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THE TESTAMENTS OF THE TWELVE
PATRIARCHS.

It is clear from the new Oxford edition of the ‘Apocrypha and
Pseudepigrapha of the Old Testament’ published last year that
Dr Charles still holds the positions with regard to ‘the Testaments of
the Twelve Patriarchs’ which he took up in his edition of that book in
1908 (English Translation with Notes, T. & T. Black: Greek Text
with Critical Apparatus, Clarendon Press).

In the Journal of Theological Studies (vol. x p. 135) Prof. Burkitt
reviewed Dr Charles’s edition, and pointed out some of the weaknesses
of his positions. It is time that certain of them were challenged in
detail, and particularly :—

. (i) Dr Charles’s reconstruction of the Greek text on the basis of the
a family of MSS;

(ii) his theory of two Hebrew recensions of the Jewish work which
he and many other scholars (including Schiirer and Bousset) believe to
lie behind the present Christian edition of the Testaments ; and

(i) his analysis of Jewish and Christian elements.

At the same time all students of the Testaments must acknowledge
the immense obligation they are under to Dr Charles ; first for gathering
together within the compass of a single volume almost all the available
material for the reconstruction of the text, and secondly for the mass
of information and the many illuminating suggestions contained in his
notes.

(i) Dr Charles has shewn that the Greek MSS are to be divided into
two families, thus :—

o B
l l l !
¢ hi bdg acef.
Of the first family ¢ is the best representative. It is a MS of the
thirteenth century now in the Vatican, and in addition to the Testa-
ments it contains a series of extracts from the Fathers. The present
condition of the text is not one to inspire confidence. It is frequently
corrupt (e.g. R 1" S4* L2 6 Iss7' N 17 3* Az2® B 3% or careless
(S6° L6° Jud 26%): the spelling is erratic (e.g. R 6* S4' L 87 15¢
B '), and the accents are very incorrectly given. It is guilty of
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frequent and considerable omissions (e.g. R 3°S7* L 57 9" 10® 12°7713?
17%% 184 Jud 217 Iss 1)

Occasionally these are supplied by %7 (e.g. Z 17b-2%). These two
MSS are similar in many ways (e.g. in omission and in spelling) to ¢, but
are not earlier than the seventeenth century. Their relation to ¢ is well
illustrated by the fact that where in Iss 77 A 7° Jos19® B 3® ¢ ¢ adds
mepl X (i.e. xpiorol) in the margin %7 have transferred the addition to
the text. It must be added that not infrequently these MSS differ from
one another and from ¢, and sometimes they support B8 against ¢!
‘Dr Charles himself calls attention to the disfigurement of the a text by
omissions, of which he gives examples (Introd. p. xx), and he mentions
¢‘one notable depravation of the text’ in Jud 127" ; but he nowhere
shews up the faults of ¢ as he does those of 4, the chief representative
of the B family.

The B family falls into two groups. & belongs to the first group
(¢4g). Tt dates from the tenth century, and is at present in the Cam-
bridge University Library. It is well written, and its spelling, though
peculiar, is regular. Its faults compared with those of ¢ are remarkably
few.

As for the instances which Dr Charles quotes: in B 4® Jos 7* L1y’
Jos 17°% Z 8% it is quite possible that & preserves the original reading ;
in Jud 16% if & adds &joeofe, the a text adds éoré: and in the remaining
examples A 1° (8ieBdAov for iafovAiov) L g (un® for por) D 5° (BOOQN
for K AQCEI) D 5 (népacw for warpdow %) the corruption lies on the
surface and is easily corrected.

This is generally the case with the errors in 4, e. g. L 4* (vio{ instead
of vied) Gad 2° (om. px) Jos 6° (adris for adrod) Jos 15° Iss 1! Jud
3% 21®

Almost always these errors may be corrected from some other MS of
the B family, e. g. R 6" (from ) Jud 7' (from aef) Jud 12' (from e).
This is true also of the omissions of & which are comparatively rare and
are generally due to a simple cause like homoioteleuton (R 6° L 18°
A 2",

On the other hand & sometimes deserts its family to support a reading
which has every appearance of originality, e.g. D6% (g A)® N 2° (6 A)
L 67 (5¢): while there are cases in which 4 stands practically alone in

! For examples see Dr Charles’s Introduction p. Xx. .

2 Cf. the addition in Jud g% (xa! vérov) which Dr Charles accepts as original
though found in & alone. '

3 Cf. ¢’s addition of w7 in L 68

* Which needs no emendation,
7ds Yuyxds T@v dyiwv in the parallel clause.

5 A being the Armenian version for which see below.

VOL. XVI. G

The context does not require ‘ enemies’. Cf.
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preserving the original text,' e.g. S6° (64) L 12* CApBpdp) Jud 24°
(ropedoeate).

In the Testament of Zebulon 4 contains several passages, notably
6% 71-88%, which are found in no other authorities except dg.?

d g, the other members of this group, are considerably later than
6 (4 thirteenth century, g sixteenth century) and much inferior to it;
the former being characterized by many conflate readings, the latter
being disfigured by inaccuracies of various kinds.

It is clear, therefore, that 4 is by far the most important representative
of this group of the 8 family.

Of the other group « is a fourteenth-century MS now at Oxford
marked by a large number of omissions: ¢ and f are well-written MSS
of the tenth century ; the former is now at Mount Athos and contains
three remarkable additions to the text®; the latter is at Paris and adds
to the title of each Testament the meaning of the patriarch’s name,
and at the end of each the number of years of the patriarch’s life,

There is nothing distinctive about these two MSS. They are
guilty of small omissions * and additions,® of curious peculiarities ® and
spelling mistakes.” e occasionally preserves a noteworthy reading
(e.g. L16° (¢') and Jud r2!); f is closely allied to a, while ¢ is not -
infrequently found in the company of 44 ¢ (e.g. Iss 3° L8 G 7%).

In addition to the Greek MSS we have an important Armenian
version,® the value of which is evident from the following consideration :
all the Greek MSS are descended from an original which had lost ® three
verses in the middle of the account of Joseph’s vision (Jos 19°~) and
these are preserved in the Armenian alone.

In this instance, therefore, the Armenian proves itself to be earlier
than the archetype of the Greek MSS.

Another striking example of superiority on the part of the Armenian is

! In cases like L 8* Jud 5% 238 there is much to be said in favour of &'s peculiar
reading, though it is very difficult to come to a final decision.

2 Onthe whole, perhaps, it is safest to regard them as late additions (cf. B 112-5) ;
on the other hand a A may have left them out because the charity they commend
is bizarre and undiscriminating.

3 L 23 (prayer of Jacob) L 182 (fragment of a Greek Testament of Levi) Ay?
(Christian homily),

t e.g. 6, R4%; £, L o' Jud 192

5e.g.e, R4% L 1815; £ Jud 144

¢ e.g. ¢ L 14° (puxaridass) Jud 24 (5évdpov) ; £, R 3% 52 (movrplas) Jud 11° (dvdpa);
e f, Jud 20% 238

7 ¢ R1%; £, Jud 21° 25

8 No Old Latin or Syriac version has been discovered. There is a Sclavonic
version, but its value, as we should expect, is small.

® There are other traces of primitive errors in the archetype of the Greek MSS,
e.g. N 27 G 73 B 128 (¢£60ov).
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found in B 10" where the misreading of the Greek MSS is evidently due
to the influence of Num zs.

The Armenian version itself exists in two recensions, A® and AB, as
Dr Charles has shewn. The.relation between them will have to be
considered later on, but first it will be necessary to examine the differences
between the two families of Greek MSS, a and 8.

They may be classified as follows :—

(1) Verbal differences.

(2) Omissions.

- (3) Additions.

(4) Differences in order.

1. To illustrate the verbal differences between the two families it will
be sufficient to give a list of the principal variants in the Testaments
of Reuben, Simeon, Levi, Zebulon, and Gad.! In cases where the
Armenian evidence is available I have indicated which of the two
families it supports :—

Reuben B a
1% éyevadpny (+ 4) épayor + A
3% mwoujoy + A éumAioe
3" mpdlw + A VY
34 dav Ocacdpevos *
4% dpaprias daefelos
4% Shebpos + A Bdbpos
4 yé\ete + A TpéoKoppma
4% «kuplov + A feot
4  bparod kal + A wovypod
4" kamwoyloe + A Svarar katirxdoar
5°  Swdpews + A TXNMHaTOS
karaywvicacfar + A kaTayonreboacial
5*%  &vbpwmor Budoacba dvdpa Budoar
6'  wdays Ophefas? (+ 4) Yovakdy
6>  Sumjoacle ioxvoere
6" Aw + LA Tdd (¢)
6*  kuplov + A feod
6  modoa® (+ 4) AaXew (0)
Stmeon
1! &ra + A Xpove
2 Suwacdoar (+ % Ae®) dmayayeiy + A8

1 Minor variations (e.g. between 8¢ ofv and xai, personal pronouns, the sing.
and the plur. verbal forms) and slight omissions are for the present neglected.

? I omit 4! which seems to be a case of omission on the part of ¢and of cor-
ruption (at least to the extent of the omission of #f) on the part of 8.

8 Cf. 5% a has an addition here not found in A.

t waodv yuvawkav A. 5 ¢ Walk’ A.

8 Aa is conflate, Sias@oar kal dmayayeiv.

G2
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Stmeon Jéi
3% o kataywdokee bd g + A
4° s
6'  wpoeilpnka
6*  axAyporpoyniiay + AB!
6° Shpbd + A
&8  rapelos+ A
Levi ‘
12 d¢by
2 ouveljdpbyy kai® éréxbqpy + AB
2°  &m Telxn gkodbuncev éavrfi % dduwda
kal  éml  wlpyous 1§ dwvopla
kdfprar + AB!?
4'  dmoTolvres + AB1
5 vadv T0v dyiov kal ém Bpbvov 8é&ys Tov
wroroy + A
5%  odpavdv? + AB!
5%  maparroipevos®
6°  év’lopagh + AB
6°  popcpaias 6°
6°  dAws émolnger + A
6"  ~yuvaixas adrdv bdeg A
8 70D onuelov bdeg Ao’
8%  dppacTos bdeg A
8 dpxwepetsbdeg A
Pvdaxbicerarbdeg A
10° &dvpa + A
I 33 elpyre + AB!?
137 ore+ A
13°  7adra + A
14% & karappovioe yerowlovres + AB’?
15° o Gewpodvres tpis & d g AB?
pevéovtar dep’ tudv + AB?
16"  ras Buailas + AB?
16°  &s vouilere dmokreveite + AB'
171 pdyipor + AB?
18" edppoaivyy be g AB?
ZLebulon
1°  loxémaca b g A
1" moMd Bdiepaprupdpny  adTols  pera
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daxpwy + A°

1 Aa is defective.
2 Ao reads 346 which is a mere corruption of AB (7).

3 Cf. L 118,

4 Cf. A 210,

a

quyywdoke + aef
kapdlas

elpyka + A
axAnpoxapdiay
onuelov + aef
pvipact

dmexaipOn

éyeviithpy + A

émi reixovs olkoBopeito 1
dpaprie kai éri mipyovs
7 ddula éxdbnro

dmelfodvres

dywov Wnotov  &ri Opdvov

. xafripevor

rarépuy

Taperépevos

éml 77 dBedpy pov + Ac

paxaipas + (-6

Tapeidey Ny

Tas Evas + af

TS KepaAis

dyamyri caf

iepets + af

Anpdioerar + af

kaTaméracua

Yylaopévor re’

va

kaXd

xAevalovres kai yehowd{ovres

ol pugotvres dpuds + aef

xoproovrar éri 1)) drwlely

Ta fvaaotipia

Sppijoere ToD dwoxTeivar

potxol

Suawoatvy + af

éBeBalwoa + acf
éyw pera Saxpiwy Tpooe-
kd\ouv adTovs

5 ¢‘guard’ A.

¢ poucaia is found in all the authorities in L 53 1830,

7 rob arniov af. AR is defective,

® ome. perd daxpiwv A.

8 / apparently is a corruption of this.
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Zebulon B ‘ a
2*  els olkTov fAbov éyd kal + Al 1) pépuy éyo TV olpwryly
2®  ¢féomhoav érpepov
2% 710d dvafivar Vouwp 70Y p7) dvaSAdaar Tdwp & £ 2A
3'  vdpov ‘Evoy® vépov Mowvoéws
3% &umpoobev fwbev
37 &umpoafe + A Tapd ¢!
4°  ufdfopey + A porivoper ®
41 Bélwv éBovAero
4% épovper + A eTopey
5'° dvayyedd mopayyédw ¢ A7
“ ot dppor + A kol &repd Twa
9*  ayobdire xwpioijre
éxet KékTTAL
10?2 oot épvralar® ' ofrwes prAdfovow
Gad
1° mdlov® + A © $bBdvev éxpdrovy
yupebwy * éoxdrovy kal dxdvmifov® adro  fxdvrica adtd aoel Alfov
éml 8Yo oradiovs + A Boajv
¥ rpudepos dv + A ymdpywy véos
22 4wo® s yiis + A 70D mediov
3?  Bdedvooerar Bdelvkrdy éoTv
4% ebfvs Béde + A omovddle. ebbvs
4t émyepel LA ériyaiper + (-0
5% 7t picosabeA 70 {HAos
70 dwaBovhiov + A T Yoy
5*  wikd 70 picos + A olket év adTd
5% Swpdvyoev ebéremre™
5 pivas &dexa + A Xpovovs Séxa
6"  d8ehpdy bdgA wAqaiov + aef
6% Ty Juyjy pov + A 0V TOV NoyLopoy
6° oy ddfys™ un ENéyéys
7' relelws edodovTar bde g A reewdf + ./
7% kal dpbovos éwl wdow kuply + A v dpbovws émi TaoL kuply
ebapeaTy ,
movnpoy mepomacuor 't v dvbpe- mwepomacudy TOV poTalwY
Tov + A : dvbpomey
§? vdiriov + A amo
1 ¢« Compassion fell into my heart’ A. 2 ¢ is defective,
% ‘their law” A, £ omd A

5 So LXX Gen 37%! as Dr Charles points out.
8 We omit 8 which is a case of omission + addition on the part of aA orbyg.
We have already called attention to the peculiarity of b d g in the T.of Zebulon.

T mapayyeAd ki, 8 Jooi épuhdfaTe A,
9 This is the reading of b. B-0, A read mdoas, &c.
10 ¢m efg. 1t ¢ would have been removed’ A,

12 ¢do not oppose’ A.
'3 We omit 73 where all the Greek MSS seem to be corrupt.
14 Cf. Eccles 118 513 LXX meponaoudy movnpiv.
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Trom this list of variants it is clear:

(i) That the support of A is practically always on the side of the
S and against the a text.

R 1 S 2% 6' Z 2® 5' are the only cases in the above list in which A
supports a against B, and they can be easily accounted for as loose
renderings or slight emendations of the S text on the part of the
Armenian translator which happen to coincide with the readings of
the o text. It appears also that the 44 ¢ group is closer to A than the
a ¢ f group which sometimes supports a against 54 g A.

Thus the evidence of the Armenian version strongly suggests that
4 should be chosen as the basis for the reconstruction of the text.

(ii) The differences between the a and B texts are such as to point to
the conclusion that one family represents the result of a free handling
of the text of the other.

They may be classified as follows :—

(i) Differences due to corruptions in a Greek text, e. g. S6° G 4. It
will be noticed that in both these cases it is the o text which is
secondary.

(ii) Alterations of style, e.g.

(2) ‘The substitution of a colourless or conventional word for a more
striking or unusual one, e. g. R 17° 4% 6" 6° S 8% L 2" 6° 82 8% 18# Z 17
G 5°. Here again it is the £ text which appears to be original.

() An attempt to improve the sense which sometimes succeeds
(e.g. R 3" L 1? G 2%), is sometimes quite unnecessary {e.g. L 13°), and
sometimes fails (e.g. R 47 5? S1! G 51).

Here the evidence is not very decisive, but such as it is it supports
the originality of the 8 text.

(¢) The cultivation of a somewhat florid style on the part of the
originator of the a text, e.g. R 3% 4™ Z9* G 1% The idiomatic use of
tmwdpywv in the last passage is confined to the a text. It occurs again
S4*L i1 Iss7' N1° Jos. 10® 11°; and in all these cases 8 simply uses
A

(iii) The alteration of a statement in order to bring the story into
accordance with the writer’s views : e.g. in R 67 ¢ considers that Gad
is a more suitable person than Dan to share with Levi, Judah, and
Joseph the divine gift of sovereignty ; in Z 3* o alters véuov "Evdy into
vépov Movoéos: in G 1° a avoids the exaggeration of B’s description of
Gad’s prowess: in L10® a is influenced by Mt24™ and in Z 4° by
Gen 37%:? in G 1* a feels that Tpvdepds is an ambiguous word to apply
to Joseph and changes it to véos.

! For other instances of stylistic ambition on the part of a see notes on Jud 3! 3¢

below.
? Similarly in A 4% ¢ is influenced by Ps 34!% LXX,
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(iv) The correction of the teaching of a passage, e.g. in L 16° the
expression s vouilere, is avoided by a as savouring of Docetism. As
another example we may quote the readings of ¢ in R 5* 6' which
suggest that the omission of afvyov i atrés Géke in R 4' is due to the
scribe’s prejudice in favour of celibacy.

(v) Of many differences little more can be said than that they bear
witness to a rather arbitrary handling of one text on the part of the
originator of the other, e.g. R 3" 4° 454" 6 L 2° 5" 6° 15° 18" Z 2% !
9" G

2. Omissions are next to be considered. While the MSS of the

" Btext are guilty of a few omissions, generally through homoioteleuton »
and practically always to be corrected by means of one of the other MSS
of the same family, omissions are a leading characteristic of the a text.

They occur on every page and vary from the omission of a few words
(e.g. R3" S7' 8 L™ 10® 16' Z 5% to the omission of several verses
{e.g. L 12577 Jud 1257%),

Most of these omissions appear to be dictated by a desire to shorten
the text by leaving out uninteresting details, and to remove passages
open to objection or misconstruction. )

3. With regard to additions: those of a are fairly frequent but trivial,
and for the most part easily recognized as attempts at improvement :
e.g. L6° G5 5% 7°Z 4" S2° R5* Z 3% Such additions scarcely ever
have the support of A.

The case of 8 is more complicated. It is not only a longer text than
a; it is also longer than the text of the Armenian. It is important for
us to notice that « and A do not commonly agree in their omissions.
The following is a list of omissions in the Testaments of Issachar and
Asher, 3 being taken as the standard :—

Issackar.
Omissions occur in : ‘

om. A onm. a om. A om. a
Iz 32 25
% 7+ efg d 33,4 d 31
It 1? d 35 d 34

b 1 b1 e 36,7,3 e 36
113 IH 41

¢ pt ¢t £ 428 f4!+af

*e.g. R6YL 18°,

¥ These omissions have only #ai § 86Aes in common.
¢ These omissions have nothing in common. .
d These omissions (very considerable on the part of A) have 4 words in common.
¢ ” 31 ” ” T O T L L

f ”» ’ » ) 4 » 7

»
In the case of a af the omission seems due to homoioteleuton.
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Issachar.
Omissions occur in :
om. A om. a om. A onm. a
4"l ¢ 71 c 71
a 4 8 40 7l
1»,51,2 b51 d75 d75
54 e 76 e 76
7
5° 7
56,7 { 8 f 73
61,2 7
Asher.
Omissions occur in :
onm. A om. a om. A om, o
13 19 45 82
? 2? 51
27 3
3 4 G
4 6
: 3

It will be observed that in the Testament of Asher the omissions of
a and A are quite independent of one another: in the Testament
of Issachar A’s omissions are so numerous and large that they naturally
overlap to some extent the much smaller omissions of a.* ,

Of all the a-omissions the only ones which convict 8 of an addition
are Iss 1" (xal 6 86Aos, which may well have come from the preceding
clause) and Iss 7* (eis fdvarov).?

With these we may compare L 8% (mworedoas BA: om. a); but
instances of this kind are rare.

Thus as compared with a even in the matter of additions 8 proves to
be the superior text.

I have already mentioned the three long interpolations in ¢, and
the doubtful passages in the Testament of Zebulon which are found
only in 64g. We must not overlook the verses about St Paul in
B 11*7% which are peculiar to the 8 text and may well be an interpola-
tion later than the time when the « text originated. On the other hand,
it is quite possible that o deliberately changed the reference of the
passage from St Paul® to our Lord by means of a large omission and

2 These omissions have 2 words in common.
b
2y bE 2 3 b2l 3 7
H) 1 w 2 ” »
6 1 1 13

- 0 e

” ” n 4 ” »
” 2 » 3 2t »
! We shall return later to the omissions of A. See below.
? B apparently inserts els favarov again in Jos 11° against the other authorities.
3 The comparison between St Paul and the wolf of Gen 49?7 (LXX), not on the
ground of his ¢ persecuting the church’ (Tertullian .Adv. Marcionen: I vol. ii p. 275
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a small and conventional addition. In the following chapter (x 2)
a seems to be handling the text of 8 very freely—shortenmg the ending
of the Testament and turning it into the conventional form.!

4. Differences between the two groups in the order of words in
a sentence are common. The following is a list for the Testament of
Joseph:

27344752 6° 77 7° 71 9% o° 10" 11 117 147 14" 157 157 15° 16¢ 177 19 1g™.

A curious little preference on the part of a may be noticed here, viz.
of pfvas érrd to érra pives R 1° and similarly S8' L1g* G 8° Jos 15! B2,

The facts we have been considering lead irresistibly to the conclusion

"that « is little more than a late and free recension of the 8 text, and
that the best representative of the B text is 4.

We will now test this result by examining a few consecutive chapters
of the Testament of Judah in the light of it. Let us take the text of
4, giving the variants of ¢ in full, together with the evidence of A, and
quoting the other MSS when their testimony seems desirable.

SJudal:
R o ~ - -
1 L Avrlypagor Adyer 'Totda, Soa éAdAnoe Tols viols adrod, mpo ToD
3 -~ 3/ / 3 \ 3 N N " J 3 ~
2 dmoflavety adrdv. Swaxfévres NAOov mpds adToév kai elmev adrolst
3 Térapros vids éyevdumy 73 waTpl pov, kai B TP pov Gvépuacé pe
> , » - ~
Tovda, Aéyovear "Avfopoloyodpar 7¢ Kuply v wké pou kal Téraprov

L. 1. avriypagor] + Swabiuns d A oga] &a 2. ovvaxbevres bA]+olv a
npos avrov BA] om, ¢ 3. Terapros BA] pr. 'Axodgare, Téuva pov, ‘lovda 10U
Tarpls Yudy: éyw a eyevopny ]+ éyw afg A pov B A+ TavwB a n 6] pr.

Aelaa B A wropace B émovouagéy a Tovba 4 b dg) Tobdar caef

L. 1. The difference of grammatical taste between a (&) and B (3¢a) is to be noticed,
and similarly at the beginning of the next verse (2) where a has ofv which 5 A om,
In the same verse ¢ against all the other authorities omits npés abréy.

3. The clause added by a is not found in BA. To come to a decision we must
examine the opening words of all the Testaments.

Similar words to these are found in R 15S 21 Iss11 Z12 D12 N1 A1? Jos 12
They are absent from L 2!; in B 12 they are added only by d; in G 12 a reads
*Axovoare Téxva pov (om, BA).

It seems therefore that here and in Gad 1% a makes an effort (as d does in B 1%)
to make the introduction to the Testament uniform with that which he regards as
the norm, viz. (as a minimum) éxotoare Téxva pov.

a has both names ; b omits both. The remaining MSS of the 8 family, supported
by A, have the name of the mother only. The evidence therefore is indecisive, but
rather points to the reading of g(-5) A. Cf. S2%

ed. Oehler), but because of his ‘bursting in upon Israel, for salvation and tearing
away from them like a wolf and giving to the synagogue of the Gentiles’ is very
striking.

1 Cf. a’s bold substitution of a conventional ending for the striking verse of 8

(Jos 208).
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v, O&vs Yunv kal Satos €v vedTyTi pov, kal vwakovwy TG TaTpL
viov. N7 L oTTov S NTL JAOV, W P

4
5 pov katd wdvra Aéyov. Kai edbAéyow v prépa pov xai Tiv ddeddiy
6 s punrpds pov. Kal éyévero, bs Jwdpdbyy, xai b marip pov TakdB

\ 4 ~
ilard por Aéywr Bagiheds oy kal ebododpevos & wiow.
¥ ~ ~ 4 o 3 ~ \
1 IL Kai &oxé po. Kdpios xdpw &v wior Tols épyors pov & Te dypo kal
3 ~ ¥ .5 k o ’ ~ o3y / \ ’ 3 N\ 3 /
2 & 79 oikew' s eldoy St gvvédpapov T éAddy, kai midoas atmy érolnaa
~ ~ r N 8 ’8 3 4 8 \ ~ 8 7’ \ -~
3 Bpopa 6 matpl pov. Tas dopkddas ékpdTouv 8ia Tov Spopov, kal TaV
a > ) ’ Ié ’ N\
o 7w & 7ols wedlows karerduBavov. ®opdda dyplav xoréhafov, xal
\ » : k) -~
4 mdoas Yuépwoa. Kal Aéovra améktewa xal ddpeddumy épidov ék Tob
\ ~ e /’ 3 7
aréparos adrod. "Apkov Aafov dmd Tod wodds, dmexiAnoa €ls KpuvoV:

4. ofvs Bl pr.éyd a A rxai owovdatos BA om.a  vmaxovav a bf) bmijrovov cdeg
5. evAoyovy b) éripovy a: éripav B-b 6. nvdpabny b A) Hépivonr ca g Taxwp
BA) om. a rat evoSovuevos b) katevoBovuevos a B-b A

IL. 2. ws edov b) olba a B-bA TN om. ¢ macas avryy B) éwiaca adThy kal a
eromoa] +adTiy ¢ pov] + xal épayey a 3. 7. dopradas] THv 8¢ doprada ¢ dua
70D pbpov Ekpdrovy a ¢popada . . . nuepwoa B om. a popddas A ratéxaBov
om.aA 4 Boprdda (wild beasts A) éctvnyov & 77 xepl pove A 4. ko Bl Tdv a:
kal Tov A Aeovra +often A aproy B] pr. Tiv a i pr. kal Tdv A arekvAnca
bdef) amérvoa aa : dmprévrica gA Tov xpuuvdy ¢ + kal cuverpifn a

3. Where 8 has &véuacev a has a compound word énwvdpacer (which the MSS spell
érovéuaoev). There are many instances of a’s preference (as compared with g) for
compound words, e.g.: Jud 35 and N g7 (kareAdBouev a for xal éxdBouev B)
Jud 65498 Jos 54 6% 65 84 92 112 13 B1% & especially favours the simple form
Jud 18 310 Jos 183, On the other hand there are cases where a has the simple
and 8 the compound word, e.g. A 1° N 53 Z 22 Jos 171, ’'Iodda for 'Tovdav is a slip
on the part of Abdg. b is occasionally guilty of slips of this kind, e. g. L 4* viof for
viod (and sim. Iss 21),

4. An unnecessary &éyd is not infrequent in a (e.g. D 13), In such a case the
support of A counts for little. a omits xal smovdaios. It is probably original or else
the emphasis laid upon Judah’s swiftness would appear to be excessive. Swiftness
is the peculiar characteristic of Naphtali (N 21). Judah figures rather as the all-
round athlete. Another slight difference in style is seen in the change of the
participle (a4 f) into the finite verb (cdeg).

5. For éripaw b has the strange edAéyovv, The reading is probably to be classed
among the peculiarities of this MS. It may be due to the influence of dvfouo-
Xoyoypa: in verse 3.

6. a omits “TaxwB against 8 A,

IL 2. &s eldov for ofda is another of &’s peculiar readings and probably needs
correction,

3. a shortens the account and again in the next verse.

4. The article is distinctly more frequent in a thanin 8. In the Testament of
Joseph I have counted 15 cases where a has the article against 8, and only 4 cases
where 8 has the article as against a,

dmexvAnoa is the best supported reading. The author may have been using it in
much the same sense as dnyxévrioca, which may represent a correction (due to 2%) :
while dréAvoa looks like the substitution of a more familiar word.
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éml 74 moluvia kal moAVs Aads per adTdv, kdyw udvos dpapwy émri Tov
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Bacihéa Sovp, cuvéoxov adTov kal éml Tds kvuidas kpovgas kaTéomaca
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2 xal obrws dvethov adrdv. Kai 7ov érepov Baciréo Tapove kabrjpevoy éml
~n o 3 ~ LY Ay 4 z A A ’ \
3 70D tmwov, dvethov adTov kal ovTws wdvta Tov Aaov Sieokdpmiga. Tov

4. Kt . .. kvva] om. a. 5. TOV aypioxotpa ¢ owedpauoy B] ratédpapov aa
mpoedafac  pe]+kal a  avrov a B] its bones A 6. mapdakis] + another time A
avrygy 1% and 2°) adrov a ovpas] wéprov aaf  dwnrévrnea a xa eppayn (was
found broken A). . I‘a(qs] iml T wérpay kal éppd'yv; eis 8o a 7. xwpa (mountain
A) ... expargoa BA) edpov Ty xdwpav veubpevov, kal l:pa'n]aas a kajom.c ]
om.a dvzmmms] gvaThaas ¢

III. 1. ka: o7e] &7e B¢ a the king of the C. A motpvia fudv kal Aads words a
Sovp bfgA) Adolp ae: Tov Evaa guvesxov avrov BA] om. a xpovaas adToy
éni Tds kynuidasa 2. katTov] TOV 8¢ a Tdv Tagové a avrov] om a Aaov]
+abt@v cafgAB +abrob hdeAa 3. Tov] pr. kata A

5. xarédpapov seems to be an attempt at an improvement of gvvédpapor.

6. An excellent example of a slight variation with little apparent reason between
the a and B texts is to be seen in the readings xéprov aaf and odpas 8 (the two
words occur about equally in the LXX : #épros is the more common in the later
versions Aq. Th. Sm.).

Cf. 7% wpylotny a a f: é0vudbny bdeg (the latter less common in the Testaments)
%8 imogépovs a (a word found in B in ¢7 where it is omitted by a): {mogwévdovs
BA

a leaves out T'a{a which has every appearance of originality and completes the
local touch introduced by XeBSpdv. Perhaps the scribe was aware of the distance
between the two places and disliked the exaggeration of the description. This,
however, is not at all excessive when compared with some of the later rabbinical
tales, a’s free paraphrase in this case prepares us for his rearrangement of the
first clause of the following verse.

III. 1. A apparently thinks it more natural to have one klng of the Canaanites
than two (and see below)., a has 3¢ while all the other authorities have #ai.© The
a text has a conspicuous fondness for the particle 8¢, I have counted 26 cases in
the Testament of Joseph where the a text has 8¢ when it is absent from the B text,
and in the same chapters I have found only 3 instances of the presence of 8 in the
B text when it is absent from the a. The a text makes a more serious omission in
this verse owing to lack of interest in the narrative, viz. the omission of the name
"Acodp and the graphic expression owwéoxov adrév. The name ‘Agodp (WX the
name of the place referred to in £ Mace 11%) is preserved correctly by ae. In
bfg the a has dropped out through the presence of a at the end of the preceding
word, and they read Sodp, A following them.
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1) xpl pov, Aflois opevduviocas adrols Téooapas éf atTdv dvethov: of B¢
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dAhov épvyov. Kal TakdB 6 marnp jubv dveile rov Beehiod, Bacikéa

3. Axwp Bacikeal Bacihéa xwpd (Oxooopd AB) A yryayTov b} yiyavta o f
BarXovra] pr. ebpov a : having round his loins A eumpoge xar omadev ( + sitting
A) e’ wrmov] om. a avehouevos] avnAduevos ¢ éffovTa Avtpdv ¢ edwra
bde)] 3édwka a afg: struck A avrov] + odv 1@ {rTw @ 4. om. a Axwp]
Baciréa Nayap A about two hours A amexTava avrov] om, A Bvo] om. A
pépn B avrov] +and so I slew him A 5. exdverv] putting on A Tov
fwpara adrod a dvdpes bkt a a d: there appeared seven men A eraipor a b A
érepot a B avrov] éavrol ¢ npos] omt. a 6. &vefoas aadg owy] B¢
éywa: éyw A ev T xept] Enl Ty Yeiph a Mbois) pr. kal a A cpevdovyaas
avrois Afois ¢ aXiot] Aoerol ay. 8¢ marqp pov TaxdfB a npav] pov e AB
Beeiga b] Behigdf a af: Behacad A

3. A does not understand that "Axdp is the name of the king and writes BasiAéa
xwpd. Dr Charles suggests that "Axd&p = ™YN, acorruption of ) &repos. But in
the LXX ’Ax@p stands for 1i:§. Achor is a third king, the fight with whom is
recorded in addition to the account of the battle with the two kings of the
Canaanites.

yrydvrwy is an instance of the necessity for making small corrections in 4.  Cf. 5*
(Aabpuaio for Adbpa).

. The elpor of a is an attempt to make the sentence grammatical, whereas
dveAdpevos is intended as the verb (cf. dvetror).

a shortens the account and omits verse 4, probably through lack of interest in
the narrative.

4. The sentence is clumsily arranged in the 8 text. The order seems to imply
that the cutting off of the feet took place after the death of the king. This, how-
ever, is not what the writer means, as A perceives.

5. There is a curious discrepancy in numbers between the various authorities.
durdy has the strongest support (befaad). A replaces this by the symbolical
number érrd. A°/7 have &véa which would have attracted no attention but for
its agreement with the number given in the similar story of Judah’s exploits which
is found in two mediaeval collections of rabbinical legends (Midr. Wajjis, and Book
of Jashar). This coincidence, however, interesting as it is, cannot be allowed to
override the decisive MS evidence as to the true reading in this passage.

érepot is an easy corruption of éraipor.

6. The 8¢ éyw is a rather typical attempt at emphasis on the part of a (cf. 42 below,
also Jos 45D 13 A 5472 %), o¢evdorfoas adrois Alfuvs, which is apparently the
reading intended by a, gives the verb the same form and usage as in the LXX.

Aibors opevBwvicas abrods b: (opevdovicas a d g) is the construction found with the
verb éopevddvouvy in 75,

7. The Bee of b best preserves the 5})3 part of the original name, whatever the
second part of it may have been,
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9. Awd Tobro 6 marhp pov duépipvos fv v Tols woAépois a: kal AB ote cfB] éme
h Ac nuny] om. a ev blow af pov] + etuny ¢ 10. mepe epov) om. A,
emerar bd) owéneral aafg nrracbar B A dijace a + pe A (pat ¢ pot k)

IV. 1. xal perd Todro yéyovev Huiv kard vioTov a TOIS €V Sprppois a avv Tois
ddeAgols a dbfapner a avdpas] om. a dmexTelvapey a avdpas) om. a
kai Tecoapas (Téooapes b) Bagires]om. a 2. avgAfov] + &y a A en' avrovs] om.
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8. The construction in 8 is again clumsy. a does not realize that d¢’ goes with
the verb éwavoarro, and so he introduces a simplification.

10. b stands alone in reading é& for gvr. In Levi 10° ¢ stands alone in reading
& (adv BA).

#rrdoba is the more original and striking word. dfao8a: is the more conventional
one in this connexion.

IV. 1. a omits xal Téooapas Bagieis.

3. Again Dr Charles is too much influenced by parallels from the mediaeval
rabbinical collections of legends. There is no good reason for rejecting XeSpav.
’Agolp (the correction Dr Charles would make) is not in the Soutk (41).

T&v Bacidéov is another omission on the part of a.

The examination of these four chapters together with what has gone
before is sufficient to shew that 4 is a good foundation for the reconstruc-
tion of the text, and that it is unnecessary to quote ¢ continuously
in a critical apparatus, unless that apparatus is to be exhaustive.

The Armenian version remains to be considered.

Dr Charles is too much inclined to treat this version as a verbal
reproduction of the Greek text rather than as a translation.

Not infrequently the Armenian which Dr Charles is at pains to
retranslate exactly into Greek is simply a free rendering of the existing
Greek text. Thus in Jos 10! ‘is’ (A) does not necessarily imply
a different word from sarepyderac (Greek MSS)': and the evidence of

! Many other examples could be given but one or two must suffice, €. g. L_IC"Q
where for peyéAa A has ¢ very great’, Iss 4¢ where A translates yhefas as if it
were ywaikay, and cf. R 37 57 Jud 2° D 519,
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A scarcely counts with regard to the omission of kaf or 8¢ or éyd, varia-
tions in the order of a sentence, the use of an abstract word for a
concrete,! and so on.

It is instructive to compare the Armenian version of the Testaments
with the Armenian version of the Book of Adam.? This also is a
literal translation and not a verbal reproduction.?

In attempting to estimate the value of A we must remember that

(i) it is sometimes corrupt (e.g. R 3° Jud 3° Z 2*) and very occasionally
makes what is clearly an addition (e. g. L 1* Jud 1* 5* 5° 6° ¢°).

(ii) occasionally it alone preserves what is certainly a more original
text, e.g. Jos 19 B 10'%*

(ii) it is guilty of at least a considerable number of omissions
(e.g. R 6% S 6® L 12%), but on the other hand

(iv) in the Testaments® of Issachar,® Joseph, and Benjamin’ the
narrative of A is shorter and neater than that of the Greek MSS, which
is inclined to be a little rambling. Thus Issachar is evidently a pattern
of ‘simplicity’ and not of charitableness,® and A omits all the passages
(Iss 3° 5% 7™ °) which refer to charitable acts on the part of the patriarch ;
and similarly A does not mention his offerings to the Lord (3° 5°).

It is quite possible, therefore, that there lay before the Armenian
translator a Greek text which was shorter (particularly in the three
Testaments mentioned above) than that which has been preserved in
any of the Greek MSS.

Even so, however, it does not necessarily follow that this would be
more original than the longer text of the archetype of the existing
Greek MSS.

In the case of the two recensions (A and B) of the Testament of
Abraham, A, which is the longer, is in many respects more original
than B.?

On. the whole then the probability is that the Armenian represents

1e.g. R2%3% Jos 15( +a) 8 (+a) G 4° and sim, Jos 62 68 48 (variations between
finite verb and participle).

2 F. C. Conybeare J. Q. R. vii pp. 221 ff.

% For examples of freedom of rendering see especially chapters XV, XVIII,
XXXII, XL.

4+ These instances are unmistakeable. There are others more doubtful, e, g, Iss 557
B 2673, )

It is not necessary to refer again here to the passages in Testament of Zebulon
only found in 6 d g.

6 Where there is nothing distinctively Christian in any of our authorities.

" In B2 A is first guilty of an omission, and then apparently for some yerses is
alone in preserving the original text for which (on account of its dubious teaching)
the Greek MSS offer a rather feeble substitute.

8 Zebulon is the pattern of charitableness.
9 The Testament of Abrakam, ed. Dr M. R, James, p. 49.
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a slight abridgement, and the present Greek text a very slight expansion
of the original Testaments. In the actual reconstruction of the original
text it will often be extremely difficult to decide whether to admit words
on the authority of the Greek or to reject them on the authority of
the Armenian.! If, therefore, 4 be taken as the foundation of the
reconstructed text, it will be advisable to record the readings of A in
the margin.’

The fact that A exists in two recensions A® and A8 has already been
mentioned. Of these the latter (which is found in Biblical MSS) is
considerably longer and nearer the Greek : the former (which is found
only in non-Biblical MSS) is frequently defective, and has every appear-
ance of being merely a corrupt and shortened form of A8,

The passages which go to shew that this is the case are very
numerous: e.g. A® is guilty of omissions in the Testament of Simeon
3% 47 4°-5° 62 6*: in the Testament of Levig* 7113%% 137 14*° 1523
17 18: ‘in the Testament of Judah the text of A® is less by a third than
that of A8’ and so on. '

Not infrequently the reading of A is obviously a corruption of that
in A8, e.g. S6° L 6.

Dr Charles claims that in Levi 3'-° ¢ Ae gives the nearest reproduction
of the original Hebrew’, but his treatment of the text of Levi’s vision, of
which this passage forms a part, is arbitrary and unconvincing. There
are numerous indications that A¢, which describes two heavens, and
a, which describes six, are shortened forms of 8 AB, which speak of
seven. In Levi 27 Ac agrees with A8 8 in connecting the water with
the second heaven. Befween the two heavens (as in 8 AB) must be its

. original place. '

Ace has already had considerable omissions in the verses which
precede the account of the vision (zz. 3 and 4): it tells us nothing
about the first heaven (2. 7): it leaves out gb, which is essential to the
sense. Again, in chapter iii, it omits all mention of the third heaven,
although its enumeration is here plainly that of A#, and it entirely
ignores the description of the heavens in descending order from the
highest to the fourth. )

Further, such a reading as ‘live’ (2%) for ‘stand’ seems clearly to
shew that Ae is a corruption*® of AB, while the phrase ‘the coming
mysteries’ in the same verse appears to be a reminiscence of the next
clause of all the Greek MSS To6 pé\hovros Avrpotofar’

1 Nor-is the difficulty solved in cases where the omission of A is supported_b}: a.
2 Except where they are obviously corrupt or loose renderings of the existing

Greek text. :
3 Charles, Introd. p. xv. 4 Cf. the corruption of ABin Aa L 67.

5 Cf. the contraction of the text in A® L 4. .
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The text of a in its present form mentions six heavens, a most
improbable number. The transcriber is apparently attempting® to
reduce the number to three (2°P). Moreover, it is no objection to the
account of 8 AB that the dwellers in the fourth heaven are described
first in general terms as ‘holy’ 3° and afterwards more particularly as
‘thrones and dominions in which always praises are offered to
God” ().

There is, therefore, every reason to suppose that B8 A8 give us the
original text of this passage, and that Ae is merely a corrupt and
shortened form of A&,

If this is so then Ae, being a corrupt and shortened form of A8, and
a being a corrupt and shortened form of 8, Ae and « will naturally
agree occasionally against A# and 8. As a matter of fact such agree-
ments are few and unimportant, and there are cases when A¢ agrees
with 8 against o (e. g. S 21° L 8?),

The fact seems to be that Dr Charles has allowed himself to be pre-
judiced in favour of ¢ by his theories (1) of two recensions of a Hebrew
original of the Testaments, and (2) of the possibility of recovering the
Jewish original from the present Christian edition of the Testaments by
the removal of a few obvious interpolations.

There is a considerable amount of evidence in favour of the suppo-
sition that the Testaments were originally written in Hebrew.? Starting
from this hypothesis and observing that a certain number of the
differences between & and ¢ might have arisen in Hebrew, Dr Charles
has launched out into the further hypothesis that each of these manu-
scripts represents a distinct Hebrew recension of the original text.
Thus he regards ¢, not as a late and inferior exemplar of the text of 4,.
but as preserving independently a second form of the primitive Hebrew
text.

Further, if it is possible, as Dr Charles maintains, to eliminate the
Christian element in the Testaments simply by removing a Christian
phrase here and there, the shorter text of ¢ will naturally contain fewer
Christian interpolations, and so will appear to be nearer to the Jewish
original than the longer text of &.

It remains therefore to be shewn

(1) that there is no sufficient ground for the hypothesis of two
Hebrew recensions, and (2) that the Jewish original, whatever it was,
cannot be recovered by the scissors and paste method which Dr Charles
recommends.

! Is this due to the influence of 2 Cor 122? It was natural to suppose that
St Paul was caught up into the highest of the heavens.
2 To be considered later.
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Meanwhile the result of the preceding investigation may be repre-
sented by the following genealogical table :

THE TESTAMENTS IN GREEK.

AB

d

o = the archetype of the o family.
B = the archetype of the 8 family,

The value of each MS is roughly indicated by its height on the page.
J. W. Hunkin.
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