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THE JEWlSB QUABTBBLY BBVIBW 

THE HEBREW PAPYRUS OF THE TEN 
COMMANDMENTS. 

A HEBREW papyrus is a rarity in any case, but the 
document that forms the subject of this paper is unique. 
It is a papyrus containing the Decalogue in Hebrew followed 
by the Shem.a', the text differing in many notable partioulars 
from the Mll880retio standard, and agreeing with that which 
underlies the Septuagint version. When we add that there 
is every reason to suppose that the Papyrus is at least five 
or six hundred yean older than any pieoe of Hebrew writing 
known to scholars, it is evident that the tattered fragments 
of whioh a facsimile is here inserted are intereating and 
important from every point of view. 

The recent history of the Papyrus is involved in some 
obsourity. It came into the possession of Mr. W. L. Nash, 
the Secretary of the Society of Biblical Archaeology, having 
been bought in Egypt from a native dealer along with some 
very early uncial fragments of the Odyssey. Mr. Nash 
thinks it very probable that the whole " find " comes from 
BOmewhere in the Fayy!im. These Greek fragments must 
be as old as the second century A. D., and are probably 
much earlier: they contain portions of Ody1181f!/ XII. 279-
304, and have been edited by the present writer with 
a facsimile in the Proc«xlings of tkd Socidy of Bihl,ual, 
.Arcka«>logy for November, 1902, p. 290 ft The Hebrew 
fragments whioh form the subject of the present artiole were 
entrusted to Mr. Stanley A. Cook, Fellow of Caius College, 
Cambridge, and one of the sub-editors of the new Encyclo­
paedia Biblica. Mr. Cook identified the fragmeDts and 
published them in the Proc«dings of tkd Socwt11 of Biblical 
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Att'/uud.ogy for Janu.ry, 1903, in an adminble paper which 
contains, in addition to the text and translation, a foll 
diaca•ion of the intereeting questions to which this dis­
covery baa given rile. The Papyrus itself has been moat 
generoaaly presented by Mr. Nash to the Cambridge 
University Library. 

So muoh for the way in whioh the Papyrus has made its 
reappean.noe in the world. About one thing there can be 
no doubt. There oan be no doubt that it is a genuine 
relic of antiquity and not a forgery. The scraps of Greek • 
papyros with which it was associated are oertainly genuine. 
It may be safely said that no forger of antiquities has the 
palaeographical knowledge neceuary for such work as 
this; and if he had had the knowledge, he would not have 
allowed hia work to be thrown in, as a thing of no partioular 
value, among a collection of Greek documents. I have 
thought it worth while to insist upon the genuinen888 of 
the Papyi'UB, beoau11e unfortunately it has been found 
impouible to make a satisfactory photograph of it. What 
appean here is a photograph of the pa'P!J'Ml,8, but not 
of the handwriting. The papyrus is a very dark yellow, 
and by the time this has made a auffioient impression on 
the photographic plate, light enough has been reflected 
from the black surfaoes of the letters themselves to affect 
the plate also : comequently, while every fibre in the 
material was visible in the photograph, the letten were 
not visible at all or were exceedingly faint. What is aeen 
in the reproduotion ia a very careful drawing of the letten 
upon the photograph, made by myaelf from the Papyrus. 
In doing thia I waa greatly helped by the faint marks on 
the photograph, which could be identified when compared 
with the original as the traces of the several letters. 
Fortunately there is no aerious case of doubtful reading. 
In a ■lanting light the Jett.en are olear on the Papyrus 
itself, and there is only one word in the decipherment of 
which Mr. Cook and I are not completely agreed. Modem 
fluid ink and modem pens, eoupled with the oircumatance 
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that it wu almost impossible to erase a badly-formed 
letter, made the copy somewhat rougher than the original, 
but I can honestly claim that the facsimile gives a not 
misleading view of the appearance of the handwriting. 

In its present state the N uh Papyrus consists of four 
fragments, all of which fit together. The largest is nearly 
two inehee across and about four inehee long. It appears 
to have been doubled up into a packet. A portion of the 
upper margin (not shown in the photograph) is still pre­
served, and one of the smaller fragments contains a portion 
of the right-hand margin. The handwritiDg is arranged in 
a column with an average of a littJe over thirty letters in 
a liDe. The greater part of twenty-four lines are preserved, 
and there are traces of a twenty-fifth, but it is of course 
impossible to say how much further this column extended. 
The fragment containing a portion of the right-hand mugin 
appears to terminate with the natural edge of the Papyrus, 
so that what is preee"ed is tho beginning of a document. 
The smallne&B of this margin suggests that there was never 
more than the single column of writing. The material is 
DOW very brittle, and it would be huardous to detach it 
from the card upon which the fragments have been gummed, 
but Mr. Cook and I have managed to ascertain that there 
is DO writing on the other side. Before speculating on the 
nature of the document, it will be convenient to give the 
actual text, and to examine its relation to other authorities. 
Then will follow a few words on the date of the Papyrus, 
and the va.lue of the text. 

HEBREW TEXT. 

rci•-w]0 )'ilCD TM[tmn] ,n Tmtt mfl[• ~· , , ,] 1 

()CIII ,,J ~ en) 'l[D )JI] ci•,nec r::rn)ac 1[) m,, Ml)] a 

[nMD] r,tC in, )Jl00 Cl'De'l ,n [MDn ,~] 3 
[ en), J c,n) mMm en> r,ec> nnn0 ti[ •cl ilt'M'I J 4 

["JI i ]PII ICU? )et TM)et Im' •ac [ '-' tiilJIM] 5 
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[nni] ~ ~., ~ ~ ~ c[•.n ~ nuac] 6 

(nM •)Ii ..,; •mm ~ 'll'IC) [c•D)te) -iDn] 7 
[-,ft nM] mM' npl' M'I) •:, IICIV, ,-n)[llt l'1V1' DE'] 8 

['IC"1?)] '1X'l1 0l' ntC .,~, IC'C? nD(E' net n-] 9 

c.,-:ile'n] c,-:i, in:iec)c !,:, n~ ,,:,yr, 0['0' nw] 10 

[ nnM] n:,ec!,c !,:, n:i nnn IICI) T:,)ec [ mn,!, ~ J 11 

[ ,ncn ]:i !,:i, i-,r.,m ,.,,E' ,ncte, ,,:i:i, [ in:,, 1l!ll] u 

[m.,]• "CIJI 0'0' nim •:i ~ [-,n 1-ill] 13 

(EU Y]M !,:, ,,.., c•:, nac rwcn ,,.., c['!Xln n11t] 14 

[0'1'] nM m,,. ,-u p~ -,,x,n [Dl'!I] Ml'1 15 

[!JC) i]CIC mu T!IM nac il:I l'l"tP'l .,-:nn, 16 

[ "'IC'M] rmiec,, )JI ,-c• f'!l'"lM' IJC)I ,~ !IC" 17 

(11t],; nnn M'I) 'PIC1I en) ,; JN Tn)ec ml'!' 18 

(nac] 'ffl)M en!, M'IC' ,:i, ,ni n,(:i,Jn ac,!, !ll()n] 19 

[ ,i!IJll ,n ]iE' ,v, n[ • ]:i nM m( tc ]M M'I[) ,v, nn] 3o 

[Blank] 1Jl'i) -,~ ):i, ,,cm ,-,,[ E'l ,ncac,] 31 

(•.n ]JiN nw l'ffll ",Z'llt C'OllC'l:)ffl c•[pnn n)en] u 

(Jl]W ir-,m r,MC Dnlt¥!1 -,:,ir.,:, [~Mi="] 33 

(n:in]ec, m inet nv,, U'n)tc mn- )(M.,="] 34 

( .. , , .. -µ:,], ~[~ ,.n))[tc m,,. nac] 35 

TBARBLATION. 

1 [ ••• I am Ja]hwe thy God that [brought] thee out 0£ 
the land of E[gypt : ] 

3 [thou ahalt not hav]e other gods be[fore] me. Thou 
ahalt not make [for thyself an image] 

3 [ or any form] that is in the heavens above, or that is in 
the earth [beneath,] 

4 [ or that is in the water ]a beneath the earth. Thou ahalt 
not bow down to them [nor] 

s [ aene them, for] I am Jahwe thy God, a je&loua God 
visi[ting the iniquity] 

6 [ of fathers upon son ]a to the third and to the fourth 
generation unto them that hate me, [ and doing] 
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'1 [kindness unto thouaands] unto them that love me and 
keep my commandments. Thou shalt [not] 

s [take up the name or Jahwe] thy God in vain, for Jahwe 
will not hold guiltlesa [him that] 

9 [ta.keth up hia na ]me in vain. Remember the day o( the 
Sabbath [to hallow it:] 

10 [ six day ]a thou ahalt work and do all thy busineaa, and 
on the [seventh day,] 

11 a Sabbath for Jahwe] thy God, thou shalt not do therein 
any business, (thou] 

13 [ and thy son and thy daughter,] thy slave and thy 
handmaid, thy o:r. and thy &1111 and all thy [ oattle,] 

13 [and thy stranger that is] in thy gates. For six days 
did Ja(hwe make] 

14 [ the heaven ]s and the earth, the sea and all th[ at is 
therein,] 

1 s and he rested [ on the] seventh day; therefore Jahwe 
bleaaed [the] 

16 seventh day and hallowed it. Honour thy father and 
thy moth[ er, that] 

17 it may be ~ell with thee and that thy days may be long 
upon the ground [that] 

18 Jahwe thy God giveth thee. Thou ehalt not do adultery. 
Thou ehalt not do murder. Thou shalt [not] 

19 [et]eal Thou shalt not [bear] against thy neighbour 
vain witness. Thou ehalt not covet [the] 

30 [ wife oC thy neighbour. Thou shalt] not desire the houae 
of thy neighbour, his fie[ld, or hia slave,] 

31 [ or his handmaid, or his o ]x, or his &BB, or anything that 
is thy neighbour's. [Blank] 

u [(1) And these are the etatute]s and the judgements that 
M011es commanded the [ eona of] 

33 [Israel] in the wildemeaa, when they went forth Crom 
the land of Egypt. Hea[ r] 

3.f (0 Iera]el: Jahwe our God, Jahwe is one; and thou 
shalt I[ ove] 

,, [Jahwe thy G)o[d with al]l t(hy bean .... ]. 
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In niui-. t.be Nllto..tiom at t.be heginninp &lld enda of the lin• 
it mmt be borne in mind thu n, D, 0 , lt, a:, , n (and aometimee !I) 
are a,:icl,, letten, and that,,\, J, f, ID, 'I, i (an1home\im19!1 and l) are 
1111rroeo letten. Linea 15-19 indicate that about 11e.·en letten are Jolt 
on t.be ript bud of line■ 1-14, -22; con11equently, no more than 
four letten BI a rule are loet on the left.hand llide. I think there­
fore that Kr. Cook hBI ■upplied too m&11y let\en at the end■ of 
lin• 1, 2, 4, S, 6, 7, and 11, and too few at the bepningl of the 
following linea. That the dimion here adopted ia right may aho 
be 1188D from lin811 4 and S, for to add oi.:,ri, M'I~ at the end of line 4 
leav• only •.:, to be prebed to line 5. At the end of line :io I haft 
added n::iJI\ after '1,TW', lea-ring only \m:)M'I to be prefi:l:ed to \ilCl'I 
at the beginning of line :21. It ia more likely that the end of a line 
11hould be crowded than the beginning, and in the handwriting of the 
Pappm all the letten in n.:,r, are rather narrow. 

The only point where there ia 110me doubt BI to the actual reading 
of the Pappu1 ocean in line 210, where I read fflNM "deli.re" (BI in 
Deut. v. 18b), but llr. Cook ill ■till inclined to read '110M "covet" (BI 
in the preceding line and in EL :n:. 17b), The 11Drface of the Pap,ru, 
i■ here 110mewhat damaged and the middle letter i1 defaced-so much 
■o, that it looke more like lt than tc or 0. But the cu"e at the foot 
of the left-hand 14roke of the aecond letter ia che racterilltic of n and 
not of n, while it i ■ very difficult to mppoe■ that the laat letter C&11 

be anythiq but n. If mtcM be right, the M exhibitll an enreme 
foriD of that curiom horizontal ■weep at the end of the rig1t, foot, 
which ill characterilltic of the handwriting of thill Papyru1, e. g. in 
the inM of the S1tffta'. 

The Ten Commandment.a are familiar to every one, and 
I do not propoae to go through the text line for line. 
Mr. Cook, iD the course of hia paper in the Proce«linga 
of tM Society of Biblical A rcha«J/,ogy, hu already done 
this, and the reader will find there full and olear detaila 
about the readings of the V ersiona and other authoritiea. 
I propoae here only to touch upon ■uch point.a u may 
help 01 to diaoover the nature of the document and it.a 
date. 

The flnt queetion which naturally preeenta itself i1 the 
identification of the Biblioal p&lll&ge■. Doe& the Papyrus 
give ua a text of Exodu or of DeuteroDo~, 1 In agreement 
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with Exodus against Deuteronomy it begins the Fourth 
Commandment with "Remember" instead of " Keep," and 
does not add "as Jahwe thy God commanded thee" after 
" to hallow it." It adds at the end of this Commandment 
the verse "For in six days Jahwe made the heavens and the 
earth," &o., as in Exod. xx. 11, and does not give the verse 
Deut. v. 15 or the clause "that thy manservant and thy 
maidservant may rest as well as thou " in the preceding 
verse. In the Fifth Commandment it agrees with Exodus 
in not having the clause "aa Jahwe thy God commanded 
thee." On the other hand, the Papyrus agrees with· 
Deuteronomy against Exodus in the Fourth Commandment 
by prefixing "thy ox and thy aaa " to "thy cattle," in the 
Fifth Commandment by inserting the clause " that it may 
be well with thee," in the Ninth Commandment by reading 
"vain (aari,) witness" and not "false ("IPI") witness," and 
in the Tenth Commandment by putting the wife before the 
house, and by the insertion of "field" before "slave," and 
(if my reading be correct) by having "desire" in the second 
place instead of " covet." To these we must add the 
appearance of the Shema.', which of course belongs to 
Deuteronomy alone. Moat of these agreements with 
Deuteronomy against Exodus are also found in the Greek 
text of Exodus, but not all : in fact, we may say with con­
fidence that in the Ninth Commandment the Greek B11pporis 
ii,e, both for Exodus and for Deuteronomy. Moreover \TIC' 
u his field " in the Tenth Commandment is without the 
conjunction aa in Deuteronomy, while the Greek has m, 
7'011 ciypo11 awoii. 

It is, I venture to think, impoBBible to resist the im• 
preseion that the Papyrus gives a text containing elements 
both from Exodus and from Deuteronomy,just such a text 
as might be formed in a liturgical work based indeed 
upon the Pentateuch, yet not a direct transcript either of 
Exodus or of Deuteronomy. We know from both Talmuds 
that the daily reading of the Decalogue before the 81"""°'' 
was once customary, and that the practice was diaoontinued 
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because of Chriati&n oavils 1• It is therefore reasonable to 
conjecture that this Papyrus contains the daily wonhip of 
a pious F.gyptian Jew who lived before the ouatom came 
to an end. 

But further, the Hebrew text upon which the fragment 
ie baaed waa far from being identical with the Muaoretio 
text. Even if we reCer each phrase to it.a origin in Exodua 
or Deuteronomy, whichever be the moat convenient, there 
still remain several readinga which do not agree with the 
Mauoretic text, and do agree with the Septuagint. In 
the Fourth Commandment we have the insertion of l before 
['11':IC'n] l:n' in 1. 10, and the addition or n:i after nei»n in 
the following line. At the end of the same Commandment 
we find II seventh day" instead of "Sabbath day," again 
with the Septuagint. In the Fifth Commandment, the 
reading, 11 that it may be well with thee, and that thy days 
may be long on the ground," agreea in order with the 
Greek. The order, Adultery, Murder, Steal, is that or some 
texts of the Septuagint (including Philo), and it ia found 
in the New Testament (Mark, Luke, Romana, Jamee, Mt 
:Matthew). To crown all, we have the preface to the Shema', 
which is found in the Septuagint or Dent. vi. 4, but not 
in the Hebrew; and in the Shema' itself we find-

N'ln iMH mM' 'll'M~IC fflM' ~Milt" Jll:ll,' 

the N'IM at. the end being added in agreement with the 
Greek, both of the Septuagint and of Mark xii. ::i9, which 
hu 'A11ovf, 'la-pa~.\, Kvp,or d Btor ~#'WI' Kvpios dr fOTU,. 

In this Papyrus, therefore, we have a Hebrew document 
baaed upon a text which is not the M&880retio text, but 
hu notable points of agreement with that which underliea 
the Septuagint. It is not a queation only of difference 
from the Maasoretic at.andard ; mere differencea might have 
arisen through carel88811888. The all-important point ia 
the agreement with the Septuagint. Thie shows us that 

1 Taha. l. ~ L 8 (4); Talm. B.~ 1 ■.., 
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the variants have a history behind them, • and that they 
belong to the pre-:Maeaoretic age of the text. We can trace 
the consonantal text of our printed Hebrew Bibles baok 
to the time of Aquila, to the time of the revolt of B&r­
Cochba. From that time onwards there hu been but 
little aerioua change in the Hebrew text of the Canonical 
Scriptures as acoepted by the Synagogue. From that time 
onwards the oompoaition of a document such u our 
Papyrus is inconceivable 1• In other words, it ie a relic 
of Jewish religious literature earlier than the age of Rabbi 
•AJµba, who died in the year 135 A.D., and who was the 
founder of the accurate study of the Hebrew text. 

It ie of coune probable that our Papyrue is the copy 
of an earlier document. The original composition might 
be older than Rabbi 'Alpha, but our fragment might be 
very much later. At the eame time there are palaeo­
graphical conaiden.tiona which suggest that the Nash 
Papy111S is itself of very great antiquity. It is entirely 
unaffected by the conventional rules that regulated the 
writing of Scripture in later times; the , of ,nac in the 
Shema' is not enlarged, there are no" orowna" to the letters, 
nor is there any division into venee. It ie also a m&rk 

of very early date that several of the letters are run 
together by a ligature, e.g. in 1. 15. We have to compare 
the handwriting not with rolls and codioes of the early 
mediaeval period, or with the other surviving fragment.a 
of Hebrew written on papyrue, but with Palmyrene and 
N abataean inacriptiona. The nearest parallel of all ie to 
be found in a Nabataean inscription of A. D. 55, and I 

1 I cannot resist quoting the words of Dr. Landauer about Eating'• 
di1COnry of a te.llt of the ~• engra•ed onr the lintel of the ruined 
Synagogue at Palmyra. Dr, Landauer uye: "Variatlonan im Te:d eln• 
ao uralten Gebete wie du Sch'ma wird kein Ventlndlpr bel elner 
tl'berlieferung au■ elner Zeit wie die der JliNOhna etwa erwarten. Die 
Um■ohrelbung TOD .Jahwe duroh 'l'liM ilbenuaht UDII Dioht, wohl aber 
due dam .Kilnatler ein Lapna puairt iat, lndem er in:rn mlt mater 
lectlonill echreibt and, wenn lob recht J-, nn;i."1111 mit n" (Siuu..,.i,.rlcM, 
of the Berlin Academy t..r 1118.t, p. 934). 
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am inclined to aasign this Papyrus to about the 11&111e 
date. Those who plaoe it later will have to aeeount for 
the arohaio n (-1\), the large broken-backed medial :,, the 
oocuionally open ftnal c, the P with a abort foot (like 
.Palmyrene and Syriac), and the looped n. The hand­
writing is cunive, but it is u d.iatinot from the 110-called 
"Bashi" ehuacter u the cursive Greek of pre-Byantine 
times is d.iatinct from the minu11Cule handa of the Middle 
Agee. And I have already drawn attention to the f&ot 
that our Papyrua made its reappearance before the world 
in company with Greek fragments of the Odyuey, which 
are certainly as old 1111 the second century A.D., and may 
be very much earlier. 

The five letters i 0 I 'I and r all appear on the Papyru1 
in distinct medial and final forms, but the development 
of nearly all these forms can be traced almoat back to the 
Christian era. The distinction of medial and final KapA, 
for instance, is as old as the first beginn.inga of Syriac 
literature. More corioue are the considerations derived 
from the spelling of the Papyrus. The most characterietic 
feature of this spelling is its independence of the Biblical 
standard. On the one hand we have the archaic n:, and 
nm, for tl and 10111', and in agreement with the llaseoretic 
te:ict the vowel d is not written pk-M in 0•n!.c. '31, nw, 
or the preeent participle. The distinction between the 
vowels in.,,.,, and "'l0n is maintained, just u in the M&BIIO­
retic te:ict of the Commandments. On the other band we 
have ec,~ every time for 16, we have ,u,n and "m:IM (but 
also l»n), and r,:,'"IIC' is written pk-M. -iur agrees with the 
present M&BBOretic spelling. 

These spellings cannot be brought forward in favour of 
a later date than what I have urged in the preceding 
paragraphs. The mptio pkn,a had become general by the 
year 66 A.D., for from that time we find rm:,,, on Jewish 
coinl. And I cannot help remarking by the way that 
I believe the saying in Matt. v. 18 about the jot and the 
tittu (l.,-a b ~ ,,Ja 111pa'4) to refer not to the 1i7.e of certain 

VOL. J:V, Ff 
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lett.en bat t.o their 11118 u vowela. The word t.Oa1ll me&D, 
" 1, hook," &nd thia I fancy ma.y h&va been rendered ir,paCa, 
u 1, Greek equivalent for the original Semitic term. Thu 
the fashion of repreaenting the long vowels C ud .a by 
the oonaonanta , &nd , wu not only in uae a.boat the 
year 30 .&. D., but wu already beginning to invade the 
copies of the Law. Our P&pyraa repreaenta the every­
day uaage. The 1l1111110retic text of the Bible, baaed u we 
believe it to be upon the spelling of 1, MS. of about 135 A.D., 

represents a mixture. It often preaervea the archaic apelling 
of &n earlier age, as ia D&tur&l in a copy of uy uaient 
writing : on the other hand, many apelliDga represent the 
uaage of the second century A. D. 

The difl'erenoes between our Papyras ud the :Muaoretio 
ten show that the scrupulous care to presene the words 
of the Law accantely, which prevailed among the later 
Jews, wu not univenally taken in the first century A.D. 

and the preoeding ages. The agreement between the 
Papyrus and the Septuagint also proves that some thinga 
in the Greek which we may have been inolined to regard 
u paraphraae or amplification are in fact the faithJ'ul 
reproduction of the Hebrew ten that lay before the 
translator. But there remains a more serious question, 
the question as to which ia really the better tex~ Does 
the ten approved by Aquila and the MU110retea, or the 
ten of the Nash Papyrus and the Septuagint, more nearly 
represent the ten of Exodus and Deuteronomy u (shall 
we say) Ezra left it 1 I am afraid, after all, that in this 
iDStance I must vote for the :Maaaoretic ten. So far u the 
Decalogue and the Sh,:m,a' go, the Musoretic text 1,ppeen 
to me the more arch&ic and therefore the more genuine. 
In these pastage11 the :Maasoretic text reads to me like the 
aoholarly reproduction of an old MS. which happena here 
to contain no serious erron, while the Nub Papyrus ia not 
the aohola.rly reproduction of 1, MS., but a monument of 
popular religion, giving 1, text of the Com111&11dmenta with 
the grammati.O&l ditlicultiea amoot.hed down. 



BDBBW PAPYBtrS 01' TIO TBN OODANDIIPTS 403 

I t.nut I may eacape being m.illrepnlented 1111 holding 
• brief for the Muaoretia t.ext. On the contrvy, I belieTe 
that the printed Hebrew Bible cont&ina aeriou erron, both 
pa)aeognphical and editori&l Many of these erron can, 
I am confident, be removed by an intelligent use of the 
Septuagint, and I greatly rejoioe to learn from the Nub 
Papyru that the ancient Greek translation wu even more 
faithful to the Hebrew whioh underlie& it than 110me of u 
dared hope. But it does not follow that all the labour of 
the Sopherim wu thrown away, or that every early variant 
ii a relio of • purer tut. Especially i1 t.hi1 the cue with 
the Pent.ateuch. The Pentateuoh became canonical from 
very early time■, and the oonaonaotal text wu practioally 
bed in the lhooabaan age. And if any part of the text 
were bed, aurely thia would be the Ten Commaodmenta. 
When therefore we find that the Ten Com1D&Ddmenta 
actually differ in Eli:odus utd in Deuteronomy, we have 
10me ground for 1uppoaing that they have eacaped inten­
tional lwmoniation. And if they have eacaped intentional 
harmonization they have eaoaped the only aerioUB danger 
to which they would have been expoaed, for it i1 hardly 
likely that a mere palaeographical error in such a well­
known context would have been left uncorrected. 

The clearest instance to my mind i1 in the text of the 
Fourth Commandment. Here I believe the lf&BBoretio 
text to be right, and the Nub Papyru to give an euier, 
leu original, reading: at the aame time it ia • better 
commentary on the true text than either the Authorized 
Venion of 16u or the Reviled Venion of 1881, both of 
which actually follow the Samaritan text. The lf&BBOretio 
text baa nvr~ n2i' y:ic,n D'l"I ,~!,a ~:, l1'll'JI i:,,n 0'0• nn 
rcet!io ~:, l'!l'Pn ao T~N i.e. Biz day, thou Blwlt work and 
do all thy bturi11a1; a-na tlu 81Ne'11Jh day, Juhwek thy Goa, 
Sabbath, thou ,AaJ,t do -no bui'MII. 

In the fint ola1188 !' six daya" are in what may be called 
the aoeusative of duration of time : the ■ymmetry of the 
18Dteooe ■how■ u that •r!lllm a,, ia in the aame eonatruc­

r h 
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tion, and "•~ 11=' is in apposition to it. H we want.eel to 
bring out the euct force of these acoua&tive11, we might 
traml&te "During six day& thou ah&lt work ... , but during 
the seventh day ... thou ahalt do no buaine111." But thie 
construction, though perfectly olear, O&D easily be mis­
understood. It is so easy to take i•n!iec , , , m-, 1111 a separate 
sentence and say "But the seventh day ia the Sabbath," or 
to regard it as a kind of '11.0mi'11.atiWll pnl,CU'll,8 without any 
grammatical construction at all. This leaves Ml'Jln ac~, so -
to speak, in the air : " thou ahalt do no business " by itseU 
is rather too general a commandment, and consequently we 
find 'll (written Ml, u in Jeremiah xvii. ~) added by the 
Nub Papyrus and by the Samaritan, and implied by the 
Septuagint and the V ulgate. The Papyrus further prefixee­
l to 'll'llm c,,, thereby making it quite clea.r that nlC' is in 
apposition and not a predicate. The English Bible baa 
"hut the seventh day ia the eabbath of the LoBD thy God: 
in i,t thou eh&lt not do any work "-a translation that 
makes havoc of the syntax, and the matter is made worse 
by the Revised V ereion, which puts the italic ia into 
ordinary type. 

The result of this gramID&tical excursus can be stated in 
a sentence. On the 888Umption that the .Muaoretio text 
preserves the true wording of the Fourth Commandment 
both in Exodus and Deuteronomy, the reading of the 
Naeh Papyrus, of the Samaritan, and the rendering of the 
Septuagint, can all be easily explained ; but on the 
assumption that either the Na.ah Papyrus or the Samaritan 
gives the original, it is very difficult, to account for the 
omieeions of the Maesoretic text. 

At the end of the Fourth Commandment (Exod. xx. 11 b) 

I incline to think that we have another instance of the 
superiority of the Maseoretic text, this time in company 
with the Samaritan. "Blessed the sabbatk day" (MT.) is 
Ieee obvious than "blessed the aeventh day" (Papyrus and 
LXX), which might easily have come from the context 
or from Gen. ii. 3. Here again it is interesting to note 
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that the divergence of the Septuagint from the Maasoretio 
tut wu not caused by paraphrutio tendencies on the part 
of the translaton, but by the faithful following of the 
Hebrew text that was used. 

It is not n8Cl8118111')' here to diacUBB the longer form of 
the Fifth Commaudment given in the Papyrus, because 
it practically amounts to an interpolation from the 
parallel in Deuteronomy which the Massoretio text of 
Exodus has escaped. It is possible, however, that the 
received text of Deuteronomy should be corrected here to 
agree with the Papyrus, i. e. "that it may be well with 
thee " should precede instead of follow " that thy days may 
be long.'' 

The variation in order between the Sixth and Seventh 
Commandments is probably connected with the similar 
change of .order in the Tenth. Just as in the Tenth 
Commaudment the prohibition not to oovet the neigh­
bour's wife is placed first in the Papyrus, in the Greek, and 
even in the Hebrew text of Deuteronomy, 10 we find that 
in the Papyrus and in mauy Greek texts (including Philo), 
the prohibition of Adultery is put before that of Murder. 
But ia not the order of the MMBOretio text in Exodua 
more primitive 1 la it not likely that the original form of 
the Tenth C',011UD&Ddment was " Thou shalt not covet thy 
neighbour's House," the House including the Family as 
well as the Property 1 The reason that in Exod. :u. I 7, 
the House comes first is not because 'A~iba or some 
" Scribe " thought the dwelling more valuable than the 
wife, but because the first clause of the Commaudment 
was once all that there was of it. The rest is explanatory 
addition. But the same tendency which has brought up 
the prohibition to covet one's neighbour's wife to the head 
of the list has moat likely brought up the prohibition of 
Adultery in front of Murder. Here, again, the Nash Papyrus 
represents the popular tendencies of a not yet R&bbinized 
Judaism (if I may be forgiven the phrase), while the M&IIBO­
retic text gives us the aoholarly archaism of the Scribes.. 
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We oome at Jut to the Skttma' (Dent. vi 4 f.), undoubtedly 
the moat remarkable part of the new diaoovery. What are 
we to say of the new Prefaoe, 11Dd what &re we to •Y of 
the addition of et'I,, after inet 1 What reuona &re we to 
give for the omiuion of this Preface· 11Dd for the omiaaion 
of lM on the &1111umption that they are genuine portiona of 
Deuteronomy 1 The question aeema to me to be altogether 
parallel to the question raised by the variatiODB in the 
Commandments and to demand the B&Dle IID8Wer. 

Let us begin with the obvioua oolllideration that the 
Nash Papyrus once more brings out the euential faithful. 
nesa of the Greek version of the Pent&teuch to the Hebrew 
that underlies it. The new Preface is found in the Greek 
prefixed to the SMma', and in irop,or dr ln'III the lut word 
oorreaponds to 1M, just as in Oen. xii. :15 TO lwnio11 4>apa• • 
Ill'""' corresponds to ee,11 ,nac np,a, en!,,,, There is nothing 
to suggest that the text of the Papyrus baa been uaimilated 
to the Greek, and so we may well believe that the Sept,u,.. 
gint attests a text of the SMma' which agreea with that 
of the Papyrus. But here again it is difficult to believe 
that the Palestinian reoension of the pauage represented 
by the Musoretic text (and the Samaritan) is not the moni 
original. Why should the etVI after ,,,.. have been dropped, 
if it were originally there 1 It is such an obvious thing 
to add: it makes the construction so much clearer. True, 
it takes away some of the force of the great sentence; 
it diSBociates the &lllleltion of Jahwe's uniquenesa from 
the command to love him with no comer resened for 
other objects of devotion ; it givea, in fact, & philoeophical 
tum to a positive oommand. Such & tum is foreign to 
the style of Deuteronomy, but it is exactly wb&l would 
attract the Jews of the Dispersion. In this inat&nce &lao 
I must prefer the &rchaistic scholanhip of the Scribes to 
the philosophy of AleDDdri&. 

To the Preface much the same argument appliea. W orda 
are really not wanted between Deut. vi. 3 and "Bear, 
0 Iarael " ; in fact, the Prefaoe ia a kind of doubufu to 
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Deut. "fi. 1-3- It reada like a marginal cbapta-heading 
that. hu become incorporated with the text. It ii remark­
able how well it flt.a in with the IICheme of the Papyru. 
The worda .And tka are tM Btatutu and fM judg,rw,tt, 
tliat 'Jlo,a oomma1nd«l the BOM of Jwra,J, wl,en tMJJ w,n, 
forll,, from, tM I.and of Egypt form an exoellent and auffiaieDt 
transit.ion from the Decalogue whiah waa proclaimed by 
Jahwe himaelf to the reat of the Law which waa given 
through 110888 only. :Mr. Cook baa made the bold sug­
gest.ion ~ our Papyrus ii part of a text of Deuteronomy, 
in whiah thil Prefaae aotually took the place of the fifteeD 
verses, Deut. v. u-vi. 3, The Septuagint would in that 
cue represent a contlate tut, 88 it contains both the 
Prefaee and the fi.fteen ve1'8811. But Deut. v. H-vi. 3 ii 
11urely a genuine portion of the Book of Deu~nomy: 
it baa even run the gauntlet of the EfU:'!lclopa«lia .Biblw. 
(col 1o81). I think, therefore, that the Preface to the 
8/iemn,' ii an interpolation into the genuine text, whiah 
the Maaaoretic text baa happily eBC&ped. It is in every 
re11pect similar to Isa. :ux. 6• (" The Burden of the Beute 
of the South"), which doubtless waa alBO a marginal 
chapter-heading, es.cept that in the lllaiah passage the 
interpolation ii found in the Mauoretic tes.t as well u 
in the Greek. 

To sum up what inevitably baa uaumed the form of 
a diaeuBBion of technical pointll. I believe the Nash Papyrus 
to be a document ol the fint century A.D. at latest. The 
document itself I do not believe to have extended beyond the 
Bingle column which is in great part preaened, and I think 
it not at all unlikely that it W88 folded up a.nd buried 
with itll former owner 88 a kind of charm. The writing 
which it contains conai11tll of what were OODBidered to be 
the chief paaaagea of the Law, the text being taken from 
the various books, and where there were parallel texts, 
aa in the Decalogue, the Papyrua preeentll a fusion of the 
two. The Hebrew text of the Pentateuch from whiah theae 
extracts were made dift'ered from the ll&BBOretic text, and 
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bad many points of contact with that of which the 
Septuagint is a translation. The date of the compilation 
oannot be determined, but the Septuagint itself ia evidence 
that such texts were ourrent in the Ptolemaio period. At 
the same time, u far u our fragments extend, the H&BIIO­

retic text approves itself u purer, u a more primitive 
recension of the Pentateuch, than the text of the Naab 
Papyrus and the Septuagint. F..speoially is this true with 
regard to the text of the Shema'. There ia a story in the 
Talmud that when Rabbi 'A~iba wu martyred ho W'IIII 

reciting the Shemn,', and he died u be wu lingering over 
the word il"llt. "Happy art thou, Rabbi 'Alpha.," said the 
Heavenly Voice, "that thy spirit went forth at irac." I 
think we may venture to echo this Benediction: there ia 
no need at all for us to add an unneceaaary pronoun to 
inac mn• ,l'~M nv,• ~-,z,, ,W. 

F. C. BUBKI'l"l', 


