
This pdf is a digital offprint of your contribution in H.-J. 

Fabry (ed.), The Books of the Twelve Prophets, ISBN 978-90-

429-3612-6 

 

The copyright on this publication belongs to Peeters 

Publishers. 

 

As author you are licensed to make printed copies of the 

pdf or to send the unaltered pdf file to up to 50 relations. 

You may not publish this pdf on the World Wide Web – 

including websites such as academia.edu and open-access 

repositories – until three years after publication. Please 

ensure that anyone receiving an offprint from you 

observes these rules as well. 

 

If you wish to publish your article immediately on open-

access sites, please contact the publisher with regard to 

the payment of the article processing fee. 

 

For queries about offprints, copyright and republication 

of your article, please contact the publisher via 

peeters@peeters-leuven.be 



BIBLIOTHECA EPHEMERIDUM THEOLOGICARUM LOVANIENSIUM

CCXCV

THE BOOKS OF THE TWELVE PROPHETS
MINOR PROPHETS – MAJOR THEOLOGIES

EDITED BY

HEINZ-JOSEF FABRY

PEETERS
LEUVEN – PARIS – BRISTOL, CT

2018



TABLE OF CONTENTS

Heinz-Josef Fabry (Bonn)
Einführung  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . xi

I. PRESIDENTIAL ADDRESS

Heinz-Josef Fabry (Bonn)
„Gewalt über Gewalt“: Die dunklen Seiten Gottes im Zwölf-
prophetenbuch . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 3

II. MAIN PAPERS

James D. nogalsKi (Waco, TX)
Preexilic Portions of the Book of the Twelve: Early Collections 
and Composition Models  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 33

Aaron schart (Duisburg-Essen)
Das D-Korpus, eine Vorstufe des Zwölfprophetenbuches in der 
Exilszeit . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 53

Burkard M. ZapFF (Eichstätt)
Rückschlüsse aus der Entstehung der Michaschrift auf das 
Werden des Zwölfprophetenbuches  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 79

Peter Machinist (Cambridge, MA)
Nahum as Prophet and as Prophetic Book: Some Reconsidera-
tions  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 103

Judith gärtner (Rostock)
Die Völker und der Tag-Jhwhs im Horizont des Jesaja- und des 
Zwölfprophetenbuches . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 131

Ibolya balla (Papa)
The Book of Malachi and Wisdom in the Context of the Relation-
ship of Prophetic and Wisdom Literature  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 157

Jutta KrispenZ (Marburg)
Das Zwölfprophetenbuch und die alttestamentliche Weisheit . . 183

Rainer Kessler (Marburg)
Die soziale Botschaft des Zwölfprophetenbuches  . . . . . . . . . . . 213



VIII TABLE OF CONTENTS

Eberhard bons (Strasbourg)
La Septante du livre dʼAmos: Traduction et interprétation  . . . 231

Alberdina hoUtMan (Utrecht)
He Will Reveal His Messiah: Messianism in Targum Jonathan 
to the Twelve  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 243

III. SEMINAR PAPERS

Alexander roFé (Jerusalem)
Messianic Expectations in the Book of the Twelve  . . . . . . . . . 261

Helmut UtZschneider (Neuendettelsau)
Performanz als Exegese – Exegese als Performanz am Beispiel 
von Joel 1–2. Mit einem Statement von Bernhard Klinger  . . . 273

Irmtraud Fischer (Graz)
„Alles andere als zum Lachen“: Das Jonabuch als Anleitung 
zur Traumatisierungsbewältigung . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 305

Donatella scaiola (Roma) – Elena di pede (Nancy)
Le Livre des Douze: Une Unité? Quelques éléments méthodo-
logiques de réponse . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 315

Harm van grol (Tilburg) 
Conflicting Structures in the Book of Joel and the Superficiality 
of the Book of the Twelve Prophets  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 329

IV. OFFERED PAPERS

Literary Issues 
Alphonso groenewald (Pretoria)

“For Her Wound Is Incurable. It Has Come to Judah” (Micah 1,9): 
Reflections of Trauma in Micah 4,1-5 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 353

Aristide siriKivUya MUMbere (Louvain-la-Neuve)
«Le règne à Yhwh»: Pour lire Abdias–Jonas et Michée, cas d’une 
cohérence polyphonique des XII dans le texte massorétique . . . 365

Historical Issues
Pierre van hecKe (Leuven) 

“For I Will Be Like a Lion to Ephraim”: Leonine Metaphors 
in the Twelve Prophets  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 387



 TABLE OF CONTENTS IX

Archibald L.H.M. van wieringen (Tilburg) 
Feminized Men in Amos 4,1-3  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 403

Literary Historical Issues
Pieter B. hartog (Groningen) 

Reading and Copying the Minor Prophets in the Late Second 
Temple Period . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 411

Franz Xaver sedlMeier (Augsburg)
Hosea als Anfang des Zwölfprophetenbuches: Überlegungen zu 
einer quaestio disputata  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 425

Andrea spans (Bonn) 
Völkerbilder, Stadtbilder, Raumbilder: Ein Vergleich von Jesaja 60 
und Micha 4  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 441

Adri van der wal (Hoofddorp)
Prophecy on the Shoulders of Others: The Pastoral Prophecy of 
Jeremiah 30–31 and Malachi  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 455

Reception Historical Issues
Oliver dyMa (München/Benediktbeuern)

Sacharja – Aspekte der frühen christlichen Rezeption  . . . . . . . 463

Ma. Maricel S. ibita (Manila) 
“Plead Your Case before the Mountains”: An Ecological Reading 
of the Royal Metaphor in Micah 6 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 477

Stefan Koch (München) 
Ἐγὼ ἀποστέλλω ὑμῖν Ἠλίαν: Zur Wirkungsgeschichte von 
Mal 3,22-24LXX in den Evangelien  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 491

Eben scheFFler (Pretoria) 
Various Views on Peace in the Twelve Minor Prophets  . . . . . . 501

Barbara schlenKe (Freiburg)
„Tust du wirklich gut daran, zornig zu sein?“ (Jon 4,4.9): 
Bewältigung durch Mehrdimensionalität in der Jonaschrift . . . . 519

V. INDEXES

abbreviations   .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  . 533
aUthors   .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  . 537



X TABLE OF CONTENTS

biblical reFerences   .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  . 545
Old Testament  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 545

New Testament  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 555

other reFerences   .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  . 557
Old Testament Apocrypha and Pseudepigrapha  . . . . . . . . . . . . 557

Dead Sea Scrolls and Related Texts  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 557

Rabbinica  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 558

Other Ancient Writings  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 558



READING AND COPYING THE MINOR PROPHETS IN 
THE LATE SECOND TEMPLE PERIOD*

Studies on the literary development of the Minor Prophets tend to 
understand this development in linear terms. Though acknowledging 
the intricate connections between the emergence of individual parts of 
prophetic writings, the writings themselves, and the collection of “the 
Twelve”, most scholars assume that the twelve books of the Minor Proph-
ets, once they had come to be read together, were consistently approached 
as a collection. The reference to the Twelve in Sir 49,10 and the evi-
dence from the Dead Sea Scrolls and the ancient versions would show 
that “the Twelve” were understood as a collection already in the Second 
Temple period1. 

However, this linear development of the Twelve is contradicted by the 
earliest manuscripts of the Minor Prophets. Dating from the 2nd century 
BCE to the 1st century CE, the Dead Sea manuscripts of the Minor Prophets 
paint a varied picture2. Some of them do approach the Twelve as a collec-
tion, others do not. In my view, this variation reflects the existence of two 
different scribal approaches in the Second Temple period. The adoption by 
a scribe of either one of these approaches hinged on the intended purpose 
of the manuscript that scribe was producing. 

I. SCRIBAL APPROACHES IN THE SECOND TEMPLE PERIOD

Surveys of current debates on the textual history of the Hebrew Bible 
are readily available and will not be repeated here3. Instead I wish to 

* I am grateful to Eibert Tigchelaar for his comments on an earlier draft of this article.
1. See, e.g., J. NOGALSKI, Literary�Precursors�to�the�Book�of�the�Twelve�(BZAW, 217), 

Berlin, De Gruyter, 1993, p. 2; A. SCHART,�Die�Entstehung�des�Zwölfprophetenbuches:�
Neubearbeitungen� von� Amos� im� Rahmen� schriftenübergreifender� Redaktionsprozesse�
(BZAW, 260), Berlin, De Gruyter, 1998, p. 4; J. WÖHRLE, Die� frühen�Sammlungen�des�
Zwölfprophetenbuches:�Entstehung�und�Komposition�(BZAW, 360), Berlin, De Gruyter, 
2006, p. 1; cf. J.M. DINES, The�Minor�Prophets, in J.K. AITKEN (ed.), The�T&T�Clark�
Companion�to�the�Septuagint, London, Bloomsbury, 2015, 438-455, p. 439.

2. Cf. H. VON WEISSENBERG, The�Twelve�Minor�Prophets�at�Qumran�and�the�Canon-
ical�Process:�Amos�as�a�“Case�Study”, in N. DAVÍD – A. LANGE – K. DE TROYER – 
S. TZOREF (eds.), The�Hebrew�Bible� in�Light� of� the�Dead�Sea�Scrolls (FRLANT, 239), 
Göttingen, Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 2012, 357-376.

3. See A. LANGE, “They� Confirmed� the� Reading”� (y.Ta῾an.� 4.68a):� The� Textual�
Standardization� of� Jewish� Scriptures� in� the� Second� Temple� Period, in A. LANGE – 
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highlight the existence of two scribal approaches in the late Second 
Temple period. Amongst the first to see these approaches reflected in the 
manuscript evidence from that era was A.S. van der Woude. In his Plu-
riformiteit�en�uniformiteit, van der Woude argued that a uniform textual 
tradition, closely linked with and having a long pedigree in the Jerusa-
lem temple, existed alongside textual pluriformity outside of Jerusalem 
and the temple4. Van der Woude’s view has found widespread acceptance, 
and scholars like E. Tov5, E. Ulrich6, A. van der Kooij7, and S. White 
Crawford8 have also recognized two scribal attitudes – one geared towards 
the production of an exact copy (by our standards) of a Vorlage, the other 
taking a more “liberal” stance – in the late Second Temple era. Tov and 
van der Kooij follow van der Woude in assuming a connection between 
the conservative attitude (which they equate with the [proto-] Masoretic 
tradition) and the Jerusalem temple. White Crawford is more hesitant, 
pointing out that the conservative approach cannot neatly be identified 
with the Masoretic tradition in all instances (e.g., Jeremiah). Yet even if 
they disagree on the particulars, Tov, van der Kooij, and White Crawford 
share the view that the distinction between the conservative and the liberal 
scribal approaches in the late Second Temple period is a socio-historical 
one.

M. WEIGOLD – J. ZSENGELLÉR (eds.), From�Qumran�to�Aleppo.�A�Discussion�with�Ema-
nuel�Tov�about� the�Textual�History�of� Jewish�Scriptures� in�Honor�of�His�65th�Birthday 
(FRLANT, 230), Göttingen, Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 2009, 29-80, pp. 31-45; E. TOV, 
Textual�Criticism�of� the�Hebrew�Bible, Minneapolis, MN, Fortress, 32012, pp. 155-190; 
D.A. TEETER, Scribal�Laws:�Exegetical�Variation�in�the�Textual�Transmission�of�Bibli-
cal�Law�in�the�Late�Second�Temple�Period (FAT, 92), Tübingen, Mohr Siebeck, 2014, 
pp. 208-239.

4. A.S. VAN DER WOUDE,�Pluriformiteit�en�uniformiteit:�Overwegingen�betreffende�de�
tekstoverlevering�van�het�Oude�Testament, Kampen, Kok, 1992. The text of this valedic-
tory lecture was printed in English as Pluriformity� and�Uniformity:�Reflections� on� the�
Transmission�of�the�Text�of�the�Old�Testament, in J.N. BREMMER – F. GARCÍA MARTÍNEZ 
(eds.), Sacred�History� and�Sacred�Texts� in�Early� Judaism.�A�Symposium� in�Honour�of�
A.S.�van�der�Woude�(CBET, 5), Kampen, Kok Pharos, 1992, 151-169.

5. E. TOV, The� Text� of� the�Hebrew/Aramaic� and�Greek� Bible�Used� in� the� Ancient�
Synagogues, in ID., Hebrew�Bible,�Greek�Bible,�and�Qumran:�Collected�Essays (TSAJ, 121), 
Tübingen, Mohr Siebeck, 2008, 171-188, pp. 171-184; ID., Textual�Criticism�of�the�Hebrew�
Bible, 32012 (n. 3), pp. 174-180. 

6. E. ULRICH, The�Community�of�Israel�and�the�Composition�of�the�Scriptures, in ID., 
The�Dead�Sea�Scrolls�and�the�Origins�of�the�Bible�(SDSSRL), Grand Rapids, MI, Eerd-
mans, 1999, 3-16, p. 11. 

7. A. VAN DER KOOIJ, Preservation�and�Promulgation:�The�Dead�Sea�Scrolls�and�the�
Textual�History� of� the�Hebrew�Bible, in DAVÍD et� al. (eds.), The�Hebrew�Bible (n. 2), 
29-40.

8. S. WHITE CRAWFORD,�Understanding� the�Textual�History�of� the�Hebrew�Bible:�A�
New�Proposal, in DAVÍD et�al. (eds.), The�Hebrew�Bible (n. 2), 60-69.
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This socio-historical explanation of the difference between a con-
servative and liberal scribal approach has recently been criticized by 
D.A. Teeter. Pointing to the situation at Qumran, where both scribal 
approaches are attested within the same socio-historical context, Teeter 
dismisses socio-historical explanations of the distinction between the 
conservative and the liberal – or “interventionist” – attitude. Instead, he 
holds that both scribal approaches could exist side by side within a single 
socio-historical context and constituted a textual polysystem9. Within this 
polysystem they fulfilled different purposes: depending on the intended 
use of a manuscript scribes10 would choose�either to make an exact copy 
of their Vorlage or to adopt a more interventionist approach.

In this contribution I aim to show that manuscripts of the Minor 
Prophets from the late Second Temple period reflect the two scribal 
approaches outlined by Teeter. I further argue that the use of these two 
approaches depended on the intended use of these manuscripts as it can 
be reconstructed on the basis of their physical characteristics. 

II. THE MINOR PROPHETS IN THE JUDAEAN DESERT

Manuscripts of the Minor Prophets have been found in three differ-
rent sites in the Judaean Desert: Wadi Murabbaʽat, Naḥal Ḥever, and 
Qumran11. The character of manuscripts recovered from Qumran and 

9. TEETER, Scribal�Laws (n. 3), esp. pp. 254-264.
10. It is unclear if a single scribe mastered both approaches and could choose between 

them at will. This seems the most straightforward explanation, but it is possible that Jew-
ish groups housed different kinds of scribes, of which some produced exact copies of their 
Vorlagen, others more interventionist manuscripts.

11. For an overview of the available material see B. EGO – A. LANGE – H. LICHTEN-
BERGER – K. DE TROYER (eds.), Minor�Prophets (Biblia Qumranica, 3B), Leiden, Brill, 2005; 
for the Qumran material also E. ULRICH (ed.), The�Biblical�Qumran�Scrolls:�Transcriptions�
and�Textual�Variants�(VTS, 134), Leiden, Brill, 2010, pp. 590-626. Some unprovenanced 
manuscripts from the Minor Prophets have recently been published. I exclude them from 
this analysis, as their origins and authenticity are still being debated. Some fragments of 
Amos (DSS F.Amos1) were published by E. TOV, New�Fragments�of�Amos, in DSD�21 (2014) 
3-13. Fragments of Jonah and Micah were published by C. MCDOWELL, T. HILL, P.W. FLINT, 
and D.R. HERBISON in E. TOV – K. DAVIS – R. DUKE (eds.), Dead�Sea�Scrolls�Fragments�
in� the�Museum�Collection (PMB, 1), Leiden, Brill, 2016, pp. 168-189. A manuscript of 
Joel was published in T. ELGVIN – K. DAVIS – M. LANGLOIS, Gleanings�from�the�Caves:�
Dead�Sea�Scrolls�and�Artefacts�from�The�Schøyen�Collection, London, Bloomsbury, 2016, 
pp. 223-232. The editors of the latter fragment tentatively ascribe it to Naḥal Ḥever, but it 
appears that at least some fragments from the Schøyen collection do not stem from the Dead 
Sea area, and probably not even from the Second Temple period. See E.J.C. TIGCHELAAR, 
Gleanings�from�the�Caves?�Really?�On�the�Likelihood�of�Dead�Sea�Scrolls�Forgeries�in�the�
Schøyen�Collection. Online at: https://www.academia.edu/277 65763/Gleanings_from_the_
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the other find-sites differs markedly12. The Minor Prophets manuscripts 
from Murabbaʽat (MurXII; late 1st– early 2nd century CE13) and Naḥal 
Ḥever (8ḤevXIIgr; 1st century BCE14) reflect a conservative scribal approach. 
These manuscripts contain all twelve Minor Prophets in the order Hosea–
Joel–Amos–Obadiah–Jonah–Micah–Nahum, which is also attested in the 
later Masoretic codices. What is more, the orthography and text-type of 
the Murabbaʽat manuscript are very close to those of the Masoretic tra-
dition15. This demonstrates the conservative approach of its scribe, who 
aimed at producing a word-for-word copy of his Vorlage. The Naḥal Ḥever 
scroll – or possibly scrolls16 – is more complicated, as it contains a Greek 
version of the Minor Prophets. This Greek version belongs to the kaige 
group, which is characterized by its strict adherence to the proto-Masoretic 
text17. Thus, even if 8ḤevXIIgr constitutes a revision of a more original 
Greek version of the Twelve, the Hebrew text it chooses as the basis for 
its revision reflects a conservative scribal attitude.

The situation at Qumran is different. Some Qumran Minor Prophets 
cannot be properly assessed due to their fragmentary preservation18. The 
better-preserved exemplars, however, all seem to echo an interventionist 
rather than a conservative scribal approach. The interventionist character 
of these manuscripts is reflected both in how they present the writings of 
the Minor Prophets and how they engage with the text of these writings.

Caves_Really_On_the_likelihood_of_Dead_Sea_Scrolls _forgeries_ in_The_Sch%C3%B8yen_
Collection (last accessed 24 December, 2016).

12. Cf. F. GARCÍA MARTÍNEZ, The�Text� of� the�XII�Prophets� at�Qumran, in OTE�17 
(2004) 103-119.

13. P. BENOIT – J.T. MILIK – R. DE VAUX, Introduction, in IID., Les� grottes� de�
Murabbaʽât�(DJD, 2), Oxford, Clarendon, 1961, 67-74, pp. 70-73.

14. P.J. PARSONS, The�Scripts�and�Their�Date, in E. TOV – R.A. KRAFT – P.J. PARSONS, 
The�Greek�Minor�Prophets�Scroll�from�Naḥal�Ḥever�(8ḤevXIIgr)�(The�Seiyâl�Collection�1)�
(DJD, 8), Oxford, Clarendon, 1990, 19-26.

15. See A. LANGE, Handbuch�der�Textfunde�vom�Toten�Meer.�Band 1:�Die�Handschrif-
ten�biblischer�Bücher�von�Qumran�und�den�anderen�Fundorten, Tübingen, Mohr Siebeck, 
2009, pp. 345-346.

16. The Greek Minor Prophets fragments from Naḥal Ḥever were penned by two different 
scribes. As both hands are contemporaneous (PARSONS, The�Scripts�and�Their�Date [n. 14]) 
and show no overlap in contents, 8ḤevXIIgr appears to be a single manu script, written by 
two different scribes. Yet it remains a possibility that 8ḤevXIIgr constitutes two different 
manuscripts of the Greek Minor Prophets. See É. PUECH, Notes�en�marge�de�8KhXIIgr, in 
RevQ 60/15 (1992) 583-593; GARCÍA MARTÍNEZ, The�Text�of�the�XII�Prophets (n. 12), p. 105. 

17. See D. BARTHÉLEMY, Les� devanciers� d’Aquila:�Première� publication� intégrale�
du� texte�des� fragments�du�Dodécaprophéton� trouvés�dans� le�désert�de�Juda,�précédée�
d’une�étude�sur�les�traductions�et�recensions�grecques�de�la�Bible�réalisées�au�premier�
siècle� de� notre� ère� sous� l’influence� du� rabbinat�Palestinien� (VTS, 10), Leiden, Brill, 
1963; J.K. AITKEN, The�Origins�of�ΚΑΙ�ΓΕ, in ID. – T.V. EVANS (eds.), Biblical�Greek�
in�Context.�Essays�in�Honour�of�John�A.L.�Lee�(BiTS, 22), Leuven, Peeters, 2015, 21-40.

18. Particularly fragmentary are 4QXIIb (4Q77), 4QXIId (4Q79), 4QXIIf (4Q81), and 
5QAmos (5Q4).
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It is highly unlikely that all Qumran Minor Prophets manuscripts con-
tained the entire collection of the Twelve19. The large handwriting and 
average writing block (18–20 lines per column) of 4Q76 (150–125 BCE20) 
suggest that this scroll did not have all the twelve prophets21. The remain-
ing fragments of 4Q79 (late 1st century BCE22) contain only Hosea, and the 
manuscript may well have had only part of the Twelve – perhaps even 
just Hosea23. Third, 4Q81 (c. 50 BCE24) may have had only Jonah25. The 
editor of this manuscript recognizes traces of Mic 5,1-2 in 4Q81 5, but 
it is not certain that fragment 5 really belongs to 4Q8126. Finally, 5Q4 
(1st century CE27) may have contained only Amos28. 

19. Pace R.E. FULLER, The�Form�and�Formation�of�the�Book�of�the�Twelve:�The�Evi-
dence� from� the� Judean�Desert, in J.W. WATTS – P.R. HOUSE (eds.), Forming�Prophetic�
Literature.�Essays�on�Isaiah�and�the�Twelve�in�Honor�of�John�D.W.�Watts�(JSOT.Suppl, 235), 
Sheffield, Sheffield Academic Press, 1996, 86-101, p. 87. Cf. P. GUILLAUME, A�Reconsider-
ation�of�Manuscripts�Classified�as�Scrolls�of�the�Twelve�Minor�Prophets�(XII), in JHS�7 
(2007) article 16. Online at: http://www.jhsonline.org/Articles/article_77.pdf (last accessed 
24 December, 2016).

20. R.E. FULLER, 76.�4QXIIa, in E. ULRICH – F.M. CROSS – R.E. FULLER – J.E. SANDER-
SON – P.W. SKEHAN – E. TOV, Qumran�Cave� 4.�X:� The�Prophets (DJD, 15), Oxford, 
Clarendon, 1997, 221-232, p. 221.

21. So also P. GUILLAUME, The�Unlikely�Malachi–Jonah�Sequence�(4QXIIa), in JHS�7 
(2007) article 15, pp. 9-10. Online at: http://www.jhsonline.org/Articles/article_76.pdf 
(last accessed 24 December, 2016). For a different suggestion see G.J. BROOKE, The�
Twelve�Minor�Prophets�and�the�Dead�Sea�Scrolls, in A. LEMAIRE (ed.), Congress�Volume�
Leiden�2004�(VTS, 109), Leiden, Brill, 2006, 19-43, pp. 21-22. The present remains 
of 4Q76 contain text from Jonah and Malachi. The editio�princeps identifies Zech 14,18 
in 4Q76 1, but this is uncertain. See FULLER, 76.� 4QXIIa (n. 20); for a critique see 
GUILLAUME, The�Unlikely�Malachi–Jonah�Sequence�(4QXIIa), p. 9.

22. R.E. FULLER, 79.�4QXIId, in ULRICH et�al., The�Prophets (n. 20), 253-256, p. 253.
23. BROOKE, The�Twelve�Minor�Prophets (n. 21), pp. 23-24 suggests that “it is quite 

possible that this manuscript contained the whole of the Twelve, with Hosea at the 
start”, but GUILLAUME, A�Reconsideration (n. 19), p. 3 is correct to call this “a generous 
interpretation”. The editors of DJD 15 list 4Q79 as a manuscript containing “not com-
plete biblical books, but excerpted texts for liturgical or other purposes” (E. ULRICH – 
F.M. CROSS – R.E. FULLER – J.E. SANDERSON – P.W. SKEHAN – E. TOV, Introduction, in�
IID., The�Prophets [n. 20], 1-6, p. 1).

24. R.E. FULLER, 81.�4QXIIf, in ULRICH et�al., The�Prophets (n. 20), 267-270, p. 267.
25. Cf. BROOKE, The�Twelve�Minor�Prophets (n. 21), p. 24; GUILLAUME, A�Reconsid-

eration (n. 19), p. 3. 
26. It was initially published as a separate manuscript: R.E. FULLER, 4QMicah:�A�Small�

Fragment�of�a�Manuscript�of�the�Minor�Prophets�from�Qumran, in RevQ 62/16 (1993) 193-
202; cf. FULLER, 81.� 4QXIIf (n. 24), p. 270. For a critique of FULLER’s decision to join 
fragment 5 with 4Q81 see GARCÍA MARTÍNEZ, The�Text�of�the�XII�Prophets (n. 12), pp. 109-
110.

27. J.T. MILIK, 4.�Amos, in M. BAILLET – J.T. MILIK – R. DE VAUX – H.W. BAKER, Les�
‘petites�grottes’�de�Qumrân:�Exploration�de�la�falaise.�Les�grottes�2Q,�3Q,�5Q,�6Q,�7Q�à�
10Q:�Le�rouleau�de�cuivre�(DJD, 3), Oxford, Clarendon, 1962, 173-174.

28. In the editio� princeps,�MILIK published 5Q4 as an “Amos” manuscript without 
further comment (4.�Amos [n. 27]). See also BROOKE, The�Twelve�Minor�Prophets (n. 21), 
p. 25.
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The interventionist approach of the scribe of 4Q76 is further exempli-
fied by the order in which he presents the Minor Prophets. In this manu-
script, Malachi is followed by another writing. This might be Jonah – as 
Fuller and others have suggested29 – but it seems more likely that it was 
another work, perhaps not even one of the Twelve Prophets30. The order 
of 4Q76 is unattested elsewhere and (as we shall see) probably reflects 
the whims of the scribe of this manuscript. 

The ways in which the scribes of the Qumran Minor Prophets manu-
scripts engaged with the texts of these prophetic writings also reflect 
their interventionist attitude. The textual character of the Qumran Minor 
Prophets manuscripts has commonly been described in terms of Tov’s 
text-types, but this is not always helpful31. The main issue is that statis-
tical categorizations of the evidence do not necessarily say much about 
the approach of the scribes that produced it32. The text-form of 4Q76 and 
4Q78 (c. 75 BCE33) has been classified as “non-aligned”34, and both 

29. See FULLER, 76.� 4QXIIa (n. 20), p. 222. FULLER’s suggestion was followed by 
B.A. JONES, The� Formation� of� the� Book� of� the� Twelve:� A� Study� in� Text� and�Canon 
(SBL DS, 149), Atlanta, GA, Scholars, 1995. See also O.H. STECK, Zur�Abfolge�Maleachi–
Jona�in�4Q76�(4QXIIa), in ZAW�108 (1996) 249-253; BROOKE, The�Twelve�Minor�Prophets�
(n. 21), pp. 21-22.

30. FULLER’s reconstruction has been criticized on material grounds and several schol-
ars have argued that some other writing than Jonah must have followed Malachi in 
4Q76. See H.-J. FABRY, The�Reception�of�Nahum�and�Habakkuk�in�the�Septuagint�and�
Qumran, in S.M. PAUL – R.A. KRAFT – L.H. SCHIFFMAN – W.W. FIELDS (eds.), Emanuel.�
Studies� in�Hebrew�Bible,�Septuagint,�and�Dead�Sea�Scrolls� in�Honor�of�Emanuel�Tov 
(VTS, 94), Leiden, Brill, 2003, 241-256, pp. 245-246; GARCÍA MARTÍNEZ, The�Text�of�
the� XII� Prophets� (n. 12), pp. 106-108; GUILLAUME, The� Unlikely� Malachi–Jonah�
Sequence�(4QXIIa) (n. 21); M. PAJUNEN – H. VON WEISSENBERG, The�Book�of�Malachi,�
Manuscript�4Q76�(4QXIIa),�and�the�Formation�of�the�“Book�of�the�Twelve”,�in JBL�134 
(2015) 731-751.

31. For TOV’s theory of text-types see, e.g., E. TOV, Die�biblischen�Handschriften�aus�
der�Wüste�Juda�–�Eine�neue�Synthese, in U. DAHMEN – A. LANGE – H. LICHTENBERGER 
(eds.), Die�Textfunde�vom�Toten�Meer�und�der�Text�der�hebräischen�Bibel, Neukirchen-
Vluyn, Neukirchener, 2000, 1-35, pp. 15-24; ID., Textual�Criticism�of�the�Hebrew�Bible, 
Minneapolis, MN, Fortress, 22001, pp. 114-117. TOV himself has reformulated his theory 
in more recent years; cf. TOV, Textual�Criticism�of�the�Hebrew�Bible,�32012 (n. 3), pp. 107-
110. 

32. For an overview of the debate and the problems surrounding the application of 
text-type terminology to ancient manuscripts of the Twelve see H. VON WEISSENBERG, 
“Aligned”�or�“Non-Aligned”?�The�Textual�Status�of�the�Qumran�Cave�4�Manuscripts�
of�the�Minor�Prophets, in R. ALBERTZ – J. NOGALSKI – J. WÖHRLE (eds.), Perspectives�
on�the�Formation�of�the�Twelve:�Methodological�Foundations�–�Redactional�Processes�
–�Historical�Insights�(BZAW, 433), Berlin, De Gruyter, 2012, 381-396.

33. R.E. FULLER, 78.�4QXIIc, in ULRICH et�al., The�Prophets (n. 20), 237-251, p. 238.
34. On 4Q76 see R.E. FULLER, Minor�Prophets, in L.H. SCHIFFMAN –  J.C. VANDER-

KAM (eds.), Encyclopedia�of�the�Dead�Sea�Scrolls, New York, Oxford University Press, 
2000, 554-557, p. 555; E. TOV, The�Biblical�Texts�from�the�Judaean�Desert:�An�Overview�
and�Analysis�of�the�Published�Texts, in E.D. HERBERT – E. TOV (eds.), The�Bible�as�Book:�
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scrolls exhibit an interventionist approach35. In 4Q76, the readings כזות 
in Jon 3,2 (4Q76 22 2) and בשלמי in Jon 1,8 (4Q76 5 18) probably reflect 
the liberty the scribe felt to smoothen the text of Jonah36. The scribe of 
4Q78 also intervened freely in the text of the Minor Prophets, for instance 
by adding or omitting copula37 and definitive articles38. 

But even manuscripts usually classified as close to the Masoretic tradi-
tion can exhibit interventionist traits. Little remains of 4Q77 (c. 150-125 
BCE39), but the text that does remain is close to the Masoretic tradition40. 
Even so, the spelling דריהש for MT’s דריוש may reflect an intervention on 
the part of the scribe. More clearly interventionist is 4Q82 (35-1 BCE41). 
As A. Lange has recently shown, the scribe responsible for 4Q82 made 
grammatical, contextual, exegetical, and stylistic improvements in the 
manuscript he was producing42. The affiliations of the text-form of 4Q82 
with the Masoretic tradition leads Lange to classify the manuscript as 
“semi-Masoretic” (instead of “proto-Masoretic”)43. However, this termi-
nology is not without its problems: using the term “Masoretic” to describe 
both MurXII (“proto-Masoretic”) and 4Q82 (“semi-Masoretic”) suggests 
that these manuscripts exhibit the same (Masoretic) text-type, but in dif-
ferent ways. It appears, however, that the two manuscripts reflect different 
scribal attitudes: the scribe of MurXII sought to produce a word-for-word 
copy of his Vorlage, whilst the scribe of 4Q82 felt free to intervene in the 
text of his Vorlage when he saw fit. 

The�Hebrew�Bible� and� the� Judaean�Desert�Discoveries, London, The British Library, 
2002, 139-166, p. 156; GARCÍA MARTÍNEZ, The�Text�of�the�XII�Prophets�(n. 12), p. 106; 
BROOKE, The�Twelve�Minor�Prophets�(n. 21), p. 22; LANGE, Handbuch (n. 15), p. 336. On 
4Q78 see TOV, The�Biblical�Texts� from�the�Judaean�Desert, p. 156; GARCÍA MARTÍNEZ, 
The�Text�of�the�XII�Prophets, p. 108; LANGE, Handbuch, p. 338. FULLER, Minor�Prophets, 
p. 555 classifies the text as close to the Septuagint.

35. Cf. R.E. FULLER, Textual�Issues�for�an�Edition�of�the�Minor�Prophets, in A. PIQUER 
OTERO – P. TORIJANO MORALES (eds.), The�Text� of� the�Hebrew�Bible� and� Its�Editions:�
Studies�in�Celebration�of�the�Fifth�Centennial�of�the�Complutensian�Polyglot�(STHB, 1), 
Leiden, Brill, 2016, 413-427, p. 419.

36. The addition of כזות may be a grammatical improvement by the scribe; the reading 
.is probably a harmonization with Jon 1,7 בשׁלמי

37. Cf. Hos 14,6 (4Q78 9 7); Joel 1,14 (4Q78 10-12 5); Amos 2,13 (4Q78 21-23 2).
38. Cf. Joel 1,18.19 (4Q78 10-12 8,9); 4,17 (4Q78 18-20 10).
39. R.E. FULLER, 77.�4QXIIb, in ULRICH et�al., The�Prophets (n. 20), 233-236, p. 233.
40. So FULLER, Minor�Prophets (n. 34), p. 555; GARCÍA MARTÍNEZ, The�Text� of� the�

XII�Prophets (n. 12), p. 108; BROOKE, The�Twelve�Minor�Prophets�(n. 21), p. 22; FULLER,�
Textual�Issues (n. 35), p. 413.

41. R.E. FULLER, 82.� 4QXIIg, in ULRICH et� al., The� Prophets (n. 20), 271-318, 
p. 272.

42. 4QXIIg�(4Q82)�as�an�Editorial�Text, in Textus�26 (2016) 1-33.
43. Handbuch (n. 15), pp. 340-341; 4QXIIg� (4Q82)� as� an�Editorial� Text (n. 42), 

p. 4. 
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It follows from this survey that Minor Prophets manuscripts from the 
late Second Temple period can be divided into two groups: manuscripts 
from Qumran tend to reflect an interventionist scribal attitude, whereas 
those from other find-sites are more conservative in character. 

III. THE PURPOSE OF MANUSCRIPTS

The difference between the text-forms of Qumran and non-Qumran 
manuscripts of the Minor Prophets has often been explained in dia-
chronic or socio-historical terms. The diachronic explanation holds that 
the central position of the proto-Masoretic text in non-Qumran manu-
scripts reflects the standardization of this text-form by the time these 
manuscripts were produced44. But this explanation is problematic: con-
temporary with 8ḤevXIIgr are manuscripts such as 4Q79, 4Q80 (75-
50 BCE45), and 4Q82, which reflect an interventionist scribal approach. 
The socio-historical explanation, which attributes the textual character of 
MurXII and 8ḤevXIIgr to circles connected with the Jerusalem temple, 
is not entirely convincing, either: other Qumran manuscripts – and per-
haps even some of the Qumran Minor Prophets scrolls – reflect a scribal 
approach similar to that of MurXII and 8ḤevXIIgr.

It seems more fruitful, therefore, to attribute the difference between 
the Qumran and non-Qumran Minor Prophets manuscripts to the pur-
poses of these manuscripts and the contexts in which they were kept. The 
Murabbaʽat and Naḥal Ḥever manuscripts were part of personal manu-
script collections that belonged to refugees at the time of the Bar Kokhba 
revolt46. Their preservation in a personal collection suggests that part 
of the appeal of these scrolls lay in their layout and ability to impress as 
artefacts or collector’s items47. The execution of MurXII confirms this 

44. See e.g., A. LANGE, “Nobody�Dared�to�Add�to�Them,�to�Take�from�Them,�Or�to�
Make�Changes”�(Josephus,�Ag. Ap. 1.42):�The�Textual�Standardization�of�Jewish�Scrip-
tures�in�Light�of�the�Dead�Sea�Scrolls, in A. HILHORST – É. PUECH – E.J.C. TIGCHELAAR 
(eds.), Flores�Florentino.�Dead�Sea�Scrolls�and�Other�Early�Jewish�Studies�in�Honour�of�
Florentino�García�Martínez (JSJ.Suppl, 122), Leiden, Brill, 2007, 105-126, pp. 110-118; 
ID., “They�Confirmed�the�Reading” (n. 3), pp. 51-52.

45. R.E. FULLER, 80.�4QXIIe, in ULRICH et�al., The�Prophets (n. 20), 257-265, pp. 257-
258.

46. See M. POPOVIĆ, Qumran�as�Scroll�Storehouse�in�Times�of�Crisis?�A�Comparative�
Perspective�on�Judaean�Desert�Manuscript�Collections, in JSJ�43 (2012) 551-594, pp. 559-
562, 565-570.

47. On the appeal of books as artefacts and signs of culture see, e.g., Lucian, Adv.�
Indoct. and cf. W.A. JOHNSON, Toward�a�Sociology�of�Reading�in�Classical�Antiquity, in 
AJP�121 (2000) 593-627, esp. pp. 612-615.
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suggestion. The manuscript has a large writing block, large upper and 
bottom margins, a well-executed hand48, and an almost complete absence 
of corrections49. This combination of features led Tov to classify it as a 
“deluxe copy”50. For Tov, the deluxe layout of MurXII reflects its origins 
and echoes the status of the proto-Masoretic text in the Jerusalem temple51. 
But as Teeter has shown, the connection between the Temple and the 
deluxe format is problematic, and it is more fruitful to explain the deluxe 
format as reflecting the intended use of a manuscript52. In that case, the 
exquisite format of MurXII suggests that this manuscript served as a col-
lector’s item, part of whose value lay in its execution and beauty53. This 
does not imply that the manuscript was always kept on a shelf, though: it 
may have been consulted or displayed when its owner considered that 
suitable.

The conservative approach of its scribe probably ties in with the intended 
purpose of MurXII. All Scripture manuscripts from non-Qumran find-sites 

48. K. DAVIS speaks of “an elegant, Herodian hand” (High-Quality�Scrolls� from�the�
Post-Herodian�Period, in ELGVIN – DAVIS – LANGLOIS, Gleanings�from�the�Caves [n. 11], 
129-138, p. 135).

49. For interlinear additions in MurXII see the table at P. BENOIT – J.T. MILIK – R. DE 
VAUX, 88.�Rouleau�des�douze�prophètes, in IID., Les�grottes�de�Murabbaʽât (n. 13), 181-
205, pp. 183-184.

50. See E. TOV, Scribal�Practices�and�Approaches�Reflected�in�the�Texts�Found�in�the�
Judean�Desert� (STDJ, 54), Atlanta, GA, Society of Biblical Literature, 2009, pp. 125-
129.

51. Ibid., pp. 127-128 (sub γ).
52. TEETER, Scribal� Laws (n. 3), pp. 234-236, where he points out that the deluxe 

format is also used for copies of the Temple�Scroll�(11Q19). 
53. The case of 8ḤevXIIgr is less clear-cut. The manuscript exhibits some features of 

well-executed, deluxe manuscripts, but some features that may contradict this assessment. 
First, the handwriting of scribe A “aspires to be a book-hand” and scribe B is even more 
successful in this aspiration (PARSONS, The�Scripts�and�Their�Date [n. 14], p. 21). This 
may be a sign of the scribes’ attempt at neat execution. Second, TOV classifies 8ḤevXIIgr 
among his manuscripts with a very large writing block (Scribal�Practices [n. 50], p. 89) 
and this classification is confirmed by Johnson’s analysis of the Oxyrhynchus papyri; see 
W.A. JOHNSON, Bookrolls� and�Scribes� in�Oxyrhynchus, Toronto, University of Toronto 
Press, 2004, pp. 119-125. It is not clear what this says, however. For Tov, a large writing 
block can be one of the characteristics of a deluxe edition (Scribal�Practices, p. 126), but 
Johnson observes that “the typical ‘deluxe’ manuscript will often show … characteristics 
no different from those of an everyday production, excepting the fine execution of the 
script. Yet when deluxe bookrolls differentiate themselves from ordinary productions in 
ways other than the script, the following will be most likely: … A short height for the 
column, particularly if the text is verse written to a wide column or a prose text written to 
a narrow column …” (Bookrolls�and�Scribes, p. 156). Third, column width in 8ḤevXIIgr 
ranges from 7.9-11.5 cm. For Tov this counts as an average column width, but it falls on 
the wide side of Johnson’s scale (Bookrolls�and�Scribes, pp. 101-108). As Johnson shows, 
this column width would more readily correspond with a less than a more carefully exe-
cuted manuscript, especially in the 1st century BCE.
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have a proto-Masoretic text-form54, and many of these manuscripts are 
classified by Tov as deluxe editions55. This suggests that the primary pur-
pose of these manuscripts, like that of MurXII, was collection and display. 
For reasons that are not entirely clear, the conservative scribal approach 
appears to have been particularly at home in context of personal manu-
script collections, and scribes producing manuscripts to be collected and 
displayed would often strive to make as faithful as possible a copy of their 
Vorlage56.

The Qumran collection presents a different case. Including manuscripts 
from a range of different origins57, the collection as a whole has recently 
been taken as a “scholarly, school-like collection of predominantly literary 
texts”58. Generalizations are hazardous, but it seems justified to assume 
that most of the Qumran scrolls were used for the reading and study of 
Scripture by members of the movement that collected them59. This assump-
tion works especially well for Cave 4, whence most Qumran manu-
scripts of the Twelve stem60. Thus, many of the Qumran manuscripts of 
the Twelve were probably intended for reading and study purposes, and 
the interventionist approach of their scribes reflects this use.

54. TOV, Die�biblischen�Handschriften (n. 31), pp. 3-4; LANGE, “They�Confirmed�the�
Reading” (n. 3), pp. 51-52.

55. TOV, Scribal�Practices (n. 50), pp. 125-129.
56. The argument as presented here assumes that these manuscripts were copied in 

order to be included in a personal manuscript collection. We cannot be certain of this, 
however. Perhaps manuscript collectors were drawn to conservative scrolls, which had 
originally been produced for another purpose.

57. See M.O. WISE, Thunder�in�Gemini:�And�Other�Essays�on�the�History,�Language�
and�Literature�of�Second�Temple�Palestine�(JSP.Suppl, 15), Sheffield, Sheffield Academic 
Press, 1994, pp. 119-146; P.S. ALEXANDER, Literacy�among�Jews�in�Second�Temple�Pales-
tine:�Reflections�on�the�Evidence�from�Qumran, in M.F.J. BAASTEN – W.T. VAN PEURSEN 
(eds.), Hamlet�on�a�Hill.�Semitic�and�Greek�Studies�Presented�to�Professor�T.�Muraoka�on�
the�Occasion�of�His�Sixty-Fifth�Birthday�(Orientalia Lovaniensia Analecta, 118), Leuven, 
Peeters, 2003, 3-24.

58. POPOVIĆ, Qumran�as�Scroll�Storehouse�in�Times�of�Crisis? (n. 46), p. 554. Cf. ID., 
The�Ancient�“Library”�of�Qumran�between�Urban�and�Rural�Culture, in S. WHITE CRAW-
FORD – C. WASSEN (eds.), The�Dead�Sea�Scrolls�at�Qumran�and�the�Concept�of�a�Library 
(STDJ, 116), Leiden, Brill, 2016, 155-167.

59. See P.S. ALEXANDER, The�Bible�in�Qumran�and�Early�Judaism, in A.D.H. MAYES 
(ed.), Text�in�Context:�Essays�by�Members�of�the�Society�for�Old�Testament�Study, Oxford, 
Oxford University Press, 2000, 35-62; ID., Literacy (n. 57). On the movement that col-
lected the scrolls as a “studying community” see also S.D. FRAADE, Interpretive�Authority�
in�the�Studying�Community�at�Qumran, in ID., Legal�Fictions:�Studies�of�Law�and�Narra-
tive� in� the�Discursive�Worlds�of�Ancient�Jewish�Sectarians�and�Sages (JSJ.Suppl, 147), 
Leiden, Brill, 2011, 37-67.

60. On the scholarly character of this cave see C. HEMPEL, “Haskalah”�at�Qumran:�
The�Eclectic�Character�of�Qumran�Cave�4, in EAD., The�Qumran�Rule�Texts�in�Context�
(TSAJ, 154), Tübingen, Mohr Siebeck, 2013, 303-337. Cf. BROOKE, The�Twelve�Minor�
Prophets�(n. 21), p. 20.
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That being said, it should be acknowledged that the Qumran manu-
scripts of the Twelve exhibit ample variety amongst one another. Due to 
their semi-cursive handwriting61 and (in the case of 4Q76) somewhat care-
less execution62, manuscripts like 4Q76 and 4Q79 can be assumed to con-
stitute personal scholar’s copies63. In that case, the unexpected position of 
Malachi in 4Q76 may reflect the whims of its scribe rather than anything 
else64. Other manuscripts, such as 4Q78, 4Q80, and 4Q81 show no traces 
of careless execution or a semi-cursive hand65, but exhibit interlinear cor-
rections and additions. These corrections and additions, whether they orig-
inate with the same scribe as that of the main text or with a different one, 
point to the scholarly context in which these manuscripts were produced66. 
Finally, 4Q82 is a well-executed manuscript: it has an average layout, 
presumably a large writing block, and it contains vertical and horizontal 
ruling. As we have seen, however, the text it contains reflects the scholarly 
interests and interventionist approach of its scribe: rather than copying its 
Vorlage faithfully, this scribe improved its style and grammar as he copied 
it. Notwithstanding their variety, therefore, the Qumran manuscripts of the 
Minor Prophets all reflect the scholarly and interpretative interests of the 
scribes that produced them.

61. Fuller calls the hand of 4Q76 “a semicursive hand dating from the early Hasmo-
naean Period” (76.�4QXIIa�[n. 20], p. 221). Cf. F.M. CROSS, The�Development�of�the�Jewish�
Scripts, in G.E. WRIGHT (ed.), The�Bible�and�the�Ancient�Near�East:�Essays�in�Honor�of�
William�Foxwell�Albright, Garden City, NY, Anchor Books, 1961, 133-202, pp. 182-188 
(cf. p. 149, figure 4, line 1). Fuller characterizes the hand of 4Q79 as “a vulgar semicursive 
that shows archaic features … and unique forms” (79.�4QXIId [n. 22], p. 253).

62. Several lines of 4Q76 preserve writing very close to the stitching between sheets. 
See esp. 4Q76 2 2.6.12.13.18.

63. On personal copies in the Qumran scrolls see WISE, Thunder� in�Gemini (n. 57), 
pp. 119-146; ALEXANDER, Literacy (n. 57). Both Wise and Alexander take the use of a cur-
sive writing style as an indication of the personal character of a manuscript. I have pointed 
to the presence of personal copies amongst the Pesharim (esp. 4Q163), see P.B. HARTOG, 
Pesher�and�Hypomnema:�A�Comparison�of�Two�Commentary�Traditions�from�the�Hellenis-
tic-Roman�Period�(STDJ, 121), Leiden, Brill, 2017.

64. Similarly STECK, Zur�Abfolge�Maleachi–Jona (n. 29); B.M. ZAPFF, The�Perspective�
on�the�Nations�in�the�Book�of�Micah�as�a�“Systematization”�of�the�Nations’�Role�in�Joel,�
Jonah�and�Nahum?�Reflections�on�a�Context-Oriented�Exegesis�in�the�Book�of�the�Twelve, 
in P.L. REDDITT – A. SCHART (eds.), Thematic�Threads�in�the�Book�of�the�Twelve�(BZAW, 
325), Berlin, De Gruyter, 2003, 292-312, p. 295. 

65. But cf. LANGE, Handbuch (n. 15), p. 337, who labels the hand of 4Q78 as a Has-
monaean semicursive. Fuller remarks that the hand of 4Q78 “stands closest to the semi-
formal tradition” (78.�4QXIIc [n. 33], p. 238). 

66. On corrections and additions as indications of scholarly engagements with texts 
and the living traditions in which these texts partake see P.B. HARTOG, Interlinear�Addi-
tions�and�Literary�Development�in�4Q163/Pesher�Isaiah�C,�4Q169/Pesher�Nahum,�and�
4Q171/Pesher�Psalms�A, in RevQ�28/108 (2016) 267-277; ID., Pesher�and�Hypomnema 
(n. 63).
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This connection between an interventionist scribal approach and the 
use of Scripture for study and exegesis is confirmed by the Qumran 
Pesharim. Like the Qumran Minor Prophets manuscripts, these com-
mentaries are selective in their choice of base texts: some Minor Proph-
ets are interpreted in a Pesher, others are not67. This selective approach 
accounts for the absence of parts of these prophetic writings from the 
Pesharim. The absence of Habakkuk 3 from Pesher Habakkuk, for 
instance, does not point to an early stage in the literary development of 
the book of Habakkuk, but reflects the interventionist approach and 
exegetical aims of the scribe/exegete68. This interventionist approach is 
further reflected in how the Pesher commentators dealt with their scrip-
tural base texts69. This issue has been discussed in terms of a distinc-
tion between “textual” and “exegetical variants”70, but it appears that 
exegesis and textual transmission are intricately intertwined in the 
Pesharim (as they are in ‘biblical’ manuscripts) and cannot be understood 
as distinct phenomena71. Thus, the interventionist approach towards the 
text of the Minor Prophets by the Pesher scribes/exegetes is closely 
connected with the exegetical use of the Minor Prophets in the Qumran 
commentaries.

67. See G.J. BROOKE, Thematic�Commentaries�on�Prophetic�Scriptures, in M. HENZE 
(ed.), Biblical�Interpretation�at�Qumran�(SDSSRL), Grand Rapids, MI, Eerdmans, 2005, 
134-157; HARTOG, Pesher�and�Hypomnema�(n. 63).

68. Pace�FABRY, The�Reception� of�Nahum�and�Habakkuk (n. 30), pp. 255-256; cf. 
W.H. BROWNLEE, The� Text� of� Habakkuk� in� the� Ancient� Commentary� from� Qumran 
(SBL MS, 11), Philadelphia, PA, Society of Biblical Literature, 1959, pp. 91-95. 

69. On textual variation in the Pesharim see most extensively T.H. LIM, Holy�Scripture�
in�the�Qumran�Commentaries�and�Pauline�Letters, Oxford, Clarendon, 1997.

70. See, e.g., G.J. BROOKE, The�Biblical�Texts�in�the�Qumran�Commentaries:�Scribal�
Errors�or�Exegetical�Variants?, in C.A. EVANS – W.F. STINESPRING (eds.), Early�Jewish�
and�Christian�Exegesis.� Studies� in�Memory� of�William�Hugh�Brownlee, Atlanta, GA, 
Scholars, 1987, 85-100; T.H. LIM, Eschatological�Orientation� and� the� Alteration� of�
Scripture�in�the�Habakkuk�Pesher, in JNES 49 (1990) 185-194; ID., Biblical�Quotations�
in�the�Pesharim�and�the�Text�of�the�Bible:�Methodological�Considerations, in HERBERT – 
TOV (eds.), The�Bible�as�Book (n. 34), 71-79; M.J. BERNSTEIN, 4Q252� i�2:� רוחי ידור   לא 
לעולם ��Biblical�Text:באדם  or�Biblical� Interpretation?, in ID., Reading�and�Re-Reading�
Scripture�at�Qumran:�Volume�1�(STDJ, 107/1), Leiden, Brill, 2013, 92-125.

71. On this general point see, e.g., G.J. BROOKE, New� Perspectives� on� the� Bible�
and� Its� Interpretation� in� the�Dead�Sea�Scrolls, in D. DIMANT – R.G. KRATZ (eds.), The�
Dynamics� of� Language� and� Exegesis� at�Qumran (FAT, 35), Tübingen, Mohr Siebeck, 
2009, 19-37. On its implications for how the Pesher commentators dealt with their 
base texts see P.B. HARTOG, Pesher�as�Commentary, in G.J. BROOKE – A. SCHOFIELD – 
S.I. THOMAS – E.J.C. TIGCHELAAR (eds.), Proceedings�of�the�Eighth�Meeting�of�the�Inter-
national�Organization�of�Qumran�Studies:�Munich,� 4–7�August,� 2013� (STDJ), Leiden, 
Brill, forthcoming; ID., Pesher�and�Hypomnema�(n. 63).
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IV. CONCLUSION

Ben Sira’s reference to the Twelve demonstrates that the Minor 
Prophets were known as a collection in the late Second Temple period. 
However, they were not consistently approached as such. Manuscript 
evidence from this period shows that a reading of all twelve Minor 
Prophets together was no default practice. Instead, scribes could choose 
whether or not to read the Twelve together, depending on the intended 
purpose of the manuscript they were producing. Hence, to explain the 
literary development and textual transmission of the Twelve it is essen-
tial to study the various aims the Minor Prophets could fulfil in different 
contexts.

Protestantse Theologische Universiteit  Pieter B. HARTOG
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