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Abstract

This synoptic analysis of verses from Job chapters 37-39 in 11Q10, the Peshitta version
(PJob) and the rabbinic targum (RJob) aims to identify the translators’ methods for
handling the Hebrew text (HT) and to assess the apparent skills and knowledge brought by
them to their task. Additionally, the study engages with recent discussion which challenges
the nature of 11Q10 as targum. To this end, PJob and RJob provide accepted models of
‘translation’ and ‘targum’ alongside which to assess 11Q10. The following translation
methods are identified, described, compared and contrasted in the three versions: selection,
extension, alternative translation, expansion, substitution, adjustment of the consonantal
HT, adjustment of the Hebrew word order or division, omission, and conjecture. PJob is
confirmed as an attempt to transpose the difficult Hebrew of Job into Syriac. RJob is
confirmed as a conservative translation with clear underpinnings in allusion to scripture and
to rabbinic traditions attested elsewhere. Significant observations are made regarding an
interpretative quality in 11Q10, and new light is cast on its richness and subtlety as an
allusive translation. It is proposed that the translation displays deep knowledge of scripture
and skill in applying this knowledge. It is further proposed that careful comparison with
methods which have been identified in Ongelos is warranted. 11Q10 is identified as an
important early witness to scripturally-based motifs which are also found in other
intertestamental and rabbinic sources. It is argued that 11Q10’s nature suggests that its
purpose was not simply to translate but to understand and subtly explicate the HT, and that
it was intended for use alongside it, not as a replacement. The study refutes the
categorization of 11Q10 as ‘translation’ rather than ‘targum’, and agrees with its orginal

editors that its value lies in its unique witness to the early nature of targum.
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Chapter 1: Introduction

Chapter 1. Introduction

1i. Status questionis

1i. a. Synoptic study of 11Q10, PJob and RJob

The publication of theeditio princeps(1971} of the Aramaic version of the Book of
Job from Qumran Cave 11 (11Q10) sparked a flurry of earlyesitebut there is little
doubt that the editors’ characterization of it as fgostraightforward and without the
sort of expansion typical of later rabbinic targumiraseid ensuing interest away from
the detail of its conteritlts value for text critical purposes alongside both Besbob
(PJob) and the rabbinic translation (RJob) has besrgnised, with some attention also
to other comparative featuré$iowever, detailed comparative study of its content and
method alongside those of PJob and RJob, such as hadleetied as a desideratum
by Fitzmyer in 1979, has been lacking from the literatdr&tudy of RJob has been
hampered by the complex manuscript history and inadequititalceditions! which
may also have deterred comparative wdtkrly studies of PJob had examined the
question of a relationship between it and RJob throughptiism of dependendy.

Szpek’'s work on PJob (1982, 1998) concurred with the earlieseosuos that

1. van der Ploeg, J. P. M., van der Woude, O. Pgeliag, A. S., and Jongeling, B. (ed&.¢, Targum
de Job de la Grotte XI de Qumta(T); henceforth: van der Ploegal

2. Fitzmyer First Century(175 n.3) gives a full early bibliography on 11Q10. Shepherd,
Reconsideratioif6-16) provides some detail.

3. Exceptions are perhaps Tuinstra’s dissertatitgrieneutische Aspecten van de Targum van Job uit
Grot XI; Groningen, 1970), which identified interpretative eleraémtl1Q10; Zuckerman, Two
Examples detailed some “editorial modifications” whichead the bias of the translator; Le Déaut,
al tigré, who identified the use of interpretative translatechniques; and Fitzmydfjrst Century a
brief study which made some limited observations reggrdamtent.

4. E.g. Kaufmanj]ob Targum1973; GrayMassoretic Text1974; SokoloffTargum to Job1974;
Brownlee,Cosmic Rolgl1977; RinggrenSome Observation$978; Fitzmyerfirst Century 1979;
Weiss, 0071777 (1979).

5. FitzmyerFirst Century(168, 174).

6. Zuckerman’s analysis covered the first 15 columrid @f10, with a bias towards philology and text
critical issues (see ShepheRgconsideration7 n.37, 22 n.123).

7. Weiss P07 (iii, iv, vii), for example, abandoned an attempt to pilma critical edition

because of the problems presented by the available mss.
8. Szpekinfluence(141-43) details the nineteenth century studies of Stéaijdl, Baumann, and of
Dhorme in the twentieth.
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dependency on RJob was not indicated; she did, though,fyddrei use of similar
translation techniques and the need for further assassrhéiranslation methodology”.
While she had included some consideration of 11Q10, it wasxiensive and relied on
previous assessmeritslt was only with the arrival of Stec’s compilationdacritical
edition of the manuscripts and printed editions of RJdP®P4 that scholars had use of
a prerequisite for thorough study of the targum and a souns feaiscomparative
work.”® Recently, Shepherd has responded to the long felt ned avthree-way
synoptic study which provides evidence for the charatiesi of these three texts

rooted in textual analysis.

1i.b. 11Q10 and the question of genre

Recently, increased interest in 11Q10 has been genergtedistussion of the
acceptability of its classification as targum. van ddoeg et al had flagged its
importance as a witness to the history of the targweire and to the way in which
scripture was read and understood at an early pe€ridrly scholarly opinion
concurred in regarding 11Q10 as the oldest known example afgam and an
opportunity to study this type of literature at an eadgs in its developmeitDoubts
about its nature as targum arose not in examinatiodd @QfL0 itself, however, but in
parallel studies. In discussing the nature of translatiantiquity, Brock characterized
11Q10 as an early Aramaic translation of ithterprestype, i.e. literal, with no brief to
remove or clarify difficulties, in contrast with thater rabbinic translations of the
expositortype!* Samely then went one step further; without detailedn@ation of
11Q10 he denies its status as targum, designating it instednaktion and of the

same order as the Septuagint, Peshitta and Vulgate \&¥siteitzman added further

9. Szpekinfluence(155-58). See further on Szpek’s work, below.

10. Stec;Targum of Job

11. ShepherdReconsiderationsee further, below.

12. van der Ploegt al. (8).

13. E.g. Grelotl.e Targum(106); JongelingAramaic Text10).

14. Brock,Translating(87-95); alsd\ Palestinian Targuni274-75). See further on this proposal under
Conclusions 4 ii.c.

15. Samelylnterpretation(159). He argues that the issue is not simply one ofnetagy, for to apply
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to a developing view by concurring with Brock’s thé§ighese doubts articulate more
than a taxonomic problem: by publishing 11Q10 under the rttargum’, the original
editors had left unaddressed two assumptions: first, ttergam could be formally and
reliably defined as distinct from a translation, andosel, that 11Q10 could be
accurately described as a targum. Though Samely has addtlesdest issue, it is not
clear that his separate category of ‘Aramaic trawsiats the solution for categorizing

11Q10Y It is clear, though, that discussion of 11Q10 must engatyethié debate.

The question of genre is not one that arises in regaRiob, which, like the rest of the
Peshitta, is a translation intended to replace thedwe RJob, too, is clear as regards
categorization: it is a rabbinic targum, though, notabtt one that is known to have

had a liturgical function. Herein is a hint that theidgbn of targum as a genre is, in

fact, not straightforward. Rabbinic sanction and litcafjfunction are not demonstrable
criteria;® nor is the language of translation decishi&@hen there is the range of styles
and individual characteristics evident amongst the teatamonly accepted as falling

within the genre. So varied is the material, thahaty be more useful to regard targum
as an umbrella term that encompasses several difigesmes’ Moreover, a definition

which relies on an understanding of the term ‘tramsfatseems insufficiently precise

the term ‘translation’ to texts such as N, PsJon afise€ves to obscure the formal differences”
between them and works such as LXX, P and V (and, iniéng 11Q10). His comments regarding
11Q10 are expressed as footnotes to his main thesis istitol examination of exegetical features
of speech reports as manifest in the PalestiniaraRarchal targumim.

16. WeitzmanSyriac Versior(128).

17. ltis worth noting a lack of precision in the lgtrre when referring to 11Q10. For example, Flesher,
Targum as Scripturés1 n.3) refers within the same footnote to the Ariamsarsions of scripture
from Qumran as “targumim” and as “Aramaic translatipB&rnsteinEDSS(377) refers to 11Q10
as targum, extended interpretation and translation. EVyd&etre is no consensus on either a
definition of targum or of 11Q10.

18. WeitzmanSyriac Versior(128).

19. Rabbinic authorisation is demonstrable only fog@wos (O) and Jonathan to the Prophets (TJon); for
the rest it is presumed. See Flesiiargum as Scripturé1 n.2).

20. In rabbinic usag®) M can refer to non-Aramaic translation, e.g. GenR 4&@&R 30.8, 33.1

referring to Aquila’s Greek version; cf. mMeg 2.1.

21. BernsteinMany Face4163) makes the point that the targumim evolved from reorditof the
Hebrew text into several different literary genrésyt“straddle the territory covered by a number of
other genres of Jewish exegetical literature, fromitemr Bible to midrash to commentary to
liturgical poetry, and thus present their student withrpueboth broad and deep ...".

3
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for describing the distinctive ways in which targum ¢@nseen to render scriptufe.
Whatever it is, targum is not simply translation;sittianslation-with-a-difference. It is
the discerning and defining of this crucial ‘differencé’targum from translation that

Shepherd’s recent study has addres$ed.

1i. c. Shepherd’s study

Shepherd takes up the debate with a study which aims eogider not only 11Q10’s
relationships with RJob and PJob, but also its clegaB8dn as a targum. He takes as his
starting-point the thesis that the defining charadteref rabbinic targum is the “critical
dependence on, and scrupulous representation of, each Helbreent in the order in
which it appears in the MT* In a three-way synopsis he tackles the question of
definition by assessing the authors’ representatioandf attitude towards their source
text by looking at three indices: i) their wilingness omit elements in the Hebrew
(omission); ii) their wilingness to depart from theond order of the Hebrew
(transposition); i) their treatment of theiaw conjunction in terms of addition,
omission or substitution vis-a-vis the Hebrew. Thefulsess of this approach is that it
recognises and describes differences between theatiansf® He finds substantial
overlap between 11Q10 and PJob in diverging from the Hetliemugh their use of
omission and transposition, concluding that a commaguiltic-stylistic inheritance
and a similarity of translator preference and con#tr@icounts for such agreement. He
concludes that 11Q10 and PJob have more in common withotlaer than either does

with RJob and that both are therefore “clearly andquivecally independent of the

22. AlexanderRabbinic Rule$15) suggests that targum is “typologically unique ... buhitked as
translation nonetheless”. Samdhterpretation(159) has criticised Alexander’s use of the term
‘translation, “after having demonstrated how distfnatn all other translation targum in factis” ..".

23. For convenience and elegance of expression, the tieamslation’ and ‘translator’ are used
hereafter without intending to prejudice the assessni¢né matures of the three versions under
consideration.

24. Shepherdreconsideratiori276). Samelyinterpretation(179) had observed that the conventions of
the rabbinic targumist demanded careful representatieachf word of HT. Cf. WeitzmaReshitta
Chronicles(160): “it remains ... a basic element of the Jewashums that every element of the
original is expounded, normally in the original order”.

25. Shepherdreconsideratioi(16,22) notes the need for “documentation of incongruencies

4
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targumic tradition™® This conclusion is consistent with the underlying higesis. But

the hypothesis itself has limitations, and the commiuss based on only these three

indices?’

A further limitation of Shepherd’s study is its assumptioat the name ‘targum’ can be
applied accurately only to a model which is based onrahbinic end products of
developed processes of scriptural interpretation and atansl Thus, a text must
conform to certain rabbinic standards, or else mas ‘targum’ at all. But herein lies a
problem: a prescriptive approach to the definition ofuar on formal grounds has to
deal with and account for huge diversity within the tetreditionally accepted as
targum; these include a mixed targum such as RJob itsdlichwcombines
straightforward translation with conservative expamsibhe more expansive types such
as PsJon and N (which are very different from eabkrdt and the outer reaches of the
genre as represented by, for example, the targumim tg &dBongs and Esther. There
can also be variety even within a single targlifihere are between these texts
sufficient formal differences to lead to arguments f@qdalification of some from the
genre; viz. Sperber’s classification of the targumintht® Megillot as midrasfi,and the
proposition that PsJon should be regarded as rewrittda*biBamely’'s model of
targum describes highly developed exegetical characterstispeech reports found in
the Pentateuchal targumim - but the study does not incluagel@s, which has
impeccable status as a rabbinic targum and yet displaysoffehese characteristics.
Samely is, nevertheless, ready to defend its inclusidhe targumic genre, though he

offers little substantiation beyond an “impression”itsfmode of operating with H¥.

26. Shepherdreconsideratiofi284).

27. Shepherdieconsideratiomcknowledges that other features, such as their uslelitio and
substitution, need study and assessment (274f, 283, 285).

28. E.g. the extended elaborative style of TJon in JudgestBasts markedly with the rest of the
translation; likewise that of Ongelos in Genesis 49.

29. SperbeBible in Aramaic(viii) described the targumim to Song of Songs, Laméntat
Ecclesiastes and Esther as “not Targum-texts but Mideaghin the disguise of Targum”; cf.
AlexanderNotes(171).

30. ShinanPalestinian Targums

31. Samely does acknowledge that his study has litteytcegiarding Ongelosnterpretation(178-79),

5
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There are problems, then, with a synchronic approaattefinition. It does not easily
allow for the evolution of forms and conventionshe practice of scriptural translation,
nor for the coexistence of very different types.sltnot in its remit to consider, for
example, the development of the characteristic rabhittitude to word representation
or what might have characterised earlier attitiiéleSaithful representation of the
Hebrew text appears to have been part of a protocohdbieving targum’s rabbinic
purpose of “saying again what scripture says”, but this naybe an appropriate way

of assessing targum at an earlier stage.

There is, finally, another issue raised by Samelyfnitien of targum and of direct
relevance to Shepherd’'s study. Samely has refuted time wdgarding the nature of
PsJon as ‘rewritten bible’ rather than ‘targum’ om throunds that PsJon’s use of
narrative addition is “emphatically exegetic&l"This is his bottom-line: exegesis is
targum’s purpose above and beyond translation and constthaeessential difference
between targumist and translatoiHere, though, is another limitation of Shepherd’s
study: for although he fully expounds the issue of targum’'sepvation of formal
features of the Hebrew, he does not engage with thisllyeguportant observation

regarding the fundamental nature and purpose of targum.

1i.d. The need for and nature of a further study

The current study places 11Q10 at its centre because, otfhtBe texts under
consideration, it is least understood, and because, @&ar§nAramaic version of a
scriptural text, it is central to these questions reggrthe definition of targumic form,
method and function. It is clear that an approach to stidy1Q10 which is

prescriptive will not allow for the grey areas whickevitably would have formed a part

Targumic Aramaic¢98 n.18).

32. See Joosten’s commerBihlica 2005.

33. Samelyinterpretation(162).

34. SamelyTargumic Aramai¢94,98): “Targum is dedicated exegetical rewording of Scriptire .
Interpretation (106): “The targumist is not a redactor or reducer oftblarew original - he is its
exegete”.
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of the history of the development of procedures and ctioves of scriptural
translation. Moreover, it risks having to rejemtpriori the possibility that 11Q10
represents part of that history. Additionally, a prgdgme approach will tend to
illuminate 11Q10’s nature negatively, throwing into reltsf contrasts with whatever
model has been selected as characteristic of targuher rthan illuminating its own

features for themselves.

An attraction of a more inclusive approach to the de&fmof targum is that it tolerates
exploration of the form of targum beyond the bounds efrébinic ‘norm’ (if such can
be defined). It can ask whether the targum form began, wit before, the rabbinic
mould; that is, whether that mould determined not so muet came before, but much
more what came afterwards. It can ask whether thede which traditionally comprise
the body of rabbinically sanctioned targumim may nothgeearliest, or only, or indeed
the latest representatives of targtifihe starting-point of the current study, therefore,
is that targum as a genre of rabbinic literature didemaérge out of a vacuum as a fully
developed, well-defined and integrated set of translatmmventions. There was a
history, an evolution of the processes involved. ly tmathat we have in 11Q10 - as the
first editors believed - a text which has preservedesofthat history. If that history,
and 11Q10's place within it, are to be better understoodn th1Q10 must be
approached on its own terms, without applying the yardstigredetermined features
as found in rabbinic targumim. A descriptive approach to 11@defore, supported
by a diachronic theory, should permit sufficient latitdioleits characteristics to surface.
The significance of observations about 11Q10 can theocohsidered in the light of
what we do know about the types and characteristicergdtgral translation which
emerged under both rabbinic and non-rabbinic auspicesl thas is where PJob and

RJob provide comparison and contrast. This comparisoturim may allow some

35. SalveserSymmachubas argued for describing Symmachus’s revision of LXX @seek targum.
Alexander Noteshas provocatively proposed a much broader definitioargiim (or “targumism”)
to include non-Aramaic translations of scripture madmfthe early Middle Ages right up to the
present day, including translations into Ladino, Judaediériddish and Neo-Aramaic.
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comment on the development of translation methods g@edating principles in this

early period?

The need for another study of these texts may perhaplirtieer appreciated by
recognising that Shepherd’s analysis is concerned vath, land how well, 11Q10,
PJob and RJotepresentthe Hebrew text’ An analysis which tells us about this, does
not tell us all we can know about how, and how wel ttanslatorsinderstoodand
conveyed the meaningf the Hebrew text. For this, other indices of enquang
necessary. A viable explanation of the nature of 11Q1Q@ bmusble to account for all
its features, including the presence of interpretatieenehts and methods. From the
first scholarly assessment of 11Q10 it has been re@mhnigt, although it does not
contain lengthy insertions or elaborations, it i$ devoid of exegetical content. Early
commentators detected interpretative elem&ntscluding evidence of the author's
particular presentation of Job’s character as knowimyraiteous, and of theological
inflexions such as a reverential attitude to God, emplmas creation and an interest in
punishment of the godle3sin an appendix to his study of RJob, Weiss noted in 11Q10
the use of translation techniques familiar from ladabinic texts, and the possibility of
underlying exegetical traditiorfs.Le Déaut, too, contended that the role of exegesis,
even in “so-called literal” versions such as 11Q10 andsGubstantial and deserves

careful consideration, and highlighted the use in 11Q10 adchnique akin to the

36. Brock,A Palestinian Targun274) comments on the value of a diachronic and comparativ
approach to the study of features of targumic translation.

37. See his outlindReconsideratioii22).

38. van der Ploegt al. (7). Cf. FitzmyerFirst Century(168). More recently Brook&lain Meaning
(79-80) remarks that 11Q10 shows concern for intelligibilitiroducing small changes for
clarification along theological lines: “at this pothe distinction between text and interpreter is much
less clear”.

39. These are Tuinstra’s observations, reprised in CadadEcritand noted in Jongeling’s reviedsJ
1971. Cf. van der WoudEDSS(413) for a summary of previous observations regarding
interpretation in 11Q10: rationalization (38.7); accentuatitGod’s sovereignty and omnipotence
(26.114a, 34.13, 35.13a); emphasis on God’s creative power (37.18;pfebented as knowing and
righteous.

40. WeissD1INN (20); he notes simplification of figurative language, additr completion of

words; he concludes that in general 11Q10 lacks midrashiteopretative expansions, noting a
possible “hint of a midrash” at 32.2.
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rabbinical tigre.*

Previous studies have, then, already identified in 11Q10 swa® exegetical material
and the use of interpretative translation techniu&bere remains, however, scope for
a broader consideration of the methods used in 11Q10, apdriicular a careful
reevaluation of interpretative method and its signifiearis-a-vis recognised targumic
features. The possibility that the author introducedrpmégation in a subtle way is a
proposition that demands looking at the text in a diffeneay from an approach
concerned with formal representation of the Hebrew tEhough judgements regarding
the nature of 11Q10 as targum have been made in theuierdhe evidence upon
which they should be based is composite and complex.tamaplications have yet to

be assessed.

1i. e. Objectives

To summarise so far: there are two interrelated dsbatéch any re-examination of
11Q10 must address: the nature of targum as a genre, anduhe olal1Q10 as an
Aramaic version of a scriptural text. A prescriptive agwh to the question of
definition, either of 11Q10 or of targum, is unsatisfacteince it demanda priori
assumptions. The alternative is a descriptive approatitowti preconceived criteria,
which compares and contrasts features of 11Q10 with thfosher versions about the
natures of which there is more certainty. A synoptalysis of 11Q10 alongside PJob
and RJob is likely to elucidate ways in which theséstexe similar to and/or different

from each other, and thus the natures of the textasthiges. The value of RJob is that

41. Le Déautal tigré (429); he advises careful study of translation technigfoeebeoncluding, as
Ringgren had, that 11Q10 stands outside the stream of Ja&igtural interpretation (430). Cf.
Smelik,Judgeq90 n.498) who notes in 11Q10 “some characteristics dfdhgums”; Gordon,
Targum as Midrasl63).

42. LubbepDescribingproposed a model which would focus on 11Q10’s translatitreatemantic
level, judging that a focus on formal features such asdégbnsistency and word representation
would fail to highlight differences at the level of meen(585). He described 11Q10 as
“semantically proximate to the Hebrew of MT” but attetected interpretative lexical choices which
reflect “a sensitive exploitation of possible impligieaning in the Hebrew of MT” (589). Le Déaut,
al tigré (430) observed that 11Q10 employs both deliberate misreafling Hebrew and deliberate
omission as translation techniques; also that incdiffipassages the translator would look to parallel
passages (428).
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it shows us how the text of Job was treated in rabbiands. The value of PJob is as a
non-rabbinic counterbalance. The first task is toadisc and describe the methods used
for understanding and translating a scriptural text as dneymanifest in these texts.
Previous observations on particular details of theethmanslations are noted and
commented on where appropriate. This forms the cortheofstudy. The results will
show what methods were used and how they were used ljffdrent translators. It
should also be possible to distil from this materiahsoimpressions of other skills
brought by the translators to their task, and alsongfpainciples or conventions under
which the translators operat€dDifferences and similarities between the threestext
will be considered. This may allow comment on whas tuggests regarding their
backgrounds and probable purposes. Particular interest evitaken in what the
material suggests regarding the nature of 11Q10 as a ver§i@eripture, and
furthermore on any ramifications for the debate othex history and definition of

targum.

1ii. Setting the parameters

1lii. a. The texts

11Q10
When intact, the scroll is thought to have measured 12+vi@ide x 7 metres long; in
its extant damaged state it preserves (incompletehgrsion of Job 17.14-42.11. Its
fragmentary state means that there is a level otuaéxuncertainty. Textual
reconstruction does not form part of the method ofctireent study. There have been
two editions of the text: the first as 11QtgJob in 1971 utiderauspices of the Royal

Dutch Academy of Sciencéthe second as 11Q10 in 1998 in the Discoveries in the

43. Le DéautUn Phénoménés24) suggested that the study of targum as a phenomengermet de
surprendre sur le fait le comportement des auteurs arfaEnau texte sacré”; revealing beyond
method the rules and assumptions which governed their task.

44. van der Ploegt al.

10
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Judaean Desert SeriBsBoth have been consulted in this analysis; referémcaso

made to readings proposed by other scholars, including Stkalod Jongeling’

There is agreement regarding the dating of the script 01Q1Q between the late first
century BCE and 70 CE.As regards dating of the composition, there is consitkerab
variation in scholarly opinion. It has been dated inguiistic grounds to between the
mid-third and the first centuries BCHhe first editors noted linguistic features which
suggested to them that the language should be situated behaeef Daniel and that
of the Genesis Apocryphon (1QapGen), and proposed a ddte gecond part of the
second century BCE. Sokoloff conducted a more thorough survey of orthographic
features such as the use Bf N, y and> as vowel letters, the forms of verbal suffixes
and the occurrence of (H)afel and (H¥t(H)itpaal forms in 11Q10 as compared with
1QapGen and in Biblical Aramaic, as a result of whiehrchncurred with a date in the
late second centur{.Similar analysis led Muraoka to conclude an earlier (256-150

BCE),* while Kaufman placed it slightly later (first centurZB) >

It is not certain, however, that the Aramaic of [@§nwhich does not allow precise
dating?® and that of 1QapGen, can provide reliable parameters fiaguistic approach
to dating 11Q10. The use of linguistic analysis for datingAtsenaic DSS, which was

first proposed by Kutscher for dating 1QapGeand then, as indicated above, utilised

45. Garcia Martinez, F., Tigchelaar, E., and van dard&0A. (eds.XQumran Cave 1thenceforth:
Garcia Martineet al).

46. Sokoloff, Targum to Job

47. Jongeling et alAramaic Texts

48. Stuckenbruck & Freedmafragmentg82 n.9) record that both 11Q10 and the fragments 4Q156 (a
Leviticus targum, on which see further under Conclusidéng) are written in the later Herodian
script “from the late first century BCE (at the eest)”. ZuckermanDate (58) concludes a date c.
first half century CE.

49. van der Ploegt al. (3-4).

50. Sokoloff,Targum to Jok{9-25).

51. MuraokaAramaic of the Old Targur@#41-42).

52. KaufmanJob Targunm(325-26).

53. KitchenAramaic of Danie(78-79), though placing it “squarely in Imperial Aramaic” amd
“striking contrast” with the Aramaic illustrated in tB&SS, also notes that this leaves the language
within the broad parameters of the sixth to the secentury BCE.

54. Kutscher’'s work was conducted when most of the Arastblls were still unpublished. | am

11
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by students of 11Q10, has been heavily criticised on rdetbgical grounds by Wisg.
The problems stem from the interpretation of the sogmce of linguistic forms whose
datings are uncertain. For example, both 1QapGen and 11QH@sn&rms which are
considered to be earlier than those found in Biblicamdaic?® Wise argues that
non-standard forms (on which linguistic dating methodsuigpaised by DSS authors
and copyists reflect their linguistically fluid environmbeand practice, so have little
value for dating texts in which they appear. The 11Q10 maptst not considered to
be the autograph, so that the composition may have been subject tovittisitudes
which Wise outlines as significant: a diglossic scrilsaintext, modernizing and
archaizing tendencies, and the variables of the bootureuin the Greco-Roman
period:® all of which, in his opinion, make linguistic dating tie Aramaic DSS
“futile”. *® In passing, therefore, it should be noted that judgemesgarding the
linguistic dating of other Aramaic DSS, such as Tobd #re Aramaic Levi Document
(ALD), require similar caution. Fitzmyer’'s opinion ohet language of the Aramaic
fragments of Tobit from Qumran is based on Kutscheiskwon 1QapGen and the
similar method applied by van der Ploegal. to 11Q10? he does not refer to Wise’s
criticism of this method: Fitzmyer’'s distinction of the language of ALD fragments
from Qumran from that of the Genizah fragments of Adjipears to be based on the
same method, i.e. identifying the presence of late Jommch were introduced into the
latter by copyists. He identifies the language of Qunibb as Middle Aramaic, i.e.

slightly developed from that of Daniel, dating between 2@EB 200 CE* Drawnel

grateful to Prof E Eshel for this observation (pess@ommunication, February 2008).

55. See also earlier reservations noted by Gietb¢Q1972 (112-14).

56. WiseAccidentg107 n.16 (2) ).

57. MuraokaAramaic of the Old Targui#41); ZuckermarDate (58). Cf. WiseAccidentg121 n.58):
he concludes that none of the Aramaic DSS are autographs

58. By which he means the processes of publicationpdaption and circulation.

59. WiseAccidentg111,151).

60. FitzmyerTobit20-27. He concludes that Tobit and 11Q10 “should be dated alecsarte time”
(26), using the parameters of Daniel and 1QapGen.

61. He does acknowledge the potential role of copyistsoaernizing forms (27). Cf. his observation
that it would be impossible to substantiate Kaufman& abterization of 11Q10’s Aramaic as a
conscious imitation of a classical language (Fitzmiyest Century 166).

62. Greenfielett al, Aramaic Levi Documer{23), Drawnel Aramaic Wisdom Tex65-61).

12
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has observed that these late forms are mostly dnbdethe use a$criptio plena which,

as it is also found widely in Qumran texts, is not anitsfe pointer as to dat¥. It
seems likely, therefore, that in a text with a hgtof transmission there will be layers
of linguistic evidence, making precise dating difficult. $ also worthwhile noting
Greenfield’s observation that to date (2004) there has he comprehensive study of
the Aramaic of the Qumran documefitshis also counsels caution in regard to dating

their linguistic features.

Another method for dating 11Q10 was proposed by Zuckerman,redugnised the
inherent difficulties involved in relative dating ofdinistic elements and propounded a
palaeographic approach to dating 11Q10’'s Hebrgarlage (arriving at late
second/early first century BCE, perhaps later), and #lQ10 itself (first century

BCE); this concurs with Kaufman’s dating of the languagthe first century BCE.

The composition of Tobit is widely held to have beetwmen 225 - 175 BCE.A
roughly contemporary dating for 11Q10 and Tobit would be edjyeai&ractive given
the similarity in content which has been noted, dmdgossibility that these texts imply
a particular interest in the figure of J8kHowever, much as it is of great interest to
have some firm idea of the period to which the comjposibf 11Q10 should be
assigned, there is much which remains uncertain, inguil provenanc&. it is
regrettable that to date there are no further datadtbta the inconclusive current

picture®

63. DrawnelAramaic Wisdom Texb7).

64. This is still the case (Prof E. Eshel, persopairaunication, February 2008).

65. ZuckermanDate (74).

66. FitzmyerTobit(50-52).

67. See further under Conclusions 4 i.b.

68. Beyond its discovery at Qumran, nothing is knowmsgbiovenance. Caquain Ecrit cautiously
approved Tuinstra’s arguments for an Essene origin. Fagfayst Century(166) contested the
theory; cf. Jongeling’s reviewSJ1971; also ShepherBeconsideratiorfl7). It has not since been
advanced.

69. ShepherdReconsideration3-6) concludes that beyond the broad parameters fogdetiQ10, “we
are left to the probabilities of learned speculation”.

13
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PJob

The edition of the Peshitta text of Job consultedHercurrent study is that prepared by
Rignell and edited and published by the Peshitta Institutehis commentary on PJob
Rignell concluded that it was probably produced by sever&reht translators
working with a rough provisional translation made by Jew® knew Syriac less well
than they knew Hebrew. He proposed that the Syriaxsli@rs themselves relied on
this translation rather than the Hebrew text ankldddoth skills in Hebrew and access
to traditions of understandifg.In Rignell's opinion, the textual evidence that the
Peshitta translators were Christian “shines throdghi. fact, much remains uncertain
regarding the background of the Peshitta (P). Twenty yeprsDirksen concluded that
its roots had “drawn from the nutritive matter of thevish religious heritage”, but that
the question of its ultimate origins (Christian, Jewah Jewish-Christian) remained
open” Though, more recently, Weitzman mounted a strong rdbaftarguments
concerning a Christian origin for elements in*Pjdayman stil sees much to be
debated? As for provenance, the theory that the P transiatias made for converts to
Judaism in Adiabene (in the upper Tigris region) has beendly refuted by Weitzman
in favour of Edessa (in what is now SE Turk&yp date between mid-first to mid

second century CE is generally accepfed.

70. RignellPeshitta Jobms. B. 21, Milan, Ambrosian Library = 7al. Rignelle{103) that the ms.
tradition is good.

71. RignellPeshitta Jo{367-75).

72. RignellPeshitta Jok{370).

73. DirksenQT Peshittg295).

74. WeitzmanSyriac Versior(244-46; 258-62).

75. Hayman, review i3JS2000.

76. WeitzmanSyriac Versior(125-26, 247).

77. Greenbergleremiah(4-5) summarizes the major lines of thought. Gelstove(ve Prophetsl92-3)
reckons mid to later part of the first century CE, \&teiin ¢.150 CE for the canonically earlier
books, no earlier than ¢.200 CE for PChronicles and&®BEehemiah (Weitzmaigyriac Version,
258). WeitzmaniHebrew and Syriac Jofi47 n.1) dates PJob in the second century CE.

14
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RJob

Saadya Gaon’s tenth century commentary on Job, wdiels the targum, marks a
terminus ad quenfor the existence of a rabbinic targum to Job. Lewwas proposed
that the places where the targum’s literal translatiffers from MT suggest a date of
final composition before the establishment of théharitative Masorafi® This latter is
estimated to have been around the eighth/ninth cent@®8§ which would be
consistent with the date implied by Saadya’s commefitarys generally assumed that
a rabbinic translation of Job would have existed mushee, probably in variant forms
which were at some stage collected and edited, though thditle firm evidencé:
The talmudic report (bShab 115a) of the suppression ofartato Job implies a date
in the first century CE, though the targum’s unacceptgBiliggests that the report may
not be evidence of a rabbinically sanctioned traiosidt Mangan refers to “a very
early core” in RJob suggested by material shared with @ pseudepigraphical
sources’® A notable feature of RJob is the existence of adtiéve, or multiple,
translations to some forty verses, in many caseadwidual words or phrases. Some
almost certainly reflect the diversity of traditiossrrounding the understanding of the
book of Job; little is known of their origins. Othemeflect a method of translatigh.
Weiss felt that the presence of alternative targumeuldc be explained through
supposing that RJob is a collection of targumim, perhaps fdifferent periods,

composed by an editor or copyist. This would also make pitipgp a date of

78. Levine,The Targumg$329).

79. Kelleyet al, The Masoral{13-16).

80. The earliest printed edition of the targum is thatomBerg’s Biblia Rabbinica (1517). See Stec,
Targum of Jol{Chapt.1) for full details of mss. and printed editioms] his bibliography (119-20).

81. E.g. Weiss, 0297777 (35 n.114); GordisBook of God362). Weiss, 0177777 (ix) cites various
opinions as to datings, ranging from the first to tigh#i/ninth centuries. Dhorméob (ccxviii), for
example, gives a date prior to 476 CE, though without substamti See also van der Plazial.
(6); Fitzmyer First Century(168); ManganTargum of Jol{5-8).

82. See further under Conclusions: 4 ii.a.

83. ManganTargum of Jol§6-8); Some Observatior(0,71,75).

84. StecTargum of Jok{86-94) discusses the phenomenon and notes the needlier fiudrk to
account for their origins; also Sté&ecent English Translatiqii76-80). See further under
Discussion 3 i.b.

15
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composition impossibl&. Stec’s conclusion is simil&f.

The manuscript history, which dates from the medievabg@eis complex. Prior to the
publication of Fernandez Vallina’s critical edition 1980°" and to Weiss’ dissertation
of 1979, which used some manuscripts and quotations of themaimn medieval
sources, work on this targum had depended on critical eglitiamich were known to be
unreliable®® Students of the targum can now avail themselves ofabkprovided by

Stec’s compilatiori?

1ii. b. Model, method, and assumptions

A model for describing translation technique

Some consistent and workable way of describing howatlibors handle the Hebrew
text is required. Szpek’s study outlined a model for desgribianslation technique in
PJob. Drawing from the fields of biblical studies andyuiistics, her model classifies
each divergence from the Hebrew four times: i) thguistic area into which it falls
(grammar, syntax, semantics, style); i) the type adfustment it represents (e.g.
addition, transposition, interpretation); iii) the nvation for the change (e.g. ideology,
textual difficulty, language difference); iv) its effech dhe translation (e.g. clarity,
innovation, confusion)’ The model has been criticised for having been developed
independently of the material and thus running the riskveflooking some features of
translation techniqué. Weitzman observed that its categories focused on gricama
changes often without reference to the broader semaatitext; moreover, that its

categories were not always easy to apply. Problemandérstanding the Hebrew

85. Weisspn 7177 (ix). Cf. Alexander Jewish Aramaic Translatior(225).

86. Stec,Targum of Jok{93). His methodology for recording and labelling the rpldttargumim is fully
described (111-16).

87. F.J. Fernandez Vallinl Targum de JolfMadrid: Edit. de la Uni Complutense, 1980).

88. So Weisspn577 (iv).

89. Stec’s base ms. is MS Vatican, Biblioteca Aposidlichinas I.

90. SzpekTranslation Techniquér-9); she refers to the influence of Nida’'s “scienaEtanslating.

91. Lund, review ildBL1994.
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would, he suggested, be particularly pertinent to the tastans$lating the book of Job;
he proposed that an improved model could take account dirdhslator’'s skills in
Hebrew and in Syriac and in their application to makiegse of the consonantal
Hebrew text” He developed such a model in a short paper which definset af
techniques used by the PJob translator, as followsoiking within the constraints of
the consonantal Hebrew text while selecting meaningl@anging the grammar; ii)
manipulating (deliberately misreading) the consonantdiréle text; iii) manipulating
the Syriac equivalent translation; iv) using guessworadueve sense to fit the context;
V) using outside influences, such as neighbouring or motantipassages in Job or
other biblical books, non-biblical literature, thegitwal doctrine, other versions; vi)
abdication of the translator’s role, either by legvan obscure translation or omitting a
translation altogethé?. He identifies three further reasons for semanticrelsncy
between the Hebrew text and the Syriac: the traordatrive for continuous sense;

corruption of the Syriac during transmission; andoalage different from MT?*

The distinct advantage of Weitzman’s model is thasisimpler; his categories are
fewer and they are more nuanced and fluid, making applicetsier. Moreover, the
model acknowledges the difficulty of the Hebrew and tlss leasily measured, but
crucial, element of translator skills, and allows fte creativity involved in the
translation process. Underlying his model are two keypgsions: first, the
desirability of tracing a logical pathway from the Hmlrtext to translation before

seeking an explanation througWorlage or transmission errdf; and second, that

92. Weitzman, review idTS1996.

93. Weitzmaniebrew and Syriac Jolaf. Weitzman|nterpretative CharacterHe expounded his ideas
extensively and more broadly throughout the Peshitgyitac Versio(15-67).

94. Weitzman does not distinguish these three frorottier “devices”, which he numbers 1 to 10. The
drive for sense seems more accurately to be a ntbiteinderlies choice of translation device. This
is clearer in his chapténterpretative Characte(590-93), where he distinguishes the drive for
clarity, the drive for logic, external factors and lingfig factors as motives.

95. WeitzmanSyriac Versior(16-17): the ‘maximalist’ approach attributes the maximutnaioslation
technique, whereas the ‘minimalist’ approach invokeareiin transmission, either in the Hebrew
Vorlageor in the Syriac, as primary causes of discrepaneyeast HT and P. Cf. Greenberg,
Jeremiah(1,20). MaoriMethodologica(103-20,126-28) and Gordodariant (121-25) had
discussed the exegetical factor in the P translatiomriViad referred to the many possible factors
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intelligibility, rather than fidelity to formal feates of the source text, would have been
the translator’'s main concern. Interestingly, simgeopositions had already surfaced in
discussion of the 11Q10 version. The first, the ‘maxstialview of translation
technique, recalls Le Déaut’s recognition of the deditien implicit within 11Q10 and
the importance of seeking the translator's metfidthe second recalls Liibbe’s position
regarding the 11Q10 translator’'s lack of concern with fbgnammatical features of
the Hebrew text except where there was a point tmade in diverging from them.
Moreover, some of the techniques Weitzman identife$?Job can also be seen in
11Q10, and there is an obvious overlap with some recogmagulnic translation
techniques (e.g. the influence of other material, sm@bt and non-scriptural;
manipulation of the Hebrew consonants; selecting mgarfrom the Hebrew

consonants). The usefulness of Weitzman’'s model these@s beyond PJob.

The current analysis is an inductive one - it attentptseconstruct the translators’
reasoning and to identify their working methods from olsg what happens in the
texts. The following translation techniques have be&mmtified and are described:
selection, extension, alternative translation, egjem substitution, adjustment of
consonants, adjustment of word order, omission, camett Predictably, there is
overlap with Weitzman’s model and with well-establgleategories used in discussion

of rabbinic translation method¥. Reduction of the process of translation to a set of

responsible for a non-literal translation and therdédity of choosing “the one which assumes the
least” (126), which in his view was the exegetical int#rihe translator. Though the terminology is
perhaps confusing, both argue for an economical explandteprecedence given by Weitzman to
translation technique as explanation for divergence Whas been heavily criticised by Koster,
New Introductionwho prefers transmission (242-46): “author, translatdr@pyist should be
distinguished rigorously from each other” (244). Weitzmaticgated the controversial nature of his
ideas when we discussed them shortly before his death.

96. Le Déautal tigré (422).

97. LubbeDescribing(591): adherence by 11Q10 to the grammatical form of HulldH® assessed as
motivated by convenience rather than as a consciaisateto reflect formal features of the
Hebrew; likewise cases of non-adherence should besasisas evidence for the translator’s concern
with meaning rather than form.

98. Greenbergleremiahhas also been influenced by Weitzman's ideas.

99. Some cases which suggest translator error areinci¢u

100. SmelikJudgeq110) observes that targumic deviations from the Helokow exegetical methods
more or less identical with techniques known from otfemres, and can be categorized by a
description of the relation between the Hebrew and\taenaic text. The literature regarding
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devices or techniques is, of course, not intended to i@y it was in any way
mechanical or methodic&. Identification of translation devices and the dissectf
the process of translation are intended and used aswiblsvhich to gain some kind
of handle on the complexities involvdd. all but the most obvious cases, the method
requires judgements as to what may have influenced thikenieg, what a particular
choice contributes, and why it was made. It is, inesavays, an attempt to get inside
the minds behind the translatiofs.Subjectivity can be lessened through sound
method,” but it cannot be entirely eliminated in an analgsishis kind. If the analysis
produces meaningful results, this will be indicated byrtkhensistency and by their

ability to illuminate the translations and the proessisehind them.

Method

Synopsis has been long established as a tool in Ndlasship, and is now increasingly
used in the study of Jewish textslt has recently been applied to 4Q156, comparing
these fragments of a version of Leviticus with thesiss in O, PsJon and N, with
references also to correspondences with P and theri@am@entateucH? The use of
synopsis alongside PJob and RJob in the case of 11Q1l10reasdn by Fitzmyer and
undertaken by Shepherd, is an obvious route. The currady stses synopsis to

compare and contrast the approaches of the three netsiathe lexical, syntactic and

categorization of targumic method is extensive. A reasaful survey and description is that of van
Staalduine-Sulmargamuel86f). She arrives at categories for classifying tiation technique
through a combination of the traditional (the rabbmiddo) with a distillation of modern literature
on targum techniques. She distinguishes formal method#i@ss: semantic shift, substitution, plus,
plus and semantic shift, plus and substitution, multiplestesion, minus, transposition, exceptions.
She concludes: “In principle, every deviation from tharse text, based on the primary unit of the
lexeme, is made by the method of plus, substitution, n@nddransposition, or by a combination of
these methods” (90).

101. See van Staalduine-Sulman'’s criticisBulitlety 225).

102. AlexanderJewish Aramaic Translatior(228) advises caution regarding this aspect of analysis by
translation technique. See also Smelik’'s n@encordance and Consisteney53) regarding the
modern scholar’s inevitably inadequate understanding ahaient language in all its connotations
and nuances.

103. LibbeDescribing(588); WeitzmanHebrew and Syriac Jofi31).

104. E.g. in the study of targumim: FlesHemto-OngelosMcNamaraTowards Bernstein,
Deuteronomy 32ShepherdTlranslating and Supplementingiso in other rabbinic material, e.qg.
Houtman Mishnah and Tosefta

105. Stuckenbruck & Freedmafragments
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semantic challenges of the Hebrew text. The intanigoto explore how the Hebrew
text was understood by the translators, how well & waderstood, and to suggest how
particular renderings were arrived at, what tools onriiegies for translation were used,

and what skills were brought to the task.

The treatment of each word is important for assedsinvg the translators workebdut
the focus of interest is on the semantic contentheir renderings where this differs
from the Hebrew® Changes rooted in features of syntax or vocabularghwhie
demanded by the receptor language are less important dogubstion of how the
Hebrew was understood. Stylistic features which camtbébuted to the translator’s
desire to produce sense, or for consistency, may reprelsange of meaning but need
not do so. Features which indicate that the transiatderstood a particular sense in the
Hebrew and imparted it to his translation, either ltoifg or to innovate meaning, will

usually represent semantic change.

The method proceeds by analysing each version word by wod verse by verse
alongside the HT. Space limitations preclude discussiall e detail that is available
regarding difficulties in the Hebrew itself; essentialing® are included or further
references given. The analysis of the texts is aoecewith the entire content of the
verse and how individual elements work within it, andhvagbntext: the immediate, the
wider Job text and the broad context of scripture dreoakidered for their potential
influence on the translation. In the case of PJalh Rdob, what is known of their
provenances and likely milieux may shed light on the emst and help with
understanding their functions, and vice versa. In the cdsl1Q10, the translator’s

milieu is unknown and the significance of its preservatad Qumran needs careful

106.See Smelik’'s commentpncordance and Consistendye refers to concern for formal aspects of
the source text as the translator’s macrostrategy (8B6¢rving that translation involves “more than
a serial process of decoding a source text and trangfétsikernel meaning .. unit by unit..”. In
Translation and Commenta(252) he differentiates grammar from semantics: “Seitaigt
everything relating to meaning and connotation of watds.
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consideration’” The question of its purpose and function is bound up withdhis
nature,so that suggestions regarding the former may arise famlusions regarding
the latter. In any case, the poor state of the m@edns that there will always be more

room for uncertainty than with intact texts.

Working assumptions

Questions regarding relationships between books of tlehitRe and the rabbinic
targumim are compleX® Regarding PJob, evidence remains tenuous regarding a direct
literary relationship between it and RJ§bMost investigations of the possibility of
influence of 11Q10 on PJob have concluded that there yslitter evidence for this™®
Szpek concluded PJob’s independence of both RJob and i@hepherd’s study
confirms this, while concluding substantial overlap iBolP® and 11Q10 in types of
modification of the Hebrew, which he attributes tomilir linguistic-stylistic
preferences. In line with previous observations, theee the current analysis assumes

that the three versions are independent of each other.

The historical consensus discounts a direct relatipnsetween RJob and 11Q10.

Most recently, Shepherd’'s criteria for analysis hded him to emphasize the

107. See further under Conclusions: 4 i.c.

108. FlesherTargum Studies @overs related questions and topics. Dirk€®h Peshittaand Weitzman,
Syriac Versior(86-163) are extensive presentations of previous discusstbaféhe evidence.
Weitzman,Syriac Versior(103,129) concluded P’s independence as a whole from all known
targums, though it is undoubtedly close in language and soesetincontent; he favoured
knowledge of common traditions, exegetical and translakjoather than direct influence, as the
explanation.

109. WeitzmanHebrew and Syriac Jofd40) rejects all but two from Baumann'’s list of padallen the
grounds of polygenesis. Weitzmayriac Versior{121-22) explains how, although some
translations in Masnut'’s thirteenth century commentaight suggest that P had provided a basis
for a Job targum, these citations of P are outhumbsreiddtions from RJob and another targumic
source.

110.ShepherdReconsideratioffl1-15); WeitzmanSyriac Versiorf162-63). WechsleReflectiong124)
finds no “genetic” relationship between 11Q10 and PJoldndludes an “underlying continuity
between the two versions and, to a certain exteateligious circles (i.e. early rabbir(gc)and
early Jewish-Christian) in which they were born”.

111. Szpekinfluence(158) writes: “To suggest dependency by P-Job on eitheFalgum tradition
would be inaccurate and inappropriate”.

112. ShepherdReconsideratiofl0-11); he notes there has been little substantiation.
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differences between the two translatiotisdiowever, while there are no grounds for
supposing a direct connexion, with 11Q10 (or a copy) being Rnoythe rabbinic
composers of RJob, it is of interest to explore aenmuranced understanding of how the
two may be related, and in particular the early observaof common knowledge of
interpretative materidl’ Further investigation of such material has not yeenbe
undertaken, nor is it clear whether there are rartidina for the question of connexion
and in what it may consist. Where such material oceuttsn the current text sample,

the analysis will take particular note and exploreniplications.

It is assumed that all three translators worked wittbasonantal Hebrew text that
differed little from the consonantal MT. This is imd with the consensu$. The
possibilities of a varianvorlage of author or copyist error or correction as explamat
for divergence from the source text are, however, aglatiged. In the case of the
Peshitta, scribal errors are a known commonplacehab garticular caution here is
advisable™® In PJob itself, Weitzman argued strongly in many cdsesntent on the
part of the translator! In the case of RJob, the documentation of variams a
corrections in the mss. and printed editions can heipdividual cases to assess the
possibility of error/correctionAs for 11Q10, the ms. is severely compromised and
nothing is known of its history; the possibility ofast error and/or correction must
therefore be seriously considered. The current studyewkrtheless consider grounds

for regarding instances of semantic discrepancy as medsand purposeful, and will

113. ShepherdReconsideratiof259-62).

114. van der Ploegt al. (6).

115. On PJob see Rigndheshitta Jol{363); WeitzmanHebrew and Syriac Jofi40,146-47). On RJob
see ManganTargum of Jok{14); Weiss, 0275777 (xi, 27-30, 104-142). On 11Q10 see Sokoloff,

Targum to Jol{6-7); Fitzmyer First Century(168); Le Déautal tigré (422); van der Woud&DSS
(413); ShepherdReconsideratiorf25-26), who explores but rejects the possibility of aetha
vernaculaiorlageto account for similarities in modifications to tHebrew in 11Q10 and PJob
(262-71). Tov,Textual Criticism(149-51), citing Weiss and Graylassoretic Textobserves that
11Q10 sometimes deviates from MT and other textual witagSsay concluded that 11Q10’s
divergences from MT are of the same order as thagei®ld Greek and that in neither case do they
presuppose a variawbrlage

116. DirksenOT Peshittg256-58).

117. WeitzmanHebrew and Syriac Jod30-31): “where all else is equal, an explanation through
translation technique is to be preferred”.
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aim to suggest a rational route from source text toiomrbased on translation

technique, before turning to variavibrlageor error as explanatiott.

1ii. c. Selection and arrangement of material; explanatory note

Selection of material

The parameters set by the fragmentary 11Q10 scroll hatateti the selection of
material for analysis. van der Ploeg al estimated that about 15% of the scroll is
preserved; these remains represent approximately atheedixhe canonical book of
Job™ Ten columns (xxix-xxxviii) are still in the form af scroll (the so-called “small
scroll’); the rest is in fragment& The less damaged parts of the text are attractive for
the current analysis because they offer a bettercehfor assessment of the role of
context in the strategies of the translators. Tleegfparts where more continuous
portions of the text are preserved intact have besoufad™™ Four consecutive
columns (xxix, Xxx, Xxxi, xxxii), corresponding to chepg 37.10-19, 38.3-13, 23-34,
39.1-11, 23 have been select&dThese verses have been examined in all three texts.
Coincidentally, these later chapters of the book, wh@ntain God’s answer to Job ‘out
of the whirlwind’, present some of its most complextenal, and, because they
constitute its climax, are considered by many as dstrimportant part® In theory, it
would be possible to apply the analytical method usedisstindy to other suitable

parts of the 11Q10 text.

118. Le Déautd] tigré, 421 n.9) remonstrates against regarding the ancienssslad “ignares, au
surplus voyant et entendant mal ... et souvent somisbleAtso worth recalling is Alexander’s
observationJewish Aramaic Translation237) regarding difficulties in understanding translator
method, that the modern reader may simply be ignoramadsrlying exegetical processes.

119. van der Ploegt al. (2).

120. See Garcia Martinez al. (86).

121. Columns xxix (37.10-19), xxx (38.3-13), xxxi (38.23-34), xxxii (39.1-11), xxxiii (39.20:2%)y
(40.5-14) contain the most preserved words; see tablézimyer,First Century(173).

122. Strictly speaking, Job 39.23 stands outside the boundss#ghential text sample. My examination
of it was prompted in response to Shepherd’s analysieeafonjunctivevawin 11Q10’s translation,
which he describes as an errBe@l Targum93 n.23Reconsideration233 n.19). As it turns out,
39.23 provides several illustrations of the usefulness aimayytical method; examples are therefore
included herein. See Selection (11Q10), Expansion (11Q10, RJob).

123. See, e.g. Fitzmyer's commehirgt Century 164).
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Arrangement of material

Chapter 2 presents material from the text sample acgptditranslation technique. In
each section several detailed illustrations of eaamstation technique from each
version are brought. Practical considerations imposestiction on the number of
detailed examples that can be included; additional examapéegherefore listed with

minimum detaif*** there is then a summary of the preceding materiadéh section.

Chapter 3 discusses observations arising from the adaiyaterial. In two sections, it
considers what the material suggests about i) the akillsknowledge of the translators,
including use of translation methods, and ii) the prinsigdg which they conducted

their task.

Chapter 4 makes observations and draws some concluswnsttfe material overall;

these are necessarily made with the limitationsheftext sample in mind. The first
section considers what might be concluded from the casgpanof the three versions
regarding their natures, purposes and historical conteatsicular focus is directed to
these issues in relation to 11Q10 as the so far ledistief@ed of the three. The second
part of the chapter returns to questions regarding therjiahd definition of targum as
a genre, and considers what the results of the curraysé suggest regarding both

this and the placing of 11Q10.

124.Note is made, where appropriate, of i) comparisontivéfother Job translations; ii) suggestion as
to possible routes for analysis; iii) discussion omomnce of the example elsewhere in the current
analysis.
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Explanatory notes

* The abbreviation HT (Hebrew text) is used becausthaugh it is possible the
translators had access to a tradition of pronunciaimh punctuation, it is not known
that it was that of the MT; and ii) it serves to @ifintiate points in the analysis at which
reference is made to MT.

* The terms ‘scripture’ and ‘bible’ are used for ease)giression and are not meant to
preclude considerations of authority, acceptance and rasea further under
Discussion 3 ii.a.

« In cases in RJob where more than one translataatition is availablé® the sigla are
those used by Stethe Text of the Targum of Jdbhapter 5.

* Translations are my own unless otherwise stated.

125. See above: 1 ii.a. RJob.
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2 i: Selection

Chapter 21i. Selection

The following examples concern ambiguity in the Hebresither through the
occurrence of hapax legomena or through rare and/or amisigagemes. It can be
assumed that there were several factors which midliente understanding of the
sense and word choice in such cases: context; knowlédgider scripture; a desire to
impart a particular sense; knowledge of pronunciation toadit of traditional

understanding or interpretation; the translator’'s owremi

2i.a Sdectionin 11Q10

37.11 YN

HT readshmN )y %9 2y mIY> M1 9N “Also by watering he wearieth the thick
cloud; he scattereth his bright cloud” (AV). The abstrhsgpax >2 has puzzled
translators ancient and modern; it has often beenpréted with the aid of emendation,
though should probably be taken as derived fifom- ‘to be wet’? The second hapax
MY derives fromv NIV ‘to toil, be burdened’. The root 19 ‘be dispersed,
scattered’ is frequently transitive in the Hifil; tlseibject of the second hemistich is

ambiguous.

1. WeitzmanSyriac Versior(19-22) deals with selection in his discussion of conktreathe initial
identification by the translator of lexical and gramicedtforms.

2. Suggested emendations incld®a ‘hail'and 792 ‘thunder’; comparative philological evidence has
demonstrated their redundancy. The reading of prepositiond ‘moisture’ is supported by the
common Semitic rodM ‘to be wet; satiated with drink’. See GrabBemparative Philology
(116).

3. While the translation ‘hurls’ is supported by tiralfictaraha‘to throw’, this is special pleading
based on the previous emendatior?@l to 72, and further is unnecessary in view of the

available linguistic data. Grabb@pmparative Philology116) observes that the HT's metaphor of
loading a cloud with moisture makes sense in the context.

4. For example, following LXX and Vulgate, Dhorn@mmentaryocalises)y as absolute
(complementary to his readirig71 ) and translates: “the stormcloud scatters its ligighiGordis,
Book of Jolregards God as the subject in both hemistichs and rfffes] scatters the clouds of
light.” Pope,Jobreads)y as absolute but construed as adverbial accusativer thfreas subject:
“[He] scatters his light from the clouds”.
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11Q10 rendersn M 1Y 0 PO [Py P pna 9N ‘Also with them he cleanses
clouds, and he sends out his fire from a clougarlier, 11Q10 apparently rendersix
(36.30) as MM ‘his light'.® Here in 37.11b,»MX (which MT vocalises7ix ‘his
light’) is rendered ag®m ‘his fire’.” Given the ambiguity of the HT consonants, there is
every reason to suppose that this is a deliberategshmachaps to reflect the context of
a storm for which ‘his fire’ (i.e. lightning) might beonsidered more appropriate than
‘his light’.? Looking at 11Q10’s treatment of HTIX elsewhere, it seems that the choice
of translation is very much according to context. Thuss translated asn) ‘light’

when the context is understood literally: daylight in 3328)light at 36.30 and 37.15.

At 41.10, wherenX is said to kindle between Leviathan’s eyes (glittefikg the sun’s
fiery rays at dawn?), it is understood figuratively anchsois translated ag ) “fire’.

And here at 37.11, where the context concerns rain cldigbing rather than light is

5. Editorial consensus read®d) and regards as the causative. Both Afel and Hafel fonmsr in
11Q10; see Sokoloffiargum to Jol{15-16). 11Q10 apparently loses the dynamism of NT®
‘he scatters’, though the reading pf(Frag.B) may be open to question. Cf. 11@®D for HT
Pon> at 38.24.

6. Of the translation of "N only the first letter is complete but the rightharehsand the top bar of
the second strongly sugg@st van der Ploegt al reconstruct aBM)MI and this is the generally

accepted reading (so also Sokol@®#rgum to JobGarcia Martinezt al).

7. van der Ploegt al rationalize that “M) est aussi la lumiére du feu”. FoWX “fire” see Isa 31.9,
44.16, 47.14; Ezek 5.2. Thougtm) on the facsimile is clear, Weis9))7777 (30) assumed
M) was intended.

8. There is no reason to suppose that, bec&ma) is found elsewhere in 11QL00 here is the
result of the loss o , as was suggested by Morrdi,QtgJob(254). Sokoloff,Targum to Jok{7)
characterises 11Q10™) here at xxix.2/37.11 and at viii.3/24.13, xxxvi.4/41.10 among the

differences from MT which “reflect only a differergading of the same consonantal text”; he
attributes them to scribal action (115). Brock®Florilegiumconcludes that 11Q10’s readings of

HT 9N were deliberate choices on the part of the “targurimdine with his concern to “make the
text of Job as understandable as possible for his autli@8%). For Le Déaut, the fact that HT
offers the possibility of a different vocalisationpiecisely the point: “il s'agit donc d’interpretation”
(al tigré, 424).This is really the question: what motivated or underpirthés particular choice at
this particular point?

9. The readin@ M) was reconstructed by van der Ple¢@l from Frag.C on the basis of MT; it is the
accepted reading.
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understood X > 171 ).

Beyond considerations of context, is it possible to ssigg#y and how this choice at
37.11 was made? There are features within the HT and th&Olf@r@nslation which
suggest that it required careful thought on the part ofrdmeshator. First, the sense of
Job 37.11b is ambiguouBhe addition of Y2 by the 11Q10 translator suggests thst
was read as absoluteincidentally, neither PJob nor RJob understood ihig way:*
This addition brings the sense in line with that of 37\&hich may describe lightning
(rather than light) as being within the cloudspnwa Xy 9PN2a TN ; it also serves to
clarify God’s role as the agent, which fits the geh#draust of 11Q10 in this passage.
Second, the occurrence @f X)9 in the context of a storm is significant, resorg@s it
does with other passages which describe storms in taempterms; there is a notable

use ofv \19 to describe the appearance of lightning in Ps 18.15: ‘Recsé his arrows
and scattered thermx>o» »8N MDY , and many lightning-bolts and scrambled them
DM 27 OPID .. compare also Ps 144 6Perhaps of particular importance is the

theophany in Isa 30.27f which is described in imagery rnieaant of that in Job 37.1-5:
both speak of thunder as the majestic voice of Godglathing, and of rain, ice or hail;

additionally, both are also linked through the occurrevice/ X9 . In Job 37.11b it

10. At 24.13 the accepted reading foeX in 11Q10/iii.3 is as van der Ploegal ] N9 “au feu”;

Sokoloff, Targum to Jolreads(N) M “to [the] fire”; Garcia Martinezt al regard 11Q10 as
having interpreted)iN ‘light’ as MN ‘fire’. 11Q10 at ix.6/25.3N7IN is not extant; on the basis of
OYPN (fem.) for HTDYP? , van der Ploegt al anticipated that the translator had a variant to MT

and read “his light”; Morrow11QtgJoh(254) disagreed, Sokoloffargum to Jobikewise,
suggesting that it was “more likely” the translator rdad” (116) and used Arant) , which can

be feminine. Garcia Martinezt al concur, suggesting that the translator read a vagiiauilar to
Grk. évedpa mop” arbTov *his ambush’ at 25.3 (HebaMX). A translation of NN at 26.10/x.1
is not extant; BrookelQFlorilegium(281) suggests restorirm) . 11Q10 is not extant &N in
36.32/xxviii.9, noNMN 37.3. For xxxi.2/38.24 HTNX > 11Q10vacat see Substitution.

11. Sokoloff,Targum to Jok{143). BrookedQFlorilegium(325) regards 11Q10’s rendering here as
evidence of a desire for clarity.

12. See Expansion p.116.

13. vONN ‘to disturb’ has often been understood here as refetaithe confusion or putting to flight of
the psalmist’'s enemies; but in the context it makes Bogabd sense if understood as describing the
confusion or scribble of lines and patterns made irskiyeoy bolts of lightning.
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occurs alongsidew : YN Y Y ; in Isa 30.30 it occurs alongsidéx : YX 2N
N9 9O ‘and tongue of a devouring fire he hurled/is hurled’. Sigaiftly, X9 is
hapax and thus distinctivé The motif of NYaN WX itself may be key for appreciating
11Q10 here. It occurs also in Isa 30.27, describing God’s taagylike a devouring fire
nYON WND (presumably of lightning); and in the theophany in Exod @4.8, where,

in v.16, God descends upon Mt. Sinai, appearing as thoughid elond calls to Moses -
just as in the storm imagery in Job 37.2-5 God’s voicesraad thunders. In Exod

24.17 God’s glory is again described &a9o5X WND . These texts are intricately linked
through the particular motif ofnox WX , and more generally in subject matter and

vocabulary - and they link too with the imagery o J®7. They are very likely

candidates for contributing to the 11Q10 translator's eh@t N7 ‘his fire’ over

DM ‘his light’ in 37.11.

37.16 MNDON , )WHan

HT reads:@yT 0N MXDIN 2y Wo9n Dy y1nn “Dost thou know the

balancings of the clouds, the wondrous works of him wiagberfect in knowledge?”
(AV). It concerns the formation and movement of cloutt®ugh the precise sense is

difficult syntactically and lexically; there are thrbéapax legomenav>9n , MNJ9N
and the adjectival phrageyT ©On , which is at best loosely connected with what
precedes. The meaning o®591n is inferred by most modern translators frére>9/

0Y9 , which appears to connote ‘equilibriuf’The second, MXY91 |, is probably

14. Though often defined as ‘to smash in pieces’ escatter, disperse’, a good case can be made in
some instances for construing the @&9) in the sense ‘fling, hurl, cast away’, e.g. Judg 7.19
‘they flung down the vessels that they held’, Jer 22.2ph&$ a worthless, cast-off pot?’ In Isa 30.30
MT has the athnaq oMm>2N , but if read without this punctuation, th¢f) as a verb makes good
sense of the following coordinated nouns: ‘and tonguedelvauring fire he/is hurled, likewise
squall and hailston€t)2 JANY DMWY ..".

15. Precision is difficult but the Piel @99 ‘to make level, even; to weigh, balance’ is found, Bs.
58.3, 78.50, and there is a nonh9 ‘balance, scale’ e.g. Isa 40.12. K-B suggeston as

29



2 i: Selection

synonymous witimx993 in v.14° Though the adjectival phraseyT oMn ‘perfect
in knowledge’ is unique, the adjective itself is redolehtlab’s character and is used
several times to describe hifiThere is no overt referent here; it is usually undert

to refer to God; the entire phrase echoes the egermyT 0N (36.4).

11Q10 renders v.16ahM2a) MY NXv1AD N YIONN] ‘[Do you knJow <that> he has
a garment, his cloud, his power. The construal of tlmse and syntax is

idiosyncratic!® the hapax w991 is not associated with the earliey >w19n (36.29)°
nor is it read as a noun in construct with, but as a noun referring to God’s garment,

or to his act of clothing.nM2) MY is an uncertain readirfg.The lack of a construct
form or a genitive particle suggests two nouns in appasitios cloud, his power’) or

perhaps ‘his cloud is powet Editorial consensus readswadn® , i.e. ad-prefix on
the Hafel infinitive fromv ¥ia> , and employs a preposition to deal with the uncertain

syntax.22 This results in the following kind of sense: “[Do ydajow (how) to dress his
cloud with great works/might”. If, however, we suppose that11Q10 translator, like

the translator of RJob, recognisagb9 as nominal, then perhaps we should read not

NWAOND but Nwad nNY , that is, prepositiorp + third masculine singular suffix

‘floating, hovering’; GeseniusiCL ‘balancing’. K-B list a second’ ©Y9 ‘to observe, examine’.

16. Note the occurrence a little earlier (36.29) ofpeasely U191 ; Dhorme,Commentary

characterizes this as poetic variation.
17. Directlyin 1.1, 8, 2.3, and indirectly in 8.20, 9.20, 21,22.

18. Both PJob and RJob clarify the syntax and Teat 9y with the followingD>yT N . 11Q10
readsDyT OMIN quite separately; see Adjustment of Word Order. See Exgraftsithe addition
of the pronominal suffix to HT'QY .

19. Wherely >¥190 occurs in 36.29, 11Q10 is fragmentary but appears to traas@ 12
‘who has spread out’, i.e. verbally.

20. According to Garcia Martine#t al. most of the is clear on Frag.S and the lett¢n3) are legible
on Frag.A2. van der Ploeg al read XN1]J2) or NN N2A) but there is ndn visible in the
photograph. SokolofffTargum to Jobsuggests)/NM)2) “great works”.

21. van der Ploegt al translate: “Sais-tu revétir son nuage de puissance”.

22. Sovan der Ploegf al, Garcia Martineet al. and SokoloffTargum to Jobalso Muraokayerbal
Rection(109).
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(replacing the prepositiorby ) followed by the nounvhad ‘garment’ (spelled

defectively)® The sense then becomes: ‘Do you knJow (that) to ikim garment, his

cloud, his power?’

All commentators agree that the translator understeodan as connected in some
way with the sense ‘to clothe’. The important poist what lies behind this
understanding? The translator could have lookedmim in 37.17 for support for
understandingv>9n in this way, and/or to well-established imagery ofdGeho
handles and uses features of his creation like garmegtsJob 38.9 where God is said
to have made the clouds the garmar> of the sea; at 38.14 God describes the earth
(or the dawn) as beingHab 1> ‘like a garment ..."; Ps 104.2 where God is said to
clothe himself with light ‘as a garmenth$nv is used but the imagery is the saffie)
The image of God ‘clothed’ is robustly scriptural. Somets speak of God’s ‘clothing’

in terms of attributes, for example righteousness, \amge and zeal (Isa 59.16),
honour and majesty (Ps 104.1) and, significantly, stremgth(Ps 93.1). The 11Q10
translator may have understood Job 37.16 as just suchrancsfeto God ‘clothed’ in
power, especially since one of the most potent symtiotsivine power ispyn , the
theophanic cloud which shrouds and conceals God’s pres€heeimage is found in

Job as well as other booRsJob himself mocks the puny pretensions of Bildad: ‘.o

23. As regards this reading the following points can be mp@arcia Martinezt al. note about the
text here that “the spacing between words is very ireetj{146), citing the example 0INYY in

.1 where there is almost no space at all betweetwihords; ii) the nouw 2> appears in 11Q10
at xvi.8, where all but the first two letters are acsietive reading, and at xxx.7, where only the last
two letters are legible; the evidence is inconclubiviea defective spelling cannot be ruled out.
Sokoloff, Targum to Jol{214) lists all attested cases of the preposhiensuffix in 11Q10; in three
cases its use may be analogous to that suggested hexeekpress possession. In 37.16 the syntax
may have been skewed by HT so that the prepositiongeecather than follows.

24. Also Ps 104.6, Isa 50.3; Lam 3.44.

25. The cloud provides cover for the Israelites beforectbesing of the sea (Exod 14.19-20), and it
shrouds Mt. Sinai, accompanied by thunder and lightning (EQdb). Moses ascends into the
cloud and thus into the divine presence (Exod 24.15-18), andttelkescends in a cloud at the
giving of the tablets of the law (Exod 34.5; all the I§tag withess then)> T2 in the form of a
cloud (Exod 16.10), and it is a constant presence by day dieirgdurney (e.g. Num 14.4); the
glory of the Lord fills the temple in the form of lped (1K 8.10-11). The Lord himself, whose very
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who have no strengtho X595 ... with arms that have no powgy N> Wi .. (26.2) -
in contrast to the almighty maker of heaven and ebgfore whom hell and destruction

are naked (v.6), and ‘who covers his throne with tasitl...)0y Py w19 .. (v.9)*°

11Q10’s reading of HT’s syntax leaves free to be read as a noun in construct with
the following hapax, thusmwN9an 2y * The translator regard$Nx99n as
synonymous withmx99) in v.14, in both cases rendering asna) .*® When used in
Job, N"M2) conveys the particular nuance of God’s powers as esnii nature. In
26.7f Job describes God’s mastery of sky, clouds, rain,asdawind, and declares:
™A MM M oyN ‘Who can comprehend the thundering of his powers?’ (w+14)
the image combines God’s power with the cloud-borne phenon of thunder; and in
12.12-16: ‘With him is wisdom and powen ) ; he has counsel and understanding’
for ‘he withholds the waters and they dry up, he despatittean and they transform the
earth’ (v.15) - again the imagery suggests God’s controhrafther cloud-borne
phenomenon, rain. The 11Q10 translatérsa) MY is an interpretative choice which
suggests awareness of this nuance; it is a shortharéneé to an association ofM2)

with God’s power to bring raifi.

presence causes the earth to tremble and the hilisltpis said to be enveloped in clouds and
darkness (Ps 97.2).

26. K-Bregard¥9in 26.9 as a mixed form frot119 andi19 ; cf. GeseniusGrammarg56.21y is

used at Job 22.14 9ND DY ‘thick clouds are his concealment ...".
27. 11Q10's evaluation of HT appears to allow for its dstiam.
28. RJob and PJob also understamRD 91 as equivalent tdND9) in v. 14; RJob translates with

N9, a variation of the noun used to transI@WND9) in v.14; a genitive particle is inserted

to clarify the syntax. The clearer syntax theP&y( MNY9) ‘the wonderful works of God’) perhaps
influenced the PJob translator’s understanding of theasyrere, where it is treated as a construct:

1 K&imado ‘and the marvellous works of he who..’. The insertetjwoction is a clear

indication of the translator’s sense of the syntak\arse division.
29. See further under Extension.
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38.6 "M AN
HT reads:nm9o Jax NP M W wWwavn MIX N DY “Whereupon are the

foundations thereof fastened? or who laid the corneestbereof?” (AV). Consistent
with the building imagery of the preceding verses, then@anse ofnm9 jaN is ‘its

cornerstone’, that is, a stone which forms an g#etion between two walls. The image

of a cornerstone occurs several times in scripturel Bs22; Jer 51.26; Isa 28.16-17),
although the syntagmyd jax is not found? 11Q10’s translatiommn Jax does not
suggest that the translator understaud)9 jaX to be associated withhd ‘corner’, for
which the expected translation would b#»y JaNX . Ignorance of the concept of a
cornerstone and its appearance elsewhere in scriptusendbseem likely, albeit that it
is not a consistently couched idiom. N is not attributed to errdt,then the

11Q10 translation is interpretative.

The linguistic evidence regarding Aramy/mmnN is fragmentary and inconclusive, the

context in which it appears having a distinct bearindhow it is understood. There is
Nno consensus as to a root derivation or a single aispraneaning. The various

translations of 11Q10’shmn AN reflect this uncertainty. The first editors rendered
it as “its hewn stone”, presumably positing a rewt with a sense similar to that

proposed by JastroW.The alternative “its boundary storigls consistent with one of

30. Hereand at Ps 118.22, Jer 51.26 Tur SGmiymentarytranslates as “top-stone, uppermost stone”
in preference to “corner-stone”. Myers and Myétaggai, Zechariah 1-848) propose that

Zerubbabel’s ‘first stoneNWXIN AN in Zech 4.7 may not refer to a cornerstone but ratha

ritual reutilisation of stone from a ruined temple irefbundation ceremony to mark the initiation of
construction of a new one.

31. Sokoloff's translation “its cornerstone” restseosuggested emendationid»n , appealing for
support to RJob, which rendersiagi»»t JAN , and to the fact that™n ‘angle, corner’ is the
usual translation of BHe)9 in TJon. It means accepting scribal or transmissioor to account
for emendation. Moreover, the relevance to the 11Q1®fexstandard translation practice in a
rabbinic targum is unclear. Wei$3jrther Noteq18) also read$) % AN and understands as

“his cornerstone”, arguing on the same grounds as Solaidfthus begging the same questions.
32. Sovan der Ploeg al.: “sa pierre taillée”, without explanation.
33. So Garcia Martinezt al.. Beyer Die Aramaischen Texi{@95) records two alternatives: “[... wer hat
ihren] Markierungstein (Eckstein?) [aufgerichtet ...J8, imarking stone’ and ‘cornerstone’.
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the possible senses in mBBatra 1.2. Other commentatdve at “stone of its facade”

or “its facing stone” by deriving it fromt »n *

Another interesting alternative was suggested by Joggeliral, who translated it as

“its foundation stone”, commenting that the term “olonly refers to the rough stones

of the foundation™ Taking this suggestion further: scripture provides strong gi®un

for viewing the combination ofjax with 19 as suggestive of ‘foundation’: Jer 51.26:
‘they shall not take from you a cornerstor®9> jax or foundation stones)axy
mToMm?Y ..; Isa 28.16: ‘Therefore, thus says the Lord God: Behalil lay in Zion a
stone)ax %1 7O M, a tried stongNa AN, a precious cornenIpP> M9, a sure
foundationTom TOM ... ** The 11Q10 translator would thus have had firm support
from scripture itself for interpretingn9 jaN in the sense of a founding stone, i.e. one

which marks the ceremonial start of building wdtk.

An association of ‘stone’ with ‘foundation’ is distinm these and other passages. Isa
28.16 refers to the Lord’s foundation stone in Zion, asimasstone, a cornerstone
suitable for foundatioff. Note also that the building imagery which surrounds 1s&&28.

(P9 P v.10; NopwNnd NPT WP VaVN NN v.17) echoes that in Job 38%5.

34. | am grateful to the participants at the symposiurarifaic lexicography’, Sheffield, July 2002 for
the suggestion that the author of 11Q10 associate2d with 09, M9 .

35. Jongeling et alAramaic Text$57). Incidentally, their use of “rough” suggests thinkimmnalthe
lines of Jastrow’s definition of™MN .

36. Robertsyahweh’s Foundatio(B86-7) discusses the problemdti®> )0 and translates: “Look, |
am about to lay ...".

37. Modern definitions of ‘cornerstone’ include: “fissone of new building: the first stone laid at a
corner where two walls begin and form the first pagt new building” Encarta® World English
Dictionary © & (P) 1999, 2000); “a stone representing the nominalistpplace in the construction
of a monumental building ... laid with appropriate ceremgihfRandom House Dictionary of the
English Language, 2nd edtn., 1987).

38. Isa 28.16 is fraught with difficulties, not the ledstloich is the termyN2 , traditionally thought to

mean ‘tried, tested’ or ‘chosenN1 AN may refer to a large and valuable type of foundationest
perhaps connected with’t) AN in 1King 5.31. See Robertéahweh’s Foundatiofor a full

explanation of this proposal which is based on textudegexe from Qumran.
39. Note also the resonances between the imagery 881%@b where the waters are said to overflow the
secret place, and that in Job 38.8f regarding the deepurSieerfon 11Q10’s understanding of 38.8f
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1King 5.31 describes how the work of building the first tenmplderusalem was begun
by the cutting of stone: ‘The king commanded and they aehtarge, high-qualit§
stones MIP> ONAX OWT) ONIANX to found the house with hewn stonan 799
Y AN 1King 6.7 describes how virgin stone was used for the templeing:
‘The house when it was being built was built [from] Jehquarried stonennby AN
M1 yvn ... Jer 51.26 (above) connects cornerstone with fowndastone;

furthermore, Jer 51.15 is a direct reference to God’'dicreaf the earth, which is the

explicit subject of Job 38.6.

This combination of references which associate apatone, foundation and temple
becomes particularly interesting when seen alongsiddinieblegend about the
founding of the earth, wherein direct references to Bbek of Job are made. The

legend pivots onnNM9 AN in Job 38.6. There are several strands to this leghaed: t
creation of the world began with a ston@{)¥ AN ), which was cast by God into the

ocean - the proof-text is Job 38tke creation of the world began from the centre and
moved outwards, or from the sides and moved inwards; trél was created from
Zion.Thus, thenvY 2N marked both the creation of and the centre of thi.eand

of Zion. Was the translator of 11Q10 familiar with similar ideal is his translation
NN JaN in some way a reference or an allusion to tHemXounding ceremony
marking the creation of the earth would certainly givecamtext to the celestial

celebrations described in the following verse, 38.7. Ttmatndation’ may be a key

under Expansion, Adjustment of Word Order.

40. Mulder1 Kings(223) remarks th&p?> here refers to the quality of the stones as suifable
foundations.

41. In biblical usag® ) (v D) ‘to cut’) refers to stone: 1King 6.36, 7.9, 11,12; Exod 20.25; Isa 9.9;
Ezek 40.42; Amos 5.11; Lam 3.9; IChr 22.2. There is some unugrtaier precisely what degree
of finish distinguishedit) from NNOY JAN ; it seems thaDY¥ AN means virgin, untouched
stone, whether retrieved from the ground or cut fromgtreery, wherea®) means stone which

has been cut or hewn from a quarry into blocks suitableuilding, but which has not been further
dressed or finished. See MuldérKings Zevit, Religions of Ancient IsragR78); Olyan Why an
Altar (163-6).

42. See further under Discussion.
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concept behind 11Q10’s understanding of 38.6 finds support alée mrendering of
17 and ofyTN in the same versé Perhaps the translatigm»n 12X was intended to

refer to the distinctiveness or prominence of theh&afoundation ston&, understood

as residing in its role as marking the very spot froniclwithe creation of the earth

proceeded.

Further to the notions of ceremony and prominencehwimay underlie 11Q10’s)ax
NN : the occurrence of BHebMn in Isa 57.8 is worth some consideration. The
sense of the verse is far from lucid, but it has lseggested that in the context and
M% may refer to memorials or monumefitsThere are several other scriptural
occurrences of> apparently meaning ‘monument’, each with interestsgpeiationg?

At 1Sam 15.12 Samuel is told that Sawl > 21 MM ‘has set up for himself a
monument .., the use of/ A¥) implying a ceremonial construction, or erectionaof

commemoration of his victory against Amalek. At 2Saml&8Absalom’s memorial

pillar, which he himself had set up, is known a®»waN T ‘the hand of Absalom’. At

43. See Substitution.
44. There may be support for this in BHeb. WHKiB/N ‘to see’ and related forms occur frequently in
BHeb, there is evidence of some ambivalence ovemssning of PN 1> in Isa 57.8, ostensibly

Qal perfect second feminine singular (so BDB) ‘you saw#hseen a hand’; the sense of the entire
verse is opaque. GesenitfCL (268) definegMN at Isa 57.8 antiNN at Exod 18.21 as “to

choose for oneself” through comparison with the use@iI in Gen 22.8. Interestingly, although
K-B define?nN at Isa 57.8 as “see, behold”, they defm&N as “distinction”, with “prominent
horn” in Dan 8.5 (BDB: “conspicuous horn”). Clin&CH defines bothn, 7N as the
feminine form of the adjectiv@l) “prominent”: at Isa 57.8 whef@ N qualifiesT> (on this, see
next note), at Dan 8.5 wherein qualifiesy P (‘horn’) and 8.8 wher&N is used as a
substantive (AV: “notable ones”; NEB, NRSV: “promitidorns”).

45. Using comparative philological evidence, including 1@8,MDelcor, Two Meaningproposed a
root *wd/yd ‘to love’, giving rise in Hebrew, Ugaritic and Aralica nounyd ‘penis’, supporting
Duhm’s proposal of this sense at Isa 57.8,10. For moratrdizeussion, see SmitRhetoric and
Redaction T and ))12% (in Isa 57.8) “[may refer] to memorials or monumesitéch may have
functioned in the cult of the dead...” (85). For 1QS 7.13tseéull note given ad loc. in
CharlesworthThe Dead Sea Scrol{¥ol. I: Rule of the Community and Related Documents).

46. Delcor,Two Meaningexamined four occurrences gp (1Sam 15.12, 2Sam 18.18, Isa 56.5, Ezek
21.24) where translation as ‘monument’ is both approptiettee sense and is supported by
archaeological evidence of ANE stelae which depict hands
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Isa 56.5 God promises to the eunuchs, who can have no pragan’‘.. | will give to
them within my house and within my walls a monumerd amame 21Ny 13
owy T ..; v.7 continues the reference to the temple: ‘I ming them to my holy
mountain’y TP 9N DX and | will imbue them with gladness in my house of praye
The association ofn with 7 in the context of))79v ‘memorial’ (Isa 57.8); of 1
with the setting up of commemorative objects and whid derusalem temple (1Sam
15.12, 2Sam 18.18, Isa 56.5); andyof>y at Josh 4.7 in association withDyp in

relation to the stones over which the ark of theecawt was carried - these are
collocations which may well have drawn the eye ef 1hQ10 translator as he sought to

understand the significance of Job 38.6.

The scriptural resonances intrinsic to 11Q10’s trawmslatf NM9 AN as AN
NN, together with other elements in its translatisnggest that it has significant
depth? The sense ‘foundation stone’ was perhaps the interttimugh the full import
of such an interpretation remains unclear. The pasgibil such a sense retrieves the

11Q10 text from the need to propose scribal error and em@mdand offers an

explanation for an otherwise obscure translation i&atively transparent HT.

38.25 nOp MmNy

HT reads:m>p N> 797 1Oyn quvo 09 M “Who hath divided a watercourse
for the overflowing of waters, or a way for the liging of thunder” (AV). The
difficulty concerns the imagefy.v qov has the sense of ‘abundance, overflowing’,

both literally of waters and figuratively of, for expl®, anger, suffering, armies and

47. Itis worth noting the allusive vocabulary in toetext of Isa 57.8 which also may have helped to
mark the verse as significant: the chapter opens witiseription of the righteous man whose
passing is unremarked (vv.1-2) - recalling Job?; Isa 57.7 spkties‘high mountain’ upon which
sacrifices are offered - suggesting Mount Zion?

48. See its treatment §ffN andiN under Substitution.

49. Tur-SinaiJob suggested it is that of the heavens sealed off Hyrthement and requiring a
conduit through which rain can pass.
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God'’s judgement’ nYyn is a water-conduit, an aqueduct, for irrigationstorage or
drainage’ The pluralmp (frequently defective) is usually idiomatically ‘thunder’;
the sense ofMm>p ™nN is derived from context as ‘thundercloud’ or ‘thunderb(tt

occurs only 3 times: Job 28.26, 38.25 and Zec f0he second hemistich replicates
28.26b%

11Q10 renderspvp  PRYS MINY P XILVND XYW > The translator
understand®n as ‘cloud’, but chooses to interpmbp as connected witlpdp , thus:

‘and a way for the swift / light cloud®’. There is every reason to suppose that this
understanding of M>pP was a considered choice based on scriptural imagery. For
example, at Ps 104.3 the clouds are identified as God'sothati.who makes clouds

his chariotyay>n ©32y own , who walks about upon the wings of the wirgynnn

MM 930 Yy .., God’s chariots, the clouds, are as fast as tind:WSee, he goes up
like clouds Dy> NYY and his chariots are like the whirlwind, faster tleagles are

his horse>0o DIwINn WP .. (Jer 4.13)° at Isa 19.1 God is explicitly said to ‘ride
upon a swift cloud’>p ay Sy 257 mn> > The presence of/ N9y and the nouns

Ny, 2y , Y and MM suggest that such verses may be key for understanding the

imagery underlying 11Q10’s rendering héfte.

50. Waters, e.g. Ps 32.6, 78.20; 2Chron 32.4; anger: Prov 27efirepfPs 69.3; armies, e.g. Isa 8.8,
Jer 47.2; judgement, e.g. Isa 28.2,15,18.

51. 1King 18.32,35,38; 2King 18.17, 20.20; Isa 36.2; Ezek 31.4.

52. Also Ben Sira 32.26(B): “Welcome is his mercy mdiof distress as rain clouti®n NyDin
time of drought” (trans. Skehan 35.26); 40.13@@)»Y? N2 “with lightning and thunder” (trans.
Skehan 35.26). Ugaritiedd may be cognate; so K-B. Tur-Sindab posits a phonetic variant 6fn
, cf. Ps 77.18.

53. Tur-SinaiJobsuggests that 28.26b may be a reply to 38.25b.

54. See 11Q10’s rendering of the first hemistich under Sulstitut

55. As also at 28.26. This straightforward understandirtgeafyntax does not require supplementation
(note the explanatory additional preposition in the nabhiersions).

56. The subject of this verse is ambiguous; the imagfdssael suffering at the hands either of God or
of a human enemy acting as God's agent.

57. Tuinstra noted Isa 19.1 with reference to Job 28.26 sé&xeautal tigré (424).

58. Cf. also Isa 66.15: ‘For, see, the Lord will comgfire and his chariots like a whirlwind ..;

GOV occurs in v.128YT in v.14 (as Job 38.27); Nah 1.3: ... the Lord has hisiméye
whirlwind and the stormY2>97 NIYY1) NV MY, cloud is the dust at his feet’. See also Ps
18.11-15// 2Sam 22.11-15 which describes a theophany in teentswfider-storm.
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39.23 anY

HT reads:nmoy N 2ND NOYN MIN YOy “The quiver rattleth against him, the
glittering spear and the shield” (AV)t is part of a description of a war-horse
(39.19-25), describing either the arms with which the dyowos its rider, is dressed for
battle>®or the arms used against it in battle - the uncertantipie to the hapaxn .
Besides this, there is a syntactic problem: how ddeieal itemsmn 2nY relate one
to the other? Or, putting it another way, how manypeasa are listed? The consensus
in the modern era has been to read> as a noun in construct wittmn ,* and to

understand it metaphorically: ‘the flashing spéar’.

11Q10 translatespo M TN PY VOV DO MDY ‘Upon him hangs weaponry:
a blade and a lance and a sharp sworbihn is rendered with an imperfect derived
from v YN ‘to hang, suspend® The rarity of nOWN ‘quiver’ and the unique
description of the manner of carrying a quiver in Isa P2#haps aided the translator.
Note also that N9 occurs in association witho¥ (Ezek 27.11, Song 4.4) and that

11Q10 goes on to rendebwX * here asvHy .*°

59. Though it appears, through the poet'’s licence, tedidhse is armed, in all probability we should
understand that the rider is so armed.

60. Cf. N NanY 1Sam 17.7.

61. Cf. Tur-SinaiJoby Dhorme ,CommentaryGordis,Book of JobPopeJoh The Peshitta translator
did likewise; see Expansion.

62. RJob’$IVYN ‘it rests’ is not too far from 11Q10. The usewfTVY ‘cast, shoot’ in some mss.
reflects uncertainty over the sens@hn and the value oby . PJob renders with a participial

form of w2 x ; see below.

63. Vv RWin Isa 22.6 and elsewhere describes the carrying oiirvgeafrarmour or weapons; e.g. Judg
9.54; 1Sam 1passim 1 Chron 5.18, 12.24; 2 Chron 14.7.

64. The picture is that of thgY¥ (meaning uncertain - see n.66) hung over city wall$gues as a
sign of armoured strength.

65. Itisfound six times: Job 39.23, Ps 127.5, Isa 22.6, 49.2,1%and Lam 3.13; there would seem to
be little doubt that it means ‘quiver’.

66. van der Ploegt al translate as “la lance”, on the basis@?¥ in 1QM 6.2. Borgertiob xxxixhas

argued that 11Q10 preserves the original meanitap#f and should therefore be read here as
‘quiver’ (‘Kécher’) or perhaps a bow-cum-arrow carri€arcia Martinezt al. and Sokoloff,
Targum to Jolaccept Borger’s case. Yet the biblical evidencetersense carried hgpV is
ambiguous. BHekdYV¥ has traditionally been understood variously as ‘nessjavelin’ or ‘shield’
(the latter perhaps through its occurrences in assamiedih 1)1 ). The evidence suggests a
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Regardingan® , the translator does not use the direct equivaleraif> ), but
associates it with sharpness, translatingyas‘blade’® From a root meaning ‘to be
bright’,® the noun 2nY is found meaning the flame of a fifeand, figuratively, the
blade of a weapon, as here in Job 39°28.the War Scrollam? is used to mean the
sharp part of a weapon that was attached to the batxamplepwn 2m> ‘the blade
of the dart’ in 1QM 6.2, or of a spear (1QM 5.10-11)n view of this evidence,
perhaps 11Q10'$v should be thought of as something like a bayonet,ishats a
detachable blade. But there is another possible exjgangtounded in scripture itself.
There is an association afn> with the semantically similar roa2n? in the description
of Leviathan at Job 41.13: ‘His breath makes coals blaz&n ©5n) W9 and a
flame goes forth from his moutky> »an 2119 ..’ (Job 41.13)Though the vertond

is found several times, the only occurrence of the n@imGen 3.24 in a description of
the sword which guards the way to the tree of life oherE 2900 VN> . This
uniqueness may have been sufficient to cue the 11Q10 toanisl® adopting the sense
of sharpness here in 39.23 where the context also ceneesword. A scripturally

based explanation would be consistent with how thestagor has apparently worked

elsewhere.

confused history and a great deal of uncertainty as twiginal meaning, which is apparently lost in
antiquity; for a summary, see K-B stV . In each of its seven occurrences it could be argud th
the more general sense of ‘arms’ or ‘equipment’ (sBBB just as appropriate as ‘quiver’. See: 2K
11.10// 2 Chron 23.9, 2Sam 8.7 // 1 Chron 18.7, Ezek 27.11, Song de4;51.1DNY0 may

mean ‘arm, prepare’ and thus ‘polish the arrows, prepareveéapons!’ (rather than ill the
quivers!’); see DriverJQR28 (1937-8):127, citing 1 Sam 18.27, 2Sam 23.7 and Num 14.24 in
support of understanding the Piel®b» as to do something fully or well.

67. 11Q10’9)V¥ looks substantival; the adjectival sense would requi@ricipial form, or the
construct (but then the inserted waw is problematim) discussion of this verse, see Greenfield and
Shaked;Three Iranian wordsalso under Expansion.

68. Cf.the AramNaNY and the Akk.la’bu meaning ‘flame’, the Syram\ ‘to glow’ and the Arab.
lahiba ‘to burn’; see K-B.

69. For example, Judg 13.20; Isa 29.6, 66.15.

70. Also Judg 3.22 and Nah 3.3 withn .

71. This does not mean that we must therefore adsbI8Q10'$PV , which translates HRNY , as
construct.
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2i.b Sdection in PJob

37.16 MNYON ,KWoN
HT reads:oyT OMN MXD9 2y vo9n Dy y1nn  “Dost thou know the
balancings of the clouds, the wondrous works of him wiagberfect in knowledge?”

(AV).” PJob renders the first hemistichiiva ~noas a2 ‘Do you know the

going forth of the clouds?’ The rendering of the hapa©9on with 1 <o ‘the

going forth of looks like a choice based on seeking aiityl in Syriac: in its primary

sense Syr.xr\a means ‘to break through, pierce’; it has a figuraterese of ‘to issue,

result’, hence the translator’s use of the more pcosai, . Note thatiy is rendered as

a plural and there is no translation of the prepositpn The treatment ofmN>91
refers back tamN>9) in v.14; probably the syntax ther&® mN>9) “the wonderful
works of God”) influenced the translator’s understanding hfor here it is also treated

as a construck ~hiwmava ‘and the marvellous works of .. .

38.28 YN

HT reads: D0 2 O MM W AN IVND v “Hath the rain a father? Or who
hath begotten the drops of dew?” (AV). The poetic imagémgain in the first hemistich
is mirrored by that of dew in the second. PJob’s velisesion suggests that the

translator understood the hapasx as a simple plural parallel wition :
s\ ar o aaw o ‘Or who gave birth to the drop&?The renderingeis) au

‘drops’ is probably influenced by the immediate contewhjch concerns precipitation

onto the earth; perhaps also other local texts wagdociate ‘drops’ and ‘rain’ (Job

72. See above p.29 for detail on 37.16.
73. PJob’s idiosyncratic verse division in 38.28 arguesagan influence from the rabbinic version
(see below); see Adjustment of Word Order/Division.
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36.27, 29.22-23, bothqvy).”

39.7 mNwN
HT reads: ynv X2 v MXWN P YN pne “He scorneth the multitude of

the city, neither regardeth he the crying of the diif@&\). The obscure MXWN is

rendered as ‘voice’ &1\ \ix ~\o ‘voice of the taskmasters’), probably guided by

association with Job 3.181) 5P wnw XY .”°

39.8 M

HT reads: ¥ 9 55 9NN My 00 N “The range of the mountains is
his pasture, and he searcheth after every green th\). The obscuremn> can be
read as/ NN ‘to seek out; spy out, explore, reconnoitre’, eitheritmagerfect ‘he seeks

out, he explores’, or as a nominal hapax legomenomcisiag, exploring”® The PJob

translator understood an alternative possibility, applgreieriving it fromv =9n> and
achieving in ~ia\,» ~~Aa@a wWhat appears to be a common-sense translation: ‘On

the many mountains [is his pasture 7.

74. PJob translate&®n >9V) as c\’ilv:: NN Avcx_\ at 36.27; it appears to paraphrase at 29.22-23.

75. Tur-SinaiJob proposed derivingXWn from v XV, thus “raising of the voice, shouting”; see
his note onMWN at 30.22. OMNXYN see below, p.48.
76. MTM presumably understands the latter.

77. SzpekTranslation Techniqug281) translateskr{\ ama as “with a multitude” and classifies it

as an error due to confusion of consonants (readas

42



2 i: Selection

21.c Sdection in RJob

37.11 "a

HT readshmN )Y %9 2y mIY> M2 9N “Also by watering he wearieth the thick
cloud; he scattereth his bright cloud” (A¥)RJob1 renders the hapaga asxm 32
‘clearness, purity’, evidently connecting with192 ‘to purify, cleanse; polish® This
accords with a tradition found in bBer 59a, which expléived DnINVA WP NXRIN

‘He who sees the firmament in its purity’ refers be tclarity of the heavens when the
wind has cleared them of cloud after all-night rain;utdito no proof-text is cited, the
image calls to mind Job 37.11b and V¥2T.argumim to Exod 24.10 make the same

connexion, using/ 772 to translate HT 9DV and explaining that it refers to the

beautiful clarity of the heavens when they are adarlouds®

3825 NP MnY

HT reads:m>p N> 797 1Oyn quvo 09 M “Who hath divided a watercourse
for the overflowing of waters, or a way for the liging of thunder” (AV)¥ RJob’s
understanding of the rarm&n as ‘cloud’ is reflected elsewhere in rabbinic literat®
m>p is connected withp ‘sound, noise’, no doubt with an eye to the previous

imagery of Job 36.33; 37.2,4,5. Clarificatory material supplésnéoth RJobl and

78. See further above, p.26.

79. Some mss. reati)2NVLA ‘with dew/vapour’, presumably understandibiyy'moisture’. There are
two rabbinic translations of 37.11 (see RJob2 under Sutistij. Weiss,00)75777 (268) includes
37.11 among examples in RJob which he attributes to “irgtfve or stylistic difficulty”.

80. Perhaps also Ps 18.13)72y »1y Y1) M) ‘Out of the brightness before him his clouds

passed ...". At 37.11 RJob2 insen®) as the agent; see Expansion.

81. HT:9NLY DMWN DXV ‘and like the heavens themselves for purity’; PSI@¥ )Ppnd >
Ny PP PN TO NNIVY ‘and like the great beauty of the heavens when treeglaar of
clouds’; 0:Y772Y XMW RMMIIY ‘and like the appearance of the heavens for clearness’

82. See detail above.

83. E.g. GenR 13.12: regarding cloud and citing Job 2R26TX 1Y 12 WXIP) MNY NWNN
mMN NOW) ‘There are five terms for cloud ..."; see also bT@hancited below.
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RJob2.* RJob3 is more straightforwardedp y> NVION) ‘and the way for the

noisy clouds’ (lit. clouds of sound).

Rabbinic appreciation of the ambiguities s> N is certain. Where the phrase
occurs at 28.26, RJob renders it ®B®»pa PVNIT ®1ND  for the clouds which are
swift / run with noises’, thus connectim>p not only with 5 but also withv 55p

2 Where Ps 104.3 has simyay ‘clouds’, the targum qualifies them #55p )y
‘swift clouds’, presumably because of the clues in thetexd (chariot, windj’
Coincidentally, this is exactly how 11Q10 renden®p ™n in Job 38.25° The
targum to Isa 5.26 translates> Sp ‘swiftly he will come’ as »n» P>Op Pnyd
‘like swift clouds [a king] will come®’ again associatingp ‘swift’ and cloud®® As for
N, rabbinic comprehension of this varies too. Zecli f8shes out a context through
which N may be understood but still its precise meaning rentsioear: ‘Ask of the
Lord rain in the season of late rain, the Lord makasn and gives rain showers to
themDN> DOW) VN 1, to each one grass in the fieldi.the targum to Zech 10.1
oO™IN is understood not as cloud but as ‘wind’: “... the Lareates wind N9 and
sends down rain to the sons of man®.dTaan 9b define®sn in Zech 10.1 by the
term MNMNO ; R Yohanan remarks than 9 are a sign of approaching rain; R Papa

explains MNM9 to mean a thin or light cloukw>p N2y under a thick cloudry

84. See further under Expansion.

85. PJob also také®2p to mean ‘sound’; for the rest of the translationGesjecture and Omission.

86. Elsewhere Job 28.280p ™MnNY TN is interpreted as referring to God’s voice directed
miraculously to Moses (Tanh (Buber) VaYikra 1).

87. TgPsalms 104.3: ... who sets clouds [as] his chatipts swift cloudsP2>"9p PN, like the
wings of an eagle ...”; midTehillim 104.3 cit2® 2y ‘swift cloud’ from Isa 19.1 but without
interpretation.

88. See above p.38.

89. Cited by Weisspn71777 (29).

90. Tg Song of Songs 2.9 also suggests a traditional agsodhi»N with YOP : ... when the glory
of the Lord was revealed in Egypt on the night of Pesaxchhe slew all the firstborn, he rode on a
swift cloud X29p NN Dy .

91. K-Bdefineg”nN in Zech 10.1 as ‘blast, squall’.
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NNND . Conceivably, MNM9 might mean spreading or perhaps ‘fast-moving
clouds® - not so far removed from 11Q10’s understanding>af asyyYop Pnyo

‘swift clouds’.

38.28 YV !N

HT reads: D0 iN TN M W AN VN7 v “Hath the rain a father? Or who
hath begotten the drops of dew?” (AV). RJobsv >0 ‘drops of dew’ was almost
certainly influenced by the immediate context and otleral references which
associate ‘drops’ and ‘rain’ (Job 36.27, 29.22-23). It may aise influence to texts
such as Prov 3.19-20: ‘The Lord founded the earth with wisdemestablished the
heavens with understanding; by his knowledge the depths neeteapart and clouds
drop[ped] down dew>V Y9y PNV ..’ - not only are the resonances with the
themes and imagery of Job 37-38 clear, but here is theeart® the very question
‘Who gave birth to the dew?’ Another probably influahtiext is Deut 33.28; the
context is Moses’ blessing, which culminates in hishwthat, on Israel's land of plenty,
‘his heavens, moreover, shall drop down dew 97> PPVY 9N .." - a text which is
redolent of God’s promise of rain, itself a major tikem rabbinic exegesis of these
chapters of Job. The use ofv ©D7 in targumim to Deut 33.28 and Prov 3.20 suggests

that RJob’s translation makes a traditional associati

92. JBA lists unden9 the adjective “fast-running”; CAL cites Jastrow'sarence to the adjective as

meaning‘transient”.
93. PsJon to Deut 33.28 confirms, translating and expanditige ‘heavens drop the dew of blessing
and the beneficent rains’.

94. Note also the association®® with ©07 in Song 5.2 : ‘My head is soaked with dewNIY
S0 NY1), and my locks with the damp of the nighp D01 ..’. v DD is used in PsJon to
Deut 33.28 and in TgProv 3.20 to rendéy)y andv Q¥ , respectively (Jastrow 1484-5).
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2i.d Additional examplesof Selection

11Q10
37.13:70Nn2 ON ‘whether for kindness’ >2[in] DMNS ) ‘or whether [for] a
shameful matter’ (association; see Alternative Tediasn)

37.18:p3m ‘cast’ or ‘constrained’ >Ny ‘pressed’ (associatiorn'?)

38.28:50 9N (hapax) >N5v »NY] ‘[cllouds of dew’ (association®)

38.31:mown (hapax) > »0 ‘fence’ (association?;real life observation)

39.8: mm (hapax) >n2 9N ‘it chooses for itself (association: Prov 12.26, 2Sam

22.33, Qoh 1.13, 2.3, 7.25)

PJob

37.10:) > amuda ‘is given’ (read as Pual; cf. RIGD)

37.12: N8N ‘to the earth’ (uncertain suffix) . i~ ‘his earth’ (association?§°

37.18:0'pnV ‘clouds’ or ‘heavens’ >xx_. o1\ ‘firmament’ (context);0’wn ‘strong’ >

read as attributivé€" (cf. RJob)

95. The translator appears to have understg@® . On the grounds that as a participial form 11Q10’s
NPY is defective (forniY ), Sokoloff, Targum to Jobregards it as nominal ‘distress, trouble’; he
does not speculate as to the sense here. 21331777 (30) regards it as based on Isa 30.6, but there
is no resonance in content or context. The comhinaif vocabulary and ideas in 38.37-38 may be
more pertinent to its understanding2)) here than Isa 30.6. 11Q10 to 38.37-38 is not extant.

96. Perhaps Job 36.27-28 encouraged this understanding; al2@.&&39, Isa 18.4, Hag 1.10, Zech
8.12.

97. Job 10.11, Mic 7.4 are worth considering in this regard.

98. See GoldTargum or Translatiorf112-115).

99. The similar approach in RJob is not significant Bfience. MT vocalises as Qal.

100. Avariantreadg: om Ar<*their earth”. At Prov 8.31 the two nouns are again jugeddana

ININ), the suffix is possessive, and P translates likeRedhaps this passage influenced the translator

at 37.12. At Job 34.13 PJob regards the suffix as locali#dl > < i<\ ). In 37.13 BN

ININD) PJob omits the suffix; see Omission.

101. In MTDPIN is not attributive, falling after the athnah and thughe second hemistich. PJob,
however, understan@®j{¥N as an agreeing attributive adjective: “the mighty iment”. This
understanding of the syntax may also have influencechibieecof ‘firmament’ rather than ‘clouds’.
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38.5:m1n (hapax) >miwaxrs ‘its measuring-line’(parallelism)
38.24:>Tp N\ ‘it disperses the wind’ or ‘the wind dispersés> xwoi ~naia ‘the

wind goes out’ (association?y

38.31:mown (hapax) .o ‘path™™

39.23:137n (hapax) >wax ‘resounds'™

RJob
38.31L:77yn1 (hapax) >>PV ‘chains’ (association; see Adjustment of Consonants)

39.4: 722 ‘in the open field*® or ‘with corn, grain’ > X72>y2 ‘with foodstuff

2i.e Summary

These examples demonstrate that each translatortwes,greater or lesser extent,
linguistically skilled and used linguistic association andtegt as a guide when faced
with hapax legomena, ambiguous or rare vocabtfaBeyond this, however, lies the
real significance of selection: that is, in whatestkkills or factors guided or influenced
the translatorin his choice. Here it is possible to detect distortdi between the

translations.

The handling of hapax legomena and ambiguity in RJob sgameed. The detailed

102. In the Hifil (as MT vocalisation) the ro¢t9 ‘to disperse, scatter’ may be transitive (e.g. Job

37.11) or intransitive (e.g. Exod 5.12, 1Sam 13.8).
103. Perhaps influenced by Ps 135.7, Jer 10.13, where thesvdaskcribed as going out/being made to

go out (v R is used) ‘from his treasuri@®¥mIXINN .." - the latter noun occuring twice in Job
38.22.

104. Understanding/ TYN ; cf. Vulgate'sgyrus
105. Besides ‘to praise, gloriffsy can mean ‘to resound’. The translator was perhaps gpséirse

from what seemed to him the most likely derivationtf@ Hebrew § 17 ‘to sing’).
106. Perhaps an Aramaism,®h1 in Dan 2.38, 4.20,22,29.
107. On linguistic skills of the translators, see furtimeder Discussion.
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illustrations demonstrate that context is key in dei@ng its careful word choice, and

other examples confirm this. In 39.8yn , uncertain in both form and meaning, is
rendered in a straightforward way witb>x> ‘he spies out’ln 37.10 the ambiguous
consonantal formm» is read as the Pual withix 110V as the explicit agent, which
makes more ready sense than does the i@g: Y SN nnvim ** Also in 37.10,
the ambiguoupNI1 is rendered aNMONNA ‘in a cast’ with an eye to the context of

water, ice and colff® NXPwIINX ‘noise; crowd’ renders the ramxwn in 39.7b:
YOV ND W MRUN P YND pne ‘He scorns the din of the city; he does not

hear the cries of the herdsmafi'The alliterative echo o) in the translation of the
first hemistich: X”Ip WY TN» ‘He laughs at the tumult of the city ..’, suggests that

the translator recognised a close semantic link betwesn andmxwn '

construing
MNWN here in the more common senseyodn as ‘noise, uproar’. Compare this with
the translation ofyn>© MxXwN at Job 36.29:755V MY N9 ‘the mass of his
cloud, his covering’, where the use Db>9 suggests that thereyyxwn was construed

as equivalent tgyn in its rarer sense of ‘abundancBhe appropriate word for the

context is clearly both an aim and an ability.

The expression XNYNINNY XYM ‘tumult and noise’ translateexry  Wawnd

DRV in 38.27'7 nnwmy NNV is generally taken to mean ‘ruin and desolation’,

108. MT vocalises as Qal. PJob also reads as Pual. 11@di0astant.
109. See Extension for PJob and 11Q10.

110.7mNYN is found four times only, always in the plural (Isa 22.8¢124.7; Job 36.29, 39.7); it is
related to/ NNY / X, and is generally defined as ‘noise, uproar’. Myers agerbJHaggai,
Zechariah(248) suggest that at some stage in its semantic develbfmMwN came also to mean
‘devastation’ (cfONY ); they cite Ps 74.3KRWN .

111. In targumim to Jer 25.31 and Isa 17.8¥)INN ‘noise’ translateyXV , which is related te/

IRV / N and thus toMNXWN . At Isa 22.2 TJon rendefdNYN with XNWIINN ; at Zech

4.7 the verse is almost entirely interpretative sbateaanslation ofMNXWN is not easily
discerned.
112. The majority of mss havd¥n)9 .
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though this may be an extended sense from the more basi of a sudden and
explosive occurrence’® RJob, while reflecting the assonant character of téVerts to

the basic rather than the extended sense. This iditerdee choice: at 30.3 RJob

translates PRV NNV with XNYNN  RNPY ‘destruction and noise’, presumably
recognising the better sense kv there as ‘ruin®* At 38.27 the translator regarded

the better sense to be ‘tumuit’.

It is of no surprise to find in some of RJob’s lexichbices resonances with scripture

and with rabbinic thought as expressed elsewhere. bBereSBaates in the treatment
of 37.11.For ™MxY91n in 37.16 the translator refers back to v.0#%.38.25 the

translation of N is consistent with both scripture and rabbinic exfees. No less
than three attempts at explaining the obscureyn in 38.25a are extant, all with
scriptural association’s® The translation of Y0 AN in 38.28 has equivalents in

targumim.

It seems likely that the PJob translator too was esomes aided in selecting a
translation by the use of scripture; this is consisteith previous findings regarding
both PJob and other books of the Peshitt@ihe reference may be local (37.16, 18) or
further afield within Job (38.28; 39.7); occasionally thésea suggestion that the

translator has referred for help beyond the Book of(3@l12, 38.24,28).

There are also many intimations that where the Rdafslator was unsure of the
meaning of HT, his choice of translation was infllsshcmore by expediency or

convenience (that is, what could be made to fit in itheediate context) than by

113. See Substitution, p.128.

114. Readin@gd™M D with several mss.

115. How this fits the overall sense of RJob here ¢ertain. For 11Q10 and PJob see Substitution.

116. See Expansion. 11Q10 has an interpretative transls¢i@igubstitution. PJob omits a translation of
38.25a.

117. E.g. Weitzmartiebrew and Syriac Jod41-44); Greenberderemiah(190-97).
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careful attention to likely derivation, or, in someses, than by what the HT actually
presented to work with. This can mean that the detd difficulties of the
surrounding syntax were apparently ignored, suggesting a s@nenb-dimensional
approach to the text and a translator not wholly cotafite with handling the
complexities of the vocabulary and syntax. Furthermiirean seem that the greatest
effect on a particular choice is apparently the tréomsk choices elsewhere in the
verse; that is, beyond the necessary constraintsaatlating from one dialect into
another, some translation decisions seem to folleectdy from others rather than from
the HT. It is not always easy to say which parthef translation has acted on the other.
The examples brought above illustrate such self-refexgnand there are many further
examples. In 37.10 the omission of a translation ofpteeeding preposition in line
with understanding God as the implicit subject of the @phdi is integral with the

decision made regarding the uncert@igm .*° In 38.25 the ostensibly reasoned

translation ofMm>p as ‘sound’ may have affirmed or encouraged the less sigfen

rendering of "N as~ow ‘form’; the sense the translator achieves ‘and takeform

and sound’ (®\oo ~ow ~oma) may be excellent but there is a conjectural quality

about the method, only accentuated by the fact thatctirs alongside the omission of

the first hemistich™® The translation o in 39.8 addresses the asyndeton of Bilt;

the choice ofv xox to translatey1m **° looks very likely to have led directly to the

substitution of \x for 9NN, which in turn may explain the addition af to X~ oo .

Again, the resulting flow of sense is excellent: ‘he tmany mountains is his pasture

and he tramples on every green thing’. Note thak aw ‘abundance’, used in 37.10,

39.7 and 39.8, is an example of what Weitzman referred ‘driadge’ translations, that

118.See Extension.
119. See Omission.
120. See Conjecture.
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is, bland, or perhaps safe, optidfis.

As regards 11Q10, little has been made in previous studibe oble of scripture in the
translator's method. In the above examples, where pid&sents uncertainty or
ambiguity, it can be argued that the translation wasein€ed by association with other
places in scripture. Thus, the decision to transfa® in 37.11 ash is not simply
contextual; it links with storm imagery and theophanyab and elsewhere. In 37.16
the treatment of MXD91 illustrates two levels of scriptural influence: ae tsimple
level there is a reference back to, and consisteiitty the handling ofmx>9) in v.14,
but at a more sophisticated level the treatment imtanpretative one based on wider
scriptural association X291 / MXD9) ‘wonders’ > NM1A) ‘power’). At 38.6 the

translation of M9 JaN is rich in scriptural resonances. In 38.25 the selecrdesfor

m>p , and in 39.23 fonyn andand , are all firmly based in scripture. In some cases
there are interesting similarities with rabbinicergretations. In 37.16 11Q10’s use of
N2 is striking in view of the rabbinic epithet applied todsas provider of raiff” At
39.23 11Q10 and RJob share their associatiormiw$ with sharpness, consistent with
the understanding of Gen 3.24 expressed in the targumim. At 38&2%ssociation of

m>p with ‘swift’ finds an echo in RJob.

121. WeitzmanSyriac Versior{41,147); Greenberderemiah(55). SzpekTranslation Technique

assembles examples of ‘lexical levelling’ (299-301\. does service for eight different lexical

items in HT (301).
122. See further under Discussion.
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Chapter 2 ii. Extension

An extension is not a straight equivalent of the Hebbait nor does it introduce an
entirely new or interpreted sense (which would amourgutastitution). The translation
remains within the broad semantic donfdinf the original and yet is stretched in some
way.”* It brings nuance to the sense of the Hebrew. Exierdiffers from selection in
that the translator was not faced with deciding on anmg for an ambiguous or
uncertain lexeme in the Hebrew; rather, it is propdbatl he started with, in essence, a
known (or in principle knowable) quantity, but decided to predaac approximate
translation. There are instances in all three tatines of grammatical changes which
amount to tidying-up of the HebreW. These data can be used to assess how far the
translators were concerned by form, accuracy or stamgy. The cases brought below
may include grammatical changes, but it is other, oftewe complex features of

semantics which are of particular interest and whrehtlaerefore examined.

2ii.a Extensionin 11Q10

37.10 psma on
HT reads:pxyna oM anm NIp 1 DX nnvdn  “By the breath of God frost is
given: and the breadth of the waters is straitened”) (AMérphologically pX» derives

either fromv pPX> ‘to cast, pour’, with the Hofal participle carryingeteense of molten

123. LibbeDescribing(586f) described semantics in 11Q10, drawing on the principtesnponential
analysis as described by Nida. Accordingly, words whidres a focal component of meaning can be
grouped together within a semantic domain; further divisanade on the basis of supplementary
components of meaning, enabling the following semaaltationships to be distinguished:
overlapping, included, contiguous, and polar. Cf. van Staaldbuman Samue(91).

124. WeitzmanSyriac Versior(36-7) observed that “stretching the sense” was ogénuahich the
Peshitta translator might tackle a text when no good glense could be made of it in the context.

125. Previous studies of the texts note such data in 11Q10afdddlob. Regarding P more generally,
Weitzman Syriac Versior(33-4) notes a concern to “improve” on the Hebrew ®xéenberg,
Jeremiah(67-73) illustrates the translator’s concern for granicabtonsistency and logical
precision.
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material which has hardened or solidifiétor fromv 18 ‘to constrain, press’, which,

though not found in the Hofal, would yield the same paititform pxm

Only three words are extant in 11Q21® >9X Dy ‘upon the surface of the water'.
Sokoloff's reading assumes thagma is not overtly representéd. But the evidence
can be read another way. In HP¥2a is the final word of the verse; it is not
unreasonable, therefore, to seek its translatiorhenequivalent position in 11Q10’s
rendering - if not, then we must note a change of weodero If this is the case, thepy
PN OMIN represents no AN but rathepXna 00 ; any translation oin M is
then to be regarded as non-extdhfhe translator gives the participig¥n nominal
value; the prepositiorby may be an interpretation of the force of HT4s.**° It is not
hard to see how, by associating it both with> ‘to cast’ andv 9§ ‘to constrain’ and
taking the cue provided by p in the first hemistich, the translator was led wase
later translators, to understari¥a ©1 as frozen water (‘water in constraint / in a
cast’). A wilingness to employ a degree of freedomniernpreting the word order
allowed P12 O to be read aso pPXIM1 , in effect a construct (‘on the

constraint / hardness of the watéf*) The resulting image is simplified even further,
with ‘hardness’ extended to ‘coating’, and hence ‘sutfdoefavour of this reading of

11Q10 is the relative strength of semantic associaiwdenpxiynl O ‘water in

126. E.g. 1 Kings 7.23,33,37

127. Modern translations opt for the first derivation, usadingP31321 as a reflection dh 9 ‘ice’
in the first hemistich; some commentators smooghseinse further by inserting a second verb: “the
stretch of waters becomes a solid mass” (Dho@oemmentar), “the wide waters are turned into a
frozen mass” (Gordi®ook of Joh

128. Sokoloff,Targum to Jolasserts that it is ‘a free translation of MT wrhigm’; he presumably
understand$9)N to represenN and DY to represent . He suggests that the translator has
“telescoped” the two parts of the verse, combinfP¥)02 with its paralleN . He further
suggests supplying the verb and noun of HT, and he transfasvill put ice] upon the water”.

129. 11Q10's translation of v.11 follows immediately ajg Y9 DY . 11Q10 is not extant at 36.16
wherep¥ N2 2aN7 occurs.

130. The fact that9INX DY also translates HT'®9 DY in v.12 does not preclude its use here as a
translation of1.

131. This is also therefore an example of Adjustment afV@rder.
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constraint’ andy”m 9N ‘(hard) surface of water’. The reading can account for
11Q10'sDy and, moreover, avoids having to conclude that the latansomitted (or
telescoped) a translation op¥m1 , which is perhaps the most difficult part of the
verse. It has been suggested that *9)X Yy originated through the translator being
reminded of Gen 1.2®>MN0 9 Sy nanm onOX MM ; cf. Gen 7.18§* There are
certainly resonances between the Genesis and Jobhgpas$DnoN ™M (Gen),
SN v (Job),0 ). Perhaps the translator wished to emphasise, thiusigubtle
phraseology, the overall flavour of this passage as GedCreator of nature and the

elements.

37.12 my»anna 9nHN MIon NN

HT reads:pan »9 5y O WX D5 DHYAY MMaNNa 90NN MADN XN
NNIX “And it is turned round about by his counsels: that timay do whatsoever he
commandeth them upon the face of the world in the 'eéA¥). There are several
problems for a translator. The syntax is elliptiCethe subject of the first hemistich is
unclear; possible antecedents for the pronawm are the light (lightning?y or the
cloud (both v.11) or Godmavn is hapax legomenon. The Hitpagbnnn ‘moving
about, turning’ suggests movement in different directiasgch would be appropriate for

either lightning or clouds. The value of the suffix DRI is uncertain.

It is the first hemistich which is considered h€fel1Q10 translategiynyr N NIM

PTAYO POy 1Y ‘And (when) he speaks they listen to him and go aboeir th

business®® The translator's understanding pivots on readimy as referring to God.

132. van der Ploegt al. ad loc.; they do not elaborate their remark.

133. Cf.N29NNN Gen 3.24, and the imagery of the thunderbolt as a weaglab 20.25.

134. See 11Q10’s treatmentTdiNNN , DN and hemistich b under Adjustment of Consonam¥siN
under Omission.

135. Cf. van der Ploegt al.: “Et lorsqu'il parle, ils I'ecoutent”. This way ofrding 11Q10 is an alternative
to Sokoloff's suggestion that it is direct speech: ‘Anddys: Let them obey him!’, (cf. Garcia Martinez
et al). The difficulty with this is the awkwardness . Ifitis God who is speaking here, then to
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The hapax ™M20n is translated bymN . 99X NYM ‘when he speaks’ is a
simplification which conveys the sense of divine disagion; it was probably arrived at
through appreciation of the underlying sense of v.12 andighranderstandingm210n

in the sense ofNay, the divine ordination of eventS. 7N Ny subtly picks up on

the HT's use of/ 7N earlier in v.6 with reference to snow and rain: ‘Forthe snow

he says, ‘Be on the eartRON "N MN> XOWD » .., and to the rain and the heavy

showers’ (37.6).

The rendering of yW>anna with N5 ynw ‘they listen to/obey him' is also an
extension of the underlying sense. 11Q10’s interpretativstsute)n1 in v.11 refers to
the winds (v.9)7" here in v.12 it is they which are the subjectwiv’ , and it is they
who, when exhorted, hear and obey God's voice - julh #se snow, the rain, humankind,
the beasts, the frost, and the storm-cloud in the gireg@erses 6-11. The entire passage
opens with an exhortation to hear and obey the clartiaf the natural world who makes
himself known through its elemental force&> 910 1M WP X2 NV WwnHv
‘Hear and heed the roar of his voice and the rumblelwtomes forth from his mouth’

(37.2); 11Q10'snY )Wwnw is a simple restatement of thiS.

11Q10’s is not a straightforward translation of the frsmistich: it interprets the sense
and it reworks the word order. Yet, by coaxing meanings1 fm2aon , 797101 and
M>12ANN2 , it manages to convey both the idea of divine guidledsy communicated

and its being heard/obeyeddot literal, certainly, but one should be careful beflabelling

whom or what does this (Sokoloff's “him”) refer? Moka, Rection(102) translates “they will listen to
(= obey) him”.

136. 1 Kings 12.151727 NX OPN WNY Min® DOYN NAD ‘It was a turn of events caused by
God in order to accomplish his word’ (// 2 Chron 107130) ). Jastrow (874) cites a form in later
Hebrew meaning ‘turn, misfortune’; Dalman: Ursachei&eg reason’. According to CAL,
attestations of an Aramaic rdd© are dubious.

137. See Substitution.

138.1Y represents the possessive suffix attachad2aaNn1 .
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it as wild paraphrasg® The notion of God’s speaking, implicit in the Hebresvriade
explicit in 11Q10’s understanding of the verse. This nasdondamental in the context
of creation; here in Job 37.12 it becomes centralécsgecific context of God’s control
over creation. Other scriptural passages associatevtheontexts, notably these final
chapters of Job (37-41), but also, for example, Jer 51.15-1éh gfeaks of the creation
of the earth through God’s power, wisdom and understandib§)(\and of the abundance
of waters in the heavens, the lightning, the rainthedwinds, all brought forth from his
storehouses by God’s voice (v.16); cf. also Jer 10.12-13 Ris 33, which, after a
prologue exhorting praise, recalls the creation whenttigy word of the LordhaTa
M the heavens were made; ... he put the depths in stmetiqvss. 6-7). The psalm
continues with more imagery resonant of the Job stang especially of these later
chapters: God sees all of mankind and all of their deadstlgoughts; mere mortal
strength, be it human or animal, is of no consequeaicejll come to judgement; faith
and hope in the Lord are the only recourse (vss.13-22)sdn8-9 all the earth %>
NND ) and all things that inhabit the created worlthfy »av» 55 ) are exhorted to be
in awe: TNy MY XN M MR NN 2D ‘For he spoke and it was, he commanded
and it came to pass’ (v.9). The key concept in such passagé God’'s speaking and
being obeyed in the context of creation. It is prégid@s which is central to 11Q10’s
translation of 37.12. Passages such as these, and iulpanerhaps Ps 33.8-9, with its
combination ofNy , MMNX , M , XWX, Dan , may well have guided the 11Q10

translator both in understanding 37.12 and in crafting tarsstation.

139. SokoloffTargum to Jobemarks of 11Q10’s translation ufbyaY thatit is “[translated] in a
completelyfree manner, and ... corresponds neitih&T toor to any of the ancient versions”. Shepherd,
Reconsideratiof86): “v.12a as a whole is so unlike the Hebrew tharitonly be described as
paraphrase”.
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37.14 mMNY)

HT reads: DX TIND9) 1ManmM THY IPX NNY IMND “Heaken unto this, O Job:
stand still, and consider the wondrous works of God” (A¥)™mx59) ‘wonderful
works’ here describes the manifestations of God’s panvere natural world which Job
is called on to witnes$' 11Q10 rendersmxY9) not withXN¥» 9 (as RJob) but with
NM2) ‘power’.*” Scriptural usage can help to illuminate the significan€ethis
nuance. There is some overlap between the two tenxz9) ‘wonderful works’ and
M) ‘power’; for example, in Ps 145.3-6 both are used, alonh wthers (»Ywyn
‘your works’; NN ™Y ‘the strength of your awesome deedgi>T) ‘your great
acts’ ), apparently synonymously, in a description ofi'&anfathomable greatness as
manifested in his act8ut they are semantically quite distincthix>9) derives fromv
ND9 ‘to separate; distinguish’m™may from v 91) ‘to be strong, mighty’. Their
distinctive usage can be seen in Ps 106 where they atealisgside each other, but
not as synonyms. The psalm opens with the general gne8Vho can tell the powers
MMy of the Lord? Who can proclaim all his praise?’ (v.Ple scene then becomes
specific and there is an overt link to the Exodus: ‘Cathdrs in Egypt did not
understand your marvellous workpmN>9) , they did not remember your great

kindnesses’ (v.7). Nevertheless (the psalm continuesy, $aved the Israelites ‘for his
name’s sake’ and ‘to make known his powersmay nx WY .." (v.8) - here the

context returns to the more general. Further on, theegt is again specific: “They
forgot God their saviour who had done great thing$y7) in Egypt, wonderful deeds

MND9) in the land of Ham, awesome thingsx ) at the Red Sea’ (v.21). As Ps 106

140. Uncertainty in the HT resides in the deifii&t : is it a reference to what has preceded or to what
follows, or perhaps to both? None of the Aramaicgtations overtly clarifies this.

141. PJob'sm&iad is a straightforward rendering of the feminine plurah®f the possessive suffix

is a linguistic feature. RJob’®NY9 likewise is literal.
142. van der Ploegt al reconstruct from Frag.C as a singular consti¢oN N12)2 “la puissance

de Dieu”. Sokoloff regards as plural: “the mighty works"aés Garcia Martingzwith the
observation that MNY9) is commonly plural”.
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demonstrates,mNY9) is strongly associated with God’s redemptive actionbeimalf
of Israel. In Exod 3.20 it describes the plagues which deetiee Exodus, the example
par excellenceof God’s power to save Isradl.is found most often in the contexts of

the patriarchal covenant and of the Exodus, and parficidathe Psalms?®

Unusually, each occurrence in Job of the tema>9) (which elsewhere regularly has
the resonance of redemption) is in the context of &pdwer over the natural world. In
5.9-10 the context is the divine role in provision ohraHe does great things>y1)
beyond fathoming; wonderful worksw>9) beyond number (v.9). He who gives rain
upon [the] earth and who sends water upon [the] field&0fjv In 9.10 it is God who
arranges and maintains order in the cosmos: ‘He pesfgneat thingsm>y7) beyond
fathoming, wonderful worksmN>9) beyond enumerating’; and in 42.3, after God
reminds Job of their respective roles and significanithin Creation, Job admits: ‘|
have spoken of things ... too wonderful for menn MmMNY9  and have not

understood**

Regarding scriptural usage nfi2) , though it can be a general description of power
and strength}® significantly, it is frequently a descriptor of divineength, often used
alongside other terms such @s , 1y and W2 ;" its range includes God's creative

power: ‘He who is girded with power established the mansitthrough his strength

DM WX N0 ON PN L (Ps 65.7) Besides here at 37.14, there are two

143. E.g. Ps 105.5-9; 107.15,21,31; 78.11f; Jer 21.2 (the context is ¢haleaffor Judah’s redemption
from the hands of Nebuchadrezzar); Judg 6.13; 1 Chron 16 8105 This use is not exclusive,
however. See, e.g. Ps 145.3-6 (as noted above); also R§9.271.16-18 where the context is not
specific.

144.11Q10 is not extant at these points.

145. In Job 39.19 and Ps 147.10 it is applied to a horse, in Jotn4Eviathan. Again, the use is not
exclusive; in Ps 80.3 the plea is for God to ‘stir up yourgroyf"2) and come and save us!’

146. E.g. Ps 21.14; 89.14; Jer 16.21.

147. See also Jer 10.6,12-13. Isa 40.12-14, 26-29 describe God asdfribeg@arth in a series of
questions similar to those put to Job in chapters 38f; asipls placed on his strength2) does
not occur but its synonym®2 , >IN andnnNy do. Cf. BSira 43.15Y P30 M2 ‘his
power gives the clouds their strength’.
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further occurrences ofhM21) in Job in the specific context of God’'s power oves t
natural world*® In 26.14 it occurs alongsidgyamn (as at 37.14) in Job’s description of
God’'s mastery of the elements (sky, clouds, rain, sehvend), when he declares:
‘These are but glimpses of his ways; a mere hint mfikidetectable¥ N7M2) OyM
Man> For who can comprehend the magnittidef his powers? (v.14¥° The other is
in 12.13-15:772a0n 7non Yy ‘With him are wisdom and power..” (v.13) ; for ‘he
withholds the waters and they dry up, he despatches thérthay transform the earth’
(v.15).

Both within Job (12.13, 26.14) and elsewhere, the term wiscially describes God’s
mastery of nature isHM2) . This is precisely the context here at 37.14; the pmege
verses describe a thunderstorm which Job is exhortedthess as a manifestation of
God in nature: ‘Listen carefully” (v.2), for God ‘perfosnwonderful worksmnoa)
vy , great things, but we do not comprehesid N> M>T) ..." (v.5). And now
(v.14) Job is again called on to consider the ‘marvelgosks’ (MNX>9) ) of God - the
following speech lists further manifestations of Gocdhature. If the 11Q10 translator
was attuned to wider scriptural usage, thema) here is a deliberate and appropriate
echo of this™ The translator apparently differentiates between ran tevhich is
scripturally associated with God’s redemptive actsmk>9) ) and one which is
.152

associated with God’s ‘power’ over natur@{2a) );>“ it is the latter which is chosen

for its appropriateness here.

148. Neither passage is extant in 11Q10.

149. Lit. ‘thundering’.

150. Thegre is YNNI .

151. van der Ploeet al ad loc. remark (without elaboration) that 11Q10 corredpém HT but
expresses not only the power of God but also its maaifes.

152. Many English translations treat the two termyasrsyms, rendering each with an adjective (e.g.
‘wonderful’, ‘mighty”) and a noun (e.g. ‘work’, ‘acts’)pghat any distinction between abstract
‘powers’ and concrete manifestations of power is olestur

153.7M2) is also found in connexion with God'’s power to helprimes of tribulation and suffering, e.g.
Ps 54.3-5; Ps 71.4,10,16,8ch passages resonate powerfully with the Job stotyh¥e&ontext of
37.14 suggests that the important connotation here isiimtie mastery of the natural world.
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38.4 »10"7, N2 Ny

HT readsn»a ny™ OX TN XIN OTD7I 7N NN “Where wast thou when | laid
the foundations of the earth? Declare, if thou hast nstateding” (AV)™ Though
lexically straightforward, the idionm»2 Y7 does present a particular semantic

difficulty. ™

11Q10 rendersnndon NYT N OMNND RYIN OTayna T™MN N ‘Where were you
when | made the earth? Tell me if you knew wisdGfiiThe significant changes are in
the lexical plane, and are accomplished by a subtleaskdy from the literal, rendering
v 79 ‘to found, establish’ witl T2y ‘to make’ andn»2 ‘understanding’ withnnon
‘wisdom’. These are nuanced changes, so understated kas dasily overlooked, yet
utterly characteristic of 11Q10. As elsewhere, the choedts translation lie within
scripture itself. In biblical imagery the process aod ttreation of heaven and earth is
frequently likened to the founding of a building through the okev 79> and its
associated vocabulaty. At first sight, therefore, 11Q10’s choice of T2y seems less
specific, perhaps less poetic, than HWsTD> | particularly sinceTo could perhaps
have been retained. The clue to 11Q10’s use ofay lies, however, in the biblical
use of the Hebrew equivalertyy . The verb and the noumwyn occur regularly in
the context of the creatidf. But the most significant occurrences for the 11Q10

translation are at Ps 104.24: ‘How many are your workgo@! Twyn H»3 nn

154. See GoldTargum or Translatiorf115-18).

155. The same idiom occurs at Prov 4.1, Isa 29.24, 1Chron 12.28anoh 2.11-12, and is perhaps best
understood as ‘to achieve understanding’, i.e. the stated at through the process of attending to
instruction and learning; it might be thought of as synuous with the attainment of wisdom (see in
particular Prov 4.1,5,7). See n.164 for RJob and PJob.

156. Fassberglebraismg67) notes the infinitive + suffix constructidfiay)1 as an Hebraism. The
translator added a clarificatory pronominal suffix toithperative’ N .

157. E.g. Ps 24.2, 89.12, 102.26, 104.5, Isa 48.13, Zech 12.1. Cf. simi@rjyrirathe Akkadian
creation myth: Enuma Elish 1V, 143f.

158.Conversely, Garcia Martineral remark (without clarification) thatTay21 is “the more specific
reading of MT>TD"1 ",

159.v 79 is not considered a strong cognate in Aramaic, thdugte tare attestations of nominal forms
in Jewish Aramaic dialects and at Qumran (4QMess ar Z&&)CAL; Fassberglebraismg59).

160. E.g. Gen 2.2; Ps 8.3, 19.2, 95.5, 96.5, 103.22, 104.19.
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M ; You made them all in/by/with wisdonmwy nNnoN2 0Y , the earth is filled
with what is yoursT»mp XD NxON ..°; and at Prov 8.22f, where the voice of
wisdom speaks: ‘The Lord possessed me from the staris afnldertakingp M
1097 YN, before his works of old (v.22); ... Before he had naitteer the earth or
what lies beyondmxm NIX nNwy N Ty (v.26); ... | was there when he established
the heavens, when he declared a perimeter upon the eheepoy OV 1»ON2
DN M9 Dy »N pNa (v.27) ... Reflecting and confirming each other’s imgge
these two passages placeon at the centre of God’s making Hiwy is used) of the
creation. So, although 79> is also used in the context of creation, it is grasticular
conjunction ofv nwy and NNON  which is important for appreciating the 11Q10

translation here.

This is confirmed by the translator’s use >N in the second hemistich, which is
surely not for lack of comprehensidtossibly, it is simply a preferred renderingmofa

: the terms are frequently used in conjunction, almotgréhangeably, in J&H and
elsewhere in Wisdom writings. Yet it is precisely #hegsonances with Wisdom

literature, especially of Proverbs chapter 8, whichuendeniable and therefore essential

161. E.g. 28.12,20,28; 38.36; 39.17. 11Q10 is not extant at these pointsii7/39.26M)0N again
replaces HT'sN»21 , so that God chides Job: ‘is it through your wisdont the falcon soars?’ . At
42.2 Job concedes: ‘I know that you can do anything anahthéitought can be withheld from you
TV TN I8 NI .5 here 11Q10 (xxxvii.3-4) makes God actively omniscient @places
0¥ ‘purpose, device’ wittnOM qPN: ‘you lack neither strength nor wisdom’. | have not
studied 39.26 or 42.2 in detail but there are some initiahedens to make: i) it may be that
11Q10 is concerned to portrayddN as a divine attribute; i) very often carries negative
connotations in Wisdom literature and is frequently eiased with the wicked, e.g. Job 21.27; Ps
102,4, 37.7; Prov 12.2, 14.17, 24.8; iii) in Jer 232D NN refers to God, making this an
interesting case; the occurrence in adjacent versesabérence to one who has ‘stood in
conversation with the Lord, has perceived and listenddstword’ (v.18), to a fierce whirlwind of
the Lord (v.19), and of a curious syntag@M2 N2 MNIANM (v.20) suggests that there may be more
to 11Q10’s100M qPN in xxxvii.4 than simply “a free translation” (so Gaxd¥lartinezet al.).
Sokoloff, Targum to Jokad loc. suggests that it may be an erroNiapnN 9PN “and excessive

wisdom”, citing?? YV in xxxiii.5/39.23 as a “similar error”. As regards thedati have argued
an alternative to this which retains the integritthe translator and the transmission process; see
Expansion.
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for perceiving the depth and delicacy of the 11Q10 translaEor it was nnoN that

was present before the creation (Prov 8.23) and througth®utcreative process
(8.24-30); indeedpnon was alongside God ‘when he decreed the foundationseof th
earth NN >TOM N1 ..’ (8.29) - the precise subject of Job 38°Did the 11Q10
translator understand 38.4b as a specific reference farésence ofnnon at the time

of the Creation? If so, then the sense of God’s qued$t Job runs thus: ‘Were you
present when | founded the earth, and were you therefoyaainted with Wisdom,
which itself was indeed present at that time?’ Suckaaling gives HT’s perfectox

Ny ‘if you knew’ its full force;*® and also neutralises any awkwardness in the concept

of ‘to know understanding’. This is in marked contrashwite PJob and RJob versions,

which make little (or, in the latter's case, nokatpt to interpret HT at this poitf.

It may also be that in usingndn there is a deliberate recall of Eliphaz’'s taunting of
Job (15.7-8)%° ‘Were you the first man born? Were you brought fortfote the hills
oo My »99 ? Do you listen in to God's counsel? Or do you arrogégdom to
yourself? Dnon POX yMm ..’ - a taunt which itself reprises Wisdom’s claimHnov
8.25: ‘Before the mountains were firmed into place, @efbe hills | was brought forth
MON My »aY ... The rare Polal of YN is pivotal™ It constitutes a direct link

betweennnon in Eliphaz’s taunt and the personified Wisdom in Prov &ad 25-

162. Also Prov 3.19: ‘By wisdom the Lord founded the et T©> N)ION1 M, by
understanding he established the heavemanl MY NI .. (NNIAN is a synonym). Cf.
11Q5 xxvi Hymn to the Creator: 1.13-14 connects creationvasdom: N1 NIN NYIY 771
NN HIAN PO .

163. English translations of 11Q10 do not always reflest thg. van der Ploey al.: “si tu sais”; Garcia
Martinezet al “if you know”.

164. RJob is the most literal: ‘Where were you whesuhtled the earth? Tell if you knew
understanding’. PJob makes linguistic adjustments: rewoekisfimitive construct, adds the
pronominal suffix to the imperative and renders the peafea participle: ‘Where were you when |
was setting out the foundations of the earth? Tellfiyali know understanding’. F@2 they use

straight equivalents<a,aa and NP2 .

165. 11Q10 is not extant at 15.7-8.

166. Cf.V 9y ‘to twist, turn, writhe’.

167. In Prov 8.24 Wisdom declares, ‘When there was aoydtep, | was brought forthmymnnn PN
TOOMN..L
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Moreover, its occurence in Ps 51.7 recalls laments rogdb himself: ‘In iniquity |
was brought forthn>5y ymya 30, in sin my mother conceived mEnnNMN NLVLNY
MN ..;** note also thatnnon itself occurs in close proximity (v.8): ‘You desiretin
to be on the insidénnvVa NXON NNONX N ; you teach me to closet wisdom within
NYWTIN NNON ONO ... Though NNON here is not personified, Ps 51.8 nevertheless
routes us directly back to Job through the (again) mam® , the only other occurrence
of which is alongsidendn in Job 38.36: ‘Who has made wisdom interngbn "M

mNLA NV ; who has given understanding to the inteffeen »owH 1M M N 2%

Intertextual threads and connexions such as these wawd been apparent and
perhaps useful to the 11Q10 translator as he sought to umdeestd illuminate his
source text. The result is not merely a translatiohalayered interpretation: ‘Where
were you when | made the earth? Tell me if you knewd@#is. The nuanced
renderings of the Hebrew in 38.4 are not casual or satelaut rather reflect the
translator’s intimate knowledge of scripture and his iseiyg to the imagery which he
found implicit in the language of Job in this verse. Mwe, they are consistent with

material in other intertestamental sourt®s.

38.10 PN .. 92UN) , DIUN)
HT reads:nom mMI21 DOWNY PN POy 7IwN) “And brake up for it my decreed

place, and set bars and doors” (AV). Reconciliationpof ‘decree’ (as in Job 23.14),

168. Job thrice laments having been born into suffeniragpersecution: Job 3.3,11; 10.18; cf. Jer 20.14.
At Job 26.599)0 may be Polal (the subject@®N991 ) - so K-B; also Cline)CH.

169.1MNY occurs only twice. The verbal form apparently meémsoat, cover over’. In Ps 51.8 where
it is parallel withDYN© , NNV may mean ‘innards, interior’ - hence ‘visceralguat instinct. At
Job 38.36, where it is parallel with the hape¥ , it is thought that it may mean ‘ibis’, through a
possible connexion with the Egyptian god Thoth (so K*B)Y is known from MHeb to mean
‘cockerel, rooster’ (bRH 26a, yBer 9,13¥)pV is often understood in Job 38.36 as ‘mind, intellect;
heart’, but only through construif@®nNV ; the stich may instead mean ‘who has set wisdatimein

ibis, or who has given understanding to the cockerel?’ 10LQnot extant at 38.36.
170. See further under Discussion.
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or ‘prescribed limit’ (as in 14.5, 13; 26.10) withhy ‘to break’ is problematic in this

context™

Only the first three words of the 11Q10 rendering may kbénlplread:n> MYm
PoNN ‘and do you set limits for it ...?’; a clear ideahmiw well the sense fits within
the verse and within the wider context of surroundingegis irretrievable. But there is
sufficient extant to tell that the translator madeusiipents. The difficulty presented by
the verbs was recognised: where HT hagixy 11Q10 hasmvm , an imperfect
second person. Furthermorgpn is represented bymnn ‘limits, borders’, a plural

form minus possessive suffit.

What is the significance of these changes? Fimg/m ‘And do/will you set ..?" does

not reflectyaw ‘and | broke’™ If we suppose that the translator transposed the verbs
in each hemistich, then a change of sense is onlyrappéand 11Q10’s translation of
92wNY must be considered non-extatif)The imperfect mvm implies, as does the
imperfect used in v.8 that the action is not once-for-all in the pasthicl is contrary

to the sense of HT in both verses but is part ofith@10 translator’s understanding of
these verses (38.8-1The imperfect may reflect construal of HT as a refeeeto the
celestial waters which provide rain; God’s containmehthese waters is a daily and
continuing act. Alternatively, the reference is to amderlying mythology, attested
elsewhere in intertestamental sources, regarding theetoed and imminent threat

posed by the (primordial) waters of the aby83.he addition of XN in 38.8 is a

171. Cf. Ps 74.13ff where the context is similar: ‘You divitteglsea by your strength, you smashed
N7V the heads of the monsters in the waters; you dnaken the heads of leviathan (v.14) ...".

172.The prepositioPy is extended to? for sense; cf PJob.

173. The implicit question is consistent with the same1d and with the explicit interrogative particle
inserted by the translator in v.8. All the editors agreunderstanding this sense. The deliberate
avoidance of the first person, used by the Hebrew ig+¥¢, has significance beyond contributing to
the translation’s internal consistency. See Orissi

174. See Adjustment of Word Order.

175.See Expansion p.100.

176. Cf. | En 69.17f: “Earth was founded upon the waterse seh was created and its foundations; for
the time of its wrath he placed for it the sand aaraidér and it does not pass beyond its boundary ...
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clear indication of the translator's understanding. ightl of this, the translator’s
extension of the sense to the imperfect is more #htdying-up exercis€! It conveys

a subtle reflection of the idea that the waters ef abyss need a continuous divine
effort of containment in order to stop them inundatimg world, not in the form of rain

but as a catastrophic eschatological event.

It seems likely, then, thath¥m is a translation of®>wX) , though it is not possible to
be certain. The letters aftgynn are very damaged and any attempt at reading them
is largely speculativE’® Nevertheless, it is clear thapnn ‘limits’ defines the nature
of PN in a particular way. Again, the clue to this nuancaiscripture. The basic
meaning ofpn is ‘statute, decree’, but it has the specific serfise mrescribed limit or
boundary when used in the context of water. This isigglyats sense in Prov 8.27,29,
a passage already demonstrated to be of significanceadgpreciating the 11Q10
translation at 38.4t has this sense, too, in Job 26.8ff, where Job deschow God
gathers water in the clouds and spreads them out ovee#wens; v.10 readsin PN
TYN DY NN TOON TY O M9 DY ‘He circumscribed a limit on the surface of the
waters as far as the boundary of light with darkn€ssilso in Ps 148.4ff, where the
celestial waters are exhorted to praise the nambeoLdrd, who established them and
their unchanging boundary for evenay> N> Y™ PN ‘He has established a limit and
it will not change .." (v.6); and in Jer 5.28%y PN OY ,)H2) 5N >nnv ‘.. | made

the sand the border of the sea, an eternal boundahy thie latter case, there is a clear

and through the oath the depths are made fast and abidérarat from their place from eternity to
eternity”; 2 En 28.4. The significance d201 and the underlying mythology are discussed under
Expansion .

177. Cf. 11Q10’s imperfedd©NN at 38.8; see Expansion.

178. van der Ploeet al. ad loc. readNTY and translate “et une loi”, understandimgy PINN as
hendiadys. Weis€72)75777(26) concurs. Sokolofffargum to Jotad loc. judges this reading as very

uncertain, but Garcia Martinez al accept it, reconstruct and translate as follo®> JNT
PYONH P “and a law [to the sea, bar]s and [doo]rs?”

179. Perhaps a reference to the horizon, a construchy@ecomes more visible at dawn and dusk. AV
translates “He hath compassed the waters with bountisthexday and night come to an end”; JPS
prefers: “He drew a boundary on the surface of the was¢the extreme end where light and
darkness meet”.
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parallelism betweenpn and 911> ‘edge, border.*™ In the light of such passages,
11Q10’s translation obPpn by PmNN ‘limits’ looks carefully chosef* The plural
rendering may be explained as the result of reagng‘my limits’, and translating as

plural minus pronominal suffix for consistency with alamce of the first person.

21i.b Extension in PJob

37.10 psma
HT reads:pxya oM anm NIp 1 DX nnvdn  “By the breath of God frost is
given: and the breadth of the waters is straitened”) (BABy connectingp¥ma  with

v P¥* and treating it not as nominal and parallel witinip , but rather as verbal, the
PJob translator arrived akams ‘to pour’, then stretched the sensexta» ‘he brings

down’, reflecting the participial form of HT: ‘.. andeghmass of water he sends down’.
The translator may have had an eyeon in the first hemistich, where the third person
subject is clear, and perhaps also on 36.27-28, where Irantidscribed: y9)» >
DM *9V) ‘for he lets down drops of water’ (v.27§; 5y 19y opnw 1Y N

19 07X ‘which the clouds/heavens drip down in abundance on n@inkimn28). At

36.28 pnY v IWN PJob renders<amx L hawwa ‘which the heavens let go

down’ using the same root as in 3710.

180. Cf. Ps 104.9 where in the same cori?aan ‘boundary, border’ expresses wizm does in Job
38.10.

181. In Job 14.5,1pnN refers to the limits of the human lifespan; in 23.12,1@ad’s rules for mankind,;
in 28.26 to rain; in 38.33 to the limits of the heavensidis extant in 11Q10.

182. See above, p.52.

183. For this sense see Driver and Gdaf (316 n.27).

184. This is noted by RignelPeshitta Jokad loc.
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3711 P

HT readshmx )y Y9 a2y nNMYY M1 9N “Also by watering he wearieth the thick

cloud; he scattereth his bright cloud” (AVy.x\>9> becomes wiaa , derived from the

literal meaning of/ )9 ‘to scatter”:mimaan ~Kais wiao ‘and he spreads the clouds of

his light’.'*® A confident translation here may well have helped ttheslator with the

hapax MY in the first hemistich, which he took as paralledarendered as
%>k ‘stretched”®” There is probably some influence, too, from othesspges in
Job. Whereay occurs alongsid&n9 in contexts where the rainfall, the clouds and the

lightning are described as in divine control, PJob ubesSyriac cognate (at 36.29,

translatingw 9n verbally: m\\\ w1~ aow .» <ais dieo ‘And he spreads the

-

clouds from the multitude of his pavilion’; and at 36.300 Y2y w19 0 ‘See, he
spreads his light upon it’, PJobimax oo A1\ @ia ‘He spreads his light above

them’).

38.8 707,12, N¥
HT reads:xy> OnIn 1A © ©ond7a 7o “He/who shut in with gates the sea

when it gushed forth, coming out of the womb”. It preseat complex mix of
grammatical, syntactical and semantic uncertdffifgtymologically, 70" suggests a

sense ‘and he shut in, containéd’and this is strongly supported by the mythological

185. See Selection.

186. So Weitzmartyriac Versior{163).

187. See Conjecture.

188. If the pause comes aftar (as MT), thenNX> sits awkwardly in relation to the infinitive
construction. LXX read the break afté»)1 : “... when it rushed out, coming forth ...". Modern
translations reflect the difficulty: “Or who shut up thea with doors, when it brake forth, as ifad
issued out of the womb?” (AV); “Who watched over thetbdf the sea, when it burst in flood from
the womb?” (NEB, noted as a probable reading). Goddisad loc. suggests a casus pendens with
IYUN understood: “in its breaking out of the womb that ihedrom”.

189. The Masoretic vocalisation is ambiguous: either\3f® \ TVO or Hifil v 720 . K-B derive it
fromv T30 ( by-formsT¥ , TOV¥ ) ‘to shut off as a protection’ (Qal), ‘to shut affake
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background to the imagery in this vetSdts subject is unclear: the antecedent is not in

v.7. The speaker (from v.1 onwards) remains God, sodmatmight therefore expect
the first person here rather than the thittlAlternatively, 79" continues the series of

questions posed in w.4-6, though the interrogative proncaipsisnt?”

PJob rendergom with 1\ wo ‘and he closed’, which might lend itself to conveyihg t

nuance of containment or confinement present inBiBut the translator then stretches

the sense by omitting the preposition and rendedrpT as a construct: ‘and he
closed the gates of the se&n. ,.i% 1o .'* With these adjustments the sense

becomes that of closure rather than containment.gttes or doors become those
belonging to the sea rather than instruments in Gadigggle with the sea. These
adjustments may be a conscious avoidance of the mygibalaallusions in HT. The
prepositiona here is absolutely key to understanding the sense of K omission
makes a real change to the sense and the translagdravia been aware of that.On

the other hand, prepositions are quite frequently omitteBJob, often without any
significant consequence to the sefi8&erhaps the translator failed to appreciate the
underlying mythological allusions and simply decided thathwite preposition the
syntax was awkward, and that its omission here wamseguential; this in turn led to

modification of ©n57 .*’ It is hard to say. But either way, the modificatiomsre

inaccessible’ (Hifil citing Job 3.23, 38.8); BDB suggesy©/ 7O ‘to hedge or fence about, shut
in’ (citing Job 38.8).

190.See Alternative Translation.

191. LXX renderstgpaa “I shut up”. Tur-SinaiJobad loc. recommends vocalising as a Pual: “when
the sea was shut up”.

192. This is the sense understood by modern translaonsxample: “Owhoshut up the sea with
doors ...” (AV); “Who closed the sea behind doors (JPS).

193. The root) D is shared with RJob. See further under Alternatian3iation.

194. Vocalised as the dual in MT. Some commentatorsatiérPJob’s construct to the translator’s
reading of a dittography ¢ ©N>7T). ShepherdReconsideratioli79-80) has suggested that the
omission of the preposition was a deliberate modificationsequent on reading this dittography.

195. Shepherdreconsideratioif80) regards the syntagm ‘to close (something) with dasrgather
exceptional”’. The underlying mythology explains both theaym and the sense. He does not
comment on the sense of the Syriac translation.

196. See further under Omission.

197. Perhaps the PJob translator’s understanding of ttexsyas influenced by Job 3.200 N )

68



2 i Extension

made at the cost of the sense of the resulting imageclosed up the gates of the sea’

is not a transparent sense.

The impression that these are the translator’'s atseto deal with the verse’s uncertain
syntax rather than its mythological content is heightl when one looks at how the rest
of the stich was dealt with: ‘And he shut up the gatethefsea and he made [it] gush
out of the womb and he brought [it] forth’. God is malae subject of each verb, so that
the verse becomes a series of divine actions, rdtieer a description of the sea’s
behaviour. The infinitive constructionn”2 is recast in the third person: ‘and he made
flow’. *° The translator make#X> causative and it becomes the next of God’s actions:
‘and he brought forti*® Lastly, on n ‘from the womb’ is rendered without change.
There is little indication that the translation takasy account of the mythological
allusions in HT. This is in direct contrast to thedewnt appreciation on the part of both

the 11Q10 and the RJob translatdts.

38.31 vpnn

HT reads: nnan 500 mowm Mmoo MTYN Wwpnn “Canst thou bind the sweet
influences of Pleiades, or loose the bands of Oriof#V). The vocabulary is
problematic. MTYN and Mown are hapax legomeR&;nmo and 905 are thought

to refer to the constellations of the Pleiades andrDrespectively.

NV MNOT; PJobma 31m 4\ 4.

198. Ms. 6h8 has the verb in the plural, which makes tgelsof v.7 the subject, but leaves the
awkward ‘gates of the sea’.

199. PJob commonly recasts HT infinitive construct fisige verb; see SzpeHlranslation Technique
(83); cf. WeitzmanSyriac Versior{26).

200. The exact sense of the consonarn¥ad is not clear. MT vocalises as imperfect.

201. See Expansion, Alternative Translation.

202. See further under Adjustment of Consonants and Corgectur
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PJob renders the first hemistichn.n ,a’a 3 1w~ ‘Do you take hold of the face

of Kima?' By itself, the translation ofiwpnn ‘will you bind ..?" with yu~ 1w ‘[dO]
you take hold’ would perhaps pass as a slight and unremarkadhee; but it becomes
more significant when seen together with other coujat elements in the

translatiort™ The translator’'s use of the same root.& ) to render both 9P ‘to

bind’ in v.31a andv 725 ‘to seize’ in v.30b suggests that he resolved some of the

difficulties of v.31 by using v.30b as a kind of template . c

39.7 99PN, ¥
HT reads: ynw NO v MRWN 7P POND PN ‘He scorns the din of the city;

he does not hear the cries of the herdsman’. Thee sgears to be that the wild ass

lives free of the obligations and annoyances of himehticated fellow)n derives
either fromv NNN orv O ; it is found fairly frequently meaning either ‘rusharbor

‘tumult, confusion’ or, more rarely, ‘abundance’.

In the first hemistich PJob rendeyson as r~yaw ‘abundance’; this is a favoured

drudge word?™ its use here leads to a less than convincing seHselaughs at the

many cities ...~ iaonr Ky oo A RN the second hemistick)) becomes the

adaptable~a\ .\¥ ‘rulers’*® another of the translator’s favourites, used in geaof

203. The routes by which the translator arrivegsia and & v are not clear; see further under

Conjecture. The omission of the interrogative parikktandard Syriac idiom.
204. See Selection on drudge words.

205.v ¥ occurs most often in the Qal participle, meaning an gspre ruler over human subjects;
e.g. Exod 3.7, 5.6, 10, 13; Isa 9.3, 14.2; Job 3.18.
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contexts® Taken together with the treatment Dixwn and of ynv K5 |, the overall

impression is of a less than confident to¢h.

21i. ¢ Extension in RJob

37.12 yn»anna 490NN Maon N
HT reads:pan »9 5y O WX DD 0DHYAY MMaNNa 90NN MADN XN
NNIN “And it is turned round about by his counsels: that tmay do whatsoever he

commandeth them upon the face of the world in the e@&¥). **® In the first hemistich
RJobl rendersXyIN2 N9 NNDSND 7PNNONI TONN NNIPOMN NN ‘He turns
destinies in his wisdom in order to prosper the worketle earth in their tasks 2°.The
translator understands God, rather than the cloud onilighof v.11, to be the subject of
79011 , and shifts to the PaehnndnNa ‘by his wisdom’ is an extended and very
particular sense form>2nn2.%° There is very likely an association with 38.339> n
O N DY DA NNONI PNV ‘Who numbers the clouds in wisdom, and

who tips over the bottles of heaven?’ Furthermors,almost certainly an allusion to the
motif of Wisdom being not only present at Creation, &lsb an instrument; scriptural
sources include Prov 3.19-20, 8.30. Prov 3.20b echoes the vt snatter of Job 37.11

and thus looks a very likely influenée.For the hapaxmaon RJobl reproduces a

feminine plural noun and renders agndpoIN ‘destinies’, probably by connecting it

206. See 3.14,15, 29.10, 37.13. B at 3.18 PJob usesta1as v *n ‘oppressor, taskmaster’;

likewise elsewhere in P (e.g. Exod 3.7 and at Isa 14.2), theiLigkod 5.6rdv_.$_z is used.

207. See Selection and Substitution, respectively. Therigher departures from HT: a change of
number forIP and¥)) ; in the second hemistich: a copula is added to opemydtaborder is

altered; the imperfedtecomes a participle. These are very common feattitke BJob translation;
see SzpekTranslation Techniquél23,108,80).

208. See above p.54.

209. See also Alternative Translation.

210. Thektiv has a singular noun suffix; thie reads a defective plurarp>1ann31).

211. RJob’s translation is much more than the resuttfloence from a “stock expression” in scripture
(so ShepherdReconsideration87). See further under Discussion.
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with N2 ‘turn of events®? although Nav is found only once, it is significant that it

refers in the context to divine intervention.

Several elements in RJob2’s expansive rendering of 37.12 Suipffeence from Ps
1827 ym»anna is given the extended sense@hnNNA31 ‘in his mercies’, an echo of the
theme of God’s mercy, which in the psalm is displayetthéndeliverance of the psalmist
from his troubles (vss.7, 18,21-28,51). Here in 37.12, RJob uaddssGod’s mercy as
signalling divine providence; more precisely, the matatesn of divine will in the
provision of rain. The extended sense is consistattt this essential exegetical

motif.?**

38.7 1

HT reads: ©NoX "2 55 W M 9pa »I)0 I )12 “When the morning stars sang
together and all the sons of God shouted for joy” (AMje language is straightforward,
but the poetic imagery is potentially theologically awkislyasuggesting both animism
and polytheism. The expressiopa 1215 ‘stars of the morning’ is unigque’ Although
the infinitive construct o’ ) ‘to give a ringing cry’ (usually in joy) is found only
here, it is a relatively common root. It is useceelsere with inanimate objects as the
subject, for example, the heavens (Isa 44.23, 49.13); tegPd 98.8); the mountains
(Ps 89.13). It is often found in parallel wishy ‘to make a loud noise, shout’, for

example, Isa 44.23, Zeph 3.14.

In the first hemistich RJob render$79y M0 NTND  PNAYNT YR ‘At the time

212.So0 also 11Q10, see above p.53.
213. See Expansion.

214. Cf. RTONT NM) ‘the gentle (rain) of kindness’ in RJob 37.13; see Stwibietn.

215. Though note the similanX 1212 Y5 in Ps 148.4, and the opposite at Job B9i) 121 ‘its
twilight stars’.
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when the morning stars were singing praises togetfidihere is a subtle shift, witp
being given a particular nuance Y91aVN ‘praising’. Scriptural images of the created
world singing praise are not uncomnfohmore specifically there is the idea that the
stars, in the company of angels, sun and moon, singepraix >a>> 52 YMOON
‘Praise him, all you stars of light' (Ps 148.3). A talmudiebate confirms this astral
duty, citing Ps 148.3 and usimpv , the same root as RJob h&fePerhaps, through
his careful translation, the rabbinic translatorhew to recall this scriptural exhortation
to the stars and thus neutralise any problem assosatiedheir animation which the

Hebrew might be taken to imply’.

38.9 vy

HT reads:yn>nn 59 wiad yy »mwa “When | made the cloud the garment
thereof, and thick darkness a swaddlingband for it” (AWe Dbvious antecedent for
the third person pronominal suffixesas ‘the sea’ in the previous verse. The sense may
be that of the sea wreathed in cloud as if wrapped inrmega®® Although the first
person suffix on the infinitive constructiomvwa ‘when | set’ is consistent with the

speaker being God (cf. the question addressed by God tm Job),i and is thus itself
unproblematic, it does serve to emphasise the sendfficalty of the awkward third

personTo” ‘and he shut in’ in v.8.

Forwad yy »vwa ‘When | made cloud its garment ..” RJob rendepgy »mxnva

PMUD ‘When | appointed clouds its covering ... Again, thexya isubtle chang&iab

216. 11Q10 and PJob are discussed under Alteration of Consonants

217. For example, Ps 66.1f , 98.4 (see also referencegfoséof\)), above).

218. bPes 2amN 2210 D2 ¥MYON ‘Praise him, all you stars of light'. Surely this pesithatN
means evening? It means: Praise him, all stars vgiehlight. Then is it [only] the stars that give
light (lit. the shining ones) that should prai®aa¥ V2T N PPNOIN O .7

219. RJob’s translation @NYN %21 is discussed under Substitution.

220. According to Tur-Sinallobad loc. the reference is to the celestial watdr&@n 1.7). Modern
translations favour the image of the sea as a newibtant, taking their cue from the hap@onn

(probablyv 91N ‘to wrap, bandage’, cf. Ezek 16.4, 30.21).
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‘garment’ becomesnva ‘covering’”** This could be an insignificant move away from
figurative language; but there are two factors which sugbestit may be an evocation
of the imagery of Ps 104.6&»0> ¥hao> 0N . First, there is the ambiguity of the
syntax of the psalm. One can understand the anteceddhefthird person suffix as the
earth in v.5, and thus the deep as indirect object: “Tdaueredst it with the deep as
with a garment’ (AV)Alternatively, Dy0n may be read as direct object and the suffix
as resumptive: ‘The deep, as [with] a garment you covigréd Thus, Ps 104.6a could
be understood to refer not to the covering of the dartthe sea but to the covering of
the sea itselfThe image may, then, be that in Prov 3G14nwa o 978 ") ‘Who
has wrapped the waters in a cloak? There may be just auamage in Job 36.30b
too?** Together, these passages could be taken to confirmhihamnage in Job 38.9 is
of the clouds swathing, as though with a garment, noeaneh but the sedhe second
factor, and what is ultimately persuasive that RJolwsdwchoice at 38.9 is purposeful

and linked with the psalm, is the translator’s introductof NN ‘the deep’ into his

translation of the previous verse (38.8), where it isnected with exegesis an .

221.11Q10 and PJob up&[)29, mran) .

222. In support of this reading, Pi@D2 is not usually causative (cf. JPS “you made the deep @ttye
also there is no preposition modifyi@nn (cf. AV “with the deep”). Against it, however, the
preposition governingHa? is not one of agency. Moreover, the stich contintie®n Dy
O YTV Upon the mountains the waters stand / were standiwgich, if taken as a parallel to
the first hemistich, makes the suggested reading diffiealbbinic construal of the psalm is unclear.
At this verse in Midrash Psalms both R.Judah and RiNgtheargue that the earth stands upon the
waters (Ps 136.6 is the proof-text) and the waters orrpidfamountains (Ps 104.6). This suggests
that the deep is covered (by the earth). BraMidrésh Psalmp however, translates Ps 104.6a:
“Thou didst cover the deep as with a vesture”. The targuRstl04.6a reads¥202 T2 NN
PV NON ; Stec,Targum of Psalmianslates: “when you covered it (with) the deep (as)
with a garment and springs ..”. But the targum does notaittpliesolve all the syntactical issues;
literally it appears to translate: ‘the deep when aitierment you covered it and springs’.

223. There is a great deal of uncertainty about this tiemisD©2 O YY) ‘and he covers the
bottom of the ocean’ (36.30b). The following is a sébecfrom the many attempts at its meaning.
PopeJobaccepts an emendation which allows “the roots of#zeare his throne”; Dhorme,
Commentanprefers an origindfTX , so that the depths of the abyss are veiled in fog:;Sihai,Job

maintains that the sea is celestial and thus thatltluels cover it as seen from beld®dob to
36.30b ‘[he] covers over the roots of the sea’ doesddtany illumination. 11Q10 at 36.30 is
fragmentary. In any case, the immediate surrounding xiistef clouds (wv. 28,29,32).

224. See Expansion.
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The powerful charge carried byNMNN perhaps influenced the associations the

translator brought to his understanding of 38.9 and led higstb04 and its imagery.

2ii.d Additional Examples of Extension

11Q10

37.11: %9 ‘he scatters’ >poy ‘and he sends out’

37.13: vav> ON ‘whether for correction’ > vnon> Y0 ‘whether for affliction’
(association: 2Sam, Ps 39, 88)NN ‘he causes it to be’ M5y NND ‘it comes to
pass on it’ (scriptural influence: Job, PE3)

37.16:0y7 0N ‘perfect knowledge’ >Ny y1 N0 X ‘behold it is he who
knows knowledge’ (also Expansion; association; see Adardtiwf Word Order)
37.19:my1N ‘cause us to know’ 3yT1» ‘he knows’ (influence of 37.16 and 37.20)
38.8: 70" ‘and he shut in’ >»onn ‘will/ldo you continue to hold back’ (influence of
NN ; association; see Expansiof)

38.24:7970 M N ‘which is the way?’ 3X2>0 ‘how’ (treatment of idiom)

38.30: wanm ‘they hid themselves’ > wIpnn ‘they were overlaid by it' (see
Expansion)

39.2:NN91nN ‘they will fulfil > pn>w ‘are complete’

39.3: mNown DMYaN  ‘they cast out their sorrows’ or ‘they deliver thgoung’ >

qvin J7°9am ‘and [do] you dispel their labour paing?(association: Job 21.17)

225. See Salvesema¥ for a survey of the semantic ranga2®V¥ in BHeb. See further on this verse
in Gold,Making Sense

226. Several commentators translate as perfect: vaPlaiget al “as-tu fermé” and Garcia Martinet
al. “did you hold back”, also Jongeling et Aramaic TextsSokoloff, Targum to Jokas imperfect:
“will you hold back”.

227. CoxonNoteregards the alteration of person in 11Q10 as “suspectéctnthe translator renders
with a rhetorical question directed to Job which ikeeping with all the previous rhetorical
questions in these chapters.

228. 11Q10’s translation 6NY9N in 39.3 is influenced by 21.10-11; see Substitution .
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39.10: opny “valleys” > NypP13a “in the valley” (association?)

PJob

37.10:2anM ‘and breadth’ >~y awo ‘and abundance’ (drudge translation, cf. 39.7,8;

see Adjustment of Consonants)

37.13:v2v5 DN ‘whether for correction’ >\ \s\ _ ~ ‘whether for the rulers’

(cf. 39.7§%°

37.15: wom ‘and he caused’ x\\o ‘and he has revealed’

37.16:0y7 0N ‘perfect knowledge’ > 1.~a wax <lax ‘who has no defect in

knowledge’

38.3:72) ‘man’ > ~aaa_ ‘mighty man’ (variant HT 2§
38.7:3>M ‘and they shouted’ aa-. ‘they rejoiced™ (cf. RJob)

38.11: NN ‘you will come’ >\, »& ‘you will reach’

38.13:vyMm ‘they will be shaken’ >_oaatx 0 ‘they will be cast out’

229. See p.70 above.
230. SzpekTranslation Techniqué85) accounts for PJob’s translation at 37.15 as “gemat@n”. The

sense may have been gleaned via MHeb, where tHe/Hifd> can mean ‘to bring to light, reveal’.
It may also be connected with the substitution ofiterrogative with the exclamatory particle,
which transforms the question into a positive statémen<’ s 1, ~m ‘Behold, you know ..."
The force here would perhaps be'Yadoknow what God has ordainethr you can see which
would makerX\ \ o ‘and he has revealed’ appropriate and integral with thlacement of the
interrogative. See Szpekranslation Techniquét1,56-7,207) on the replacements for the BHeb
interrogative particle in PJob. PJob translates eactrrence of/ ¥9> differently. In 3.4, where

the subject is the light, the verb used.isa ‘to dawn; to shine’; in 10.3, where the subject is God,

ooax ‘show oneself, appear’. PJob at 10.22 is problematic.

231. There is a ms. variarh1’)D at 38.3. At the parallel verse 40.7 PJob also trandatddT reads
N2 . WechslerReflectiong102) notes that defectivea) is frequent.

232. P-S defines the root as referring to noise madethétkoice or an instrument and cites the nuance
“to make a joyful noise”. The BHeb root is often foundtontexts of worship and praise, and often
in parallel withyY7 . PJob transposes the word order so that the veresclarst; this is common
practice in PJob; see Adjustment of Word Order.
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38.24:0>1p ‘east wind®** > ~woi ‘the wind™*

38.30: v12o1 ‘they grasp each other’ >_au ‘they take hold’ or ‘they close, fasten’
(cf. RJIobpTNNNN ‘are held fast’)

39.5: "9 ‘loosened’ >\ \sa ‘and let escape’; MIDN ‘bonds’ > ~ia ‘yoke’

(influence from v.107?)

39.10:yn2y (obscure) ‘its rope’ >+ ‘the yoke’ (influence from v.5?)77¢» ON ‘or

will it harrow’ > =a1e 1910 ‘and does it pull the plough’ (also Expansion)

RJob

37.10:anM ‘and breadth’ >nyvYa, ‘open spaces”®

37.12:05y95 ‘for their work’> NYIN2 N9 ‘workers on the earth’ (also Expansion;
see Alternative Translation)

38.10:72vx) ‘and | broke’ >mpo9 ‘and | assigned®

38.13:XINN M2 ‘by the wings of the earth’ XY VD21 ‘by the borders of the
land**’

38.25:299 " ‘who divided?’ > PNV 1 ‘who channelled?’ (see Expansion)
38.27:mN8ND ‘to cause to spring’ 3N29Y ‘to produce’

38.30: y1oby ‘they grasp each other’ TnNNMN ‘are held fast’ (cf PJob; see

Expansion)

39.7: v ‘ruler’ > >N ‘drovers®®

233.0>7p is mostly found teamed withyJ but in several case®)7 is implicit, as here, e.g. Job 15.2,
27.21; Ps 78.26; Isa 27.8; Hos 12.2, 13.15.

234. SzpekTranslation Techniqué285) classifies this as a case of generalization.

235.5099 translates the adjectivaN in 30.14 and the nouN in 29.7.

236. The Aramaic root can mean ‘to cut, break off' al ag'to divide, allot’. Two mssi{,N ) read
NPOYIY, presumably the second person, though the sense herdeaar.

237. So RJobl(a). RJob2 (a) and (b) rergd with the equivalen®) . The expansion ‘of Israel’ in
RJobl (a) and (b) is noted under Expansion.

238. RJob adjusts the translatior¥b at 3.18 too: “The captives are at ease together, iltra at the

school do not hear the voice of the teadk®@mIN ” (so Mangan;Targum of Joh There is some
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2ii.e Summary

The PJob translator can be seen to work very mudhnwiihe verse and the immediate
context, looking here for clues as to meaning. The @wnappears to be to streamline
the sense within the verse and with its neighboufarass possible. But, even given the

attention to context, some translations seem uniratigin For example, the translation

of wpnn ‘will you bind?’ with ya~x 1w ‘[do] you take hold’ in 38.31a may be

reasonable, but is a repeat of the root used in v.30thelitase of drudge words the

translations are well-worn; contrast the particulptnass of RJob’s»TN9 ‘drovers’
with the catchallcy\ .\x ‘rulers’ for w3 in 39.7. Moreover, in particularly difficult

sections the ability of the translator does not mdiis drive for sense. So, in 38.31 the
translation is partly conjecture; and in 39.7 the trawsiahe laughs at the many cities

... Is weak.

Many of PJob’s extensions to the sense are at twargatical levelBut, if they are
only considered at this level their cumulative effect the translation may be less
obvious. 38.8 illustrates this. The translator tackledutheertainties of the Hebrew in a
simple and practical way. By extension, God was madestbgect of each verb; the
sense is almost smooth throughout, though the meanirgpies of the sea’ remains
tenuous: ‘And he shut up the gates of the sea and he rjagleshi out of the womb and
he brought [it] forth’. Most importantly, however, theerse has become a series of
divine actions, rather than God’'s act of control otlee sea’s unruly behaviour - a

fundamental difference in understanding from that of Ralub11Q10.

Grammatical adjustments are found in RJob too, butrémeslator’'s hand is a sure one.

lexicographic evidence either fo?79 ‘to plough’ having the extended sense ‘to chastise, punish’
or for a second root.
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Many cases of extension are grounded in scripture (37.12,389%,38.13, 38.25), and
in some there are also resonances with other rabimaterial (38.7, 38.25). Often,

these influences combine in tightly-packed and highly isusanslations.

11Q10’s use of extension results in subtle and, again valltrsinslations. The cleverness
of the translation of 37.12 is worth considering as aiqudat illustration of this. It is an
attempt to explicate the Hebrew, to capture its serbat-God commands and nature
obeys - by linking it with the wider context through efat word choice. It suggests
confidence in understanding the Hebrew and in handlingahslation. By contrast, there
are several features about the PJob translation wshighest a translator feeling his way
towards a sense, almost word by wofdlhe translator makes no clear choice between
the lightning or the cloud as the subject of the openimmpngun. This contrasts with
11Q10 and RJob which both understand the pronoun as refeoriGgpd - a choice
which has significant ramifications for the way ifieh they understand the rest of the
verse. PJob also changes the word order and revemEnNa without either suffix or
preposition. Precise replication of word order and aihallelements in HT are not found
in 11Q10 either; this marks it out when contrasted withbRahich represents each word
and the word order of the HT. But, unlike PJob which proslacemooth translation by
rounding off the difficult parts, both 11Q10 and RJob go beybhdh order to explicate
it.**° While 11Q10 achieved this through allusive word choicetahbinic translators took
the laconic HT and expanded it with resonances of sce@End of rabbinic traditions. It

seems fair to describe both as elucidatory.

There are grammatical adjustments in 11Q10 too. Theralswesome examples of a

relaxed attitude to the Hebrew word order (37.10, 37.12, 38.18)isthoteworthy and

239.PJob translates: o\ 1oan A _ axwwn aas ) U\Yamk\:no U\:uk\:n omo

ma A Aok ,a Ay ‘Anditcircles round and is turned in order to carry amntrsels;

everything that he has commanded /commands? them udandtoéthe world, his earth.
240. For RJob see Expansion.
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will receive further consideratigft: What is most interesting at this point, howevettat

it can again be argued that association with, and aflisiocother places in scripture play a
major role in the translator’'s method. Each of tkenaples given in detail above (and most
of those listed as additional examples) are illuminayectbognising their scriptural roots
and routes. The translator's careful nuances in 37.14, 3843&ri0 can only be
appreciated in this way. In some cases there argegsmances in other intertestamental

sources (38.4, 38.10); again, this is noteworthy and wabbeidered furthet?

241. See Discussion, Conclusions..
242.See Discussion.
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Chapter 2 iii. Alternative Translation

By alternative translation is meant the appearancemofe than one rendering
(sometimes up to four) of one or more elements inHMe from individual words to
entire versesWhile being a well-known feature of rabbinic targumimrengenerally;”
its manifestation in RJob is distinctive in that macases are identified by an
introductory formula such as&"9 or X', or by separation with a colon or d6tThis
is unusual in the modus operandi of rabbinic targtinm which alternatives are more
usually found as marginal notes (as in Neofit) or integpl into the translation.
Examples of alternative translation have been prelioigentified also in P and

PJob’** and in 11Q16%

Stec has drawn a distinction between translationshwégppear in the RJob mss. as the
result of transmission of different textual traditicansd those which result from an

exegetical technique used by the translator to expandrdmslation in order to

243. Terminology used to describe this phenomenon haslv&tan, Geniza Manuscriptd xxxi; 1l 4)
labelled cases of double translation of a single Helresd in the Palestinian Pentateuchal
targumim as “targumic doublets ; ... a type of textual elishehent in which targum adds a
synonym or semantic parallel to the literal traristdt See also SmelilConcordance and
Consistency300-01) de Moor,Multiple Rendering$161-63) has recently explored Targum Isaiah
in this regard, and has summarised the position as regagdsnim in general. Regarding RJob,
Weiss, 027777 (xvii) notes “duplicate translation”; Mangaigbnotes “variant translations”. Stec,
Targum of Jol{86) has argued that “multiple translation” is a moreipegerm than “duplicate”.
Smelik, Translation and Commentaf255-56) on the other hand, regards “multiple translatisn” a
synonymous with double translation.

244.9NX NYY , NN DNIN ; some mss. use other formulae. There is inconsigtamnd not all are

thus identified. See SteEargum of Jol{85). Weiss 027777 notes cases in RJob of multiple
translation of whole verses (288-93) and of smaller (h8%-97). He concludes that they result
from the inclusion of marginal variants during transmisgxvii).

245, ltis also found in the targum to Psalms; Stacgum of Jol{85).

246. Szpekinfluence(154, n.54). Studies in P include Joosfeoublet Translationshe concludes (72)
that the author of PProverbs used double translatiartechnique to preserve all the available
textual material, and possibly intended their use as margoies, though the evidence he finds is
slim. Amongst examples of deliberate additions for iased clarity or precision in PJeremiah,
GreenbergJeremiah(32-45) notes some which could be categorised as doubddtian (e.g. the
repeated translation oY1) in Jer 22.8; the provision of two verbs W in 18.11).

247. Weiss P2 95777 (xvii). He notes (26-27) cases in 11Q10 at 25.2, 30.15, 36.11, 37.13, 3320,
39.21, 40.10, 42.2; also Weissrther Noteg17); RinggrenSome Observatior(425). Garcia

Martinezet al identify a possible case at 26.10. The text is damagedl#t 88the reading is
uncertain.
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understand and represent HYThe use of the term ‘alternative translation’ heogers

both types, though distinction of types is attemptedenctmmentary.

2iii. a Alternative Trandation in 11Q10

37.13 4onY ON
HT reads: ynXN¥D TONY DX ININD DN VAVY DN “He causeth it to come, whether

for correction, or for his land, or for mercy”’ (AVin that it appears to present a series
of alternatives which are in some sense mediatedhdydivine will, it seems to make
sense as a continuation of the preceding verses whachilake how natural events come
to pass through God’s will: thunder and lightning, snowstfraain, wind and clouds are
all divinely directed (v.3-11). It is probably best undesst@s antithetical, contrasting

VaY andTon 2*

11Q10 translatesyn> 2// 0XNS YN MIDM 955 10 NYIND 0 ¥nOnd n
Dy ‘Whether for affliction, or for the land (or: mistune), or for hunger and want, or
whether [for] a sinful matter, it comes to pass orf°itlt is not a straightforward

translation. NYOM 1955 Y0 ‘whether for hunger and want’ is regarded as
corresponding taron> DN , arising from reading rather tharr »** Influence from Job
30.3)952) 9pN1 ‘in want and famine’ has been suggestédut this explains neither

the reading of for 7, nor how or why 30.3 might have led {m90M 193 here. The

248. StecRecent Translatioil77-79) illustrates cases of each type. See also de Matiiple
Rendering$161-63).

249. One of the difficulties ¥ IND DN which sits in the first hemistich where one migkpect a verb
to balance)ynNN¥)1 in the second; see further in Gdldiaking Sense .

250. The translation aRYINY as ‘for misfortune’ is tentative. CAL lists both YN andv ¥y
meaning ‘meet, befall’, the former with a referetwéts use as a targumic translation for BHeb
NN in Num 20.14 ‘the troubles which befell us’. Jastrow 128§a®XYIN ‘occurrence, accident’
used in PsJon to Deut 28.60. See also under Omission, amef furtGold Making Sense

251. van der Ploeet al. Sokoloff, Targum to Jolunderstand$1)99N as noun + possessive suffix “for
hunger and its want”, and the entire phrase as withotgsmondence in HT.

252. WeissD)7577 (26).
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following three words @// Dxn9 M) also require explanatigri.

Some resolutions to these puzzles can be suggested.tiigrsendering of the single
70N by the pairn oM 195 can perhaps be accounted for by the existence oétae r
BHeb noun 9N ‘want, lack’. Thus, as the result of deliberately regdi the translator
has suppliedny©n and 95 in order to represent both possible vocalisationswofh
(99N, 99N ). Why the translator might have read (and thusyon ) here, let alone
the unusual nounon , is a question which will be taken up below. Second,vibrd
after DIN9 is uncertain, but seems unlikely to be® .*** Consistent, therefore, with

255

reading 2 ,*” it is herein proposed that the translator understongh) , meaning

‘shame, reproach’ rather than ‘kindness’. The BHeb nisurare, occurring in Lev
20.17: 'He who sees the nakedness of his sister and simakedness, it is a shameful

thing .. N0 Ton ..5*° and in Prov 14.34 where it is equated withixon : Tom

NNLN DMND ‘sin is a reproach to peoples’. The translator app@ansve understood
the verse as a list of negatives; bottn ‘want, lack’ and 7or) ‘shame, reproach’ are
consistent with this. Both are translations afon> ©ON , intended to extract the

maximum meaning from it.

253. Sokoloff,Targum to Jolyegards them as translatifiPn? (see next note). Le Déaal, tiqré (423)
cites Ringgren’s view§ome Observation425) that they may represent another translatioroos .

ShepherdReconsideratioif250) regards them as without equivalents in HT; cf. Gavizrtinezt
al.

254. 1t occurs in col.xxix of 11Q10: of the eighth word in khenly the bottom parts of the letters
survive; the final letter is generally agreed tothevan der Ploegt al suggesta> “un litige” or

2V “une chose favorable” (so van der Woude), acknowledgiegrtainty. Sokoloff retain)n9
2V “a good word”. Such a reading would reflect the sensg@fh in HT, but Garcia Martinezt
al. reject it, maintaining that there are no remaihitv could be those of\@a.

255. Garcia Martinezt al suggestaynN DOXNA “a case of law-breaking”. In support they dana
2NT in O to Exod 22.8 which translatg®io 917 .

256.2yn 0XN9 would be a passable translationdfn TON as found in Lev 20.17. Interestingly,
PsJon to Lev 20.17 translate®n both as»)) ‘disgrace’ andNTON , perhaps to limit ambiguity.
There is a cognate Aramaic rodON ‘to be put to shame’.
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To summarise: there is a double translation@n : i) 195 and ii)")7ON ; both are
based on a deliberate misreading ‘offor 7 in order to represent both possible
vocalisations of 70N ‘want’.*®” Then a[iN] DN O is a second translation abx
70N> , this time readingT, slightly expanded and based on selecting a particular

understanding ofon as ‘sinful’, for which there is scriptural supp6tt.

It remains to consider what led the translator tal reéor 7 here and, more specifically,
why he might have intended to represempn . It is significant that this rare noun is
found but three times, and furthermore that it has dacpéat association with lack of
rain: Deut 28.48, 57 (where the context is of ravening hudgeng a siege); and Amos
4.5f. Deuteronomy 28 details the blessings of fertilitd abundance which the Lord
will bestow on Israel for obedience (28.1,13,14), including i@ due season (v.12);
and conversely the curses which will accrue for disamed, such as drought
(v.23-24), hunger, thirst, nakedness and serviteme 99N ‘in want of all things’
(v.48). The Amos passage describes the Lord’s attemptsring Israel back to
obedience, including blighted crops, vineyards and oliveagdv.9), pestilence (v.10),
famine andon> 99N ‘want of bread’ (v.6), and withholding of rain (vss.7-8here is
every reason to suppose that the 11Q10 translator would besre aware of this
scriptural connexion offon with want of rain. At Job 37.13 the wider context canse
divine providence in nature, the specific setting is tifad storm (vss. 2-5, 9-11) and,
significantly, the provision of the great and smalhsafv.6). The translator understood
the other elements of v.13 itself to be about negatwents (affliction, sinful or
shameful matters, possibly misfortune or accidé&u)his interpreted sense ‘hunger and

want [of rain]’ makes a perfect fithough it remains implicit in the translation, thenrai

257. On deliberate misreading as a translation technigedyther under Adjustment of Consonants.
258. The addition of a conjunctioni® ) supports this understanding of 11Q10; it is consistent with

Shepherd’s observatioR€consideration 232-3) that 11Q10 adds thewconjunction when
integrating supplementary material.
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motif is central for understanding 11Q10 h&fe.

38.7 11

HT reads:mnoNx "2 95w M P2 »I0D T )12 “When the morning stars sang
together and all the sons of God shouted for joy” (AV)11Q10 translates: M2
NOONX OONDN DD DTN DIpYM 198 »15)0 NTND ‘When the morning stars shone

together and all the angels of God cried out togetfier’.

N7TND in the first hemistich translatesy ; DTN in the second hemistich is a case of
double translatiof* In considering why it occurs here, there seem towle gossible
explanations. It may be that the translator was sgetk ‘balance’ the two hemistichs;
thus, just as the morning stars acted in concert, sodit the angels of God. The
translator has apparently understood the verse as tamalicate clauses, and thus as a
description of two independent actions taking place sinedtasly - which would seem
to lessen any requirement for absolute balafiternatively, the entire clausgD]py™
NTND is a translation ohy ™ . v 17 conveys the sense of a shout made by several
voices together: it is more often than not found ia ftural and frequently in the
context of praise and worship of G&dThe translator was presumably not ignorant of
this. By itself, v pyv did not perhaps quite convey the sense of sound madesenuni
whereas the translatiomTn> DIpy™ brings this out fully. In view of the plentiful
evidence for the translator’s intimate knowledge ofpsgral language and usage, the

latter alternative explanation is preferred.

259. See further under Discussion.

260. See also under Extension; also Gbtgum or Translation

261.11Q10’s translation db>NYN %2 is discussed under Substitution.

262. The syntagm is not translation + conjunction +dfietion, which perhaps renders it less
immediately obvious as a double translation.

263. E.g. Pss. 47.2,66.1, 81.2, 95.1-2, 98.4, 100.1.
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39.7 0N

HT reads: ynv NO v MmxRwn mIp YN PN ‘He scorns the din of the city;
he does not hear the cries of the herdsiaiThe description concerns the wild ass.
11Q10 renders:yny> N2 VDY NN NP GPN NHDN DY TRM ‘He laughs at

the tumult of the mighty city, and the goading of a mastedoes not heaf®>

The syntax and semantics 877 9PN NN are difficult®™ xnPN is equivalent to

mNN ‘trouble, commotion’ (BHeb, MHeb), which derives rinothe same root/s as
0 2" It has been proposed thgpn is a second translation ginn .**® What might
have prompted this? Uncertainty over the value pfn here might have been a
factor?® perhaps the very flexibility ofy>n made it the best choié8.But there is a
distinctly scriptural consideration also. Of all thany occurrences ofyn , one (Isa

32.14) has some striking resonances with the contextamdrd of Job 39.5-8: ‘For the

citadel has been abandon&d>) N O, the tumult of the city forsakendy YN

264. See also Extension.

265. The facsimile in theditio princepshows that the first letter of [.61s thusTXM rather than
NN ; evidently the HT imperfect has been transposedPalaarticiple + conjunction. Sokoloff,
Targum to Jotprefers to read yod on the grounds that it is trangjdtia imperfect and further that
there are instances in the 11Q10 ms. of graphic ideretitydern and> .

266.Np is reconstructed; only the tops of the last thrierkeremain (so Garcia Martinetal. ).

267. MuraokaNotes(124) cites attestations of the root in Aramaic saur€don to Isa 17.12 renders HT
0> MNN as N> MNN.

268. Sokoloff,Targum to JobHe regards it as a substantive in construct represeatsecond translation
of MM : “the tumult of the strong city”. Garcia Martinekzal concur with this translation but are
uncertain as to the reason for the additioqPfn . van der Ploegt al. debated whethefjph is an
adjective (defectively fofp>Pn ‘strong’) qualifying)31 , which could be masculine: “le tapage
fort de la ville”; or a substantive in construct witk?p : “le tapage, le force (c’est-a-dire: le bruit)
de la ville”. MuraokaNotes(124) challenged the former suggestion as a violatiommiit®: syntax
(i.e. construct + adj + absolute). Kaufmdob Targum(322) suggestsN)n) may be an infinitive
and all three are nouns in a construct chain.

269.1990 is found meaning ‘rush, roar’, ‘tumult, confusion’ or, roarely, ‘abundance’; see Extension.

270. Gordongitation has noted the frequent useP1 in rabbinic targumim, often where the Hebrew

is difficult. He describes its use here in 11Q10 (and at 42.2ikx&lso the restored reading at
39.20/xxxiii.1) as “Targumic addition to MT"; in 30.14/xvi.2 it occlins a paraphrase of MT” (51
n.4).
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2y, the fort and the watch-tower have become emptyespléarever N 02 Doy

ooy Ty YN Tya, a playing field for wild asse®™X19 viwn , a pasture for
flocks ©97y Ny ... The verse is replete with unusual and allusiveufest it
contains one of the few references in scripture ® wild ass (D19 ), the very
subject of Job 39.5-8; it is one of the rare occurreatése nounnNY N ‘pasture’, as is

Job 39.8; it describes the wild asses’ habitat as eragtyloes Job 39.6ere is the

potential, through a simple metathesis, for reading Ty ‘flocks’ but rather
D7y ‘wild asses’ (1Y is hapax in Job 39.5); it contains the only synonyynn0
Py ) attested for mIpP PMIN in Job 39.7. Further resonances, though perhaps more
tenuous, areym1 N2 ‘the barren land its home’ (Job 39.6) ammima oW ‘it
(judgement) shall dwell in the wilderness’ (Isa 32.16)M>w»n ‘its dwellings’ (Job

39.6) andmiown (Isa 32.18).

What these correspondences suggest is that for a toanslo evidently worked
through association and resonance, there would have ebeeady association of the
city in Job 39.7 with that in Isa 32.14. Crucially, Isagabity is both disdained and
fortified - it is this which may underlie the interpméve additior)pn in 11Q10. Thus,
just as the wild asses in Isa 32 roam the once tumultualshghty but now forsaken

city, so the wild ass in Job 39.7 forsakes the tumuleitighty city’"

271. In an English translation the ambiguit)pfn (also that of)3N itself) is perhaps better
conveyed by ‘mighty’, i.e. somewhere between (SoReldktrong’ and ‘great’. Kaufmanjob
Targum(322) suggest§)i?1 may mean ‘fortress, stronghold’. 11Q10 is not extadoht31.34

where the phras®219 9N ‘a great multitude’ occurs.
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21ii. b Alternative Trandation in PJob

38.9 »mwva
HT reads:)ynonn 59 wiay yy »mwa “When | made the cloud the garment

thereof, and thick darkness a swaddlingband for it” (A¥)The first person suffix

on »MV1 is problematic for continuity (following©» in v.8). PJob represents the

infinitive construction twice, first by transposingtonwneo 3. ‘when he placed,

appointed’, and then with the substitutiom. ‘he made?” The third person replaces

the first person suffix in botharaal ~®uiy 12y o a1a ‘When he ordained he made

the cloud its garment”* The recasting of the infinitive as a finite vertitwa clear third
person subject and antecedent in v.8 results in good ahtegnse (the inconsistencies
of HT are removed) and an improved flow between theeg? This double rendering
occurs where there is a difficulty in the HT, and mayenoriginated as a marginal

gloss which was later incorporated by a copyfst.

272. See also Extension.
273. A drudge word; see Substitution , Omission.
274. PJob casts w.7-10 throughout as if God is referringrtseif in the third person. This means that

the suffix onmx.an in 38.9 could be taken as referring to God’s garment Heemade the cloud

his garment’; RignellPeshitta Joldid propose this reading, noting in connexion Ps 104.2, where
God is said to make light his garment. He also notesd &ih2 as a possible influence on the
translator here. But this sense is less likely ima&PJob’s straightforward translatiomysf>nn as
‘swaddling-band’ in the second hemistich, and given tinicoation in v.10: ‘and he made for it
(i.e.the sea) a statute and he made doors and bolts’.

275. v.8) And he shut up the gates of the sea and he magiesfitjout of the womb and he brought [it]
forth; v.9) when he ordained he made the cloud its gararehthe thick darkness its
swaddling-band.

276. Though not specifically cited by Szpek, this examplétiseotype she identifies as “double
translation of a single term” which originate as maadjglosses,Translation Techniquel54-5).
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21ii. ¢ Alternative Trandation in RJob

37.12 oYyaH

HT reads:pan »9 5y O WX D0 0OHYAY MMaNnNa 90NN MIADN XN
NNIX “And it is turned round about by his counsels: that timay do whatsoever he
commandeth them upon the face of the world in the ‘e@). *" 0Oyab can be read
either as the infinitive construct + suffix ‘to/folndir doing, working’ or as the singular
nouny9 + suffix ‘to/for their work’. The antecedents are eaplicit but are presumably

the cloud and lightning®

RJobl’s translation up t@>ya> is as follows: 7NNONI TONN NNIPON NXIMN
PTIVA RYIND NDS RNOSXD ‘And he turns/changes destinies in his wisdom in
order to prosper the workers of the earth in their t&8kshere is a multiple translation of
DOYaY : NP TAWA ‘in their labours’ is straightforwardgyna >n>9 ‘workers on the
earth’ extends the sense D9 and addsnyINa 2 NNONND ‘in order to prosper’ is a
substitution; perhap®>yaY led the translator té T2y and thence tg NN . The verbs
T2y andn>¥ are found associated in a midrash expounding Gen 2.5Sijdiniicant that
Gen 2.5-6 concerns the divine ordination of rain - #&wy gubject of Job 37.11-13. GenR
13.2 expounds Gen 25Twn MY 9 ‘and every tree of the field’ as concerning

mankind’s preoccupation with the fecundity and productivenéske earth - the very
subject of Job 37.12: ‘All mankind’s prayers concern thehed.ord, may the earth
produce! XyINX Tayn ; or, Lord, may the earth prosperyIx NYXN >N ... RJob’s

tri-fold translation of 02y95 exploits the possibilities of the Hebrew form anddsuibn

277. Thedifficulties in 37.12 are discussed in more detail tExtension.

278. Or meteorological phenomenain general (so Dh@orementaradloc.).

279. RJob2 rende@2y9Y as)PT2YY ; the rest of its translation of 37.12 is discussed under
Extension and Expansion.

280. The ambiguous sense of ‘worker’ or ‘worshipper’ majdhberate.
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the idea implicit in the earlier translation #haon as XNOPDIN ‘destinies’?™ placing

divine providence explicitly in the context of humaniait. In this example alternative
translation combines with expansion, substitution axténsion, making it difficult to

judge as other than a single integrated translation.

37.16 >wHhon

HT reads:oyT OMN MXD9 2y vwo9n Dy y1nn  “Dost thou know the

balancings of the clouds, the wondrous works of him wisgberfect in knowledge?”

(AV).?* RJob translates»b¢T NIMYIS RDYT XIVP NO Mpvan Yy nymn
NV 1IN ‘Did you know about the workings, or wreathings, of tleud, the wonderful

works of <he> who is perfect in knowledge?’

Two attempts at understanding the hapaxon are recorded. The firstpvan | is
itself obscure. If it derives fromjpwa , then an approximate meaning might be: ‘Have
you detected the inner workings 2#'perhaps inspired by the figurative senseviifo

as ‘to search®® n39p¥an may owe something to BHetpn ‘searching; that which is

sought’, a term of some significance in Job, being ap@everal times to the divine
naturé® but also to other things unfathomaBfe.There is a traditional rabbinic

association of the terrmpn with the creative power of God as provider of rainadd

2a connects Job 5.9-10, whemN>9) occurs alongsidavn N ‘who does great

281. See Extension.

282. For 11Q10t0 37.12 see Extension; for PJob see Omission.

283. See also Selection.

284. CAL define)p¥1 as ‘to search’; Dalman as ‘to recognise; claim’. Tdren XYIPY1N0. , which
apparently occurs only here, is listed by Dalman (‘d&siinen’) and Jastrow 725b (“what is known
by searching; innermost, true nature”, noting thaditesponds to BHebPN ). Mangan translates

RJob here as “innermost nature”. There are variamgsT 71PN ; ms.d MIPY (V IPY to
be false).
285. MHebWY9 is listed by Jastrow “to search” and by Dalman ‘auisméto seek out’.

286. Job 5.9, 9.10, 11.7, 36.26.
287.Job 8.8, 34.24, 38.16.
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things ... who gives rain’, with Isa 40.28, which praitdes creative powers of God ,
through the occurrence ofipn in both?®® The association of MXY9) in Job 37.14
and of the equivalerttN>91 in v.16b with rain clouds is very probably significdmi

explaining RJob’s"»pvan in v.16a.

The alternative translatiosx70p may derive from a root meaning ‘to tie, bid® The
verb is found in a talmudic passage where it apparentiysrieavered’; the context is
relevant to the Job text hef@.If the translator intended the sense ‘covering’ here,
perhaps he connected>v29n with »¥191n (lit.‘that which is spread out’) in Job
36.297" Alternatively, X710 may mean ‘smoke’, deriving from the homonymp

‘to burn on an altar’”” The presence of an introductory formula for this altve
suggests thatydpwan might have been an earlier attempt which was nopractice,

transparent eno Ugh.

37.18 N5
HT reads:pxm XD DN OPNYY my WwpIn “Hast thou with him spread out

the sky which is strong and as a molten looking-glas8¥).(The vocabulary and
syntax are open to differing interpretatidiisThe imagery is apparently that of the

skies (or clouds) which stretch overhead like a vaulieaiten met&f’ The nounpny

288. The argument is established W} . The context of Isa 40.28 is creation, which is arsfliation of
God'’s power; the context of Job 5.9-10 is God's giving iof; herefore, through the common
PN, itis established that rain is also an illustrawd divine creative power. Cf. GenR 13.4.

289. Lexicons list the root and nominal form¢TVYP , NIVP ‘knot, joint, binding’).

290. bBer 59aN2y2 YVPT NN ‘[the sky] is covered with (thick) cloud ...".

291. 11Q10 associate®291 with ‘clothing’; see Selection.

292. Mangan translate®7Vp as “fogs”. In English, ‘wreathings’ would embrace bptssible senses
of NIVP .

293. In MT the adjectiv®in falls after the athnah and thus in the second hietmi@.g. JPS: “firm

as a mirror of cast metal”). RJob understaD¥3iN attributively, in agreement withpnyY : ‘the
mighty firmament’PJob understands the same (see Selection, n.101 aldloss).iF a lacuna in
11Q10.

294.V/ ¥ ‘to spread out’ (e.g. Ps 136.6); it is also used to desttrébbammering or beating of
craftsmen working with metals (e.g. Exod 39.3) and thefatamping the foot (e.g. Ezek 6.11).
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(from the root ‘to pulverise, beat finely’) is ambiguous poetry the plural can refer to
clouds of various types: and to the heavens, in the latter case often inliglavath
DY **® The expressiomNId is hapax legomendtY, derived fromv NN ; here in
37.18 it is understood by moderns as synonymous wkkd) ‘mirror’ (as in, for
example, Exod 38.8Flsewherenndn and the more common homographxin
apparently mean ‘vision’, i.e. apparitiéfithough the latter can also mean ‘appearance,

sight, form’?*°

RJob translatemnd twice: XD NIDPION PN PNINM  ‘and their appearance

300

like bright glass™” 8wn has an added pronominal suffix (the antecedent bgimy>
‘the heavens’) and conjunction; the preposition is regresented. In the second
translation the preposition is representednopaoN 0 ‘like glass’™* This appears
to be the more proximate translation. There is tductory formula. It is not clear if
one translation might have been earlier, since retbeald be omitted without detriment

to the overall sensMD NAYPION TN PINRM  POPN PNYS Ny YpIn

‘Will you spread out with him the mighty heavens whogpearance is like bright

295. E.qg. rain clouds (Job 36.28 , Ps 78.23), lightning clouds (J&b)3thunder clouds (Ps 77.18), and
clouds in general (Job 38.37).

296. E.g. Ps 36.6, 57.11, 108.5. Perhaps this arose through olosettvatifine, hazy clouds (cirrus or
cirrostratus types) occur at high altitude and are thus stingges the heavens; cf. TgJon to 2 Sam
22.10-12 // Ps 18.10-12 whempnNY 1Y is interpreted as ‘the mass of light clouds in the hHeigh
of the world'.

297. The form?X9 occurs six times: in Job 7.8 apparently ‘one who seésm@3.21 describing a dying
man who wastes away ‘from sightN7n YW D2 ; in Nah 3.6 meaning ‘sight, spectacle’; in
1Sam 16.122N7 2V describes David; twice in Hagar’s enigmatic exclamaitioBen 16.13,
meaning ‘one who sees’, or ‘vision’. Also BSira 12 apparently meaning ‘mirror’.

298. E.g. Gen 46.2, Ezek 8.3.
299. E.g. Exod 24.17, Ezek 1.5.

300. RJob’s translation dd¥¥) in 37.18b asND is noted under Substitution.

301. The readingv>1PP90ON is supported by nine mss., with some orthographicatians; cf. RJob
to 28.17.N1DP 90N (Jastrow 96b) is a loan-word apparently derived fiapis specularisthe
latter a mica, i.e. one of a group of laminate-formimgerals which can have a transparent quality;
in ground-up form they are often referred to as talc.tfesparent nature a{>10P 90N is
suggested by PsJon to Exod 198T1DP90ND M 7 ‘and it [the mountain] was transparent
as glass'.
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glass?* Theoretically, the alternatives could both be partaoforiginal translation.
However, the omission of the conjunction in sevenss$.3* plus orthographic variants,

may be indications that the less liteyadnm is a later translatioft’

38.8 90", onmn
HT reads:Ny> DN Y2 O ONOT1 TON “He/who shut in with gates the sea

when it gushed forth, coming out of the wonityThis is one of many biblical allusions
to underlying myth regarding God’s containment of the vgaté chaos at the time of
the Creation. References include, for example, Ps 104@hi&h tells how God
contained and secured the waters of the deep; and Prov 8.@h&®@, the containment
of the sea within bounds is retold by the personificatof Wisdom: “When he
established the heavens, | was there; when hels®izmn upon the surface of the deep
DN M9 Dy »N pM (v.27); when he made firm the heavens above, when the
fountains of the deep were strobgnn MYy Y1 (v.28)% when he set upon the sea
his decreeypn ©Y ywa that the waters should not transgress his wordv.29)>”
Job 38.8 brims with imagery suggestive of these mytholbginderpinnings:7om
implies constraint and suppressiBhan»a ‘its bursting forth’ evokes images of the

uncontainable se€&® and DN N constitutes a strong hint at imagery regarding the birth

302. de Moor Multiple Renderingsl77) observes regarding double translation in Tg Jeremhiahin
many cases where the literal rendering is a lateriadditis possible to omit it without effect on the
sense of the paraphrastic rendering, though the regensétrue.

303. 6 mss. hav@nniN or PNNMMNN minus the conjunction.

304. PJob deals with the difficulties through alteratiowafd order and conjecture. In 11Q10 a legible
text has not survived.

305. See also Extension.

306. Alternativelyniya ‘when he strengthened’, see BDB 738b.

307. The division of the primordial waters in Gen 1.6-7 b@gnother remaining echo of such
mythology. Other traces are found in passages such &8]d6.10-13, chapters 40-41; Ps 29.10,
33.6-7,74.13-14, 77.17-21, 89.9-11; Prov 3.19-20, 8.29; Isa 51.9-10, 15; Jer 5.22, 3k 33; Exe
Hab 3. 8-10, 15.

308. See Extension p.64.

309.V M) ‘to burst forth’ describes the gushing of the watéts® river Jordan in Job 40.23 and the
springing of ambushers to attack in Judg 20.33. In Ps 22.10, Micwhidh concern the process of
childbirth,>N) may derive instead frormN) ‘to extract’. The imagery of birth is used again ib Jo
38.28-30 to describe the onset of meteorological phenomena.
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of a deified and rebellious sea from its primordial womb.

RJob translateg?® NnMY PRD NONN D DHIN N NOWT TD DD YO,
‘And he covered and locked in the sea with doors whbroke through from the deep;
as if from the womb it would go out? It has been suggested that the double translation
of 7O as M, YOVY ‘and he covered and locked in' reflects different telxtua
traditions concerning the precise sense of the Hebitelihere is no doubt, however,
that the translation deliberately hints at the miggy regarding the sealing in of the
waters of the abyss. Moreover, there is a distidbbeof Ezek 31.15a in the translator’s

dual verbs: ‘.. | covered over it the deepnn NN POy MDD, and | restrained its

floods MM yadNy and the great waters were shubiay 0 W9 ...*" This

favours regarding the use of two verbs as purposeful andparsingle interpretative
translation, rather than as the result of amalgamatiaifferent traditions at sometime

during transmission.

There are two translations oH71 : 719 NN YD XNN N ‘from the deep, as if
from the womb, it goes out> NnMY 0> s literal and joined to the preceding
translation by the added comparative preposition: “&sifi the womb™=* NN 0

‘from the deep’ is an interpretative translatiohBoth translations must be understood

against the mythological background implicit in 38.8. Witls tim mind, it is clear

310. RJob leaves the difficulty of the subjectT#” without resolution; both verbs are in the third
person even though the context appears to demand firshperaking for awkward continuity with
v.9.

311. StecRecent Translatioi178). The evidence from the mss. is inconclusive: 9 reasl YOVY ‘and
he covered’; 14 reath©) ‘and he locked in’; 9 read both. None omits vav. Themne
orthographic variant )W ).The variantf]20) occurs twice angdN) (V ) ‘to close’) once.

There is no introductory formula.
312. The Ezekiel context is not that of Creation; | aggesting that the associations of vocabulary and
imagery are what might have been salient for theinabtranslator here.

313. The readingPnd is in the majority of mss.

314. de MoorMultiple Rendering$162-3) expounds examples in Tglsaiah of the joining of
interpretative and literal renderings through the us®obr N .

315. NN also appears in 11Q10 to 38.8; its treatment and understadifigdiffer in detail from
RJob. See Expansion.
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that XN 0D minimises the suggestivity of the birth imagery; theplgushes only
as if from the womb. But it is also clear thakmnn itself resonates with legend
regarding the behaviour of the primordial sea - a motifclv is implicit in much
biblical material and which receives expansive exmasslsewhere in rabbinic
literature. Indeed, the wealth of such material in irablsources indicates a thorough
familiarity with an extensive mythological inheritam For the RJob translation here at
38.8, the key motifs in rabbinic material ar&19 NN ‘the great deep’ which
threatens one day to overwhelm the earth again, andet@ with which, from the time

of creation onwards, God has sealed up these watensja@nto prevent thig?

Doeso ‘it will go out’ hint at this potent mythological matal too? In the first
hemistich the past tense and the time-frame of HEt&ined: ‘He covered and locked
in the sea ..". But in the second the ambiguous consiahtfarm of XX> is vocalised as
imperfect’”” Does the imperfect hint at an eschatological intéagion, looking to a
time when the forces of chaos will attempt to brdadrtbonds? Or is it modal: if God
had not barred the sea, it would gush forth? Or is itplginmirroring the MT
vocalisation?® The other elements of the translation cleverly agan through
supplementation and substitution, to subdue suggestivenessakhile encapsulating
and alluding to acceptable and well-known mythological @asons through the
introduction of NN .1t is very carefully constructed. This suggests thatrttemnded

flavour brought by 79> is that of prospective events - which is absolutelysistent

with these other hints at the underlying legend.

316. See further under Discussion.

317. Itis unclear where the break is intended in RJeb'daring: ‘And he covered and locked in the sea
with doors when it broke through from the deep; as ihftbe womb it would go out’. Or: ‘And he
covered and locked in the sea with doors; when it brieattsfrom the deep, it goes/ will go out as if
from the womb’.

318. The precise sense ®fX> in 38.8 is unclear: it could be Qal perfect, imperfeqiamticiple. MT
vocalises as imperfect. 11Q10 uses an infinitive; PJabaisausative perfect.
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21ii. d Additional Examples of Alternative Trandation

11Q10

37.12: ow YN Do ‘all that he commands them’ > ®pa »7 95 Dy ‘over all that
he has created’ (also Expansion; association; see tAdjns of Consonants) + i)
MTPY ‘he commands then’

39.4: K% 911 fin the field they go out” > i)//p9 ‘and they send (them) out’ (see

Omission); ii)3p9) ‘they have gone out’ (clarifies ellipsis/asyndeton)

RJob

37.19: 77 N ‘we cannot arrange’ > PNnY 7T0) XD ‘we cannot arrange to see’
(also Expansion); ii»2) N ‘we cannot concentrate’ (see Substitution)
38.24:pom ‘it is parted’ > i)D22pnn ‘it is assigned’ (interpretative?); ipoonnN ‘it is
dispersed’ (literal?)

38.25: Nbyn ‘water conduit’ > RJobl Ny 8N ‘water channels’; i) PNNS
NYY NOT ‘and whose end is not on high’ (association; see Esipa)) RJob2 i)
N>T Navo ‘for the drainage of the sea’ (association; see Esipajt i) N2V
‘and on high’ (see Adjustment of Word Order)

38.30: wanm ‘they hide themselves’ > i)yv»Mp ‘they become solid’
(interpretative)*® ii) Y110V ‘and hide themselves’ (literal)

38.31:9wpnn ‘Can you tie?’ >90pnNT N9 WwWpnT WK ‘Can you tie??

319. Four mss. havwewp , m.pl.
320. The alternativaVpn is represented by 15 out of 16 mss.

96



2 iii; Alternative Translation

2iii. e Summary

Alternative translations are an acknowledged featuf@Jimb*** the example in 38.9 is
the only one in the current text sample. It occursrevhiere is a distinct grammatical
and semantic awkwardness in the Hebrew; the alteesafome of which is probably a
drudge word) suggest that they are two separate attemptsoaitian. The awkward

suffix is ignored in both cases.

Some of the examples drawn from RJob suggest an origiramsmission of variant
translation traditions; they were probably intendedptovide clarity where there is
ambiguity or opacity ¢29n in 37.16,°X72 in 37.18, both hapax; possibly also those
in 38.24, 38.30, 38.31). Other examples suggest origin as singieaiee exegetical
translations which make explicit meanings that thesiedor understood to be implicit

in HT. Thus, the triple translation ofobyaY in 37.12 reveals divine providence
working within human endeavours; the double translatidng@y andon9n in 38.8

subtly imply abyss mythology; the alternative transis in 38.25 refer to rabbinic
material regarding the mechanics of rainfall which eigpanded elsewhere. They
combine literal with interpretative translations aate constructed with a mix of
expansion and substitution. It is not that the traosldtas seen a difficulty in the
Hebrew; rather, he has seen an opportunity in its &aetyiguity for richness or depth of

meaning.

Cases of alternative translation have long beenifidehin 11Q10, though few have

been considered in depth, nor has each case been sstbhgdif those analysed here,

Technique (153-60),Influence(154-55) identifies three types: double translation ofglsiterm;
double translation of an entire stich; translation gisansion of key words in one stich to form two
stichs. She attributes the first two types to incaapion of marginal glosses by a later copyist, the
third to creation by a single translator. LudBL 1994 recalls Rignell's suggestion that PJob was the
work of more than one translator.
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the example in 37.13 combines free and literal translagxpansion and the added
subtlety of a deliberate misreading. Deliberate misngadi also used in the example
noted in 37.12. That in 39.7 combines a literal and inteapvet translation. That in

38.7 simply repeats the lexeme. These alternative &tarsd in 11Q10 seem to be a
way of maximising the sense that could be extracted fiee Hebrew. All suggest close
use of scripture and a translator primed to take the Hfhoae than face value and to

read it in an associative way.
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Chapter 2 iv. Expansion

Expansion introduces content which has no counterparthén source text; the
translation thus goes beyond the words of the HT. Rerpurposes of the current
analysis expansions have been assigned into one ofdtegories: simple or complex.
Though the edges between the categories can sometinbhsieel, the distinction is a

useful way of arranging and discussing the material.

Expansions which have as their primary effect ctaifon of the plain sense of the
Hebrew are categorised as simple. Simple expansionkeirgtammatical plane are
numerous in all three texts and have been exhaustiathfogued in previous studies.
For this reason, little detail is included of such exasplere. They are often contextual
additions, based on common sense and grammatical censeich as the addition of
particles to clarify the construct relationship, promah suffixes, conjunctions, and
prepositions. Such expansions use linguistic know-how éar dlip loose ends in an
often elliptic HT®* In that they affect (improve) the flow of sense Inaive minor

effects on the overall meaning, they are concerndd gvammar rather than semantics.

Particular attention has been given in previous studiethe treatment of thavaw
conjunction; it is evident that both 11Q10 and PJob adekdguently’®In RJob it is

usually added when the translation expands on*HIT.is worth noting, therefore, the

322. Shepherdiranslating(137) refers to “ ‘minor’ targumic modifications whicb-exist with, but are
often overshadowed by the ‘major’ expansions for withehtargums are reknownsi€). Szpek,
Influence(151) refers to “the addition of a specific elemerthat is implied in the MT” as compared
with an adjustment “that more clearly explains the nreahehind the MT". The distinction between
a grammatical feature which is part of the base texitstation, and a detachable gloss, may be a
matter of fine judgement.

323. It is one of three indices by which ShephBelonsideratiojudges the natures of the translations
(227-258). See also Szpdkanslation Techniquél17-31). She notes 127 cases of addition at the
start of a verse and over 200 cases at the start sétoad or third hemistich. Beyond PJob,
GreenbergJeremiahhas remarked that the additionagfwis “often a change of little importance”,
though gives examples which illustrate how the additionctamify difficult syntax or enhance an
implicit adversative sense (33).

324. According to ShepherBgconsideratiofi245).
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addition ofwaw at 38.26b:y DTN XY 9211 ‘the wilderness where there is no one’
beomes»a ) 72 NPT 927M ‘and the wilderness ...”; this is unusual, occurring as it

does in a straightforward translatin.

Also worth noting is the addition of conjunctiv@win 11Q10’s translation of 39.2Hh
the second hemstich HT reapg»> 1N 2N “the glittering spear and the shield”
(AV).** It has long been held that the 11Q10 rendemry 99N T VY requires
emendation topy Py “and the blade of a lancé”. This assumes that the translator
read 2N in construct with N (i.e. ‘blade of a lance’). But if, instead, 11Q1Q®

is actually the translation ofin> , thenT» ‘and a lance’ is a translation afmn . The
extra conjunction can now be seen simply as a waglasifying what the translator
took to be an asyndetic HT (a blade, a lance), and fact, an unsurprising addition in
view of the syntactical difficulties that the versegents?® As for supposing that the

wawis due to translator errd?, it seems unlikely that the 11Q10 translator would not

have recognised the possibility of reading a construotbewtion here; of the twelve
timesanY is found, seven (eight if one includes Job 39.23) are ristoact®® Perhaps
precisely because it is so often found in construct,tidueslator was careful to show
that it was not to be understood as construct hereadd#éion ofwaw is the simplest

way of showing this3*

325. ShepherdReconsiderationoes not readwawwhen discussing 38.26 (66,99,239), nor when
discussing the addition efawin RJob (242-43).

326. AV “shield” is evidence of uncertainty over the pseaineaning op 7D ; see below. Other details
of 39.23 are discussed under Selection and below pp.105,112.

327. Greenfield and Shakethree Iranian WordsThey identify Tt as an Iranian loan-word meaning
‘lance’. The translator is thought to have takan® as qualifying bothm»N and \YT2; thewaw
in ¥ YV is thus regarded as a scribal error. In support of¢aiding they cite the P translation
of 1Sam 17.7 {MN NAN). | propose the HT itself at Gen 3.24 as a more ligkdge to find
clues to the way the 11Q10 translator understood HT &3288; see Selection.

328. Fishband,Jse, Authority(368) refers to the use whwto resolve ambiguous syntax by scribal
exegetes at Qumran.

329. ShepherdReconsideratiomemarks that “thevawis added by the translator due to an error in
recognition or interpretation of two Hebrew termsamstruct” (233).

330. Construct singular and plural forms: Judg 13.20 (x 2), Isa 29.6, 86.28, Joel 2.5, Nah 3.3.
Absolute singular and plural forms: Judg 3.22 (x 2), Isa 13.8, JaB.4As argued here, the form in
Job 39.23 is ambiguous.

331. Viewed like this, the extrsawis of just the type that ShepheRkconsideratiorf233) describes as

100



2 iv: Expansion

The current analysis concentrates on complex expandba primary trait of which is
their introduction of content which expounds meaning mdeeply or widely or
suggests a new meaning. It is this semantic aspect whigkamined in the following

examples.

21iv. a Complex Expansion in 11Q10

37.16 ay

HT reads:DyT OMmMN MO 2y vo9n Dy y1nn  “Dost thou know the
balancings of the clouds, the wondrous works of him wiagberfect in knowledge?”
(AV). 11Q10 adds the possessive suffix, yieldingy ‘his cloud’*** Harmonisation
with 12y / 72y in v.15 is not its main purpo$&.Though only a single letter addition, it

is an integral part of the translator’'s handling of wiele difficult verse, which he has
understood as a reference to God ‘clothed’ in powenteys the point that this is not
just any cloud, buhis cloud®* that is, the theophanic cloud familiar from scripttire.

The point is consistent with the translator’s reageament of the text her&.

38.8 qo", onm
HT reads:x¥ DNI) M2 O ONOTA TON “Or who shut up the sea with doors,

when it brake forth, as if it had issued out of the wah#V).*’ 11Q10 translates:

a medial plus linking two coordinated terms in HT (henensarather than propositions).
332. For PJob and RJob on 37.16, see Selection and Alterifatinslation, respectively.

333. In PJob internal harmonisation does appear to lvedisen for its use of the pluratais here
and at 37.11,15; 38.9 (HT has singularg:, 3y ).

334.Note the use of the capital letter by Garcia Martieteal.: “[Do you knJow how to clothe His cloud
with might?”

335.)3Y is regularly used in passages which describe the theaptiand; see scriptural references

given at Selection.
336. See Adjustment of Word Order.
337. See also Extension.
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PONY NN DN Y0 NMMNIY XD PYTa nonn ‘Do/will you confing®® the
sea with doors when it gushes forth from the womthefdeep to come out? There
are technical adjustments: the ambiguaws> becomes an infinitive; and the
interrogative particle is insertéd. But of much greater significance is the addition of
NN, which is a far from neutral identification of theomb referred to by HT*
Previous commentary on 11Q10 has not explored the pariigwdzd import of this
expansionyet it is, without doubt, an identification which hagywcative mythological

resonancefecognition of these is essential for understanding 11Qé&0&ering.

The very first elements in the Creation story amn and Jvn (Gen 1.2); the
following verses (vss.6-10) tell how the waters werpas&ted into those above and
those below the firmament, and of the formation led earth and the seas. Other
references confirmoyn as denoting the waters which sit underneath the &aahd
those which sit above the eafthin some cases it can denote terrestrial watétsis
from the waters above that rain originates, as deesttrin the story of the Flood: ‘the

fountains of the great deepay ©MN M»yN .. were broken open and fell as rain

338. Sokoloff,Targum to Joliranslates as imperfect: “will you hold back”. van Baeget al. “as-tu

fermé” and Garcia Martinez al. “did you hold back” translate as perfect, so also Jamgjek al.,
Aramaic TextsThe change to second person is consistent with @edlaration in v.3. Le Déaut,
Un phénomenés10) regarded 11Q10's avoidance of the first person of HV.Bffvas an

illustration of typical targumic method, used here todpthne narrative aliveHarrington Wisdom
Texts(20-21) attributes the change to second person and thegelrathe rhetorical pattern of
God's questions” in 38.8,10,11 to either a varMotlageor “the literary sensitivity of the
targumist”.

339. Kaufman,Job Targum(321) suggests: “in his struggling to get out of the womheftbyss”.

340. Consistent with God's declaration in v.2, and the guesin vv.4-5; also, though implicitly, in
w.10-11.

341.RinggrenSome Observatior(825) noted regarding 11Q10’s translation that it is “at leese
explicit than MT concerning a mythological, or semi-hojbgical, idea”. van der Ploeg al
explain it as “pour plus de clarté” though do not elabof@&oloff, Targum to Jolregards HT's
DN as an allusion to the birth of the sea god Yam ae@ddition of NN in 11Q10 as a

demythologising element. Garcia Martiretzl concur.

342. E.g. Gen 49.25; Deut 33.13; Ps 24.2, 104.8.

343. The image is implied in other passages without direafu®n , e.g. Exod 20.4; Deut 4.18, 5.8;
Ps 136.6, 148.4.

344. The ocean (Jon 2.6); the Red Sea (referred to usiptuttaéhNdNN , e.g. Exod 15.5,8; Ps 77.17,

78.15, 106.9; Isa 63.13; and rivers or streams (Deut 8.7). Iresedt@ppears to describe the depths
of the earth (Ps 71.20).
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through ‘the windows of heaven’ (Gen 7.11, cf. 8:2)Compare also, for example,
Prov 3.19-20: ‘The Lord in wisdom founded the earth, he kstteld the heavens with
understanding. Through his knowledge the depths were broken BgeEm MMNN
and the clouds dropped dew’; Ps 33.6-7: ‘By the word of the kmare the heavens
made ... he gathers the waters of the sea togetherhimap, he puts the deeps in

storehousesmMMNN MININA M ... %%

It is clear that 11Q10’s addition oRMNN was not intended to clarify the image in
38.8 as referring to the waters which spill forth as feom the celestial ‘womb’ or
holding tank. To begin with, the surrounding context is iexiyl not that of rain or
storm, but rather of Creation. Furthermore, as on¢heffirst elements in Creation,
NN would certainly have evoked ideas regarding the watetheofabyss, ideas
which were embedded within an ANE mythology inheritedthwy biblical authors and
very much still current in the intertestamental perBiblical allusions to the waters of
primordial chaos have already been referred to asamleto RJob’s treatment of
38.8>* The book of Job itself is a particular source for sonzterial; for example, in
the related idea of primordial conflict between God dwel forces of chaos, the latter
are frequently represented by Rahav and Leviathan, trestrous inhabitants of the
sea/deep® Of distinct relevance to 11Q10 here is the notion tihatwaters ofoyn ,
though marshalled at the Creation and in retreat iir thedterranean haunt (for
example, Ps 104.7-8), remain a constant danger to the drdenerse, ever-present

and threatening to break through and overwhelm it (£°9).

345. Cf. Ps 78.23 where heaven is said to have doors thrdugh mann&)” ‘rained down’.

346. In Ps 33.6-7 the context is that of creation, anchthge recalls that of Gen 1.9. The metaphor of
God gathering the waters into a heap is also found in Bxakt Ps 78.13 in the context of the
crossing of the Red Sea.

347.See Alternative Translation.

348. E.g. Job 26.10-13, 28.1, chpts 40-41; Isa 27.1, 51.9; Ps 29.3,10, 89.10-11, 93.3-4.

349. Cf. Prov 8.27-29; and possibly Ezek 26.19-20, 31.15.
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The addition of NmNN in 11Q10 looks, then, like an intentional evocafirand
another manifestation, of ideas which are extensivtplored in a variety of
intertestamental, rabbinic and early Christian saiceMoreover, the imperfect
NONN ‘will you confine’ for HT's perfect 79" ‘and he shut in’ is intimately connected
with the addition of N . Just asnwn in 38.107 it is a subtle allusion to the idea
that there is a continuous divine containment of théeve against the day that they will
once more attempt escagdat is, ‘Will you, Job, contain the sea on that ddoen it
will once again gush forth as if from the wombB?There is a similar eschatological
note struck by RJob; together with its introduction 6N , its translation of 38.8

makes a striking comparison with 11Q%0.

39.6 NNYH PYNOYND

HT reads: NN »MOWM A NIy NNV IWR “Whose house | have made the
wilderness, and the barren land his dwellings” (AV). Dapiction is of the wild ass,
which God has placed in its harsh environmeathy appears to mean a sterile place,
one devoid of life, parched though not necessarily sedrcdhis often found in parallel
with 9271 .**® The substantiveinn ‘saltness, salinity’ is clearly metonymic for

barrenness and aridity:own is plural, perhaps ‘haunts, habitual living places’.

350. Note the avoidance of mythological inference ieregfce to stars in 11Q10 to 37.8; see
Substitution.

351. See further under Discussion.

352. See Extension.

353.Alternatively, the imperfechy©n would be consistent with understanding v.9 as describing
storm-clouds and v.8 as the celestial waters from wtdthfalls. This would itself be consistent
with other material in Job, e.g. 26.8, 38.28-30, 37. Noneesktpassages is extant in 11Q10.
11Q10’s imperfect would then extend the sense of v.8 baththetquotidian and the future: the
sense being, perhaps, that God’s containment of thstiglwaters, which gush forth as rain, is not a
once-and-for-all event but rather a daily and continaictg But the wider context here of the
Creation, and the addition )01, together suggest that the allusion is to mythologytano
meteorology.

354.See Alternative Translation.

355. E.g. Job 24.5; Jer 17.6, 50.12; Isa 35.1,6.
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In the second hemistich 11Q10 translate®>n y'8a 197m ‘and his dwelling in a
salt land’. The expansiory N2 could simply have been motivated by the absence of
an Aramaic noun equivalent finn .** But the choice of expansion wisinX rather
than, say, 70N (as PJob), orXIwn , may be significant, In BHeb nnYn is found

only three times: here, Ps 107.34 and Jer 17.6. In bo#ér ptices it combines with
imagery and vocabulary significant for associating witlh 39.6. The subjects of the
psalm wander in the wilderness, away from city dwelfmd); God turns rivers dry and

fruitful land into saltflatnnnY 9 YN (v.33-34). In Jer 17.6 the subject lives ‘like a
bush in the plainn19ya , unaware of the coming of better times; he shadl in the
scorched places in the desema7na ©MIN OWY , a salty, uninhabited langhN
avn N Non ... The hapaxon is usually understood as deriving frafman

‘to be hot, burnt’ (“parched places” AV, “scorched pldcéRS); however,y 9N (or
possibly 7N ) ‘to be free’ gives rise to the BHeb substantm@ N ‘nobles’ (lit.
freeborn) and the idiommn 33, the latter being used in both 11Q10 and RJob to

describe the wild ass in the previous verse (39.5). lm giethis, Jer 17.6b could just as
well be understood as follows: ‘... And he will makee{Pwild ones dwell in the desert,
a salt land, uninhabited’, that is, as another desenpdf the habitat of wild animals.

11Q10’'s NMvon ¥y N2 may well both derive from and allude to these passabih

associateNIN with DN in contexts which recall Job 39.558.

39.23
HT reads: ™oy N 2ND NOYN MIN YOy “The quiver rattleth against him, the

glittering spear and the shield” (AV). 11> refers to some kind of sharp or pointed

356. So SokoloffTargum to Job

357.PJob:mLiry ~Kulwm ~Adrao ‘and in the salt place its abode’.

358. Sokoloff,Targum to Jolsuggests association with Jer 17.6 but does not elabGratenberg,
Jeremiah(194-5) notes PJob’s translation of 30.6 as a probalhentde on PJer at 17.6.
359. See also Selection.
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weaporr’Both RJob and PJob translate as ‘spear’. 11Q10’s expamsidering)IN)
o ‘and sharp sword™ raises two questions: why the addition §fn ‘sharp’, and
why the identification of)»1> as ‘sword’? The latter may reflexdn in the previous
verse?” But the evidence of 1QM is interesting and may add furihanination>®
Theren™> apparently indicates a sharp weapon much shorterrthan ‘spear’; the
favoured translation is ‘sword® Perhaps in the world of the 11Q10 translapor>
had come to mean ‘sword’ rather than a long pointed weapoh as a spear, and his
addition of 930 (‘sharp’, rather than ‘pointed’?) was intended to reenany
ambiguity. Alternatively, if he understoodn and 71> as identical (i.e. ‘spear’),

then perhaps he regarded one as redundant, and so substifwedword’ as an

alternative, a weapon which he regarded as missing themist in HT. If he had in
mind the picture of a fully-armed horseman, his list wonked to include a sword,

scriptural imagery would support tifS.

360. It occurs nine times (Josh 8.18 x 2,26; 1Sam 17.6,45; Jer 6.23, 10 489,23, 41.21) and is often
translated as ‘spear’, ‘lance’ or ‘javelin’ (see, &) and JPS at Josh 8.18, 26; Jer 6.23, 50.42).
Here in Job 39.23 and at 1Sam 17.45 it is clearly distinet )N . AV translates as ‘shield’ here
and at 1Sam 17.6,45.

361. van der Ploegt al render ‘tranchante’; Sokoloffargum to Jolisharp”; Garcia Martineet al.
‘whetted’, suggesting thay N might be a second translation Bh> . ShepherdReconsideration
(49-50) attributes 11Q10%0D 99N to either the translator’s inability to understainel Hebrew,
or his insufficient arsenal of vocabulary.

362. Job 39.22: the war-horse does not baulk at his opposemrd:29N 91 Y KDY ; 11Q10:
290 AN I N N

363. The evidence of 1QM is also referred to in discussind @’sQranslation ofaNY in 39.23; see
Selection.

364. 1QM 5.7-14 describes the relative lengths of weapong)te is 7 cubits long, th)TD merely
1 cubit long. See Charlesworiie Dead Sea Scrollad loc. Yadin,The Scroll of the Wawrites: “it
is perfectly clear thatidhon as employed by the author, means a sword, and nota d& similar
weapon” (124). Furthermore, regarding Job 39.23 he is of théoophat “there is no reason for not
taking it [i.e)Y7"2 ] to be a sword” (130). Greenfield and Shakeuee Iranian Word$42) note this
possibility.

365. Cf. the picture of a war-horse in Nah 3.3 whereitle brandishes “the bright sword and the
glittering spear” (AV): TN P92) 29N 209 NOYN YI9 ; that of Goliath in 1Sam 17.45,
who approaches David armed withn, 17N and T° ; and the description in Jer 6.22-25 of

horsemen armed withyp , 1772 and 29N.

106



2 iv: Expansion

2iv.b Complex Expansion in RJob

37.12 m»anna 790NN MAoN NI
In the first hemistich HT read©>ya> yn>anna 7onnmn mMaon Xy “And it is

turned round about by his counsels: that they may d¢AV).**° RJob2 attempts an

understanding through the storm-cloud imagery of the previanses and has a
complex expanded translatiormmMaxa 9NN  NNYNOL N MHNNII NIM
PO ATV PO 00 XYY MNAT PPTWD “and he in his mercies restorée
hidden watersn his store-houses; for the labowfsmankindhe reveals them and sends
theni. Ps 18 is almost certainly the key scriptual influece this expansion, for it
depicts a theophany in the imagery of a storm and prqvides.12, a route for
deciphering the hapashavn : ‘He has made darkness his hiding-place, surrounding him
is his coveringna>o »mMa»21v, darkness of watemn nowN , clouds of the skies !

By associating mM2v»n  with v 22D, the rabbinic translator transposes the mysterious
DN NovN, held in the storm clouds which surround Goen§2>ao) into the ‘hidden
waters’, held in store-housesni>mana ;** the latter is another echo of Ps 189N

O ‘the coffers of water’ (v.16). The notion of natugglenomena (meteorological,
terrestrial, cosmological) being under God'’s direct comina the major theme of Job
chapters 37-3&° and meteorological phenomena held in store-housesieutarimage:
snow and hail are held ready in storehouse3x¥ N (38.22); storm-clouds hold rain as
though they are bottles (38.37¥.In a universalistic image in RJob the ‘hidden waters’

are, through the mercy of Gdd,revealedpnm 9 (here is Ps.18.16 agaim ™

366. See also Extension and Alternative Translation.

367.0°0 NOWN isunderstood variously: e.g. “dark thunderheads” (JPSk ‘daters” (AV), “dense
vapour” (NEB). The parallel passage 2Sam 22.12 reads NIYN, a hapax presumed to mean
‘collection, mass’, though some modern translatiomotidiscern a difference, e.g. “dripping clouds”
(JPS), “dark waters” (AV). K-B conjecture ‘sieve’ orgsibly ‘wing’ for nIwnN.

368.ShepherdReconsideratiorf7) understandm>MONI as “by his pledges”.

369.Alsocf. 36.27-33.

370. Cf. Ps 148.8: “fire and hail, snow and vapour, stormg fuliilling his word” (AV).

371. On RJob’$MINI2 ‘in his mercies’, see Extension.
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DM OPON ), and sentNNM TV to all people; the expansiomaT NMTYD

Nv) ‘for the laboursof mankindidentifies the suffix orbbya9.%"

38.23 98 nyo , MONOM AP OYY

HT reads:nmnn>m 29p 0»Y I8 nyd NdvnN IWN “Which | have reserved against
the time of trouble, against the day of battle and WA¥). The imagery continues that
of the previous verse which refers to the celestaes which house snow and hail
(v.22: “Hast thou entered into the treasures of the 8mmwhast thou seen the treasures
of the hail’, AV). References to natural phenomenadulsg God in anger against
enemies and wrongdoers are found elsewH&r€he expressiomy ny ‘time of
distress’ is unique, though variations are folfid)y itself occurs at Job 15.24, 36.16,

19.

The connexion between this verse and the precedings//2ade explicit in RJob by its
addition of NyYN ‘snow’ and NT92 ‘hail: DM NOPY NNTYD NON TR T
MNINNDT NMNDNY NYIDT XAIP OPY KT ‘The snowwhich | have stored up for
the time of anguisin Gehinnam and the halbr the day ofPharaoh’sbattlé” andthe
Egyptians’ fight'.*”® By picking up the reference to hail in 38.22, which reaatls of
the plagues (Exod 9.18-26), and 1® in 38.23, which is amongst the terms used to
describe the plagues in Ps 78.491)), the expansion establishes a direct connexion

between v.23 and events in Egypt during the time of thed&d’ The reference to

372. See RJob1 dndy9? under Alternative Translation.

373. E.g. Exod 9.22-26, Josh 10.11, Isa 28.17, 30.30, Ezek 13.13, Hagg 2.17, Ps 1B8f1BSiva
39.28-31, 43.13-14 where the idea of natural elements kept ihetses in readiness for
punishmentis also found. Cf. also 1{@12-13: “... lightning and thunder according to their duties
DNTIAYY 0PI O and well-designed storehouses according to th[eir] purpoBRININY
DJMaNNY NAVWNN (trans. Garcia Martinez and Tigcheld2$S Study Edth

374. E.gNIY NY Ps 37.39, Isa 33.2, Jer 14.8, 15.11, 30.7, Dan 12471 MnNY Ps 9.10, 10.1, and
others.

375. The majority of mss. amend BIMMIN .

376. All mss. amen”t) to forms fromv 1) ‘to store up, reserve’.
377. RJob has interpolations at 5.12, 13 regarding the schefrimgEgyptians. Here in 38.23 the twin
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‘Pharaoh’s battle’ reflects a tradition regarding attiohich scripture only hints at
(Exod 14.6-9, 14). A battle was understood to have ensue@ a&rdhsing of the Red
Sea, when the Egyptians hurled missiles and the Lordesedwwith hailstones and
coals of fire. Ps.18.13 was taken in rabbinic circlesreferring to such events;
Josephus’s account of the crossing may also refleatvaneness of such a traditih.
The reference tonIyI>T NX17p OYY ‘the day of the war of the Canaanites’ in RJob2
is also a scriptural allusion: hail is divinely sentaid Joshua in his battle against the
Amorites (Josh 10.11; BSira 46.6°7) A further inflexion of tradition identifies this
same hail as that which had earlier pelted the Egypbarihe Red Sea, and which
would be sent again in the time to come in the batjleinst Gog® This eschatological
element is itself present in RJob’s understanding of3BB3 in the reference to ‘the
time of anguish in Gehinnanf: Further evidence that Job 38.23 was understood
eschatologically is its use to underpin the assertiah tite hailstorm in Egypt will be

repeated in the time to confé.

motif of hail and battle appears to be the link toEggptian theme.

378. See, for example, Mekh. Beshallah 3.104, midTehillim Ps18M$kiaccount in Josephus Antiq. Il
16.3 mentions rain, thunder, lightning and declares thanttbrbolts were hurled’ at the Egyptians
as they attempted to cross. Further references irb&ig4.egends/I, p.9, n.46; WeissON 177
(258-9).

379. The significance opI0 M2 PPIDNT NIMNIN) in RJob2 is unclear; it appears to translate
as: ‘and the fighting of the steps/ascent [of] Bet Mgraith 101 a form of X/PON ‘step,

ascent’. In bRH 18a Resh Lagish refers to the aséeptd 1’2 , apparently the name of a place
reached by a narrow ascent. In bRH 16a it is saicbth&osh HaShanah all creatures pass before
God like) ) 11 ; the Soncino edition defines as “one by one, iglsifile”. Alternatively)Yn
may mean ‘rebellion’ or rebellious person; Jastrow 888ars to an idiomy1) 1 ‘rebels’. A
misunderstanding of HT seems an unlikely explanation bethes@cabulary is not obscure. If the
sense concerns rebels or rebellion this would bestens with the rest of the RJob2 translation.
Mangan,Targum of Joliranslates as “for the day of the war of the Caitasiand the fight which
the house of Midian mounted”, apparently taki® 0] as a verb in the perfect agpdn ™2
as a reference to Midian.

380. Ezek 38.22 is the basis for this. See referenceszb&iglegends/, p.431, n.194; also Weiss,
D717 (258-9).

381. ManganTargum of Jol{16) notes Gehenna as a characteristic addition ib.RJo

382. ExodR 12.2 (on Exod 9.18); the proof-texts are Job 38.23, Ezek 38.22.
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38.25 NYyN , MIP N

HT reads:m>p N> 797 1Oyn qQuvo 09 M “Who hath divided a watercourse
for the overflowing of waters, or a way for the liginig of thunder” (AV)3*

In the first hemistich RJobl provides an expanded tridmslaNoLVWDY PNV N
NYD NOT PONSPY N OIN XMINT ‘Who channelledor the floodof the deep
conduitswhose end-part is not on highThe mechanics of rainfall are the subject of
much discussion in rabbinic sources. For example, iNrRGEN10 R. Eliezer declares,
on the basis of Gen 2.6, that the earth drinks fromadiers of the ocean. R. Joshua
disagrees, on the grounds that the waters of the oceasalty, and declares that the
earth drinks ‘from the upper watem®oyn , as it is saidDMWn I0NY ... NIND

DM NNWN “The earth ... drinks the rain of heaven” ’ (Deut 1#*1pTaan 8b cites an
anonymous tanna for the opinion that ‘in heaven tieeeekind of chamber from which
the rain issues’, citing Ps 65.1020 N9n ONON )09 . RJob’s addition of NN
identifiesqow as the primordial deep which surrounds the €tffihe image is of a
mechanism by which these waters feed the clouds. Tikeaedouble translation of
N9yN , once aNn N ‘water channels’, derived from the apparent meaning of

n9yn in scriptural usag&? and secondly ask»y> X971 )NYP ‘whose end-part is

383. See also Selection.

384. GenR 13.10: the earth drinks from the upper waters (Deut bttt clouds mount up to heaven and
receive the waters as if from the mouth of a botix> 9V PV (Job 36.27); they distil it as if
from a sieve111D 1D, not one drop touches another (2 Sam 22.12). Theréritemesting parallel
in Baruch'’s vision of the fourth heaven, where hghiswn a body of water and told that the water is
“that which the clouds receive to rain upon the eaf3Bar 10.6, Greek version, trans. Harlow
p.143). In the Slavonic version (3 Bar 10.9) it is explainether that the rain which allows the earth
to be fruitful comes from the celestial waters, ‘@irthe water of the sea is salty so that if iheal
because of the sea, no plant would sprout on the e&féifow (146) does not refer to the rabbinic
parallel.

385. The use of YNV ‘to overflow, inundate’ is directly connected with &ddition of NN and
recalls talmudic material concerning the overflowinghef waters of the abyss. Cf. bSukk 584}
NODY Y90WND NYAY NINN ‘.. the abyss arose and was about to inundate tHe wo also
bMakk 11a, using’ 9OV . RJobl records another traditionX"() which uses the Aramaic cognate

of the Hebrew ’29).
386. See Selection n.51 above.
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not on high’, by derivinghoyn fromv nby .

Both the other rabbinic translation traditions to 382%e variations on understanding
the precise sense ofoyn . RJob3 translates:Xn1p NOVYO PV ) ‘Who
channelled a reservoir for the flood Np2yp ‘reservoir’ is a simple translation based
on scriptural references twbyn which imply a ditch, trench or conduit which can hold
water.v MV here perhaps has a technical sense of directing afioawer a channet®’
RJob2 adds the sea as an extra elememtI NN RALVY >any Tay I ‘Who

made the channels of the floddr the conduit of the s€%®® Is this an echo of R.

Eliezer’s opinion that the earth drinks from the o@&he enigmatixx>n OMONX X209
D1 in Ps 65.10 may be an influent&perhaps by reading»n not as ‘water’ but as

‘from the sea®® This could partly account for the fact that RJob2 waaksecond

translation ofYyn into its rendering of HT’s second hemistich rattemtthe first™*

In the second hemistich HT readw5p »nY 777 .** Two translation traditions are
expanded?” RJob1:x0Ypa Non 12NN PNNNT MYY XNMN) ‘and the way for the
cloudswhich send down water from there withunds’; RJOb2 X)YT XNNIN NDYN

PoPa NIV PNNT ‘and on highthe way of the cloudvhich sends down rain with

sounds’. Here, incidentally, is RJob2’'s second trawslatif n"Dyn (taken as deriving

387. Jastrow 525a. Dalman: fliessen lassen/to make floeitargum to Prov 21.1 translates the nominal
M9 with v PV in a context which suggests channelling or directingitdy’s heart is like
water-channeld 27 Y9V TN in the hand of God, and he turns it to wherever lsaeg’ (HT:

M A TON 20 O MO ‘Aking’s heart is as streams of water in the Lofttad ;90 Dy
N NOry IYN whatever his inclination, he steers him).

388. In RJob29MY is amended in several mss. to eitf®V />ANYV ‘channels, ditches’ 0PV /
NAVVY ‘floods’.

389. In Ps 65.10D9 is defined as an artificial water channel, or caKaBj; channel for rain (BDB)On
Vv )99 see Substitution.

390. Cf. 2Sam 22.18 PN NI ‘the channels dhe seaappeared ...’; in the parallel at Ps 18.16

MT readsD>1 9N ‘the channels of water’.

391. See Adjustment of Word Order/Division.
392. See further on 38.25b under Selection.
393. RJob3 is straightforward.
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from v 1Yy ). The content is clearly reflected in material sashGenR 13.4, where R.

Aha cites Jer 10.13Dva O N NN MPY ‘With sound he supplies a mass of
water in the heavens..’, and explains th#p signifies rain, as shown from Ps 42.8:
MY PO XNMp N DX 0N ‘.. Deep calls to deep at the sound of your

torrents’>*

These expansions are more than merely clarificaté&gin is the key motif for
appreciating the rabbinic understanding of this verse,odmduch in these chapters of
Job. Note how XYV ‘rain’ is made explicit in RJob2. Far from it constihg a
difficulty to be surmounted,Dyn and the rest of 38.25 provided the rabbinic
translators with material suggestive of, and consistemh, this major exegetical

theme®®

39.23 any

HT reads:nmoy N 2N NOYNR MIN YOy “The quiver rattleth against him, the
glittering spear and the shield” (AV¥. RJob translates the second hemistichby
RO XIINND KNY NN XM N ‘Upon him rests weaponrgharp blade,

lance and spearf®’

It seems likely that)v N29N ‘sharp blade’ renderan? *® x»v is an expansioft’

394. For other references see Ginzbeegends/, p.28. PRE 5 (Friedlander edition, p.29) further
illuminates the imagery, citing Gen 2.6, Ps 42.8, Ps 135.7.Z8c12. PRE is dated to the 8th or 9th
century, but there are indications that some elenantearly. For example, the notion that the
clouds draw up water to water the earth is found in Pe,RAB 19.10. The reference to ‘fructifying

rain’, ©92% O lit. masculine waters; this notion appears in e.g@ry2, 14a (Neusner p.333;

Schéfer p.242): ‘R Levi said, The waters above are masdmt1dt DYOYN OIN and the
waters below are feminine’; cf. 1En 54.8, which deseribe waters above as masculine, whilst the
feminine waters sit “underneath the earth” (trareadsin Charlesworttseudepigrapha

395. ShepherdReconsideratioii83) regards the RJob translation as evidence that “ 3825aDy1N in
particular have proven problematic” for the translator.

396. See also Selection; and 11Q10 under Expansion p.105 above.

397. Most mss. of RJob readn’) ‘spear, lance’.

398. This concurs with SteRecent Translatio(il79).

399. ManganTargum of Jolvegards it as a conflated reading, vithn ‘spear’ translated both as
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The association ofan> with sharpness could be purely contextual, but the faligw
consideration suggests an additional influence. Gen 3.2% isrly occurrence of the
cognate noumn? ‘flame’; there it describes the sword which guardswhg to the tree
of life. There is an obvious semantic associatiomheftwo nounn> and an>, and
they are directly linked in Job 41.13 in the descriptio@fiathan. The relevance of
Gen 3.24 to RJob at Job 39.23 becomes more apparent whabhhrec translations of
the Genesis verse are considered. O, PsJon and Natssmud not with flame or
brightness but with sharpness (usihgv ). Here at Job 39.23, where the description
again concerns a sword, it may well be that for tlelRtranslator Gen 3.24 was
influential. It is interesting to recall that 11Q10, tadroduces the notion of sharpness
into its rendering of 39.23, both in its translation pf»> as 9o 97N ‘sharp sword’

and in its translation ohn> as v ‘blade’*”

2iv. c Additional Examples of Expansion

11Q10
37.12: o WN D5 ‘all that he commands them’ TP NI »T 9D DY ‘over

all that he has created he has command’ (also Atieend@ranslation; association; see
Adjustment of Consonants)

37.16:0y7 00N ‘perfect knowledge’ >KXyTHn YT NN N ‘behold it is he <who>

knows knowledge’ (also Extension; association; see Adgist of Word Order)

N3N and asNMMNA .
400.See Selection.
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PJob

39.10: opny ‘valleys’ > xnmy ~idrao ‘in @ rough place’ (association? see

Substitution§™

RJob

37.11:7N )Y Y ‘he scatters his raincloud’ ¥12n MM ‘and the wind scatter§®
37.12:05y95 ‘for their work’ > RJobl: NyIN2 >N29 NNDNND ‘in order to prosper
the workers of the earth’ (see Alternative Transkgti 7wN 9> ‘all that which’ >
RJob1:7 7MX 952 pPnn» ‘and they descend into every place that’ (also paros@a
37.13:vav>  ‘for correction’ > "M NMIIYMOT NIVN ‘rain of punishment, etc’;
70N> ‘for kindness’ > RTONT NON) .. X% XIVN ‘heavy rain .. gentle rain,
etc’ (association; see Substitution, Adjustment of Goaats)

37.19:77y) ND ‘we cannot arrange’ >NNNY 7TD) NY ‘we cannot arrange to see’
(also Alternative Translation)

38.7: 72 ‘when [they] rang’ > PNawNT N1 ‘at the time they were praising’
(association; see Extension)

38.8: 0N ‘from the womb’ >XnNI PNd ‘as if from the womb’ (see Alternative
Translation)

38.10:0m07 M1 OWN) ‘and | set a bar and doors’ ) PN NI IV
YT ‘and | set the sands as doors and bolts’ (associatautition)'™

38.12:9p2 ™Y PN ‘Have you ever commanded morning?»»n> NP

401.PJob adds the verbal complemenT:¥® DN ‘or will it harrow’ > v 1910 ‘and does it pull

the plough’; SzpekTranslation Techniquél61) regards this as “paraphrase”.

402. See further p.116 below.

403.XMI9 is a variant ofXT79 , a collective noun meaning ‘pebbles; coarse santisiin to Jer
5.22 is certain; cf. IEnoch 69.18. The same elucidationgukn5.22 as proof-text, is found in PRE
5 (Friedlander, p.28).

114



2 iv: Expansion

N79¥ ‘Did you command the morning to be?’ (associatiorRadb2j>

38.13: XN ‘the land’ >YNwT RYIN ‘the land of Israel (associatiof} ©ywA
‘the wicked’ >NoWwI N/NIT ‘generation(s) of the wicked’ (association?)
38.31:nNan Do mMown X ‘or loose the bands of Orion’ X992 PTNTODYN N
YOUn ‘... or [can you] untie the ropes which pull the Geifit

39.6: NYN  yMHOwM ‘and its dwelling places the saltness’ N*T8 YN YMOWM

‘and its dwelling places a deserted land’ (associatisa; Slbstitutiord)’

2iv.d Summary

The expansions identified in PJob are aimed at comgecéind/or improving the
grammar and/or sense of ¥ They suggest a translator with linguistic concernserath
than analytical or exegetical expertisbe level on which the translator operates can be

illustrated further by the following brief examples.

404. Plainly an allusion to Gen 150X DY 92 "M 19y > . RJob2’s further expansion makes
the allusion to Creation expliclkh”N TMWNI 2N “Did you exist in the days of the
beginning?”

405. This specification occurs also at 5.10 and 18.17. Therderay association with Ezekiel 7.1-12
where divine retribution is promised against the founews of the land of Israel (v.2)N2
TON NPANN (v.7, cf. v.10) perhaps indicates that retribution coméise morning (so AV; cf.

Job 38.12), though this is a disputed sense. WBiEK1/7/7 cites PRE 34, and RJob’s translations at
5.10, 15.19.

406. The expansion may imply familiarity with a notioattthe constellation was drawn or dragged
across the sky in some way. ClinBH (subNovn ) definesmdwn as the belt of Orion: “less
prob. cord by which he is dragged along”; no referengeven. Greek mythology supposed Orion a
giant bound in the heavens by chains; so Driver angl, 3ol (86). Orion was also associated with
Merope, one of the Pleiades, the seven sisters wiegoutsued romantically, but who then acted as
his guide when he became blind. The sense intended byaviantranslation “or loose the fetters of
the lengths of Orion” is not clear.

407. An association with Jer 17/ XX, and Ps 107 lies behind RJob; cf. 11Q10 under
Expansion, p.105 above.

408. SzpekJTranslation Techniquél33-45) identifies some additions in PJob as resolvingusgm
ambiguity. Szpek, She refelsfluence 151-54) to PJob’s “over-explicitness” in the realms of
grammar and syntax. Cf. other commentators on P: Beegderemiah(32-43) refers to additions
which make explicit the implicit, and those which in@ealarity or precision; Weitzma8yriac
Version(23-4) identifies stylistic additions: “explicit and unambiga@xpression was preferred in
Syriac” (24), and those made to “improve” clarity whiga plain sense was unsatisfactory or unclear
(33-6).
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Faced withnma jax N " X (38.6b), the PJob translator added the preposition

in order to make reasonable sense consistent witieral Iconstrual of N9 as ‘he
threw’: ‘who cast stonem its corners’; it seems therefore to be an additiovedrby a
desire to make good plain sense and by other translahioites within the verse.
Similarly, the addition of the prepositianby RJob in 38.25100p > NYpa/ yOp2)
also results from a concern for good sense and froer aténslation choices within the
verse. But here the added preposition is part of a muchegneackage of expansions
with which the translator enlarges on the senseTf Ht is this which distinguishes it

from the PJob example in both skill and approach.

In 37.11b YN Y %9 the subject of the veryd is unclear; as HT standsy may
be read as the subject (‘the cloud spreads its/his ligit’}t may be joined in the

construct state withmN , leaving the subject unspecified (‘it/he spreads hiadclof
light’). 11Q10 understands the subject as God, but ratherdaa)y in the construct
state, it instead add$n : D7 NY M ‘he scatters his firtrom a cloud’. This addition
clarifies the syntax in a way consistent with underding Yy~ not as light but as
lightning (7 ), which itself ties in subtly with v.21 ©pnwa X N2 X ‘the

bright light which is in the clouds¥? RJob reads the construct state but understands

neither God nor the cloud as the subject of the vediead addingm” : the wind

scatters his raincloudhis expansion resonates not only with ‘the whirtiiof v.9 and

the ‘cleansing wind’ of v.21, but also with bBer 5%aPJob read$yy in the construct

state, provides the particle, and understands the subject of the verb as Géthaax

~aiy oiaa  ‘he spreads the clouds of his light’. Neither the adlditin RJob (™M)

409.See Selection.

410. bBer 59anNn9NV1 WP NNIN ‘He who sees the firmament in its purity’, whicteiglained
as referring to when the wind has cleared the heafersall-night rain. See RJob under Selection,
Substitution.

116



2 iv: Expansion

nor that in 11Q10 (n ) is required on the grounds of grammar, nor is eachlynere
clarificatory; each expansion goes beyond simple icatibn by having its roots in the
wider text and subtly cohering the sense. In contragtJob the addition of the particle,

which adds clarity to the plain sense of HT, is adhath grammatical requirement.

Another example illustrates further the different quadtyexpansion found in PJob. At
38.30 HT reads11a0m> DYIN MM WIAND O JAND “The waters are hid as with a
stone, and the face of the deep is frozen” (AV)n hemistich a) 11Q10 adds the
preposition) and so clarifies, though does not specify, the agetiteoverb:ypnn
MM ‘they were/are overlaithy it (i.e. the ice, v.29). In hemistich b) RJob traresat
Y7201 ‘they grasp each other’ by adding the preposition of aggm, plus the agent:
PTIANDND NP IO NINN 29N ‘and the face of the dedqy the coldis held fast**
These additions in 11Q10 and RJob have a positive effettieosense by increasing its
clarity. PJob makes some grammatical adjustments, @seé tbo have a positive effect
on the clarity: ‘Like stones the waters become ha¥desnd the surface of the depths
closes™™ But the expansions in 11Q10 and in RJob also have a pnofeund effect
on the sense. By referring back into the previous vienstéhe antecedentryyp ), and
bringing the sense from v.29 into v.30, the overall sefitbe text is not just clarified,

it is knitted togethet**

411. The difficulty lies in the verbé X2 ‘to hide’ andV 722 ‘to seize’, which make for doubtful
sense if taken literally. The sense is clearly figueafsee e.g. Grabb€omparative Philology
(118-9) ). Perhaps water, on freezing, is said to ‘cohitealature as it changes from liquid to solid,
its surface joining together (‘taking hold of itself’) urit eventually forms one hard and stone-like
surface. Cf. similar imagery in BSira 43.20 (B))P1 N9p> 2P0 DY NAN M Ny
“Cold northern blasts he sends that harden the pondsdikegroundD T0Y1 Y5 Dy
PN wad> pIvd OMpP> “He spreads a crust over every body of water andesotach pool
with a coat of mail” (trans. Skehan).

412. See Alternative Translation.

413. PJolalters the word order, changes singular to plural (twicahsposes the imperfects to
participles, substitutes the sens@NNM and extends the sense YD1’ ; see Extension and
Substitution.

414. The most frequent way in which PJob coheres them seithin and between verses is with the use of
conjunctive vav; Szpeklranslation Techniquél25); ShepherdReconsideratioi(238, 244).
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2 iv: Expansion

The cohesive quality of the complex expansions found inLD1&hd RJob comes from
a profound and assured familiarity with scripture; these @xpansions built on
intra-scriptural connexions, often intricate, whichepen the understanding of its
meaningIn the case of RJob, resonances with traditionafj@sie are sometimes also
present. As unremarkable an observation as this eghasd allusive quality is when
applied to RJob, it is so far an unacknowledged feature oflQ.1The apparent
simplicity of expansions in 11Q10 (which in most casessisbt of one word) belies
their real complexity. In many cases their signif@amcan be appreciated only when the
scriptural associations are recognised. Moreover, thegesome comparisons to be
made with expansions and/or interpretations in RJolB3&i® both introducexmnNn

and both sound an eschatological note; in 39.6 both expahdywx ‘land’; in 39.23

both understandin® as ‘sharpness’ ).
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2 v: Substitution

Chapter 2 v. Substitution

A substitution is a translation with no semantic tagbetween source text and target
text*® It introduces a new or different sense from that Gf. WMost cases have
presumably required an understanding of the Hebrew, thougtrath&glator may have
perceived the plain sense as unclear or unsatisfactaases which look conjectural
suggest little or no understanding of the HT. Substitutiaich have semantic
significance are discussed. Not included here are sulmmtsutif grammatical elements

which have only minor effects on the overall sense.

2v.a Substitution in 11Q10

3711 "a

HT readshmN )y %9 2y mMIY> M2 9N “Also by watering he wearieth the thick
cloud; he scattereth his bright cloud” (A%).11Q10 renders the first hemisticfy
[Py P> N2 ‘Also with them he cleanses cloud¥ The translation of the hapax
»2 as)N32 has been explained as an error, either by the atansdr in hisVorlage*®

Alternatively, this is a deliberate interpretation thie hapax by the translator. He

connects1 not withv M7 ‘to be wet’, but withv 992 ‘to purify, cleanse; polish’

(BHeb) It is a root used in reference to Job himself: at Qu3® 22.30 the purity of

Job’s hands symbolises innoceffdeThe resonance with Job, the epitome of a

415. See Smelikranslation and Commenta(252).

416. WeitzmanSyriac Versior(33-6) noted this is relation to P more generally.

417. See further under Selection.

418. Brownlee’s proposaCpsmic Rolg that the 11Q10 translator construed 37.10-11 as a reference to
“the cosmic role of angels” is based on a conjectueading in 37.10a, so is of doubtful value. For
comment, see BrookdQFlorilegium(282-3).

419. Sokoloff,Targum to Jolregards))N21 as the result of readin®2 (>3 becomingD as the result of
ligature). See also Zuckermdbate (65). van der Ploeet al remark that by virtue of its position
N2 corresponds td72 , the plural suffix referring to forces which, accordinghe previous
verse, produce ice.

420. In MHeb and JAram it also has a legalistic setsenake clear; prove legally'.

421. Also at 11.4, 33.3.
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2 v: Substitution

righteous man who is rewarded for his faithfulnessery wtrong in Ps 18.21, whete
992 occurs againy 2w T 92D HPIND M oY ‘The Lord will reward me for
my righteousness, for the purity of my hands he wiloregense me’ (cf. v.25,27).
Other material in Ps 18.7-16 (// 2Sam 22.8-17), which is eepl@h storm imagery,
provides further fertile ground for understanding some ofirttfagery and language of
Job 37%% Here in 37.11, rather than translating the form itself”® the 11Q10
translator used its semantic flavour - that is, of pation /cleansing - to illuminate the

meaning of the verse. Thupa ‘with them’ is an interpretative substitute fona ,
referring to the cleansing winds. Its antecedentsrare9: NMO XIAN ITHN N
mp ownm  ‘from the chamber comes the stormwind and the codanfthe
dispersing wind*** with a secondary reference perhaps to 26435y DY M2

‘.. with his wind the sky becomes clear’. 11Q10’s tramsha (‘Also with them [the
winds] he cleanses clouds’) works in two ways: it iefesick to the winds of v.9, and it
prefigures v.21, where the image of clouds being cleansedebwind is in fact to be
found: DINVM NIIY MM DPNYA NN PN IR NI XD NN ‘They do not
see the bright light which is in the clouds, for thendvpasses through and cleanses
them’. That the translator regarded ‘cleansing’ askdheconcept for understanding the

verse is corroborated by his translation of the sdclapax MY as P> ‘he

cleanses*?

11Q10’s interpretation 072 is of heightened interest when recalling that RJoblesia

the same associatiowith cleansing? Futhermore, it is to be noted that in several mss.

of RJob it is not God who scatters the cloud but thwintroduced as the subject for

422. See discussion of 37.12 under Extension.
423. A straight translation as noun + first person singau#ix would be difficult in the context.

424.0 M0 is hapax, probably derived frosh W ‘to scatter’; the root occurs in BSira 5.901%).

ZuckermanDate (68) regards the antecedent® in v.10b.

425. See Adjustment of Consonants.
426. See Selection.
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2 v: Substitution

the second hemistidf’. The most obvious influences for this addition arewfeds of

v.9 and patrticularly v.2I’he winds that are implicit in 11Q10, in RJob are explicit

38.6 197, NN

HT reads:nmo Jax N M W wavn MIX "N DY “Whereupon are the
foundations thereof fastened? or who laid the corneestiereof?” (AV)? It has been
argued above that 11Q10’s translationn@b9 AN is suggestive of a stone of some
distinction* Its translation ofn7 " W ‘or who cast?’ asD>n 2 W ‘or who set
up?’ is equally interesting® It might be argued that the use WD is simply an

interpretation of the idiom of HT in a common-sens®y/\appropriate to the context of
building.”** But this overlooks the possibility that it may showesn appreciation of the
scriptural significance of N9 , of which the only other occurrence in this seisse
when Laban recalls setting up a stone pillar as a satbetween him and Jacob (Gen
31.51):792 12 TP WX NIANHDN M M DX 7N ‘Here, then, is this stone
mound, the pillar which | have thrown up between me and.¥’ The circumstances

describe the setting up of a stone in a ceremonial amsmemorative context (which,

notably, includes a sacrifice, v.54, and calling on Godiagess, v.50,53).

Moreover,v DY itself has some noteworthy scriptural connotatidrge Hifil occurs

three times in contexts which have a specific linkhvhe cultic locus of God on earth.

427. See Expansion.
428. See further detail under Selection.
429. See Selection.

430. Both RJob and PJob uéeX TV ‘to throw, cast’, apparently taking the sense of itrally, pace
Rignell's “who applied”. In RJob this literal translani of N7 is perhaps an allusion to, or

appreciation of, the legend that the earth came intglehen God cast a stone into the waters;
Ginzberg,LegendgV p.14 n.39) describes this as a “widespread and populanhddo perhaps the
translator simply chose to remain close to HT. RJotho cast stones in its corners’ does not
suggest knowledge of the legend. The substitutiod for N> in 11Q10 does not suggest
consistency with this particular element of the leg&wek further below.

431. Tur- SinaiCommentaryad loc.) notes evidence for the idiomatic Alkmu shubtulit. “to throw a
dwelling”, i.e. to found a building; cf. modern English ididmthrow up a building’, meaning to
erect it hastily.

432. The narrative reports that Jacu 9 ‘raised it up’ (31.45).
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In Josh 24.26 Joshua sets up as a witness a large stone thedeak beside the
sanctuary of the Lord’; Josh 4.9, 20 is the account ofbdeing of the ark of the
covenant across the Jordan on twelve stones. In Bb8 48e context of inauguration

and ceremony concerns the tabernacle: ‘And Mosesis¢he tabernaclewyn op»
PWNn NN and put in place its bas@sT NX 7 ... and set up its pillalBN OpP”
»7TNY ... Note that)TX also occurs here in Job 38.6, referring to the baseegfillars
which, according to Job 9.6, support the earth1ny ).** It is surely no coincidence
that in 38.6 11Q10 replaces»TN ‘its pedestals'with YN ‘its foundations”**
seemingly having understood a reference to the eamsunderpinningsxn 5y N

NTNX YK ‘Or onto what did its foundations joif%

There is another passage to consider. After Jacoeaptianic dream (Gen 28.11-22),

he took the stone which had served as his pillow ‘ahd gp as a pillanaxn NN NP»
DANN NN OWN .. .., consecrated it with oil and named the place Bet-BNmM
DNON A M .. NN ‘and this stone ... shall be God’s house ..’ (w.18,19,22)
Although v O is not used in the account, there is no mistaking tmmexion of a

symbolic stone with God'’s locus on earth.

Each of these passages concerns a symbolic stondpiard translator sensitive to
resonances, an allusion to the tabernacle and/otethple would be palpable, if not

explicit. All this suggests that in translating™ with v DY , just as in translating its

objectnM9 AN , the translator of 11Q10 chose carefully, perhaps imgridi evoke

433.YTN in Job 38.6 is apparently a reference to the plintipgdestals of the pillars which support the
earth. Job 9.6 refers to the earth’s pillam Y ); the verse is not extant in 11Q1PIN is used
frequently to describe the bases of the frames dbtternacle (Exod 26.19f, 27.10f; cf. Song 5.15).

434. Considered defective fghX ‘foundation’; so SokoloffTargum to Joi{147, 174); Fassberg,
Hebraismg59).

435. RJob’s translation is straightforward{>21010 ‘its thicknesses’ is amended in several mss. to
forms of the nounNJ11D ‘base, socket'. For PJob, see Conjecture.
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particular ceremonial stones which act as withessoormemoratio®® Recall that the

only other stones ‘cast’ in a ceremonial contextemiose between Laban and Jacob,
and they were designated as ‘heap of witnesg)©Thv ) andTyo) , v.47). Perhaps,

then, the translator of 11Q10 understood the ‘distincta®€ra the stone in Job 38.6 to

reside in its role as a stone of commemoration tmess to the act of creation.

38.7 OON M Y5, )92

The stich readsnONX 2 95 WM 9P )5 T Y12 “When the morning stars
sang together and all the sons of God shouted for joy).(X The expressioma
DNYN may hark back tanoxn 2 in Job 1.6 and 2.1, who present themselves

before God, with Satan among them - they appear torbetking like a heavenly court

or retinue’® Variations on the formula occur elsewhere too. Bamnwle, and most

notably, perhaps, in Gen 6.1-@1OxN "2 join with human females to produce ‘the
mighty men of old’. In Psalms the ter>N 31 refers to other gods who are called
upon to witness to the supremacy ofn> (Ps 29.1, 89.7). Such epithets carry obvious

polytheistic undertone’ Furthermore, whichever way 38.7 is read (in paralleh®r

coordinate clauses), there are problematic implicatafranimism and/or polytheism.

11Q10 confronts the verse’s inherent difficulties througibsstutions. The reference to

sons is replaced with ‘angelskn>N x9N 95 NTND DIPYM ‘and all the angels of

436. PJob’s use opano to replacay1vn in the first hemistich has clarificatory value oalyd is thus

in distinct contrast to 11Q10’s interpretative usé @j? in the second hemistich. See further
below.

437. See also Extension.

438. Cf. 1King 22.19 // 2Chron 18.18 where the heavenly hosbai¢o stand either side of the Lord’s
throne, an image which is perhaps a remnant of amaligblytheistic mythology in which the
heavenly host referred to an assembly of the gods¥etiweh at its head. For a full account see
MorgensternMythological Backgroun¢40-2).

439. For an examination of the issues see Morgensitthplogical Backgroundalso Tur-Sinai,
Commentanad loc. on similarities with the Akkadian creation myt
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God cried out togethet*? This reflects the identification oY~ »2 as angels which
became established in Judaism by the first half ok&w®nd century BCE! Secondly,
92 replacegna ‘when singing’:99% Y220 NTND IMNA ‘when the morning stars
shone together’. The frequency0f)7 in BHeb and the fact that the form is rendered
here, accurately, as an infinitive are strong indicetithat the translator knew the

root#*

yet he avoided a straightforward translafirin the contexty 9nt is certainly
more realisti¢** but, more to the point, it resolves both the seroaatid animistic
difficulties.*® The verse is clarified as two independent actions takitace
simultaneously: the morning stars shone together andrbels cried out togeth&f.
Moreover, the use oV 9 itself may have been determined by an appreciatiats of
very particular scriptural association. There are nectireferences to stars shining; but
there is an obliqgue one. It is the only occurrencéhefroot9ny in the sense ‘be light,

shining’*’ In Dan 12.3 it is foretold that ‘the knowledgeable wiiing like the

brightness of the firmameny>pyn MDY and those who lead many to

righteousness [will shine] like the stamx>2> for ever and evef”® The equation of

440. BrookeExegesis at Qumraf280-3) includes this as a possible exampla tifjre in 11Q10; see
Discussion.

441. The earliest datable referenc@®YN 21 in Gen 6.1-4 is the Noah fragment of 1En 6-11.
Alexander,Targumim and Early Exegedisis suggested that the identification is likely to betmuc
older. For PJob and RJob, see Substitution, below.

442. Aramaie/ Y9 can mean ‘to think, meditate’ as well as ‘to siragid thus does not give an

unambiguous sense.
443. See further under Adjustment of Consonants.

444. van der Woud&DSS(413) regards 11Q10’s translatiomyof as an example of “rationalization”.
Jongeling regarded it as an essentially targumic demytlzalign; see Shepher@econsideration
(277).

445. Editorial consensus (van der Plee@l, Garcia Martineet al., Sokoloff, Targum to Jopregards
the grounds for the translation as removal of mythckdgieferences for theological concerns. See

PJob under Adjustment, RJob under Extension.
446. See further under Alternative Translation.

447. Otherwise the root appears to mean ‘to teach’, ‘atshpwarn’. Cf. the use oft in BSira 43.9
(B): ‘The beauty of the heavens and the glory of B afiad its light shines in the heights of God
ON N2 PN YINY L

448. The verthmt is an example of a double-duty modifier, used once but woddr apply twice;

Dahood New Metrical ApproachThe technique is also known as “verbal gapping”; see0r,
Hebrew Verse Structu@22-7, 401-4).
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the righteous with stars and with angels is explic#jtra-biblical reference¥?

For a translator seeking a context through which to taled Job 38.4-7, there are two
further scriptural passages which might have offered piatiinsight through resonant
language and imagery. The first is Isa 44.23-28: the prophehaods the heavens to
sing 17 and the earth to shouty» N (both verbs found in Job 38.7) in response to
Israel's redemption (v.23), for the Lord is he ‘who maétkshings, who alone stretches
out the heavens, and alone spreads forth the earth (v\@4d fulfils the counsel of his
angels D> PINON N8 ... (v.26) .. saying to the temple: your foundation dhell
laid 7O 92>M ..’ (v.28). There are subtle resonances with the widetent of Job:
the Lord is ‘redeemer, and he who formed you from thenlwqv.24; cf. Job 3.10-11,
10.18; 19.25, 31.15), the wise are frustrated and their words feeésh (v.25); and
there are clear resonances with Job 38.4-7: the mbtibundation is central;, the
descriptions hark back to the time of creation, angtheence of the angels at that time
is implied. The foundation referred to in the Isaiah gags is that of the temple. In the
second passage, Ezra 3.10-11, again, significantly, the xtostehe laying of the
foundations of the (second) temple. The priests anddsestiand arrayed in their robes,
carrying trumpets and cymbals, and singing praises and theinigs then the people

join in: ‘and all the people shouted with a great chigamy NYYIN WIN DYN DD,
praising the Lord,mn> ™2 7O Yy because the foundation of the house of the Lord

had been laid’ (v.11).

Did the scenes in Isa 44.23f, of praise sung to God théocyéa confident expectation
of his establishment of the temple, just as he astalol the earth, provide the 11Q10

translator with material for understanding the settihgad 38.4-7? Were the scenes of

449. E.g. 2Bar 51.10: the righteous will “be like the angelsoretjual to the stars”; 1En 104.2: the
righteous “shall shine like the lights of heaven”; 4E¥77125; cf. Matt 13.43. Alexandérargumim
and Early Exegesi66) refers to a line of interpretation which equamd N 2 with ‘the
righteous line of Seth’.
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celebration at the founding of the second temple, i@ Bzt0-12, construed as in some
sense the earthly equivalent of the heavenly scenetddpin Job? There is a strong
tradition of linkage of the motifs of cult (tabernactemple, sacrifice) and creation in
the rabbinic world-view, as expressed, for instanoethe assertion that the day on
which Israel erected the tabernacle was the day Glmat completed the creati6ii.

Other sources imply a much earlier origin for such mstity Allusive clues in the

11Q10 translation of 38.4-7 suggest the translator broughetteh an awareness of a

similar range of motifs and associations.

38.25 nYyn qowY A9 Mm

HT readsmop N> 797 NYyN quwd 09 M “Who hath divided a watercourse
for the overflowing of waters, or a way for the liging of thunder” (AV):**

11Q10 renders the first hemistichpy XIVND MW I ‘Who appointed a time for the
rain?*>* Commentators have supposed the translator eitherviodigected to the less
than transparent image in HT or to have misundersto&d Further deciphering,
however, shows how the translator intended an int&xfive rendering. The most
obvious explanation for the substitution VN> ‘for the rain’ for qOWY ‘for the
overflowing’ is the influence of the following verseyvhich opens with the verb
PLVNNY ‘to cause to rain’ and whose sense follows direatlyfrom that of the current
verse.Influence from 28.26 is also quite likely (see further ol tielow). But wider

scriptural influence is also probable. Although it is ttbat in BHebv quv is used

450. GenR 3.9; an idea reflected also in NumR 12.11. See Distuss

451. See further under Discussion.

452. See further detail on HT and on 11Q10 in the secondtiemisder Selection.

453. BHebV )99 ‘split, divide’ is rare, occurring as a verb only thténes (Gen 10.25 in reference to
the earth, Ps 55.10 in reference to speech, and heseyftimominal forms are more frequeh?I¥
can mean ‘to place, set’, ‘to appoint’ as well asi$sign a share, distribute’. See Extension for
RJob’s translation af29 .

454. See van der Ploegal; Garcia Martineet al Weiss, 0177777 (25-6) regards 11Q10’s translation
as etymologically inexplicable. ShepheR&consideratior(83) remarks that 11Q10 “corresponds
only generally to the MT and is heavily reliant oe ttontext”. Sokoloff does not comment YR .
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mostly of gushing floods (figurative or literdiy,the association is not with raper se

it is significant, therefore, that in the only casetereqov is identified with, and
occurs alongsidepw) , the context is that of a theophdrfytogether with hail, wind
and fire - all elements which are of immediate releea here in the Job text
(38.22,24,25); for a translator thinking analogic&llysuch passages would provide a

sound basis for association. This may help to exp@rtranslation ofyov as ‘rain’.

The rendering ofn>yn with 2% reveals more about the translator’s thinking. It might
be argued as a case of translator ignorance or misusmidirgj on the grounds that
noyn , though not hapax, is somewhat obsétir@&ut it is preferable to suppose that
the translator was almost certainly influenced by 28.2@tere the unusual syntagma
mop ™mN> appears for the only other time; the sense ofdnslering here at 38.25a
(‘Who set a time for the rain ...") is very much radothe lines of HT at 28.26anwy2a
PN VN> ‘When he set a decree for the rain ...". The faet the did not choose to
translate with exact equivalents implies that he engaloy thoughtful approach to the
sense of 38.258The thread that unites the elements of his renderimod andyot )

is that which in scripture associatesn ‘rain’ with Ny ‘appointed time’, as found in
Deut 11.14: ‘| shall give the rain of your land in its gga9NYa1 DONIN VN, the
first rain and the latter rain ..”; and in Deut 28.12, whthe resonance with this Job
passage is even stronger: ‘The Lord will open to youghisd treasurehousesx

21VN , the heavens, to give the rain of your land ind@gssmnya I8N 90N ...

455. See occurrences cited under Selection.

456. Ezek 13.11,13, 38.22.

457. HepnerYerbal Resonancé&ee further under Discussion.

458. See Selection.

459. The translator does not just transplant the serssdisfant verse (28.26a) merely on the strength of
a verbatim phrase held in common in hemistich b tif bersesMV is not an equivalent ahvy ;
nor is)I% of PN . In fact, at 28.26 11Q10 appears to mirror BiYA exactly with N]7ayN1 .
The only complete word to survive in 11Q10 at 28.26/xiii. BIIP .

460. BSira 39.28-31 describes how storm-winds, fire, hailifeydisease and wild beasts are created for
punishment and kept ‘in his storehouse for the proper ti&N 1I¥N2 (v.30, soMS BY; G
hasTMN instead ofny ).
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The synonynbw) occurs withny too: see Lev 26.4, Jer 5.24 (both concerning rain in
due season). Regarding the significance of Jer 5.24, mattddr 5.22 is a reference to
God placing the sea within bounds - of direct relevamceahe Job text earlier in

vss.8-11 of this chapter.

The 11Q10 translator understood the first hemistich asried simply to rain; the
reference was made explicit by translatiy@? interpretatively askIVn2 . ThatNnw

should also be understood interpretatively as ‘he appoiniedimplied by the
representation of>yn by yav , and the implicit connexion with scriptural referente

rain in due season. The translation is subtle and aliaki

38.27 NNYVM NNV

HT reads:NWUT NNND mN8NDY IRV NIRY WavND “To satisfy the desolate and
waste ground; and to cause the bud of the tender herb it $prth?” (AV). The
expressiomnNw NNV ‘ruin and desolation’ is rare and neither noun is comffio
None of the Aramaic renderings is straightforw&fd.1Q10 rendersnpawy NV ,

generally taken to refer to desert vegetation: ‘thawh weed’. The difficulty is not just

lexical*® If it is accepted that the translator substituted tthamd weed’, how then did

461. The expression occurs again at Job 30.3 and Zeph 1.15galSir8 51.100XY / NN occurs
eleven timespXW1N five times (singular: Zeph 1.15, Job 30.3, 38.27; plural: Ps 78418).V NV
(interchangeable withXVY ) can have the sense ‘to make noise, crash’, wittxéended sense of
‘to lay waste, ruin’, hence the derived nouns. K-B dedithe primary sense ofX)¥ as “what
breaks out suddenly”, thus “storm” (Isa 10.3, Ezek 38.9, Zeph 1td&)ble, ruin” (Isa 47.11, Job
30.3, Ps 35.8), and in Job 38.27 “desert”. BotY and DX are also found in 1GH.3.30,

17.6, where the sense of both appears to be “ruin, déstruct
462. For PJob see below; for RJob see Selection.
463. The vocabulary is uncertal®TV is rare, perhaps connected with wild growth; Jastrow 1570a

VY ‘wild fig'; JIBA: KMV, KTV ‘sprouting, germination’; JPAVLOVY ‘wild-growing'.
Sokoloff, Targum to Jolproposes an original * Shyt’ and assumes the senset'desgh NjpP*aY
used elliptically forn>2¥ YN ‘abandoned land’ (note that this would result in a tiegtita

which repeats the image already in HT v.26). In thie easonnexion with Syr<.mx is

proposed; see Greenfield and Sokolofntribution(85). Jastrow 1514b, 1517a ligxav
‘abandoned; spontaneous growth’ aRfpaV¥ ‘abandoned, undressed vine; single shoot’. JPA:
PaVY ‘undressed vine'. JongelinGontributions(195) suggests readingi?ay / Npav
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he arrive at this sense? At Job 30.3/xv.7-9, where dh&egt is again deserixwn is
rendered axvwN2a ‘evil’; at 30.14/xvi.3NVNA renders NXY . That XYN2 is not

used here at 38.27 suggests some thought on the part ofriblatog rather than the
use of a standard translation. The simplest explanasiothat he understood HT
figuratively and supplied a clarificatory translation, tekihis cue from the immediate
context of plants springing to life after rainf&lut it is worth also considering more

closely the possible influence of the only other teaxurrences of the phrasexy

(A3 ZA)

At Job 30.3 the sense is difficdif;it may be that the desert plants in v.4 should be

understood as concrete illustrations@R¥N) NNV In V.3, or perhapsinvm XY
is the result left by those who collect such meagreesasce»v »y M>2N DAVPN
DNNY  OMNY vy ‘they pluck saltwort at the bush and gorse roots foir floed’
(v.4). Either way, as it occurs in Job 300w NNV could be construed as strongly

associated with desert plants. In Zeph 1.14-15 the associatiwith the day of the

Lord, described as a time of trouble and distres®¥™ NIY , waste and desolation
IRWND NRVY , darkness and gloom. It is to be noted that in Job 3&R¥M NXY
occurs shortly after verses which speak of God's reseheld 29p OVD % nyd
N> ‘for the time of trouble, the day of battle and w@r23). The ‘day of the Lord’

iSs a common enough scriptural motif, but its occurrencksa 27.1-11 is of particular
interest; it is a passage which has several assnwatboth lexical and in imagery, with
Job material, here at 38.27 and more widely: the dayeot.thd’s visitation to strike

Leviathan (v.1), God'’s provision of water (v.3), battlendn>n v.4), root, blossom,

equivalent ta\pay ‘stalk, vine’, citing a Syriac cognasbuga, or ?°A¥ ‘spontaneous growth’
(cf. Jastrow) + emphati© .
464. At 30.3DPYN is hapax; 1N perhaps refers to the gnawing sensation of thirgt aritl plant

roots (through metathesis, readimgy ). YN is obscure but appears to mean ‘last night,
yesterday’; see K-B.
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bud (v, ¥, M9 v.6), east wind O>Tp v.8), desolate wildernes11 v.10). It

is of significance also that the Isaiah passage centaie of the few occurrences of the
scriptural pair ™y PNV ‘briars and thorns’ (v.4¥° The context for mey PNV is
always that of God’s angry visitatidf.|s there an echo of ¥y PNV in 11Q10’s
Ny xw 7% A second occurrence afPwy Pnv is also suggestive: the vineyard
which the owner (God) has so carefully tended will lomed to rainless wasteland: ‘I
will lay it wastenna MW ... briars and thorns will grow»vy v NOyY , and |
will command the clouds not to rain upon it’ (Isa 5.5-6gré¥n2 , an arid, rainless

468

wasteland of briars and thorns, is effectively symooys withnNwm NNY .

What these passages suggest is that 11Q10’s metongiprayy NV ‘thorn and
weed’ may well have drawn directly from the other ocences of the rareNv
DNV , and that it was used with a keen eye on both thengairyy 0w and the

specific context here in JAB.This is not to imply that the translator misundersittioe

plain sense ofARwM NV as that of ruin and desolation; rather, it implieg thavas

the connotation of wilderness and desert, supported pebolgahe evocative material in

465. There a two hapax legomena in Isa 27.4; the sensédsltif?aY D1 M) D PN 1HON

T NIIPNN N2 NYVAN NNNDNA TP “Fury is not in me: who would set the briers and

thorns against me in battle? | would go through themaulevburn them together” (AV); “l would as
soon have briars and thorns, then | would wage war dgordiburn it all up” (NEB); “There is no
anger in Me: if one offers Me thorns and thistlesill march to battle against him, and set all of
them on fire” (JPS).

466.7°V is always paired withIV : Isa 5.6, 7.23-25, 9.17, 10.17, 27.4. Compare alsd x@124-25

which describes a dry, parched lam® NN which sustains abundant growth when watered with a
torrent)VYY and channel®>9 ; but when without water “it will be like the acac[rathe desert],
its trunk like nettles in salt flarsN2 ©¥ND , (in) its furrows thorns and reeds shoob
ITITY P to brambles and thistle®) POYY .7

467. Garcia Martineet al note thatNIV is probably related to BHetV .

468.11M1 is hapax, of uncertain etymology, taken from contextéan ‘wasteland, devastation’; see
K-B.

469. In support of this suggestion there is convergent lexdpbdgal opinion that 11Q108MY and
BHeb Y derive from a roon/>NVY . See Greenfield and Sokolo€ontribution(85); and K-B
subMV .
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Zephaniah and lIsaiah, which he took up and explicatedeirlight of the particular

context in 38.27, echoing the scriptural gamen Y with hisnpPavy XY .

The similarity between 11Q10 and PJob here is intege&tifPJob understandsxv

IRV as a collective description of desert plants and parsgbraw._. \. ‘every

thornbush’. This may be a translation derived from the contéxgr perhaps the
translator was reminded of one or any of the influsnm®posed above for 11Q10. Job
30.3 would seem the most likely, but the lack of a Syrawcsiation of 30.3-4 weakens
the likelihood of this. Furthermore, the translatorsuparaphrase and does not mirror
the pair structure of HT; this is not persuasive thatvhe aware of, or made use of, any

associations withmwy v . In the case of 11Q10, it is precisely the quiet yeindist

echo suggested lyp>awvy XY which bespeaks greater depth to its translation.

2v. b Substitution in PJob

37.14 oy

In the second hemistich HT readsianm oy “stand still and consider” (AVY? In
PJob ~>xo ‘and hear replacestny ‘stand’. Perhaps this was the result of

understanding the verse as a recapitulation of v.2ymv wnY ‘Listen carefully ...’
, and/or as an introduction to Elihu’s following descaptiof the elements of a storm
(vss.15-18), which Job is thus exhorted to ‘hear and derigrather than HT’s ‘stand

and consider’). In either case, the substitution magpsopriate sensg’

470.WechslerReflectiong119) regards it as an example of “early exegetical/targparalels” (107).

471. So Szpekranslation Techniqué93). P does not translamX () in this way elsewhere; see
WechslerReflectiong120).

472. See further under Extension.

473. DhormeCommentaryegards it as an “incorrect reading”, RignBishitta Jotas “a careless
mistake”. SzpekTranslation Techniqueotes it as substitution due to “generalization” (285) and
“interpretation” (297). Common sense seems as likely.
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38.7 OYON M
HT reads: ©NOX "2 55 w1 9pa »1)0 I )12 “When the morning stars sang

together and all the sons of God shouted for joy” (A¥RJob renders»non »a as

~a®\y Lin ‘sons of angels'’” The fact that at Job 1.6 and 2c®nYX "1 is rendered

straightforwardly asn.m\r~ ,io suggests that the translator did not model his

translation here on these earlier vef$&RJob’s translation here is curiously similar to

RJob at 1.6 which rendervaoN9n "3 ‘sons of the angeld”” Perhaps this is a

confused version of the equation DfAYNX 2 with angels.

38.10 OYWN) .. 9aWN)
HT reads:nom mMI21 DOWNY PN POy 72wN) “And brake up for it my decreed

place, and set bars and doors” (AV). In this conteawX) ‘and | broke’ is problematic

for sense¢® PJob replaces both verbs with the semantically neuira o : ‘and he

made ... and he mad®’. 1o« has already substituted fomwa ‘when | placed’ in the

previous verse (38.9)° The recasting of the infinitive as a finite verb time third

person is consistent with the third person sense&#frd so improves the continuity

between the two verses. The usexaf. again in 39.6 confirms its status as a favoured

safe alternativexmnv 9WN ‘which | have put’ is replaced byia.a ‘which he made’;

again, the third masculine singular is consistent withHebrew in following verses.

474. See also Extension.

475.Szpek,Translation Techniqué97) regards the substitution as due to “interpretation’thaler,
Reflectiong103) as a paraphrase in accordance with existing and pedtefited exegetical
tradition.

476. P at Gen 6.2,4 is literal.

477. See further on RJob below.

478. See also Extension.

479. This is also categorised under Conjecture.

480. See Alternative Translation.
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38.11 v

HT reads:T2) PN)2 TOW RO PPN XY NX1AN N9 Ty 9N “And (1) said,
Hitherto shalt thou come, but no further: and herel $shglproud waves be stayed”
(AV). As it stands the apparent sense of the secondasti@ms impossible: ‘And here
he will put in the pride of your waves’. The problem ystactic and semantic, with

mvy (in MT vocalised as Qal imperfect third masculine siagulmy ) lacking both a

clear subject and a complemdnfob’s substitution oY ‘he will put’ with 1xa ¥

‘you will remain” makes very good senser'.AN KhourAag  Wdad  ~Kaimo ‘And

here will you remain in the magnificence of your wav&sThe casting into the second
person was probably influenced by the second person falreedy within the versé

It is less clear how the translator might have adivat the substituted sense ‘to
remain’*® Gordis suggests that it is an inner-Syriac error, ngadinav> .***
Alternatively, it may be based on misreading the coasts 2 m™v» and arriving av

aw ;** the various solutions in RJob make an interesting ctsque™

481.In hemistich &AM is rendered imaginatively as’&v:)k\ ‘you will reach’.

482, In the first hemistich/aN) ‘and | said’ is replaced withh Ao ; the sense is interrogative, and

thus consistent with HT im.12: ‘And did yousay...?’ The Syriac form is homographic in first
person and second person masculine singular, but theigdttes disruptive of the smooth flow of
sense the translator has engineered in preceding vielsé4l4 has the third person form.

483. This is also categorised as Conjecture.

484. l.e. 1% ¥ ‘you will break’.

485. Or perhaps it was suggested by occurrencésso¥) where the sense may be ‘to take one’s stand’

(e.g. Isa 22.7; Ps 3.7). Rignéfeshitta Jobyejects the idea that the translator r¢anav .
486. See Adjustment of Consonants.
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2v. ¢ Substitution in RJob

37.10 5N MpVIN
The first hemistich read$y7p 1 SN MW “By the breath of God frost is given”
(AV).*" The replacement ofnv) in RJob’s XNYN 0 1 from the word of God’

reflects a sensitivity to language used in referenceh&o divine and the use of a

substitute which is very commonly seen in rabbiniguanim:**®

37.11 »2, N

The first hemistich readsay ™Y M1 9N “Also by watering he wearieth the thick
cloud” (AV).”*® RJob2 rendersyy NIVN NONYN DO2 ‘But the angel loads the
cloud’. The substitution ofXdoX>1n may reflect a tradition which names the angel in

charge of the clouds and rainvag qN.**

The second hemistich readsx )y Y9 “he scattereth his bright cloud” (AV). RJob
renders: 1V NY/PY ITANH MM ‘and wind scatters his raincloutl’. The
replacemendf YN ‘his light’ by 1"VN ‘his rain’ is in accordance with a traditional
understanding” A midrash in the name of R. Yohanan declares: ‘Evieng YN is

stated in connection with Elihu it refers to the desa rain’** It is also consistent

487. See further under Extension.

488. ManganTargum of Jok{15) notes the same substitution at 32.8 and 33.4; she@bseat RJob
does not consistently substitute parts of the body wlieneference is to God. Smelilydges
(100-109) summarises discussion regarding rabbinic treatmanttofopomorphism and
anthropopathism, including the use of circumlocutions.

489. See detail at Substitution and Selection.

490. Weiss )77 (277f) refers to medieval rabbinic sources.

491. RJob introducd® ‘wind’ as the agent; see Expansion p.113. Cf. 4Q3ifbwhich refers to
winds/spirits that blovd[>2¥N MMIN ; 1QH ix.11 suggests an identification of winds with
angels/spirits:» N2 DNYN DIV ... ONY MM ... HY TN ‘mighty winds/spirits ...

eternal winds/spirits .. before they became [your Jrenigels’; see Davidsorngels(207).
492. The same substitution occurs in (almost all ms&Jeal 36.30, 32; 37.15, 37.21, but not 37.3.
493. GenR 26.7; cf. bTaan 7b whamN )Y in Job 37.11 is interpreted to mean ‘the cloud of his rain

on the basis of Job 36.3aX NDD 92 DY ; in both places the equationX = rain is presumed;
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with the particular emphasis that RJob places onmanss.11-13%

37.13 40N.. WIN .. 0aY *°
HT reads» Xy TOND DN ININD DX VIVWY OX “He causeth it to come, whether for
correction, or for his land, or for mercy” (AVY. RJob to 37.13 is interpretative
throughout, using substitution and expansion to elaboratbeotheme of raiff,’ Vav
andTon are replaced witlk9V1 ‘rain’. VAV is understood as ‘curse’ and becomes the
rain of punishment, that is, precious water which iste@ upon the sea and desert:
NN M2 RIMIYNOT NXIVN ; TON is understood as the opposite: rain of
appropriate quality, quantity and location which is countea dlessingX»9 XIVN
YPAY NI VPN NTONT NN ... RIOON NIML NIND ‘the heavy rain for
the trees of the mountains and the hills, or the gdrdin] of kindness for the fields and
vineyards and crop$®® While the translation does not represesnxo overtly;*® the
sense of ‘the land’ is subsumed into, and also pervéuesmterpretation of the whole
verse. A particularistic understanding, grounded in the thidculine singular suffix,
is certain, withi¥9X being understood as the land of Israel, over which Gé#dst

especial and personal care.

There are many rabbinic references to different kirafs rain. The mishnaic
prescriptions for fasting at times of drought include a mj@sen of three kinds:

onNNY ‘for the crops’, )X ‘for the trees’, M9y Mm> ‘for both’ (but insufficient

for storage in cisterns and such liR®)Compare also talmudic comment: ‘Rava said:

see Jacobfrocesy182-3).

494, See further under Substitution and Expansion.

495. See Goldylaking Sense

496. See further under Alternative Translation.

497. JacobsProcesg183) remarks that RJob’s rendering of 37.11-13 is “virtualpmily” on the
theme of rain. Just why RJob has elaborated heom@dered under Adjustment of Consonants.

498. Cf. bTaanit 8b where Job 37.13 is interpreted as medeorily to blessings.

499. See further under Omission.

500. mTaan 3.2.
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Snow [is good] for mountaingmv> XXON , heavy rain [is good] for treem»®? XIVN
NDNY |, light rain [is good] for produce»9> XM XYM, and drizzlex>amy [for

germination]’ - Job 37.6 is cited as the proof-t€kT.here are distinct echoes of this
material in RJob’s interpretation of Job 37.13. The lakes as strong in Honi's prayers

for N9 0OV) ‘rain of benevolence’,N2921 0OV) ‘rain of blessing’ and N7y DV

‘rain of generosity’”

These excerpts belong to a highly developed traditionhichaainfall and its lack are
seen as symbolic of relations between Israel and @mdision of rain in due season is
a blessing, failure of the rains is punishment or warnirhe scriptural underpinning is
Deut 11.8-17: brought out of Egypt, the Israelites stand toepssa land which the
Lord your God cares for; the eyes of the Lord your Gedahways upon it’ (v.12). If
they are obedient, then God will send rain (v.14), batversely, if they transgress,
then ‘the Lords’s anger will erupt . . . and he will sbptthe heavens so that there will
be no rain and the land will not yield its produce’ (v.1nh).rabbinic discussion it is
material from Job that frequently provides the prootge€£ommenting on Deut 11.12
‘a land which the Lord your God cares for ...", Sifiees Job 38.26-7 as referring
specifically to Israel; it further describes how, aisR HaShanah, if Israel is found to
deserve reward, but then is found to have sinned, thelwBlocause the rain to fall at
the wrong time and in the wrong places: ‘causing it tceles on [parts of] the land
that do not need it, on seas and on wildernesses, iasséid: “Drought and heat
consume the snow waters, and Sheol those who hawedsih- the proof-text is Job
24.19°® RJob’s translation of 37.13 is an abridged referencénigontajor exegetical

theme.

501. bTaan 3b.
502. mTaan 3.8.
503. Sifre Deut 840.1,4 (Neusner).
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37.19 79 N>

HT reads: TYUN 910 T XD W XY NN NN “Teach us what we shall say
unto him; for we cannot order our speech by reason déndas” (AV). RJob is
straightforward in the first hemistich, but there an® attempts atjy) X9 in the
secondThe first employs the equivalent Aramaic rooto and supplies the infinitive
v MN as a complement; although this is appositeTdn at the end of the verse, the
overall sense of the second hemistich vis-a-vis fifs¢ is unsatisfactoryn70) N>
NOWN OTP Y2 »NNY ‘We cannot arrange to see because of the darkness'NTh
approaches the sense differentymvin OTP 1 M2 ND ‘we cannot concentrate
because of the darkness'. It understands Elihu’'s plea t&bdbet his inability to pray.
The root D is central to rabbinic descriptions of prayer and ¢berect prayerful
attitude. mBer 5.1, for example, explains how the ‘pious wikeold’ would wait an
hour before prayingDmvay OMIAND DAY MNPV »TD ‘in order to concentrate
their minds on their father in heaven’; cf. bBer 17mnyT N2> >N XY ‘he cannot
concentrate his mind [for saying the Shema]'. Whdtebeterm, then, to capture the
plight of Elihu and his colleagues who feel unable to peeggny ) their thoughts in
order to speak to God (in prayer) because of the (metiaphadarkness. Earlier, Job
has complained that, though he would approach him, God nemait of sight and
unknowable (23.1-9); but although Job is heartbroken (v.16)s het deterred by the
darkness, the lack of respong&n 91 >NNX) XY M (v.17)>** The text at 37.19
echoes Job’s assertion in 23.4 that if he could but fiod, Ghen he would put (lit.
arrange) his cas@awn aY NN .°® Is there in RJob an echo of this and perhaps
also of Ps 5, where in v.4 a righteous man begs Godao Hie prayer and disregard
those of his oppressors who speak with falsehood andrflatieclaring: .JoyX 9pa

NOsNY T2 ‘In the morning | prepare for and anticipate you'?

504. Tur-SinaiCommentaryegard€X¥)in 23.17a as equivalent oy in 37.19, translating: “I cannot
arrange [an incantation] against the darkness ...".
505. At 23.4 RJob us€sTO : YT MNTP ITON ‘| shall set out my case before him’.
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38.7 09N M

HT reads: ©NONX "2 55 w1 9pa »I)0 I )12 “When the morning stars sang
together and all the sons of God shouted for joy’” (A¥)RJob replaces both the
reference to God and that to songaN9n N> Y5 ‘all the bands of angels” This
reflects not the orthodox revision, but the popular ifleation of ©MNON "1 as
angels, found widely in post-exilic Judaism. R. Shimon dhafs objection in the
middle of the second century CE to this ancient intéapiosn marked a break which
was authoritative but not ubiquitotfé.The use of 'n> echoes midrashim which

describe the role of the angels at the time of tleaton of mankind; for example,
bSanh 38b: “When the Holy One Blessed Be He soughtemteemankind, he created a

band of the ministering angelsavin »MN9N S¥ HNX ND X721 and said to them: In

your opinion, shall we make mankind in our image?”;, sem denR 8.5: “the

ministering angels formed bands and alliances)am oo .. ".>*

506. See also Extension.

507. As at Job 2.1; at 1.6 St&argum of Jolyecords variants and a second text tradition WD .

508. R. Shimon ben Yohai cursed those who maintaineth¢hes (reported in GenR 26.5). As
Alexander,Targumim and Early Exegegi83) has remarked, “the old view was suppressed rather
than rooted out”. Thus, Mto Gen 6.1-4 translat@nYN )2 as X»INDN and PsJon expands
with allusions to the old interpretation. WechsReflectiongyives further rabbinic sources (103).

509. For an overview of rabbinic references to thestenng angels, see Urbacihe Sagegl35-183).
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2v.d Additional examples of Substitution

11Q10

37.13:38INY DN ‘whether for his land’ 3XyIXY 0 ‘whether for injury/misfortung®
(association? see also Omissiompn> ‘for kindness’ > M oM 1922 ‘for hunger
and want” (association; also Adjustment of ConsonaBtgansion; see Alternative
Translation; cf. RJob)

38.6:9y20N ‘were sunk’ >)YTNX ‘they are held, fastened’

38.24a:mx PO 17T M ON ‘by what way is the light parted’ >/// P9 NN
‘How does [/// ] go out?"

38.24b:XN Dy DR N ‘which scatters the east wind over the earttywm
NYIN DY 0T ‘And does it blow before it over the earth?’ (douibkerpretation?

association?y’

510.For this translation see Alternative Translatm2%0), Omission (n.625, 626).
511. There is @acatin 11Q10 of approximately four letters’ length af{@®> in 1.2; it is where one

would expect to see a translation of HINX . Garcia Martineet al note that there are no signs of
erasure. There is also space on the ms. for sixddtiew lost) at the end of I.1 (i.e. after the end of
v.23b butbefore X2>1 ) . One can only speculate as to whether there wasslation of N ,
straightforward or otherwise, which has now beendast whether the translator altered the word
order of his translation from that of HT.

512. Albeit there is no extant subject in hemistictiheré is sufficient extant in hemistich b to support
some speculation regarding the sense. Perhaps the toamslated to combine what he saw as both

possible senses of the Hebrew. Thus he under&vt@ first as ‘wind’ in a generalized sense (cf.

PJob) and intended this sense to be implicit through wsin@) ‘to blow’ - since that is what
winds primarily do (just as stars shine, cf. 38.7). TO&T{P was read again, this time as the
preposition. The sense of 11Q10 would thus run: ‘how doesligh{?] go forth? and [how] does it
[wind] blow before it?’ Perhaps the sense suggests tterpidescribed in Ps 10440820 NwY

LNY YN PNIVN MM ‘He makes the winds his messengers, flames of iireninisters’; the
entire psalm brims with imagery and language which woulkentean obvious source text for a
translator seeking help with these chapters of Jobbiltieal image is explained in ExodR 15.22
thus: ‘A man levies as soldiers strong and sturdy mentablear helmets and mail and carry arms,
but God levies for Himself soldiers that are unseanit &ays: “Who makest winds thy messengers”
(Ps 104.4). The wind goes out first and after it lightnirsgt & said: “The flaming fire thy

ministers” ’. The use in Ps 104.4UN rather than7N does not diminish the opportunity for
associations between the psalm’s imagery and Job 38.2de iEhanother possible scenario. Philo
described the south wind thus: “When the wind setsitffie Sun) in motion the scorching of the
sun is pushed forward with it and burns up everything” (Oia Miosis |, 120.) One could infer from
this that the wind was thought to power the sun oriisse; cf. Enoch 72.4f. |s this the picture
reflected in 11Q107? Is it describing not the mechaniessbbrm, but how light, i.e. the sun, ‘goes
forth’ over the earth with the aid of the wind?
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38.31:900 > XY9) ‘the Giant’ (common traditior)’

39.3: MmNoan M1 MyIon ‘they bow themselves, they bring forth their young
ones’ > VY9 M1 YT ‘they bear their offspring and expel [them] (assticig)™*
39.10:yn2y 0Yn2 (obscure) ‘in the furrow (by) its cord’” >MN[2 ‘by its neck’

(association; see Alteration of Word Division; cbB)

PJob

37.11: "1 (hapax) >.~a.0v0 ‘and softly, gently’ (also Adjustment of Consonants;
see Conjecture); MY (hapax) ‘he loads’ >_u&whw ‘extended, stretched’ (see
Conjecture)

37.17:vpwNa ‘in quietening’ >~ax ko ‘and it changes’ (inner-Syriac errdr)

37.18: N1 (hapax) ‘appearance; form’ >xaaarx  ‘together’ (also Adjustment of

Word Order; see Conjecture,p¥y  (obscure) ‘pressed; constrained’ cxsmow\ ‘to

support’ (also Adjustment of Consonants and of Word Ossar;Conjecture)

37.19: 7w XD (obscure) ‘we cannot order’ »xxmr ~\o ‘we shall not hide’ (see

Conjecture)

38.6: )TN ‘its pedestals’ >0 ‘its limits’ (see Conjecture)pyavn ‘were sunk’ >

axno ‘they stood firm®®

38.7:172 ‘when sang’ >~io ‘he created’ (see Adjustment of Consonants)

513. See also PJob and RJob.

514. It seems very likely that the substitution of th&wsard NINYON by vV VY9  ‘to discharge’ was
influenced by Job 21.10-11, where the Heb. root occursindhtext of animals giving birth.

515. Rignell Peshitta Jokexplains this as a copyist error fot\x & , v <\x ‘to be still, silent’; he
translates as Pael ‘you remove the earth’, but theesef the second person here is doubtful.
516. Rather than SyL_—ﬁ\7 ‘to sink, be sunk; set’; this may be a response to eeperd semantic

awkwardness in the syntaghaV ... N1 DY, perhaps influenced by readif)TN as ‘its limits’;
see Conjecture. Szpekianslation Techniqué285) defines as “to rest”.

140



2 v: Substitution

38.25:mn> (obscure) ‘thundercloud’ o ‘form; likeness’ (see Conjecture)

38.29:0mv 997 ‘and the hoary frost of heaven'®.»mx1 xamoo ‘and the helmet of

heaven’ (see Conjecture)

38.30: 2N ‘they hide themselves’ 2 _.x n&> ‘are hardened’ (cf. RJob; influenced
by yano 2y

38.31L: Ty  (hapax) >,aka ‘on the face of (see Conjectureg)mnon ‘will you

untie’ > ¥.w ‘have you seen’ (see Conjectur®)pd > ~iay ‘the Giant’ (common

tradition)

39.5:9 ‘Wwho? > ou» ‘from it’ (see Adjustment of Consonants, Omission)
39.7:ynw XY ‘it does not hear’ Xux ~\a ‘it does not fear’ (associatioh)

39.8: 1717 ‘he searches’ 2a ‘he tramples’ (see Conjecturg

39.10: ymay 05na (obscure) >m\aio  \Av ~ia ‘the yoke upon the neck’ (see

Adjustment of Word Ordesub 11Q10);0'pny ‘valleys’ > Xowms ~idra ‘in a rough

place’ (scriptural association?)

517. SzpekTranslation Techniqué93) regards this as a contextual translation due t@ardrapax
term.

518. Probably influenced by Job 3.18; see Selection; ErterShepherdieconsideratiofl75)
considers that PJob “inferred a more specific meaning”.

519.9NN) ‘and after’ becomed_x o ‘and upon’, consistent with the translator’s choicexf<a ‘he
treads’.
520. Rignell Peshitta Jolsuggested that this was based either on reading. “to oppress;

misrepresent”, or on takinp»y in a more figurative sense of “difficult to acceéxi basis of Isa
33.19, Ezek 3.5,6). | would suggest Deut 21.3f as a possible inflienty be significant that at

Deut 21.4 P understani®N as~a.a ‘unsown, uncultivated’ (i.e. ‘rough’).
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RJob

37.11:9X ‘also’ >D91 ‘but; however’

37.12:00y92 ‘their work’ > NNDNND ‘to prosper’ (see Alternative Translation)
37.18:p31m ‘pressed; constrained’ XV ‘clear; bright’ (traditiony*

38.5:0 i > DYIN ‘since’

38.7:3>M ‘and they shouted™ Y22 ‘and they were exalting / lamentifig’

38.11: 2 mv ‘he will place in" >wva»n  ‘will be dried up’ (see Adjustment of

Consonants)

38.30: wann>  ‘they hide themselves’ > ywap ‘become solid’ (also Alternative
Translation; cf. PJob; influenced gD ?)

38.31:%05 >NY9) (common traditiony®

39.6: 7NN ‘saltness’ > NT¥ YN ‘desolate land’ (association; also Expansion; cf.

11Q105*

521.N2>10 is changed in all mss.; eight redd)0 . This translation reflects a traditional
understanding: ‘They [the heavens] look as at the tirag were casfnp’y> NYW1d ONN,
like beaten metak>pPan D .. (Yalk. Gen 19); GenR 12.13 comments that unlike arg.st
metal made by human hands, which in time acquires rosis@Geavens ‘seem like beaten metal
PN PNO DN ., the inference seemingly being that beaten nigginy rather than dull or
rusty.

522. BHebv ¥ is often used in the context of battle, sometimesyriefg to an alarm call, sometimes to
a sound or shout made in triumph. In 38.7 the sense maydimnfihey shouted’ (as NEB). 11Q10

usesPW ‘to cry out’, with no nuance of rejoicing. The chomfe/ PYt may have been due to the

ambiguity and/or inappropriatenesswofil> (as RJob) which, as well as ‘to sound an alarm in
battle’, can mean ‘to lament’. PJob uses the sawteaoRJob, defined in P-S as referring to noise
made with the voice or with an instrument, and citimgriuance “to make a joyful noise”. RJob’s
sense is uncertaifP22>9) may mean simply ‘and they were exalting’. Howeverahbbinic usage

there is a strong associatiombfi2> with sounds made in lamentation, so that in its mostmonly
attested sengp12>) would appear to mean ‘they were lamenting’. A direct@mneis made
between th@¥ 171 of the shofar anth12> ‘lamenting’, citing Judg 5.28 where12> is thought to
mean either drawing a long sigh or uttering short pierciiesg; see bRH 33b; mRH 4.9; cf. PRE 32.
523. That»D> was well-known as ‘the Giant’ is attested by thedexing shared by all three
translations; no interdependence should be inferredh€Rrabic namal-jabbér (so K-B).
Dhorme,CommentarysubJob 9.9) cites sources which identify the constelta®oion with the
giant Nimrod. Note that at Isa 13.10 TJon translatestfP2PD2 as )71 ’279) ‘giants’ or
‘constellations’.
524. Jer 17.6 describg3nN?n YN as AWN ND ‘uninhabited’.
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2v.e Summary

It is apparent that the substitutions made by PJob in 33840 and 38.11 are
suggested by the immediate context and improve the flosemge. The substitution of
DNON M1 in 38.7 looks like the result of some confusion. In mafsthe remaining
instances (see the list of additional examples) tine sense appears to be the result not
of understanding the HT and then changing the sense, thet &t failing to make any
sense of HT and resorting to guesswork, in some cagelyiny manipulation of the
Syriac translation; one or two cases can be atathtd error. Examples of these cases

are illustrated under Conjecture.

By contrast, RJob’s substitutions are exegetical, wigmificance beyond clarification
of basic senselhat in 37.10 (for Y8 Mwin ) reflects a theological consideration
found widely in the targumim. Others reflect traditiomaurid elsewhere in rabbinic
sources (37.11N , 2 ; 37.197) XD ; 38.7 ©NON M2 ). Scriptural influences are

also evident. A particularly rich example of the cormabon of allusion both to

scripture and to rabbinic material found more fully elsexe is the translation of 37.13.

Substitutions in 11Q10 likewise go beyond clarification @fsib sense and are
illuminated by recognising their scriptural derivations.37.11 the connexion o092
with cleansing is made through association with veckese by and more widely; there
is also a parallel to be drawn with RJob. In 38.6 thet#ukions for N9 andMTN are
based on appreciation of the scriptural usagemfp . The substitution of®>N>Nx 2

in 38.7 reflects a common understanding; thatyad probably reflects the influence of

Dan 12.3, a verse which is explicitly linked with 38.7 imadbinic source. 11Q10’s

translation of 38.4-7 as a whole suggests that a conthinatithe imagery of creation /
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foundation / earth / temple might have been of sigmi@eafor the translator - again,
this is an interesting inference in the light of rnaliband intertestamental material.
Another key rabbinic motif, that of rain and its appeihtimes, is central to 11Q10’s

substitutions in 38.25, which are again rooted in scriptlihe substitution ofNv

NV in 38.27 is a careful associative translation.
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Chapter 2 vi. Adjustment

There are three fields in which adjustments of theréigkare found: consonants, word
order or word division, and grammar. Detail on many £aseall fields is available
elsewheré” Grammatical adjustments are commonplace; many arerebelt of
language difference; others appear to be attributablaytistis concerns. Individual
cases are discussed here where appropriate. As regardsnadjssto word order /
division or consonants, the following illustrationgher have not been previously

recognised, or they are cases where further obsemgatan be made.

2vi.1 a) Adjustment of Consonantsin 11Q10

37.11 Y

HT readshmN )y %9 2y mIY> M1 9N “Also by watering he wearieth the thick
cloud; he scattereth his bright cloud” (A%.11Q10 renderdy]ny P PN 9N
‘Also with them he cleanses clouds’. While the formy> itself is hapax, the root

occurs in apparently cognate notfis/ N7V ‘to load up, put a burden on, trouble’ is
well-attested, so that comprehension on the parteofrinslator may be assumed. It has

been suggested that he read a forrv oV ‘be clean, pure’ and thus translated as

7 ‘he cleanses™ The key to this deliberate misreading lies in the dledar’'s

525. E.g. MuraokaAramaic ofOld Targum(440-1) notes instances of changes to word order in 11Q10
(subject-verb, verb to end, object preceding verb,vettah he classifies as dialectal changes.
Rignell, Peshitta Jol{370) refers to frequent misreadings; Sz@eknslation Techniquesfers to
visual errors (48-9), to confusion of homographs, of coasts, and of vocalisation, and to
metathesis and rearrangement of radicals, all of wtiehgroups under the broad heading of error
(275f). More widely, WeitzmarSyriac Versior(38-9) refers to “tacit adjustment” of the Hebrew as a
common phenomenon in P; he includes grammatical andlet@nents. Shephefeconsideration
has studied the attitude towards representation of word iordél three texts in detail.

526. See further under Selection.

527. See Isa 1.14, Deut 1.12.

528. van der Ploegt al; it is not clear whether they posit a differdurlageor a deliberate misreading.
ZuckermanDate (68) cites this as an examplewh confusion, either already in thMarlageor
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understanding of the hapaxa , which he connected with792 ‘to purify, cleanse®”
The image of cleansing is explicit in HT a few verlsgsr (v.21 using/ 7nV); but the
translator also found it implicit iPn2 , and made it explicit in his translation ¢bV?
as P ‘he cleansesThe 11Q10 translator was not alonefinding the concept of

purity/cleansing within the verse; RJob, too, makes igelgcthe same connectiofi.

Recall also that in several other rabbinic soukcasV is explicitly connected with the

clearing of the skies from cloud after raih.

37.12 19nMn

The first four words of HT readan>anna 79nnn M2o0n N “And it is turned
round about by his counsels ..” (A%.11Q10 renderganmnn with oW\, at first sight

a rather colourless translatiommTay> P> ‘and they go to their tasks’. The
antecedents fop>w\y are @) ‘the winds’ in v.9; the addition of the conjunction
clarifies the translator’s construal of the syntAx original 7001 in HT has been
suggested, and would suppoybwx °* Alternatively, the translator could have
deliberately misreadfannn asTonnM and then modified the sense slighitfyWhy
might he have done so? Possibly because the Hitgael is used of lightning (Ps 77.18)
and of water (Ps 58.8) in psalms which are both straeghniscent of the Job story. In

the first, a troubled soul finds consolation in remetinigethe wonders which God has

worked; the second calls on God to annihilate the wickeding with a declaration which

deliberately by the translator. Sokoldfargum to Jolmotes that this is the earliest instance of
P used in a non-legal sense.
529.>71 and 11Q10'$N1 are discussed under Substitution.

530. See Selection, Substitution. Of the 11Q10 rendering&sliaitinezet al. remark that 992 (to

polish, cleanse, brighten) does not evoke a verydiftimage”. Both 11Q10 and RJob, however,
regarded it as appropriate.

531. See RJob under Selection.

532. For HT and other elements of 11Q10’s translation of 3gd Extension. See under Expansion for
RJob.

533. DhormeCommentargomments tha]onM® had “fallen out by haplography aftgdnnn .
534. So Le Déaugl tigré (427).
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would not be out of place in the epilogue of the book of ilself: “There is indeed a
reward for the righteous, God does indeed judge the easdt8§R2). Perhaps, then, the
rendering of 79N with P'\  was intended to evoke and recryipnnn and its
particular resonances with the Job story. This expitamavoids the need to posit a
differentVorlageand suggests that, while it may look prospizyN) is actually a careful

decision rooted in scriptural association.

37.12 0 YN 5 °°

HT continues: NXIN 52N M9 Dy DY WX DD DOYIY “that they may do
whatsoever he commandeth them upon the face of thid wothe earth” (AV). Ind>>
D IWN the object pronominal suffix seems to refer to d¢lwaid/lightning of v.11:
‘[doing] all that he commands ther#t first sight, 11Q10's WP N7 T 9D DYy
may appear only partially to reflect the Hebrélowever, X972 looks very much like
deliberate misreading ofy for Y and thus 098 ‘he formed them’, allowing the
translationX?72 > 95 Dy ‘over all that he has created’ (the preposition isddition).
v ¥ is strongly associated with God as the fashionéheotreated world: Ps 33.13-15
and Isa 45.18, for example, directly associatey> and v X721, and have particular
resonance with Job 37.32.11Q10 then brings a second translatiomu$ , this time as
v MmN and taking up the object suffix, resulting imTpP9 ‘he commands them

(retaining the imperfect form of HT§. Thus,the whole forms @asus pendensover

everything which he has created on the face of thedywhe has command® Again,

535. See GoldTargum or Translation
536. van der Woud&DSS413-14) notes here in 11Q10 a stress on God'’s creative;mbvadso Ringgren,
Some Observatiolf$25). Thereis an interesting resonance with 37.12 Htix@-8, which combines

Vv NI andv ¥ : “By your wisdom you have established the succesgardrations] and before you
created them you knew <all> their works for ever and &@wy1n 910 NNYT DNXI2 DIV
MMYY ... You have formed every spiffn 912 NN NNN and you determined its deed®])yo

and judgement for all their works ...” (trans. Parry@iod, DSSRead¢gr

537. Sokoloff,Targum to Jomotes that the suffix is unique for Aramaic of this pariSee also the
comments of Muraokadection(99).

538. Rather than the suffix referring to the cloud/firehefprevious verse, as previous commentators

have suggested (van der Pleg@l, Garcia Martineet al, Sokoloff, Targum to Joh
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the hypothesis of deliberate misreading (here involdogble translation) avoids the
need to invoke a differenforlage by readingd x> , the translator’'s perfect71 )

simply represents like with like, rather than implying variant>® The resulting

adjustment to the sense may also help to explain vérg ik no direct translation of the

final word NxIN >

38.7 Y12
HT reads:mnoNx "2 95w m 9pa »A0D TN )12 “When the morning stars sang

together and all the sons of God shouted for joy” (AYL1Q10 imitates the infinitive

construct form of\72 ** but alters the sense, substitutihgny : >am> NTND N2
979% ‘when the stars of the morning shone togeth2eliberate misreading gb for
and thus P92 ‘to flash’ (BHeb), ‘to shine, be bright’ (JAram, M) may help explain

the substitution. There is some suggestion in rabbiaitemnal of a special association

of the root 772 with the shining of the morning stafdsuch a connexion was perhaps
more widely known. The ambiguity @2 , which can also mean ‘to rise’, perhaps led
to substitution withhny , though the occurrence of the latter in Dan 12.3 ale&s a

likely influence>

539. Garcia Martineet al suggested that the translator rendered two variani: and DY . If so,
this maybe an instance in support of Brooke's obsiervittat Qumran commentators accepted variant
readings “as a fact of life” and took advantage of thretheir interpretations; Brooke,pluribus
(112-3).

540. See further under Omission.

541. See Extension.

542. Noted by Fassbergebraismg67).

543. In mYoma 3.1, bYoma 28b the morning star is referrad X721 or *NpPpM2 (perhaps a

contraction of NN NpP72); the term is used by a watchman waiting for moriigiaf.
544. See further under Substitution.
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2vi.1 b) Adjustment of Consonantsin PJob

387 Y1
HT reads:mnoNx "2 95 w M 9pa »0D TN )12 “When the morning stars sang

together and all the sons of God shouted for joy’” (AWJob rendergil ‘when

singing’ with ~4o ‘he created'. It is hard to tell whether this wasoascious play with

the Hebrew and an intentional change of consonaeadifigX for ) resulting from

theological sensitivity, or whether it resulted froncerainty about the formpa .>*

The sense the translator achieves is consisterit thie creation imagery in the
preceding verses, it overcomes any theological awkwasdares tidies up any potential

for misconstrual: God is unequivocally the subject, aedstars the object:

Niar ,110f Kuwax 1o ‘He created at the same time the morning stars aritiaall

sons of [the] angels rejoiced. >%.

2vi.1 ¢) Adjustment of Consonantsin RJob

37.13 4ony oN

HT reads» Xy TOND DN ININD DX VIVWY OX “He causeth it to come, whether for
correction, or for his land, or for mercy” (AV). Awted above, the RJob translation of
37.13 is extensively expanded around the motif of faMhile the motif itself and the
elaboration are consistent with rabbinic matermalnd elsewherdt is of interest to
consider why it is that the focus of the translasoom rain at this particular point, when

the overt content of Job 37.13 does not mention rawerdal other verses do, and so

545.Szpek,Translation Techniqué281) lists the change as a “substitution error” due tmidusion of
consonants”.

546. There is a coincident LXX witness; see Discussion.

547. See Substitution.
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might appear as more obvious sites for such elaborg86i27,28, 37.6,11, for
instance). The surrounding context may be sufficientaggion; one text tradition of
RJob understands the previous verse as referring to>*Yailternatively, or

additionally, it may be that the translator was semesio something else implicit in the

particular content of this verse which made the ekt appropriaté”

As previously indicated, the traditions regarding rain Wwhiaderpin the RJob version
are themselves founded on scripture, on passages sucluad1D@-17, Deut 28 (in
particular vss.12,23-24,48), and Amos 4.6-9. There are strorigrgies of theme and
content between these passages: the Amos versedikeeadrealisation of the threats
detailed in the Deuteronomy verses. Together they ibatesthe background to the
rabbinic interpretation of Job 37.13, which, in alludivevity, synthesizes the notion of
rains which fall for both retribution and for kindne#sis notable that it is only in Deut
28.48 and Amos 4.6 that the nounn ‘want’ occurs. Could it be thatpn is pivotal to
the rabbinic elaboration of Job 37.13, since it isae and occurs in two such closely
linked contexts, both of which speak of rain/drought, Ifaéfint/want?° If the translator
has drawn on ideas in Deut 28 and Amos 4, one might expeatterpretation to hinge
on a third occurrence ofipn to pull the threads together. But there is none. Raithe
is in 37.13 that the translator’s ideas coalesce, wihé&eot 90N which appears, but
70N . The inference is, therefore, that the translasad and translated the explicit
content of 37.13 (Ton > NTONT NN ), but also recognised and exploited an
ambiguity and readh9n (reading for 7 ); thus was he able to allude to ideas in the
Deuteronomy and Amos passages by incorporating the etibution-kindness motif
at this point. Elsewhere these connexions are made explicitly: in mTaan 3.3 Amos

4 provides an obvious proof-text in support of fasting wiaem fails to fall; in yTaan

548. See Expansion.

549. GolombBiblical Ambiguityexplores targum'’s exploitation of ambiguity as a meaifid &y
understanding of the HT.

550. As detailed under Alternative Translation.
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3.3 Job 37.13 is cited in connexion with prayers to enduae rain does fall: ‘It is
because of the merit of three parties that rain. filis because of the merit of the land,
the merit of steadfast loyalty and the merit of sirfer And all three derive from a

single verse: Job 37.1%"

38.11 mw

HT reads:T2) PN)2 TOW RO PPN XY N1IAN N9 Ty N “And (1) said,
Hitherto shalt thou come, but no further: and herel $shglproud waves be stayed”
(AV).>* The rabbinic translators apparently foumdv® as problematic as did others.
One ms. 1) renders it asnvn , the equivalent root to BHemy but cast in second
masculine singular: ‘you will set’, presumably consisteith the preceding >™n .
Another Q) appears to manipulate mv» into ¥»an (MHebv ¥ha ), appropriate in
the context of pride. The majority of manuscripts agneendering it withv. ¥2> : N2
750 NOOMa va»y ‘L. and here will be dried up in pride/haughtiness your
waves’. This translation involves metathesis andtigpe of 2 .>*° In the context it has
a sound logic, though the apparently plurab>) makes the singular form of the verb

awkward>*

38.31 a9yn
In the first hemistich HT readsy»> mTyn wpnn “Can you tie the bands of the

Pleiades ..?7*° The hapaxmTyn is most convincingly explained as due to metathesis

551.Cf. tTaan 1.2 which concerns the order of prayemafor discussion turns to definition of a year
which has not been intercalated: the year is saie to>ON ‘lacking’, and what it lacks 70N
) is then added to it. The motif of rain and the ro@N perhaps had very strong associations in
rabbinic discussion.

552. See further under Substitution.

553. Cf. PJob under Substitution.

554. Ms.) has the singular noun, and in msthe singular noun is given as a marginal variantStee

Targum of Jolad loc.
555. See Extension.
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(3/7), deriving from the rare/ Ty ‘to tie, bind’>*® RJob renders it as»¥ ‘chain,
necklace: NNND PY IVPNT XD WPNT IWHNRN ‘Can you tie the chains of
Kima?' This appears to be based on readifigny and relating it to its only two

occurrences: Job 31.36, where it describes the wreathisgnee kind of ornament of

dress 5 TIVY NTIYN ‘| shall wrap it around me as a garland’; and Prov 6.2Erevh
it occurs alongsidé€ 9vp : ‘Bind them always upon your heart, fasten them about y

neck TN Dy 0T ...

2 vi. i d) Additional Examples of Adjustment of Consonants

11Q10

37.13:70nY ON ‘whether for kindness’ >n370M 1932 30 ‘or for hunger and want’

(readingn for 7; cf. RJob; association; see Alternative Transgtio

PJob

37.10:anM ‘and breadth’ >~~\awo ‘and abundance’ (readirmp ?; also Extension)

37.11: 1 (hapax) >».~a.aio ‘and softly’ (readingd for 2, with metathesis?; also
Substitution; see Conjecture)
38.11: 2 v ‘he will place in" >3ixa% ‘you wil remain’ (readingay> with

metathesis ? ; cf RJob; see Substitution, Conjecture)

39.5: ‘who? > oy ‘from it’ (reading for > ?; also Substitution; see Omission)

556. Job 31.36, Prov 6.2)TYN at 1Sam 15.32 might be similarly explained. GuillauBtadies
compareMTYN with Ugaritic'adn ‘host, army’ and translates “the cluster of thadeles”

(cf.NEB); AV's “sweet influences” probably results fnareadingy )TV and associating with
O)TYN “dainty foods” in Gen 49.20, Lam 4.5.

152



2 vi: Adjustment

2vi.1 €) Summary: Adjustment of Consonants

There are examples from all three translations ef uke of tacit adjustment of the
Hebrew consonants. It can be a way of handling hapgantena (11Q10 at 37.11
IV ; RJob at 38.31n)TyN ); or, in the case ofy72a in 38.7, of handling the sense
where it has theological considerations (11Q10, PJob\lwre the syntax and/or

semantics are difficult (11Q10 at 37.318nn , 0¥ ; RJob at 38.11ow ).

Examples from PJob have a conjectural quality. Thenples brought from 11Q10
again show how the translator used scripture to helpunitierstanding the sense of his
source text (37.11, 37.12, 38.7). Scriptural association is @stral to RJob’s
approach: it underpins the translation pfyTy» in 38.31, and the understanding of
37.13 pivots on allusive scriptural references. Signifigaritl Q10 and RJob appear to
share an understanding of an additional and implicit mganil37.13 which hinges on
the reading of for 7 - this particular interpretative misreading is rekyivcommon in

the practice oél tigre.>’

557.See Discussion n.51.
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2vi.ii a) Adjustment of Word Order or Word Division in 11Q10

37.16 OXYT OMN

For this illustration 37.16 and 17 must be seen togetherelds:

v.16: YT OMIN MNJIN 2Y WO DY YTINN

v.17: DY) NI VPYNL OMIN T IYUN

v.16: “Dost thou know the balancings of the clouds, thedsous works of him which
is perfect in knowledge?”

v.17: “How thy garmentsare warm when he quieteth the earth by the somtid?”
(AV)

11Q10 (Col. xxix 7-8) reads as follows:

.7 TU12Y T NN MY XwaY 1Y yTHNNT

18 NIYTD ¥P NN [ ]
'%[Do you knJow <that> he has a garment, his cloud, hisguo{v
" on] account of your <own> garment

**for/behold it is he who is all-knowing!

RIVTD YT NN YN apparently represents the adjectival phra3eT ©OMn in

37.16b, but it is located after the translation of v.27aAn explanation for this

discrepancy through copyist error is conceivable; atergly, it is possible that it

558. Or ‘[Do you knJow <how> to clothe his cloud with patysee Selection.
559.X]VTN is reconstructed by van der Plaggal with the help of Frag.C; Sokoloff does not

reconstruct the final lettetNY T is a standard item of vocabulary in 11Q10, translduyg
(XxxVii.7/36.12);>327 (iv.2/21.3); andNN2N (x.3/26.12). 11Q10 is not extant at 36.4 where the
similar phraseMmyT O2N occurs.
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reflects deliberation on the part of the translatorthis case, it is much more than an
attempt to handle what the translator found to be muliftext’*rather, it is a unique
understanding of the syntax of 37.16-17. The use of the prasaigictic and makes
absolutely clear thabyT OMn is a reference to God: ‘it e who knows’Note how
the other two versions also felt this needed clatifim™" It is the emphatic answer to
the question posed to Job in both v.15 and v.16:y@wknow ...?’; answer: ‘No! for it
is God who knows!" This identification of the subject isestgthened by the use ofiX

, and even more so by shifting the whole phrase doitthandependence from v.16a is
unequivocal. The relocation removes the syntactic guitlgi inherent in the Hebrew;
there can be no misconstruing with the preceding plulgdtential particularly,

562

perhaps, in the case of the hamayT).

Scriptural application of the substantim®T may offer insight both into the point the
translator is making here and its scriptural pedigree. himiself has earlier (21.22)
challenged his friendsayT 702 O5XOn ‘Can God be taught knowledge?’; the answer
anticipates 11Q10’s use of the demonstrative in 37.08be» O NYyM ‘It is he
who dispenses justice on higfi’One of the few occurrences of the cognateT is in

Hannah's prayer (1Sam 2.1-10), which includes materialaimatunts to almost a précis
of the Job saga. She admonishes arrogant and presumptiko(is3g characterising

God asmm MmyT YN ‘the Lord [is] God of knowledge’ (v.3); she goes on hastirate

how it is God alone who determines the vicissitudes$fef(vss.4-10), declaring?>

560. See Shephergeconsideration(136-7, 217).
561. Both add a relative particla s 1.3 pam ~\ax Kaimado ‘and the marvellous works

of <he> who has no defect in knowledge’ (PJOONTIN DDYT NI ‘the wonderful
works of <he> who is perfect <in> knowledge’ (RJob).

562.Y7 is found only in Job and only here in the plural. A®bstract substantive in the plu@yT
has an intensive quality (Geseni@Gammar§124e); 11Q10'sX]Y 711 YT> seems to recognise

this: lit."for it is he who knows knowledge’.
563. Cf. also Job 28.20-23: ‘Where does wisdom come from&vihienderstanding located? ... God

understands its wagpPn MN YT NI and it is he who knows where itis’. 11Q10 is
fragmentary at 21.22 and 28.20-23.
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22N OMdY NN XINOPNN MY ‘For to the Lord belong the pillars of the earth, and
he set the world upon them’ (v.8) - the imagery is tlatlob 38.4-6. A series of
rhetorical questions in Isa 40 may also throw some.lighé setting is the Creation, the
founding of heaven and earth (v.12). Just as Job 37.16 de@a@s‘perfect in
knowledge’ (cf. also 36.4), and chapter 38 opens with God’s c&ing Job for
speakingnyT »>2 PYN1 ‘words devoid of knowledge’, so the questions in Isa 40eserv
to illustrate the eternal, unique and preternatural omenise of God. There are strong
echoes of Job’s imagery and vocabulary throughout: fample, ‘foundations of the
earth’ in Job 38.4 and Isa 40.21; ‘measuring’ Job 38.5 and Isa 4bd 2ga’ Job 38.8,
‘the waters’ Isa 40.12. Isa 40.14 asks: could anyone havetedpauch knowledge

ny7T , or taught such intellecoman ? (note the occurrence of this other intensive
plural). The answer, known T ) since the beginning of time (v.21), is that there is
only one who has such knowledge, such intellpad NN ... X\INN DN DY 2w
navo SNNd onn DMV .. ‘He who sits upon the sphere of the earthHe who
stretches out the heavens like a veil and spreads thelkea tent to dwell in’ (v.22) -
resonances with Job 37.18 are clepnv> »my wpIn ‘Have you with him spread
out the sky ..?" In v.28 the prophet challenga®1y >nON nNynNY XY ON Ny NN
NIAND PN PN .. NIND 8P XN M ‘Surely you know! Have you not heard?

The eternal God, the Lord, the creator of the endbetarth ... there is no fathoming
his intellect’. Isa 40 is many ways complementary ontext, subject matter and
vocabulary to these later chapters of Job (36-39). They m@sonances suggest that
passages such as Isa 40 and 1Sam 2.1-10 may well be partbaickggound which
informs the emphatic flavour of 11Q10’s declaratizy1m y7 X N ‘Behold, it

is he who is all-knowingt®

564. Note, too, the use in other DSS of the epitlfdiTN DN ‘God of knowledge’: 1QPix.26, xx.10,

frg. 4.15; 4Q299 frg. 35.1, frg. 73.3; a7 NP1 ‘source of knowledge’: 1QS 10.12, 1QH
XX.29.
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With the relocation of X]yT) YT N0 YN, the translation ofo™mn P72 IWUNR
(v.17a) appears after the translation of v.16a. Thesarnsly deliberation here too.
T 972 apparently represents HT'SWx (which opens v.17a§° Neither the syntax
nor the meaning oHWNX is clear since, if it is a relative particle, itapparently without
a preceding main claus®. The 11Q10 translation implies that the translator é&cbat
YN as a regularly placed relative particle, f@lowing the main clause. By treating
DN T N (v.17a) as the subordinate clause and positioning hisldatem (

725 7T O1[2) so that it follows immediately after v.16a, he sugpitewith a main

clause. Thus 11Q10 reads as if HT rgnma WX MNDON 2y wdon Dy y1nn
. 0N . A further ramification of this logic is thayT ©n could be regarded as

misplaced and therefore construed quite separately - aditle translator did.

11Q10’s idiosyncratic word order may be, then, a delibestatgegy employed to effect
a sense that the translator regarded as importante@ysitioning the translation of
v.16b, the sense of v.17a runs on directly from v.16a. Aigidights a contrast between
God and Job: ‘Do you, Job, know anything of how God neglbthed just because
you yourself are clothed? No! For for it is God, thekabwing, not you, who knows
such thingsf® But a more precise picture of what the translatornaite remains

elusive because of what is missing. The 11Q10 translafi@@.17 is incomplete: in the

565.>T 9>7[2is not the simple relative particle, perhaps reflectire fact thabWX is not
straightforward here)¥iX  frequently acts as a conjunction (‘since, becauis&€an also function
as a preposition (‘for the sake of, on account &%)>>72 is translated as a preposition by van der

Ploeget al, Garcia Martineet al and SokoloffTargum to Jobn its only other occurrence in
11Q10 (at xxxviii.3/42.9). Sokolofffargum to Jolunderstands$T 9’72 here at xxix.7 as a
conjunction; he observes that this is the only ebcgaample in Qumran Aramaic and suggests that it
might be a later modification by a copyist. Widecidentg147 n.148), however, proposes that
9»712 was used in spoken Aramaic dialects in Palestine ‘vedtire the composition of any of the
Aramaic DSS”, so that here in 11Q10 it may represepokes language form.

566. YN can in fact introduce a preemptive subordinate clawseexample, Exod 14.13iWNX D
« T DNNID 190N RO OPN DMINND NN DN ... For you, who have today seen the
Egyptians, will not see them again ...”; Ps 4DgYY PO NO 2O¥ YN “.. he, who has lain
down, will not get up again.” It is clauses such as thdseh provide the most elegant solution to
understanding the use 0N here in 37.17.

567.Tuinstra observed in 11Q10 a particular emphasis on tfifeofriotowledge, both God’s and Job's;
see Caquot)n Ecrit (15-18).
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ms. there is a lacuna (at the beginning of 1.8) whewe might expect a translation of

DN ; moreover, there is no translation of v.2%b.

38.10 ©YWN)... 9aWUN)

HT reads:Dnom mMa OOWNY PN POy 1awNy “And brake up for it my decreed
place, and set bars and doors” (A¥1Q10 apparently representswN) ‘and | broke
LSwith [ 7. mwm ‘and will you set®® Translators ancient and modern have found

the sense ofhavNy difficult in this context; it is not unreasonable goppose that the

11Q10 translator did so. But it is unlikely that his traiistais due to errot”’ It may be
that the translator anticipated a modern solution ® fBmantic awkwardness by
transposing the verbs in each hemistich, soithat actually translates>wN) > it is
unfortunate that the incomplete text prevents moreaicgyt v "¢ is commonly the
equivalent of BHel oV ; RJob uses it as a straight translatiomafX) in the second
hemistich, having found a solution fonwX) in the first. What strengthens the proposal
that the 11Q10 translator also used it is a particularlyneat scriptural association. In
Prov 8.290>v occurs alongsidegon in the context of God’s prescribing a limit to the
sea (designated a®nn°) - which is precisely the subject of Job 38.10: ‘When he
prescribed a circumference upon the surface of the deemn »9 5y »nN M
(v.27) ... When he set upon the sea its limin ©9Y ywa (v.29)...">" Such a sound

scriptural base for using ©Vv could well have legitimized for the translator the

transposition ohavxy / WX in 38.10.

568. See further under Omission.

569. The difficulties of 38.10, and 11Q10’s translation aredismssed under Extension; see RJob
under Expansion, PJob under Substitution.

570. Weiss2 7777 (25) notesNHYmM as an example of the translator’s propensity for
misunderstanding.

571. So Garcia Martinezt al
572. The significance 0N is discussed under Expansion and Discussion.

573. The significance of Prov 8.27-29 for appreciating the 11@b8lation at 38.4,8,10 is also
demonstrated under Extension, Expansion.
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39.10 may oYm

HT reads: NN Opny T7¢ OX N2Y 0ON1 O WpPNn “Canst thou bind the

unicorn with his band in the furrow? or will he harrdle valleys after thee?” (AV).
The verse continues the theme (begun in 39.1) of undomatestianimals whose
behaviour remains beyond the ken and control of manKind.syntax and sense of the

first hemistich, and of ynay ©Yn2a in particular, are difficult.0» appears to be

pleonastic after v.&* 0on ‘furrow’ is rare®” here, with the prepositiam, it appears to
be that to which the ox may (or as implied here, mat) be tied, which makes for

unlikely sensemay ‘rope, cord’ ( 1M1y ‘to wind, weave’) would appear to be the
means by which the verbap ‘to bind’) is effected, but it requires a preposition for

good sense: Do you tie a wild ox to the furrow [by meafyswith] its rope?°® These

syntactical problems have led translators to variabstisens; in the modern era these

include emendation toynvpn ‘will you bind him’ and ynaya ‘with his rope’;
suggested emendation 1@>N ™Maya (though this yields an unintelligible ‘with his
furrow rope’); transposition ob>n to the second hemistich as a plural, angho$ to

the first, with emendation tgoaya , thus: Do you tie a wild ox by its neck [with] a rope

rdd

The 11Q10 text is damagetNy[a ] 2vpnn °® Fragment F preserves some
traces in the lacuna aftevopnn , but what remains is open to widely differing

interpretations. Editors recommend restoratiotNgiNA ; in their estimation this results

574. Tur-SinaiCommentansuggests readin@® (N3] , in antithesis t@ 1Y in the second

hemistich.
575. Job 31.38, 39.10; Ps 65.11; Hos 10.4, 12.12.
576. See AV, JPS, NEB.
577. See Dhorm&ommentanyor details of these solutions.
578. This is a disputed reading; see following discussion. 8&fkdargum to Jomotes theén as an

exceptional spelling of a definite masculine plural nounrc@aMartinezt al suggest the suffi>-
is an unusual spelling of the third masculine singular pramansuffix attached to a singular noun
(elsewheren-).
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in insufficient space for a translation of bashna andnay .°”° The form of the next
word is disputed, but by all commentators it is assumedittmandersynay . van der
Ploeget al read mN[2 , translating “par sa (des) corde(s)”. Sokoloff retautss as
M2 “with yokes” (cf. PJob). Garcia Martinez al reconstruct N[ , translating
“with his rope”>® The prepositiorn (assumed) is either an addition or a repositioning,
transferred fronb>M2 . If it is accepted thab>n was not translated, then this must be

identified as a case of omissith.

But other readings of the evidence are possiblenth[a is read, could this be a
translation not ofnay but of ©bN ? The drift would be thus: Can you expect to tether

82 |f the traces are read as

an undomesticated ox as it ploughs? (with omissianagf).
MNN[2 and understood not as ‘rope’ but rathex / NI  ‘neck’, then one could

understand as follows (accepting the unusual suffix): Cantgther an undomesticated

ox by its neck? Either is attractive in terms ofssef?

That 9NN occurs in HT itself just a few verses on may beug @s to how 11Q10
should be understodd’ But is it possible to suggest a credible route faomy ©Yna
to MNN[2 ‘by its neck’? Perhaps common sense was applied toieteniy , and
omission dealt withobn . But what if, instead of resorting to omission, thenslator

deliberately read notnay 05na but yayn Sna ? The BHeb noubth ‘mound,

579. Garcia Martineet al,, following van der Ploegt al

580. CAL lists MY ‘to tie around’; Jastrow defines a substantiV® ‘palm band’ (1271a).

581. ShepherdReconsideratioid5) discusses 38.10 as illustrating omission in 11Q10. 11Q10 is not
extant at 31.38 wher®>1 also occurs. It is rare in BHeb, but is attestelliteb and JAram
(Jastrow 1672a).

582. CAL lists a vert») ‘to cultivate (a field)'.

583.Cf. PJob’sn\an ‘its neck’ (see below) and Beer’s suggested emendatibif o 173y (see

Dhorme,Commentanad loc.).
584. Job 39.199¥7 YN ¥IADNN ‘Have you clothed his [the horse’s] neck with thunder?

160



2 vi: Adjustment

heap’ is rare, found in reference to the (mostly ruimadund of a city> The cognate

is found in Aramaic. If >n were read here, it would have to be taken in a figierati
senseNayn meaning ‘thickness’ occurs only once, in context agm#yr referring to
thick soil®*® However, the synonymmy occurs in an obscure description of the wicked

man who rails against God, in Job 15.25*2he imagery is bestial: ‘For he stretches

out his hand towards God and aggrandises himself befor&rtighty. He runs against
him, on the neckiX¥a YON )P, on the thickness of his protective hurmp)y >1ya
NN .. (15.25-26). The description continues: ‘For he covesddte with his fatness
20N2 MO NDD D and makes folds of fat upon his flarikes Dy M wyn ..’
(15.27). The syntax allow®n »°1) »ya to be understood as further describing
INI¥2 ; thus, ‘on the thick part of the hump’ is equivalentan the neck®® It is also
of note that 15.28 is a paraphrase of the descriptioneotiisolate habitation of the
wild ass in 39.6. Bearing all this in mind and returninglod 39.10: if the consonants
are read asynayn YMa, conceivably this could be construed as ‘on the swfeiis
thickness’, which in turn, on the basis of Job 15.26, migh understood as ‘on its
neck’. In the context this makes good sense; the tletkasound or swell of the

shoulders is a distinctive feature of the physique ohaardull.

The suggestion that the translator deliberately miskeadhere commends itself for the
following reasons: i) it can explain the size of theuna: the translator interpreted the

sense of two words in HTYfay ©5na) and rendered it with one wordhgns[a );>*

585. Deut 13.17; Jos 8.28, 11.13; Jer 30.18, 49.2.

586. 1King 7.46 = 2 Chr 4.17; derived froff1y ‘to be thick, fat’; the root is also found in Aramaic.

587. 11Q10 is not extant.
588. Job 15.26b is more usually understood as referring ttuthersboss at the centre of a shield (so

AV, JPS, NEB). Given the animal imageyd here is more likely to mean ‘protection, covering’
than ‘shield’; cf. Job 41. 7)1 >P>9N describing the protective scales of Leviathan. Tawen)

is versatile, with a range of meanings derived frombdme sense ¢f11) ‘to be curved, convex’,

thus ‘back; mound; boss; bulwark’; here, ‘hump’ seems apatapri
589. This is also therefore a case of Substitution addden (see Omission).
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ii) it dissolves the need to assume a repositioninghef grepositiom (its position

effectively reflects HT); iii) it dissolves the ne&al conclude that the translator resorted
to omission. Instead, it is suggested that the tramsleted scripture itself (in this case
the Job text itself) to make sense of his texts lalso worth considering the possible

influence of Hos 10.11, one of only three places at wihighy occurs - as it does in

39.10b. The prophet’s words liken lIsrael, through the figufedacob, Judah and
Ephraim, to domesticated oxen: ‘Ephraim is a schooleférhthat loves to thresh

VYO dNanNN , | have passed a yoke [over] its fair negghNiy 210 Dy »nnay N ; |
will drive Ephraim ©9X 2’29 , Judah will ploughnTn> vyIn , [and] Jacob will
harrow for him apy> 19 77w ...>° Given the imagery, it is not surprising thatrTv
appears alongsida¥ ‘neck’ and Dy ‘yoke’. The latter two are indeed found together

quite regularly, used figuratively to express human oppresSidut it is, in fact, only
here at Hos 10.11 that they all appear in an agriculturpher which resonates with
the imagery of Job 39.10. This unique combination is furtsiport for reading the

traces in 11Q10 a»my[a .

What, then, of PJob, which translatesaoc A\ ‘upon its neck’ (apparently a

substitution foro>n )? It is possible that the translation was influencedhsy Hosea

passage. But if so, any resonance with scripture renmapiit: \io is used, not

N0 - Additionally, there are several adjustments, all bicWv look like common-sense

and context-based judgemeritsMoreover, scriptural association does not appear to be

590.°N2NN is an example of the hireq compaginis, indicating tmstract state (GeseniuSrammar

890I); lit. ‘loving of threshing’. | have translatem> N as ‘I drive’ in the sense it is used of

chariots, e.g. 2King 19.23, Jer 17.25. Cassath(33) notes the Ugaritic metaphor “the beauty of
the back of the ass”, which he sees as perhaps echbled 10.11.
591. E.g. Gen 27.40; Jer 27.2,8, 28.10,11, and others.

592. PJaob reworks the syntax~n_,4 is transferred to the end and given a possessive pattielsuffix

onNaY is transferred tdxno . The prepositior is clarified as\x ; it qualifiesm\ano ‘its
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a commonmodus operandin PJob. By contrast, in 11Q10 a translation arrived at
through association and resonance would fit a pattemtiofate interdependence with

scripture which the translation exudes throughout.

2vi.ii b) Adjustment of Word Order or Word Division in PJob

38.28 Hv

HT readsbv "WaN YN " N AN 9vnY win “Hath the rain a father? or who

hath begotten the drops of dew?” (AV). PJob translateshere a father for the rain?

Or who gave birth to the drops@ys\ as o aus ox <\ % <o . *® The

transposition of word order:\, =\ ~ar ) is stylistic?® but there is also redivision,

so that the final word in HT %V ) is moved to open the next verSeThe salient factor
is that "2)N is hapax; the redivision can be explained if thesledar understood> N
by construing it as a plural parallel withon , presumably misunderstanding, or

choosing to ignore, the construct relationship Wwith. The redivision has repercussions

in the next verse. 38.29a readenpn NX> " VAN ‘Out of whose belly came the

ice?’ In PJob there is another change in word-ordéh mx.\\_ ‘ice’ moved to the

beginning of the verse to compose a plural subject milith (dew); so the verb is made

neck’.yN1Y ‘its rope’ is rendered as<1L. ‘yoke’ (possibly influenced bymaDn > Ka in
v.5; cf. Sokoloff's suggested reading ©p°[2 in 11Q10). The result is smooth and gives excellent

senserd>.11 mlao Ay )i MK 1o nla ‘Can you fasten the yoke on the neck

of the wild ox ..?” RJob adjusted the difficult syntax¥i2y ©YN2a by adding the possessive
particle. Even so, the senseXWNT NNIDN2 is far from clear: ‘by the furrow of his rope’ (6 smis
haveiPYWNT). Mangan: “in the furrow of ropes”.

593. PJob’s translation 0b)N is discussed under Selection.

594. SzpekTranslation Techniquél08) regards this as “due to language difference ...[withidtian
only in structure or style”.

595. SzpekTranslation Techniquél14) regards this as due to “error alone”, resulting itirarovative
proposition, albeit rather insignificant” (114).
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plural and there is addition of a copula ten.\_ : ‘And the dew and the ice, out of

whose womb did they come forthRhes _ o1 <o o e <\ o **° All these

alterations are the direct result of the translatattempt to deal with the hapax in

v.28%7

39.1 9nvn

HT reads:mwn m>»x 59N yo0 DOy nT1o Ny nymN ‘Do you know when the
wild goats are due to give birth? Do you watch over wienhinds labour?’ This is

another case of clause redivision in PJob, whichtdrest1n as a double-duty verb,

adds a copula and postpones translatiormo¥n to the next versexy\.~ .\ %0 ...

‘Do you know when the wild goats in the crags give biethd the hinds conceive?’ As

a consequence, the translation of 392&>nN ON» 990N ‘Do you count the

months they complete?’ opens with a translatiomm¥n | Keia Keam o Y\

‘do you watch the number of months?9on is transposed into the substantize.

‘number’; MNYNN is omitted completely?

596. The addition of a copula to open the verse is styhstd a very common feature in PJob; Szpek,
Translation Techniqu€l26f). Here she attributes (122) the opening copula to fitherfion of a

larger addition” (presumabiydkvo ).

597. Shepherdreconsideratiof(161-2) suggests that the “arrival”uﬂkvo into v.29 “attracted” the

transposition of¥ L.\ \_; he does not suggest a reason for the redivision.

598. See Omission. ShepheR&consideratiofl01-2) does not remark on the connexion of this
omission with redivision of the clause.
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2vi.ii ¢) Adjustment of Word Order or Word Division in RJob

37.15 My IMN
HT reads: 1y N YN 0dHY MON Dwa y1nn “Dost thou know when God

disposed them, and caused the light of his cloud to sh{#&%’ In RJob11> VN ‘his

rain’ replaces HT'smx >

and the two nouns are transposethvn 1Y YNNI ‘and
he brought forth the cloud of his raff’. This may be accounted for through
harmonisation with 37.11 1N )Y ¥ ‘he scatters the light of his cloud”. RJob2

retains the wording and word order of HT.

38.25 79N noyn

HT reads:mop N> 7T Noyn quvo 09 » ‘Who divided for the flood a
watercourse and a way for the stormcloliit’RJob’s clause division transposes the
waw conjunction: XNYT NNMN NDOYDY NPT NWINID NXOVY ANV Ty N
‘Who made the channels of the flood for the conduithefseaand on highthe way of
the cloud’ (RJob25% This clause division may be the result of influencenfPs 65.10,
where D was perhaps read as ‘from the sea’, thus inspiring pansion in the first

hemistich®®

599.See RJob to 37.11 under Substitution.

600.Lit. ‘his cloud, his rain’; Mangan: “clouds of rain”.dgt mss. read)y .

601. So Shepher&econsideratioi193-95); he notes that the transposition occurs in amskation
tradition of RJob which shows a greater tolerancadustment. He also discusses transposition in
41.26 and notes a third case (18.4) observed by Weiss.

602. See also Selection, Expansion, Substitution.

603.Note that the other translation tradition to 38.25§RYetains the HT word order.

604.See Expansion.
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2vi.ii d) Additional Examples of Adjustment of Word Order / Division

11Q10
37.10: P31 O ‘water in constraint’ >y Y9N DY ‘upon the surface of water’
(association; see Extension)

37.12: yn>anna T90MM  ‘turning about according to his counsels’ N> N
PN ‘they listen to him and go’ (association; see Esiem)
37.14:yanm Ty ‘stand up and consider X1 9onon O ‘and stand up,

consider*®

38.5b: X (relocation to 38.6a)
38.27:x810 MmN, it. ‘and to cause to shoot the issuingdyy NPoYNOY ‘and to

cause to go forth shoots’ (transposexy and XY - better sense?)

PJob

37.12: 0HyaY MNanna ‘according to his counsels to their work’ >

—2iwm aauw) ‘inorder to carry out counsels’ (see Omissith)

37.18: pxm NID ‘like a molten glass’ (obscure) xaiwax aamamwm) ‘to support

together’ (see Conjecture)

38.10:0nYTY ™12 ‘bar and doors’ >~iaamo < ik ‘gates and bolt§”’
39.4: 712 M7y .. mon ‘they grow healthy .. they grow strong in the open’ >

\mwdma .. _ooi%wa ‘and they grow strong ... and they are weaned’ (see

-—

Omission)

605. The prepositiol is a syntactic addition; see Muraok&gction(112). 4QJobat 37.14 reads:
YM1aJnn TY] ‘[Stland , con[sider’ (DJD XVI, Cave 4, Frg. 19).

606. ShepherReconsiderationf162) attributes this to resolution of the difficultytdT.
607. Perhaps an example of “crossed equivalents”; see @rgeidremiah 53-4.
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39.6: 7NOn  »MOwm ‘and his dwellings the saltness’ &.irs ~uln  ~ihao

‘and in the salt place its abode’ (also Expansion)

2vi.ii € Summary: Adjustment of Word Order / Division

Examples of adjustment of word order or division in Raabrare; two are noted in the
text samplé”® By contrast, in PJob such adjustments are common.y Man be
ascribed to conventiofl! additionally, one should note Rignell's suggestion that th
translator was not familiar with the vocalisation\@rse division of MT°"° This does
not, however, suffice to explain either the redivision38.28, which neglects the
construct relationship, or that in 39.1, which occursigdale omission. The former is

part of the approach to dealing with the hapa ; that in 39.1 is perhaps to deal with

a perceived redundangy.In both these cases the adjustment to the word omter

alongside several other grammatical adjustments aimsthabthing the sense. In the
listed examples, adjustment occurs alongside omission (339.2), and alongside
conjecture (37.18). All these illustrations are significapropos the PJob translator’s

approach to the HT and perhaps his overall facility efdew.

608. In 37.18 RJob’s understanding of the clause division dfffamsthe Masoretic, but does not
involve adjustment. In MT the adjecti® N is not attributive, falling after the athnah and thus
in the second hemistich: X792 DPN ‘strong as ..". RJob, however, understabdginN as an
agreeing attributive adjectivg?®pn pNYY MY YPIN ‘Will you spread out with him the
mighty heavens ..? (cf PJob).

609. SzpekTranslation Techniquél08-13) notes the following instances of transpositionord order
in the chapters under discussion here: 38.6,7,10,12,13,28,29,30; 39.574ScHbes many cases to
language difference or stylistic preference, i.e. cotieea of Syriac word order (transposition of
subject and verb, moving of verb to the start or éoethd of the hemistich). She notes (113-17) that
redivision in PJob occurs within verses and betweesegesome 30 times. Shepherd,
Reconsideratiormakes similar observations, concluding (191) that “iwtnase influence and/or
linguistic-stylistic factors, although at times notigedistinguished, are primary contributing causes
of transposition” in PJob.

610. Rignell Peshitta Jok{363).

611. According to SzpeRranslation Techniquehat at 38.28-29 is down to “error alone” because the
syntax does not “project a possible ambiguity” (114); th&0al-2 she regards as due to error and/or
ambiguity.
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Cases of transposition are also common in 11%1 the current analysis the
illustrations drawn from 11Q10 show adjustments which dél eifficult syntax and
semantics in HT. 38.10 is a case of transposition, 39.1@ad division. The case of

DYT DN in 37.16 sees the relocatiohthe translated text beyond the confines of the

Hebrew verse in order to effect a particular sensall i;ases (and in 37.10 and 37.12 in
the listed examples) it can be argued that the changesudtly underpinned with

scriptural support.

612.See Shepher@gconsideratio125-57).
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Chapter 2 vii. Omission

Omission is a minus in the translation, the leaving @ an element of the source text.
Many omissions can be attributed to grammatical-linguistquirement$:® there are
also cases which can be attributed to copyist ermmd, & the case of 11Q10, to a
fragmentary text’* Omission in the three translations has been exam@xtensively
elsewheré® For this reason, the illustrations brought here awstirestricted to cases

where further observations can be made.

2vii.a) Omission in 11Q10

37.12 NSIN
HT reads:pan 79 5y O WX D5 0ODYAY MMaNNa 90NN MIADN XN
NNIX “And it is turned round about by his counsels: that timay do whatsoever he

commandeth them upon the face of the world in the ‘e&tt). **® 11Q10 gives no

overt translation oHNIN . Possibly, this was in order to avoid redundancy; dsaia

the problem posed by the suffiX, the entire word might be judged as superfluous

613. E.g. the omission of the interrogative particleJatRe.g. 37.16, 38.12,28,31) is standard idiom due
to the absence in Syriac of a direct interrogatidicator; it may be substituted, or in some cases the
sense has to be gleaned from context. See furthepekJzanslation Techniqué€03-15);
ShepherdRReconsideratio(92).

614. Assessment of omissions in 11Q10 is necessarily miofdfomplications associated with a
fragmentary text and an entirely unknown transmissistohi. See Shepherd'’s discussion,
Reconsideratiorf41-2, 72-3, 118). He brings examples (43-50) which may be atthleuto a
variantVorlageor to scribal error.

615. SzpekTranslation Techniqué31-2, 74, 98, 162-9); ShepheRkconsideratioi35-122). The latter
notes (60-72) “minor” omissions in 11Q10: “elements ... gigetl by the translator as either not
required (i.e. a stylistic-poetic constraint) or notpitted (i.e. a properly linguistic constraint ..”)
(61). Szpek notes 140 places in PJob whengconjunctive is omitted, deducing redundancy or in
some cases error (haplography) as causes (117-22). Shdpbendsideratiomakes an exhaustive
study of the representation of conjunctivewin the three translations. He notes three possdses
of omission in RJob (26.11,33.27,40.10), all probably attribatebiransmission history (244). The
only certain example (36.26) is shared by all three tatinsls. Regarding 11Q10, he concludes that
11Q10 “is more likely to omit” thevawthan is PJob (244). He contrasts a “willingness td,omi
substitute and, most frequently, add Wevconjunction” in PJob and 11Q10 as against “the quite
extraordinary fidelity to the Masoretic text” in RJolb&presentation aflaw (257).

616. See further under Extension.

617. The formnNNIN occurs also in Job 34.13. In both locations Dho@menmentaryreats the suffix
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alongside Yan . Elsewhere in BHeby N and>an often occur together, with a similar

meaning, making distinction difficuit’ Where this happens at 34.13 the sense and
syntax of HT is straightforward and 11Q10 translates btythghtforwardly. But 37.12
is complex and the 11Q10 translator clearly works to maksesof it. One effect of his

treatment is that, whereas in HhY> WX Y5 seems to refer to all God’s commands,

in 11Q10 the sense becomes all God's creatiorx 1 95 Yy ‘over all that he has
created®™ Though Yan can often refer to the created worfiy X is the archetype,
the cuepar excellencefor recaling the Genesis account of Creation; ggse is
therefore subtly present in this reworked translationg 5y ynTp9 NI T 9D DY
9an ‘over all that he has created he has command oriatiee of the world’. This
reading of 11Q10 dissolves the need to posit omission dugetoahtic overload™" or

a differentVorlage®

37.13 I¥INY ON
HT reads: YynNND TONY DN ININD OX VAVYY ON “He causeth it to come, whether

for correction, or for his land, or for mercy’ (AV} Some commentators judge

11Q10’s XYINY as deriving fromy N ‘land’;*** others suggest derivation fromyy-

‘to break’ or fromv y9y ‘to join, come in contact’ (with scribal change ¢f to X ),

as third masculine singular pronominal possessive osttaegth of Prov 8.3bana npnwn
WIN “rejoicing in His inhabited world” (JPS). Gordi¥pbfinds the poetic use of the old accusative
ending more convincing in both places (cf. GeseBiley. Here in 37.12, the suffix is construed as
the locative by both rabbinic versions, and as tlssessive by PJob.

618. E.g. Job 34.13190 2N DOV ) NNIN POY TP M ‘Who assigned to him the earth or
who putin place the whole world?’; Jer 10.12,51.15.

619. See Adjustment of Consonants.

620. E.g. Ps 24.1: ‘To the Lord belongs the earth and wisat XD YIND 7MY ; the world
and its inhabitant$)a 2w Yan..; Ps 89.12.

621.So Shepher&econsideratiof69).

622.So0 Prof. Stephen Kaufman (personal communication, komf@rence, Basel 2001).

623. See further under Alternative Translation. GraBbenparative Philology118) considers there is a
reasonable argument for takim¢nN from+ NN+ prosthetiaN ‘his pleasure, grace’.

624. Sokoloff,Targum to Jolsuggests that the fin& is a mistaken scribal adjustment frongi.e. from
an originally literal translation as ‘his land’). @& Martinezt al. regard it as “almost literal”.
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giving NYIN ‘occurrence, accident®? The translator appears to have understood the
tenor of the verse as a series of negatives (afiicthunger and want, a shameful
matter), so that a reading consistent with this wabkgps the intention (for instance,
‘damage, injury’ or ‘mishap, misfortune®’If so, the omission of the suffixould be
part of a careful construal of the verse, rather giamply avoidance of the problem it

present$?’ Note that neither PJob nor RJob translates tHisx.§tif

38.9 ’»Iva and38.10 »pn

HT reads:)yn>nn 59 wiad yy »mwa “When | made the cloud the garment
thereof, and thick darkness a swaddlingband forvita ©wx) pn POy "IWN
onYT And brake up for it my decreed place, and set bars and "d¢ayy. **
Omission of the suffix omwa ‘when | put’ (38.9) and orpn ‘my decree/s’ (38.10)
is consistent with the translator’s handling of thekward mix of person in vss.8-11
(third personTo" in v.8, first person in vss 9-11). But his decision toi@wse of the

first person is more than a device for achieving acémdranslatior® It is integral

with his interpretation of these verses in the lighthe powerful imagery evoked by
XXMM (which the translator adds in v.8). As part of this83BL is recast from being
statements made by God - who did battle with the prirabdéiep - into God’s direct

challenge to Job: ‘Wilyou confine the deep, the forces of chaos (v.8), ondagtwhen

625. van der Ploegt al., Jongelinget al,, Aramaic TextsSee Garcia Martinez al for further detail;
while they discount these readings, they admit bothtkiese possible derivations offer greater
coherency, and that an Aramaic reader might well treadeixt in this way.

626.See further on 11Q10’s translation under Alternativesladion. The question does remain,
however, as to why the translator would be contetit ain apparently ambiguous resuty N

would presumably be taken more obviously to mean ‘thé lghough see Garcia Martinez al. in
previous note); cf. the unequivocky N in 38.4.

627. Other cases of omission by 11Q10 of the Hebrew proramiffix have been observed. Shepherd,
Reconsideratioli65) comments: “the Qumran translator is open to simpligting a suffix in
translation in a given context when it seems stylidly appropriate”.

628. WechslerReflectiong117) views this as an example of an “exegetical/targummadlpll between
PJob and 11Q10. See further below on RJob.

629. See further under Extension.

630. Sokoloff,Targum to Jol{7) attributes 11Q10’s “unbroken succession of rhetoricaltiumes to
style. | think this explains PJob’s approach to botlsesrsee 38.9 under Alternative Translation.
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clouds form its garment (v.9); and gou set limits to the sea (v.10-11)?" The use in
38.10 of the imperfect second persen¥m , and the translation ofpn as NN
‘limits’, are both also part of this very particulardemstanding, which is itself grounded
in scriptural allusioii>* When all this is considered, the significance of aha@ssion of
these suffixes may be judged differently from when theysaen in isolation or in a list

of missing suffixes>

39.4 N ... NP .. MO

HT reads: > v X2y WY 922 12179 072 MmO ‘Their offspring grow strong,
they increase in size, in the open, they go out andadareturn to them’. The first
hemistich is asyndetic, the subjects and objects mf@gaous and the whole verse is
elliptic. 11Q10 render§nPoy NN NI P PO M1 WP ‘They rear their
offspring and put [them] out; they have gone out and havestorned to thent*® This

is one case of omission in 11Q10 which may be bettecrided as reduction or
abbreviatior?>* Here > ‘they increase in strength’ and~y ‘they grow in size’ are
compressed intqup (feminine plural) ‘they rear’, which was presumablpught to
encapsulate the sense of btthAdditionally, P9 ‘and they send [them] out’ may be
a reductive translation of Y 911 , reading a (defective) Hifil imperfect ‘they
lead/send (them) outside QXY ); the copula is a clarificatory additiop9) is then a

second translation oRY> , this time as a Qal perfect: ‘they have gone outidéistood

631. See detail under Extension.
632. ShepherdReconsideration(85) comments on the ambiguity of the suffixpm .

633. On the ms. it appears that an orignébnd they (will) go out’) was erased; Garcia Martiegal
ad loc. X2 s third plural perfectX is orthographic; see Jongeling et Akamaic Textsad loc.
MY is understood as equivalent to the indirect object marke

634. Sokoloff,Targum to Jol{8) notes ‘telescoping’ as a characteristic of 11Ql@dseribes it as
destroying the poetic character of the original but gajmompactness in style. Another example
occurs at 38.26 whed™N N andDTN NY are combined and representedwyN N> , and
NN and7271) are combined and renderedastd YN ‘desert land’; see Sokoloffargum to
Jobad loc.; ShepherdReconsideratio66-7).

635.V WV ‘to be old’, presumably Afel, thus ‘to bring to an agetare, rear’. 11Q10 construes
D)1 as the object (rather than as the subject, see moeederings) of the verbs in the first
hemistich.
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this way, the translator has represented the sdnset the footprint, of each word in
HT, using reduction to handle the perceived redundancy and eddnasislation to

handle the asyndeton and ellipSfs.

2 vii. b) Omission in PJob

lllustrations from the text sample fall into threeagories, as follows,

Omission of the preposition
Examples of omission of the preposition are numet§usrequently it is one of a
package of measures taken by the translator to producelerirg with a good flow of

sense. For example, in 37.8Y72 ‘in constraint’ is rendered as a finite verb minus th
preposition: x> ‘he brings down’, which is internally consistent arelpis to clarify

the sensé&” Likewise, in 38.9 »mwa ‘when | placed’ becomesiax ‘he made®®

These are amongst many examples involving substitutiothe Hebrew infinitive
construct + preceding prepositith. Though these may have been driven by

linguistic-stylistic considerations, sometimes there eonsequences significant for the

sense. In 38.8 the infinitive»)2 ‘at its gushing’ becomes.x_r~o ‘and he made flow’;

the omitted preposition contributes to the shift infdwus of the entire versS&.In other

examples, omission of the preposition occurs alongsider dtanslation devices where

636. This would mean that 11Q10 construed the verse divisienedifly from MT, which places the
athnaq aften11 . Sokoloff, Targum to Jolyeads)p 9" “they (fem) send out” as a translation of

923 Y2 “they grow up outside”.

637.Besides omission wfaw, which has been covered by Sheph&egonsideration

638. See, for example, Szpek’s liBtanslation Techniquél63).

639. See also Extension.

640. See under Alternative Translation.

641. SzpekTranslation TechniquéB3) notes that in PJob the perfect is the most frecgudostitute for
the infinitive construct; Weitzmargyriac Versior(26) makes the same observation regarding P in
general.

642. See Extension.
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the Hebrew syntax is markedly difficult: the omissidn ‘zv in 37.16°* of 2 in 37.12
IN91NNA ‘in/by his counsels®* of WX in 37.17°* and of 2 in 38.8 »© ©ONYTa

‘with doors, the sea’ ; regarding the latter, the prejwsis a key part of the sense of
HT here and its omission probably indicates the taéosk lack of appreciation of its

implications®*®

Omission of the suffix
Difficulty in the Hebrew is likewise a significant fac for omission of the suffix.

Taking 37.12 again: neither the import of the possessivix suffin>yanNn21 , nor that

on0YyaY , is clear; PJob does not translate or represdmreithe suffix onININD in
37.13 is awkward and is not translated:a~\ _~a ‘and whether for the land*’

This is in contrast to that attached\uN in 37.12 and 34.13, in both cases tackled by
the translator (construed as the possessive and lecaspectively). In 38.1pn ‘my

statute/s’ is translated without the suffix.

Omission to avoid redundancy
In 38.25 only m>p ™NY in hemistich b is translated. It would appear that the
omission of 38.25a and of77 in 38.25b is deliberate; the resultant sense, which now

runs on from v.24b, is excellent: ‘Or in what wayiggt apportioned and does the wind

643. See Selection.

644. In 37.12 PJob changes the word order, avoids a cletfitdgion of the subject and omits some of the
more puzzling suffixes (see below). ShephBeonsideratio(86-87) compares PJob's treatment
with 11Q10’s, concluding that both translators felt “ff@emit elements in translation ... because
(their) understanding or modification of the surroundingest-or verse as a whole has rendered
them unnecessary or inappropriate”. 11Q10’s translatiB@.a® is, in fact, carefully constructed;
see Extension, Adjustment of Consonants and above p.169.

645. SzpekTranslation TechniquéZ4) regards this as omission due to ambiguity withouttedie
meaning. Shepher&econsideratiolf86) regards it as response to a ‘problem’ in the texsitmply

omitting the element involved”. Greenbedgremiah(73) notes in PJer 16.13 that a difficOWN is
changed tavawto improve the flow. See further MWWN in 37.17 under Adjustment.

646. See Extension.

647. As noted above, none of the three translatorslatas this suffix. SzpeRranslation Technique
(98) attributes PJob’s omission to perceived redundancy.

648. ShepherdReconsideratiori85) suggests ambiguity may be the perceived problem here.
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go out over the earth (v.24) and becomes form and souné3)(Perhaps the omission
of a translation of 38.25a was simply avoidance of whed judged to be repetition of
28.26a. At 28.26 there is a full translation of the saméagym (M>p ™NY ) as
referring to thunder, and again takimgn as fromv Mn: ‘He made a statute for the
rain and a way for the displays of noise’. But 38.25a tsanceplica of 28.26a; it is, in
fact, rather more problematic; this suggests that thission of 38.25a may have been

to avoid difficulty in the Hebrew”

At 39.3 HT reads:mnown 0ndYoan  mNYan y» 12> MyIon ‘They bow themselves,

they bring forth their young ones; they cast off theours’. It appears that
—Wa 419 ,&wxa ‘And when they kneel and give birth’ translates 39.3makes
good sense as a direct continuation of 39.2b, and alsdsatlte complications of the

HT in the second hemistic translation of 39.3b is omitted, perhaps motivated by

perceived repetition of 39.3a and difficulty in the Hebf&w.

Perceived redundancy may also explain omission of alétion of ™9y ‘wild ass’ in

39.5b:NN9 Mm TIY MIDM wan XIS NOVW N “Who hath sent out the wild ass

free and who hath loosed the bands of the wild ass?).(4&Job translates:

Ko oy Lldo _Lirs 13 <A aar aayn ‘Who has let the wild ass go free and

loosed from him the yokeé? Ty itself may have been viewed as a redundant

649. ShepherdReconsideratioii84) appears to accept Weitzman's assessrSgnaf Version45s) of
omission here being due to particular difficulty with Hebrew, suggestingioyn as the

complication.
650. So RignellPeshitta JobDhorme Commentaryccxvi-viii) regarded the translation as a case of
compression, as did WeitzmaByriac Versior(45). Shepher&econsideratiofl02-3) concurs,

regarding\n_\_, “they give birth” as “a single generic .. rendering'tloé two Hebrew verbs

MN29N and MNoWN .
651. There is little consistency with the translatibi2.18 NNS ©YIY1N DM ‘the bond of kings he

looses’, which becomes<x 1&\ \_.4_\31 &> ‘he brings down kings to the gate’, witto)

rendered verbally anth19 as a noun.
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synonym of X799 and so not translated. Additionallyp was perhaps deliberately
misread as the prepositiony , either to avoid a perceived repetition @b which

opens the first hemistich (though this is not how tit@mslator dealt with the same
syntagm in 38.5), or perhaps suggested by the renderingnaf with \\a and its

transposition to the head of the hemistich. This &fdirect translation of Ty

superfluous to the senS&.

2 vii.c) Omission in RJob

37.13 1¥9ND ON
The text sample yields one example in RJob which meaglidcussed under the heading

of omission’™ It occurs in the translation of 37.289NY DX TONY DX VAVY DN,
which receives significant expansion in RJ¥bThe suffix on 1IN is omitted by all
three translations, but RJob goes further in thaketigeno overt representation &N
itself. An explanation as desire for harmonisation with thesuifixed formsvaw>
and TonY does not penetrate the maftér.The reason for the lack of overt
representation ofh¥IX in RJob is that the sense ohis land’, that is, God’'s especial

land, Israel, permeates the rabbinic understanding ami@neg of the entire verse. A

particularistic understanding ok X here is almost certaff, Compare, for example,

652. Rignell Peshitta Jolproposed tha?? is not rendered andha™>n replacesTYIY . Shepherd,
Reconsideratioi105) concurs, considering that the translator regarasdtérrogative pronoun in

the first hemistich as able to do ‘double-duty’, and thatrepresentation o1y by ma>»  was

in order to avoid repetition of the noun.

653. Shepherdreconsideratiomotes two examples: 31.28 to avoid “an unacceptable level of
ambiguity and confusion” (115), and 4%y , which is attributable to the use of converse
translation for theological considerations (113-5).

654. See Expansion.

655. ShepherdReconsideratiolf37-38) attributes the omission of the suffix in all thtenslations to
harmonisation with the un-suffixed forms in the vetée omits to note that RJob does not represent
the lexeme overtly.

656. WechsleReflectiong117) cites medieval rabbinic commentaries which ipaate the suffix in
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Job 5.10: "9 Dy 9Vn YN ‘He who gives rain upon [the] earth and sends water
upon [the] fields’. In the rabbinic translation of 5. XN is identified as ‘the land of

Israel'. In Sifre 42, Deut 11.14 is understood to imply Goa® @ersonal concern for
Israel's welfare: “ ‘I will give’ - | Myself, not bythe hands of an angel nor by the hands
of a messenger - ‘the rain of your land’ - not the i@ all lands”; Job 5.10 is brought

as confirmation. bTaan 10a illuminates Job 5.10 furthde land’ is Israel and ‘the
fields’ refers to other landd’ The absence of a direct translation X in RJob is

not, therefore, an example of true omission. Thestation has subsumed the original

Hebrew base text into the interpretatich.

2 vii. d) Additional Examples of Omission

11Q10

37.17b:Dy 1) NN LVPYNA OMIN > no translation
38.11:x1an > no translatiot’

38.24:7N >vacat™

PJob

38.29:y19 " > no translation of suffft*

39.2a: MNDNN 0N 190N ‘Do you count the months they complete?’ >

Kol Reaw dax W\ ‘do you watch the number of months?' (no translatibn o

MINYNN ; see Adjustment of Word Ord&Y)

their interpretations of 37.13.

657. See also bTaan 8b.

658. Cf. AlexanderJewish Aramaic Translation(834-37).

659. The text is damaged and incomplete; Sokdlaffgum to Jolsuggests homoioteleuton.

660. See Substitution.

661. SzpekTranslation Techniquéd8) attributes this to language difference and redundasglfirey in
“synonymy with variation in style”; ShepheREconsideratioi100-1) regards it as evidence for the
stylistic concerns of the translator.

662. Rignell Peshitta Jolsuggested thanIN2In was understood as part of the sensexf s v .
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39.4:09 3w XD NS 922 12 02 O ‘Their offspring grow strong, they
increase in size, in the open, they go out and do hatréo them’ >

Amedma _omia _oidwa ‘and their offspring grow strong and they are

-—

weaned’ (also Adjustment of Word Ordé?p).

39.10: NN ‘after you’ > no translatiofi’

2 vii. €) Summary

These observations are confirmatory of previous stuoiesmission in PJoB® The
evidence suggests that the translator sometimes simpgeghaver difficulties in the
Hebrew: the unclear prepositions in 37.10,12,16, 38.8,9, the adkpassessive

suffixes in 37.12,13, 38.10, the difficaiX in 37.17. Omission also seems to be a way

to avoid perceived redundancy, leading in some cases &ndext gaps (38.25,

39.2,3,4,5).

It has been demonstrated elsewhere that omissiorirésjaent feature in 11QT&. In

the text sample the omission of an entire hemig{gch17b) is particularly notable. It
appears to be intentional since there is not sufficggace on the manuscript for a
quantitatively equivalent translatiSi.An argument on the grounds of sense can be

made for the deliberate relocation of v.16b, but thessioms of ©MNN from the

663. ShepherdReconsideratiorf104) judges this a reduction &2 YN and 92227 into one

phrase:__mia  _ 33%ma “their young grow up”; and__.\mw¥>a “and they are

weaned” as a reduced translatiom 12¥ NV INN .

664. SzpekTranslation Techniquattributes this either to error (167) or to “no appareason” (168).

665. ShepherdReconsideratiorf106,109f) attributes omission in PJob to difficulty in KT,
modification of the co-text, to linguistic-stylisticesiderations, to perceived redundancy. Weitzman,
Hebrew and Syriac Jof140-41) observes that large scale omissions in PJehnfastly confined to
particularly intractable passages”, among them 38.25a and 3Bt #mission of 40.16, which is
not especially difficult, “perhaps suggest physical damagfestdorlage’.

666. ShepherdReconsideratiof41-73).

667. van der Ploegt al concluded that there is space for approximately 7 lefeasthe finalX of

N]VTN in 1.8; neither does there appear to be sufficientesipathe lacuna at the beginning of 1.8.
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translation of v.17a and of the whole of v.17b are nubffeult to account for. Since

none of the vocabulary appears likely to have been gmadilc (only the adjectiven

might be considered rare in BHeb), one can only specaatto the reason for the
omission’® When the primary cause of a differevbrlage and secondary causes of
failure in the transmission of the text or corruptafrthe manuscript, are discounted, is
this a case of the ultimate “abdication” of the tfaiws’s role?™ It is significant that

the translator expanded on his translation of v.16b aamkra major adjustment to the
word order. Any speculation as to motive for this omissvould need to consider the

background and possible purpose of the 11Q10 translation.

Other examples from 11Q10 show careful treatment of Higwes to bring out the
meaning as the translator understoot’ithe pronominal suffixes in 38.9 and 38.10
are not simply avoided because not requifetheir omission is part of the translator’s

interpretation of the verses through the motifi®nn . Similarly, it is proposed that
the omission of the suffix fromyIXD in 37.13 is consistent with the translator’s

reworking of the verse according to his particular undedstg of it, and is thus part of
his attempt to resolve the problematic semantics. gaoison with PJob here is
interesting. The omission of the suffix by PJob ist mdran approach which suggests
uncertainty (the use of a drudge wdfdpr perhaps reluctance in dealing with the
difficulties of the verse (the use of streamlining lirggiesi amendments). In 11Q10 the
omission occurs alongside careful word choice, doubleslaton and deliberate
misreading, all of which suggest a confident approach amth&rent strategy for

handling the complexities of the verse. One might desdooth translations as having

668. Editors of 11Q10 note only that a translation of v.&#hissing.

669. WeitzmanSyriac Versior{43-6) described true omission, that is, deliberate fattuteanslate an
element of the HT as the “ultimate abdication” of ttemslator’s function.

670. Omission is readily attributed to carelessness, mésgtanding or error on the part of the translator
and/or copyist by Weis€22)71777 (21-27), WeisskFurther Noteg15-18).

671. ShepherdReconsideration(61,73) characterizes many cases of omission in 11QstQlissic
modifications of elements in HT which were regardethietranslator as not required.

672.<\,\¥\ __ <; see Extension.
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been influenced by prior translation choi€But it is the nature of these translation
choices which is so important in discerning the difieee between the approaches of
the two translators. PJob has simply omitted the xsudfid rendered a smooth
translation; 11Q10 has transformed the need for the shffough a translation which is

also interpretation.

Another example of interpretative translation in 11Q1i 87.12, where, though¥x

is not directly represented, its sense is subtly ingatpd. Either this, or it must be seen
as a failure to translate. Yet this example in 11Q10rikgps not so far from the spirit

of RJob’s omission of¥X in 37.13. RJob in 37.13 is a consummate example of this
interpretative type of translation: there is no ovegresentation ofi¥IN - and yet its

sense permeates the whole interpreted and expanded verse.

It is clear that there is a distinction to be madéwben the blunt instrument of
omission, where failure to translate an element hgf HT means that its sense is
completely absent, and a more refined approach, wherérdhslator has interpreted
and/or compressed the Hebrew so that not every woepresented, yet the full sense
is conveyed. Some cases in PJob might also be judgesblastion which leaves the

sense conveyed (for example, in 39.2 Rignell regarded tige s& NINDON to be

present in the translation; at 39~ may encapsulate the sense of the missing

translation ofT1y ).°”* Representation of each element in the Hebrew magerea

translation more faithful at one level; but the senms®y still be conveyed without all

elements being representéd.

673. ShepherdReconsideratiorf73, 110) so describes some omissions in 11Q10 and PJob.

674. Weitzmangyriac Version24-25, 43-46 discusses cases of abbreviation of HT iroRiasion,
though distinguishes cases where the translator had umatbtbe text from those where he had not;
amongst the latter he refers to Job 39.3-4.

675. There is an element of subjectivity in such judgem&emis BarrTypology(285, 304).
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Chapter 2 viii. Conjecture

Conjectural translations are considered to be thosrenthe translator has failed to
arrive at sense through other more well-founded appro&éh€enjecture should
always result in substitution. In the case of a hapgrrhenon or an obscure lexeme,
where the sense of the original is uncertain, it begp matter of judgement whether the
translator’s solution is pure guesswork or more soundheda3he line between
considered word choice and conjecture is often notyedsinarcated. If there are
reasons to suspect a rational semantic route - ifexample, a firmer linguistic or
contextual link with the HT is suspected - then it se@msnot to categorise as sheer
guesswork. Failure to identify a link is, of course, a puaéweakness in this method,;
so the translator is accorded the benefit of the damok cases are categorised as
selection or substitution unless there is little suppgrévidence (lack of etymological
or semantic fit), and/or evidence of other methodslwhluggest uncertainty on the part
of the translator (for example, adjustment of constmaomission, use of drudge
words) - in which case, such examples are categorisedngecture. But the distinction

is fine and will ultimately be subjective.

Manipulation of the Syriac is a particular type or sutegary of conjecture. Rignell
noted many examples, from which he inferred that aginaf provisional translation
was later reworked in order to improve on the séhséleitzman shifts the process

back to the original translation stage, dubbing it theatshpad” techniqu®®

676. Weitzmangyriac Versior(40-42) considers the use of conjecture in P, suggesting that
translator could construe little or no sense by makimigictkeons from context or etymology to
supplement his linguistic knowledge of Hebrew, then he maag resorted to guesswork, again
using local or wider context for clues, or sometimes@ating the Hebrew with a similar Syriac
word. Greenbergleremiahobserves that guesswork was “a well-used strategysedtsometimes
on etymology, occasionally on the context, and in cases is apparently unsupported” (169).

677. Rignell Peshitta Jol{5, 367).

678. Weitzmaniebrew and Syriac Tex($35-6). He attributes it to the translation stage ratien to
later scribal activity, since that would imply an onigi translation with “some well-nigh
unintelligibly literal readings”.
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2 viii. a Conjecturein PJob

37.11 »Aa and nNMv?

HT readshmx )y Y9 2y MY M1 9N “Also by watering he wearieth the thick
cloud; he scattereth his bright cloud” (A¥.The translation.~1.130 ‘and gently’

for the hapax 2 may be based on deliberately misreadimgas 5> and then

rearrangement to forrron , taken as deriving frong>7 ‘be soft, tender®®

The rendering of the hapax»7v> with the passive participle w&na> ‘extended,

stretched’ suggests that the verbs in the stich wgi@ded as parallel; thug>a> ‘he
scatters’ in the second (which is translated by Paeband he spread’) helped the

translator to guess at the sensenofiv> in the first®® The root. s> is used elsewhere

in Job to translatev) (9.8, 26.7, 38.5).

37.18 pSM NI
HT reads:pxm XD DN OPNYY my wpIn “Hast thou with him spread out
the sky which is strong and as a molten looking-glasa¥).(** PJob renders: ‘And

will you spread out with him the mighty firmameri.. < asweow\ to support <it>

together?’. The adverkruar ‘at once, together’ for the hapaxxy> has been

679. See further under Selection.

680. SzpekTranslation Techniqué281) suggests confusion withN2 “to purify, clear”, though does
not elaborate. WeitzmaByriac Versior(163) regards it as “no more than a guess, based on the
references in neighbouring verses to God transformihgedly his breath (v.10) or thoughts (v.12)
alone”.

681. Weitzmangyriac Versior{263) regards this asguess based on treatmentNoD> . Szpek,

Translation Techniqueegards it as a “contextual translation” (293).
682. See further under Alternative Translation.
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explained as an inner-Syriac corruption of an origiral e (so Rignell), or from
a Vorlage which read TnN> (so Dhormef®® Whilst Rignell's solution requires that
only minor orthographical changes occurred in transomsst is hard to see how an

original v e ‘[to support it] like a vision’ would have made sensetéad, one

can imagine that the translator found it necessavyaik on his provisionalx s e

(which recognised the probable derivation fremnN9 ), which easily resolved into

~iuare 2

That the translation is largely guesswork is also sugddsyethe translator’'s use of

o ‘10 sustain’ to rendepm , rather thanU\m_\ , Which combines the senses of the

685

two potential Hebrew rootsiy> , 7X);”and by the transposition ok3> and pxm .

37.19 T NO
HT reads: T¥N M99 T RO W X)) NN nNHn . Elihu mockingly challenges
Job to do the talking to God, since he and his frienelyat capable of thinking clearly:

‘Tell us what to say to him; we can't think straigivg’re in the dark’. PJob’s

iwday <o IS another example of manipulation of the Sydiaghis case, a change

from an original :axmy <\ ‘and we shall not be arrangét’ to v ey ~\a ‘and

we shall not hide’ required only a change of one congoma HT the second hemistich

683. SzpekTranslation Techniqué233) regards PJob’s translation here as removal of iffide due to
error.

684. This is, then, an example of Weitzman's “scratchpeatinique , i.e. reworking of an unsatisfactory
sense at the translation, rather than the editatade.

685.!}\0]_\, can mean both ‘to pour, flow’ and ‘to cast, smeltatiecf. BHebJD2) ‘to pour out’, which

in Isa 40.19 and 44.10 has the sense of casting of mga]s does translatX)) at 37.10; see
Extension.

686. So RignellPeshitta JobSyriac 11t has an equivalent meaning to BHERW ; cf. RJob’s N

970) ‘we cannot arrange’, discussed under Substitution.
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is elliptical, lacking a complement foriy) . PJob’s substitution with an intransitive
deals with this awkwardness, but the resulting sensepsrantly anon sequitur

‘Instruct me what | shall say to him. And we shalt teke refuge from the darkness’.

38.31 mTyn and NNan
HT reads: nnan 200 mowvm D NTYN Wwpnn “Canst thou bind the sweet
influences of Pleiades, or loose the bands of OrigA¥). The hapax MTyn is

thought to derive frorv Ty ‘to tie, bind’®" There seems to be little beyond pure

guesswork which might explain how the translator arrigédaa ‘on the face of':

K ,a’ka wax ‘Do you take hold of the face of Kima?' It may be fiath

evidence that the translator used v.30b as a templatarfiving at a translation of

v.31a>

Albeit that NNoan in the second hemistich could be considered a litteewe in the

context, PJob’s translation as_\. ‘have you seen’ appears to be another giféss,
consistent with the understanding of the hapmown as \.ax ‘path’,*® and with

real-life observation of the constellation: v~ Liar or ‘or have you seen

the path of the Giant?’

687. See further under Adjustment of Consonants.
688. See Extension. Dhorm@ymmentaryproposed that PJob derives frayd in v.30.

689. SzpekJranslation Techniqué293) regardsi v as a “contextual translation”; Rignefeshitta

Jobsuggested th&@N9N had been taken in the sense of “open the eyes”.
690. See Selection.
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2viii. b Additional Examples of Conjecture

38.6: MTN  fits pedestals’ > quion fits limits’ (also Substitution; confusion in
Syriac?§™*

38.10:0oWwN) ... 7AVN) ‘and | broke ... and | set’ =2avo0 ... 1an0 ‘and he made ...
and he made’ (see Substitution)

38.11:1vv) ‘he will put’ >31&a ¥ ‘you will remain’ (see Substitution)

38.25:m>p N> (obscure) ‘thunder-cloud’ >\ oo ~ow ~omo ‘and becomes form

and sound’ (also Substitutid)

38.29:0mv 99 (rare) ‘and the hoary frost of heaven’ ® .»mx1 ~xamoo ‘and the

helmet of heaven’ (also Substitutiéti)

691.This may be a slip frora > ‘pillar to ~ac , understandinglimit’ rather than<¥ac (pl.

a0 ) ‘pin, pegd’ (i.e. confusion of homonyms), and then @a@wto the synonym,a~ ‘limit’. In
Exod 27N ‘pedestal’ is translated &€+ >nc0 ‘pillar’ (though in 27.19<a o translate§

‘peg’). ShepherdReconsideratiof167) omits a rationale for the suggestion thatio s may be
a shorthand allusion to the expression “ends of thb'eart
692.The translator does not seem to have had the behaftraditional understanding apin (see

Selection); he apparently derives it frehn , perhaps influenced by understandiyp as

~\ .o ‘sound’. The paraphrase occurs alongside omission oiriéémistich and off 77 in the

second (see Omission).
693.MAD is rare and its meaning uncertain. There is evideih®ensantic overlap witth P in BSira

3.15(C): “Like warmth upon frogd9j? , it [kindness] will melt away your sins” (trans. Skef); ms
A hasNM9d rather thanN P . Perhaps PJob is derived from the basic sense éfehrew root

995 ‘to cover’ (so CoxonlEJ 1977). SyrAaaa has the sense ‘to wipe clean; renounce’, which is
not promising in terms of a likely influence; howeveBRitesv 1a.a ‘to cover with pitch’

(denominative from<iaan ). Rignell,Peshitta Jolsuggested that it is a guess inspiredd3pyY

and that<ac o could also mean “the blue colour of heaven”; he doepmide substantiation.

P-S 511b cites lexicon evidence for the meaning “snovegweere weather; a hard, gloomy sky”.
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39.8: w1717 ‘he searches’ >xa ‘he treads, tramplegalso Substitutiori}’

2viil. ¢ Summary

Conjectural translations are identified in the texhgle only in PJob. In all cases the
result is a substitution. In many cases, though nothallHebrew lexeme is hapax, rare
or the sense obscure in context. In many cases déwizes which suggest uncertainty,
and support the categorisation as conjecture, are usegsidlenmisreading the Hebrew
consonants (37.1h1 , 38.25v N ), alteration of the word order (37.3&» X7)),
use of drudge words (38.31n5n , 38.10D°WNY .. 7IWN)Y ), omission (38.25a).
Sometimes the translator appears to have made annimingd error (38.6 confusing
Syriac homonyms, 39.8 confusion with a Syriac rootke Tases of manipulation of the

Syriac (37.18, 37.19) reiterate earlier observations ongheof this device in PJob.

694. P-S definesr 1 as ‘to thresh, tread out’ and by extension ‘to find dtithay be that the translator

assumed the same sense as the Syriac root and use@dmbéguous synonym. If so, this would
imply a lack of familiarity with Hebrew. SzpeKranslation Techniqué81) attributes to confusion
of consonants.
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Chapter 3. Discussion

3 i. Skills and knowledge of the translators

Chapter 2 identified and illustrated a number of methods or devices through which the
translators approached and dealt with HT. Bearing in mind the limitations implied by
the text sample, these illustrations have furnished material with which to explore the

skills and /or knowledge that the translators brought to their work.

3i. a Linguistic knowledge

Interest in the workings of the Hebrew language and the application of analytical skills
were live at an early period, though there is no evidence that they were systematised;
neither had they the impetus and underpinnings of an halakhic enterprise. It has been
observed that Ben Sira (early second century BCE) shows an appreciation of the
language of scripture, of assonance and alliteration, of rare vocabulary and of particular
expressions.’ It has long been proposed that the soferim, the scribes of Israel in the
Persian period, practised skills and analysis recognisable as orthography, grammar and
syntax.” Their activities required a refined understanding of the texts, of errors and of
correction.” Rabbinic interest in the workings of the Hebrew language is explicit and
evidently did not arise in a vacuum.’ Regarding the authors of 11Q10, PJob and RJob,

there is no certainty that formal, scientific knowledge of grammar, etymology or

1. Ben Sira “saw his work ... as ‘expounding’ the text of scripture and consequently the language
therein” (28); Aitken, Hebrew Study (28).

2. Fishbane, Biblical Interpretation (83 and passim); also Use, Authority (367-8).

Schaper, Hebrew and its Study (21).

4. Though Alexander, How Did the Rabbis characterises their interest as “quirky, aggadic” (71) in
nature, he also emphasises how a facility with Hebrew was the very stuff of their activities. Origins
of the scientific study of Hebrew grammar can be firmly dated to the first half of the tenth century
amongst the Karaites, with roots in earlier Masoretic traditions concerned with the preservation and
study of the biblical text. These mainly concern details of orthography, vocalization and accent,
though there are some references to phonology, gender and number. Such material may have been
committed to writing in the seventh or eighth centuries, though oral transmission may extend back
much earlier. Masseket Soferim and Sefer Torah contain material which may be very early and
probably oral in origin; Schaper, Hebrew and its Study (22-25). The concepts of the triliteral root and
of the binyanim are traceable to eleventh century Spain: Khan, Early Eastern Traditions (79). Also
Khan, Karaite Traditions; Chomsky, Study of Hebrew Grammar.

W
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lexicography formed part of their linguistic skills.” Each, nevertheless, conducts a
certain amount of ‘housework’ on the often untidy grammar and syntax of HT. Beyond

this, there are clear differences in linguistic competency.

PJob

In PJob there is a sense of a somewhat piecemeal approach to the text, with a
concentration on ironing out details of grammar and syntax.” The selection of meaning
for hapax legomena, ambiguous or rare vocabulary is largely self-referencing within the
immediate context of other translation choices. Extensions to the sense of HT are most
likely to be grammatical changes or pedestrian (drudge) alternatives, rather than
nuanced choices. The one example of alternative translation uses a drudge word where
there is a grammatical and semantic difficulty in HT. Expansions consist of corrections
or improvements to the grammar of HT. Substitutions mostly result from guesswork
where the HT is difficult. Adjustments to word order and to consonants are
accompanied by grammatical adjustments, and/or omission, and/or conjecture.
Omission and conjecture are used to avoid difficulties in HT. These circumventions of
the complexities of the Hebrew imply a modest ability to deal with its challenges.
Cumulatively, the impression is of a translator operating in one dimension, with skills
sufficient to translate the Hebrew into Syriac most of the time, but not deep or confident
enough for the language of Job to resonate and call to mind other scriptural texts which

could help to illuminate its sense.” The achievement of a good flow of sense in the

5. TItis more likely that their linking of words was based on context and associations of sounds, ideas,
and meaning rather than on etymology in its modern sense; Smelik, Judges (98). Terms such as
‘vocalization’ and ‘derivation’ are in this strict sense anachronous; cf. van Staalduine-Sulman,
Samuel (95). Barr, Typology (318-22) discusses ‘etymological’ translations in Greek bible versions.
Grabbe, Etymology (51-8) provides a survey of etymologies in biblical as well as intertestamental
and rabbinic material.

6. The sense of a fragmented approach to translation was observed by Rignell, Peshitta Job (374, 379)
who posited that PJob began as a basic and imperfect word by word translation of the meaning of the
Hebrew words.

7. So, at 38.10, for example, which brims with significance for 11Q10 and RJob, all the adjustments in
PJob are in order to smooth apparent inconsistencies in HT: the verbs are substituted and harmonised
with a neutral alternative, the pronominal suffix is omitted, the preposition is substituted, the
substantives in the second hemistich are transposed and the singular made plural. See Substitution,
Omission.
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Syriac was apparently what concerned the translator, and was about the limit of what he
could do.* A limited facility in Hebrew would be consistent with a translation produced

at a time and in a place which were both distant from the active use of Hebrew.”

11Q10 and RJob

For RJob, fluency and depth are part of its targumic character and rabbinic pedigree; but
while fluency has been acknowledged in 11Q10," depth has not. It is evident, however,
that in some cases internal consistency in 11Q10 is not an end in itself. The avoidance
of the first person and the omission of suffixes in 38.8-11 are much more than
linguistic-stylistic changes;'' they are all part of the presentation of God’s challenges to
Job and are integral to the addition of NN , which imbues the entire passage with
extra meaning.”” In contrast, PJob recasts w31 (38.9), for example, into the third
person and omits the suffix on PN (38.10) only in order to achieve a smooth sense,
which it does admirably.” Throughout, RJob and 11Q10 both brim with indications of a
deep level of understanding of the Hebrew and an ability to move around with true ease
within in it. This is evident in the way that its challenges become opportunities for

seeking and revealing meaning - this is well illustrated in many of the preceding

examples.

8.  Similar observations have been made regarding other parts of P; e.g. Weitzman, Interpretative

Character (60), Gelston, Twelve Prophets (143-7).
. See further under Conclusions.

10. Sokoloff, Targum to Job acknowledges the translator’s ability to produce a “more readable and
internally consistent text than the MT. The divergencies ... are in most cases due to the translator’s
desire to fulfil this aim ..” (7-8). He proposed that the translator’s greatest difficulty was in
understanding the obscure words and phrases whose meaning had been lost. Weiss, O 71777 (vi),

however, suggests there is evidence for the translator’s lack of proficiency in Hebrew and/or
Aramaic.

11. Regarding targum generally, Golomb, Methodological (4) cautions against “chalking up”
discrepancies from the Hebrew to style or technique, and advises instead that we should be
attempting to explain them.

12. See Extension, Omission.

13. See Alternative Translation, Omission.
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3i. b Use of translation methods

Examples of the translation methods illustrated in Chapter 2 have been drawn from each
of the three translations, with the exception of Conjecture (only PJob). Although
analysis through the device of translation technique is intended to simplify the process
of translation so as to examine it, and so that the character of each version emerges
without being swamped by detail, the picture that has taken shape is actually, and
naturally, one of complexity, where categories overlap or are uncertain, methods
coincide, feed into and out from each other, and the edges between them are blurred."
Thus, illustrations of translation methods frequently appear under more than one
heading.” This is surely realistic. The translator builds translation in a creative rather

than a prescriptive way.

The following remarks regarding the use of translation methods are made with this
preface in mind. They are summative and also comparative, both between the three
translations and with methods which have been identified in other Qumran texts,

elsewhere in the Peshitta and in other rabbinic material, as detailed.

Selection, Extension

It has been remarked regarding rabbinic targumim that the selection of one out of
several possibilities open to the translator “represents interpretation on its most
fundamental level”.'* Onqgelos may be the prime example of a rabbinic targum offering
subtle interpretation through judicious word choice rather than midrashic elaboration.'’
Word choice and subtle nuance are the frequent tools of the rabbinic targumist, charged
with translating and expounding the source text whilst remaining bound within its

limits.® The examples drawn from RJob show careful word choices which often

14. Shepherd, Reconsideration (106, 109 n.131) notes the sometimes indistinct theoretical lines between
formal classifications.

15. See the list of additional examples under each translation method.

16. Bernstein, Many Faces (143).

17. Bowker, Haggadah in Ongelos (52): “A single word in Ongelos can conceal a great deal”.

18. Bernstein, Many Faces: “Since the targum is fundamentally bound to the shape of the Hebrew text,
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resonate with scriptural and/or rabbinic material.

The 11Q10 translation is also characterized by careful word choice which is frequently
allusive of other scriptural passages. There are cases of significant resonance, too, with

other intertestamental sources and with rabbinic material; see further, below."

In PJob the over-arching motive is the achievement of a good flow of sense in Syriac,
rather than exposition of HT. To this end, translation choices often show little regard for
the detail of the Hebrew, as, for example, the use of drudge words;” or for any
associated meaning, as, for example, in 38.25 where the translation makes excellent
sense but looks conjectural, apparently disregarding 28.26 as a possible source of
assistance;’' or for any deeper meaning: so, for example, the translation of 38.8 is

unaffected by the interpretative stratum which both RJob and 11Q10 acknowledge.”

Alternative Translation

Previous discussion of the phenomenon of alternative translation in rabbinic targumim
has focused on defining formal features, such as distinguishing literal and expansive
translations and establishing criteria for judging priority in cases involving different
translation traditions.” Besides a diachronic explanation in conflation of different
textual traditions, other origins have been suggested: uncertainty over the meaning of

the Hebrew, demonstration of lexicographical knowledge, and translator style.”*

minor changes in word choice or in syntactical structure become virtually the only ways by which a
translator can direct the reader to the ‘correct’ interpretation” (142). For example, van
Staalduine-Sulman, Samuel (228-30) brings cases of the use of synonyms based on motives of
reverence.

19. Discussion: 3 i.e.

20. See Selection, Substitution.

21. See Omission, Conjecture.

22. See Extension.

23. Stec, Targum of Job (85-94) provides a helpful resumé, including an exposition of Weiss’s criticism
of previous views (those of Bacher, Epstein and Churgin).

24. Klein, Associative (138-9) attributed some cases to the “associative forces” of the targumist; cf. the

echo of Ezek 31.15a in RJob to 38.8 (see under Alternative Translation).

191



Chapter 3: Discussion 3 i.b

Smelik has examined questions of definition and origin in cases of alternative
translation in TJon to the Prophets. He starts by finding Alexander’s type A model of
targum (a base translation with detachable glosses) unsatisfactory in many cases when
applied to TJon because explanatory glosses are often not so easily detached;” he
observes that expansions and substitutions are often inextricably woven together within
a translation which juxtaposes one interpretation with another, and proposes a
synchronic model which accounts for all these elements being present from the outset.
In such a model, then, the alternative translation is constructed with care and

deliberation for integration into the weave of the targumist’s translation from the start.”

The examples drawn from RJob show a mix of models. Some suggest an origin in
transmission of a variant translation tradition (37.16, 37.18). Incidentally, the one
example taken from PJob (38.9) suggests a similar origin. Others in RJob suggest an
origin in exegesis, in exploiting and expounding an ambiguity to uncover depth of
meaning (37.12, 38.8); they are constructed with a mix of expansion and substitution.
Two examples in the 11Q10 text sample are of this complex type. That in 37.13
integrates a free and a literal translation, involving expansion, deliberate misreading and
scriptural association; moreover, it is consistent with rabbinic material which deals with
the subject of rain. That in 37.12 involves scriptural association, deliberate misreading
and expansion. Their presence in 11QI10 testifies to the existence of intricate

translations at an early stage in the development of scriptural translation.”’

25. Smelik, Translation and Commentary (248-50); he notes the similar observation by Bernstein
regarding TgPsalms.

26. Regarding the phenomenon in Targum Isaiah, de Moor, Multiple Renderings has argued that many
cases are later, detachable additions of a literal translation onto an apparently earlier paraphrastic one
in order to show more clearly the link between the Hebrew text and the targum (he notes that this is
comparable to the opinion of Bacher and Epstein regarding RJob). Since other types of multiple
translation occur too, there can be no simple theory of their development, which was likely to have
been a long accumulative process (178). He concludes that the type he identifies can be explained
through a process of “literalizing redaction” (178).

27. Smelik, Translation and Commentary (259) predicts that the model which combines translation +
commentary, which he describes in TJon, may apply to other targumim too.
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Expansion

Expansions are a familiar and characteristic feature of rabbinic scriptural translation;
they range from a single word or lexical particle right through to long insertions which
are midrashic in nature.”® RJob has few extended expansions such as that at 37.13.”
More characteristic are the many shorter expansions, such as those in the text sample
which mostly consist of one or two words. These words are charged with meaning,
bringing with them resonances of scripture and of rabbinic material which can be found
elsewhere. The interplay between inserted material and difficulties in the HT can often
be discerned; that is, how expansions address an issue in the text and complement and

fit within the translation. For example, the import of the suffix on NNIN in 37.12 is

unclear.® RJob simply treats it as locative - and the inserted material complements this:
NYIND ... PN ‘and they go down ... to the earth’ (RJobl); TWM NNM 00

NYIND ... PN ‘he reveals them and sends them ... to the earth’ (RJob2).

Resonance with scriptural imagery and language is typical of targumic expansion.”' It is
significant, therefore, that expansions in 11Q10, most consisting of one or two words,
can be fully appreciated when their scriptural associations are acknowledged. Most
striking is the addition of NN in 38.8. Moreover, in this and others (39.6 YN ,
39.23 2N ) there are comparisons to be made with expansions in RJob. Note also that
at 37.11 11QI10 has an interpretative substitute ( %2 ) which implies the same as

RJob’s expansion ( M9).

The examples of expansion drawn from the PJob text sample are concerned with

28. Golomb, Methodological (17) remarks that the targumist’s reasoning entitled him to add “that which
he would have understood as being really there all the time” Bernstein, Many Faces (150) refers to
the ability of targum to split the Hebrew and insert modifiers as “commentary without remark”.

29. Lengthier insertions include 2.11, 14.18 (X"D), 22.16, 24.19 (N"'), 34.24, 37.21 (X"D).

30. It is puzzling because immediately preceded by 921 %9 Y . Plob renders it as a possessive suffix,
11Q10 implicitly represents NNIN ; see Omission.

31. Golomb, Methodological (4) has observed that expansions seen in the Pentateuchal targumim
depend on “interbiblical, intertextual reference or references as the source of the vocabulary items
which were added and inserted”. This observation is applicable beyond the Pentateuchal targumim.
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increasing clarity or precision in the translation, filling in what the translator considered

necessary for sense;”” there are no examples of interpretative expansion.”

Substitution

It is recognised that the ‘non-literal’ character of targum is accounted for as much
through substitution as through expansion.™® This is of particular interest when
considering Ongelos, where the use of expansion is limited. It has been suggested that O
may regularly use substitution to make the same theological or exegetical point as do
PsJon and N through expansion.”” Many of RJob’s substitutions are consistent with
notions which are subject to exegesis elsewhere in rabbinic sources. Scriptural

influences are also integral.

The 11Q10 translation is illumined by recognising that substitutions have been chosen
for their underlying scriptural resonances. Furthermore, some substitutions suggest
reference to scripturally based motifs which are found -elaborated in other

intertestamental and rabbinic sources; see further, below.*

In PJob substitutions are intended to increase clarity and improve the flow of sense.’’ In
many cases it is apparent that the substitution is the result of failing to understand the

HT and using guesswork.

32. This concurs with Szpek, On the influence (157); also Weitzman, Syriac Version (116) regarding
elsewhere in P; he records a particularly free approach in PChronicles (Syriac Version, 116-19).

33. Szpek, Translation Technique identifies some unique exegetical additions in PJob; see under
Discussion: 3 i.e.

34. Smelik, Translation and Commentary (246, 248), regarding TJon.

35. Grossfeld, Targum Onkelos brings an example of substitution which he considers “an ingenious
philological device”. Cf. Samely, Interpretation (178); Shepherd, Translating (144).

36. Discussion: 3 i.e.

37. Szpek, Translation Technique has identified cases of interpretative substitutions in PJob; see under
Discussion: 3 i.e.
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Adjustment of word order/division

Adjusting the word order or word division of HT was a convention with a long history
and wide acceptance, used by scribes at Qumran,” the translators of the Peshitta,” and
in rabbinic material.*’ In rabbinic material, acceptance of alterations to word order and
the rejigging of verse division is reflected not only within midrash (both halakhic and
haggadic) but also within the strictures of rabbinic scriptural translation. While RJob
affirms that, as a rule, rabbinic translation convention retains the word order of HT, the
examples in 38.25 and 37.15, even if minor, are evidence that alterations do occur.”

Though they are rare, examples in other rabbinic targumim have been observed.*

There is clear evidence that between 11Q10 and PJob on the one hand, and RJob on the
other, there is a significant quantitative difference in the willingness to diverge from the
Hebrew word order.”” However, regarding 11Q10, some cases suggest a qualitative
distinction be made. These cases show a translator motivated not by linguistic-stylistic

preferences but by a concern to point his readers to a particular meaning.*

38. Pulikottil, Transmission identifies changes in word order as one of several editorial devices used by
the scribes of 1QIsa®. This is not to imply a direct comparison with features in 11Q10, but rather to
point up a milieu in which such activity was acceptable; see further below.

39. Weitzman, Syriac Version (26, 38-9); Greenberg, Jeremiah (13); Gelston, Twelve Prophets (135-8).

40. R. Eliezer’s rule PYMY NTO allows adjustment to take account of related material which is

separated by sof pasuq or another disjunctive accent; cf. van Staalduine-Sulman, Samuel (105, 229).
Stemberger, Talmud brings examples of verse division “being ignored in order to find biblical
support for a particular idea”; also examples of “occasional ambivalence about where a word
belongs” (25-26). Moreover, on occasion there are cases where “the rabbis explicitly rearrange the
biblical text so that it matches their understanding” (30); cf. Kasher, Interpretation of Scripture (573)
who refers to examples of the “lack of consideration for biblical language” in both halakhic and
haggadic midrash, and cites an example in the Mekhilta of transposition as a solution used when
scripture conflicts with reason (558).

41. Shepherd, Reconsideration (193-95) also notes transposition in 18.4 and 41.26.

42. For example, Smelik, Concordance and Consistency (288, 303) notes TJon 2 King 5.5, 19.16; de
Moor, Multiple Renderings (168) notes Tg Isa 27.4, 38.11-12. See also van Staalduine-Sulman,
Samuel (105). Bernstein, Many Faces (145) has noted cases in Pentateuchal targumim of resolution
of syntactical awkwardness in HT through additional words and new clause divisions.

43. Shepherd, Reconsideration (222-3). See further under Discussion: 3 ii.b.

44. Thus 11Q10’s relocation of 37.16b and the rest of the translation of 37.16-17 (see Adjustment of
Word Order) has a coherence and an interpretative depth; the omission of 37.17b may or may not be
significant (see Discussion 3 ii.b). In contrast, PJob’s translation of, for example, 38.25 (which
includes the use of omission) makes excellent sense but it has no interpretative depth.
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Adjustment of consonants

As an acceptable exegetical device, deliberate tacit misreading or adjusting of the
Hebrew consonants was of “high antiquity”® and some endurance. The examples
brought in the current analysis elaborate previous observations regarding the
phenomenon in 11Q10* and in PJob." In rabbinic practice it became an explicit tool
animating the hermeneutical principle that biblical text can have layers of meaning.
Adjustment could entail the interchange of letters,” change of plene/defective spelling,
metathesis of consonants,” change of verbal conjugation.” In scriptural translation,
where method is not transparent, rabbinic translators frequently made use of the
ambiguity of the consonantal Hebrew text, and of the possibility of different
vocalisation and punctuation, to arrive at their understandings.’' In the current study,
Job 37.13 is a prime example: the ambiguity of the consonants is spotted and exploited
by RJob (using tacit al tigre and expansion) and by 11Q10 (using tacit al tigre and
alternative translation).”” Both use the ambiguity to elicit a deeper meaning from HT;
PJob, on the other hand, misses it entirely. Examples taken from PJob have a

conjectural quality.

45. Talmon, Aspects (130, 132) saw similarities between pesher interpretation and a/ tigre as proof of
this. Even direct citations may include deliberate changes - see Conclusions n.53. Fishbane, Biblical
Interpretation (509 n.6) notes Greenberg’s proposal that a prototype al tigre can be found in Ezekiel
12. Schaper, Hebrew and Its Study (23) cites Willi’s contention that an early form of a/ tigre can be
found in Chronicles.

46. Le Déaut, al tigré (423-9); also Brooke, 4QFlorilegium (2811); Gray, Massoretic Text (345-6).

47. Rignell, Job (370) notes “misinterpretations” in PJob; the implication is that these are mistakes
rather than creative misreadings. Szpek, Translation Technique (275-82) lists examples of
“confusion of consonants”. Weitzman, Syriac Version (38-9) and Greenberg, Jeremiah (169-89) refer
to textual adjustment by P translators.

48. E.g. bBer 30b, 32a.

49. E.g. bMQat 9b. Smelik, Judges notes examples of metathesis of the Hebrew consonants which have
exegetical rather than text-critical significance (98).

50. Talmon, Aspects.

51. Golomb, Biblical Ambiguity illustrates revocalisation in the Palestinian Pentateuchal targumim.
Regarding TJon, Smelik, Judges observes that “apparently re-pointing was an admissable method of
exegesis” (97). Weitzman, Syriac Version (39) notes Rosenzweig’s observation that in rabbinic
practice al tigre mostly concerns vowels. However, Ribera, From Translation cites examples from
targumim involving consonants (220-222). Le Déaut, al tigré (423), citing studies by Prijs and
Kaminka of al tigre in connexion with the LXX, notes that the exchange of 7/7 is very frequent.

52. See Adjustment of Consonants, Substitution, Alternative Translation.
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Omission

Omissions occur frequently in PJob, as in P more generally.”” PJob uses omission
defensively, as a means to avoid difficulty or to ensure idiomatic fluency.” It has been
argued that this also characterizes many cases of omission in 11Q10.” Yet there is,
again, a qualitative distinction to be made where, in some cases, omissions in 11Q10 are
creative; that is, rather than being a tactic used solely for producing an acceptable
translation or for avoiding difficulty, omission may be subtly integral to the translator’s
understanding of the meaning of HT.*® Omissions in RJob are rare (there are three
cases).” Yet the presence of these, and other cases in other rabbinic targumim, have
forced the acceptance that deliberate omission must be regarded as among the options

of the rabbinic targumist for representing interpretation in the Aramaic.™

Common methods

There are many similarities in the above methods with devices developed and
formalised amongst the rabbinic middot.” The evidence from PJob of methods held in
common with rabbinic practice is no revelation,” though its import is less clear.’ That

these same methods can be identified in 11Q10 comes as no real surprise either,

53. Weitzman, Syriac Version (24, 33-6) observes that omission may be used for what look to be
reasons of style, e.g. to avoid perceived prolixity or redundancy, or generally to ensure clarity in
sense. Cf. Gelston, Twelve Prophets (131-34,146); Greenberg, Jeremiah (96-102).

54. Shepherd Reconsideration (110) describes many cases of omission in PJob as “stylistic preferences”
(110).

55. Shepherd, Reconsideration (117-22).

56. 37.12 NNIN; 37.13 suffix on NN ; 38.9,10 suffixes; 39.4 reduction.

57. Shepherd, Reconsideration (115).

58. Samely, Interpretation of Speech (95-98,175,182). van Staalduine-Sulman, Samuel includes ‘minus’
and ‘transposition’ among the formal methods she identifies in rabbinic translation. She notes (92)
that omission is rare in targumim to the Former Prophets, more frequent in targumim to the Latter
Prophets.

59. E.g. YYN 109N 92T refers to meaning deduced from context; YWD YNIN refers to using

another different meaning of the Hebrew; P DN refers to reading not x but y; 9Y P and Y2
refer to transposition of consonants; NIV refers to substitution of a consonant. See further
Kasher, Interpretation of Scripture (552-94); Brewer, Techniques (226-31); van Staalduine-Sulman,
Samuel (96-7). Brooke, 4QFlorilegium (8-13) presents a survey and critique of theories regarding the
origins of the middot. He concludes that the lists are tannaitic but that they enshrine methods in
active use in the late Second Temple period.

60. Szpek, On the Influence (158). Other Peshitta studies find much in common with rabbinic translation
methods; e.g. Gelston, Twelve Prophets (179).

61. See further under Conclusions: 4 i.a.
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consistent as this observation is with those regarding a range of translation and
interpretative devices held in common by diverse circles in Second Temple Judaism
long before any consolidation in the rabbinic era.”” Whilst the existence of a fully
defined set of rules at this early period seems unlikely, it is perhaps safe to conclude the
use of similar “principles of interpretation”.” Methods of selecting meaning became
visible and formalised when included in the codification of exegetical rules. In this
sense, the evidence from Qumran forms part of a bridge to later rabbinic practices.” As
the current analysis has confirmed and further demonstrated, there can be no doubt that
this evidence includes that of 11Q10. What is much more of a revelation is that there
are qualitative differences in the way these methods manifest and are used in PJob and
11Q10.” Moreover, the difference in quality consists precisely in the “thematic

association™® which 11Q10 exhibits and which characterizes post-biblical Jewish

interpretative literature. 11Q10’s subtle translation of the Job text requires a reader who

62. This is now generally accepted. Recent illustrations include Brewer, Techniques, Gordon, Converse
Translation; Pulikottil, Transmission. See also Le Déaut, al tigré; Vermes, Biblical Interpretation;
Brooke, 4QFlorilegium (1-44); Brewer, Techniques (177-225); VanderKam, To What (p.307 n.12).
A technique of linguistic analogy, similar to rabbinic gezerah shavah, is cited frequently: Fishbane,
Biblical Interpretation (157, 249); Golomb, Methodological (14); Bernstein, Interpretation of
Scripture (381); Slomovic, Toward (5-6); Campbell, Exegetical Texts (40-1); Brewer, Techniques
(180-81). Other rabbinic rules of interpretation are also prefigured at Qumran, some others in Greek
sources; see Milgrom, Qumran Cult; Slomovic, Toward, Heger, Qumran Exegesis (62); Heater, A
Septuagint Translation. Zuckerman, Two Examples (270-71) identifies a technique in 11Q10 familiar
from rabbinic principles of interpretation.

63. Brooke, 4QFlorilegium (16).

64. Harris, From Inner-Biblical (265); he concludes that the bridge from inner-biblical interpretation to
early rabbinic exegesis is “rather narrow and shaky” and not to be crossed “without extreme caution”
(269). Earlier observations include Fishbane, Biblical Interpretation (431-33) who regarded Qumran
expositions as holding “a mediating position”; Le Déaut, Un phénoméne (506). Brooke, e pluribus
(117-19) claims that there is nothing distinctive in the forms, methods or settings of biblical
interpretation at Qumran, all of which can be found in contemporary Jewish texts; what is distinctive
is the content, which is “controlled by eschatological expectation”. Cf. more recently, Heger,
Qumran Exegesis (62) who concludes that differences between the Qumran sages and the rabbis
reside less in exegetical methods than in their philosophical-theological backgrounds and
approaches. Kraemer, Local Conditions, however, concluded (1996) that what characterizes rabbinic
readings is not the substance but their methods of interpretation.

65. Shepherd, Reconsideration (276) concludes the opposite; however, his analysis focuses on
transposition and omission; in his consideration of expansion and substitution he is dependent on
Szpek, who focused on linguistic-stylistic features.

66. Bernstein, Interpretation of Scripture (380) refers to this as one of the most prominent methods of
interpretation found in the Qumran texts; it includes ... the linking of passages through common
vocabulary ..”. Campbell, Exegetical Texts (28-9) describes it as entailing “forging links between
particular scriptural texts, either within one book or between books, that share common themes or
items of vocabulary ..”, and identifies it as characteristic of a wide range of Second Temple writings.
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has eyes to see, one who is primed to perceive the implicit connexions it makes to other

parts of Job and to wider scripture. PJob simply does not do this.”’

3i. ¢ Use of Scripture

PJob
It is likely that the PJob translator, in common with other P translators, was guided on

occasion by consultation elsewhere in Job and further afield in other books.” For

example, 1&ad ‘you will remain’ for ¢ ‘he will put’ (38.11) was perhaps influenced

by Isa 22.7 or Ps 3.7, but, if so, there is nothing in either location to connect in any
particular way with the Job verse, so that it does not suggest the translator was using

relevance or resonance to guide him.” The treatment of © ©N572 (38.8) was perhaps
influenced by Job 3.10; if so, the translator’s focus was solely on how to understand and
recast the syntax; the underlying mythology which both 11Q10 and RJob acknowledge
forms no part of PJob’s understanding.” The translation of the obscure YN2y DYN2

(39.10) may have been influenced by Hos 10.11, but, if so, there is no obvious
allusion.”' In sum, it appears that if aid from elsewhere in scripture was sought it was in
order to establish sense, produce internal consistency and clarity, or to substantiate a
particular translation choice. There is little evidence from the text sample that the PJob
translator sought resonance and association from within scripture in order to understand

and elucidate the meaning of HT.

67. Where cases of interpretative substitution have been identified, Szpek, Translation Technique (193)
attributes them to the translator’s desire to inject ideological perspectives into the translation.

68. Weitzman, Hebrew and Syriac Job notes influences from other biblical texts (137,8, 141-44). Szpek,
Translation Technique notes cases of “parallel verse influence” (47, 147-50) from within the Book
of Job. Greenberg, Jeremiah (57-60) notes harmonizing, i.e. “the deliberate assimilation of one
phrase or verse to another” in Jeremiah and other books; also influences from other books (Lev,
Deut, Isa, Pss, Prov, Job) where the Hebrew in Jeremiah is particularly difficult (190-7); see also
Gelston, Twelve Prophets (150, 153-6).

69. See Substitution.

70. See Adjustment of Word Order.

71. See Selection.
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RJob

In RJob there are many evocations of scriptural vocabulary, imagery and themes. This is
unremarkable in a rabbinic translation; some brief examples will therefore suffice. At
37.19 the substitution has Job prepare himself and his case in prayer before an elusive
God, just as he proposes in 23.4 and as the psalmist does in Ps 5. The elaboration of
37.13 on the theme of rain is richly allusive of passages in Deuteronomy and Amos
which deal with rainfall. The expansion at 38.23 connects the storehouses of hail and
snow held in readiness and the hailstorm directed against the Egyptians at the Red Sea.
Elements of Ps 18, a theophany in storm imagery, are echoed in the translation of 37.12,
which describes a storm. The nuance at 38.7 whereby the stars are described as
‘praising’ recalls the precise exhortation of Ps 148.”” In each case there is also a link
with other rabbinic material which reiterates or elaborates on RJob’s interpretation.

RJob is thus one face of an extensive tradition of understanding the Hebrew text.

11Q10

The extent and centrality of implicit scriptural influence in 11Q10 is a new
observation.” It is discernable in lexical choice and nuance, the handling of hapax
legomena, double translation, interpretative expansion and substitution, deliberate
misreading and adjustment of word order and division. It is conscious resonance with
scripture not in order simply to produce a translation, but in order to recruit wider
themes and imagery for an understanding of the text and the meaning of Job. The

following examples are some of the many that demonstrate this.

37.11 illustrates how the translation of N there and elsewhere in Job is context

dependent; moreover, links in subject matter, imagery and vocabulary in 37.11 to other

theophanies (in Psalms, Isaiah and Exodus) which use storm imagery, make them

72. See these examples under Substitution, Expansion, Extension.
73. Previous commentators have suggested scriptural influence here and there; e.g. van der Ploeg ef al.;
Weiss, OM7%77; Boyarin, Aramaic Notes (32); Tuinstra (see Caquot, Un Ecrit, p.15, n.1).

200



Chapter 3: Discussion 3 i.c

particularly pertinent as influences on the translator’s choice at 37.11."* At 38.25 the
rendering of NYYN with Y% is directly connected with the context of rain in due season
as found in Deuteronomy. Furthermore, the connexions at 38.25 also resonate with
verses in Jeremiah, which in turn resonate with the subject matter, imagery and
vocabulary of Job 38.8-11.” At 38.27 the rendering of NNWID NNV as NV
N2 ‘thorn and weed’ derives from Job 30.3 and from passages in Zephaniah and
Isaiah which link themes of the Lord’s day, desolation and desert plants; all unite to
make allusive sense in the context of Job 38.27.” The translation of ©WN) in 38.10 has
a sound scriptural base through an association with Prov 8.29 where DV occurs
alongside PN in precisely the same context (God’s control of the sea) as Job 38.10.
Also in 38.10 the nuanced translation of PN as NN ‘limits’ is intricately connected
with images of the very same context in Proverbs, Psalms, and Jeremiah.”” The
adjustment to the word order in 37.16 makes a real semantic point which is all the more
meaningful when considered alongside other expressions of God’s omniscience in Job,
Isaiah and 1Sam - the latter two, again, keenly reprising Job material in their imagery

and vocabulary.”

The weighing of evidence in order to judge the use of deliberate resonance or allusion is
an art.” Certain characteristics of the material make it more likely that the resonance or
allusion is deliberate: the presence of an unusual or hapax word or term; the presence of
shared imagery, subject matter, and/or vocabulary particular to the context in Job; the
presence of imagery, subject matter and/or vocabulary resonant with the wider Job
story. These examples, and others, from 11Q10 suggest a translator sensitive to context,
relevance and resonance; the translation choices are particular, not random, and are

intended to complement and illuminate the Job text by recalling and recruiting

74. See Selection.

75. See Substitution.

76. See Substitution.

77. See Adjustment, Extension.

78. See Adjustment.

79. Cf. Hepner, Verbal Resonance (24-26).
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vocabulary, themes and imagery from other contexts, near or remote, but always acutely
apposite. It is this, above all, that convinces that what we see is careful design, rather
than unwitting coincidence, or the use of scripture as a lexicon. This resonant quality
deepens the translator’s product; it is both informed and informing, it both represents
meaning and suggests connexions in meaning.* In this sense it may be said that there is

an intertextual quality to the 11Q10 translation.

Scriptural association in wider context

So thoroughly and extensively does scriptural association and allusion permeate
Qumran material, that if scripture is not explicit, then it will almost certainly be
implicit!' Some recent demonstrations illustrate the point. 4QpaleoExod™ contains
expansions of the text of Exodus formulated from parallel passages in Exodus or other
parts of the Pentateuch.” The Hodayot have been shown to reflect scripture not only
through direct quotation, but through allusion, the use of standard phrases, imagery,
metaphor and terminology.” The lexical choices and the creative re-writing of the
Hebrew fragments of the Book of Jubilees use scriptural language and style which
allude to books other than the principle narrative source (Genesis-Exodus).* The use of
scriptural quotations, phrases, allusions and imagery, drawn from a specific biblical
context, are seen to be a structuring principle in the composition of 4Qapocryphal

Lamentations, which is themed around the major scriptural motif of the ruined

80. 11QI10 attests to a continuation of the “analogic thinking” that Hepner, Verbal Resonance contends
was part of the creative process of the biblical authors themselves, who created links between texts
by using verbal resonances. In the context of identifying inner-biblical allusions, Noble, Crifteria
(249-52) has written that the case is stronger if a common pattern of interrelated resemblances can be
shown. Moreover, to be considered genuine, allusions must make a significant contribution to the
meaning of the text. 11Q10’s use of resonance and allusion meets both these criteria.

81. Fishbane, Use, Authority (356-7): sectarian compositions use “a network of intertextual
associations” with the choice of expression “deliberately allusive and richly biblical”; cf. Brooke,
4QFlorilegium (37); Dimant, Sectarian (503-4); more recently, Kister, Common Heritage (101):
many Qumran texts are “a mosaic of quotations and allusions”. Dimant, Use and Interpretation
(379-419) refers to problems of definition (401, 409); she describes allusion in her texts (apocrypha
and pseudepigrapha) as “interweaving into a new composition motifs, key-terms and small phrases
from a specific and recognisable biblical passage” (410).

82. Brooke, Plain Meaning (83).

83. Kittel, Hymns of Qumran (48-55).

84. Stokl, Genesis.
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Jerusalem.® Sectarian interpretative documents such as 4QFlorilegium use both citation

. . . 86
and allusion, in both covert and overt exegesis.

In the rabbinic context, too, the significance of scriptural association cannot be
overstated; the associative powers of the rabbis sustain their entire exegetical edifice. In
the process of scriptural translation the eye of the targumist was attracted to triggers in
his text and to the illumination that other texts could provide.”” A recent study of the
Palestinian targumim to Gen 4.8a illustrates how key-words in the immediate or broader
context lead to key-texts with similar literary structure and/or identical phrases, or with
the same topos or motif. In rendering his text, the targumist was “influenced by the
memory of other biblical texts”.*® Recollection and evocation are fundamental in
rabbinic interpretative activity; moreover, the audience is often required to be familiar
with more than the specific verse alluded to (or directly cited) if the relationship is to be
fully appreciated.”” The gezerah shava is the simplest formalized articulation of this, in

its broadest sense an analogy based on linguistic similarities in different scriptural

VErSEs.

11Q10 is not a parabiblical text, a re-composition or a commentary. It translates rather
than reworks or reinvents, so remains bound to the words of its scriptural source text.
Yet the implicit influence of wider scripture on its subtle word choices, which evoke
specific scriptural passages and contexts, is characteristic of the thematic association

seen in the implicit use of scripture so typical of other Qumran texts” and of wider

85. Hegenhaven, Quotations and Allusions.
86. Campbell, Exegetical Texts (26-7,103-5).

87. Golomb, Methodological (5); Le Déaut, Un phénomene (515).

88. The expression is Philip Alexander’s, cited by Kvam, Come, let (99). Kvam suggests placing
text-immanent reading within the category of associative translation, a technique identifed in
rabbinic targumim by Klein, Associative and Complementary; cf. Smelik, Judges (96): “Associative
translation ... is an instance of parallelizing. When two distinct passages in the Hebrew contain
similar expressions, or exhibit a vague likeness, the translation of both passages is often made
identical, based on one of the passages”; van Staalduine-Sulman, Samuel (109-12).

89. This is well illustrated in Golomb, Methodological.

90. Bernstein, Interpretation of Scripture (380).
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Jewish interpretative literature. 11Q10 is, then, another witness to such techniques of

understanding and interpretation.

3i.d Other sources / influences

The independence of the three versions of Job from each other is a working assumption
of the current study.” Issues regarding the relationships of the three translations to other
bible versions involve manifold and complex evidence, full discussion of which is
beyond the scope of this analysis.”” Possible reasons for apparent similarities include
common translation traditions, a common variant Vorlage, coincidental agreement
through independent formulation (polygenesis) due to translation technique, context, or
linguistic factors. Genuine literary dependence can be hard to prove beyond doubt.” It
may sometimes be appropriate to consider other external influences on translation such
as theology, or, in the case of 11Q10, the possible relevance of a Qumran context. It
must suffice here to make brief comments and list examples where external influences
may be considered. Evidence which suggests knowledge of exegetical traditions is

treated more fully below.

11Q10

11Q10 (dated to between mid third century and first century BCE) may be as old or
even older than the Old Greek (OG) translation of Job,” and may therefore be a
significant witness regarding the history of the text of Job not only in Hebrew but also

in Greek.” There is the particular issue of the length of OG Job relative to the MT (the

91. Introduction 1 ii.b.

92. Editions and previous studies of 11Q10, PJob and RJob frequently include references to other ancient
bible versions.

93. Smelik, Judges (189-322) illustrates at length the required methodology for assessing similarities
between TJon and the ancient versions.

94. The prologue to Ben Sira implies that Job (as part of the Writings) was available in Greek by 132
BCE. It is generally accepted that books outside the Pentateuch were completed in Greek by mid first
century BCE; Jobes and Silva, Invitation (45). The designation Old Greek distinguishes the original
translations of the Hebrew bible into Greek from later revisions and versions; see Jobes and Silva,
Invitation (32-33), Dines, Septuagint (2-3). Gray, Massoretic Text refers to the “pre-Origenian
LXX”.

95. Jobes and Silva, Invitation (273-87) offer an introduction to attempts to reconstruct the history of the
Greek text more generally. Gray, Massoretic Text (343-50) brings examples where 11Q10 and the
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former is roughly one sixth shorter).”® The Greek version of Job provided by Origen
(c.245 CE) is supplemented by Theodotionic material”’ An interesting feature of
11Q10’s witness to the Hebrew is that the translation apparently ends at 42.11, without
any equivalent to vss. 12-17 of MT.” Conceivably, this lack may represent a loss,” an
omission,'” or the fact that the translator’s text ended at 42.11.""" Additionally it should
be noted that given the projected relative datings involved, 11Q10 and the Old Greek
may be more important mutual witnesses in questions of translation technique and

interpretation of the Hebrew than the later Theodotionic translation.'”

From the text sample of the current analysis the following are noted as translations

which bear comparison with the Greek. Only brief comments are made here; further

work would be required in order to establish whether and wherein any are significant.'”

Greek appear to agree against MT, or at least to show a similar understanding of the Hebrew, and one
example where 11Q10 confirms MT where the Greek suggests a variant Vorlage. He concludes that
11Q10 “like the LXX exemplifies the principle that divergence from MT need not indicate a
different Hebrew text from MT, but only the reflection of the more sophisticated theology of late
(sic) Judaism”. Other scholars of 11Q10 reflect different opinions on the same issue: e.g. Sokoloff,
Targum to Job (7) proposes that 11Q10’s divergencies from MT are unique; Ringgren, Some
Observations (121-22) brings cases which appear to be shared with the Greek; likewise Shepherd,
Reconsideration.

96. Gray, Massoretic Text (339-42); also Weitzman, Syriac Job (81); Dines, Septuagint (20).

97. Gentry, Theodotion-Job (199) has described the Greek text of Job as “a genetic monstrosity ...
[which] results from patching together the Old Greek translation of Job (OG) and a later revision or
translation attributed by textual witnesses to 0', i.e. Theodotion™. The corpus of this material
comprises 389.5 lines of text plus fragmentary citations. Origen uses the asterisk and metobolus to
delineate it. For full detail, see Gentry, Asterisked Material. He concludes that this Theodotionic
version of Job is a new translation of the Hebrew rather than a revision of the previous Old Greek
version. McLay, A Question of Influence has concluded similarly regarding Theodotion-Daniel.

98. Nor is there an equivalent in 11Q10 for the Greek epilogue at 42.17. It is not thought likely that the
“Syrian book” to which the epilogue refers has any connexion with 11Q10, though it does seem to
refer to an Aramaic version of Job which was known at the time the epilogue was appended.
Fitzmyer, First Century (167); Gray, Massoretic Text (335).

99. Fitzmyer, First Century (164).

100.Shepherd, Reconsideration (46 n.21) observes that there appears to be sufficient space on the 11Q10
ms. to contain a translation of 42.12-17; he describes it as “potentially [the] largest instance of
omission in 11Q10”.

101.Gray, Massoretic Text (335).

102.Gentry, Theodotion-Job (497) dates this to the first century CE.

103.The following comments are based on cursory reference to Hatch & Redpath, Concordance. 1deally,
a much more careful assessment is required. Kaufman, Job Targum (318) comments, though without
substantiation, that in difficult poetic passages 11Q10 shows similar use of paraphrase and basic
interpretation as LXX.
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37.14: TND9) ‘wonderful works” > NM2) ‘power’; dVvais ‘power’. Both treat
XD as singular. This is the only case where SUvaI¢ translates v N9 '™ The
Greek does not repeat the translation at 37.16 MN291 , whereas 11Q10 again uses
N2 . This may lessen the likelihood of a shared variant.'” 11Q10 suggests a

consistent interpretation.'®

38.25: qUWY ‘for the overflowing’ > NIVND ‘for the rain’; D€70¢ ‘heavy rain
shower’. D€70¢ here uniquely translates YOV ; is there significance in its qualification

as AdBpog ‘violent?

38.31: MDWN hapax > MU ‘fence’; @doayuog ‘fence, hedge’. ™MOWN is hapax, so

@payog may simply be the result of seeking a likely derivation, as also 11Q10.

39.3: NINYWN ‘they cast out’ > WM ‘you dispel’; EEamooTeAEIS ‘you send away’.

The use of the second person in both the Greek and 11Q10 may be in response to the

07

awkward Hebrew;'” &EamoctéAAely itself translates v NYYW very frequently.

Comment on this particular verse must take account of the complications of the Greek
version, which appears to omit a translation of the Hebrew v.2b and v.3a; the translation

at v.3b and v.4 comes from Theodotion.'®

39.23: anY ‘flame; blade’ > PV ‘blade’; 6EvoBevnc ‘sharpened’.”

104. Twenty-six Hebrew equivalents are listed for SOva1¢ ; primarily it translates 9 .

105. Garcia Martinez et al. consider it unlikely that at 37.14 11Q10 reflects a variant HT.

106.See Selection, Extension.

107.See Gentry, Asterisked Material (166,302) on the use of second person forms in the Greek at 39.3.

108.A translation of Hebrew v.3b appears at Greek v.2b, and a translation of Hebrew v.4a at Greek v.3a;
see Dhorme, Job for further detail.

109. So Codex Alexandrinus. Muraoka (Hatch & Redpath, Concordance, second edition) considers this
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Other examples include:
38.6: ‘they are sunk’ > YTNN ‘they are held, fastened’; mexnyaot ‘they are

fastened’. 38.24: PO ‘it is divided’ > PO ‘it goes out’; EXTOPEVETAL ‘it goes out’.

As regards other possible influences: in 39.23 the treatment of DOWN and N1
suggests comparison with 1QM and is perhaps indicative of contemporary
knowledge.""” The translation of ™M2WN in 38.31 may be based on real-life observation

of the constellation Orion.'"

PJob

Research into the influence of the LXX on the Peshitta has shown that in some books it

can be significant.'” As regards PJob, it has been found to be negligible;'" this has been

attributed to the conservatism of PJob, or to the reluctance of the translator to consult a

text which is approximately one-sixth shorter than MT.""*

In the current text sample the following translations may be compared with LXX:

38.7: 92 »22D 71’ )12 ¢ when the morning stars sang together’ >

Niay 1103 N o ‘he created at the same time the morning stars’; OT€

EyevnBnooy dotpa ‘when the stars were made’. Neither regard the hemistichs as

an implausible equivalent. Vaticanus and Sinaiticus omit. Though later (fifth century CE),
Alexandrinus is often an important witness for very early readings (so Dines, Septuagint, 7).

110. See Selection, Expansion.

111. See Selection.

112.For example, influence is “not in doubt” in PJer according to Greenberg, Jeremiah (22-3; Chapt.11);
Joosten, Doublet concludes that the author of PProv worked with the Hebrew and Greek text
simultaneously. More generally in P, see Weitzman, Syriac Version (68-86,181).

113.Szpek, Translation Technique (268); Weitzman, Syriac Version (181).

114. Weitzman, Syriac Version (68, 81); Hebrew and Syriac Job (139-40).
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parallel and both substitute HT’s 192 .""" Theological influence is possible; other such

116

cases have been documented in both P and LXX. " In the same verse, the equation of

‘sons of God’ with angels, which both PJob and LXX express, is commonly attested.'"’

The translation of TM2WN as Loy ‘path’ in 38.31 may suggest real-life observation;

cf. the Vulgate’s gyrus ‘circle; course’.

RJob

It is recognised that rabbinic targumim may exhibit knowledge of traditions shared with
LXX and/or other Greek versions.'"™ Regarding RJob, places where comparison with
LXX and/or other versions may be warranted have been noted.'” Given that the LXX
was eventually superceded in rabbinic circles by the other Greek translations, proper
consideration of their witness would be necessary for full exploration of the question of

shared or similar traditions of understanding and translation in RJob."*’

In the current text sample the following translations may be compared with LXX:

37.11: 2 (hapax) > NP2 ‘clearness’ ; £EKAEKTOV ‘chosen;'” this is of interest
since both appear to have connected the hapax with v 992, which can mean ‘to purify,

cleanse’ and ‘to single out, sift’.

115. Wechsler, Reflections (103) suggests it may be a shared variant.

116. Theological influence on the translation has been observed in PJob, P more generally, and in the
LXX. See Weitzman, Hebrew and Syriac Job (139); Gelston, Twelve Prophets (152-53); Gray,
Massoretic Text (339-41); Jobes and Silva, Invitation (93-102), respectively.

117. See Substitution.

118. See, for example, Hayward, Targum Jeremiah (27-29) who observes points of contact at an
exegetical level between the targum and the Versions, and a range of intertestamental sources.

119. Mangan, Targum of Job (7) notes 1.1, 5.8, 17.15, 19.28. Weiss, 0277777 (75-85) lists Greek, Latin
and Persian load words. Wechsler, Reflections includes readings from LXX, Aquila, Symmachus and
the Vulgate.

120.Although Wechsler, Reflections includes readings from the Greek versions, they are not central to his
study, which is concerned with the question of a relationship between 11Q10 and PJob.

121. Aquila likewise; this contrasts with Symmachus xop7r@w ‘with fruit” which appears to associate it
with 92 ‘corn, grain’.
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37.15: DA ‘in placing’ > addition of NN ‘[God places] an edict’; éxya dvTov

‘[{God has disposed] his works’; both provide a complement.

38.7: DNON "1 95 “all the sons of God” > NONIN N 9 “all the bands of angels’;

TAVTEC dYyyeAol pov ‘all my angels’; both attest the common tradition.'”

There are translations in RJob which might suggest theological concerns or influence
(37.10 w0 ;' 37.19 7w N ;" 38.8 P1'P ). One example perhaps indicates

knowledge of mythology (38.31 mawn ).

122.Aquila and Theodotion: vioi fgov .
123. See Substitution.

124. See Substitution.

125.See Alternative Translation.

126. See Expansion.
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3i. e Knowledge of traditional material

PJob

The Peshitta sometimes suggests knowledge of rabbinic material,'”’

though conclusive
proof can be difficult to establish."”® Cases in PJob which may indicate interpretations
shared with RJob and with other bible versions have been documented.'” Szpek has
identified examples of interpretative substitutions concerning the fate of the wicked, the
role and nature of God and the character of Job; some suggest similarity with other
versions, some are unique to PJob. She has also identified some exegetical additions
which appear to be derived from creative interpretation of key words, none paralleled in
RJob.”” Wechsler argues that grammatical and lexicographical evidence points to

congruencies with traditions, but these may be translational or lexical rather than

. . . . .. 3
indications of common exegetical traditions."'

There are few indications in the text sample that the PJob translator had knowledge of
traditional interpretations of what HT means."” Two places suggest a tradition known to

all three translators (38.7 DNON "1 ; 38.31 D°0)).

127. For example, Weitzman, Syriac Version (111-12, 120) notes “striking parallels” in PChronicles. See
also e.g. Smelik, Judges (287); Weitzman, Hebrew and Syriac Job (139); Gelston, Twelve Prophets
(186-89); Dirksen, OT Peshitta (264-83).

128. Weitzman, Syriac Version (149-160) rejects many of Maori’s examples from the Pentateuch,
cautioning that explanations in polygenesis, translation technique, and mss. variants can be offered.
Some material common to P and rabbinic sources may indicate access to a common fund of biblical
scholarship pre-dating rabbinic Judaism (239-40).

129. Dhorme, Commentary ccxv; Mangan, Targum of Job (7); Wechsler, Reflections.

130.Szpek, Translation Technique (188-93, 295-7); Influence (157). The majority of apparently
midrashic additions identified by Baumann she attributes to language difference, intra-verse
influence or clarificatory additions (Influence, 155).

131.Wechsler, Reflections (81): he cites LXX, the Greek versions, Jewish sources up to and including
Saadiah and Karaite sources in the tenth century. His evidence for congruency is largely in
grammatical correspondence and lexicographic synonymy; in almost 25% of cases he suggests that
the parallel may be attributable to a variant HT (p.80), and many others may be due to polygenesis.

132. Lack of traditional knowledge is suggested in 38.25; see Conjecture. Wechsler, Reflections identifies
instances of what he terms “exegetical/targumic parallels” in PJob and 11Q10 which are also attested
in other Jewish sources, including RJob; also cases which are uniquely shared by PJob and 11Q10.
Some are based on reconstructions of non-extant parts of 11Q10, e.g. 21.24 (p.84), 27.18 (p.86),
26.13 (p.109), 32.11 (p.114).
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RJob

There are many places where the RJob translation reflects material found in other
rabbinic sources."” Historical development of such material is difficult to assess, but the
direction of travel may sometimes be inferred. In the case of 38.23 RJob appears to
reflect a tradition known to Josephus."** In 38.8 RJob shares an addition with 11Q10,

135

again, therefore, suggesting an early interpretation. ~ In 37.13 the elaboration seems to

have arisen directly from ambiguity in the biblical text, so that the targum may be an

. . . . . . 36
earlier layer than more extensive mishnaic/talmudic material.'

11Q10
Evidence from 11Q10 suggests interpretations shared with RJob or other rabbinic
material."”” There is, for example, a hint of the rabbinic epithet DYWN ™M INIRY N

‘He who spoke and the world came into being’ in the accent on divine speech in
11Q10’s translation at 37.12; the epithet occurs in tannaitic sources and may be much

older."®

The notion of God’s speaking in the context of the Creation is, of course,
intensely scriptural, and this is no doubt behind 11Q10’s translation, as it is behind the
rabbinic epithet. The following examples also suggest equal sensitivity to scriptural

language and imagery on the parts of 11Q10 and RJob. PJob in these same verses is also

cited by way of contrast.

Both 11Q10 and RJob connect 37.11 > with cleansing; PJob’s handling is

conjectural.”® 11Q10’s likely allusion in 38.7 finds explicit reflection in a midrash

133.See also Weiss, O))7777(235-87); Mangan, Targum of Job (15-16).

134. See Expansion.

135. See Expansion, Alternative Translation.

136. Alternatively, RJob may be a later précis. Mangan, Targum of Job (6-8) notes other places which
may reflect “a very early core”.

137. An early commentator on 11Q10 observed that a shift from the masculine forms in HT to feminine
forms in the translation of 41.8-9 was an exegetical one and in line with traditional exegesis;
Boyarin, Aramaic Notes (30).

138. In the opinion of Marmorstein, Rabbinic Doctrine (89), it is traceable “to the oldest stage of
religious thought”. See Extension.

139. See Selection, Substitution, Conjecture.

211



Chapter 3: Discussion 3 i.e

which identifies the morning stars of Job 38.7 as Israel on the basis of Dan 12.3.'* Both

11Q10 and RJob understand 38.25 to refer to rain;'*' the interpretation of MY in 38.25
as connected with D99 , as made by 11Q10, is also made by RJob at 28.26 and by the

targum to Ps 104.3. PJob has no translation of 38.25a." At 39.6 the addition of YN

‘land’ (evoking Jer 17.6, Ps 107) is found in both RJob and 11Q10; PJob adds ~iaro

‘in the place’.'® At 39.23 RJob and 11Q10 associate 2NY with sharpness, which
suggests a shared appreciation of a resonance with Gen 3.24. PJob associates 21N> at
39.23 with brightness.'** Also in 39.23 11Q10 expands the translation of V7> to qIM
PO ‘sharp sword’; RJob too expands with N)IYW N2IN ‘the sharp sword’, though
translating 2ND rather than of )12 .'*° These examples from 11Q10 and RJob can
perhaps be attributed to the translators’ independent use of scripture as source and
inspiration. Alternatively, or perhaps additionally, they may indicate the kind of

common fund of scholarship Weitzman posited.'*’

There is further significant evidence from 11Q10 which suggests knowledge of
scriptural motifs which also appear in some form in other intertestamental sources, and
which are more fully expounded exegetically in later rabbinic material. These are now

detailed.

140. GenR 65.21. Cf. bHull 91b-92a where it is stated, citing Job 38.7, that it is only after Israel (°22212
9i72) have sung their praises to God on earth that the ministering angels ( ©9N %2 92 ) begin

singing their praises in heaven. See Substitution.
141. Explicitly in RJob2, implicitly in RJobl and RJob3; see Expansion.
142. See Selection, Expansion, Substitution, Omission.
143. See Expansion.

144. PJob: ‘the brightness of the spear and of the lance’. P-S define ¥ _.am\x as ‘flame, blaze; flash

of arms, a bright blade’, all apparently connoting brightness.
145. For 11Q10 see Selection, Expansion; for RJob see Expansion.
146.See above n.128 and cf. below p.220-21.
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M9 Jax
Rabbinic elaboration on the theme of the founding of the earth pivots on the expression

DM AN in Job 38.6, which is taken as referring to a stone ( 7MY AN ) which was

cast by God into the ocean.'*’ Related strands of tradition also centre on citations from
Job."*® An explicit connexion is made between the foundation stone of the world and
that of the temple."”” The theme is further elaborated: there is a combination of cult
(shrine, tabernacle) and creation (earth, foundation), as expressed, for instance, in the
assertion that the day on which Israel erected the tabernacle was the day that God
completed the creation (GenR 3.9); an idea echoed also in NumR 12.11: ‘For before the
tabernacle was set up the world was unstable, but when the tabernacle was erected the
world was firmly established’. A related notion equates the creation of the tabernacle

with the creation of the earth (NumR 12.13).""

Rabbinic tradition attributes to an anonymous tannaitic source the association of AN
NV with the foundation of the world, and the reason for the name (bYoma 54b). It

credits R. Shimon b. Yohai (second century CE) with the teaching that the creation of
the world was complete when Moses finished building the tabernacle.””' These
attributions are lent objective historical value through earlier evidence for similar

ideas.'”” An association of creation and shrine is perhaps discernable in Exod 15.6-8,17;

147. bYoma 54b: ‘A tanna taught: It [the stone] was so called [1?NV ] because from it the world was

founded ... R.Yitzak said: the Holy One Blessed Be He cast a stone A 17 into the sea, from
which the world was founded, as it is said: Job 38.6°.

148. bYoma 54b: creation of the world started from the centre and moved outwards (Job 38.38), or from
the sides and moved inwards (Job 37.6); or started from Zion (Ps 50.1-2).

149. NumR 12.4: © “of the wood of Lebanon” (Song 3.9) signifies that the building of the world
commenced from the spot on which the temple was to stand. R. Jose ben Halafta said: Why was it
called ‘foundation stone’? Because thereon began the foundation of the world. Hence it is written:
“Out of Zion, the perfection of beauty, God hath shined forth” (Ps 50.2)’. Cf. Tanh. (Buber)
Qedoshim 7.10 (Lev 19.23ff). See Ginzberg, Legends V, p.141n.38,39, p.292 n.141 for further
references. Also of note are references to the foundations and the “precious stones” of the heavenly
Jerusalem in Rev 21.11-20; Yarbro Collins, Cosmology (130-33).

150. Ginzberg, Legends VI (p.67 n.346; p.74 n.381) gives rabbinic and non-rabbinic sources for these
notions. Alexander, Pre-emptive Exegesis (239) has suggested GenR 3.9 may reflect ideas regarding
the temple as microcosm and the foundation point of the world.

151.PRK 1.4, commenting on Num 7.1.

152.Hayward, Jewish Temple distinguishes major themes in how the significance of the temple and its
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the origins of such an association may be very ancient, with elements detectable in
Enuma Elish."”” Other early witnesses to similar notions include 1En 18.8, 26.1-2,
which speak of a blessed place, a holy mountain at the centre of the earth, “reaching to
heaven like the throne of the Lord”; also Jub 8.19 which pictures Mt Zion at the centre
of the earth.'”™ To this early evidence can be added that from 11Q10, whose translation
of 38.6 suggests that what was intended was reference to the notion of the earth’s
foundation stone, perhaps also to an association of creation / foundation / earth /

temple.'”’

naL=>

The rabbinic epithet NM2) is found primarily in two contexts. It appears where there is
stress on the divine origin of the commandments; the giving of Torah is seen as the
most potent example of God’s power of revelation. It also appears in relation to divine

156

power and nature, in particular the power to provide rain. ™ In the second paragraph of

the Amidah ( ™2 N2 ‘the blessing of powers’),"”” God is MM YY2 ‘master of

powers’, eternally mighty ( TN 02> 92) NNX ), whose powers are expressed in

many ways: particularly in his power over death, but also in support for the weak,

158

healing for the sick, and freeing of those in bondage. ™ The supplementary 1Y712)

service were understood by Jews in the Second Temple period; amongst these are i) the idea that the
temple service was directly associated with the continuing stability of the cosmos (seen particularly

in Pseudo-Philo and Ben Sira); and ii) the idea that the temple and its furnishings were symbolic of

different parts of the cosmos (seen particularly in Philo and Josephus).

153. Fishbane, Mythmaking (210) notes a “striking link” in Exod 15.6-8,17 between the motifs of divine
combat against the sea and the building of a temple; and further, that the topic of the establishment of
the world and the heavenly shrine upon the defeated waters of chaos is famously found in Enuma
Elish iv-v.

154. Eliade, Patterns brings evidence for the ubiquity of the concept of a sacred centre, a stone or
omphalos, in comparative creation mythologies (23 1f, 374f). Talmon, Har disputes the notion of
‘navel’ in the Hebrew Bible.

155. See Selection, Substitution.

156. Zank, Gevurah (165-7): it points to an association between nature and divine power (rain, sun, life),
and it defines authorative revelation. See also Marmorstein, Rabbinic Doctrine (82). Regarding
targumic usage, Hayward, Tg Jeremiah (67) notes that YD MN2A) NNN often replaces MM T>.
More recently its use has been remarked by Ribera Florit in his review of Houtman, Bilingual
Concordance (JSJ,2004).

157. mRH 4.5.

158. Zank, Gevurah (128) maintains that the title refers to God’s powers of resurrection, and then,
through symbolic association, to God’s power to bring rain.
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DMV '’ added during the rainy season, is in praise of God in whose power is the
provision of rain: ‘[You] who cause the wind to blow and the rain to fall’. R.Yohanan
explains the expression: ‘because they [the rains] come down through [God’s] power
DM PTIPY N9 .. Significantly, the proof-text for explaining what is meant
by DMVY) MMIA) is taken from Job (5.9-10); though N2) does not appear there, it
is nevertheless understood to refer to rain as a manifestation of God’s creative

161
powers.

The epithet 7122 does not occur in RJob;'* but the elaboration at 37.13 which centres

on rain is an expression of the same theme. Significantly, in associated talmudic and
mishnaic material it is Job that provides the proof-texts (either explicitly or implicitly)
for the notions of the types of rain and for the association of lack of rain with sin.'” The
notion that lack of rain is a direct consequence of sin is a central tenet in rabbinic
theology. RJob to 36.32 itself makes the connexion directly: because of thieving hands
God witholds rain and he commands it to descend because of prayer. bTaan 7b lists sins
on account of which rains are withheld; it is said in the name of R. Tanhum b. Hanilai:
‘No rain falls unless the sins of Israel have been forgiven’, citing as proof Ps 85.2-3:
ININ M’ TN “Lord, thou hast been favourable to thy land ... Thou hast forgiven
the iniquity of thy people, thou hast covered all their sin ..” (AV)."* Note the

occurrence of NN (v.2), of the plea for God to show mercy TON (v.8), and of the trust

159. mTaan 1.1.

160. bTaan 2a. There is also an addition to the ninth blessing: ‘give dew and rain for a blessing’. Zank,
Gevurah (128-9) observes that R. Yohanan’s explanation reduces the original magical and apotropaic
expression to that of a natural phenomenon under divine control.

161.GenR 13.4: R. Hoshaya said: wonderful is the might of rain ©2¥W) N1 for it is reckoned as
equivalent to the whole of creation. What is the proof? PN PRI MDT) NWY ‘Who doeth great
things and unsearchable’ (Job 5.9). How? MXN 9 Dy DM NHWY NIN M9 DY 90N YN By
‘giving rain upon the earth and sending waters upon the fields’ (v.10).

162.The epithet XIPN ‘Strong One’ is used at 5.8, 14.18, 18.4. Marmorstein, Rabbinic Doctrine (107)
cites other occurences elsewhere. There is no obvious association with rain.

163. See Substitution, Adjustment.

164. Cf. GenR 13.5: R. Isaac said: rain is evidence of propitiation, as are sacrifices, as it is written: “Lord,
thou hast been favourable unto thy land” (Ps 85.2). R. Tanhum b Hanilai said: it makes atonement for
sins, as it is said: “Thou hast forgiven the iniquity of thy people, thou hast covered all their sin” (Ps
85.3).
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that ‘the Lord will deliver the good 2YVN M M D) and our land shall yield her
increase’ (v.13) - all of which link with ideas and imagery in Job 37.13 and the way in

which it was understood by its rabbinic translators.

It is proposed that rabbinic usage of NMA) as a divine title may be early.'”

Comparative evidence may perhaps be found in Ps-Philo’s use of fortis, fortissimus as a

166

divine title.'” Further supportive evidence may be New Testament usage of dOvouig

‘power’. Several nuances are recorded: 77 dUvaic is used in direct reference to God

(e.g. Mk 14.62 // Mt 26.64);'" it also characterizes the power of Jesus as God-given (Lk
1.35, 4.14), or as synonymous with God (1 Cor 1.24). It is used widely to describe the
power of Jesus and his followers over nature, as manifest in his healing ministry (e.g.
Mk 5.30; Lk 6.19, 8.46; 9.1)."® It is also used in connexion with the most particular
demonstration of God’s power over the entirety of creation, that is, power over death

(e.g. 2 Cor 13.4; Mk 12.24f; Eph 1.191). In the latter connexion, recall the rabbinic
epithet ™M) Dy¥a which refers, amongst other things, to God’s powers of
resurrection. The association of 1712 with God and divine power may, then, have had
a wide currency in the first century CE. The use of NXM2) in 11Q10’s translation at
37.14, 16, and the interpreted sense ‘hunger and want’ at 37.13, where rain is implicitly
understood,'® suggest sensitivity to the nuance that the term N2 conveys in scriptural

usage, that is, God’s powers as manifest in nature. Also suggested is an awareness of

rain and the power to control rain as a motif with significance (cf. in particular the

165.Zank, Gevurah (95) notes that though the epithet is absent from the Mishnah and rare in Tosefta and
most tannaitic midrashim, references to it in the Babli are in purportedly tannaitic material. It is
widely applied. Urbach, Sages (93-4) cites rabbinic references to divine strength in connexion with
revelation, using synonyms of 17)2) ; parallels may be found in Philo and in the Wisdom of
Solomon.

166.Hayward, Tg Jeremiah (67).

167.Zank, Gevurah (135) compares bBer 55b ‘sitting in power’ with Mk 14.62, Mt 26.64, Lk 22.69.

168.Grundmann, in Kittel (ed.) TDNT (284-317) writes: “His activity is the exercise of power in relation
to the demonic powers of the world ... As the essence of God is power, so endowment with power is
linked with the gift of His Spirit. Endowment with the Spirit gives Him EEovoial, a definite
personal authority which He has, in substantial terms, the d0vaii1g to exercise” (301).

169.See Extension, Selection, Alternative Translation.
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substitution of 2% for NYYN in 38.25). 11Q10’°s witness pushes back the evidence for

this motif, which becomes highly developed in rabbinic theology, to a much earlier

stage of awareness and attestation.

199N

The rabbinic equation of MI2N with Torah, founded on Proverbs imagery, is absolute.
GenR begins by citing Prov 8.30: ¢ 19X YDNN NN ; the Torah declares, “I was the
instrument of the Holy One Blessed Be He..” ... God consulted the Torah and created
the world” (GenR 1.1). Torah was one of six things which preceded the Creation; again
the proof comes from Prov 8, citing the words of 92N : ‘For it is written, “The Lord

made me as the beginning of his way prior to his works of old”..” (Prov 8.22)."" The
notion of the role of Torah at Creation is implied in an early source and given an early
attribution: mAvot 3.14 portrays R. Akiva as declaring, ‘Beloved are Israel, for unto
them was given the instrument by which the world was created ..”. There is extensive

later development of the motif of the OON and the figure of Abraham portrayed as an

archetypal possessor of 72N / Torah.'

The development of these notions beyond their scriptural origins can be traced much
earlier than these rabbinic expressions.'”” A tradition of wisdom is embedded in Philo’s

writings.'” Though Aoyo¢ largely takes the place of cogic , they appear to be more or

less equivalent.'™ He cites Prov 8.22f and the notion of the pre-existence of wisdom; he
q p

170.See e.g. Sifre Deut §48.7 (Neusner): a reference to Torah as the instrument of creation is attributed to
a Tanna (Eliezer ben R. Zadok); Sifre Deut §37.1 (Neusner); bPes 54a; ExodR 48.4; LevR 2.1, 25.1;
NumR 4.13.

171.Jacobs, Midrashic Process (79-94); references to the antiquity of the notion of patriarchal observance
are given in Ginzberg, Legends V p.259 n.275.

172.Kugel, The Bible (53-55) traces the motif of pre-existent Wisdom in early Jewish sources.

173.The extent of the influence on Philo of contemporary Jewish interpretations is debated; for references
see Kugel, The Bible (41).

174.Laporte, Philo (114-6, 134). Comparisons may also be made with the Wisdom of Solomon; Grabbe,
Wisdom (76-9).
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identifies wisdom as the word of God , i.e. as Torah;'” its role at Creation is implicit.'”

Earlier still, Qumran wisdom texts develop and further illustrate the concept of wisdom
as found in the classic biblical wisdom books (Proverbs, Qohelet, Job)."”” In 1Enoch
wisdom is ethereal and arcane, divinely revealed to a chosen witness; the created order
is central to the manifestation of wisdom. The theme of wisdom punctuates Ben Sira

178

throughout. ™ It opens with the image of wisdom as first of all created things, there
from the beginning (1.1-5); cf. Hymn to the Creator 11Q5 xxvi 9-15. Wisdom is
personified: BSira 24.1-22, 51.13-30; cf. 11Q5 xxi 11-17; xxii 1; also 11Q35 xviii 1-16

(Ps 154). Moreover, wisdom is equated with the law of Moses: BSira 24.23.

It is now clear that amongst these early witnesses for awareness of the significance of
MION is 11Q10°s translation of 38.4, which deliberately evokes the imagery of
Proverbs and thus recruits the connexion of 795N with Creation into the translation

and understanding of the Job text.'”

=)}

Divine combat with the sea is a widespread motif in ANE mythology. The Akkadian
creation epic describes the aftermath to the defeat of Tiamat, including measures to
prevent the escape of her waters.'" Ugaritic sources describe the primordial battle
between the creator god Baal and Yam, the sea god, and his allies Lotan and Shilyat, the
crooked serpent; all three are recognisable in Israelite workings of these traditions (e.g.

Rahab: Ps 89.10-11, Isa 51.9-10, Job 26.12; crooked serpent: Job 26.13, Isa 27.1;

175.de Migratione Abrahami 130.

176.de Opificio Mundi 20, 25, 36; de Cherubim 127.

177 .Harrington, Wisdom Texts.

178.Ben Sira is here treated under the broad heading of ‘Qumran’; the Masada ms. has largely
substantiated the reliability of the medieval Cairo Genizah text (B) and the translations (Greek,
Syriac, and Latin). See Harrington, Wisdom Texts (93-5).

179.See Extension. 11Q10 is too fragmentary to deduce anything of its treatment of the wisdom passage
in chpt. 28 (28.4-13/Col xii, 28.20-28/Col xiii).

180. Enuma Elish IV, 138-40. In origin ©YNN may be a primary noun, common to Semitic; cf. Akk.
tiamtu, tamtu , Ugar. thm, thmt ; see K-B for a full discussion; also Botterweck & Ringgren,
Theological Dictionary. Tsumura, The Earth and the Waters (65) rejects the possibility that DY
in Gen 1.2 is a reference to an original Canaanite deity.
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Leviathan: Job 40.25f)."

The idea of the primordial waters of the abyss, contained at Creation but still lurking as
a future threat, is a rich thread running from these earlier manifestations through
intertestamental, rabbinic and early Christian sources.'® I Enoch 69.17-19, for example,

explicitly refers to the oath which secures the depths in their place for all time." There
is redolent imagery, too, in IQH'* The Prayer of Manasseh 3 refers to the securing of
the waters with the divine name. This early permutation'® found its way into targum
PsJon, where reference is made to ‘.. the holy name on the foundation stone with which
God sealed the mouth of the great deep from the beginning’ (Ex 28.30), and is
embellished further in other rabbinic sources.'™ Josephus refers to a legend regarding
the destruction of the world through a mighty deluge."’ Early Christian sources which

evince familiarity with the theme include Rev 20.1-3, with its reference to Satan as ‘the

dragon, that old serpent’, destined to be ‘sealed up’ in the ‘bottomless pit’; and Rev 21.1

181.Jacobs, Midrashic Process (154-67). Fishbane, Mythmaking (33) notes that the Mari letter (18th
century BCE) predates the Canaanite and Babylonian evidence and uses terminology which recurs in
later Ugaritic and biblical texts.

182. For references and discussion of the texts, see Fishbane, Mythmaking ; Sperber, The Abysses;
Hayman, Man from the Sea; Jacobs, Elements; Forsyth, The Old Enemy.

183. Cf. 4Q511 30.3.

184. ©YIMN (sg. and pl.) occurs 35 times in the DSS, 12 times in 1QH, with a range of meanings similar to
that in biblical Pss and Wisdom literature; see Botterweck & Ringgren, Theological Dictionary.
Hayman, Man From the Sea recognises elements in 1QH 6.22-35 (1QH" xiv.22-35): the threatening
attack of the sea and the descent to the gates of death. Cf. also the depiction of a storm-tossed deep
in 1QH"xi.7-12; it is preceded by and likened with that of a woman in the throes of giving birth; the
association of images within the passage is interesting in light of the linking of DN with OYIN in

11Q10 and RJob. Cf. also BSira 51.5: the speaker thanks God for having saved him ©Y[PNN] ONIN

(B ms); éx BcaiBovg koidiag ddov (G ms) “from the deep womb of Hades”. Garcia Martinez et
al. cite this though do not comment further.

185. The Prayer of Manasseh is roughly dated between second century BCE and first century CE;
Charlesworth, Pseudepigrapha believes it predates 70 CE, and is possibly Palestinian in provenance.

186. The seal with the power to keep the waters of the abyss in check is variously defined as the divine
name itself (TgSong 4.12; cf. Job 38.11); Sefer Yetsira (perhaps late second/early third century CE)
§ 15 refers to the divine name sealing out chaos. Or the divine name written by David on a pot-sherd
which he cast into the pits under the temple altar (bSukk 53a-b); cf. ySanh 10.2 (Neusner): a clay pot
seals the waters of the deep which sit underneath the earth. Or the divine name written on AN
TNV, the foundation stone of the temple (TgEccl 3.11). In Tanh 1 (to Gen 1.1; Berman edtn.) it is
with the assistance of wisdom ( 132N) that God bound up the deep, citing Jer 5.22 and Prov 8.27.
Fishbane, Mythmaking (124-31) discusses the development of tehom / temple as a major motifin
midrash.

187.Ant. 1.70.
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which describes the new age when there will be ‘no more sea’.'"® RJob’s addition of

NN (38.8) is a shorthand reference to the elaboration of this theme found in other

sources. The imperfect 7197 ‘it will go out’ (38.8) appears to hint at an eschatological
element; a future battle is a significant feature in rabbinic elaboration of the mythology,
with proof-texts supplied from Job."” The expansion at 38.10: ‘And I laid upon it my
decree and set the sands like bolts and doors’, was very likely influenced by Jer 5.22,

which resonates strongly with Job 38.8-11.""

11Q10 is clearly familiar with this same mythology and must be included amongst the
earlier witnesses to the diffusion of such material."”" The addition of NN at 38.8 is
an unmistakable reference; the use of the imperfect (38.8,10) introduces an
eschatological flavour, consistent, perhaps, with some other references to ©WIN , such

as those in 1QH," and prefiguring the eschatological element seen in rabbinic

development of the motif.

11Q10 and the wider context

The scripturally-based motifs described above can be discerned in a range of
intertestamental texts; traces of two are evident in even greater antiquity. This spread of
witnesses is testimony to the common heritage of ideas, distributed widely in diverse

texts, which sits beneath the surface of plurality that characterizes Second Temple

188. Hayman, Man From the Sea cites these and passages in the Odes of Solomon (early Syriac
Christian, second century CE) as “evidence that the old Canaanite myths were still being transmitted
by Jews in the first century CE”.

189. For example, bBBat 75a refers to the time to come, when Gabriel will organise a hunt for Leviathan
(Job 40.25) in which he will require God’s help (Job 40.19). The identity of the forces of chaos
varies: Leviathan, Rahav, the angel of the sea (e.g. b.BBat 74b on Job 26.12). Jacobs, Process (159)
comments that “in keeping with the general tendency in rabbinic literature, the setting for the combat
is an eschatological rather than a cosmogonic one, the slaying of Leviathan being projected from its
original setting in the drama of the creation and establishment of God’s kingship, to the messianic
age, the period of the new cosmos and re-establishment of divine sovereignity”.

190. See Alternative Translation, Expansion.

191.See Expansion, Extension.

192.E.g. Col xi.13-18 describes a soul in danger of falling into wickedness as being like a ship on a
storm-tossed deep DYNMN : the deeps MINM boil over into the pit NNV, the abyss OYIN , Sheol
opens its gates, its doors close with everlasting bolts. Col xi.27-34 describes God’s wrath against the
wicked as like the great deep N217 OYIN which will overwhelm them.
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Judaism. 11Q10 is another contact with this “cultural thesaurus”.'”” The translator knew

these ideas and their scriptural contexts and sensed their resonance with, or their
implicit presence within, particular places in the Job text; and he brought the two
together through his translation choices. 11Q10 is part of the long development of these
ideas in Second Temple Jewish interpretative literature, and before that in biblical and
ANE sources, which prefaced their emergence as signal motifs which receive exegetical

treatment in complex rabbinic midrashim."*

3 ii. Operating principles of the translators
Besides evidence of skills and knowledge on the part of the translators, the analysis
suggests some principles which guided the ways in which they operated. They can be

broadly characterized as attitudes towards scripture.

3ii. a The concept of scripture

An agreed canon of the Hebrew scriptures was perhaps not a reality until as late as
132-5 CE, though evidence suggests much earlier acceptance of the five books of
Moses and of the former and latter Prophets as authoritative.'” Although the dating of
RJob is, like that of any targum, uncertain, and although there is the possibility of an
early date for a Job targum, it is assumed for the purposes of this analysis that within the
rabbinic circles which produced it, the concept of scripture, of authoritative texts, with
fixed or at least highly stable forms, was well established. As for the concept of

scripture in the circles which produced PJob, there is much that remains uncertain about

193.Fishbane, Mythmaking (23). Kugel, Potiphar’s House (266-8) posits the idea of an oral store of
standard explanations for problems and peculiarities in the biblical text which was held in common
by diverse groups right across Second Temple Judaism. Vermes, Qumran Interpretation (46) asserts
that Qumran exegetes “took over from pre-sectarian Judaism a body of exegetical tradition already
fully developed and in advance of the purely literal significance of scripture”. Kugel, The Bible (34)
observes that exegetical motifs “constituted the raw material out of which most ancient retellings and
commentaries were made”.

194. Jacobs, Midrashic Process (79); Fishbane, Mythmaking observes that “the mythic sources available
to rabbinic teachers were far more pervasive and varied than what might be supposed from scripture
alone”. He refers to the “thematic continuity” of rabbinic myth with ANE and biblical sources (191).

195.Ulrich, Qumran Biblical Scrolls (70) notes that “certainly there were ‘sacred scriptures’ at the end of
the Second Temple period”. For a useful précis of this complex issue, see Campbell, Exegetical Texts
(20-22).
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the background to production of the Peshitta;'” however, there is evidence regarding
the composition of the canon in the early centuries CE, so that an assumption of an

inheritance of the canon of Jewish scriptures is sound.'”’

For the author of 11Q10, working in the pre-canonic period, it is less clear what value
or meaning the concept of ‘scripture’ might have had. Variant multiple copies of books,
numerous minor variants in manuscripts, and variant citations witness to a textual
plurality and fluidity at Qumran and beyond."”® While there is much debate over dates,
terms and texts, as a working hypothesis it can be accepted that there was, in some
circles in the Second Temple period, a developing concept of ‘scriptural consciousness’,
that is, a regard for certain texts as authoritative;'” there was also development towards
a canonical consciousness, that is, towards closing the boundaries of acceptance.’”
What is beyond doubt is that, though contours were flexible and boundaries were
201

porous,” texts which were regarded as having authority and relevance were the core of

activities in Second Temple circles.

What is also beyond doubt is that the author of 11Q10 knew and referred to texts

196. See further under Conclusions.

197.The earliest Christian list of the canon is that of Melito, Bishop of Sardis, from the latter half of the
second century CE, in which it is possible to identify all the canonical books except Esther and
Lamentations. For detail see Beckwith, OT Canon (182-98).

198.Brooke, e pluribus (110-15) describes pluralism of readings as a “fact of life” for Qumran exegetes.
Talmon, Aspects (97) suggests acceptance of pluralism was prevalent also in “normative” Jewish
circles in the period second - first century BCE. The point is clear, though it is worth noting that
‘normative’ is not now considered a useful term; cf. Charlesworth’s comments (Crucible (23-4) ).

199.Alexander, Enochic Literature argues that the exegetical use of Genesis by the Enochic authors
suggests some sort of authoritative scripture as early as the fourth century BCE. Lange, Unity and
Purality has recently discussed the evolution from authoritative literature into scripture.

200. This over-simplifies a complex situation. Campbell, Exegetical Texts (20-5,31); Beckwith,
Formation provide convenient overviews. The issue of canon at Qumran adds complexity, with
evidence of acceptance of Jubilees, Enochic literature and other texts as authoritative, also a different
psalter. For further discussion see, for example, VanderKam and Flint, Meaning (103-181); Waltke,
How We Got; Ulrich, Bible in the Making; Herbert and Tov, Bible as Book; articles by Ulrich,
Trebolle-Barrera and Brooke in Lim, DSS in Historical Context. Kraft, Scripture and Canon uses the
terms ‘scriptural consciousness’ and ‘canonical consciousness’ in a discussion of evidence for the
awareness and interpretations of ‘scripture’ in apocryphal and pseudepigraphical texts. He is very
cautious in concluding that such ‘consciousness’ existed at all.

201.The description is borrowed from an address given by Dr Jonathan Campbell at the Oriental Institute,
Oxford, 28th February 2006.
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beyond that of Job. His allusive translation choices appear to require texts which closely
resembled MT. They suggest knowledge of texts which later entered the canon
(Genesis, Exodus, Leviticus, Deuteronomy, Psalms, Proverbs, 2 Samuel, Isaiah,
Jeremiah, Zechariah and other prophets) and of others which remained outside (Ben
Sira, 1Enoch).”” Inclusion of the latter two implies no distinction in terms of the
perceived authority of the texts. The range of scripture is wide, encompassing the law /

*® Tt includes books (Genesis,

torah, history / prophets and wisdom / writings.
Deuteronomy, Isaiah, Psalms, 1Enoch, Ben Sira) which may have been of particular
importance for the Qumran community and/or for the authors of texts in use at

Qumran.””* Acceptance of Ben Sira (composition dated ¢.190-180 BCE) would imply a

later rather than earlier date in the span proposed for the composition of 11Q10.

3ii. b Representation of the HT

11Q10

Omission and transposition are key indicators for assessing attitude towards overt
representation of the Hebrew.”” The attitude of the 11QI10 translator reflects its
presumed Sitz im Leben in the context of textual plurality and fluidity. Certain of
11Q10’s features might be explained in a context where the nature of texts was unfixed

206

and the practice of transmission could entail revision and editing.” If the translator’s

202.At 38.7 11Q10’s use of \ NV resonates with BSira 43.9 and Dan 12.3; c¢f. 1En 104.2: the righteous

“shall shine like the lights of heaven”. At 38.25 11Q10’s use of )% resonates with Deuteronomy
and BSira 39.30. For both see Substitution.

203.This concurs with the picture of ‘authoritative scripture’ at Qumran compiled in VanderKam and
Flint, The Meaning (177-180).

204.Brooke, Canon within Canon (266); Trebolle-Barrera, Qumran evidence; Alexander, Enochic
Literature (57). It is of interest that more mss. of Psalms (37) have been found at Qumran and
elsewhere in the Judaean Desert than any other book; next Deuteronomy (32) and Isaiah (22); Ulrich,
Bible in the Making (53, 63).

205.Shepherd, Reconsideration (22); as previously noted, he includes representation of the waw
conjunction.

206.Talmon, Textual Study (381) has described the scribe in the second Temple period as being a “minor
partner in the creative literary process”. Fishbane, Bibilical Interpretation (66-77) describes features
in the traditio (transmission) of bible in the pre-masoretic period as “pious revisions and theological
addenda”. Critics regard such features as marginal glosses which entered the text at an early stage;
see Mulder, Transmission (91). Vermes, Biblical Interpretation (46) describes the soferim of the
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concern was to convey an understanding of what HT means (but not also to represent in
Aramaic every word), abbreviation such as that in 39.4 might have been regarded as
appropriate for adequately understanding the verse. Perhaps the same might apply to
larger omissions, such as that at 37.17b.*"” The omission of an entire verse in 1QIsa" has
been ascribed by one commentator to logical continuity of thought.*® Scribal practice
included the use of deictics,”” changes in word order for contextual considerations and
to text division in order to explicate meaning.”'’ In 37.16 the 11Q10 translator deemed
the addition of N YIN appropriate for clarification. This may also have applied to the

2" In a context

related rearrangement of the text which reinforces the semantic point.
where texts were not yet fixed, editorial adjustments for sense when translating a text

were perhaps just as acceptable as when transcribing one.

PJob
A move towards uniformity and stability in the Hebrew text can be discerned at the end
of the first century CE, probably reflecting the political and socio-religious situation in

which those who advanced proto-MT were those who survived the destruction of the

Second Temple era as “creative”, and gives examples of implicit exegesis of an editorial type in the
Temple Scroll. Heger, Qumran Exegesis (80) cites Lim’s observation regarding the difficulty of
deciding whether a variant in the pesharim is an exegetical alteration or is attributable to textual
plurality; as Heger observes, the question is “equally valid for other Qumran writings” (80). Fishbane
(Use, Authority 367-8) observes in Qumran texts paragraphing, phrasing and resolution of syntactic
ambiguity by the addition of disjunctive waw. Pulikottil, Transmission writes that the scribes of
1QIsa” accepted that the text “could be rearranged, paraphrased and even rewritten” (204). Scribal
practices he identifies include: harmonization (contextual, textual and with other books); changes to
text division and word order; punctuation with waw conjunctive (both addition and omission);
explanatory changes / additions / omissions to enhance grammatical accuracy, clarify or bring new
meaning. Such features have been explained as evidence of the production of so-called vulgar or
vernacular texts, which included contextual adaptations, errors and corrections, as opposed to model
copies, with both types coexisting. See Tov, Textual Criticism (114-7, 193-4); Weitzman, Syriac
Version (55); Trebolle-Barrera, Qumran evidence. Cf. Pulikottil's comment (7ransmission (203) )
that scribes (who were not merely copyists) existed alongside copyists (who replicated).

207.For both see Omission.

208.Pulikottil, Transmission (41f).

209.Pulikottil, Transmission (92) observes that scribal use of deictics in 1QIsa” is “conspicuous”.
Fishbane, Bibilical Interpretation (44-65) notes the use of deictic and explicative elements by
biblical scribes in MT to introduce secondary annotations; in Ezek 31.18b the insertion of X
removes ambiguity in the text (46-8), and in Ezra 3.13 the addition of N3 clarifies ambiguity and
stresses the “proper semantic reference” (53).

210.Pulikottil, Transmission (53-4,81-2).

211. See Adjustment.
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Temple”” P witnesses to an on-going stability: its source text is basically MT.*"

Rignell explained features in PJob such as omission and other modifications of HT not
through the translator’s overall attitude to the text, which he felt would imply the
translator’s condoning distortion of meaning, but rather as the result of reliance on
rough and incomplete provisional translations from the Hebrew.’'* Szpek attributes
many features in PJob to error, both aural and visual, lack of proficiency in Hebrew, and

* Shepherd attributes omission and

unfamiliarity with a tradition of vocalization.”'
transposition in PJob, as in 11Q10, to the linguistic-stylistic demands and constraints of
their target Aramaic languages.”’® The tolerance for adjustment and for
non-representation of elements of the Hebrew in PJob is consistent with features found

217

elsewhere in P.”"" The Peshitta translation as a whole is characterized as a combination

*'8 with the drive to produce a clear translation regarded as

of fidelity and intelligibility,
having overriden concerns regarding precise representation of the Hebrew.”” PJob’s
lesser concern with precise representation may also reflect a level of linguistic

competency which would suggest an origin in a milieu without bilingual familiarity

. . 220
with Hebrew or access to expertise.

212.Tov, Textual Criticism (194-5).

213.Tov, Textual Criticism (152); Weitzman, Syriac Version (61): sometimes divergencies from MT
confirm a different Vorlage in LXX, and very rarely a reading which cannot be derived from either.
He describes P as “an idiomatic, though faithful, translation” (61).

214.Rignell, Job (367-71).

215.Szpek, Translation Technique (266-69).

216.Shepherd, Reconsideration (259-62,283).

217.Rignell, Job (371-74) notes the following as generally characteristic of P: changes in word order,
person, tense, mood; free rendering of prepositions, suffixes, singulars, plurals; addition / omission of
copula; treatment of pronouns, articles; addition / omission to concretise and explain. See also Szpek,
Translation Technique (260-63).

218. Weitzman, Syriac Version (61-62).

219. Weitzman, Hebrew and Syriac Job (131) contended that intelligibility rather than formal features of
the HT would have been the PJob translator’s main concern. Greenberg, Jeremiah (26) notes
elimination of grammatical inconsistency and logical imprecision, including changes to word order,
though characterises the translation technique overall as “meticulous” (Greenberg, Secondary
Expansions (225) ). Gelston, Twelve Prophets (111, 138) concludes that “intelligibility was often a
more important objective than minute and literal accuracy”. On P more generally, Weitzman,
Interpretative Character (58-60) identifies the drive for clarity and logical precision. Greenberg,
Peshitta to 2 Samuel (20) maintains that a drive towards clarity “even to the point of pedantry and
breaking the constraints of quantitative literalism, is a pervading feature” of the P translation.

220.See further under Conclusions.
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RJob

Rabbinic attitudes to representation of the Hebrew text reflect the stabilizing of a
standardized text, an accepted canon and an assumption of divine inspiration and
authority underlying all the words and features of scripture.””’ A stricter approach to

222

translation arose as a consequence.” All the same, echoes of earlier textual fluidity

persisted in the consonantal text which the rabbis inherited, and became incorporated

within rabbinic acceptability.”’

Orthographic irregularities such as extraordinary points,
inverted nunim, letters which are large, small or suspended, were noted and discussed.”
Variant readings survived in Hebrew biblical manuscripts even after the canonization of

the proto-masoretic text in rabbinic Judaism.*”

Talmudic passages refer to the
awareness of textual variants.”® Preservation of variant textual traditions on manuscripts
perhaps contributed to the development of the a/ tigre device.””’ The ¥ / 29N system
is probably Masoretic in origin, developed in order to safeguard alternative written and

oral traditions, though some categories may pre-date the Masoretes.””® Lists were

compiled of the D190 MDY , scribal omissions or deletions of waw conjunctive, and
the OMMD MpPN , ‘scribal corrections’, traces perhaps of ancient scribal exegetical

activities which may be related to midrash-type interpretation and to al tigre in

221.According to Kraemer, Scriptural Interpretation (281), this over-arching principle is in evidence
already in the Mishnah.

222 .Barr, Typology (324); he remarks on the roles also played by practicality, the text as a source of
contention, the search for authoritative meaning and the growing authority of the Hebrew original.
He notes that the targumim combine literal and free translation (304). Cf. Brock’s observation
(Translating (92-5) ) that the targumim (including O and TJon) combined the approach of the
interpres (literal) with that of the expositor (elucidative). The latter type developed possibly as part
of the process of standardization of HT. See further under Conclusions 4 ii.c.

223. bNed 37b-38a grants a Sinaitic pedigree to all the activities of the soferim. Fishbane, Biblical
Interpretation (84) maintains that Tannaitic sources show a line of development “from scribes, who
were professional copyists ... to exegetical activities designated as ‘teachings of the scribes’ ”’; cf.
mOr 3.9, which describes a halacha as deriving D901 Y3271 ‘from the words / teachings of the
scribes’.

224 Kelley et al., Masorah (32-37).

225.Hendel, EDSS (838).

226.E.g. yTaan 4.2 (Neusner 4.2 V.A); Soferim 6.4.

227.Talmon, Aspects (126): he notes that not all cases originate from a textual variant.

228.Kelley et al., Masorah (42).

226



Chapter 3: Discussion 3 ii.b

particular.”” In rabbinic translations of scripture, textual modifications (adjustments to
word order or division, ‘misreading’ consonants, omission) analogous to scribal
activities discernable in texts from Qumran and in the traditio of the bible, were
countenanced in accordance with accepted guidelines. All these data suggest at least
tolerance of the realities of textual uncertainty, and consistency with evidence for the
earlier and widespread use of devices for handling and understanding the HT.*" As for
RJob itself, as a rendering which combines faithful representation with restrained

expansion, it illustrates one approach to translation within the range of rabbinic targum.

Common history, different present

The common history of the translations of Job is the textual plurality and fluidity that
once characterized the HT. Each, however, reflects its own present in its approach to the
text. RJob is precise;”' the word of scripture was fixed, and the word as much as the
meaning was to be transmitted. PJob and 11Q10 are less precise, but for different
reasons. PJob’s milieu recognised scripture and a fixed text but lacked access to it; the
translator’s task was to transmit the text in accessible form, sacrificing fidelity for
intelligibility if necessary. 11Q10 was composed when textual elasticity was the norm,*”
when the concept of scripture was just developing; if its task was to transmit meaning,

this did not necessarily require absolute fidelity to a text which was in any case unfixed.

229. Both are discussed at bNed 37b-38a. The ‘corrections’ are sometimes described as D122
‘euphemisms’ in rabbinic discussion; Kelley et al., Masorah (39). McCarthy, Tigqune argues that
few in the recorded lists are genuine scribal emendations, though she identifies others in the mss. of
the consonantal text which appear to have theological motives and which she dates to between 250
BCE - 70 CE (248-9).

230.Talmon, Aspects (132) concluded that Qumran and rabbinic evidence “proves the contention that
variant readings in the Biblical textual traditions were viewed with relative equanimity by both
groups and even were perpetuated by diverse manuscriptal and non-manuscriptal devices” (132).

231.In 38.8 RJob is faithful to the point of unclarity; see Alternative Translation, p.94 n.310.

232.Vermes, Biblical Interpretation (46) remarks on the “elasticity of the Hebrew Scriptures in the
Qumran age”.
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3 ii. ¢ Engagement with scripture

11Q10

The 11Q10 translation directs the reader to make connexions with the wider text of Job
and with texts beyond Job. These texts are used as the primary key to unlock difficulties
in the language of Job or to clarify its imagery or meaning. Parts of the Job text are
brought together, subtly and implicitly, with other parts of other texts in order to
understand and illuminate both. The text of Job defines the boundaries for translation
but the translator’s working text ranges across these ‘scriptures’. The translation
suggests an intimate knowledge of scripture, an attitude that regards scripture as
essentially interrelated, and an approach that regards this interrelatedness as the way in

to greater understanding of it.””’

PJob
PJob does not engage with scripture in this way. There is evidence to suggest that the

234

translator had a thorough familiarity with the Job text.”" Also, there is some indication

that he used wider scripture as a tool in the sense of a guide to the meaning of individual

235
words.

But there is little indication that the translator mined scripture for meaning,
associated, deeper or other. Where an interpretative translation has been identified, this
has often arisen from ideological / theological motives, and may be reflected in other
sources.”® For the most part, the translator simply conveys the translation of his Hebrew
source text into Syriac. There is no suggestion of resonance with wider scripture, no
evocation or subtle linking of one part of scripture with another in order to understand

both better. This may indicate more about the translator’s level of knowledge or skill in

Hebrew and/or in the scriptures in Hebrew than about his knowledge of scripture in

233.Cf. Fishbane’s description (Midrash and the Nature,12) of the common attitude to scripture shared in
Second Temple Judaism: “the opening of Scripure from within”.

234.Szpek, Translation Technique (147).

235.Szpek, Translation Technique (268) contrasts lack of proficiency in Hebrew with evidence for
familiarity with scripture beyond the book of Job.

236.Szpek, Translation Technique (270-72); Wechsler, Reflections. Szpek terms such material
“ideological slips”, cautioning that some may result from error.
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Syriac. But it also strongly suggests that this kind of intertextual approach to translation
was not the point of the exercise. Essentially, PJob embodies the approach of the
Peshitta translation more generally: scripture was holy writ, the words of which needed

to be transmitted, simply and clearly, to an audience with no other access to them.

RJob

For all the diversity of styles and genres within their literatures, the interpretative circles
of the Second Temple period shared common assumptions regarding the nature of their
authoritative texts, their scriptures: they were of divine provenance, they were perfectly
harmonious, of contemporary relevance - and needed interpretation.””’ Scripture’s
perfect harmony meant that any part of it could illuminate any other. For the rabbis, as
successors of this interpretative ethos, the concept of the totality of scripture is

238

axiomatic, as is their familiarity with, and application to, its entirety.” Targum

functions as part of the larger rabbinic project of exegesis™ in which scripture is
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viewed holistically and is approached as an interlaced whole;”™ and RJob is one of its

manifestations.

237.Kugel, Ancient Biblical (16-20); also, more fully, Kugel, The Bible (1-49). He defines these
assumptions in answer to the question: “What was scripture in their eyes, and zow did it mean?”
(19).

238.For the rabbis, scripture included oral torah. See Kasher, Interpretation (548-84, particularly 560-61)
for a distillation of the rabbinic view of scripture.

239. Targum is a fundamentally exegetical activity; Samely, Interpretation (158-81).

240. Le Déaut, La Nuit (58): “L’Ecriture est un seul livre dont toutes les parties, loin de s’opposer entre
elles et de se contredire, se complétent et s’éclairent mutuellement: il faut donc expliquer la Bible par
la Bible”. Cf. Patte’s discussion (Early Hermeneutic 66-67); Smelik, Judges (97).
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Chapter 4. Conclusions

4 i. Assessing the evidence

In many ways, PJob and RJob are known quantities, @mdinhs their usefulness for
this enquiry. It is the enigmatic 11Q10 which, from thesetjthas been at the centre of
the current study and which a synoptic analysis has dhefpdoring more sharply into
focus. The material uncovered brings some implicationsdiscussion of the natures,
purposes and historical contexts of PJob and RJob, buhgs far more with regard to

11Q10. This bias is reflected in the remarks which fallow

4i.a Comparing 11Q10, PJob and RJob

Between 11Q10, PJob and RJob there are real comparimbestrasts to be drawn in
the use of translation methods and in skills, knowledge iaterests. Taken overall,
however, the most significant contrast to emerge frloencurrent study is not between
RJob and the other two, but between PJob and the wthePJob can be characterized
as a translation of scripture into Syriac. RJob issmoply a translation of scripture into
Aramaic. But more importantly, neither is 11Q10. When taure of 11Q10 is
considered in the context of later models of Jewisiptsecal translation, its witness
challenges the current trend to isolate it from thgummic genre - and returns, in fact, to
the instincts of the first editors and early commenta The general view then was that
11Q10’s significance lay absolutely in what it could revaabut the origins or early

stages of targurh.

The analysis has shown that issues regarding competane@nd knowledge of
traditional material, and of engagement with wider sorgptare central to any

assessment of the nature of 11Q10 and for any attempiggésting a context and a

1. See Introduction 1 i.b. This early opinion of its sfigaince and nature has been repeated quite
recently in an article written by one of the editofshe second edition (van der Woul&SS
(1:414) in 2000).
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purpose for it. The translator's confident knowledge obrddes and of scripture has
been demonstrated. It can be compared favourably vatskiis evident in RJob - both
give the impression of hands and minds that could movwendrthe Job text and wider
scripture with ease and expertise - but is in contagheé impression gained of the
PJob’s translator’'s competerfc&here the use of guesswork, adjustment, omission - all
in the interests of producing a clear translation - sugggslls sufficient to translate
into Syriac most of the time, but not truly confidemtresourceful; perhaps this points
to distance from active use of HebréMoreover, a primary concern with intelligibility
in Syriac might account for the lenient approach to esgmtation of the HT. As for
11Q10 in this regard, that the translator is prepared tepose or to jettison elements
of the HT, apparently for the sake of better sensepisistent with production and
transmission in a pre-canonic context without theceph of textual rigidity. Both
devices would be consistent with concern to represmhtclarify the sense of HT but
not necessarily its order and number of words. Thés sgynificant contrast with RJob

which has been shown to adhere to representaticrmaf features of its source text.

The analysis confirms and expands on previous obsemgategarding the presence in
11Q10 of translation methods recognisable later in thehi®&@ and in rabbinic
targumim. The early date for their use which this inspigesignificant for the history of
scriptural translation methods, and consistent witlerottbservations which suggest a
continuum of use and development of tools for scriptutatmmetation from the biblical
period onwards. The import of PJob’s use of translahethods similar to those in use
in Jewish circles is not so much in the methods te&ms, which may in some sense be

common; as in the way they are employed. The analysis hattifidd qualitative

2. SzpekJTranslation Techniqué267-8) concludes that the PJob translator had limitediigtic
proficiency in Hebrew; cf. RignelReshitta Jol{367-75). Shepherdeconsideratiof109), at least
as regards omission, appears to prefer an explanatiopligtis preference.

3. Cf. Rignell's theory; Introduction 1 ii.a.

4. Dimant,The Scrollg50) observes: “the dividing line between textual coroes; amplifications and
full-fledged reworking or exegesis was still not fixed” (50).

5. SzpekOn the Influenc€158) suggests that such techniques may in some degreedesahio
translators. Cf. Weitzma®yriac Versior{150).
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differences in the way these methods manifest in Baothe one hand and in RJob and
11Q10 on the other. It is the central role of scripttselfias the translator’s tool which
sets 11Q10 and RJob apart from PJob. Minimal evidencelab Br knowledge of
traditional materidl or for the associative use of scripture suggests aumdie
production unfamiliar with, or distant from, distinctigwish practices or expertise.
PJob appears to be a translation removed from actevefudebrew and from practices
and traditions which are evident across a broad speafuhe Jewish world, not only

that of rabbinic Judaism.

The analysis has confirmed an interpretative qualittha 11Q10 translation and has
revealed more about its character. The nature ofrémslation suggests that the task
was not simply to translate, but to understand and sakficate the meaning of the
HT. It is proposed that deep knowledge of scripture was @ortant tool in the
translator's hands and that his most ingenious skill was application of this
knowledge to his task. 11Q10 exhibits the thematic asswgidhe recognising and/or
forging of links between different scriptural texts througbmmon themes or
vocabulary, which characterises post-biblical Jewisterpretative literature. An
awareness of significance in certain scripturally-bas®tifs which appear in other
intertestamental sources and in later rabbinic expasdias also been demonstrated;
their attestation in 11Q10 pushes back the evidence far #se‘live’ interests. It has
also been possible to identify other traditions of usideding the Job text apparently
held in common by the composers of 11Q10 and RJob. Allishiconsistent with

11Q10’s Second Temple period background, but sets it aparttiRJob translation.

6. As noted above (Discussion 3 i.e), other studieg lsome material as evidence for such knowledge;
this is not always convincing.

7. WeitzmanSyriac Versior(244-46,258-62) constructs the Peshitta’s origins in a nduiriab
community “estranged from the Jewish community as dettait Jewish nevertheless, until the
majority converted to Christianity.
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4i. b Job at Qumran and beyond

11Q10 is one of two Aramaic translations of Job foun®atran® The presence of
more than one translation may be an indication @& blook’s importance to the
community! The suggestion that the book’s preservation in traoslanay be an
indication of esteem attached to the figure of Jobasigible’’ but does not directly
address the question of the intrinsic purport or the purpbsanslation. In this regard,
it is to be noted that the only other Aramaic tratish to have been found at Qumran is
from the books of Moses: 4Q156 / 4QtgLev, which preserves péLeviticus'' This
could be an archaeological accident; but another indicatf the status of the book of
Job at Qumran may be the number of documents in whishpreserved. Besides the
translations, four fragments of manuscripts of Job @brew survivé? including one
(4Q101) transcribed in the palaeo-Hebrew script. If soreasnre of the significance
for the Qumran community of a scriptural book can bengldan part from the number
of manuscripts in which it survives, then the book @b Janks evenly with Jeremiah
and Ezekiel at 6 mss. eachlhe significance of the palaeo-Hebrew script is uad®rt
other identified texts written in this script are fragnts from the five books of Mosés.

It has been noted that these palaeo-Hebrew scripextd tiffer from Qumran texts

8. The other is 4Q157 / 4QtgJob; two fragments presaremslation of Job 3.5-?, 4.16-5.4. Vasholz,
4QTargumJolroncludes that 4Q157 and 11Q10 were written by differentescaibd that one is
probably a copy, though it is impossible to tell frora #xtant remains which was the original.

9. Trebolle-BarreradQumran Evidencéas identified two “collections” of scriptural booksumran,
distinguished from each other by being differently presgiredited, ordered and interpreted: the first
comprises the five books of Moses, Isaiah, the twatephets, Psalms and Job; the second Joshua,
Judges, 1-2 Samuel, Jeremiah, Ezekiel and Daniel. Thgrimgp “enjoyed a special consideration
in the libraries of the Judaean Desert caves” (89).

10. FitzmyerFirst Century(163).

11. See Stuckenbruck & FreedmBmgments4Q156 is considered further below. 4Q550
(4QprEsthérar) is a fragment containing an Aramaic translatidsa 14.31-31; the translation is
part of a commentary; see Milikes Modéle$361-63).

12. 2QJob / 2Q15; 4QJol 4Q99; 4QJdl 4Q100; 4Qpaleoldly 4Q101. Only 4QJ8thas more than
small fragments preserved; parts of chapters 7,8,9,13,14,31+peesented.

13. Just behind Numbers, the Twelve Prophets and DaittieB mss. each; VanderKam & Flint,
Meaning(150). Many scriptural texts amongst the DSS receivethtiezd in different genres,
perhaps an indication of their significance for the Qummommunity; Fishbanglse, Authority
(359).

14. There are between 11 and 14 biblical texts writtéhignscript; see ToBiblical Texts(151); more
fully Tov, Socio-religious Ulrich, Palaeo-Hebrew Manuscrip{d05) notes that apart from the script
these texts do not form a distinctive group in terms géighal features, date, orthography or textual
character. 4Q123 (4QpaleoParaJoshua) is thought to paraphrtssef Joshua 21. 4Q124, 4Q125,
11Q22 (all unidentified) are also written in palaeo-Hebrew.
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written in the square script in terms of scribal cheeastics and the almost complete
lack of scribal interventions. This may be an indarabf special interest in, or concern
for, aspects of the transmission of some t&xiishas further been noted that they were
probably written at a date concurrent with the usehef $quare scripf. Perhaps
palaeo-Hebrew itself bore a connotation of antiquityd aauthority,” so that
preservation of a text in this script confirmed or feored a particular prestigé.lt is

certainly noteworthy that Job has been preservedisnitay.

The palaeo-Hebrew Job manuscript has been dated (c.225-15¢° BCE time when
there is already other clear literary evidence oftened interest in the story and
figure of Job. The book of Tobit (composition cautiousited to late third century /
early second century BCB)is thought to have been influenced by Wisdom ideology,
and displays strong similarities in content, sequencenastifs with the Job stori. It
may be that Jubilees 17-18 (second century BCE) is a kewgaof material comparable
with that in the opening chapters of JoRBen Sira 49.9 singles out Ezekiel's citation of

Job as an exemplar of righteousriésEhere are early attestations attributing Job with a

15. Tov,Socio-religious(365, 371-72).

16. Tov,Socio-religious(363);Biblical Texts(151).

17. MathewsBackground554-55); he suggests that attribution to Moses is key taiexpy why the
Pentateuch and Job were transmitted in this scripgjsd. Ulrich Palaeo-Hebrew Manuscrip{d 05)
who implies that attribution to a contemporary of Moseght explain 4QpaleoParaJoshua. Tov,
Socio-religioug370) asserts a Sadducean origin for the (proto-MT) patdowetd biblical texts from
Qumran, using a script which was considered “more authantl hence more sacred”; he notes that
the rabbis forbade its use for reasons of “partyipsli{e.g. mYad 4.5, bSanh 21b). The use of the
palaeo-Hebrew script by the Hasmoneans (secondstaéinturies BCE) and in the First and
Second Jewish wars (first to second centuries CEpedmps due to its historical connotations;
Mathews Background552-53). Campbelklebrew and Its Studi#3) suggests that its use at
Qumran was part of the community’s understanding of itstiyeas the true surviving link with the
biblical past. TovSocio-religioug364) suggest that use of the script had never actuallgdeas

18. AlexanderEnochic Literaturehas written of the “cachet” brought by the connotabf antiquity.

19. Abegeet al, DSS Biblg590); NewsomEDSS(412).

20. Abegget al, DSS Biblg636); FitzmyerEDSS(948-50). For detail on the Tobit texts: Broshal,
Qumran Cave 4, Parabiblical Text8art 2;DJD xix (Oxford, 1995): 1-4; MooreScholarly Issues
Fitzmyer,Tobit

21. DimantUse and Interpretatiof417-19). Nickelsburg has noted similarities with 1Enochgto
explained by a common stock of ideas and traditions; seedyBcholarly Issue§79-80).

22. van RuitenAbraham, Jobhe concludes that direct influence is unlikely.

23. Hebrew ms.BpT[]..7 929555010 N> [ D AN “Job the p[ro]phet, who always persevered in
the pa[th of rightleousness”. Fitzmyeé&irst Century(162-3) notes that all three of Ezekiel's
righteous men (Noah, Daniel and Job) appear in soméw@ymran literature.
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patriarchal connexion: the Greek version of Job 42.17ridescJob as grandson of
Esau; Aristeas names Job as the son of Esaraditions such as these continued to
flourish. Pseudo-Philo (first century CE) records Jokhaging taken Dinah (Jacob’s
daughter) as his wiféthe same tradition is found in the Testament of JotB1(&first
century BCE - first century CE), which also recordgatdition that Job was king of
Egypt (28.7)° Job is identified as an example of steadfastness iaagdy Christian
text: the Epistle of James 5.11 (50s CE)n rabbinic development of these traditions
Job is placed at the time of the patriarchal sojournEmypt, with possible
contemporaries ranging from Abraham, Isaac, Jacobgepb’ Another strand records
that Job was one of Pharaoh’s counseffbRJob itself (2.9) preserves the association
of Job with Egypt and with Dinall. The Egyptian connexion is an old one and may be

said to culminate in the rabbinic attribution of tfemk of Job to Moses himséif.

It has been remarked that 11Q10 shows little of the sixeerdevelopment of Job
material seen later in Jewish soureBut this risks overlooking 11Q10’s significance.
For besides its very existence, which may attesa fmarticular interest in Job in this

early period® there is, in fact, clear evidence in its conteat thakes it very much part

24. Aristeas the Exegete’s writings on Job are preddnwélexander Polyhistor and reported by
EusebiusPraep. Evang9.25.1-4); Aristeas is generally dated from mid-second ¢sfirst century
BCE.

25. LAB 8.7: perhaps identifying Job with Jobab in Gen 38t88;identification is made by Aristeas
(op.cit.); cf. Testament of Job 1.1, 2.1-2, 3.1.

26. The Testament of Job has been described as bepigte with Qumran affinities”; so Spittler, in

CharlesworthPseudepigraph&ol. 1 (p.855 n.d) to 33.2, p.861 n.d) to 43.4-17). There is no
evidence that it was known at Qumran. It survives im foedieval Greek mss. and others including
Slavonic and Coptic. Spittler notes that the book atxbigh praise to the motif of
endurance/patience. Weinbedgp (294) notes in TestJob the motif of Job’s generosity.

27. FitzmyerFirst Century(177 n.16) suggests that a ms. variant of this passage esgyy® a Job
tradition represented in 11Q10’s additior)N92 at 42.10/xxxviii.3. Zuckermardob (32-33)

discusses the symbolism of Job in James.

28. GenR 57.4; PsJon to Gen 36.12 names Esau’s son Elgptibe &iend of Job”. Cf. ySota 5 (20c).

29. ySota 5 (20c), ExodR 1.9, 21.7.

30. Cf.GenR 19.12,57.4, 76.9, 80.4.

31. bBBatra 15a, ySotah 5 (20c).

32. WechsleRReflections he attributes this to composition earlier than guelterial (80). Cf.
Ringgren’s remark§ome Observationg26) that there is no evidence of continuity betweenl01Q
and RJob, and that the former “stands outside the siwéaewish interpretation of the Bible in
general”.

33. FishbandJse, Authority(543) suggests that the beginnings of a post-biblicalradition are seen
in TestJob and 11Q10. Fitzmyer obsenessf Century 162-3) that it is in light of this developing
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of the development of Job material. The motifs ofnw Jax , M2y , NNON , and
0N , which are each identifiable in 11Q10’s translatiore &ter each directly

connected with Job material when developed in rablhialeds. Rabbinic traditions
regarding episodes in Israel's early history, includingRleed, the patriarchal era, the
Exodus, and the Wilderness are frequently supplemented \aitéried from JoB? The

Mosaic connexion is crucial: for the rabbinic exegetbe credentials of the Job
material are impeccable and its relevance obvious. bt far-fetched to suppose that
this attribution to Moses is prefigured in the statusoet®d to the book of Job at

Qumran®

4. c 11Q10: a possible context and purpose

The majority of Aramaic documents at Qumran are notasen; it is possible that
some may have been composed elsewfidtds also acknowledged that some mss. in
the Qumran corpus pre-date the likely occupation of the aiid were most likely
brought there from outsidélt may be that 11Q10 was one such txhough certainty

on this point is unlikely.

In any case, the Qumran community preserved it. What parpaght 11Q10 have
served there? It seems improbable, given the contempevalence from Qumran and

elsewhere of emergent interest in the figure of Jbbf 11Q10 was simply a text

tradition that 11Q10 must be viewed. Furthermore, he renfarisn.17) that the emphasis on Job’s
wisdom (identified by Tuinstra) fits a development of figere of Job known in circles beyond
Qumran, and “fills out in its own way the Wisdom teachfound in other Qumran texts” (163).
JacobsProcesq72) posits that the extant sources preserve only fragméa major trend in the
early exegesis of the book of Job.

34. See JacobBrocessRabbinic discussion of the righteousness of Job vénsti®f Abraham is
explored by Weinbergloh. Gordis,Book of God224 n.25) notes references for rabbinic material on
Job.

35. Ulrich,Palaeo-Hebrew Manuscrip(405).

36. WiseAccidentg111 n.20); FitzmyezDSS(50); First Century(166 n.33); GleBmeEDSS(917).

37. WiseAccidentg119-122); HempeEEDSS(747). The identification of some 150 different
handwritings makes this highly probable; Wisecidentg123-25); Schamgewish Scribef59).

38. MuraokaAramaic of the Old Targuroncludes on linguistic grounds an early and eastern dogin
11Q10 (250-150 BCE). He suggests it might be a “semi-officialigkation which “found its way
into a religious splinter-group like the Qumranic commun(ié43). RabinHebrew and Aramaic
(1031) regards 11Q10 as “probably .. made for Jews abroadvatereading” (1031).
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preserved by a community which had no use fdt Rerhaps the book’s portrayal of a
rejected righteous man, and its message that the rightemud in the end be spared or
rescued from divine vengeance, had a special relevandd€oQumran ideologué$.
The resonances of the Job story with the messagepehtence and deliverance at the
heart of the Yom Kippur ritual might have been of paréicuhterest; details regarding
Yom Kippur appear in several sectarian Qumran téxifhe other extant Aramaic
translation (4Q156) preserves fragments of Leviticus (16.1:821) which detail the
very instigation of the Yom Kippur ritual. It is not knawvhether these fragments
belonged to a translation of the entire book of Lewgior formed part of a liturgical or
ritual text. Either way, though the significance of ttwatent of these fragments should
not be overplayed, the Levitical connexion with Yonpplr is worth consideration
when speculating as to their imp&riMoreover, the rabbinic connexion of the reading

of Job with the eve of Yom Kippur strikes an interegtiote?

All this still leaves the question of the value of Aramaic translation of a scriptural
book in a community so steeped in Hebrew. The commwasy living in Palestine at a
time of linguistic diversity, when Aramaic, Greek andbkev were all in us&. All
three languages are represented in the DSS corpus, thoughHeébrew which
predominates and there is strong evidence that the udeboéw was favoured, at least

at the literary level® Sectarian compositions which relate to the commisnitientity

39. CampbellHebrew and Its Studi7) asserts that “it would be anachronistic to supgasete sect
kept copies of documents for which it had no use or witlthvit seriously disagreed”. Vasholz,
4QTargumJol{109): “the presence of at least one copy suggests thahtment targum of Job was
probably a part of the Qumran community for some time”.

40. Attitudes to suffering and confidence in God as disglay¢he Hodayot have been advanced to
support a theory that Job was an “Essene model”; CadudEcrit (26-27), FitzmyerFirst Century
(177 n.18).

41. E.g.11Q19 (Temple Scroll), 11Q13 (Melchizedek Scrollgrséealendrical texts; VanderKam,
EDSS(1001-03). Fitzmyerfirst Century(165) detects a particular interest in Yom Kippur in
Qumran texts; see also FitzmyktelchizedeK247-49,51,59). Lehmanivom Kippur(121) refers to
the “sectarian strife revolving around Yom Kippur” inviolg the Pharisees and Sadducees.

42. Stuckenbruck and Freedm&mgmentg94) observe that given the small amount of evidence
available “an attempt to infer a socio-religious cahfer 4gTgLev can only be made with caution”.

43. mYoma 1.6 refers to the practice of reading the boolkslpfEzra and Chronicles to the High Priest
on the eve of Yom Kippur to prevent him from fallingeses.

44. WiseAccidentg111-12) notes in addition the use of Latin and Nabatean.

45. CampbellHebrew and Its Stud7): “Hebrew was special for the Qumran community dwed t
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and outlook (e.g. the Community Rule 1QS, the War Scrd#ilgre in Hebrew, as are
the copies of books of the Hebrew bible. Some bibtests, however, are translated
into Aramaic (Job and Leviticus), and some into Gréellhat was the value of
translation? As regards 11Q10 in particular, given the liiguigersatility of the
Qumran setting, it seems less likely that its value suaply as a replacement for the
Hebrew text. A greater value, perhaps, would have beeamadd to elucidating the
often difficult and probably outdated lexicon and syntapdating of the Hebrew might
have been an optidhwas it perhaps not considered sufficient in the cas#ob?® Or
was the use of Aramaic, a closely related language, abortg than translating, more
than simply aiding linguistic intelligibility”? If 11Q10 is a guide to understanding the
text of Job one might expect literalness where thieréle was not considered difficult,
and explanation at more problematic points. At onelldvs is a fair description of
what 11Q10 doe¥.But at another level its explanatory role is achieleegely through
word choice, substitution and allusion - not just whéeeHebrew might be considered
difficult but also where explanation of the import oé ttext was apparently considered
necessary or desirable. At this level it does nakestone as a translation for the
inexpert; on the contrary, it requires its reader fogoto it knowledge of Hebrew and
of wider scripture and to have sensitivity to nuances msonances in both.lt is
through this interactive approach that it acts as a dgaiégpounding not just the words

but the meaning, connexions and import of the Job text.

preferred medium for expressing its history, identity, Wigrsnd study of scripture”. There are
many questions regarding the nature of Qumran Hebrewe se€CampbellHebrew and its Study
(42); AlexanderHow Did the Rabbi§74 n.3).

46. These include Exodus, Leviticus, Numbers, Deuteronomyppdgtemiah; VanderKam and Flint,
Meaning(152,174).

47. Kutscher characterized the language of 1Q@Isa@opular or modernized; see Pulikoftiansmission
(117-22, 210).

48. Regarding the later rabbinic context, Fraddidtilingualism(272-73) asks why, if translation was
necessary even for those who knew Hebrew, was thdetbrew of scripture not translated into the
new Hebrew of the sages?

49. Sokoloff, Targum to Jok{8) describes it as literal but “more readable andmatiéy more consistent
than the MT".

50. Le DéautGenése48 n.3) posited the idea of “Targums savants (comme ceQumiean?)”.
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The use of Aramaic, a different, though cognate, idioather than a more
contemporary Hebrew, may indicate that the point odnglation concerned
differentiation from the original text. The transtaticould act as a medium for working
on and with the original, from which it remained distitt This is a different way of
working with the text than the pesher format, which gacripture within the body of
a commentary which is written in Hebrew; scriptueatttand interpretation are in the
same language and combined within the same text, althdeatty distinguished by an
introductory formul&? That both formats could tolerate adjustment of théptsoal
text™ is consistent with the context of textual fluidityutBthe use of translation into
Aramaic perhaps indicates a desire to separate the Wédxefrom its treatment. Later
rabbinic rules for oral recitation of scripture andgtan managed both to weld the
targum to its original Hebrew text and rigorously to digtish theni’ This convention
assumes the concept of the immutability of scripture safdguards it. The Qumran
targumim hail from a stage before the solidificationtlis concept, but their very
existence may attest to recognition of a role fotirdison of the text of scripture from
the text which was working with or commenting on senmipf a recognition which
developed independently of the concept of the immutabiffitscripture. If the apparent
scarcity of targumim at Qumran is not simply an acciagrarchaeology or history, it

may connote that this approach was relatively farather than signify a lack of need

51. Interestingly, Sokolofffargum to Jol{7) noted that 11Q10 sometimes diverges from HT because of
a “desire to employ an Alramaic] word or expression whigs lexically different from the Hebrew
original”.

52. RabinTranslation Procesél7 n.58) proposed that the pesher form may be the n&smesty form
to the “interpretative targumim” (by which he meanddPsand the PTs). Verméplical
Interpretation(51) notes similarities and differences in the presemtaf pesher and targum.

53. Lim,Pesharim(54-63) argues carefully the complexities involved in decidihgther a pesher
reading is a textual variant or exegetical. He bringgar@xample from 1QpHab 11.17-12.10 of
alteration of Hab 2.17 to suit the pesherist’s reading (6152 also LimBiblical Quotations

54. See AlexandeRabbinic Rule$23-26); SmelikRabbinic Receptio(252-53).

55. The book of Tobit is preserved in five mss. froave4, four in Aramaic, one in Hebrew. If, as
seems probable, the original language was Aramaic,@sepration in Hebrew translation may
provide further evidence for such an approach, and perhapd imply that it was not the language
of the original that mattered so much as the diffeatioth of original from translation. There is very
little overlap in the surviving parts of the Qumran Aecand Hebrew texts, so that it is unlikely to
be possible to judge whether the Hebrew Tobit is astation whose method can be compared with
that of targum. See Fitzmyérpbit (18-27).
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for Aramaic translations of scripture because of thecated skills of the community.

Estimates for the date of 11Q10’s composition range betwee third century to first
century BCE. The earliest dating (250-150 BEH)laces its origins outside and before
the history of the community at Qumrdnf correct, and if this theory regarding the
point of Aramaic translation in this multiingual coxrtes correct, this dating would
suggest that a move to separate scripture from its expositrough the medium of
translation also pre-dates Qumrahoreover, a pre-Qumran origin would suggest that
the “living context of study® to which the sophistication of 11Q10 attests, and which
pertained generally at Qumriirhad been inherited rather than initiated. A later @ate

11Q10, within the time-scale of Qumran, shifts the ditethese ramifications.

4 ii. The question of targum
Elements of the debate over the nature and definifieargum which were rehearsed in
the Introduction can now be considered in the light h&f material garnered from

analysis of the three translations.

4 ii. a Targum's origins

Both 11Q10 and 4Q156 are early specimens of scriptural tiansiato Aramaicand
have, therefore, direct bearing on the questions surmogirithe origins, nature and
definition of targum. Assessment of 4Q156 is not straigidiod: it is considered

mostly literal, though it does demonstrate the use a$siom, change in word order,

56. Milik, Ten Yearg31).

57. Interestingly, this is the same period to whiclagalHebrew Job has been dated (c.225-150 BCE).

58. HempelEDSS(747) dates occupation of the Qumran site and the copyimgstfof the mss. to
between 100 BCE and 70 CE. VanderKam and Rifieaning(20-32) provide more detail on the
complexities involved in this question.

59. 4Q156 is also given an early date which might pre-date Quipataeographically it has been
assigned to the late second century BCE/early firsticg BCE.

60. So FishbanéJse, Authority(344) regarding 11Q10 and 4Q156.

61. Kister,Common Heritag€101) refers to the world of the Qumran sect as “a gassical world in
which the entire classical oeuvre - the Bible ~vaikable and can be alluded to, interpreted,
reworked and actualized”.
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and additior?” In a number of linguistic details 4Q156 suggests closene€ndelos;

however, other readings and lexical usages agree witfitiNgbis complexity places
4Q156 squarely within arguments both for an early Palastiorigin for O (before
editing in Babylonia), and for the preservation in Nvefy early material. In either
case, the inference is of early origins for at ledsments of these classic targurfiim.
11Q10’s evidence is also complex, attesting to a combmati a literal approach with

explanatory translation, including allusions to tradaiomaterial.

This convergent evidence from Qumran belongs in theusssan regarding the origins
of the rabbinic institution of targuf.Unless one is prepared to argue that the Qumran
antecedents are so utterly different from rabbiniguar that they must be placed in a
quite separate genre, then their evidence implies thagatiest targumim were written,
and supports the suggestion that the first impetus to atansctripture into Aramaic
came from non-rabbinic circlésDepending on the dating of the Qumran targumim, it
may be that the phenomenon can be traced to the prea@uo@riod. It was certainly in
existence long before the introduction of the standaadl targum into the synagogue
service, which has been dated to the second half eofséitond century CE.The
oral/synagogal theory for the origins of targum maydmereliant on rabbinic records of
how targum was used or practiségierhaps the rules on the practice of targum in the
synagogue setting were laid out precisely because wratgnrhim were already being

used elsewhere and the form of use required regufdtMoreover, although the value

62. Stuckenbruck & FreedmaRragmentg91-93); they suggest changes in word order may be due to a
variantVorlage

63. Stuckenbruck & FreedmaRragmentscaution that the fragments of 4Q156 are too small to fhie
basis of confident assertions.

64. FlesherTargum as Scripturés2 n.3) excludes the Qumran targumim from the histortye$ocial
context of rabbinic targum because “no links have beend”.

65. WeitzmanSyriac Versior{235-36).

66. See e.g. Smelik’s discussidndges24-41); also SmelilRkabbinic Receptio(71-72).

67. AlexanderRabbinic Rule$21) notes that talmudic pronouncements on targum “age sty
prescriptive, not descriptive”. On the basis of Neh BeBtalmud (bMeg 3a) portrays the returning
exiles as needing a translation of scripture into Araniait this does not give a realistic picture. See
FraadeMultilingualism (273-74); WiseAccidents Fitzmyer,LanguagesSmelik,Judgeg2-14);
Lapide,Insights

68. AlexanderJewish Aramaic Translatior(241,248) regards it as mistaken to over-emphasise
targum’s liturgical function. Regarding the relationshiprafl and written targum, Samely,
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of targum as an oral vernacular version for the uneddadatéhe synagogue may have
been the case in talmudic and later tifiethe linguistic options in Palestine in the
preceding centuries complicate the earlier pictditee role of targum as a bridge
between the language of scripture and the contemporagyeéoin this earlier period
was perhaps less important than its ability to caoeymentary whilst leaving the
original intact and avoiding the possibility of confusibetween the two. That is, its
value was perhaps more as commentary than as tran$faffurthermore, if the
complex natures of the extant written targufimre any guide to those of written
targumim in this early period,it is clear that a thorough and bilingual familiarityttw
Hebrew and with scripture would have been a requiremerdggdpreciation of their full
riches” This is certainly the implication also of 11Q10. Théesd or other study
setting may, then, be the better place to look foealy, perhaps an original, setting, at

least for the written targuf.This would be consistent with the context which 11Q10

Targumic Aramai¢99) speculates either that i) synagogue translatiorsuwarseded by a
comprehensive project to reword scripture, or ii) the favms of targum were originally
unconnected: first there was a need for an oral Arammanslation, and later there was the
emergence of an exegetically motivated targum. But anstiegrario is possible if the Qumran
evidence is included in the reconstruction: that targugimated as an exegetical process which
continued into the rabbinic period and evolved in ralotfiinds - but was a continuum nevertheless;
oral synagogue targum may have developed out of this origimatten process, or separately.

69. ShinanAramaic Targun{243) asserts that the Palestinian targumim “were cundy directed
toward the masses”; he is referring to Galilee beatviire 4th/5th and 7th/8th centuries CE. Fraade,
Multilingualism (258 n.10) observes that the view that targum was intefodéte unlearned
“receives no expression in tannaitic sources”. He mtges (281-82) evidence for the use of both
Hebrew and Aramaic in Tiberias as late as the 9ttucgn

70. Alexander,Jewish Aramaic Translatior(248). RabinHebrew and Aramai¢1029-31). Fraade,
Multilingualism(272-73,283-84). Fraade remarks (275) on the bilingualism of riathibémature
more generally, as seen in midrashim, liturgy and,¥ample, the talmuds, where he describes the
use of Hebrew and Aramaic as being “as if the text weitéen in two colors, or two scripts, so as to
distinguish its layered voices ..”, with Hebrew usechadanguage of teaching, while Aramaic is the
language of debate, question and answer.

71. AlexanderJewish Aramaic Translatior(248) describes them as “deeply learned versions, the wor
of scholars”.

72. All the extant targum mss. are medieval; the oldestair® Geniza fragments dating to the
eighth/ninth century; Alexandelewish Aramaic Translatior(241).

73. As Smelik;Translation and Commenta(248) remarks (regarding TJon and O): “bilingualism is at
the heart of what targum is”; cf. Rabifranslation Procesél7).

74. As SmelikJudgedq26) observes, there was no liturgical function fortlrgums of Job, Psalms, or
Proverbs “so at least one part of early targumic tiadaimed at either exegetical communication or
education”. Alexandetlow Did the Rabbi§81) suggests that thet sefemay have been the
original Sitz im Lebemf targum, used as an aid to learning Hebrew. On thefuasyum outside the
synagogue, see also Yofkynagogue and SchoélraadeMultilingualism (262-65).

242



Chapter 4: Conclusions 4 ii.a

suggests about itséff.

Interestingly, an informal setting of perhaps individuacommunal study is implied by
talmudic references which report R. Gamaliel the Seéiiting reading a Job targum at
the desk of a colleagu&According to the report, his grandfather R. GamalieR650
CE) had also known of a Job targum. Albeit that the ntelpaplies that the targum is
‘unofficial’, together with the Qumran evidence it mag taken to imply the existence
of written targumim long before the introduction of wtandard oral targum into the
synagogue service in the second century’CE1Q10 testifies to the reality and
antiquity of a non-rabbinic written translation obJand is consistent with the evidence
from early Jewish sources of a lively interest ia figure of Job. References to official
targumim to the Writings appear in the Middle Adethe rabbinic Job targum is in use
by Saadya in the tenth centdfyit is conceivable, though, that the rabbinic attidout
to the book of Job of Mosaic authorship might have dhe reality of a written
rabbinic targum much earlier than this might infiplend earlier than for those to the

other Writings®' The talmudic report of R. Gamaliel's encounter withoé targum may

75. Le Déautal tigré (431) described 11Q10 as a version destined for worship or @tudgding “au
service d’'une exégése de type midrashique”. Alexadégiish Aramaic Translatior(48) notes
that 11Q10 points to the antiquity of thet hamidrastsetting for targum. In this regard it may be
significant that 4Q156 has verse markers ( : ), whicl8@kr EDSS917) hypothesizes might
presuppose “a Torah-like translation verse by verse&she absence of such markers in 11Q10
indicate use in a non-liturgical context? Stuckenbruck &émean Fragmentsare cautious in
inferring any specific context for 4Q156.

76. bShab 115a; cf. yShab 16.1,15¢c, tShab 13(14).2-3; Soferim 5.15, 15.2.

77. SmelikRabbinic Receptiof267) argues that although by the late Tannaitic era wriAtemaic
translations were no longer tolerated, neverthedess) translations existed and earlier had been
accorded the status of holy writings. Eventually, te&tus was changed to that of oral torah, control
was exercised over extant translations and a standatdizgan and rules for its recitation were
introduced. See further, Smelllanguage, Locus

78. WeitzmanSyriac Versior(236-37).

79. WeitzmanSyriac Versior{109-10,121-22) explores evidence that some targumim to thengériti
show a degree of dependence on the Peshitta. He suggestethventual adoption of Aramaic
translations of the Writings can be attributed torthetter knowledge of Hebrew, and their
sometimes expansive approach to translation. The lattdd also have been an advantage over
Saadya’s commentary on Job, perhaps explaining why ibée felt necessary to produce an
Aramaic translation in the same period.

80. van der Ploegt al (6). Le Déautintroduction(68-70) suggests reasons for the existence of a Job
targum: an early need was felt for a translation efdifficult Hebrew; the traditional attribution of
the book to the authorship of Moses; the custom of ngaittb on Yom Kippur eve.

81. There are, in fact, references which imply thaeagkistence of some such targumim. A translation
of Esther is referred to indirectly in mMeg 2.1. Alexandemwish Aramaic Translatior(224)
suggests that the mention in bSoferim 13.6 of a translafiEsther 3.1 in the name of the
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reflect a desire for control of such a translafforist the very least, that a Job targum
was the object of censure and burial in the early destury CE, only for another to
surface some half a century later, suggests a persistergst in a translation of Job
which was known about in early rabbinic circtest may also provide a clue as to the

kind of context in which a targum to a book of the Wt would have been us&d.

The early witness of 11Q10 brings important evidence fdsahe question of the
original or early style of targum. Ongelos has actedx dalcrum for this particular
debate because of its style and the uncertainty thislupes over its precise
relationship/s to the Palestinian targum tradition (FFL)I debate of the implications of
Ongelos is beyond the limits of the current study, butesonportant points should be
mentioned. Scholarly views regarding O fall into twanpa: i) that O is an early form
of targum, a less expansive form of what later bectreePT; or i) O is a later
condensed form of an earlier expansive version, amdgdat form of PT> Now,
however, the debate needs to refer to the evidenckl@flO. Its combination of
straightforward translation with subtle use of loaded dwvoshoices, charged
substitutions and allusions and conservative expansamb& compared with features

in O such as addition, which is limited to words or shahrases, and substitution,

Babylonian R. Joseph may be a case of attributiam @nonymous targum; cf. bNazir 3a, which
again refers to a translation made by R. Josephtjttésof Job 5.10.

82. Smelik,Rabbinic Receptio(262-70) regards it as evidence of rabbinic censure dewrit
translations of scripture. Stetargum of Job(92-3) considers that the wide textual variation in RJob
may indicate originally oral transmission, though hgeotees: “It is by no means certain that there
was a period of oral transmission. TgJ may have bd&rary work from the beginning”.

83. As SmelikRabbinic Receptiof270) observes, though the incident resulted in suppredsioa o
targum, Gamaliel had initially been reading it.

84. Targumim to the Writings presuppose a non-liturgical costaxe only Esther is recited publicly.
Weinberg,Job (287 n.27) refers to the custom of reading Job on Tishadmnd in the house of
mourners. It is unlikely that targumim to the Writinggevandertaken merely as part of a complete
translation of the scriptures into Aramaic, since iBbeand Ezra-Nehemiah were never translated; cf.
Mangan,Targum of Jol{8).

85. The latter appears to have talmudic authority: ied@Bh the existence of a targum to the
Pentateuch is presumed on the basis of Neh 8.8, whicteipreted as describing the existence of
the practice of targum in the time of Ezra. The statdarthat “Onqelos the proselyte related the
targum to the Torah in the name of R. Eliezer antdémiame of R. Joshua” is harmonized with this
belief by assuming that Ongelos did not so much compasstse an older targum to the
Pentateuch.
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which is the preferred mode for non-straightforward skation® Other features in O
include the supplying of ‘missing’ words for the sake oélligibility; assumption or
guesswork leading to an expanded and clarificatory rendeangifficulty in the
Hebrew may be solved by association with anotheseférSimilar features in 11Q10
suggest that their development occurred early in therhigib scriptural translation.
The evidence from 11Q10 weighs against the suggestion th@intamay have
originated as translation of individual difficult worlfslt offers support, however, for
the proposal that the Qumran targumim may have providedttarmpaor O-type
targumim’’ and suggests that careful comparison with the style isf\@arranted. The
implications of such observations for questions regarndiagrature of O and its relative
dating along the spectrum of targum remain complicated anchrdimg of further

work.®

4ii. b  The witness of 11Q10

11Q10’s witness is a sophisticated one. It is clear tthattranslator is attempting to
understand not simply what HT says, but what it meadshanv it relates to wider
scripture. The contrast with PJob is at this poiny\&ear. Samely has asserted that
reluctant or incidental exegesis is the province ofttaeslator, who may be forced into
this “nuisance” by the incongruencies between the tamguages; the targumist,
though, is exegetical by choieThe author of 11Q10 is clearly the latter. In many
cases of selection and extension, where a particulanae is chosen, of substitutions
which change the sense of the original, of altereatranslations which uncover

another meaning, of expansions which add meaning, awrdja$tments which clarify

86. Samelylnterpretation(178) suggests that substitution may be O’s preference ahthth may be an
important distinction between O and the PTs. Shepheahslating and Supplementiig44), too,
recognises the importance of substitution in O’s methoglist because Ong. seems to include less
supplementary material, does not mean that it is n@dgsmaking any fewer theological or
exegetical points”. One should note also the overtly esiparcharacter of Ongelos in Gen 49.

87. VermesHaggadah

88. BernsteinEDSS(143) proposes this based on the lexical focus of F (Fnatgiawggumim).

89. RabinHebrew and Aramai¢1031); FitzmyerTargum of Leviticug9-10).

90. AlexanderRabbinic Rule$19) cautions against too simplistic an equation of siciiphivith
earliness, or complexity with a later date.

91. SamelyTargumic Aramai¢94).
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or offer new meaning, it is surely not the simple semghich has escaped the
translator’'s understandirig,nor are they an unavoidable side-effect of the tatinsl

process, its composer driven to them by the demands tdriget language.

Attitude to word order and representation of the elemehk$T constitute the grounds
for the most recent and detailed refutation of 11Q10’s easrtargunt 11Q10 may

attest to a less rigorous attitude to representatid¢tifathan that which came to prevail
later in the practice of scriptural translation in biaiz hands - though even there
absolutism should be avoid&dBut that is a question of its historical context, o6t

defining characterl1Q10’s attitude suggests a context without the prescriptseasfes
later rabbinic refinements. Stricter regulation o tiepresentation of HT would have
been consistent with a hardening of the boundariesxt$ and of a canoi.11Q10’s

approach marks it as a text of its own time; it dodsrender it beyond the bounds of
‘targum’, but means that it is simply and invaluably presentative of a pre-rabbinic

approach to the translation of scripture.

11Q10’s comprehensive engagement with scripture is notconlsistent with the ethos
of Qumran but is akin to that familiar from later ciasJewish interpretative methods.
The concept of the unity of scripture and the cohesiwe dre characteristics of the

targumist?® and as such are central to Samely’s understanding @fingf 11Q10

92. This concurs with Liibbe’s observation that 11Q10’s Iéxitaices reflect “a sensitive exploitation
of possible implicit meaning in the Hebrew D¥scribing 589).

93. See Introduction 1 i.c.

94. Shepherdlranslating(144): “ .. The priority that some targumic versionsgrso the preservation
of the exact wording of MT seems in Ongelos to be subatéd to the desire for a more compact
rendering”.

95. Talmon,Textual Study381) remarks of post-biblical literature that “mecltahfaithfulness to the
letter of the sanctified traditional literature isd@come the rule only after the undirected and
intuitive process of canonisation had completed its eours

96. They are, of course, characteristic of rabbinécditure more generally; Kugel has remarked of
midrash, for example, that it is “exegesis of biblicaises, not of books ... One of the things this
means is that each verse of the Bible is in prin@gleonnected to its most distant fellow as to the
one next door” (KugelTwo Introductions91-93).

97. Samely|nterpretation(66, 167-68)Targumic Aramai¢97). Samely’s case is that targum is
informed by “a powerful presupposition of the unity of Bture and its all-inclusiveness”; see more
fully: Samely,Scripture’s Implicature
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shares with RJob a key assumption regarding their soarte ldoth take an holistic
view of it, both find in it threads which link it witlvider scripture. Perhaps 11Q10
offers us some insight into the “deep roots” of ralohexegetical practice which have
been regarded as so elusten considering the question of the development of
rabbinic exegetical methodology, that is, how scriptues read and questioned in the
earliest stages, Kugel has noted what he refers tobask-referencing”, that is,
connecting one biblical text to another at some raT(or example, a Psalms verse to
one in the Pentateuch); he remarks that this “integfainterest is peculiarly rabbinic,
rarely to be found in pre-rabbinic sourééd1Q10’s integration of the Job text with
wider scripture is done implicitly - it is targum, not nadh - but the underlying
approach is fundamentally the same. 11Q10 is one of theseaestimonies to the fact
that Job has proved fertile ground for those who readjaastioned scripture. It comes
as little surprise that in rabbinic articulations bistinterest there is a propensity for
establishing connexions between Pentateuchal versedadb, as well as other Wisdom
texts’® In this sense 11Q10 is perhaps closer in spirit to rbiviathod than Samely’s

claim regarding it would suggest.

4 ii. ¢ Defining targum and placing 11Q10

The most recent formulations of the debate over tfigittn of targum spare no room
for 11Q10 within the genre because it is not part of #binic exegetical project, nor
does it conform to some rabbinic conventions ofdia@ion. Given the variety of styles
which co-exist within the rabbinic bounds of the genae prescriptive, synchronic
approach to defining targum risks being too restrictive @dunable easily to

accommodate or account for developmental observatibjust may not be possible to

98. Harris,From Inner Biblical(256-57); he argues that, while it is widely acknowledgedttiet
exegetical technigues and legal practices of the rabditdeap roots” in the Second Temple period,
“precise identification of these roots remains elusive

99. Kugel,Potiphar's Housg257-64); he suggests that it may reflect the “canonizingtern of
rabbinic exegesis.

100.Kugel Potiphar's Hous€262) notes in particular verses from Psalms, Provédis,Song of Songs,
and Ecclesiastes.
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arrive at a gold standard in rabbinic targtihEven Samely’s bottom-line requirement,
that targum is fundamentally exegeticalises the question of how this is to be judged
in individual cases. The yardstick of quantity or degresuiely too crude. If it is a
qguestion of method, then how do methods in a translatich as 11Q10 compare with
rabbinic methods? The current study has demonstratedrdéatomparisons can be
made between 11Q10 and RJob in method. Moreover, Ongekentgehallenges for
the exegetical theory of targum because of the subtletis technique; its failure to
exhibit the characteristics of the PTs obliges Sartelexplain that this “points to a
difference both in presentational requirements and éyetical concerns® But there
may be real comparisons to be made between methdd)ih0 and Ongelos. Ifit is a
guestion of aim, this is a more difficult judgement, bwauld appear that the intent of
11Q10 was not just to translate but to understand the ngeahihe HT. In order to do
this, the translator took careful account of the jcgrammar and syntax of the
Hebrew verse and its context (the immediate, the wldertext, and wider still within
scripture), and then creatively manipulated his trawsiati order to represent the sense
as he understood it in relation to these dimensionsmaAic was a tool for elucidating
the text, not merely translating it. 11Q10’s responsethéodynamics of the Hebrew
text may not be as sophisticated as those of thesraltiich Samely has identified; but
neither are they straightforward translation. 11Q10ridréam being the exception that
Samely argue¥? on the contrary, its use of Aramaic to elucidate ltebrew text
illustrates the suggestion that targum’s origins should dweglg in monolingual

hermeneutics*

101.Regarding the “midrashic” features to be found withirtdhgum genre, AlexandelJS45/1 has
commented that on Samely’s definition, targum is “@eai-typical’ form which does not
correspond precisely to any single, extant Targumic text”.

102.Samelylnterpretation(178).

103.SamelyTargumic Aramai¢98 n.18) describes 11Q10 as “that elusive animal, a trarstta
biblical text into Aramaic”.

104.Rabin;Translation Proces§l7); he observed that unless the listener understoathttezlying
Hebrew text “all the ingenious allusions would be so muakted effort”.
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Shepherd has also attempted to define more closely makés rabbinic translation
distinctive from non-rabbinic. Interestingly, Ongelesa little awkward here too, for it

sometimes subordinates the proposie@ qua norof strict word representatidff. This

is a significant observation in any case, but maymoge so in view of similarities

which may exist between methods in O and 11Q10. Sheplerdi®ach concentrates
on the respective attitudes of the three translatioke formal minutiae of the Hebrew
text, but he admits that it has little to say abow iticorporation of supplementary
material which, together with translation, is an s&stial feature of targumic
rendering™® If it is accepted, with Samely, that the role ofgess in targum is vital,

then categoric pronouncements on the nature of 11Q10, uvitreference to its

significance for the history of presentation and dewelent of motifs in Jewish

exegesis, are at least premattife.

Besides, it is because 11Q10 is not part of the rabbiojegiror from the rabbinic
mould that it should not be tested within the same pdaemer judged according to the
same formal standards. If it is, then the chancesitavell be found wanting. But
although 11Q10 may be among the first of its kind, it isuraque;® so that a separate
category of “Aramaic translation” offers little peih describing or placing i A more
useful concept is that of a chronological spectrum of ldpueent, with 11Q10 and
4Q156 as early examples, displaying nascent features efastgl method which would

be developed or restricted in later rabbinic manifestat’® The latter did not appear

105.See n.94 above.

106. ShepherdReal Targun{115 n.89).

107.Shepherdreconsideratio283f).

108. Goshen-Gottsteifthird Targum(304 n.5) described 11Q10 auf generisas far as our knowledge
goes - basically word by word, yet far from verbatirh He suggests, however, that analysis of a
Qumran text in terms of a later literary category, sashbpeshatargum, may not be valid. Cf. van
Staalduine-Sulmaigamue(88).

109. SamelyTargumic Aramai¢98 n.18).

110. As Le DéautGenése45 n.2) long ago observed: 11Q10 contains, “mais avec hgaphes de
discrétion, les phénoménes essentiels de targumisme gsieat@vons dans les recensions bien
postérieures”. More recently, BernsteiDSS(382): “The Aramaic targum (translation) of Job from
Qumran can clearly be seen to stand on the sam&uantias the later Aramaic versions, while the
Genesis Apocryphon straddles the boundary that is draambetween midrash and targum”.
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out of nowhere; the process of evolution was a long"df@rms and methods, which
would be recognisable in later rabbinic guise, were ireld@ment centuries befote.
In perceiving a “movement towards form”, Fishbane gmiges a continuity between
early, naive exegetical forms and genres in ancigatll&nd their later manifestations
in early Judaism. Moreover, he places the Qumran ewgdiere mediating positiofi’ It
is just such chronological and typological developmenhéngenre of targum to which

11Q10 witnesses.

What, then, of 11Q10’s position relative to PJob? Sas@pinion of 11Q10 as
translation of the same order as the Peshitta, Laf Vulgaté” implies similarity in
function. Indeed, function has been identified as key tostares of definition:
Judging from its content as described herein, 11Q10 wagledeto supplement the
HT, to be seen alongside it, to provide explanation amdext. It may be that this is
also the inference to be drawn from its HebrewditterQumran setting and perhaps also
from its languagé™® 11Q10 implies a concept of targum “more as a guide to theator
understanding of a Hebrew text for those who already statst the words than as a

means of giving the meaning of an otherwise unintelligibxt”'*’ PJob, on the other

111. AlexanderJewish Aramaic Translation(241) comments that in the Middle Ages targum “had a life
as purely written texts. Targum became solely a litegarnye”. Qumran evidence suggests it may
have started out that way too.

112. For example, BernsteiMany Faceg145) brings cases from O and F of the insertion o&extr
language and the creation of new clause divisions in tod#arify the syntax which lead him to
suspect “the likelihood that there is an early integire convention at work here”.

113. FishbaneBiblical Interpretation(431-33), in discussing inner-biblical exegesis and lateisbew

forms: “ .. even if the exegetical techniques are naive anthas#d on formal stylistic procedures or
types, one can at least apprehemao@ement towards formmost of the imaginative literary
possibilities of early and classical Jewalgadahare anticipated by the biblical evidence ... the
strong internal continuities between inner-biblicggadic exegesis and the later Jewish forms ...
without attempting to impose a genetic argument upon theatgtasiting invariable and direct
continuity between inner-biblical and Jewsstgadalh it is nevertheless interesting to observe how
the exegetical forms and genres of ancient Israel pheaitl ‘anticipate’ their more developed
congeners in early Judaism”.

114.Introduction 1i.b.

115.1n consultation regarding ideas for the current studytzviden considered that the question “why
was a translation made?” was likely to be an imporbaet(personal communication). For Le Déaut,
al tigre (431 n.46) it was the key question regarding 11Q10: “Questioratadfourquoi et pour
qui a-t-on traduit Job? Le but spécifique d’une version emidééi charactére et les techniques”.

116.1t has been suggested that languages at Qumran were distethas to purpose: Hebrew for
halakhic and liturgical use, Aramaic for exegesis; Sméligeg6).

117.RabinHebrew and Aramai¢1032) regarding targum generally in the first century CE.
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hand, suggests no motive other than translation. It doegengage in any other way
with the HT, nor does it connect the Job text wiibew scripture. Its task, as that of P
as a whole, was to replace the original HT. This i@sttin the functions of Peshitta and
targum was highlighted by Weitzman as a fundamental diiferdoetween the twd?
He regarded ‘targum’ as an over-used term and cautionedt the¢ded very specific
definition and application, rejecting the following commimons of targum as
“misleading” in relation to both Peshitta and 11Q10: bally consistent agreement
with the Masoretic text (including vocalisation), caotl recourse to rabbinic exegesis,
frequent loose renderings, Palestinian origiftyBeing pre-rabbinic and pre-Masoretic
(and without certain Palestinian provenance), 11Q10 isiobr precluded from most
of this definition. But there is nothing intrinsic 11Q10 to suggest that it was intended,
like the Peshitta, as a replacement “to bring thettexhose without independent access
to the original™® In the Qumran setting the Hebrew Job was both readijlable and
accessible. To assume that 11Q10 was intended for useutithe Hebrew text

alongside it is anachronistic and to confuse contéxts.

Moreover, the claim that 11Q10 and the Peshitta “deriven the same early phase of

literal translation/targumic traditioi* is misleading, since it does not represent

118.WeitzmangSyriac Versior(128) sees it as flowing from their geographical locati@nd differing
accessibility of guidance as to the plain meaning. Higsv(120): “The translators who produced the
Jewish targums had full access to the Hebrew text, amdith exegetical tradition. P in Chronicles,
by contrast, gives the impression of a valiant efgran individual working with limited resources:
an often unsatisfactory Hebrew text, a sound but fan tomprehensive knowledge of the Hebrew
language, and a few reminiscences of the Jewish tradifibiblical scholarship in Aramaic..”. Save
for the reference to the state of the text, thismjetson fits the impression given by PJob, though
Weitzman is describing the translation of PChronicles

119.WeitzmanSyriac Versior{128).

120.WeitzmanSyriac Versior{128).

121. It is nevertheless a common assumption. For exaRrpledeMultilingualism (265 n.31) notes that
many targum texts from the Cairo Genizah show the Aramritten after each verse of the Hebrew;
also that in other targum texts it is usual for sombe@fHebrew to be written at the start of each
verse. That the Qumran targumim do not accord withr#tisinic convention he interprets to mean
that they were intended to substitute for the Hebrew.

122.WechslerReflectiong77-78), citing Brock’s proposal. Cf. Szpékfluence(142-43). Wechsler
starts from the assumption that both 11Q10 and P aral litanslations; he compounds literal
translation with targumic tradition without defining ethBrock {Translating 95) proposed that
early Aramaic translations (such as 11Q10) circulated imdkgpely of the HT and were likely to
have been of thimterprestype; the translator apositoris a later type illustrated by the
translations of the Palestinian and Babylonian targyaditions. These latter are symbiotic (i.e. used
in conjunction with the original text), a requisite eefied in their physical appearance alongside the
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11Q10’s nature accurately. 11Q10 is an early text whose atbarsuggests that its
translator wagxpositor(elucidative) in method. PJob is later, and its chiarasuggests
that its translator wasterpresin method (i.e. a more literal approach). Their rebpec
characters are different and this is reflected inrtppbable functions, as far as these
can be judged. We do not know for certain that 11Q10 wasdetefor symbiotic use,
but it seems much more likely than not, whereas webeafairly certain that PJob was
intended for non-symbiotic use. The character of thelDliganslation suggests that the
expositortype existed early in the development of targtimf may be that the

interprestype did also, but 11Q10 is not an example of'‘this.

The evidence assessed in this study suggests that, farbeing just an Aramaic
translation, 11Q10 is translation-with-a-difference. Tfamslator’'s aim was not merely
to translate his source text, but to understand it latio@ to wider scripture, and to
reflect this understanding in a carefully crafted trdmsia Rather than being a reluctant
exegete, 11Q10’s composer was a subtle one. Thus, douldtatimnand deliberate
misreading serve to bring out the wealth of possibleninga as the translator saw
them; scriptural allusion / association helps with slamg and understanding the text;
word choice brings out the translator's understanding hef text. The translation
displays the use of techniques which have recognisableteparts in later rabbinic

translation conventions, and awareness of motifseshavith wider Jewish exegetical

HT. Brock reckons the development of both types withengeriod 2nd century BCE to 2nd century
CE. Furthermore, he suggests that the common rodie efktant Palestinian and Babylonian targum
traditions are likely also those of the Peshitta &enich.

123.Brock,Translating(87-95) suggests that, whereas the LXX translators migre acted
unintentionally agxpositoress well asnterpretesin the rabbinic targumim the intent of the
translation was exposition. This new role for tratistadeveloped, he argues, as a result of the
symbiosis of the Aramaic translation with the Hebogiginal, probably after the period of the
Qumran texts, possibly in connexion with the standaridizaif the biblical text. It may be that the
process of standardizing can explain the development dfisiimpresentation, but, as 11Q10
demonstrates, translation intended as exposition hatbdedesarlier than its rabbinic
manifestations. Alexandelgewish Aramaic Translatior(47-48) has suggested that the Genesis
Apocryphon is an example of an Aramaic scriptural trammsiavhich is expansive; he adds that it is
“doubtfully a targum in the rabbinic sense”.

124.Contrary to BrocKTranslating(91,95), who characterizes 11Q10rasrpresand asserts that the
rabbinic targumim were the exception among biblicaldlaors in antiquity in practising as
expositores
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circles. 11Q10 is so far our earliest example of thestng@sion of elements of tradition
through the medium of scriptural translatiétOn a certain level, PJob shares the use of
techniques and perhaps, too, some traditional knowledgdjsinvay, its connexions
with 11Q10 and RJob may be described as consanguineous. &oitsRdgests a
different developmental pathway, with another agenda lmeddy once-removed from
the common ancestral origitf§.11Q10, on the other hand, is part of the same extensive
and multifaceted exegetical project in which Second Termiptdes and their rabbinic
successors were engaged. It is the knowingness of tisdatian, the feel for the warp
and weft of scripture, which connects 11Q10 geneticaliype¢dater rabbinic targums. It

iS an exegetical translation, a targum, without thenédity of later conventions. It
witnesses to the earliest stages of the practicerifew translation of scripture into
Aramaic in a context in which scripture was not ydaia accompli*”’ That it differs in
standards of formal representation of its Hebrew texh later rabbinic examples of
targum is an indication of its earlier place within thistory of development of the

genre, rather than grounds for excluding it from thabhyst

125.Le Déautintroduction(65) asserts that 11Q10 and 4Q156 imply that the oldest wiattgamim
were guides which closely followed HT and allowed impredismbellishment from oral traditions.
Regarding the rabbinic context, Jacdbsicesq79-80) suggests that targum was one of the media
through which traditions were popularised.

126.This broadly concurs with the main thrust of opinegarding P’s roots (see, e.g. Dirkséargum
and Peshittq Another shade of opinion sees the roots withiatdeast much closer to the targum
tradition. Brock A Palestinian Targuirfor example, has argued strongly that the presence of
targumic translation features in P and in the lateksof writers such as Ephrem and Aphrahat
should be explained by the existence of Syriac Christammunities whose origin was in Judaism
“and whose orientation remained decidedly Jewish inathiar’ (282) and who were connected with
the circles out of which developed the PT tradition.

127.Talmon Textual Study378-81): “Qumran literati considered biblical literatulezeng matter, and
participated in the ongoing process of its creation” (3¥Bis is an observation relevant to 11Q10
whether or not it originated at Qumran.
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