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ABSTRACT 

 It has long been observed that the text of Joshua, as reflected in the 

Greek (OG), is quite different from the Masoretic Text (MT). These 

differences not only include pluses, minuses, and expansions but also 

variation in literary sequence. Most scholarly attention has focused on the 

difference in length between OG and MT; the former being noticeably 

shorter than the latter. Should the textual variation be attributed to the free 

creative initiative of the OG translator, or should it be attributed to a later 

Hebrew revisor who sought to improve upon the earlier text form (Vorlage)? 

The answer to this question provides more clarity to the larger question—

which text reflects the earlier text form?  

 Since much scholarship regarding OG-Joshua vis-à-vis MT-Joshua has 

focused the attention predominately on the minuses of OG (or pluses in 

MT), the aim of the present thesis offers a contribution to the discussion by 

putting center stage the instances when the OG presents longer readings than 

the MT. The main question I seek to answer is: What sort of witness is the 

OG to the Hebrew text in its pre-MT form? That is, how much text-critical 

weight should be granted to variant readings contained in the OG but lacking 

in the MT (or lacking in the OG but contained in the MT)? The working 
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thesis of this study is that the OG more often than not reflects the earlier 

Hebrew text form. 

 The first chapter serves as an introduction familiarizing the reader to 

the problem which gave rise to the investigation as well as the three schools 

of thought which have hitherto emerged to explain the textual variation 

between OG and MT-Joshua. Additionally, I provide the reader with an 

overview of the Greek text and a survey of the ancient witnesses utilized in 

the course of the textual analysis in order to establish clear definitions and 

descriptions. 

 Chapters 2–5 comprise the analysis of the 60 pluses in the OG vis-à-

vis the MT of Joshua. Each chapter constitutes the particular cause which 

gave rise to the textual variation—viz., textual error, harmonizations, 

amplifications, and sundry causes. Within the chapters, a case is made for 

why a particular plus should be placed in its respective category. 

 The final chapter functions as a conclusion, which summarizes the 

findings of the investigation and the corollary implications regarding the 

text-critical validity of the OG in relation to the MT of Joshua. According to 

the results of the analysis, when the OG presents a longer reading, about half 

of the time (on average) the OG will reflect the earlier reading.  

!v



DEDICATION 

I dedicate this work to my supportive and loving wife, Janelle. Her constant 
help and encouragement was integral throughout the past three years as I 

pursued my master’s. Additionally, I express much gratitude to my 
grandparents who generously resolved to invest in my education by covering 

my tuition and educational expenses.  



TABLE OF CONTENTS 

Acknowledgments ix ..............................................................................................................

Abbreviations x .......................................................................................................................

Greek Manuscripts xii .............................................................................................................

PART I: INTRODUCTION 

1. The Problem: A Shorter Text 2 ...........................................................................................

     1.1. History of Research: Three Schools 3 ........................................................................

1.1.1. The OG-Shortens School 3 ..............................................................................

1.1.2. The MT-Expands School 4 ..............................................................................

1.1.3. The Eclectic School 6 ......................................................................................

1.1.4. The Need for Further Research 7 .....................................................................

     1.2. Methodology 8 ............................................................................................................

1.2.1. Overview of the Old Greek 9 ...........................................................................

1.2.2. The Greek Text of Joshua 13 ...........................................................................

1.2.3. Survey of Ancient Witnesses 15 ......................................................................

1.2.4. Procedure & Presentation 18 ...........................................................................

     1.3. Qualifications 19 .........................................................................................................

PART II: ANALYSIS 

2. Textual Error 22 ..................................................................................................................

3. Harmonizations 41 ..............................................................................................................

4. Amplifications 53 ................................................................................................................

5. Sundry Causes 63 ................................................................................................................

!vii



PART III: CONCLUSION 

6. Findings & Implications 82 ................................................................................................

Appendix A 85 ........................................................................................................................

Appendix B 87 ........................................................................................................................

Bibliography 90 ......................................................................................................................

Index of Texts Discussed  

!viii



ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS 

I am thankful for Dr. Brian Aucker who graciously agreed to be my primary faculty 
advisor for this project regardless of his already full academic plate. I would also like to 
recognize Dr. David Chapman and his willingness to function as my second reader; often 
the role of the second reader commences near the busiest time of the semester. Lastly, I 
extend many thanks to Dr. Jim Pakala for providing quick yet highly detailed feedback 
regarding format and citation. 

Unless otherwise indicated, all Scripture quotations are from The Holy Bible, English 
Standard Version, copyright © 2001 Crossway Bibles, a division of Good News 
Publishers.  

Unless otherwise indicated, quotations from the Septuagint are taken from A New English 
Translation of the Septuagint, © 2007 by the International Organization for Septuagint 
and Cognate Studies, Inc. 

!ix



ABBREVIATIONS 

General Abbreviations 

α´ Aquila’s Translation

a.k.a. also known as

Arm. The Armenian Version of the Septuagint 

cf. confer, “compare”

ESV English Standard Version

Eth. The Ethiopic Version of the Septuagint

frg(s) Fragment(s)

Gk. Greek

Heb. Hebrew

LXX The Septuagint (also abbr. OG)

LXX- Brenton The Septuagint Versions of the Old Testament by Lancelot Brenton

Margolis Max L. Margolis, The Book of Joshua in Greek, Pts. I-V.

Mm Masorah magna

Mp Masorah parva

MS(S) Manuscript(s)

MT The Masoretic Text

MTK Ketîb reading of the Masoretic Text

MTQ Qerê reading of the Masoretic Text

N.B. nota bene, “note carefully”

NETS New English Translation of the Septuagint

OG The Old Greek

OGA Codex Alexandrinus of the Old Greek

OGB Codex Vaticanus of the Old Greek

OGL The Lucianic Tradition of the Old Greek

!x



Bibliographic and Journal Abbreviations 

OGO The Origenian Recension of the Old Greek

OL Old Latin

Passim Scattered throughout

S The Syriac Peshitta

Sah. The Sahidic Version of the Septuagint

s.v. sub verbo, “under the word”

σ´ Symmachus’ Translation

Syh. The Syro-Hexapla

T The Aramaic Targum Jonathan: The Former Prophets

Θ Τheodotian’s Translation

v., vv. verse, verses

V Vulgate

viz. videlicet, namely

AB The Anchor Bible

HAT Handbuch Zum Alten Testament

HSM Havard Semitic Monographs

JSCS Journal of Septuagint and Cognate Studies

OTL Old Testament Library

PFES Publications of the Finnish Exegetical Society

SAIS Studies in the Aramaic Interpretation of Scripture

SBL Society of Biblical Literature

SCS Septuagint and Cognate Studies

SJOT Scandinavian Journal of the Old Testament

STDJ Studies on the Texts of the Desert of Judah

VTSup Supplements to Vetus Testamentum

WBC Word Biblical Commentary

!xi



GREEK MANUSCRIPTS 

Uncial MSS 

B — Codex Vaticanus. 
 B1 corrections by the original scribe. 
 Ba Bb Bc corrections by three successive later scribes. 

A — Codex Alexandrinus. 
 A1 corrections by the original scribe. 
 Aa Ab Ac Ad corrections by four successive later scribes. 

D — Codex Cottonianus. 
 D1 corrections by the original scribe or a contemporary. 
 Da Db corrections by later scribes. 

E — Codex Bodleianus. 
 E1 corrections by original scribe. 
 Ea Eb later corrections. 

F — Codex Ambrosianus. 
 F1 corrections by the original scribe 
 Fa corrections in uncial hands. 
 Fb corrections in cursive hands. 

G — Codex Colberto-Sarravianus. 

L — Codex Purpureus Vindobonensis 

M — Codex Coislinianus. 

N — Codex Petropolitanus Purpureus. 

S — Codex Sinaiticus (א). 

!xii



Minuscules MSS 

a (15) b (108)

b (19) q (120)

c (38) r (129)

d (44) s (131)

e (52) t (134)

f (53) u

g (54) v

h (55) w

i (56) x

j (57) y (121)

k (58) z (85)

l (59) a2

m (72) b2 (29)

n (75) c2 (135)

o (82) d2 (61)

p (106)

!xiii



PART I 

INTRODUCTION 



CHAPTER 1 

THE PROBLEM: A SHORTER GREEK TEXT 

 Turn to any page in the Hebrew text of Joshua using the Biblia Hebraica 

Stuttgartensia (BHS). In the critical apparatus, what will be found at least once per page 

is the siglum > followed by the Gothic letter 𝔊. This designation informs the reader that 

the particular word(s) as reflected in the Masoretic Text (MT) is (are) absent from the 

Greek text (OG).  In chapter 2 alone, > 𝔊 appears fifteen times! Given the high frequency 1

of absent readings in the OG textual tradition, it is little wonder why the Greek text of 

Joshua attracted much scholarly attention.  

 Although the generally held consensus is that OG Joshua is approximately 4–5% 

shorter than the MT,  much more polarized are the explanations proposed which account 2

for the shorter version in the Greek textual tradition (or the longer version in the Hebrew 

textual tradition). Which textual tradition reflects the earlier text form? Does the shorter 

OG version of Joshua imply the editorial work of the translator who sought to condense 

and curtail his translation? Or does the longer MT version of Joshua imply the work of a  

  For example, in 10:24 after aוַיְהִי כְּהוֹצִיאָם we read bאֶת־הַמְּלָכִים הָאֵלֶּהb. The superscript letters refer 1

the reader to the critical apparatus which reads: 24 a 2 Mss ´בְּה || b–b > 𝔊. 

  Emanuel Tov, “The Growth of the Book of Joshua in light of the Evidence of the Septuagint,” in 2

The Greek and Hebrew Bible: Collected Essays on the Septuagint, ed. The Board of the Quarterly, VTSup 
72 (Atlanta: SBL, 2006), 387; Kristin De Troyer, “The Battle Against Ai and the Textual History of the 
Book of Joshua,” JSCS 48 (2015): 42.
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later revisor who sought expand his copy of the Hebrew? Moreover, what value does OG 

Joshua have for textual and literary criticism of the Hebrew text? 

1.1. History of Research: Three Schools 

 Since the late 1800s, three schools have emerged which have hitherto sought to 

answer these perennial questions. I will refer to them as follows: The OG-Shortens 

School, The MT-Expands School, and The Eclectic School.  3

1.1.1. The OG-Shortens School 

 In his 1886 commentary, Die Bücher Numeri, Deuteronomium und Josua, August 

Dillmann was the first to disparage the text-critical value of the OG vis-à-vis MT, 

becoming the harbinger of the OG-Shortens School. He argued that all deviations 

(without qualification) ought to be attributed to the work of the OG translator whose 

Tendenz  was to both shorten and introduce deliberate alterations. Based on this premise, 4

the Hebrew Vorlage available to the OG translator was essentially the same as MT in its 

present form; thus, there would be no need to posit an underlying Hebrew Vorlage which 

differed from the MT. As a corollary, in cases where the OG lacks a reading attested in 

the MT, precedence should be given to the MT. Following in Dillmann’s methodological 

  The ensuing delineation was aided in part by Michaël N. Van Der Meer’s chapter surveying the 3

history of research regarding OG Joshua vis-à-vis MT Joshua (Formation and Reformulation: The 
Redaction of the Book of Joshua in the Light of Oldest Textual Witnesses, VTSup 102 [Leiden: Brill, 2004], 
32–91). However, the breakdown into three schools portrays my own way of conveying the data.

  This is a German term used of discernible tendency or bias in a work of a writer, translator, or 4

redactor. 
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footsteps were William H. Bennet,  J. E. Carpenter,  Martin Noth,  Max L. Margolis,  5 6 7 8

and—more recently—Klaus Bierberstein,  Martin Rösel,  and Michaël N. Van Der 9 10

Meer.  Harry M. Orlinsky notes that Dillmann’s approach “has generally prevailed” in 11

the text-critical analysis of the MT.  12

1.1.2. The MT-Expands School 

 In 1914, Samuel Holmes became the vanguard of the MT-Expands School by 

offering a formidable riposte to Dillmann’s cavalier dismissal of the textual integrity of 

OG Joshua. Through his meticulous investigation of the variations between the OG and 

MT, Holmes drew attention to the consistency among the deviations. That is, whenever 

the MT contained certain words or expressions which were absent from the OG, those 

same words and expressions were also absent from the OG elsewhere throughout the 

book. Such consistency, he argued, assumes some sort of systematic reworking or 

redaction. Although such redaction could, indeed, be attributed to the OG translator, 

Holmes suggested the variations between the OG and MT should rather be attributed to a 

  William H. Bennet, “Joshua,” in Paul Haupt, The Sacred Books of the Old Testament; A Critical 5

Edition of the Hebrew Text, vol. 6 (Leipzig: J. C. Hinrich, 1895).

  Jospeh E. Carpenter, The Hexatuech according to the revised versions, 2 vols (London: 6

Longmans, 1900).

  Martin Noth, Das Buch Josua, HAT, 2nd ed. (Tübingen: Mohr Siebeck, 1953).7

  Max L. Margolis, The Book of Joshua in Greek according to the Critically Restored Text with an 8

Apparatus Containing the Variants of the Principal Recensions and of the Individual Witnesses, I-V 
(Publications of the Alexander Kohut Memorial Foundation; Librairie orientaliste Paul Geuthner, Paris 
1931-1938).

  Klaus Bieberstein, Josua-Jordan-Jericho, Archäologie, Geschichte und Theologie der 9

Landnahmeerzählungen Josua 1–6, OBO 143 (Göttingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1995).

  Martin Rösel, “The Septuagint Version of The Book of Joshua,” SJOT 16, no. 1 (2002): 5-23.10

  Van Der Meer, Formation and Reformulation, 523.11

  Harry M. Orlinsky, “The Hebrew Vorlage of the Septuagint of the Book of Joshua,” VTSup 27 12

(Leiden: Brill, 1969), 188. 
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later Hebrew editor who sought to improve the earlier Hebrew Vorlage—a scribe is more 

likely to amplify than to shorten.   13

 Accordingly, the OG bears witness to a Hebrew Vorlage which reflects the ‘pre-

revised’ Hebrew text. Thus, in cases where a the OG lacks a reading contained in the MT, 

precedence should be given to the OG. In the wake of Holmes’ seminal work, many 

scholars have followed suit: George A. Cooke,  Charles D. Benjamin,  Harry M. 14 15

Orlinsky,  Edward A. Chesman,  A. Graeme Auld,  and—more recently—Emanuel 16 17 18

Tov  and Kristin de Troyer.  Below is a table which presents passages often adduced to 19 20

support their argument. The italicized word(s) in the English translation reflect(s) 

supplementations to the text. 

Table 1.1. Passages where the MT supplements the text  

1:2a עֲברֹ אֶת־הַיַּרְדֵּן הַזֶּה  “go over this Jordan.”

1:2b   הָאָרֶץ אֲשֶׁר אָנֹכִי נֹתֵן לָהֶם 
לִבְנֵי יִשְׂרָאֵל

“…the land that I am giving to them,  
to the people of Israel.”

1:7   לַעֲשׂוֹת כְּכָל־הַתּוֹרָה אֲשֶׁר
צִוְּךָ מֹשֶׁה עַבְדִּי

“…to do according to all the law that which 
Moses my servant commanded you.”

  Samuel Holmes, Joshua: The Hebrew and Greek Text (London: Cambridge University Press, 13

1914), 3.

  George A. Cooke, The Book of Joshua in the Revised Version (London: Cambridge University 14

Press, 1918).

  Charles D. Benjamin, The Variations between the Hebrew and Greek Texts of Joshua: Chapters 15

1–12 (Leipzig: Drugulin, 1921). This is his University of Pennsylvania dissertation.

  Orlinsky, “The Hebrew Vorlage.”16

  Edward E. Chesman, Studies in the Septuagint Text of the Book of Joshua (Master’s-and-17

Ordination Thesis, Hebrew Union College, 1967).

  A. Graeme Auld, Joshua Retold (Edinburgh: T&T Clark, 1998). See his first chapter, “Joshua: 18

The Hebrew and Greek Texts.”

  Tov, “The Growth of the Book of Joshua.”19

  De Troyer, “The Battle Against Ai.” 39-53.20
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1.1.3. The Eclectic School 

 As intimated by the title, this school neither condones a wholesale dismissal of the 

textual integrity of OG Joshua (per Dillmann) nor asserts that each variation may be 

attributed to a subsequent Hebrew revisor (per Holmes). The methodological wall which 

divided the previous two schools becomes semi-permeable, as it were, allowing for 

dynamic reasoning; though some variations may be ascribed to the OG translator, some 

may indeed be ascribed to a different underlying Hebrew Vorlage.  Johannes Hollenberg 21

was the pioneer of this school. Through his systematic investigation of the textual profile 

of OG Joshua, he concluded that both the MT and OG contain secondary elements.  22

Accordingly, Hollenberg was much slower to assume a different Hebrew Vorlage behind 

OG Joshua. In his view, a variation between the OG and MT only reflects a different 

underlying Hebrew Vorlage if the variant cannot be explained by translation technique, 

inner-Greek corruptions, or a lapse in the translator’s knowledge of Hebrew. Other 

1:11 הָכִינוּ לָכֶם צֵידָה  “Prepare for yourself provisions,”

4:5   עִבְרוּ לִפְנֵי אֲרוֹן יְהוָה 
אֱלֹהֵיכֶם

“Pass on before the ark of the LORD  
your God.”

5:2   מֹל אֶת־בְּנֵי־יִשְׂרָאֵל
שֵׁנִית

“circumcise the sons of Israel a second time.”

6:10 לאֹ תָרִיעוּ וְלאֹ־תַשְׁמִיעוּ אֶת־קוֹלְכֶם 
וְלאֹ־יֵצֵא מִפִּיכֶם דָּבָר

“You shall not shout or make your voice heard, 
neither shall any word go out of your mouth,”

13:21  סִיחוֹן מֶלֶךְ הָאֱמֹרִי אֲשֶׁר מָלַךְ  
בְּחֶשְׁבּוֹן

“Sihon king of the Amorites, who reigned  
in Heshbon,”

  Often recourse to an alternate Hebrew Vorlage was the last resort.21

  Johannes Hollenberg, Die Charakter der alexandrinischen Uebersetzung des Buches Josua und 22

ihr textkritischer Werth (Moers: Eckner, 1876).
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scholars who have more or less followed Hollenberg’s position are Samuel Oettli,   23

H. Holzinger,  Alexander Rofé,  and—more recently—Lea Mazor.  24 25 26

1.1.4. The Need For Further Research 

 In light of the methodological polarity delineated above, Siefried Kreuzer rightly 

notes: “…the question of the source text, namely, whether the transposition of passages 

mentioned along with the supplements to the text are the result of the activity of the 

translator’s or are derived from the Hebrew source text…must remain open for now.”  It 27

is my hope, therefore, to contribute to this ongoing discussion concerning OG Joshua and 

its relation to MT Joshua. Whereas much of the scholarly work in this area has focused 

on the instances where the OG is shorter than the MT and whether the OG likely reflects 

the earlier text form, my contribution will focus on the instances where the OG is longer 

than the MT. To be sure, scholars have certainly taken note of and commented on such 

instances;  but such analyses pale in comparison to the amount of space that has hitherto 28

been given to analyzing the shortness of the OG. 

  Samuel Oettli, Das Deuteronomium und die Bücher Josua und Richter mit einer Karte 23

Palästinas: Kurzgefaßter Kommentar zu den Heiligen Schriften Alten und Neuen Testaments sowie zu den 
Apokryphen A.2 (München: Beck, 1893), 127.

  H. Holzinger, Das Buch Josua (Tübingen: Mohr Siebeck, 1901).24

  However, he agrees with “MT-Expands School” in more cases than “OG-Shortens School.”25

  Lea Mazor, The Septuagint Translation of the Book of Joshua—Its Contribution to the 26

Understanding of the Textual Transmission of the Book and its Literary and Ideological Development (PhD 
diss., Hebrew University, 1994).

  Siegfried Kreuzer, “Translation—Revision—Tradition: Problems and Tasks in the Historical 27

Books,” in The Bible in Greek: Translation, Transmission, and Theology of the Septuagint, ed. Wolfgang 
Kraus, SCS 63 (Atlanta: SBL Press, 2015), 81. 

  Cf. Holmes, Rösel, and Hollenberg passim.28
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 The investigation boils down to this question: What type of witness is OG Joshua 

to the earlier Hebrew text form (pre-MT)? That is, how much text-critical weight should 

be granted to variant readings contained in the OG but lacking in the MT (or lacking in 

the OG but contained in the MT)? In addition to this central question, I hope to answer 

the following attendant questions: 1) When the OG presents a longer reading than the 

MT, does it more often than not reflect the original or the translator’s initiative to 

expand? 2) In cases where the OG seems to reflect expansion, what do such additions 

reveal about the Tendenz of the translator? 3) Are there instances when the OG reading 

may constitute a literary edition discrete from the MT?  The working thesis of this study 

is that the OG more often than not reflects the earlier Hebrew text form. 

1.2. Methodology 

 Before discussing the procedure and presentation for the current study, it is 

integral for the reader to have a clear understanding of the Greek text as a whole, as well 

as the Greek of Joshua in particular. One’s perception of the Greek textual tradition will 

greatly influence his/her assessment of Greek variants vis-à-vis the Hebrew text. Thus, 

the following will serve as a brief overview, which will hopefully enable the reader and 

the author to be on the same page regarding terminology. Additionally, a similar overview 

will be provided for the various ancient witnesses utilized in the course of this text-

critical investigation. 
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1.2.1. Overview of the Old Greek 

 The Greek text is most often referred to with the Roman numeral LXX, which 

stands for ‘seventy.’ This label comes from the Latin title Septuaginta, which was derived 

from the Greek title οἱ Ηεβδοµῆκοντα (“the seventy”) used by second century CE 

Christian writers.  The allusion to “the seventy”  was influenced by the pseudepigraphic 29 30

Letter of Aristeas (a.k.a. Pseudo-Aristeas).  Although one may still refer to the Greek 31

translation of the Pentateuch as the Septuagint, it is important to clarify that there is no 

such thing as the Septuagint insofar as it assumes a homogenous translational text of the 

entire Old Testament.  Whether or not the Pentateuch was translated all at once—as 32

espoused by the Letter of Aristeas—the remainder of the Hebrew text was translated 

intermittently throughout a period of at least two hundred years by several translators, 

  Prior to the second century CE, no definitive evidence has been found which illustrates any 29

Greek version of the Hebrew Scriptures referring to itself with this title (Karen H. Jobes and Moisés Silva, 
Invitation to the Septuagint, 2nd ed. [Grand Rapids, MI: Baker Academic, 2015], 17). 

  The number was originally seventy-two but was subsequently rounded to seventy in order to 30

bolster the legitimacy of the Greek translation as it would “portray [the translators] as assistants to Moses 
working centuries later to administer the law (cf. Exod. 24:1–2, 9–11; Num. 11:10–25)” (Jobes and Silva, 
23). In light of the translation technique of the Pentateuch, the precise number of translators (70/72) who 
came from Jerusalem to Alexandria, as purported by the Letter of Aristeas, is likely the work of literary 
fiction (Fernández Marcos, 42).

  This letter describes how, in the middle of the third century BCE, Demetrius, king Ptolemy’s 31

librarian, asked the high priest to send translators to Alexandria that they might provide a translation of the 
Hebrew Torah (i.e., the Pentateuch) in Greek. Accordingly, six men from each of the twelve tribes of Israel 
(seventy-two) were sent to Alexandria. Over the course of seventy-two days, the first Greek translation of 
the Pentateuch was completed (Jobes and Silva, 18). To be sure, the date of composition, historicity, and 
purpose of the letter is still considerably debated. For a brief overview of the debate, see Natalio Fernández 
Marcos, The Septuagint in Context: Introduction to the Greek Version of the Bible, trans. Wilfred G. E. 
Watson (Atlanta: SBL, 2000), 39–47. Cf. Jobes and Silva, Invitation to the Septuagint, 17–24.

  Accordingly, for the sake of clarity, I have chosen to refer to the Greek text as the Old Greek 32

(OG). 
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who translated at different times and places.  Moreover, the translation techniques of the 33

putative translators throughout this time period often varied.    34

 The OG was not the only attempt, however, to convey the Hebrew text in Greek. 

Three subsequent translators (Aquila, Theodotian, and Symmachus)  produced their own 35

translations between the second and third century CE. Aquila, translating around 140 CE, 

employed a very literalistic approach to translation and sought to correct perceived 

deficiencies in the existing Greek versions. Theodotian, translating during the late second 

century CE, set out to revise the Greek version to a particular Hebrew text type at the 

time of his translation. Symmachus, translating around 200 CE, intended to provide a 

Greek translation which reflected the sense of the Hebrew original, while, at the same 

time, writing in clear Greek.  These translators would later be utilized by Origen in his 36

hexaplaric recension. At bare minimum, the differences in each translator’s approach 

reveal that there were divergent views among the Jews—around the 2nd-3rd century  

CE—about what a translation from Greek to Hebrew should actually look like.  

 Subsequent to the completion of the OG, deliberate and systematic changes were 

made by the scribes called ‘recensions.’ Three main recensions will noted here: the kaige 

  Jobes and Silva, 14. 33

  Fernández Marcos, 50.34

  These translators receive the sigla α´, θ´, and σ´ respectively. 35

  Jobes and Silva, 24–30. 36
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recension,  Origen’s Hexaplaric recension, and the Lucianic (Antiochene) recension. The 37

kaige recension was executed in light of two primary factors: 1) the recognition that the 

Greek text did not accord with the standard Masoretic text (proto-MT) of the late first 

century CE and 2) the development of new hermeneutical principles which led to new 

requirements for a translation.  Besides the signature characteristic of systematically 38

translating the Hebrew גם with καίγε, the main objective of this recension was to revise 

the Greek text in such a way that the reader would not only perceive the meaning of the 

Hebrew Scriptures but would also perceive the appearance of its Hebrew reference text 

(i.e., the surface of the text).  Despite this, along with other translational charateristics of 39

the kaige recension,  it is often difficult to discern which portions of the earliest of OG 40

text have been affected by the kaige recension, it is perhaps the most complex of the three 

recensions discussed above. Thus, Siegfried Kreuzer notes: “[it] is one of the several 

reasons why it is difficult to get access to the original Septuagint, that is, the so-called 

Old Greek.”   41

  The name kaige was given to this recension because of its characteristic rendering of the 37

Hebrew word גם with καίγε. Regarding the precise date of this recension, the Dodekapropheton scroll of the 
Nahal Hever would suggest a date preceding the Christian era (Siegfried Kreuzer, “Toward the Old Greek: 
New Criteria for the Analysis of the Recensions of the Septuagint [Especially the Antiochene/Lucianic Text 
and the Kaige Recension],” in The Bible in Greek, ed. Wolfgang Kraus, SCS 63 [Atlanta: SBL Press, 2015], 
113). Barthélemy dates the kaige recension in the first century CE “because of the assumed phenonmenon 
with Rabbi Ishmael’s exegetical rules” (Ibid. citing Dominique Barthélemy, Les devanciers d’Aquila, 
VTSup 10. [Leiden: Brill, 1963]).

  Kreuzer, “Toward the Old Greek,” 114–5. 38

  This is also referred to as the “isomorphic principle.” 39

  For an exhaustive list of these translational characteristics of the kaige recension, see Leonard J. 40

Greenspoon, Textual Studies in the Book of Joshua, ed. Frank Moore Cross, HSM 28 (Chico, CA: Scholars 
Press, 1983), 269–274. 

  Kreuzer, “Toward the Old Greek,” 114. This, to be sure, is only true regarding those which bear 41

the Kaige characteristics (e.g., Judges, Ruth, sections of Samuel—Kings, and Lamentations). 
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 Origen’s hexaplaric  recension took place in the third century CE, which sought 42

to address the textual differences between the current Greek and Hebrew text.  seeking 43

to demonstrate the textual integrity of the Greek text with that of the Hebrew.  Utilizing 44

the famous Aristarchean text-critical signs, he marked pluses in the Greek which were 

absent from the Hebrew text (proto-MT) with an obelus. Additionally, he used the Three 

(α´, θ´, and σ´) to supplement perceived deficiencies. Unfortunately for biblical scholars, 

this work has not survived the test of time. What remains is the Syro-Hexapla  (i.e., the 45

translation of the Origen’s revised text of the Septuagint into Syriac ca. seventh century 

CE) and a fairly comprehensive collection of hexaplaric readings published by Frederick 

Field in the late nineteenth century.  This recension is important as it may enable 46

Septuagint textual critics to reconstruct the pre-Hexplaric text as it would have appeared 

in the second century CE. 

 Lastly, the Lucianic (Antiochene) recension, purported to have taken place in the 

fourth century CE,  was an effort to update an existing Greek text with the intentions to 47

  The term Hexaplaric is used because Origen’s work consisted of six (hexa) columns: 1) The 42

Hebrew text; 2) A transliteration of the Hebrew text in Greek letters; 3) Aquila’s translation; 4) 
Symmachus’ translation; 5) The translation of the Seventy [possibly with changes]; and 6) Theodotian’s 
translation (Jobes and Silva, 40).

  Commenting on Origen’s Hexapla, Jobes and Silva note: “[H]is aim was apologetic and in 43

service to the church, to assure that the Greek Old Testament read by Christians accurately represented the 
Hebrew text known to him” (Ibid.). 

  Ibid. 44

  Syh readings follow Paulo de Lagarde, Bibliothecae Syriacae (Göttingen: Luederi Horstman, 45

1892). 

  Work is still in progress under “the Hexapla Project” to publish more hexaplaric readings. 46

  See Kreuzer (“Toward the Old Greek,” 126), who argues: “The characteristics of the Antiochene 47

text are not the features of some Lucianic redactor around 300 CE; rather they are characteristic of the 
original Septuagint from around 200 BCE.” 
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present a ‘full text’ free of omissions.  According to Kreuzer, the minuscule MSS which 48

are identified as Lucianic are 19, 82, 93, and 108.  

 In light of the foregoing discussion of the origin and date of the Greek text, as 

well as the various recensions which took place subsequent to its completion, one must 

exercise caution when referring to the Greek text because, without a careful analysis of 

the Greek text itself, he/she can make rash generalizations while assessing variants vis-à-

vis the Hebrew text. 

1.2.2. The Greek Text of Joshua 

 Regarding OG Joshua, three Greek editions exist which will be briefly mentioned 

here.  First, is the diplomatic edition of Brooke-McLean  whose base text is the oldest 49 50

extant manuscript, Codex Vaticanus (OGB).  The last two editions are both eclectic: 51

Rahlfs-Hanhart  and Margolis.  Rahlfs’ edition, although by-passing a comprehensive 52 53

  Fernández Marcos, 230. Many of these changes were stylistic. Fernández Marcos notes four 48

main changes: 1) The use of proper names instead of pronouns; 2) Making implicit subjects and objects 
explicit; 3) Substituting synonyms; 4) Replacing Hellenistic forms with Attic forms (Ibid.).

  The descriptions of these three editions were aided by Cornelis G. den Hertog, “Jesus/Josue/Das 49

Buch Josua,” in Handbuch Zur Septuaginta: Einleitung in die Septuaginta, vol. 1, eds. Martin Karrer, 
Wolfgang Kraus, and Siegfried Kreuzer (Gütersloh: Verlagshaus, 2016), 179–180; and Michaël N. Van Der 
Meer, “Joshua,” in The T&T Clark Companion to the Septuagint, ed. James K. Aitken (London: 
Bloomsbury T&T Clark, 2015), 86. 

  Alan England Brooke, Norman McLean, and Henry St. John Thackeray. eds., The Octateuch 50

Part IV. Joshua, Judges and Ruth, vol. 1 of The Old Testament in Greek (London: Cambridge University 
Press, 1917). 

  Not only is OGB the oldest extant MS, it is presumably the closest approximation of what the 51

OG was like as it left the hands of the original translator(s) (Leonard J. Greepsoon, “Iesous,” in A New 
English Translation of the Septuagint, ed. Albert Pietersma and Benjamin G. Wright [New York: Oxford 
University Press, 2007], 174). 

  Alfred Rahlfs, Septuaginta, ed. Robert Hanhart, 2 vols. (Stuttgart: Deutsche Bibelgesellschaft, 52

2006). 

  Max L. Margolis, The Book of Joshua in Greek according to the Critically Restored Text with an 53

Apparatus Containing the Variants of the Principal Recensions and of the Individual Witnesses, Parts I-IV 
(Publications of the Alexander Kohut Memorial Foundation; Librairie orientaliste Paul Geuthner, Paris 
1931 [-1938]); Ibid., Part V, Philadelphia: Annenberg Research Institute, 1992. 
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critical apparatus, produced a sober eclectic edition which mostly follows OGB. Margolis’ 

edition in some ways reflects a pre-Göttingen edition of Joshua as he sought to 

reconstruct the Old Greek by utilizing the same principles for organizing and rating the 

contents. Although meticulously executed, due to his idiosyncratic system of sigla, his 

edition is difficult to use—especially for those less abreast with research in the 

Septuagint. Throughout the course of my analyses, I will interact with all three editions. 

Methodologically, I will use Rahfls’ edition as the point of departure and compare that 

with Margolis’ edition, while interacting with the more accessible critical apparatus of 

Brooke-McLean.   54

 Most agree that the book of Joshua was translated shortly after the translation of 

the Pentateuch.  Accordingly, a date between the late third century and early second 55

century BCE has been proposed for the time of translation. In terms of the purpose of OG 

Joshua, Van Der Meer notes: 

“The main purpose of the Greek translation of Joshua should perhaps not be 
sought in the liturgical needs of a synagogue community, but rather in the 
political interests both of an ethnic community trying to establish their cultural 
identity in a multicultural Empire and of rulers of that Empire who sought to 
maintain a much-disputed part of their territory.  56

  
 The last component of OG Joshua pertinent to the discussion is the translation 

technique of the translator(s). First, we should steer clear of construing translation 

technique as a deliberate and systematic approach utilized by various translators, since 

  This methodological starting point was chosen in light Michaël N. Van Der Meer’s suggestion. 54

  Hertog, “Jesus/Josue/Das Buch Josua,” 178; Kreuzer, “Translation—Revision—Tradition,” 78–55

9; Van Der Meer, “Joshua,” 88. 

  Van Der Meer, “Joshua,” 89. 56
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their translations were more often than not driven by intuition, spontaneity, and the needs 

of their target audience.  Nonetheless, based on such criteria as lexical equivalence, 57

word order, Hebraisms, etc., one may discern a noticeable translation profile for each 

book which ranges from very free to very literal.  This range is similar to how we 58

consider certain English translation as “dynamic equivalence” or “formal equivalence”. 

For our purposes, it is sufficient to simply note that OG Joshua is more literal than free, 

as it presents a relatively faithful rendering of the Hebrew.  59

1.2.3. Survey of Ancient Witnesses 

 Surveying the ancient witnesses is an integral component for textual criticism, as 

each witness is germane to the textual issues of a given text in varying degrees.  60

Consequently, the variants contained within a particular witness will fluctuate in their 

degree of influence based upon the character of the witness itself (e.g., date of 

composition, recensional activity, translation technique [Tendenz], textual affiliations, 

etc.). Therefore, each witness must be vetted in order to establish proper expectations 

  Anneli Aejmelaeus, “Translation Technique and the Intention of the Translator,” in On the Trail 57

of the Septuagint Translators: Collected Essays (Kampen: Kok Pharos Publishing House, 1993), 66.

  For an in-depth discussion of this criteria of the translational character of a text, see Emanuel 58

Tov, The Text-Critical Use of the Septuagint in Biblical Research, 3rd ed. (Winona Lake, IN: Eisenbrauns, 
2015), 22–31.  

  Van Der Meer, “Joshua,” 87; Tov, “The Growth of the Book of Joshua,” 288. 59

  Tov, Textual Criticism of the Hebrew Bible, 3rd ed. (Minneapolis: Fortress Press, 2012), 127.60
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regarding the nature of their testimony as well as the weight ascribed to them in their 

efficacy to adjudicate in text-critical matters.   61

 The Old Latin (OL) translation is a daughter version of the OG, which attempted 

to produce a faithful rendering of the Greek text into Latin.  It serves as an early witness 62

to a Greek text that reflects a Lucian-like Vorlage before later Greek recensions (e.g., 

Kaige) were conformed to a MT-like text form. 

 The Targumim (T) are comprised of translations from the Hebrew scriptures into 

Aramaic to accommodate those dwelling in and around Galilee who lacked competence 

in Hebrew.  The Targum germane to this paper is that of Jonathan.  In comparison to 63 64

other Targumim, the translational character of Targum Jonathan is literal and 

economical.  And based on its overall agreement with MT, the Targum likely shares a 65

  Regarding the texts of each respective ancient witness, the Old Latin derives from Pierre 61

Sabatier, Bibliorum Sacrorum Latinae versiones antiquae, 3 vols. (Remis: Apud Reginaldum Florentain, 
1743. repr. Paris: apud Franciscum Didot, 1751). The Targumic readings follow Alexander Sperber, The 
Bible in Aramaic Vol. II: The Former Prophets According to Targum Jonathan (Leiden: E. J. Brill, 1959). 
The Syriac reflects George A. Kiraz and Joseph Bali, The Syriac Peshitta Bible with English Translation, 
trans. Gillian Greenberg and Donald M. Walter, ed. George A. Kiraz and Andreas Juckel (Piscataway, NJ: 
Gorgias Press, 2015). The Vulgate follows Bonifatio Fischer, I. Gribomont, H. F. D. Sparks, and W. Theile, 
Biblia Sacra: Iuxta Vulgatam Versionem (Stuttgart: Bibelgesellschaft, 1994). English translations of these 
texts will reflect my own rendering.

  Although the beginning of this translation cannot be so easily determined, its completion was 62

likely at the close of the second century CE (Eva Schulz Flügel, “The Latin Old Testament Tradition,” in 
Hebrew Bible/Old Testament: The History of Its Interpretation, ed. Magne Sæbø, vol. 1, pt. 1 [Göttingen: 
Vandenhoeck and Ruprecht, 1996], 645).

  Paul V. M. Flesher and Bruce Chilton, The Targums: A Critical Introduction, SAIS 12 (Leiden: 63

Brill, 2011), 7.

  Although the Targum to the Prophets is attributed to one author (i.e., Jonathan), each book must 64

be assessed on its own terms (Tov, Textual Criticism, 150). Although Flesher (200) espouses a terminus a 
quo of late second century CE, the precise date of this Targum is quite elusive. Despite whatever terminus a 
quo can be determined, it has been argued that the final redaction (i.e., terminus ad quem) of Targum 
Jonathan should be dated no later than 640–41 CE (Samson H. Levey, “The Date of Targum Jonathan to the 
Prophets,” Vetus Testamentum 21, no. 2 [1971]: 192).

  Ibid., 206. 65
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textual affiliation to the MT which became the standard Hebrew text in the late first 

century CE.  66

 The Syriac Peshitta (S) is a translation from a Hebrew text into the native 

language of its target audience (i.e., Syriac) around the second to early third century 

CE.  For the present study, two points are worth mentioning. First, like the OG, the 67

Peshitta was likely translated intermittently by various translators over an indeterminate 

amount of time. Thus, each book needs to be assessed on a case-by-case basis. Second, 

like the Targumim, the Hebrew text utilized by the Syriac translators presumably reflects 

the consonantal text which became the standard (authoritative) Hebrew text in the late 

first century CE.  68

 Unlike the OL which represents a translation from the Greek Old Testament into 

Latin, the Vulgate (V) represents a translation from the Hebrew Old Testament into Latin. 

This translation was undertaken by the Church Father Jerome between 390 and 405 CE, 

who presumably translated from the Hebrew text that had already become standardized.  69

Thus, like the Targumim and Peshitta, the Vulgate will customarily agree with the MT. 

Nonetheless, Jerome may have used other sources (e.g., OG, α´, and σ´) to guide his 

translation.   70

  Tov, Textual Criticism, 149. 66

  Sebastian Brock, The Bible in the Syriac Tradition, 2nd rev. ed. (Piscataway, NJ: Gorgias Press, 67

2006), 17. 

  Ibid., 23. To be sure, based upon textual similarities to the Targumim and the OG which differ 68

from the MT, the translators may have also consulted other sources outside of the MT for their translation.  

  Tov, Textual Criticism, 153. 69

  Ibid. 70
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1.2.4. Procedure & Presentation 

 As mentioned above, the present study is acutely focused on analyzing the 

instances where the OG is longer than the MT (i.e., OG pluses). In order to narrow the 

scope, however, quantitative variations such as the addition of καί (e.g., 1:7; 2:1; 7:11) or 

explication of subjects (e.g., 6:14; 8:16; 10:12) will be excluded from the current 

discussion. In addition, minimal or no attention will be given to qualitative variations 

such as lexical variation (e.g., 3:17; 4:11; 7:16), graphical confusion/metathesis of 

Hebrew words (e.g., 6:19; 7:3; 9:14; 11:2; 17:1), place name discrepancies (e.g., 2:1; 

15:49), or pronoun/pronominal suffix variation (4:23; 8:20; 9:5; 24:27c).  Lastly, such 71

variations as the transpositioning of passages and paraphrasing will not be addressed 

here. 

 Having thus localized the focus, I selected 60 pluses (out of the 100+ observed 

pluses), which would provide the reader with a diverse sampling of textual variation. That 

is, I chose some pluses which reflected the addition of one word, some of two words, and 

some of an entire paragraph. Additionally, I wanted to analyze repeated pluses such as the 

addition of πᾶς (6:5a, 20, 25; 9:3, 27a) and ὁ υἱός (3:7, 17; 5:9a; 8:24, 27; 10:10; 21:34).  72

After an in-depth analysis of each plus, I placed them into one of four main categories:  73

1) Textual Error; 2) Harmonizations; 3) Amplifications; and 4) Sundry Causes. Each 

category will constitute an individual chapter of the study. In each chapter, the passages 

  For a side by side comparison of these qualitative differences between the Greek and Hebrew 71

texts, see Appendix A. 

  See Appendix B for a list of pluses observed but not analyzed. 72

  The precise definition of these categories follow the BHQ; see Abraham Tal, “Genesis,” in 73

Biblia Hebraica Quinta (Stuttgart: Deutsche Bibelgesellschaft, 2015). 
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will be presented in sequential order (i.e., 1:2; 3:4; 5:6; etc.). The passages will appear as 

such: 

Moving from left to the right, the bolded (1) serves as a numerical tag which indicates 

that this is the first passage studied within the respective chapter. Next, the reference 2:12 

refers to chapter 2 verse 12 of the book Joshua.  In terms of the comparative analysis, 74

the Hebrew text presented reflects the MT  juxtaposed to the Greek which follows 75

Rahlfs.  Lastly, the word(s) shaded in gray indicate(s) to the reader which portion of the 76

Greek text lacks a Hebrew counter-part. 

1.3. Qualifications 

 Before we begin, it is important for the reader to be aware that the evaluation of 

these OG pluses and their text-critical significance is inherently subjective. Just consider 

the following: the Hebrew Vorlage(n) used by the translator(s) is lost to us; the original 

autographs of the OG no longer exists; the textual data preserved in 4QJoshab are 

minimal; pre-MT (or whatever it was) is nonexistent. Accordingly, one scholar’s 

conclusion may differ markedly from another’s; one scholar might consider a certain 

variant more substantial than the other. Although certain objective criteria and processes 

exist to allay the inherent subjectivity of text-critical investigations, absolute objectivity 

remains unattainable. Thus, although I will interact with a variety of scholarly opinions, 

(1) 2:12 יהוָה וְעַתָּה הִשָּׁבְעוּ־נָא לִי בַּֽ καὶ νῦν ὀµόσατέ µοι κύριον τὸν θεόν

  The abbreviated titled Josh. is not added to the reference since it is assumed in the study. 74

  Biblica Hebraica Stuttgartensia, 5th ed. (Stuttgart: Deutsche Bibelgesellschaft, 1997). 75

  Whenever an English translation is provided for the MT, I will follow the ESV unless otherwise 76

stated; similarly, I will use the NETS for OG translations.
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the evaluations of the 60 pluses analyzed reflect my own interpretation of the results. 

Many might disagree with the conclusions reached in this paper. But, given that new 

evidence becomes available for the investigation (e.g., more textual data from a hitherto 

undiscovered Qumran scroll of Joshua), I am willing to allow my conclusions to undergo 

revision.  77

  Indeed, pluses I at first thought were due to textual error, I realized upon further investigation 77

may have been due to OG harmonization instead.



PART II  

ANALYSIS 



CHAPTER 2 

TEXTUAL ERROR 

 Textual errors are (unintentional) corruptions of a manuscript that occur at the 

hands of the scribes (or translators) during transmission or translation. Within this broad 

category are several different types of textual errors which can either make a reading 

shorter than the original (e.g., haplography, homoioteleuton, homoioarcton) or make it 

longer (e.g., dittography, doublet).  Although other textual errors do occur in the OG 78

(i.e., graphical confusion, metathesis, vocalization error), the focus in this chapter will be 

concerted towards textual errors which may have given rise to a longer Greek text.  

 This OG plus, which is well attested among the Gk. MSS,  reads “until the 79

LORD your  God gives rest to your brothers,” while the MT reads, “until the LORD 80

gives rest to your brothers.” Accordingly, the Vorlage of the OG translator would have  

(1) 1:15   עַד אֲשֶׁר־יָנִיחַ יְהוָה ׀
אֲחֵיכֶם לַֽ

ἕως ἂν καταπαύσῃ κύριος ὁ θεὸς ὑµῶν  
τοὺς ἀδελφοὺς ὑµῶν

  Tov, Textual Criticism, 221–26. 78

  Gk. MS k omits ὁ θεὸς ἡµῶν.79

  OGB reads κύριος ὁ θεὸς ἡµῶν.  However, OGL as well as MSS FMNΘafhijlsuv(mg) read κύριος 80

ὁ θεὸς ὑµῶν. Margolis and Rahlfs also support the ὑµῶν reading. The copyist of OGB likely confused Υ with 
Η. If, on the other hand, OGB reflects the correct reading, the ‘MT Textual Error’ explanation would be 
weakened considerably.

!22
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appeared thus: עד אשר יניח יהוה אלהיכם לאחיכם. Due to the consonantal similarity 

between אלהיכם and the following word לאחיכם, the MT scribe inadvertently passed over 

.עד אשר יניח יהוה לאחיכם :yielding the present MT form אלהיכם  Thus, what appears to 81

be a plus in the OG is actually a minus in the MT. Not all, however, agree with this 

explanation; Richard D. Nelson ascribes the OG plus to dittography  on the part of the 82

OG translator.  83

 According to the OG, Rahab implores the messengers to spare her brothers and 

all her household, and all who are with them. The italicized portion is unrepresented in 

the MT; situated in its place, however, is ‘my sisters’ (MTQ, אַחְיוֹתַי).  Although it is 84

difficult to definitively discern which reflects the earlier reading, four suggestions may 

prove helpful.  

1) The OG reflects the earlier; the Hebrew phrase ואת כל ביתי was subsequently lost 

during transmission by homoioteleuton —skipping from the ואת כל, which would 85

have come before ביתי, to the ואת כל before אשר. 

(2) 2:13   וְאֶת־אַחַי וְאֶת־אַחְיוֹתַי
וְאֵת כָּל־אֲשֶׁר לָהֶם

καὶ τοὺς ἀδελφούς µου καὶ πάντα τὸν οἶκόν 
µου καὶ πάντα, ὅσα ἐστὶν αὐτοῖς,

  So also Robert G. Boling, Joshua, AB (New York: Doubleday, 1982), 116; Holmes, 18.81

  Dittography is the erroneous doubling of a letter, letters, word, or words. The components that 82

are written twice are not always identical (Tov, Textual Criticism, 224).

  Richard D. Nelson, Joshua: A Commentary, OTL (Louisville, KY: Westminster John Knox 83

Press, 1997), 28.

  MTK, אַחוֹתַי ‘my sister’.84

   Homoioteleuton refers to the erroneous omission of a section influenced by the repetition of 85

one or more words in the same context, appearing in an identical or similar way. In these cases, the eye of 
the copyist jumped from the first appearance of a word (or words) to its (their) second appearance, resulting 
in the intervening section being omitted from the new text, together with one of the identical elements (Tov, 
Textual Criticism, 222).
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2) The MT reflects the earlier reading; the Greek translator harmonized v. 13 in light of 

the immediate context of v. 18—ואת אביך ואת־אמך ואת אחיך ואת כל־בית אביך. 

3) Both the MT and the OG reflect the earlier reading but each lost a different part of 

the whole phrase which would have read thus—ואת אחי ואת אחיותי ואת כל ביתי.  

4) Neither the OG reading nor that of the MT; both are secondary expansions. 

 In light of the frequency and proximity of the multiple ואת sequence, as well as 

the dual occurrence of ואת כל, I would argue in favor of suggestion #3. That is, the Greek 

plus arose by MT copyist homoioteleuton while the MT plus arose by OG translator 

homoioteleuton.  Thus, the translator of the OG did not augment his translation to align 86

contextually with v. 18.  Nor can one say, from the perspective of the OG, that the MT 87

copyist added ואת אחיותי. 

 Having let the messengers down from her house, Rahab charges them to hide in 

the hills “until those who pursue after you have returned.” The Hebrew reflects the same 

exhortation except lacks the counter-part to ὀπίσω ὑµῶν (אחריכם).  Two comparable 88

constructions occur within the immediate context: 2:5 (καταδιώξατε ὀπίσω αὐτῶν//רדפו 

 In light of these comparable .(הרדפים אחריהם//οἱ διώκοντες ὀπίσω αὐτῶν) and 2:7 (אחריהם

(3) 2:16   עַד שׁוֹב הָרדְֹפִים
וְאַחַר

ἕως ἂν ἀποστρέψωσιν οἱ καταδιώκοντες 
ὀπίσω ὑµῶν, καὶ µετὰ ταῦτα…

  Such a conflate reading is actually attested by OGAL and MSS MNΘad–hjklps–vx–b2, (to save 86

space, a–d stands for MSS abcd, s–v stands for MSS stuv, etc.) Arm., reading καὶ τοὺς ἀδελφούς µου καὶ τὰς 
ἀδελφάς µου καὶ πάντα τὸν οἶκόν µου. 

  This is the position taken by Boling, 142. Nelson (39) argues in favor of the fourth conjecture; 87

Holmes (21) favors the OG as the original but does not disclose his rationale; Soggin holds the second 
conjecture (J. Alberto Soggin, Joshua, OTL [London: SCM Press, 1972], 37).

  MS k is the only Gk. MS which omits ὀπίσω ὑµῶν.88
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constructions, four possible explanations for this Greek plus arise: 1) the OG translator 

sought to harmonize his text with the immediate context;  2) a “midrash-like double 89

rendering” of the one word in MT (ואחר) occurred by the translator;  3) the MT copyist 90

skipped over אחריכם by homoioteleuton due to the final ם;  or 4) אחריכם fell out of from 91

MT due to its similarity with the following word ואחר.  Given the translation technique 92

of OG Joshua which is often quite literal (at times slavishly so),  the Greek plus likely 93

arose by textual error of the MT copyist, in which case either explanation #3 or #4 are 

quite possible with #4 being the more plausible.  

 In this summary verse, the OG notes that Joshua read all the words Moses 

commanded him “to all the assembly of the sons of Israel, to the men and the women and 

the children and the guests.” MT provides the same summary except it lacks the Hebrew 

equivalent to OG τοῖς ἀνδράσιν (i.e., [ו]האנשים). The retroversion from the Greek into 

Hebrew may account for the absence of [ו]האנשים in the MT: [ו]האנשים והנשים והטף. The 

graphical similarity between [ו]האנשים and והנשים could have caused the MT to omit 

(4) 9:2f [MT 8:35]   וְהַנָּשִׁים 
וְהַטַּף

τοῖς ἀνδράσιν καὶ ταῖς γυναιξὶν  
καὶ τοῖς παιδίοις

  Trent C. Butler, Joshua, WBC, vol. 7 (Waco, TX: Word Books, 1983), 27. 89

  A. Graeme Auld, Joshua: Jesus Son of Naue in Codex Vaticanus, Septuagint Commentary 90

Series, ed. Stanley E. Porter, Richard S. H. Hess, John Jarick (Leiden: Brill, 2005), 100.

  Boling, 142. 91

  Holmes, 21. 92

  Seppo Sipilä, Between Literalness and Freedom: Translation Technique in the Septuagint of 93

Joshua and Judges Regarding the Clause Connections Introduced by ו and כי, PFES 75. Göttingen: 
Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1999, 104. 
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.via homoioteleuton [ו]האנשים  Of course, it is possible that the OG translator, desiring 94

to harmonize this reading with a similar reading found in Deuteronomy 31:12, supplied 

τοῖς ἀνδράσιν.  In that passage, “men, women, little ones, and sojourners,” function 95

epexegetically providing further clarity to ‘the people.’ 

 Within the description of Gibeon’s subjugation to the people of Israel, the OG 

exhibits a noticeable plus, which effectively reiterates the beginning of the verse. This 

would lead to the preliminary conclusion that a doublet has appeared at the hands of the 

OG translator. However, the retroversion of the Greek to Hebrew affords a more plausible 

explanation of the textual variation: לעדה ומזבח יהוה [על כן ויהיו ישבי גבען הטבי עצים… 

יהוה] עד היום הזה appears twice, the most 96 מזבח יהוה Because the phrase ושאבי מים מזבח 

likely explanation for the OG plus is that the MT scribe skipped from the first occurrence 

of מזבח יהוה to the second occurrence, thus omitting the material retained in OG.   97

(5) 9:27b   וַיִּתְּנֵם יְהוֹשֻׁעַ בַּיּוֹם 
  הַהוּא חטְֹבֵי עֵצִים וְשׁאֲֹבֵי מַיִם

  לָעֵדָה וּלְמִזְבַּח יְהוָה

  
עַד־הַיּוֹם הַזֶּה  

אֶל־הַמָּקוֹם…

καὶ κατέστησεν αὐτοὺς Ἰησοῦς ἐν τῇ ἡµέρᾳ 
ἐκείνῃ ξυλοκόπους καὶ ὑδροφόρους πάσῃ τῇ 
συναγωγῇ καὶ τῷ θυσιαστηρίῳ τοῦ θεοῦ· διὰ 
τοῦτο ἐγένοντο οἱ κατοικοῦντες Γαβαων 
ξυλοκόποι καὶ ὑδροφόροι τοῦ θυσιαστηρίου 
τοῦ θεοῦ ἕως τῆς σήµερον ἡµέρας  
καὶ εἰς τὸν τόπον…

  Cf. Boling, 246.94

  Concerning this possibility, Butler (90) notes: “Originally, the ‘assembly of Israel’ was probably 95

understood as being composed of men.” Accordingly, for MT to include האנשים would be redundant.

  The retroversion of יהוה from τοῦ θεοῦ may indeed seem peculiar, as the more lexically 96

equivalent of τοῦ θεοῦ retroversion would be (ה)אלהים. However, the OG translator elsewhere used ὁ θεός 
when יהוה (presumably) appeared in the Hebrew text (cf. 5:6; 10:12; 17:4). Note also that in the first half of 
9:27, the OG translator rendered יהוה with ὁ θεός. Accordingly, my retroversion of יהוה from τοῦ θεοῦ seeks 
to remain constistent with the translation technique of the OG translator.

  Cf. Holmes, 49; Auld, LXX Joshua, 158. 97
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 The OG reads, “and that the inhabitants of Gibeon had deserted  to Joshua and to 98

Israel,” whereas the MT reads, “and how the inhabitants of Gibeon had made peace with 

Israel and were among them.” At first glance, the Greek plus πρὸς Ἰησοῦν καὶ appears to 

be a harmonization in light of 10:4, which gives a nearly identical description—

αὐτοµόλησαν γὰρ πρὸς Ἰησοῦν καὶ πρὸς τοὺς υἱοὺς Ισραηλ. However, if the OG translator 

sought to harmonize the text with the immediate context, one would expect to read πρὸς 

τοὺς υἱοὺς Ισραηλ instead of πρὸς Ισραηλ.  Instead of viewing 10:4 as evidence in favor of 99

OG harmonization, one can view 10:4 as evidence of MT textual error—skipping from 

the first occurrence of את to the second, thus omitting את יהושע.  100

 On the day Joshua and the Israelites had defeated the Amorites at Gibeon, the OG 

plus recounts, “[the LORD] shattered them [the Amorites] at Gibeon, and they were 

(6) 10:1   וְכִי הִשְׁלִימוּ ישְֹׁבֵי
גִבְעוֹן אֶת־יִשְׂרָאֵל

καὶ ὅτι αὐτοµόλησαν οἱ κατοικοῦντες 
Γαβαων πρὸς Ἰησοῦν καὶ πρὸς Ισραηλ

(7) 10:12 אֱמֹרִי   בְּיוֹם תֵּת יְהוָה אֶת־הָ֣
  לִפְנֵי בְּנֵי יִשְׂרָאֵל

וַיּאֹמֶר

ᾗ ἡµέρᾳ παρέδωκεν ὁ θεὸς τὸν Αµορραῖον 
ὑποχείριον Ισραηλ, ἡνίκα συνέτριψεν 
αὐτοὺς ἐν Γαβαων καὶ συνετρίβησαν ἀπὸ 
προσώπου υἱῶν Ισραηλ, καὶ εἶπεν Ἰησοῦς.

  It is unclear whether αὐτοµόλησαν reflects a variant of the Heb. root שלם (Soggin, 119) or 98

simply the translator’s attempt to crystallize the precise contextual meaning of השלימה.

  Gk. MSS Fbdgnptwa2, Sah., and OL harmonize πρὸς Ισραηλ to πρὸς τοὺς υἱοὺς Ισραηλ.99

  This is the position taken by Boling, 275 and Holmes, 49. Nelson, although offering both 100

positions as possible, leans towards OG harmonization (Nelson, 136). Butler, on the other hand, holds the 
peculiar view that the translator’s addition of πρὸς Ἰησοῦν reflects “another element in the tradition’s 
continued effort to glorify Joshua” (Butler, 109).
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shattered before the sons of Israel.”  The Hebrew equivalent—101 כי הכהם בגבעון וישברו

 .is lacking in MT. This OG plus is well attested among the Gk—(ויכו) לפני בני ישראל

MSS.  Considering the dual appearance of  ישראל, the MT could have lost the OG plus 102

by haplography.  Otherwise, it seems unlikely for the OG translator to add such 103

redundant information that neither harmonizes with any external frame of reference nor 

provides more clarity or detail to a description.  104

 In the description of the battle at Lachish, OG reads, “and they slew it with the 

edge of the rapier, and they utterly destroyed it as they did to Libnah,” whereas the MT 

lacks a Hebrew equivalent to the Greek καὶ ἐξωλέθρευσαν αὐτήν. Although this Greek plus 

is absent in the MT, the OG lacks the MT epexegetical clause “and everyone in it” which 

precedes ככל עשה ללבנה in the MT. Three possibilties may account for the textual 105

discrepancy between the OG and MT: 1) the MT copyist harmonized his text; 2) the OG 

(8) 10:32  לְפִי־חֶרֶב וְאֶת־כָּל־הַנֶּ֖פֶשׁ אֲשֶׁר־בָּהּ
כְּכלֹ אֲשֶׁר־עָשָׂה לְלִבְנָה

ἐν στόµατι ξίφους καὶ ἐξωλέθρευσαν αὐτήν,  
ὃν τρόπον ἐποίησαν τὴν Λεβνα

  Although the Heb. phrase לפני בני ישראל at the outset of the verse closely parallels the Gk. 101

προσώπου υἱῶν Ισραηλ at the end of the OG plus, לפני בני ישראל likely appeared twice; the OG translator 
simply provided a more interpretive rendering of the first occurence with ὑποχείριον (ביד) Ισραηλ.

  OGAL along with GNΘacdgil–qtwxy only lack υἱῶν. MS d reads ἐν Γαβαω instead of ἐν 102

Γαβαων. 

  See also Butler, 109; Boling, 276; Nelson, 137; Soggin, 119; Holmes, 50. To be sure, based on 103

the lexical equivalents of ὑποχείριον Ισραηλ, the Vorlage of the OG translator may have read ביד ישראל (cf. 
11:8) instead of MT לפני בני ישראל. Regardless, the graphical similarity between ביד ישראל and בני ישראל is 
still close enough to trigger a textual error.

  Thus, Cooke’s assertion that the plus is “probably an amplification by the translators,” is a bit 104

tenuous (Cooke, 88). 

  In light of the key ancient witnesses (i.e., OG, S, T, V), כאשר is likely the earlier form. 105
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translator harmonized his text;  or 3) both the MT and OG reflect contrasting 106

haplographic omissions.  107

 In favor of 1) and 2), 10:28 and 10:40 both contain synonomous battle 

descriptions which attest to OG plus καὶ ἐξωλέθρευσ[α]ν and MT clause (ואת כל הנפש 

 Since καὶ ἐξωλέθρευσ[α]ν was absent in the OG translator’s Vorlage in 10:32, he .(הנשמה

supplied καὶ ἐξωλέθρευσ[α]ν to create consistency with the immediate context. By the 

same token, the MT copyist supplied ואת כל הנפש to align with the immediate context. 

Despite the feasibiltiy of these possibilities, a comparison of the retroverted Hebrew 

juxtaposed to the Hebrew of MT favors the third possibility. If we emend the plural 

Greek verbs ἐξωλέθρευσαν and ἐποίησαν to their singular forms ἐξωλέθρευσεν and ἐποίησεν 

(cf. OGA, OGL, MSS GNΘacvya2b2, Arm. and Sah.), the translator’s Vorlage may have 

appeared thus—לפי חרב ויחרם אותה כאשר עשה ללבנה.  Observe, then, the juxtaposed 108

OG Hebrew Vorlage and the MT below: 

OG: לפי חרב ויחרם אות[ה ואת כל הנפש אשר ב]ה כאשר עשה ללנבה 
MT: לפי חרב ו[יחרם אותה ו]את כל הנפש אשר בה כאשר עשה ללנבה  

Instead of assuming that the Greek plus καὶ ἐξωλέθρευσεν αὐτήν and the MT clause ואת כל 

 are harmonizing expansions, it seems more likely that both textual traditions lost הנפש

differing parts of the whole. Thus, Gk. MSS dghnptw and Syh. may reflect the full 

  Nelson (137) advocates a combination of the first and second possibility. 106

  Boling, 290. 107

  The singular form is more probable especially in light of the attestation of the ancient witnesses 108

to the singular verb forms throughout the verse. 
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reading—ἐν στόµατι ξίφους καὶ ἐξωλέθρευσεν αὐτήν, καὶ πᾶσαν τὴν ψυχήν ἐν αὐτῇ, ὃν 

τρόπον ἐποίησαν τὴν Λεβνα. 

 Here, the LORD commands Joshua to divide the remaining lands among the nine 

tribes and the half tribe of Manasseh. The OG plus provides further geographical 

specification regarding the distribution—i.e., “from the Jordan as far as the great sea 

toward the setting of the sun you shall give it; the great sea shall be the boundary.” One 

further variation occurs immediately following in v. 8a. The MT simply reads עמו (with 

it) whereas the OG reads ταῖς δὲ δύο φυλαῖς καὶ τῷ ἡµίσει φυλῆς Μανασση (But to the two 

tribes and to the half–tribe of Manasseh).  

 The textual history of this variation is complex at both the Greek and Hebrew 

level. MT is syntactically problematic as the pronominal suffix of עם has no preceding 

antecedent. If, however, the Greek plus in v. 8 reflects the earlier text form, the 

pronominal suffix would most naturally refer to [ו]חצי השבט המנשה. Furthermore, if ו]חצי 

 of v. 8 was originally present in the translator’s Vorlage, the MT scribe [השבט המנשה

(9) 13:7-8a  וְעַתָּה חַלֵּק אֶת־הָאָרֶץ הַזּאֹת
 בְּנַחֲלָה לְתִשְׁעַת הַשְּׁבָטִים וַחֲצִי

  הַשֵּׁבֶט
  הַמְנַשֶּׁה׃

  עִמּוֹ
הָראוּבֵנִי וְהַגָּדִי

καὶ νῦν µέρισον τὴν γῆν ταύτην ἐν 
κληρονοµίᾳ ταῖς ἐννέα φυλαῖς καὶ τῷ ἡµίσει 
φυλῆς Μανασση· ἀπὸ τοῦ Ιορδάνου ἕως τῆς 
θαλάσσης τῆς µεγάλης κατὰ δυσµὰς ἡλίου 
δώσεις αὐτήν, ἡ θάλασσα ἡ µεγάλη ὁριεῖ. 

ταῖς δὲ δύο φυλαῖς καὶ τῷ ἡµίσει φυλῆς 
Μανασση τῷ Ρουβην καὶ τῷ Γαδ
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could have skipped from the first occurrence in v. 7 to the second occurrence in v. 8.  109

See below. 

Table 2.1. Comparison of MT with Retroverted Hebrew Vorlage 

Although this makes sense of the suffix, עמו is unattested among the major Gk. MSS. 

Margolis, in his reconstructed Greek text, attempts to explain the existence of עמו by 

reading …τῷ ἡµίσει φυλῆς Μανασση τῷ µέτα τοῦ Ρουβην καὶ τοῦ Γαδ (חצי השבט המנשה 

 after the ;עמו If Margolis is correct, this might explain MT .([אשר] עם הראובני והגדי

haplography of מהירדן to המנשה, the MT scribe may have attempted to make sense of the 

remaining עם by adding the pronominal suffix ו, which alludes back to חצי השבט המנשה. 

These speculations notwithstanding, what appears most certain is that the OG plus in v. 8 

was lost by homoioteleuton of the MT scribe. 

 Toward the end of Judah’s boundary allotment list, the OG contains a noticeable 

MT OG Vorlage

 לתשעת השבטים וחצי השבט המנשה

  הראובני והגדי

 לתשעת השבטים וחצי השבט המנשה 
 מהירדן עד הים הגדול למזרח השמש תתן אתה

  הים הגדול  וגבול ׃
לשני השבטים וחצי שבט המנשה הראובני והגדי

(10) 15:59   וּמַעֲרָת וּבֵית־עֲנוֹת וְאֶלְתְּקןֹ
 עָרִים שֵׁשׁ וְחַצְרֵיהֶן׃

קִרְיַת־בַּעַל הִיא קִרְיַת

καὶ Μαγαρωθ καὶ Βαιθαναµ καὶ Θεκουµ, 
πόλεις ἓξ καὶ αἱ κῶµαι αὐτῶν· 
Θεκω καὶ Εφραθα [αὕτη ἐστὶν Βαιθλεεµ] 
καὶ Φαγωρ καὶ Αιταν καὶ Κουλον καὶ 
Ταταµ καὶ Εωβης καὶ Καρεµ καὶ Γαλεµ καὶ 
Θεθηρ καὶ Μανοχω, πόλεις ἕνδεκα καὶ αἱ 
κῶµαι αὐτῶν· Καριαθβααλ (αὕτη ἡ πόλις 
Ιαριµ)

  This is the generally held view (see Holmes, 56; Soggin, 150; Nelson, 168; Boling, 334).109
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plus listing the most northerly district in the southern hill country:  “Tekoa and 110

Ephrathah (this is Bethlehem) and Peor and Etam and Culon and Tatam and Eobes and 

Karem and Gallim and Bether and Manocho: eleven cities and their villages.” Although 

some of these place names (e.g., Culon and Eobes) are textually uncertain,  in terms of 111

the Greek plus, the dual presence of וחצריהן—once right before the Greek plus, and once 

at the end of it—triggered a haplography by homoioteleuton.  112

 Within chapter 21, by the command of the LORD, the people Israel were to give 

the Levites cities to dwell in. Regarding the Merarites, the OG reads, “And the sons of 

Merari according to their districts had by lot twelve cities from the tribe of Reuben and 

from the tribe of Gad and from the tribe of Zebulun.” This reading is virtually identical to 

the Hebrew except the presence of Greek κληρωτὶ  (Heb. בגורל) which is well attested 113

among the Gk. MSS, albeit with minor variations.  Κληρωτὶ only appears three other 114

times, of which all occur within chapter 21 (cf. vv. 4, 5, and 8) and have a counter-part in 

the Hebrew text. Accordingly, one might assume the Greek translator added κληρωτὶ in  

(11) 21:7   וּמִמַּטֵּה זְבוּלֻן עָרִים
שְׁתֵּים עֶשְׂרֵה

καὶ ἀπὸ φυλῆς Ζαβουλων κληρωτὶ πόλεις 
δώδεκα.

  Soggin, 178. 110

  Boling, 380. 111

  See Nelson, 185; Boling, 390; Butler, 181; Rösel, 12. Cooke considers this Gk. plus significant 112

since, “without it, the important district of which Bethlehem forms a center would be unaccountably passed 
over” (Cooke, 151).

  Margolis (κληρωτει). 113

  MSS kx lack κληρωτὶ. MS a2 (κληροντι); OGL and MS l (κληρωτη); MSS hbq (κληρωται). MS m 114

(ἐν κληρω—perhaps attempting to accord with the more lexically equivalent, and thus more literal, Gk. 
rendition of בגורל [cf. OG Judg. 20:9; 1 Chron. 6:46, 48, 50]).
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v. 7 to harmonize with the surrounding context. However, since both the Kohathites and 

the Gershonites received their cities by lot (vv. 5, 6)  the last clan, the Merarites, likely 115

received their cities by lot as well.  The retroversion of the Greek into Hebrew—116 וממטה

 The graphical similarity .בגורל may explain the loss of—זבולן בגורל ערים שתים אשרה

between זבולן and בגורל could have triggered a haplography,  especially if the words 117

were written closely together (i.e., וממטהזבולןבגורלעריםשתיםאשרה). 

 In the superscription to the list of all the cities the Levites received from each 

respective tribe of Israel, the OG reads, “…and the tribe of the sons of Simeon and part 

of  the tribe of the sons of Benjamin gave the cities.”  In light of the account given by 118 119

MT 1 Chronicles 6:50 [EV 6:65], the plus may reflect the original text form. In the 

Chronicles text, a synoptic account of Joshua 21:9 is given which states: “They gave by 

(12) 21:9   וּמִמַּטֵּה בְּנֵי שִׁמְעוֹן
עָרִים אֵת הֶֽ

καὶ ἡ φυλὴ υἱῶν Συµεων καὶ ἀπὸ τῆς φυλῆς 
υἱῶν Βενιαµιν τὰς πόλεις

  That the OG translator committed homoioarcton in 21:6—omitting בגורל due to the ב of 115—בבשן

is taken for granted.  

  Cf. MT 1 Chron. 6:47: 116.וממטה זבולן בגורל ערים שתים אשרה

  See Holmes, 72, Butler, 221; Boling, 481–482. 117

  Syntactically, the occurrence of ἀπό is peculiar. If OG Josh. 21:9 read like the MT (i.e., καὶ 118

ἔδωκεν ἀπὸ τῆς φυλῆς υἱῶν Ιουδα καὶ ἀπὸ τῆς φυλῆς υἱῶν Συµεων καὶ ἀπὸ τῆς φυλῆς υἱῶν Βενιαµιν τὰς 
πόλεις), ἀπό would be rendered in the source usage (from, out of). However, the OG lacks the first two 
genitive clauses, thus leaving a single genitive clause in the OG plus. Since ἀπό of source does not fit the 
context, I defer to the NETS translation, which renders ἀπό partitively.

  α´ and σ´ lack this plus. This is, however, unsurprising as α´ employed a quite literalistic 119

approach to translating a Heb. text which was likely closer to the MT than the earlier OG Vorlage, and σ´, 
although less literal than α´, was also working from a text that was closer to MT. Nevertheless, the witness 
of α´ and σ´ show that ממטה בני שמעון וממטה בני בנימן was absent from the MT text by the second or third 
century CE. Syh.:  !"#"#%̈&' (")*+ ܘ2! .01) ܕ.%-*ܢ (= MT). Most Gk. MSS support this plus with 
slight variation. MSS gnpta2, along with Arm. and Sah., read ἡ φυλή in place of ἀπὸ τῆς φυλῆς (likely to 
accord grammatically with ἡ φυλὴ υἱῶν Συµεων as the subject of ἔδωκεν).  
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lot out of the tribes of Judah, [and out of the tribes of] Simeon, and [out of the tribes of] 

Benjamin these cities that are mentioned by name.” Here, ממטה בני שמעון וממטה בני בנימן 

reflects the Hebrew counter-part to the Greek plus in Joshua 21:9.   120

 Three possibilities to explain this textual discrepancy emerge: 1) the chronicler 

utilized a Vorlage similar to OG for his recounting of the distribution of Levitical cities 

which contained the reading now absent in MT; 2) the OG translator harmonized his 

account in 21:9 to accord with MT 1 Chronicles 6:50;  3) neither the chronicler nor the 121

OG translator made use of the other but, rather, the MT copyist inadvertently omitted 

.וממטה due to the frequent occurrence of וממטה בני בנימן  The second possibility seems 122

unlikely considering the grammatical discrepancy between ἔδωκεν (Josh. 21:9) and 

ἔδωκαν (1 Chron. 6:50), and the absence of the Greek κληρωτὶ (or ἐν κλήρῳ) for the 

Hebrew counter-part בגורל and ἀπὸ τῆς φυλῆς υἱῶν Βενιαµιν in 1 Chron. 6:50. 

Additionally, the insertion of the reference to Benjamin here would have created a 

redundancy (cf. 21:17), which the OG translator, who sought to smooth out the text, 

would likely have omitted. Thus, although it cannot be definitively proven, in light of 1 

Chronicles 6:50, וממטה בני בנימן was likely present in the translator’s Vorlage but 

subsequently lost in MT transmission. 

  Ironically, in the Gk. version of 1 Chron. 6:50 ἀπὸ τῆς φυλῆς υἱῶν Βενιαµιν is unattested.120

  This is the view held by Nelson (235). Although Butler leans towards the originality of the Gk. 121

plus, he nevertheless concedes the possibility of a later Gk. copyist inserting the reference to Benjamin 
(Butler, 221).

  See Boling, 221. 122
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 Toward the end of the allotments of the Levitical cities and their surrounding 

pasture lands, the OG contains a plus at the beginning of v. 36 which reads, “And beyond 

the Jordan opposite Jericho,  out of the tribe of Reuben…” The Vorlage of the 123

translator likely appeared thus: ומעבר להירדן יריחו ממטה ראובן. Given that the most 

reliable MT witnesses depict the loss of vv. 36–37 by homoioteleuton —triggered by the 124

occurrence of ערים ארבע at the end of v. 35 and ערים ארבע at the end of v. 37—it is 

difficult to discern exactly how the Greek plus in v. 36a arose. However, if, in fact, some 

Heb. witnesses restored the lost text through the account given in 1 Chronicles 6:63,  125

the initial prepositional clause ומעבר להירדן יריחו may have existed in the Vorlage of OG 

translator, thus reflecting the earliest reading.  Additionally, a parallel account in Joshua 126

20:8— καὶ ἐν τῷ πέραν τοῦ Ιορδάνου//ומעבר להירדן יריחו—locating Bezer “beyond the 

Jordan east of Jericho,” gives further support to the originality of the Greek plus.  127

(13) 21:36a  …עָרִים אַרְבַּע׃
 וּ

מִמַּטֵּה רְאוּבֵן

…πόλεις τέσσαρες.  
[36] καὶ πέραν τοῦ Ιορδάνου τοῦ κατὰ 
Ιεριχω ἐκ τῆς φυλῆς Ρουβην

  Whenever the location (ל)הירדן יריחו occured in the Heb., the OG translators would render it 123

with τοῦ Ιορδάνου κατὰ Ιεριχω (with or without the article τοῦ). The insertion of the preposition κατὰ, which 
has no textual equivalent in any of the occurences in Heb., is an unequivocal pattern in the OG. Perhaps 
κατὰ is an attempt to account for the construct chain meaning “Jordan of (at/by) Jericho.” The translation 
given in the main body of text reflects the NETS.

  Accordingly, in BHS, vv. 36–37 appear in the margin.124

  Nelson, 236. 125

  OGAL, OL, along with MSS gmnqv[mg]y support this plus. OGB reads Ιερειχων instead of 126

Ιεριχω. Cf. also V: De tribu Ruben ultra Jordanem contra Jericho civitates refugii (“and out of the tribe of 
Reuben beyond the Jordan opposite Jericho”). Cooke, 198; Butler, 222; and Tov, Textual Criticism, 223 
advocate this position.

  Had not there been the occurrence of the significant haplography of vv. 36–37, one could very 127

well speculate that the OG translator harmonized 21:36a with 20:8. 
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 In 22:21, we are told that the sons of Reuben, the sons of Gad, and the half-tribe 

of Manasseh directly address the officers of Israel. Throughout the MT, all three groups 

are referenced intermittently until 22:32 after which point only the sons of Reuben and 

Gad are mentioned. The OG, on the other hand, represents all three groups whenever the 

groups are referenced. Because of the dual presence of מאת the OG plus (ומאת חצי מטה 

.could have fallen out of the MT by homoioarcton (מנשה  128

 The OG reads, “it is a witness between them  that the Lord is their God,” 129

whereas the MT reads, “…that the LORD is God.” All major Gk. MSS support the plus 

‘their.’  Margolis explains αὐτῶν as the “translator’s expansion.”  However, it seems 130 131

more likely that the OG translator erroneously read האלהים in his Vorlage as [ה]אלהיהם. 

Here is one instance, then, where graphical confusion actually led to a plus which has no 

counter-part in the MT. 

(14) 22:32   מֵאֵת בְּנֵי־רְאוּבֵן וּמֵאֵת בְּנֵי־גָד

מֵאֶרֶץ הַגִּלְעָד אֶל־אֶרֶץ כְּנַעַן

ἀπὸ τῶν υἱῶν Ρουβην καὶ ἀπὸ τῶν υἱῶν Γαδ  
καὶ ἀπὸ τοῦ ἡµίσους φυλῆς Μανασση  
ἐκ γῆς Γαλααδ εἰς γῆν Χανααν

(15) 22:34b   עֵד הוּא בֵּינֹתֵינוּ כִּי
יְהוָה הָאֱלֹהִים

Μαρτύριόν ἐστιν ἀνὰ µέσον αὐτῶν ὅτι 
κύριος ὁ θεὸς αὐτῶν ἐστιν.

  To be sure, one may indeed argue that the omission of ומאת חצי מטה מנשה is original based on 128

the principle lectio difficilior (i.e., the more difficult reading is preferable).

  Although there is a textual discrepancy between the pronominal suffixes of the Gk. ἀνὰ µέσον 129

αὐτῶν and the Heb. בינתינו, I will not discuss that here in light the focus of the pluses analyzed as noted in 
the introduction (see §1.2.4.).  

  OGA along with MSS NΘadeijlnptuv(mg)wz(mg)b2 read θεὸς instead of ὁ θεὸς.130

  Margolis, 445. 131
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 With respect to the remaining lands allotted Israel but yet unconquered, they are 

assured that the LORD will surely destroy them. The OG, however, goes on to explain 

that he will destroy them “until they perish, and he shall send wild beasts against them 

until he utterly destroys them and their kings from before you.” Despite the textual 

discrepancy of והוריש אתם מלפניכם between OG and MT,  the final prepositional phrase 132

at the end of the OG plus מלפניכם—as it would appear in the Vorlage—creates the 

possibility for textual error by the MT copyist. If the OG represents the earlier text form, 

the MT copyist could have skipped from the first occurrence of מפניכם in the beginning 

of v. 5 to the second occurrence at the end of this plus. That the OG reflects the original 

reading may be further evidenced by the antithesis of the LORD’s promise to Israel if 

they do not walk faithfully before him: whereas the LORD would destroy their enemies 

until they perish (OG plus), the LORD would allow their enemies to destroy them until 

they perish (MT Josh. 23:13).  133

(16) 23:5 וַיהוָה אֱלֹהֵיכֶם הוּא  
יֶהְדֳּפֵם מִפְּנֵיכֶם  

[וְהוֹרִישׁ אֹתָם מִלִּפְנֵיכֶם]  

וִירִשְׁתֶּם  
אֶת־אַרְצָם כַּאֲשֶׁר דִּבֶּר יְהוָה  

אֱלֹהֵיכֶם לָכֶם׃

κύριος δὲ ὁ θεὸς ὑµῶν, οὗτος ἐξολεθρεύσει 
αὐτοὺς ἀπὸ προσώπου ὑµῶν,  
ἕως ἂν ἀπόλωνται, καὶ ἀποστελεῖ αὐτοῖς τὰ 
θηρία τὰ ἄγρια, ἕως ἂν ἐξολεθρεύσῃ αὐτοὺς 
καὶ τοὺς βασιλεῖς αὐτῶν ἀπὸ προσώπου 
ὑµῶν,  
καὶ κατακληρονοµήσατε τὴν γῆν αὐτῶν, 
καθὰ ἐλάλησεν κύριος  
ὁ θεὸς ὑµῶν ὑµῖν.

  The OG translator may have omitted והוריש אתם מלפניכם by homoioteleuton of 132.מלפניכם

  See also Lev. 26:22 where wild beasts are turned against Israel as covenant curse. 133
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 As Joshua rehearsed the patriarchal storyline before all the tribes of Israel at 

Shechem (Shiloh; OG), the Greek text exhibits an appreciable plus after “and Jacob and 

his sons went down to Egypt,” reading, “and became there a great and populous and 

mighty nation, and the Egyptians afflicted them.”  In Hebrew, the translator’s Vorlage 134

presumably would have appeared as such: ויעקב ובניו ירדו מצרים ויהיו שם לגוי גדול ורב 

 Those familiar with Deuteronomy will quickly .והזקה (ועצום) ויענו (וירעו) אתם המצרים

discern the parallel connection with Deuteronomy 26:5–6. Below is a table comparing 

Joshua 24:4b–5a and the parallel passage from Deuteronomy which will be important for 

the analysis. 

Table 2.2. Comparison of Deut. 26:5–6 with Josh. 24:4b–5a 

 Because of its correspondence with Deuteronomy 26:5–6, one may well surmise 

that the OG translator interpolated this Deuteronomic text to fill out the patriarchal 

(17) 24:4b-5a   וְיַעֲקבֹ וּבָנָיו יָרְדוּ
מִצְרָיִם

καὶ Ιακωβ καὶ οἱ υἱοὶ αὐτοῦ κατέβησαν εἰς 
Αἴγυπτον καὶ ἐγένοντο ἐκεῖ εἰς ἔθνος µέγα 
καὶ πολὺ καὶ κραταιόν. (5) καὶ ἐκάκωσαν 
αὐτοὺς οἱ Αἰγύπτιοι, 

MT Deut. 26:5–6 OG Deut. 26:5–6 OG Josh. 24:4b–5a

[5] וַיֵּרֶד מִצְרַיְמָה  
וַיָּגָר שָׁם בִּמְתֵי  

מְעָט וַיְהִי־שָׁם לְגוֹי  
גָּדוֹל עָצוּם וָרָב׃ 

[6] וַיָּרֵעוּ אֹתָנוּ הַמִּצְרִים

[5] καὶ κατέβη εἰς Αἴγυπτον  
καὶ παρῴκησεν ἐκεῖ ἐν ἀριθµῷ 
βραχεῖ καὶ ἐγένετο ἐκεῖ εἰς ἔθνος 
µέγα καὶ πλῆθος πολὺ καὶ µέγα·  
[6] καὶ ἐκάκωσαν ἡµᾶς οἱ 
Αἰγύπτιοι

[4] κατέβησαν εἰς Αἴγυπτον  

καὶ ἐγένοντο ἐκεῖ εἰς ἔθνος  
µέγα καὶ πολὺ καὶ κραταιόν.  
[5] καὶ ἐκάκωσαν αὐτοὺς οἱ 
Αἰγύπτιοι 

  This plus is well attested among the Gk. MSS. However, OGL, MSS degnsx, and Syh. read 134

ἐγένετο instead of ἐγένοντο (perhaps to coincide with Deut. 26:5).
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narrative.  Even though such an explanation is not altogether impossible,  a much 135 136

simpler explanation exists. That is, the MT copyist wrote down מצרים at the end of v. 4 

and began to write the words following the המצרים at the end of the Greek plus due their 

graphical similarity.  Thus, the Greek text likely reflects the earlier reading. 137

 Having been faced with choice to serve the LORD or the gods of their fathers the 

people declare—according to the OG—“The Lord our God,  he is God.” The MT, 138

however, lacks the Hebrew counter-part to αὐτὸς θεός ἐστιν.  Does this reflect an 139

expansion on the part of the OG translator?  Retroverting the Greek into Hebrew may 140

provide the answer and explain the origin of this Greek plus—i.e., יהוה אלהינו הוא אלהים 

 along with ,אלהים הוא and אלהינו הוא The graphical similarities between .הוא המעלה אתנו

(18) 24:17   כִּי יְהוָה אֱלֹהֵינוּ הוּא
הַמַּעֲלֶה אֹתָנוּ

κύριος ὁ θεὸς ἡµῶν, αὐτὸς θεός ἐστιν· αὐτὸς 
ἀνήγαγεν ἡµᾶς

  See Cooke, 215. However, some noticable discrepancies exist between OG Deuteronomy 26:5–135

6 and Joshua 24:4–5 which weakens the possibility of interpolation. First, note the differences between 
µέγα καὶ πλῆθος πολὺ καὶ µέγα (Deut. 26:5) and µέγα καὶ πολὺ καὶ κραταιόν (Josh. 24:4b). Second, Joshua 
lacks the adverbial clause ἐν ἀριθµῷ βραχεῖ (במתי מעט). Third is the grammatical discrepancy between 
‘us’ (Deut.) and ‘them’ (Josh.). 

  “It is not impossible that the translator or his Vorlage was led to continue the quotation from 136

Deut. 26 beyond ‘and Jacob and his sons went down to Egypt’ under the influence of the tradition of the 
Haggadah where the exposition of Deut. 26:5–8 takes a central place” (Emanuel Tov, “Midrash-Type 
Exegesis in the Septuagint of Joshua,” in The Greek and Hebrew Bible: Collected Essays on the Septuagint, 
ed. The Board of the Quarterly, VTSup 72 [Atlanta: SBL, 2006], 161). 

  So also Boling, 530; Holmes, 78; Nelson, 264. 137

  N.B. the OG lacks the counter-part γάρ (ὁτι) to כי. This may reflect a Hebrew Vorlage which 138

differed from MT (Margolis, 464) or the translator’s desire to emphasize monotheistic beliefs by converting 
the causal clause of MT into a main clause (Sipilä, 165).

  Few Gk. MSS omit αὐτὸς θεός ἐστιν (i.e., OGL and MSS gnw). OGO and Eth. support OG.139

  Cf. Auld, LXX Joshua, 224. 140
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their proximity to each other, could surely have triggered a textual error on the part of the 

MT copyist by homoioteleuton, skipping from the first occurrence of הוא to the second.  

 To be sure, it is also possible the textual error happened the other way around. 

Through dittography, the OG translator could have translated אלהינו הוא twice but 

apparently changed אלהינו to אלהים.  Some suggest that the plus arose out of the 141

translator’s ignorance of the syntactical function of הוא.  If such were the case, 142

however, the translator would have also struggled with a similar syntactical structure in 

Joshua 2:11—יהוה אלהיכם הוא אלהים—where it appears the translator knew quite well the 

function of הוא.  Of the three explanations above, homoioteleuton by the MT copyist 143

appears the most viable. 

  This may explain why Gk. MS c reads αὐτὸς θεὸς ἡµῶν (= אלהינו הוא) instead of αὐτὸς θεός 141

ἐστιν.

  E.g., Holmes, 79 and Butler, 264. 142

  See also 13:14 (ֹיְהוָה אֱלֹהֵי יִשְׂרָאֵל הוּא נַחֲלָתו//κύριος ὁ θεὸς Ισραηλ, αὐτος [OGA] αὐτῶν 143

κληρονοµία); and 23:5 (יהוָה אֱלֹֽהֵיכֶם הוּא יֶהְדֳּפֵם מִפְּנֵיכֶם//κύριος δὲ ὁ θεὸς ὑµῶν, αὐτος [OGA] ἐξολεθρεύσει 
αὐτοὺς ἀπὸ προσώπου ὑµῶν).



CHAPTER 3 

HARMONIZATIONS 

 The term harmonization suggests that a particular force in the generation of the 

reading of a witness appears to have been an impulse to make the text read in a way that 

is consistent with some external frame of reference. The reading then would have been 

generated as a way to achieve consistency, not necessarily similarity. Sometimes a 

witness may harmonize his text to coincide with the wording of a similar phrase found in 

another biblical book; other times he may harmonize his text with the immediate context 

of the book itself. Below are the analyzed OG pluses which appear to reflecting 

harmonization.

 As Rahab pleads with the messengers, OG reads, “And now swear to me by the 

LORD God,” while the MT reads, “Now then, please swear to me by the LORD.” Based 

on the rhetorical features of the Hebrew text, the OG plus is already suspect since יהוה 

.never occurs by itself in MT Joshua אלהים  Because of this, some Gk. MSS emended 144

κύριον τὸν θεόν to κύριον τὸν θεόν ὑµων.  As there is no apparent textual trigger which  145

(1) 2:12 יהוָה וְעַתָּה הִשָּׁבְעוּ־נָא לִי בַּֽ καὶ νῦν ὀµόσατέ µοι κύριον τὸν θεόν

  That is, whenever יהוה אלהים occurs, it is always in conjunction with a pronominal suffix (3rd 144

Person [2x]; 2nd person [19x]; 1st person [17x]) or followed by “of Israel” (13x). 

  See OGL, MSS d–gijnprstvwz, and Sah.145

!41



!42

could have given rise to textual error, the most likely explanation of this Greek plus is the 

translator’s attempt to harmonize v. 12 with the preceding κύριος ὁ θεὸς of v. 10.  146

 The OG reads, “we shall be free from this oath of yours,” while the MT reads, 

“we shall be guiltless with respect to your oath.” Only two Gk. MSS (i.e., gn) omit τούτῳ 

from their edition. Conversely, this OG plus is not only supported by the major Gk. MSS 

but is also supported by ancient witnesses that customarily agree with the MT—S (!2 

 and V (ab hoc iuramento quo adiurasti nos). Margolis suggests (2*942 ܗܕ7 ܕܐܘ452"!

that τούτῳ is an implication  of the full Hebrew phrase אשר השבעתנו, which follows 147

.in the MT משבעתך  There are two problems with this conclusion. First, in the 148

preceding verse, the OG appears to expand MT אנחנו נקים to אנחנו נקים משבעתך הזה 

(ἡµεῖς δὲ ἀθῷοι τῷ ὅρκῳ σου τούτῳ). Why would the translator, whose tendency is toward 

full phrase, both expand and curtail within the same context? Second, in 2:17, the MT 

contains the reading which is reflected in the present OG plus (i.e., נקים אנחנו משבעתך 

 is not הזה This would suggest that .אשר השבעתנו but also contains the relative clause (הזה

necessarily an implication of אשר השבעתנו.  149

(2) 2:20 וְהָיִינוּ נְקִיִּם מִשְּׁבֻעָתֵךְ אֲשֶׁר הִשְׁבַּעְתָּנוּ ἐσόµεθα ἀθῷοι τῷ ὅρκῳ σου τούτῳ

  In v. 10, the MT copyist could have lost אלהים by homoioarcton, skipping from the first א of 146

.(cf. Boling, 142) את of א to the אלהים

  Implication is the act making explicit information implicit. 147

  Margolis, 31. 148

  By the same token, this suggests that אשר השבעתנו does not necessarily reflect an explication 149

of הזה. 
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 Although this plus receives support from V and S, the addition of τούτῳ most 

likely reflects a harmonization in light the preceding context of v. 20 (τοὺς λόγους ἡµῶν 

τούτους) as well as the surrounding context of vv. 17 and 19. In all three verses, τῷ ὅρκῳ 

σου is modified by τούτῳ whereas, in the MT, הזה only modifies משבעתך once out of the 

three occurrences.  Thus, the shorter reading of the MT should be preferred as the 150

original.  151

 The OG reads, “Stretch out your hand with the javelin that is in your hand toward 

the city,” whereas the MT reads, “stretch out the javelin that is in your hand toward Ai.” 

Besides the OG textual error of reading העיר as העי (or the MT copyist explication), OG 

supplies [את] ידך after נטה. Among the Gk. MSS, this plus is well attested.  Holmes 152

presumes the MT “revisor” omitted ידך.  Since, however, there appears to be no 153

motivation for such an omission, this position is tenuous. Rather, it is more likely that the 

OG translator sought to harmonize v. 18a with the immediate context of OG v. 18b (καὶ 

ἐξέτεινεν Ἰησοῦς τὴν χεῖρα αὐτοῦ) and MT v. 19 (כנטות ידו).  

(3) 8:18a   נְטֵה בַּכִּידוֹן אֲשֶׁר
 דְךָ אֶל־הָעַי בְּיָֽ

Ἔκτεινον τὴν χεῖρά σου ἐν τῷ γαίσῳ τῷ  
ἐν τῇ χειρί σου ἐπὶ τὴν πόλιν

  Cf. Gk. MSS F and c who harmonize vv. 17, 19, and 20 as the conflate reading ἐσόµεθα ἀθῷοι 150

τῷ ὅρκῳ σου ῷ ὥρκισας ἠµας. Cf. Gk. MSS dktx who harmonize vv. 17 and 20 in the same manner as above.

  Cooke (15) views τούτῳ as a harmonizing expansion as well. Boling (143) arrives at the same 151

conclusion especially since “the context lacks a consonant sequence that might have triggered 
haplography.” Butler (27) concedes “the originality of such ‘familiar’ language cannot be decided.” 

  Only MS x lacks τὴν χεῖρά σου.152

  Holmes, 44. 153
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 There is also the possibility, although difficult to prove, that the OG translator 

supplied τὴν χεῖρά σου to the LORD’s injunction in order to create a connection between 

Moses and Joshua.  The phrase נטה את ידך occurs only four times throughout the MT, 154

all of which depict the LORD commanding Moses to stretch out his hand before 

performing a miracle (cf. Exod. 8:1; 9:22; 14:16, 26).  Surely the vanquishing of 12,000 155

people at Ai by the Israelites was a miracle that the LORD performed through Joshua’s 

outstretched hand just as the LORD performed the plagues through Moses’ outstretched 

hand. 

 Within the LORD’s promise to Joshua, “I have given it (Ai) into your hands,” the 

OG continues, “And the ambush shall rise up quickly out of its place.” Whereas most of 

the pluses in OG Joshua are inserted into the narrative or direct discourse between human 

subjects, this verse is unique in that the plus effectively adds to the words of the LORD. 

Such an addition seems out of character for the OG translator to play fast-and-loose as it 

were with the direct discourse of the LORD, given that the translator, elsewhere, avoided 

“associations with improper religious notions” in his renderings of certain Hebrew 

expressions.  However, since no Gk. MSS contend or emend this plus, the extra 156

(4) 8:18b   כִּי בְיָדְךָ אֶתְּנֶנּה

  וַיֵּט יְהוֹשֻׁעַ
בַּכִּידוֹן אֲשֶׁר־בְּיָדוֹ אֶל־הָעִיר

εἰς γὰρ τὰς χεῖράς σου παραδέδωκα αὐτήν 
καὶ τὰ ἔνεδρα ἐξαναστήσονται ἐν τάχει ἐκ 
τοῦ τόπου αὐτῶν καὶ ἐξέτεινεν Ἰησοῦς  
τὴν χεῖρα αὐτοῦ, τὸν γαῖσον, ἐπὶ τὴν πόλιν

  See also MT 14:2 compared to OG—ביד משה//ἐν χειρὶ Ἰησοῦ. 154

  Additionally, נטה appears with ידך three other times but without the direct object marker 155 את

(Exod. 7:19; 10:12; 10:21)—these also pertain to the LORD instructing Moses.

  See Van Der Meer, (“Joshua,” 97) for specific examples. By the same token, it would be highly 156

unlikely that an MT copyist would intentionally omit the words of the LORD.
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predictive line καὶ τὰ ἔνεδρα ἐξαναστήσονται ἐν τάχει ἐκ τοῦ τόπου αὐτῶν was supplied in 

order to harmonize with v. 19—i.e., stretch out your hand…and the ambush will arise//

and he stretched out his hand…and the ambush arose. 

 In the list of all the kings who heard the report of Ai’s demise at the hands of 

Israel, OG includes the Gergashites which is absent from the MT. Οἱ Γεργεσαῖοι are 

recorded two other times in Joshua (3:10 and 24:11). In both of these verses, the OG and 

MT agree, albeit with varying order of names in the list. We may very well assume, then, 

that the OG translator harmonized his translation to be consistent with the number of 

names listed elsewhere in the book.   157

 However, one cannot readily dismiss the possibility that והגרגשי was the original 

reading that was subsequently lost by haplography. Even if this was the case, did the 

omission occur earlier or later in transmission? That is, did the OG translator notice the 

omission and fill in what he felt was originally intended to be in his Vorlage? Or did the 

MT scribe omit והגרגשי after OG translation? Nonetheless, in the absence of any clear 

textual trigger, which could have caused the omission of והגרגשי, the more viable 

explanation for this plus is OG harmonization. 

(5) 9:1b אֱמֹרִי הַכְּנַעֲנִי   הַחִתִּי וְהָ֣
  הַפְּרִזִּי הַחִוִּי

וְהַיְבוּסִי

καὶ οἱ Χετταῖοι καὶ οἱ Χαναναῖοι καὶ οἱ 
Φερεζαῖοι καὶ οἱ Ευαῖοι καὶ οἱ Αµορραῖοι καὶ 
οἱ Γεργεσαῖοι καὶ οἱ Ιεβουσαῖοι,

  Cf. Deut. 20:17 where the OG translator makes the same addition. 157
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 As the kings rallied together to make war against the Israelites (MT: immediately 

after the king of Ai was hanged), Joshua built an altar at Mount Ebal where he read all the 

words of the law to the people. According to the OG, Joshua read “all things written in 

the law of Moses,” whereas, according to the MT, he read “all that is written in the Book 

of the Law.” Depending upon which textual tradition reflects the original, either the OG 

reflects a minus (the Book) and a plus (of Moses), or the MT exhibits a plus (the Book) 

and a minus (of Moses). Although most Gk. MSS support OG, some coincide with MT 

(cf. MSS vz and Syh.). In terms of the translation technique, the OG translator follows 

the Hebrew expression everywhere else in the book—ἡ βίβλος τοῦ νόµου//ספר התורת 

(1:8); ἐν τῷ βιβλίῳ τοῦ νόµου Μωυσῆ//(23:6) בספר תורת משה; βιβλίον, νόµον τοῦ 

θεοῦ//(24:26) ספר תורת אלהים. It is only within the covenant at Mount Ebal narrative 

(9:2a–e [MT 8:30–35]) where the OG deviates from the MT.  

 Because both the MT and OG exhibit variation in their phraseology throughout 

the book of Joshua,  as well as the continued growth in the literary development of the 158

book, and since there appears to be no textual trigger to cause an error, both readings may 

reflect expansive additions. That is, the OG supplied Μωυσῆ to harmonize the 

(6) 9:2e [MT 8:34] כְּכָל־הַכָּתוּב בְּסֵפֶר הַתּוֹרָה κατὰ πάντα τὰ γεγραµµένα ἐν τῷ νόµῳ 
Μωυσῆ·

  MT: 158 תורת משה ;(24:26) ספר תורת אלהים ;(23:6 ;8:31) ספר תורת משה ;(8:34 ;1:8) ספר התורה

(8:32). OG: ἡ βίβλος τοῦ νόµου (1:8); τῷ βιβλίῳ τοῦ νόµου Μωυσῆ (23:6); βιβλίον, νόµον τοῦ θεοῦ (24:26); 
τῷ νόµῳ Μωυσῆ (9:2b, c, e).
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phraseology with 9:2b (ἐν τῷ νόµῳ Μωυσῆ)  and the MT supplied ספר perhaps to 159

assimilate to Deuteronomic phraseology.  160

 Here, the inhabitants of Gibeon recount all that the LORD had done to the kings 

of the nations. Within the description of the of Og king of Bashan, the OG says he 

lived  in “Ashtaroth and in Edrain,” whereas the MT says, “Ashtaroth.”  The Hebrew 161 162

place name אדרעי occurs four times in MT Joshua, of which each is reflected in the 

OG.  This description of Og king of Bashan, as attested in OG, appears almost 163

identically in MT Deuteronomy 1:4 which reads עוג מלך הבשן אשר יושב בעשתרת באדרעי 

(Ωγ βασιλέα τῆς Βασαν τὸν κατοικήσαντα ἐν Ασταρωθ καὶ ἐν Εδραϊν).   164

 The similarities between Deuteronomy 1:4 and Joshua 9:10 has led some to view 

the plus in the latter passage to be an amplification of the text in light of the former.  165

However, in light of the immediate context, the translator sought to harmonize the 

(7) 9:10b אֲשֶׁר בְּעַשְׁתָּרוֹת ὃς κατῴκει ἐν Ασταρωθ καὶ ἐν Εδραϊν

  Here, the MT phraseology agrees with OG except “the Book”—159  .ככתוב בספר תורת משה

  Although ספר is, indeed, employed elsewhere in MT Joshua, the designation ספר התורה occurs 160

most frequently in Deuteronomy (cf. Deut. 28:61; 29:20; 30:10; 31:26).

  N.B. κατῴκει which appears to be an interpretive addition to make the ellipsis of י[ו]שב explicit  161

(cf. S [ܕ"4݁ܒ] and V [qui erat] which make the same addition). 

  Besides the inner-Gk. variations of Εδραϊν, this reading is well attested among the Gk. MSS: 162

OGB (Εδραεϊν); MSS ln (Εδραην); OGL and MSS qr (Αδραειν); Margolis and MS x (Εδραει).

  Εδραϊν is technically present in OG 19:37 but due to graphical confusion, אדרעי was construed 163

as אסרעי.

  See also Num. 21:34 for comparable usage of 164.אשר יושב

  Butler, 98; Boling, 258. 165
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peculiar absence of באדרעי with 12:4, 13:12, and 13:31 which speak of Og king of 

Bashan dwelling in both Ashtaroth and Edrei by supplying [καὶ] ἐν Εδραϊν. 

 Here, OG reads, “and to the kings who were by Sidon the great, to the hill 

country…” while the MT reads, “and to the kings who were in the northern hill country.” 

Immediately, one can detect the origin of τοὺς κατὰ Σιδῶνα from the retroverted Hebrew

 in (toward the north) מצפון The OG translator misread .ואל המלכים אשר מצידון רבה בהר —

his Vorlage as מצידון (by Sidon).  Having thus read מצידון and because 11:8 mentions 166

 the OG translator supplied the modifier τὴν µεγάλην to harmonize Σιδῶνα with ,צידון רבה

the immediate context. 

 According to the OG, Joshua did not disobey (MT, leave undone) anything of all 

that “Moses instructed him.” This final clause is quite different from the MT which states 

that Joshua left nothing undone “the LORD commanded Moses.” Whereas the MT clause 

coincides quite well with the initial clause כאשר צוה יהוה את משה at the beginning of v. 

15, the OG logically follows the immediately preceding clause כן צוה משה את יהושע. In 

light of the lack of support among the ancient witnesses for the OG plus, as well as the 

witness of the Gk. MSS (OGA and FNΘaiklrv[mg]ya2b2) which favor MT, the plus does 

(8) 11:2 אֶל־הַמְּלָכִים אֲשֶׁר מִצְּפוֹן   וְֽ
בָּהָר

καὶ πρὸς τοὺς βασιλεῖς τοὺς κατὰ Σιδῶνα 
τὴν µεγάλην, εἰς τὴν ὀρεινὴν

(9) 11:15 א־הֵסִיר דָּבָר מִכּלֹ אֲשֶׁר־צִוָּה יְהוָה ֹֽ  ל
אֶת־מֹשֶׁה

οὐ παρέβη οὐδὲν ἀπὸ πάντων, ὧν συνέταξεν 
αὐτῷ Μωυσῆς

  Hence, α´ and σ´ κατὰ βορράν. Cf. Cooke, 100.166
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may not reflect the earlier reading.  Rather, it may reflect the translator’s desire to 167

harmonize it with the preceding clause.  168

 Here, the OG reads, “the sons of Levi,” while the MT reads, “the Levites.” The 

tribal designation הלוים appears fourteen times in MT Joshua of which the OG uses Οἱ 

Λευῖται as the lexical equivalent except 18:7 and 21:40. The description בני לוי, however, 

only occurs one time in MT Joshua (21:10) which agrees with OG (τῶν υἱῶν Λευι). 

Although the OG plus of 21:1 is supported by V (accesseruntque principes familiarum 

Levi) and Syh. (ܕ̈'?< =*ܝ), it is more probable that the OG translator sought to harmonize 

 No other evidence in the Hebrew MSS can be .בני לוי in his Vorlage with the 21:10 הלוים

adduced to support a text critical error in the MT.  169

(10) 21:1   וַיִּגְּשׁוּ רָאשֵׁי אֲבוֹת
הַלְוִיִּם

Καὶ προσήλθοσαν οἱ ἀρχιπατριῶται τῶν 
υἱῶν Λευι

  To be sure, it is certainly possible that not all Gk. MSS were aware of the MT; some Gk. MSS 167

could have made the change towards the MT while others (perhaps earlier readings) may have kept ὧν 
συνέταξεν αὐτῷ Μωυσῆς. In order to determine this, one would need to ascertain the antiquity of the OG 
variation itself, which may warrant a separate thesis entirely.

  Cf. also Josh. 1:7b and 9:2f [MT 8:35] which may have provided further contextual incentive. 168

However, see Butler (123), who envisages a more ideologically charged motive: “[the plus] more probably 
reflects the later tradition’s refusal to leave the last command to Moses.” By a similar token, Nelson (150) 
perceives the MT reading ‘The LORD commanded Moses,’ as a “theologizing improvement.”

  Thus, Butler’s suggestion that ‘sons’ may have originally belonged in both formulas is unlikely 169

(Butler, 221). 
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 As mentioned in the discussion of Textual Error plus (14), the sons of Reuben, the 

sons of Gad, and the half-tribe of Manasseh directly address the officers of Israel 

(22:21-29). However, in MT vv. 33–34, only the sons of Reuben and the sons of Gad are 

mentioned; no mention is made of the half-tribe of Manasseh.  Whereas the absence of 170

 in וחצי מטה מנשה can be explained by homoioarcton, the absence of מאת חצי מטה מנשה

vv. 33 and 34 cannot be explained as such. If, on the one hand, an earlier MT copyist 

inadvertently omitted the first occurrence of חצי מטה מנשה in v. 32, a subsequent copyist 

could have harmonized vv. 33–34 with the absence of the reference to Manasseh in v. 32.  

On the other hand, the OG translator could have harmonized vv. 33–34 to maintain 

consistency with the reference to all three groups in 22:21. Since insufficient evidence is 

available to support MT error/harmonization, the more viable explanation is OG 

harmonization. 

(11) 22:33-34  וַיְבָרֲכוּ אֱלֹהִים בְּנֵי יִשְׂרָאֵל 
  וְלאֹ אָמְרוּ לַעֲלוֹת עֲלֵיהֶם

 לַצָּבָא לְשַׁחֵת אֶת־הָאָרֶץ אֲשֶׁר
  בְּנֵי־רְאוּבֵן וּבְנֵי־גָד

  ישְֹׁבִים
 בָּהּ׃

  וַיִּקְרְאוּ בְּנֵי־רְאוּבֵן
  וּבְנֵי־גָד לַמִּזְבֵּחַ

  כִּי עֵד הוּא
  בֵּינֹתֵינוּ כִּי יְהוָה

הָאֱלֹהִים

καὶ εὐλόγησαν τὸν θεὸν υἱῶν Ισραηλ  
καὶ εἶπαν µηκέτι ἀναβῆναι πρὸς αὐτοὺς  
εἰς πόλεµον ἐξολεθρεῦσαι τὴν γῆν  
τῶν υἱῶν Ρουβην καὶ τῶν υἱῶν Γαδ καὶ τοῦ 
ἡµίσους φυλῆς Μανασση. καὶ κατῴκησαν  
ἐπ᾿ αὐτῆς.  

καὶ ἐπωνόµασεν Ἰησοῦς τὸν βωµὸν τῶν 
Ρουβην καὶ τῶν Γαδ καὶ τοῦ ἡµίσους φυλῆς 
Μανασση καὶ εἶπεν ὅτι Μαρτύριόν ἐστιν 
ἀνὰ µέσον αὐτῶν ὅτι κύριος  
ὁ θεὸς αὐτῶν ἐστιν.

  Recall, the present study is primarily concerned with quantitative variations not qualitative 170

variations. Thus, for the sake of the analysis, I am ignoring the stark translational variation between the OG 
and MT 22:34 (i.e., the plural ויקראו [the sons of Reuben and Gad] and the singular ἐπωνόµασεν [Joshua]; 
καὶ εἶπεν which is an explication).
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 According to the OG, Joshua charges the people of Israel to put away the ‘foreign’ 

gods which their father’s had served; a behest which sounds quite similar to 1 Samuel 7:3

 which is absent in MT 24:14, appears later in MT ,הנכר The word .והסירו את אלהי הנכר—

24:23, where, after the people professed their intention to serve the LORD alone, Joshua 

commands them a second time to put away the foreign gods. In light of the injunctive 

inclusio, the OG translator likely supplied τοὺς ἀλλοτρίους in v. 14 to coincide with v. 23. 

Additionally, the translator may have been further inclined to do so, since הנכר is always 

included in the phrase הסירו את אלהי (cf. Gen. 35:2; Judg. 10:16; 1 Sam. 7:3; 2 Chr. 

33:15). 

 This stone of witness mentioned above, would be a witness against the people 

whenever they dealt falsely with “the LORD, my  God.” OG Κυρίῳ does not have a 171

counter-part in the MT. However, the plus does find support in OL (cum mentiri fueritis 

Domino Deo vestro), V (et mentiri Domino Deo vestro), and S (ܐ=#@*ܢ ("A%').  As it 172

would be quite aberrant for an MT copyist to purposefully omit יהוה, and since there is no 

clear textual trigger to cause its omission, κυρίῳ arose at the hands of the OG translator to 

create further emphasis as has been the case in this verse.  

(12) 24:14   וְהָסִירוּ אֶת־אֱלֹהִים אֲשֶׁר
עָבְדוּ אֲבוֹתֵיכֶם

καὶ περιέλεσθε τοὺς θεοὺς τοὺς ἀλλοτρίους, 
οἷς ἐλάτρευσαν οἱ πατέρες ὑµῶν

(13) 24:27c פֶּן־תְּכַחֲשׁוּן בֵּאלֹהֵיכֶם ἡνίκα ἐὰν ψεύσησθε κυρίῳ τῷ θεῷ µου

  As mentioned in the §1.2.4. of this paper, I will not be discussing variations in pronouns/171

pronominal suffixes such as depicted here between the Heb. pronominal suffix נו- and the Gk. pronoun µου. 

  The plus is also attested by Gk. MSS gnptw. 172
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 Be that as it may, the syntagmatic features of MT Joshua may provide another 

explanation. Whenever אלהים occurs with a pronominal suffix in MT Joshua (43x), it is 

almost always preceded by יהוה—with the exception of 9:23 and 24:27c. In light of this 

consistency of formulaic expression, the OG translator may have supplied κυρίῳ in order 

to harmonize it with this unequivocal pattern. 



CHAPTER 4 

AMPLIFICATIONS 

 Amplifications are readings which arise from the initiative on the part of the 

copyist or translator to fill out a text. Such amplifications can consist of the addition of 

pronouns, adverbs, temporal markers, clarifying details, explication of implicit subjects, 

etc. Below are 15 OG pluses which appear to reflect this type of addition. 

 The OG reads, “Bring out the men who entered your house tonight,” whereas the 

MT reads, “Bring out the men who have come to you, who entered your house.” 

Disregarding the absent אליך אשר באו in the Greek, the reading τὴν νύκτα (= [ה]הליל) 

finds support from S ((5BB'). On the one hand, this plus may reflect the translator’s desire 

to amplify his text by providing further specification to the narrative. On the other hand, 

however, this variant may bear witness to the possibility of differing textual traditions.  173

Either way, the OG translator supplies τὴν νύκτα for specification.  

(1) 2:3b  הוֹצִיאִי הָאֲנָשִׁים הַבָּאִים [אֵלַיִךְ]
אֲשֶׁר־בָּאוּ לְבֵיתֵךְ

Ἐξάγαγε τοὺς ἄνδρας τοὺς 
εἰσπεπορευµένους εἰς τὴν οἰκίαν σου τὴν 
νύκτα·

  This may be evidenced by the absense of τὴν νύκτα in OG 2:2 which is present in the MT, the 173

longer reading of MT v. 3 אליך אשר באו which may reflect a conflate reading (Holmes, 19), and the textual 
support from S which otherwise tends to agree with MT. 

!53
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 According to the Hebrew, OG should read ὅτε ἐξεπορεύεσθε ἐξ Αἰγύπτου;  but 174

here, as well as other passages (e.g., 5:6, 24:7), OG supplies the genitive noun γῆς 

between ἐκ and Αἰγύπτου.  This reading is unlikely the original as the Hebrew 175

equivalent of ἐκ γῆς Αἰγύπτου (מארץ מצרים) occurs only one time in MT Joshua 

(24:17);  it simply reflects the translator’s tendency toward “full phrase.”  There is 176 177

also the possibility, albeit unlikely, that ἐκ γῆς Αἰγύπτου arose from an inner-Greek 

corruption of ἐκ τῆς Αἰγύπτου (cf. OG Amos 3:9).  178

 After the Israelites had been circumcised, the LORD said, according to the OG, 

“On this very day I have taken away the reproach of Egypt from you.” The MT simply 

reads היום which idiomatically means ‘Today.’ The Greek construct σήµερον ἡµέρᾳ occurs 

nine other times in OG Joshua whose Hebrew counter-part is almost always היום הזה 

(Josh. 4:9; 5:9; 6:25; 9:27; 10:27; 13:13; 22:3; 22:29; 24:31). If in fact, הזה was originally 

(2) 2:10 בְּצֵאתְכֶם מִמִּצְרָיִם ὅτε ἐξεπορεύεσθε ἐκ γῆς Αἰγύπτου

(3) 5:9   הַיּוֹם גַּלּוֹתִי אֶת־חֶרְפַּת
מִצְרַיִם מֵעֲלֵיכֶם

Ἐν τῇ σήµερον ἡµέρᾳ ἀφεῖλον τὸν 
ὀνειδισµὸν Αἰγύπτου ἀφ᾿ ὑµῶν.

  Hence OGAL, MSS MΘadghik–qtuxy, Arm., and Syh.174

  In 24:17, S diverges from the MT in a similar way reading !"ܪD2ܕ (E2! ܐܪ instead of !2 175

.D2 (so also OGA and MSS MNΘ)ܪ"!

  To be sure, it is not impossible for an MT copyist to have committed homoioarcton, skipping 176

from the first מ prefixed to ארץ to the second מ of מצרים especially since the consonant cluster אר and צר 
look relatively similar. If, however, this were the only instance when the OG reads ἐκ γῆς Αἰγύπτου while 
the MT reads ממצרים, textual error of the MT copyist would be a more viable possibility.

  Butler, 26. 177

  Graphical confusion between Γ and Τ was quite common in the Uncial MSS. 178
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present in the translator’s Vorlage, there is no apparent textual trigger which could have 

caused its omission by later MT copyists. Thus, it is most probable that the translator, 

seeking to apply greater emphasis to the LORD’s declaration, expanded the simple 

σήµερον to ἐν τῇ σήµερον ἡµέρᾳ.  179

 As mentioned in the discussion of Textual Error plus (4), the OG plus 

Παραγγείλατε τῷ λαῷ likely arose by the MT copyist omitting the Hebrew equivalent due 

to homoioteleuton. However, the preceding λέγων introducing the direct discourse, was 

supplied for grammatical reasons.  For similar instances of this grammatical addition 180

see 2:4; 4:7; 10:24; and 15:18. 

 The OG reads, “sons of Israel,” whereas the MT simply reads, “Israel.” This plus 

is one of several other instances when OG reads οἱ υἱοὶ Ισραηλ in the absence of the 

Hebrew counter-part בני.  Although some of these pluses can be attributed to textual 181

error by a subsequent MT copyist (e.g., 10:10, 11),  there are no textual triggers in this 182

(4) 6:7a   וַיּאֹמֶר אֶל־הָעָם
עִבְרוּ וְסבֹּוּ אֶת־הָעִיר

καὶ εἶπεν αὐτοῖς λέγων Παραγγείλατε τῷ 
λαῷ περιελθεῖν καὶ κυκλῶσαι τὴν πόλιν

(5) 8:24 וַיְהִי כְּכַלּוֹת יִשְׂרָאֵל καὶ ὡς ἐπαύσαντο οἱ υἱοὶ Ισραηλ

  It is interesting, though, that no Gk. MSS omit or emend this reading. Furthermore, OG 179

receives partial support the Syh. ((?2*"('5*2) ܕ.

  Perhaps later MT copyists made the same grammatical move in 3:6, 8. 180

  Cf. 3:7, 12, 17; 8:27; 10:10. See also 17:7, 17; 21:1, 12, 34 for similar additions of οἱ υἱοὶ. 181

  Due to the graphical similarity of פני from לפני and 182 .בני
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context which would have caused a textual error. Moreover, since the translator has 

elsewhere tended towards “full phrase,” οἱ υἱοὶ in this context is essentially ampliative.  183

 Similar to the addition of οἱ υἱοὶ to Ισραηλ, so also the OG translator supplies the 

adjective πάς to various nouns. Here, according to the OG, we are told that Joshua made 

the Gibeonites servants for all the congregation. Since the retroverted Hebrew 

construction לכל עדה—as it would appear in the translator’s Vorlage—only occurs one 

other time in the entirety of the MT (i.e., Num. 15:26), it is improbable that the OG 

reflects the earlier reading. In all likelihood, the translator supplied πάσῃ for greater 

emphasis.  184

 Here, the OG refers to Caleb as “the son of Jephunneh, the son of Kenez (בן קנז),” 

while the MT lacks “the son of Kenez.” This plus is supported by all Gk. MSS, albeit 

with subtle variations.  Holmes perceives this as a later insertion in light of vv. 6 and 14 185

(cf. ὁ Κενεζαῖος).  Although it is rather peculiar that the translator, within the same 186

contextual frame of reference, would describe Caleb as ὁ Κενεζαῖος (v. 6) then υἱοῦ Κενεζ 

(v. 13) then οῦ Κενεζαίου (v. 14), the additional description υἱοῦ Κενεζ was included to fill 

(6) 9:27a   בַּיּוֹם הַהוּא חטְֹבֵי עֵצִים וְשׁאֲֹבֵי מַיִם
לָעֵדָה

ἐν τῇ ἡµέρᾳ ἐκείνῃ ξυλοκόπους καὶ 
ὑδροφόρους πάσῃ τῇ συναγωγῇ

(7) 14:13 לְכָלֵב בֶּן־יְפֻנֶּה לְנַחֲלָה τῷ Χαλεβ υἱῷ Ιεφοννη υἱοῦ Κενεζ ἐν κλήρῳ

  For instances where the MT exhibits similar variations see 4:5; 5:6; 7:23; 21:1. 183

  For instances where the MT reads כל when the OG does not, see 1:4, 7, 18; 2:3, 9, 19; 9:24.184

  OGBL and MSS hqr (υἱῷ Κενεζ); OGA (τῷ Κενεζαιῷ); Margolis and Rahlfs (υἱοῦ Κενεζ); Θ (τῷ 185

Κεναιζαιῷ); MS n (Κεναιζαιῷ).

  Holmes, 59. 186
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out the text.  If, however, the OG read υἱῷ Ιεφοννη τῷ  Κενεζαιῷ (cf. OGA, Θ, and MS 187

n), the description could reflect a harmonizing addition. 

 The OG reads, “God commanded through the hand of Moses, to give us an 

inheritance,” while MT simply reads, “The LORD commanded Moses to give us an 

inheritance.” Disregarding the substitution of יהוה for θεὸς, the OG plus reflects the 

idiomatic Hebrew phrase ביד משה. In MT Joshua, this phrase appears five times (14:2; 

20:2; 21:2, 8; 22:9) of which only two instances coincide with the OG (i.e., 14:2 and 

22:9). In this verse, the OG plus is supported by V (praecepit per manum Mosi), T  188

 .which may legitimate its originality. Only Gk ('7F"G ܕ2*.#) .and Syh ,(בידא דמשה)

MSS gmn omit χειρὸς from their translation.  

 Nonetheless, due to the idiomatic nature of ביד משה, it is difficult to discern 

whether or not the OG reflects the original. Since throughout the book, the OG at times 

renders ביד משה with the Greek equivalent ἐν (διὰ) χειρὶ Μωυσῆ (e.g., 21:2; 22:9) and at 

other times captures the essence of the expression with the dative of instrumentality 

clause διὰ Μωυσῆ (e.g., 20:2), the OG plus does not reflect a harmonizing addition. 

Rather, the translator simply felt the liberty to convey the idiomatic phrase with the full 

rendering of the concise form. 

(8) 17:4 תֶת   יְהוָה צִוָּה אֶת־מֹשֶׁה לָֽ
לָנוּ נַחֲלָה

Ὁ θεὸς ἐνετείλατο διὰ χειρὸς Μωυσῆ δοῦναι 
ἡµῖν κληρονοµίαν

  So also Butler, 169. There is the rare possibility that the OG translator, anticipating 187 לכלב בנ יפנה

 .in v. 14, translated the full phrase twice though it was only present in v. 14 (Boling, 353) הקנזי לנחלה

  MSS a (Tiberian Add. 26879) and b (Biblia Rabbinica).  188
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 The OG reads, “And they said, “Mount Ephraim (הר אפרים) is not enough for us,” 

whereas the MT reads, “The people of Joseph  said, “The hill country is not enough for 189

us.” Out of the seven occurrences of [τὸ] ὄρος [τὸ] Εφραιµ in OG Joshua, only 17:16 

lacks the Hebrew counter-part הר אפרים. The preceding verse (17:15) may explain the 

origin of the OG plus. In response to the dispute between Joshua and the sons of Joseph, 

Joshua encouraged them to clear ground for themselves since “Mount Ephraim is too 

narrow.” Because of this designation, the translator accordingly specifies τὸ ὄρος with τὸ 

Εφραιµ.  190

 Similar to Amplification plus (7) above, the OG includes “son of Aaron” in the 

MT description of Phinehas son of Eleazar. This full description בן אלעזר בן אהרן הכהן 

appears eight times in the MT (six times in Numbers [3:32; 4:16; 17:2; 25:7, 11; 26:1]  191

and once in Ezra [7:5]). Within MT Joshua, it occurs once (24:33) but without הכהן.  In 192

the absence of בן אהרן, the partial description אלעזר הכהן appears seven other times 

(9) 17:16 וַיּאֹמְרוּ בְּנֵי יוֹסֵף לאֹ־יִמָּצֵא לָנוּ הָהָר καὶ εἶπαν Οὐκ ἀρκέσει ἡµῖν τὸ ὄρος τὸ 
Εφραιµ

(10) 22:13   אֶת־פִּינְחָס בֶּן־אֶלְעָזָר
הַכּהֵֹן

τόν τε Φινεες υἱὸν Ελεαζαρ υἱοῦ Ααρων τοῦ 
ἀρχιερέως

  N.B. MT supplies בני יוסף to make the subjects of ויאמרו explicit. For other such instances of 189

explication in the MT, see also 1:2 and 1:14.

  See Boling, 417, and Nelson, 200. OGA and MSS NΘ omit this plus. 190

  Yet, even within MT Numbers, the partial description אלעזר הכהן appears (17:4; 19:3, 4; 26:3, 191

63; 27:2, 19, 21, 22; 31:6, 12, 13, 21, 26, 29, 31). 

  In 24:33 S appears to reflect a conflate reading of MT and OG—(H#@ ܐܗܪܘܢ A' (H#@ ܪI-5=192 ܘܐ

452 (And Eleazar the priest, son of Aaron the priest, died). 
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throughout Joshua, in which occurrences the OG translator does not supply υἱοῦ Ααρων. 

The diversity in expression even among the Greek and Hebrew texts themselves 

demonstrates that there was relative flexibility in terms of how the copyist (translator) 

described Eleazar. Regardless, the OG plus does not reflect the original reading but an 

amplification in light of the fuller expression of Phinehas’ genealogy.  193

 At the crescendo of Joshua’s challenge to the people of Israel to choose who they 

will serve, OG Joshua declares, “but I and my household will serve the Lord, because he 

is holy.” The last clause, which in Hebrew would read כי קדוש הוא, is lacking in the MT. 

However, within the same chapter in v. 19, the MT reads כי אלהים קדוש הוא (for he is a 

holy God). In light of this contextual feature, the OG translator supplied ὅτι ἅγιός ἐστιν to 

intensify the crescendo of Joshua’s message.  194

 After the Israelites resolve to serve the LORD, Joshua makes a covenant with 

them at “Shiloh (MT, Shechem) before the tent of the God of Israel.” Aside from the 

discrepancy in location, the OG plus is most certainly an addition which was not present 

in the translator’s Vorlage.  The additional prepositional phrase can be ascribed either to 195

(11) 24:15 וְאָנֹכִי וּבֵיתִי נַעֲבדֹ אֶת־יְהוָה ἐγὼ δὲ καὶ ἡ οἰκία µου λατρεύσοµεν κυρίῳ, 
ὅτι ἅγιός ἐστιν

(12) 24:25 חֹק וּמִשְׁפָּט בִּשְׁכֶם νόµον καὶ κρίσιν ἐν Σηλω ἐνώπιον τῆς 
σκηνῆς τοῦ θεοῦ Ισραηλ.

  Butler, 240. 193

  Butler, 264. Cf. Tov, “Midrash-Type Exegesis,” 162. 194

  The phrase τῆς σκηνῆς τοῦ θεοῦ Ισραηλ does not occur elsewhere within either Gk. or Heb. 195

biblical texts. A similar phrase σκηνὴν τοῦ κυριοῦ occurs only three times (1 Kgs. 2:28, 29, 30).
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the immediate context of Joshua 18:1 where the tent (τὴν σκηνὴν) was set up at Shiloh or 

a more distal frame of reference in Psalm 78:60 [OG 77:60] where the LORD “forsook 

his dwelling at Shiloh, the tent where he dwelt (אהל שכן).”  196

 With regards to the stone of witness, the OG along with the MT reads, “it has 

heard all the things spoken to it by the Lord, whatever he spoke to us” but supplies the 

temporal marker σήµερον (today).  Although no Gk. MSS omit or emend this plus, it 197

likely reflects a secondary addition in an attempt to contextualize the message for the 

translator’s receptor audience.  That is, the stone which has heard all the words of the 198

LORD continues to bear witness against the people of God in the third or second century 

BCE. The MT, thus, provides the earlier and superior reading. 

 According to the OG, the stone of witness mentioned above shall be a witness at 

the last days.  If this reading was present in the translator’s Vorlage it would have 199

appeared thus: והיתה זאת בכם לעדה באחרית הימים. Although the phraseology באחרית 

(13) 24:27a   כִּי־הִיא שָׁמְעָה אֵת כָּל־אִמְרֵי
יְהוָה אֲשֶׁר דִּבֶּר עִמָּנוּ

ὅτι αὐτὸς ἀκήκοεν πάντα τὰ λεχθέντα αὐτῷ 
ὑπὸ κυρίου, ὅ τι ἐλάλησεν πρὸς ἡµᾶς 
σήµερον

(14) 24:27b וְהָיְתָה בָכֶם לְעֵדָה καὶ ἔσται οὗτος ἐν ὑµῖν εἰς µαρτύριον ἐπ᾿ 
ἐσχάτων τῶν ἡµερῶν,

  According to A. Graeme Auld, the OG translator may have added the prepositional phrase to 196

make sense of the following ἀπέναντι κυρίου in v. 26 (Auld, LXX Joshua, 226).

  For a similar temporal marker addition, see Joshua 7:19. 197

  This appears to be a Tendenz of the OG translator since יום appears 78x in MT Joshua while 198

σήµερον or ἡµέρα appear 82x in OG Joshua. 

  See OL: et hic erit vobis in testimonium in novissimis diebus (“And this shall be a witness in 199

your midst in the last days”). 
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 would later bear significant eschatological overtones in the prophetical books, its הימים

employment here is more likely to contextualize, as was the case for the addition of 

σήµερον in the preceding clause.  That is, ἐπ᾿ ἐσχάτων τῶν ἡµερῶν builds upon σήµερον 200

intimating, “whatever the LORD has spoken to us today shall be a witness not just for 

today but until the end of the days.” As Butler notes: “by adding the prophetic phrase ‘in 

the last days,’ the translator makes the passage more relevant to its own time rather than 

simply a report of the past history.”  201

 In the final verse of Joshua, the OG introduces the narrative section with the 

temporal marker, “and it happened after these things,”  before describing how Eleazar 202

the son of Aaron died. In all likelihood, this temporal marker was added by the OG 

translator in order to create a smoother transition from the story of Joseph to that of 

Eleazar. There is, however, the possibility of a later MT copyist omitting ויהי אחרי when 

Joshua was being collected with Judges which begins with ויהי אחרי.  As this possibility 203

(15) 24:33a   וְאֶלְעָזָר בֶּן
אַהֲרןֹ מֵת

Καὶ ἐγένετο µετὰ ταῦτα καὶ Ελεαζαρ υἱὸς 
Ααρων (ὁ ἀρχιερεὺς) ἐτελεύτησεν

  Cf. Auld, LXX Joshua, 226 who views ἐπ᾿ ἐσχάτων τῶν ἡµερῶν as an “eschatological plus.”200

  Butler, 265. 201

  All Gk. MSS attest to καὶ ἐγένετο µετὰ ταῦτα. 202

  Of course, this suggestion depends upon the retroversion from Gk. to Heb.; Καὶ ἐγένετο µετὰ 203

ταῦτα could also reflect ויהי אחר הדברים האלה (Holmes, 80). However, whenever καὶ ἐγένετο µετὰ appears 
in conjucntion with ταῦτα, the Hebrew adverb אחרי is used (usually followed by כן). The only time καὶ 
ἐγένετο µετὰ ταῦτα translates ויהי אחר הדברים האלה is in 1 Kgs. 17:17. Additionally, whenever the 
idiomatic phrase הדברים האלה occurs, the OG often translates it with µετὰ τὰ ῥήµατα ταῦτα (cf. Gen. 39:7; 
40:1; Deut. 6:6). It is more probable, therefore, that καὶ ἐγένετο µετὰ ταῦτα simply reflects ויהי אחרי.  
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is too speculative, and because there is no clear textual trigger to cause its omission,  204

the MT reflects the earlier and superior reading. 

  Holmes (80), however, maintains that a later MT revisor omitted אחרי הדברים האלה and 204

substituted ליוסף לנחלה in its place.



CHAPTER 5 

SUNDRY CAUSES 

  

 This final chapter of part II contains OG pluses which may have originated for a 

variety of reasons. The various explanations do not occur frequently enough to warrant 

their own chapter like “Textual Error” or “Harmonizations.” Thus, I have chosen to 

present the final 13 OG pluses as an amalgam. Hence, the word “sundry.” 

 On the brink of crossing the Jordan, the officers charge the people to keep a 

distance of 2,000 cubits between them and the ark of the covenant as they cross. After 

this, according to the OG, the officers charge the people saying, “You shall stand still. Do 

not approach it so that you may know the way whereby you will go.” This plus appears to 

stand in place of the MT במדה from the end of the preceding clause.  

 Before analyzing this plus, a syntactical discrepancy at the Greek level must be 

addressed. According to Rahlfs, στήσεσθε begins a new clause (i.e., You shall stand still); 

but according to OGB and Margolis, στήσεσθε concludes the clause about the distance 

which should be maintained between the ark and the people (…about 2,000 cubits [from  

it] you shall stand. You shall not draw near it).  If, in Holmes’ assessment, στήσεσθε 205

(1) 3:4a אַל־תִּקְרְבוּ אֵלָיו στήσεσθε, µὴ προσεγγίσητε αὐτῇ

  Cf. LXX-Brenton. OGB agrees with the disjunctive accent (’atnach) under the ד of במדה in the 205

MT. 
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reflects the imperative עמדו, Rahlfs’ syntax is to be preferred.  However, στήσεσθε more 206

likely reflects the injuctive imperfect תעמדו.  Thus, the syntactical arrangement as 207

reflected in OGB and Margolis is more preferable.  208

 That στήσεσθε completes the Greek clause is not inconsequential. Perhaps the 

translator’s Vorlage appeared thus—כאלפים אמה במדה תעמדו אל תקרבו אליו. If such were 

the case, the graphical similarity between במדה and תעמדו could have triggered a textual 

error, one which could have caused the OG translator to omit במדה and the MT copyist to 

omit תעמדו. Indeed, OGO bears witness to such a reading (ὅσον δισχιλίους πήχεις ἐν µέτρῳ 

στήσεσθε).  Nevertheless, it remains indeterminate whether במדה or תעמדו existed in the 209

earlier text form since there is considerable variation among ancient witnesses.  If a 210

greater degree of certainty can be had regarding their originality, the OG plus likely arose 

by MT copyist error.  211

  Holmes, 22. 206

  Cf. Josh. 3:8 where στήσεσθε translates תעמדו. Moreover, whenever the imperative עמדו does 207

occur in MT (Num. 9:8; Jer. 6:16; 2 Chron. 20:17; 35:5; Jer. 6:16; Nah. 2:9), the OG also uses the 
imperative form (usually στῆτε).

  Josh. 3:8 may provide support for this conclusion, since, in that verse, στήσεσθε concludes the 208

verse.

  See also Gk. MSS Ncq and Eth. 209

  S: ݁ܢ =*ܬܗ*'A+ܬܬ (= 94K*&%' ܕ*LB'  .!52̈5! ܐM=̈ܐ !")ܬ N"ܐ (“…about two thousand cubits 210

from it. You must keep that distance, you must not approach it”); V: spatium cubitorum duum milium ut 
procul videre possitis et nosse per quam viam ingrediamini quia prius non ambulastis per eam et cavete ne 
adpropinquetis ad arcam (“…about two thousand cubits, and that you may be able to know which way to 
go, but do not go near it for you have not passed this way before”); OL: quantum duo millia cubitorum 
stabitis: ne propinquetis ei (“…about two thousand cubits you shall stand, you shall not draw near to it”).

  Boling (156) argues that במדה is “unidiomatically redundant” and thus was the MT copyist’s 211

attempt to make sense of a “mutilated text;” Auld (LXX Joshua, 104) believes it is safer to assume the OG 
reflects a Vorlage different than the MT in light of the infrequency of במדה; Nelson (54) prefers the MT 
reading but does not disclose his rationale; Margolis (36) views στήσεσθε as a replacement of במדה.



!65

 As the priests bearing the ark of the covenant of the LORD dipped in the brink of 

the Jordan, OG depicts the subsequent phenomena as such: “the waters flowing down 

from above stood still, a single solid heap stood apart very, very far off, as far as part of 

Kariathiarim, and that which came down came down  to the sea of Araba.” The Hebrew 212

text portrays the same phenomena, expect the waters stood in a heap very far away “at 

Adam, the city that is beside Zarethan.”  

 According to the OG, the translator’s Vorlage would have appeared as such: הרחק 

 This variant reading likely arose through a series of .מאד מאד עד (אשר) קצה כערית ירעים

textual errors at the hands of the OG translator. First, if MTQ is correct, the translator 

(mistakenly) read מאדם as simply מאד. Second, the Hebrew word עיר became עד (ἕως). 

Last is the peculiar place name Καριαθιαριµ. Holmes suggests that the ד at the end of MT 

 while ,כרתן but was read as (צרתן) assimilated to the beginning of the following word מצד

the צ of that word was read at ע resulting in the Greek word Καριαθιµ(ν). Attempting to 

makes sense of the text, the translator supplied ירעים.  That this place name is textually 213

problematic can be seen by the inner-Greek variations.  214

(2) 3:16 אָדָם הָעִיר אֲשֶׁר מִצַּד   הַרְחֵק מְאדֹ בֵֽ
רְתָן וְהַיּרְֹדִים עַל יָם הָעֲרָבָה  צָֽ

µακρὰν σφόδρα σφοδρῶς ἕως µέρους 
Καριαθιαριµ, τὸ δὲ καταβαῖνον κατέβη εἰς 
τὴν θάλασσαν Αραβα,

  N.B. the switch to the singular καταβαῖνον from the plural Heb. participle הירדים, as well as the 212

additional Gk. verb κατέβη (ירד).

  Holmes, 23. 213

  OGB (Καριαθαιν); OGA (Καθιαιρειν); Margolis (Καριαθαιν); α´, σ´, and Θ (Σαρθαµ). Regarding 214

OGB, Leonard Greenspoon views Καριαθαιν as a corruption of Καριαθειν (Leonard J. Greepsoon, Textual 
Studies in the Book of Joshua, ed. Frank Moore Cross, HSM 28 [Chico, CA: Scholars Press, 1983], 126).
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 Here, the OG refers to Israel as “the whole race of Israel.” The word γένους, 

which is a possible lexical equivalent of the Hebrew (ה)עם, only appears one other time 

in OG Joshua but most likely reflects a Greek corruption of ὄρους.  According to 215

Muraoka, the term γένος denotes “a society of individuals with common beliefs and 

ancestry.”  Thus, the OG translator employed this terminology to provide further 216

specification to כל ישראל. This addition would make sense since one of the purposes of 

OG Joshua spoke to the “political interests both of an ethnic community trying to 

establish their cultural identity in a multicultural Empire and of rulers of that Empire who 

sought to maintain a much-disputed part of their territory.”  217

 Here, the LORD commands Joshua to make for himself swords with which he 

would circumcise the sons of Israel. According to the OG, these swords were to be cut 

from ‘sharp rock.’ Not all Gk. MSS agree, however, with µαχαίρας πετρίνας ἐκ πέτρας 

ἀκροτόµου as illustrated in the table below.  

Table 5.1. Textual variation among Greek witnesses 

(3) 4:14 בְּעֵינֵי כָּל־יִשְׂרָאֵל ἐναντίον παντὸς τοῦ γένους Ισραηλ

(4) 5:2 רְבוֹת צֻרִים עֲשֵׂה לְךָ חַֽ Ποίησον σεαυτῷ µαχαίρας πετρίνας ἐκ 
πέτρας ἀκροτόµου

  Auld, LXX Joshua, 117. 215

  T. Muraoka, A Greek-English Lexicon of the Septuagint (Leuven: Peeters, 2009), s.v. γένος 2.216

  Van Der Meer, “Joshua,” 89. 217
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 Since none of the major Gk. witnesses except OGB contain both πετρίνας and ἐκ 

πέτρας ἀκροτόµου, we may assume that צרים underwent a double rendering—one literal; 

one midrashic.  Due to the redundancy of πετρίνας ἐκ πέτρας ἀκροτόµου, most Gk. MSS 218

retain only one of the two renderings.  Since most of the major Gk. witnesses attest to 219

µαχαίρας ἐκ πέτρας ἀκροτόµου, the original reading in OG was likely ἐκ πέτρας ἀκροτόµου 

before the more literal πετρίνας—as attested by Aquila—was incorporated.  

 The Hebrew counter-part to ἐκ πέτρας ἀκροτόµου (מצור החלמיש) only appears one 

other time in the MT—viz., Deuteronomy 8:15.  In this passage, Moses recounts the 220

divine provision of the LORD bringing water ‘out of the flinty rock’ for the thirsty people 

of Israel. Accordingly, Auld views the addition of ἐκ πέτρας ἀκροτόµου as an exegetical 

manuever; just as water from the flinty rock was a divine provision from the LORD, so 

also circumcision is a divine provision.  Thus, what appears to be a plus may be simply 221

a free (midrashic) rendering of צרים. 

OGA, OGL, MSS xyb2 and OL µαχαίρας ἐκ πέτρας ἀκροτόµου

Theodotian and OGO µαχαίρας ἐκ πέτρας ἀκροτόµους

Symmachus µαχαίραν ἐξ ἀκροτόµου

Αquila and MSS dm µαχαίρας πετρίνας

  See Tov, “Midrash-Type Exegesis,” 155-156. 218

  Hence, Margolis (µαχαίρας ἐκ πέτρας ἀκροτόµου). 219

  A transposed variation of this modifier appears in Deut. 32:13—220 .מהלמיש צור

  Auld, LXX Joshua, 122. On the contrary, Soggin (69) asserts ἐκ πέτρας ἀκροτόµου is a “detail 221

which conveys nothing.” 
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 The MT reads, “and he said to the people, ‘Go forward. March around the city,’” 

whereas the OG reads, “and [he] spoke to them,  saying, ‘Charge the people to go 222

around and surround the city.’”  This textual variation is challenging for several 223

reasons. First, most of the preceding verse, as attested in the MT, is absent from the OG. 

Second, whereas the MT returns to narrative prose in 6:8, the OG continues the direct 

discourse of Joshua to the priests. Third, even at the Hebrew level, there appears to be a 

discrepancy as evidenced by MTQ ויאמר and MTK ויאמרו.  Fourth is the origin of 224

Παραγγείλατε. BHS proposes that the OG translator read MTK as the imperative form 

 However, if this was the case, one would expect the more lexically equivalent .אמרו

εἴπατε instead of παραγγείλατε.   225

 If the retroverted Hebrew text appeared thus as (צוו) 226 ויאמר אל(י)הם לאמר השמיעו 

 one possible, yet hypothetical, explanation which can account ,את העם עברו וסב את העיר

(5) 6:7b   וַיּאֹמֶר אֶל־הָעָם 
יר עִבְרוּ וְסבֹּוּ אֶת־הָעִ֑

καὶ εἶπεν αὐτοῖς λέγων Παραγγείλατε τῷ 
λαῷ περιελθεῖν καὶ κυκλῶσαι τὴν πόλιν.

  Although the Heb. אל העם could be an explication of αὐτοῖς, in light of the immediate context, 222

αὐτοῖς could also refer to τοὺς ἱερεῖς (אל הכהנים) of the preceding verse. Indeed, MT 6:10 favors the latter as 
supported by the break in the wayyîqtōl chain with ואת העם which appears to introduce a new addressee.

  Only Gk. MSS gkn omit εἶπεν αὐτοῖς λεγων. 223

  According to MTQ, Joshua commands the people; according to MTK, the priests command the 224

people. The OG reading—with some variation—reflects MTK. 

  According to Muraoka, this would be the sole exception where the root אמר is rendered by 225

παραγγέλω (T. Muraoka, A Greek ~ Hebrew/Aramaic Two-Way Index to the Septuagint [Leuven: Peeters, 
2010], 90). Interestingly, the only other place where the imperative form of παραγγέλω appears is in OG 
Jeremiah (i.e., 26:14 [MT, 46:14]; 27:29 [MT, 50:29]; 28:27 [MT, 51:27]) where the LORD—through the 
prophet Jeremiah—is the issuer of the imperatives.

is never rendered 226 צוה is proposed by Boling, 202. This retroversion seems unlikely as root צוו  

with the Gk. παραγγέλω. Additionally, when צוה does occur in Joshua, the Gk. uses ἐντέλλοµαι (1:9, 13; 3:3; 
4:10) or συντάσσω (4:3, 8; 8:27). The Gk. MSS make no attempt to emend παραγγείλατε to either of these 
verb forms.
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for the absence of אל(י)הם לאמר השמיעו (צוו) את in the MT is haplography—אל(י)הם 

became אל העם by homoioteleuton of the final ם of אל(י)הם to the final ם of אל העם.  227

However, given the other forms of textual variation surrounding both the preceding and 

subsequent context, the OG and MT may reflect two discrete literary editions at different 

points in the literary development of the book. 

 The MT informs us that Joshua arose early in the morning, while the OG provides 

the temporal specification “on the second day.” Interestingly, however, the MT provides 

the same specification (ביום השני) in 6:14 which is absent in OG. Although the placement 

of ביום השני differs between OG and MT, this does not necessitate a chronological 

inconsistency. The second day when the people marched around the city (per MT) was 

the same day Joshua arose early in the morning (per OG). The (re)positioning of ביום השני 

from v. 14 to v. 12 was likely made to achieve greater degree of clarity. Thus, as Trent 

Butler aptly pointed out: the OG supplies “on the second day” in v. 12 to make clear that 

v. 11 depicts day one.  228

 With the attack against Ai on the horizon, OG Joshua commands the people, “you 

shall act according to this word; see, I have commanded you do,” whereas MT Joshua 

(6) 6:12   וַיַּשְׁכֵּם יְהוֹשֻׁעַ
בַּבּקֶֹר

καὶ τῇ ἡµέρᾳ τῇ δευτέρᾳ ἀνέστη Ἰησοῦς τὸ 
πρωί

(7) 8:8   כִּדְבַר יְהוָה תַּעֲשׂוּ רְאוּ 
צִוִּיתִי אֶתְכֶם

κατὰ τὸ ῥῆµα τοῦτο ποιήσετε· ἰδοὺ 
ἐντέταλµαι ὑµῖν.

  Boling (202) also notes: The MT reading ויאמר אל את העם can be derived from the OG (227 ויאמר

 .but the OG could not be derived from the MT ,(אל[יהם צוו את] העם

  Butler, 66. See Nelson (87) who views both MT and OG inclusion of “on the second day” as 228

expansionistic. 
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reads, “You shall do according to the word of the LORD. See, I have commanded you.” 

The variation between the OG (this word) and the MT (the word of the LORD) could 

have arisen by: 1) the OG translator misread יהוה for 2 ;הזה) the MT scribe misread הזה 

for יהוה; or 3) the MT scribe explicated הזה with יהוה. Although the first and second 

explanations are certainly possible, the third explanation appears the most probable.  

 The phrase τὸ ῥῆµα κυρίου only occurs twice in OG Joshua (1:13; 3:9), whereas 

 occurs fourteen times in MT Joshua. The significant difference in the הדבר[ים] יהוה

occurrences of “the word of the LORD” between OG and MT would suggest that, over 

time, MT copyists harmonized the phrase throughout the book.  To be sure, in terms of 229

meaning, the discrepancy between הדבר הזה and הדבר יהוה is inconsequential. 

 In this passage, the Gibeonites come to the camp at Gilgal to plead with the 

people of Israel. According to the OG, this camp was the camp “of Israel.” The phrase 

παρεµβολὴν Ισραηλ appears two other times in OG Joshua (i.e., 6:23, 10:6).  230

Interestingly, OG 10:6 exhibits the same plus as 9:6 and both are in reference to the camp 

at Gilgal. The only other instances when the camp at Gilgal occurs in the MT 10:15 and 

(8) 9:6  וַיֵּלְכוּ אֶל־יְהוֹשֻׁעַ אֶל
הַמַּחֲנֶה הַגִּלְגָּל

καὶ ἤλθοσαν πρὸς Ἰησοῦν εἰς τὴν 
παρεµβολὴν Ισραηλ εἰς Γαλγαλα

  Although one could argue the OG translator harmonized his text in the other direction, this 229

suggestion seems unlikely, as the translator would have been less likely to omit the divine name יהוה. That 
is, explication of הזה to יהוה is more probable than the implication of יהוה to הוה. Cf. Cooke, 64; Butler, 78. 
Margolis (127) and Nelson (109) suggest the first explanation.

  Also 6:18 but τῶν υἱῶν appears between παρεµβολὴν and Ισραηλ. Thus, Gk. MSS gn read 230

παρεµβολὴν υἱῶν Ισραηλ.



!71

10:43, in which passages the OG is completely absent.  Either the OG translator sought 231

to harmonize his text with the other occurrences of παρεµβολὴν in reference to Israel 

throughout OG Joshua, the MT copyist sought to harmonize his text with the other 

occurrences of המנחה הגלגל throughout MT Joshua, or both reflect differing literary 

editions of the Gilgal narrative. Although a definitive answer cannot currently be had, at 

bare minimum, the plus Ισραηλ explicates the precise identity of the camp. 

 During the battle against the kings of the nations, the OG reads, “And the Lord 

confounded them before the sons of Israel, and the Lord shattered them with great 

destruction at Gibeon,”  whereas the MT lacks an explicit subject of ויכם. Among 232

ancient witnesses there already appears to be a grammatical discrepancy with the verb 

forms. Although the MT reads the singular verb form ויכם, S (ܢ*Hܐ *L2ܘ), T (ומחנון), and 

OGA (συνέτριψιν) reflect plural verb forms. This verbal adjustment may have been made 

to avoid the image of God pursuing and striking.  If such a euphemistic alteration 233

occurred among the witnesses, either an MT copyist removed יהוה to allow the 

interpretive room for Israel being the pursuer and striker instead of the LORD, or the OG 

(9) 10:10   וַיַּכֵּם מַכָּה
גְדוֹלָה בְּגִבְעוֹן

καὶ συνέτριψεν αὐτοὺς κύριος σύντριψιν 
µεγάλην ἐν Γαβαων,

  See Kristin De Troyer, Rewriting the Sacred Text, vol. 4, ed. James R. Adair, Jr. (Atlanta: SBL, 231

2003) concerning her chapter “A Pre-Masoretic Biblical Text: The Final Touches to an Old Joshua.” She 
argues that the omission of 10:15 and 10:43 in the OG is the result of a hexaplaric addition and “is 
definitely not due to homoioteleuton.”

  Gk. MSS dmpt, Arm., and Eth. lack the OG plus. MS G reads καὶ συνέτριψεν αὐτοὺς Ἰησους. 232

  Butler, 109. However, Nelson (137) rightly points out that because pronominal suffixes 233

accompany each of the verbs, they can technically be vocalized to plural verbs with Israel as the implied 
subject. 
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translator supplied κύριος to leave no doubt who is the agent of the verbs. The latter 

seems more likely, especially since the MT copyist would not intentionally omit the 

tetragrammaton. 

 Here, the OG contains a superscription  introducing the division of land which 234

Moses divided for the sons of Israel.  Whereas the MT lacks this introductory header, a 235

corresponding subscription does appear in MT Joshua 13:32, which essentially reiterates 

the superscription as attested by the OG. Below is a table which compares the 

superscription of OG 13:14 and subscription of OG 13:32 in the OG along with the 

retroverted Hebrew Vorlage and MT. 

Table 5.2. Comparison of actual subscription and assumed superscription 

 Note the differences between the two texts in Greek: 1) the singular οὗτος of the 

(10) 13:14  כַּאֲשֶׁר דִּבֶּר־לוֹ׃ ס 

וַיִּתֵּן מֹשֶׁה לְמַטֵּה בְנֵי־רְאוּבֵן

καθὰ εἶπεν αὐτοῖς κύριος. καὶ οὗτος ὁ 
καταµερισµός, ὃν κατεµέρισεν Μωυσῆς τοῖς 
υἱοῖς Ισραηλ ἐν Αραβωθ Μωαβ ἐν τῷ πέραν 
τοῦ Ιορδάνου κατὰ Ιεριχω.  
[15] Καὶ ἔδωκεν Μωυσῆς τῇ φυλῇ Ρουβην

OG Superscription (13:14) OG Subscription (13:32)

καὶ οὗτος ὁ καταµερισµός, ὃν κατεµέρισεν 
Μωυσῆς τοῖς υἱοῖς Ισραηλ ἐν Αραβωθ 
Μωαβ ἐν τῷ πέραν τοῦ Ιορδάνου κατὰ 
Ιεριχω.

Οὗτοι οὓς κατεκληρονόµησεν Μωυσῆς 
πέραν τοῦ Ιορδάνου ἐν Αραβωθ Μωαβ ἐν 
τῷ πέραν τοῦ Ιορδάνου κατὰ Ιεριχω ἀπὸ 
ἀνατολῶν

OG Vorlage MT

 וזאת הנחלה אשר נחל משה לבני ישראל
בערבות מאוב מעבר לירדן יריחו

 אֵלֶּה אֲשֶׁר־נִחַל מֹשֶׁה בְּעַרְבוֹת מוֹאָב מֵעֵבֶר לְיַרְדֵּן
יְרִיחוֹ מִזְרָחָה

  Although this plus appears at the end of v. 14 according to OGB and Rahlfs’ edition, since the 234

material given in the plus reflects the superscription to the corresponding subscription of v. 32, I agree with 
Margolis’ decision to assimilate the plus into v. 15 starting a new paragraph. 

  Only Eth. lacks this plus. 235
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superscription and the plural Οὗτοι of the subscription; 2) the hepax legoumena ὁ 

καταµερισµός which is reflected by the relative pronoun οὓς in the subscription; 3) the 

lexical variation between verbs καταµερίζω and κατακληρονοµέω; 4) the inclusion of τοῖς 

υἱοῖς Ισραηλ in the superscription; 5) the dual appearance of τῷ πέραν τοῦ Ιορδάνου in the 

subscription; and 6) the absence of ἀπὸ ἀνατολῶν in the superscription. These difference 

should preclude the possibility that the OG translator harmonized v. 14 with v. 32 by 

adding a superscription. 

 Yet the origin of this plus remains uncertain. Because no apparent textual trigger 

could explain the loss of the Hebrew וזאת––ירדין, justifying the originality of the plus on 

text-critical grounds is not a viable option.  Nevertheless, the genuineness of the OG 236

plus can be substantiated by the following: 1) the transliteration of what would have 

appeared as בְּעַרְבוֹת מוֹאָב with Αραβωθ Μωαβ; 2) the use of the obscure Greek noun 

καταµερισµός, since the OG translator would have used a more common noun like 

κληρονοµία; 3) the completion of the superscription-subscription construction which 

appears elsewhere in Joshua (e.g., 12:1//12:7; 14:1//19:51; OG 20:3//MT 20:9). Either a 

later Hebrew editor omitted the OG plus in light of its repetition in v. 32, or the Vorlage 

behind the OG reflects a different literary edition, in which case both the MT and OG 

readings are legitimate. The extra material found in v. 14 of the OG did not originate at 

the hands of the OG translator, nor did an MT copyist lose the reading by 

homoioteleuton. 

  See Boling (334) who, nonetheless, suggests a long haplography on the part of the MT scribe; 236

the eye skipped from the final ו in לו to the final ו in יריחו.
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 In the description of the sons of Zebulun, the OG contains the additional noun 

‘tribe’ before ‘sons.’ This plus is well supported not only by Gk. MSS  but also V (haec 237

est hereditas tribus filiorum Zabulon), T and Mp (cf. Mm 238 ,(דא אחסנת שיבט בני זבולן) 

1350). Elsewhere in MT Joshua, Zebulun is referred to as מטה זבולן (e.g., 21:7, 34). The 

absence of מטה is not due to textual error, however. Since in 19:10 the MT began the 

allotment to Zebulun with בני זבולן in the superscription, the MT copyist may have 

harmonized מטה בני זבולן in the subscription of 19:16 with the superscription of 19:10.  239

The OG, thus, reflects the earlier reading.  240

 Aside from the transposition of vv. 47 and 48 in the OG vis-à-vis the MT, and a 

(11) 19:16 זאֹת נַחֲלַת בְּנֵי־זְבוּלֻן αὕτη ἡ κληρονοµία φυλῆς υἱῶν Ζαβουλων

(12) 19:47-48

  וַיַּעֲלוּ בְנֵי־דָן
 וַיִּלָּחֲמוּ עִם־לֶשֶׁם וַיִּלְכְּדוּ
  אוֹתָהּ ׀ וַיַּכּוּ אוֹתָהּ לְפִי 
  חֶרֶב וַיִּרְשׁוּ אוֹתָהּ וַיֵּשְׁבוּ

 בָהּ וַיִּקְרְאוּ לְלֶשֶׁם דָּן כְּשֵׁם דָּן
אֲבִיהֶם

καὶ οὐκ ἐξέθλιψαν οἱ υἱοὶ Δαν τὸν 
Αµορραῖον τὸν θλίβοντα αὐτοὺς ἐν τῷ ὄρει· 
καὶ οὐκ εἴων αὐτοὺς οἱ Αµορραῖοι 
καταβῆναι εἰς τὴν κοιλάδα καὶ ἔθλιψαν ἀπ᾿ 
αὐτῶν τὸ ὅριον τῆς µερίδος αὐτῶν.  
(48) καὶ ἐπορεύθησαν οἱ υἱοὶ Ιουδα  
καὶ ἐπολέµησαν τὴν Λαχις καὶ κατελάβοντο  
αὐτὴν καὶ ἐπάταξαν αὐτὴν ἐν στόµατι 
µαχαίρας καὶ κατῴκησαν αὐτὴν καὶ 
ἐκάλεσαν τὸ ὄνοµα αὐτῆς Λασενδακ.  καὶ ὁ 
Αµορραῖος ὑπέµεινεν τοῦ κατοικεῖν ἐν 
Ελωµ καὶ ἐν Σαλαµιν· καὶ ἐβαρύνθη ἡ χεὶρ 
τοῦ Εφραιµ ἐπ᾿ αὐτούς, καὶ ἐγένοντο αὐτοῖς 
εἰς φόρον.

  OGAL and Ndefijlmps–vy–b2 with grammatical variation τῆς φυλῆς perhaps in light of 21:34. 237

  MSS a (Tiberian Add. 26879) and f (Codex Reuchlinianus). 238

  A similar scenario appears to have occurred with the superscription of 19:1 and the subscription 239

of 19:9.  

  Cf. Butler, 199; Boling, 443; Holmes, 68. 240
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few textual discrepancies,  the OG contains a substantial plus at the end of both verses. 241

At the close of the Danite allotment list, the OG continues: “And the sons of Dan did not 

force out the Amorite who was oppressing them in the mountain, and the Amorites did 

not permit them to go down into the valley, and they reduced from them the boundary of 

their portion.” And after the description of the battle between the sons of Judah (OG, 

Dan) at Leshem (OG, Lachish), the OG records: “And the Amorite continued to dwell in 

Elom and in Salamin, and the hand of Ephraim was heavy upon them, and they became 

as tribute to them.” Those familiar with the introduction of Judges will notice a parallel 

between the two. Below is a table which compares the OG plus material with Judges 

1:34–35. 

  E.g., בני דן//οἱ υἱοὶ Ιουδα; לשם//τὴν Λαχις; ללשם דן//Λασενδακ (= ללשם דך?). N.B. also the 241

qauntitative difference of MT verbal clause וירשו אותם and the explanatory clause כשם דן אביהם which are 
both absent in OG.    
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Table 5.3. Comparison of parallel passages in Joshua and Judges 

 If we emend Ελωµ and Σαλαµιν in OG Joshua to Αιλων and Σαλαβειν (cf. 

Margolis), the parts of the plus which correspond to Judges are nearly identical yet 

different enough to preclude the possibility of interpolation. However, it is peculiar how 

the Judges material is separated by a summary statement in v. 47 (MT v. 48). That is, the 

Greek text appears to read thus: MT Judges 1:34—OG Joshua 19:47—MT Judges 1:35. 

Regarding the MT textual tradition, v. 47 is unusually placed since v. 48 should naturally 

follow v. 46. So then, we can see the text in vv. 47–48 is quite complex; a complexity 

which may lend itself to the view that the textual tradition of Joshua 19:47–48 as well as 

Judges 1:34–36 was still in the process of development and formation.  242

OG Joshua 19:47b & 48b OG Judges 1:34–35

καὶ οὐκ ἐξέθλιψαν οἱ υἱοὶ Δαν τὸν 
Αµορραῖον τὸν θλίβοντα αὐτοὺς ἐν τῷ ὄρει· 
καὶ οὐκ εἴων αὐτοὺς οἱ Αµορραῖοι 
καταβῆναι εἰς τὴν κοιλάδα καὶ ἔθλιψαν ἀπ᾿ 
αὐτῶν τὸ ὅριον τῆς µερίδος αὐτῶν.  

καὶ ὁ Αµορραῖος ὑπέµεινεν τοῦ κατοικεῖν ἐν 
Ελωµ καὶ ἐν Σαλαµιν·  
καὶ ἐβαρύνθη ἡ χεὶρ τοῦ Εφραιµ ἐπ᾿  
αὐτούς, καὶ ἐγένοντο αὐτοῖς εἰς φόρον.

Καὶ ἐξέθλιψεν ὁ Αµορραῖος τοὺς υἱοὺς Δαν 
εἰς τὸ ὄρος, ὅτι οὐκ ἀφῆκεν  
αὐτὸν καταβῆναι εἰς τὴν κοιλάδα.  

καὶ ἤρξατο ὁ Αµορραῖος κατοικεῖν ἐν  
τῷ ὄρει τοῦ Μυρσινῶνος, οὗ αἱ ἄρκοι καὶ αἱ 
ἀλώπεκες· καὶ ἐβαρύνθη ἡ χεὶρ οἴκου Ιωσηφ 
ἐπὶ τὸν Αµορραῖον, καὶ ἐγένετο εἰς φόρον

OG Vorlage MT Judges 1:34–35

 ולא לחצו בני דן את האמרי לחציהם בהר ולא
 חרפום האמרי לרדת לעמק
 וילחצו מהם את גבול חלקם

  והאמרי ישב לשבת באלם (באליון) ובשלמים
ותכבד יד אפרים עליהם ויהיו להם למס

  וַיִּלְחֲצוּ הָאֱמֹרִי אֶת־בְּנֵי־דָן הָהָרָה כִּי־לאֹ נְתָנוֹ
  לָרֶדֶת לָעֵמֶק׃

 וַיּוֹאֶל הָאֱמֹרִי לָשֶׁבֶת בְּהַר־חֶרֶס בְּאַיָּלוֹן
עַלְבִים וַתִּכְבַּד יַד בֵּית־יוֹסֵף וַיִּהְיוּ לָמַס וּבְשַֽׁ

  Butler, 200. 242
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 Be that as it may, three possibilities may account for the OG plus: 1) the narrative 

was omitted by a later Hebrew copyist either because of redundancy or the mention of 

failure;  2) the OG translator sought to create intertextual connections to Judges;   243 244

3) the extra material had already been added to the Vorlage of the OG prior to translation, 

in which case the reading is technically secondary, but not because the OG translator 

added it.  Although it is often difficult to discern whether a plus such as this reflects an 245

earlier Hebrew text form or a (midrashic) expansion, the OG reading does seem original 

to its context as it follows v. 46 (which records the allotment of Dan) and makes accords 

well with the MT clause ויצא גבול בני דן מהם (which is peculiarly absent from the OG). 

 In the description of the cities of refuge, we are told the man-slayer may flee to 

these appointed cities to escape from the avenger of blood. However, the OG continues 

reading, “and the slayer shall not die by the next of kin in blood (i.e., avenger of blood) 

until he stands before the congregation for judgment.”  In terms of the immediate 246

context, this additional description in the OG is supported by MT 20:9 as it appears to 

(13) 20:3 וְהָיוּ לָכֶם לְמִקְלָט מִגֹּאֵל הַדָּם καὶ ἔσονται ὑµῖν αἱ πόλεις φυγαδευτήριον, 
καὶ οὐκ ἀποθανεῖται ὁ φονευτὴς ὑπὸ τοῦ 
ἀγχιστεύοντος τὸ αἷµα, ἕως ἂν καταστῇ 
ἐναντίον τῆς συναγωγῆς εἰς κρίσιν.

  Cooke, 186; Holmes, 70. This, however, seems unlikely as Judges itself is not afraid to mention 243

the failure (Judg. 1:27–35).

  Nelson, 225–226. 244

  Tov, “The Growth of the Book of Joshua,” 395. 245

  This plus is well attested among Gk. MSS, with minor variation. MSS dpt read φονευσας with 246

MT before καὶ οὐκ ἀποθανεῖται; OGA, OGL, as well as MSS NΘdeh–mpstuwy–b2 read ἀπο instead of ὑπο. 
OGL and MSS cx read ἀπο τοῦ ἀγχιστεύοντος τὸ αἷµα after κρίσιν.
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completes the inclusio of v. 3 (ולא ימות ביד גאל הדם עד עמדו לפני העדה)  and v. 9 (247 ולא ימות

 Additionally, it coincides quite well with the description of .(ביד גאל הדם עד עמדו לפני העדה

the cities of refuge as described in Numbers 35:11–12.  

 After this plus, however, the OG exhibits a significant gap between MT 20:4–6 

which may either reflect an omission in the OG or an expansion in the MT. The latter is 

more likely since no textual trigger could have caused its omission in the OG and because 

there is no apparent reason for the OG translator to intentionally omit the text. Thus, I 

agree with Emanuel Tov who suggests:  

“[the OG and MT] reflect different literary editions, with the long edition 
developing from the short one…The shorter text of G reflects an early literary 
layer of this chapter. This assumption is based on the internal tension between 
this layer and that of the additions in the long text of MT.”   248

That is, whereas the OG plus coincides with the description of the cities of refuge in 

Numbers 35:11–12, the additional material of MT 20:4–6 reflects not only Numbers 35 

but also the content and style of Deuteronomy 19:4–10. Consequently, it has been 

suggested that a later edition of Joshua supplied additional information from the 

description of the cities of refuge as depicted in Deuteronomy.  The longer text could 249

certainly have arisen from the shorter, but the shorter is unlikely to have arisen from the 

longer. 

  The presumed retroversion from the Gk. 247

  Tov, Textual Criticism, 296. Of course, the challenge is knowing which differences one should 248

ascribe to text-critical changes and which to ascribe to social and historical development (N.B. the 
differences between Num. 35:6–34; Deut. 4:41–43; Deut. 19:1–3; Josh. 20).

  Tov, “The Growth of the Book of Joshua,” 387. See Boling, 472; Nelson, 227; and Holmes, 71 249

who also defend the OG as the earliest reading. 
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 This extensive plus in the OG textual tradition provides similar concluding 

remarks to the allotments section as recorded in 19:49 (i.e., “And they proceeded to come 

into possession of the land according to their boundary—And Joshua ceased dividing the 

land in their boundaries”). Because 21:42a–d essentially repeats that which is recorded in 

19:49–50, some conclude that it was not in the earlier Hebrew text form, but the OG 

translator added it to his translation for narrative effect.  However, a comparison 250

between the two accounts in the Greek, as depicted in the table below, militate against 

such a conclusion. 

(14) 21:42a-d לְכָל־הֶעָרִים הָאֵלֶּה [41] πάσαις ταῖς πόλεσιν ταύταις. 
[42a] Καὶ συνετέλεσεν Ἰησοῦς διαµερίσας 
τὴν γῆν ἐν τοῖς ὁρίοις αὐτῶν. [42b] καὶ 
ἔδωκαν οἱ υἱοὶ Ισραηλ µερίδα τῷ Ἰησοῖ κατὰ 
πρόσταγµα κυρίου· ἔδωκαν αὐτῷ τὴν πόλιν, 
ἣν ᾐτήσατο· τὴν Θαµνασαραχ ἔδωκαν αὐτῷ 
ἐν τῷ ὄρει Εφραιµ. [42c] καὶ ᾠκοδόµησεν 
Ἰησοῦς τὴν πόλιν καὶ ᾤκησεν ἐν αὐτῇ. 
[42d] καὶ ἔλαβεν Ἰησοῦς τὰς µαχαίρας τὰς 
πετρίνας, ἐν αἷς περιέτεµεν τοὺς υἱοὺς 
Ισραηλ τοὺς γενοµένους ἐν τῇ ὁδῷ ἐν τῇ 
ἐρήµῳ, καὶ ἔθηκεν αὐτὰς ἐν Θαµνασαραχ.

  Cooke, 199; Nelson, 236.250
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Table 5.4. Comparison of alleged repeated passages 

 The underlined words in 21:42a–c indicate those words which coincide with those 

attested in 19:49–50. Only 62% of the Greek text of 21:42a–c agrees with 19:49–50 

which makes it quite unlikely that the OG translator simply repeated the information. 

 To be sure, the reading in 21:42a–c is likely secondary but not secondary at the 

hands of the OG translator. Alexander Rofé argues that at an earlier stage in the literary 

development of Joshua, chapter 20 (cities of refuge) and chapter 21 (Levitical cities) were 

incorporated into the text.  Following this line of reasoning, the additional material as 251

reflected in the OG may not evince the translator’s desire to expand the text nor the MT 

copyist’s omission (intentional or unintentional); it may simply reflect two different 

textual traditions at different stages of literary development. In other words, the Vorlage 

of the OG may have always contained 21:42a–d while the textual tradition which would 

later become the MT may have never contained 21:42a–d.  

OG Joshua 21:42a–d OG Joshua 19:49–50

[42a] Καὶ συνετέλεσεν Ἰησοῦς διαµερίσας  
τὴν γῆν ἐν τοῖς ὁρίοις αὐτῶν. [42b] καὶ 
ἔδωκαν οἱ υἱοὶ Ισραηλ µερίδα τῷ Ἰησοῖ  
κατὰ πρόσταγµα κυρίου·  
ἔδωκαν αὐτῷ τὴν πόλιν, ἣν ᾐτήσατο·  
τὴν Θαµνασαραχ ἔδωκαν αὐτῷ ἐν τῷ ὄρει 
Εφραιµ. [42c] καὶ ᾠκοδόµησεν Ἰησοῦς  
τὴν πόλιν καὶ ᾤκησεν ἐν αὐτῇ.  
[42d] καὶ ἔλαβεν Ἰησοῦς τὰς µαχαίρας τὰς 
πετρίνας, ἐν αἷς περιέτεµεν τοὺς υἱοὺς 
Ισραηλ τοὺς γενοµένους ἐν τῇ ὁδῷ ἐν τῇ 
ἐρήµῳ, καὶ ἔθηκεν αὐτὰς ἐν Θαµνασαραχ.

[49] Καὶ ἐπορεύθησαν ἐµβατεῦσαι  
τὴν γῆν κατὰ τὸ ὅριον αὐτῶν. καὶ ἔδωκαν  
οἱ υἱοὶ Ισραηλ κλῆρον Ἰησοῖ τῷ υἱῷ Ναυη ἐν 
αὐτοῖς [50] διὰ προστάγµατος τοῦ θεοῦ· καὶ 
ἔδωκαν αὐτῷ τὴν πόλιν, ἣν ᾐτήσατο, 
Θαµνασαραχ, ἥ ἐστιν ἐν τῷ ὄρει  
Εφραιµ· καὶ ᾠκοδόµησεν  
τὴν πόλιν καὶ κατῴκει ἐν αὐτῇ 
- 
- 
- 
-

  Alexander Rofé, “The Editing of the Book of Joshua in the Light of 4QJosha,” in New Qumran 251

Texts and Studies, ed. George J. Brooke and Florentino García Martínez, STDJ 15 (Leiden: Brill, 1994), 74. 



PART III  

CONCLUSION 



CHAPTER 6 

FINDINGS & IMPLICATIONS  

 The primary focus of this study has been to offer a contribution to the discussion 

regarding the text-critical validity of OG Joshua by putting center stage the instances 

when the OG presents longer readings than the MT. This was carried out by providing an 

in-depth analysis of 60 OG pluses which were placed into four constituent categories: 1) 

Textual Error; 2) Harmonizations; 3) Amplifications; 4) Sundry Causes. In each passage 

analyzed, a case was made for why it belonged in its respective category. The working 

thesis throughout the study has been that the OG more often than not reflects the earlier 

Hebrew text form.  

 Based on my preliminary research, especially those of the OG-Shorten’s school, I 

expected to find support for the position. The results told a different story. Although they 

did not completely undermine this working thesis, they did appear to be slightly at odds 

with each other. Out of the 60 pluses analyzed, 18 arose from MT textual error, 13 from 

OG harmonizations, 15 from OG amplifications, and 14 from sundry causes. In the 

textual error chapter, the 18 pluses analyzed showed that the pluses are attributed to 

omissions and error by the MT scribe not to additions by the OG translator—what 

appears to be a plus in the OG is actually a minus in the MT. In the sundry causes 

chapter, only 4 pluses out of the 14 analyzed can be directly attributed to the OG 

translator. If we add the amount of pluses directly attributed to the OG translator  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(i.e., 13 harmonizations + 15 amplifications + 4 sundry causes), we can see the total is 32. 

That is, out of the 60 pluses analyzed, 32 pluses can be attributed directly to the OG 

translator and 28 pluses are attributed to factors other than the translator’s initiative.  

 Recall the methodological spectrum discussed in chapter one. The OG-Shortens 

school (Dillmann) proposed that where the OG deviated from the MT, precedence should 

be given to the MT; the OG translator had a proclivity towards shortening and 

introducing deliberate changes. The MT-Expands school (Holmes), on the contrary, 

maintained that precedence should be given to the OG when the OG deviates from MT; a 

later Hebrew editor reworked and revised the Hebrew Vorlage of the OG. Serving as a 

quasi-middle ground, the Eclectic school (Hollenberg) allowed room for the possibility 

that both the OG and MT contain secondary elements.  

 In the same way Harry M. Orlinsky once suggested a return to Holmes’ school of 

thought,  perhaps the results of this study warrant a return to Hollenberg's school of 252

thought, albeit with a less conservative reluctance to assume a different Hebrew Vorlage. 

One cannot proceed from the methodological presupposition that precedence should be 

given to the OG in the cases of textual deviation (per Holmes); nor can one proceed from 

the inverse presupposition that the MT should be given similar precedence in the event of 

textual variation (per Dillmann). Whereas the findings of the study cannot speak to the 

instances when the OG presents a shorter reading, when the OG presents a longer 

reading, the text-critic must be aware that about half of the time (on average) the OG will 

reflect the earlier reading. However, since the MT is longer on more occasions than the 

  Orlinsky, 196. 252
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OG is longer, the scale should tilt ever-so slightly in the favor of the OG. Therefore, one 

may very well confide in the integrity of the OG textual tradition, but, in light of the 

findings, he/she must be cautious not to overextend his/her confidence in the OG.  

 Contrary to Dillmann’s presupposition, then, we should not look askance at the 

OG when it diverges from the MT as though the translator was playing fast-and-loose 

with the text before him. In at least 28 out of the 60 pluses analyzed, the OG has proved 

effective in recovering earlier readings of the Hebrew text. In the event that further 

textual evidence—e.g., discovering another Qumran scroll of Joshua with more textual 

data, publication of the Göttingen edition Joshua or BHQ—becomes available, the 

working thesis of this study may be further undergirded or (of course) challenged. 

Nevertheless, OG Joshua still remains an integral witness to the earlier form of the 

Hebrew text around the third or second century BCE. 
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APPENDIX A 

EXAMPLES OF QUALITATIVE VARIATION  253

Lexical Variation 

Graphical Confusion & Metathesis 

3:17   עַד אֲשֶׁר־תַּמּוּ כָּל־הַגּוֹי
לַעֲברֹ אֶת־הַיַּרְדֵּן

ἕως συνετέλεσεν πᾶς ὁ λαὸς (העם) 
διαβαίνων τὸν Ιορδάνην.

4:11 וַיַּעֲברֹ אֲרוֹן־יְהוָה וְהַכּהֲֹנִים לִפְנֵי הָעָם καὶ οἱ λίθοι (האבנים) ἔµπροσθεν αὐτῶν.

5:6 בְּקוֹל יְהוָה  τῶν ἐντολῶν τοῦ θεοῦ (מצות [ה]אלהים)

7:11 חָטָא יִשְׂרָאֵל  ἡµάρτηκεν ὁ λαὸς (העם)

8:20  וַיִּפְנוּ אַנְשֵׁי 
הָעַי 

καὶ περιβλέψαντες οἱ κάτοικοι (הי[ו]שבי) 
Γαι

6:19 (יובא) κυρίου εἰσενεχθήσεται יְהוָה יָבוֹא

7:3 (העיר) καὶ ἐκπολιορκησάτωσαν τὴν πόλιν וְיַכּוּ אֶת־הָעָי

9:14 וַיִּקְחוּ הָאֲנָשִׁים καὶ ἔλαβον οἱ ἄρχοντες (הנשיאים)

11:2  גֶב כִּנֲרוֹת וּבָעֲרָבָה נֶ֥ καὶ εἰς τὴν Ραβα ἀπέναντι (נגד) Κενερωθ

15:7 וְהַגְּדֵרָה וּגְדֵרתָֹיִם καὶ Γαδηρα καὶ αἱ ἐπαύλεις αὐτῆς (גדרתיה)

17:1 וַיְהִי הַגּוֹרָל לְמַטֵּה מְנַשֶּׁה Καὶ ἐγένετο τὰ ὅρια (הגבול) φυλῆς υἱῶν 
Μανασση

19:27 בִּזְבֻלוּן וּבְגֵי τῷ Ζαβουλων καὶ ἐκ Γαι (ומגי)

  These examples provide a meager sampling of qualitative variations I observed during my 253

survey of textual variation between the OG and MT. Indeed, more variations such as the above exist; but, 
since the focus of my study was concerted towards finding variations in the OG which have no counter-part 
in the MT, I only recorded a few of these. 
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Revocalization 

Place Name Discrepancy 

Pronoun/Pronominal Suffix Variation 

2:1 (הַשָטִּים) ἐκ Σαττιν מִן־הַשִּׁטִּים

5:2   וְשׁוּב מֹל אֶת־בְּנֵי
 יִשְׂרָאֵל

καὶ καθίσας (וְשֵב) περίτεµε τοὺς υἱοὺς 
Ισραηλ

19:27 בִּזְבֻלוּן וּבְגֵי τῷ Ζαβουλων καὶ ἐκ Γαι (גַי)

15:15 .πρότερον Πόλις γραµµάτων לְפָנִים קִרְיַת־סֵפֶר

17:7 ἐπὶ Ιαµιν καὶ Ιασσιβ אֶל־הַיָּמִין אֶל־ישְֹׁבֵי

18:15 מִקְצֵה קִרְיַת יְעָרִים ἀπὸ µέρους Καριαθβααλ

19:27 וְיָצָא אֶל־כָּבוּל מִשְּׂמאֹל καὶ διελεύσεται εἰς Χωβα µασοµελ

1:6 אֲשֶׁר־נִשְׁבַּעְתִּי לַאֲבוֹתָם ἣν ὤµοσα τοῖς πατράσιν ὑµῶν (לאבותיכם)

4:23   אֶת־מֵי הַיַּרְדֵּן
 מִפְּנֵיכֶם

τὸ ὕδωρ τοῦ Ιορδάνου  
ἐκ τοῦ ἔµπροσθεν αὐτῶν (מפניהם)

24:27c (אלהי) τῷ θεῷ µου בֵּאלֹהֵיכֶם
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APPENDIX B 

PLUSES NOT ANALYZED  254

1:11 יְהוָה אֱלֹהֵיכֶם נֹתֵן לָכֶם (לְרִשְׁתָּהּ)׃ κύριος ὁ θεὸς τῶν πατέρων ὑµῶν δίδωσιν 
ὑµῖν.

2:1 וַיֵּלְכוּ וַיָּבאֹוּ  
בֵּית־אִשָּׁה  

זוֹנָה וּשְׁמָהּ רָחָב וַיִּשְׁכְּבוּ־שָׁמָּה׃

καὶ πορευθέντες εἰσήλθοσαν οἱ δύο νεανίσκοι 
εἰς Ιεριχω καὶ εἰσήλθοσαν εἰς οἰκίαν 
γυναικὸς πόρνης, ᾗ ὄνοµα Ρααβ, καὶ 
κατέλυσαν ἐκεῖ.

2:3a וַיִּשְׁלַח מֶלֶךְ יְרִיחוֹ  
אֶל־רָחָב לֵאמֹר

καὶ ἀπέστειλεν ὁ βασιλεὺς Ιεριχω καὶ εἶπεν 
πρὸς Ρααβ λέγων

2:4 וַתּאֹמֶר  καὶ εἶπεν αὐτοῖς λέγουσα

2:13a וְהַחֲיִתֶם אֶת־אָבִי  καὶ ζωγρήσετε τὸν οἶκον τοῦ πατρός µου

2:19 וַאֲנַחְנוּ נְקִיִּם  ἡµεῖς δὲ ἀθῷοι τῷ ὅρκῳ σου τούτῳ·

3:7 בְּעֵינֵי כָּל־יִשְׂרָאֵל  κατενώπιον πάντων υἱῶν Ισραηλ

3:15 בִּקְצֵה הַמָּיִם  εἰς µέρος τοῦ ὕδατος τοῦ Ιορδάνου

3:17 וְכָל־יִשְׂרָאֵל  καὶ πάντες οἱ υἱοὶ Ισραηλ

4:5   עִבְרוּ
לִפְנֵי (אֲרוֹן) יְהוָה (אֱלֹֽהֵיכֶם)

Προσαγάγετε ἔµπροσθέν µου  
πρὸ προσώπου κυρίου

4:6 לְמַעַן תִּהְיֶה זאֹת אוֹת בְּקִרְבְּכֶם  ἵνα ὑπάρχωσιν ὑµῖν οὗτοι εἰς σηµεῖον 
κείµενον διὰ παντός,

5:3  אֶת־בְּנֵי יִשְׂרָאֵל אֶל־ 
גִּבְעַת הָעֲרָלוֹת׃

τοὺς υἱοὺς Ισραηλ ἐπὶ τοῦ καλουµένου 
τόπου Βουνὸς τῶν ἀκροβυστιῶν.

5:6a   כִּי אַרְבָּעִים שָׁנָה הָלְכוּ 
בְנֵי־יִשְׂרָאֵל

τεσσαράκοντα γὰρ καὶ δύο ἔτη ἀνέστραπται 
Ισραηλ

5:6b בַּמִּדְבָּר  ἐν τῇ ἐρήµῳ τῇ Μαδβαρίτιδι,

5:6c   אַנְשֵׁי הַמִּלְחָמָה הַיּצְֹאִים 
מִמִּצְרַיִם

τῶν µαχίµων τῶν ἐξεληλυθότων ἐκ γῆς 
Αἰγύπτου

5:9 וַיּאֹמֶר יְהוָה אֶל־יְהוֹשֻׁעַ  καὶ εἶπεν κύριος τῷ Ἰησοῖ υἱῷ Ναυη

  These pluses were not analyzed simply due to the constraints of space and time. 254
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6:5a וְעָלוּ הָעָם  καὶ εἰσελεύσεται πᾶς ὁ λαὸς

6:5b אִישׁ נֶגְדּוֹ  ὁρµήσας ἕκαστος κατὰ πρόσωπον εἰς τὴν 
πόλιν.

6:20 וַיָּרִיעוּ הָעָם תְּרוּעָה גְדוֹלָה  ἠλάλαξεν πᾶς ὁ λαὸς ἅµα ἀλαλαγµῷ 
µεγάλῳ καὶ ἰσχυρῷ.

6:25   וְאֶת־רָחָב הַזּוֹנָה וְאֶת־בֵּית
אָבִיהָ

καὶ Ρααβ τὴν πόρνην καὶ πάντα τὸν οἶκον 
τὸν πατρικὸν αὐτῆς

7:19 שִׂים־נָא כָבוֹד לַיהוָה אֱלֹהֵי יִשְׂרָאֵל  Δὸς δόξαν σήµερον τῷ κυρίῳ θεῷ Ισραηλ

7:25 וַיּאֹמֶר יְהוֹשֻׁעַ מֶה עֲכַרְתָּנוּ  καὶ εἶπεν Ἰησοῦς τῷ Αχαρ Τί ὠλέθρευσας 
ἡµᾶς;

8:27 לָהֶם יִשְׂרָאֵל  πάντα ἃ ἐπρονόµευσαν οἱ υἱοὶ Ισραηλ

9:1a   וַיְהִי כִ(שְׁמֹעַ) כָּל־הַמְּלָכִים אֲשֶׁר 
בְּעֵבֶר הַיַּרְדֵּן

Ως δ᾿ ἤκουσαν οἱ βασιλεῖς τῶν Αµορραίων 
οἱ ἐν τῷ πέραν τοῦ Ιορδάνου,

9:2f 
(8:35)

עַ נֶגֶד  א־קָרָא יְהוֹשֻׁ֗ ֹֽ   אֲשֶׁר ל
כָּל־קְהַל יִשְׂרָאֵל

ὃ οὐκ ἀνέγνω Ἰησοῦς εἰς τὰ ὦτα  
πάσης ἐκκλησίας υἱῶν Ισραηλ,

9:3 שָׁמְעוּ אֵת אֲשֶׁר עָשָׂה  ἤκουσαν πάντα, ὅσα ἐποίησεν

9:5   וְכלֹ לֶחֶם צֵידָם יָבֵשׁ הָיָה 
נִקֻּדִים׃

καὶ ὁ ἄρτος αὐτῶν τοῦ ἐπισιτισµοῦ ξηρὸς 
καὶ εὐρωτιῶν καὶ βεβρωµένος.

9:10a ὃς κατῴκει ἐν Ασταρωθ καὶ ἐν Εδραϊν

10:2a וַיִּירְאוּ מְאדֹ  καὶ ἐφοβήθησαν ἐν αὐτοῖς σφόδρα·

10:2b כִּי עִיר גְּדוֹלָה גִּבְעוֹן  ᾔδει γὰρ ὅτι µεγάλη πόλις Γαβαων

10:6   אֶל־יְהוֹשֻׁעַ אֶל־הַמַּחֲנֶה 
הַגִּלְגָּלָה

πρὸς Ἰησοῦν εἰς τὴν παρεµβολὴν Ισραηλ εἰς 
Γαλγαλα

10:10 לִפְנֵי יִשְׂרָאֵל  ἀπὸ προσώπου τῶν υἱῶν Ισραηλ

11:7 וַיִּפְּלוּ בָּהֶם  καὶ ἐπέπεσαν ἐπ᾿ αὐτοὺς ἐν τῇ ὀρεινῇ.

13:2 גְּלִילוֹת הַפְּלִשְׁתִּים (וְכָל)־הַגְּשׁוּרִי׃  ὅρια Φυλιστιιµ, ὁ Γεσιρι καὶ ὁ Χαναναῖος·

15:17   וַיִּתֶּן־לוֹ אֶת־עַכְסָה בִתּוֹ 
לְאִשָּׁה

καὶ ἔδωκεν αὐτῷ τὴν Αχσαν θυγατέρα 
αὐτοῦ αὐτῷ γυναῖκα.

16:1 בָּהָר בֵּית־אֵל׃  εἰς τὴν ὀρεινὴν τὴν ἔρηµον εἰς Βαιθηλ Λουζα

17:7a וַיְהִי גְבוּל־מְנַשֶּׁה֙ Καὶ ἐγενήθη ὅρια υἱῶν Μανασση Δηλαναθ

18:9   וַיַּעַבְרוּ בָאָרֶץ 
וַיִּכְתְּבוּהָ

 καὶ ἐχωροβάτησαν τὴν γῆν καὶ εἴδοσαν 
αὐτὴν καὶ ἔγραψαν αὐτὴν
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18:19   וְהָיוּ תֹּצְאוֹתָיו הַגְּבוּל אֶל־לְשׁוֹן
יָם־הַמֶּלַח֙

καὶ ἔσται ἡ διέξοδος τῶν ὁρίων ἐπὶ λοφιὰν 
τῆς θαλάσσης τῶν ἁλῶν

19:9   מֵחֶבֶל בְּנֵי יְהוּדָה נַחֲלַת 
בְּנֵי שִׁמְעוֹן

ἀπὸ τοῦ κλήρου Ιουδα ἡ κληρονοµία φυλῆς 
υἱῶν Συµεων

20:3 וְהָיוּ לָכֶם לְמִקְלָט  καὶ ἔσονται ὑµῖν αἱ πόλεις φυγαδευτήριον

21:12 נָתְנוּ לְכָלֵב  ἔδωκεν Ἰησοῦς τοῖς υἱοῖς Χαλεβ

21:34 מֵאֵת מַטֵּה זְבוּלֻן  ἐκ τῆς φυλῆς υἱῶν Ζαβουλων

23:2  וַיִּקְרָא יְהוֹשֻׁעַ לְכָל־ 
יִשְׂרָאֵל

καὶ συνεκάλεσεν Ἰησοῦς πάντας τοὺς υἱοὺς 
Ισραηλ

24:7 אֲשֶׁר־עָשִׂיתִי בְּמִצְרָיִם  ὅσα ἐποίησεν κύριος ἐν γῇ Αἰγύπτῳ.
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