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ABSTRACT

Contrasting Canons: A Comparative Analysis of Malachi 2:10—16 in the Traditions of the
Hebrew Leningradensis and the Greek Sinaiticus

William K. K. Kapahu
McMaster Divinity College
Hamilton, Ontario
Master of Arts (Christian Studies), 2013
The textual corruption found in Malachi 2:10-16 while providing frustration for

the modern scholar also presents a unique opportunity to observe how ancient interpreters

chose to deal with such difficulties. The Hebrew Leningradensis (L) and the Greek
Sinaiticus (X) manuscripts diverge, at least to some degree, in their rendition and

subsequent interpretation of Mal 2:10-16. The following thesis examines and compares
this difficult corpus within these two manuscript traditions, in their similarities and
differences, through an analysis of their various grammatical, syntactical and semantic
features. This analysis shows that these two traditions present two variant versions of Mal
2:10-16 but yet still functioned as Scripture within their respective communities of faith.
The findings of this analysis are brought into the discussion regarding concepts of

biblical canonicity as presented by Brevard S. Childs and James A. Sanders.
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Chapter 1: Introduction

Noted Malachi scholar Walter C. Kaiser has commented that “Mal 2:10-16 is at
once one of the most important and one of the most difficult pericopes in the book of
Malachi.”! The truth of this statement, made some twenty-five years ago, can be readily
seen in the abundance of studies that have been produced since then.” Its subject matter—
the complex topic of divorce—and its problematic text have been the catalyst for the
many modern evaluations, interpretations, and clarifications that are available today.
Gordon Paul Hugenberger® has even devoted an entire 414 page monograph to address
this corpus—a mere seven verses containing no more than 108 words.* Although
Hugenberger’s laborious undertaking produced an amazingly thorough treatment of his

subject, findings within his prodigious study are still widely contested.’

I The Text-Critical Problem in Malachi 2:10-16

Much of the discussion and difficulty surrounds the paradoxical grammar, syntax
and semantic ambiguity of the Hebrew text of Mal 2:10-16. While the Hebrew text of the
book of Malachi is “in a very good state of preservation” overall,® two verses in
particular, 2:15-16, have fallen victim to significant textual corruption and are

subsequently very troublesome to translate and interpret. Verse 15 of the Masoretic Text

! Kaiser, “Divorce in Malachi,” 73.

2 Some examples of this can be seen in the work of Instone-Brewer, “What God Has Joined”; Collins,
“2:16 Again”; Moyo, “Marital Problems”; Zehnder, “A Fresh Look”; Gillihan, “Illicit Marriage”; Collins,
“Malachi 2:16”; Hugenberger, Marriage as a Covenant; Fuller, “Problems in Malachi”; Jones, “LXX of
Malachi’; Oswalt, “Do Not Divorce™; Harrison, “Unfaithfulness in Malachi.”

3 Hugenberger, Marriage as a Covenant.

%108 in Leningrad (Freedman, Leningrad Codex, folio 324 recto—25 verso) and 183 in Codex Sinaiticus
(Breay, “Codex Sinaiticus,” quire 58 folio 5 verso—6 recto). Other manuscripts and translations vary.

> Hugenberger himself lists a multitude of scholars with differing views throughout the entirety of his work,
Marriage as a Covenant. See also Collins, “Marriage, Divorce, and Family,” 126, and Witte and Ellison,
Covenant Marriage, 75.

8 Hill, Haggai, Zechariah, and Malachi, 276.



is terribly incoherent and, as Verhoef justifiably comments, “it is impossible to make

7 A wooden rendering into English could read, “And

sense of the Hebrew as it stands.
not one has done and a remnant of spirit to him. And what was the one seeking? Godly
seed. So then keep watch in your spirit and to the wife of your youth, do not deal
treacherously.”® While the entire verse is cryptic in its grammatical structure, v. 15a-b
remains the most difficult to understand. It could also be rendered as, “Surely (or Has
not) one made? Even a residue of spirit is for him.”® The corruption found in Hebrew is
also reflected in the Old Greek version(s) of the same passages. It can be translated as,
“And no one else did it and the remnant of his spirit. And you said, what else does God
seek but offspring?”’!® Similar to that of the Masoretic Text, another possible reading for
the Old Greek could be, “And did not one another do it? And there was a remnant of his

! Verse 16 of both the Greek and Hebrew is just as problematic to work with as v.

spirit.
15. There are numerous grammatical and syntactical options available which offer an

equal number of interpretive choices. '

" Verhoef, Haggai and Malachi, 275.

8 NET Bible, Mal 2:15 n. 21, http://bible.org/netbible/.

? Hill, Malachi, 221, 244.

'UNETS, Mal 2:15.

" Hugenberger, Marriage as a Covenant, 126.

12 “For the man who does not love his wife but divorces her, says the Lord, the God of Israel, covers his
garment with violence, says the Lord of hosts. So guard yourselves in your spirit, and do not be faithless”;
ESV. “The man who hates and divorces his wife,” says the LORD, the God of Israel, ‘does violence to the
one he should protect,” says the LORD Almighty. So be on your guard, and do not be unfaithful”; NIV
2011. Cf. also NASB; NIV (1984); CEB; HCSB; NRSV; Verhoef, Haggai and Malachi, 262; Glazier-
McDonald, Divine Messenger, 82; Hill, Malachi, 221.
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A. J. M. P. Smith

Many scholars look to the foundational work done by J. M. P. Smith when
considering the textual difficulties found in the book of Malachi.'® In his 1912
commentary he goes into significant detail comparing the Hebrew Masoretic Text to
many of the versions, including the various Greek translations.'* This becomes especially
helpful when looking at the issues found in Mal 2:10-16. Although the accuracy of part
of his study has become suspect,’” he remains one of the very first modern commentators
(if not, the first) to recognize some literary differences between some of the Greek
versions (including Sinaiticus) and that of the Masoretic Text.'® Smith also holds the
distinction of being one of the first to boldly state that there is “[n}o satisfactory”

resolution to the textual corruption found at 2:15 and that it is “hopelessly obscure.”"’

13 Work done by Clendenen and Taylor, Malachi; Baker, Malachi; Hill, Malachi; Jones, “LXX of
Malachi.” Zehnder, “A Fresh Look,” represent a small selection of such scholars. Kruse-Blinkenberg,
“Pesitta,” is another slightly less related example. His study is of the Hebrew and the Syriac of the book of
Malachi. While his work is assuredly focused on text criticism of the Peshitta, he does include a
comparison of the Greek, Masoretic Text, and the Targums for the difficult parts of Malachi along with
commentary.

'* He compares various sections from, C®" Bohairic ed. of the Coptic Version; Eth. Ethiopic Version; ®
Received Greek Version; ®" Sinaitic codex; ®"* Alexandrian codex; ®*'* Aldine edition; " Vatican
codex; ®“™ Complutensian edition; ™ Cursive mss; ®" Codex Cryptoferratensis; ®'" Hexapla mss;
®"" Jerome’s translation from the Greek; ®" Lucianic mss; ®° Codex Marchalianus; ®" Codex
Taurinensis; J Yahwistic (Judaic) ]Portions of the Hexateuch; € Old Latin Version; S Syriac Peshitto
Version; $* Ambrosian codex; S" Syro-hexaplar readings; St Lee’s edition; ¥ Urumian codex; £ Version
of Symmachus; © Version of Theodotion, among others. For the full list see, Smith, Malachi, xii.

!> Smith incorrectly states that Codex Sinaiticus follows the clause order of the Masoretic Text in Mal 2:10
(Smith, Malachi, 58). Instead, opposite to Smith’s assessment, it transposes the first two clauses of 2:10.
Codex Sinaiticus matches Codex Vaticanus almost identically in its rendition of the verse.

' Smith, Malachi, 58 n. 10. Here he points out a shift from first person plural (i.e., 1929, of us all) in
Hebrew to the second person plural (i.e., aavtov Op@v, of you all) in Greek. This will be discussed more in
the analysis below.

'7 Smith, Malachi, 54-55. Despite this sentiment, Smith himself later tries to resolve this issue in his brief
article entitled, “A Note on Malachi 2:15a.”
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B. David Clyde Jones

In his article entitled, “A Note on the LXX of Malachi 2:16,”'® David Clyde Jones
compares various readings of the LXX (various Greek versions) of this verse with the
Masoretic Text, Targums (T) and differing scholarly interpretations. As an example,
Jones discusses research done by A. Isaksson'® who argues for a strictly “cultic” reading
of Mal 2:10-16.%° He highlights Isaksson’s broad assertion that nowhere in Scripture is
any part of Mal 2:10-16 understood as an attack on divorce in earlier times. Isaksson says
that “the LXX and the Targum takes v. 16 not as a prohibition against divorce but, on the
contrary, as a permission to divorce one's wife. The LXX has dAAd éav pionoag

g¢€amooteiAng and the Targum 700 7% M10 X K.

C. Russell Fuller

Russell Fuller’s article, “Text-Critical Problems in Mal 2:10-16,7* is true to its
title and provides an in-depth text-critical analysis of the Minor Prophets scroll 4QXITI*
from Qumran (Q), the Masoretic Text, and various Greek versions of Mal 2:10-16. In

one such text critical example he notes that:

AQXII* reads mups 7. Although the ink is faint, the dalet is certain. The phrase 7
napnin the MT is problematic. On the basis of the & reading €w¢, which is the
most frequent translation equivalent for the Hebrew preposition Tp, the RSV
translation committee opted for emending = to 7w translating ‘any to witness or

answer.’ This understanding of the passage builds on the suggestion put forward
by Julius Wellhausen to understand np1 7 as referring to parties which take part

18 Jones, “LXX of Malachi.”

'° Isaksson, Marriage and Ministry.

20 Cf. Jones, “LXX of Malachi,” 684. His study is included largely to show that there existed (primarily due
to the difficult text) different renderings and understandings of this section of Malachi in different
traditions.

2 Jones, “LXX of Malachi,” 684. Cf. Isaksson, Marriage and Ministry, 32.

% Fuller, “Problems in Malachi.”
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in legal disputes. The implication would be that the guilty party—that is, the one
guilty of marrying the “daughter of a foreign god” and of profaning the temple of
Yahweh—would no longer be allowed to participate in legal proceedings within
the community.”

D. Markus Zehnder

Like the other scholars who have tackled Malachi, Markus Zehnder has also
acknowledged the textual crux interpretum found within Mal 2:10-16. In dealing with
this challenge he tries to provide “fresh perception of the passage by linguistic
observations. ..related to the logical development of the text’s argument.”* In his
examination, he looks closely at the context of 2:10-12 to determine the likely direction
of 2:13-16. This is especially important for his assessment of the troublesome vv. 15-16.
He takes into account how different versions—including the Greek, Vulgate and
Peshitta—deal with the context as well. Based on his contextual analysis, Zehnder
concludes that the most probable direction of the text is that “verses 13—16 actually deal
with conjugal relations between men...and their wifes [wives].”** This is crucial for his
study; this becomes the directional lens which he uses to determine the most probable
options for the textual corruption. Although he attempts a new and “fresh” approach to
solving this old and somewhat impossible problem, his approach is largely a repeat of
those who have come before him. To his credit however, his is one of the most detailed
and thorough analyses on the topic. His study, like those that came before, was unable to

yield a new or conclusive answer.

2 Fuller, “Problems in Malachi,” 51.
24 Zehnder, “A Fresh Look,” 225.
%% Zehnder, “A Fresh Look,” 228.



E. Andrew E. Hill

Another significant voice in the broader scope of Malachi is Andrew E. Hill. To
date, he has produced the most exhaustive exposition on the book of Malachi available.*®
Hill meticulously outlines Malachi thematically, rhetorically and interrogatively.27 He
includes textual, canonical, literary and historical considerations along with Malachi’s
use in the New Testament and the liturgies of both the Jewish and Christian faiths. There
is also a very helpful bibliography and appendix section included with his study. Of
specific benefit are his included notes and commentary covering Mal 2:10-16. He
expounds on the numerous text-critical, grammatical and exegetical possibilities of the
text and offers his conclusions. He also lists some of the most relevant and informed
research in any given area and topic.?®

Although the textual discussion and translation that he offers is primarily based
upon the Masoretic Text,”? he does compare and contrast it to its Greek counterpart.*°

According to Hill, the Old Greek is “both a translation of the HB [Hebrew Bible] and an

26 Hill, Malachi. To my knowledge, no other commentary on the book of Malachi comes close to matching
the breadth of Hill’s work.

?7 See Hill, Malachi, xxxv—xxxviii. He categorizes his analysis using these terms.

*8 Since his is arguably the most comprehensive study done on the entirety of the book of Malachi much of
its contents prove helpful in my current study. Particularly his sections on the Hebrew and Greek texts (3—
4), literary considerations (23—50), historical considerations (51-76), and liturgical use (88-92). Other
works similar to Hill which will be accessed for this study are Verhoef, Haggai and Malachi; Glazier-
McDonald, Divine Messenger; Baker, Malachi; Kaiser, Unchanging Love; and Smith, Malachi.

% Hill, Malachi, 3. As represented in the Biblia Hebraica Stuttgartensia (BHS) with occasional reference to
the Biblia Hebraica (BHK3). These two editions of the Hebrew Bible are based on the Codex
Leningradensis (L).

*® Hill, Malachi, 4. His study cites “the standard edition of the Greek Old Testament or Septuagint (LXX)”
as presented by Rahlfs’ Septuaginta. Tov, Textual Criticism, 135. In regards to terminology referring to the
Greek witness to the Old Testament Tov states that, “Today, the name Septuagint(a) denotes both the
original translation of the Bible into Greek and the collection of sacred Greek Writings in their present
form. The former use is imprecise, since the name Septuaginta is not suitable for a collection which
contains, in addition to the original translation, late revisions (recensions) of that translation as well as
compositions written in Greek. Because of this, scholars usually distinguish between the collection of
sacred Greek writings named the Septuagint and the original translation, called the Old Greek translation.”



early exegetical tradition or interpretive approach to the Hebrew text.”*' The translator’s
interpretive understanding can be seen in a variety of ways to include internal
harmonizations (e.g., Aéyel k0piog for Ay1°-oR] in Mal 1:2; also in 1:13 and the inclusion
of an additional mavtokpdtmp for NikIY) and intratestamental harmonizations (one
variation of the Greek Mal 2:16 allows for divorce in light of Deut 24:1—4; also in 3:23
the addition of “the Tishbite” in light of 1 Kgs 17:1) which are found in various places
throughout the Old Greek of Malachi.*

He also suggests that Hellenistic influences surface in the Old Greek’s portrayal
of Malachi with examples such as the “pious exhortations” appended to 1:1; 3:5, 6, and

1.* Along with the above

the curious use of dyyéAov in contrast to *3%7n in 1:1 and 3:
examples Hill notices “certain theological motivations on the part of the translators”

apparent in their rendering of the Old Greek.*

F. Gordon P. Hugenberger

By far the lengthiest study that has been done specifically in the area of Mal 2:10—
16 has been the work of Gordon P. Hugenberger. His title, Marriage as a Covenant: A
Study of Biblical Law and Ethics Governing Marriage Developed from the Perspective of
Malachi,” clearly states the primary focus of his work. He is first and foremost
concerned with identifying and establishing the covenantal nature of marriage, largely

through the lens of Mal 2:10-16. Deviation from this strict focus occurs either to address

> Hill, Malachi, 5.

*2 Hill, Malachi, 5. Other such interpretive examples that Hill notes are attempts “to clarify perplexing
words and phrases in Malachi’s oracles” (e.g., Mal 1:3 the Greek d6poza [“houses™] in place of the Hebrew
nian? [“jackals™], pointing to idolatry as the concern of 2:11 with the rendering of 8govg drhotpiovg [“other
gods”], and in 3:8 the inclusion of ped dYudv sicwv [“is still with you™]).

> Hill, Malachi, 5.

** Hill, Malachi, 5. Although Hill here does not specify what these “theological motivations” may be.

% Hugenberger, Marriage as a Covenant.
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key controversies pertaining to that pericope or conclusions which help ratify his findings
within it.*

In his introduction he states that the importance of his study is that it “may
suggest new solutions to some of the remaining difficulties in understanding the biblical
ethics and practice of marriage” and that it also “may allow the modern reader to
appreciate more fully the breadth of the biblical concept of covenant.””’ His study clearly
adheres to this focus. The particular methodological approach he applies to his research,
however, is unclear.® The first five chapters, out of a total of eight, are spent discussing
various details and opposing scholarly views to the understanding of Mal 2:10-16. One
highly commendable trait consistent in his study is the comprehensive comparisons he
includes of various interpretations throughout the history of research on this pericope.”

Despite the fact that Hugenberger does address a number of Hebrew and Greek
variances (including some Latin) to the text, he does this only with Mal 2: 15-16.%° The
text critical issues of these two verses require him to do so. Unfortunately these are the
only two verses in which the Hebrew and Greek texts are addressed and they are only

minimally compared. His analysis does not go as far as to discuss reception by their

3% As an example, in chapter 8 which is titled, “Marriage as a Covenant Elsewhere in the Old Testament,”
he identifies evidence for an “oath taken in marriage by first highlighting his discussion of Mal 2:14, then
selecting various Old Testament examples expanding and/or reinforcing assertions gained from Malachi
(Hugenberger, Marriage as a Covenant, 281-94).

7 Hugenberger, Marriage as a Covenant, 2.

** He does not seem to state a specific methodological approach. In “3.2 Method of Approach,” he merely
clarifies the term “covenant” further and states that this will be an attempt to identify marriage as a
covenant through Malachi. Hugenberger, Marriage as a Covenant, 11-12.

3% For example in chapter 3 he compares and contrasts differing understandings of the concept of “divorce”
implied by Mal 2:16—those that deny it refers to divorce; those which see it as requiring/permitting
divorce; those that see it as an absolute prohibition; and those which understand it as limiting prohibition.
With each comparison he includes a listing of representative scholars supportive of those views.
Hugenberger, Marriage as a Covenant, 51-76. Another particular contribution of his work is his rather
lengthy chapter 7 which is devoted to exposition of verba solemnia (solemn declaration) and sexual union
as a ratifying act or “oath-sign” for marriage. Although it has very little value for my study it is a notable
component to his work.

“ He does this sporadically throughout his chapters 1, 3 and 5.
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ancient readers or its possible effect on those differing communities. Since his focus is on
biblical marital ethics and covenant understanding, his research, although massive, has

only limited value for my current study.

G. Summary

The previous studies clearly show the significant nature of the text-critical
problems found in Mal 2:10-16 and the difficulty they present for translators, exegetes
and interpreters alike. These studies also highlight biblical scholarship’s current inability

to “solve” these present issues.

II. The Text-Traditional Solution

Two significant voices in the discussion of the Hebrew Bible and its Greek
counterpart are Emanuel Tov and Eugene Ulrich. Their expertise and depth of knowledge
in this field of study are clearly evident in their numerous publications on the topic.*' A
consideration of their work will provide a way forward in the present impasse in research

on the text critical challenges of Mal 2:10-16.

A. Emanuel Tov
In his comprehensive introduction, the Textual Criticism of the Hebrew Bible,

Emanuel Tov advances some of his past studies and builds upon his work done in his

*! A small sampling can be found in Tov, Septuagint in Biblical Research; Essays on the Septuagint;
Textual Criticism;, Collected Essays; “Post-Pentateuchal Translations”; “Septuagint Translators”;
“Theologically Motivated Exegesis”; “Greek Scripture Translations”; “Many Forms”; and Ulrich, Isaiah
Scrolls; Biblical Qumran Scrolls; Hebrew Bible, Qumran, and the Septuagint, Dead Sea Scrolls, Renewed
Covenant; and Samuel and Joseph.
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book entitled, The Text-Critical Use of the Septuagint in Biblical Research.** This
introduction covers the standard instructions on how to “do” textual criticism of the
Hebrew Bible, a description of the various witnesses to the text, a discussion of the issue
of an “original text(s)” of the biblical books, the use of various rules in evaluating
different readings, the history of the text, the question of text-types, and the relationship
between textual and literary criticism.

Though a large part of the book addresses the Masoretic Text (including the
development of vocalization, accents, and the Masorah, etc.),* he does include a helpful
and necessary section devoted to the Greek witnesses to the Hebrew Bible.** In this he
covers details such as history, scope, sequence of books, original form and assumed
date(s), evidence and various editions. He also includes tools to assist in the study of the
Old Greek and the overall importance of it for biblical studies.* Tov indicates that the
Old Greek as a translation is “important as a source for early exegesis” of the Hebrew
text.*® The many differences (and similarities) between the Old Greek and the Hebrew
both reflected and shaped the interpretation of its translators and its readers. Tov directly

addresses some of these differences in chapter seven. There he indicates that textual

a2 Tov, Septuagint in Biblical Research. For other introductions see McCarter, Recovering the Text; Deist,
Old Testament Textual Criticism; Wiirthwein, Old Testament.

* Specifically Tov, Textual Criticism, 22-79.

* Tov, Textual Criticism, 134-48.

* Specific to Sinaiticus Tov, Textual Criticism, 139, only indicates the following: “S also named X (B.M.
Add. 43725, indicated as “Sinaiticus”) dates from the fourth century. Codex & usually agrees with the text
of B, when the two reflect the Old Greek translation, but it also is influenced by the later revisions of G.
This manuscript was brought by C. von Tischendorf to Russia in the middle of the nineteenth century from
St. Catherine's monastery in Sinai, from which it derives its name.”

* Tov, Textual Criticism, 34.
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criticism is not only involved with the study of texts and their transmission, but also with
exegesis and literary criticism.*’

The textual witnesses themselves, whether Hebrew or Greek, contain various
theological and exegetical elements within their texts. These elements, left by both the
translators and scribes who helped to transmit these ancient writings, gave rise to
compositions uniquely fitted for or at least used by their communities. This is where the
concepts of textual (or lower) criticism begin to intersect with those of literary (or higher)
criticism. While the text-critic is mainly concerned with issues dealing with the biblical
writings, such as “the nature, copying, and transmission” of the text, the literary critic
concerns themself with the “various matters relating to the literary composition as a
whole.”® Since literary criticism deals with the particular details—such as date,
origination, authorship, structure, uniformity and authenticity—of the biblical books, it
naturally concerns itself with the various developmental stages of the books as well.*’

Although Tov, who readily identifies the overlap found between textual and
literary criticism, desires “to clarify more accurately the borders” distinguishing these
two disciplines, he readily admits that this is not always possible.’® It is clear through his
analysis of multiple passages of Scripture (Jeremiah, Joshua, Ezekiel, 1 Samuel,

Proverbs, Genesis, Kings, Judges, and Deuteronomy) in various witnesses (MT, T,

" Tov, Textual Criticism, chapter 7. “The biblical exegete learns much from exegetical elements embedded
in the textual witnesses” (315).

*® Tov, Textual Criticism, 315.

* Tov, Textual Criticism, 313—15. For an introduction to Old Testament literary criticism see Habel,
Literary Criticism.

0 Tov, Textual Criticism, 315. “In the past the division between these two main fields was probably
correct, as long as it was possible to maintain a clear distinction between the two stages. However, this is
not always the case. The problem essentially stems from the fact that before the literary compositions were
completed, parts of the biblical books or earlier editions of entire books...had already been set down in
writing.”
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Syriac, Peshitta, Old Greek, Qumran) that there is not a simple solution to this.’' He
indicates that there exists a “gray area of readings” which belongs to either literary

growth (higher criticism) or scribal transmission (lower criticism).”

B. Eugene Ulrich

In his book entitled, The Dead Sea Scrolls and the Origins of the Bible,” Eugene
Ulrich blurs boundaries even further between lower and higher criticism. His book
consists of a series of essays that attempt to “form a unified picture, each focusing on and
attempting to develop particular aspects of the history of the biblical text.”>* The first
eight of these essays deal with his interpretations of the scrolls in the context of the
history and development of the biblical material. The remaining essays deal specifically
with the Greek and O1d Latin transmissions of the Hebrew. In this collection of work,
Ulrich brings to light the importance of the multiple variant editions of the Hebrew Bible.
Instead of addressing a break between the period of the text’s composition, transmission
and translation as Scripture, Ulrich highlights rather the development of the Old
Testament text through history as a continual process. He indicates that the Masoretic
Text (along with the other renditions of the Hebrew Bible) “was simply one form of that
book as it existed in antiquity.”> He continues and says that:

evidence from Qumran, when seen in perspective, demonstrates that there were

multiple editions of the biblical books in antiquity—one form of which survives
in each of the books of the MT collection, while other forms may or may not have

3! Tov, Textual Criticism, chapter 7. Cf. chapter 4.
52 Tov, Textual Criticism, 350.

53 Ulrich, Dead Sea Scrolls.

> Ulrich, Dead Sea Scrolls, ix.

55 Ulrich, Dead Sea Scrolls, 11.
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had the good fortune to survive in the SP [Syriac Peshitta], the LXX, at Qumran,
or elsewhere.*

This textual pluriformity was an accepted norm among ancient readers of Scripture who
identified certain books as authoritative without necessitating a single, uniform text for
the different writings.”” Ulrich describes in detail evidence from Exodus, 1 Samuel, and
Jeremiah, to support his conclusions. He clearly challenges the perspective that there has
always been a single authoritative and recognized text (or translation) of the Hebrew
Bible. As with Tov, the multiplicity of authoritative texts served to both reflect and shape
the interpretation of their translators and their readers.

In chapter four—where he discusses the canonical process, textual criticism, and
the later compositional stages of the Bible—he indicates that continued “exploration will
erase even more the line” that separates textual and literary criticism.”® This is a line
which, by his designation, is outdated and has been fading for quite some time.”

While there are clear rules to follow when comparing Old Testament texts for the
purposes of textual criticism,* none readily exist for the comparison of textual traditions.
Suffice it to say, however, that such comparative work has been done and from these
studies a methodology can be derived. Following the studies produced by Stanley

Walters, Keith Bodner, Marvin Sweeney, and Thomas Pola, I will seek to ascertain a

suitable process or methodology.®'

3 Ulrich, Dead Sea Scrolls, 11.

5T Ulrich, Dead Sea Scrolls, 35.

%% Ulrich, Dead Sea Scrolls, 52.

%% Ulrich, Dead Sea Scrolls, 52-53.

8 See note 27 above.

¢ Walters, “Hannah and Anna”; Bodner, “Strange Death of Ishbosheth”; Sweeney, “Reading of Zechariah
3 and Pola, “Greek Text of Zechariah.”


http:methodology.61
http:writings.57

14

C. Stanley Walters

In his article, “Hannah and Anna: The Greek and Hebrew Texts of 1 Samuel 1,”
Stanley Walters identifies two distinct stories which come from two particular
perspectives on the same text. As the title suggests, he compares a Hebrew text
perspective versus that of a Greek text perspective of 1 Sam 1. For his study he begins
with the Hebrew text as rendered by the Masoretic Text and the Greek rendered by
Codex Vaticanus, two major, well attested witnesses to the Old Testament in both
languages. In doing this he says that “I do not assume that either text is in a perfect
transmissional condition, but I do assume that each has a prima facie claim to be one that
was read and used by people and was thought to make sense, and should therefore be
considered in its own integrity.”®* This assumption, which is one that I will adopt further
below, is also shared by Bodner and Sweeney.* Ultimately, this allows one to examine
the text’s various grammatical, syntactical and semantic features as they are actually
presented in the text itself. The given Greek and Hebrew texts employ distinct literary
devices which each belong to a different realm of discourse. It is in these distinctions that

we find divergent stories, each informed and crafted by their own distinctive interests.**

82 Walters, “Hannah and Anna,” 388. He also states that “when the text critic assumes that two MSS have
developed from each other or from a common original text—however many generations of copyists back—
the posited original text should be one from which the development of both given texts can be accounted
for by known processes of textual change; and the reconstruction is plausible only as the critic shows what
those processes might have been. You cannot simply replace the actual texts with a theoretical one that
reads more smoothly; you must account for the given texts” (386).

83 Although this sentiment is not overtly discussed by Bodner, it is clear that this is what he does in his
analysis. Sweeney, “Reading of Zechariah 3,” 14, on the other hand discusses this in more detail in his
comparison with Targum Jonathan. Pola, “Greek Text of Zechariah,” 3, identifies a particular community
in which the translation was done and, for his purposes, assumes the Greek translation to be done by a
single translator.

 Walters, “Hannah and Anna,” 387.
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Walters presents a “‘comparative interpretation of the Hebrew and the Greek
texts” in his study.®® He first presents side-by-side comparisons of the divergent readings
of the text.®® He then follows each of these comparisons with various text critical notes, a
comparative analysis of the differences and ends with a conclusion that summarizes his

findings.®’

D. Keith Bodner

Keith Bodner, on the other hand, interweaves his comparison of the Masoretic
Text and the Greek throughout his study® and concludes by separately stating the
“literary advantages” of both traditions.® Bodner’s study focuses on the curious rule and
assassination of Ishbosheth in 2 Sam 3:7 in both the Hebrew (MT) and Greek (LXX)
texts. His investigation of the graphic murder scene reveals “significant discrepancies”
between the two representative traditions.”® The Greek text offers not only a new
character to the narrative but it also presents “an uninterrupted focus on the brothers
Rechab and Baanah” with a substantial twist of luck in their murderous endeavor.”" All
the while the Hebrew version (with the obvious omission of the additional person in the
story) portrays the brothers as stealthy skillful assassins. His analysis clearly shows
extreme divergence in the story and the resulting implications between the Masoretic

Text and LXX renditions.

% Walters, “Hannah and Anna,” 388.

® He does this as English translations. Walters, “Hannah and Anna,” 38889, 397-98, 40405, 407.
" Walters, “Hannah and Anna,” 389-97, 398-404, 405-07,407—12.

8 Bodner, “Strange Death of Ishbosheth,” 1-13.

 Bodner, “Strange Death of Ishbosheth,” 1-18.

70 Bodner, “Strange Death of Ishbosheth,” 2.

" Bodner, “Strange Death of Ishbosheth,” 14.
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E. Marvin Sweeney

Marvin Sweeney separately analyzes the different texts of the Masoretic Text and
Targum Jonathan,”” then evaluates them together in his conclusion.” His comparison of
Targum Jonathan’s reading of Zech 3, an Aramaic translation of the Hebrew text, shows
numerous substantial changes reflected in its reading. So great are the differences that it
presents the translator’s personal interpretive understanding and biases of the Hebrew it
represents. Although the Targums are often treated as a variant form of the Hebrew text
(like that of other translations or versions), Sweeney rightly recognizes that the degree to
which it deviates from the Hebrew requires it to be viewed as an independent tradition in
its own right. He concludes that the Targumist did not produce an actual “translation,”
but rather “a new literary text...dependent on the earlier Hebrew version but...displays

its own set of theological concerns and viewpoints.””*

F. Thomas Pola

Thomas Pola’s study requires the premise of single authorship/translatorship of
the Greek (represented by Rahlfs’ edition of the Septuagint) Minor Prophets because,
according him, “it is methodologically less problematic to ask for...theological self-
understanding if here was a single translator and not many.”” Although Pola does a
grammatical and semantic comparison of the Greek and the Hebrew texts he also
includes a theological/political element in his analysis. His study evaluates select verses

of the Greek version which depict a starkly different theological understanding of the

7 Sweeney, “Reading of Zechariah 3,” 4-8, for the Masoretic Text; 8-14, for Targum Jonathan.
7 Sweeney, “Reading of Zechariah 3,” 14-18.

7 Sweeney, “Reading of Zechariah 3,” 14,

75 Pola, “Greek Text of Zechariah,” 2-3.
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prophecies found in the book of Zechariah from that of the Masoretic Text. The socio-
political environment of the Greek translation (second century B.C. Jerusalem rather than
Alexandria) and the concerns of the translator are betrayed, according to Pola, in the
resulting text. The Greek, in contrast to the Masoretic Text, is done “obviously in view of
the life of Judas the Maccabee.” It is clear for Pola that the two traditions offer their

readers different accounts of the same (or very similar) stories.

G. Summary

These studies show that there is no universal way to conduct and present this type
of analysis. Agreement can be found, however, in the core elements of the examination.
In each there is some type of comparison made between the different traditions, whether
side-by-side, one after the other, or interwoven. They all include an assessment of the
differences (and similarities) and discuss implications of the texts. While one may present
it in a narrative, story-like fashion,”® another chooses to highlight the theo-political
motivations and implications.”” What is important is the selection of texts to compare and

a particular method to conduct the comparison.

III. Methodology
A. Method

While the textual corruption found in the corpus of Mal 2:10-16 certainly
provides frustration for the modem scholar, it also presents a unique opportunity to

observe how ancient interpreters chose to deal with such difficulties. The problematic

76 See Bodner, “Strange Death of Ishbosheth.”
" See Pola, “Greek Text of Zechariah.”
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text invites the use of a different method to examine its contents and meaning.
Comparing two parallel textual traditions allows one to move beyond text-critical
impasses to present the text simply as a text that is received by a community as
Scripture—seen, read, and interpreted within their unique language/cultural context.

The relatively little interest in the Old Greek of the Minor Prophets (and the Old
Greek as a whole) shown by the scholarly community throughout the nineteenth and
early twentieth centuries’® has left open the possibility for such a study as this. The
attention that was given to the Old Greek was largely done in relation to text-critical
studies of the Masoretic Text and other versions and translations. While the field of
textual-criticism prospered, resulting in well-established practices and methods,” little
emphasis was given to the Greek Old Testament as being an important textual tradition in
its own right, alongside that of the Hebrew/Masoretic Text. Towards the latter half of the
twentieth century this perspective on the use of the Old Greek in biblical studies began to
change. Researchers began to move beyond simply using the Old Greek as a means to
validate or authenticate the Masoretic Text. Instead, questions regarding its theology, its
literary value, even its role in Jewish Alexandria were asked, and thus new prospects for
O1d Greek studies emerged.®® With these new research opportunities have come new
methodological possibilities, for comparing the Old Greek and Hebrew texts.

The resulting studies which provided such a comparison did so primarily in

passages which contained the greatest divergences between the two traditions, such as in

78 See Pola, “Greek Text of Zechariah,” 1.

7 For a brief introduction see, McCarter, Recovering the Text, 62-75, where he covers the basic principles
of Old Testament textual criticism. Also Tov, Textual Criticism and Wiirthwein, Old Testament.

8 See Brooke and Lindars, Cognate Writings; Meadowcroft, Aramaic Daniel and Greek Daniel;
Soderlund, Revised Hypothesis; Tov, “Literary History.” One should also note the great contributions made
in the study of the Greek Minor Prophets made by Joseph Ziegler who devoted much of his academic
efforts to this area of study. See Pola, “Greek Text of Zechariah,” 2.
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1 Samuel, Daniel and Jeremiah.®' Dissimilarities between the Old Greek and the Hebrew
were seen in either large or important omissions, additions, or changes displayed by
either tradition. Because of the significant differences between these traditions,
grammatical and semantic comparisons were of limited to no value in analyzing the
deviations which were present. In the case of Malachi, the variances between the Old
Greek and the Hebrew are minimal in scope and, unlike the books mentioned above, they
are largely limited to grammar, syntax, vocabulary, and quite possibly style.®? Due to the
textual corruption found within Mal 2:10-16, the various differences found between the
0Old Greek and the Hebrew present a study more closely akin to the studies of Pola,
Walters, Bodner and Sweeney. As their analyses have shown, there is much flexibility as
to how such a comparison can be facilitated.

My purpose in this thesis is to explore the implications of the comparison of their

various grammatical, syntactical and semantic features present in L and X of Mal 2:10-

16. This method of analys‘i's;will provide an even basis for comparison between the two
languages and their presentation of the text. This will aid in determining whether or not
the two versions differ or agree in the message they present to their respective recipients.
Because both the Hebrew and Greek are represented by two well received
manuscript traditions, my analysis will treat both texts as literary creations with their own
integrity and the understanding that these collections of writings have been conferred
authoritative status as Scripture by various communities throughout history. This takes

into account that Malachi in both traditions is to be read and understood without

8 Auld and Ho, “The Making of David and Goliath”; Lust, “David and Goliath”; Di Lella, “Three Jews in
Greek Daniel”; Meadowcroft, “Septuagint of Daniel 2—7”; Meadowcroft, Aramaic Daniel and Greek
Daniel; Tov, “Literary History”; Soderlund, Revised Hypothesis, Shead, Jeremiah 32.

%2 01d Greek and Hebrew here is in reference to Codex Sinaiticus and Codex Leningradensis (X and L).
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emendation or correction done to the corruption found in the texts.** While textual
variations will be discussed in areas found to have substantial corruption, unlike the text-
critical studies done by Fuller and Zehnder—in which they attempt to correct the
grammar, vocalization or consonantal text of the troubled passages (in Hebrew)—no such
actions will be taken in this analysis.®®

The study will present the comparison in a verse-by-verse layout (like that of
Pola) which will aid in seeing both the similarities and differences found between the two
manuscripts. At each of these stages some consideration will be given to the way that
each of these sections relate to the pericope as a whole. Because this thesis focuses on the
comparison of such a small corpus (only eight verses) the most functional way to present
the analysis of the verses is sequentially as they appear in their respective manuscripts.

The previous work of others such as Hill, Glazier-McDonald, Verhoef, and Pola,
along with the use of a variety of Greek and Hebrew lexical and grammatical aids will be
used to draw forth meaning from both manuscripts.® Building on their studies, this thesis

will provide a clear appraisal and contrast of the two manuscript traditions.

% This, as we shall see, is only pertinent to Mal 2:15-16. The rest of the book of Malachi in both traditions
is well preserved. Hill’s very recent commentary (2012) reflects the common tendency to place the
Masoretic Text in the position of primacy when understanding the Old Testament. While both the Greek
and Hebrew are in a good state of preservation, emphasis is certainly given to that of the Masoretic Text.
Hill, Haggai, Zechariah, and Malachi, 276.

* 1t is of the opinion of Tov that good textual criticism must precede sound literary analysis (Meadowcroft,
Aramaic Daniel and Greek Daniel, 20).

% The following represents a list of current or influential language aids. Aejmelaeus, “Clause Connectors™;
Ausloos, Translating a Translation; Meer, “Septuagint Lexicography”; Chamberlain, Supplemental
Lexicon; de Blois, “Hebrew Metaphors”; Brown, BDB; Collins, Bible in Greek; Glenny, Septuagint of
Amos; Joosten, “Septuagint Vocabulary”; Joosten and Bons, Septuagint Vocabulary, Kohler, HALOT;
Kraus and Wooden, Greek Jewish Scriptures; Louw and Nida, Semantic Domains; Meadowcroft,
“Septuagint of Daniel 2—7”; Muraoka, Two-Way Index to the Septuagint, Muraoka, Twelve Prophets;
Muraoka, Lexicon of the Septuagint; Pietersma, “Response To: T. Muraoka”; Pietersma, “Possibilities and
Limits”; Schenker, Septuagint Reconsidered, Theocharous, Lexical Dependence570:; Taylor, Analytical
Lexicon; Tov, Essays on the Septuagint; Ulrich, Dead Sea Scrolls; Ulrich, Studies in the Hebrew Bible;
Voitila and Jokiranta, Scripture in Transition; Wilson, “Using Semantic Domains.”
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Four areas of discussion will result from the investigation: literary, thematic,
theological and canonical. While the literary and thematic results are expected in such an
examination, the theological and canonical are typically less so. However, due to the
assumption that these two texts are to be understood as authoritative Scripture, received,
read and interpreted by a community, theological and canonical implications are
unavoidable. As a result several such conclusions about the presentation of the versions

and their contrast to one another are described from the data gathered.

B. Thesis Statement

The Hebrew Leningradensis (L) and the Greek Sinaiticus (X) manuscripts diverge

in their rendition and subsequent interpretation of Mal 2:10—16. This thesis examines and
compares this difficult corpus within these two manuscript traditions, in their similarities
and differences, through an analysis of their various grammatical, syntactical and
semantic features. This analysis shows that these two traditions contain two radically
different meanings and yet both functioned as Scripture within two different

communities.

C. Structure of Argument

In the following I will begin by first introducing the Hebrew and Greek textual
traditions. That chapter will discuss various details of the manuscripts that will be used in
the study along with the significance of some of the primary witnesses. It ends with a

short justification of the use of Codex Leningradensis (L)) and Codex Sinaiticus (X).

Chapter 3 will provide the comparative analysis portion of this study. As mentioned
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above, it will showcase a side-by-side comparison of Mal 2:10-16 within the codices L
and X, and will reveal a variety of similarities and distinct differences in the presentation

of these two Greek and Hebrew manuscripts. The analysis will close with a brief
summary of its findings and resulting implications with special regard towards the topic
of canon. Chapter 4 will discuss the canonical questions brought to light from the
comparison found in chapter 3. The discussion will be framed by highlighting the two
most prominent figures to have impacted this field over the last half-century, Brevard S.
Childs and James A. Sanders. A synthesis of their views and its implications for this
current study will follow a presentation of their work in canonical studies. Chapter 5 will

summarize the findings of the thesis.
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Chapter 2: The Texts
Establishing the text of any ancient writing is the first step towards the detailed
study of its contents.’ As McCarter duly notes, the task of collecting the available
witnesses alone can serve to be an extremely complex endeavor.” In the case of Mal
2:10-16, part of the difficulty arises with the quantity of manuscript and translation
attestation available. The Minor Prophets are found in an assortment of witnesses, all

differing in their completeness and comparative importance.® Fortunately for this study
the representative manuscripts L and X have already been chosen.

In this chapter I will briefly discuss these selections and describe the texts. Along
with describing some background information pertinent to the manuscripts, I will discuss
terminology used to describe variations of both the Greek and Hebrew Scriptures. The
Hebrew witness will be presented first in the order of a general summary followed by an
overview of two important representations of the tradition—the finds at Qumran (4QXII)
and Codex Aleppo—and a description of Codex Leningradensis, which will be used in
the analysis portion of this study. The presentation of the Greek text will follow in the
same format as the Hebrew. Although the correlating Greek witnesses will include a brief
mention of the finds of Nahal Hever (8HevXllgr, to correlate with the scrolls of
Qumran), the primary focus will be upon Codex Vaticanus and Codex Sinaiticus which is

the Greek manuscript used in this study.

" Wiirthwein, Old Testament, xiii-xiv.

? McCarter, Recovering the Text, 67.

? For example: CP* Bohairic ed. of the Coptic Version; Eth. Ethiopic Version; ® Received Greek Version;
®" Sinaitic codex; ®"* Alexandrian codex; ®*'* Aldine edition; ®® Vatican codex; ®°°™ Complutensian

edition; ®™™ Cursive mss; " Codex Cryptoferratensis; ®" Hexapla mss; ™" Jerome’s translation from
the Greek; ®" Lucianic mss; ®? Codex Marchalianus; ®" Codex Taurinensis; J Yahwistic (Judaic)
portions of the Hexateuch; £ Old Latin Version; $ Syriac Peshitto Version; S* Ambrosian codex; SV Syro-
hexaplar readings; S" Lee’s edition; $° Urumian codex; T Version of Symmachus; ® Version of
Theodotion.
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L Hebrew

The Masoretic Text has served as the primary form of the Hebrew Bible since
near the second century A.D.? Its adoption and authoritative use by the Jewish
communities of the time helped it sustain such prolonged prominence. The Masoretic
Text, however, is not a single manuscript in and of itself. Instead it represents a collection
of closely related manuscripts usually bearing the Masorah apparatus.’ These collected
texts have long been given the position of primacy for Old Testament textual examination
and translation. This is due to a number of reasons, one of the most important being the
Masorah mentioned above. This apparatus was an addition included into the text from the
seventh to eleventh centuries.® Masorah is actually a term which encompasses the Jewish
textual tradition and its practices, which were employed by the Masoretes.” There was no
one all-encompassing group of Masoretes, however.

Levi has concluded that “there were hundreds and thousands of Masoretes,

generation after generation, for many years, and we do not know when they began and

when they ended.”®

These generations of Masoretes represented a variety of different
scribal styles and practices in their efforts to preserve and transmit Jewish Scripture. The
three commonly acknowledged traditions of Masoretes were the Palestinian, Babylonian,

and Tiberian schools. Of the three, it was the Tiberian school which ultimately gained

dominance and produced the exemplar texts that we have today.’ The most notable and

* Wiirthwein, Old Testament, 13.

5 Tov, Textual Criticism, 22.

® Tov, Textual Criticism, 22.

7 Wiirthwein, Old Testament, 10.

8 Levita, Massoretic Notes on the Hebrew Bible, 137. Cf. Himmelfarb, “First Masoretes,” 37.
® Kelley, Masorah of Biblia Hebraica, 13-30.



25

influential of the Tiberian families were the Moses Ben Asher and Ben Naphtali families.
While there are differences between these two primary traditions, there are also
indications that they are closely related. ' The majority of differences are found within
their vocalic labeling of the text. They both were governed by strict rules dedicated to the
preservation of the text of the Hebrew Bible.

The use of the terms and the relationship between the Masoretic Text (MT) and
the Hebrew Bible (HB) or Old Testament (OT) are often misrepresented or confused.
Most traditionally and most often the HB is equated to be the MT. This is no wonder
considering that (1) the desire for a uniformed biblical text has long been promoted by
the tenets of Judaism, and (2) practically all printed editions of the HB are based (largely)
on the work of the Ben Asher family of Masoretes.'' While this may seem to be a clear
enough association between the HB and the MT, the use of term MT is still quite
imprecise. As we have seen, the Ben Asher family stems from only one of three (main)
traditions, representing untold generations of Masoretes. Thus most references to the
“Masoretic Text” actually more specifically infer the Tiberian MT.

Though this may seem to be a trivial distinction, what this signifies is that the MT
is clearly just one manuscript tradition, like that of the Old Greek, which represents one
form of the Jewish Scriptures. The fact that the MT (or Tiberian Ben Asher MT) forms
the diplomatic base of practically all modern forms of the HB does not mean that it is the

HB.'? On a similar note, Tov states that, “it is difficult to know whether there ever existed

' Wiirthwein, Old Testament, 24-25.
"' Tov, Textual Criticism, 19.
"2 Cf. McLay, Use of the Septuagint, 7.
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a single text which served as the archetype of [the MT].”"* Having a better understanding
of what the MT is (a representative tradition of Jewish Scripture) allows for a fairer

perspective when comparing it to its Greek counterpart.

A. Qumran

It is only natural when undertaking a study such as this to consider the discoveries
at Qumran. Most commonly referred to as the Dead Sea Scrolls, the documents found in
the Judean Desert between 1947 and 1956 provided a great wealth of resources for new
explorations in biblical studies. The manuscripts and fragments found at Qumran (Q), and
other locations in the Judean desert, have opened a vault of new available data to critics
of the HB and other related documents. The writings found there, especially those
relating to Hebrew and Aramaic texts, are dated as some of the oldest in existence.'*
Every serious textual examination of the HB should include an investigation into the
finds of Qumran. In the case of Mal 2:10-16, Qumran offers the fragment 4QXIP. " It
dates to about the second century B.C. and is comprised of parts of Zechariah, Malachi,
and Jonah.' The section which includes Malachi, however, is severely deficient— a
considerable portion of Mal 2:10-16 is missing. In looking at the two most complicated
verses, we find that Mal 2:16 is almost fully intact but 2:15 is missing about two thirds of

its contents.”

B Tov, Textual Criticism, 22-23. This does not take away from the fact that the consonantal text of the
representative MT has been evidenced in Second Temple sources.

" Tov, Textual Criticism, 106 1n.80.

15 See Ulrich, Biblical Qumran Scrolls, 623-24. Also Fuller, “Problems in Malachi,” 49-57.

16 Jones, 4 Study in Text and Canon, 6.

'7 Only six words here are preserved which, if the text accurately reflects the Masoretic Text, omits an
additional 11.
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B. Aleppo

Codex Aleppo holds the distinction of originating from the renowned Ben Asher
family. While the consonantal text is attributed to Sh“lomo ben Buya‘a, the Masorah and
the vocalization is said to be done by Aaron Ben Asher himself.'® Aleppo is noted to
predate L by almost a century, commonly receiving an approximate dating of 925 A.D.
Representing Aharon Ben Asher’s most significant work, with all of its folios intact, it
served as the baseline standard for the Hebrew text—Ilargely due to precise and
meticulous work he continued to do on it throughout his lifetime. Prior to 1948 the codex
served as the oldest and best extant manuscript of the HB. It was then, during the riots
that surrounded the Aleppo synagogue where it was formerly located, that parts of this
manuscript were tragically destroyed by fire. The codex has lost approximately one-
fourth to one-third of its contents which include most of the Torah, five and a half books
of the Writings, parts of at least 11 other books and its colophon.'® L, on the other hand,
remains wholly intact preserving not only the biblical books, but also its colophon and

the Masorah.

C. Leningradensis

Codex Leningradensis (L) is the oldest complete manuscript in existence today.
Its composition is dated to 1008 A.D. and it too belongs to the tradition of the Ben Asher
family. L is attributed to Aaron ben Moses ben Asher. Due in large part to its copyist, its

completeness and its attestation over time, L is an indispensable OT witness. This is most

8 Tov, Textual Criticism, 46. See also Revell, “Codex as a Representation,” xxxi.
' Tov, Textual Criticism, 47. See also Revell, “Codex as a Representation,” xxxi.
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evident with its preeminence in the critical Hebrew editions of BHK, BHS and BHQ,
where L is used as its diplomatic base.*®

It is well attested that L holds the preeminent title as the oldest, complete
manuscript of the HB still in existence today.>' Astrid Beck goes as far as describing L
(also labeled as Firkovich B 19 A) as “probably the single most important manuscript of
the Bible.”?> He continues his praise and calls it the “jewel” or “crown” of the world’s
largest unpublished collection of Judaic texts from the medieval period.® The codex,
which is comprised of 491 folios, is dated between 1008 and 1010 A.D. There is a slight
discrepancy in the dating of this medieval manuscript as even noted scholars such as
Emanuel Tov, who places its date as 1009 A.D., and Ernst Wiirthwein, who chooses 1008
AD,, differ in their findings.>* Victor Lebedev suggests that the differences arise out of
reconciling the dating information of the manuscript copy found in the colophon of L.
The conversion of Jewish dates to that of the Christian Era (along with possible scribal
error) ultimately result in the two year difference that we see.”’> As Lebedev points out,

the copying could have easily begun some time during the year 1008 A.D. and ended at

2 Tov, Textual Criticism, 47. Jobes and Silva, Septuagint, 72 1.7, gives a brief definition as follows: “A
diplomatic edition reproduces as exactly as possible the text of one selected manuscript, although obvious
scribal errors are corrected (e.g., the Standard edition of the Hebrew Bible, Biblia Hebraica Stuttgartensia,
is a diplomatic edition of Codex Leningradensis). In the case of Vaticanus, its lacunae (gaps) had to be
filled with the text of Alexandrinus or Sinaiticus.”

21 Beck, “Introduction,” ix; Lebedev, “Oldest Complete Codex,” xxii. See also Tov, Textual Criticism, 47,
and Wiirthwein, Old Testament, 37. The codex currently resides in the Russian National Library
(previously known as the Saltykov-Shchedrin State Public Library), in St. Petersburg (previously known as
Leningrad).

22 Beck, “Introduction,” x.

 Noted to be the Firkovich collection in the Russian National Library.

2 Tov, Textual Criticism, 45; Wiirthwein, Old Testament, 10. The apparent one year difference may
perhaps be insignificant as it is difficult (or not possible at this point) to give a more precise date.

% Lebedev, “Oldest Complete Codex,” xxi—xxii. He states that the manuscript “begins with a large
colophon (f. 1), which gives the date of the manuscript copy, cited in five different eras: 4770 from
Creation, 1444 from King Jehoiachin’s exile, 1319 from “Greek dominion” (malkut ha-yawanim), 940
from the destruction of the Second Temple of Jerusalem, and 399 from Hijrah (geren ze irah). The month
is Siwan. When we convert these dates into the Christian Era, differing, although close, dates emerge.”
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some point in 1010 A.D. In any case, while one scholar may have reasons to choose one
date over another, there is no argument to the range which is given. The only other “full”
manuscript which is noted to have an earlier date is the Codex Aleppo.*

It is no wonder that the critical Hebrew editions of BHK, BHS and most recently
BHQ, took L as its diplomatic base.”” The intact Masoretic textual and marginal notations
of the Ben Asher scribal tradition within L make it indispensable for representing the
technical apparatus required to reconstruct the history of textual transmission.”® Unlike
the designation “Masoretic Text,” which, as Tov states, “is an abstract unit reflected in
various sources which differ from each other in many details,” L represents an actual
manuscript. This means that rather than using something abstract or composite as a
reference for a tradition, L offers us something complete that was actually used by an

ancient (medieval) community of faith.

*6 Because of L’s rather late (medieval) dating there are certainly other, older mss and fragments of the
Hebrew Bible, such as the Codex Cairensis and the findings from Qumran and the Judean desert. These,
however, do not necessarily present a superior textual tradition. Codex Cairensis represents the oldest
extant source of the Former and Latter Prophets. This manuscript, dated 895 A.D. is of the Ben Asher
tradition and is said to be written and pointed by Moses Ben Asher himself (Loewinger, Codex Cairensis,
title page). See also Wiirthwein, Old Testament, 35. This information has, however, come under some
suspicion. A number of scholars believe that it better represents the Ben Naphtali tradition rather than the
Ben Asher (Wiirthwein, Old Testament, 35). Though there are opposing views on this (see Wiirthwein, Old
Testament, 35; Revell, “Codex as a Representation,” xxxi n. 2), if this suspicion is proven true, the
authenticity of Cairensis would be in question. Regardless of which tradition it most correctly portrays, the
text contained within still remains a valuable witness.

2 Tov, Textual Criticism, 47.

% Beck, “Introduction,” x. He even comments on the importance of the artistry contained within L. He says
that “the Codex is also a work of “medieval art,” for it contains sixteen illuminated “Carpet Pages,” so-
called because their geometric patterning and fine detail resemble ancient carpets of the Near East. The
Carpet Pages also include texts from Deuteronomy and Psalms and a blessing in the center of the star in
folio 474r, the Signature Page, containing the “signatures” of the scribes. This geometric patterning is also
employed in some of the Masoretic notes, as for example in the poem, the Song of the Sea (Exod 15), which
begins on folio 40r, the Masoretic notes at the top of the subsequent page, folio 40v, represent a unique
geometric pattern with stunning visual effect. This poem, laid out in poetic stichs, is one of our earliest
examples of prosody in the Bible. It offers numerous clues as to just what was considered poetry in the
early traditions that ultimately informed the Bible” (Beck, “Introduction,” xi).
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D. Summary

In this section I have briefly discussed the details behind some of the primary
representations of the Jewish Scriptures in Hebrew. We have seen that the use of certain
terms used to describe the Jewish Scriptures in Hebrew—such as MT, HB, and OT—are
often misrepresented or confused. Though seemingly insignificant, understanding that the
form of the HB for generations actually represents just one manuscript tradition, similar
to that of the Old Greek, opens the way for viewing the Old Greek on even terms with the
Hebrew. In summarizing the selected Hebrew witnesses—including the valuable finds of
Qumran (4QXII?), the two main manuscript traditions of the Aleppo Codex and L—we
have identified L as the primary intact witness to a long surviving Hebrew tradition. The

following section will present a similar summary of the Greek versions.

IL. Greek

Biblical scholarship has recently seen a surge in scholarly attention directed
towards a better understanding of the LXX or Old Greek [OG] translation of the Hebrew
Scriptures. This is clearly reflected in the remarkable number of monographs, theses,
essays, even lexicons dedicated to help explore the contributions of the OG to biblical
studies.?’ The proliferation of these studies has brought to light the many complexities
surrounding the OG translation and its unique relationship to its Hebrew counterpart.

As with the Hebrew text, a clearer understanding of the terminology used to

describe the Greek version(s) may prove helpful to appreciate better the premise of this

% Very recent work in this area can be seen in Theocharous, Lexical Dependence570:; Harvey, YHWH
Elohim; Joosten and Bons, Septuagint Vocabulary; and Chamberlain, Supplemental Lexicon. Other recent
titles include Rajak, Greek Bible; Olofsson, Essays on the Septuagint; Taylor, Analytical Lexicon;
Muraoka, Lexicon of the Septuagint, Glenny, Septuagint of Amos; Cook, Septuagint and Reception127:;
Tov, Collected Essays; and Ausloos, Translating a Translation.
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study. In today’s vernacular the term “Septuagint” has a mixed set of uses. While it still 1s
used to refer to some kind of Greek version of the Jewish Scriptures, the extent of what it
covers depends largely on context. If it is employed by, as McLay calls them,
“nonspecialists,” it could infer the oldest known Greek text of any given book, regardless
if that was true.’® As Dine points out, it is even used in a much wider sense “as in
‘Septuagint studies’, or ‘printed editions of the Septuagint.””*' While there are some
academics (such as Tov and Peters) who prefer more precise distinctions, others (such as
Wasserstein and Wasserstein) find it less necessary.** As the Letter of Aristeas™ suggests,
the designation Septuagint or LXX was initially limited to only the Pentateuch. Dines
notes that “when the earliest Jewish sources refer to the Greek translations, they
apparently mean only the five books attributed to Moses.”** Although the designation
“LXX” originally identified only the first five books of Moses, during the early church it
began to be more broadly associated with the entire Greek translation of the Hebrew
Scriptures. It was Second Century A.D. authors such as Justin who began this trend which
was readily accepted by the early church.’> The earliest and most complete manuscripts
that we have available today (ca. 300-400 A.D.) contain all of the books found in the
canon of the HB.?® In fact, these manuscripts contained even more books than their

Hebrew counterparts.

*McLay, Use of the Septuagint, 6.

3! Dines, Septuagint, 2-3.

32 Tov, Textual Criticism, 135; Peters, “Septuagint,” 1093-94; Wasserstein and Wasserstein, Legend of the
Septuagint, who make no such distinction.

*Fora variety of views on the letter see Rajak, Greek Bible, 24—63; Wasserstein and Wasserstein, Legend
of the Septuagint, 19-26; and Shutt, “Aristeas,” 7-34.

* Dines, Septuagint, 2.

3 Dines, Septuagint, 2.

* See Breay, “Codex Sinaiticus,” http://codexsinajticus.org.
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Moving from a general designation to a more precise term, there are some in
biblical scholarship who differentiate the terms LXX and OG. OG in this case represents
the earliest “reconstructable” Greek section of the HB. This reserves the “Septuagint”

designation for later developments of the text.*’

A. The Letter of Aristeas

The Letter of Aristeas is widely known as the earliest extant account attesting to
the translation of Hebrew Scriptures into Greek. According to Wasserstein and
Wasserstein, it remains an important artifact “because, with the exception of the
Septuagint itself, it is the longest [surviving] of the extant products of Alexandrian
Judaism in the Ptolemaic period.”*® The letter ascribes the translation of the Torah to 72
Jewish elders (six from each tribe), who completed it in 72 days; all at the behest of the
Demetrius of Phalerum, president of Egyptian King Ptolemy’s library in Alexandria.*® It
1s a truly amazing account of a magnificent translational accomplishment. Unfortunately,
however, the letter has been deemed fictitious for prevailing inconsistencies throughout

its testimony.*

*7 Dines, Septuagint, 3. She comments that, “Sometimes the term ‘Proto-Septuagint’ is used for the
hypothetical reconstructed originals, but more often it is the modern critical editions that are presented as
‘the Septuagint’ (e.g. Rahlfs 1935 or the Géttingen Septuagint).”

Wasserstein and Wasserstein, Legend of the Septuagint, 19, where they go on and say that this is also
“the most complete piece of Alexandrian prose surviving in its original dress.”
% Charles, Apocrypha and Pseudepigrapha, 2:94-123; also Rajak, Greek Bible, 30.
0 For example the author’s representations of particular historical events are inaccurate. Demetrius of
Phalerum (Phaleron) could not have proposed the translation during the reign of Ptolemy Philadelphus due
to his exile by Ptolemy at the beginning of his reign. Also the mention of the philosopher Menedemus
being alive and participating in events surrounding the translation are incongruent with his estimated
lifetime. An array of other inconsistencies is listed by Charles, Apocrypha and Pseudepigrapha, 2:83-84.
Cf. also Jobes and Silva, Septuagint, 33-37. This position, however, is not shared by the more current work
of Rajak (Rajak, Greek Bible). Rajak asserts that “essentially there is no sensible way of choosing between
the positions” of historically true or false (42). Rajak also notes that Humphrey Hody’s denouncement of
the veracity of the Letter was certainly ethnically motivated (38-39). She even refutes the legitimacy of the
above mentioned inconsistency regarding Demetrius of Phalerum (Phaleron). She states that the “crude
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Though many of the details contained within the Letter of Aristeas are suspect, the
letter itself corroborates the creation and the approximate dating (ca. 250 B.C.) of the
Greek Pentateuch.*' It also represents an apologetic, of sorts, defending the very
existence of such a translation in the first place.*” The Diaspora of the Hellenistic age, not
having or knowing Hebrew as their native language, would have required this translation
to appropriate knowledge of their Scriptures. For all those who required it, this
“translation” represented their textus receptus.

The importance and contribution of this first translation cannot be overstated. It
was the primary Bible for generations of displaced Jews (as well as proselytes)
throughout Egypt and beyond, and it also served as the main literary and theological base
for the New Testament which followed.*® Its impact and its usefulness are still felt even
today. It plays a very significant role in our understanding of its Hebrew source—
especially in regards to textual criticism and the search for an “original” Hebrew text.**

There are also some unique concerns surrounding its formation that specifically pertain to

anachronism concerning Demetrius of Phaleron, is less persuasive than appears at first sight. This objection
was already raised by Scaliger, and it was developed by Hody, for whose assault this was the springboard.
The problem arises because of the information that Demetrius had to leave Alexandria soon after Ptolemy
II’s accession in 283, banished for having backed the wrong horse as heir-apparent. That would seem to
undermine any claim of Demetrius’ involvement in a Torah translation commissioned by Ptolemy II. It is
not decisive” (42).

*! See Wiirthwein, Old Testament, 52.

2 Jobes and Silva, Septuagint, 35-36.

* Jobes and Silva, Septuagint, 23.

* The use of the LXX in the process of textual criticism of the Hebrew Bible is widely known and attested
to. In this section Jobes and Silva discuss variants in the Hebrew text behind the LXX in comparison to that
of the Masoretic Text which presuppose a possible different Vorlage (Jobes and Silva, Septuagint, 146-58).
In recent times, however, the value of the Greek texts has moved beyond simply its relationship to the
Hebrew. They have emerged as prized documents in their own right. Studies, such as those mentioned in
the introduction, reflect a move towards highlighting their value as independent documents with their own
literary, historical and theological integrity.
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translation. Some of the primary concerns arise from underdeveloped methods and a lack
of sufficient resources available to translators of the day.*’

Along with this, its extensive use by both the newly burgeoning Christian faith
and the long established Jewish tradition, produced large numbers of manuscripts, all
with varying degrees of quality. Although the formation and compilation of the OG
differs substantially from that of an OT translation of today,* it still serves as an
undeniable marker of change in the transmission of Scripture. As variations of this
translation spread, so too did its influence and value. While assuredly Jewish in concept,

it became the foundational piece of scared literature for a new Greek tradition.

B. Nahal Hever

Along with the Hebrew and Aramaic finds at Qumran, the documents found
nearby at Nahal Hever also served to reinvigorate the field of biblical studies. It was in
1952 that the Greek Minor Prophets scroll made its scholarly debut in Dominique
Barthelemy’s article entitled, “Rediscovery of a Missing Link in the History of the
Septuagint.”*” The scroll labeled 8HevXIllgr provided one of the most significant
contributions to the study of the OG text of the HB. It presented unique characteristics
unlike that of the more common Greek tradition in different ways including the ordering
of the books of the Twelve, which seemed to follow that of the MT rather than other
Greek manuscripts which had been found.*® Unfortunately, however, this great find was

not complete. It did not contain the whole Book of the Twelve; in fact it contained just

* Wiirthwein, Old Testament, 54.

*® France, “Bible in English,” 177.

*7 Reprinted as Barthelemy, “L'histoire de la Septante,” 127-39. Title translated from French (Cf. Jobes and
Silva, Septuagint, 159).

*® Tov, Minor Prophets Scroll from Nahal Hever, 9—10. See also Ego, Minor Prophets, xxv.
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under half of it, lacking Hosea, Joel, Amos, Obadiah, Haggai, and Malachi, along with
portions of the other books. This find, had it included Malachi, could very well have

provided answers to some important questions regarding the text.

C. Vaticanus
Codex Vaticanus (B) is often treated as the best and most complete rendition of
the Greek Bible. This Alexandrian type uncial®® originates from the same time period as

X (ca. 300 A.D.). It is widely known that B, like R, contains both the Old and New

Testaments. Yet there remains a significant difference in the “completeness” of either

testament and the ordered arrangement of their books. B does not contain any of the

books of Maccabees while X has 1 and 4 Maccabees. B has the OT poetic books before

the prophetic and it ends the OT with Daniel. X instead closes with the poetic books with

Job in the final position. B is also missing the first 46 chapters of Genesis and the textual
character of books such as Judges, Ezekiel and Isaiah are suspect.”®

Despite these minor variations and textual concerns, B maintains a position of
primacy for some scholars in regards to the Greek OT. For most books, Dine sees B “as a
prime textual witness to the original LXX.”*' This is not necessarily so for the NT.>* The

original manuscript is absent of all NT material after Heb 11:4, which includes the

* This term, according to Parker, is imprecise. “Majuscule manuscripts have frequently been called
‘uncials.” The use of this term, which is a description of a certain style of Latin script, for Greek
manuscripts is incorrect, and the proper palaeographical term ‘majuscule’ should be used” (Parker,
Manuscripts and Their Texts, 53). Nevertheless, the term “uncial” still remains the more commonly used
term to describe this type of manuscript. Another distinction should be made here as well. The term
“Alexandrian” used to describe the text type stems from both New Testament textual criticism and a
comparable association for the LXX. See Jobes and Silva, Septuagint, 131-36.

%% Cf. Elliott, “Origin of Codex Vaticanus,” 282.

*! Dines, Septuagint, 6-7, 93.

52 Although the NT is not within the full scope of this essay it is worth a brief mention here.
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Pastoral Letters and the book of Revelation. Parker concludes that since there is no way
to know if B ever contained those particular books which are missing and due to “this gap
in our knowledge, in [his] view we should speak of seven rather than eight complete
Greek Bibles among the manuscripts.”>

Since the book of Malachi is intact for this manuscript, the consideration to use

this as a representative witness is certainly a reasonable one, especially considering B’s
relatively well preserved OT. However, there are particular differences between B and X

(which will be discussed below) which make B a less suitable candidate for this study.

D. Sinaiticus
Codex Sinaiticus (X), also dating back to the fourth century A.D., is by far one of

the most “popular” of the Greek uncials. In some ways even more so than B. The highly
popularized story of its finding and subsequent sensationalized controversies have played
their roles in its notoriety. It was May of 1844 that noted biblical scholar and adventurer
Constantine von Tischendorf visited the St. Catherine’s Monastery at Sinai where, during
his stay, found the beginnings of this illustrious codex. Ultimately rescued from the fires
for which it was intended, Tischendorf emerged with the majority of the manuscript
intact.>* It was this fateful encounter which introduced the world to one of the three most

significant biblical codices in existence today.

> Parker, Manuscripts and Their Texts, 72. Parker also notes that the missing parts of Hebrews and
Revelation are emended through the use of a fifteenth century supplement (234). For a comparison chart
sce Skeat, “Constantine,” 213.

* The varying details of this story can be found in numerous publications. Tischendorf, Codex Sinaiticus, is
his own account. See also Metzger and Ehrman, Text of the New Testament (2005), 62—65; and Skeat,
Writings of T.C. Skea