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MINUTES OF T0SCS MEETING
August 19-20, 1977
Theolegicum of the University

Room TOL

I0SOT/International Organization for Gottingen, BRD

Septuagint and Cognate Studies

PROGRAMME

Friday 10:00 a.m.-1:00 p.m.
Greetings by Professor Walther Zimmerli,
President of I0SOT
Introduction by Professor J. W. Wevers,
President of IQSCS
Professor Zimmerli presiding
"The Text of the Ethiopic Enoch in the Light of Recent Study"
M. A, Knibb, London
"Some Exampleé of Fulfilment Interpretation in the 01d Greek of Isaiah"
A. van der Kooij, Utrecht
"Einige Beitrédge der Vetus Latina fiir die Wiederherstellung des
griechischen Textes Tobit"

J. R. Busto Saiz, Madrid

Friday 3:00-6:00 p.m.
Professor Wevers presiding
YZur Geschichte der Septuaginta-Forschung"

R. Hanhart, Gottingen
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-3

"Eisahouo and epakous and Text Criticism in the Greek Psalter” L
"The Possibilities and Impossibilities of Reconstructing the Vorfage

C. Cox, Toronto
of the LXX"

"Translation Technigues Used by the Greek Translators of Amos"
E. Tov, Jerusalem

|
i
J. de Waard, Aix-en-Provence f

"Das Problem des griechischen Textes der Complutenser Polyglotte zu
Priday 8:00-11:00 p.m. f-' dem Zwdlfprophetenbuch”
Professor Hanhart presiding ' ': N. Ferndndez Marcos, Madrid
"La témoignage de la Vetus Latina dans l'2tude de la tradition des ]
Septante'

BUSTNESS MEETING
P. M. Bogaert, Dence

|
"The Renderings of Lifne in the Septuagint" : Called to order by the President. E
R. Soilamo, Helsinki ;_ 1. Summary of the minutes of the St. Louis (Missouri) meeting of ?
"Est-ce que la sagesse aime 1'humanite?"” : I0SCS, October 29, 1976, was approved as presented by the
A. Pelletier, Paris . : Secretary (A..Pietersma).

Saturday 10:00 a.m.-1:00 p.m. 2. Treasurer's Report (presented by the President):

: Balance on hand, A t 8, 1977 §1,549.93
Professor Pietersma presiding atn ugus §

P
"The Textual Affinities of the Bohairic of Deuteronomy" ACCEPTANCE MOVED CARRIED

3. President's Report
M. K. H. Peters, Cleveland P

- . e , . ' a. Lexicon Project: a Research Grant application for a Research
'"Die Ubersetzungsweise des Deuterconomiumtbersetzers im Lichte von J PP

Papyrus 848"

U. Quast, Gbttingen (NEH), after initial rejection, has been re-submitted.

. R . . A Li i . atal
"Die Konstruktion des Verbs bei einem Neutrum Plural im griechischen b ist of corrections toJ. van Haelst, C ogue des Papyrus

Tools Project to the National Endowment for the Humanities !
Litténaines Juifs et Chrétiens, compiled by Professor Hanhart, ‘
|

Pentateuch”

. - _ . will be published in the I0OSCS Bulletin. The list is not
T. Soisalon-Soininen, Helsinki

"Constancy and Variety in Vocabulary Use in the Septuagint” + intended as a general corrective, but is solely concerned

I Barr oOxford with Rahlfs-numbers of manuscripts included in the Catafogue.
i ¢. The President stressed the importance of the Septuaginta-
Saturday 3:00-6:00 p.m.
Unternehmen as a central bureau for information on the
Professor Wevers presiding
Septuagint.
- "Recensional Evidence for the Corruption of I Kings 22:46"

5. J. De Vries, Delaware, Chio
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-4- _ EXPENDITURES
4. Rahlfs' Verzelchnis | Duplication & Postage:
Tt was moved and carried that the Septuaginta-Kommission : University of Toronto 9.00
be informed of the meeting's interest in having the Verzeichnis { University of Georgia 34.35
reprinted. [Professor Hanhart has since learned that the : University of Notre Dame 12.02
Verzeichnis 1s in fact available as a Kraus reprint obtain- 55 .37
able from Kraus-Thomson Organization Ltd., Route 140, ; Income 370.07
Millwood, M. Y. 10546, U.S.A., or Kraus-Thomson, FL-9491, : Expenditures ' 55.37
Nendeln, Liechtenstein. Price $12.00 - A.P.] : NET INCOME 314.70
5. TUnanimous thanks were expressed 2a) to Professor Hanhart, in
Balance, October 29, 1976 1235.23
his capacity of Leiter des Septuaginta-Unternehmens, for the
Income, to August 8, 1977 314.70
readinese and expertise with which he continues to make infor- T—
BALANGE ON HAND, August 8, 1977 1549.93 51549 .93

mation accessible te interested scholars; b) to Professor
Wevers for organizing the excellent programme of the third
Eugene Ulrich, Treasurer
meeting of I0SCS in conjunction with the Internationaf Oagani-
zation fon the Study of the 0&d Testament. i Auditors:

The meeting was adjourned at 6:45 p.m.

James D, Whitehead ‘ Louanne Bachner
Department of Theclogy Department of Theology
Albert Pietersma University of Notre Dame University of Notre Dame
Secretary .
FINANCIAL REPORT . ; ) NEWS ANP NOTES
August 8, 1977 . .
The Bullefin draws special attention to the publicaticn of
BALANCE ON HAND, Octcber 29, 1976 $1235.23 . T Septuaginta Vefus Tesfamentum Gragcum. 111,27 Deuteronomium (Gottingen:
(Treasurer's Report, Buffetin #10) . Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht) edited by John W. Wevers. This is the second
INCOME . : volume on the Pentateuch published in the Gottingen Septuagint. The
£
Subscriptions 316.00 : recently increased pace in publication of the series iz welcome
Interest on Savings 54.07 f news to biblical scholars.

370.07
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Announcement of new journal: MAARAV: A Joewwal for fthe Study of the
Nowthwest Semitie Languages and Literatunes. The pericdical will apper;.tr twice
each academic year beginning October 1978. Annual subscription is $10
(512 outside US)., Write: MAARAV. Suite 510, Dept 3, 2444 Wilshire
Blvd., Santa Monica, CA 90403 USA,

The editor is happy to report that the Buffetin is now being

abstracted in the "Zeitschriftenschau” section of ZAW,

RECORD OF WORK PUBLISHED, IN HAND, OR PROJECTED
{The list includes items brought to the attention of the Editor since

Ruffetin No. 10 went to press.)

Arieti, J. A. Review of Refics of Ancient Exegesis: A Study of the Misceflanies in

3 Reigns £, by D. W. Gooding. JBL 96 (1%77) 586-587.

Bruce, F. F. “The Oldest Greek Version of Daniel," in Instauction and
Intenpretation. Studies £n Hebrew Langusge, Pafestinian Archaeofogy and BibLical
Exegesis [Papers read at the Joint British-Dutch 0ld Testament Con-

ference Held at Louvain, 1976]. Leiden: Brill, 1977, 22-40.

Busto-Saiz, J. R. Informs that his doctoral thesis '"Léxico y técnicas
de traduccion de simaco en el libro de los Salmos” 1s finished and
will be published in a few months., [See earlier report in BI03CS

9 (1976} 8.1

Carmignac, J. '"Fragments de la Quinta d'Origene en traduction Latine."
Delivered at the Aramaic Targums and the Septuagint section of
the Seventh World Congress of Jewish Studies in Jerusalem,

August 8, 1977.

" Delling, G.
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Cox, C. (1) Eisakoud and epakoud and Text Criticism in the Creek
Psalter." Delivered at the IOSCS session of the TOSOT meeting
in Géttingen, August 19, 1977. (2) "The Armenian Bibie,"
written for The Medenn Encyclopedia cf Russian and Soviel Liternature,
H. Weber, ed., Gulf Breeze, Florida: Academic International Press.

(3) Reports that he is a recipient of a 1977-78 Canada-USSR

Exchange Fellowshiﬁ which is enabling him to spend 10 months in

Yerevan doing research in the Mateuvadaran (manuscript library) in

connection with his doctoral thesis at Toronto: 'The Textual

Character of the Armenian Version of Deuteronomy."

"Das &yaddv der Hebrier beil den griechischen christlichen
Schriftstellern," Das Kompus der Griechischen-Christiichen Schaiftstellen
[= TU 120], (Berlin: Akademie-Verlag, 1977),151-172.

Gooding, D. W, (1) "An Appeal for a Stricter Terminology in the Textual
Criticism of the 0ld Testament,'" JS8 21 (1976) 15-25. (2} "A Recent
Popularisation of Professor F. M. Cross' Theories on the Text of

the 0ld Testament," Tyndale Bulleiin (1977} 113-13Z.

Hanhart, R. & Wevers, J. W. ©Das Gottinger Sepluaginfa Unternehmen, Gottingen:
Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, . 1977.

Heater, A. H., Jr.

1976.

A Septuagint Trawsfation in the Bock of Jeb. Diss. Catholic,

Howard, 0. S. Reports completiom of his dissertation under Professor
Ben Zion Wacholder at Hebrew Union College (Cincinnati) entitled:

"The Greek Text of Job in Light of the Ancient Qumran Targum?
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Marcos, N. F. (1) "Los estudios de 'S P uaginta'. isi P i :. aofé, A. "The End of the Book of Joshua Ac di to th
1 1 tudi a ept Vision TEtI_ ospectiva : R » E cording the Septuagint "
Y problemética mis recien ," LLokogd 4 ( ) naton (1977) 217-227 [English VI ,
a 04 de Fife. fa Clasica 11 (1976 ) ! Sh - i), - Z ish summar: II-XIX
te Cuadesu g ] . Y. PP- X -

413-468. (2) ‘"Tipologf_a de variantes en la transmission de un
Schmidt, D. "The LXX Gatiung 'Prophetic Correlative', IBL 96 (1977)

texto patrf.stico,” Emenita 45 (1977) 19-32. (On Theodoret's
"Qusestiones in Octatewchum). (3) "El texto biblico de Didimo ' , _517—522'
en el comentario a 7acarias del Papiro de Tura,” Sedarad 36 (1976) Sgherri, @ "Sulla valutazione Origen{aﬁa dei " BibL
B ! o ei LXX, (bica 57 (1977
[In Press]. (4) "Nombres propios ¥ etimologias populares en la : 1-28 ( )

Septuaginta," Separad 37 (1977) 239-259. (5) "The Sigla 'Lambda

Omicron' in I-II Xings LEX." Delivered at the Aramaic Targums Silva, M. (1) Review of The Text of the Septuagini by W. P. M. Walters in

and the Septuagint section of the Seventh World Comgress of The Westminster Theologicaf Jounnat 36 (1974) 233-239. (2). "New

Jewish Studies in Jerusalem, August 8, 1977. Lexical -Semitisms?" ‘ZNW (In Press). (3) Reports that he is

involved in research into the stylistics of Paul, with special

McGlasson, P. "The Local Text Theory of 0ld Testament Textual Criticism.” | concern over LXX influen hi b
: ce on his vocabulary.
Honors Thesis, University of Georgia, 1978. [Directed by G. Howard]. .
: : Soisalon-Soininen, I, "Der Gebrauch des Verbes EXEIN in der Septuagint,”
Orlinsky, H. M. (1)} Delivered the Albright Memorial Lectures at Johns ': UT 28 (1978) 92-99 ;

Hopkins University, Yovember 16, 1977. Morning: "The Septuagint

and the Textual Criticism of the Book of Isaiah”; Afternoon: "Male- Stone, M. E. (1) Aamendan and BibLical Studies, Jerusalem: St. James

Oriented Language in the New Bible Translations." (2} "The Press, 1976. (2) "New Evidence for the Armenian Version of the

Testaments of the Twelve Patriarchs," Revue Bibligue 84 (1977)

Septuagint and its Hebrew Text," written for vol. II of the
94-107.

Cambiidge History of Judaism. (3) "The Use of the Septuagint in Some
Modern Translations and Editions of thé Hebrew Bible.” Delivered i Thomas. K. - " . -
. - , K.-J. '"Torah Citations in the Synoptics,"
: . ptics," NTS 24 (1977) 85-96.

at the SBL meeting, San Francisco, December 29, 1977. . )
Tov, E. (1) "Recent Developments in OT Textual Criticism," Shnaton

Pietersma, A. (1) "Proto-Lucian an 8 Y (1978) ( ) - 1co
, d the Greek Psalter _ 1977) 279-286. (2) "The Use of Concordances in the Recon
T 28 (1978 2 : he Recon-

66-72. (2) Review of Hexapfarische Paalmenbiuchstlicke by Adrian struction of the Vorlage of the LXK, CBO 40 (1978) 29-36. (3)

Schenker. JBL 96 (1977) 433-436. (3) Tuo Manuseripts of the Greck o  “Ihe Nature of the Hebrew Text Underlying the LXX," 50
: | _ ing the LV I80T (1978) .

Psalfer. Analecta Biblica 77. (To appear in 1978). (4) The (4) "Midrash-Type Exegesis in the LXX of Joshua,” RB (1978)

Apsontypse of ELijah (Chester Beatty inv. 1493) Isee BI0SCS 10 (1977) : (5) “Exegetical Notes on the Hebrew Vo £ the LIX of
Gk nlage o e { of Jeremiah," i
5]. (5) With R. T. Lutz, "Jannes and Jambres,” The Pseudepighaphd, ZAW 90 (1978) (6) Review of Daniet. Esthor and J i
: ’ and Jeremiah, The Additions,

J. 1. Charlesworth, ed. (6) The Psalter Project [See BIOSCS 10 (1977) 8.]“
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by C. A. Moore (Anchor Bible; New York,.1977) in IEJ. (7) Review Mitfelfu
. V R. Hanhart

of The Jewish People in The Finst Century, Volume Two {Assen-Amsterdam,

3 Der Leiter des Septuaginta-Unt hm
1976) by §. Safrai & M. Stexn, eds., in Bibliotheea Onientalis. lter ep ginta-Unternehmens

' der Akademie der Wissenmschaften
(8) Review of Religion d'Isaaél et proche orient ancien by M. Delcor 8

" i ' Gottingen
(Leiden, 1976) in Biblictheea Onfentaldis. (9) "Compound Words in ;
the LXX Representing Two or More Hebrew Words," BibLica 58 (1977}

" P f Deborah in the
189-212. (10) "The Textual History of the Song o In dem von Joseph van Haelst herausgegebenen Catalogue des Papyrus
A Text of the LXX," VT 28 (1978) 224-232. Littéraires Juifs et Chrétiens, Paris 1976, ist durch ein Migverstandnmis

Ulrich, E. (1) The Qumran Text of Samuef and Josephus, Scholars Fress. : : eine Reihe von Handschriften abweichend von der in Géttingen gefiihrten
[Due to appear in late 1978]. Cf. summary in BIOSCS 8 (1975) Liste der Septuaginta-Handschriften zitiert worden. Da die von der
24-39, (2) Collaborating with F. M. Cross on the DID edition . Septuaginta-Kommission der Akademie der Wissenschaften in Gétringen
of the Samuel manuscripts from Qumran. (3) The edition of autorisierte Liste im Septuaginta-Unternehmen gefihrt wird,wird im
4Q8amc is completed. It will appear in the Samuel volume of Einvernehmen mit J.van Haelst gebeten,von der folgenden Richtigstellung
vI®, ed. by F. M. Cross, and will feceive preliminary publication Kenntnis zu nelmen.

with fuller textual analysis in a journal. (4} Reports that the

University of Notre Dame library has on microfilm typed index _ Ab\:;zeichende Angaben iiber Rahlfs-Nummern in: Joseph van Haelst,
cards with many, but not all ro date, of the 01d Latin readings Catalogue des Papyrus Littéraires Juifs et Chretiens, Paris 1976

from the Vetus Latina Institut in Beuron, W. Germany. Write (= Haelst), korrigiert nach der im Septuaginta-Unternehmen ge-

Ulrich for details. fuhrten Liste; vgl: Kurt Aland, Repetitorium der griechischen christ-

) lichen Papyri I, Berlin 1976 (= Aland) und : Septuaginta, Vetus

{ Vetus Testamentuwn )
Wevers, J. W. (1) See Hanhart above. (2) Sepfuaginia Testamentum Graecum, Auctoritate Academiae Scientiarum Gottingensis
: Bt . k & Ruprecht, 1977. .
Guaccam 111,7 Deuferonoméun. GOttingen: Vandenhoec P editum (= Septuaginta). Die entsprechende Richtigstellung mug auch

{ . dttingen: ‘
(3) Text Histony of the Greek Deuteronomy (MSU XIIT). Gotting in der Kondordanz Haelst, 5. 377f, vorgenommen werden.

Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1978.

1) Haekst Nx 27. Erlangen, Universitatsbibliothek, P Erlangen 2:
Gen 41, 48-57, Statt: Rahlfs 996 mug es heigen: Rahlfs 815 |
(= Aland AT 13; wvgl. Septuaginta I, Genesis, ed Wevers, 1974, §.22).
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Haclsi Nu §4. Turin, Museo Egizioc e di Antichitad Greco-Romane,
T gr 1, P Taur 27: Ps 1, 1. Statt: Rahlfs 2116 mup es heiéen:
Rahlfs 2144 (=.Aland Var 3).

Haelst Na 170. Oxford, Ashmolean Museum, P Antinoopolis 51:

Ps 71, 12.16-17. Statt: Rahlfs 2121 mup es heigen : Rahlfs 2126
(= Aland AT 75). Rahlfs 2121 ist: Wien, 6sterreichische Na-
tionalbibliothek, P Vindob G 29418: Ps 21,19 (= Aland Var 7;
Haelst Nr 1243,

Haefst Nu 176. Manchester, John Rylands Library, P Copt 29:
Ps 78, 2.3.1. Rahlfs 1230 mup gestrichen werden. Rahlfs 1230
igt: Atrhos Vatopedi, 660: Ps.

Haelst Nn 209. Manchester, John Rylands Library, P Copt 31:
Ps 98, 1. Rahlfs 1232 mug gestrichen werden. Rahlfs 1232 ist:
Dufham, Duke Univers. Library, Gr 17: Ps.

Haelst Mo 715. Manchester, John Rylands Library, P Copt 30:

Ps 103, 24.1. Rahlfs 1231 mup gestrichen werden, Rahlfs 1231
ist: Athen, Nationalbibliothek, 2988: Ps.

fHaefsi M 221, . Genua, Universitat, Istituto di Filologia Classica,

PUC Inv Nr 1160 r: Ps 114, 5-8. Statt: Rahlfs 2117 muss es heissen:

Rahlfs 2134 (= Aland AT 85).
Haekst Nu 1082, (wgl. auch $.119, Zeile 9) . Oxford, Bodleian

_Library, Gr bibl ¢ 2 (P): Dan 6, 20-21. Statt: Rahlfs 985 mus

es heipen: Rahlfs 853 (= Aland Var 23). Rahlfs 985 ist: Oxford,
Ashmolean Museum, P Antincopolis 52: Is 1,18-29 (= Aland AT 128;
Haelst Nr 292).

Haebst Nn 1139, Glepern, Universitatsbibliothek, P ILand inv 225:
Traktat Uber Exod 17,3 Num 20,5. Rahifs 995 mus gestrichen werden.
Rahlfs 995 ist: Berlin, Staatliche Museen, P Berlin Inv Nr 17213:
Gen 19, 11-13.17-19 (= Aland AT 10; Haelst Nr 15; wvgl. Septuagin-

ta I, Genesis, ed Wevers, 1974, 5. 28).

3
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Konnehtunen bz, Digferenzierungen
frithern pubfizienter Numerierungen

1) Haelsi Nx 56, FKairo, P Fouad Inv. 266. Statt: Rahlfs 942

2

mug es heigen: Fouad (I} : Gen 7,17-20; 38,10-12: Rahlfs 942

(= Aland, AT 3(01)); vgl. Septuaginta I, Genesis, ed Wevers,
1974, 5.25), Fouad (IITI): Deut 11,1-16; 31,26-33,27 (fragm.):
Rahlfs 847 (= Aland AT 26a(01), $.395 und 16 Anm, 1; vgl.
Septuaginta II1I, 2, Deutercnomium, ed Wevers, 1977, 5.l1l4).
Fouad (II) : Deut 17,14-33,29 (fragm.): Rahlfs 848 (= Aland

AT 27(01); vgl. Septuaginta ib).

Haelst Nx 241, Wien, 6sterreichische Nationalbibliothek, P Vindob
K 8706 (fol 1lb=Exod 15,1-8: friher P Vindob Lit theol 4): Oden
(fragm.). Statt: Rahlfs 2036, 2119 mup es heipgen: Rahlfs 2036
(= Aland AT 16(0201)).




14—
NEW DEVELQPMENTS IN THE STUDY OF THE

ECRITS INTERTESTAMENTAIRES

James H. Charlesworth, Director
Tnternational Center for the Study of Christian Origins
: Duke University

With a Request from Albert-Marie Denis, Louvain

In "Translating the Apocrypha and Pseudepigrapha: A Report of
Tnternational Projects’ (BI0SCS 10 19771 11-21), I tried to report
the most important developments in the study of the Jewish and Jewish-
Christian apocryphal writings. As attention was drawn to the signifi-
cant work in progress to translate these documents into English,
Danish, German, Japanese, and Spanish, it became obvious that there
was a ﬁeed to update, improve, and expand or perhaps even replace
J. Bonsirven's la Bibfe Apscryphe, which appeared in 1953 and was
reprinted with an "Avertissement” in 1975, Professor M, Philonenko
has now informed me that he and A. Dupont-Scmmer have been preparing
and directing what appears to be the first full edition of the
Pseudepigrapha inte French.

According to Philonenko, the third volume of a "Bible de la.
PLéTade™ will be entitled Eerifs infertestamentaines and will contain
a translation of the major documents from Qumran, including the

recently pubiished Temple Scroll, and the following pseudepigrapha:

1 Hepooh A. Caquot

Jubiles M. Testuz
Testmments des TDouze Patriiarches M. Philonenko
Paaumes de Safemon: . P. Prigent
Testament de Moise E.-M. Laperrousaz
Mantgre d'isaie A. Caguot

Livie des Antiquites BibEiques J. Hadot

-15-

Apocalypse syriiague de Baruch J. Hadot

IV Esdras P. Geoltrain
Cnacles sibyllins V. Nikiprowetky
11 Henoch A. Vailiant
Joseph et Aseneth M. Philonenko
Testiament de Job M. Philonenko
Testament d'Abraham F. Schmidt
Apocalypse d'Abiahan B. Sayar et M. Philonenko
Paralipomenes de Jenemie J. Riaud

fistoine de £a Captivite & Babyfone J.-M. Rosenstiehl
Vie d'Adam et Eve D. Bertrand
Apocalypse ghecgue de Baruch J.-C1l, Picard
Apocalypse copte d'Elie J.-M. Rosenstiehl

e Lévie des Machabees A. Dupont-Sommer
The editors hope to submit the work to the publisher before the end
of 1979.

Concordances
Father Albert-Marie Denis, also in response to the previocusly
mentioned publication in the BIOSCS, has reported on the progress
made toward the Concordance des pseudépigraphes grees d’Ancien
Testament which has been in preparation for almost fifteen years
and is nearly completed. In a letter of 21 March 1978, he asked me
to share the following infofmation and request for advice to the

members of the I0SCS.

Request from Albert-Marie Denis
I.a concordance compléte des pseudépigraphes grecs d'A.T. (cf.
la liste dans Introduction aux pseudépigraphes grecs d'A.T.) est en

voie d'achévement par ordinateur, grice a un subside du F.N.R.S.
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(Fonds Nationmal de ia Recherche Scientifique) de Belgique, de FB
28G.000 {env. $9000). La dactylcgraphie des textes, jointe a la
lemmatisation et a une analyse succincte se poursuit actuelle-
ment. Le ms., selon notre programmation, doit étre terminé en

décembre 1979. C'est done maintenant qu'il faut prévoir la

présentation définitive et les details de 17édition. Les avis des .
membres d 1'1.0.5.C.5. nous seraient fort utiles pour résoudre un
certain nombre de questions concrates.

1. Les sigles retenus pour designer les differentes oeuvres
sont les suivants: Adam, Hen., Abr., (TRub TSim TLev TJud TIss
TZab TDan TMNep TGad TAse TJos TBen), Asen, Sal., Jer., Bar., Prop,
Esdr, Sedr, Job, Aris, Sib. F(=fragmenta): FJos, FMos, ¥Eld, FJan,
FJub, FEli, FIsa, FMan, FBar, FEz, FSop, FEsd, FAch, FPho.
I(=interpolations): IEsc, ISop, IEur, I0rp, IScp, 1Dip, IMen,
IDip, IEur. H{=historiens): HDem, HEup, HArt, HAri, HCle,
Han{nonyme}, HHec, HCal(listhéne) . A{=auteurs): APhi, AThe, AEze,
AATi. f(=fragmenta anonyma) ou: frag (page et ligne du volume).

Si certains jugent ces signes trop sibyllins, nous serions
heureux d'avoir leurs suggestions. Il est & noter que dans la
prochaine édition, en préparation, de 1'Introduction, 1e§ oeuvres
completes hors du grec (Jubilés, Baruch syriaque, v Esdras) seront
traitées & leur place parmi les veuvres completes, et donc que leurs
fragments grecs seront peut-étre a placer dans 1'ordre chronclogique
de celles-ci.

2. Les différentes formes d'un méme lemme peuvent etre
groupees (cf. Mandelkern) ou non (cf. Moulton-Geden). Le second

systeme évite 1l'éparpillement du premier, mais la forme brute

(theol) est souvent'cherchée pour elle-meme- (ainsi: theoi).
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3. Les différentes formes groupées (Mandelkern) sont rangées
par l'ordinateur selon l'ordre alphabetique brut (theoi, theon,
theos, theol). Une manipulation supplémentaire peut rétablir 1l'ordre
des cas ou dela conjugaison, mais elle sera parfois arbitraire (cas

homographes: mneutre pluriel nominatif et aeccusatif).

4. Les termes a radicaux multiples sont rangés separément dans
la plupart des dictionnaires et concordances, par ex. Eﬁﬁ/zhmn,
onad/eldon, kakos/kheinon. Malgré ces autorités et 1'exactitude
scientifique de ces séparations, étant dommé le caractere pratique
d'une concordance, il nous parait préférable de ne pas les imiter,
comme nous l'avons fait dans la Concordance de Baruch greec. L'acriste
de orao est, en fait, eidon. Et faudrait-il ranger sous des lemmes
differents: je &ius, je fus, ' etais?

5. Les adjectifs substantivés (fa agatha, to kakon) seront ranges
avec 1'adjectif, excepte quand le sens est nettement distinct
(aikouména ne peut se ranger sous aikég); de meme, par exemple, pour
enepion, qui ne.peut se ranger sous u&p&m. Les mots fusiomnés seront
rangés a leur lettre initiale: kaﬁa& kag& sous K,

6. Les editions utilisées sont souvent récentes et critiques,
mais parfois anciennes et défectueuses {(Test. Abr., Par.Jer., Asen.,
Vita Ad.Evae). Pouvons-nous insister auprés des éditeurs qui
préparant ces éditioms, pour qu'ils fassent 1'impossible afin de
fournir, au moins, un texte en ms. pour la Concordance, avant la if
publication définitive. Ainsi M. de Jonge nocus a envoyé une photo-
copie du ms. des XIT Patriarches quand il 1'a envoyé a 1'impression,
Cette question est sans doute la plus importante, et elle est
urgente si nous vouloms suivre notre programmation: dactylographie

terminée en décembre 1978.
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Nous recevrons avec plaisir toute remarque, critique ou
suggestion, méme partielle et rapide. Elles peuvent toujours
éclairer quelque aspect laissé dans 1'ombre. En outre, elles seront

- : - H]
la preuve que chacun apporte sa contribution a 1’oeuvre commune.

Please send your advice directly to Denis, Ravenstraat 112,

B 3000 Louvain, Belgium,
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DESCRIBING MEAMING IN THE 1LXX LEXICON
Moises Silva
Westmont College

Santa Barbara, CA

The very Qaluable comments by Emmanuel Tov in issue No. 9 of this
Butfetin ("Some Thoughts on a Lexicon of the LXX") brought to mind a
statement attributed to J. J. Scaliger: 'The worst criminals should
neither by executed rnor sentenced to forced labour, but should rather
be condemned to compile dictionaries, because all [conceivable]
tortures are included in this work."l The severe problems raised
by translation literature, compounded by the uniquely complex
textual tradition of the LXX,.render the proposed lexicon a Sisyphean
project par excellence. 7

Unfortunately, we seldom stop to think that even lexicographers
dealing with relatively easy material are baffled by mumerous problems
that plague theif discipline. In the past, dictionary makers have
not always faced these theoretical difficulties. (As someone has
suggested, they assumed they were doing a good job, seeing that
their dictionaries kept selling so well.) But in the last decade
or so a number of full-scale works have appeared. From France we
may note, besides the journal Cahiers de Lexicologie (1959£f.), Jean
Dubois and Claude Dubois, Inéroduction a fa ﬂex/ééOQMphLe: Le dictionnaine
{Paris: Libraire Larouse, 1971); Josette Rey-Debove, Liude Linguistiue
et sémiotique dans dictionnaire frangais contemporaing (Approaches to Semiotics
13; The Hague: Mouton, 1971). From Fastern Eurcpe, Ladislay Zgusta,
Mamual of LeXicography (Janua linguarum, series maior 39; Mouton, 1971);
Witold Doroszewski, Efements of Léxieofogy and Semiotics (Mouton, 1973).

From Israel, M. H. Goshen-Gottstein, Introduction fo the Lexicography of
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Modenn Hebraw (in Hebrew with English summary; Jerusalem; Schoc?en, 1971).
4n older work worthy of special mention is Julic Casares, Introducedon

a ta lexicoghagic modenna (Madrid: C.8.I.C., 1950). Wote further the
surveys on "Semantics’ (5. Ullmann) and "Lexicology and Lexlcography"
(3. Quemada) in wvol. % of Cunnent Trends in Linguisties (Moutomn, 1972) .

Of particular importance is a very recent collection of articles
by Fransisco Rodriguez Adrados and some of his coliaborators, entitled
Introduccion a £a £ex,icogfaaéfla griega (C.$.1.C., Manuales y Anejos de
"Emérita" XXXIII; Madrid: Instituto Antonio Nebrija, 1977) . robably
the only work of its kind, it serves as a prolegomenon to the forth-
coming Piccionatio Gﬂiego-Eépanbt, which promises to mark a notable
advance, not only in the history of Greek dictionaries, but inm the
field of bilingual lemicography generally.

The most fundamental gquestions being asked, of course, have to

do with the nature of meaning and its description._ How do we distinguish

between polysemy and homonymy and how is the distinction to be indicated?

What criteria are o be used in organizing the various acceptations of a
{polysemous) word? Most important, how does the concept of lexical
structure affect dictiomary making? Since Professor Tov chose to

ignore these broader questions, and aince the last question in partic-
ular has weighty implications for the lexicon préject, a brief discus-
sion may prove helpful to readers of the Buffelin.

Although wide disagreement still exists regarding the extent and
character of structural relations in the voecabulary, the fact of some
such lexical network in each language is not disputed. Thus, John Lyoﬁs
in a standard work can insist on the primacy -of sense relations over
against the notion of reference, which he considers secondary. Now
the usual description cf meaning in dictionaries is more compatible

with a reference. view of meaning than with the recent emphasis on
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sense {Coseriu: lexematic) relaticms.  Accordingly, Fransisco
Rodriguez Adrados contends that dictionaries should abandon their
"essentialist" definitions and instead rely on the semantic opposi-
tions which words contract with each other (though always noting the
possibility of neutralizatiom). He adds that, if such a structural
approach is necessary in a monoligual dictiomary, the situétion
beccomes critical in bilingual dictionaries, where translation
eqguivalents must be given: how can these equivalents be reported
accurately in view of the lack of semantic isomorphism between the
two 1anguages?2

A simple example may help to clarify“this last point. Under
soma, Liddell and Scott give pexson, huwman being as possible tramslation
equivalents. Some modern theologians, persuaded that Paul used the
term in reference to the whole person, and not to the physical bedy,
have used L-S as evidence for such a usage in non-Biblical Greek.
As my colleague Robert H. Gundry has-shown, however, the very examples
given in L-§ indicate that it iz the physical existence that is in
view (see Soma in BibEical Theofogy, 5.M.T.S. 29; Cambridge Uniwv, Press,
1976, ch. 2)., Of course, 1-5 were not necessarily in error in giving
such translation equivalents (and they certainly could not foresee
that later theoleogians would use their work irresponsibly), buf their
failure to indicate the lack of isomorphism between English and Greek
can easily misglead the user of the lexicon. |

A second example of quite a different sort helps to show the value
of structural considerations for solving these problems. If we look
up the verb i#¢ eat in an English-Spanish dictionary, the equivalent
given will be comer. Eowever, in syntagmatic combination with sopa
("soup’) Spanish, in some of its varieties at least, prefers the

verb fomar, which is normally the equivalent of to drink. We may say




_59-

that the paradigmatic opposition between comerand fomarn is difﬁerent
from that between fo eat and Ao drink, and that the difference comes cut
in specific syntapmatic (or syntactical) combinations. (The word
paradigmatic is here used in reference to words which, because of their
semantic associations, may cccupy the same slot in a sentence.) It
would appear then, as a result of these structunal comsiderations, that the
English terms should be defined with reference to the manner in which
the food is taken to the mouth, whereas the Spanish terms with reference
to the constitution of the food (that is, whether or not mastication

is necessary).

Now the emphasis on studying words as part of specific semantic
fields, rather than atomistically, leads to the view that a dictionary
ought to be arranged, not alphabetically, but according to paradigmatic
groups. Such a view, incidentally, is not by any means original with
structural linguists. None other than Otto Jespersen, considered by
many the last of the older philologists, admitted that the alphabetic
arrangement of dictionaries is 'completely unsecientific.” Even
earlier, in 1921, the young Spaniard Julio Casares, upon being received
into the Real Academia Espanola, pled with the members of the Academy
to produce an ideological dictionary of Spanish on the grounds that an
alphabetic repertoire is merely the necessary complement to a truly
“"rational' classification. I finally menticn that dean of Romance
linguistics, W. von Wartburg, who passionately preached that "a
scientific deseriptive dictionary must abandon the meaningless and
unscientific principle of alphabetical order,” which must be "replaced
by a system dictated by the state of the language itself at a given
moment in time.">

Should the LXX lexicon therefore be arranged in a manner similar

to Roget's Thesawws? Hardly. The theoretical and practical difficulties
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would be insuperable. They are so obvious, in fact, that unfortunately
manty are led to take the opposite extreme and drop structural consider-
ations altogether. The truth is that the LXX scholar, probably more
than scholars in other disciplines, stands to gain a great deal from

a study of lexical relations. For example, I was delighted to read
Professor Tov's emphasis on the need for a correct analysis of "the
translators’ lexical choices" (p. 15). Few concepts in the contemporary
study of style have proven more preductive than that of choice. From
the perspective of communication theory, we know that predictable

items are void of information, and that meaning cannot be conveyed
apart from the possibility of choice.4 But if the LXX lexicographer--
more important, if the wser of a LXX lexicon--is to be aware of the
lexical choices available to the translators, a .clear grasp of semantic
fields is unaveidable. Furthermore, our meed to determine Hebrew-
Greek equivalents and to clarify their significance intensifies the
problem; indeed, I doubt whether we will ever come to a satisfactory
treatment of lexical equivalence unless we are able to set complete
paradigmatic groupé in the source language over against their corres-
ponding groups in the target language.

I wish to suggest that it is possible, and even preferable, for
the LXX lexicon to remain traditional in its general orientation and
format without ignoring the generally received insights of the last
two decades. Specific propesals would include the following:

1. Scholars doing the initial tresearch must not be agsigned
parts of the alphabet, but rather specific books or groups. of bocoks.
Such an approach is crucial (even apart from the concerns of this
article) imsofar as a certain degree of expertise is required for

specific translation styles in the LXX. Further, the character of
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the LXX lexicom should be uncompromisingly synchronic, not dia-
chronic or historical, for which we have L-§S.

2. More specifically, the researchers should be instructed to
avoid an atomistic approach, where cne word is studied at a time.
Rather, initial consideration should be given to other words (and
lexical units) contracting oppositions with it. Probably, a £entative
semantic grouping should also be attempted at this stage.

3. The writing of the articles should be characterized by special
concern for the “collocations" or syntagmatic relations of the words.
From the semantic point of view, this is doubtless the greatest
strength of Bauer's Llexicon (even L-S are not bad in this respect).
More can be done, however, for the sake of consistency and cogency in
the presentation of the material.

4. Some system of cross-references to semantically asscciated
words must be included in each article. Even more valuable, if a
practical method can be devised, is the indication of which other
words are found in the specific syntagmatic combinations listed.

5. An appendix should be included at the end of the lexicon,
iisting words and phrases (but probably excluding function words,
such as prepositions) aceording to their semantic groups. (Note that
Professor Coshen-Gottstein in his Dictienary of Moden Hebrew plané to
list related words in the articles and to produce a companion Thesaurus
volume.} GConsiderably more helpful would be such an appendix with
the parallel groups in Hebrew (and Aramaic?).

6. Spin-off articles and monographs on the more important lexiecal
fields should be encouraged. OComparative studies of semantic fields in
the various LXX books might prove revolutionary for identifying trans-

lation styles,
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In conclusion I may add that, in my opinion, a lexicon that will
truly meet the needs of Bibhlical scholars for the nmext generation
cannot be produced in less than 15 years, If so, does that mean
that our students will have to do without a LXX dictionary for two
more decades? This seems ironic, especially since the initial idea
was to produce a small tool for students. Why not produce an inter-
mediate type of lexicon within the next four or five years? 1If
nothing else, it could serve as a pilot editiom. Using it for an
extended period, scholars would be in a much better position to
articulate their views regarding what should and should not be

included in the larger project.

NOTES

lAccording to Zgusta (bibliographic information above in the text),
this article is based on a paper read at the I0SCS meeting in Chicage,
1973, entitled "Semantic Structure and Septuagint Lexicon."

2If..yons, Introduction to Theoretical Linguistics (Cambridge University
Press, 1968), p. 443 (he has, however, modified his terminology in a
more recent two-volume work, Semantics, 1977, ch. 7). Rodr{guez
Adrados, Esfudios de Lingilstica generaf (Barcelona: Fditorial Planeta,
1969), pp. 22, 49. In my judgement, the most promising and suggestive
research is that of Eugenio Coseriu, whose ideas are ably summarized
by Horst Geckeler, Stuwubkturelfe Semantik und Wortfeldtheoric (Minchen:
Wilhelm Fink, 1971). Coseriu and Geckeler have further articulated
their view of "lexematics" in wol. 12 of Cuwtent Thends in Linguistics.
For a parallel approach in America, see Eugene Nida, Comporentiaf
Analysis of Meaning: An Introduction to Semantic Stuuwctures (Approaches to

Semictics 57; Mouton, 1975).
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3Jespersen, The Phifosophy of Grammar (New York: W. W. Norton, 1963
forig. 19241}, p. 34. Casares, Nuevo concepto del Diceionario de £a Lengua
y oinos probfemas de Eex,{cogfmﬁ,c’:a y gramatica (Obras completas 4; Madrid:
Espasa-Calpe, 1941), pp. 47ff£., 118, Von Wartburg, Problems and
Methods in Linguistics (New York: .Barnes and Noble, 1969), p. 174,

Cf. also K. Baldinger, "Alphabetisches oder begrifflich gegliedertes
Worterbuch?" In Zeitschuift fin romanische Phitofogie 76:521-536 (1960).

4Note John Lyons, Introduction.

(Baltimore: Penguin Books, 1973}, pp. 21ff.

pp. 89, 413; G. W. Turner, Siylistics
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Theodoret's BibZical Text in the Octateuch

N. Fernandez-Marcos
Instituto "Arias Montano' del CSIC-Madrid

Several years ago Prof. A. Sdenz-Badillos and T began work
on a critical edition of Theodoret's Duaestiones in Octateuchum
(Thdt). This work is now in Press. The importance that Thdt's
text has for the history of the LXX and in particular for the
study of the Antiochian recension is significant. Following
Prof. George Howard's kind suggestion, a brief summary of our
conclusions stemming from this edition is stated here.l

The Antiochlan or Lucianic recension has been identified in
the historical books, in the Prophets and in the Writings (published
so far are Sira and Sap. Salomonis). As for the Octateuch, even '
after a century of investigation, initiated by Lagarde, the dis-
cussion continues. For example, Prof. Wevers has recently main-
tained that in relation to Genesis there is no evidence for the

existence of a Lucianic text at all.2 Consequently we do not

know if this recension included the whole Bible or only part of
it. Again, the discussion in recent years of a plurality of
ancient Hebrew and Greek texts has brought to the foreground a
debate on the protolucianic recension-.3 Although the discussion
centers mainly in the books df Reigns, the gquestion is not alien
to the Octateuch.4 . .

One of the principal obstacles to identifying the Antiochian
recension in the Octateuch has been the lack of a scientific
edition of Thdt. Our work attempts to rectify past research based
upon deficient editioms of this Father. With the present critical

edition,in which special attention has been given to biblieal
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quotations, we are in a position to determine the form of the
biblical text used in Antioch in the IV-V centuries. A book by

book analysis of Thdt's biblical quotations follows.

Genesis: Hearly always Thdt follows the reading of Wevers'
text and is often supported by numerous mss and Vers:i.cnns.5 His
agreements with readings supported by individual groups of mss are
very few. Even his agreements with groups b, n and d, using
Wevers' classification,6 that is, those which are closest to Thdt's
text, are so scanty and sporadic that they do not allow a recemsional
relationship.

Excdus: Thdt has two readings in cormon with ms n7: 4,22
npwtdTtorcg) mpunToyoveg n Phil Thdét and 9, 7 (8dv) eiwde n Thdt;
two in common with mss {(&)w: 5,1 toptdowoiv) Aatpsucwoly w Thdt
and 9,28 elEac¥e) npovevEuode bw Thdt; and one in common with ms
p: 3,19 €&v) &L p Thdt. We may include readings which Thdt has
in common with n accompanied by some other Witne.sses, since n
(and sometimes g) is the constant factor in all these bccurrences.
Examples are:

1,22 tocclty) Toogoutev cno Thdt

3,14 om uav elrev 2° egj Sa Eus Thdt

9,7 £BapUvdn) pr uaL Mdnt Thdt

9,12 Eouiipuve &€} wmalL eouAnpuve bawy Thdt

2,34 MpootSeTo) pr xor npt Thdt

13,18 éx vfic) €E An Thdt

19,6 om ual egin Sa-ed Aeth Thdt

19,8 elnav) sure akn Sa-cod Thdt

-2G_

20,11 ndprog)+ o Seog cov Thdt: +o Seog dnpt Arm
om SLd-Ep&&uny cn Thdt
25,9 ompor fn Phil-arm Thdt

om mdvtwveg] Phil-arm Thdt:om tidv =

Neither the number nor the quality of these variants is signifi-

cant. None suggests a recensional text.

Leviticus:  The proportion of Thdt's readings that agree with '
individual groups of manuscripts is minimal, The following shows
how these agreements are distributed.

a)Agreements with n

23,14 om Ewg 1°-tadtnv n Thdt

b)Agreements with gn and a few other witness

1,2 &bpa 1°) Bwpov gnazbz' Thdt

16,16 to &yLovw) TEPL TOV ayLov M{mg)gnv(mg)z(mg) Sa L_a Thdt

16,22 xluapog) Tpayog . egins (txt.)v(_txt)zbz' Thdt

16,29 tanewvidoate BAdfpt Aeth Chrl/2)} nanwoete M{mg)gns (ng)

z(mg) Thdt

16,31 ranewvboate} nokwoete  gns(mg)z (mg) Thdt -

17,70fc) wv  pnx Thdt '

23,14 xi&pa véa) tr nx Cyr-cod 1/3 Thdt

c}Agreements with gn+dpt

1,2 nal 3°) n bdnpt Arm Thdt

14,34 duiv 2°)vuwy M(mg)bdgpt Arm(vid) Thdt

23,15 énudéuatog)apoplouatog M(mg)dgnps (mg) tv(mg)z (mg) Thdt

26,35 ocapButiel dpr ua.l.'dgnpt Arm Aeth Thdt

d)Agreements with gn+dpt+bw

17,11 ¢uxfig) +autou bdgnptwy Arm Thdt
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] 20,11 wdpreg)+ o dsog couv Thdt: +o Seog dnpt Arm

quotations, we are in a position to determine the form of the i
om &L&=-2R84unv cn Thdt
biblical text used in Antioch in the IV-V centuries., A book b
, vy 25,9 ompo. fn Phil-arm Thdt

book analysis of Thdt's biblical quotations follows. . .
om mdvitwveg] Phil-arm Thdt:om tév n

Genesis: Hearly always Thdt follows the reading of Wevers'

5 Neither the number nor the quality of these variants is signifi-

text and is often supported by numerous mss and versions. His
. . cant. HNone suggests a recensional text.

agreements with readings supported by individual groups of mss are

very few. Even his agreements with groups b, n and d, using

6 Levéiticus:  The proportion of Thdt's readings that agree with
Wevers' classification, that is, those which are closest to Thdt's
, individual groups of manuscripts is minimal., The following shows
text, are so scanty and sporadic that they do not allow a recensional

how these agreements are distributed.
relationship.
a)Agreements with n

. : 7 23,14 omEwg l°=tadtnv  n Thdt
Exodus: Thdt has two readings in common with ms n':

&,22
b)Agreements with gn and a few other witness

npwtdtonog) wpwioyovog n Phil Thdét and 9, 7 £6dv) euvdes n Thdt;

1,28@pa 1°) Swpow gna2b2 Thdt -

two in commeon with mss (b)w: 5,1 toptdowoLv) AaTtpeuvdwclv w Thdt .
16,16 to &yiov) meplt Twv aylwv  Mmg)gov(mg)z(mg) Sa La Thdt

and 9,28 e0Eac%e) npocsvEac®e bw Thdt: and one in common with ms

16,22 x{popog) Tpavog. egjns (txt)v(_txti)zbz' Thdt

p: 3,19 £dv) ev p Thdt. We may include readings which Thdt has ‘
16,29 Taneiwvboate BAAfpt Aeth Chrl/2) nouwcete M(mg}gns (mg)

in common with n accompanied by some other witnesses, since n

: z{(mg) Thdt

(and sometimes g) is the constant factor in all these occurrences.
16,31 tancLvioate) kanwoete  gns(umglz(mg) Thdt

Examples are:

17,70E¢) wv  pgnx Thdt

1,22 Tooodty) wogoutov cne Thdt

23,14 xidpa véa) tr nx Cyr-cod 1/3 Thdt
3,14 om waL elnev 2° egj Sa Eus Thdt
, - cYAgreements with gnr+dpt
9,7 £Bapdvin) pr war  Mdnt Thdt

q 1,2 nal 3%) n bdopt Arm Thdt
9,12 éoudfipuve 8¢} ual eowAnpuve  bnwy Thdt

14,34 bulv 2°)uvwev M{mg)bdgpt Arm(vid) Thdt
9,34 mpooéeTo) pr uaL npt Thdt '

i 23,15 Znidfuatog) apopilouatoc M(mg)dgn s(nj Yev(m, )é( Yy Thdt
13,13 €u yfig) & An Thdt B/ Canps e BJ=ine

26,35 oaPBatiel )pr wa dgnpt Arm Aeth Thdt
12,6 om ual egjn Sa-ed Aeth Thit

dYAgreements with gp+dptf+bw
19,8 eTrnav) ewvre akn Sa-cod Thdt

17,11 yoyxfic) +avtou bdgnptwy Arm Thdt
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From these lists it is obvious that Thdt does not agree consistently
with any group of mss. TIts only reading that approaches u is an
omission pfobably caused by homoioarcton. Groups dpi and bw have

no readings in common with Thdt. On the other hand, from paragraphs

b) and ¢) we can see something already noted in Exodus, namely, that

Thdt's agreements with gn+dp¢ or gn + any other witness (above all
the margins of #, 4, v d4nd z) are relatively frequent. In all these
concurrences gn is the comstant, the other witnesses the variant.
Thus we muzst conclude that it is with gn that Thdt agrees most often
and that his agreements with dpt and bw occur only when these mss
appear with gn {(see, for instance, 16:29 where Thdt agrees with

gn against dpi).

Mumbers: Although agreements with the majority-text prevail,

Thdt's agreements with gn and dpt are motable.

a) Agreements with gn
5,16 om adtfiv 1* gn Arm Thdt
12,6 raxfow adt )fr gn Thdt
16,22 &sﬁg, Sedc)o 9e0¢ n Thdt
Agreements with gn and any other witness
3,8 xatd) nalv  cgnpt Arm Cyr-coed Thdt
53,6 ¢&v BAMfir)om Wbgnw Thdt

noufon) noLnJeL bgnpsw Thdt
5,8 om & Aaghns Thdt

5,18 tob munatapopévon TobTOL Bgna, Arm Bo(vid) Cyr-ed Thdt)...

5,19 49¢a) adwog F> gn Thdt

10,10 vovpnvlairg) veounviatg  Ubegknw Thdt

11,8 om abtd 1° gny Arm La Thdt

-
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12,14 d&poprodfto)agopLodnostal Agn Cyr-ed 1/2 Thdt

23,3 eb®elav) pr en Fbgn Thdt;pr &uo dkpt
23,20 d&noototdw) anoctpagw bgnw Aeth(vid) Thdt
31,16 om M acgn Thdt

Disagreement with gau

6,2 £&v BAgn) av FGMM rell Thdt
b)Agreements with dp#

5,21 omual i®-yuvaini dpt Chr Thdt

11,11 éntdetval) + wov dpt Arm Thdt

23,19 efnag) €LTwv dpt Thdt

Agreements with dpt and any other witness

5,8 Tpog abtdy) pr to dps(mg)tz(mg) Thdt
5,20 ueulavoail })pr ov dgkptx La Thdt

11,8 AiAndov) niedov k{mg)dpgtu Thdt

11,17 Acol}+ toutou dgkpt Arm Bo Sa Aeth Thdt
14,21 Tév) Tn Ndmpt Bo(vid) La Cyr-ed 1/6 Thd:

Disagreements with dpt

11,16 npdg derta2 Cyr) evg ...Thdt

16,40 unoeic dertaz) unéerg AFMN rell Thdt
23,3 eb®elav) pr en Fbgn Thdt:pr evg dkpt
e)Agreements with gn+dpt

5,15 dvauipvriorouoo) pr BuoLa  dgat Arm Thdt
5,16 atthv 2° ) nv yuvawna dgnpt Arm Thdt

6,2 wuplp) Pr ww dfgnpt Cyr-cod Thdt

6,12 &ovoL) aroyLotor dgnpt Thd:r

15,31 & duaptla) auaptia yap dgnpt Arm Thdt

uaw moufoete} mewncal dgnpt Arm Thdt
23,8 fi) swar bdgnptw Bo Aeth Thdt

15,39 naokv TGy Evroliv) macag tag evioiag dgnpt Thdt
31,16 &nootficar) amootnvar degnptb, Thdt
|
]

H ‘—- g
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The group nearest to Thdt's text is gn. Tt is with this
group that Thdt agrees most often and with which he disagrees the
least. Sometimes he agrees with dpit but not as often as with ga;
he clearly disagrees with dpt on three occasioms. As seen from
paragraph e} Thdt agrees with gr+dpf in a number of important
variants. It sheould be noted that the agreements between Thdt and
gn, dpt, or both groups together are often accompanied by the
Armenian version (3,8; 5,15.16 (twice). 18;11,8.17;15,31.39), the
stbstratum of which, as recent investigations in 1 Samuel have
shown,8 includes protoluecianic material.

Deutwwnﬂmgzg ogn is certainly the mearest group to Thdt,

followed by groups dpi and bw. Most of the variants comron between
them either consist of omissions or lack suffiecient clarity to

10

point toward a recension. However, there are a few traces of

revision in those passages in which @gwn is joined by dpt

(apparently influenced by the Hexzapla).

7,9 Eigog B¥*) eldeov bgnw. ..Thdt

13,2 Adywv) wal eunn @dpt...Thdt:sim.gn
23,14 do%foetal) euvpednoeTal gbgnw Thd
27,1 Advywv) AEYOVTEG edeginptv{mg) Thdt
purdooceode) + moLeLv adnopt Thdt
33,19 &niuaréoeode) -iecovtolr edglnpt Thdt

sdoete) Suoouvoiv @dglnpt Thdt

It is difficult to separate Thdt's agreements with egn (with

whom he agrees the most) from his agreements with dpi, because

The following are examples.

g e

-
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most of the readings that show clear traces of revision are shared
by both groups.
Joshua:  a) Apreements with gn
2,10 om t¢ gn Thdt
16,13 Toﬁro) auvto g Thdt
veypoaukévov) yEypantal gr Thdt
tob £090hg) TOo Evpedev gn Thdt
23,13 om Hau elg flaoug gn Thdt
elg Boilbag) onwra gn Thdt
- Agreements with gn and a few other witnesses
1,3 &’ &v) ou gn Aeth Syh Thdt
1,17 cou 1°)pr wmotr  bgn Arm Sa Aeth(vid) La Or-lat Thdt
10,13 gupAilou) BLBALov cgnvimg) Thdt
14.7 toG 9cob) wuprov gw Thdt
19,8.9 om uatd 2°- (9) ocupedv 1° c¢gn Aeth Thdt
19,9 om ol An Thdt
23,14 To &vAKOVTA) o ELPNKEV NULLYV Sebwxe
23,15 udprog duiv Jtr gn La Thdt
b) Agreements with dpt
11,20 &ar’ Uva &EoiedpeudioLv)Tou apaviodnval avtove dptw Thd
¢) Agreements with gn+dpt|w)
1,3 om & F* bdgmnpt Thdt
2,9 4ulv nwdpLog)uvoLog o Bgog vy a, Thdt:xg o 8¢ vuiv bdgpt
2,10 ¢noinoev)enowncate bedknptx Arm Syh Thdt
5,12 toadtplavtn Fdgmmpgtw Aeth Thdt

gw)amo dgnpt Thdt

EnapTlOoavTo) EHAPTINOAVTO acdghnpt Thdt

6,26 om adtod 2¢° dgnpt La Thdt

Thdt: o €LPNHEV gnw

t:om gn
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11,20 &udinope dgnptw Arm Syh Thdt

Snwg )pr wal dgnptw Arm Sa Aeth Thdt
23,14 % wapdla)pr ev gmmptw Thdt

Th yuxfi )pr evgmnptw Thdt

Abywv )+ Twv warev gnptw Thdt

npédg ) +nuag ginoptwxy La Syh( mpog nuag sub Q@ ) Thdt
24,19 omoStoe gnptw Sa Aeth La Thdt Spec

The relationship of these groups with Thdt's text is now clear.
The nearest group to Thdt's text is gn as can be seen by the number
and quality of common readings and by the list of variants in which
gn or either of them is the constant and the other witnesses are
the variant (cf. a)), and above all by the long list of Thdt's. agree-
mente with gnrdpt to which frequently ms w is added (ef. c)). On
the other hand, it agrees with dpf in only one apparently recensioned
reading in a stylistic way, because it avoids the repetition of
& Eoredpeudiioly within the same verse (cf, 11,20). It is clear that
Thdt agrees with gn and dpt when they go together, and usually.with
gn against dpf when their readings differ. Once it agrees with dpi
against gn in a recensioned reading (11,20) where the omission of gn
from the Hebrew ( 1907

appears as the older since it is farthest

T ) .

Judges: Just a glance at the list of wvariants reveals a change

in the textual spectrum. The number of Thdt's agreements with the

reading of the majority has decreased. It alsc has fewer unique -

readings. On the other hand, the proportion of agreements with gfnw

and with dp# has considerably increased.ll Group gfnw stands

12

nearest to the text of Thdt. Although it does not always agree

e

L

C with glhw.
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with it, it has more specific readings in common with Thdt, sometimes
exclusively, sometimes in association with dpf., What was seen in
cutline form in Numbers and Deutercnomy is seen now more clearly. 1In
Judges dpi never apgrees with Thdt alone but always in conjunction

It is mot unusual for the hexaplaric recension tc agree
with Thdt when it is joined by dpf and gfrw to form the majority
reading. On the other hand génw are often prehexaplaric and preserve
elements of the 0ld-LXX but with some traces of immer-Greek stylistic

revision.l3

At the moment the specific text that circulated in
in Antioch and which was known by Thdt can be determined with its
clearly defined characteristics. Some of its most significant

readings are as follows:

1,35 watowxelv )pr Tov glnw Thdt

2,1 &uepiBaocav) avnyayev ' glnw dpt Thdt
2,3 elna) evnov glonw dptv Thdt

2,19 ndAriv SLEpdeLpav)bLepdetpoy Maity  glnw Thdt

3,19 yaivar) yvaiyaroie £ glnw dptv Thdt

3,22 wata Tfig gAovde) Tnv mapaEigLba gnw dptv Thdt

5,7 6uvatcf) oL upatouvvteg glnw dptv Thdt

5,10 &évou 8nielag neonppelag) vmoluviwvy A glnw dpt Thde
17,5 tnoinoev ) + aurw pixe Thdt :+ uixe Z glnow dptv
17,6 &vfip) avnp suaotog  Zglnow dptv Thdt
To e08fg) To apsotov Zlow Thdt: -

20,28 Aapdv)+ tou vepewg gl(om tou)now ptvb Thdt

Ihe list reflects some revisions which appear to be the result of
recensional activity. Usually they occur when glnw and dpt go

together, but also, to a smaller degree, when only gfrw agree with
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Thdt. We meet Atticistic corrections (2,3.19), doublets (l7,6a},
explanatory additions (17,5; 20,28), a declension of a translitera-~

tion (3,19), interchange of synonyms (3,22; 5,7.10; 17,6b), etec.

Ruth: a) Agreements withginowaz
1,16 4mavtfioar €uol}poL yevolto glnowe2 Thdt
2,21 om mpdg ue glnowe2 Thdt: ’
4,10 om Acol  gjiklnee, Thdt
4,12 Sdwel)buon bglobye, Thdt: Swelr n
b) Agreements with dptv
none
¢) Agreements with glnowe2+dptv
1,12 efﬁa)ELnov gn-qtvwa,e, Thdt
tativ)pr ovs gnowe, dptv Thdt
yewndfivalL) yeveodal Na? gnowe, ptv Thdt
1,16 dnootpédal) pr TOUL glnowe, ptv Thdt
ol post mnopevdfic glnow ptv Aeth Thdt
abALoffcouol) + eued glnowe, ptv Syh(sub——) Thd;
4 1°) pr oTL gnowe, ptv Thdt
2,12 &notloal)+ool glnowe, ptv Arm Sa Aeth La Thdt
2,21 &g tndoyer) Tov unapxovia glnowe, ptv Thdt
3,10 to #ieog) tov eieov glnowes ptv Thdt
Td 2°)Tov glnowe2 ptv Thdt
6 3°)tov  gowe, pLv Thdt
eltolL 1°BAbdejsx) ntor & glnoe, ptv Thdt
eltoL2° BAbdejsx} ntoLr  a lowe, ptv Thdt
4,12 én I }pr nal bglnoe, ptv Thdt
4,14 dyyrotéa ahiquuxazb2 Syh)ayxiorevovta bgl-ptvwe, Thdt

om nal 2° bgk-onwe, Arm Sa Thdt
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Considering the brevity of Ruth, Thdt's text is characterized
by a large number of wariant readings. It agrees often with
gﬂnowé2+[d}ptv, sometimes against the hexaplaric recension (cE. ).
However, since it never agrees with {d)ptv alone, it is nearer to
group glnowe, {+b from 4,11 om).

As for the type of text reflected in these variants, it
includes most of the characteristics of the Antiochian recension
as we know it in the Prophets: Atticisms (1,12(twice), 16;3,10
(three times); additions which elucidate the meaning of the Greek
(1,16;2,12); interchange of synonyms (2,21;4,14). Some of these
characteristics appear in the agreements. of Thdt with glnowe,

(the optatives of 1,16 and 4,12}, but most of them appear when Thdt
agrees with glnewe, and (d) ptv together. In addition we should not
forget that two members of the group, mss oe,, in the historieal

books are witnesses of the lucianic text.

CONCLUSIONS: We have seen how in Genesis Thdt agrees with the
majority-text, although in a few cases heagrees preferentially with
groups b, n and d of Wever's edition. 1In Exodus mss (gln of Brooke-
MclLean are the nearest to Thdt's text in peculiar readings, but
neither the number nor the quality of the variants are significative.
In Leviticus Thdt agrees still with the reading of the majority as in
the preceding books. But if we attend to the combinations of mss

{(gn plus other witness; gn and dpt), we observe that gn is the
constant and the other witnesses are the variable. Consequently,

gn is the nearest group to Thdt's text. In Numbers gn continues to
be the nearest group te Thdt,. although it is also in agreement with
dpt in scme peculiar readings. As for the type of variants, in its

agreements with dpf or with gn+dpt, there appear slight traces of
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revision (additions of pronoun or article, improvements of style,
interchanges of synonyms...). In Dauteronomy, &n is the nearest
group to Thdt, followed by dpt and bw. Although most of the agree-
ments consist of omissions, there appear some traces of revision,
above all in those passages where ®gn are supported by dpt (which
are more recensioned, as it seems). In Joshua the indentity of
groups is more outlined because of an increase iﬁ specific variants.
Groups gn and dpi are nearest to Thdt. He agrees more with gn,
however, as can be seen from the number and quality of pecullar
readings he has in common with them and from the number of his agree-
ments with gn+dpt. Some marks of intentional revision can be seen
above all in his agreements with gn or with gn+dpf. Judges: group glnw
is nearest to Thdt in its specific readings, not only when it stands
alone but also when it is accompanied by dptv. This last group
never agrees with Thdt in its peculiar readings except in the company
of ginw, As we have seen glnw has prehexaplaric elements with traces
of infernal stylistic changes. When it alone agrees with Thdt, and
in a special way when it 1s accompanied by dpiv, it has traces of
revision which may reflect the Antiochian text known by Thdt, namely,
Atticisms, interchange of synonyms, doublets, and explanatory
additions. In Ruth Thdt agreés most often with ginowe, and (d)pifv
when they go together, scmetimes against the hexaplaric recension.
Taking into account that Thdt never agrees only with {d)ptv, but at
times dees with gﬂnawaz, we conclude that the latter is the nearest
to Thdt. Here the variants show practically all the characteristics
of the Antiochian recension as we know it from the historical and
prophetic books.

Therefore Thdt's text in relatiorn to the LXX for the Octateuch

can be described by the following scheme:

-139.

Genesis: b, n, d{groups of mss. in Wever's editionm)
Exodus: (g)n (mss. of Brooke-McLean)

Leviticus: gn

Numbers : gn

Deuteronomy: €gn

Joshua: zn
Judges: glnw
Ruth: glnowe2(+b from Ruth 4,11 on)

From this we can see the group that agrees most often with Thdt
in peculiar readings witﬁout concealing the high proporticn of
readings in which Thdt agrees with the majority-text, especially
at the beginning of the Pentateuch., We must add that in the
Octateuch dpi{v) is the mnearest group to Thdt after gn, above all
when its readings agree with gn. On the one hand it can be seen
how the number of mss which agree with Thdt is expanded at the end
of the Octateuch; on the other, how the entity of these mss is
progressively defined.

As for the texual character reflected in their agreements with
Thdt we can see it best in the last books of the Octateuch. In
Ruth Thdt's text has the main traits of the Antiochian recension.
In Judges we find indefinite traces of intentional stylistic
revision. In a decreasing manner, traces of gtylistic revision can
be observed back to Numbers. In Numbers and Deuteronomy these
traces appear clearer in the material coming from dpi than from gn.
Nevertheless there are also traces of stylistic revision even in
the stratum of the tradition represented by gn when it agrees with

Thdt.
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The interpretation of this phenomenon is not easy. Future
critical editions of these books may elucidate more fully the
textual panorama of the L¥X. In the meantime, due to the lack of
a better hypothesis, using as an znalogy the historical books, it
seems best to explain the textual data we have explored in terms
of the Lucianie and proteolucianic text, or if one prefér, in terms

of an Antiochian text which includes an cld prehexaplaric though

somewhat revised substratum and a more recent layer of revised material.

Group dpt reflects the revised ulterior stage. Group gfmw, whose
prehexapléric elements are clear in Judges, contains elements of the
0ld-1LXX but also reflects traces of an inner-Greek revision. Future
investigations are needed before this view of gfaw can be expanded
to include the rest of the books of the Octateuch.

Since the revisional tendencies of both these groups are similar,
it is very difficult to separate the material from the earliest
stratum of revision from that of the later. .

We find no signs of a protolucianic recension in the Octateuch
in the sense defined by Cross, that is, a recension which brings
the Greek into harmony with the Hebrew text circulating in Palestine

in the I century BC.14

On the other hand, there is nothing to for-
bid us from maming "protolucianic” the first stylistic revision of
the Antiochian text in gn{fw). This is in line with the position
suggested by.Brock,15 and recently confirmed by Ulrich.16 In fact
the stylistic revision under consideration here agrees in nature
with that which Brock discussed in regard to the Lucianic text in
the books of Relgns, This revision is scarcely perceptible at the

beginning of the Octateuch, and becomes more defined from Humbers

on, especially in Joshua-Judges-Ruth. Nevertheless we would not
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call it a recension except from Judges on. With this text, which
was scarcely revised stylistically until Joshua, more intensively
in Judges-Ruth and which can be called "protolucianic” agrees

Thdt in a singular manner.
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THE SO-CALLED "L" TEXT OF PSALMS 72-821

L. J. Perkins

Northwest Baptist Theological
College and Seminary

Jerome's statement concerning the texts of the Greek Psalter .
current during his day has formed the basis for investigating the
history of the textual tradition of the Greek Psalter. Im his

"Letter te Sunnia and Fretela” (c. 403 AD) Jercme wrote:

"You must know that there iz one edition which Origen
and Eusebius of Caesarea and all the Greek commentators
call wuouvd, that is common and widespread, and is by
most people called Lucianic; and there is another, that
of the Septuagint, which is found in the manuscripts of
the Hexapla,,and has been faithfully translated by us
into Latin."

In his study of the textual history of the Greek text Rahlfs tried

to prove that this wulgar text was indeed as Jercme intimated

Lucian's revision because it was similar to the text which underlay

the Syriac translation and was the text quoted by Theodoret. He

had used similar arguménts in his analysis of the text of Reigns.
This paper seeks to take four criteria which Rahifs defined

as characteristics or tendencies of the Lucianic text of Reigns and

see 1f they are alsc characteristic of the L text in the Psalter.

A review of the identification of the wvulgar text as Lucianic is

in oxrder because of the new papyri which have been found since

Rahlfe did his work (eg. 2110, 2149) and the recent evidence put

forward by Wevers against a Lucianic revision of Genesis.3 This

investigation is confined to these specific Psalms because it is

merely a preliminary attempt to reassess this complicated area.

The four criteria which will be assessed are doublets, atticisms,

revisions toward the Hebrew text, and replacement of words by

4
Synonyms .
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Rahlfs only mentions two doublets in the Psalter:

"Auch hat Lucian offenkundige Dubletten
geschaffen: 26:6 alvécewg xal darayuod,
97:9 &t. Epxerat 3t fuer.”

At 26:6 the textual evidence reads:
dradrayuoh B*R"" Ga A 2021 2030/2110 = Mlawveocewe U'Tht *;
ALVECJEWG HOL GAGAAYROUL [;
atvege ,,.121%
Since the phrase %vclav darayuol is unique in the Psalter but
fuolav alvéoewg occurs several times (49:14, 23, 106:22, 115:8)
the question should perhaps be rephrased. Do we have a doublet or
an example of ex par. influence? In the contexts where alveotlg
cccurs the | group does not add &iadayudc .
A similar situation exists at 97:8:
&yariidoovrtar B** SaR’'+ ip (Vulg. a) conspectu demini Ga = M;
+qno NPOCOWTOU HUPLOU OTL Epyetail Aug L°°
A’"(55mpo pro ano) et alii Latini.
The "doublet' is created when &t &pyetai is taken in conjunction
with 8tL fixer of verse 9. The variant in Ga may reflect the work

s

of Origen. The addition of &tL £pxetaL in L°° A’", however,
probably shows the influence of the parallel in 95:13.

A methodological question is raised when Rahlfs explains the
same type of addition found in 80:9 (B'’ 2149 2110 add wuoi AcAnow oot
Iopand) as due to ex par. influence. If this example can be
explained in this way, why not the two additions found in the |
group at 26:6 and 97:9? A further factor which would favour this
process is the paralleliesm in Hebrew poetry which is carried over

in the translation. That only two occurrences of a "Doublet" are

cited for the entire Psalter should urge caution in calling this

characteristic of the L group in the Psalter.
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Atticisms were the second category of alteration which Rahlfs

cited as a Lucian characteristic in Reigns.
"Diese énderungen sind grossenteils durch die
Zeitstromung des Attizismus hervorgerufen. Aber
Lucian ist keineswegs, strenger Attizist, er hatte
sonst6sehr viel mehr andern mussen, als er getan
hat. "
Metzger states:
"In other cases it appears that Lucian, acting
under the influence of the Atticizing tendency
of grammarians of the time, replaced Hellenistic
forms of the Septuagint (such as #&AdPocav , elnav ,.
b Eieog, &yeviddn ) with those of Attic usage
( ErcBov , elmov , & Eisog, &yévezo)."
How closely does the L text in the Psalter follow this atticizing
tendency?

A number of caveats should be stated before discussing this
issue. In the first place the vast bulk of the L group consists
of medieval manuscripts whose scribes were probably trained in
Classical Greek. Thus some of these alterations could be the
corrections not of Luciam, but these later copyists, It is also
assumed that since the Psalter was translated during the 3rd or
2nd century BC that Hellenistic forms would be employed. But this
assumption perhaps should not be applied too stringently at this
date. Finally, the L group should only be termed atticistic if
the great majority of its manuscripts consistently agree in reading
attic forms. The greater the number of manuscripts, however, the
greater the probability that there will be some manuscripts which
do contain these types of changes.

A common Atticism was the Teturn to the use of the second

aorist foxrms which had been assimilated to first aorist forms in

Hellenistic CGreek. In the Psalter the L group consistently employs
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elnov for the 3 pers. pl., which would correspond to classical
usage. Other witnesses generally have elnav . The only exception
might be 93:7 where only [Pa% yeazd elmov (which may be assimila-
tion to the usual pattern of the L group). On the other hand L

consistently eﬁploys elna. for the 1 pers. sg., in agreement with

the majority of manuseripts, reading elnov only when other wit-

nesses have it (eg. 40:8, 35:3). 1In all other cases of elnetlv
(except 34:25 where the L group divides over which optative form
to read) the L group uses the Hellenistic form.. The use of Attic
forms of elnetv 1s very strictly controlled in the L group.

The aorist forms of miwteiv show 3 similar pattern. The i
group usually reads £mecov instead of Enecav (1%9:18, 26:2, 77:64),
but B' 2110 agree with the L group in reading #mnegov at 35:13,
and Rahlfs tobk this to be the original text. When the compound
tnunlnrelrv o¢curs in the aorist, the [ group also reads the -ov
ending (68:9). On two occasions when the subject is a neuter plural
and the other text groups tend to have the -av terﬁination, the
L group reads the 3 pers. sg. ending (15:6, 77:28). Thus [ con-
sistently uses the -ov termination for the 3 pers. pl. aorist form
where appliecable.

The L group follows the aorist termination of Epyeoduou
found in the other textual groups except in the imperative forms.
L consistently reads #&A8&tw (34:8,11, 54:15; 101:2) or érddrwcav
(118:77), agreeing with B 2110 except at 101:2 where the evidence
is:

érddte B T He®* 5% R® A'] -8etw 5% R* L' 2110.

It is of course quite possible that the reading of L is the original

one. The translator appareatly had a predilection for the second
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aorist imperative form. The L group has no compunction at writing
such forms as fiASooav (78:1).

For the ceompound elcépyxeodalr again the [ group follows the
reading of the other text groups except in the imperative forms
where it consistently reads the second aorist form (68:27, 78:11,
87:2, 99:2, 4). In two cases (68:27, 87:2) B' agrees with the
L group, but in the other cases B reads the first aorist form
(although 2110 agrees with the L group). Rahlfs uses the reading
suppofted by B, intimating that the original translator was in-
consistent in his usage. As in the case of the simplex form the
L group does not hesitate to reproduce such Hellenistic forms as
slofAdeoay (68:1).

With respect to wayelv the Septuagint text of the Psalter
fluctuates between two second aorist forms. On each occasion the
L group supports the usual Attic form (fgmyov 77:29, 105:28), at
21:30 all texts read £payov.

The second aorist of é&xPdAielv 1s always used by the original
translator (43:3, 48:17, 79:9), and the majority of the L group
support this form.

In conclusion the facts seem to indicate that if there was an
atticizing tendency in the [ group with respect te second aorists,
it was confined to certain‘specific forms and was not thorough.

Tt seems limited to third person plural forms and third person
imperative forms. On other occasions, however, the L group shows
no hesitation in transmitting purely Hellenistic forms.

Rahlfs suggested that the consistent replacement of the first
aorist g&yevhdn by the second aorist &vyévete was one of the chief
indicators of Lucianic activity in Reigns. Deoes this shift occur

in the [ group of the Psalter?
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Although the second aorist form ( €yéveto) is less frequent
in the Psalter, the L group supports the Rahlfs' selection with
two exceptions. At 72:22 the evidence reads:

Eyevdunv  B-2039 R 55] eyewndmw 5 L' 1219 2149.

Rahlfs is probébly correct in adopting the B text since this is
the rarer form. But forms of €yéveaduL occur in verses 14
(&yevdunv ) and 19 ( ¢yévovto) and this may have induced change
in B. What is noteworthy is' that the L group read the first
aorist form, the opposite of the Lucianic tendency in Reigns. At
101:8 we find

Eyevhomv B' R 2110 Hel eyeveounv L' A'",

If we are to accept the less frequent reading and if the second
aorist form was preferred in Hellenistic Greek,8 then the reading

of the L group should be given serious consideration as the original.9
B may have been influenced by the form which ocecurs in the preceding 7
verse. However we interpret these two contexts, the L group in

no way demonstrates the same characteristic as the Lucianic text

of Reigns.

Another eriteria for measuring Lucianic activity was the use
of the masculine form of #icoc instead of the neuter, which is the
more usual Hellenistic form. In the Psalter, however, out of more
than one hundred occurrences, only once does the L group read the
masculine form (100:1), agreeing with A against all the other
witnesses. At 5:8 and 83:12 L' has the neuter form while B reads
the masculine (Rahlfs accepts only the second B reading). Thus
L cannot be designated.as characteristically employing the

masculine form of £Xeog and thereby the Attic form of this word.
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If Thackeray is correctl0 in stating that the Attic form )
On one occasion the translator rendered a plural Hebrew verb

Zvena was largely superseded by the form Zvewev, then we should .
by a singular Greek verb:

expect that the L group would predominantly read gveua, under . .
74:11 Gpwdfioetal Ta xéEpata tol Stualou.

Attic influence. But in the Psalter there are only seven cccurren- . .
: PIAT Mg MI02IIR
ces where the L group has Evewa (5:9, 8:3, 26:11, 43:23, 68:19, . - : :

which reflects the i -
121:8, 9), whereas the B text reads it in eleven of the twenty- ges e influence of the Attic rule. The L group along

. with Bo R 1219’ how : i
six occurrences. In view of this the B text would be more atticis- ever reads td wépag,perhaps reflecting a

second. i i
tic than the L group.. Rahlfs always follows the text supported ary accomodation to the singuiar 100 &wxalov. In any event

L there is no revision ; i
by B except at 47:12 where it contravenes the principle set forth toward the Attic standard.

by Thackeray. At 72:2 although the Hebrew verb is pointed plural ( ﬂsag }

the consonants corr i
A syntactical construction to which Attic Greek adhered very espond to the singular form and the translator,

_ having an unpointed i i . .
strictly was the use of the singular verb with a neuter plural & P ed text, rendered it by a singular verb: EEexddn

N
i e Sia T WOU.
subject. Mayserll states that Ptolemaic Papyri, the Septuagint, Bfiuc o

_ There is no variant in iti
and the New Testament hold a middle position between Attic usage : ' the Greek tradition.

. In only one c¢ : .
and later practice. Several variables affect the choice of the 7 ontext does the L group diverge from the main

tradition. At 77:28 R i

translator in the Psalter. In the first instance the mumber of ahlfs accepts énéneoov as the rendering
of  vsea .
the Hebrew verb is important; then the type of Greek neuter noum, o

77:28 & s
shether it designates Living beings or imanimate things. Wi thin néncgov] encnecav 1046 55;
a
e focrreen verbe with nenter plural subjects oceur ETIEMECEY LE(69 mss) ThtP1219
ETIETEY 1Pa% (g mss) ThtP.

(72:2, 74:11, 76:17(2x), 18, 20, 77:20, 28, 78:1(3x), 2, 10,

515 The singular form in the [ group is explicable as conformity to

the classical rule, if i X
On eleven occasions the Septuagint translates the plural » 1f it regarded merevd mtepwtd  as the sub-

tect, but p i ! 1
Hebrew verb literally with respect to number (76:17(Zx), 18, 20, Jee ut perhaps the L group considers the subject of the pre-

: cedin ") 7 : :
77:20, 78:1(3x), 2, 10, 81:5). A few manuscripts of the L group - g verb (God) to be carried over intc this verse as well

{as the Hebrew text do i i iphi
read a singular verb.in two of these contexts: es which reads a singular hiphil).

What is ¢l f i
76:18 SLancpebovTal] SLATOPSUETAL 1PAY 9110, ear from these eleven Psalms is that the L.group

76:20 yveosfioovral] YveoShoeTaL g Lb (20 mss) 55 2110. shows no pattern of change in the direction of the Attic rule,

Only at 77:28 can it be suggested that the L[ group alters the
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text for this reason, but even here it is uncertain whether the
L group regards meteLvo mTepwtd as the subject.

The third major characteristic of Lucian's recension according
to Rahlfs' study in Reigns is revision towards the Hebrew text
of his day. This revision is not consistent, nor does it follow
precisely the corrections made by Origen, although there is some
evidence that Lucian in Reigns knew Origen's work or worked dir-
ectly from the Hebrew text or used one of the later translationslz.
In the Psalter tradition there is very little hexaplaric material
available to use as a control to measure hexaplaric influence in
the L text. But Rahlfs seems to have shown, with what evidence
is present, that the ! text possesses the asterisked portions and

deletes the obelized materiall3

as a general rule. But this is
also true very often of § or A or 55. There ié no doubt that the
L group shows hexaplaric influence, but so do other texts. This
cannot in itself determine Luecianic activity.

Apart from the hexaplaric materials, does the [ group show
closer agreement with the Hebrew text than the other textual
groups? Does a consistent pattern of revision in this area show
up in an investigation of the L group? In Psalms 72-82 this paper
examines the following types of Hebraic revision; the addition
of readings which bring the Greek text closer to the Hebrew parent
text; the omission of words in the Creek text which the Hebrew
text does not have; changes in Greek word order to correspond
to the Hebrew text; rendering the Hebrew text more exactly.

There are several contexts within Ps. 72-82 in which the L
group has a longer text than the other textual groups and agrees

with the Hebrew text as we know it.
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Four in particular are important:

73:8 ndoac tTag toptdc [ Ga R” 55 2149 = M] om. maocag BT
Sa 1219,

75:8 amd tdte f) Spyh cou §° Sa Ga L 1219° 2110 2149 = M]

ano .TRg 09YNG Cou B;
TOTE Qme INg opyne R°.

77:32 &v tolg Savuacloig La © Aug Ga 10 1219 2110 = M]

om. ev B LaPHe™
2149,

78:16 émy Edvn B’ 1219)en. Ta edvn RL"55 2110 2149 = M,

In three of these four examples Rahlfs accepted the longer reading
supported by the L group (73:8, 75:8, 77:32). At 78:16 the new
evidence of 2110 and 2149 for the longer text supported by the L

group suggests that Rahlfs’tgxtual decision needs to be re-evaluated.

' Therefore, when the L group has a longer text agreeing with the

Hebrew text, this is mot due to revision but reflects usually
the original work of the translator in Psalms 72-82.

There are at least thirteen places in Psalms 72-82 where the
L group preserves a text which is shorter than some other text
groups and in agreement with the Hebrew text.

r

73:18 tadtne L 55 2149 S Ga = M] Tng HTLOswE Oou
B® Sa R'" 1219 2110.
Ml pr.xat B La® ThtP 2110.

I

73:21 watnoxvuuévoe L 2149

73:23 npog of B'* Sa R Aug 55 2110 21491 tr, pro
SLa TavVIOg La® Sy
He 1219;

om, La® Ga Hi L=M,
G

L

75:7 ot EmuBefrudreg B'° La” L' Ga 2149 = Ml pr.naviec Sa R’

Aug LPaY
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76:2 quvh 2° S 8a Ca L'* 1219 2110 = M] pr.waL. n B*. R'",

77:17 mapeninpovav B'Ga L 2110 2149 = M] pr.uas LpauSGmss)
' R’ 1219 2054,

77:57 ual 4&° B’ La Ga 21497 om. R Vulg Aug [ 55 2110 = M.

%°'Sa La Ga He® 55 214971 om. R L'° - 1046 2110
= M.

77:60 albtol

78:4 &veisdg S Qa Aug L'°'1219 2110 = M] pr.eig B R** 2149

78:10 T éSQn R*'L 1219° =Mlev toug edveowy B''Sa Ga Aug
2110 2149
78:13 =fic voufic B’ Sy(Marg. in Greek letters) 21107 om. Tng

R L' 1219°
2149 = M

80:9 uaL Svapaotopoual ool Topani Ga L A 1219 (vid) =Ml wua

AqAnow ool Iopand kol SLapapTUPOURL OCL B'’ Sa He* 55 (o)
2110 2149.

82:8 wal &AASpuUAOL BL2049 RTAC 2110 21491 om.uor Ga L** 1219 = M.;

In eight of these cases Rahifs accepted the reading of the ghorter
text, which is supported by the [ group, as original (73:18, 21,
75:7, 76:2, 77:17, 78:4, 10, 80:9). The remaining five instances
deserve closer examination.

At 77:57 and 82:8 the [ group supports the omission of wual,
which also happens to agree with the Hebrew text as we have it. At
77:57 the new papyri 2110 and 2149 are divided in their support
and both the presence and absence of the conjunction are exegetically
acceptable. The editor must decide on the basis of the general
reliability.of the manuscripts and text-groups involved.

In 82:8 wal 3° is supported by a formidable array of witnesses.

The fact that Ga supports the L group in the omission of this
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may imply hexaplariec influence on the | group at this point. It
should be noted however that the second stich of verse 7 which is
also in a list of nations is not introduced with uail, thereby
agreeing with the Hebrew text. Furthermore, on stylistic grounds
it is much easier to explain the addition of wal than the cmission.
Finally it is. questionable whether Lucian who is supposed to have

created a stylistically smooth and grammatically unambiguous text,

“would have removed this xal to achieve these purposes.

In any case the presence or absence of wal in these two

contexts is difficult to ascertain and should not be the basis of

~ argument for revision toward the Hebrew text.

The context at 73:23 concerns the prepositional phrase mpoc of.

Rahlfs accepted the longer text and on the basis of the witnesses

it is understandable. The support of Ga for the omission would

suggest that the L group which also omits it has undergone hexa-
plaric influence. 7

The variation with respect to abtoll at 77:60 is very diffi-
cult to evaluate. The noun owfveua does not oceur in the Psalter
without a modifier, usually genitival (but at 131:;5 it is modified
by a dative construction) and rarely is the presence of this modi-
fier contested (51:7, and the present text). Twice the translator
has apparently added atitoBin order to clarify the context, even
though there is no equivalent in the Hebrew text (18:5, 45:5), and
on both occasions the L group witnesses to the presence of the
personal pronoun. The new papyri 2110 and 2149 are divided in
their support. Rahlfs is probably correct in accepting the presence

of the pronour as original., But if thiz is the case, then either
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the L group poes against the general tendency of the Lucianic
text to fuller expression or else it has been revised to agree
with the Hebrew text or else the pronoun was omitted by error in
the L group. Certainty seems elusive.

The last context in this category is 78:13 where B' 2110
read tfic vowfic but the majority of manuscripts omit tfic R L'
1219° 2149 in formal agreement with the Hebrew text which does mot
have the definite article. In two other contexts in which this
noun cccurs in the same grammatical structure it is anarthrous
(73:1, 94:7) with no variant. But at 99:3 B' diverges from the
rest of the tradition in having the definite article before voufic .
It_wculd seom then that B shows a tendency to add the article
in this situation. Whether or not this is the case, the L group
cannot be said to show revision toward the Hebrew text on the basis
of this context. Elther the L group retains the original_text or
shows the results of inner-Greek corruptiom.

In eight contexts Rahlfs accepted the shorter text as original.
In the remaining five cases which concern the onission of ual
(77:57, 82:8), mpog of (73.23), abtol (77:60) and Tfig
(78:13) only one context (73:23) may show indication of Hebraic
revision, but this may be due to hexaplaricractivity and thus not
necessarily directly attributed to Luciaﬁ. The other four instances
concern words which are easily added or omitted in the Greek
textual tradition in the course of scribal activity and there is
no need to suggest revision according to the Hebrew text as the
cause for wvariation.

With respect to the change of word order té correspond with

the Hebrew text in Psalms 72-82, only one context needs comment. At
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73.1 Ga Hi " (ﬁon Su) 1219 = M in reading & Beog andow but
Rahlfsz accepts &ndow & dedg as supported by all other text groups
(including the neéw papyrus 2149; 2110 is not extant here). The
support of Ga and Hi for this transposition would indicate hexa-
plarie influence. But it is important to realize that the [ group
is quite inconsistent in altering the Greek word order to conform
to the Hebrew. At 72;1 and 81:3 the L group supports a word order
contrary to the Hebrew text (and examples could be multiplied
throughout the Psalter eg. 31:6, 32:22, 50:13, 67:2). Consequently
revision toward the Hebrew text in respect of word order cannot be
isolated as a characteristic of this group over against other text
groups.

The last category in the area of revision toward the Hebrew
text are those contexts in which the L group supports a Greek
rendering which corresponds more exactly with the Hebrew text in
ways not previously discussed. The contexts are:

G

72:21 &genadn R' Ga L+ 1219']1nugpavdn B'*-203%9 Sa La Aug.

73:16 @alowv...fAwov Sa Ga L''1219°2110 2149 =M] niiav...
ceinvnv BT'R’‘et Cyr Alex.
73:17 E&nhadgac Sa L'"1219 plasmati Ga] emoinoag B*" R’
2063 2149;...]1 ag 2110.

75:10 thg Yfig Bo Sa R* Ga L* 35 2110 = M 1 zp xapdiq
B Lat Aug Sy 2149,

76:5 ol dodainpol Sa R’ Ga L"* 1219* 2110 = M] o. exdpor B*;
MAVIEC OL EXpoL BC"LaG Aug et Cyr Alex

77:10 fi®eiov B' R He 1219 2016} n (vel £) BouvAn®noav
1. 55 2054 2110 2149,

79:10 ual. émAficdn # yA B''R'°Sa He* (vid) 55 2110] waL
EMANPWIEY TNV ynv  Ga Aug L*° 1219 2004
: 2149 neplesii
(=M) tewminos ternae
LaG.
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Rahifs accepted the L group reading in 72:21, 73:16, 17, 75:10‘and
76:5, all of which give a reading more representative of the Hebrew
text. In two cases Rahlfs rejected the reading supported by the L
group (77:10, 79:10).

At 77:10 the variant concerns the semantically similar wverbal
forms fi%eriov and HBovAnSnoav An investigation of the Psalter .
regarding the use of these respective verbs shows that &fieLv is
the more common rendering of the translator for the root  ysn
(19 times) while Bodiecda. renders it twice {39:9, 69:3)}. The
only other twe occurrences of {o0) BodieoBaL are found in 35:4
(where it renders Y. ) and 77:10 where o0 Bodiecdar, Lf
original, renders ™2 (The Hebrew wverb XD also
oceurs at 77:3 but is translated by olu anatdw) With the new
evidence of 2110 and 2149 plus the fact that BéGXEcaaL is by far
the less common form in the Psalter, it seems very possible that
the L group has retained the original reading. In any case the
variants are immer Greek and not due to revision on the basis of
the Hebrew text.

At 79:10 the variant concerns whether the noun vfi is subject
of a passive verb form &mAfiodn or the object of an active verb
EnAfpwoev. The Hebrew tradition is divided as to a niphal

form { R?E?l read by two manuscripts) and a piel form ( Ny2RL

which would have vl of verse 9 as the subject. The new evidence’

of 2110 and 2149 is divided. It is of course possible that the [
group reflects hexaplaric activity for its reading is supported by
Ga. But then we should also posit the same explanation for 2004

and 2149.

)
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In this final category then only one instance of revision to=-
ward the Hebrew text would suggest itself (79:10}, and in all
other contexts the L group supports the original text.

There is then little or no evidence which would suggest re-
vision toward the Hebrew text independent of hexaplaric activity
as a characteristic of the L group.

The last criterion commonly attributed to Lucian which this
paper will investigate is, according to Rahlfs, that

"Einsetzung synonymer Ausdriicke ist sehr héiufig...."l4
Metzger states that

“He (Lucian) substituted synonyms for many words

employed by the Septuagint. In some cases it is

difficult to discover the reason for the altera-

tion, as gpdunowg for copla , &yéveto for v,

&LERn for napfirdov,Soliol for mnalbec , &Eeliato

for épdoato , ete."ld
Is this characteristic present in Psalms 72-82 to a greater extent
in the L group than in the other rext groups? A substantially
greater percentage must be present in the L group in order for this
to be considered a proof of Lucianic revision, otherwise it could
be attributed to the normal process which is found in all textual
traditions. Tn addition there should be a certain degree of con-
sistency in the replacement of the synonym. If the substitution
only cccurs once in a specific context then 1t would seem correct
to seek an explanation from the context, br to suggest ex par.
influence, or inner Greek corruption, rather than a deliberate
replacement with a s&nonym on the part of a revisor.

There is only one consistent wvariant of this type which occurs
in Psalms 72-82 and also throughout the Psalter and that is the

replacement of cuywAfv by ocuvdidv The problem occurs at

: 74:11 where the evidence is
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ouynidon  B' 2110 21491 ouwShracwe R L' 12197,
In the other two contexts where cuyxAdv occurs in the Psalter
the L group consistently replaces it with CUVBAGY

45:10 ouyuddoer B’ 2013 R 1098 Al owwdlace. 1! 55,
106:16 ouvéniagev S R] -®xaogev [ TheP A°° . - Towbev TP,

Since ouv@idv occurs five other times in the Psalter it is quite
probable that assimilation to the more common form has occurred,
since there is only the difference of one letter between the two
verbal forms. Thus there iz replacement by a synonym but its
significance is greatly reduced by the factors just mentiomed.

In conclusion it must be reiterated that this paper is merely
a preliminary attempt to call intc question a theory which has
governed the history of the Septuagint text of Psalms for so many
years., Because the scope of the investigation is confined te
Psalms 72-82 a distorted picture of the total Psalter may have
resulted. However, on the basis of this initial survey there seems
to be little affinity between the '"Lucianic" characteristics or
tendencies whichk appeared in Reigns and the characteristiecs and
tendencies of the L group in the Psalter. The L text shows hexa-
plaric activity, and is a full text, but only differs quantitatively
and not qualitatively f£rom some text groups in these areas.
Whether Lucian was responsible for this hexaplaric editing and
filling out of tﬁe text must remain questiomable.

If the conclusion of this paper is wvalid, then Lucian either
felt that the Psalter did not need revising or thought that there
would be too much opposition to the idea of revising this part

of the 0ld Testament or never intended to revise the 0ld Testament

in Greek but only certain portions of it.
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16 In the light of this

perhaps it would be advisable to use a different term to designate
the L text in order to remove the danger of association and a
priori assumptions. "Byzantine text"” might be more apt and would
certainly be more meutral and historically accurate. Jerome's
description of the textual situation of the Psalter as it existed
inh his time wmust not be taken at face value, but must be examined
closely. Lucian's name could have been transferred to material
which never felt the scrutiny of his revision. If the L text is
not Lucianic then it may need to be treated more generously ag an

independent textual witness.
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SEPTUAGINT ABSTRACTS
J. R. Busto-8Sziz.

Einige Beitnige den Vetus Latina §iln die Wiederhenstetling des griechischen
Textes Tobdit.
(Abstract of the paper read at the "Septuaginta-Kongress", Gottingen

19-20 August 1977).

Tobit ist uns bekamnmt durch zwei beziehungsweise drei Rezensiomen:
der Kodex Sinaiticus bietet uns die eine an; eine zweite, Kirzere
Rezension stellen uns der Vaticanus, Alexandrinus und die meisten
Kursiven vor. Drei Kursiven zeigen schliesslich eine dritte Textart
vor (Tob. 6,7 - 13,8), die eine Kompromissl8sung zwischen den zwei
anderen zu sein scheint.

Die alten Versicmen teilen sich gemiiss dieser griechischen
Texte voneinander ab. Die in Qumran gefundene Handschrifteniragmente
vertreten die lingste Rezension, deren einziger griechischen Zeuge
der Sinaiticus bleibt.

Wir sind zu dem Schluss gekommen, dass der Weg von dem langen.
zu dem Kiirzeren Text sich viel besser erkliren ldsst als der umgekehrte
Prozess. Im Ganzen betrachtet, erweist sich die ldngere Rezension
als die ursprunglichere. )

Aher leider muss sich eime kritische Ausgabe dieser ldngeren
Rezension mit zwei Mingeln auseinandersetzen: erstens: im Griechischen
ist sie mur durch den Sinaiticus plus Papyrus Ozyrhynchus 1594 (flr
Tob. 12, 14-19) vertreten; zweitens bletet uns der Kodex Sinaiticus
im Tobit wichtige Lilcken and haufige Verderbmisse.

Deswegens haben wir den Text der Vetus Latina mit dem dex

Sinaiticus und dem der kurzeren Rezension kollationiert. Dieser
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Vergleich hat uns tberzeugt dass der Text der langeren Rezension in
der Vetus Latina viel besser erhalten ist als in dem Sinaiticus selbst,

Manchmal hat sie gemeinsame Lesarten mit der kiirzerer Rezension, die

.aus dem Sinaiticus durch leicht erkennbare paldografischen Irrtiimern

verschwunden sind. Die kﬁr;ere Rezension enthdlt noch diese Lesarten,
aber meistens nicht so wdrtlich wie die Vetus Latina. Merkwlrdigerweise
zeigt der kUrzere Text in Bezug auf die Vetus Latina das gleiche
Verhalten als er in anderen Stellen, in Bezug auf den Sinaiticus
hat. Man konnte wohl sagen dass sich durch die Vetus Latina beide
griechischen Texte ndher gekommen sind.

Jede Lesart braucht eine eigene Analyse. Und oft kdnnen wir
noch nicht genau entscheiden welcher der dlterer Text ist. Auf
jedenr Fall hoffen wir gezeigt zu haben, dass der angehende Herausgeber

des griechischen Textes Tobit die L@sung viele Probleme fiir die

. Wiederherstellung der urspringlichen Septuaginta in der Vetus Latina

* finden kann.

“ N. Fernandez-Marcos

i Das Problem des griechischen Textes im Compfutenser 'Dodekapropheton’

(Abstract of the paper read at the "Septuaginta-Kongress', Gottingen,

o 19-20 August 1977).

Im Jahre 1944 veroffentlichte Ziegler in Bib.einen sehr lehrrei-

‘chen Aufsatz ilber den griechischen Text der Complutense. Séine

Ergebnisse wurden in allgemeinen anerkannt, aber sein Urteil Uber

die Complutensischen Sonderlesarten Uberzeugte nicht (cf. J. W.

5f Wevers in TR 22 (1954)105). Wir haben das Problem wieder aufgegriffen.

" Unsere Hauptschliisse in Beziehung auf Ziegler's Forschungen kdmnen
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in folgenden Punkten zusammengefasst werden:

Die Zahl der Complutensischen Sonderlesarten hat sich noéh mehr
beschrankt. Manche von ihnen sind in den griechischen Fragmenten aus
Nahal Hever belegt, so wie frilher manche angenommene Sonderlesarten
von den koptischen ﬁbersetzunger und von den Pap. Washingtonianus
belegt wurden.

Obwohl wir die Handschriften, die zls Vorlage dem Complutense-
Dodekapropheton dienten, nicht kennen, 1st es klar, dass Hss 40-42
dem Alcala-Text am nichsten stehen.Von den dbrigen Zeugen sind
diejenigen, die am hdufigsten die Complutense begleiten: 68, V und
CyrF durch das ganze Buch, und W, Ach, 764 und 239 besonders in
dem ersten Teil, d. h. bis zum Micha. Aus den ﬁbereinstimmungen
mit der Vetus Lafima sind wir zu dem Schluss gekommen, dass es nicht
gestattet ist Ziegler zuzustimmen, dass die handschriftliche Vorlage
der Complutense starkt latinisiert wurde, ausser in dem Sinné, dass
solche griechischen Zeugen die gleiche tewtuelle Stromung der Vetus
Llatina darstellen, aber nicht in dem Sinne, dass sie nach dem
Lateinischen korrigiert wurden.Nachem wir die ﬁbereinstimmungen
mit der Vulgata von demen mit der Vetus Latina gesondert haben, bleiben
etwa zehn gemeinsaﬁe Lesarten der Complutense und Vulgata ubrig, die
dem HebrHischen entgegenstehen. In diesen Fdllen missen wir einen
Kontakt mit dem lateinischen Text der Vulgata annehmen. Diese
Schliisse aber sind von dem Gedanken einer Anpassung des griechischen
Textes an den der Vulgata weit entfernt, -

In Beziehung zu den complutensischern Sonderlesarten zeigen die
Analysen deutlich, dass die Varianten gegentber dem hebrdischen
Text jene, die sich ihm annzhern, ﬁberwiegen.Deshalb war die
Angleichung an den hebridischen Text kein entscheidendes Kriterium

fir die Entstehung dieser Lesarten. Endlich es scheint uns erlaubt
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zu behaupten, dass ausser dem historischen Wert des Complutense-
Dodekapropheton- als Document und Exponent der Situation der biblischen
Philologie in XVI Jahrhundert, ihr Text nicht ohme Interesse fir die

moderne Textkritik ist, dank der bewiesenen Qualitat und Altertimlichkeit

einer grosser Zahl ihrer Lesarten.

¥. Ferndndez-Marcos

The Sigla "Lambda Omicron® {M* in T-11 Kings-LXX

(dbstract of the paper read at the VIIth World Congress of Jewish

. Btudies, Jerusalem, August 7-14, 1977).

Cf the 92 readings preceded in I-II Kings by the sigla A, 50

E}consist of additions or formal corrections according tc the Hebrew.

{ENot one of the J~readings is in disagreement with the Hebrew.

Fifteen variants agree closely with the Lucianic manuseripts

;fand another' six agree with some of the manuscripts belonging to this
Lﬁgroup. In these cases the abbreviation should be considered as
;:indicating Aouriavdg. But none of these readings are in disagreement
f;with the Hebrew text. Therefore, we have no firm criteria with

iﬁWhiCh to distingusih the specific Lucianic readings. On the other
:éhand we cannot forget that 10 A-readings disagree expressly with the
;freading of the Lucianic group. Im many arreadings supported by the
ﬁTLucianic manuscripts it is practically impossible to separate Aouxtovbg-
fimaterial from oi Aowmol(-material, as we know that this recension

i corresponds in part with the hexaplaric text at least in its last

tages.
Owing to all these traces and to the strong predominance of

}-readings in accord with the Hebrew, nome of them disagreeing with it,
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we are inclined to postulate for the sigla } the interpretation of

ot lowmol Epunveutal or dilog tpunveutfig in I-I1I Kings, Now, if

we consider the high number of hexaplaric readings transmited as
anonymous in the margin of the manuséripts, or included collectively
under a common sigla, fer lack of more information about &Xilog, we
prefer the interpretation of ol Aownol for the following reasons:

a} It was an easy solution for the scribe, to include under this
sigla one cor more readings of the 'three', when the marginal space

of the manuscript was scant, or when the attributions were not

clear; b) the fact that in different passages A is put together

with some of the abbreviations of the 'three’ is not opposite to

this interpretation. We are in front of other witnesses that, even
having been explained as ol A’, were put together with the abbreviations
of Aquila and Symmachus; ¢) furthermore, even in these cases ) is

not a superfluous sigla, as Mercati suggested {Bib 24 (i943) 16-17).
It has the advantage that it can include any of the other versions,
only partially known, as the quinta, sexta, ho hebraics, ho syros, to
damaredificon, or others that are anonymous that have left traces in the
corrections of ms. Fb, or in the numerous hexaplaric readings that

are transmitted for the Cctateuch in the margins of the mss. M, i,
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