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Ihree fascıicles of Bıblıa Hebraıca Quinta ave 110  < appeared: (Greneral
Introduction and Megilloth (2004), Ezra and enem1ıd. (2006), and Deuterono-
FHLY (2007) Ihey AiC beautifully produce and deserve place the of EVOC-

L Ser10us student of the Hebrew Ihey 111 interest An VONC who aAaCCECDIS
the poss1ıbilıty that the rece1ved Of the 00 of the Hebrew contaın
intentional changes and inadvertent SCITOIS that distingu1s them irom of the
Samıc 00 that circulated earlhıer wıthın the chaın of tradıtıon.

Bibhlia Hebraitca Ouinta General Introduction and Megilloth. uth Jan de
aarı Cantıcles IS Dırksen). O.  ele (Yohanan oldman). 19
mentations o chäfer). Esther (Magne Gen ed Adrıan chenker et
al Stuttgart: Deutsche Bıbelgesellschaft, 2004

Biblia Hebhraica Ouinta EZrd and Nehemiah (Davıd Marcus) Gen ed Adrıan
CHEeHKET: et Al Stuttgart: Deutsche Bıbelgesellschaft, 2006

Bıiıblia Hebhraica Ouinta Deuteronomy (Carmel cCarthy) Gen ed Adrıan
chenker et Z Stuttgart: Deutsche Bıbelgesellschaft, 2007

BHOQ, appY e 15 eing made avallable in electronic“ format

ext eritic1ısm 18 NOL A subject that interests The proto-) masoretic tEeXT,
Man Y 111 pomt Out, has served Jewıish readers ell SINCEe the second CENLUTFY C
and, albeit indirectly, Western Chrıstians since the Vulgate of Jerome. Alongsıde
OIlc1a Aramaıc fargumım, the masoretic LEXT remaıns normatıve in rabbinic -
daism. The masoretic IX furthermore, 18 110  < the point f departure for eXegESIS
ın all branches of western Christianity.”

wısh an Adrıan Schenker, general edıtor, for ıng the time respond an
earlıer draft of thıs CSSaY. Of COUTSC, the VIEWS expressed In the S remaın (Q W
Informatıiıon 18 avaılable the webhsıite http://www.logos.com/products/details/3108.
he masoretic text 1S, tirst and foremost, the vocalızed, accented {exTL of the Hebrew Bıble
contaiıned in serles f carefully executed codices of the |th centuries of the Current
CI C Codex Aleppo (MS Ben-ZvI1 Instıtute 1) Codex Leningradensis Fırk 19a),
Brıtish Museum (3r 4445, Codex Cairensis (Gottheıil 34), CX Sassoon S57 and Codex
Leningradensis 1{1 Firk L Proto-masoretic earlıer wıthout vocalızation,
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ere 15 much be Sa1d for stickıng wıth the masoretic [ext Seamless partic1-
patıon In stream of interpretation that has OWEe! wıthout ceasıng for LLLOTEC than
[WO millenn1a 1s hereby secured. But there 1S also somethıng be sa1d for the
attempt descer1be (EXT forms Tf the 00 of the Hebrew that ex1isted be-
fore and alongside the proto-masoretic texti forms In Second Temple t1imes and
beyond.

Non-masoretic texXti forms of the 00 of the Hebrew played 1IMpor-
tant role in the early NIStOTY of the lıterature’s eCEPLORN: In SOTIIC CAdSCS, vıa NSs-
atıon into Tree and other Janguages, they read 4S Holy Scripture thıs day
In rthodox branches of Christianıity. Many Jews epende nON-proto-
masoretic text forms of the 00 of the Hebrew e! In Hebrew and/or in
translatıon, and beyond the fall of the Second Temple, CVENn after O-
masoretic TeXT forms GE the Samne 00 became the (EeXT of choice other
Jews. 110, osephus, atthew, and the author of the Epistle the Hebrews,
cıte well-known examples, epende: texti forms of the 00 of the Hebrew

that dıffer s1ignıfıcantly Irom the (ext forms of the SAadlLLiC 00 that Caimne
be embbedde: 1ın the fexXius of rabbıinıc udaısm E non-masoretic ({eXx T
torm of the Hebrew W ds the text hrough 1C 110, osephus, Matthew,
and the author of the Epistle the Hebrews sought hear (J0d speak, what hın-
ers us from sımılar today?

The task of describing and reconstructing detaıls of the TeXT that circulated
‚‚OHNCE UuDON time,. before the proto-) masoretic texTi became normatıve for
Jews and, albeit indıirectly, fOor Man Yy Chrıstians, Cal in SOINMNEC be understood
d aCcCTt of devotion. The 1D11Ca Text A it WOU have looked ike then, nNnOTL the
texti ASs ıf has COILNC be., 1S brought ıfe agaıln. The (exXTt of old, ONEC INaYy,
1S yel able communıcate hrough the words 1t contaıns.

But intractable problems ar1se cshould (OTIC that non-masoretic texf form
of book of the Hebrew e7 if ıt AaDPCAaLSs represent INOTE pristine form of
the {eXxt than does the masoretic form, mMust In CO  CC become the form in
* scrıpture 1S rece1l1ved. The transmıtted and intentional modifications
that form part of the masoretic L[EXT should NOT be hought disqualify saıd texti
from functioning A Holy Scripture. Sa1d ET and intentional changes, it 1S DOS-
S1 aflfırm, ave posıtively rather than negatıvely contrıbuted the ıfe of the
people who treated and continue the texi form In C they dIiC OUN! d

Holy Scripture. WOU affırm But interest in rece1ved of the 00

accents, and er features of but whose consonantal tex{i 15 almost identical
Xxamples from umran include 1QIsa” and 4QJer“, and the Hebrew found elsewhere
1n the Judean desert. non-masoretic texti orm of biblıcal book DIESCIVCS TeXt{ whose
Ontent and arrangement dıffer from the masoretic text in sıgnıfıcant For
example, the Pentateuch 15 known us In multıiple torms: (and proto- ‚ Samarıtan
(and pre-Samarıtan 4QpaleoExod” and 4QNum’”):; OC and 1ts Vorlage, insofar ıt 15 1C-

CONSsS  ctibhle (and affıne 4QExod”, 4QLev“®, 4QDeut“): and from umran that do nOL
alıgn overwhelmingly ıth MT, Samarıtan. SX  X
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of the Hebrew 1C predate the received (exXT hereot refer dAS the
masoretic tEXT, 18 nOot hereby dıiımınıshed Ihe first translators of the 00 of the
Hebrew into Tee. the ser1ıbes and readers of 4QJosh”, 4QSam“”, 4QJer”,
and 4QJer®: Jewısh authors of the alıber of 110 and Osephus; and Chrıistian
authors of the alıber of the authors of Matthew and Hebrews, heard God spea.

them hrough non-proto-masoretic in theır pOossess1ion. Perhaps ATIec NOL
dimwitted Aas be unabhle do lıkewise.
BHOQ a1mMs describe „tMe earlıest attainabhle Orm(s) o the text” of the

Hebrew ase: the avaılable evidence” (Genera Introduction, XAN)
That 0Ug include, In host of non-proto-masoretic forms of the text
In thıs examıne the degree IC the fascıcles publıshed far acquıt
themselves in thıs respectT. ong the WdY, er reflections the whither and
wherefore GF fexXxi eriticısm of the Hebrew

Preliminaries

For introduction BHOQ e complements the OMNC provıde In BHOQ 18,
refer the reader essay“ DYy ON of editors, Rıchard Weıs. It Ca-
red In (2002) ournal of 1DI1Ca Textual Criticism”].

ypos and stylıstıc infehicıties in the publıshed fascıcles are few and far bet-
wWweecn The editorial commıttee invites readers submıt lısts of observed ITOTSS e d äa A

designated electronıc ddress q @dbg.de
BHOQ 1S the SUCCESSOT project of Bıblıa Hebraıca Stuttgartensia I'-

maıns dıplomatıc edition of sıngle medieval manuscr1pt, CX Leningraden-
$1S, the pomint that Obvi1o0us CITOTS 1n the codex 1O  < reproduced In the body
of the edition and only corrected in footnotes. 1S also HE  S product wıth
number of innovatıve features. An Obviıous BHOQ improvement V1IS-A-VIS BHS 18
that 1N1-O lınes, wıth overflow texft placed the liıne above OTr eIO0W and DIC-v

CcEl Dy bracket, have been eliminated.
In the followıing, fıve aSPECIS of BHOQ A springboards for wider-ranging

reflections: (1) production Schedule; (2) Lormat:; (3 treatment of eIMITY; (4) upda-
teabilıty; and (3) advantages and disadvantages V1S-A-VIS paralle proJect, OH  v>
The eritical remarks er dIiCc nNOL dımınısh the massıve achtievement
BHOQ date represents.

Information 18 avaılable ON http://rosetta.reltech.org/1C/vo1l07/We1s2002-x.html.
Information 18 avaılable http://rosetta.reltech.org/TC/TC-main.html.
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Production chedule

BHOQ Was orı1g1inally scheduled for completion between 2005 and 2007 Three
fascıcles have S! far ppeared, wıth others SUTEC AaDDCAaL before long It 1S NOW
stated that the project 11l reach completion DYy 2010 INOTE lıkely that ıt
111 nNnOot be completed untiıl MIT2 al the earlıest.

How does that COIMMPDAIEC the production schedules of three elated proJjects of
interest students of the Hebrew Bıble?

The Hebrew University Project (HUBP) 1S the collaboratiıve OTf
team of sraelı scholars. At hase 1t 1S diplomatıc edition of single medieval]l
manuscri1pt, eX Aleppo Massıve number of varıants from varıety of SOUT-
CesS dIic collected In multi-tiered apparatus, wıth 1mıted discussion hereof.

1 wo of the finest scholars iın the 1e served in SUCCESSION A eneral editor f
HU  D os oshen-Gottstein and emaryahu Talmon sample edıtion OT

portion of the book of Isaıah appeared in 1965, the definıtive 9 8- One Part
1wo  77 of Isaıah Isa 1—22]| in 1975, volume Isa In 1981., and volume
[ Isa 5—6 In 993 Jeremıiah appeared In 1997, Ezekı1e] INn 2004 It 1s saıd that
work 1$ progressing the T welve rophets.

Mikraaot (Gedolot HaßKeter 1S under the editorsh1ıp of Menachem en It 18
another sraelı endeavor, this time Out OT Bar-Ilan Universıity. For INOTE etaıule'!
informatıon thıs excıting project, http://www.Jjewishlibraries.org/ajlweb/
publications/proceedings/proceedings2004/aronson.pdf.

The latter project 15 NOT nearly d well-known Aas ıt deserves be Ihe volu-
NS contaın extremely Hebrew texXi Aase‘ CX Aleppo and,
where exX Aleppo 18 nNnOoL preserved, other early medieval INSS It also contaıns
the of the asorah and masorah wıth case-by-case explanatı-
ONS; Targum Onkelos (T the argum the rophets accordıing eritical editi-

that supersedes a ll DreVIOUS editions: and O the &-arYy tradı-
t1on of Rashı, Kımchı, Ihn Ezra, and others Aase: the best E XTant INSS., NOoT
print edıitions. Al COMpONeENLIS of Haketer presented in easy-to-read FOTs
mat.

TIhe MOSsT Obvious gifts Haketer makes the teXT ecritic1sm of the Hebrew
dIC 1ts critically establiıshe: argum For andy gu1lde the best

erıitical editions of the Targumım, SCC the 1n (CA1L/ 1s of interest that the
chosen for (SA% In the Casec of argum for o  ele and the argum for

Ruth AT nNnOTL the SaJmne d those chosen Dy BHQ CoHatıon of the chosen for
SA makes in preparatıon for the definıtive edıition of BHQ

Publication of HakKeter egan wıth the General Introduection together wıth JO-
shua and Judges In 1992, and 18{8)] embraces Genes1i1s, S92 amuel, 12 1ngs,

Informatıon 1S avaılable the websıte http://www.scholarly-bibles.com/advanced_
search_result.php?keywords=Quinta& X=0& Y =0.
Information avaılable http://call.cn.huc.edu/searching/targum_info.html.
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Isaıah, Ezekıiel, and Psalms, wıth EXOdus in The long-awalted Englısh edi-
t10N of the General Introduction Haketer 15 also in preparatıon. Haketer 111
probably be completed before BHOQ 18

The Oxford Hebhrew under the eneral edıtorshıp of Ronald
Hendel. 18 In the launch phase The t(eam, 1ıke that of BHOQ. IS internatıional In

OHB 1$ the MOST innovatıve text-crıitical project the docket Its 0al 1s
roduce crıitical texXi of the Hebrew in 1ıne wıth MmMassıve amount of

cutting-edge research NO in aralle recens10ns f portions of the
Hebrew 111 be presented insofar d they dIC reconstructible DYy text-crıtical

An introduction the project and samples avaılable
http://ohb.berkeley.edu/ > including sample DAa Of OHB Deuteronomy details
of 1C discussed eIO0W production schedule, far ds KNOW, has nOot
been made publıc.

One thıng 18 clear. It WOU be premature consıgn YOUL RHS enızah
Just yel You 11l need ıt for the foreseeable future, nOotL least because the ({EXI-
critical fOCus of BHOQ 1s NaiTOowWwer than that of BHS The fact deserves oroug
notice. As Weıs states, ”A nıt OT varıatıon 111 be noted in the onliy
hen COA OT INOTEC varıants IM the SUFrV1VINg textual wıtnesses exist, NOL ASs

Rudolph Kıttel indıcated In the preface the first edition Of the Bıhlia Hebraica
1905] when there 1S perce1ved exegetical diıfficulty regardless of the
OT ahsence of varıatıon IN the wıtnesses.”

Ihıs, in VIEW, 18 the 1e TawDaC of BHQ {t mutilates the 1e of texti
eritic1ism DYy elıminatıng from consideration aspect of the dıscıpline aAaSs tradıt1-
onally understood: WIt, that covered In chapter e1g of Emanuel OV'S Textual

495Criticism of the Hebrew under the rubrıic of „conjectural emendatıon.
BHK, the predecessor of BHS, SaVC bad 1Namle thıs text-critical endeavor.
Tov efends the practice but NOT 1ts mM1IsSUuse.

D In Defense of Conjectura Emendation

controlled usec of conjecture in the realm of text-ceritic1sm 18 be welcomed,
and need nNOt sıgnal dısrespect for the rece1ved [EXT It 1S oth/and proposıition,
dSs examınatıon of the JPS Hebrew-Englis Tanakh 111 demonstrate ” Extreme
Car 1S taken IN that edıtıon present aCCurate Masoretic fext the sSamme
time., long string f conjectural emendatıons dICc deemed WO of inclusıon In
the textual footnotes the Englısh translatıon. The relate in the first 1N-

Emanuel Tov Textual Criticism of the Hebrew Bible ed., Miınneapolıs: Fortress, 2001
351—369

JPS Hebrew-English Tanakh, ed.. Phıladelphia: The Jewısh Publication Society, 999
|1985]
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stance the Hebrew [EeXT. er conjectural emendatıons diIC reflected In the
translatıon wıthout accompanyıng footnote.

It m1g ave been better ıf translated d grac10usly Aas poss1ible
BVn when the (exXt 1S In apparent disorder, and relegate translatiıon of the t(ext ASs

ıt best reCoNnsiruct 1t footnote. OS Greenberg argue thıs point. ”
But ıf Must be admıtted that the production of unadulterated translatıon of

challenges of 1fs ()W Greenberg, be SUITC, showed the WAYyY In hIs
Ezekıiel arY, he Offers translatıon 16 1S unıntellıg1ble when 1S
unintelligible. “ For example, Greenberg translates E7zek d ollows 'But
those whose hearts JO after theır heart-of-loathsome-and-abominable things’ (p
186) He footnotes the fact that the Hebrew 1S straıned, and offers conjectural
emendatıon ASs remedy. The remedy 15 eiende: in the COmMMentT (p 191)

TOm text critical pomint of VIEW, al mınımMmuUum ONC mig wısh that transla-
t1on of WOUuU footnote Casec 1ina ıf dısregards ıts base text In favor
of an alternatıve, includıng instance ıIn 4C the vocalızatiıon of the COMN-

sonanta|l TexXt and OT the syntactic construal PDIESCIVES 1S Overridden. E thıs
WEIC done, the need for [GXT eriıtic1sm in these instances WOUuU be ımmediately
ObvVIOUuUS. By definıtion, each footnoted locus WOU constitute text ecrıtical
flashpoint.

Thıs 1S NOTL SaYy that CVCLY roug patc in DYy definıtion requires texi CY1-
tical attention, OT that esmooth do In the Case of smooth PaAssSascs,
ıf 1s usually imposs1ible when secr1be leaned dıfficult DASSaLC
less non-masoretic w1tness the text pominNts in that diırection. O this CXTIGAG
but thıs extent only, CONCUL wıth paragrap in Weil1s’s In 1C he
defends the dec1sion NOL discuss because SUFVIVINZ textual wıtness
does NOL exX1ist that attests the COrTeCTt readıng. dısagree. On the face of ıt, SCVeCN

examples for 16 (exti crıtical solution 18 ObvIOus (7/S interchanges, C{iC6:) 111
be eft unsolved DYy BHQ ir SUrV1ViINg textual WwI1tnNess attesting it does nOoL
eX1Ist.

To return the example of Ezekiel unless OINCONEC 15 Siımply tone-deaf
what Ezekıiel 15 lıkely ave sa1d In hıs day, and what hıs edıtor, who INaYy
have been hımself, 1$ lıkely have wrıtten down, it 1$ iımposs1ble nOot COrreet

Ezekı1e]l in number of instances, wıth OL wıithout the Support of extfant
varıant eadıng

If thıs 1S the CasSC, L1a W fOcus 18 ultımately ın need of corrective.

Moshe eenberg, New Ora Translatıon,” Judaism 1963, 226=-237; ICDT. ıth
addıtional ofte in iıdem, Studies In the Bıble and Jewish Thought, JPS Scholar of Diıistincti-

Ser1es, Phıladelphia: TIThe Jewıish Publication Soclety, 1995, 23260
Moshe Greenberg, Ezekiel 120 New Translation with Introduction An Commentary,

Z Garden City: Doubleday, 1983; Ezekiel DGL New Translation WIFth Introducti-
and Commentary, Z (jarden C Doubleday, 1997
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P The Dal ofext Criticiısm of the Hebhrew Reconstruction of proto-
multiple early fext Forms?

in continue wıth the example of Ezekıiel, it mig SCCTII that reconstruction of
the Gx d ıt mıg have appeared al SOINE pomnt in t1ime before OT apartı Irom the
standardızatıon of the texXf reflected in MT, 15 nOot CONCETrN ÖT the BHOQ team ( In
thıs VIEW, Ezekıiel, IC w1itnesses chorter and probably earlıer recensI1i-

of the LEXT: m1g safely be sel ONC sıde. ose who have read Barthelemy
m1g be empted surmiıise that the BHOQ team WOU follow hım In this
respect.

In pomnt f tact, it CcCannot be saı1d that the BHQ edıtors die In lock-step e_
ment wıth Barthelemy’s approac the texft er1itic1sm of the Hebrew

chäfer edıtıon of Lamentations May illustrate. chäfer IS NO AVOEISC PIC-
ferring (EeXT that devıates Irom Aase! the testimonYy of non-proto-MT
textual wıtnesses. Hıs discussion of 1Lam 1S Case In pomnt. He ODIS for text
that 1s in part 4ase' am and in part 4Sse: conjectural emendatıon.

WOU defend text far closer than 1s the IeXt chäfer prefers al Lam
But applaud h1s willingness prefer text at odds wıth f evidence

and reasoning point hım in that direction.
The g0oal of chäfer  S texft eriticısm IS unrelated reconstruction of o..

It conforms instead the 0al of BHOQ d stated in the G(eneral Introducti-
wıt the aım of BHOQ in rendering Judgments In ıts apparatus 1S pomNt

the earhlıest Orm(Ss) of the (EXT attainable the Dasıs of the avaılable evıidence
(AV) chäfer this aım the letter.

10 be SUIC, the (s) appende ‘torm In statement of PUIDOSC 1S not
detaıl of mınor import. Proto-M'T 18 OTE several early forms of number

of 1D11Ca 00 for1 evidence 15 avaılable For example, there AdIic enough
roto-M TL Isaıah materı1als IM the Qumran 1n OW for reconstruction

12 hat Ezekiel reflects the existence of separate edıtion of the book 1S presupposıtion
of the text-critical discussions f Ezektiel in Dominique Barthelemy, ed.) Critique lex-
tuelle de l’Ancien Testament Ezöchiel, Danitel el le Prophetes, OBO 50U/3, Frıbourg:Editiones Uniıversıitaires. Göttingen: VE&R, 1992 As such the role it DIaySs in text eritical
determinations made Dy Barthelemy’s (cam, relatıng As they do the edition of the book
reflected in Ezekıiel, 1s mıinımal.

13 For full presentatıon of his preferred teXT, SCr olf Schäfer, ADer ursprünglıche ext und
dıe poetische Struktur des ersten Klageliedes (Kol B Textkritik und Strukturanalyse 1im
Zwiegespräch“, in SÖfer Mahuir. ESSAYS In ONOUF of Adrian Schenker Offered by the Edt-
fOrSs of Bıbhlia Hebraica Ouinta, ed. Yohanan Goldman, Arıe Van der 001] and Rı-
chard Weıs, up 140 Leıiden: Briull, 2006, 22309259 For alternatıve Schäfer’s
preferred texi al Lam OS the present wrıter s „In Search of Prosodic Omaıns in An-
cient Hebrew Verse: Lamentations I nd the Prosodic ructure Hypothesis“ (2006) ad
IC (http://ancıenthebrewpoetry. typepad.com/ancient_hebrew_poetry/files/lam_15 _ in
search_of_prosodic_domains.pdf).
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of A number of detaıls of proto-M I at varlance wıth Isa1ah The sıtuation 18
dıfferent In the CAdsSCcC of the book of LL amentatıons.

ToO return the example of Ezekiel ıt 111 be interesting SCC the tack BHQ
takes presentation of the long and chort versions f the book WOU be helpful.
In addıtion, BHOQ Ezekıel] 0Ug discuss conjectural emendations 1ıke those
propose: Dy Greenberg, cholar whose record ASs respecter of 1S unquesti-
oned.

SE be SUIc, the note In the General Introduction the effect that ‚„5OMNC addı-
tional that have long been treated AdS texXTi erıtical the basıs f other
crıter1a (Gie. exegetical dıfficulty), but Aare nNnOTt irue texXt erıtical ave Deen
NCIude: 1n the apparatus of B  27 (AIL), marks improvement OVGT the prohi-
bıtıve formulatıon of WeIls already quoted. But 1t does NOt M4 far enough, dASs
demonstrate eI0W

w Pluriform
I he (s) appende °torm 1in statement of DULDOSC that
intended aAaNsSWeTr the question that ADDCALS d the title of the preceding p..
ragraphs 1$ „multiple.” TIhe avaılable evidence often allows us recConstruct plu-
ral Versions of g1iven FeXtE In the nature of the CaAsSC, thıis 1S what needs be do-

and what number OT cholars already do 111 agaln that reconstructi-
chould nOoL shy AWdY from Judic10us uUsSsec of conjectural emendation. The

ComMenta: of Michael FOox Proverbs INaYy illustrate.!“
Ihe point of departure of OX’S cCommMentTt 18 the He the INasOTe-

t1Cc form of the ({CXt CVECN In those instances in 1c text-critical grounds, he
re  Is (exXTi alternatıve it 4se‘ other wıtnesses ( DYy Of CON-

jectural emendatıon (at Z 6 473 S, S, and on)
FOox also discusses tradıtional forms of the text beyond and Peshitta

Proverbs recelve partıcular attention (360-423). FOoxX AL SUCS that Proverbs 1$
translatıon of base teXt that deviated from Proverbs 1n Of D
ment and Content The reconstructed Hebrew base IeXxi 1$ desceribed a4ASs „recens1-

f the book of Proverbs Dar wıth Proverbs. As such ıt 1$ WO. of
attention 1in 1ts OW rıght, not only d YQUaLT Y of materıals of UuUScC in FTECONSIrTrUC-
ting the archetype anterı1o0r it and

In Su FOox three Hebrew texti of the book f Proverbs:
Proverbs, the reconstructed Vorlage of Proverbs. and texti OT Proverbs

416 1S neıther one NOr the other, but IC merI1ts consıideratıion ASs plausıble
reconstruction of the Iext from 16 the other [WO, In specıfic instances, der1ıves.
It 1s the reconstructed VeXi that 1S the basıs of h1is full Commen(tarYy.

O rıng back the discussion BHQ ıf BHOQ Proverbs ends u avoldıng C1S-
Cuss1ion of the instances In IS FOX FreCONSITrUC V1a comnjectural emendatıon

Michael FOX, Proverbs I- 18A, New ork: Doubleday, 2000
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fext al odds wıth all exTant wıtnesses, ıf 111 be oıng 1ts targel audience
disservice. er all, the IeXT HOox arr1Ves al agaınst all e xfant wıtnesses 15 (also)
the result Tf analogıcal reasonıing of A specıfically text critical nature

The Jabelıng of resolutions of „exegetical dıifficultie: DYy conjectural emenda-
t10N ASs „NOT Irue fexti ecritical Cases  27 1S unfortunate. They dIiec T1HNOTE than that, but in
Man y they A nNOL less than that

Kormat

Upon completion, BHQ 1S slated be issued d sıngle volume contaimnıng texXtT,
masorah. and An accompanyıngz volume 18 expected contaın the
other COMPONENIS of the fascıcles that AI 11O0 comıng Out introduction
each textual unıit, the asorah DarVd, the masorah

the eritical9and index of cıted works.
That IA Y nOL be realıstıic. Fext. masorah, and apparatus of the three BHOQ TAas-

cicles publıshed s tTar exceed their equıvalents in BHS DYy DCI Cent in cumula-
t1ve girth (283 VS 167 pages) The projected single-volume edıtion 111 be
more than TO0 pages) ase: the fascicles publıshed date. thea_
L the TexTi and apparatus 111 requıire three volumes, not ON  @

L: appY wıth the format of the indıvıdual tascıcles f the editio MINOF, but
ULSC the BHQ commıttee eXpIore alternatıves theır planned 1na edıtions.
The Handausgabe of WOU wısh have 18 different irom the (I1C that 18
contemplated. rovıde details in the next sect1ion.

Treatment of Poetry

According James Sanders in hıs FeVvVIiew of BHOQ 18, ‚„„‚Another hıghly COTIMNINECN-
traıt of BHOQ 1S that of presenting the texXTi honoring the te amım (JIT aSsoTe-

f1C accent marks.  2315 ou that thıs Irue
Instead, the editors STi1 ö4 about ecıdıng when text unıt 1S IYy and when

1t 18 NOL, and then g1Vve theır interpretation of 1fs stichometrYy, not that of For
example, chäfer trısects Lam F where bisects 1t chäfer 15 MNg do >
Dut that 18 beside the poımnt. Eıther edıtiıon of honors the prosodic mplıca-
t10Ns f the MNEUTINECS PIESCIVES, OTL ıt does notf BHOQ does NOTt T hat 1S, it 0e6Ss
NOL always do

The problem FrCaPDPCAIS in BHQ Jeremiah, of IC Weıls offers sample PAaSC
Jer AL and treated As eITY, Jer 23:1-4, PE AdIic nOot Once agaln, edi-
tor opınıon intrudes into what 18 otherwiıse al edition ot CX Lenıin-

S James Sanders. FTeVIeW of BHOQ 1 RBL 3: 2005
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gradensI1s. The codex does nOoTt register distinection between and IV in
Jeremiah. Neıther chould diplomatıc edıtion of it.

My dream Handausgabe of X WOU nclude the followıng DO-
A introduction and contextualızatiıon of at the crossroads between

Karaıte and abbanıte Judaisms: dıplomatıc edıtıon of _ wıth edıtorial dec1s1-
OMNS about and stichometry elımınated; 10sSary of for the masorah
DaIVd, of aCCENfs and introduction them A representation of recıta-
t1ve prosody; multi-tiered (varıant readıngs attested 1n other carefully
executed Masoretic codices: iın the 11N1ass of medieval manuscr1pts; In rabbinıc
lıterature; the Vulgate, argum, and Peshıiıtta (where proto-masoretic); and in PIrO-
to-masoretic from the Judean desert); introductions the 00 1mıted
discussıion of the aforementioned wıitnesses; and the masorah DarVa and
masorah All and proto-M1, all the time.

dream companıon volume WOU nclude the followıng: the earlıest text(S)
attaınable 4SE@e! the avaılable evıdence, f NECCECSSaLY Lacıng AaDCS, wıth
editorial dec1sions ahbout eMWY, stichometry, and other nıt delimiıtations inclu-
ded; A containıng full AaCCOUNT of s1ıgnıficant varıants attested 1in the
ancıent vers10ns, the irom the Judean deser, rabbinic lıterature. and medie-
val 1DI1Ca manuscr1pts; COMMENLACY thereto, and introductions the 00
vering al] the text tradıtions.

another des1ideratum: volume that the wıthout the amılıar
orthography, vocalızatıon, syntactic and prosodic representations, unıt delımıtati-
ONS, and mise PAaScC of Only in the of the absence of these fea-

15 the student f the texti lerted alternatıve construals of the fexXxt that
volded In the interpretatıve tradıt10Ns that have COME down uSs almost al-

WaYyS rientLy avoıded, but the other operatıve word here 18 almost)
No, ainle 18 not Joseph, but perhaps thıs dream 111 COINE (: OT

methıng 1ke 1t, SOTINC day

Updateability
The 1Ssue of updateabilıty 18 pressing ON g1ven the PaCC of in the e
otf fexti er1ıticısm of the Hebrew It 18 understandable that texti ecr1ıtic mig
do his DE her work wıth and yel tTall short 8 UuNLY engagıng wıth the
relevant secondary lıterature.

Ihe volume dedicated Ezra-Nehemiah edıted DYy aVl Marcus MaYy
illustrate. It 1S undoubtedly piece of exemplary scholarshıp, but It 15 for

astonıshment that interaction 1n 1ts wıth the groundbreakıng work f [Dieter
Böhler 1S imıted sıgnalıng disagreement wıth Böhler’s maın thesı1s, wIıt.
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„Ga reflects Hebrew Vorlage earlıer than the MT” f0%) Marcus, A 18 h1is
prerogatıve, concludes otherwise. but discussion of the DIOS and CONS Ööt the
owınckel-Pohlmann-Böhler school of hought (the relevant contrıbutions of
Mowinckel and ohnlimann dIiec NOL CVEON regıstered DYy arcus), in eneral and
d case-by-case Dasıs, WOU ave made the textual COMMENLALCY ımmensely IHNOTE
valuable than 1s NO  < the Case

Thıs 15 part of arger pattern OT avoıdance IC edeVvıls the volume. OC1
IC C Out for text-crıitical COMMeENT and dIe discussed at length in the maJor
commentarıes udolph, Wiılliamson, Blenkinsopp, and Clines) Afe lıquidated In
chort order OTr passed (OQVeT in sılence. Ihe result 1$ that BHOQ 1S of margınal
interest the text-critical study of Ekzra-Nehemia

Thıs 1S NOL acceptable. Between 110  < and the 1Sssuance of the editio MALOT,
Marcus WOU do the 1e ervice f at mMmiınımum he his volume
extended discussion of the tollowing (the reconstructed Vorlage
Esd 2973 Zra E Esd S45 Zra Z Esd 5:46 FT AI Esd 684
27 I:8) Esd 7:9 zra 6:18: Esd 8: 78 zra 9 Esd X: 88 Zra O: and
Esd Q! Zra 10  O

seft OT analogıcal Observations mıg be advanced in the CdSC Of Sebo’s
treatment of Esther 1in BHOQ According Sabg, GAT 18 d redaction of the
TexXt He 1S entitled hıs VIEW. But Clıines, FOoX, and obes, who that GAT 18

translatıon f Hebrew Vorlage, dIe less entitled theirs. SO 18 Tov., who
AargucCs that it 1S recension of pre-existing translatıon towards Hebrew [CXT
IThıs eing the CaSC, the decision not systematıcally record varıant readıngsfrom GAT 18 unconsc1ionable. The evidential Dasıs 1 Sebg eached h1is
conclusion, JTov hI1S, and Clınes, FOX, and es theıirs 1S not g1ven

synoptic cCOomparıson and full presentation f early editions of o  ele and
Canticles for 16 have evidence 1S also 1n order explaıin Why in the TO1-
lowing paragraphs. f thıs 1S NOt practical in the prıint edition of BHO, ıt mıg be
ffered in onlıine extens1ion.

Goldman makes persuasıve Cadse for the VIeEW that 1in ”a number of PIaces”
;‚‚attests rev1isıon soften Qoheleth’s eriticısms addressed the “W1Se’ and

the rghteous’ (© S FE  \O BHOQ 1 D} T6®) user-Iriendly version of
this Statement WOU consist of CONCIse presentatıon of all instances of ideolo-

16 Böhler, it might be note« SUCS posit second CENLUFY BCE date for the recension of
Ezra-Nehemiah reflected In (1ıdem, „On the Relationship between lextual and LiteraryCriticism. The I1 wo Recensions of the O0k of KEzra: Ezra-Neh MT) and Esdras EAX)In he Earliest ext of the Hebrew Bıble. he Relationship hbetween the Masoretic ext
and the Hebhrew Base of the Septuaginf Reconsidered, ed Adrıan Schenker, SBLSCS 5 9
Atlanta Soclety of Bıblical Lıterature, 2003. 35—50: 48) hIs tallıes ıth research from
Varıous quartiers which posıts the creation of revised editions fer bıblical books 1n this
CENLUFrY.
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g1Ca. rev1S10N, wıth full cCıtatıon of the evidence and reconstructed Hebrew orla-
K

SCH
„(As 1Ov has demonstrated, ” Dirksen nOotes, both 4QCant“ and 4QCant” [C-

ect reviated editions of the book of Cantıcles BHOQ L8, 51 0): ese carly
alternatıve edıtions f Cantıcles meriıt full presentation. {t 1S irue that TOov 1S the
closest ıng the oracle of Delphı the 3e. of text eriticısm of the Hebrew

has, but SUTMINAL y of OV'S men(tSs, not Just bare sStatement f NIS
conclusıion, WOU ave been helpful. LLOTE adequate introduction and DIC-
sentatıon of the Qumran Cantıcles evidence 1S OUnN! in another reference work,
but in Englısh translatıon only.18

BHOQ O  ele and Canticles less useful than they m1g ave been becau-
! conjectural emendatıons wıth hıgh degree of plausıbilıty from (eEXT erıtical
point of VIEW AdlCc nOoT discussed. I1 wo examples INa Y illustrate.

The dıfficulties of Qoh D4 AdIC examıned at length by Goldman 2-*
conjectural emendatıon of 1S duly noted but rıghtly rejected. However, the
revocalızatıon of [WO words propose: Dy ınsberg and the 1/> interchange in
another word suggested DYy FOoxX eit unmentioned. The plausıbility of these
suggest10ns irom fext ecritical pomint of VIEW, unlıke Budde’s, 15 indısputable.
They meriıt discuss1ıon.

Cant3 in the extant wıtnesses 18 problematıc. Emendatıons ffered Dy
(Graetz and Gerleman Arec plausiıble from the TEXt critical pomnt of VIEW andu
aS1Ve from lıterary and stylıstıc pomint of VIEW. They adopted DY Fox and
Xum.  19 Wıthout alerting theır readers the fact, number of recent translatıons
emend simiılarly, 1n ole OT 1n part REB. NAB, NJB; emends
also, ın footnote). Sıilent emendatıon, of COUISC, chould be torbıdden, CVCN if the
emendatıon obvıous. Dıirksen s dec1iısıon sılently omıit reference the
problems the emendatıiıons ddress 1S lıkewise indefensible

Dirksen also aıls discuss loc1 of text-critical interest for IC dıvergent
extant wıtnesses eX1ist. For example, at ant 8:13 the prosodic divisıons of
Adrec reproduced, wıth the ına word of the berefit f cCompanıon. I hıs 15
audaDle On the other hand, Fox ArgUucC>s In favor of A alternatıve dıvıisıon f the

17 discussion of the relevant locı 8 AT 15 offered eilsewhere: Yohanan
Goldman, ‚„‚Le text massoret1ique de Qohelet, emoın d’un COompromı1se theolog1que ntre

les ‘discıples des sages’ Qoh .  - 8’1! OS Söfer 'ahır. ESsSSay In ONOUFr of Ad-
rian Schenker Offered Dy the Editors of Biblia Hebhraica Ouinta, ed Yohanan old-
INall, Arıe Väall der K001]J, and Rıchard Weıs, VTSup 110. Leıden Brull, 2006, 69—923
Martın egg, JE: efier Flınt, and Eugene Ulrıch, ed.) he ead Sea Scrolls Bıble. The
Oldest Known Bible Translated for the F: Time In English, New ork: HarperCollıns,
999, 612-618

19 Michael FOox The Song of Songs An the gyptian Love SONZS, Madıson: Un1versıity of
Wısconsin Press, 1985 R612% Cheryl Exum : Song of SONLS: Commentary, 155
Louisville: Westminster John Knox, 2005, 138—-139
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He cıtes In SUpPOTT. Ihıs 15 probably COI‘I'€Ct.20 The 10Cus meri1ts d1isScus-
S10N in the and COomMMentT

Quite apart from the 1SSUES raısed here, onlıne edition BHQ 1s desidera-
{u  3 usefulness WOU be enhanced ıf the onlıne edıtiıon NCIude: d1iscus-
S10NS of locı 1ke those Iluded In thıs reVIeW.

BHO VS, OHB Deuteronomy: Comparıison

BHQ Deuteronomy 8— 3 immediately strıkes the CYC of an yONC who has
worked ırectly wıth eX Leningradensıs (L) EG Jayout 18 not respected in
BHQ Instead. McCarthy carefully reCONSIrucfts the format prescribed in
extracanonıical of the Talmud entitled Masseket Soferim.  21 So does Aron
Dotan iın h1is edıtion of exX Leningradensis,““ and though Dotan and cCarthy

stichography, they disagree other formattıng detauıls. pace does nNnOot

permıit discussıon of the disagreements here. McCarthy in BHOQ does notL

DOrT R formattıng in note I hıs LS al odds wıth BHOQ practice elsewhere. S1d-
nıe 1ıte rawford’s OHB sample”, a COVETI'S Deut 32:1—9, SETIs asıde the
stichographic arrangement of CODY texXt E though lıne distinctions dIe

preserved.
Given stichographıic arrangemenNts of 12’78 and other poetic in aNnNusSC-

rnpts OUun: al Qumran, asada, and beyond, ONeE m1g have wıished for (eEXT-
critical analysıs hereof. 1S NOt clear why features of ancıent manuscrı1pts 71
attest tradıtional of the transmıiıtted text cshould be neglected Dy texT CT1-
UCcISM.

apparatus and Commenta discuss total of emmata in Deut 390
97 BHOQ discusses (adjusting for the tact that BHOQ treats the( interpre-
{um of2 d single lemma). The emmata treated in OHB and eft unnoted in
BHOQ read ASs ollows

3723 Sn : za d p Jar 2 40QDrt”
32:4 Y b 15yn (Ta EOVA QUTOÜ) (assım gram
32:6 2  A  7 Mmss bannn 2a (gram); cti TOAUTA KUPLW PrDS eXplıc)
37:6 1WYV SE 1W (Kal EMNOLNGEV OE) (+ CON]
32:7 jahtak (CST Ps Ps F5) (NUEPAC)] Iarahr PIpS meta)

FOoxX, Song of Songs., OE
21 Carmel C'  V, N Dıplomatic Dılemma In Deu;eronomy S 1in Proceedings of the

Irish Biblical Assocıiation Z 2005: DA
Aaron otan (ed.) Bıblia Hebraica Leningradensis. Prepared according the Vocalizati-
O! ccents, AAan Masora of Aaron hen Moses en Asher In the Leningrad Codex, Peabody:
Hendrickson, 2001, 305—308;

23 Information 15 avaılable http://ohb.berkeley.edu/Deut sample.pdf.



5() John Hobbins

of greater number of 10C1 1S praiseworthy. BHOQ makes the
respectable choice OT 1gnoriıng purely orthographica varıants, but 1t 15 NnOot clear
why 1t sometimes differences wıth respeCL lex1s, gender, number, and
presence/absence OTtf the conjunction, and somet1mes does not Both BHOQ and
OHB MI1SSs locus WO: of notfe and discussıon in 37 :4

3724 N 177 5P | e br (KUPLOGC)
{’hıs explanatıon of the textual data 1n hand W as propose Dy Emanuel Tov  24

lemma by lemma COmparıson OT BHOQ and OHB ACTOSS Deut F7E de-
MoOoNstrates that BHOQ and OHB aATe characterized DYy Occasıonal Ör OMI1SSI1-

and cComm1ss1ı0n. Sample OHB Deut 1S MOre areful notfe varıants attested
in Qumran manuscr1pts; BHOQ Deut, varıants in the JTargums. As 18 only be
expected, OHB and BHOQ COMNIC starkly dıfferent text-erıitical conclusions
INOTE than OC OCCAaS1ON. In documentatıon of the observations Just made, er
discussion of three textual l0Cc1: Deut 32:2 5: and — BHOQ 5 strengths and
weaknesses compared those of the OHB sampler AIiC hereby i111ustrate:

Deut D]

The DDeut 2002 1n the OHBRB sampler reads:

372°2 n a 77} SE cshould read 718 (Kal KATABNTW) S1M (+COn],
aSSımM la LSIC: hould read 1b]

The apparatus Deut AL In BHQ reads:

322 pAlg PICC C] Smr (facıl-synt

explanatıon OT the varıant (+con], aSsım la [SIE: cshould read 1b]) 1S
INOTe than that of BHO (Tacıl-synt). OHB sometıimes supphlies the actual
readıng, but other OCCAaS10ONS, wıthout explanation, 0€Ss nOot. SP’s readıng in
thıs instance provıdes background for readıng. OHB WOU be improved in
thıs 10cus ıf it cıted the textual data In full

37° Dr TO (73PN) TFP 7277°) TF-VNL 737NN) (fluat)| NT (Kal
KATABNTW) S$1M T.I (2321) TN (232771) (Aassasa) (+con], aSsım 1b)

Emanuel 1L1LOV omputer Assisted Tools for deptuaginft Studies: The Parallei Aligned
Hebrew-Aramaic AN (Gtreek Texts of Jewıish Scripture, Bellingham: 0205 Research DyS-
teMmMSs, 2003
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Deut ALn

The apparatus Deut 375 in the OHB sample25 reads:

32:5 IN0W |SZC:! cshould read MM K (NUAPTOOAV) 322377) (alzns
(peccaverunt) baa Mn (assım num) N 1 1tO ad  Q, S1M (el el N)| ” N

(OUK XUTO) 27 N7) Za (metat 4970 A (TEKVA)
(8’2) f (gram) HA en (1 S1M (UWUNTA) |tO add., PCI
Crawford text-critical COMMEeNLTAFrY: O1 NMIYO (iIn sordibus) |
explic)
The Deut RD In BHOQ reads:

372 D17 VIR  7T b 5 MMW (em SCr) Ö1EMOLENOAV XAUTW OUDY UV101 XUTOD
STG chould be V)| 0117 » : \ MÜ Smr ISZE: chould be G)|] BSIE: cshould
be 5)] TSmr facıl) NZ1UL5 1771957 N] w  S x Ar 9557 TO (mıdr) 17a 15997
H72 NAZA1Z NFTA N 21 N0 (mıdr) pref D17 da  5r 87 17 MMW SE

+

Wıth respect MM VS M, BHOQ prefers the INOTE dıfficult readıng. On this
VIEW, IM p} attested in Smr assımılates the pls of 373 and 270 OHB

ess convıncıngly, In VIeEW that MM 5Se in assımılates the
59 f AD followıing.

OHB and BHOQ dıffer in theır explanatıon of N> 15 VS 15 N Smr N 1 15 *
and 1 N ATr NOL discussed: they dIc secondary in anı y DAı For OHB, 1t 1S

CaAasSc of metathesı1is; in term1inology, transposıtion. For BHOQ. it 18
of yıng aVO1d 6X that 15 scandalous OTL derogatory. However, Smr In

CONTeXT reads: "Those NOL his e corruptly chılaren of blemish:
generatiıonTaking Stock of Biblia Hebraica Quinta  S  Deut32:5  The apparatus to Deut 32:5 in the OHB sample”” reads:  32:5 1ngwW [sic: should read ınnw ] SP G (Hudprooav) T (Tman) S (alas) V  (peccaverunt) ] nnw M (assim num) $ II &7 127 M [to add: sim V (ei et non)] 17 ®7  SP G (00k abtO) T (m7 87) S (m\ Aa ) (metath) $ II 7ı2 M] >7ı2 SP G (t£&kva) T  (&2) S (xus) (gram) $ II 7ın ] + 29 M sim SP (9m) G (uwuNTA) [to add, per  Crawford’s text-critical commentary: S (x=a=i) T (&nwou?) V (in sordibus) ]  (explic) $  The apparatus to Deut 32:5 in BHQ 5 reads:  32: 5 Dnın 713 89 19 nnW (em scr) | SıE@Piepav abtTO 00x viol avTOD a’ 6' V  [sic: should be (V)] | D 3217 87 ınnw Smr G [sic; should be (G)] S [sic; should  be (S)] T*"" (facil) | xnmyu> ındbT xa 99 85 yn ıman T (midr)  ım>a an  Jna NT MONWN NN Na X'AU T (T“F) (midr) || pref amın 7aa Y 19 NnW see a’  0V&  With respect to nnw vs. ınnw, BHQ prefers the more difficult reading. On this  view, 1nnw pl attested in Smr G assimilates to the pls of 32:3 and 32:6. OHB  suggests — less convincingly, in my view — that nnw sg in MT assimilates to the  sg of 32:7 following.  OHB and BHQ differ in their explanation of 8717 MT vs. 17 87 Smr G. 21 17*  V and 171 87* S are not discussed: they are secondary in any case. For OHB, it is  a case of metathesis; in BHQ’s terminology, a transposition. For BHQ, it is a ca-  se of trying to avoid a text that is scandalous or derogatory. However, Smr in  context reads: “Those not his dealt corruptly — children of blemish; a perverse  generation ... How could you ...?’” This is no less harsh than the test preserved in  MT. On the other hand, BHQ acutely notes that MT’s accents read the underly-  ing text against the grain so as to avoid a derogatory construal; BHQ provides an  alternative accentuation.  Wilth respect to 712 vs. 3, BHQ regards the latter as a facilitation. OHB thinks  it may have „crept in, brought about by loss of ı by haplography (perhaps)’ then  retained because it made better grammatical sense.” OHB’s explanation is more  exact. Parenthetically, the following principle might be noted: all other things  being equal, the explanation of mechanical error rather than intentional change is  to be preferred.  OHB and BHQ regard aaı M sim SP (a%) similarly: a „gloss” (BHQ); an  „explicating plus” (OHB), but BHQ does not „prefer” the reading because no  25 Information is available on http://ohb.berkeley.edu/Deut 32 sample.pdf.How COu yYOUu Thıs 1S less ars than the test preserved In

( In the other hand, BHQ acutely that aCCcents read the underly-
ing text agaınst the grain ASs aVO1d derogatory construal; BHQ provıdes
alternatıve accentuatıon.

Wıth respectL 173 VS I BHQ regards the latter dASs d facılıtation. OHR
it INAaYy ave „Crept In, brought about Dy 10ss of DYy haplography (perhaps)' then
retaiıned because 1t made better orammatıcal sense.” explanatıon 18 INOTE

Parenthetically, the followıng princıple m1g be noted al other thıngs
eing equal, the explanation of mechanıiıcal CL rather than intentional change 1$

be preferred.
OHB and BHOQ regar MA10 S$1M simılarly: „gloss”

„explicating plu  27 but BHQ does NOTt öpreter- the eadıng because

Informatıon 18 avaılable http://ohb.berkeley.edu/Deut sample.pdf.
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extiant WItNEeSsSS Omıiıts 1: 10 be SUre, ıllmann, Craigie, and 1g9aY (see
excellent commentary) dissent. Explicating plusses, after all, 1ke the ONECS
know from the textual hıstory Tf Jer and EzeK; in clarıfıcatory. The presumed
addıtion of Q1Ö OT (35 the remaınder of the text makes dıfficult texi
dıfficult ST1L

Followıng 123AY, and wıth full cıtation of the textual data

0A10 12 (err-phonol [cont1gu0us olıdes|] err-graph/ phonol
sımılar sonorants/ graphs ZELL EJUS In sordibus) (interp of 19 TG
alle) (a (TEKVA UWUNTA) (17757 \ M1Y07) ap. of in 1727
after and In (17 before/after

On this reconstruction, disappeare through aphaeres1s, and morphed nto
12aY, A OHR conjectured simılarly, but he mended throughout 325
a inevitably Cast ou h1is COTEC proposa. For ]I S cf. Deut 272 JC) For
the SyNLaxX and of MM DCI thıs reconstruction, ct. Amos E: Num 32015
The of the Oole „H1s 10-SONS put end theır oyalty towards hım

It better treat AAa 3 b AS textual unıt; otherwise., varıation ACTOSS
the Hebrew wı1itnesses and the vers1ons 1S imposs1ible follow Note that BHOQ
ÖLEMOLEDOV AUTW  . OUY UV101 XUTOD al the beginnıng f the lemma 1s missing ele-

wıth respect ıts head D17 Pa  r ö s MMW

Theologically Revised ext Deut 3280

Most scholars that the masoretic text of Deuteronomy 37:8 reflects theo-
ogıical revision of A INOTeE orıginal (exXxT reflected in 4QDeut and the Septuagınt.
BHOQ and OHBRB COMNCUT thıs point, but dıffer detaıls Neıither consıiders the
pOoss1bılıty that the revision encompassed the first word of 270

The apparatus Deut 2):8-0 in the OHB sampler reads:

32:8 7R |SZC! chould read 7N] 4QDE DMI2N (Og00)] NIW) 7G should read
28RIW] theol) D Beansssnnal 351 (Kal eysvnon) CON] E J DA fın ban
N (IcpanA) (explic
The Deut SR in BHOQ reads:

37 :8 IRI 3 Smr (T:) TONF (em SCI) m355 717 4QDeut
AYYENWV O00 GMss (exeg) pref 0°”7 28 SJ; 4QDeut' ** Smr
Kl eyevnOn 0 5270 4QDeut* V NS 197 Smr 0
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BHQ correctly 4QDeut* V Support f al the end of

OHB and BHOQ COIMME slıghtly dıfferent conclusions wıth reSDECL 3° (FAa
ford’s reconstruction the evolution of the PAsSsSase Step Dy Step

1irst the readıng, DIGOWV OO INAaY be retroverted d eıther ÖN Dr 0)8 AA
D’A(CDZR (=4QDeut’) If the former 15 chosen then 1{ IN CAaSYy SUDDOSC that the
Vorlage OT S s wıshing change polytheistic TeXT monotheistic ortho-
dOXY, inserted the CONSONaAaNTS E before 7N, thus creating the readıng 745
N Fıinally, 4QDeut’’s m35 15 sımply scr1ibal change, employıing the
INOTe COIHIMMON term for „God ‚.

It 15 ou however that D 15 example ÖT assımılatıon the
usual The phrase only VCCUTS ONCE elsewhere (Job 38 More COMMMON 41
mRS (Gen 2 z Job 6, and D5N 717 (Ps E 89

Jan Joosten has recently Ifered alternatiıve, and ] VICW DEISUASIVEC, r..
construction.“51 suggest the Lollowing, not A CrT1UCcC1SM f eıther BHOQO OT OHB,
CXCECDL insofar as they faıl C1te al] the relevant textual data but AsSs d WaY of [CO-
DPENINS the

17 ÖN C besnsnasand 32477 bN SJ:* (AYYEAWV Be0oD Kl Eeyevnön) G848 106C (DLOV O00
Kl evevnOn) theol) una|] a'1  ‚$N A CITD of 3nä1 Ar + NZ

CR TONF theol)

On Joosten reconstruction orıgınal >N ET’ Was shortened ON
of transmıssıon keeping wıth later theologica. sens1ıbilıities TeTe N

1s proposa that KLl eyevnon reflects '1n31 Dy analogy wıth standard NSs-
latiıon elsewhere wıth the 4QDeut readıng then SCCH be the result of
mechanıcal CFE Ihe attested 15 then SCCH be the second
element whose other element ON lıkewıise attested

The theologica 15 obtaıned wıth the smallest of changes transla-
U10N f 4 wıth „Dehold the other hand 15 weak expedient It 15 ou
that CVeT had such INCAMNINE; invoke 1t here 15 example of exegetical
desperation

26 Jan OOsten A ote the (ext of Deuteronomy W \ 2007 DA ZENN Other
recent tireatments of nNOotfe nclude Michael Heiser ““Deuteronomy $ and he Oons f
27 BibSac 158 2001 Sla 7 Innocent Hımbaza “ \t D unNe COrrecthion tardıve
des ser1bes Essal d’intrepretation et de datatiıon  27 ıbl 2002 STA Randall
Garr In HIis ()wn Image and Likeness Humanıity, Divinity, nd Monotheism, Leiden Brull
2003 22392924
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The revised TeXT reads thus

D7N 3a } RD 2712 11772 MI72
28R 2a 71500 D° n 223 20
1n 70 229 1 BV A Dn

When the Most Hıgh DaVC natıons the1ır inherıtance,
when he divided humankınd,

he set the bounds of the peoples
accordıng the number f the cANıldren f Israel,

TOr the LEotrfd:s portion 1S HIS people
acCo the lot of hıs inherıtance.

The unreviıised text WOU ave read thus

OIX SJ; ) AD D°”12 120 MID3
- W 33 71502 07”AY n 2a A
1 200 2a7 3 22 1 DV Aa 227 Ya

When yon DAaVC the natıons inherıtance,
when he divided UumanKın!

he set the bounds of the peoples
according the number of Bull El’s children,

and Yahweh’s portion W as his people,
aCcCOo the lot f his inherıtance.

Concluding Remarks

ave argue that the stated 0al of BHOQ 18 the CcCOrreect ONC, but that the
BHOQ allows ıtself reach that o0al need be TNOTE inclusiıve. TOpOSe resolu-
t10NS of textual difficulties ase: analogıcal reasoning in the absence of SUPD-
DOIT irom extant wıtnesses deserve discussion, in few instances adoption, DYy
texXT cr1ıtics. Ihe examples OUnN:! in OV'S Textual ( rıticısm of the Hebrew

ell chosen. Many T1HOTIC meriıt evaluatıon, 16 those oun in
the commentarıes of Greenberg and Fox

have also argue that the future of tEeXT eritic1sm of the Hebrew lies 1n
the reconstruction of multiple early editions of 1fs COMpPONENT 00 insofar As

the evidence takes The stated g0al of BHOQ 18 assımılable argument, but
the execution of BHOQ in the of Ezra-Nehemiah and Esther 18 nof It 1S ell
and g00d that Marcus and Sa be reject the proposals of others who regard (I0 and

Ads translatıons from Hebrew orlagen IC MaYy be characterized 4S
the earlhıest attaınable forms of the text have in the respectLve of ZYQ-
enem1a and Esther It 1S not ell and Z00d that they faıl interact wıth saıld
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proposals ın sustaiıned fashıon, OT fa1l include the relevant data the Dasıs
of 1E€ independent evaluatiıon m1g be made.

The multıiple early edıtions of Cantıcles and O  ele a1sSO deserve uller
presentation and introduction than Dıirksen and Goldman respectively er

According 10v, „Both the Hebrew parent (eXT of and certaın of the
umran reflect excellent often better than that of M 9927 Better,
howevVver, irom text-critical pomNt of VIEW: NnOT necessarıly Iirom the pomINt of
VIEW of particular rel1210us tradıtion.

4O be SUTC, OMNC mMust be careful NnOL prejudge atters irom rel1g10us point
of VIEW. Many rel1210us tradıtions privilege OHE text tradıtiıon wıthout excludıng
consideration of alternatıves. 10 lımıted extent, thıs dynamıc 1S 1sıble in I116-

dieval commMmentators 1ke as and ibn Ezra; greater EXTCHE: iın modern 1N-
terpreters 1ıke Greenberg and FOox cıted ahbove.

ıthın the Chrıstian tradıtion. the question has been and continues be
distorted DYy apologetic consıderations. The SOOTICT Christians awake the fact
that the New lestament authors the Old Testament In varıety öf dıvergent
text forms and hereby demonstrate that al] OT them WeTeC considered legıtımate
for the DUILDOSCS of teachıng and preachıing, the hetter ® It 1S noOot CESSATY, of
COUTSC, follow the New Testament’s ead In thıs respecCtT. On the other hand,
rejectionist approac IC inferio0r irom texXti critical pomint of VIEW.,
OL ATrc not proto-) In Lype, has nNnOt single New lTestament leg stand

Through u LexXt form of the Hebrew 111 the torah and prophets and
writings reach into OUT lıves today” The masoretic Iexi form, OT SOMN1EC other? Let
each student of scrıipture aNSWeEeT the question accordıing hıs OT her lıghts.

In CasSCc, the AaNSWEeET 1S NOT eıther/or. It 18 both/and Give the proto-)
M 9 and nothıng but the proto-) Then o1ve 1116 of the extant alterna-
t1ves, insofar the evidence takes Ü, In Second Temple times and beyond.

My MOS salıent conclusions nOT Surprisıng, but ımportant Just the SdadINne

BHOQ and OHB, 111e carefully done, provıde incomplete plcture of the u-

Emanuel TOV, Textual Criticism of the ehbrew Bible. ed., Minneapolıs: Fortress, 2001
1s0O recommend icle Dy etfer Gentry, „1he Septuagınt and the ext of

the (ld Testament“. 1ın BBR 16, 2006, OSR Gentry aCCEDIS the poss1ıbility that the pa-
rent text behind B 15 in SOTINC instances super10r (exXti both large scale and
small scale 1Ssues. He Iso that the In OUT possession Al WONT do IMOTEe than
repeat the or1gıinal text In SUOTIIC instances, perhaps in well, the autographs ave een
revised Dy ater redactors res1gnify them for particular tiıme, place, and readers-
hıp In entry’s VIeW, the non-resignified iexi 1$ the (IIC should prefer.

28 Important discussions nclude Mogens üller, he First Bible of the Church: Tea for
the Septuagint, JSO I’Sup 206, Sheffield Sheffield Academıic Press, 1996; Martın Hengel,
The Septuaginft Christian Scripture: Its Prehistory an the Problem Canon, irans
Mark Bıddle: introd. Robert an Old Testament Studies, Edinburgh: Clark, 2001:;
Timothy cLay, The /se of the Septuagint In New Testament Research. Tan! Rapıds:
kerdmans, 2003; Karen ODEeS, ‘When (Gjod poke Tee The aCe of the Greek Bıble in
Evangelıcal Scholarshıip””, 1n BBR 2006, 202765
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aq] ata iın hand and AT OCcasıonally oui1lty of SINS of OM1SSI1ON and cComm1ss1ion
wıth respect treated locı. It ollows that BHOQ and OHB dIiC tools be used
alongside other relevant secondary lıterature and MUStT be hecked agaınst the
primary data They do NOL eplace either.

Tuly satısfactory edition of the Hebrew for the PUIDOSCS f text CN
Cc1sm WOU be electron1ic in nature, and nclude hyperlinks all relevant extual
data Hebrew and versional such that In SIM Comparıson of analyze XN
WOU be THNOTIEC than CC AdWdY.

John Hobbins
J1akıng OC of Biblia Hebraica Quinta

#272 Der Aufsatz beschäftigt sıch mMıiıt den bısher veröffentlichten dre1i Faszıkeln der
Bıblıa Hebraica Quinta Fünf Aspekte der BHOQ Ssınd Ausgangspunkt für
weıtere Überlegungen: Der Editionsplan, Das Buchformat, DiIie Edıtion
der poetischen LEXtE: Die Möglıchkeıit späterer Jextverbesserungen,
Vorteile und Nachteıile 1M Vergleich mıt dem Parallelprojekt Oxford Hebrew

OHB) Der Verfasser kommt dem Ergebnis, dass BHOQ und OHBRB Z W
csehr sorgfältig gearbeıltet SInd, aber eın unvollständiıges Bıld der vorhandenen
Textüberlieferungen geben Be1l den bısher veröffentlichten lexten begehen S1e
gelegentlich sowohl SEA als auch Unterlassungssünden. Daraus Olgt, dass BHOQ
und OHB erkzeuge SIind, dıie IHNan [1UT neben weıterer relevanter Sekundärlhitera-
(ur verwenden kann, und die Ian mıt den Uriginaltexten vergleichen
Thıs TeVIEW examınes the three fascıcles of Bıblia Hebraıca Quinta 16
ave appeared date 1ve aSspecCts of BHOQ A springboards for wıder-
rangıng reflections: (1) production schedule; (2) format; (3) treatment of CITY;
(4) updateabilıty; and (5) advantages and disadvantages VIS-VIS paralle projJect,
the ()xford Hebrew The concludes that both BHOQ and OHB,
though rafted wıth CaIc, provıde incomplete pıcture of the textual data
in hand SO far as the far publıshed concerned, they Occasıonally
gui1lty of SINS of Om1ss1ıon and COmMMISSION. It ollows that BHOQ and OHB
tools that AfIc be used only alongside other relevant secondary lıterature and
that MUuUSt be hecked agaınst the primary data


