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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 wntmg The
Testaments of the Twelve Patnarchs rests on twenty-six witnesses *
Eight out of these twenty-six depend exclusively on one or another
surviving exemplar of the Greek text A textcntical reconstruction
of the Testaments has therefore to be based on the testimony of
eighteen witnesses, viz

11 MSS contammg a contmuous Greek text (a, b, c, d, e, f, g,
h, i, l, m),1

3 MSS contammg excerpts from the Greek text (k, n, Fm ),
4 transldtions made after the Greek (Arm , Slav , Serb , Ngr )

As two witncsses, b and k, show pecuhar errors m common äs
agamst all the other witnesses, these other witnesses can not possibly
denve from bk Nor can bk denve from any of the other witnesses,
smce all witnesses except b and k exhibit common errors äs agamst bk
Thus the primary split m the textual tradition of the Testaments is
mto two branches or families :2

* I am gratelul lo H E Gaylord who diecked the English of this article
1 For a dcsuiplwc list öl the MSS to which these sigla refer, sce /NW 6"Ί, 1972,

pp 27-8, m this volumc pp 45-46
2 I or the discussion on slcmmatic 'Zwcispaltigkeit see J Bedier, La tradition

manuscnte du "Lai de l'Ombic" , Romania 54 1928, pp 161 ff and "i21 tf , J Andneu,

'Ptmupes et lechcrches cn cnlique tcxtuclle' Meinoi uil cli \ E! Litt offen a J Maioti:i'iui,

Paris 194"?, pp 4'i8ff , I Fourquct 'Le paradoxe de Bedicf Puhl de la Fcu de·,

Le/lu", de l Unn de Stiasbou>i>, fasc 105, Melangcs 1945 II (Et l itter), Paris 1946,

pp l ff P Maas Τι \thitik, Leipzig I9604, pp 29-^0, J Irigoin, 'Stemmas bilides

et etats de mss ', Ri\ue de philolo^ie 80 (3d Senes 28) 1954, pp 211 ff , A Castellani,

Bediei, inail-il iiinon' (Discours Universitaires, N S 20), Fnbourg (Switzerland) 1957,

S Timpanaro, Du Cnlslelntnz du Laihinann^ihen Methode, Hamburg 197l 2 , Anhang 3,

'Zweigeteilte Stcmmata und Kontamination', pp 115-50 ulcm. 'Ancora su stemmt



64 H J DE JONGE

family I, consisting of thc witnesses /; and k\
family II, comprising all the other witnesses : g/mc/Fm Arm. e

Slav. af Serb.ttcA/Ngr. Within family II, glclmFm'1 and Scrb.-
«cA/Ngr. (= a) form 'sub-families'. (See diagram).3

family
JE

Stemrna codicum et versionum libn qui vocatur
Te<itanu'nta duodeum Patncuiharum

(cf n 3)

bipartitiecontammazione', Mma 17, 1965, pp 392-9, W Hering,'Zweispaltige Stemmata
Zur Theorie der textkntischen Methode', Philologm, 1 1 1 , 1967, pp 170-185, A Klemlogel,
'Das Stemmaproblem', Philologie 112, 1968, pp 63-83

3 This stemma differs on thrce points (g, Arm and Slav ) Irom thc one l pubhshed
in 1972 I willmgly agree with Th. Korteweg that g has to bc connccted with the
group Imd, and that Slav has to bc detached from af and mscrted bctween e and af
(see Korteweg's contnbutions to this Symposium, Ch IX and XI) On Arm see
M de Jonge m 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 archetype4 ω of the whole tradition.

It will be obvious that the reconstruction of the archetype is far
from being a mechanical Operation.5 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 ω. 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 will be eclectic.6

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

T. Levi IX,5 καταλοσαι fam. Ι] καταμεΐναι fam. II
T. Jud. XXIII,5 εν αγάπη fam. Ι] άναγάγη/-ει fam. II
T. Iss. IV,5 πορισμόν fam. Ι] περισπασμόν fam. II
T. Iss. VII,3 επόΟησα fam. Ι] έπεθύμησα fam. II

But the difficulty of deciding in such cases is not the only circum-
stance warning against optimism äs to the degree of reliability which
one can attain in reconstructing ω, 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 II cannot be recon-
structed with certainty. As for family I, this uncertainty is due to
the hiatusses in k. In family II 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
witncsses. At times these divergencies are considerable and their
development cannot be dctermined.

4 I use the term archctype in the sense of last common source of the survivmg
tradition ('le-plus-proche-commun-ancelre-de-la-tradition', äs Dam tcrmed it)

' Cf P Maas, TeMiial Cnlunm, Oxford 1958, p 6 'We have here vanants,
bctwccn which it is not possible lo decidc 011 the lines of oui piocedurc hithcrlo'

'' The gencaological method a\ a H hole pnmanly consists in judging vanants and
markmg them either äs (separativc or conjunctive) crrors, or äs corrcct readings
The dccision whcthcr a rcadmg is an enor or not, ölten requircs a cautious weighmg
of all kmds of evidence This rcmmder has bccomc necessary, it scems, smcc recent
wnteis on the Te\lament-t have rccommendcd internal criticism and eclecticism äs
mcthods different Irom a consislcnt stemmatic proccdure - wheicas these arc just
components of it
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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 c. 2600 stichoi, hardly more
than half of the number recorded in Nicephorus' Stichometry.1

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 codcx, 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 äs 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.8 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 Slichometn of Nicephorus, see J Leipoldt, Geschiclne def n l litlien
Kanon·, I, Leipzig 1907, p 100 "Das Verzeichnis geht in der vorliegenden Form
nicht auf Nicephorus zurück, sondern muss um die Mitte des neunten Jahrhunderts
in Jerusalem entstanden sein Es ist aber immerhin möglich, dass der Grundstock
von Nicephorus herrührt Vielleicht ist aber auch Niecphorus nur der Bearbeiter älterer
Vorlagen gewesen In einer Beziehung erinnert die Slichomctrie des Nicephorus sogar
an den Kanon des Euseb von Casarea " Cf also Th Zahn, Geschichte des N t
Kamin·, II, Erlangen-Leipzig 1890, pp 295-301

8 The only thmg wc know about the wording of the text in earlier Centimes is
that the words ήπαρ προς Ουμον and νεφρούς εις πανουργιαν in T Napht 11,8 wcre
already cxtant in a copy öl the Testament·, uscd by Jerome 'in hbro quoquc Patnar-
charum ita invem, ut quomodo fei ad inuundunn sie icnes ad culliclilatem et ad
astutiam smt crcati' (E Schurer, Gesch d .lud Volkes"·, I I I , p 35"!) But Jcromc's
quotation arouses doubts äs to the textual reliability of the words which the surviving
MSS prcsent bctween the two Greek parts öl the sentcnce jusl 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 populär 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
äs much äs 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 band 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.9 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 manuscnpt (Vienna, supp gr 39) differs greatly
from all others in its cirors, and it is difficult to behevc it dcnved from the
samc ninth-century exemplar, it may dcnvc from the transliteration of a different
uncial book, so that at least two old books would sccm to have survived
the dark ages A confirmation of this is that when a Greek text has been
translatcd into an Oncntal language at an carly date, perhaps the fifth Century,
the icadmgs which arc charactenstic of the Onental translation may occur also
in a small group of the Greek manuscnpts This is true of the Armeman Version

9 This possibihty, which is generally disregarded, was brought to my notice by
G J Wicbcrdmk, of The Hague, who has mvestigated the textual tradition of some
Hippociatic writmgs
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öl somc öl Piato's dialogucs, the Arabic vcision öl Anstotlc's Poetin, and,
il the example of a patnctic lexl may bc admiltcd heic, of thc Synac Iranslation

of St Grcgory of Nyssa's de viigmilute' '°

Accordingly, it is generally supposed that if a Greek tcxt has bcen
transliterated twice, two different uncial copies havc servcd äs models.

'S'il y cut pour un texte dcux, trois et meine quatre transhtterations, c'esl
qu'clles furent executees dans des ccntrcs indcpendanls Ics uns des autrcs, et
souvcnt a des datcs eloignecs, c'csl Ic cas poui Sophocle Des DIMOW, de
Dcmosthcnc, de \'Amiha\e de Xcnophon, notis avons dcux t ransl i t lc ia t ions , qu i
nous donncnt deux textes parfois diff ie i lemcnt icductiblcs Tun a l 'autre' ' '

Now it makcs a considerable diffcrencc for the date of thc archetypc
of a text, whether its surviving MSS. dcscend from one uncial copy
or from two. For if a MS. tradition rests on two uncial copies dating
from, e.g., the early middle-ages, the archetype datcs with morc
probability back to late antiquity than in thc case that all known MSS.
derive from one single early-medicval codex in uncial writing. And äs,
ceteris panbm, an archetype dating from, e.g., Jcrome's time claims
more confidence regarding the condition of its tcxt 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 termmus ante quem, then, for an archetype is supplied
by variants which can only have arisen from misreadings of majusculc
script: e.g. between E, Θ, O, and C, and betwcen A, A, and Δ. 1 2

When we turn now to the Testaments of the Twelve Patriarch*,
a fine specimen of the first kind of misreading can be registered
in T. 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, επί έθνη, that do his will". 1 3

Thus family II. In lieu of επί έθνη, b has δπισΟε, which makes thc

10 L D Reynolds, N G Wilson, Sinken & Si/iolan, Λ Guide to llie

of Greek & Latin Liteialure, Oxford 1968, p 52, 19742, p 53
1 1 A Dam, Les manuscnts, Paris 1964, p 130
12 P Maas, op cit (scc n 5), p 36 For thc groups of lettcrs l iable to be

confuscd with cach other in Greek uncial scnpt, sce B A van Groningen, Tunte
d'histotre et de (.ntique de\ te\te\ grec^ (Vcrh der Kon Ncd Akad van Wctcnsch ,
Afd Lett , N S , LXX, no 2), Amsterdam 1963, pp 88-89 and thc literature quoted therc

13 As far äs possible I use thc English translation of R H Charles, The Te\tament\
of the Twelve Patnariln (Translations of Early Documents, Scncs I, Palestiman Jewish
Texts, pre-Rabbinic), London 1917
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sentence incomprehensible : μετελεύσεται οπισθε ποιοΰντα το θέλημα
αύτοΰ. For οπισθε ποιοΰντα k reads έμπροσθεν ποιούντων, which
is obviously an attempt to improve the sense and the syntax of
the corrupted sentence äs given by h. How to account for οπισθε
in bl That the most plausible explanation is that it is a transcriptional
error, follows from a comparison of the words επί έθνη (or έθνει,
äs it is written in g) and όπισθεν written in uncials :

ΕΠΙΕΘΝΕΙ or -NH
OniCÖEN.

To my mind there is no better explanation for the reading of b
(οπισθε) 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 T. Jos. VII, 1.
There family II reads: "But still, έτι δε, her heart was addicted
to licentiousness...". Instead of έτι δε, b has ότι δε: "But because
her heart etc.". As a result of this mistake b also omits the conjunction
καί 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 cm (b)
has been misread to έτι (family II) and καί 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 ΕΤΙ has been read
äs ΟΤΙ, or ΟΤΙ äs ΕΤΙ.

To a similar mistake b owes its reading Βησσους, at least the final
sigma of this name, in T. Jud. VIII, 2. For here it is clear that not
family II, but b is at fault. In b Judah's wife ("Shua" in Gen. 38,2)
is constantly called Βη(σ)σουε, except in the passage under con-
sideration, where her name is Βησσους. In family II her name ends
in -σουε, not only in T. Jud. VIII,2, but also in X,6; XIII,3; XVI,4
and XVII,l. The reading Βησσους of b in T. Jud. VIII,2 is best
explained äs a faulty transcription of BHCCOYE, i.e. äs a misreading
of majuscule script.

Confusion of the majuscules E and O has also played a part in
the development of the text in T. Iss. IV, 5. Here a description is
given of how a single-hearted man behaves :
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"wrath overmastereth not bis wit,
envy melteth not his soul,
neither doth his mind run covetously upon gain".1 4

In h (k defic.) the last line runs : ουδέ πορισμόν εν άπληστεία
εννοεί. The word πορισμός means, in this context, "gain". But
instead of πορισμόν all witnesses of family II have περισπασμόν,
"occupation", usually "toiling occupation", "worry" (c.g. Ecclesi-
astes I, 13 LXX, and especially 11,26, cf. T. G ad VII,6; in Epict.
111,22,72 περισπασμός is connected with ασχολία). The verb έννοεΐν,
"think of, here — äs 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 true for the words εν άπληστεία,
"in insatiate desire, greediness". But on the other hand the tran-
scriptional cvidence is more in favour of περισπασμός. 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 Π and M
in certain types of uncial script. "II faul se rappeler qu'ä partir du
moment ou le trace de l'ecriture [onciale grecque] prit un caractere
cursif, la lettre mu se confondit avec la lettre /n".15 Accordingly,
the combinations -CI1- and -CM- in the word nepiCHaCMcx; may
have resembled each other very much. This may have caused a saut
du meme au meine, äs a result of which the letters -COA- 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, Δ,
and A. A curious instance of this error occurs in T. Zeh. I, 1.
According to b (k defic.), Zebulun spoke his last words to his sons
"thirty-two years after the death of Joseph", μετά λβ' έτη κτλ.
According to family II he did so "/wo years after the death of
Joseph" (μετά δύο έτη).16 As early äs 1698 J.E. Grabe has observed

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

1 5 A Dam, Le\ manii^cnit, Paris 1964, p 131
16 In a foot-note to his Gcrman translation m Jüdische Sihnflen «ws heUemiitisih-

romucher Zeit, III, Gutersloh 1974, J Becker states "/;# 32" This is incorrect.
m g (and m /) the words μετά — Ιωσήφ are missmg Becker has copied the error
from Charles' textcntical apparatus, though he could have observed that Charles'
note 9 contradicts his note 8 Apparcntly Beckcr's textual cnticism dispenses with

collations
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that the reading δύο of witness a should be preferrcd to the reading
λβ* of b In a notc he pomted out that "thirty-two" is an error for
"two" "male XXXII pro diiobus annis positi sunt" The same
conclusion had already been drawn by H Dodwell,17 who had
exammed the chronological Information contamed in the Testamente
"rcctius in Graeco 2 annis post mortem Josephi, quam in Latino 32" 18

That the icading λβ' cannot be nght, rnay appear from the following
calculation Joseph died at the agc of 110 (Gen 50,22) Zebulun
died when he was 114 (T Zeh 1,1) If Zebulun's death is dated
thnty-two years after that of Joseph, the latter would have been
born 110 + 32 — 114 = 28 years earher than Zebulun But this
would contradict Gen. 30, 19-24, where Joseph is 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 is a dispanty in age between Joseph and Zebulun
which is prefectly in keeping with the chronological imphcations of
Gen 30, 19-24

How can the lambda have cntered into the text9 The answer is
obvious it is no more than the repetition of the last letter of the
preccdmg word μετΑ. 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 years. Yet the mistake
is best explamed äs occasioned by misreading of uncial scnpt

The same apphes to a vanant reading in T Levi VI, l. Here it is
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 is given by b äs "Αβιλα (k cfe/ic ) Family II reads
Άβιμα 19 The Variation can be explamed in three different ways
Either (1) αβιΑΑ (b) is a haplography of αβιΜΑ misread äs αβιΑΛΑ
Or (2) αβιΜΑ (family II) is a dittography of aßt A A Or (3) the
primitive reading was αβιΑΑΑ, and b gives a haplographic spelhng

1 7 On Dodwell, scc our study "Die Patriarchentestamente von Roger Bacon bis

Richard Simon", in this volume pp 3 42, esp 32-36
18 H Dodwellus, "Tabula Chronologica conlracta de annis Patnarcharum", in

Grabe's edition, and in J A Fabnuus, Code\ Pwudepigi aphu\ VT, I, Hamburg 17222,
p 753

19 Thus g c a/ In lehn the two consonants have been transposited This secondary

crror may have been mduccd by the close similanty of beta and mu in oldcr
minuscule scnpt But it can also have ansen spOntaneously transposition of letters
is very common In du any equivalent to "to the south of Abila" is missing



72 H J DE JONGE

-AA for -ΛΑΑ, 2 0 whereas family II presents the common misreading
of -ΛΛ- äs -M- 21 Whatever may be the crror, it was made by a
scnbc who copied from an uncial

In T .lud 111,7 the "King of all the kings" whom Jacob slcw
is called Βεελισα, thus h (k dcfic ) According to family II his namc
was Βεελισαδ, though the final dental is wntten -τ by Id, and -0
by af chi The shorter form ending in -a (b) may be an attempt
at dc-barbansing the giant's name But it is very possible äs well
that -A is a haplography of -ΑΔ, misread äs -AA- — if mdeed
the icversc is not the case

If in majuscule scnpt a lambda is followcd too closely by an lota
the combmation may look hke the letter nu, especially in majuscule
scnpt of a slopmg type (AI oo N). Thus in the MSS of 2 Peter u. 18
οΑΙγως alternates with οΝτως 22 The reverse of this error has occurred
to the scnbe of some 'ancestor' of b When he had to copy, in T Jos
XV,3, that Joseph desired greatly, παΝυ, to weep, he wrote down
that he desired agam, πάΑΙν, to weep Obviously the scnbe who
made this error availed himself of a model m majuscule scnpt
Family II has remamed free from the error in question 23 The difference
between the readings ΑΗστεύοντα of b and ΝΗστευοντα of family II
m T Ash IV,3 must have ansen from a similar oversi^t

Confusion of gamma, lota and tau is usually considered äs due
to misreading of uncial wntmg 24 Yet some caution should be cxerciscd
äs to this inference Iota and tau could almost äs easily be confused
in minuscule wntmg äs in majuscule wntmg, this is reflected in the
many mstances of confusion of καί and κατ(ά) defimtely of recent
date To quote some examples from only one Testament

20 The ruiding -ΙΛΛ for - Ι Λ Λ Α is not cvcn a tcxlcntical haplography, but only
an orthographical vanant In Grcck MSS the lettcrs for hquids bctwcen vowcls,

especially -λ- and -μ-, are oftcn arbitranly wntten singlc or double
21 "If two lambdas werc wntten too closc logethcr thcy could be lakcn äs the

letter mu, äs has happcned at Rom vi 5 where most MSS have Α Λ Λ Α ('but') but
othcrs have ΛΜΑ ('together')", B M Metzger, The Tc\t of the N T, Oxlord l%82,

p 187
22 Metzger, loc eil
23 Πάλιν h (k defit)] πάνυ gdm c af ch, l om , ; mceilae leUwm^
24 See e g B A van Groningen, Tiaite (sce n 12), p 88 "Dans la majuscule

on a souvent confondu Ι, Γ, et T" On p 89 Van Groningen pomts out that
especially on papyrus I and T were liable to confusion Cf also Dam, o/> cit , (n 15), p 47
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T. Lcvi IX, 2 κατά ] και d so/ιιχ.
IX,9 και ελεγεν ] κατέλεγεν f solus.

XIV,7 καν κατά ] κατά df, καί m.
XIV,8 καταπαίξετε] καί καταπαίξεται k solus.
XIX,2 κατά ] καί κατά chi.

And whcn in thc course of time more and more majuscule forms,
among these that of thc gamma, crept into the minuscule script
and showcd themselvcs sidc by side with their purily minuscule
equivalents,2 5 the gamma, too, could give again occasion to confusion
with tau and iota. An example of such a recent confusion may
be found in T. Jos. XI 1,2 :

γης b, k deßc., g/dm c af c (i incertae lectionis)] της /; solus.

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

T. Sini. VIII,4 τη (Αίγ.) ] γη de, τη γη lafchi, gm dcfic.
T. Jucl. 1,6 καί εύοδούμενος] κατευοδούμενος gdl e af 'chi,

καταιδούμενος m.

T. Jos. XIII,8 της (Χαν.) ] γης gldm c afch, i incertae /ect.

Finally I cannot refrain from rccording a most curious instance
of confusion of Π and Γ. Most readers of the Greek Testament
wil l remembcr the alternative readings in 2 Peter ii.13, where αΠαταις
("deceptions", thus Codex Sinaiticus) Stands against αΓαπαις ("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 — thc text of T. Jud. XXIII,5. There
Juda foretclls his sons that in the last times the Lord will visit them
with mercy and, according to h, w i t h love, εναγαΠη, (to deliver
thcm) from the captivity of their enemies. According to all other
witnesses, however, the Lord will visit them with mercy and w i l l
b r i n g t h e m u p, αναγαΓη, 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, Ilamlhook of Greek and Latin Palacography, 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 II which can be traced to different interpretations
of uncial characters.26 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 äs long äs majuscules have
been copied. A transcriptional error committed by a scribe of e.g.

/ tii the fourth Century may have been copied in the sixth and eigh/ centuries,
and thus have been adopted in the copy that happcned to serve äs
basis for transliteration. Mistakes due to misreading of uncials may
date back, therefore, to the oldest stages of textual transmission,
äs is plain from the variant readings of the New Testament refcrred
to above. On the other hand mistakcs of this type may have been
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 m u
confused one time with the double lambda, another time with the pi.
These confusions with Ictters of rathcr different appearence go back
to distinct stages of the tradition. To the errors alrcady extant the
scribes who executed the transliteration may have addcd sorne others,
but this cannot bc ascertained.27

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 minusculc 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-

" E.g. T. Cacl IV,5 μϊΟΟΟ ΕΝκργκί b, k ile/ic.} μΐΟΌΟ CuNr.pycl gclm c a( c/ii,

l conluminatiu /c^it ul h.
27 Somcwhat too optimislic on the other hand is Dain's judgment : "On dcvra

admettrc, en effet, qifon ne commit qu'cxccptionncllcmcnt des faules de lecture de
ce genre au momcnt meine de la t r a n s l i t t e r a t i o n , ccttc Operation ayant ele, en prmeipe,

un travail critique". (Op. eil., sec n. 15, p. 1 3 1 ) .
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hterations have bccn executed after onc examplar or after two.
If one acccpts thc assumption gcnerally made — for which there
is indeed much to be said — that in case of two transliterations
they wcre cffectuatcd "dans des ccntres independants les uns des
autrcs, et ... ä des dates eloignees", there is some likelihood that
two different uncial Codices underhc the surviving MS. tradition,
and that thc archetype dates back to late antiquity.28 But this is
no more than a vague sort of general probability.

It is true that the readcr of the Testaments need no longer feel
bound to suspect thcir reconstructcd text of being later than the
ninth Century (what had never been proved so far). But on the other
band he cannot be sure either that their text dates back beyond the
Middle Ages. It nccd not be remembered again that prior to the
ninth Century the copies of the Testaments may have differed äs
widely from each other äs thcy did after that Century. One cannot
but draw thc conclusion, that there are no longer grounds for
excessive pcssimism 2l) äs to the dcgree of reliability one can hope
to attain in rcconstructing the text of thc Testaments. Yet an archetypc
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 aulhentic ancient Christian recension of the book.

I may be allowed to add somc remarks to this conclusion.
(1) At one or two placcs the text of the Testaments turns out

to bc corrupt in all witnesses without exception. This is the case,
e g., in T. Zeh. IV,!.30 Such corruptions affecting the whole tradition
can be taken äs conjunctive errors of all witnesses. They prove that

2" One would bc tcmptcd to locatc Uns archclype m Ihc famous library at Cacsarea
Thc basis öl this library, bmlt up by Pamplnlus (d tt)9) and speciahsed in Christian
li tcratuic, had bccn thc works lelt by Origcn Ongcn is the carlicst known rcadei
of thc TeMami'iit\ (Schurcr, loc dl, sec n 8) Thc second father to c^note thc
Testaments, Jeromc, teils himself that he has done rescarch in the library at Caesarea
(Hc consulted Ongen's He\apla there) At Bethlehem he was constantly adding to
his störe of books Pcrhaps hc has disposed of a MS of the Testaments copicd from
that m the library at Caesarea —All this is possiblc, but no more than that

2>1 I admittedly shared this pessnnism with only a vcry few readers of thc Testaments,
but H is hardly hkcly that their optimism rests on better grounds than my pessimism did

10 l proposc to read the sentencc äs follows Μετά ταΰτα ελαβον έσΟιειν ί.κεϊνοι ,
FOI ί,λαβον ί.σΟιι ιν, cf Eunpides' Cyilnp 561 όπως ληψ^ πιΛν The confusion of η *7

λαβ- and βαλ- is one of the most cotnmon in Grcek MSS In copying the Testamentes
scnbcs have gonc so far äs to rcplace thc name of Βαλλα with that of Λαβαν
(T Ruch 111,13 Βαλλα]Λαβκ ί, Τ Napht 1,12 Βαλλαν]Λαβαν α)
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the whole MS tradition derives from onc single archetype in which
the corruptions at issue already figured. In case all witnesses can
be traced back to a single archetype, somc critics speak of the tradition
äs being "closed".31 Others howcver rescrve the term "closed" for
traditions springing from one transliteration and from one minuscule
archetype.32 Only if more translitcrations have to be postulated, they
consider the tradition äs open. The reason for this is that, if a text
has been transliterated twice, the archetype does claim to be earlier
than the ninth Century, but cannot be dated more cxactly. In that
case it is impossible to mark the place of the archctypc in a gencalogical
table or stemma of which one axis expresses the progress of time.
Nor can one draw the lincs suggcsting the dependence of the hyp-
archetypes on the archetypc.33 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 scnse that it can
be traced back to a single archetype; but it is open in the sense
that the archctype, apart from being prior to the ninth Century,
cannot bc dated with any prccision.

(2) The main infercnce drawn so far from the alternative readings
in which family I Stands against family II, is that the textual tradition
of the Testamente gocs back to two distinct transliterations. But the
evidence seems to confirm at the samc time that the tradition is
split into two and no more than two branches or families: that
of hk and that of all other witnesses.

True, it is possible that in all thirteen 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 dcpend,
and second, that gldmeafnc/ii do not constitute a family. But if it
be supposcd that glilmeafmht form no family opposed to hk, one
has to presume that groups likc g/cim and eafncht (or worse : g/c/m,
eaf and nchi) go back to d i s t i n c t translitcrations: distinct not
only from that to which we owc hk, but also from cach othcr.

" Rcynolds-Wilson, op eil (n 10), cd 1968, p 144, I9742, p 191, cf p 248,
first paragraph

12 Dam,»/' <" (n 15), pp ΠΟ and 132
11 The obvious solution, to my opinion, is t h a t stcmmas bc providcd w i l h a

simple margmal chronologieal scalc thal mdicatcs the ccnlunes (s \, s x i , s xn, etc )
only for those cvcnts in the t e x t u a l his tory concerncd which are datahle Where no
chronologieal Information is supphed in the margin, the stemma slunild bc supposcd
to imply n o t h i n g äs to the chronology of the tex tua l history
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In theory the possibility cannot be cxcluded that gldm and eafnchi
do go back to two different transliterations. But this possibility can
only bc substantiated by a list of alternative readings of gldm and
eafnchi, which must have resultcd from misreading of uncial writing,
— in the way I have demonstrated above for hk äs against all other
witncsses.

As a matter of faet I have deemed it my duty to look for such
readings äs might prove that ca/ etc. rcpresent another transliteration
than gldm do. But so far I have not found any of them.

As long äs no differences between gldm and eafnchi are found
which are definitely due to misreading of uncial script, the supposition
that gldm and eafnchi represcnt different transliterations remains
without any foundation. As things are one cannot but assume that
gldmeafnchi go back to a singlc transliteration.

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

(3) Still, the minusculc codex rcferred to in the end of the preceding
Paragraph has another surprisc in störe for the critics of the Testaments
of the Twelve Patriarclis. It provides the incvitablc terniinus post quem
for the Armenian translation. This translation cannot possibly be
earlicr than the ninth Century.

(4) Nothing is known with ccrtainty of the circumstances under
which the transliterations of the Testaments have been undertaken.
But there are signs that at least one of the two, r/r. that to which b
and A- owc thcir text, has been accomplished at Constantinople.

As for Λ, this witness is contained in a tenth-ccntury codex. In an
earlicr article I have shown that this codex is very l ike ly to have
belongcd to thc library of Michael Choniates, mctropolitan of Athens
from 1182 A.D. From Choniates''s lettcrs we know that he had been
collecting books cvcr sincc his sludies at the Patriarchat Academy 34

14 See on this I n s t i t u t i o n F. Fuchs, Die höheren Schulen von Konstant inopel im
Milleliiller (By/antinischcs Archiv 8), Stut tgar t 1926, rcpr. Amsterdam 1964, pp. 47-48,
and T. "Λ. Γριτσοπούλου, Πατριαρχική Μεγάλη του Γένους Σχολή. τόμ Α'. (Βιβλιο-
θήκη της εν ΆΟήνι/ις Φιλεκπαιδευτικής "Ετι/ιρεί</ς 37). ΆΟήνι/ι 1966.
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at Constantinople. On bis 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 b has not directly been copied from
a MS. in uncial script. In fact, several errors of b are best explained
äs arisen from misreading of minuscule script. In T. Dan IV,3, e.g.,
b reads κινείσθε in lieu of μη κινείσθε äs correctly preserved in
all other witnesses. The error of b would seem to indicate that
the mu of μη has been misread äs a kappa — an obvious and
common confusion in early minuscule hands — and that this induced
a saut du meine au meme resulting in the omission of μη. In certain
minuscule hands the alpha and the omega bear a striking resemblance
to each other. In T. Zeh. IX,6 this has occasioned a saut du meme
au meme in the word κακωΟήσεσΟε, which in my opinion is the
correct reading. The witnesses c and d3S have the lipography καθή-
σεσΟε, independently of b that has καΟίσεσΟε. The reading εσται ως
of hk in T. Dan VI,6 looks much like a transcriptional error for
εσται ϊσος äs 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, /; 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 there. For when about 1250 the monastery of Prodromos-
Petra at Constantinople procurcd or acquired a MS. of the Testaments,
its text (k)36 happened to be very closely related to that of Choniates's
copy. True, this may be no more than a coincidcncc. But it may also
indicate that Constantinoplc had something like a local text of the
Testaments, emanated from a local transliteration brought about during

" As /;/ and Ngi prcscnl the reading of the majonty of the MSS , the reading
of < is not distinctive of α It cannot bc ascerUmcd, thereforc, whethci the agreement
bctwccn < and d at this place is duc to contammation or not (l\ m di'fic )

16 On the provenance of MS Marc gr 494 (A) from the Prodromos- Petra monastery
in Constantinople, see our note "Addit ional notes on the History of MSS Bibl

Marc gr. 494 (λ) and Cambridge Umv Libr , Ff l 24 (b)", 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
äs a whole in the capital.

The hypothesis that b and k represent a Constantinopolitan trans-
literation, distinguished from that accomplished somewhere eise 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 l 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 textcritical 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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A P P E N D I X

THE R E L A T I O N BE1WEEN hk A N D ALL OTHER WI'TNESSES

That thc tcxtual tradition of thc Testaments is split into two branches
and "die älteste Spaltung der Überlieferung gerade zwischen bk und
allen anderen Handschriften liegt", was one of thc conclusions of an
article which I wrotc in 1970, and which was publishcd in ZNW 63
of 1972 (in this volume pp. 45-62). In 1974, J. Becker criticiscd my
Position in the introduction to his Gcrman translation of thc Testaments
(see n. 16); he has not prescnted, howcvcr, the single argument which
would disprove my thcsis, i.e. that the determinative errors upon
which my argument is based arc not in fact errors but original
readings. Moreover, his own translation reflects and confirms timc
and again my view on thc relation betwcen hk and thc other wit-
nesses — äs I shall demonstratc presently.

First of all it should be clcar oncc and for all that in textual
criticism no group of witnesses can be called a family, unless they
share one or morc errors not occurring in othcr witnesses. I say
errors, not readings. For only common errors are the indication of
a common ancestor, whcreas correct readings may occur in any
witnesses, without indicating anything about thcir relationship. For
that reason good readings arc worthlcss for thc dctcrmination of
rclationships between witnesses. B. is astray, therefore, in defining
a family äs "ein Sammelbecken für konstitutivc Gemeinsamkeiten",
whatever prccisely that may be. Ncither common features in general,
nor common readings, nor the mcrc fact that witnesses "gemeinsam
stehen gegen" other ones, but exclusivcly common e r r o r s prove
that witnesses belong to a family.

In the article rcferred to above I adduccd thrce conjunctivc errors
of the witnesses gldm e af chi which, if thcy are really errors,
nccessarily provc that these witnesses dcrive from one common sourcc.
Otherwise it is impossible to explain how a corruption that is not
likely to arise more than oncc, occurs in morc than one witness.
At the same timc these corruptions prove that hk form a group
indcpendcnt from gldm e af chi\ for how could bk bc frec from
the errors occurring in witnesses on which they depend? Thc thrce
corruptions I pointed to were the following :



THE EARLIEST T R A C E A B L E STAGE OF THE TEXTUAL TRADITION 81

(1) T. Levi V I I I , l πράγμα bk] όραμα gldm e af chi. In my opinion
it can bc argucd that πράγμα (/;/\) is the corrcct rcading, and lhat
all olhcr witnesses present hcrc a Icctio facilior dictated by the
apocalyptic contcxt. In support of the reading πράγμα (bk) I cited
Henoch gracce XX 1,2 έργον. Ιο which I now add a parallel from
the Visions ( ! ) of Hermas 12, l : Κυρία, μεγάλως καϊ θαυμαστής
έχει το πράγμα τοΰτο. If πράγμα is the correct reading, glclm e af
clii are at fault and - - barring unforeseen circumstances — derive
from a common sourcc on which hk cannot bc dcpendent. — Though
l think lhat there is a good case for the corrcctness of πράγμα (bk\
I admit that no one could be blamcd for ihinking differently. In B's
translation the passage in question rcads : ' . . .sah ich wiederum einen
Traum'. This implics that B. accepts the rcading όραμα äs original.
Accordingly, B. cannot be expected to regard the reading of glclm
e af chi äs evidcnce for a common source from which hk are
indcpendent. In both following instances, however, he can.

(2) T. Levi IX, 14 άπαρχάς hk] + τω κυρίω omnes cetcri (for
details, sec abovc, p. 50, n. 14). B's transiation does not render
the words added in all witnesses except hk. In a foot-note B. justifies
his translation of hk äs follows : "So hk. Alle anderen : + dem Herrn
(Einfluss aus Vers 13)". Conscquently, B. agrces with me that from
a texlcritical point of vicw the addition in gldm e af chi is an error.
But the obvious conclusion which B. should draw äs well is, that bk
cannot dcpend on the common source of all other witnesses, and
thus, that hk and gldmcafchi form Iwo independent families. From
B.'s prefcrence for the reading of hk it follows, that the tcxtual
history of the Testaments is bifurcatc, an carly split separating bk
and all other witnesses. The same conclusion may be drawn from
the third example.

(3) T. Zeh. IV,9 ούτος /;] + και εποίησαν ούτως omnes celeri.
B.'s translation is a rcndering of the shorter text in h. In a foot-note
B. statcs : "Alle ausser h fügen an : Und sie taten so. Der Satz nimmt
Vers 13b vorweg und steht vor Vers 10-12 zu früh". So according
lo B. himself, h prescrves the original text, and all other witnesses
are faulty. Now it is impossible that the error at issue has been
made morc than once. It musl comc from a common source. Conse-
qucntly, B. will have to admit lhal gldmcafchi constitute a family
to which h is not relatcd.

In view of B's decisions on the variants 2. and 3. discusscd above,
he cannot avoid postulating a family gldmeafchi = family II, 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
äs 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-
schätzung") of bk. However, this more accurately reflects his own
inclination. I have found only two or three readings of bk which I
would favour over those in family II and I have stated only that
the α-text is a late and free recension of the text äs presented by
the prototype of af. Apart from this evaluation of α, Ι 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 äs 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. I am not cven sure now that
all three examples of common errors in gldmeafnchi mentioned above
in § l still hold (in T. Zeb. IV,9, e.g., M. de Jonge rightly prefers
the longer text, see Ch. X in this Symposium), though I do think
that there are three other errors common to gldmeqf(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 äs correct amounts to "Hoch-
schätzung" 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 b(k) which B. authorises, and to oppose them
to those of the other witnesses which he rejects, äs at least a number
among these compel B. to admit, firstly, that gldmeafchi dcrive from
a common source on which bk do not depend, and secondly, that
the group of witnesses formerly designated with the siglum β must
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be dissolved into two mdependent families . bk (family I) and gldmeaf,
now linked with the group α (family II). In a third paragraph I shall
havc to say a few words on the authorship of this theory. The
hst I append here docs not prctend to bc exhaustive.

T UM IX,14 (\icle \upia, p 81)

T /<.b IV,9 (\icle \upia, p 81)

T Sun 111,1 τεκνά />, Beckei "Kinder"] + μου ifldm e af In, ι om , k \ua

•,ροηΐί ιιΐ qldm < / <

T Sin; IV,6 και2 \<>Ιι<<, h, k ih/uit Becker "und (ehrte)"] gldm e <if du (»n

T I CM I X , l ανιβημι-ν ΛΑ, Bcckei "zogen"] αν< βην gldm t// du, avi ßuivov e

ih X V I I , 2 cnwidcttci εν (τω πρ "Icoß ) h, A defic , Becker "Im '] και έ\

i; L a/ du, dm ιΙι>/κ , Ι contciminalii'i ut h

T lud X X I V , 1 ποριυσισΟί b, Becker "weidet wandeln"] ποριυισθί gld c, afdu

defu , Α \iici \poute iil ί,'/ί/ c, in \ua \pontc ut b

T 7eh V,5 ι ν τη Χανααν Λ, Α defic Becker 'in Kanaan"] ι ις γήν Χαναα\

?/ ι ν γη Xavtiuv dm < af Slav du

T Dun 11,4 awndelice οία h, A defu , Becker "Duich"] και δια gld e af du,

in dein

T Gad I,S πατί ρα αυτοϋ Λ, A (k'/u , Becker "seinem Vater", ικΙιιοΙαιίΊ "So b,

A u, β-Λ unsciem (Angleichung an Vers 6)'] πατι ρα ημών

gldm e af du

T Gad V.2 το μίσος h, A defu , Becker "den Hass", adnulani "So nur b

b wird im Recht sein οιαβολος haftet nur m der ehedem

selbständigen Ueberlicfenmg TN 8, 4 8 fest im Textbestand

und το οιαβολικον wird unter Emfluss aus Vers l entstanden

sein "] + του διαβόλου gldm e af, + το διαβολικον du

T GcidV,5 εννοιών />, k deftc . Becker "Gedanken" mimeio pluiali (cm non

"in seinem Denken" mim ung '')] Γννοιας gdm e af ih, ι lectioiw

mceitae, l def

T A\h 11,8 και πορνι υι ι b, A dein , Becker "und treibt Hutcrci"] cmncletice

πορνιυιι qdm e uf dn, l cnntaniinatii<i ut b

T A\h Ι Ι Ι , Ι ότι b, A defic , Becker "denn"] + και gldm e af, + κύριος du,

l i<>iiuiniiiialu\ ul b

T J<i\ X I I , l κατ ι κι ϊνον h, A defic , Becker "In jener (Zeit)"] + δε gdm

af di, pitteiu και /, e \ua \ponle ut b, / defic

T Ben/ 111,1 Και 1 b, A defic , Becker "Und (jetzt)" (im non "Nun denn"

= νυν οΰν g i9)] omm»i ceten om , l In defic

T Ben/ IV,5 συνι ργεΐ h, A clcfic , Becker "gibt er Hilfe"] συντρέχει omnes

ceten (συντρεχι ιν = "jems Partei nehmen"), m a du defic
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T Ben] IX,2 μονογί,νοϋς bk, Becker "Einziggeborenen", adnolam "So h "]
+ προφήτου gld e af, + υίοΰ αύτοϋ ί, In clc/κ

T Ben/ X,4 εποίησαν bk, Becker "taten"] ι',ποιησ!,(ν) omnet (den, in In de/ic

T Ben/ Χ , Ι Ο αδελφούς αυτών M, Becker "ihre Bruder"] αυτόν άδι,λφους g,

αδελφούς αύτοϋ /, ΰοελφοϋ αυτών ef, άδι λφον αυτών «, m thi
defn

Τ Jud 111,7 Βει,λισα h, λ defu , Becker "Belis«", αώιο/αιι\ "Alle verschiedenen
Namensformen in den MSS sind wohl corr aus hä'äl s///ö,
d h Herr von Silo "] Βί,ελισας g, B( λιατ </, Bt λισαβι τ /, Βι ηλι-
σαδ c, Βι.λισαθ α/ ι/ιι

Τ Levi VI,1 Άβιλα Λ, Α de/κ , Becker "Abila", adnolans "Die Ortsbestim-
mung fehl t in u Da die Hauptstadt A b i l a der Tctrarchic Abilcne
geographisch abwegig ist, ist eine Ident i f iz ierung nicht möglich"]
Άβιμα g c u/, "Λμιβα 1dm, du um

§3.

According to B., I have tried, "offenbar ohne Kenntnis von Hultgärds
Arbeit. . . ein Stemma für G (= the Greek witnesses) zu erstellen".
But in the first place I am not at all intercsted in a stemma. The
only thing I have tried to do is to establish the interrelationships
between witnesses. The diagram which I added has no valuc m
itself. It is mtended only to be a summary of my conclusions and
an aid for the reader. Criticism, however, should be levellcd at my
argumcntation, not at the diagram.

Secondly, how could I have known in 1970 Hultgärd'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 Hultgärd has proposed to dissolve the family
formerly designated äs β in various smaller groups. In order to
prevcnt Hultgärd from bcing charged with a theory which he did
not develop, I cannot refrain from inserting at this place the postscript
which I wrote on the appearence of Hultgärd's dissertation, but was
suggested, from various sides, not to publish.

"Nachtrag Nach Abschlussdes Manuskripts ei schien die Dissertation von A Hul t -
gärd, Cio\anic\ ηιΐ'\\ιαιιιφΐ("< ί/cs 7 r s/ XII Puti Cntu/ue lc\luellc et ionimeiilanc
ί/cs /«miVß-c's inc",iiaiiii/ii("i (maschmenschr Dissert ), Uppsala 1971 Dci erste feil
des eisten Kapitels (S 1-21) handelt vom gncchisehcn Text dci Testamente,
spe/icll vom 'groupcment des manuscrits grccs" Jedoch, was H seine Methode
nennt (Feclectismc, S ">), ist bei ihm nichts als W i l l k u i Ich vcistehe nicht,
warum man, wenn sich das Abhäigigkeitsverhältnis /wischen den Zeugen grosstcn-
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teils einwandfrei aufzeigen lasst, auf die feste Grundlage der genealogischen
recensio verzichten soll H beschuldigt die genealogische Methode, "par le moyen
de la cntique externe" zu operieren (S 8), aber seine "cnliquc interne" besteht
dann, dass er beliebig ausgewählte Lesarten zur Grundlage seiner Überlegungen
macht [See now above n 6] Ich hatte die Darstellungen H 's mit Stillschweigen
Übergängen, wenn er nicht uncrwarteterweisc zu einigen Ergebnissen gekommen
wäre, die mir bekannt vorkamen "Resumons II n'cst plus exact de parier
de deux groupes (familles) qui s'opposent α et β α = c h i est certamemcnt une

famil lc et sclon tonte vraisemblancc egalement les mss d l m" (S 21) Diesen
Schluss nun kann H unmöglich aus seinen eigenen Analysen gezogen haben
Er entnimmt ihn wie er selber mit Recht m einer Fussnotc angibt — einem
Vortrag, den M de Jonge Septembei 1970 zu Uppsala gehalten hat In diesem
Vortiag [scc now Svcn\k E\egett<ih Anbok 36, 1971, pp 77-96] hat M de Jongc
mit meiner Genehmigung auf das Manuskript memci Arbeit "Die Textuber-
heferung " Bezug genommen Nur daher kommt die auf den ersten Blick
befremdende Übereinstimmung der von H erzielten Resultaten mit den meinen
Dass II selber mit diesen Ergebnissen nocht nicht völlig vertraut ist, erhellt
daraus, dass er lortfahrt "Un groupement a pari est conslitue par les mss Λ d g
k l (m)" [my Halles], obwohl die älteste Spaltung gerade zwischen bk und glilm
hegt'"

There are eleven other instances of confusion, misrepresentation
and misconception in B's section of three and a half pages on the
textual criticism of the Testaments. One of them l should like to
correct here. In B's opinion my stemma is "zu einfach angesichts
der komplizierten Textgeschichte. Dies betrifft ... vor allem auch die
angenommene allzu gradlinige Rückführung der Hyparchetypen". As a
matter of fact there may lie 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 äs far
äs 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 l, 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 d and Fm and
the last common source of Arm. and e 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 I and family II owe their texts. Contamination
can be established in /, d, and m. But f u r t h e r c o m p l i c a t i o n s
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in the t e x t u a l h i s t o r y of the Testaments c anno t be
d e m o n s t r a t e d . I cannot rid myself of the impression, therefore, that
the alleged complexity of this history is little more than an excuse
for arbitrariness.


