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Sample Editions of the Oxford Hebrew Bible:
Deuteronomy 32:1-9, 1 Kings 11:1-8, and
Jeremiah 27:1-10 (34 G)

Sidnie White Crawford’, Jan Joosten®, and Eugene Ulrich*
3 Lincoln, Nebraska
Y Strasbourg
9 Notre Dame, Indiana

Abstract
For abstract, see the accompanying article by Ronald Hendel.

Keywords
For keywords, see the accompanying article by Ronald Hendel.

The following sample editions illustrate the theory and method of the Oxford
Hebrew Bible. The Deuteronomy sample, edited by Sidnie White Crawford,
concerns a text with one ancient edition, while the Kings sample, edited by
Jan Joosten, and the Jeremiah sample, edited by Eugene Ulrich, concern texts
with two ancient editions. The arguments that justify the editorial decisions
are presented in the apparatuses and text-critical commentaries. (The detailed
introductory chapters are not included.) The critical texts, following the
conventions discussed in the previous article, contain the following sigla: a
superlinear circlet to indicate an entry in the apparatus where the critical text
reproduces the copy-text, and a superlinear squarelet to indicate an entry in
the apparatus where the critical text differs from the copy-text. Readings
in the critical text that differ from the copy-text lack the vocalization and
accents of the copy-text. For the sigla and abbreviations used in the appara-
tus, see the OHB website (http://ohb.berkeley.edu).
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I. Deuteronomy 32:1-9

In the case of the book of Deuteronomy, we are fortunate to have a great deal
of manuscript evidence from the ancient period. First, there are three com-
plete ancient witnesses to the text of Deuteronomy: the Masoretic Text (M),
the Septuagint (G), and the Samaritan Pentateuch (SP), along with their
daughter versions. Second, there is now a wealth of new, fragmentary manu-
script evidence for Deuteronomy from the Dead Sea Scrolls. These include
thirty or thirty-one Hebrew manuscripts from the Qumran caves, one from
the finds in Wadi Murabba’at, one from Nahal Hever/Wadi Seiyal, and one
from Masada. There is also one Greek Deuteronomy manuscript from Qum-
ran, for a total of thirty-four or thirty-five.!

Lengthy Deuteronomy passages also appear in many “non-biblical” texts
from the Dead Sea Scrolls, most notably in the Temple Scroll and 4QRe-
worked Pentateuch. Although these excerpts must be utilized with care, they
can still be useful for the text critic. Finally, there are liturgical texts, such as
phylacteries and mezuzot, which preserve passages from Deuteronomy. These
texts constitute a witness to the text(s) of Deuteronomy in circulation in the
Second Temple period.

Having made the claim in the article cited in footnote 1 that it is possible
to produce an eclectic critical text of Deuteronomy, I have undertaken to do
so in this sample edition of Deut 32:1-9. I chose this passage for a sample
text because there were Qumran manuscripts that covered portions of it, it
contains a well-known textual variant (32:8), and it is poetry, which brings
its own set of challenges.

The manuscript evidence for the passage is as follows: the Masoretic text
(here using Leningradensis); the Septuagint and its daughter versions; the
Samaritan Pentateuch; 4QDeut®, 4QDeut’, 4QpaleoDeut’, 4QDeut, and
4QDeut?.? In the apparatus and text-critical commentary that follows I will

Y For the details of these manuscripts and the others mentioned in this article, and the passages
from Deuteronomy which they contain, see S. W. Crawford, “Textual Criticism of the Book
of Deuteronomy and the Oxford Hebrew Bible Project,” in Secking out the Wisdom of the
Ancients: Essays Offered to Michael V. Fox on the Occasion of His Sixty-Fifth Birthday, eds.
R. Troxel, K. Friebel and D. Magary (Winona Lake, 2005), pp. 315-326.

2 The bibliography is as follows: Biblia Hebraica Leningradensia, ed. A. Dotan (Peabody, 2001);
The Old Testament in Syriac According to the Peshitta Version, Part 1, fascicle 2; Part II, fascicle 10,
Leviticus- Numbers-Deuteronomy- Joshua, eds. D. J. Lane, A. P. Hayman, W. M. van Vliet,
J. H. Hospers, H. ]. W. Drijvers, J. E. Erbes (Leiden, 1991); 7he Bible in Aramaic, ed. A. Sperber
(3 vols.; 3rd impression; Leiden, 2004); Biblia Sacra iuxta Vulgatam Versionem, Tomus I,
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guide the reader through the text-critical decisions behind the critical text as
it is presented here.

The text as presented is laid out stichometrically, either by verse or half-
verse. The most ancient manuscript evidence for this passage, 4QDeut® and
4QDeutd, indicates that by the second century BCE the Song of Moses, of
which these verses are a part, was arranged on the scroll stichometrically.

POTIBR PIRD YRYUN MITR ORWA kD !
mnR Y92 5in Hph Tona T 2
1YY DI RYTY DR
AN 534130 Xpy Mmoo
LaWn 127752 73 109s opp en ¢
FRAD WY PR DI PR 0K ON
:SRNo wpy T via &Y % nnw o
D20 &1 521 0P NRi-HRIA MmN ©
T3 7Y 8 Tip T8 Mneivy
AT R a3 o%iy nig N3 7
77 TR TIRY TN TN R
QT %3 17903 O 1o Smina ¢
2R 13 79007 DHY N733 2R
*in7ns 530 3y ipw nim PN v

32:225m M ] 5t SP G (xed kortoBfite) sim TV S (+ conj, assim v 1a) § | 3 ow
M G (8voua) ] owa SP T (8nw3) (theol) § Il 120 M 4QDt¢ G (86te) | 12m
SP (+ conj) II 573 M SP ] <5913 4QDt® (syn) § | 415pa M SP ] vhya*? G (o
€pyo. ad10d) (assim gram) Il @ M SP ] 2 G (xai) (gram) II 5 annw SP G
(huéprooow) T (157aN) S (a\as) V (peccaverunt) ] nW M (assim num) § I 85 15
M 115 85 SP G (ovx ad1d) T (7" 89) S () Vo) (metath) § Il 12 M ] 12
SP G (téxve) T (X132) S (=tas) (gram) § I ™2 ] + omin M sim SP (o) G
(nountd) (explic) § I 6 mmba M™ SP ] mmy1 M (gram); mn» 5 M=
(gram); cf tadra xvpie G (prps explic) § Il TWY M SP ] qup* G (xoi énoincév
og) (+ conj) I 792t M ] 121 SP G (uvAoBnee) (assim num) § | min* M (cf

Genesis-Psalmi, ed. R. Weber (Stuttgart, 1983); Sepruaginta, Vetus Testamentum Graecum, vol. I11, 2,
Deuteronomium, ed. J. Wevers (Gottingen, 1977); Jewish and Samaritan Version of the Penta-
teuch, eds. A. and R. Sadaqa (Tel Aviv, 1961); Quimran Cave 4, IX, Deuteronomy, Joshua, Judges,
Kings, eds. E. Ulrich, E M. Cross, S. W. Crawford, et al.(DJD XIV; Oxford, 1995); Qumran
Cave 4, IV, Palaeo-Hebrew and Greek Biblical Manuscripts, eds. . W. Skehan, E. Ulrich, J. Sand-
erson (DJD IX; Oxford, 1992).
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mnm Ps 90:15) G (Muépog) 1 N SP (prps meta) Il 132 M SP 4QpaleoDt G
(cbvete) ] 132* or Pa* T (53n0R) SV (cogita) (assim num) | naw M G (B) |
nw SP (voc) Il 8 4 58 4QDd (@mHR) G (Be0d) ] 587w M SP (theol) § I 9 2
M SP ] 72 G (xod &yeviin) (+ conj) Il fin ] + 58w SP G (Topond) (explic)

Text-Critical Commentary

32:2: 510 M ] 51 SP G (ko katoPiito) sim TV'S (+ conj, assim v 1a)
The textual history of Deuteronomy tends toward expansion, especially in

the addition of the conjunction. This type of expansion also occurs in verses
3, 6,and 9.

32:3 0w M G (8voua) ] owa SP T (8nw31) (theol)
The addition of the preposition 2 in SP distances the speaker from the deity.

573 M SP | <n>5113 4QDe® (syn)
19173 in 4QDeut” is a more common synonym of 573; the less common
form is preferable.

32:4 The G translation makes two theological changes from its Hebrew
Vorlage, substituting 0edg for ¥ and xOprog for R, The latter is also an
explication.

32:5 1nnw SP G (hudptooav) T (19°an) S (o) V (peccaverunt) | nnw M
(assim num)

RO 1H MV (e non) 119 89 SP G (0vk odtd) T (79 8Y) S (o) <\e) (metath)
™MA MV (filii eius) ] 22 SP G (téxva) T (812) S (=us) (gram)

3] + 0mn M sim SP (010) G (uountd) S (=masa) T (ROWVY) V (in sordi-
bus) (explic)

Verse 5 presents a text-critical challenge: its first clause is almost hopelessly
corrupt. The reading of each version displays different errors and subsequent
attempts to make sense of the result. M reads: o ™3 8915 nnw, literally
“He has dealt corruptly with him, not his sons their blemish.” G reads:
Nudprocov odk adTd Tékvo popntd, indicating a Vorlage D1 1215 8% INNW,
“They have sinned (dealt corruptly), not his, blemished children.” SP also has
011 11215 89 1nnw, “They have dealt corruptly, not his, blemished children.”
The minor versions attempt to make sense of this. The commentaries all
make suggestions, reaching no consensus. The following examples give an
indication of the variety of proposed solutions.
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Dillman proposes D2 011 11319 1w, “His children have dealt corruptly
towards him; there is a blemish in them.” He has chosen the plural verb of
G and SP. Deciding that 15 &Y, in whatever order, is a dittography, he chooses
the preposition as a complement to the verb. Last, he tries to sort out the
corruption at the end of the phrase by positing the loss of waw on the end of
"2 in G and SP, and the loss of a ber in all three versions, with subsequent
loss of mem in G and SP.

Tigay suggests two possibilities:*

1. 18 ™35 1w, “His children violate against him loyalty.”

2. 1R M2 &9 NNw, “His non-children violated loyalty.” Both these possi-
bilities posit an aleph-mem confusion, with further corruption, including
dittography.

Craigie offers an imaginative reconstruction:®

nn 13RS 15 1w, “They destroyed him! Treacherous stones!” He sug-
gests that “stones” as a metaphor for Israel contrasts with “Rock” in verse 4 as
a metaphor for God.

[ have adopted the reading suggested here—113 &5 19 \nnw—for the fol-
lowing reasons, the order of which is important. The phrase 12 &%, “not-my-
children,” echoes similar phrases throughout the poem: 0on 89, “not-wise”
(v. 6), THR RY, “not-a-god” (v. 17), and 58 NY, “not-god” (v. 21). Once
that phrase is retained, the verb must be plural (1InNW); the singular of M is
assimilation to other singular verbs nearby (e.g. v. 7) or is a case of haplogra-
phy. Since M2 &Y is a “frozen phrase,” the order &Y 1% must be correct; the
order 15 K89 displayed by SP G T S is the result of metathesis. Finally, the
word D12 or a form thereof is an explicating plus added to clarify the corrup-
tion; once it was added the construct phrase o 12 (SP G S) crept in,
brought about by loss of 1 by haplography (perhaps), then retained because it
made better grammatical sense. There is, however, no versional support for the
omission of 0.

¥ As quoted by S. R. Driver, Deuteronomy (ICC; 3rd ed.; Edinburgh, 1902), p. 352.
9 J. Tigay, Deuteronomy (JPS Torah Commentary; Philadelphia/Jerusalem, 1996), p. 301.
% P. Craigie, The Book of Deuteronomy (NICOT; Grand Rapids, 1976), p. 377, n. 15.
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32:6 M50 M™ SP | M9 0 M (gram); i 5 M™ (gram); cf tadta kupie
G (prps explic)

Verse 6 presents differences in letter spacing; I have selected the one that
represents ancient practice.

32:7 99t M ] 1721 SP G (uvnoBnte) (assim num)

In verse 7 we have a difference in number in the verb in the various ver-
sions; the singular and plural alternate throughout this passage, and in this
case I have retained the reading of the copy-text, suggesting that the second-
ary reading is by assimilation.®

32:8 58 4QD¢t (@MHR) G (0£00) ] 58w M SP (theol)

In 1954 Patrick Skehan revealed 0'9& 72 as a Hebrew variant found at
Qumran in 4QDeut (the correct reading is D"M>& 13), and suggested that
this reading was the probable Vorlage for the Septuagint variant.” The reading
given here, 9% 13, while not occurring in any extant Hebrew witness, is pre-
ferred as making the best sense of the evidence. My reconstruction of what
took place in the transmission of the text, resulting in the present variants, is
as follows. First, the G reading, vidv 0e09, may be retroverted as either 58 12
or @1(1)H8 13 (= 4QDeut). If the former is chosen, then it is easy to sup-
pose that the Varlage of M SP, wishing to change a polytheistic text to mono-
theistic orthodoxy, inserted the consonants 9W* before 9%, thus creating the
reading 587 13, Finally, 4QDeut’s DR is simply a scribal change,
employing the more common term for “God.”

II. 1 Kings 11:1-8

Edition A (= M) Edition B (= G)
ow3 238 A0V Topm ow3 238 AW Topm 1

Do nikp paw nin " i ©
oW1 NpM nikn why

9 For the concept of “copy-text,” see the accompanying article by R. Hendel, “The Oxford
Hebrew Bible: Prologue to a New Critical Edition,” part IV.

7 P Skehan, “A Fragment of the ‘Song of Moses' (Deut. 32) from Qumran,” BASOR 136
(1954), pp. 12-15.
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niragin nPne-naTnR) it i
AN MITY IR Niupw
Jaro8 " mimng Wy oot 2
RRH DM 073 IRINRG SR
MnK 03235708 197 138 D32
iR nA%W P37 on3 DN
niRp Yaw niny ohd; o
‘1277 nR w1 % nikn W7 owihm
won MY AEOY mapt nph an ¢
MRS DN OOR MInK 133708
17 2352 MR mow bW 237
nAYY Mnr A5HW T S ran
;DAY PRV 035N NN DT o8
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nivarin NI nies O
NMDRY DA T AIR R nitny
32758 mmng Wy oot 2

032 1RRY b D2 IRANRY Y
D73 DIPAO "IN D3RI 101 1D
Ay Y paT

1237 min~R5 Y napt np i ¢
P3N TIT 3372 PR mnoY oY
K 132508 N30 DwIn o
TR

K917 w3 yon Y won ©
D P3N TIT2 M 0K KD
PRW Winah nna Andw nip e 7 THR Wingh naa b ni e 7
A 13 ppw IR Takin manwyh 1inp 113 nbx o3y "agin
nifopn NP2 TYrR? Aby 1 ¢ PYIoYy Ny I oy nayn
AnToRD mindm wn © gpabRY namm Avpn nimon
IR XD NG I pR3 pIn Y

IR TITD M

1 Kgs 11:1 2728 (ed A) M ] 208* (ed B) G (p1hoydvorog) of T™ (') (vocal,
equal?) § I owi] + W3 mpn mxn wWHw Dwibm MmN paw maw 1% 1M (ed B)
G (xoi Mooy avT® Gpxovcor émtokdotan kol moAlokod Tplokéotal Kol
EhaPev yovaikog) (transp v. 3 and exeg) Sl M1 (ed A) M ] > (ed B) G2 § |l
IR (ed A) M ] +pre nnIRY* (ed B) G (Zbpog) (dittog) § Il ma12 (ed A) M ] >
(ed B) G (harm Deut 7:1) § I mnn ] + ni™nRY* (ed B) G (kal Apoppoiog)
(harm Deut 7:1) § II 2 12* (ed B) G (uf) S (esa\a) T (8157) ] 198 (ed A) MV
(certissimo enim) (mod?) § Il 3 = (3) (transp ed B, see sub v 1) | W ] +pre
oWl M (> G) (explic) § II 125 nx vw1 1M (ed A) M ] > (ed B) G (exeg)
§ Il 4 onR... "1 and PaR... 891 (ed A) M ] transp G (ed B) § Il yon w1 (ed
A) M ] nimain (owgn) »1 101 (ed B) G (xoi é€ékAvov ol yovoikeg ol
dAAdTpron) (exeg) § Il MR OHR (ed A) M ] 19%* (ed B) G (Bedv o0tdv)
(exeg) II 5 (> ed B) (exeg) § Il '19% (ed A) M ] ppw*? G™ (B8elbyportog) (theol) § |l



S. White Crawford et al. / Vetus Testamentum 58 (2008) 352-366 359

o7 (ed A) M ] + DaRI PPW WIND MINRT* S™ (oo hlst zama ihsa)
(harm 2R ppw v v 7) Sl ppw (ed A) M ] '198* S (welw) (equal) § Il ounp
(ed A) M ] pray 212* S G™ (viewv Appev) | 6 = (6) (transp ed B) Sl 891 (ed A)
M ] 85* (ed B) G (o0k) | 7 ppw'? (ed A) M ] "1i98*1? (ed B) G (eidwAp) Il axin)

+ 09V 19750 WK 12 M (explic + harm 05w 18 5 qwK 2 Kgs 23:13) S I
7909 (ed A) M ] 039%7* (ed B) G (Antiochene text: pekyol, pedyop; others:
1® PosiAel aTdV) S (masls) (equal?) § Il Py | + o7y Navin nnwpH* (ed
B) G (xoi tfi "Actéptn Bdehdypatt Zidwviev) (harm?) | 8 marm 1"vpn* (ed B)
G (¢0vpio kol #Bve) ] mmanm mopn (ed A) M ] (exeg) §

Text-Critical Commentary

The divergences between the Septuagint on the one hand, the MT and the
other versions on the other hand, point to the existence of two distinct
Hebrew editions of 1 Kings. It is not easy to determine which edition pre-
cedes the other. On the whole, M reflects an older stage than G, but there are
many details where the relation seems to be the reverse. After the two edi-
tions branched off from one another, each one of them continued to be
altered by scribes.®

1 Kgs 11:1 278 (ed A) M ] 208* (ed B) G (pthoydvorog) cf T ('17) (equal?)

While M states that Solomon loved many foreign women, G says he was a
“lover of women”. Each reading fits its own context well, M proceeding to
enumerate the foreign nations among which Solomon took wives, and G
leading on to the information that S. had many wives.

The vocalization of the form as a participle in edition B is uncertain.
One manuscript of Targum Jonathan vocalizes the form 0’17, corresponding
to 27, as a participle (all other manuscripts vocalize as a perfect, in accord
with M). The possible agreement of G with a T manuscript may be due to
polygenesis.

® The bibliography is as follows:

D. Barthélemy, Critique textuelle de I'Ancien Testament, I Josué, Juges, Ruth, Samuel, Rois, Chro-
niques, Esdras, Néhémie, Esther (OBO 50/1; Fribourg-Géttingen, 1982).

C. E Burney, Notes on the Hebrew Text of the Books of Kings (Oxford, 1903).

J. A. Montgomery and H. S. Gehman, 7he Book of Kings (ICC; Edinburgh, 1950).

A. Schenker, Septante et Texte Massorétique dans Uhistoire la plus ancienne du texte de 1 Rois 2-14
(CahRB 48; Paris, 2000).

Z. Talshir, “1 Kings and 3 Kingdoms—Origin and Revision. Case Study: The Sins of Solomon
(1 Kgs 11)”, Textus 21 (2002), pp. 71-105.
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DW1 ] + DWI MM MIRA WO Dwivm mxn paw maw 1D o (ed B) G
(ko oo ovTd Epyovoot entokdoton kol molhakol Tprakdcian kol EAoPev
yovaikag) (transp v. 3 and exeg)

Edition B separates the issue of having many wives from that of marrying
foreign women, by introducing into verse 1 the information on the high
number of Solomon’s wives and concubines. In edition A, this information
comes in verse 3, suggesting that all Solomon’s wives were foreign. Edition A
does not separate the issues of many wives and foreign wives. Edition B is
more rational than edition A on this point. Nevertheless, the Wiederaufnahme
by means of the words ©w1 np", which are lacking in edition A, suggests
that edition B is secondary. Edition A is a mess, edition B an unsuccessful
atcempt to clean it up.

Mma1(edA)M]> (edB) G?

The absence of the adjective M1, “many”, in G may reflect the earliest
stage of the text. It is easier to imagine that the word was added by a later
scribe to edition A than to explain why it was omitted in edition B. Possibly,
however, G’s pihoyOvaiog reflects M127 o'wi 20K (Talshir).

IR (ed A) M | +pre n'R* (ed B) G (Z0pog) (dittog)
The addition of “Aramaic (women)” in G probably reflects a duplication
of the word n'27R, “Edomite (women).”

T8 (ed A) M ] > (ed B) G (harm Deut 7:1)
nn | + DRk (ed B) G (xod Apoppoiog) (harm Deut 7:1)

With the omission of the Phoenicians and the addition of the Amorites,
the list of forbidden nations is to some extent realigned with the prescription
in the Torah (Deut 7:1). In Ezra 9:1 and Neh 13:1-3, 23 the interdiction of
intermarriage is extended from the seven Canaanite nations to include other
foreigners.

11:2 19* (ed B) G (uf) S (res\a) T (8057) 1128 (ed A) MV (certissimo enim)
(mod?)

The use of }aR in M, confirmed only by V (certissimo enim), is suspect,
since the particle elsewhere invariably introduces statements that are contrary
to expectation. If G, S and T do indeed reflect a Hebrew text reading 13, this
may be the original. Note that {8 appears to have been edited out also in
2 Kgs 18:32, as a comparison with the parallel in Isa 36:17-18 will show.
The reason for these changes may perhaps be found in the history of the
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Hebrew language. In Late Biblical Hebrew, 18 is practically unattested (excep-
tion: 1 Chr 10:4, taken over from 1 Sam 31:4). In Qumran and Ben Sira,
19 is used, as a classicism, in specific text types only.

In this verse the masculine suffixes of M are rendered by feminine pro-
nouns in some of the versions (Antiochene Septuagint, Peshitta, Vulgate).
This is not a mactter of text, but of exegesis.

11:3 MW | +pre VI M (> G) (explic)

The absence of the word “wives” in G may again reflect the earlier stage of
the text, as it is easier to explain its later addition in edition A than its omis-
sion in edition B (or in the process of translation).

125 NR YW1 10M (ed A) M ] > (ed B) G (exeg)

Edition A is very repetitive, with the formula 707 + 39/22% + suffix reiter-
ated three times (verses 2, 3 and 4). The alleviation of this threefold repeti-
tion by the omission of the phrase in verse 3 (verse 1 in edition B) in G may
go back to edition B.

11:4 0™INR... Wiand PaR... 89 (ed A) M ] transp G (ed B)

It is not impossible that edition B originally omitted the clause “and his
heart was not perfect withYhwh his God, as was the heart of David his
father” from this verse, relocating it, as a proper conclusion to the section on
Solomon’s sins, after verse 10 (see there). The clause may then have been
restored to the present verse under the influence of edition A, while ending
up in a slightly different position within the verse. There is, however, no
manuscript evidence for this scenario.

01 Y (ed A) M ] nim0an (@win) 1w 1wM* (ed B) G (koi éEéxhvav ai
yovoikeg ai GAAdTpLon) (exeg)

The addition of the word “foreign” in edition B coheres with the distinc-
tion of the two issues in verse 1 discussed above. It shows the attention of the
editor to the logical flow of the text. It also reveals the secondary nature of
edition B. If the word N2 was present in the original text it is hard to
explain why edition A omitted it.

11:5 The entire verse is omitted in edition B, probably because it was felt to
add nothing to what was told in verses 7-8.
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TR (ed A) M ] ppw*? G™ (Bdeddynarog ) (theol)

A theological correction is here reflected in the Antiochene Greek, which
supplements the text of verse 5 on the basis of a Hebrew text. The variant in
the Antiochene text is typologically later than the text of edition A (dysphe-

mism). See below on a similar variation between M and S in this same verse.

17X (ed A) M | + DRI PPW WINI MART S™ (oo <hlon wassa ihso)
(harm 2R Ppw wINa v7)

The majority text of the Peshitta adds a third divinity, harmonizing with
verse 7. The secondary nature of the addition is demonstrated by its absence
in ms 9al. Where this manuscript is closer to M than the other Peshitta
manuscripts it usually reflects the original Syriac text (see M. Weitzman, “The
Originality of Unique Readings in Peshitcta MS. 9al,” in The Peshitta: Its
Early Text and History, eds. P. B. Dirksen and M. J. Mulder [Leiden, 1988],
pp- 225-258).

PPV (ed A) M ] "1H8* S (wedw) (equal)

M is typologically later than the text reflected in S (dysphemism). Whether
this means S preserves the older text is a different question, however. Once
the equivalence between the terms “abomination” and “god”, when applied
to gods of other nations, was established, scribes may have been led to change
the text either way. From the point of view of textual history, the readings are
equally valid (equal).

11:6 In edition B the verse follows verses 7 and 8 of edition A.

11:7 281 | + 05w 139 5 WK 912 M (explic + harm 2 5w 18 5 wr
Kgs 23:13)
The absence of these words from edition B are hard to explain if they

formed part of the original text. It is better, therefore, to suppose they were
added in the M tradition (including S T V) on the basis of 2 Kgs 23:13.

7913 (ed A) M ] 0391 (ed B) G (Antiochene text: peryol, pelyop; others: 1@
Boothel 00tdv) S (maalm) (equal?)

Apart from this verse, the god of the Ammonites is always called Milkom
in the Bible. The absence of mimation in the present verse may be due to a
mistake or it may reflect an early variant form of this divine name.
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11:8 nams vpn* (ed B) G (20vpia kol #Bve) | mnam mvwopn (ed A) M]
(exeg)

On purely internal grounds one should have to say the Antiochene Text
here represents the Old Greek, and the Old Greek the original text of the
passage. One understands that a text accusing King Solomon of active idola-
try should have been attenuated by later scribes, but the reverse development
is hard to envisage. The Antiochene text is a narrow basis, however, for con-

structing the correct Hebrew text.

III. Jeremiah 27:1-10 (34 G)

Edition A (= G)
27:[1]
ninpin 79 N M prnd 2
:TIRIE-H5Y DPNY Nivin
PR DY bR Bnow
7Y T2R7OR1 1D 93 177K IRin
DRI DRI T2 [T ToR7OR
HT) TR P ON DU
PN DPITNON DOR I ¢

13 SR R M R

TR DR DPITRON 1RD
PIINY

17037 "inr Y0 o2

PPR3 W) WK AN

PRATIR AN °

NTNR D3 Y3720 TERITIA) T3
A3y iR

WK NA7RRm i ¢

Edition B (= M)
opfim noghn Mokya 7
A 03Ta AR AT TR MR
IR ? IBRG I NRD TR
opny nivi Ninoin 15 awp H] M
oit Ton~oR banzwy * 7Reop
TR 33 70751 2RI To07oR)
T2 1Y TROR 7R TN
P78 DY oRa0 DAMRON
DPITROR DOR ) ¢ R
TOR NiRAY M AR AR
IR DITROR 1DRN N2 SR

MDD DTN TR PIRT IR TR

Wi 510 M3 PIRD W90 WK
PPRI W) WRY RN 7179030
nigIRao5 N ang 2l nAby ©
VTV T337T2R TRITIAI T3 TR
Taw? 1% 00y ATwn mong o)
13Ny o¥an~H3 ik 373wy 7
RI77D3 ¥R NPRI TV 11277270N)
:073 D% 070 076 §3 A
TTa0TRY YR N300 Y0 i ¢
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WK NRY 9337720 IERITIRINR IR

232 770 Vb3 P ImRY 9702 733 1o Yha PRng imeNy
Thoy ANIIMI D IO0 THhoy 3 20

{3 0OR PRTY AiTTORI DAY DoRTY T DO BRTTY NiNTOR]
DRArOR WOWREOR DY 7 DROROR DYRAIOR WHYATON
D3L"OR] DN DRI DRORTORY DYOWIORY DHORY DN DR
RY DIRR DIWR D20WION) N5 70K7 Do 0InR DR
0D IRY D 1V ORATR IR 0D RY R 53 TR IR TN
un DINK POND WR? D7 ORI SRR DINR PINA N7 037 DR

=T AW

DN :0R72R) DINK PIT DINATR

27(34 G):1 > ed A (add ed B, harm nmi 750 wwx 12 opn mabnn nwraa
SRS M NRA A0 9370 790 26:1) § 1 opni (ed B) M ] ipTeh M™ S (s oa)
(corr) § I 2 M) + 98 (ed B) M T (explic) II 791 M G (tpdyniév cov) ]
TR<1>1% 4Q Jer® (orth or metath) | 3 DpaRI* G (Gyyédeov adtdv) ] DRI M
(crrp) § Il &2 ] + onRAPS* G (elg dndvinov adtdv) (err-explic) | 4 mmr ] +
mRar (ed B) M (add) Il 5 init ] 2* G (1) (add) Il PR ] + NX1 DTRA DR
PR 18 5 WK nnnan (ed B) M (add, antic v 62) § 1| 6 init ] *218 71 (ed B)
M (add) Il p28i7* (ed A) G (zhv yfiv) ] nO&RA M¥IRA 93 (ed B) M (explic) | 531 ]
+713Y (ed B) M (add, sim 25:9; 43:10); + 172p(5)* G**™ (SovAevey adTd)
(harm v 6f) § Il 77wn ] + 1% 'nna (ed B) M (explic) | 7 > ed A (add ed B)
§ I 8 1am* (ed A) G (ko 10 #0voc) ] Man 7 (ed B) M (add) Il nabnnm ] + wr
N1 523 750 (RRITIA1 IR IR 1T2Y° 8D (ed B) M (add) § Il 2p131] + 93721 (ed
B) M (harm 21:9 73721 ap1ay, sim 32:24) I 0%p* (ed A) G (odtode) ] M3n Hy
X177 (ed B) M (explic) | 9 02n5m* G (16v évurnviaopévav Huiv) S (. o)
V (somniatores) | Darva5M M (crrp) | DR ] + 7185 0398 (ed B) M (explic) Il 10
DONATR | + DNTARY 0ONR NNTN (ed B) M (harm onT7aRy oonK "m i v 15)

Text-Critical Commentary

As explained in the introduction, edition B is characterized by frequent addi-
tions sparked by a variety of principles, such as supplying additional information,
expanding titles, inserting evolving traditions, attempting to make the text
clearer, etc. Thus, whereas some individual ambiguous readings could be seen
either as an omission in edition A or as an addition in edition B, when the
latter is as likely as the former, the general tendency weighs in favor of the
latter (see on v 5 below).’

% The bibliography is as follows:
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27(34 G):1 > ed A (add ed B, harm 750 1wx* 12 opnm mabnn nwraa
RS M RN TN DTN A0 AT 26:1)

Editor B has inserted at the beginning of this chapter, as he did in 7:1 and
16:1, an introduction not found in G; in fact, this historical setting is
repeated from 26:1 in virtually identical words. But it is demonstrably incor-
rect, since in vv. 3 and 12 the king is Zedekiah (see next). Chapter 27, rather
than being connected with ch. 26, is to be connected with ch. 28, which does
center on Zedekiah.

27:1 opni (ed B) M ] 17789 M™ S (=aoroa) (corr)

The incorrect name supplied in the introductory setting by editor B, in turn,
caused some scribes in the M tradition subsequently to correct “Jehoiagim” in
v. 1 to “Zedekiah.”

27:3 DU’;R’?D* G (dyyérov odtdv) ] 02—M (crrp)
Both the odd syntax in M (@'83an 085, vs. -517) and the context
(explicit mention of the kings) suggest “their messengers.”

27:5 PR | + PIRA 210 DY WK nnnan R 0TRA NR (ed B) M (add, antic
v 6?)

Whereas omission due to homoioteleuton PR ... PR is possible (Jensen,
p. 118), the fem. sing. suffix (7"NN1) indicates that the M reading is intrusive
(so Holladay, p. 112), perhaps in anticipation of 7Twn 1M NR D31 in the
next verse.

27:6531] +*12Y (ed B) M (add, sim 25:9; 43:10); + 172p(5)* GAB™ (Sovhedev
avt®) (harm v 6f7)

The Hebrew Vorlage of the OG (= G® Bo Aecth) did not contain *72p.
The B editor added 72, as he did in the only other two occurrences where

Bogaert, Pierre-Maurice, “La vetus latina de Jérémie: text trés court, témoin de la plus ancienne
Septante et d’une forme plus ancienne de 'hébreu (Jer 39 et 52)”, in A. Schenker, ed., 7he
Earliest Text of the Hebrew Bible: The Relationship between the Masoretic Text and the Hebrew
Base of the Sepruagint Reconsidered (SBLSCS 52; Atlanta, 2003), pp. 51-82.

William McKane, A Critical and Exegetical Commentary on Jeremiah (ICC; 2 vols.; Edinburgh,
1986, 1996).

Emanuel Tov, “Exegetical Notes on the Hebrew Vorlage of the Septuagint of Jeremiah 27 (34)”, in
idem, 7he Greek and Hebrew Bible: Collected Essays on the Septuagint (Leiden, 1999), pp. 315-31.

Emanuel Tov, “The Literary History of the Book of Jeremiah in Light of Its Textual History”, in
idem, The Greek and Hebrew Bible: Collected Essays on the Septuagint (Leiden, 1999), pp. 363-384.
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Nebuchadnezzar is called *7ay in Jeremiah (25:9; 43:10); the view that Nebu-
chadnezzar is God’s 7Y is a characteristic expansion of editor B, whereas G
lacks all three occurrences. G**™* added SovAedewv avtd, either on the basis
of an early Hebrew ms which had *7ap or by harmonization with 172p5 at
the end of the verse. Though Ziegler includes Soviebev a0t as part of his
critical text, G® probably retains the preferable OG reading while G**™ is
secondary. Note that Ziegler’s characterization of G® concludes that “gewohn-
lich ist ihre Lesart als urspriinglich anzunehmen” (pp. 50-51).

27:7 > ed A (add ed B)

The B edition adds: 1¥IR NP K3 TP 133 12 ORI 132 DRI D0 590 108 1Ta
D973 0% 037 013 12 172p1 &0 03, Unlike v. 5 where there was the possi-
bility of homoioteleuton, v. 7 has no triggers for omission; here the B editor
simply expands.

27:8 125NN | + NRY 533 THN T¥KRITIIAI DR IR 17AY° KD WR (ed B) M
(add)

Again, although homoiarkton, 85 9WK... 89 WK, could possibly explain
a loss of material, expansion by the B editor is more likely; note that the extra
material adds explicit (though unnecessary) information with the king’s
name, and that the resumptive conjunction is NXY, whereas there was no DX
in the preceding clause.
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