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Abstract: Till today Rahlfs’s edition from 1931 is the standard text when it comes to the
Greek Psalter. However, important discoveries were made after 1931, for example the
Psalm scrolls from Qumran and early Greek manuscripts. This article includes the new
material and argues that the original text of the Septuagint has been a freer translation
than the text reconstructed by Rahlfs. It also shows that the new Greek manuscript find-
ings of Papyrus Bodmer XXIV (Ra 2110) and Oxyrhynchus Papyrus 5101 (Ra 2227) attest
to a particularly strongly Hebraized text-form.

The Psalter is a fascinating book for textual research as it is the most received and most copied
book of the Old Testament. The Greek version is extant in more than a thousand manuscripts,
of which about one hundred date to the fifth century CE or earlier.' The last comprehensive
text-critical edition with an eclectic text was published by Rahlfs in 1931.> Since then, there
have been important discoveries like the Qumran manuscripts and the discovery of numerous
Greek manuscripts, especially from Upper Egypt. There also have been directed enquiries into
Rahlfs’s methodology for reconstructing the oldest text.’
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2 In search of the “Old Greek” in the Septuagint Psalter

In my previous study, I made an observation that the old codices like Codex Vaticanus or
Codex Sinaiticus, which have been assumed so far to have preserved the original Greek text
particularly well, often had a Hebraized text form.* In this paper I propose that the original
text of the Septuagint might represent a freer translation than the text that is attested in the old
witnesses and freer than the text reconstructed by Rahlfs. I chose Psalms 49(50) and 103(104)
for this case study because they are attested in two of the probably most important Psalms
manuscripts that were found in the last century, PBodmer XXIV (Ra 2110) and P.Oxy. 5101
(Ra 2227).5 PBodmer XXIV has been dated to the fourth century CE and includes most of the
psalms (LXX Ps 17-118),° whereas P.Oxy. 5101 is much more fragmentary (parts of LXX Pss 26,
44, 47, 48, 49, and 63-64 survived), but it is the oldest extant Psalms manuscript, dating back
to the first or second century CE.

1. Rahlfs’s Methodology

It is necessary to briefly introduce the methodology Rahlfs used for his reconstruction of
the original Septuagint text in his edition of the Psalms from 1931, Psalmi cum Odis. His eclec-
tic text is based on two premises which distinctively influenced his text-critical decisions. His
first premise was that the text of the old witnesses, Codex Vaticanus and Codex Sinaiticus in
particular, is generally preferable. His second was that the reading close to the MT should be
preferred. These two premises can be seen in the four text-critical rules that Rahlfs used for his
reconstruction of the oldest text.® Although he did not follow these rules mechanically, they
still determined his text-critical decisions in a fundamental way.

1. If all three old text forms go together, their reading is to be preferred. (Rahlfs grouped

the old witnesses in three text forms.)

2. If some old witnesses agree with the MT, while others deviate from it together with the

younger witnesses, the reading which corresponds to the MT is usually preferred.

3. If the old witnesses deviate from the MT, but the younger ones agree with the MT, the

text follows the old witnesses.

4. In doubtful cases the reading of Vaticanus and Sinaiticus is given preference. However,

if these are unsupported, preference is given to the others.
The first premise, his preference for the old text forms against the younger ones, is shown
especially in the first and fourth rule. Of the old witnesses the preference of Rahlfs for Codex
Vaticanus and Codex Sinaiticus is evident in rule 4.

His second premise, preference for the reading agreeing with the MT, is shown in his sec-
ond rule. This premise may be a little surprising, since his teacher, Paul de Lagarde, advocated

+ In my dissertation I investigated LXX Pss 2, 8, 33, 49, and 103; Jonathan Hong, “Der urspriing-
liche Septuagintapsalter und seine hebraisierenden Rezensionen” (PhD diss., Protestant Univer-
sity Wuppertal/Bethel, 2017).

5 See Albert Pietersma, “The Edited Text of P. Bodmer XXIV,” BASP 17 (1980): 67-79.

¢ See Rodolphe Kasser and Michel Testuz, Papyrus Bodmer XXIV: Psaumes XVII-CXVIII (Coligny:
Bibliotheca Bodmeriana, 1967).

7 See Daniele Colomo and W. B. Henry, eds., “5101. LXX, Psalms xxvi 9-14, xliv 9-14, xlvii 13-15,
xlviii 6-21, xlix 2-16, Ixiii 6-1xiv 5, in The Oxyrhynchus Papyri 77, ed. Amin Benaissa, Graeco-Ro-
man Memoirs 98 (London: Egypt Exploration Society, 2011), 1-11. See also Jannes Smith, “The
Text-Critical Significance of Oxyrhynchus Papyrus 5101 (Ra 2227) for the Old Greek Psalter;,” JSCS
45 (2012): 5-22, especially 5-6. P.Oxy. 5101 probably is of Jewish origin. This is shown for example
in the rendering of the Tetragrammaton in old Hebrew letters, see Colomo and Henry, “5101,” 1-2.

8 These rules are mentioned in Rahlfs, Psalmi cum Odis, 71-72.
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the opposite premise, namely, that the text which deviates from the MT is to be preferred in
general.® Rahlfs explains his preference with the observation that the old witnesses often agree
with the MT against the younger ones.” In other words, because the old manuscripts attest a
text that is very close to the MT, the original text must also have been translated close to the
MT. In the end, Rahlfs comes to his second premise because of his first premise to prefer the
old codices.

His third rule also reveals that his preference of the old codices is his actual premise. It is
not a preference of the text that agrees with the MT. So if the younger manuscripts agree with
the MT, Rahlfs does not follow them, because his actual premise is the preference of the older
witnesses. In the case of the younger witnesses, Rahlfs assumes a Hebraizing recension by
Origen or Lucian."

So, on the one hand, the younger manuscripts are witnesses of a Hebraizing recension;
on the other, the younger manuscripts have a text that deviates more from the MT than the
old witnesses, as Rahlfs pointed out in his second rule. If you take Rahlfs’s second and third
rule together, they almost completely exclude the possibility that the older witnesses have a
Hebraizing recension. But a Hebraizing recension is already attested by Jewish translators like
Aquila and Theodotion from the first century CE. And today we know that even in the first
century BCE the kaige-recension, a very strict and isomorphic adaption to the Hebrew text, is
attested in the Greek Minor Prophets scroll from Nahal Hever.*

In search of the oldest Septuagint text, a crucial step is to move away from Rahlfs’s general
preference of the old witnesses—and thus a Greek text that is close to the MT—and instead
to include the new insights about Hebraizing tendencies before Origen. On this basis a new
text should be reconstructed according to common text-critical rules. Only in this way will
it be possible to judge whether the preference for the old witnesses is correct, or whether the
younger manuscripts that deviate from the MT frequently preserve the original text, while the
older witnesses may represent a Hebraized text form of the Septuagint.

2. Deviations from the MT in which the External Evidence Is
Clear

The aim of this investigation is to examine if there is a pre-Origen recension in the Psalter,
which shows the characteristics of an isomorphic adaptation to the Hebrew text. Character-
istic of an isomorphic adaption is to be as accurate as possible in the reproduction of the ex-
ternal form of the Hebrew text in quantity, word order, and word rendering. As Dominique
Barthélemy has identified for the kaige-recension, in the most extreme cases, the isomorphic
rendering can lead to word renderings that do not make any sense in the Greek text (e.g., the
strictly consequent rendering of "3 with éyd and "2 with éyw el or of ¥°X “man; every-

9 See Paul Anton de Lagarde, Anmerkungen zur griechischen Ubersetzung der Proverbien (Leipzig:
Brockhaus, 1863), 3.

1o See Rahlfs, Psalmi cum Odis, 72.

u  See Rahlfs, Psalmi cum Odis, 72.

> See Dominique Barthélemy, Les Devanciers dAquila, VTSup 10 (Leiden: Brill, 1963). For a survey
on the investigations of the kaige-group and its characteristics, see Stefan Olofsson, “Kaige Group
and the Septuagint Book of Psalms,” in Translation Technique and Theological Exegesis: Collected
Essays on the Septuagint Version, ed. Staffan Olofsson, ConB OT 57 (Winona Lake: Eisenbrauns,

2009), 134-75.
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body” with dwjp “man,” even in passages in which it has the meaning &€xacgtog “everybody”).”
From this strict kaige-recension, a milder form of isomorphic adaption is to be distinguished,
for which Siegfried Kreuzer has suggested the term semi-kaige-recension and which especially
adapted the word order, use of articles, and sometimes word renderings to the Hebrew text.™

In order to investigate if the present Psalms show a pre-Origen Hebraizing recension, all
cases from LXX Pss 49 and 103 are to be analyzed, in which a part of the Greek transmission
differs from the MT while the other part follows the MT. For the latter, it is to be analyzed if
a recension can be identified, which had the intention to adapt the Greek text to its Hebrew
Vorlage not only in terms of content, but also in the external form.

All together there are fifty-four cases in LXX Pss 49 and 103 in which a part of the manu-
scripts differs from the MT, while the other part agrees with it.” In a first step, variants in which
a text-critical decision can be made easily by external criteria shall be analyzed; for example,
a singular reading or a very poorly attested reading. Through this, an initial rating of specific
manuscripts and manuscripts groups can be given. We have twenty-one of such cases in LXX
Pss 49 and 103.

Table 1: Singular and Poorly Attested Readings

“Ant” = Antiochene Textgroup; “B” = Codex Vaticanus; “S” = Codex Sinaiticus; “A” = Codex
Alexandrinus;

“MT” = Readings consistent with the MT; “o” = Readings diverging from the MT; “[ ]” = The
manuscript is fragmentary or not available for this passage

LXXPs49 Ant B(S) A 2013 2110 2227 MT]e

3! MT | MT | MT . MT | MT | xo] -

3 MT | MT | MT | MT | (1 |1

4 MT | MT | MT . MT [1 |-]e&vdoug

5 . . . . . MT | Guowag] Buota

6 MT | MT | MT . . MT | -] xou ev toug eoyotarg [...] peta Avyvou
7 MT | MT | MT . MT | MT |-]o

8 . . . o MT . -] eoTv

3 Barthélemy (Devanciers) identified a number of peculiar word renderings, which are typical for
the kaige-recension. For an extensive list of peculiar word renderings of the kaige-recension,
which were identified through Barthélemy and after him and an analysis of their attestation in
the LXX Psalter, see Olofsson, Kaige Group, 146-75.

4 See Siegfried Kreuzer, “Entstehung und Uberlieferung der Septuaginta,” in Einleitung in die Sep-
tuaginta, ed. Siegfried Kreuzer, LXX.H1 (Giitersloh: Gtitersloher Verlagshaus, 2016), 59-61.

5 For the text-critical apparatus on the passages, see Rahlfs, Psalmi cum Odis; Kasser and Testuz,
Papyrus Bodmer XXIV; Pietersma, The Edited Text, 67-79; Colomo and Henry, “5101,” 1-11. Devi-
ations from the MT that probably developed through evident secondary scribal errors in Greek
or through a deviating Hebrew Vorlage are not part of this investigation, because they are not
intentional free translations. Deviations in the superscriptions of the psalms are not included
either, because they would distort the evidence, since the Greek transmission shows a much freer
rendering here than in the psalmtext itself; see Robert J. V. Hiebert, “The ‘Syrohexaplaric’ Psal-
ter, in Der Septuaginta-Psalter und seine Tochteriibersetzungen: Symposium in Gottingen 1997, ed.
Anneli Aejmelaeus and Udo Quast, MSU 24 (Géttingen: Vandenhoeck, 2000), 123-46, esp. 131.
Also four very poorly attested deviations from the MT in LXX Ps 49:22-23 and LXX Ps 103:12, 19
are not included, because they are neither attested in the old manuscripts nor in the Antiochene
text-form. For an investigation of all above mentioned cases, see my dissertation (note 4).
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9 . . . . . MT | pooyoug] poayov

1 . . . . . MT | twv opewv] Tou ovpovou
17 . . . MT [] [1 |oov]-

20 MT | MT | MT . MT [T | oxavdarov] oxovdora

23 MT | MT | MT . MT [] | od0g] v ogog xabapa (sic)

LXX Ps103 Ant B(S) A 2060 2110 MT]e.

9 . . . [] | MT |-]o

16 o |[o(MT)| o [] e |xvptov] mediov

16* . . . [] MT |-] tov

19 . . . [] MT |-]o

21 MT | MT | MT [] e |autolg] avTwy

24 . . . [] | MT |epeyarvvbnoav] - Oy

26 o/MT| MT | MT . [1 |avtw] avrtog (R); avtwy vel -tov (LP 2060); auta
(LP)

28 . . . [1 | MT |mvxepa gov] gov v xetpa

Nine of these twenty singular or poorly attested readings, which are most probably secondary;,*
attest a deviation from the MT (free translation),” while the other ten are in accordance with
the MT (see table above). The free translations are especially attested in manuscripts of the Up-
per Egyptian group, namely, in six cases in MS 2013 and in three cases in MS 2110 (P.Bodmer
XXIV). Furthermore, in one case they are attested in some Antiochene manuscripts.

The singular and poorly attested readings that are in accordance with the M T are especially
attested in the old witnesses MS 2110 (six cases) and MS 2227 (P.Oxy. 5101) (three cases). It is
unlikely that these manuscripts preserve original readings, since it would necessitate a wide-
spread revision in all the other manuscripts, which freely revised the text of the Septuagint in
a way that diverged from the MT. However, such a revision is not attested for the Septuagint
Psalter. Since a Hebraizing recension is very clearly attested already in early time (see above),
it is to be assumed that the oldest Psalter-manuscripts, MS 2227 and MS 2110, reflect a partic-
ularly strongly Hebraized text here.”® Since in LXX Ps 49 both manuscripts attest Hebraizing
readings in different passages, they probably go back to independent Hebraizing recensions.”

I will proceed with an analysis of the remaining thirty-four passages, in which the diverg-
ing readings as well as the readings consistent with M T are not just singularly attested, but are
present in several manuscripts. A text-critical decision is more difficult here.

Table 2: Further Divergent Readings*

“Ant” = Antiochene Textgroup; “B” = Codex Vaticanus; “S” = Codex Sinaiticus; “A” = Codex
Alexandrinus;

Of course, also singular and poorly attested readings can sometimes have preserved the original
text. But these cases are rare and can only be assumed if clear indications are present.

7 Other deviations from the MT like another Hebrew text or scribal errors are not included in this
investigation; see note 15.

Nonetheless, an early error transmitted by the majority of the manuscripts cannot be totally excluded.
v Tt is unfortunate that MS 2227 is not extant for LXX Ps 103.

Table 2 presents only an overview of the important manuscripts. For the cases which are analyzed
in detail, a complete summary of all witnesses is given (see below in part 3). For the other cases a
detailed analysis can be found in my dissertion (see note 4).
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“MT” = Readings consistent with the MT; “o” = Readings diverging from the MT; “[ ]” = The

manuscript is fragmentary or not available for this passage

LXX Ps 49 Ant B (S) A 2013 2110 2227 MT]

1 MT . . . . [] -] wan

4 . MT . MT . [] -] tou

6 . MT(e) MT . MT [] -lo

7 o/MT . . MT MT MT StapapTupopat] -povpal
10 . MT . MT MT MT Spupov] aypov

15 . MT . . MT [] -] gov

18 . MT MT MT MT [] poLywv] potyou

19 o/MT MT MT MT MT [] xoucta | xonetag
19° . MT MT MT MT [] SoAlota] SohoTyTag
21 . MT MT MT MT [] -] tag apaptiag gov
22 . MT MT MT MT [] -] ov

23 . MT MT MT MT [] Tov Beov] nov

LXX Ps103  Ant B (S) A 2060 2110 MT] e

1 MT . MT [] MT  |-] wg

4 o/MT MT MT [] . TIVP PAEYOV] TTVPOS PAOYX

5 . MT . [] . efepediwaev] Bepediwy

6 o/MT MT MT [] MT  |ovtov] autyg

6* o/MT MT MT [] MT  |omoovtat] -cetat

8 . MT () MT [] . -] Tov

8> o/MT | MT (o) MT [] MT  |avtoig] avta / autoug

9 o/MT MT MT [] MT |mapehevoovtal] -getal

10 o/MT MT MT [] MT  |Sielevoovtal] -oetat

14 . MT . [] MT |-]o

16" o/MT . MT [] [] yoptactnoetat] -govral

16> . MT . [] MT  |eputevoev] -cag

17 o/MT MT MT [] MT |ovtwv] avta

19 o/MT MT MT MT MT  |emowoev] -oag

20 o/MT | o (MT) . [] MT  |Siedevoovtat] -oeTot

21" . MT . [] MT  |-] tov

21? . MT MT [] MT  |tov feov] tw Oew

26 o/MT MT MT MT . Stamopevovtat] -pevetal

27! MT . MT [] MT |y Tp. QuTwV] TV TPOPNY QUTOLS
27° . MT . [] MT  |-] e

28! o/MT . . [] . -] 3¢
28? o/MT | o (MT) MT [] MT  |mAnobyoovtal] -oetat

In contrast with the results from table 1, in table 2 the manuscripts can be clearly divided in
two groups: The first group consists of the old codices, Sinaiticus and Vaticanus, in most parts
supported by Codex Alexandrinus, MSS 2013, 2110, and 2227 This group consistently attest

2 Where extant; the manuscript is very fragmentary in the passages concerned.
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the text-form close to the Hebrew. The second group consists of the Antiochene manuscripts,
which generally represent the freer text-form.>> Nevertheless, in LXX Ps 103 it is striking that
the Antiochene text-group is not very consistent, but diverges in itself in fifteen cases.

Rahlfs decides in all of these cases for the reading which agrees with the MT, because he
prefers the old codices (exceptions are LXX Ps 49:6 and 7). As pointed out above, his pref-
erence for the old codices is based on his problematic assumption that an early Hebraizing
recension is very improbable. However, a Hebraizing recension is attested in Qumran already
and also the investigation above has shown that characteristics of an isomorphic Hebraizing
recension can already be identified in the oldest manuscripts of the Psalter (see table 1).

Hence, for the variants in table 2, it needs to be reconsidered if the Antiochene text might
have preserved the original text, in which case the other manuscripts represent a secondary
text adapted to the MT. In order to determine this, four cases from table 2 shall be analyzed in
detail in which a text-critical decision can be made independent from the predictions men-
tioned above: LXX Ps 49:10; LXX Ps 103:4, 5, 6.

3. Text-Critical Case-by-Case Analysis

An overview of the extant manuscripts is presented in the beginning of each case. The first two
lines contain the reconstructed Greek Septuagint text and its English translation,” which is
followed by a list of all Greek and Hebrew manuscripts that preserve the verse and date to the
fifth century CE and earlier. Manuscripts that were not included in Rahlfs’s edition are set in
bold type. The following synopsis shows the MT on the left followed by the text of the Codex
Vaticanus, Codex Alexandrinus, and the text of the Antiochene manuscripts. In cases where
the Antiochene manuscripts are inconsistent, the assumed oldest Antiochene text is presented
in brackets. An adaption or deviation from the MT, which is decisive words for the analysis,
are set in bold type. Below the synopsis, a transcription of the manuscripts listed in bold above
the chart is given. And finally, the text-critical apparatuses are presented,* followed by the
text-critical case-analysis.

2 An exception to this are LXX Ps 49:1 and 1031, 27a.

% The translation of Albert Pietersma and Benjamin G. Wright, A New English Translation of the
Septuagint and the Other Greek Translations Traditionally Included under That Title (Oxford: Ox-
ford University Press, 2017), served as basis for my translation.

4 The following text-critical apparatus were used: Rahlfs = Alfred Rahlfs, Psalmi cum Odis: Septua-
ginta Societatis Scientiarum Gottingensis (Gottingen: Vandenhoeck, 1931); BHS = Biblia Hebraica
Stuttgartensia, ed. Karl Elliger et al., s5th ed. (Stuttgart: Deutsche Bibelgesellschaft, 1997); Kasser/
Testuz (Ra 2110) = Rodolphe Kasser and Michel Testuz, Papyrus Bodmer XXIV: Psaumes XVII-
CXVIII (Coligny: Bibliotheca Bodmeriana, 1967).
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LXX Psalm 49:10

8Tt €uad goTv mavta ta Opior Tod drypol® kTN €v Tolg Speaty xal Boeg
for every animal of the field is mine, and the cattle on the hills and the oxen.

A B S 1219 2013 2110 2227

MT B A Ant
5= | i éud 8TL Euad 8TL éuad
S | ot mdvta T Bnpla goTv mavta ta Opia goTv vt T Onpla
=7 | Tod Spupod Tod drypod oD drypod
T3 DI | )ty v Tolg Speaty XTNWY) €V Tolg Speaty XTYVY) €V ToTg Speaty
7N | wail Bdeg xai Boeg xat Boeg

PBodmer XXIV (Ra 2110): ott gpa €0ty mravta ta By)pra Tov Spupov® : xTy) | v ev Tolg opeat xat Boeg :
P.Oxy. 5101 (Ra 2227): 0Tt epa [eott]y mavt[a ta Bnprar] | Tou Spupov® xmv[y €lv totg opelaw] | xau
Bosg

Rahlfs: dpupov B 2013 R TSy 1219’ 2110 2227, siluae La®Aug = W] siluarum La® Ga; aypov L” A:
ex11?

The Hebrew text reads in the beginning of verse 10, “for every animal of the forest is mine.”
The Greek transmission diverges in the word “forest” While some manuscripts read “animals
of the forest” thus following the MT, other witnesses read “animals of the field” (ta Onpio 00
dypoDd). The first reading is attested in most old witnesses while the latter is found in the Antio-
chene manuscripts and Codex Alexandrinus.

Rahlfs explains the variant daypod as a secondary adaption to verse 11, which reads in the
Septuagint “I know every bird of the sky, and the beauty of the field is before me”” It is not
obvious, what is meant by “the beauty of the field”? Rahlfs might have thought that later ed-
itors tried to understand the sentence in connection with the previously mentioned animals
in verse 10; this would be the reason for changing the animals of the forest to the animals of
the field. However, it is questionable if this really contributes to the understanding of verse 11.
Even more questionable is the suggestion that this was the reason for a later editing of verse
10. An easier explanation for the different readings may be found in the Hebrew, for the words
“forest” and “field” (7¥” and ") are visually similar. A copyist might have read *7% instead of
2. This assumption is further corroborated by the fact that the phrase “animals of the forest”
occurs only in two other passages in the Old Testament, while “animals of the field” is a very
common phrase. Apart from the well-known Gen 2:19, it occurs in seventeen other passages
(six times in the slightly modified form ta Ovpio t& &ypiar). The translator might have been
familiar with the more common phrase and thus accidently read 7% instead of " thus trans-
lating the sentence with “animals of the field.” Later editors then corrected the text according
to the Hebrew Vorlage. That also fits the manuscript evidence. The original text is preserved
in the Antiochene manuscripts and in Codex Alexandrinus, while the other old witnesses,
including Codex Vaticanus, Codex Sinaiticus, MS 2110 and MS 2227 attest an Hebraized text-
form.
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LXX Psalm 103:4

6 TTOLWV TOUG GryyEAoug adTod TTVEDUATA Xal TOUG AELTOVPYOUG Al ToD TUPOS PAGYX
He who makes his messengers to winds and his ministers to a flame of fire.

A B S (L) 1219 2044 2110 (Heb 1,7) 4QPs? 4QPs' 11QPs?

MT B A Ant
Y | 6 moldv 6 oLV 0 oLV
1‘;?5:5?_3 TOUg dryyéAoug adTod ToUG dryy€Aoug adTod ToUg dryyédoug adTod
DImT | wvedpato | wal TIVEVMALTAL Kol TIVEDpOTAL ot
TR | Todg AgtToupyols adTod ToUg AlToupyolg adTod ToUg AgtToupyolg adTod
07T R | mhp pAéyov | TVPOS PAEYQ (rupdg pAdYQ)

4QPs%: B[2] | [ W M[Pmwn m]m= roxDn wy

4QPs!: 15 R MW | NImT o8GR wy

11QPs®: NS B PR [R M]AI[D 1oRS e

P. Bodmer XXIV (Ra 2110): 0 7ot [V | Toug aryyeAOUG uTOL Tt : X0l TOUG AEITOVPYOUS | AVTOV TTUPOG
pAoya

(Heb 1,7): 6 mo&v todg dyyéAoug adtod mvedpata xal Tobg AerToupyols adtod Tupds eASGYQ
Rahlfs: mup gAeyov] mupog phoya Bo Sa L® A(pAeya!): ex Hebr.17

Kasser/Testuz (Ra 2110): Tupog gAoya : Tup QAEYOV

BHS: © nom®, 6 whp Aéyov, prb I; prp 191

DJD XXIII (11QPs?): norm’?] 015 M; wop Yéyov [sic!] &

DJD XVI (4QPs%): b[117] N 4QPs' M] v wN 11QPs* nhp pAéyov &; prp B12) BHS n.4°
DJD XVI (4QPs'): 15 M] nom® 1QPs*; nip préyov 6

The MT attests the grammatically incorrect reading BT WX, As UN is a feminine word, the
corresponding participle should be feminine, as attested in 11QPs* a1, Gesenius proposed
that the original Hebrew text might have read N7 Wy “burning fire” like 11QPsa.>® Never-
theless, the MT reading is also shared by other Qumran manuscripts (according to the recon-
struction of DJD, 4QPs' and 4QPs?).”” The BHS apparatus proposes that 0o is original but is
a noun 1717 “flame” separated from &§ by a copula. Accordingly, the sentence would read: “he
who makes his ministers to fire and flame.” However, the addition of a copula is not necessary,
as Wy 7% could also be read as genitive construct: “he who makes his servants to fire of a
flame,” a reading supported by Greek witnesses (see above), albeit in reversed order: mupog
@Aéya “flame of fire” The strong attestation makes it probable that & ©775 was the original
reading, although it is difficult to explain how BT% & of the MT emerged. One possibility is
that the rather uncommon noun 775 was misread as a participle.?® In this case 11QPs* would

»  The waw is in plene writing, so we have a very early witness for the participial reading. The tav
at the end marks the feminine participle, which agrees with the feminine noun W§. ¥¥ is usual-
ly feminine. Rarely it occurs in masculine; see Wilhelm Gesenius, Hebrew Grammar, ed. Emil
Kautzsch, trans. Arthur Ernest Cowley, 2nd ed. (Oxford: Clarendon, 1910), §1220. See also David
J. A. Clines, ed., Aleph, vol. 1 of The Dictionary of Classical Hebrew (Sheftield: Sheftield Academic
Press, 1993), s. V.

¢ See Wilhelm Gesenius, A Hebrew and English Lexicon of the Old Testament: With an Appendix
containing the Biblical Aramaic, Based on the Lexicon of William Gesenius as translated by Edward
Robinson (Boston: Houghton Mifflin, 1906), .

77 “The extant left stroke corresponds to the scribe’s tet (cf. [Q]™ in 147:14, line 2), and there is
insufficient room for NBMS (cf. 11QPsa)” See Eugene Ulrich et al., Qumran Cave 4.XI: Psalms to
Chronicles, DJD 16 (Oxford: Clarendon, 2000), 68.

8 The noun ®19 is only attested in Gen 3:24. 15 as verb or participle is attested in Deut 32:22; Ps
57:7; 83:15; 97:3; 104:4; 106:18; Isa 42:25; Job 41:13; Joel 1:19; 2:3; Mal 3:19.


https://en.wikisource.org/wiki/Author:Arthur_Ernest_Cowley
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represent a later grammatical correction of an older misreading (the masculine participle
would have been corrected to the feminine).

Most of the Greek manuscripts attest mdp ¢Aéyov*® which corresponds to the participial
reading of the MT (Nio/w7% W “burning fire”). Some of the Antiochene manuscripts, MS
2110, a citation of the letter in Hebrews 1:7, and presumably Codex Alexandrinus (supported
by the Bohairic and Sahidic translations) read mupog pAdya instead,’® which corresponds to the
nominal vocalization & ©779. Since the original Hebrew text most likely read the consonants
111> as a noun, as seen above, it is most probable that the original Septuagint rendered the
word with the noun @Adya. This is also supported by the broad geographical distribution of the
reading in the Septuagint transmission from the Sahidic to the Antiochene text, which points
to a relatively old common base.* The participial reading mdp ¢Aéyov can well be explained as
a later adaption to the MT.

LXX Psalm 103:5

6 Bepeh@dv ™Y YAV Emtl T dopdAetay adTig ob xAdnaeTal eig Tov aidva Tod aidvog
He who founded the earth on its stability; it will never ever be tilted.

A B S (L) 1219 2044 2110 4QPs? 4QPs' 11QPs?

MT B A Ant
PRI | Ebeperiwae(v) THY yijv 6 Oepehtddv ™y yiv 6 OepeMiv T yijv
Sy | ¢ni emi eml
0N | Ty dopddiay adTis | TNV GoQAAELQY AVTAS TNV QOPAAELY QVTHS
2IMN~52 | od xAbhgeTal oV xewndnaeTaL o (xAnbnoeTar)
ity n'?'w elc Tov aidva o alddvog elc Tov aldva tod aidvog elc Tov aldva tod aidvog

4QPs‘: [...] | ©i[nn 53 o by palx o

4QPsl: [w]3 A5 Bidn 53 | mnsn Sy yox T

11QPs* T8[1 02w LN 3 17151 by PN o]

PBodmer XXIV (Ra 2110): Ogpediwv Ty YNy : | Tup QAEYWSV €L TNV QgQOAOY oUTNG @ OV |
xAelgdoetal 1§ Tov atfw]va Tov alwvog

Rahlfs: efeperiwoey B'-2044 Sa R” = M] o Oepediwv Bo L A7, qui fundasti GaHi
Kasser/Testuz (Ra 2110): Oguehiwy v ynv mup @Aeyov : ebepueAiwaey Ty ynv

BHS: 6" (£°T Hier) 6 Bepeliwy = TT0°

DJD XVI (4QPs%): 701 4QPs? 6™ (6 feperiwv)] 0 M; ebepeinoey (= TOM*) 64 " 4QPs'
DJD XVI (4QPs!): 71w"] 702 MG (éBeperinaey); TO1 4QPs! 6™ (6 fepeiwy) (orth or var?)

In the Greek manuscripts two different kinds of readings appear that probably go back to
two different readings in Hebrew. The reading as participle 8° (6 fgpeiwvy) is clearly attested
through the plene writing in 4QPs? (and maybe also in 11QPs?).>* On the other hand is the
reading as 3rd person singular perfect 707 (¢0eperinoev), as attested in the MT.** In the context

»  Participle accusative neuter singular of pAéyw “to burn”

% Accusative singular feminine of ) A8§ “flame.”

% See Siegfried Kreuzer, “Die Bedeutung des Antiochenischen Textes fiir die dlteste Septuaginta
(Old Greek) und fiir das Neue Testament,” in Von der Septuaginta zum Neuen Testament, ed.
Martin Karrer, ANTF 43 (Berlin: de Gruyter, 2010), 33.

» “Possible variant readings are 7O, 7N, or 051w5”; Florentino Garcia Martinez et al., Qumran
Cave 11.1I: 11Q2-18, 11Q20-31, DJD 23 (Oxford: Clarendon, 1998), 32.

% Further 4QPs' attests the singular reading =2". There is no evidence for the word =" in the Old
Testament. The reading probably emerged through a hearing mistake in the transmission of the
text.
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of the psalm, the hymnic participle fits better, since the preceding verses each start with a par-
ticiple and also the following themes are introduced by a participle (see verses 10, 13, 14 etc.).
This suggests that also in our case the original Hebrew text had a participle. The emergence of
79} can be explained as misinterpretation of the consonantal text.’* In this case also the orig-
inal Septuagint probably read the participial form, while the 3rd singular aorist reflects a later
adaption to the MT.

LXX Psalm 103:6

&Puaoog wg ipdTiov T TEpIBOAatov adTTS | €l TOV dpéwy othoetat Udata
The deep like a garment is her clothing; above the mountains the waters will stand.

A BS (L) 1219 2044 2110 2QPs 11QPs?

MT B A Ant
w1292 09 | dBuooog dg iudtiov &Buagog we tpdTiov &Buggog wg ipdTiov
Ne2 | 16 mepBdAatov adTod| T0 mepBoAatov adTod 70 meptBoAatov (adTiig)
DT oY | el v dpéwv Tl TAV dpalwv el TV dpéwv
DMWY | ooovtar Bdorta | atoovTal Bdata (omoetan) U8ata

2QPs: 1272 1TY° |2 i7[5.7 102 w1350 oin

11QPs: DI

P. Bodmer XXIV (Ra 2110): af[vo | oog : wg ipatiov t[o meptP]oeoy autovd em[t T | wv opewv g[tm]
govta[t v]data

Rahlfs: avtov (cf. M)] awys L, cf. Tht: to “autov” avtt Tou “autng” tebeikey

BHS: 6 16 mepiBératov adtod = MI03; '8 Hier T suft f, prp 023 cf. 9

The MT attests the difficult reading 1°22.5 The enclitic personal pronoun in masculine does
not make sense in the context.** Kraus proposes to read 1093, and accordingly he translates:
“Das Urmeer bedeckte ‘sie’ wie ein Kleid”*® (The deep covered her like a garment). The femi-
nine pronoun refers to )% from verse 5 (see also verse 9).* This conjecture fits well with the
context in verses 5-9. Nevertheless, it is difficult to explain how 11"22 came into existence, for
the masculine pronoun makes no sense. This reading is also difficult to explained as a copying
mistake from 7TN@2. There are also no Hebrew witnesses for the conjectured reading.

The Greek witnesses may provide a better explanation, for they attest the pronoun in the
feminine while the verb is rendered as a noun: 10 mepiBéAatov adtiig, “The deep like a garment
is her clothing” (the reading is also supported by Hieronymus and the targums). The Hebrew

3 See Kraus, who is also of the opinion that the hymnical participle is the original reading: “Hier
T belegen das hymnische Partizip 79 das an dieser Stelle doch wohl richtig ist” Hans-Joachim
Kraus, Psalmen 60-150, BKAT 15.2, 5th ed. (Neukirchen-Vluyn: Neukirchener Verlag 1978), 879.

% This derives from 7702 “cover up (Pi.)” 2nd singular masculine, perfect piel and a 3rd person sin-
gular masculine suffix.

3 See also Frank-Lothar Hossfeld and Erich Zenger, Psalmen 101-150, HThKAT (Freiburg: Herder,
2008), 70. If the pronoun was in the feminine, it could relate to 778 in verse 5, but the pronoun
in the masculine has no noun to relate to.

¥ Thus third person singular feminine perfect piel and a suffix third person singular feminine. See
also BHS.

38 Kraus, Psalmen 60-150, 877, 879.

% See also Hossfeld/Zenger, Psalmen 101-150, 70: “Unter dem Eindruck von V gb wird die Verbform
zur 3. Person Singular Femininum konjiziert.” In verse 9 the reference to I8 in verse 5 is made
as well in the Hebrew as in the Greek transmission.
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equivalent would be D024 from D103 “covering, clothing™ (+ feminine suffix). If we assume
that a Hebrew Vorlage of the Septuagint read 703 (with Qdmez chatuf) then also the diffi-
cult Masoretic reading 11°92 could be easily explained as hearing mistake in the copying pro-
cess. Further on, the feminine form is also attested for Aquila and Theodotion, two translators
known for translating the Hebrew very faithfully, which supports the thesis that a Hebrew text
existed that read 7003,

These indications strongly suggest that the original Hebrew text might have read 70102
“her clothing” and that the original Septuagint has translated correctly with 6 mepiféiatov
adTis. The MT evolved through a mistake in the copying process and the Greek manuscripts,
which attest the pronoun in the masculine, represent a later adaption to the MT. Accordingly,
some Antiochene manuscripts as well as Aquila and Theodotion (supported by Hieronymus
and the Targums) attest the original Greek (and Hebrew) reading, while the other manuscripts
represent a later adaption to the MT.

4. Conclusion

Using LXX Pss 49 and 103 as examples, the investigation has demonstrated early Hebraizing
recensional activity in the Septuagint Psalter. It has also become clear that the original Greek
text deviated from the Hebrew text far more often than the one reconstructed by Rahlfs. The
recensions sought to harmonize the Greek text after the Hebrew even in the minor differences
that do not affect the meaning, such as using the third person singular in LXX Ps 103:5 instead
of the participle. The Hebraizing recension is predominantly attested in the older manuscripts
(i.e., the uncials), while the presumed original Antiochene text does not attest to a Hebraiza-
tion in the subject of our investigation. The MSs 2227 (P.Oxy. 5101) and 2110 (P.Bodmer XXIV)
attest to a particularly strongly Hebraized text-form.+

4 See Gesenius, Hebrew and English Lexicon, s. V.

4 Gesenius, Hebrew and English Lexicon, s. V.

# ] am indebted to Brian Baucom and Joel Korytko for improving my English and giving some
helpful advice.
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