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ABSTRACT

It has long been observed that the text of Joshua, as reflected in the
Greek (0G), 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-a-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



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-a-
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.
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PART 1

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 8. 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, > & appears fifteen times! Given the high frequency
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
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 *0x'¥in3 *1m we read ®nxi 0737070 nKP. The superscript letters refer
the reader to the critical apparatus which reads: 24 22 Mss 'na || > &,

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



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 Biicher Numeri, Deuteronomium und Josua, August
Dillmann was the first to disparage the text-critical value of the OG vis-a-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,
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

3 The ensuing delineation was aided in part by Michaél N. Van Der Meer’s chapter surveying the
history of research regarding OG Joshua vis-a-vis MT Joshua (Formation and Reformulation: The
Redaction of the Book of Joshua in the Light of Oldest Textual Witnesses, VISup 102 [Leiden: Brill, 2004],
32-91). However, the breakdown into three schools portrays my own way of conveying the data.

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



footsteps were William H. Bennet,’ J. E. Carpenter,® Martin Noth,” Max L. Margolis,?
and—more recently—KIlaus Bierberstein,” Martin Rosel,!? and Michaél N. Van Der
Meer.!! Harry M. Orlinsky notes that Dillmann’s approach “has generally prevailed” in
the text-critical analysis of the MT.!2
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

5> William H. Bennet, “Joshua,” in Paul Haupt, The Sacred Books of the Old Testament, A Critical
Edition of the Hebrew Text, vol. 6 (Leipzig: J. C. Hinrich, 1895).

6 Jospeh E. Carpenter, The Hexatuech according to the revised versions, 2 vols (London:
Longmans, 1900).

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

8 Max L. Margolis, The Book of Joshua in Greek according to the Critically Restored Text with an
Apparatus Containing the Variants of the Principal Recensions and of the Individual Witnesses, 1-V
(Publications of the Alexander Kohut Memorial Foundation; Librairie orientaliste Paul Geuthner, Paris
1931-1938).

9 Klaus Bieberstein, Josua-Jordan-Jericho, Archéologie, Geschichte und Theologie der
Landnahmeerzdhlungen Josua 1-6, OBO 143 (Géttingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1995).

10 Martin Rosel, “The Septuagint Version of The Book of Joshua,” SJOT 16, no. 1 (2002): 5-23.
11 Van Der Meer, Formation and Reformulation, 523.

12 Harry M. Orlinsky, “The Hebrew Vorlage of the Septuagint of the Book of Joshua,” VTSup 27
(Leiden: Brill, 1969), 188.



later Hebrew editor who sought to improve the earlier Hebrew Vorlage—a scribe is more
likely to amplify than to shorten.!3

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, !5 Harry M.
Orlinsky,'® Edward A. Chesman,'” A. Graeme Auld,'® and—more recently—Emanuel
Tov!® and Kristin de Troyer.20 Below is a table which presents passages often adduced to
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 A TTRATOR T3 | <90 over this Jordan.”

1:2b D717 103 "3R8 WK PIRT [« the land that T am giving to them,
W 137 | 10 the people of Israel.”

1:7 WK MIND922 NWYY |« 1o do according to all the law that which
YTV AW TR | Moses my servant commanded you.”

13 Samuel Holmes, Joshua: The Hebrew and Greek Text (London: Cambridge University Press,
1914), 3.

14 George A. Cooke, The Book of Joshua in the Revised Version (London: Cambridge University
Press, 1918).

15 Charles D. Benjamin, The Variations between the Hebrew and Greek Texts of Joshua: Chapters
1-12 (Leipzig: Drugulin, 1921). This is his University of Pennsylvania dissertation.

16 Orlinsky, “The Hebrew Vorlage.”

17 Edward E. Chesman, Studies in the Septuagint Text of the Book of Joshua (Master’s-and-
Ordination Thesis, Hebrew Union College, 1967).

18 A. Graeme Auld, Joshua Retold (Edinburgh: T&T Clark, 1998). See his first chapter, “Joshua:
The Hebrew and Greek Texts.”

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

20 De Troyer, “The Battle Against Ai.” 39-53.



1:11 ATY 0379037 “Prepare for yourself provisions,”
4:5 M 118 197 112D | “Pass on before the ark of the LORD
D?’Uﬁ?ﬁ your God.”
5:2 ORI NN 9N | “circumcise the sons of Israel a second time.”
my

6:10 | D271 N WnWn R 1w 85 | «you shall not shout or make your voice heard,
127 0290 RO | nejther shall any word go out of your mouth,”

13:21 T2 TR IR T20 M0 | “Sihon king of the Amorites, who reigned
N3WN2 | jn Heshbon,”

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
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.2?
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

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

22 Johannes Hollenberg, Die Charakter der alexandrinischen Uebersetzung des Buches Josua und
ihr textkritischer Werth (Moers: Eckner, 1876).



scholars who have more or less followed Hollenberg’s position are Samuel Oettli,??
H. Holzinger,?* Alexander Rof¢,25 and—more recently—Lea Mazor.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
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

been given to analyzing the shortness of the OG.

23 Samuel Oettli, Das Deuteronomium und die Biicher Josua und Richter mit einer Karte
Paldstinas: Kurzgefafiter Kommentar zu den Heiligen Schriften Alten und Neuen Testaments sowie zu den
Apokryphen A.2 (Miinchen: Beck, 1893), 127.

24 H. Holzinger, Das Buch Josua (Tiibingen: Mohr Siebeck, 1901).
2 However, he agrees with “MT-Expands School” in more cases than “OG-Shortens School.”

26 Lea Mazor, The Septuagint Translation of the Book of Joshua—Its Contribution to the
Understanding of the Textual Transmission of the Book and its Literary and Ideological Development (PhD
diss., Hebrew University, 1994).

27 Siegfried Kreuzer, “Translation—Revision—Tradition: Problems and Tasks in the Historical
Books,” in The Bible in Greek: Translation, Transmission, and Theology of the Septuagint, ed. Wolfgang
Kraus, SCS 63 (Atlanta: SBL Press, 2015), 81.

28 Cf. Holmes, Rosel, and Hollenberg passim.



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 7endenz 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 studyj, 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-a-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.



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 oi Hefdopfixovta (“the seventy”) used by second century CE

Christian writers.?? The allusion to “the seventy’3? was influenced by the pseudepigraphic
Letter of Aristeas (a.k.a. Pseudo-Aristeas).?! Although one may still refer to the Greek
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
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,

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

30 The number was originally seventy-two but was subsequently rounded to seventy in order to
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 (Fernandez Marcos, 42).

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

32 Accordingly, for the sake of clarity, I have chosen to refer to the Greek text as the Old Greek
(0G).
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who translated at different times and places.** Moreover, the translation techniques of the
putative translators throughout this time period often varied.3*

The OG was not the only attempt, however, to convey the Hebrew text in Greek.
Three subsequent translators (Aquila, Theodotian, and Symmachus)33 produced their own
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
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

33 Jobes and Silva, 14.
34 Fernandez Marcos, 50.
35 These translators receive the sigla o, 6, and ¢ respectively.

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

translating the Hebrew 03 with xaiye, 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).3 Despite this, along with other translational charateristics of
the kaige recension,* it is often difficult to discern which portions of the earliest of OG
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.”#!

37 The name kaige was given to this recension because of its characteristic rendering of the
Hebrew word o3 with xaiye. 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 Ceriteria 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]).

38 Kreuzer, “Toward the Old Greek,” 114-5.
39 This is also referred to as the “isomorphic principle.”

40 For an exhaustive list of these translational characteristics of the kaige recension, see Leonard J.
Greenspoon, Textual Studies in the Book of Joshua, ed. Frank Moore Cross, HSM 28 (Chico, CA: Scholars
Press, 1983), 269-274.

41 Kreuzer, “Toward the Old Greek,” 114. This, to be sure, is only true regarding those which bear
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
to address the textual differences between the current Greek and Hebrew text.43 seeking
to demonstrate the textual integrity of the Greek text with that of the Hebrew.* Utilizing
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

(¢, 67, and ¢”) 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
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
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

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

43 Commenting on Origen’s Hexapla, Jobes and Silva note: “[H]is aim was apologetic and in
service to the church, to assure that the Greek Old Testament read by Christians accurately represented the
Hebrew text known to him” (Ibid.).

4 Ibid.

45 Syh readings follow Paulo de Lagarde, Bibliothecae Syriacae (Gottingen: Luederi Horstman,
1892).

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

47 See Kreuzer (“Toward the Old Greek,” 126), who argues: “The characteristics of the Antiochene
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
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-a-
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-McLean3? whose base text is the oldest
extant manuscript, Codex Vaticanus (OGB).>! The last two editions are both eclectic:

Rahlfs-Hanhart32 and Margolis.>3 Rahlfs’ edition, although by-passing a comprehensive

4% Fernandez Marcos, 230. Many of these changes were stylistic. Fernindez Marcos notes four
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.).

49 The descriptions of these three editions were aided by Cornelis G. den Hertog, “Jesus/Josue/Das
Buch Josua,” in Handbuch Zur Septuaginta. Einleitung in die Septuaginta, vol. 1, eds. Martin Karrer,
Wolfgang Kraus, and Siegfried Kreuzer (Giitersloh: Verlagshaus, 2016), 179-180; and Michaél 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.

30 Alan England Brooke, Norman McLean, and Henry St. John Thackeray. eds., The Octateuch
Part IV. Joshua, Judges and Ruth, vol. 1 of The Old Testament in Greek (London: Cambridge University
Press, 1917).

31 Not only is OGP the oldest extant MS, it is presumably the closest approximation of what the
OG was like as it left the hands of the original translator(s) (Leonard J. Greepsoon, “Iesous,” in 4 New
English Translation of the Septuagint, ed. Albert Pietersma and Benjamin G. Wright [New York: Oxford
University Press, 2007], 174).

32 Alfred Rahlfs, Septuaginta, ed. Robert Hanhart, 2 vols. (Stuttgart: Deutsche Bibelgesellschaft,
2000).

33 Max L. Margolis, The Book of Joshua in Greek according to the Critically Restored Text with an
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-Gottingen 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.>*

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
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.>¢

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

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

55 Hertog, “Jesus/Josue/Das Buch Josua,” 178; Kreuzer, “Translation—Revision—Tradition,” 78—
9; Van Der Meer, “Joshua,” 88.

56 Van Der Meer, “Joshua,” 89.
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their translations were more often than not driven by intuition, spontaneity, and the needs
of their target audience.3” Nonetheless, based on such criteria as lexical equivalence,
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
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.
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.®0
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 [ 7endenz], textual affiliations,

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

57 Anneli Aejmelaeus, “Translation Technique and the Intention of the Translator,” in On the Trail
of the Septuagint Translators: Collected Essays (Kampen: Kok Pharos Publishing House, 1993), 66.

38 For an in-depth discussion of this criteria of the translational character of a text, see Emanuel
Tov, The Text-Critical Use of the Septuagint in Biblical Research, 3rd ed. (Winona Lake, IN: Eisenbrauns,
2015), 22-31.

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

0 Tov, Textual Criticism of the Hebrew Bible, 3rd ed. (Minneapolis: Fortress Press, 2012), 127.
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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.°!

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
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
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

61 Regarding the texts of each respective ancient witness, the Old Latin derives from Pierre
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. I1I: 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: luxta Vulgatam Versionem (Stuttgart: Bibelgesellschaft, 1994). English translations of these
texts will reflect my own rendering.

62 Although the beginning of this translation cannot be so easily determined, its completion was
likely at the close of the second century CE (Eva Schulz Fliigel, “The Latin Old Testament Tradition,” in
Hebrew Bible/Old Testament: The History of Its Interpretation, ed. Magne Sabg, vol. 1, pt. 1 [Gdttingen:
Vandenhoeck and Ruprecht, 1996], 645).

63 Paul V. M. Flesher and Bruce Chilton, The Targums: A Critical Introduction, SAIS 12 (Leiden:
Brill, 2011), 7.

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

% Tbid., 206.
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textual affiliation to the MT which became the standard Hebrew text in the late first
century CE.%6

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
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.8

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

Nonetheless, Jerome may have used other sources (e.g., OG, a’, and ¢”) to guide his

translation.”0

66 Tov, Textual Criticism, 149.

¢7 Sebastian Brock, The Bible in the Syriac Tradition, 2nd rev. ed. (Piscataway, NJ: Gorgias Press,
20006), 17.

8 Ibid., 23. To be sure, based upon textual similarities to the Targumim and the OG which differ
from the MT, the translators may have also consulted other sources outside of the MT for their translation.

% Tov, Textual Criticism, 153.

70 Tbid.
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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 xal (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; 24:27¢).! Lastly, such
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 més (6:5a, 20, 25; 9:3, 27a) and 6 vids (3:7, 17; 5:9a; 8:24, 27; 10:10; 21:34).7?
After an in-depth analysis of each plus, I placed them into one of four main categories:”
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

71 For a side by side comparison of these qualitative differences between the Greek and Hebrew
texts, see Appendix A.

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

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

(1) 2:12 M "H RIMAWD ARy xal viv dpboaté pot xlpiov ToV Bedy

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,
the Hebrew text presented reflects the MT7> juxtaposed to the Greek which follows
Rahlfs.”® Lastly, the word(s) shaded in gray indicate(s) to the reader which portion of the
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 4QJosh® 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,

74 The abbreviated titled Josh. is not added to the reference since it is assumed in the study.
75 Biblica Hebraica Stuttgartensia, 5th ed. (Stuttgart: Deutsche Bibelgesellschaft, 1997).

76 Whenever an English translation is provided for the MT, I will follow the ESV unless otherwise
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
may have been due to OG harmonization instead.



PART I1

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
(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.

(1) 1:15 | M RTIWR T Ewg dv xatamalday) xUplog 6 Beos Dy
D MRY Toug GOeAdols Dy

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

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

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

78 Tov, Textual Criticism, 221-26.
79 Gk. MS k omits 6 Bedg Huév.

80 OGB reads xUptog 6 Bedg Hudv. However, OGL as well as MSS FMN®athijlsuv(mg) read x0piog
6 Bedg Hudv. Margolis and Rahlfs also support the Ouév reading. The copyist of OGP likely confused Y with

H. If, on the other hand, OGS reflects the correct reading, the ‘M T Textual Error’ explanation would be
weakened considerably.

22



23

appeared thus: D2'MRS D398 M M2 WK TY. Due to the consonantal similarity
between 02'19R and the following word D2'MRY, the MT scribe inadvertently passed over
D2'1H9R yielding the present MT form: 02'nRS M i3 9w 7.8 Thus, what appears to

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

OG translator.®?

(2) 2:13 MIMRTINY TRTINT xal Tobs ddeddols wou xal mévTa TdY 0ixdy
D% WRD XY pou xal mdvta, Soa 20Ty avTols,

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” (MTY, "nnx).#* Although it is

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

1) The OG reflects the earlier; the Hebrew phrase 'n"a 52 n&1 was subsequently lost
during transmission by homoioteleuton®>—skipping from the 53 nx1, which would

have come before "', to the H2 NX1 before TWK.

81 So also Robert G. Boling, Joshua, AB (New York: Doubleday, 1982), 116; Holmes, 18.

82 Dittography is the erroneous doubling of a letter, letters, word, or words. The components that
are written twice are not always identical (Tov, Textual Criticism, 224).

83 Richard D. Nelson, Joshua: A Commentary, OTL (Louisville, KY: Westminster John Knox
Press, 1997), 28.

84 MTX, "ning ‘my sister’.

85 Homoioteleuton refers to the erroneous omission of a section influenced by the repetition of
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—T°aR m"a-52 NN AR NRT TARTTINY TAR NN

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—1"a 53 nX1 "NPMR DRI MR NN

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

In light of the frequency and proximity of the multiple n&1 sequence, as well as
the dual occurrence of 53 nx1, 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.3¢ Thus, the translator of the OG did not augment his translation to align
contextually with v. 18.87 Nor can one say, from the perspective of the OG, that the MT

copyist added "X N\,

(3) 2:16 D970 AW T Ewg @ dmoaTpéPwaty of xaTadlWKOVTES
nR) omiow Dudy, xal peta tadta...

Having let the messengers down from her house, Rahab charges them to hide in
the hills “until those who pursue affer you have returned.” The Hebrew reflects the same
exhortation except lacks the counter-part to émicw Vudv (02INR).% Two comparable
constructions occur within the immediate context: 2:5 (xatadiwéate dmiow adTaGvV/18T

0InR) and 2:7 (ol diwxovtes dmiow adTdv//DA™NKR ©'a770). In light of these comparable

86 Such a conflate reading is actually attested by OGAL and MSS MN®ad-hjklps—vx—ba, (to save
space, a—d stands for MSS abed, s—v stands for MSS stuv, etc.) Arm., reading xal Tobg ddeAdols pov xal Tag

] Iz \ A 1 o1
GOeAAg (o xal TaAvVTA TOV 0IXOV UOV.

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

8 MS k is the only Gk. MS which omits émiow Ouév.
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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

rendering” of the one word in MT (3n&) occurred by the translator;” 3) the MT copyist
skipped over Da™NK by homoioteleuton due to the final ;! or 4) D> INR fell out of from
MT due to its similarity with the following word 1.2 Given the translation technique

of OG Joshua which is often quite literal (at times slavishly s0),”} the Greek plus likely
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.

(4) 9:2f [MT 8:35] DWW Tois Gvdpdaty xai Tais yuvaikly
oM xal Tolg matolotg

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, fo the men and the women and
the children and the guests.” MT provides the same summary except it lacks the Hebrew

equivalent to OG 7ols qvopda (i.e., D'WIRA[1]). The retroversion from the Greek into
Hebrew may account for the absence of ©wiRrn[1] in the MT: quim owim owiarn[1]. The

graphical similarity between 0'wiRn[1] and 0'wim could have caused the MT to omit

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

% A. Graeme Auld, Joshua: Jesus Son of Naue in Codex Vaticanus, Septuagint Commentary
Series, ed. Stanley E. Porter, Richard S. H. Hess, John Jarick (Leiden: Brill, 2005), 100.

°1 Boling, 142.
92 Holmes, 21.

93 Seppo Sipild, Between Literalness and Freedom: Translation Technique in the Septuagint of
Joshua and Judges Regarding the Clause Connections Introduced by 1 and *>, PFES 75. Géttingen:
Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1999, 104.
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owiIRn[Y] via homoioteleuton.** Of course, it is possible that the OG translator, desiring

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

Tolg Gvdpaoty.®s In that passage, “men, women, little ones, and sojourners,” function

epexegetically providing further clarity to ‘the people.’

(5) 9:27b D2 VYINY DI xal xatéoTnoey adTods Inaols &v T nuépa
0" "2RW) D'RY 1201 RIND - éxelvy uoxdmous xal Vdpoddpous Tdoy TH
mm namy nh  cuwvaywydj xal 6 Buoieatypie Tol Heol Bid
tolito &yévovto oi xatoxolvres Tafawy
Eudoxdmot xal H3poddpot Tol BuaiaaTypiov
M oPn™TY  tol Beol Ewg T oNuepov Nuépag
..DipRIOR xal elg ToV Témov...

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: ©¥p *av:n WA *aw* i 12 Hy] Mo namm ah. ..
it o Ty [MnY® nam on varw Because the phrase min® nam appears twice, the most

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

of Mn* nam to the second occurrence, thus omitting the material retained in OG.%7

%4 Cf. Boling, 246.

% Concerning this possibility, Butler (90) notes: “Originally, the ‘assembly of Israel’ was probably
understood as being composed of men.” Accordingly, for MT to include o'wirn would be redundant.

96 The retroversion of Mmn* from tol ol may indeed seem peculiar, as the more lexically

equivalent of To feol retroversion would be o'19R(11). However, the OG translator elsewhere used 6 6gdg
when M (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 M with 6 fedc. Accordingly, my retroversion of M from Tof Beol seeks
to remain constistent with the translation technique of the OG translator.

97 Cf. Holmes, 49; Auld, LXX Joshua, 158.
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(6) 10:1 WS IHWn ) xal 871 adtoudlnoay of xatoixodvTeg
ORI NR 1123 TaBawy mpds Tnoodv xal mpds Iopanh

The OG reads, “and that the inhabitants of Gibeon had deserted®8 fo Joshua and to

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 mpog Inoolv xal appears to

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

adTopoAoay yap mpog Ingolv xal mpog Tovg viobs Iopanh. However, if the OG translator

sought to harmonize the text with the immediate context, one would expect to read mpog
ToUg viovs Iopan) instead of mpds Iopan.”® Instead of viewing 10:4 as evidence in favor of

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

the first occurrence of NX to the second, thus omitting pwir nx.'%

(7) 10:12 MPRDTNR MM DR 03 7] Huépe Tapédwxey 6 Beds TV Apoppaiov
SR 12 189 Omoyelprov Iopan), Hyixa cuvétpuley

adTovs év TaBawy xal cuvetpifnoay amd

NN mpoowmov vidv lapan), xal eimev Tnaods.

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

98 1t is unclear whether adTouéAnoav reflects a variant of the Heb. root obw (Soggin, 119) or
simply the translator’s attempt to crystallize the precise contextual meaning of nn*bwi.

9 Gk. MSS Fbdgnptway, Sah., and OL harmonize mpds IopanA to mpés Todg viods IopanA.

100 This is the position taken by Boling, 275 and Holmes, 49. Nelson, although offering both
positions as possible, leans towards OG harmonization (Nelson, 136). Butler, on the other hand, holds the
peculiar view that the translator’s addition of mpog ‘Ingoiv 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—12aw 179233 027 "
58w 13 185 (19m)—is lacking in MT. This OG plus is well attested among the Gk.
MSS.!2 Considering the dual appearance of 58w, the MT could have lost the OG plus

by haplography.'® Otherwise, it seems unlikely for the OG translator to add such
redundant information that neither harmonizes with any external frame of reference nor

provides more clarity or detail to a description.'*

(8) 10:32  M3MWR WInHanRI 29070 év otépart Sidous xal EEwAédpevaay avmiiy,
n1255 nwy=wR 593 8y tpdmov émolnoay T Aefva

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 xal ¢§wAébpevoay attiv. Although this Greek plus

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

precedes 13355 nwy 105532 in the MT. Three possibilties may account for the textual

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

101 Although the Heb. phrase 8w 12 218% at the outset of the verse closely parallels the Gk.
mpocwmov vidv Iopan at the end of the OG plus, 587w 112 185 likely appeared twice; the OG translator
simply provided a more interpretive rendering of the first occurence with dmoxelpiov (773) IopanA.

102 OGAL along with GN@acdgil-qtwxy only lack viév. MS d reads év TaPaw instead of év
Tafawy.

103 See also Butler, 109; Boling, 276; Nelson, 137; Soggin, 119; Holmes, 50. To be sure, based on
the lexical equivalents of Omoyelpiov Iopan), the Vorlage of the OG translator may have read 58w 722 (cf.

11:8) instead of MT 587w 12 1185, Regardless, the graphical similarity between 58w T2 and 58w" 213 is
still close enough to trigger a textual error.

104 Thus, Cooke’s assertion that the plus is “probably an amplification by the translators,” is a bit
tenuous (Cooke, 88).

105 Tn light of the key ancient witnesses (i.e., OG, S, T, V), 9w is likely the earlier form.
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translator harmonized his text;!° or 3) both the MT and OG reflect contrasting
haplographic omissions.!%7

In favor of 1) and 2), 10:28 and 10:40 both contain synonomous battle
descriptions which attest to OG plus xal ééwAébpeua{a]v and MT clause (wa3n 53 N
nnwIn). Since xat éwAébpeuca]v was absent in the OG translator’s Vorlage in 10:32, he
supplied xai éwAébpeua|alv to create consistency with the immediate context. By the

same token, the MT copyist supplied waan 53 NN 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 é£wAébpevoav and émoingav to their singular forms é£wAéfpeuaey and émoinoey

(cf. OGA, OGY, MSS GN@acvyasbs, Arm. and Sah.), the translator’s Vorlage may have

appeared thus—n325% Iwyp WK MK 0IMM 390 *85.108 Observe, then, the juxtaposed

OG Hebrew lorlage and the MT below:

OG: na1%H nwy WK A2 9w wain H3 X1 AmK onm 390 b
MT: 12155 nwp WK 12 WK woin 53 X[ AR 0]y 290 a5

Instead of assuming that the Greek plus xal éEwAébpeuaey adiv and the MT clause 53 N
wain are harmonizing expansions, it seems more likely that both textual traditions lost

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

106 Nelson (137) advocates a combination of the first and second possibility.
107 Boling, 290.

198 The singular form is more probable especially in light of the attestation of the ancient witnesses
to the singular verb forms throughout the verse.
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reading—év oTépatt Eidous xai EEwébpeuaey admij, xal méoav Ty Yuxiv v adTh, v
Tpémov €moinoay THv Aefva.
(9) 13:7-8a NRIA PIRDTNR PN NI xal viv uéptaov Ty Yiiv TadTy év
M1 OAWA NYWNY 17MI3 )Anpovopia Tals évvéa dulais xal TG Huicel
VIV dudiic Mavaooy: amd Tol Iopdavov Ewg T
:wInn Oaddoong THg meydAng xata duauas nAlov
dwaetg adTY, 1 Balaooa 1) peyady opiel.
Tals 08 000 duAals xal Té Nuioet GuATj
iny Mavagay ¢ Poufyy xai té T'ad
YT IR

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 1y (with
it) whereas the OG reads Tals 0¢ dVo dpulais xal 6 Nwioet duAiic Mavaooy (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 oy 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 nwinn vawn *¢n[1]. Furthermore, if "1

nwann vawn] of v. 8 was originally present in the translator’s Vorlage, the MT scribe
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could have skipped from the first occurrence in v. 7 to the second occurrence in v. 8.1%

See below.

Table 2.1. Comparison of MT with Retroverted Hebrew Vorlage
MT OG Vorlage

AWIN VIAWA RM 0AWN NYwnd AWINa VAW RM 0™AWN NYwno
AnR N wawn nnb Dman oo T Tan

:51En Snon
M MR | T IR AWING VAW RM DAV WY

Although this makes sense of the suffix, 1y is unattested among the major Gk. MSS.
Margolis, in his reconstructed Greek text, attempts to explain the existence of 1Y by
reading ...T¢ Nuloet duAiic Mavaooy 6 uéta to PouPny xal Tol Tud (Mwinn vawn xwn
"3 IR oY [WR]). If Margolis is correct, this might explain MT y; after the
haplography of 17711 to 7winn, the MT scribe may have attempted to make sense of the
remaining oY by adding the pronominal suffix 1, which alludes back to nwinn vawn *xn.

These speculations notwithstanding, what appears most certain is that the OG plus in v. 8
was lost by homoioteleuton of the MT scribe.

(10) 15:59 1PRoRY Niw N2l MM xal Mayapwd xal Babavau xai @exovy,
TP WY DWW phders £F xal af xBuat adTiyv-
Oexw xat Edpalba [alty éotiv Bableeu]
xal Gaywp xai Artay xat Koviov xal
Tatap xat EwPns xal Kapey xal Talep xal
Oebnp xat Mavoyw, mélelg Evdexa xal ai
x@pal avtiyv: KapiabBaak (alty % moAlg
ILapiu)

nmp &0 Hvammp

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

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

the Greek plus, the dual presence of ;" ¥m—once right before the Greek plus, and once

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

(11) 21:7 0w 19331 oM xal amo duliic ZaPoulwy ¥Anpwtl mélels
My oMY dwdexa.

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 /ot 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 x\npwti''? (Heb. 5133) which is well attested
among the Gk. MSS, albeit with minor variations.!!'* KAnpwti only appears three other

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 xAnpwti in

110 Soggin, 178.
111 Boling, 380.

112 See Nelson, 185; Boling, 390; Butler, 181; Rosel, 12. Cooke considers this Gk. plus significant
since, “without it, the important district of which Bethlehem forms a center would be unaccountably passed
over” (Cooke, 151).

113 Margolis (xAnpwret).

114 MSS kx lack ¥Anpwti. MS a2 (xAnpovtt); OGE and MS 1 (xAypwtn); MSS hbq (xAnpwtar). MS m
(&v xAnpw—perhaps attempting to accord with the more lexically equivalent, and thus more literal, Gk.
rendition of 5712 [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)!15 the last clan, the Merarites, likely

received their cities by lot as well.!'¢ The retroversion of the Greek into Hebrew—nvnm

AWK DNW 0P 9733 191ar—may explain the loss of 932, The graphical similarity

117

between 15121 and 5132 could have triggered a haplography,''’ especially if the words

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

(12) 21:9 1w 2 nvnm xal ) Gudn vidv Supewy kat & Tis PuAis
o™Wwn NR - LiGY Beviaww tag moAels

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''8 the tribe of the sons of Benjamin gave the cities.”'!? In light of the account given by
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

115 That the OG translator committed homoioarcton in 21:6—omitting 5132 due to the 2 of jwaa—
is taken for granted.

116 Cf. MT 1 Chron. 6:47: 77w 'nw 0™ 5713 191ar nonm.

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

118 Syntactically, the occurrence of &6 is peculiar. If OG Josh. 21:9 read like the MT (i.e., xal
€dwxev amd Tiis duliic vidv Touda xal amd THs GUATjS LIGY Supewy xat amd TH duMiic vidv Beviau Tag
moAetg), amé 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 4nd of source does not fit the
context, I defer to the NETS translation, which renders &mé partitively.

119" and ¢ lack this plus. This is, however, unsurprising as o” employed a quite literalistic
approach to translating a Heb. text which was likely closer to the MT than the earlier OG Vorlage, and ¢’,
although less literal than a’, was also working from a text that was closer to MT. Nevertheless, the witness
of a” and ¢” show that j1"12 "33 VA PPNPW A2 VPR was absent from the MT text by the second or third
century CE. Syh.: pmsmsars <sian cassars \ar «=a (= MT). Most Gk. MSS support this plus with
slight variation. MSS gnpta,, along with Arm. and Sah., read % ¢uly in place of amd T¥ig duAiis (likely to
accord grammatically with 7 duln viédv Zugewy as the subject of €dwxev).
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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, 172712 "33 700m PPHRw 112 700N

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;!2! 3) neither the chronicler nor the
OG translator made use of the other but, rather, the MT copyist inadvertently omitted

1272 712 nvnm due to the frequent occurrence of 7VNM.122 The second possibility seems
unlikely considering the grammatical discrepancy between £3wxev (Josh. 21:9) and
gdwxav (1 Chron. 6:50), and the absence of the Greek xAnpwti (or év ¥Ajpw) for the
Hebrew counter-part 533 and émd Tijs Guldic vidv Beviewv 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, jm732 32 nvnn was likely present in the translator’s Vorlage but

subsequently lost in MT transmission.

120 Tronically, in the Gk. version of 1 Chron. 6:50 &mo Tfis duAfis vidv Beviawy is unattested.

121 This is the view held by Nelson (235). Although Butler leans towards the originality of the Gk.
plus, he nevertheless concedes the possibility of a later Gk. copyist inserting the reference to Benjamin
(Butler, 221).

122 See Boling, 221.
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(13) 21:36a AN DW... ... TOAELS TETTQPES.

1 [36] xal mépav Tod Topdavou Tol xatd
13RI R Tepiyw €x THg duliic PouPrny

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,'?3 out of the tribe of Reuben...” The Vorlage of the

translator likely appeared thus: 12187 70R7 1™ 777°75 92pm1. Given that the most

reliable MT witnesses depict the loss of vv. 36-37 by homoioteleuton'?*—triggered by the

occurrence of YR 0™ at the end of v. 35 and YaIR 0™ at the end of v. 37—t 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,'%

the initial prepositional clause ¥1*3* 779"1% 93P may have existed in the Vorlage of OG

translator, thus reflecting the earliest reading.'?® Additionally, a parallel account in Joshua

20:8— xal év ¢ mépav ol lopddvou//im 177nH Maym—Ilocating Bezer “beyond the

Jordan east of Jericho,” gives further support to the originality of the Greek plus. 27

123 Whenever the location 1171 177°1(5) occured in the Heb., the OG translators would render it
with ol Topddvou xaté Iepiyw (with or without the article Tod). The insertion of the preposition xaté, which

has no textual equivalent in any of the occurences in Heb., is an unequivocal pattern in the OG. Perhaps
xatd 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.
124 Accordingly, in BHS, vv. 36-37 appear in the margin.
125 Nelson, 236.

126 OGAL, OL, along with MSS gmnqv[mg]y support this plus. OGP reads Iepetywv instead of
Ieptyw. 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.

127 Had not there been the occurrence of the significant haplography of vv. 36-37, one could very
well speculate that the OG translator harmonized 21:36a with 20:8.
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(14) 22:32 T37I2 DRI 2IRTID DR 4o TéY vidy PouPyy xal amd Tév vidy Tad
xal amo Tol Nulgovs duAijs Mavaaay
012 PIROR TN PIRD x yiic Tadaad els yiv Xavaay

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 n&n the OG plus (7vN ¥ DR

nwin) could have fallen out of the MT by homoioarcton.128

(15) 22:34b "2 1nia RIN TV Maptiptov 0Ty dva péoov adTiy 6Tt
o8N MY xptog 6 Beds adTEY 20T,

The OG reads, “it is a witness between them!29 that the Lord is their God,”

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

‘their.”130 Margolis explains a0Tév as the “translator’s expansion.”!3! However, it seems
more likely that the OG translator erroneously read 01981 in his Vorlage as DinbR[n].

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

counter-part in the MT.

128 To be sure, one may indeed argue that the omission of nWwin 7VA *¥N NRMI is original based on
the principle lectio difficilior (i.e., the more difficult reading is preferable).

129 Although there is a textual discrepancy between the pronominal suffixes of the Gk. dva péoov

avtév and the Heb. 1'na'a, I will not discuss that here in light the focus of the pluses analyzed as noted in
the introduction (see §1.2.4.).

130 OG* along with MSS N®adeijlnptuv(mg)wz(mg)b, read 6eds instead of 6 Hedg.

131 Margolis, 445.



RIN DTOR M
D221 DA
[D2719%n onk wW™in]

(16) 23:5

oYM
MY 12T TWRD DRIRTIY
:097 02O

37

xUplog O¢ 6 Beds Vv, olTog égorebpelaet
adToUg AT TPOTWTOU UKV,

Ewg Qv AmoAwvTaL, Xl ATOoTEAEL adTOlS TQ
Onpla & &ypia, Ewg &v Egodebpelon adTols
xal ToUg PaciAels alTdV 4md mpoowmou
Vv,

xal XATAXAYPOVOUNTATE THY YV adTEY,
xafa ElaAnoey xhplog

6 Bedg D&Y DV,

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 Da7a%n onR WM between OG and MT,!32 the final prepositional phrase

at the end of the OG plus 0371891 —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 037181 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

132 The OG translator may have omitted 02185m Dn& WM by homoioteleuton of D37385n.

133 See also Lev. 26:22 where wild beasts are turned against Israel as covenant curse.
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(17) 24:4b-5a 17 123 2pY xal laxwf xat ot viol adTol xatéPBrnoav eig
’ " b4 AR 4 3 ~ 2 b4 14
omRn  Alyumtov xal éyévovto éxel eig €0vos uéya
xal TOAD xal xpatatév. (5) xal éxaxwoay
avTovs ol AlyumTiol,

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.”!3* In Hebrew, the translator’s Vorlage

presumably would have appeared as such: 271 5173 "15 oW 1A ©RA 1TY 1IT APYN
ovrnn onR (W) uyn (o) nprm. Those familiar with Deuteronomy will quickly

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

nen T [5] | [5] xal xatéPy eig Alyvmtov [4] xaTéPnoav eig AtyvmTov
N OV I | xal mapwxnoey éxel v aplfud
viah oW VR | Ppaxel xal dyéveto éxel els #vos | xal Eyévovto éxel elg EBvog
227 DIRY 713 | péya xal mAdjfog moAb xal péyar | wéye xal moAb xal xpataidv.
DRRA UNR W [6] | [6] xal éxaxwaay Huds ol [5] xal éxaxwoay adTols of
Aiyimtiot Aiyimtiot

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

134 This plus is well attested among the Gk. MSS. However, OGL, MSS degnsx, and Syh. read
¢yéveto instead of éyévovto (perhaps to coincide with Deut. 26:5).
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narrative.'3 Even though such an explanation is not altogether impossible,'3¢ a much

simpler explanation exists. That is, the MT copyist wrote down 0™ ¥n at the end of v. 4
and began to write the words following the o™ xnn at the end of the Greek plus due their
graphical similarity.!37 Thus, the Greek text likely reflects the earlier reading.

(18) 24:17 RINATOR M2 xdprog 6 Beds Hudv, adtds Beds EoTiv: adTos

ANR NOURD dvijyayey Huds

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,'?® &e is God.” The MT,

however, lacks the Hebrew counter-part to adtog febs éotiv.139 Does this reflect an

expansion on the part of the OG translator? 4’ Retroverting the Greek into Hebrew may

provide the answer and explain the origin of this Greek plus—i.e., D'9R X171 12798 M

11n& nHynn R10. The graphical similarities between 8171 1215R and 817 019K, along with

135 See Cooke, 215. However, some noticable discrepancies exist between OG Deuteronomy 26:5—
6 and Joshua 24:4-5 which weakens the possibility of interpolation. First, note the differences between
uéya xal mAMiflog ToAd xal péya (Deut. 26:5) and péya xal moAb xai xpatatéy (Josh. 24:4b). Second, Joshua
lacks the adverbial clause év dptBud Ppayet (Opn 'Nna). Third is the grammatical discrepancy between
‘us’ (Deut.) and ‘them’ (Josh.).

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

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

138 N.B. the OG lacks the counter-part ydp (67t) to *3. This may reflect a Hebrew Vorlage which

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 (Sipild, 165).

139 Few Gk. MSS omit adtés Beds éotwv (i.e., OGL and MSS gnw). OGO and Eth. support OG.

140 Cf. Auld, LXX Joshua, 224.
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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 X171 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 8171 1'79% twice but
apparently changed 11n9% to 09K, 4! Some suggest that the plus arose out of the
translator’s ignorance of the syntactical function of ®171.'42 If such were the case,

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

Joshua 2:11—o°mH8 8111 onhR mim—where it appears the translator knew quite well the
function of 8171.!% Of the three explanations above, homoioteleuton by the MT copyist

appears the most viable.

141 This may explain why Gk. MS ¢ reads adtdg fedg Huév (= 8171 1319R) instead of adds Beds
éoTiv.

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

143 See also 13:14 (inma R0 HRIW? 198 Mim//xdplog 6 Beds Iopanh, adtog [OGA] adtéy
xAnpovopia); and 23:5 (D2181 DOTT RIN DR M/xbplog 88 6 Beds Hudv, adtos [OGA] &ohebpedaet
adTovg amd Mpoawmou UEV).



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.

(1) 2:12 M *H RIMWAWD AR xal viv dpboaté pot xlplov ToV Bedy

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 M
O'9R never occurs by itself in MT Joshua.!'** Because of this, some Gk. MSS emended

xUptov oV Bedv to xlptov Tov Hedv uwv.!4 As there is no apparent textual trigger which

144 That is, whenever 058 M occurs, it is always in conjunction with a pronominal suffix (3rd
Person [2x]; 2nd person [19x]; 1st person [17x]) or followed by “of Israel” (13x).

145 See OGL, MSS d-gijnprstvwz, and Sah.
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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 xUptog 6 Ogog of v. 10.146
(2)2:20  1npIYH WK TOVIWA DPI 1 géoéueba afdol T4 Spxw oov TOUTW
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 To0Tw

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 (=
eduma~y <am ~d=a=) and V (ab hoc iuramento quo adiurasti nos). Margolis suggests

that ToUTw is an implication!47 of the full Hebrew phrase 1anyawn awK, which follows
Tnpawn in the MT.148 There are two problems with this conclusion. First, in the
preceding verse, the OG appears to expand MT 0'p1 111K to 717 TNPIAWN 0PI MR
(Muels 0t abéior Té Spxw gou TovTw). 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., TNYaIWN 1INIR O'P1
n1) but also contains the relative clause 11nyawn awK. This would suggest that 717 is not

necessarily an implication of 13NYawWn WK. 149

146 Tn v. 10, the MT copyist could have lost 0198 by homoioarcton, skipping from the first & of
o'rHR to the & of nR (cf. Boling, 142).

147 Implication is the act making explicit information implicit.
148 Margolis, 31.

149 By the same token, this suggests that 11npawn WK does not necessarily reflect an explication
of nm.
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Although this plus receives support from V and S, the addition of ToUTw most
likely reflects a harmonization in light the preceding context of v. 20 (Tobg Adyous Nu&v
ToUTOUS) as well as the surrounding context of vv. 17 and 19. In all three verses, Té& Gpxw
oov is modified by ToUTw whereas, in the MT, i1 only modifies Tnpawn once out of the

three occurrences.!>? Thus, the shorter reading of the MT should be preferred as the
original.!>!

(3) 8:18a TWR 11723 nvy “Extewov T xelpd gou év 6 yaiow T6
WOR 7773 €y T xelpl gov Emt TV TOAWY

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 7'p11 as *pi7 (or the MT copyist explication), OG
supplies 77 [NR] after nvl. Among the Gk. MSS, this plus is well attested.!52 Holmes
presumes the MT “revisor” omitted 77153 Since, however, there appears to be no

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 (xal

g&étewvey Tnools Ty xelpa adtod) and MT v. 19 (3710 mvid).

150 Cf. Gk. MSS F and ¢ who harmonize vv. 17, 19, and 20 as the conflate reading éo6ueba 0ot
76 Spxw aou @ dpxtoag Auas. Cf. Gk. MSS dktx who harmonize vv. 17 and 20 in the same manner as above.

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

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.”

152 Only MS x lacks v xelpa gov.

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

supplied T)v xeipa gou to the LORD’s injunction in order to create a connection between
Moses and Joshua.!5* The phrase 77° n& 7031 occurs only four times throughout the MT,

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).!5 Surely the vanquishing of 12,000
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.

(4) 8:18b NAINR T2 el yap tas xelpas oov mapadédwxa adTRY
xal & #vedpa eavacTioovTal &v TdyeL éx

YYIn 01 Tod Témou alTdY xal égéTetvey ool
PYRTOR IR 103 Ty xelpa adTod, Tov yaioov, éml Ty Moy

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

154 See also MT 14:2 compared to OG—nwn T72//2v xeipt ‘Inood.

155 Additionally, o1 appears with 7 three other times but without the direct object marker n&
(Exod. 7:19; 10:12; 10:21)—these also pertain to the LORD instructing Moses.

156 See Van Der Meer, (“Joshua,” 97) for specific examples. By the same token, it would be highly
unlikely that an MT copyist would intentionally omit the words of the LORD.
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predictive line xal ta gvedpa éavaatroovtal &v Tdxet éx Tol Témov alTéY 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.
(5) 9:1b 10127 MR AND xal ol Xettaiot xat ot Xavavaiot xat ol

1N man epelaior xat of Evaior xal of Apoppaiol kal
012 of Iepyeaaior xai of Iefovoaiot,

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. Oi I'epyeoaiot 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 "W 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 *wx13m after OG translation? Nonetheless, in the absence of any clear
textual trigger, which could have caused the omission of *w373, the more viable

explanation for this plus is OG harmonization.

157 Cf. Deut. 20:17 where the OG translator makes the same addition.
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(6) 9:2¢ [MT 8:34] 17iR1 7903 1NIN92D xath TAVTA TG Yeypaupéva v T6 véuw
Muwvaij

As the kings rallied together to make war against the Israelites (MT: immediately
after the king of A1 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—3 BifAos Tol vépov//nnn 180
(1:8); &v 6 BiPAiw Tol vopov Mwvuai/mwn nin 9802 (23:6); BifAiov, véuov Tol
Beoli//onbR NN 180 (24:26). 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
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 Mwvg7j to harmonize the

158 MT: 70 a0 (1:8; 8:34); nwn nin 120 (8:31; 23:6); 158 NN 180 (24:26); nwn N
(8:32). OG: 1 Bifrog Tol vépou (1:8); & BiPAiew Tod vépuov Mwvuci (23:6); BiBAiov, vépov Tod Beol (24:26);
76 vépw Mwuai (9:2b, c, e).
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phraseology with 9:2b (&v 1@ vépew Mwuc#j)!>® and the MT supplied 180 perhaps to
assimilate to Deuteronomic phraseology. !¢’

(7) 9:10b ninPWYa WK O xatoxel év Aotapwd xat év Edpaiv

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!6! in “Ashtaroth and in Edrain,” whereas the MT says, “Ashtaroth.”162 The Hebrew

place name 77X occurs four times in MT Joshua, of which each is reflected in the

OG.!6* This description of Og king of Bashan, as attested in OG, appears almost
identically in MT Deuteronomy 1:4 which reads *»7T82 0nwya 2w WK {wan 7on »y
(Qy Bagiréa T Baoav Tov xatouioavta év Actapwld xal év Edpaiv).!%

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.16

However, in light of the immediate context, the translator sought to harmonize the

159 Here, the MT phraseology agrees with OG except “the Book”™—nwn nmn 9503 2102).

160 Although 950 is, indeed, employed elsewhere in MT Joshua, the designation 71NN 980 occurs
most frequently in Deuteronomy (cf. Deut. 28:61; 29:20; 30:10; 31:26).

161 N.B. xatwxet which appears to be an interpretive addition to make the ellipsis of 2w[1]" explicit
(cf. S [ o8] and V [qui erat] which make the same addition).

162 Besides the inner-Gk. variations of Edpatv, this reading is well attested among the Gk. MSS:
OGB (Edpaeiv); MSS In (Edpary); OGE and MSS qr (Adpacwv); Margolis and MS x (Edpaet).

163 Edpatv is technically present in OG 19:37 but due to graphical confusion, *y178 was construed
as "YIDON\.

164 See also Num. 21:34 for comparable usage of 2wy WK,

165 Butler, 98; Boling, 258.
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peculiar absence of *p77X2 with 12:4, 13:12, and 13:31 which speak of Og king of

Bashan dwelling in both Ashtaroth and Edrei by supplying [xai] év Edpaiv.

8) 11:2 7iDRn WK 0a9RA9R] xal mpds Tobs Pactdels Tods xatd TidGva
903 TV peyainy, eis ™V Opetviy

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 ToUg xata Zidéva from the retroverted Hebrew
— 913 Na_ TR WK 07500 981 The OG translator misread 119%n (toward the north) in
his Vorlage as 77°¥n (by Sidon).!® Having thus read n7'¥n and because 11:8 mentions
121 7R, the OG translator supplied the modifier Ty peyadny to harmonize Zidévae with

the immediate context.

(9) 11:15 71 ME=IWR 590 737 1o N7 00 mapéPy 0oty amd mavTwy, wv guvétadey
nwnTnR  adtéd Movafs

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 Twn NR M* MX WK at the beginning of v.

15, the OG logically follows the immediately preceding clause ywin’ Nk nwn M 2. In

light of the lack of support among the ancient witnesses for the OG plus, as well as the

witness of the Gk. MSS (OG# and FN@®aiklrv[mg]yasbz) which favor MT, the plus does

166 Hence, ¢” and ¢” xata Boppav. Cf. Cooke, 100.
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may not reflect the earlier reading.!®” Rather, it may reflect the translator’s desire to

harmonize it with the preceding clause.!68

(10) 21:1 niaR w1 W Kat mpognAbooay ol dpyimatpiéitat Tév
o190 vidy Asut

Here, the OG reads, “the sons of Levi,” while the MT reads, “the Levites.” The
tribal designation 0" appears fourteen times in MT Joshua of which the OG uses O
Acvitau as the lexical equivalent except 18:7 and 21:40. The description "% 133, however,
only occurs one time in MT Joshua (21:10) which agrees with OG (Tt&v vidv Aeut).

Although the OG plus of 21:1 is supported by V (accesseruntque principes familiarum

Levi) and Syh. (&) ,a1), it is more probable that the OG translator sought to harmonize
o5 in his Vorlage with the 21:10 7% 232, No other evidence in the Hebrew MSS can be

adduced to support a text critical error in the MT.!¢

167 To be sure, it is certainly possible that not all Gk. MSS were aware of the MT; some Gk. MSS
could have made the change towards the MT while others (perhaps earlier readings) may have kept &v

ouvétatey adté Mwuafjs. In order to determine this, one would need to ascertain the antiquity of the OG
variation itself, which may warrant a separate thesis entirely.

168 Cf. also Josh. 1:7b and 9:2f [MT 8:35] which may have provided further contextual incentive.
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.”

169 Thus, Butler’s suggestion that ‘sons’ may have originally belonged in both formulas is unlikely
(Butler, 221).
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xal eDAOYnoay Tov Bedv vidv Iopani

wal elmay unxétt dvaBiival mpds adTols
eig mé\epov éolebpelioal T yijv

Tév vidv Poufyy xal Tév vidv Tad xat Tod
Nrigoug duAiic Mavaoay. xal xatwxyoay
Em alTYS.

xal émwvépacey ‘Ingols Tov Pupdy Tév
PouPny xal tév Tad xal ol Huicovs duliic
Mavagay xal eimev 611 Maptipidy 0Tty
ava péaov adT@V 8Tt xUpLog

6 Bedc av TRV éaTiv.

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

nwIn 1N '¥n NXN can be explained by homoioarcton, the absence of Nwin nvn *¥xmM in

vv. 33 and 34 cannot be explained as such. If, on the one hand, an earlier MT copyist

inadvertently omitted the first occurrence of nwin 7vA *¢n 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.

170 Recall, the present study is primarily concerned with quantitative variations not qualitative
variations. Thus, for the sake of the analysis, | am ignoring the stark translational variation between the OG
and MT 22:34 (i.e., the plural 187" [the sons of Reuben and Gad] and the singular énwvépacey [Joshual;

xal eimev which is an explication).
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(12) 24:14 WK OTORTR 10 %:Z‘l meptéreade Todg Beods Tobg aMoTpious,
D2'MIAR 7AYol éAaTpevaay of TaTEpes DUV

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

—237 158 nR 17°0m. The word 9217, which is absent in MT 24:14, appears later in MT

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 Tovg aMoTpious in v. 14 to coincide with v. 23.
Additionally, the translator may have been further inclined to do so, since 7217 is always
included in the phrase *n& n& 17°01 (cf. Gen. 35:2; Judg. 10:16; 1 Sam. 7:3; 2 Chr.
33:15).
(13) 24:27¢ D2 oRa pYnanTe fvixa éav Yedovade xupiw 6 Oed wou
This stone of witness mentioned above, would be a witness against the people
whenever they dealt falsely with “the LORD, my'”' God.” OG Kupiw does not have a

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 (casm\~ ~s1=5).172 As it
would be quite aberrant for an MT copyist to purposefully omit M, and since there is no
clear textual trigger to cause its omission, xvpiw arose at the hands of the OG translator to

create further emphasis as has been the case in this verse.

17 As mentioned in the §1.2.4. of this paper, I will not be discussing variations in pronouns/
pronominal suffixes such as depicted here between the Heb. pronominal suffix 13- and the Gk. pronoun yov.

172 The plus is also attested by Gk. MSS gnptw.
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Be that as it may, the syntagmatic features of MT Joshua may provide another

explanation. Whenever 0'19& occurs with a pronominal suffix in MT Joshua (43x), it is
almost always preceded by mi»—with the exception of 9:23 and 24:27c¢. In light of this
consistency of formulaic expression, the OG translator may have supplied xuvpiw 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.

(1) 2:3b [7798] oxan owirD wevin "Efdyaye Tobs dvdpag Tobg
27 IRAWR  elomemopeupévous el THY oixiay cou THY
voxTa

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 182 WX TR in the Greek, the reading v vixta (= [1]5n)
finds support from S (=u\\s). 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.!”3

Either way, the OG translator supplies v vixta for specification.

173 This may be evidenced by the absense of T vixta in OG 2:2 which is present in the MT, the
longer reading of MT v. 3 182 9wR 798 which may reflect a conflate reading (Holmes, 19), and the textual
support from S which otherwise tends to agree with MT.
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) 2:10 o™MeRn 0INRYA  §te égemopeteade éx Yl AtydmTou

According to the Hebrew, OG should read éte égemopeteade ¢ Alyvmou;!"™ but
here, as well as other passages (e.g., 5:6, 24:7), OG supplies the genitive noun y#g
between éx and Alydmtov.!” This reading is unlikely the original as the Hebrew
equivalent of éx y#jg AlydmTou (0™%n PIRN) occurs only one time in MT Joshua

(24:17);176 it simply reflects the translator’s tendency toward “full phrase.”!”7 There is

also the possibility, albeit unlikely, that éx y#j¢ AiybmTou arose from an inner-Greek

corruption of éx tfi¢ Alydmrou (cf. OG Amos 3:9).!7

3) 5:9 naTn Ny nivs 0P By tf ojpepoy fuépa ddetlov Tov
020 oMYn  Svediopdv AlydmTtov dd’ Hudv.

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

54

reads 01 which idiomatically means ‘Today.” The Greek construct auepov Nuépa occurs

nine other times in OG Joshua whose Hebrew counter-part is almost always 111 o1

(Josh. 4:9; 5:9; 6:25; 9:27; 10:27; 13:13; 22:3; 22:29; 24:31). If in fact, 7 was original

174 Hence OGAL, MSS M®adghik—qtuxy, Arm., and Syh.

1751n 24:17, S diverges from the MT in a similar way reading pige=os =i = instead of o=
eie> (so also OG* and MSS MNGO).

176 To be sure, it is not impossible for an MT copyist to have committed homoioarcton, skipping
from the first 1 prefixed to PR to the second n of 0™¥nN especially since the consonant cluster I8 and ¥

look relatively similar. If, however, this were the only instance when the OG reads éx y#j¢ Aiydmtou while
the MT reads o™xnn, textual error of the MT copyist would be a more viable possibility.

177 Butler, 26.

178 Graphical confusion between I and T was quite common in the Uncial MSS.

ly
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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

anuepov to év T anuepov Nuépa. 7

@) 6:7a DYnoR NN xal eimey adtoic Méywy Mapayyeilate 6
PYNTNR 1201 31720 Aal mepteAbely xal xuxAdoal TV ToAY

As mentioned in the discussion of Textual Error plus (4), the OG plus

[Mapayyeidate 6 Aad likely arose by the MT copyist omitting the Hebrew equivalent due
to homoioteleuton. However, the preceding Aéywv introducing the direct discourse, was
supplied for grammatical reasons.'® For similar instances of this grammatical addition
see 2:4; 4:7; 10:24; and 15:18.

(5) 8:24 SR Niva2 NN xal b ématoavto of viol IopanA

The OG reads, “sons of Israel,” whereas the MT simply reads, “Israel.” This plus

is one of several other instances when OG reads ot viol IopanA in the absence of the
Hebrew counter-part 132.!8! Although some of these pluses can be attributed to textual

error by a subsequent MT copyist (e.g., 10:10, 11),'3? there are no textual triggers in this

179 1t is interesting, though, that no Gk. MSS omit or emend this reading. Furthermore, OG
receives partial support the Syh. (~asasy ~=aus).

180 Perhaps later MT copyists made the same grammatical move in 3:6, 8.
181 Cf, 3:7, 12, 17; 8:27; 10:10. See also 17:7, 17; 21:1, 12, 34 for similar additions of oi viol.

182 Dye to the graphical similarity of 18 from 185 and "12.
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context which would have caused a textual error. Moreover, since the translator has

elsewhere tended towards “full phrase,” ol viol in this context is essentially ampliative.!83

(6) 9:27a DM 7IRW) D'¥Y "0 RIND D2 eV T uépa exelvy Euloxdmoug xal
N7V 00poddpous mday T cuvaywyd

Similar to the addition of ol viol to IopanA, so also the OG translator supplies the
adjective mag 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 17 535—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 maoy for greater
emphasis. 184

(7) 14:13 nomY N33 2997 6 Xadep vid Iedovvn viod Kevel v xMijpw

Here, the OG refers to Caleb as “the son of Jephunneh, the son of Kenez (11p 12),”

while the MT lacks “the son of Kenez.” This plus is supported by all Gk. MSS, albeit
with subtle variations.!85 Holmes perceives this as a later insertion in light of vv. 6 and 14

(cf. 6 Kevelalog).!8¢ Although it is rather peculiar that the translator, within the same
contextual frame of reference, would describe Caleb as ¢ Kevelalog (v. 6) then viol Kevel

(v. 13) then o Kevelaiov (v. 14), the additional description viol Kevel was included to fill

183 For instances where the MT exhibits similar variations see 4:5; 5:6; 7:23; 21:1.
184 For instances where the MT reads 9 when the OG does not, see 1:4, 7, 18; 2:3, 9, 19; 9:24.

185 OGBL and MSS hqr (vi§ Keved); OGA (16 Kevelaid); Margolis and Rahlfs (viod Keved); O (16
Kevar{ad); MS n (Kevalaid).

186 Holmes, 59.
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out the text.!'” If, however, the OG read vi& Iepovwy 76 Kevelaud (cf. OGA, ©, and MS

n), the description could reflect a harmonizing addition.

8) 17:4 nnh nwing my M O Bedg évereidato Bl yelpds Mwuoj dodvar
non1 1% iy xdypovouiay

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 min® for Oedg, the OG plus reflects the
idiomatic Hebrew phrase nwn 7°2. 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'8

(MwnT 871), and Syh. (mxa=s ~x~s) which may legitimate its originality. Only Gk.

MSS gmn omit xetpos from their translation.
Nonetheless, due to the idiomatic nature of nwn T3, it is difficult to discern

whether or not the OG reflects the original. Since throughout the book, the OG at times

renders Nwn 72 with the Greek equivalent év (01&) yetpt Mwuoij (e.g., 21:2; 22:9) and at

other times captures the essence of the expression with the dative of instrumentality

clause o Mwucij (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.

187 So also Butler, 169. There is the rare possibility that the OG translator, anticipating 735 32 2535
15M15 "mpn in v. 14, translated the full phrase twice though it was only present in v. 14 (Boling, 353).

188 MSS a (Tiberian Add. 26879) and b (Biblia Rabbinica).



58

(9) 17:16 77 137 Ry N5 901 12 1K xal eimay Ot dpxéoet uly 10 Spog T
Edpaip

The OG reads, “And they said, “Mount Ephraim (228K 97) is not enough for us,”
whereas the MT reads, “The people of Joseph!%? said, “The hill country is not enough for
us.” Out of the seven occurrences of [10] &pog [T0] Edpaip in OG Joshua, only 17:16
lacks the Hebrew counter-part 0388 9. 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 70 épog with 7o
Edpaip.1%0

(10) 22:13 awoR1a onraTny Ty e Pees viov EXealap viol Aapwy tol
1190 apylepws

Similar to Amplification plus (7) above, the OG includes “son of Aaron” in the
MT description of Phinehas son of Eleazar. This full description j271 197R 12 Y5 12
appears eight times in the MT (six times in Numbers [3:32; 4:16; 17:2; 25:7, 11; 26:1]"!
and once in Ezra [7:5]). Within MT Joshua, it occurs once (24:33) but without }7237.192 In

the absence of 71X 13, the partial description j727 “1YHR appears seven other times

189 N.B. MT supplies 701 13 to make the subjects of 18" explicit. For other such instances of
explication in the MT, see also 1:2 and 1:14.

190 See Boling, 417, and Nelson, 200. OG* and MSS N® omit this plus.

191 Yet, even within MT Numbers, the partial description 17127 91p5R appears (17:4; 19:3, 4; 26:3,
63;27:2,19,21,22;31:6, 12, 13, 21, 26, 29, 31).

192 Tn 24:33 S appears to reflect a conflate reading of MT and OG—~sma caim is ma waalwa
du= (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 viol Aapwv.
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.!%?

(11) 24:15 MR TAVI 021 23R yw € xal ¥ oixla pou AaTpeloouey xupiw,
6TL ary1og 0TIy

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 8171 w17 *3, is lacking in the MT.
However, within the same chapter in v. 19, the MT reads 8177 w1Tp 0198 "2 (for he is a

holy God). In light of this contextual feature, the OG translator supplied 6Tt ayiog €Ty to

intensify the crescendo of Joshua’s message.!**

(12) 24:25 DIW3a LAWY P vépov xal xpiow v Sniw EVemiov THg
oxnvijs Tol Beol TopanA.

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

193 Butler, 240.
194 Butler, 264. Cf. Tov, “Midrash-Type Exegesis,” 162.

195 The phrase tfi¢ oxnviic Tol feol Iopanh does not occur elsewhere within either Gk. or Heb.
biblical texts. A similar phrase axnvnv ol xuptod occurs only three times (1 Kgs. 2:28, 29, 30).
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the immediate context of Joshua 18:1 where the tent (Tnv oxnviv) 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 (jow 5nR).”19

(13) 24:27a MR DR NYRY RN 8T adTdS dxjxoey mavTa T& AeyBévta adTd
0L 92T WK M OO xuplov, & T EAGANTEY TPOg NKdS
aHEPOY
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 orjuepov (today).!”” Although no Gk. MSS omit or emend this plus, it
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
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.

(14) 24:27b ATV 022 A xal oTar obTog €v Uiy eis wapTUplov
EoXATWY TRV NUEPRY,

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

appeared thus: D1 n"INR2 7YY 022 N8 AL Although the phraseology n™nxa

196 According to A. Graeme Auld, the OG translator may have added the prepositional phrase to
make sense of the following dmévavtt xuplov in v. 26 (Auld, LXX Joshua, 226).

197 For a similar temporal marker addition, see Joshua 7:19.

198 This appears to be a Tendenz of the OG translator since D1 appears 78x in MT Joshua while
aAjuepov or fuépa appear 82x in OG Joshua.

199 See OL: et hic erit vobis in testimonium in novissimis diebus (‘“And this shall be a witness in
your midst in the last days”).
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o' would later bear significant eschatological overtones in the prophetical books, its

employment here is more likely to contextualize, as was the case for the addition of
anuepov in the preceding clause.20 That is, ém° éoyatwy TGV Nuepdv builds upon anuepov
intimating, “whatever the LORD has spoken to us foday 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
201

simply a report of the past history.

(15) 24:33a 12 o1 Kai éyéveto peta tadita xai Exealup vidg
nn R Aapwv (0 apylepevs) ETEAEUTNOEY

In the final verse of Joshua, the OG introduces the narrative section with the
temporal marker, “and it happened after these things,”292 before describing how Eleazar
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 1K 1" when

Joshua was being collected with Judges which begins with "In& *11"1.203 As this possibility

200 Cf. Auld, LXX Joshua, 226 who views ém’ éoyatwy TGV Nuepv as an “eschatological plus.”
201 Bytler, 265.
202 All Gk. MSS attest to xat éyéveto peta Tadta.

203 Of course, this suggestion depends upon the retroversion from Gk. to Heb.; Kat éyéveto peta
tafta could also reflect n98n 0™277 N8 "M (Holmes, 80). However, whenever xal éyéveto wetd appears
in conjucntion with tafta, the Hebrew adverb "ng is used (usually followed by 12). The only time xal
éyéveto pete tadta translates N9&RA 0277 INR M s in 1 Kgs. 17:17. Additionally, whenever the
idiomatic phrase & 0271 occurs, the OG often translates it with pete & pipata tadtae (cf. Gen. 39:7;
40:1; Deut. 6:6). It is more probable, therefore, that xai éyéveto peta talita simply reflects "IN .



is too speculative, and because there is no clear textual trigger to cause its omission,?%*

the MT reflects the earlier and superior reading.

204 Holmes (80), however, maintains that a later MT revisor omitted 1981 01277 *INK and
substituted 15m5 qo1Y in its place.
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CHAPTER S

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.”

(1) 3:4a vHR 13pROR  oThoeale, w) mpogeyylonTe adTH

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 1712 from the end of the preceding clause.

Before analyzing this plus, a syntactical discrepancy at the Greek level must be

addressed. According to Rahlfs, omoecfe begins a new clause (i.e., You shall stand still);
but according to OG® and Margolis, otoecfe 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).205 If, in Holmes’ assessment, atyoeafe

205 Cf. LXX-Brenton. OGP agrees with the disjunctive accent (‘atnach) under the T of 7713 in the
MT.
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reflects the imperative 171p, Rahlfs’ syntax is to be preferred.?® However, ctrioesfe more
likely reflects the injuctive imperfect 17apn.2°7 Thus, the syntactical arrangement as
reflected in OGP® and Margolis is more preferable.?%8

That otrioecfe completes the Greek clause is not inconsequential. Perhaps the
translator’s Vorlage appeared thus—19R 129pn0 98 17Y0 7723 AR 0aHR2. If such were
the case, the graphical similarity between 1712 and 172yn could have triggered a textual
error, one which could have caused the OG translator to omit 17732 and the MT copyist to
omit 17AYN. Indeed, OGP bears witness to such a reading (8oov dioytAioug TAxEeLs év UETPw

omjoecde).??” Nevertheless, it remains indeterminate whether 7712 or yTYn existed in the

earlier text form since there is considerable variation among ancient witnesses.2!0 If a
greater degree of certainty can be had regarding their originality, the OG plus likely arose

by MT copyist error.2!!

206 Holmes, 22.

207 Cf. Josh. 3:8 where omyoecfe translates 17yn. Moreover, whenever the imperative 172 does

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 ot¥Te).

208 Josh. 3:8 may provide support for this conclusion, since, in that verse, otyoecfe concludes the
verse.

209 See also Gk. MSS Ncq and Eth.

20S: whal casiodd < whwar=s ranls e pal wid were (“...about two thousand cubits
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
g0, 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”).

211 Boling (156) argues that 172 is “unidiomatically redundant” and thus was the MT copyist’s

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 7713; Nelson (54) prefers the MT

reading but does not disclose his rationale; Margolis (36) views g1/ceg0e as a replacement of 7713,
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) 3:16 TR WK W DRI TR PN paxpay 0péopa cdodpls Ews uépoug
n2wn o S o1y e Kapabapiy, 1 8¢ xatafaivov xatéBy el
™V baragoay Apafa,

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
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: pran

DY Y Nep (WR) TP T8RN TRA. This variant reading likely arose through a series of

textual errors at the hands of the OG translator. First, if MTQ is correct, the translator

(mistakenly) read 0TRM as simply T8A. Second, the Hebrew word 9'p became T (Ewg).
Last is the peculiar place name Keapiafiapipn. Holmes suggests that the 7 at the end of MT
T¥n assimilated to the beginning of the following word (jn7%) but was read as jn12, while
the ¥ of that word was read at  resulting in the Greek word Kaptafiu(v). Attempting to
makes sense of the text, the translator supplied 0'p7.213 That this place name is textually

problematic can be seen by the inner-Greek variations.?'*

212 N.B. the switch to the singular xatafaivov from the plural Heb. participle o*17"1, as well as the
additional Gk. verb xatéfn (777).

213 Holmes, 23.

214 0GB (Kaptabaw); OGA (Kabiapew); Margolis (Kapiabaw); ¢, o', and ® (Zapbap). Regarding
OGB, Leonard Greenspoon views Kaptafaw as a corruption of Kapiabeww (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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(3) 4:14 HR52 1wa Evavtiov mavtds Tol yévous Lopan
Here, the OG refers to Israel as “the whole race of Israel.” The word yévoug,
which is a possible lexical equivalent of the Hebrew oy(i1), only appears one other time
in OG Joshua but most likely reflects a Greek corruption of 8pous.?!> According to

Muraoka, the term yévog denotes “a society of individuals with common beliefs and

ancestry.”216 Thus, the OG translator employed this terminology to provide further

specification to 987w 9. 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.”>!”

) 5:2 0¥ nian 7% vy Ioinoov ceavtd payaipas metpivas éx
TMETPAG AXPOTOUOV

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 payaipas metpivas éx métpag

axpotopov as illustrated in the table below.

Table 5.1. Textual variation among Greek witnesses

215 Auld, LXX Joshua, 117.
216 T, Muraoka, 4 Greek-English Lexicon of the Septuagint (Leuven: Peeters, 2009), s.v. yévog 2.

217 Van Der Meer, “Joshua,” 89.
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OG#, OGh, MSS xybz and OL paxalpag x TETpag AxpoTopou
Theodotian and OG® paxalpag €x mETpag AxpoTOUOUS
Symmachus paxalpay €€ axpotépou

Aquila and MSS dm payaipas metpivag

Since none of the major Gk. witnesses except OGPB contain both metpivag and éx
TMETPaS AxpoTéMOV, We may assume that 0¥ underwent a double rendering—one literal,
one midrashic.2!8 Due to the redundancy of metpivas éx méTpag dxpotopov, most Gk. MSS
retain only one of the two renderings.?!” Since most of the major Gk. witnesses attest to
naxalpas éx méTpag axpotopou, the original reading in OG was likely éx métpag axpotopou
before the more literal metpivas—as attested by Aquila—was incorporated.

The Hebrew counter-part to éx métpag dxpotdyov (wn5ni <en) only appears one

other time in the MT—viz., Deuteronomy 8:15.22° In this passage, Moses recounts the
divine provision of the LORD bringing water ‘out of the flinty rock’ for the thirsty people
of Israel. Accordingly, Auld views the addition of éx métpag dxpotépov 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.?2! Thus, what appears to be a plus may be simply

a free (midrashic) rendering of o™,

218 See Tov, “Midrash-Type Exegesis,” 155-156.
219 Hence, Margolis (payaipas éx métpag dxpotopov).
220 A transposed variation of this modifier appears in Deut. 32:13—1% wnbnn.

221 Auld, LXX Joshua, 122. On the contrary, Soggin (69) asserts éx métpag dxpotépou is a “detail
which conveys nothing.”



68

(5) 6:7b OIOR RN xal eimev adTols Aéywy Mapayyeilate w6
PPATNIR 13D) 12V Aad mepteAbelv xal xuxAdoal TV TOAL.

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
around and surround the city.”””223 This textual variation is challenging for several
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 9n&" and MTX 17n81.224 Fourth is the origin of

[Mapayyeirate. BHS proposes that the OG translator read MTX as the imperative form

191K, However, if this was the case, one would expect the more lexically equivalent
eimate instead of mapayyeilate.??

If the retroverted Hebrew text appeared thus as (11%)?2¢ 1p7nwn 98 0R(7)5R AR

Y DR 201 172Y 0PN DR, one possible, yet hypothetical, explanation which can account

222 Although the Heb. oyn Y& could be an explication of adtoi, in light of the immediate context,
adtols could also refer to Tobg iepeis (012N 5R) of the preceding verse. Indeed, MT 6:10 favors the latter as
supported by the break in the wayyigtol chain with opn nRy which appears to introduce a new addressee.

223 Only Gk. MSS gkn omit eimev adtois Aeywv.

224 According to MT®, Joshua commands the people; according to MTX, the priests command the
people. The OG reading—with some variation—reflects MTK.

225 According to Muraoka, this would be the sole exception where the root 91R is rendered by
mapayyéhw (T. Muraoka, A Greek ~ Hebrew/Aramaic Two-Way Index to the Septuagint [Leuven: Peeters,
20101, 90). Interestingly, the only other place where the imperative form of mapayyéAw 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.

226 11¢ is proposed by Boling, 202. This retroversion seems unlikely as root /1% is never rendered
with the Gk. mapayyéAw. Additionally, when m¥ does occur in Joshua, the Gk. uses évtéMopat (1:9, 13; 3:3;
4:10) or cuvtdoow (4:3, 8; 8:27). The Gk. MSS make no attempt to emend mapayyeilate to either of these
verb forms.
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for the absence of N& (M%) WnWn KRS 0A(°)5R in the MT is haplography—on(*)ox
became DYn YR by homoioteleuton of the final o of Bn(*)5X to the final 0 of Dyn HR.2%7

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.

(6) 6:12 YN D2WN  xal T Huépa Tf Oeutépa dvéaTy Inools To
a3 mpwl

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 (3w 013) in 6:14 which is absent in OG. Although the placement
of 1wn ora 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 1w 012

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.??®

(7) 8:8 IRT DR MY 92T xaTtd 0 pijua ToiTo mowoeTe: (0ol
DINR TR évTéTaApat Huiv.

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

227 Boling (202) also notes: The MT reading oy n& 5& 7R can be derived from the OG (7A8M
oyn [NR 12 07 ]9R), but the OG could not be derived from the MT.

228 Butler, 66. See Nelson (87) who views both MT and OG inclusion of “on the second day” as
expansionistic.
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reads, “You shall do according to the word of the LORD. See, | 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 M for M17; 2) the MT scribe misread n1in
for mn; or 3) the MT scribe explicated 71 with m17*. Although the first and second

explanations are certainly possible, the third explanation appears the most probable.

The phrase 70 pijua xvplov only occurs twice in OG Joshua (1:13; 3:9), whereas
M [0°]9270 occurs fourteen times in MT Joshua. The significant difference in the

occurrences of “the word of the LORD” between OG and MT would suggest that, over
time, MT copyists harmonized the phrase throughout the book.22° To be sure, in terms of

meaning, the discrepancy between 1171 9277 and Min* 9277 is inconsequential.

(8) 9:6 HR PYInTOR 199 xal fA0ooayv mpds Tnoodv eis Ty
53930 mannn mapepforny Iopanh eis Tadyala

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

mapeporny IopanA 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

229 Although one could argue the OG translator harmonized his text in the other direction, this
suggestion seems unlikely, as the translator would have been less likely to omit the divine name 77*. That

is, explication of 1171 to Mi* is more probable than the implication of 717 to M. Cf. Cooke, 64; Butler, 78.
Margolis (127) and Nelson (109) suggest the first explanation.

230 Also 6:18 but tév vidv appears between mapepor)y and IspanA. Thus, Gk. MSS gn read
mapepfolny vidv Iopanh.
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10:43, in which passages the OG is completely absent.?3! Either the OG translator sought

to harmonize his text with the other occurrences of mapepfolny in reference to Israel

throughout OG Joshua, the MT copyist sought to harmonize his text with the other
occurrences of 93931 nnann 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 IopanA explicates the precise identity of the camp.

(9) 10:10 121 02 xal cuvETprpey alTovg XUpLog TUVTpLLY
1iya3a nYiT peyddny év TnPawy,

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, 232 whereas the MT lacks an explicit subject of ©2". Among
ancient witnesses there already appears to be a grammatical discrepancy with the verb
forms. Although the MT reads the singular verb form 02", S (caa~ am=a), T (131121), and
OGA (quvétpyw) reflect plural verb forms. This verbal adjustment may have been made

to avoid the image of God pursuing and striking.233 If such a euphemistic alteration

occurred among the witnesses, either an MT copyist removed 77" to allow the

interpretive room for Israel being the pursuer and striker instead of the LORD, or the OG

231 See Kristin De Troyer, Rewriting the Sacred Text, vol. 4, ed. James R. Adair, Jr. (Atlanta: SBL,
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.”

232 Gk. MSS dmpt, Arm., and Eth. lack the OG plus. MS G reads xal cuvétpupev adtods Tyooug.

233 Butler, 109. However, Nelson (137) rightly points out that because pronominal suffixes
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 xUptog 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.

(10) 13:14 D 1197127 WKRD  xabe eimev adTols )dpLog. kal 0vTos 6
XATAUEPLOMOS, OV xaTepéptoey Mwuafjs Tols
viols IopanA &v Apafwd Mwaf3 év 6 mépav
tol Topdavou xata Iepryw.

TR 1VDD AWR AN [15] Kal #wxey Mwuaiic T3 dulii PovByy

Here, the OG contains a superscription?34 introducing the division of land which
Moses divided for the sons of Israel.?*> Whereas the MT lacks this introductory header, a
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

OG Superscription (13:14) OG Subscription (13:32)
xal 00Tog 6 xatapeptouds, Ov xatepépioey | Ovtol 0l xatexdnpovéunaey Muwuaij
Muwuafis Tols viois Iopanh év Apafuwb mépav Tol Topdavou év ApaPwbd Mwaf év
Muwaf év 16 mépav Tod Topdavov xata 6 mépav ToU lopdavou xata lepiyw amd
Iepiyw. AVaTOAGY
OG Vorlage MT

HRIW 125 Awn YN WK 79NN DRT | 1777 1207 AN Niawa nwh HNIwR noR

M 1TH 9apn RN MAwa I inTy

Note the differences between the two texts in Greek: 1) the singular odtog of the

234 Although this plus appears at the end of v. 14 according to OGP and Rahlfs’ edition, since the
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.

235 Only Eth. lacks this plus.
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superscription and the plural Odot of the subscription; 2) the hepax legoumena 6
xatapeptapos which is reflected by the relative pronoun ols in the subscription; 3) the
lexical variation between verbs xatapepilw and xataxinpovopéw; 4) the inclusion of Toig
viols IopanA in the superscription; 5) the dual appearance of ¢ mépav Tol Iopddvou in the
subscription; and 6) the absence of amo avatoAdv 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 p1—n&mn, justifying the originality of the plus on
text-critical grounds is not a viable option.?3® Nevertheless, the genuineness of the OG
plus can be substantiated by the following: 1) the transliteration of what would have
appeared as aRin Niawa with Apafwd Mwaf; 2) the use of the obscure Greek noun
xatapeplauds, since the OG translator would have used a more common noun like
xAnpovopia; 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.

236 See Boling (334) who, nonetheless, suggests a long haplography on the part of the MT scribe;
the eye skipped from the final 1 in 1% to the final 1 in 1.
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12121732 N9 NN alTy %) xdpovopia GUAFG vidy ZaBovAwy

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. MSS237 but also V (haec

est hereditas tribus filiorum Zabulon), T?® (9121 212 02w naonK K7), and Mp (cf. Mm

1350). Elsewhere in MT Joshua, Zebulun is referred to as {121 non (e.g., 21:7, 34). The

absence of VN is not due to textual error, however. Since in 19:10 the MT began the

allotment to Zebulun with 15121 11 in the superscription, the MT copyist may have

harmonized 19121 *32 1Yn in the subscription of 19:16 with the superscription of 19:10.23

The OG, thus, reflects the earlier reading.240

(12) 19:47-48

(EEERE

T DY DY PN

0% ANIR 127 | ANIR
43\?21 ﬂIjiN ﬂw'j?] Jj,r,j

17 DW3 17 DWF7 WIpn A2
D73y

xal ovx €&€0Apay of viol Aav ToV
Apoppaiov tov OAIPovta adtols év Té Spet:
xal obx elwv adTolg ol Apoppaiol
xatafijval gig ™ xodadae xai €0 pav am’
adT@Y TO Splov THg uepidog adTEV.

(48) xai émopevfnoav oi viot Iovda

xal émodéunoay ™y Aayis xal xatedafovto
adTy xal émdtaéay adTy év oTéuat
nayalpag xal xatpxyoay adTny xal
éxdAeoay 6 Svopa adTiis Aaoevdax. xal 6
Apoppaios Umépevey Tol xatotxely év
EAwp xal év Zadawv: xal éfapivly n xelp
To0 Edpatp €’ avtols, xal éyévovto adTois
elg dopov.

Aside from the transposition of vv. 47 and 48 in the OG vis-a-vis the MT, and a

237 OGAL and Ndefijlmps—vy-bs with grammatical variation tfi¢ duAfjs perhaps in light of 21:34.

238 MSS a (Tiberian Add. 26879) and f (Codex Reuchlinianus).

239 A similar scenario appears to have occurred with the superscription of 19:1 and the subscription

of 19:9.

240 Cf. Butler, 199; Boling, 443; Holmes, 68.
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few textual discrepancies,?*! the OG contains a substantial plus at the end of both verses.
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.

241 B.g., 17 13//oi viol Tovda; WY/ Aayis; 17 owHH/Aacevdax (= 77 owH5?). N.B. also the
qauntitative difference of MT verbal clause bm& 1w and the explanatory clause Di"aR 17 w2 which are
both absent in OG.
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Table 5.3. Comparison of parallel passages in Joshua and Judges

OG Joshua 19:47b & 48b

OG Judges 1:34-35

xal oUx 0Ny of viol Aav ToV
Ayoppaiov tov OAIPovta adtods v Té Spet:
xal 00x elwy adTovs ol Apoppaiot
xatafijval gig ™ xodada xail €0 pav am’
adT&v 6 8plov THs nepidos adT@V.

xal 0 Apoppaios UTéueey ToU xaTolxely év
Elwy xat év Zaiauv:

xal €Bapivin % xelp Tol Edpary e’
avToUs, xal EyevovTo adTols €ig dopov.

Kal ¢£é6Mbev 6 Apoppaios Tovg uiovs Aay
elg TO 8pog, OTL 0UX adijxey
adTOV xatafijvar gig ™V xotAada.

xal fipéato 6 Apoppaios xatoixelv &v

76 8pet Tol Mupatvéivos, ob ai &pxot xal ai
3 A A} 4 € \ b4
ahamexes: xal EBapivly 1 xelp oixov Iwand
éml Tov Apoppaliov, xal éyéveto eig dopov

OG Vorlage

MT Judges 1:34-35

K51 972 DR IR OR 7T 2 R09 8N
PAYY NT15 MARD DTN
opon 5123 NR 0N RnoM

o'nSwa (PoR3) oHRA NAYH 2w MRRm
onb onb P oPbY oMAaR T TI0M

a3 8772 1777 178 NR b N7
PRy N1

17783 00702 NAWY bR ORI
ony PN e A T Ta0m DAY

If we emend EAwy and Zadapy in OG Joshua to Atdwy and ZaiaBe (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 Bytler, 200.
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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;***

3) the extra material had already been added to the Vorlage of the OG prior to translation,
in which case the reading is fechnically secondary, but not because the OG translator
added it.245 Although it is often difficult to discern whether a plus such as this reflects an
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 0nn 17 733 9123 8¥"1 (which is peculiarly absent from the OG).

(13) 20:3 D70 HRaN VPR 029 P xal Eoovtar Uiy al méhels duyadeutiplov,
xal o0x amobaveltal 6 doveutng HTd Tol
Gyxrotebovros T alpa, éws &v xataoti
gvavTiov THs cuvaywyijs €l xplatv.

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

context, this additional description in the OG is supported by MT 20:9 as it appears to

243 Cooke, 186; Holmes, 70. This, however, seems unlikely as Judges itself is not afraid to mention
the failure (Judg. 1:27-35).

244 Nelson, 225-226.
245 Tov, “The Growth of the Book of Joshua,” 395.

246 This plus is well attested among Gk. MSS, with minor variation. MSS dpt read ¢ovevoag with
MT before xal odx dmobaveltar; OGA, OGL, as well as MSS N@®deh-mpstuwy-b, read émno instead of vmo.
OG" and MSS cx read &mo Tl dyytotedovos 16 alua after xpiot.
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completes the inclusio of v. 3 (777971 °19% 172y ¥ 077 783 192 > ®k91)? and v. 9 (M XN
7Y 0199 17y 7Y 071 9R 7°2). Additionally, it coincides quite well with the description of
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, |
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.”?%8
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

certainly have arisen from the shorter, but the shorter is unlikely to have arisen from the

longer.

247 The presumed retroversion from the Gk.

248 Tov, Textual Criticism, 296. Of course, the challenge is knowing which differences one should
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).

249 Tov, “The Growth of the Book of Joshua,” 387. See Boling, 472; Nelson, 227; and Holmes, 71
who also defend the OG as the earliest reading.
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(14) 21:42a-d nann 0w 927 [41] mdoaig Tals méAeaty TadTaLs.

[42a] Kai cuvetéleoey ‘Inools dapepiong
NV Yijv év Tolg oplotg adTd@v. [42b] xal
€dwxav ol viol Iopand uepida 16 Inoot xata
mpdaTaypa xupiov: Edwxay adT@ THY TOAL,
W ATjoato” T Oauvacapay Edwxay adTE
év 76 8pet Ebparp. [42¢] xal oxodbunoey
‘Ingolis T ToA xal dxnoev &v adTy.
[42d] xal EAafev Tnools Tag payaipas tag
metplvag, év als meptétepey Tols uiods
IopanA Tols yevouévoug év T§j 606 év T
gpNuw, xal E0nxev adtag év Oapvaocapay.

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.2 However, a comparison

between the two accounts in the Greek, as depicted in the table below, militate against

such a conclusion.

250 Cooke, 199; Nelson, 236.
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Table 5.4. Comparison of alleged repeated passages

OG Joshua 21:42a—d OG Joshua 19:49-50

[42a] Kai cuvetéleoey ‘Tnools diapepioas | [49] Kal émopetbnoay éuPatelont

Y Y#v év Tolg oplotg adTdv. [42b] xai Y Yiv xate 6 Splov alTév. xal Edwxay
gdwxav oi viol Topanh pepida T Tyool ot viol IopanA xAfjpov Incol 76 vidd Navy év
XATQ TPOTTAYUA XUplou* adTois [50] i mpooTaypatos Tob Beol: xal
Edwxay adTd ™V TOAW, AV NTACATO" gdwxav adTd TV TéAY, Ay RTHCATO,

v Oauvacapay Edwxav adTE v 76 8pet | Oapvacapay, 1 €0ty &v 6 Epet

Edpaty. [42¢] xai axoddunaey ‘Incolis Edpatp: xal oxodéunoey

IV TOAY xal GxYTev &V avT]. TNV TOALY xal XaATWXEL €V aUTH

[42d] xal Exafev Inools Tag payaipas tas | -
metplvag, év als meptétepey Tols uiobs -
Lopanh Tobg yevouévoug &v T 606 év T -
gpNuw, xal €0nxev adtas év Oapvacapay. | -

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 Rof¢ 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
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.

231 Alexander Rofé, “The Editing of the Book of Joshua in the Light of 4QJosh?,” in New Qumran
Texts and Studies, ed. George J. Brooke and Florentino Garcia Martinez, STDJ 15 (Leiden: Brill, 1994), 74.



PART II1

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

82
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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
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

252 Orlinsky, 196.
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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 Gottingen 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?

Lexical Variation

3:17 392 RN T

TN 3Y7
4:11 DU 8% DI MR T2
5:6 mm Sipa
7:11 HRIW? xoN
8:20 WIR 107

u—]‘j

Graphical Confusion & Metathesis

6:19 R M

7:3 WATIR 127
9:14 DWIRA INPN
11:2 N1 333 NIWN
15:7 oI M
17:1 nwan monh 531 T
19:27 %331 phara

€wg ouveTéAeTey TAS 6 Aadg (DY)
daPaivewy tov Topddvyy.

xal of Mot (01aR") Eumpoadey adTdv.
76V vTod&y Todl Beod (onHR[1] mixn)
NUAPTYXEV 6 Aadg (DY)

xal meptBAéavtes of xatoixol (AW [1]N)
Tat

xuplou eigevexBoetal (Rar)

xal ExmoAopx)oATWoRY THY TOAW (Y1)
xal Eafov of dpyovres (DR"WIN)

xal eig ™ Pafa amévavtt (131) Kevepwb
xal Tadnpa xat ai ématles adtis (7'nTs)

Kal éyéveto T piat (51231) dudijs vidy
Mavaaan

76 ZaPovlwy xal éx Tat (3m1)

253 These examples provide a meager sampling of qualitative variations I observed during my
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.



Revocalization
2:1 DVWITN
5:2 12K Hh W
R
19:27 323 o3

Place Name Discrepancy

15:15 990NR D197
17:7 YO PR
18:15 oy MR ¥pn
19:27 HRAEA 519358 KL

Pronoun/Pronominal Suffix Variation

1:6 BRiaR? TYIYIWN
4:23 YN MR

oaman
24:27¢ =y il
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éx ZatTw (0Ywn)

xal xabioas (2W) mepiTepe Tovg viodg
IopanA

76 ZaPovlwy xal éx Tat (73)

mpotepov TI6AIS ypappdtwy.
émi Iapuy xai lagatf3
amd pépous KapiabBaak

xal OtedevoeTal eis XwPa pagopeh

v dpooa Tols Tatpdaty @Y (D3"MARY)

70 H0wp Tol Topdavou
éx Tol éumpocley adT@V (D"1aN)

76 By pov ("NHR)
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APPENDIX B

PLUSES NOT ANALYZED**

1:11 {(Rpw?) 037 IS ooR M
2:1 IRI 297
YR

:RYTIAIWN N7 AnwI AW

2:3a i Ton nown
ShRY amoN

2:4 RM
2:13a TARTIR DO
2:19 D73 1NN
3:7 58752 w3
3:15 RN N¥pa
3:17 SR
4:5 =Y
(Do) M (1) 8%

4:6 D237P3 NiK NN MDA DY
5:3 “HR ORI maTNN
NN N3

5:6a 1270 MY DD 3
o8

5:6b q27n3
5:6¢ DRYD NRNYRN WIR
DMRRn

5:9 DWINTOR MY NN

A 4 1 ~ 14 3 ~ 14
xUptog 6 Beds T@Y maTépwy V&V didwaty
Opiv.

A 14 bl 4 4 A 14
xal mopevBévteg eicAbooav of 0o veavioxot
el Tepiyw xal eicriABogay cig oixiay
yuvaixds mopvg, 1) Svopa Paaf, xal
xaTéE VTV EXeEL.

\ s 7 4 A\l v 3
xal gméatethey 6 Baciieds lepiyw xal eimey
mpds Paaf Aéywy

xal elmey adTols Aéyouoa
xal {wyprioeTe TV 0ixoy Tol maTpds pou
4 ~ 1 3 ~ ~ o A
nuels 0¢ ¢béol T Spxw gov ToUTw"
XATEVWTLOY TAVTwWY VIGY IopanA
b 4 ~ ~ A
el uépos Tod Udatog Tol Topdavou
xal mavteg ot viol lopanA
[pocaydyete Eumpoabév pov
PO TPOTWTOU XUPLOU

va Umdpywowy dulv obTor elg aneiov
xeipevov o1 mavtés,

\ ¢ _\ 3 \ ~ /4
Tovg viovg IapanA émt Tol xadoupévou
Tomov Bouvdg Tév dxpofuoTidv.

TegTApAXOVTA Yyap xal 0U0 ETn qvéoTpamTal
Iopanh

¢v 7] épnpw TH MadPapitiot,

TEY payipwy tév éeAtubiTwy éx yijs
Alydmtou

xal elmev x0prog ¢ “Tnoot vig) Nawy

254 These pluses were not analyzed simply due to the constraints of space and time.



6:5a
6:5b

6:20

6:25

7:19
7:25

8:27
9:1a

9:2f
(8:35)

9:3
9:5

9:10a
10:2a
10:2b
10:6

10:10
11:7
13:2
15:17

16:1
17:7a
18:9

w7 oY)

17}(3 VR
ﬂi?ﬁ,} nYIIn oua W

I N3 0TI
I

SR R MY T30 RO

110720 AR L_ﬂ?iﬂj '!QN"]

o810 07

WK D77n793 (VhW)3
17770 7302

TH RPIT RIRG TWN
MW H1p7o3

np W N WRY

M W3 o7 onY 59)
:D"[QJ

TRQ IRIM
1ipa3 NPT w2

NN VYInTOR
2730

SR 1189
073 Han
wne(931) DRY9en nio

ina noopny 1IN
YRY

:5%1"a 73
eI

PR3 A
mana

88

1 bl ! ~ € 1
xal eloeledoeTal még 6 Aadg

Opuijoas ExaaTos KATR TPOTWTOY ElS THY
TOALY.

NAaAagey més 6 Aads Gua dhadayud
ueyalw xal loyvpé.

xal Paaf3 v mépyny xal mdvta Tov oixov
TOV TaTPIXOV AVTHS

Abg 06&av ohpepoy 6 xupiw Bed Iopand
xal elmev “Tnoolic T Ayap Ti wAébpevoag
Npedis;

mavta & émpovopevaay of viol Iopani

Q¢ 0’ Axovoav oi Padtieis TéY Apoppaiwy
ol &v ¢ mépav Tol Topddvou,

8 oUx dvéyvw Tnoolis els T& e
magys éxxloiag vidyv Iopana,
vixouoav mavte, Goa émolnaey

xal 6 &pTog abTév Tol émaitiopol Enpos
xal edpwTi@Y xal PeBpwuévos.

6¢ xatexel v Aotapwd xal v Edpaiv
xal ébofNinoav év adtols adddpa
fi0eL yap 6t peyan méhig TaPawy

mpds ‘Inaodv eig v mapepBorny Iopanh eig
TaAyaia

amo TpocwmTou TV VIRV Iopani
xal émémeaay ém’ adTols &V Tf] Bpetvi.
Spra DuhiaTuy, 6 Featpt xal 6 Xavavaios:

\ b ~ \ 4
xal E0wxev adT@ TV Axoav Buyatépa
avTol adT® yuvaixa.

gig TV Speviv TV Epnpov eic Baibn) Aovla
Kai éyevify dpia vidv Mavagoy Anhaval

xal éxwpoPdTyoay TH yijv xal eidogay
adTny xal éypayav adThy



18:19

19:9

20:3
21:12
21:34
23:2

24:7

IR 1230 PRiREA PO
honn-o

non3 N 33 S3nn
1ynw 13

VPR 037 ¥
2297 1)
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