The Text of the Book of Odes

in the Codex Vatican Reginensis Graecus 1
(= Rahlfs 55). The Song of Hannah

(1Sam 2,1-10) as a case study

The Odes are a collection of 14 hymns, including 12 from either the
Old or the New Testament. One is the Prayer of Manasseh and one the
hymn Gloria, used today in some Christian liturgies. The Odes were
used in worship by Christians, and therefore were included in the Sep-
tuagint canon after the Book of Psalms.

The book appears in manuscripts only starting in the 5% centu-
ry. They are absent in codices Vaticanus and Sinaiticus. In the appa-
ratus of the Gottingen Septuaginta, Rahlfs considers only Alexan-
drinus (A, 5% cent.), the codices of Verona (R, 6™ cent.),! Zurich (T,
7% cent.; it does not contain Odes 1 and 2), and Washington (Rahlfs
1219 or “Freer” 5% cent.), and minuscules 55 (Vatican Regin. Graec.
1, 10th cent.)? and 2036 (Wien, Litt. Theol. 4, 6! cent.). It is also miss-
ing in Origen’s Hexapla and the Vulgate contains only the Prayer of
Manasseh in the Appendix to 3™ and 4th Ezra, although collections of
Odes circulated in some Latin Bible manuscripts.

The presence and order of the Odes in the manuscripts are not al-
ways the same. According to Schneider, there are fourteen-Ode col-
lections and nine-Odes collections.? Rahlfs follows an order similar to
that present in the manuscript 55 in both the Stuttgart* and the Gor-
tingen Septuaginta editions.?

I However, the codex R is a Psalter: it does not contain the reference-texts.

2 The name reginensis derives from the fact that the manuscript belonged to Kristi-
na, Queen of Swefen (1626-1689).

3 H. ScHNEIDER, «Die biblischen Oden seit dem sechsten Jahrhundert», in Bib
30(1949), 239-272.

* A. RanLFs — R. HANHART (edd.), Septuaginta. 1d est Vetus Testamentum graece
inxta LXX interpretes. Editio altera, Stuttgart 2006.

> A.Ranrrs (ed.), Psalmi cum Odis. Septuaginta: Vetus Testamentum graecum Auc-
toritate Academiae Litterarum Gottingensis editum X.1, Gottingen 31979; the Book of
Odes is also present in the edition edited by Swete: H.B. SWETE, The Old Testament in
Greek According to the Septuagint. Vol. I11: 1 Chronicles-Tobit, Cambridge 1907.
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The most studied Ode is the Prayer of Manasseh. However, besides
this prayer, the book of Odes has received little scholarly attention.
The more detailed studies, to my knowledge, include those of James
Mearns® and Heinrich Schneider,” who both focused on the liturgical
use of the Odes by Christians. More recently, C. Dogniez, M. Case-
vitz, and M. Harl published articles on this book,® and Jeremiah Coo-
gan edited the entry for the THB project.’

Other scholars make only passing references to this Book.!® The
NETS translates only the Prayer of Manasseh, whereas the Septuagin-
ta Deuntsch translates the entire book on the basis of Rahlf’s edition.
They have not been published in the Bible d’Alexandrie Series.

It is significant that these texts of the Odes are not simply copies
of the biblical texts. Rather, they present many interesting variants of

¢ J. MEARNS, The Canticles of the Christian Church, Eastern and Western, in early
and medieval times, Cambridge 1914.

7 H. SCHNEIDER, «Die biblischen Oden im christlichen Altertum», in Bib 30(1949),
28-65.

8 C. DoGNIEZ, «Pour une poiésis de la compilation: Les Odes du Psautier grec», in
G. BONNEY — R. VICENT, Sophia — Paideia. Sapienza e Educazione (Sir 1,27). Miscellanea
di studi offerti in onore del prof. Don Mario Cimosa, Roma 2012, 165-180; EAD., «Les
Odes ajoutées au Psautier dans la Septante comme actes de langage», in M.K.H. PETERs
(ed.), XIV Congress of the IOSCS, Helsinki, 2010, Atlanta, GA 2013, 645-662; M.
CAaSEVITZ, «Sur les comparaison dans les Odes de la Septante», in M. LouseT — D. Pra-
LON (edd.), EUKARPA. Etudes sur la Bible et ses exégétes réunies par Mireille Loubet
et Didier Pralon en hommage a Gilles Dorival, Paris 2011, 67-72; M. HARrL, «Le statut
incertain du Chant de la vigne (Isaie 5,1-7) chez Origene et dans les listes anciennes de
cantiques bibliques», in LOUBET — PRALON (edd.), EUKARPA, 97-106 ; M. HarL, Voix
de lonange. Les cantiques bibliques dans la liturgie chrétienne, Paris 2014 ; J. Knust — T.
WASSERMAN, «The Bizlical Odes and the Text of the Christian Bible: A Reconsideration
of the Impact of Liturgical Singing on the Transmission of the Gospel of Luke», in JBL
133(2014), 341-365; J. MILLER, “Let us Sing to the Lord”: The Biblical Odes in the Co-
dex Alexandrinus, PhD Diss., Milwaukee, W1 2006.

? J. CooGaN, «Biblical Odes», in M. HENZE — F. FEDER (edd.), Textual History oft
he Bible, Vol. 2C, Leiden 2019, 533-566.

10 W. Kraus, «Die Septuaginta als Briickenschlag zwischen Altem und Neuen Tes-
tament? Dtn 32 (Odae 2) als Fallbeispiel», in H.-J. FaBry — D. BOHLER (edd.), Im Brenn-
punkt: Die Septuaginta. Band 3, Stuttgart 2007, 266-290; A. PIETERSMA, «The present
state of the critical text of the Greek Psalter», in A. AEjMELAEUS — U. QUAST (edclla.), Der
Septuaginta-Psalter und seine Tochteriibersetzungen: Symposium in Géttingen 1997,
Gottingen 2000, 12-32; M.N. vaN DER MEER, «Review of W. Kraus and M. Karrer
(eds.). Septuaginta Deutsch: Das griechische Alte Testament in deutscher Ubersetzung»,
in BIOSCS 42(2009), 111-117, 114; the NETS translates only the Prayer of Manasseb,
whereas the Septuaginta Deutsch translates the entire book; an introduction with trans-
lation into Italian is in P. SaccHi (ed.), La Bibbia dei LXX. Vol. I1I Libri poetici, a cura
di C. Martone, Brescia 2013, 403-453.
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their source texts that can shed light on the textual history of the man-

uscripts containing the Odes.

This article aims to make some preliminary text critical observa-
tions. I will consider only the textual variants from Ode 3 (the Song
of Hannah) vis-a-vis its biblical reference-text (1Sam 2,1-10) in or-
der to show the differences between the Ode textual tradition and the
one from which it is taken, focusing on the manuscript Rahlfs 55, also

called «Leo Bible».!!

Ode 3 according to Gottingen Septuaginta
(Psalmi cum Odis, edidit A. Rahlfs,
Gottingen 1967)

1 Sam according to Rahlfs editio minor

mpoaevy Awag unTpds e pouni

! éorepewdy % xapdia wov &v xupiw
Wby xépag pov év Bed pov
EmAaTOvOy e’ éxBpods pou TO oTéua Hou
NOdpdvhny év cwtnpia gou

2 871 00x EoTv dytog g xVpLog

xal oUx €Ty Olxatog we 6 Bedg Nudvy
obx €T aytog ANV aol

3w xavydiobe xai W) Aadeite OYnia
unde e€erbdrw peyalopnuooivy éx ol
oTépaTog Hudv

81 Bedg yvwoewy xlptog

xal Beds étopalwy Emndedpata adtod
* T6&ov duvatdv Hobévnoey

xal dobevolivtes mepieloavto dhvauty
5> mAnpels dptwy AAaTTwlnoay

xal ol TEWRVTES Tapiixav yijv

81 orelpa Erexev émTa

xal 1 ToANY) év Téxvols Rabévnoey

6 xbptog Bavatol xal {woyovel

xatdyel el &dou xal dvdyet

7 wbplog mrwyilet xal mhoutilel
Tamewol xal avuol

8 qvioTd amd yijs mévnTa

xal amd xomplag Eyeipel TTwYOV

Tob xabioar adtov pera Suvaotdyv Aaol
xal Bpdvov 38Ens xataxdnpovopdv aldTols

1 éorepewdy % xapdia wov &v xupiw
Wby xépag pov év Bed pov
EmAaTOVOy emt éxBpods TO aTéMA pov
ebdpaviyy év cwtnpla oov

2 871 00x EoTv dytog g xUpLog

xal oUx €T Olxatog we 6 Bedg Nudv
oUx €T aytog ANV aol

3 W) xavydiobe xal W) Aadeite Oynia
w) €éeldTw peyadoppyuoctvy éx ol
oTépaTog Hudv

81 Bedg yvwoewy xlptog

xal Beds étondlwy Emndedpata adtod
* Té&ov duvatdv Hobévnoey

xal dobevolivtes mepielwoavto dhvauty
5 mAnpels dptwy AAaTTwlnoay

xal ol MEW@VTES Tapiixay yijv

81 orelpa Erexev émTa

xal 1) ToANY) év Téxvols Rabévnoey

6 xbptog Bavatol xal {woyovel

xatdyel el &dou xal dvdyet

7 wbpog mrwyiler xal mhoutilel
Tamewol xal avuol

8 qvioTd amd yijs mévnTa

xal amd xomplag Eyeipel mTwYOV
xabioar petd SuvaoTdy Aady

xal Bpdvov 38&ns xataxdnpovopdv adTois

(segue)

1 For an analysis of this manuscript: P. CANART (ed.), La Bible du Patrice Léon: Co-
dex Reginensis Graecus 1. Commentaire codicologique, paléo-graphique, philologique et
artistigue (Studi e Testi 463), Vatican City 2011.
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Ode 3 according to Gottingen Septuaginta
(Psalmi cum Odis, edidit A. Rahlfs,
Gottingen 1967)

1 Sam according to Rahlfs editio minor

9 01000g by TG edyouEvw
xal eDAGynoey £ty dixalou
81 0dx v loyUt duvatds avip
10 % dpiog aobevij momaer TOV qvTidicoy adTol
xUplog &ytog

. g . N P
w) xavxdobw 6 codds v T codia adTod
xal wn xavyasluw 6 duvatds év T§ duvdpet
adTol

vy , . , v ,
xal wn xavydoduw 6 mAolotog v TG mAOUTw
adTol
GAN 7} &v ToUTw xavydobw 6 xauywuevos
TUVIEWY xal YWWoxew TOV xUplov
xal molely xpipa xal Oixalogdvny &v uéow T
s

; - _— \ \ap g
xUptog GvEPn eig odpavols xal éBpévtnaey
altos xptvel dxpa yijs dixatog v
xal 0i8way ioybv Tols Paoihedo Hudv
xal Wwoet xépag yplotol adtol

9 01000g by TG edyouEvw
xal eDAGynoey £ty dixalou
81 odx &v loy 0t duvatdg avip
10 %bpiog qobevij moaer avtidiov adTol
xUplog dytog
wy xavydobw 6 dpdvipog év T dpovioet avTol
xal wn xavyasluw 6 duvatds év T§ duvdpel
avtol

- ; . / — .
xal wi) xavydobw 6 TAovotog év TG TAOUTW
avTol
GAN 7} &v ToUTw xavyxaobw 6 xauywuevos
GUVIEWY xal YIWWoXEW TOV xUplov
xal motelv xplua xal Sixatoabvyy év uéow T
s

; T R
x0ptog avePy elg ovpavols xal eBpovTyaoey
adTog xpwvel dxpa Y

Vs AT N
xal 0i8way ioybv Tols Paoiledow Hudv
xat Wwoel xépag yplotol adtol

The text of the Song of Hannah has been object of many studies,!?
in particular for the differences between MT, LXX and the Qumran
fragment 4QSam?, but these discussions cannot be part of this paper.
Here I will focus only on the differences in the textual tradition of the
Book of Odes.!* The critical text of the Gottingen edition mostly fol-

12 See e.g.: D.N. FREEDMAN, «Psalm 113 and the Song of Hannah», in E7 14(1978),
56%-69%; T.J. LEwis, «The Songs of Hannah and Deborah: HDL-II (“Growing
plump”)», in JBL 104(1985),105-108; T.J. LEwis, «The textual history of the Song of
Hannah: 1 Samuel II 1-10», in VT 44(1994), 19-46; S.D. WALTERS, «Hannah and Anna:
The Greek and Hebrew Texts of 1 Samuel 1», in JBL 107(1988), 385-412; A.L. WARREN,
«A Trisagion Inserted in the 4QSam?* Version of the Song of Hannah, 1Sam 2,1-10»,
in JJS 45(1994), 278-285; D. BARTHELEMY (ed.), Critique textuelle de I’Ancienne Testa-
ment. Vol. 1: Josué, Juges, Ruth, Samuel, Rois, Chroniques, Esdras, Néhémie, Ester, Fri-
bourg- Gottingen 1982, 139-145; P.K. MCCARTER JR, [ Samuel (AncB 8), Garden City,
NY 1984, 65-76; E. Tov, «Different Editions of the Song of Hannah and of Its Narra-
tive Framework», in M. CoGaN — B.L. EicHLER — J.H. TiGAY (edd.), Tehillah le-Moshe:
Biblical and Judaic Studies in honor of Moshe Greenberg, Winona Lake, IN 1997, 149-
170 (= The Greek and Hebrew Bible: Collected Essays on the Septuagint, Leiden 1999,
433-455),

13 KNuUST — WASSERMAN, «The Biblical Odes and the Text of the Christian Bible»,
350: «Differences between the A text’s Ode 3 (1 Kgdms 2:1-10 = 1 Sam 2:1-10 MT)
and this song in its biblical context are equally suggestive. Adopting the perspective
of H.J.M. Milne and T.C. Skeat, Miller observes that a single scribe (scribe 2) copied
all of the song-related material in the manuscript, including the Hypothesis of Psalms,
the Periochae of Psalms, the Canons of Psalms, and the Book of Odes. By contrast, a
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lows the text of the Codices Alexandrinus and Veronensis, but the
apparatus quotes manuscript 55 many times. In the verse 3 we find a
slight difference between the Gottingen Rahlfs 1967 edition and Han-
hart’s 2006 edition:

Rahlfs 1967: xal ed éropdlmy émrydedpata adtod (participle masculine) as in
1Sam
Hanhart 2006: xai 6eds éroiuddov émmydedpata adtol (participle neuter).

The neuter, according to 2006 edition, recurs only here in the whole
Bible. The masculine recurs other four times (plus one in the Psalms
of Solomon) and translates one time the Hebrew verb tkn nifal (here,
in the Song of Hannah), and three times the verb kwn hifil in Psa 64,7
and Jer 28,15; polel in Habakkuk 2,12.14

According to Rahlfs edition, the two biggest differences between
the Ode 3 and its reference-text 1Sam 2,1-10 are in verse 10:

Ode 3,10 1Sam 2,10

) ; s s o . . ; . g A , s
w) xavydobw & godds év Tfj codie adrol w) xavydabw & $pévipos &v Tf dpovioet adTtold
xal wn xavyaoluw 6 duvatds &v Tf duvdpuet xal wi xavyasluw 6 duvatds &v Tf duvdpuel
avtol avTol
xal W) xavyaobw 6 mAolatog év TG TAoUTW xal W) xavyaobw 6 mAolatog év TG TAoUTW
adTol adTol

L - 5 s " s s - N
abtds xpivel dxpa yiic Sixatog dv adtds xpivel dxpa yfic

a) Let us start with the second variant (dixatog @v: «He will judge
the ends of the earth because he is right»). It seems to be clearly a
gloss, and it is present in several manuscripts, including Alexandri-
nus and 55. Curiously, according to the Cambridge critical edition
(Brooke — McLean — Thackeray) in 1 Sam this gloss is present also in
the manuscript 55, but is absent in the Alexandrinus.

different scribe (scribe 1) copied all of the biblical books from which the Odes were
drawn, with the exception of 1 Kgdms 2:1-10, Hannah’s Song. Ode 3 therefore offers
the unique example of a song transcribed by a single scribe both in the Odes and in its
biblical context, yet even here there are important differences between the Ode and the
biblical book. Miller lists fourteen points of variation in this song, characterizing all but
one as “suggestive” of different sources for the Odes and their biblical counterparts.
Thus, even when the same scribe copied both the Ode and the biblical book, the texts
diverge, and in significant ways».
4" See Septuaginta Dentsch, 904: translates but does not comments.
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b) The first variant is more intricate. According to Rahlfs’ appara-
tus, the manuscrlpt tradition of the Ode seems to be unanimous on the
readlng (6 oodds év i oodie adtoll), maybe because of influence from
Jeremiah 9,22-23.1 In 1Sam the variant of the Ode (6 go¢ds év Tfj codia)
is attested in the Lucianic tradition (minuscule manuscripts b o ¢, ¢2),
in the minuscules d (Rahlfs 44) and p (Rahlfs 106),'¢ in the Verus Lati-
na, and in the Syro-Hexapla of Jacob of Edessa.

Now let us investigate the variants of the manuscript 55 between

Ode 3 and its reference-text in 1Sam.!”

Ode

1 Sam

Tpoaevyy) Avwng unTpds Sanovni

! éoTepewby % xapdia wov &v xupiw

Wby xépag pou év Bed pov

EmAaTOVO aTépa pov ém’ éxBpols pou

z-:t’)q>pdv67)v év ow’mpiw oov

2 811 olx EoTIv dytog wg 0 xUptog

xal o0x 0Tty dixatog wg 6 Bedg Nudv

xal oUx E0TW dylog ANV aol

>y Gobe xal W) Aadeite OYnAd et
w) xavydobe xal ui NG glg

UTEPOY Y

unoe e€elbetw ueyaopnuoavy éx tol

oTORATOS V&Y

81 Bedg yvwoewy xOptog

el Beds Etopnalwy Emndelpata adtod

*+ ékov duvatdv Nobévnoey

xal ot dobevodvres meprelwaavto Shvawy

> mAMpets dpTwy HAaTTwdyoay

xal ol mewdvTes mapiixay yiy

81 aelpa Etexey émTa

xal ¥ ToAAY) &v Téxvolg Nobévnoey

6 %Uptog Bavatol xai {woyovel

xatdyel eig Gou xal qvdyel

1 éoTepewbn % xapdia pov &v xupiw
Wwbn xépag pov &v Bed nou

émhatovly em’ exBpols wov To oToua Hou
0bpavlny év cwTypla cou

2 8Tt o0x EoTiv dylog ws 0 xVpLog

xal oUx EoTiv Sixatog 6g 6 Bedg Ny

xet oUx E0TW dylog ANV aol

3 un xavydofe xal wi) Aadeite OYnAd g
UTEPOY Y

unoe egeMatw peyatopnuoatvy éx tod
aTOUATOS NUEY

81 Beds yvwoewy xOpiog

al Beds éropalwy Emndedpata adtod
* éEov duvatdy Hobévnoey

xal ot @oBevodvres mepielwoavto dVvay
5> mAnpels dptwy AAaTTwONTaY

xal ol TeW@VTeS Tapijxay yijy

8m1 aelpa Etexey émTa

xal ) ToAAY év Téxvols Nobévnaey

6 %0ptog Bavatol xal {woyovel

xatdyel eig Gou xal dvdyel

(segue)

15 Jer 9,22: tdde Aéyet xlplog wy xavxdobw 6 codds &v tfj codia abrol xal i xauxdcrew
6 loyupds év Tff oyt adtol xal wn xavyasluw 6 mAovalog év T@ TAoUTw adTol. 23 AAN 1") év
ToUTw xavyaohw 6 xavywuevos uviely xal ywwoxety 8Tt éyw eipt x0ptog moldy EAeos xal xpiua
xal dteatogvny émt THg yiic 6Tt év ToUTolg T BEANE wou Aéyel xDplog.

16 Rahlfs 44, Zittau, XV century. Rahlfs 106. Ferrara, XIV century. Both belong to
the byzantine «d» family.

17 Underlined letters: variants from Rahlfs’ text of the Odes. Highlighted letters:
variants between Ode n. 3 and its reference-text (1Sam).



A. Ravasco, The Text of the Book of Odes in the Codex Vatican Reginensis Graecus 1 205

Ode 1 Sam
7 wprog Trwyiler xal mhoutilel 7 wprog Trwyiler xal mhoutilel
Tamewol xal dvuol Tamewol xal dvuol
§ qvioTd amd yiig mévnTa § dvioTd amd yiig mévnTa
xal amd xomplag Eyeipel TTwYOV xal amd xomplag Eyeipel TTwYOV
Tob xabioar adtdv pera Suvaotdy Aaol Tot xabioar adTdv petd SuvaoTdy Aaod
xal Bpdvou 96&ns xaTaxlypovoudv adtwy xal Bpdvou 96&ns xaTaxlypovoudv adTtols
9 01800 edyIv TH edYoUEVw 9 01800 edyIv T& edYOUEVw
xal eUAGyoey € dixaiov xal eUAGyoey € Oixaiov
871 oUx gviaylet duvatdg avip 8Tt oUx gy 1oy 0L duvaTdg avip
€V T7) LOYUL QUTOU €V T7) LOYUL QUTOU
10 o7 T o e 10 o7 P U -
xUptog aobevij mowjoel ToV qtidixov adTod xUptog aobevij mowjoy Tov avtidixov adTol
xUpLog dytog xUpLog Aytog
. f ; S s e ; f — - ; -
wn xavyxdobw 6 codds év Tf codia adTol wn xavxdaobew 6 dpbvipos v i dpovnaet adTol
xal Wi xavyaclw 6 duvatds év T duvduet xal Wi xavyasluw 6 duvatds év T duvduel
adTol adTol
- ; . . s vy ; ; . s a8
xal ) xavyaobw 6 mAolatog év TG TAoUTW xal W) xavyaobw 6 mAolatog &v TG TAoUTw
adTol adTol
GAN” 7 év ToUTe xauxdobuw 6 xauxwuevos GAN 7 év ToUTw xauxdobuw 6 xauyxwuevos
EV TW TUVIELY Xal YIVWIXEW TOV XUpLov EV-TW TUVIEW Xal YWWOXEW TOV xVpLov
xal Tolely xpina xai dixatooivny &v péow Tig xal Tolely xpina xai dixalootvny év péow Tig
¥ns ¥ns
; T SR S ; N SRR
xUplog avePn eig odpavols xal éBpovrioey xUplog avePn eig obpavols xal éBpovtioey
adTog xpivel dxpa yiic dixatog v adTog xpivel dxpa yiic dixatog v
xal dwaet loxby Tois Baciheboy Ruidv xal dwaet loxby Tois Bacileboy Ruidv
xal Owoel xépag xptotol adTol xal OPwoer xépag xptotod adTol

At a first glance, one notes many variants between this manuscript
and the critical text of Rahlfs insofar the text of the Ode is concerned
(these are marked by underlined words or letters). At same time, one
can note the differences between the Ode and its reference-text within
the same manuscript 55 (highlighted words).

This phenomenon of the differences of the Ode with the refer-
ence-text recurs in several manuscripts, and we obviously wonder why
this happens. I think that there are at least two answers.

1) We can find the answer in the manuscript tradition of the Book
of Odes. In this case, the scribe did not copy the Ode from the ref-
erence-text, but from another manuscript containing the Ode. In this
case, the answer is interesting for the first manuscript containing the
Odes, i.e. the Alexandrinus. Did the scribe of the Alexandrinus know
another source for the Odes? Was the Alexandrinus the first manu-
script of the Odes? Did a collection of Odes exist before the Alex-
andrinus? Furthermore, in this case a text critical study of the Odes
might be possible, as a reconstruction of the manuscript tradition is
possible, as Rahlfs did. As J. Coogan writes, we know that biblical



206 RivB LXIX (2021)

songs circulated independently before collections of odes were cre-
ated, thus the existence of biblical Odes was probably antecedent to
their first appearance in the Alexandrinus. J. Knust and T. Wasserman
write that «As Miller'® has decisively shown, Alexandrinus’s collection
of Odes was almost certainly copied from a distinct exemplar, and thus
an Odes collection must have been circulating some time before the
great maiuscle was copied».!?

2) Another answer could derive from the liturgical use of the Odes.
The scribe could know, theoretically, the Odes by heart because of the
worship. In this case, we wonder if a text critical reconstruction is pos-
sible, as, theoretically, every copyist might write the Odes according
to his own liturgical use of the Odes.

I try to follow the first solution as a working hypothesis.?® Consid-
ering the Book of Odes in the same ways as the other biblical books,
despite the fact that the differences between the Odes and their refer-
ence-texts exist, opens the door to a number of different suggestions.

Thus, I analyze the variants that in Ode 3 - in the manuscript 55
with respect to the reference text — are present in 1Sam in other man-
uscripts. I suggest which traditions converged in the text of the Odes
in the manuscript 55, in order to recognize a possible textual type tra-
dition in the text. In other words, I think that a text critical study of
the Odes is possible if we take in to considerations not only the text

18 MILLER, “Let us Sing to the Lord”.

19 KNusT — WasserRMAN, «The Biblical Odes and the Text of the Christian Bible»,
349.

20 KNUST — WasSERMAN, «The Biblical Odes and the Text of the Christian Bible»,
364, concludes: «Textual variations that can be ascribed to “liturgical influence” are
commonly treated as late, secondary accretions to what were once more pristine liter-
ary texts. When it comes to the biblical Odes, however, the issues of late versus earl
and variable versus stable may need to be revised. As oral performances, the Odes neeg
ed to be sung at the right times and places, in the right way, with the right rhythm, in
the right language and with the right lyrics, a conclusion that is confirmed by the early
documentary witnesses surveyed here. While it may have been possible to place these
songs in a variety of diverse collections and to label them in any number of ways, litur-
gical singing helped to stabilize the song text even as paratextual features remained vari-
able. Indeed, the commitment to a stable text, if not to a particular arrangement of texts,
extended even beyond Greek-speaking contexts. Over time, these songs became so well
known, so integral to Christian worship, that singers continued to sing them in Greek,
even when Greek was no longer fully understood. Thus, with the exception of Co-
dex Alexandrinus, the Ziirich Psalter, and the Leo Bible, all the earliest witnesses to the
Greek text of the Odes were copied by scribes with limited Greek understanding who
nevertheless preserved well-estaglished and earlier forms of the Greek text».
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of the Ode, but also the reference-text because it witnesses the textual
growth of the same text.

sﬂlawvey) oTopa wov ém éxBpols wou: A, lucianic, a n x

év O'w'rnplw oov: b’ (lucianic),c fmp-twxza,

xal odx éoTiv: lucianic, d e f —x z a,

unde égebetw: M, rell (55 correction); ¢éeMbatw: B A N (55 prima
manmn)

éx ol oTépatos Vudyv: most attested; nuév: N ¢ g 55 p e; (lucianic)

ot dabevolvres: b’ (lucianic), rell

tod xabioar: N, rell; xabioa: BM giy a; b,

adTwy: 55 correction, a,

odx évioxve: BAD fimwxz

moujoet: in the majuscule codices the difference is not evident, as the
subscribed iota was written as final capital iota. In any case, moinom is
attested only in the minuscles a h. But the subscribed iota is not pres-
ent in the ms 55.

6 codds &v T codia adTol: lucianic, d p

evTw owien:a—fm-pswxzce

This review shows the fluidity of the text of the Ode and the com-
plexity of a possible reconstruction of the manuscript tradition of the
Ode n. 3 in the manuscript 55. I point out these data:

1) In this Ode, different traditions flow. The comparison between
manuscripts, shows that there is no a textual family belonging to Ode
n. 3 in ms 55. We can note three variants in common with the whole
Lucianic tradition. We find variants in common with the Hexapla-
ric tradition (manuscript minuscule ¢ [376] for example), as well as
with Byzantine or Catena texts. This means that we cannot consid-
er the Ode n. 3 in ms 55 as part of a precise textual family, but we can
this text testifies to different textual traditions, and different traditions
flow in this text.

2) Sometimes the Ode attests the most common variants and this
means that, broadly speaking, the Ode n. 3 in ms 55 does not testifies
a precise textual family as well. The quality of the variants and of mis-
takes in particular, can difficulty taken into consideration for the tex-
tual history of the reference-text. In other words, the fluidity of the
text of the Ode and the quality of the variants does not help in my
opinion the reconstruction of 1Sam 2,1-10.

3) Consequently, we cannot establish with certainty which textu-
al type the ms 55 belongs to. However, a more detailed study of the
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Odes could identify better these traditions in order to attempt a criti-

cal edition of the book of Odes.

In my opinion, this means that a text critical study of the Odes is
possible, despite the witnesses of a great range of types flowing in the
manuscript tradition of this biblical book.

One can wonder if the critical study of the twelve biblical Odes
can be done regardless of the text-critical study of the reference-texts.
In my opinion, the textual history of the Odes can be studied as oth-
er biblical books, but the comparison with reference-texts might help
to understand the textual traditions of the manuscript transmission of
the Odes.

However, the oldest text of the Odes does not necessarily coin-
cide with the reference-texts, because we can recognize a different tra-
dition between the books from which the reference-texts derive, and
the Odes.

At same time, Ode 3 cannot be taken into consideration for recon-
structing the textual history of its reference texts. Maybe one can use
Odes traditions as evidence for a recension of the reference-texts. This
means they are not straightforward witnesses, but they still have some-
thing to offer if carefully analyzed.

The Ode in principle demonstrate an editorial revision (or a gradual
process of liturgical modification?) of the reference text, and different
text types in the manuscripts, which can shed light on the reception,
but not on the textual history, of its reference texts.
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Sommario

Il Libro delle Odi & una raccolta di 14 inni usati nella liturgia cristiana che
appare nei manoscritti a partire dal V sec. Le Odi non sono semplici copie del
testo da cui sono tratte, ma presentano varianti interessanti rispetto a essi; tutta-
via non sono state studiate con particolare attenzione. Questo articolo prende in
considerazione le varianti dell’Ode 3 (il «Cantico di Anna») rispetto al testo da
cui & tratta (1Sam 2,1-10) all’interno dello stesso manoscritto, il codice Rahlfs 55.

Summary

The Odes are a collection of 14 hymns used today in some Christian liturgies
that appears in manuscripts only starting in the 5% century. This biblical book
has received little scholarly attention. The texts of the Odes are not simply cop-
ies of the biblical texts. Rather, they present many interesting variants of their
source texts. This article deals with the textual variants from Ode 3 (the «Song
of Hannah») wis-a-vis its biblical reference-text (1Sam 2,1-10) in order to show
the differences between the Ode textual tradition and the one from which it is
taken, focusing on the manuscript Rahlfs 55.



