extent, later
scribes took the liberty of continuing the editorial process, especially at
the fault lines where different sources come together, such as in 1 Sam 10
and 11. One of the interesting things about this case is that the compari-
son between the MT and LXX on the one hand and 4QSam? and Josephus
on the other presents us with textual evidence for a literary development.
This brings us to the issue of the distinction between textual and literary
criticism.

Traditionally literary criticism has investigated the authenticity, unifor-
mity, and, where applicable, literary growth of texts, whereas textual criti-
cism deals with the copying and transmission of the final form of the text.
Even before the discovery of the Qumran scrolls, the observation that the
LXX could be based on a Hebrew text different from the MT brought up
doubts regarding this distinction.*! To what extent can textual criticism deal
with changes of a literary nature? Interesting is, for instance, Marie-Joseph
Lagrange’s 1898 statement, of which one can still hear echoes in more recent
scholarly discussion.*> Looking at some of the differences between the MT
and the LXX, he wonders whether one should consider them the work of
copyists or of editors. His point of view is that a text form that was accepted
by all to the extent that people decided to translate it should be seen as the
final edition. On this basis, he calls all changes after the LXX the work of
copyists, who are not working under divine inspiration. It is these changes

44. See Dominique Barthélemy, “Lenchevétrement de l'histoire textuelle et de
T'histoire littéraire dans les relations entre la Septante et le Texte Massorétique: Modi-
fications dans la maniére de concevoir les relations existant entre la LXX et le TM,
depuis J. Morin jusqu'a E. Tov,” in De Septuaginta: Studies in Honour of John William
Wevers on His Sixty-Fifth Birthday (ed. Albert Pietersma and Claude Cox; Mississauga:
Benben, 1984), 21-40.

45. Marie-Joseph Lagrange, “Les sources du Pentateuque,” RB 7 (1898): 10-32,
esp. 16-17.
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that are the object of textual criticism. At the same time, Lagrange admits,
however, that sometimes the copyists have taken such liberties that their
changes actually belong to the domain of literary criticism. This makes him
suggest that the distinction is rather a question of words: the main thing is
the fact that major changes were still made at a very late stage. Thus, though
Lagrange does distinguish between the work of editors, which belongs to
literary criticism, and the work of copyists, which is the subject of textual
criticism, he also stresses the relativity of the issue.

In Lagrange’s statement, theology follows history: as the text was trans-
lated, it must have been considered final, and therefore later interventions
cannot claim to be inspired. In the original point of view of Barthélemy and
the other members of the committee executing the Hebrew Old Testament
Text Project of the United Bible Societies (henceforth UBS Committee),*
stabilization and canonization were likewise connected. Textual criticism
in this view had to aim at the authentic state of the Bible, that is, “the
state in which it is canonized.”” They suggested a clear division of work,
as it would be the task of textual analysis to establish the “most primitive
text attested” (the beginning of the second stage of the development of the
text), whereas literary-critical analysis should try to establish the “original
texts” (belonging to the first stage).”® In this view it was the process of can-
onization that led to literary stabilization, and thus to the end of the first
stage and the beginning of the history of the final text.

However, some texts provided evidence to the UBS Committee that a
clear-cut distinction between textual criticism and literary criticism runs
into difhiculties. While working on Jeremiah, Ezekiel, and Proverbs, where
they discerned two different literary developments of the text, the com-
mittee felt unable to reconstruct the “most primitive text attested.” There-
fore, in these books they decided to follow the tradition of the MT regard-
less of whether it represented the “most primitive text attested” or not.#

46. The Hebrew Old Testament Text Project (HOTTP, 1976-85) of the United
Bible Societies was to provide aid to Bible translators on some six thousand passages
that had proved troublesome. Its final report has appeared in Barthélemy, Critique
textuelle.

47.1bid., 1:*77. On this, see the fundamental essay by Hermann-Josef Stipp, “Das
Verhiltnis von Textkritik und Literarkritik in neueren alttestamentlichen Veroffentli-
chungen,” BZ 34 (1990): 16-37.

48. Barthélemy, Critigue textuelle, 1:*69.

49. Ibid., 1:*70.
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However, the UBS Committee noted similar but less prominent literary
innovations in other books as well. It had to conclude that stabilization
and adaptation were tendencies working at the same time and with the
same goal of preserving the identity of the text, but with different results.>
As the moment of canonization could therefore no longer be determined
on the basis of the stabilization of the text, while external sources did not
allow a dating either—it is as much a long-term process as the stabiliza-
tion of the text—the UBS Committee felt it had to abandon its attempt to
establish the “most primitive text attested”>! As an alternative, the com-
mittee decided, for traditional and religious reasons, to focus for all books
on the Masoretic tradition, taking the proto-MT at the end of the first cen-
tury CE as its point of reference.>? It basically redefined textual criticism
as “applied scholarship,” its goal being dependent on the various areas of
application: text edition; scholarly, popular, or liturgical Bible translations;
or scholarly commentaries. Only in the latter should the relation between
the traditional received text and the other literary and textual traditions
be analyzed.>

The fact that canonization and stabilization were progressive develop-
ments that took quite some time implies that a sharp boundary between
the two stages of literary and textual development cannot be drawn. The
UBS Committee admits this, while on the other hand it maintains a divi-
sion between textual criticism and literary criticism. This is visible in the
principles of the Biblia Hebraica Quinta (BHQ), which is based on the
committee’s views.5* The editors of the BHQ maintain that some textual
data can be evaluated only with the methods of literary criticism, as they
reflect a literary form of the book different from the MT. In the BHQ such

50. Ibid., 1:*95.

51. It is important to mention this, as in spite of the committee’s clear discussion
of the matter, the idea of a distinction between the canonical and precanonical manu-
script evidence keeps coming up in recent publications; see, for instance, George J.
Brooke, “The Qumran Scrolls and the Demise of the Distinction between Higher and
Lower Criticism,” in New Directions in Qumran Studies: Proceedings of the Bristol Col-
loquium on the Dead Sea Scrolls (ed. Jonathan G. Campbell, William John Lyons, and
Lloyd K. Pietersen; London: T&T Clark, 2005), 26-42, esp. 31.

52. Barthélemy, Critique textuelle, 1:*107-11.

53.1bid,, *111-14.

54. See the editorial committee’s general introduction in Adrian Schenker et al,,
eds., General Introduction and Megilloth (vol. 18 of Biblia Hebraica: Quinta editione;
Stuttgart: Deutsche Bibelgesellschaft, 2004), xii, xvii.
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details are not judged text-critically but are marked as “lit,” meaning liter-
ary variants.

The question remains, when is a variant literary and when is it textual?
The UBS and BHQ committees are not specific about this, but we could
refer to Emanuel Tov, who discusses this issue from his point of view. Tov’s
working hypothesis in the second edition of his Textual Criticism of the
Hebrew Bible was that “large-scale differences displaying a certain coher-
ence were created at the level of the literary growth of the books by per-
sons who considered themselves actively involved in the literary process of
composition.”>> Though this sentence has not made it into the third edition,
the criteria to distinguish literary variants from textual ones in this latest
version of his handbook are still based on quantity (large-scale differences)3¢
and quality (shared features or tendencies).”” In Tov’s opinion, small dif-
ferences that do not form a pattern should be seen as created by “copyists-
scribes” rather than by “authors/editors-scribes.”® They would therefore
belong to the area of textual criticism rather than literary criticism.

The criterion just formulated reminds us of Lagrange. The latter, how-
ever, saw the boundary at the moment of translating the text into Greek, and
he admitted that later developments, though by definition textual, could
actually belong to literary criticism. In the second edition of his handbook,
Tov would seem to have been slightly more rigid. At that stage he contended
that textual criticism had to aim at the literary composition that had been
accepted as authoritative by Jewish tradition. The object of textual criticism
was to reconstruct the “final authoritative copy”*® In this earlier view, liter-
ary developments that took place before the final copy were relevant: these
earlier editions of the text, such as the Vorlagen of the LXX, were consid-
ered authoritative in certain communities. However, he considered literary
developments after the final copy irrelevant, as they would not be able to
contribute to the literary and textual analysis of the final copy.®

In the opinion of the authors of the present volume the establishment
by the UBS Commiittee and by Tov of the proto-MT as the point of refer-

55. Tov, Textual Criticism (2d ed.), 314.

56. Tov, Textual Criticism, 284.

57.1bid., 325.

58. For the terminology, see ibid., 240, 283-84.

59. Tov, Textual Criticism (2d ed.), 177-79.

60. Ibid., 316-17. In the first edition, Tov also considered literary developments
before the final copy irrelevant; see the discussion in ibid., 177-78.
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ence or even the goal of textual criticism is based on practical, traditional,
and religious grounds. Though eminently defendable within synagogue
and church, this choice is eventually not satisfactory from a historical and
scholarly point of view. It promotes one form of the text as more important
than others on other than historical grounds, and it draws an artificial bor-
derline between a stage of composition and a stage of transmission. The
truth is, as the committee and Tov admit, that over a very long time these
activities overlapped. Any approach that tries to reduce the text history to
a two-stage model is therefore likely to fail. Given the fact that the way the
text was reworked before the proto-MT is similar to the way this was done
after, as Lagrange already recognized,®! Tov’s earlier decision not to deal
with later expansions and editing is arbitrary.

In the meantime, Tov has published the third edition of his handbook,
in which he gives up the exclusion of later literary developments. This is a
major step forward. Moreover, he now also speaks of the finished compo-
sition or, for some books, a “series of consecutive determinative (original)
editions” as the goal of textual criticism, thus fully abandoning the focus
on the MT.62 However, his point of view that the assumption of consecu-
tive editions implies that these texts should not be subjected to text-critical
judgment, an idea also reflected in BHQ's approach to “lit” variants, cre-
ates several new problems.

1. The term “edition” comes with a number of associations that appear
to be invalid. Thus we cannot be certain that the Vorlagen of the LXX were
actually edited and published as an edition that was supposed to super-
sede earlier editions. The word “edition” suggests a purpose-oriented and
coherent process, and we cannot be sure at all that this ever took place. As
Zipora Talshir remarks: “The confrontation of revisions with their extant
sources shows that revisers can hardly be accused of being systematic.’6?

61. See also Arie van der Kooij, “Textual Criticism of the Hebrew Bible: Its Aim
and Method,” in Emanuel: Studies in the Hebrew Bible, Septuagint, and Dead Sea Scrolls
in Honor of Emanuel Tov (ed. Shalom M. Paul et al.; VTSup 94; Leiden: Brill, 2003),
729-39, esp. 731.

62. Tov, Textual Criticism, 167-69.

63. Zipora Talshir, “The Contribution of Diverging Traditions Preserved in the
Septuagint to Literary Criticism of the Bible,” in VIII Congress of the International
Organization for Septuagint and Cognate Studies, Paris 1992 (ed. Leonard Greenspoon
and Olivier Munnich; SBLSCS 41; Atlanta: Scholars Press, 1995), 38.



98 AN ADDITION IN A QUMRAN MANUSCRIPT

Coherence or a clear tendency as a criterion for literary variants is there-
fore problematic.

2. The one clear example of a coherent and purposeful edition is the
SP. However, as we have seen in chs. 1 and 3, the changes that answer to
Tov’s quantitative criterion happen to belong to the Vorlage of the SP and
not to the coherent Samaritan edition. It is therefore also hard to maintain
the scale of the differences as a criterion for literary variants.

3. The gradual differences between the MT, LXX, 4QSam?, and Jose-
phus suggest that the revising of texts happened much more frequently and
haphazardly than the limited number of editions now accepted suggests,5
and that the choice of a certain text for copying or translation purposes
was much more based on what was accidentally available at a given time
and place.

4. Tov himself admits that the distinction between textual and liter-
ary variants is hard to draw in practice. He calls this “a worrying aspect of
post-modern textual criticism.”63

5. The idea that literary variants cannot be judged is incorrect. There
is no reason suddenly to deny the linear development that Tov assumes
in most cases when he is evaluating readings as a textual critic. Moreover,
interpolations and changes of wording have always been part of textual
criticism.% The rules lectio brevior potior and lectio difficilior probabilior
have actually been formulated mainly in view of these. Postmodernism
has changed our attitude to such changes. Housman could still refer to an
original reading as “the truth,” and he mentions the fact that some called
a manuscript with few interpolations “sincere.”®” He already criticized the
latter use for its moral implications, and we no longer use such terms, as
we have come to appreciate the importance of later developments of the
text. But this does not mean that we cannot try to figure out which variant
was earlier and which was later, or how one reading could have given rise

64. See also Karel van der Toorn, Scribal Culture and the Making of the Hebrew
Bible (Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard University Press, 2007).

65. Tov, Textual Criticism, 324-26.

66. Brooke, “Qumran Scrolls,” 28-29 with n. 12, makes a caricature of textual crit-
icism, and in particular the search for the original text, when he says that it assumes
that the vast majority of variants are the results of errors or misunderstandings. His
reference to Housman’s “Application of Thought” is taken out of context: intentional
changes are discussed further on. See also West, Textual Criticism, 32.

67. Housman, “Application of Thought,” 329, 331-32.
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to the other. Our appreciation for later forms of the text, including the MT,
should not make us abandon the study of its earlier stages and possible
origin.®

With Stipp and Van der Kooij, we would therefore conclude that it
is best to consider all available data.®®> We are in the luxurious position
that for a certain period, we have textual data for literary developments.
These data often allow us to establish a relative chronology, on the basis of
which we can sketch the literary and textual development of the composi-
tion. Even though the earliest attainable stage is for us no longer the only
truth, it remains relevant to search for it, as this is the starting point of all
later development, and the stage that is the basis for the investigation of
possible earlier literary development. Though from a theoretical point of
view textual criticism deals with the transmission of the text and literary
criticism with its literary development, for the period where transmission
and composition overlap, these two methodologies share the same data
and also the main instruments: reason and common sense. Therefore they
cannot be separated.

68. Against Brooke, “Qumran Scrolls,” 33-35, who, in a reasoning that we cannot
follow, argues that if we accept his view and give up the quest for the original form of
the text, we gain the ability to discern that in many instances the MT is actually not
the most original form of the text.

69. Hermann-Josef Stipp, “Verhiltnis”; idem, “Textkritik - Literarkritik — Tex-
tentwicklung: Uberlegungen zur exegetischen Aspektsystematik,” ETL 66 (1990):
143-59; Arie van der Kooij, “Textual Criticism of the Hebrew Bible,” 730-31; idem,
“Textual Criticism,” in The Oxford Handbook of Biblical Studies (ed. Judith M. Lieu and
J. W. Rogerson; Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2008), 579-90, esp. 583-84.






8
THE SEPTUAGINT PROVIDES EVIDENCE OF A LATE
ADDITION IN THE MASORETIC TEXT: 1 KINGS 6:11-14

8.1. INTRODUCTION

Although the MT is a witness of high quality, it contains many readings that
are probably secondary in relation to the text of other witnesses, the LXX
in particular. The most conspicuous examples of such differences between
the MT and the LXX are found throughout the book of Jeremiah,! but one
can also find secondary readings of the MT in other parts of the Hebrew
Bible. Many of these readings are not due to scribal mistakes but go back
to deliberate changes that give insight into the late stages of editorial activ-
ity. Among them are not only marginal glosses and minor corrections of
single words and phrases but some larger expansions as well. A clear case
can be found in 1 Kgs 6. In this passage the comparison between the MT
and the LXX shows that Deuteronomistic and priestly phraseology were
added at a very late stage in the development of the text.

8.2. THE CONTEXT OF 1 KINGS 6:11-14
AND A THEORY OF LITERARY GROWTH

The account of the building of the temple in 1 Kgs 6 consists mainly of
architectural descriptions. The text explains in detail how the structure of
the temple was built and how its rich interior was crafted. However, the
chapter also contains one paragraph that belongs to a completely different
genre. Between the description of the building’s outer structure (vv. 2-10)
and the description of its interior (vv. 15-36), vv. 11-13 quote a divine
oracle to Solomon.

1. See ch. 10.

-101-
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1 Kgs 6:11-13
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1! And the word of Yhwh came to Solomon: !? “As for this house that you
are building, if you will walk in my statutes, obey my ordinances, and
keep all my commandments by walking in them, then I will establish my
word with you, which I spoke to David your father. 13 And 1 will dwell
among the Israelites and will not forsake my people Israel”

This oracle is only loosely connected to the surrounding text. It inter-
rupts the architectural descriptions that are found before and afterward.
These descriptions make no reference to the oracle and can be fully under-
stood without knowledge of its content. In effect, the oracle is a disturbing
digression in its immediate context. Thus, there is good reason to assume
that the oracle was secondarily inserted into the account.? An additional
argument is provided by the fact that, immediately after the oracle, a pas-
sage from the preceding text is resumed almost verbatim.

1 Kgs 6:9-15

DTN NTWI 0'23 1"2N DN 190N Jﬂ__'?:’_'l_ AN DRI

DR 'RP2 N"AN DR AR NP NINKR WDN 2N 53 '79 VIl DR [N
xS nnbw S8 M 37

<. 112 ANKR YN At Nan

oM man RO

... DTN my’v:z: an°an nan nrmYp ok an

beams and planks of cedar. ' He built the structure against the whole
house, each story five cubits high, and supported the house with cedar
beams.

2. E.g., Immanuel Benzinger, Die Biicher der Kanige (KHC 9; Freiburg i. B.: Mohr
Siebeck, 1899), 34; Martin Noth, I Konige 1-16 (vol. 1 of Konige; BKAT 9.1; Neu-
kirchen-Vluyn: Neukirchener Verlag, 1968), 118; J. Robinson, The First Book of Kings
(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1972), 76.
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11 And the word of Yhwh came to Solomon: 2 “As for this house that you
are building ... ”

14 So Solomon. built the house.and finished.it. 1 And he built the walls of
the house on the inside with cedar boards ...

This phenomenon can be explained as a resumptive repetition (Wieder-
aufnahme), an editorial technique often assumed in literary and redac-
tion criticism.? It is probable that the editor who inserted the oracle also
repeated the phrase of v. 9a after the addition. This was done in order to
resume the text preceding the oracle and thus to connect the added pas-
sage more closely with the original context.

8.3. EMPIRICAL EVIDENCE FOR AN OLDER VERSION
IN 1 KINGS 6:10-15 LXX

The literary-critical arguments presented above are corroborated by
empirical evidence. Several manuscripts of the LXX, among them Codex
Vaticanus and the Lucianic group,® do not contain vv. 11-14, while these

3. The technique was originally discussed by Curt Kuhl, “Die “Wiederaufnahme’'—
ein literarkritisches Prinzip?” ZAW 64 (1952): 1-11.

4. E.g., Charles F. Burney, Notes on the Hebrew Text of the Books of Kings: With
Introduction and Appendix (Oxford: Clarendon, 1903), 68; James A. Montgomery, A
Critical and Exegetical Commentary on the Books of Kings (ed. Henry Snyder Gehman;
ICC; Edinburgh: T&T Clark, 1967), 147.

According to Volkmar Fritz (Das erste Buch der Konige [ZBK 10.1; Ziirich: Theol-
ogischer Verlag, 1996}, 70-71) and Mordechai Cogan (1 Kings: A New Translation with
Introduction and Commentary [AB 10; New York: Doubleday, 2001], 240), vv. 9b-10
were also secondarily inserted after v. 9a. This is in fact possible, since these passages
give some additional architectural details only after the note about the completion of
the temple. However, the Wiederaufnahme of v. 9a in v. 14 seems to be related to the
addition of vv. 11-13, since these verses are missing in the LXX*, but vv. 9b-10 are
attested in the LXX* (see below). Thus, if vv. 9b-10 are not original, they must have
been added earlier than vv. 11-14. In this case, the Wiederaufnahme refers not simply
to the last passage that occurs prior to the addition (i.e., v. 10b, which contains only an
architectural detail) but to the last main statement that is found prior to the addition.

5. For Vaticanus, see Alan England Brooke, Norman McLean, and Henry St. John
Thackeray, eds., I and 11 Kings (vol. 2.2 of The Old Testament in Greek: According to the
Text of Codex Vaticanus, Supplemented from Other Uncial Manuscripts, with a Criti-
cal Apparatus Containing the Chief Ancient Authorities for the Text of the Septuagint;
Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1930), 225; Alfred Rahlfs and Robert Han-
hart, eds., Septuaginta (2d ed.; Stuttgart: Deutsche Bibelgesellschaft, 2006), 640. For
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verses are attested in the rest of the LXX manuscripts. It is reasonable to
assume that the shorter LXX version represents the original LXX, while
the longer one is the result of a harmonization with the MT.

In the shorter LXX version of the chapter, the description of the outer
structure of the temple (vv. 2-10) is immediately followed by the descrip-
tion of its interior (vv. 15-36). The oracle of vv. 11-13 and the repetition of
the phrase about the completion of the building (v. 14) are lacking.

1 Kgs 6:9-15 LXX

% xal Qxodéunaey Tov olxov xat cuvetéleaey alitéy- xat éxothooralbunaey Tov
olxov xédpots. 10 xat Gxodunaey Tobs évdéauous 8 Ghou ol oixou, mévre év
mixet T Gog adrol, xal cuvéoyev Tov Evdeouov év Ebdow xedplvots.
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% So he built the house and finished it; and he made the ceiling of the
house with cedars. 1% And he built the partitions through all the house,
each five cubits high, and enclosed each partition with cedar boards.

15 And he built the walls of the house with cedar boards ...

1 Kgs 6:9-15 MT
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9 And he built the house and finished it. And he roofed the house with
beams and planks of cedar. ' He built the structure against the whole
house, each story five cubits high, and supported the house with cedar
beams.

the Lucianic group, see Natalio Fernandez Marcos and José Ramén Busto Saiz, eds.,
1-2 Reyes (vol. 2 of El texto antioqueno de la Biblia griega; TECC 53; Madrid: Instituto
de Filologia, 1992), 17 (note that the verses are counted differently: v. 10 MT = v. 15
LXXand v. 15 MT =v. 16 LXX).
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11 And the word of Yhwh came to Solomon: !? “As for this house that
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li will 1 1
14 S0 Solomon built the house and finished it. 1°> And he built the

walls of the house on the inside with cedar boards ...

The short text of the original LXX probably preserves an older stage of the
literary history than does the MT. It is unlikely that the minus in the LXX
is the result of the translation process, since it would be difficult to explain
why the translator skipped these verses. It is more probable that vv. 11-14
were already lacking in the Hebrew Vorlage of the LXX. The divine oracle
and the repeated passage about the completion of the temple seem to have
been inserted only after the pre-MT diverged from the shared textual tra-
dition with the Vorlage of the LXX.

There are no clear arguments that point in the opposite direction.
Nothing speaks for a secondary omission in the Vorlage of the LXX. There
are no apparent technical reasons that would have caused a scribe to skip
such a substantial passage by mistake. A deliberate omission is also highly
improbable, since the oracle of vv. 11-13 contains a statement of consider-
able theological weight. Since this statement is in accordance with other
biblical traditions (see below), there is no reason why a later editor would
have omitted it because of its content. In sum, there are good reasons to
assume that the oldest text of the LXX provides empirical evidence of a
secondary addition in the proto-MT.® This evidence points to a rather late
stage of the literary development, since the Vorlage of the original LXX
probably did not include the addition.

6. Montgomery, Books of Kings, 147; Frank H. Polak, “The LXX Account of Sol-
omon’s Reign: Revision and Ancient Recension” in X Congress of the International
Organization for Septuagint and Cognate Studies Oslo, 1998 (ed. Bernard A. Taylor;
SBLSCS 51; Atlanta: Scholars Press, 2001), 145. Ernst Wiirthwein, Die Biicher der
Konige: 1. Kén. 1-16 (ATD 11.1; Géttingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1977), 65,
takes only vv. 11-13 as secondary while assuming that v. 14 (and not v. 9) was part of
the original source.
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8.4. THE LITERARY HORIZON OF THE ADDITION AND ITS PHRASEOLOGY

It is evident that the oracle of 1 Kgs 6:11-13 refers back to the famous
oracle of Nathan and, in particular, to the promise of an eternal dynasty
that is included in this oracle. The connection with 2 Sam 7:13 is appar-
ent: DY TP 1INIDAN RO DR NN MYYH N2 M N (“He shall
build a house for my name, and I will establish the throne of his kingship
forever”).” Despite the connection, 1 Kgs 6:11-13 may not be very closely
linked to this promise, for the phraseology differs.® The motif of obedi-
ence to the commandments and the promise of divine presence among the
people seem to refer to other textual and theological traditions.

The phrases that mention the condition of obedience to the divine
commandments have a close parallel in the admonition that David gives
to his son and successor Solomon immediately before his death in 1 Kgs
2:3-4 (see also 9:6; 11:34). The phraseology of this text, which is usually
designated as Deuteronomistic,’ clearly stands in the background of 1 Kgs
6:11-13, as shown by the following parallels.

1 Kgs 2:3-4

his testimonies ... 4 that Yhwh will establish his word that he spoke con-
cerning me: “If your sons take heed to their way, to walk before me in
faithfulness ... ”

1 Kgs 6:12

7. E.g., Burney, Notes, 69; Wiirthwein, 1. Kén. 1-16, 65.

8. Noth, Konige, 118.

9. E.g., Timo Veijola, Die ewige Dynastie: David und die Entstehung seiner
Dynastie nach der deuteronomistischen Darstellung (AASF B.193; Helsinki: Academia
Scientiarum Fennica, 1975), 27-29.
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commandments by walking in them, then I will establish. my. word with
you, which I spoke. to David your father.

However, 1 Kgs 6:11-13 may also be influenced by priestly phraseology.
Although the phrase MWPR *OWN NRI "NPNA 75N DR (“If you will walk
in my statutes and obey my ordinances”) uses Deuteronomistic terminol-
ogy, it is at the same time very similar to the opening of the great admoni-
tion at the end of the so-called Holiness Code in Lev 26 (v. 3: 'NpNa bR
DR DR'WY 1WA "M NI 1250, “If you walk in my statutes and keep
my commandments and obey them”). Furthermore, the promise *niow
SR 13 TINA (“I will dwell among the Israelites™; 1 Kgs 6:13) is quoted
verbatim from Exod 29:45 (cf. Exod 25:8; Num 5:3; 35:34).10

Consequently, the author of 1 Kgs 6:11-13 used traditional Deuteron-
omistic and priestly language in striking density,!! which may attest to the
relatively late stage of this kind of editorial activity.!? On the basis of the
parallels with several passages, it would also seem that the author of vv.
11-14 was familiar not only with the book of Kings but also with a Pen-
tateuch that already included at least parts of the priestly texts in Exodus
and Leviticus.

8.5. CONCLUSIONS AND METHODOLOGICAL CONSEQUENCES

The comparison between the oldest text of the LXX and the MT in 1 Kgs
6 provides empirical evidence of late editorial activity. It can reasonably be
assumed that the plus of 1 Kgs 6:11-14 MT was inserted into the proto-
MT only after the Hebrew Vorlage of the LXX diverged from this textual
tradition. Even during such a late stage of the literary development, an
editor was able to create a new passage from traditional Deuteronomis-

10. Cogan, I Kings, 241.

11. For a comprehensive analysis of the phraseology of 1 Kgs 6:11-13, see Burney,
Notes, 68-69.

12. Hence the theory of a mere Deuteronomistic origin of the passage, as pro-
posed by some commentators (e.g., Burke O. Long, 1 Kings: With an Introduction to
Historical Literature [FOTL 9; Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1984), 85; Simon J. DeVr-
ies, 1 Kings [WBC 12; Waco, Tex.: Word, 1985], 93; Fritz, Erste Buch der Konige, 71;
Marvin A. Sweeney, I and II Kings: A Commentary [OTL; Louisville, Ky.: Westminster
John Knox, 2007], 109), is improbable.
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tic and priestly formulations. The addition was later adopted in nearly all
other witnesses, including many Greek manuscripts.

This example shows that the classic methodology of literary or redac-
tion criticism can provide reliable results. The fact that the oracle of vv.
11-13 was secondarily inserted could easily be discerned by virtue of the
repetition of v. 9 in v. 14 even without a glance at the empirical evidence
that is extant in this case. The digressive context of vv. 11-13 would fur-
ther corroborate the assumption that we are dealing with an addition. The
shorter version of the original LXX confirms an assumption that would
probably be made by literary or redaction critics, even if this evidence
were not available. The classic criteria of a narrative being interrupted by
a digressive theme and resumptive repetition would turn out to be viable
in 1 Kgs 6:11-14.



9
FrROM SMALL ADDITIONS TO REWRITING IN THE STORY

ABOUT THE BURNING OF JERUSALEM

9.1. INTRODUCTION

The burning of Jerusalem is portrayed in five different biblical passages:
2 Kgs 25:8-12; Jer 52:12-16; Jer 39:8-10; 2 Chr 36:19-20; and 1 Esd 1:52-
54. Three of the passages contain both the Hebrew and Greek versions,
whereas Jer 39:4-13 is transmitted only in Hebrew and 1 Esd 1:52-54 only
in Greek.! Despite some significant differences among the accounts, the
word-for-word parallels imply, beyond any question, that all of the pas-
sages are literarily dependent. Moreover, there are no features or details in
any of the passages that necessitate an external source. The differences are
very probably due to literary changes, because the motive for most of the
changes can be deduced from the general conceptions of the authors. For
example, the Chronicler’s theological conceptions have shaped the new
account in relation to the donor text. There are also many technical rea-
sons that reveal how and why the text was changed. It is very likely that
2 Kgs 25:8-12 and Jer 52:12-16 preserve the oldest account of the events,
whereas Jer 39:8-10 and 2 Chr 36:19-20 are later developments of one or
both of these two passages.?

1. Although other translations and versions could shed more light on the edito-
rial processes of the Hebrew Bible, it lies beyond this investigation to take them into
account here. The Greek versions are significant because they contain some readings
that are probably older than the Hebrew text.

2. Clearly, this does not mean that 2 Kgs 25:8-12 and Jer 52:12-16 should be an
authentic eyewitness account of the events concerning the burning of Jerusalem. It
is probable that these texts also have a literary prehistory, but its development is not
preserved in the witnesses.

-109-
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Because of the high number of different accounts of the same event,
a comparison of the passages is especially fruitful for understanding the
literary development of texts in various different textual and literary tradi-
tions. They provide significant documented evidence for various editorial
processes in the formative period of these texts. In the following, the most
illustrative intentional editorial changes will be discussed, whereas smaller
and unintentional changes will be left out of this investigation.?

9.2. THE ADDITION OF THE TEARING DOwWN
OF THE WALLS IN 2 KINGS 25:8-12

The Hebrew and Greek texts of 2 Kgs 25:8-12 contain a significant differ-
ence that is the result of an intentional change. With the exception of the
expression 0 apytudyetpos (“captain of the guard”), Codex Vaticanus lacks
a parallel to v. 10. The MT contains a large plus that describes the tearing
down of Jerusalem’s walls. Most other Greek manuscripts* generally follow
the MT in this verse, but it is probable that they have been harmonized
after the Masoretic reading.’

2 Kgs 25:8-11 MT

pow H33-THn TaY O'N2VTI1 IR N2

maSanxt oSwre 'nachs nxy TOnn AR MtIaTnR AWM
wRa Y 7

D'N2V"I7 AWK D Tw2 0792 1803 2130 DHW1Y nmimn

nRY 523 15nn-5p 1Has qwR oho3n R YA OIRWIN DY M DN
D'NAV-37 IR 193 PR N

3. For example, Jer 52:15 is missing in the Greek version. Although some schol-
ars have suggested that the Greek preserves the more original text, it is more prob-
able that we are dealing with an accidental omission in the Greek version caused by
haplography (compare vv. 15 and 16: M%7, “from the poorest™). Both views have
been represented; see William McKane, Commentary on Jeremiah 1-25 (vol. 1 of A
Critical and Exegetical Commentary on Jeremiah; ICC; Edinburgh: T&T Clark, 1986),
1368-69, for a review.

4. Including the Lucianic group boc;e;.

5. Note that in v. 10 the English passive is used although the Hebrew uses the
active gal. This passive is used in the translation in order to better reflect the word
order of the Hebrew and especially the order between the addition and the original
text of the verse.
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8 Nebuzaradan the captain of the guard, a servant of the king of Baby-
lon, came to Jerusalem. ° He burned the temple of Yhwh, and the king’s
house, and all the houses of Jerusalem; every great house he burned with
fire. ! The walls of Jerusalem were torn down by all the army of the
Chaldeans who were with the captain of the guard. !! And Nebuzaradan
the captain of the guard exiled the rest of the people who were left in the
city, and the deserters who had defected to the king of Babylon, and the
rest of the multitude.

2 Kgs 25:8-11 Codex Vaticanus

8 M0ev Nafoulapdav 6 dpxiudyetpos éori bvamov Pactréws Bafuldvos
eig lepouoadmu. % xal évémpnoe Tov olxov xupiov xal Tdv olxov Tob
Bagthéws xat mavras Tobg oixous lepousadny, xal wdv olxov évémpnoey 10§
Gpypdryerpos. ! xal o mepioody Toll Aaod o xatareidfiv év i) moAet xal
ToUs éumenTwxérag, of événegov Tpds Pactiée Bafurdivos, xal Td Aoimdv ol
omnplyparos petiipev NaPoulapdav 6 apxipayetpos.

8 Nebuzaradan the captain of the guard, a servant of the king of Bab-
ylon, came to Jerusalem. ° He burned the temple of the Lord, and the
king’s house, and all the houses of Jerusalem; every house (was) burned
down !0 (by) the captain of the guard. !! And Nebuzaradan the captain
of the guard exiled the rest of the people who were left in the city, and
the deserters who had defected to the king of Babylon, and the rest of
the multitude.

The parallel passages in Jer 39:8-10 and 52:12-16, however, include a par-
allel to the MT of 2 Kgs 25:10. Although an accidental omission in Codex
Vaticanus or in its Vorlage cannot be completely excluded, it is more prob-
able that it preserves the more original text and that v. 10 of the MT text
is a secondary addition. This is suggested by the following considerations.

1. There are no apparent technical reasons in the Hebrew text, such
as homoioteleuton, that would have provided a basis for an accidental
omission,

2. The syntax of the sentence in v. 10 is awkward with the expression
D'N2v 27 YWN (“who were with the captain of the guard”). It is probable
that the peculiar use of IWN is an attempt to integrate the expansion with
the older text.

3. The part missing in the Greek version forms a separate event with a
separate subject. An accidental omission often confuses the text, but here
one would have to assume that the accidental omission cut precisely a sep-
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arate unit, the tearing down of the walls, out of the text. Although this is
always possible, it is not very likely.

4. It is difficult to see any reason for its intentional omission in the
Greek version. Since the Babylonians are already described as destroying
all houses, the temple, and the royal palace, it would be illogical that a later
editor would have wanted to omit the destruction of the walls.

5. The main actor against the Judeans in vv. 9 and 11 is Nebuzaradan,
captain of the guard, but in v. 10 it is the Babylonian army. According to
v. 9, Nebuzaradan burned the temple, naturally meaning that he ordered it
to be done. This verse does not make it explicit that he had someone do it
for him, although it is implied. The same applies to v. 11, where he is said
to have taken away the Jerusalemites to exile. The author of these verses
referred only to the main official who was responsible for the actions and
did not find it necessary to mention who executed his orders. In contrast,
v. 10 makes it explicit that the actual executors of the measures were the
Babylonian soldiers. The author of v. 10 seems to have had a slightly differ-
ent perspective than the author of vv. 9 and 11, which suggests that v. 10
is a later addition.

6. Connected to the previous point, the verbs in vv. 9 and 11 are in
the singular, while in v. 10 the plural is used. The use of the plural in v. 10
contrasts with Nebuzaradan, mentioned at the end of the verse. The con-
flicting number implies later editorial activity.

Because the reading in Codex Vaticanus is supported by so many con-
siderations rising out of the content and grammar, it probably preserves
the more original text. This would mean that the MT and the other textual
witnesses following it contain a later addition. The addition was then later
adopted by the other witnesses that used 2 Kgs 25 as a source, including
the parallel texts and other Greek versions of 2 Kgs 25:10.

6. One should further note that in Codex Vaticanus 2 Kgs 25:8-12 does not form
a very fluent text. However, this is not an argument to assume that this Greek version
is younger than the Hebrew version, since the Hebrew version is also not a fluent text.
For example, the verb “burning” is repeated in a disturbing way. These problems are
probably caused by earlier editing, which is not reflected in the witnesses. The final
part of the burning (D'NaLV-11 WN2 TW [913] M3-927NNY, “and the captain of
the guard burned every [great] house with fire”) may have been added later. In addi-
tion to the superfluous repetition of the verb, the subject is unnecessarily repeated as
well. Moreover, after it has been said that all the houses of Jerusalem were burned, it
is needless to add that all the large houses were burned. The earlier editing explains
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This example shows how details or even an entire event, although a
short text in this case, may have been added to a passage. While the older
text does not refer to the destruction of the walls at all, the addition had
considerable impact on the final text and on our later understanding of
what happened to Jerusalem in 586 BCE. The text shows a typical develop-
ment of biblical texts. Through later additions, a catastrophic event was
made more and more severe. As the older text described the destruction
of the royal palace, the temple, and all the houses, the destruction of the
walls would be a logical next step to increase the destruction even further.
A later editor may also have wanted to stress the complete nature of the
destruction and to show that Jerusalem had become uninhabitable and
indefensible. This would be in line with other texts that emphasize that
Jerusalem became uninhabited, or that even form a theological motif that
Jerusalem should remain empty.” Besides possible theological reasons, the
editor who added v. 10 may have seen or otherwise known that the walls
of Jerusalem were in ruins and, on account of v. 9, he deduced that the
destruction must have been caused by the Babylonians. He may also have
deduced it from the older text. In any case, there is no reason to assume
that the destruction of the walls is based on an external literary source.
If there had been a further source, one would expect it to have preserved
other information as well, not merely the destruction of the walls. It is
more probable that a later editor increased the destruction of Jerusalem
for theological and other reasons.

Based on the Hebrew version, which now seems to be secondary in
2 Kgs 25:10, many scholars have assumed that the destruction of the walls
by the Babylonian army is a historical event,® and the view is also reflected

the awkward text in both Greek and Hebrew. If one would assume that the Greek is
secondary, one would still have to explain the awkwardness in both versions.

7.Jer 25:8-14 in particular develops the idea that because of the sins of the Israel-
ites the country will become desolate and empty for seventy years, during which time
they will have to serve the king of Babylon. This idea is further developed in 2 Chr
36:20-21, which refers to the resting of the land for seventy years until it has made up
for its Sabbaths.

8. Many scholars (e.g., Gwilym H. Jones, 1 and 2 Kings [2 vols.; NCBC; Grand
Rapids: Eerdmans, 1984], 2:643-44) have sought to validate the historicity of the pas-
sage by seeking archaeological and other evidence for it. In his recent commentary,
Marvin A. Sweeney (I and II Kings [OTL; Louisville: Westminster John Knox, 2007],
468) implies that the events described in 2 Kgs 25:8-12, including the destruction
of the walls, are historical. According to Ernst Wiirthwein (Die Biicher der Konige:
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in many histories of Israel.’ It is also noteworthy that quite a number of
commentaries make no reference to the missing v. 10 in Codex Vatica-
nus.! If the verse is recognized as a later addition, the historicity of the
event becomes considerably less likely,!! and our picture of the destruction
of Jerusalem will be different. This case demonstrates the significance of
recognizing additions if we intend to use the biblical text to reconstruct
ancient history.

9.3. THE ADDITION OF THE YEAR OF KING NEBUCHADNEZZAR
IN JEREMIAH 52:12 MT

According to the MT in Jer 52:12, Nebuzaradan came to Jerusalem in the
nineteenth year of King Nebuchadnezzar, but the reference to the year of
his coming is missing in the original Greek version.!?

Jer 52:12 MT

wnh wpa wnann wnm

- Yy

o5wa 5337750 1eY TnY D'Nav-21 FIRINAI KA

1. Kon. 17-2. Kon. 25 [ATD 11.2; Géttingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1984], 476-
78), 2 Kgs 25:10 is part of the original text that derives from the annals, which also
implies that the event is historical. They all fail to recognize that the verse is missing
in most Greek manuscripts.

9. See, e.g., J. Alberto Soggin, An Introduction to the History of Israel and Judah
(3d ed.; London: SCM Press, 1999), 280-81; and J. Maxwell Miller and John H. Hayes,
A History of Ancient Israel and Judah (2d ed.; Louisville, Ky.: Westminster John Knox,
2006), 478.

10. Thus, among many others, John Gray, I and 1I Kings (OTL; Philadelphia:
Westminster John Knox, 1963), 698-99; Jones, 1 and 2 Kings, 643-44; Sweeney, I and
II Kings, 468. However, Immanuel Benzinger, Die Biicher der Kinige (KHC 9; Freiburg
i. B.: Mohr Siebeck, 1899), 199, notes that the verse is missing in Codex Vaticanus, but
instead of assuming that it represents the original text, he reconstructs the verse after
Jer 52.

11. Although one cannot exclude the possibility that some later additions contain
historical information, in this case theological and other reasons for the addition are
more probable.

12. Some Greek manuscripts follow the MT (e.g., Codex Sinaiticus and the Luci-
anic manuscripts), but this is very probably a later development influenced by the MT
or the parallel in 2 Kgs 25:8.
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And in the fifth month, on the tenth day of the month—it was the nine-
teenth year of King Nebuchadnezzar, king of Babylon—Nebuzaradan the
captain of the guard, who served the king of Babylon, came to Jerusalem.

Jer 52:12 LXX

Kal é&v umt mépumtew Sexdty o unvds jABev NaPoulapdav 6 dpxtpdyetpos &
doTyedss xata mpbowmov Tol PaciAéws BaBuldvos eis Iepouaadnyu.

And in the fifth month, on the tenth day of the month, Nebuzaradan the
captain of the guard, who served the king of Babylon, came to Jerusalem.

The plus is also found in both Greek and Hebrew versions of 2 Kgs 25:8.
It is probable that the Greek of Jer 52:12 represents the oldest reading and
that the reference to the year is a later addition in the other witnesses.
This is suggested by the following considerations. The plus is grammati-
cally awkward, because it breaks the main sentence and the connection
between the months and the verb/subject: JTRM121 X2 ... "W'DNA WIN2
(“And in the fifth month ... Nebuzaradan came”). It would seem to func-
tion like a parenthesis to the main sentence. The use of the word R*1 also
corroborates the suspicion that we are dealing with a later interruption to
the original text. Accordingly, many scholars have assumed that the refer-
ence to the year is secondary.!?> The addition may have been influenced
by 2 Kgs 24:12, which refers to the year when Jehoiachin was imprisoned,
or by Jer 32:1, which refers to the eighteenth year of the king, when the
Babylonian army began to besiege Jerusalem.!? A later editor may have
wanted to correlate the events to the same chronology and therefore added
a reference to the year when Jerusalem was conquered.!® Such expansions
that add chronological details or connect a passage with a chronological
development of a wider composition are common in the Hebrew Bible.!6

13. Thus already Bernhard Duhm, Das Buch Jeremia (KHC 11; Tiibingen: J. C. B.
Mokhr, 1901), 378, and many following him (e.g., McKane, Jeremiah 1-25, 1366).

14. Thus McKane, Jeremiah 1-25, 1366.

15. Thus many; e.g., Duhm, Jeremia, 378. Jehoiachin was imprisoned in the eighth
year of Nebuchadnezzar’s reign (2 Kgs 24:12). Zedekiah ruled eleven years after Jehoi-
achin (2 Kgs 24:18), which would mean that his rule ended in the nineteenth year of
the Babylonian king.

16. For example, in Ezra-Nehemiah originally independent stories or passages



116 FROM SMALL ADDITIONS TO REWRITING

For the reconstruction of Israel’s history, it is important to recognize
such additions, because the chronological framework of a composition
may primarily serve compositional purposes and obscure historical devel-
opments. In this example, one should not rely on the dating of the destruc-
tion of Jerusalem on the basis of 2 Kgs 25:8 and Jer 52:12 but instead argue
for dating on the basis of other considerations.!”

9.4. NEw RENDERING OF THE BURNING OF JERUSALEM
IN JEREMIAH 39:8-9

Jeremiah 39:8-10 differs considerably from 2 Kgs 25:8-11 and Jer 52:12-
15. The relationship between Jer 39 and Jer 52/2 Kgs 25 is complicated and
debated, and it is not possible to provide a comprehensive solution here.
Nevertheless, most scholars assume that Jer 39:8-9 is dependent on 2 Kgs
25:8-11 and Jer 52:12-15,!8 a view that seems probable. The passage is
therefore illustrative of the formation of new passages that were extracted
from older texts. Jeremiah 39:8-9 contains a new account describing the
conquest of Jerusalem but was composed primarily to provide a wider his-
torical setting for Jeremiah's release. It should further be noted that Jer
39:4-12/13, which is completely missing in the LXX, is probably a later
addition to Jer 39.!° Our interest lies in vv. 8-9 and especially in the illus-
trative changes made in these verses in relation to the source text(s) in
2 Kgs 25:8-11 and/or Jer 52:12-15.

were knitted together by placing them within the same chronologically developing
story. Many of the references to dates in Ezra-Nehemiah are later additions.

17. Unfortunately the Babylonian Chronicle breaks off after the eleventh year; see
A. K. Grayson, Assyrian and Babylonian Chronicles (Winona Lake, Ind.: Eisenbrauns,
2000), 99-102.

18. As noted by McKane, Jeremiah 1-25, 982-83: “There is general agreement
(Giesebrecht, Duhm, Cornill, Streane, Peake, H. Schmidt, Rudolph, Weiser, Hyatt,
Bright, Nicholson) that vv. 1-2 and 4-10 [of Jer 39] have been extracted from Jer
52/2 Kgs 25”

19. See, e.g., ibid., 983. Some scholars (e.g., Robert P. Carroll, Jeremiah: A Com-
mentary [OTL; Philadelphia: Westminster, 1986], 691) assume that these verses are
missing in the Greek version because of a homoioteleuton, but the accidental omission
of such a large section would be unlikely.
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2 Kgs 25:8-11 (//Jer 52:12-15)

shun
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wNa W 5
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3A-nd—m—&he—ﬁﬁ-h—meﬁh——en—&he—seveﬂth—day—ef—ée—men&h . Nebu-

te—}erusalem— He—buﬂhed—the—temple—ef—lﬁhwh and the kmgs house,
and elt the houses of Jerusalem; every—greet—heuse—he burned with fire.

10 All the-ermy-of the Chaldeans

tore down the walls of Jerusalem.!! And Nebuzaradan the captain of
the guard exiled the rest of the people who were left in the city, and the
deserters who had defected to theking-ef-Babylen, and the rest of the
multitude.

Jer 39:8-9 MT

DOWIY MRNTNNRT WR3 DTWAN 109w DYA NMaThNY TOnn nratnNg
™Y 1501 WK DOBINTINI Y3 DNIRWIN DY T DRI RN
Y22 omav-an IR-MA NS DIRWIN YR N NRY

8 The king’s house and the houses of the people the Chaldeans burned
with fire and tore down the walls of Jerusalem. ? And Nebuzaradan the
captain of the guard exiled the rest of the people who were left in the city,
and the deserters who had defected to him, and the rest of the people

who were left to Babylon.

The reference to the coming of Nebuzaradan to Jerusalem in 2 Kgs 25:8
and Jer 52:12 does not find a parallel in Jer 39, although Nebuzaradan is
otherwise mentioned in Jer 39 (in vv. 9, 10, 11, and 13). The omission is
probably intentional as the information is not necessary for the passage
and could even be seen to distract from the main event, the destruction
of Jerusalem. Nebuzaradan is properly introduced as the captain of the
guard in the first verse where he is mentioned, in Jer 39:9, and the result-
ing text does not need any further introduction or reference to his coming
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to Jerusalem; it is evident from the context that he was there.20 The date
mentioned in 2 Kgs 25:8 is also less important in Jer 39 than in the parallel
passages because the temple has been omitted in Jer 39 (see below). The
date of the destruction of the temple would be of interest to many authors
and editors during the Second Temple period, whereas the destruction of
the palace would probably be less important.2! These two examples show
that in extracting the text from 2 Kgs 24-25 and Jer 52, the author of Jer
39 left out much information that was unnecessary for his compositional
purposes.

According to 2 Kgs 25:9 and Jer 52:13, the Babylonians burned the
temple of Yhwh, the palace of the king, and the houses of the people. Apart
from changes to the structure and word order of the sentence, the most
prominent change in Jer 39:8 is the omission of a reference to the burning
of Yhwh's temple. Jeremiah 39 reports only the burning of the king’s palace
and the houses of the people (changed from n*a~53-mR1 05w "N
5173, “all the houses of Jerusalem and every great house,” to DY N2 NNy,
“and the houses of the people”). The minus in Jer 39:8 may be part of a sys-
tematic omission of all references to the temple and things related to it in
this chapter and its immediate context. For example, there is no reference
to the cult vessels or other items that, according to 2 Kgs 25:13-17 and
Jer 52:17-23, were taken from the temple. Although one should not com-
pletely rule out the possibility that all references to the temple in the paral-
lel passages are later additions,?? it is more probable that the author of Jer

20. Note that ™9 of v. 9 would now appear to refer to Nebuzaradan before he
is introduced later in the sentence. However, the source text in 2 Kgs 25 and Jer 52
shows that the reference was originally to the king of Babylon. The confusion arose
when 522 751079y 1953 WK ©H0I7 IR was changed to 1993 WK D9OINTNNY
Y in Jer 39:9.

21. For example, Josephus (Ant. 10.8.5) writes on the destruction of the temple:
“Now the temple was burnt four hundred and seventy years, six months, and ten days
after it was built. It was then one thousand and sixty-two years, six months, and ten
days from the departure out of Egypt; and from the deluge to the destruction of the
temple, the whole interval was one thousand nine hundred and fifty-seven years, six
months, and ten days; but from the generation of Adam, until this befell the temple,
there were three thousand five hundred and thirteen years, six months, and ten days;
so great was the number of years hereto belonging” (trans. William Whiston, The
Works of Flavius Jospehus [London: Baynes & Son, 1825], 411).

22.2 Kgs 25:13-17 may be a later addition in any case—note the continuity from
v. 12 to v. 18. The burning of the temple may be the only reference to the temple in the
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39 intentionally left out all references to the destruction of Yhwh’s temple.
The motive for the omission is, however, not entirely clear. One possibility
is that the author merely assumed everyone knew that the temple had been
destroyed with the destruction of Jerusalem and therefore a brief reference
to the destruction of the city sufficed. The author’s compositional aims also
may not have been focused on the temple, so that it could have been left
out. Some scholars have suggested that the reference to the temple may
have been accidentally omitted in Jer 39:8 (homoiarchon; see MM='3"NR
other abridgements suggest that Jer 39 more likely provides a deliberately
shortened version of the events.?* This accords with the other changes dis-
cussed above. In addition, Jer 39 lacks any reference to the robbing of the
temple, while 2 Kgs 25:13-17 and Jer 52:17-23 describe it relatively exten-
sively.

Jeremiah 39:8 shows a case where an editor or author omitted a refer-
ence to an important event because it may not have fitted into his wider
compositional and narrative plan. A reference to the destruction of the
temple would have necessitated a more comprehensive explanation of
the event, which the author of the chapter may have been unwilling to do
because it would have digressed from the main focus of his story. Although
we may never fully understand the exact motives of the author, Jer 39:8 is
an example where a source text was used selectively to form a new passage.
Behind the changes are probably compositional and theological consider-
ations as well as the motive to shorten the text.

9.5. EXTENSIVE REWRITING IN 2 CHRONICLES 36:18-20

The Chronicler’s version of the burning of Jerusalem differs considerably
from all other versions, but the extensive parallels suggest that 2 Kgs 25:9-
11 was the main source of the Chronicler. Theological conceptions can be
seen behind the changes.

entire passage. Whether this could be a later addition as well would have to be inves-
tigated separately, but in a different context.

23. Thus, e.g., Wilhelm Rudolph, Jeremia (3d ed.; HAT 12; Tiibingen: Mohr Sie-
beck, 1968), 208-9.

24. Thus many; e.g., already Duhm, Jeremia, 311.
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2 Kgs 25:9-11

o N ARt RNTRRA-FSTRNY VDTN M

of Jerusalem; every gr_e,a_t_hp_qsq he burned with fire. 10 All-the-army-of

tore down the
walls of Jerusalem. !! And Ncquatadan 1b_e.captain of the guard exiled

r . 1° They burned the temple of God and tore

down the walls of Ierusalem, ;md all lt_s palaces they burned w1th fire,

lon those who had _Qs_capcd_ from_the _sw_qr_d agd_thsx_bgcamg_&cmmi
im hi li f

Whereas the author of Jer 39:8-10 omitted all references to the temple, the
Chronicler concentrated his attention on the temple, as shown by the plus-
ses in his version. In this respect, the passages are, in part, developed in two
opposite directions. In the Chronicler’s account, the burning of the temple
is mentioned separately, followed by the destruction of the walls. There
is no reference to the burning of all the houses of Jerusalem, while the
burning of the royal palace and the great houses, now relocated after the
destruction of the walls, is rendered with a general reference to the burn-
ing of all the palaces (7"MINAN-Y2). This is probably a free rendering of
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7511 ma (“the king’s house”) and YY1 ma (“[every] great house”), which
are mentioned in the source text. These changes are well in line with the
Chronicler’s focused attention on the temple throughout his work. Before
v. 19, where the burnings are reported, the Chronicler also added a refer-
ence to the robbing of the temple vessels (v. 18), which in the source text is
located after the deportation of the people, in 2 Kgs 25:13-17. The Chroni-
cler’s story is more logical, because the temple would evidently have to be
robbed before it was burned.?> These changes highlight the Chronicler’s
interest in the temple and suggest that he revised the story to be more con-
sistent, especially in matters relating to the temple. What happened to the
temple had high priority, whereas most other issues were less important
and could be omitted or shortened accordingly. The Chronicler also added
a reference to the precious items of the palaces that were destroyed, but
this information may be an analogy to the items of the temple and thus be
the Chronicler’s own invention.

The Chronicler used 2 Kgs 25 as the source text but took considerable
liberties in relocating words, sentences, and passages to fit his own com-
positional and ideological aims. He could also omit parts of the older text
and add new details if ideological and other considerations so required.
Theological conceptions in particular can be seen as the main motive
behind most of the changes, and similar liberties on the micro-level may
be observed throughout the Chronicler’s text in relation to his sources.
Although the nature of the Chronicler’s account may be different from the
parallel accounts in 2 Kgs 25 and Jer 52, the comparison of the new text
with its source reveals how a donor text could develop and how much it
could be changed when used in a new composition.

Some scholars have tried to explain the differences between Chron-
icles and its sources by assuming that it was created as a kind of theo-
logical commentary or interpretation of 1-2 Kings.26 Although space does

25. The inconsistency in 2 Kgs 25 and Jer 52 in this respect may imply that the
robbing of the temple vessels in 2 Kgs 25:13-17 is a later addition. Nevertheless,
among others, Wiirthwein, 1. Kon. 17-2. Kin. 25, 477-78, assumes that at least 2 Kgs
25:13-14 is part of the pre-Deuteronomistic text from the annals.

26. Thus many, perhaps most prominently Thomas Willi, Die Chronik als Ausle-
gung: Untersuchung zur literarischen Gestaltung der historischen Uberlieferung Israels
(Géttingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1972), passim, esp. 49-52. See also Julius Well-
hausen, Prolegomena zur Geschichte Israels (3d ed.; Berlin: Georg Reimer, 1895), 228;
Edward L. Curtis, A Critical and Exegetical Commentary on the Books of Chronicles
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not allow an extensive discussion of this issue here,?” the weakness of this
theory becomes apparent especially in passages where an account in the
source text has been effectively replaced by an entirely new account of the
events (e.g., 2 Chr 24 in relation to 2 Kgs 12). In such passages the Chroni-
cler has made no apparent attempt to explain the details of the source text
but has largely rewritten those sections he did not agree with. If Chron-
icles had been meant as an interpretation or midrash of the source, one
would expect much more reverence toward the source text and attempts
to explain some of its problems. In contrast, the Chronicler has taken
the liberty of dropping out sections of the source when its conceptions
clearly conflict with his own. It is therefore likely that Chronicles was writ-
ten in order to replace 1-2 Kings as the theologically correct and updated
account of Israel’s history during the monarchy.?8

In many ways the Chronicler’s account represents a new redaction of
1-2 Kings, although the changes may be more radical than what is usually
assumed of redactions. The fact that we also possess the source text has
marginalized 1-2 Chronicles, but did we not possess the sources, much
of scholarship since the nineteenth century would probably have tried to
reconstruct the prehistory of Chronicles. Here we are at the core of liter-
ary- or redaction-critical investigations, and therefore observations made
by comparing Chronicles with its sources are directly relevant for the
discussion about how the texts were edited. An alleged different genre of
Chronicles, such as midrash or interpretation, is not a pretext for ignor-
ing Chronicles as a significant witness for editorial development. In view
of the massive changes that the Chronicler has made in some passages—

(ICC; Edinburgh; T&T Clark; New York: Scribner’s, 1910), 9; Martin Noth, Uberliefer-
ungsgeschichtliche Studien (Tlibingen: Niemayer, 1957), 171; Georg Steins, Die Biicher
der Chronik: Einleitung in das Alte Testament (ed. Erich Zenger et al,; 5th ed.; Kohl-
hammer: Stuttgart, 2004), 249-62, here 258.

27. The discussion about the position of the Chronicler toward his source has
been debated since early research; see, e.g., Wilhelm Martin Leberecht de Wette, Leh-
rbuch der historisch-kritischen Einleitung in die Bibel Alten und Neuen Testaments (7th
ed.; Berlin: Georg Reimer, 1852), 237-57; and Wellhausen, Prolegomena zur Geschichte
Israels, 169-228.

28. The so-called Verdringungstheorie, or replacement theory, has been repre-
sented by many scholars since early research; see, e.g., Carl Steuernagel, Lehrbuch der
Einleitung in das Alte Testament (Tibingen: J. C. B. Mohr, 1912), 389; Isaac Kalimi, An
Ancient Israelite Historian: Studies in the Chronicler, His Time, Place and Writing (SSN
46; Leiden: Brill, 2005), 39.
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for example, in 2 Chr 36:19-20—the attempts to reconstruct the process
of editing would have been difficult indeed. In many cases, we can see
how the text was changed only by comparing the Chronicler’s text with
the donor text.

9.6. CONCLUSIONS AND METHODOLOGICAL CONSEQUENCES

The parallel versions of the burning of Jerusalem in 2 Kgs 25:8-12 and
Jer 52:12-16 contain some differences. Especially the Greek versions have
preserved important variants that probably represent the oldest reading in
comparison with the other witnesses. The MT versions contain additions
similar to ones often assumed in literary criticism. The cases discussed here
show how entire sentences may have been added to the passage and indi-
cate how the text gradually grew. Even without access to the earlier version
of the text, many of these sentences could provide reasons to suspect that
they were added. This is particularly evident in the case of 2 Kgs 25:10*.

Jeremiah 39:8-9 represents a freer rendering of the same passage.
The author used either 2 Kgs 25:8-12, Jer 52:12-16, or both passages as
sources but could omit, rearrange, rewrite, and expand the source text
to accord with his own conceptions and to accommodate it to his wider
compositional aims in the book of Jeremiah. The radical changes, omis-
sions, and rewritings highlight the liberties that the author took in relation
to his source text(s). It is evident that it would be difficult to reconstruct
the literary prehistory of Jer 39:8-9 without access to 2 Kgs 25:8-12 or Jer
52:12-16. The resulting text in Jer 39:8-9 is, in part, more fluent than its
sources (especially 2 Kgs 25:8-12 with the addition of v. 10), which would
complicate the reconstruction.

The author of Jer 39:8 used as a source a passage that already con-
tained the reference to the destruction of the walls, which is probably a
later addition. At the same time, he omitted the more original destruction
of the temple. This shows that in the transmission of texts a section of the
text could be added at some point, while an older reading could be omit-
ted. This is significant, because it means that in a long transmission of
texts such processes can lead to a situation where a resulting late text may
theoretically have omitted all of the oldest text and consist of only what
were later additions.?® Here we have only one example of a short addition-

29. For example, the development of the Gilgamesh epic has shown that the



124 FROM SMALL ADDITIONS TO REWRITING

omission sequence, but it can be imagined how such changes accumulate
after successive redactions.

The Chronicler’s version of the passage is even more radical than Jer
39:8-10. Whereas the author of Jer 39 generally followed the source text
and made some changes, in 2 Chr 36:19-20 the Chronicler has given a
more comprehensive revision of the source to accommodate the story
to his own compositional and theological conceptions. He elevated the
motifs and themes that he considered important and omitted those that
were less important to him. As for reconstructing the literary prehistory
of 2 Chr 36:19-20 without its preserved sources, the same that is said of
Jer 39:8-9 is probably true. The resulting text is concise, more logical, and
less repetitive than the source, so that critical scholars would perhaps not
even suspect that its older literary stage had been so fundamentally differ-
ent. It is unlikely that critical scholars could successfully penetrate 2 Chr
36:19-20 to reach its older history unless they had the possibility to com-
pare it with 2 Kgs 25:8-12.

Later developments of the account can be found in 1 Esd 1:52-53
and Josephus, Ant. 10.8.5. Whereas 1 Esd 1:52-53 follows 2 Chr 36:19-
20 almost slavishly, Josephus adopted the temple-centered approach of
Chronicles but went beyond it and also extracted information from 2 Kgs
25, and possibly from other sources as well. He made several further
changes and additions in his rendering of the events.

Comparing literarily dependent texts that describe the same event—
the burning of Jerusalem—we can see that the text could be reproduced
slavishly in an early (2 Kgs 25:8-12 and Jer 52:12-16) and late (1 Esd
1:52-53) stage in its transmission. A freer attitude toward the source can
be found relatively early (Jer 39), but it is also met later (2 Chr 36:19-20)
or even in the Common Era, as Josephus’s text would indicate. The texts
show several kinds of editorial changes, but it is noteworthy that, contrary
to what one would expect, a late use of the text, 2 Chr 36:19-20,% repre-

oldest and the youngest witness differ to such extent that it is difficult to find parallel
texts. Because we know also the middle development, we may see that they are part
of the same tradition. For discussion about the development, see Jeffrey H. Tigay, The
Evolution of the Gilgamesh Epic (Philadelphia: University of Pennsylvania Press, 1982),
10-13, 241-42, 251; and Andrew R. George, The Babylonian Gilgamesh Epic (Oxford:
Oxford University Press, 2003), 3-70.

30. Thus also in Josephus, Ant. 10.8.5. While Josephus clearly represents a dif-
ferent genre from the other witnesses, it still shows how an older text could be used
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sents the most radical and changed rendering of the text. The often-taken
assumption that the later scribes or authors were increasingly reluctant to
make changes to the source text cannot be taken for granted. The develop-
ment of the texts may have been less linear in this respect.

rather freely as a source. A detailed discussion of Josephus lies beyond the scope of
this volume.
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EVIDENCE FOR THE LITERARY GROWTH OF GEDALIAH’S

MURDER IN 2 KINGS 25:25, JEREMIAH 41:1-3 MT, AND
JEREMIAH 48:1-3 LXX

After the destruction of Judah in 587 BCE, the Babylonians appointed
Gedaliah as governor over the remaining population. According to the
Hebrew Bible, Gedaliah was soon murdered by Ishmael, one of the army
commanders who had come to Mizpah. Two passages in the Hebrew Bible
describe the murder: 2 Kgs 25:25 and Jer 41:1-3 (= Jer 48:1-3 LXX). While
the Hebrew and Greek texts of 2 Kgs 25:25 contain only minor differences,
the Greek and Hebrew of Jer 41:1-3 (= Jer 48:1-3 LXX) differ consider-
ably from each other as well as from 2 Kgs 25:25. It is apparent that the
different versions of the passage preserve different stages in the literary
development of the text. It is necessary to discuss each difference sepa-
rately with no predetermined presupposition as to which witness is more
original, and a reason for each plus has to be understood. Nevertheless,
the assumption that the plusses are the result of expansions provides the
most probable explanation in most cases.! Thus, we can assume that 2 Kgs

1. Nevertheless, some scholars (e.g., Bernhard Duhm, Das Buch Jeremia [KHC
11; Tiibingen: J. C. B. Mohr, 1901], 316; Walter Dietrich, Prophetie und Geschichte:
Eine redaktionsgeschichtliche Untersuchung zum deuteronomistischen Geschichtswerk
[FRLANT 108; Gottingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1972), 143; Gwilym H. Jones,
1 and 2 Kings [NCBGC; Grand Rapids: Eerdmans,1984], 647) have assumed that 2 Kgs
25:25 may be a shortened and thus younger version of the Jeremiah passage, but this is
unlikely. Most of the differences between the passages can be shown to be secondary
additions that accord with very typical editorial changes that have been made to the
texts of the Hebrew Bible. Reasons or motives for the changes also become apparent,
while it would be difficult to explain the opposite direction of textual development.
Some of the most substantial differences relate to ideological issues. To assume that
they had been omitted in 2 Kgs 25:25 would necessitate a more comprehensive expla-

-127-
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25:25, which is the shortest version, probably also represents the oldest
literary stage. The Greek text in Jer 48:1-3 LXX contains several plusses
in relation to 2 Kgs 25:25, while the Hebrew of Jer 41:1-3 contains further
plusses in relation to both other versions. Jeremiah 41:1-3 MT most likely
represents the youngest literary stage. The comparison of the variant ver-
sions thus reveals significant information about the editorial techniques
and processes of the Hebrew Bible. Many techniques assumed in redaction
criticism have been applied in the transmission of this text.?

10.1. THE HEBREW AND GREEK TEXTS OF 2 KINGS 25:25
The Hebrew and Greek texts of 2 Kgs 25:25 differ only in minor details.

2Kgs 25:25 MT

nohnn Pm PpRwORTA AR SRpPYY K3 PaAwn wThRa M
DTWINTNNY DTINTNRY DA TTYTINR 19N IR DWIR 35W8H
NOENI MR PITIWR

In the seventh month, Ishmael son of Nethaniah son of Elishama, of
royal seed, came with ter men, and they struck down Gedaliah, so that
he died, along with the Judeans and the Chaldeans who were with him
at Mizpah.

2 Kgs 25:25 LXX

xal &yewnn év 16 B36e wi NABey Iopan) vids Nabaviou viot Eicaua éx
ol omépuaros Tév Bacthéwy xal (8éxa) &vdpes pet’ adrol. xal éndrakev/
av tov Todohay, xat amédavey, xal Tols loudaloug xat Tols XaAdalous, of
noav per’ abtol elg/év Magondal.

nation than merely the requirement to shorten, as assumed by scholars who regard
2 Kgs 25:25 as younger. See the discussion below concerning each difference between
the versions.

2. These same texts were discussed in Juha Pakkala, “Gedaliah’s Murder in 2 Kgs
25:25 and Jer 41:1-3,” in Scripture in Transition: Essays on Septuagint, Hebrew Bible,
and Dead Sea Scrolls in Honour of Raija Sollamo (ed. A. Voitila and J. Jokiranta; Brill:
Leiden, 2008), 401-11. The perspective here is somewhat different, the text has been
completely revised, and many new arguments for the literary changes have been added.
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In the seventh month, Ismael son of Nathanias son of Helisama, of the
seed of the kings [= of royal seed], came with (ten) men, and they/he
struck down Godolias, so that he died, along with the Judeans and the
Chaldeans who were with him at Massephath.

There are some differences between the Greek manuscripts, but most of
them are inconsequential for the current investigation.> Over against the
MT and the parallel versions in Jer 41:1-3 MT and Jer 48:1-3 LXX, the
differences have little bearing. However, one difference should be noted.
Against other Greek manuscripts (and the MT) of 2 Kgs 25:25, Codex Vat-
icanus lacks the word déxa (“ten”). This minus could represent the original
reading, because the secondary addition of detail, also seen in many of the
plusses discussed below, is common. There is no technical reason why the
word should have been accidentally omitted, and there is also no appar-
ent reason for an intentional omission. The problem with the originality
of this minus is that it is found only in one Greek manuscript, and there-
fore we may suggest only tentatively that it represents the original reading.
Apart from the word “ten,” the Vorlage of the LXX translator may have
been identical with the MT.

10.2. THREE PARALLEL VERSIONS THAT REPRESENT
THREE LITERARY STAGES

More significant are the differences between 2 Kgs 25:25 and both ver-
sions in Jeremiah. A reconstructed Hebrew Vorlage of the Greek text in

3. Most Greek manuscripts read IopanA, but Vaticanus has Mavan) instead.
The Antiochene text reads tfi¢ facikeiag instead of T@v Paciréwv found in other
Greek witnesses. The Antiochene reading may be a harmonization toward the MT.
Against most Greek witnesses, which read anéBavev (“he died”), the Antiochene text
has é8avatwoav avtdv (“they killed him”). This corresponds, in part, to the MT of
Jer 41:2: IR NDM (“they killed him”). The addition of the object is probably a later
development and a misunderstanding of N for NR", as in Jer 41:2 (see below). The
Antiochene reading follows the plural of the MT and is possibly original. Another plus
is found at the end of the verse, where the Antiochene text adds anékteivev lopani
(“Ismael killed”). This refers to the killing of the Judeans and Chaldeans. It is probably
a clarifying addition influenced by Jer 41:3 (SRPIW* 1377); see below. Instead of YN
7191900 (“of royal seed”), the Greek reads éx tof oméppatos Tév Paciréwy (“of the seed
of the kings”), which literally corresponds to ©°3%07 P . Instead of the result of a
different Vorlage, the difference was probably created in the translation process, as the
meaning is largely retained.
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Jer 48:1-3 LXX (or a Hebrew retroversion of the LXX) will be provided, as
this will facilitate the comparison. Since Jer 48:1-3 LXX can be compared
with two Hebrew versions, we can be relatively certain about its Vorlage,
although one of its minuses is debatable (see below). It is evident that the
differences between the versions are numerous and substantial. Each dif-
ference will be discussed separately below.>

2 Kgs 25:25 MT/LXX

nahnn YR PRwSRTa Amnsta SNRpPY K2 whawn wrna hm
R DWIR 1YW
NO¥NA INR PATIWR DTS DTATNRY [NAM] OTIRR 1M

In the seventh month, Ishmael son of Nethaniah son of Elishama, of
royal seed, came with (ten) men, and they struck down Gedaliah, so that
he died, along with the Judeans and the Chaldeans who were with him
at Mizpah.

Reconstructed Hebrew Vorlage of Jer 48:1-3 LXX

T'?Dﬂ WTD UDW"?N'{: 'I"JnJ']:l 'mymw R1pawin wTna M
! IR O'WIR oM
TPONTIWR 1""771'DN M mm:wa_mszm_'zmnm

DWIINENI WK DTG AR NN PATIWR OTntha v

4. The LXX* (according to Joseph Ziegler, ed., Jeremias, Baruch, Threni, Epistula
Jeremiae [vol. 15 of Septuaginta: Vetus Testamentum Graecum; Gottingen: Vanden-
hoeck & Ruprecht, 2006]) reads: ! Kal éyéveto @ unmvi 7@ &fdduw AABev Iouanh uldg
Nabaviov vied Exaca dmo yévous Toli BagtAéwe xal déxa dvdpes pet” adrol mpds Tododav
els Maogonda, xai Edayov éxel dptov dua. 2 xal dvéom) Touanh xat ol déxa &vdpes, of
foav uer abrod, xai éndrakav Tov TodoAay, By xatéomoe Baciheds BaBuldvos éml i
Yiis, 3 xai maviag Tobg loudaloug Tods Svrag uet’ adtol év Magoméa xal mdvrag Tolg
XaAdalous Tods ebpebévrag éxet.

5. The plusses in the Jeremiah passages in relation to 2 Kgs 25:25 are underlined.
The plusses in the MT of Jer 41:1-3 in relation to Jer 48:1-3 LXX are displayed in
double underline. The relocated words are displayed in a gray font. In Jer 48:1 most
Greek manuscripts of Jer 48:1 read amd yévous ToU PectAéwe (“of the family of the
king”) for T9PR Y. The difference more probably came about in the translation
process rather than from a reading different from what can be found in the parallel
passages, since the meaning is largely preserved.
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1In the seventh month, Ishmael son of Nethaniah son of Elishama,
of royal seed, camne with ten men m@gmmhmmg
rose up, and they struck down Gedahah _l'LQm_Mng_o_f_ﬂabxlg_u_gd

appointed governor over the Jand, 3and all the Judeans who were with
him at Mizpah and the Chaldeans who were found there.

Jer 41:1-3 MT

20 AYnn yam pDVJ"?N’]:l /Nt YRYNW® N3 pawn wIna
INKR DRWIN TV j'?Dﬂ

05¥N3 170 ONY DY 1981 ANOYNA DA 19 TOR

“12 WPHTITIN 19N IR PATIWR DWIR Sw funatia Sxvow: opn
20N3a 15WT1a DPNNR

PIR2 9237790 TRNTIWR IR NAM

DTEARTINT NI9YAA FPOTNN R PRTWNR DTATR0D NN
HRPOW® N0 NRNYRN "WIN NN DWEINYAI IWR

'In the seventh month, Ishmael son of Nethaniah son of Elishama, of

royal seed, f hief ers of king, came with ten men to
Gedaliah son of Ahjkam to Mizpah, and they ate bread there together,

at Mizpah. ? And Ishmael son of Nethaniah and the ten men that were
with him rose up, and they struck down Gedaliah gon of Ahikam son of
Shaphan with the sword, and he killed him, whom the king of Babylon
had appointed governor over the land, *and all the Judeans who were
with him, with Gedaliah, at Mizpah and the Chaldcans who were found

there; Jshmael killed the soldiers.

10.3. ADDITIONS TO JEREMIAH 41:1-3 MT AND
JEREMIAH 48:1-3 LXX MissING IN 2 KINGS 25:25

Both versions of Jeremiah contain a large plus that refers to a joint meal
attended by Gedaliah and Ishmael. According to the plus, the murder took
place after the meal. The following considerations suggest that the plus is
a later addition. There is no apparent reason why this motif should have
been omitted in 2 Kgs 25:25. Its intentional omission would mean that
the editor had sought to diminish the treachery of Ishmael (see below),
but this is unlikely. One can also see a resumptive repetition (Wiederauf-
nahme) here. The last words before the addition are repeated at the end
of the addition: INR AWK DWIR AW ... IR DVIR 7P (“and
ten men were with him ... and the ten men that were with him”). This is
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a common technique of later editors who sought to return to the older
text so that the transition would be as smooth as possible. A motive for
the plus can also be identified. The editor tried to increase the treachery
of Ishmael’s actions. A common meal followed by an immediate murder
gives the impression that Ishmael is a particularly dishonorable person.
Not only did Ishmael misuse Gedaliah's hospitality and trust, but he also
ate with the host before murdering him. The same tendency to increase
the negative standing of Ishmael can be seen in other passages of Jer 41
as well. In Jer 41:4-9 Ishmael murders mourning pilgrims who were on
their way to bring sacrifices to the temple. He fakes that he is mourning
as well and invites the pilgrims to Gedaliah’s home, but when they reach
the center of Mizpah, he murders them. In the following passage, Ishmael
imprisons the remaining Judeans, including the king’s daughters, and tries
to take them to Ammon. When the other army commanders try to catch
him, he flees to Ammon in a cowardly manner (Jer 41:10-15). It is appar-
ent that Jer 41 portrays Ishmael as a disgraceful murderer who is careless
about the remaining Judean population. His portrayal here is much more
negative than the portrayal in 2 Kgs 25:25. The large plus that contains the
motif of the meal should be seen as part of the broader tendency that can
be observed throughout Jer 41.

The Jeremiah passages further add yIN2 5237150 TPONWR (“whom
the king of Babylon had appointed governor over the land”). This plus is
probably influenced by Jer 40:7 MT, which refers to Gedaliah’s appoint-
ment to office by the Babylonian king.® This addition is similar in nature
to the addition of titles and genealogical details, which was common in the
transmission of the Hebrew Bible.” It is unlikely that the original author
would have needed to repeat the reference to the appointment, and there-
fore it is probable that 2 Kgs 25:25 represents the original text, the plus
thus being a secondary addition.

6. Jer 40:7 is a more probable source of influence than 2 Kgs 25:22-23. This is sug-
gested by the closer language parallel (Jer 40:7: PAR2 15 13"NR Y2390 Tpon—a;
2 Kgs 25:22: 31"73°NR DY5Y Tpam Yaa 1om; 2 Kgs 25:23: "Nk 5237750 Tpan—a
¥1"13). Like Jer 41:2, Jer 40:7 refers to Gedaliah being governor in the land (Y IR2),
while this word is missing in 2 Kgs 25:22. Cf. Jer 41:2: PR3 9237150 Tpon—wK.

7. This is particularly evident in the book of Jeremiah. William McKane, Com-
mentary on Jeremiah 1-25 (vol. 1 of A Critical and Exegetical Commentary on Jere-
miah; 1CC; Edinburgh: T&T Clark, 1986), 1013, notes: “The filling-out of genealogical
information, which has already been explained as a secondary operation in MT, is a
prominent feature of the longer Hebrew text of chapter 417
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The word %2 (“all”) is included in Jer 41:3 MT and Jer 48:3 LXX, but
it is missing in 2 Kgs 25:25. This is also probably a secondary addition,
because there is no reason to assume an omission in 2 Kgs 25:25. More-
over, the word seems to have been added rather frequently in the transmis-
sion of Jeremiah, as a comparison of the MT and LXX shows.8

Jeremiah 41:3 MT and Jer 48:3 LXX specify that Ishmael killed only
those Chaldeans who were found at Mizpah, DW~=I1R¥N1 TWR, while 2 Kgs
25:25 lacks this reference. The plus is probably a secondary addition caused
by the displacement of D TW2R"NN (“and the Chaldeans”). The motive for
these changes may be the attempt to avoid the impression that Babylonians
had been with Gedaliah, or had been invited by Gedaliah. In 2 Kgs 25:25
both the Judeans and the Chaldeans are said to be with Gedaliah, while in
Jeremiah only the Judeans are with him. The Babylonians that were killed
are those that were found in Mizpah. The change is subtle, but it changes
the setting, for one receives the impression from Jeremiah that there had
been some Babylonians who were perhaps accidentally in Mizpah but who
were not necessarily connected with Gedaliah. This change is in line with
the tendency in Jeremiah to increase the positive standing of Gedaliah and
portray Ishmael more negatively. Second Kings 25 is more neutral in this
respect, and one does not receive the impression that Ishmael’s act was
necessarily negative: Ishmael, who is of royal blood, kills someone who
had been instated as a puppet by the Babylonians and who spoke for them
(v. 24). One should also note that due to the displacement of the phrase
D™ TWOA NN (“and the Chaldeans”) after the reference to Mizpah, it was
necessary to specify the location again, the word DW obviously referring
to Mizpah. Without this addition, Ishmael would have been said to have
murdered all Babylonians (cf. “and he killed him ... the Judeans who were
with him ... at Mizpah and the Chaldeans”).

10.4. ADDITIONS TO JEREMIAH 41:1-3 MT

The MT of Jer 41:1-3 contains several additions that are not found in
the other two versions. The development of the proto-Masoretic version
seems to have continued after Jer 48:1-3 LXX. The MT of Jer 41:1 contains

8. For example, the word was added in the MT of Jer 25:1, 4, 17, 19, and 29. The
LXX, which is lacking the word in this chapter, is probably more original. In some
cases, however, the LXX is more expansive, while the MT lacks the word (e.g., Jer
41:8-9 LXX vs. Jer 34:8-9).
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the plus 751 "7 (“[one of ] the chief officers of the king”). This is prob-
ably a secondary addition.’ Dominique Barthélemy has suggested that 27
7511 was accidentally omitted in the other versions due to a homoiar-
chon: "1 AM5AN P PN Although an accidental omission cannot
be ruled out, a secondary addition is more likely. Especially the gener-
ally expansive nature of Jer 41:1-3 MT in relation to the other versions
suggests that we are dealing with an addition here as well. Some scholars
have suggested that 7917 37 was added as a result of an accidental or
corrupted dittography,'! but this theory assumes that a copyist read 711
as '3, which is not very likely. It is more probable that the addition is
intentional and that the editor drew the information from 2 Kgs 25:23 or
Jer 40:8. According to these passages Ishmael had been DN W (“an
army commander”). The addition would thus exemplify a typical textual
development. A further title was added on the basis of information gained
from another passage. The editor may also have attempted to highlight
the drama of Gedaliah’s murder. Even former members of the military or
former administrators of the king were against the new order instated by
the Babylonians.!2

The MT of Jer 41:1-2 contains references to Nethaniah and Ahikam,
the fathers of Gedaliah and Ishmael, respectively. The names are missing
in the parallel verses in Jer 48:1-2 LXX, and it is probable that the MT is
secondary here. Added genealogical detail is very common in the Hebrew

9. Thus, many; e.g., Friedrich Giesebrecht, Das Buch Jeremia (HKAT 3.2.1; Gét-
tingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1907), 214; Arnold B. Ehrlich, Jesaia, Jeremia (vol. 4
of Randglossen zur hebriischen Bibel; Leipzig: Hinrichs, 1912), 345; McKane, Jeremiah
1-25,1014.

10. Dominique Barthélemy, Critique textuelle de IAncien Testament (4 vols.;
OBO 50; Fribourg: Editions Universitaires; Géttingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht,
1982-2005), 2:741-43. He also speculates about the possibility that the 7500 21 is
Ishmael’s grandfather, but this is not convincing and is also irrelevant for the discus-
sion on which text, the MT or LXX, is to be given priority. See the discussion and the
reflection on Barthélemy’s theory in McKane, Jeremiah 1-25, 1014.

11. Thus, e.g., Duhm, Jeremia, 316; Wilhelm Rudolph, Jeremia (HAT 12; Tiibin-
gen: Mohr Siebeck, 1947), 214; and Robert P. Carroll, Jeremiah: A Commentary (OTL;
Philadelphia: Westminster, 1986), 706.

12. On the other hand, Jer 41:4-15 portrays Ishmael in a very negative light—he
murders pilgrims and subsequently flees to Ammon—which could indicate that the
later editor wanted to increase the perception of Ishmael’s treachery toward the new
order.
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Bible,'* and Jer 41:1-2 MT provides further documented evidence for this.
The same tendency in the MT of Jer 41 to add ancestors continues later
in v. 2, for it refers to Gedaliah’s grandfather by adding 15W-12 DP'NR"13
(“son of Ahikam son of Shaphan”). It is also peculiar that Gedaliah’s grand-
father is only now introduced, while the preceding verse already refers
to Gedaliah’s father. On the basis of Jer 41:1-2 MT, later editors seem to
have been particularly prone to repeat ancestral detail. It is reasonable to
assume that an original author would have mentioned the fathers’ names
only once, usually when a person is mentioned for the first time, and there
would be no need to repeat such ancestral details later. In 2 Kgs 25, for
example, this works well. Gedaliah’s father and grandfather are mentioned
only in v. 22, while further references to Gedaliah leave out this informa-
tion.!! Jeremiah 41:1-2 is particularly repetitive in this respect, and thus
the unnecessary references to the fathers and grandfathers are probably
secondary. This assumption is confirmed by the fact that they are also
missing in Jer 48:1-2 LXX.

The location of the meal was further specified in Jer 41:1 MT, but the
secondary nature of this plus is evident. It repeats the reference to the loca-
tion in a disturbing way: 171 OnY QW 199K8" NH¥NA (“and they ate bread
there together, at Mizpah”). One should also note that the preceding sen-
tence already refers to Mizpah as the location where the event takes place.
Thus, this addition seems quite unnecessary, and it may be a gloss that
failed to notice the almost immediately preceding reference to the same
location. One cannot exclude an accidental repetition of the word. In any
case, the word is likely to be a later addition to Jer 41:1 MT, as implied by
the parallel versions.!® The addition shows that later editorial activity often
caused a redundancy in the resulting text. It is apparent that on the basis
of the disturbing repetition a modern critic would also probably be able to

13. E.g,, in Ezra 7:1-5; see Juha Pakkala, Ezra the Scribe (BZAW 347; Berlin: de
Gruyter, 2004), 23-26, for discussion.

14. Note, however, that there is an unnecessary reference to Ishmael’s father and
grandfather in 2 Kgs 25:25, for he was introduced for the first time in v. 23, where
his father is also mentioned. It is possible that vv. 23 and 25 derived from different
authors, but the complexities of this passage cannot be analyzed here. Because the
prehistory of 2 Kgs 25 is not preserved in variant editions of the text, an analysis would
necessitate a literary- and redaction-critical approach.

15. Thus already Duhm, Jeremia, 316.
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identify this addition even without knowledge of the earlier stages of the
text, Jer 48:1 LXX and 2 Kgs 25:25.

Jeremiah 41:2 MT contains a plus according to which Gedaliah was
killed 292 (“with the sword”). It is very likely that the plus is another
secondary addition and that Jer 48:2 LXX and 2 Kgs 25:25 are more origi-
nal here.!6 Expansions that add detail are common in the transmission
of the Hebrew Bible. The editor was perhaps led by his imagination to
think about the way Gedaliah was killed and thus added the sword. On
the other hand, the idea of killing with the sword is frequently met in
other parts of the book of Jeremiah, so it is possible that the addition was
influenced by the other uses of the expression 3912 123 (“kill with the
sword”).!” The addition may also have been intended to increase the dra-
matic nature of the event. In any case, this addition is an example illustra-
tive of added detail.

The MT of Jer 41:3 adds Gedaliah as the one the Judeans were with:
YT nR. This is certainly a secondary addition, as suggested by the
unnecessary repetition of Gedaliah, for the suffix in IR already refers to
him.!8 The suffix of the preposition NN can logically refer only to Geda-
liah, although theoretically it could also refer to the king of Babylon. Since
the reference to the king was also added later, this theoretical confusion
could arise in the expanded text. This is probably the main reason for the
addition; the editor wanted to be explicitly clear that Gedaliah was meant.!®
The result was an awkward repetition that can hardly derive from the orig-
inal author of the passage. This conclusion is confirmed by the fact that
11"9T3" NN is missing in the other two versions. The addition suggests that
unnecessary repetitions should be suspected of being later additions.

16. Nevertheless, some scholars, such as Giesebrecht, Jeremia, 214, have assumed
that the MT is more original, but they provide no evidence for their assumption.

17. E.g., Jer 26:23; 27:13; 34:4; 38:2; 41:2; 42:17, 22. According to Jeremiah’s
prophecy all who remain in Jerusalem will be killed by the sword (Jer 38:2). Although
Gedaliah was not in Jerusalem, perhaps the addition in Jer 41:2 was influenced by this
idea.

18. Thus, many; e.g., Duhm, Jeremia, 316; Giesebrecht, Jeremia, 214; Ehrlich,
Jesaia, Jeremia, 345; Carroll, Jeremiah, 706; and McKane, Jeremiah 1-25, 1014-15.

19. Ehrlich, Jesaia, Jeremia, 345, suggests that the suffix could refer to Ishmael, but
this would necessitate a very different understanding of the whole passage. McKane,
Jeremiah 1-25, 1015, notes with regard to this theory that it “places unacceptable
strains on the grammar of the sentence.”
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At the end of Jer 41:3, the MT contains the plus 7M%M7 "WIR NN
SRpRW* 197 (“Ishmael killed the soldiers”). The killing of the soldiers is
mentioned separately from the other killings. The sentence hangs loosely
at the end of the verse and is poorly integrated with the preceding text.
The sentence repeats the subject, Ishmael, as well as the verb 7121. One
should also note that the verb is conspicuously placed after the object. It
is hardly probable that the original author would have separated the kill-
ing of the soldiers in this way. The fact that the sentence is missing in the
other witnesses confirms the suspicion that it is a secondary addition.?
The additional information may have been deduced from the older text. It
could be reasoned that there must have been some soldiers with Gedaliah,
since he was the governor.?! The example suggests that poorly integrated
loose sentences are often later additions. Even without the other witnesses,
an able literary critic would have suspected that the sentence might have
been added later to Jer 41:3 MT.

As a consequence, all plusses in the MT of Jer 41:1-3 can be regarded
as later additions. Most of them have disturbed the context or created
other tensions within the text, as we have seen. This text thus corroborates
the assumption that tensions and confusion within a text are often the
result of editorial activity.

10.5. A PosSIBLE ORIGINAL READING IN JEREMIAH 48:2 LXX

The MT of Jer 41:2 reads 1NR NN (“and he killed him”). This reading is
partly shared by 2 Kgs 25:25, which omits only the object marker and the
suffix, while Jer 48:2 LXX also omits the verb. This is the only place where
2 Kgs 25:25 contains a plus in comparison with one of the parallels. A
further complication here is the diverging verb form implied by the Maso-
retic vocalization of the Hebrew: Ni™ (hiphil, “and he killed”) in Jer 41:2

20. Thus, many; e.g., Duhm, Jeremia, 316; Barthélemy, Critique textuelle, 2:743-
44; McKane, Jeremiah 1-25,1017-18, 1022.

21. Nonetheless, the text does not reveal whether the soldiers were Babylonian
or Gedaliah’s Judean guard. The missing conjunction in the object marker NX may
indicate that the author of the sentence meant it to specify who the Chaldeans were.
This would mean that the Babylonian soldiers are a more probable candidate. In any
case, is unlikely that the other army commanders mentioned in Jer 40 MT and 2 Kgs
25:23 were meant, for Johanan and the other commanders later seek to kill Ishmael
(Jer 41:11-15 MT).
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and N" (qal, “and he died”) in 2 Kgs 25:25. The subject in Jer 41:2 is thus
Ishmael, while in 2 Kgs 25:25 it is Gedaliah. Although not fully evident,
the most probable solution is that the shortest reading, represented by Jer
48:2 LXX, is also the most original one. Second Kings 25:25 probably rep-
resents the second stage, while Jer 41:2 MT, as the most expansive, is the
youngest reading.

One could make a case for an intentional stylistic shortening by the
translator of Jer 48:2 LXX. The translator would have rendered the two
partly synonymous words 12" (“and they struck down”) and NP (“and he
killed”) with éndraav, for the Greek root matdoow may refer to striking
and killing.22 The Hebrew Vorlage of Jer 48:2 LXX would then have con-
tained NA" (“and he died/killed”) like the other versions. However, this
alternative is unlikely for the following reasons. The difference between
the MT of Jer 41:2 and 2 Kgs 25:25 implies a more complicated develop-
ment. An object, as in Jer 41:2 MT, is needed if the verb Ni" is interpreted
as a hiphil (“he killed”). This would be required if two Hebrew verbs were
rendered with one Greek verb, émdtaav. Without an object, N/ would
have to be read as qal, making Gedaliah the subject (“he died”), but this
would not correspond to the translation. The only possibility would then
be that émdtagav tdv Todohiav corresponds to IR NAM 1ISTINR 12M, but
this already goes beyond the limits of likelihood, because the translator is
often rather literal. More probable is that the Vorlage of the translator in Jer
48:2 lacked 1NN 1AM or N altogether. This assumption is substantiated
by the disturbing position of NM" in 2 Kgs 25:25, for it breaks the connec-
tion between the members in the list whom Ishmael and his men killed:
DITWINTIRY DTN [nom] HYTIIR 1M (“they struck down
Gedaliah, [so that he died,] along with the Judeans and the Chaldeans”).
In the present text of 2 Kgs 25:25 the object marker before D711 (“the
Judeans”) is puzzling since the preceding verb in the gal cannot receive
an object. The object markers of the list can be governed only by the verb
1211 (“and they struck down”), but ’O" (“and he died”) breaks the connec-
tion, and therefore NMA" (“and he died”) is probably a later addition. The
assumption that NN" is secondary also explains the incongruence between
the plural 19" and the singular N of Jer 41:2 MT. Consequently, it seemns

22. For example, NN is translated with the verb mataoow in Jer 48:4 LXX: hiphil
"N is translated as matadvros.
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more probable that Jer 48:2 LXX is original in omitting NA" and that it
here represents an earlier stage of the text than the other witnesses.

The addition of N* (“and he died”) disturbed the original text, caus-
ing a further addition. NM" was probably originally meant to be read as
a qal, with Gedaliah as the subject, but because it confused the text, later
editors and interpreters would have sought to read it as a hiphil, with Ish-
mael as the subject, which suits the grammatical context much better. To
be clear, this reading would have necessitated an additional object marker,
which is now found in Jer 41:2 MT. When Ishmael became the subject of
the verb, the suffix of the object marker would refer to Gedaliah. This edi-
torial change removed the confusion, but the plus can hardly be original,
confirmed by the lack of the word in the other two versions. This example
illustrates how an earlier addition eventually occasioned a further addi-
tion by another editor: First "M was added, with Gedaliah as subject, but
because of the confusion, a later editor sought to improve the sentence by
a further addition, 1NR.

10.6. CONCLUSIONS AND METHODOLOGICAL CONSEQUENCES

Although only a very short passage, Gedaliah’s murder is a very produc-
tive text for investigating editorial processes in the Hebrew Bible. It pro-
vides documented evidence for editorial techniques and additions, many
of which are commonly assumed in literary- and redaction-critical inves-
tigations. The gradual addition of detail is evident. The text grew by means
of successive small additions. Some of the additions are unrelated to each
other, but some are part of a broader ideological editing of the text. The
latter is especially apparent in the changes made in Jer 41 MT and 48 LXX
that portray Ishmael in a more negative light than in 2 Kgs 25.

In many cases, the additions have caused thematic tensions or gram-
matical problems in the expanded text. We have seen several examples
where these problems would have given the literary critic reason to suspect
later editing even without access to the older versions of the text. Some of
the expansions in the Jeremiah passages could have been identified with-
out 2 Kgs 25:25. This is probable in the case of added ancestral information
that repeats what is already said in the preceding text (e.g., “son of Netha-
niah” or “son of Ahikam” in Jer 41 MT). The repetition of “the ten men
[that were] with him” could also give reason to investigate whether the
text between the repeated sentence was added, and here the critic would
probably suspect resumptive repetition. Because the clause T'PHR™WNR
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PR3 5227751 (“whom the king of Babylon had appointed governor over
the land”) is unnecessary after Jer 40:7 and 12 MT, a critic could be able to
detect that it was added as well. A repetition of what has already been said
twice would not be necessary in Jer 41:3. Perhaps the clearest expansion
is found at the end of Jer 41:3 MT: YRYRW® 20 NRAYDA "WIR DR (“Ish-
mael killed the soldiers”). Because the sentence is poorly connected to the
preceding text, as discussed above, it is probable that most literary critics
would have been able to identify it as a later addition.

Nonetheless, not all additions would give the critic reason to suspect
that they were inserted by a later editor. It would be very difficult to iden-
tify some of the small additions, especially 53 (“all”) or 27M2 (“with the
sword”). The addition of one word that does not substantially change the
meaning of the text or confuse its grammar would probably be left unno-
ticed in most cases. Even if one suspected that a word is an addition, it is
difficult to find arguments for the secondary nature of a single word. It
is perhaps also unlikely that one would be able to notice that 7501 *a0
(“[one of] the chief officers of the king”) had been added later, although
the whole sentence has become somewhat congested after its addition.
Despite these exceptions, the passage is an encouraging example of the
possibilities of literary criticism. The classic methodology could detect
many additions. Here it should be added that in this example text, with the
exception of the relocation of D*TWINTNNI (“and the Chaldeans”), all edi-
torial changes have been additions, which accords with the conventional
assumption in the literary-critical method.

This passage has also shown how substantially some texts have been
inflated by later editors. The oldest literary stage, 2 Kgs 25:25, is less than
half the size in comparison with the youngest text, Jer 41:1-3 MT.?> The
additions in the youngest text contain more words than the whole oldest
text. The intermediary stage, Jer 48:1-3 LXX,?4 shows that the growth of the
text was gradual. It corresponds to the idea of a snowball or rolling corpus
where successive hands are behind the additions. It is unlikely that the
additions in the present text example were all written by two editors only.
Three stages of the development have been preserved in these witnesses,
but they are only glimpses of some arbitrary points in the development of

23.2 Kgs 25:25 consists of 22 words, or 124 characters; Jer 48:1-3 LXX consists of
39 words, or 225 characters; and Jer 41:1-3 MT consists of 54 words, or 308 characters.

24, With the exception of NM, in which case Jer 48:1-3 LXX probably preserves
the original reading in omitting it.
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the text. On the basis of the discussed documented evidence, one could
assume that the text now preserved in Jer 41:1-3 MT is the result of at least
five to seven different editors,?> which corresponds to some of the most
radical redaction-critical models. Even if we do not distinguish between
the potentially different editors and concentrate only on the three liter-
ary stages, our resulting reconstruction would seem rather radical. If we
take the youngest edition of the text, with the different redactions marked,
the resulting text would not essentially differ from the reconstructions of
redaction critics, except that here we have documented evidence for it.2

Jer 41:1-3 MT?7

=) nabnn yn WJVJ"?N'D mn-a YRPHW* 82 AW wIna M

v D2 ORI 1275 IR owaR w1 1onn
1M IO PATIWR QWIR TIWK TNt 'ZBEDMPH a8 1

5237750 TRaTIWR N8 (NDM) 2aNa [awtla DR ORI YR
nO¥NA IMYTAR DR TATIWR DUTWIANR DTN v para

SRPDOW N30 NRNYRN "WIR DX QW INYAI TWR D100 TR

In the seventh month, Ishmael son of Nethaniah son of Elishama, of
royal seed, f the chief of the king, came with (ten) men to
Gedalial f Ahil Mizpah. and ! bread ther. ]
at Mizpah. And Ishmael son of Nethaniah and the ten men who were
with him rose up, and they struck down Gedaliah gon of Ahikam son
of Shaphap with the sword, (so that he died > and he killed hjm,) whom
i B n Vi [_QV and, and all the
Judeans and the Chaldeans who were with him, M, at Mizpah

and ihe Chaldeans who were found there; Ishmael killed the soldiers.

25. For example, the word “sword” may not have been added by the same editor
who added “one of the chief officers of the king”

26. It should further be added that this text shows only those literary stages that
were preserved in the documented evidence. It is quite possible that the oldest docu-
mented literary stage, 2 Kgs 25:25, is also the result of earlier editing that is not wit-
nessed by documented evidence.

27. The first stage of expansions is underlined, and the second stage is double
underlined.






11
TECHNIQUES OF REWRITING PROPHECY:
JEREMIAH 48 COMPARED WITH ISAIAH 15-16

The oracle concerning Moab in Jer 48 contains sections that have close
parallels with the prophetic lament on Moab in Isa 15-16. Scholars com-
monly agree that in all likelihood one of these texts is directly dependent
on the other.! Most commentators regard Isa 15-16 as the literary source
of parts of Jer 48.2 There are good reasons to assume that the core of Jer 48
was secondarily supplemented with material from Isa 15-16.

1. Exceptions are Helmer Ringgren, “Oral and Written Transmission in the O.T.,”
ST 3(1949), 34-59, esp. 50-52, who assumes that the author of Jer 48 knew his sources,
which included Isa 15-16, from oral transmission; and John Bright, Jeremiah (AB 21;
Garden City, N.Y.: Doubleday, 1965), 322, who explains the parallels with “anonymous
sayings which were treasured among the followers both of Isaiah and Jeremiah, and
which thus found their way, albeit in different forms, into the books of both prophets”

2. Cf,, e.g., Wilhelm Rudolph, Jeremia (HAT 12; Tiibingen: Mohr Siebeck, 1947),
243; Hans Wildberger, Jesaja 13-27 (vol. 2 of Jesaja; BKAT 10.2; Neukirchen-Vluyn:
Neukirchener Verlag, 1978), 605-6; Otto Kaiser, Der Prophet Jesaja: Kapitel 13-39
(3d ed.; ATD 18; Gottingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1983), 51; Robert P. Carroll,
Jeremiah: A Commentary (OTL; Philadelphia: Westminster, 1986), 792; Gerald L.
Keown, Pamela J. Scalise, and Thomas G. Smothers, Jeremiah 26-52 (WBC 27; Nash-
ville: Thomas Nelson, 1995), 310; William McKane, Commentary on Jeremiah 26-52
(vol. 2 of A Critical and Exegetical Commentary on Jeremiah; ICC; Edinburgh: T&T
Clark, 1996), 1188; William L. Holladay, Jeremiah (2 vols.; Hermeneia; Minneapolis:
Fortress, 1986-89), 2:347-48; Jack R. Lundbom, Jeremiah 37-52: A New Translation
with Introduction and Commentary (AB 21C; New York: Doubleday, 2004), 287; Georg
Fischer, Jeremia 26-52 (HTKAT; Freiburg im Breisgau: Herder, 2005), 517; Willem
A. M. Beuken, Jesaja 13-27 (HTKAT; Freiburg im Breisgau: Herder, 2007), 128. The
priority of Jer 48 was advocated by Hans Bardtke, “Jeremia der Fremdvélkerprophet,”
ZAW 54 (1936), 240-62, esp. 247-48.

-143-
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In the following, we will have a closer look at the parallel passages.
The comparison gives striking insight into how editors worked with older
material that was used as a source. Jeremiah 48 provides empirical evi-
dence of a technique of rewriting that leaves virtually no traces in the new
text. The example bears witness to a case where, without knowledge of the
source text itself, it would be very difficult to discern what kind of editorial
changes had taken place.

11.1. A REWRITTEN ORACLE: JEREMIAH 48:29-33
COMPARED WITH ISAIAH 16:6-10

The part of Jer 48 where most parallels with Isa 15-16 occur begins in
v. 29.3 In this verse, a group of people, presumably the Israelite commu-
nity, speaks about the arrogance of Moab.*

Jer 48:29
125 DT IR IINT TR INI ANRID [ 3 RN el

We have heard of the pride of Moab—he is very proud—of his pride and
his arrogance and the highness of his heart.

In v. 30, Yhwh answers this statement with a similar critique of Moab’s
pride.

Jer 48:30
Wy 19 8 772712 85 Imap i o83 RYT AN

I myself—oracle of Yhwh>—know his insolence, and not right are his
boastings, not right is what they did.

3. Apart from the parallel sections of Isa 15:2-7; 16:6-12; and Jer 48:29-38,
another parallel can be found in Jer 48:5, which is similar to Isa 15:5b (see below, 11.2).

4. The MT adds 1 1122 (“his loftiness and”) before 1MIR31 1IR3, while it is miss-
ing in the LXX, probably also in its Hebrew Vorlage. It is easy to assume that the lectio
brevior is original and was secondarily expanded by inserting a third term describing
Moab’s arrogance.

5. The formula 711* DR (“oracle of Yhwh”) is missing in the LXX, which might
be the original lectio brevior (thus, e.g., Holladay, Jeremiah, 2:343). However, the case
is difficult to decide, since the LXX also reads the first-person singular instead of the
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Verses 29-30 have a close parallel with Isa 16:6, although no dialogue can
be found in this verse; it contains only a statement of the community.

Isa 16:6

Jer 48:29-30

127 0 I0MRN TR TR IR AR 1IR3 MUY

29 We have heard® of the pride of Moab—he.is.very proud—"of his pride
and. his. arrogance and the highness of his heart. 30 I myself—oracle of
Yhwh—know his.insolence, and not right are his boastings, not right is
what they did.

It becomes clear at first glance that these texts cannot be independent from
each other. Both versions closely overlap. Basically, there are three options
to explain the relationship: (1) The author of Jer 48:29-30 has used Isa
16:6. (2) The author of Isa 16:6 has used Jer 48:29-30. (3) Both texts are
dependent on a third source that is now lost.

The third option is theoretically possible, but this is not a necessary
assumption, since nothing indicates that such a source existed.® Since the
relationship can be explained on the basis of the two preserved sources,
the theory of a third source should be rejected (Occam’s razor).

In order to decide between the first and the second option, the charac-
ter of the plusses in Jeremiah has to be taken into consideration. Since all

plural, thus assimilating v. 29 with v. 30 and creating the notion of a continuous pro-
phetic speech. Thus, it is also possible that the M71* DR3 formula was secondarily omit-
ted in the LXX in order to create a text with a coherent speech of the prophet.

6. The LXX reads the first-person singular, thus simplifying the transition between
v. 29 and v. 30. Since the formula 77" ON1 in v. 30 has no equivalent in the LXX, it is
easy to assume that the LXX presents vv. 29-30 as a coherent speech of the prophet.

7.Cf.n. 4.

8. Wildberger, Jesaja 13-27, 605-6.
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these plusses can be characterized as interpretive additions, it is reasonable
to assume that the longer version of Jeremiah was created on the basis of
the Isaiah text. Otherwise, one would have to assume that the plusses were
intentionally omitted in Isaiah, but it is difficult to find a reason or motive
for such omissions, since the plusses are not stylistically or theologically
problematic. In contrast, a clear reason for the expansion of the source
material can be found. It is easy to imagine that the communal statement
of Isa 16:6 was changed into a short dialogue between the community and
Yhwh, who both agree on Moab’s pride and arrogance. The opening of the
newly created divine oracle in Jer 48:30, *NYT* 23R (“I myself know”), could
have been influenced by Jer 29:11, where a speech of Yhwh includes the
phrase "Ny T "2IR.

A striking technical aspect is that virtually all words and phrases of
Isa 16:6 are reused in Jer 48:29-30. The statement of the community in
Jer 48:29 is formulated almost identically to the formulation in Isa 16:6.
One phrase is added (13% D, “and the highness of his heart™), and two
similar words occur in inverted order (WX, “his arrogance,” and 1IR3,
“his pride”). The tendency of expanding the text can also be observed
in the MT, where, compared to the shorter LXX, a third term is added
(1123, “his loftiness”). The remainder of Isa 16:6 is reused in the divine
oracle of v. 30 (1N12Y, “his insolence,” and 173 12 K5, “not right are his
boastings”), and a new phrase is added "WV |2 N, “not right is what they
did”). In sum, the short dialogue between the community and Yhwh in
Jer 48:29-30 can be explained as a slightly expanded, rewritten version of
Isa 16:6. Verbatim quotations of the source text are mixed with some new
terms and ideas.

The next verse of the Jeremiah text, Jer 48:31, provides another close
parallel to the Moab oracle in Isaiah (Isa 16:7). Again, the versions overlap,
but there are also some differences.

Isa 16:7

9. Cf. Ezra 31:10.
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Jer 48:31

In contrast to the preceding text, Jer 48:31 is not simply an expanded
version of Isa 16:7. Several modifications of grammar and meaning can
be observed. In Jer 48:31, the subject of wailing is set in the first-person
singular, which probably implies that the speaker is still Yhwh, as in the
preceding verse (Jer 48:30; see also v. 33: 'NaWA, “I made to cease”).!?
By virtue of this change, the material is assimilated to the context of the
divine oracle in Jer 48:30-31. In addition, the strange expression of Isa
16:7, WAn 2" "WWRY (“for the raisin cakes of Kir-hareseth”) is replaced
in Jer 48:31 with the easily readable wan 3p *waR SR (“toward the men
of Kir-heres”). Another facilitation of meaning is the replacement of the
second person in Isa 16:7 (“you will moan”) with the third person in Jer
48:31 (“one will moan”), since, in the respective contexts, the third person
is used for Moab.!! These clarifications are an additional argument for the
priority of the Isaiah material; the opposite direction of influence would
mean that the text was intentionally made less clear.

It is more difficult to explain why the phrase ©'R23 IR (“surely they are
stricken”) is missing in Jer 48:31. Given the probable priority of the Isaiah
version, there are two possible explanations for this. Either the phrase was
secondarily omitted in Jer 48:31, or it was secondarily added to the Isaiah
text, perhaps in the form of a marginal gloss. The reasons for the former
alternative could be poetological since Jer 48:31 seems to be composed as
a tricolon,!? while Isa 16:6 shows a different structure.

Jeremiah 48:32 has a parallel in Isa 16:8-9:

Isa 16:8-9
WAL I P Y 0 YA anaw 194 SYnR pawn mnTw

0. 173P W03 TIN9W N3TA N

10. Lundbom, Jeremiah 37-52, 289.
11. E.g., Wildberger, Jesaja 13-27, 594.
12. E.g., Lundbom, Jeremiah 37-52, 287.
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It is conspicuous that here the text of Jeremiah is much shorter than that
of Isaiah. At first glance, this seems to indicate the priority of the Jeremiah
text, which would contrast with the observations made on the preceding
verses. Yet, another explanation can be given for the different length of the
texts. It is possible that the author of Jer 48:32 did not use all of Isa 16:8-9
for poetological reasons and/or because of considerations about content
and context. Alternatively, the author of Jer 48:32 used a version of Isa 16
that was somewhat shorter than the MT version.

There are several details that corroborate the priority of Isa 16:8-9.
Difficult and peculiar expressions have been replaced in the Jeremiah text.
Instead of the hapax legomenon MMSW (“branches”)' that is found in Isa
16:8, Jer 48:32 has the more common word for branches PW'V3,!15 and
instead of the strange sentence 993 711 (“a shout has fallen”), as in Isa

13. The translation according to the shorter text of the LXX. MT adds D before
Y.

14. Wilhelm Gesenius, Hebrdiisches und Aramdisches Handwdrterbuch iiber das
Alte Testament (ed. Herbert Donner; 18th ed.; Heidelberg: Springer, 2010), 6:1363;
David J. A. Clines, ed., The Dictionary of Classical Hebrew (8 vols; Sheffield: Sheffield
Phoenix, 1993~ 2011), 8:365.

15. Cf. Jer 5:10.
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16:9, Jer 48:32 has the more comprehensible o1 TV (“a devastator has
fallen”). This change is also a harmonization with the broader context of
Jer 48:32, since the word TTW (“devastator”) already occurs in Jer 48:8 and
18. Another facilitation of meaning is the change of T8 (“your har-
vest”) into T2 (“your vintage”), because the latter fits better with the
preceding TP (“your summer fruit”). The word ¥ usually refers to
grain harvest that was done earlier in the year, whereas summer fruit and
grapes were harvested around the same time. This modification was made
by the change of only one consonant ('¥p/7*23).

The different order of the shared material is notable. The beginning
and end of Jer 48:32 find parallels in Isa 16:9, while parts of the middle sec-
tion of Jer 48:32 correspond to Isa 16:8. If we assume that the Jeremiah text
is dependent on Isa 16:8-9, we have to conclude that its author rearranged
the source material with considerable freedom. Sentences were relocated
and restructured. In effect, the source text has been rewritten.

The parallels with Isa 16 continue in Jer 48:33. This verse corresponds
to Isa 16:10.

Isa 16:10

And joy and rejoicing are taken away from the orchard, and in the vine-
yards no songs are sung, no shouts are raised, no treader

in the presses; [ have made the shout to cease.

Jer 48:33

the shouting is no shouting.

16. Here the shorter text of the LXX is probably to be preferred (e.g., Holladay,
Jeremiah, 2:343). The MT adds 1 91721 (“from the orchard and”), which could be a
secondary assimilation to Isa 16:10.
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These verses also contain some differences that indicate the priority of the
Isaiah version. Some of the material is assimilated to the context of Jer 48
(AN PIND, “from the land of Moab,” instead of Y1271 1N, “from the
orchard,” seems to be borrowed from Jer 48:24), and some is amplified (Jer
48:33 adds the peculiar sentence!” T/ Y TT'7, “the shouting is no shout-
ing,” which modifies the motif of the ceased shouting by explaining that a
shout of horror has replaced the joyful shouting'8). The Isaiah version also
contains a major plus: Yy7* 8% 137* 8 021221 (“and in the vineyards no
songs are sung, no shouts are raised”). This passage was either deliberately
omitted by the author of Jer 48, or it was secondarily added to Isa 16. The
first option is more probable than the second since the passage adds virtu-
ally nothing beyond the rest of the text, and the author of Jer 48 could have
regarded it as superfluous in the context of his new composition.

In sum, the cumulative evidence from all the verses strongly speaks
for the secondary nature of Jer 48:29-33 in relation to Isa 16. Some pas-
sages of the Isaiah material have been expanded, and several modifica-
tions of terms and phrases can be explained as attempts to express an idea
in a clearer way, for example, by using more common words than in the
source text. Especially important are those changes that seem to be influ-
enced by both the immediate context of Jer 48 and the wider context of
the entire book of Jeremiah. The author of Jer 48 obviously sought to har-
monize the text adopted from Isa 16 with its new context in the book of
Jeremiah. From a technical perspective, Jer 48:29-33 can be characterized
as a rewritten version of Isa 16:6-10.

The author of this rewritten prophecy used the material from Isaiah
in striking density. He did not add much of his own, but it also seems that
he was not bound to use all material of his source. To be sure, it is possible
that some of the plusses of the Isaiah version were added later. Neverthe-
less, it would be rather difficult to explain all of the plusses in Isa 16:6-10
as later expansions, since many of them are indispensable parts of the syn-
tactic and poetic structure. One has to assume that in rendering the new
text the author of Jer 48:29-33 deliberately skipped some sections of the
source text.

Although Jer 48:29-33 turns out to be a text in which most parts of Isa
16:6-10 have been recycled, it is at the same time a completely new com-

17. The MT is often regarded as corrupt; thus, e.g., Rudolph, Jeremia, 242; Hol-
laday, Jeremiah, 2:344.
18. Thus already Rashi; see Lundbom, Jeremiah 37-52, 294.
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position. Without the source, one would not be able to recognize that Jer
48:29-33 is a rewritten version of an older text. It is remarkable that this
prophecy, despite being a rewritten text, is composed as poetry, as indi-
cated by the cola structure and the parallelisms.!® The late editor behind
Jer 48:29-33 was thus able to emulate older poetical texts and/or create
new texts of corresponding structure.

11.2. A PROSE SUPPLEMENT: JEREMIAH 48:34

The following verse, Jer 48:34, differs from the preceding composition,
because it has no poetical structure.

Jer 48:34

wOw nHap 0N Y e o9 una P T ASYOR T pawn npym
™ pwnb 0N DA D

From the cry of Heshbon as far as Elealeh, as far as Jahaz they raised their
voice, from Zoar as far as Horonayim, Eglath-Shelishiyah; indeed, even
the waters of Nimrim are a desolation.

This verse appears to be a prose supplement to the preceding poem of Jer
48:29-33. One could conclude from this observation that v. 34 was added
by another hand.?® This assumption is also suggested by the fact that the
verse corresponds to an entirely different part of the Isaiah oracle than
does Jer 48:29-33. Jeremiah 48:34 uses words and phrases that are found
in Isa 15:4-6.

Isa 15:4-6

19. Pace BHS, this probably also includes vv. 30-31 (Carroll, Jeremiah, 789; Hol-
laday, Jeremiah, 2:343; Lundbom, Jeremiah 37-52, 286~87).
20. Lundbom, Jeremiah 37-52, 294.
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4 And Heshbon cried out and Elealeh; as far as Jahaz their voice is heard;
therefore the armed men of Moab shout; his soul has trembled within
him. 3 My heart cries out for Moab; his fugitives flee to Zoar, Eglath-
Shelishiyah. Indeed, on the ascent of Luhith they climb up upon it with
weeping. Indeed, on the way of Horonayim they raise a cry of destruc-

tion. ® Indeed, the waters of Nimrim are a desolation; indeed, the grass is
withered, the new growth fails, there is no green thing,

Jer 48:34

It is peculiar that a part of this source text already has another parallel in
Jer 48, namely in the opening verses of the chapter.

Isa 15:5
WO oY R TY NR™MAa pyr arind 1b
=Ba i tidm= = s Uakiri Mnrs o )
WP N3V PP NN TIT 1A

My heart cries out for Moab; his fhgitives flee to Zoar, Eglath-Shelishi-

Jer 48:5

pamnTMna R
WRW 3w PR

Indeed, on the ascent of Luhith,?! they. climb, up with. weeping, with

21. With Qere.
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weeping. Indeed, on the descent of Horonayim,?? they have heard a ¢ry
of destruction.

These parallels are difficult to explain since they are found within a com-
pletely different section of Jer 48. William Holladay assumes that the two
cola of Jer 48:5 originally belonged to v. 34, but after a scribal mistake they
were “written in the margin” and later “erroneously incorporated into the
previous column.??* Clearly, without documented evidence this is rather
speculative and not the only possible explanation: Jer 48:5 could also be a
quotation of Isa 15:5 that is independent of the secondary v. 34. The author
of v. 34 could have been inspired by the fact that Jer 48:5, which was part of
an older version of the chapter, already drew on Isa 15:5. Another possibil-
ity is that Jer 48:5 was secondarily added to its current location, inspired by
the parallels to Isa 15-16 in the last verses of Jer 48. All three options are
conceivable, but without further documented evidence it remains difficult
to determine which is correct.

11.3. ANOTHER ORACLE COMPOSED OF ISAIANIC PHRASES:
JEREMIAH 48:35-38A

The parallels with Isa 15-16 continue in Jer 48:35-38a. In contrast to the
preceding verses (Jer 48:29-33, 34), the parallels of this passage are found
not in a single part of the Isaiah text (as in Jer 48:29-33 // Isa 16:6-10 and
Jer 48:34 // Isa 15:5) but in three different parts of Isa 15-16 (Isa 16:11-
125 15:2-3; 15:7). Given the priority of the Isaiah material, this indicates
a change of the editorial method. The author or authors of Jer 48:35-38
composed this text by collecting material from different passages in Isa
15-16.

Isa 16:11-12; 15:2-3,7

020 5P anin ArdI M AR D Y 16:12
521 &5 SHannd wpn 58 k1

22. With LXX; MT adds ™ ¥ (“the adversaries of”), which probably goes back to
a marginal gloss.
23. Holladay, Jeremiah, 2:340 (see also 346).
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In contrast with the Isaiah version, the composition of Jer 48:35-38 is
introduced in v. 35 as an oracle of Yhwh. Although this verse contains only
a short parallel with the Isaiah text (7720 5V, “on the high place”), it can
be regarded as an interpretation of this text. While according to Isa 16:12
Moab will not be able to pray, Jer 48:35 adds that Yhwh himself brings

TECHNIQUES OF REWRITING PROPHECY

Jer 48:35-38

PAORY UM ANan YY) Abyn M ord annd navm

M DR132 pan

35 And I will bring to an end in Moab—oracle of Yhwh—who offers [on

one takes delight—oracle of Yhwh.

24. With LXX. The MT (723 n%pn) seems to be the result of haplography.
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an end to the worship of Moab’s god ("Naw:, “I will bring to an end,” is
resumed from the preceding v. 33). The participles nyn (“who offers”)
and "OPN (“who burns”) could have been borrowed from another pas-
sage of the book of Jeremiah (Jer 33:18).

The next verse (Jer 48:36) combines material from two different parts
of Isa 15-16 (Isa 16:11 and 15:7). Isaiah 16:11 is considerably modified
in Jer 48:36a: 'YN (“my bowels”) is replaced with =) (“my heart”), M2
(“harp”) with 0'55n (“flutes”),? and the city name “Kir-heres” is expanded
with the phrase "Win YR (“toward the men of”), which is resumed from
v. 31. However, Jer 48:36b seems to be rather mechanically copied from Isa
15:7a: 19 9 (“Therefore”) fits the context in Isa 15 but not in Jer 48:36b,
because what is mentioned here is not the consequence of the moaning but
its reason.?6 The addition of the verb 172K (“they have perished”), which
probably refers to the collective noun NAN* (“abundance, riches”),?” can
be regarded as an interpretation of the source text since Isa 15:7 describes
how the rest of Moab’s wealth is carried away. The word TaR (“to be lost”)
is already used in another part of Jer 48, namely, in v. 8, which belongs to
the older core of the chapter.

Jeremiah 48:37-38a is composed of motifs and phrases from Isa 15:2
and 3 that describe signs and rites of mourning. In this case, only minor
changes can be observed that do not affect the meaning substantially: 173R
PW (“they are girded with sackcloth”) is replaced with pw ounn 5 (“on
the loins is sackcloth”), and instead of *222 77* 9" 7153 (“all of him wails,
going down with weeping”), the Jeremiah text has the short and simple
nominal clause 7901 153 (“all of him is lamentation”). The Jeremiah text
adds N7 07 92 YV (“on all hands are gashes”)—the motif of gashes is
mentioned repeatedly in the book of Jeremiah in the context of mourning
rites.?

The rewriting of phrases from Isa 15-16 suddenly stops after Jer 48:38a.
Verse 38b adds another oracle that has no parallel in the Isaiah material:
“For [ have broken Moab like a jar in which no one takes delight—oracle
of Yhwh” This is clearly influenced by Jer 22:28, where the phrase PR 2
12 PON (“a jar in which no one takes delight”) occurs.

25. Flutes seem to be more closely related to the ritual of mourning; see Rudolph,
Jeremia, 244, who refers to Matt 9:23 and Josephus, ] W. 3.9.5.

26. McKane, Jeremiah 26-52, 1189.

27. Rudolph, Jeremia, 242.

28. Cf. Jer 16:6; 41:5; 47:5; and the conjecture in 49:3.
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11.4. RESULTS AND METHODOLOGICAL CONSEQUENCES

The parallels between Isa 15-16 and Jer 48 give exemplary insight into the
production of literary prophecy. Many details indicate that the author(s)
of Jer 48:29-38 used Isa 15-16 as a quarry of words, phrases, and motifs
to create a new text. Some of the material taken from the source was
left unaltered, some was slightly modified, and some was rearranged or
more substantially changed, and some new formulations were added. The
material in Jer 48:29-38 that finds no parallel in Isa 15-16 was mostly
inspired by or taken from the older core of Jer 48, or from other parts of
the book. These additions served to adapt the material taken from Isaiah
to its new context.

This process of creating new Jeremianic prophecies continued at the
end of Jer 48, which utilizes material from other parts of the Hebrew Bible.
Quotations of the so-called Isaiah apocalypse (Isa 24:17-18 // Jer 48:43-
44) are combined with material about Moab taken from the book of Num-
bers (Num 21:28 // Jer 48:45; Num 24:17 // Jer 48:45-46). In part, these
expansions seem to have been made after the Hebrew Vorlage of the LXX
diverged from the shared textual tradition with the MT since the MT con-
tains several sentences that are not yet included in the LXX. In particular,
the quotations from Numbers are still missing in the LXX, which implies
that they were added to the proto-MT at a very late stage.

The authors of these literary prophecies at the end of Jer 48 (beginning
with the use of Isa 16:6-10 in Jer 48:29-33) were writing in the name of
Jeremiah, since they contributed to the large scroll that bears the title *327
11727 (“The words of Jeremiah”; Jer 1:1 MT). It is probable that they iden-
tified their scribal activity, or wanted it to be identified, with the authority
of this great prophet. At the same time, they made extensive use of another
prophetic book. They did not create a completely new text but reused
words and phrases that already existed somewhere else in the prophetic
literature. This editorial attitude may derive from the assumption that all
prophets were inspired by the same divine spirit and thus were using simi-
lar words and phrases. Clearly, the authors behind Jer 48:29-33 regarded
the texts used as sources as having considerable authority, for otherwise
they would hardly have used them in the first place. At the same time,
however, these authors had no problems in making considerable changes
to these texts.

The passage where the parallels with Isa 15-16 occur can be divided
into three parts: vv. 29-33, v. 34, and vv. 35-38a. These parts show basi-
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cally the same technique of rearranging the Isaiah material, but there are
also some differences. In the first and second parts, coherent sections of
the Isaiah text are used, whereas the author(s) of the third part collected
material from three different parts of Isa 15-16. The style of the rearranged
material also varies. While vv. 29-33 have a poetical structure, v. 34 is
written in prose, and vv. 35-38a display a prosaic style with some poetic
elements that could be described as rhythmic prose.?® It is possible that
these differences of scribal technique indicate the activity of three different
editors who subsequently adapted material from Isa 15-16 to the context
of Jer 48.

The comparison between Jer 48 and Isa 15-16 shows how limited the
means of reconstructing the literary prehistory of a transmitted text can
be in some cases. This seems to be especially true for poetic texts. Without
knowledge of Isa 15-16, it would be next to impossible to reconstruct the
original form of the source text, and, indeed, it could even be asked if one
would be able to discern that this passage consists of recycled material
from an older source. In relation to Isa 15-16, the author(s) of Jer 48:29-38
used a method that can be characterized as rewriting. Due to this method,
the text does not betray that it was written on the basis of an older source
text. Consequently, the analysis of Jer 48 provides a firm methodologi-
cal warning against trusting too much in the potential for reconstructing
the textual sources of a given text, especially in poetic compositions. The
possibility that such rewriting took place in the history of a text has to be
taken into account.

29. Lundbom, Jeremiah 37-52, 296.
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EVIDENCE OF PSsALM COMPOSITION: PSALM 108 AS A
SECONDARY COMPILATION OF OTHER PsaLM TEXTS

Psalm exegesis often does not pay much attention to the intricate problems
of literary history. Psalms are interpreted as given literary units, irrespec-
tive of whether they were in fact initially created as such units or bear
marks of editorial work. There is evidence, however, that gives strikingly
clear insight into the editorial processes that took place in the literary
history of single psalms and of the entire Psalter. Clear documented evi-
dence for these processes is found at Qumran, in particular in the great
Psalms scroll 11QPs? and in the manuscript 4Q236, both of which show
considerable differences from the versions of the MT and the LXX.! Yet,
some empirical evidence for editorial activity can also be found within the
canonical Psalter, for some psalms are found in two different versions in
different parts of the Psalter—for example, Ps 14 and Ps 53, or Ps 40:14-18
and Ps 70. This chapter focuses on one such case, Ps 108 and its parallels in
Pss 57 and 60. The example shows how some psalm texts were rearranged
and altered by editors. The textual evidence is based mainly on the MT, but
the LXX version will also be considered.

1. On 11QPs? see, e.g., Ulrich Dahmen, Psalmen- und Psalterrezeption im Frih-
judentum: Rekonstruktion, Textbestand, Struktur und Pragmatik der Psalmenrolle
11QPsa aus Qumran (STDJ 49; Leiden: Brill, 2003); Martin Leuenberger, Konzep-
tionen des Konigtums Gottes im Psalter: Untersuchungen zu Komposition und Reda-
ktion der theokratischen Biicher IV-V im Psalter (ATANT; Ziirich: Theologischer
Verlag, 2004), 11-16. On 4Q236, see Peter W. Flint, “A Form of Psalm 89 (4Q236
= 4QPs89),” in Pseudepigraphic and Non-Masoretic Psalms and Prayers (Vol. 4A of
The Dead Sea Scrolls: Hebrew, Aramaic, and Greek Texts with English Translations; ed.
James H. Charlesworth; Tiibingen: Mohr Siebeck; Louisville: Westminster John Knox,
1997), 40-45.
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12.1. THE PHENOMENON: PSALM 108 AND
ITS PARALLELS IN PSALMS 57 AND 60

Apart from the superscription TT> P "W (“A song, a psalm of
David”; v. 1), Ps 108 has a close parallel in two other psalms. The first part
(vv. 2-6) is almost identical to Ps 57:8-12, while the second part (vv. 7-14)
corresponds with Ps 60:7-14.}

Ps 108:2-6
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Ps 57:8-12
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Ps 108:2-6

my glory!
3 Awake, O harp and lyre; I will awake the dawn!

extends to the clouds.

2. Verse numbers for all English translations refer to the MT numbering.
3. In this chapter, the plusses in one version are underlined, while other differ-
ences are displayed in dashed underline. Dotted underline marks parallels.



PSALM 108

6 Be exalted above the heavens, O God, and let your glory be over all the
earth!

Ps 57:8-12

8 My heart is steadfast, O God, my heart is steadfast; I will sing and make
melody!

extends to the clouds.
12 Be exalted above the heavens, O God; let your glory be over all the
earth!

Ps 108:7-14
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Ps 108:7-14

7 That those whom you love may be rescued, save with your right hand,
and answer me.

8 God has spoken in his sanctuary: “With exultation I will divide up
Shechem and portion out the Vale of Succoth.

% Gilead is mine, Manasseh is mine, and Ephraim is the defense of my
head; Judah is my scepter.

10 Moab is my washbasin; on Edom I hurl my shoe; over Philistia I shout
(in triumph).”

12]s it not, O God, that you rejected us? And you do not go out, O God,
with our armies!

130 grant us help against the foe, for human help is worthless.

14 With God we shall do valiantly; it is he who will tread down our foes.

Ps 60:7-14

7'That those whom you love may be rescued, save with your right hand
and answer us.

8 God has spoken in his sanctuary: “With exultation I will divide up
Shechem and portion out the Vale of Succoth.

% Gilead is mine, and Manasseh is mine, and Ephraim is the defense of
my head; Judah is my scepter.

10 Moab is my washbasin; on Edom I hurl my shoe; over me, O Philistia,

1215 it not, O God, that you rejected us? And you do not go out, O God,
with our armies!

130 grant us help against the foe, for human help is worthless.

14 With God we shall do valiantly; it is he who will tread down our foes.

These parallels can be explained in two ways:* Ps 108 could have been
composed by quotations from Ps 57 and 60, or both Ps 57 and 60 could

4. A third option is proposed by Mitchell Dahood, Psalms III: 101-150 (AB 17A;
Garden City, N.Y.: Doubleday, 1970), 93; he assumes that in all three psalms the same
“ancient religious poems” are used. This assumption, however, is not necessary, for
it does not bring any heuristic advantage (Occam’s razor). It is also possible that the
source texts of Ps 108 are simply identical with Ps 57 and Ps 60, which would make
the assumption of an unknown source irrelevant. The elohistic shape of Ps 108, which
cannot be explained by Dahood’s theory (see below, 12.2), further suggests that an
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quote parts of Ps 108. However, the comparison between the parallel texts
supports only the first possibility.>

12.2. GENERAL ARGUMENTS FOR THE PRIORITY
OF PSALM 57 AND PsSALM 60

A good starting point to reconstruct the relationship between the three
psalms is the observation that both parts of Ps 108 differ in form and con-
tent. These differences are related to those parts of Ps 57 and Ps 60 that
have no parallel in Ps 108.5

The first part of Ps 108 (vv. 2-6) is a praise of Yhwh spoken by an
individual. The parallel section in Ps 57:8-12 forms the closing part of
the prayer of an individual and is thus its intrinsic part. The praise of Ps
57:8-12 is also linked to this prayer in the first half of Ps 57 by shared
vocabulary (0'DW, “heavens”; TON, “steadfast love™; DR, “faithfulness” in
vv. 4, 11 and the root ]'2 in vv. 7, 8). In addition, an entire verse of the first
part of the psalm is repeated in the second part (vv. 6 and 12). By virtue of
these links, both parts of Ps 57 closely correspond to each other.

Ps 57:2-12
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unknown source is improbable. In addition, the detailed comparison reveals noth-
ing that indicates that such independent poems existed, as the following observations
show (see below, 12.3).

5. Raymond Jacques Tournay, “Psaumes 57, 60 et 108: Analyse et interprétation,’
RB 96 (1989): 5-26, esp. 23-26.

6. Leslie C. Allen, Psalms 101-150 (WBC 21; Waco, Tex.: Word, 1983), 67.
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The second part of Ps 108 (vv. 7-14) includes a plea for help (v. 7), a divine
oracle (vv. 8-10), questions of an individual speaker (v. 11), and conclud-
ing prayers and confessions of the community (vv. 1213, 14). The paral-
lels to these verses are found in Ps 60:7-14, and they are closely linked with
the first part of the psalm, Ps 60:1-6. For example, the plea for help (Ps
60:7) is the continuation of the preceding lamentations of the community
in vv. 3-6, as indicated by 1pnb (“That”) in v. 7. The closing prayers and
confessions of the community in Ps 60:12-13, 14 are related to the opening

EVIDENCE OF PSALM COMPOSITION

2 Be merciful to me, O God, be merciful to me, for in you my soul takes
refuge; in the shadow of your wings I will take refuge, until the destroy-
ing storms pass by.

3 cry to God Most High, to God who fulfills his purpose for me.

4 He will send from heaven and save me; he will put to shame those who
faithfulness.

31 lie down among lions—set on fire are human beings—their teeth are
spears and arrows, their tongues sharp swords.

earth!

7 They set a net for my steps; my soul was bowed down. They dug a pit in
my path, but they have fallen into it themselves. Selah.

make melody!

% Awake, my glory, awake, O harp and lyre; I will awake the dawn!

107 will give thanks to you among the peoples, O Lord; I will sing praises
to you among the nations.

earth!

lamentations in vv. 3-5, and v. 12 is also similar to v. 3.

7. Verses 7 and 8 are linked by the root 12; thus, e.g., John Goldingay, Psalms
42-89 (vol. 2 of Psalms; Baker Commentary on the Old Testament Wisdom and

Ps 60:3-14

19, 32IWN.NDIR MY NN RN
A0R 72, 1AW . NAN.ONRRA PIR WA

Psalms; Grand Rapids: Baker Academic, 2007}, 198.
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? O God, you have rejected us, broken our defenses; you have been angry;
now restore us!

¢ You have caused the land to quake; you have torn.it.open; repair. the
cracks in.it. for it is tottering.

> You have. made your people suffer hard. things;.you have given us wine
to drink that. made us.reel.

6You have set up a banner for those who fear you, to rally to it out of
bowshot. Selah.

7 That those whom you love may be rescued, save with your right hand
and answer us.

8God has spoken in his sanctuary: “With exultation I will divide up
Shechem and portion out the Vale of Succoth.

% Gilead is mine, and Manasseh is mine, and Ephraim is the defense of
my head; Judah is my scepter.

10 Moab is my washbasin; on Edom I hurl my shoe; over me, O Philistia,
shout!”

11 Who will bring me to the fortified city? Who will lead me to Edom?

12 s it not, O God, that you rejected us? And you do not go out, Q. God,
13Q grant us help against the foe, for human help is. worthless.

14 With God we shall do valiantly; it is he who will tread down our foes.

In other words, both Ps 57:8-12 and Ps 60:7-14 cannot be separated from
their respective contexts without seriously disturbing the entire struc-
ture of those psalms. In contrast, Ps 108:1-6 and 7-14, the parallels to Ps
57:8-12 and Ps 60:7-14, are largely unrelated to each other. Apart from
the word ©""YR (“God”) and most common vocabulary, like 1 (“and”)
or B (“over”), the vocabulary of the two sections is unrelated. In addi-
tion, after the speaking of the individual in the opening of the psalm, it
is surprising that the psalm closes with statements of the community (vv.
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12-14).8 Even if we did not possess the parallel texts of Ps 108 in Pss 57
and 60, the internal tension in Ps 108 is evident and would easily lead to
the assumption that the psalm does not form an integral unity and that it
indeed consists of two originally different parts.

Another important argument for the secondary character of Ps 108 is
related to the so-called elohistic psalter in Pss 42-83. Both Ps 57 and Ps 60
belong to this psalm group, in which the appellative DR (“God”) occurs
frequently while the divine name M7 (“Yhwh”) is used rarely. Like most
psalms of Pss 42-83, Ps 108 uses oK (“God”) throughout the text (vv. 2,
6, 8, 12, 14; v. 4 is an exception because M* replaces WX from Ps 57:10).
This conspicuous phenomenon suggests that Ps 108 could be dependent
on the elohistic psalms 57 and 60. This is corroborated by the fact that in
the psalms that surround Ps 108, the use of O"9R (“God”) is restricted
to Ps 108. In the entire fifth book of the Psalter (Pss 107-150), the word
O"9R (“God”) is used in the singular only in Pss 108 and 144:9.

12.3. MINOR TEXTUAL CHANGES IN PSALM 108 PROVIDE ADDITIONAL
EVIDENCE FOR ITS SECONDARY CHARACTER

These general considerations are supported by a close comparison between
the parallel passages. Compared with Ps 57 and Ps 60, the text of Ps 108 dif-
fers in several details.’® Most of the differences can be explained as delib-
erate modifications of the source texts related to the composition of the
new psalm.!!

8. On the first-person singular in v. 7 ((32), see below (12.3, no. 4).

9. On this difference see below (12.3, no. 2).

10. Some minor differences that need not be discussed at length are related to
the use of the copula 1 (“and”). It forms a small plus in Ps 108:4, 6 compared with Ps
57:10, 12, and it occurs in Ps 60:9 while it is missing in the parallel passage of Ps 108:9;
in all these cases the LXX has assimilated the text of both psalms by the constant use
of xal. It is possible that the use of the copula in Ps 108:4, 6 is a syntactical facilitation
compared to the asyndetical bicola of the source text, while, in the case of Pss 108:9
/1 60:9, the MT of Ps 108:9 could attest to a more original text. However, one should
not place too much weight on this, because such small variations can always be due
to scribal mistakes.

11. Ernst Axel Knauf, “Psalm Ix und Psalm cviii,” VT 50 (2000): 55-65, 63 with
n. 39; Erich Zenger, in Frank-Lothar Hossfeld and Erich Zenger, Psalmen 101-150
(Freiburg: Herder, 2008), 163-65.
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1. The second colon of Ps 57:8 (*ab 1133, “my heart is steadfast”) is
missing in Ps 108:2. It is unlikely that this colon was secondarily added to
Ps 57:8,12 since in Ps 57:8-9 it is closely integrated into the poetic struc-
ture. These verses are composed as elaborate tricola with repetitive and
climactic parallelisms.!?

Ps 57:8-9

ovHR 132b o
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8 My heart is steadfast, O God, my heart is steadfast; I will sing and make
melody!
% Awake, my glory, awake, O harp and lyre; I will awake the dawn!

This structure cannot be found in Ps 108:2, because the second colon, 1123
15 (“my heart is steadfast”), is not repeated.

Ps 108:2 Ps 57:8

oK 125 1oa oroR "3 o3
29 o3

TNRINT TR TRIR TR

Ps 108:2: My heart is steadfast, O God; I will sing and make melody.

Ps 57:8: My heart is steadfast, O God, my heart js steadfast; I will sing and
make melody!

The missing colon is attested in the LXX version of Ps 108:2.1 It is there-
fore theoretically possible that the Greek text represents here the original

12. Pace, e.g., Charles Augustus Briggs and Emily Grace Briggs, The Book of
Psalms (2 vols.; ICC; Edinburgh: T&T Clark, 1909), 2:41.

13. Beat Weber, “Fest ist mein Herz, o Gott!" Zu Ps 57,8-9," ZAW 107 (1995):
294-95.

14. Here and following, numbers for LXX psalms refer to the MT numbering.
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Hebrew text, which was secondarily shortened in the proto-MT either by
mistake or by intention.

Ps 108:2 MT Ps 108:2 LXX
oroR "ab o3 Evolun 7 xapdia pou, 6 Bedg,
érolpn 7 xapdla pov,

O TPWR doopat xal Yards
M0 R &v i) 36kp pov.

Ps 108:2 MT: My heart is steadfast, O God; I will sing and make melody,
even with my glory!

Ps 108:2 LXX: My heart is steadfast, O God, my heart is steadfast; I will
sing and make melody in my glory!

However, it is more probable that the shortening in Ps 108 MT is related
to a deliberate poetic change of the source text and that the reading in the
LXX is a later harmonization of Ps 108:2 with Ps 57:8. This is indicated by
another difference between Ps 108:2 MT and Ps 57:8-9 MT. The first colon
of Ps 57:9 ("T122 7Y, “Awake, my glory”) is modified in Ps 108:2 so that
it has a different syntactical position within a tricolon.

Ps 108:2-3 Ps 57:8-9
o'OR b o BN 13b s
) o)
IR TWR TN TWR
120 a8 "M W
mnban . s ban iy
Y YR W ATPR

Ps 108:2-3: My heart is steadfast, O God; I will sing and make melody,

Awake, O harp and lyre; I will awake the dawn!

Ps 57:8-9: My heart is steadfast, O God, my heart is steadfast; I will sing
and make melody!
Awake, my glory, awake, O harp and lyre; I will awake the dawn!
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Instead of *1¥22 A7 (“Awake, my glory”), Ps 108:2 reads 1122 A& (“even
with my glory”).!> By this change, the colon is set apart from the continu-
ation W AYR M131 5231 1Y (“Awake, O harp and lyre; I will awake
the dawn!”). Introduced by the emphatic particle AR (“even”), *7122 (“my
glory”) becomes an adverbial accusative.!¢ This adverbial accusative con-
tinues the preceding NN AWK (“I will sing and make melody”). The
creation of this structure is the probable poetological reason for the omis-
sion of "2% 133 (“my heart is steadfast”), since now the opening of Ps 108
(v. 2) forms a new tricolon, which culminates in the words *1122 R (“even
with my glory”).

The LXX renders & by the preposition év (“in”) and thus creates the
phrase é&v T§j 86En wov (“in my glory”). This reading is probably a sim-
plifying interpretation of the unusual expression *1122 iR (“even with
my glory”). Because of this change, the LXX, which adds a second colon,
according to Ps 57:8 (érolun % xapdia pov, “my heart is steadfast”), as we
have seen above, is able to open Ps 108 with a tricolon similar to Ps 57:8.
Thus, the Greek text merges both versions of the verse. Psalm 108:2 LXX
seems to have been created in order to assimilate the opening of Ps 108
with Ps 57:8.17

15. Thus K]JV; cf. William G. Braude, ed., The Midrash on Psalms (2 vols.; Yale
Judaica Series 13; New Haven: Yale University, 1959), 2:200.

16. Corresponding to GKC $118m.

17. Allen, Psalms 101-150, 66. This tendency of assimilation can be observed in
other cases as well; see below 4, 5, and 7. It is difficult to decide if this tendency goes
back to the Greek translation or to its Hebrew Vorlage. Related to this question is
the phenomenon that two peculiar translations of the Hebrew text occur in both Ps
60:9-10 and Ps 108:9-10, which indicates that one translation influenced the other,
or that both were done by the same translator (*Ppnn AT, “Judah is my scepter,’
is translated with Ioudag BagiAeds wov, “Judas is my king,” and *¥17 "0 2NN, “Moab
is my washbasin,” with Mwaf Aéfns tis éAmldog wou, “Moab is the cauldron of my
hope”; these translations could give an important clue for the dating of the LXX Psal-
ter; cf. Joachim Schaper, “Der Septuaginta-Psalter: Interpretation, Aktualisierung und
liturgische Verwendung der biblischen Psalmen im hellenistischen Judentum,” in Der
Psalter in Judentum und Christentum, [ed. Erich Zenger; Herder’s Biblical Studies 18;
Freiburg: Herder, 1998], 168-72). However, it has to be noted that there are also three
instances where the LXX translates the parallel passages differently even though the
MT does not differ (Ps 108:8: Yijwicopar, “I will be exalted” // Ps 60:8: Ayaduagopa,
“I will rejoice™; Ps 108:9: dvtOnuyus, “help” // Ps 60:9: xpataiwatis, “strength”; Ps 108:14:
Tovg &xBpovs fiuwy, “our enemies” // Ps 60:14 Tovg OABovrag fuds, “those who oppress
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2. Psalm 108:4 uses the word M (“Yhwh”) instead of 1138 (“Lord”),
which is used in Ps 57:10.

Ps 108:4 Ps 57:10

Erich Zenger has proposed two possible explanations for this alteration,
both related to the context of Ps 108 in the Psalter.!® First, the phrase TTIR
M oY (“I will give thanks to you among the peoples, O Yhwh”) could
refer to the preceding Ps 107, where the expression “giving thanks [T’
hiphil] to Yhwh” is recurrently used (vv. 1, 8, 15, etc.). This would explain
why I8 (“Lord”) was replaced by M (“Yhwh”). Second, this change
could also be related to the context of the small Davidic composition of
Pss 108-110. In Ps 110:1 the word 1R (“lord”) is distinctly referring to
the messianic king, not to Yhwh (3T8Y mi» DNJ, “The oracle of Yhwh to
my lord”). The replacement of TR (“Lord”) by M (“Yhwh”) in Ps 108:4
would avert the possible misunderstanding that Ps 108 could address the
messianic king.!® Both reasons are well imaginable, and it is possible that
either caused the replacement of JTR (“Lord”) with M (“Yhwh”).

3. A strong argument for the secondary and composite nature of Ps
108 is found in v. 5, which attests to a theologically motivated change.

Ps 108:5 Ps 57:11
Tononwbyn S Tronoow I bno
TONR OPNW TN TN OPRY TN

faithfulness extends to the clouds.

us”). These different translations are much more difficult to explain; perhaps they are
related to certain theological lines of the LXX Psalter.

18. Hossfeld and Zenger, Psalmen 101-150, 164.

19. It is not a counterargument that Ps 109:21 refers to 3T M7 (“Yhwh, my
Lord”), since here a misunderstanding of "JTR is not possible, as the word is combined
with the divine name.
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Ps 57:11: For your steadfast love is as high as the heavens, and your faith-
fulness extends to the clouds.

The prepositional phrase Y0 (“higher than”) expands the dimension of
the divine TON (“steadfast love”) beyond the heavens. While Ps 57 praises
God’s TON as comparable with the heavens, Ps 108 stresses that it is even
larger than this cosmic entity. This can be explained as a tendentious or
dogmatic change, since Ps 108:5 tries to avoid the notion that the divine
70N is limited by the heavens. The altered text is also attested by the LXX
and is likely to have been contained in its Hebrew Vorlage.

4. A very small but possibly important difference can be found between
Pss 60:7 and 108:7. Psalm 60:7 contains the Kethib 1319 (“answer us”; Qere:
Y, “answer me”), while Ps 108:7 reads "3v (“answer me”). To be sure,
one could argue that the reading of Ps 108:7 simply goes back to a scribal
mistake, since the letters ¥ and * were often confounded in the process of
copying. However, it is also possible to explain the small variation as an
intentional change related to the context in Ps 108. The singular suffix 11y
(“answer me”) links the plea closely to the preceding prayer (108:2-6),
which has a speaker in the first-person singular, while in Ps 60:7 the first-
person plural is closely related to the first part of the psalm.

Ps 108:2,7 Ps 60:3, 7
ORI 101 Ny annar orOR

T pehm nd 77 nebn wnb
phialsvsialalian| W T WU

Ps 108:2, 7: My heart is steadfast, O God, ...
That those whom you love may be rescued, save with your right hand
and answer me.

Ps 60:3, 7: O God, you have rejected us, broken our defenses; ...
That those whom you love may be rescued, save with your right hand
and answer us.

The LXX reads xal émdxouady pov (“and hear me”) in both Ps 60:7 and Ps
108:7. This reading corresponds to the Masoretic Qere of Ps 60:7 ("13p,
“answer me”) and the MT of Ps 108:7. It can be assumed that both the LXX
reading and the Qere of Ps 60:7 have been influenced by the proto-MT of
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Ps 108:7, thus further attesting to the harmonization between the parallel
sections of Ps 108 in Pss 57 and 60.

5. A theologically important difference can be observed in Ps 108:10
and Ps 60:10. Whereas in Ps 60:10 Philistia is called by God to shout joy-
fully over him, in Ps 108:10 God himself is shouting over Philistia.

Ps 108:10 Ps 60:10
"WAN D AR WA PR ARID
SprTowr orik by Hpr TOUR DR Y

In Ps 60, Philistia takes part in the worldwide joy because of Yhwh’s
triumph,? but in Ps 108, a hostile attitude toward Philistia comes to the
fore. Theoretically, either version could be original, but it is more probable
that the hostile attitude is a contextual facilitation. This is suggested by
the fact that the verse relates to Judah’s neighbors in the east, Moab and
Edom, in a clearly hostile manner.! In other words, Ps 108:10 assimilates
the attitude toward Philistia and the attitude toward Moab and Edom. In
addition, compared with the parallel passage in Ps 60:10, the version of
Ps 108:10 is easier to read because both verbs occur in the first-person
singular (THWR, “I hurl”; PN, “I shout”), and the third colon forms
a synonymous parallelism with the second. Compared to this version, Ps
60:10 is syntactically and poetically more difficult, since the imperative in
the colon that addresses Philistia is not set up by the preceding text. Thus,
it can be assumed that the verbal form was modified in Ps 108 in order to
create a smoother and more coherent version of the verse.

In comparison, the LXX renders both passages identically: épot
aMogurot vmetdynoav (“to me foreign tribes were subjugated”). This
seems to be an interpretation of Ps 60:10 MT that was transferred into Ps

20. Cf. 17 hitpolel in Ps 65:14, which refers back to v. 9.
21. Goldingay, Psalms 42-89, 231.
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108:10 LXX in order to assimilate both texts. This further corroborates the
assumption that the passages have been harmonized in the textual tradi-
tion of the LXX, which undermines the textual value of the LXX as far the
differences between these parallel psalms are concerned.

6. Instead of the rare expression “fortified city” 91¥R 7' in Ps 60:11,2?
Ps 108:11 has the more common expression “fortress city” 2an .2
The reading in Ps 108:11 can be regarded as a semantic facilitation of an
uncommon expression.2*

7. A different case is found in Ps 108:12 compared with Ps 60:12. The
pronoun NNR (“you”), part of a rhetorical question in Ps 60:12, is missing
in Ps 108:12.

Ps 108:12 Ps 60:12
npnat onR ]S5N nnnat onbR AN 89N
WOIRAYA ONOR R¥N RS 1MIRARA DNYR RN RS

Ps 108:12: Is it not, O God, that you rejected us? And you do not go out,
O God, with our armies!

Ps 60:12: Is it not, O God, that you rejected us? And you do not go out,
O God, with our armies!

To be sure, it is possible to explain this small difference as a scribal mis-
take (perhaps by homoiarchon: D'n%R nnR). However, this is not the only
possible explanation.?> Without the pronoun NNR (“you”) the sentence is

22. Cf. Ps 31:22; 2 Chr 8:5; 11:5.

23. Cf. Num 32:36; Josh 19:29, 35; 1 Sam 6:18; 2 Kgs 3:19; 10:2; 17:9; 18:8; Jer 1:18;
5:17; 34:7; Dan 11:15.

24. Some scholars assume that 91¥1 7" in Ps 60:11 refers to the Edomite capital
Bozrah (Knauf, “Psalm Ix und Psalm cviii,” 60-61; Zenger, in Hossfeld and Zenger,
Psalmen 101-150, 165), which was destroyed in 552 BCe by Nabonidus. The oracle
against Bozrah could have been deliberately generalized after its destruction; cf. the
use of 1¥2N in the context of the Edom oracle of Isa 34 (v. 13). However, this historical
explanation cannot be regarded as cogent, since both expressions could also refer to
other Edomite cities in later times.

25. Zenger (Hossfeld and Zenger, Psalmen 101-150, 165) proposes that the lament
of Ps 60:12 was changed by an intentional omission of NR (“you”) in Ps 108:12 into
a retrospective view on Israel's doom in the past. However, it is difficult to see how
such a small change would create such a substantially different meaning. In addition,
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more difficult to read, since the pronoun emphasizes that God is addressed
here in the second person. This could indicate that INR (“you”) was sec-
ondarily added during the textual history of Ps 60:12, since with this word
it is easier to comprehend the syntax and the meaning of this verse. There-
fore, Ps 108:12 may attest to the original wording of Ps 60:12. The word
fNR could only have been added to Ps 60:12 after the author of Ps 108
used Ps 60 as a source.

The LXX renders both passages identically: oyt a¥, 6 Bebs, 6 amwaduevog
Nuds; (“Is it not you, O God, who rejected us?”). This seems to be a rela-
tively literal translation of the longer text: 3NNI OO ANR KON (“Is it
not, O God, that you rejected us?”). That the LXX version of Ps 108:12 also
includes the word ov, perhaps going back to the Hebrew pronoun N8
in the Vorlage, implies that the two psalms have been harmonized in the
tradition of the LXX.

12.4. THE CONTEXT OF THE COMPOSITE PSALM 108 IN THE PSALTER

Psalm 108 has the short title T ™t "W (‘A song, a psalm of David™;
v. 1). Apart from 119, this title has nothing in common with the long
titles of Ps 57 (v. 1) and Ps 60 (vv. 1-2).26 The combination of °"% and
MM could have been inspired by the phrase 7R 77"WR (“I will sing
and make melody”) in the opening of the psalm itself (Ps 108:2).

The title could reveal a redactional purpose that is related to the imme-
diate context of the psalm. This perspective could clarify why Ps 108 was
composed at all. Together with the titles of Ps 109 and Ps 110, the title of
Ps 108 opens a small collection of Davidic psalms. After Ps 108, the col-
lection is continued by a prayer against foes in Ps 109, and it culminates in
the famous royal Ps 110.

Psalm 108 is thematically related to Ps 110 in one crucial aspect. The
oracle of Ps 110:1, by which Yhwh addresses the (probably messianic) king,
is set up by the oracle of Ps 108:8-10. In Ps 108 God proclaims that he is

Zenger does not take into account the possibility that Ps 108 attests to a more original
version here.

26. See Ps 57:1: “To the leader: Do Not Destroy; of David; a miktam; when he fled
from Saul, in the cave”; and Ps 60:1-2: “To the leader: according to the Lily of the Cov-
enant; a miktam of David; for instruction; when he struggled with Aram-naharaim
and with Aram-zobah, and when Joab on his return killed twelve thousand Edomites
in the Valley of Salt”
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ruling over Israel by the leadership of Judah (v. 9: "ppnn AT, “Judah
is my scepter”) and that he is victorious over Judah's hostile neighbors.
'The questions of Israel’s military leader in Ps 108:11 imply that this divine
announcement begins to be fulfilled. The military leader who is probably
presupposed as the speaker of the whole psalm can be identified either
with David or with the Messiah (as the new David). These thematic lines
are resumed in the second oracle of the small collection (Ps 110:1): Yhwh
enthrones the king and promises that he will subjugate his enemies. The
obvious connection between both oracles could explain why Ps 108 com-
bines the prayers for God’s help and God’s triumphant oracle, both taken
from Ps 60, with the likewise triumphant praise of God from the second
part of Ps 57.%7

12.5. RESULTS AND METHODOLOGICAL CONSEQUENCES

The three psalms, 57, 60, and 108, provide clear evidence of editorial activ-
ity that took place during the literary prehistory of the Psalter. A compari-
son between the parallel texts gives insight into the composite nature of Ps
108. The cumulative evidence presented above makes the case quite clear
that Ps 108 is a secondary composition. It would be difficult, if not impos-
sible, to see how Ps 108 could have been the source text for the composi-

27. Ernst Axel Knauf (“Psalm Ix und Psalm cviii, 62-64) proposes that the
small Davidic composition of Pss 108-110 had a distinct historical background in
the late second century. He assumes that Ps 108 was composed under John Hyrkan,
who, according to Josephus (Ant. 13.9.1; 13.10.2), conquered all the territories that
are mentioned in the oracle of vv. 8-10 between 129 and 108 BCE; in contrast with Ps
60, Ps 108 would imply that this oracle is now fulfilled. Accordingly, David redivivus,
the speaker of the psalm, would stand implicitly for Hyrkan himself. Ps 108 would
be one of the latest psalms in the canonical Psalter. To be sure, it remains a matter of
debate whether this idea can be the correct explanation. Zenger (Hossfeld and Zenger,
Psalmen 101-150, 167) gives three counterarguments: (1) The three psalms show no
perspective of fulfillment. (2) They present Yhwh as the main actor, which does not fit
in with the self-understanding of the Hasmoneans. (3) Such a late dating of the three
psalms does not coincide with Zenger’s own theory about the last redaction of the
Psalter between 200 and 150 BCE. It has to be noted, however, that all three arguments
are not compelling: (1) The fulfillment could be regarded as just beginning; prayers
for divine help are never superfluous. (2) We do not know enough about the self-
understanding of the Hasmoneans to exclude this possibility. (3) The argument about
dating is circular. Thus, Knauf’s theory remains possible, although it is also clear that
it represents only one historical possibility.
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tion of both Ps 57 and Ps 60. Such a theory would face considerable prob-
lems. For example, one could hardly explain why Ps 108 almost exclusively
uses DR (“God”), while the surrounding psalms do not use this word
at all. The fact that both Ps 57:8-12 and Ps 60:7-14 are closely connected
with the respective first parts of these psalms would also find no convinc-
ing explanation. In addition, most of the minor differences between both
psalms clearly corroborate the priority of Ps 57 and Ps 60.

Methodologically, three aspects about editorial techniques in the Psal-
ter and the possibility of reconstructing them can be observed. First, there
existed a technique of psalm composition that was just the opposite of free
poetical invention. The entire Ps 108 is composed by using parts of other
psalms. These psalms were probably already contained in some psalm col-
lection, such as the elohistic psalter, in which Ps 57 and Ps 60 are placed
close to each other.?8 The same compositional technique is, in part, also
attested in 1 Chr 16:8-36, where a long passage of Ps 105 and the whole of
Ps 96 are used. Psalm 96 itself is composed with a similar technique. This
psalm is a kind of florilegium of different psalm passages, especially from
Pss 29, 93, 97, and 98. It is fair to assume that such techniques were used
in other cases as well, although we have no documented evidence for that.

Second, even if Ps 57 and Ps 60 had not been included in the Psal-
ter, the composite nature of Ps 108 could be deduced from inner-textual
arguments. Perhaps it would be hypothesized that the oracle of vv. 8-10
and the communal prayer and confession of vv. 12-14 did not originally
belong to the preceding prayer of an individual that forms the first part of
the psalm. This would lead the critic in the right direction. Although this is
a hypothetical case, the example of Ps 108 could teach us that observations
on textual incoherence are not misleading, even in a poetical corpus like
the Psalter. There should always be a reason for incoherence and tensions,
and often the reasons are related to the composition history of the text.

It is doubtful, however, that without knowledge of Ps 57 and Ps 60 a
reconstruction would lead exactly to the theory that Ps 108 consists of two
passages that were copied from two older psalms. With regard to the join
between the two parts of the composition, it can also be doubted that the
exact position of this join could be detected. The change of 113 (“answer
us”) in Ps 60:7 into MY (“answer me”) in Ps 108:7, which connects the two

28. This collection could have consisted of at least Pss 42-83, as the elohistic
shape of Ps 108 indicates; perhaps this collection was still independent from the psalm
collection for which Ps 108 was composed.
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texts closely,?® would easily deceive the scholar in reconstruction, leading
perhaps to the false assumption that v. 7 originally belonged to the pre-
ceding prayer of an individual. Thus, the example of Ps 108 warns against
being too precise in the attempt to reconstruct the exact texts that were
earlier literary forms of a psalm.

Third, the editor who created Ps 108 as the opening of the small
Davidic composition of Pss 108-110 (see above, 12.4) seems to have delib-
erately changed the source texts slightly. These changes include replace-
ments of single words, minor changes of grammatical forms, and short
omissions. Without knowledge of Ps 57 and Ps 60, these changes would
be impossible to detect, since they left no discernible traces within their
context. Accordingly, similar changes should also be taken into account in
other texts where parallel passages for comparison are lacking.

29. Erhard S. Gerstenberger, Psalms, Part 2, and Lamentations (FOTL 15; Grand
Rapids: Eerdmans, 2001), 254.
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REVISION OF EZRA-NEHEMIAH IN 1 ESDRAS:
ExPANSIONS, OMISSIONS, AND REWRITINGS

13.1. INTRODUCTION

The Masoretic version of Ezra-Nehemiah and the Greek 1 Esdras contain
several differences.! It has become increasingly probable that 1 Esdras
generally represents a later literary stage than the MT.2 In some cases,
however, 1 Esdras may preserve older readings than the MT, so that each
case has to be investigated separately to determine the more original read-
ing and the exact development of the text. The two versions reward com-
parison, because they provide many examples of diverse changes made to
the older text. Although 1 Esdras contains many substantial changes as
well,3 in this chapter we will draw attention mainly to examples of small
expansions and rewritings. It should be further noted that many, or per-

1. The second Greek version, the so-called 2 Esdras, follows the MT closely in
most passages. Differences between 2 Esdras and the MT will be noted separately in
cases where they are significant for the examples discussed here.

2. See discussion and articles in Lisbeth S. Fried, Was 1 Esdras First? (SBLAIL
7; Atlanta: Society of Biblical Literature, 2011). The priority of 1 Esdras has been
defended most prominently by Dieter Bohler, Die Heilige Stadt in Esdras a und Esra-
Nehemia: Zwei Konzeptionen zur Wiederherstellung Israels (OBO 158; Fribourg: Uni-
versititsverlag; Gottingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1997).

3. For example, 1 Esdras shows that some passages could be relocated. The pas-
sage describing the opposition to the building of the temple was split into two parts,
and the first part was relocated to a different position in the text (Ezra 4:1-6 and
7-24 parallels 1 Esd 2:16-20 and 5:66-73). In this process the list of returnees (Ezra
2:1-70 // 1 Esd 5:7-46) was placed after the first opposition to the building of the
temple and the large expansion in 1 Esd 3:1-5:6. Moreover, 1 Esdras contains large
plusses, namely, 1:1-58 and 3:1-5:6. The scene in the Persian court in 1 Esd 3:1-4:63
may have been taken from an external source, but, being a well-integrated part of the

-179-
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haps most, of the differences between the MT and 1 Esdras were already
present in the Hebrew Vorlage of 1 Esdras.*

13.2. THE ADDITION OF THE SABBATH OFFERINGS IN 1 ESDRAS 5:51

Ezra 3:5 contains a list of offerings that the exiles began to offer after they
had returned to Jerusalem and set up the altar in its old place (Ezra 3:2-3).
The MT lists continual burnt offerings, offerings of the new moon, offer-
ings of the feasts, and the freewill offerings. First Esdras 5:51 follows this
list closely but contains one additional offering, namely, that of the Sab-
baths.

Ezra 3:5

ann 55 owpnn g inHH ow I Tan ndy NN
M nam

After that the regular offerings, the offerings at new moons and at all the
sacred feasts of Yhwh, and the offerings of all who made a vow to Yhwh.

1 Esd 5:51-52

yal pera tabita mpoodopis évdedextouod xal fuolac cafPfdtwy xai
voupnuéy xat éoptév macdv Myaouévwy. S xal Soot ebfavro ey T
Oed ...

present composition, it must have been altered to accommodate the present context
in 1 Esdras.

4. This is assumed by many; see, e.g., Zipora Talshir, I Esdras: From Origin to
Translation (SBLSCS 47; Atlanta: Scholars Press, 1999), 113-79. Nonetheless, some
scholars have assumed that all or most of the editorial changes in 1 Esdras were made
by the translator; thus, e.g., W. J. Moulton, “Uber die Uberlieferung und den Textkri-
tischen Werth des dritten Esrabuchs,” ZAW 19 (1899): 209-58. Some scholars have
assumed that all or nearly all of the changes were made before the translation in the
Hebrew/Aramaic Vorlage of 1 Esdras. The latter view is represented, among others, by
Wilhelm Rudolph, Esra und Nehemia samt 3. Esra (HAT 20; Tubingen: ].C.B. Mohr,
1949). It is probable that the truth lies somewhere between these positions, so that
each case would have to be discussed separately. For the purposes of the present
volume, this is not a crucial question.
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After that the regular offerings and sacrifices on the Sabbaths and offer-

ings at new moons and at all the consecrated feasts, and who had made
any vow to God ...

It is probable that the plus in 1 Esdras is a later addition, because its omis-
sion—accidental® or intentional—in the MT (and 2 Esdras LXX) would be
difficult to explain.6 Moreover, the Sabbath is known to have been inserted
into several passages in the Hebrew Bible where it was originally missing.
The most famous of such additions is the commandment to observe the
Sabbath in the Decalogue (Exod 20:9-10; Deut 5:13-14).”

The addition of the Sabbath offerings is very typical of scribal changes
in the Hebrew Bible. The older list of the Masoretic tradition reflects ear-
lier conceptions of the most important offerings that had to be observed,
but a later editor updated the list to be in agreement with contemporary
conceptions. It is apparent that the Sabbath and thereby the Sabbath
offerings had also become so important that they had to be included in
this list. The impetus for the expansion may have been the fact that the
original list consisted of offerings from the most-frequent offerings (regu-
lar, thus daily) to the least-frequent ones (feast), followed finally by the
voluntary offerings that could be made at any time. A later editor noticed
that the weekly Sabbath offerings should logically be mentioned between
the daily offerings and the monthly offerings (
added them.

Because the older phase of the text was preserved in the MT, we can be
certain that the Sabbath offerings were added to 1 Esdras by a later editor.
If we possessed only 1 Esdras, it would be next to impossible to identify xai
buaias gaBPatwy (“and sacrifices on the Sabbaths”) as an addition. Addi-

5. There is no technical reason (homoioteleuton or homoiarchon) that would
explain its accidental omission.

6. However, Antonius H. J. Gunneweg, Esra (KAT 19.1; Giitersloh: Mohn, 1985),
70; and Joseph Blenkinsopp, Ezra-Nehemiah (OTL; Philadelphia: Westminster, 1988),
98, have suggested that the Sabbath offerings may have dropped out here. Both note
that the Sabbath offerings and the new moon are often met together (Num 28:9-15;
2 Chr 2:3; 8:13). On the other hand, exactly because these are otherwise met together,
the addition of the Sabbath offerings in our passage is probable. If they are met
together in many other passages, it would have been an incentive for a later editor to
add the Sabbath offerings here.

7. See, e.g., Timo Veijola, Das fiinfte Buch Mose: Deuteronomium; Kapitel 1,1~
16,17 (ATD 8.1; Géttingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 2004), 160-63.



182 REVISION OF EZRA-NEHEMIAH

tions to lists whose components are separated with a conjunction are par-
ticularly difficult to identify by technical considerations (e.g., by observing
grammatical problems or other inconsistencies). This is an example of a
text where we have a clear addition that would be very difficult to identify
without possessing an older stage of the text.

On the other hand, failure to identify this addition would give a
distorted picture of when the Sabbath offerings became common. If we
possessed only 1 Esdras and, on other grounds, could date it to the fifth
century BCE, we would perhaps conclude that the Sabbath offerings had
already been significant in the fifth century BCE. A very small addition
could thus have a significant impact on our understanding of a historical
development. Because of the parallel texts, we now can be fairly certain
that the Sabbath offerings are a late addition. In view of its addition in
1 Esdras we may perhaps also assume that these offerings still gained in
importance after the textual tradition of 1 Esdras separated from the tex-
tual tradition represented by the MT of Ezra-Nehemiah. This underlines
the importance of trying to identify even small additions to the text before
making far-reaching historical or other conclusions on their basis.

13.3. How AN EDITORIAL CHANGE REVERSED THE SETTING BETWEEN
THE KING AND EzZRA

First Esdras 8:4 contains a sentence that reverses the setting between Ezra
and the Persian king. According to Ezra 7:6, the Persian king Artaxerxes
gives Ezra everything he has requested for the trip to Jerusalem because
the hand of Yhwh is on Ezra. Ezra pleads with the king and is given what
he wants because of Yhwh’s approval. The parallel verse 1 Esd 8:4 follows
the MT but omits the reference to the hand of Yhwh and has an alternative
sentence in its place.

Ezra 7:6

TOR SR ITIWR AWR 0002 0 150N baan mby xRN
1505 15 Srwr

NP1 Ha Phpyabrmmems

This Ezra went from Babylon. He was a scribe skilled in the law of Moses,
which ¥hwh the God of Israel had given. And the king gave him, because

the hand-of Yhwh-his God-was-upen-him, all that he requested.
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1 Esd 8:3-4

3 olros Eodpas avéPy éx BaPuldvos g ypaupatels st’)qw)‘qg dv v 13
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3 This Ezra went from Babylon as a scribe skilled in the law of Moses,
which the God of Israel had given; and the king showed [lit., “gave”]
him honor, for he found favor before him in all his requests.

In 1 Esdras, the Achaemenid king shows Ezra honor, followed by the king’s
favor. It is probable that 1 Esdras represents a secondary reading here,
because it augments Ezra’s role and offers a more fluent text.® The opposite
direction of development would imply that Ezra’s position in relation to
the king was intentionally reduced, but this is improbable. The MT being
awkward,’ an editor or scribe in the tradition of 1 Esdras removed the
syntactically disturbing phrase Y %R M3 (“because the hand
of Yhwh his God was upon him”). In this process the sentence was rear-
ranged so that a new object (d6€av, “honor”) was added and Ezra is said to
have found favor before the king. The change seems small at first glance,
but it effectively has elevated Ezra’s position before the king. This change is
also well in line with the typical tendency of 1 Esdras to portray the Ach-
aemenid kings as supporting the Jewish cause (see, e.g., how Zerubbabel
is elevated in 1 Esd 3:1-4:46). First Esdras 8:3-4 is an example of a case
where an awkward older version, represented by the MT, was replaced
with a more fluent text. Not only was the text made syntactically clearer,
but the content was also altered.

Because the resulting text in 1 Esdras is fluent, it would be very diffi-
cult to identify the editorial change if we did not possess the older stage of
the text as well. The example thus shows that in some cases a later editorial
correction may in fact be contained in a fluent text, in contrast with the
conventional assumption in literary or redaction criticism that editorial

8. Most commentaries, such as Gunneweg, Esra, 118, make no reference to the
reading in 1 Esdras, implying that the reading is evidently secondary.

9. The awkwardness of the MT may have been caused by earlier editing. The ref-
erence to the hand of Yhwh his God (M 15X R11"™1"2) breaks the main sentence
and the connection between the verb/subject and object, and it is therefore probably
an addition.
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changes have to be assumed only when textual roughness and irregularity
can be observed in a given text. It should be further noted that in most
cases 1 Esdras is expansive in relation to Ezra-Nehemiah, but the present
example shows that there are some cases where the expansive tendency of
a textual tradition may also include rewriting parts of the older text.

13.4. LEVELING OUT INCONSISTENCIES AND ROUGHNESS IN 1 ESDRAS

First Esdras shows a tendency to remove some of the inconsistencies, rep-
etitions, and roughness of the older text. A comparison of Ezra 9:4-5 and
1 Esd 8:69-70 provides illustrative examples.

Ezra 9:4-5

DAWN 2W* IR A55a-58 HRWAOR MaTa 70 52 190K BN
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4 And all who feared the words of the God of Israel gathered to me
beeause-of the-sins-of the-exiles. And I sat mourning until the evening

sacrifice. > At-the-evening saerifice | rose from my fast, with my clothes

and mantle torn.
1 Esd 8:69-70

9 yal émauviybnoav mpds e Soot mote émexwvolivro TG pruatt xupiov Tol
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69 And all who were moved by the word of the Lord of Israel gathered
to me, as I mourned because of the sin, and I sat distressed until the

evening sacrifice. 7 And I rose from my fast, with my clothes and holy
mantle torn.

According to Ezra 9:4, the ones who “feared the words of God” gath-
ered to Ezra “because of the sin(s) of the exiles/Gola” (910 5pn 5p). A
reference to the sin(s) of the exiles is illogical in this passage, because Ezra
has just arrived in Jerusalem from Babylon, discovering that the people
who had remained in the land lived without the Torah and had therefore
taken foreign wives. It is probable that the whole verse in Ezra-Nehemiah
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derives from a later editor who tried to emphasize that only the returnees
from the exile form the Jewish community.! Similar additions to the older
text of Ezra-Nehemiah are found in other parts of the composition as well
(e.g., Ezra 6:20-21; 8:35; 10:7; Neh 8:17). Being an idea introduced by later
editors with new conceptions, the references to the Gola often disturb or
contradict the older text, which apparently does not give any precedence
to the community of the returnees.!!

First Esdras tried to correct some of the inconsistencies caused by the
earlier expansions by Gola-oriented editors. In 1 Esd 8:69 the reference
to the exiles was omitted and the sentence was also otherwise rendered
differently: there is an additional reference to Ezra, and he is said to be
saddened because of the sin. First Esdras does not specify whose sin it is,
but the context makes it clear that the sin of the people who had remained
in the land is meant. The resulting text removes the contradiction with
the broader context that the sinners were exiles and not Jews living in the
land."?

First Esdras 8:70 contains a further illuminating correction. Ezra 9:5
disturbingly repeats a reference to the evening sacrifice. Although the
Greek version is evidently less repetitive and fluent, it does not preserve
an older text but should instead be seen as an attempt to improve the text
by omitting the unnecessary repetition of the evening sacrifice. The repeti-
tion was originally caused by the addition of v. 4, which left the text with a
double reference to the evening sacrifices.!® In order to return to the older
text, the author of the expansion, rather awkwardly, repeated the sacri-

10. See Juha Pakkala, Ezra the Scribe (BZAW 347; Berlin: de Gruyter, 2004),
91-92. The author behind this addition thus implies that the people that were in the
land were not Jews at all.

11. For further discussion on the Gola additions, see ibid., 263-65.

12. It is very unlikely that 1 Esdras represents the older text here, because the
whole verse is an addition and 1 Esdras is familiar with the rest of the verse. Most
scholars make no reference to the reading in 1 Esdras. See, e.g., Loring W. Batten, Ezra
and Nehemiah (ICC; Edinburgh: T&T Clark, 1913), 330-32, 337; Gunneweg, Esra,
160, 163; Blenkinsopp, Ezra-Nehemiah, 177-79.

13. Note, for example, that v. 5 implies Ezra to have been the only one who
mourned, but the editor who added v. 4 wanted to include the most faithful of the
community as participating in the mourning. For further argumentation on this verse,
see Pakkala, Ezra the Scribe, 91-92.
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fices.!* First Esdras 8:69-70 should be seen as an attempt to improve the
disturbance caused by earlier editing.!*

Corrections that level out inconsistencies and repetitions are found in
other parts of 1 Esdras as well. The reference to the exiles was also omitted
in 1 Esd 8:63 (// Ezra 8:35) and 1 Esd 9:3 (// Ezra 10:6). As in Ezra 9:4, the
role of the exiles is disturbingly emphasized in Ezra 8:35, while 1 Esdras
omits the reference to the Gola altogether.

Ezra 8:35
Hxwr RS mby 12mpn A5uAmea awnn oNan

Those who returned from the captivity, thesens-ef the-Gela, offered sac-
rifices to the God of Israel.

1 Esd 8:63

ol 0¢ mapayevépevor éx Tiic aixpadwolas mpoonveyxav Buoias Té Oed Tol
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Those who had returned from the captivity offered sacrifices to the God
of Israel.

It is theoretically possible that 1 Esd 8:63 attests to an earlier form of the
text, but in view of 1 Esd 8:69, where the omission is clearly secondary, it is
reasonable to assume that the omission is secondary in 1 Esd 8:63 and 9:3
as well.'® These examples (as well as 1 Esd 8:4, discussed above) show that
some editors have leveled out some of the inconsistencies caused by earlier
editing. In other words, the editorial development would go in opposite
directions, a later editor reversing some of the editing done by an ear-
lier editor. Such editorial interceptions are traditionally not assumed in
literary or redaction criticism, and it is evident that they would obstruct

14. Ezra 9:4-5 thus contains a typical resumptive repetition (Wiederaufnahme),
which is often seen in redaction-critical studies as an indication of an addition. After
the expansion the editor tried to return to the older text by repeating a part of its text.

15. 1 Esd 8:70 contains a further illuminating addition. According to the MT,
Ezra tore his clothes and mantle, but in 1 Esdras Ezra’s mantle is a holy one (similarly
in Ezra 9:3// 1 Esd 8:68). This change is in line with the tendency of 1 Esdras to make
Ezra the high priest (see below), and therefore he must also be wearing holy garments.

16. Thus also Gunneweg, Esra, 157.
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attempts to identify editorial changes made to the text. For example, 1 Esd
8:63 would give little indication that something was omitted.

13.5. CHANGING EZRA’S PROFESSION IN 1 ESDRAS

Ezra-Nehemiah variably calls Ezra a scribe and a priest. The roles and
functions he takes also vary according to the topic in question (e.g., Ezra 8
emphasizes his priestly aspect, while Neh 8 stresses his role as a scribe). In
the background is probably a literary development where the scribe Ezra,
as he is portrayed in the oldest text, was later made into a priest in some
later additions.!” The reason for this change is the idea, adopted from Ezra
1-6, that he brought some of the temple vessels to Jerusalem. As the car-
rier of the holy vessels would have been assumed to be a priest, Ezra had
to be made one.

This development went a step further in 1 Esdras. Although 1 Esdras
variably also calls Ezra a scribe or a priest, he is additionally called the high
priest (0 dpytepeds) in 1 Esd 9:39, 40, and 49. In the parallel passages of the
MT and 2 Esdras he is called priest, scribe, or priest and scribe.

Neh 8:1; 2 Esd 18:1 1 Esd 9:39
1500 RAYH "Eodpa T8 dpyxtepet xal dvayvioty
7% "Eadpa 3 ypapuoarel
Ezra the scribe Esdras the high priest and reader
Neh 8:2; 2 Esd 18:2 1 Esd 9:40
nan 8Oy "Eadpag 6 dpxiepevs
"Eodpag 6 iepet
Ezra the priest Esdras the high priest
Neh 8:9; 2 Esd 18:9 1 Esd 9:49
9800 (NN R "Eodpa 1 dpytepel xal dvayvao

"Eadpag 6 lepeds xal ypapuatets

Ezra the priest (and) scribe Esdras the high priest and reader

17. For discussion and further literature, see Pakkala, Ezra the Scribe, 225-75.
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It is evident that 1 Esdras is secondary here, because a reverse development
where Ezra was “downgraded” from a high priest to a priest or a scribe is
very unlikely.!® The opposite development, where a Jewish hero gradually
gains in importance, is understandable. It was perhaps assumed that a priest
who restored the community of Jerusalem and brought back the Torah as
well as some of the cultic vessels cannot have been less than a high priest,
and his title was changed accordingly in some passages of 1 Esdras.

The example shows that in order to augment the roles of central people
portrayed in the stories, the older text could be rewritten. Perhaps the most
significant consequence of such changes is their impact on how the reader
reads many other passages. After the change has been made, the reader is
also bound to see the activity of Ezra in other passages in a different light.
For example, the reading of the Torah led by the high priest in 1 Esd 9 is
easily seen as an important ceremonial and cultic event closely related to
the highest temple services, whereas the MT, where Ezra is “only” a priest
and scribe, would give a different impression.

A slight change in 1 Esd 9:41 further developed the text in a similar
direction. According to 1 Esd 9, Ezra reads the law in front of the temple,
whereas in what is probably the older text here in Neh 8:3 the reading
takes place before the Water Gate. The setting was made more priestly and
appropriate for a high priest.

Neh 8:3
oA DRADTIY NIRATIND 8RaT v 18% qwN 2Imn 1eb 1ATRIM

He read from it in front of the square, which is before the Water Gate,
from early morning until midday.

1 Esd 9:41

xal dveylyvwoxey &v T4 mpd ol lepol muldivas edpuywpw dmd Spbpou Ewe
ueonuPprvol.

He read aloud in the square before the gate of the temple from early
morning until midday.

18. Most commentaries make no reference to these readings in 1 Esdras and
follow the MT as the more original. See, e.g., Antonius H. J. Gunneweg, Nehemia
(KAT 19.2; Giitersloh: Mohn, 1987); Blenkinsopp, Ezra-Nehemiah, 283-83.
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Both of these examples show that in some cases individual words could be
replaced with new ones that had a very different meaning or that would
change the setting in the text. They also demonstrate that small changes
could considerably influence the intention and the reader’s interpretation
of the text. It is evident that changes where the older text was completely
omitted would be difficult or impossible to identify without the older text
being preserved as well.

13.6. ADDITIONS IN EZRA 10:3 AND 1 ESDRAS 8:90

In some cases the MT may contain a later addition while 1 Esdras pre-
serves an older reading.!® Such a case is met at the very end of Ezra 10:3,
where the MT contains a plus that is missing in 1 Esd 8:90. The passage
describes how Ezra dissolved the mixed marriages. In Ezra 10:3 // 1 Esd
8:90 Shecaniah, a leader of the community, gives instructions to Ezra as to
how the crisis should be resolved.

Ezra 10:3

=M TR NRYA DAR TORM Wb RS 1nORS natho o
OWY AN ¥NOR MEna o'

And now let us make a covenant with our God to send away all wives
and their children, according to the counsel of my lord and of those who

tremble at the commandments of our God. Let it be done according to
the law.
1 Esd 8:90

év ToUTw yevéohw Muiv dpxwpooia 7rpog TOV xuplov, éxBa)»ew maoag Tag

yuvauca; Wﬁ&uﬂm oUV Tois Téxvolg adTiy, we éxply oot

xat Sgot webapyolioy T& vopw Tol xupiou.

19. The parallel texts in Ezra 10:3 and 1 Esd 8:90 contain many minor differences,
but these need not concern us here. The subject has been expressed with a differ-
ent term three times in this single verse. First Esdras twice renders 119K with tov
xUptov. The rendering of 0'NN with xpto is not uncommon, but here the first-person
plural suffix also finds no correspondence in 1 Esdras. Moreover, a reference to Ezra is
expressed with oot while the Hebrew has "JIN.
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In this let us take an oath to the Lord to send away all our wives who are
of the foreigners, with their children, according to your counsel and (the
counsel) of those who obey the law of the Lord.

According to the MT, the crisis should be resolved according to the Torah,°
whereas this reference is missing in 1 Esdras. It is probable that the plus
is due to a later addition, because its omission in 1 Esdras would be very
difficult to explain.?! Moreover, the version of the MT and of 2 Esdras is
also somewhat congested.?? The text already states that the foreign wives
should be expelled “according to the counsel of my lord” (presumably
referring to Ezra) and “of those who tremble at the commandment of
our God” An additional reference to expelling the wives according to the
Torah would be redundant or even compete with the idea that Ezra and
the pious should decide how to resolve the issue. Even without the evi-
dence from 1 Esdras one would suspect that something was added to Ezra
10:3. The reference to God’s commandments (3'19R M¥n) in the older
text may have facilitated the addition and functioned as a midrashic hook
for it. By way of association, the addition expands the view from a refer-
ence to the followers of God’s commandments to acting according to the
Torah. The verse is thus an example of how texts could grow by augment-
ing the perspective.

This verse contains another illustrative addition in 1 Esdras. In order
to be more specific about which wives were to be divorced, 1 Esdras adds
Nuiy Tég éx @y @Moyeviy (“our [wives] who are of the foreigners”), while
the reference is missing in Ezra-Nehemiah. Although it is rather clear after
v. 2 that only foreign wives could be meant here, 1 Esdras made it explicit
and left no space for doubt. Such clarifying additions are often assumed
in literary- or redaction-critical investigations, and one is unequivocally
demonstrated in 1 Esd 8:90.%3

20. 2 Esd 10:3 follows the MT here and renders ti xai &g 6 Vo yembita.

21. Surprisingly, many scholars follow the MT. Thus, e.g., Batten, Ezra and Nehe-
miah, 340-41; Gunneweg, Esra, 173-75; Blenkinsopp, Ezra-Nehemiah, 177-79.

22. For further argumentation of this verse, see Pakkala, Ezra the Scribe, 94-96.

23. It is unlikely that the MT is secondary here, for there is no technical reason
that could have easily occasioned an accidental omission. Moreover, the plus in
1 Esdras does not contain anything theologically or otherwise offensive that would
have caused an intentional omission.
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13.7. RESULTS AND METHODOLOGICAL CONSEQUENCES

First Esdras generally represents a younger textual form than Ezra-Nehe-
miah. Most of the editorial changes in 1 Esdras are additions, which corre-
sponds to the conventional assumption in literary and redaction criticism
that the texts developed through expansions. The examples presented in
this chapter are typical of the small additions that are found in consider-
able numbers throughout 1 Esdras. Although 1 Esdras mostly represents a
younger text than the MT, there are some cases where the MT contains a
secondary reading. This means that each case has to be investigated sepa-
rately. It also implies that both textual forms continued to evolve after the
separation of these textual traditions at a relatively late date, perhaps in the
last century BCE or beyond.

Many of the expansions in 1 Esdras could be identified even without
a comparison with the earlier form of the text of the MT. Nevertheless,
we have also seen examples (such as in Ezra 7:6 // 1 Esd 8:4) where part
of the older text was replaced by an addition, so that the resulting text is
more fluent than the older version of the text. In these cases it would be
very difficult to recognize that something had been altered in the earlier
history of the text. Further on, there are some examples where small parts
of the older text were omitted without any replacement (Ezra 8:35// 1 Esd
8:63). The reason for such editorial changes in 1 Esdras seems to have been
to remove inconsistencies in the older text. In such cases it would be very
difficult to notice that the text had been edited.






14
EVIDENCE FOR LARGE ADDITIONS
IN THE Book OF ESTHER

The book of Esther, which eventually became part of the canonical collec-
tion of the five Megilloth, provides a large amount of evidence for editorial
changes because it is preserved in three distinct editions. The MT differs
considerably from the two Greek translations, both of which also repre-
sent different textual traditions.! The older translation, the so-called B-text
(also called LXX Esther and Old Greek with siglum o), is included in most
LXX manuscripts, while the younger translation, the so-called A-text (also
called the Alpha text or L-text),? is usually dated to the first century BCE or
to the first century ce.?

Both Greek texts contain six large passages that are not included in
the MT, and they are commonly acknowledged to be late additions. Since

1. The exact relationship between the two Greek translations is debated. Accord-
ing to several scholars, such as Karen H. Jobes, The Alpha-Text of Esther: Its Character
and Relationship to the Masoretic Text (SBLDS 153; Atlanta: Scholars Press, 1996),
they are based on two entirely different Hebrew Vorlagen, while others have argued for
an inner Greek development. For example, according to Robert Hanhart, ed., Esther
(vol. 8.3 of Septuaginta: Vetus Testamentum Graecum; Gottingen: Vandenhoeck &
Ruprecht, 1983), 87-95, the A-text is a revision of the Greek Esther tradition that is
largely based on the B-text.

2. L is used because earlier research erroneously assumed that this text is Luci-
anic.

3. For discussion, see David A. deSilva, Introducing the Apocrypha: Message, Con-
text, and Significance (Grand Rapids: Baker Academic, 2002), 114-15; and Kristin De
Troyer, Rewriting the Sacred Text (Atlanta: Society of Biblical Literature, 2003), 88-89.
According to De Troyer, the A-text, which she calls the Agrippa text, was written
around 40-41 ck in Rome.

4. Thus most scholars; see deSilva, Introducing the Apocrypha, 110-18. However,
earlier research (e.g., Charles C. Torrey, “The Older Book of Esther;” HTR 37.1 [1944]:

-193-
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most of the other chapters in our book discuss smaller editorial changes, in
this chapter our focus will be on the large additions, each of which forms
an entirely new passage. Large additions are often assumed in source-
critical investigations, but the book of Esther provides unequivocal evi-
dence that later editors factually made such additions. Their large number
in Esther provides important information as to what their relationship
with the older text is. This is useful information regarding the literary-
and redaction-critical method by which similar additions are postulated
in texts where we do not possess empirical textual evidence. Before pro-
ceeding with the six large additions, a few notes about the nature of the
problems pertaining to the book as a witness have to be made.

14.1. THE Book OF ESTHER AS EVIDENCE OF EDITING

Although the book of Esther is potentially a very fruitful source for
editorial changes, some problems limit its full use. Without question, the
book has been heavily edited. Ironically, we may have too much evidence.
The problem lies in the fact that the text has been very heavily edited and
that it is preserved in three strongly divergent versions. The investigation
of many passages has proved to be a very difficult and controversial under-
taking. A cursory look at most parallel passages already shows the extent
of the differences and thereby the problems. A comparison of one parallel
passage, the coronation of Esther, in the MT and B-text of Esth 2:17-20
suffices to illustrate the extent of textual variation in this book.

Esth 2:17-20 B-Text

17 ol vipdan & Bacrl)\ebg Eofinp, xai ebpev xdpwv 7rap& nagag Tis maphévouc,
xal émébnuev admf) o &aanya 7 yuvaixelov. 8 xal émoingev & Pacihels

nérov néot Tols didowe adrol xal Taic duvdueay im_nu.ﬁp.as_imd_mlwﬂaﬂ
ol yépous Eanp xal ddeqw émoinoev Toig imd iy ﬁqmew abrol. 196
3¢ Mapaoxatog ﬁﬁep_qmm_gyz\ﬁ 201; 3t Eabnp ody Omédetkev iy
matpida almis oltwg yap tveteidato alnd MapBoxalo; doPeiadar TV
Bedv xal motely T& mpogrdyuata adtol, xabs Ny pet’ abrod, xal Eofnp ob

uemiMhagey Ty dywyiy abriic.

1-40) suggested that some of the additions were included in the original book of
Esther.
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17 And the king loved Esther, and she found favor beyond all the virgins;
and he put the queen’s crown on her. !8 And the king gave a banquet to

all his friends_and great men for seven days, and he highly celebrated

her r fe.

Some of the differences are small changes of isolated words that are of lim-
ited consequence, but many are substantial and change the meaning as well
as the intent of the text. For example, v. 20 shows one of the many changes
in the Greek texts that increased God’s role in the narrative and thereby
made the text theologically more acceptable for inclusion in the canonical
collection. It should further be added that these differences between the
MT and the B-text are only part of the evidence; the A-text of Esth 2:17-20
differs even more from both than these two texts from each other.

The comparison of parallel passages in Esther is further complicated by
the nature of the translations. Especially the B-text (or the LXX) is a rather
free translation.® There are many atypical equivalents of the Hebrew text,
and the translator seems to have taken considerable liberties in rendering
the Hebrew.” As noted by Emanuel Tov: “Esth-LXX goes far beyond free-
dom, variation, addition and omission of details.... It sometimes adds new
ideas and restructures sentences in such a way that it is almost impossible
to indicate the word-for-word equivalence between the Hebrew and the
translation.”® Nevertheless, the Vorlage of the translator already contained

5. For example, Michael V. Fox, The Redaction of the Books of Esther (SBLMS 40;
Atlanta: Scholars Press, 1991), has shown the complex relationships among the three
different versions of the book of Esther. A linear development from one of the versions
to the others cannot be assumed. For further discussion of the literary and redaction
history of the book of Esther, see also De Troyer, Rewriting the Sacred Text, and the
contributions in Leonard Greenspoon and Sidnie White Crawford, eds., The Book of
Esther in Modern Research (JSOTSup 380; London: T&T Clark, 2003).

6. There is a general consensus that the LXX translation is rather free. Thus, e.g.,
Emanuel Tov, “The LXX Translation of Esther: A Paraphrastic Translation of MT or a
Free Translation or a Rewritten Version?” in Empsychoi Logoi— Religious Innovations
in Antiquity: Studies in Honour of Pieter Willem van der Horst (ed. A. Houtman et al.;
Leiden: Brill, 2008), 507-26.

7. For example, some words have been omitted as unnecessary.

8. Tov, “LXX Translation of Esther,” 526.
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substantial differences with the MT to the extent that Tov has character-
ized it as a rewritten version.’ In other words, although some, or perhaps
many, of the changes were made in the process of translation into Greek,
itis very likely that many were already made before the translation, so that
the proto-MT and the Vorlage of the Greek translation already differed
considerably.

Despite the problems with the translation process, it is evident that the
MT cannot automatically be regarded as the more reliable text. In many
cases the MT contains an addition in relation to one or both of the Greek
versions, and therefore the development of each passage has to be investi-
gated separately, with all three witnesses carrying equal weight. Although
one may not be able to solve the development of all passages in Esther, it
is perhaps one of the best examples for illustrating how extensively some
biblical texts could have been changed by later editors. In that sense, it may
function as a possible model for investigating some texts in the Hebrew
Bible that are not preserved in three textual traditions.

14.2. EVIDENCE FOR LARGE ADDITIONS

The Greek versions of Esther contain six major additions, which are usu-
ally labeled as additions A-F These additions are similar to ones often
assumed by redaction critics in other parts of the Hebrew Bible, but Esther
shows, beyond any doubt, that such additions were indeed made. There is
also empirical evidence from other books in the Hebrew Bible that entire
passages were added.! A chart listing the large additions in the Greek
translations of Esther, their location in relation to the MT, and their extent
in verses shows how extensively the older composition was expanded by
these additions.

9. In other words, editorial changes were made prior to the translations into
Greek, during the translation process itself, and after the translation process. Ascrib-
ing the variants to the translator, many scholars have neglected the LXX of Esther as
a witness to variant readings. This common position is rejected by Tov, “LXX Transla-
tion of Esther,” 515, who notes that “the LXX does reflect variants” He appeals, for
example, to the LXX readings that are influenced by Hebrew but that differ from the
text preserved in the MT.

10. For example, the scene in the Persian court in 1 Esd 3:1-4:63 or the three
major additions to the book of Daniel.
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MT Additions in the Greek Editions B-Text A-Text
(Verses) (Verses)

Mordecai’s dream (addition A) 18 17

1:1-3:13
Haman’s edict (addition B) 7 7

3:14-4:17
Mordecai’s prayer (addition C') 11 10
Esther’s prayer (addition C?) 20 19
5:1-2 Esther meets the king (addition D, 16 12

which replaced Esth 5:1-2)

5:3-8:12
The king’s edict (addition E) 24 23

8:13-10:3
Mordecai’s dream explained 11 9

and the epilogue (addition F)

The Hebrew text consists of 167 verses, while the additions consist of more
than 100 verses. This means that the large additions increased the book by
roughly 60 percent.!! The small additions throughout the text inflated the
text even more.

Because they were placed at the very beginning and the end of the
composition, additions A and F envelop the older narrative. Addition A
was placed in front of the older story as Mordecai’s dream where he fore-
sees, in symbolic language, the coming events, whereas addition F was
placed at the end of the composition to explain the dream. The sections
were evidently added by the same editor, because one section would be
deficient without the other. Together they provide a framework through
which the reader is bound to interpret the older story in a particular way.

11. Clearly the verses are of different size, but the comparison of verses still serves
to illustrate how extensively the text grew.
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Like many of the other additions, additions A and F increase the reli-
gious dimension or nature of the story. The same tendency was enhanced
by small additions (see, e.g., Esth 2:20 above). It is to be suspected that the
same editor who added additions A and F is behind at least some of these
small additions in the main corpus of the book. For source and redaction
criticism this is significant because this would corroborate the assumption
often made in redaction criticism that some books were comprehensively
edited from a certain theological perspective (e.g., the Deuteronomistic
editing in Jeremiah).

The addition of a new introduction to an older text is an editorial tech-
nique also used elsewhere. In her recent study of this technique, Sara ]J.
Milstein has called it revision by introduction.!? Here a new introduction
guides the reader to understand the following narrative from a different
perspective. This technique may extensively transform the meaning and
intent of a text so that it could be regarded as a new edition.!? Milstein has
collected empirical evidence of the technique from ancient Mesopotamian
literature, but it appears to have been in use in the Hebrew Bible as well,
addition A being a case in point.!

A1-17 New beginning  In the second year when Artaxerxes the Great
in B-text/LXX was king, on the first day of Nisa, Mardochaeus
the son of lairos ... saw a dream

1:1 B-text/LXX It happened after these things in the days of
Artaxerxes

I:1-  Original begin- It happened in the days of Artaxerxes, the
ning same Artaxerxes who ruled over one hundred
twenty-seven provinces from India to Ethiopia

12. Sara J. Milstein, “Reworking Ancient Texts: Revision through Introduction
in Biblical and Mesopotamian Literature” (Ph.D. diss., New York University, 2010).
Addition A of Esther would correspond to her subcategory “Reintroduction of the
Collection”

13. Cf. ibid., 306.

14. For empirical evidence of the technique of adding a new introduction in the
Mesopotamian literature, see ibid., 37-127. She also discusses the technique in Judges
and 1 Samuel (pp. 128-293), but here the empirical evidence is missing and her dis-
cussion is based on source-critical considerations.
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Note that the Greek versions have added the words “after these things” in
Esth 1:1. This was done in order to create a bridge between the new begin-
ning in addition A and the original beginning.

MT B-Text (LXX)

'  Kal éyéveto

) 3 7

WIMWNR A év Tais nuépaig Aptatépbou

It happened It happened
after these things

in the days of Artaxerxes in the days of Artaxerxes

In the book of Esther this technique was reinforced by the addition of a
conclusion (addition F in the Greek versions) that connects directly to the
introduction, and thereby the whole older narrative is framed by the addi-
tions. The technique of framing the older text further amplified the impact
of the additions. The reader receives a certain interpretative horizon for
the book at the beginning and at the end.

Similar framing of the older composition is often assumed to have
taken place in other books of the Hebrew Bible, but empirical evidence
such as we have in the book of Esther is usually missing. For example,
most scholars assume that the older core of Deuteronomy is found in chs.
12-26, whereas the frames in chs. (1-3) 4-11 and 27-34 are regarded as
a later development that accumulated in successive stages over centuries.!
Apparently several successive editors of Deuteronomy attempted to guide
the reader to understand the older law from a certain perspective by plac-
ing additions as new introductions and conclusions. As in the Greek ver-
sions of Esther, the frames of Deuteronomy lead the reader to understand
the older core text from a certain perspective. In Deuteronomy this tech-
nique appears to have been used by several successive editors.

15. See commentaries on Deuteronomy; e.g., Timo Veijola, Das fiinfte Buch Mose:
Deuteronomium; Kapitel 1,1-16,17 (ATD 8.1; Gottingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht,
2004).
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Similar examples can be pointed out in the book of Judges, where
Judg 1 and 19-21 are frequently assumed to be later additions. Framing
is also probable in the book of Nehemiah. This is especially evident for
the final chapters of the book, Neh 9-13, which were probably accumu-
lated through several successive additions, as commonly acknowledged
in source-critical investigations.!6 It is also possible that Neh 1 was added
later and that Neh 2 forms the original beginning.!” The function of Neh
1 would have been to provide background information for the story, and
this was, in part, presented as a prayer (compare Neh 1:5-11 with addi-
tion C of Esther). The oldest sections would thus be found in the middle
of the book, in chs. 2-7. Unlike in Deuteronomy, Judges, or Nehemiah,
the Greek editions of Esther provide unequivocal empirical evidence that
the oldest text was secondarily framed with additional and later material.!®

Additions B and E show how the text could be expanded by providing
more detail and even documents, purported to be authentic, that are miss-
ing in the older text. The MT refers to two edicts that were to be imple-
mented in the kingdom. The first edict, authored by Haman,!® orders the
satraps and governors to destroy all Jews in the kingdom (in Esth 3:12-14),
whereas the second edict by the Persian king reverses Haman's edict and
allows the Jews to kill their oppressors (Esth 8:9-13). The MT mentions
only that such edicts were made and implemented, but the texts of the
edicts are not recorded. However, the Greek versions provide the exact text
of both edicts, as additions B and E, respectively.

The reference to an edict that is not quoted can be seen as an invita-
tion for later editors who, by including the edict itself, could have devel-
oped the text in a direction that corresponded with their own conceptions.
Through such additions the editors may also have intended to increase
the impression that the text is a piece of authentic historiographic writing
and that it therefore provides historically accurate information. The edicts

16. See discussion and further literature in Jacob L. Wright, Rebuilding Identity:
The Nehemiah Memoir and Its Earliest Readers (BZAW 348; Berlin: de Gruyter, 2004),
189-340 (illustrative chart on p. 340).

17. This is suggested by Wright, Rebuilding Identity, 25-66. According to him,
only Neh 1:1a and 11b are part of the oldest text in Neh 1, whereas much of Neh 2 is
original (vv. 1-6, 11, 15%, 16a, 17, and 18b).

18. Here one could also mention the addition of Susanna and the Elders in the
book of Daniel. In many Greek manuscripts it is placed before the book of Daniel as
its introduction.

19. The edict is given in the king’s name, but it is said to be written by Haman.
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in the Greek versions of Esther are clearly meant to be read as authentic
documents.

The addition of the edicts in the Greek translations is significant for
the discussion of similar documents elsewhere in the Hebrew Bible. Many
source or redaction critics have suggested such additions in other parts
of the Hebrew Bible, while some others have tended to regard documents
quoted in the text as old and authentic. For example, there has been con-
siderable discussion about the authenticity of the letters and edicts of the
book of Ezra. Some scholars have argued that they are not authentic?® and/
or that they were added later,?! but others have assumed that they may be
the oldest parts of these books.?? Since there is no manuscript evidence in
Ezra-Nehemiah, the case has been disputed, and it remains only a theory
that the letters and edicts that are quoted in this book were secondarily
created. The book of Esther, however, provides us with indisputable evi-
dence that these kinds of additions to the Hebrew Bible were made during
the Second Temple period, and it runs counter to the assumption that such
documents would be old merely because of their form as edicts or separate
documents. The addition of the two edicts in the Greek versions of Esther
suggests that similar additions may have been made in other parts of the
Hebrew Bible as well.

The Greek versions include the prayers of Mordecai and Esther (addi-
tion C), which are missing in the MT. Both prayers were inserted—prob-
ably as a single addition—before Esth 5:1-2, where Esther is said to go to
ask the king for a favor and eventually to save the Jews from destruction.
The prayers prepare ground for Esther’s mission and increase the religious
nature of the story more than any other addition in the Greek versions.
The prayers are filled with Deuteronomistic terminology (see, e.g., vv.

20. Especially Dirk Schwiderski, Handbuch des nordwestsemitischen Briefformu-
lars: Ein Beitrag zur Echtheitsfrage der aramdischen Briefe des Esrabuches (BZAW 295;
Berlin: de Gruyter, 2000).

21. For example, Artaxerxes’s rescript in Ezra 7:11-26 is a later addition that pur-
ports to be authentic, but it is very likely a document written by a scribe editor with a
heavily Jewish perspective. See Juha Pakkala, Ezra the Scribe (BZAW 347; Berlin: de
Gruyter, 2004), 40-49, for discussion and further literature.

22. For example, Artaxerxes's rescript is assumed to be original and authentic by
Wilthelm Rudolph, Esra und Nehemia samt 3. Esra (HAT 20; Tiibingen: J.C.B. Mohr,
1949), 73-77. Herbert Donner, Geschichte des Volkes Israel und seiner Nachbarn in
Grundziigen (ATD Erg. 4.1-2; Gottingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1995), 460, notes
that the edict may be the only authentic part of Ezra 7-10.
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14-21), and both Esther and Mordecai are presented as pious Jews who
acknowledge the sins of the past and seek Yhwh’s mercy. After the prayers
have been added to the composition, the favorable turn of events later in
the account is easily seen as the result of Yhwh’s favor and mercy, whereas
without the additions the plot puts more emphasis on Esther’s own inge-
nuity and cunning.

Like the edicts, the addition of the prayers is significant for under-
standing comparable passages in other parts of the Hebrew Bible. Similar
prayers are found, for example, in 1 Kgs 8, Ezra 9, Neh 1:5-11, Neh 9, and
Dan 9. All of these prayers reflect on the surrounding narrative and its
themes, often interpreting the theological meaning of the events of the
narrative. Because they appear to be digressions from the main narrative,
there has been considerable discussion about their relationship to the rest
of the text. Ezra 9, Neh 1:5-11, and Neh 9 in particular have been argued
to be later additions.?3 Addition C of Esther seems to confirm that such
additions were indeed made to the texts of the Hebrew Bible. Although
addition C of Esther as such does not prove that other prayers are later
additions, it can and should be used in the discussion about the connec-
tion of similar prayers to their contexts in other ancient texts. In concrete
terms, if such a prayer was added to Esther, similar additions could also
be expected in other parts of the Hebrew Bible where such documented
evidence was not preserved.

The large additions imply that the editing of the Greek traditions took
place in successive stages. Although the Hebrew or Greek origin of some
of the additions in the Greek versions is debated, there is consensus that
some were originally written in Greek and some in Hebrew.?* This implies
that the additions were made by different editors, which further suggests
that large additions were not an exception, but they could have been made
in different contexts at different times by different editors. On the basis of
this empirical evidence from the book of Esther, it is fair to assume that

23. See, e.g., Pakkala, Ezra the Scribe, 89-94 (Ezra 9) and 180-84 (Neh 9). For Neh
1:5-11, see Wright, Rebuilding Identity, 10-21. See also discussion on Dan 9 in Hans-
Peter Mathys, Dichter und Beter: Theologen aus spdtalttestamentlicher Zeit (OBO 132;
Gottingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1994), 21-36.

24. Additions B and E were probably written in Greek, whereas the other addi-
tions were probably written in Hebrew. Nevertheless, some later additions to the large
Hebrew additions may have been written in Greek. See, e.g., deSilva, Introducing the
Apocrypha, 116.
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similarly large additions, many of which correspond to entire chapters of
modern Bible editions, were made to other books of the Hebrew Bible as
well. 2

14.3. SUMMARY AND METHODOLOGICAL CONSIDERATIONS

The book of Esther may provide us with the best empirical evidence for
large additions in the Hebrew Bible. They accord with assumptions often
made in redaction-critical investigations that entire passages could have
been inserted into older compositions. Because of the sheer size of the
additions in Esther, the nature of the story changed considerably. The
Masoretic book of Esther never refers to God and does not seem have
a particularly religious perspective. However, in both of the Greek ver-
sions the story receives a clearly religious dimension. This was achieved
by the addition of an apocalyptic dream (addition A), its interpretation
(addition F), prayers (addition C), and many smaller additions. The edicts
were probably added in order to create an impression of authenticity and
to guide the text in a particular direction. All in all, Esther is significant
in showing how extensively a text could be transformed by the editing.
It has changed the nature of the text substantially. This becomes appar-
ent when we compare the complete Greek versions with the (generally)
older Hebrew. This is well in line with many source- and redaction-critical
approaches that assume significant editing in other books. It also shows
how important it is to understand the history of the text.

It is probable that many of the large additions to Esther could be iden-
tified as additions even without access to the more original MT. The added
religious dimension in most of the additions already contrasts with the
older text. The genre and style of the additions would also suggest that they
were not written by the same author. For example, the partly apocalyptic
style of addition A finds no correspondence in the rest of the composition
(with the exception of addition F, which was probably added by the same
editors). The prayers also stand out from their contexts because of their
religious aspect. As for the edicts, many redaction critics have come to
the conclusion that similar additions were made to Ezra-Nehemiah, even

25. That some of the large additions were made before the translation also corrob-
orates the idea that already the Hebrew Vorlagen of the translators were substantially
different from the MT and that the differences were not introduced in the translation
process.
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though similar textual evidence is not available. It is therefore probable
that in Esther, where we know for certain that the edicts were added later,

some redaction critics would come to the conclusion that they had been
added even if the MT were not available.
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EVIDENCE FOR EXPANSIONS, RELOCATIONS, OMISSIONS,
AND REWRITING: JOASH THE KING AND JEHOIADA THE
PRIEST IN 2 KINGS 11-12 AND 2 CHRONICLES 22-24

Because many of the Chronicler’s sources are preserved in the books of
Samuel and Kings, Chronicles is a productive example for understanding
how a source text could be used when a new composition was formed.
The creation of an entirely new composition distinguishes the present
example from many others in this volume where we compare different
textual versions of the same passage (e.g., in Num 13-14) or a passage that
was created on the basis of another (e.g., Jer 48 on the basis of Isa 15-16).
Although it has a different type of relationship with its source from many
other examples of this volume, Chronicles nevertheless shows how some
texts related to their sources. This type of relationship to the source text
must also be taken into consideration as a possibility when we investigate
texts of the Hebrew Bible where a source text was not preserved. In other
words, some of the texts investigated in literary and redaction criticism
may also be ones created as new compositions on the basis of an entirely
different literary work.

Joash's reign is described in 2 Kgs 12:1-22, but the terror reign of
Athaliah and her attempt to kill the whole royal family in 2 Kgs 11 func-
tions as a prelude. Second Kings 11 describes how Joash was saved, how
Jehoiada the priest staged a coup against Athaliah, and how Jehoiada put
Joash in power. Several short examples from these chapters, each with dif-
ferent kinds of editorial changes, illustrate how the Chronicler transmit-
ted and changed the story he found in his source in 2 Kgs 11-12. Although
one should not exclude the possibility that 2 Kgs 11-12 was also changed
after it had been used by the Chronicler as his source, this does not play a
decisive role for the examples presented here.

-205-
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15.1. A RELOCATION AND AN EXPANSION:
JEHOSHEBA SAVES JOASH FROM ATHALIAH

The short parallel accounts of Joash being hidden from Athaliah in 2 Kgs
11:2-3 and 2 Chr 22:11-12 contain several differences.

2Kgs 11:2-3

21N INRTA WRMDR EER-FIRR-E-TORATNA pavir npm
TNDM MVAN TTNA NPPATARI IR DRMANT 1‘7m-~.1:1 70N 1NN

PIRA-SY nabn hny oaw ww N:nnn 111’ n"a ANR TN

2Jehosheba, the daughter of the king Joram-Ahasiabe-sister, took Joash
son of Ahaziah, and stole him away from among the king's children who
were about to be killed, (and put) him and his nurse in a bedroom. They
thus hid him from Athaliah, so that he would not be killed. 3 He remained

with her six years, hidden in the temple of Yhwh, while Athaliah reigned
over the land.

2 Chr22:11-12

"JJ ']’1I1D IR 2130 TMTIRTIA WRPTNR 1'7m'n:1 nynww npm

PRa-S5y nabn o oaw ww Rannn D’1'7N'1 n*:m nmz M

11 Jehoshabeath, the daughter of the king, took Joash son of Ahaziah, and
stole him away from among the king’s children who were about to be
killed, glipy_( hlm and his nurseina bedroom h hosh l ¢ uh _who was

God, while Athahah reigned over the land.

The most significant difference between the parallel passages is the
expansion in 2 Chr 22:11 where the family relationships of Jehosheba
(Jehoshabeath)! are explained in more detail than in the source text.

1. Note that the name is slightly different in the two versions: 217" in 2 Kings
versus NYaWIT" in 2 Chronicles.
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At the beginning of 2 Kgs 11:2, Jehosheba is introduced as the sister of
Ahaziah. The Chronicler’s account has preserved this information, but it
has been relocated and incorporated into the expansion in 2 Chr 22:11,
which further adds that Jehosheba was the wife of Jehoiada the priest.?
This expansion is probably an invention of the Chronicler, who through-
out 2 Chr 22-24 portrays Jehoiada as having more influence than what he
had according to the source.

Since the expansion was made in a verse where the Chronicler other-
wise followed 2 Kgs 11:2 word for word, it is not likely that the expansion
derives from a different source as some scholars have suggested.? Had the
author of 2 Chr 22:11 used another source for this passage, one would
expect to find here other traces of this source as well. The assumption that
there was an isolated piece of information or a separate tradition reporting
that Jehosheba was the wife of Jehoiada the priest seems improbable. More
important, most of the differences from 2 Kgs 11-12 can be explained on
the basis of the Chronicler’s theological conceptions.*

The change was sparked by the source, where a nonpriestly woman
is able to move freely or even live inside the temple area. Second Kings
11:2-3 implies that this was possible during the First Temple period, but
it had probably become unthinkable in the Chronicler’s own context in
the Second Temple period. The Chronicler had to find an explanation
and justification for her presence there. Although the whole idea that a
woman was able to live in the temple area is bound to have disturbed the

2. Edward L. Curtis, A Critical and Exegetical Commentary on the Books of Chron-
icles (ICC; Edinburgh: T&T Clark; New York: Scribner’s, 1910), 423, notes that the
relocation may have been accidental, but this is unlikely, because the Chronicler also
added information in this verse, which implies that the change is intentional.

3. For example, Sara Japhet (I and II Chronicles [OTL; Louisville: Westminster John
Knox, 1993), 819-24) has suggested that here the Chronicler may have had authentic
information not preserved by the author of 2 Kgs 11. Curtis, Chronicles, 418-19, and
many others similarly assume an additional source. According to Wilhelm Rudolph
(Chronikbiicher [HAT 21; Tiibingen: Mohr Siebeck, 1955], 271), the Chronicler devi-
ates from 2 Kgs 11 only when it is theologically disturbing ("Anst68ig”).

4. For a discussion of the Chronicler’s theological conceptions, see Curtis, Chron-
icles, 6-16; Rudolph, Chronikbiicher, VIII-1X, XIII-XXIV; Hugh G. M. Williamson,
1 and 2 Chronicles (NCBC; Grand Rapids: Eerdmans; London: Marshall, Morgan &
Scott, 1982), 24-33; Japhet, I and II Chronicles, 43-49. See also Ehud Ben Zvi, History,
Literature and Theology in the Book of Chronicles (London: Equinox, 2006), 160-73.
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Chronicler,’ it would have been difficult for him to completely omit the
idea that Jehosheba hid Joash in the temple, because many details in the
ensuing story are dependent on Joash’s hiding place. The temple became
the hub of the rebellion according to 2 Kgs 11 // 2 Chr 23, and changing
this motif would have meant that entire events concerning the rebellion
would had to have been omitted. This would have been too radical, since
the Chronicler seems to have been convinced about the general course of
events as described in 2 Kgs 11. He found a more economical solution to
the problem, as we will see.

That a person was able to move inside the temple would have meant
for the Chronicler that this person must have had permission to be there,
which then logically meant that she must have been connected to the
priests. It is only a short step from here to the idea that Jehosheba was
the wife of a priest, and Jehoiada would certainly be the best candidate,
because he was the one who taught Joash (2 Kgs 12:3; 2 Chr 24:2). In other
words, the addition of the idea that Jehosheba was the wife of Jehoiada the
priest can be seen as an interpretation of the source text that is in line with
the Chronicler’s theological conceptions.

The change of NNR (“with her”) in 2 Kgs 11:3 to NR (“with them”)
in 2 Chr 22:12 further corroborates the assumption that the Chronicler
made Jehosheba the wife of Jehoiada. In the older text, Joash is reported
to have been hiding with Jehosheba alone, whereas in the Chronicler’s
account Joash stays “with them,” evidently referring to both Jehosheba
and Jehoiada the priest. This would be well in accordance with the idea
that Jehoiada taught Joash (2 Kgs 12:3 // 2 Chr 24:2; see below). It would
have been logical that Joash had also been taught in his childhood by
Jehoiada, during the time that Joash was hiding. In other words, the
source text provided the impulse for creating the expansion through
imaginative reasoning.

These changes are illustrative of the Chronicler’s method in using his
source. He found a detail in the source text that did not correspond to
his own understanding of who was allowed to enter the temple area. It
would have been difficult to omit the problematic reference in this case,
and therefore an explanation for this detail had to be found to remove or
at least reduce the disturbance. Although the modern reader could inter-

5. For example, according to 2 Chr 23:6-7, only the priests and Levites may enter
the temple. Verse 7 implies that anyone else should be killed.
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pret the addition as a pure invention, it is probable that the Chronicler was
convinced about the accuracy of his explanation. For him the source text
must have been incorrect or at least unsatisfactory, and therefore it had
to be corrected. In other words, a theologically disturbing detail forced a
reaction and an editorial correction from the Chronicler. Eventually it was
2 Kgs 12:3 that gave the Chronicler a reason to connect Joash’s childhood
with Jehoiada (see below).

15.2. A SMALL OMISSION WITH A LARGE IMPACT:
JEHOIADA THE PRIEST TEACHES JOASH

The Chronicler’s account of Joash’s reign in 2 Chr 24:1-27 is thoroughly
different from that of 2 Kgs 12:1-22, but the beginning of the story was
taken almost word for word from 2 Kgs 12. Many details in the source
text conflicted with the Chronicler’s theological and other conceptions,
but especially the basic development of the events as described in 2 Kgs 12
would have been difficult if not impossible for him to accept.

According to 2 Kgs 12, King Joash was a good king because Jehoiada,
the priest, had taught him, and consequently Joash took interest in the
temple and restored it. Except for the high places, which are a recurrent sin
of all good and evil kings of Judah up to King Hezekiah, King Joash is said
to have done nothing wrong. According to 2 Kgs 12:19, however, he had
to give all the votive gifts (D'WTPi~H3) from the temple as well as the gold
of the temple and of the palace to King Hazael of Aram. This was done in
order to save Jerusalem from an imminent attack by the Arameans. The
author of 2 Kgs 12 does not appear to blame the king at all, and the event
is described rather neutrally as a necessary action to save Jerusalem from
destruction.

For the Chronicler the temple was the center of his theology,® and he
would have regarded Joash’s act of giving the votive offerings and temple
treasures to the Arameans as a total catastrophe and a sign of Yhwh's anger
and punishment. In view of his conceptions of divine justice and just
retribution,” there was an evident contradiction between the goodness of
King Joash and the robbing of the temple. The course and development of
the events as described in 2 Kgs 12 would hardly have been possible for the

6. Thus most scholars; see, e.g., Peter B. Dirksen, 1 Chronicles (Historical Com-
mentary on the Old Testament; Leuven: Peeters, 2005), 19-20.
7. Japhet, I and II Chronicles, 44-45.
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Chronicler, and this is probably the main reason for most of the changes
he made in relation to the source text.

It may have been difficult for the Chronicler to change the general
evaluation of Joash as a good king, because he is said to have done many
good deeds, such as the repairing of the temple, but at the same time the
plundering of the temple had to be given an interpretation. A small omis-
sion in the evaluation of the king’s reign solved this problem.?

2 Kgs 12:1-3

1503w 0w yaw-ia

MR oW1 YW TON MW PR WNIRTOR-NRS-pawRIwa

yaw anan Ny
nan ymn FNRSWR-DY M Y wn W wym

! Joash was seven years old when he began to reign, 2 in-the-seventh-year
ef JehuJoash-began-to-reign, and he reigned forty years in Jerusalem. His

mother’s name was Zibiah from Beer-sheba. 3 Joash did what was right in
the sight of Yhwh all his days, beeause the priest Jehoiada instrueted-him.

2 Chr24:1-2

AR R 0w oHWN THn mw opaIR 135na1 wN oaw paw-a
Paw IRan
1797 YT M9 M A W WRY wym

!Joash was seven years old when he began to reign, and he reigned forty
years in Jerusalem. His mother’s name was Zibiah from Beer-sheba.
2 Joash did what was right in the sight of Yhwh all the days of the priest
Jehoiada.

According to 2 Kgs 12:3, Joash was a good king all the days of his life (-52
1'1>") because Jehoiada had taught him. However, the Chronicler omitted
a small section of this sentence, thereby changing the whole idea. Accord-
ing to his account, Joash was a good king all the days of Jehoiada (23
YY), which implies that he was not good all the days of his own life. It
is not explicitly stated that Joash was evil, but it is implied that Jehoiada

8. The omission of the reference to the year of the king of Israel is a systematic
omission in Chronicles and need not concern us here.
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kept him from committing evil deeds. That the sentence in 2 Kgs is some-
what ambiguous (whether WK should be understood as introducing a
relative or explicative clause) may have been caused by earlier editing,’
since the whole sentence beginning with WR could be a later addition to
2 Kgs 12:3, as some scholars have suggested.!® Nonetheless, this does not
change our case, because the Chronicler was evidently aware of this part of
the text: in Chronicles the reference to Jehoiada has been changed so that
Joash’s piety is limited to a part of his life.

Once Joash’s piety was restricted to the time that Jehoiada lived, the
door was open for the other changes in the passage that explained the con-
tradiction between the king’s goodness and the restoration of the temple
on the one hand (2 Kgs 12:2-17) and the catastrophe later in the king’s
reign on the other (2 Kgs 12:18-19). In the Chronicler’s account, Joash’s
reign is divided by Jehoiada’s death into two different periods. The temple
is restored during the time that Jehoiada lived, whereas the time after his
death is characterized by sin and punishment. Because of this division, the
idea of Jehoiada’s death had to be added to the Chronicler’s account (2 Chr
24:15-16). This was followed by several other insertions. Immediately
after Jehoiada has died, Joash listens to the leaders of Judah (v. 17), which
then leads to the neglect of the temple and the worship of the Asherim and
the idols (v. 18). The prophets sent by Yhwh (vv. 19-20) are ignored, and
finally Joash orders Zechariah, the son of Jehoiada, to be stoned to death
(vv. 21-22). The words of the dying Zechariah function as the bridge from
the sins to the ensuing catastrophe: “May Yhwh see and avenge” (v. 22).

9. That the TWN of 2 Kgs 12:3 could be understood as an explicative and not as
a relative particle is implied by the suffix in V12", For it to be understood as a relative
clause, one would have to remove the suffix. For example, the Greek translations that
understood WNR as a relative pronoun omitted the suffix: xai émolyoey Inag 1 evbic
dvamiov xuplov maoas Tag Wubpas, & dddmioey adrdv Iwdae 4 lepeis. However, Paul
Jotion and Takamitsu Muraoka, A Grammar of Biblical Hebrew (2nd repr. of 2nd ed;
SubBi 27; Rome: Gregorian & Biblical Press, 2009), §158t, 600, understand the word
as a relative pronoun that refers to an earlier part of the sentence. More probably, how-
ever, we are dealing with an explicative use of the word (cf. ibid., $170e, 638).

10. According to Charles Fox Burney (Notes on the Hebrew Text of the Books of
Kings [Oxford: Clarendon, 1903], 312) and Christoph Levin (“Die Instandsetzung des
Tempels unter Joas ben Ahasja,” in Fortschreibungen: Gesammelte Studien zum Alten
Testament [BZAW 316; Berlin: de Gruyter, 2003], 169-97, esp. 169-71), the sentence
is a later addition or a marginal note. Levin further notes (171) that the sentence refers
to the reason for the piety and not to its duration.
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The attack of the Arameans is described in the following verse. The addi-
tional material in vv. 15-22 serves the Chronicler’s broader conception
that a catastrophe is always a punishment for sins. These verses explain
how the king’s initial goodness eventually turned into evil. They are neces-
sary to the Chronicler’s attempt to transform the story to conform to his
theological conceptions.

Consequently, a comparison between 2 Kgs 12:1-3 and 2 Chr 24:1-2
illustrates how theological reasoning could justify an omission of a part
of the source text that changed the meaning of the sentence substantially.
This small omission then enabled the Chronicler to make other more
extensive changes throughout the passage.

15.3. REWRITING: JoAsSH REPAIRS THE TEMPLE

Although most of the general themes of 2 Kgs 12 are preserved in 2 Chr 24,
practically all details and the course of events have been rewritten. Some
scholars assume that most of the changes in this chapter mainly or exclu-
sively derive from the Chronicler’s own pen and not from an unknown
source,!! while others have suggested that the Chronicler used another
source besides 2 Kgs 12.1? Several considerations suggest that the Chroni-
cler used 2 Kgs 12 as the main source. The beginnings of the passages are
identical, which implies that the Chronicler certainly knew the beginning
of 2 Kgs 12. Although similar parallels are missing in the ensuing text,
both passages share vocabulary, and the shared words are often found in
the same order in both accounts. The thematic similarities between the
passages are even more apparent. All themes of 2 Kgs 12 have a parallel in
2 Chr 24, albeit in a radically altered form. Since the themes are also pre-
sented in the same order, the correspondence of themes is probably caused
by the Chronicler’s attempt to react to the text in 2 Kgs 12. He tried to
correct what he saw as incorrect in the source. It should be further noted
that the resulting text is an excellent example of the Chronicler’s theology,

11. Thus, among many others, Curtis, Chronicles, 434; Japhet, I and 1l Chronicles,
839-40.

12. Thus, for example, Wilhelm Rudolph (Chronikbiicher, 273-74) and Steven
L. McKenzie (The Chronicler’s Use of the Deuteronomistic History [HSM 33; Atlanta:
Scholars Press, 1985], 110-11) assume that the Chronicler used another source besides
2Kgs 12.
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as noted by Edward Curtis.!> The cumulative evidence therefore suggests
that 2 Chr 24 was written with 2 Kgs 12 in view and that no other source
is necessary to explain the differences.

A prime example of rewriting is the repairing of the temple. According
to 2 Kgs 12:5-6, the money should be collected from the people in order
to repair the breaches (?73) of the temple. It consists of a tax and volun-
tary offerings or gifts. One receives the impression from this passage that
collecting money for the temple was a onetime event that took place only
during Joash’s reign. In contrast, the Chronicler’s version implies that there
was an annual tax or payment for the repairs (MJW3a MW *N) and that
Moses had ordered such a payment (7WnR NRWN).!4 The restoration is also
assumed to have been a much bigger issue in the Chronicler’s version than
in 2 Kgs 12. According to 2 Kgs 12, only the breaches (P72) were repaired,
but when the reference to the breaches was omitted in 2 Chr 24, the limita-
tion was lifted. As a consequence, in the Chronicler’s text the whole temple
has to be repaired (see vv. 5, 12) or even renewed (wnY; see v. 12). The
Chronicler changed a description of reparation of breaches to an implicit
statement that the temple should be renewed every year and that Moses,
in fact, ordered the Israelites to contribute financially to the continuous
renovation of the temple by paying an annual tax for this purpose. This
is well in line with the temple-centered approach of the Chronicler. The
comparison of these verses in the two accounts illustrates how extensive
the changes were that the Chronicler could, in some cases, make in order
to imprint his own theological and compositional conceptions on the text.
Of the source text only fractions are preserved in the Chronicler’s version.

2 Kgs 12:5-8

3SR IRTE NI TWN-BWTR-03 50 BURaR SR WL ORRY
AR Neanh ueN=ab 5p-abye awn feaeh 199 nwas-qo0 wrn
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13. Curtis, Chronicles, 423.

14. It is not clear which passage in the Pentateuch is meant here, if any. Exod
36:5-29, for example, refers to the gifts that the Israelites gave for the construction of
the tabernacle, but they are clearly voluntary gifts, and it is a onetime event.



214  EXPANSIONS, RELOCATIONS, OMISSIONS, AND REWRITING

BAPN PITR BR5R NRY BuRabmen b waeEr Thnn RapM

denefs—eﬂd-le{»trhem repair the breaches of the temple w-hefever—eﬂy—need
t-he—pnests—had—made—ne—sepeﬂseﬂ-@he-he&se 8 So King Jeash summoned
%he—pﬂest ]ehmada w*t—h-t-hee&her—pﬁest-s and said to them, Why afe—yeu

e l bt hardi cor e of the howse”

2 Chr 24:4-6
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4 Sometime_afterward Joash decided to restore Yhwh's temple. °> He
assembled the priests and the Levites and said “ to the

cities of Tudah and gather money from all Israel to repair the temple of
your God, the yearly amount; and act quickly in this matter.” But the

Levites did not act quickly.
6 So the king summoned Jehoiada the chief (priest) and said to him,

“Why have you not required the Levi ring in from Judah a

salem the tax levied by Moses, the servant of Yhwh, on the congregation

of Israel for the tent of the covenant?”

15.4. EVIDENCE FOR CONTRADICTING THE SOURCE BY AN OMISSION AND
AN ADDITION: JOASH’S BURIAL

As 2 Kgs 12 describes King Joash in a positive light, he is buried in an
honorable way with his fathers in the royal cemetery (v. 22). Because this
would have been against the Chronicler’s conception that Joash had done
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many evil deeds after Jehoiadas death, the manner of Joash’s burial was
changed accordingly. Clearly following his source in the basic reference to
Joash’s burial, the Chronicler contradicted it by omitting the reference to
the fathers and adding a sentence that explicitly notes that King Joash was
not buried in the royal tombs (2 Kgs 12:22 // 2 Chr 24:25).

2 Kgs 12:22 2 Chr24:25
NN AP nnapn
PRINDY
"1 P2 ™7 Y3
22000 NNAR3 MNP X
and they buried him and they buried him
with-his-fathers
in the city of David in the city of David
hey did not bury him in th al tom

Instead of Joash, in the Chronicler’s account the priest Jehoiada was buried
in the royal tombs (2 Chr 24:16: oabnnmoy T™TTYa 1ap”, “And they
buried him in the city of David among the kings”). There is probably an
intentional contrast between the good Jehoiada, who, despite being a
priest, deserved to be buried with the kings, and the evil Joash, who was
held good only as long as Jehoiada lived. This is an illustrative example
where the Chronicler could present a diametrically opposing view of an
event that he found in his source. It is very unlikely that the Chronicler
used a different source here, because the change is in accordance with the
other changes he made throughout the passage.!>

15.5. CONCLUSIONS AND METHODOLOGICAL CONSEQUENCES

Although it is probable that many of the changes in 2 Chr 24 are more
or less inventions of the Chronicler, he was not entirely free to create the

15. For example, Rudolph, Chronikbiicher, 280, regards it possible that the dif-
ference is due to a different source or the invention of the Chronicler. Japhet, I and
II Chronicles, 853-54, is also hesitant as to whether a source was used or not, but she
notes that theological motives are behind the changes.
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whole story. Second Kings 12 is the starting point that the Chronicler
reacted to, and he also built his own story on the basis of this source. He
was bound by the events, which were generally assumed to have taken
place, but took the liberty to rewrite the details that were contrary to his
own theological conceptions. He evidently could not deny many of the
events described in 2 Kgs 12, and he also seems to have been convinced
that the general development of the events as described in 2 Kgs 12 was
reliable. Perhaps we are dealing with events generally acknowledged by
the Chronicler’s community to have taken place, and the description of
these events could not be completely changed without endangering the
credibility of the new text.!6 On the other hand, it seems that the Chroni-
cler was not bound by the source text solely because of external or societal
pressure. He clearly also regarded 1-2 Kings as an authoritative and reli-
able source that he could and in many cases did follow word for word.
However, the course of events in 2 Kgs 12 contradicted so much of the
Chronicler’s own theology that much of its wordage had to be left out. The
resulting text describes the reign of Joash as the Chronicler assumed that
it must have taken place.

The examples presented in this chapter show that at least in some cases
authors who used older sources could make substantial changes to the older
text for theological reasons. We have seen an example of an expansion (in
2 Kgs 11:2 and 2 Chr 22:11), similar to what is assumed in conventional
literary or redaction criticism. Literary criticism would probably be in a
position to identify the addition, because it partly repeats what is already
said (cf. “Jehoshabeath, the daughter of the king ... Jehoshabeath, who was
the daughter of King Jehoram”). However, parts of the texts (namely, the
idea that Jehoshabeath was Ahaziah’s sister) were also relocated, and liter-
ary criticism commonly does not assume that such processes took place.
For literary criticism, the case would thus be complicated, because part of
what seems to be an expansion was in fact relocated from another section
of the older text. On the other hand, parts of the expansion have no coun-
terpart in the older text. Consequently, it is likely that literary criticism
would be able to detect that something was added, but it would not be able
to reconstruct the course of editing in full.

16. See Ehud Ben Zvi, “Shifting the Gaze: Historiographic Constraints in Chron-
icles and Their Implications,” in The Land That I Will Show You: Essays on the History
and Archaeology of the Ancient Near East in Honor of ]. Maxwell Miller (ed. P. Graham
and A. Dearman; JSOTSup 343: Sheffield: Sheffield Academic Press, 2001), 38-60.
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We have also seen several small omissions (2 Kgs 12:1-3 // 2 Chr 24:1-
2), some of which had considerable impact on the meaning of the text. It
goes without saying that literary criticism would not be in a position to
reconstruct what was omitted, but it would also be difficult to detect that
something was omitted, because the resulting text is rather fluent. Per-
haps the most radical change in relation to the source took place in 2 Chr
24:4-6, which is an extensively rewritten version of 2 Kgs 12:5-8. It is evi-
dent that the reconstruction of such textual changes would also be very
difficult, if not impossible, if we did not possess the source. The same can
be said of 2 Chr 24:25, which describes Joash’s burial.

The reason for the extensive changes may, at least in part, be due to
the way Chronicles relates to its sources. It is a new composition that was
created by using different literary works as sources, 1-2 Kings being one of
them. Nevertheless, the evidence does provide possible models as to how
some texts in the Hebrew Bible related to their sources, and in this respect
the evidence should not be ignored by literary or redaction criticism in
seeking to understand the earlier history of the texts. In concrete terms, it
is possible that the prehistory of some texts where we do not possess the
source is similar to that of the prehistory of Chronicles. If a literary-critical
investigation seeks to reconstruct the prehistory of such texts, it would go
astray unless extensive omissions and rewritings were assumed.






CONCLUSIONS:
EMPIRICAL EVIDENCE OF EDITORIAL PROCESSES

Fifteen passages from the Hebrew Bible have been investigated in this
volume. They show that substantial editing took place in the literary his-
tory of the Hebrew Bible. The evidence consists of textual witnesses that
differ from the MT and of parallel passages within one textual tradition,
especially within the MT. This evidence could be characterized as empiri-
cal in the sense that the editorial changes can be observed by comparing
two or more preserved textual witnesses or parallel texts. The examples
thus provide a solid basis for understanding the general nature of edito-
rial processes. It can reasonably be assumed that similar changes also took
place in cases where such evidence is not preserved.

The passages were taken from various parts of the Hebrew Bible in
order to gain a broad perspective. Although each text is different and
needs to be investigated on the basis of its available textual witnesses, the
presented analyses can be used as reference material and potential models
for investigating other texts. They provide evidence of a variety of tech-
niques used by the editors. Although it has become apparent that the posi-
tions and attitudes of the editors toward the older text were not identical
and that different processes have been at work, some clear tendencies of
the literary history can be detected in the preserved textual material. With
regard to this evidence, the existence and the wide range of editorial pro-
cesses in the history of the Hebrew Bible should no longer be questioned.

1. THE FINAL TEXT SHouLD Not BE USED
FOR HISTORICAL INVESTIGATION

The examples unequivocally show that it is imperative to be aware of the

complicated editorial processes behind the texts of the Hebrew Bible. This
is especially important if these texts are used for historical investigation.
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In many cases the text was so substantially changed by later editors that
the original meaning was greatly altered. This undermines any attempt
to use the final texts for historical purposes. Without understanding how
the texts developed and received their latest forms, one would effectively
neglect significant and perhaps crucial information. One has to question
the viability and validity of any theory that is based on the use of the final
texts to reconstruct the culture, history, and religion of ancient Israel and
Judaism. In the worst cases, the use of the final texts provides a distorted
and misleading picture of the investigated subject.

For example, it is very probable that several editors made changes to
Ezra’s profession, and some of this editorial activity is preserved in the
textual witnesses, as we have seen. Although Ezra was originally regarded
as a scribe, later editors increasingly made him a priest as well. The end
of this development can be seen in 1 Esdras, where he is regarded as the
high priest (6 apytepeds in 1 Esd 9:39, 40, 49). The changes in his title and
profession were accompanied by changes in the rest of the text, such as
the addition of temple vessels that Ezra brings back to Jerusalem. Themes
related to the temple and priests were increased. The reader is bound to
understand the narrative in a different light after Ezra has been made a
priestly character. The reading of the law in Neh 8 will be understood dif-
ferently depending on whether Ezra the scribe or Ezra the high priest
leads the occasion. As Ezra 7-10 and Neh 8 are often used as a significant
historical source, a neglect of the fact that substantial editorial changes
took place in these texts will inevitably lead to shaky historical reconstruc-
tions.!

2. THE METHODS OF LITERARY AND REDACTION CRITICISM
IN THE LIGHT oF EMPIRICAL EVIDENCE

There are several examples in the analyzed passages where the preserved
empirical evidence corresponds to conventional theories about the liter-
ary growth of the texts (e.g., Num 13:33; 28:16-25; Judg 6:7-10; 2 Kgs
25:8-12; and Jer 52:12).2 As assumed in literary and redaction criticism,

1. For example, the Ezra narrative in Ezra 7-10 and in Neh 8 is used rather uncrit-
ically as a historical source in Pierre Briant, From Cyrus to Alexander: A History of the
Persian Empire (Winona Lake, Ind.: Eisenbrauns, 2002), 583-84.

2. Num 28:16-25 in relation to the older Lev 23:5-8, the MT of 2 Kgs 25:8-12 in
relation to the LXX, the MT of Jer 52:12 in relation to the LXX.
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these texts were mainly expanded. Moreover, the expansions in these cases
clearly distinguish themselves from the older text, which accords with the
assumption in literary criticism that expansions can be identified. They
often interrupt the older narrative or its thought sequences and may not
completely fit in with the syntax and style of their respective contexts. One
can often see a different perspective in the expansion that separates it from
its surroundings. The main incentives for expanding an older text would
be to explain older passages, provide a different perspective, add some-
thing new, or change something that the editor thought was not adequately
or correctly discussed. A recurrent motive to insert an additional passage
was to update the older text to correspond to changed socio-historical cir-
cumstances and to new religious ideas and concepts. Accordingly, inco-
herent syntax and differing styles, perspectives, tendencies, and topics are
regarded by literary critics as significant criteria for distinguishing expan-
sions from older literary layers. In texts where expansions were made, it is
in many cases possible to identify the later elements and thus reconstruct,
at least in part, the literary development. Thus, an overall methodological
skepticism toward the possibilities of reconstructing the literary history
of the Hebrew Bible, advocated by some scholars, cannot be held justified.
Processes of editing left many traces in the resulting texts, and by inves-
tigating these traces it is often possible to reconstruct how texts probably
developed. In light of the evidence presented in this volume, we should
not ignore these traces in exegesis, and in every case we should try to gain
insight into the textual prehistory by using the criteria of literary criticism.

On the other hand, the example passages also demonstrate that in
several cases it would be difficult, if not impossible, to reconstruct the
editorial changes that have taken place. There is evidence of relocation of
parts of the text (e.g., 2 Chr 22:11-12), rewriting (e.g., 2 Chr 24:4-6; Jer
39:8-10; 48:29-33; Ps 108; 1 Esd 8:3-4), and even sheer omissions (Josh
20:1-6 LXX; 1 Sam 10:1; Esth 2:17-20) of parts of the older text. Literary
and redaction criticism would have considerable difficulties in determin-
ing what has been left out or rewritten. For example, if Jer 39:8-10 were
the only preserved passage describing the burning of Jerusalem, it would
be next to impossible to reconstruct its older literary stage that is probably
preserved in 2 Kgs 25:8-11 and Jer 52:13-16. The same holds true for the
rewritten prophecy of Jer 48:29-33 in relation to its probable source text
in Isa 15-16.

Literary critics have also been reluctant to assume that parts of the
older text were relocated by later editors, but textual evidence suggests that
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this was not exceptional. Relocations are implied, for example, by the tex-
tual evidence from Jeremiah when the LXX and MT are compared. Several
verses or even entire passages are now found in different locations in the
MT and the LXX.? Second Chronicles 36:18-20, in relation to the source
text 2 Kgs 25:9-11, illustrates some of the difficulties that one would have
if 2 Kgs 25:9-11 had not been preserved. In addition to rewriting many
parts of the source, the Chronicler has rearranged the text to accord with
his own interests: the destruction of the temple and its paraphernalia is
elevated, while the destruction of the rest of Jerusalem has a more mar-
ginal role than in the source text 2 Kgs 25:9-11.

Some of the additions are also very well integrated with the older
text so that it would be difficult to argue that an addition has taken place
by using the conventional criteria of literary criticism. For example, the
words D3 NYAW (“seven days”) in Num 28:16-25 are now found in the
middle of a major expansion, although they derive from the source text
in Lev 23:5-8.% If Lev 23 had not been preserved, it would be very diffi-
cult to come to the conclusion that out of Num 28:19-24 two words were
taken from a source and the rest of these verses are an expansion. Further-
more, in some cases merely one or two words have been added later, which
would also be difficult to identify as additions on technical grounds, espe-
cially if the addition does not conflict with or otherwise stand out from
its context. Lists in particular were often updated (e.g., 1 Esd 5:51-525 or
Num 13:29 SP/LXX), but the critic would have little chance of identifying
one member of a list as an addition.

These observations underscore the limits of literary and redaction
criticism. The difficulties have to be taken into consideration when recon-
structing the literary growth of a text by using the classic criteria of this
method. In other words, the evidence points in two opposing directions.
Some example texts show that it is possible to gain reliable results by using
the literary-critical method. Other example texts, however, indicate that
some editorial alterations would be very difficult or impossible to detect,
especially many minor changes that nevertheless may affect the meaning

3. For example, Josh 8:30-35 MT is placed in the LXX after Josh 9:2; 1 Kgs 20 MT
corresponds to 3 Kgdms 21 LXX; and the MT version of Jer 25:13-38 is found in ch.
32 of the Greek version.

4. For details, see ch. 2.

5. The Sabbath offerings in 1 Esd 5:51-52 are missing in the source text in Ezra
3:5 and were thus later added in the textual tradition of 1 Esdras.
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substantially. These limitations should be acknowledged in all reconstruc-
tions of the literary prehistory.

The difficulties and uncertainties in some texts should not mean that
one has to refrain from trying to reconstruct the earlier stages of the lit-
erary history of all texts in the Hebrew Bible, as is sometimes implied or
suggested (as we have seen in the introduction). It has to be stressed that
because of heavy editing the final texts are poor historical sources for any
period. Scholars who fail to investigate the earlier stages of the literary
history effectively give up understanding large parts of the history and
religion of ancient Israel. If we use the texts exclusively as witnesses for
the period in which their final form developed, the Persian, Hellenistic,
or Roman periods, we would in many cases ignore the complexity of the
concepts they contain. This complexity is due to long-standing processes
of transmission and editorial activity, and a failure to take this background
into consideration would create the wrong idea about what the texts can
tell us about the development of concepts. In other words, much of the
historical perspective would be lost.

To be sure, one could argue that archaeology and textual discoveries
provide very significant information about many facets of ancient society,
and their results seem to be much more reliable than the often contra-
dictory theories of literary and redaction criticism. Yet, the Hebrew Bible
may provide access to some areas of the ancient Israelite religion, culture,
and history that one would not be able to have by other means. Especially
important is the development of conceptions, a central area of biblical
studies, which is difficult to reconstruct by archaeological and epigraphic
evidence. Conceptions are rarely preserved as such in material remains
and could thus be studied only indirectly without texts. It also needs to
be noted that archaeology and related fields have their own limitations.
Like literary criticism, archaeology is based on theories and hypotheses
that leave uncertainties as well. Each theory, whether essentially based on
archaeological or textual evidence, has to be critically evaluated by schol-
arly discussion. In other words, since we are in the field of human sciences,
we can rarely, if ever, expect to reach fully proven theories. We are dealing
with probabilities, and we have to evaluate different theories and hypoth-
eses as to which one offers the most probable explanation to a particular
question or area of investigation.

Regarding the question about the origins and development of the
Hebrew Bible, we are thus effectively faced with a situation that we have a
methodology that cannot provide complete or comprehensive reconstruc-
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tions of the texts. However, this methodology may be the only possibility
to identify, at least in part, later editorial changes and thus to understand
that the final texts are the result of long-standing and intricate editorial
processes. Consequently, an attempt to understand the prehistory of a
given text should be made, if one is not be able to reconstruct it in full.
For example, if we had only Num 28 (without the parallel in Lev 23), Judg
6 MT/LXX (without 4QSam?), 1 Kgs 6 MT (without the LXX), or Ps 108
(without Pss 57 and 60), we could still develop models of the prehistory of
these texts that would cover some of the actual prehistory that can now be
seen in the extant parallel texts. At the same time, some of these examples
(in particular, Num 28 and Ps 108) show that we should be more cautious
in the attempt to reconstruct every detail of the literary history. Since not
all changes left discernible traces in the text, reconstructions remain nec-
essarily tentative and, at least in some cases, also incomplete.

Consequently, literary- and redaction-critical analyses should be con-
ducted, and their results should be critically evaluated. Excessively opti-
mistic notions about the methodology should be avoided, and uncertainty
about the reconstructions has to be accepted. A theory concerning any
aspect of Israel’s history should not be built on the literary-critical recon-
struction of any single text but should be substantiated by similar observa-
tions in many texts. For example, if one can see that a certain theme was
added to several different passages in a literary composition, the probabil-
ity is increased that the theme in general is late, which then should have
consequences for our understanding of the past. Here one could mention
the observance of the Sabbath, which has been added to many passages in
the Hebrew Bible.® It therefore stands to reason that the Sabbath became
a central idea within the Jewish communities relatively late in the Second
Temple period.

Moreover, all literary-critical reconstructions remain unfinished
because of their hypothetical nature. The discussion with other scholars
has to continue, and the balancing of the arguments will gradually bring us
closer to the actual development. Literary-critical reconstructions should
also reflect theories rising out of archaeological and other evidence. This

6. Such as in the Decalogue—see, e.g., Timo Veijola, Das fiinfte Buch Mose: Deu-
teronomium; Kapitel 1,1-16,17 (ATD 8.1; Gottingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 2004),
160-63, and many others. This development is seen in one of the example texts of this
volume, namely in 1 Esd 5:51-52 in relation to Ezra 3:5.
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is an open-ended process that gradually increases our understanding
through the refinement of the proposed theories.

3. THE RELATION BETWEEN TEXTUAL AND LITERARY CRITICISM

The example texts show that the borderline between textual and literary
criticism is difficult to draw to the extent that these methodologies have
to be implemented hand in hand. Textual criticism is essential for under-
standing literary criticism. Although textual criticism also deals with
mechanical errors as well as translation techniques and revisions of trans-
lations, both methodologies share a common field of research, because
editorial changes took place not only in the prehistory of the extant texts
but also in the textual history as it is preserved in the witnesses. The main
difference between the methods is that textual criticism investigates those
changes that were preserved in the variant editions, while literary criticism
seeks to reconstruct the same processes without such empirical evidence.

To be sure, the scale of the editorial changes seems to have dimin-
ished gradually, and the texts began to freeze at a certain point in their
history. This was a longer process, the beginning of which is not easy to
delimit, and which may have been different for each book. It is probably an
unhistorical notion that the texts were at some point deliberately finished
by editors, after which the long process of copying began. The evidence
implies that scribal editors only gradually turned into scribal copyists and
that the continuous processes of editing did not stop suddenly but slowly
decreased in scale and frequency.

4. PERSPECTIVES FOR FURTHER RESEARCH

In order to improve and refine the traditional methodologies of literary
and redaction criticism, it would be helpful to place the scribal techniques
that were used by the editors under closer scrutiny. Which kinds of edito-
rial changes were made? A categorization of the changes would certainly
be useful for the application of the methodology. How are these changes
related to the material aspects of writing and rewriting as they can be
observed in material evidence like the scrolls from Qumran? In which
cases did editing leave discernible traces in the texts, and in which cases
can no such traces be found due to the nature of the editorial technique?
Did the editors use some techniques more often than others? How can the
editorial freedom be described with regard to the genre of the respective
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books? For example, were the legal and prose texts of the Pentateuch less
prone to changes than the poetical texts of the Psalms? Were some texts
more protected from alterations than other texts?” Although the results of
such an investigation are limited to the range of the extant empirical evi-
dence, they would substantially contribute to a historical understanding of
the texts of the Hebrew Bible and advance their investigation.

Another important perspective is of a comparative nature. It is con-
ceivable that similar techniques of editing were, at least in part, used in
the cultures of the ancient Near East as well as in the Hellenistic world.
Especially the vast Mesopotamian and Egyptian literature could provide
significant reference material for understanding the editorial processes of
the Hebrew Bible. A well-known example is the Mesopotamian Gilgamesh
Epic, which is preserved in several variant editions from different times.
Although research has been done in this field,? the authors of this volume
are convinced that much more can be done in this respect. Further texts
should be included for investigation, and a more comprehensive compari-
son of the editorial processes in different areas of the ancient Near East
would certainly be productive.

A further area of exploration is related to the phenomena of canon
and canonicity. The crystallization of a canon of “holy scriptures” was
not isolated from cultural, sociological, and religious circumstances, but
more information about the causal relationships in this respect would cer-
tainly be welcome. How is canonicity to be defined, especially in terms of
authoritativeness? How is it related to the actual unchangeability of the
text? These questions should be developed in comparative studies of dif-
ferent canons of the ancient world.

The most difficult questions are related to the editors themselves. It
would be imperative to understand their sociological and religious back-
grounds in more detail, and here a comparative study would possibly

7. For example, since parts of the Pentateuch or words of the prophets claim to
be divine revelations, one could suggest that they have been more protected from
changes than the historical books, such as 1-2 Kings, which mainly describe Israel’s
past. However, this suggestion has never been validated and should be investigated. As
the examples in this book have shown, many texts in the Pentateuch and the books of
the prophets have been heavily edited as well.

8. Jeftrey H. Tigay, The Evolution of the Gilgamesh Epic (Philadelphia: University
of Pennsylvania Press, 1982); Sara ]. Milstein, “Reworking Ancient Texts: Revision
through Introduction in Biblical and Mesopotamian Literature” (Ph.D. diss., New
York University, 2010},
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provide additional information. Although poorly known, the economic
aspects of the vast editorial activity were certainly important. Because of
the costs, the production of a new edition of a text could rarely be commis-
sioned by an individual. Institutional support or the support of a broader
community is probable in most cases. Here the relationship between the
editor and the commissioning authority of the community may also be
reflected in the types of changes that were made. For example, was an
editor or a group of editors commissioned by someone to update a certain
set of texts or to correct them theologically, or did the editor(s) have a
more independent role? Here we are faced with the question of how the
editors perceived themselves, and whether this perception is somewhere
reflected in the edited texts.”

Despite growing awareness about the empirical evidence of editing,
many questions are still unanswered. Acknowledging that much remains
to be done in this field, we hope that this volume will contribute to a better
understanding of how the texts of the Hebrew Bible developed.

9. Timo Veijola, “Die Deuteronomisten als Vorginger der Schriftgelehrten: Ein
Beitrag zur Entstehung des Judentums,” in Moses Erben: Studien zum Dekalog, zum
Deuteronomismus und zum Schriftgelehrtentum (BWANT 149; Stuttgart: Kohlham-
mer, 2000), 192-240.
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Editorial modification within the Hebrew Bible was the rule rather than the
exception, and signs of editing can be found throughout its texts. The editing
has been so substantial and frequent that scholars should not neglect edito-
rial processes as irrelevant. This book features illustrative examples of short
passages from different parts of the Hebrew Bible—in their original languages
(Hebrew and Greek) and English translation—that provide insight into these
editing processes. The book contributes to refining the exegetical method of
literary and redaction criticism, and its results have important consequences
for the future use of the Hebrew Bible in historical and theological studies.
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