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Abstract 
The full publication of the scrolls from the Judaean Desert has given impetus to 
reflections on the history and development of the biblical text during the period 
of Second Temple Judaism. This study critically reviews the major 
contributions to the debate and finally makes a plea to extent Ulrich’s 
hermeneutical model to some Septuagint texts that are usually not included 
among his ‘variant literary editions’. Its major arguments in this regard are that 
these texts witness to the same dynamic process of the organic development of 
Scripture, and that relegating them to the interpretational tradition merely 
because they are not written in Hebrew reveals an unwarranted bias towards the 
Masoretic Text. 
 
Keywords 
Variant literary editions, pluriformity of Scripture, LXX Proverbs, Genesis 1, 
LXX Job, LXX Isaiah, Psalm 151  

To say that the Dead Sea Scrolls have revolutionised the field of biblical studies 
has in recent years become like carrying coals to Newcastle. Nevertheless, the 
impact of the manuscript discoveries from the shores of the Dead Sea on the 
discipline of the textual criticism of the Hebrew Bible cannot be 
overemphasised.1 Even if these findings comprise in most cases only scraps and 
                                                           
∗ The author is a Research Fellow of the Research Foundation – Flanders (FWO-Vlaanderen) 
conducting a research project on the text-critical study of the textual witnesses of the Book of 
Qohelet. Within the scope of this research project, he is preparing a doctoral dissertation on the 
implications of the pluriformity of the “biblical text” on the aim and method of the discipline of 
textual criticism. This doctoral research is supervised by Prof. Dr. Bénédicte Lemmelijn, whose 
own reflections on the topic and whose suggestions to the subsequent drafts of this paper have 
been of great help. Thanks go also out to Prof. Dr. Emanuel Tov, Prof. Dr. Florentino García 
Martínez, and Prof. Dr. Eibert Tigchelaar for graciously having shared their unpublished papers. 
Part of the present paper was preliminarily presented as a lecture before the sixth international 
conference of the European Society for Textual Scholarship (ESTS): Texts beyond Borders: 
Multilingualism and Textual Scholarship (19-21 November 2009, Brussels). However, it has 
been greatly expanded and revised in its present form. 
1 Cf. James C. VanderKam, An Introduction to Early Judaism (Grand Rapids, Mich. - 
Cambridge, U.K.: Eerdmans, 2001), 150: “The Dead Sea Scrolls have been called the greatest 
archeological discovery of the twentieth century, and for the world of the Bible that is an 
accurate assessment,” as well as Emanuel Tov, “Die biblischen Handschriften aus der Wüste 
Juda: Eine neue Synthese,” in Die Textfunde vom Toten Meer und der Text der Hebräischen 
Bibel (eds. Ulrich Dahmen et al.; Neukirchen: Neukirchener, 2000), 1; “L'importance des textes 
du désert de Juda pour l'histoire du texte de la Bible hébraïque: une nouvelle synthèse,” in 
Qoumrân et les Manuscrits de la mer Morte (ed. Ernest-Marie Laperrousaz; Paris: Cerf, 1997), 
215; Natalio Fernández Marcos, The Septuagint in Context: Introduction to the Greek Versions 
of the Bible (trans. Wilfred G. E. Watson; Leiden: Brill, 2000), 70; James A. Sanders, “The 
Dead Sea Scrolls and Biblical Studies,” in Sha'arei Talmon: Studies in the Bible, Qumran and 
the Ancient Near East (eds. Michael Fishbane and Emanuel Tov; Winona Lake, Ind.: 
Eisenbrauns, 1992), 323; Julio C. Trebolle Barrera, The Jewish Bible and the Christian Bible: 



 

 

 

 
 
 

 
 

snippets, they have provided us with a unique snapshot of the literary history of 
Second Temple Judaism, as they are almost a millennium older than the great 
medieval codices on which critical editions of the Hebrew Bible were and still 
are based. In fact, the importance of these (remains of) ancient Hebrew 
manuscripts for our reconstruction of the transmission history of the Hebrew 
Bible is twofold. On the one hand, they have documented the fact that the 
receptus of Rabbinic Judaism, the so
extremely faithful and accurately transmitted ancient textual form of the 
Hebrew Bible, but, on the other hand, they have also demonstrated that MT 
represents only one of the textual forms of the abstract entity which we 
commonly though anachronistically refer to as “the biblical text.”
somewhat differently, the scrolls have allowed us a glimpse into the variety of 
textual forms that once circulated among the “Judaisms” of Second Temple 
Judaism.3 As such, they have given ri
development of “the biblical text.” The aim of the present contribution is to 
briefly review the well-
remarks on each of them (paragraph I), as well as to inv
                                                                                
an Introduction to the History of the
Mich. – Cambridge: Eerdmans, 1998), 284, Eugene C. Ulrich, “The Qumran Scrolls and the 
Biblical Text,” in The Dead Sea Scrolls Fifty Years after Their Discovery
Jerusalem Congress, July 20
Israel Exploration Society, 2000), 51; Emanuel Tov, “The Biblical Texts from the Judaean 
Desert: an Overview and Analysis of the Published Texts,” in 
Bible and the Judaean Desert Discoveries
New Castle - Grand Haven: British Library, 2002), 139. Note, in addition, that already in the 
early days after the discovery of the first manuscripts, William Foxwell Albrig
president and acting president of the 
April issue of the BASOR, p. 3, that “the new discovery will revolutionize intertestamental 
studies, and [...] will soon antiquate all present ha
Testament and on the textual criticism and interpretation of the Old Testament.”
2 Thus, e.g., Ulrich, “The Qumran Scrolls and the Biblical Text,” 51; “The Biblical Scrolls from 
Qumran Cave 4: an Overview and a Progress
223; “The Scrolls and the Study of the Hebrew Bible,” in 
Proceedings of the 1997 Society of Biblical Literature Qumran Section Meetings
A. Kugler and Eileen M. Sc
Emanuel Tov, “Hebrew Biblical Manuscripts from the Judaean Desert: Their Contribution to 
Textual Criticism,” JJS 39 (1988): 7, who has warned us “no longer to posit MT at the center of 
our textual thinking.” In fact, this twofold conclusion was already imminent
Qumran research, when scholars observed that, on the one hand, 1QIsa
fidelity of MT, while, on the other, 4QSam
4QExα) authenticated the Septuagint and Samaritan traditions. See resp. Millar Burrows, 
“Variant Readings in the Isaiah Manuscript,” 
“A New Qumran Fragment Related to the Origina
132 (1953): 24; Patrick W. Skehan, “Exodus in the Samaritan Recension from Qumran,” 
74 (1955): 182.   
3 On this terminology, see note 
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The Dead Sea Scrolls Fifty Years after Their Discovery: Proceedings of the 

July 20-25, 1997 (eds. Lawrence H. Schiffman et al.; Jerusalem: The 
Israel Exploration Society, 2000), 51; Emanuel Tov, “The Biblical Texts from the Judaean 
Desert: an Overview and Analysis of the Published Texts,” in The Bible as Book

d the Judaean Desert Discoveries (eds. Edward D. Herbert and Emanuel Tov; London 
Grand Haven: British Library, 2002), 139. Note, in addition, that already in the 

early days after the discovery of the first manuscripts, William Foxwell Albright, the then vice
president and acting president of the ASOR, predicted in the editorial of the (delayed) 1948 

, p. 3, that “the new discovery will revolutionize intertestamental 
studies, and [...] will soon antiquate all present handbooks on the background of the New 
Testament and on the textual criticism and interpretation of the Old Testament.” 

Thus, e.g., Ulrich, “The Qumran Scrolls and the Biblical Text,” 51; “The Biblical Scrolls from 
Qumran Cave 4: an Overview and a Progress Report on Their Publication,” RevQ
223; “The Scrolls and the Study of the Hebrew Bible,” in The Dead Sea Scrolls at Fifty
Proceedings of the 1997 Society of Biblical Literature Qumran Section Meetings
A. Kugler and Eileen M. Schuller; SBLEJL 15; Atlanta, Ga.: Scholars Press, 1999), 33. Comp. 
Emanuel Tov, “Hebrew Biblical Manuscripts from the Judaean Desert: Their Contribution to 

39 (1988): 7, who has warned us “no longer to posit MT at the center of 
extual thinking.” In fact, this twofold conclusion was already imminent in the early days of 

Qumran research, when scholars observed that, on the one hand, 1QIsaa seemed to confirm the 
fidelity of MT, while, on the other, 4QSama and 4QpaleoExodm (then still provisionally called 

) authenticated the Septuagint and Samaritan traditions. See resp. Millar Burrows, 
“Variant Readings in the Isaiah Manuscript,” BASOR 111 (1948): 16-17; Frank Moore Cross, 
“A New Qumran Fragment Related to the Original Hebrew Underlying the Septuagint,” 
132 (1953): 24; Patrick W. Skehan, “Exodus in the Samaritan Recension from Qumran,” 
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emerging consensus on the usefulness of the hermeneutical framework of 
“variant literary editions” can be carried further to include textual forms known 
from the Septuagint (LXX) which probably do not reflect a Hebrew Vorlage at 
variance with the MT (paragraph II). 

I. Reflections on the Interrelation of the Textual Witnesses to the Hebrew 
Bible 

The de Lagardean paradigm of a Single Archetype 

About seventy years ago, no serious scholar dared to predict that biblical 
studies were only, literally, a stone’s throw removed from a manuscript find 
that was about to change the face of the entire discipline.4 Quite to the contrary, 
the noted palaeographer and biblical scholar Sir Frederic G. Kenyon had 
prophesised in 1939 that there was no chance of ever finding manuscripts of the 
Hebrew Bible antedating the early Middle Ages.5 Nevertheless, the many 
scrolls and fragments of scrolls that were discovered in the vicinity of the Dead 
Sea from 1947 on have ultimately reshaped the very foundations of the study of 
the Hebrew Bible. Prior to the middle of the past century, the majority of 
biblical scholars conceived the question of the origins and early development of 
the Hebrew Bible according to the “Single Archetype Theory” of Paul de 
Lagarde,6 which has often been considered a further refinement of the more 
balanced “Single Recension Theory” of Ernst F. K. Rosenmüller,7 although de 
Lagarde himself vigorously disagreed with such an assessment of his 

                                                           
4 Even though much of the exact circumstances of the findings will remain unknown and the 
various reports do not agree on the details of the story, nobody disputes the fact that the events 
were set into motion by a Bedouin shepherd who tossed a stone into one of the innumerable 
holes in the cliffs on the northwest bank of the Dead Sea. On the saga of the discovery of the 
scrolls, see, e.g., George J. Brooke and Lawrence H. Schiffman, “The Past: On the History of 
Dead Sea Scrolls Research,” in Kugler and Schuller, The Dead Sea Scrolls at Fifty, 9-14; Frank 
Moore Cross, The Ancient Library of Qumran (3d ed.; Minneapolis, Minn.: Fortress, 1995), 20-
36; Weston W. Fields, “Discovery and Purchase,” in Encyclopedia of the Dead Sea Scrolls (eds. 
Lawrence H. Schiffman and James C. VanderKam; Oxford: University Press, 2000), 208-12; 
James C. VanderKam, The Dead Sea Scrolls Today (Grand Rapids, Mich.: Eerdmans, 1994), 3-
12; James C. VanderKam and Peter W. Flint, The Meaning of the Dead Sea Scrolls: Their 
Significance for Understanding the Bible, Judaism, Jesus, and Christianity (San Francisco, 
Calif.: Harper Collins, 2002), 3-18. 
5 Thus Innocent Himbaza, “La conscience des problèmes textuels de l'Ancien Testament: état de 
question hier et aujourd'hui,” in L'Enfance de la Bible Hébraïque: l'histoire du texte de l'Ancien 
Testament à la lumière des récherches récentes (eds. Adrian Schenker and Philippe Hugo; La 
monde de la Bible 52; Fribourg: Labor et Fides, 2005), 57. Comp. the biographical note at the 
beginning of Geza Vermes, “The Essenes and History,” JJS 32 (1981): 18-31. 
6 As laid down in his programmatical remarks in Anmerkungen zur griechischen Übersetzung 
der Proverbien (Leipzig: Brockhaus, 1863), 1-3.  
7 For the views of Rosenmüller, see, e.g., Trebolle Barrera, The Jewish Bible and the Christian 
Bible, 291-92; Shemaryahu Talmon, “Textual Criticism: the Ancient Versions,” in Text in 
Context: Essays by Members of the Society for Old Testament Study (ed. Andrew D.H. Mayes; 
Oxford: University Press, 2000), 144; Emanuel Tov, “The History and Significance of a 
Standard Text of the Hebrew Bible,” in From the Beginnings to the Middle Ages (until 1300) 
(ed. Magne Saebo; vol. 1 of Hebrew Bible / Old Testament: the History of Its Interpretation; 
Göttingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1996), 51. However, it should be noted that, although the 
theory is usually connected to the name of Rosenmüller, J.G. Eichhorn and G.L. Bauer were in 
fact ahead of him in ascribing all the extant medieval Hebrew manuscripts to a single 
“recension,” as pointed out by Bruno Chiesa, “Appunti del storia della critica del testo 
dell'Antico Testamento Ebraico,” Hen 12 (1990): 3-14. 



 

 

 

 
 
 

 
 

reflections.8 Even if MT, the Samaritan Pentateuch (
Vorlage of LXX were considered the three “pillars” of the biblical text, the 
divergences of the latter two vis
products of, respectively, the sectarian traits of the Samaritan community and 
the free approach of the Greek translators.
Qumranic era came from Paul Kahle, who issued a theory of different pristine 
texts (Vulgärtexte) which had been expurgated around 100 C.E. by the Jewish 
authorities who deliberately created a single textual tradition.

The “Theory of Local Texts”

In the wake of the discoveries in the Judaean Desert, a new path was launched 
by the brief suggestions of William Foxwell Albright,
on by Frank Moore Cross in hi
programmatically declared that the (proto
traditions both arose from the Exile, respectively in Babylonia and in Palestine, 
and that the Septuagint reflects yet a third tradit
                                                          
8 Thus Moshe H. Goshen-Gottstein, “Hebrew Biblical Manuscripts: Their His
Place in the HUBP Edition,” 
9 However, Arie van der Kooij, “The Textual Criticism of the Hebrew Bible before and after the 
Qumran Discoveries,” in Herbert and Tov, 
distrust towards MT from the second half of the nineteenth century on, which tended to 
disregard MT as a carelessly transmitted text full of mechanical errors. See also Isac L. 
Seeligmann, “Indications of Editorial Alteration and Adaptation in the Massoretic T
Septuagint,” VT 11 (1961): 201, who speaks of “the exaggerated scepticism and arbitrariness of 
the last century.” According to Julio C. Trebolle Barrera, “Redaction, Recension, and Midrash 
in the Books of Kings,” BIOSCS
marked a “return to the MT” movement.
10 Thus, in Kahle’s view, one should not, like de Lagarde, aim at the reconstruction of an 
imaginary Urtext, but rather carefully collate the remaining traces of these earlier pristin
traditions; see Paul Kahle, The Cairo Geniza
11 William Foxwell Albright, “New Light on Early Recensions of the Hebrew Bible,” 
140 (1955): 27-33. 
12 The major formulations of Cross’s theory include The History 
Light of Discoveries in the Judaean Desert,” 
Qumrân Discoveries to the Study of the Biblical Text,” 
a Theory of Local Texts,” in 
Cross and Shemaryahu Talmon; Cambridge, MA 
306-20; “Problems of Method in the Textual Criticism of the Hebrew Bible,” in 
Study of Sacred Texts (ed. W
Graduate Theological Union, 1979), 31
Understanding the Dead Sea Scrolls
Christian Knowledge, 1992), 139
From Epic to Canon: History and Literature in Ancient Israel
Hopkins University Press, 1998), 205

Even if MT, the Samaritan Pentateuch (SamP) and the Hebrew 
of LXX were considered the three “pillars” of the biblical text, the 

divergences of the latter two vis-à-vis the former were often discarded as the 
products of, respectively, the sectarian traits of the Samaritan community and 
the free approach of the Greek translators.9 The only dissonant voice in the pre
Qumranic era came from Paul Kahle, who issued a theory of different pristine 

) which had been expurgated around 100 C.E. by the Jewish 
rately created a single textual tradition.10 

The “Theory of Local Texts” 

In the wake of the discoveries in the Judaean Desert, a new path was launched 
by the brief suggestions of William Foxwell Albright,11 which were elaborated 
on by Frank Moore Cross in his now famous “theory of local texts.”
programmatically declared that the (proto-)Masoretic and Samaritan textual 
traditions both arose from the Exile, respectively in Babylonia and in Palestine, 
and that the Septuagint reflects yet a third tradition at home in Egypt. In similar 

                   
Gottstein, “Hebrew Biblical Manuscripts: Their History and Their 

Place in the HUBP Edition,” Bib 48 (1967): 262-63. 
However, Arie van der Kooij, “The Textual Criticism of the Hebrew Bible before and after the 

Qumran Discoveries,” in Herbert and Tov, The Bible as Book, 168, recognises an attitude of 
rust towards MT from the second half of the nineteenth century on, which tended to 

disregard MT as a carelessly transmitted text full of mechanical errors. See also Isac L. 
Seeligmann, “Indications of Editorial Alteration and Adaptation in the Massoretic T

11 (1961): 201, who speaks of “the exaggerated scepticism and arbitrariness of 
the last century.” According to Julio C. Trebolle Barrera, “Redaction, Recension, and Midrash 

BIOSCS 15 (1982): 12, the work of Martin Noth in the early forties 
marked a “return to the MT” movement. 

Thus, in Kahle’s view, one should not, like de Lagarde, aim at the reconstruction of an 
, but rather carefully collate the remaining traces of these earlier pristin

The Cairo Geniza (2d ed.; Oxford: Blackwell, 1959), 264.
William Foxwell Albright, “New Light on Early Recensions of the Hebrew Bible,” 

The major formulations of Cross’s theory include The History of the Biblical Text in the 
Light of Discoveries in the Judaean Desert,” HTR 57 (1964): 281-99; “The Contribution of the 
Qumrân Discoveries to the Study of the Biblical Text,” IEJ 16 (1966): 81-95; “The Evolution of 
a Theory of Local Texts,” in Qumran and the History of the Biblical Text (eds. Frank Moore 
Cross and Shemaryahu Talmon; Cambridge, MA - London: Harvard University Press, 1975), 

20; “Problems of Method in the Textual Criticism of the Hebrew Bible,” in 
(ed. Wendy Doniger O'Flaherty; Berkeley Religious Studies 2; Berkeley: 

Graduate Theological Union, 1979), 31-54; “The Text behind the Text of the Hebrew Bible,” in 
Understanding the Dead Sea Scrolls (ed. Hershel Shanks; London: Society for Promoting 

owledge, 1992), 139-55; and “The Fixation of the Text of the Hebrew Bible,” in 
History and Literature in Ancient Israel (Baltimore - 

Hopkins University Press, 1998), 205-18. 
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vein, Cross maintained that, especially for the Pentateuch and the Books of 
Samuel, three textual families from three different localities are extant, although 
he considered them the product of natural growth in isolation rather than of 
conscious recension, as Albright did:13 (1) the Babylonian family, a short and 
conservative text with few traces of expansion and revision for the Pentateuch, 
but marked by extensive corruptions in the Books of Samuel, (2) the Palestinian 
family, especially in its later stages an “expansionistic” text with many 
additions and revisions (attested in 4QSama, the Samaritan Pentateuch and the 
Book of Jubilees), and (3) the Egyptian family, an intermediate text which is 
closely related to the Palestinian family but branched off before the time of the 
latter’s extensive reworkings. Furthermore, in Cross’s view, these competing 
texts were brought back to Palestine during the “Zionist revival” in the 
aftermath of the Maccabean revolt, and this caused such great confusion there 
that some adherents of the Pharisaic school of thought took the initiative to fix 
the biblical text and canon. Cross refers to this event as the “Rabbinic 
Recension,” and suspects Hillel to have played a leading role in it. His “theory 
of local texts” was warmly welcomed and, for a number of years, “stood alone 
as offering the clearest light available on the new discoveries.”14 Nonetheless, 
in more recent times, many scholars have expressed doubts about it, because it 
insufficiently explains, on the one hand, the simultaneous appearance of the 
three “text-types” at Qumran, and, on the other, the fact that the caves yielded 
many texts which could not be unambiguously attributed to one of the families. 
As a matter of fact, Cross’s theory still reflects the old framework of three 
major streams of tradition, and as such, it seems rather a synthesis of the older 
theories than a new hermeneutical framework.15 

A Restricted Plurality of Text-Types 

The first stimuli towards such a new framework for the interpretation of the 
textual evidence were given by Shemaryahu Talmon, who attributed the 
existence of textual variants not so much to the inadvertent carelessness of 
copyists, but rather considered them the remains of a much larger pool of 
textual discordance.16 In his view, the disappearance of these diverse textual 
forms is due to socio-religious rather than geographical factors, as MT, SamP 
and LXX were each embraced by an organised and stable religious community, 
resp. the early rabbis, the Samaritans and the Christians. Deviant texts fell into 
oblivion along with the groups that cherished them. With these important 
reflections which actually vindicated the viewpoint of Kahle,17 Talmon opened 
up new directions in the study of the interrelation of the extant textual witnesses 

                                                           
13 See esp. Cross, “The Contribution of the Qumrân Discoveries,” 85, n. 21. 
14 VanderKam and Flint, The Meaning of the Dead Sea Scrolls , 141. 
15 More in particular, the “theory of local texts” seems to represent a compromise between the 
diametrically opposed positions of Kahle and de Lagarde. In addition, it also reflects 
Rosenmüller’s hypothesis that the medieval Masoretic texts ultimately go back to a single 
recension, as well as the “Alexandrian-Samaritan recension” postulated by Wilhelm Gesenius in 
his De Samaritanorum origine, indole et auctoritate (1815).    
16 See, e.g., Shemaryahu Talmon, “The Old Testament Text,” in From the Beginnings to Jerome 
(eds. Peter R. Ackroyd and Christopher F. Evans; vol. 1 of The Cambridge History of the Bible; 
Cambridge: University Press, 1970), 159-99; and “The Textual Study of the Bible: a New 
Outlook,” in Cross and Talmon, Qumran and the History of the Biblical Text, 321-400. 
17 See most explicitly Shemaryahu Talmon, “The Transmission History of the Text of the 
Hebrew Bible in the Light of Biblical Manuscripts from Qumran and Other Sites in the Judean 
Desert,” in Schiffman et al., The Dead Sea Scrolls Fifty Years after Their Discovery, 50.  



 

 

 

 
 
 

 
 

and smoothed the way for the reflections of the two giants among the second 
generation of Qumran scholars, Emanuel Tov and Eugene Ulrich.

The Dismissal of the Text

In line with the perspective of Talmon, Tov drew attentio
“independent” texts that were found in the caves of Qumran. From their 
presence, he inferred, not without a sense of drama, that the magical number of 
the three pillars of the biblical text had been broken.
fivefold classification of the textual witnesses into (1) proto
which were either close to or identical with the consonantal framework of the 
later MT,19 (2) a few scattered texts which happen to reflect the alleged Hebrew 
parent text of LXX,20 
changes as the pre-sectarian layer of SamP,
orthographic system which he termed the “Qumran scribal practice,”
non-aligned texts which follow an inconsistent
LXX and SamP. Repeatedly providing calculations on how many texts from 
                                                          
18 Thus Tov, “Hebrew Biblical Manuscripts,” 35. See also, esp., “A Modern Textual Outlook 
based on the Qumran Scrolls,” 
19 In his more recent publications, Tov accordingly distinguishes an “inner circle” of proto
Masoretic texts exactly agreeing with the consonantal text found in the medieval manuscripts 
from a “second circle” of scrolls similar but not identical to
Hebrew/Aramaic and Greek Bible Used in the Ancient Synagogues,” in 
from Its Origins until 200 C.E.
Stockholm: Almqvist & Wiksell, 2003), 243
Manuscript Finds in the Judean Desert,” in 
Jan de Waard (eds. Simon Crisp and Manuel Jinbachian; United Bible Societies, 2004), 199
201. 
20 Tov repeatedly insists that terms
misnomers; e.g. “Determining the Relationship between the Qumran Scrolls and the LXX: 
Some Methodological Issues,
IOSCS Vienna (ed. Emanuel
of the Qumran Scrolls to the Understanding of the LXX,” in 
Writings: Papers Presented to the International Symposium on the Septuagint and Its Relations 
to the Dead Sea Scrolls and Other Writings (Manchester, 1990)
Barnabas Lindars; SBLSCS 33; Atlanta, Ga.: Scholars Press, 1992), 42
21 In “The Biblical Texts from the Judaean Desert,” 155, he considers the possibility of 
designating this group “harmonistic,” as suggested by Esther Eshel, “4QDeut
Undergone Harmonistic Editing,” 
22 On this orthographic system, see particularly Emanuel Tov, “The Orthography and Language 
of the Hebrew Scrolls Found at Qumran and the Origin of These Scrolls,” 
57; “The Qumran Scribal Practice: The Evidence from Orthography and Morphology,” in 
Verbum et Calamus: Semitic and Related Studies in Honour of the Sixtieth Birthday of 
Professor Tapani Harviainen
Society, 2004), 353-68. 
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Qumran fall into each of these categories,23 Tov in 2002 took a major departure 
from his earlier work by excluding the one category that was based on formal 
characteristics rather than textual (dis)agreements from the percentages and 
redistributing the texts formerly ascribed to it over the remaining categories.24  
Notwithstanding this important adjustment, some critical remarks on Tov’s 
classification are still in order. First of all, Tov only takes into account the 
Qumran texts from the books that are now recognised as “biblical,” and thus he 
implicitly maintains the anachronistic and simplistic division of the Qumran 
material into “biblical” and “non-biblical” texts. It would be interesting to 
include some of the now non-canonical works which the Qumran community 
probably held to be authoritative at the time,25 such as the “Rewritten 
Pentateuch”, a text, or a closely related group of texts,26 of which the “pre-
Samaritan” character was confirmed by Tov himself,27 and of which he now 
also recognises the assumed “scriptural” status.28 Presumably, such an 
extension of the textual material would further downplay the dominance of the 
proto-Masoretic group. Second, and closely related, one cannot help but feel 
that Tov has a certain bias towards the proto-Masoretic group, as he assigns 
texts equally close to MT and LXX or to MT and SamP to this group, “in 
accord with statistical probability.”29 Actually, this proves to be a circular line 
of reasoning, since he uses the dominance of the proto-Masoretic group as an 

                                                           
23 In “Groups of Biblical Texts Found at Qumran,” in Time to Prepare the Way in the 
Wilderness: Papers on the Qumran Scrolls by Fellows of the Institute for Advances Studies of 
the Hebrew University, Jerusalem, 1989-1990 (eds. Devorah Dimant and Lawrence H. 
Schiffman; STDJ 16; Leiden - New York - Köln: Brill, 1995), 101;  “L'importance des textes du 
désert de Juda,” 232-39; “Die biblischen Handschriften aus der Wüste Juda,” 15-20; 
“Scriptures: Texts,” in  Schiffman – VanderKam, Encyclopedia of the Dead Sea Scrolls 832-36; 
Textual Criticism of the Hebrew Bible (2d ed.; Minneapolis, Minn.: Fortress; Assen: Royal Van 
Gorcum, 2001), 114-17. 
24 See Tov, “The Biblical Texts from the Judaean Desert,” 152-57. 
25 Thus also James C. VanderKam, “Questions of Canon Viewed through the Dead Sea 
Scrolls,” in The Canon Debate (eds. Lee M. McDonald and James A. Sanders; Peabody, Mass.: 
Hendrickson, 2002), 108. 
26 On the question whether 4Q158 and 4Q364-67 represent a single composition (“4QRPa-e”) or 
a group of five different, though closely related, compositions (“4QRP A-E”), see esp. George 
J. Brooke, “4Q158: Reworked Pentateucha or Reworked Pentateuch A?” DSD 8 (2001): 219-41, 
as well as Sidney White Crawford, Rewriting Scripture in Second Temple Times (Grand Rapids, 
Mich. - Cambridge: Eerdmans, 2008), 39, n. 3. Both Brooke and White Crawford conclude that 
4Q158 and 4Q364-67 are “five separate compositions of the same genre.” 
27 Emanuel Tov, “The Textual Status of 4Q364-367 (4QPP),” in The Madrid Qumran 
Congress: Proceedings of the International Congress on the Dead Sea Scrolls, Madrid 18-21 
March 1991 (eds. Julio C. Trebolle Barrera and Luis Vegas Montaner; STDJ 11; Leiden - New 
York - Köln - Madrid: Brill - Editorial Complutense, 1992), 43-82. However, the “pre-
Samaritan” character of 4Q365 has been called into question by Angela Kim, “The Textual 
Alignment of the Tabernacle Sections of 4Q365,” Textus 21 (2002): 45-69. In addition, see 
Brooke, “4Q158: Reworked Pentateucha or Reworked Pentateuch A?” 238-39. 
28 In Emanuel Tov, “The Many Forms of Hebrew Scripture: Reflections in Light of the LXX 
and 4QReworked Pentateuch,” in From Qumran to Aleppo: A Discussion with Emanuel Tov 
about the Textual History of Jewish Scriptures in Honor of his 65th Birthday (eds. Armin Lange 
et al.; FRLANT 230; Göttingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 2009), 26-28, and, esp., in “From 
4QReworked Pentateuch to 4QPentateuch(?),” in The Authoritativeness of Scriptures in Ancient 
Judaism: The Contribution of the Dead Sea Scrolls and Related Literature (ed. M. Popović; 
STDJ; Leiden: Brill, forthcoming). For the ongoing debate on the status of the “Reworked 
Pentateuch,” see also Michael Segal, “4QReworked Pentateuch or 4QPentateuch,” in Schiffman 
et al., The Dead Sea Scrolls Fifty Years after Their Discovery, 391-99 and the excellent 
discussion of Molly M. Zahn, “The Problem of Characterizing the 4QReworked Pentateuch 
Manuscripts: Bible, Rewritten Bible, or None of the Above?” DSD 15 (2008): 315-39, which 
provides an extensive bibliography. 
29 Tov, “The Biblical Texts from the Judaean Desert,” 153. 



 

 

 

 
 
 

 
 

argument to attribute more texts to this group, and thus to establish its 
dominance.30 Third, there seems to be an inherent contradiction between the 
classification proposed by Tov and his polemics vis
of the transmission history of the Bible: not only does he still use MT, LXX and 
SamP as the basis for three of his categories and goes on to suggest that two of 
them – the proto-Masoreti
knit group,31 but his fourth 
final – category brings the old framework of three pillars back in through the 
back door by suggesting that they constituted t
others could be aligned.
heavily outweighed by the large number of “non
latest counting, comprise no less than 37% for the Pentateuch and 53% fo
other books. 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. 
This, however, should not obfuscate the fact that Tov has inflicted some serious 
blows on the old hermeneutical framework that posited three streams of 
tradition in the transmission history of the Hebrew Bible, by correctly pointing 
out that Qumran blatantly contradicts s
some inconsistencies in his work, Tov actually laid the foundations on which a 
new hermeneutical framework for the study of the transmission and 
development of the scriptural text could be built. 

The Pluriformity of Scripture

Such a new framework has been effectively proposed by Ulrich, who took 
Tov’s reflections as an important first step and carried them further.
                                                          
30 Most telling in this regard is Peter W. Flint’s estimation that of the 57 texts listed by Tov as 
proto-Masoretic, only 24 definitely belong to this category; see VanderKam and Flint, 
Meaning of the Dead Sea Scrolls
31 Thus Tov, “Groups of Biblical Tex
to the reprint of “The Contribution of the Qumran Scrolls to the Understanding of the LXX,” in 
The Greek and Hebrew Bible: Collected Essays on the Septuagint
1999), 300. 
32 Comp. the remarks of Brent Strawn, “Excerpted Manuscripts at Qumran: Their Significance 
for the Textual History of the Hebrew Bible and the Socio
Community and its Literature,” in 
James H. Charlesworth; The Bible and the Dead Sea Scrolls 2; Waco, Tex.: Baylor University 
Press, 2006), 136. 
33 In “A Qualitative Assessment of the Textual Profile of 4QSam
Sea Scrolls and other Early Jewish Studies in Ho
Anthony Hilhorst et al.; JSJS 122; Leiden 
reflections as a “first, pedagogical step.”
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Repeatedly insisting that our reconstructions of historical reality should be 
governed by an adequate understanding of the concrete data in their context, 
rather than by preconceived modern notions of how “the biblical text” must 
have looked at the time,34 Ulrich strongly asserts that, when (re)studied with 
Qumran in mind, almost every source of evidence from Antiquity cries out that 
prior to the Fall of the Temple, and perhaps even as late as the Bar Kokhba 
Revolt, no desire was felt to fix the text and the canon of the Scriptures.35 As 
long as the Second Temple stood, the scriptural text was still in a state of 
dynamic growth, in which creative scribes intentionally rewrote the traditional 
material in order to meet the needs and opportunities of their present situations, 
thus continuing the organic development and redactional processes that resulted 
in the composition of, e.g., the Pentateuch, the Deuteronomistic History, the 
prophecies of Isaiah and the Books of Psalms and Proverbs.36 The upshot of 
these sustained efforts of scribal activity is a pluriformity of textual units, 
“variant literary editions,” which at times encompass only a single pericope, 
but, in other cases, may extend to entire biblical books.37 Each of these editions 
represents a tangible witness of an organic and unpredictable process of which 
the initial phases lie beyond reach, so that it seems as if scholars who were 
looking for an Urtext were simply asking the wrong questions.38 
However, there seems to be a certain ambiguity in Ulrich’s argument at this 
juncture, as he interchangeably refers to “variant” and “successive” literary 
editions: despite his caveats that the first attested edition should by no means be 
equated with the Urtext of a passage or book, his emphasis on the linear 
succession of editions in fact pronounces the first of them as the Urtext of the 
others within the relative framework of extant editions.39 Especially when 
stating that “in each case it can be shown that one of the literary editions 

                                                           
34 See, e.g., Eugene C. Ulrich, “The Text of the Hebrew Scriptures at the Time of Hillel and 
Jesus,” in Congress Volume Basel 2001 (ed. André Lemaire; VTSup 92; Leiden: Brill, 2002), 
101-2; “The Qumran Biblical Scrolls: the Scriptures of Late Second Temple Judaism,” in The 
Dead Sea Scrolls in their Historical Context (ed. Timothy H. Lim; Edinburgh: T&T Clark, 
2000), 71. 
35 Ulrich’s major essays on this topic, among which pride of place goes to “Pluriformity in the 
Biblical Text, Text Groups, and Questions of Canon,” in Trebolle Barrera and Vegas Montaner, 
The Madrid Qumran Congress, 23-41; and “Multiple Literary Editions: Reflections toward a 
Theory of the History of the Biblical Text,” in Current Research and Technological 
Developments on the Dead Sea Scrolls: Conference on the Texts from the Judean Desert, 
Jerusalem, 30 April 1995 (eds. Donald W. Parry and Stephen D. Ricks; STDJ 20; Leiden - New 
York - Köln: Brill, 1994), 78-105, have been collected in The Dead Sea Scrolls and the Origins 
of the Bible (Grand Rapids, Mich.: Eerdmans, 1999). 
36 See esp. Eugene C. Ulrich, “The Community of Israel and the Composition of the 
Scriptures,” in The Quest for Context and Meaning: Studies in Biblical Intertextuality in Honor 
of James A. Sanders (eds. Craig A. Evans and Shemaryahu Talmon; Biblical Interpretation 
Series 28; Leiden - New York - Köln: Brill, 1997), 327-42.  
37 Thus Eugene C. Ulrich, “The Canonical Process, Textual Criticism, and Latter Stages in the 
Composition of the Bible,” in Fishbane and Tov, Sha'arei Talmon, 278, where he additionally 
notes that one could even consider the “double edition” of the Deuteronomistic History. 
38 Comp. the similar assessment of Bénédicte Lemmelijn, “What Are We Looking For in Doing 
Text-Critical Research?” JNSL 23/2 (1997): 69-80, who relegates the alleged Urtext to the 
“prehistory” of the textual witnesses, or as she states in the prolegomena to her most recent 
book A Plague of Texts: A Text-Critical Study of the So-Called 'Plagues Narrative' in Exod. 
7:14-11:10 (OTS 56; Leiden - Boston: Brill, 2009), 26: “It seems desirable to consider the 
entire question as a phase concerning which we can say little if anything without venturing into 
the extremely hypothetical and engaging in pure guesswork.” 
39 Thus Ulrich states that the earliest edition of each book, despite the fact that it presumably 
stands late in the succession of editions, should be termed its “base text” for the sake of general 
applicability; see “Multiple Literary Editions,” 97. 



 

 

 

 
 
 

 
 

developed from another in successive literary form,”
the evidence allows to conclude by dislodging 
plurality of editions witnesses to a variety of pristine texts in w
variegated oral tradition(s) crystallised.
particular case the extant editions are directly interdependent on each other, but 
it is quite another to superimpose a linear succession to 
scriptural work. If the process of the organic development of Scripture is truly 
unpredictable, then the concept of “variant literary editions” should, as a rule, 
not entail a linear succession.

II. A Plea to Widen the Scope of the “Variant Literary Edit

The Creative Work of the Translators

Notwithstanding these critical remarks, I concur with the many scholars who 
have underscored the usefulness of Ulrich’s model of “variant literary editions” 
for the analysis of the textual witnesses of the Hebrew 
reflections on the pluriform state of the scriptural text.
intention in this contribution to widen the scope of this model to include some 
scriptural LXX-texts which are commonly denied the designation “edition” 
because they are believed not to reflect a Hebrew 
MT or Qumran counterparts.

                                                          
40 Ulrich, “A Qualitative Assessment of the Textual Profile of 4QSam
41 See Talmon, “Textual Criticism,” 156.
42 Comp. a similar critique, albeit in a different context, on Gabriele Boccaccini’s reconstruction 
of “paradigms” of Judaism during Second Temple Times in Matthias Henze, “The Parables of 
Enoch in Second Temple Liter
Messiah Son of Man: Revisiting the Book of Parables
Mich. - Cambridge: Eerdmans, 2007), 296: “But should we not allow for the possibility of 
parallel and potentially independent developments and chains of transmission, intersecting with 
one another at times and evolving independently at others?” 
43 E.g., Florentino García Martínez, “Multiple Literary Editions of the Temple Scroll?” in 
Schiffman et al., The Dead Sea Scrolls Fifty Years after Their Discovery
Grabbe, A History of the Jews and Judaism in the Second Temple Period
Hellenistic Period (335-175 BCE)
Siegfried Kreuzer, “Text, Textgeschichte und Textkritik des Alten Testaments: zum Stand der 
Forschung an der Wende des Jahrhunderts,” 
Wording of Biblical Citations in Some Rewritten Scriptural Works,” in Herbert and Tov, 
Bible as Book, 52-53. 
44 In similar vein, Ulrich himself widened the range of the term “edition” as Tov used it by 
including LXX and Qumran texts that reflected textual developments subsequent to the 
composition preserved in MT, which Tov discarded as later m
of no relevance to the textual and literary criticism of the Hebrew Bible, because these 
disciplines were, in his view, only concerned with the Jewish 
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including LXX and Qumran texts that reflected textual developments subsequent to the 
composition preserved in MT, which Tov discarded as later midrashic developments that were 
of no relevance to the textual and literary criticism of the Hebrew Bible, because these 
disciplines were, in his view, only concerned with the Jewish textus receptus; see esp. his two 

 

Ulrich goes beyond what 
the possibility that the 

plurality of editions witnesses to a variety of pristine texts in which the 
It is one thing to observe that in a 

particular case the extant editions are directly interdependent on each other, but 
the editions of every 
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Notwithstanding these critical remarks, I concur with the many scholars who 
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Comp. a similar critique, albeit in a different context, on Gabriele Boccaccini’s reconstruction 
of “paradigms” of Judaism during Second Temple Times in Matthias Henze, “The Parables of 

Enoch and the 
(ed. Gabriele Boccaccini; Grand Rapids, 
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differences to either a deviating Hebrew text or to the “free” approach of the 
translator often lacks material evidence and is hence, in many cases, dependent 
upon unwarranted scholarly presuppositions.45 Moreover, if the translator is to 
be held responsible for having introduced textual changes that were not 
necessitated by the translation process, his approach factually resembles that of 
the creative scribes who reshaped the inherited text in order to produce a new 
edition. The creative work done by such translators is in no way inferior to that 
of the scribes, and should therefore be taken seriously rather than being quickly 
discarded as lying outside the chain of literary development.46  

Some examples 

A nice example of the fact that scholarly views on the approach of the Greek 
translator are the linchpin in recognising a textual witness to a certain book or 
to a pericope as a genuine “edition” can be found in the hair-splitting 
discussions on the textual character of LXX Proverbs. On the one hand, both 
Emanuel Tov and Michael V. Fox have maintained that many of the textual 
variants vis-à-vis the MT were already present on the level of the Hebrew 
Vorlage and should, accordingly, not be attributed to the translator’s 
approach.47 On the other hand, Johann Cook, who had already attempted to 
demonstrate the religious intentions of the translator,48 has responded in the 
                                                                                                                                                          
handbooks on textual criticism The Text-Critical Use of the Septuagint in Biblical Research (2d 
ed.; JBS 8; Jerusalem: Simor, 1997), 240 and Textual Criticism of the Hebrew Bible, 178-79, 
316-17. However, in this regard too, Tov has made a remarkable volte-face in more recent 
years, as he now states that textual developments reflected in LXX or Qumran texts posterior to 
the textual form in MT do not merely pertain to exegesis but are as relevant to the literary and 
textual analysis of the Hebrew Bible as those anterior to it; see part. “The Nature of the Large-
Scale Differences between the LXX and MT S T V, Compared with Similar Evidence in Other 
Sources,” in The Earliest Text of the Hebrew Bible: the Relationship between the Masoretic 
Text and the Hebrew Base of the Septuagint Reconsidered (ed. Adrian Schenker; SBLSCS 52; 
Atlanta, Ga.: SBL, 2003), 121-44; “The Septuagint as a Source for the Literary Analysis of 
Hebrew Scripture,” in Exploring the Origins of the Bible: Canon Formation in Historical, 
Literary and Theological Perspective (eds. Craig A. Evans and Emanuel Tov; Grand Rapids, 
Mich.: Baker Academic, 2008), 31-56; and “Three Strange Books of the LXX: 1 Kings, Esther 
and Daniel Compared with Similar Rewritten Compositions from Qumran and Elsewhere,” in 
Die Septuaginta: Texte, Kontexte, Lebenswelten: Internationale Fachtagung veranstaltet von 
Septuaginta Deutsch (LXX.D), Wuppertal 20.-23. Juli 2006 (eds. Martin Karrer et al.; WUNT 
219; Tübingen: Mohr Siebeck, 2008), 369-93. Comp. his announcement of having second 
thoughts on the linkage between an original text and the canonical status of MT in “The Status 
of the Masoretic Text in Modern Text Editions of the Hebrew Bible: Relevance of Canon,” in 
McDonald and Sanders, The Canon Debate, 247-48. 
45 This is not the place to elaborate on the highly-discussed terms “literal,” “free,” and the more 
recently suggested “faithful.” On the phenomenon of biblical translation in Antiquity, see 
particularly Sebastian P. Brock, “Aspects of Translation Technique in Antiquity,” GRBS 20 
(1979): 69-85; “The Phenomenon of Biblical Translation in Antiquity,” in Studies in the 
Septuagint: Origins, Recensions, and Interpretations: Selected Essays (ed. Sidney Jellicoe; 
New York: KTAV Publishing House, 1974), 541-72; and for a discussion specifically focused 
on the Septuagint, e.g., Lemmelijn, A Plague of Texts, 108-25.  
46 As happens, for instance, in Tov, “The Nature of the Large-Scale Differences,” 125. 
47 See Emanuel Tov, “Recensional Differences between the Masoretic Text and the Septuagint 
of Proverbs,” in Of Scribes and Scrolls: Studies on the Hebrew Bible, Intertestamental Judaism, 
and Christian Origins, Presented to John Strugnell on the Occasion of his Sixtieth Birthday 
(eds. Harold W. Attridge et al.; College Theology Society Resources in Religion 5; Lanham - 
New York - London: University Press of America, 1990), 43-56; and Michael V. Fox, “LXX-
Proverbs as a Text-Critical Resource,” Textus 22 (2005): 95-128. 
48 See, in particular, Johann Cook, The Septuagint of Proverbs: Jewish and/or Hellenistic 
Proverbs? Concerning the Hellenistic Colouring of LXX Proverbs (VTSup 69; Leiden - New 
York - Köln: Brill, 1997). 



 

 

 

 
 
 

 
 

respective Festschriften
LXX did not differ extensively from the MT and that the variants resulted 
rather from the particular interpretation of the translator.
also been argued that LXX Proverbs resulted from the “free” rendering of a 
Vorlage at variance with MT, which cannot be reconstructed in detail.
However, for many scholars it is precisely this reconstruction that is at stake in 
the discussions surrounding the textua
be demonstrated that LXX reflects a different Hebrew text, then it could have 
preserved, at least theoretically, variants that are “more original” than their 
respective counterparts in MT.
held responsible for the variation, then the variants he introduced are by 
definition “less original,”
exegesis.53 Yet, if one aims at the description of the dynamic growth of 
scriptural texts during the Second Temple Period rather than at the 
reconstruction of Hebrew variants that could reflect the 
discussions simply make no sense. After all, the factual evidence, even if 
interpreted in different ways, remains the
alternative editions of Proverbs, whatever the level at which they have been 
created. 
Similar examples of such perennial discussions on the existence of an alternate 
Vorlage are easily found in text
Davila has argued that the translator of the first creation account (Gen 1:1
rendered his Vorlage with such great care that the harmonisations reflected in 

                                                          
49 Johann Cook, “The Greek of Proverbs: Evidence of a Recensionally Deviating Hebrew 
Text?” in Emanuel: Studies in the Hebrew Bible, Septuagint and Dead Sea Scrolls
M. Paul et al.; VTSup 94; Leiden 
the Septuagint of Proverbs,” in 
Honor Michael V. Fox on the Occasion of His Sixty
Winona Lake, Ind.: Eisenbrauns, 2005), 65
50 Thus Richard J. Clifford, “Observations on the Text and Versions of Proverbs,” in 
You Are My Sister: Studies in Honor of Roland E. Murphy, O. Carm, on the Occasion of His 
Eightieth Birthday (ed. Michael L. Barré; CBQMS 29; Washington, D.C.: Catholic Biblical 
Association of America, 1997).
51 Many scholars prefer the relative terminology “more origi
dearth of textual evidence does not allow to make absolute judgments; see, e.g., the discussion 
in Lemmelijn, “What Are We Looking For,” 75
52 Evidently, this does not preclude the possibility that, at certain points, such an LXX text may 
have preserved the “more original” reading of variants that arose in the textual transmission of 
its MT counterpart.  
53 Thus, e.g., Tov, despite his recent vol
to MT (on which see note 44
of Hebrew Scripture,” 32: “The translator’s tendentious changes are also interesting, but at a 
different level, that of scriptural exegesis.”

Festschriften dedicated to Tov and Fox that the Hebrew text behind 
LXX did not differ extensively from the MT and that the variants resulted 
rather from the particular interpretation of the translator.49 In addition, it has 

rgued that LXX Proverbs resulted from the “free” rendering of a 
at variance with MT, which cannot be reconstructed in detail.

However, for many scholars it is precisely this reconstruction that is at stake in 
the discussions surrounding the textual character of LXX Proverbs, for if it can 
be demonstrated that LXX reflects a different Hebrew text, then it could have 
preserved, at least theoretically, variants that are “more original” than their 
respective counterparts in MT.51 If, on the other hand, the translator should be 
held responsible for the variation, then the variants he introduced are by 
definition “less original,”52 and for some scholars only relevant for scriptural 
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Johann Cook, “The Greek of Proverbs: Evidence of a Recensionally Deviating Hebrew 

Studies in the Hebrew Bible, Septuagint and Dead Sea Scrolls
M. Paul et al.; VTSup 94; Leiden - Boston: Brill, 2003), 605-18; “The Text-Critical Value of 
the Septuagint of Proverbs,” in Seeking Out the Wisdom of the Ancients: Essays 
Honor Michael V. Fox on the Occasion of His Sixty-Fifth Birthday (eds. Ronald L. Troxel et al.; 
Winona Lake, Ind.: Eisenbrauns, 2005), 65-79. 
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the LXX must already have been present in the parent text,54 while Cook 
believed them to be the product of the translator’s harmonising approach.55 For 
the Book of Job, of which MT itself may constitute a more developed edition in 
which diverging literary traditions with opposite views on suffering and the 
human-divine relationship are brought together,56 Natalio Fernández Marcos 
has vindicated the classical position of Harry M. Orlinsky that the Greek 
translator proceeded in a paraphrastic way in order to create a meaningful and 
linguistically responsible text out of an obscure and often unintelligible 
Vorlage.57 However, Cook advocates a middle position of both a free 
translational approach and a different source text,58 while Cross vigorously 
jettisons all explanations which hold the Greek translator of Job responsible for 
the abbreviation of his parent text.59 Moreover, one could also point to LXX 
Isaiah, which Arie Van der Kooij judges to be a free translation reflecting an 
actualising interpretation of Isaiah’s prophecies.60 If that proves to be a correct 
                                                           
54 James R. Davila, “New Qumran Readings for Genesis One,” in Attridge et al., Of Scribes and 
Scrolls, 11. 
55 Thus Johann Cook, “Genesis 1 in the Septuagint as Example of the Problem: Text and 
Tradition,” JNSL 10 (1982): 25-36; and “The Translator of the Greek Genesis,” in La 
Septuaginta en la Investigación Contemporánea (V Congreso de la IOSCS) (ed. Natalio 
Fernández Marcos; Textos y Estudios Cardenal Cisneros 34; Madrid: Arias Montano, 1985), 
169-82. More recently, however, Cook seems to have accepted that the LXX of Gen 1 reflects a 
different Hebrew text; see “Exegesis in the Septuagint,” JNSL 30/1 (2004): 5, where he refers to 
his earlier article “The Septuagint of Genesis: Text and/or Interpretation?” in Studies in the 
Book of Genesis: Literature, Redaction and History (ed. André Wénin; BETL 155; Leuven: 
University Press - Peeters, 2001), in which he also noted (p. 321): “By this I am not saying that 
harmonising did not take place in the LXX Genesis.”  
56 Cf. Ulrich, “The Community of Israel and the Composition of the Scriptures,” 332: “It is 
clear at a minimum [...] that two different traditions, the tale in the Prologue-Epilogue and the 
Dialogue with the YHWH Speeches, have been juxtaposed in marvelous tension in the final 
edition of the book as transmitted.”  
57 Natalio Fernández Marcos, “The Septuagint Reading of the Book of Job,” in The Book of Job 
(ed. Willem A. M. Beuken; BETL 114; Leuven: University Press - Peeters, 1994), 251-66. To 
be precise, both Fernández Marcos and Harry M. Orlinsky rejected the position of Henry S. 
Gehman, who attributed the divergences to the translator’s theological scruples; see Henry S. 
Gehman, “The Theological Approach of the Greek Translator of Job 1-15,” JBL 68 (1949): 
231-40; and for the critique of his position, Harry M. Orlinsky, “Studies in the Septuagint of the 
Book of Job, Chapter III: On the Matter of Anthropomorphisms, Anthropopathisms, and 
Euphemisms, Part 2,” HUCA 32 (1961): 250. Note also, in this regard, Claude E. Cox’ remark 
that “difficulty is not the only factor to be considered,” in “Elihu's Second Speech according to 
the Septuagint,” in Studies in the Book of Job (ed. Walter E. Aufrecht; SR Supplements 16; 
Waterloo, Ontario: Wilfred Laurier University Press, 1985), 38. Finally, for the sake of 
completeness, it should be emphasised that Orlinsky maintained that “there can be no doubt that 
the Hebrew Vorlage of the Septuagint differed from the preserved Hebrew text,” in “Studies in 
the Septuagint of the Book of Job, Chapter V: The Hebrew Vorlage of the Septuagint of Job: 
the Text and the Script, Part 1,” HUCA 35 (1964): 58. Fernández Marcos, on the other hand, 
thinks that “the Hebrew Vorlage of the translator was not too different from the textus receptus” 
(p. 254).  
58 Johann Cook, “Aspects of Wisdom in the Texts of Job (Chapter 28): Vorlage(n) and/or 
Translator(s)?” OTE 5 (1992): 26-45. 
59 Frank Moore Cross, “Some Notes on a Generation of Qumran Studies,” in Trebolle Barrera 
and Vegas Montaner, The Madrid Qumran Congress, 10. 
60 E.g., Arie van der Kooij, “Isaiah in the Septuagint,” in Writing and Reading the Scroll of 
Isaiah: Studies of an Interpretive Tradition (eds. Craig C. Broyles and Craig A. Evans; VTSup 
70; Leiden - New York - Köln: Brill, 1997), 517-19; “Zur Theologie des Jesajabuches in der 
Septuaginta,” in Theologische Probleme der Septuaginta und der hellenistischen Hermeneutik 
(ed. Henning Reventlow; Veröffentlichungen der Wissenschaftlichen Gesellschaft für 
Theologie 11; Gütersloh: Kaiser/Gütersloher, 1997). See also The Oracle of Tyre: the 
Septuagint of Isaiah XXIII as Version and Vision (VTSup 71; Leiden - Boston - Köln: Brill, 
1998), 186, where he argues that the LXX translation of Isa 23 “was made on the basis of a 
fulfilment-interpretation of the underlying oracular text in Hebrew, the result being a 



 

 

 

 
 
 

 
 

assessment of LXX Isaiah,
different “edition,” even if it is almost unanimously ascribed to the translator 
and no alternative Vorlage
The final example pertains to a composition which is absent from MT but still 
extant in two quite different textual forms in Hebrew and Greek, namely Psalm 
151, the peculiar psalm “outside the number” (
end of the LXX Psalter which seems to have a parallel at the end of the “Great 
Psalms Scroll” from the eleventh cave of Qumran (11QPs
the unrolling of this scroll in November 1961, the editor James A. Sanders 
realised that its two final compositions, of which the second has been poorly 
preserved, comprised a longer version of this autobiographical psalm. In their 
preliminary publication, Sanders announced that these compositions, which he 
designated “Ps 151A” and “Ps 151B,” repre
Ps 151 LXX which had been drastically shortened by the Greek translator.
This soon became the communis opinio
a quarter of a century, and even then Menahem Haran only called it into 
question in order to demonstrate the inferior status of the 11QPs
Although, more recently, scholars have begun to revalue the Septuagint version 
of this psalm, they have done so almost exclusively from the perspective of its 

                                                                                
reapplication of an ancient prophecy.” Comp. the judgment of Isac L. Seeligmann, who 
considers the translator of Isaiah to have a knack of discovering the world of his own period in 
the text; e.g., The Septuagint Version of Isaiah: A Discussion of Its Problems
Leiden: Brill, 1948), 79.  
61 However, some scholars have expressed their doubts towards th
Ronald L. Troxel, LXX-Isaiah as Translation and Interpretation
Translator of the Septuagint of Isaiah
concludes that “there is no basis to view the transl
Erfüllungsinterpretation,” and ascribes the differences, rather, to the translator’s “concern for 
fluency and linguistic appropriateness in the target language.” Cf. also Eugene C. Ulrich, “Light 
from 1QIsaa on the Translati
in Transition: Essays on Septuagint, Hebrew Bible, and Dead Sea Scrolls in Honour of Raija 
Sollamo (eds. Anssi Voitila and Jutta Jokiranta; JSJS 126; Leiden 
“There is no sign of ‘actualizing exegesis,’ that is, the translator, while understanding the text to 
mean one thing, does not knowingly present a different meaning in order to show that Isaiah’s 
ancient words are being fulfilled in the present.”
62 Thus James A. Sanders, “Ps. 151 in 11QPSS,” 
himself only raised the possibility that Ps 151A
depiction of David and was later extremely cautious about this suggestion, other scholars 
conjectured that the translator deliberately attempted to remove any trace of such Hellenistic 
influence, e.g., André Dupont
origine Essénienne,” Semitica
Essénisme dans le texte hébreu de Psaume 151?” 
63 In Menahem Haran, “The Two Text
debate concerning the status of the scroll, see part. Peter W. Flint, 
and the Book of Psalms (STDJ 17; Leiden: Brill, 1997), 202

assessment of LXX Isaiah,61 then one could consider terming this text, too, a 
different “edition,” even if it is almost unanimously ascribed to the translator 
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reapplication of an ancient prophecy.” Comp. the judgment of Isac L. Seeligmann, who 

ator of Isaiah to have a knack of discovering the world of his own period in 
The Septuagint Version of Isaiah: A Discussion of Its Problems

However, some scholars have expressed their doubts towards this assessment. See recently 
Isaiah as Translation and Interpretation: the Strategies of the 

Translator of the Septuagint of Isaiah (JSJS 124; Leiden - Boston: Brill, 2008), 287, who 
concludes that “there is no basis to view the translator’s work under the rubric of 

,” and ascribes the differences, rather, to the translator’s “concern for 
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mean one thing, does not knowingly present a different meaning in order to show that Isaiah’s 
ancient words are being fulfilled in the present.” 

A. Sanders, “Ps. 151 in 11QPSS,” ZAW 75 (1963): 73-86. Although Sanders 
himself only raised the possibility that Ps 151A-B contained some evidence of an Orphic 
depiction of David and was later extremely cautious about this suggestion, other scholars 

tured that the translator deliberately attempted to remove any trace of such Hellenistic 
influence, e.g., André Dupont-Sommer, “Le Psaume cli dans 11QPsa et le problème de son 

Semitica 14 (1964): 25-62; and Jean Magne, “Orphisme, Pytha
Essénisme dans le texte hébreu de Psaume 151?” RevQ 8/32 (1975): 508-45. 

In Menahem Haran, “The Two Text-Forms of Psalm 151,” JJS 39 (1988): 171
debate concerning the status of the scroll, see part. Peter W. Flint, The Dead Sea Psalms

(STDJ 17; Leiden: Brill, 1997), 202-27. 
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Hebrew Vorlage.64 However, in my own contribution to the debate, I have 
attempted to establish that Ps 151 LXX and Ps 151A-B represent two “variant 
literary editions,” as I observed that the “pluses” in Ps 151A comprise a 
deliberate pattern of variants related to David’s piety.65 As such, I concluded 
that, in this case too, the LXX version of this composition constitutes a genuine 
edition and should not be discarded as a translator’s deliberately abbreviated 
amalgamation.66 

A Distinctive Mentality rather than a Sacred Language 

What all these texts from the Septuagint have in common is that most scholars 
are only prepared to consider them a different “edition” provided that it can be 
demonstrated that they faithfully reflect a Hebrew Vorlage at variance with MT 
(or, in the case of Ps 151, with another extant Hebrew text) and do not result 
from the translator’s activity. However, such judgments merely concern our 
interpretation of the textual evidence and do not affect the material as such, 
which simply presents us with a creatively reworked new literary composition, 
irrespective of its parent text. In fact, the perennial discussions on the question 
‘Vorlage and/or translator?’ betray a strong predisposition towards the Hebrew 
language and seem to be due to a narrow text-critical perspective exclusively 
directed towards the restoration of ancient Hebrew readings. 
However, if we are to no longer posit the Jewish textus receptus at the centre of 
our textual thinking, as Tov maintained,67 then why should its language be the 
ultimate criterion in the recognition of genuine readings and editions? True 
enough, the majority of the extant textual witnesses going back to Second 
Temple times are written in the Hebrew language, but what truly characterises 
this period and sets it apart from later periods is the dynamic approach of the 
scribes towards the scriptural text, rather than the languages they used. Of 
crucial importance for our assessment of the Greek texts that have been 
discussed is the observation that they witness to exactly the same creative 
approach towards the scriptural text that can be found in many Hebrew “variant 
literary editions.” Whether the creation of a new edition should be attributed 
either to a scribe who was copying a now lost Hebrew text which has only been 
preserved through its later Greek translation, or to the translator who 
transformed his Vorlage into a new literary composition, is unimportant from a 
literary point of view and, in fact, only a speculative exercise when the 
necessary material evidence is lacking.  
Moreover, if we take Hellenistic/Diaspora Judaism seriously as a fully fledged 
and authentic “Judaism” within the variety of “Judaisms” at the time68 (and 

                                                           
64 See Mark S. Smith, “How to Write a Poem: the Case of Psalm 151A (11QPsa 28.3-12),” in 
The Hebrew of the Dead Sea Scrolls and Ben Sira (eds. Takamitsu Muraoka and John F. 
Elwolde; STDJ 26; Leiden: Brill, 1997), 182-208; and Michael Segal, “The Literary 
Development of Psalm 151: A New Look at the Septuagint Version,” Textus 21 (2002): 139-58. 
65 Hans Debel, “‘The Lord Looks at the Heart’ (1 Sam 16,7): 11QPsa 151A-B as a ‘Variant 
Literary Edition’ of Ps 151 LXX,” RevQ 23/92 (2008): 459-73. 
66 Comp. also the conclusion of Hans Debel, “Amalgamator or Faithful Translator? A 
Translation-Technical Assessment of Psalm 151,” in The Composition of the Book of Psalms: 
Proceedings of the Colloquium Biblicum Lovaniense 2008 (ed. Erich Zenger; BETL; Leuven: 
Peeters, forthcoming). 
67 Cf. the appeal by Tov, “Hebrew Biblical Manuscripts,” 7, referred to in note 2 above. 
68 Jacob Neusner in particular has pointed out that there was never a single homogeneous 
Jewish system of thought, but rather a plethora of contemporaneous systems; see, e.g. The 
Judaism the Rabbis Take for Granted (South Florida Studies in the History of Judaism 102; 
Atlanta, Ga.: Scholars Press, 1994), 11-12, 18; and “What is ‘a Judaism’? Seeing the Dead Sea 
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scriptural books or pericopes produced by Diaspora Jews and/or written in the 
main language of this “Judaism.” One cannot go as far as to include some texts 
that were once considered as belonging to the now hotly debated category of 
“Rewritten Bible” texts among the “variant literary editions” of the Hebrew 
Bible,70 e.g. the already mentioned “Rewritten Pentateuch,”71 while 
simultaneously maintaining that other texts, resulting from the same dynamic 
approach to the common literary heritage, yet phrased in a different language, 
should be relegated to the realm of scriptural exegesis.72 To put it in the words 
of Anders Klostergaard Pedersen in his discussion of “Rewritten Bible” texts, 
the criterion of language “does not pay satisfactory heed to the fact that many 
Jews were fluent in more than one language.”73 The presence of Greek 
inscriptions, names and loanwords in Hebrew and Aramaic from the second 
century B.C.E. on,74 as well as the Greek fragments discovered at Qumran,75 all 
demonstrate that Greek was learnt, understood and actively used in Palestine 
around the turn of the era.76 Therefore, if our aim is to investigate the 

                                                           
70 Recent discussions of the term “Rewritten Bible,” which was coined by Geza Vermes, 
include Moshe J. Bernstein, “‘Rewritten Bible’: A Generic Category which Has Outlived Its 
Usefulness?” Textus 22 (2005): 169-96; George J. Brooke, “The Rewritten Law, Prophets and 
Psalms: Issues for Understanding the Text of the Bible,” in Herbert and Tov, The Bible as Book, 
31-40; Jonathan G. Campbell, “‘Rewritten Bible’ and ‘Parabiblical Texts’: A Terminological 
and Ideological Critique,” in New Directions in Qumran Studies: Proceedings of the Bristol 
Colloquium on the Dead Sea Scrolls, 8-10 September 2003 (eds. Jonathan G. Campbell et al.; 
LSTS 52; London - New York: T&T Clark, 2005), 43-68; Anders Klostergaard Petersen, 
“Rewritten Bible as a Borderline Phenomenon: Genre, Textual Strategy, or Canonical 
Anachronism?” in Hilhorst et al., Flores Florentino, 285-306; Michael Segal, “Between Bible 
and Rewritten Bible,” in Biblical Interpretation at Qumran (ed. Matthias Henze; Grand Rapids, 
Mich. - Cambridge: Eerdmans, 2005), 10-28; Sidney White Crawford, “The Rewritten Bible at 
Qumran,” in The Hebrew Bible and Qumran (ed. James H. Charlesworth; The Bible and the 
Dead Sea Scrolls 1; Richland Hills, Tex.: Bibal, 2000), 173-95; as well as the extensive 
discussion in the introductory chapter of White Crawford, Rewriting Scripture in Second 
Temple Times, 1-18. 
71 See note 28 above. 
72 See note 53 above. 
73 Klostergaard Petersen, “Rewritten Bible as a Borderline Phenomenon,” 288, n. 7. On the 
question of bilingualism, see the literature quoted by Albert I. Baumgarten, “Bilingual Jews and 
the Greek Bible,” in Shem in the Tents of Japhet: Essays on the Encounter of Judaism and 
Hellenism (ed. James L. Kugel; JSJS 74; Leiden - Boston - Köln: Brill, 2002), 14-15, n. 3. 
74 On these, see part. Gerard Mussies, “Greek in Palestine and the Diaspora,” in The Jewish 
People in the First Century: Historical Geography, Political History, Social, Cultural and 
Religious Life and Institutions (eds. Shmuel Safrai et al.; CRINT 1; Assen - Amsterdam: Van 
Gorcum, 1976), 1040-64, and Jonas C. Greenfield, “The Languages of Palestine, 200 B.C.E. - 
200 C.E.,” in Jewish Languages, Theme and Variations: Proceedings of Regional Conferences 
of the Association for Jewish Studies (ed. Herbert H. Paper; Cambridge, Mass.: Association for 
Jewish Studies, 1978), 143-54.  
75 For an overview and analysis of these fragments, see Emanuel Tov, “The Nature of the Greek 
Texts from the Judean Desert,” NovT 43 (2001) 1-11; “The Greek Biblical Texts from the 
Judean Desert,” in The Bible as Book: The Transmission of the Greek Text (eds. Scot 
McKendrick and Orlaith A. O'Sullivan; London: British Library; Newcastle: Oak Knoll, 2003), 
97-122; as well as Eugene C. Ulrich, “The Septuagint Manuscripts from Qumran: a Reappraisal 
of Their Value,” in Brooke and Lindars, Septuagint, Scrolls and Cognate Writings, 49-80. 
Leonard J. Greenspoon rightly notes in his “The Dead Sea Scrolls and the Greek Bible,” in The 
Dead Sea Scrolls after Fifty Years: a Comprehensive Assessment (eds. Peter W. Flint and James 
C. VanderKam; Leiden - Boston - Köln: Brill, 1998), 102: “The presence of these Greek 
manuscripts, though few in number, raises extremely interesting questions concerning the use of 
the Greek language in Palestine.” 
76 Cf. J. Tromp, The Assumption of Moses: a Critical Edition with Commentary (SVTP 10; 
Leiden: Brill, 1993), 118: “In recent years [...] it has become clear that Greek was widely used 
as a spoken and written language in Palestine, also in Judea and Jerusalem, and it is not at all 
impossible that it was used for sacred literature as well.” 



 

 

 

 
 
 

 
 

dynamically growing and evolving text of Scripture during the Second Temple 
Period “as it truly was,”
even if they do not serve the purposes of some textual critics who merely aim at 
the restoration of ancient Hebrew readings which are “more original” than their 
MT counterparts.  

The Demarcation between Text Formation and Interpretational Tradition

Admittedly, despite the arguments outlined so far, one could make a case that 
LXX texts at variance with MT, as well as many other works that were once 
classified as “Rewritten Bible” te
interpretational tradition rather than the latter stages of the literary formation of 
the texts. However, such reasoning proves to be largely built on the superseded 
assumption that a strict dividing line can be 
transmission of the scriptural text, whereas many scholars now agree that both 
processes overlap to a certain degree.
distinction between the “final product” of the scriptural text as it left 
of its composers on the one hand and its reception history on the other, because 
this, when taken to its extremes, would lead us back into the shadowy 
beginnings of the text and ultimately result in the rejection of significant 
portions of the textus receptus
lore instead of originally composed materials.
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her critique of the category “Rewritten Bible,” the distinction between original 
texts and new final products is a false dichotomy, “for the biblical text itself is 
the result of a continuous process of redactional activity.” 80 What phase in the 
textual growth of a textual unit should we then consider the ‘final product’ of 
textual formation?81 If we choose to limit ourselves to the first “final product,” 
are we then ready to accept only the first redactional layer of the Pentateuch as 
genuine scriptural text and to discard the deuteronom(ist)ic and/or priestly 
layers as a later rewriting? Are Deutero- and Trito-Isaiah to be removed from 
our Bibles because they reinterpret the message of Proto-Isaiah in the changed 
circumstances of their day? Or, conversely, if we insist that the scriptural book 
should at least be recognisable in its present form, which principles will we 
adopt in order to make a choice when divergent textual forms are extant? And 
should these principles not be consistently applied? Concretely, if the Greek 
translator’s attempts to make the prophecies of Isaiah relevant to his own times 
are relegated to the domain of exegesis, why then hesitate to reclassify MT 
Jeremiah as a “reworked Jeremiah”?82 After all, MT Jeremiah reflects a similar 
and even more thorough reworking of an earlier text that once circulated in 
Hebrew, as 4QJerb-d have shown. What if the Books of Chronicles, “the 
prototype of all rewritten Bible texts,”83 had been found exclusively at Qumran 
and had not become part of the canon? Would anyone have dared to denote 
them as a genuine scriptural work that represents, for the most part, a variant 
edition of the Books of Samuel and Kings?84    
In short, could we not infer from these observations that, in practice, many 
scholars still think of MT as the decisive landmark indicating the borderline 
between the formative period and the later interpretational tradition, despite 
their numerous assertions that, in principle, MT is only one textual witness and 

                                                                                                                                                          
“Judaeans in Egypt: Hebrew and Greek Stories,” in Did Moses Speak Attic? Jewish 
Historiography and Scripture in the Hellenistic Period (ed. Lester L. Grabbe; JSOTSup 317; 
Sheffield: Academic Press, 2001), 108-28. 
80 Kristin De Troyer, Rewriting the Sacred Text: What the Old Greek Tells Us about the 
Literary Growth of the Bible (SBLTCS 4; Atlanta, Ga.: Society of Biblical Literature, 2003), 1. 
Comp. Anneli Aejmelaeus, “Septuagintal Translation Techniques: A Solution to the Problem of 
the Tabernacle Account,” in Brooke and Lindars, Septuagint, Scrolls and Cognate Writings, 
398: “As a matter of fact, none of the texts in the OT are original in the sense that they have not 
been edited.” 
81 Comp. the array of five or even eight different meanings of “the original text” listed by Ulrich 
in, respectively, “Jewish, Christian, and Empirical Perspectives on the Text of Our Scriptures,” 
in Hebrew Bible or Old Testament: Studying the Bible in Judaism and Christianity (eds. Roger 
Brooks and John J. Collins; Christianity and Judaism in Antiquity 5; Notre Dame, Ind.: 
University of Notre Dame Press, 1990), 71; and “The Community of Israel and the Composition 
of the Scriptures,” 337-38. 
82 Comp. the shrewd observations on MT Jeremiah by Ian Young, “The Biblical Scrolls from 
Qumran and the Masoretic Text: A Statistical Approach,” in Feasts and Fasts: A Festschrift in 
Honour of Alan David Crown (eds. Marianne Dacy et al.; Sydney: Mandelbaum, 2005), 106.  
83 Philip S. Alexander, “Retelling the Old Testament,” in It is Written: Scripture Citing 
Scripture: Essays in Honour of Barnabas Lindars, SSF (eds. Donald A. Carson and Hugh G.M. 
Williamson; Cambridge - New York - New Rochelle - Melbourne - Sydney: Cambridge 
University Press, 1988), 100. 
84 Comp. Corrado Martone, “Biblical or not Biblical? Some Doubts and Questions,” RevQ 
21/83 (2004): 391. Moreover, the rewriting of the past evidenced in Chronicles is explicitly 
compared to Jubilees and to Josephus’ Jewish Antiquities by Philip R. Davies, Memories of 
Ancient Israel: an Introduction to Biblical History, Ancient and Modern (Louisville, Ky. - 
London: Westminster John Knox, 2008), 34. For a brief analysis of Chronicles as belonging to 
the genre of “Rewritten Bible,” see George J. Brooke, “The Books of Chronicles and the Scrolls 
from Qumran,” in Reflection and Refraction: Studies in Biblical Historiography in Honour of 
A. Graeme Auld (eds. Robert Rezetko et al.; VTSup 113; Leiden - Boston: Brill, 2007), 40-42. 



 

 

 

 
 
 

 
 

should be treated on a par with the others?
preoccupation with MT in general, and with the Hebrew language in particu
stands at the root of attributing a “non
forms that result from the same dynamic approach to the scriptural texts as 
similar compositions in Hebrew which are recognised as “variant literary 
editions.” If we truly take the extant textual evidence as our point of departure 
and not simply the textus receptus
MT should function as a criterion to differentiate between genuine editions of 
the scriptural text and later inte

The ‘Great Divide’ as the End of the Process

In fact, this line of argument could also be adduced for a text like the 
Apocryphon (1QapGen
1 that was initially thought
Lamech mentioned in a list of apocryphal books.
extant portions retells the narratives about Enoch, Lamech, Noah and Abraham, 
has also often been discarded as a “variant literary
was not written in Hebrew, but in Aramaic.
much greater distance from the scriptural text than the Greek texts that have 
been discussed above88

Genesis to represent the
Apocryphon to the Samaritan Pentateuch, now almost universally recognised as 
a witness to a “variant literary edition” of the Pentateuch,
                                                          
85 As was, for instance, the case with the former and only recently changed position of Tov, 
who explicitly stated in his 
analyses should be concerned with the “literary composition which has been accepted as 
binding (authoritative) by Jewish tradition,” despite his earlier appeal “no longer to posit MT a
the center of our textual thinking.” See notes 
86 See John C. Trever, “Identification of the Aramaic Fourth Scroll from ‘Ain Feshkha,” 
BASOR 115 (1949): 8-10. 
87 Cf., for example, Moshe J. Bernstein, “Re
Exegetical Features in the Genesis Apocryphon,” 
Apocryphon, we are in no danger of erring and defining it as a biblical text, if for no other 
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significant portions of the Hebrew
88 Note, however, Eibert Tigchelaar’s remark that “
correspond quite closely to the Hebrew text of Gen 13 and 14, so that its character is virtually 
that of a translation,” in “Aramaic Texts from Qumran and the Authoritativeness of Hebrew 
Scriptures: Preliminary Observa
Ancient Judaism, forthcoming.
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Jubilees, which George Brooke and Ben Zion Wacholder believe to be part of a 
further reworked edition of the Torah,90 then this text appears to belong to the 
same continuum of dynamically rewriting the traditional accounts about the 
patriarchs.91   
Be that as it may, the example of the Genesis Apocryphon immediately raises 
the question whether each and every retelling or paraphrastic rendering of the 
scriptural text should be considered a “variant literary edition,” and if not, 
where the line should be drawn. Although there will always be some room for 
debate and a certain gray area, the period of the Jewish Revolts (70-135 C.E.) is 
most likely to provide such a decisive turning point, as the destruction of the 
Temple in 70 C.E. and the disappearance of the religious variety of Second 
Temple Judaism in the aftermath of the wars so drastically altered the socio-
religious and textual history of Judaism that Talmon has justifiably called this 
period “the Great Divide.”92 Only through the transformation of the various 
Jewish streams and rivulets into the single current of Rabbinic Judaism that 
emerged from the turmoil of this period,93 could a single textual form, that of 

                                                           
90 To be precise, Brooke suggests that Jubilees, the Temple Scroll and 1Q22 (the Words of 
Moses) could have formed together an alternative Torah, “a complete rewritten Pentateuch, a 
text with an emphasis on Levitical pre-eminence and a particular interpretation of legal, 
especially cultic, texts”; see “Torah in the Qumran Scrolls,” in Bible in jüdischer und 
christlicher Tradition: Festschrift für Johann Maier zum 60. Geburtstag (eds. Helmut Merklein 
et al.; BBB 88; Frankfurt am Main: Hain, 1993), 118. Wacholder, on the other hand, believes 
that Jubilees and the Temple Scroll (which he calls “11QTorah”) are the two halves of a 
sectarian Sefer Torah which was divided into separate scrolls only for practical reasons; see 
“The Relationship between 11Q Torah (The Temple Scroll) and the Book of Jubilees: One 
Single or Two Independent Compositions,” in SBL 1985 Seminar Papers (ed. Kent H. 
Richards; SBLSP 24; Atlanta, Ga.: Scholars Press, 1985), 205-16. In his critical assessment of 
this theory, VanderKam points out that, despite the fact that Jubilees and the Temple Scroll 
express the same line of thought and thus probably originated in the same legal and exegetical 
tradition, some major divergences make it unlikely that they were composed as parts of the 
same work; thus “The Temple Scroll and the Book of Jubilees,” in Temple Scroll Studies: 
Papers Presented at the International Symposium on the Temple Scroll, Manchester, December 
1987 (ed. George J. Brooke; JSPSup 7; Sheffield: Academic Press, 1989), 211-36. See likewise, 
most recently, Lawrence H. Schiffman, “The Book of Jubilees and the Temple Scroll,” in 
Enoch and the Mosaic Torah: the Evidence of Jubilees (eds. Gabriele Boccaccini and Giovanni 
Ibba; Grand Rapids, Mich. - Cambridge: Eerdmans, 2009), 99-115. 
91 Thus VanderKam, “Questions of Canon,” 108, who argues that there is nothing in content or 
form that requires putting the Temple Scroll and Jubilees “in a different basket from the one that 
holds Genesis-Deuteronomy and Reworked Pentateuch.”  On the similarities between the 
Genesis Apocryphon and Jubilees, see his assessment in “The Wording of Biblical Citations,” 
52, as well as White Crawford, “The Rewritten Bible at Qumran,” 192; and Richard T. White, 
“Genesis Apocryphon,” ABD 2 (1992): 933. According to White Crawford, Rewriting Scripture 
in Second Temple Times, 116, the Genesis Apocryphon was intended to incorporate the 
traditions of Genesis, 1 Enoch, Jubilees and the now lost ‘Book of the Words of Noah’ into a 
single, continuous narrative. However, most recently Esther Eshel argued the other way around, 
viz. that the Genesis Apocryphon served as one of the sources of Jubilees; see “The Aramaic 
Levi Document, the Genesis Apocryphon, and Jubilees: a Study of Shared Traditions,” in 
Boccaccini and Ibba, Enoch and the Mosaic Torah, 82-98.  
92 See Talmon, “Textual Criticism,” 151-53; “The Transmission History of the Text of the 
Hebrew Bible,” 42-43; “The Crystallization of the ‘Canon of Hebrew Scriptures’ in the Light of 
Biblical Scrolls from Qumran,” in Herbert and Tov, The Bible as Book, 14. His view is 
endorsed by Ulrich in, e.g., “Ezra and Qoheleth Manuscripts from Qumran (4QEzra and 
4QQoha,b),” in Priests, Prophets and Scribes: Essays on the Formation and Heritage of Second 
Temple Judaism in Honour of Joseph Blenkinsopp (eds. Eugene C. Ulrich et al.; JSOTSup 149; 
Sheffield: Academic Press, 1992), 154; “The Community of Israel and the Composition of the 
Scriptures,” 336-37; “The Qumran Biblical Scrolls,” 87; “The Scrolls and the Study of the 
Hebrew Bible,” 34. 
93 Evidently, Christianity was also a variety of Judaism able to survive the Jewish Wars, but 
both Rabbinic Judaism and Christianity soon lost “the common consciousness and recognition 
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into account as possible “variant literary editions” those textual witnesses which 
have preserved a textual form that predates this “Great Divide,” because they 
are the only ones that allow us to glimpse the period of textual pluriformity, 
when the scriptural text was still in its organic stages and (proto-)MT had not 
yet become the yardstick against which copies and translations were to be 
measured. Before that time, creative scribes and redactors, as well as some 
translators, still felt free to creatively transform the textual material they 
inherited into a new literary composition, and thus to continue the dynamic 
process that had characterised the growth of the scriptural text from its earliest 
stages. Any ancient textual witness that testifies to this creative process should 
be taken into consideration as a “variant literary edition,” irrespective of the 
language in which it is phrased. 

III. Summary 

The discoveries in the Judean Desert have brought about an irreversible shift in 
perspective in the textual criticism of the Hebrew Bible. Whereas prior to the 
unearthing of the first Qumran scrolls the majority of textual critics operated 
according to the de Lagardean paradigm of a single Urtext, scholars have 
gradually adopted a different outlook on the textual development and 
transmission of the scriptural text during the Second Temple Period. In this 
respect, Eugene Ulrich has proposed a very useful model of “variant literary 
editions,” in which the ultimate aim is no longer the restoration of the one and 
only Hebrew (Ur-)text, but rather the empirical investigation of the scriptural 
text “as it was,” or more accurately stated, as it comes to the fore in the extant 
textual witnesses from Second Temple times. Although generally proceeding 
along the same lines, the present investigation has sought to extend Ulrich’s 
model of “variant literary editions” to several non-Hebrew texts about which 
scholars do not agree whether they faithfully represent a Vorlage at variance 
with the MT (or, for that matter, with the extant Hebrew witnesses to the text) 
or resulted from a translator’s editorial work. In particular, it has been argued 
that, if these texts witness to the same dynamic process of the organic growth of 
the scriptural texts, there is no reason to deny them the status of genuine 
“variant literary edition” or to relegate them to the realm of scriptural exegesis, 
merely because they are not written in Hebrew.   
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actually dates from the Bar Kokhba period and may thus reflect post-70 developments; (2) that 
it may not be representative for Judaism as a whole at the time, as the rabbis seemingly 
supported Bar Kokhba; (3) that the agreements with MT are striking but not complete; and (4) 
that the evidence is quantitatively and qualitatively limited; see, e.g., Tov, “The History and 
Significance of a Standard Text,” 61; Textual Criticism of the Hebrew Bible, 194-95; and the 
classical essay by Bertil Albrektson, “Reflections on the Emergence of a Standard Text of the 
Hebrew Bible,” in Congress Volume Göttingen 1977 (ed. John A. Emerton; VTSup 29; Leiden: 
Brill, 1978), 58. Finally, comp. the assessment of Grabbe, Judaic Religion in the Second Temple 
Period, 334, who argues that the seeds for a Judaism without a temple had already been sown 
before 70 and that the process of a new Judaism taking shape was simply accelerated by the 
Roman invasion and destruction.  


