Ephemerides Theologicae Lovanienses 81/4 (2005) 387-423 | Doi: 10.2143/ETL.81.4.2004475

New Ways in Textual Criticism
Isa 42,1-4 as a Paradigm Case

Holger GzELLA
Leiden University

I. INTRODUCTION

A serious study of the ancient versions of the Bible, their style and
their own theological ideas, is likely to question various well-established
methods of traditional textual criticism, leading to surprising, perhaps
even irritating results. The versions may indeed improve one’s under-
standing of some finer points of Hebrew syntax!, but they may equally
well mirror a very peculiar understanding of the meaning of the original
text by the translator?. In my recent commentary on Daniel 8* I have tried
to draw attention to several disputed points in which especially the Greek
and Latin translations cannot simply be adduced as reliable witnesses to a
supposedly original Hebrew text. Yet the visions in the Book of Daniel
are often difficult to understand due to their linguistic subtleties and their
puzzling imagery. The following observations attempt to throw some
light on the textual history of Isa 42,1-4 by applying similar interpretative
principles to a shorter and, in a certain sense, more accessible passage.
They are, however, not limited to the exclusive aim of reconstructing the
“original” Hebrew text!, although this goal will continuously have to be
borne in mind. At the same time they try to assess the individual “pro-
file” of the major ancient versions, i.e., the Septuagint, the Peshitta, the
Targum and the Vulgate. Therefore a major question will always consist
in trying to understand the interpretation of the text by the translators and

* Fiir Klaus Beyer zum 75. Geburtstag, mit Respekt und Dankbarkeit.

1. H. GzeLLA, Hebrdische Verbformen mit modaler Bedeutung im Spiegel der alten
Bibeliibersetzungen, in R.G. LEHMANN (ed.), Kleine Untersuchungen zur Sprache des Alten
Testaments und seiner Umwelt, 5, Waltrop, 2004, 67-101.

2. See my book Lebenszeit und Ewigkeit: Studien zur Eschatologie und Anthropologie
des Septuaginta-Psalters (BBB, 134), Berlin, 2002.

3. H. GzeLLA, Cosmic Battle and Political Conflict: Studies in Verbal Syntax and Con-
textual Interpretation of Daniel 8 (Biblica et Orientalia, 47), Rome, 2003, pp. 26-62.

4. Due to the fact that the Biblical books have been composed in multiple layers, this
is not a straightforward task (and its theological significance, for that matters, is far
from clear): Which stage of the tradition should be aimed at? Are there any objective crite-
ria?
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the translation technique applied as well as the exegetical methods in the
background. For this reason, the passage will be treated as a whole in the
individual versions (rather than verse by verse). The aim is not in the first
place to isolate differences relevant for an approximation to the hypo-
thetical Hebrew original and its change in textual history, but to take the
respective textual units in the versions compared to precisely one final
form of the text®, i.e., MT, into consideration as an end in itself. Certainly
the textual history of the versions will at times have to be discussed as
well.

Such a comparative study does not only seem useful for the reconstruc-
tion of a minute piece of the history of exegesis, but it can also yield im-
portant results for a reconstruction of the original text, since it sharpens
the eye for a clearer distinction between faithful translation of the Hebrew
text and consciously applied interpretation, especially since there are
many methodological convergences among the ancient versions, even if
their actual interpretations often differ widely. In the light of a knowledge
of these techniques by means of abstraction a presumable Vorlage may
thus be individuated more objectively.

Since B. Duhm Isa 42,1-4 has been called the “First Servant Song”,
and there are good reasons to treat this passage as a unit of its own. First
of all, the deictic marker 17 introduces a new scene, after the judgment
scene in heaven (41,21-29) has been concluded. Moreover, with vv. 10ff
there follows a hymn on YHWH as the lord of the universe. All in all, vv.
1-9 describe the vocation and installation of the Servant by YHWH. But
one can propose a further cesura between v. 4 and v. 5, following the
Masoretic tradition (which sets a perucha after v. 4)°, since with v. 5 a
new divine speech begins, which is not immediate anymore, but mediated
by someone else. The Servant is now being addressed directly, as the sec-
ond person suffixes show. This seems to be enough formal evidence in
order to distinguish between a “vocational call” (Berufungswort) in Isa
42,1-4 and an “installation report” (Einsetzungsbericht) in vv. 5-9. Such
a division also corresponds to the understanding of the passage in antiq-
uity, as the division of the text in the ‘A’ Scroll from Qumran shows.
Consequently, it appears sensible to take Isa 42,1-4 together as the textual
unit to be analyzed within its textual tradition.

The importance which the Servant Songs had on later literature, as is
amply illustrated by the wealth of their quotations in the New Testament
and the attention devoted to them in Rabbinic exegesis (as well as in the

5. For a justification of this approach cf. J. LusT, Exegesis and Theology in the LXX of
Ezekiel: The Longer ‘Pluses’ and Ezek 43:1-9, in C.E. Cox (ed.), VI Congress of the Inter-
national Organization for Septuagint and Cognate Studies Jerusalem 1986, Atlanta, 1987,
201-232, pp. 201f.

6. See in general J.M. OEscH, Petucha und Setuma: Untersuchungen zu einer iiber-
lieferten Gliederung im hebrdischen Text des Alten Testaments (OBO, 27), Freiburg
(Schweiz) — Gottingen, 1979.
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writings of the Church Fathers), also justifies such a study of this unit.
Although the New Testament usage of the First Servant Song will occa-
sionally be considered, a thorough investigation into its own complex tex-
tual’ and theological history is beyond the scope of this study.

II. THE HEBREW TEXT

The Hebrew textual tradition of Deuteroisaiah as a whole is exception-
ally good, as has already been realized long ago®. The general reliability
of the Masoretic text is emphasized by the comparatively small number
of obvious corruptions as well as by its support through the great Isaiah
Scroll from the Judean Desert (1QIsa®) and some minor Qumran frag-
ments. The passage in question, Isa 42,1-4, is no exception to this general
principle. Therefore variants in the ancient versions have to be treated
with particular caution; especially since they often result from a con-
scious interpretation of the Hebrew text rather than a plain and literal
translation, they cannot serve sic et simpliciter as a basis for textual
emendations. But prior to a discussion of the complex relationship be-
tween the Hebrew text and the ancient versions, it appears sensible to
verify the reliability of MT through a comparison with the Qumran texts
of Isaiah, particularly with 1QIsa®

1. The Masoretic Text

The division of the text as presented by the scribe of the Codex
Leningradensis indicates that Isa 42,1-4 has been understood as a unit
(see the Introduction, above, for literary reasons why this is indeed a
plausible view), since a whole line is left blank after 42,4 (for the similar
division in 1QIsa* see below). The text according to this manuscript
reads:

w91 AN¥ I 130N Ty 17

X3P o veYn THY M AN

%3P 7In2 yme- XD K X9 Py K52

M2 X% 772 Anwey Yiawk &S yixn mp?

DY RUET NRR?

LRYR PINI D;7TY Y] KD A2 K

AT oK NN

!Behold my servant, I shall uphold him, my chosen one — my soul delights.
I have given my spirit upon him, he will bring forth judgment to the nations.

7. For bibliographical references see M.J.J. MENKEN, The Quotation from Isaiah 42,14
in Matthew 12,18-21: Its Textual Form, in ETL 75 (1999) 32-52, pp. 34f with notes.

8. See C.C. TORREY, The Second Isaiah: A New Interpretation, Edinburgh, 1928,
pp. 206f.
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2He will not cry nor will his lift up (sc. his voice) nor will he voice be heard
outside.

3A bruised reed he will not crush and a (dimly) burning wick he will not ex-
tinguish,

in truth he will bring forth judgment.

4He will not grow faint nor be crushed until he establishes a judgment on
earth;

and the islands will expect his law.

As the following observations will show, MT is in many parts con-
firmed by other direct witnesses of the Hebrew textual tradition. Since the
text, as it stands, is fairly clear, there are not many opportunities for con-
jectures which receive no support from the versions. The quite popular
attempt to revocalize Y977 in v. 4 into 717° will be dealt with below. Some
interpreters (Giesebrecht, Cheyne)® have proposed to correct naR> into
nink®, “to the peoples”, which is unlikely, since 1) this rare word does
not occur in Deuteroisaiah, 2) it would not contribute anything to a better
understanding of the text'® and 3) it has no external support. So far the
conjectures; the real variants within the Hebrew tradition will be dis-
cussed below. From the same discussion it will emerge that MT could
with some probability be corrected in two instances, namely by reading
(with 1QIsa* and all the ancient versions) 122" instead of M22? in v. 3
and (with 1QIsa® and 4QlIsa®) X instead of X% in v. 4. -

2. Other Traditions of the Hebrew Text

The evidence presented by other direct witnesses to the Hebrew text,
namely Qumran and a medieval fragment with Babylonian pointing, in
the case of this passage generally supports MT. Due to the great popular-
ity of the Book of Isaiah at Qumran, where it is, besides its treatment in
several commentaries!!, attested in at least 21 manuscripts (some argue
for 22, but such a number is conjectural)!? — three of them containing at
least parts Isa 42,1-4!3 — and thus only superseded by the Psalter (at least
36 manuscripts) and Deuteronomy (at least 26 manuscripts), there is a fair
amount of early Hebrew witnesses. Substantial variants are predomi-
nantly presented by the ‘A’ Scroll from the Judean Desert, and in case of

9. Cf. K. ELLIGER, Deuterojesaja, Vol. 1 (BK, 11/1), Neukirchen-Vluyn, 1978, p. 198.

10. So rightly C.R. NoRTH, The Suffering Servant in Deutero-Isaiah: An Historical and
Critical Study, Oxford, 1948, p. 117; ELLIGER, Deuterojesaja (n. 9), p. 198, who character-
izes this conjecture as “iiberfliissig”.

11. G.J. BROOKE, Isaiah in the Pesharim and Other Qumran Literature, in C.G. BrOY-
LES — C.A. EvaNs (eds.), Writing and Reading the Scroll of Isaiah: Studies of an Interpre-
tative Tradition, Vol. 2 (VT.S, 70/2), Leiden, 1997, 609-632.

12. A descriptive introduction to the various Isaiah fragments is provided by P.W. FLINT,
The Isaiah Scrolls from the Judean Desert, in BROYLES — EVANs (eds.), Writing (n. 11),
481-489.

13. See the survey by E. ULRICH, An Index to the Contents of the Isaiah Manuscripts
from the Judean Desert, in BROYLES — EVANS (eds.), Writing (n. 11), 477-480.
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these variants one can distinguish between linguistic revisions (presum-
ably modernizations) and true variant readings. An overall examination,
however, leads to the conclusion that there was only one edition of the
Book of Isaiah at Qumran. This edition exhibits no consistent patterns or
rearrangements. There is a remarkable number of proto-Masoretic texts at
Qumran, but even those written according to spelling practice common at
Qumran (i.e., 1QIsa* and 4Qlsa‘) could possibly have been copied from a
proto-Masoretic original and hence ultimately reflect the same textual
form. Thus the known texts do not differ among themselves with respect
to their recensions'. The evidence of the Qumran material deserves par-
ticular attention, not only because of its antiquity and the fact that it is in
Hebrew, but also because it shows considerably less influence of exegesis
than the other versions, especially the Septuagint and the Targum. Hence
the Qumran fragments are much more promising for a reconstruction of
the original Hebrew text than other witnesses.

(a) Isaiah Scroll ‘A’ from the Dead Sea (1QIsa?)

The ‘A’ Scroll or ‘Great Isaiah Scroll’ from the Judean Desert occupies
an important place in the history of the Hebrew text of Isaiah, since it not
only antedates MT by about a millennium (on palaeographic grounds it is
generally dated to ca. 150-125 BC, which is roughly confirmed by a ra-
diocarbon analysis), but its state of preservation — apart from some very
small lacunae esp. in cols. I-IX, the 66 chapters of the Book of Isaiah are
complete — and its overall textual quality make it a witness of great au-
thority which allows some reliable conclusions concerning what was once
at least one of the text types of the Book of Isaiah. It is generally rather
close to MT?, and the fact that it agrees with MT in the case of Isa 42,1-
4 against the interpretative additions especially of Septuagint and Targum
(see below) makes it highly probable that at least the gist of the Hebrew
text of this very passage presented by MT is in any case very old and may
well have been the Vorlage — or quite similar to it — of the ancient ver-
sions. The view that the scribe of 1QIsa? like the one of the Codex
Leningradensis, has understood Isa 42,1-4 as a literary unity is supported
by the fact that he devoted a paragraph on its own to these four verses,
beginning a new line with v. 1 as well as with v. 5 and leaving the end of
41,29 and 42,4 blank (petucha)'®, which can be clearly seen from photo-
graphs of the manuscript'’. In general, non-orthographic (the Qumran
text usually has scriptio plena) differences between 1QlIsa® and MT can
often be attributed either to a form of linguistic reworking or indeed to

14. E. Tov, The Text of Isaiah at Qumran, in BROYLES — EVaNs (eds.), Writing (n. 11),
491-511, esp. p. 511.

15. FLINT, Isaiah (n. 12), p. 483.

16. Cf. OEscH, Petucha (n. 6), pp. 200-248. Oesch shows that in 80% the division of
1QIsa* into sense units corresponds to the medieval manuscripts of MT.

17. These are easily accessible in the usual facsimile editions.
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actualizing exegesis, which does of course not exclude that within the to-
tal of the Book there are indeed certain cases in which the reading of
1QIsa* is clearly preferable to MT. The text, as it stands — including the
line division — is as follows (since an explanation of the individual differ-
ences will be provided below, there is no translation included)'s:

WDYM POV M THNI WHI NRY "N 12 AOMAN Tay Mt
139 PP xIn2 vwe R REY XY P RIDZ RURY oK
RIDY 70 NI5Y pBwR XX KRS 7125 XD a0 anwDY Mart 1Y
DU OTR PNNDY BEYH XIND QN TV X1

Especially linguistic differences without a further bearing on the sense
have been individuated and elucidated in great detail by E.Y. Kutscher!®,
who tried to show that the rapid and wide-ranging spread of Aramaic as a
spoken language in Palestine and the consequent reduction of Hebrew to
a literary language applied by learned circles has clearly left its mark on
the linguistic garb of the Scroll. While the actual extent of the dominance
of Aramaic as a spoken language in Palestine during the time of 1QIsa® is
certainly open to debate, the material compiled and arranged by Kutscher
provides a sound basis for assessing the value of certain grammatical and
stylistic differences in Isaiah. Arie van der Kooij?°, on the other hand, has
shown how the prophecies of the Book of Isaiah have been adapted to the
contemporary setting of the Scroll. Traces of the first type of variants
can clearly be found in Isa 42,1-4 (evidence for a “messianic” reading is
scarce, see below), but as they correspond to some major tendencies of
1QIsa® and its linguistic as well as theological setting as a whole and are
generally not corroborated by other external evidence (such as support
from the versions), they can for the most part safely be assumed to be
variants confined to 1QIsa® or its textual type, if they have in fact been
present in other individual texts apart from 1QIsa® as well. This shall be
briefly indicated by means of a discussion of the actual variants, except
the orthographic ones, which shall receive no further treatment.

Three textual differences between MT and 1QIsa? are already present
in v. 1. First, 1QIsa® reads 71 instead of MT’s j1. This change occurs
over 20 times in 1QIsa® (while a change the other way round occurs only
once) and is almost certainly due to the attempt to distinguish clearly be-
tween the Hebrew conjunction 17, which can either mean “if” or function
as a deictic particle, and the Aramaic conjunction 7, which can only
mean “if” and corresponds to o in Hebrew; an analogous change can be

18. The Hebrew text of the Scroll is available in D.W. PARRY — E. QIMRON, The Great
Isaiah Scroll (1QIsa”): A New Edition (STDJ, 32), Leiden, 1998 (facsimile of the manu-
script with transcription).

19. E.Y. KUTSCHER, The Language and Linguistic Background of the Isaiah Scroll
(IQIsa") (STDJ, 6), Leiden, 1974.

20. A. vaN DER Koou, Die alten Textzeugen des Jesajabuchs: Ein Beitrag zur Text-
geschichte des Alten Testaments (OBO, 35), Freiburg (Schweiz) — Gottingen, 1981.
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observed in the Samaritan Pentateuch?!. Furthermore, 1QIsa* has the
“cohortative” or “lengthened imperfect” 1oMmnX instead of the plain yig-
tol form anR, as in MT. A long form instead of a short form in MT is
especially typical of the second half of the Qumran Scroll. This change is
either due to an assimilation to the contemporary literary language, as
“lengthened imperfects™ are also documented by Late Biblical Hebrew
books, such as Daniel, Ezra and Nehemiah, or it is, on the contrary, an
archaizing feature, since these “cohortative” forms are absent from
Mishnaic Hebrew. (In the latter case also the use of such verbal forms in
Late Biblical Hebrew would be feature of archaizing style)?. In any case
it is clear that the longer form is a feature which is amply attested in other
Qumranic writings as well and hence may be due to conscious change?,
though the result is presumably purely stylistical, as the “cohortative”
can hardly be distinguished from the simple imperfect (at least not on
contextual grounds), while the singular occurs above all in hymnic writ-
ings. Hence it is quite likely that this textual difference reflects and as-
similation to the style of other hymnic pieces of Qumran literature and is
thus proper to 1QIsa®

More interesting from a point of view of theological exegesis is the
reading Ywpwm (the reading "wBwWM, as in the Targum, presented by some
commentaries®, results from an incorrect transcription of the Qumran
manuscript?®) instead of MT’s vown. The first 1 makes the flowing of the
text smoother by adding a final nuance, the sense being “so that he may
deliver his justice to the nations”, but is unlikely to have been original,
since MT’s lack of the conjunction is confirmed by Septuagint, Peshitta
and Vulgate, while the reading vowm has rather poor external support
(the ketib of five manuscripts, Mt 12,18 and the Bohairic version?®); the
conjunction may be a dittography due to the final waw of the preceding

21. KUTSCHER, Language (n. 19), pp. 214f. For other instances of typologically similar
renderings in to the Samaritan Pentateuch, cf. ibid., pp. 566f; M. MANSOOR, Some Linguis-
tic Aspects of the Qumran Texts, in JSS 3 (1958) 46-49.

22. KUTSCHER, Language (n. 19), pp. 40 and 326-328.

23. Cf. M.G. ABEGG, Jr., The Hebrew of the Dead Sea Scrolls, in PW. FLINT —
J.C. VANDERKAM (eds.), The Dead Sea Scrolls after Fifty Years: A Comprehensive Assess-
ment, Vol. 1, Leiden, 1998, 325-358, pp. 336f, who detects a lengthening in 35% of the
singular and 65% of the plural forms.

24. See J. STEINMANN, Le Livre de la consolation d’Israél et les Prophétes du retour
de 'exil (Lectio Divina, 28), Paris, 1960, ad loc. M.H. GOSHEN-GOTTSTEIN, Die Jesaia-
Rolle im Lichte von Peschitta und Targum, in Bib 35 (1954) 51-71, p. 60, lists some other
scholars who have the same wrong reading of the Qumran text (Driver, Burrows,
Lindblom).

25. Although waw and yod are, as often and especially in the Qumran writings, quite
similar, a look on the corresponding photograph in the usual facsimile editions and a com-
parison with other instances of these letters (the yod directly followed by a waw in the pre-
ceding word) shows that the reading must be ywdwm. For the vertical stroke of the waw is
usually a bit longer than the one of the yod, while the top of the latter is nearly always sig-
nificantly wider.

26. ELLIGER, Deuterojesaja (n. 9), p. 198, ad loc.
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1"5v. The reading Wwowm, i.e., the conjunction and the suffix, on the other
hand, is only attested by 1QIsa®. It has been proposed that the emphasis
on “his justice” which the Servant carries out, caused by the possessive
suffix, reflects a messianic interpretation of this passage?’. While it is true
that the third person singular suffix does not receive support from the
ancient versions (only the Targum has a first person singular suffix, see
below) and that a messianic interpretation of this passage is at least theo-
retically feasible (it is made explicit by a part of the manuscript tradition
of the Targum, see below, and messianic interpretations have already
been detected in other readings of 1QIsa® by J.V. Chamberlain?®), it is
hard to see how “his justice” instead of *justice” can be adduced as evi-
dence for a messianic reading of this very text, for it is not clear what
should be particularly “messianic” about Ywbwn, especially since 1QIsa?
has, at least in Deuteroisaiah, generally more suffixes than MT. On the
contrary, one could also suppose that the reading Wwp®wn was original and
its suppression in MT, or the textual tradition reflected by MT, secondary.
Such a change could have taken place in order to avoid a personification
of divine attributes (“his power”, “his glory”)** and would thus be in ac-
cordance with other elements in Jewish exegesis emphasizing God’s
transcendence (see below for examples from the Targum). But clarity in
this question seems almost impossible to achieve.

Rather a straightforward linguistic modemization, on the other hand,
appears to be in the background of the reading p¥1 instead of MT’s pwx®
in v. 2, since the synonymous verb pyt is more common in the Second
Temple Hebrew than pyx, as appears from the vocabulary of Chr, Neh
and Esth®. The ketib of four manuscripts exhibits the same change3!.

In v. 3, MT has the piel form with a third person feminine singular suf-
fix m332°, “quench it”, while 1QIsa® reads 122", i.e., a form without suf-
fix. If vocalized as a qal, “to quench, to go out” (cf 1 Sam 3,3; Prov
31,18), the verb would then logically refer to 715> nnwd, with a problem
of congruency between the feminine subject and the masculine verb. This
appears to have been the interpretation of bYeb 93b*2, which corrects the
form to the grammatically required feminine 725n. In order to avoid this
difficulty, it would be easier to vocalize the form as a piel (722") and un-
derstand it like MT, just without the suffix: “he will not quench” (a vo-

27. P. PULIKOTTIL, Transmission of Biblical Texts in Qumran: The Case of the Large
Isaiah Scroll 1Q1Isa” (JSPS, 34), Sheffield, 2001, p. 149.

28. J.V. CHAMBERLAIN, The Functions of God as Messianic Titles in the Complete
Qumran Isaiah Scroll, in VT 5 (1955) 66-372.

29. So for example K. BALTZER, Deutero-Jesaja (KAT, 10/2), Giitersloh, 1999, p. 24:
“Moglicherweise liegt z.B. in der Zuriickdrangung von Suffixen im MT die Tendenz, ein
personales Verstandnis von Begriffen [...] zu vermeiden”.

30. Cf. also KUTSCHER, Language (n. 19), pp. 34 and 233.

31. ELLIGER, Deuterojesaja (n. 9), p. 198, ad loc.

32. Noted in the apparatus in the edition by M.H. GOSHEN-GOTTSTEIN, The Hebrew
University Bible: The Book of Isaiah, Jerusalem, 1995, ad loc.
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calization as a pual, 1337, “he will not be quenched”, would be theoreti-
cally possible, but this stem is not attested with 7133). This corresponds to
the evidence furnished by Septuagint, Peshitta, Targum and Vulgate and
hence may be the preferable reading.

Whereas v. 4 begins asyndetically in MT, 1QIsa® has a conjunction be-
fore and reads X¥%1. The Qumran text thus provides a closer connection
with the preceding v. 3, which also contains the same image. Since omit-
ting the conjunction is the lectio facilior, because it harmonizes v. 4 with
the rest of the generally asyndetic passage, and since it is also attested by
another Qumran witness (4Qlsa®, see below), it may be preferable to MT.
But even if this is the correct reading, it has been corrupted at quite an
early stage, since the mainstream of the tradition, i.e., most manuscripts
of the LXX, Aquila, Theodotion, Targum, Peshitta, and Vulgate, con-
firms MT. In v. 4, the Qumran text also has the plural »nmn®, “his
laws”, instead of MT’s singular "n™mn%, “his Torah”. A similar change
from singular to plural does happen in Biblical texts from Qumran??, and
in this particular place it may be considered a kind of harmonization with
the immediately following plural o»R. With parallel nouns, such cases are
especially frequent®, but also merely mechanical and therefore superflu-
ous harmonizations are attested®®. This may be one of them, as it is hard
to see how a plural form, which is not attested by the versions, could in
this very place seem preferable to the singular, all the more because the
singular has a technical meaning “Torah” (which makes it extremely
puzzling why the plural has been introduced). Since this is not the only
instance of such a change, but rather another example of a general ten-
dency to be observed in the Scroll, and the plural "nn is — albeit rarely —
attested in the Bible (this makes an eventual harmonization with DX all
the easier)’, the plural reading cannot be considered the lectio difficilior.
It will be seen below that 4QIsa" also has the singular "N, just like
MT and the versions. This is further evidence that the singular is prefer-
able, considering both internal and external criticism.

A final difference is the verb used at the end of v. 4: While MT has
12>, “they [sc. the islands] will wait” (piel from 1), 1QIsa? has Y>"ny,
“they will give as an inheritance” (hiphil from Ym). Since there are two
plural nouns, »n™n and @™R, it is not clear which one serves as the sub-
ject. One may at the first glance think that MT’s singular "nn was
changed into the plural because it was imagined the subject of the plural
form Y°n2, i.e., “his laws will give the islands as an inheritance”. This
could be an allusion to Deut 32,8 (2% 17y >mn3), but the precise sense
is still unclear — why is not God the subject, but “his laws”? In addition,

33. See KUTSCHER, Language (n. 19), pp. 394-400.

34. KUTSCHER, Language (n. 19), pp. 396f, furnishes several examples.

35. Ibid., p. 397.

36. The meaning is apparently “many individual laws”, cf. Gen 26,5; Ex 16,28;
18,16.20; Lev 26,46.
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such an interpretation does not solve the problem why, if the grammatical
number of one word had to be changed, the scribe would not have ad-
justed the verb to the singular, thus keeping the usual singular \n=3n, rather
than changing the noun to the fairly strange plural ™n™n. An easier ex-
planation is that, as in MT, o™X serves as the subject, but again this seems
hard to square with the Aiphil verbal form, clearly indicated by the yod —
what does “the islands will give his laws as an inheritance” mean? Un-
less one wants to assume an otherwise unattested meaning of Y13 hiphil
synonymous to the usual ga/ meaning “to inherit”, this passage remains
obscure. However, since the gal, too, can have both meanings, “to in-
herit” and “to give as an inheritance” (rare, but c¢f. Num 34,17f; Jos
19,49), this may not be completely impossible. In this case, 1QIsa* would
have a stronger “missionary” meaning — the islands, pars pro toto for re-
gions far away?’, will not only “await” God’s law(s), they will “inherit”
them.

(b) Other Qumran Fragments

The passage Isa 42,1-4 is, although missing from 1QIsa®, in part also
attested by two fragments from Qumran Cave 4, namely 4QlIsa® (4Q56)®
and 4QIsa" (4Q62)*°. The former, dating from about the third quarter of
the first century BC (since it exhibits palaeographic features which are
characteristic of both the late Hasmonaean and the Herodian scripts)*,
contains some parts of vv. 2-4. The latter, written in Hasmonaean script
and hence presumably dating from ca. the first half of the first century
BC*., contains the second half of v. 4. Both confirm the consonantal text
of MT and the division of vv. 1-4 as a unit of its own (there appears to be
some free space at the end of v. 4 in 4Qlsa") for the most part, with the
exception that 4QIsa® reads X1 at the beginning of v. 4, against the main-
stream of the tradition (MT, most manuscripts of the LXX, Aquila,
Theodotion, Targum, Peshitta, Vulgate), which has just ®5. In this re-
spect, 4QIsa® corresponds to 1QIsa® and some manuscripts of the
Septuagint. Since the spelling of the word in the fragment from Cave 4 is
defective (like the preceding %% at the end of v. 3 and thus corresponding
to the “mixed” orthography of this text), while it is plene in 1QIsa?
(x191), it seems to be the case that 4QIsa® is not an exact mirror of 1QIsa?,
if an orthographic variant can bear the burden of proof for this, although
it confirms — at least in this case — the otherwise only rarely attested read-
ing of 1QIsa®. Hence, the reading X at the beginning of v. 4 may be
preferable to MT’s X%, but does not necessarily have to be. 4Qlsa", on the

37. Cf. ELLIGER, Deuterojesaja (n. 9), p. 55 n. 5.

38. E. ULRICH et al. (eds.), Qumran Cave 4, X: The Prophets (DID, XV), Oxford,
1997, p. 37 (frgs. 28-30).

39. Ibid., p. 118 (frgs. 1-2).

40. FLINT, Isaiah (n. 12), pp. 484f.

41. FLINT, ibid., p. 486.
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other hand, confirms with the reading 1nan% MT’s 1N in v. 4, against
the plural ™% in 1QIsa?, just that it spells NN defectively*?, while
MT spells it plene.

(c) MS 240 of the Jewish Theological Seminary

A variant vocalization of y17" in v. 4 is provided by an Isaiah fragment
with Babylonian pointing from fr. MS 240, EMC 73 of the Jewish Theo-
logical Seminary in New York, written in about the 12 century and con-
taining parts of Isaiah in Hebrew, Aramaic and Arabic. The writing is of
the older Yemenite type, and a vocalization has been added by two differ-
ent hands*. For instead of Y777, as in MT, the first hand of this fragment
reads a form that, in the Tiberian pointing, would be Y (it has been pro-
posed to correct MT accordingly)*, while otherwise it fully confirms the
consonantal text and vocalization of MT. The second hand has, as noted
by Diez-Macho in the apparatus, a pointing analogous to MT’s y77, i.e.,
with a long /3/ in the first syllable. The pointing y¥1* would be a niphal
form of yx9, “he will be crushed”, just like the passive OpavcOnicetar
in the Septuagint. The fact that one would normally expect 737, i.e., with
/0/ in the second syllable instead of /i/, as in Ez 29,7 (/6/ and /u/ are dis-
tinct in Babylonian pointing, so the reading of the manuscript is unam-
biguous), is presumably of little significance, since yigrol forms of gemi-
nate verbs do exhibit alternative vocalizations at times (even in the ga/)*®.
The passive vocalization is certainly the easier reading, and a correction
is less problematic, because it does not affect the consonantal text, but it
may well be possible that 27 or a by-form of y17 — as geminate verbs are
often alternative realizations of hollow roots — could have an intransitive
meaning in the gal as well*®, hence MT’s 7177 could be the correct read-
ing (in this case, one would imagine an assonance with 7137 in v. 347y,

III. THE GREEK VERSIONS

Among the Greek versions of the text, the Septuagint deserves particu-
lar attention because of its proximity to the Hebrew text, which may even
antedate 1QIsa* by a few years, while the remnants of Aquila, Sym-
machus and Theodotion seem to exhibit a greater literalness of transla-
tion. Within the network of the other ancient translations and interpreta-

42. This text only makes sparing use of vowels letters.

43. The text has been edited by A. Diez-MAcHO, A New Fragment of Isaiah with Baby-
lonian Pointing, in Textus | (1960) 132-143.

44. Cf. BALTZER, Deutero-Jesaja (n. 29), p. 170.

45. W. GeseNwus — E. KautzscH, Hebrdische Grammatik, Leipzig, 21909 (repr. Hil-
desheim, 1985), §67q. Cf. B.A. LEVINE, Numbers 21-36 (AB, 4a), New York, 2000,
p- 169.

46. See ELLIGER, Deuterojesaja (n. 9), pp. 198f, with reference to the commentaries by
Levy and North.

47. BALTZER, Deutero-Jesaja (n. 29), p. 177 n. 250, considers this as a possibility.
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tions, the Septuagint allows an almost uniquely clear insight into the
exegetical and interpretative techniques common during the intertesta-
mental period. In fact, the Septuagint rendering of this passage appears to
be the version which develops most clearly its own elaboration of the
text, which, as will be seen, even rearranges the underlying structure.
This fact requires a slightly more profound examination of the complex
relationship between the Septuagint and the Masoretic Text. The value of
all the Greek versions for the reconstruction of the Hebrew text is, how-
ever, conditioned by the fact that they are specimens of the translation of
Hebrew poetry into a non-Semitic language and therefore face the respec-
tive translator with even more serious linguistic difficulties which the au-
thor of the Targum or the Peshitta simply did not have.

1. The Septuagint

The text of this passage as presented by the Septuagint is in several
ways markedly different not only from the Masoretic Text, but also from
other important witnesses of the Hebrew original, such as the Peshitta or
the Vulgate, while there are at the same time only few problems of major
importance within the tradition of the Greek text itself. It is an important
document showing the reception and interpretation of the Book of Isaiah
at about the mid-second century BC. The text followed here is, apart from
the last part of v. 4 (see below for a discussion of this specific problem),
the one printed by Ziegler in his Géttingen edition*®;

ToxwB 6 naig pov dvnilipyopat adtod

IopanA 6 éxkextdg pov mpooediEato adTOV i Wuyf pov
£dwKa TO TVEDHA o £T° adTOV

Kkpiow 1oig £0veoty &€oioel

200 xexpaEetal o0dE Gvioet
ovd¢ dxovenoetarl £Ew f| povn adTod

3kdhapov teBlacpévov od cuvipiyet
kai Aivov kamvilopevov od oBéoet
aAla gig aAnBsiov éEoioet kpiowy

davarauyel kai od BpavcOficetar
£w¢ v 01 &nl g YRg kpiowy
kol émi 1@ dvopatt adtod £0vn gAmiototy

Jacob my boy, I will support him;

Israel my chosen one, my soul has accepted him.
I have put my spirit upon him,

he shall bring forth judgment to the nations.

2He will not cry nor let go up [sc. his voice],
nor will his voice be heard outside.

3A bruised reed will he not break
and a smoking flax will he not extinguish,

48. J. ZIEGLER, Isaias, Gottingen, 1954, pp. 276f.
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but he shall bring forth a judgment for truth.

4He will shine and not be shattered,
until he will have established judgment on earth,
and gentiles will hope for his name.

The fact that there is a rather stable tradition of the Greek text, consid-
erable differences in comparison with the Masoretic Text, a strong sup-
port of the latter through other ancient translations, and a growing aware-
ness in modern scholarship of a particular stylistic and theological profile
of several books of the Septuagint seems to demand an initial enquiry into
the reliability of the Septuagint of Isaiah as a witness for the reconstruc-
tion of the Hebrew original. It is only against such a general background
that further specific observations can be correctly made.

As expected, many variants in the internal tradition of the Septuagint
and its daughter versions result with all probability from a harmonization
of this text with the Isaiah quotation in Mt 12,18-21, especially in the
Bohairic translation, which adds what in Greek would be a xai before
kpiow in v. 1, and reads odk &picel instead of 00 kexpaletat in v. 2.
The reading épicer instead of dvnoe