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Introduction'

The essays numbered I and II presented here are only vaguely united in that
both have a common origin in their reassessment of so-called Lucianic connec-
tions. Earlier I had shown that the identification of a Lucianic text for the Pen-
tateuch was unproven; in fact, all that could be said about that text was that it
was popular in the Byzantine world, that it had none of the characteristics
usually attributed to that recension, and should only be called the Byzantine
text.” The second essay is an examination of the relation of the Lucianic text to
the hexaplaric. It may well suggest that the Lucianic text is really an extension
of the hex. text, with a larger propensity towards the use of Symmachus than of
Theodotion. Whether it was an actual recension separate from the hex. recen-
sion might well be called into question, at least for Ezekiel, if not for the Latter
Prophets as a whole.

The first essay is part of the text history of the Greek Deuteronomy, and
ought to have been included in the volume of the Text History of the Greek
Deuteronomy, particularly in view of the fact that Deuteronomy concludes the
Pentateuch, and the question of a Lucianic text extant for that book would have
possible implications for the textual history of the Greek Joshua.

When Mr. Fraenkel read my essay on the Byzantine Text, he suggested that
it would be helpful to make a separate study of the relation of the text group n
and hex; this was lacking, but in view of the earlier identification of »n as Lucia-
nic by Rahlfs, it ought to be investigated separately. I was fortunately able to
persuade him to make this study himself as a natural addendum to my study. It
appears as Ib below.*

' T am much indebted to Mr. Detlef Fraenkel of the Septuaginta Unternehmen. He read
both of my essays, i.e. Ia and II below, and gave valuable critique on them. I know that the
results are the better for his helpful suggestions. Many of his suggestions have resulted in my
avoidance of overly hasty conclusions, and I am grateful to him for his help.

2 See my A Lucianic Recension in Genesis?, Bull. of the IOSCS VI (1973), 22-35, see also
my Theodoret’s Quaest and the Byzantine Text, Henoch XIII (Maggio 1991), 29-64, and
for my identification of this text as Byzantine, rather than Lucianic, see my Text History of
the Greek Genesis, Mitteilungen des Septuaginta Unternehmens XI Abhandl. d. Akad. d.
Wissenschaften in Géttingen, Philol.-Hist. Kl. Dritte Folge, Nr. 81 (Géttingen: Vandenhoeck
& Ruprecht, 1974), 176-185.

3 A. Rahlfs, SEPTUAGINTA Societatis Scientiarum Gottingensis auctoritate, I. Genesis.
Stuttgart: Privilegierte Wiirtembergische Bibelanstalt, 1926. Pp.28-29, where 75 is called the
only representative of the Lucianic text.

4 We are individually responsible for our own writings, I for Ia and II, and D.F. for Ib.
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Ia. The Byzantine Text of Deuteronomys; is it recensional !

1.0. Whether or not the Byzantine text is a recensional text beyond its support
for the hexaplaric text remains an intriguing query. Since the nature of the Byz
text was not examined for Deut in THGD, as over against the other volumes of
Text Histories, it was felt wise to raise this question for it as well.

1.1. The Byz text for the Pentateuch is to be found principally represented by
the text groups d n and ¢, for which ¢ is the principal representative, and  is a
close second, with » a distant third. In assembling the pertinent variant read-
ings from the first apparatus of Deuteronomium (hereafter Dt), I have arbitra-
rily limited the collection of readings to variants which are supported by a mini-
mum of two of the above groups. In other words I have not included support by
a single group as worthy of inclusion in this discussion.

1.2. By this limitation, one excludes the idiosyncratic characteristics of these in-
dividual groups. Thus the many instances of shorter text which are characteris-
tic of the d group, but not of the others, are excluded. This does, however,
mean that the d group is genetically not the source of ¢ and #n, since the shorter
text can hardly be the source of longer texts.” Similarly, the pseudoclassicisms
of the » text, specifically the use of eizov instead of sina or einav, are not in-
cluded, nor is the hex spelling of Moses (i.e. pwo- rather than Mwvo-) in n re-

! Recensions and manuscript groupings
O = G-82-376-426 Syh: 376" = 376 + 426
ol = 15-64-381-618:15" = 15 + 64 381’ = 381 + 618
oll = 29-58-72-707 Arm:72" =72 + 707
O”= O+ol+oll O=0+0l O =0+ o0ll o =ol+ oll
C = 16-77-131-500-529-616-739: 16" = 16 + 131 500’ = 500-739 529’ = 529 + 616
¢ = 57-73-320-413-528-550-552-761:57' = 57 + 413 73" =73 + 320 528" = 528 +
761 550" = 550 + 552
cIl = 46-52-313-414-417-422-551-615:46" =46+ 313 52'=52+615 414’ =414+ 551
C’=C+cd+cdl C=C+c C=CHcll = clt+cll
= 19-108-118-314-537:19" = 19 + 108 118" = 118 + 314
= 44-106-107-125-610 Arm: 44’ = 44 + 106 107’ = 107 + 610 125’ = 125 + 107
= 53-56-129-246-664:53" = 53 + 664 56’ = 564246
= W'-54-75-127-458-767: 54" = 544127 75’ = 75+458
= 30-85-130-321-343-344-346-730: 30" = 30 + 730 85" =85+ 130 321’ = 321 +
346 343" = 343 + 344
= 74-76-134-370-602-799:74"' =74 + 134 76’ =76 + 370 134" = 134 + 602
y = 71-121-318-392-527-619: 71" =71 + 619 392’ = 392 + 527
Z 18-68-83-120-122-128-630-669: 18’ = 18 + 128 68" = 68 + 122 630" = 630 +
669
2 See the addendum at the end of 5.1.c. below.
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corded. Also idiosyncratic is the preference of iota instead of /&i/ in transcrip-
tions in £

1.3. Furthermore, when all three groups support a reading, I have abbreviated d
n t to a simple “Byz”, although I do consider support by any two of d » and ¢
to be Byz readings as well,” i.e. by d + n, d + t or by n + ¢ It should also be
noted that ms 106 which had been wrongly listed as belonging to the & group,
whereas it is a clear supporter of ¢ in Dt, I have throughout this essay assigned
to ¢ In other words, the frequent occurrence of 47'% in Dt will appear simply
as d, whereas 106 ¢ will become t.

1.4. T have also disregarded recording the fact that a ms’s absence from a group
is not shown, when it does not contain the text. In other words, d"'?*) will be
shown as d. After all, whether 125 would have supported the d reading if it had
the text is completely irrelevant; it neither supports nor fails to support the
group.

Nor have I included all the Greek patristic evidence given in the edition, hav-
ing recorded only support by Eus and Tht on the understanding that only their
texts would be relevant to this inquiry.

1.5. For support beyond the usual Byz groups as described above, I have limited
such non-Byzantine support to a maximum of two groups. Support by three or
more groups is of little value in a study of the Byz text and its possible recen-
sional nature, and I have not cluttered this essay with such variants. The data
base which results contains 558 items. Group support is usually defined as sup-
port by at least half of the members of a group. Exceptions to this are allowed
in the case of O readings, since the hex text may be sparsely supported, and of
s readings because these on occasion represent imports from the Revisers. s
readings are otherwise of little value to this inquiry, since the group is closely
allied to the Catena text, i.e. C”, and is thus only of interest for its hex refer-
ences, 1.e. readings attested from The Three, particularly on its margins. I have
also disregarded support by members of codices mixti and of the uncial mss, as
well as all versional evidence, except for Arm and Syh; Arm was probably
strongly influenced by Byz, whereas Syh is part of the O support. This study is,
after all, a recensional or group study of a particular kind.

2. Since hex influence was demonstrated for the other books of the Pentateuch,
the first section will list support for assured hex readings; by assured hex read-
ings I mean readings supported by the asterisk. List one contains only such hex
readings, since Origen according to his own account secondarily inserted into
the fifth column of his hexapla Greek text for which his Hebrew text as exem-
plified by Columns one and two had text which lacked an equivalent in his
LXX. This text was taken from one of the remaining columns (Column 3 Aqui-
la, Column 4 Symmachus, or Column 6 Theodotion), and marked with a asterisk.

3 It will be noted that “Byz” is used in two senses; it either refers to “the Byzantine text”
or to the united evidence of the three witnesses, d n and ¢ The latter is used purely for conve-
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List no. 1

&apov] + (% Syh) rovs agripviovs O™*? 108™8 d t Arm Syh = MT
iudg) + (% Syh) xa eneoroeyav muv onua O~2-15 bd t77° Arm Syh = MT
fin] + (x Syh) xat opfaiuovs vuwv O*2-15-58 d t 121 Arm Syh = MT
tovtwv] + (% Syh) n yevea n movioa avry O™*2 108™8 d 767 t Syh = MT
fin] + (% Syh) Aeyov O 108™8 d¢ Syh = MT
700 0bpavod] pr (% Syh) mavioc O d t Syh = MT
706 2°] pr (% G Syh) naviog O d 7% Syh = 6’ o’
yiiv] + (% G Syh) v ayadnpy O™-15 d f7'2° t 128-630" Syh = MT
#swxev] + (% Syh) avtag O™*? dt Syh = MT
a6 évrodg] pr (% Syh) nacac O7%2-15 d t Syh = MT
nowiv] + (% Syh) avta O™-58 d't Syh = MT
wi] + (% G) note O™ 108™8 d 246 t z Syh = o
npocoxbieic] + (% G Syh) avto O dt Syh = MT
pservén] + (% G Syh) avro O-58 dt Syh = MT
wi 1°] + (% G Syh) nore O-58 108° d 246 ¢ 128-630%-669 Syh = MT
xpinata] + (% G Syh) avrov O 422 108° d~'?° W'-127-767 t Syh = MT
wif] + (% G Syh) mote O’-58 108™8 4 246 ¢ 83-128-630’ Syh = MT
nAdxec) + (% G) e Swbnxne 072 108™8 4t Syh = MT
xovioptév] + (% G Syh) avrov O™*?°-15-58 108 47'2° t = MT
npdc] + (% G Syh) ev m nusoa mg exxAnoag O 108™8 W-54-75" +7'% Syh =
MT
Aerrovpyeiv] + (% G) avtw O-58 dt Syh = MT
ginev] + (% G) xvptog 0 Bsoc sov O d t Syh = MT
Soet] + (% G) wg (+ ar d ©) quepar ar mpwrar O-58 108™8 4 767 85™8 ¢ Syh =
MT
xeipa] + (% G) avrov O-15-58 d 75" t Syh = MT
Poayiova]l + (% G) avtov O-15-58 dt Syh = MT
iv] + (% G Syh) vueic Odt Syh = ¢’
nowiv] + (% G Syh) avrag tov O-15 dt Syh = MT
Sudv 2°] + (% G) xau tag dexatag (emdexarag d t) vuwv (> d) O-58 1088 4
858 t Arm Syh = MT
vudv 1°] + (% G) ev avto O-15d ¢t Eus VI 12 Syh = MT
wi] + (% G Syh) more O-58 d ¢ Eus VI 12 Syh = MT
nédel] + (% G Syh) cov O dt Syh = MT
wif] + (% G Syh) noze O dt Syh = MT
Aéyovg] + (% G) rovtovg O-58 dt Syh = MT
oov 1°] + (% G Syh) uera oe O d W'-458 ¢t Syh = MT
wi 1° et 2°] + (% G Syh) mote Odt Syh = MT
novjow] + (% G) ovtw(c) 0% dt Syh = MT
axovoeobe] + (% G Syh) xat avto Aatosvoste O-15 d'2° t Syh = MT
nérewv] + (% G) cov O’7% bd 129 t 392 Arm* Syh = MT
abri] + (% G) xat ta xtvn avtng ev otopatt (pove d t Syh; + pove G) payar-
poag Odt Arm Syh = MT
pdyetar] + (% G) avto O-58 d t Syh = MT
oov] + (% G Syh) ovx eyxaratewpers avrov O-58 d t Arm Syh = MT
&oyos] + (% G) tov yewpov cov O-58 bd t Syh: 71 nwoyn MT
ninoiov] + (% G Syh) cov O-58 d ¢t Arm Syh: cf MT
init] pr (x G) ot O7°-58 dt Syh = MT
Digitized by the Septuaginta-Unternehmen
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abr@ 2°] + (% G Syh) wavov O-58 d** t Syh = MT

wi]l + (% G Syh) note O-58 bd 246 ¢ 128-630*-669 Syh = MT

@] + (% Syh) eret to O-58 n ¢t Arm Syh = MT

todto 2°] + (% G Syh) onjugoov O7°-15-58 d t Syh = MT

oot] + (% G) xar axovons O-15-58 d t Syh = MT

oov 2°] + (% G) evavtw Odt Syh = MT

vépov] + (% G Syh™) ov pwniovot cot O d 246 ¢ 128-630" Syh = MT

napowet]| + exer 15 d t; + (% Syh) exe xau edevoetar O Arm Syh = MT

fin] + (% G Syh) rov xAngovounoar avtny O-15-58 d t Syh = MT

natééavra] + (= pro % Syh™) avtov O df~>°" t Arm Syh = MT

xeipag] + (% Syh™) avrwv O-58 d7°'° t Arm Syh = MT

natépa] + (% Syh™) avrng O-1519 nt Syh = MT

untépa + (% Syh™) avtng O-15-58 d 54-75’ t Syh = MT

adr@] + (% Syh™) viovg O-15-58 d 767 t Arm Syh = MT

oi 1°] pr (% Syh) navreg O-15-58 d ¢t Syh = MT

yepovaiav] + g molews exsivng d t 5 + (= pro % Syh™) mg molews O-58
85(m8) Syh = MT

init] pr (= pro % Syh™) xa: e&eAfy ex e (¢ O) owuag avrov O t'% Syh =
MT. This citation does not fit the requirements for inclusion given above, but
it is a most unusual one, since only #'° of the Byz text supports the hex read-
ing.

anoddrai] + (= pro % Syh™) avrov Odt Syh = MT

évéyvpov] + (= pro % Syh™) avrov O dt Syh = MT

xoivoow] + (% Syh) avrovg O-15-58 dt Syh = MT

vévp] + (% Syh™ mend) a1 sv oot eorar Byz Syh: ex par

70Ug] pr (% Syh™) navrag O dt 128-630%-669 Syh = MT

toig 1°] pr naot d t 121 Syh = MT; + (% G) naow G-82

gon] + (% G) rote O-58 dt Syh = MT

vuds 3°] + (% G Syh) xat rov (> d t) extoupar vpag O-15-58 d t Syh = MT
vpav 1°] + (% G) enavwbev vuov O-15-58 dt Syh = MT

Swivowa] + (% G) avtov Odt Arm Syh = MT

onjueoov] + (% G) ov xat ot viot sov O d 767 t Syh = MT

wdg] pr (% G) nacag Odt 128 Syh = MT

éu] pr (% G Syh) eig ayafov O-58 dt Syh = MT

noujoouev] + (% G) avtygv O d ¢t Syh = MT

noujoouev] + (% G Syh) avtpgv Odt Syh = MT

’Topdavnv] + (% G Syh) eioedferv O-15-58 d ¢t Syh = MT

xafoti] sub — G; xata macav v eviolnv nv 58 d t; + (% G) xara nacav v
svrodnv v O™%2

pete 6od] (% Syh) avrog (sub % G) sorar peta sov O™*2-58 d 767 t Syh = MT
xUptog] + (= pro % Syh) ev mn ounvy O-58 dt Syh = MT

yodyate] + (= pro % Syh™) savroic O~**°*-58 dt Syh = MT

eloedevoy)] + (% Syh) e (aut mpog) v ynv v eyw Sidwut toi vioig opanh (av-
7015 pro t.v.i0p. d) O d 767 85™8 ¢t Syh™ = MT

mAnpdoeag] + (= pro % Syh™) avtne (avrov 75; avtov 799) O~82-58 Byz Syh™
=M

2.1. The 84 instances in List 1 are all secondary additions to the LXX made by
Origen in the fifth D@nmed&bg/hlﬁe be[xmﬂginenﬂrimmdmém almost certainly a
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The Byzantine Text of Deuteronomys; is it recensional? 13

mistake; the addition of xai ev oot eorar after yévp at 25:15 is not an addition
based on the Hebrew; it does not equal MT, and is merely a gloss ex par.

2.2. Out of a data base of 558, 81 instances are certainly hex in origin; i.e.
14.5% are marked by Origen as secondary to LXX. Seven instances, 21:1
24:2,7,10 31:15,19 33:16, obtain in which a copyist mistakenly has written
an obelus instead of an asterisk. This illustrates the fact that the Aristarchian
signs were no longer understood by copyists; they were simply oddities, and
were either omitted or sometimes wrongly transmitted. All but one of these are
attested only in Syh™.*

2.3. That the hex signs were often incorrectly transmitted, and more often sim-
ply omitted as unintelligible is an unfortunate fact of textual history. Thus two
important O witnesses, mss 376 and 426, have no hex signs at all; this means
that the text critic must examine non-asterisked texts as well, more specifically
all O readings which are plusses to LXX but equal to MT. These are given in
List 2 below.

2.4. It might be of some interest to note the types of additions which the aster-
isked materials represent. The most frequent plusses are pronouns; there are 29
such, of which 14 are genitive pronouns, i.e. oov, avrov, avtns and avrov. The
next in frequency are eight cases each of clauses, prepositional phrases and
note added after p. The word for “all” is added six times, and accusative
modifiers, five times. There are three each of named subjects, genitive noun
modifiers and adverbs. A timer is twice added, and so too are infinitives as well
as single cases of a dative noun modifier, of Aeywv, and of an adjective.

3. The next list contains further instances where the source of a plus is almost
certainly hex as well. These all equal MT, and are supported by at least some O
witnesses.

List no. 2

1:7  xai napariav] + Gadacons 58-376" d t: see MT

1:8  duooa = Sam] wuooe xvorog O~*?-58 d t Syh = MT oi A’
1:22  nmdvreg] + vpes 15-58-376" b d 246 t 128-669 Syh = MT
1:40 émorpapévrec] + cavtoic O™%% dt Syh = MT

2:14  1i¢ napeuPoAiic] pr peoov O~*2-58 d t Syh = MT

4:6  obveoic] + vpwv O *2-15-58 4 f'?° t Syh = MT

4:16  pif] + note 58-376" df ¥’ t = MT

4:27 om ndow 82 d 56* t = MT

4:42  sAnoiov] + avrov O*2-29-58 d 767 t Arm Syh = MT
4:48 éni2°) ewg dt Arm = a’ o’

5:14  évtog 1@V muAdv oov] ev taig mudaig oov dt = 6’

6:1  xAnpovouijoai] + avyy O bdt 83-630° Syh = MT
6:12 1] + mote 426 d 85™8-321"8 t = oi A’

7:1  giomopedy] pr ov 426 d t Arm Syh = MT

4 For which see Dt 31:15.
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aogpiparal + avrov Odt Syh = MT

évlem ObdtSyh = MT

100t0] exervo O-58 bd 30 t Arm Syh(vid) = MT

oxAnpoxapdiav] axpopvotiav e xapdiag de ¢t cfa’: axpopvotiav xapdiag

10 Gouara] et v innov tr O dt Syh = MT

giomopevn) plural (-nobe; or -gobe; nop. d) O d 54-75" t Arm Syh = MT

xal’ Goav) nata xagov b Byz7 278 = oi A’

@] navra O dt 128-630" Syh = MT

fin] + xat Aatpevoopev avroic Odt = MT

ovx] pr xar O~% 414 Byz "> 246 128-630" Tht Dt Arm Syh = MT

Sacbroda] pr tov 58-376" d 246 30 ¢ 121-318 z = MT

otovlov] pr tov 376’ 413 Byz = MT

init] pr xau 58-82-376 b Byz 343 Arm = MT

n@v Gvnouaiov] post pdyeobe tr Odt Syh = MT

0V - anautijoeig] ovx anaunoes Tov mAnotov oov (T.mA.cov sub % G) xai Tov

aderpov cov O d t Arm: cf MT: 1°1X DXY ¥ DR 03 XS

ép’) em O d 54-75" t: cf the following entry

évi pdprvpl] tr Odt = MT

t6mov] + exetvov O-58 d t Syh = MT

6 6e6¢ 2°] pr xvpiogc O Byz'%° 85™8-346™8 2793 Arm Syh = MT

ovvayaysiv] exxoyar dt Arm = o’

mAnoiov 2°] + avrov O dt Syh = MT

uni] + more O-58 dt = MT

%0p10¢ 6 Bede sov] ad fin tr 376 d~'* ¢ Syh: cf MT

xAnpovouiioar] + avtny O dt Syh = MT

noujoeig 1°] pr xar O-15°P* ™-58 Byz 196127 71752793 Syh = MT

ng Adpy] tr Od t z7 %% Arm Syh = MT

nig etpp] tr O d t Arm = MT

Sexdrng yevedg] tr Odt Syh = MT

glonopevn] pr ov O-58 dt Syh = MT

éulnrioed] + avepy O dt7%° Syh = MT

nd@owv toig épyoig] mavti egyw O bdn 74’-76" Eus VIII 2.256 Syh = MT

nasiov] + to mpwtotoxov dt = a'

1] pr ooa av eveyxng ano g yng cov O-58 d t7'% Syh = 6’

énoinoa) + mavia O~¥-58 d°'° t Syh = MT

Suaidparal + avrov O 44-107' 53’ W'-54-75" £ 319 Syh = MT

givar 2°] pr xar O-58 n¢t7'% Syh = MT

IopaiiA] + 1o Aaw O-58 dt7° Syh = MT

aderoii] + avtov O-58 dt Arm Syh = MT

natpds] + avrov O nt7? 121 68’-83 Syh = MT

nAnoiov] + avrov O-58-72 529 d 54-75" t 318-527 Syh = MT

&l g yiig] pr xar gvdoynoar oe O-58 dt Syh = MT

xataAijuyovrar] evpnoovory O b Byz Syh

ténval + eavrov d** t; + avrov O-58 Syh = MT

o8] ooa O'72°7237¢ »~127 + 407 Tht Dt Syh(vid) = 0’; ooac d™'*°

@be obowv] tr Od t Syh = MT

igoetal] e&ilacetar dt 392; hacerar 72-82 54-75

x0p106 1°] + 0 feog oov O-58 dt Syh = a’ 6’ 6’

oe moujoer 1°] tr O dt Syh = MT

Muiv avev) trﬂ%&fz@ﬁl‘by tMelSeptuaginta-Unternehmen
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30:16 V] + ov O-58 dt Syh = MT

31:9  10i¢ (moeoPvtépoic)) pr nact O-58 d ¢ Syh = MT

31:12  mpoaijdvrov] + gov O''® d712° 129-246 £ 121-392 2720 %3%° Syh = MT
31:21 €y yap oida] oiba yap 426 d t Arm Syh = MT

31:24  1élog] + avtov O-58 dt Syh = MT

31:25 éversidaro] + pwvons O dt Syh = MT

31:30 1édog] + avtwv Odt Syh = MT

33:3  fnacuévor] + avrov O*2-58 d'2° +7°7 Syh™ = o’

33:7  ’lobsa 1°] + xaw eiev O~ Byz Syh™ = MT

33:16 asdeApoig] + avrov O%-58 dt Syh™ = a’ o’

33:24 payel] pr xar 58-376" dt Arm = MT

33:28 oirov] pr yng O*2-58-707 Byz Tht Dt Syh™ = MT

34:3  mepiywoal + nediov O8%-15 dt = MT

34:4  ESefa] + oot 426 A Wt = MT

34:10  xbprog avrov] tr O824t 120 = MT

34:11 zoig 2°] pr ev naot 15-58 d~'%° t7°7 Arm®P: of MT: (1>7ay) bab.

3.1. List 2 contains not only plusses which one supposes were originally placed
under the asterisk which has since been lost in the tradition, but other likely
hex activity as well. Also included are transpositions (11:4 14:20 15:2(ovx
anaimoeg) 17:6  20:14  22:13,28 23:3 29:15 30:5,12 31:21 and 34:10,
as well as items identified as equalling one or more of the Revisers (i.e. a’ ¢’ 6’
or oi 1), since these constituted the sources for Origen’s work, and as such may
well be taken as hex readings. One case which might well be questioned is an
omission which equals M T, 4:27. But it, and all the others, are all supported by
the usual O supporters of the hex texts.

3.2. The 79 instances in List 2 may then be added to the 84 of List 1 to indicate
the extent to which Byz readings had their source in the hex text. The 163 read-
ings constitute almost a third of the entire data base, more exactly 29.2% of the
total 558 instances.

3.3. Since the enlarged qualifications for this list (List 1 only consisted of
plusses) give greater scope for inclusion in the list, the types of variants have
also increased. Once again the addition of pronouns heads the list with 25 in-
stances, of which 15 are genitive pronouns. Another 13 are transpositions.
There was no easy way for Origen to indicate transpositions, the columnar nat-
ure of the hexapla being what it was. A six columned page obviously meant nar-
row columns often consisting of a single word. Since the first two columns were
the Hebrew text (in Hebrew and Greek letters resp.), it was imperative when
the LXX word order differed from that of the Hebrew text to make the Greek
word order fit, i.e. on the same line. There is ample evidence in the textual tra-
dition of the Greek Bible that Origen did this throughout the Pentateuch with-
out any external indication of having done so.

3.4. Other changes are much less frequent. These are the addition of xa: (5
times), change in pronoun type (4), addition of a genitive nominal (4), addition
of “all” (4), and change of semanteme (4); three cases each of addition of note

Digitized by the Septuaginta-Unternehmen
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to u, of an appositive, and of an addition of a coordinate clause; two instances
of change in preposition, in prepositional phrase, in number, addition of an ar-
ticle, and single additions of adverb, relative clause, dative noun, named sub-
ject, as well as one change in person, and one somewhat dubious case of the
omission of nd@owv (at 4:27).

3.5. On the whole, these instances of hex activity which the Byz text inherited
are typical of Origen’s interference in the text tradition of the Pentateuch.

4. Whether further recensional activity can be recognized in the Byz text, i.e. of
possible correction towards a contemporary Hebrew text, remains to be investi-
gated through List no.3.

7

2:22

2:22
2327

3:3

3.2

3227

3i24

8:8

List no. 3

u@v] oov bdf'*° t = MT. It is true that MT reads a second singular suffix,
7°1%X, but the Byz reading need not be recensional. It is the LXX reading which
is out of place. The context of vv.2-6 is all 2nd plural, and I suspect that the po-
pular A reading vuwv is textually superior to 7ju@v. In v.7, however, MT changes
to the singular, in which LXX follows except for the 7jué@v. This is probably mer-
ely an ad sensum change.

énoinoav] -oev 82-ol’ d 129 t 121-318-392 18’-83-669 Arm Syh = MT. MT
does read 1wy as well as a singular 79nw7 for the next verb. I suspect that the
singular variant is hex in origin in view of the support by mss 82-0/” and Syh.
The second verb then simply carries forward the expected singular verb in the
next variant.

ééroupav] -yev b f'?° Byz 7% 30’ 18 Arm = MT

006¢] 11 72-376 16-52 d W'-75" £ 619 68”: cf MT: (5mn®)1 This is hardly rele-
vant. In view of the context, either 006¢ or 7 would be fitting.

onéppa) xarareyya dt = MT 7990. The word onéppa renders 799% only here;
certainly xaradeyipia is a more accurate rendering. Its source could be 8’; as atte-
sted at 3 Reg 15:3 and Job 22:20.

Baodv] pr g 426 d~** t = MT: jwan. The place name J®2 is always articulated
in the Pentateuch (except for the problematic jw2 %32 at Dt 32:14). Of the ten
times that j92i occurs in Deut, it is always articulated except here. In fact, the
articulated form occurs in Dt of this chapter at vv. 1,3,10,13 and 14. The articu-
lation is probably simply ex par.

Tadadd] pr tov b 610 n7% 318 = MT: 7y53:. The name occurs in the book
only in the articulated form (seven times). When it stands without a modifier Dt al-
ways articulates the name (2:36 3:13,15,16), but when it is modified as here it is
left unarticulated. Whether the article is recensional or not is unclear.

an’ avtdv] avrovg d t = MT: 0I89°n. In Dt the verb is épofiicecte. The Byz va-
riant renders the suffix literally.

xai ult] pr xata ta goya oov b Byz: cf MT: 7°wyn> for which LXX has xafe ov
énoinoag. The variant text is then a doublet.

navra (sub — Syh)] > 58-72 C” n st 630° = MT. The plural noun 0°05wn is
never modified by the word “all” in the book, and the omission of ndvra need
not be recensional.

ovxai] pr xar C” d st 318: cf MT naxm, but by itself this is meaningless, since it

is one noun in list pfthee produgts between wit avaed wedobiic and yij edaiag,
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all unarticulated in LXX, but all joined by a conjunction in MT. The Byz va-
riant represents the pattern 1+2.3, but b and » improve on this pattern by
122 5

orfjugoov] n nueoa avtny dt = MT: A1 0199,

éodefpedoar (avrodg)] xar (> 58 108 75) efoAobosvow 58 b™'° Byz = MT:
TR, a clear case of Hebrew influence.

T0v Bgov] tov (> 125 76’ Arm) xvotov d t Arm = MT: 17 This must have
been due to Hebrew influence. The reading rov xvgiov for mi* is never LXX.
oov] vuwv b d 85m8-321-346™8 t Arm = MT: 09225 But in the context of 704-
ogye oeaut®, pun mAatuvlij 1 xapdia, vuwv is bizarre. N.b. that 4 also corrects to
npooeyete eavrotg which = MT. The d ¢ variant is a partial correction.

avt@] pr ev b Byz = MT: 12 (9n2%) ; after éxAéfnrau the addition of gv is a He-
braism.

npooriAvrog] Asvirng d t = MT: (7°9ywa 9wr) *15>m. The correction by Byz is
clearly due to MT.

yiic] + cov 707 C”7>°2 d st = MT: JnnIx.

om xai Aatpevoouev d t = MT; cf the next entry.

bgoic £Tépoig] omiow Bswv etepwv d t = MT: D¥IAX DYIPR 90X (7953). Dt reads
(mopevbdpev) xai datpevowuey Beois étépors. The variant text has been corrected
in accordance with the Hebrew text.

Orjoeis] pr xar Byz Tht Dt = MT: nnam. The variant changes the syntax, since
the preceding &v 1@ éviavtd éxeivp modifies Oroeg in LXX. The addition of xa:
makes it modify éoioeis.

doa &v] ooa § av d t: cf MT: 9wxY. I doubt that the variant text is recensional
here.

v nausioxnv] ™ nadionn 381" d 75 t = MT: Jnnx>. This need not be recen-
sional, since the nominal modifies moujosig, and a dative would be natural.

Sddoa 1°] Swgov 29 d 54'-75 321'™8 t 407’ = MT: Tnw, though the Hebrew
noun is clearly collective, as the following clause D91 *3%y 93y~ TNWA %5 pro-
ves. The term Y7 is also rendered by 6@pa in Dt, and the change of the first
one to the singular is probably due to the influence of the singular xpictv and
TOOCWTTOV.

EAdAnoev 1°] + avto dt = MT: (717°) 19217, i.e. “Yahweh has spoken it.”
gipyaoral] + evavty dt = MT: 12 723y.

abt@v 1°] exervng Byz: cf MT (gate of) X377 9y71. The change can only be un-
derstood as mediated through MT.

pdyn] pr xar C” dst7° 83 = MT: nax) in which the waw indicates the onset
of the apodosis. The correction is clarifying.

énmopsvopévov cov] -pevov vuov b Byz'?7 307-85M8-321"™% 318 120 = MT:
(o%9%mm) nonxxa. The support by s™8 mss suggests the mediation of one of the
Revisers.

1° 70A0] pr xar d t7°° 128-669: cf MT: 297 and the next item.

2° xai péya) = Syh; > 72 529 b d W'-75-127-767 t 71-318-392 630°: cf MT,
which has no equivalent, cf 1° above.

Swapavreg) Stapavrov vuov dt Arm = MT: 0292y3. The variant text is a correc-
tion based on MT.

066@] pr ev 73" b Byz 71-318-527 Syh = MT: 7972, but see v.25 in a similar
context.

and] moo n~**® t: cf MT: J238% for dno mposénov. The phrases modify 1013°/
pevéovrar. Neither preposition adequately represents the Hebrew one, and the
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variant may well be palaeographically explicable, though it is more likely due to
assimilation to the mpo mpoodmnov earlier in the verse.

28:9  sicaxoboys tijc paviig] pviatng tas eviolas d t = MT: m¥n nx 9nwn. The Byz
text is clearly a correction of Dt based on MT.

28:25 om v 4° 58-72 d 129 t = MT: % in which my1> modifies n**71. The omission is
simply closer to MT’s » 711 with its eivar plus dative in the sense of “to be-
come.” It need not be recensional.

29:6  oivov] pr xai C” Byz7* s = MT: ™.

30:14 init] pr ozt Byz™'?’ 53’ Aeth Syh = MT: "3.

31:7  7udv] avtov Byz = MT: onaxb. Correction is due to the Hebrew.

31:27 #u] pr e dt: cf MT: 231392 17, for which Dt has & yap éuot ((@vrog). The va-
riant could equal the 71 of MT.

32:45 Aaddv] + mavrag tovs Aoyovg (tovtovg) 376°-426 d 767 t = MT: %3 nx 937>
09277, but the support by the two O mss suggests a hex origin.

33:17 xépara 1°] pr xar d t Arm = MT: *39p).

33:19  6doete] Buoovory Byz Tht Dt = MT, but this is in a rather complicated context,
since the Hebrew of MT is corrupt. MT has p7% *nart w2t ow w9p° 917, for
which Dt has éfolefpedoovory xai émnaléocobe éxel xai Sdoete Quoiav Sixaio-
oUvIG.

33:21 xpiow] xowara dt = MT: 1"0dwn for xpiotv abrod. The plural noun is a more
accurate rendering of the Hebrew.

4.1. Not all the 44 items in List no. 3 are equally convincing. Some admit of dif-
ferent explanations. A few are stylistic changes, and may be introduced by
copyists; that they also equal MT may well be coincidental. Examples of such
are at 2:7,27 3:11,12 7:12 8:8 15:3,17 16:19 23:25 28:7,25 and 29:6. A few
may even be rooted in the hex tradition (2:22 bis 32:45), or due to ex par in-
fluence (28:7).

4.2. The most likely outside influence is almost certainly The Revisers. That a’
o’ and 6’ were influential beyond the specific hexapla of Origen is not only pos-
sible, but likely, since their texts were reverenced as closer to the Hebrew Scrip-
tures.

4.3. A further possible mediator of such readings is the fifty copies made by Eu-
sebius and Pamphilus ordered by Constantine for use in the churches of his ca-
pital city.” This possibility is now made much more plausible by the work of
C.E. Cox in his study of ¢’ ¢’ and 6’ readings in Armenian Biblical mss.® In
fact, occasionally the Byz variant text is supported by such readings, and are so
indicated in Lists 1, 2 and 3. See discussions at 3:3 25:17 and 32:45.

4.4. A number of items are clearly based on MT. I would call particular atten-
tion to 9:14 12:18 13:2 18:22 22:24 26:5 27:12 28:9 31:7 and 33:21, all of

> See the discussion in S. Jellicoe, The Septuagint and Modern Study (Oxford, 1968), 260.
6 Agquila, Symmachus and Theodotion in Armenian. Septuagint and Cognate Studies Series
42. Atlanta, 1996. See especially pp.7-15. The materials collected by Cox are mainly from the
four books of Reigns, but mss of Jos, Jdg, 2Chron, Job, Isa and Ezek also contained such
readings. Digitized by the Septuaginta-Unternehmen
of the Gottingen Academy of Sciences and Humanities
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which betray clear MT relations, though I would contend, mediated through
indirect hex influences.

4.5. The old bogeyman of Lucian need not and should not be invoked. The
characteristics of Lucian as seen in the four books of Reigns and in the NT,
particularly the tendency to a more Classical Greek, a preference for Attic
forms, and a general preference for inclusiveness, i.e. one of expansion, are not
at all evident in List 3, except for one possible example of a doublet at 3:24,
where 7°wyn> had been freely rendered in Dt by xafla ov énoinoas to which
Byz added the more literal xara ta goya cov. On the other hand, there is no
tendency towards substituting Attic forms for Hellenistic ones, except for the n
text’s idiosyncratic substitution of the second aorist eurov for the Hellenistic in-
flections gima and eimav. In fact, rather than stylistic improvement in general, a
number of variants represent the introduction of harsh Hebraisms, as e.g. at
11:16 14:27 18:22 and 31:27. These are in my opinion best explained as
mediated through The Revisers.

5. Characteristics of the Byz text.

5.1. The next list, List no.4, will consist of variant items in which Byz is the
chief support. Variants with other group support as earlier defined under 1.5.
will not be listed here, but scattered support will be listed.

The citations under List 4 have been classified in a general way under various
types, since the list is overly long for an adequate overview. The following sub-
heads have been used: a. Additions; b. Lexical changes; c. Omissions; d. Trans-
positions, and e. Grammatical variants. These distinctions are by no means ab-
solute, and some items will be found under more than one subhead, e.g. some
will be found in a) and b), and some under a) and e).

List no. 4

a) Additions of text
There are 77 citations in the following list. Glosses are far and away the most
frequent Byz variants.

1:4  Paciréa 1°] prrov d ¢

1:43  ¢ijuc] pr xara d t. This involves a larger change, since xai napépnre 10 ofjua be-
comes ovde enoinoate (aut -oeTe) xaTA TO PNLLA.

2:6  péroe)prevdt'®

2:14  moAguotdv] + amobvnoxoviwv d t

2:19  viev (CApuav) 1°] pr rov Byz

3:6  nadial tenva avtov 417 d 30 t; texva is a popular F variant

3:19 aig] pr ev Byz 71'-527

3:21  xbpiog 2°] + o0 beog 72 d** ¢

4:43  Taladd]pryn dt

4:43 Baodvlpryndt;prmnz

4:49  nliov] + xat ewg Badacons Twv Svopwv niov d t

5:31 évroddg]| + pov 77 Byz

5:31 xpiuara] + pov d 54-75-767 t

Digitized by the Septuaginta-Unternehmen
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6:24  fuiv xbpioc] tr413 n”’% ¢t
7:6  abt®] pr oe d 74’-370
7:7  xvptog] + o Beog 414 d 458 106-134"-799
7:9 10 &eoc] tov edeov avrov d - ¢
7:10  mpéownov 1°] + avtwv dt
7:12  gudaénte] + avta 53 nt
7:21  Bedc péyag xai xpataids] o Beoc o peyac xai o (> W'-458-767) xpataios n t
8:6  1dg] pr nacac d** ¢t
8:17 ‘H]prou dt
8:18 oov 2°] + 1w afpaap xai oaax xai waxof dt = Sam: ex par
9:4  xijprog 2°] + o Osog oov d t7°7 Arm
9:12  énoinoav] + yap d** t
10:4  mAdxag] pr Svo 58 dt 59 Arm
10:7  commal] xaxelfev annoav xai naPevEPAAOV €15 ELOWVE EITC EV YaOIOV YafEQ %o~
%108V TTQPEVEPAAOV EV TI) EQMU® GLV QUTI) XASTS E1TA EV T 0p€L WP *at d | HddTwV]
+ excibev annoav xai napevefalov gig gfpwva exsilfev annoav xai nagsvefalov ev
YaoIoV yafep exefev annoav xal TeQEVEPAAOV EV TN EQNU® OLV QUTI) XAOTG EXEIOEV
anmmoav xat nagevefaiov ev 1@ oper wp 767 t = Sam. It should be observed that
ms 106 actually has the plus as a substitute for comma, i.e. omits the text of v.7.
11:7  peydla] + exewve dt
11:21  moAvnuepevonte] + xar mAnBuvlwory ai nuepar viwy Byz
12:11  vudv 6°] + xat tag evyag vuwv d t: ex par
12:17  zaig] pr nacaws d t Eus VI 13
12:31 péeAvypara) pr ta dt
13:4  abr@) + pove d'?° 127 t77°
13:5  mopevecbai] + oec Byz
14:9  pdyeobe 2°] pr tavta dt
15:18 éorai] + oot d 54-75" t
15:19  mpwtéroxov 1°] + apoevixov Byz
15:23  o0] + un Byz™”?
16:1  éABeg] eényayev oe xvpLog o Bsog cov d t
17:8  Jruaral xau (> 414 W' 85 Arm®™) pnua 414 d W' 85 t Arm
17:10 76 1°] mav n t
18:7 =@ 6vopari] pr em Byz
18:10 pavrevopevog) pr xar Byz Arm
18:21  xbpioc] + o bgoc dt77%°
19:20 o0] + un dt
20:15 fin] + @v xvpLog 0 Beog cov S18waLV Got xAPOVOpELY TNV Y1V AUTOV n 7% 74-76"-
799: exv.16
20:20 &dAov] + 70 ev 1o aypw Byz **; 10 ev 10 aypw 44
21:7  fin] + avro Byz
22:6  vocooig] pr i 58 Byz ***
23:6  &ig] pr ewg Byz **® (ms 458 reads swg but also changes the sic phrase)
23:9  mapepPaleiv] + gig modspov 82™8 Byz Syh
23:18 eyiv] + oov 82°P" ™ Byz
25:19  Apadijx] pr tov d~** W'-127-767 t: a Hebraism.
26:2  xdptarlov] pr tov Byz. Probably influenced by 7ov 7énov in the next clause.
27:1  pvAdooecbe] + mowv 82 Byz Tht Dt Syh
27:6  oloxaviduara) pr ra Byz: comp 10 Ouoiactijpiov in the preceding clause.

279 oi 2°] pr xar 434528 Byw ThY S8312@iArm Unternehmen
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28:7  init] pr xau 376 5528 d 246 t 128-630’

28:9  @poocev] + xvoros d 127 ¢

28:12  Sovvaui] + oot Byz

28:29 evodwoel] + tote Byz

28:52  cov 1°] + aig edwnev oot xvptog o Beog cov Byz Syh

28:53 flprevnt

28:68 xvptog] + o Bgog oov dt 83

29:6  obrog] + eomv Byz°'°

29:18 @uAn] + n 58-72 Byz 30

29:18 Aatpeverv] pr xar Byz

29:21  &wabijxng] + (= Syh™) ravtng 82 707 n t Syh

30:20 °Appadu] pr to 15 d t. Cf 34:4 below.

31:8  xpuog] + o bgog cov d t

33:3  épeioaro] + xvpiog d W'-54"-458°-767 t 59

33:13  odpavod] pr ov d ' t: a Hebraism.

33:18 ’looaydp] t Io. eumev d ¢ Arm

34:4  ’APpady] pr mpos d 74’-76-106, though at 30:20 in a similar context the dative
article was added.

34:9  ovvéoews] pr copuag xar d t

34:11 @apad] pr xarev d t

34:11 ndop] prev dt Arm

34:12 @] pr xauw navra dt

1) Articulation

Byz occasionally articulates nominals. An article is added at 1:4 faciléa 1°; at
2:19 at vidv 1°; at 7:21 for Bgoc uéyag xai xparaidc; at 12:31 for péeAdynara;
at 25:19 with rov modifying *Aualdrx; at 26:2 for xdpraldov; at 27:6 for 6o-
xavtdpatae; at 30:10 1o for Appadpu; at 33:13 for odpavod, and 7w for loca-
xdo at 33:18.

2) Conjunctions

Byz added a xa: to introduce pavrevduevog at 18:10, and at 27:9 oi igpeic and
oi Agvirar are joined by a xat in Byz, and 28:7 is introduced by a xat and at
22:6 7 is added before vocooiz. At 29:18 awvijo 7 yovn §j matoia 1} VAT occurs,
and Byz continues with another 7 to introduce tivog 17 Sidvoia ééxdvev . ..
nopeveafar which is modified by Aarpederv, but in the Byz text the two infini-
tives are coordinated by xat. And finally, at 34:12 & (Moses did) is coordinated
by a preposed xat mavra to “And the great marvels and the strong hand.”

3) Prepositions

Prepositions are added at times to make the text clearer. At 1:43 xaza is added
before ¢fjua, but see comment at 1:43 above. ev is also added at 2:6 before
pétpe. Similarly, v is added to govern oig at 3:19. and to 77 at 28:53, whereas
at 18:7 7@ dvouan modifies Aerrovprioer, and Byz makes the modifier an em
phrase. At 23:6 the phrase sic ov ai@va becomes sw¢ eig Tov arwva in Byz *%,
with ms 458 changing it to ewg rov aiwvog. At 34:4 the modifier “Abraam (and
Isaac and Iakob) of dpooa is clarified by means of a mpog. And finally, at
34:11, (xaz) ev is added to govern both ®apad as well as ndop 77 7.

Digitized by the Septuaginta-Unternehmen
of the Goéttingen Academy of Sciences and Humanities
in 2013.



22 Joun WirLiam WEVERS

4) Pronouns

The addition of pronouns are explicative in character, and make the text more
exact; they are frequently added either as genitive modifiers of nouns or dative
and accusative modifiers of verbs in Byz. Thus at 5:31 xpiuara is modified by
wov in Byz, and at 7:9 10 &leog becomes rov gdeov avrov, and in the following
verse Byz added avrov after mpdowmov 1°. At 23:18 eiyrjv becomes suxnv cov.
Pronouns added to modify verbals obtain as follows: avra after pvidénre at
7:12; mopevecbar at 13:5 has o¢ as an added subject, and at 15:18 £o7ar governs
oot in Byz, and at 21:7 éwpdxaotv has avto added after it. Byz adds a dative
oot to clarify Soovar at 28:12. At 7:6 o is added as subject of the infinitive &i-
vat. At 11:7 Byz added exeva after ta peydia (modifying e doya). At 14:9 the
verse begins with “and radta pdyeobe,” and ends with a repeated pdyeobe. Byz
also repeats ravra before it. And at 29:21 Swajxnc is amplified by ravtng in
Byz. Throughout this section pronouns are added to give greater exactness to
the text.

5) Nominals

Nominals are added twice in 4:43, a yy is added to modify I'elads as well as
Baodyv. At 10:4 Svo is added to modify mldxag, and at 20:20 a gloss 70 ev 1@
ayow modifies Eddov. At 12:11 the coordinate xai tag svyag vuwv was added
after ta Sduara dudv, thereby increasing the list of six offerings to be brought
into the sanctuary by one. At 34:9 Byz added cogiag xai before ovvéoews. Oc-
casionally a noun is added as named subject; at 28:9 dpooev has had xvpiog
added as subject, and so too for épeicaro at 33:3. A common Byz gloss is the
amplification of xtpiog either by o fgoc at 3:21 7:7 18:21 or by o fegog cov at
9:4 28:68 31:8.

The participial anofvoxovrov is added to yevea dvdpdv moleuiotdv as a
further attributive at 2:14; the plus is exegetical, and in accordance with that
which “the Lord had sworn to them.” Twice Byz added an adjectival for greater
precision; at 13:4 pove is inserted before the verb in xai abt@ mpoorebiiceote,
and at 15:19 n@v mpwtdroxov is circumscribed by apoevixov, which is fully cor-
rect, though unnecessary.

nég. The word for “all” also occurs on occasion. These modify rag évroidc
(macag) at 8:6; taig modeoiv cov (nacaig) at 12:17; 10 gfpa) mav pnua at
17:10, and & (modifying favudowa) has xar mavra added before it at at 34:12.

6) Miscellaneous additions

Other types of glosses are a coordinate prepositional phrase at 4:49 xat ewg
Badaoons twv Svouwv niov after xara dvarolag Aiov; an infinitive mowty at
27:1 modifying puAdooeobe; an eig phrase at 23:9: &g modepov to modify na-
oeupoleiv; an appositive 1o afipacy xar woaax xar waxwpf identifying rois marod-
ow oov at 8:18. A clause is added to iva moAvnusgevonte at 11:21: xau
AnOvvOwoty ar nuepat vuwv; the relative clause wv xvptog o Bsoc cov Siswory oot
xAnpovopew v ynv avtwv is repeated from 20:16 at the end of v. 15, and at
v.20 a modifying prepositional phrase v 1@ aypw obtains after &idov, and a rel-
ative clause modifyingitokesty sbe ¢28:52qisadded rashae eswxev oot xvptog o

of the Gottingen Academy of Sciences and Humanities
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6zog oov. At 29:6 Dt has a 6 nominal clause modifying yva@re; it reads obrog

xbptog 6 Beog udv. Byz added an somv after the pronominal subject. And at
33:18 two tribes are referred to. It begins with xai 1@ Zapoviav sinev, and later
in the verse xai Iooaydp occurs without an eurev;, which Byz supplies for good
sense.

At 15:23 instead of 00 (@dyp), ov un appears in Byz. This is possible because
the inflected form can be either second singular future or second singular aorist
subjunctive, and the Byz text presupposes the latter. At 19:20 o0 also became
ov u1 in Byz, but the verb is mpoo#icovorv. The un is supported by d ¢, but only
three ¢t mss + 767 change the verb to nmpootnowotv, which is a pseudo-subjunc-
tive form based on the future stem. The aorist subjunctive form recognized as
authentic would have been mpocfworv. What the Byz text represents is the rare
use of u1j with the indicative.

At 8:17 the ow particle is added to introduce direct speech, after xai einpg év
Tj xapdig ocov. And at 9:12 Byz has interpreted the last clause, énoinoav éavroic
x@vevpa, as the explication for napépnoav by adding yap after the verb. And at
28:29 Byz added rote after edoddoer under the influence of éop tdre ddi-
xovuevog in the next clause.

At 8:18 Byz adds tw afoaau xat icaax xar waxof in identification of roic ma-
todotv oov. The gloss is clearly ex par. A more extensive gloss obtains at 10:7.
The verse reads: “éxeifev they proceded to Gadgad, and from Gadgad to Iete-
batha, a land with streams 08d7wv.” This follows on the statement concerning
Aaron’s death and burial. But according to the desert stages listed in outline
form in Num 33, Aaron’s death occurred at Mt. Hor, not at Moseroth, but the
way stations visited after Ietebatha were Abronah, Ezion Gever and Kadesh,
and only after that did the Israelites encamp at Mt. Hor; see Num 33:30-37.
The Byz text has attempted to correct the text, but in two ways. The more accu-
rate attempt is that of ms 767 and ¢ which add after 66drwv the following: exet-
Oev annoav xai napevefalov g fowva exclfev annoav xot TapevePalov v ya-
LV YafEQ EXEIDEY QNOAY X0l TIOPEVEPAAOV EV TN EQMUM OV QUTI XaONG EXEOEV
annoav xai napevefalov ev 1@ opet wp. Incidentally, this fuller statement is also
found in Sam. The & group, however, has a similar gloss before éxeiev. It reads
HAKRELIEV ATNOAV KAl TIOPEVEPAAOV EIG ELOOVA ELTQ EV YOOIV YOfEQ KAXEDEY IO~
psvefalov v T gonpuw oty autn xS slta v T opst xar we. Characteristically,
the d text has abbreviated (as well as misplaced) the gloss.

b) Lexical changes

1:3  ndvrag (viovs Topaii))] tovs d t
2:8  Ailév] avarorov d 708
2:11  "Oppiv] prv (i.e. voou[uli[n]v) d t
2:23  éx] ano Byz
2:26  Kedudb)] xndepwb t; xndebuov d; paxeduwd 54-75
3:4  év (Baodv)] ex d t 68-122%
3:6  nadia] texva avtov V 314 d 30 t; texva is a popular F variant
3:14  naoav v trd '* t
3:14  A0@b] & for a dt>7°
Digitized by the Septuaginta-Unternehmen
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mv Qacyd) g papayyos d t

Aacevtiv] Aehacevpevny d t

dav 8¢ nau eotar otav Byz

0U8é] ovte V d 30" ¢; cf also v. 3.

70 &eoc] tov edsov avtov d ** t; eleov b n: n regularly has eleov instead of
gleog; cf also 5:10 13:17.
10 &\eog] tov edsov Byz?
dnootedet] efanoot. d t. Usually anooteAdev renders the Qal of nbv, and efa-
noor. the Piel. Since the translator had an unpointed text to translate, there are
numerous exceptions, and one cannot make valid general statements; actually
there is very little distinction lexically between the two forms.

70070] avto dt Aeth

7106 1°] amo 58 d t 71’-527. Here reference is made to the time “when the Lord
your God destroys the nations 7pd your face”; Byz changes this to ano, which
may simply be due to a copyist error caused by palaeographic similarity of the
two prepositions.

ovvéxoya) ovvetopa d t 407. cvyxdntew is a hapax legomenon in Dt, whereas
ovvtpifetv often occurs in connection with the destruction of idols.

Supaieite] Onoete d t: for onnw. The context refers to putting God’s words &ig
mv xapdiav budv. The variant simplifies.

otwg] ovtw d 54-75" 74'-76-799 68’-630°. The late adaptation of ofrwg by assi-
milation of the final sigma to the initial consonant of the next word is followed
by Byz’s ovtew before xvpic.

otxot] oxerar d t. MT has b9°na in the context of “you will eat ..., you and your
owerar.” Possibly the change is in the interests of greater precision; it is the
household servants who are to eat.

Aéywv] xar et d W-127 t 59 Tht Dt Arm; xau Aeyov eim 54-75”. This is con-
textually determined, since the verse begins with xai &40y ... 6 éddAnoev Aéyov.
The variant coordinates with the opening clause.

00 daoeig| un dwg d t. 1.e. a subjunctive clause.

Bboeig] Buoiacers Byz 509. MT has natn.

E7jAReg (TOMPR MIN IROXIN)] efnyayev oe xvptog o fsog cov d t. This is obviously
based on MT, probably mediated by one of The Recensors.

xaBott 1°] xabo 82 d t 509. xafo is not normal for Dt. N.b. that at 17:14 xa6d
becomes xafamep.

&vavti] evavriov 58-376 d t 318 120-630. The variant is a common one in Dt; cf
also 25:2 below.

xai 2°] 7 Byz. This changes the requirement. “You must go to the priests, the
Levites, xai to the judge.” The variant gives one a choice.

76 1°] mav n t; the variant makes the command sharper: “you must do according
to nav word which they announce to you.”

xafd) xabaneo d t; cf comment at 16:10 above.

xai pnj 2°] pnde d n 74’-76-106-602. An improvement in style.

apébeabe] axovoeobe d t Syh™®. The ovx axovoeobe is the counterpart to v.15°s
abT00 axovoeobe.

xai 3°] ovde d 54’-75'-767 t. An attempt at greater precision. The context reads
“and he was not hating him 700 77ic éxféc xai meo tijc toitns. The variant assures
that the variant carries the negative over to the last phrase.

navnuéog] m]gfg"%gcﬁ%yB[%[gyptuaginta—Unternehmen
of the Gottingen Academy of Sciences and Humanities
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811 2°] Stom d n™>* 74’-106-602. Dt orders the stoning of both people involved
in the rape of a betrothed virgin in the city, to which two 67 clauses are given to
justify the capital charge for each of the two. The second 67, however, becomes
Stot in Byz; the two are fully synonymous in the context, and the change is sim-
ply stylistic.

anadwnijoes] adix. d t. Though Byz often prefers compound verbs, here dna-
Suxrjoeis is abandoned in favor of the simplex aduenoeis. This is probably rooted
in a copyist error: a parablepsis from the first to the second alpha. The text of Dt
is superior, since it must be transitive with uio6év as accusative modifier, i.e.
“you may not wrongfully hold back the pay (of the poor).” The verb d@suéw is
basically intransitive, though an extension to a transitive understanding is pos-
sible; cf LSS sub déuxéw.

&vavti] -vriov 58 118% d 54-75 t 121 68’; cf comment at 17:2 above.

7Aif0og] woyvpov d t. The change is formulaic; comp. 9:14.

oot] avtoig n t; comp 30:20 31:7.

eloaxobops] axovonte 376 d n~’® 106(mg) 509. Byz here used the simplex
axovonte instead of the singular eloaxovong. The change to the plural is more
widely attested, being supported as sioaxovonte by O77-707 b 767 t. This
change to the plural is also attested even more widely in the change of cov in the
modifier “the voice of the Lord your (cov) God” to vuwv. The simplex of Byz is
in my opinion much less appropriate; elcaxovo stresses the notion of “listening
to” in the sense of “obeying,” but dxotvw simply means “to hear.”

npeopuTépov) -Butov G-426 Byz 129-246 30’ 318-392

OAiyel] exbA. 376 Byz 71-527. Here the expected preference for the compound
verb by Byz is illustrated; cf also 30:7 below.

&uyova] eyy. 376-707 529 246 n'¥ 1719 02 71527 83%-120 59 Tht Dt. Both
here and in the next citation ev-yova appears instead of the expected exyova.
This is almost certainly the result of assimilation to the voiced stop, and is a
meaningless variant.

&uyova] eyy. 707 d t°°% 120. See the preceding variant.

idoetau] eéidacetar d t 392; thaceran 72-82 54-75" 407. The n text may well be
the first step, since it is based on an uncial dittograph due to AA confusion. A
movement to the d ¢ reading would then be an attempt to make sense dut of 1la-
oetal.

Sdoet] amodwoer d t. Cf comment at 28:52 above. There is ncr real difference se-
mantically in the variant.

yodpwv] Aadwv d t. The modifier is rovg Adyovs, for which comp v.1 in a similar
context: ovVeTéAEaEY ... AaA@V ... Tobs Adyovs. What makes this variant second-
ary is its disregard of the further modifier eig pipriov.

ésisatev] eseifev d t7°°. T suspect the variant to be palacographically inspired,
since it is obviously wrong. siaoxw can be modified by two accusatives, but
Sewxvuut requires an accusative and a dative.

neipg) newaouw dt 318

Boayiova] Pacirea 29 d t. For TpTp A% 1 LXX has poayiova xai doyovra.
The variant text makes an easier pair.

ano téxvav] anoxtevov 376 d t7'°°°. Obviously the variant is an error created by
metathesis.

Iad] yoau d 74-76-106-134%; yaun 134%(vid)-602

éni] ev 1o negav Byz 59. The mourning for Moses took place éxi the Jordan,
but in Byz “ev 10 nepav of the Jordan,” which is exegetically more exact.

Digitized by the Septuaginta-Unternehmen
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That change in lexemes in Byz is not recensional, but at best exegetical or a mis-
take palaeographically inspired is clear when the text of MT is compared. The
following list makes this abundantly clear. 2:8 AiAév (for N®*X) as avarolov,
which was probably palaeographically inspired; 3:6 nawsia (q071) as zexva
avtwv; 3:17 v @acya (for 730D7) as g papayyos; 4:49 (tv) Aaéevriv
(for m20D7) as Aedadevuevv; 9:21 cvvéxowa (for NIX) as cvverpwpas; at 11:18
éupareite of Dt (for bnnw) becomes bnoete; 12:7 oixor (budv) for 03°N1a as or-
xetar; at 15:21 @voeis (for mamn) Byz makes Ovowaces; 16:1 e&idbev (for
X°%171). At 17:9 xai (m0dc) as 1, but MT has ®X1; 18:22 dgéZeabe (for 713n) as
axovoeobe. This is followed by dn’ avrod (13mn) and Byz also omits the prepo-
sition. At 26:5 MT describes 11 as 277 1%y »173, but Dt has uéya xai nAijfoc
oAb xai péya. Instead of 7AfBos Byz has ioyvpog, which may reflect DIXy. At
28:50 mpeoputépov (1pT) becomes mpeopvrov. At 30:3 MT reads nx ... 2
9mM2aw which Dt interprets freely by xai idoerar (xpi06) rag duaptiag cov “and
the Lord shall heal your sins,” but Byz has changed the verb to (&f)ihacera,
i.e. “shall atone for (your sins).” At 31:24 Dt reads “as Moses finished yodpwv
the words of this law,” which reflects the an3% of MT, but Byz reads Aalov. At
32:44 Dt incorporated the text of 31:22 at the beginning of the verse. According
to this, “edidagev (an3%) it (i.e.) the song to the Israelites.” Byz changed the
verb to edeilev.

c) Omissions

1:4 om év 1° 551% d 54 74'-76
2:29  xiptog 6 Oeog udv] om fudv 58 d 75'-767 799 71’ 18 Arm
3:27 om xai 5° 376" Byz Arm Syh
4:25 10 movnpdv] om 6 52" d 't
5:21 oov 1°] ~ 2° 37652919 d 56" 75 t7%° 71’-318 68’-120
6:10 om 76 (’Afoady) Byz **
8:13 om oov 2° d 54’-75" t
8:13 om dpyviov xai yovoiov mAnOVVOEVTOS cor 417-552% 19 d™** 458 ¢ 318-527: ex
homoiot
9:26 om tj ueydAy 2° (sub — Syh) d W'-127-767 ¢
12:11 om ¢ 3°d75¢
15:17 om 76 1° d %%
16:21 om §-fin Byz 53’ 30’
20:17 om xai tov Xavavaiov d t: ex homoiot
21:18 om ) 4851120
25:2  om xai 2° 72 Byz 53-664° Arm
25:13  om otdfuiov xai 72 d 53’ 75'-127-767 106 71 120: ex homoiot
27:2  om oov 529*% d"'*° 75 76’-106-134’
28:12 om moldadv dt 318
28:25 om év 2° 707 dt
28:67 om 100 376 dt
30:11 om éonv 2° 72-376 d W'-54-75" Tht Dt Arm
30:16 om 6 376 Byz 71

33:15  xopugi 1°] f“D?goitéleBﬂ@lQe Septuaginta-Unternehmen
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Of the 23 citations in the above list all but seven are omissions of single words.
Of these five are clearly cases of homoioteleuton, 5:21 8:13 20:17 25:13 and
33:15. Another one, 16:21, was also such a case, since the first word, § was a
conjecture; all extant witnesses read ov, which is also read as the opening word
of v.22. Only one other omission of more than one word obtains at 9:26, viz.
i peydAn 2° which is sub — in Syh. This could be a recensional correction,
though its apparent absence in 963 and "“*cod 100 might suggest that this was a
pre-hex correction which served as parent to Byz.

Of the 16 single words five show loss of articulation, three of genitive pro-
nouns, three of conjunctions, two of prepositions, two of verbs, and of molildv
at 28:12, which follows g6vav, omitted because of homoioteleuton. Of the loss
of articles, all but one are likely simple errors. The exception may be 15:17
where 70 dnrriov has lost its article, possibly an intentional change to an indefi-
nite noun. Of the three cases of omission of a genitive pronoun, two, 2:29 27:2,
follow xpt0¢ 6 fedg. Both collocations, i.e. with or without a genitive pronoun,
occur in the book. The xai omitted at 3:27 and 25:2 are both cases of stylistic
improvement. As to the omission of év at 1:4, this is simply an error, and for
28:25 see the comment made on it under List no.3. Loss of verbs concern
through auditory parablepsis (after 7uvi) at 21:18 and domv 2° at 30:11, prob-
ably omitted as superfluous in view of 1°.

It is clear from the paucity of omissions (23) in the above list, of which most
are readily explicable as errors, that shortening of the text was not characteris-
tic of the Byz tradition. Only a very few can be explained as stylistic improve-
ments.

It thus seems certain that the d text is a later developement of an earlier long-
er Byz text as shown in ¢, since d has numerous omissions which are not simple
errors, but are intentional shortening of the text; whether this was meant to fa-
cilitate the use of the Byz text by readers or for some other reason is not
known.

ADDENDUM

That the d group of mss often witness to a shorter text is well-known.” Ms.125,
which is intimately related to ms. 107, has shortened even further, according to
Rahlfs.®

The citations below constitute omissions from the Deut. text unique to the d
text in order to discover whether the omissions are sensible, i.e. possibly made
for exegetical or stylistic reasons. Omissions of single lexemes are not recorded,
nor are those that are probably palaeographically inspired, such as cases based

7 For a discussion of this see J. W. Wevers, Text History of the Greek Genesis, MSU XI
(= Abh. d. Ak. d. Wissensch. in Géttingen, Phil.-Hist. K., Dritte Folge Nr.81). Géttingen:
Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1974. Pp.9-10.

8 See his Verzeichnis der griechischen Handschriften des Alten Testaments, Nachrichten
v. d. konigl. Ges. d .Wissensch. zu Géttingen, Phil.-hist. K1. 1914 Beiheft. (Berlin: Weidmann-
sche Buchhandlung, 1915), pp. 143-144.

Digitized by the Septuaginta-Unternehmen
of the Gottingen Academy of Sciences and Humanities
in 2013.



28

Joun WirLiam WEVERS

on homoioteleuta or caused by the same or similar wording in the immediate
context. In most cases a brief explanation is added, so that the reader may un-
derstand the possible reason for the variant. The list contains 76 citations. It is
suggested that in each case the omission leaves a sensible text.

1:44
2216

3:6

4:24
4:47
5:28
6:2

612
6:15
6:21
6:22
7:10

719

9:5

9:5
9:16
11:11

L2l
iL1lg3l

12:29
152
135
113:6

14:2
15131

o¢ &l mowjoaucay al pédicoa, 1. e. after “and had chased you.”

amobvijoxovies éx uécov tod Aaod (17) xai. modifies “And when all the men of
war had perished.”

oo émoujoauev tov Inov Pacéa Eoefov xai dfwlebpsvoaueyv. This leaves
n@oav néAwv E7¢ xal Tag yuvaines xai 1o noadie defining “We destroyed them.”
xipLo¢ 6 Bgog cov. As unnecessary, since the subject had already been stated in
the preceding clause.

xara dvarodag nAiov. Addition of the direction for “who were beyond the Jor-
dan.”

“Hxovoa v poviy 1év Adywv tob Aaod tobtov. A possible condensation since
v.282a had already reported God’s hearing ....

ndoac Tag fpépas s (wiis cov Iva paxponuepevonTe

& oinov Sovieiag, defining “Egypt.”

w1y Spytobels Boud xvpiog 6 Bedg oov év ool éEoleboelion o€ Ao TPOTDOV TIS YijG.
Leaving “For a jealous God is the Lord your God among you“ without further
definition.

év yewol xpataud nai év Poayiovi vynAd, defining “the Lord sent you out from
there.”

&v Daga xal v 1Q olng abrod évédmov fudv. After “in Egypt.”

7015 peoiow xata mpdownov droddoel avrois. Removing what was repetitious.
TODG TEWAOHOVS TOVG eydAovs og gidocav ol opbaiuoi cov. Unnecessary, since
it is immediately defined as “signs and wonders.”

xald Groldei avrovs év tdyel xabdnep elnév oot xipiog. This follows a full state-
ment that the Lord your God is going to do all this, i.e. will turn them away be-
fore you.” The emphasis is on divine action, not on the Israelites destroying the
enemy.

7@ Apoacy xai “lIoadx xai laxdp. Defining toig natodowv dudv.

Upiv éavroic An unnecessary modifier to “you made a molten image.”

Exel wAnpovouficar avtiv, referring to the land into which you going. This is ob-
vious from the context.

xafag ai puéoar 100 obpavod émi s yic. Unnecessary amplification.

ndoag tag nuéeag xai xAnpovounoete avtijv. The omission makes a crisper state-
ment.

(avtovg) xai xatowjons v Tff yij abrdv. Since the premise is that the people will
disinherit the native peoples, the omitted clause is hardly necessary.

70 onueiov 1 10 tépag. Probably since this was mentioned in the immediate con-
text (with only »ai &40y intervening).

%ol APAVIETS TOV TOVIIEOV EE DUV abTdV.

6 oog ti¢ wuxic oov. The definition of 6 pilog is hardly necessary.

xUpLog 6 Bedg oov. The subject had already been defined in the context.

motelv 1o Prjpe tovro] sub — G; > 426 d = MT. Though not necessarily posthex
influence for 4. That 426 which was often subject to posthex influence also
omits, I would suggest is pure coincidence. The omitted infinitival structure adds

nothing not obvigiisAedh it thetongértsuggéssnehmen
of the Gottingen Academy of Sciences and Humanities
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0 andBapTog év ool xal 6 xafaeos Kdoaltws pdystar v Sopxdda 1 Eagov. This
merely defines more fully the ones who live in the towns who may eat meats for-
bidden for sacrifice.

%Vplp ¢ b@ oov. The subject of éxAéénrar is obvious from the context.

év 1jj £optj 2°. It might be noted that ms 125 also omits 3°. The phrase is not
needed for the second and the third feasts.

alg x0piog 6 edg oov Sidwaiv oo, i. e. defining the cities of the promised land.

xal eloeA0OvTes xAnpovourionte tiv ynv fv xbpLog 6 Bsdc cov Sidwoiv oot This is
coordinate with (iva) Cire.

xal ava péoov avtiroyia avridoyias] — G Syh; > d = MT. Instead of four pos-
sible disputes, MT and d omit the last one, leaving those involving aiua, xpioic
and don.

(670) 100 $ripazoc o
sation.

XATACTI|OELS 7L GEAVTOV dpyovTa 2°

xatadéyov abrol doéPeiav, explicating action of the udorvg &duxov.

ol &v dow év taig fuéoais éxsivaug. Referring to the judges of the future.

)

av avayysilwoiv cot] tovtwv. An obvious case of conden-

xata 1o Pfpa o movneov todto v vuiv. Modifies moifjoar.

doa énoinoav tois Ogoic avtdv xai auapticeste &vavit xvpiov T00 H0D UuUdV.
Since the omission is preceded by aidtév it could be a case of homoiot. It does
explicate navra ta foedbyuata abt@v unnecessarily.

St avrodg énéleéev xipLog O Beog mapeoTnxévar abTd xai eVAOYELV éni 1 dvouatt
avtol xal éml 1@ oTopatt abTdv Eotar ndoa avriloyia xal ndoa apr. This leaves
only xai mpooeievoovrar oi igpeis oi Agvita, but followed by xai ndoa 17 yepovoia
TA¢ méAewg xeivig.

ol éyyiCovres @ toavuatig (defining the city’s eldership).

(Vmmeptdav) Tov viov Tijs poovuévig Tov mpwtdtoxov. Contrasting with the earlier
nyannuévng, who would be favored.

avtod xal oUtwg moujoeis 3°. This omission does leave intact the entire intent of
the law.

7 yepovoia tiic nédews éxeivng. The subject of the clause was already defined in
the preceding clause.

70V xowduevov pet’ abtis uévov, modifying rov dvpwmov.

6 &vlpwmog 6 xownbeis per’ avris. The subject had already been defined in the
preceding clause.

iva gbloyiion o€ x0pLog 6 Beds oov év md@oty tois &pyoig oov. In the context of ex-
acting interest being prohibited.

&x tiis olxiag adrod. Modifying “he should send her away.” This is obvious from
the context.

uete 10 pavlivar adtiiv. A former husband not allowed to take her.

pvAdéy opédpa. The omission makes the following mowiv modify mpdoeye
CEQUTE.

xai éotar oot Ehenpootvyy évavtiov xvpiov Tol Bsod cov. l.e. when you return a
garment held in pledge.

abbnugeov aroddoeis ov pichov avrod. The poor need their daily wages imme-
diately. The sun may not set on him without his pay.

xai éota év ool duaptia. See the preceding citation.

S todTo éyd oot viédouar mowsiv 10 Pfjua todTo, since you were ransomed
from servitude in the land of Egypt.

&v 1@ dypd oov 2°] ev avto. See 17:11 above.
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25:16
27:4

27:10
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ndc mowdv Tadta nds modv &dueov. All such are a fééAvypa xvpip.

ob¢ éya évréAdopan Buiv onjuepov. Both this omission and the next one can be left
out without loss. What remains is fully clear.

doa éyw éviéAddopai ot onpepov

27:22-23 1 éx untpog avtod xai épodoty nds 6 Aaog yévoiro. "Emxatdparos 6 xoyude-

28:3
28:13

28:15

28:32

vo¢ peta mevlspdc avtod xal épobov nés 6 Aads yévorro. The omission in v.22 is
probably an intended omission, since the one cursed is “the one commiting incest
with the sister of his father,” but “of his mother...” is omitted.

gbloynuévos ot 2°. Unnecessary repetition.

dav axovons T@v évroddv xvpiov Tol Beol cov doa Eyw EviéAlouai ool onpeQoV
pvAdooe xai mowiv: (14) ob napaprion dnd ndviwv 1@v Adyov Gv éyd éviéiio-
uai oot oriugoov deéic 006¢ dplotepa mopebechar driow Bedv ETépwv Aatpelery av-
7oig. Since v. 15 then continues with xai éotar éav ur eicaxovops ..., 1 suspect
that the omission is palaeographically inspired.

Tiic PVIE ®VEioL TOD BE0D GOV PUAACTELY Xal MOLETV Tdoag Tag EVIOAAS] pvAac-
OELV TG EVTOAQG.

xai oi dpBaluoi cov PAéyovial opaxedilovies eic avta xal ovx loyvoet i xeip cov.
This follows the statement “your sons and daughters being given to another na-
tion.” But the omission breaks up a pattern, i.e. a participial structure followed
by xai plus a complete clause explaining what will happen with respect to the
participial structure. The omission in v. 32 omits that xaf clause.

28:34-35 xai éon mapdrAnxtog S e opdpata T@V oPBaAudv cov @ PAEyn* natdéan oe

28:38

28:40

28:44

28:47
28:48
28:54
29:13
29:20
29:21

29:23

30:9

32:46
32:49

xUptog év Elxer movno@ Eni Ta yovata xai Eni Tag xvipas Gote un Stvacbai oe
abijvar amo ixvovs T@v moddv cov &wg Tijc xopveiic cov. V. 34 is the second clause
beginning with xai éoy plus a participle, whereas v. 35 parallels v. 36, i.e. nard@éo
o€ xUpLog vs anaydyor x0piés oe. The omissions appear to be an attempt to con-
dense the woes which are predicted for a disobedient Israel of the future.

Sn xatédetar adra i axpis. Vv.38-40 each end with a du clause giving a reason
for the dire forecast. The d text retains only that of v.39, omitting both those of
vv. 38 and 40.

St énpurjoetar 17 élaia oov. Cf. note at v. 38. It might be observed that v.41 has a
ydp clause instead of a §7 one, and d retains it.

oUrog éotar gl nepadny ov 8¢ oy eig obpdv. The omitted passage is a graphic par-
allel to the first part of the verse.

8w 10 mAfffoc mdvrwv. The omission leaves a more succinct text.

xai 8v éxdeiyer ndvrov and éog dv ééolefpevon oe. Cf the note at v. 47.

v év x6Ane. The modifier of mjv yvvaixa is quite unnecessary.

"Apoaap xai “loaax xai Taxdp, identifying toig natodotv cov.

xai 6 {fjAog abro. after “then shall burn doyn xvpiov.

xail StaoTedel abTOV %UPLOG €5 xaxa &x ndviwy Tév vidv Topaii. So that the xard
phrase would modify v. 20’s éaleiyer xiproc 16 Svoua adrob éx tijc S7o TOV 0bpa-
Vov.

"Adapa xal Zefoiu 4¢ xatéotpeyev xvpLog év Buud xai dpyfi. The reference to So-
dom and Gomorrah is quite sufficient.

év 1ol énydvois 2°. 1° was modified by 7ic xoiliag oov. The omission of 2°
leaves t@v xtvév cov coordinate with (yeviuaowy) tijc yic cov.

n@vrag Tovs Adyovs To0 vopov tovrov] tavta. Which is repetitive.

t0070 dpog. From the context 70 dpog 10 *ABapiu tobT0 Spoc NapPad.
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The above list does not include individual words omitted by the group, and also

carefully excluded were those which were clearly due to palaeographic condi-
tions, such as homoioteleuta. An analysis of the pruned list here presented
shows what seems to have been an intentional compression of a text in which a
number of unnecessary modifiers have been omitted, so that contextual precisi-
on was the result. At times the heaping up of repetitious phrases or clauses invi-
ted excision. Occasional a terser text resulted. In each case there is no hint of re-
censional activity, i.e. no mediate influence of the Hebrew parent text was de-
tected. What it means is that genetically d is the last stage in the formation of
the Byz text. The # text represents the earliest stage in the development of the
Byz text, not d.

Incidentally ms 125 has carried this compression forward somewhat further.
Its text is shorter than its parent d text, but it can with confidence be assigned
to the d group.

d) Transpositions

3:14  naoav v trd '* t
4:9  mdvies tolg) trd ™'
4:33  Aadobdvrog] post mwpdg tr d t
6:24  nuiv x0plog] tr 9639 413 7% ¢
7:15  nd@oav padaxiav] tr 58 46 d t
9:4  ta &0vy tadra] post cov 3° trd 75 t
10:6  éxei 1°fin] post (7) fin tr d 767 ¢
12:7  émpdinte tag yeipag) tag yewas vpuwv empainte d t
14:12  alderov] et (13) yona tr d t Arm
15:12  SovAsboet cor/EE én tr d ¢t
15:17 76 ol¢ avrod] avrov 1o wrov d t
19:18  of xpirai/axpipdc) tr 54'-75-767 t
20:13  na@v dpoevirov/avric] tr19 dt7%°
20:17 ’IgBovoaiov] et I'epyeoaiov tr d 54767 ¢
21:23  ©fj fuéoq/éxsivy] tr d ¢t
22:5  xvpip - cob/éonv] tr 82 dt 318 Arm
25:9 10 Umédnua/ avrod ] tr d ¢
29:2  mdvrag todg) trd P t
29:15  ped’ fudv/oiusoov 1°] tr d t'% Tht*P
31:28 ndvrac todg) tr d'2° ¢
34:8  névBoug xAavbuod) xAavBuov Tov mevlovg dnlr

One of the most unexpected change in word order is the placement of nag be-
tween the article and substantive, which is contrary to the usual order for LXX.
This occurs four times in the above list, 3:14 4:9 29:2 and 31:28. Presumably
this is intended to strengthen the notion of “all.” Notice also the reordering of
the genitive pronoun before the substantive at 15:17 20:13 and 25:9. This clear-
ly demonstrates that there is no influence of the Hebrew in these cases. In fact,
that is true of all citations in the above list.

At 4:33 the change in word order results in “(of the living God), &x peoov
70V mwpo¢ Aadovvrog,” a stylistic change. The change in 6:24 is made to place
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the subject of évereidaro immediately after the predicate. At 15:12 LXX has a
chiastic order of verb:timer::timer:verb, SovAeioer ot £ & followed by (xai)
1@ p50pg ééanooteleic avtov. Byz changes the order into a parallel structure.
The citation at 7:15 shows the opposite change, and thereby changes the syntax
of the verse. In LXX rndoav padaxiav modifies the preceding verb mepwelet,
whereas the immediately following xai ndoag véoovs does not. By the change
in word order palaxiav nacav xar macas vooovs are tied closely together and
modify nepiedei. The change at 9:4 results in a text reading “when the Lord your
God destroys mpo mposwnov cov ta efvn tavta,” a stylistic change.

The reordered text at 10:6 is more drastic. It concerns the time of “there
Aaron died and there he was buried, and Eleazar his son became priest instead
of him”; in LXX this happened at Misadai, but Byz has it at Ietebatha. The rea-
son for this is probably to tie the new high priest’s role to v. 8, which describes
the Lord’s ordering the Levi tribe’s cultic functions. The change at 14:12 con-
cerns the order of birds permitted as food. The six in MT are reduced to five in
LXX, and hex has added xa: tov iéov as no. 4, i.e. between the two involved in
the two reordered by Byz. One suspects that confusion in such a list, not all of
which were necessarily identified, is not unexpected.

Possibly a similar confusion created the reordering of the seven Canaanite
peoples at 20:17. The list occurs six times in Exod, but in MT the list is only
six, the Girgashites being added each time by LXX on the basis of the list of se-
ven in the Dt passage (and in Josh). Its position in the list is often in question in
the tradition.” The change in the position of omv at 22:5 places the linking
verb between the subject and the predicate.

Clearly the changes in word order in Byz have nothing to do with MT. In
the main, they help to make the text clearer for the reader, or are simply stylis-
tic variants.

Grammatical variants

1:15  ép’ vudv] ep vurv d t 68’-120
1:40  660v 117v] 0dov ¢ 82-707 19 d™12° 53" 54-75% 77°
2:31  évapéar xAnpovouiioat] evagyov xAnpovouerv d t. Taken from v. 24.
3:17 v ®aoyd] g papayyos d t (also popular is v papayye)
6:7  oix) owoiws d t
7:1  gav 8¢] xau eotar otav Byz
7:9 10 &\eog] Tov edeov avtov d** ¢
10:6  vidv] ev viow d ¢t
12:21  paxpdrepov] paxpav d 344™8 t
12:29  o0¢] @ (w 458) 72 Byz 129
12:32  puAdép) -Ear d W'-127 ¢
13:1  8¢) on d** 74-76"-134°-799
13:2  Aéyov] xai ey d W-127 ¢ Tht Dt Arm
13:6  oi natépes] o natne dt

? For this see my Text History of the Greek Exodus. Mitteilungen des Septuaginta-Unter-
nehmens XXI. Géttingen,id992eR4¢%he Septuaginta-Unternehmen
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14:25  dv émbopfi 1°] embouer Byz 30°-343 Eus VI 13
14:25  moopdrow] -twv 376 d 9%

14:25 00 2°] wv (@ 799) d712° W'-54-458 ¢

15:10  dv émdénrai] emdeerar 376 Byz Syh

16:3  én’abroi 2°] en avro d W'-54 +7°*

16:7  7o0g oixovg] ov oxov 58 551 d 458 t 630 Arm
17:3 & o Byz7”’

17:8  Grjparal xar (> 414 W 85 Arm®™) pnua 414 d W' 85 t Arm
18:16 v poviv] e povns 72 46-52"-417 d t 121-318-392 68’ Eus VI 407
19:1 &) wv (o 458) 58 Byz '?7° 85™8-346™8 Arm

21:5  napeomnrévar] mageoravar n t

22:26 énavaotfi] -otag dt

24:5  gpoaver] -var d 127-767 t; -vOnvar 54-75"

24:8  &v] eav Byz ”?

24:13  anoddoet] anodidovs n t; > 381’ 528 d 730

25:9  bnolddoet] -oetar 29 d ¢t

26:2 i drapyiic] Tov anagyov d W'-127-767 t 318-392 Arm Syh
26:10  yijv péovoav] yne peovone n*>® ¢

26:13  éfexdbapal -Onoa 422-528-551 d 53’ + 128-630’
28:13  @uddooev] -cogobar n t

28:15  gioaxovoyg] axovonte 376 dn™"%” 10608

28:36 Aatpevoeis] -oete d ¢t

28:37 av]eav dt

28:52  ménowbag| enemofes d t

28:63 elciivlnc dt

28:68 ez?mx] eumag d 53 t 68’-120; eumov 58 46 n

30:16 moAlof] ev moAdow d t

31:4  Svoiv] dvo dt

31:16  obrog glomopevetat] avror elomopevovtar 376 d 75 t
31:19  dupadeire] -Aete 72" dt7°° 318

33:23  dumAnobire] -Onoerar d t

34:8  éni] ev 1w mepav Byz

Grammatical variants in Byz create no surprises; they fit in the general picture
of Byz’s attempt to make the text both clearer and simpler. E.g. at 1:40 the
reading (660v) s for mjv is influenced by the éni tijc dovbpds Bardoons. At
26:10 yfjv géovoav becomes genitive in Byz to agree with 7jc yfic as its antece-
dent. In 18:16 the accusative v povijv is changed to the genitive modifying
axotoar which is the neutral sense of hearing, almost in the sense of obeying.
Change in case is particularly unusual at 14:25 in which a series of éni phrases
joined by “or” occur. These govern successively dat., dat., dat., acc. and gen.
Byz has changed the second one, npofdrois, to a genitive. No convincing rea-
son for the change occurs to me, unless it simply be for variation. At 16:3 ér’
abrod becomes er avto, thereby showing a preference for the adverbial neuter
singular. At 19:1 in the text za §0vn @ 0 66¢ cov Sidwoiv oot v yijv abt@v Byz
changed the relative pronoun to the genitive wv reflecting the adz@v rather than
the &9vn as its reference. According to 10:6 “the Israelites removed from Beroth
vi@v “laxiy to Misadai,” but Byz tried to clarify the vi@v by changing it to a ter-
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ritorial designation, ev vioig, thus in the area of the Yakimites. Another structu-
ral change occurs at 30:16, where for xai moAloi éoeobe the variant text reads
xat v moAAoIS e0e0b, i.e. “and you shall be many” reads in Byz “and you shall
become many.” Also to be noted is the interpretation of Byz at 3:17 of the place
designation v @acyd by a genitive phrase ¢ papappos at 3:17, probably at-
tracted to the following avarolidv.

Byz also makes a number of changes in number. Thus at 6:7 for (xaéiuevoc)
év oixg Byz reads ev owxoug, but fails to change (and going) év 66¢ as well. This
is a thoughtless partial change. At 13:6 the plural is changed to the singular in
ob xai of matépec oov; the singular relative o0 2° at 14:25 is changed to the
plural ov in view of the series of prepositional phrases which are antecedent. At
16:7 Byz has the singular rov owxov as a grammatical correction in anedevoy eig
006 oixovg cov. At 17:3 possible idolatry involving “other gods, the sun or the
moon, or vt T@v éx ToD x40V ToD ovpavod & ov npocétaéa; Byz has chan-
ged the & to the singular, which is a possible understanding. At v. 8 reference is
made to some cases of judgement as various gfjua, and are then summarized as
onuara xpicews, but Byz with good reason continues the singular in view of the
eventual v xpiowv spoken in v.9. The change of ¢ dnapyiic (7@v xapndv) at
26:2 to the plural is simply one of attraction. Problematic is the Byz change of
the verb gicaxovopg at 28:15 to the plural (simplex in d n77%”) since the context
is singular throughout. It should be mentioned that ¢ along with O & also read
the plural but as a compound. The problem is complex and puzzling. Clearer is
the change in v.36 of the singular Aarpevoeig to the plural at 28:36 in view of
the compound subject o0 xai of natépes cov. A similar change in number ob-
tains at 31:16 where obro¢ gionopeverar becomes plural in Byz in view of the
antecedent collective 6 Aadg.

The change of the future gpuAdép at 12:32 to the aorist imperative is unex-
pected in view of the further explication in the future: “not may you add to it,
nor subtract from it.” A finite verb is changed to a participle at 22:26, énavaotj
becoming enavactag. At 24:5 a future tense is changed into an infinitive, there-
by making a single clause out of two. The clause ebppaver (v yvvaixa abrod)
as gvppavar or svppavinvar changes the clause to express the purpose of a new
husband being @f@og in his home for one year. At 24:13 the free cognate infini-
tive in 2°wn 2w7 is rendered by a dative noun; this is also changed to a partici-
ple in Byz, i.e. anoddoer (anodéoeis) becomes anodidovg. Incidentally, Byz also
changed the Hellenistic aorist ééexdfapa at 26:13 to the Attic spelling eéexabn-
oa as well. At 28:52 Dt’s perfect némofag is changed to the pluperfect eme-
noweis by the Byz text. At 31:19 the change of the future dupaleite to the aorist
imperative sufalete is probably due to contextual pressure; the clause with the
future verb is coordinate with two aorist imperatival clauses (yodyare . .. 515dé-
ate). And finally, the reverse obtains at 33:23 where the dunAno#ijrw of Dt be-
comes gumAnobnostar in Byz.

One instance which does not involve a change in tense, but rather the choice
of a variant form obtains at 21:5. The perfect infinitive of mapiornu: is shown in
the more common form napeomyxévar in Dt, but Byz reads napsoravai, which
is also possible.  Digitized by the Septuaginta-Unternehmen
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The Byz text occasionally changed mood as well. At 13:1 the aorist subjunc-

tive 8¢ is changed to the optative 6w, though the coordinate conditional clause
retains the aorist dvaotji. At 14:25 the subjunctive in the clause 00 &v Zmbuug 7
wuytj oov 1° is changed to a simple indicative ov emfupet . ... The same pattern
obtains at 15:10 where doov &v émdénrau is changed to ocov emdestar.

Voice is affected only twice in the list. At 25:9 the active voAdoet (10 S766n-
pa avrod) becomes vroivoerar, which is also possible. In the active it refers to
loosening (the sandal), whereas in the middle the sandal is actually removed. At
28:13 the active infinitive pvidooery modifies éviéllopai, i.e. “I am command-
ing (you today) to guard,” but this is a middle infinitive, pviacoeofa, in Byz.
There is very little distinction semantically between the two.

A few scattered changes include that of sina to the second person eimac at
28:68, which may well be palaeographically conditioned. The next word is ov,
and in uncial script the sigma and the omicron are easily confused. In two cases,
24:8 and 28:37, the particle @v is changed to gav in relative clauses, but only
&v can be original; sav became common later in C.E. times. At 31:4 the in-
flected dat. plural svoiv is replaced by the uninflected svo. At 12:21 the com-
parative degree in “if the place is paxpdrepov distant” is changed to the positive
uaxpav in Byz. And finally, a few cases obtain in which the variant text repre-
sents a structural change of some kind. At 13:2 the direct speech indicator
Aéyov is changed to xar eun. At 28:63 &ig 7jv has tijs yfjc as antecedent, and
Byz reads n¢ for eic 7jv by attraction to the antecedent.

List no. 5

It remains to examine the place of the Byz text in the textual history of Dt. In
the following list a maximum of two further textual groups are listed. Versions
except for Arm and Syh are not listed, nor are mss of the coddices mixti.

1:19  Spovg] pr rov b Byz

1:20  Juds] + ev 1o xaww sxewvw Agywv b Byz: ex par

1:27  éfosbpsioau] pr xar b Byz>° 129

1:28  7oAU] + xatwoyveov b Byz

2:18 v ("Agorjo)] + ynv b Byz7¢7 85"™8-321"™8

2:23  xarowmodvtes| xatwxovv b Byz 30

2:33  7p0] pr i Tag xewag nuov 58 b Byz : ex par
2:35  énpovoustoauev] mposvou. 82-707 52 Byz **® 53’ 30’ 121-318-392 z7¢*°
3:7  énpovousioauev] mposvou. 381’ 52 d~'?° 54’-75'-767 t z7°
3:10  néAeic 1°] pr au 376'-707 46'-52"-413-417 Byz 730 71’-527
3:13  nd@oav 3°] pr xat 58-376 57 b Byz Arm

3:16 6 yewdppovg] pr xar b Byz

3:21  ob Swpaives] tr b Byz 71°-527

3:28 ’Ijooi] pr 1o 64™8-381" b Byz'?

4:5 ogrwg] pr vuas 29 b Byz **; vuac 44

4:7  avt@] prev 618 bd ' t Arm*

4:23 om oot bd 54-75" t 318-392-527%*(c pr m)

4:37  vuac] + napa navia ta gvn bd°'° £1%° 7% t Arm

4:42  tpitng] pr mpo g 82-426 bd 129 ¢

-767 f‘— 129
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4:49
555
529
5:28
5:311
%22
755
755
7:8
7t
7:14
75
8:6
8:13
8:16
8:17
8:18
8:19
9:1
S
9:18
901
9:24
9:26
10:8
10:10
10:21
10:2%
el
11:4
11:4
ililegte)
iLiells
11:18
lilgiks)
18132
12:11
12219
12:26
11292311
113:9
13:14
13:18
14:7
14:8
14:14
14:22
14:23
11522
15:4
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mv (CAgapd)] + ynv d7'° £ + 717-527
{@vreg ofjugpov] tr b Byz
oov] vuwv b Byz
dAnoav 1°] -cev oIl 7% 16 d t 392’ 68’
vl n 58 b Byz ' s
8enong] -onte b Byz 630°¢
008€] ovte bd 30" ¢
obtac] ovtw d W 307-343" 7370 7120
oe] + xvpog C” nst
dv] eav 2973’ bn % t 121-318
init] pr xat 64°-72-381" b Byz ***
émibiioer 1°] enafer O782-58 b Byz7?° 344™8
1aig] pr nacag bd** t Tht Dt
pod@v) et mooPdrwv tr b Byz 27
€0] pr xar O-58-72 d 127 t 71’-527 Arm Syh
énoinoev] -oav bdt
avtéc] ovrog O™ bd 54’-75’-767 t Syh
dnoleiobe] + anmo g yns b Byz
xAnpovoufioad] pr xar O-58 b Byz 129 121 Syh
xateyvounv] xateyev. 64°-72-381" d f71*° 767° 30 t 83-630%*
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It remains to tabulate on the basis of the complete data base of 556 citations of
Byz variants, the involvement of other textual groups. In the tabulation the sup-
port of a textual group is only counted as such if at least half of its members
support the variant text with the following exceptions. If the variant text also
equals MT, support by O is so designated if at least two O witnesses support
the variant. This seems to me justified, since the fact that the variant equals M'T
might well suggest the interference of hex in the tradition.

Similarly, s™® support of a variant text often reflects the influence of at least
one of the Recensors, a’ ¢’ or 8”; and support by s is so identified if at least
three marginal readings of s are included; if, however, the support is s rather
than s™8, the general rule of at least half of the mss favoring the variant text ap-
plies.

I have tabulated the support in the columns below in the order used in the
Géttingen edition, iDégi6red bylti: (ent GEionly)rkgfnghmbm Column 1 support
of the Géttingen Academy of Sciences and Humanities
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by one group outside of Byz is tabulated; in column 2 support by two such

groups are totalled, and the two are added in column 3. Scattered support by
mss or versions is not considered.

Group Column 1 Column 2 Column 3
O 116 60 176
ol 2 11 115}
oll 1 2 3
@ 6 15 21
b 51 39 90
f 4 18 22

S 2 21 23
y - 1 1
z 21 25 44

Total 203 190(= 2 = 95) 393

Out of a total of 556 items, less than half of the total have no support by groups
other than Byz, viz. 258 items. Since support by a single such group is stronger
evidence for possible relations in the tradition, the support from Column 1 is
the more important. That O leads in support had been amply shown in Lists 1
and 2, where hex influence on the Byz text was discussed. The next in order of
support is the & text, which often joins with O in supporting the Byz variant in
Column 2. On the other hand, the 51 cases of support suggests that the & text
was strongly influenced by the Byz text as well, and it is possible that it ought
to be considered a minor supporter of the Byz text as a whole. In other words,
it is possible to understand evidence for the Byz text in the following order: 4 ¢
n and 4. Support by the z text in 21 cases is not surprising, since hex has influ-
enced this group surprisingly often. The list in order of preference then reads
for Column 1 as follows: O 116; b 51; z 21; C 6; f4; s and ol 2 each, and ol
1. Only the first three are significant.

Column 2 is ordered as follows: O 60; & 39; z 23; s 21; f18; C 15; ol 11;
oIl 2, and y 1. The following combinations occur somewhat frequently: O and
borz; Cand s

The only really significant numbers are O and 4. That the hex text was a
strong influence on the Byz text seems apparent from the above evidence.

Digitized by the Septuaginta-Unternehmen
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Ib. n-Text und hexaplarische Rezension
im Buche Deuteronomium

Wie stark der byzantinische Text durch die hexaplarische (= hex) Rezension
beeinflulit worden ist, hat J. W.Wevers auf den Seiten zuvor klar herausgear-
beitet und damit insofern einen Schluflpunkt gesetzt, als sich seine Ergebnisse
einreihen in die Feststellungen, die er in den iibrigen Textgeschichten zum Pen-
tateuch hinsichtlich dieser Textform getroffen hat. Was hier am Beispiel des
Deuteronomium (= Deut) gesagt ist, gilt gleichermaflen fiir die restlichen Bii-
cher des Pentateuch, sowohl was den Zusammenhang der Textfamilien d n ¢
betrifft, die in ihrer Gesamtheit den byzantinischen Text reprisentieren, als
auch fiir den sie verbindenden Textcharakter.

Umso iiberraschender erscheint auf den ersten Blick, dass in einem fiir die
Textform so zentralen Punkt, wie es der Einfluf} der hex Rezension darstellt,
der byzantinische Text fast durchweg nur von d ¢ vertreten wird. Gewif8 nicht
abzuleiten ist aus diesem Befund, dass »# in Deut die Gemeinsamkeit verliaf3t:
THGD, Chapter 2, The n Group, bestitigt das gewohnte Bild, nach dem d ¢
gegeniiber den Rezensionen und iibrigen Textfamilien der n-Gruppe am nich-
sten stehen'. Wir konnen also davon ausgehen, dass # auch in Deut in der Ver-
bindung mit d ¢t dem byzantinischen Text zugerechnet werden kann. IThr offen-
bar abweichendes Zeugnis hinsichtlich der Rezeption der hex Rezension sollte
zunichst in Erinnerung rufen, dass der Zusammenhang zwischen den drei
Gruppen nicht so eng ist wie bspw. bei O oder C, deren Zeugnis sich jeweils
gliedert in eine Hauptgruppe und zwei Untergruppen und die auf diese Weise
den Zusammenhalt von je drei Textfamilien nach auflen dokumentieren.

Anders bei d n t: Trotz der augenfilligen Gemeinsamkeiten wird man doch
nicht aus dem Blick verlieren diirfen, dass es sich zuniichst handelt um drei von-
einander unterscheidbare Textfamilien, deren Position innerhalb der Textge-
schichte der LXX dementsprechend je auch einzeln zu bestimmen ist. Die
Grundlagen dazu hat J.W.Wevers in seinen Textgeschichten zum Pentateuch
bereits erarbeitet, indem er sukzessive alle Rezensionen und Textfamilien so-
wohl in ihrer Eigenstindigkeit als auch hinsichtlich ihres jeweiligen iiberliefe-
rungsgeschichtlichen Kontextes dargestellt hat. Indem er das Verhiiltnis zu den
groflen Kodizes, B und A, zu den Rezensionen und zu den jeweils anderen
Textfamilien feststellt, ist zumindest eine vorliufige Einordnung der Hss-Grup-
pen bdfnstxyund z gemif ihrer Stellung innerhalb der Textgeschichte des
Pentateuch erreicht.

Gliicklicherweise ist noch manches zu tun, denn die Textgeschichten zeigen
auch, dass es sich bei den Gruppen durchweg um Mischtexte handelt, die unter-

! Vgl. S.211f. Digitized by the Septuaginta-Unternehmen
of the Géttingen Academy of Sciences and Humanities
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scheidbare Traditionen in unterschiedlicher Weise aufgenommen haben und die

auch nach unterschiedlichen Kriterien iiberarbeitet worden sind. Fiir die Text-
analyse bedeutet dies, dass man Schicht fiir Schicht identifizieren und abtragen
muf}, als hiute man eine Zwiebel, um genauer bestimmen zu kénnen, wo ver-
wandtschaftliche Verhiltnisse sich auftun und wo die Traditionswege sich ver-
zweigen. Methodisch gehort ganz wesentlich dazu, den Einfluf} der hex Rezen-
sion auf die nachfolgende Textiiberlieferung exakt zu bestimmen, nicht allein
aufgrund des historischen Befunds, dass jene nachhaltig gewirkt hat, sondern
auch aus systematischen Erwigungen heraus, weil die Kriterien, nach denen
der hex Text seine Gestalt gewonnen hat, weitgehend sicher bestimmt sind und
damit als methodisches Raster herangezogen werden kdnnen fiir den Vergleich
mit jiingeren Texttraditionen.

Hier nun geht es darum, welche Spuren die hex Tradition im n-Text von
Deut hinterlassen hat, wobei mir gleichsam J. W. Wevers die Palette iibergeben
hat, damit das Bild, dessen Konturen er im Beitrag zuvor gezeichnet hat, er-
ginzt werde.

Die Handschriften

Die Zeugen der n-Gruppe in Deut sind W'-54-75-127-458-767% Natiirlich
kommt dem Washington-Kodex aus dem V. Jh., der aufler Deut auch noch Jo-
suah iiberliefert, eine besondere Bedeutung zu, weil er einerseits ob seines Al-
ters unter Beweis stellt, dass der n-Text iltere Texttraditionen inkorporiert
hat, und andererseits fiir die n-Textform selbst eine zeitliche Fixierung ante
quem erlaubt. Die Handschriften (= Hss) 75-458, so eng miteinander ver-
wandt, dass sie in den Editionen zumeist zusammenfassend als 75" notiert wer-
den, vertreten als einzige die n-Textform im gesamten Pentateuch.

Hs 54 ist in Gen bis 22, als codex mixtus gefiihrt; ab 22,; - Exod 40,; ge-
hért die Hs zu c/f, danach zu n. Hs 127 gehért in Gen sowie in Exod bis 6
zur s-Gruppe, die dem Catenentext am nichsten steht, danach zu ». In Deut
verbinden sich 54 + 127 hiufig zu 54’.

Hs 767 schliellich, von Gen - Exod 213, nicht erhalten, vertritt in Exod die
hex Hauptgruppe O und gehort ab Lev zu n°. Dieser Wechsel ist fiir unseren
Zusammenhang insofern von Interesse, als er ein gewisses zeitliches und 6rtli-
ches Nebeneinander von O- und »n-Text signalisiert.

2 W' = Washington, Smithson. Inst., Freer Gallery L. V. Jh.
54 = Paris, Bibl. Nat., Gr. 5. XIIL.-XIV. Jh.
75 = Oxford, Univ. College 52. Geschrieben 1125.
127 = Moskau, ehem. Syn. Bibl., Gr. 31. X. Jh.
458 = Messina, Bibl. Univ., S. Salv. 62. XIL. Jh.
767 = Athos, Aavpa, 603. XIIL-XIV. Jh.
5 Innerhalb des Pentateuch vertritt noch die Catenenhs. 628 in Exod., init libri - 13, den
n-Text, wechselt danach zu z.

|

Digitized by the Septuaginta-Unternehmen
of the Gottingen Academy of Sciences and Humanities
in 2013.



42 DETLEF FRAENKEL

Eine unmittelbare Beriihrung mit hexaplarischer Tradition bezeugen die Hss
54 und 458, die beide hex Noten iiberliefern. Allerdings dokumentiert Hs 54
gleichzeitig, wie die Einsicht in den Charakter dieser Marginaltradition im
Laufe der Zeit zu schwinden begann, indem der Schreiber oftmals die Rand-
glossen, zuweilen sogar samt den Namenskiirzeln der drei jiingeren Ubersetzer,
in den laufenden Bibeltext ibernommen und auf diese Weise unechte Dubletten
geschaffen hat*. Notierenswert ist, dass die Hs die hex Additamente erst ab Lev
bezeugt, also erst nach dem Wechsel zur n-Gruppe in Exod. 40,3, weil damit
ein Hinweis gegeben ist, dass die Verbindung von Bibeltext und hex Noten auf
den n-Textstrang selbst zuriickgeht.

So ist also die Ausgangsfrage nach dem Verhiltnis des n-Textes zur hex Re-
zension von zwei Seiten her legitimiert, zum einen von der Zugehérigkeit der
n-Gruppe zum byzantinischen Textstrang her, zum anderen dadurch, dass zu-
mindest einzelne Hss der Gruppe eingebunden sind in die Uberlieferung der
hex Fragmente.

Die Vorgehensweise im folgenden orientiert sich an den drei wesentlichen
Strukturelementen der hex Rezension, den Zusitzen, Umstellungen und Obeli-
sierungen, die als rezensionelle Massnahmen die Angleichung des LXX-Textes
an den MT besorgten.

Die hexaplarischen Zusitze

In den Textgeschichten zum Pentateuch stellt J. W. Wevers die hex Zusitze je-
weils in zwel gesonderten Listen dar, wobei ,,List I“ die asterisierten Zusitze
beinhaltet und ,,List 2“ die Additamente versammelt®, die von ihrem Charakter
her zwar ebenfalls als Angleichungen an den MT interpretiert werden kénnen,
jedoch nicht mit diakritischen Zeichen versehen sind. Uberwiegend ist das
quantitative Verhiltnis zwischen beiden Listen ausgeglichen®. Bei den in ,,List
2“ ausgewiesenen Belegen ist zumeist der hex Ursprung evident aufgrund der
Bezeugung. In diesen Fillen wird der Asteriskus also einfach nur ausgefallen
sein. Dies betrifft bspw. die Erginzung von ndg, die 15mal asterisiert und fiinf-
mal nicht asterisiert ist, oder auch den Anschlufl von 7o7é an wij zu prnore, bei
dem 10 asterisierte Belege auf drei nicht asterisierte treffen. Das zweite Beispiel
ist im iibrigen nicht uninteressant im Hinblick auf die Arbeitsweise von Orige-
nes, weil es belegt, dass er die vor allem auf den quantitativen Ausgleich zielen-
den Korrekturprinzipien durchaus differenziert handhabt: Wihrend der Deut-
Ubersetzer 19 an den fraglichen Stellen nur mit u7j wiedergibt, folgt Origenes
mit wijrote den jiingeren Ubersetzern”, behandelt den Fall aber nicht als Wort-

* Vgl. Deut, S.41.

5 In THGE, S.13ff., sind es ,,List 2 und , List 3“.

¢ Dies gilt fiir Gen., Num. und Deut., wihrend in den beiden iibrigen Biichern das Ver-
hiltnis stark schwankt; das Verhiltnis von asterisierten Zusitzen zu nicht-asterisierten be-
trigt in Lev. 82:347, in Exod. hingegen 440:186.

7 Vgl 4:236:12.  Digitized by the Septuaginta-Unternehmen
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wechsel, sondern bezeichnet die Anderung mittels Asteriskus explizit als Zu-

satz.

Einige Disproportionalititen zwischen beiden Listen zeigen, dass die
sprachliche Eigenart des Deuteronomium zuweilen ebenso Fehler begiinstigt
wie die relativ eng an MT sich anschliefende Wiedergabepraxis des griechi-
schen Ubersetzers. So ergibt sich der zuniichst merkwiirdige Befund, dass in Li-
ste 2 neunmal ein vorgegebenes xUpiog durch o 6soc pov (vel. sim.) erginzt
wird®, der nimliche Zusatz aber nirgends asterisiert erscheint. Obwohl der Zu-
satz in einigen Fillen breit bezeugt ist, so dass man auch an vorhexaplarische
Erginzung denken kénnte, spricht das Uberlieferungsbild insgesamt eindeutig
tiir hex Provenienz. Die Ursache fiir den Ausfall der Asterisken wird hier in der
formelhaften Sprache des Deut zu suchen sein, in der vielfachen Verwendung
des vollstindigen Ausdrucks xtpiog 6 feds + Pron, der gegeniiber der neunfa-
che Zusatz zahlenmiflig nur gering ist. Dadurch dass der Zusatz lediglich eine
geldufige Formel komplettiert, wird der Ausfall der diakritischen Zeichen er-
leichtert.

Ahnlich verhilt es sich bei der ergiinzenden Ubersetzung des Pronominalsuf-
fixes, wo das Verhiltnis von asterisierten zu nicht asterisierten Zusitzen 34 : 68
betrigt: auch hier ist ob der Alltiglichkeit der Phrase der Zeichenhinweis auf
die punktuelle Besonderheit allmihlich geschwunden. Nur in Einzelfillen wird
man den hex Ursprung der 68 Erginzungen in Zweifel ziehen kdnnen.

Anders zu beurteilen ist der Zusatz von xai. Wiederum ist zunichst das Mif3-
verhiltnis zwischen beiden Listen auffillig: wihrend die Konjunktion nur ein-
mal, und zwar erweitert mit ye, als asterisierter Zusatz erscheint, vgl. 32:25, be-
laufen sich die Belege in Liste 2 auf 48, von denen nur 22 auch hex bezeugt sind.
Von diesen sind wiederum nur 14 Fille von mindestens zwei Hss bezeugt, je
dreimal sind die Hss. 72 und 376'° der einzige hex Zeuge, je einmal 426 und
Syh'!. Besonders auffillig ist, dass Syh nur 10mal den Zusatz iiberliefert, ein
Indiz, dass er in der hex Tradition tatsichlich nur gering verankert war. Da
Zeugen des byzantinischen Textes relativ hiufig den Zusatz xa: iiberliefern,
insgesamt 20mal, wird man dort, wo Arm ohne weitere hex Begleitung als Zeu-
ge eintritt'?, nicht eindeutig auf hex Tradition erkennen diirfen, weil auch Ein-
fluss des byzantinischen Textes vorliegen kdnnte.

Es ist nicht sehr wahrscheinlich, dass in den 26 Fillen, in denen der Zusatz
xau ausschliefllich von nichthexaplarischen Zeugen geboten wird, urspriingliche
hex Bezeugung lediglich ausgefallen ist, vielmehr liegt hier die Annahme niher,
dass Origenes darauf verzichtet hat, die Konjunktion konsequent nachzutra-
gen. Darauf verweist auch der Befund, der aus den iibrigen Textgeschichten
zum Pentateuch zu erheben ist, wonach die asterisierte Ergiinzung ausschliefi-

8 Vgl. 4:5 9:5 18:5 28:53 30:1.3(bis). 6; in 25:16 wird der Dativ erginzt.
% Vgl. 5:22 12:17 16:11.

10 Vgl. 26:14 27:13 28:13.

11 Vgl. 12:18 bzw. 32:13.

12 Vel. 3:14 4:19 5:14.21 8:8 13:17 29:6 33:17.
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lich der Konjunktion iiberaus selten ist'>. Wenn wir das fehlende hex Zeugnis
weder den Unbilden der mechanischen Textiiberlieferung anlasten, wofiir es
angesichts der gerade hier sich hiufenden Einzelbezeugungen durchaus Argu-
mente giibe, noch bloffer Fehlerhaftigkeit bei der Uberarbeitung des Bibeltex-
tes, sondern auf bewufiten Verzicht auf die Angleichung an den vorliegenden
MT erkennen, wiire der Schluff unumginglich, dass auch stilistische Erwigun-
gen in der Gestaltung des hex Textes wirksam geworden wiren. Gerade im
Falle von xai wire dies nachvollziehbar, weil die Konjunktion iiber die jeweils
notwendige syntaktische Funktion hinaus ein wichtiges literarisches Werkzeug
ist. Dies gilt in entsprechender Weise bereits fiir den MT, in dem Syndese und
Asyndese hiufig als literarische Gestaltungsmerkmale auftreten. Wir befinden
uns damit an einer Schnittstelle, wo wir im Hinblick auf differierende LXX-
Texttraditionen vielfach nicht eindeutig entscheiden kdnnen, ob der Zusatz
oder die Auslassung einer Konjunktion auf die rezensionsgebundene Absicht,
den griechischen Text in Ubereinstimmung mit dem hebriischen zu bringen,
zuriickzufiihren ist oder ob davon unabhingige stilistische Entscheidungen die
Textgestalt verantworten. Aufschlufl dariiber lieffe sich nur erreichen, wenn es
gelinge, die Einzelfille zu einem Gesamtbild zu fiigen.

Im Hinblick auf die in ,,List 2 zusammengestellten Fille wird man also ins-
gesamt der systematischen Einordnung als hex Erginzungen, wie sie J. W. We-
vers vorgenommen hat, folgen kénnen. Das gilt auch fiir den Zusatz von xa,
sofern er hauptsichlich von O-Zeugen iiberliefert wird. Auszunehmen sind die
tibrigen Belege fiir diesen Zusatz, bei denen erst eine genauere Analyse erbrin-
gen kann, ob es sich um eine Zufallskorrelation mit MT handelt oder um eine
beabsichtigte Angleichung an den hebriischen Text.

Die n-Bezeugung der hexaplarischen Zusitze

THGD, Chapter 3 The Hexaplaric Recension, ,List 1“ enthilt 194 asterisierte
Worter bzw. Passagen, von denen etwa ein Dutzend hier unberiicksichtigt blei-
ben konnen, weil es sich offensichtlich um Fehlsetzungen des Asteriskus han-
delt. In 34 Fillen bezeugen n-Hss. den sekundiren Zusatz. Die komplementire
»List 2 versammelt 239 Zusitze, wobei in 60 Fillen Zeugen der n-Gruppe hin-
zutreten. Von diesen insgesamt 94 Belegen sind allerdings 22 so umfangreich
bezeugt, dass sie hinsichtlich des Verhiltnisses von hex Rezension zum n-Text
nicht aussagefihig sind. Es handelt sich um folgende Fille'*:

13 Natiirlich wiire eine genaue Ubersicht zu diesem Punkt durchaus wiinschenswert, doch
selbst Forscher, die sich sonst angelegentlich den Konjunktionen gewidmet haben, schrecken
davor zuriick: ,,It is, however, impossible to say exactly to what extent the Septuagint transla-
tors resorted to the mere omission of the coordinator ...“, A.Aejmelaeus, Parataxis in the
Septuagint, S. 83.

14 Ich zitiere den textkritischen Apparat in vereinfachter Form, denn es hat sich im Hin-
blick auf die codd. mixti, die Viter und die Versionen mit Ausnahme von Syh gezeigt, dass

kein Zeuge so weit ProfiD geiviinad, lhashier SaptSaghienbeitdagarkshnterDiese Zeugen werden
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a)anussilgchils:

2:34  n6Aewv "'cod 100] + (% Syh) avrov rell
5:6  éyd B* 963 58 392 “4%cod 100 = I ] + (% 344 Syh) ey rell = Tar®
19:2.  xbpiog 6 Beég 381-707 75 730 al] om. 6 Bed¢ 58; + (% Syh) cov rell

b) aus ,,List 2

17:14  xvpiog 6 Bedg 848 707 52 319] + oov rell

17:15  xvpiog 6 Be6c B 848] + cov rell

18:4  oitov 848 29-72 46-550" 125 246*(vid)] + oov rell

18:4  oivov 125] + oov rell

18:4  élaiov We.] + oov omn

18:4  mpoPdrwv 848 29 414 56*] > V; + ocov rell

18:5  xvptoc B 848 patr verss] + o feog oov rell

19:14  mAnoiov B al patr] + oov rell

19:14  xAnpovopuig B] + ocov rell

21:2  yepovoia F 848(vid) 376 19" 44-610 458 30’ 74-76" 68] + cov rell

21:2  xpirai 848(vid) 30" 407] + ocov rell

21:5  xvptog o o B 848(vid) 246 yP 630° al vers] + oov rell

21:16  7oig vioig 848(vid) patrr] + avrov rell

23:15 xvpip B 848(vid) patr] + avrov rell

25:16  xvpip 848 patrr verss] + o fcw oov rell

28:32  Quyatépec F° 848(vid) 957] + ocov rell

28:53  xipiog 963 707 b~ verss] > B 630° vers = Sam; + o fgoc cov (> 19 al patr) A
FM O”7% C” 19 dfnstyz ® all patr verss Syh

31:23  xai 2° BV 963 58-707 verss] pr (c var) vio vavn rell

32:47 xAngovouijoar B 848(vid) 72] > 53’; + avmv rell

Die Aufstellung zeigt zunichst die {iberragende Bedeutung des Fouad-Papyrus
848 fiir die Textherstellung. Sein Zeugnis ist gerade in Deut besonders wertvoll,
weil B hier deutlich mehr Angleichungen an JIT aufweist als in den Biichern zu-
vor'”. Dass damit nur ein relatives Urteil gesprochen ist, welches den Wert des
Kodex nicht wesenhaft mindert, zeigt, dass er innerhalb dieser Auflistung
neunmal den alten Text vertritt, davon fiinfmal im Verbund mit 848. In zwei
Fillen stiitzt kein griechischer Zeuge den Kritischen Text; in 18:4 (2°) wird die
Bezeugung mit der d-Hs 125 eher zufillig sein ob ihrer auffilligen Kiirzungs-
tendenz. Auch bei der umfangreicheren Bezeugung von oitov in demselben

pauschal bezeichnet mit al(l), patr(r) bzw. vers(s), wobei die Verdoppelung des Endbuchsta-
bens eine Mehrzahl innerhalb der jeweiligen Zeugengruppe anzeigt.

Abweichungen von der Gruppenlesart aufgrund von Textausfall, z.B. d©'® werden eben-
falls nicht mitzitiert; in diesen Fillen wird nur die Gruppe bezeichnet. Bei den Textfamilien,
bei denen Teilbezeugungen fiir den vorliegenden Zusammenhang ohne Bedeutung sind, signa-
lisiert hochgestelltes = den Ausfall einzelner Zeugen; hochgestelltes *»* (= partim) verweist
darauf dass die Gruppe gespalten ist. Wie im Beitrag zuvor wird Hs 106 abweichend von der
Edition der ~Gruppe zugerechnet.

Verzichtet wird auch auf die Angabe ,,= It “ bei den hex Zusitzen. Sie ist hier stets impli-
ziert.

15 S, dazu THGD, S.49ff.
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Vers wird der Kritische Text wohl eher durch Parablepse als aufgrund alter
Tradition Bestitigung gefunden haben, vgl. 46-550" 125 246*(vid). In 16 Fillen
handelt es sich um die erginzende Ubersetzung des Pronominalsuffixes, wobei
viermal xUptog 6 6edg erginzt wird. Hinzu kommen drei Belege, bei denen ein
alleinstehendes xtjptog (25:16 im Dativ) zum vollen Ausdruck ausgeweitet wird.
Abgesehen von den hex Hss wird man bei den iibrigen Zeugen das Eindringen
dieser Zusitze kaum einem bestimmenden Einfluf} zuschreiben kénnen, weil
hier innergriechisch begriindete Uberarbeitungstendenzen im Resultat zusam-
menfallen mit hex iiberkommenen. Deutlich wird dies auch am Beispiel von
32:47: der Ausdruck xAnoovufioai/-vousiv avmjv ist in Deut so verbreitet'®,
dass die hier erfolgte Erginzung des pronominalen Objekts auch auf inner-
sprachlichem Ausgleich beruhen kann.

Es verbleiben also noch 72 Fille, 31 aus ,,List 7 und 41 aus ,,List 2“. Doch
auch diese Anzahl muss noch reduziert werden um die Belege, in denen ledig-
lich eine n-Hs. den betreffenden Zusatz bezeugt, weil hier zu vermuten ist, dass
es sich um zufillige Einfliisse handelt.

Eine Sonderstellung nimmt dabei Hs 767 ein, die 19mal als einziger n-Zeuge
auftaucht:

a) aus ,,List 1

1:35 zodtwv] + (% Syh) 77 yevea n movipa avty M™8 O752 108™8 4 767 ¢ Syh
4:26 anolsiote] + (% G Syh) rayv O%2-58 108™8 £7'2° 767 2P Syh
5:24  abrov 1°] + (% Syh) xar v peyadwovvyy avrov O%2-58 108™€ 767 85™8 ¢ al
verss Syh
5:26 odpf] pr (% Syh) naca O~#2-58 108™8 767 patr Syh
8:2  év i éonue] pr (% G Syh) rovro tecoaparootov etog O 108™8 4~ f~ 767 858 ¢
zP patr verss Syh
8:3 1o pavva] + (% G) o ovx ndeig O 767 vers Syh
10:10  dper] + (% G) wg (+ ar d t) nuepar ar mpwrar O-58 1088 d 767 85™% ¢ vers Syh
21:15  adr@] + (% G Syh) viovg O-15-58 d 767 ¢ Syh verss
30:2  onjuepov] + (% G) ov xai ot viot cov O d 767 t vers Syh
31:8  pera ood] (% Syh) avrog (sub % G) ot pera sov O2-58 d 767 t Syh
32:52  eloedevon] + (% Syh) moog (eig d t) mv ynv nv eyo Sidout toig viois wpanh (av-
7015 pro z.v.10p. d) O™*? d 767 85™8 ¢t al Syh™

b) aus ,,List 2

1:35  dpooa] + Sovvar O™ 767 Syh vers
3:8  ‘Agoudv] pr opovg F M™8 O’ #2715 d 712 767 85'™8-321'™8 ¢ 121 zP al patr
verss Syh
3:14  énovouacev] pr xar 767 verss
4:42  mAnoiov] + avrov O™*2-29-58 d 767 t al verss Syh
5:21 obx 2°] pr xau 767 verss
24:13  anodaoces) + avto FMV O” 528 d 56’-129 767 ty all verss Syh

'¢ Vgl. THGD, S.9Wigitized by the Septuaginta-Unternehmen
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25:19  xaraxAnpovouiowt] + avepy O°7% C” 246 767 t z7°°°° all verss Syh
32:45  Jladdv] + mavrac tovg Aoyovs rovrovs (> - 74-76) 376426 d 767 t

Zwar treten in der Mehrzahl der Fille O d ¢ gemeinsam auf, insgesamt 11mal
sowie zweimal O ¢, vgl. 5:24 25:19, so dass von da aus nicht sicher entschieden
werden kann, ob 767 direkt aus der hex Tradition schépft oder nur vermittelt
iiber den (d)-#Textstrang, doch wird man von 1:35 4:26 5:26 und 8:3 aus die
Entscheidung zugunsten einer direkten Abhingigkeit von der hex Uberliefe-
rung fillen kdnnen. Dazu passt, dass die Hs in Exod selbst noch unmittelbarer
Vertreter des hex Textes war (s.0.), sie also in einem Umfeld geschrieben wor-
den ist, wo der hex Text noch gegenwiirtig gewesen sein muf. Festzuhalten
lohnt, dass sich in acht Fillen eindeutige Hinweise auf die hex Marginaltradi-
tion ergeben durch M 108 und einige s-Zeugen'’. Damit deutet sich ein Weg
an, iiber den die Zusitze in die Hs. gelangt sein konnten. Die Fille 3:14 und
5:21 verdienen, besonders hervorgehoben zu werden, nicht allein, weil 767 hier
der einzige griechische Zeuge ist, sondern auch im Hinblick darauf, dass zu-
weilen auch eine Hs allein die Uberarbeitungstendenz eines Textstranges repri-
sentieren kann. So wird auf beide Fille zuriickzukommen sein.

Die Hss W' und 127 treten je viermal bzw. dreimal als einziger n-Zeuge auf,
die Hss 54 und 458 je einmal. Belege:

a) aus ,List 1%

1:39 init B 963 82-707-0l fn ¥ y7'2! 2P all verss] pr (x M) xai 1@ naibia vuoV a st-
nate ev Stapmayn eoeobor (eoovrar dt) AF MV bd 127 ¢ 121 zP; pr xai 0 oxAog
vpwv ov eate ¢ Siwpnayny gotar (sub % Syh vid) O~#2-58 Syh; pr (x 85-344)
xou T TSI VL@V @ sLate 16 Stapmayny eortar C” s al
9:10 v 1 dper] > 29 £ 7275 4+ (% M 85-344) ex pecov tov mvgog nueoa exxAnoias A
F M 29 C”7% 108™8 129246 (343(344%) 318; + gx peoov 1ov m0p0¢ NELRS
exxdnowag V 72 319; + (% G Syh) ex pecov tov nvpog ev nuepa exxinowag O 73’
127 343-344° P* ™ al patr Syh = JW; + ex pecov tov nmvpos ev ) nuepa g
exxdnowas d- t; + nueoa exxAnowas B 55 407’ verss.; + &v nuepa exxAnoiag
b—108mg n*lZ?
13:3  @ed¢] + oov B 509 verss; + (% G 85 Syh) vuwv (aut nuov alii) AF MV O-29-
72 C” bdf'* 54 5~ tyP zP al verss Syh
31:21 init B M V 0/58-707 129 n~'%¥ 318-392 z'® all verss] pr. (% 56 344 Syh) xa:
eotar otav gvpwoty avrov (avtovs 414 d'2° t) xaxa - 6hweic A F O-29-72 C”
bdf %127 styP 18 al verss Syh

b) aus ,,List 2:

13:6  gidoc] + oov F O-58 C” bdfP W' 321" t yP zP al patr verss Syh
19:4  mAnoiov] + avtov ABFMV O” df W'ty z all verss Syh

22:3  oUtwg] xai ovtw 458

28:37  mapaporfi] prev V. O C” W 78 all verss

34:4  Zeifa) + oow 426 d W' t vers

17 Vgl. 1:35 3:8 4:26 5:24.26 8:2 10:10 32:52.
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28:37 legt nahe, dass W' die Zusitze aus der hex Tradition entnommen hat,
verbunden wohl mit stilistischen Uberlegungen. Die LXX bringt hier eine Reihe
von drei Dativen, von denen nur der erste mit év erweitert ist. W' zusammen
mit V und 58 setzen das ev auch beim zweiten Dativ, wihrend die iibrigen Hss
aus der oben angefiihrten Zeugenreihe die Priposition auch dem dritten Dativ
beifiigen.

Die Abweichungen von Hs 127 von ihrer Gruppe sind wohl unterschiedli-
chen Einfliissen zuzuschreiben. In 1:39 hebt sich der hex Text klar von den
iibrigen Zeugen ab; mit xa1 0 oyAog vuwv fiir D8 zitiert er offensichtlich die
Version Theodotions, vgl. Num 31:17.18. Die Zuschreibung des xa ta naisia
an Aquila durch M™%, vgl. App. II, ist sicherlich fehlerhaft; fiir ihn wire xai
viima vu@dv zu erwarten, vgl. wiederum Num 31:17.18. Fraglich ist auch eine
Riickfiihrung auf Symmachus. Am wahrscheinlichsten ist wohl, dass die Ergin-
zung der nichthex Zeugen aus Num 14:31 stammt, wo im iibrigen auch der
Wechsel ev Swpmayn - e Stapmaynv breit bezeugt ist. In 9:10 dagegen handelt
es sich wohl um hex Einfluf§ wie auch in 31:21.

Der Zusatz xat von 458 schliefft an die vergleichbaren Zusitze von 767 an
und sollte deshalb im Zusammenhang der Gruppenvarianten behandelt werden.

Schliefllich der Zusatz von Hs 54 in 13:3 und damit tatsiichlich ein Beispiel,
wie die einer Textfamilie eigene Uberarbeitungstendenz nurmehr in einer Hs
bewahrt ist. Innerhalb der oben angefiihrten 22 Fille mit breitester Bezeugung
entfielen allein 7 auf die Komplettierung des Ausdrucks x0pwo¢ 6 6eé¢ + Prono-
men. Hier nun handelt es sich um ein xpio¢ 6 g0 (vuwv) duds: der Verdacht
liegt nahe, dass einzelne Zeugen des Kritischen Textes diesen durch Ho-
moioarcton aus Versehen produziert haben. Dabei sollte nicht unerwihnt blei-
ben, dass gerade die n-Hss 75-458 duflerst nachlissig geschrieben sind.

Es bleiben noch 44 Fille, bei denen mindestens zwei n-Zeugen den vermut-
lich hex Zusatz aufgenommen haben:

a) aus ,,List 1

1:4  mardéar] + (% 344 Syh) avrov FM O’ 7% C” 118’-537 d n s t 120-630 al verss
Syh
5:14  mpoorfAvtog] + (% Syh) cov O~ 54-75" Syh verss
6:19 érdAnosv A F M 82-0II°% f72%¢ yP zP al verss] + (% 344) xc BV O’ 5258 C” b
d 246 nstyP zP al verss
8:11  1a xpiuara] > 125 54-75"; + (% G Syh) avrov V O 422 108 47'2° W'-127-767
t Syh verss
10:4  mpdg] + (% G Syh) ev o nuspa ¢ exxAnoiac M O 108™8 W-54-75" 1% vers
Syh
11:2  ysipa] + (% G) avrov O-15-58 d 75" t Syh verss
12:2  8évdpov] pr (% G Syh) mavrog F*P* ™ O-15-58 b d 246 n t z7*>*** verss Syh
12:7  yeipag] + (% G) vpwov BEMV 0-15-29-72-707° C” bd f'?° nsty 83 al verss
Syh
12:22  &erau] + (% G) avro O-15 C”” bd 246 n stz al verss Syh
12:28 oov 1°] + (% G Syh) pera oe O d W'-458 ¢ Syh

14:13 xai 1°] + (x G Syh)adispvigoveQiaotata8 5451 Syhen
of the Gottingen Academy of Sciences and Humanities
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135:1:2
21:13
21:13
DO

33:16

b) aus

1:4
3:24
5:14
8:8
11218
14:1
14:14
14:18
14:27
16:11
1720
19:1
19:8

22:8
24:9
2559
26:17
26:19
N0
27:24
29:6
30:14
32:41
32:43
3327
939
3329
33:28

n-Text und hexaplarische Rezension im Buche Deuteronomium 49

7@] + (% Syh) erer tw O-58 n t verss Syh

natébpa] + (% Syh) avtng AV O-1519 n ¢ Syh verss

untépa] + (% Syh) avene V- O-15-58 d 54-75" ¢ Syh verss

Movoji (vel. sim.)B 82-707 C” s7°° 83 al] pr (% G Syh) 0 A F° M 963
0”827 bdfn 730 ty z~* al verss

nAnodoews] + (= pro % Syh) avtng (c var) O™2-58 d'n t verss Syh

st 2

"Apogoaiov] pr twv AF72-426 C” b 246 ns 370 yP zP al patr

xeipa] + oov F° 078258 £7129 54.75" yP verss Syh

o naig 1°] pr xar 54-75' verss

06ai] pr xaw BV C” 118’-537 d W-127-767 s ¢ 318 all verss

abr@] prevbdnt

00x] pr xar O™*? 414 d 246 n™"° t zP patr verss Syh

otpovdov] pr tov 376" dn t

init] pr xar 58-82-376 b d n 343 ¢t vers

Orjoeig) pr xar FCP*™ d n ¢ patr vers

0 2°] prxai 72 C 53’ 54-75" z verss

avtov 4°] + per avtov A°M V ol eI’ b d™'?° 246 n™"° t zP all vers

6 edg 2°] pr xvgiog O d n 85M8-346™8 17106 ;7639 yers Syh

6 Oe6¢ 848(vid) ol ®*-58-72 552 b 799 al] + cov ABFK MV O%72.64
C” 2 dfnst”? yz all verss

noujoeis 1°] pr xar BF O-15P" ™58 d n'27 1719 3P 630 al vers Syh
e6g] + cov ABEMV O” 52" bd 56™*-246 n™*>® sP 17692 3]l verss Syh
avtod 1°] + mpog avrov AF MV O” d f54-458 ¢ty z all vers Syh
Suaudpara) + avrov VO dP 53’ W'-54-75" t 319 verss Syh

givai 2°] pr xar O-58 n t vers Syh

natp6c] + avrov V. O n t7°? 121 zP al verss Syh

mAnoiov] + avrov BV O-58-72 529 d 54-75" ¢ 318-527 319 verss Syh
oivov] prxar C” dn™"® st 18 all patr verss

init] pr ozt M™# d 53’ n™'? ¢ vers Syh

&Bpoic] + pov F® 58-376'-707 414 246 54’-75%(c pr m) all patr verss Syh
éxBooic] + avrov A F MV 29-58-376’ 56 W'-54’ 121 68’ patr vers Syh
Tobsa 1°] + xauw eimev O™ dn t al Syh™

natpi] + avtov AF MV 0”77 C” b 107’ fn **® sty°¥ 7 all verss
unroi] + avtov AFMYV O”72 C” bdfnstyz°all verss

oirov] pr yng O™2-58-707 d n t al patr verss Syh™

Ein erster Blick auf diese Zusammenstellung scheint den Eindruck, der sich an-
gesichts der zahlreichen Einzelbezeugungen schon andeutete, dass die #n-Grup-
pe hinsichtlich der Rezeption von hex Zusitzen nicht sehr geschlossen ist, zu
bestitigen, denn innerhalb der 44 Belege ergeben sich nur 21 vollstindige 7-Be-
zeugungen. Doch ist zu beriicksichtigen, dass manche Abweichungen von der
Gruppenlesart lediglich durch Schreiberversehen verursacht sind. Das lif3t sich
in fiinf Fillen vermuten:

In 8:8 lautet der volle Ausdruck ovxai (xar) ¢éai; hier kdnnte die Konjunkti-
on in 54-75" durch Haplographie ausgefallen sein.

Digitized by the Septuaginta-Unternehmen
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In 8:11 ist xai 1@ xpiuata (avrov) in 54-75" durch Homoioteleuton ausgefal-
len. Die Parallelstelle 26:17 zeigt, dass die Vorlage dieser Hss wohl das Prono-
men enthalten hat.

In 14:1 0d poipricete (xar) obx émbroete fehlt in 75 06 poyB. wahrscheinlich
aufgrund eines Uberlieferungsfehlers, in dessen Folge auch das xa: ausgefallen
1st.

In 17:20 avrod (uer avrov) wird in 75 abermals durch Homoioteleuton der
Zusatz ausgefallen sein.

26:17 Suaudpata (avrov): In 127 fehlt der ganze Ausdruck durch Homoio-
teleuton; 767 liest evrodag avrov im offensichtlichen Versuch die Reihenfolge
der Satzglieder der Parallelstelle 8:11 anzugleichen, bezeugt aber mit avrov die
Gruppenlesart.

Der punktuelle Ausfall einzelner Hss, vgl. n7'*” in 22:8 und 30:14 oder n™***®
in 24:9 und 33:9, stellt unter den Bedingungen der hss Uberlieferung keine Be-
sonderheit dar. Erst bei einer gewissen Hiufung ergeben sich Indizien hinsicht-
lich der Konsistenz einer Gruppe. Hier nun ergibt sich der seltsame Befund,
dass ausgerechnet die Hss, die als Einzelzeugen vermehrt hex Gut aufgenom-
men haben, am hiufigsten die Gruppe verlassen, nimlich W'-127-767 insge-
samt 10-, 13- und 8mal'® gegeniiber 54-75 mit vier und 458 mit fiinf Abwei-
chungen, die zuvor bezeichneten Fehler nicht eingerechnet.

Damit ist ein erster Hinweis auf unterschiedliche Rezeptionsweisen des hex
Textes gegeben. Die stillschweigende Grundannahme, die sich rechtfertigt auf-
grund des zahlenmifligen Umfangs bei gleichzeitiger qualitativer Bezeugung
der Zusitze, dass es sich um gezielte Ubernahmen handelt im Kontext identifi-
zierbarer Uberarbeitungstendenzen, wird insofern zu relativieren sein, als zum
einen mit zufilligen Einfliissen ebenso zu rechnen ist wie zum anderen mit teil-
weise widerstreitenden stilistischen Interessen.

Zunichst aber ist festzuhalten, wenn man die Bezeugung der 44 Fille insge-
samt in den Blick nimmt, dass der n-Text nur wenig eigene Konturen gewinnt.
Die groflen Kodizes sind 22mal vertreten, hiufig in der Kombination AF MV,
doch auch der Vaticanus erscheint siebenmal und steht wie die iibrigen Unzia-
len dem breiten Strom der Minuskeliiberlieferung voran, welche die urspriingli-
che Herkunft des Zusatzes kaum mehr erkennbar macht, wenn diese zuweilen
nicht sogar in Frage zu stellen ist. Hinsichtlich des n-Textes wird man bei den
zahlreichen breit bezeugten Additamenten kaum sicher entscheiden kdnnen, ob
es sich um unmittelbare Rezeption des hex Textes handelt oder um eine nur ver-
mittelte. Diese Frage stellt sich auch bei den meisten iibrigen Belegen, in denen
regelmifig der d-#+Textstrang als Zeuge hinzutritt. In nur sechs Fillen legt die
Bezeugung nahe, dass » unmittelbar aus O schopft, vgl. 1:4 3:24 5:14 14:13
32:41.43.

Inhaltlich werden die Zusitze dominiert von der erginzenden Ubersetzung
des Pronominalsuffixes und der Konjunktion 3, auf die insgesamt 26 Belege
entfallen. '

18 Fiir 767 ist dies nbfgiiri Zhialtser§ alatdegis 2abiinéihecFexmnsfille hat.
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Von den 17 Pronominalzusitzen betreffen zwei, 19:8 24:9, wiederum den

Ausdruck xdpiog 6 8eds + Pron. Dadurch dass die #-Gruppe in 19:1 mit dem
Zusatz xvpios diese Formulierung vervollstindigt, ist sie in simtlichen diesbe-
ziiglichen Belegen vertreten. An diesem Beispiel wird die Tendenz zur Verein-
heitlichung, die in zahlreichen sekundiren Textformen nachweisbar ist, nicht
zuletzt auch in », sehr schon deutlich.

Das zeigt sich auch in 5:14, wo in einer Reihe von 10 Nominativen mpooiiiv-
to¢ der einzige ohne pronominale Erweiterung ist. Hierher gehéren auch die
beiden Parallelfille 8:11 und 26:17 mit der Erweiterung von xpiuara bzw. &i-
xaudpata. Differenzierter ist die Textgestaltung bei den abermals parallelen
Fillen 3:24 und 11:2 zu beurteilen: Bei dem Ausdruck v ysipa v xoaraiav
xai Tov Boayiova tov vynldév wird jeweils yelpa um cov bzw. avrov erginzt
analog zu den Satzgliedern zuvor, nicht aber foayiova im Unterschied zu den
iibrigen, meist hex Hss, welche den ersten Zusatz mitbezeugen und auch den
zweiten als Angleichung an JIU eintragen. Die n-Gruppe zeigt hier, wie sehr
stilistische Uberlegungen von exegetischen Entscheidungen abhingen. Dem li-
terarischen Muster, dem sie hiufig folgt, entsprechend hitte man auch beim
letzten Satzglied das Pronomen erwartet. Der Verzicht steht im Kontext der
Vermeidung von Anthropomorphismen, denn das absolute foayiova, zudem im
sprachlichen Gegensatz zu den iibrigen pronominal erweiterten Ausdriicken,
gibt sich klar als metaphorischer Ausdruck zu erkennen, der bei yeipa ange-
sichts der Hiufigkeit, mit welcher die ,Hand Gottes® als Ausweis seiner Stirke
zitiert wird, von vornherein gegeben ist, so dass dort das Pronomen ohne weite-
res hinzugefiigt werden konnte.

Die Zusitze in 21:13 hingegen bringen, zumindest beim ersten Glied, eine
durchaus sinnvolle Erginzung, weil das nicht spezifizierte tov natépa xai v
untéoa nicht eindeutig zu beziehen ist. An diesem Beispiel wird deutlich, wie
sehr namentlich dem pronominalen Zusatz eine explikative Funktion zukommt.
Der Vergleich beider Zeugenreihen belegt iiberdies das Zusammentreffen un-
terschiedlicher Uberarbeitungsstrategien. Wihrend fiir die hex Hss hier nur in
Anspruch genommen werden kann, dass sie im Rahmen der allgemein vorgege-
benen Rezensionskriterien gleichsam erwartungsgemifl den Zusatz zweimal
eintragen, zeigt die Bezeugung auch von A V 19 an der ersten Stelle, dass die
fehlende Spezifizierung tatsichlich als Desiderat empfunden wurde. Dies aus-
zugleichen reichte aus, den Zusatz an der ersten Stelle einzutragen, weil ob der
engen Bindung der beiden Glieder aneinander damit der Bezug von unrépa
gleichermaflen festgelegt war. Dementsprechend beruht der Verzicht, den Zu-
satz auch beim zweiten Glied anzubringen, auf einer stilistischen Entscheidung,
die hier von den n-Zeugen W'-127-767 mitgetragen wird.

Damit deuten sich widerstreitende Tendenzen innerhalb der Gruppe an,
denn in den Beispielen zuvor war es vor allem die Tendenz zur Vereinheitli-
chung, in deren Kontext die Zusitze gestellt werden konnten. Dem wider-
spricht das von W'-127-767 bezeugte literarische Muster, welches in 21:13 zu
beobachten ist, nach dem in einer Reihe gleicher Satzglieder nur das erste voll-
stindig formuliert ist, wihrend die folgenden stilistisch verkiirzt angehingt
werden. Dass hier keine Zufallsabweichung vorliegt, indizieren die Fille 5:14
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und 11:2, wo die nimlichen Zeugen, in 11:2 auflerdem noch Hs 54, die Gruppe
verlassen.

Bei dem Zusatz von xau ist viermal die Folge gleichartiger Satzglieder betrof-
fen, vgl. 5:14 8:8 14:18 16:11; bei den iibrigen Fillen handelt es sich um die Zu-
sammenordnung von Sitzen.

5:14 zihlt auf, fiir wen das Arbeitsverbot am Sabbat gilt. Die LXX bildet
drei Reihen, wahrscheinlich ihrer Vorlage entsprechend: Hausherr + Sohn +
Tochter, Sklave + Sklavin, Rind + Zugtier + Herden + Proselyt. BHS bringt
eine syndetische Reihe, wihrend Origenes, der im iibrigen im parallelen Vers
Exod 20:10 die kiirzere Version in seinem hebr. Text las, wie die n-Zeugen spi-
ter xau vor 6 naig einfiigte, 6 fois jedoch asyndetisch anschlof. Auch darin
folgt die n-Gruppe, was sich gewif} nicht als Indiz fiir eine entsprechende Ab-
hingigkeit anfiihren li6t: eine Ubereinstimmung im Negativen diirfte erst dann
argumentativen Wert beanspruchen, wenn die Kriterien, welche der jeweiligen
Textgestaltung zugrunde liegen, als weitgehend identisch bestimmt werden
kénnen. Dies aber, und das lifit sich bereits bei diesem Stand der Untersuchung
konstatieren, trifft auf das Verhiltnis von n-Text zu O nicht zu. Sicherlich
wird die Entscheidung, die beiden ersten Reihen mit xa: zu verbinden, auf den
Einflufl von O zuriickgefiihrt werden konnen, wenn auch die Ubernahme selbst
eher aus stilistischen Griinden erfolgte. Interessant ist, dass der n-Text keinen
Ausgleich mit der abweichenden Exod-Version vornimmt, obwohl Harmonisie-
rungen zwischen Paralleliiberlieferungen insgesamt eine hiufige Erscheinung
sind. Doch laf8t sich aus dieser Feststellung kein Indiz ableiten, das auf eine
mangelnde Stringenz bei der Textgestaltung weist, vielmehr wird man gerade
bei sekundiren Textformen, die erkennbar stilistische Anderungen vornehmen,
voraussetzen kénnen, dass sie mit dem je unterschiedlichen literarischen Cha-
rakter der einzelnen Biicher vertraut sind. Von hier aus liegt ein einheitliches li-
terarisches Vorgehen eher ferne, und es miiffte Buch fiir Buch gepriift werden,
inwieweit sich die einzelnen Textformen den vorgegebenen literarischen Mu-
stern anpassen bzw. diese durchbrechen.

Dennoch muff das Problem der Stringenz angesprochen werden: die Berech-
tigung dazu gibt uns zunichst die hex Rezension, deren Textherstellung klar
formulierten systematischen Kriterien folgt, deren Einhaltung dementspre-
chend auch systematisch iiberpriift werden kann, allerdings mit erniichterndem
Ergebnis: selbst wenn man einbezieht, dass der hebriische Text, wie er Orige-
nes vorlag, Abweichungen von MT hatte, oder dass Fehler bei der Herstellung
des Textes unterlaufen sind, sammeln sich auch im Pentateuch zu viele Belege,
wo ein hex Zusatz zu erwarten wire, doch nicht iiberliefert ist. Von hier aus ist
der Schlufl unumginglich, dass innerhalb der LXX-Uberlieferung zahlreiche
rezensionelle Varianten verloren gegangen sind. Dass tatsichlich mit einem
Verlust gerechnet werden mufi, zeigen die Variantenlisten, die J. W. Wevers in
seinen Textgeschichten zusammengestellt hat, weil diese belegen, wie schwan-
kend selbst die genuin hexaplarische Bezeugung ist.

Ein Beispiel: 34:4 &eiéa] + cow 426 d W' t vers; an der hex Herkunft der
Variante kann kein Zweifel bestehen, obwohl nur 426 unmittelbarer Zeuge ist,
doch geben dt eine@@ﬁMH&ﬁei&ep&i&ghﬁh—%mMﬁ&iﬁst von eigensté‘ndi—
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gen punktuellen Ubernahmen hex Guts. Ein Blick auf den Kontext klirt die ge-

ringe Bezeugung: der Ubersetzer hatte das Problem, auf ein (1°2°y3) 095
ohne explizites zweites Objekt zu treffen, das er dadurch 13ste, dass er auch
das pronominale uniibersetzt lief} und den Satz mit xai &5siée toic dpbaAuoic
oov wiedergab. Das zu erginzende Akkusativ-Objekt, hier abmiv = v yijv,
konnte er aussparen, weil der Halbsatz zuvor darauf endete. Wie die Uberliefe-
rung zeigt, lag aber gerade darin der Stein des Anstofles; mit Ausnahme von B
426-707 C” b s und wenigen anderen Zeugen erginzen die iibrigen Textzeugen
avtnv, entscheiden sich also fiir sprachliche Glittung. 426 bewahrt damit allein
den urspriinglichen hex Text, den 707 wenigstens noch vom nichthex Zusatz
frei hilt, wihrend W' 4 ¢t mit der ungliicklichen Formulierung séeiée cot avtnv
to15 opbadpois cov zugleich verdeutlichen, warum das oot innerhalb der hex
Tradition weitgehend getilgt wurde'”

Dennoch ist duflerste Vorsicht geboten, mangelnde Stringenz sekundiren
Ursachen anzulasten. Das gilt besonders fiir jiingere Textformen, deren innere
Geschlossenheit iiberhaupt zur Disposition steht. Wohl lassen sich Uberarbei-
tungsstrategien identifizieren, doch gebricht es zumeist an der konsequenten
Durchfiihrung. Das zeigt nicht zuletzt das Beispiel 5:14, dem vier Parallelstel-
len zuzuordnen sind: 12:12.18 und 16:11.14. Wihrend in 16:11 analog zu 5:14
die n-Hss 54-75" wiederum 6 naitc mit xa: anbinden, ist der nimliche Zusatz
an den iibrigen Stellen von keinem n-Zeugen belegt. Zu registrieren ist ledig-
lich, dass abermals W'-127 in 16:11 die Gruppe verlassen, wihrend 767 auf-
grund einer grofleren Liicke ausfillt. Geschlossen hingegen ist die Gruppe in
14:18; in der langen, durchweg syndetisch konstruierten Reihe des unreinen Fe-
derviehs, die in 14:12 einsetzt, wird nur ndvra ta épnerd asyndetisch ange-
schlossen: eine feine Uberlegung des Ubersetzers, denn es handelt sich um die
einzige - zudem letzte - alleinstehende summarische Bezeichnung gegeniiber
den iibrigen einzeln benannten Vogelarten, die in MT die Reihe beschliefit; in-
dem der Ubersetzer sie herauslost, so dass sie als Summarium die Reihe nicht
erginzt, sondern umschlief3t, bringt er nicht nur eine exegetische Differenzie-
rung, sondern setzt zugleich die Verse 18 u. 19 deutlich parallel zueinander.
Dementsprechend wird der Eintrag des »at nicht nur als eine stilistisch abwei-
chende, sondern auch als eine exegetisch eingreifende Korrektur zu werten
sein.

8:8 yij mupod xai xeiBiic dunelot cvxal péar yij élaiag edaiov xai peritos — die
LXX bietet eine asyndetische Reihung im Gegensatz zu MT, der syndetisch
konstruiert und nur das zweite % ohne Konjunktion anschheﬁt eine schéne
Figur von fiinf Nominativen, deren dufere Glieder identisch und jeweils mit
zwei Genetiven erweitert sind. Der asyndetische Anschluf} von dunedon liegt sti-

19 Das aurnv wird Origenes kaum vorgelegen haben, nicht nur weil es mit seiner Arbeits-
weise vereinbar gewesen wire, es als quantitatives Aquivalent fiir das Suffixpronomen zu ak-
zeptieren, sondern vor allem, weil er den bloflen Dativ bei roit dpfaiuoic belassen hat, was
sich unmittelbar nach oot als appositionelle Spezifizierung auch anbot, wihrend in der Posi-
tion nach avtyv, die explizite Ubersetzung des 2 zu erwarten gewesen wire, die fiir eine bes-
sere Anbindung des Ausdrucks gesorgt hiitte.
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listisch auf der Hand, weil er den Neueinsatz signalisiert; nur “*cod 100 Aeth
Arm SaP tragen die Konjunktion nach. Hinsichtlich der beiden folgenden No-
minative ergibt sich folgendes Bild:

apnedot ovxar xat poar schreiben B 118'-537 W'-127-767
apmedot xar ovxar xar (> F: haplogr.) poat FV C” d st all vers

Zum einen wird deutlich, dass die n-Hss wohl nicht vom d-z-Text beeinfluf3t
sind, vielmehr verdeutlichen beide Reihen stilistische Entscheidungen, bei de-
nen der Einflul des MT nurmehr mittelbar ist. B & n vertreten zweifellos die
elegantere Losung mit dem Muster 1.2+ 3, gegeniiber den iibrigen mit 1+2+3.
Interessanterweise sind es gerade W'-127-767, die den Zusatz vertreten, eben
die Hss, die in den Fillen zuvor, wo der der gleiche Zusatz stilistische Kon-
struktionen zugunsten groflerer Regelmifigkeit aufloste, der Gruppe nicht
folgten, so dass gleichsam die negative Koalition hier ins positive gewendet er-
scheint. Tatsichlich wird man dem oben angefiihrten Verdacht, in 54-75" sei
das xat durch Haplographie ausgefallen, wie es offensichtlich in F der Fall ist,
nunmehr den Befund gegeniiberstellen miissen, dass der vorgegebene LXX-
Text der Tendenz zur Vereinheitlichung, welche diese Hss zu erkennen gaben,
eher entgegenkommt als die von W'-127-767 eingetragene Variante. Natiirlich
18t sich der Verdacht nicht ausriumen, dass 54-75" aufgrund eines mechani-
schen Versehens hier ausfallen, zumal gerade 75’ von zahlreichen Nachlissig-
keiten durchzogen sind, doch mahnen sowohl der literarische Befund als auch
die jeweilige Kombination der Zeugenschaft zur Vorsicht gegeniiber vorschnel-
len Festlegungen.

Kai als Verbinder von Sitzen trigt » fiinfmal nach, wobei 14:1 o0 poifricers
(xat) ovx émbroere paldxpwua eine unmittelbar einsichtige exegetische Ent-
scheidung signalisiert, um das Reinigungsverbot deutlicher in den Zusammen-
hang des Totenkults zu stellen®®. Auch der Fall 14:27 gibt den exegetischen Zu-
sammenhang, in den der Zusatz sich einordnet, deutlich zu erkennen. Durch
den Einschub wird das nicht sicher zuzuordnende év @ éviavt@ éxeivep dem
Satz zuvor angegliedert.

29:6 schliellich bringt eine exegetische Verdeutlichung, denn durch die Ver-
kniipfung des dorov obx épdyste mit dem folgenden oivov ... obx énicte ist si-
cher gestellt, dass die anschliefende Begriindung sich auf beide Vorschriften
bezieht. Von hier aus erweist sich die griechisch nur von 767 bezeugte Variante
5:21 obx 2°] pr xat 767 verss als versprengte Ubernahme aus urspriinglich hex
Tradition; die in der hebriischen Uberlieferung nicht konsequent eingehaltene
asyndetische Reihung der Gebote, ist innerhalb der LXX-Uberlieferung weit-
aus strenger befolgt worden und wird mehrmals dort nur von Aeth durchbro-
chen, wo auch unmittelbarer Einflul aus dem Hebriischen wirksam sein
konnte. Das zusitzliche Zeugnis von **‘cod 100 Arm und SaP an dieser Stelle,
16t allerdings auf eine griechische Tradition schlieffen, die eher zufillig noch
in 767 bewahrt ist.

20 Vgl. hierzu sowie zur, dea h vom MT abweichenden W ede abe der LXX J. W. We-

vers, Notes on the Gree et of Deu ee ggg}nuagée%y%ﬁa S.240f.
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In 26:19 liegt wesentlich ein stilistischer Eingriff vor: mit <xa:> givai oe

wird der Wortlaut des Versanfangs wieder aufgegriffen.

Ein Sonderfall liegt vor in 22:8, dem einzigen apodotischen xai, welches 7 in
Ubereinstimmung mit I hinzusetzt. Auch die Mitbezeugung von B und F
kann die hex Provenienz dieser Variante nicht ernsthaft in Frage stellen, denn
was fiir F allgemein gilt, trifft gerade in Deut auch fiir B zu, die relative Offen-
heit gegeniiber hex Einfliissen. Da zudem 848 den Kritischen Text stiitzt, lassen
sich auch Zweifel an der Textherstellung kaum begriinden. Auf der anderen Sei-
te weist die Unzialbezeugung auch darauf hin, dass der Zusatz schon friih in
den Text eingedrungen ist, so dass » hier aus alter Tradition schépfen konnte.
Die Beibehaltung des Zusatzes kann als Indiz gewertet werden, dass » sich der
literarischen Eigenart von Deut anpasst, denn kein anderes Buch innerhalb des
Pentateuch iibersetzt apodotisches 1 so hiufig wie Deut”".

Unter den iibrigen Zusitzen ist dreimal die Artikelsetzung betroffen, wobei
die reiche Bezeugung in 29:1 nicht verwundert. Sie verweist auf ein Problem,
das wesentlich im Zusammenhang mit nicht flektierten bzw. unterschiedlich
flektierenden Eigennamen auftaucht, weil bei diesen der beabsichtigte Kasus
hiufig nicht klar bestimmbar ist. Bei Mwvof ist die Differenzierung zwischen
Maovoii und Mowvojj vor allem in der Unzialiiberlieferung, die hiufig das Iota-
adscriptum nicht setzt, erschwert. Hier bringt der Zusatz des Artikels Eindeu-
tigkeit. In 1:4 dagegen, faciiéa <twv> ’Apogoaiov handelt es sich um sprach-
liche Angleichung innerhalb des Verses im Hinblick auf das folgende faciléa
tiic Baocav.

Der letzte Fall 14:14 laf}t sich nicht eindeutig beurteilen; ein zweites Mal ist
die Reihe der unreinen gefliigelten Tiere betroffen, 14:12-18, innerhalb derer n
das letzte Glied mit xa: angeschlossen hatte. Der Ubersetzer nimmt gegen MT
eine Zweiteilung vor, indem er die ersten 5 Vogelarten, vv.12.13, jeweils mit
Artikel versieht; v. 14 beginnt er, JIU folgend, mit xai ndvra xdpaxa, um her-
nach die iibrigen Arten jeweils artikellos, dies gegen MT, aufzufiihren. Der n-
Text bringt zunichst in v. 13 die hex Erginzung xa: rov iéov, ersetzt in v. 14 das
ndvre durch rov und fiigt beim nichstfolgenden orpovf5v den Artikel hinzu,
akzeptiert im weiteren jedoch die artikellose Reihe. Stilistisch eleganter ist ge-
wif} der urspriingliche Entwurf mit dem Zwischenglied zwischen beiden Reihen,
welchem n zugunsten groferer Einheitlichkeit die Besonderheit nimmt. Es mag
sein, dass der zusitzliche Artikel nurmehr ein Reflex auf den hex Text, aus dem
der Zusatz in v. 13 stammt, darstellt oder aber im Zusammenhang steht mit der
Ersetzung des ndvra, doch bleibt mir das verborgen.

33:7 xat eumev: Die Spriiche iiber die Stimme werden gewdhnlich mit eurev
eingefiihrt, cf. 33:8.12.13.18. etc., so dass die Ubernahme der hex Erginzung
durch 7 in 33:7 nachzuvollziehen ist.

Zu priifen sind auch die Zusitze von n-Zeugen, bei denen eine Abhingigkeit
vom hex Text vermutet werden kann. Es handelt sich um folgende Fille:

21 Nach der Statistik von A. Aejmelaeus 69,7%, a.a.O. S. 128.
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1:1  TépoA] pr xar b® W' 106; pr (% Syh) xai ava usoov F> O*2-58 dP 246 ¢ z” al
patr vers Syh

1:25 #udc] + (% Syh) xai encorpeyav quwv pnue O~*2-15 d t777° verss Syh; + xa
amexpibnoav mpog nuag 767

4:21 @ebc] + vpov (quov 54-75") n Arab = Tar’; + (% G Syh) cov BM O7%%-15
417 dP t 527 al verss Syh = Ot Sam Tar®; cf. infra cot] vuv b n verss = Tar"

4:49 nliov] + (% Syh) xat cwg Oadacons s apaPa O782-15 vers Syh; + xa sog
fadacone Tov Svoumv niov d t vers; + xat ewg ¢ BaAacons TG aoXNTOL AL~

Siadog 7671
5:22  abrd] avtac n”'?7 799 121: cf. infra &wxev] + (% Syh) avtag O™* d t vers
Syh;

9:10  év 1 dper] > 29 f 1% 4+ (% M 85-344) ex pecov tov mugog nuepa exxAnciag A
F M 29 C”7% 108™8 f7129 246 (=343(344%) 318; + ex ueoov Tov VPO NUEAS
exxAnowag V72 319; + (% G Syh) ex peoov tov nvgog ev nuepa exxAnowag O 73’
127 343-344° P™ 3l patr Syh = II; + ex peoov Tov mugog ev ) nuepa g
exxdnowas d- t; + nuepa exxinowas B 55 407’ verss; + ev nuepa exxAnoias
b—lOSmg n—127

12:28 oov 1°] + (% G Syh) usta o O d W'-458 ¢t Syh

17::5 yovaixa éxeivnv B 58 all verss] + (% G) ot enomoav o pnua o movneov tovto
7p0¢ mvAaug cov tov avdea 1 v yuvaixa O t vers Syh = IIT; om. éxeivnv et +
oL gmomoay — VAL Gov d; TOVS TONoAVTAG TO PNILA TO TTOVIIPOV TOVTO TIPOS TAG
mwlag cov n; + (% 85) oittves emomoav 1O TEAYIE TO TOVIPOV TOVTO ENL TNV
oAy rell

24:2  init] pr xat séedevoetal ex Tov owxov avtov 767; pr (% Syh™) xar efedOn e (ex g
82€ t) owag avrov O t vers Syh

34:7  fin B 15-64%°-82-707 56*(c pr m) 318-392 all verss] + 7o mpoownov avrov F*
M™& 5 59 Arab; + ovde £denbn thacpov 648 381" ; + (% 85-344-346) 1a yelvvia
avtov rell

Die fiinf Einzelbezeugungen durch 767 und W, einmal begleitet von 458, ent-
fallen also auf die Hss, die schon bei den unmittelbaren Ubernahmen von hex
Zusitzen vermehrt Einfliisse von dort aufwiesen. Dabei bestitigt der Fall 1:1
die stilisierende Tendenz von W', denn wihrend O dem vorgegebenen 1°2 ...
1927 mit ava pecov . .. xar ava psoov folgt, spart W' das zweite ava uecov aus,
weil das xa: auch allein das distributive Verhiltnis zur Geniige verdeutlicht.

12:28 war bereits oben angefiihrt worden, und zwar ebenfalls in der Form
des Eintrags aus App. I, doch verdeckt hier die editionstechnisch angemessene
Formulierung, dass W'-458 tatsichlich keinen Zusatz bringen, sondern einen
Ersatz: der Kritische Text lautet 7oig vioic cov 8 ai@voc; W-458 iibernehmen
zwar den hex Zusatz peta og, lassen gleichzeitig aber - als einzige Zeugen - das
folgende 6¢ ai@vog aus. Es handelt sich also um eine mifiverstandene Korrek-
tur, bei der das peta oe nicht als Zusatz erkannt, sondern als varia lectio aufge-
falt wurde. Hinsichtlich der Rezeption des hex Textes liegt damit auch ein
Hinweis auf punktuelles Eindringen vor.

Sehr interessant sind die drei von 767 allein vertretenen Zusitze, weil sie be-
legen, dass auch in der Tradition dieser Hs Einfliisse von Seiten der drei jiinge-
ren Ubersetzer wirksam geworden sind. Allerdings zeigt schon der eindeutigste

Fall, 4:49, eine gestiﬁ)igﬁt@bdrﬂgefhnﬁ@t{m@ﬁutdrﬁe%r&mhl auch in los 15:6
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wird Symmachus als Wiedergabe von 1277 sowohl aomnrog als auch nedidc

zugeschrieben, was 108 130 Syh in 4:49 zu redidSe i @owijTov zusammenzie-
hen. Eine dhnliche Kombination wird 767 vorgelegen haben. Ebenfalls auf
Symmachus konnte die von O abweichende Fassung in 1:25 zuriickgehen, xa
anexpinoayv mpog nuag <enua> fir 937 130K 128, wenn auch eine explizite
Ubersetzung von 927 zu erwarten wire, vgl. Prov. 27:11. Hier mag es sein,
dass 767 aus einer Marginaltradition schopft, in der die Fassungen der Drei
parallel iiberliefert waren und die Symmachus-Wiedergabe dort, wo sie mit den
tibrigen iibereinstimmte, nicht vollstindig ausgeschrieben war. In 24:2 dagegen
scheint O auf Symmachus zuriickgegriffen zu haben, den man im Unterschied
zu Aquila und Theodotion fiir o in Anspruch nehmen kénnte, wofiir auch
der Wechsel vom Futur zum Aorist Konjunktiv spricht. In diesem Fall wird sich
Origenes aufgrund des in der LXX vorgegebenen oixie, vgl. 24:1, fiir ihn ent-
schieden haben. Das wiederum dndern 54-75’ in owog zugunsten des etwas ma-
terielleren Bedeutungsgehalts, wohl wegen der Verbindung mit ééamootéAdery.
Ob der Einschub von 767 und diese Variante sich einem gemeinsamen Zusam-
menhang unterordnen lassen, muf} offen bleiben.

Der Wechsel von abtd (= ta ¢rjuara) zu avras kénnte Ergebnis einer Fehl-
korrektur sein im Hinblick auf den hex Zusatz avrac in demselben Vers, der in
53" als avta erscheint und in 15-58 an falscher Stelle eingeschoben ist, doch
kénnte aurag auch innerhalb der Unzialiiberlieferung durch Dittographie des
anlautenden Epsilon des darauf folgenden eni entstanden sein.

4:21 steht ganz im Zeichen des sprachlichen Ausgleichs: die n-Gruppe besei-
tigt den Wechsel hinsichtlich der angesprochenen Instanz zwischen 2. Pers.
Sing. und Plural, bei dem der Ubersetzer seiner Vorlage folgt, zugunsten der
einheitlichen Wiedergabe im Plural und variiert dementsprechend den hex Zu-
satz.

Schwer zu beurteilen ist die Herkunft der verkiirzten Wiedergabe des hex
Zusatzes in 9:10; aufgrund der offensichtlichen Parallele mit 10:4, die » dort
durch die Ubernahme der hex Erginzung explizit herstellt, wirkt der Verzicht
auf das ex peoov tov mvpog noch auffilliger. Hinzu kommt, dass der pripositi-
onslose Zusatz von B eher den Charakter einer inkorporierten Glosse trigt.
Hier konnten sich also zwei Traditionen kreuzen, zumal das sv nueoa exxAn-
otag in Deut auch auflerhalb der Verbindung mit ex peoov rov mvpog vor-
kommt, vgl. 4:10 und 18:16. Beide Traditionen wiren dann in der Mehrheitsles-
art von A F C” fs miteinander verbunden worden, wofiir das Fehlen der Pri-
position vor nuepa spricht. Fiir einen mechanischen Fehler gibt es hier ebenso-
wenig Anhalt wie fiir eine stilistisch motivierte Kiirzung gegeniiber der hex
Uberlieferung. Die gleichzeitige Auslassung von év 7@ dper durch f ist dabei
eher ein Indiz fiir miflverstandene Korrektur als fiir Parablepse. Dass & n év
hinzusetzen, ist kein verlifiliches Indiz fiir hex Herkunft, sondern liefle sich
auch als stilistischer Eingriff werten.

Eindeutig in hex Tradition hingegen steht » in 17:5, wie die Beibehaltung
des onua ebenso zeigt wie mpos tas mvlag, bei dem lediglich der sprachge-
schichtlich sich durchsetzende Akkusativ Eingang gefunden hat. Mit der Erset-
zung des Relativsatzes durch das Partizip, in Deut nicht ungewdhnlich, vgl.
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z.B. 1:4 71o0g xatovajoavrag, wird der vorgegebenen Satzstruktur besser Rech-
nung getragen. Treuer Begleiter von O ist hier nur ¢, die allein das nach MT ge-
forderte rov avdpa n v yvvaixa iiberliefern. Die Auslassung dieses Passus in d
wird wohl auf eine eigenstindige Mafinahme zuriickgehen im Rahmen der all-
gemeinen Kiirzungstendenz dieser Gruppe, die sie mit der Auslassung von
éxeivv im unmittelbaren Kontext unter Beweis stellt. Bei » hingegen stellt sich
die Frage, ob die Kiirzung des hex Textes im Zusammenhang steht mit der
Mehrheitslesart, in welcher diese Passage ebenfalls fehlt. Die Textform von A F
M und den iibrigen Zeugen lifit sich nicht sicher aus dem hex Text herleiten,
vielmehr konnte hier eine davon unabhingige Tradition vorliegen. Der Ge-
brauch des indefiniten owrives weist zuriick auf 17:2 Sonig, wihrend em v
nwAnv die in Deut gebriuchliche Formulierung aufnimmt, vgl. 21:19 22:15.24
25:7. Die Wahl von mpayua kénnte im Blick auf wy erfolgt sein. Die kleineren
Abweichungen vom MT miissen nicht unbedingt gegen eine unmittelbare Her-
kunft aus hebr/aramiischer Uberlieferung sprechen, da dort ebenfalls die Ten-
denz zur sprachlichen Vereinheitlichung bei parallelen Stellen ausgeprigt ist.
Ich wage kein Urteil in diesem Falle. Im Hinblick auf den n-Text wird man aber
eher zu dem Schluff kommen, dass die verkiirzte Wiedergabe des hex Zusatzes
nicht vom Mehrheitstext beeinflufit ist, denn mit mpog Tagc mvAac cov, worin vor
allem Numerus und Pronomen merkwiirdig anmuten, zeigt die Gruppe doch
eine enge Bindung an den hex Text, der so weit zitiert wird, wie er den Versin-
halt erweitert, wihrend der Schluf} als retardierendes Moment wegfllt.

Schwer getan hat sich die Uberlieferung mit 34:7 711 03=X%). Der Uberset-
zer, so er eine MT vergleichbare Vorlage hatte, hat 1% ganz ausgespart und nur
die erhaltene Sehkraft hervorgehoben, wobei er das ihm wohlbekannte 073
nicht eigentlich iibersetzt hat. In der Tradition ist 1% weithin auf *7% bezogen
worden, wie das breit bezeugte ysAvvia ebenso zeigt wie das wohl auf Aquila
zuriickzufithrende owaydv. Dagegegen stammt das ovde edenfny ihacuov wohl
aus dem Versuch, den hebr. Text von %0 her zu verstehen. Die Glosse von Hs
56, 0 o’ ta yAwpa abTol TovtécTiy 1) EbyPoia TOD mPOGdIOL AvTOD ..., deutet
darauf hin, dass der MT in (post-)hexaplarischer Zeit richtig verstanden wur-
de??, wobei die Erklirung aus der Targumtradition, vgl. Tar®" z.St., stammen
konnte, welche die ,,Frische des Gesichts“ hervorhebt. Doch 148t sich das npo-
owmov von F* M™% und »n kaum darauf beziehen, vielmehr wird es sich dabei
um eine interpretierende Glosse zum hex yelvvia handeln, das in diesem Zu-
sammenhang als unpassend empfunden wurde.

22 Die zeitliche Einordnung der verstreuten 6 éfpaios-Noten ist noch weitgehend un-
sicher, wie auch ihr Verhéiltnis“ zu den vergleichbaren 70 £fpaixév-Noten. Field, Bd. I,
S.LXXIVH. gibt eine vorliufige Ubersicht, in der vor allem die antiochenischen Viter vertre-

ten sind, doch scheinen digsttehert i Sobclieptondbitcmen mcicksiugreifen.
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Umstellungen

Die Belege fiir den zweiten rezensionellen Eingriff in den iiberlieferten LXX-
Text, mit dem Origenes so weit wie mdglich versuchte, die Wortfolge des hebr
Textes wiederherzustellen, sind in ,,List 3 zusammengefasst™. Innerhalb der
dort verzeichneten 79 Fille finden sich lediglich vier mit einer begleitenden -
Bezeugung. Die geringe Zahl ist umso auffilliger, als Wortfolgevarianten
durchaus nicht selten in dieser Gruppe belegt sind. Kapitel 2, ,,The n group®,
fiihrt in der ersten Liste, nur von #n (+ Einzelzeugen) bezeugte Lesarten®*, 20
Umstellungen auf sowie in der zweiten Liste, n-Varianten von bis zu zwel
Gruppen mitbezeugt®®, 16, von denen nur der Fall 9:23 eine Angleichung an
MT bringt und wohl hexaplarischer Herkunft ist.
Die Belege insgesamt™®:

3:19  zoAda xtijvn] tr 963 O752 777 yP 2P verss Syh = I

9:23  Sudc xipioc] tr B FV G-426-0II 7% £712° n 799 all = I
12:26 oot yévnrau] tr B O 551 bd n t’° z all vers Syh = I (> 11°)
15:15 oo éviéhdopar] tr O-58 bd n 83 verss Syh = It
32:27 tadra mdvia] tr F 29-376’-707 56 W'-54 verss Syh = IT; > 963 55

Bei der Beurteilung der Fille ergibt sich kein klares Bild. Vor allem der Fall
15:15 widerspricht den stilistischen Mustern, welche im Zusammenhang mit
den Zusitzen sich ergaben. Fiinfmal erscheint in Deut die Wendung S o070
éyd oot éviéddopar moweiv 10 Jijua tovto?’ und nur in diesen Fillen stellt der
Ubersetzer das pronominale Objekt zwischen Subjekt und Pridikat, abwei-
chend vom vielfach gebrauchten éy@ évréddopar + Dativpronomen. 15:15 ist
nun der einzige Fall, bei dem » der hex Umstellung folgt. Die relativ schwache
Mitbezeugung zeigt, dass in der Uberlieferung die Besonderheit der Formulie-
rung erkannt und akzeptiert worden ist.

Auch 9:23 ist stilistisch auffillig, weil der n-Text dort, wo xJpiog als Subjekt
eintritt, bevorzugt die Reihenfolge Pridikat-Objekt-Subjekt herstellt, vgl.
4:27 11:27 18:12 28:36. Eine vergleichbare Umstellung, allerdings abweichend
von MT, bezeugt »n dariiber hinaus nur noch in 6:24 mit evereilaro xvpiog nuwv,
hier aber deutlich von Parallelstellen beeinflufit*®.

Dagegen konnte in 12:26 eine iiberlegte Rezeption des hex Textes vorliegen,
weil die Umstellung die Exklusivitit der hiufigen Wendung iva b oot yévira
herstellt, in der nurmehr allein der Dativ vorgezogen ist.

Besonders festzuhalten bleibt in 3:19 xtpvy moAdla die Mitbezeugung von
963. Keine andere Textfamilie begleitet den Papyrus so hiufig bei abweichen-

23 Vgl. THGD, S. 41 ff.

2 Gl S0

25 Vgl. S. 21 ff.

26 Die Zitierung des Apparats erfolgt in gleicher Weise wie bei den hex Zusitzen.

27 15:11.15 24:18.20.22; vgl. dazu und zum folgenden THGD, S. 95.

28 Die Komplexitit der Konstruktionen im Zusammenhang mit éviéidecbar in Deut
lohnte beinahe eine eigene Untersuchung, vgl. die Zusammenstellungen in THGD, S. 88 u. 95.
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den Lesarten wie n”°. Die Ubereinstimmung hier zeigt einmal mehr, wie Va-
rianten, die zuerst erklirt werden konnen als Angleichung an den hebriischen
Text sich zugleich einordnen in den innergriechisch fokussierten Zusammen-
hang stilistischen Bemiihens.

In 32:27 allerdings ist die Auslassung des ndvra in 963 kaum mit der Um-
stellung in Verbindung zu bringen, wenn auch die Textunsicherheit an dieser
Stelle bemerkenswert bleibt. Fiir » kommt die Variante eher iiberraschend, weil
die Gruppe sonst dazu neigt, ndc hintanzustellen, vgl. 4:6 6:11 13:16 28:12.

Auslassungen

Auslassungen, die auch interpretiert werden kdnnen als Angleichungen an den
MT, sind nur mittelbar mit der hex Rezension in Verbindung zu bringen. Hier
besonders mischen sich vorhex Eingriffe in den Text mit nachhexaplarischen,
so dass in der Regel erst die Bezeugung indiziert, ob die Variante einer jiingeren
Textform angehort oder einer alten Tradition. Anders verhilt es sich bei den
obelisierten Passagen, weil der Obelus, mit dem Origenes den Uberschuss des
griechischen Textes gegeniiber dem ihm vorliegenden und weitgehend mit dem
MT identischen hebriischen kennzeichnete, zumeist einen Zeitpunkt post qguem
hinsichtlich sekundirer Auslassungen fixiert. Wohl kann es vorkommen, dass
einzelne obelisierte Stellen schon in vorhexaplarischer Tradition getilgt wur-
den®®, doch handelt es sich dabei um seltene Ausnahmen; in der Regel kann
man davon ausgehen, dass solche Auslassungen nachhexaplarischer Provenienz
sind. Die entsprechenden Belege sind hier einzubeziehen, weil sie cum grano sa-
lis der hex Texttradition zugerechnet werden kénnen und damit grundsitzlich
aussagefihig sind hinsichtlich des Verhiltnisses von n zu O.

J. W.Wevers gibt in ,,List 4 des der hex Rezension gewidmeten Kapitels eine
Ubersicht, welche obelisierten Passagen in der nachfolgenden LXX-Uberliefe-
rung ausgelassen wurden’’.

Die Liste fiihrt insgesamt 215 obelisierte Stellen auf, doch kommt es nur
88mal zu Auslassungen, die zumeist auch nur von Einzelzeugen belegt sind. Be-
merkenswert ist, dass unter den Unzialen der Vaticanus mit 21 Belegen am hiu-
figsten vertreten ist gegeniiber F mit 5, V mit 4 und A mit 3 Nachweisen.

n-Zeugen sind in folgenden Fillen vertreten:

2:13  xai dndpate Vueig) sub — Syh; > 58-426 458 vers

4:22  to0tov] sub = G Syh; > B**58-72 b d 53’ n t verss
7:12  mdvra] sub = Syh; > BV 58-72 C” n st 630° all verss
8:3  gruat] sub — G Syh; > 426* 127

8:17 v peydAnv] sub — G Syh; > 426767 321* patr vers

29 Vgl. THGD, S. 54.
30 Vgl. bspw. Pap. 911 in Gen 8:7 9:2 32:3.14 34:15.16.

31 Vgl. THGD, S.43Bfigitized by the Septuaginta-Unternehmen
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9:26 v 1jj loyit oov Tjj peydAy xai] sub = G; > 72 b 54-75' vers; cf. infra oj ueydag)
sub — Syh; > 963(vid) d W-127-767 ¢ verss
11:6  adr@v 3°] sub = G; > 58 44 56°-129 54-75’ 30’ al vers
11:13 zijc 2°] sub — G; > 82 75
13:15  ndvrag] sub — G Syh; > 58 1% 7¢7) yers
13:15  avabéuart] sub — G Syh; > 58 246 75’ 392 vers
14:2 6 6g6g oov] sub — G Syh; > 75
14:18 tavra] sub — G Syh; > BF72-82 C” b 54-75' s~ z~ all verss
16:2 6 666 oov abtov] sub — G = N ; om adrdv 58-426 b 75’ 318 verss = Sam
16:14 7 oboa] sub — Syh; odoa sub — G; > 58; om odoa 53" n t vers = I
18:19 6 mpogijrng] sub — G Syh; > 58-72 54-75" vers
18:22  éxeivog] sub — Syh™8; > A* FK MV O” d £~ 458 ¢y~ all patr vers Syh™
22:8  &¢]sub =+ Syh™; > B O b W patr vers
23:18  éomwv] sub — Syh; > 54-75'
24:18 yf]sub — Syh™; > 44 458 18
26:8  avtég] sub — Syh; > 72 b dP 75-127 71 verss
28:45  xai éwg av amoléop oe] sub — G Syh™; > 426 d 246 458 669™" verss
28:55 oov 1°] sub — G Syh™; > 58-707 C” bdn st all verss
29:4 0 0edg] sub — G Syh; > 426 54-75 al patr verss
30:14 domv] sub — G Syh; > 58-72 761* 53’ 75 patr
31:14  eic v oxnviy 100 paptupiov] sub — Syh; > 58-426 75’ vers
31:20 v ayabrv] sub = Syh™; > 125 767 verss

Strukturell ergibt sich das gleiche Bild wie bei den hex Zusitzen, denn nur 4
Fillen mit geschlossener Gruppenbezeugung stehen 22 Belege mit partieller ge-
geniiber, welche die Differenzierung in zwei Textstringe innerhalb der Gruppe,
W-127-767 einerseits und 54-75" andererseits, die sich oben ergeben hatte, be-
stitigen. Doch im Gegensatz zur Aufnahme von hex Zusitzen sind es nun die
Hss 54-75’, welche in den partiellen Bezeugungen zumeist vertreten sind. Darin
konnte ein Hinweis liegen, dass W'-127-767 stirker von der genuin hex Tradi-
tion beeinfluit worden sind als 54-75", doch ist Vorsicht angebracht, denn ge-
rade bei Auslassungen, zumal wenn sie nur von einzelnen Zeugen geboten wer-
den, wird immer mit einem mechanischen Fehler zu rechnen sein.

Homoioteleuton kdnnte bspw. vorliegen in 2:13 = xai 1° ~ 2°in 458; in 8:3
konnte 127 bei nmavti ¢rjpan auf das zweite -7 gesprungen sein; in 11:13 lafit
75 tijg nach 6Ang aus; in 13:15 dvabéuan dvabeuarneire konnte die Auslassung
des vorderen Wortes in 75" auf ein Homoioarcton zuriickgehen; in 18:22
moopritng (2°) éxeivog springt 458 nach mpopritng zu mpoprtns 1° zuriick, wie-
derholt éni- ¢fjua 1° und schreibt fiir das folgende xai ovupij - éxeivog nur noch
700705 In 28:45 wird 458 -op oc - -on oe gesprungen sein; schliefflich konnte
auch in 31:20 v yijv v dyadiiv 767 ein Homoioteleuton unterlaufen sein.

Dass auf der anderen Seite eine Einzelbezeugung auf sonderem Texteinflufl
beruhen kann, belegt 24:18, wo nur 458 das obelisierte yj7 in der Wendung év
Vi Alydnre ausliBlt: hier steht ev aryvmrw 458 gegen v yi auyvmrov von W'-
54'-75, wobei der Kasuswechsel innerhalb der Gruppenlesart ein deutliches In-
diz ist, dass die Abweichung von 458 nicht auf einem Fehler beruht.
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Selten nur ergeben sich Hinweise auf stilistische Motive, welche mit den Aus-
lassungen einhergehen, wie es bspw. bei der Auslassung von ovoa in 16:14 der
Fall ist im Hinblick auf die parallele Formulierung in 16:11.

Dagegen ergibt sich bspw. in 28:55 ein eher verwirrender Befund: die Wen-
dung év 7jj GAiyer <oov> Jj BAiyer oe erscheint in 28:53.55.57, wobei der Kriti-
sche Text das oov in vv.53.55 setzt. n 1ift nun zwar das obelisierte oov in v.55
aus, setzt es aber gleichzeitig in v.57 hinzu, vgl. dort + cov B G-58-376
n(127°) t verss = Ra; interessanterweise setzt G hier keinen Obelus im Gegen-
satz zu vv.53.55. B G-376 bezeugen das Pronomen demnach an allen drei Stel-
len, Hs 58 nur in v. 57, wihrend der byzantinische Text es in vv.53 u. 57 bringt.
Im Hinblick auf G-376 und auf die umfangreiche Rezeption des hex Textes in
t, kénnten hier, obwohl contra T, 7 ¢ von hex Uberlieferung abhingig sein.

Weitere Auslassungen mit mdglichem hex Hintergrund®*:

4:3  ndvra] > 72 n verss = II Sam Tar®
6:21 yfj] > 426 414 d n t verss Syh = INT
14:5  xai 5°] > B n all verss = Ra Sam
16:9  ocov = Sam] > 54-75" = I
26:14 xai]>Vn =

In 4:3 und 6:21 wird, wie die Auslassungen in 72 und 426 nahelegen, der Obe-
lus verlorengegangen sein, wobei in 6:21 nunmehr die ganze Gruppe das von
458 in 24:18 allein bezeugte ev aiyvnro herstellt. In 16:9 doéauévov <oov>
konnte auch ein mechanischer Fehler vorliegen.

ndg gehort wie sein hebriisches Komplement 53 zu den herausragenden sti-
listischen Variablen, hiufig hinzugesetzt, um die Gesamtheit explizit zu be-
zeichnen®, auch umgestellt®*, sei es, um diese besonders hervorzuheben, sei es,
um deren Betonung zuriickzunehmen, nicht zuletzt ausgelassen’?, vielleicht um
die Gesamtheit zu relativieren. So wird im Einzelfall wie z.B. in 4:3 kaum zu
entscheiden sein, ob es sich um eher zufilligen hex Einfluff handelt oder um
eine gezielte, hexaplarisch legitimierte Auslassung.

Schluf}

Ich breche an dieser Stelle ab, bevor die Besprechung einzelner Varianten gar
zu retardierend wirkt: auf der Suche nach Beriihrungspunkten zwischen der

32 Wie bei den Transpositionen beziehe ich mich wiederum auf die Listen in THGD,
S.27 ff. und 21 ff.

33 Besonders deutlich wird das in den beiden Tabernakelberichten Exod 25-31 und 35-
40; wihrend der MT des ersten Berichts 37mal %3 einsetzt, verwendet der - jiingere - zweite
Bericht es annihernd doppelt so oft, 71mal; der LXX-Ubersetzer des zweiten Berichts fiigt
seinerseits, wohl in Erkenntnis dieser Tendenz, 7mal Formen von ndc hinzu, vgl. 35:15.21.32
36:3 39:16 40:6.27.

3% Vgl. den n-Text in Deut 4:6 6:11 13:16 28:12.

3% Vgl. wiederum » Bjgitimed: byt 2i7elSeptuaginta-Unternehmen
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hex Rezension und dem n-Text sind wir nicht auf die bedeutenden, tief in den

Text eingreifenden Varianten gestoflen, sondern, so scheint es mir wenigstens,
sind im Dickicht der zahllosen, eher unauffilligen Uberarbeitungsspuren ge-
strandet, die sich offenbar nicht einem gemeinsamen Zusammenhang unterord-
nen. Damit befinde ich mich am Ende in der mifflichen Situation, dass die hier
vorgelegten Materialien weniger eine schliissige Antwort auf die Ausgangsfrage
bereitstellen, als vielmehr auf Probleme der gesamten christlichen Uberliefe-
rungsgeschichte der LXX hinweisen.

Doch ordnen wir der Reihe nach, indem wir uns zuerst der unmittelbar auf-
gegebenen Frage zuwenden, wie sich hinsichtlich der Rezeption der hex Rezen-
sion das Binnenverhiltnis gestaltet zwischen den drei Gruppen des byzantini-
schen Textes, d, n und ¢.

In der Gegeniiberstellung mit d ¢ ist der Befund eindeutig; in ¢ liegt eine an-
nihernd schon systematische Rezeption der wichtigsten rezensionellen Maf3-
nahmen von O, der asterisierten Zusitze und der Transpositionen, vor. Dabei
bezieht sich die Gruppe zweifelsohne auf den genuin hex Text und nicht auf
eine der nachfolgenden Bearbeitungen, was vor allem daran erkennbar wird,
dass von der Gruppe lediglich fiinfmal ein obelisierter Passus ausgelassen
wird’®. Hier allein gewinnt d gegeniiber ¢ ein geringes eigenes Profil, doch ist
der d-Text, dessen hex Zutaten aus ¢ iibernommen sind, in seiner Gesamtheit
ein spites Produkt, dessen literarische Kiirzungstendenz, innerhalb derer es
auch zu mancher Zufallskorrelation mit obelisierten Passagen gekommen sein
mag - schon auflerhalb der eigentlichen Textgeschichte der LXX anzusiedeln -
die Entwicklung zu spiteren Volksbibeln ankiindigt.

Fiir n hingegen lassen sich kaum mehr als sporadische Einfliisse der hex Re-
zension feststellen, die sich in der Zahl nicht wesentlich von den iibrigen Text-
familien, auch von den Unzialen nicht, abhebt. Tatsichlich kann man in den
meisten Fillen nicht sicher entscheiden, ob » unmittelbar von O beeinfluft ist
oder ob die entsprechende Variante bereits in der Texttradition verankert war,
also nur mittelbar {ibernommen ist. So geben die oben angefiihrten Variantenli-
sten auch weniger Auskunft iiber die Eigenart von n, obwohl sie zu diesem
Zwecke zusammengestellt worden sind, als iiber die Stellung der hex Rezension
innerhalb der christlich dominierten Textgeschichte der LXX.

Diese ist - auf den Pentateuch bezogen - einzigartig; einmal mehr kommt
mir das Bild vom Steinbruch in den Sinn, aus dem die nachfolgende Tradition
wesentlich ihre Textbausteine bezogen hat; keine Textfamilie, in der nicht hex
Lesarten auftauchen, wie auch die groffen Kodizes nicht frei sind von hex Gut.
Das gilt gerade auch in Deut fiir B. Und doch muf dieses Bild relativiert wer-
den: So deutlich der hex Einflufl auf annihernd die gesamte christliche Text-
iiberlieferung einerseits auch ist, bleibt es andererseits doch uniibersehbar, dass
er gemessen an der hohen Zahl nachweisbarer hex Texteingriffe, doch nur
punktuell wirkt. Uberdies ist hinsichtlich der Rezeption der rezensionellen

36 Vgl. 4:22 7:12 16:14 18:22, stets innerhalb breiter Bezeugung, so dass die Auslassungen
der #spezifischen Bearbeitung auch vorausgehen kénnten.
Digitized by the Septuaginta-Unternehmen
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Mafinahmen die Verteilung auflerordentlich ungleichgewichtig, denn gegen-
iiber den relativ breit bezeugten asterisierten Zusitzen haben die hex Umstel-
lungen kaum weitere Verbreitung erlangt.

Damit wird das Problem, wie das Verhiltnis zwischen Rezensionen und
Textfamilien zu beschreiben sei, zumindest angesprochen werden miissen, wo-
bei der Versuch einer Gegeniiberstellung zuerst der Schwierigkeit begegnet,
dass der terminologische Gehalt beider Bezeichnungen in Frage steht. Das gilt
auch fiir die Bezeichnung ,Rezension®, welche iiblicherweise auf die von Hiero-
nymus genannten drei Textformen iibertragen wird, obwohl er in seiner Vorre-
de zur Ubersetzung der Chronikbiicher nicht viel mehr als eine geographische
Differenzierung vornimmt. Da er aus seiner Zeit heraus spricht, gewinnt man
als zeitlichen Anhalt noch das ausgehende IV. Jahrhundert, in dem das Neben-
einander dieser drei Textformen die Uberlieferungssituation des LXX-Textes
offenbar weitgehend bestimmte. Uber das wichtigste Problem hingegen, zumin-
dest aus der Sicht der modernen Forschung, die literarische Differenzierung so-
wohl zwischen den Textformen untereinander als auch in ihrem jeweiligen Ver-
hiltnis zu der auf sie iiberkommenen Texttradition, gibt Hieronymus keine
Auskunft”’.

Wenn der Begriff ,Rezension® dem Inhalte nach beschrieben werden kann
als ,systematische Uberarbeitung einer vorliegenden Textform nach bestimm-
baren Kriterien®, so ist das der Extrakt, der sich fast ausschliefflich aus der
Analyse des hex Textes ergibt, welche sowohl die von Origenes selbst genann-
ten Kriterien der Textherstellung bestitigt als auch das von Hieronymus ge-
nannte Verbreitungsgebiet. Allerdings bezeichnen die positiv benannten rezen-
sionellen Maflnahmen, Asterisierung, Obelisierung und Umstellung, nur Teil-
gebiete textlicher Eingriffe, denn lexikalische und grammatikalische Anderun-
gen bleiben dabei ausgespart. Der Grund hierfiir ist vor allem darin zu suchen,
dass die beiden leitenden Kriterien der Textherstellung, einerseits Ausgleich mit
dem MT, andererseits die weitestmdgliche Bewahrung des iiberkommenen
LXX-Textes, dem Wesen nach einander ausschlieen’®; dementsprechend blei-
ben die Zusitze durch ihre EinschlieBung mittels Asteriskus und Metobelus
stets desintegriert, wie andererseits das Plus des griechischen Textes nicht ge-
tilgt, sondern nur bezeichnet wird, so dass wirklich textverindernd nur die Um-
stellungen sind, die den Wortlaut variieren, das einzelne Wort aber bewahren.
Die Mercati’schen Fragmente bringen ein schénes Beispiel fiir den Verzicht auf
lexikale Angleichung in Ps 27:7: wihrend 2% (2°) von &’ o’ und &’ mit xapdia
pov konventionell wiedergegeben wird, behilt Origenes das iiberlieferte odpé
pnov im Text.

Und doch bezeugen die hex Handschriften Wortlautinderungen, grammati-
kalische Varianten, auch Zusitze, Auslassungen und Umstellungen auflerhalb

37 Eben daran scheitert die Identifizierung der hesychianischen Rezension.

8 Zu dem geistesgeschichtlichen Hintergrund, der das Nebeneinander beider Kriterien
nicht nur zulief}, sondern zur Notwendigkeit erhob, vgl. R. Hanhart, Textgeschichtliche Pro-
bleme der LXX von ihrer Entstehung bis Origenes, in: idem, Studien zur Septuaginta und
zum Hellenistischen JudigitimeBASH 24 Tihinges it 9199 Bipaiffichmen
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des vorgegebenen rezensionellen Rahmens; auch wenn die Anzahl dieser Va-

rianten sicherlich geringer ist als in den tibrigen Textfamilien, wird man doch
zu dem Schluff kommen, dass die hex Rezension nicht nur auf andere Textfor-
men eingewirkt hat, sondern selbst sekundiren Einfliissen ausgesetzt war, die
als systematische Uberarbeitungsformen nicht sicher bestimmbar sind.

Der Vergleich zwischen Rezensionen®” und Textfamilien fiihrt durchaus zu
gewissen strukturellen Analogien, die zeigen, dass auch die Einzelgruppen ge-
staltete Texte iiberliefern. Dies mag ein einzelnes Moment sein, wie es # mit der
konsequenten Schreibung Mwong bezeugt, die schon in 848 erscheint und dem-
entsprechend aus vorhexaplarischer Tradition entnommen sein kdnnte. Auch
die attisierende Tendenz innerhalb der Gruppe, fiir Rahlfs ein wesentliches
Merkmal, n in die lukianische Tradition zu stellen, liefert einen Hinweis auf
gezielte Uberarbeitung. Wenn auch die geographische Zuordnung unsicher
bleibt, ist doch die Nihe des n-Textes zum Text der antiochenischen Viter, na-
mentlich zu Theodoret uniibersehbar*°. Dennoch gilt fiir die anonym iiberlie-
ferten Textfamilien insgesamt, dass sich ihnen zwar bestimmte literarische
Merkmale zuordnen lassen, die sich jedoch nicht so weit verdichten, dass man
daraus systematische Kriterien, welche der jeweiligen Textherstellung zugrun-
deliegen, ableiten kénnte. Wihrend bei O zumeist vom Charakter einer einzel-
nen Variante aus auf ihre rezensionelle Herkunft geschlossen werden kann, ge-
ben Textfamilien nur selten zu erkennen, ob eine Lesart zufillig eingedrungen
ist oder auf eine gezielte Ubernahme zuriickgeht, d.h. Uberarbeitungen sind
nur statistisch fassbar. So ist bspw. die Variante 28:36 xtpwog] post oe tr b n
Arm fiir sich genommen unauffillig. Erst der Befund, dass & in Deut unter den
Einzelgruppen am hiufigsten allein mit n geht, 35mal*', verleiht der Variante
Aussagekraft. Doch auch damit wird man nur konstatieren konnen, dass es Ge-
meinsamkeiten zwischen beiden Traditionen gibt, welche iiber das Zufallsmaf}
hinausgehen. Dabei lift sich nicht einmal sicher entscheiden, ob die Uberein-
stimmungen das Ergebnis gegenseitiger Beeinflussung sind oder aus einer bei-
den gemeinsam iiberkommenen Tradition stammen. Das liegt nicht ferne, denn
wenn man die fragmentarische Pentateuch-Uberlieferung priift, namentlich 848

3% Auf die im Pentateuch nicht nachweisbare lukianische Rezeption sei an dieser Stelle
kurz hingewiesen: Fiir sie ergibt sich als sicheres Merkmal zunichst die umfangreiche Rezep-
tion des hex Textes. Allerdings stellen die (Teil-) Dubletten innerhalb von L in Frage, dass
der Text auf einem eigenstindigen und systematischen Vergleich mit dem MT beruht. Inwie-
weit der Ausgleich mit dem hebriischen Text iiberhaupt als rezensionelles Kriterium gelten
kann, wird davon abhiingig sein, wie sich das Verhiltnis der protolukianischen Textform zum
vorliegenden Rezensionstext verhilt. Ebenso harren einer Bestimmung die systematischen
Aspekte, welche den tiefen Eingriffen in die Lexik und den grammatikalischen Varianten zu-
grundeliegen. Die gegenseitige Beeinflussung im Verhiltnis zu den iibrigen Textformen ist
deutlich schwieriger zu bestimmen als bei O, weil der Bestimmung genuin rezensioneller Va-
rianten Grenzen gesetzt sind. Dennoch bleibt der Z-Text in der Summe dort identifizierbar,
wo der von den antiochenischen Vitern iiberlieferte Bibeltext in Ubereinstimmung zu bringen
ist mit einer entsprechenden bibelhandschriftlichen Uberlieferung.

40 Vgl. THGD, S.25ff.

41 d nur fiinfmal, ¢ 18mal; erst in der Verbindung d-¢ formiert sich mit » zusammen der
byzantinische Text, vgl. THGD, S.25
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911 962 und 963, zeigt sich, dass & und der byzantinische Text hiufig Lesarten
der Fragmente mitbezeugen. Bei den 203 n-Varianten, die von ein oder zwei
Textgruppen geteilt werden*?, geht keine Unziale so hiufig mit wie der Vatica-
nus, insgesamt 40mal*’, wobei es 14mal zur Kombination B 4 n kommt.

Das Beispiel von n zeigt, dass sich zwar einzelne Traditionen fixieren lassen
wie auch bestimmte Uberarbeitungsformen, doch fehlen historische Bezugs-
punkte, um einzelne Stufen der Uberarbeitung niher einzugrenzen oder gar die
Textentwicklung insgesamt nachzeichnen zu kénnen.

Uberblickt man die Uberlieferungsgeschichte der LXX insgesamt, wie sie
sich nach dem Zeugnis der Bibelhandschriften darstellt, so ergeben sich zwei
gegenliufige Bewegungen, zum einen eine deutliche Tendenz zur Vereinheitli-
chung divergierender Textstringe, wobei zumeist der den alten Text bewahren-
de cod. B nebst wenigen anderen Zeugen gegen A F M V samt den meisten
Textgruppen steht, zum anderen eine weitergehende Verselbstindigung einzel-
ner Textformen.

Beide Bewegungen finden ihren Ausdruck in der unterschiedlichen Rezep-
tion des hex Textes. Die nur partielle und zudem ungleichgewichtige Aufnahme
hex Guts in der nachfolgenden Tradition liefert einen klaren Hinweis, dass der
Ausgleich mit der hebriischen Textiiberlieferung seine Geltung als bestimmen-
des Kriterium verloren hatte. Dass es als Motiv noch eine bedingte Fortsetzung
fand, zeigt sich im d-#Textstrang. Fiir die iibrigen Textfamilien wird man hin-
gegen insofern eine Verschiebung der Akzente ansetzen miissen, als die aus vor-
rangig stilistisch-exegetischen Griinden erfolgte Ubernahme hex Guts dadurch
zusitzlich legitimiert wurde, als es ausgewiesenermaflen aus biblischer Traditi-
on stammte. Vielleicht wird man die Wirkung der hex Rezension auf die nach-
folgende Textiiberlieferung mit einem Katalysator vergleichen kénnen, der in
die Textbewegung ein gewichtiges Steuerungsmoment einbrachte.

Nun wird man hinsichtlich der Widerspriichlichkeit innerhalb der Uberliefe-
rung auch in Rechnung stellen miissen, dass die christlich bestimmte Textge-
schichte der LXX zugleich beschrieben werden muff als Aneignungsgeschichte
des Textes iiberhaupt, welche eine biblische Tradition erst begriindete, gleich-
zeitig aber auch ausweitete auf die gesamte griechischsprachige Welt. Die Lo-
sung der LXX aus der jiidischen Tradition bedeutete zugleich den Verlust des
historisch gewachsenen Verstindniszusammenhanges, der neu zu definieren
war. Hier ordnen sich die breit bezeugten Varianten ein, denn gerade die Lesar-
ten, in denen sonst unterschiedliche Textstringe zusammentreffen, bezeugen
zunichst den tatsichlichen Prozess eines wachsenden exegetischen Zusammen-
hanges, der Besonderheiten, seien es historisch iiberkommene, seien es geogra-
phisch gebundene, zunehmend auflést. Darin deutet sich auch an die Entwick-
lung zu einem textus receptus, welchen gezielt herzustellen vielleicht dem Cate-
nentext als Absicht vorausging.

2 Vgl. THGD, S.21f.
>V folgt mit 24 BeleiganizAdrity 1id; F Suip th iagnd M it 6rnehmen
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Dass auch der hex Text in diese Entwicklung einbezogen war, zeigt, dass
selbst die Hauptgruppe hiiufig nicht geschlossen auftritt. Fiir beide Untergrup-
pen gilt ohnehin, dass sie eher als hexaplarisch beeinflufit zu beschreiben sind
denn als genuin hex Handschriften.

Innerhalb des breiten Stroms der Uberlieferung fiihrt die n-Gruppe zwar ein
relativ unscheinbares Dasein, doch spielt sie hinsichtlich des lukianischen Pro-
blems eine zentrale Rolle. Gewif} hat der Befund von J. W. Wevers, dass eine lu-
kianische Rezension mit den Textmerkmalen, wie sie fiir L in den geschichtli-
chen Biichern und Propheten charakteristisch sind, im Pentateuch nicht nach-
weisbar ist, Bestand. Zweifelsohne kommt der n-Text aber in eine gewisse Ni-
he zu L, denn er teilt die Tendenz zur Attisierung, enthilt dariiber hinaus sogar
Dubletten, wenn auch nur selten**, und auch hinsichtlich der geographischen
Zuordnung erscheint Antiochien am naheliegendsten. Hinzu kommt, wie aus
den Papyrusfunden der letzten Jahrzehnte mit zunehmender Sicherheit gefol-
gert werden kann, dass n auch altes vorhexaplarisches Gut enthilt. Der funda-
mentale Unterschied zu L liegt im jeweiligen Verhiltnis zur hex Rezension, in
L umfangreich rezipiert im Gegensatz zum n-Text, der eine eigenstindige Re-
zeption nicht erkennen lif}t. Von hier aus wird man eher mathematisch formu-
lieren miissen: » = L minus O.

Dieses Ergebnis ist in zweierlei Richtung ausdeutbar; man kann einerseits
J. W. Wevers folgen, wonach L im Pentateuch fehlt, andererseits wird man aber
auch priifen miissen, ob das Verhiltnis von L zu O nicht einer Neubestimmung
bedarf, in welcher die Rezeption des O-Textes eben nicht als konstitutives Ele-
ment der lukianischen Rezension bestimmt wird, sondern als sekundires, mit
welchem die Textentwicklung von L gleichsam zum Abschluf} gebracht wird.

# Vgl. THGD, S.20.

Digitized by the Septuaginta-Unternehmen
of the Gottingen Academy of Sciences and Humanities
in 2013.



II. The L Text of Ezekiel

A. Ziegler has an excellent section on the characteristics of the Lucianic recen-
sion in the Einleitung of his Ezekiel edition.! Two statements made by Ziegler
in his discussion of these characteristics intrigued me, and invited further inves-
tigation on my part. The first one states that Lucian usually “schliefit sich ...
eng der hexaplarischen Uberlieferung an, so daf die Notierung “O’" L”” oft im
App. erscheint®®, and a second statement that Lucian “nach den jiingeren
griech. Ubersetzern, besonders nach Symmachus, seinen Text in Einklang mit
MT gebracht hat.” These intriguing statements merit more than mere mention;
they invite further investigation.

In my essay I shall limit myself to a study of these two characteristics. The
second one is particularly difficult to discuss since one is extremely limited by
the fragmentary nature of assured Sym remains; though general characteristics
of Sym style are known, actual Sym readings are few and often, if not usually,
without context. Such readings are usual on the margin of mss, and there is
much room for error and lack of certainty as to the manuscript text which the
Sym reading is intended to replace. Unfortunately, error is easy for copyists to
make, and editors can hardly avoid using their common sense in assessing
manuscript readings as to the intention of the reviser.

The problem which I have is trying to determine what text(s) Lucian actually
used for his revision. It is highly unlikely that he had a library of texts at his dis-
posal, but I hope to make some plausible suggestions as a conclusion to this
study.

The first list below contains instances in the Ezk LXX in which an asterisked
passage is supported both by hex and Luc. Majority readings are shown by the
+ sign after either O or L. It should be noted that other support is not other-
wise indicated, nor is support by sub-groups or members of sub-groups shown.
For both symbols O and L means a majority of supporters, inclusive of sub-
groups.

O has three members: Q-88-Syh. Its subgroup, o, contains three as well: 62-
147-407. The L group has seven members: 22-36-48-51-96-231-763. It has two
subgroups, /I with two members, and //I with three members, which are not
normally cited separately in the lists below.

! SEPTUAGINTA: VETUS TESTAMENTUM GRAECUM: Auctoritate Academiae
Scientiarum Gottingensis editum. XVI/1 Ezechiel, editit Joseph Ziegler. 2. durchgesehene
Auflage. Mit einem Nachtrag von Detlef Fraenkel. (Géttingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht,
1977), 48-57.

2 idem, 51.

3 idem, 50 Digitized by the Septuaginta-Unternehmen
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The L Text of Ezekiel 69

Hebrew readings which are starred have no equivalent in LXX, and presup-
pose a shorter Greek Text. Similarly LXX readings which have no Hebrew
equivalent in MT are marked by the symbol @. Thus @o co¢ means that it has
no Hebrew support, whereas ¥0°1%X means that the Greek has no equivalent.

The list below in the main only concerns texts which fit the above descrip-
tion.

List 1: Asterisked texts supported by both O and L

Chapter 1

v.8 *D%DIDY ] = % xau au mrepuyes avtov O L + = o 8. This follows
071"39%/avtwv. The shorter text was probably due to homoioteleuton.

v.12 *1n2%1] = x &v 10 nopsvechou avta O L = 6’

v.16 *DawynI] = % xa n momows avtov O L; cf o 8’ xar a1 mowmoeg
vtV

v.16 *DaRIM] = % xai n opaois avtov O L = 6’

Chapter 2

v.3 *93 9yWD] = % nfernoavevepor OL + = 6’

Chapter 3

v.9 *MXn NN1] = x Sedowxa 1o peromov cov O L = 6’

v.13 *5973] = x peyatov O L = o 6, but o’ reads rov peyatov.
v.16 *971%) 2°] = % xareyevero OL + =ad' o’ 0’

v.26 #7191 5X] = % mpog Tov Adapvyya cov O L = 6'. The verb is ovvénoo.

Chapter 4

v.13 XN *onnd NR dxdbapral = % T0v apTov avtev (or eavtwv) axabao-
tov OL = o1y’

v.14 M &l] Wov 62 L = o’ o’ 8. 1 suspect that ms 62 represents the hex
text here.

Chapter 5

v.1 *15 3°] = x oeavtw OL =o' 0’

v. 11 *599y TXIPY] = x 0I5 Mpocoybiopacty Gov xarev macy O L + = 6’

*v.13  *npmim] = x xa napaxAnfnoopar O L = o o 6’

*v. 14 *7°072°20 WX 0M33 TIB')H'H] = % xau &5 OVELBOG €V TOIS EBVETLY TOIS
xoxdow oov OL = da' o' 6’

v.16 *noyIn] = % tag novnpas O L

Chapter 6

v. 4 093N 192Y3Y D2°NINATA MW xai cvvrpBicoviar ta QuoiacTipw
VU@V xaid T Teuévn vudv (xai)] % a’ 68’ xau apavicbnoetary Ta Qug.
vuov % a’ 0’ xat cvvropnoctary (o’ xar ovvxdacOnooviar) Ta TEL.
vuov O L. The LXX has no counterpart for 1923 before zeuévy.
The o 6’ reading xat apavicnoerar is under the asterisk, and then

Digitized by the Septuaginta-Unternehmen
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the xat ovvrpipnostar is placed before reuévn, thus the O L reading
has transposed the two verbs as well.

V&b *init - DTI""?'I'?J] = X Kol SOOW TA TTOUATE TOV VIOV I0QANA XOTA TTPO-
cwnov TV eldwlov avtovy O L + = 6’

v.6 UK = % xar mAnpueAnoovory O L = 6’

v.8 *NINM] = % xar vrodewpouar O L + = 6’

v.9 *90 K] = % ) anooraon O L = 6’

v.9 DY WX MY OR] = % 7501 10V 2% (1)0V OV emomoay O L +

v.10 #0371 X 85] = % ovx a6 Swpsav O L + = 6’

v. 10 *NXTA AYIN QNP MYY>] = % 700 TOWGAL AVTOIS ATAVTE T KAHA TAV-
7@ O L + = 6'. The anavra has no equivalent in MT.

V[ D977 WX 591] = x xau ev macaic xopvpais Tov ogewv O L + =
#’. The xau is an ad sensum addition unsupported by MT.

v.13 *anay a5x 5o M| = % xat vroxatw naons Spvog dao(g)ies O L +
= @t o (iF

Chapter 7

v.10 *¥IIDXN ARXY] = % eénAbev p mhoxn O L + = 6’

v.11 The entire verse is somewhat incomprehensible in MT. BHS calls it
crrpt. Fin] + % xat ovx &£ avtov siow ovte wpaiopog ev avtorg O L +
= 6’. Apparently LXX has no equivalent for ona 713 x>1 oanmn x5,
DAnan is read by 6’ as two words: D1 DN (e avTeV sow).

v il3 T - 2 2°] = % xat et ev {on 10 {nv avtev (+ aAld 6”) ot opa-
o1 e1g v to Anhog avtns ovx avaxauwet O L +: 6" 6’

v.14 1R fin] = X X0 OLX ECTLV TTOPEVOUEVOS EIG TOV TIOAELLOV OTL 1] 00YN
pov g mav o iAnfog avtne O L + = 6’

v.16 *NIRAN "2170] = % wg nepiotepar pedetnrivar O L + = 6’

v.19 ¥ ... 0DDI] = % 70 QEYUPLOV QUTWV XAl TO YQUOLOV QUT®V OV SUVI]-
oetai ebedeoBar avtoug ev nuepa opyns xvptov O L + = 6’

v.24 *Init - DANA] = % xat alw TOVNEOVS EOVOV xaL KATIPOVOUTIGOVGLY TOVG
owovgavtwy = OL + = 0’

Chapter 8

v.1 *ow] = x exart O L

v.3 *NNI9R] = % s cowtepas O L +

v.6 *5X90° N2 IWXR] = % ac 0 owog wpank O L+ = a’ ¢’ 6’

v.7 *ARINY ... fin] = % %1 eov xaut Sov onmn pue ev 70 o0 O L + =
0

v.8 *¥PARI] =% Speviwrogyw OL + = o’

V.9 *MyIn] = x tag novppag O L + = oy’

v.10 *1n21 ¥R N°3an 53] = x naoe opowwois epnetov xar xtyvovg O L
P

v.10 91 by én’ adrod] em x tov roggov OL = o’ 6’

v.11 1NITRM [eloviag] prx xar O L +

v.12 INR] = % quagc OL = oy’

v.16 *Wnm] = x xatrevie OL + = 0’

v.16 TP 2°Pigizea i) wverioleg OF Ukterrghmen
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Chapter 9

v.4 *19%] = xvorog O L +

v. 4 *1I02 9°y7] = x mv modw peonv O L. This follows 7102 1°; omissi-
on is ex homoiot.

v.6 *0MIpTR] = % 10V mpsopurepwv O L +

v.8 *¥2IX INURIN] = % (+ %t 62 = MT) vaedsipbnv eyo O L = a’ o’

Chapter 10

Vi £#21937] = alxcoovp O L+

v.7 *DY29971 MINAN] = % ex TV ava usoov v yepovB (&) O L = 6’

v.9 *IMR 27997 DYR TN 19X (TNR)] = % xat TPOY0G &1 EYOUEVOS YE-

oovf (-B(e)yt L) evog¢ O L + = 6’ : homoiot
v.12 *09w1a 91] = x xau necw a1 capres (naca n capé Syh UI) avtov O
I = a' o’ 0'. The only difference between the two recensions is
number, but the reading of /7 is closer to the Hebrew, but the plural
correctly understood the context. It is followed by xai oi véror adrév
xad al Yeipeg avT@V xal al ITEPVYES AUTAV *ad ol T1eoxoi, i.e. all plurals.
v.18 1nDn 5ym and] + % rov afpiov O L + = 6’

Chapter 11

v.5 *90R] = x deye OL +

Chapter 12

v. 4 *071°199% 2°] = evomov avtwv O L +
v.7 *359] = x onsvn O L

v.27 N3 oixog]pro O L +

Chapter 13

v.2 Dabn xv235 NIRRT DRI xal mEoPNTEVGEIC Kad fosic MEOE avTog]
— O; + % TovS TPOPNTEVOVTAS XAl EQEIS TOIS TPOPNTALS TOIS 7PO-
pnrevovoty amo xapdies avtov O L+ = o’ 6': Origen judged LXX
as having no counterpart in MT. The asterisked passage then equals
MT, and actually serves as a doublet for the more compressed LXX

text.

v.3 *pmn nx 0%bn OAVX] = X TOIS TOPEVOUEVOLS OTILOW TOV TIVEVILOTOS
avtov OL = 6’

v.7 #1927 XD 2IRY IS DRI DUAKY] = X xau sdeyete PNOLY XVPIOG KL

eyw ovx ehainoa O L +

v.13 “nnna pera Aupod] + pov O L. This might be a case of dittography/
haplography.

T *pv] = adiwws O L +

Chapter 14
v.9 *927] = % Aoyov O L= ot y’
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Chapter 16

v.4 **ywn&] = x eigoomoav OL = a’ 6’

v.13 *1975m% nb¥M] = x xat xatnVOLVONS g5 facireay O L = 0’

v.20 *5] = x pot OL

v.22 *1ayIn] = x (xa) ta péeAvypara cov O L +. MT has 7°nayin by
7°natm while LXX has nd@oav mv nopveiav cov. The passage under
the asterisk comes after cov, i.e. the nouns are transposed.

v.23 *15 "I "IR] = % ovar ovaroot O L + = oy’

v.30 *Nbw] = x napenowalousvic O L = 6’

v.38 *0T NoDWYY] = xau exyeovowy aya O L

Chapter 17

v.17 *mM2a9] = x noAag O L = n’ (pro navres?)

v.22 *¥19DIP3° URIN NNN] = X xat 500w Ao KEPAATIS TAPAPLASOV QUTIIS
O L + = 6. It should be noted that MT has this text between 71291
and qpX 79, for all of which LXX reads éx xopveijs xapdias avtév
anoxvid, which is puzzling.

Chapter 18

v.16 *712] = % wanov OL +

v.20 *XN] =x avryp OL +

v.22 *15] = % avtw OL = oy’

v.28 *IRIN] = % xaredev O L +

v.30 *19%] = % Swwtovrto OL + = oy’

Chapter 20

v.8 *wX] = % exaorog O L +

v.20 09%3192) (xai) vudv] prx ava pgoov O L = a’ 6’

v.21 ERRING = aura O =0 ¢

v.22 *¥999 DR DAV = % xa eneorpeya v xewa pov avroig O L =
a'c’ 0'. The avrois is sub ob in ms 86.

v.26 *1ynb - fin] = x wa yvwor on eyw xvpwog OL + = o’ 8’

v.28 *Dw MM DIATP DYI] = % Oupov dwpwv avtev xat eevro exst O L
= 0’. The text follows oW /éxei; the shorter text is the result of ho-
moiot.

v.28 DAY ebwdiag] + % avtov O L +

N *Nn%9271] = % g Swabnxng OL = a’ 6’

v. 40 *5%90° 1°] = % (= cod) wpank O L +

v.43 *answy IWKR] = % ag enomoare OL = a’ ¢’ 6’

v. 44 *5%90° N°2] = x owog wopanh OL = oy’

Chapter 21

v.3(8)  FMIANYS3TIR AR 19] = % 1ads Aeyer xvptog (adwvar L) xvptoc O L = 6’

v.15(20) Davyw addgitldbuthove@laginta-Unternehmen
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Chapter 22

v.9 *%1) = % noav O L +

v.31 0055 100 ovvreddoar] + % avrovg OL = ovy’
Chapter 23

v.3 *131] = % enopvevoay OL + = oy’

vl *531] = x Bapviovoc OL = oy’
v.34 *No¥mY] = % xau exorpayyieisc OL + = ot y’

Chapter 24
v. 11 19IN2 év péog] + x avtng O L + = o’ 6’
v.13 *ANT IIXNYA] = % ev m axabapoie oov fep(pw)a O L + = 6’

Chapter 25

v.8 *¥9907] = % xarons OL + = a’ o’ 6’

v.17 *An NINDINA] = x ev edeypows Bopov O L = 6’
Chapter 26

V.6 K] =xar OL

v.17 *HBl=xo00t OL=0ca"¥6

Vol 7 *NTaR] = % anolov xar O L+ = 6’. LXX has xareddfns for n7an
nawvl, apparently reading nowi. Whether 6’ read a conjunction or
not is not clear.

v.21 *axxIn X5 WpaM] = % xai {nnbnon xar ovy gvonbnon O L + = 6’

Chapter 27

v.2 *ORY] = % xatov OL + = oy’

v.11 *¥2%10 1°] = % xwxdo O L +

v. 14 *¥0v7997] = % xat quiovovs O L +

v.18 *0yn 291] = x ev mAnbeL oywv oov OL = a’ o' 0’

v.24 *311532 0°%%0n1a] = x ev payaty (c var) xaiev yadye O L = 0’
v.24 *mp] = x xau mowihiav OL = ory’

v.24 *1n>5912?] (25) év adroic + x 1 sumogwx sov O L = 6’ : reading D2

nbo?
v.29 DAMINIRG @no 1@V mhoiwv] + % avtov O L +
Chapter 28
v.5 1123 Syadbn] prx xat 88 L = a’ 6’

v.12 *1mom ®5n] = x 7mAneng copuag O L = ovy’
v.16 *10071] = x 70 ovonwalov O L = 6’

v.23 *12 5] = xau sbanootedw emoe O L +
v.24 bon @nd] + x naviov OL + = 6’

v.25 *n"a] = % oov OL + = oy’

Chapter 29
v.3 *927] = % Aadnoov OL + = oy’
Digitized by the Septuaginta-Unternehmen
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V3 #0930 Pn] = x pacilev aryvnrov OL + = a’ o’ 6’

v.12 *nnw 2°] = x apaviopog O L = o’ 0’

v.14 *DW] =% exet OL = oy’

v.19 *#195] = % e tovto O L +

v.19 *?W]=xmv OL =o1y’

v.19 *7I07 RN = % xa An(p)yerar to nAnbog avtng O L +

Chapter 30

v.3 *13y] = % vepedns OL + = oy’

V.6 ¥ 90K 19] = % 1ade Aeyer adwvar (> 62”) xvptog O L

v.9 *Na] = x mvedmda OL = 6§’

v. 11 *INR] = % peravrov OL = a’ 60’

e 118 *nawm D“’H'?J] = % péeAvyparta xou xatamavow O L + = 0’

v.13 *DoIXM PIND AXTY NNN] = % xau Swow pofovev (+ m Q = 0")
atyvrrrov O L = 6’

Chapter 31

v.5 *¥9NDYI0 112901 = % xar vyewbnoav ar napapvades avtov O L +
= 6’. I cannot accept Ziegler’s understanding of the asterisked pas-
sage as representing INIXD 713298NY, though admittedly the textual
confusion here is rife.

v.5 #nbwa] = x ev 10 extavar avrov O L = 8’ ; cf @’ ev 10 efanoorea
avtov; o’ extabgions avtng

v. 14 *)]=% 0ot OL = oy’

v.16 *M] = % xat ta xallicta OL = a’ 6’ 0’

Chapter 32

v.3 '?-‘IP:I N9 Sixrva] + % pov ev exxdnowe OL + = a’ 0’

v.28 *392wn] = % ovvroPnon xar O L +

v.30 *0'w11] = x aioyvvopevor OL = o' ¢’ 6’

v.31 #9511 by y95 29N "'P’?l'l] = X TOOUVUATIOL LOYAIQ0S POOO® KAL TIACC
n Svvayug avtov O L + = 6’

Chapter 33

v.8 *yv] = % auaprois O L. Preceded by yw1%; shorter text by haplo-
graphy.

v. 11 *DvyIn] = x ¢ novipas O L +

v.12 *DIN 12 ANRY] = % xat ov vie avBpwnmov O L + = o' 6’

v.13 0 an] = x fon {non xar O L +

v.16 *H] =% avto OL = o' ¢’

v.24 *1bxn] = x ravtac OL = 6’

v.24 *9ar5] = x Aeyovies O R L = &’ o’. That a’ should have accepted
a plural participle to represent 9% is most unlikely.

v.31 *ny] = sDighaarclputl® Segtuagiit®’'Unternehmen
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Chapter 34
v.6 *XY 2°] = % ta mpofara pov O L = 6’
v.9 *MITI2T W] = % axovoate Aoyov xvgrov OL + = a’ o' 6’

v.12 NIRY mpopdrwv] + % avrov O L + = 6’

v.16 *130WR DRY] = x xai 7o mov O L = 6’

v.17 MIRX mpoparal + % pov O L

v.25 *nuab] = x menoorsg OL = a’ 6’

v.26 *1992 1°] = % evdoyiav O L = o’ 6': cf 6’ evdoynrovg
v.26 *1971°] = % eoovrar O L

v.30 *onX] = x peravtov OL = a’ o’

v.31 *DIR] = % avlpwnor O L

Chapter 35
v.5 *DIN NYya] = % ev xawo OQweog avtov O L = 6’
v.11 *D2 TNRIYND ANWY WK JIRIPII] = x xau xave T0v {nAov cov ov

emonoag ex Tov psuionxeval og ev avtolg O L = 6’

Chapter 36

v.7 FTI 91TR K 70] = % 1ads Aeyer adwvar xvpiog O L

v.8 *bxaw 2°] = % wopand O L

v.11 #1991 12| = % xat avénbnoovrar xat iAnbvvenooviar O L = a’ §'.
a’ must certainly have at least transposed the verbs to equal MT.

v. 15 Xy s5pon xb TA] = % xau 10 £0vog cov ovx atexvolnoetar et O

L. The preceding word is 11y /éti. The shorter text was probably due
to homoiot.

v.23 *TI0 23TIR DXI] = x Asyer adwvar xvgrog O L +. This occurs after
7% /xvpiog. The shorter text was probably due to homoiot.

V27 answy mowujonte] momre L; + % avra O L. As though the final He-
brew letter represented a pronominal suffix!

v.30 *Y] =% e OL +

Chapter 37
v.7 *51]?] =% gpovn OL +
v.9 *m9n 3°] = % to nvevua OL = oy’

v.12 *0voR] = % mpog avrovg O L + = ot y’

v.13 *DONX] = % vpag O L +

v.13 D2"MI2pn éx 1dv dpwv] + * vuov O L +

v.16 X 1°] = % wav O QL

v.18 *9ax%] = x Asyoviec O L +

v.22 nbs% abrev] pr x maviov Q L. Whether Q represents O or L is not

clear.

v.22 *¥15nb] = x s paciiea O L

V.23 *naywn 5529 DRYXIPYAI] = % xa1 &V 101G MPOCOXOIOUACLY AVTOV XAl
ev macaig taig acefeouc avtov O L + = 0’

v.25 *n';-wy Ty 0032 137 DN = X xat Ol LIOL AVTWV %Al OL LIOL TV VIOV

avtov cog atwvog OL + = a’ 0’
Digitized by the Septuaginta-Unternehmen
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Chapter 38

v.5 *OnR] = % per avtov O L; ovv avtoig 62 = MT

v.12 *17IP1] = xauwvapéy O L = o’

v.13 *5973] = x peyara OL = 0’

v.17 *DoR2I1] = % TV mpognrevcavieoy O L = o’ 6’

Chapter 39

v. 14 *¥DY92YN NR] = X% %@L TOVG TAPATIOPEVOLEVOVS O_Syh; = X et TOV
nepepyouevov Syh L. The two readings are, however, not related,
but are separate in their origins. I suspect that the L reading was in-
fluenced by o’ reading uera tov napeoyopevov; cf napegysobar as a
frequent o’ reading for 92y in the Psalter, and that of O, by 6.

v.17 1At "X zefoxa] prx eyo O L

Chapter 40

v.1 *w] = x exet O L

v.3 TN wérpov] + x ev m yewor avrov O L = a’ 6': contra MT

v.12 *5721 AR NPRY DR 0R] = anyeoc evog xar myeog evog oprov O L
a5 = L)

v.17 *MWY] = x gemoumueva O L = o’ ¢’

v.28 *019771] = % v mpog votov O L = 6§’

v.31 *byn] = x avapacic avtov O L = 6’

v.32 *197 (xatd)] = prx odov O L

v.38 90> 1a nactopdpia abtic] pr xar O L +

v.39 * -‘I‘PWH] = % v odoxavtwowy xar O L + = 6’

Chapter 41

v.2(1)  *5axn an9] x zlarog mcoxnqvne O L = o

v. 4 *s5X] = x mpocue O L +

v.5 ¥2%20 N°2b%] = x 10 oo xwxdo O L

v.12 *197] % odov O L

v.16 *¥2°10 3°] = % xoxdo O L

vv. 17-18 *1 mn] petpa xar O L

Chapter 42

V.2 *230 BX] = x xara mpocwnov O L +

v.4 *n7 BR] = x &g 10 cowtepov O L = 0’

V.6 fin] + % mevemrovra O L = ot y’: contra MT

Chapter 43

v. 11 FINNOM] = % xauw v eroyaociay avrtov O L + = 6’

v. 11 *¥19X2I101] = % xat a5 st.oodovs avtov O L + = oy’

v.11 *n7% 5 NX1] = % xa mavrag tovs vopovs avtov O L
v.13 *nKR 2°] = % ka1 aqyes OL = o' 6’

v.27 *pann MO Lbyt Iverd epinedissavdi eagehuepac O L +
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Chapter 44

v.4 ¥ 1°] = % xwpiov OL = o1y’
v.7 N> dorovg] + % pov O L

v.27 *vIpn 5X] = x &g 70 ayiov O L
Chapter 45

v.2 *ox] =% eic OL

v. 4 *WIP] =% ayiov OL = oy’

v.7 *nTp] = x xar(a) avarodag ORL
v.15 *nX]=x¢ev OL +

Chapter 46

v.6 *9P2 72] = x viov povroiiov O L + = 6’

v.14 *0] =% aiwviov OL + =a’ 0’
v.17 *INbnan] = x ex ¢ xAnpovouag avrov O L +

Chapter 47
v.1 *n%271 4°] = % rovowov OL =o' 6’
v.6 *¥9320M ] = % xaw encorpeyev (eoroeyev Q = 0" ) pe O L +

v.12 1999 1° 6 xapnog] + % avtov OL = a’ 6’

Chapter 48

v. 10 *pspbR nIwy anmn anvIPY] = x xau mpog avatorag mAatog Sexa yi-
Jadeg O™ L+: The shorter text is again due to homoiot: D%0bX /yi-
Mddeg.

v.21 39 X éni] pr % xata mpocwmov O L + = 9’

v.21 210 by éni] + x mpoownov OL + = o1y’

List 2: Non-asterisked passages supported by both O and L

319 199717 (xai) ths 6600 avtod] pr amo O L
4:14 730 &l] Wov 62 L = a’ o’ §'. 1 suspect that ms 62 represents the hex text

here.

8:1 “n"a1 év 1 oixe] + pov O VL

9:4 *Mn°] = xvptog O L +

10:7 *219971] = o yepovp O L +

11:5 *Mt 1°] = xwpov O L +

flileae) S86éa (xvpiov)] prn O L = o’. Purely stylistic.

12:4 *paasyb 2°] = evomov avtov O L +

1127 *191] = myeport OL +

12:27 N2 oixog] pr o O L +. A stylistic variant; hardly hex, but comp o’ at 11:23
above.

13:13 NnN2 pera Bopod] + pov O L.

13:22 *IpY] = adixws O L +

14:13 " (YIX) (y77) éév] pr 7 O L: an obvious dittograph.
16:31 N XY gyévov] provx O L +

16:38 *DT NIV ] = xat exyeovowv aypa O L

18:17 *x1m] ovtog O 9L = ¢’ vid.
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18:20 AXT 700 nateds] + avrov O L +: contra MT

18:20 127 700 viod] + avrov O L +: contra MT

18:21 ®> 00 uij] pr xar O L +. But some mss do read X%1.

20:23 M Swaonsipai] prxat OL + = oty’

21:5(11) X5 obx] pr xax O L +: contra MT. The xa: serves to enforce ex tov xoleov
avtov as part of what precedes, “I the Lord removed my sword,” rather than
of what follows “not shall it again return.”

22:2 *owni 2°] = e xpwveg 2° O L

23:21 vebmtéc oov 2°] + (vel pr) eneoov (aut -cav) O L +:exv.3

73525 @1d oov] pr e O L +: stylistic variant.

29:10 DY9XM YIX DX yiv Alyvnrov] prpy OL + = a’ o’

29:13 DY9%M DX Alyvatiovg Q] pr tovg O L +

29:20 DY9XN YIX DX yijv Alyvntov] pryv 88 L = ovy’

30:10 111 DR 7A7jfog] pr 7o 88 L = ovy’

31:3 1°21 &ig péoov] prxar O L +

32:4 *n] = exoov O L +

34:18 D2YyYIN tijc voutc] + vuwv O L

34:31 *1INX1] = xawvpueis O L +

35:8 T'MYas 7ods fovvois] + sov O L +

40:41 *manbw 1° et 2°] = roansfer O L +

46:13,14 *9p21 2°] = mpewr O L +

47:1 *n%an 2°] = rov oxov O L +

A.a. List 1 contains 222 citations, and List 2 has 38, a total of 260 instances in
which L has exactly the same plus as O. Of these, 152 are marked as equaling a
hex source. These are in order of frequency as follows: 6’ - 64; ot ¥’ - 32; a” 6’
-21;a’ 6’0’ -16;6'0"-9;a’ 6’ -4,06'-3;a’ -2, and 7’ - 1. If one would
add those with double and triple sources to the single attributions, these would
appear as 0’ - 143; a’ - 76; 6’ - 65. Since ot ¥y’ and @’ ¢’ 8" and 7’ include all
three, it would be sensible to subtract these 45 from these totals, as being more
meaningful numbers: thus 6’ -95, a’ - 27 and ¢’ - 12. Obviously, 8’ is the main
source, the origin of which I suspect was Origen. In fact, there are only 9 cita-
tions which do not include 6’, but out of the 152 cases, 77 do not include o',
and 88 do not include ¢’. One may safely conclude that Lucian used as parent
text an O derivative of some kind.

A.b. In reviewing the above lists, it will be seen that a number of the citations
are contra MT. These hardly fit the conditions outlined in the statement intro-
ducing the list, but they have been included to show that there was some kind
of close relation between the O and the L texts. An analysis of the 11 citations
is not very exciting. Three are actually supported by hex, i.e. 21:5(11) by 8’,
40:3 by @’ 0, and 46:11 by ot y’, i.e. show presumed textual Hebrew support.
The remainder consist of three cases of xa, three of articulation of a nomen re-
gens, and two the addition of avrov, not an overly impressive list.

List 3: Transpositions supported both O and L

5:12 nwbwm 1° ... JM2%30 post 191X LXX] tr to MT order O L +
6:3 by ooproghipdddpéihe Séptuclin@-LUstdEhmen
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719
8:11
815
9:2
95
10:9
11:24
16:5
16:13
1i7::9,

20:6
20:21
21:7(12)
26:11
27:30
29:16
29219

3232
3321
33:27
36:4
36:6
40:1
40:3

40:4

40:15
40:21
40:23
40:25
40:25
40:29
40:49

The L Text of Ezekiel 79

192WN ... NN xai ovvipPicoviar] % a’ 0’ xa apavielnoctar ... % a’ 6’
e ovvipnoerar O L: of list 1.

13°%0 MXINA Giprioetar/év Taic nAateiac] tr O L

DTNy DDINA TRY év péow avtdv/esiotixet] tr O L

DX 12 NSRIT vie avbpdnov/édparag] tr O L + = MT

TR ORI (xai) gic avip] tr O L

VIR 9%y an’ adrod/eic v nédwv] tr O L

DYIDIR AYAIXR 100y0! Técoapes] tr O L

SINRWI M (xal) avélefé pe/nvedua) tr O L

1°Y 7%y 6 dybaduds cov/émi ool tr O L

120 W27 kel Edaiov/xal pédd] tr O L

799D BRI (PM°) (o7 draddmrog abtis) xai & xapnds] + % avwme O L. L
achieves this, however, by omitting the adrfic after drnaidnrog, i.e. by trans-
position.

R 012 (8v) éxeivp/if nuéog] tr O L

&v Tjj £0MpL/TOU ovvTEAéoa TNV 0PYIIV ptov én’ avtovg] tr O L = MT

027> 52 1M (xai) nd@ow ysipes/mapaivbiicovrar] tr O L

1ij¢ ioyvog/oov] tr O L: contra MT

DRvwRY by DY éml mjv xepainy abrdv/yiv] tr O L +

anMIda (év 1@) avrovs axolovbioar] tr O L +

xal TPOVOEVOEL TNV TIPOVOUTV aUTHG/%ail oxvAevoel e oxtda avtig] tr O L =
MT

ANXY xai ov] tr O L +: contra MT

05071 "R 6 dvacwleic/mpdc ue] tr @]

ShR N MY TN (xad) dyeviin én’ dus/xsio xvpiov] tr O L +

NRI> DPORY 1ais pdpaytl/ (xai) tois yeyudooow] tr O L +

MRI>) D P BR> xai tais pdpayéi/xai tais vinaig] tr O L: cf v.4 supra

VRM DYIWY mEpunTE xal ixo0oTd) ex. xan (> 88) meuntw O L

1792 DONWD YNDY (ki) év 1 xeiol avtod/fv onaptiov oixosouwv] tr O L =
MT; om 7v 407 (= MT)

T73°Y2 AR Ev 1o0is dplaiuois oov/ide] tr (et om £v) O L

R DWRN agydv nevrixova] tr O L

mnyxdv mevrxovral tr O L

mjxes énarov] tr O L

anydv mevinrovia] tr O L

anx@v eixoor mévie/to ebpog abric] tr O L

myeis nevrixovra] tr O L

OR MNP (xai émi) Séxa (as WY ) dvapabudv] tr O~ L

A.c List 3 contains 35 cases of transpositions of LXX text equalling the word
order of MT. These could well be coincidental rather than proving a textual re-
lation between the two recensions, but the fact that O and L share in one case
(26:11 and comp. 32:2) a transposition which is contra MT does show that L
did not independently compare the Hebrew text; it is more likely to have been
dependent on O.
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1:2

6:11
1231

16:63
17:23

18:7
18:8
20:5
22:19
23:4
26:12
217
27:32

39:7

39:17

44:30

46:11

Joun WirLiam WEVERS

List 4: Omissions shared by O L

mIWR 10 é7o¢] om 16 O L: This is a case of haplography after rovro. But L
also omits 76 2°, i.e. goes a step further from &rog 0 néuntov to erog neun-
7ov, a Hellenizing improvement.

nX soye sbye] om ebye 2° O L = 6'. A case of haplo-dittography.

@év péoe avric) > O L (sub odd form of ob in Syh). Actually the preceding
word 7o also has no correspondent in MT, which see. The reference is to
Jerusalem, about which God is saying &y tépata nowd év péog avris. Imme-
diately prior to this reference had been made to the entire house of Israel, of
glow év péoe avtdv. The epexegetical plus is not represented in MT, nor is it
necessary.

11D 70 otépa cov] om 76 et cov O L

(8v Sper peredpg) o0 Iopand] om oo O L. Usage in the book is not consi-
stent. The genitive is articulated 70 times, and unarticulated 104 times. Only
three times does oixov IopanA appear, but with other cases of oixog, Iopani
is almost always unarticulated. With “mountains” articulation varies.

2y9% ¢ newv@va] om 7@ O L, probably a stylistic assimilation to the unarti-
culated yvuvév in the next clause.

Sayn xai 48 duniac) om xai O L

@oixov (Iopani)] rov O L

337 S0V &yé5] om 806 O~M L: contra MT. This follows 8w ro6ro, and Sia
T0VTO YW £168gyopal 1s a smoother text.

@7v] > O L +. The omission leaves the clause a nominal one: xai ¢ dvdpua-
ta abt@dv Zapdpeia 11 Oola, and IgpovoaAnv 17 Oodfa. This then parallels the
final clause in the verse, which is also nominal.

T°I) xai 1a E6Aa oov] om cov Q-88 L: contra MT.

%1 2° xai éyévero] om xai O L. According to Ms 86 mistakenly attests to
xai under the asterisk, which must be mend. for an obelus.

xai 1°] > O L: contra MT. The word before it ends in -7az, and this may
simply be a case of parablepsis due to homoiot.

@rndavra] > O L. The word modifies 7a é6vn, who “shall know that I am the
Lord.” In view of the profligate use of nd@g in LXX, this must be an error.
@ginov 1°] > O L +. The omission is popular with only B 967 and the A
text Greek supporters of the word. It stands between “and you, son of man”
and “Thus says the Lord,” and is easily omitted.

71993 sddoyiac vu@v] om udv O R L. The omission makes a much better
text: “to place blessings on your houses.”

DN xai év tais foptaig] om xai O L: contra MT. Cf the comment above
on 27:32.

A.d. It is not surprising that only 17 cases of a minor omission are to be found
in the entire book supported by both O and L. All but one (12:11) involve sin-
gle words, and no relation between the two recensions is thereby established.
The list is provided for completeness’ sake only.

B. In many instances of L’s apparent use of the O tradition, his use betrays a
freedom which differs at times considerably from what was seen in the citations

of Lists 1-4; these wilbbedacumented inJaists:5and érchmen
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List 5: Asterisked passages supported by O, and cf L

Chapter 1

s

v. 14

Vo)

v.24

vv.25-26

v.27

*D79DID ANINN DR AVX N92N] = X% gyoueval £160Q TG £TEQAS %Al A
nrepuyes avtov O = 6'; gyouevar etsoa g etepac L. L has taken its
reading from the first part of O, but omitted xa: - fin.

*PTaN AR9ND 2 XX MON] = % xa Ta (wa £1gx0V xal ave-
xaprov wg e160g Tov Pefen O + = 0 ; xau 1a (wa etogyev nar avex-
aptev Tayel wg eidog tov felexn L. L has revised O to a more classical
expression by treating the neuter plural as a collective (i.e. singular),
as well as adding rayer as an epexegetical plus.

*X9] = % pofegov O = o1 y'; = pofeoov L: The plusses occur
between xpvordllov éxtetauévov, O reading the word with xpvordi-
Aov, but L with éxretauévov.

*manm 51p3 nbnn »1p anoba 1w »1pa] = % g povy wavov ev 1@
7m10pEvEdBat avta PwVI] TOL Aoyov ws pavn nagepfoins O + = 0'; wg
povny Beov caddar ev T TOPEVEGHOL LT POVNV TOL AOYOL WS POVIV
nmapeupolns L. The repeated accusative in L continues the first
pwvnv. N.b. that L also has a doublet rendering for 0, fgov cadsdar.
*pYx9 by IR y2pab Pynmy 117015 739N 0INYA] = X ev w0 eota-
var avta aviovto (Or -gvio) ai ntepuyes avtwv (26) xar vIEPAV® TOV
0TEEWATOS TOV VIIEP xEPaAns avtov O + = 0’5 ev 1o gotavar avta
%ot aviotacbor Tag nrepvyas vty (26) XL LIEPAV® TOV GTEQEMUATOS
T0v Ve nepalns avtowv L; L has taken the first four words of v. 25
of O and its last one; comp o’ ewonreicay xar aviovro ar nt. avtwv.
The source for L seems at least partly to reflect o’ for the last xa
clause of v. 25.

#2520 115 N2 WX AXIND] = X 0 00a0Ig TVPOS EGWOEV AVTOL XVXAW
O + = a’ 6'. L has this as well but has changed opaois to the accu-
sative, and parallels &¢ dy1v. Since the next word in MT is X972,
the shorter text was probably not original. In other words, the parent
text of LXX was the result of parablepsis due to homoiotel.

Chapter 2

v.4

*DivbR IR NP 3R 25 “PTM 0YID WP D32 = % xau Lot oxAT-
QOTPOCWTIOL XAl OTEPEOXAPSLOL EY® ATOCTEAL® o€ TPog avtovs O + =
a’ 6'. L reads xai vior oxAnpompocwnor xar Gpaovxepsior mpog ovg
anootedo o€ eyw mpog avtovs. The mpog ovg is an L attempt at better
Greek. Goacvxapdior is attested as a o’ reading at 3:7. The word is at-
tested for LXX only in Prov (twice).

Chapter 4

V.6

*NIw] = % Sevrgpov O = a’ 6’5 ex Sevrepov L. The two readings
may well be independent in origin, in which case one wonders wheth-
er ¢’ might have been the source for L, for which cf 6" in Isa 11:11.
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*nw ORYIX 9WX] = (= mend. pro %) ov Swwoxopmw (-mow 88 L)
avrovg exet O L = a’ ¢’ 8'; L substitutes Swaoxopmiow for the Attic
future, and uses the more usual -i00 future.

Chapter 5

V.15

v.16

*Rwn) 0] = % nadea xar apaviopos O = a’ 0'; comp o’ xat
anopie for xar apaviopos. L reads maideia ot apaviouo xar ar Quya-
16066 0oL ®UXA® oov; the addition is a gloss from v. 14, where LXX
has xai 1a¢ Quyatéoac cov instead of IWX B33 79INSY; see List 1,
chapter 5, v. 14.

*05%%y ... WK 2°] = % a anooreMo (-gdw Q = 6°) avta(-ac QF)
StapBeipar vpag xar Aytov ovvaéo ep vuag O = 0’ ; xat anootedw av-
tag Stapbeipat vuag xar Ayiov covraém ep vuac L. The second verb re-
presents )0X and L has made an idiomatic change to ovviacow, i.e.
“I'will command a famine upon you,” though this may well be a copy-
ist error for the O ovvaéo.

Chapter 6

v.6

v.12

*DOWyN M ] = x xa efalewpbooty ta goya vuwv O + = 0'; xai
eEadelpbn ta goya vuwv L, i.e. following the classical view of neuter
plurals as singular collective nouns.

*IRVIM] = % xat 0 vmodeipbeic O = ' ; xar o mepidepbeis L. The L
compound was probably chosen as a better choice following 6 mepie-
x0uevog, but could be 6’ , for which cf Lev 26:28.

Chapter 7
v.9(5-7a) *m7%DXA A2 (v.7) ... AY7 1°] = % xawe ma xana (= 6'; > O°F)

150V TTQEECTLY TO TIEQAG KEL MKEL TO TIEQAS EENYEQDN TIPOS GE 150V TKEL
<nxet> 1 ndoxn O + = 0'; xama pa xaxia 160V EQYETAL TO TEQAS
NAEL TIXEL TO TEQAS EENYEEON TIPOG OF 150V NKEL TO TTEQES NKeL ) TAoxn L.
L emends the O text, with goysrar for mapeoriv, and added an extra
10 mepag after wov nuet, since the final X2 of v.6 is left without an
object, which could only be 70 7epas.

vl *m310 5o 5y 1191 93] = % ow opyn &g wav To Anhog avtne O + =
60" ot 0gyn i mav to mAnbog avtng L. ot and Siott are practically
interchangeable in O and L in the sense of “because.”

v.20 *DRXIPY] = % mpocoybiouara avtov O = 0'; xar mpocoyBiouatwv
avtov L. The genitive noun parallels the coordinate géeAvyudrov,
and is a stylistic improvement.

Chapter 8

Va2 #1992 7] = % avpag wg eidog O + = 6’; peyyovs wg etsog Q™8 L
= o’. peyyos is regularly used by LXX to render 7133. Also used by o’
for 3. L is obviously based on the o’ reading.

i3 *AXIpn '?730] = % g swovog Tov {nAovg (-Aov L) O L = 6’. The ge-

nitive {pAdugitsza tontiaction of dipto-dgternehmen
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The L Text of Ezekiel 83

mamn - fin v meds avaroddg] sub — Q-88 = MT; + x 7ov
Buoraotnoiov ov 1 exwv Tov {nlovg (-Aov L) tovrov ev 1w giomopsy-
gobar avtny O L = 0’. The LXX reading is a gloss defining v
TAV/IIOS .

DYTRY DDIN2 TNY v uéow avtdv/siotixet] tr O (and ewornxet sub x)
L; + wmxreioav Q*-88-62; + xai womnxewoav Syh; + % eiomxreicav
8¢ L. Presumably L changed the xa: to the more elegant 8¢ structure.
The asterisked passage in L renders D>Tny.

*2307y90% 120N = x xai smeoToEYaY TV MAopycaL e O + = 0';
xau aneotpeyav Tov napopywoal pe L. The two otoepw compounds are
closely related in meaning and are easily confused.

*WN'IP"'! = fin] = X A0l XAAECOVOLV EV TOIS OGLV [LOV POV UEYAAT XL
ov un goaxovow avtwv O + = 0'; xar xexpaloviar eic @ wra pLov
v peyadn xai ov un eioaxovow avtov L. The L reading has inten-
sified the verbal action: “they are screaming into my ears,” though it
must be admitted that xpalerv for X9p is a common 6’ rendering.

Chapter 9

W

95¥3 1971 IRYM INX (xat xOnTete)] + % xar eéeABovries eTvmToV TV
modv Q™8 L; + x xar naraéare v modrv O. The attempts to correct
the text on the part of O and L by additions is confusing, since it re-
sults by the retention of xai x6ntere in this becoming a doublet. The
first reading must be ¢’ in origin. It is far too free to be either a’ or
0’, and o is clearly its source.

Chapter 10

v. 14

v.16

*yersus] = (C var) ¥ xai 1600QQQ TPOCWAA TW EVL" TO POGOIOV TOV
EVOG TIPOGMOIOV TOV YEQOLP %Al TO TPOGOTOV TOV SEVTEQOV TPOGOTOV
avBomIToV *al TO TPLTOV TPOCWTOV AEOVTOS AL TO TETAQTOV TPOGOIOV
aetov O = 0'. xat TE00QPA TPOGWTCL EYEV EXAGTOV TOV {OMV TO TPO-
OWITOV TO EV TIPOGMTTOV YEQOUP XAl TO TPOCWIOV TO SEVTEQOV TIPOCDITOV
avBoWITOV KAl TO TOITOV TPOCWITOV AEOVTOS KAL TO TETAQTOV TPOCWITOV
astov L. L apparently expanded 1o evi of O to eyev exacrov twv
{wwv. The O plus is word for word rendering of MT.

*pbexn D7 D3] = % xauye auror ano TV syousva (-vov L) avtov O
+ = @’. L read this as well but changed gyopeva to gyopevaov by case
attraction to twv ... avtov.

Chapter 11

v.12

*9vR 1° - fin] = x (c var) on v 101§ Stxaiwpacty pov ovx emoEevOnTe
QL TO XOULATA JLOV OVX ENOOATE XOL XOATA TA XQULATE TOV VOV TV
ngouvxdo vuov enomoare O = 0’ ; 011 €V TOIS SIXAUOUACLY [LOV OVLX
ETOPEVONTE AL T XOYLATA [LOV OVX ETTOUOCTE AAL OVOE KATA TOL XOULOT
TV £Bvov oV megmuxie vuwv ovx exomoate L. Obviously there is
something wrong with the L reading. The change of the final xa: of
O to @l is a stylistic improvement, but the addition of ovée and the
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final ovx does not make good sense. What L must have intended was
to revise the final clause to an adversative, but the insertion of ovde
and ovx defies good sense.

Chapter 12
v.3 #1511] = x xa ayuedonobnn (-tevdnr L) O L +

Chapter 16

v.29 *y10] = % yavaav O™ yavaav xar Syh L +. MT reads 1y33
2w for which LXX has XaAdaiwv, which L changed to g tovg
xaAdatovg = &'. The change in L may very well be recensional, i.e.
taken from the 4™ column of the Hexapla.

Chapter 17

v.20 *v.b.+ (v.21) m9an 52 nX1] = x xar abo avtov eig fafviove xat
SlaxpLOnoopal [LET QUTOV EXEL TNV ASIXIAV QUTOV 1V NOIXICEV EV ELOL
(v.21) xat macag pvyad(&)ias avrov O +; xar abw avtov gig fapviova
%ot SLaxQIONoOUAL LLET AVTOV EXEL TTEQL TG AOIXLAG QVTOV TG TIOLXIIOEV EV
gpor (v.21) xat ev maoais Tais pUYASELALS QUTOV %Ol TTAVTEG Ol EXAEXTOL
avtov L. It seems that L used O as a framework but added xa: mav-
166 o1 exlextor avtov, a doublet rendering based on the variant text
¥912an, which is read in many mss.

Chapter 21

v.3(8)  *mame (o37x MT®) 9mx n5] = 1ade Asyer xvptog xvpiog O = 60’ ; 1ade
Aeyeradovai xvpiog L. L normally transcribes *3TX by adwvar, where-
as O regularly renders it by xvpuog.

v.23(28) oAb myaw *yaw] = x gfdoualoviss spdopadac (-uada L) avtoigc O
L = ¢'. The plural of the hex plus represents MT literally, but does
not fit well into the LXX context.

v.27(32) *my 1°] = % advaav (-xmia L) O L = ovy’. LXX has adwiav déi-
xiav, and the reading of L (aduua advaav aduaav) is peculiar.

Chapter 23

VaI52 *3y559 pnx’; 19N] = % (c var) xai eotal €15 YEAWTA XAl €IS LUXTIOLO-
pov O + = 0'; xa1 eorau g1 yehwta xar poxrnoiopov L. Though with-
out MT support, the initial xa: is contextually necessary. The only
difference between the two texts is the omission of &g 2° in L.

Chapter 24

v.9 *DMT Y MIX] = % ovat oA Tov apatov O + = a’ 0’5 o nodic
tov aypatwv L. The L vocative particle is more classical than O’s
ovat.

v. 10 90 MNXYM] = % xat ta oota cvpuppvyncoviar O + = 0’; xai ta

oota ovppevyn L. L often treats the neuter plural in the classical sense

of a collectiggtnurby the Septuaginta-Unternehmen
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*nxbn D%IRN] = % tanswvobnoetat o 1o O = a’ 0’ ; tanewvobn o 1og
avtne L. The Hebrew is difficult.

*INRNON NI XP1] = % xa1 ovx exabapiobne (vel -Bep.) ano axabap-
owg oov O + = a’ 0’; xau ovx exabapbns amo axabapoiag oov L; cf
o’ reading at Exod 22:24.

*NyNT X120 XD = x ovde un eAby Saxpva ot O = 0'; ovde un
eA0n oot Saxpva L. The word order of O follows MT, and L’s order
is a stylistic matter.

Chapter 26

V7

v.18

*7920™ R D2 AP AN IOR] = x n1g eyevnln woyvpa ev balacon
avty xat ot xatowovvtes avtny O + = 0'; nug eyevnbn woyvoa ev
Oadaoon avtn xai ot xatowmovvres avtnyv L. The shorter text is due to
homoiot; the next word is 9N . The articulation of faiacon by L is a
stylistic improvement.

*¥INXRM D2 WX DOOXA WYran] = x xar apaybnooviar ai (> 88)
vnoot ev 1 Badacon ano g géodias (ebovotag L) cov O L + = 6'.
The preceding word in MT also ends with Jn-. I suspect that the L
change to &fovoiag is an unintentional change palaeographically in-
spired.

Chapter 27

v.31

v.32b*]

*Versus| = x xar palaxpwoovow ent oe palaxpoua xair negilwcovral
CaXXOV KOl XAQVOOVTAL TIEQL GOV EV TUXPAGU® WUXTIG XL XOTIETOV Til-
xpoov O + = 6'; xau Svpnooviar em oe paiaxpwpa xor nepilwcovial
COXXOV KOl XAQVGOVTAL TIEQL GOV EV TUXQPACU® WUXTS XAl XOTETOV Til-
xpov L. The verb fvgew makes better sense in the context. The O
verb is a Hebraism.

= X TIC womep TVPOS xatactynbsioa ev pecw Balacons O + = #'vid.;
716 WoTEY TVPOG HaTactynbsioa ev psow e Badacons L. The articula-
tion of fadacong is a stylistic improvement.

Chapter 28

v.9/10

v. 14

*Mn -r'?’?rm T2 év mAnbed] ev yewr L = MT; + % toavuatiloviov
o¢ Bavarorg O + = 0'; + nwrpworoviov oe Bavarov L. The L read-
ing is only vaguely related to that of O. This could be ¢’ in origin; cf
nrpwoxsty for 55n at 31:17 Job 39:20 Ps 57:6; the singular favarov
is by attraction to oe.

*3 92700 Nwnn] = x xegyotouevov tov xatacxnvovvrog xar O (Q¥) =
0’ ; xeyowouevos tov xatacxnvovvros xar Q° L. What the Hebrew
means remains obscure. Obviously L is based on the O plus, but why
the participle should have been changed to the nominative is proble-
matic. Whatever the plus is intended to mean, it must be an attributive
of 700 yepoup, i.e. genitive.
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Chapter 29

v.4 *23TN JNUpYpa] = x tais Aemoty cov mpooxorinbnooviar O = o;
xat Toug Aemowv 6ov mpooxoAinbnoovrar L. a’ read xoAAnOnoovrai.
The introduction by xa: in L is contexutally appropriate.

Va5 *y bow a°n] = % eotar tamewvn O = o1 y'; xau ot TansvoTATy
L. The use of the superlative is exegetical in nature; it intensifies the
statement.

Chapter 30

v.9 *5305n] = % ex mpocwmov pov O = 8': mpo mpoownov pov L. mpo
does make better sense; L probably found ex modifying efedsvoovra
unidiomatic.

v.9 0°%1a] = x goow O; ev onu L; siim o' @’. This is difficult to un-

scramble. Since the Hebrew word is a prepositional phrase, the pre-
position would usually be rendered either by eig or év. The O reading
may well be derived from &ig ow. L is clearly not based on O here; it
could quite well be based on o”.

v.12 *DYY9 T2 YOIRA DR NIOMY] = X xar amodwoopar TV ynv v xeiol
movipwv O + = a’ 0'; xau anodwoopar v ynv €16 YEQAS TOVIIPOV
L, which is a more idiomatic Greek. The &g yeipac could be o ; cf Isa

52:23.
Chapter 31
v.3 *¥5¥m wIM] = x xau mwrvog ev m oxenn O + = 0'; xar moxvos ™

oxenn L, which is transposed post ueyéfer.

v.18 *17y *Xya 71321 71252 193] = % (c var) ev ioyut (+ xat Syh) ev Soén
( + xaux Syh) ev peyaieomnr ev Evdowg rovpns O = 6’5 ev Suvauer (cf
o’ at Isa 10:13) xat ev Soén xar ev peyeber ev tois Evdoig g tovpns L.
Both recensions apparently read 7195 as n93, but if related at all, L
extensively rewrote O, substituting Svvauer for wyvr, and ueyeber for
ueyadetotnty, as well as articulating the nouns in the last phrase. That
Syh should support the conjunctions as used by L need not surprise

anyone.
Chapter 32
v. 19 *versus] = x (c var) & véarog evmpemovs xarafnbr xar xowunnt

(-6non Q = 8’) pera ancprrunrov O + = 0’5 &£ véatwV evmPenOV *a-
Tapnb xai xowunbnon peta ancpituntov L.

v.23 *¥29M2 - WK 1°] = % (c var) ot dwxav Tag TAPAS QUING £V UTIPOLS
Aaxxov (-xxwv L) nau eyevnbn exxAnoia mepuxvoxdo e ta@ns avtov
nmavtes avror rpavuatial mntovies payawa O L + = 6'. The change
to the plural Aaxxwv may have been due to the plural unpoig gover-
ning it. It is not entirely clear why O and L used avrov to modify
Tagnc, sinbegditimusbyefee tephabjoia: Unternehmen

of the Gottingen Academy of Sciences and Humanities
in 2013.
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onnnbn roAguxoig] prx avtev Syh L; + x avtov O™ + = 6. O
represents the morphemic order of MT, but placing the pronoun be-
fore modeuixoiz makes it clearer that it modifies the noun 67d0ic/A2.

¥597 7v9%n] = % xau (> 88) o1 facideic avtng xaw maviec O + = 6';
xau o Pacidevg avtng xar navtes L. Since mavres modifies of doyovres
Aocoovp, L assumes that Assur has but one king as well as many chief-
tains, which is sensible.

Chapter 33

v.25

A" (v.27) - 071 5y] = % (c var) em tov awparog £66(1)ete xar TOVG
0POAAILOVS VIOV QUPETE TIPOG TO EIOWAQ VIOV X0 QULO. EXYEETE XAl TNV
YNV ®A1QOVOUTICETE ECTNTE ETL TG UAYAIOAS VUOV ENONOATE PBOEAVY LA
HQUL EXACTOG TNV YOVALXE TOV TATIGLOV AUTOV EMICVATE KOl TNV VIV %A1~
QOVOLUITICETE OVTOGS EQEIS TIPOG AVTOVS TAdE Asyetl adwvar xvpiog O = 0
ETELOT] TOV QUUATOS EOOIETE %Al TOVS OPOAALOVS VUMV QIQETE TIPOS TA
EIOAX VUV KO QUL EXYEETE XAL TNV YNV XATIQOVOUTIGETE ECTITE EMIL TG
QOUPALAS VU@V ETONOATE POEAVYUATA XQL EXAGTOS TNV YUVQAUXA TOU
TATGLOV QUTOV EUIAVATE XL TNV YV XATAXATOOVOUTICETE OVTWG EQELG
7p0g avtovs Tade Asyer adwvar xvpog L. L apparently is based on the
O reading, but rewrote certain words: used the long form eneidn in-
stead of emer, instead of payawas he used the synonym poupaiag,
changed péeAvyna/n2yIn to the plural as more sensitive to the con-
text, and used the compound xaraxAnoovouncere simply for the sake
of variation.

MY x xa neaviouevny O; xai anwleav L. This is followed by
NawI /xai anoleirar, which probably prompted L’s choice of anw-
Aewav; thus “destruction and will be destroyed (the pride of its
strength),” a nice play on words.

Chapter 34

v. 4

v.23

*nnxD9 X5 75N NXY] = % xat 10 apewotov ovx woacls O = 6';
xat to appwotovy ovx woaobe L. The L change of the noun is due to
the verb appowotew “to be appworog,” and in turn forming * appwore-og
> aPEOOTOVG, ~OTOVV.

*DOR 7Y XI1] = % avrog mowwaver avtovg O = a’ 0" ; avtos noya-
ver avtovg xai avanavcer avtovs L. The second clause is a doublet
comment on the first one. Comp v. 14 where avaravoovrar and poo-
xnPnoovrar obtain coordinately.

Chapter 35

v.8

v

*9971 NR] = % 7@ opn avtov O; ta opn cov L : The second person
agrees with the repeated 2nd singular pronoun occurring four times in
the v.; this makes a more consistent statement.

*v.a] = % xabowg svppavins (vel nupp.) gis ¥Anpovouay owxov opani
o1t neavioln ovtwg nomow cor O + = 6'; xabwg emevppavins
xAnpovoputa owxov 16pank ot neavictn ovtwg moujcw oot L. The da-
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tive modifying the (compound or simplex) verb used is not only more
idiomatic Greek than an e construction, but is also closer to the
nbmi%> of MT. The lexeme smsvgpp. of L is not attested elsewhere any-
where in the LXX tradition.

Chapter 36

v.3

v.18

DONX ARYY MY [Y°2 [¥° dvil 100 drpachijvar Vuds xal pionbivar
vudg] pr (+x O) avr rov Q*-88 = o’; pr avu tov yeveobar vpuag g
apaviopov mactv tois efveaty Syh L: n.b. that the L text seems to be
a doublet for o0 elvar budc eic xardoyeowv Toic xatatoinog éveot
(xai)/D37 - DOMT> which comes right after 2%20m 03nX (V70
1@V x0xA@ udv). On the other hand, it must be noted that &g apa-
viopov reflects the mnw of MT.

*mxnw 0a°>1%32) para by 199w WX 077 BY] = x (c var) zgot Tov
QUUATOS 0V EEgxeQY ETTL TNV YNV %Al EV TOIS EWOMAOIS QVTOV EUILAVAY
avtny O + = a’ 0'; avl wv eéeysav awpa mL g NG xaL €V T0IS EL6W-
Aoig avtwv guavav avtyv L. The text of L is most probably based on
o', at least for the first clause.

Chapter 37

v.26

*DNIX “NY29T DN = % xat Swow avtovs xar TANBvve avtovs O
= a’ 0'; na1 taéw avtovg xar mAnfove avtovs L = o’ (?). Syh cites o’
as reading w’swrr “I will establish, make firm,” which might be a ren-
dering of taéw “I will place in order, arrange,” rather than Field’s re-
troversion as o1rpiow.

Chapter 38

v. 4

v.4

v.16

v.21

*T‘ﬂ’?‘.‘! D11 NN N2 = X xau TEQICTOEYW OE XAl SWOW YaAL-
vov eig tag oiayovas cov O = 0’5 xau mepiotpewm ce xvxdobev xai
dwow yalvov i tag owyovas cov L; the addition of xvxlofev glos-
Ses EQIOTOEY®.

*0b5 2°] = x mavieg avror O = 6’5 navreg avror syovres L. The ad-
dition of the participle in L also involves a change from the nomina-
tive to the accusative of the preceding list of military materials.

*1M] = % yoy O; w yoy L. L simply makes clear that yoy is being
addressed.

291 *911 595 nav (> L) pdpov B] + payapag (Syh) &g navra ta
opn pov (> L) Syh L; + payaipas rel. +. Apparently, Origen read
popPov payawag, and L inserted the asterisked passage as a corrective
doublet to pépov between them. Syh attests to an L reading. That it
is not hexaplaric is clear from the witness of Q-88.

Chapter 40

v. 30

*Versus| = % xat atdapumb (c var) xxdo xUxA® UNXOS TEVTE KOl E1XO0-
o1 INYEOV xa TAaTog nevre mxewv (om x.zA.any. 88) O + = 6';
xat 1o azlq){gmze@}@mmgggm@gmwuamehmmv Lod suspect that
of the Gottingen Academy of Sciences and Humanities
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the reading of 88 L is a case of mnyeov 1° ~ 2°; cf 88. But ailauuwv
is reserved for 1?3‘7&; cf remark at the end of the next citation.

¥y (39) - OW] = % exer MAVVOVGLY TNV OAOXAVTOGLY €V SE T aAap
g moAng O = 0’; exer mAvvovowy v oloxavteoty gv 8¢ T TEOTVA®
¢ oA L. Apparently, L only revised aidau here, and the source
of mpomviw is almost certainly ¢’. The word 0P occurs three times
in the chapter. In v.40 05X occurs, but the passage is omitted in L.
In v. 49 the articulated %X7 obtains, and is rendered by zov aidap in
LXX, which L left unrevised. The word must be carefully distin-
guished from 1mbx which L regularly rendered by aidauuwv (avg).

*Dm 2° - DWW ] % Svo tpameor evlev xar Svo toamelar evley O +;
Svo toanelon evlev s devtepag expvoews L; for g Sevrepac expv-
ocwg, compare the end of v.38 in LXX.

The textual confusion in vv. 38,39 might be better clarified by writ-
ing out the O and L texts representing (38) éni — v. 39 init. O reads:
ETTL TNG TUATG % €XEL TAVVOUOLY TNV OA0XQVTOGCLY €V 0 T® Aol NG
TUANG TG SEVTEQAS EXPVOIS % OvO TEamelal evlev xar dvo tpamelal
evlev. L reads: tag Qupag tov mulwv % exet TAUVOUGLY TNV 0OAOXAVT®-
o &V 8¢ T® TPOTVA® TNG TVANG % Svo toamelal evOev TG SEVTEQAS
EXPUOEWG.

*ywn rma'?] = &5 Qvpav muins O = a’; eig v Qupav g muAng L =
o', which is more idiomatic Greek.

Chapter 42

v. 4

*NOR 72X 797 D057 bX] = % &5 10 gowTEPOV 050V (080¢ L) 717)-
xeogc evog O L + = 6. It is not immediately clear why L should have
changed odov to odog. It strikes me as an error by attraction to the -
og endings of the next two words, i.e. a thoughtless copyist’s error.

Chapter 43

v.20

FININ NDROM] = % xar mepip (0 )avies avto O +; xar mepipavovory
avto L. The L revisor has changed the verb to third plural, which
makes it consistent with all the other verbs (three) in the v. The verbs
nepopavtilem and mepppaive are synonyms.

Chapter 44

v.8

v.12

TP NINYH ONINY x’n] = % xat ovx epvAaéacbe tnv pulaxnv TV
ayiwv pov O = 0’5 xar ovx spviabate TNV PLAAXTV TOV AYIOV [LOL
L +. The change to the active is not significant.

*DIY YN ] = x xaw An(u)wovrar v avopay avtev (eavt. L) O L
o=

Chapter 45

v. did

9K 2° 10 pérpov] > B La; x tov owpr O; 10 owpr L. This variant
is difficult to assess. Did Origen have the B text as parent text? What
Digitized by the Septuaginta-Unternehmen
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one might have expected for O is that to uerpov would have been
placed sub = as well.

“NBMI A danduowav] % ayvoovvrog xai amo vimov O +: pr ayvo-
ovvrog xar vimov L; cf 6’ 8’ + ayvoovvrog xar amo vymov. L voids
the unnecessary repetition of the preposition.

Chapter 46

v.16
v.18

DNINR xatdoyeois] + % avtov (+ gonv L) avtn OL + = 6’
RN 1°] = % ano mg xAngovopiag avrov O +; ex g xAnoovo-
wieg avrov L. Actually the phrase follows ontnxn /ano g xataocye-
oews avtwv in L, i.e. L correctly has avrov for the first phrase, and
avtov for the second. LXX read éx tiic xaracyéoews avrod which O
did not change.

Chapter 47

Ve

7:8(4)

37:2

40:41

40:42

43:12

*19DX NXD DX NN byax Anwx] = x (c var) xata fogeav xat To 0pLoV
arpaf (aoal 88-aoyuwd Syh™") xai o oprov pogoa (-av Q) O + =
0’; xata fogpav xat to oplov apal xat to oprov fogpa L. Since the text
follows 119X /Bogpdv, the shorter text is due to homoiot. The only dif-
ference between the two recensions is in the spelling transcription of
nAn: awab/auad.

List 6: Nonasterisked text additions in O; cf L

*¥795y] = em oou L; emoe O +. I can find no exegetical basis for preference
of dative vs accusative here.

*73m1 2°] = xaw ov O +; xar dov avra L. The addition of avra by L is ad
sensum, thus “and behold they were very dry.” The reference is to the bones
which the prophet saw in the vision.

Iy ... fin] g 7dAng én’ avrag opdéovor e Bbuata xatévavt @V dxtw TP~
nel@v @V OuudTov] e TUANG TOV 0XTO TEATELOV —— TV BUUATOVY €T QUTA
opatovor — ta Oupata xatevavtt O; g muAns oxtw tpansial TV Quuatwy e
avtag opatovor ta Gvuata xatevavrt L. L changed tov oxto toanslov to
oxtw toanstat, thereby making good sense with the nominative context.

XM 2° - IR 7jreog — Uirog] To UNKOG INYEOS EVOS XA MULCOVS XAl TO TAQ-
t0g ninyeog evog xai nuicovs O + = MT; 10 unxog nnyeoc xau nuicovg L. Pre-
sumably L simply omitted evog as unnecessary in both cases. It should be
noted that LXXs text differs from MT. It states “a cubit and a half the width,
and two cubits and a half the length.”

*N271 N9ID DRT 1371] = o ovTog 0 vouog tov owov O + = 6’5 eonry ovtog
0 vopog tov owov L. Origen presumably misread 11371 as the feminine of o7,
i.e. a pronoun, thereby creating an impossible text. This does typify and char-
acterize Origen’s approach to the text as an examination of the text purely
quantitatively, which often results, as here, in a bizarre text. L clearly had
the O text as parent, not the Hebrew, and corrected it by changing the verb
to a singular gotuv.

B.a. Lists 5 and 6 show readings of plusses to the LXX text found in O wit-
nesses which are eithegitindébhiéastertsk onundsteriskbdycbut seem in part re-

of the Gottingen Academy of Sciences and Humanities
in 2013.



The L Text of Ezekiel 91

flected in L. In all cases the L plus is at least slightly different from the O read-

ing. Whether these are indeed based on the O text is the question which needs
examination. That many are such will be clear; many are merely stylistic
changes, or represent the different approach which L takes as a recensor.

Variation from O to L which are at least not minor changes obtain at 1:14
etperov/-xev; avexapunrov/avexoumtev tayet;, 1:24 wavov/Bsov caddar mavov;
1:25 aviovto a1 nrepuyss/xan aviotacbou tag nrepvyag; 2:4 otepeoxapdior/Boacy-
%0801 TTPOG 0Vg; 4:6 Sevtepov/ex Sevtepov; 5:16 ovvalw/ocvviaéw; 6:6 ea-
Aewpboorv/-0n: with neut.pl.subject; 6:12 vrodewpbeis/nepid.; 7:9 mapeotiv/so-
xetau; 7:12 on/Soty; 7:20 mpocoybiopara/-rov; 8:2 avoag/psyyovg; 8:17 sneo-
toeyav/an.; 8:18 xaleoovowv ev 1015 wotv/rexpalovrar sig o wray 9:7 natatare/
erwnrov; 10:14 1ov Sevtepov/To Sevtepov; 11:12 xar/ald ovde; emowmcate/ovx
en.; 12:3 ayualotiobnt/-revdn; 17:20 v adwuaav autov nv/neor e adixiog
avtov ng; 17:21 xou naocag puyadsiag avtov/ev macais Taig LYASELALS QUTOD Kl
mavTeS o1 exdextor auTov; 21:3 xvplog/adwvar; 24:9 ovai/w; 24:10 cvupovyn-
oovral/-yn; 24:12 tansivwbnostar o 106/-6n o 10¢ avtng; 24:13 exabapiobng/
exabopbng; 24:16 Saxpva cot/cor Saxpva; 26:18 gfodiag/sovoiag; 27:31 pa-
Aarpwoovow/Evpnoovral; 28:9/10 toavpatiloviov ot Oavatois/Titpwcroviwy
oe Bavarov; 29:15 vamewvn/-votarn; 30:9 ex/mpo; 30:12 ev yewi/sic yeoag;
31:18 wyv/Svvauer; peyalsiotnri/uesyeber; 32:23 daxxov/-xxwv; 32:29 ot Po-
olleic/o Pacidevs; 33:25 emi/emedn; uoyaipac/ooupaias; PosAvyua/-patoe;
xAnoovounoete/rataxd.; 35:8 avrov/cov; 35:15 evpoavlns/enevpp. ; €ig xAnpo-
vopiav/Tn xAngovouia; 36:18 mgor tov ayatog ov sfgyeav/avl ov efeysav aa;
mv ynv/mns yng; 37:26 Swow/taéw; 38:4 nepotpeyw oe/nep.oe nvxdobev; 40:30
xOXA® xVXAD/KVXA®; 40:39 atdau/mporviw; xar Svo Toamelal evOev/Tng Sevtepag
expvoewg; 40:41 1ov oxtw twanslwv/oxtw toanslar; 40:42 bis nnyeos evog/
nmyeog; 43:12 gow/eonv; 43:20 mepwo (o )avries/-vovorv; 44:8 cpvlatacte/
-&ate; 44:12 avtov/eavtov; 46:16 avtov/avtov eotiv; 46:18 amo/ex.

B.b. These variant traditions in many cases show a different source for L, and
call into question any tentative conclusion that O was the parent text for L. On
the other hand, it should be noted that Z joins O in following typical 8’ transli-
terations on occasion; cf eupa for AT at 24:13 and at 27:24 MT’s nsbb>oma
"m%32 by ev payatiu xa ev yala from 6’.* Note also at 40:30 the aidaupuwb
of 6" occurs at Q, but aday at O~ and alauuwy at L, whereas in v. 39 the a:-
Aap of 8" obtains in O but L changed it to mpomie.’

B.c. Nonetheless, I would still like to test the possibility that Z had an O text
as its parent text. That 6’ is the major source for the citations in List 1 would
suggest such a conclusion, since it is generally agreed that 6’ was Origen’s fa-
vorite source for filling the lacunae in the LXX column of his hexapla. Further-
more, the above list of differences do not void the fact that most of the citations

* Cf notes at List 1.
5> Cf note at List 5,40:38. 39.
Digitized by the Septuaginta-Unternehmen
of the Géttingen Academy of Sciences and Humanities
in 2013.



92 Joun WirLiam WEVERS

are identical in L, and it still remains possible that the differences cited under
L.2 between O and L were revisions by Lucian of his O parent text.

Since Origen’s hexapla was made at least a half century earlier than that of
Lucian, the many citations listed in List 7 in which O and L are identical, parti-
cularly of larger plusses, this understanding would be plausible.

The evidence for this essay is, however, contained in sources which are cen-
turies younger than the times of Origen (1 254?) and Lucian ( 312). The mss
representing O and L range from the IX to the XII centuries; only the Syro-
hexapla (Syh) is older (VII Century), and its margin often cites non-hex read-
ings, including many which are specifically L.

List 3 contains 35 cases of transpositions of LXX text equalling the word or-
der of MT. These may well be coincidental rather than proving a textual rela-
tion between the two recensions, but O and L do have these in common. The
other citations are of varied types of word classes and syntagms: articulation,
nouns, nominals, prepositions, negative particles, pronouns, adjectives, ad-
verbs, conjunctions, prepositional phrases, verbs, verbals, participles, compara-
tive structures, as well as clauses of various types: conjunctive, relative, interro-
gative, causal, purposive, conditional. Everywhere that the LXX text was short-
er than the Hebrew which Origen used, whatever was lacking was added by
hex; the only conclusion that may legitimately be made is that these additions
were not original LXX text, but were recensional.

B.d. Of particular interest are instances in which O and L shared a false inter-
pretation. Thus at 27:24 the final word Jn»59723, a hapax legomenon of un-
known meaning, was simply omitted by LXX, and O L made it n eumopia cov,
as though Origen read Jn»59, which L took over as well. At 32:27 01 yIx32
was correctly understood by LXX by its év yfj {wiic, but O L shared the mis-
take of the whole tradition, i.e. ev 7 {on avtov, with the final mem being taken
as a third plural pronominal suffix. Clearly the mistake was Origen’s, and L
did not correct it. At 36:27 ANy was correctly understood by the mowujonte of
LXX, but an avra was added sub ast by O L. But the final mem was hardly in-
tended as a pronominal suffix; it is part of the on- ending, the second plural
verbal inflection. It would be far-fetched to suggest that L independently made
this obvious error. These “corrections” are all in the direction of error, and pre-
suppose L’s reliance on O. At 22:30 the structure 79X T¥2 “on behalf of the
land” becomes v xaww (reading Nya?) g yng, admittedly not an overly lucid
statement. But changing yfic to opyng by O L is hardly justified; this is a single
attempt at making sense, and not two coincidental ones. At 44:5 X1an% is well-
rendered by LXX with gicosov, whereas O L substituted the simplex osov,
which is contextually inappropriate, and more commonly renders 797 in the
book. Except for the citation at 27:24 which is supported by 6, the above mis-
takes are not shared by any hex sources.

B.e. Far more common are shared corrections of wrong or infelicitous interpre-
tations of LXX; only a few such have been included in List 7, since its purpose
was to collect (hex)phisses! toy the Eéﬁfﬁagixltaﬁuntérh@}nneﬁ “your heart” was
of the Gottingen Academy of Sciences and Humanities
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vocalized by MT to mean v Qvyatépa cov, but O L have v xapdiav cov
(which equals 6'). At 22:13 1571 as éndéw was corrected to naralo in O L.
The participle Mnw1 at 30:7 was rendered by fonuopéveov in LXX, but was im-
proved by npaviouevov in O L. At 32:29 31°R°03 became of doyovrec Accovp,
but O L changed the proper noun to avs. At 44:22 0*w1> was translated by
the singular (ei5) yvvaixa, but the recensors corrected the noun to the plural. In
ch. 45 some of LXX’s numerals differed from MT; n9®wy at vv.3 and 5 became
gixoot; DYIWY in v. 12 became (oi) déxa, and AWNN became mevrixovia. O L
corrected these to Sexa, Sexa, swoor and mevze resp. And at 47:10 195y wrongly
became éxei in LXX, but was corrected to ex avrov in O L. These constitute
shared examples of corrections of LXX by the recensors. I suspect that 8’ was
the medium for these corrections, but there is no actual evidence for this suppo-
sition.

B.f. In the introductory statement of this essay, Z. was quoted as noting that
Lucian had particularly made use of o’ to bring his recension closer to MT, so
that one might conclude that L’s variants to O might have had o’ as their
source. Under List 5 81 cases of L variants to O were listed. At 8:2 avpag was
attributed to €', but its variant L text, psyyovs, came from o¢’. A number of
cases obtained for which the O reading was attributed to &’ 8, and it seems
most likely that the L variant must then have come from o¢’. These are 2:4
otgpcoxapdiot/fpacvxrapdias mpos cov; 4:6 Sevtepov/ex devtepov; 9:7 maralate/
stomtov; 24:9 ovar/w; 24:12 tanswvobnostar o 1oc/-wbn o ¢ avtng 24:13
axaBapiobnc/sxabapbng; 30:9 gooiyu/ev onu; 30:12 ev yeor/eis yewag; 36:18 mept
10V aupLatog ov gEeyeav/avd wv eéeyeav aya; idem v ynv/ne yns, and 37:26
dwow/taéw. In each case the variant L text is almost certainly from o’. Odd
variant attributions are 5:16 cvvaéw/ovvrate where the O text is attributed to
a’ in 86 though attributed to 6’ in Q*, and 29:15 rametvn = ot ¥/, but L read
TanEVOTATY.

List 7: Obeli: Cf. Ziegler 41-44°.

il 23X (ey®) fjunv] sub — Syh; MT is a nominal clause.

1:4 nvedua] + % (pro =) xvptov Syh = gfp’: contra MT. What Syh intended
must have been an index to the exegetical gloss.

1:4 xad péyyog év avr@] sub — Hi. = MT

1:24 &v 1¢ nogeveobar avrd] sub — Oj; > Syh-147 Arab. Syh occasionally is in-
fluenced by L, so that this could possibly be L in origin, though this is not
likely; 147 is usually of in its loyalties. As for Arab, Ziegler collated the Lon-
don Polyglot, and I do not know its character, but Z. suggests that it is occa-
sionally aligned to a prehex text, though this can hardly be the case here. Also
to be noted is that L has a variant reading (with nzepvooesfar) under the obe-
lus as well.

3:12 ueydlov] + Aeyoviov (sub % pro — 8
ted by the textual groups A and C.

6th

) Syh-147. The gloss is also suppor-

¢ For erroneous use of or placement of obeli cf ibid.
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4:4

4:6

4:9
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4:14
4:14
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5:4
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75
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10:22.
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122057
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1552

165

16:30
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16:37
16:49
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1712
17:18
b7 25

18:2
18:8
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(xeBa¢) 1 Spaoic xai xabas (17 56éa)] sub — O. MT simply has 71225. Did
the parent text actually read 7392991 %9132 MT would then be the result of
compression due to the repeated preposition.
EVTIIROVTE Kl ExaTéV] sub — evevrovia xau exarov O = MT; cf v.5 for
“ninety.”
75X DX zadta] + — zmavia Syh C”. Gloss due to the oft-recurring “all
these,” and the obelus is in error.
(&lg &yyog év) borpduivov] sub — O = MT
IS MR (xai docic 1dSe Aéyer xPpioc) 6 Bedc o0 IopanA] sub — O™ 86.
LXX is a free interpretation, extending the divine statement to what the pro-
phet is to declare as a divine word. Origen simply noted that “the God of Is-
rael” did not define 7197" in his parent text.
év dxabapoig] —~ O = MT
n@v (xpéac)] sub — O™ > Arm™° = MT. The gloss is explicatory; i.e.
“meat” is “any meat.”
xal navaxavoels — 10 téraprov 3°] — O = MT
Kai épeis (to all the house of Israel)] sub — O 86 = MT.
ta Suanduatd pov 1°] pr. (= 88) nllae(v) 88-62" L
70 TétapTév oov 2°] = Syh 86(vid.) = MT
fin] + (= Syh) xat ev naow rois emrndevpacty avtwv Syh 36-46 (ex L). Note
1@V émutndevpdtov abtdv in the preceding clause. The obelus is an error; it
covers a popular gloss in groups A and C.
fixer 10 népac] sub — O™2; > 407 = MT. The clause also occurs twice in v. 5.
MT has 0197 71377 (iS00 1jpéoa) xvpiov &l] xver (corrupted from %v & to xvet
in O which is sub — in 88-Syh. This correctly notes that xvpiov & has no
counterpart in MT.)
(év 16 néunte) pnvi] sub — O~ MT has merely nwnna.
v mpog avaroddg] sub — Q-88 = MT
N2t tod Ovowaotnpiov] sub — Syh; > 88. Presumably the obelus probably
was intended to cover only the 700. In MT the word is a bound form.
bmoxdrew - Iopani] — O~Q = MT; gloss unter the influence of v. 19.
fin] + (sub — Syh) Aeyer xvoiog (ex v.21 fin) Syh-147 36-538-46 (ex L)
0 napamxpaivov Asyovies (Aéyovowv)] sub — O Q-88 = MT
&lc T00g évééonovs avt@v] sub — O; > 62 = MT
bon neoeitar O*8-62] pr (= 88) xar 82 L +. But see xai meoeirar in the next
line of the verse.
Kai o] sub — O™ > A 62 = MT
1°Y (6 8pbaAuds) pov] cov (sub — 88) Q™*-88-62
xal Eéendpvevoag TpLoods év tais Buyatpdot cov] — O Hi. = MT
ouoia oot] — 88 Hi.; > 407 = MT
(éyo) éni o (ovvdyw)] — O™ > 62 = MT
0070 Onfjoyev abtii xai tais Buyatpdow adric] — O™ Hi. = MT
19 (70 otdua) oov] % (pro — ) Syh; > Q-88 L = MT. The omission of the
oov is probably not due to M T influence, but to its redundancy.
Yi2 dvBpdnov] — O™P = MT
(énoinoev) abrd) — O 86 = MT
xad T xAjpate abtod droxatactabiostar] — O Hi.; > 764 = MT: the omis-
sion is, however, due to homoiarchon.
Yi¢ avBpdnov] — OM 86 Hi. = MT
xal 70 doyUpigiianaod]-thesSapMiaginta-Unternehmen
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xai ava péoov] — O; > 62 = MT

yiv (oéovoav)] — 88 86; > 62 = MT

nopeteate xai O] nopeveobe sub — 88; > 967 = MT
70 napanav]) — 88; > Arab = MT

avroig] — 88 = MT

D™an xai (1@ éeva abrav)] — O 2= MT

nInpYNd xai (og ai puiai)] — 86 = MT

S tovro] — O3> 62 = MT

X> 1) fepnrodii] — O. Only the verb is lacking in MT.

20:48(21:4) X% ov Q] pr (= 88) xar O™? L +. Obviously, Origen’s Hebrew text read

21:4(9)

21:6(11)
21:7(12)
21:22(27)

21:24(29)
22:26

23:10
23:20

23229

24:13
24:14
24:18
25:8
25216
26:7
26:8
26:8
26:16
26:16
DT
27:8
71
27217

27:18

27:19

27:21
27:23

xP1.

ave’ dv ééoreBpévom éx ol ddxov xal dvopov] — O 449. But MT does have
YT POTE Jan N0 WX 1Y, and the obelus is an error. See note in Z.
oMnn (dopvog) cov] — O™ > 967 = MT

ndoa oapé xai]l — O; > 967 = MT

init] pr (= O™2) xa: 967 O-147’. Obviously, Origen’s Hebrew read 13°2°2
here.

év ndoais tais doefeioug budv xai] — O 86 = MT; xar 49™.

bnx Bspnrodunv] ta capfata pov (t.oafpf.u. sub — 86) gfefniovv Syh™® 86,
The change from a passive to an active verb promoted the addition of a modi-
fier “my sabbaths,” which was obviously not in MT. For the reading see v. 8.
But whence the obelus? After all, hex doesn’t support the variant text at all. I
suspect that an index calling attention to the variant text was intended.

&ig ra¢ Ouyatépas] — O 86vid. = MT

Wwr ov OQ™Y) L] + (= 86) noav mit. Presumably, the noav was in Ori-
gen’s text?

xai tod¢ pdyfov oov] — O™Q = MT; > 46 (ex UI). Since oov also precedes
the text, its omission in ms 46 is likely due to homoiot.

xai i édv] — 86 = MT

dwa todro - fin] - O Hi. = MT

Ov tpdmov évereilato pot] — O 86; > 407 = MT

Iopanl xai] — O 86; > Hi. = MT

7006 xatowodvrag) — O; > Hi. = MT

(modddv) opddpa] — O; > o = MT

xal mepromodopnoel] — O = MT

avtod] — 88; > C alii = MT

éx 1dv é0vav] — O; > 967 62 = MT

ano v xepaddv avtav] -~ O™ > TycHi. = MT

xail meppadeiv og] — O = MT

xai ol dpyoviés oov] — O 86 = MT

xai yovoiov] — 88 = MT. From a list of metals (after doyvpiov).

xai xaoiac xal mpdrov uéh] — O 86. For MT’s ©271 1191 n*an LXX has
npdoet xal plpwv xal xaocias x.mp.u. The Greek is indeed longer than MT,
and it is uncertain what text the obelus should cover.

xai olvov] = O. Tt is quite impossible to reconstruct the parent of LXX here.
MT and LXX seem to be completely unrelated to each other!

& AonA] = O; > Hi. But possibly intended to equal >11%n? If so, the obelus
1S an error.

W3 of (doyovreg)] — 88; > 407 = MT

3599 ovror (dumogot)] = Syh = MT
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foav] — 88; > 967 407 Il = MT

oi vioi avt@v] — O~ 86; > Hi.: contra MT

ndvrag) —~ O™ = MT

névrec oi xomAdrai cov] — O™YP = MT

émi o0& nai] — 88; > 967 = MT

xai apybptov xai yovoiov] — Oj; > 967 = MT. The Hebrew and Greek lists
of precious stones differ considerably, but MT does not have “and silver and
gold.” LXX reads 14 stones, but with the excision of “silver and gold” it ex-
actly equals the Greek list of stones in four rows on the breastplate of the high
priest in Exod 28:17-20. The LXX here is dependent on the Greek Exod,
since the Hebrew accounts differ considerably.”

Sia mAfjfog auaptidv cov] — O = MT

el] — O > 534 = MT

1@V dadv xai] — O = MT

xai 6 Oedg 1oV matépov abtav] — O~ > 62 = MT

glot et abrovg] — 88vid = MT

1@e] — O 9 86vid = MT

navti] = 86vid; > 403" = MT

eiu] — 86(vid.); > 62’534 = MT

> 700 (xvpiov)] = 86; > 967 Q-ol

éog] — O = MT

elu] — 86(vid.); > 147 L 544 = MT

navieg] — O = MT

RS xal 10 mAfooua) + avtev (-mg 86° = MT) ovv 10 mAnoouatt Syh
86(= ). Cf 12:19 32:15. Presumably, only the avtov/avtng should have been
included under the obelus.

8m] = 86vid; > L = MT. LXX begins with 6t 7dde Aéyer. The L reading
simplifies by omitting one of the verbal modifiers.

(éy@) eiut] — 86 = MT

unvi] — 86 = MT

(éyd) eiut] — 86 = MT

(yvaoovrar) navreg] — 88; > L = MT

siu] — 86 = MT

"% xai (xaddg)] — 86; > Arm = MT

i loyvog] — O; > 147 Hi. = MT

obtwg] — O; > Tyc = MT

(ovvaywn avtod) ndvres Toavuation éxel £660ncav xai 1 Tapn abTdv &v fdbet
BdBoov xai Eyeviibn 17 ouvaywyn avrod] — O Hi.; > 410 = MT. The omission
is due to homoiotel.

Tpavpatiar avtov navres| — Q = MT

fin] + (sub = L) xat popog Suvactevoviwv eyevovro ev mm yn 10V {oviov 62’
L: doublet to the ont clause.

fin] + % (pro — Syh!) axovoarte d1 01x0g LoPATA (1) 1] 080G [LOV 0VX gVBELX OVYL
at 080t vuwv ovx gvbeicr Syh L. This is most peculiar; the plus is ex 18:25,
and appears to be an L reading, also found in Syh. The hex sign is clearly in
error; neither an asterisk nor the proposed obelus is sensible. What was prob-
ably intended was an index pointing to an L variant text.

éouévl — O = MT

7 See my Notes on B{S@Ze%‘ii %fb&%?&&?sglﬁtﬁiygt%rcﬁgﬁq}%ess), 452-453.
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fin] + (% pro — Syh!) stom yevdos ev 1w oropatt avtwv Syh-62 L: ex v.31.
An index must have been intended here. Cf remark at v. 17 above.

doovorv] — O = MT

RSI27 xai 10 mayv] xai sub = 86

yvopog xal vepérn] — Q. The addition to the MT text changes the subject
from “the shepherd.”

xad voyundicoviar xail éxei] — O™ 86; > 231 Bo = MT

xal yvéoovral 811 §yd el xvprog] — O 86; > 967 = MT

s6Ap] ~ O™ = MT

dboav] — O~ = MT

abo “all of it” &avarwbioetar] — O~YM, Obviously, the Hebrew attests to
the reading of the verb %3, N.b. the variant: pr oA 62, which does reflect
the MT tradition; the obelus is correct in witnessing to the absence of a verb,
which is how Origen misunderstood it.

MY (xbpiog) 6 Bedc avrdv] — O™YE = MT

PR xal jpaviouévoig] — O~ The obelus should have covered only the
xad.

xal 10 é0vog oov ovx atexvaoeis £tl] + % (pro — ?) xai 10 g8vog cov ovx
atexvobnoerar et Syh. This warrants no hex sign, but rather an index calling
attention to the doublet variant.

xai 8v taic drabapoiaic abtdv] — O = MT

(60t@V) avipwnrivov] — O; > 967 = MT

(éniotn) tadral — O; > 62" = MT

700 dfjoar abrdg] — O

naviov] = 88 = MT

éotar] — O; > B62 = MT

@ Twy] — O; > 967 = MT

xai évdofacbioouar] — O; > 198 = MT. The omission is due to homoiot:
xai 3° M 4°

P médraig] +— Q; > 62; pr et La® = MT. The obelus is clearly mistaken. It
might be noted that the next weapon listed is 713%3, for which LXX has xai
xovroic, which is a mistranslation; “poles” would be an unusual weapon!
naviov] =— 88 = MT

xal éyévero] — 88 = MT

otiApovrog] — O = MT

‘Eépaxag] — O = MT

(rdéov) eig] — 88, but cf 44:5

éntd] — 88; > o' = MT

10 Ogg EE EvBev xal €€ Evlev xai] — Q Hi.; > B = MT

tiic abAfic] — O~ = MT

iic PAemovong 2°] — 88 = MT

abriv] = O™ > 46 239’ = MT

xai oG poivixac abtic] — O™ = MT.

Ov 1odmov tiic muAng tic PAenovong] — O = MT

(woAn) natévave wdng] — O = MT

0 elpog] = 88; > La™~ = MT

xal @ audayyLo avTic) = QP > L ME

npo¢ dvarodds] — O™ > 62 II = MT

rata avarodds] — O~ > 46 = MT

nUAng] + tov Bupatov sub — O
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NS DavbR NInbY MY (én° adtag opdfovot) ta Avuate xatévavi @V
Sxto Toansldv tév Ouudrov] — O, which had also added tov oxtw oanslwv
(+ O sub = v Avuatwv) before én’. N.b. xatévavri was also separately
sub — in O
and tod betod xai ano ¢ Enpaciag] — O = MT
70 nAdtog] — O = MT
TGV Séxa TEcCdPWY Kal Enwuides tic Ovpas To adau] -~ O = MT
&vlsv xai mydv énva Evlev] — Oj; évbev 1° m 2° 88-407
éml 1o roidpopa. xai 10 oaed] — O Hi. MT is corrupt, but note that v. 8 be-
gins with *nxIM which is badly transcribed by LXX. The phrase éni 7a 70i1é-
poga has no counterpart in MT.
mAdrog] — O; > 62 = MT
xatévavr] — O Hi. = MT
70 uirog] — O = MT
(88apog) xai éx o0 ésdpovs] — O = MT
to1000¢] — O™P = MT
xara avarodds] — O Hi. = MT
névre] — O; > 130-233 = MT
émi mijyeis éxarov 1o pirog] — O; > 62" = MT
nepLoTiAov xai 10 Sidotnual — O = MT
xal obtws otoai] — O = MT
@V 1po¢ Pogpav] — O = MT
xal xata mpécwmov 1ol dropilovrog] — O = MT
oi viol Zasdovx] — Q = MT
Snwg - of mpoodyovteg] — O Hi. = MT
xad éényayé pel — O Hi. = MT
100 doparog 00 gidov] — O Hi. = MT
xai éomnv] — O = MT
xal €v pove. xai] — O = MT
v olxov 1°] = O = MT
vidv 100 Iopand] = O™ = MT, though MT reads *07p which LXX identi-
fies (correctly) as “Israelites,” i.e. as God’s dya.
Auoiav] — O = MT
Suaudoovor] — O
ot — O = MT
dpaipepa éx nacdv] —~ O = MT
dooviar] — Q; > B O'"? L = MT. This is unusual. The Zoovrai is indeed the
majority reading; if Origen actually read the majority reading, the obelus
would be in order, but what is strange is that the witnesses to O and L then
lack it.
Afjuyn] = Q; > B 88-62° Arm = MT
unvi] = Q; > B 88-62 La¥ = MT
xai 100 oixov] — O; > 62 48™ La~ = MT
uet’ avtav] — O = MT
ééerevoetar = MT] + (% pro — Syh) per avrov A’-410 Syh
abAn/xata 10 ®Aitog] + ¢ avAns Syh; — et tr O (et Syh om avdn)
D907 ddesic] + (% pro — Syh) moAlor Q™8-Syh L. I suspect that what was
really intended was an index showing an L reading.
xai év jf émorpopfi avtov] - O; > La®> = MT, but the omission is probably
a case of homisitek d. bysidie. Segdrogafta~Uglernehmen
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47:19 xal @owvindvog] — O = MT

47:20  fwc eloodov adrod] -~ O = MT

47:20 Hpa 2°] = O Q= MT

48:1 avAfis 2°] = O = MT

48:20 émi névte xai gixoor yihddag] — O: The obelus must be in error, since MT
reads X DY nYHRI.

48:34 xai (noAn Aone)] =~ O™ % > Q C = MT

48:34 xai (nAn Nepai)] — O™ % > Q C = MT

B.g. The textual transmission of the obeli in the Ezk text has suffered greatly,
and its accuracy has been questioned in notes to the above citations. In fact, the
following cases of obeli attested are simply wrong: 4:6 navia; 6:9 xai ev nacwv
T015 emrndevpuacty avtov; 11:20 Aeyer xvpiog; 13:14 xar (nweoerar); 21:4 avl ov
gEoldefpevow ex oov adixov xair avopov; 27:17 xai xaciag xal mpdtov péit; 27:19
&€ Aomid; 39:9 médraig; 48:20 énmi névte nai gixoot yilddag, and possible 45:17,
but see note ad loc.

In a number of cases asterisks appear in the textual tradition wrongly (possi-
bly for an intended obelus); see 3:12 16:63 33:17 and 33:32.

Particularly interesting are citations where in my judgment a hex sign (either
an asterisk, or more often, an obelus) obtains though an index must have been
intended. These obtain at 1:4 22:26 33:17 33:32 36:14 and 47:10. In all but one
(22:26) the hex sign occurred in Syh. The transcription of signs in the text of
Syh is often uncertain, so that at times only a comparison of the Syh text with
both that of LXX and MT can determine what must have been intended origin-
ally.

Occasionally, the metobelus is incorrected placed, so that more text is placed
under the obelus that is warranted. Note the following: 9:2 700 (Bvoiactnpiov);
20:44 (un) PePnrobdi; 30:12 (abtdv) ovv T rlpwuatt; 36:4 xal (neaviouévois)
and 41:7-8 éni 1a towdpopa (xai 10 Hpael). The text in parentheses has an
equivalent in MT.

It seems to me unlikely that L was influenced in any real sense by the obeli
tradition. In only five cases did L omit text under the obelus. At 16:63 the omis-
sion of cov under the obelus in Syh was omitted by Q-88 and L. The omission
by L may be due to the O witnesses which lack it, or as more likely, the omis-
sion of the pronoun was probably due to its redundancy. At 30:13 6m was
omitted by L since it preceded another verbal modifier, rdde. At v.26 ndvreg,
the subject of yvéoovrar (that I am Lord) is omitted, and at 40:36 xai 7@ ai-
Aappio avtiic is omitted, but xai ta atdapuw also occurred earlier in the list, and
L avoided the repetition. These constitute the only cases of L omitting text sub
obeli. It seems unlikely that L used the obeli tradition in Ezk as a source.

And finally, a number of obelized citations may betray a longer Hebrew text
used by Origen. I suggest the following possibilities: 3:23 772927 X915 for
T9299; 7:10 @y man mne for oY nan; 20:48 X5 for X5, and 21:22(27)
139127 for 13%aa.

It is thus safe to conclude that the obelus tradition in Ezekiel is of only mar-
ginal interest to the problem of the relation of L to O. It seems quite unlikely
that  was acquainted in any substantive way with the full hex tradition.
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List 7a: An Addendum to List 7

The following list of nine cases have a peculiar sign which looks like a small ca-
pital S lying turned ninety degrees to the right, though it has been represented
here as — Z. suggested quite rightly that these might well have been intended
as index signs rather than obeli.® In any event, they are not obeli in the usual
sense as used by hex.

il év péoe avtic] sub — Syh; > O™"-62 L = MT. This could be an obelus
sign, since it is absent in MT. What is unusual about the reading is that it is
precisely O and L which lack the text.

12:23 abrotg] + Agywv Syh (sub =) L. This is clearly an L reading. There is no
9nx> in MT, and Z. is certainly correct in suggesting the sign as designating
an index.

12725 N2 oixoc] + wpani Syh (sub —) L. Probably an index pointing to an L
reading. N.b. that the last three cases are all L readings.

1329 0U8¢ v yoapfi oixov IopanA] sub — Syh, but with xa: for 088¢. MT has an523
bx9ws nva. Clearly this sign must refer to the substitution of xa: for 066¢ to
equal MT.

13:10 ban nsosital] appoovvy (+ — Syh) meoeirar Syh-Q™8-88 L + Possibly the
reference here is to the peculiar appoovvy as an L reading?
13:22 and] pr ano g aduaag avrov (sub — Syh). The phrase is a gloss, and not

LXX.

14:6 fin] + mpog pe 88-Syh (sub =). The phrase is a popular exegetical gloss, but
hardly original Greek.

14:8 xai i apavioudv] sub = Syh. MT has a different text: 0°5wn»1 “and for a

byword.” The Index sign must refer to this somehow.

14:18 071 9 avrol Q] pr aAda L; pr ald 7 Syh(sub — )-88+. This could be under-
stood as a hex plus, i.e. as a mistake for the asterisk. Or could it mean that
Origen’s source took 99 as an adversative (i.e. as OX %2)?

C. I now turn to the second statement made by Ziegler; see Footnote no.2,
namely, that L often shows the influence of o’ in his recension.
List 8: Possible relation of L to Symmachus

For clarity’s sake I omit as meaningless for this subject, references to ot ¥’ and
atalif:.

Chapter 1
v.11 VN> éxatéoe) exacto OL = o
v.12 VR (xal) éxdrepov] exactov O L = o’

v.20 Qv éxei | + wopa 88-62 L = o'. The addition of a verb fills a lacuna
in the clause exet 1o nvevua tov mopevesbar. This is precisely the kind
of gloss one would expect of L, who was more interested in making
good sense than in equaling MT. The reading could hardly be &’ or

3 Pp.42-43. Digitized by the Septuaginta-Unternehmen
of the Gottingen Academy of Sciences and Humanities
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6'. The reading is much more likely L than O in spite of support by
88-62.

Chapter 5

V.6 M (xai) épeig (ta Swardpara)] + nllafev 88-62" L; cf commuta-
vit (= nAdaéev) o’. a’ has mpoonpioev; 8’ nAlaéavro. L o’ read a sg
active over against the reading of 6’. nAdacev is apparently an L read-
ing, and is a doublet.

v.15 *1 N2 ARA] = % ev opyn (+ pov O™) xa1 ev vpo xar O L + =
o’. Neither a’ nor 6’ is known. I suspect that L’s source was O.

v.17 ay9 Awov] goppawav (ex v.b.) L = o’ contra MT, but this does not
prove that L took the reading from from o', though it is possible.
What is more likely is that it belongs to v. 17.

Chapter 7

e l3 *199 - fin] = % xat em ev {on 10 {NV vty (@Al o) ot opacis sig
stav to mAnfog avtns ovx avaxapyst O L + = 6'; cf 6’ aAl 11 ovde ev
oot 11 {on avtov.

Chapter 8
v.2 *19YD T = % avpag ws eiog O = 0’; peyyovs wg eidog Q™8 L = o’
v.10 9P by én’ adrod] em tov toyov Syh L + x tov toixov Q = o’ 6.

v.10 *3930 2°] Stodov L = % o'; a’ 8" read xvxdw

v.12 *wna] = % ev 1@ oxotel 88-62-Syh (pr wse sub ob) = a’ 8'; = x ev
oxoteww L = o’

v.16 M %9 DX 71006 10V vaov toi xvpiov] + gyovteg L: cf o’ pr gyov-
7eg: contra MT. gyovres is a stylistic gloss, i.e. “their posteriors to-
wards the Lord’s temple in MT has the participle following, but ¢’
has it after “posteriors.” It is not impossible that Z may have known
o’ here and was influenced by it.

Chapter 9

v.8 *¥9IR IRURIM] = % vnedaipOnpveyo O L = a’ o’.

Chapter 10

v.22 *DARIN] = % ™V opaow avtev O + = 8’; = 10 adog avtwv L: cf

o’ Tov edove <avtwv>. The accusative is expected as modifier of &i-
dov. The genitive in ¢’ is erroneously attracted to o0 Xopop; i.e.
probably simply an error of copying for the accusative.

Chapter 11

v.23 86&a (rvpiov)] prn O L = o'; the article is stylistic, and its absence
in LXX is Hebraic, and the LXX text was almost certainly retained
by «’ 6’. But both L and o’ tended to prefer a more idiomatic Greek
than that of LXX, and the article may well have been added indepen-
dently of each other.
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Chapter 12

v.19

v.23

nsawsn 5 (onnn) (év dospeie yap) ndvres of xatowxodvies] naviwv
1wV xatowovviov L = o' though ¢’ also has ia aduaav for év doe-
peig, which L did not adopt. Neither a” nor 6 is known.

(1111 59) 9371 (%ai) ASyog] o xawog L = o’. Since 927 is a bound
form, articulation would be unusual. Nor is xaog expected, and L’s
source is almost certainly o”.

Chapter 13

v.5

v.10

v.11

v.11

Val2

*nnbna] og ev nosuw L = o’ ;5 cf 0’ ev nodsuw. The wg is an L in-
terpretation, i.e. “to stand (as though) in warfare.” This has no basis
in MT, and its source is probably o’.

YN 7oiyov] + wg orepeov L = o'. Neither a’ nor 0’ is extant. It is an
interpretative gloss shared by L and o’.

IR ginov] e L = o', but @’ = LXX. Cf also 17:9 and 33:10 be-
low where the change from the aorist to the present imperative is at-
tributed to ¢’ and 6’.

5% (500 “nD) (rov¢ dAsipoviac) Meoeiral] prou L = o’: cf @’ 6’ pr
xat. Since a’ 6’ rendered the Hebrew conjunction literally, the ow is
almost certainly from o”.

X571 (xai) obx] pr apa L = o’. Cf a’ pr unu, Though 6’ is not ex-
tant, its reading is more likely to have been unt:.

X231 mpoghitad] pr ot L; cf o’ pr aAda or. The articulation is simply
more idiomatic Greek, and is hardly based on o’.

Chapter 16

v.12

v. 30

v. 30

v.32

v.33

v.59

by 1° ngoi (1ov poxtijoa)] em L = o', but em was likely used by o’
and 8’ as well.

PR AN o 51ab@] Tvi xabagiw L = o This reading is also marked
as 8" in Q™8, which is cryptic, but may refer to Col. 4 of the Hexapla,
i.e. to o’. Neither the text of a’ nor 8 is known.

2% @ buyatéoa (oov)] v xapsiav O L = o’ MT. Unfortunately
the texts of a’ §’ are not extant.

VSR NNN opoia oot mapa 100 avopos abTig] pr Lo TOV AVEPE £QVTIG
gig aArotpovg Syh L; cf o’ vro tov avépa avtne allotpiovs. The
doublet reading of L is an adaptation of the o’ reading. In hex ouowx
oot is sub ob. Q™® has &’ for vno r.a.avtns eig addotg., for which cf
note atv.30-1° above.

init - NN zd@ot T0ig xmopveloacty avtv mEocedidov uichbuara xal
o0 Sédwnag] alla xai ALY TOIG EXTOQVEVOVOLY €IS OF MPOGESISOVS
pob. nacag mogvais Sidotar uich. ov Se mpocedwras L: cf o’ nacaic
nopvaug pcbouate Sitsotar ov 8¢ peta Tovtov edwxag. The readings of
L and o’ are by no means clearly related.

~ ’ ’ ’
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"7 DR v 686V (oov)] v 0dwv L = o’. This is followed by
nnbon (xal) ééatipwbion] o' xatayvoon (cavmg), sed a’ 6’ read
evrpanmnon, whereas L retained the LXX text.

Chapter 17

v.5

v.7

V)

on by np Y91 purov ép’ Udati] pr onopyov Aafewv pilworv L: cf o’
onooyun Aep. pil. ep véati. For mp 0’ read Annrov rather than Aaperv.
L seems to have relied on o’ for the interpretative pilwotv which has
no counterpart in MT.

*MAYnR ovv 1@ Pore] + ano tov mpeuvov L; ¢’ amo tov moguvou.
The phrase is a doublet in Z, but its source was o', since o’ and 6’
read differently.

ginov] eme L = o’ o’; cf note at 13:11-1° above.

Chapter 18

V.2

v.17
v.19

mIMpn éyoupiacav] guwdwoav (vel nu.) L: cf o' nuwsiacav. The
verb aipuwdeaw does seem to be closer to MT. The readings of o’ 8’
are unknown.

*X71] ovtog OL = ¢’; a’ 6" avrog.

ONINRY (xal) épsite] eumate L = o’. A past tense is rather contrary to
the context and is unexpected. The L reading may well have been de-
pendent on c”.

Chapter 19

v. 4

195X xat’ abrod] nept avtov L = o 6. The prepositional phrase mo-
difies nxovoav, and the L variant is a simplification of the LXX text
which is unusual.

1oy NN (xail) Ewxav én’ abtov] enebero avtw L: cf o' enshevro
avto. The LXX text is a stereotypical rendering, whereas the verb
emmifnue is better Greek in the context. The o’ reading may well have
been influential on the L reading.

*XNX] = xat Stywon L = a’ o’. Whether 6’ also read this is un-
known.

Chapter 20

V7 165)

v.26

v.27

MR éfjoa] ennoa L = o' . The context is that of a divine oath. MT
has “I raised my hand (i.e. swore) to them (an1?).” The prepositional
phrase is rendered by er avrovs in LXX, which may well have in-
fluenced the change to emnifnue; this does make better sense. a” read
elapov, and @’ is not extant.

*¥1yn> - fin] = % wa yvwow ot eyo xvpog O L + = o’ §'. L simply
followed O here.

NRT T (éog) todrov] pr xar L = o’: contra MT. There is something
odd about this reading. 86™® reads both oi y’ emt Tovto as well as o’
with xat before rovrov; both of these cannot be correct. Without a

full context for o', it seems impossible to unscramble the confusion.
Digitized by the Septuaginta-Unternehmen

of the Gottingen Academy of Sciences and Humanities
in 2013.



104

JouN WiLLiam WEVERS

Chapter 21

v.15(20)

v.20(24)

v.20(25)

ebye 1°] o’ ofea (e’ o&iar); + ofewa L. o’ read wg actoann after ye-
yovev polita, probably for p7ab, but L added e astoann at the end
of the verse.

ai 8o — mélewg] ai Svo apxaL ETOLACAL XEWA KEVTOVOQY EV QPXT] 050V
exaotne modsws xevrovoav L: cf o' eropacar ... xevrovoav ...
sxnaomc. Only o’ reads these three words in the L context, and it is li-
kely that Z was influenced by o’.

79782 DYDY AT DR (xad émi) myv Tovdaiav xai énmi Tegovoadnu
v péoq adriig] vdav ev ipovoanu ev noiwpxe L: cf ¢’ ev moAiop-
xiee for ev p.avtne, which contrasts with a’ nepoyne and 0’ wyvow-
uevn.

Chapter 22

v.5

732 105pn* xai dunaifovrar év ooi] + xar fonoovor em oe L; of o’
(xataceiovres tag yewpag em oot ) fonoovor cot. The o’ context differs
considerably with “moving down (their) hands against you.” The
doublet of L could have been influenced by the verb of ¢, though
what follows was clearly spoken, i.e. the doublet text is a clarification
of dunaifovrair év ooi- the mockery was called out.

Chapter 23

v. 14

W2 év yoapidi] v yowuaow ev yoapn L: cf ¢’ ev yoouaow. The o’
reading “with colors” is an explanatory gloss, and apparently is the
source for its use in L.

Chapter 24

v.17

N 17

DT PIXA orevayuog aipatog) pr orevaéar otyov L = doublet; cf o’
otevale orywv, which is probably its source. Once again L incorpora-
tes a correction of the text, not by substituting the correct text (as o’
did), but by adding it, thus creating a doublet text.

nwyn X5 bar névbous éotiv (obx éotar)] + avlpwmvov mevhos (ov
nowmon) UI: cf 6’ avBpwmivov nevBog ov momoeis, which seemingly in-
fluenced the /I7 reading.

Chapter 25

veil2
v.15

v.15

*0712] = aravtov L: cf 6’ en avtov; a’ 8’ read ev avroig
PIR év éxduxijoet] ev umvist L; ev unvi V-46; cf 6’ (ev) unver. Since
V-46 belong to /11, either unvi or unvide is L. In any event, ¢’ appa-
rently was the source for the L reading.
o%y nask nonwnd 1oi fadeipar Eog aidvog] Tov Siapbeipar ex wuxG
(om ex y. 46) xat gyfpav aiwviov lT; cf 6’ eig Staphopav xat eyboav
awwviov. Here too the /I reading seems related to ¢”, and the possi-
o ey e p RS OhEichmpn e In mind for this
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Chapter 26

v.8 abbo 1”‘?}7 IPVY (PT) (mpopuiaxnyv xai mepotxodopunioet) xai moujoet
Enl O€ xUXAQ ydpaxa) o€ xal Padel GOL TAPEOV %Ol TEQIOIKOSOUTOEL ETTL
oe yapaxa xvxdo L; cf o’ tappov for yapaxa; a’ 6’ have mpooyoua.
The L doublet is dependent on o’ tapgov. The xxle of LXX has
no equivalent in MT which seems rather freely rendered in LXX.

Chapter 27

v.9 72997 29¥% 72 17 Eyévovid oot éni Svouas Svoudv] pr noav v cot
apefouevor m emyuéie cov xau L: cf 6’ aueifouevor m emyuéia oov.
The doublet reading of L for 329yn 29y% is ¢’; both a” and 6’ have
different texts.

v. 11 DSTM (2920) @vlaxeg] pr noav eAla xar undot L; cf ¢’ alda xau
undot. The o’ reading seems to reflect 0777 (or 077 0M) instead of
071m1). How adda could replace 2920 is obscure, but clearly o’ is the
source of L’s doublet.

v.18 1abn (1"°2) (oivog) éx XeABov] pr Aumapog L = doublet; cf o’ ev
owvw Mimapo as the source of L’s doublet. a’ 8’ both read yaAfavy re-
flecting 17250 as over against ¢”.

v.18 MY éx Midijrov] pr otidfovia L = doublet; cf o’ omdfois. Once
again o’ must be the source for L’s doublet, since a’ 8’ both translite-
rate the Hebrew 9n¥ by coop.

v.36 1% WP éodipiodv oe] ovgrovory em gor L = o’ (o€ pro oot). The
Attic future inflection may well have originated in o', since the future
represents a reinterpretation from the literal aorist.

Chapter 28

v.13 19p° xonotov] tyuov L; cf 6" tyuog. The o’ L lexeme is a better ren-
dering of the Hebrew than that of LXX. The readings of «’ #” are un-
known.

v.14(13) *1393] = xareoxevaobns L = o'. The L reading must have come
from o’, since a’ has % sroyuacag, and 0’ read x nrowacav.

v.18 T0IPN 1 igod oov] tov ayiaouov cov QT Syh™8 L = o’. Thisis a
good example of the margins of O witnesses attesting to L readings.
The readings a” and 6’ are not extant.

Chapter 29
v.4 DN mayidag] yahwov Q™8 L = ¢’ 6’; a’ has axidag.
v. 4 *22Tn PNpYPa] = x (+ xar L) taus Aemiow 6ov mpooxodindncov-

tart O L = ¢’. a’ read the simplex verb, and 6”’s text is not extant.

v. 10 DY9%M YR DR yiv Alydnrov] pr v O L + = a’ o’. Presumably 6’
also read 7n7v, but it is not extant.

v.12 *anw 2°] = % apaviopos O L = o' §'. Presumably O was the
source for this reading.
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Chapter 30

v.2 #3b%bo] = % (= cod mend) odoAvete (or -Eate III) L = o’ 0’ -éa-
7. The source may have been hex, since mss 62’ read oAvAvéara.

v.16 omI* YIX 9] xai Swyvbicetar Udata] + X% xar &V peupst moAgpiol

avbnueovor Q™8 L: doublet; cf o’ ev peuper moepor avbnusowvor.
The source for L’s doublet is clearly o”.

Chapter 33 ~
v.10 X ginov] e L = a’ o' cfnote at 13:11.
v. 11 oX od] pr ort L = o’. The on follows Aéyet xvpiog. It would hardly

have been added by a’ or €, since it has no Hebrew equivalent, and
so its source must have been o’

v.16 *15] = % avtw O L = o’ #’. Here as well as in the next citation, O is
probably the source of L.

v.24 *9nx>] = x Asyoviegc O L = o’ o’

Chapter 34

v.6 *20°] = x xa nyvonoav O = 6'; xar anendavndn L: cf -6noav o’.
Actually, ¢’ reads xar nyvonoav xai aneni., but omits the xat Sieo-
napn (for 73°%319NY) which immediately precedes it. I suspect an error
in the transmission of Syh™®, i.e. that originally meant were two rea-
dings, but a ¢’ reading and a ¢’ one were combined; in other words,
the “6’” was accidentally omitted. What was intended was 6’ xa
nyvonoav as substitute for xat Staonapn and o’ representing 13",

v.8 IR 2° (1a) medpard (uov) 2°] mowvia L = o'. The readings of
a’ @' for this citation are not attested. ¢’ also read mowvia for mpo-
Pata 1°.

v.10 0NaWA drocteéyw (abrobs)] xatanavow L: cf ¢’ navow, but a’ and
0’ readings are not extant.

v.18 N xai ta xatddowna] pr alda L = o'. The alla is an exegetical

gloss which correctly reflects the adversative nature of the clause it in-
troduces. It illustrates the freedom of rendering expected of o’ and L
rather than the word for word renderings of @’ 6’. ¢’ also read 7o
Aowrov rather than ra xatal.

Chapter 35

V.6 *v.b] = % & un(v) aupa guionooag xou aypa Siwéetar oe O = 0’5 = apa
yap oov guionoag xat To aya oov (> o) Stwéet oe L = o’ which ap-
pears to have been the L source.

Chapter 38
v.12 *17I97] % xar vapéty O L = o’. Presumably L’s source would have
been O, rather than the reverse.
v.17 *DN237T] Bipki zed bypowrfrepoemaziaa-Odiesn alrién
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Chapter 39

v.3

vl 1

MM (xant) &ﬂo/la"i] anotvaéow L = o'. Neither o’ nor ' are extant
for this reading or for the next one.

D7 NP meog tjf Baddoon) &£ avatoing g Baiacons L = o'. The
o’ reading is part of a longer rewrite of LXX’s rendering of "3 - v.a
fin, which was not accepted by L.

Chapter 40

V.6

v.26
v.40

*599] = xat avepy L = o’. One would have expected hex to have
had both this citation as well as the next one.

on"IDb éowbev] + avtov L; of sunpocbev avtwv o’

*¥9ywn nnp%] = x a¢ (+ mv L) Gveav (+ ¢ L) ming O L: o’ =
L, and O is attested by a’. The source of the articulation in L need
not be dependent on ¢'; it is simply good Greek, and L often makes
stylistic adjustments.

Chapter 41

V.3

v. 14

NIAR VY MDD xai 10 Ovpwpa nnxdv ] % xar v Bvpav & nnyes O
= a’ o', but L had xat v Gvpav nnyov e£. The hex text equals MT
exactly, and L transposed nmyov & since that is the order used in
LXX throughout the chapter; in other words, L kept the usual word
order of LXX.

D"Tp% xatévavn] mpog avatoinv L = o', but L did not change the
immediately preceding lexeme ta anodowra to s Siaxonng as o’ did.

Chapter 44

v.4

v.10

97 1° xazra myv 686v] pr Swa g odov L: cf 6’ Sua mg 0dov. L has ta-
ken its doublet from ¢’ thus rendering 797 twice.

PN IR oitves dgridavio] or paxpuvbevies L = o'. The readings of
@’ 6’ are not extant, but the relative clause of MT rendered by an arti-
culated participle would not suit the usual style of either.

Chapter 45

v.11

v.20

MNIONN icov] + 10 onrwua L: cf o’ 10 onxwua exactov. The entire
text of the verse is only extant for ¢’, but only 70 onxwpa is common
too’ and L.

NOMY "I andpowav] % ayvoovvrog xai ano (> L) vpmov anopor-
oav (> O) O L +: cf 6’ 8’ + ayvoovvrog xar amo vymov. L, though
seemingly dependent on O for ayv.x.vpmov, adds this before dnd-
wowpav. Once again, L tends to be additive rather than corrective, 1.e.
creates a partial doublet. Incidentally, this makes it clear that L was
not trying to equal MT, which is what O intends.

Chapter 47

v.3

D°0DX dpéocwg) ews aotpayadov QT8-Syh™8 L = o’. All three pas-
sages in this chapter illustrative of L readings being noted on the mar-
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gin of O witnesses. According to Hi. o’ ¢’ 6" all read acroayaiwv
“ankle bones” in v. 3.

v.4 0991 foc v unedv] swc tov yovatov Q™8 L = o’. In the LXX
yowv renders 793; unpog does not. O commonly does not correct in-
correct renderings, but if there is a lexeme in place it is left. But L felt
that “knees” made better sense, i.e. water coming up to the knees
rather than to the loins.

v.8 1329y2 v ‘Agafiav] v aowxnrov Q™8 L = o’. Actually LXX’s ren-
dering of 7139y is incorrect. The Arabah is not Arabia, but is a deso-
late, uninhabited place. According to Jerome a’ read humilia vel pla-
na.

C.a. Included in List 8 are o’ support for O L readings; there are only a few,
viz. for ¢’ four, for 6’ 8’ four, and for &’ &’ three.

Of greater significance are L readings supported by o’. Many of these are
only partial support, or merely reflecting a clearly related sememe. The total
numbers of instances do reflect more than a chance relation between L and ¢';
there are 70 cases of such support reflecting o’ readings, as well as five for o’
6’, and a mere three for o’ o’.

A few instances do not support MT. At 5:17 2y9 is correctly reflected by the
Apév of LXX, rather than by L’s poupaiov, which is an import from v. 17b for
29m, for which all witnesses support poupaiav. At 8:16 reference is made to the
25 sun worshippers 7% 3771 5% oavnx (with) “their backs towards the tem-
ple of Yahweh.” Both L and o’ insert gyovreg, L at the end, and ¢’ before mpog
70V vaov to0 xvpiov. The addition of the participle is ad sensum, which may
have been independently inserted by L and o’. At 20:27 both ¢’ and L insert
xau in éwg tovtov (for nXT T1Y). The Greek phrase misinterprets MT as “until
this (time),” rather than “again this matter,” and the insertion of xa: is prob-
ably an attempt to clarify by “again also for this,” but see note on the verse
above.

The evidence of List 8 is not all fully straightforward. The correspondence
between L and o’ is often not exact, though it does seem to show a similar
source. To give but one example, see 16:33. The extant ¢’ reading is macas
nopvais pobouata Sidotar ov ¢ peta Tovtov edwxas. L has a doublet, and the
second version seems based on the o’ text: it has naoaic mopvaic Sisotar -
obopata ov S mpocedwxas. The first L reading is independent of ¢’, reading
aAda xaL TACLY TOIS EXTTOPVEVOVGLY £l O TPooedidovs obouate. This is closer
to LXXs ndot tais éxmopvevoacty avtnv mpooedidov piclduate.

Doublets in L are often of this type, the plus, not necessarily in second place,
being reminiscent of ¢”. Cf 5:6 17:7 24:17 27:18bis 30:16 and 44:4.

A study of the above list favors the conclusion that the text of 6’ was some-
how known to and used by the recensor who created L.

In fact, it is doubtful that another source but that of hex need be posited for
L (but see ILf above). Most variants from O in L are stylistic improvements,
particularly fitting the text in the context. It is well-known that Origen’s plusses
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regard to the context into which they were inserted. But L was not concerned
with conformity of his text to the Hebrew parent, — n fact, I have found no
conclusive evidence that he could or did read Hebrew - but rather with creating
a lucid, readable Greek text. Thus the removal of grammatical errors and of in-
congruencies were of primary interest to this recensor. This also helps to under-
stand his personal preference for Symmachus.

It should be noted that not listed under List 8 are three cases, 34:4,14 38:9,
where the ¢’ reading is extant but is not the basis for L; in other words, L sup-
ports 8’ (a’ 6") rather than o’. Throughout this study no evidence has ap-
peared where an asterisked passage from O has been completely replaced by
another source. When L’s text varies in its lexical choice, its overall source as
hex is normally recognizable.

List 9. It might be of interest to examine any readings of L supported by «’, o’
and/or 8’ which are not supported by O. Since in the earlier part of this study,
strong reliance of L on O was shown to be likely.

Chapter 5

v.15 *109n = Blacenua L. For MT’s annwy 9011 791713 7990 LXX
has only orevaxty xai Sniaiori. O added naiseia xau apaviopog sub
x; cf I List 5. L reads pAaconuia otevaxtny xar Snin nudsia xar apa-
viouo. ¢’ o’ 8" hab placenua pro dniawoty. L’s choice of placenuia
is apparently a doublet; as such its connection to the hex sources is at
best ephemeral.

Chapter 20

v.14 WYX (xai) énoinoa] pr ovx L = a’: contra MT: comp vv.9,22,
where xai énoinoa Smwc 0 Svoud pov also occurs, but where MT
reads wyXY, though this hardly explains the logic of the addition of
the negative particle. That this should be an «” reading is almost cer-
tainly false, and I also suspect the ovx as L reading. I have no rational
explanation for the a’ or the L addition of ovx.

Chapter 22

v.13 73M dav 6¢] Sov ovv L; cf 8’ xar idov. The correction of gav to dov
does equal MT, and could be based on #’, but the use of ovv is purely
stylistic.

Chapter 25

v.9 Q' = mvnpy yn bya (K’ reads aNSIPY) éndve mnyiis moAews

napabatacoiag) + v faghpwv xai v xapwaben L: a doublet correc-
tion; cf. a’ 8’ Peshpuswv xar xapwbau, which may have been L’s
source. The reading of ¢’ is not extant.
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Chapter 27

v.15 NP 886vrag] pr xepata xar L which is a doublet correction based
on oty xepara

v.24 D593 1332 (xal) Onoavpovs éxdextols] + ev paywlols ovyxEEVOVS
Q™8 L = also a doublet correction, which is similar to a” ¢’ ev payw-
Sows (yalaus a”) evreyevoig

Chapter 28
v.2 ginov] e L = ovy’
v.22 NINRY (xai) einov] epeig L = oy’

Chapter 31

v.2 sinov] e L = a’ o’

Chapter 32

v.18 TN xal xarafipdoovory (abths)] pr xar xAvov nagedxe avtov 62’

L: a doublet correction, based on ¢’ 8’ xar xAivov mapedxe avrov

Chapter 33

v.20 199973] év taig (68ois abrod)] xara tag (odovg) Syh™8 L = ovy’
Chapter 34

v. 4 7993) ONR ONTI APINAY xai 10 loyveov xatsipydoacts uoybp] + x

xai ev npatel enaudevoate avta xar ev maryvio L: doublet, based on
the rendering of 8’ xa: ev xparel enaidevere (avra xar ev nauyviw); o’
has xa1 pera xpatovs encracoete avrows evpparvouevor.

v.13 Ny (xai) Booxijow (abrovs)] mowave L = a’ 0. It seems likely
in view of v. 15 where the reading is attested by ot 1’ that ¢’ also read
the variant here.

v. 14 DM 1 oovian ai pdvdpar abt@dv] pr eotar evmpenewa avtov L. Cf.
ai pavépar] n evmpeneia a’ 05 voun o’. The L doublet is apparently
dependent on the a’ ' reading.

Chapter 38

v.6 D3R 5 NRY 2° xai ndvre of mepl abTév] xar mava Ta vrooTHEYHAT
avtov L = 6’

v.9 13¥2 ¢ vepéln] pr wg xataryic xar L; wc xatays 0 efaipvns o'

Doublet in L. vepéln is the usual rendering for 13y in LXX, and the
doublet based on 8’ makes for a more vivid statement.

Chapter 41

vl For MT’s 2520 n1ax wnn nana 0PN 2n 197> Thx nnoy 1IDXR
2%20 LXX has fogodv xai 1 8pa 1 pia mpog vétov xai to ebpog t0D
POTOG T00 amodoinov nnydv névte mAdtog xvxAdbsv. L reads eic mpo-
oevynv after fogoav, apparently for mans, and then adds znyov mevee

ﬂ@muxlmmépéé@é%& d@@pﬂfgg’l&}.ﬂgr}g%m tnn at the end of
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the verse, where L reads o tonog g mpooevyns mywv nevre mhatoc
xvxdobev. o' reads eic mpOcEVYNV for ﬂJ?ﬁ‘?, but then after 7o 8¢ £VPOG
adds zov romov g mpooevyng which equals mann DIpn i.e. instead of
100 pw10g 100 dnoloinov of LXX. Any connection between L and o’
seems limited to the use of &g mpoosvynv.

Chapter 42

v.14 DAYTA NI DV (xal) pn dntoviar 100 otodiopod abtdv] pr exet
amobnoovrar ta ywatia avtev (wva) L: doublet from o’ xau exet amobn-
oovrat ta yatia avtwv. The a’ 6’ text is not extant, but might well
have read the o’ text. Since the verb amotifinu: is the regular rendering
of m°371 in the Pentateuch, any dependence on o here is uncertain.

Chapter 44

v.10 R D aAd’7j] xat yap L = o’. Though this citation would seem to be
a clear case of dependence on o’, the remainder of the verse is also ex-
tant for o', but L shows no hint of any further reliance on it; chang-
ing two words at the beginning of a full sentence is really a very small
basis for positing an actual reliance on the o’ text.

Chapter 47
valil WD dyidoworv] wbworv L = o’. This could be the readings of o’ 6’
as well; cf 34:4. But here they are not extant.

C.b. The above list contains only 20 citations, of which 12 might reflect 6" as a
possible source, though doubt is expressed at 5:15 about such involvement, and
see also the scepticism expressed elsewhere, e.g. at 44:10. Four instances show
ot y' as a possible source, for which o’ might be the specific source involved. ¢’
is joined by a’ at 31:2 and by 6’ at 32:18. o is the only source listed five times
by itself, whereas 8’ obtains four times, a’ 8’ three times, and a’ alone but once
(20:14). The only conclusion which one might draw is that ¢’ could be involved
more frequently than ¢’ and/or 6’. In fact, there is really very little basis for
positing an actual reliance on the o’ text.

Eight of the instances involved the creation of doublets; their distribution in-
volve ¢’ or 6’ twice each. The other four involve a’ 0’, ot ¥’, @’ ¢’ and &’ 0’
once each. Very little of substance can be concluded from these instances. In a
number of cases asterisks appear in the textual tradition wrongly (possibly for
an intended obelus); see 3:12 16:63 33:17 and 33:32.

Particularly interesting are citations where in my judgment a hex sign (either
an asterisk, or more often, an obelus) obtains though an index must have been
intended. These obtain at 1:4 22:26 33:17 33:32 36:14 and 47:10. In all but one
(22:26) the hex sign occurred in Syh. The transcription of signs in the text of
Syh is often uncertain, so that often only a comparison of the Syh text with both
that of LXX and MT can determine what must have been intended originally.

Occasionally, the metobelus is incorrected placed, so that more text is placed
under the obelus that is warranted. Note the following: 9:2 00 (Bvowastngiov);
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20:44 (un) PePnriwbi; 30:12 (avtédv) ovv 1o mAnoouatt; 36:4 xai (npavio-
uévorg) and 41:7-8 éni ta toidpopa (xai 1o Goae)). The text in parentheses has
no equivalent in MT.

It seems to me unlikely that Z was influenced in any real sense by the obeli
tradition. In only five cases did L omit text under the obelus. At 16:63 the omis-
sion of cov under the obelus in Syh was omitted by Q-88 and L. The omission
by L may be due to the O witnesses which lack it, or as more likely, the omis-
sion of the pronoun was probably due to its redundancy. At 30:13 J6u was
omitted by L since it preceded another verbal modifier, dde. At v.26 ndvzeg,
the subject of yvéoovrar (that I am Lord) is omitted, and at 40:36 xai 1@ ai-
Aoy adtic is omitted, but xai ta aidayupw also occurred earlier in the list, and
L avoided the repetition. These constitute the only cases of L omitting text sub
obeli. It seems unlikely that Z used the obeli tradition in Ezk as a source.

And finally, a number of obelized citations may betray a longer Hebrew text
used by Origen. I suggest the following possibilities: 3:2 771293 X915 for
T9252; 7:10 @ #an mne for on 13 20:48 X5 for X5, and 21:22(27)
139127 for 13%m%2.

It is thus safe to conclude that the obelus tradition in Ezekiel is of only mar-
ginal interest to the problem of the relation of L to O. It seems quite unlikely
that L was acquainted in any substantive way with the full hex tradition.

List 10: Did L have the o’ text?

To test this it is hardly necessary to list all 6’ passages extant for Ezk. After list-
ing the o’ remains for chapter 1, I felt it quite unnecessary to make a complete
list, and I quite arbitrarily also added chh 14, 24, 32 and 43. The citations in-
clude those attested in Syh on the authority of Ziegler (presumably per Field),
and are in each case cited as Syh. o’ readings are given without specifying them
as such.

The purpose of this list is to show in more detail how L related to Sym. In
none of these citations did L cite the Sym reading in the list below.

Chapter 1

v.4 xai gidov nal 500 swpwv 8¢ woet Syh

v. 4 nvebpa ééaipov] nvon xatavyilopevn vs o’ & 6’

V.6 70 £vi 2°] eyyev nata ev exactov avrov vs a’ 6’

v.7 avt@v 2°] + ws yyvog modog pooyov = 311 (an [l witness): vs a’.

v.7 xal omvonees ... xaAxog] xou eénoroantov wg £160¢ METAAOV 0EEWS
xaAxov Syh

v.12 o0 Gv v 10 nvedua TIOPEVOLEVOV] OTTOV 1] T OPUT TOV TIVEVHATOS

v.13 O OYIS AapndSmv ovoTEEPouévav] NV 8 xat wg 18ea TwV AL, auTn
Sweoxouevn Syh

v.il5 versus | euplemovtog e pov gis ta {wa wpdn Te0Y0¢ EIG EV TN Y1) TATIGLOV
TV {wov teTpanpocoros Syh

v.16 QawyYm | = x xat a monosigc avtov e’ 8 = O L; o' ... xatacxevn . ..

<

A6 2v 1003 BizgAtbvymooyev)twsath ev psaweltonyov
of the Gottingen Academy of Sciences and Humanities
in 2013.



The L Text of Ezekiel 113

v.18 oi vtor 1°] ta avaotuata: vs o’ avyeves

v.18 xal Dyog v abrols] xaw avactnua (vs &’ uertewpotne) nv toic {wois xa
vyn Syh

v.19 &v 16 éaipery ta {Pa] enaipopsvov tov {wwv

Y19 ééfoovro] ovvennp{v}vvro

v.20 Init - oVV abToi5] 07OV WEUA TO TIVELHE TOPEVEGHAL EXEL TTOPEVOLLEVOD
TOV TIVEVUATOS X0l Ol TQOYOL CLVENNPOVTO (aut ETELVTO) XAT AVTOVG
Syh. 88-62 L did add wopa before to nvevua as in o’, but for the rest
Sym was not consulted.

v.21 év 1@ éotdval avtd | eotwtov ( avtov)

v.23 entetauévai] opbai: vs 0’ gvbeig

v.25 xal 1500 povij | xat ev 1@ yivecbar paovny

v.27 70 PEyyog| mepipeyyouevov

v.28 7 Opaois] ebog:vs a’ 8’ opaocic

Chapter 14

v.4 aroxpificopar - fin] amoxpidnoouar avtw S 1o TANOOC TV ESWAWVY
avtov Syh

v.7 anoxpicopar - fin] anoxgifnoopar avte St spavrov Syh

v.10 xai 2° - fin] ovtwg n avopua tov mpopnTov eotar Syh

v.13 TOD TIQPATECETV TAPATITONE] EV T xaTAPPOVELY xatapoovioty Syh

v.15 xal éotaun - fin] xar gorar afarog mapa to un ewar odotmogov (s. Tov
diodevovra) S Ta Onpia Syh

v.22 xai Oyeobs] wa 16nte Syh

v.22 ta évvunpara] ta mavovgynuata Syh

Chapter 24

v.2 ano iic Huépag TadTe e’ fc ATNEEIoATO] £V AUTI T1] UEQA TAVTI] TPO-
gleto (= 0’ :vs. a’ ensorn)

v.4 d01dv] + mAnpwoov:vs a’ + mAneng; 6’ + mAnon

v.5 sIAuUEVQY xal Uridxaie T 00Td vroxdtw avtdv] Aafe alag (leg. alla)
%at GUVOEG TO 00T KUXAOTEQWS DITOXATO QUTOV

v.10 Snws taxfj] avadlobnoerar: vs a’ and 6’

v.11 éxAing]| avalwbn

v.12 versus] ev pilomovia eyevero ovv xonw (vs a’ 0') xau ovx eEnllsv e&
avtng o mAnbos Tov v avtns Syh

v. 14 0V SwaoTe)d] ovy vmegpnoouar: vs a’ 0’

v.16 Ta émbuutiuata 6pBaludyv cov év mapatdéet] Ty powav v oplalumv
oov gv mAnyn Syh: vs a’

v.17 init - dorov] otevale oryov avlpwmivov nevlog ov TOUICELS O OTEPAVOS
o0V emxelolw oot xai 1661 LITOSESEUEVOS TOVG TOSG GOV X0l OV U] TIEQL-
PaAn em T yeidn cov xar Seinvov. L does read orevaéar orywv ad init
as a correcting doublet (for 07 paxm).

v.22 aAno oTéuatos abTdv ob mapaxinbicecbs] mepr Ta yedn ov un mEQL-
paincle

v.23 x0uat] orepavor:vs o’
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ve23 xai 3°] alda

23 xal mapaxadéoete — fin] o mapaxinOnoece (vs 0') exaoros S Tov
adeApov avtov Syh

v.25 obyl] opa

Vi 27 avaclousvov] Stapevyovia

Chapter 32

v.2 Aéovtl] odefpiw Syh

v.2 Snepdtiles] napetalw

ve5 ano tob aiuatés oov] twv oxwinxwv cov Syh

v.6 TGV MPOYWENUETOV GOV Ao ToD TAiBovs oov] To et cov (amo) Tov
aparog oov Syh

v.9 alypalociav] covropny

v. 10 xal oTVYVAGOoVGLY &l o€ &0vn molAd | xar otvyvacar monow S oe €6vn
nmoAla Syh

v. 10 TOOCSEYOUEVOL TNV TTAOLV AVTAV] KAl EXTAXYTICOVIQL TIEQL TWV QUPVL-
Swv exactog mept e wuyng avrov Syh

v.12 v UPorv] to peyadavynua

v.19 fin] + nvog Bedtiov xatapnbe xar xowunbnon pera ansprtuntov; cf un-
der List 5.

v.27 xal E0nrayv — adtdv 1°] xar tefnooviar ai poyaipar aUTOV VIO TAG KE-
padag avtwv Syh

v.30 ol doyovreg] ot ypioror Syh

Chapter 43

v. 10 xail Ty Spacwy — (v. 11) 1ov oixov] wva Siauetonn to vrodsiyua (11)
HOUL JLETAVOTICOGLY EML TAGLY OIS EONOAV TNV SlyQaPIV TOV 0LX0V XAl
NV GVUTANPOGLY avTOL: Vs 6’

v. 11 %al TV OIO0TAoY — VOpLa abtol | xal Tag Slaypapas avtov xal wev-
TG TOVG 0PIGUOVS (S. TEPLOPLOLLONG) GLV Taug Staypapais avtov ... Syh

v.13 100 TiYE0¢ Hal MEAAIOTHG| ANYIoUOV FEnnyiouevov: vs o’ 0’

v.13 HOATTOpQ — aVTOD] EV T® TEQATL TOL NNYEWS XL TNYVE TO EVPOS XAL TTE-
ptopwopog (vs a’ 8") mpog 1o yetdlog (s. mept Tov yetlovg) avtov Syh

v.17 70 iAaotrptov] mepidpoun

v.17 xal 10 yeioog — avt@ 2°] xar o mepLopiopog xvxde avrov Syh

v.17 xai 10 xUxAopa abtod niyvg] xat To mepags avrov anyvatov Syh

v.18 Oloxavtdpara] avapopav

C.c. I'would suggest that an analysis of the above list is quite unnecessary, since
the question posed at the beginning of this list is easily answered. After reading
the list of L citations which in no way influenced the recensor, it is clear that he
did not have the text of Sym before him. It would be unreasonable to assume
that this substantial amount of text would not have influenced the recensor at
all. At best, he must have had available materials which constituted plusses to
the text. For a suggestion as to the parent Greek text which he used see the sum-
mary below. Digitized by the Septuaginta-Unternehmen
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Any doubt about this conclusion would soon be settled if one compared the
earlier lists in section III with that of List 10. See in particular the discussion un-

der C.a and b.

D. Summary.

Our study is now complete. That O and L share many readings has been ana-
lyzed in sections A and B, and it is now clear that L relied heavily on O; in fact,
the possible conclusion that L based his work using as his parent LXX text an
O ms which contained hex signs in large number is fully warranted. The fact
that faulty understanding of the Hebrew text on the part of Origen’s Hexapla
makes this clear (cf B.d. and e.); L read an O text. I strongly suspect that it
would not be incorrect to consider the L text based in large part on an O type
parent.

It is, however, a separate recension, though not a very thoroughly separate
one. It has actually made use of O corrections and supplements in quite a dif-
ferent way. Origen in his Hexapla was solely intent on making his revision con-
form quantitatively to his Hebrew text. If the Hebrew text lacked an equivalent
in the Greek he added an equivalent from one of The Three, usually 6,
whether that made sense or not. At times this created a weird text, which might
violate ordinary rules of Greek syntax, and as Greek, made little or no sense.
On the other hand, even if the LXX translated the Hebrew incorrectly, as long
as the slot for that Hebrew word or words was filled, he made no change. In
other words, for Origen the Hebrew text was the yardstick used; when the He-
brew text was longer than his Greek, he would fill it in under an asterisk, usual-
ly borrowing the fuller text from 6, since the 6’ text was much closer to his He-
brew, and thus met his requirements. Similarly, the reverse situation, i.e. Greek
which had no correspondent in the Hebrew produced passages under the obe-
lus.

L paid no attention to passages sub obeli, i.e. did not omit such passages. In
fact, L seldom had a shorter text. On the other hand, passages under the aster-
isks were carefully examined and usually taken over, though occasionally he
would make stylistic improvements in the Greek.

What is puzzling, however, is the fact that Sym plusses were at times used
rather than the asterisked passages in O taken from #’. These were sometimes
only faint allusions to the text of o', sometimes just a word taken from a con-
text different from its native one in o’. These are usually found in plusses, i.e.
passages which paralleled asterisked 6’ text. See in particular Sections B. a. and b.

Did L read Hebrew, i.e. did he independently compare the Hebrew to the
LXX (in its O form)? I find no compelling evidence of such knowledge. How
then did L use his O textual source? Clearly L had his own agenda in mind.
He was interested in a text which made sense. The quantitative measure used by
O was not that of L. When a LXX text was not clear in filling a lacuna in the
Hebrew, L would often adopt the asterisked passage from O (usually 6’ in ori-
gin), and add it to his text, often as a gloss to the unclear passage, thereby
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creating a doublet. L did not easily omit LXX text; witness his dealing with
passages under the obelus as noted above.

We began our inquiry with the question as to the text or rather the kind of
text that L used as parent. No definitive answer has beén reached, but we can
conclude that it was an early O type text, one that contained hex signs. But he
also used o’ readings, though he did not have the use of the text of Sym. Possi-
bly his parent O type text had marginal ¢’ readings? Unfortunately, that text is
no longer extant, but it must have been some such text as I have described.
Some Biblical mss did have marginal readings; in fact, for Ezekiel mss Q, 86
and 88 had many such as did the Syh.

To characterize L as strongly influenced by o’ gives the wrong impression.
There are many more 0’ readings adopted by L than ¢’ ones, but that a definite
relation between L and o’ existed has been confirmed by this study. This in-
quiry, however, may also serve as a warning against too great a reliance on this
relation.
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