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THE EARLIEST TRACEABLE STAGE OF
THE TEXTUAL TRADITION OF THE
TESTAMENTS OF THE TWELVE PATRIARCHS

HENK JAN DE JONGE

The textual tradition of the Greek pseudepigraphical writing The
Testaments of the Twelve Patriarchs rests on twenty-six witnesses *
Eight out of these twenty-six depend exclusively on one or another
surviving exemplar of the Greek text A textcritical reconstruction
of the Testaments has therefore to be based on the testimony of
eighteen witnesses, viz

11 MSS contamning a continuous Greek text (a, b, ¢, d, e, [, g,
h, 1, [, m),!

3 MSS containing excerpts from the Greek text (k, n, Fmd),

4 translations made after the Greek (Arm, Slav, Serb, Ngr)

As two witnesses, b and k, show peculiar errors 1 common as
against all the other witnesses, these other witnesses can not possibly
derive from bk Nor can bk derive from any of the other witnesses,
since all witnesses except b and k exhibit common errors as aganst bk
Thus the primary split in the textual tradition of the Testaments 1s
into two branches or families :?

* 1 am grateful to H E Gaylord who checked the English of this article

' For a descrptive list of the MSS to which these sigla refer, sce ZNW 63, 1972,
pp 27-8, 1n this volume pp 45-46

2 Yor the discussion on stemmatic ‘Zweispaltigkeit  see J Bedier, La tradition
manuscrite du “Las de 'Ombie™ | Roniania 54 1928, pp 161 ff and 321tf . J Andrieu,
‘Princpes et 1echerches en critique teatuelle’ Memorial dos Et Lar offert a J Marouzeau,
Paris 1943, pp 458ff . | Fourquet ‘Le paradoxe de Bediet’ Publ dc la Fac des
Lettres de [ Unn de Snashowrg, fasc 105, Melanges 1945 II (Et hitter ), Paris 1946,
pp Uf P Maas Tovihrtih, Leipzig 1960%, pp 29-30, J Ingom, ‘Stemmas bifides
et ctats de mss *, Ravue de philologie 80 (3d Series 28) 1954, pp 2tH{f | A Castellani,
Bedier, avaut-il varson? (Discours Universitatres, N S 20), Fribourg (Switzerland) 1957,
S Tumpanaro, Dic Lntstehung dar Lachmannschen Methode, Hamburg 19712, Anhang 3,
‘Zweigetetlte Stemmata und Kontamimation®, pp  115-50  wlem, *Ancora su stemm
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family I, consisting of the witnesses » and k;

family I1, comprising all the other witnesses : glmdFmd Arm. e
Slav. af Serb.nchiNgr. Within family II, gldmFm¢ and Secrb.-

nchiNgr. (= a) form ‘sub-families’. (See diagram).?
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bipartitie contaminazione’, Maia 17, 1965, pp 392-9, W Hermng, ‘Zweispaltige Stemmata
Zur Theore der textkritischen Methode’, Philologus 111, 1967, pp 170-185, A Klemlogel,
‘Das Stemmaproblem’, Philologus 112, 1968, pp 63-83

3 This stemma differs on three points (g, Arm and Slav ) from the onc 1 pubhshed
i 1972 I willingly agree with Th. Korteweg that g has to be connccted with the
group Imd, and that Slav has to bc detached from «f and inserted between ¢ and af
(see Korteweg’s contributions to this symposium, Ch IX and XI) On Arm sce
M de Jonge in Ch VIII
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It follows that, in establishing the text of the Testaments, it is
only by comparing the readings of family I with those of family II
that one can try to restore the archetype* ® of the whole tradition.

It will be obvious that the reconstruction of the archetype is far
from being a mechanical operation.® Where both families agree, usually
one has the text of the archetype:; but where they do not agree,
either or neither may have the text of ®. Especially at this point
the textual critic of the Testaments has to take into account all
relevant external and internal evidence which is available. Not only
here indeed his method wiil be eclectic.®

In many cases it is not easy to choose between the reading of
family I and that of family Il. To quote only a few examples:

T. Levi 1X.5 katoAboat fam. I] kotapeivor  fam, 11
T. Jud. XXIILS év g¢yany fam. I] avaydyn/-st  fam. II
T. Iss. 1V,5 nopiopdv  fam. I] nepiomacpdy fam. 11
T. Iss. VIL3  &ndOnoo  fam. I] éneBbunca  fam. II

But the difficulty of deciding in such cases is not the only circum-
stance warning against optimism as to the degree of reliability which
one can attain in reconstructing o, let alone in establishing the original
text of the Testaments, which is something different. Another, even
more serious problem is that in a great many of instances the readings
of the hyparchetypes of family I and of family 1I cannot be recon-
structed with certainty. As for family I, this uncertainty is due to
the hiatusses in k. In family H it is a result of contamination
(in [ from a MS. related to b, and in d and dm from MSS. related
to a), and of the divergencies between the readings of different
witnesses. At times these divergencies are considerable and their
development cannot be determined.

* 1 use the term archetype m the sense of last common source of the surviving
tradition (‘le-plus-proche-commun-ancétre-de-la-tradition’, as Dain termed 1t)

SCI P Maas, Textual Criticrsm, Oxford 1958, p 6 “We have here variants,
between which 1t 1s not possible to decide on the les of our procedure hitherto’

® The gencaological method as « whole primarily consists 1 judging variants and
marking them erther as (separative or conjunctive) errors, or as correct readings
The decision whether a reading 15 an ertor or not, often requires a cautious weighing
of all kinds of evidence This reminder has become necessary, 1t scems, sice recent
writers on the Testaments have rccommended internal criticism and eclecticism as
mcthods different from a consistent stemmatic procedure — whereas these are just
components of 1t
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Here it should also be pointed out that in the ninth century or
even earlier the size of the Testaments seems to have been reckoned
at 5100 stichoi, whereas the last common source of all witnesses
known today can only have contained ¢. 2600 stichoi, hardly more
than half of the number recorded in Nicephorus® Stichometry.”

In the light of all this it may be a significant fact that no witness
of the Testaments is earlier than the tenth century, which means
that the whole surviving MS. tradition, without exception, may derive
from one ninth- or tenth-century minuscule codex.

The question whether the archetype of the Testaments has been
a minuscule or a majuscule codex, is of extreme importance for an
evaluation of the reliability of the text reconstructed on the basis
of the surviving witnesses. The degree of reliability which can be
attained by such a reconstruction does not seem to worry many
readers of the Testaments. The critic who cares for the trustworthiness
of his knowledge, however, has to form a clear idea concerning
the textual reliability of the documents on which his knowledge
depends. Since texts are the foundation of all philological investigation,
the least possible doubt should remain as to how far they are reliable.

If then the archetype of the Testaments was a MS. in minuscule
script, our knowledge of the text does not reach back beyond the
ninth century.® In that case the whole surviving MS. tradition is
dependent on only one single majuscule codex of uncertain date.
All other majuscule copies in which the text of the Testaments must
have circulated during the first millennium of our cra would have
perished without leaving any trace, i.e., without contributing to our

7 On the Stichometry of Nicephorus, see J Leipoldt, Geschuchte des nt lichen
Kanons 1, Leipzig 1907, p 100 *“Das Verzeichnis gecht m der vorlicgenden Form
nicht aul Nicephorus zuruck, sondern muss um dic Mitte des neunten Jahrhunderts
in Jerusalem cntstanden sein Es st aber immerhin moglich, dass der Grundstock
von Nicephorus herruhrt Vielleicht 15t aber auch Nicephorus nur der Bearbeter alterer
Vorlagen gewesen In emcer Beziehung erinnert die Stichometrie des Nicephorus sogar
an den Kanon des Euscb von Casarea ™ Cf alo Th Zahn, Geschichte des Nt
Kanons 11, Erlangen-Leipzig 1890, pp 295-301

8 The only thing we know about the wording of the text in carlier centuries 15
that the words Amup mpog Oupov and veppoug sig muvovpywuv in T Napht 11,8 were
already cxtant 1n a copy of the Testaments used by Jerome “in libro quoque Patriar-
charum tta inveni, ut quomodo fel ad wacundiam sic i1enes ad calliditatem ¢t ad
astuttam sint creatr’ (E  Schurer, Gesch d Jud Volkes®, 11, p 353) But Jerome's
quotation arouses doubts as to the textual reliabihity of the words which the surviving
MSS present between the two Greek parts of the sentence just quoted
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knowledge of the history of the text, and without removing any
of our doubts about the reliability of its reconstructed archetype.

Of course it detracts from the textual trustworthiness of any ancient
Greek writing, when its archetype turns out to have been a minuscule
copy and its majuscule tradition proves to have perished without any
progeny except the one MS. which was the result of transliteration.
In the case however of a popular book like the Testaments of the
Twelve Patriarchs, of which any exemplar may have been an individual
recension, the disappearence of the majuscule tradition amounts to
as much as a disaster. For we cannot assume that the uncial MS.
which was transliterated in the ninth or tenth century, on which all
the surviving witnesses depend, has been selected because of the purity
of its text. If the scribe who transliterated the Testaments would
have had the option of different MSS. — which is by no means
probable —, he would not have known how to make the right choice.

If on the other hand the archetype of the Testaments has been
a majuscule codex, then it is likely to have been earlier than the
tenth century, and perhaps much earlier. But in that event one may
also draw another conclusion, one of much greater importance in
fact. In case the archetype was a majuscule copy, the surviving
MS. tradition can only be split into two families if the Testaments
have been transliterated at least twice from majuscule script into
minuscule script.

In theory both transliterations might have been executed on the
basis of one and the same majuscule model.® But in certain instances
of double transliteration one branch of the tradition has been proved
to derive from the transliteration of a different uncial book than
the rest of the tradition. This is, for instance, the case with Plato.

‘In the tradition of Plato one manusctipt (Vienna, supp gr 39) differs greatly
from all others in 1ts cirors, and 1t 1s difficult to behieve 1t derived from the
same ninth-century exemplar, 1t may derive from the transhteration of a different
uncial book, so that at least two old books would scem to have survived
the dark ages A confirmation of this 1s that when a Greek text has been
translated 1nto an Oriental language at an carly date, perhaps the fifth century,
the 1cadings which arc characteristic of the Oriental translation may occur also
in a small group of the Greek manuscripts This 1s true of the Armenian version

9 This possibility, which 1s generally disregarded, was brought to my notice by
G J Wicberdink, of The Hague, who has investigated the textual tradition of some
Hippoctatic writings
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ol some of Plato’s dialogues, the Arabic veision of Arstotle’s Poctics, and,

i the example of a patrictic text may be admitted hete, of the Syriac translation

of St Gregory of Nyssa’s de vogmutate’ '°

Accordingly, it is generally supposed that if a Greek text has been
transliterated twice, two different uncial copies have served as models.

‘Sl y eut pour un texte deux, trors et méme quatre translitterations, c'est
qu’elles furent esecutees dans des centres independants les uns des autres, ¢t
souvent & des dates eloignees, c’est le cas pour Sophocle Des Discowrs de
Dcmosthene, de I'Anabase de Xénophon, nous avons deux transhittérdations, qui
nous donnent deux textes parfors difficilement 1eductibles 'un a I'autre™ '!

Now it makes a considerable difference for the date of the archetype
of a text, whether its surviving MSS. descend from one uncial copy
or from two. For if a MS. tradition rests on two uncial copies dating
from, e.g., the ecarly middle-ages, the archetype dates with more
probability back to late antiquity than in the case that all known MSS.
derive from one single early-medicval codex in uncial writing. And as,
ceteris paribus, an archetype dating from, e.g., Jerome’s time claims
more confidence regarding the condition of its text than one from
the time of John of Damascus, it adds to the textcritical reliability
of a reconstructed text, if its transmission can be traced back to
more than one uncial copy.

A certain ternunus ante quem, then, for an archetype is supplied
by variants which can only have arisen from misreadings of majuscule
script : e.g. between E, ©, O, and C, and betwcen A, A, and A.12

When we turn now to the Testaments of the Twelve Patriarchs,
a fine specimen of the first kind of misreading can be registered
in 7. Dan VI, 6. There the patriarch says: “And it shall be in the
time of the lawlessness of Israel, that the Lord will depart from
them. He will go over to nations, &ni £0vn, that do his will”.!?
Thus family I1. In lieu of &ni £0vn, b has dmcOc, which makes the

1 I D Reynolds, N G Wilson, Sciihes & Scholars, A Guide to the Transimission
of Greek & Latin Luterature, Oxford 1968, p 52, 19742 p 53

"' A Dain, Les manuscrits, Pans 1964, p 130

'2 P Maas, op at (scc n 5), p 36 For the groups of letters liable to be
confused with each other in Greek uncial script, sce B A van Groningen, Traité
d'hustowre et de critique des textes grees (Verh der Kon Ned Akad van Wetensch ,
Afd Lett ,NS,LXX,no 2), Amsterdam 1963, pp 88-89 and the literature quoted there

'3 As far as possible I use the English translation of R H Charles, The Testaments
of the Twelve Patriarchs (Translations of Early Documents, Series I, Palestinian Jewish
Texts, pre-Rabbinic), London 1917
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sentence incomprehensible : petededoetan dmobs motobvia 10 OEANHA
avtob. For dmicle mowobvta k reads Eunpocbev morobvtwv, which
iIs obviously an attempt to improve the sense and the syntax of
the corrupted sentence as given by . How to account for émicOs
in »? That the most plausible explanation is that it is a transcriptional
error, follows from a comparison of the words &ni £0vn (or &0vet,
as it 1s written in g) and dmiobev written in uncials :

EITIE®NEI or -NH
OTHC®EN.

To my mind there is no better explanation for the reading of b
(6mioBe) than that the scribe of one of its ancestors has misread
the majuscule script of his model. The reading of family II on the
other hand reflects a correct transliteration. Consequently, two different
transliterations underlie the textual tradition *of family I and that
of family II.

Misreadings of the same character account for the variants of
family I and family II in several other places. So in 7. Jos. VII, 1.
There family II reads: “But still, étt 8¢, her heart was addicted
to licentiousness...”. Instead of &tt 8¢, b has 6t 6¢&: “But because
her heart etc.”. As a result of this mistake b also omits the conjunction
kai which links the sentence quoted above with what follows: “‘and
sighing deeply she became downcast”. As a matter of fact the mistake
may also have been made the other way around. In that case 61t (b)
has been misread to &t (family II) and xai has been added. It is
difficult to decide which reading is at the root of the corruption,
and which is the result of it, but in any event the corruption is
due to misreading of majuscule script. Either ETI has been read
as OTI, or OTI as ETI.

To a similar mistake » owes its reading Bnooovg, at least the final
sigma of this name, in T. Jud. VIII, 2. For here it is clear that not
family 1I, but b is at fault. In b Judah’s wife (““Shua” in Gen. 38,2)
is constantly called Bn(c)oove, except in the passage under con-
sideration, where her name is Bnocovg. In family II her name ends
in -ooveg, not only in T. Jud. VII1,2, but also in X,6; XIII[,3; XVL4
and XVILI1. The reading Bnooouvg of b in T. Jud. VIIL,2 is best
explained as a faulty transcription of BHCCOYE, i.e. as a misreading
of majuscule script.

Confusion of the majuscules E and O has also played a part in
the development of the text in 7. Iss. IV, 5. Here a description is
given of how a single-hearted man behaves :
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“wrath overmastereth not his wit,
envy melteth not his soul,

neither doth his mind run covetously upon gain”.'#

In b (k defic.) the last line runs: o0dE moplopdv £v drAnocteiq
évvoel. The word mopiopdg means, in this context, “‘gain”. But
instead of mopioudv all witnesses of family II have mepiomacpov,
“occupation”, usually “toiling occupation™, “worry” (c.g. Ecclesi-
astes I, 13 LXX, and especially 11,26, cf. 7. Gad VIL6; in Epict.
111,22,72 nepronacudg is connected with aoyoria). The verb évvocly,
“think of”, here — as often — in the sense of “intending to do,
or to bring about” fits somewhat better with “gain’ than with *‘toiling
occupation”, I think, and the same is truc for the words &v anincreig,
“in insatiate desire, greediness”. But on the other hand the tran-
scriptional cvidence is more in favour of mepionacpog. Not so much
on account of the confusion of E and O, which may have worked
in either direction, but because of the close similarity of I1 and M
in certain types of uncial script. ““Il faut se rappeler qu’a partir du
moment ou le tracé de I’écriture [onciale grecque] prit un caractére
cursif, la lettre mu se confondit avec la lettre pi”.'® Accordingly,
the combinations -CII- and -CM- in the word mepiCITaCMog may
have resembled each other very much. This may have caused a saut
du méme au méme, as a result of which the letters -CITA- were
omitted. This explanation presupposes however that the mistake was
made by a scribe who copied the Testaments after an examplar in
uncial script.

Several variant readings have been induced by confusion of A, A,
and A. A curious instance of this error occurs in 7. Zeb. 1, 1.
According to b (k defic.), Zebulun spoke his last words to his sons
“thirty-two years after the death of Joseph”, peta Ap’ & kT
According to family II he did so “two years after the death of
Joseph™ (peta 800 &tn).'° As early as 1698 J. E. Grabe has observed

14 After the sixteenth-century translation of Arthur Golding, of which I use a copy
of the edition Glasgow 1684

'S A Dain, Les manuscrits, Paris 1964, p 131

15 In a foot-note to his German translation in Judische Schriften aus hellenistisch-
romuscher Zent, 111, Gutersloh 1974, ] Becker states “bg 327 This 18 1ncorrect .
in g (and 1n /) the words petd— locfyp are mussing Becker has copied the error
from Charles’ textcritical apparatus, though he could have observed that Charles’
note 9 contradicts his note 8 Apparently Becker’s textual criticism dispenses with
collations
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that the reading d0o of witness a should be preferred to the reading
AR of b In a note he pointed out that “‘thirty-two™ 1s an error for
“two”  “male XXXIl pro duobus annis positi sunt”™ The same
conclusion had already been drawn by H Dodwell,!” who had
examined the chronological information contained in the Testaments
“rectius in Graeco 2 annis post mortem Josepht, quam i Latino 32 '8
That the 1cading AR’ cannot be right, may appear from the following
calculation Joseph died at the age of 110 (Gen 50,22) Zebulun
died when he was 114 (T Zeb 1,1) If Zebulun’s death 1s dated
thity-two years after that of Joseph, the latter would have been
born 110 + 32 — 114 = 28 years earlier than Zebulun But this
would contradict Gen. 30, 19-24, where Joseph 1s supposed to be
born later than Zebulun was If on the contrary Zebulun died only
two years after Joseph, the latter would have been born two years
after Zebulun. This 15 a disparity in age between Joseph and Zebulun
which 1s prefectly in keeping with the chronological implications of
Gen 30, 19-24

How can the lambda have cntered into the text? The answer 1s
obvious 1t 1s no more than the repetition of the last letter of the
preceding word petA. It may be clear that the dittography could
not simply result in AB’, for in that case the interval between Joseph's
and Zebulun’s death would amount to 1002 ycars. Yet the mistake
1s best explained as occasioned by musreading of uncial script

The same applies to a variant reading in 77 Lew VI,1. Here 1t 1s
said that the mountam Aspis, on which Levi saw his vision of the
heavens, was near Gebal, to the south of ““Abila” The latter geo-
graphical name 1s given by b as "APBia (k defic ) Famuly I1 reads
"APia ' The variation can be explamed i three different ways
Either (1) aftAA () 1s a haplography of afiMA musread as afitAAA
Or (2) aptMA (fapuly II) 18 a dittography of aftAA Or (3) the
primitive reading was aftAAA, and b gives a haplographic spelling

'7 On Dodwell, scc our study **‘Dic Patriarchentestamente von Roger Bacon bis
Richard Simon™, 1n this volume pp 3 42, esp 32-36

'8 H Dodwellus, “Tabula Chronologica contracta de annis Patriarcharum”, in
Grabe's edition, and in J A Fabricus, Codex Pseudepigiaphus V T, 1, Hamburg 17222,
p 753

' Thus g ¢ af In ldm the two consonants have been transposited This secondary
error may have been induced by the close similarity of beta and mu m older
minuscule script But 1t can also have arisen spontaneously transposition of letters
1s very common In ¢/u any equivalent to “to the south of Abila” 1s mussing
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-AA for -AAA,?° whereas family I presents the common misreading
of -AA- as -M- 2! Whatever may be the error, 1t was made by a
scribe who copied from an uncial

In T Jud 1117 the “King of all the kings” whom Jacob slew
1s called Beehioa, thus b (k defic ) According to family II his name
was Beghicud, though the final dental is written -t by /d, and -0
by af ¢ The shorter form ending in - (b) may be an attempt
at de-barbarising the giant’s name But 1t 1s very possible as well
that -A 15 a haplography of -AA, misread as -AA- — 1f indeed
the 1cverse 1s not the case

If in majuscule script a lambda 1s followed too closely by an 1ota
the combmation may look like the letter nu, especially 1n majuscule
script of a sloping type (Al oo N). Thus in the MSS of 2 Pcter 1.18
oAlymg alternates with oNtwg 22 The reverse of this error has occurred
to the scribe of some ‘ancestor’ of » When he had to copy, in T Jos
XV.,3, that Joseph desired greatly, maNv, to weep, he wrote down
that he destred again, madAlv, to weep Obviously the scribe who
made this error availed hmmself of a model i majuscule script
Famuily I1 has remained free from the error in question 2 The difference
between the readings AHotebovta of b and NHotsvovta of family I
mn T Ash 1V.3 must have arisen from a sumilar oversigt

Confusion of gamma, 1ota and tau 1s usually considered as due
to misreading of uncial writing 24 Yet some caution should be cxercised
as to this inference Iota and tau could almost as easily be confused
in minuscule writing as in majuscule writing, this 1s reflected 1n the
many 1nstances of confusion of kai and kat(¢) definitely of recent
date To quote some examples from only one Testament

2% The rcading -IAA for -IAAA 15 not cven a textentical haplography, but only
an orthographical varant In Greck MSS the letters for hgquids between vowels,
especially -A- and -p-, are often arbitranly written single or double

21 “If two lambdas were written too close together they could be taken as the
letter mu, as has happened at Rom vi 5 where most MSS have AAAA (‘but’) but
others have AMA (‘together’)”, B M Metzger, The Tct of the N T, Oxford 19682
p 187

22 Metzger, loc at

23 Tlghy b (k defic )] mavo gdm e af ch, | om , 1 incertae lectionts

24 See eg B A van Gromingen, Tiaite (sece n 12), p 88 “Dans la majuscule
on a souvent confondu I, T, e¢e T° On p 89 Van Gronmgen points out that
especially on papyrus I and T were liable to confusion Cf also Damn, op it ,(n 15), p 47
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T Levi  1X,2 xotd ] xat d solus.
IX.,9 kail Eheyev | katéieyey [ solus.
XIV.,7 kal xotd ] xata df. xat .
X1V,8 xotanuifete] kol katanai&etal A solus.
]

XIX.2 katd Kol xatd chi.

And when in the course of time more and more majuscule forms,
among thesc that of the gamma, crept into the minuscule script
and showed themselves side by side with their purily minuscule
equivalents,?® the gamma, (0o, could give again occasion to confusion
with tau and iota. An example of such a recent confusion may
be found in T. Jos. X11,2:

Yfi¢ b, k defic., gldm ¢ af ¢ (i incertae lectionis)] tiig h solus.

Nevertheless a number of variants induced by confusion of gamma,
iota and tau may be due to misrcading of majuscule writing. For
that reason I signalise here threc cases in which the reading of
family I (in cach case = b) stands against that of family II.

T. Sim. VIIL4 1§ (Aly.) 1 vii de, i y@i [ af chi, gm defic.

T. Jud. 1.6 Kat ebodobuevog] Katevodovuevog gdl e af chi,
KatotdoOpeEVOg m.

T. Jos. XIIL8 tig (Xav.) 1 yic gldm e af ch, i incertae lect.

Finally I cannot refrain from rccording a most curious instance
of confusion of I1 and I'. Most readers of the Greek Testament
will remember the alternative readings in 2 Peter ii.13, where allotaig
(“*deceptions”, thus Codex Sinaiticus) stands against al’anaig (“‘love
meals”, thus Codex Vaticanus). The corruption dates back to the
second or third centuries A.D. Much the same transcriptional error
disfigures — or rather : adorns — the text of 7. Jud. XXIIIL,5. There
Juda foretells his sons that in the last times the Lord will visit them
with mercy and, according to b, with love, evayally, (to deliver
them) from the captivity of their enemies. According to all other
witnesses, however, the Lord will visit them with mercy and will
bring them up, avayal'y, from captivity among the gentiles.
I suspect the reading of » to be grammatically too unwieldy to be
right, But whatever may have been the original reading, there is

25 E. M. Thompson, flandbook of Greek and Latin Palacograpiiy, London 1906, p. 161.
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a great chance that the corruption has arisen from the misreading
of uncial script.

Presumably there are more divergencies between the text of family I
and that of family IT which can be traced to different interpretations
of uncial characters.?® But among the thirteen instances mentioned
so far there may be one that convinces the reader. And one convincing
instance suffices to warrant the conclusion that the transliteration
underlying bk is another than that or thosc on which the text of
all other witnesses rests.

Incidentally it may be observed, that the variant readings mentioned
need not have arisen at the very moments of transliteration. Misreading
of majuscule script has caused errors as long as majuscules have
been copied. A transcriptional error committed by a scribe of e.g.
the fourth century may have been copied in the sixth and eighf centuries,
and thus have been adopted in the copy that happened to serve as
basis for transliteration. Mistakes due to misrcading of uncials may
date back, therefore, to the oldest stages of textual transmission,
as is plain from thc variant readings of the New Testament referred
to above. On the other hand mistakes of this type may have becn
produced until the ninth century. As a result, the uncial cxemplars
which were transliterated must have contained each its own reservoir
of scribal errors due to misreading of uncials, dating from different
stages of the tradition. It is owing to this that one finds the mu
confused one time with the double lambda, another time with the pi.
These confusions with letters of rather different appearence go back
to distinct stages of the tradition. To the errors alrcady extant the
scribes who executed the transliteration may have added some others,
but this cannot be ascertained.?”

The variant readings discussed above seem to justify the supposition
that the Testaments of the Twelve Patriarchs have been transliterated
at least twice from majuscule into minuscule writing. From this it
follows that the archetype of the textual tradition of the Testaments
must be carlier than the ninth century.

I have not found a clue for establishing whether the two trans-

26 E.g. T. Gad 1V,5 piCOC ENepysi b, h defie] piCOC CuNepyel gdm e af chi,
[ contaminatus legit ut b.

27 Somewhat too optimistic on the other hand is Dain’s judgment: “On dcvra
admetire, en cffet, qu'on ne commit qu’exceptionnellement des fautes de lecture de
ce genre au moment méme de la translittération, cette opération ayant ¢été, ¢n principe,
un travail critique™. (Op. cit., see n. 15, p. 131).
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literations have been executed after onc examplar or after two.
If one accepts the assumption generally made — for which there
is indeed much to be said — that in case of two transliterations
they were cffectuated ““dans des centres indépendants les uns des
autres, et ... a des dates éloignées™, there 15 some likelihood that
two different uncial codices underhiec the surviving MS. tradition,
and that the archetype dates back to late antiquity.?® But this is
no more than a vague sort of general probability.

It is true that the reader of the Testaments need no longer feel
bound to suspect their reconstructed text of being later than the
ninth century (what had never been proved so far). But on the other
hand he cannot be sure etther that their text dates back beyond the
Middle Ages. It nced not be remembered again that prior to the
ninth century the copies of the Testaments may have differed as
widely from each other as they did after that century. One cannot
but draw the conclusion, that there are no longer grounds for
excessive pessimism 2% as to the degree of reliability one can hope
to attain in reconstructing the text of the Testaments. Yet an archetype
of which no more can be said than that it is prior to the ninth century
cannot warrant the reconstructed text to be congruent in all details
with the authentic ancient Christian recension of the book.

I may be allowed to add somc remarks to this conclusion.

(1) At one or two places the text of the Testaments turns out
to be corrupt wn all witnesses without exception. This is the case,
eg.,in T. Zeb. 1V,1.7° Such corruptions affecting the whole tradition
can be taken as conjunctive errors of all witnesses. They prove that

28 One would be tempted to locate this archetype m the famous library at Caesarea
The basis of this hbrary. butlt up by Pamphilus (d 309) and spectalised in Christian
Iiteratute, had been the works left by Origen Ornigen 1s the carliest known rcader
of the Testamients (Schurer, loc «t, see n 8) The sccond father to quote the
Testaments, Jerome, tells himself that he has done rescarch in the library at Caesarea
(He consulted Ongen’s Hewvapla there) At Bethlehem he was constantly adding to
his store of books Perhaps he has disposed of a MS of the Testaments copied from
that in the hibrary at Caesarca —All this 15 possible, but no more than that

29 1 admittedly shared this pessimism with only a very few readers of the Testaments,
but 1t 18 hardly likely that their optimism rests on better grounds than my pessimism did

' 1 proposc to read the sentence as follows Meta tabra ehafov Zotetv insivor
For ¢hapov iobiry, of Eunipides’ Cyclop 561 onog 7»1]\;1,;( mielv The confusion of
hof- and Boi- 15 one of the most common in Greek MSS In copying the Testaments
scitbes have gone so far as to replace the name of BuAia with that of Aafav
(T Ruch 11113 Badha)Aofu 1, T Napht 1,12 BariavlAaBav a)
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the whole MS tradition derives from onec single archetype in which
the corruptions at issue already figured. In case all witnesses can
be traced back to a single archetype, some critics speak of the tradition
as being “closed”.3! Others however reserve the term “‘closed” for
traditions springing from one transliteration and from one minuscule
archetype.?? Only if more translitcrations have to be postulated, they
consider the tradition as open. The reason for this is that, if a text
has been transliterated twice, the archetype does claim to be ecarlier
than the ninth century, but cannot be dated more cxactly. In that
case it is impossible to mark the place of the archetype in a gencalogical
table or stemma of which one axis expresscs the progress of time.
Nor can one draw the lincs suggesting the dependence of the hyp-
archetypes on the archetype.®® As a result the top of the stemma
is missing, or, to put it less awkwardly, the tradition is open. The
tradition of the Testaments, then, is closed in the sense that it can
be traced back to a single archetype; but it is open in the sense
that the archetype, apart from being prior to the ninth century,
cannot be dated with any precision.

(2) The main inference drawn so far from the alternative readings
in which family I stands against family II, is that the textual tradition
of the Testaments goes back to two distinet transliterations. But the
evidence seems to confirm at the same time that the tradition is
split into two and no more than two branches or families: that
of bk and that of all other witnesscs.

True, it is possible that in all thirtcen instances which I adduced,
b(k) are at fault. It would follow, first, that in nonc out of those
thirteen instances the reading of the remaining witnesses can be taken
for an indication of a common source on which bk do not depend,
and second, that gldmeafnchi /do not constitute a family. But if it
be supposed that gldmeafnchi form no family opposed to Ak, one
has to presume that groups like gldm and cafnchi (or worse: gldm,
caf and nchi) go back to distinct transliterations : distinct not
only from that to which we owe bk, but also from cach other.

' Reynolds-Wilson, op ar (n 10), ed 1968, p 144, 19742, p 193, of p 248,
first paragraph

P2 Dam, op cf {(n 15), pp 130 and 132

** The obvious solution, to my opinion, 15 that stemmas be provided with a
simple margmal chronological scale that indicates the centuries (s X, s X1, 5 X11, etc)
only for those events i the textual history concerned which are datable Where no
chronological information 15 supphed n the margin, the stemma should be supposed
to imply nothing as to the chronology of the textual history
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In theory the possibility cannot be excluded that gldim and eafnchi
do go back to two different transliterations. But this possibility can
only be substantiated by a list of alternative readings of gldm and
eafnchi, which must have resulted from misreading of uncial writing.
— in the way I have demonstrated above for bk as against all other
witnesses.

As a matter of fact 1 have deemed it my duty to look for such
rcadings as might prove that caf etc. represent another transliteration
than gldm do. But so far 1 have not found any of them.

As long as no differences between gldm and eafnchi are found
which are definitely due to misrcading of uncial script, the supposition
that gldm and cafinchi represent different transliterations remains
without any foundation. As things are one cannot but assume that
gldmeafinchi go back to a single transliteration.

Now going back to a single transliteration means nothing less than
deriving from a single minuscule codex. And witnesses deriving {rom
a codex on which other witnesses arc independent, form what in
textual criticism is termed a family. The conclusion is inescapable
that gldmeafnchi, together with the Armenian. Slavonic and Serbian
translations, form a family deriving from a single ninth- or tenth-century
minuscule codex.

(3) Still, the minuscule codex referred to in the end of the preceding
paragraph has another surprisc in store for the critics of the Testaments
of the Twelve Patriarchs. It provides the inevitable terminus post quem
for the Armenian translation. This translation cannot possibly be
earlicr than the ninth century.

(4) Nothing is known with certainty of the circumstances under
which the transliterations of the Testaments have been undertaken.
But there are signs that at least one of the two, viz. that to which b
and k owe their text, has been accomplished at Constantinople.

As for b, this witness 1s contained in a tenth-century codex. In an
earlicr article 1 have shown that this codex is very likely to have
belonged to the library of Michacl Choniates, metropolitan of Athens
from 1182 A.D. From Choniates’s Ictters we know that he had been
collecting books ever since his studies at the Patriarchal Academy 3+

 See on this institution F. Fuchs, Die hidheren Schuden von Konstantmnopel im
Mittelalter (Byzantinisches Archiv 8), Stuttgart 1926, repr. Amsterdam 1964, pp. 47-48,
and T. "A. T'pitosonothou, Hutpuwuprixly Meyain tob Févoug Zyoin. top A’ (Bifihio-
M 1iig &v "ADNvug Okexnudevtiniig "Etupeivug 37). "TAOfvar 1966,
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at Constantinople. On his elevation to the bishopric at some distance
from the capital, he took his library with him. Though the possibility
cannot be excluded that Michael Choniates acquired his codex con-
taining, among other writings, the Testaments of the Twelve Patriarchs,
when already residing at Athens, there is a reasonable chance that
he brought it with him from Constantinople.

It should be observed that » has not directly been copied from
a MS. in uncial script. In fact, several errors of b are best explained
as arisen from misreading of minuscule script. In 7. Dan 1V.3, e.g.,
b reads xuwelole in lieu of pvy xwelcOe as correctly preserved in
all other witnesses. The error of » would seem to indicate that
the mu of pn has been misread as a kappa — an obvious and
common confusion in early minuscule hands — and that this induced
a saut du méme au méme resulting in the omission of un. In certain
minuscule hands the alpha and the omega bear a striking resemblance
to each other. In 7. Zeh. 1X,6 this has occasioned a saut du méme
au méme in the word xaxkoOhoeole, which in my opinion is the
correct reading. The witnesses ¢ and ¢3° have the lipography kof7-
oecle, independently of b that has kaOicesOs. The reading £otatl dg
of bk in T. Dan V1,6 looks much like a transcriptional error for
gotal loog as given by other MSS. If so, the error is most likely
due to the misreading of a minuscule exemplar, in which a sigma
and an omicron, written too close together, could easily be taken
for an omega closed at its top.

Apparently, b is not the ‘autograph’ of the man who executed
the transliteration. Still there is some reason to suppose that this
‘autograph’, too, has been extant somewhere in the capital and has
proliferated therc. For when about 1250 the monastery of Prodromos-
Petra at Constantinople procured or acquired a MS. of the Testaments,
its text (k) *® happened to be very closely related to that of Choniates’s
copy. True, this may be no more than a coincidence. But it may also
indicate that Constantineple had something like a local text of the
Testaments, emanated from a local transliteration brought about during

3% As i and Ngt present the reading of the majority of the MSS, the reading
of ¢ 15 not distinctive of ¢ It cannot be ascertained, therefore, whether the agreement
between ¢ and o at this place 15 duc to contamination or not (A m defic )

3¢ On the provenance of MS Marc gr 494 (k) from the Prodromos- Petra monastery
in Constantinople, sec our note ““Additional notes on the History of MSS Bibl
Marc gr. 494 (L) and Cambridge Univ Libr, Ff 124 (5", Ch VI in this volume.
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the Photian Renaissance. As is well-known there are grounds for
thinking that the process of transliterating Greek literature originated
as a whole in the capital.

The hypothesis that b and & represent a Constantinopolitan trans-
literation, distinguished from that accomplished somewhere else on
which all other witnesses depend, would perfectly account for the MS.
tradition of the Testaments being bifurcate.

To preserve myself from launching wilder conjectures than I have
made so far, I close at this point. Some observations on the bifurcate
character of the transmission of the text of the Testaments, will be
added in an appendix to this paper. Here 1 confine myself to sum
up the main conclusions reached in the above.

(1) The Testaments of the Twelve Patriarchs have been transliterated
twice from majuscule into minuscule writing. One transliteration is
represented by bk, the remaining witnesses reflect a different trans-
literation.

(2) The archetype or last common source of the surviving textual
tradition was a MS. in uncial script, earlier than the ninth century;
it cannot be dated more precisely, however.

(3) A faithfully established text of the Testaments need no longer
be suspected of representing no more than the capriciously corrupted
text of some indeterminate ninth- or tenth-century minuscule. Still
one cannot be sure that the reconstructed text dates back beyond
the Middle Ages. Such a gap of centuries separating the original
ancient Christian book from its reconstruction, inevitably impairs
the reliability of the reconstruction, even if it is the best obtainable.

(4) The witnesses gldmeafnchi seem to go back to a single trans-
literation and consequently constitute a family undependent of bk.
This confirms the hypothesis, grounded till now on texteritical evidence
only, that the textual tradition of the Testaments is split into two
families : that of bk and that of all remaining witnesses.

(5) If conclusion 4. holds good, the Armenian translation cannot
be earlier than the ninth century.

(6) Perhaps the transliteration to which b and k owe their text
has been effectuated at Constantinople.
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APPENDIX

THE RELATION BETWEEN A4 AND ALL OTHER WITNESSES

That the textual tradition of the Testaments is split into two branches
and “die dlteste Spaltung der Ubecrlieferung gerade zwischen bk und
allen anderen Handschriften liegt™, was one of the conclusions of an
article which I wrote in 1970, and which was published in ZNW 63
of 1972 (in this volume pp. 45-62). In 1974, J. Becker criticised my
position in the introduction to his German translation of the Testaments
(sec n. 16); he has not presented, however, the single argument which
would disprove my thesis, i.e. that the determinative errors upon
which my argument is based are not in fact errors but original
readings. Moreover, his own translation reflects and confirms time
and again my view on the relation between Ak and the other wit-
nesses — as [ shall demonstrate presently.

§1.

First of all it should be clcar once and for all that in textual
criticism no group of witnesses can be called a family, unless they
share one or more errors not occurring in other witnesses. 1 say
errors, not rcadings. For only common errors are the indication of
a common ancestor, whereas correct rcadings may occur in any
witnesses, without indicating anything about their relationship. For
that reason good readings arc worthless for the determination of
relationships between witnesses. B. is astray, therefore, in defining
a family as “‘ein Sammelbecken fir konstitutive Gemeinsamkeiten”,
whatever precisely that may be. Neither common features in general,
nor common readings, nor the merc fact that witnesses “gemeinsam
stehen gegen™ other ones, but exclusively common crrors prove
that witnesses belong to a family.

In the article referred to above I adduced three conjunctive errors
of the witnesses gldm ¢ af chi which, if they are really errors,
neccessarily prove that these witnesses derive from one common source,
Otherwise it is impossible to explain how a corruption that is not
likely to arise morc than once, occurs in morc than one witness.
At the same timc these corruptions prove that bk form a group
independent from gidm ¢ af chi; for how could bk be free from
the errors occurring in witnesses on which they depend? The thrce
corruptions [ pointed to were the following :
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(1) T. Levi VIILI mpdypa bk] Spupa gldm ¢ af ¢hi. In my opinion
it can be argued that mpayua (bk) is the correct rcading, and that
all other witnesses present here a lectio facilior dictated by the
apocalyptic context. In support of the reading npdypa (bA) I cited
Henoch gracce XX1,2 Epyov, to which 1 now add a parallel from
the Visions(!) of Hermas 12, 1: Kvpla, peydiog kai Quupoctdg
Exet 10 mpayua tobro. If mwpdyua is the correct reading, gldm ¢ af

chi are at fault and -— barring unforeseen circumstances — derive
from a common source on which bk cannot be dependent. -~ Though

[ think that there is a good casc for the correctness of npayua (bh).
I admit that no onc could be blamed for thinking differently. In B’s
translation the passage in question rcads : *...sah ich wiederum cinen
Traum’. This implics that B. accepts the rcading Opopa as original.
Accordingly, B. cannot be expected to regard the reading of gldm
¢ af chi as evidence for a common source from which bk are
independent. In both following instances, however, he can.

(2) T. Levi 1X,14 anoapyée bk] + @ xvpleo omnes ceteri (for
details, sec above, p. 50, n. 14). B’s translation does not render
the words added in all witnesses except bk. In a foot-note B. justifies
his translation of bk as follows : “So hk. Alle anderen: + dem Herrn
(Einfluss aus Vers 13)". Consequently, B. agrees with me that from
a texteritical point of view the addition in gldm ¢ af chi is an error.
But the obvious conclusion which B. should draw as well is, that bk
cannot depend on the common source of all other witnesses, and
thus, that bk and gldmeafchi form two independent families. From
B.’s preference for the reading of bk it follows, that the textual
history of the Testamients is bifurcate, an carly split separating bk
and all other witnesses. The same conclusion may be drawn from
the third example.

(3) T. Zeb. 1V.9 obtoc b] + xul &moinocav oVtwg ommes celerl.
B.’s translation is a rendering of the shorter text in A. In a foot-note
B. states : ““Alle ausser b fiigen an : Und sie taten so. Der Satz nimmt
Vers 13b vorweg und steht vor Vers 10-12 zu frith”. So according
to B. himself, b preserves the original text, and all other witnesses
are faulty. Now it is impossible that the error at issue has been
made more than once. It must come from a common source. Conse-
quently, B. will have to admit that gldmeafchi constitute a family
to which 4 is not related.

In view of B’s decisions on the variants 2. and 3. discussed above,
he cannot avoid postulating a family gldmeafchi = family 11, clearly
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distinguished from bk = family I by the errors he himself has detected.
Possibly he could not accept this conclusion on the authority of only
two errors in gldmeafchi. But fortunately it appears from his translation
that he has found a great many other separative errors of gldmeafchi
as against bk. In at least twenty other instances, which will be listed
below, B. is of the opinion that gldmeafchi present a common
corruption of the text correctly preserved by b(k).

§2.

B. states that I have a high estimation of the value (‘““Hoch-
schiatzung’) of bk. However, this more accurately reflects his own
inclination. I have found only two or three readings of bk which |
would favour over those in family II and I have stated only that
the o-text is a late and free recension of the text as presented by
the prototype of «f. Apart from this evaluation of «, I have not
expressed any general preference for any family or any witness, but
exclusively for certain readings. B. seems to be under the misconception
that, if b and k are regarded as a family opposed to all other
witnesses, their text is generally superior to that of the remaining
witnesses. But this does not follow at all. In all individual instances
of bk deviating from gldmeafnchi one has to decide which branch
of the tradition preserves the authentic (or at least : the least corrupt)
reading, and in most of these instances the reading of bk proves
to be inferior to that of gldmeafnchi. 1 am not cven sure now that
all three examples of common errors in gldmeafnchi mentioned above
in §1 still hold (in T. Zeb. 1V,9, e.g., M. de Jonge rightly prefers
the longer text, see Ch. X in this symposium), though 1 do think
that there are three other errors common to gldmeaf(n)chi (two decisive
separative errors of gldmeafchi, proving that bk cannot depend on
gldmeafchi, are mentioned by Th. Korteweg in Ch. XI, p. 171, n. 20.).
If accepting three readings of bk as correct amounts to ‘“‘Hoch-
schitzung” of these witnesses, what are we to say of B. himself,
who at least twenty-two times has preferred the text of b(k) to
that of all or most other witnesses? It may be worth while to list
here the readings in h(k) which B. authorises, and to oppose them
to those of the other witnesses which he rejects, as at least a number
among these compel B. to admit, firstly, that gldmeafchi derive from
a common source on which bk do not depend, and secondly, that
the group of witnesses formerly designated with the siglum [ must
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be dissolved nto two independent famihes . bk (family 1) and gldmeaf,
now linked with the group o (family ). In a third paragraph I shall
have to say a few words on the authorship of this theory. The
ist 1 append here docs not pretend to be exhaustive.

T Lo I1X,14 (vede supra, p 81)

T 7Z¢h 1V.9 (vde supra, p 81)

T Sun 11,1 tekva b, Becker “Kander™] + pov g¢ldm e af i, ¢« om, k sua
spontc ut gldm ¢t

T Sun 1V.6 Kkat? solus b, A decficir Becker “und (chrte)”] ¢ldm e af i om

T ITev 1X,1 ave fnpev hh, Becker “zogen™] ave Bnv gldm af chi, aveBavoy ¢

th XVIIL,2 asyndetice ev (@ mp CloB) b, A defic. Becker “Im 7] ka6

e ¢ af chi, dm defic 1 contammatus ut b

T Jud XXIV.3 noptuctale b, Becker “werdet wandeln™] nopeveale ¢ld ¢, afddu
defic .k sua sponte ut gld e, m sua spontc ut b

T Ze¢h V.5 tv ) Xavaav b, A defic Becker ‘in Kanaan™] «1g yiiv Xavao
gl ¢v yi) Xavauv dm ¢ af Slav du

T Dun 11,4 asyndetice ow b, h defic, Becker “Duich™] ko owa gld ¢ af du,
m defic

T Gadl,5 nate pu autod b, A defic . Bedker “seinem Vater™, adnotans **So b,
A o, B-b unsctem {(Angleichung an Vers 6)'] mutepa UGV
gldm e af du

T Guad V.2 to picog b, k defic, Becker “den Hass™, adnotans  **So nur b
b wird im Recht sein d1aforog haftet nur in der chedem
selbstandigen Ueberheferung TN 8, 4 8 fest im Teatbestand
und 1o owPorikov wird unter Emfluss aus Vers | entstanden
semn '] + tob SwuPorov gldm ¢ af, + 10 Sroforiwov i

T Gad V.5 gvvoldv h, k defic . Becker “Gedanken™ numero plurali (aa non
“in semem Denken™ mwm sing )] gvvorag gdm ¢ af ch, 1 lectionrs
mcertae, | def

T Ash 11,8 Kot ropvevet b, h defic , Becker “und treibt Hutere1™) asyndetice
nopvivs L gdm ¢ af du, I contammatus ut b

T Ash 11,1 ot b, h defic , Becker “denn™] + xou gldm e af, + xvprog i,
I contammatus ut b

T Jos XII,1 kat tkeivov b, A defic , Becker “In jener (Zei)”] + O¢ gdm
af ch, praem ko, e sua sponte ut b, 1 defic

T Beny 1111 Kat! b, A defic, Becker ““Und (jetzt)” (aa non “Nun denn”

= viv oliv g ¢”)] ommnes cetert om , | i defic

T Beny 1V,5 ouvepyel b, A defic, Becker “gibt er Hilfe™] ocuvtpeyer omnes
cefert (ovvtpeyey = “Jems Parter nchmen™), m a ¢/ defic
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T Benj 1X.,2 povoywvolbg hk, Becker “Einziggeborenen™, adnotans “*So b ]
+ mpogntov gld ¢ af, + viob ubtod ¢, M defic

T Beny X4 grownoav bk, Becker “taten”] {momoe(v) ommnes ceteri, m I defic

T Beny X,10 adehgpovg ovtdv hh, Becker “‘thre Bruder™] adrtov aduigous g,
adehpovg avtob /, adeAPOd adt@v ¢f, (8 hpov udTtdV a, m i
defic

T Jud 111,7 Beoiod b, A defic , Becker “Belisa™, adnotans  **Alle verschiedenen

Namensformen 1 den MSS sind wohl corr aus ha'al sylo,
dh Herrvon Silo "] Beghisug g, Bihat o, Behwoafet [, Benht-
cad ¢, Behoud of du

T Lewt V11 "ABIAG b, h defic , Becker “Abila”, adnotans  “*Dic Ortshestim-
mung fehlt in ¢ Da die Hauptstadt Abila der Tetrarchic Abilenc
geographisch abwegig 1st, 1st eine Identifizicrung nicht moglich™)
TABwa g e of, TApBa ldm, hrom

§ 3.

According to B., I have tried, ““offenbar ohne Kenntnis von Hultgérds
Arbeit ... ein Stemma fir G (= the Greek witnesses) zu erstellen”.
But in the first place I am not at all intercsted in a stemma. The
only thing [ have tried to do is to establish the interrelationships
between witnesses. The diagram which 1 added has no valuc n
itself. It 1s intended only to be a summary of my conclusions and
an aid for the reader. Criticism, however, should be levelled at my
argumentation, not at the diagram.

Secondly, how could I have known in 1970 Hultgard’s dissertation
of 1971? And that I wrote the article to which B. refers in 1970,
is clear enough from its sccond sentence.

Now B. states that Hultgard has proposed to dissolve the family
formerly designated as f in various smaller groups. In order to
prevent Hultgdrd from being charged with a theory which he did
not develop, I cannot refrain from inserting at this place the postscript
which [ wrote on the appearence of Hultgard’s dissertation, but was
suggested, from various sides, not to publish.

“Nachtrag Nach Abschluss des Manuskripts erschien die Dissertation von A Hult-
gard, Crovances messiamques des Test XIT Patr Critigue textuelle et conmentati e
des passages messianigues (maschimenschr Dissert ), Uppsala 1971 Der cerste Tel
des ersten Kapitels (S 1-21) handelt vom gricchischen Text der Testamente,
spezicll vom ‘groupement des manuscrits grees”  Jedoch, was H seine Methode
nennt (Peclectisme, S 5), 1st ber thm nichts als Willkur - Ich verstehe nicht,
warum man, wenn sich das Abhangigketsverhaltnis 7wischen den Zeugen grossten-
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teils cinwandfrer aufzeigen lasst, auf die feste Grundlage der gencalogischen
recensio verzichten soll H beschuldigt die genealogische Methode, “par le moyen
de la critique externe™ zu opericren (S 8), aber seine ‘‘critique interne” besteht
darin, dass er beliebig ausgewahlte Lesarten zur Grundlage semner Uberlegungen
macht [See now above n 6] Ich hatte die Darstellungen H 's mit Stillschweigen
ubergangen, wenn cr nicht unerwarteterweise zu emigen Ergebnissen gekommen
ware, dic mir bekannt vorkamen “Resumons Il n'est plus exact de parler
de deux groupes (famulles) qui s’opposent « et B o = ¢ h 1 est certamement unc
famille ct sclon toute vraisemblance également les mss d 1 m™ (S 21) Diesen
Schiuss nun kann H unmoglich aus sewen cigenen Analysen gezogen haben
Er entmimmt ihn wie er selber mit Recht m emer Fussnote angibt — einem
Vortrag, den M de Jonge September 1970 7zu Uppsala gehalten hat In diesem
Vortiag [sec now Svensk Exegetish Arsbok 36, 1971, pp 77-96] hat M de Jonge
mit metner Genehmigung auf das Manuskript memer Arbeit “Die Textuber-
heferung Bezug genommen Nur daher kommt dic auf den ersten Blick
befremdende Uberemnstimmung der von H erzielten Resultaten mit den meinen
Dass H selber mit diesen Ergebnissen nocht nicht vollig vertraut ist, erhellt
daraus, dass er fortfahrt “Un groupement a part est constitue par les mss b d g
A 1 (m)" [my wtalics], obwohl dic alteste Spaltung gerade swischen bA und gldm
hegt ™

§4.

There are cleven other instances of confusion, misrepresentation
and misconception m B’s section of three and a half pages on the
textual criticism of the Testaments. One of them 1 should like to
correct here. In B’'s opinion my stemma 1s “zu einfach angesichts
der komplizierten Textgeschichte. Dies betnifft ... vor allem auch die
angenommene allzu gradlinige Riickfithrung der Hyparchetypen™. As a
matter of fact there may liec an inlimited number of copies between
the different points of the tradition where splits occurred, and between
the final points of splitting and the surviving witnesses. But as far
as the textual transmission of the Testaments is concerned, it is
methodically impossible to prove that there have existed more inter-
mediate copies than I have marked in my earlier stemma with the
numbers 1, 4, 6, 7, 9, 13, 15, 16, 18, 21 =a, 23, 25, 26, and 35,
to which can be added the last common source of ¢ and Fm¢ and
the last common source of Arm. and ¢ Slav. af a. There is no
evidence to prove that more than sixteen intermediate copies existed,
except the one or two uncial codices underlying the transliterations
to which family 1 and family II owe their texts. Contamination
can be established in /, d, and m. But further complications
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in the textual history of the Testaments cannot be
demonstrated. I cannot rid myself of the impression, therefore, that

the alleged complexity of this history is little more than an excuse
for arbitrariness.




