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The received text of Exodus 6:20b reads: MW NX»1 0°wHW1 ¥aw 0Iny »n 1wy “The
years of Amram’s life were 137 years.” The Greek tradition is not uniform. Ambrosi-
anus, Coislinianus and most of the minuscule evidence, like the Masoretic Text, have
137 years.' The testimony of Demetrius, however, gives 136 years.” Alexandrinus and
five minuscules also give 136 years, as does the Samaritan text. Vaticanus, which is
followed by both Swete and Rahlfs, plus three minuscules read 132 years. To this
conflicting evidence, the testimony of the recently discovered 4Q “Amram should be
added.’ What is especially noteworthy of 4Q ‘“Amram is its seemingly polemical tone,
for not only does this text assign a date to the length of Amram’s life, but appears to
insist that its date is the correct one.
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2 ... and that he commanded them on the day of [his de]ath, in the
3 one hundred thirty-sixth year, which was the year of his death, [in] the one hundred and
4 fifty-second year of the ex[i]le of [I]srael to Egypt.*

Kobelski’s rendition, following that of Milik,’ lacks precision, since it probably
obscures the author’s intent. P. Grelot recognizes the redundant nature of the expres-
sion and converts it into a clarifying note: “c’est-a-dire I’année de sa mort.”® Yet Grelot
does not specify whether the emphasis is to be laid upon the fact of death or the time of
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death. K. Beyer has separated the phrase typographically with dashes: “—das ist das
Jahr seines Todes—,”” thus giving the impression that he has understood this clause as a
type of parenthetical note. The recent Fitzmyer-Harrington rendition departs from the
tradition of translation that appears in the aforementioned examples by understanding
the pleonastic clause to emphasize the synchronism between the death of Amram and
Egyptian exilic dating.’ This is a possible interpretation, but it seems unlikely given the
nature of the clause. These translations (save Fitzmyer-Harrington) fail to take note of
the emphatic X7 in line 3, leaving the impression that the repetition of “the year of his
death” was merely a redundancy. A better paraphrase of his apparent intent is as
follows: “on the day of his death, in the one hundred and thirty-sixth year; that was the
year of his death.” The X*77 seems polemical, evidently criticizing other reading(s) that
gave a divergent date for Amram’s death. This is re-emphasized by the synchronism of
the 152nd year of the exile.

In order to facilitate a clear discussion of the problem, we have juxtaposed a
portion of the Aramaic Testament of Levi which contains an analogous chronological
indication:
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What emerges from this comparison of phraseology is instructive. The underscored note
in the Levi passage is a true synchronism: two previously independent events are
temporally correlated. The one hundred and eighteenth year of Levi’s life is also the year
of Joseph’s expiration. In the Amram fragment, however, no new fact is learned.
Instead, what was previously uttered is simply repeated without the addition of any
further data. The repetition of the word 1N gives rise to a suspicion that the actual
point at issue is the year of Amram’s death. Had the intention of the author only been to
establish a synchronism between the death of Amram and the one hundred and fifty-
second year of the Egyptian exile (Fitzmyer), he would not have inserted this pointed
note.

The era of the entry into Egypt could be interpreted in one of two ways; either as an
added synchronism or, as seems more likely, an attempt to strengthen the author’s
datum. In either case, 4Q “Amram’s reckonings appear to be part of a tradition that
attempted to fix a detailed chronology of the Exodus.'® We have the evidence of
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Demetrius and the Testament of Levi attesting to the existence of similar chronographic
interests."' To this we may add Jubilees which, though not detailed on this point, does
give the date of Amram’s return following his sojourn in Canaan."

What is striking, then, about 4Q “Amram is not so much its notice of Amram’s
lifetime as is its apparent polemic against other conflicting chronologies and its use of
the synchronism of the era of the entry into Egypt as part of its polemic. Moreover,
since the remaining fragments of 4Q “Amram deal with matters other than chronology,
we may assume that the detailed entry about Amram’s length of life draws on other
chronographic works which not only gave their own dates, but also challenged
conflicting opinions. Since the Samaritan version, Demetrius, and Alexandrinus contain
the same number as 4Q “Amram, we must assume that these witnesses go back to a
particular chronographic school, whereas the Masoretic Text and many Septuagint
witnesses, on the one hand, and Codex Vaticanus and some LXX witnesses, on the
other, reflect the opinion of divergent chronologies of the Exodus. We know that
Qumranic writings in general seem to cohere with works such as Jubilees and the
Testaments of the Twelve Patriarchs. It is also possible that the biblical texts preserved
at Qumran represent an independent scribal tradition from those of the Masoretic,
Septuagint and Samaritan schools."”’ Up to this point, however, there was no indication
that the various scribal and/or chronographic schools paid attention to divergent
chronological systems. 4Q “Amram does seem to indicate that the scribes criticized rival
views: “that was the year of his death.”

The question remains whether the polemic of 4Q “Amram is directed against one or
both rival readings. A survey of the total evidence suggests that there probably existed
in antiquity only two readings, 137 years as attested in the Masoretic tradition and many
Septuagint witnesses; and 136 years, in the Samaritan, Codex Alexandrinus, Demetrius,
and some other LXX testimony. Though found in Vaticanus, the reading of 132 years
seems to reflect a subsequent introduction.'" The difference of a year may seem
unimportant to us, but was evidently of considerable significance for the chronographers
of Qumran.

The existence of scribal schools with an interest in chronography evident in the
writings of Demetrius, rabbinic compositions such as Seder Olam, the Testaments of the
Twelve Patriarchs and now in 4Q “Amram, would seem to raise questions about
conclusions reached by Larsson in a recent essay."” His article deals with the chronology
of the Masoretic Text and the LXX as a whole concluding “that the Pentateuch was
translated at the end of the third or the beginning of the second century B.C.E.” The
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evidence assembled so far in the case of Amram indicates that there existed chrono-
graphic schools other than those represented in the Septuagint. Moreover, the chro-
nology presented in Demetrius, who flourished during the reign of Ptolemy IV Philopa-
tor (222-205 B.C.E.), is generally anchored in the Septuagint, which indicates the
existence of a Greek translation before 220 B.C.E. Certainly 4Q “Amram attests to the
existence of a deep interest in determining the “true” chronology of the patriarchs. It
follows that about 200 B.C.E. the chronology of the patriarchs remained a debatable
issue.'® 4Q “Amram would seem to be the oldest attested inter-recensional dispute.
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