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SUMMARY ,

THE SAMARITAN TEXT OF THE PENTATEUCH.
T TN K BRI KR KK KN K

A Comparison of the Samaritan Text
with the Masoretic Text.,

The purpose of this Thesis i1s to endeavour to
evaluate the textual varlants of the Samaritan Hebrew
Pentateuch and, if poésible, indicate lines upon which
the text might be restored as 1t existed at the time of
the Samaritan secession.

Texts collated are:

1. The Masoretiec Text, as published by Kahle in Kittel's
Biblia Hebraica, 7th., ed., Stuttgart, 1951.

2., The Samariltan Text, as reconstructed by A. von Gall,
Dor Hebraische Pentateuch der Samaritaner, Giesson,
1914 -18.

3. The Pentatcuch texts of the Dead Sca Scrolls in
Discoveries in the Judaean Desert, I,XXI, & IIXI, in the

case of all the Samaritan wvariants. °

i, The Septuagint, ed. A. Rahlfs, Stuttgart, 1935, in the
case of the Samaritan variants that show difference in

sense, or where pProper names occur,

The introductory Chapter I conslsts of a short history

of/
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of studies on the Samaritan text of the Pentateuch.

Brief mention is made of scholars prior to Gesenius but
with him, and thereafter, increasingly detailed treatment
is given,

Chapter IX states the Methods adopted, namely, the
collection, critical examination and classification of all
the Samaritan Pentateouch variants, There is a discussion
on the objection sometimes levelled against the von Gall
text, that it 1s eclectic and that 1t has not made use of
all the M3 material available.

Chapter III prepared the way for the actual classifica-
tion of the wvariants by dealing with certain preliminary
considerations that affect the comparative study of the
texts: 1t consists of three monographs; oral transmission,
Pre-Masoretic Hebrew texts, and Scroll and Codex (the last
boing a ceritlcism of Gaster's view that the Scroll and not
the Codex should be taken as the basis of comparison) .

Chapter IV discusses the Principles to be used in the
Classification of the variants and then gives an outline
of the Classification which divides the material into three
main groups, viz. Orthography, Grammar and Vocabulary and
of the subedivision of the last two groups into variants
that show (1) agreement in sense or (2) divergence in scnse.

Chapter V gives a selective survey of the whole materia
into a series of classified paragraphs, giving representative

exaiiples/



3
examples and referring the reader to the Appendix for
conplete lists,.

Chapter VI contains the evidence of the Dead Sea
Scrolls, showing in the case of the Samaritan variants where
the Serolls agree with the Samaritan, or the Masoretic Text,
or diverge from both,

The final Chapter VII gives conclusions; obtained
from the consideration of the Samaritan Pentateuch, regardéd
as a descendent of a type of text earlier than the Maseretic
and belonging to the period of variant texts, prior to the
Council of Jamnia, to which the Masoretic, the Samaritan,
the Dead Sea Scrolls and the Greek texts commonly referred
to collectively under the term LXX all go back,

Appendix A consists of a detailed list of the variants
under the categories of the Classification outlined eawrlier
in the Thesis. This exhaustive list constitutes a large
part of the Thesis which 1t is hoped will be of permanent
usefulness for veference., |

Appendix B 1is an additional paper on two Samaritan
M58 specially examined.

A Bibliography of Books and Periodicals concludes

the Thesis,
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PREFACE,

Since early in the 17th century Huropeans discovered
a Samaritan form of the Hebrew Pentateuch, writien in an
ancient script and containing variants from the text of the
MT, many different vicews have been taken of its value for
the Textual Criticism of the MT. A summary of these views
will be given in the Short History of Samaritan Studies,
mainly from the textual standpoint, which will be found
in th; General Introduction, Chapter I. It is proposed
to undertake a new treatment of the subject and the purpose
of this Thesis is to endeavour to determine the value
of the Samaritan variants as ailds towards reconstructing
the text of the Hebroew Pentateuch as 1t existed at the
time of the Samaritan secession,

This new investigation appears to be necessary for

the following reasons:

l. Barlier students had not considered all the Samaritan

Pentateuch variants,

2, Von Gall's work, "Dex Hebraische Pentateuch der Samaritaner,

shows that there is a definite Samaritan recension
of the Pentateuch but he offers no classification or

discussion on the wvariants from the MT.

3¢/
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ii.

3. The Dead Sea Scrolls have provided new material which

may have a bearing on the subject.

Texts

collated:

1,

2.

Masoretic Text « Biblia Hebraica, R. Kittel, 7th ed.,
Stuttgart, 1951, '

Samaritan Text, as reconstructed by A. von Gall,
er Hebraische Pentateuch Der Samaritaner,
Giessen, 191418

The Pentateuch texts of the Dead Sea Scrolls in
Discoveries in the Judaean besert, I, Qumran Cave I.,
D. Barthelemy and J. T. Milik, Oxford, 1955.

II.Les Grottes de Murabba® at, P.Benoit, J.T.Milik,
R, de Vaux, Oxford, 1961, III. Les 'Petites Grottes!
de Qumran, M.Baillet, J,T.Mildik, R, de Vaux, -
Oxford, 1962, in the case of all the Samaritan variants
from the M,T,

The Septuagint, ed. A, Rahlfs, Stuttgart, 1935, in
the ecase of the Samaritan variants that show differw

ences in sense, or where proper names occur.

The ¢lassification of the Samaritan variants (sce

below, Chapters IV and V) i1s an original one and rcelevant

to the problems that arise in the investigation of the

subject: 1t should be useful to other imvestigators in

theinr

assessments of the value of the Samaritan variants

and for easy refercence and further investigation. The

preceding/



idide,
preceding Chapters, it is submitted, also show an
independent treatment e.,g.,Chapter XIX, 3, discussion on
the relative merits of Scroll and Codex, The Conclusions
in Chapter VIEare based on the evidence of all the Samaritan
variants, and not just a proportion of theﬁ, and take'. into
account the relevant evidence of the Dead Sea Scrolls.
In the Appendix the citation of the Samaritan variants is
considerably fuller than that which has hitherto appeaxred
in aﬁy published work on the subject and should also be useful
for easy reference and further investigation.

The writer expresses his appreciation of past and
present scholars whose works have been consulted and, in
some f£ases, discuséed in the Iﬁtroductory Chapter, He has
a large debt of gratitude to the late Professor W.B.Stevenson
who first introduced him to Samaritan studies, to Professor
Ce Jo Mullo Veir for invaluable guidance and the stimulus
of his scholarship and to Professor J. Mauchline for
encouragement and interest. He is also grateful to the
Librarians and their staff at Glasgow University, Trinity
College, Glasgow, and Trinity and WVestminster Colleges,

Cambridge.
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CHAPTER L.

General Introduction,

Short history of Samaritan Studles.

The Samaritans in the time of Christ were inhabitants
of a part of the tervitory of old North Israel who still
kept themselves independent of the priesthood and temple
at Jerusalem, They had a temple and priesthood of their
own on Mount Gerigzim where they practised forms of worship
descended to them from old Hebrew times, They derived
the aunthority of these forms from Moses and treated his
boolt, the Pentateuch, as their sacred book.

After the Jewish state and temple were destroyved in
the first Christian century they carried on without change
ti1l 130 A.D,, when theilr temple also was destroved and
much of their treasures and of their ancient literature was
lost. The Samaritans, like the Jews, now lived largely
outside of Palestine, for example in Damascus, but unlike
the Jewilsh priesthood their priesthood carried on in Samaria
as best they could. The observances of the Mosaic Law were
maintained, including down %o modern times without a break
the Passovexr ceremony. Both in Samaria and elsewhere they
preserved independently of the Jews, and in a more ancient

Torm/



form of writing, coples of the Torah of Moses.

Farly in the 17th century came the discovery by
Buropeans of the Samaritan form of the Pentateuch. This
discovery was truly a landmark in 0ld Testament studies for
here was a Hebrew Pentateuch in a strange script and with
a text different from that of the Jews. Of course the
Talmud and early Jewilish writers recognised that the Samaritans
had the Law of Hosesl, and indeed both Jews and Samaritans
agreed that the Samavritan script was older than the square
script subsequently adopted by the Jews. There is a welle
known passage in the Babylonian Talmud which says that
originally the lLaw was given to Israel in the Hebrew script
and in the sacred tongue and that it was again given in the
days of ZEzra 1in the Assyrian script and the Aramaic tongue:
Israel chose the Assyrian script and the sacred tongue and

the Samaritans were left with the Hebrew script and the

Aramaic tonguea. The Christian Fathers also made
reference to the Samaiitan Pentateuch. Origen used it
in his nexaplas. Then the silence oif the centuries

descended and it seemed that even the memory of 1t had

perished, Barly in the 17th century came the'astounding

news that copies of the Samaritan Pentatecuch had been obtained,
In 1616 lietro della Valle obtained two copies at

Damascus:/
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Pamascus: one was presented to the Vatlcan and the other
was published in the Paris Polyglott (1645) and +he Leondon
Polyglott (1657). Morinus, who edited the Paris Polyglott,
claimed thaf the Samaritan text was considerably superior
to that of the MT. His opinion was adopted in great
measure by some scholar&u and rejected just as strongly by
othersﬁ. There followed a neriod of acute controversy,
much of the discussion and dispute being invalidated by the
fact that the participants allowed pre~conceived theolegical
ideas to influence them in their textual Jjudgments, In

the 18th century, however, a more objective approach was
shown by Houbigant and Kennicott who dfew attention to
valuable readings of the Samaritan, Xennicott carefully
noted its wvariants dn his famous textual work on the Hebrew
Bible, Vetus Tgstamentum;ggpraicumé. Scholars that followed
such as Michaelis and Jahn took an eclectis view, holding
fast to the general superiority of the MT but being

prepared to adopt a Samarlitan reading where the MT was
clearly defectivé. A noteworthy attempt to bring scientific
method to bear on the problem was made by Gesenius,

De Pentateitchi Samariltani Origine ITndole et Auctoritate

/

Commentatio Philplogica ~ Critica’, who was the first to make

a comprehensive classification of a large number of the
Samaritan variants, dividing them into edight main groups.

His/
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His view was that the Samavitan Pentateuch was a modernised
form of the Masoretic Text, sometimes misinterpreted and
sometimes intentionally altered. There the matter was
to rest for some years, Yet Gesenius had proceeded on
an unsound assumption and an unsound assertion. He assumed
that the MT was primary and the Samaritan was secondary,
arvising by alteration from it such an approach was
obviously unsound, as both PPentateuchs should be given an
equal hearing. He asserted (p.l6 of his Thesis) that the
Samaritan was derived from a M$ din the sqguare script, brought
to Samaria-in the time of Alexander the Great: this was
impossible as the square script was not in use at that period.
The way was prepared for a more comprehensive study
of the rvelationship between the two recensions by A, Geiger
who in 1857 correctly emphasised that the care exercised
by the Masoretic scholars for the purity of the Diblical
text was not true of an earlier period when the MSS were
somewhat arbitrarily handled and there were many corruptionsg.
He went on to show that only a small number of these
corruptions survived the later criitical methods and maintained
themselves in the MT7T. Variants of that earlier perioed
due to local, individual or sceectarian difference were
testified by the Samaritan Pentateuch and the Septuagint:

they consisted of the removal of difficulties in morphology

or/
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or syntax, supplementations from parallel passages and the
like,. That Geidger's attitude to the Samaritan community
was not unsympathetic was shown in a number oi monographs.

For oxample, in Zur Theologic u. Schrifterklarung der

Samaritaner he referred to the similarity of their theological

views with those of Judaism, especially the Sadducees, except

€
in so far as thedr politicel antipathies were not involved” .
Other monographs indicating this conservative attitude

of the Samaritans were Neuere Mittheilungen uber die

Samaritanerlo, and Die¢ Gesctzlichen Differenzen Zwischen

. 1l
Samarlitaner u.Juden . Of a more textual nature was

Geiger's Nachgelassene Schriftan12 wherein were discussed
the Semaritan varianss of a doctrinal nature, such as the
reading of Gerizim for Ebal in Deut¢27h or the Aramaisms
and late Hebrew forms found in their text. His conclusion
regavding the worth of the Samarditan Pentateuch is best
expressed in the following translation of his ocwn words
which shows how different his attitude was from that of
Gesenilus: "The Samaritan text is a highly important
historical document which, apart from particular Samaritanisms
in the case of Sghachem ~ where it is not always in the
wrong ~ and the Aramaisms, represents an old recension as
1t at that time had general distribution, and consequently

appears/
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appears also in the translations, namely the LXX, at times
even in old Talmudic writings".

Another scholar at that perliod who prepared the way
for a revival of interest in Samaritan studles was
H., Petermann who actually Journeyed to Samaria and met with
Amram, son of the still living high priest, Schalama. He

descvribes, Versuch ciner Hebraischen Formenlehire nach der

13

Aussprache der hecatigen Samaritaner -, p.h, how he read

aloud a portion of the Samaritan Pentateuch (in the edition
of Benjamin Blayney, Oxford, 1790) in the presence of Amram
who informed him that he read according to the way of the
Jews, bult not according to that of the Israelites, He was
invited by Petermann to read from the Pentateuch and readily
agreed to do s0. Whereupon he read the passage aloud 4in

such a way that Petermann would not have understood it, if

it had not been already known to him. Petermann lost no
time . He at once vocalised the text to the reading of
Amran. His first impression was that the reading was quite

arbitrary but subsequently he discovered "consequences

and laws which afforded cause for thought". IFor example,
in all the multiplicity of forms there was still a great
simplicity, "the most natural vowel a prevailed", the Qal.
Pract., Ptc., Infin. Absolute and Imperative often had the
same form, and the vowels maintained themselves firmer with

not/
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not so many vhanges as was the case with what Petermann
called the axtificial, Masorelic vocalisation, indicating
that the Samariitan veocalisation was the older. In point
of fact Petermann gave the preference to the Masoretic
vocalisation, as he detected Aramaic and Arabic influence
in the Samaritan vowels, At times, too, obvious errors
occurred in the Samaritan reading and often to his ears
there appeared to be divergence 1n pronunciation of one and
the same word, On the whole, however, it was to be
concluded that he who from yeuth up had read the Pentateuch
and expounded it in the synagogue knew the pronunciation
better than anycne else, Petermann then provides
(pp.ﬁ - 160) a formal scheme expounding the accidence of
the Hebrew according to the pronunciation of Amram. A
transliteration of Genesis follows (pp.l6l1 - 218) and
finally a 1list of Samaritan variants for the whole Pentateuch
(pp.219 ~ 326),

Early in the present century E., Meyer defended the
Samaritan reading in Deut XXVII.U - Geriwim for Eballq.
With the notable exception of Kennicott alwmost all previous
scholars had believed that the Samaritans in this passage
hadigitered Ebal dinto Gerizim in the interests of their cult.,
Meyer distinguished an eairly account of the origin of the

cult/



cult at Shechem (Deut. 1129, 2711'25) from the later

Deuteronomic interpretation (Deut.1126-28, 31 f, 277-10).

%e stated that the MT then removes Gerizim and FEbal from

%he vicinity of Shechem to the Jordan valley at Gilgal.
He maintained that the hill of blessing (Gerizim attested
by both Samaritan and MT) should have the altar., Meyer's
views are worthy of respect for it is evident that Chapter 27
reveals many critical difficulties. DMost commentators
are agreed that the various parts of it are imperfectly
connected and the Chapter itself interrupts the Discourse
of Moses. As against Meyer's view that the Samaritan reading
of Deut.274 is original, it may be stated that all the
versions agree with the MI and that the latter sees no
reason to alter Gerizim as the hill of blessing. The
arguments on neither side are conclusive and the matter
will be dealt with again later in the Thesis.

Another tribute to the Samaritans is paid by

J.Skinner who in his volume on the use of the Divine Names

in Genesis' has a section dealing with the Samaritan Pentateuch
and brings forward evidence that, in the transmission of
the Divine Names, there are at most 9 divergences as compared
with 310 cases of agreement in MT and Samaritanls.

In 1907 appeared a comprehensive study of the

Samaritans by J. A. Montgomery giving a scholarly introduction

to/



9.
to their history, literature and theology. His careful,
decumented account is in marked contrast to many earlier
controversial opinions, Regarding the Samaritan Pentatech
he sayst "As to relation of Samaritan to MT and its
origin, most different views have been held wvarying all the
way from the extreme Catholic position that Samaritan was
to be preferred to that which would make it Jdependent
on the LXX. All mysteries and prepossessions aside, the
simplest hypothesis is that the Samaritan represents an actual
early form of the Pentateuch text, When we recall that
the orthodox Jews of Alexandria produced a translation that
varies from our present MT., we cannot be surprised that
the heterodox Samaritans, who long before the origin of the
LXX possessed thelr own textual tradition, have preserved
a variant text. Indeed, it is not the disagreement that
is remarkable so much as the great similarity of the two
textgnlé. Probably there are not many that would quarrel
with this view.

Ap important evént in Samaritan studles was marked

by the publication of A. von (Gall's Der Hebraische Pentateuch
17 '

der Samaritaner which is used as one of the sources listed

in the Preface, The author gives an ilmpressive catalogue
of the Samaritan MSS used in the work extending to 40 more
or less complete MSS, which are designated by letters of

the/



10,
the alphabet, He exhausts the whole Roman alphabet
and has to draw on CGerman type to the extent of 15 letters.
In additioﬁ, there are 30 groups of fragments of MS scrolls
and 25 groups of fragments of M8 codices. Many of these
MSS he desceribes in great detall. Von Gallts work has
been criticised on the ground that it has as its basis an
eclectic method as compared, for example, with Biblia
Hebraica XYIT which reproduces the text just as it stands in
the Leningrad MS and further that it has not usgd all the
MS material available, For a full treatment of these
objections see Chapter II pp. 31-34. At this stage it is
only fair to point out that in his Prolegomena (p.68 fr)

"grundsﬁtﬁe fur dle Bearbeditung der Vorlicgenden Text - Ausgabe!

he states his view that the printing could not rest on one

M3 alone, Ile found he could not produce a family tree
of the MSS. Relationships were discernible but no families
could be reconstructed. He admits he made continual

conmparison with the LXX and Jewish text and that hils results
have a measure of subjectivity. As he says, he makes no
claim to infallibility and, if the readexr is net satisfied
with the propesed text, he is at liberty to choose from the
variants in the extensive critical apparatus available on
each pageo. It is generally agreed that the publicatlon of

von/
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von Gall's work marked a new stage in the Samaritan field.,
A modern scholar who prepared the way for a better
understanding of the Samaritan Pentateuch is P,Kahle who,

as far back as 1915, in Untersuchungen zur Geschichte des
Pentateuch~Textes,p.399 ff., develops the view that the

received text, while considerably older than the Samaritan
Pentateuch, had not been handed down unchanged from the pre-
Christian erals. Kahle shows that the LXX and citations

in Pseudepigrapha show obvious unfamiliardty with the H.T.
and numerous correspondences with readings in the Samariltan
Pentateuch. He concludes that the recelved text did not
represent @ﬁﬁgnbroken textual tradition but emanated from
the textunal criticism of the Masoretes, being a result of

a critical restoration of the current vulgar texts. The aim
of this movement was to get wvack to an ancient reliable text
in which ancient readings and forms long since discarded in
current texts were now restored, Glosses, additions,
Aramaisms, etc., all were cut out. That the Jewish scholars
possessed ancient textual material and that MSS were collated
by them 1is attested by a well-known Rabbinical tradition,

e.g2, Jerusalem Talwud, 1a%anith b,2,, to the effect that,

when the three copies of the Torah preserved in the temple
did not agree, the reading given by two of them was selected.
The LXX original, the Pentateuch citations in the Apocrypha

and/
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and Psecudepigrapha and the Samaritan Pentateuch stood
outside this movement and provide examples today of the
erratic vulgar texts rejected by the Masoretes, The
Apocrypha and Pseudeplgrapha were left tntouched as they
were viewed by the orfhodox Jews with indifference, while
the LXX, as the Bible of the Chr%stians, and the Samaritan
Pentateuch remained uninfluenced,

Kahle argued that the Samawitan must be viewed as
a téxt of high antigquity adjusted to practical use. Apart
from rarce emendations due té‘the Samaritan cult, there was
no reason to regard it as specifically Samaritan. It was
in fact simply a text in common use among Jews in pre=Christian
times and this is borne out by its relationship to the LXX
and Pseudepigraphic 1itegature. Most scholars accept
Kahlet's view that prior to the formation of the MT there
were quite a number of wvariant texts and his viéw that the
Masoretes collated a large number of texta when they formed
the HMT.

Among the many publications from Kahle during his
long life was The Cairo Geniza19 which is an important vcluﬁe
for Samaritan studies and to which references are made
throughout this Thesis, Agaln, 1in a paper contributed to
the Pedersen IFestschrift in 1953 Kahle has a long, detailed
account of the famous Abisha scroll in Nablusao, which is

first/
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first mentioned in a marginal note in a Tolida or Chronicle
of the Priesthood in 1149, recording how the Scroll being
carried 1in procession was being swept away by a sudden storm
wvhereupon the congregation grasped it and a portion remained
with them = Numbers 352 - Deuteronomy 34}0 The next
reference is in 1352 when the Samaritan historian Abu'l«Fath
reported that the Scroell was shown to the community and that
all present were able to see the cvypbgram beginning at
Deuteronony 610 stating that the Screll was written by Abisha,
son of Pinhas, son of Bleazar, son of Aaron in the thirtcenth
yvear after the Israelites had entered the Holy Land.
Descriptions of the scroll have been supplied by BEuropeans
from time to time, as mentioned in the monograph., Kahle
himself studied it in the synagogue at Nablus. According to
him the ancient part of the Scroll consists of Deuteronomy
and the last chapter of Numbers supplemented by a text written
about the 13th century and the really old parﬁ may take a
significant place in the textual criticism of the Hebrew Bible,
He also stated that Profes-or Perez Castro had been successful
in obtalning a photograph of the complete Scrollal, and the
publication of his results would enable a final decision to
be made. See below, p. 34 for ¥, Robertson's review of
Castro's work which has now been published.

It has been noted how Kahle has emphasised that the

LXX/
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LXX and cltations in the NT and the Pseudepigrapha show
obvious unfamiliarity with the HT gnd numerous correpondences
with readings in the Samaritan Pentateuch and that he has
developed the view, K generally accepted, that prior to the
formation of the MT there was quite a number of wvariant texts.
An interesting and convincing supplement to Kahle's position

is 4o be found in a monograph by J. Hempel Innermasoretische

Besthticungen des Samaritanu322 who shows that a group of

mediaeval Masoretic MSS in the material collected by Kenndcott
and de Rossi show correspondences with the Samaritan Péntateuch
in such matters as tendency to plene writing, a preference

for syndesis, and omissions and additions, as distinct from

the unified impresgssion of the later traditioen. The conclusion
that suggests itself is that these MSS witness to a variant
text form within the Masoretiec tradition itself, and which
contained vreadings of the old popular texts which survived

for centuries, prior to the unified texteform that is found

in 10th century MSs and later.

Another modern scholaxr is M, Nothga who states that
the great majority of.the Samaritan variants are for the most
part of ar orthographical nature or are concerned with
stylistic minutiae so that the amount of "sachlich bedeutsam"
vaviation is very small. He qguestions the assumption
generally made that after the cultic separation of the Jewish

A\
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and Samaritan communities the two texts of the Pentateuch
ran a completely independent course. In support of his
view he refers to Hempel's monograph, that has just been
noted, and demonstrates that in the case of Deuteronomy a
group of mediaeval Masoretic MSS agree 1in many details with
the Samaritan text.ﬂ He argues for long lasting relationship
between the text traditions on both sides. Noth's argument
is valuable at least for giving a salutary warning as to the
gaps in oqr‘historioal knovledge regarding the date and early
centuries of the Samaritan schism. Too oftén the relation=-
ship known to exist in later times, when the Jews had no
dealings with the Samaritans, has been read into the éarlier
period, Yet amidst much that is obscure one fact ecmerges
guite clearly that, with the promulgation of the 2nd canon
about 200 B.C, a definite break must have separated Jews and
Samaritans regarding the extent of Scripture. The fact that
many centuriés afterwards a group of MT MSS has variants
found inlthe Samaritan Pentateuch may simply showv that in
some MSS there were still variants surviving from the old
popular texta which had not at that date been wholly
eliminated from the MT tradition.

A well known writer on the Samaritans is M.Gaster
who' published a number of works such as the volume in the
Schwelch Lecturesau and an cearlier wvolume on the Samaritan
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Oral Lawgs, both of which provide a background of Samaritan
life and custom. Of a more textual nature and consequently
of more value for the purpose of this Thesis is his

A Samaritan Screll of the Law of the XIth century26, wherein

Gaster referred to the extreme care with which the Jews
wrote the synagogve scrolls in contrast with the codex, in
which there was much greater liberty of production. He
claimed that the text of the Jewish Pentateuch Scroll was
superior to that of the Codex anq he made a good point when
he asked 1f the same circumstance might not hold good. for
Samaritan Scroll and Codex, The MSS of the Samaritan
Pentateuch on which the Paris and London Polyglotts were
based were all without exception in codex form. In the

first Appendix to Nutt's Pragments of a Samaritan Targum27

reference is made to the view of Harkawy that the Samaritans
held the Scrolls as especially sacred, from their being
intended for use in the synagogue, and so would net part
with them to those of another failth. Since then. according
to Gaster, a few fragments of scrolls had cowme into the
library of the British Museum and anothér scroll fragment
was 1n Gaster's posseassion. He claimed that the comparison
of the Samaritan Pentateuch and the MT must be taken up anew
and carried out not with the aid of the Codex but with the

scroll,/
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scroll, I'or a refutation of this view of Gaster's sece
Chapter IXII, pp. 39443.

Another writer that should be mentioned is J, B, I,
Tﬁomsonzs.for a comprehensive volume covering such topics
aa Samaritan&histary; topography, theology and the ancient
alphabets with apecial reference to the evolution of the
Samaritan script. On the textual side there is a good
chapter on the relation of the Samaritan Pentateuch to the
IXX wherein Thomson argues convineingly that they arvre
independent witnesses and one has not been corrected from the
other, In another chapter he deals with the Samaritan
Pentateuch variants from the MT:t he makes an effective
criticism of earlier attempts at classification by Gesenius,
Kirchhein and Kohn and then proceeds to develop his own
scheme, based on "a primary division into two leading classes;
first, Variants due to Accident, and next, Variants due to
Intention®. His scheme of classification is itself
defeotive for surely a logical scheme must avoilid an analysis
based on a subjective distinction between intention and
un-intentional and take the facts as they are in an objective
way.

The next publication to be noted is one by Ch.Heller

The Samaritan Pentateuch, an Adaptation of the Masoretic Text29

Therein it 1s categorically stated that the Samaritan text
of the Pentateuch presents only a systematical editidn,
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adapted from the MT, and that it is without Jjustification.
that it has hitherté been regarded as an independent textual
witness, Heller attempts to justify his uncompromising
attitude by arguments which do not prove so much as he
contends, - For example, he affirms that the deviations of
the Samaritan from the MT are in agreement with and dependent
on views of late Rabbinical scholars, Hé quotes Siphre to
Deuteronomy 11302 "R. Eldieser, the son of R. Jose, said to
the Samavitan scholars: You have falsified the Thora text,
but you have not gained anything by it. Thus you have
written next to the words a91h 513w 33N the word o> w

we also take it in the same sense by drawing a parallel with

Genesis 126 where the verse says p1ih “fN 7Y Qow Oipn 1Y
hence as pnibh p?n there is pgow 4, so0 here also it means
Dow B, He concludes frowm this passage that the Sawmaritans

took the liberty of dnserting their interpretations into

the Bible itself, For, as he says, thexre could not have

been any talk of falsification in the addition of the word
Ooe 5 such in fact being the true meaning of the sentence.
This method, to alter the text according to the interpretation,
was so offensive to the Jewish scholars, who scrupulously
insisted on the inviolability eof the Biblical text. Of

course, even 1f it were granted that the Samaritans had
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introduced interpretations into theixr text to a much greater
degree than is to be found in the MT', it is quite another
matter to argue that these are done in conscious dependence
on it. They may well have arisemn quite independently.

Fleller refers to:

Genesha?z 7yaw 7yl2e Q'bwa g3A 02 MT
@w  w atapp a0 'm0 N2 ST

where the Samaritan reading i1s in line with Jewish exegesis.
It may be remarked that verse 3a in both Samaritan and'MT

is obviously an impure text and should probably be deleted
as a gloss but, taking it as it stands, it is clear that

the correspondence of {the Samaritan reading with the Jewish
dnterpretation may have arisen quite fortuitously. Another
example clted by Heller may be taken from NDeuteronomy 221'&
where the Samaritan has the extra words T hi ?9 @N

after the "sheep" or the "ox". These axtra words are in
accordance with Halakic and Haggadic traditions found in Jewish
sources wherein these animals are named only as examples, the
precept applying to all animals in like manner, Once again,
this need not involve Samaritan dependence. What it does

mean here is that the Samaritans have made their Oral Law
explicit in their text. It would in fact be difficulﬁ'for

the two traditions to diverge here, These and other avrguments
brought forward by Hellexr are not convinecing.
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Another modern scholar who has contributed to
Samaritan studles 1s G. Gerleman who makes frequent reference
to the Samaritan Pentateuch in Synoptic Studies in the OTBO.
In Chapter XX, p.8 £f, in dealing with the Book of Chronicles
and its sources, he states that the reason why Samuel-Kings
and Chronicles deviate linguistically 4ds, in his opinion,
to be sought 1in the fact that these writings were treated
in differvent ways by Jowish textual coriticism, In the books
of Samuel~Kings, classed among the Prophets, we are concerned
with a carefully revised and archailsed text whercas the
Haglagraphic Books of Chronicles do not in the same degree
show traces of critical revision, He also points out that
Chrenlcles has a great linguistilc resemblance to the Samaritan
Pentateuch, For example, in forms of names MT of Genesis 104
reads 0'J17! while Samaritan with MT of I Chronicles 1.7
reads 0'J7TY) . In lists of names Samaritan and Chronicles
agree in using syndeche for the archale asyndetilc construction

MT Genesis 106 ,yjal bitdf 0'"Is Ml @D

ST and MT of I Chron. 1.8 { bIo L >
Linguistically, Chronicles deviates from Samuel-Kings in
a way very similar to the deviatlons of Samaritans fxrom MT.
Orthographically, there is the more Ffrequent use of matres

lectionis, morphologically, the imperfect consecutive has

lst.sing. and lst. pl. ending in 71—, syntactically, there

is/
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1ls the prefereence forx 3y to 3#, plurals for Collectives and
Collectives used oftener with pl. verbs. There is also the
preference for Hiphils and the greatly lessened use of
Infinltive Absolute as an Imperative or Adverbial Qualification.
In the matiter of composition also there is affinity for we
find a certain supplementation and duplication of narrative
in Chronicles similar to the recapltulation technique of the
Samaritan Pentateuch, rerleman affirms that the linguistic
affinity of the Samaritan Pentateuch with the Hagliagrapha shows
that 1ts variants are due not to a provincial dlalect but
to a yvounger and more vernacular stage of Hebrew than in MT.
According to Millar BurrowsBl Gerleman oversimplifies
the problem of drawing a line between the Hagiagrapha as
representiug the vulgar text and the Pentateuch and Prophets
as showing results of archaising wevisionji further and fullerxr
evidence 1is needed, before it can be affirmed that the
Masoretic revision of the current text was based on an older,
more accurate tradition whieh had perished along with the
freely developing popular text; for example, there may have
been a deliberate revision on the theoretical‘ground that
scriptio plane was a novelty or, vet again, a simplification
after the introduction of vowel signs made matres 1lectionis
UNnNecessary. Further, Gerleman does not give enough weight

to the possibility of dialectal difference., For a further
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discussion on this point, cf. the next writer to be considered,
A, Sperber, or C, I, Burnesz.
Two dmportant monographs on dialectal difference come

from A. Sperber. In the first, Hebrew in Greek and Latin

Transliteration33 he draws his material from the translitera-~

tions of proper names in the LXX, the material preserved

from the second column of Origen's Hexapha and the
transllterations of Jerome, and proves conclusively that

the Hebrew revealed had a very different pronunciation prior
to the rise of the Tiberian system of vocalisation. In
Chapter xxxiid, "Two Dialects of Biblical Hebrew" he affirms
that the differences are such that they reflect a two-fold
way of pronouncing Hebrew, Though going back to a common
ancestor, they are two separate branches each with a phuneti§
development of its own, He regards the Kingdom of Israel

and Judah as the homelands of these dialectal differences.
Reference is made by him to the well-known Ephraemitic

. peculiarity of pronunciation, cf, Judges 126, the distinction
between & and « belonging to the Judaean dialect.

Reference is also made to possible Samaritan dialectal forms
e,g. according to Samaritan usage the EEE‘ consecutive does
not at all affect the accentuation and vecalisation of the
respective verbal form. This is also true of the translitera-
tions. He concludes that the Samaritan Pentateuch represents

the Israelitish recension, while in MT the Judaean recension
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is preserved. He safeguards himself by postulating

that neither can be regarded as representing its prototype

in original dialectal purity as the textual changes they
underwent in various stages of redaction may have eliminated
dialectal idioms. Sperbery himself admits the limited naiture
of his material but he argues his case well and his views
should wreceive the highest respect, VWith refeience to this
monGiraph Kahle recognised Sperber had fuvther matevial to
investigate and drevw éttention to a volume on Samaritan

3k

pronunciation by Yritz Diening” .

In the second monograph, Hebrew in parallel transmissiog'
Sperber furnishes a careful, detailed classification of
variants between Hebrew and Samaritan Pentateuchs according
to A. Phonetic Value of Letters: B. Giraphic Forms of Letters:
C. Vowels and thelr Phonograplhiys D. The Verb: E. The Noun:
F. Nominal and Verbal Suffixes: G. Syntax: H.Vocabulary.
It is difficult to determine in many cases whether the Hebrew
or the Samaritan d1s the original and Sperber does not attempt
to do so.

Another modern scholar to be mentioned here is
P. W. 8S8kehan foxr his valuable work on the Quumran Fentateuchal
fragments in which he states that books of the Pentateuch still
clrculated in Palestine down to the FPiist Revolt in copies

36

with varying degrees of recensional backgrounds~” 't as evidence
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of this he instances the palaeo-Hebrew scroll of Exodus
which cannot be considered a Samaritan sectarian document =
tin view of the known attitude of the community towards

‘the men of Ephraim and Manesses'! the probabillties are all
against 4t" =~ though 1t does offer a type of text the
Jamaritans have possessed as their own, with its repetitious
manner of recounting the plague eplsode, its borrowings

from Deuteronomy and its transpositions. Reference is also
made to a MS of Numbers that contains expanded readings
hitherto known only from the Samaritan recension, These
references iu'SﬁEham are indeed wvaluable in that they clearly
indicate that the expansions of the Samaritan Pentateuch

are at least as old as Qumran and are not specifilically
sectarian in chavacter.

A stholar who has performed a valuable sgservice to
Samaritan studies by warning against the unevidenced statcments
that have often been made regarding Samaritan history is
He He Rowley who in a Bulletin of the John Rylands Library,

Manchester, Sanballet and the Samaritan Temp1937 demolishes

certain assumptions and pre-conceived ideas., Ile points out
the limitations of the data that have been used by some past
writers dn the endeavour to determine the date of the
Samaritan schism. There 1s the enigmatic reference in
Nehemiah 1328 which tells of the banishment of the grandson,

unnamed, of the high priest Eliashib for marrying the daughter
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of Sanballet (432 B.C.) and the circumstantial narrative
in the eleventh book of the Antiquities of Josephus,

§ 302324, which also tells of a banishment for a like
reason, but in this case a great-grandson of Lliashib, called
Manasseh, shortly before the coming of Alexander the Great
(332 B.C.). Josephus expressly connects this incident
with the ercection of the Samaritan temple on Mount Gerizim.
Rowley warns against the assumption that the banished
Jerusalem priest became the Samaritan high priest. There is
no hint of this in the Bible - certainiy not in Nehemiah's
statement -« and Josephus' account ls obviously unreliable.
Farther, as he emphasises, the Samaritan schilsm and the
erection of their temple, are two quite distinet facts and
may quite well belong to different periods. It is unnecessary
to trace his arguments in detail. His conclusion that the
schism occurred within the period 430350 B.C. would probably

be accepted by the majority of scholars today.

iIn a recent volume of Secripta Hierosolxmitanaja

S. Talmon gives an interesting and valuable paper on

Synonymous Readings in the 0ld Testament. Ile emphasises that

not all textual variants arose from seribal error or deliberate
emendation but that there are some that had their source in
a different textual tradition from that of the MT. The fact

that +the Samaritan community and the sect of the Judaean
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desert have on occasion textual variants in common, and
differing from the MT, indicates the antliquity of the sources
undexlying them. Further, the Samaritan Pentateuch
occasionally has readings diffexring from the MT of the
Pentateuch but ldentical with the parallel reading preserved
in the. MT' of Chronicles. ‘Such readings would belong to
different textunal traditions going back to the common heritage
of Judaism, Tolmon goes on to refer to a class of variants
which he characterises as synonymous readingsé there is no
sign of systematic or tendentious emendations and the words
or phrases are used interchangeably, Where such variation
occurs it is impossible to decide that any one variant is
intrinsically preferable to the others. SHuch readings go
back to an early stage in the history of the OT text to that
period of divergent traditions that preceded the MT. Talmon
then presents a long seriles of wordepalirs, e.g. Y271 = "Hh
whose separate components may be used interchangeably within
the same passage or parallel passages of a text or as
alternatives in MT and an extra»Masoreﬁic text, such as the
Samaritan or the Dead Sea Scfolls. Talmon provides much
interesting material that deserves careful consilderation and
references to it will be made later in Chapter V, Classifica-
tion of the Samaritan variants,

A well=known OT scholar who has written on the
Samaritans from the textual standpoint is B. Robertson. In

his/
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his Catalogue of the Samaritan MSS in the Joehn Rylands

Librarng, he details MS material net imcluded in the von

Gall edition., A statement regarding these M3S is given

in Chapter IX of this Thesis. Robertson has also written

an important paper in the Gaster Centenary Publication on

the famous Abisha Scrollao. He tells something of its

long history and gives the accounts of Samaritan and Furopean
eve-=witnesses, including Gaster. Their descriptions are given
in a certain detail, The writing appears to be homogeneouss
though there are indications of different hands and different

perieds, a long interval need not be pestulated between them,

He hesitated to accept Kahle's theory of a very early portion
of the Scroll combined with later material and suspended

Judgment on this matter until the publication of Professor

Pérez Castro's photographs of the complete screll. These

results have now been published and a very full review i1s

given ﬁy Professor Robertson in Vetus TestamentquI. He

pays tribute to Castro's meticulous and scholarly work which
preoevides a detailed description of the famous secroll and

of which he gives guite a full account. It is now paé&ible
to reach a dec¢ision regarding the textual work of the MS,.

The Scroll turns out to be noet a unit, but a composite of a
number of elements, ' No fewer thapn nine different hands
have been identified. Portions of scrolls of different ages

are/
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are held together by a backing and built up to form a
complete Torah. In the words of Robertson, "The value of
the Scroll as a witness to the early text of the Pentateuch
mugt inevitably be greatly impaired, although perhaps not
entirely destroyed,"

Accordingly there is no question of the von Gall text
having been displaced as the standard authority on the
wamaritan Hebrew Pentateuch.

Another wellw~known OT scholar who has worked in
the Samaritan field is John Bowman, formerly of Leeds
University and now of Melbourne. He has contributed to
Samaritan studies by articles in various periodicals on such
subjects as Samaritan literature, religion and history, e.g.

The Leeds Samaritan Decalogue Inscrigtionhz, The ¥xegesis

of the Pentateuch among the Samaritans and Rabbishj, The

Samaritans and the Book of Deuteronomy&u, The Importance of

Ly

Samaritan Researches ~. In 1950 he founded a School of

Samaritan Studles at Leeds and gave generously of his time

to it. Under his guidance comprehensive and detailed research
was undertaken by students on such varied topics as Samavitan
Liturgy, Texts, Theology and Exegesis., Since his departure

to Melbourne the activity of the é;hool is being maintained
undeyr his successor, John Macdonald. A wide field for research
is being opened up by the extensive library of Samaritan
writings consisting of manuscripts and microfilm of the
Departmeﬁt of Semitic Languages and Literatures at Leeds,
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John Macdonald has recently published two studies on

Samaritan Theology that will row be considered. The wolumes
l

referred to are HMemar Margah%é and The Theology of the

Iyv
Samaritans /. The formex promises to become the standard

work an'ﬂemar Margeh and its text and the latter should
introduce Samaritan Theology to the Pnglish speaking world,
In nomenclature, Macdonald makes a precise distinction
between Judaean and Judaist: he understﬁnds Judaean as
describing the Hebrew tribes of southern Palestine and
Judaist as referring to the religion of post-exilie Judeeans,
restricted to the period beginning with Bzra. The term
Judaists has been used instead of the tevxm Jews which carries
with 1t too wide a connotation,s, 7This precision in definifion
makes for clardty of thought and expression in his subsequent
exposition. In his Introduction he correctly emphasilses

the element of polemic in the histordical writings of the 0T}
when even the two Judaean marratives of Kings and Chronicles
can differ widely, it 1is only reasonable to grant that the
Samaritan view of history, in its differences from that of
the M7, should not be rejected out of hand but at least
examined, Macdonald procecds to discuss the various
Samaritan beliefs such as the Oneness of God, thé Law and the
Day of Vengeance and Recompense., His exposition of the
Samaritan Theology lends support to some of the conclusions
reached in the classification of the doctrinal variants later

in this Thesis.
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CHAPTER Ii.

Object and Methods of the Present Study.

After the short review of Bamaritan studies in
the previous Chapter it now follows to indicate the scope
and method of the invegstigation now to be undertaken,

With regard to the textual variants of the Samaritan
llebrew Pentateuch from the MT Pfeiffer says that further
research is required to appreciate fully thedir silgnificance
and to utilise them for a reconstruction of the earliiest
text Qf the Pentateuchl. The purpose of this Thesis dis to
endeav&ur to evalualte these variants and, if possible, restore
the text as 1t existed at the time when the Samaritans seceded,
In furtherance of this purpose the aim is to classify existing
material and also to take into account new material that has
come to light.

Ruite briefly, the method is the collection, critical
examination and classification of the textual variants between
the Samarvitan Pentateuch and the MT, collating the whole
Pentateuch, with a view to determining the number, nature
and extent of the varilants. Previous writers have discussed
a proportion of the Samaritan variants but none appear to
have covered the whole field and considered all the evidence.
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Such cenclusions, drawn from only part of the evidence, may
be confirmed, modified or disproved when the whole conspectus
is underitaken in this way.

The sources, listed in the Preface, pages i, 1i,
to which this method is to be applied are the well-known
Biblia Hebraica of Kittel and the von Gall text of the
Samaritan, Further, in the case of all the Samaritan variants,
gomparison is made with the Pentateuch Texts in the recently

published Discovexies in the Judaean Desext., Apart from

these three sources, the LXX dis consulted where variants
show differences in sense or where proper names occuUr.

In the crilitdlcism of these sources it is hardly
necéssary to state why the text published by Kahle in Kittel's
Biblia Hebraica has been adopted in this Thesis as the
standard MT. It ds recognlised by most scholars today as the
closest text to the original MY now available,

The von Gall text requires furthex discussion.

WVhen it appeared it was hailed as an outstanding achievement
in Samnaritan Pentateuch studies, Thexre are few today who
would seriocusly question this view, 7This critical edition
of the Samaritan Hebrew Pentateuch was something completely
news the detailed and elaborate critical apparatus on every
page of the text showed with what meticulous care the editor
had proceeded with bhis work. Yet in recent years its
rceliability has been questioned on two grounds, that it 1s
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an eclactic text and that it has not made use of all the
MS material available.

The first objection comes Lfrom Dugmore who questions
the von Gall text for its eclectic procedure, Ile states that
there is no standard text of the Samarilitan Pentateuch and,
in the absence of such, he has collated two Samaritan MS8S with
that printed by ULlaney (1790) based on the Paris Polyglott
(1645)2. 0f course a case might be argued against an eclectioc
text alleging that it might become an artificial production
depending on the subjective Jjudgment of the editor, but it is
only fair to point out that von Gall 1n his introduction
frankly acknowledges hils eclectic method stating that the
prospect of arriving at an archetype text on which the
Samearitan was based is as unlikely as in the case of the
Jewlash texta. Further, while in Samaritan there may be no
standard text, suoh.és developed in Masoretle circles, it cannot
be denied that there is a uniform text. Apart from ortho-
graphical variation such as plene and defective writing of
yodh and waw and mistakes with the guttural letters to which
the Samaritans were prone, there is an astonishing unanimity
between the many MSS‘uséd by von Gall and detailed diwp his
critical apparatus., In the words of Kahle: "For many
centuries the sSamaritan Pentateuch also has been a textus
receptus without various readings. Ve have seen that a text
similar to it must have been used in Jewish circles also, in
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the time before all the earlier texts were replaced by the
anthoritative Hebrew text"h. If von Gall has not given an
accurate rendering of a particular Samaritan MS he has given
what has every appearance cof being an accurate representation
of the Samaritan text tradition.

The second objection, that exhaustive use has not been
made of all the MSS available, appears to have greater weight.
£+ Robertson gives details of Samaritan MSS, 2 complete
codices, 3 large portions and many fragments in the John
Rylands' Library? which were not included in the wvon Gall
edition, though the two complete MSS ("Fast Vollstindig")
were described by him in the Nachtrdge u. Verbesserungen on
information supplied by Kahleﬁ. Moreover, von Gall did not
consult the Samaritan scrolls at Nablus, among them the famous
Abisha Scroll7. The latter has been rarely shown to visitors.
Another MS is substituted. Such seoms to have happened in
the case of a photograph of a Nablus seroll, affirmed to be the
oldest in the Samaritan community, and in the possession of
Professor John Garstang. A portion, Leviticus 152- 1618
was made available to me and collated with the von Gall text.
See Appendix B . In this passage, at least, as the
collation shows,‘the text of this MS contains a larger pro=
portion of obvious scribal errors than the von Gall #ext.
Presumably this i1s the photograph referred to by Kahle in his
article on the Abisha Scroll in the Pedersen Festschrifta.
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The specimen contained the text of Leviticus 15 and 16 and
was judged by A, E. Cowley to come from a MS writtem about
the 13th century. Another important monograph on the
Abisha Scroll dis that by E. Robertson in 19589. Both Kahle
and Robertson refer to the fact that Professor Perez Castro
has been sueccessful in obtaining a photograph of the complete
Scroll and that the pgblication of the text should make a
decision possible on the worth of this famous MS. Castro

has now published his resultalo and a very full account of

his work is given by Robertson in a review in Vetus Testamentumll

See above, p. 27-8, It appears to be quite clear that the
Scroll has little value as a witness to the early text of
the Pentateuch and accordingly there is no reason to believe
that the von Gall text has been displaced as the standard
aunthority on the Samaritan Hebrew Pentateuch.

With these reservations the von Gall text has been
accepted aa the basis of coumparison with the MT, having in
mind that it is the besgt known and indeed the most generally
acceptable authority and, moreover, in view of the uniformity
of the Samaritan textual tradition evidenced by its MSS.

The third scurce listed in the Preface, the Pentateuch

Texts of the Dead Sea Secrolls in Discoveries in the Judaean

Desertla. is considered by the great majority of scholars to
belong to the first century A.D. or earlier. These Pentateuch

fragments/

'
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fragments are of great importance in themselves and for the
light they may shed on the comparison between the MT and the
Samaritan Pentateuch. They bring in a completely new witness
whose testimony may be of decisive lmportance in assessing

the worth that is to be assigned to the Samaritan Hebrew

Pentateuch,
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CHAPTER IIX.,

Prelininarv Considerations affecting

Gomparative Study of the Texts.

Before proceeding with the comparison of the MT
and the Samaritan Pentateuch and the classification of the
data there are certain preliminary considerations that arise.
There are three historical facts that have a bearing
on the textual studies that are to follow:

1. Prior to the Council of Jamnia there was a period
of variant texts.

2., There was oral as well as written textual transmission.

3¢ M5S occurred in both Scroll and Codex form.

Only when the significance and relevance of these facts are
appreciated 1s it possible to proceed with the comparatiwve

study of the two texts,

1. Pre~Masoretic Hebrew Texts.

The complete MT in its present form is an eighth
century production and its earliest MS of the whole OT belongs
to 1008 A,D, which is the date of the MS forming the basis
of Kittel's Biblia Hebraica III. Yet while this is so, it
represents a text wvery munch earlier, a pre-~Masoretle and
probably Jerusalem traditien, It is significant that all the

Biblical/
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Biblical texts from Murrabba'at (135 A.D.) show close
affinities with the MT} Yet at Qumran, 60 years earlier,
a different position is disclosed. The Biblical MSS there
reveal variant text traditions., One dis a tradition virtuwally
identical with that of our present MIT and is represented
€a8e by the Hebrew University M8 of Isailah. In addition,
there are traces of genuine alternative traditions. There
are MS fraguments revealing a text closely resembling that of
the Samaritan Pentateuch, with the additions and transpositions
so typical of it. There are also Hebrew fragments showing
strong affinities with the Hebrew recension presupposed by
the LKXzs Accordingly, one must conclude that the community
at Qumran seemed to have considerable liberty of choice and
was not limited to any one textual tradition. These three
traditionsccan’ be observed and probably some of a mixedtype.
Thus pfior to the Councll of Jamnia convened between 90 and
100 A.D., there was a period of variant texts, Thereafter
a standard text ﬁaa move ar-less fixed and preserved with
relatively few variations,

The method of fixing this text is referred to in
Jewish tradition, The Jerusalem Talmud Ta'anith iv, 2
relates that, in order to determine the right text, threec
temple MSS were consulted and the reading represented by two
of them was always preferred to that found in only one,

This/
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This tradition is not to be lightly dismissed for it

may contain real historical fact.,. The Rabbis would not
evolve a completely new text but selected a tradition already
in existence. They preserved errors in this tradition that
preceded the MT, They did not.éollate other MSS to correct
them but to bring them;into line with that existing tradition.
Even what was obviously wrong was preserved and-a:Qere was
added.

2. Oral Transmissions.

The fact that the transmission of the text was not
only written but oral may well explain wmany of the variants
that have arisen between the Samaritan and Masoretic Pentateuch.

It is clear thaf, in the case of a written text that
was the standard norm, schools of scribes-wpuld endeavour to
make exact copiles. Ideally, the copy and its exemplar would
read exactly illie same but even here there was considerable
possibility of exrror for in the early stages of the language
the vocalisation was oral. A consonantal text must always
contain passages moere or less doubtful in meaning sc that
the possibility of mistake arises., In a document copiled by
hand all sorits of errors of eye and ear and mental association

can become operative, In An Ald to the Textual Amendment of

the 0ld Testament, James Kennedy classifies no less than

sixteen possibilities of departure from the original text such
as Interchange, Transposition, Omission and Addition of letters

and/
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3

and words~, His full treatment of these cleariy shows the
pitfalls that beset the soribel

In the case of oral transmission the possibility of
error 1s even greater, when a man reclites a text that he
remembers by heart without reference to any written archetype.
Provided he recltes the meaning it is not necessary for every
word to be exactly the same. It is ovident that many examples
of spelling and accidence which make no difference to the
meaning would not be differentiated in an oral transmission.
Further, a man might recite a tradition slightly incorrectly.
Should such a traditicen be subsequently committed to writing,
variation would arise between it and the written standard
noxiie. Further, it may well have been that coples of the Law
clreulated privately and were not treated with such care as
the officlal standard law books. Oral expansions in the
teaching of the schools might well have been incorporated in
these private copies. There 1s no direct evidence of this
at an ecarly date but a hﬁﬁnthesis such as this would explain
the probable expansions, the smoothing out of difficulties
or the correction of ceccentriclties such as are to be found
in the Samaritan text. In this wey the Samaritans would be
incorporating their teaching intoe their Pentateuch.

3. Scroll and Codex.

A topic that is now to be considered is a theory put

forward/
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forvard by M. Gaster, A Samaritan Scroll of the Law of the

XIth:Century, that the Scroll and not the Codex should be
uéed as the basis of comparison between the MT and the
Samaritan~Pentateuehh; A scroll fragment, reaching from
Deuteronomy 271 to the end of the Pentateuch,; had come into
his possession.

Now by a fortunate circumstance it is possible to
test the wvalidity of Gaster's view, There is materilial that
was not available to him in von Gall's text, based upon forty
more or less complete MSS, together with thirty groups of
fragments of MS scrolls and five groups of fragments of MS
codices . - Among the many MBS that underlie the von Gall text
there are, six scroll fragments containing most of the text
of Deutefomomy 371«3h12. One of them is Gaster's NS,
designated Y by von Gall,

Using the critical apparatus it is possible to
demonstrate that these six MSS8 show variation from each other
in a way thgﬁ disproves the hypothesis of Gaster that the
Scroll was writﬁén with extreme care and according to a rigid
tradition,

There are, for example, deletions and corrections.
In Deuteronémy 287 five of the Scroll MSS (including that
of Gaster) read ;“Uin with the MT. One designated 5’ has
11)9 with Y deleted and corrected into N by a second hand,
In the same verse four MSS read i?f?f“??' while §# and 5,

“deleted,/
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deleted, read 12Aﬂahun(

Nifferences of orthography are quite frequent, e.g.
284 (vhere one would surely expect unanimity), four MSS chﬂr
read prrraanitz but one A reads o'TYa"aAx « Again, 2710
A and & read |'Alpn while 5kf'read 'apn .. Another example
of orthography is 2822 where four MSS read i 73‘ y While
one MS # weads ' 12>’ with M and one MS 5J actually
2t '>3' o The same word occurs again in verse 27, where
A and | read 12" » $bf o5 , in verse 28 where/ﬁ.A read

13' B noo ' and 5’ a* 2> , and again in verse 35 where five
M58 vead 13'while 5’again reads 120!,

Mistakes occur with gutturals “Exx: Addition: 2835,

A reads a-?naﬁv(others 0'pPe1), Transpositiont 2839/M, reads
TN aa {(meaningless, as thére is no root N2 ) while others
read “2NA with MP ( 4/1a~ ouvcurs here and twice im Proverbs).

Additional } ("and") occurs 2712'ﬁ&9Y read
1133! and JlBA 1ﬂ23 ‘

A letter is written between the lines in 28@§‘§;cr
read (N7 ra3nn and g (with | between lines) A wread

?")rJ.‘? ,/u;)_?shr:

It will be clearly é&en from these representative
examples that the Scroll MSS are not unanimous in their witness
to the text. The same kind of wvariants occur in the Scroll
as in the Codex, and they appear to be Jjust as numerous,

There is no relation between the Scroll MSS such as would lead

us/
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us to infer a common tradition superior to that of the
codex,

Neither is there any Justification for the theory
that the scroll represcnts a different tradition of text
from that of the codex. Gaster endeavours to show this by a
comparison of the Samaritan scroll, Samaritan codex and the
MT, and he claims to show that the readings of the scroll differ
from those of the codex and lie nearer to the MT., His
conclusions are unsound by reason of the fact that the readings
he ascribes to the codex cannot be maintained in the light
of the von Gall texts: the text of the Samaritan codex i1s
generally different from that given by Gaster (only a few MSS
have his readings). In most pages of the von Gall volume
the text rests upon about two domen Samaritan MSS, the majority
of which are codlces. The testimony of these MSS as a whole
to the codex is quite different from that givén by Gaster.
Usually the readings of Gaster can be found in a few MSS,
say three or four, very rarely the same thiree or four. The

evidence is overwhelming and only a few examples neecd be given,

MT. Sam.Scroll Sam,Codex
’ Ve
2825 Q'oYT gYzwl < \ T Y2e 2
(only a few MSS)

28%7 Dy 2 A PR Y
CT (only 3 out of
27 MSS)

4 1
283‘3 .,‘I,/\h-zr/ e ‘N s N 991
T et (only 4 out of
27 MSS)

To/
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To sum up the evidence; 4in this portion of the
Pentateuch, where the evidence of MSS in Scroll and Codex is
available, there 1s no reason to couclude that the text of
the scroll has been more accurately transmitted or that it

represents a different tradition from that of the codex,




Footnotes, Chapter ITIX.

1, J.T.Milik, Ten Years of Discovery in the Judaean Wilderness
and their Importance. London, 1959, p.l40.

2, P.M.Cross, Jr., The Ancient Libiary of Quuran.,
London. 1958, pp.131"380

3. BEdinburgh, 1928, pp. 4-187.

Jl-. IuOf]dOn, 1901. p.25 (21&2)




uh,

CHAPTER IV,

Principles of the Classification.

Before proceeding with the actual classiﬁication
of the Samaritan variants from the MT it is desirable to
state certain general principles and to give an outline of
the proposed classification itself,

The Classification proposed is aimed at being
objective, comprehensive and convenient; objective, by
taking the facts as they are and thus endeavouring to avoid
a subjective analysis such as that based on a theoretical
distinction between intentional and unintentional alterationg
comprehensive, by giving both a broadly classified as well as
a detailed examination of the materiali convenient, by
providing a clear-cut division of the material for the purpose
of easy reference.

In the Classification which follows the Samaritan
variants are divided into three main divisionst Orthography,
Grammar and Vocabulary.

Orthography is here used in the sense of two different
spellings of the same word. There are also included under this
division examples such as zfgv and rgy s Sshowing occurrence
of two different but related consonants. These are treated
here for purpose of easy reference, though a case might be

argued/
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argued for their inclusion under difference of Vocabulary.

The number of orthographic differences is very large
and there are not only differences of orthographic usage
between different Samaritan MSS but sometimes within the one
Samaritan M8 a variant orthography 1s found once, ﬁr in a few
examples, or continued throughout the Pentateuch. Accordingly,
exact enumeration is impossible. UWhat will be done is to
distinguish certain main groups and elucldate tendencies and
endeavour to determine their relevance and significance.,

The second main division, Grammar, consists of
variants showilng inflected forms and derived forms from the
same root in both Samaritan and MT. A few words showing
transposition of 4two consonants are included here rather than
under Vocabulary.

In this division a new factor emerges as some of the
variants show difference of meaning as well as form. Thus
variation under this heading is now divided into those with
agreement in sense and those with divergence in sense, Forns
agreeing in sense and found elsewhere in the Samaritan Pentateuch
are distinguished from those not found elsewhere in the
Samaritan Pentateuch. There is still further sub=division
such as early and late forms, common and rare forms, forms
found elsewhere in context or in parallel passages.

Grammatical variants showing difference of meaning

have to be c¢lassified quite differently and here a distinction

is/
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is made between doctrinal and non-dociérival varviation,
Doctrinal variants are considered in relation to the known
doctrinal background of Judaism or Samaritanism, In the case
of some of the non-doctrinal varviants a comparison is made
with interpretations elsevhere, insilde or outside the Samaritan
Pentateuch.

The third main division consists of wvariants comprising
differences of Vocabulary, in the sense that a word from
a different root occurs in Samarditan.

Here, as under Grammar, there are variants that
involve differcnce of meaning as well as {form. Accordingly,
there are two sub~divisions into synonyms of various kinds
and variants showing difference of sense, somne of which show
complete divergence in meaning. 7The same sub~divisions of

these are used as in the case of the grammatical groups,
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Dutjine of Classification.

AN T T

fe Differences of Orthography.

AW T b oaed 7
axerTRam

1. Variants attributed to scribal error.
PTG 3 SR S e 22K S S MR VR N T v T o s SRR TR T TR

i. Letters similar in sound.

(1) Gutturals.
(2) Palatals
(3) sibilants.
(4) Labials.

ii. Letters similar in shape.,

iii. Other typical scribal errvors.

ive Formae Mixtae,

Ve Proper Names.

vi. Passages too corrupt in both ST and MT for any
useful comparison,

2, Vﬂrlant making the pronunciation Lxplicit,

TR ) FHEE RSN

i, Use of Aloph

ii. Use of lle
Aot T o

L

iii. Use of Yodh and VWaw,
e K SRR

(1) Greater use of vowel letters as compared with BT,

(2) Possible orthographic retention of consonantal Yodh,

3. VYariants normalizing the spelling of words.

- Rajetasa Wi b

pobiire b g

i. Archaisms.

ili. Lrr EOYS .

iid. Inconsistencies in ideniical or similar context.

b, Variants in writing of samaritan HsSS.
R R T O S N A L T S PhleV M- 98 Y F—ap el | T KA TR A e
1¥. Differences of Grammar.

L2 VTN A
AT MY}

1. VWith agreement in sense.

1. Accidence.




(1) Variants consisting of forms found elsewhere in

Samaritan Pentateuch,
(1) Normal forums.

a, Common Ffor rare forms,.

b Tomis suggesting misreading, nmiswriting ox
ot o | ] ol

mishearing in ST oxr MT,.

Ce Forms din identical or similar context.

de Forms which do not belong to any of the above

types.
(ii) Abnormal forms,
a, arly.

b, Late

c., Porms suggesting misreading, miswriting or

nishearing in 8T or MY.

d, FPorms 1u ddentical or gimilar @ontext.

e. Forms which do not belong to any of the above

types.

(2) Vaviants consisting of forms not found elsevhere

in Samaridtan Pentateuch.
(i) In MT of Hebrew Bible:
a. In Pentateuch.
b. Outside Pentateuch,
(ii) In Dead Sea Scrolls
(i41) In both (i) and (4i)

(iv) In no other known source.

ii. Syntax.

(1) Variants consisting of constructions found else=

where in Samaritan Pentateuch.
(1) Normal constructiens

a. Common for rare constructions

be Constructions suggesting misyeading, wmiswriting,

or mishearing in 87 or» MT.

ce Constructions in identical or similar context.

d., Constructions which do not belong to any of the
above types,.




o
Loct

(i) Abnormal censtructions.
a. Barly
h. Late

cs Consitructions suggesiting misreading, miswriting
‘ or mishearing inST or MC.

de Constructions in identical or similay contexti,

e¢e Constructions which do not belong to any of
the above types.

(2) Vvariants consisting of constructions not found
elsewhere in Samaritan Pentateuch.

(i) In MY of Hebrew Bible:
2e In Pentateuch,
L. Outside Pentateuch,
(ii) In Mead Sea Scrolls,
(3ii) In both (i) ana (ii).

(iv) In no other known source.

2. With divergence in sense,

ie Doectrinal wvariants,

(1) Coniroversy regarding Gerizim.

(2) Other samaritan beliefs and practices,

ile Non=doctrinal varisnts.

(1) Variants where there appear to be cogent reasons
in favour of S5T.

(2) Variants where theve appear to be cogent reasons
in favouxr of MT.

(3) Variants where thore appear to be no cogent reasons
in favour of ST or MT.

e Differences of Vocabulary.

T R A
TR AT NSRRI m‘wﬁmm}"ﬁ e}

Lo With agreement in sense,

ot ey

8 L L AL B4 vm 42 i TP

A Substitutiona.

(1) Pure Synonyms.
(i) Common words,.
2. Common for rare words,

be Words suggestiing misreading, miswriilnw or
mishearing in ST ox MU,
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Ce Vords in identical or similar context.
.d, Werds which do not belong to any of the
above types.
(ii) VUpncommon words,
a. Barly
be Late

c. Words suggesting misreading, miswriting or
mighearing in ST oxr MNT.

d, ¥Words in iden.ical ox sdmilar context.
e, Words which do not belong to any of the
above types.

(2) Synonyms giving greater precision ow emphasis.

(1) Common words.
ae Common for rare words.

b, Words suggesting misreading, miswvriting owr
mishearing in 8T o3 MT.

c. YWords in identical or similar context.

de Vords which do not belong to any of the
above types.

(ii) Uncomwon words.
a, GBarly
be Latoa.

c. Yords suggesting misrcading, miswriting or
mishearing in 3T, ox M,

d, Words in identical or similar contexi,.

e. Words which do not belong to any of the
above typese

id., Additions.,

(1) Pure Synonyms .
(i) Common words.
ae Btylistic supplements in 5T,

be Vords suggesting misreading, miswriting or
mishearing in 97T oxr MT.

. Words in iddentical or similar context.

d. Vords which do not belong to any of the above
typese
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Unconuuon words.
ae. Iavriy
b. I.va.t@

0. Words suggesting misreading, miswriting or
mishearing in ST oxr MT.

da Vords in identical oxr similar context.

e, VWords which do not belong to any of the
above types.

(2) synonyms giving greater precigion or emphasis.

(1)

(14)

conmion words,

a&. Hecord of events implied but not explicitly
recoxrded in MT,

he Vords suggesting misreading, miswriting or
mishearing in ST or MT.

Ca Weords in ddentical or similar context.

de VWords which do not belong te any of the
above types.

Uncommon words.,
ae {arly
e Late

C. Yords suggesting nisreading, miswriliting or
mishecaring in 37T ox M.

d, Words in ddentical oy similar contexte

ee YWords which do not belong to any of the
above types.

iid, Omissions.

k3 Pure SYNonvims.
¥ ¥

(1)

Common wordsS.
a. Stylistic supplements in M.

be VWords suggesting misreading, miswriiting ox
mishearing in 5% or MT,

Ce Words omitited in ddentical or similar context.

d. VYords which do not belong to any of the
above types.




(11i) Uncommon words.
2. Rarly
b. Late

¢e VWords suggesting milsrveading, miswriting or
mishearing in ST ox M.

de VWords omitted in identical or similar contexte.

¢, Words which do not belong to any of the
above types.

(2) Synonyms giving greater precision or emphasis.

(1) CcCommon words,

as (lecord of events implied but not explicitly
recorded in ST,

be Vords suggesting misreading, miswritlng or
mishearing in ST oxr MT.

Ce Yords omitted in ddentical or similar context,.

de Vords which do not belong to any of the
above typeS.

(14) Uncommon words.
a. larly
be Late

ce NWords suggestling misreading, miswriting or
mishearing in 81T or MT.

de Yords omltted in identical or similar contexte.

ee Words which do not belong te any of the
above types.

2. ¥ith diveprgence in sense,
bl U Sl e

P e

1. Doctrinal variants.

(1) <Controversy vegardlng Geriwzim,

(2) Other Samaritan bellefs and practices.

ii. Non-doctrinal varliants.

(1) variants where there appear to be cogent reasons
in favour of 8T, <

(2) Variants where there appear to be cogent rTeasons
in favour of LT.

(3) Varilants where there appear to be no cogent reasons
in favour of ST oxr MU,




The above scheme of classification has been drawn
up in the 1light of the examination of the Samaritan variants
and appears Lo be adapted to the material, However, in
the presentation of this material, in the following Chapterxr
and in Appendisx A; a subwdivision Jls omitted when there are

no variants under its heading.
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CHAPTER V,

Classdification of the Samaritan Variants from

the Magovetic Text,.

As stated in the Preface, the Samaritan vaviants are
collated with the Pentateuchal texts of the Dead sea derolls
in Piscoveries in {the Judaecan Desert, I, I¥f and XI1X (designated
P58S I, IT and IXIX) when the M$S fragments from Qumran and
Murabbat'at eOﬂtain the passage in question,

The vamaritan variants that consist of difference in
proper names or show difference of sense are also collated

with the Septuagint (designated LXX).

e Differences of Orithography.

Although in the examples given the 8T amd MT orthoe
graphies are grouped togethex, thls is not to be taken as
implying that these variants were pronounced alike, Petermann ,

2 . _ . o . .
Piening and others have dealt with the Samaritan pronunciation

, I S 4 |
of Hebrew and ahle” , Sperber and others have shown how
early transcriptions imply diffevrent pronunciation from that

of pointed ML ("Tiberian'),

1. Variants attiributable to Secribal Lirror.

Some of the variants between ST and MY are due to the
typical errors which arise in the course of manuscript

transmission/
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transmissions there are the unconscious mechanical
mistakes on the part of copyists, such.as errors in
reading and writing. The resultant tek%}may be quite. . ..
good Hebrew and will be considered elsewhore in the
Thesis but there are other cases where the text as it
stands, in ST or MT or bqth. is doubtful or corrupt

and these will be grouped here,

i. Letters similar» in sound.

(1) gutturals.

These variants show omission, addition, interchange,
or transposition of gutturals and this is not
unexpeéted in view of the well known Samaritan
nractice of not distinguishing the gutturals

(or pronouncing them all as alg¢ph) in the reading

6

R <
of Hebrew. Cf, Petermann). Kahle . A number of

examnples will now be given.

(1)omission
Lve g2 ST ‘Jwig 3N AN 2P
Mr 7 S W [
(ii)Addition

Gne. 3313 ST (Von Gall text) oy ‘Angqun, Iﬂgﬂ]

ST (Von Gall eritical 3 ,Agfdy [ {
apparatus)

' : ’ ]
MT Y Aljz \ \
The reading adopted by von Gall presumably implies

3 s.f. pf.Aphel of q/n3y which in form and

meaning/
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meaning is difficult to accept. ASNY read by
O MSS and involving transposition of the gutturals,
which could easily occur, may be a late ortho-
graphical variant to the MT pt. form from 4J34y
showing a vocalic letter other than Yodh or Yaw
representing a vowel within @ word., &Hee discussion
by Petermann, Formenlehre, pp.l2i-5.

(1ii) Interchange.

BXe 216 aT Q'baydl AN nJNugnAl

/

MT  pbana W \
38l!"1 o e T M
In Gn. 30 sone Samaritan MSS agree with the
MY in reading RN
. agoe
Dt, 28 ST AMNE2TL AMA32T TrARLT
HE " amin33a “
{iv) Transposition,

Gn. 2570 gv (7 MSS) yp3dya
MT Jo'y8a

Ex.156 Sr (many MSS) o2 yN11 e 7:ww
MI} /D. ‘_‘TNJ n ll

In addition to the foregoing examples, some of
which are adopted by von Gall and all of which
are strongly attested in von Gall's critical

apparatus, there are many others where the evidence

is/
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is not so strong, ©.g.

(1) Interchange of pguttural

en. 2% s prwq |adt (3 mss)
MT oG \
25'* sT 719N (4 Mss)
MT Aoty

(11) Additional guttural sometimes with metathesis
on.k2®l  gr ANTT ays77 (11 mMs8)
ST 7 wiysa (3 Mss)
wr  m A

(ii1) More than two gutturals.

Gn.&BSJ ST prwgNd b AtI (3 MsSS, 1 corr.)

ST ‘T iypat1 (3 M8s)
/

ST 1 wWpaAL (1 MS)

MT ‘T 1B AT

These oexamples, representative of a much larger
corpus of material, show that the gutturals were a
fruitful cause of scribal error among the Samaritans,
(2)Palatals.
Homorganic consonants, such as the palatals 1 and 2
sometimes interchange. There are only a few examples
of this butlthey are nevertheless noted as representae-
tive of a type of variation, e.g.
Gn. 212  sr 9213
MT 1013
(3)/
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Sibilantsa.,

In a somewhat similar way there are a few cases
where the sibilants $ and T dinterchange, C.ge
en,18°°%  sr DTO ApYS
MT © ApYTY
Lablals.
Likewise the lablals 22 and » may also interchange
and there are some examples of this type, e.g8.
":;'ét..ll';2 s A2 wl

MT ADw]

Letters similar din shape.

The idnterchange of letters which look alike is a
comimon cause of error. Such errors could, and did,
occur between resemblant letters in the Samaritan
script and in the square scripit of the MT.

Samaritan script ¢ J and |

Gn.hha ST 112w T

MT lrxe 7

(Josaph's breth¥en remind him that they had brought
back the money found in their sacks)., The Samaritan
reading shows an additional waw in the preformative
syllable of the Hiphil inconsistent with the forms
of ['Y verbs. Thus Samaritan would imply a q/zw'
which is quite meaningless in the context. Further,

as/
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as 71 and 1 are very similar in Samaritan script,
the | counld caglly arise by dittograplhy.

- |
Square script i and |

6n.10°7 st Jpry (Many MSS, also LXX)
MT ngN (Agreeing with thron.lzl)
T and O

Gn.3639 a7 990 (Many MSS,also lChron.lSO)
MT DTN

iii.0ther tvpical scribal eyyors, such as incorrect

joining or dividing of words.

In the samaritan MSE8 it was customary to find a dot
between each word and in the square script a small
gap. Sometimes the dot could disappear or the gap

hecome so small that words might be wrongly Jjoinecd

togethex.
!
6n.25°7 8T prw 1Y
T D' w1y
31 Y3 . z
34 ST aair Tﬂ {(¢f.Petermann,p.149)

MTT pI1ivon

iv.lPormae Mixtae.

This special varilety of textual errxor, not an accid-
ental miscopying but the use of a Torm conveying two
different rcadings, is evidenced in ST as well as in

MT'e CogZe
Ex.151 ST \yY@wnN

MT aview

v./
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ve Proper Names, attributable to scribal error and

classifiable under the variant types of this first
soction of oxthographical wvawriants, are grouped

together under this heading foxr convenience of refercnce.

Gn. 1131 ST h (10 Mss)
MY N a

Bx . 31° s M (14 mss)
M M

The complete list is glven in Appendilx A.

vie Passages too corrupt in both ST and MP for any useful

conparison,

There is a small group of passages that I am not
prepared to classify. These are corrupted passages,
noted in Appendix A, where the ST and MY differ from
cach other and both appear +to have such a difficult,
or even ncaningless, reading that it is reasonable to
assume that in both 8T and MT there is ancient textual
corruption that antedates their divergence from each

other,

2. Variants making the pronunciation explicit.

Originally Hebreow orthography had no vowel letters and
Hebrew and its cognate languages had consonantal scoripts.
Yet at quite an early period, for examwple in Hebrew and
Aramaic inscriptions, consonants were used to represent
vowel sounds and so to indicate the pronunciation of the

text./
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text, An explanation of the rise of these matres
lectionis is given iﬁ Gesenius-~Kantzsch, Hebrew Grammar,
2nd Eng. ed.;§ 7b, Both ST and MT Pentateuchs.usec
vowel letters to make the pronunciation of the text
explicit: these vowel letters are N 7 1 ' which will
now be considered in order

i. Use of Aleph.

(1) Blision (Syncope)
- EIn 87T, as in MT, therc are examples of an aleph

being omitted which had lost its consonantal value,

Gn.186 ST A30 nnp 0'o wiw (9 Mss)
MT s p b'ND w
ar "
31*7  gr ava3 Aan1 and
MT '3 ANaa1 '3

In these examples this omission of aleph is similar
to that of Aramaic orthography, where aleph between
two vowels was prounounced xodha.

Propexr Names, showing elision of aleph are kept

as a separate group and are listed in Appendix A.

(2) Vowel Letter

(i) Medial
In the MT aleph is occasionally used to indicate
a long "a", as in Hosea lOlI’DNP for ap .
This usage occours more frequently in the Samaritan

MBS Cefe
en.b0® sy AR N> N (19 Mss)

MT ANYTDH D Niat

Cf.Petermann, Formenlehre, p.205."L3fr3t".
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(ii) Final
In 8T, as in MT, aleph can represent a final
vowel, sometimes interchanging with he of the
MT. This is freguently the case with verbs

Lamedh He which in ST sometimes show ortho=

graphies similar to those of verbs Lamedh Aleph.

Bx, 237 st 133 NS w31 oa
, ]
MT 3 a%a ad1
18
3 ST 133y Wop3 orrhayw adw aur

i ! 4 p

MT Y Mpy L.

(9) Final (prosthetic) after long vowel

Aleph (prosthetic) may or way not occur as an

orthographic closing te a final long vowel

il
G 24 i s7T ‘A Sk N'pl Arrad
M 'n Pl [
2733 st (1's 1sa) o8 ‘P (8 MsS)

MT (@ ‘d Nim) NibDAN S
i1, Use of He

To indicate presence of final vowel.

Both Samaritan and Masorctic Text agree in using 7
frequently as the orthographic representation of a
final vowel, There are also certain readings where
the final vowel is not orthographically represented
in %his%way. As both orthographies were known to
the scribes there are readings where both versions

agree/
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agree in reading the final , or in not reading it,
or where one reads it and the other does not. There
are many examples of this type of orthographic
variation which arose from the interchange of two
orthographies.
In 57
(1) Pronoun, 2 S
wa.1217 ) s aaw
pe. 520 ) wr A

(2) Suffix, 2 s.m.

Gn.19%%  s1 asda
MT 1 N2
(3) Verb, Pf. 2 s.m.
Ex.2516 ST AAAT]
MT ArTL
Pf. 3 s.¥,.
Lv.2521 ST JdAwy|

MT Awyl

Tumpf., 2 pl.f.

Expllﬁ ST 0-13'n AN a1'taat (von Gall)
ST 7w [@ttaar (1 uS)
ST 1w [*watl (1 ms)
M Y \"ﬂAl
.

This is a rare form and only one variant has been

found.
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found.,
Impf. 3 pl.f

Gn.1933 ST ' Fr:d AN A5 pwAl (von Gall)

’

N [7'p Al ( 9 Mss)
! ' ’ 1
MT R i

ST H IN

In this example, and in all others where ‘—u— is
T

found, von Gall reads the usual form in 4y
9 Samavitan MS$, however, read lﬂipmnl and for

this ending in |7 there is a certain amount of

MS evidence elsewhere .. Gn.1935 |7 ipeal (11 mMs8s),
3038 (& uss). For full details see Appendix A.
In so far as this is not a textual error shoving

transposition of letters, one of which is a guttural,

it might be conjectured that this orthography shows

an afformative |7 @as an alternative to the usual
A1, o both connected with 3 pl.f.suffix, 713a
o
(after prefixes, 7. |7 ).
In MT

(1) Pronoun, 2 pl.f
&n.BlG sT lANt
| MT TJANY
(2) suffix, 2 s.n.
Gn.277 st Tbﬁnﬂl

MT 222N

- 87T |7

MT maa=



(3) m Pfe 2.8me

iid.

Gn.:‘»lao sT ADD D1

MT 7A90 21

Use of Yodh and Waw.

(1) Greater use of vowel letters as compared with MT.

In marked contrast to the MT the Samaritan Pentateuch
is abundantly supplied with the vocalic consonants,
Yodh and Yaw. Obviously {lie usage is intentional
and the purpose is to make the pronunciation explicit.
iidttlo purpose would be served by aﬁtem@ﬁing an
éxhaustive classification of ali the examples of

plane writing in the Samaritan Pentateuch. Millax
Burrows stated vregarding the St. Mark's Isaiah Scroll:
"One gets the impressiomn that if the seribe could
think of making a word longer by extra letters, he
diad it."g‘ This may aléo be true to some extent
of' s the Samaritan orthography and renders complete
classification of this dmmense group well nigh
impossible. At the same time certain facts and
tendenciles can be discovered and these will be duly
noted and an cundeavour made to determine their

relevance and significance.

(1) Gencral observations,

Before enumerating certain selected classes of
orthographical variation in this group, there

are/
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are three pgeneral obscrvations to be made,

[N

be

As already stated, see above, p. 54, though

ST and MT are grouped together, this is not

to be considered as dmplying that these variants
were pronounced alike. This appears to be borne
out by the 8T often having a scriptic plane.of
Yodh or ¥Yaw not homogeneous with the pronunciatio
of the NMT.

In 87T tﬁere are instances of a vocalic consonant
wvhere MT has a short wvowel.

Gn.108'9 8T 22

ML M2

Lv.26%3 5T no Sy
MT D53y
Nu.l715 a7 Q@
MT 2@

The Samaritan may show a later orthography thén
MT or, conceilvably, a plane orthography of a
different pronunciation.

In 8T there are instances of a vocalic consonant

whevre MT has vocal shewa.

Gn.25l'h ST 971b'p
MI* @a»Ht1Lp

!
Lvell ' ST pios

MT ara5%

Once/
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Once again, the Samaritans may show a later

orthography than ¥ or, conceivably, a plene

orthography of a different pronunciation, The

Samaritans may have maintained the fuller

pronunciation of the vowel, Cf.Petermann,

Formenlehre, pr.i0.

A statement of the svidence on these three

topics is given in Appendix A,

(ii)sSclected Clusses.

a. Nouns.

(a)

(b)

Segholate formss.

Exa 2920 87 \lﬂl
MT lnm

Such Samaritan segholate variants, with
the characteristic vowel in ithe second
syllable and not the first, do not stand
alone. Similar forms are %o be found in
the Qumran MSS as well as in the second
column of the Hexapla, in ILXX, and in
transcriptions from Hebrew by Jeromelo
They reveal a pronunciation distinctly
different from that adopted by the

Masoretes.

Plural termination.

‘No.exauples given here., A full statement

of the many Scripture refercences for plene

i
~and/
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and defective spelling of masculine and
feminine fTorms, absolute, construct and with
suffixes, is given in Appendix A, It shows
an overwheluing preponderance of scriptilo
plend.

b, Pronouns.
Suffixes, 2 s.i,
Gn.166 ST Tran e
MT ?A"9w
Ce VYerbs.
Appendix A glves references for seriptio
plenaj/defectiva of the following:
{(a) Verbal ending before suffix
(n) rarticiple, first stem syllable
(e) Infinite Absolute, second stem syllable
(a) Niphal, second stem syllable
(e) Uiphil, sccond stem syllable
Thereafter, scriptie plena/defectiva for the

following weak verbs:

(£)(g){n) Initial Medial and Final Yodh
(1)(J§) Initial and Medial Waw

d. Particles.

(a) A~ (Ace) 8T always has scriptio defectiva

(b) ['2 8T always has suffixes indicating the
singulax,

e, Proper Names, involving scriptio plena or

defectiva/
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defectiva of Yodh or Waw,; are grouped

together,

Remaininﬁ Varianté, a large corpus of
material, are arvanged under grammatical
classes of nouns; adjecitives,; verbs; and
particles; for convenience of reference.

The forcgoing selected classes just considered
have been extracted from the Ilummense mass

of Samaritan variants wheose orthography shows
& much greater use of the letters, yodh and
waw, than that of the MT. No attempt has
been made at a complete alasaifiﬁatien of the
whole group, apart from the grammatical
arrvangement of the residium into nouns,
adjectives, verbs and other parts of speech,
Zven if a meaningful classification were
possible, iﬁ hardly appeavrs to be necessary
for the significance of this profuse use of

matires lectionis is not really in the details

but in the group as a whole, The question i

arises as to whethexr this abundance of
vocalic consonants is an carly or late usage.
One consideration that immediately suggests
itself is that the whole purpose of plene
writing is to make the pronunciation and

meaning explicit. This would not be of
great/ |
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great value unless Hebrew were still understood
by the mass of the people =~ scholars would

know it all already. Accoxdingly, a relatively
early date might be argued for, before lichrew
was displaced by the popular Aramalc. As
distinct from this possibility there is another
line of evidence that might indicate dating.
According to Cross and Friedman "the fullest
development of plene writing was achieved
during the Maceabean era”i.c. cireca 100 B.c.tt
it has been supggested by Kahle that this period
of nationalist revival stimulated a renewed
Interest in Hebrew and that to facilitate
reading among the people there was a greater

use of the matves lectionds, which of course

was possible as the consonantal text was not

yet fixed. A dAifferent view is that there was

a gradual increase in the use of scriptio plena
for some centuries prior to the establishment

of the standard text which eliminated many of
the vowel letters on the evidence of MS
available. 1In any case it might be argued that
the full orithography of the Samaritan Pentateuch
represents a type of text prior to this
standardisation.,

The/
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The evidence of the Pentateuchal fragments in
NDiscoveries in the Judaean Desexrt I, IX and IIX
gives strong support to this view, Some of them
have an orthography practically identical with
that of the MT, while others witness to different
traditions dincluding one very similar to that

a

of the Samaritan with a frequent use of the

-

vocalic consonants, yodh and waw. See further,
Chaptexr VI, Bvidence of Dead Sea Scrolls,

It may be added that the St. Markts Isaiah Scroll.
which bhas been frequently counsulted but not
collated, shows the orthography at a still more
developed stage than that of the Samaritan. In
this, for example, there is a vexitable abundance
of vocalic consonants and it would appear as 1f
the Scribe wes inserting them much more than was
customary, in fact in a lavish and unsystematic

way. A comparatively rare use Iin 87 or MT, such

baecomes

as 2 s.i. pronouminal suffix im 45
guite general. A further example is the use of
metathetic aleph in such forms as ~'o>, f'h ,
NranN which occur often but net invariably,
Regarding the date of the 5t. Markt's Isaiah Scroll
it would appear hardly possible that such a MS

could have been written at all in an orthodox

community/
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comuunity in Jerusalem after the standardisation
of the consonantal text.

(2) Possible orthographic retention of conscnantal yodh

(1) Lamedh He verbs and nouns.

It is to be noted that these orthographies are
taken from the critical apparatus of von Gall

and not from hies actual text which, in certain
aspecls, as he explains in his preface,

has been harmonised with the Masoretic tradition.
In some cases only a few Samaritan M58 witness

to these readilngs but they are not to be rejected

without examination.

i .
Nu.8 57 N iy
M7 HARL
ol
Na.2h 8P e 'tanr

MY @ aranp
The fact that this usage is only occasional may
mean that it is the suxvival of an earlier usage
or the arrival of a new one. That one and the
same MS can wvary in the usage is c¢lear from the
phrase AN arnw 3P (Gn.1h19’2?)
where the von Gall critical apparatus clearly
shows that a MS can pass from one orthography
to the other,
Ilypothetically, this use of final yedh might be

explained/
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explained in two quite different wayss
Either an archalc spelling preserving the original
third radical, or
a late phonetic spelling with yodh as the bearer
of the vowel gere.
Further evidence is needed before a decision can
be made between the twe possibilities. Bvidence
‘is furhished, to some extent at least, by the
regular use of "t in the Samaritan Pentateuch
corresponding to MT n;g y 8 clear Aramaism on
the part of the Samaritane. ‘On the other hand in
Gn.288 alwost all the von Gall MSS read f.s. pt.
7180 clearly showing the retention of the third
radical as sometimes happene in f.pt.foras 4in
Mle. Yurther, +the 5t, Mark's Isaiah Scroll has
the reading s (15.381). This form 1y is
read in the Samaritan Pentateuch in Lv.Zha,
ahowing that the usage was to be found in the
pre~Masovetic pnopulayr texts. It would appear that
the evidonce is not decisive either way and it
may well be that the two usages, early and late,
existed alongside each other.

{1i)Prepositions I~ and ‘3 y with suffixes.

Gn.196 st anfgrf Nyt
MT oA 3N \
G!‘!.&Slf’ a7 D:”g)’ 'I:l“
MT Dudy {
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These Samaritan forms may show k7Y, and.%'resuming
before suffixes the Yodh which originally formed
part of the root. To this extent the ST preserves
the earlier form in Yodh.

The usage is that the 8T always rceads the plene
orthegraphy while the MT usually vreads the plene

form but not invariably.

As in the preceding section (Lamedh He verbs and
nouns j, this yodh before the suffix might be the
archaic spelling or possibly a late phonetic

spelliing with yodh as the bearer of gcere.

3. Variants normalizing the spelling of words.

Cde Archaisms.

3 semesulfix: ST has norwal form where MY reads 11—

Gnn921 ST SmJ'pA;
wp  adas

There are LU exauples in the Pontateouch of the MT
reading the unusual (and generally suppoesed archaic)

13.

orthography in " in the 3 s.n.suaffix. In no case

does the ST read this form. "Das Saffix 3 p.s.me.
hat der sam.Text nicht,sondern dafilr stets -l nlhe

In 9 examples, noted in Appendix A, the ST reads the
customary form in J—— . 1In the remaining 5 examples
the Samaritans either interprcet the word differently
Cefle Ex.3217 nz:z or read another form c.g.

36

Nu.l0 cpatipxl for MT amiae

ii.
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ii., Errors.
3 8. Personal Pronoun N7 as common gender,

There are only eleven exam@ies of the MT using the f.

pronoun A~'1 in the Pentatéuchlse elsewhere the
Qere perpetuiun Ni7l occurs. In every case the ST
reads AN . It has been argued that this

orthography is an archaism prescrved in almoest every
case by the MT. It has also been argued against this
that the epicene use is not found in any other Semitic
language. The distinction too does occur in the
Pentateuch, and cutside it in the oldex books., It is
the view of the present writer that for some reason, now
unknown, A7 was yritten almost invarliably for ~'7

in the Pentateuch and this orthographical peculiarity,
or ervor, was failthfully repecated,

iii.Inconsistencies in identical or similar context.

Gn. 3231 st SNiso
MT  S~aro

Both 87T and MT agree in reading ,&dtjs Gn.3232

px. 18 ST YA
MT MW

Blsewhere in both 8T and MT, N4

Nu.138 sT Yeti?
MT Yeid
31T everywhere yawin:

There/
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There is clearly discrepancy in the MT. The ST readings,

admittedly correct, are so much casier that one hesitates
simply to accept them, without asking why the MY faithe

fully preserved readings so evidently unusual.,

h, Variants in writing of Samaritan MSS.

An outline of the main differences between ST and MT i1s

now given.

i.

ii.

iii,

iv.

Ve

vi,

Form of the 0ld Hebrew script with words divided by
separator dﬂﬁ;

Samaritan Pentateuch M3S are written in a carefully
formed scxipt generally designated majusculey other
non=Biblical MSS have a cursive or minuscule script.
Vocalisation signs used sparingly and apparently in
later MSS.

Sentences or sense-~units of text marked by semi-colon,
sometimes followed by a horizont#l stroke.

Division of text inte rsp s+ pProbably sense paragraphs
or lectionary divisions.

Use of taskil or cryptogram in body of text itselfl,

and using some of its letters, to give such information
as date and circumstances of the MS e.g., in Abisha

610

Seroll, Dt. - 1319,"in the 13th year of the

possession of the Children of Isracl of the land of
Canaan": oxr to glve the position in the Pentateuch

Coefle Lv.715 JADYIAT ‘s 16.
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1, Differences of Grammar with agrecment in sonse.

i. Accidence.

(1) Variants consisting of forms found elsewhere in
Samaritan Pentateuch.

(1) Normal forms

a,Common for rare.

There are quite-a lavge number of Samaritan
variants of a morphological nature that show the
8T.reading a common form where the MT has a raror
one. The 5T reading is given first in the examples
that follow:

(a) Common form of pronoun, 7387 for S
Gn.198 2987 owinl /f,q:r 3

Other examples in Appendlx A.

(b) Commen forin of suffix.
Gn.2°L niann [ arana

2;815 arg oot 1Y IT ¥R /’:1 Q7Y vTiyn

(c¢) Residuum = unclassified further.

Gn. 46> Aan [ oatans

forms sugeesting misreading, miswritine or

mishearing in ST or MT.

b

ST or MY
Another group of variants may be considered as
showing evidence of misreading, miswriting or

mishearing/
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mishearing in the course of textual transmission.
The zxesultant téxt may be quite good lebrew but
shows signs that at some stage typical scribal eryor,
due for example to similarity in sound or shape of
letters, has been at work., No general rule can be
appliied in the criticiSm of these variants and eac¢l
case must be Judged separately. Suech decisions can
nafﬁrally be somwewhat subjective in nature but,
apart from confusion with gutturals to which the
Samaritans were specially liable, a byroad picture
emerges in which sometimes ST appears to have
preserved a superior reading, in other cases MT, In
the majority of cases no firm decision is possible
and it is wise to leave the guestion open.

Ex.37 1NN / 1 N"

Confusion between T and | in ST or MT
fNu. 217 HEVYY /lzwm
Dittography or haplography of N

c. Foirms in ddentical or simlilar context.

There are cases where the Samaritan variant consists
of a form used elsewhere by both ST and MT, in the
same context (sometimes the same verse), or in a
similar or parallel passage in anothoer part of the

Pentateuch.
Gn.6°0 i [P /qwnn

ST in line with »2nzaa7n |1 read by both later in
Verso.

;rgx,l_r;ll wIp2 TN /’2 N7 AT
ST as both in 156_
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Forms which do not belongs to any of the above

tXPGSa

This is a large group of variants consisting of 37T

and MT forme which are not only found elsewhere in

the Pentateuch but appear to be used indiscriminately.

Thus a scribe could pass from one to the other:

accordingly, no cogent reason can be adduced in favour

of elthex the 8T or MT reading,

(a) Imperfects with ending in Nun

(b)

(e)

(a)

(

o

)

The older and fuller terwmination of the
Imperfect in Nun is qulte a common form in MT
(over 300 occurrences,cf. @5;§4%ﬁ@) and appears

to be used indiscriminately by both ST and MT.

Gn. 4177 [tey A // twy A

Ex.gggj lwy A / I!Q&)’J\
NAN _and VAN

Gt 938 vraw [ aA

2220 aw [ raw

Forms with He paragogic.

en.27tt as7 / ]
239 /7 // 277

Two forms of suffix.

Ex. 419 1'o / rars

Nu.27?l  1as /oo
Residuum « unclassified further.

Ghe g7 ¢ph / A% p A
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{(11) Abnormal forms.

e

b,

Barly

These are, in the nature of the case, small in
number but relatively important. The examples

given shov 8T preserving an undoubtedly early

form, with original Yodh re-appearing.

en.12'l N [/ aw
168 ‘AN 2 / AN2
late

There avre, however, other forms that appear to
be late, some of them siwmilayr to, if not

actually influenced by, Aramaic forms,.

Gno17+8 13 /13

As in Aramaldce and Mishna
nt.327 AR /N”'

Aramaie Construet Pluyxal in 8T

Forms sugeesting misreading, miswriting or
mishearine in 51T or MT.,

There appears to be a single exaunple of a type

in '
Dt . 28°0 ayir 3 / a1 3

This is a rare word occurring only here in
Pentateuch, although both forms occur in MT.

Fovis in identical or similar context.

The parallel is shown in brackets
1

Gn. 3“"6 (317} [12 5= /:zsy:e

2012 (1813) QAN /ﬂfbf"l

e./
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e, Porms which do not belong to anv of the above
types.

There are 15 variants consisting of forms from
the Hithpa'lel of ‘Vlncu + These show clearly
the usage of &T. According to Petermann, p.85,
the Waw was pronounced hard, as b, in all férms
of. this verb, They may conceivably be indicative

of a dialectal usage in the Samaritan,

(2) Varisnts congisting of forwa not found elsehvere in
Samaritan Pepntateuche.

Such forms, if paralleled elsewhere in MT of the
Hebrew Bible or in Dead Sea Scrolls, may be regarded
as recelving strong confirmation,

(1) IN MD of Hebrew Bible.

Outside Pantateuch. 2 examples.
Gn.316111*1n¢ﬁ31n| ST form in Ru.hl3 Ho.911
Ex.199 2 y:_/z?:z. ST form in J‘i:_:.1526 1 K 72? =

2 Ch ko, Je.52
(1i) In _no other knouwn source. 1 example

(m,!;.gla lAap! /J\:IP'

The form 1n ST is not found elsewhere but may repree
sent an old construet state ending preserved here by

3T. Ccr. (511..1:%.!‘r ‘"")N {AT I (MT)

ii. Syntax.

(1) Variants consisting of consiructions found elscwhere
in Samaritcan Pentateuch.

(1) Normal constructions.

a. Common for rare,

As/
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As with accidence so with syntaxs there are
Samaritan variants that consist of the ST rcecading
a common for a rare construction.

en k132 pi1faa ave a3y /’,-r Atrwn Syt

Niphal of MT only here

! ’
Gn.le-920 l"ﬂ3 |~ @ VN B /3 drbw A

Common for rare gender of subject,.

Constructions in ddepbical or similar context.

There are also many cases where the Samaritan
variant shows a construction used elsewhere by
both ST and MT in the same context or in a similax
o' parallel passage in another part of the
Pentateuch.

The type of variant, as well as that ilmmediately
preceding, "common for rare consiruction", suggests
the possibllity of harmonisation on the part of

ST in these cases and these two types, taken
together, make the possibility all the stronger,
Some of the variants of +this class,C, admit of
8til1ll further arrangement so that the material

can be set out as follows:

{(2) Differences of word order

T?e parallel is shown in brackets,
Gn, 2} (earlier in verse) €N athw bt ¢

w2 R (y2t3y 1spiw oad /a'rm 17aIN
(b) Differences of verbal form
. . , '
Gn.3039(3038) [Ne armarl / a Anamt
Ex.2510(2§1) ,l‘)N j\'a-yr/ 'nN eyl
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(¢) Absence of suffix in ST or MT.
wsndn ple s /‘[Ngn w W

Bx. 2320 (2333)
5 £ 7 a8 ‘A tan 1

Lve 137 (30,608:10:20) |72/ /

(d) Residuum = unclassified furthor.

5 ' “re o . ot/
Gne 391) (3918) -31,7 'th'Y 7 ‘D 1IYhwd .‘Tl/,') AT DO

Cf.Petermann,p.56 "Wahrscheinlich durch Verschen
aps v.18, we sh'ya> steht",

Gn.&Blg (4312) 1IT'AMTABDND w7 «703’3/’2 aw 7 ’.1

Variants which do not belons to any of the above

tzﬂes .

No cogent reason can be adduced in favour of ST

or MP.
Under this general heading is grouped a very
large number of Samaritan variants. Many of them

are duae teo the interchange of grammatical cone

structionss for example,an indefinite subject

may be oexpressed by a 3 s., or 3 pl. verbal form
in both &T and MT, Sometimes both agree in

reading the singular verbs, or the plural verb, or
diverge when ST reads a singular and MI' a plural,
or vice versa. bDoth constructions were familiar

to 8T and MT and either might be used in a parti-
cular passage., Accordingly, when divergence

occurs in the case of grammatical constructions,
both of which occcur without appreclable distinection
in usage, either reading might conceivably be

the original,

This/




Thi
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5 ls the significant result of the hundreds

of variants of this class that now follow. In

all

equ

these cases the readings of ST and MT are

ally acceptable and no preference should be

givén to eithexr.

The

(a)

material may be arranged thustie

Nifferences of word order

Ghe
Lv.

(o)

Gne

(e)

Gn.

] ' ’
5012 gz 13 teydr /3 2
2013 gn'la IAnLY Alh / N s

seqguence of tenses,
I / : /
2y ANATE e el a2l s |
/
2810 AT S83 .o Nyl / -,3-: I |

Infinite absol: qualifving finite verb.

199 s Lo e 0 CRY |

(9 samaritan MSS, vst«w Uf.Petermann, p.l8.
Ptce Act.)

MT  blow 2 "t
n3? gy y11 v 7
(13 Samaritan NSS, yTi'a )
MT T v 7

ags _substitute for Yinite verb.

BX e
Nu

(a)

13° RV AL VY

522 n2n [ana

Tupf. ending in 1 ——

X

Gn,
(e)/

In 5T
38 nw#ﬂl/-7ﬁﬂl

In MY
123 'Twaﬂl /n:wnﬂl



{¢) Impv. ending in 7 —
In 87T
gn. 151 aia [ s
In MT

Gn.2123 y2w 1l / VAW

(£) Difference of conjugation.
Two actives
Gn. 19‘13 qAp w23 /:ang

26
Nu. 22 rlo'! / qof‘l

Two passives
Gu.kot?  'Aaras / %214

LN.Mﬂﬁ e / B
Active for passive

Gn, 426 Sam [ 217
an. 4512 aas Jaans

Passive for active

Gn. 5020 2wivy [aert

nt.18°1 Y /7“

(e) Agreement of subject and predicate.

G*ﬁ0136 ST ¢ N7 oAN NG w31

~

’

MT a ~ Naw 1 t

Ex.3019 8T |vat |paN libh gal
MT f 0 ' oisanl

(h) Transitions in personal reference.

from singular to plural and vice versa
pxe 117 y1a [ qivia
Dte 127 cn\rl.:i/ AN2I

(i) Peminine bermination.

In 8T
Gne 619 aan gjhl// 147 \ Abstract Nouns.




(1)

()

(k)

(1)

()

86,

(contd.)
In NMT
éne 99 0 35 [ qu

Pilural (or gipl) termination,

In 5T
Gn.lf}lp‘“ a"\ss':'l/ Ips§ A Collective in MT
in MY
&11

Gne. 'rnN [nly] / N oeT Intensive plural in MT

Suffixes:

Difference in person or number

Gnae 62@ ;npg-bg / 171'R 3 Collective subject
Ex.2225 AJatwA /IJR'wi\ Pems subject preceding
Absence

Gn.-2h36 Or1a1 AN [IAINY D \n'l/’n'nl AlNND 'l

Bx.32%3  0dy3 nlfﬂl\/ 7 San

With pronoun object expressed by AN with suffix:
In a7

LN.lOS DAN IiMw:e| / OIN @
In MY

Gn.lS? I_Alt.uy3 /MN Jua»yg

Form with @ locale

In 87T

Gn.256nb7p (o / ptp N
In M

c.m.aal 2217 N /’n 791N

Prenositions
yedm——y
NDifference

&

en.22%% 4y5a Jy 1 pSen 3w /’:t S VAW
3416 T84 oy> byerad /'N av3d i
Abeence, /



87 ..

Abhsance

. In 87 /
an. 2213 ady mfﬂ'l /713;3 \

In MT ,
Gn.#85 ’Lynnvat I;{NWD / 'lyna:l o)

(n) Definite article

In &T
I
Ex, 924 T2 At / T2 I
In M ,
4 Y r
Gn.azs n§y3 Jw :2 ady a'ﬂgN‘/ 3 e 34w
(o) AN . accusative
In % .
Gu. ;{1'7 Yy o AN N",‘J"l / a w |
in MT
3 /
Gne33”7 viy wet [y aw

(p) Residuum - unclassified further.

Gn t1tdian w23 mfn yeana (nw 3)/';« '3 % ynen (3)

f
Nu.338(w7 pn) AVhwh b /(w'r?h,’]) h a'hw

(1i) Abpormal Constructions.

d, Constructions where no cogent roason can be
adduced in favour of ST oi MIT.

Absence of apocopation in Impf. or Impve.e in ST.

While there are cases where 8T and MT agree in
reading apocopated forms, these arve many other

cases in the ST where apocopation of lamedh he

forms does not occur.
Vi
G 132 ¢aN =R iyt / 2 AN (
n
X 5‘“1 DD‘Z)’ At AN / ’)‘ f NY!

With waw ("ana")
an., 2416 arent [ Aea

2 1
Lv. 1.':3ll dy aan1 ﬁ'-’Mi/'y ] 'TAl
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There are sc many of these examples, fully

noted in Appendix A, that they cannoit be
dismissed as dinsignificant or arilsing from
seribal eryor. Dvidently the fuller form of the
verh was freguently ewmployed by the Samaritans.

A case might be argued for the Samaritan here,
Apocopation, so distinctive of MT, is unknown in
Aramaic and Arabic. Logically, at least, it
would be a later development which occurred
regularly in MY, to some extent in 857, and not

at all in Aramaic or Arabic., It is alse conceive
able that this preservation of the fuller form
might have a dialectal significance indicative of
the language of Northern Israell

(8) Variants consisting of constructiors not found
elsewhere 1un Samaritan Pentatcuch.

(1) In MT of IHlebrew Bible.

Qutside Pentateuch 2 examples.

10

QQhDWD ATND /E’rﬂe Verbal foerm in Ju.Qh Zp 3’4

Gn.lggfﬂ M oApwy 23 /NN 1382 s.f.Tmpv, in Ju.9

These parallels are on a completely different
basis from those drawn from within the Pentateuch
and read by both 8T and MT. They should bhe
considered as strong, independent confirmation

of the Samaritan readings,.
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2, Differences of Gramunar with divergence in sense.

i. Doctrinal,

(1) Countroversy regarding Gerizim.

The econtroversy roegarvrding the sacred mountain of
the Samaritans will be ftreated in detall underx
the third wain group of the classification,

Vocabularv. Here, however, consideration 1s to

be given to some syntactical variants that have

a bearing on the problem. They will a2ll be dealt
with now as well as detailed in Appendix A. ‘Too
nmuech dmportance should not be attached to the
support given by .the Versions to M in this
respect for presumably doctrinal papssages ante=-
dated them all,

15

Pt.33 ST agw AY2a Tapsl RIp  cnad wHabl

MT 'y A2 { '? ‘M a g
ST is specific, understanding a1 as "my hill®
and taking o71p in the adverbial sense as
Tangclontly, of old". The parallel phrase latexr
in the line is read agw N2 (and not 'y A2
as im MT). Clearly ST refers to Gerizim. On
the other hand MT is quite general and does not
refer to Jerusalem or any central sancbtuary.
E)t.j_’:}lg ST iNHp k! o'hy

MT £ S "y

81/



90.

8T = "They call peoples to my wmountain "

MY = *They call peoples to a mountain®

8T obviously refers to Gerizim, MNT is indeterminate,
concelvably a mountain sanctuary in the tevritory

of Zebulun or Issachar.

DH. 1420

a7 Y'ngﬂ alar a2 e

MT ‘W% nar ~

This phrase ocours 20 times in the Pentateuch, in
every case ST reading a Perfect and MI' an Tmperfect
tense of the verb. The former tense wonuld imply
that Shechem had been chosen as the place of
sanctuary as far back as the time of Abraham while
the latter tense, of MT, would refeyr to Jerusalem
chosen in time of Pavid, These 21 wvariants obviously
show intentional alteration, bhut taking them alone
it would be unwise to say on which side the
alteration 1lies: on general grounds a decision is
not possible for in the polemic relationship between
Jew and Samavitan elther side might conceivably be
responsible for this alteration.

(2) Other Samaritan beliefs and practices.

(1) Unity of the delty.

Gn.2013 S omfﬂ AN Y AT

’ ’

M7 N ~ Lynad
3153 a7 pow' 7 73~ 0Av2N va$e

’ 7 ’ ’
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Gne35¢ ST opadwr 1N 2821

MT ' ‘N t§21
Ex.iﬁas ST o'adna 11y @’

It is gonerally considered that these passages
have been altered to the singular verb by the
Samapitans to conform to thelr doctrine of the
essential unilty of God., Ceviainly the vaviant
shows intentional alteration and it ds difficult
to imagine what motive MT might have had if it
had changed +the verb to a plural.

(11) Avoidance of anthropomerphism.

Gn.lé13 ana Sy /I'N“ Sei

ST = "a seeing God", veading pt.

MP = "God of vision", reading noun (genitive both
subjective and objective)
! e u [ 1 ’3 ’
Likaw%ze Gn.lél%,zkép,zﬁllﬂﬂw a3 “le//ﬂﬁ i
Ex,%A 73N MAT 50 AN M3 /'N “ 5 ‘W ANA3

k ! ' vy,
TheLik‘.aaw%ze wtl.lél{"gl’.{.ég'g5ll AN~ ‘?3 ’*m:z’/ n!; . 3 /a
Ex.34 TeadN mar 5o AN .Nn/'wn3/~ v 5 ‘W AN

The phrase "see the face of" 1s used of courtiers

to Pharaoh, Ex.l@zg. According to BDB,p.9208, the

an

verbk in this phrase, when applied to the deity,
was also probably in the Qal but was afterwards
pointed }Niphal to avolid the expression "sce the
face of God", In some passages, C.Ze Ex.thS
the 3T rcading agrees with that of MT but in

LX./
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Ex.Bkah {16 out of 2o v,Goll MSS8) it actually
writes a Niphal, carrying the process even further
in its desire to avoild any irreverence to the deilty.

(ii1i)Resurrection.

!/

Gn, 319 at@n [12Y 3alt / A 0y L

The Samaritans fiud in their reading with the suffix
the Justification for belief in resurrection, This
has all the appearance of a later interpretation
incorporated into 5T,

(iv)Legal enactment.

v, 613, })t.lé'!* pranya ' / 2y =
The phrase "between the two evenings® 1s generally
understood bo mean "bebtween sunset and dark® and
is read by both ST and MY eleven times elsewhere in
the Pentateuch, It might appear that these 2
variants show intentiopal alteration by 8T to make
their text conform to these other passages. If so,
it is difficult to understand why 5%, on this
reasoning. changed Dt 16Q and left D% 166 untouched,
for in the latter passage both ST and MT read
277V a2 « The explanation may be that the two
phrases were viritually synonymous with 0’2377 |2
expressing greater precision. This view seems to
be strengthened by the fact that LXX implies fuller
form @RIy I '2 only in one passage, Lv,235, and

in all the other passages, 27 Y2
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ii. Non-doctrinal.

Selected examples arve given, Detailed lists din
Appendix A, Naturally it has not been practicable
to discuss in detail all the vardiants listed in the
Appendix, but the principle followed has been to
apply the criteria of intelligible grammar and/or
sense in every case. In certalin examples further
criteria apply when, for sexample, a variant consists
of a common form or word or an unusual one, oxr of
a form oy word frowm a parallel passage. Further, the
line structure of a poem may act as a test of the
gsoundness of a reading. There is, of course, the
detection of the typical causes of scerilibal error such
as dittography, haplography and the like,

Where 8T ox MT is diffiecult in sense, in some cases
tae the point of unintelligibility, a decision in
favour of the wmore meaningful wversion 1ls considered
as further strengthened if it has the support of
the LXX. The choeice here is frequently not between
an easier and morve Aifficult rveading but bebween a
meaningful and meaningless one., The support of the
ILXX ds indicated by an astevisk in the Appendix,

(1) Variants vhere there appear to be cogent veasons in
favour of ST.

-

o
&n.252“ I'o2 1'% ‘> // '~ Tis o
Sense of MT is unsatisfactory. ST with suffix gives

such/
B




ok,

such good sense, with suvpport of LX¥X, that 1t should
bo adopted,
Gn.5023 0'0"30-’ o'Ja / awp;a.- 172

81T a "great grandchildren" MI = "great,great grande
children®,

No reason why descent should be ecarried further in
line of Ephraim than Manasseh. LXX with 57,

Ex.llD anndn UNIpA D /. ‘" AIdApPA 5

The Form in MT is difficult (of GX § 47.% ) and

the grammay and sense of BT is excellent, LXX with ST.

(2)Varimnts where there appear Lo be cogent wreasons in
favour of MT.

s
¢

Gn.3038 QAT AP / 7 AlApw
Ap a rare word, occcurring in MU only here and
in 2420.

S reads Inf.Const. in both places « common for rarve

form,.
6ST apy! ':73:41 pass '.73:4: anHyanN ';73:4 '('A::,N 'ngﬂ
’ 7

ExXe3 MT 4 t A 1adw A T2 '~
Probably an unnecessary attempt at correetion on

the part of 81, The roading i1s so much easiocr that
one hesitates to adopt it.

Lv.151$’zh JAN Tw'N 2Dw! // ‘N N N

Appears to be euphemistic reading by ST.

(3) Vaviants where there avpear to be no coment reason
in favour of ST or MT,

In many of these examples there is evidently differw

ence/
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ence of interpretation implying different grammatical

subjects, at least equally possible,

e
Gn.2? a'n ¢v13 aiN cat /'3 pawa

j Use of a7~ as proper name, Or as generic termwith

f definite avticle. Usage is nobt consistent in either

1 version, e.g8. carlier in vevrse 7 both agree in reading

1 ) 2 /
? %1#7‘ In Gn.l 5 both read oInN

Gn.93{6;u-~w [PP3 Awpa AAa /.7‘/\‘/\/11 2 7
YN r%fars to Neah, M to God, Both make excellent

i

sens% and e¢ither veading possible.

e P °

Gn.? 34 vl Ibw NI P // é @ ~Np

" Naming of child by mothex in ST, In almost every
exa@bla of this type ST reads feminine subjeect and
MT ipdefiniﬁe masculine, though in Gn.#25 the position
is reversed and Sﬁ has the indefindte usage while MT
reads NYPAL Bither usage might be defended

here and either reading might be original.

IIX, Differences of Vocabularx.

1. With agrecment in sonse.

i. Substitubions.

This term is used simply to mean that 8T and MT read
words from different roots, There is no implication
that one ds necessarily original and the other has
arisen by iuntentional alteration.

(1) Yure synonyms.

(i) Common words.,




Qe

be

Ce
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Common for rare word.

‘Phere are many Samaritan variamté consisting
of pure synonymsg that ave words:common in
both 8T and MT and that show the ST with a
well kpown woprd instead of a less familiawr

one in MT.

{The 87 reading is given fivst)
13,16
I LRl ar /o

O ¢
27<2 Moh / a4

Vords sugpesting misyreading, miswviriting o
mishearing in &5T o M.

While the 87T and MT are quite good Hebrow, it
is clear that one of the Hypical caunsaes of
scribal ervor (such as confusion with letsers
of similar shapa) conld account Loy the change.
Ia many cases 1t is not possible vo determine
on which side the cryox lies.

Gn.z?l) 7rl/ T (alike in beoth 85T and ML
seripts)

Nu,22° nrb/ *p (7 and " arc cextainly alike
in 8P script but in context
the twoe words could bhe so
readily interchanged that
unwise to decide for one owv
othenr).

Yords in ddentical ox similoy context.

There are many cases vwhere the $ has a word
or phrase used elsewvhere by both 5T or MT in

the/



d.

Q7.

the spame context or in a similar passage in

the Pentateuch.

Gn. 72 (619,73,:9}3291\ WP ‘ﬁAwd| w N
533,1826(1322} Siqa NaTn /TN—'PTI ‘a

Clearly 4his type of wvariant, like that noted
above under a.'comuon foy rave" suggests the
possibility of harmonisation on the part of the
5T

Vords which do not belong to any of the above
tynes.
The variants under this heading consist of

words that could so vreadily interchange, and
may actually do so in the context, that it is
impossible to say which reading is original.
BX . 725 AV / AN et

pt.122Y 0w ihw |pe3 /M,, prw3

Included under this heading is a group,
copsisting of variations in the Divine Names:
1. 71 padn [/ alas

Db, 3+ 1yale 2t /aa'nfﬂ 7

There are in all 35 variants of this inteprw
change of NDivine Names, of which the references
are given in Appendix A, Accoxding to Skinner,
see above p.d, in the transmission of the

Divine Names din Genesls there are at most 9

divergences as compared with 310 cases of

agreement/
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agreement in ST and MT. IPor the whole
Pentateuch thgre are only the 35 variants
mentioned and, in view of the frequency of
occurrence of the Nivine Names, this small
number of wvariants is indicgtive of the care

excrcised by both ST and MT iIin 1its transmissiot

(1i) Uncommon words.

b,

Late
There are 10 passages involving 3 words where
the 87T reads a lateyr form similar to that of

Avamailc. The Impv. form 171 occurs 7 times

for the MT i . Again, in Gn.1821 and

31

34-7 the ST reads |7 (= MT 7 ), Cf.

: & ‘
Petermann, p.ld9 and finally in Gn.lhl” Pl
"and he scrutinised" for the equally difficult
Pl "and he emptied out" of the MT,

Cf.Petermann, pe.55,

Hords suggesting misreading
mishearing in ST or MT.

wmiswvriting

There are 5 passages, where unusual words
occur in ST and MT, and where typical scribal
erroxr could easily arise. It is difficult to
say on which side the error lies. The

examples are given herxet
px. 187 qsvn /—,syw

Dt. 303 ‘IA:um /"J\i:lif-'

d./
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d, Words 1in identical or similar context,.

Only 3 examples, which are all noted hore.
x.7%% (71)  emrenla [aveda
83'11‘(711) DAa'bA Sa / nwu.?:.

hirecision or emphasis,

(1) Common words,

Words suggestipng misreadinge

: v _ miswyriting oxr
mishearing in ST or MT.

- Only 4 examples.

Bx.4°  ar s [ an

Bx . 1257 3~ [ w3
238 gN/ ~3

Lv.106 ~3 / S

c. Words in identical or similar context.

Only 4 examples, of which 2 are given here:
Gn.398 (396) anNn [ anp
EX.1812 (175) 'JPThi / 'JPT .?Dl

de Words which de not belong to any of the above
. H ZEQS «

The readings of both &7 and MT are so sulted

to the context that it seems unwise to
adjudicate between them. IJIn the two passages
noted here the LXX supports the MT in the first
and the 8T in the second.

X, 1527 AR / Dwl

Dt. 236 TRE / 114723

ii./
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Additions.

This term is used simply in the sense that the 8T
has extra word(s) as compared with the MP. There
is no assumption in the term itself that this longer

reading represents intentional alteration.

(1) Pure synonyms,

(1) Common words

a, Stylistic supplements in ST.

There are many passages where the ST has
addlitional common words which are of a purely
stylistic nature and add nothing to the meanin
They consist of

{(a)ixplicit subjects or objects.

Ex.23 the 13 npAl /,3 npAl
wv.5° [aon p3nl /  pdn

(b)¥ords in apposition,

Gn.ﬁlglia pas ' / pas’
EY:Y 1 Inn / Sna

(c)Additional Waw ("and")

Gn, 615 Jan7  aned Q'@ hal

7

Dt.lls“a'ry Twl O'a@> JJwl i /'y’l D> Aw W

b. Words suggesting misreading, miswriting or
mishearing in S1 or MT.

There are &4 passages where typical scribal
error could easily arise and where no decision

for/
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for or against 8T secems possible,

28 Niaa 737 /;urf

Gn.h2
Exe 7Y° iz ara [ aid

g6 jip asn [ 317

Lv.2218 N aa [ naxd

c.Words in ddentical oxr similar context.

There ave 14 Samaritan variants where additione
al words in 8T are read by both 3T and MT in
the same context or in a similar passage clsew
where in the Pentateuch,.

Gn.203 (2lll'£5) AN 3y / Sy

. 16 o

Bxe26 7 (later in same verse) qanN7 @wTpit /cv?pﬁ

d.Yonrds which do not belong to any of the above
tyges.

These numerous Samaritan variants, detailed

in Appendix A, could so casily belong to the
original text that it is impossible to accept
them or roject them as such. Thelr significance
will lie not in the individual readings but

in the broad picture they give of a fuller

text than the MF¥. It remains to be seen under
"Omissions", whiech follow this section of the
classification, to what extent the MT has
readings of this nature. Along this line, and
with other considerations, the cumulative

evidence/
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evidence should be such as to make ceritailn
conclusions possible., Fxamples of this type of
variation ares
. 27
Bxe 671 Dvsn ¢mnp ovhh

sz 7
Exe. 6 ID‘?‘sn ()—*mlh / D*IY¥hh

LV.1136 o'h yvra / \'y

(2) Synonvms giving pgreater nreecision or eunphasis.,

fe Record of eveuts implied but not explicitly

recorded in M1,

n nx.y0s17,18

God has pronounced a warning
regarding an impending plague and has
commissioned Moses and Aarcon to deliver the
warning to Pharaoh. It is not stated in the

- MT that these warnings are ever delivered.

The Samaritan supplies the lack as in 718b

it repréﬁents Moses and Aavon as goling to

Pharaoh and repeating almost literally the

words of the divine warning. Othex “plague"

passages of this type are noted in Appendix A,

While it ds possible that these passages are

expansions, it is at least equally possible

that they are orilginal, for they contain
statements of events logically implied but

not definitely recorded in the M“; None of

these varilants has the support of the LXX and

all the commentators known to mé condemn then.

Yet/
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Yet surely they suggest interesting possibe
ilities regarding the original form of the

0P writings, some of which must lie very

nrear to oral transmission. In such circune
stances a narvative might conceivably be
recorded in full or, alternately, in an-
abbreviated form to be supplémented by the
reader,

This theory may receive support from the
views expressed in a monograph by L.¥W.S5lotkdi
wheo states that many poritions of pocecnis =
words, phrases, lines or strophes -« which

in our present text appear only once may have
been occaslonally or regularly repeated more
than once, fn other words ithe MY may have
prescrved the shoricr forms of poems that
were oviginally much longerl7. Surely it

is conceivable {that this practice, discernible
in poetry, may on occasion have bheen followed
in prose narvatives also.

Tnelnded under this hgading are two other
passages. The first is Samaritan Gn.3037a =
3111“13 in both ST and M with minor adjuste
ments. The Samaritan fidrst relates the dream
as 1t appeared unto Jacob and thercaflter

Jaceb/
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Jacob literally repeats the dream to Rachel
and Leah, while the MT gives only the
repetition to Rachel and Leah. Cf.,however,
Gn.41, repetition of Pharaoh's dream in both
ST and MT. The second passage 1s Samaritan

Nut 3121a . 3121.22,23.24

with minor adjustments.
Moses conmands DPleazar who 1in turn commands
the men of war;

cJWords in identical or similar context.

There is a vexry large number of Samaritan
variants conasisting of one oy two additional
words forming a phrase read by both 8T and MT
elsewhere in the passage, or in a similar
passage at some other place in the Pentatceuch.
There are so many examples of this type of
vardant that it is clearly a distinective
feature of the Samaritan Pentateuch. Once
again {see above, p.l0l) it remains to be seen
Aif under "Omissions® there ils a comparable
number of MT readings of this nature,

A few exasmples will be given and a full

statement furnished in Appendix A,
an.1™ (115)37and @ 3y 2wl /3'1;.-:3
Nu.l&l& (Ex,346) ARNL 107 / 707
I)t.l68 (Lv.2.37) 713y A 36 / aoN3h
de VWords which do not belons to any of the above

types.
This/
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This is quite a numerous class also. The
additional words give some slight emphasis
or precision or nuance of wmeaning that is
generally in keeping with the context. A few
examples wlill be given, with a full statcoment
in Appendix A,

2 /

Gn, 2 TN 2D 2k

3016 33.3,—1 NiI2A / NIZA
Ex.a_'ss orapo I Y Aped /o-npo Ny fawn
Included under this head is a group of 21 cases
where ST reads additional 35 Cale
6n. 141 1wsv Jo amr i3 Av ap

iii. Omissions.,.

This term is used simply in the sense that ST has
fever woxds as couparced with MT, without any
assumption of intentional alteration.

(1) Pure syuonyms.

(i) Comumon words.

a. 8Styvlistiec supplements.

Stylistic supplements, such as occurred in
ST, also ogcur here, though they are much
fewer in numbor.

(a) Bxplicit subjects or objects.

Gn‘sga ’{gl" / s 1?('!

28° npl 1wy —rg'l /’| Swsnawt Sv Yy

(b) Words in apposition.

4

(?rn.Sh}‘t Pan v oow wnu'r/’ﬂ Npar N w
Ty 113 -1\l-\h2 / ~ e e e -.?.. ,2
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(c) Additional Waw ("anad")

I'4
R

1127D7A .A1$A nﬁv / 3 ﬁ ﬂgﬂl

d., Words which do not belons to the above type.

{(Note: there are no omissions classified

as due to misveadings etec. oxr to possible
hafmonisations).
Though the variants here are of the same type
as in ST (sce above, "Additions",p.100)

they are much fewer in number,

Bxe 92h o'sh2 ﬁrv&h ¢ 52
M. 2618 1/ a2

(2) Synonyms giving greater precision or emphasis.

(1)

Co

de.

Gonmon words

4
It willi be noted that there are no examples of

variants in MT showing explicit statementis the
occuryvence of whieh ida logically implied:
neither are thevre any that arce obviously due
to scribal error such as>misreading etc.

Yords omitted in identical or similar context.

There are 9 passages where ST omits a word
or phrase as omitted by both &7 and MT clgsc-
where in Pentateuch,

£x.29%0 (2908} 1123 wia new s [ 32 @ e w3 Y

/

Nu.2315 (233) 7' A3 Sy astan / Yy as 7@

Words which do not belong to any of the above
t!EzﬂSo

e /
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The variants under this heading are suited to
the context and it would be difficult to
prefer either ST or MT in any particular case,
The overall picture, howvever, is quite clear
which is that 5T has more readings of this
type than MT so that in this respect ST is the
longer document.,.

7 !

Bk, 173 A Sya an3 / 7 ar 3

’ /

/.
Lv.1719 =2ya 1y NhbI / et 2y
Included under this heading is a group of

18 cases where ST omits " 35 Calle
Dt.2820 o'nwn Qi $>53 in MT

2., Differences of vocabulary with diverpence in sense.

i. Doctrinal.

Variants of Syntax that show difference of meaning
of a doctrinal nature have been already considered.
There are also variants of Vocabulary revealing
doctrinal difference.
(1) Controversy regarding Gerizim,
This cqntgﬁversy has separated Jow and Samaritan
(and many scholars!) down the long centuries.
There are 4 scripture passages that are relevant

herc: two of them will now be considered togethewx.

Dt. 1130 02w Zlh eI / a1 h
.‘2’.’;'!‘L p'T'ra NN / Sary Ana
(many MSS) Q'R / davy =

The Jews have accused the Samaritans of altering

the/
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the text here in the interests of theixr cult and

the Samaritans in turn bave hurled the accusation
back at the Jews. Scholars such as Gesenilus,
Montgomery and Kdnig have taken the view that thesec
variants are examples of deliberate Samaritan
alteration for polemic reasons. Kennicott, however,
defended the Samaritan reading of Gerizim for Ebal
on the ground that it was more natural for the
memorial stones to be evected on Gerisim, the hill
of blessing, than on Ebal, the hill of cursing.

In more vecent times he was followed by Meyer who
not only adopted the Samaritan reading but maintaine
ed that the Jews had adjusted the text of
Deuteronomy 27 in the interests of the Jerusalem
sanctuary by vemoving Gerizim and Ebal from near
Shechem to the Jordan wvalley at Gilgal « an
alteration surprisingly accepted by the
Samaritansls. Torrey stressed that the bitter
controversy that developed between Jew and Samaritan
and which ds clearly indicated again and again in
the partisan attitude of the writer of Chronicles
resulted in the Jerusalewm text of Dt 27“ being

o
altered to Eball’.

The arguments adduced forx
and against these two Samariltan readings appear

general/
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general and inconclusive and the view taken by

the present writer dis that it is not possible to
decide one way or another regarvding the variants

as such., In the polemic relationship that existed
between Jew and Sawmaritan either side might, conceive
ably, have altered the text. Too much weight should
not be attached to the fact that MT is supported
here by the Versions for such doctrinal variants
would have antedated them all,

The two vemailning scripture passages are:s

18b

The Samaritan Tenth Commandment.

At the end of the legislation in Dt,26, in both ST
and MT there 1s added an appendix ﬂt.372-7 enjoining
that the laws be engraved on stones to be erected

on a mountain, Gerizim in ST and Ebal in MT.

This appendix is also found in 3T at cend of the

17b 8b

Decalogue, IIx.20 and Dt 5l s togother with a

suppleasientary note regarding the location of the

mountain, Dt, 1130.

It is regarded by the
Samaritans as the Tenth Commandment, the PFlrst and
Seocond Jewish Commandments being treated as one,.

The Commandment reads as follows:

"And/
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"TAnd it shall come to pass when Yahweh
thy God will bring thee into the land

of the Canaanite whither thou art

going te possess 1t, then thou shalt
ervect for thyself large stones and thou
shalt cover them with lime and thou

shalt write upon the stones all the
-words of this Law and it shall come to
pass when you cross the Jordan you shall
ervect thesce stones which I command you
tow~day on Mt.Gerizim and thou shalt build
there an altar to Yahweh thy God, an
altar of stones, thou shalt not 1ift up
upon them iron, of perfect stones thou
shalt budld the alter of Yahweh thy God,
aml thou shalt sacrifice peace offerings,
and thou shalt eat there and rejoice
before Yahweh thy Gods: that mountain is
on the othewr side of the Jordan at the
end of the woad towards the going down of
the sun in the land of the Canaanite who
dwells in the Aprabah opposite Gilgal ncar
Elon Moxeh opposite Shechem."

While a good case can be put forwvard for the
Samaritan reading of Gerizim instead of the MT
Ebal in Dt 27k and incorporated in the Commandment,
1t would indeed be difficult to defend the
authonticity of this long passage. It is rejected
foxr the following reasonsi

l. Detailed nature eof the final verse compared
to other passages in the 0l1ld Testament referring
to a partlicular place,

2./
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2.Undue length as comparved with the other Commandments.
3.Almost literal parallelism with Dt.,27°~7 ana 11°°,
oA ritualistic prescription of a different nature
from the other Conmandments. These do not deal
with ritual but are concerned with men's relation
to God and to one another. This Samaritan Tenth
Commandment appears to lie outside the logical
grouping.
5.Complete lack of support Ffrom the Versions apart
from the Syro-Hexaplar where 1t is guoted as belong=
ing to the Samaritan text20° However, too much
welight should not be attached to this absence of
support from the Versions for doctlrinal variants
wonld have antedated them,

(2) Other Samaritan belicfs and practices.

Many, though not all, of the following doctrinal
variants may reflect distinctive Samaritan views
and to that extent may be discredited.

(1) Majesty of God.

Gn.h@lénuv fvan 13"7 / N a 7~3nﬂ

Only in late usage is 73n applied to g
Ex.l5lgnnn§h: i / v oeN N

Both ST and MT read 22 Dt.1017
Ex.ﬁﬁzs atar 103 onw 'aYy / “ oy w i

‘193 is used of "acts done with & solemn sensc

of Yahweh's presence", Cf.B.D.B.,p.817.
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(1i)Aavoidance of anthropomorphism,

B 17 * 3 YARRTE IR
Bx.R37 "mar v ud AN 'Pl:'t > INY | :

-
-t
(FAN

Almost all v.Gall MSS |t

31;23 A (VN YD AN Tn:r 35 nom-/" [r¥a R
Reference has already been made undeir Syntax,
see above, p. 91 , to the Samaritan writing of
A any in Ni hal, in sense of "appearing before
God", The same desire to avoeid any irreverence
to the deity seems to be operating in the case
of these two readings. It is possible, too, that
the ddea of substituting |\~  Ffor 1N nay
have arisen from an eriginal mistake in reading

the T as a N

fiii)ﬁay of Vengeance and Recompense.,

D'l;.3235 03wl op! o3 / 171 a3

(iv) Legal enactments.

(v)

Ex.2128 anna 3o N Nl /] me

8 other exx,., of this phrase are noted in Appendix
As Clearly a Samarditan insertion. See above,p.l19.

Veneration for religious leaders.

Moses Ex.187 gwrd oA @] / (GA @l
To ewphasise that Jethro bowed to HMoses
Tribe of Levi Gn.h97 DON VTN / ~ o

Glory, amd not cursing, with reference to the

sacred ftribe,.

(vi)/



{vi)_Genealogics of patriarchs.

Gn.5%°
517
59
522
526
527
528
530
521

1112
113
1114
1t
1116
1217
118
11%?

1120
2l

11

1122

1173

21
11°%

1177
113%

Years

62
785
847

67
653
720

53
600
653
135
303

130
303
134
270
130
109
132
107
130
100

79
69

145

N Nt e s Nt g it Sttt gl it i " v “mgt g

e N L, N R L N e ™ g

Jered

Methuselah

Lamech

Arpaksad

Shelah

Eher

Peleg

Reu

Serug

Nahozx

Terah

According to Skinmer (ICC,Genesis,p.l35), the
5T, MT and LXX have ceach "carefully constructed

systems of chronology". The evidence does not

appear to be sufficient to allow of a decision

in/
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in favour of the priovrity of any one of them,

(vii) Sectarian opposition.

A hated opponent,
(}n.3518 D*'h'iI2 / |'h12

8T = "son of days".Cf."a late-~born son",

Gn.373.
MT title is honorific "son of the right hand"
i.e. favoured son.
Dt.jjlg g S / T
The almost meaningless ' 1'to avoeid "beloved"

of MT being applied to the tribe of HBenjamin,

il. Nonedoctrinal,

The method here followed is to give representative
examples, with detailed lists in Appendix A. The
critical rules applied here have been already outlined
in the relevant section of 3Syntax. See above, p. 923.

(1) Variants where there appear to be cogent reasons
in favour of 857T.

Substitutions

{;,13.;3!462 ST ‘NN g3 ANa Natha N2 pastl
wp N 3 ‘2 pue 0 i

Grammair and sense of MT are almost unintelligible.

8T, with support of LXX, gives excellent sense,.

mx.186 &1 7-3~ N3 bhar Jraa a1 Awh 3 WA
/

4
’ ! 4 4

Sense of MT is unsatisfactory: in verse 6 Jethro«

is/
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is represented as already speaking to Moses and yet
in verse 7 HMoses is stated as golng out to mect his
father~in~law and asking after his welfare.
Read NhNl as dindefinite "they séid" followved by
7171 of 81T "“behold", with support of LXX, and the
sense is axcellent.

Additions

Gn.*’»{«s s 2531 ra~v  Saa Sw ['p e
Nt AlPO2 9t 1wl

MT  omits g7en a>8:
Usually direct specch aftexr NHh N Mistake has
arisen through homoeotelcecuton in MT. LXX reads
with ST.
Gn.366 ST  apy' ‘Isn |[JI> ¢ 13”
MT 4 ‘s LY \
5T, supﬁﬁrted by LXX, may well be correcht., MT
impossible.

Qmissions.

Gn.jélé ST omits nOp ﬂtgr! hefore 0AY2 1'2N
5T reading has pavallel gutside Pentateuch

30N
(1 Chron., lj))

3 i nel8 . X
pap q: N  read by both in 367 . Appears misplaced
in BITQ
he

Nu.26'° 81 omitsaya 23 before Nan3
LXX with 8T. MNT has redundant words at beginning of

verses out of context.

Variants where therce appear to be cogent reasons in
favour of MT,
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(2) subgtitutions. 3

Gny 5052 BT qoit h3 RO R TR R
ur 7 vona 3 " ' 2 m 2 7

l
Attempt at clavification by . ST. BEvidently misunder=-

stood ancilent caramony of aﬁoptiﬂn. LXX with MT.
11 |
Dt.25 N \Nwa2 aprtiawd
!
MT ‘s b 2 1
Word in MT occurs only here but with support of LXX.
ST may have vead the word more famlllar or less

euphemistically objectionable.

Additions.

Nu.2220 a7 D'HZN 7N§n N2t

MT 0‘7131*’ ’l

Avoidance of anthroepomorphism in 87T. Possible

- » : 22
harmonisation with 22 .

Longery pagsages

tneorporation of passage Trom parvallel narraitive

P -
px.20%P o pg, 57632

Substitution of pagsage Ifrom parallel narvative

=7 5330-35

Dt.10 ST = Nu.

Omissions

Nu.2135 (- Dt.SB) I'72 AN omitted afterx A
ILXX with MT.

Nu. 231 apyr oy 'k / A% ark b
ST obviously requires another word. 7250 of MT
supported by parallelism with "2 0in following

hemistdich of &7, where however MT reads noo0h |
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(3) Variants whers there appear 1o _be no cogent reasons
in favour of ST ox MT,

Substitutions.

(}13.374 ST 1M1 gan o anN 2N .;]i}J

ME 10N n 'N W N
Both wowxds occur in the context and elther gives
excellent sense here, Unwise to decide in favour of
ST or MT. IXX reads with ST.
b)x.59 9T p#  Hata iver w51 2 e'l

NP W -~ “ WA lwYg
5T, with its excellent sense and with support of
LXX, at least equally possible., Transposition

of Y and « obviously possible with these verbs,

Additions,

Gndzoll ST C‘ABAN D AN o ganad And
MT ~ ’_’) ‘N /i

8T at least egually possible with MT., Omission of
AND Y Y2 by MT may be due bo homoeoteleunton,
:‘33;.,‘3232 8% ann ,'n/ aN: Nw aambn Nen ON
M N n AW
ST with support of ILXX gives excellent sense but

MT may show suppressed apodosis, Cf, &K,gﬁhﬁﬁl.dd.

Omissions,

Gn.Bl39 SUN vt a2baN " 2IN
M 7w paA ‘r w ~

LXX supports ST but excellent sense with either

3

st/
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8T ox MT.

Dt 911 ST A2 At "<y
’ ! 7
M 2 0'lad2 3 o

LXX with MT. 1In preceding vorses: 99 "the tables
of stone, tables of the covenant”, 910 "two tables
of gtone'". In 911 either phrase of ST or MY seems

equally possible.

XX EXLEREHK
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CHAPTER VI,

Lvidence of Dead Sea Scrolls.

The Texts of the Dead Sea Scrolls in Discoveries in the
Judaean Desert I.qQumran Cave 1, II lLes Grottes de Murabba'at
I1I Les Petites Grottes de Qumran have provided new material
wvhich may have a bearing on the relationship between ST and MT.
As stated above, p. 37 , the Biblical texts from Murabba'at
show close affiniiy with the MT, "Le texte, conservé sur les
fragments, est tout h fait identique an textus Receptus dtabli
verse la fin du ier sidcle de notre ére & l'Acaddémie de Jamnia "

At Qumran, 60 years earlier, a different position is
disclosed, SHee above, p. 37, The Biblical MSS there reveal
variant text traditions. One is virtually identical with that
of our present MT. "Texte et giraphie semblent pewn différents
du texte massorétique"l Another closely resembles that of
the 8T, "Il semble dgue ce MSE solt plus proche du Texte Samaritailn
que du Texte Regu“a. Another has strong affinities with the
Hebrew recension underlying the LXX. "Le texte se rapproche de
la IXX et de la Vulgate. On reldve des variantes morpholegiques
et des graphles trés pleines charactéristiques de Qumran"B
As well as these three text traditions there are others of a
mixed type. "On notera que les graphies sont de type plutdt
Samaritain (c'est-é-ﬁire de type classique pre massoretique),

tandis/
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tandis que le texte « pour antant qu'lon en puilsse Jjuger est
de tradition Judéenne“a.
Accordingly, it is the earlier evidence from Cuwuran
{DSS I and IIXI), and not that from Marabba'at (DSS II), that
will be relevant (o the present study. The Pentateuch Texts
from Qumran have been c¢ollated by me with a view to determining
where the Scrolls support bthae 5T or the MT or diverge from
both and thus the c¢lassiiicatlion of the evidence proceecds along
these lines:
le Agreement of Scrolls with T,
Re Agreement of Yecrolls with MY.
3. Divergence of Se¢rolls from both.
The threefold division of variants under Orthography,
rramuar and Voecabulary is folleowed.
These signs used in the critical apparatus of DsSS I are

also employed:

i very uncevtain reading
L]
N probable reading
000 exact number of letters missing
cse uncertain number of letters mlasing
[ )| ilacuna

nNsSs X

r Difference of Orthography.

Agreement/




Agreement of Scrolls with S7T.

MT

11 —

Gn. 3 D‘]WY Yy

Ix. 2026 MIyn2 Adyh2

Lv. 1921 g @ gryyTd

2073 Alpna Aphi=

237 lnwwvn \lwﬂﬁ"

pt. 11°7 prreoa Qrraz

21'_1'1 - N?l‘ NS

2016 pa-5152 n1'332

Aereement of Scrollas with MT.

a0 ST

Ive. 20 Apn ‘Alpn

Dt, 119 n3[a ~i133

Divergence of Secrolls from both ST and MT.

1Y o1/ MT

Gne. 3 3"3 33

Fragment 15, p.50 a*nljd

Lve 23’4 PALN oOAN

Dt. 123 hdP oohmn

g9 ﬁA[Dgﬂl An3a1

819 N\D *2

o7 a1p[y ApY!

1127 oy ‘oIN

r 1128 DN 'DIN

131* 2217 N'217

13 alnsea SRR

r




Divergence of Scrolls from both ST and MT

L

Dt., 13
13°
13°

,{_24

1&2k

10=3
16"
16"
16°
167
2413

2 1%11;

3212

3518

{contd.)
anan
ap otai3N
AT
2710l

no;vpb

3o ali3w
aadwat [

bavyi
Now

iI'ALI2 |

lfgztgfl

Differendes of Grammar.

Agreement of-

Scrolls with 8T.

Gne. Zallfggi)h:! pw AN DAYaN Naptl
Ex. 20°° in 33 aaA
Dt., 13° g 1534
go 13 p3en

2 26 DQ'QJJI

. Avawn
3217 ISR

ST /MI
Ninan
DD'-‘):))N

[ANI
N2t
"2'\?"’
Ny
'D
1
oH'Y
LA NG
‘2
Y'DZN
7-73N

n3
73
T-n3~
J\g(u.l !

bBilayd
D

USEY

ﬁlzrgl

uT
‘2 ‘@ Nt (AW omitted)

2330
[23A
p3n

Do’ @l
PAawN

. - a
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Apreement of Scroills with MT.

)y : ST
Bx. 21 ﬂ‘J‘lh’[g |'J~7N3
Ive 2022 ‘.5'7"‘,7’ AN ooarf ?1("7‘
Dt 3020 ﬂpa1gl np:ﬂn%
3079 o o3
313 N N2yl
] o
3113 no 3N paadw
52~9 ]“N LLE
3234 ’h[ﬂ3 irnd
2 3
32°3 P! [ pay
P L]
3279 FREN 15ra
2
35°7 1329 1339
Divergenge of Sercolls from both ST and MT. ST /MT
Gite 120 '3\\[“,.; |59 et
Bx. 16& Do2QND popnh
pvs 22° aﬂnsz o3
ot, 123 e o
928 sy VIANg T
15‘ 1y pfwa ynwA
lz&gh aw AN @
6 o
16" \Dmg I 2 Iawg
2y 10 Atk AL
315 ‘7'193 09'193
Differences of Vocabularv.
Agreement of Screolls with ST. MT
[+ , ,---—
Ex. 19&5 pyn 3v wa e awn p IV

(~an |p omitted)



Agreement of Scrolls with MI', a7
Lv.22° g6 Trb fw
Dt 2;"‘9 J29y7 a’ pSmaor a "
Divergence of Scrolls from both ST and MT. ST /T
Dt . 122‘ §7 0 7 DAN
135 |'ﬂ2)‘J\ 'N"'""( 11294 elsewhere
in verse)
135 -Jnma pyaTA
151t .J;p Al
15 e b /N
15+ .M?wﬁ V60 ouN
291& ' Iny TPy 136
L
311 A2t 3 7Awhn $om N2ttt R
3 t_ ¢ 'N
311 2w @1 5> AN e
3227 Siw P
D88 . IIT
Differences of Orthograghy.
Apreement of Se¢rolls with 8T MT
G‘n. 1825 Atwyn AN D
Bx, 929 aSipa i 3ed
1126 Ao'\[Dn N0 Db
. AN Y
1234 SRYERY
26’11 A!:f[j‘g:\ J\Nggz
13 AiJiao ATAD
Lve 8M {(5r=AtJAD
ta. 3577 2ol s
Arreenent of Scrolls with MY o
. 2 e
Ix. 11 ‘1[‘)1'\ 13 9
=2 ; 3 3
Nu., 4 ONnDwh QArad>eh




Divergence of

Serolls from both ST and M

1 ST/MT
Gn., 617 7OAN 7¢N
" i2 ! .
Bx. 1 pAaN (sic) 1A N
112 \¥ipri \sp* !
l:!.u nA't\:z[v antay
72 RELE |77
71‘ ng\ ﬂgf
929 ~NANY Ve TalM
929 qwih 7@n
l'[_t" n@,h < h
l16 93112 aSt1
1231} DJ‘\.I"N“/G-”) QAN h
1822 375:2_ 331
199 Jwih neh
9611 AN 201 Aand
1
2612 Sn[r_vn (sic) Samm
3025 @y @TP
3025 7y ng"
44,10 A AT aL Al
31!_10 3!3 33
no>bhy hY
3&16 1
Lve 812 wNH[ @~
Nu. 188 'CHJ'UP '@ P
3352 ‘@t 3D ‘aw' 3>
3352 THhAIb2 QAR
3352 Tl[f’:u\cu“ol'ﬂl] oAt
Dt, 18 DJ;*J\;QNB os'A 2N3
'19 NHhIN I Tha
716 o3y an' 3y
D®11n3 nuﬂﬂlnz

125,




Divergence of Scrolls from both ST and MT

ST /MT

(contd.)
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Agreement of Scrolls with ST 127
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Conclusions from the forvegolng evidence.

DBefore attempting to interpret the evidence 1t is
necessary to assess the evideuce itself., The following considera-
tions should be kept in mindi-

1., PFragments of Textits. The evidence consists of fragments

of texts and not long continuous documents. On occasion, the
fragments can be tantalisingly incomplete. TFor example;:in
- ! 25 . » bl ) ° A
! Dt 14 the reading of D83 I is '\H[lj ¢ one of the
wellwknown passages whore ST reads (the place which the Loxrd

thy/
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thy God) "has chosen" and the MT "will choosce". The lacuna
here makes it uncertain on which side the evidence of the
NSS lies,.

Arveas of Pentatcecuch unrepresentod. The fragments are

drawn from comparatively limited areas and there are
stretches of the Pentateuch from which there are no samples
wvhatever.

Representative samples. Samples of variants from a laige

corpus of material such as the Pentateuch may be relatively
few in number but may consist of examples of types of
variation and so, by their represontative nature, be
applicable to a much larger area of text than that from
which they are actually drawn,

Cumulative evidence. Certain lines of evidence, taken

together, may have a cumulative significance and importance
greater than when they are considered separately. To give
a hypothetical examplet 1f a passage shows evidence of
possible expansion, together with a literary styvle different
from that of the rest of.the document, together with actual
wording found elsevhere, these three considerations would
cause a svrong presumption against the reading.

Bearing these considerations in mind it is now possible to
ask what results have accrued grnm the investigation,

W¥hile the evidence of DS X and'III has been outlined

separately,/
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separately, oxamination shows that the textual variation is
of the same nature in both and so the conclusions have been
listed together. The three subedivions of Ovthography,

Grammar and Vocabulaxry have been followed,

Qrthopraphy.

The Sctolls agree in a fow cases with the MT, more
fregquently with the ST but, in the great majority of passages
available, diverge from both ST and MT, which ave in agrecement
with each other, The picture of orthographical variatilon
is clear and definite. The ST has a fuller orthography than

MT and {the DSS hoave a still fuller orxthography than the S8T.

Gramnary .

Unlike variations in orthography, those in grammar do
rnot show a large number of cascs in which DSS diverge from both
ST and MT which avre in agreement with each other. The three
sub=divions of grammatical variants are remarkably similar in
size, The reason appears to lie in the fact that few of
these variants show any divergonce, or even difference, of
mneaning. They are due to chance agreement or disagreement
arising from interchange of grammatical usage: two grammatical
constructions were known to the scribes and so there are
passages where all three agree in reading a construction, or

in not reading it, or whoere one reads it and the other two do nat,

Vecabulayy,.
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VYocabulary.

As with orthography, so with vocabulary: +the Secrolls
support the ST ox MT in a limited number of cases but in the
great majority of them follow an independent line., An examination
of the nature of the wvariants suggests the cause. Many of
them consist of extra words or expressions giving greater
precision, clarity or emphasis so that the tradition, or
traditions; represented by them would appear to be that of a
longer or more explicit document. On general grounds pervhaps
a lator document, though of course each variant reading has
in the flrst instance to be considered on its own merits, before
being grouped with others of the same type.

It ig significant that the ST is a longer document than
the MT by reason of such extra words showing greater precision,
clarity or emphasis, Accordingly, 1f these examples
of the DSS are ropresentative of a much larger corpus of
material, as they appear to be, then the DSS, as comparcd with
the MT, carry the process of amplification even further than

the ST,

XXX XERX




Footnotes, Chapter VI,
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CHAPTER VII.

Conclusions.

It now remains to summarise the results obtained and

these will be scet out under Particular Conclusions and General

Conclusions.

Particulay Conclusions,

I. Orthography.

. Variants attributable to scribal error.

There are variants in passages where the text, as it stands,

in ST ox MT or both, is doubtful or corrupt. Some of these
varviants avise from the typical errors which can take
place in the course of MS transmission e.g.,confusion
between letters similar in shape or sound, and which
obviously operated in both ST and MT. In addition, there
was another cause of confusion to which the Samaritans
were specially prone, namely, thedir practice of not dise-
tinguishing gutturals in the reading of Hebrew., This led
to lnterchange, additionm,omission or transposition of
gutturals, not only as between 8T and MT but within the
Samaritan MsS8 themselves,

2. Variants making the pronunciation explicit.

The 8T like the MT uses letters N~ ;7' to make the
pronunciation explicit,
i, Use of Aleéph,.

There appears to be more examples of the clision of
consonantal/
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consonantal aleph in ST although many of the readings

are not found in all the von Gall MS8S, Likewilse aleph,

as a vocalle consonant in mediad position, occurs more

frequently in 8%T. As in MT aleph frequcenitly represenis a

final vowel, sometimes interchanging with he of MT.

A prosthetic aleph occurs more frequently in ST as the

orthographic closing to a final long vowel.

Use of He

e

A final vowel wmay, or may not, be represented by he.

Accoxrdingly apart from cases where both ST and MT agree

in reading the final he, or

in not vreading it, variation

arises where one reads it and the other does not,.

Use of Yodh and Waw,

(1) As compared with MT there is a greater use of yodh

and waw as vowel letters.

Cevtaln significant categories have been extracted

from this immense group
heen made at a complete
grammatical arrangement
completo classification
appears 1o be necessary

profuse use of yodh and

of vaviants but no attempt has
claggification apart from the
in Appendix A. I a meaningful,
is not possible, it hardly

for the significance of the

waw is not really in the

details but in the group as a whole. This very full

crthography represents a type of text prior to the

standardisation of the consonantal text. This vieww

point receilves strong support from the fact of the still

fuller/
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fuller orthography of the Dead Sea Scrolls discussed
in Chaptexr V (see above, p.71 ) and wore fully in Chapter
VI.

(2)Lamedh He verbs and nouns., Yodh cecurs occasionally

aa an arvchaic spelling with retention of the third
radlical or a late phonetic spelling with yodh as the
bearer of fthe vowel Serxe

Such an occasional usage may indicate ths surviwval of
an earliexr usage ox the avryival of a new oncec. The
evidence is not decisive and it may be that the two
usages, early and late, existed alongside each other,

3. Variants that normalise the spelling of words.

i

MT appears to have archaisms, errors or inconsistencies,
g1 frequently reads the normal form. The &7 reading is

so much easier that it is vnwise simply to accept it

without asking why MT preserved another reading so evidently
contirary to normal practice,

Lk, Orthopraphical variations with propexr nouns.

There is a large number of proper nouns that show orthow
graphical variation arising from such causes as confusion
with letitews, especially gutturals, and the presence orx
absence of vocalic letters making the pronunciation explicit

S5 Coliation with Dead Sea Scrolls.

The wvidence of +the Dead Sea Serolls is summarised undex

General Conclusions but it way be noted here that some

of/




13k,

of the MSS of the Scrolls, notably all those from
Murrabbatat, show an orithographical usage in complete
agreement with what is Ffound im MT. Others from Qumuran
have a more developed orthoeography, such as the fregquent
plene writing of yodh and waw, in close agreement with the
usage of ©T. Others follow yet another tradition and
have a still fulleir owrthography revealing itself in such
forms as N'O Sis w3 A2kY (F,”Y) 23 (r'l 3)

II. Grammawv.

1. Variants suggesting harmnonisation.

There is a large number off variants that consist of ST
employing a common for a rare usage in MT, or a form or
construction used elsewhere by both in identical ox» similar
context., ach of these types of variation suggests the
possibility of Samaritan harmonisation, and taken together
thg possibility of harmonisation becomes even stronger,

2, Variants attributable {to scribal error.

Another group of variants may be considered as being due
to the typilcal scribal errors which ocgcur in textual
transmission. Reference has already been made to this
cause of Variation under orthographical conclusions,

3. Yariants arising from the indiscriminate use of grammatical
forms or constiuctions.

This has given rise to ome of the largest groups of variants
in the Classiflicatlion. 8T and MT used certaln forms or

constructions/
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construction indiscriminately e.ge. 3 s.m. or 3 pl.verbs
must or may be underxrsitood toe have an indefinite subjects
Both constructions wexre familiar te the scribes and one
might be substituted for the othewxr at almost any point.
Accordingly, no cogent reason can be adduced in {favour

~

of ST or MT in these cases, so that either the 8T or MD
recading may have belonged to the original text as 1t
exigted at the time of the Samaritan secession.

Abnormal Fforms.

There is a relatively small but dmportant group of variants

consisting of abnormal forms that are yvet found elsewhere
in the Samaritan Pentateuch and that may be classed as

early ox late as well asg under the foregoing categories.

Parallels outside Samaggﬁgp_Pentafeuch.

Morphological and syntaetiéal varianpts not found else-
where in Samaritan Pentateuch may be paralleled in

MT of the Hebrew Bible or in Uead Sea Secrolls, and if
s0, may be considered as recelving strong confirvmation,
In the event of no pavallel av all being found it may be
wiser to suspend judgment rather than dismiss the
Samaritan variant out of hand.

NDoctrinal variants.

Grammatical variants of a doectrinal nature are considered
in relation to the known doc¢trinal background of Jews and
Samaritans., It cannot be too strongly emphasized that no

passage/
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passage which differentiates the location of the temple

can be correct or incorrect meroly on the ground of its
saying that the location is in Jerusalem or Shechem, the
reasor being that a satisfactory logical case can be made
for either location. Other considerations ave to be noted,
gometimes small in themselves but cumulatively more
conclusivet there appear te be 10 of such passages in

$T (involving 7 variants, as one occurs 4 times) where

the text has been conformed to a specific Samaritan
doctrine oi practice.

Non-doctrinal variants.

Grammatical variants with divergences in sense, - Any

that show clarification of meaning, loglcal correction or
euphenistic tendencies may reasonably be considered as
secondary in nature, Again, any that show ldentity of
meaning with a parallei elsewhere in the Pentateuch may
have been haymonised: a completely different view is taken
of wvariants paralleled outside the Samavitan Peuntateuch,
that is, in the MT of the lHebrew Bible foxr thoese may well
be original on account of such strong independent confirmae
tion, Varilants in meaning that do net fall within the
foregoing categories reveal a Samarlban tradition equally
possible with that of the MT's In such cases, where the
internal evidence is indecisive, the external evidence

of the LXX may be valuable as lending support +to one side

of the other,

A
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A full statement of Non~doctrinal variants with divergence

in sense is given in Appendix A,

8, Collation with Decad Sea Scrolls.

The evidence is summarised under General Conclusions and
shows grammatical variants few of whiech reveal any real
diffevence of meaning but apparently arise from chance
disagreement due to interchange of grammatical usage.

IIT., Vocabulary,

1. Substitutions.

1. Variants suggresting harmonisation.

There is a large group of variation where the ST varviants
that are substituted consist of pure synonyms. Where
these consilst of a common word instead of a rare one

or a common werd found elsewhere in identical or similar
context, each type suggests the posgibllity eof
harmonisation and, taken togethewy, such possibllity

becomes all the stronger.

il. Variants attributable to seribal erroxr.

Of a different type are the synonyms originating in
seribal error in ST or MT. As indicated under
Orthographical and Grammatical Conclusions, each variant
has to be Jjudged on its own merits by the methods of
textual criticism,

iii, Variants consisting of synonvms readily interchanged.,.

A large group of varianits consists of synonyms that

could easily interchange in both 87T and MT and where

1t/
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it 415 obviously dmposgssible to decide between one
Pentateuch and the other. It is at least valuable to
notice the high proportion of variation of +this type
where either the 97T or MT reading is egually possible,
There is also a small group of variants consisting of
virtually synonyueus words or phrases which give
greater preecision or emphasis. The readings of both
27T and MT are so0o suilted to the context that it is

unwise to adjudicate between them.

2, Additions and/or Omissions.s

L.

Alternative, fuller forms of text in 87T,

There are 10 long passages that are fully discussed
undex the relevani subeheading in Chaptexr V where ST
provides an explicit statement of events implied but
not actually recorded in MT's Unlike most commentators
the present writer is disposed {to accept these
passages as presevving a mode of writing that may
polint back towards the distant period of oral trans-
mission, when a text might be written elther in an
abbreviated or a fuller form, See also below,
teneral Conclusions, No.8.

Stylistic supplements.

A comparison of Additions and Omissions undeyxy Vocabulary

shows clearly that 8%, as compared with MT, has morc
stylistic supplements such as explicit subjects ox

objects,/
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objects, words in apposition or additional waw (Yand®),
As well as extra words of a stylistle nature there are
those that are virtually synonymous expressions, perhaps
glving greater emphasis, precision or clarity. These
variants arve numerous and include such common words as
35 at ANT NP A nad Many of these variants could reason-
ably belong to the oviginal text but, cumulatively,

they are significant as showing $T to be a fullerx
document, with extra words of this supplementary nature.

iii.Explanatory expansions,

There are many cases where extra words in ST appear
to be more than stylistic supplements. wWhile many of
them show little difference in meaning they reproduce
the actual wording of both 8T and MT either in the
immediate context or another pavrt of the Pentateuch.
They have every appearance of being expansions of an
explanatory type.

iveDoctrinal vardanits.

Variants of Vocabulary that arve of a doctrinal nature
are relatively few in number but their importance is
obvious. They are all discussed in Chapter V where the
controversy regarding Gerizim, and other Samaritan
beliefs and practices, is treated in detall, As was
emphasized under grammatical conclusions, no variant
differentiating the location of the sanctuary in Zion or

Gerizim/
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Gerizim can be acceplted oxr rejected merely as it stands
for a good logical case can be advocated fox either
location, There must be-a scarch foxr other considera-
tions, perhaps inconclusive in themselves but cumulatively
moire cogent, before a declsion is possibles Bearing these
facts in mind, a case has been made out against the
accephtance of the Samaritan 1L0th Commandment, &lthough

no decision has been offerved regarding the disputed
variant p'r'2 /’gz'y ¢« Further, many of the
doctrinal variants under "Other Samaritan beliefs and
practices” may well show adjustment to distinctive
Samaritan views, A further statement is made regarding
doctrinal variants under General Conclusion, No, 11,

Non-doctiinal variants.

Variants of vocabulary showing clear divergence in
meaning differ greatly in value. With some of ihem

there appear to be cogent reasons in favour of the
Samaritan reading, PFor example, there are certaln
passages in the MT wheve the text appears to be defective
by the omissgion of a word or words and 8T £fills the "gap'e.
The Samaritan reading gives such excellent sense that it
seems reasonable to adopt it. Naturally these variants
are not numerous: over the whole Pentateuch they amount
to 16, In 15 of these cases the IXX supports ST in

the vremadning one it diverges from both ST and MT.

in/
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In other examples the evidence is on the side of MT

where, for example, S% appears to have made an attempt

at clarification of meaning or logical correction.

There are many passages where the evidence is inconclusive

and where no cogent reasons can be

ST ox M.

adduced in favour of

A €ull statement of Non=doctrinal variants with divergence

in sense is given in Appendix A,

vi.Collation with Dead Seca Scrolls.

The evidence is summarised under General Conclusions

and shewa that many of the variants in the Scrolls are

virtual synonyms of fthe type already noted under

Additions in ST
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CHAPTER VIX.

General Conclusions.

1. The Samaritan Pentateuch MSS8 witness to_a homogeneous
text tradition.

Unlike the Jews the Bamaritans had no Council of Jamnia

to fix the consonantal text of the Pentateuch and, as far

as is known, no subsequent seribal activity comparable to the
Masoxgﬁic development, Yet it cannot be denied that their
Pentateuch has a uniform text. Aparti frowm orthographical
variatlon, such as plene or defective writing of yodh or waw,
or mistakes with the gutturals, to which the Samaritans were
prone, there is a unanimity among the many 88 used by wvon

Gall and detailed 1n his critical apparatus. Lven those
Samaritan variants which consist of modifications or expansions
are veproduced with precise exactitude throughout the Pentateuch
M85 showing that, though of a secondary nature, their inclusion
was long established and accepted by the whole Samaritan
community. It is true to say with Kahles: "For many centuries

the Samaritan Pentatouch has been a textus receptug without

variant readings. We have seen that a text similar to 1t

must have been used in Jewish circles also, in the time before
all earlier texts were replaced by the authoritative Hebrew
text." (See Cairo Geniwma, p.149).

2./




2. The Samaritan Pentateuch i1s pnot an amendatlon of MT but
a descendant from a tvype of text earlier than the
Masoretic.,

Many of the Samaritan varlants from WMT geo far beyvond
differences of orthography. and grammar and include modi-
fications and long expansions. That the latter go back

to an early time is a valid inference from ﬁhe‘uniformity

of the Samaritan Pentateuch tradition, for the Samaritan

MSS reveal a homogeneous text, Presumably for many

centuries the text has been fixed in all essential details,
The antiquity of the Samaritan vavriants has received striking
confirmation by the Qumran discoveries., As stated eawrlier,
the Biblical M358 at Qumran veveal three variant text traditions
as well as some of a mixed type. One is a text with additions
and transpositions typical of the Samaritam Pentateuch,

There is no evidence that this was a Samaritan document

so that presumably it would belong to a type of text in
general use at that time. With the establishment of the
fixed consonantal text by the Councilil of Jamnia, such

variant texts would be eliminated more and more among the
Jews, The Samaritans, however, adopted a different standard
text from the Jews so that thelr Pentateuch is valuable

as witnessing to a different text tradition from that which
ultimately became established as the MT, Such a conclusion
would lend additional weight to the views of such scholars

as Kahle who consider that the Samaritan represents a text

at/
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at one time widely expanded and in use awmong the Jews in

pre-Christian times.

3.The text found in Samaritan Pentateuch Scrolls has not
been more accurately transmitted than that in Samaritan
Pentatouch Uodices and neither does it represent a different
tradition,

In refutation of the view that the Samaritan Scroll has a
superior text to that of the Codex and that accordingly
the Scroll, and not the Codex, shouwld be used as the basis
of comparison between 8T and MT, detailed evidence has

been led in Chapter III, 3, "Scroll and Ceodex", with the

following resulis:

ie The Scroll MSS arvre not unanimous in their witness to
the text.

il. The same kind of variants occur in 8croll as in Codex.

iii. They avre just as numerous.

ive, There appears to be no relation between the Scroll
MSS to Jjustify the view of a common tradltion

different from, or superior to, that of the Codex.

.The Samaritan Pentateuch to a greater extent than ML may
show evidence of oral, as well as written, tradition.

In Chapter III, 2, “Oral Transmission", the writer put

forward certain avgumcnts in favour of his view that many
of the Samaritan varianits may have arvisen in the course of
oral transmission wherein the possibllity of eryroxr is even
greater than in the casc of written transmlission e,g. many
examples of spelling and accildence which make no difference
to the meaning would not be differentiated if a text were

being/
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being recited, It is unnecessary to recapitulate all
the arguments. Such a hypothesis would expliain the smooth=-
ing out of difficulties or the correction of eccentricities
such as are to be found in $T. Oral expansions in the
teaching of the schools might well be reflected in its text.

5« There ave certain types of variation which ave due to
misreading, miswriting oxr misheaxing in ST or MT.

A large group ol varviants may be considered as having
originated in the typical scribal errors that can occur in
the course of textual transmissions. There is no general
principle that can bhe applied in the critldicism of these
variants and each example has to be Jjudged individually on
its own merits, Discussion in the nature of the case can
easily become subjective in particular examples but a broad,
cverall picture emnerges showing that, apart fyrom variants
due to confusion with gutturals to which the Samaritans were
specially prone, there are many variants that have covery
appearance of having arisen from typical scribal errors.
Confusion between letters similar in shape or sound, ditto-
graphy, haplagraphy, homoeoteleuton and the like, either in
81T or MT have been the root cause of divergence in certain
cases,

6. There are certain types of variation which are more common

in ST than in MT and which may be presumed on various grounds
to be later than MT..

There are cases wheve ST employs a common for a rare form in

MT,/
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MT, in accidence, syntax or vocabulary, and where the
Samaritan reading is presumably later.

There are also variants which show not only identlty in
content but even in actual wording with other passages in
oT. Such varviants differ greatly in value. Where the
parallel passages are outwith the Pentateuch it is reasonable
to belilieve they may furnish strong conflirmation of the
Samaritan reading. There are a small number of thesc.

On the other hand, where the parallel passages ave within

the Pentateuch and the Samaritan vaviant reproduces the

actual wording, as often happens, it would appear as if
harmonisation has taken place. There are many of these
Samaritan varilants consisting of single woirds, short word
groups, and longer passages extending through a number of
verses., While individual examples of single werds and

short word groups do not provide conclusive evidence, their
collective significance appears to do so and in the case of

the long idincorporations ov amplifications from parallel
passages the evidence 1s surely overwvhelming.

Apart from the Samaritan Tenth Commandmant (aee also Conclusion
11) there is nothing specifically Samaritan about them in

the sénsa of doctrinal difference and they presumably reflech
a type of text that happened to be in the possession of the
Samaritans but might have a wider ecirculation. This view
seems to be strengthened by the fact that such an expandeda

and/
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and adjusted text was found among the Qumran documents.

7.There are ceritain types of variation where on intevrnal
evidence ne declsion appears possible between 3T and MT
and where in certaln cases external evidence may be adduced
in support of elther ST or MT.

There ds a large number of varianits where internal evidence
does not permit a decigion regarding the original reading.

Buch variants include those that dinvolve no change of meaning
and consist of dinterchange of grammatical constiructions between
ST and MT e.g. 3Ird singular or plural verbs must or may be
understood to have an indefinite subject. Both constructions
were familiar to the scribes and one might be substituted

for the other at almost any point and this has evidently

been dofic. There are also variants of veeabulary consisting
of synonyms casily and actually interchanged in both ST and

MT and where it is obviocusly iwmpossiblé to decide between

one Pentateuch and other, It is at least valuable to

notice the high proportion of variation of this type wherc
either the 87T or MT reading is equally possible.

There are also other variants which show difference of

meaning equally as suitable to the conteXt as that of NMT.

In such cases the support of the Versions may be adduced

in favour of ST or MT: where the Versions are of no assistance
1t may not be possible fo give a preference to either reading.

8.The Samaritan may preserve in gertaln passages an alternative,
fullexr form of text to that of MT.

Undex/
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Under Vocabulary, Additions, there is a full discussion

of cerxrtaln passages consisting of explicit statements in

the Samaritan of events the occurrence of which is logically
implied in MT. Good examples of this kind of wvariant

coccur in the long additional passages of the navrvative of

the plagues in Exodus: for example, in Bx. 716"18 G

od
pronounces a warning regarding an impending plague and has
commmissioned Moses and Aaron to deliver the warning to
Pharaoh, It is not stated in MT that this warning was

ever delivered. In 87, however, 718b represents Moses

and Aaron as going to Pharaoh and repeating alwost literally
the words of the divine warning. There are 10 long variants
of this nature all listed in Appendix A which contain
statements of events logically implied but not definitely
recorded in MT, thile it is possible that these long
passages may be later expansions, it can also be argued that
they are additions of a different type from other long
expansions in ST. They may be considered as belonging to
the orlginal text, being expliclt statements of what actually
occurred but is not actually mentioned in M, If so, a most
dnteresting possibility arises vegarding the original form
of the OT writings, some of which must lie very near to oral
transmission: conceivably, a narrative might be recorded in

full or in an abbreviated form, to be supplemented by the

narrator.

9./
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9.The 8% is a longer document than the MT.

The additions now %o be considered are evidently of a

different type from those treated in Conclusion 8, Under

Vocabulary, Additions/Omissions it was shown that a distinective

featnure of ST is the large number of synonyms, consisting

of explicit subjects or objects, words in apposition, or
additional waw (*"and"): or of virtual synonyms, counsisting
of additional words such as CH F AANT INA he3

and conveying ideas 1like precision, emphasis and clarity.
Many of these variants could easily belong to the original
text and it dis dimpossible to accept or reject them as such
but cumulatively they convey a picture that is significant,
namely, that in this respect the Samaritan has a fullexr text.
Thereo is also a large number of variants congisting of extra
words ox phrases, some of which convey greater precision

and similar ideas and all of which wreproduce the actnal
wording found elsevwhere in the Pentateuch, in identical oy
similar context, Such variants may be viewed with suspicion
on account of possible harmonisation by 8T.

In addition %to those groups there are long passages in
Samarvitan consisting of incorporations or substitutions from
parallel narratives repeating almost literally whole verses
found elsewhere in the Pentateuch., These passages are
clearly of a secondary nature,

Accordingly, the resultant text of ST is clearly a longer

and/
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and fuller document with the possibility that in this
respect it d1s an expanded and later production.

10. he Samaritan may contain dialecct Fforms,

In Chapter I reference is made to Sperber's use of the LXX
and the Samaritan Pentatcuch to detect traces of a northern
dialect of lebrew, Though going bhack to a common ancestor
the languages of 8T and MT axe ééﬁara%e branches cach with

a phonetic history of its own. He regards the kingdoﬁs of
Isrvael and Judah as the homes of these diale¢tic differences.
The respective recensilons of the Pentateuch handed down in
these two arcas were preserved almost unchanged from an early
period in the dialects of these two districits. See above, p.22.
Gerleman cannot accept this theory of a provincial dialect
and holds the view that many of the Samaritan variants are
due to a vounger and more advanced stage of Hebrew of the
Chronicles period. See above, p. 20.

With regard bto these theories it may be said that neither

of them can be accepted to the complete exclusion of the
other, The theory of dialectic difference, if pressed to

its logilcal conclusion, would imply that the Judaean history
of Chronicles was written in a Hebrew reminiscent of the
northern kingdem, On the otheir hand there are more factors
in the situation than Gerleman has considered. Some of the
Samaritan variants he adduces, such as absence of apocopation
in verbal forms, are 4o be found in the NI Pentateuch.

According/
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According to Millar Burrows he has over-simplified the
problem, SHSee above, p. 21.
The natural inference from this evidence is that traces
of dialectic difference are to be observed in the two
Pentateuchs for the following reasonss
1. At a later date there 1s clear evidence of a Samaritan

Hebrew showing Aramaic influence and the intrusion of

what appears to be dialect forms,

(1) Occasional forms and syntax are evidently Arvamaic.

(i) 2 s.m. Impv. 17 passim
(ii) 3 s.f. Pf,Aphel rdvw Gn. 3313
(111 )Pt.Pass,.Peil $v2 A3'ya Gn. 207
AL han Gn. 2710
AD'Twi Gn. 413
(iv)P.pl.oominal forms I'A'A N Bx. 273
AR gx, 2535
T'A'Ann | Bxe 3723

cE. NA'‘Aah , an'AlR

G.H.Dalman, Aram#isch~Neuhebraischer
Worterbuch, Frankfurt, 1901, p.221.

(2) Uncertainty in writing the gutturals implies a weakened
pronunciation wherein they were not distinguished or
were all pronounced as aleph.

il. Regavrding the earlier period,

(1)
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(1) There is the clear and unambiguous statement in
Judges 126 of the fact of an Ephraemitic pronunciation
of ,Agncu differing from the South.

(2) Some of the Samaritan variants such as 2 s.f, personal
pronoun "WN' are commonly agreed by scholars to be
older than the customary MI' form and are found elscewhere
in the Xethib.

(3) There is cogent evidence for a Hebrew different in
pronunciation from that of MT. Peterwmann, Kahle,
Diening and Sperber have all been considered as bringilng
forward evidence in support of this view,

Dogtrinal wvariants are to be considered in relation 4o

the known baclkground of Jews and Samaritans.

The doctrinal variants, which are fully treated under the

relevant seétions in Grammar and Vocabulary, have been

considered in relatlion to the known badkground of Jews and
Samaritans. This was one of bitter controversy that
developed regavrding the claims of the rival sanctuaries on
Gerizim and Ebal. A doctrinal variant differentiating the
location of the temple cannot be considered as correct ov
incorvrect merely on the ground of 1ts statement that the
locatlion is in Jerusalem or Shechem for a satidfactory
logical case can be argued for either site. There wmust be
other considerations if a decilsion is to be reached: such
considerations may in themselves be inconclusive but in
conjunctlion with others the cumulative result may permit

et/
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of a veasonable conclusion or at least a strong presumptvion,
It is the view of the present writer that a good case
can be put forward for the ST reading of Gerizim for Ebal
in Dt.27a but he would find it difficult to defend the
anthenticity of the long passape, known as the Samaritan
Tenth Commandwment, in which that reading is dncorporated,
For discussion, see abeve, p. 107 "Coniroversy regarding
Gexdizim",

12, The Dead Sea Sereolls have many variants of the same
tvpe as the Samaritan.

The evidence of the DS8S, which has been discussed in
Chaptexr VI, is valuable for the light that it sheds on
the pre-~Masoretic period, as the Scrolls sometimes agree
with MT, sometimes with 37T, and sometimes follow an

iﬁdependent line. In OQrthography there are Scroll

variants which show agreement with MT', more frequently
with ST but in great majority of passages available diverge
from both MT and ST. The orthographic position is that
DSS ds fulley than 8T which in fturn is fuller than MT.

In Grammar variants arise from the mosit part froem chance
agreement ovr disagrecment due to interchange of grammatical
usage between MT, 39, or DSS5, Only a few of them show

any veal divergence in meaning., In Vocabulary the Serolls

support either the MT or ST in a limited number of cases
but frequently diverge from both by having extra words

glving/
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giving greater precision, emphasis, clarity and the like.
However, these extra words are precisely the same kind

of extra words that make 8T a longer document than MT.

In so far as the Pentatewch fragments Lrom Yumran are
representative samples of a much longer corpus of material,
many of them reveal a type of text fullex than either 87 or

MT.

WK H R FKFEAK
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APPENDIX A.

List of Samaritan varionts under the catepories of

the Classification outlined in Chapters IV and V.

(NOTEs The vaviants are either adopted by von Gall in
his text or ave strongly attested in his critical
apparatus, AWhére the Sceripture ieference is not
sufficient to identify the variants, the actual

Hebrew is added).

L. DIFPERENCES OF ORTHOGRAPHY,

1. Variants attributable to scribal error.

1. Letters similar in sound

(1) Gutturals.

(1) Omissien

Gn.lség 3rJW 2017phraﬂl hleUPsﬂhAﬂ
Lv. 8 3‘N

(11) Addition

Gn.BBlB i?:;’}ix.:ﬂ%\nn 32

(1ii) Interchange

1 and il

N ’ W !
en.3¢ a3 7YPppa2n 30380 qip 000 551% 130 an

px.2 %0002 1513 Adns

1v.137 i} 193’%'33:1 2616.73n2
Dt.2877 Ar7214

;7 and n
Bx.28°8 71+ 39

pt,. 3218 133 2h

21 gy




(iv)

(1)

(11)

(1i1)
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Appendix A,

Interchangze{contd, )

N and W Gn. 327 pan
N1 and Y ¢n. 497 aaraat
N and 7 Gn.ll}zaﬁmwh’ 1929;;_99,4.;1 2217 1241

2921 wa7 3810 Nan
Nu. 1412 358 3221 1vrew
pt. 4t Nay

i1 and N

‘ hm-vf\on 1612 Ao 17210';:.'7 198pf'fr 17 2121‘

Yyawd

2425200n 243%00man o an 2733 157 3930 7

24

422%00m 43%% noon 9% 29515017 27N

Ex. 2832,11m\ 3923 TAA

0

Nua. 112 31732334n-:39249n'3331

Dt. 212?12|0| 3320 - -;13:)
Transposition

Gne. 25.30'.1(:3?.1 k1?2 77 Al 14113,713-1;\\
Bx. 156‘1N73

Ixanples not so strongly attested,

Interchange of guttural

Gn. zlzaamnm 25 o

Additional suttural, sometimes with metathesis

Gn. 42 qayysa 3 rMss)

More than two gutturals
Gn. 4333 tnpac (3uss, teen) fynat (3 nss) einart (10)

(2) Palatals
- 23 3 19
Gn. 21 T17 Ivell ADNATT Dt T ADATH

13

(3) Sibilants

Gn. 18200’\?73’ ¥x, 223(Py5'"
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(4) Labials

35 ko

Gn. 31 a::!ﬂ“ 31 q')”

Exe. 112 Aawd 1510 A2 @l
DL, 3213 A9 LIA

ii. Letters similar in shape

(1)within ST script
and | Gn. 448 112w

(2)Within MT script
t and |/
Gn.10°7 31y 4335 1ner yol? 8354

7and h

Ex. 918 Dl'hz

T and N
Gn. 3627 710 e, Y apaa 33%3 12

(3)vwithin 3% and old Hebrew script

n and L.

Dt 322 01>

1ii. Qther typlcal scribal errors, such as ilncorrect
Jjoining or dividing of wvords, laplography or
dittography, omission or intrusion of letters or words,

* ! "
Gmlgi{'?w*17’253&&'@’“3&3%5” 11413316.- 7‘3"41 3 1 anN

" 11 18 2
"‘x'27ﬂrsr'3- ﬂﬂna’z‘pﬁﬁ- o“”"njﬁ 3 aute

Lve 215 1hy2
iv, Pormae Mixtae

Ex. 151 1 Nww 202“' W TN
.l 5
Lv. lﬁizgah“252fm:\a-"125'*mJ?A 25&*’1
¢ t
v. Proper Names, attributable to scribal error and
classifiable undex the wvariant types of this first
section of orthographical variants, and entered here
as a group for convenience of reference,
(See below, pp. 159 and 180 for other examples of

Proper Names)

RIPA
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7 l\.:v-‘. 3 6 2 {’lzldhw
Gn.10 np_ﬂ,go;ll |a 12 1an 1?"’ |2 127 Aan 14 0*N2Y
1“J onz 1&171“W7”12%5x91213%£x:n2£2m¢uhﬂ254 —~ont
359 s 5 'm'M"G 3*‘9!31“3,\171w31u§r>”‘3 615

3623t 12 22870026 O 1670, »\%6210 41
\ ‘37\'430

[ThHh

r- L3
Ix. 51“)7.'!?1 31 Jelf] 353 By 383'a ‘7

Nu.201% Wao 113355022252 179 137 17p 1320 1as 1443

23925'11' 2130,79;1 2515/\':r:> 2616{‘_;’;_3; 2637 DIIA S 2635%(!4«71
2636 |~t)'3 2636‘1 1731"253%:'\(»3 26“1{,;;’: 5323;)::;).0}! 3235 0'ow

' !
327713334 327% 1352 333%‘131273332.1 1372733 Pa'be 3utl onoen
pt, 1t o 277 genr 277 pard 35 e 3Ny snmi112907r 27

139% e 2785 1020035° [N

vi,Passages too corrnnﬁ 1n both ST and MT for anv useful
comparison.,

o <0 a3

G“ofilsoamw BGRg'D'N?Bs:’ 17 49‘5 13> B9y 3249 700 |

49 Ve 3‘.“ ’{926 TIY M . aa Thﬁ’l ;{2(‘1
Nu.24 ’lgr“ '!vzll'mamh 132’& ML fd24 T2n8t TY

5 26 .

Dte32 2 Ao

g‘n ____\An{pB .

2, Variants making the pronunciation explicit.

i. Use of Aelph.

(1) Bilision (Syncope)
In 37
Gn, 3]::;3-@:!18 aQ'o 224171-,,3;;2’42{-}‘,\@,& 3011‘{2‘1!130 5 T | (,Hs)

rUTR
301-61t12 312/?: i 1412' M2l hlz‘m'nm 819 Arna 417{11/:' 3“1':::1I t

6

41 .N"m.z%l ,thnh927 ar'r

Ex. 22297435

v 16 tAh

Nu. 112.,,‘,3“1630 TIREY
Dt. 6?(2_ 7 3214 Ah
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Blision (contd.)
In MT
LR

Gite 257 D'pHNA hlsl'JNwJ

D hiA 3690 A

Lve 11£*SDM’n LIt

Nu. 1111 'ANSA 1521* ANDA S

Dte 210 0mn 21230138 287 UNg i 20%R a2t 3232, un

6

347 dhaa
Proper Names, showing elision of aleph.
In '
Gn., 222’*;11»:1*: 25133;17;4:
EXe. o 'ant D't.é%43 ALRY
M. 1339300 2617{.'3{_';;5’,.% vt Wiz R e
In MT
Gn. 14° O'Nas 1@;‘§aw:¢s' 28"‘M~a: 363MH23 lsslg%mmhél?,mm

467 Funwm 16310 onn

1 .

N 34 Y320ma 267 Swia 3 o Huinni 26 a3 om0
k9 1

NaJ

392%'&29! 32 Aar  al

(2) Vowel Letter

(1) Medial
In 87
Gne. 37|-m9.«-;22‘%ﬂ1'n- 22]‘%41':1' Zzl*fgﬂ’r'rr' 377:1an 2;019\nw:>nf:>
4238020831 Jania

8xe 1237-Ng;'1 15%‘31’#’1 214'11[7:1:4' {
EJuall’?“":,-ngw 3!&11:!221!"'7
Dt.287p nupa 338 rann
{(ii) Pinal Corresponding to verbs in MT.
r Gn. lltllir:zcu:’ 2&1%1?:! zhl‘lﬂ'pm 2‘720:41 P 3151‘.Ar~h ‘
bi ;
32330217 1023 10%2 W34 8113 38 b7 Ndn
bi:
Ex. 21§JN31A|219 ﬂ§1‘)318 N1 QL‘NZ'-"T" 117 ~3o:

15% wae 15 0 10820 02205 331848051368 wara

Lv. 115N3h1l 59 Ngh 13“5Nb>"
—
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(11) Pinal (contd.)
wu. 570 Wzs 1373 quapr 13t poan 218830000
233 e 2_‘31b N pN 2316 NIt

Dt 11‘3""" Ny 152 Nab 15‘?’ N gllgphlhl

2179 gaint 2123 w34 2430 Gon 241t o
2021 N30 2028 ,edaam
(3) Final (prosthetic) after a long vowel

In 37T
!
Gn. 24 +l 1‘,‘?] l}ltlo D'N|?-T ];}.@29 ELARY
Bx, 2178 N'p3 ag?  Nrpgl
Nu. 3222 awd'?l

pt. 19°0 wepr 1983 Mprm 218 weps 22% wgia

a0 Pyl ay®d oyl

In MT
6

Gne 2793 yow Bx. 3310 (ow
i1, Use of He Te indicate presence of final vowel
In 87T
(1) Propoun 2 s.u.

5 4
Nu, 1117 JAN  Dt., 577 ANt

(2) Suffix 2 s.m.

Gn.1922 aon2
(3) Vexrbs Pf. 2.8.m.

T/ s / 7':;

Vs 472

[y

ex.25%0  aaast 252Y qaast 2539 caan 263% aann

\ 2 0 6
28%3 aaan 282 JAA S 297 TAAT L RDT gangi
3917 AL 3016 dA AT BOISIMﬁil 407 AN

nol aaari

Lve 215 TA A oy’ aandl




(3)

Lve

B,

G

e

Nu.,

Dt
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3 Sef. ]
a5l gawyr 263" ansaan
Impf. 2 pl.f,
118 210 aAl (tﬂ“ nAlL — | NS, ['ﬂJ\l —_ INS)

3 plufl
1933 arpeat 1933 azpwat 1930 gpaaa 2635750 an
371' MCARAL 3038 AINIA 30397113Al 33631w3A|
336 A3 IAWAL 377;71'(mwm t;lgf%”.?:zu'\l 4136;11-',71\

5920 7t an

11‘? ;7]["-)'/‘1 1'1'7 AT AAL Jlgﬂj")hﬂﬁl 219 ﬂj'!hl\l./\l
1520 A7 N5 AN 2527 N7 TN 2-’63 270N 2'7"“2 AJ1 A

252 AT AL

2115 ﬁjwﬂn Blalnjﬂsnﬂ

Noter Bxamples ending in 71— attested by a number
of Samaritan MSS in von Gallts critical

apparatus, but not
Gn.19°° (9 MSS) |apent
3(,38 (Lg. t ) lﬂn-’:zJ\
336 (6 '« )|minawar
hlal (7 ;U ) I;';N:_/”
In MT
(1) Pronoun 2 pl.f.
F Gn. 316 A
(2) Suffix 2 dent.
Gn. 39 TN 277 1272
Bx. 729'&. —‘2! 1316 -li"ll
Nu. 22§§ AN
Dt 2822 (75 28" 15
19 3 plofo
Gn., 41° |72
Lv. 47 [7#/ 5?2 |72

L---------dIIEEEE-EEL-III

adopted by him =

2?37 '{3 !

1511:11 ro(bis) 2937 A

2528

(&
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(3) Vexb pf. 2 s.me
Gn. 313° A2002J

1iil., Use of Yodh or VWaw.
3 ey

(1) Greater use of vowel letters as compared with NT,

(1) General observations.

a, bvidence of Samaxitan pronunciation different from
.1:116113 of ?‘i?‘d

Yodh or Waw in ST not homogencecous with

(a) vocalic consonant in same syllable in MT

Gn.lmloﬂ':tl'\w uolzo‘aman 2,57 AN

Lv..?.‘?lcm-wn.nl 2733 IA'hAL

Db, 147 NA
(b) pointing im MT

Gn.Bgl AJA'D ‘23 ‘At n i 113 Aapal 158 T~
2,16,22 o'wisnN 195"10*16 Q'elgn ggllmfwﬂ'-m
2818 lA'@ NP 30 6 I-(|3l 3223 !;-7-3' 331.2(1318)’

5.6’.7.13’1}4 0.1.3.;7,1;;.-1-31,:)17131, , |;707~3'I
jl}l‘ -1-7r3|',1 373 NTJALD 3723!31s32933 .AJJ"D, tAIAYD
38 gl8 1paa 5133 pisan 4333(“-‘5) LA'D22> 1022
45913 o01n3 19”0 ritm

Ex.llh R RN (-3 23 RY A 322 AAS Dw R

2 2 H

81 ‘13’1’4D'133,D'JDH 119?5 AlT1202 28" AJA'D
7' r’l’/ll'tﬂ

{Zfzfﬂzf/m 4 2839 AJAaron 28“0 AJTA'D

295 ATA'DT 298 AJA'D 3023 ll/ajpl 3031** 71'123"!

3227 12177 33?2,\-) 512 5927 a1aom pott Azars
Lve 87 aon8 a5 105 oasn>a 1230 oinpan 1229

16™

V125Vl
ATADI 193-’ gltha 3526§|?cuh:.

Nu.ZlS CARES 26;0 o1y 3
Dt-;& Qatoq 28 "(b'ON:’a. 3397-’\1"”/\’
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Do Vomalic consonant where MT has short vowel.

Q. !
cn.20%? A2 2970 3y
LV.2613 Q.?g"

Nu.SgJ’ : ‘riwenan 1715210‘1 ('7“53)223_25 et éﬁ P'ISS').

e, Vocalic vconsonant where MU has wvoecal shewae.

Gn618u 11y @l 25%?“

AP ugllljﬁ-ﬂ
Ex.zsa AJA'D
Lv.ll#’% D'DY
Nu. 14255 A1

(ii) Selected Classes.

a. Nouns

(a) Sesholate forms.,
20

ex, 29%9 paa

v, 533 playid 813./\13-/(\3-:{){323 [rir= 82% |12 113 Ao0tr0n
11a§o-wsnlﬁlh paz qut?  paa g4 5 vﬂnlhza |72

Dt. 1&6_Ao*v9n |

(b) Plural Termination.

Por convenience of reference, adjectives and
participles, with like terminations as nouns, are
also included here.

Scriptio plena
Masc. abs,

en. .12t 577 1970 1g?(p4g) 1876 1878 915
16 2h - .,16 3524 3922 1010

25 253 3
12 10 gl2 15 w7 15 285

Ex. 7 3 9
26°7  26°7(b1s) 29" 4293 957 35%7 5577 367
367 367%(bis) 367" (bis) 397 397

h
11 61!




(b)
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Plural Termination (contd.)

16 6

pve10® 167 16%(bis) 177 19% o
a.2l3 39 &8 10 1T BT 88 g2

17
272 2915 agld oglT 518 5920

20
26 52

D6.4° 1617 592 5073

lMasce. with sf. {Unusual owthography

:
Gn.lzan'yn34%mn§nn4717 DatIpk
e10Y 0% wra 17h 0 ave 1297775031302 200

I'emes abg,

en.1t4 (pig) 119 110 5T g4 42 20

~ ’ rid
1919 ol 9129 5130 o515 L1l

2455 263 264

25

18 1

26

0 9127 o3

921 2925 2924

29
-

53)5

in 7 )

I

1216 (bis)
2413 2455,

2612

4118

2618 2715 2723 3216 3317 412

4120 4122 4122 26 4126

1177 4270 45% 45?4573 4570 424 4ot
117 118 119 119 119 119 120 121 27
426 428 430 81& 89 89 99 910 923
6

nt pn?

27

4124 21

1)

17

54 10°7 197 124 10

[ 24 " Il
2 158 1520 12 188

26 2216 22

4
9

15

-
18 1534 1535 44

21 16

18
6 .12 14

25

16 19t%  20?

-
20 24?24 2520

25

25°T 261 26° 26° 267 26° 26° 265 0267

269 26° 267 26° 269 269 260 2610 o6l
2624 30% 30T 50% 27T oy® o8l 2g’ 284

0520
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(b) Plural Termination (contd.)

em. abs. (contd)

mx.262%  28%2° 08%0 297 092 29? 09® 997 9g!?

2922 334 308 319 (o o) 3216 3o

3089 ggt mgt 340 3422 5?0 3492
369 3610' 3610 3612 3612 3612 5612 3615
14 _.1% . 16 16 1 .47 .2y .22

. ~§22 §§29 ,?5 3¥5 5¥13 q?13 3614 3615 3616

'3616 '3617 3617 3621 3622 3622 3629 373 375

S sytd gyt 563 580 380 387 380 zaf

307 308 3820 398 s0f 39% 390 39tF 5410
3917 598 39l8 5628 44ld 4023
.ot 2t st 510 10 515 G159 adgd gle

712 813 816 825 910 919 113 1§38 1358 1338

1329 1399 1497 1437 1437 1626 1527 1529 1529
1870 1971 900 315 5342 5342 5016 4046 02
Nu.126 128 430 .32 136 38 440 142 2 17

1 D 2
7 - b 2 A
615 615 72 76 78 786 82 109 loloa 1025

8

129 1378 36lT 1622 192 1972 1924 o5l o4ld

0329 520 oqT o106 5,38
ppald 128 128 5 2L 34 34 43 (8 (10 (10

620 79 1% g1 ol ol o7 107 10?7 107 10%
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(b) Plucal Terminations{contd.)

Fem, abs, (contd.)

05,107 10°% 1021 12T 111t 1110 167 16t 198
2015 o6 0692 292 pg? g2 56 524 5,35
54t

Pem. cstr,.
Gnyéb 7ll 82 82 912 1032 123 1410 1410 2111

28 2618 2 4 4 416 4118

a1 o7t agtd 4
452 46° 46!
Eaald 60 G4 615 (19 24 28 1539 15RT 4412

8 o512 o5ld p5l5 9520 el 06T o6l2 H6l3

2614 2627 o1t 2T o7} 28l 26%? 2g?? el

0ath 2871 0g2h 9938 ogl2 5318 55T (594
18 ,_18

358 3510 55®3 iy 36t 36t 3617 3628 377
577 5790 3727 el 36° 367t 39° 397 3913

T T o _
3974 3980 3910 5gl6 5olT 5618 5019 5420 4

417 41

>

18

o~

20
392t 5937

2590 o340 558 o615 5636 5639 9639 539
faes20 52 52T 5330

333 335 _425 73 784 102 o4

7 ' - 3
267 262 p6l4 ,6l8  pg22 625 LT L34
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Plural Terminations (contd)

Pem, cstr.. (contd)

Na.26°7 26%% 2647 2687 2670 0698 oyl 5516

5290 3938 559 5416 1T
D70 287t 329 3292 532

Feme with sf.

ano8™? 10° 107 10°0 1070 10%0 10M 107 107!
15 177 177 17%% 19%0 a5td o510 5526 565
5726 3128 5943 5343 3150 3421 3640 340
3640 3610 4417 47° 410 48%7 48" g®
4977 50°7

meall gl 520 5 5 (AT (20 (25 .3 12 .19
102 1221 1913 120 1534 36 ,gl0 o020

28 28
26l 5316 5922 4913 5gl4

wv.10° 197 1977 208 2022 0518 067 o610 640
26d3

Hu.12 12 418 418 120 120 122 422,24 .24
126 426 126 .28 ,30 30 32 3Rk 36 ;38
40 q42 132 (34 136 138 (40 142 (44 QAT
22 32 34 515 15 17 168 19,20 20

39,40 2 ]
BT 4R B T 422 P2 429 429 34 0

436 438 440 440 442 442 444 46 46 72

4 4
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(b) Plural Terminstion (contd.)

Pems with sf. (contd.)
BL 410 9422 1423 493 AT 9Pl 195 962
3617 0620 26%3 2620 2628 2637 63T 26°°
264t peh? pghh 9688 5690 5690 53T 5552
3374
11

Hu,10

D410
Seriptio defectiva
Gn&315 521 355 4615 473

Exs3tD 728 10T o519 5529 of T 548 344

2
Lve2ot® 9398
Nu€3352
Dti514

Wotes wnusual orthography in § T
Gn«3131'7A(11 5141 A2 ‘
unusval orthography in M 7
‘ mualﬁ%%erwyloﬁi 1A
b+ Pronouns
Suffixes 2 sefs Seriptio plena always in 5 7
Gn,lzlz (2 exx) 1217 (2 exx) 1316(4 exx)
16 ( 2 exx) 167 160 16 207 ;'8 g4t4

2427 24% 24% 2450 2577 304 3015 (5 exx)

7 .,18

357 38
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b. Buffixes (conids)

Ex.QT 29

Nu.52 519 (2exx) 520 (2 exx) 521 (% exx)
¢ Yerbs

(a) Verbal ending before suffix

Scriptio plong
Gn.].g%mn:l 24‘54;,,7.?@ 267 Jiara!
EXJT’}J: Spot 391%t11\'| 59200rus "
Lv;175a 12t

Nu514gﬂlﬂﬁ'A17gl :.'7?:?3?-59;1!733"

v S 22k

a
"IQQ%Im‘}"Igg%lg'wm 326,981'”.7 "

(p) Paxticiple
Scexriptio plena Wou if firset stem syllable
s -
Gn.211 918 52)2 34)0
. 1, 1 14 .15 ; 7 ,
mx.2td 50 0 g4 515 519 g4 4B o532 4035
.35 is . D
2527 37i8 5913 .20
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(b) Participle (contd)

Beriptio Plena Yaw din first stem syllable

' 5 4 3 D B
mua22t® 16t 2113 21220 (yig). 26% 307 mPT m

5196 3otT 3024 5552 4ol

pt.1% (bis) 2% 2% 227 223 (pis) 87 9% 21%%(vis)
5517 5371
Becriptio defectiva
1?0 819 152 243 9462 2532 5520 5925 566
40° 28

Bx.30 810 g2 97 14 1814 1919 3070 3629
wvest® 11287 1242 4510 1527

Na, 21 2

137 1327 (4er) 1420 p9% ol
Db.32 442 446 434 510 1614

(e) Infinitive absolute

Soeriptio plena Vaw in second stem syllable
Gn.ﬁ?a
Seriptio defectiva
en.o! 127 2613 5119 578 5910 45T
x,15°0 197 1913 ;32 28 5522
wv.10'8 137 g0
Nu 677 13

pe.61T 152 355 1510 513




Lile
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(d) IHiphal

Seriptio plena Yodh in second stem gyllable
Gn.414 184
Exe 3470
Lv;ﬁl5 ﬂ
s 74 788
D.29°2

(e) Hiphil
Scriptio pleng Yodh in second stem syllable

P

.39t 427 437
ma7t9 1723 2698 5ol3 5ol
06,290 234 419
Pfe with Waw
6,347 3720

16 12

.
M.4” 5 30

o214 2214 9pll

Impi‘ .

anugt? g%l 19T 197 4473 4ot
Bx.970 13t ag1% 1M 50T 1619 20'? 994 0l2

o3l
.2t 13ttt 1927 g4 .
m.6tY 620 11t 1118 5013 3ol 30t6 55 3519

D atl 928 42 (2 926 1716 1920 9922
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Hiphil (contd)

Impf. with Waw

Gn.ot? 922 321 53 g4 6

57,9,10,12;15515;16518,19,21,22,25,26,28,30,52 610

21 ) 10’11,12,15,14’15’16’17'18’ 16 .
° 1119’20’21’23,23,24,25,26. 197" (bis)

1926 5115 5,18 0420 5428 53T 46 2467 2727

291? 5142 379 378 5924 M4 45T 42l gyt
44%% 5029

EX.QIO 46 47 710 1620 194 3219 3224

w.8® 87 'l(pis) ot g0 18 20 g2 22 24

628 g9 12 g3 gld G5 (16 L7 o 520
26,13
mia14'? 1610 2010 9ol6 12 550 554
06,122 120 (nis) 143 P4 10 T 415 g3 420

6

16° 18%7 20
50

8

260 26° 267 3a7

inv.
on.a2’ olT 1917 20T 2720 352 sylh 555 4510 422
ige7? 1673 359
Lv.92 2414
.3 1727
Dt.33%7
Pt.

4
o129 mx.22° 2628 1v.114 ng.8l6
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() Mipnil (oontd)

Inf; st

.’ tvest owst pear® 9
Infs abs.
6n.30°% 5017 1waa9'? muizol? we

Seriptio defectiva

Pf. |

tn.a0t0 439 gat 45°0

Bxa13  ve25t?  wwat® 1479
pb.17 420 2618 559

Pf. with Vaw

Bxo4®  1w.26” 2677 w142t 1
1mpf.

gxeat 42 4% 47 1907 =
Nux1411 2010

p£.3°% g3 1428 197 197 pptl 957

dapf. with Way

A
L
NN
N
P
\C

tn.19%8 2671 5145 gy
Ex.149 1431 1622 §26

Tve822 10t

Dh.ot? 9?1 3529

28

o3

6

3

2

1

8

2

28

28

13

22

38

66

16
4
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(£)
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Hiphil (contd)

Imv.
en.21t® 3212 g 520
Pt
Nu.1427 06,820 147 187
Inf. cstr.
tn.34°0 3910
Ex.?!5 1632
Lve23t? 2345
mool 1890 1932
DE.2924

The Weak Verhs
Verbs with inital quh

Seriptio Plena

Hiphil
PL.

6ne122% 2007 10,207 52077 10785200 a1
Impf.

Ex.?glﬂ?JZA!ﬂt.SQIEIﬂfJ”

Pt.

0w Ex ¢
‘-Gn.24"9;11\p1 ‘h K’:’%Z’ @

Inf. abs,.

21

- |
DB 2p07 1552 apra 174 apra 1938 5p0a 978

2007
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(£} Verbs Initianl Yodh (contd)

TR M

wrinthlio dafectiva
Hiohil
Impf .
Gn.&? Qb A
Tﬁfe este,
1o 0 12'baa L. 5% 2v6n3 0. gt 1alu13 2659 41473

(&) verbs Medinl Yodh

e s

Seriptio plena

fal
dmpt .
‘{",
On. ﬁf{}? Q'wN | 31%”ah‘a)m {"z:d’{" [P’ 0. _,“{; an'e |

Qal
Tanf.
235 415 HE -8
Gn.o " {bw‘lﬂﬁ‘é(nAawl 485 1ral 45 Tn el

11 A 1

Be, 7 ipwl 15 Yot 1B lﬁwN'l?lguuwl Bgl?bew

. L)
3:3?63-;{)“ 'h@"

18

M. 16 lhw')

pt.2g%° e
Folel
Tompd .
@teﬁﬂlﬁ 172721

{n) Verbs Final Yodh

R0

Serintio plona

Inf. estr,. 8 T ending in Al
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Youbs Final Yodh (contd)

Seviptio Plem

Infe catoe 5 Toending in Al =

me6YY 117 138 18P 232 2419 9419 9930 ot 5320
3527 429% 500
meaatt 30 74 o8 107 107 1028 1048 31T 4,15

7
152) 171 177 1916 1925 1924 231 232 232

2513 (26) 308 2720 3118 3212 3320 5424
3594 362 562 367 360 3610 3071 4o¥ 4o
HV.427 834 922

R CAIVECI G
Fid

5
5

=

ot 1P 1PT 247 2615 M
62 of b P2 167 2% 2% 30M
p.af 180 33 35 441 g sl 24 22 2 2 16

816 1122

Verbs Initiel Vaw
Sexriptio Plena

@l
ImpLa

a2l

00035" 22" L 11D 15127 13950 1 22
“Ni}’;hal

BT

Gn‘zols A2

Pha

}Eoz:.l?.l(} A At

Hiphil

Pfa
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(1) Verbs Initial VWew (contd)

Hiphil
Pf.

14

haota 244

Gn.24 n'otn
Impf.
en 4 %oin 6%t g01m 19 s 1124  Baia 447715701
Ex.9%g-mA102%om,102910u41413PDOU\
Nu.li?swsw155§uwrll65y1v11725N9V‘1724r@lw 201§:vaw
DtedPio0ia 5 Js1165] a3 on T b- ora 16t o 1955
gaéslw'oln
Hophal
Inf. catr,
Gn4020 J\Tglﬂ
Seripbio defectiva
Qal
Imp,.

16

Gn,27‘1sﬂ924??"28 ??“414 ?T‘ﬂl? ?P“4121f?“'

(j) Verbs ledial Wav

Sceriptio Plena

Qal
Inpf. Waw in stem syllable

m.37 sh 244 97l gp3l 5T ygl4 422,00
4520 4910




(j) Verbs ledial Waw (contd)
Impfe Waw in stem syllable (contd)
Ex.357 142 1426 1478 1815 16?3 @1 208 0577
2515 pg30 5020 521
pv.10° 107 1172 1% 1470 1436 1448 1551 16°
16° 21't 21?7 o510 st
med? 610 157 5Pt 13?5 1435 1% 1629 1920
167 19T 2024 2655 o717 308 3123 5,22
ptal? 122 (3T 138,19 (29 14 G622
19° 207 20° 207 20% 232 235 a3t o5ll LR
2370 257 27 2410 217 29 338
Tmve
n.43° 4472 uxaat?  peeld 5270
Inf,. osfr;'-
tn.19°° 48/
x.1222 141?37
o1t 1172
m6l 132t 3339 5540 580 556
pt.or 117t 2017 347
Niphal
Pt
Ex.19tL 1912 Dt.1l3

Appendix

Ao i
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(3) Verbs NediaIWgw (contd)

Polel
Inpf,
Dﬁ.526
Seriptio defectiva
le‘f -
CImpfi Gne2a”t Dt 2
Inve Gn.2431 267
Inf. cotre Gn,347°  38%

2 Dt 4307

Iv.14%7 257
Niphol
Pf.  Gn.1720
. . Polel "
Ampf. Gn.120

d. Particles

(&) AN (acc,) S T always has Scriptio defectiva

172 20° 397 40Y% @8 4139 4928 49?0

5021

Bx.9” 147 257 2522 297 3o
2 6 10

10

1ve10° 14° 1510 1529 195 0010 5343 56

2555
Wu.al? 429 423,49

2

6
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(a) A~ (acc)(contd).

S T always has Scriptio defectiva

Ht.115 56 328 623 914 928 101) 1229 1814

2610 opt 51T 510 5%
(b) |'2 8 7 always has suffixes indicating the singular
angt? oS 165 1710 1L 5628 5953
Bx, 5102
Dte57

Gs Proper Nomes

(a) Soriptio plena or defectiva in same syllables
Yodn
Seriptio plena
Gn‘l()l%"”" 10‘2195‘79"232%”5”’9 25 —\’—ﬁw? 3521“@'“565%%:5-%
Fx'llll”“”6%5%3‘31“1610'3-anéln'gwﬁ 178 I EE-R Y
Lv.104 ps-.?nl

R |3n734*29(§n1016,2n13 02112y R
218y o0t i B 2671026530031 %0000
3283333, ?wga'ﬁﬁl%gwnﬁﬁlﬁv-mﬁ LParoms34® 1o
537300+ 541 T
11

¢
B‘B.ngnw;? 2 pnN 31145“@',2:2112%‘}'1352

TR 551(0"1‘336 _
C
P sat oo

Seriptio defectiva
Ay e 72474 2 2%
Nu,2 ({fﬂnn‘?i ’71:?””54?1 11334570 gn
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Ce Proper Names (contd)

(a) Scripitio plena or defeclivae in same syllables (contd)
Haw

Scriptio plena
11 1% o 24
(,rnolO -?1-”3110 _;.'2;111015‘11 gll%_m@nll?’\?”nzlﬂ ?mw.;.ftl 3(3@#’
X 21
1) -?m*l;‘hﬁ kLl 25 -|unl231 mﬂz:l?é I"g ﬂm 35 -{NJD

)6 110-1565 pe137 ,!U'.M'ﬂlé ‘I'?S‘ﬂ46 lnsn46 lnnwl

4::1!3«0!49) GES ,)Ol [REE

P 11 2 N mE“ }\ P ¢

BXel™ a0 2 1mws .‘thnmép*,-)mbs61‘("‘1.-,”1252“,301429) o
176;;5r02182 PRIEY

Lv.24 J\ m-?w

11 22 21,2 2 24,227,286 60,6
Nl 'uyn?*usu'ﬁ ué"w'ﬁ.z .?«au" $4 ?Js[af—:z:r 7 -J?y-?).

1
107 :4.11912 107 3,1«(131) 5f:3@~21 Q w:zl],“,%;mel?“hjﬁé%’%e

=
126 ?Blm-o ?1) |12 2134lm'o 22)3114\92219)19?231@”93

.1
21&3.“,234 Smyz 25 ﬁyad?sgunﬂe?é,«g:m?é nsﬂ§25 1,,,,«:1?6 nﬂrg

?6“190726 .f’,cu HZG‘nh ;?6’|1nw32 .J,3ﬂ326j?,\.an1?6 "9'.»::3«:,7

6 _ 5
b z“'326'1""“"26‘.ﬂ72""52 jia‘e 52) 121152 _,&11»'53‘?;\(02 55,\6!ob

. 1 1 1 2220
jjj\t‘u??B?’A,ijn?h33n;?1gnp_3§nmg”b)5 )‘lh"):).) I|p—m)3 4'7.71231

2], 5229 .41 43
3f1~,3.33n95ﬂ1,wm)§ ,nwnnﬁ) ‘5['.1-925) 'I'S‘J”J)ﬂ(p.?i‘:))”hf’"’.)f? a2

ﬁ Hh5§é‘5,2-121534l|3-1h)5 lmgvlj) 'mgﬁhJj,\?nw"f:‘anjmﬂ)

L1
34 3!:2;% g 3M|1wﬂﬂ
11 20

1 .2 4 6
3""1 13’”'“" p,‘)mbl ,m 01 w,ﬁlgﬁm"“‘lg‘uﬂf’l 3!.‘)@#’ 2|8|$-th?. '.uh'"a ]lh,’“

24 40,451,432 .-2 L2l .2 AL
’ 9|m 33) ')’m-o'sf yiam* ,,3231*4 3:)!"24 :nnmé‘ [ta*0 4;%,.;-:;:

2 22 16
29, «,mzl9 ‘11?2'18 1")102286:?-”01 29 [ OM

1 oy
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(e Prover Names (contd)

(a) (contd)

Soriptio defectiva

ne10%2013 10%% 131 1027900 16%% 15 5 252503136 5n Mt 3619 1n w
L'\r.2642 27!

fna21tor 14 (9 34;21 ]-g":’ D'B.BEZE $ov s

(v) Seriptio pien& of Yodh and Waw in same syllables
Yodh in 9 T, Vaw in M T

, _42 a . 8
Wa3500 2030 330 |1'91"5:>43 " Gn.35 A2

Waw in 8 0y Yodh in M 7
m.524 o

Nu.1126 TUn 1127 17161 '%_;

2651 _?(Jmcvpll

(c¢) Seriptio plens of Yodh and Waw in proximate syllsbles

'iifu.2239 As'A ;‘91‘?0 [ipati7 2:5‘?’8 [thet

(d) Seriotio plena of Waw in prox. 8Syllables Gn.30 \’5\*‘
(1ii) Remaining Variants, #%Fansed under grammetical classes

of nowns, adjectives, verbs and particleg.
ae. Boriptio plena or defectiva in same syllables

Yodh

Seriplic plena

¢ Tlouns -

gﬁ-'wlo R 15];'?0'71-‘\11825.7Z‘3‘7 242?1 'n‘:ﬂ554ﬂ§wﬂ 41421'2‘7

11 55
45" 1 01437 A1 5>

Dol D 3ol e 30220927232 200 25790922 2524 2120t

y oY \9']2'“
39 40 9 31 —y 19 720
28‘,.‘,3:-"2&0“’.1&:“'2.% 11,:54 H'wlﬂ)ljo'ﬂ'wjﬂf‘?o 3 70.7'21

' g2l
29 0 o'
39 byana
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(11i) Remaining Verdants (contd)

ae Noung (contd)

\ 11 13 ﬂ

2727[1\0 nn

A8 el ?
Nu-'? :wJ‘77 r,.q,J.‘L!.) 3 'L;) o -.yl'i ?“")1,99"‘""’1:7 36.‘”31

Th
D422 ,\,,u@a” ATAY

Aﬂgeetives )
24 19

229
Gn‘Gnt0 3""8 “wn‘J"ll’ @ r,l")ﬂ-"‘.)\ @ H‘lﬂg(’; r.l"'q?? _, ',w‘??ﬁ'?"wea 'S

721:?@#1”-’3,‘@ N J7 P" i)bj ‘2 353 lm‘r"\*ﬁo 1/

4120 ,,4-,1!!»1?‘,,”4 $n50° 3'<.w.?a-
16

e, ,ffw.,mlz l‘,,,.,nlz‘},.,ml%lﬁ. wa(bia)  12%3.,,212%5, ,,.,,11? 8

‘4-114« Ap 310 i

\(v

7% S 1
12” b 16720 190 0 200,,. S T RO 7 g
D-j\@

u-s!“’"pn
gw347,.;ﬁ40 'J.,.ZI.O { ‘lm'N""

Q‘3tw'
8 2
04 ‘.a, M5 \m,nh)fw a9 \E:, ,J-a:l9 4.3-'1235‘3, ,1—,::2?‘7 AA123 6.7 2

23)?0 N"ﬂa} 9‘4'112/“0 ,J"\ 254 2(01?»-5'9’.31012)2% p(p? 25 ;2]101112645(""

9 4 3
Nt 2 lw 0‘”‘20'““ 30‘6 ‘3"6 o e’ f"""? \\ AL -N""9) ‘r‘"’l le"‘m:r:,l_;?jiﬂn
20 '

14 a'w S 14 a $2) 1& ,.,—,zl) DeAD® ﬁlﬁ -N'vp 17 gmn Y7 grana

20 'N'\‘lzl?;{ Nqﬂ?bgv\-n‘l?{i":ﬁ.g-naal Wil 2 "3:) ‘|(y"\’7ﬁ

bs 'g"ilw"‘"’"'s‘go 3“'9 e r"%l()l ‘mﬂO m’%g r4"010|4 'H‘*'Ilonl:{} v
1,%3;?”""".’ 2 16\‘4.a.l "\1]‘-17, ?@,,J-?:llng. 34 244‘” 26 ./\’ w? 3‘017
r 7 \(

Seriptio defectiva

Nouns

000197205 2487 01255 5051 52525085305 w303
m.zz;n.?sﬂm' qoda

v e117%21 25 2raso
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Scriptio defectiva

Nouns (contd)

Nu,1353%r391n

I}t,ml‘?m;-m 228 piga 2269'9::.:1 2622 72 3091 .92,
Adjectives

L7 ke
60y 3 b y AR

BB 15~y 417 nn

Bxe 26‘}73.3?1261‘0 ANsPA

LV-QOE% Y 2021o'w°!? 2{ ./\fu'f’”

Nu.285 Ay wyl
04,3224 oravm
Wayr

Soeriptio plena

Nouns
.1 1 410 ? 2 / 3 4
an.1tdiwn Aénwh;?ﬁl Top 324,093 3:?3-42n:>:1 %ﬁw:nhé‘)afug 6 0022

r ~ I~ P
8°% P 9132\*mg 103114’:;;108’9'1(3) 101bu‘alb'z];?lj'mnﬂl?l%-')mnf

P !
12 9'Amr‘13?¢'m1l§ 2710815 -Jc.?n!:zlAllmum 14 lau:'w 14 'Jlgf‘ll

12]1|6w|31114 5,3,.3-,114 ila"’”l)lﬁlmnls‘.ﬂ?ﬂala m,?,,g 19 AP
19 1&1:'?19 mbupa?()g'mnNQO)u\mNQO ,r-,-mnzoéo.?n:z 20}'2 AIAN

1%}3(

115252 22 8315 227 a2z 72 2215153 25 13122 24%s 120

. - .
245?Alﬂ#\' (bis) 24)) (hnl245%Nr11~1246,9,mm\;251./2\75(1\ 251§-1:.:>:z
30

= 2 rd
25wl bis) 25 —?'ﬁquazQﬁj%qe:: 253|’,’m1m25‘:-,4,;:nn?ééwm.wﬂ

265'g|?2267‘mﬂ~2691\mﬂ?7 3(9127 (2y2 2713,3,?12751 22
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Seriptio plena
Nouns (contd)
(%3),.273'6 ANy 27191“72 2‘?22 31?71 275%1;:2 ?’isé\'nan 275831? ?743"3'?‘2—
281&}1!9“ 29%»:;529 X} ?9 J\mrJ )O%le:)o Sipa2 )0 WIAN
?0403- mmﬁlmnﬁl“’&mﬁl D(‘)‘TIA)?‘151 "E;%-rmxﬁl“?wow 31 mgm

51 ?mm 52 lmyb?; )5mw mM Dmmd ;Emnm:z 961\13”\ 36') A1SIA

0 2l
'913013 J\hl?h-)i .A"!?m)f J\r-n:'1 )3‘361“9: 38 D\?h'ﬂ’s |Nu‘r"‘7

Al?,?w 101422 ainad 4298w 45 113 4) Hamndy 4'"’"’"3“«%‘35‘;1
41‘_}“’“‘44- it b4 'ﬂﬂﬂw 44 X 45 3(?.1: 49 AETLY. 46 —102
a1

arme 48 Q’N??” 497132 49 D102 4%1‘342l49 142> 49 lwll?)
49~ 1—nhrl 49 qm.mt}f) Aigiar
Lbl'ﬁ)l
Bte 20w 2T a1 3 93053 5’152‘,}%1318\31?3 4.1‘§|;u 48323 (bis) B
4973|?3 &zoﬁmﬂ?l!gulmomnllg??ﬂaz 42%1\91 52\3;?1 614-119261[3(5\13"‘3
4 Ly ¢
omgmg 81)a 110 842 pelt 92}1““"980"3“’ 92{/\3‘? 9281\‘3"? 932\13!?.1!
533 , 3 3b 3 13
Ahipa 9 ,Ngl?‘"]l()'(gt:nﬂl 5211 02 l2 ey 212 ISR
12 \wo!ﬂla‘?)—n:abIB 73!:3 13 3—umr 1315'1l:)2h142;:);12911£29“n|n

i—{_pnnlf)_;\nm\]f? adiy3 1614}“9:916 9¢?rm1653 wisn

J\rw-'rm 18 9-3172 18'?»:,7?7 195'3",73 19 532\‘7'19 J\Iglf'

191613:3‘1 ) oiwn 20t Boiwn 216D§!93 21293"1.6” 21301"79 2177 -2

1)_4\01.11\15

A €
Qnglhﬂh 221'_;\ Ji2w 2225;-)»(;\' 222i6-n>' 3 223%“@ 3 234}“1”1 ?56-‘.1"2:4

11 L ; bis)
23N ?52113!?2 2722&?2 2351'13; 22 ?4.12‘”& 255/\11(;:5956—,,«,,3
251on3 25 amip 25 ‘nrﬁ(bis) ?516\n~1 25 17 25 50>

1 1 (bis)
E) 9 ‘.1)18_)?? \-\97‘?52 l[%als"'l 2) }\.t‘f)"l 2_)_’“13‘? 25 .?_|'\3.‘l2523l!\h’?




Appendix A. -
(111) (contd)
Jeriptio plena

Houns (contd)
2 2z (bis) 1
1‘3:;‘{‘25)1)\1!113 25)?;-,-)”): 253,1-,;_1:,1 25 -{%umdb '?")Uhﬂ?-’ 3351“26 D2\
Ve :55 s - '-
2612%/‘"»1?{1018) 263%':tﬁ326A.£'§n?86 ari7ma(26) ﬁO) IARLD

| 1
(?6)306“"’"’ 271’-"”'?278 AntS 27191111)'! ?7]b'21-1lny o7t4 partiny

2701 v1ipy 27 m'-'lmyQ? mup 27 J\myﬁ 286119//"?31%\nm 281::2(9:4::
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Nouns (contd)
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Nouns (contd)
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(iii) (contd)
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(iii) (contd)

be Seriptio plena in proximete syllableg
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Cs Yodh before coangonantal affornative
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(ii) Prepvositions ‘3N oand 3y with suffixes (contd)
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11. Brrors {co
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Variants in wreitine of
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Nothine o add to treatment slready given in Chaoter V.
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1ll. ifferences of Grammon

1. pifferences of (Grammar with sgreement in sense
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BLelT” "nAw

) Vaviants consisting of forms not found elscwhere in

e s

Samaritan Pentateuch.

(1) In  u® g¢ yoprey Bible.
QUl'side Pentateuch.
Gn-’:316 T/ (Ru.z_LlB HO.Qll)
1@:x.199 Yy (Jp.15 26 11{.")26 2011.45Je.5221 )
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(2) (contd.)

(iv) In no obner known source.

Gne4910 taap!
ii. Syntax.

(i) Variants consisting of constructions found elsevhere

in Samariten Pentateuch.

(i) HNormal constrvctions

. Lomuion for rare
60672 omv 38%% arsv 3 41580 a39i09° ane 2920 phe

Bx.24t9 V1263

Lv.lQQO‘won
N11.1096 AT B2
[
p6.337 10 33 % e

cs Congtructions in identical or similer context.

(a) Differences of word order. ™

T 4 3 . . N 19 ,-14‘
Gn.?2" (earlier in VE%%?J 87 (7)) —

D'nNew

el ( Aa>ad iy later in verse) —

11 N

97" ( Ty dneedigdely. following verb:.

later in verse)—42°° (4215)-——

o 5223 1 0L28 29 .. a2
Bea237’ (2370) 25 (3730 34M(s3®) —
. .28, 32 29, 51,
w8 — PP ) — 1Mt —

14%2(14%) —
ma1?0(1%) . 28%2(0at%0 30y g2 (g0
2922126,51,34,38, (,016y

p.111(3010) —  2017(23°%7) _ 30L0(11ty

X
Difficult to give brief statements of word order. The
seripture references should indicate the variants.
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(by) Vifferences in verbsl form

@n.1920(1917’17’22)‘;3nn 3039(3038) ﬂ]hﬂ‘l4622(4615) a1
Bxe 2500258 Y)  Arwyi 2577 (2577%) A 3570 2577(2510) 2wy a
Nu.507(30%) 2001 30%022013(508) 1p1pe 367 (36%) avoin

(e) Abgence of guffix in 8 T or M

Bx. 2320 (23%%) ow3n

Lva133 (30698110520 ;,N.,,1317(306@‘b0-) AN
1521126,27,36 (135 cbou)  amay

N« 307 (30%)2:30 013012 (30708) 2 ~0m1348(347) 1awsia

.16 (1712,18'%) am e

(4) Residuum - unclassified further.

on.872(6%0) 301 39%2(39%) 1hraa 4318(4312%) acin
Lv.27(25) e b

Nu.269(116,162)‘ﬂ'1p 283(286’10’15) ASy 527(329) [IN7A
p8.222(2° 3y Zna 517 (51%%) waa

de Variants which do not belong to any of the above itypes.

(2) Differences of word order

Gn.12%6 1928 00%2 0629 __ 516 __
5187 5422 55100 056 0 gol2
Bra3® — 57— 9t agt® 0?8 g7 —
268 _ p9l® 92l 5019 . g4
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Aopendix A

(@) (contd)

we® . m¥ _ o o 1?7 _
2
1570 — 10— o'P 2019 20%¢ . p1% _
o1
21
st 2620 . 9638 g4 _ 50 5p®5_
522 5Bl 5B gell
pp.ad0 . 319 gl8s _ gp82 0 4088 4435
1990 20 30?3430

(b) Secquence of tenses

6% nonr 212 peotr 27t Avza0 2820 A033 30% 4w

317 q8a1 3142(7':)!:1! '573 wy) 4134@hﬂ'1 43_?’5rmcp' 4639/\'5/'\

sz-llsn/\-m 310/\»19:'.1!49 (! 5714‘.@-,)-:719 vl 811 120
812 tat 825 n:tr1193 a5 916"'AN'\77 105 $>¢ 118 [tnAw@']

175 apAa leGwncu'l 1,912 ANA 226 p3wt po'talw i 26%4 1eay
287 e X A 29335 1 Son 302'11307' '3510;1ny 5535|wy 562 9 (]
579 [t 4031 fﬂ")'l

12 8

Iivel T'u' T i=pe 115 R B AL 15803.:' 1511023' 1524 Nnb

167205+ 37 0 ~iar 187 A 6%t g 3a

W3t oz 62Tin'e 1 g1 Ao 165:.-'1P‘ 173 ot 19 Ma b

12 24 26

. “
19 saue 20%Feerar 2020 ane 21%0 017 20580350 222 137

24%v‘t...t:9°27m wr i 32%8 8010 3346 arae

pb3P1en g 2620 9392 209% a0y 20% s 1 sobn1e 5aPan e

3112“4‘, vy 3§2§ CD“' LI 357 =M
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c. Infinitive obsolutos

Oualifying finite verb,
bow

G11.873au Ns* 123%011 12"19 {bow(wss)z.?.l? 1402 o613 qu

311" Sow 401*’ atyr 430 ytia
Nu".225 331':1 25 T2 23’; =2 2410 T2
Dt.1§4 102

Substitute for finite verb.

tne. 8:>

l:zculpgnﬂrjnom \pz.’r

I‘bc.13§ DT

Lv_:‘.éi7 1297

Mo1570  pay 200 bawonr 2537 1vas

16

Dbl Whw 1421 inok 271 1nbhw 2856 Jqarsa 31‘?‘6 mp?)

de Imperfect ending dn J—

n ST

25

;3 '
Ex-58 2N 317 R 6)7)1311\'!823 A2535 8%narit

T e26Y7 anaww

I\Tn;24131 ST

8b

95,20 7y 0 01 11725350 13h2 1 2 ‘1')293'?13"3"“22"1503“””

29

22w 224595850 2 50050 3% 91580 BPan s 9P e

91%cu91\r‘|9 'rgDJAN\Q ;;37591\,\1\9 A9 wp 921 TA9N1

26 AP 10° 12 AD NI

921n‘3wrll 9 2 a80san 9 1?291\:«; 9
'10”730=.>A| LO-’ a1 d1 10" e

oM T
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dl (chtd)
In MW
| ' 5 20
Gn.12” qradt 187 aper 197y 1984 ¢ 1w 1920 S w

225 alw 1 2457.?1404.1! 2725 Soni 2921 Nawi 29?7 (A M

5010 2 bt 3422 | A 5427 AN 357 DIpII it pdag
4521 nA91l 4518 'l"‘“” 4631'1_hm 4716 ,J\Nl 2’74 dan
Ex.'llo Do Al 35 qonN 84 03011:‘! 928 n.?rur/l 2412 'N./,
5230 N9 N
Nu.11133:N1l 144 |AS 144 2@ I 2017 eEPR 2019 na2J N

Dt.-ﬁ?e‘o'\'.ﬁoﬂ 3226 A2 wA

e Im;w._gndi'ng: in q —

Ing®
. "y Co 0
‘ Gn.lé}gl . NJA '19) ae 2

Nu,alm nroo«

.21 y20a1 2597 yaem 277 g 27?' Nad
29'® L, 373 13 458 afw 4Py
mo3t® 43

Nu.1027 13 2527. 13 b4 13
Dt.26'7  qpen |

(£) Differences of conjugation,

Tvo aoctives
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(£) Differences of conjugation (contd)

Two actives.

.6t 3 6 T anwad Pacasd oMt anwad 9*2 avnwad
108 1‘3‘:7 153 W 1913;-7/\'(1@:13 1929,/\'[;«)-1:1 21i ipita

Borm 2220 15 345wy

A‘APrnmlSEgmﬂmw18‘71:714::'1 21% aa1ya

217 217y 29"  1aetpt 330 win 357 evan 5%t Nea

F.J{.1522 wih' 1%

. «
35722 364 wran
LV-199>1'5'?2|23 oo 9;::1?3" ‘J\‘raﬂl?;’;j A2 @A 2f‘55,\prn!

2548 1 aya 2622 andw1 2647 s

Fue14%%aswr 0 1400 10008 2192 1wy 097 70 1 ppd0 P”

15

225‘:“)';“\;1-[ 231].‘ 102 23 25 '[l"l2 3/} '(l"‘:" 31 A" un’lf’j,‘-:fu\

D 1533;.”[1131 38 praa 2611-3@«26 17 '2A 624,'“\.,1-,13;724 AT2NI
97 g.avani 127 np;mn3| 20%15:0 111 207 Aryon 227 w'Tp A
2210 @' I AA zemnu T3 280 77aN 2822'(11':2»! PERCEARTE
3213 EREYE 313[10‘?'

fwo passives.

én.zﬁlo Nia2p 4015 ‘A1

ixe22% 27231 3092 qot’

.10 e

Ma.228 N 946 avieg 97 Nesand

Active for passive

Gn--!}% Saa 92 voaas 10t iv:Sia 17T 3w 55 % an21 54 1m0

4519 VAL g 4622 293
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! _ ,
Active for pagsive (conid)

2
}iix.lt)e 2wt 123901«413 277 ANt 34)4 lals!

wea?l o 439 00 60 bpa 623 gm0 Sou

110 a0 1112 1 fowa 1192 Hiar 1320 797 13965357
16101my 1917 35w

24

284 1wy 317 15 J0a

Dt-'?2501'hwn 1419 KELL) 174 j7rani 208

o'h’ 28307'1'}:(‘/,7
2824-[1'nw.1 284 1qp 0 2851-’1%«:-‘1 286171'nw-‘7 2952 y31a

Pagsive for active.

o |
tn.24°% 001 384 0oan1 447 Ani 4524 (raaan 49t aiow

502056111

isix.519 ya

Wwal2® yara 152  piaa 20°C 1Ang

g7 opra 1770 An 26721 nan 268 1an1t 352 ance
I)t.1£321 Y1l 191‘3./\nlm 5222 1P

Agreenent of subject and predicate
eng®  pys 108 ps01 117 sner 13% awes 137 0rae
1516 21w 1517 2 173‘_l an'al 2433111‘914'! ‘24551‘MN"
. 2526|N1‘?'l 2727 1~ 2729,’:(1,\@.. 3033 Niat 3042 rrat

34:‘)1 (@Y 5526 l13' .5720 Nt 4145 NPl 4148 a7

3

L %]

50 |73 . 35
4120 113 gy 174270 1eann 4235 qapit 4389 0a 6

44 1onyr 4a2* Nsna g6l (130 478 v 480 aqan
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(g) (contad)

< )
gx.1° pan it 1721 1"‘6 2t 129

722 83800 971 151 10ttgeran 10t aves 10t e

120 429;33-1 43’1 trnd |

112 a2t 1227 1o 137 A 152 a1t e
14100‘>'01 1425nm~!'| 1524 ]3‘1 164 133'.7 1621 ani

16°% 82011652 (v3n 172 ama 170 faama 17% ds

16 42 18

18 21 1o ?1“ Ng't ?12)3570/\ 2152{3

| fOi\
2512 121A 2390 1rar 24% A%y 24® v 2570 jwe g

304 l'ﬂl3014 lJA 5019 ¢t 337 fent 5310 iNY 1

10 g o
5377 thpl 552 LI’ R 35]},0(”,,' N1 2435 ),\!-3'1 5?32:;‘ MO
5651 lwy \ 3{16 120! 392 {be‘l ?93'7!8!)’22{“’? :4031?"1«'
1wyt

Lv.l(}u-wsmlg) 1507 1_12) (1At 4 IN'9I1I414 YATR] 424 fog w:
455\ \bnaw' 69 g.DN" 78t2‘1,'>' 7' l:z"'i? . 723 \2' P! 814l3h0‘|
-[no'l 920 Qw1 924 |r~f1'l 1155 1§ A 1356 Vapt

4 13,41,42, lnpef,
147 ap 3 14{7.5:1’81?\“&- , ?;y REL 11}72-4%3:! 25051 19 15 awya
be A3, 1gia s P3)

1924 frae 19‘711\'/7&’-’\ 28 139.&/'222) 1@y A 235 qey !
251 aonn 2528w n 25 120 00 2594 1a5n e 979120
artt 2t

mu.3?? pac 510 geme 93 ey % A 1285y 01 1372 van

13°% e 14t IEX 1577 v 198 A 2124 e

2130}172(" 2132 e 1] 22‘4 '(ngl 2653 v 2656 Pgﬂ!
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(&) (contd)

Nue27°  ara 27 A 9';"21{“' o6l | Sown 2824 1wy

M
3137 jnsn 5129 apa 3218130087 3225 1aany 3297 1@
S 357 \2ad'l 345 Al 1‘8 9 12 a1 558 fﬂ]l

1}1;.74 wEP A 1223}13\121657:@14" 1$onA 1616 [N~ 195 ni

217 12> w 2olT  wao 2315 qeae 2416 YK

2716,17,18519,20’21,22’23’24,?59?.6 l')nhill 2855’55,57 lPls.l

?861 P! 294 182 2919 I 2921 TN 5111 Nap!

1(‘ Covuker, 2 K
151'::);1 :],"&}1391 eal 50859?7 11aT §2§7nm~u 52*’8 g 5j5 [N
@Y , 130
l .
"JJ
(h) Transitions in personal reference

| - . 4 2
Ex.llf Y1A 12461N'§!A 22 0 (1A 22?013031\ 22‘)2l131\

f) T
23715038 23°2 \yhwn 25°%awy 257 Twya 2550 dwy A

¥ .26

e
Nu. Ipon B lwy A 132 ngwﬁ 3554 127 A 35“’4'1th1\

p5.2% 1 372 aNaa 42w 4% 11 3ia 422 Aepad

65 T2IA 75 T@YA 97 DANS'1?5D.AN'2l 1216 -g—?f‘”\ 131 ID'0lA

151 1992 A 14 135nn 165 3o0a Bis)2220  1wyA 244" | b A

- 28° anyne 2650 01a

(i) Yeminine termination.

In 57

YT AT N

67 2 aa 9203.64\”‘ 216 apny 25160./\«79:1:27371\'3A

Gn.
12
3412 21861 58?4A<v§¢h:>4‘1a nAwh 4434 ay0 2 4810 dIprh

48%2 Aan 4915 paiw
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(i) (contd)

40 21

E}c.l511 ;,NZ; 2812|'ADA> 282%5’3wn 297 AN 3077 Apa
5072 an3nn 3217 Anpna

Lv.421’24 N'n 452 N2> 59 N | .‘1.118 ahana
1399 wea 15%30a0wm2 1820 Ara 1920 aBn 1 20%%7mn0 3
?_15 ALY 24.9 N'a 2534 N1

Nu.515 Na 78 AY2IN 1320/\1132 23104\y;ﬁh 5128 AN

3197 awnn

?I}*l;.157 ANN2 165 AAN2 17?‘ AN //%; 2317 ANN2
L5 e
23‘2 A2dw 2710 i*aApn 287 ANON 28‘2) NN 311}7133~3 3332
. S
In M ¥ x

0
0n.26%2 g2 97 p 327 qpen 37° 1w3n 3827 puani
4622 yarw 4.625 Yyaw

1211.2512 TAN T 2536 TN 3225|5faw3 36511((/9.7 573 AN
577 gea  37°% qaw Lv.5°° 3mm 70 pr

Nu.816 Y 156 3132

DtG (1477 20't a3 28%Y ara 300 rpa 32923 ww

NI
(3) Plura.l (or dual) termination.

Gndz}b:‘l'J.'hg 57 '3y 13’3;"“1 10 --,93-,11713.1.3.17240_,@
3054"(-1::.-1:3421_/\1;“\ 3912 |'7a2
5917019516018 122 18 1nZa 43%Rmea (i) 4520 Hors

464 fer e 4654 'Y 4"{5 Y 4718 1J'A L 4718|anf~f|
19,19,19,25%
47

1 7' ARTN 475 T"vn‘ra 49 T t
23

47 DD APV 117 D'Adw Cf. Petermann, p. 90.

Here, as elsewhere, the S T readings are given.
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(3)  Plueal {or ual) termination (contd)

In 5 7 (contd)

aefiasen 6
ExeT ’thmum 87 7'1a7> 87 12 gy 814 Q'i>a 1‘24 ALDIh2
taaal
C
158 13 1st? 1UN3 W 16% Ay IA2
11 sy s 11 3 ' 5 A ['22 A
[l vep e I'oa1x ' u
17 | 17 17 21 A2 217 1'03a 21 {rJTN3
aztl 12223 23t a3 oat? gisawa T
N ) }
257Y a5 257t aup 2689 1792Quun s (29’ presam
311&3 aQ*JanN 3y 13 I'i'n 5229 a>'1! 32539'A~bn53157'311
BZﬁggAm-?m 347 130093 347 170Am6a31 350 a2 355040 22
5590 plawnh 3650 mam 370 ['ASP 570 oo st 5egs
5992 1vpiaa 39M page

Lv.lzos-.m\? 17 ariad>a 23’5 T1'A0n 213 1'120p 65 Th

813 prosawa gt 0 |2 *28n g22 ‘,—;';3” 833 oot QM oo

1‘555 {*7*y 1621 11! 17"9r by }98/ 9025 o'iaa
2027 graana 21%° prva 29!t 434 3
IR 3-% A
30 40 5 6]1Aanvdt oq

‘no o0 25 1'7':(93!?!-2 " Jvah
awiadl Tth

sray i %
2544{ :’A;,,,,,, 26”la:~nn'1 ‘264‘4 Atgada 27% A1032 b

Nu.??2 l'321 552 .D'l.gﬂ 346 ")l‘aah ’;350 T -3-1 415 ‘WNw h

23 Ay 23 ‘oIyr 25

61? oot gt a5 gt apao 92 Y ik 93 Pyiba
| L DO'ARBW

9i 'y th2 91j 'T1yinx 914 (*Dan D 10103‘{09.‘”7”142@1mn1>
24 [y »30 R "j_ FA

15 203t 15 1'ey 157 CAisn 15)8’5;)1'3«9(3)189%1 PP

1526

ot X '
2577 1A%y 2657 51133 202 1rvina 25780500
2516+22,25,26,54, 56

ao-.ngnu1827a:>'.nnh/\23§ ‘[-.Ags 236 1'ady 25151-1\3:

. | M =
20011 307 PR 307 a1 307 neon

Can s ok
ioj e 3’2’2 jn::-'m\'bn 361 AMADwh3 366 Alnoswn 3 368}\1”9«»0!:
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(3) (contd)
Dt.27 1" 235 1'72 55 syat 68 7'ﬁ'. 6’ T AR
77023001 77 pimiss T nse3 8% rarsn ghgdan 9;:?'an
9%to>amwa 1110932 111005070 122 1A% 12! asrte

17 g 18 _.., T, 29 i 10 .
1218 17 1277 7 14 $vymn 14 17 1: 17
[~ 1.1 i

1577 7992 1518 RRE 160 17 QdLT'a'N 23
2414 "‘12?: 2615'}'J\|3h 2710 I'ALS h 288 T 2812"['1'

2829 71 2877 7 2w 2p?? T 2857—1-;-~
26%0 i1 307 v 32T g 337 1:3273
3524 1320 3520 7'37:»@
Gn.43.‘0 at 411 D1 167 a1+ 228
258y 257 iny SPRRET S
2716 IREAE aglls 18 IhNw NP 5529 ihy 4514 s
4629nm$ Cbis)4953 1hY 5825 3'1\9.1:
Bx.30  wawan 1820 pamar 01?51 053 goa
352‘,‘) a0 a 151'7 ']7'_
LV0524U\C¢I'nﬂ\ 1‘34 ' ot 151‘1 11 1714 13:»/
1930 IBE 207 17 21l any2 21 ez
p1 14 ipyp  21° eva 2671 5o wITph 198 1$omi
mo11® ey 1131 (3w 2029 169 244y
2115 qpy  gy?3a 40 52 1ry 544909512 1A
p6.28% 1aomm 2t vra 32T gy 550 {?:; 330 47
53511 17° 3%29 ""\&-N 547 41 2829“377

X S T readings
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(k)  Suffix

TRt

Difference in person or number

€ ¢ -
Gno6‘zoan-1-n3 1310 13> 212') |n1:13 305’7b 072

312’5 o'~ ‘519 122N ‘51495»,1'113 321 DAN

4430 ‘AN 4432 11anN 4.51 *39n 47?'6,11:.3 sollmw
Ex.lllomly 4.26 Ainh 521 {72 116“;|m>(|)1248 QoA N

3y .
2 {n)’.?nm 214 prrnd 2220 asacen 23%72 3pa

3
25*7 (= 258 O221A2 251719‘1r“25”z3n‘)

& . "
252) faRri=t (26)3071,:3-1:?':375 (AN 271lon'1¢n>'

9
36

275 Av13 28 |73 2941 120 151 294“z a>3

50°0 (AN 3020 1ahn (b 30?1 53 34123y 54 R

576 { 1> 37,3.6 . 593503 R

120"
Lv.116 IASI2 116 AN 66 Albhh 620 (*3y 101 ,ﬂ'.?i
1%t paz 11°2 a3n3 1370 jaMah 1343 AN

1747 posma 18t aniy 1870 an 19%Taser 199704

20?‘":‘)..!4‘\/4' 218 Dwiph 2252 Dwiph 2497!‘33Nl 263?::1'2‘4“

a7t an 2713 1s3war

o~

1‘3"?--1220:!‘1,79 144 paav o 1t1pot ol3 papor o159 1rapol

2t? '1pol o2t 1901 523526420,30 [*1pot 351 anizy

519 28y /5P 98y 1579 aan 16lT pndy 1610 pady
1777 053 1971 a3 o7 a3 oy (112 27t a

26'% 25011 28%2a5011 2624 aavsont 28%4 a0 181 29% 5051 29% -;oﬂ

ol? 20011 3010 s
29 i 30 J jb,v*cunm,,»[i Q:>3 36 |?1".2r~/
2916,22,25,88,54 38 4150711
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(k) Suffizes (contd)

D‘E'QS} 2 510 ‘Al¥h 924 LAY 1719 12 1819 1*at
30°° 523 5112_07"‘7'3!" 5147 garade 5117 avea 3227 p0vg
., 2
5570 1rhw

Humper of 2nd. sufiix

Transitions in pérsonal refevence

1

- A &
0422050237 47%0:39 3 1185a nen 1130w aav 111 0w

1187 qen 1% 105538 127 0>mdw12? 003 13t Ti9k

6 68

l%wswﬂ 1’-"5“’2862 0o'adm 28 a>3 286%9~:'~3 29% $an

o>
29% 0503ys 30'%may oaw
Abgence of guffix
Gn.223nw'rlh 812 Aalw 92 I'AA S 1170'1\9«: 3;46 "I 2

1819 AV 2430 JAINY D 2611 1hY 2{344\w73 .5510‘-/\“""3

3717 aryhw 3724 inp! 33732 MmNl 38210'?”3 398 tA'22
4116 11y 32 4724,7/\:412.1\: 4814 AAG ]

6 6 20

Lol
.‘\E:}:.l'“2 |u::~3w.A 2 anaoatl 2 NrAL 2 nALA 720

ITLh

1244 120> 1313 1JT1D2A 162511'43%)\ mlé ‘A YTITH

0‘) §
21° T2y 2.?3‘2 tasat 224 rmren 208 LIy

2022 N3t 9920 y111A 99fdlisren 9,8 qpar

277 O'Tat 2819ﬁ94 l333 3213 ﬂlgﬂf] 3220],’]97@"

5420 1JT9A 3434 inig! 35

U

Hra 381 2N - ""\Pl
].-JV¢58 oTxa 311 Stbpal 135 N 1542”,11?1 1542 iAanM2ax

174 1293 20'?  we 2277 |qpara 25°% 2ANI2 A
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Abgence of suffix (contd)

o [ ” ¥
Nu.b‘l(’ iy 13"§ IN@ 15'120790":3 2021 m?v‘l

7 B B0 R
22l aarmopt 2277 quvw 3 227% 127 2277\ AN

238 ihyT 23” alal 261%5119«:»3282 Aen3 281/?:«'2

2933 OO wh D

29

p5.2°Y ey 22T qpie 4% wanset gl Aaa 92617':.

:l.l19 A2 1423 U\ZDNI 1428 IAfINI 157 ¢IN=2 169 ',anrn

1622 AN Jw ],733 I'A'LS 1816 | wnN 2151\-:«;3 2].3‘1|':zcu2

261% LAATE 5207 18asn 32T raw 337 0pmn 330 e

With pronoun object expregsed by AN with suffix

}i;v.105 aAN INw@']
Dt.928m\~ Nl 11° goam qJIsh
Ao W T l
Gn.167 (Atwy 3
Bx,40%% Dawa3a
w1324 i~avr 2097 aisaaa

12 5

DE.18 QwHILh 272 Ortwy 3 2514 Ti9 P

(1) Yorm with il locale

Ins®
[ = Q
Gn.l‘zl) TA' 2 13‘{13«/5«»:1 159 AJh7 1510 anys 256 anTp
B 5o 5 y
57"6:7"’"7 $h 431);7::'73:1 4318 AR 452-’ R 48i;1.m o~

503 b s h




(1) {contad)
1‘5‘}:.419 nh'yen
26°0 ns10s
2712
5620 22159

Ah!

w6 pnarma

M.13°L 2a00

.
34

}}‘t.la? anw

2868

AL

ah s h
In MW X

Gn s1410
16

Dw

24 )’y
1

29 “jN
13°° o

22

Bx.1™" vtz

9 O'he

539 z;mr!

8

Lve5 'lé:'r-’")

m.art?  oew
3510 gow

Qt.419 o n e

215

Anpendix Ao

24 19

20 AP w23 AA*2
2635 D210k 279 7B A 2711 Dy
087 a1ma 280 grma 3627 asma
589 NIHA 3311 NJiog 3812 TIht
93'35 aNATh

-

14%% avaTe 343.1:123 C5‘S\346 A 6555)547 a7z ¥

547 21155 352 a221 350 am 352 a7i0%
5370 an

15° omen 19% aasa 20 ¢ow 2383 o

2445 'Y 2510 Da 98 Aa pa %imw
295 bw 324 g e 3724 a2 3828‘sm'ﬂw=
460 oma 4670 g 4P [BE 500 e

42 w7 o 610 pma oY asen
107 o0 1527 58w 1697 5 2170 oe

p9*? aw 9% ow 50! ou 30%° ow

2] 10?0 o«

3§9 0'3'14 3:‘554 0w 345 fﬂ! 345 a'

5002 anwa 310 oo
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(m)  Prepogitions

Difference

Gn.'?l ni 3w 1020 m.ug 1.95|-Zﬂ nnﬂ-l?_‘l“ 3.? AN 221?5:1 Ja Sy

257 s Iy 24t ana 3y 24783 w248 e f"?“%‘”"’ I

2521 e Sw :267 1AwN 3y 27 |.?rf WA 30-3-m S 30 '3?"1 Sy

51371513!!5 $u 31?’0*1\32 1y 32 -Fnrf 3;4 34 16 QY2 566 ¢IVh
570 vawd 3802 r1ad gott g3 S gt hoc aw g2t iua 3w
4221 u-Sy 4225'?‘” 33? 4'2281‘17!4 3y 43301‘aﬂ & 455?,1,-; 3;;

50167ou 3y 50%t,8 v
ixe 2]0 AR ?N ‘“[’10 ‘,.!93 85 9D .?N’ 8?‘1 ;7&:!:3 912} 123 3:9

1 ;

9%t o Iy 1007 i fu 1?3,, q?wm $9142 asn 3y 14%% a0 $
16?1 235 1694;‘7@” AN 16(; Pwhd 18?]36\?}: 3N1911'1:r S
19°%en $n 2026 13w 2571 22 3 06" %P 2621 qn 3

2613 s S 26%% 0wy I 28T e 3y 20%%hisp 3y 262%ay 3
Ojen 3y pol 16,12y Jv 303400 3y 34%3 00 393 3520
3‘611 7592 3919 ~zy §y 5k ga 3w
Lvalt? v Su % 48 2npa an 412 17 3 5T e S
59 v Jw g8 lmnv 3y @ g9 103 922 pyw Iy

lOsju ST 2‘“1]28 aJ\323h1151 KPS 1429|0 w2 1451}\':’1 Sy
1

\Jl3

1453 yo 3y 16?.)\":991 In 16”’ w30 S~ 18

anﬁlg 722 398 o aw 412 w1p Sw 4t Sy B gt 'y22

51 50 12 18
11 -m-f,q'z S 117 QAnann S 13 nen 3y 15 D'uoon:.l6 e

Sann Sy 25213?3

- 0 g 1
21:L 210 Sy 21"?4:11% Sy 22"8033: S 23"’;’32 S 23|~:§Tr" hev
259 ma 3 25anm? 3y 5147543 3~32134~W' $» 3554*,,/ Iy

3411 ;I"’\D gﬂ' 369 b A gl"
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(contd)

D152 ya+Jy Qo 3y (bis) 724 7‘193 g0 oo'Sn 112597'.193
13?‘3:* :t:zNA166 arpr= 20101')' 3y 20Mhy 2y 255 ¢ S
3245 nath 324‘6 35 3y 3528 xkd Sy

Abgenge
in 5%
tme22® a3y 22t3 A%y 39°

9 Az 450 apls

157;;,1427 -||A 1518 ogw 2313 Ion 2527a-.nz 2941 (AdS)
562 anw

IV e 807 $8a1 0@t 22711 26° 1 P 2640 Y

matt A 157 a1t a2t pare 2670 S8
2714 Non  0gll n

m;.é‘* —l'mn 1815 ‘{'m" 2219 .‘mgw 297 9303

Prepogitional phrase

Omission denoted

Gzz;.';?ﬁ)m3r 44? —B Dy ==

a3
Bx. 370 . e
p5.1°% an3 117 __ a3 17O pade 25t 2855_-")'3'

Tn M7 X

Gn.78 3:»! 144'w3m:zt 2423 AaR 2']5933"”9 2924—,7,79a.3
401750.‘1 39m 4221 AN 2 485 CLEEL 4925 $ynn

EXvQM Low I 55 oY h 12‘/!‘5 \‘»:wgm 1415'1&1!"3 153 -:mngam
10 TinEe .
17wty 3 3024{11p1m 27:'{-%\1;\' 3521 2926 i 3418 0>

3420 1122 3817-—;1:33 353

IN".61§ nnjng ]4Jﬁ OWwWND 2547 2@!)\3!

S T readings
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(m)  Propogitions

Absence (contd)
In 1 P (contd)

M,1%2 1523 4%? qews 920 9p0ma 1577 LE: 20?11

2227 103m 2310 Ayaap 2370 1723 2623)3”\3 264211793

26Mpa1 1003 28%%nba3 2874 0in3

295,11,15,19922925,28,31,34,38 19

anpad 3087 pr2a 3219 (9003
gt.f,a? W v 722 7'193n 1510 7':232 1514 RIY 1950‘7377 P
2919 nso3 “523 Qw2

Prepositional phrose

Gn.laf‘z?-fm 7hN'\193‘|0h) I‘AJQEITIS A3 297a:)3 e GA 415?§ e K
44311MN 131-.1473‘1-3~ 2ANIAT D Y n?3 488 73 n%%
50251:;3.1\:\! arh

Fxe13” 12 0ANS' 299055 w3n3 347348 1wal

Nu.24w-{3 A D o430 e 311553 1aa

(n) Definite Aviicle

n 8 ¥
A A AN

G~n.128 aaa 130

whn 619 Naa 711 @@ ;? 819 w b T
93 g?ﬂ 911 3!2/::7 91? apa 915 k¥ i 916 aJend

1410 gama 1516

veara 1928 amm 1933 waz 00lf oa
212 iwasa 219 % wana 2133 p3iva 227" adva 2049 Smswn
24650'.?"377 2727 Atle 7 3016 Niaa 3135 a'w 1 32120111.7
3227 mimm 3677 gramm 3710 iz 572920 28aa 38°% Wian

6/\['2”977 4155 3:>N7t 4148 z:ﬂfr 4154277;7

a0t? gya p?
4219 IANT 4'514 AN 44.8 qo02.7 4.715-703.7 47l6 709.7

8" w2 50%0 aadwa
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(n) (contd)

Bxe5  prgada 9?4 qma7 93?’ Nohat 10t qena 12% 0'wTn 7

C V1R
1‘346 YN 1425 nngan 1427 apad 1512 ¢I N7 18”’} 7

Ay
16 19b
o

| o4 A
197 ainen 1940 Aaswa 200920807 228 avava 228 oA

268 A19'1'7 285 aySian 287 gawa 287 qova 0822 INFEd
52t aidnna 33595080 35794580 357%0088ma 361 RN A
561‘5J\U’1'3 -3'?19 AN '382? T 382743':-::#7 3931y3u‘7!
398 TIDND 5918_/“5’?.1 3932 jowhn 402 [2¢na 4()6 jown
4029 ,wnn

Lv.‘§6a-h§'wn 4t parnw 42 owya 431 alna 6% avpwna

'614 N2 1R 3 79 AN2xnh 7 724' ;’J:)Nghi? 727 w7 1127 73-17!

78 yara 11421333 (49 1240 As a0 1248 woga 137%y09m

10

11
22 '35 1715 @I 23 NhY R 23190'!:2(»'.7 2328-@-:1::.1

15
0430 qwa 267 ditm

Na# "{8

ot

1\111'.149 “gn 4 2 o271 1132 oI 125 |J>'7?

20 8

16°% wan 19

w' VTl 2015 D'YsAT 21 o1 219 @'Vl

23_29 ‘YR 241 o'wpln 2514 frhcu'rr 2716 w2 2718 eV
20%  yen et wrnn 284 awa a9l piapn 29%2.ga0m
3119 yaja 5126 annn 3233 Awjna 3511 ng 361J\|:.nf7r

Dt.4.320'31w'ﬂ')71441 Lrwq 442 ny N 4.47 whwq 1112 21ed

a'JIdhd
154 aden 151t prama 1814[11'»9?“ 2172 pra 24" Cprart
51:5 =Y 31-7’ nay i 5210 nRThA 5213 ¢ 5220 [P
52%0 onwa 337 oy 5stT gan 5371 v 5320ven
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(n) Definite Article (contd)

M. gy 70 aea 80 wra 19 aw 21®8 s

" 202 jawt %2 qar 4227 qaw 45° 2o
5011 5””

Bx.50 ors2d 12° aaw 1388 aas 1320 qam 1322 @y
1625 p2 2224 gy 2535 “an 2'{1 n2rh 2915 AVAL®
2954 P2 343 ap=! 3635 ADI 9 5820/\”!\' 3824 297
391? AIARY

Lve2? Aapn 6° npR 6 0'n 3w 146 o'k 1422 1aei

1582 qamt 2327 gaon> 24t0 Jwne

RIS

Nu,915 @'dt 157" pivy 1}528 Iy 1913 oTnN 221,333' oy

3128 AIND 3’:136 | 3138 par 514 paw 3220 I

347 ¢

D5.24°% Mo 210 aaet ogtl qaw
(o) AN _Accusabives
In s 1
Gn,29 33 atrd 219 3> 1,117 aw' 89 17 ¢ 117 ND w

18 w137 ave 1422 4 150 1haan 16t ine

1677 e 37% s 18 a0 weThen 1997 e
193‘8 th e 207 N wp 2110 AP AN T 2214 o w 254‘ AP
{3 g - .
24.)6 o T 2795’ 202 2952 15w 293’3

208 an 3L
50 thw  507F a3ty snt? 3o 3414 qaa 3508 1w

th w 308 12w

10 23

3670 hwn 38%0 vz 3870 e 20"t oion g2%Bew

a -
1}.21“’ 2w 4.2253.7'90:: 4426 Iz 4817 7!

X g T readings




(o)

AN Accusative
n 5 1T (contd)
Ex.118 2T 210 Ihw 216 Ny 421 3> 61 e
714 DY 719 1on 719 Al 616 ‘hy 95d 2277
10° ey 10?7 g1 107 1 1228 aen
1629 Naw T 194 N N 2522 3o 2551 a7 una
2677 |ndwr 287 Atve 9§39 Asaww 2921[ \aa
- 112
2939 ot 3014.An|71\ 5118 ‘Jw 322 ‘hri
5089 01 3an 7 50T A 3940{ n-l';,:: 40°2 AT
Lvel? 17 ‘52 T 417 o 424 7 428 \1209
55 N N 123 Swa 1515 D@2 1710 119 191571\'17)
19 518y 1927 ano 20%0 Alny ,?_15 e 297 aisn
Nu.1325 yALANL ZI.ES4 1127 p 1551 )N 18261\13171\ 1828Ahl'n\
197 1w 198 Vw2 226 e~ 4 ay3a 2414 nNeo
252 1win 27 o 5127 antna 308 7801 368 ASar
p6.2% yse 117 yiar 1211 e 1284 35 192 e
1231 3> 1412[3,:‘:;,% 14 ;1N‘1"l 1416 oD 1417,A~?n
14 71'onn 14 {f,?:;": 14" thw 1424 ihw 152
165 1he 161 e 228 e 251) gar 962 ke
2812 bk
In 11 1
a7 e 2128 yze 335 1oy 0 oe gyltananw

4679 714v

Appendis A.
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(o) AN Accusative (contd)

In M 7 (contd)

E::«:,-B?’ 0'Y1I194 0 929 ‘DO 271 narhb 3320 70 5523 0>
54150:?"7“"‘” 36351\9'19
LV.19 33:’7 821 DY 136 Qi1'a 1447:'13:. (5@2110 \T

221% e

Nu-48 72 113}4 0w

2 new 158 1 5t

DE.8 77 2629 7>

(p) Residuum, unclassified further

Gnal'Tl? NANB 231 AND 244 ‘aN ‘> 2421 n'$sa

2724 pana 380 pewn @ ynwan 4420 15 5057 13" A
Ex.114 AS D 1231 a>*' 1> 2526 YeRial®
LV-58 llfa‘r‘ﬂ 1813'3 adan 2318 aYyaw 2322-13173

2,{],6 ‘Aw ?77 AN @Y

I\Iu.BZ)S ‘b ?3 D'iw

(11) Abnormal Constructions

S Uongtruciions where no cogent reason can be edduced

in favour of SMor T

Absence of apocopation in Impf. or Impv, in S #

tn.1%?  pan 132 aaa 0012  gaya 5628 graa

3727 AraTA 4433 ﬂg)" 4917 ata’

Bx.57% an~' VB 1080 qvar 347 ana
e ,
Tve 62 {m,,.t MSS 'ig 107 AAwA 24") k]
ny
kg 2 . : ' Yo
Nu-filg{ﬂ“,z Mss 'lglgl T AIA 1335& MARIPR] 282{!{@“‘ tss - ‘IS

34° s 56° iy

pt. 24 Ty 288 g




Appondix A.
(i1)
e. {contd)
With Way (Yand®)
Gml?? a5 MSS)'BY an~t (& Mss) ig 4nh-| (3 mss) 19 sy aay (18 MSS)

10

244‘6 AAwN I 2115,7',7,\.(:5- nss):::éa Ly (B hSS) 317 NN

15

Ex.ﬁj aNINI g Ao

LV.QG AN o 923 '-“J-‘ " 1524 ﬁ'“!\l (“-i- NSS)
Eu.1619 AN 177 AN 206 AN goliqawat 23 aSymi
2316 wapi

'.Dt.Ql N9l 2% rRERL 233 FEXR 51 11931 318 AN

915 A1oN Y 916 ANt 100 peINt 190 alye 107 21 oW
5115 N
(2) Voriants conmsisting o f constructions not found
gloewhore in “Samaritan . Pentateuch.,
(1) In M 9@ of Hebrew Bible
Outside Pentateuch
52 10 Arﬂp
(n.19”° (Jn.9"") 03 91 (verbal form, Jn.94 Zp3 )

2e Differences of Grammoar with diverge nee. in sensc

F e e A e e AR b S0

1. Doctrinal

(1) Controverse regarding Gerizim

V6.3552 ay2a __.aa 3310 g




A s N
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(L) Controversy regarding Gerizim (contd)

s Py {( aar ) naa enN

Lo

MT_ ( aar ) Noar e

Dt.12° 124t 1944 1218 122}
1226 1473 14°4 1427
150 16° 16° 16/
16t 1612 1616 17°
1740 18° 26°

(2) Other Samritan beliefs and practices

(1) Unity of the deity

Gn.zol3 avana ’3153 bow:! 357 3311
Ex,228 Yyt

(ii) Avoidance of anthropomorphismn

Gn.16%0 ann 16M amnn 2492 awa 25l e

Ex. 3424 AIN 23

(iii)Resurrection

o 219 5
(Tn.j T.’ > 15 4:
(iv) Legal enactment Lv.6  Dt.le  Q2awya |'=a
ii. HNon-Doctrinal
SETasoer e

A e

(1) Variants where there appear to be cogent reasons
in favour of S 1T
An asterisk denotes ST is supported by LXX.
W T readings are difficult in grammor and/or sense,
gomnetimes to the point of unintelligibility. They
are normally attributable to the typical causes of
scribal error

L 31K ekl 3 3
Gn.,11 : Ng ' 1b AN 187 \naYA 18 Q>1aY
25287 \qiy 5020%  pua
1.0%

Bx 1707 treapa 1t per e (i)




Avpendix A

m.520 e 16tT jawa 2329F paw

Dt j24§+ Ab

(2) Varianis where there appear to be cogent reasons in
favour of M ¥

(i) Buphemism in § T

Lv.15t00%4  aeew
{ii) liore common form in § T
Gn.2420 Alpw :1' 5038 ALp@la

(iii) Coxrection by § T

Ex.56 ’I'J\D.N

(3) Variants where there appear t0 be no cogent rcasons in
favour of § ¥ or 1M 1T

(1) Attributable to tle typical causes of scribal error
16'5('

en.2°4an 30m g 56* i1 Som1 14.12* 73‘! 17 1'A392al
, 2436* AATPT 2712 AN 5151 ANTY 3513"" DApPOSTI
3483 wnt 4678 nav 46l niaae

wx, 187 (P2TE)  yaway

1ve1920  Ani

Ma3” '3 189 gnraan 9o?TH a3y
(2) Not belonging to the above type

Gn.a? DTN 225 QTN 38 oI~ 425 Ny pry

9 o 14 annp 9P anep 3096%asa 2179 ey

58 2  Mapat 38%7 Mapar 3830%Napar 4135 qan 1157 % s a

1323% aorman

EX.?E{T P'T?ﬂ

w.21?7 ‘w2 23?1 pra~

Vi % .1 5% *
Dt-4)gn")ml ay1r;1114 »15 IJ\JI ]_79 {wn 1




111. Bifferences of Yocabulary

vt X s v s . v ey
N, AR A Fea

1. With agrecement in sonse

i, Substitutions

(1) Pure synonyms

(1) Common words

ae. Common for rare word (

Ex.54 ] TYYIDA / (Y1924
74 orovsens [ pesea
LI TRV R A AT
27t as' [/ nav

Lv.2634’35 Arwy / Ahw:a

W.34?  oviow [/ ovioa
1122 S0 [/ S
5522 jer1m [ 1n1a

.62 1-1.13 / 11.13

Apnend

Car (s = @

ix A.

B

. b

g
1533516
279
2132
2643
1117

5024

g4

3071 o' Sana / PP ERETE

Ypeading is given first

PO @n 2 /a'u:uu al
At /o
ast [/ aa
aor [ a3

7harn / AHhwi 2
wSsnt [ wSsm

DJJNSr?) /o.: N:s«g

1-1:!‘.:. / 71'?!2

b. Words suggesting miswveading,miswriting, or mishesring

in ST oer M ?

Gn.??lz’ 7#/ 1
476 w'x |/ @t
Lv.ﬁ” NN / 2

Nu.i’)z)a wTpd /m'r?/::r
229 ‘b/ a1 bh

D‘t.?.'g N1l5A / NS A

18

33

2833

0ide ) afw

1036 aawIh 2t / Tnzat

w N;T / owNT




C.

RET .
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Words in identical or similar contexb

P
Gn.7 (6

19

5 9

\ 7] . 7 ) ;7;2?.7!

nx, 2510( convenbtional formula)

8 .
7 (conv.form.) a1l /""’”" '714(0011'9".:{‘01‘1‘:1.)
18°%(18

ae

2520(5610) Wi S 7aN

26

5,5,6,17

(363'0)

NoT /

JTA@NI @'~

YA Ny

19274 /

N / Rl Y

22
) dv1aw n”m/?'wy-? w120 (conv.form) Ty / W

/ 1'an SN w'w

AN SN apw / AN SN awn

4 &4
26 (later in vex*se)m:znnz/mznz 30" (conv.form.) =27t [anm

12
31 {(conv.form.)
379 (56
Lv.59(5Ls5:445)

ta~n S A /

sy
@
1274 [ 36 (conv.tornt. )

'O [rew 55(1ate:? In verse)

t a7t /:")brl’l

Py SN et

Mg / DeaNt

57(51L) arwn/ yan 1858(13%4) pasa/ yasa 198(199 ) aes/ als

Nu.zél:lo(z?.aa’%’%) 0'327 [aayo Bﬁl(emv.fcrm.) 2T / SLA
o8 conv.form,)  n2TY / pei 2718 conv.form.) nat [Ane
29%(2g%1%Y) jney [ qas 50°(30" ) i~/ oz
3518(5516,1’7) o’/ I~

6.5 % iz, 20Y7)  taan Jaman 160mx.8%) a7/ paey
d. Words which do not belong to aony of the above types

Gllnlglg?' 0wondra [ owinNa 34:50 2161 [ b 1N
2460 [t2 v / |'N I %3651 a3 / [r11n3
51°°  Amse o/ aasnn 5% ganz /s
4222 *AR T /'-"""” 4535 o'gn §IN / 0'1¥ h

Bx. 11$ ERE /D"‘:srn -(Zn 210 Ny / 73 a
p?t A2TL [ And gt AapNt [ AT
1629 Aaew [ovawas pgd 5> [ 3o
26 o [/ N 26°° e[ Y3
opld Aano3tL [/ r,no.?t 40%% awa /oAt




~de (contd)

L‘szg nipn [/ pwn
818 wa'l /;pp't
1M v [ aes
20"“2 N2TA /wmv/\
2117 w'and /:v“:pn?)
2624 ax | g~
9529 7n / ',m'

e 2007 e [ aca
2019 ac w [ oaar
o4'? aar [ aar
2627 _Igur | a3vara

])1;.136 ‘o [ new
62 N [ A
1221 | Pcag / are 3
‘212 T Hoewt /7'09(01
24?’ 2l [ wwa
3121 ARTIN G /gnpl,v
3239 ‘Jfrll/ SV

Voriotions in Vivine Namo

Gn.“(l o'ﬂgﬂ /;uil' 79

S’.'():"‘f‘3 av:p.?n/ /m.v« 284

517 ata [ aradw

aiae [ aradw

31

Cm A W "

Appendix A.

Sy / Dl

127 12 P.!3| /,’]:2 ?:Z W

1440 niv [ aws
'2027 N / ‘o
20°8 Al /'JO—’ 7
2522459 1R/ T
ool? 01 [ ava
2330 Nt [ ke
2428 oy [ yw
27° DARIL [orrava
217 P / 32T
118 p'ez [ prory
1474 |oe s [ are3
0120 ‘wred [Pl
2827 rANVAN K
30t4 Ann [ ala
5520 axt / e[N

1422 pialwa [ atas
gt/ o adw 317

6 qiae [/ aalde

aiar [orade
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Variations in Divine Name(contd)

Ex.54 oad~v [ v 6° plae / araSH
930 niat /0’:"’»2«’" 102 Qo ala ia / aiat
155 —lrﬂg‘,\// v 18 A 1511 7',‘7‘?” / ,7’!7'

Nu.10+08 atae [/ o> ase 9% o8y [ a7
2526 oSN / 272

D1 el w3 ) a3 1843 asalde aae / 2
321 2130 /93',7f/v e 612 ‘l'ﬂjﬂ NI K / aa
518 T::.?ﬂ aae [ wa 95 M /Tngw e
1043 ']':lgw par [ A 14% Tnfal pae [ A
15% T:??N mar [/ 162 7-,1% aa / ata’
1612 7.,,;,, Jt / it 1710 T,—,fN 20 / aea’
1612 «I.;,],./ aac [ plar 2324 31213 / 7':73” ma s
2859 at2ln / A7 308 7!;7.?;-« 07 / 213

( ii). Uncommon Words.

b Late

Gn.122 1z / 7071 1414 erl / P
17% vz /o 1821 7ApYs 1A /;M?,,.-_,,
2460 AV YY 0729 - ;f'-n“‘ffﬂm~~, b4,
302t a0 17/ armea

1,169 vip f aa 0412 tat [ e

542 ~r.71/ vl




G.

d.

E}:.'?gg('?
83,14

(2)

230,

Apnendix A,

Words sugeesting misrveading, miswriting or
mishearing in S T or M %'.

/ Ts 2ol
’(g-y/\/l /73)"1\':

/ a1

’{s"yr/
Lred
ara | 507 Jazte [z
AID97 / ADDTA
Words in identical or similar context.

ll) / aﬁ'bzz
/ at'b 32

O/l a32

-(,?ll) At oLI3z

o

(1) Common Words

.

EX . 4:1::
23
Lv.10°

Ce

Words supggesting misreading, wmiswriting or
mishearing in ST or M ¥.

ar an [ 'n 1859 3n [ w3
S~v [/ M3
n3 ) Sw

Words in identical or similar context.

en.565(59°) anvn [ an

Ex.lalz(l"lﬁ) raprTad / gt S

Nu.iﬁg(‘ém, alf) YIRS / ANR
5550 ( 35 5%) Aok | msaa
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d., VWords which do not belong to any of the above types.

Gn._.?éB NonND Pl /s A

lé:x.1527 013z / 0wl 3231 7 a /NJN

5418 12 /a2nz eTna
IlViSll Ps.l / al@l
Mu,11°7 aaw /[ any

1)1}.256 A A N AN X) 3115 a.‘l/ DAN
ii. Additions

(1) Pure Synonyms

(1) Comnmon Words

ae« Stylistic supplements in $ 7T

() Ixplieit subjects or objects

C
(}n.141)0711:.r~f AN 712‘/lﬂbﬁ2'llﬂ19 a2~ 2§ / A

?

213057!1214 NANY / 4 21359373,\1 yb / \

2

29¥2apy adn [ W 357 gl (AN / [AN

5629 1oy o070 98n [ n

Bx. 27 isN 13 / '3
51 092 ortsw /oswy
159 qwh pret /N

Lv.58 \n27 ’Dghl/ f
1497 (7o rww/ ‘I

/

‘N}.:..?Z']:'3 JJran AD / [

«,36 9979 Az 15y / “

1319 qorr yraew /
?1830 ﬂllhg / Ig

12l qava 2y /b

3)%.1423 T;‘).?N A o=z / Ga2




(b)

3613
477

Ex.75 fgwau R ' hY

(¢)

Gn.12°

14

Womde in apvosition

2414-0?72N AT ANy
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I)'t.zﬁl? (440, 62, 2845 ) I'Atshit / L'bownr i

d. Yords which do not belong to any of the above types.

EXO:L?E _A'.?yﬂ 'ﬂb-; / ,'0'7 ar f3 2135 'ﬂﬂ/ ':»_7 et

or e B'ITN I8fepT AngaN e 6 3
26 ) W’Ps Q' D'IIN "It TﬂNﬂ 226(30 )AT?TI AIDDT 1D A7
1~ 7 TN A P nan ATY T 3y new~

o0 emcu forraya o 28t @fie Jyam o

,2825 /uy:w,v/ ‘7 we 2335 NIspP / 'P '@
4

29gf Atsh [ |pea oaen p

ot Spewa [ 3 arsne sat 1209 /[ar 1200

o kO ' v Aen) 'y 11 . o' 1inyit
50 0w / 387 o> 0Tl 50> pa*ptwl

597 12an / o> N 592¢  Suyma fraeia 33

3925 O 7h¥2a / AR R 1A= atinyo i

y = ’
Lved! nrx /o av 17t0 ava / awr @

29 18
223] Q.AN/;H,T’ N DAV D QwN3 /lﬂ.’)'.'? ‘?N ,3 183 1hya !2/ ta

4

Wa.26%7  1v33 [ 1»3a3 2 ag? |pear [ aras ‘2

547 N'ﬂ':Nl /,"It.’l‘ \]93 l'
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Appendix fLe

(contd)

Dt12?  avawd [ and 09 2/ aapds a2
421 n$23 [ '3 yzen 2312 v [ 14 W
2418 “]'ngﬂ | awenr W 0422 Trén [ niws3 o
2gld wed [ So w mw,g 1aw3305 ahwatt [ RO

15 ‘193 ora 3 20 42t /.‘ITTI 22T
sty 1038/ 2275

o¥y13 [ovardr a3 = aba3/ 113y '3
Included under this heading: additional 3> in i %

Gn.gt? Sy th‘}i?/ Y wnnr 353429 powb /) b 35

: 4151 Say /'y 3>

EK.924 o'Ivha /ONEH (N $o2 9‘25 aren  gawz [ B g foa
118 avaenz Joasn g B3 5024 aipaa Jorpha 352
5524 AonSA3 /J\Dﬂgb 553 5932 ren> [ Aen 350

w112l yar /1 32

Nu.12 ATy / I.Y .?D . 1918 o' 33 1 / rl_' 39
305 MTe N dAraonNt ﬁ“l’" aow 3—7’ "5152 25F / 'r j::
D'ﬁp526 ‘Argh / ‘n _?3 262 ‘1o / o 9o

‘2826 7153/ 7+ $53 3245 02T / ’;r 3>

Differences of vocabulary with divergence in sense

1. Doctrinal

(1) Controversy regarding Gerizim
17b

Bx.20 See above, p.l09.
Bt.ﬁlm?see above,n.109. 11599m Sn r-hm/mn-274 0'7'I2 / $2y

(2) Qther Samaritan beliefs and practices

(1) Majesty of God
6

Gn.481

Ex.155 7123 / @'N 3428,7”?‘ 105 / " ay

7.?1:,7 / 7:\!313,7




Appendix A.

. (1i) Avoidance of anthropomoxphism

Ex.2517 ’-“q;-, 3423 lmr’n / I'l/‘/ﬂ

“wﬂ )
IRUFS: AT A I3
3424 Mm% (16 muss) / A3
(iii) Day of Vengeance end Recompense
A
Dt.3227 2113 [/ 3
(1V) Legal enactments

Ex.2l.28 ahaa 3> N ..,,u,/ ‘s 2133 PY Yk So -n/m/ -

o135 Amaa 3> N ww [ ¥ 350 S5 oan i Ja¥n/ A

005 anma S5 1 aw [ b o34 2572 $> 1w aal o
2128 aanan [ ey 21 PRAAN [ rwn (bis)
?128 ’ !
Nu. 31 Aanan Soni lﬂgn / ]

1)1;4223' anaa $a AN N '-‘""/"-'—‘ 224 nh1a .?:./\N IN l")lca/ ‘>

(V) Veneration for religious loaders.

.h"‘x.l&iz T pwas3 ARG / L
/
' N OYION
(ﬁrl.qg? OPN TN / "

(Vi) Genealogies of patriarchs

Years.
Gn.518 ’ 62 \g*"}';"
519 | 785 g Jered
520 847 )
525 67 )
526 653 ) Methuselah
521 720 )
520 55 )
5?0 600 ) Lamech
571 655 )
11'2 135 )
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Anpendix A.

(V1) Genealogies of patriarchs (contd)

Yeard.,

en.11 1300 ghelan
119 503)
1116 134) s
1117 270)
1118 130)  peleg
1119 109)
1129 132)  pew
111 107)
1123 130) Jerug
1127 100)
1l§i 79) Nahow
11¢ 69)
1132 145 Terah

(Vii) Sectarian opposition

Gn;}SlB a'n'1a [/ |'h*3 and the other occcurrences::

Gn. 3554 g2136
434215,16,29,34
4422 4512,14,(bis)
4619921 2927

Ex.ls _

Nu.136'57 222(bis)
790 10%4
137 0658939,41
3421

D272 3512

b330 R LA &5
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Appendix A

ii. Non~ doctrinal.

(1) Variants where there appear 4o be cogent reasons in
favour of S ¢

Substitut%ons

M T readings are difficult in grammar and/or sense,
sometimes to the point of unintelligibility. They
are usually explicable as due to the typncal caunses
of scribal ervor.

n.245%%  a21na [ enan  3a2a14* 12 a1y [ azy
4628 awad [ ana3d 4721*;,«-,:_,;3 ING TRy /’~ ~tava
507 (1hber w3 /3 D1y 3

sx. 57 potora [ poona 14%9%  sower [/ nor
1421 o'you / arold 1522 amar / el
165 aga | N 9321 A [ aka
402 AV DD /’ ADID 7

Lv.2530 anrn 13 /

Nu.227" ppy 192 | ny "2 2417 1PpTP! / vt
2gt4 jrr [ v

D520 pen [ rea 39047 03> / oh >

Additions

) Words appear to be missmng in & ¢
8
Gn.d~ p7e7 a>53; l'nW/ w 25 oAt YWl

27?T* N3p mrwa [ p1w 5133% Loq |23 / 2

I

566 l)’JD §IVh /?'Ml St 4148* yaeir ' ‘a

Z20B%  @'NT 12 yan't ] 4 .
+ TnSNS Nnrv/ ”4716 nad 033 / 053

tu56* REI A / o=
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Additions (contd)

A AT P W

/
ia159% ginay 3 a8 [ 3 AL IR VERNEV Y, / 7

orawnt 3Nre] en Sanws ’
1224‘0'*'§~’N= 12¢¢ vow faMgra 12 @lpaddt pevp oaln3d | '3

Q' Y¥h §adal |yrd ’
.:3924"!‘ rTea wu.,'/ ,h 4017'3' QIYhn DAN.?3 D'JWH/ n
I.\Iu.23m+ Svrwt AYacs R aso ‘Al / /s yam AN 90N
'Dﬁ.3215+ lhfo' ya ey apy’ o / jpewt

Omissions
G11¢5616 DAY 2 1l3ar / oAY 2 1&# mp 7:3;4

' ws orre a'aled
Ex.2219 le X ¥ 1Y n-nf,ug / 1723 ata*3 7, $.1-1

e N 1oy

et van3 [/ o243  ayna u23
(2) Yorionts vhore thowe appear to bo cogent reasons in favour of
¥ T
Svbstitutions
(1) Buphomistic words
D251 1nwaa / tveana pgf0 asw! / 71 32 cat
(11) More common word
tno12° (3aT* /181t of Potermonn, p. 21.
2116 '“’h‘—"/ ‘IALAD 496“ ~ / a0
2™ bey2 / mgcf.Peteringxin, 50°0 ‘hr2 / o2 3y
Bre2™ iy | tnane - 2% pamps / aapes
6? ANPI | Apds

IN.1551’52 AN DB /J\')Nhn 1444 ANY AL /J\wwnn
}.821(0:‘;‘ 2K 2310) Traval / “rayad

2225 O Aftlen / DARGH %21 I N2A / LanNA




Appendiz A.

(.L.i.) Contbde

Nv.'.ii% o [ gopl 6 MEwn [ pAren

112 $st ) Qenn 117% waw't [ 1neey

' e [ e ap3? ya ) by
gAYy ma L. I / QA¢d2 -~ . |I$7

T / aanna 2g” 1 ow3 / anel

At [ an agt? e f J?

(1i1) Words) in identical or similar conboxb Y
18 oa, Y0 2300 Ziax cau fary ay ama w2 s W3
Gn.lﬁlg(lff D11 ") Sr1ad im v oaen ABTNL A5pY1 TKTO ADNI
: 1IN 07 191 A 21 yo3 TY O'ast

1% (%) Aven [ aerw 100085 Avew /ey
2420(2418) TYIA] / IYAL 24?’8(24‘4‘) N o /ﬂ_? o
245 (24%9) 1153 /85 30801392 Y115y R frpy S

3149(3145.51;52) FEREL / AD¥ATI
56714920515 17549y rdari [ Apea
4]‘3,4 (4119,20,27) AP / ApTI
4127(4123),«5'1w1 .MP-:nﬁwwﬁ?w,;?,lil(ﬂrgl%?ﬂ) "(mV.’f/ N
4322(4312,15) 171p3 / 13770

Tie 10" (2042) 11 /oraes afeia®)  Aee favae
20%(0t.5%%) ~ne st 328006.9%)aubs serafapa 1
52°2(32%7) yius [/ ¥

war? (St aae [ orsan
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(iii)(contd)

Nu.148(21Y)  ovaanve [/ ooar 213 (211%) Sain [ awn
2151(2125) VIV2 / 443 3353(3352) 'AOT /‘J\Q"T‘
25t ( 23°) awy /  arz 23%(an.16") nent [ oap
25é( 855) Q' GIN AN LT AN ' pym rean Soan ap

MysL 3323 o--thym/ S DA ypian
pei”® (210RL ) avi [/ e nm e

1‘1’4(Nu.14:4=5) ‘I3 om 'Pgnﬂ.nl/wnﬂnleé(mx'lzﬁ) QNI T ' /:r::y:z.

o : 0'A2 Mw2 ¢nd aN'> oAy arpo3 2!
831{"(1417.1516) | oari iamw,-r N2 /f GhwT MADlL D'H =
32°%(nx. 12%m. o) LY I B Ratc

Additions
Word(s) in identical or similar contex

a ) at end of verse

parallel to framework of genealogy of Chapter V. S0
also with verses 13,15,17,19,21,83 and 25.

1 29
1177(17) 2931 At e ANE [ nwn 1AS5 v awr
o2~ Ae~N LAL3SD 1J2 ohan

[T NiaJi

8014: (8016) 709 q?ﬂ-‘]?n'g‘y / -{gb'\RN

Ex‘ﬁzo(ﬂt}.e2659) OAAN  D'IB Arl ;7@5 /';Ia-vn

T @y f N 3oa : 3 3
10°(1017219) ’ 7;2377 o 3o J\Nl/ §Ia 2T AN 21

1018(1015) 97 19 3> / ‘> 112(1_133 1335) nnSer 2ar / T

L4

2017%(Dt.5%L) 1w /A

A
ART ANL DIANT AN 1IYI0a AN vpygo AN AT AN
NAV STIDTT ANL P@ AN ANT "Aaa AN

o1t ANtL Ml
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Appendiy A.

Additions {contd.
o 4 @ .:\)‘flm |PaAINI J\jDJ\ ‘1A Aredi
B 277V {28%, 287 wTp2 012 AMwd e

{immediately after verse 19)
2 ) . : '
28‘30(2*719")"““’ DDA ANI DOINIT AN AN / JAAATI

2659 (50B4ren wer rse [/

. 175177 P o veade [w2nz1 P (218%) 1ny D5 am rem A fﬂwo/’v
2220( 2057y 0a8m wis ) N ??55(”*’3“?') w213 ren [ aTa
?gﬁa(prxlf’} 2713 hew /1:;1:4 o (?93’3’) o 3N qun /]
232122%%) i wis [ 16( P2y i 783n /"

3%23?’(,?\528} Sitam |95 /113‘1 3?35(3534) pae' onv [ W
D‘Baﬁlg(ﬁgl) Jwav| Qp'Jon i aimw ! /a’.?',mn M1 ael

115w, 1658)  papd  oww omwa 3o A o5an [ as32n

Longer Passnges

Incorporations of passages Trom parallel narratives

B, ppa Lo e L 5ES=3L
1010b 16b~8
1216b 120b=282
199D 12753
144ia 142

tu. 10100 16b-8
1250 120b=-23a
15990 1 27~53
1afe 142

1449 S T adds Trom Dbt.1%
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s fsines
+

T0.20'P w 324e20 (omitting 325%) 226
21128 - 29
21133 - 2177-19
01218 2425
21%%% 5 aado from DE.2%T

Senw: ]'r* o~ N3 73:4 -{?bw 772
20 . g3l
272§h

.25 & mu.20-7-18

Substitutions of passages from parallel narratives for a shorter

originaly
%:.1825 adds o liFA A e Dt.li"ﬁ-la
mae?® 8 .. W3 61 wp 28200
; )
Omissions A
10 (i) Attributable to typical causes of scribal
Nu.25 2?’ v Moy "B / Ny 21 m 1’ ETTOT .

Z{}t.an 0 pi1¥> o0 gN  1Ren’ OiND>

omitted at begimning of verse. Homoiotelenton in ST -

‘ verge l@ ends with O'pry>
Ex.l‘?l6 NDD ‘o> 5~ 'AARTI ‘ty / ac AdhIe Y

(ii) Wq;gf?ﬁ.(a) in identical or similar conbtext.

ML2152 06a37)  am Jrua awe W

v5e34” (il 10MY 2ovmr awa [ 7 307 (ena35*®  pp,1124) omitted in ST
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Avoondisx A

(3) Yarianls vheve thexe appeax $0 be no cogent reasons in favour
of &5 T or M T

Substitutions

(1) Attributable to the typical causes of soribal error

Gn.tlfﬂ,l‘d""' ?1'1/ pal 1510

‘”A:/"Ma 16%° :13/ ~3
‘ +
3'3100713'“1\"! /rnﬂyb'12213+ aanN [ ~an 235 N3] a3

2% aer /o P 3030 MY 33

o7 ATINA [ 1n 50° AV L 507% W3 )43
: _‘433“ .!N"')"'AA/ [N AA 4910 |~f;7 /1'3,h
w3ty mi da fadi 5% 1ven [leya pott }’3/1" 3

12 CAAD /mn' At qdTH nl?hﬂ/j\lﬁ’nﬂ’ 151’21 '1;2/;1142
é?af?- Ihy LY @ Belﬁxmy .?up/mw ';7

r:

347 W3 ) w3 36° )QD'I/N-g:'I

Wt gre / g 153%:‘;mrm/o)nrm 1925q‘o~n§/7'om3

+ & Tl bn ARz
1311.518"3‘9"‘5'2g.-,,v,,;, 'n/o")n 2 %339 qr olypaka fon 0wnbaT

o' ¥k a5 2m2
1418 '3/ ~3 182 1ren: [ 121w
2l® a1 [ yor 26X no fiams 24P aac [ aar
D262 fi13 pnna /312 pomai BEE%M rbn3/"} 'nn3t3229 ~3 / 13
32333 R I / NroN 3532”‘ 1AM / anst
557 aam an [/ aaa Jd 5432 anoma [ aouna

(11) Ocourring already in identical context, and equally suited
to ibe

611,261 172y [1502 293 o*s’v‘ﬂ [/ onmtya 298 D927 /0Ty
;‘364‘5n;\n 9wn3/é.mw,,§574+,.m $on /pm# 'n '5915 12 f S~

Iiv.211+ 1209pA [ 170 pA 93'*’ FEA / 2 244 apa 1Y /1-[:.1\
26%° g7 / ¢IN T

1P oamasld / onaw A2l 192 11"/ i $at
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Appendix A.

~.

(1i1) Yot belonging to either of the sbove bypes.

Gn.22+ ‘Ww 7 /')":wn 2634 na / ‘ANA
EI:.QJ.EO Alh! J\m/bp.r' opi 21_21 YYL / op*

2250 -’?wﬂ / 23:3 ,
512 3ot qAd Janmi qTRY I3 /|:. woyit Pant e f

235 Vamt JAnPAz yamt' paem
o4 orzam [/ nasa oo cAwrTsr [ wtral
soldt  Lpyid /fmw'f‘

Nu.106 NI193 / A2h'A 215“‘ | IANS I /lm'ffﬂ
243 tany [ INsin

Additions

(i) Attributable to the typlcal causes of seribal error.

\‘:'1')_.2011 'J\"‘”f" hde 'J‘N_" vy /A'VJN ’543‘16“"‘ /Vg ‘:,|-’13N / ;’V
RX-.BQ]"% 72N 7277 / w
Inral9.20 Ant N3 13 / IARIY N3

(1) Word(s) 4n identical or similar contexb.

Gn.lﬁal"' g ANE '@ 3ad

,,17-':‘- z
Exa30t ‘waraa craom [/ 4 7 waran o [

e . /
1’55 ‘AN A TND T Hhﬂm/'mﬂm 2752-»‘ rwava ARl / !

. b ] N e
el .m.Nn ”"."3 A {\m;: 7"’"":’ At 1Y At anpa vgyad 7 | 19300l N7
33 PIDAL C@AYAT CARD Aﬂﬂl34 ) s

soratay tind ‘T2 1 PIDA1 @A [ oy tAn i
0" 1 totRtAal tact 'oiarty i

26420 w2027 e [

(1i1) Not belonging to either of the above types.

!
en 2?4 onpgen am [ rai 332‘*' prY S yanew /7

59l wstt oun /[ ern 45264+ I IV /

18

420 yrw aya | ‘a

(%
251) At end of verse:
ANAYIL Now AATD ANT ey '>
apyt 'a3~n3 'R

24.1 INAANI ')1’«’)'3N Mracan /Nm-:m 249 YAt vtySa mn-zm/ﬂm':m

2
)Q r
327 Nw aANbR / n
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(111) (contd)

‘'~

51154‘0.«"0:' 7n3 / g

Omissions

(1) Attributable to sexibal ervor.

5 ! 4 ’ ;7 -AN/ 17/\’7(7/
1)1:.,3.4.1*"" TN AN INTZ AN / w2l A

(11) Oceurring already in identical context or equally suited to it.

Gn.5139+ 7N / 137 w?:x_j\ ffa

30
Nu.35*’9 weh / A e
A3 N adrgal 4 P
Del.199 ¥ 26 oiew N“?‘/ ! 911 Ans3 /a'.rz.«r:r J
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APPENDIX B.

Additional Paper on two Samaritan MSS.

1.

ifacsimile of photograph of a portion of a Samaritan Pentateuch

Scroll in Nablus.

Lv 15° ga'3w = 160 .2 Sv ~go

The pﬁétograph. which was in the possession of the
late Professor John Garstahg, was of a MS affirmed by the
Samaritans to be the eoldest 1in theidr community and to have been
written by Abisha the great grandson of Aaron thirteen years
after the entry of the childrven of Israel into Canaan =« the
claim made for the Ablsha Scroll, This photograph was made
available to me for examination and I transcribed and collated
with the wvon Gall text, when it was found to be clearly inferior
as shown below. It appears that the Samaritans had followed
their practice of exhibiting another MS and not the Abisha
Scrolll . In the Pedersen Festsherift Kahle refers to
a specimen page of a Samaritan Scrolly containing the text
of Lv. 15 and 16, and sent by Garstang to Sir PFrederick Kenyon,
and by him to A. I, Cowleyia. This may be the same photograph

as I have examined,

General daescription of the MS.

At/




SOV e

At certain places the MS has been destroyed and
there are lacurae in the text. At others the letters can
be discerned only with extreme difficulty. On occasicn, and
especially at the end of a line, the letters become almost
microscopically small in order to admit of the completion of
a word within the line. The first letter of each line is
usually separated by a small space from the remaining letters
of its word and stands immediately under the first letter of
the preceding line, Often this holds good also for the last
letter of ecach line, or the last two letters,

Interpunction.

Where the writing is not too cramped +the words are
sometimes separated by a dot, This is generally the case
when letters are being written somewhat larger and especially
when spaced out to £ill up a line e.gs the final line of
Chapter 15. The sign & 1s used to indicate a pause at the
end of orx within a verse, The sign « 3 or «,', indicates
a longer pause e.g. at the end of a section. Embellishments
such as =mw,’. wew,’', == appear in the blank line that
separates the 0'sp when such coincide with one of the

D'w1® e 8. at the end of Chapter 15.

Collation of MS with von (Gall text.

Complete collation of which the following is a summary.
Divergences from von Gall text 7.

These seven variants admit of a twofold subedivision,.

1./



1.

e

be/

=006 .

Variants that agree with Samaritan readings listed in

the von Gall critical apparatus but not followed by him,

MS. von Gall, with MT
2T
1v.15%9 21 i
h ’
1610 TRy ThY

Variants that stand alone, without support from either
the von Gall text or his critical apparatus and without
support of MT or LXX.

hv.1525 Omits na=T! 'A'D> before [q}nA. yleaving a
¢clear gap in the text,

1526 Reads J2wA for 2aD5@A
Either word might be correct. s2>wA appears the
more natural word in line with z5wh7 but for
that reason is not necessarily correct. =wA
occurs in both later in the verse in relation
to ‘I>57 . The general context is indecisive
as verse 20 distinguishes "lying" and vsitting®
but verse 23 has the phrase "and if upon the bed
or anything whereon she sitteth".

1527 Appears to vead Y271 for y11a but considerable
blurring in the MS.

1528 Omits guttural in final word and reads the
neaningless YTbA for NIbA

1530 Additional pAN after @Yl a word that could

easily be added.

In the light of these foregoing readings it cannot
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be maintained that the text of the MS, in the passage
available for examination, is superior to that of wvon Gall.

On the contrary it is evidently inferior.

KR KK WK WK KR KA KN




Footnotes, Appendix B. 1.

1. Thomson, The Samaritans, p. 403

2. Kahle, Pedersen Festschrift, p. 189.
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APPENDIX RB.

2o

The Manuscript of the Samaritan Pentateuch.

R. 16,41

Trinity College lLibrarv, Cambridge.

In the Cairo Geniza, p.%9, Kahle lists the fowel
signs commonly used in Samaritan MSS and in Note 6 to this
page he mentions that only a few Samaritan MSS of the Pentateuch
are provided with this kind of punctuation. e instances,
among others, a Samaritan Pentateuch in Trinity College
Library, bought 1917, dated A.D.1332, although he does not
give further details regarding 1t. This MS is not included
by von Gall in his Introduction as having been used in his
critical edition of the Samaritan Pentateuch so that to my
knowledge theve is no published account of its nature or wvalue.
I decided to make a full examination of it and visited Cambridge
on two occasions when 1 had opportunity of studying the MS
in detail, as a result of which I now pirovide the following
description,

General Appearance of the MS,

The MS is written on paper and is the work of three

hands which will be designated Rl.'Rg, and RB. Where the

cldest hand is missing there are supplements by one or other

of/
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of the two later hands. The second hand has also been
repaired by the third and final hand, The oldest part of the
MS8 is composed of cartabombycina, a paper which the Arabs
received from China at the beginning of the 8th century and
used well on to the 15th, The paper of the second part of
the M8, while more recent, 1s also Bastern and withaout any
indications such as watermarlk, The paper of the third and
latest pavrt is guite fresh and modern.

The MS has halfw~leather binding, with a flap
ornamented in typical, oriental fashion. The sides are of
paper over cardboard, In all probability the binding is
18th century, as i1 appears to have been done by the second
hand =~ according tothe MS of date 1754 A.D, See below, p.

Size of the folio is approx. 104" x 84", quarto.

Ply=-leaf has a long Arabic inscription completely
£11ling a and overflowing to b.

The M& is written right across the page and there is
no Aramalc or Arabilce rendering. The oldest paxrt, hereafter
designated Ri. has been supplemented and repaired by two
later hands, Rz and Rsc these three parts will now be
considered from the following standpointsi=

l. Yistribution of the text among the 3 copyists
2. Date and general characteristics
3« Vocalisation,

1./




L.

Distribution of

270,

the text smong the 3 copyvists,.

As 1in all

writing of Genesis

Samarilitan codices folio la is blank.

11

round

The

begins at the top of b,

Hebrew letters enclosed in, brackets are supplied by a later hand.
Lacunae are denoted by square brackets.

Genesis.

R 10 £f
rt g ®
”3 12
Rl 5 i
RZ 9 n
rt 13w
r? 1f
rt 62 £f
Leviticus
rt h2 £f
1? 15
Numbers
rt ho £f
R® 1f
rt 17 ff
R® 1 £
Nenteronomy
rt 21 £f
R* 1f
Rt 8 £f
r! 1f
rt 9 £f
r? L f£r
rt 3 £f
r? 1f
r? 1f

11 - 1115
lllﬁaw yanw
19° 2337
3116 AV I
35l}n*br1;7 AN
hal ans( o)
50°3 o2
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2« NDate and peneral characteristics.

Rl. According to the Cryptogram, which begins at Bxodus

1523 and ends at 1825 (see below,ppB76-6) the writer
was Sa'dallah ben Yitran of the Bene 'igara, date

733 AJM. (1332 A.D,)

Rl contains 26 lines to the page and about %06 letters
to the 1line.. It ids writtenm in a clear, legible hand
and the letters have been executed with & certain care.
There are fairly fregquent mendings and repairs by the
two later hands R2 and RB, although in the great
majority of cases these strips are comparatively

small and conta%ﬁ only a few letters. On the whole
this part of the MS is in an astonishingly good state
of preservation, Tha‘interpunctian is clear and
simple, with a dot separating émch word, and paragiraph
ending =3 If the end of a paragraph coincides
with the end of one of the 0'¥p , it 1s followed bV

a blank line, or lines, and sometimes this space
receives typical embellishments such as (after

Genesis 27).

Rl makes the lines of writing fit exactly over each
other, If the scribe, writing a word near the end
of the line, thought that he might have insufficient
room for the inclusion of the following word, he

adopted/
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adopted quite an ingenious device. He completed

his word, except for the final letters which he
placed in a group close up to the margin, with the
result that there was a space between them and the
previcus letters of the word, This space varies
greatlyy 1t may be half an inch in length, or an
inch, or still wmore. But naturally it sometimes
happens that there is no need to cmploy such a space
viz., when the numbexr of letters Jjust filis the line.
The whole point is that the two final letters of each
line are placed direectly under each other and in this
way the lines are all of equal length. This method
of writing 1is followed by many Samavitan MSS.

Unlike the Jews, the Samaritans did not employ
‘literae dilatablles' to fill up the line to the
margin.

There are also instances in Rl of identical letters
and words written underneath one another, perhaps for
a dozen lines or more, Tor example, in Leviticus 18“
( o2'$~ £f) and extending for 19 consecutive lines
the letters 3 are written exactly underneath one

612 if the words

another., Agaln, in Leviticus 2
Alndehn are written underneath one another for
& consecutive lines on a of the folio and foxr 19 lines

on b.
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Again, there ave certain passages writtenm in
hemistich fashion., The lipes are split in the middle
foxr the space of rather more than a letter, and the
result is a blank column rumnning down the centre of
the text. Very freguently, also, the last two
letters at the end of the halfwlines are written
together in the sane way as the last two letters at
the end of the cowmplete lines, This division of the
text into two appears to be an external one and there
is little vegard fox the sense of the passage: at
least, the blank central column does not necessarily
-¢oincide with interpunction marks, for frequently

it cuts right through a phrase or even a word., Yet
the Samaritans must have had some understanding
regarding what portions of the text were to be written
in this distinctive manner as many of their MSS agree
in this usagel.

. 1
The passages so written in R™ are:

l. BExodus 151-21

2. Numbers 2117_20
3. v 237710
i o pgiBe-2h
5. n o 2y3=10
6. no ppts=R1

7. Douteronomy 3130 - 32h3

These/
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These passages are all of a rhythmic or poetic

nature and perhaps this manner of writing was an
indication of poetie form, Just as in a somewhat
analogous fashion each line in an English poem
usually bepgins with a capital lotter, To the
ebjection that other poetic passages of the Pentateuch
are not wri%%en in this way, the reply might be made
that pexrhaps the poetic nature of these passages was
net clearly discevrned by the Samaritans - at least

to begin with.

On a of the second RY follo of the M8 (Gen. 127-9)
there 1s a short section, seven lines in all, that
shares to some degrec in thils hemistich writing.,.

The llnes are divided inte two with the customary
space runuing down the centre of the text., However,
the inner half-line ends in one lettexr only and not
twWo . The endings of the outer half-lines are all
lost and theve is a vertical strip by a later hand,
Rz, which to some extent observes two final letters
at the end of the line, The outer half~lines all
commence with | and, as might be expected, these

are placed directly underneath one another and indeed
separated from the following letters by a small space.
Two othex passages may be mentioned: in IExodus the
Ten Commandments, including the Samaritan 'Tenth

Commandment !/
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Commandwment! are numbered by letters in the marginz
and also in Leviticus the 7asp , 922~192, giving the
Aaronio Blessing, is darkeped probably by the kisses
of devout readers,.

Ri uses the device of the cryptogram, or to give it
the Samairitan namey taskily +the line is divided in
the middle, so that an interval is left, usually
rather more than the breadth of a letter. Some
letters of a word may be on one side of thils space,
and the remaindex on the other. This interval is
sedulously observed frowm line to line so that the
result ds a vertical column cutting right down the
centre of the text and sometimes running through
gulte a nuwmber of pages, Bveory now and then a
letter of the text 4s placed inside this vewtical
eolumn. The letters in thils central column can be
read, not only horimoentally In the actual lines in
which they oocur, but also wvertically, and when so
read give information regarding sdch things as the
wiriter, owner and date of the MS. Frequently

each letter in a cryptogram has a small dot placed
above it, and quite regularly the final letter of
each word a small line placed underneath it,.

Four eryptograms have been observaed in Rl. The
largest occurs, Exodus 1523~1825, and states that

Sa'dallah ben Yitran of the Bene ‘'igara wrote the

e /



276.

MS for Abraham ben Ab Romemuta of the Bene Mitaba
in Bgypt in 733 A.H,., (1332 A.D.) It adds that it
was the first (Torabh) that he had written and

coneludes by praising God., A short cryptogram occurs

halfway through the Pentateuch, Leviticus ?12-16.

AMaA7 's0 Traces of others occur, Leviticus

.-f * 53 ~V
2718 3»‘-‘]”, l...AlAIDD AN and Deuteronomy 32')1 2

‘-' gh -

At the end of BExodus, after the summation of the ’

there comes a colophon stating that the MS belonged

to Ab Geluga ben Ab Romemata ben Abé%am of the Bene

Mitaba in 77 A H. (1376 A.D.) and with the blessing

"let him teach thereby sons and sons' sons®,

At the end of Exodus Rl gives the summation of the
D'sp as 200, A later hand, Rz, suppliles the ending

of the other books (see above, 9.268). giving the

summation for Genesis, Leviticus and Numbers as

250, 134 and 220 respectively., TFor the ending of

Deuteronomny See Ra immediately following.,

At the end of Denteronomy, unlike the other books,

there is no:rsummation of the p'¢p « On the lower half

of a of the last felio there are a few lines of Arxabic

writing (see below, 1.278) and on b of this folio is

a curious, rhyming poem, a kind of catena of scriptural

phrases, ¢nding with conventional reference to Joseph,

Moses/
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Moses and Aaron, aund giving the name of the writer,
Shalama ben Jacob ben Ab Sakwa ben Abraham of the
Bene Danaf from Damascus and the date 1168 A,l.
(1754 A.D.)

R2 contains 35~42 lines to the page and about 26
letters to the line. Although the letters are quite
legible, they are generally not executed with such
care as in Rlc An incomplete word at the end of

a line 1is sowetimes completed by one or two letters
in the margin. There are 15 dnstvances of one letter
in the margin and 3 ¢f two in Genesis 11-1115= in
Genesis 35“-%21 there are 10 instances of one letter
and % of two and an instance ef a whole word AW ¥

612 ° }s» In this way the letters are net

(3
crowded and yet the word is completed before passing
to the next line. Accordingly, Rz does not adopt
the device of Rl to make the lines fit exactly over
one another. Yet, apart from the above mentioned
marginal letters, there 1s a general attempt to

make the lines approximately the same length.
Soumetimes the last word of the line has the interval
between each letter lengthened out so that the woxd
may complete the 1line, At the end of some lines
the final letter or, more rarely, the last two

letters may be written close up to the margin and

with/
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with a short space separating frowm the previous

letters, in a manner somevhat analogous to that

followed regularly by Rl. But no definite rule is
followed by Rz and very frequently the line¢ is a solid
block of closely written letters without any of the
devices just mentioned.

R2 has no cryptograms., There are no instances of
identical letiters or words written below each other,

line upon line, Finally, there is no attempt to preserve
the distinctive form of a passage written in hemistich

y1o=21 (Rl) is written

fashion, Fox example, Numbers 2
in this way. Immedilately following, the MS has been
repairedfwith an RE £6lioc which is written in the
ordinary fash;on. Now the poem does not conclude

$:11 2477 ana presumably in the original the hemistich
style of writing would have extended that length - at
least it does do in other Samaritaﬁ MSS.

At the end of Deuteronomy there are some lines of Arabic
saying (see above, p.276 ) that this Torah was finilshed
by Jacob ben Halll Al«Mufarraq in Bait Purdv in 1331
A.H. (1913 A.D.) On the flyleaf there is a long Arabic
inscription, completely filling a and overflowing to

b (see above, p.269), The "miserable, poor one", Sa'd,
son of the late Sallam, son of Ismail, son of Salih,

recounts in considerable detail three dreams regarding

Paradise/
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Parvadise and praising Moses, the "apostle of truith".

The date at the end is 1294 A,H, (1877 A.D.)

R3 contains 36~38 lines to the page and about 29 letters
to the line, The lettors tend towards a Flewing,
cursive sityle and appear to have been more hastily
written than in Rl or hg. A pencil square is drawn

on the page and the writing 4is contained within this,.
The 1line is goenerally full of letters as in Rzo
Occaslonally a letter will fall ocutside if the line

is very full oxr sometimes the letters will be crowded
to try and get them into the sguare. 1In the latter
case the letters often slant upwards to the left; an
instance of this occurs in Genesis 2@3.

R3 has ne cryptogram. It furnishes no examples of
identical letters or words written underneath one
another. Nedther do any passages appear to be written
in hemistich form. There may be a cortain amount of

.
3 strip that mends Numbers 2ulﬁ 21$

doubt regarding an R
where Rl is written in this ways some attempt appears
to have been made to preserve the Rl form and possibly
1t bioke down on account of ithe fact that 39 letters
had to be written by R3 in a comparatively rvrestricted
space. JAIn olther places, c.g« the extensively repaired
Deuteronomy 3130“3243, R3 makes no effort to preserve
the hemistich form,

Finally,/
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finally, some general conclusions are now suggested
with regard to the writing and general characteristics
off the MS.
"~ WL e s
1. The earliest copyist, R, has proceeded with the
2 oo N
greatest care, Ry, while less carefully executed,

3

1s superior to R”7.

J
-

2¢e R has obvionsly had a certain understanding
regarding a distinctive way, such as hemistich
form, in which certailn passages of the Pentatcuch
were to be written., Many of the Samaritan MSS
agree in writing certain passages in this way.

Je Rl has a long tasqil pecullar (o thils MS but also
shows traces of tasqils common to many Samaxitan
MES .

%, Such distinctive modes of writing are presumably
very old., A tradition like this takes time to
develop especially among a people so conservative
as the Samaritans,

3¢ Vocalisationa.

Rl, Rz and RS all employ supralinear vowel signs,

The vocalisation is not complete. According to Kahle, the
Samaritan vocalisation is similay to the Palestinianj, which
was more primitive and impexfecot than the Tiberian&. The
fiist stage in vocalising a text would be to indicato
pronuncliation by occasional vowel signs and only a later

stage would the text be fully vocalised ags in the Tiberians.

This/
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This system of occasional indication of the
pronunciation is clearly revealed in the three copyists of
the MS. In relation to other Samaritan Pentateuch MSS,
few of which have voecalisation at all, Rl is quite richly
supplied with supralinear signs, and both Ra and R3 also
indicate pronunciation in this way, though more sparingly.
In my opinion the evidence now to be furnished is valuable
in that the supralinear system of the MS is different from
that noted by Kahle as the normal Samaritan system (Geniza,
p.40). Some of the asigns ave different, and they are greater
in number. In the statement of the vocalisation signs,
that is now to be given, Petermann's translitervation is
added to the Hebrew though il is to be vemembered that the
Samaritan pronunciation in his day may have “difieved from
that prevailing at the time when the M8 was vocalised, T

have also considered the views rvegarding Samaritan vocalisaw

tion held by him, 6 Von Gall 7 y ZJBen Hayyinm 8
and others.
Vocalisation signs of frequent occurirenco.
v
! | AN |yn'3al zp 'l Gn. &66
Grry)
, y ! ’ . L 17
= 0,u @y ANT, Gn. 45
— (esv) (ze'6T)
< < 9
= e,1 g1 AAA, Gn. 16
(72T)
< 2
In'e 7 Gn. 35
(:smv)
' = a,e ;73% ~3 Gn. 47°%°
(&ANA)
t . at LC
2Fy| .,\,2‘2 s;ﬂn D G, jk‘ )

(B8ABET) ( AFES)
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= Daghesh, or indication of consonantal Waw

A2 S7 neN T2 Gne 353

{BEDERREK)
1Nty 3y 350 gn. 4672
(vriePaL)
TN Tey  gn. 35°
(1san

= Used with ambiguous forms, and will have
a specific significance in each case

/ /
N1 O AwN Q@] QAN AN D Gn. 1129
Luse ™) ( Ssm)
gm it Gre 1131
(SEmpAR)
aaSy /n'l Gn. hSlb
(vredert)
qow3 N Gil. nat
(NIJTRMER — NIF’A’RL)

Vocalisation signs of less frequent occurrence.

Restricted to initial gutturals,

¢
=

:
koo oca
These two signs were noted as far back as Cowley, who
was of the opinion that they implied something as to the
quality of the guttural, perhaps that it was to be pronounced

instead of being as usual silent, 9

The nature

of the sound remained obscure. It occurred to the present
3 ¢

writer that conceivably was a small Arabic ain written

above the guttural. Both Kahle and Rebexrts refer to

abbreviated Hebrew letiters writiten above the consonants to
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which they arplied. 10 If so, ¢ above a suttural,

or gutturals, would indicate that the gutituvrals in the

s c
text caryrving this sign were to be read as . Another

¢ and \s » and after

problem was the velationship between
some searvrch in the Pentateuch the following passages wWere

found quite close together:

¢

Lv. W30 ANB AT
)

325 AN 0P T

k

Lve. 65 ﬂgﬁﬂ
.

618 13y 7

Clearly the signs could be used indiscriminately in cextain

cases. With the known preference of the Samaritans for

the vowel "al especially with gutturals, the presumption

might be thati ¢ was followed by "a%, thus ‘a. It was

possible that "a" might be indicated by a small Arabic

alif above a consonant, and thus ‘a might be represented by
¢ or combining them, % e . This conjecture has been

strengthened by DBen Hayyim's view that both ¢ and \

indicated the same sound: when the initial guttural only

£

(i.e. without the following vowel) was represented, was

¢ was invariably "a"

used. However, the vowel of dinitial
and when this wvowel, alrveady sounded, was actually written,
le  ox ¥ woula result,

References have been made elsewhere in the Thesis to
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the fact that the Samaritan pronunciation of Hebrew was

different from that of the MT. This different tradiltion
of pronunciation is s8till further evidenced by the foregoing

examples of these supralinear vocalisation signs,

He R R A3 K3




Footnotes, Appendix B, 2.

1.
2.

S
4.

S,

9.
10.

¢f. the list given by v. Gall, Introductionp.LXVI.

As also in 3 MSS cited by v. Gall, Introduction,p.LXVI.
Geﬁizag De 49.

B.J.Raberts, The 0ld Testament Text and Versions, p. 58.
. Wurthwein, The Text of the 0ld Testament, p. 17.
Petermann, Formenlehre, pPp. 4=5.

Von Gall, Intreduction, p. LXVI.

% . Ben-Hayyim, "The Samaritan vowel-system and its

graphic representation” in Archiv Orientalni, XXIT,
Prague, 1954, pp. 515~30.

A, Cowley, Samaritan Liturgy, Oxford, 1909, p. xxvii.

Geniza, . 48.
Roberts, OT Text and Versions, D. 54.

LR 2R BN 28 2 N
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ABBRUVIATIONS,

TextsS.
v y———ry

nEs Dead Sea Scrolls Texts in Discoveries in the
Judaean Desert: I, XX, and IIX.

MT Masoretiec Text,
a7 Samaritan Text.
LXX Septuagint

Periadicals.

AJSL American Journal of Semdtic Languages and
Litevrature, Chicago.

BZAYW Beiheft muyr Zeitschrift flir die alttestamentliche
Wissenschaft, Glaessen.,

HUCA Hebrew Union College Annual., Cincimnnati,

JBL Journal of Biblical Literature. Boston, Mass.

JJ8 Journal of Jewish Studies. London.,

JTS Journal of Theelogical Studies. L.ondon,

TSK Theologische S5tudien und Kritiken, Hamburg.

v Vetus Testamentum,. Leiden,

Ve Vetus Testamentum, Supplements to (Vols.,I~IV). Leiden

ZAY Zeitschrift flr die Alttestamentliche Wissenschaft,

Giessen.,

ZDNG Zeitschrift der Deutshen Morgenléindischen
Gesellscharft. Leipzig.

General Abbreviations and Signs.

Gn Genesis
Bx Bxodus

Lv Leviticus
Nu Numbers

Dt Deuteronocmy.
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General Abbreviations and Siens {(cont.)

BDB Brown, Driver and Briggs: Hebrew and Lnglish
) Lexicon of the 01d Testament. Oxford, 1906.

GK Gegenius Hebrow Grammar edited and enlarged
by B.Kautzsch, 2nd Buglish ed. by AE.Cowley.
Oxford, 1910.

XCC International Critical Commenbtary.
Pr. Perfect

Inpf. Imperfeed

Imv. Imperative.

Taf. estr. InfTinitive construct

Inf. abs Infinitive absolute

Pt. Participle

= Bguivalent

” Parallel

A/ Root, stem

’ Sign of abbreviation (in Hebrew words)
1°2°3% ...  First, Second, Third ... occurrences of

same letter or word in the verse.

L B B BB Y




Very eaxvly books,

from this listb.
Books.

Buryows, M.
iastro, PP,

COW:L@'YQ AE,

Cross, .M. Jr.
Preedman, DN,

Diening, F.

von Gall, A.

Gastexr, M,

Geliger, A.
Gerleman, G

Gtesenius, W,
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