CHAPTER TWO

THE TEXT

2.0 TRANSCRIPTION AND TEXTUAL VARIANTS

Frags 1-2 on Nah 1:3b-1:6

......................... TOE.LLL0I0 PR DY 1977 ApeaY TR0R... . ]
................................................ 102 T8 W R0 D[] O] 2
Jo7 52 o1 o TR wac NTR]AM DA PR 3
.............................................. TR IR Do oo oeon oA oS 4
] TSR onn W CTSOM..| T 5a

.......................................... TR ac 9RR 2% MDY S5Y[ @3 Yoer 5
.................................................................. Jem o> omon o LT 2 L. 6
Tt ey b vhum> SAL. 7

171272000 TN B[ 8

UNROT MY Wn WY 0')A| vac Sam oo Doz 9
™ TR 0wy % 13 30r] 5P San e pawd[ xom 10
....................................................................................... Jowx nand @p 11

' MT, MurXIEL 7102, with a single yod serving both as a root leter and as a
marker for the prel imperfect. Our reading of 2] employs standard orthogra-
phy for the pie/ form. An alternate reading of Aiphil 770°)27% is also possible.

> MT: 7135, Note that the defective orthography of j:2% appears only in the
lemma, whereas the pesher interpretation in line 7 features the plene 1325, as in
MT. The defective form is unusual for +QpNah and is likely to be a scribal crror.

* MT: 5om vin. Dupont-Sommer was the first to reconstruct lines 9- 11 as a
lemma, with variants from MT. Strugnell noted that the plus of W may be a
doublet from the previous hemistiche 3zan o=
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Frags 3—4 I on Nah 2:12-14
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U NMT: 57 in both occurrences in line 1 iso too, NMurXIl:, and in line 4. The

forms differ in both pronunciation and or [h('wgmphy. Both forms are common
lhloughout MT.
MT: 572, The pesher’s plene orthographic variant is in accord with other gal

participles m Jr(h)\ah

T s, \Im\l Tzl The form in the pesher accommodates standard
vocalization and a plene sp(llmg of %3, as well as norma masc. plural formaton.
Horgan describes the less typical form in MT as a fem. pl. but it is more likelv
an alternate masc. form, like 73 .T_ ST T

PMT: o825 MurXID vrnab5 The fem. pl. of 8725 is not otherwise attested
in BH. Brooke proposed a dehhel(m variant, describing M1 TTR377 as a pl. of the
distinctly feminine /6%, and +QpXNah TS as a pl. of /n’ \s]nch 15 of indetermi-
nate gender. However, cither spelling could reflect the plural of either singular word.

7 MT. MurXII lack 572, See sccton 2.2, below.

EE\Y S “e( scction 2.2, below, on the reading of ‘his word 1 4QpNah.

POMT: vz AMueXIT vz, The form in the peslwr most likely reflects a
fem. sing noun. in contrast to the plural of MT, and in agreement with the prob-
able singular of 3777, Brooke's argument in favor of a dcliberate exegetical variant
is not per xua\i\c

% MT: 7722 The clearly masc. form in the pesher diverges from the vocal-
ization of \Il \.hl( h indicates a fem. 2nd person possessive suffix in this w ord and
throughout the verse. See below, on the restorations of 7 w_]““i\ 7[227, and [oTONTR].

¢ MT: 7272 (MurXIl 52721 The form in the pesher is kest taken zs a free-stand-
ing feminine abstract noun, “predation,” like "273 in Nah 2:13b, cited in line 6
in the pesher. Sce section 2.2.

NOTE: The following variants from MT are restored with a high degrec of cer-
tainty, as discussed in section 2.2: line 8, 7i3]"9%; line 9, w[__‘ i 1nd line 10.
[Froonon].
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Frags 3- 4 II on Nah 2:1-5
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PMT: T ?’ 7. Weiss notes the possible mfluence of Fzck 22:2; 24:6,9 Tn=n 3o,

2 MT: 772, The plene orthography is typical of 4QpNah.

S MT: 0. This “hollow” root appears as 92 in 4QpNah (both in the lemma
and in the interpretation in line 3, and as U2 in MT. Note the visual similarity
betwzen * and %, and the semantc interchangeability of the forms of the root. Cf.
HALOT S U Prov 17:13 ket 020, geri Ovan.

*MT: /\]/‘ :\lrh()ugll the absence or presence of a conjunction is generally
insignificant, in this instance the added vae probably reflects a deliberate exegetical
variant. See ch. 7.

5 For 4QpNah 277, MT has 277 2. The gio/ form is typical of Qumran
morphology. though 219, 275, and 275 arc all attested elsewhere in Qumran lit-
erature (see occurrences listed by Maier.. Sce Qimron’s discussion of the qutl gtol,
and gotol forms as variations on the guil pattern at Quman « The Hebrew of the Dead
Sea Scrolls [Atlanta, Ga.: Scholars Press, 1986] 200.24 and the chart at 200241
The omission of the word 277, and perhaps that of the conjunctive 3, may be attrib-
uted to scribal crror. Note that 271 does appear in the pesher interpretation in
kine 5.

& MT, MurXIIl: 27, The plene orthography is typical of 4QpNah. Cf. 2370, in
line 7. )

7 MT: 522 The pesher’s giol form is typical of Qumran Hebrew. Cf. 142170
above. )

8 MT: 53p MurXI@ 7[s]p. Tke morphological varation may ha\e‘scn‘,mm('
underpinnings as 7187 in BH gencrally refers to spatial lmits, or “edges,” whereas
TP is more commonly used to indicate numeric or temporal finitude, which is the
requtred meaning here. )

90wy = MT gere; MT ketib: 1202, The converted perfect is synonymous with
the graphically similar imperfect. )

" MT: £ri32. The conjunction in 4QpNah produces an illogical variant homo-
phone of MT, and is most probably a scribal error. Cp. ™32 in the pesher inter-
pretation in line 6. Allegro observes that 4QpPs (171 3-10 iv 7 features a similar
error, along with a correction, W213{7}. Fitzmyer seems to view the “consonan-
tal Shlft between 3 and 7 as a normal phenomenon rather than an error. Sce
his note on 778, which he understands as ©°2NN, in 40196 frag. 2 line 1 (DJD
XIX, 10
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ii MT: an a'l\{urXII 2721 Cf. the plene orthography for 237 in line 4.

N ’\\ﬁ" iapioal ngf‘} se;uon 2.2, for our reading of the conjunction in +QpNah.

© M1t AmonT. The form in the pesher s best viewed as a pi%el variant for the

M"ll' qal. Sec further, below. : o el vanandfor the

" MT: 55320 The word is not very legible i IpN 1ni iffe

B2 C § y legible in 4QpNah, but defi v S

from MT. See further, below. g PR, bt dehely differs

* MT, MurXI1I 55 See section 2.2 below on the pesher’s use of the second

parson suffix in this werd and in our restoration of AP I8R==7 i 1 i H -
é ot T[']NT5Y in tae contin 0
thz lemma. [] unation ol
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Frags 3-4 III on Nah 3:6-9
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" MT: ©3p0. The plene orthography is typical of 4QpNah iof. MurXIT T57p0)

2 MT: %72, See section 2.2 for our discussion of the odd form in MT and the
pesher variant.

5 MT: =87 2. The plene orthography of both words in 4QpNah is as expected.
The plene 1= appears in the pesher interpretation as well, in 1IL,3. Note the plene

orthography of 212 in the lemma at the end of IV,2 (T]2[77] 2325, but the defec-

tive P2 in the earlier T3W 72 in that line {Weiss.

" MT: 7. The use of the plural in both the lemma and the identfication in
line 5, is probably a harmonizing emendation, towards agreement with the plural
subject TR 7120 LXX (0 0pdv: and the Peshitta correct in the opposite direction,
with a sinz. subject {Cf. Strugnell. Brocke (89 views the harmonization as an
accommodation of the pesher interpretation rather than the biblical text itself.

> MT: 7281 See above, 7777

& MT, MurXIl: 757, The form in the pesher is best viewed as a plene ortho-
graphic variant of MT.

" MT: upa8. The addition cf a lengthening suffix is one of the Qumran scribal
characterisics catalogued bv Tav, “Orthography,” 31-37. Cf. Qimron, Hebrew, 44.

8 MT: 2o (MurXIIL, 20700 See section 2.2,

O MT: 2 ‘MurXID8[E]R. In MT. “No” is part of the place name “No-Amon.”
As noted by Allegro, 4QpNah scems to take i3 as a preposition. a lengthened
poetic form of 2: “than Am[on].” Cf. Peshitta and LXX.

0 MT, MurXIL: 57, The fem. possessive suffix of 4QpNah is absent in MT.
Strugnell views the possessive pronouns in XX and Peshitta as attesting to this
variant, but the pronouns could reflect exegetical or practica translation choices
rather than an alternative text. Thus, A7PS renders MT, “Its rampart a river.”

1 MT: =, See section 2.2

2 MT, MurXII: a5, Our reading fcllows Strugnell, with an apparent pl. pos-
sessive suffix rather than the sing. possessive of MT. Cp. Allegro’s T M.

' MT: sy, Perhaps an orthographic variant, if vocalized as a pu‘al verb, mean-
ing, “she was mighty.” Alternatively, T2X\W may be a quil noun with a fem. pos-
sessive suffix, “her might,” like the Peshitta and LXX (ioxbg avtfig). (Thus, Allegro).
In fact, even without a mappig m the heh, the MT form itself might be taken as a
noun with a feminine suffix. /Cf. Spronk, 130}
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Frags 3-4 IV on Nah 3:10- 12
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Frag 5 on Nah 3:13-14
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"M 7932 AMurXIL )55 Weiss notes that this is the only occurrence in
MT of 1239 527, with lamed as the preposition. The variznt in 4QpNah employs
the mere usual prepositiona’ ber, which also appears in the subscquent phrase, “202.
:The Peshitta NT2U2 probably renders MT 202, without any cjuivalent for
T2u2/173%.; Strugnell notes the plene orthography in the pesher as well.

> MT: 7550 4Q385 6 11.8: m9%0[] See Section 2.2,

P MT: w2 The plene orthographic variant is typical of Qumran Hebrew.

* MT: 7. Both 7= and 77 appear elsewhere with 273 in BH. ir the sense of
“to cast.” For this reason, the ancient wanslations cannot be used as evidence of
either reading. Cf Weiss for other examples of dalet/resh interchanges in the Bible,
and for references to the phenomenon in rabbmic literature. Note also that the
imperfect form in the pesher, in contrast to the perfect in MT, is :n agreement
with W,

* MT: 221 The plene orthography in the pesher is to he expected, but note.
with Weiss, the defective orthography in sy 7Z, a few words earlier in the verse.
m accordance with MT.

" MT: . The simplest explanation for the zar is that it is an added conjunc-
tion, as in LXX and Peshitta. Doudna 293 -23. however. explores the possibility
that the rar held some greater significance, ¢.g.. that it functioned as a conversive-
var or that it is a reflectior of some more scrious lexical variant and/or scribal
error.

7702 is not in MT or other versions. The Flus in 4QpNah is not well-suited
to the lemma. {Thus, Carmignac:. Brooke (86; suggests that the author of the pesher
“anticipated his interpretation and inadvertently slipped an extra word into his text
of Nahum.” He rejects Allegro’s suggestion that the plus reflects a deliberate accom-
modaticn of the lemma to suit the pesher interpretation in lne 8. He observes that
the word is superfluous, since the lemma’s 7on provides z sufficient peg for the
pesher interpretation.




