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Preface

When Emanuel visited Vienna in 2006 he celebrated his 65 l
birthday. On this occasion the Institute of Jewish Studies at the
University of Vienna organized a small symposium to which Emanuel
contributed as well: "Von Qumran bis Aleppo: Texte und
Textgeschichten jdischer Schriften: Ein internationales Symposium
zum 65. Geburtstag von Emanuel ." The present volume publishes the
presentations of the 2006 Vienna meeting. But it should not be
regarded as another proceedings volume of a meeting on the textual
history of the Hebrew Bible nor does it want to be a Festschrift in
honor of Emanuel . Emanuel received an exceptional and monumental
Festschrift in 2003.1 Instead of redoing such a Festschrift on a
smaller scale the organizers of the Vienna meeting and the editors
of the present collection decided to go another way. The
contributions of the present volume engage with and discuss various
aspects of Emanuel Tov's work on the textual history of the Hebrew
Bible. This discussion marks the extraordinary achievements of
Emanuel's work and its importance for the understanding of the
textual history of the Hebrew Bible. It is in the spirit of such a
discussion that Emanuel has contributed an article to our
collection as well.

In his own contribution, "The Many Forms of Hebrew Scripture:
Reflections in Light of the Septuagint and 4QReworked Pentateuch,"
Emanuel studies the character of some non-Masoretic textual
traditions of the Jewish scriptures. He focuses on textual
witnesses which attest to a rewritten text, i.e. the Septuagint
books of 3 Kingdoms, Esther, and Daniel as well as the Samaritan
Pentateuch and the so-called Reworked Pentateuch manuscripts from
Qumran. Emanuel concludes: "What 4QRP, the Hebrew source of some
LXX books, and the SP group have in common is the interaction of
stretches of Scripture text and exegetical expansions, although
these expansions differ in nature and tendency. If all these texts
were considered authoritative, probably 4QRP enjoyed a similar
status. All these texts need to be studied as Hebrew
Scripture."2

Armin Lange engages with a question that Emanuel often hints to
in his work but has treated only once in a full-length study, i.e.
the question of the

Emanuel: Studies in the Hebrew Bible, Septuagint, and Dead Sea
Scrolls in Honor of Emanuel (ed. S. Paul, R. A. Kraft, L. H.
Schiffman, and W. W. Fields; VTSup 94; Leiden: Brill, 2003).

2 P. 28 in the present volume.


	
textual standardization of the Hebrew Bible.3 Lange shows that
efforts towards a textual standardization of the books collected in
the Hebrew Bible respond to the standardized texts of the
Graeco-Roman classics in the Hellenistic world. These efforts
towards textual standardization of various Jewish scriptures began
somewhat earlier in Egyptian Judaism than in Ju-dah itself. After
the destruction of the Jerusalem temple in 70 CE, Judaism had a
standard text at hand which allowed for the exegetical work of the
Rabbis and developed into the Masoretic Text of the Middle
Ages.

Josef M. Oesch focuses on one aspect of Emanuel's work on the
scribal practices of ancient Judaism, i.e. the textgraphical
structures of manuscripts of Jewish scriptures. He compares the
textgraphical structures of the Pentateuch manuscripts among the
Dead Sea Scrolls with the list of Petuchot and Setumot by
Maimonides, the Codex Leningradiensis, the Samaritan Pentateuch and
the LXX codices Alexandrinus and Vaticanus. Both the Samaritan and
the Masoretic textgraphical systems of structuring texts have
precursors among the Dead Sea Scrolls. But next to textgraphical
agreements between medieval MT and SP manuscripts on the one hand
and the Dead Sea Scrolls on the other hand significant
textgraphical variation can be found. Similar observations can be
made for the Greek codices.

Friedrich V. Reiterer develops a methodology for the
identification of the Urtext of the book of Ecclesiasticus. Ritrer
emphasizes that the rule of lectio difficilior should be neglected.
More important are agreements between several Hebrew and non-Hebrew
witnesses as well as grammatical and stylistic observations. His
study further shows that several variants of the text of
Ecclesiasticus go back to its original author. It seems as if Ben
Sira himself produced more than one text of his book.

Hermann-Josef Stipp compares the premasoretic revisions of the
books of Jeremiah and Ezekiel with each other. His study shows that
both revisions employ different approaches to their Vorlagen. The
ideolectic rhetoric of the two revisions does not overlap. In the
pre-Masoretic revision of Ezekiel, idiolectic language is often
concentrated in short text passages while it is widespread in the
pre-Masoretic Jeremiah revision. Futhermore, the pre-Masoretic
revision of Ezekiel attests to signficantly smaller extensions than
the one of Jeremiah. Stipp's result questions recent ideas about a
shared redaction history of the Hebrew Bible's later prophets.

The contribution of Hanna Tervanotko deals with a special aspect
of an important text from Qumran which was published by Emanuel.
She reads

3 . , "The History and Significance of a Standard Text of the
Hebrew Bible," in Hebrew Bible/Old Testament: The History of Its
Interpretation, vol. 1: From the Beginnings to the Middle Ages
(Until 1300) part 1: Antiquity (ed. M. Saebo; Gttingen: Vandenhoeck
& Ruprecht, 1996), 48-66.


	
the extended song of Miriam in 4Q365 6a II + 6c, 1-7 in the
context of the ancient Jewish reception history of the figure of
Miriam. These seven lines indicate that the figure of Miriam was
considered as an appropriate character to deliver its expanded
theological message. The Song of Miriam preserved in 4Q365 is not a
simple remake of the Song of Moses in Exod 15:1-19 but draws on
other Miriam traditions as well. It portrays Miriam as a more
autonomous figure, who does not simply repeat the Song of
Moses.

Emanuel's great interest in the Masoretic text is reflected in
the contribution of Kevin Trompelt. He asks for the textcritical
significance of Masoretic vocalizations and accentuations in the
Book of Isaiah. Differences between the Masoretic vocalizations and
accentuations of Isa 10:1 and 29:3 point to different medieval
textual traditions.

The article of Jozsef Zsengellr responds to Emanuel's interest
in the Samaritan Penteteuch. Zsengellr underlines the historical
and textcritical value of the Samaritan Pentateuch and argues for
the need of a new critical edition of this important textual
witness of the Pentateuch.

Unless otherwise indicated, abbreviations follow The SBL
Handbook of Style: For Ancient Near Eastern, Biblical, and Early
Christian Studies (ed. P. H. Alexander et al.; Peabody, Mass.:
Hendrickson, 1999).

At the end of this preface it is a pleasant obligation to us to
express our gratitude to those who made the 2006 Vienna meeting and
the publication of its contributions possible. We are indebted to
the University of Vienna which provided funding for the 2006
meeting. The symposium itself would not have been possible without
the support of Ms. Dara Fischer, the secretary of the Vienna
Institute of Jewish Studies, who supported us during our meeting.
We are also obliged to Mr. Jrg Persch and Ms. Tina Grummel of the
publishing house Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht and the editors of
Forschungen zur Religion und Literatur des Alten und Neuen
Testaments for publishing our volume.

Vienna and Budapest, March 2009 Armin Lange Matthias Weigold
Jozsef Zsengellr


	
Emanuel (The Hebrew University of Jerusalem)

The Many Forms of Hebrew Scripture

Reflections in Light of the LXX and 4QReworked Pentateuch

1. Background

In modern society, the Bible has many faces both in Hebrew and
in translation, but they all present more or less the same content.
Thus bereshit bara elohim et hashamayim we-et ha-aretz is
represented exactly by "In the beginning God created the heavens
and the earth" (RSV) as well as by "Im Anfang schuf Gott Himmel und
Erde." More complicated verses likewise indicate that the Hebrew
and European versions represent exactly the same text. The
background of this identity lies in the fact that almost all modern
translations were made from the very same Hebrew text, namely the
Masoretic Text (MT), the traditional text of the Bible as
transmitted in Judaism. This text form is well documented, but,
strange as it may sound, we still know nothing of its background
nor the date of its creation, and it is difficult to define its
essence. Probably the most conspicuous feature of MT is its
meticulous transmission over the course of a little more than two
millennia. The precision with which the Masoretic manuscripts were
copied is proverbial, since the copying included the smallest
details in the manuscripts such as small dots above letters and the
distinction between small and large letters. The rabbis did not
allow a manuscript to be used for public reading if there were more
than three corrections in one of its columns.1 It is quite natural
that our own evaluation of MT and of the transmission of the Bible
as a whole is influenced by this precision. From the third century
B.C.E. onwards, the period covered by the scrolls found at Qumran,
MT was the most frequently used text in ancient Israel.

The opinions quoted in b. Menah. 29b and v. Meg. 1.71c allow for
two or three corrections per column (but not four), while the
opinions in Sop. 3.10 allow for one to three corrections. According
to these opinions, scrolls containing a greater number of
corrections in a single column could not be used by the public, but
according to b. Menah. 29b there was a certain leniency with regard
to superfluous letters, which were less disturbing when erased or
deleted than were added letters. According to these criteria, many
of the Qumran biblical scrolls would not have passed the scrutiny
of the rabbis, as is evident from a comparison of the average
number of corrections with the number of lines per column.


	
This is visible from scrolls from Qumran and the other sites in
the Judean Desert as well as the much later rabbinic literature.2
At that time, the precursors of MT contained only consonants, but
vocalization and cantillation signs were added towards the end of
the first millennium, together with the details of the Masorah. The
6000 medieval manuscripts of MT differed only slightly in all these
details. It is a miracle, albeit a man-made one, that the MT
remained unchanged over the past 2000 years. This lack of textual
intervention is visible when one compares the fragments found at
Masada, Nahal Hever, and Nahal Murabba'at with manuscripts from the
Middle Ages. There are almost no differences in consonants between
codex Lenin-gradensis or the Aleppo codex from the early Middle
Ages and the texts from Masada, Nahal Hever, and Nahal Murabba'at;
the level of variation between them is no higher than that among
the medieval texts themselves.3

A slightly higher level of variation is seen when comparing the
medieval text with the Qumran fragments.4 Excepting the LXX, all
ancient translations, namely the Targumim, Saadyah's Arabic
translation, as well as the Syriac Peshitta and Latin Vulgate, more
or less reflect MT. Rabbinic literature likewise only reflects
MT.

The reason for the preponderance of the precursors of MT in this
period is evident. Since MT was the text form used by the Temple
circles, the Pharisees, and rabbis, it is understandable that all
ancient sources after 70 C E . reflect this form; many, possibly
most, sources preceding the destruction of the Temple also used
this text.

Before the destruction of the Temple, however, many additional
texts were used in Judaism, and they are the focus of our study. We
learn about them from the Qumran discoveries, the Septuagint
translation, and the To-rah of the Samaritans, the Samaritan
Pentateuch (SP). The influence of these texts within Judaism is
felt only until the middle of the first century C E . Various
developments during that period changed the nature of the textual
evidence. These changes were socio-religious and demographic in
nature, but are sometimes incorrectly interpreted as relating to
the texts

~ See my study "The Biblical Texts from the Judaean Desert: An
Overview and Analysis of the Published Texts," in The Bible as
Book: The Hebrew Bible and the Judaean Desert Discoveries (ed. E.
D. Herbert and . ; London: British Library, 2002), 139-66.

3 For precise statistics, see I. Young, "The Stabilization of
the Biblical Text in the Light of Qumran and Masada: A Challenge
for Conventional Qumran Chronology?" DSD 9 (2002): 364-90.

4 In my study "The Text of the Hebrew/Aramaic and Greek Bible
Used in the Ancient Synagogues," in The Ancient Synagogue: From Its
Origins until 200 C.E.: Papers Presented at an International
Conference at Lund University October 14-17, 2001 (ed. B. Olsson
and M. Zetterholm; Con BN 39; Stockholm: Almqvist & Wiksell
International, 2003), 237-59, I suggested that the texts from the
sites other than Qumran reflect the texts named "corrected" in
rabbinic literature. These scrolls were corrected on the basis of
the Temple copies, while the Qumran texts are one stage removed
from them.


	
themselves. Before the destruction of the Temple, MT was one of
the main texts used but not the only one, while after 70 C E . it
was the only text used in Judaism. The reason for the change was
that nascent rabbinic Judaism was the only surviving form of
Judaism after that date. There were no other forms of Judaism
remaining in existence that could have used a different form of the
Hebrew Bible. How the pluriformity of the period preceding 70 C E .
developed into the uniformity of the later period is a matter of
debate among scholars.5 This development is often described as the
"stabilization" of MT, but in my view the survival of MT as the
sole text rather than the preponderant one is merely a result of
sociological developments as de-scribed above.6 There was no
Kulturkampf, rather, the groups that had em-braced other texts
simply ceased to exist.

After the destruction of the Temple, other biblical texts were
in circula-tion but no longer within Judaism. In the meantime,
Christianity had been born, and early Christians used the Greek
Septuagint, which was originally a Jewish translation but had
subsequently been adopted by Christianity. Greek-speaking Jews no
longer used the LXX, focusing instead on its more recent Jewish
revisions. The Samaritans, another group that had split off from
Judaism probably in the third century B .C .E . , turned to their
own To-rah, which was based on a text that had been used previously
in Judaism. The practical result of these developments was a
division of texts among the religious communities after the
destruction of the Temple. The central stream of Judaism held on to
the Hebrew MT, most Christians to the Greek LXX, and the Samaritans
to their own Hebrew Torah. Whatever texts were in use before that
period, such as those known from Qumran, were no long-er used since
there were no religious groups who could have embraced them.

As a result, archeology and the preservation of ancient
religions come to our aid in understanding the textual situation in
ancient times. Without the purely coincidental finding of the Dead
Sea Scrolls at Qumran and other

5 For an analysis, see A. van der Kooij, "The Textual Criticism
of the Hebrew Bible before and after the Qumran Discoveries," in
The Bible as Book. 167-77, especially 170-71.

6 See A. S. van der Woude, "Pluriformity and Uniformity:
Reflections on the Transmission of the Text of the Old Testament,"
in Sacred History and Sacred Texts in Early Judaism: A Sympo-sium
in Honour of A. S. van der Woude (ed. J. N. Bremmer and F. Garcia
Martinez; Kampen: Kok Pharos, 1992), 151-69. Van der Woude
believes, as does the present author, that in different circles in
Second Temple Judaism, there must have been different approaches
towards the text. Most circles did not insist upon a single textual
tradition, as is visible in the collection of the Qumran texts. At
the same time, a single textual tradition, the Masoretic Text, was
held in esteem by the temple circles, and later, the Pharisees. My
own ideas have been developed in "The History and Significance of a
Standard Text of the Hebrew Bible," in Hebrew Bible/Old Testament:
The History of Its Interpretation, vol. 1 : From the Beginnings to
the Middle Ages (Until 1300), part 1 : Antiquity (ed. M. Sbo;
Gttingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1996), 49-66.


	
sites in the Judean Desert, we would not have known so much
about the early text of the Hebrew Bible. Religions come to our
aid, too, since Christianity preserved the LXX and the Vulgate, the
Samaritan community preserved their own Pentateuch, and traditional
Judaism held on to MT.

We mentioned the existence of a pluriform textual tradition
before the destruction of the Second Temple. Vestiges of such
textual variety are visible even in modern translations. Thus,
against all other translations, the NRSV and one of the French
African translations include a long section from the Qumran scroll
4QSama at the end of 1 Samuel 10. This added section explains the
background of the siege of Jabesh Gilead by Nahash the Ammonite,7
and thus provides a new context. In this very important detail, the
readers of the NRSV use a different Bible, one based on novel
material from Qumran. Not all scholars agree to this procedure,
since some claim that the Qumran paragraph is not original but
represents a late Mi-drash.8 Similarly, in Jer 27:1, MT places the
framework of the story in the reign of Jehoiakim, while other
modern translations, among them the NRSV, mention Zedkiah's reign
as the chronological setting.

The Bible as represented by the NRSV is still the same Bible as
in all other translations, in spite of these borrowings from
sources other than MT. Even though modern translations usually
reflect MT, in several details they represent the LXX, a Qumran
scroll, or another ancient source, and through them we get a
glimpse of the textual variety in antiquity. This situation makes
us increasingly aware that the traditional Jewish text, MT, is not
the Bible but only one of several text forms and/or
representatives, albeit a very good one.9

These non-Masoretic text forms are the focus of our study. In
some books, MT differs much from the LXX and the SP. These two
sources are ancient and modern at the same time. They were created
in antiquity, but are still authoritative in modern times. The SP
is the Holy Writ of the Samaritan community. The LXX remains the
Holy Writ of the Eastern Orthodox Church; while it was
authoritative for the whole of Christianity for a long period, it
was replaced in the Western Church by the Vulgate. The so-called
Apocrypha of the LXX, including such books as Baruch and 1-2

7 (10:27) Now Nahash, king of the Ammonites, had been grievously
oppressing the Gadites and the Reubenites. He would gouge out the
right eye of each of them and would not grant Israel a deliverer.
No one was left of the Israelites across the Jordan whose right eye
Nahash, king of the Ammonites, had not gouged out. But there were
seven thousand men who had escaped from the Ammonites and had
entered Jabesh-gilead. (11:1) About a month later [...].

8 See A. Rof, "The Acts of Nahash according to 4 Q S a m \ " / E
/ 3 2 (1982): 129-33. 9 The edition that bears the misleading name
Biblia Hebraica should have been named Biblia

Masoretica. See my analysis "The Place of the Masoretic Text in
Modern Text Editions of the Hebrew Bible: The Relevance of Canon,"
in The Canon Debate (ed. L. McDonald and J. A. Sanders; Peabody,
Mass.: Hendrickson, 2002), 234-51 .


	
Maccabees, are still part of the Holy Scriptures of the Roman
Catholics today, though named deutero-canonical.

We are paying attention to the contents of the LXX because of
its acceptance in Second Temple Judaism. For this purpose, we need
to understand the nature of the differences between MT and the LXX
especially when they pertain to major issues. We exclude from the
discussion those LXX books that in our view reflect the
translator's own major changes, such as the book of Job, while
realizing that this is a subjective decision. Our analysis is thus
based on presuppositions that reflect one of several views. If one
of these alternative views is more convincing than the one
presented here, my own analysis may well be irrelevant. If, for
example, someone believes that it was the translator of 3 Kingdoms
who created the greatly differing version and not an earlier Hebrew
reviser, as I do, the view presented here with regard to that book
may be irrelevant. At the end of our analysis, we will turn to
matters of text and canon, in an attempt to understand which text
forms were authoritative for which communities and why.

2. Major Content Differences between MT and the Hebrew Source of
the LXX

We start with a discussion of books in the LXX that differed
much from MT. We will not focus on books that presumably contained
an edition preceding MT, such as Jeremiah or 1 Samuel 16-18, but
rather on three books that show signs of literary editions produced
after the edition of MT - in our view - : 1 Kings, or as it is
named in the LXX, 3 Kingdoms, Esther, and Daniel.10 In the course
of the analysis, we wish to point out some parallels between these
three books and Hebrew rewritten Bible compositions from
Qumran.

1 0 An additional case may be 1 Esdras. However, that book is
not a rewritten book like the other compositions discussed in this
study, but a new creation based on three different sources, 2
Chronicles 35-36, Ezra 1-10 and Neh 8:1-12, and also contains an
additional source in the 'Contest between the Three Courtiers" in
3:1-5:3. For a penetrating analysis of the nature of the

book, see S. Japhet, "The Picture of the Restoration Period in 1
Esdras," Meghillot 5-6 (2007): 109-28. For a detailed commentary
and discussion of the various aspects of 1 Esdras, see Z. Talshir,
1 Esdras: From Origin to Translation (SBLSCS 47; Atlanta, Ga.:
Scholars Press, 1999); eadem, "Synchronic Approaches with
Diachronie Consequences in the Study of Parallel Editions," in
Yahwism after the Exile (ed. R. Albertz; Studies in Theology and
Religion 5; Assen: van Gor-cum, 2003), 199-218 = "Synchronic
Approaches with Diachronie Consequences in the Study of Parallel
Redactions: New Approaches to 1 Esdras," in On the Border Line:
Textual Meets Literary Criticism (ed. Z. Talshir and D. Amara; Beer
Sheva 18; Beer Sheva: Ben Gurion University of the Negev Press,
2005), 77-97 (Heb.).


	
2.1 3 Kingdoms

The Greek 3 Kingdoms differs completely from its counterpart in
MT, 1 Kings, and the background of the relation between the two is
a matter of dispute among scholars." In my view, the Hebrew
composition behind the LXX extensively rewrote the text now
included in the MT of 1 Kings. King Solomon is portrayed as a wise
man in MT, but in the first ten chapters of the LXX his wisdom is
emphasized more strongly. The LXX reinterprets several of the
chapters dealing with Solomon and rearranges various sections,
paying special attention to their chronological sequence. Gooding
presents the simplest analysis by describing the first ten chapters
as being rewritten to emphasize Solomon's wisdom, including the
whitewashing of his sins, chapters 11-14 as presenting a more
favorable account of Jeroboam, and chapters 16-22 as whitewashing
Ahab.1 2 The rewriting in 3 Kingdoms uses the following
techniques:13

a. The LXX adds two long "theme summaries" in chapter 2
repeating various verses in 1 Kings around the theme of Solomon's
wisdom, altogether 24 verses (vv. 35a-o and 46a-l). These extensive
summaries, repeating verses occurring elsewhere in 1 Kings 3-11 1 4
are out of chronological order in chapter 2, since the Solomonic
history only starts with chapter 3. These added summaries describe
Solomon's marriage to Pharaoh's daughter, his building activities,
administration, and offerings, all of them described as exponents
of his wisdom. The closest parallel to this technique is the added
summary before the LXX of Daniel 5 (see below), although that
summary is not a theme summary.

b. Duplication of sections. Beyond the passages mentioned in
section a, the rewritten text of 3 Kingdoms repeated 1 Kgs 22:41-51
(description of Jehoshaphat's activities) in 3 Kgdms 16:28a-h, and
1 Kgs 9:24 in v. 9a of the same chapter in 3 Kingdoms. To the best
of my knowledge, the device of repeating sections is not used
elsewhere in the Greek Bible or MT.

c. Inclusion of an alternative version. An alternative history
of Jeroboam extant only in the LXX (3 Kgdms 12:24a-z) presents a
rival story juxtaposed with the original one found in all textual
sources including the LXX (1 Kings 11, 12, 14). The technique of
juxtaposing two versions of the same

See my own analysis in "3 Kingdoms Compared with Similar
Rewritten Compositions," in Flores Florentino: Dead Sea Scrolls and
Other Early Jewish Studies in Honour of Florentino Garcia Martinez
(ed. A. Hilhorst, E. Puech, and E. Tigchelaar; Supplements to JSJ
122; Leiden: Brill, 2007), 345-66.

D. W. Gooding, "Problems of Text and Midrash in the Third Book
of Reigns," Textus 7 (1969): 1-29.

1 3 For details, see the paper mentioned in note 11. 1 4 In
verses 35k1 the MT and LXX contain no parallels.


	
story was used from ancient times onwards in the composition of
Hebrew Scripture. However, with one exception (1 Samuel 16-18),1 5
there is no parallel for the juxtaposition of two alternative
versions appearing in one textual witness but not in the other
ones.

d. The transposition of verses to other environments in accord
with the reviser's tendencies, especially his chronological
rearrangements: For example, 1 Kgs 3:1 and 9:16-17 are repositioned
as 3 Kgdms 5:14a; 1 Kgs 5:7-8 is repositioned as 3 Kgdms 5:1; 1 Kgs
5:31-32 and 6:37-38 are moved to 3 Kgdms 6:la-d; 1 Kgs 8:11-12 is
placed in 3 Kgdms 8:53a; verses from 9:15-22 are placed in
10:22a-c; etc. This technique is also evidenced elsewhere in the
LXX and MT.

The new elements of the LXX are based on a Hebrew text,16 and
this Hebrew text is secondary in relation to MT. It rewrites MT in
a way similar to the rewriting in the SP and some Qumran rewritten
Bible compositions (see below).

2.2 Esther

An evaluation of the differences between Esth-LXX and MT poses
many challenges.17 The LXX is very free and sometimes paraphrastic;
it also contains six large narrative expansions (the so-called
Additions A-F) that are traditionally considered to be independent
units. However, the use of the term "Additions" gives a false
impression of their nature and may lead to wrong conclusions. They
are better described as narrative Expansions A-F, adding more than
50% to the amount of the words of the Greek book.1 8

1 5 In these chapters the originally short story of the
encounter of David and Goliath as narrated in the LXX was joined by
an alternative story in MT. See my analysis in "The Composition of
1 Samuel 17-18 in the Light of the Evidence of the Septuagint
Version," in Empirical Models for Biblical Criticism (ed. J. H.
Tigay; Philadelphia: University of Pennsylvania Press, 1985),
97-130. Revised version: The Greek and Hebrew Bible: Collected
Essays on the Septuagint (VTSup 72; Leiden: Brill, 1999), 333-60.
See further D. Barthlmy et al., The Story of David and Goliath:
Textual and Literary Criticism: Papers of a Joint Venture (OBO 73;
Fribourg: Editions universitaires, 1986).

1 6 See the paper quoted in note 8. 1 7 See my own analysis:
"The LXX Translation of Esther: A Paraphrastic Translation of MT
or

a Free Translation of a Rewritten Version?" in Empsychoi Logoi:
Religious Innovations in Antiquity: Studies in Honour of Pieter
Willem van der Horst (ed. A. Houtman, . de Jong, and M. Misset-van
de Weg; Ancient Judaism and Early Christianity 73; Leiden: Brill,
2008), 507-26.

1 8 Due to the uncertainty pertaining to the Vorlage of the LXX,
a comparison of the length of the LXX and MT is little more than an
exercise. According to the calculations of C. V. Dorothy, The Books
of Esther: Structure, Genre, and Textual Integrity (JSOTSup 187;
Sheffield: Sheffield Academic Press, 1997), 16, the LXX added 77%
to MT, the AT text 45%, and Josephus 32%.


	
In as far as a consensus exists regarding the textual value of
the Greek version of Esther, it is negative19 because of its free
and sometimes paraphrastic translation technique. It should however
be recognized that the LXX reflects some variants and that the
original language of Expansions A, C, D, and F in the LXX was
Hebrew. Further, the Greek translations of the canonical sections
and of the Expansions were produced by the same person.20

Esth-LXX thus reflects a rewritten Hebrew composition that
included various expansions.

There is no reason to distrust the ancient evidence of all
manuscripts according to which all the elements of Esth-LXX
represent one integral unit that formed the basis for Josephus,
Ant. 11.184-296 (including Expansions B-). We should not be
influenced by Jerome's removal of Expansions A-F from their
context, thereby mutilating the translation.21 His action was
arbitrary and inconsistent since by the same token one could excise
equally large segments from the Greek translation of 3 Kingdoms 2
and 12, such as mentioned above and place them at the end of the
book. Furthermore, the canonical segments and the Expansions are
intertwined in an organic way in chapters 4 and 5, making it
impossible to mark an uninterrupted group of verses as constituting
"Expansion D." 2 2 The unity of the canonical text and the
narrative expansions is further supported by several close
connections in content between the two segments.23

The following features characterize the rewriting that took
place in the Hebrew source of Esth-LXX:

1 9 This judgment was probably best formulated by D. J. A.
Clines: "Almost everyone agrees, however, that no matter how free
the Septuagint translator has been, it is essentially the Masoretic
Hebrew text that was his Vorlage" (The Esther Scroll: The Story of
the Story [JSOTSup 30; Sheffield: Sheffield Academic Press, 1984],
69). A similar view had been expressed earlier by T. Nldeke,
"Esther," in Encyclopaedia Biblica (ed. T. K. Cheyne and J. S.
Black; London: A. & C. Black, 1899-1903), 2:1406: "The
tendency, so common at the present day, to overestimate the
importance of the LXX for purposes of textual criticism is nowhere
more to be deprecated than in the Book of Esther. It may be doubted
whether even in a single passage of the book the Greek manuscripts
enable us to emend the Hebrew text."

2 0 See the paper quoted in note 17. 2 1 W. H. Brownlee, "Le
livre grec d'Esther et la royaut divine: Corrections orthodoxes
au

livre d'Esther," RB 73 (1966): 161-85, 162, uses this term. 2 2
For details, see , "The LXX Translation of Esther." 2 3 See , "The
LXX Translation of Esther." For a different case, see the
translation of Daniel

that includes several long additions now considered
"apocryphal." However, those additions do not form an integral part
of the story, as in Esther. Furthermore it is unclear whether there
ever existed an expanded Semitic book of Daniel on which the Greek
translation would have been based. By the same token, there never
existed an expanded Semitic book of Jeremiah that included Baruch
even though one translator rendered both Jeremiah and Baruch. See .
, The Septuagint Translation of Jeremiah and Baruch: A Discussion
of an Early Revision of Jeremiah 29-52 and Baruch 1:1-3:8 (HSM 8;
Missoula, Mont.: Scholars Press, 1976).


	
1. The addition of large narrative expansions at key points in
the story: A and F before the beginning and after the end
("Mordecai's Dream" and its "Interpretation"), and C ("Prayers of
Mordecai and Esther") and D ("Esther's Audience with the King")
after chapter 4.

2. Probably the most characteristic feature of the LXX is the
addition of a religious background to the earlier MT version that
lacks the mentioning of God's name. These details are added not
only in the large expansions but also in small pluses such as 2:20;
4:8; 6:13. Likewise, God's involvement is mentioned everywhere in
the Midrash and Targum.24

3. The addition of new ideas in small details. For example, the
identification of Ahashuerus as Artaxerxes; the description of the
first banquet as a wedding feast for Vashti (1:5, 11); length of
the second banquet (1:5); the description of the opulence at the
banquet (1:5-6); the identification of Mehuman as Haman (1:10); the
king's active participation in the hanging of the two eunuchs
(2:23) and of Haman (8:7); the king's placing the ring on Haman's
hand (3:10); the naming of Haman as a Macedonian (E 10; 9:24);
Esther's concern for her own safety (8:6).

In light of the preceding analysis, we suggest that the Vorlage
of Esth-LXX included the so-called Expansions A, C, D, and F. The
royal edicts in Expansions and were probably added by the
translator himself.

2.3 Daniel25

The relationship between many details in MT and LXX in Daniel
4-6 cannot be determined easily, but most scholars believe that the
LXX reflects a later reworking of a book resembling MT, while
occasionally the LXX reflects an earlier form. Some scholars go as
far as to argue that the LXX of Daniel as a whole preceded MT. 2 6
Because of complications like these, the

Thus Esther's concern for dietary laws in C 27-28 should be
compared with b. Meg. 13a, Targum Rishon, and Targum Sheni 2:20.
See B. Grossfeld, The Two Targums of Esther: Translated with
Apparatus and Notes (The Aramaic Bible 18; Edinburgh: T&T
Clark, 1991). For LXX Esth 2:7 "he trained her for himself as a
wife" (MT "Mordecai adopted her as his own daughter") cf. b. Meg.
13a "A Tanna taught in the name of R. Meir: Read not "for a
daughter" [lebet], but "for a house" [le-bayit] ." For a different
view on the relation between the LXX and the Midrash, see M. Zipor,
"When Midrash Met Septuagint: The Case of Esther 2,7," ZAW118
(2006): 82-92.

2 5 For details in this analysis, see . , "Three Strange Books
of the LXX: 1 Kings, Esther, and Daniel Compared with Similar
Rewritten Compositions from Qumran and Elsewhere," in Die
Septuaginta: Texte, Kontexte, Lebenswelten (ed. M. Karrer and W.
Kraus; WUNT 219; Tbingen: Mohr Siebeck, 2008), 369-93.

2 6

Thus R. Albertz, Der Gott des Daniel: Untersuchungen zu Daniel
4-6 in der Septuaginta-fassung sowie zu Komposition und Theologie
des aramischen Danielbuches (SBS 131 ; Stuttgart:


	
two versions could also be presented as two independent works
that revised an earlier composition.27 Be that as it may, in the
main, the parent text of the LXX revises an earlier text resembling
MT. 2 8 The Semitic substratum29 of the Greek text is often
visible.30

Three examples of rewriting in the LXX follow: a. A composition
very similar to the MT of chapter 4 has been reworked

in the LXX. The LXX changed, added, and omitted many details.
Among other things, the Greek text places the opening verses of
chapter 4 (3:31-33 in MT) later in the chapter, in a greatly
expanded form, as v. 34c.31 The story in MT starts with these
verses, which contain the king's confession of guilt and his
recognition of God's greatness, while in the LXX they are found at
the end of the account in the form of a doxology, as in 6:26-27 and
elsewhere.

b. MT has a tendency to change details in the wording of the
dream in chapter 4 to agree with the subsequent description of its
interpretation. The LXX goes one step further by reporting the
fulfillment of God's command to the king within the dream itself,
in the added verse 14a (17a). This long

Katholisches Bibelwerk, 1988); . Munnich, "Texte Massortique et
Septante dans le livre de Daniel," in The Earliest Text of the
Hebrew Bible: The Relationship between the Masoretic Text and the
Hebrew Base of the Septuaginta Reconsidered (ed. A. Schenker;
SBLSCS 52; Atlanta, Ga.: Scholars Press, 2003), 93-120.

2 7 Thus, according to Ulrich, the parallel editions of both MT
and the LXX (OG) expanded an earlier text form in different ways:
E. Ulrich, "Double Literary Editions of Biblical Narratives and
Reflections on Determining the Form to Be Translated," in
Perspectives on the Hebrew Bible: Essays in Honor of Walter J.
Harrelson (ed. J. L. Crenshaw; Macon, Ga.: Mercer University Press,
1988), 101-16 = idem, The Dead Sea Scrolls and the Origins of the
Bible (Grand Rapids, Mich.: Eerdmans, 1999), 34-50, esp. 40-44.
This view was developed on the basis of the Notre Dame
dissertations by D. O. Wenthe and S. P. Jeansonne mentioned
there.

2 8 The revisional character of the LXX is described in detail
by R. Grelot, "La Septante de Daniel IV et son substrat smitique,"
RB 81 (1974): 5-23; idem, "La chapitre V de Daniel dans la
Septante," Sem 24 (1974): 45-66 . J. J. Collins, A Commentary on
the Book of Daniel (Hermeneia; Minneapolis: Fortress, 1994), 4 - 1
1 , 216-20, 241-43 makes many judicious remarks on the relation
between the two texts.

2 9 J. A. Montgomery, A Critical and Exegetical Commentary on
the Book of Daniel (ICC; Edinburgh: T&T Clark, 1964), 37, 248,
argued for an Aramaic substratum, while Grelot, "Daniel IV" assumed
a Hebrew parent text.

3 0 According to Ulrich, The Dead Sea Scrolls, 43, the Greek
translation was "a consistent, unified document with a consistent
translation technique. Therefore, the significant variation between
the OG and the MT in 4 -6 seems to indicate that the OG is a
faithful translation of a different literary edition of these
chapters." If this judgment is correct, we have good insights into
the Aramaic parent text of the LXX. Even if this judgment about the
translation technique is only partially correct, at least major
aspects of the Aramaic text underlying the LXX can be
reconstructed.

3 1 The position of these verses at the end of the Greek chapter
is secondary as they refer to the future, although the events
themselves have already been described in the preceding verses:
"And now, I will show to you the deeds that the great God has done
with me (v. 34c)." In MT this verse (3:33) correctly appears before
the events.


	
verse, which repeats the wording of the earlier verses, reports
the cutting down of the tree and its metamorphosis, now symbolizing
the king, into a beast: "He ate grass with the animals of the earth
[...]" (for the wording, cf. v. 12).

c. Preceding the beginning of chapter 5 (King Belshazzar's
banquet and the writing on the wall), the LXX adds a summary of the
chapter that is neither matched by MT nor Theodotion's version.
This summary includes a new element, namely the transliterated
inscription written on the wall (v. 25), which is not included in
the LXX. The summary partially duplicates the content of the
chapter; thus it begins with the same words as v. 1 that introduce
the king's feast. There are also differences in details between the
summary on the one hand and MT and the LXX on the other. Therefore,
this addition must have summarized a slightly different form of the
chapter. The underlying text of the summary was probably Aramaic.
The summary may be compared to the theme summaries in the LXX of 3
Kingdoms 2 (see above, a). The summary in Daniel recaps the events
told in the chapter, while the LXX of 3 Kingdoms 2 duplicates
verses around a common theme.

The essence of the examples given from 3 Kingdoms, Esther, and
Daniel is that these Greek books reflect Hebrew compositions that
were very different from the ones included in MT. All three rewrote
compositions like the ones included in MT, as suggested in greater
detail in another study.32

What 4QReworked Pentateuch (4QRP), the Hebrew source of some LXX
books, and the SP group have in common is the interaction of
stretches of Scripture text and exegetical expansions, although
they had different tendencies.

If our analysis so far is correct, the collection of Greek
Scripture contained some works that rewrote compositions included
in the Hebrew canon (as well as compositions that preceded MT, like
in Jeremiah and Ezekiel).

3. Comparison of the Three LXX Books with Rewritten Bible
Compositions in Hebrew

We now expand our observations on the LXX to other rewritten
Bible compositions, in Hebrew, as found among the Qumran scrolls
and in the Samaritan Pentateuch.

The Samaritan version of the Torah rewrote a composition like
MT. The rewriting is partial, as all rewriting, but it is manifest.
In the main, the rewriting in the SP does not bear a Samaritan
character, since earlier non-

See , "Three Strange Books."


	
sectarian texts (named pre-Samaritan)33 from Qumran carry the
exact same content as the SP. However, the SP goes its own way by
adding a small number of Samaritan sectarian readings. Together
these texts are named the "SP group."

Some of the Hebrew Qumran compositions likewise resemble the
rewriting in the LXX books, even more so than the SP group. The
best preserved rewritten Bible texts 3 4 from Qumran are 1 lQT a
cols. Ll-LXVI, the Genesis Apocryphon (1Q20), and Jubilees.^ These
parallels strengthen our aforementioned assertions relating to the
rewriting in some LXX books and reversely the LXX helps us in
clarifying the canonical status of the Qumran compositions.

The main feature these compositions and the SP have in common
with the reconstructed sources of the LXX translations relates to
the interaction between the presumably original Scripture text and
exegetical additions. All the Qumran compositions and the SP group
present long stretches of Scripture text, interspersed with short
or long exegetical additions.

In the past, the aforementioned three LXX translations have not
been associated with the Qumran rewritten Bible texts. When making
this link, we recognize the similarity in the rewriting style of
Scripture books. More specifically, the LXX translations meet some
of the characterizing criteria that Segal set for rewritten Hebrew
Bible compositions: new narrative frame, expansion together with
abridgement, and a tendentious editorial layer.36 We will now
review the similarities in techniques:

j 3 Especially 4QpaleoExod m and 4QNum b ; see . , "Rewritten
Bible Compositions and Biblical Manuscripts, with Special Attention
to the Samaritan Pentateuch," DSD 5 (1998): 334-54.

3 4 For the evidence and an analysis, see G. J. Brooke,
"Rewritten Bible," in Encyclopedia of the Dead Sea Scrolls (ed. L.
H. Schiffman and J. C. VanderKam; Oxford: Oxford University Press,
2000), 2:777-81; idem, "The Rewritten Law, Prophets and Psalms:
Issues for Understanding the Text of the Bible," in The Bible as
Book, 31-40; . , "Biblical Texts as Reworked in Some Qumran
Manuscripts with Special Attention to 4QRP and 4QParaGen-Exod," in
The Community of the Renewed Covenant: The Notre Dame Symposium on
the Dead Sea Scrolls (ed. E. Ulrich and J. VanderKam; Christianity
and Judaism in Antiquity Series 10; Notre Dame, Ind.: University of
Notre Dame Press, 1994), 111-34; M. Segal, "Between Bible and
Rewritten Bible," in Biblical Interpretation at Qumran (ed. M.
Henze; Studies in the Dead Sea Scrolls and Related Literature;
Grand Rapids, Mich.: Eerdmans, 2005), 10-29; D. J. Harrington,
"Palestinian Adaptations of Biblical Narratives and Prophecies," in
Early Judaism and Its Modern Interpreters (ed. R. A. Kraft and G.
W. E. Nickelsburg; Atlanta, Ga.: Scholars Press, 1986), 242-47.

3 5 Pseudo-Philo's Biblical Antiquities and Josephus' Jewish
Antiquities also provide valuable parallels, but they are less
relevant since they make no claim to sacred status.

j 6 Segal, "Between Bible and Rewritten Bible," 20-26.


	
3.1 3 Kingdoms

Two of the central techniques used in the Greek 3 Kingdoms, not
known from MT or Greek Scripture, were also used in the SP group,
viz., the duplication of sections in 3 Kingdoms and the insertion
of theme summaries in chapter 2.

a. Duplication. Central to the literary principles of the SP
group is the wish to rewrite Hebrew Scripture based on its
editorial tendencies without adding new text pericopes. The
addition of new passages would have harmed the authenticity of the
rewritten Bible compositions, and therefore the SP group limited
itself to copying. For this purpose they duplicated, for example,
all the segments of Moses' first speech in Deuteronomy 1-3 in
Exodus and Numbers as foreshadowers of Deuteronomy.37 In the SP
group and 3 Kingdoms, the duplications have a different purpose. In
the Greek 3 Kingdoms 2, they serve an exegetical or chronological
purpose, while in the SP group the duplication of segments from
Deuteronomy in Exodus and Numbers is meant to make the earlier
books comply with Moses' speech in Deuteronomy 1-3.38

b. Theme summaries. The two collections of verses in 3 Kingdoms
2 summarize in the beginning of the Greek book verses relating to
the central theme of chapters 3-10, namely Solomon's wisdom. By the
same token, the added39 tenth commandment of SP (not found in the
pre-Samaritan texts) is a theme summary of verses describing the
sanctity of Mt. Gerizim. The tenth commandment of SP in both
versions of the Decalogue describing and prescribing the sanctity
of Mount Gerizim is made up of verses occurring elsewhere in
Deuteronomy.40

3.2 Esth-LXX

The Hebrew source of Esth-LXX rewrote a composition very similar
to MT. The most salient technique used in the course of the
rewriting is the addition of the large narrative Expansions A, C,
D, and F. These expansions expand the story in a meaningful way.
The interaction of the previous Bible

For a detailed analysis, see , "Rewritten Bible Compositions." A
similar duplication is found in 4QDeut n V:5-7 where the motive
clause for the Sabbath

commandment in Exod 20:11 has been added after the motive clause
of Deuteronomy. See J. H. Tigay, "Conflation as a Redactional
Technique," in Empirical Models, 53-96, 55-57.

The Samaritans consider the first commandment of the Jewish
tradition as a preamble to the ecalogue, so that in their tradition
there is room for an additional commandment.

4 0 Deut 11:29a, 27:2b-3a, 27:4a, 27:5-7, 11:30 - in that
sequence.


	
text and the long expansions may be compared with the relation
between the Qumran rewritten Scripture compositions and their
presumed sources. All these rewritten compositions exercise freedom
towards their underlying texts by adding large expansions wherever
their authors wished.

3.3 Daniel

Two of the techniques used in the Greek Daniel are also used
elsewhere: a. Command and execution. The technique used in the LXX
addition in

4:14a (17a), which relates the execution of God's command of vv.
11-14 (14-17), is known from several other compositions. The
closest parallel is the story of the Ten Plagues in Exodus 7-11 in
the SP group. In this story, the SP group expanded the description
of God's commands to Moses and Aaron to warn Pharaoh before each
plague by adding a detailed account of their execution.41 That
these additions are not only typical of these texts is shown by the
similar addition of the execution of Kish's command to Saul in 1
Sam 9:3 in LXX L u c and the Peshitta.

b. Summaries. The summary description of the events of Daniel 5
that is placed at its beginning reminds us of the theme summaries
in 3 Kingdoms 2 and in the SP.4 2

4. Text and Canon

The rewritten compositions within the LXX canon and the Hebrew
texts from Qumran resemble each other with regard to their
rewriting procedures and probably also with regard to their
canonical position.

The Greek versions of 3 Kingdoms, Esther, and Daniel had an
authoritative status following their completion, since all the
books of the LXX, including the so-called Apocrypha, probably
enjoyed such a status, at first

4 1 For example, after Exod 8:19 the SP and 4QpaleoExod m ,
following the formulation of vv. 16ff. add: "And Moses and Aaron
went to Pharaoh and said to him: 'Thus says the Lord: Let my people
go that they may worship Me. For if you do not let my people go, 1
will let loose [ . . . ] ' " Similar additions are found in
4QpaleoExod m and SP after 7:18, 29; 9:5, 19.

4 2 The nature of the rewriting has been described in the
studies listed in n. 27, but whether the rewriting in 3 Kingdoms,
Esther, and Daniel is adequately covered by these descriptions
still needs to be examined. Attention also needs to be given to the
question of whether or not the rewritten editions were intended to
replace the older ones. We believe that this was the intention of
the three mentioned rewritten books. The rewritten ed. II of
Jeremiah (MT) likewise was meant to replace the earlier ed. I (LXX,
4QJer K d ) .


	
within Judaism43 and subsequently within Christianity.44
However, after a few centuries, the Greek Apocrypha were no longer
accepted within Judaism. This process probably took place when the
LXX books as a whole had been rejected by Judaism, among other
things because they had been accepted by Christianity. In the
Christian communities, all the books of the LXX, together with the
Apocrypha, were accepted as Scripture although not all the details
are clear and there are differences between the various traditions.
Only much later, with the Reformation, were the Apocrypha relegated
to a secondary status. This pertains also to the so-called
Additions of Esther and Daniel even though these Expansions never
had a separate existence.

While the erstwhile authoritative status of all of the Greek
books of the LXX is a fact, the authoritative status of these books
in their original languages (Hebrew and Aramaic) is less certain.
However, it stands to reason that the Semitic Vorlagen of all the
books of the LXX, including those of the Apocrypha, once enjoyed
authoritative status. The Greek translator of Esther would not have
translated the now-apocryphal sections had they not been considered
authoritative by him and by the community in whose midst he lived.
By the same token, the short book of Baruch was considered
authoritative by the translator of Jeremiah, who included it in his
translation, and by the inner-Greek reviser who revised the two
books.4 5 Likewise, a/ge-Th rendered Baruch as well as Bel, Susanna
and the "Prayer of Aza-riah and the Song of the Three Young Men"
inserted between Dan 3:23 and 3:24. This translator, working in the
first century B .C .E . , must have considered these books
authoritative.

The hypothesis about the authoritative status of some or all
Semitic books, including the Apocrypha, rendered by the LXX
translators may now be applied to the Hebrew rewritten Bible
compositions from Qumran. We noted above that some of the Qumran
rewritten Bible compositions share characteristics with the LXX
rewritten books. We may now apply this observation to their
canonical status. The rewritten forms of 1 Kings, Esther, and
Daniel with all their expansions and changes from MT were
authoritative in their Greek shape and probably also in their
original Semitic forms.

In actual fact, we have no direct reference in Jewish sources to
the Jewish community's acceptance of individual books of Greek
Scripture, but I see no reason to distrust the early Church lists
such as recorded by H. B. Swete, An Introduction to the Old
Testament in Greek (Cambridge: University Press, 1900), 203-14 as
Jewish Scripture. It is possible that Jewish Greek Scripture
encompassed more books such as, for example, Enoch, but the
collection probably did not contain fewer books than those included
in the lists. I am grateful to A. Lange for pointing this out to
me.

4 4 In our view, the -Text of Esther reflects a similar
rewritten composition of a text like the MT of tha t book, but it
did not enjoy any authoritative status. See "The 'Lucianic ' Text
of the Canonical and the Apocryphal Sections of Esther: A Rewritten
Biblical Book," Text us 10 (1982): 1-25. Revised version: The Greek
and Hebrew Bible, 535-48.

See , The Septuagint Translation of Jeremiah and Baruch.


	
Since they share characteristic features with Qumran rewritten
Bible compositions, some of the latter also may have enjoyed
authoritative status. However, such a status can only be assumed if
there was a community that accepted these compositions, and in the
case of the Qumran scrolls this assumption is unclear. The fact
that several manuscripts of the same composition were found at
Qumran does not necessarily imply that they were accepted as being
authoritative by that community or any other group. Thus, we do not
know of a religious group that accepted the Temple Scroll, 4QRP, or
Jubilees as binding. There is circumstantial evidence for Jubilees
as a relatively large number of copies of that book were found at
Qumran, and for the Temple Scroll due to the existence of a luxury
copy of 4 -11 QTemple, namely 11 QT a . 4 6 The decision is very
difficult since no surviving group such as Judaism, Christianity or
the Samaritans, has endorsed these compositions. Because of the
lack of convincing evidence relating to all the rewritten
compositions, we turn to one group of manuscripts that from the
content point of view so closely resembles the rewritten works
within Greek Scripture that it probably enjoyed the same
authoritative status as the books translated in Greek Scripture. I
refer to the manuscripts of 4QReworked Pentateuch, which
typologically very much resemble the Semitic source of the LXX
books of 1 Kings, Esther, and Daniel, since they contain long
stretches of unaltered Scripture text as well as small and large
exegetical additions and changes. The manuscripts of this group
should therefore be considered Scripture to the same extent as the
mentioned Greek texts and their Vorlagen were considered
Scripture.47 These manuscripts, published as a non-biblical
composition,48 thus have to be reclassified as Bible texts.4 9

4 6 On the surface, it is hard to imagine that 4-11 QTemple was
accepted as Scripture because its first-person account of the Torah
renders it a very artificial work. However, the luxurious character
of 1 l Q T a possibly indicated sacred status. See my monograph
Scribal Practices and Approaches Reflected in the Texts Found in
the Judean Desert (STDJ 54; Leiden: Brill, 2004), 125-29.

4 7 This composition was published by . and S. A. White,
"4QReworked Penta teuch^ and 4QTemple?," in Qumran Cave 4. VIII:
Parabiblical Texts, Part I (DJD 13; Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1994),
187-351, 459-63 and plates XIII-XXXXVL

4 8 S. White Crawford, with whom I published 4QRP, recognized
the possibility that this was an authoritative Bible text, but
decided against it: "The Rewritten Bible at Qumran," in The Bible
and the Dead Sea Scrolls, vol. 1 : The Hebrew Bible and Qumran (ed.
J. H. Charlesworth; . Richland Hills, Tex.: Bibal, 2000), 173-95;
eadem, Rewriting Scripture in Second Temple Times (Studies in the
Dead Sea Scrolls and Related Literature; Grand Rapids, Mich.:
Eerdmans, 2008), 39-59.

4 9 M. Segal and E. Ulrich were ahead of us when claiming in
2000 that this text is Scripture, Ulrich with general background
reasons and Segal with very detailed arguments: M. Segal,
"4QReworked Pentateuch or 4QPentateuch?" in The Dead Sea Scrolls
Fifty Years After Their Discovery: Proceedings of the Jerusalem
Congress, July 20-25, 1997 (ed. L. H. Schiffman et al.; Jerusalem:
Israel Exploration Society, 2000), 391-99; E. Ulrich, "The Qumran
Biblical Scrolls: The Scriptures of Late Second Temple Judaism," in
The Dead Sea Scrolls in Their Historical Context (ed. T. H. Lim et
al.; Edinburgh: T&T Clark. 2000), 67-87.


	
5 0 4Q158 = 4QRP a , 4Q364 = 4QRP b , 4Q365 = 4QRP C , 4Q366 =
4QRP d , 4Q367 = 4QRP e . The latter four were published in DJD 13,
while we identified 4Q158, published by Allegro in DJD 4, as
belonging to the same composition.

5 1 The pre-Samaritan text is clearly the underlying text of
4Q158 and 4Q364 (see DJD 13, 192-96).

5 2 In one instance, a fragment juxtaposing a section from
Numbers and Deuteronomy (4Q364 23a-b i: Num 20:17-18; Deut 2:8-14)
probably derives from the rewritten text of Deuteronomy, since a
similar sequence is found in SP. In the case of juxtaposed laws on
a common topic (Sukkot) in 4Q366 4 i (Num 29:32 30:1; Deut
16:13-14), one does not know where in 4QRP this fragment would have
been positioned, in Numbers, as the fragment is presented in DJD
13, or in Deuteronomy.

5 3 By the same token, the text added in 4Q158 (4QRP a ) , frg.
14 consists of at least 9 lines. 4Q365 (4QRP C), frg. 23 contains
at least ten lines of added text devoted to festivals and festival
offerings, including the Festival of the New Oil and the Wood
Festival. Further, if 4Q365a, published as "4QTemple?," is
nevertheless part of 4Q365 (4QRP), that copy of 4QRP would have
contained even more non-biblical material (festivals, structure of
the Temple) than was previously thought.

Chronicles differs much from Samuel-Kings. Had we found this
book at Qumran as an unknown composition, we would probably have
classified it as a rewritten Bible composition.

4QRP is represented by five manuscripts,50 two of which are very
extensive (4Q364-365). Compared with the Qumran rewritten Bible
compositions, this source exhibits the longest stretches of
uninterrupted text that may be classified as Scripture such as
found in either MT or the SP group.51

This source also rearranges some Torah pericopes.52 As far as we
can tell, 4QRP has a relatively small number of extensive
additions. The exegetical character of these texts is especially
evident from several pluses comprising 1-2 lines and in some cases
more than 8 lines. The most clear-cut examples of this technique is
the expanded "Song of Miriam" in 4Q365 (4QRPC), frgs. 6a, col. ii
and 6c consisting of at least 7 lines.53 In all these pluses, 4QRP
resembles the Hebrew compositions behind the Greek 3 Kingdoms,
Esther, and Daniel.

In conclusion, if our analysis is correct, we are faced with
many different Scripture texts all of which need to be taken into
consideration in the exegetical and literary study of Hebrew
Scripture. The meticulously transmitted MT is a given, but beyond
that text there were many widely divergent texts within ancient
Israel. Among them were several texts earlier than the ones
included in MT as well as compositions rewriting a text like MT. In
this presentation, we focused on the rewritten texts incorporated
into the LXX (3 Kingdoms, Esther, and Daniel). An early rewritten
Bible text, Chronicles, was included in the Hebrew and Greek
canon.54 Some of these literary reshapings were not accepted by all
communities. Thus, some of them made their way to the Jewish LXX
translators, but not to the collection of MT. Other texts
circulating in ancient Israel made their way to the Qumran
community. 4QReworked Pentateuch, to be reclassified as a biblical
text (something like "4QPentateuch"), was one such text, about
whose


	
authoritative status we have no further information. Maybe it
was considered to be authoritative Scripture by the Qumran
community or another group.5 5 What 4QRP, the Hebrew source of some
LXX books, and the SP group have in common is the interaction of
stretches of Scripture text and exegetical expansions, although
these expansions differ in nature and tendency. If all these texts
were considered authoritative, probably 4QRP enjoyed a similar
status. All these texts need to be studied as Hebrew Scripture.

5 5 One is reminded of a scribal habit in 4Q364 (4QRP b ) of
writing a dicolon ( : ) before each occurrence of the divine name,
followed by a space, serving as a Qere note.


	
Armin Lange (University of Vienna)

"They Confirmed the Reading" (y. Ta'an. 4.68a)

The Textual Standardization of Jewish Scriptures in the Second
Temple Period1

Since the publication of the first manuscripts of biblical books
from the Qumran library the question of how the proto-Masoretic
text became the Jewish standard text of the Hebrew Bible became a
research topic in its own right. It was the textual plurality of
the so-called biblical manuscripts from Qumran which posed the
question: How did the MT become the only accepted text of the
Hebrew Bible in Judaism? This topic is especially appropriate for a
volume which discusses the work of Emanuel because it was to a
large extent Emanuel's uvre which brought the plurality of the
textual traditions of the Second Temple Judaism to the attention of
a larger scholarly public.2 Emanuel's category of non-aligned
texts3 shows that beyond the texts of the later medieval versions
Second Temple Judaism knew a whole range of other texts for most of
the biblical books. But Ema-nuel did not only direct our attention
to the textual plurality of Second Temple Jewish scriptures he also
worked and published on the question of the textual standardization
of the Hebrew Bible.4

In the early second century CE . , Josephus Flavius claims in
Against Apion:

An earlier version of this paper was published under the title
'"Nobody Dared to Add to Them, to Take from Them, or to Make
Changes' (Josephus, Ag. Ap. 1.42): The Textual Standardi-zation of
Jewish Scriptures in Light of the Dead Sea Scrolls," in Flores
Florentino: Dead Sea Scrolls and Other Early Jewish Studies in
Honour of Florentino Garcia Martinez (ed. A. Hilhorst, E. Puech,
and E. Tigchelaar; Supplements to JSJ 122; Leiden: Brill, 2007),
105-26. Space con-strains did not allow me to publish a full
version of my argument in the Festschrift for Florentino Garcia
Martinez. 1 wanted to rectify this deficiency with the present
article. But while working on this more extensive version it became
apparent that only a book length study could develop my argument
comprehensively. Such a book length study needs to wait until a
later time though.

In this regard, Emanuel's textbook on the textual history of the
Hebrew Bible was his most important publication, . , Textual
Criticism of the Hebrew Bible (Minneapolis: Fortress, 201). Cf.
also Emanuel' s contribution to this volume.

The first time he mentions this category is in his article "The
Textual Character of the Leviti-cus Scroll from Qumran Cave 11,"
Shnaton 3 (1978-79): 238-44, XXIII (Heb.).

See below, 1.2.4.


	
38 With us are not myriads of books which are at variance and
contradict each other, but only twenty-two books, which contain the
record of all times - being trusted rightly so [...] 42 for during
so many ages as have already passed, nobody dared to add to them,
to take from them, or to make changes. (Josephus, Ag. Ap. 1.38, 42)
5

When discussing the canonical history of the Hebrew Bible,
scholars often refer to this text as a key reference.6 What is
mostly ignored is that Josephus emphasizes not only that the Jews
have 22 holy books but also that their text was never changed. In
Ag. Ap. 1.42, Josephus is making this claim of an unchangeable text
of the Jewish scriptures by alluding to the so-called "canonical"
formula of Deut 4:2 (cf. e.g. Deut 13:1).

You must neither add anything to what I command you nor take
away anything from it, but keep the commandments of the Lord your
God with which I am charging you (Deut 4:2 NRSV).

The original intention of this phrase does not agree with its
reading by Josephus. Far from emphasizing the canonicity of
Deuteronomy, Deut 4:2 uses a phrase which is widespread in the
ancient Near East and is also attested in ancient Greek treatises.
By threatening divine retribution these formulae try to achieve an
unaltered textual transmission.7 That texts like Deut 4:2 need to
use formulations against textual alterations shows, such
alterations were the rule and not the exception in the ancient Near
Eastern and ancient Greek societies.

For Josephus, Deut 4:2 gains a new meaning. It applies not only
to the law code of Deuteronomy but to the textual transmission of
all 22 holy books of Judaism. For Josephus, the formula of Deut 4:2
does not try to counteract textual alteration but claims unchanged
textual character as a fact. The texts of all 22 holy books
remained unchanged since they were written. I.e. Josephus argues
that the Jewish holy books existed only in one standard text form
from their very beginnings until his own time.

How, when, and why did the textual uniformity which Josephus
describes develop? To answer these questions, after a history of
research, I will survey the textual character of the ancient
biblical manuscripts from

5 Translation A. L. 6 See e.g., S. Mason, "Josephus on Canon and
Scripture," in Hebrew Bible/Old Testament: The

History of Its Interpretation, vol. 1 : From the Beginnings to
the Middle Ages (Until 1300), part 1 : Antiquity (ed. M. Sasbo;
Gttingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1996), 217-35 (with R.
Kraft); P. R. Davies, Scribes and Schools: The Canonization of
Hebrew Scriptures (Library of Ancient Israel; Louisville, Ky.:
Westminster John Knox, 1998), 107-8, 178-79.

7 Cf. e.g. M. Weinfeld, Deuteronomy and the Deuteronomic School
(Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1972; repr. Winona Lake, Ind.:
Eisenbrauns, 1992), 261-62, and A. C. Hagedorn, Between Moses and
Plato: Individual and Society in Deuteronomic and Ancient Greek Law
(FRLANT 204; Gttingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 2004),
76-77.


	
various sites at the Dead Sea as well as biblical quotations and
allusions in ancient Jewish literature. In the next parts of my
article I will study pre-Hexaplaric recensions of the Old Greek
(OG) text from the Second Temple period and provide a short survey
of processes of textual standardization in the Graeco-Roman world.
At the end of this article I will ask for the origins of textual
standardization in both Egyptian and Judean Judaism and draw some
conclusions.

1. History of Research

Since the beginnings of historical critical research on the
Hebrew Bible -and outside the small group of specialist in textual
criticism even in today's biblical scholarship - two models of how
the Masoretic Text became the textus receptus were taken more or
less for granted. The one recension theory coined by Rosenmller
suggested that the Masoretic Text reflects one textual recension,
i.e. it was the result of a conscious textual revision of earlier
textual traditions.8 Even after the Dead Sea Scrolls were found
Ro-senmiiller's theory was more or less taken for granted and it
was thought that the Masoretic Text emerged as the standard text of
the Hebrew Bible after the destruction of the Herodian temple in 70
C E . 9

The other model of thought is marked by the work of Gesenius.10
For Ge-senius, the shared variant readings between LXX and SP go
back to a vul-gar text which was known to both the Jews of
Alexandria and the Samari-tans. Both the LXX translators in
Alexandria and the Samaritans further reworked this vulgar text. As
compared to the vulgar text behind the LXX and the SP, MT
represents an earlier and more original text which was handed down
and maintained at the Jerusalem temple.

Textual criticism itself developed alternate theories to the
ideas of the Rosenmller and Gesenius since the second half of the
nineteenth century. A good example are the programmatic remarks of
Paul de Lagarde."

E. F. C. Rosenmller, Handbuch fur die Literatur der biblischen
Kritik und Exegese, vol. 1 (Gttingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht,
1797), esp. 244. Although Rosenmller is often credited as the
father of this idea, similar arguments can already be found in J.G.
Eichhorn, Einleitung in das AlteTestament (Leipzig: Weidmann und
Reich, 2 1787), 1 1 1,1 13, 203.

See e.g. P. W. Skehan, "The Qumran Manuscripts and Textual
Criticism," in Volume du Congrs: Strasbourg 1956 (VTSup 4; Leiden:
Brill, 1957), 148-60, 148.

W. Gesenius, De Pentateuchi Samaritan! origine, indole, et
auctoritate commentatio Philoligico-critica (Halle: Rengersche
Buchhandlung, 1815).

P. de Lagarde, Anmerkungen zur griechischen bersetzung der
Proverbien (Leipzig: Brock-haus, 1863), 2.


	
es ergiebt sich also, dass unsere hebrischen handschriften des
alten testaments auf ein einziges exemplar zurckgehn, dem sie sogar
die korrektur seiner Schreibfehler als korrektur treu nachgeahmt
und dessen zufllige unvollkommenheiten sie herbergenommen haben,
ber diesen archetypus des masoretischen textes wrden wir nur durch
conjectur hinausgelangen knnen, wenn uns nicht die griechische
version des alten testaments die mglichkeit verschaffte, wenigstens
eine schlechte bersetzung eines einer andren familie angehrenden
manuscripts zu benutzen, es versteht sich selbst heutzutage leider
noch nicht von selbst, dass die LXX nur in ihrer ursprnglichen
gestalt zur kritik unsrer masoretischen diaskeuase angewandt werden
darf, wollen wir ber den hebrischen text ins klare kommen, so gilt
es zunchst die Urform der griechischen bersetzung zu finden, ehe
diese vorliegt, darf die aegyptische recension nicht zur kontrolle
der palstinensischen benutzt werden, ehe aber eine solche kontrolle
vorgenommen worden ist, hat niemand das recht die berlieferung als
fest und bekannt anzusehn. alle Untersuchungen aber ber das alte
testament schweben in der luft, wenn sie nicht auf den mglichst
beglaubigten text zurckgehen, die Wissenschaft verlangt mehr als
einfalle und beilufige bemerkungen; ihr wesen ist die mthode.

For Lagarde the Masoretic standard text of the Hebrew Bible goes
back to a single manuscript. But the Old Greek, i.e. the original
version of the Septuagint, demonstrates that there was a textual
history before this textus recep-tus which knew additional texts
and text families. Lagarde did not elaborate on the question why
the text of the single manuscript he presupposes behind the MT
became so dominant.

His famous opponent, Paul Kahle, tried to answer this question
by developing an alternate theory of how the Masoretic textus
receptus came into being.12 In a study on the textual history of
the Pentateuch, Kahle heavily criticized Lagarde's Urtext-Theory.
According to Kahle, several Hebrew texts of the Pentateuch
coexisted in the Second Temple period. Kahle designates these texts
as vulgar texts and regards MT, LXX, and SP as later (revised)
witnesses to these earlier vulgar texts. MT became the Jewish
standard text only around 100 C E . when its underlying vulgar
texts was revised.

Mir erscheint fr das Verstndnis der alttestamentlichen
Textgeschichte grundlegend zu sein die Erkenntnis, dass unser
textus receptus berhaupt erst das Ergebnis einer kritischen
Reduktion des Vulgrtextes darstellt, die um 100 n. Chr. von den
Vertretern des offiziellen Judentums vorgenommen worden ist. Man
hat sich bei dieser Bearbeitung bemht, eine alte und zuverlssige
Textgestalt herzustellen. Fr diese Bearbeitung hat man alte
Handschriften benutzt. Mit Hilfe dieser Handschriften hat man alte
Lesarten und Formen, die in den sonst kursierenden Texten lngst
beseitigt waren, wieder hergestellt, Zustze im Texte ausgeschieden,
Aramaismen getilgt.

1 2 See e.g. P. Kahle, "Untersuchungen zur Geschichte des
Pentateuchtextes," in Opera Minora (Leiden: Brill, 1956), 3-37
(repr. from TSK 88 [1915]: 399-439).


	
1.1 Textual Standardization as a Single Event

Scholars who argue that the textual standardization of the
Hebrew Bible happened at a single moment in time point to different
political or religious developments which would have necessitated
or provoked the textual standardization of the Jewish
scriptures.

1 3 Kahle, "Untersuchungen," 35-36.

Manches in den alten Handschriften wird undeutlich gewesen sein.
Die puncta extraordinaria, schon in der Mischna und in den alten
Midraschen erwhnt, werden darauf hinweisen. Manches wird - aus
Grnden, die uns heute kaum noch erkennbar sind - absichtlich
korrigiert worden sein. Aber fr die jdischen Gemeinden ist das, was
hier entsteht, und wofr sich die Vertreter des offiziellen
Judentums mit aller ihrer Autoritt einsetzten, etwas Neues. Da man
aber dieser neuen Textgestalt das Zutrauen entgegenbrachte, dass
sie dem ltesten Texte angenhert ist, und da die Umstnde fr die
Verbreitung dieses Textes nach der Zerstrung der Stadt und bei der
allgemeinen Neuregelung der Verhltnisse des Judentums sehr gnstig
waren, konnte dieser Text mit Hilfe der fr ihn entstehenden
Masoreten bald durchgesetzt werden. 1 3

That the Masoretic Text became the Hebrew Bible's undisputed
standard text in post-Second Temple Judaism while the Samaritans
and the Christian churches opted for the Samaritan Pentateuch and
the Septuagint respectively is uncontested in scholarship. But
beside the ideas of Rosenmller, Gesenius, Lagarde, and Kahle the
question how the Masoretic Text became such a standard text was not
a topic of research for a long time. Only the publication of the
first biblical Dead Sea Scrolls initiated a more detailed analysis
of the question. In principle, three approaches to the question of
textual standardization can be distinguished. 1 ) the single event
model presupposes that the Masoretic version of the Hebrew Bible
was standardized in a short period of time due to a religious
and/or political crisis. 2) the group text model envisions that the
different religious groups of ancient Judaism favored various texts
and recensions and that the Pharisaic text would have become the
Jewish standard text after the destruction of the Herodian temple.
3) the process model envisions a prolonged process of recensional
activity and slow acceptance of these recensions until the
proto-Masoretic one prevailed.


	
1.1.1 Moses Hirsch Segal and the Maccahean Standardization The
first article length study on how the Masoretic standard text of
the Hebrew Bible developed was published in 1953 by Moses Hirsch
Segal.14

Both Josephus (Ag. Ap. 1.38, 42) and rabbinic sources (e.g. the
report about the counting of the words of scriptures by the
sopherim; b. Qidd. 30a) show that a unified text of the Hebrew
Scriptures existed before the so-called synod of Jabneh and the
destruction of the Herodian temple in 70 C E . But the textual
variety of MT, SP, LXX as well as parallel passages in different
biblical books which deviate textually from each other and various
rabbinic sources document textual plurality during the Second
Temple period. This shift from textual plurality to textual unity
is marked by the two different Isaiah scrolls from Qumran cave 1:
lQIsa a attests to a non-MT version of Isaiah but lQIsa b is very
close to the MT of Isaiah (pp. 35-39). Segal locates the paradigm
shift from textual plurality to textual unity in the time of the
Maccabean wars (pp. 40-43). Texts like IMacc 1:56-58 document a
widespread destruction of Jewish scriptures during the Hellenistic
religious reforms. When Judah Maccabee rededicated the Jerusalem
temple scribes produced a large number of copies from the few
surviving scrolls (cf. 2 Mace 2:14-15). Producing these new scrolls
of the Jewish scriptures, the scribes of the Maccabees proceeded
with greater care and employed even a text critical scheme to unify
the textual variation of their Vorlagen (cf. Sifre Deuteronomy
33:27).

Segal's setting of the Hebrew Bible's textual standardization in
Maccabean or early Hasmonean times is reflected in later
publications, although most of these publicatitons do not mention
or know his article. Julio Tre-bolle Barrera15 thinks of a dual
process. While the Torah, Isaiah, the Twelve Prophets, and Psalms
(+ Job?) were established as a first canon with a standardized text
in Maccabean times, the historical books (Joshua, Judges, 1-2
Samuel, 1-2 Kings), Jeremiah, and Ezekiel (+ Daniel) joined the
canon beginning in early Hasmonean times and underwent textual
standardization subsequently. The remaining parts of the Ketubim
are not addressed by Trebolle Barrera.

1 4 M. H. Segal, "The Promulgation of the Authoritative Text of
the Hebrew Bible," JBL 73 (1953): 35-47.

1 5 J. Trebolle Barrera, "Qumran Evidence for a Biblical
Standard Text and for Non-Standard and Parabiblical Texts," in The
Dead Sea Scrolls in Their Historical Context (ed. T. H. Lim et al.;
Edinburgh: T&T Clark, 2000), 89-106. For Trebolle Barrera's
ideas on the canonical history of the Hebrew Bible cf. also "A
'Canon within a Canon': Two Series of Old Testament Books
Differently Transmitted, Interpreted and Authorized," RevQ 19
(1999-2000): 383-99.


	
Siegfried Kreuzer16 - without mentioning or knowing Segal and
his arguments - comes to similar conclusions based on the
recensional history of the Septuagint and the chronological system
of the proto-Masoretic Pentateuch. Manuscript evidence (8HevXII gr;
7QLXXEx; 4QLXXNum; Papyrus Oxyrhinchus 1007; Papyrus Rylands Greek
458) shows that already in the second half of the first century B
.C .E . the Old Greek translations of the biblical books were
revised towards the MT which hints to a proto-Masoretic standard
text in the late first cent B .C .E . or earlier. In the
chronological system of the proto-Masoretic Pentateuch the
rededication of the Jerusalem temple in 164 B . C . E . would have
happened 4000 years after the creation which would point to the
Maccabees or early Hasmonean rulers as the force behind the
proto-Masoretic standard text.17 This setting is confirmed by the
defense of the Old Greek text against the proto-Masoretic revision
by the Letter of Aristeas ca. 120 B .C .E .

1.1.2. William Foxwell Albright and Adam Simon van der Woude
Another approach to the problem was proposed by William Foxwell
Albright only a few years after Segal published his study. In his
groundbreaking short note "New Light on the Early Recensions of the
Hebrew Bible,"18

Albright sketched not only a road map for the local text theory
which was developed later on by F. M. Cross1 9 but addressed also
the question of textual standardization. For Albright, the Qumran
biblical manuscripts carry "the proto-Masoretic text back into the
second century B.C."2 0 This means that the Hebrew Bible's
proto-Masoretic standard text predates the second century B .C .E .
: "many of the older books of our Hebrew Bible were edited in
approximately their present form in Babylonia and were then brought
back to Palestine by the returning exiles during the late sixth and
the fifth

S. Kreuzer, "Von der Vielfalt zur Einheitlichkeit: Wie kam es
zur Vorherrschaft des masoretischen Textes?" in Horizonte
biblischer Texte: Festschrift fr Josef M. Oesch zum 60. Geburtstag
(ed. A. Vonach and G. Fischer: OBO 196; Fribourg: Academic Press,
2003), 117-29. Kreuzer expressed similar ideas in "From Old Greek
to the Recensions: Who and What Caused the Change of the Hebrew
Reference Text of the Septuagint," in Septuagint Research: Issues
and Challenges in the Study of the Greek Jewish Scriptures (ed. W.
Kraus and R. G. Wooden; SBLSCS 53; Atlanta, Ga.: SBL, 2006),
225-37.

For this observation, Kreuzer relies on K. Koch, "Sabbatstruktur
der Geschichte: Die soge-nannte Zehn-Wochen-Apokalypse ( lHen
93,1-10; 91,11-17) und das Ringen um die alttestament-chen
Chronologien im spten Judentum," in idem, Vor der Wende der Zeiten:
Beitrge zur apokalyptischen Literatur: Gesammelte Aufstze, vol. 3
(ed. U. Glemer and M. Krause; Neu-Wtchen-Vluyn: Neukirchener
Verlag, 1996), 45-46, 68-69 (repr. from ZAW 95 [1983]: 403-30,
423-24).

1 8 W. F. Albright, "New Light on the Early Recensions of the
Hebrew Bible," BASOR 140 (1955): 27-33.

19 ,

Seente 104. 0 Albright, "New Light," 28.


	
centuries B.C."21 They "may have become canonical under Ezra's
influence in the late fifth century."22 Only later in the second
temple period, this proto-Masoretic standard text was diluted into
the medieval versions.

While Albright's ideas about geographically localized recensions
of the biblical text dominated the textual criticism of the Hebrew
Bible until the 1990ies his remarks on an Ezran standard text were
less influential. Almost 40 years after the publication of his
article, Albright's idea of an Ezran textual standardization was
supported by Adam Simon van der Woude.23

According to van der Woude, the textual plurality attested in
the Qumran manuscripts of the Jewish scriptures are to be regarded
"as some variant manuscripts that survived from the time when the
Hebrew Bible was being canonized in Jerusalem."24

This means that there was a basically uniform tradition besides
a pluriform tradition in Palestine Judaism in the last centuries
B.C.E., in the sense that only the proto-Masoretic textual
tradition was passed on in Jerusalem, whereas elsewhere biblical
manuscripts circulated which bore close resemblance to the text of
the Septuagint or the Samaritan Pentateuch or differed in other
respects from the proto-Masoretic tradition.2 5

After minor recensions, this proto-Masoretic temple text became
the rabbinic standard text as we know it today. It goes back to the
time of Ezra when the prophetic inspirations ceased to exist. This
lack of divine inspiration necessitated the development of a fixed
text of the divine word.

However, a uniform textual tradition becomes necessary when
there is no longer a appeal to present-day divine inspiration and
people will wish to preserve earlier prophetic inspiration in
Scripture, in other words, when the authority outside Scripture is
shifted to Scripture itself. The priests from Jerusalem and the
Scribes before teh beginning of the Christian era and after these
the early rabbis believed that the Holy Ghost had withdrawn since
the days of Haggai, Zechariah, and Malachi. 2 6

1.1.3 Eugene Charles Ulrich Another cultural and political
crisis which is often understood as a key catalyst for the textual
standardization of the Hebrew Bible - especially in

2 1 Albright, "New Light," 29. 2 2 Albright, "New Light," 32. 2
3 A. S. van der Woude, "Pluriformity and Uniformity: Reflections on
the Transmission of the

Text of the Old Testament," in Sacred History and Sacred Texts
in Early Judaism: A Symposium in Honour of A. S. van der Woude (ed.
J. N. Bremmer and F. Garcia Martinez; Biblical Exegesis and
Theology 5; Kampen: Kok Pharos, 1992), 151-69; idem, "Tracing the
Evolution of the Hebrew Bible," BR 11.1 (1995): 42-45 .

2 4 Van der Woude, "Tracing," 45. 2 5 Van der Woude,
"Pluriformity," 163. 2 6 Van der Woude, "Pluriformity," 168.


	
connection with the Pharisaic group model (see below
1.2.2-1.2.3.) - are the first and second Jewish wars. But Eugene
Charles Ulrich27 does not envision group specific texts. He thinks
"that prior to the second century CE there was no 'standard
biblical text', but rather that the manuscripts of the Scriptures
found at Qumran are representative of the Jewish Scriptures
generally."28

If accurate, that would mean that the growth of the individual
biblical books developed through repeated creative new editions
over time [...] this process was constitutive of the biblical from
start to end [...] the process was still in effect throughout the
Second Temple period [...] and came to an abrupt halt as the result
of radically new and different outside factors. The Scriptures did
not "achieve final form" due to a natural and internal process, due
to a maturation process, or due to "the fullness of time", but they
suffered an abrupt freezing due to the double threat of loss: the
threat of loss of their lives, land, and culture to the Romans, and
the threat of loss of their ancient identity as "Israel" to the
Christians, the growing majority of whom were gentile rather than
Jewish. 2 9

Ulrich rejects hence the idea of a textual standardization and
attributes the dominance of the proto-Masoretic text mainly to the
chance selection of which texts survived the first Jewish war.3 0
In a recent article, Ulrich reflects the question of textual
standardization from a methodological perspective. He finds no
evidence for conscious labor towards a standard text in any Jewish
group of the second temple period but only widespread indifference
to the problem. "The organic and pluriform character of the texts
was the norm until the process of textual growth was abruptly
halted by the results of the two revolts."31

1.1.4 Dominique Barthlmy A few remarks by Dominique Barthlmy on
MurXII show that Barthlmy understands the textual standardization
of the biblical books in light of the first Jewish war as well.

2 7 E. C. Ulrich, "The Qumran Biblical Scrolls: The Scriptures
of Late Second Temple Judaism," in The Dead Sea Scrolls in Their
Historical Context, 67-87.

2 8 Ulrich, "Qumran Biblical Scrolls," 87. 2 9 Ulrich, "Qumran
Biblical Scrolls," 86-87.

The position contrasts with an earlier statement on the topic of
textual standardization by Ul-nch where he remarks that we know
neither the precise point in time when the proto-Masoretic text
became dominant nor the criteria by which its variant readings were
selected (E. Ulrich, Horizons of Old Testament Textual Research at
the Thirtieth Anniversary of Qumran Cave 4,"

CBQ46 [1984]: 613-36, 618-19). E. Ulrich, "Methodological
Reflections on Determining Scriptural Status in First Century

Judaism," in How to Read the Dead Sea Scrolls: Methods and
Theories in Scrolls Scholarship (ed. M. Grossman; Grand Rapids,
Mich.: Eerdmans, 2009), forthcoming. 1 am grateful to Eugene for
generously providing me with a pre-print copy of this article.


	
Comme nous l'avons constat partir de divers indices, Mur est un
produit caract-

ristique de la standardisation textuelle qui eut lieu entre le
deux rvoltes et nous

pouvons, ce titre, le qualifier d e p r o t o m a s s o r t i q
u e , en ajoutant qu'il permet mme

de remarquer l'excellente qualit de la transmission textuelle
qui, partir de ce type

de texte, a abouti aux grands tmoins du texte tibrien classique.
3 2

1.1.5 Ernst Wrthwein Wrthwein33 understands the development of
the proto-Masoretic standard text in the context of the first
Jewish war, too. For him, of the destruction of the Jerusalem
temple led to the supposed synod of Javneh/Jamnia ca. 100 C E . 3 4
For Wrthwein not only the canon of the Hebrew Bible but also its
standard tex
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                                Stahlbeton- und Spannbetonfertigteilwerk · Beton ist keine neuzeitliche Erfindung. Schon vor mehr als 2000 Jahren schätzten die alten Römer die Halt-und Formbarkeit dieses Baustoffes.
                            


                            

                                                    

                    

                                    
                        
                            
                                

                            
                        

                        
                            
                                Κommunikation und Sprache αρουσιάσεις...Αριστοτέλειο Πανεπιστήμιο Θεσσαλονίκης Κommunikation und Sprache: Semantische, pragmatische,
                            


                            

                                                    

                    

                                    
                        
                            
                                

                            
                        

                        
                            
                                Ankylose und Unterkieferhypomobilität€¦ · Literatur ein möglichst standardisiertes Vorgehen bei Ankylose und Unterkieferhypomobilität darzustellen . Hierzu wurde die vo rherige
                            


                            

                                                    

                    

                                    
                        
                            
                                

                            
                        

                        
                            
                                Glaube und Wissenschaft - e-Learning Blog · Einführung „Gefühlte“ und wahrgenommene Diskrepanz zwischen der Welt des Glaubens und der technisch-naturwissenschaftlich geprägten
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