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4QNUMB LXX VS. MT SP:
EVIDENCE FOR NON-LINEAR PROCESSES
IN THE TEXTUAL DEVELOPMENT OF
THE BOOK OF NUMBERS FROM
A NEGLECTED VARIANT PATTERN

Kirsten M. SCHAFERS

The state of research relating to the textual history of the Book of Num-
bers has improved substantially since the nineties, as is demonstrated
by a short overview of achievements.! The publication of 4QNum" and
4QLev—Num® made available a significant amount of text documented at
Qumran.? LXX studies have flourished and produced several editions and
annotated translations® as well as research on the Greek version(s) of Num-
bers and the work of its translator(s).* The Samaritan Pentateuch and the
other Samaritan textual traditions have become firmly established as an
important field of study. However, for the Book of Numbers, the publication

* This article presents an English version of a set of results from my doctoral dissertation
(Ruhr University Bochum, Germany), now published in Textentstehung und Texttradition
im Numeribuch: Paradigmatische Erkundungen Non-Linearitdt, Varianz und Verdichtung
in Num 25. Supplements to the Textual History of the Bible 9. Leiden: Brill, 2025.
Preliminary findings were presented in the paper “Dealing with the Elusive ‘Urtext’ in
Pentateuchal Research: Recent Developments in the Textual History of the Book of
Numbers and How to Implement Them into Pentateuchal Exegesis™ at the conference
“Urtext, Archetype, Fluidity or Textual Convergence? The Quest for the Texts of the
Hebrew Bible,” November 5-7th, 2019, Metz (France). I am indebted to the organizers
and participants of the conference for their encouraging comments and helpful hints
during the discussions at Metz. I also wish to thank Emanuel Tov, Jerusalem, Stefan
Schorch, Halle, and Jan Dietrich, Bonn, for their helpful comments on previous versions
of this article. I wish to thank Luis Liitkehellweg, Niklas Wichmann, Julia Saal and Olaf
Pakosch, Bonn, for their meticulous help in copy-editing this article.

For a more detailed and contextualized description of the editions and the achievements
in the field see the history of research in Schifers, Textentstehung.

Jastram, “4QNum®;” Ulrich, “4QLev—-Num?;” and most recently Tigchelaar, “Identify-
ing.” For the other Numbers fragments from Qumran and the further evidence from the
Judean Desert cf. Lange, Handbuch, 67-68, 79-80, 82-83, 110-11, and see ch. 3.2.
Wevers, Numeri; idem, Notes; idem, Text History; Dorival, Nombres; Flint, “Numbers;”
Rosel and Schlund, “Arithmoi.”

Cf., recently, e.g. Kim, Authorship; Ziegert, Diaspora; and the history of research in Evans,
“Numbers.”
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168 KIRSTEN M. SCHAFERS

of the new edition from Halle is still pending.® Meanwhile, for the Peshitta,
a quasi-diplomatic edition of MS B.21 Inferiore Milan and an English
translation were completed.® These accomplishments have enabled an
ongoing reassessment of the textual evidence in light of the developments
in the field of Pentateuch textual history as well as in text-critical theory
and practice over the last 30 years. However, a concise “Textual History
of the Book of Numbers,” which systematically incorporates all the evi-
dence available and at the same time reflects the state-of-the-art in text-
historical research and text-critical theory, remains yet to be written.’
Consequently, historical-critical research on the Book of Numbers also
seldom systematically considers all the text-historical data.?

One reason for these desiderata is the lack of consensus on some core
issues in textual history and textual criticism. For the Pentateuch, there
is a diversity of text shapes and types attested next to each other.” Still,

On the project, cf. also Schorch, “Editio Maior.” Already published volumes are idem,
Leviticus, in 2018, and idem, Genesis, in 2021. For the other books Tal, Samaritan Penta-
teuch, and Tal/Florentin, Hamishah Humshe Torah, can substitute for the outdated edition
of von Gall, Pentateuch. Phillips, Samaritan Version, has major methodical and material
shortcomings and is not useful, cf. the well-founded critical judgement of Robker, review
of The Samaritan Version (by Phillips).

Hayman, “Numbers;” Antioch Bible. Numbers. The evidence of the Peshitta version
of Numbers (esp. with its frequent readings with LXX and many of these shared with
SP, cf. the list in Dorival, Nombres, 4647, and Tov, “Shared Tradition,” 290-91),
is not in the focus of this article, but it is important for any text-historical evaluation
of Numbers, cf. Schifers, Textentstehung 259, 350-52 et passim; eadem, “Anger,”
150-53.

7 The new handbook “Textual History of the Hebrew Bible” (THB) treats the data pri-
marily with respect to textual traditions and less with a focus at each single book. Thus,
a comprehensive synthesis for the textual history of the individual books of the Penta-
teuch is not provided, cf. Lange and Tov, THB 1A (2016); idem, THB 1B (2017), 3-246,
and the overview in Tov, “Publication.” On THB see also note 11. The often-cited Pike,
“Book of Numbers,” on the Qumran evidence is still helpful but outdated, as well as
the broader overview given in Rosel, “Textiiberlieferung.”

Most recent commentaries and monographs on the Book of Numbers, e.g., Schmidt, Das
vierte Buch Mose (ATD 2004); Seebass, Numeri (BKAT 2003-2012); Achenbach, Voll-
endung (2003), almost entirely miss a systematic engagement with the recent findings
on the textual history of the book. They do, of course, evaluate many readings and have
many philological remarks, but these remain selective and stay bound to the respective
single case without any systematic evaluation of tendencies and phenomena in a broader
perspective. The same holds true for most of the articles and smaller studies in the field.
Exceptions to this rule deal most often with the Balaam Pericope (Num 22-24) and the
Daughters of Zelophehad (Num 27; 36), cf., e.g., Robker, Balaam 2019; and Kislev,
“Vocabulary;” idem, “Innovation.” For general reflections on the often-missing mutual
exchange between ‘“biblical” and “Qumran scholars” cf. Romer, “Qumran;” Fuller,
“Thoughts.”

Of course, the situation in the Pentateuch is different from books like, e.g., Jeremiah,
Joshua or Judges. Nevertheless, these are only quantitative but not qualitative differences.
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this evidence often eludes a genetic explanation, which is subject of cur-
rent debates. While for Judean Desert scrolls there is widespread agree-
ment about the multiformity of the so-called biblical'® manuscripts, there
is no agreement about the interpretation and further evaluation of this evi-
dence.!! The same holds true for the text-historical relation of the scrolls
to the textual traditions of MT, SP, LXX, and the other ancient versions.'2
Ever since the successive editing of the Judean Desert evidence, text-
historical theorizing has circled around the models of “local text fami-
lies” (Albright/Cross), “group texts” (Talmon), “textual variety” (Tov),
and “successive literary editions™ (Ulrich).!? In this context, the Urtext
hypothesis, and, often relating to it, the preponderance of the alleged proto-
Masoretic text have increasingly been challenged in the textual research
of the last decade, e.g., by Brooke,'* Ulrich,'> and Debel.'® However, there

10 For the debate on this anachronistic label, which is used only for pragmatic reasons
here, cf., e.g., Crawford, “Rewritten Bible,” 133-34; Ulrich, Dead Sea Scrolls, 187-99.
I follow the pragmatic definition of Lange, Handbuch, 2, 14-15. He also counts the
RP-texts (except for 4QRP*) under this label, thereby differing from the older classifi-
cation by Tov and his exclusion of the texts from the list of Pentateuch scrolls, cf. Tov,
“D. Biblical Texts,” 165-70. However, cf. idem, “Forms,” 17-18; idem, “4QReworked
Pentateuch,” 77; and see the inclusion into the lists in idem, Revised Lists, 112—13. On
the statistical impact of this question, see below note 59.

A consensus on the textual developments is still to be found. The recent “Textual
History of the Hebrew Bible” attests to this situation by its diplomatically giving an
equal share to each of the positions. Cf. Lange in the introduction to Lange and Tov,
THB. 1A, XIII: “The aim of THB is not to create a single coherent argument [...]. Rather,
THB is a reference work that allows for room for scholarly disagreement among its
contributors.” Cf. also ibid., X VIII, and the distribution of responsibilities in the volume
between Lange and Tov ibid., XV. For comments on the overall concept of THB cf. Tov,
“Publication.”

Cf., e.g., Crawford, “Interpreting,” 68, and now eadem, “Textual Criticism.”

For a comprehensive overview of the development of these theories and their predeces-
sors cf. Teeter, Scribal Laws, 208-39; see also Crawford, “Understanding,” 60—66.

14 Cf. Brooke, “Qumran Scrolls,” 7-9.

For his hypothesis of “variant” or “multiple literary editions” and the rejection of an
Urtext cf., i.a., Ulrich, “Production;” idem, “Growth;” idem, “Composition.” In idem,
Dead Sea Scrolls, esp. 1-45, he seems to have slightly modified his position. He now
concedes that there might be not only a genetic relation between the extant versions of a
certain book but also an unknown pristine version “n” as “the latest non-preserved ver-
sion” to which these versions go back, cf. ibid., 44—45. For the Book of Numbers, he sees
“clear evidence” for three “successive editions” that we know of: n + 1 MT and LXX,
n + 2 4QNum®, n + 3 4QRP, cf. idem, Dead Sea Scrolls, 315; idem, “Evidence,” 47.
For his view on the 4QRP scrolls, also labeled 4QPentateuch or 4QPent?, cf. idem, Dead
Sea Scrolls, 188-94.

Cf. Debel, “Editions;” idem, “History;” idem, “Rewritten Bible.” See also his unpub-
lished 2011 Leuven dissertation, supervised by B. Lemmelijn: The Pluriformity of Pluri-
formity: A Reassessment of the Hermeneutical Framework for the Text-Critical Analy-
sis of the Hebrew Bible. Debel builds upon the hypotheses of Brooke and Ulrich and
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are also signs of a significant rollback. In his recent publications, Tov has
proposed a two-block model for the textual history of the Pentateuch that
prominently puts the alleged proto-Masoretic text line at the origins of
the textual development.!” Simultaneously, general methodological and
hermeneutical problems on the principles and axiomatic presuppositions
of textual criticism resurface in the field, affecting the research on the
Book of Numbers.

These problems exemplarily condense in the case of 4QNum®. Although
often labeled “pre-Samaritan,” this manuscript is simultaneously per-
ceived as representing a text type standing in between the traditions known
from LXX and SP, but also exhibiting unique features.'® On closer exami-
nation, its text-historical and text-critical evaluation turns out to be less
clear and consensual than might be indicated by the label “pre-Samaritan.”!”
This label mainly accounts for the so-called large-scale expansions? that
4QNum® exclusively shares with SP.2! Apart from highlighting these shared

expands on propositions by Lemmelijn, “Doing;” eadem, Plague, esp. 25-27; eadem,
“Influence,” cf. more recently also eaidem, “Studying;” eadem, “Textual Criticism.”
Cf. first considerations in Tov, “Dead Sea Scrolls;” idem, “Textual Development;”
idem, “Transmission;”” and then idem, “Development;” idem, “Popular Jewish LXX-SP
Texts.” See also the summary in idem, “2.1 Textual History of the Pentateuch,” 8§—14.
Most of these studies were republished in idem, Textual Developments. The findings
are now included in idem, Textual Criticism, 4th ed.

For an overview of the material characteristics of the scroll, cf. Jastram, “4QNum?,”
205-13. For a short history of research, cf. Lange, Handbuch, 80-82; idem, “2.2.1 Manu-
script Evidence,” 29-30.

Note also the diverging categorization of manuscripts as “pre-Samaritan,” with a con-
sensus only on 4QpaleoExod™ and 4QNum®, cf. Lange, Handbuch, 18: 4QpaleoExod™
and 4QNum®; Tov, “Biblical Texts,” 147: 4QpaleoExod™, 4QExod-Lev!, 4QNum®,
also 4QDeut” (secondarily) and 4QLev¢ (unsure); idem, Textual Criticism, 3rd ed., 108:
4QpaleoExod™, 4QExod-Lev', 4QNum®, 4QRP?, and 4QRP®; idem, Textual Criticism,
4th ed., 175: “4QpaleoExod™, 4QExod-Lev', 4QNum® (which is secondarily also close
to LXX), and possibly also 4QLev?. The biblical scrolls 4QRP* (4Q158) and 4QRP®
(4Q364) are either part of the SP group or close to it.”

There is no common and consistent terminology for designating and discriminating
larger and smaller text pluses in the versions, cf. for Numbers, e.g., Kartveit, Origin,
265 et passim; Tov, “Samaritan Pentateuch,” 402 et passim; idem, Textual Criticism,
3rd ed., 324 et passim. Moreover, Schorch, “Fortschreibungen,” 113-15, and Hjelm,
“Deuteronomic Addenda,” 19, have pointed to the hermeneutical and diachronic pre-
suppositions implied in labels like “additions,” “expansions,” “harmonizations” etc.
Since there is consent on the secondary nature of the large SP-like pluses in 4QNum?®,
I will stick with the term “large-scale expansions” in these cases. For the sake of an
open-ended description and evaluation of the textual data, however, I will use the desig-
nation “large(-r)/small(-er) text pluses” in all other cases.

Cf. the [reconstructed] evidence for Num [12:16b]; 20:13b; 21:11b, 12b, 20b, [22b, 23b];
27:23b; [31:20b]. For Num 4:14b (with LXX); 10:10b; 13:33b; 14:40b, 45b the manu-
script is too fragmentary or missing completely. Jastram, “4QNum®,” 215, argues that
“there is no reason to suppose their [i.e., the expansions; KMS] absence.” However,

20

2



4QNUMB LXX VS. MT SP 171

features, the text-historical value of the label “pre-Samaritan” is limited.?
The label suggests a linear development from a pre-Samaritan to a Samari-
tan text shape, which is inconsistent with the overall data. Furthermore,
it tends to veil the existence of multiple and diverging variant patterns in
4QNumP? and fails to account adequately for those variants, small-scale
pluses, and unique features in 4QNum® that go beyond the aforementioned
“pre-Samaritan” features.>* Thus, labeling the manuscript *“pre-Samaritan™
may be useful for emphasizing the fact that there must have been some
point of contact between the text tradition represented in SP and the manu-
script of 4QNumb® or its Vorlage(n) but apart from that should not imply
any further linear-genetic conclusions.?

Recently, scholars have proposed more precise and less anachronistic
categories for the Qumran manuscripts.?® These should target the various
scribal techniques and attitudes toward the scriptural texts rather than pro-
jecting the distinctive shapes and traditions of the later versions back into
their prehistory, and then again pressing the similarities with the versions
(over against the dissimilarities) towards a linear (even purposeful) devel-
opment.?” This shift in perspective not only necessitates renewed and

facing the unique features of 4QNum® regarding other phenomena (e.g., transpositions,

the unique text plus in Num 36:2-5, and the reading against SP in Num 25:4), this is by

no means a safe assumption to work with. There is no standardized method for num-
bering these expansions. For pragmatic reasons, I follow Tov, “Rewritten Bible Compo-

sitions,” 62—63 note 16. For a more nuanced solution, cf. Kartveit, Origin, 266, 270—

71, 311-12.

Note the early, cautious view of Rosel, “Textiiberlieferung,” 218, who is reluctant to

use the label “pre-Samaritan” and stresses that 4QNum® cannot be unambiguously

identified with one of the major textual traditions. Despite the strong relation to SP,
each variant should be evaluated on its own terms.

For details, see below ch. 1.1.

Cf. also the critique by Crawford, “Pentateuch,” 123-25, who argues against presuming

SP as the “model or chief exemplar” of the pre-Samaritan texts.

Another problem — to be left aside here — is that the label insinuates a clear-cut distinction

between Samaritan and pre-Samaritan features, a distinction that gets more and more

blurred in recent research, cf. Schorch, “Fortschreibungen;” idem, “Gerizim Com-
mandment;” idem, “Samaritan Version;” Schenker, “Textgeschichtliches;” but see
also Tov, “Tenth Commandment,” and the discussion of the recent developments in

Gallagher, “Samaritan Pentateuch;” Fabry, “Licht.” On the divergent and, at the same

time, convergent nature of Num 25:45 in comparison with the large-scale expansions

see Schifers, Textentstehung, 306—15.

Cf. esp. Crawford, “Interpreting,” with reference to the whole discussion of the labels

in use, but also Ulrich, Dead Sea Scrolls, 25-26, 314-15; Tov, “Development,” 8§-9, and

see below note 241.

27 Cf., e.g., Ulrich, Dead Sea Scrolls, 315: “At the close of the Second Temple period the
Masoretic Text, the Samaritan Pentateuch, and the Septuagint were not identifiable text
types; their texts for each book are simply copies of one edition or other then currently
available. Accordingly, they lose their function as standard categories for classifying

22

23
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in-depth examinations of the small-scale differences in the versions and
the manuscripts.?® It also raises the question of how to more properly
examine the text-historical relationships between the scrolls and the ver-
sions more effectively in order to acquire deeper insights into the textual
history of the Pentateuch in the 3rd c. BCE—1st c. CE. However, when it
comes to 4QNum?®, these urgent questions have often remained untreated
because most studies that deal with this manuscript still focus on the so-
called large-scale expansions known from SP.%°

This article will respond to this situation by taking a certain variant
pattern of text pluses in 4QNum® as a case in point: 4QNum® LXX vs.
MT SP. Other than the large-scale expansions shared by SP and 4QNum"
and the general counting of readings with and against MT LXX SP, these
cases have been mostly neglected in reconstructing the textual history of
the Book of Numbers. They give reason for assuming a less straight and
linear development of the versions than that conventionally proposed. A
close analysis of this variant pattern will reveal that the stemmatic integra-
tion of 4QNum?® into the textual history of the Book of Numbers as pro-
posed by Jastram, Lange, and Tov*° exhibits certain blind spots where this
pattern cannot be integrated. Rather, the results indicate a multi-staged
and non-linear process of textual transmission, which at some point even
does not allow unequivocal reconstruction. Thus, the analysis of the vari-
ant pattern 4QNum® LXX vs. MT SP presented in this paper adds to a
deeper understanding of the textual character of 4QNum?® in particular and
the textual history of the Book of Numbers in general. It also contributes

the biblical scrolls. Furthermore, because they are not text types or standard texts,
neither should they serve as standards against which other texts should be, or not be,
‘aligned.”” Most recently, Pajunen, “Textual Plurality,” 18-23, emphasized the problem
that only the data fitting stemmatic relations with the later versions are highlighted and
vertical versus horizontal relations are preferred.

28 Esp. Zahn, Rethinking, 135-77, esp. 136-37, and Tov, “Samaritan Pentateuch;” idem,
“Textual Harmonization;” idem, “Septuagint of Numbers;” idem, “Popular Jewish LXX-
SP Texts,” advocate for taking this kind of data into account more seriously — albeit
from partly different theoretical assumptions and text-historical frameworks. Cf. also
the important contribution by Teeter, Scribal Laws, in this respect.

» Cf., e.g., Ziemer, Kritik, 638-56; Ben-Dov, “Text Duplications;” van der Meer,

“Exclusion;” Schorch, “Fortschreibungen;”” Hjelm, “Deuteronomic Addenda;” Ulrich,

Dead Sea Scrolls, 36-39; Zahn, Rethinking, 135-77; eadem, “Samaritan Pentateuch;”

Kartveit, Origin, 266-88; Tov, “Rewritten Bible Compositions,” esp. 60—68. In his more

recent research, Tov has pointed out the importance of evaluating the small differences

in 4QNumb®, cf. Tov, “Samaritan Pentateuch,” 402-3, see also notes 28, 75, and below

ch. 1.1.

Cf. esp. Jastram, “Comparison,” 266, see also idem, “2.2.4.4 Numbers;” Lange, Hand-

buch, 173; Tov, “Development,” 27; idem, Textual Criticism, 4th ed., esp. 380-82.

For details, see the following chapter.

30
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to methodological and text-historical issues that have proven crucial in
recent research.

The investigation will proceed as follows. First, the background for the
evaluation of the said variant pattern will be established by indicating the
state of research and the main lines of problem that will guide the inves-
tigation of the cases.’! Second, a detailed analysis of the 18 cases will
be conducted, followed by a summarized evaluation of the results from
a methodological perspective. Third, the conclusions will be presented.
This study proposes some adjustments to the reconstruction of the textual
development of the versions of Numbers transmitted by 4QNum®, LXX,
SP, and MT. In a final outlook, a preliminary conclusion is provided regard-
ing the evidence for multiple stages and non-linear processes in the textual
development of the Book of Numbers, indicating also further possible
consequences of the results for textual history.*?

1. Main Lines of Problem for the Analysis

The main lines of problem that will guide the analysis of the cases derive
from the status quo of research on 4QNum® and from general issues in
textual criticism and textual history. Therefore, the following overview
will show how these two aspects are closely connected and point out the
resulting research questions for the analysis.

1.1 Differences and Blind Spots in the Extant Evaluations of the Data
from 4QNum"

Three overall evaluations of the data in 4QNum® are available, pub-
lished by Jastram, Lange, and Tov. They come to slightly differing counts
of the variant patterns in the divergences of the scroll compared with
the textual traditions of MT, LXX, and SP. The three proposals come to
even more diverging conclusions in evaluating the data and in their genetic
contextualization of the manuscript. However, none incorporates the vari-
ant pattern in question, 4QNum® LXX vs. MT SP, into the stemma build-
ing. These differences and the blind spots can only partly be traced back
to the statistical data. Rather, they emerge from differing text-historical

31 This part builds upon a set of results from the text-historical chapters from Schéfers,
Textentstehung, 107-95, where I discuss the issues and positions summarized here in
more detail. Cf. ibid. also for further bibliographical references.

32 These parts of the paper give a slightly revised and updated English version of the analy-
sis in Schifers, Textentstehung, 195-254.
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presuppositions and methodical decisions in the evaluation. This becomes
clear from the following overview.*’

The editor of the scroll, Nathan Jastram, conducted the most influential
evaluation of the data in 4QNum®.3* His dissertation lists detailed informa-
tion and concludes that the scroll reads with SP in 42%, with MT in
37%, and with LXX in 35% of the variants, while 28% of the readings are
judged independent.® Jastram has revised these statistics in a later study
with figures that are almost comparable to those of his initial counting
(with slightly higher matches for SP and MT): from the readings, 44%
agree with SP, 39 % with MT, 35% with LXX, and 27% are independent.?
Although the statistics indicate that 4QNum® cannot be clearly associated
with one of the textual traditions of the versions, he argues that a qualitative
text-critical evaluation reduces the weight of the agreements with MT

3 These diverging positions are not entirely comparable because they differ not only in their
text-historical framework, but also in their depth and scope. Nevertheless, they represent
the major stemmatic contextualizations of 4QNum® available. There is, of course, also
Ulrich’s hypothesis of three successive literary editions of Numbers, see above note 15.
It is based only on the evidence of the large-scale expansions and will thus not be included
in this overview. The concluding chapters 3 and 4 will come back to this hypothesis.
The edition of the scroll in Jastram, “4QNum®,” gives only an overview of the data. It
is based on the detailed analysis in idem, Book of Numbers, which was complemented
by two further studies: idem, “Text;” idem, “Comparison.” Most recently, Jastram has
summarized his view again in idem, “2.2.4.4 Numbers.”

> Jastram does not give the overall number of words and fragments preserved in the
scroll, but see idem, “Text,” 177: 1522 words or fragments thereof. The percentages are
calculated based on 217 “preserved variants” from which he evaluates 191 statistically
(ten so-called subvariants, 14 variants in names, and two unsecure variants are excluded).
Additionally, he separately counts 112 “reconstructed variants.” The statistics include
cases of multiple matches and exclude orthographical variants, cf. idem, Book of Num-
bers, 224-26, see also the summary in idem, “4QNum®,” 213, 215. Note that Lange,
Handbuch, 81; idem, “2.2.1 Manuscript Evidence,” 29-30, cites Jastram, “4QNum?®,”
213, 215, with SP 42%, MT 37%, LXX 31%, and independent readings 23%, but this
is a mistake in the citation, which results in a conflation of two different statistics from
Jastram’s results. The numbers cited for agreements with LXX (31%) and for the inde-
pendent readings (23%) belong to a different statistic where Jastram includes the recon-
structed variants (there, SP has 47% and MT 33%).

These percentages can be calculated from the absolute numbers given in Jastram,
“Comparison,” 285: 108x with SP, 94x with MT, 85x with LXX, 66x independent. It
has to be noted, though, that ibid., 289, he gives 45% for readings with SP and 39% for
readings with LXX, while indicating that orthographical and grammatical variants were
not counted. His calculations are based on a revised reference quantity: The number
of preserved variants in the calculation (243) is higher than in his dissertation, because
he now counts 210 preserved variants from which he excludes eight “subvariants”
but then adds 41 so-called “intertwined variants,” cf. ibid., 267 with note 11. For the
reconstructed variants, he counts 115 cases (112 reconstructed variants minus 16 recon-
structed “subvariants,” plus 17 “intertwined with preserved variants,” plus two “inter-
twined with reconstructed variants,” cf. ibid., 267 with note 12.

34
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and links the manuscript more closely to SP and LXX: “If the variants are
weighed rather than merely counted, it becomes clearer that 4QNum”
SP LXX share more significant secondary readings than 4QNum® MT, and
thus are more closely related.”3” The patterns of agreement then receive
a graded weight for the genetic reconstruction. The agreements with SP
are judged most significant, mainly with regard to the large-scale expan-
sions, followed by the independent readings, and then the correspondences
with LXX.3® This general evaluation is based on analyzing various cor-
respondence patterns for different variant types, such as text plus, minus,
and “divergent readings,” which are documented in the dissertation. The
stemma building is guided not only by the number of cases for a pattern
but also by the evaluation of their “significance” along the categories
“original,” “undecided” or “secondary.”*

As a result, Jastram categorizes 4QNum" — in the wake of Cross’ “local
texts” theory — as a late and distinct representative of a Palestinian text type
characterized by its extensions (“expansionistic Palestinian text type”).
In this text type he also includes SP and the LXX(-Vorlage), with which
4QNum® shares a common predecessor, a hyparchetype. The readings
shared with SP and LXX point to this common origin, whereas the text
pluses and the readings shared with SP indicate revisions exclusively in
the branch of SP and 4QNum®. The independent readings of 4QNum?® are
considered further adaptations of the text after the splitting off from both
the LXX and then the proto-SP traditions.*’ Jastram explicated the result-
ing stemma graphically in his later study.

37 Jastram, “4QNum®,” 215, see also 213.

3 Cf. Jastram, “4QNum",” 215.

3 Cf. Jastram, Book of Numbers, 224-34. In his later study, he additionally discriminates
the cases with regard to their extent into “major,” “moderate,” and “minor” variants,
cf. idem, “Comparison,” esp. 274. The results are similar.

40 Cf., Jastram, Book of Numbers, 233-34 (full quote due to the difficult accessibility of
the dissertation): “The text of 4QNum?® is a text in the same tradition as the text of the
Samaritan Pentateuch. Where readings of the pattern QG vs. SP M are preserved, it is
likely that the text of SP was later corrected toward that of M. On the other hand another
explanation should be sought for readings of the pattern QG>SP M. The close relation-
ship between Q and Sam, and between Q and G, lends support to the theory that these
texts are derived from a common ancestor, the ‘Palestinian’ text type. That the text of
Q is not simply a conflation of the two texts of SP and G is evident from a number of
times Q has a shorter reading than G. The additions and interpolations found only in
Q show that this expansionistic tradition was active beyond the time when the text of
G split away from the main tradition (after which the major ‘Samaritan’ interpolations
were added), and even beyond the time when the text of SP split away from that tradi-
tion (after which the peculiar interpolations of Q were added). It is probable, then, that
major expansionistic editorial activity took place in the Palestinian tradition into the
first half of the first century B.C., continuing at least until shortly before 4QNum® was
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Numbers Urtext

Palestinian

Proto-Samaritan

XX  4QNum® SP MT

Figure 1: Reproduction of the Stemma for 4QNum® in Jastram,
“Comparison,” 266.

The relatively high number of correspondences with LXX vs. SP and
MT - our variant pattern in question — contradicts this hypothesis and
thus forms a blank spot in the stemma.*! If 4QNum® LXX SP share a
hyparchetype, from which LXX on the one hand and a shared branch of
4QNum® SP on the other evolved, there is no room for readings shared
by 4QNum® LXX exclusively.*” They should have been part of the
shared branch of 4QNum® SP, too, and should also be documented in SP.

written.” The classification “Palestinian text type” is also given in idem, “Text,” 197—

98; idem, “Comparison,” 266, but did apparently not make its way into the DJD edition,

cf. idem, “4QNum®,” 213, 215.

According to Jastram, Book of Numbers, 229, it is the “second most common pattern”

for text pluses. Ibid., 227-29, 232, he counts:

— deviating readings: 4QNum® LXX vs. MT SP: 11x, thereof 5x original, 2x unde-
cided, 4x secondary, of which 3 are classified as significant;

— text pluses: 4QNum® LXX vs. MT SP: 23x, thereof 4x original, 4x undecided,
16x secondary, of which 8 are classified as significant.

— reconstructed text pluses 4QNum® LXX vs. MT SP: 18x, thereof 1x original,
4x undecided, 13x secondary, of which 4 are classified as significant.

In idem, “Comparison,” 278-79, he provides corrected figures and lists (but it is not clear

to me how the data in the appendices of that study corresponds with these figures):

— deviating readings: 4QNum® LXX vs. MT SP: 9x, thereof 3x original and 3x secondary;

— text pluses: 4QNum® LXX vs. MT SP: 23X, thereof 4x original and 16x secondary.

This data results in a total of at least 32 documented cases in which 4QNum® LXX

do not agree with MT SP, of which seven cases represent original and 19 cases sec-

ondary readings according to Jastram. However, he gives no explicit lists of the actual

passages for the patterns. For the passages of the text pluses, cf. the data in ch. 2 and

note 100.

The pattern 4QNum® MT vs. LXX SP, which is attested six times, is also problematic

in this framework. On the significance of these cases, see below ch. 3.1 with note 204.

4

4
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Jastram sees this problem and tries to explain readings shared by 4QNum"
LXX exclusively in two ways. Variant readings shared by 4QNum® LXX
may not be extant in SP because of later readaptations of SP to MT. Text
pluses shared exclusively with LXX find another explanation, because
the available evidence does not suggests that longer readings in SP would
have been shortened secondarily in SP to adapt the text to MT.*

According to the principles of his evaluation, Jastram divides the cases
into “original,” “undecided,” and “secondary” text pluses. He then mostly
tries to explain how it could have come about that 4QNum®and LXX share
four “original” pluses in Num 23:3; 25:16; 32:30; 36:1. He assumes
an accidental secondary text loss in MT and SP that must have occurred
independently (!) in both text traditions due to haplography.** Jastram
excludes other possible options of genetic affiliation or textual conflation
resp. corrections. He admits that his explanation presupposes a “remark-
able coincidence” and thus stays an unfirm conclusion.*> Nevertheless,
despite appearing “unlikely,” it seems the “least objectionable” hypothe-
sis to him, given the already known affiliations between the versions.*
However, the text pluses that he classifies “secondary” are also a problem
for his stemma, because there is no exclusive connection between 4QNum®
and LXX that would explain them. Compared with the reasoning about the
“original” text pluses, Jastram seems to invest less effort in explaining
the existence of the secondary pluses.*’” From the 16 “secondary” text
pluses, four classify as “significant” (Num 13:23; 22:11[2x]; 35:21). He
argues that, except for Num 13:23, these text pluses “could have developed
independently.”*8

In sum, Jastram’s explanation of the cases stays very hypothetical and
can thus not convince without further ado. It is also a bit selective, because

43 Cf. Jastram, Book of Numbers, 229, 233 (see the full quote in note 40).

4 Cf. Jastram, Book of Numbers, 227-30, 233-34, idem, “Text,” 178-8]1.

45 Cf. Jastram, “Text,” 181. Citation ibid.

46 Jastram, “Text,” 180 (citations above ibid.): “Three possibilities initially present them-
selves: both [MT SP; KMS] may have been derived from the same corrupt text; one
of the traditions may have been ‘corrected’ toward the other; or the same scribal error
may have occurred independently in the two traditions. The first two possibilities are
rendered unlikely by what we know about the two traditions.”

This is even more astonishing with regard to his general rules of genetic evaluation; cf.
Jastram, Book of Numbers, 225-26: “Agreement in original readings means that the
reading has escaped corruption in two texts; it need not reveal a special relationship
between the two texts. On the other hand, agreement in error can be very significant in
establishing a relationship between two texts, especially if it can be shown that the error
would not have arisen independently in the two texts.”

Jastram, Book of Numbers, 229 note 11 (emphasis by Jastram). For Num 13:23, he
assumes once more that the text plus disappeared in SP during a revision toward MT.

47
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not all extant cases receive a corroboration with regard to the stemma.
Additionally, his decisions seem to be influenced by text-historical presup-
positions about the development of the text traditions on the one hand and
by the aim to reconstruct textual development mostly as a linear-genetic
process on the other, without testing the outcome of further possible expla-
nations. Thus, there is a strong reason for analyzing this pattern anew
and testing the proposed stemma against other possible explanations. This
seems even more mandatory since later evaluations of the scroll build upon
Jastram’s analysis but do propose diverging stemmata while not referring
to the pattern 4QNum® LXX vs. SP MT at all.

Armin Lange presents a short general characterization of the scroll,
which gives a lot of credit to Jastram’s research. However, Lange has
slightly different figures that seem to be based on his own counting. For
1517 preserved words or fragments, he counts 197 diverging readings
compared with MT, LXX, or SP (including two intra-Hebrew variants).
4QNum® reads 68x with and 129x against MT, 76x with and 121x against
SP, 73x with and 135x against LXX, and 62x independently, equating
the following percentages for the readings: 39% with SP, 35% with MT,
37% with LXX, and 32% independent. Lange thus finds a slightly higher
percentage of agreement with LXX and independent readings than Jastram
(LXX: 35%; independent: 27%/28%), while his percentage for agree-
ment with SP and MT is slightly smaller than Jastram’s (SP: 42%/44%;
MT 37%/39%). Despite these differences, Lange puts an even stronger
empbhasis on the relationship to SP than Jastram. He characterizes 4QNum"
as a “pre-Samaritan textual witness, which is close to LXX and has inde-
pendent tendencies.”* His simplified stemma in the handbook, however,
has no exclusive relationship between SP LXX 4QNum?®. It also leaves
no space for readings exclusively shared by LXX 4QNum”.

Lange’s stemma also differs from Jastram’s in assessing the ancienty
of the proto-Masoretic text line, which reflects Lange’s differentiated
categorizing of the texts and his high valuation of the independent texts.
In his examination of the evidence for the books of the Pentateuch, he
emphasizes independent readings and multidirectional correspondences
between the witnesses.”® Particularly important in his model is the sig-
nificance of the independent texts, which make a genetic inference to a

4 Lange, Handbuch, 82: “ein prisamaritanischer Textzeuge [...], der G nahesteht und
eigenstindige Tendenzen hat” (English translation from German: KMS).

30 “Generell ldsst sich feststellen, daB nicht nur die eigenstiindigen Handschriften einen
signifikanten Anteil von Lesarten anderer Texttraditionen aufweisen. Dies deutet auf
eine Interaktion zwischen den verschiedenen Texten hin und zeigt, daf3 sie sich gegen-
seitig beeinflusst haben.” Lange, Handbuch, 156; cf. also 149-51, 155, 169.
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Figure 2: Simplified Overview of Selected Textual Witnesses and
Traditions in Lange, Handbuch, 173.

quasi proto-Masoretic original text impossible.’! Given the high number
of such manuscripts, he considers them “not exception but the rule of
Second Temple textual reality.”>?

For tracing this line of problem, the genetic implications and conse-
quences of statistics, counting, and categorizing are crucial.>® This becomes

5

Lange, “Dead Sea Scrolls,” 293: “Non-aligned texts of the Pentateuch are hence not
always late deviations from the Pentateuch’s semi- and proto-Masoretic texts but occur
early in the textual history of the Pentateuch, too.”

Lange, “Plurality,” 57. He also assumes that other hitherto unknown text types may be
hidden under that general label, cf. idem, Handbuch, 150, 155, and 158. See also Debel,
“Editions,” 170: “If such a large amount of texts is lumped together in the residual group
and cannot be assigned to one of the more specific categories, then the most natural
conclusion is that the classification should be reconsidered.”

These problems have been discussed controversially in recent research. Nevertheless, at
the same time, the conventional way to synthesize on the evidence is the first reference
point for most studies. For general reflections and examples for Ps, 1/2 Sam, and the
Twelve, cf. most recently Pajunen, “Textual Plurality.”
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most apparent in the diverging counting and categorizing of the extant
Pentateuch manuscripts from Qumran by Lange and Tov as presented in

Table 1.4

Category>> Lange 2009 Tov 2008 Tov 2012
L: semi-Masoretic 2 (5%)
L/T: proto-Masoretic;
T: M-like 2 (6% 24 (52%) 22 (48%)
L: seml—Masoretlc/ 11 (27.5%)
pre-Samaritan
L/T: pre-Samaritan 2 (5%) 3 (6,5%) 5 (11%)
L/T: Hebr. LXX-Vorlage 2 (5%) 2 (4,5%) 1 2%)
L: independent/
T 21 (52,5%) 17 (37%) 18 (39%)
overall number of mss 40 46 46

in

Table 1: Differences in Counting and Categorization Relating to the
Pentateuch Mss from Qumran by Lange and Tov

Table 1 shows that the differences between Lange and Tov are mainly
the numbers of pre-Samaritan, proto-Masoretic and independent texts.

For the pre-Samaritan texts, there is consensus only about 4QNum® and
4QpaleoExod™°, making the entire category a product that mostly works
based on the evidence of the large-scale expansions. All other correspond-
ences with SP in the scrolls are sorted differently. While Tov considers all
texts equally close to SP and MT as proto-Masoretic/M-like’, Lange takes

54

55
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The data for the columns “Lange 2009 and “Tov 2008 is compiled from Lange, Hand-
buch, 153-56, esp. 155, see also ibid., 6-8, 16-20, who also incorporates Tov, “Biblical
Texts.” The data in the column “Tov 2012” is compiled from Tov, Textual Criticism,
3rd ed., 108-9. Because the two are the only scholars to have published typologies for
the entire material, I limit myself here to these two propositions. They represent standard
reference points of a scholarly discourse with many intermediate positions, often related
to individual texts. For a similar table see also Lange, “1.2.2: Jewish Texts,” 125. The
numbers have not changed; cf. also idem, “2.2.1 Manuscript Evidence,” 2-23. For a
similar listing and comparison of the positions of Tov and Lange, cf. Crawford, “Inter-
preting,” 64—68.

L = Lange; T = Tov.

Cf. above note 19.

Tov has differentiated his terminology in several steps. Idem, “Biblical Texts,” and ear-
lier publications use the label “proto-Masoretic.” In idem, “Forms,” 11-13; idem, “Text,”
171-84, cf. also idem, “Dead Sea Scrolls,” 48-51, he has introduced a further sub-
distinction of the proto-Masoretic texts, distinguishing an “inner” and an “outer circle”
of these textual witnesses. Except for 4QGen® whose provenience is debated, cf. Lange,
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a more differentiated approach, introducing three categories instead of one:
semi-Masoretic texts with a deviation from MT > 2%; proto-Masoretic
texts where this score is < 2%, and semi-Masoretic/pre-Samaritan texts that
are equally close to SP and MT. This is how the striking contrast of 5%
to 24% resp. 22% of proto-Masoretic texts emerges.”® A similar deviation
can be observed for the independent/non-aligned texts where Lange counts
six or three manuscripts more. He arrives at a significantly higher percent-
age of independent texts of 52.5%, which is also influenced by his sort-
ing of the other data and his reduced total number of manuscripts. Thus, the
independent texts have the same weight in Lange’s overview as the proto-
Masoretic texts have in Tov’s.> The Masoretic drift in Tov’s classifications

Handbuch, 44-45, Tov’s “inner circle” comprises the mss from sites other than Qumran,
which correspond to the consonantal text of MT, or have the same degree of divergence
as between its medieval textual witnesses. The “outer circle” includes the mss from
Qumran, which have a higher number of differences. In Tov, Textual Criticism, 3rd ed.,
31-32, 108-9, he then uses the designation “M-like” for hinting to the higher degree of
deviation from MT in the scrolls found at Qumran in contrast to scrolls found at other
sites, which are now exclusively labeled ““proto-Masoretic.” This corresponds to the use
of “proto-Masoretic” and “MT-like” in his more recent publications. On his use of the
terminology, cf. Tov, *“‘Proto-Masoretic.””

Tov, Textual Criticism, 3rd ed., 108, does note that M-like texts “in a few cases, are
equally close to M and SP,” but this is not mapped statistically. The classification by the
subcategories “inner” and “outer circle,” too, is not congruent with that of Lange. With
Lange, the proto-Masoretic category would correspond to the inner circle, but he includes
4QDtn® and 4QDtné, cf. idem, Handbuch, 18 note 38. Similarly, while Lange’s semi-
Masoretic group is categorically analogous to Tov’s outer circle, he adds only 4QGen—
Exod? and 4QpaleoGen—Exod' here. Tov adds three further mss and would like to integrate
an additional 20 through indirect evidence, cf. Lange, Handbuch, 16—19. Even if one con-
cedes that the three categories of Lange correspond to Tov’s one proto-Masoretic/M-like
category, it is not to be overlooked that Lange classifies here altogether only 15 manu-
scripts, while Tov has 24 (2008) and 22 (2012). With Tov’s new two-block model the
detailed classifications of the mss got reconsidered once more, see on that below.

Of course, these statistics are determined by the differing overall number of manuscripts
that Lange and Tov consider categorizable. Lange integrates only 40 categorizable mss
although he includes 4QRP ¢ ¢ ¢ into the statistics, while Tov counts 46 mss without
including 4QRP® ¢ ¢ ¢ into the statistics cited here yet (but see note 10). In contrast to
Tov, Lange excludes i.a. 1QExod; 4QExod® ¢; 4QDtn™. The fragments of 1Q3 also
generate an important statistical impact. With Ulrich, “Revised Edition,” Lange, Hand-
buch, 17, 66-68, distinguishes two mss [1Q3, frgs. 1-11, 12?, 15?(paleoLev—Num?);
1Q3, frgs. 16-19, 22-23, 122, 15?, 20?(paleoLev®?)] which he excludes from the
number of categorizable manuscripts. In contrast, Tov, “D. Biblical Texts,” 169, counts
two mss (1Q3, frgs. 1-7, 22-24[paleoLev]; 1Q3, frgs. 8-21[paleoNum]). Idem, Revised
Lists, 115-16, lists three mss, but they are de facto counted as one (1Q3, frgs. 1-
15[paleoLev—Num?]; 1Q3, frgs. 22-23(paleoLev®); 1Q3, frgs. 16-21[paleoNum"®]). In
idem, Textual Criticism, 3rd ed., 108-9, they seem to be counted as three mss for the
statistics. In idem, Textual Criticism, 4th ed., 135, the overall number is reduced again
to 40 texts plus 21 Tefillin plus 4QRP**, see below.

For a detailed breakdown of the counting to the respective mss and the mss included
and excluded, cf. Schifers, Textentstehung, 142—62.
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I. MT Group
1a. Proto-MT tradition

i. Proto-MT Scripture texts (Judean Desert)
ii. Proto-MT tefillin
Based on Proto-MT:
iii. Ancient translations: T V kaige-Th Aq Sym
iv. Quotations in rabbinic literature

.

1b. MT-like tradition

i. MT-like Scripture texts (Qumran)
ii. MT-like tefillin

;

1c. MT (medieval text) with added layers

of vowels and cantillation marks

II. All Other Texts

2—4. LXX-SP group
Based on LXX-SP group:
Liturgical texts and tefillin
11QT?, 4Q252, Jubilees,
1QapGen ar (1Q20), Ps-Philo,
4QTest (4Q175)

2. Source of the LXX

3—4. SP group
3. 4QNum®
4. Other pre-Samaritan texts
4a. SP

5-6. 4QRP*®

7-8. 4QRP*4

9-12. 4Q[Gen-]Exod®, 11QpaleoLev?, 4QDeut™"

Figure 3: Tentative Stemma for the Two-Block Model in Tov,
Textual Criticism, 4th ed., 382.
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has received much critique.® It is worth noting since it is not only signifi-
cant for counting and categorizing but leads to different synthetical text-
historical models. An increased impact is visible in Tov’s new two-block
model that introduces another text-historical option into the discussion.®!

Although the stemma is tentative and not all its details are figured out
by now, several important features of the model are discernible. First, it
must be noted that the problem of the independent/non-aligned texts and
the MT-like texts stays crucial. Tov assembles a proto-Masoretic tradition
and a “MT-like tradition” to a “MT group” in block I and places them
genetically before all other text types. The latter he summarizes in a sec-
ond block (block II), which is supposed to have emerged from the MT-
block via a common precursor of LXX and SP. As an “appendix,” he
mentions four non-aligned texts that cannot be assigned to either block.
Remarkably, the chronologically younger text witnesses are placed geneti-
cally at the top, including the very few proto-Masoretic texts from Qumran
(4QGen®?) and those from the other sites.> In 2012, Tov also counted
22 MT-like and 18 non-aligned texts (see Table 1 above). He now sees
major problems in clearly assigning these texts to branches in the stemma
so that a large number of manuscripts are not included in the stemma.®
Tov has outlined new statistics for the Qumran evidence in the 4th edition

0 Cf. Kreuzer, “Text,” 134-35; Lange, “Textual Plurality,” 46-56; Debel, “Editions,”
169-70; Crawford, “Understanding,” 64—69.

6! For a description, cf. Tov, “Development,” 8-22. See also the literature in note 17 and
most recently idem, Textual Criticism, 4rth ed., esp. 380-82. The updated stemma adds a
section lc. for the Medieval MT. Liturgical texts and Tefillin are now only displayed one
time as based on the LXX-SP group and the lower twigs are resorted to 5-6. 4QRP% ®
and 7-8. 4QRP< 4.

2 Cf. Tov, “Development,” 10.

% Only four non-aligned manuscripts (4Q[Gen—]Exod®; 11QpaleoLev?; 4QDeut® ") are
mentioned. In Tov’s opinion, the deviations hint to relations with other texts but are
not significant enough to assign them to a separate branch. “[T]hey may reflect tran-
sitional stages between texts mentioned in the stemma.” Tov, “Development,” 18—19.
Ibid., 19 note 51, he adds that “their number could have been smaller or larger.” See
now also idem, Textual Criticism, 4th ed., 380 note 156. The group *“1b. MT-like tradi-
tions” emerges secondarily from the proto-MT twig. Idem, “Development,” 11; idem,
Textual Criticism, 4th ed., 63, names 4QGen¢; 4QpaleoGen—Exod'; 4QExod° as exam-
ples for MT-like texts from Qumran. Idem, “Development,” 20, states: “In addition,
there are 20 texts that could reflect either MT or SP; in the past I included them with
MT but I now realize that they cannot be included in any statistics.” Idem, Textual
Criticism, 4th ed., 136, now speaks of 18 “indecisive texts that are either MT-like or
pre-Samaritan” and 21 “non-aligned texts.” Ibid., 381, he states: “The table does not
include all the Qumran Scrolls. Several are too fragmentary to be included in a stemma.
Further, the classification does not include a group of texts whose major deviation from
the others is in their spelling system, especially in the case of the texts written in the
QSP+.”
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of his Textual Criticism from 2022 that merge the block model with the
typologies. From 64 texts (40 Torah texts, 21 Tefillin, 4QRP**) considered
“sufficiently extensive for text analysis,” 38% (1 + 7 + 17 Tefillin) belong
to block two. 8QPhyl I is considered the only representative of proto-MT
(2%) while the remainder of the evidence is divided into 18 “indecisive
texts that are either MT-like or pre-Samaritan”® (28%) and 21 “nona-
ligned” (32%) texts.%> When comparing these statistics with the chart ana-
lyzed above, the changes become obvious. Tov has now statistics that look
very similar to Lange’s counting and typology. Through the introduction of
the Tefillin, however, the overall number of the manuscripts in the statis-
tics raises and the overall percentages of block two are thus comparable to
those of the “non-aligned” (32%) and the “indecisive” (28%) sections.
These last two categories in fact make up for 60% percent of the texts but
they have no place in the two-block stemma.

Typology® Lange |[Tov2008| Tov |[Tov2022| Stemma
2009 2012

L: semi-Masoretic 2 (5%) —

L/T: proto-Masoretic; Block I:
T: M-like e 24 (52%) | 22 (48%) 101 Proto-MT
L: seml-Masoretlc/ 11 (27.5%) 18 (28%) | —
pre-Samaritan

L/T: pre-Samaritan 2 (5%) 36,5%) |501%) |6 (9%)

L/T: Hebr. LXX- Block II:
Vorlage 2 (5%) 2(45%) |1 2%) |1Q2%) LXX-SP
Tefillin reflecting gg ,l;op)
“either the LXX or — — — 17 (27%)

SP”

L: independent/

1 s eitred 21 (52,5%) | 17 37%) | 18 (39%) |21 (32%) | —

1+7+

overall number of mss | 40 46 46 64 17 Tefillin

Table 2: Updated Overview of the Statistics of Lange and Tov

% Tov, Textual Criticism, 4th ed., 136 note 64: 4QGen® % ¢ :2J; 1QExod; 1QpaleoLev—Num?;
4QLev" ¢ ¢; 2QDeut®; 4QDeut® ¢ f: & ©_Tbid., note 63, informs that 4QLev—Num? and
4QpaleoDeut" are now excluded from this group.

% Cf. Tov, Textual Criticism, 4th ed., 135-36.

% L = Lange; T = Tov.
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The persisting problem can only be highlighted here as an important
structural and hermeneutical blind spot. Further analysis cannot be pur-
sued here, but the conclusion in ch. 3.2 will revisit this subject.

With Tov’s proposal, there is a shift in the general assumptions about
the text-historical developments against which 4QNum® is contextualized.
The model also reopens the discussion about the direct genetic relations
of this scroll to other textual traditions. Moreover, the methodical presup-
positions on which the text groups in block II are based make the renewed
analysis of 4QNum® crucial for a better understanding of the text witnesses
and traditions assembled in that block.

Block II derives from block I. Not all affiliations in this block are
detailed out by now. However, the preeminent role of the LXX-SP group
is emphasized as follows: “Most likely the kernel of this text block, the
LXX-SP group, derived from the MT block, and at a later stage several
branches and twigs branched off from it.”%” The LXX-SP group, charac-
terized as “Palestinian,”®® presupposes a “common LXX-SP base”® and
divides into several parts. First, the Hebrew LXX-Vorlage.” Second, the
SP group, which may also go back to one ancestor.”! In this subgroup, Tov
discriminates the following “three layers, listed in historical sequence”’:
4QNum®, other pre-Samaritan texts, and, deriving from the latter, SP.
Due to the tentative character of the stemma, it is not entirely clear how
these three layers are connected genetically to each other and the alleged
ancestors in the model. Nevertheless, Tov points out that SP is based on
a pre-Samaritan text and that this latter group of texts is thought of as
“pre-SP twigs” of the “SP branch.””* For 4QNum®, Tov emphasizes the
special character of that scroll by setting it apart from the other two layers
in the group. This is justified by the exclusive correspondences with LXX.
Tov assumes that a single and relatively early pre-Samaritan tradition had
these features and witnessed a transitional stage between LXX and SP.7*

7 Tov, “Development,” 11. For the following, see now also idem, Textual Criticism, 4th ed.
% Tov, “Development,” 11, but cf. the earlier critique of this label in idem, *“Samaritan
Pentateuch,” 406.

Tov, “Development,” 15, see also 12—15.

0 Cf. Tov, “Development,” 15-16.

I Tov, “Development,” 16: “There may well have been a single text composed by an
individual rather than a group of texts at the base of the SP group since the exegesis
embedded in this text seems to reflect the thinking of an individual.” For this base text,
the relationship to an alleged common ancestor of the LXX-SP group is not entirely clear
in the model since Tov states ibid., 17: “The SP group forms a popularizing offshoot of
MT or a similar text.”

Tov, “Development,” 16.

Tov, “Development,” 17.

Tov, “Development,” 16-17: “[...] a single pre-Samaritan text resembling 4QNum"
reflecting a transition stage between the LXX and the SP [...].” Ibid., 17 note 43:
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In sum, the model gives more credit to the special character of 4QNum®
than the other proposals. Tov departs substantially from the high valuing
of the large-scale expansions shared with SP.”> However, the details for
the relations between the LXX-Vorlage and the SP group stay unclear with
regard to the data in 4QNum®. This is even more important as Tov argues
that most harmonizations in LXX already go back to the Hebrew Vor-
lage.”® Like Jastram, Tov assumes a common LXX-SP base for his LXX-
SP group. Hence, the question arises how the transitional stage between
LXX and SP assumed for 4QNum? fits with the assumption of two branches,
the LXX-Vorlage and the possible common ancestor of the SP group. The
problem of LXX 4QNumP-exclusive elements not appearing in SP remains
unsolved. This blank can partly be explained by the tentative construction
of the stemma, but is also an outcome of a methodical decision, as will
now be explained.

In his evaluation of the data for the Book of Numbers, Tov does not
evaluate the patterns of agreement with 4QNum® (or other scrolls) as a
distinct group because he only addresses the different matching patterns
between MT, SP, and LXX.”” The pattern 4QNum® LXX vs. MT SP is noted
several times but not addressed or evaluated systematically with regard
to the stemma. The focus is on the division of the two blocks and their suc-
cessive genetic relationships. This hypothesis is mainly supported by the
observation that there are more secondary harmonizing elements in the
manuscripts and text traditions of block II than in those of block I.7® While
acknowledging that there are also some “original” readings in the evidence
from block II,” Tov focuses on harmonizations as “Leitfehler,” which,
according to him, are secondary ‘“by definition” and justify the two-block

“Typologically, 4QNum® probably presents the oldest representative of the SP-LXX
group, reflecting more significant agreements with the LXX than the other texts.”
This is mainly based on a critique of Jastram’s statistics. Tov urges for: a) counting and
weighing not only the readings with but also those against the respective versions
and b) for taking the large-scale expansions out of the statistics in order to gain clearer
insights into the small convergences and divergences, cf. idem, “Samaritan Pentateuch,”
402-3, see also idem, “Septuagint of Numbers,” 183.

Cf. Tov, “Septuagint of Numbers,” 186-87. Here, Tov significantly departs from pre-
vious research that mostly assumed that these phenomena were rather attributable to
the — allegedly unreliable — translator, cf. for example Rosel, “Septuaginta,” 29-30, and
the further literature cited in Tov, ibid.

Tov, “Septuagint of Numbers;” idem, “Textual Harmonization;” cf. also idem, *“Samari-
tan Pentateuch;” idem, “Popular Jewish LXX-SP Texts;” idem, ‘“Palestinian Source.”
This result goes back to a reevaluation of the data for the Pentateuch in a series of studies,
cf. Tov, “Shared Tradition;” idem, “Textual Harmonization,” and the literature listed
ibid., 32 note 2.

7 Cf. Tov, “Development,” 11-12.
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hypothesis.® Tov defines harmonizations as the alignment of one detail
in a text with another detail in the same or another text triggered by a dis-
crepancy between the two: ‘“Harmonization is recognized when a detail in
source A is changed to another detail in source A or in source B because
they differ.”®' He distinguishes harmonizations determined (a) by the imme-
diate context or (b) by a more distant context. He argues that these har-
monizations are usually deliberate, are often found in literal speech, and
reveal a specific intertextual program of unification. Additionally, there are
(c) additions or extensions of a subject or object based on context. These
are probably unintentional.®? Tov excludes the small alterations in cate-
gory (c) from his analysis, because they seem unintentional. In contrast, he
assumes that the cases from categories (a) and (b) go back to conscious,
intentional editing and even “reflect a certain conception, almost ideology.”?

In line with this methodological decision, Tov lists for 4QNum" only
those cases that, in his view, document harmonizations. All these cases are
text pluses, the most frequent category in the pattern, and strongly empha-
sized by Jastram.®* The results, however, often differ from Jastram’s evalua-
tion.?> According to his general methodological claims, Tov treats the har-
monizations as textual variants, not as literary variants.’® Accordingly,

80 Tov, “Textual Harmonization,” 32, 51 note 48; see also idem, “Development,” 14 note 34.
81 Toy, “Textual Harmonization,” 31.
82 Cf. Tov, “Textual Harmonization,” 34, see also idem, “Septuagint of Numbers,” 188.
83 Together with problematic cases that cannot be clearly distinguished from stemming
from the translation technique of the LXX, non-harmonizing pluses or changes, “formu-
laic additions,” cases with an unknown source of a possible harmonization, and incon-
clusive differences between LXX SP and MT, cf. Tov, “Textual Harmonization,” 34-35
(citation 34).
84 Tov, “Samaritan Pentateuch,” 398: five harmonizing text pluses (Num 22:10 [listed as
22:11, because Tov proposes to put the additional 97X at the beginning of v. 11], 11[2x],
18; 26:33). Idem, “Septuagint of Numbers,” 185: six harmonizations (Num 22:11[2x],
18; 25:16; 26:33; 35:21). As the cases of Num 22:10; 23:3; 36:1 are discussed, but
without indication to the sharing of the pluses by LXX and 4QNum®, the problem of
taking into account the evidence of 4QNum® only in passing becomes obvious. Another
puzzling omission is the reference to the shared pluses in Num 30:9 since ibid., 192,
he does in turn discuss the unique pluses of LXX in this verse. In idem, “Palestinian
Source,” 34 and note 73, he has now listed seven cases (22:11; 23:3; 25:16; 26:33;
32:30; 35:21; 36:1) from the pattern, which he classifies as “medium-sized harmonizing
pluses.”
See the analysis in ch. 2.
According to Tov, Textual Criticism, 3rd ed., 265-66, the scope of textual criticism is
limited to the discrimination of literary and textual variants with only the latter being sub-
jected to text-critical evaluation. Textual variants can be intentional or non-intentional and
go back to later “copyist-scribes.” Literary variants go back to earlier “author-scribes” and
“editor-scribes,” cf. ibid., 283—-84. Harmonizations classify as phenomena from the later
transmission stage of the texts that were inserted by copyist-scribes, cf. ibid., 258.

8
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cases that exhibit possibly literary variants are excluded from the evalua-
tion, and no possible literary-historical developments or consequences are
addressed. Because of the often-ambiguous nature of the cases, this proce-
dure might suggest more clarity than actually given by the evidence.?’

The overview of the status quo in research has revealed ample reason
for assuming that the pattern 4QNum® LXX vs. MT SP is significant for
understanding the textual character of 4QNum® and its stemmatic contex-
tualization. Here, the text pluses of this pattern seem to have the strongest
impact. If at all, their evidence has been considered selectively: “original”
pluses with Jastram and “harmonizations” with Tov. These evaluations
have also operated under rather linear presuppositions about the develop-
ment of the text forms and give much credit to (proto-)MT as the alleged
ancestor of the versions.®® The insights into the diverging presuppositions
of the extant proposals allow us to formulate the guidelines for the present
evaluation and its methodical background.

1.2 Guidelines for the Analysis and Methodical Background

Taking the text pluses of the pattern 4QNum® LXX vs. MT SP as a case
in point, the investigation will conduct a renewed analysis of all docu-
mented text pluses from the pattern. This analysis will also engage with
the extant evaluations of the cases®® and compare how differing presup-
positions and methodological decisions sometimes lead to differing results.

87 See the changes in the lists referred to in note 84 and cf. Tov, Textual Criticism, 3rd ed.,
322, where some of the harmonizations are included in a list of evidence for small pluses
in LXX that could hint to “Different Literary Editions of Numbers.” Ibid., 324-26, he
discusses the problem that distinguishing between literary and textual variants often lacks
clarity, but Tov urges for making a decision in each case.

8 As discussed above, this is a bit different with Lange but, nevertheless, he also assumes

a linear development.

Jastram’s text-critical comments in idem, Book of Numbers; idem, “Text,” will serve

as a starting point. Since the dissertation is not published in print, most of his comments

will be reported to the reader in a briefly cited or paraphrased form. If case evaluations
by Tov (cf. the literature in note 77) and in Rosel, “Textiiberlieferung,” are available,
they will be included, too. Apart from that, this group of text pluses has not been
analyzed en bloc and within the framework of a stemmatic question up until now. At
the same time, evaluations of particular cases from this group have not taken into
account the evidence of the pattern as a distinct group of cases, cf. esp. Robker, Balaam,

69-127; Seebass, Numeri 10,11-22,1; idem, Numeri 22,2-36,13; Wevers, Notes;

Dorival, Nombres; Rosel and Schlund, *“Arthmoi,” all ad loc. with differing (and some-

times even missing) evaluations. This is why I will refrain from referring systemati-

cally to the occasional evaluations of particular cases in this literature and other com-
mentaries etc.

89
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This text-critical analysis is informed by current methodological problems
in the field and will pay attention to how these substantially influence the
evaluation of the cases.

A certain asynchrony between the textual evidence and the text-critical
tools at hand has emerged in terms of methodology.”® The textual research
is increasingly confronting the methodology with the “variant textuality !
and the overlapping and intertwining phases of literary production and tex-
tual transmission shown in the textual evidence. Scholars express a strong
need for retooling® as the method’s tools and aims fail to fulfill the final
goal of satisfactorily understanding the data.”® Though some methodological

% For the following diagnosis, cf. the detailed discussion in Schifers, Textentstehung,
107-41.
! In his recent publications, Tov uses the term “textual plurality” in the context of his
two-block model that implies a genetic structure of the evidence unfolding from the
proto-Masoretic text line, cf. idem, “Development,” 5, but cf. now idem, Textual Criti-
cism, 4rth ed., esp. 119-31, coming back to “textual variety” also against the back-
ground of his two-block model. Ulrich quite similarly speaks of “textual pluriformity,”
but he is much more cautious regarding genetic implications and rather intends to
emphasize that multiple editions coexisted which were all perceived as authoritative,
cf. idem, “Growth,” 55; idem, Dead Sea Scrolls, 20, 171. Instead of highlighting plu-
rality or pluriformity, I have proposed to characterize the situation in the 3rd c. BCE—
Ist c. CE textual evidence as “variant textuality,” cf. Schifers, Textentstehung, esp. 106-7.
I herewith take up Tov’s older term “textual variety,” cf., e.g., idem, Textual Criticism
22001, 117 et passim, valuing its descriptive potential. The term “variant textuality” is
not only open for differing genetic explanations on the one hand and multiple non-
linear phenomena on the other. It also spotlights the methodological and theoretical
challenges that derive from dealing with textual variance as a quality that transforms
conventional notions of and axiomatic presuppositions about textuality. This is why
I prefer the term “variance” to “fluidity” (cf., e.g., most recently Mékipelto, *“ Approach”)
because the latter term only focuses on what is detectable in comparison between text
versions but does not proceed to rethinking the ideal qualities ascribed to the thing
“text” as such. Here, I take up insights from philological discussions in other disci-
plines, cf., e.g., Cerquiglini, Eloge; Jansohn and Plachta, Varianten; Baisch, Textkritik;
Mitterauer et al., Textkritik; Bosse and Fanta, Textgenese; and most notably Adam, textes.
I also substantially build on the plea by Brooke, “Qumran Scrolls,” 16, that “textual
criticism needs to move beyond a quasi-ontological view of the text, as if the text has
some absolute form somewhere that can be determined before its meaning is then real-
ized through other methodological approaches; there needs to be a move toward a more
functional view of the text.” For a comparable approach, cf. Martin, Multiple Originals,
see also Troxel, “‘Text.””
Cf. exemplarily the early claims by Stipp, “Textkritik;” idem, *“Verhiltnis,”” and most
recently Mikipelto, “Approach;” Crawford, “Pentateuchs.”
Cf. the still valid survey of textual history and textual criticism by Kreuzer, “Text,”
from 2002 who comes to the conclusion: “Wihrend die Methodik der Textkritik im
Wesentlichen gleich blieb, hat sich das Ziel der Textkritik in einer bestimmten Hinsicht
erheblich verindert. [...] Wir sind mit Qumran gewissermaBen in einer Uberschnei-
dungszone, wo einerseits die Gestalt des kanonischen Textes zumindest teilweise noch
im Werden ist, und wo von der anderen Seite die textkritische Riickfrage an ihre Grenzen
kommt.” (Ibid., 146-47)
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proposals have been published in the past few years,’* there is currently a
lack of consent on the following:

a) The description of the aims of textual criticism

b) The definition of the target text to reconstruct

¢) The methodologically reflected operationalization of dealing with
undecidable variants and literary vs. textual phenomena.

At the same time, the Urtext hypothesis is integral for most text-critical
methodologies and closely linked to their hermeneutical foundations.”
Any text-critical evaluation of readings must contend with the paradox that
the method seeks to explain existing readings genetically and diachroni-
cally, and hence necessarily includes a form of relative Urtext hypothesis
in hermeneutic respect.

Nevertheless, the evidence available does not allow unequivocally
inferring an absolute Urtext hypothesis as a text-historical presupposi-
tion — at least by now.’® Therefore, it seems appropriate to distinguish
a hermeneutic-methodological relative Urtext principle from the text-
historical absolute Urtext assumption proper. This allows accounting for
the genetic and linear implications of the method without forcing the
evidence into any kind of Urtext hypothesis. Also, it leaves room for the
possibility that there might not have been an Urtext in a narrower sense
at all and the possibility that the evidence is too fragmentary to be prop-
erly reconstructed. It also allows refraining from an entirely linear expla-
nation of the evidence at certain points of the analysis if needed and
continuing it by dealing with a variant text shape.

Accordingly, a modified description of the aims and functions of
textual criticism helps navigate the situation. Textual criticism aims to

%4 In spite of the numerous claims for retooling, actual new methodological instructions are
sparse. Apart from Tov’s manual Textual Criticism of the Hebrew Bible, cf. esp. Lemmelijn,
“Studying;” eadem, “Textual Criticism” (cf. also note 16); Martin, Multiple Originals;
Miiller, “Textgeschichte.” These recent proposals have not made their way into the
standard introductions and method books yet.

This is not always reflected explicitly in the literature, but cf. Martin, Multiple Originals,
14-21; Tov, Textual Criticism, 3rd ed., 1-2, 263—65; and the remarks in Utzschneider
and Nitsche, Arbeitsbuch, 40; Dahmen, Psalmen- und Psalter-Rezeption, 6.

Cf., e.g., Martin, Multiple Originals, 59: “Until all the available textual evidence has
been thoroughly evaluated, I do not have a clear idea of what the ‘original’ text might
have been, or how one would construct a convincing argument for such an ‘original’
should it be proposed.” A differing position is advocated by Tov, Textual Criticism,
3rd ed., 163-67. His appraisal for the Urtext assumption is de facto also closely connected
with his plea for the preponderance of the proto-Masoretic text line, cf. ibid., 169-90;
see also idem, “Dead Sea Scrolls;” idem, “Myth;” idem, “Enigma;” idem, “Formation.”

9!
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discriminate older text shapes and readings from younger ones as far as
possible and to assess their (if possible: genetic) relationships within
the realm of the “variant textuality” in the 3rd c. BCE~Ist c. CE.%’ This
modification comes with several advantages. Rather than fixating the task
on reconstructing a single (or multiple successive) target text(s) exclusively,
this definition open-endedly allows for a whole spectrum of text-historical
hypotheses. Rather than artificially distinguishing textual and literary his-
tory, the whole evidence can be studied together and readings must not be
eliminated from the evaluation prematurely and based on unsure decisions
about their textual or literary nature. Focusing on the relative fitting of
the data into the evidence available takes into consideration that, by now,
in text-critical analysis, a definite starting point and a definite target point
are not given without further ado.”®

Against this background, the analysis will address a set of intercon-
nected methodological issues:

e How to deal with inconclusive or undecidable variants?

e How to discriminate haplography and dittography due to homoioteleu-
ton and homoioarcton from Fortschreibung by Wiederaufnahme — a
frequent challenge when dealing with text pluses?®’

¢ How far can harmonizations be unequivocally identified as such?

e How far it is helpful and adequate to discriminate “later” textual cases
of text pluses from “earlier” literary ones, as suggested by Tov?

e How far can the categories “original” and “secondary” be applied
usefully and where does the available text-historical evidence set the
limits for these genetic judgements?

This methodical perspective also guides the evaluation of the results
regarding the following aspects: the chances and limits of the stemmatic
options, the categorizing of 4QNum® and other manuscripts, and the tex-
tual development of the Book of Numbers.

7 This general aim builds on the research of Crawford, Ulrich, Brooke, Miiller, Lemmelijn,
Debel, Martin, and others and leads the way for the more detailed and broader scoped
modification of exegetical textual and literary criticism that I have proposed and applied
in Schifers, Textentstehung, see also note 196.

It is worth noting that moving away from a text-historically absolute Urtext principle
does by no means imply a complete leveling of the possibilities of analysis in the sense of
an “anything goes” or a “nothing goes.” Rather, a relative Urtext notion makes it possible
to work on an argumentatively justified and text-historically as well as methodologi-
cally reflected basis and makes it possible to reckon with non-linearity and variance in
text production and tradition.

9 Cf., e.g., Tov, Textual Criticism, 3rd ed., 220-21; Ziemer, Kritik, 67-70, and the exam-

ples ibid., 368, 662, 671, 678-92; Pajunen, “Textual Plurality,” 12.

9
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2. Text Pluses 4QNum® LXX vs. MT SP

2.1 Case Analysis

4QNum® documents 18 significant text pluses that fit the pattern
4QNum® LXX vs. MT SP: Num 12:6; 13:23; 18:30; 22:9, 10, 11(2x),
17, 18; 23:3; 25:16; 26:33; 30:9(2x); 31:48; 32:30; 35:21; 36:1.1%

100 Tt is not entirely clear how Jastram reaches his counting of 23 text pluses und 11 (resp.
9) variants of the pattern in question (on the counting, see above note 41), because he
gives no explicit list of the cases involved. Seven more cases classify as text pluses of
the pattern, from which some could have added to Jastram’s counting, but they are not
included in the present list.

D
2)

3)
4)

5)

0)

7

Num 16:2: 4QNum® *wix1 LXX «koi dvépeg > MT SP *wix.

Num 26:30[342XX]: 4QNum® 213°nR% LXX 1@ Ayiélep > MT 9ip°x SP 1w nx.

At the same time, 4QNum® LXX SP agree on the spelling of the name against MT,

but note that some SP-Mss read like MT, cf. von Gall, Pentateuch, ad loc. Note also

that the t® is documented i.a. in the d, ¢, and n group, but is missing in the largest

part of the Greek text tradition including LXX” B, cf. Wevers, Numeri, ad loc. On

the decision to include the t@® into the critical text, see Wevers, Notes, 442-43. Ibid.,

note 26, he even suspects 4QNum® to “be parent to” the LXX reading.

Num 31:50: 4QNum® %3v3 LXX kai nepidé&iov > MT SP 2.

Num 28:14: 4QNum® 2° 7°1° LXX &ctar > MT SP. Although this text plus is also

documented by LXX, there are too many (dis-)agreements of other patterns with

the other versions to let 4QNum® simply go with LXX. The significant variation in

the list of the drink offerings is comparable to the variation in the vow formula in

Num 30:9 (see also the remarks in note 156). However, other than in Num 30:9,

the evidence in Num 28: 14 presents a complicated assemblage of different patterns:

MT: noy NNt @229 1an ny»am XY Paa nwows 99 M 1aa 80 0een
YR WInY WIn2 wn

SP: 1 7nxA wash pan noyram RS 1an nowhey TR 90 1Y A0 80 onvoon
MW WAL WIN2 wInn nhy DRt

4QNum®: 7 1 PAn pwram (x5 pan nrwebw 995 1AsA0 Jpnn 3 anvooifl]
mwn PwTina wTing b R TR wash

LXX: 7} omovdn adtdv 10 fjiev 1o0 v Eotat Td pooy® 1@ £vi, Kl 10 Tpitov 1o
v €oT0l TO KpLd T® £Vi, Kol 10 TéTaptov 1oL v £6Tul 1@ GUved @ £Vi oivou
ToUTO OLoKkaOTONE UTvVe EK unvog gig ToLg pivag tob &viauTov.

Num 12:6: 4QNum® i &[] LXX-Mss kai einev k¢ (58-376 b 44 £12 n Ps-AU

spe 31), cf. xoi einev Tpog adtovg k¢ (V d** ¢ Cyr IT 592) > LXXeI-730 799 y¢qq

gimev MT SP 9m&™, see on this below note 104.

Num 22:14: 4QNum® 158 19581 LXXAFMY 06 €' and Mss kol gimov adtd >

MT SP 1" LXXB and Mss koi einav, see on this below in the discussion of

Num 22:9.

Num 23:3: 4QNum® 758 *>ux1 LXXAV C”” and Mss &yo 8¢ nopeboopat > MT

SP 719581 LXXBFM 0 and Mss xai mopsbcopat. This case also includes a variant

(imperfect instead of cohortative), it will be treated below together with the listed

text plus in that verse.

Cases 1-3 are excluded from the analysis because they are too small. Case 4 is excluded
the situation in the verse is complex. Cases 57 are excluded from the list due to their
unclear status in the Greek text history, but they will be commented on in the analysis.
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These 18 text pluses differ in their length with seven small text pluses
of one word length (Num 12:6; 13:23; 18:30; 22:9, 10, 17; 26:33) and
eleven larger text pluses of two or more words (Num 22:11(2x), 18; 23:3;
25:16; 30:9(2x); 31:48; 32:30; 35:21; 36:1). In the latter group, Num 23:3;
32:30 stand out because they exhibit very extensive text pluses of more than
a half verses length. The 18 text pluses differ also in their characteristics
with respect to form and genre. The cases can be divided into the follow-
ing two groups based on length with subdivisions referring to their form
and content: %!

1.

10

102

Small text pluses (one word) with a more technical character:

a) Prepositional objects and prepositions: Num 12:6; 13:23; 18:30;
22:9; 22:17

b) Introduction of a direct speech Num 22:10

¢) Introduction of a list: Num 26:33

Langer text pluses (two and more words) providing additional

content:

a) Additional addressees of a direct speech: Num 25:16; 36:1

b) (Parts of a) formula/formulaic language: Num 30:9(2x); 31:48;
35:21

¢) Content with reference to the closer context: Num 22:11(2x);
22:18; 23:3; 32:30

[d) Content with reference to a remote context: [Num 13:23]].19

It should be noted that especially the text historical status of the b group and the d, ¢,
n group, which frequently support the readings discussed here along with other Greek
text traditions, needs further research, cf. Schifers, “Eigenart.”

There is not much research on readings in 4QNum® shared with Greek mss in the Pen-
tateuch that I know of. The fact that the 4QNum® readings were not available when the
LXX edition was made, together with the quite imprecise noting of the agreements in
Jastram’s edition does not help either. Wevers did include some of the 4QNum® evidence
in his later Notes but did so quite inconsistently with footnotes evaluating the readings
of 4QNum® more than once contradicting the judgement in the main text, cf. the critique
of Jastram, review of Notes on the Greek Text of Numbers (by Wevers). In the evalu-
ation of the Greek Scrolls, we have a more in depth treatment of the Qumran evidence
by Wevers, cf. Wevers, “Early Revision;” idem, “Dead Sea Scrolls.” Unfortunately, it
is more interested in the scrolls’ contribution to finding the original Septuagint than in
evaluating the agreements with the codices and the mss traditions with regard to a textual
pre-history of the LXX text streams, cf., however, Quast, “Character,” who, i.a., stresses
the evidence of the b group.

Here, I am partly building upon the categories proposed by Tov, “Textual Harmo-
nization;” idem, “Septuagint of Numbers,” and Zahn, Rethinking, 135-77; eadem,
“Samaritan Pentateuch,” for different phenomena of harmonization resp. text pluses.
The reconstructed text plus in Num 13:23 is added to the list but not counted because
it will be treated in the analysis of Num 13:23, too.
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In the following sections, the evidence is analyzed in this order, taking
into account the major lines of problem from ch. 1.2.1%3

2.1.1 Small Text Pluses (One Word) with A More Technical Character

a) Prepositional Objects and Prepositions: Num 12:6; 13:23; 18:30;
22:9; 22:17

In Num 12:6; 13:23; 22:9, 17, a (prepositional) object is made explicit
by 4QNum® LXX, against MT SP. Additionally, 4QNum® LXX agree
with an additional determinative article + 1% in Num 18:30, which is also
included into this group. All these cases can be understood as smoothen-
ing the syntax so that a secondary (and potentially unconscious) insertion
is the most likely explanation. Some peculiarities in detail, however, can
be detected:

Num 12:6:

MT: YTIDR TR AW M OOR'I MITOR 72T RIWHY XN
:127927X oivn2

SP: YTINA POR ARMNI 7170 25K U0 AR 2T RI WA INRM

12 927X oYona
4QLev—Num®: YTINR I5[X 9713 M QoR°23 7510 AR a7 K3 1YRw 9K
[ 12 7278 atona]
4QNumb®: FINTAD FADNTAL Y AN 2T K1 W] anhR 1 mne 9nRi]

12 9298 QPN VTN 170N

103 Tn the following textual analysis, the Hebrew and Greek texts are taken from the follow-

ing editions: BHS; DID; Wevers, Numeri; Tal, Samaritan Pentateuch. Any supralinear
scribal corrections in 4QNum® are not specifically marked but are given integrated into
the main text since they do not affect the cases analyzed here. The textual comparison
for the pattern 4QNum® LXX vs. MT SP is highlighted with corresponding simple under-
lining. In some verses, there are further variants and/or text plus that show divergent
patterns of agreement between the witnesses. Most of these cases are also indicated
— graphically differentiated — by corresponding underlining, but only commented on as
far as it seems necessary.

Here, 4QNum® goes with several Greek manuscripts, which read xoi einev k¢ mpog
avtovg (ms 58 and 376, the b group, ms 44 from the d group, the f group without ms
129, the n group and the Latin Ps-AU spe 31), cf. xoi sinev mpoc advrovc k¢ (V d* ¢
Cyr II 592). Jastram, Book of Numbers, 117, explains the Tetragrammaton as a later
insertion that happened successive to the secondary integration of the am">X and he
assumes that “[...] the partial testimony of G may show that at a later date some
[Greek; KMS] manuscripts were revised toward a Hebrew source including the tertiary
addition of mi~.” This explanation seems very complicated to me. A multi-stepped
clarification of first the addressees (27°?X) and then the subject (7171°) of the speech
could have been motivated by the graphical similarity of a7"»X and @°7%X in order to
prevent reading or scribal error through metathesis. A modern example for the likeliness
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LXX: Kai inev mpdg adtoic Akovcute TV Adymy pov &hv yévntat
TPOPNTNG DUMV Kupie, &v Opduatt adtd yvocHnoopat, kai &v
Uy AaAnc® adTd.

In Num 12:6, 4QNum® LXX explicitly indicate the addressees of YHWH’s
speech in front of the ‘Ohel Mo ‘ed by amoR. As a result of this, the whole
divine speech presents itself no longer as an announcement about the sta-
tus of prophets in general and about the outstanding role of Moses but as
a speech that is addressed directly to Miriam and Aaron. This fits the second
part of the speech in v. 8b, which refers to the actions of the two siblings
reported in vv. 1-2. It also fits the consequences: “and the anger of YHWH
was kindled against them” (v. 9). However, the first part of the speech
(vv. 6-8a) cannot connect as smoothly with the introduction of speech.
Without the introduction, “and he spoke fo them,” it is possible to under-
stand the explanation about the difference between conventional prophets
on the one hand and Moses with his unique nearness/closeness to God on
the other hand as a message that is delivered to all of Israel. This reading
is even emphasized by the phrase “if there is a prophet among you™'%
(v. 6ba) because the enclitic personal pronoun 2. pers. pl. would hardly refer
to Miriam and Aaron alone. Provided that, it is also possible to assess
the shorter text as the easier text and the longer text as the more difficult
one. Consequently, the text-critical evaluation gets complicated, which is
even more problematic if it remains unclear at which point in the textual
history the shared source of the readings in 4QNum” and LXX must be
assumed.

These issues are particularly important because the literary history of
the verses in question has been highly disputed. A frequent assumption
is a reworking or Fortschreibung in vv. 6-8a.!1% If this is correct, the

of that metathesis can be found in Wevers, Notes, 186 note 10: “4QNum® added 7171
a°1ox [sic!] as subject.” In view of the Greek evidence, however, I would suggest that
the reading of 4QNum® and in the Greek manuscripts go back to either an early
Hebrew text who was the Vorlage or an early Greek tradition that somehow made its
way into 4QNum®. This seems an easier solution than assuming a later revision of
the Greek manuscripts towards a Hebrew source differing from MT. Such a source
becomes more and more unlikely in Late Antiquity and Medieval Ages. On the phe-
nomenon of 4QNum® readings coinciding with LXX-mss readings, especially in the
b group and the d, ¢, n group, cf. note 100.

The Hebrew syntax is difficult here. A common proposal is to read 22 X321 (see, e.g.,
BHS). Among others, Ashley assumes a so-called “broken construct chain,” cf. idem,
Book of Numbers, 220-21 note 7; a similar text is also documented by Vulg. and VL.
Against MT, LXX translates the following m17°, which is only loosely integrated into
the syntax as a dative object, corresponding to >, cf. BHS. For the reconstruction
without M7 at that position in 4QNum?®, cf. Jastram, “Text,” 186-87.

106 Cf. Seebass, Numeri 10,11-22,1, 60-75.

105
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difficulties with having 27" in the introduction would have only occurred
after the Fortschreibung so that a loss or deletion of am°"9x could also
be judged as a secondary smoothening of the text. Jastram’s conclusion
that the longer reading is a harmonizing secondary insertion!?’ can thus
not be followed without reservations.

It is also important to note that the parallel witness of 4QNum-Lev?
(one of the rare overlaps of both witnesses) has not preserved the introduc-
tion of the speech. The editor, however, reconstructs the text according to
MT, but the manuscript is very fragmentary at that point. The integration
of the fragments into col. XXXII or XXXIII, which themselves can be
reconstructed only tentatively, is difficult.!®

Num 22:9 presents an easier case:

Num 22:9:

MT: Y APRT DWIRD M XM avLaOR 0Py Nan
SP: 7Y PR DUWIRD 77 IPRM avHa DR PR XA
4QNum®: o[y [A9RA 0WIRT " 19X [0 ovP]a bR alrior [x1am
LXX: Kol AMBeV 6 Be0g mpog Bukaap kol sinev adtd Ti oi dvOpmmot

0VLTOL TaPU GOt

Without any syntactical need, the additional 1™»X in 4QNum® makes
explicit that Balaam, who is already mentioned as an object in the first part
of the sentence, is the one addressed by Elohim. According to Jastram,
the plus can be evaluated as harmonization and, therefore, as secondary.'”
This is a reasonable explanation, although non-genetic textual variance
concerning small grammatical elements is possible in cases like this one.''
A similar case is documented in 22:14: 4QNum® has an additional 15%
marking the addressees of the direct speech, while it is missing in MT
SP. The Greek text tradition is divided. The longer text is found in
LXXAFMV "G C" and in a number of mss, including b and d ¢ n, read-
ing eimov adt®,'"! while only LXX® and 426 53’-129 71-509 319 read

107 Cf. Jastram, Book of Numbers, 117.

108 Cf. Ulrich, “4QLev—-Num?,” 153, 169-70. On the textual character of 4QNum-Lev?
cf. Lange, Handbuch, 68—69, and below ch. 3.2.

Cf. Jastram, Book of Numbers, 137. Concerning the diverging question particles in
Num 22:9 with 4QNum® MT vs. LXX SP, see note 204.

110 See also the variation in Num 22:16 with 7% (4QNum®) vs. ¥ (MT SP) and LXX
(00t®) being somewhat inconclusive. Cf. Jastram, Book of Numbers, 141-42 with
notes 60 and 61, who lists evidence for both translations in LXX in Num 22.

With variations in: gut> avto 458; eunev avtm 528 75; eumov tpog avtov (avtme) 59;
ewmov avtov 16'-46-500-529-616%; simav avto 344™e. Note that, again, the b group
and the d, 1, n group have the reading, which is also attested in 4QNum®.

109

11
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eimav.''? Wevers concludes: “The reading of B+ is probably original nonethe-
less.”!3 His argument seems to be influenced by the division between
the use of classical €imov in the one set of text witnesses and the Hel-
lenistic eimav in LXX® and the other manuscripts. This should, how-
ever not influence the decision regarding a0t@®.

In Num 22:17, the additional prepositional object in 4QNum® LXX
smoothens the syntax and thus seems to indicate a secondary insertion.

Num 22:17:

MT: QY DX "PTRap R3O AYN 27X NP IWYR 9O TRR 77208 72570
i)

SP: avn NX "% 03P K1 79591 AWK HR MRD WK D1 TR TTIOK 7250
fih

4QNumP: [1]5%1 195 A[wyx “Hx 9nxin wr 91191 7781 797298 Ta[0 RS

i alen nx Y mapp i

LXX: EVTipog yop TIUNom o€, kal éca dv einng, Totom Got Kol
5ebpo EmKaTdpacol Lol TOV LU0V TOVTOV.

As for the Hebrew text, it is possible that the following 75%1 has trig-
gered or supported an insertion by unconscious dittography. At the same
time, these observations would also allow for a secondary loss of text by
haplography. Therefore, Jastram rightly concludes that the case is “dif-
ficult to decide.”!!*

Besides, 4QNum® SP MT exhibit a text plus (TX»/m7XM) against LXX.
Jastram suspects a secondary loss in the Hebrew Vorlage of LXX due to
homoioteleuton with 719729K, which would even work with a more defec-
tive orthography (7 and 7).''> It should be noted, though, that assuming a
loss due to homoioteleuton is not necessarily compelling as long as only
one or two similar letters are involved.

The additional prepositional object *»& in MT SP [4QNum”] against
LXX is of even greater interest. While Tov does not list the additional
5% among the harmonizing pluses in LXX vs. MT Sam, he nevertheless
includes the "oX in the cases of the pattern MT SP vs. LXX postulating
the plus’s source text to be found in Num 22:16.!!6 This reasoning is not
particularly convincing on closer examination because there is no exact
equivalent for the plus in Num 22:16. However, if one refers to the entire

112 See also the translations of Arab Arm Bo* Sa* Syht.
113 Wevers, Notes, 368.

114 Cf. Jastram, Book of Numbers, 142.

15 Cf. Jastram, Book of Numbers, 142.

116 Cf. Tov, “Septuagint of Numbers,” 198.
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deictic pronominal structure in Num 22:16—17 as a parallel, this reason-
ing may also explain the additional 115%. It thus becomes obvious that
excluding a priori all the text pluses that seem to be purely syntactic and
do not seem to originate in harmonization is problematic in methodologi-
cal respects; it may lead to missing out on important evidence. In con-
trast, collecting, counting, and evaluating all evidence seems safer before
introducing categories such as “harmonization” in order to exclude evi-
dence from the data.

In Num 13:23[24"%X], MT SP also read the lectio brevior and difficilior.
In contrast, the longer text with the additional prepositional object 112 in
4QNum® LXX does not exhibit the logical problems in the MT SP phrase
TMR 0°21Y S1DWRY 7997 “a branch and one cluster of grapes (73) on it.”
At the same time, there is no trigger for haplography that could have led
to a secondary loss of 712. Thus, Jastram explains the plus as a secondary
addition.!”

Num 13:23[24L%X]:

MT: LN WRYM TR D223y PIDYRY A7 Q¥R 1NN HIWR SN1mTY IRAN
:DIRDTTI ORI QY
SP: LINI WY TAR 323V PIDWRY 79T Awn 10757 PIDWR A1 7Y RN

4QNum®:  2°23v D1PWRY MRt [Dwn 107957 01K 192477 Piows bl 7y r]ian

4QRP* AN 0°23Y DDWRY MR A[wH 107997]ANN 12307 S1owR S Ty Ix1an
32,12-14: DIRA[A 21 020n0 17] [21wa vIna W A3
LXX: kol RABov g Dapoyyog BOTPLOS KUl KATECKEWOVTO DTNV’

kol Ekoyav ékelbev kANua kol BOTpLV GTaPLATNG Eva En
a0TOU, KOl POV odToV &1 Gva@OopeELGLY, Kol IO TOV POdV Kol
ATO TOV GLKMV.

Jastram deduces from the average length of the lines in the manuscript
that 4QNum® originally read 7iMX 1229m and shared the second, more con-
tent related plus preserved in LXX kol xoteokéyavto adtiv (“and they
spied it out”). Two observations collide in the evaluation of this case. One
the one hand, MT SP have the shorter text. On the other hand, haplography
due to homoioarcton is an option in the longer text (1N75™ ANK 1229M).
Therefore, Jastram accepts the case as “ambiguous” and “hard to decide.”!'3
Concerning the text plus @122 in MT SP, however, he suspects a clarifying

17 Cf. Jastram, Book of Numbers, 122.
18 Jastram, Book of Numbers, 186.
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addition because its absence in 4QNum®'!"® LXX cannot be explained
with a loss due to haplography.'?°

Jastram’s conclusions should be supplemented with three further obser-
vations on the versions of Num 13:23. They contribute to another cate-
gory among the text plusses (4.d) “Content with reference to a remote
context” [Num 13:23]. Given their connection to the other findings on
Num 13:23, they will be discussed already here and not later in the paper.

First, it should be noted that the text plus MR 397 seems odd in
terms of semantics because Num 13-14 uses ™n and not 939 without any
exception. In contrast, Deut 1:24ap, b (7N 12397 HowR Sr1-7v 183") has
537 and could have been the textual source of a harmonizing addition in
Num 13:23.12! This observation increases the probability of the plus
being a secondary addition. Furthermore, the accusative marker with the
enclitic feminine personal pronoun (fiNX) creates a grammatically dif-
ficult longer text because, other than in the Greek text (papayg), the
antecedent remains unclear. The closest antecedent in the context would
be the “branch” (f19177), which makes no sense because a “branch” can-
not get “spied out.” The “wadi” (1) is masculine and does not qualify.
Thus, the enclitic personal pronoun must refer to the “land” (y9R) as in
Deut 1:24.'22 The connection to the land is also tenuous there, as the term
“land” is only referenced once in Deut 1:22. However, unlike Num 13:23,
there is no other potential fem. antecedent to be found in between. These
observations show that the longer text implies tensions, entailing gram-
matical and logical problems.

Second, there is a shared longer reading of MT LXX (\nXw" | kai fjpav
avtov) against SP and the reconstructed text of 4QNum® ([Rw=]), the
former presenting a smoother syntax as X1 is rarely used intransitively.
With MT and LXX sharing a reading against the other witnesses, the case
crisscrosses the other variant patterns in the verse. Since it would likewise

119 Again, reconstructed from the average length of lines, cf. Jastram, Book of Numbers,
186.

120 See Jastram, Book of Numbers, 186-87. Cf., however, Wevers, Notes, 202, who suspects

that the translator consciously omitted it.

Tov, “Septuagint of Numbers,” 190, explains the text plus in LXX as harmonizing

with v. 21 where LXX also reads xateckéyavto. However, in v. 21, MT uses 710 and

not ?37. Under the premises of a Hebrew Vorlage for the harmonizing text pluses this

is a problem. In Deut 1:24 xateckénevoav (from katackoméve = homonym to

katackéntopar/katackoné® which the translator of Num-LXX uses throughout)

equivalents 37. Taking into account the evidence from 4QRP¢ (see below) it seems

also more persuasive to assume a Hebrew Vorlage 12397 for LXX.

The phrase “spying out the land” (p9x87 [nX] P37) is frequently used in the historical

books, cf. Deut 1:24; Josh 6:22; 7:2; 14:7; Judg 18:2, 14, 17; 1 Chr 19:3.

121

122
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be a problem not to indicate the object of “carrying” in Greek, it is also
possible that the translator added the pronoun.

It is instructive to consider the witness of 4QRP¢ for Num 13:23 in
evaluating the whole picture. The manuscript predates 4QNum® by sev-
eral decades.'?® Lange characterizes the manuscript in terms of its multiple
independent readings, its readings shared with SP (besides the large-scale
editorial insertions), and the rare cases in which 4QRP*¢ reads with and not
against LXX. He summarizes: “4QRP* represents an independent text that
resulted from a reworking of a pre-Samaritan textual witness.”'>* Except
for the enclitic personal pronoun discussed above, 4QRP* always documents
the longer text in Num 13:23. The variants exhibit the following pattern:

Ix 4QRP¢ 4QNum® LXX (72 | &n” adtod) > MT SP'»

1x 4QRP° [4QNum’] LXX (7R 12397 | xai xoteokéyavto adthv) >
MT SP

1x 4QRP¢ MT SP (< (@uwa [4QNum®] LXX

1x 4QRP* [4QNum®] SP (1xw™) vs. MT LXX (%% | koi fipav adtov).

This textual situation indicates the phenomenon of mixed text types
that must have resulted from at least two Vorlagen. As previously stated,
this is a frequent assumption for 4QRP¢. Still, the variant patterns in
Num 13:23 show that the theory of a reworked pre-Samaritan Vorlage
cannot completely account for the evidence because it does not explain
the shared readings of 4QRP¢ with 4QNum® LXX vs. MT SP. As to the
question of the “pre-Samaritan” character of 4QNum?®, the situation must
be more complex. This question could only be answered by a more detailed
examination of the manuscript and its variant patterns, which is not in the
focus here. Nevertheless, the hint to cross contaminations in textual devel-
opment should be noted.

Num 18:30 documents the additional preposition 1 + article and can
also be counted among the first group of text pluses.

Num 18:30:

MT: NRIAN3 173 NRIAND OM72 W) upn 12707 NK 05PN ON9K DR
=l

SP: :3P° NRIANDY I3 NRIAND %D 2w PR 1251 DR 0O BTTPR NINKY

123 The editors, Tov and White (Crawford), paleographically date to 75-50 BCE, cf. Lange,
Handbuch, 41.

124 Lange, Handbuch, 41: “Bei 4QRP* handelt es sich um einen eigenstindigen Text, der
aus einer Uberarbeitung eines prisamaritanischen Textzeugen entstand.” [English trans-
lation KMS].

125 Note that 4QRP* also has an additional 772 in Num 13:20 (72 "X @8 y¥ 173 w°77) against
MT (pR-aR vy 72°w7) and all other witnesses.
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2p° 11 [R1201 7937 19 AR12]AD
LXX: Kol §peig Tpog adtovs “Otav deatpnte TNV ArapynVv an’ adTov,
kol AoyltoOnoetol 1olg Agvitalg dg yévnua aro GAmvog Kol ¢
vévnua Gmo Anvov.

The reading ap°i1 772, which is shared with LXX (66 Anvov), does not
necessarily represent a smoother syntax than the construct chain in MT
SP. Jastram assumes that the verse has become secondarily harmonized
with Num 18:27, according to which he has also reconstructed the first
part of the list of the produces to be tithed: 1» 1375 @onm1n 2% 2wWnN
2P 12 AR5R1 1137.1%7 Two more text pluses in Num 18:30 documented
only in 4QNum" against MT SP LXX correspond with that list. This gives
the impression that harmonization with Num 18:27 has occurred in mul-
tiple steps. To be sure, Jastram interprets the shared reading of 4QNum®
(7n2%) and Vulg. (vobis) as a hint for an older text. MT SP LXX thus
document a reworked textual status in which the explicit address to the
Levites has been introduced in favor of more legal pragmatics that dis-
ambiguates the addressees of the statute but, on the other hand, interferes
with the pragmatics of speech.'?® The older text, in turn, has motivated the
insertion of 7™2nm19N in 4QNum®, once again harmonizing with v. 27.1%
This is indeed a possible reconstruction that would point to several differ-
ent textual statuses of v. 30 in the witnesses, displaying distinct grades of
parallelism to v. 27 that build upon each other or are connected. Further-
more, it should be noted that the text pluses and variants occur in formu-
laic, legal contexts and language.

b) Additional Introduction of Speech: Num 22:10

In Num 22:10 4QNum® contains an additional 975, introducing Balak’s
speech. Peshitta (\ i=»~0) and Vulg. (dicens) also attest to an intro-
duction of the reported speech and, with this broad attestation, widen the
evidence well beyond the question of the relation between LXX and
4QNum®.

126 Here, 4QNum® reads with Vulg. (vobis) against all other witnesses.

127" Cf. Jastram, Book of Numbers, 128.

Cf. the introduction of speech in 18:26(, 30) which presents the Levites as the addressees
of Moses’ speech.

129 Cf. Jastram, Book of Numbers, 128.
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Num 22:10:

MT: PR M2Y 3D Tor IDY7I3 o3 DOTRTON BYDR NN
SP: PHR MHWw axIm 7P MDY 12 PYa oYK PR avha InRM
4QNumb: TIRRY SOR [ow 2x1m 7o 719]% 12 pha onivRA DR avba TnRm
LXX: kai simev Boladp mpog tov Bedv Bukik viog Zenpop Pactisds

Jastram does not find any triggers for haplography and assumes
that the text plus is “probably secondary,” harmonizing v. 10 with v. 5
where Balak’s sending messengers to Bileam is narrated in the first place
(ARG 27XpY [...] w212 ovha-br 0worbn nhw). 130 Similar cases of
additional or missing introductions of speech resp. markers of speech
are documented in Num 5:6;'3! Num 17:16-17[17:1-2"%X]132 and in a
reconstructed variant in 4QNum® 18:26. Furthermore, Jastram points to
frequent similar cases in 4QpaleoExod™.!** However, in all these cases,
the missing or additional 9% is only a question of (formulaic) style and
does not affect the understanding of the sentences. In Num 22:10, the
shorter text is slightly more difficult without the speech marker because
it also serves as the only explicit introduction to the reported speech of
Balak. This might very well hint at a secondary smoothening of the verse.
The additional object adtovg (“them”) in LXX which can only refer to
the messengers from v. 5 is explainable with exactly this intention. Since
there is a lacuna in 4QNum?® at that point of the text, it is not discernible
whether the verb had an enclitic personal pronoun. Thus, LXX adtovg may
already display the next stage of harmonizing,'** but the text of 4QNum®
remains unsure. On the other hand, the frequent cases of missing or addi-
tional speech markers in the versions attest to a certain textual variance
regarding these small elements.'3> This may not necessarily be resolved
by a one-way decision on an alleged “oldest text.”

130 Cf. Jastram, Book of Numbers, 138.

BLLXX (+ Aeywv) SP (+ 9nR5) vs. MT and possibly also 4QLev—Num?® where the recon-
structed length of the line seems to leave no space for an additional 92X, However, note
the general limitations of this reconstruction indicated by Ulrich, “4QLev—Num?,” 167:
“The reconstruction of lines 14-25 dictated by the arrangement of the extant fragments
indicates that there were probably small quantitative variants from the text as preserved
in M SP; all such difficulties can be solved on the assumption of the addition or omis-
sion of minor words or phrases in the scroll or in M SP.”

The heywv (MRY) is only documented in LXX against all other versions.

133 Cf. Jastram, Book of Numbers, 187.

134 The Hexapla having the adtodg under an obelus but not the A&ymv may also point to that
explanation.

Especially since Peshitta (\ i»~a) and Vulg. (dicens) also attest an introduction of
the reported speech!

132

135
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The case is also instructive for illuminating the presuppositions that
guide text-critical decisions. While in Jastram’s usual line of argument, a
text plus in LXX 4QNum®, which shows no trigger for haplography, is
most likely a secondary addition, Rosel values the attestation in both LXX
and 4QNum?® as a hint for an “original” reading. For him, the question of
whether a reading can be traced back to the work of the translator or not
is an important guiding principle. In the latter cases, preference is often
given to the alleged Hebrew LXX-Vorlage as the older text.'3® For Robker,
in turn, the broad attestation, an alleged trigger for haplography, and the
pre-Samaritan character of 4QNum?® give reason to decide for the longer
reading as the older text.'?’

¢) Introduction of a List: Num 26:33

Another plus that smoothens the syntax can be found in the list naming
the daughters of Zelophehad in Num 26:33.

Num 26:33:

MT: nyiy Abnn Tooby niin ow niatax *o o713 1% 1TKS 9Dpn12 T
[0 12 A

SP: nyn Abnn TUebR N3 oWl M2 oK °3 0731 797 KD D7 72 TDLY)

;1% 19%n Ahan
4QNum®: P13 mnw AbRY N3 ax ®00 03 19 10 w1 9910 73] Tneh
[F29107 7957 7500 7Y Aenn] by
LXX: Kol T@ XoAradd vid ‘Oeep ovk &yEvovto adtd vioi, AL §)
Ouyatépeg kal Tadto to Ovopota TV Buyatépwv TaAnadd
Moo kai Nova kot ‘EyAda kol MeAiya kol Oepod.

The additional m»aw A%XY in 4QNum®, which is also extant in LXX
(xai tavta ta dvopata), displays a smoother syntax than the singular o
in MT SP and can thus be classified as harmonization. Jastram considers
Num 27:1; Josh 17:3 as possible references.!*® However, concerning the

136 Cf. Rosel, “Textiiberlieferung,” 225, but see also the more cautious judgement (dif-
ferent Vorlage than MT) in Rosel and Schlund, ““Arithmoi,” 482. For Wevers, Notes,
365, however, “LXX smoothes out the text by adding the modifier [...] as well as the
direct speech indicator.”

137 Robker, Balaam, 76: “The longer reading in G, V, and S is probably older than that of
M and Smr. Scribes presumably overlooked n&> due to homoioarcton, between "o
and 9mX5. The attestation at Qumran in the generally pre-Samaritan text of 4QNum®
offers significant support to this postulation. Therefore, it will be regarded as the older
reading and not merely as a harmonization with v. 5.”

138 Cf. Jastram, Book of Numbers, 158.
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difficult singular form in MT SP, it might suffice to assume an internal
harmonization motivated by the syntactical problems in Num 26:33.

The text pluses analyzed so far are only of one-word length and have
a more syntactical than content-related dimension. This is different from
the following cases, which are more extensive and significantly affect the
content of the verses in question.

2.1.2 Larger Text Pluses (Two and More Words) Providing Additional
Content

a) Additional Addressees of a Direct Speech: Num 25:16; 36:1

In Num 36:1, the priest Eleazar is introduced as an additional addressee
for the speech that is delivered in front of Moses and in front of the princes
by the heads of the fathers (houses) of the families. The evidence may give
the impression of a rather technical case at first sight. The same applies to
the additional command to speak to the Israelites in the introduction of the
divine speech in Num 25:16. The narrated content, though, is significantly
changed by the additional text and contributes to a different communica-
tion setting. Moreover, the change of addressees has a potential influence
on literary-critical decisions.

Num 36:1:

MT: 32 DRBYRD AWINTI2 IR TWHII3 NOBYR? NIaRg TWRY 119p7
PN 135 NiaR WK oORWIT 1971 AYh M19% 1137 AT

SP: *12 NMDWRD AWin 13 70 12 TYRa 12 Mnbwnd MIaRD WK 127p7

BRI 2125 MART WK DOROWIA DY Awn 1DD 17277 Ao

4QNumP:  mmownn Awin 12 J9von 12 TR N1 nnownb nias cwxn 12997
"WRD DOROWI]R 199 1Mnn ME[oR 1551 AwIn *19% 1937 [o1 12

[>xwe] [22% maxn

LXX: Kai tpocfiBov ol Gpyoviec uATc vidv Taladd viod Mayip
viot Mavaoo| €k T UANG LVidY Toene, kal EAdinoay Evavtt
Movoi kol Evavtt "EAgalap tod igpémg kal Evavtt TV
dpyoviov oikov tatpidv vidv Topanii,

The double 11951 creates a formidable trigger for haplography. This is why
Jastram judges the plus “probably original.”!3° Tov, however, points to the
parallel text in Num 27:2 and considers the plus a secondary harmonization.'*’

139 Jastram, Book of Numbers, 180; idem, “Text,” 181.
140 Cf. Tov, “Septuagint of Numbers,” 195, without indicating that 4QNum® shares this plus
at least through partly extant text with LXX. In contrast, the — much more fragmentary —
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This is possible because the double 3971 could technically have also
emerged from a Fortschreibung by “Wiederaufnahme.” It remains, how-
ever, unclear when this addition would have taken place — earlier in the
literary history and then followed by text-historical loss due to haplogra-
phy, or later in the transmission process as a small-scale addition to the
text. Peshitta, who often shares readings with LXX, also documents the text
plus and adds further weight to the evidence.

A similar case is Num 25:16, where the double 9% can indicate both
text-historical loss due to haplography caused by homoioteleuton and
literary Fortschreibung by “Wiederaufnahme.”

Num 25:16:

MT: bR AYhToR M 93T

SP: MRS Awn 5y M 2T

4QNumb: THT 99085 BIRW 2327 927 MRS awin bR a2

LXX: Kai éhdincev koprog mpog Movenv Aéyov AdAncov 101 vioig
Toponi Aéywv

While Jastram stresses the double 9%X> as a trigger for haplography
and judges the reading to be “original,”'*> Tov assumes a harmonization

evidence from 4QNum?® for the plus in Num 25:16 (see below), however, is included in
the list, cf. ibid., 192. Albeit, ibid., note 29, he states with regard to Num 36:1: “This
trend of harmonization is continued in 4QRP* frg. 36 and 4QNum® cols. XXXI-XXXIIL.”
Tov refers to the differing sequence of chapters in 4QRP* and 4QNum® which closely
link Num 27:1-11 and Num 36,1-12. For the text plus in question here, it is difficult to
ascertain if it could have been attested by 4QRP® which is fragmentary at that point. The
average length of the lines speaks against such a conclusion, although the preceding line
is also longer than the average, cf. DID 13, 310.

Here, one must trust the reconstruction of Jastram, “4QNumb®,” relatively blindly, since
it is not verifiable on the current photographs. “Earlier photographs of frg. 33a show
two right arms beginning to branch off from the left downstroke of the $in from 2]xw[.
The downstroke of the res is close to the Sin. The “alep is sure, betrayed by the distinc-
tive tick at the base of its left leg, more distinct on the fragment itself than on the
photograph.” (Ibid., 238.) Jastram reconstructs the text following LXX which is com-
pelling in respect of the other shared pluses and the textual situation with a double
9nR5. For the calculation of lines and spatia, I see no possibility to further verify the
assumed length of the text plus under the given circumstances of the shrunk fragment,
the fragmentary state of the scroll in 1. 25, and the missing lines before. Here too, one
has to rely on Jastram. It seems reasonable to keep in mind though that other longer or
shorter speech request formulae like a7%R NARY HRW" "33 HX 927 or PRIW" 13 DX 9317
and the like could theoretically as well have constituted the now lost text in 4QNum®.
Jastram, Book of Numbers, 152-53; idem, “Text,” 181. Supportively, he points to the text
pluses shared by LXX and 4QNum® in Num 36:1 and Num 32:30, where he also sees
both harmonization and secondary textual omission through haplography (Num 36:1) or
parablepsis (Num 32:30) as a possibility, see the comments above and below ad. loc.

141

142
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based on v. 16a.'* The harmonizing character of Num 25:16, however, is
difficult to assess. V. 16a does not contain any hint for YHWH calling Moses
to speak to the Israelites and thus fails to provide a source for harmoniza-
tion. In search of internal reasons for a possible smoothening of the shorter
text by an addition, it should be noted that it is unclear which reading is
the more difficult (lectio difficilior potior). This becomes obvious from
analyzing the formulaic speech requests in the Book of Numbers and in
Exod-Lev.!%

Formulaic speech requests differ in terms of the pragmatics of the divine
speech to be delivered as a command to the Israelites through Moses.
There is a distinction to be made between introductions of speech to one-
time concrete situational requests and introductions to general regulations
and statutes that will apply in the future. In favor of the shorter text in
Num 25:16, it should be noted that in Exod-Lev, both forms of divine
commands can be delivered to Moses without being accompanied by any
speech request formula at all. These cases simply go with X m17° 927
[A7R5] fwn or [MAXY] Awn SR 7100 9RK™ as in Num 25:16MTSP. However,
in the Book of Numbers, these formulae almost exclusively introduce con-
crete situational requests, not general statutes, and are addressed to Moses

143 Cf. Tov, “Septuagint of Numbers,” 192; in idem, “Palestinian Source,” 34 note 73,
he now proposes Num 25:10 as the source which also provides no compelling basis
for the plus. Dorival, Nombres, 43, 466, also assumes a harmonization but attributes
it to the translator who harmonizes with the Greek text of Num 5:5-6; 6:1; 9:9-10;
15:1-2, 17-18; 17:1-2[17:16-17MT]; 19:1-2. Cf. similarly Wevers, Notes, 429; Seebass,
Numeri 22,2-36,13, 113, Rosel and Schlund, “Arithmoi,” 496. This is little convincing,
not only because of the testimony of 4QNum® but also because the concrete shape of
the speech request (AaAncov toig vioig Iopani Aéywv) as a supplement or continuation
of a speech introduction from YHWH to Moses in Num-LXX occurs only in Num 5:6
(see also note 131); 9:10. The remaining passages, with the exception of 17:1-2;
19:1-2, give AdAncov toig vioig Topank kol épelg mpog adtodc — again another
formula, much more common in Num: 2i1& n9aR1 X9w° *12 5% 927; cf. also Num 5:12;
33:51; 35:9-10, as well as Num 8:1 with Aaron, and Num 18:25 with the Levites as
addressees. Num 19,1-2 is a special case because of the deviating speech introduction.
On Num 17:1-2[17:16—-17MT] see note 132.

The following analysis cannot be exhaustive, but tries to give a tentative overview. In
particular, the distinction between the explicit transmission and the actual execution of
a command that Moses is supposed to transmit cannot be discussed further here. Ten-
dentially, Moses’ mediatorial function seems to be implemented rather formulaically in
later texts, esp. with regard to Aaron and Eleazar, and is no longer accompanied by an
explicit notice stating his transmission of the divine speeches in the narrative, cf. for
instance Num 8:1-3; 17:1-5 and the comments in Frevel, “Torah,” 32-33; Pyschny,
Fiihrung, 330. In addition, see also Grafius, Reading, 37-46, who examines the structure
of command and execution in the Book of Numbers, but leaves out not only the textual
history but also the evidence from Exod and Lev, presupposing a distinction between
P and non-P and narrative and legislative texts. Nevertheless, some of his observation
can be correlated with the following results.
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alone. No calls to be delivered to or implicitly addressing the Israelites
are directly introduced in this way, whether with an imperative, a jussive,
or an infinitive absolute like in Num 25:17 (MT: 919%, but cf. SP: 199%;
LXX: gx0paivete).'® Thus, the shorter text can, in some respects, be
viewed as the more difficult text.

In contrast, the phrasing of the text plus is also unusual for divine speech
requests to Moses, requesting that he deliver a one-time situational com-
mand to the Israelites. The phrase 97&% X7w" 12 X 727 only introduces
general rules and instructions that are intended to be effective for all
future. From a formal viewpoint, it is striking that these are always leg-
islative acts.'*¢ Execution of the speech request by Moses to the Israelites
or execution of the respective command by the Israelites immediately
afterward is seldom reported.'*” Given the legislative performance of
God’s speech that aims at permanent and future validity, this is also not
necessarily intended. Similar observations can be made for the formulaic
speech request 27X NNXI PRW" 12 BR 927, Here, too, general provi-
sions oriented to the future are given. Neither the delivery by Moses nor
their implementation needs to be noted.'*® One unique exception can be
found in Num 16:23-24. Here, 9mX> 1797 X 927 is used as a speech

145 Cf., e.g., [MnRY] nwn R ma° 9nx" in Num 3:40; 7:4, 11; 11:16; 17:25 et passim.
This introduction of speech is never used for general statutes. For the more frequent
[nx>] Awn 5% ma® 937, of. Num 8:5; 10:1; 13:1; 17:9; 20:7, 31:1 et passim.
Num 14:26; 34:16, 18 are liminal cases that oscillate between an exhortation to
Moses and an exhortation to the Israelites and could therefore be noted as exceptions
to this rule. Another exception is Num 8:23-24, but it goes with the additional formula
155 WK NN

146 Exod 31:12-13 (keeping the Sabbath); Lev 4:1-2 (sin offering); 6:17-18 + 177% ©

17132 5 (priestly share in the sin offering); 7:22-23 (fat and blood consumption);

7:28-29 (well-being offering); 12:1-2 (purity rules for women after birth); 23:23-24

(blast of trumpets); 23:33-34 (Feast of Booths); Num 9:9-10 (special rules for Pass-

over under the conditions of impurity and on the road). Cf. also Num 6:23: 5X 917

RS 113 PRI IR 27:6: MRS 7270 HRWwe 12 SR Exod 12:3 (Passover) also counts

among these cases since the specification of the date is aimed at the future and not only

at the concrete implementation in vv. 21-39. On Lev 21 (purity rules for the priests),

cf. note 148.

Only in Lev 23:44 with a summary notice for all feast times. Again, on Lev 21,

cf. note 148.

48 Cf. Lev 1:1-2; 17:1-2; 18:1-2; 19:1-2; 22:17-18; 23:1-2, 9-10; 25:1-2; 27:1-2;
Num 5:11-12; 6:1-2; 15:1-2, 1617, 37-38; 33:50-51; 35:9-10, cf. also Num 18:25:
anPR NIRY 9370 87190 PR, and 28:1; 34:1: oabR nInR1 HRIW" 212 DX X, A special
case is Lev 21:1-2: @nbx NInX) X 232 23757 5K 0K; 21:16-17: 7R BX 927
9nx% (purity regulations for the priests). Here, the transmission of the divine precept
by Moses is explicitly stated in Lev 21:24. The immediate observance and implemen-
tation of the precept is ad hoc constitutive and relevant to salvation for Israel. Another
exception is Num 8:1-2 ¥5X n9nR1 197X DX 927 (service to the lampstand) with the
implementation in 8:3.

147
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request to Moses for a one-time situational command. Different from
Num 25:16-18,'* Moses’ delivery of the command to the Israelites is
explicitly stated in Num 16:26, as is its execution in Num 16:27. Thus,
while Num 16:23-24 is an exception, it is not entirely comparable to the
case in Num 25:16.

In contrast, speech requests that respond to a concrete situation narrated
in the text and deliver a one-time command, are more likely to use the
phrase PXw~ *12 BX 927 or the construction x %X 91x. These are usually
followed by a concrete command in the form of an imperative or a jussive
to be executed once, the execution of which is also reported in the follow-
ing text.'>

Against the background of these results, the assessment of the possible
smoothening character of the text plus in Num 25:16 is dependent on the
interpretation of the following divine command in Num 25:17-18:

“17: Press the Midianites (in a hostile way) [ :@aPIX Qn°>mM 22" DX NS 17
and smite them 18: for they are pressing you | 9wx am*»512 255 on ox "> 18
(in a hostile way) with their guile, (with) which | 215 937 %1 9we 927 5y 055 1521
they beguiled you in the matter of Peor and in Q13 72n7 ONAR TR XW1 N2
the matter of Cozbi, the daughter of a/the chief- IMMYD 927 SV DR
tain of Midian, their sister, who was slain on
the day of the plague in the matter of Pe‘or.”

This divine command abruptly concludes Num 25°s complicated nar-
rative threads. It is difficult to see how it relates to the rest of the chap-
ter. In terms of composition, the verses point to the war against Midian
in Num 31. With this junction as the literary context for Num 25:16-18,
Num 31 can be understood as the execution of the command. This would
support reading Num 25:16-18 as a one-time situative command. However,
the literary-historical relationship between the two chapters is difficult to
assess because Num 31 begins with a renewed and different call for venge-
ance on Midian that is addressed to Moses alone (vv. 1-2). Moses imme-
diately executes this command, who calls the Israelites for vengeance,
enlists the fighters, and sends them to war (vv. 3-6). If the command in

149 Num 31:3 cannot be understood as an execution of the speech command, since,
with the root op1, Moses’ speech is clearly related to the preceding divine speech in
Num 31:1-2.

150" For bxw» "12 5% 927, cf. Exod 14:1-2, 15; 16:12; 25:1-2 (the execution is narrated in
Ex 35-40); Lev 16:1-2: TnR 1978 5% 727; Num 17:1-2: 757 797X 12 YK X TnK;
17:16-17. Only in Num 5:6 is this not the case, but see note 131 on the missing 9X>;
another exception is Num 19:1-2. For x & 9nx, cf. Exod 7:19; 8:1, 12; 16:9; 33:5.
The command to speak in Num 14:28, however, is not followed by an explicit execution.
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Num 25:16-18 was originally composed without Num 31 in the context,
it could also be understood as a general rule for Israel’s future relations
with Midian. Even without these literary-historical presuppositions and
with Num 31 in the context, the same interpretation of Num 25:16-18
as general rule is possible. Then, Num 25:16-18 would provide a general
rule and a second concrete call could be found in Num 31:1-3."5" Thus,
the nature of the command in Num 25:16-18 is difficult to discern, and
any decision must be made considering literary-historical presuppositions
and consequences.

This situation complicates the evaluation of the text plus. If the com-
mand is understood as a one-time situative command to the Israelites to
be delivered by Moses, the missing speech request and its execution in
MT SP is unusual and can be judged a more difficult text,'>? which could
have triggered the addition of 9mX% 587w "12 5X 927. Conversely, the
text of the plus is uncommon for speech requests preceding one-time situa-
tive commands and, in this respect, constitutes a difficult text, too — or
it intensifies the possibility to read the command as a general rule, which
can be seen as an easier reading in the context under certain presupposi-
tions. Thus, the lectio difficilior is not easy to discern.

At this point, several text-critical decision aids coincide in opposite
ways. On the one hand, the lectio brevior potior speaks in favor of MT
SP. At the same time, it is impossible to say which reading is the more
difficult one (lectio difficilior potior). Additionally, a decision on whether
a harmonization is involved cannot be made without certain presup-
positions and without including literary-historical reasoning. Finally,
the evidence of the double 97&% can support both an argument for the
assumption of a haplography and the assumption of Fortschreibung by
“Wiederaufnahme.” The latter could have occurred at several points in
the (literary) history of the text. In sum, the question of the valuation of
the text plus as a textual or literary variant and the explanation of its gene-
sis cannot be clearly answered in Num 25:16. Moreover, the case impress-
ingly shows that an evaluation by purely textual criteria runs blindly; the
discussion of the evidence should, in any event, include literary criteria
and logics.

151 For the history of research, a detailed discussion of the problem, and a hypothesis on
the literary history of the chapters cf. Schifers, Textentstehung.

152 On the reading of MT (719%) vs. SP (177%) LXX (CEy0paivete) at the beginning of
v. 17, the puzzling infinitive absolute in MT can also be valued as a slight harmoni-
zation since the speech is addressed to Moses and is thus not expected to begin with
an imperative plural.
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b) Additional (Parts of a) Formula and Formulaic Language: Num 30:9;
31:48; 35:21

Three further pluses concern variations of formulae (Num 30:9; 35:21)
or formulaic language (Num 31:48) through additional elements.

Num 30:9:

MT: R0 NRY 779V WX A7TITNR DT ANIR X1 AWK vy i3 o)
TAPTMZY MAM AYDITPY TI0K WX THpY

SP: RVIM IR DY IWR 07T DR DM ANK RI AWK YR 013 OX)
:% M0 MAM NwDl DY 710X WK 7°NDYw

4QNum®: 133 1 A"0RY 77372 D19[ X DT AN XU AWOR YIRw a1ra a]x)

LXX: gav 8& dvavevov Gvavebon 6 avip adtiic, 7 dv Huépa

dkovoT, Taoal al vy ol avTNg Kol 0l Oplopol adTig, odg
dpicato Kata TG Yoy g adtg, ob pevovoly, Ot & avip
Gvévevcey Am’ ovTig, Kol KOplog kabaplel avtnyv.

In Num 30:9, 4QNum® and LXX attest the additional words 12 and
71"90R) (“her bindings/vows”). As Jastram mentions, this is a special case
because the vow formula varies in all instances (Num 30:5, 6, 8, 9, 12,
15), providing different patterns in all witnesses, as demonstrated in
Table 3.

AMOR Y3 MR IR T Y3 MR Sam MOIS

hak' 3} T Y3 samgon
DMOR YN MY o
R M MM Yy mes
Y0 1M 9 QSam M¥6, Q Sam G¥8, Q G¥9, Sam™S
DY XY MY gess
XY 1mm MX38Qere
OX) I M08 Ketd

hARRb] MR Sam M9

Table 3: Overview of the Variation in
the Formulaic Listing of the Vows in Num 30'**

153 Only a part of the verse is preserved because it is placed at the bottom of a column and
the beginning of the next one is not extant.

154 The chart is taken from Jastram, Book of Numbers, 170. The text for Num 30,9MT must
be corrected to the Sg. 971,
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Therefore, Jastram considers that there might indeed have been an orig-
inal form of the vow formula, even though it remains partly elusive: While
it cannot be reconstructed in the case of 919, he considers the text in MT
and SP to be the more original for 71"70X1 and the plus to be a harmoni-
zation, because the vows are always mentioned together.'>> However, it
is not entirely comprehensible why both pluses are evaluated separately
and are said to have entered the text one after the other. Either a general
volatility of the formulaic phrase is to be assumed, which is what the above
list suggests,'*® or both pluses are to be attributed to harmonization. Since
LXX also has two unique pluses that use formulations comparable to vv. 7,
13,57 a multi-staged phenomenon of harmonization can also be expected
here.

Other than Num 30:9; 35:21, Num 31:48 displays narrative text in terms
of genre, but the mentioning of the leaders of the military units has a for-
mulaic character, especially in the second plus, which is contained only in
4QNum®.

Num 31:48:
MT: NIRRT ) SPEYRT I XY "BYR? WK 0IpR MYk oK 12PN
SP: IDIRDT WY 2°BRRI MW K2V "DPR? WK 0IPD Twn DR 129pM

4QNum®: w1 07ebrA P R3ARA DIRS WK 037ipon 21 Av[in [Pk 129p7]
LXX: Kai tpocshibov tpoc Mwvetv mdvieg ol kabeatopévol ic t0g
yopyiog The duvapems, yiiiapyol Kol EKatovTapyot,

In this case, an additional 15 alone would not be particularly astonish-
ing,">® but a connection with the second plus documented only in 4QNum"
also seems quite likely. If “all” leaders of the army must come to Moses,
the further detail “those who came back from the war” (X2xn o°Ran
nnnnn) seems to aim at an even more precise indication of the persons
involved. Jastram reconstructs the text according to Num 31:14 because
it offers the closest parallel and fits into the available space.'>® So, a text-
historically multi-staged phenomenon of harmonization or alignment could
very likely be documented here. A trigger for a haplography cannot be

155 Cf. Jastram, Book of Numbers, 170-71.

136 Cf. also the evidence for Num 28:14a where a similar variability in the listing of the
drink-offerings can be observed in the versions; on that case see also note 100.

For comments, see Tov, “Septuagint of Numbers,” 192.

158 Cf., e.g., the text plus in 4QNum® 11:32 or the text minus in Num 25:4XXX,

159 Cf. Jastram, Book of Numbers, 173.
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recognized in either case. However, as in other cases, it is not immediately
obvious why a scribe should have considered this adjustment necessary.
It should not be forgotten that such a small text plus could also be under-
stood as a hint to a former non-intentional variability in the formulation
of the text. The rule “every text plus that exhibits text that is also docu-
mented elsewhere in the context must be considered a harmonization and
therefore necessarily secondary” should not be set absolute too hastily.
In Num 35:21, the text plus consists of the coined formula nm1 N
nx9n (“the murderer must certainly be killed”) in a legislative text.

Num 35:21:

MT: MXIT"NR N1 077 PRA X MET 1207 NRITNT NN 1172 090 AR N
:12-ivap3

SP: DR N 070 DRI NI AXD DN DN DI DHM 1T 11D 729K IR

12 7WAD2 NXON

4QNum®:  nmr nn [0 1% a907] DA N1n nIn ]T0a aa naR(a ]
12 wiDa[ 1R AR P 1O a7 BRI AxIn

LXX: 1 e pijviv éndtagev avtov 11 yeipi, kol drobavn, avato
Oavatobebm 6 Tatdéag, povevtng éotv: Bavate Bavatovcho O
QOVEL®V' O AYYIGTEVOV TO aiflo ATOKTEVET TOV POVELGAVTA &V
@ GLVOVTHIoOL ADT.

Here too, a source for possible harmonization can be identified
(Num 35:16, 17, 18), but the longer text seems more difficult at first sight.
In v. 21a it is already stated that the murderer must be killed: nmy nin
X7 11%9 7151 (“the one who smote must certainly be killed, he is a mur-
derer”) before the additional text adds again nx971 n»” N1 (“the murderer
must certainly be killed””). No secondary loss of text due to haplography
is well conceivable. Tov, therefore, considers the plus to be “tautologi-
cal,”!®! but still a harmonization because it can be observed for other
cases that harmonization did not produce a “better” text.'o? Jastram refers
to the somewhat erratic plus, which can be found in 4QNum" 35:18 (n»
112157 nmv[). He suspects a merging of different formulations in both
cases, which is regarded as secondary.'®® The pragmatics of the plus can
perhaps be illuminated a little more by considering the structure of vv. 16—
18. Here, it is first stated separately in each case that a certain deed makes

160 4QNum® has a unique text plus here.

Tov, “Textual Harmonization,” 44.
Cf. Tov, “Textual Harmonization,” 44, see also idem, “Septuagint of Numbers,” 188.
163 Cf. Jastram, Book of Numbers, 178-79.
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someone a murderer (X177 11%9) before it is confirmed that the murderer
must be killed in any case (%97 n» ). Since in the context of asy-
lum cities it is important to distinguish without doubt a murderer to be
killed from a manslayer who is eligible for asylum, it might have seemed
necessary to insert the killing formula here in the same form as in the
other cases. In Hebrew, both the manslayer and the murderer are referred
to as %7 and only additional details distinguish the legal status.'** Here,
the duplication of content would have been accepted in favor of the for-
mal iteration. Again, a variability in the placement of formulaic phrases
may also explain the text plus, as already observed in Num 30:9 and also
documented in Num 28:14.

However, it is noteworthy that including the plus into a hypothetical
older text would result in situation that, according to the rules of literary
criticism, would necessitate assuming a literary-historical addition in
vv. 20-21 even more urgently than was already discussed in research on
this passage anyway.'® While vv. 16-18 enumerate three possible cases
of intentional homicide, each of which ends with the statement “he is a
murderer, the murderer must certainly be killed” (nx97 nn1® D1 X 1%9),
a first conclusion already follows in v. 19, which states the resulting task
of the blood avenger: “The blood avenger, he shall kill the murderer;
when he meets him, he shall kill him” (W392 1297 DR N°° K17 270 PR
10 X7 12). In contrast, the three cases of intentional killing listed in
vv. 20-21a fall slightly behind. Structurally, they differ from the enu-
meration in vv. 16-18, because they do not conclude each individual
offense with the formula (X977 nMY° N1 K 1x%9). In v. 21b then follows
once again the description of the task of the blood avenger, which is
somewhat shorter than the phrase mentioned above in v. 19: “The blood
avenger shall kill the murderer when he meets him” (PR n° 077 PRA
12 w203 nx97). In 4QNum, there is a unique plus at this point. With the
additional ¥y, it displays a text that is even more similar to v. 19 in
terms of structure: 12 1W3ipa[ NP7 DR N1 X7 277 YRI5, This plus
can, of course, also be explained as harmonizing with v. 19.'% However,
if a literary critic were to find the longer text with the plus in v. 21a
in MT resp. his or her reconstructed “oldest” text, it would necessitate
assuming an addition or Fortschreibung of the provisions in vv. 20-21
by means of “Wiederaufnahme.” The formally different presentation of
the three cases in vv. 20-21aca and the duplication of the killing formula

164 Cf. Schmidt, “Leviten- und Asylstidte,” 104-5.
165 Cf. Seebass, Numeri 22,2-36,13, 436-37.
166 So does Jastram, Book of Numbers, 179.
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(v. 18b, 21a[incl. plus]) together with the subsequently repeated mention
of the blood avenging task (v. 19a-b,, 21b) would strongly speak for this
hypothesis, as Table 4 also illustrates.

_n%90 e min v. 18b

WD N¥ON DR N R 070 ORAv. 19
2300 R 2

LY TOWR IR DT ARIWI aXY v, 20
NP7 7UTa

NP NI NHM 1T 0N AR V. 21
X7 1%9 000

v. 18b: The murderer must certainly
be killed.

v. 19: The blood avenger shall kill the
murderer; when he meets him, he shall
kill him.

v. 20: If he pushes him out of hatred, or
throws something at him with malicious
intent, and he dies, v. 21: or he smites
him in hostility with his hand, and he

dies, then he who has smitten must be
killed, he is a murderer.

The murderer must certainly be Killed.
The blood avenger|, he] shall kill the
murderer when he meets him.

nxan nm Mn
112 WAD3 1% DX D[R] 870 PR

Table 4: Illustration of Doubled Passages in the Longer Text of Num
35:18b-21 in 4QNum® and LXX

Therefore, it is of great importance to be able to identify secondary
harmonization as such without doubt, since an older longer text would
influence the results in literary criticism.'¢’

A further group of cases shows additional content-relevant elements in
a narrative passage or a direct speech that can also be found in other verses
in the closer context.

¢) Additional Content with Reference to the Closer Context: Num 22:11(2x);
22:18; 23:3; 32:30

In Num 22:11 two text pluses appear in Balaam’s rendition of Balak’s
speech, whose text can also be found in Balak’s speech delivered by his
messengers in v. 5 (*>nn 2w* ®X3M) and v. 6 (Y87 ). Therefore, the
assumption of a harmonizing alignment of the speech and the respective

167 The same applies, for example, to the LXX-plus in Num 31:8, where the additional

101 Tpavpatiolg adtdv at the end of the verse seems to be completely unmotivated as
a harmonizing plus. On the contrary, an older longer text would let appear the mention
of the names of the five kings of Midian as well as of Balaam as a supplement that
can be discriminated by literary-critical means taking into account the doubled mention
of the slain of Midian as indicating an insertion by “Wiederaufnahme,” cf. Robker,
Balaam, 211-12.
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speech report suggests itself. Jastram and Tov also come to this conclusion.'®
However, slight triggers for a haplography due to homoioarcton can be
identified (from 7RI to ANYY and from 17°NWHN to TAR"M).

Num 22:11:

MT: AR DK HTRAp 727 ARY YIXT PYTIR 027 0MIgRR X¥ Oyn ma
AW 12 aniah B

SP: 5218 "X DX 7D a3ap 155 1N TORT 1Y DR DOM 0°xXnn XX° Oy 77

4QNumP:  [79% Ny "21mn Jawy ARIm pINA Y DR 0% 2¥9%AH XY oy mIn

LXX: 1800 Aaodc &EeAnivfey 2E Alydmrov, xai 18ob kexdAveev'®’
™V dyv T NG, Kol ovtog &ykdOntal &xouevoc pov kol vov
devpo dpacai pot adtov, ei dpa duvioopatl TatdEol adTOV Kol

EKBoA® adTOV Ao TNC YNC.

In addition, there are further text pluses and variants with other match-
ing patterns between the versions in Num 22:11 that seem to be associ-
ated with the two cases mentioned. kol idov, which is used only in LXX,
can be evaluated as a further alignment with v. 5 (7705 1337).!7° Further-
more, 4QNum® LXX SP read x%° oy m17 (“Behold, a people has come
out”) at the beginning of the verse, while MT — unlike in v. 5 (Qy 77
Xx°)! — attests a definite participle construction: X¥*7 ayn 1371 (“Behold,
the people that has come out”). MT has not only the longer but also the
more difficult text, as evidenced by the following ©2". Jastram considers
the shorter reading of 4QNum® LXX SP to be original.!”' For the genesis
of the reading in MT, he offers possible explanations, which are plausible.
A simple dittography of the He at the end of 71171 could have led to the

168 See Jastram, Book of Numbers, 139; Tov, “Septuagint of Numbers,” 185, 191. Here
again, as in the case of Num 20:10, the outcomes of differing guiding presuppositions
are traceable when comparing these judgements with the reasoning of Robker, Balaam,
76. He sees the first plus as an attestation of an older reading because of its attestation
in 4QNum®: “While it might be tempting to ignore this as a late harmonization during
the course of reception history, it is attested in 4QNum®, adding credence to its repre-
senting the older reading. It will be regarded as such here. It was presumably removed
in the Hebrew traditions of M and Smr as redundant.”
Wevers, Notes, 366, has opted for reading éxaivyev with largest part of the mss (except
for the d, t, n group and Ms 527 with katexéivyev, cf. Num 22:5) and not kekdAvpev
with LXX® and Ms 71.
170 Cf. Tov, “Septuagint of Numbers,” 191; Jastram, Book of Numbers, 139. Cf. also
note 169 for the change to aorist.
171 Cf. Jastram, Book of Numbers, 138, see also Rosel, “Textiiberlieferung,” 225.

169
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definite article in av#. Alternatively, the additional He could have resulted
from a mistaken word division of a too narrowly written oy that would
have been divided into avi1 771 in the first step, and then would have been
changed to the more common spelling avii 1717, Finally, the finite form Xx»
would have been understood as an attributive participle and would have
been changed into a definite form to fit the (now) definite avi.!”?

The example of Num 22:11 shows, as already noticed in Num 30:9;
31:48; 35:21, that the text pluses seem to be integrated into a dense net-
work of successive chains of harmonization of smaller text elements. Their
directions are not always unambiguous to discern, and their connection
and diachronic genesis have not yet been sufficiently researched in terms
of textual history.

A similar case can be found in Num 22:18 in Balaam’s speech to
Balak’s messengers. 4QNum® and LXX share a text plus at the end of
the verse that corresponds to Balaam’s recapitulation of his speech to the
messengers in the conversation with Balak in Num 24:13. The plus can
therefore be evaluated as harmonization.!”? Additionally, LXX has a unique
variant (tolg dpyovoiv) that can also be evaluated as harmonizing with
Num 22:13 (and possibly 22:35). The p®3 *7av, which are mentioned
only here in Num 22-24, are changed into the Pb: "W, on the basis of
Num 22:13-17 (and possibly 22:35).!74

Num 22:18:

MT: 229 X5 201 ARR 3 N9 PP "TITON P23 YT3TON TN DYY3 9N
%12 iR Maup Nivys bR M *eTnR DAy

SP: 591X X2 371 1R 7193 1073 K91 o3 75 10 ax P 173y HR RM oy

al%[2 AP0 1 maop MwyD At mAt D DR N[avH Do

4QNum®:  xJ¥%[ Jaan AB3[ 1n°2] [x]ih pha 5[ 00 ox pha 72y D] MR avha

LXX: kai arekpifn Bakadp kai sinev toic dpyovsty Bakdx "Edv 8@ pot
Baldk mAnpn TOV oikov avtod dpyvpiov kai ypvciov, od duvNGo-
pot mopafivat T PpRpe Kupiov Tob g0l molfoul adTod HIKPOV 1

péya év th davoig pov

172 Cf. Jastram, Book of Numbers, 138-39.

173 Cf. Tov, “Septuagint of Numbers,” 191 [“v. 13” has to be corrected into “24:13;”
KMS]; Jastram, Book of Numbers, 143, who reconstructs the preposition 2 with LXX,
which differs from 24:13 MT, but also considers it possible that original » was misread
as 2.

174 Cf. Tov, “Septuagint of Numbers,” 191 [“Num 24:13” has to be corrected into “v. 13;”
KMS].
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The last two pluses in the group “Additional content related to the
closer context” are more extensive than the examples discussed so far as
they comprise more than one sentence, and they both display different
characteristics.

Num 23:3 contains an extensive plus with an execution notice on
Balaam’s speech from the first part of the verse: “And Balaam said to
Balak, ‘Stand by your burnt offering. But I will go, perhaps YHWH will let
me meet him, and what he lets me see, [ will tell you.” [And he went.] And
Balak stood beside his burnt offering. And Balaam met God. And he
walked upon a bare height.”

Num 23:3:

MT: 1UDRP? M 1R VAN N29K) NPYTOY 231 poI? 0Yra N
DY PN 7 "RTAT IKTTAR 937

SP: NRIPL 20K RIR? "PIR 197K1 N5V By 2% ni pha bR ovha nxn

2BY 777 T2 DT IR 7D 93

4QNumb®: D3RR 7R "R 79X "R 790Dy DY 2% N pha br ayha ]
5Ny By pba 3%nm 791 1519 [T IR An 93T NRpY]

[ow 791 D2moxr Dy 79p1] avha

LXX: kai eimev Boladp npdg Bokdx MopdotO émi i Busiog cov, Kai
mopeboopat, €1 pot eaveitat 6 Heog v cuvavinoet, kol PHua, O v
pot 6gién, dvayyedd cot. kol mapéotn Barak émi thg Buciog adtov,
kol Bolaop émopetn énepmticot tov Oov Kol émopevbn edbeiav.

The Greek text differs somewhat from the extant and the reconstructed
text of the plus in 4QNumb®. First, it is noticeable that énopevOn &nepm-
thoat is the equivalent of the reconstructed 719p1. Jastram points out that
a comparable equivalence also occurs in Num 23:15 where the Greek
text reads Yo 8¢ mopevoopat nepwtiicat in the place of AIPR *21x1.173
This can be explained as a translation choice that seeks to avoid the
impression of an overly direct encounter between God and Balaam for
theological reasons, but we cannot be sure that there was no 1'7’1 in the
Vorlage. €00¢iav for the difficult "bw can be explained as a translation
choice, t00.!7® The missing equivalent for the first 79", however, must be
assessed as a variant proper. Jastram supposes that it might have been lost
due to homoioarcton with 2%°n" in the Hebrew Vorlage or by haplography
in the Greek text (xoi [émopetn xoi] mopéotn). This corruption in the

175 Cf. Jastram, “Text,” 185, followed by Résel, “Textiiberlieferung,” 216.
176 Cf. Rosel and Schlund, “Arthmoi,” 486; Jastram, “Text,” 185, esp. note 12 with reference
to Jer 3:2.
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Greek text or its Vorlage would then have prevented an extensive hap-
lography due to the double 75" at the beginning and the end of the verse,
as it most likely happened in MT and SP. According to Jastram, this same
opportunity for a haplography in MT SP, which can explain their shorter
text, is a major indication that the text plus must be considered “origi-
nal.”'"” It must be pointed out, however, that precisely this double 757
can also be evaluated as an indication for a literary Fortschreibung by
means of “Wiederaufnahme,” as already seen for the analogue cases in
Num 22:17; 25:16; 36:1. This Fortschreibung, of course, does not have
to have occurred on the level of a later harmonization in the Vorlage of
LXX and 4QNum?®, but could also have occurred earlier in the literary his-
tory and would then have resulted in a text loss later on, all the more so
since the subject of the first 791 seems ambiguous, as it is unclear whether
Balaam or Balak “goes.” However, Tov considers the plus a secondary
harmonization, because it uses the same technique as in the pre-Samaritan
text pluses in Exod 7-11, namely the alignment of command and execution.'”
Without further ado, the decision on the textual character of Num 23:3
cannot be made.

There is one more text plus in Num 23:3 in 4QNum® (758 *>1x)
against MT SP (7199%7). The Greek text tradition is somewhat divided in
this case with LXXBFM 0-29-707 f321"™e-344™e 527 392 7 59 799'7° read-
ing the shorter xai mTopevcopat, while LXX”V and the rest of the mss,
especially b, d t n and the Catena group, read the longer éy® 8¢ mopev-
copot. In light of the attestation of 75X *>1X1 in 4QNum®, Wevers has
reconsidered his critical text in the Géttingen Septuagint edition, in which
he followed LXX®, and has voted for 8y® 8¢ instead of the simple xai
as the more original reading of the Greek text.'®® Rosel and Jastram con-
sider the reading of 4QNum® and LXX-Mss a harmonization with v. 15
(7PN "21x1).18! This additional evidence slightly increases the probability
of a secondary plus in the rest of the verse as well. As 4QNum® reads 79p°
with MT against SP LXX, it must be kept in mind, however, that the textual

177" Cf. Jastram, Book of Numbers, 147-48; idem, “Text,” 186. See also Rosel, “Textiiber-

lieferung,” 216, with reference to the preceding 7%/, which may have contributed

to an aberratio oculi.

Cf. Tov, “Septuagint of Numbers,” 191-92, without reference to 4QNum®, now

included in the list in idem, “Palestinian Source,” 34 note 73; see also Zahn, “Samar-

itan Pentateuch,” 297-98, who draws parallels to the pragmatics of supplementation

in the Lucianic/Antiochene texts and refers to 1 Sam 9:3.

179" See also the Latin witness of 100 and Aeth Bo® Sa Syh.

180 Cf. Wevers, Notes, 385.

181 Cf. Rosel, “Textiiberlieferung,” 217. Jastram, Book of Numbers, 146, is a little more cau-
tious, since he also sees an opportunity for text loss due to homoioarcton: 77[R *2]x.

178
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situation in Num 23:3-4 is complex, with different diverging patterns of
agreement between the versions.'$?

The evaluation of another variant in Num 23:3 shows how contingent
such decisions are, depending on the general presuppositions about the
textual character of the versions: 4QNum® LXX SP read a*n%R against
MT m7°. While the attestation of 2°7%X in all three versions for Rosel
is a reason to assume the originality of the reading,'®? it is precisely this
pattern that gives reason for Tov to classify the reading as secondary har-
monization, as he analyzes the evidence of the versions against the back-
ground of his two-block hypothesis.'#*

The last case of the variant pattern in Num 32:30, which is now being
examined, is just as extensive as the plus in Numbers 23:3, but the case is
slightly different in that no clear textual basis and no sure reason for possible
harmonization can be identified. Nor is there any discernible trigger for text
omission. In 4QNum® only a few letters are preserved, but a]i*wi (“their
wives”) is clearly legible. This word is missing in MT and SP, so its docu-
mentation in 4QNum® is very revealing. From the column height and line
length in col. XXVIII it can be seen that 4QNum® must have had more text
than MT and SP. Jastram has therefore reconstructed the verse according to
LXX.'" Certainly, the text in 4QNum® may have been different from MT SP
as well as from LXX. However, given the other exclusive matches, the prob-
ability of an identical or comparable text in LXX and 4QNum?® is very high.

Num 32:30:

MT: 11912 PIR2 0DON2 1N 2DRR 0°%IPn 172V KON
SP: :JVI5 PIR2 0D2INA AR OONK X1 172 XD OX)
4QNum®: 1861959977 79777 2105] [manbnb anonk ovibn 1Ma]si kb ax ]

187[11x711 1930 PR DX 192710 antipn DX a]Aws [DRY) apy DX

182 See on that below notes 204 and 205.

183 Cf. Rosel, “Textiiberlieferung,” 217: “Wihrend die G im Bereich der Gottesnamen offen-
bar eine eigene Ubersetzungsstrategie verfolgte, sind im Smr und 4QNum® nur wenige
Auffilligkeiten zu beobachten [...]. Daher scheint mir in 23,3 die Lesung 219X die besser
bezeugte und daher gegeniiber dem MT vorzuziehende zu sein.” Jastram, Book of Num-
bers, 147, is a bit more cautious and votes for “probably original” for the same reasons.

184 Cf. Tov, “Septuagint of Numbers,” 195.

185 Cf. Jastram, Book of Numbers, 175-77; idem, “Text,” 178-79.

186 Tnstead of reconstructing koi StafiBécete as 1772y (waw + imperative), Jastram has

later opted for Wever’s reconstruction an9aym (we-qatal/consecutive perfect; in:

Wevers, Notes, 543 note 32), because it better fits the we-qatal ann at the end of v. 29,

cf. Jastram, review of Notes on the Greek Text of Numbers (by Wevers), 66.

The reconstruction in Jastram, “4QNumP®,” gives the text only up to here, since lines 13—

16 are missing in col. XXVIIL. In idem, “Text,” 179, the entire verse is reconstructed

and ends with 1¥15 X2 17255102 at the beginning of line 13.

187
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4QLev—Num®: T¥ID $IR2 O[25N3 TMIND Q2NN 27¥170 1927 8D ar)
LXX: gav 8¢ un dwpaoty évomiiopévor ued’ dudv gig tov

noélepov Evavtl Kupiov, kai diafifdoete TNV _GrooKeLnV
oOTOV KOl TOC YLVOIKOC aDTOV Kol T¢ KTAVN aOTOV TPOTEPU
buadv gig yfiiv Xavaayv, kol cuykatakinpovoundncovtal v
Uiy év ) v Xavaav.

The plus contains an additional provision in Moses’ speech vv. 28-30,
in which he announces to Eleazar, Joshua, and the heads of the tribal
fathers’ houses the conditions for Reuben’s and Gad’s inheritance east of
the Jordan:

29: If the Gadites and Reubenites cross the Jordan with you, each
armed for battle before YHWH, and the land is subdued before you, you
shall give them the land of Gilead as their property. 30: But if they
don’t cross armed with you fo battle before YuwH, you shall bring their
children, and their wives, and their cattle before you, and they shall
inherit among you the land of Canaan.

Unlike the previous examples, there is no trigger for an accidental text
loss during transmission here. Moreover, a textual source for a possible
harmonizing insertion cannot be clearly determined. The phrase 2210
M 1% nnnbnb nnonr (“equipped to fight with you before YHWH™)
appears in various variations in Num 32:17, 20, 21, 29, 32, but is never
the same. For Jastram, this is a reason to evaluate the plus as “original”
and to assume an aberratio oculi, which led to a line jump in the later
transmission of the text.'®® Tov has not included the case in his earlier lists
of harmonizations in 4QNumP. He mentions it as a literary variant in his
handbook, but he now lists the case as harmonization.'®

The raison d’étre of the text plus for Jastram lies in v. 5, in the request
of the Gadites and Reubenites to stay east of the Jordan: “Do not lead us
across the Jordan/do not make us cross the Jordan (j79°71 nX 1192vn BX).”
Jastram concludes that it is reasonable to assume that the provisions stipu-
lated by Moses mention not only the consequence of fulfilling the obli-
gation to assist in the conquest of the land — East Jordanian land owner-
ship (v. 29) — but also that of not fulfilling the obligation. In addition to
the promised inheritance in Canaan, this would include a forced crossing
of the Jordan in the latter case (v. 30): “What they were seeking to avoid
was to be forced to cross the Jordan into Canaan. It would be fitting, then,

188 Cf. Jastram, Book of Numbers, 175-77; idem, “Text,” 178-80.

189 Cf. the lists in Tov, “Samaritan Pentateuch,” 398; idem, “Septuagint of Numbers,”
188; idem, Textual Criticism, 3rd ed., 322; and now idem, “Palestinian Source,” 34
note 73.
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that the conditions originally laid by Moses included the stipulation that
the two and a half tribes would be forced to cross the Jordan into Canaan
if they did not fulfill their obligations.” ! However, this does not explain
why the plus emphasizes that in the event of non-compliance with the
obligation, the children, the wives, and the herd property of the Gadites
and Reubenites are to be brought across the Jordan by the rest of the Isra-
elites. The families and the livestock are not discussed in v. 5, but are the
subject of the assurances articulated by the Gadites and Reubenites in
vv. 16-19, 25-27. They want to build cities for their children (qv) and pens
for their cattle (Mipn; xtfvn) by now and then to cross over with the
Israelites for battle (cf. vv. 16-17, [24 1821 qv]). Moses agrees with this
wish in v. 24: “Build cities for your families (qv) and hurdles for your
sheep (JX%; xt1vn), and do what your mouth has spoken.” In vv. 25-27,
the petitioners assure once again that they will comply with the obligation:
“25b: Your servants will do what my lord commands. 26: Our children
(Av), our women (2°W1), our herds (713pn),'"! and all our livestock!'** will
stay there in the cities of Gilead. 27: But your servants will cross over to
the battle, each one armed for war before YHWH, as my Lord says.” The
“wives/women” are mentioned only here in MT, SP, and LXX. There-
fore, the phrase ai*1pn NRY 27°wW3 DR DY DX from the text plus has its
closest equivalent in v. 26. The closest, but certainly not literal, parallel
to the first part of the plus (77 "38% AnMAPM%) can be found in v. 29:
M 1% AnnonS vion . The plus is thus very closely connected with
the immediate context in terms of content and language, but, at the same
time, cannot be fully explained by the simple insertion of text from other
verses. Given the virulent problem of the “already and not yet” of the
East Jordanian inheritance in Num 32, the plus clarifies the question
what is to happen to the families and livestock that are potentially already
settled in the sense of vv. 16-19, 24 if the agreement should not be
fulfilled.

Based on these results, it would be necessary to further evaluate the plus’
influence on literary criticism in Num 32. This task cannot be pursued
in this context. Instead, the investigation will conclude with a summariz-
ing evaluation of the findings from the analysis, from which conclusions
concerning the textual history of 4QNum® and the Book of Numbers in
general will be drawn.

190 Cf. Jastram, Book of Numbers, 175-77; idem, “Text,” 178-80. Quote: ibid., 179 [empha-
sis in the original].

191 SP resolves the peculiar asyndetic sequence of MT: 1171pm1 1w 11DY.

192 1. XX does not mention the livestock twice here, but reads: kai mdvta T KTV HUOV.
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2.2 Summarizing Evaluation from a Methodical Perspective

The text pluses of the group 4QNum® LXX vs. MT SP are of different
lengths and affect different levels of the text. While the short text pluses
in the extent of only one word (Num 12:6; 13:23; 18:30; 22:9, 10; 22:17;
26:33) for the most part are rather relevant in terms of syntax, the longer
pluses with an extent of two and more words (Num [13:23]; 22:11, 18;
23:3; 25:16; 30:9; 31:48; 32:30; 35:21; 36:1) are immediately relevant
to the content.

The text pluses appear in different formal contexts or genres, namely in
speech introductions (Num 12:6; 22:9, 10; 25:16; 36:1), direct speeches
in narrative context (Num 22:11, 17, 18; 32:30), narration (Num 13:23;
23:3; 31:48), and legislative texts (Num 18:30; 30:9; 35:21). This fits
Tov’s observation that narrative and (less often) legislative texts are more
likely to become the object of harmonization than poetic passages.'®* In
some cases, a connection in terms of content can be discerned between a
previous speech and the speech now being reproduced (Num 22:11, 18)
or a request and its execution (Num 23:3). This is also a characteristic
of the editorial technique that the large pre-Samaritan text pluses exhibit.

However, the text-critical evaluation of the examined text pluses has
proven ambiguous in some cases. A first group of cases is only slightly
problematic. The text pluses in Num [13:23]; 22:11 show only slight trig-
gers for a possible secondary text loss by haplography due to homoioarcton.
In these cases, a presumed harmonization by text insertion from other
places usually outweighs the indications for a possible secondary text loss.
Similar observations can be made for the pluses of other agreement pat-
terns between the versions that were also analyzed above (Num 22:17;
23:3). In four cases (Num 22:17; 23:3; 25:16; 36:1), however, clear
opportunities for haplography due to homoioteleuton can be observed,
since a whole word before and at the end of the plus is identical. Jastram
therefore considers these pluses to be “(probably) original” (Num 23:3;
25:16; 36:1) or “difficult to decide” (Num 22:17; [13:23]). On the other
hand, Tov classifies Num 23:3; 25:16; 36:1 harmonizations. Text-critical
and literary-critical decision-making rules collide in these cases. The analy-
sis showed that such homoioteleuta could also result from literary Fort-
schreibung using the technique of “Wiederaufnahme,” with sometimes
serious literary-critical weight (Num 23:3; 25:16) to be considered. As
this could have happened at any level of the literary development of the

193 Cf. Tov, “Septuagint of Numbers,” 182.
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text, further complication adds to these cases. Generally, it supports the
view that simply ascribing the pluses to “later” processes of scribal har-
monization as phenomena of purely transmissional nature falls short.
Another rather difficult phenomenon is the pluses in legislative, formulaic
textual contexts, which may not be clearly judged due to the observed
variability of these textual elements. For this reason, Jastram considers
Num 30:9 to be “difficult to determine” and Num 35:21 to be the “result
of a conflation.” Tov, in contrast, sees a harmonization in Num 35:21.
However, the evaluation revealed good reasons for a possible non-secondary
character of the plus in Num 35:21, again with serious literary-critical
potential. A special case is the extensive plus in Num 32:30 because,
unlike other cases, it is difficult to speak of harmonization. The source for
inserting the text cannot be clearly determined. Thus, Jastram concludes
that the plus represents “original” text, while Tov has changed his earlier
classification of the plus from “literary” to “harmonization.” Clearly deter-
mining the harmonizing character of a plus has proven difficult in sev-
eral other cases, too (Num 23.3; 25:16; 35:12). Finally, the analysis of
Num 12:6; [13:23]; 23:3; 25:16; 35:21 showed that the text pluses do
not necessarily constitute the easier text.'** It has proven fruitful to put the
criterion of the easier vs. the more difficult text in relation to the criteria
of literary criticism to navigate and explore inconclusive cases. Difficult
texts indicate additions in literary criticism and thus are considered the
younger texts, while the easier text hints to an older text stage. The seams
resulting from the reworking of the text could as well have been smoothed
out by later omission. As with the problem of haplography due to homoio-
teleuton or homoioarcton, the criteriologies of textual and literary criti-
cism collide.

Because of the results, the division of the pluses into the categories of
earlier “literary variants” produced by “author-scribes” and later “textual
variants” going back to the work of “copyist-scribes,” as proposed by
Tov, creates more problems than it solves. While the plus in Num 32:30
can be classified relatively clearly as a literary variant that cannot be
genetically explained, and the small syntactical pluses can be classified
as textual variants, some of which can and some of which cannot be
explained genetically, the borderline between the two categories is affected
in the remaining cases. At least the pluses of two-or-more-word lengths

194 This phenomenon is also noted by Tov, “Textual Harmonization,” 43-44; idem, “Sep-
tuagint of Numbers,” 188 (both with reference to Num 35:21), but he attributes it solely
to the work of the later copyist-scribes who produced “often artificial, even tautological”
text (ibid.).
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cannot all be attributed to “late” harmonizations and could constitute
other intentional interventions!®> or, as was discussed in some cases, even
earlier text than the shorter version. From a methodical perspective, the
a priori division of the textual development into an earlier literary phase
of production and a later phase of textual transmission tends to veil that
intentional interventions took place in both phases. These interventions do
not exhibit qualitatively different logics regarding their techniques and their
literary scope even though they may often differ gradually regarding their
extent.!%

Instead of making an a priori diachronic distinction between textual and
literary variants, it has proven useful to begin with a non-diachronic dou-
ble perspective on readings, which remains open for both their analytical
text-critical potential as textual phenomena and their literary-historical

195 Tov, Textual Criticism, 3rd ed., 240, concedes: “There is a large gray area between the
activity of copyists-scribes analyzed in this chapter and that of authors and editors.” For
large parts, this problem emerges by the distinction of “textual” and “literary variants”
in the first place since both categories contain small intentional insertions: “exegetical
changes,” “harmonizations,” “explanatory and exegetical additions,” and “midrash-like
changes and additions” (textual variants) vs. “minor differences” (literary variants),
cf. ibid., 240-56, 258-62, 268. Further blurring of the boundaries between the catego-
ries is added by the distinction of genetic and non-genetic cases. On the one hand, Tov
distinguishes “variants that need to be evaluated (genetic variants)” from “variants that
need not be evaluated (non-genetic variants)” (ibid., 267-68) with only synonymous
readings and “differences created in the course of the literary growth” in the latter
category. At the same time, he is convinced that most literary variants are genetic, cf.
ibid. 165-68.

The need to intertwine textual and literary criticism is affirmed theoretically very often
and urged for by textual scholars, cf., e.g., Mikipelto, “Approach;” Crawford, “Penta-
teuchs,” but is less often operationalized in every-day historio-critical exegesis, esp. of
the Pentateuch. One reason for this may lie in the absence of a comprehensive meth-
odological framework for the connection of both perspectives. Another reason is the
often-privileged status of MT. Plus, because of the crypto-Urtext orientation in meth-
odology, exegetes also often feel forced to decide for only one reading to work with. As
a sure and solid decision against MT is not that often possible in the Pentateuch, they
not only stick with MT but also disregard readings that have been judged secondary
completely. In the subsequent analyses of the respective texts, they do not appear again.
What counts most, in my view, is the fact that literary and redactional criticism them-
selves work based on an Urtext assumption and consider literary history mostly as a
linear process. Thus, a single “oldest” or “original” text (the Urtext of textual criticism)
is needed to proceed with literary criticism within the logic of the conventional method-
ical framework. Material evidence does not suggest to be too sure about linear processes
of textual production in the so-called literary history of texts. In Schifers, Textent-
stehung, I have argued to give up on the presupposition that the qualities of the alleged
two phases in the history of the text (literary and textual history) differ substantially.
Instead, I have proposed (and applied) a methodological framework that reckons with
the same characteristics in text production and text tradition: non-linear processes,
variance as a quality of texts, and “Verdichtung” (densification) as a feature in the
evolution of the meanings and possible intertextual relations of texts.

196
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potential in the textual developments as literary phenomena. This includes
the — albeit also ambiguous — qualitative distinction between more tech-
nical changes and errors and intentional changes with a content-related
scope. The change in perspective helped explore whether the development
can be genetically explained and whether their place in the text-historical
development can be defined. In the latter case, the frequent limits of text-
historical reconstruction were openly stated. Instead of a purely dichoto-
mous perspective, it helps to work with the idea of a matrix that allows
more fluid boundaries in which the cases can be located and evaluated.
The following Table 5 illustrates this proposal.

textual phenomena literary phenomena

genetically explainable text-critical evaluation  text-historical and literary-
historical evaluation

not genetically explainable aporia to be left side by side

Table 5: Matrix for the Evaluation of Textual and Literary Phenomena

The evaluation of the results from a methodological perspective showed
that a non-dichotomous approach, which is also informed by categories
from literary criticism, leaves more room to account for the special char-
acteristics of each one of the cases instead of simply treating them as
intentional “errors” in the transmission. It remains to consider now what
the categories “original” and “secondary” can explain in this context and
what conclusions for the textual character of 4QNum® and a stemmatic
contextualization can be drawn.

3. Conclusions

3.1 Conclusions Regarding the Textual Character of 4ONum® and the
Stemmatic Options

The results demonstrate the importance to analyze the pluses from the
pattern as a distinct group. The results also support the initial hypothesis
that a common hyparchetype for SP, LXX and 4QNum®, from which two
text branches (one for LXX and one for SP and 4QNum®) derived, as
assumed by Jastram, is implausible. If one assumes such a branch, the pluses
should also be extant in SP. This is also a problem in Lange’s model.
The same holds true for Tov’s hypothesis of a common ancestor of the SP
group, which also complicates the idea of a common origin for all texts
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in block II. Although 18 cases might seem a relatively small number, it is
not only significant compared with the number of text pluses from other
patterns.'®” It is also too high in absolute figures for ignoring the evidence.
At least the more extensive pluses of two and more words are significant
for constituting textual affiliations, however, against this background,
even the small pluses of one word with a rather syntactical or grammatical
scope require explanation.'”® For this conclusion, it is negligible at first
whether the pluses classify as “original” or “secondary,” irrespective of
the difficulties that have been demonstrated in making the distinction
from a methodological perspective.

The sorting of the evidence by these categories does lead to a reduced
number of cases that are mainly taken into consideration by Jastram
(“original) and Tov (“secondary”) and thus may contribute to a less
pressing overall picture of the evidence. However, problems arise in the
extant stemmata regardless of which category one focuses on. As ambigu-
ous as the category “harmonization” has proven to be, if one decides to
use these cases as Leitfehler,'” it inevitably questions the hypothesis of
a common ancestor of the SP group. Harmonizations constitute conjunctive
“errors” in this methodological framework?* and suggest an exclusive
point of contact between the textual tradition of the LXX-Vorlage and the
textual tradition behind 4QNum®. Moreover, the excluded non-harmonizing
cases still need an explanation, irrespective of classifying them as “origi-
nal” or “secondary.” For cases judged “secondary,” the same applies as
to the harmonizations if they are likely not to have develop independently.
For the “original” readings, it is not sufficient to assume that the texts in
block II can also contain “original ” readings. It still needs to be explained
why they are extant in LXX and 4QNum?®, but not in MT and SP, since
these traditions then share “errors” against 4QNum® LXX. In face of these
problems, Jastram resorts to the assumption that the longer “original”
text in MT and SP has each fallen out independently in both versions by
accident. At the same time, he explains the secondary readings as having
developed independently in 4QNum® and LXX.

197 Cf. the figures by Jastram, Book of Numbers, 228-29: 4QNum® vs. LXX SP MT (25);
4QNum® SP MT vs. LXX (15); 4QNum® SP vs. LXX MT (10; 5 thereof are the large-
scale expansions); 4QNum® LXX SP vs. MT (5).

Especially, since it is not always possible to draw these lines clearly as was shown in

the cases of Num 12:6; 22:17.

199 Tt should be noted though that the method of Leitfehler according to Maas is only
applicable without further complications if no textual contamination (i.e., the combining
of manuscripts by scribes) has taken place in the course of transmission, cf. Maas,
Textual Criticism, 3 no. 6, 7-10 no.s 9 and 10. This is a presupposition that may not
be supported by the evidence for 4QNum®, see below.

200 Cf. Maas, Textual Criticism, 43.

198
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While, in theory, there is indeed a certain chance that a shorter text
may develop independently due to haplography by homoioteleuton or
homoioarcton,®" this explanation does not seem compelling in light of the
whole evidence. In addition, it is unlikely for the cases in which no such
triggers are involved anyway. For the secondary pluses of two-or-more-
word length, in turn, an independent development in the traditions of
4QNum® and LXX is highly unlikely. Instead of resorting to highly specu-
lative assumptions at two points of the hypothesis, two alternative expla-
nations suggest themselves more in line with the results. In contrast to the
proposals of Jastram and Lange, these two solutions also depart from the
overemphasizing of the text pluses shared with SP and refrain from aim-
ing at all to linear affiliations between the versions. The first explana-
tion operates under the assumption that a stemmatic solution is possible.
The second explanation emphasizes the concerns that can be raised about
the fragmentary evidence available and the variant nature of the texts in
the three centuries BCE.

In the context of a stemmatic framework, it seems reasonable to assume
that a Vorlage shared only by the predecessors of LXX and 4QNum® was
in use at a certain stage of textual history, i.e., a hyparchetype shared by
LXX and 4QNum®. This is true both with regard to secondary pluses and
to those that are not necessarily secondary. This assumption cannot be
easily transformed into a revised stemma due to the other patterns of
agreement with the versions that 4QNumb® exhibits. In fact, the results
require the assumption of contamination or conflation of Vorlagen at at
least one point. The example of 4QRP* shows that such processes have
indeed taken place.

One possibility would be to assume a common Vorlage V** for the tex-
tual pre-stages of the Vorlagen of LXX and 4QNum?®, including the pluses
in question. V** would have to have been preceded by at least one further
Vorlage V*, in which the pluses and variants proper shared by 4QNum®
LXX SP vs. MT were contained.?? From this Vorlage V*, the predeces-
sor(s) of SP would then have branched off, which would then have been
supplemented with the SP-exclusive pluses and readings of smaller and
larger scope in several stages. In this model, the fact that 4QNum® shares
the large editorial text pluses with SP?%* would have to be explained with

201 Cf. the evidence discussed in Ziemer, Kritik, 67-70, and the methodical remarks of
Maas, Textual Criticism, 45-46.

202 Jastram, Book of Numbers, 227, counts five text pluses and 14 variants proper of this
pattern in 4QNum?®; idem, “Comparison,” 278-79, counts 13 cases of variants und nine
cases of text pluses.

203 Cf. above note 21.
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the assumption of a later conflation, i.e., that these large editorial text
pluses have been incorporated from a precursor of SP into 4QNum® or
(one of) its Vorlage(n). The assumption of a revision of 4QNum?® or (one
of) its precursor manuscript(s) based on a second Vorlage tends to be more
conclusive for the large text pluses than the assumption that the exclusive
agreements between 4QNumP and LXX were, in turn, the outcome of such
a conflating revision. The latter are much smaller in scope, and the revision
would have to have occurred at a very early point in textual history in a
precursor of 4QNum® when neither the LXX-exclusive pluses and variants
nor the readings shared with SP were yet present in the Vorlage of LXX.
A serious objection against this proposal is the variants and pluses
of the patterns 4QNum® MT against LXX SP?** and 4QNum® SP vs. LXX

204 Jastram, Book of Numbers, 227-29, counts six variants of the pattern 4QNum® MT
vs. LXX SP (3x original, 2x undecided, 1x secondary, one of which is classified as
significant) but no text plus. In idem, “Comparison,” 278-79, the pattern is not listed
any longer.

The exclusive agreements with MT against SP LXX, which I was able to gather, almost

only concern very small and rather insignificant differences: Num 19:2 (minus -1);6:22

(minus nX; LXX koi odg is inconclusive); 26:1 (8™ | 9AKM vs. 927 | kai dAdAncev).

The he locale in Num 34:5 (fn[n | ani vs. 0°0 | 1) 06hacca) points to an exclusive

agreement between SP and LXX. It is, however, a very small element to build an argu-

ment on, especially because the use of the he locale varies in later stages of Hebrew, cf.
also Num 35:5 (4QNumP SP 117° LXX 10 mpog 0dhacoay vs. MT 0%); Num 13:22[235%X]

(4QNum® 4QRP¢ mw1 vs. SP MT awt LXX kai ékel). The enclitic personal pronoun

3rd pers. pl. in Num 35:3 (an*w[ham1 | an°w9am) is only diverging from the 2nd pers.

pl. in SP (j°w2am1) which refers to the “cities” (2°7v1) earlier in the verse rather than
the Levites. Other than indicated in BQS, LXX (kai ta dgopicpoto adtdv) does not
read differently from 4QNum® MT, but is indecisive at best. Num 13:19 ([ o7]9[]ana oxy)
is closer to MT than to the other versions including 4QRP¢, but the readings all differ
with SP due to metathesis (the readings can also be counted as three cases, two read-

ing with MT and X\ reading vs. MT aX, thus Jastram, Book of Numbers, 119-20).

[Num 26:31 ("PXRIWKRA vs. "2x1IWKRA | 6 Tupoepi) is phonetical].

Yet, there are four potentially significant diverging readings:

1) InNum 13:22 (difficult sg. X137 | 31 vs. pl. 2" | RA0ov, also against 4QRP<!),
4QNum® can also go back to metathesis.

2) In Num 22:9 (°n vs. an | Ti), 4QNumP MT have an easier text than SP with LXX
being a bit inconclusive, cf. Wevers, Notes, 365. i1 and * are good candidates for
scribal error, at least in early Herodian script, cf. Cross, “Development,” fig. 1 and 2;
Tov, Textual Criticism, 3rd ed., 228. There is, however, a theological implication in
God not knowing and asking for “who” these men are, that might have motivated
a change in SP similarly to the motivation for the translation in LXX proposed
by Wevers, Notes, 365.

3) For Num 23:3 (79" vs. X7p" | paveitar), see the next note.

4) Num 26:9 (am[xi72 | anxaa vs. anvina | év 1] émovotdoet) shows a very likely
convergence of 4QNum® with MT against SP while LXX can but does not exclusively
support SP. The overall situation in this verse and the reconstruction at the begin-
ning are difficult, cf. Jastram, Book of Numbers, 154, 202-3.
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(MT)?% that cannot all be integrated easily into this model at first sight.
Thus, the evidence is very conclusive for non-linear developments in the

205

In attempt to explain secondary variants shared with MT, Jastram, Book of Numbers,

228, resorts once more to the hypothesis of textual errors that have developed indepen-

dently: “Where Sam and G agree in error against Q and M it is possible that the errors

arose independently in the traditions of Sam and G rather than that they came from a

common source.” This may indeed be the case for Num 13:22; 22:9 but it seems too

easy an explanation for the complicated textual situation in Num 23:3; 26:9.

The summarizing lists in Jastram, Book of Numbers, 227-29; idem, “Comparison,”

278-79, disclose no variants from the pattern 4QNum® SP vs. MT LXX while ten resp.

nine text pluses and eleven reconstructed ones are counted. From these, five account

for the large editorial pluses shared with SP, from the reconstructed pluses four add to
that same list.

There are six rather than five remaining documented pluses, of which four are significant

but three of them exhibit not simply longer but also different text, while two cases are

not significant (18:26, 28: + nR).

1) Num 13:21 (1071 1812%1 1957 | vs. 19071 199 | xai dvapavieg kateskéyavto)
is probably harmonizing with v. 26, but there is further analysis needed because
the phrasing is crucial of the literary critical division of P- and non-P passages
in Num 13.

2) Num 23:4 (@[ nx Jalmox Jalon[ xenm ] | ayha DR o APR TROn KX vs. 9p1
ayha SR 29K | kai Epavn 6 0g0g t® Bakady) can be understood as a theological
change in order to put more distance between Bileam and Elohim and/or aligning
with Num 22:22-35, cf. SP Num 20:20; 23:5, 16. Jastram reconstructs with SP in
Num 20:20; 23:5, but 4QNum® is too fragmentary here to be sure and Num 23:16
is not preserved. For 23:3-4, cf. also Robker, Balaam, 108-9 incl. notes, who sus-
pects that the verb 19p in v. 4 MT is a secondary harmonization with the also second-
ary mp in v. 3, which originally read X7 Note that 4QNum® reads like MT here!
Jastram, Book of Numbers, 147, is rather skeptical to seeing a variant in 4QNum® MT
vs. SP, here. He counts the case as an orthographical variant, and has a good point.

3) Num 26:10 (y7]&7 2° y987a 2° > MT LXX) is a difficult case connected to mul-
tiple further pluses in the versions and to reconstructions in that verse by Jastram
who sees a conflation of LXX- and SP- readings in 4QNum?®, cf. Jastram, Book of
Numbers, 154, 203—4.

4) The plus in Num 32:25 (Jnwins v[aw “=m1] 73 %331 72187 *1[2 1728777] | 212 19087
MWINT LAWY O T3 2121 J2INT Vs, J2IND 7321 73712 RN | kol einav of viol Povfny
Kol ot viol I'ad) harmonizes with the mentioning of Half Manasseh in vv. 33, 39—
43. There is consistent editing in this respect in SP vv. 1, 2, 6, 25, 29, 31. Jastram
reconstructs accordingly, where there is surrounding text in 4QNum® preserved,
with albeit good cause in vv. 1, 29 and less conclusively in v. 6. It is remarkable
that all these cases appear in passages where there is strong editing in SP on the one
hand and where there are also exclusive pluses with LXX in 4QNum® on the other
hand. This might corroborate the hypothesis of a selective editing of the scroll or its
precursors with a forerunner of SP, but more research is needed on the complicated
textual situation in 13:21 and 23:3—4. Of course, the fragmentary state of the evi-
dence adds further uncertainties; see on that general problem below.

Additionally, there are five to six variants, which Jastram might have judged not worth

including in the counting. Only 24:9 could be significant. LXX is inconclusive in at

least three cases:

Num 13:20: (4QNum® 4QRP¢ M52 SP M52 vs. MT *1152) variation of genus; LXX

npodpopot is more likely based on the fem. and not the masc. as in MT, cf. Jastram,
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textual history of Numbers and for an early point of exclusive contact
between the precursors of the LXX-Vorlage and those of 4QNum®, but
not all of the evidence fits into it swiftly. Nevertheless, the obstacles do
not seem as severe as for the evidence of the investigated pattern against
the extant stemmata and a good cause can be made at least for parts of
the development.?*®

Another major objection from a methodological perspective, however,
must be considered: The proposed adjustment of the stemma still tries to
reconstruct as close and direct links between the textual traditions as pos-
sible, even though the textual development is reconstructed less linearly
than before. Given the complex patterns of agreements, the variety of phe-
nomena documented, and the fragmentary state of the evidence, no expla-
nation model should be excluded prematurely. More complicated transmis-
sion models with several points of revision/recension,?’ conflation, and/or
contamination in the transmission process are also conceivable.?’® Apart
from that, a still more restricted conclusion remains a possible result for
the time being: that the textual relationships cannot be reconstructed prop-
erly in a stemma due to the incomplete state of the manuscript evidence,*”
complexity of the variant patterns, problems in text-critical evaluations,
and frequent non-genetic variance of the texts.?!”

Book of Numbers, 120~1; Num 20:24 (4QNum® SP 1y vs. MT ny, LXX 10V Aaodv
adtod inconclusive); Num 20:26 (4QNum® nnv[won1 ] SP nowom vs. MT vwoim,
LXX kai &kdvoov inconclusive); Num 24:9 (4QNum® SP-Mss 727 vs. MT SP 25w LXX
averadoato); in Num 31:30 (4QNum® SP-Mss 1 4° < MT 11 LXX koi éno) the over-
all syndetic structure in the verse varies in all witnesses; Num 32:26 (4QNum" '1::5?731
SP MT-Mss vs. MT 11pn vs. > LXX). Depending on the method of counting, one might
also ad Num 27:3 (4QNum® 71 SP-Mss 11°71 vs. MT SP 1711 LXX &y£évovro) to this list.

206 This is exactly the advantage of the relative approach outlined in ch. 1.2, which aims
at genetic explanations if possible but refrains from pressing the evidence further into
a complete genetic picture.

207 For recensional activity around the turn of the Common Era, see also the evidence of
4QLXXNum that seems to exhibit revisioning towards proto-MT, cf. Lange, Handbuch,
110-11.

208 There is indeed also the possibility of 4QNum® being a selectively revised text that
follows none of its Vorlagen completely.

209 Not to mention the general problem implied in a text-critical evaluation of readings
from extant, but fragmentary manuscripts vs. readings from text traditions that are only
(completely) available in medieval manuscripts (MT and SP) or derive from a textual
tradition reconstructed from later material evidence (late antique LXX manuscripts)
turned into a virtual back translation (LXX-Vorlage).

210 The investigation thus illustrates the opportunities and limitations of linear-genetic
evaluations Cf. the rather pessimistic but well-founded situation analysis by Crawford,
“Interpreting,” 68: “The classic approach of textual criticism, which aims to determine
the place of manuscripts in recensions or families, seems to have reached an impasse
with regard to pre-70 C.E. textual stemmata.”
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Thus, further analyses are needed, which should also include and
diachronically differentiate more closely the variants proper, shared by
4QNum® LXX in addition to the text pluses, and the other patterns of agree-
ment between the versions. In particular, the phenomenon of additions and
variants successively based on each other, which came up in the analy-
sis of Numbers 18:30; 22:11; 22:18; 30:9; 31:48; 35:21, needs further
investigation. Likewise, the evidence from the other Numbers manuscripts,
especially 4QLev—Num® and 4QRP¢, needs to be included more system-
atically. Finally, these results should also be compared with the evidence for
the other books of the Pentateuch to obtain a more detailed picture of shared
revision processes and those that are limited to (a) certain book(s).2!! Natu-
rally, the very fragmentary state of 4QNum® and the other manuscripts sets
limits to such an analysis. For example, of the 45 passages where SP and
LXX share harmonizing variants or pluses according to Tov,?!? only four are
contained in 4QNum®, two of which have a slightly different text.>'3 How-
ever, without a new evaluation based on a comprehensive and explicit list-
ing of the patterns of variants and pluses in the Judean Desert manuscripts
and the versions such analyses are not achievable. This desideratum can
only be indicated here. Its treatment is planned for future studies. For now,
the findings point to a far more complicated text-historical development
of the Book of Numbers than was previously assumed in research, though
it is impossible to reconstruct the entire process, at least for now, and many
uncertainties remain. Despite these limitations, the evidence allows for some
preliminary conclusions about the broader horizon of the textual history of the
Book of Numbers.

3.2 Outlook on Some Consequences of the Results: Evidence for Multiple
Stages in the Textual Development of the Book of Numbers

As a preliminary conclusion, the text-historical picture becomes further
differentiated in favor of multi-staged editing processes in the Book of

211 This also raises the question of whether certain stages of revision or supplementation
were limited to particular parts of books and, if so, why. This is a necessary question,
not only because of the irregular distribution of the large editorial text pluses in SP and
4QNum®. Also, with the smaller text pluses in LXX and 4QNum® examined here, a con-
centration was found in the Balaam pericope in Num 22-24 as well as in the last part of
Num 25-31, while only few and small text pluses are located in the first sections of the
book (12:6; 13:23; 18:30). This distribution may also originate more profanely from
the fact that in 4QNum® no text has been preserved before Num 11 at all and that there
are also larger gaps in the middle section.

212 Cf. Tov, “Septuagint of Numbers,” 195-96.

213 Cf. Num 21:21; 23:3; 28:14; 29:28.
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Numbers. This result fits with the more general positions of Zahn and of
Tov that were introduced at the beginning of this study.?'* Both scholars
emphasize the significance of the small-scale pluses and harmonizations
for the assumption of several stages in the text development for SP and
LXX. In his most recent study on the LXX of Numbers, Tov notes:

In a way, editorial changes perfect the system of small-scale harmo-
nizations at a higher literary level. The small-scale harmonizations [...]
present attempts to make the text more congruous. The large-scale edi-
torial intervention visible in the SP group reflects the next step on the
ladder of perfectioning the Torah. If my intuition is correct, the smaller
harmonizations such as in the Vorlage of the LXX thus reflect a first
step in the development of a free approach towards Scripture, while the
editorial changes of the SP group reflect a second stage.?"

The results obtained in this investigation made it possible to charac-
terize this assumption of a “first step” even further. A common ancestor
for 4QNum®, LXX, and SP turned out to be too easy and inconceivable an
assumption, but also several stages in the process assumed by Tov could
be made plausible. As this process also concerns the Vorlage of the Sep-
tuagint, with at least two successive phenomena to be distinguished (LXX
4QNum® vs. SP MT and SP LXX [4QNum®] vs. MT), the period of origin
of these adaptations gets extended further before the translation of the Book
of Numbers into Greek. As already noted in ch. 1.1, Tov assumes that the
LXX-specific harmonizations were already contained in the Hebrew Vor-
lage of the LXX. The results of this investigation did not only find no
contrary indications in general but could also find additional support for
this hypothesis in some cases. This adds a further step into the assumed
transmission process, which must be incorporated into the text-historical
development dating before the translation into Greek. This translation is
dated by the middle of the 2nd c. BCE at the latest,?!® but most research-
ers consider the first half of the 3rd c. BCE as the more probable period
of origin.?!” Thus, the textual forms in question come so close to the first
“recognizable shape”?'® of the Book of Numbers in the late Persian period
that they cannot be ignored in good conscience, neither in a text-critical/
-historical nor in a literary-historical respect.?!® Against this background,

214 Cf. above notes 28, 75 and ch. 1.1.

215 Tov, “Septuagint of Numbers,” 183 note 9.

216 Cf. Evans, “Numbers,”59-60.

217 Cf. Rosel, “Tora,” 100-2; Dorival, “Arithmoi,” 151-53.

213 T use this term instead of “closure” or “Endtext” following Crawford, “Understanding,”
65-66.

Tov, “Development,” 12, assumes a comparable date for his alleged block II ancestor:
“The popular text that is presupposed by the common ancestor of the LXX and SP

219
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the secondary text pluses and harmonizations, in particular, should also be
interpreted as a continuation of literary history and not simply be rejected
as genetically secondary in text-critical respect. In dealing with the smaller
text pluses that 4QNum® and LXX share, the guiding idea of the matrix
proposed above allows us to distance ourselves from a purely dichotomous
perspective. Thus, it is also not helpful to perceive these readings mainly
as “deviating” from an alleged proto-Masoretic text.

At this point, the scope and capabilities of the categories “original” and
“secondary” come into play again, together with the discussion about
the limitations of categorizing manuscripts and the preponderance of an
alleged proto-Masoretic text line. The question of whether a single “origi-
nal” text should be assumed and how stable the first text form was, has
still to be sufficiently clarified. We have no preserved evidence from the
early preliminary stages and the source texts of the phenomena discussed
here. Even if a single ancestor for MT, LXX, SP, and 4QNum® should be
provable, its text-historical character remains uncertain.??” In this inves-
tigation, the fact that a sufficient material link before our assumed Vor-
lage V+ is simply not there, illustrates this problem of limited preserved
evidence. Even harking back to readings evaluated as “original” is a very
relative undertaking against that background. If one follows optimistic pre-
suppositions and tries to reconstruct the “oldest” text wherever possible,
the outcome will still be a set of older and younger readings that can be
diachronically differentiated at best but are not surely “original.”??! Even
if one had reconstructed all these “older” readings from all the evidence
we have in the Judean Desert scrolls and the versions, how would that
virtual text form still be best described in anachronistic terms as “proto-
Masoretic”? It would still have many readings that are not in MT or are
from the group that is called “independent,” a term that implicates that
there are rather stable other text lines existent next to the “independent”
reading.

group predated the time of the translation of the LXX, and therefore we find ourselves
in the fourth century B.C.E. or earlier.”

It should be noted that the inference to an alleged proto-MT is by no means the only
possible alternative, even though Tov, “Development,” 7, presents the options like that:
“The placing of MT at the top of the stemma is based on the understanding that the
LXX, the SP group, the exegetical texts such as 4QRP, the liturgical texts among which
are the fefillin, and virtually all other texts display secondary features when com-
pared with MT, especially in their harmonizing pluses. A second scenario would be the
assumption that MT and the LXX-SP text derived from a common archetype, but the
multitude of secondary readings in the non-MT texts makes such an option unlikely.”
For a discussion of the relative value of “older” readings, cf. Finsterbusch, “Traditional
Textual Criticism.”
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While Tov, in his recent publications, has quite clearly postulated the
primacy of the proto-Masoretic text line, he is a bit more cautious in the
conclusion of his study of harmonizations in the LXX of Numbers:

The LXX of Numbers reflects secondary features in the history of the
development of the text of that book, joined by the SP and most Hebrew
textual witnesses of the Torah. They all stand in striking contrast with
MT that contains very few instances of harmonization. Of course, MT
need not be equated with the original text of Numbers, as each reading
in the text needs to be judged in its own right. But it is remarkable that
the Hebrew text used by the LXX of the Torah is inferior in quality than
most other books of the LXX canon.??

However, this judgement on the LXX of Numbers can be contested in
many cases.?>* More importantly, the evidence of harmonizations does not
change the fact that the evidence preserved for this book is much more
limited than with the other books of the Pentateuch. Hence, the general
problems of counting and categorizing outlined in ch. 1.1 have a heavy
bearing when breaking down the data to the evidence for the Book of
Numbers. By now, eleven manuscripts — or better, fragments thereof — are
extant from Qumran plus four from other locations.?>* Many of these are
too fragmentary for categorization:

1QpaleoLev—Num?(1Q3, frgs. 1-11, 12? 15? resp. frgs. 1-15)*%;
2QNum?*(2Q6); 2QNum®2Q7); 2QNum*(2Q8)>*; 2QNum?’(2Q9)*?’;
4QLev-Num?(4Q23); 4QNumP"(4Q27); 4QLXXNum(4Q121); further-
more: 4QRP?(4Q364); 4QRP(4Q365) + 4QT? (4Q365a); 4QRP(4Q366),
plus the mss from other locations: MurGen—Exod.Num*(Mur 1);
5/6HevNum?(5/6Hev1a); XHev/SeNum® (XHev/Se2); 34SeNum(34Se2).2%

The differences in counting and categorization lead to a diverging over-
all text-historical picture of the earliest Hebrew Numbers manuscripts,’?’
as Table 6 illustrates: 3

222 Tov, “Septuagint of Numbers,” 201.

223 See, e.g., the wealth of evidence analyzed for Num 25 in Schiifers, Textentstehung.

224 The list does not include unprovenanced artifacts from the antiquities market.

225 On these fragments, cf. note 59.

226 This ms may as well be an excerpt or the like, cf. Lange, Handbuch, 79-80, and now
idem, “2.2.1 Manuscript Evidence,” 22-23.

227 This ms may as well be an excerpt or the like, cf. Lange, Handbuch, 79-80, and now
idem, “2.2.1 Manuscript Evidence,” 22-23.

228 On the characteristics of these manuscript fragments and their editions cf. Lange,

Handbuch, 3742, 55, 66—69, 79-83, on which idem, “2.2.1 Manuscript Evidence,”

23-52, is also based. For an older overview, cf. Pike, “Book of Numbers,” 168-75;

Jastram, “Numbers, Book of”.

On 4QLXXNum see above note 207.

230 The data in the table is taken from the literature listed in note 54 and Tov, “Develop-
ment” (“Tov 2016™). For Tov 2008/2012, I have again added the different specifications
for the proto-Masoretic texts, cf. note 57.
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Categorization Categorization | Categorization
Date Manuscript b ngm e 2009 by Tov by Tov
y g 2008/2012 2016/2022
150- 1QpaleoLev—Num*(1Q3) | not outer circle; MT-like or
100 BCE categorizable?! | M-like pre-Samaritan®*?
4QLev—-Num? [no longer part
independent outer circle; of the M-like
M-like texts]*3
75— 4QRP? independent®* | [not block II:
50 BCE |4QRP*© independent?® | included®*¢] “closely related
4QRP¢ independent to the SP
group”?’
30 BCE- | 4QNum® pre-Samaritan | pre-Samaritan | block II:
20 CE SP group
50— XHev/SeNum®(XHev/Se2) | proto-Masoretic | inner circle; block I:
100 CE proto-Masoretic | MT group
100- MurGen—Ex.Num*(Mur 1) | proto-Masoretic | inner circle; block I:
135 CE proto-Masoretic | MT group

Table 6: Classification of the Hebrew Numbers Mss Considered Categorizable
According to Lange and Tov

While the paleographically oldest — and very fragmentary — manuscript

available, 4QLev—Num?, is labeled “independent” in Lange’s classifica-
tion, as are the 4QRP-texts, Tov’s assignments of the manuscripts paint a
different picture, in which the oldest manuscripts are M-like instead. The
4QRP-texts are considered later branches deriving from an LXX-SP group.
This overall picture is as diverging as can be and it is dependent on the
general tendencies in the text-historical models of the two scholars. For
reconstructing the textual history of Numbers as such and in the context
of the transmission of the Pentateuch, these categorizations are of little

231

232

233

234

235

236

237

Lange and Tov differ in their sorting of the 1Q3-fragments, see above note 59.

See Tov, Textual Criticism, 4th ed., 136, together with note 64 above.

See note 64.

Statistically counted as independent, but going back to a reworking of a pre-Samaritan
witness, cf. Lange, Handbuch, 39.

Also statistically counted as independent, but going back to a reworking of a pre-
Samaritan witness, cf. Lange, Handbuch, 41.

Tov has not always included the 4QRP-texts in his statistics but has emphasized the
closeness to SP for 4QRP< 4, cf. notes 10 and 59 and the literature cited there. Since
these texts are now included in the tentative stemma for the new two-block model, 1
have included them into the table, too.

Tov, Textual Criticism, 4th ed., 380: “Closely related to the SP group are its congeners
4QRP (4Q158, 4Q364), slightly removed from SP since these texts added a layer of
exegesis to the SP, and 4QRP*4, a little more removed from SP.”
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help. The present investigation has confirmed that even the relatively uncon-
tested label “pre-Samaritan” is too vague to account for a genetically
informed description of 4QNum?®. This leaves us with only 4QpaleoExod™
as a witness consensually described with that label. This scroll does not
have as many exclusive agreements with LXX as 4QNum®?*® — one last
proof to mention of the special character of the text-historical situation
for Numbers.

What are the alternatives for accurately describing the characteristics
of the textual witnesses? The diction of purity introduced by Tov appears
to be rather unhelpful, as it employs qualifiers such as “inferior”?* and
“pure”?% in the characterization of text types. As noted at the beginning
of this article, two additional terms have already been introduced into the
research discussion: “conservative” and “creative.”?*! These should also
be used with caution given the still-unknown complete picture of the work
of the “author-scribes” of the Torah in the 3rd—1st c. CE but should be
preferred over a revaluation and devaluation of textual forms. However,
this should not lead to a complete abandonment of the genetic question.
The present study has shown that there is additional value in giving credit
to the multiple patterns of agreement between the manuscripts and ver-
sions when, at the same time, taking into account the limits of our docu-
mented evidence and integrating our knowledge about the characteristics
of text production and tradition.
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