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Abstract 
This study examines and reconstructs the textual history of 2 Kings 17 both in light of 

the preserved textual evidence and in light of the literary-critical method. The analysis 

of textual differences between Septuagint (LXX), the Old Latin (OL), and the 

Masoretic text (MT) and the reconstruction of the oldest text attainable forms the 

backdrop to the more hypothetical aspects of text-historical study. 

The text-critical study of the Greek and Latin witnesses shows that the Old 

Greek (OG) version of 2 Kings 17 was translated from a Hebrew Vorlage often even 

radically differing from the MT. In most cases it can be shown that the MT in fact 

exhibits signs of later editing. Many of the cases have both historiographical and 

redaction critical repercussions. Literary critically, LXX can help us reconstruct 

multiple text-historical layers otherwise out of our reach. Many of the proto-Masoretic 

changes can likely be dated to the Hellenistic period or even later.  

The literary critical study of the chapter proves in many ways more complex 

than the comparison of many of the text-critical variants. It can be concluded without 

a doubt that the text has grown through the centuries even in passages where there is 

no text-critical evidence of this growth. However, the methodological limitations of 

literary criticism become clear when discerning such a complex chapter as 2 Kings 

17: in many cases the textual evolution may have happened in multiple different ways. 

Furthermore, differing conclusions on certain text-critical cases can have far-reaching 

consequences on the literary-critical analysis. 

Thus, as supposed by the literary critics for well over a century, the textual data 

shows beyond doubt that there has happened vast editing and rewriting of 2 Kings 17 

even at a very late date. Text-critical considerations are therefore not only useful, but 

likely invaluable to all scholarly work on 2 Kings 17, and Books of Kings as a whole. 
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1. Introduction 

1.1 The outline and aims of this study 
This study will examine in detail the textual history of 2 Kings 17 both in light of the 

preserved textual evidence (“documented evidence”) and in light of the literary-

critical method (“undocumented evidence”). After the Introduction, in section 2, I will 

analyze the often widely differing textual witnesses in verses 1–23, and aim to find 

and reconstruct the oldest text attainable. In this section the text-critical comparison 

of different Septuagint witnesses (and especially the Old Latin witness Palimpsestus 

Vindobonensis) with each other and with the text of the MT will take up the largest 

part of the discussion.1 After this, in section 3, I will delve deeper into the 

undocumented textual history of verses 7–23 (“the editorial prehistory” of these 

verses) from the viewpoint of both the MT and OG edition. A synthesis of the insights 

of the two editions will be given. In section 4, the textual history of verses 24–41 will 

be examined. While the different textual witnesses will also be analyzed here, the 

argumentation will be mainly literary critical since major textual differences between 

the main witnesses greatly decrease in the second half of the chapter. Despite this there 

are nevertheless certain readings in the Septuagint that need to be heeded in the text-

historical study of these verses. At the end of the study a discussion on the Conclusions 

and their Methodological Repercussions will be provided, together with three 

Appendices. 

The research question of this study may be posed as follows: “How has 2 Kings 

17 been edited through its long transmission process, both in the light of the 

documented (textual) evidence, and the literary-redactional models, and can some 

textual stratum be posited through this study of different text forms as the earliest 

textual layer on top of which the later textual growth (via continuous Fortschreibung) 

took place?” The study of the text will thus be in general conducted through two 

interrelated phases, i.e., text critical and literary critical, as further explicated under 

the next heading, “Methodological considerations.” 

                                                 
1 For the Greek text materials, I am greatly indebted to the kindness of professors Julio Trebolle and 
Pablo Torijano of the Universidad Complutense de Madrid for giving me access to their preliminary 
apparatus of the forthcoming Göttingen Septuagint edition of Kings. I want to thank them for this most 
heartily. 
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This study of the textual history of 2 Kgs 17 is important because no such 

systematical study that takes into account all the documented evidence has yet been 

conducted on the chapter. Moreover, especially in “historical” books such as Kings, 

the text-historical study has the potential to also enlighten the scholarship concerning 

the historiographical issues of the text. Most different theories concerning the 

destruction and exile of the Northern Kingdom are based on this chapter (especially 

verses 1–6 and 24–30). However, these theories are usually based only on the 

Masoretic form of the text, and therefore it is necessary to assess whether there are 

any text-critically important readings in these verses. It is argued that through the study 

of the textual material we are able to find more clues concerning the historical situation 

– and that, on the other hand, we have to abandon some former clues that become too 

doubtful through this inquiry. 

1.2 Methodological considerations 

1.2.1 In the search for “documented evidence” 
Chapter 2 Kings 17 contains significant literary-/redaction-critical (Literarkritik) 

problems that have seen numerous proposed solutions in modern research. 

Nevertheless, most of this research does not make use of textual criticism and the 

evidence of other textual witnesses. Even some, if not most, of the most influential 

literary-critical and redaction-critical theories concerning the textual evolution of 

Kings have been proposed solely on the basis of the Masoretic text (MT). There are, 

however, serious questions to be raised about this approach when investigating these 

often highly problematic texts and their witnesses. 

The biggest reason to doubt such an approach is the re-emergence2 of the 

appreciation of the so-called “documented evidence” of the evolution of different 

textual witnesses in the recent research. In the wake of the Dead Sea Scrolls findings, 

                                                 
2 The appreciation of documented evidence is a “re-emergence” in the sense that at the end of the 19th 
century and in the early 20th century it was still more or less customary to take into account at least the 
Greek and Syriac variants of the texts, and sometimes even the available Latin variants. The best-known 
proponent of this method was Julius Wellhausen. This can also be seen in the fact that after such eminent 
commentaries as those of Immanuel Benzinger (1899), Charles Fox Burney (1903), and Bernhard Stade 
(1904), to name just a few, there have not been (to my knowledge) any modern text-critical 
commentaries written on the books of Kings (apart from Martin Mulder’s partial work on 1 Kgs 1–11). 
Some modern commentaries, such as the ones by Mordechai Cogan, Simon DeVries, or Marvin 
Sweeney, to name only a few, make minimal use of the textual evidence provided by the Septuagint. 
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it has become evident that documented3 evidence has to be taken into account on an 

even larger scale: all textual evidence now has to be assessed on its own terms, without 

any presumptions about the priority of certain text forms or manuscripts. The text of 

the MT is, using the words of Eugene Ulrich, simply “a chance collection from a wide 

pool of circulating texts,”4 and cannot thus be taken as the sole basis of the research. 

The plurality and multiplicity of texts, even as late as during the first century CE, have 

to be accepted and truly appreciated in the contemporary research. Thus, there is a 

high demand for text-critical assessment of the evidence – all of it.5  

The methodological problems – or possibilities – do not end here, however. The 

need for a new evaluation of the textual evidence also has its impact on the redaction-

critical theories of Kings. If it can be shown, for example, that, at least in some 

passages, the MT seems to reflect a textual stage posterior to that of the Septuagint 

(LXX), this would in turn necessitate a reassessment of the usually completely MT-

based redactional theories concerning such passages as well.6 Or, if the passage in 

                                                 
3 The term “empirical evidence” is used by some as practically synonymously with “documented 
evidence” and was popularized by the now classic volume Tigay (ed.), Empirical Models. The term 
“documented” will be used in this study since it strictly refers to the evidence we have in our possession, 
i.e., differing readings between manuscripts, against the somewhat broader idea of empiricism in 
Tigay’s usage. 
4 Ulrich, “Text of Hebrew Scriptures,” 98. Ulrich (92) stresses even more radically: “... there is a need 
for a revised mentality and for a paradigmatic revision in our categories and criteria. ... The common 
default mentality of biblical scholars (or, our faulty mentality) is that the Masoretic Text is the standard 
text and canon of the Hebrew bible, and that the texts (or books) which are not identical to the Masoretic 
Text are sectarian, or vulgar, or nonbiblical. But the problem is not the scrolls, but rather (a) the 
presuppositions of scholars and students, and (b) the theories regarding the history of the biblical text.” 
See similarly also Brooke, Reading the Dead Sea Scrolls, 13–15.  In other words, there is a grave need 
for a new theoretical and methodological understanding of not only the material we are working with, 
but the basics of the field of biblical studies as a whole.  
5 Lemmelijn, “Text-Critically Studying,” 152, emphasizes: “… the MT should not be considered the 
text without a prior critical study of the other textual material at our disposal. The MT is merely a text.” 
Indeed, this is an ever more important caution, as the scholarship is starting to also doubt the usefulness 
of the other commonplace categories such as the “rewritten Bible” in Qumran studies; see Bernstein, 
“‘Rewritten Bible’,” 169–96. 
6 This sort of methodology is also called for by Jan Joosten, “Hebrew Bible/Old Testament,” 5. His 
criticism about the textual evidence not being taken sufficiently into account when discussing the 
redaction history of the Hebrew Bible is correct, but at the same time not completely justified: most of 
the scholars working on either field (or even both) are not yet even aware of all the textual material in 
our possession (such as the Old Latin). In the case of Kings this is largely due to the fact that there is 
still no critical edition available of either the Greek or the Hebrew text. There is also another reason for 
caution: as practically all the redaction-critical models have been constructed on the basis of the MT, it 
is only natural that they would not seem to work as well with the text of the LXX, which may end up 
in circular reasoning. Similarly Brooke, “What is Editing?” 27: “In the light of the scrolls from the 
Qumran caves it has become increasingly clear that it is no longer appropriate to distinguish sharply 
between the practices of text criticism and those other approaches that might be deemed as forms of so-
called higher criticism to reveal the literary character of texts. Textual variants are not to be described 
solely in terms of scribal errors, but more often reflect editorial intervention in the transmission of 
texts.” See also the discussion of Mäkipelto, Uncovering, 4–15. 
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question is integral to the foundations of these theories, a reassessment of the whole 

redactional picture of Kings might be in order.7 The establishment of the most ancient 

text is thereby not only a purely theoretical matter of textual preferentiality, but it also 

has much more far-reaching consequences. 

Indeed, with the re-emergence of the appreciation of text-critical evidence it has 

also become clear that the classic redactional model that assumes overarching 

redactional strata that encompass entire books may no longer be sustainable as such;8 

from a methodological standpoint, all the evidence in our possession seems to speak 

against such vast and overarching, unified redactional strata in whole books – and even 

more so in series of books – as has traditionally been proposed.9 The evidenced 

changes, even when larger in scale, are much more local, usually concerning only 

certain passages, chapters, or characters.10 At least concerning the evidence in our 

                                                 
7 Some passages and formulaic notices often determined as “Deuteronomistic” may be especially in 
need of reassessment. In the words of Philippe Hugo, “Text History as Research Tool,” 16: “… text 
history enters into dialogue with redaction criticism on two levels. Firstly, the establishment of the most 
ancient textual form immediately leads us to reexamine certain conclusions of the redactional analysis. 
The primitive or later character of certain terms, formulas or verses …, as well as the attributions of 
certain rhetorical or theological expressions to some Deuteronomistic or post-Deuteronomistic 
redactors, is sometimes contradicted by the textual witness ... Then, on the level of the comparison of 
literary forms, text history is methodologically close to redaction criticism.” The whole Elisha narrative, 
for instance, seems to have been quite extensively revised for the MT edition, and the picture emerging 
from the older OG tradition changes the narrative quite remarkably; see in more depth Tekoniemi, 
“Enhancing the Depiction.” 
8 See similarly Stipp, “Semi-Empirical Example,” 312–13: “Finally, the crucial question may be asked: 
What do the findings in Jeremiah say about the power of our methodological tools designed for 
recovering the history of growth of our biblical books? Would our applicable criteria allow us to predict 
the common ancestor of the Masoretic and Alexandrian Jeremiah if the latter was not at our disposal? 
The answer is a resounding no. ... The relevant cases are those where textual and literary criticism 
clearly intersect ....” 
9 The occurrence and stratification of “(deutero-)nomistic” phraseology in particular has proved 
extremely problematic, as it is clear from the textual evidence that it was imitated long after the “actual” 
Deuteronomistic redactions would have taken place; for a few examples, see Ulrich, 
“Deuteronomistically Inspired,” 489–506; and Appendix B for some cases in Kings. The Cross and 
Smend “schools” of redactional criticism are, however, useful as basic guidelines to the overall 
evolution of the underlying Deuteronomistic thought; it is quite clear that the original edition(s) of 
Kings must have been more or less Davidic and pro-monarchy, and that later on in the nomistic and/or 
priestly current these ideals had become obsolete. While these two or three currents are, at least at some 
points, still quite easy to distinguish from one another, detailed stratification of different nomistic texts 
(to DtrN1, DtrN2, etc.) becomes an unsurmountable task since what is called “nomistic” editing usually 
falls under the label of Fortschreibung: small corrections made by dozens of editorial hands. In such 
cases it is often easy to see what has been added, but not by whom – unless one has documented evidence 
at their disposal. See similarly Person & Rezetko, “Introduction,” 18: “… the empirical models of the 
current volume, when taken together, caution against the kind of excessive conclusions often reached 
by source and redaction critics in the absence of such empirical controls and rather advocate for a much 
more modest expectation of the historical critical methods.” 
10 The Masoretic edition of 1 Sam 16–18 might be the best-known example of a verifiable redaction: 
the additions are clearly linked to each other, but mainly limited to only these chapters; see Seppänen, 
Hebrew Text of Samuel, 117–53. Similar revisional layers can also be found elsewhere in Samuel–
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possession, “revision” (or a steady cumulation of individual scribal revisions on top 

of each other)11 would be a more apt term to use than “redaction” – arguably this 

applies even to the massive differences introduced to the one-seventh longer proto-

MT edition of Jeremiah.12 

This is, of course, not to say that the classic idea of overarching redactions is 

wrong per se. Vast reforming and rewriting of the text may have (and likely even must 

have) still taken place, especially during the so-called “paradigm shifts” when the text 

had to be substantially changed due to contemporary events, such as the exile to 

Babylon.13 If a text was comprehensively revised, it is questionable to what extent it 

is possible to reconstruct the earlier redaction history since this kind of radical and 

possibly clearly stratified reforming of the text (and possibly also the cult at the same 

time) would have superseded much, if not most, of the earlier cultic and theological 

ideals of the preceding text, which would have been seen as no longer appropriate.14 

Indeed, the textual evidence now in our possession is simply evidence of this/these 

very last revision(s), where the very few remains of the earlier conceptions were often 

even omitted from the text.15 As Müller and Pakkala emphasize, “the possible 

existence of undetectable editorial changes is certainly an aspect that has been 

                                                 
Kings. For such a revision in Elisha stories, see Tekoniemi, “Enhancing the Picture”; for the broader 
proto-Masoretic revision of Kings, see Schenker, Älteste Textgeschichte; for the proto-MT editing of 2 
Sam 7, see Kauhanen, “Yahweh’s Promise to David”; for the Masoretic editing of 1 Kgs 17–18, see 
Hugo, Deux Visages. 
11 One must take into account that the role of the scribes most likely differed during different periods – 
they were not always simply pedantic copyists of the texts like the Masoretes. In fact, in earlier times 
every scribe would have been a fully competent reviser of his/her own, with both the skills and the 
freedom to make at least minor corrections and changes to the texts; see similarly, for instance, Brooke, 
“What is Editing?,” 32: “There now seems to be less emphasis on scribes as mechanical copyists, 
possibly an anachronistic view from a later post-canonical time ...  In the light of the evidence from the 
Qumran caves I consider that the normal behaviour of Jewish scribes at the time was to consider 
themselves as active participants in the transmission of texts.” 
12 Thusly Stipp, “Semi-Empirical Example,” 316: “... the growth of the book of Jeremiah did not come 
to a sudden halt with some sort of definite final redaction. It rather tapered out slowly, with the tradents 
feeling less and less entitled to interfere with their text. So the redactors gradually gave way to copyists. 
This is the reason why I tend to avoid the term “redaction” ... preferring less specific labels like 
“revision” or “recension” instead.” 
13 For the term, see Pakkala, “Textual Development,” 333–42. Müller & Pakkala, “Introduction,” 12, 
emphasize: “It is increasingly probable that the literary history of biblical texts contains radical phases 
of editing comparable to the so-called Rewritten-Scripture texts in relation to their sources.” 
14 Similarly Pakkala, “Textual Development,” 334–9. 
15 For many such still observable omissions, see Pakkala, God’s Word Omitted; and the case of 2 Kgs 
17:17 in 2.6.8. If even the later, probably more conservative, scribe-editors were able to omit text, one 
can only imagine what happened during earlier times when the textual transmission appears to have 
been much freer (as shown partly by the Qumran evidence), and especially during the more radical 
paradigm shifts. 
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neglected in conventional redaction critical methodologies.”16 This challenge now has 

to be taken seriously. 

While taking heed of textual evidence may therefore shake some methods or 

theories, it can also be used to support others. Some literary-critical findings and 

theories highlighting the stratified nature of the texts have often been criticized (and 

rightfully so) for their overly hypothetical nature. While it has often been argued that 

the “higher” literary and “lower” textual criticisms should be kept apart,17 this division 

is somewhat, if not completely, artificial.18 These two can in fact be beneficial to each 

other: while textual findings can be used to back up literary-critical models, literary 

criticism has much to give to the methodology of textual criticism as well.19 It has 

been rightly suggested that in a text with such a complex textual and literary history 

as the Hebrew Bible these two methods are in fact inseparable.20 Despite its 

significance to the research, this kind of methodological discussion has been 

surprisingly scant until only very recently.21 

Therefore, when we find notable differences between witnesses, the first 

question to be posed should be whether or not the difference can be explained by an 

accidental textual process (copying mistake, etc.). If there are no clear signs of an 

accidental change, we may proceed to take note of the possible literary ramifications 

of this difference: does the difference change the logic of the narrative, for instance? 

                                                 
16 Müller & Pakkala, “Introduction,” 9. As an undetectable editorial intervention one may also mention 
here the technique of transposition, which is practically undeducible without textual evidence; see 
further Mäkipelto, Tekoniemi & Tucker, “Large-Scale transposition,” 1–16. 
17 Thus Natalio Fernández, Scribes and Translators, 37: “In my opinion there is a danger in our days 
not only of combining different methods of low and high criticism, but of confusing them also even in 
terminology ... Only in a few cases when we dispose of abundant material ... can we catch a glimpse of 
the real text history.”  
18 Similarly Brooke, “What is Editing?” 27: “In the light of the scrolls from the Qumran caves it has 
become increasingly clear that it is no longer appropriate to distinguish sharply between the practices 
of text criticism and those other approaches that might be deemed as forms of so-called higher criticism 
to reveal the literary character of texts. Textual variants are not to be described solely in terms of scribal 
errors, but more often reflect editorial intervention in the transmission of texts.” 
19 It could also prove beneficial to search for parallels of biblical editing from completely differing 
fields. Film studies, for instance, deals with very similar editorial questions as biblical scholarship does, 
and can likely help us understand editing in a more nuanced manner; see Tekoniemi, “Editorial 
In(ter)ventions,” 1–30, for an attempt at bringing these fields together. 
20 Often conventional text-critical arguments alone will not be able to offer an unambiguous solution to 
the textual differences between different witnesses, but quite the contrary. The same goes for purely 
literary-critical arguments as well. The interesting part is that when used together, these two methods 
actually seem to complement each other instead of contradicting the findings of one another. Müller & 
Pakkala, “Introduction,” 12, put this very aptly in one of their headings: “Redaction Criticism Should 
Be Conducted by the Study of Documented Evidence.” 
21 Similarly Ulrich, “Empirical Evidence,” 41–2. For a discussion of the most recent work in the field, 
see Mäkipelto, Uncovering, 4–15. 
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Oftentimes this is indeed the case: a challenging narrative logic is simply eased by a 

correction. The case is even clearer if the portrayed ideology/theology or function of 

the narrative changes with the difference: we are probably dealing with a literary 

variant,22 and, with significantly large variants, probably even differing editions of the 

text.23 

Oftentimes, of course, the cases are not this straightforward since many 

differences between the texts can usually be argued to have happened either via 

accidental omission or deliberate addition. To give just one (but highly relevant) 

example, the editorial technique of Wiederaufnahme (also known as resumptive 

repetition or reprise),24 where part of the older text is repeated at either the beginning 

or, more typically, the end of the addition, can produce two opposite results: a textual 

tradition missing such a passage may either be the older one, not yet affected by a later 

addition, or the text may have simply dropped via a homoioteleuton/-archton mistake. 

In cases like this, where the textual arguments are completely reversible with respect 

to each other,25 the scholar has to look for cumulative evidence: which option starts to 

seem more likely when the possible ideological flavor of the enframed text is taken 

into account, for instance?26 The literary-critical possibilities born from accidental 

                                                 
22 Julio Trebolle, “Textual Criticism and the Literary Structure,” 76–7: “Textual variants ... pile up at 
the junctures of the literary units. … When two pericopae get yuxtaposed or when one is introduced 
inside the other, their text undergoes an adaptation. ... Therefore after having analyzed the variants 
according to their typology (omission, additions, transpositions, etc.), it is necessary to assess them 
according to the function they accomplish in the context.” However, the cautions of Andrés Piquer, 
“What Text to Edit,” 237–8 n.30, should be heeded here: “Of course, the main problem lies in 
determining whether these elements were part of an ‘edition’ in the strict sense of the word or shorter 
single-instance glosses-changes introduced later in a given edition. An answer to this question requires, 
of course, isolating and analyzing similar tendencies throughout the whole book.” Considering the 
isolating of these tendencies “throughout the whole book,” the research is only at the very beginning of 
this task. A small step and contribution to this direction can be found in Appendix B. 
23 While the discussion on the exact definition of such terms as “edition” is still ongoing, the model of 
Ulrich, “Empirical Evidence,” 46, may be applied here: “In contrast to a new composition, a new or 
variant edition is a revised, or updated, or improved version of the same work. It intends to be a form 
of the same book, simply revised. The scope, structure, and theological agenda remain the same.” It is 
important to note, however, as does Ulrich, “Empirical Evidence, 53, that “... there is something of a 
continuum, a spectrum of developmental additions produced by the multiple editors and scribes who 
contributed to the biblical texts.” This is why a strict line between editions, on one hand, and layers of 
additions/changes, possibly created by single scribes, on the other, can at times be extremely 
challenging to draw – as also stressed by Piquer in the preceding note. 
24 On this editorial technique, see the classic study of Kuhl, “Die Wiederaufnahme,” 1–11; and for 
further discussion von Wahlde, “Wiederaufnahme,” 542–9. For a number of case studies on this 
technique, see Trebolle, Centena. 
25 For a discussion on the reversibility of arguments, see Mäkipelto, Tekoniemi & Tucker, “Large-Scale 
Transposition,” 13–16. 
26 This is in line with the critique of Person & Rezetko, “Introduction,” 23–30, concerning the use of 
Wiederaufnahme as a literary critical criterion – a construct simply resembling this technique alone is 
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omission should not and cannot be used, quite self-evidently, as evidence for a 

deliberate change in the text. However, even though the text-critical evidence might 

indeed allow us to simply close a case as a mere copyist’s mishap, the literary-critical 

possibilities can – and indeed have to – be taken into account as well.27 In such 

complex cases the literary and textual arguments converge, as they should – and as 

they have done in the text-critical method since the very beginning.28 

One more methodological notion rising from these remarks of textual and 

literary criticism converging concerns plurality, albeit not of a textual sort, but rather 

the plurality of tenable conclusions, particularly when talking about the redactional 

end results. There is of course nothing new about redaction critics coming to 

(completely) differing conclusions with each other. However, now that the literary-

textual sphere of arguments (which are, furthermore, at times more or less reversible) 

has to be taken into account as well, the redactional work will also inevitably be 

affected. One of the best examples discussed in this study is the case of 2 Kgs 17:2, a 

text usually deemed to come from the earliest (DtrH) layer(s) in Kings. Since the 

ideologies and possibly even the theologies of this verse are completely opposite to 

each other in the MT and OG editions (and the arguments for either reading are, for 

the most part, reversible), and since the ideology of this verse may have its bearing on 

the further evaluation of the redactional strata in 2 Kgs 17, a responsible redaction 

                                                 
not yet sufficient evidence for a later addition, but needs further evidence to be convincing. A good 
case example is 1 Kgs 8:41–42, where a large portion of text containing (post-)Deuteronomistic 
language use is missing from the LXX. While for instance Mulder, Kings, 436, and Stade, Kings, 106, 
consider the text to have dropped from the LXX due to homoioarchton (ובא…ובא), it seems more likely 
that the somewhat awkwardly positioned MT plus is in fact a later interpolation via Wiederaufnahme 
to a grammatically pristine text of the LXX: the plus severs the original connection of 41 and 42 in 
order to mention the epithet of Yahweh and his powerful “name” (a late theological concept). Similar 
Deuteronomistic additions are found in the MT vis-à-vis the LXX throughout Kings (see, for instance, 
Appendix B).  
27 Methodologically, this is, admittedly, always debatable. The biggest question concerns the 
probability of the textual reasons (corruption, etc.) for the change: how high or low should we set the 
bar for accepting purely textual reasoning on the text? A sort of middle ground, as presented here, would 
be to first consider the various textual possibilities and assess their probabilities. If after this the 
situation is unclear or in a “50–50 state,” literary-critical arguments may be taken into account. In most 
of the cases the textual reasons can never be completely ruled out, but at some point on the probability 
scale we have to start asking: is the change really purely textual? 
28 In the words of Wellhausen, Text der Bücher Samuelis, xi: “… es ist schwierig die Grenze zu finden, 
wo die Literarkritik aufhört und die Textkritik beginnt.” The “new” methodological finding also 
propagated by this thesis is simply the fact that this border is, after all, (near to) inexistent, since, as 
Mäkipelto, Uncovering, 296, sums up: “… it can probably be assumed that the editorial processes 
explored in textual, literary, and redaction criticisms are essentially similar.” Similarly Aejmelaeus, 
“What Happened,” 10: “In my view, this kind of a text [= Jer 25:1–7, TT] demonstrates the outdatedness 
of the dichotomy between textual criticism and literary criticism and the need for a more comprehensive 
view on the critical study of biblical texts.” 
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critic would admit that there are seemingly at least two potential and, possibly, even 

equally viable, reconstructions of even the text’s earliest history. The plurality and 

multiplicity, which we have for decades now had to take for granted in textual studies, 

must also be expanded to what would have been earlier thought of as the “higher” 

planes of argumentation – the literary and redactional are to step down to the “lower” 

plane of diversity and uncertainty. 

The methodology to be used in this study will therefore follow the “two-step 

approach” of the broader framework of text-historical research,29 thus far best 

described by Ville Mäkipelto. The venture begins with the simple question: “What 

happened to the text?”30 The first step in the study will and has to be as meticulous a 

study of all the available textual evidence as possible since with this procedure one is 

already often able to detect at least two genetically linked main textual forms 

(sometimes different enough to be even called differing editions), of which one usually 

evidences a more original, i.e., oldest attainable, version.31 It is then important to 

describe as precisely as possible the reasons for the direction of change. This often 

helps the scholar with the next, vastly more hypothetical and uncertain, step since 

oftentimes the major differences between the versions have been introduced as 

deliberately (and for the exact same ideological reasons) as the undocumented 

changes. 

After this text-critical (or rather, documented) phase the scholar comes to the 

undocumented phase and the literary-critical arguments mainly based on inner-textual 

considerations/ observations.32 With the oldest text attainable, the scholar may now 

                                                 
29 The term was to my knowledge first coined by Mäkipelto, Uncovering, 297. 
30 Aejmelaeus, “What happened,” 3, 5. It is good to note that with the emergence of the so-called “New 
Philology,” one could in fact add to this scheme a preceding “step 0.5” so to speak, i.e., the study of the 
manuscripts as material, meaningful objects as such (which they were also to their original creators, 
and in some cases still are to some groups or individuals), without particular interest in their “abstract” 
textual forms themselves; for this method, see Lied & Lundhaug, Snapshots. Undoubtedly, in many 
cases the observations made by the “New Philologists” can also help text critics better understand the 
text(s) they are dealing with. 
31 Mäkipelto, Uncovering, 297: “Text-historical research begins with a careful examination of all 
available textual witnesses. Once the unique features of specific textual witnesses … have been 
established, one can proceed to sorting out the relationship between various witnesses to a text. The 
aim is not just to discover the earliest textual form, but to explain the history of a text as extensively as 
possible.” In books like Exodus, for which there are vast amounts of material found at Qumran, the 
relationships between different witnesses can of course become extremely tangled and complex; see 
Hendel, Steps, 198. Nevertheless, it is the duty of a scholar to take these challenges head-on instead of 
shying away to using just one textual witness as one’s base text. 
32 As noted by Aejmelaeus, “What Happened,” 10: “… the analysis of the extant text-forms can only 
take us halfway, being able to describe only the final stages of the development of the text while at the 
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pursue the uncovering of the earlier stages, and in some cases even the very origins of 

the text.33 This encompasses not only the more locally minded literary-critical 

observations, but also the larger redactional sphere of arguments. While more 

debatable, this undocumented study of the earlier editorial history of the text is equally 

important, since by conducting it the scholar is able to find and understand different 

currents of ideological changes that also often manifest in the later, documented 

phases of the editorial history.34 After this step, the scholar may take a second look at 

the textual material: (how) does the text-critical understanding of the text change or 

become clearer after the literary considerations (and vice versa)? 

The differentiation between the terms “textual criticism” and “pure” 

literary/redaction criticism is, as argued above, somewhat arbitrary, but will 

nevertheless be used throughout this study. There is, however, a (self-evident?) 

difference between what is done with the material – that is, textual – evidence, and the 

purely “un-material” aspirations, i.e., “purely” literary and redactional studies. While 

“textual criticism,” as a term, includes the literary and, up to a point, redactional sphere 

of arguments, of which there is, in a way, thus no “pure” form, the literary and 

redactional research can (and in most cases has to) be conducted on its own, with no 

available textual evidence. Nevertheless, one has to keep in mind that these 

“criticisms” are simply two steps encompassed in one larger text-historical method.35 

Their arguably arbitrary differentiation is therefore mainly practical. 

                                                 
same time raising urgent questions concerning the earlier stages.” Similarly also Lemmelijn, “Text-
Critically Studying,” 129: “… studying the empirical material of the multiple texts, as a first phase in 
research, brings to the fore elements that assist in the interpretation of the textual and literary growth 
(literary and redactional criticism) …” 
33 It is important to note that, in most cases, the search for “the Urtext” of the Hebrew Bible is no longer 
viable, methodologically or otherwise; see Brooke, Reading, 7–16. At the same time, however, the 
cautions of Pakkala, “Can we reconstruct,” 4–7, have to be kept in mind: “Although historical criticism 
should take the challenges into consideration, so far, there is no methodologically coherent alternative 
for how to use the information contained in the Hebrew Bible for the early periods” (6). 
34 Mäkipelto, Uncovering, 297, also stresses the equally important aspect of historiographical study: 
“… both stages of text-historical research are necessary if one wishes to use texts critically in literary 
research, or utilize them as sources for studying historical events behind the texts.” 
35 Thus also Aejmelaeus, “What happened,” 3, 10. 
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1.2.2 Where to find this “documented evidence,” and what is it 
good for in the case of 2 Kings 17? 
As already mentioned, the original translation of the Septuagint, or “Old Greek”36 

(OG), is the most important variant (edition) when compared to the MT. Since the OG 

translator of Kings was quite literal (but by no means slavish) with his work,37 often 

even using set word-for-word translation equivalents, it is very probable that when the 

OG substantially differs from the wording of the MT, the Hebrew Vorlage of the OG 

must already have had a differing text.38 

However, in parts of 1–2 Kings the use of the Greek evidence is complicated by 

the so-called kaige-revision, originally detected by Dominique Barthélemy in 1963.39 

The main trait of kaige is that it strives to conform the Greek text to that of the MT in 

a very literal and often even slavish manner.40 This is above all achieved by omissions 

and additions of varying length (from additions of Greek articles to omissions of whole 

verses), by changing some translation equivalents to more literal ones, and by 

transpositions, all made according to the proto-Masoretic Vorlage(n) of the reviser(s). 

This means that most Greek manuscripts of 2 Kings usually give not the readings of 

the OG, but a text that seeks to conform to the MT. 

                                                 
36 Apart from this meaning, the term “Old Greek” is sometimes used as a synonym for the textual form 
found in the non-kaige sections of Codex Vaticanus, that is, manuscript B. This usage is problematic, 
however, since it mixes two distinct phenomena, the abstract (the idea of the original text of the 
translation), and the physical (an actual manuscript, which has inevitably suffered different kinds of 
corruptions). It is thus best to separate the use of the term “Old Greek” to its abstract meaning, i.e., the 
ideal of the original translation as it left the pen of the very first scribe. 
37 Sollamo, “Study of Translation Technique,” 152. 
38 Tov, “Three Strange Books,” 372–4. It is nowadays clear that no “Greek reviser,” and especially not 
the OG translator, would have produced such deviations from MT text form, as argued by the earlier 
scholarship. Such an argument may have been possible (albeit not even then very tenable) prior to the 
Qumran finds, but after the un-earthing of the massive textual plurality in the Dead Sea Scrolls, this 
view has become absolutely obsolete. This is not to say, however, that the translator(s), even of Samuel-
Kings, made no contextual or theological interpretations in their translations. These interpretations were 
just simply made while also being faithful to the underlying Hebrew Vorlage. The study of the 
translation technique is thus the best instrument when trying to unearth these subtly conveyed 
theological ideas held by the translators of Samuel-Kings. For a comprehensive presentation of the 
methodology and challenges of translation technical research, see Aejmelaeus, On the Trail. 
39 Barthélemy, Les Devanciers; for a recent evaluation of the impact of this major finding of his on 
biblical scholarship, see Aejmelaeus & Kauhanen (eds.), Legacy of Barthélemy. In the books of Kings, 
the kaige-portion consists of 1 Kgs 1:1–2:11 and 1 Kgs 22–2 Kgs. The name kaige comes from the 
idiosyncratic rendition of Hebrew וגם as και γε in Greek. Recently it has been noted that kaige was 
likely not a uniform “movement,” but rather a more or less sporadic tendency to harmonize the textual 
forms, hardly being a very centralized action, and even made over several centuries. 
40 For further information on the kaige revision, see Aitken, “Origins of ΚΑΙ ΓΕ,” 21–40; McLean, 
Greek Kaige Version; Gentry, “Pre-Hexaplaric Translations.” Who the kaige revisers were, exactly 
when and where the revision(s) took place, and why the revision was considered important enough to 
be made, are still questions without completely adequate answers.  
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A partial answer to this problem is the Lucianic or Antiochian text (L),41 which 

often retains the OG text when B and every other Greek witness have been revised 

towards the (proto-)MT, or at least one very close to it (proto-Lucianic text). L also 

has some notable sequential differences from the majority text of the LXX.42 Even L, 

however, is not that straightforward a witness: it actually bears traits of three different 

recensions (Lucianic, Hexaplaric, and kaige).43  

This is where the daughter translations of the LXX into other languages come 

into the picture. In the books of Kings the most important daughter versions are the 

Old Latin (OL) witnesses.44 The OL manuscript of most interest for 2 Kings 17 is the 

fragmentary Palimpsestus Vindobonensis (La115), which has, however, not received 

much attention in the research.45 The translation technique of this manuscript is very 

literal, and its Greek base text/exemplar or “Vorlage” from which it was translated 

seems to have been very close to the OG text.46 Therefore it is a valuable witness for 

textual criticism, for when L and La115 coincide with their readings, we can be fairly 

sure that the reading is old and reliable since for the most part the two witnesses appear 

to be independent of each other in Kings (see 1.2.2.2 below). However, the caveats of 

Kauhanen have to be kept in mind: since La115, as a manuscript, postdates the Lucianic 

recension, an agreement between L and La115 does not yet, as such, ensure an OG 

reading. As in all textual criticism, one needs to proceed on a case-by-case basis.47 

                                                 
41 This text-type in 2 Kings can be found in manuscripts 19´-82-93-108-127 and 700 (L-700), called 
boc2e2r in the Brooke-McLean/Cambridge edition. The Antiochian text-type has also greatly influenced 
some other manuscripts, most notably 158 (g), 554 (z) and 460 (not used by Brooke-McLean). For an 
edition of this text see Fernández & Busto, Texto Antioqueno. 
42 Most of these differences are found in 2 Kings. Sometimes there are other witnesses coinciding with 
L, but mostly it has these differences alone. For example, L is the only witness not to give Jehoshaphat’s 
regnal narrative in 1 Kings 22:41–51; it also has notable sequential differences in 2 Kings 13–14. 
However, the big plus of L in 10:36+ (Ahazyah’s regnal narrative), for instance, is supported by an Old 
Latin witness LaM. 
43 On the Lucianic recension, see Sebastian Brock, Recensions of the Septuaginta Version of 1 Samuel. 
That L also contains features of kaige has been disputed, but this is pretty clear even in 2 Kings 17:19, 
41, where L gives attestations of the famous phrase και γε itself. 
44 In some cases, the Ethiopian translation is also of use since it is quite an early witness to the B-text. 
The Armenian and Georgian versions have been influenced heavily by the Hexaplaric materials, and 
are thus usually only of marginal value. 
45 On the fragmentary state of this palimpsest, see the edition of the codex by Bonifatius Fischer et al., 
“Palimpsestus Vindobonensis,” 20–2. Only about 9% of the text of Kings is now extant. In addition to 
the already scant research, most of the studies on the manuscript have been written in languages other 
than English (mainly in Spanish and German). 
46 Trebolle, “Textual Criticism and the Literary Structure,” 56. The text of La115 has remained little 
studied, and the possible limitations of using it as an OG witness are not yet completely clear; see the 
discussion below.  
47 Kauhanen, “Septuagint in the West,” 310–11. 
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The witnesses that usually follow the MT should not be overlooked either. Most 

importantly, Peshitta and Targums are sometimes valuable witnesses to a text form 

different from the MT, albeit usually in quite small details. Since these witnesses 

usually agree with the MT, possible disagreements (especially when they 

simultaneously agree with LXX readings) can be highly important and interesting 

from a text-historical point of view.48 

While 2 Kings 17 has rarely, if ever, been subjected to a comprehensive text-

critical survey, the possible repercussions of such an investigation could be 

considerable, as will be shown in this study. Especially in the first half of the chapter, 

there are multiple large-scale and substantial textual variations and variants that may 

even completely change our view of this text and its transmission history. A systematic 

text-historical analysis of the chapter is thus in order. 

1.2.2.1 On the Septuagint, the Antiochian text, and the problematics of 
(detecting) kaige revision in 2 Kings 
Since the original translation of the LXX has not been preserved as such in any of the 

manuscripts, there is already a need for intra-Greek textual criticism before a scholar 

can start with the comparison of the Greek and Hebrew text forms. Most customarily 

this first round of textual criticism, in the context of Samuel-Kings, is to be conducted 

between the B-text (Vaticanus), the L-text (the Antiochian text), and, when differing 

from these two, the majority text. At times the Syrohexapla and the daughter 

translations of the LXX (most specifically the Old Latin, see below) may help in 

finding the oldest Greek attainable, which may then be compared with the MT. At 

times witnesses like the Peshitta and Vulgate can be of help as well. 

In 2 Kings, however, this work is made much more problematic because of the 

abovementioned kaige revision since, according to the traditional view, all witnesses 

apart from L have been mostly corrupted by it, and the B-text49 is the main witness of 

kaige.50 However, it has recently become clear that even L may not be as 

                                                 
48 Since these witnesses are quite marginal, in this study they will be taken into account only when 
applicable. Here one may also mention the readings of medieval Hebrew Masoretic manuscripts 
collected and collated by Benjamin Kennicott and Giovanni Bernardo De Rossi, which occasionally 
seem to attest a (Masoretic) textual tradition (slightly) different from the Leningrad Codex.  
49 Often found in the “kaige inner-group,” consisting of manuscripts A B O b 64´ 55; on this grouping, 
see Kauhanen, “Best Greek Witnesses” (forthcoming). 
50 Law, “3–4 Kingdoms,” 148: “The Antiochian, or Lucianic, recension plays an important part in the 
textual history since it contains older – and often the oldest – readings in the kaige sections. Thus, some 
claim that in the non-kaige section (γγ) B is the best witness to the OG, and in the kaige sections (βγ 
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unproblematic a witness as has previously been thought since even it attests many 

kaige readings in addition to its Hexaplaric and Lucianic substrata.51 While the 

Lucianic and Hexaplaric influences can be recognized quite easily and filtered off, the 

problem of possible kaige influence in L remains. When L agrees with the rest of the 

Greek manuscript tradition, we cannot be certain whether this was the OG reading or, 

as the text usually agrees with the MT, just later adaptation towards the MT. Overall, 

L therefore remains – provably – our single most valuable Greek witness to the OG 

readings in 2 Kings, especially when the rest of the witnesses have been influenced by 

kaige. However, this is not the case in some, or possibly even in most, parts of the 

book – without further studies in the textual characteristics of L we do not yet have 

sufficient knowledge of the matter.52 Often L gives its kaige readings as doublets 

besides the OG text, in which cases it is usually possible to quite easily reconstruct the 

OG,53 but these cases seem to form a (distinct?) minority. 

What, then, constitutes a kaige reading?54 The most basic way to identify such 

readings is of course to use the “Lagardean principle”: the text closer to the MT is 

more likely to be a Hebraizing reading, and the one most different from the MT, the 

OG.55 However, especially in cases where there are no differing readings, much 

                                                 
and γδ) the Antiochian recension provides access to the OG. Yet to assume that all readings found in 
these sections of B and the Antiochian text are the OG would be to oversimplify.” 
51 Similarly Joosten, “Value of the Septuagint,” 230: “The text of minuscules 19, 82, 93, 108, 127 is 
supposed to be impermeable to the kaige recension throughout 1–4 Kingdoms, but it is not: several 
kaige readings are found in it.” How, when, and at what stage of the Lucianic revision this corruption 
happened is not clear, however. Were the readings, or at least some of them, found already in the 
exemplar of L, or were they added only by the Lucianic revisers? Were they taken from strictly 
Hexaplaric manuscripts or could there have been contamination from manuscripts bearing only kaige 
revision? It has lately been noticed by Kauhanen, “Best Greek Witnesses,” (forthcoming), that there 
seem to be two more or less distinct strata of kaige revision in 2 Samuel: while most manuscripts give 
more general Hebraizations, the “kaige inner-group” (see note 49 above) gives an even more exact 
Hebraization. It is possible that such slight stratification could also play a role when discussing the 
different textual layers of L. More research on this phenomenon would seem to be in order. 
52 Before this kaige influence may in any way be measured, a comprehensive study of the text of L and 
its affiliations in Kings has to be conducted. There are thus clear avenues for future research in this 
respect. 
53 See Trebolle, “Readings of the Old Latin,” 127–38, for some examples. 
54 For the already detected kaige readings, see McLay, “Kaige and Septuagint,” 131–4, who lists the 
best-known 96 suggested equivalents. However, to this list may be added some 16 new equivalents 
found after this, as seen in the list of Appendix C; see, for instance, Avalos, “ΔΕΥΡΟ/ΔΕΥΤΕ,” 165–
76; Kauhanen, “Lucifer of Cagliari,” 146–68; Muraoka, “Greek Texts of Samuel-Kings,” 28–49; 
Deboys, “Recensional Criteria,” 135–9; Trebolle, Jehu y Joas, 48–70; and sections 2.6.3 and 2.6.6 in 
this book. 
55 The “Lagardean principle” cannot be used as an absolute rule, of course, since there are multiple 
cases where the text agreeing with the MT is the likeliest option for OG, and the kaige text is in fact 
more distanced from the MT, likely having been Hebraized towards a slightly differing proto-Masoretic 
text form. 
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subtler characterizations and criteria are needed. The list provided by Kauhanen might 

be the most precise characterization to date of the procedure best used to detect kaige 

readings:  
Lexicographical criteria. 

1. The Greek word produces the basic meaning of the Hebrew word or a rendering that 
might be theologically meaningful. 

2. The same rendering is found more often in the kaige sections than outside them. 
3. The same rendering can be found in Aquila’s or Theodotion’s translation or in the 

Naḥal Ḥever Minor Prophets scroll. 
4. The reading produces the same number of elements (particles and lexemes) as the 

corresponding Hebrew reading. 
5. The competing reading in L is likely to be the Old Greek reading or a slightly revised 

version of it.  
External criteria. 

1. In the kaige sections, the reading is found in the B text and the vast majority of the 
witnesses, but not in L. 

2. In the non-kaige sections the reading is typically found in the B text with some 
support in the minuscules, but not in L and the majority. 

3. The reading in L is supported by pre-Lucianic witnesses or other witnesses that are 
known for being mostly free from kaige influence.56 

However, as will be shown during this study, even Kauhanen’s list of the external 

criteria proves problematic, at least in some cases, since even L seems to have been 

influenced, at least sporadically, by kaige. Exactly why and how this happens is not 

yet clear (only through Hexaplaric corruption?), but already the three attestations of 

και γε in 2 Kings 17:19, 41, without any variants, speak quite clearly for this.57 

Nevertheless, the external criteria are for the most part likely met by the OL witness 

La115, even when L attests secondary readings.   

1.2.2.2 Old Latin: Palimpsestus Vindobonensis (La115) and other 
witnesses 
The study of the Old Latin (OL) witnesses of the books of Samuel–Kings has lately 

become a topic of increasing interest. Thanks to the many seminal writings of Julio 

Trebolle, Adrian Schenker, and a few others, such as Tuukka Kauhanen, Matthieu 

Richelle, and Eugene Ulrich, it has been now firmly established that when one 

considers the text-critical challenges of Samuel–Kings, the OL witnesses cannot be 

                                                 
56 Kauhanen, “Lucifer of Cagliari,” 147. 
57 It is hard to say what the source for the kaige readings in L was, or whether the very exemplar of the 
Lucianic reviser(s) was a text already partially influenced by kaige. It is not hard to see, however, that 
this could have happened: already at the time of the Lucianic revision. The kaige manuscripts were 
likely the most prominent textual forms of Kings in the east and thus possibly even in Antioch, and thus 
it is no real wonder that the revisers would have at least had the chance to come by some of their 
readings. Furthermore, since no systematic study of the Lucianic/Antiochian text of (Samuel–)Kings 
has yet been conducted, it is impossible to say anything more particular on the matter. 
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overlooked. Not only can they oftentimes be used to confirm Old Greek readings in 

both non-kaige and especially in the kaige sections, it has been argued – rightly in my 

opinion – that in many cases these witnesses remain the only ones to otherwise lost 

OG readings.58 Their help in the study of the (proto-)Lucianic59 readings is similarly 

indispensable since it is likely that, at least for the most part, the OL witnesses have 

not been contaminated by Lucianic recensional readings. 

However, while growing interest towards OL witnesses has been manifested in 

recent decades, thus far no complete systematic studies have been published of the 

most important witnesses in order to map their textual affiliations in Kings.60 

Kauhanen is the first to have conducted such a comprehensive study in his 

investigation on the text of Lucifer of Cagliari (2018). His conclusion that “Lucifer’s 

quotations from the Books of Kings form a good and old textual witness” is important, 

and shows that there well may be much more to discover in the OL texts.61 

Apart from Lucifer, there are two other specifically important and studied OL 

witnesses to Kings, namely the marginal readings in a group of Spanish Vulgate 

                                                 
58 For Lucifer, see Kauhanen, Lucifer, 318–22; for La115, see some of the cases and the bibliography in 
Tekoniemi, “Identifying kaige.” While LaM is much more mixed in its text type, it certainly preserves 
some OG readings from time to time as well; see Trebolle, “Readings of the Old Latin,” 120–45. 
59 The term “proto-Lucianic reading” is often used as a synonym for an Old Greek reading (especially 
in the context of 2 Kings). However, this term is better used simply as denoting a reading that was 
extant in the base text of the Lucianic reviser(s), whether OG or not. Not all readings in this text form 
could have been original Old Greek readings – at least some corruption (accidental mistakes, 
pluses/minuses of varying length, etc.) must have taken place. Proto-Lucianic readings should therefore 
be divided into two groups: the original Old Greek readings and proto-Lucianic secondary readings. 
60 On the question of whether there was originally only one Old Latin translation, as with the Septuagint, 
as assumed by many scholars, or rather there were multiple translations, I would be inclined to agree 
with Kauhanen, “Septuagint in the West,” 324: “The large amount of variation between the witnesses 
[i.e., La115, LaM, and Lucifer, TT] in details in which there is very hard to see any reason for possible 
inner-Latin revision strongly suggests that these three Latin witnesses for Kings do not go back to a 
single Old Latin translation.” This is hardly surprising, since the provenance of LaM is enigmatic to say 
the least, and Lucifer most likely translated some of the passages himself. See similarly Mulder, Kings, 
7: “Because the old-Latin Bible translation is not uniform, one often finds different text types in the 
same Bible books.” The method of Haelewyck, “Relevance of the Old Latin,” 440, is questionable when 
he asserts: “Until we find proof to the contrary, we may indeed say that, for each book or collection of 
books, there was originally only one Latin version.” In order to come to such a conclusion, one would 
need to have evidence as well – the burden of proof rests on the one making the claim. Kauhanen, 
Lucifer, 371–8, convincingly shows that the different Latin witnesses do not go back to only one 
translation. 
61 Kauhanen, Lucifer, 318, further asserts: “The good quality of Lucifer’s Greek text is evident from 
the fact that he follows almost none of the kaige readings found in B or the Hexaplaric readings found 
mainly in A. In addition, in most of the numerous Lucianic recensional readings found in L, Lucifer 
follows the OG as found in B. … It is possible that the hypothetical OG text witnessed by Lucifer may 
occasionally have preserved the reading of the Hebrew Vorlage of the Septuagint against most or all of 
the other Greek witnesses.” 
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manuscripts (known as LaM or La91-95),62 and, more importantly, the fragmentary 5th 

century Vindobonensis palimpsest  (La115).63 While the marginal readings (LaM) are 

textually quite pluriform (at times preserving OG readings), they also clearly attest 

readings from Hexaplaric, Lucianic, and even kaige recensions,64 and thus can help 

the text critic only up to a certain point,65 the Vindobonensis palimpsest seems to have 

originally consisted of a complete translation of Samuel–Kings as a full codex, similar 

to the (just as under-studied) Codex Lugdunensis, which preserves an OL translation 

of Deuteronomy–Judges.66 

As part of my dissertation project it was my aim to conduct an overall study of 

the text of La115, not only in 2 Kgs 17, but also in 1–2 Kings in general. The results of 

this study concerning the textual affiliations of La115 in 1–2 Kings have been presented 

in two SBL papers (2016, 2017),67 and may be summarized here in the two tables 

below: 

The textual affiliations of La115 in 1 Kings 
Pattern Cases68 in 1 Kgs Cases in 2 Kgs 
La115 = B ≠ L  51 (27%) 35 (14%) 
La115 = L ≠ B 50 (26%) 87 (35%) 
La115 = B L ≠ A 16 (9%) 4 (1%) 
La115 = A ≠ B L 4 (2%) 2 (1%) 

                                                 
62 See Moreno, Las Glosas Marginales, for an edition and study of LaM. 
63 For the edition of this manuscript, see Fischer, “Palimpsestus Vindobonensis,” 13–87. Only about 
9% of the text of Kings is preserved in La115. 
64 As aptly shown in the table of Trebolle, “Readings of the Old Latin,” 122. See also Fernández, Scribes 
and Translators, 49–51. At times there are even to be found Hebraizing readings in LaM we know from 
nowhere else. 
65 As emphasized by Kauhanen, “Septuagint in the West,” 312: “… we do not know on which Greek 
tradition(s) the translations were based on … it is not possible to construct a theoretical framework 
within which it might be actually tested whether the marginal readings witness genuine Old Latin 
translation or translations, or whether they witness something else, probably of later origin.” In my 
mind we need not go this far, and may and should adopt the cautiously hopeful attitude of Ulrich, “The 
Old Latin Translation,” 361, who calls the marginal readings “plausible evidence.” At least in one major 
case, namely 2 Kgs 10:36+, where LaM agrees with L on a large plus, LaM likely independently (the 
differences between the two text forms seem significant enough to deem that the text has not simply 
been taken from a [known] purely Lucianic source – although it is not certain where this gloss would 
have been taken from) preserves an OG vestige. 
66 For an edition of the Lugdunensis codex, see Ulysse Robert, Heptateuchi Partis Posterioris. 
67 Tekoniemi, “Is there a (proto-)Lucianic stratum,” (forthcoming); and idem, “Identifying kaige,” 1–
14. Both articles include multiple case studies, and can be downloaded at 
https://helsinki.academia.edu/TimoTekoniemi. The full data and case lists can similarly be downloaded 
at the said site. 
68 One “case” usually corresponds to a word or a short series of 2–3 words that appear in one tradition 
but not in another (according to the patterns given). However, in some rare cases (especially concerning 
the Hexaplaric material) one case can also consist of parts of or even a whole verse. See note 67 above 
for the database of the collected cases. 
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La115 = other MSS ≠ A B L 21 (11%) 28 (11%) 
Unique readings 48 (25%) 92 (38%) 
TOTAL 190 (100%) 248 (100%) 

The numbers in 1 Kgs point to similar affiliations as noted by Kauhanen in his study 

of the text of La115 in 1 Samuel,69 showing that La115 appears to provide a good and 

reliable witness to the OG there. The affiliations of La115 in 2 Kgs form a different, 

but certainly interesting, pattern: the agreements with L against B increase. While the 

emerging difference is not statistically significant, the numbers attested do still 

conform to the expected main pattern between B and L in Kings: in the kaige section 

the agreements between La115 and B decrease, while the agreements between L and 

La115 increase. Interestingly, however, the number of unique readings in La115 also 

grows in 2 Kings. While this rise in unique readings may be only incidental, it would 

seem to me that there is one quite simple reason for this – namely that La115 preserves 

the OG as the sole witness in many of these cases.70 

It has indeed been found in the previous studies of La115 that its text does 

transmit quite reliably a text form close to OG, with little to no contamination from 

Hexaplaric, kaige, or Vulgate readings.71 While the possibility of very sporadic 

recensional Lucianic contamination cannot be completely ruled out (albeit many of 

the cases are anything but certain), it seems most probable that the translation does 

indeed originally go back to a proto-Lucianic text form that was very close to the 

OG.72 

                                                 
69 See Kauhanen, Proto-Lucianic, 140. 
70 Ulrich, “The Old Latin Translation,” 270: “But the fundamental importance of the Old Latin ... is that 
it often takes us back with controllable reliability to the text of Samuel as it was when the Greek was 
first translated from the Hebrew.” On the specific importance of La115 in Kings, see Fernández, 
“Antiochene Edition,” 10: “… the Papyrus Vindobonensis of the Vetus Latina also contains a series of 
changes which are no doubt related to an earlier stage of the transmission in the Greek model.” 
71 Haelewyck, “Relevance of the Old Latin,” 442. Kauhanen, Proto-Lucianic Problem, 158–63, argues 
for a few possibly Hexaplaric readings in 1 Samuel. There seems to be no Hexaplaric contamination in 
1–2 Kings, however. Trebolle, “Textos ‘kaige’,” 198–209, has argued that the “doubling” of the Jehu 
narrative in 2 Kgs 10:25–28 is due to some kind of kaige influence on La115. However, it is more likely 
that this doubling, in fact, forms part of the more original Hebrew composition of the story, thus going 
back to OG; similarly Schenker, Älteste Textgeschichte, 149–66. 
72 According to Kauhanen, Proto-Lucianic Problem, 164, the manuscript may have caught some 
sporadic Lucianic contamination, but is overall quite a good witness; in Tekoniemi, “Is there a (proto-
)Lucianic stratum,” 1–14, I have argued that in 1 Kings this is the case as well. Kauhanen (158–63) 
finds altogether 15 readings shared by La115 and L in 1 Samuel that, to his mind, go back to the Lucianic 
recension, albeit, as he asserts, “none of the cases, however, is particularly striking.” While I agree with 
most of his assessments, I would contest 6 of his analyses (1 Sam 4:4, 7, 6:12, 10:21, 14:34 bis), which 
would drop the amount of recensional Lucianic contamination in 1 Samuel to only 9 cases. First, in 1 
Sam 4:4 Kauhanen and Fischer, “Palimpsestus Vindobonensis,” 46, see the case καθημένου χερουβιμ] 
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The translation technique of La115 is highly literal, albeit not slavish: most of the 

time the translator has aspired to translate his Vorlage word for word, and he usually 

uses set translation equivalents. Even the word order follows Greek most of the time. 

Therefore it is a quite well-founded assumption that the pluses and minuses found in 

La115 – when not suspect of haplography or other mistakes – were in most cases 

already found in its Greek Vorlage.73 This literalness is not due to the incompetence 

of the translator, however, and quite often he shows his proficiency in both Greek and 

Latin. 

Apart from 1–2 Kings, one major textual case in La115 may be recounted here, 

as it quite nicely shows the probable worth of the manuscript. The verses 2 Sam 5:4–

5, which deal with the chronology of David’s kingship, have often been seen as later 

additions in the literary-critical scholarship, and this is a very tenable viewpoint – the 

verses are later interpolations between 5:3 and 5:6.74 The idealized chronological 

information (40 year reign)75 has likely been taken from 1 Kgs 2:11, and added here 

                                                 
οὗ ἐπεκάθητο τὰ χερουβιμ L; ubi sedebat cerubin, as a true Lucianic agreement. While possible, this 
does not seem likely since: 1) in this verse La115 does not share the two other (Hexaplaric?) 
harmonizations found in L – one would expect La115 to follow these too if it had L as its exemplar; 2) 
the Cherubs are in the plural in L, while in La115 sedebat cerubin appears to be singular; 3) were L the 
text behind La115, one could expect La115 to have correctly understood the prefix ἐπ- in ἐπεκάθητο as 
denoting the position of the Cherubs somehow above the ark. It is therefore more likely that La115 
translated here the OG text καθημένου χερουβιμ, which with its long series of genitives is quite cryptic 
in Greek (the OG translator clearly was not aware that this was a rare epithet of Yahweh,  יְהָוה ְצָבאֹות
 ,cf. 2 Sam 6:2; 2 Kgs 19:15; Isa 37:16), and thus would have to be translated freely in Latin ;יֵֹׁשב ַהְּכרִבים
now as “where Cerubin sat.” Indeed, the OG text is smoothed by L exactly because of this; see also the 
Coptic translation, which appears to have a similar understanding as L here, super quam erat Chaerubin. 
Second, Kauhanen’s first case in 4:7 is similarly quite unlikely, since La115 would follow the L text only 
in the recensional reading αὐτῶν (and even then in a corrupted form ebreorum from eorum), but not the 
other Lucianic characteristics (the singulars ὁ Θεὸς, ἥκει), which does not seem likely. The second case 
in 4:7 is somewhat dubious as well, since sic could work as a translation of OG τοιαύτη, although it is 
closer to the L οὕτως, and could well be Lucianic. Third, and similar to the second one, the agreement 
in 10:21 is due to translational tendencies, as the whole verse is handled by La115 somewhat more freely. 
Kauhanen (162) himself notes the very improbable nature of this “agreement.” Fourth, the case of 6:12, 
on the other hand, seems to me so uncertain (and likely unsolvable) that it should not be given as “likely 
Lucianic influence” at all since the difference is well within the bounds of translation technique.  Lastly, 
the two cases in 14:34 are also easiest seen as proto-Lucianic (secondary) readings. 
73 Kauhanen, “Septuagint in the West,” 311, asserts: “What is left and can be read, however, is a fairly 
accurate Latin translation that, for the most parts, can be back-translated to Greek.” La115 does however 
have a slight tendency to independently add to the text names and their explications, verbs of being, 
and and-conjunctions – all “clarifying” tendencies it shares with the Lucianic text. This tendency has 
been noted already by Fischer, Beiträge, 16. 
74 According to Anderson, 2 Samuel, 75, “most scholars regard them [vv. 4–5] as a later 
Deuteronomistic addition.” The information given in 4–5 is anachronistic, since David is yet to conquer 
Jerusalem. 
75 For a discussion of the susceptibility of such idealized chronological numbers in Israel and in the 
Ancient Near East generally (especially 7 and 40 years), see Liverani, “Chronology,” 73–88. 
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as a sort of beginning formula to David’s reign.76 The verses are also missing from the 

parallel account of Chronicles and Josephus. There is, however, extremely interesting 

textual evidence for this addition as well: both 4QSama and La115 lack the verses 

against every other witness.77 This is hardly a pure coincidence, since the text cannot 

be explained as having dropped due to any simple haplography in either witness. It is 

even more unlikely that both witnesses would have independently omitted the text for 

whatever reason.78 The easiest and likeliest option for the agreement of La115 (= OG) 

and the Qumran manuscript here would be to see their minus as the most original 

text.79 

This passage is somewhat problematic from a methodological viewpoint, 

however, since in such a case we would have to concede that every other Greek 

witness – that is, even L – was at a later date influenced here by a considerably large 

kaige-type correction towards the fuller MT. While this by itself is not in any way 

unthinkable, the biggest problem would be the fact that nothing in the Greek text of 2 

Sam 5:4–5, a passage outside the traditionally thought bounds of the kaige revision,80 

would seem to warrant the kaige label. There are no typical kaige readings/renderings, 

and since the OG translation is already very literal, the kaige text here could easily 

pass as the OG translation (and certainly has done so). This is by no means surprising, 

since kaige, for the most part, seems to have used the very same phraseology as the 

OG translator did. It is only the “proto-Hexaplaric” idiosyncrasies of kaige that we 

                                                 
76 See Anderson, 2 Samuel, 75; Auld I & II Samuel, 395. See also 2 Sam 2:10–11, where similar 
information is given. These verses are similarly very disruptive in the context, and quite clearly later 
additions; see McCarter, II Samuel, 88–9.  
77 The text of 4QSama is fragmentary, and has to be reconstructed. Nevertheless, the text of 4–5 cannot 
fit in the manuscript, and thus must clearly have been missing from it. 
78 While the “midrashic” rewriting tendencies of 4QSama might to a certain degree be accepted 
(whatever this midrashicism might mean), such tendencies cannot be found in La115, which aspires to 
recreate its Greek exemplar very faithfully. Omissions of text would furthermore seem unexpected in 
both witnesses, even in 4QSama, which usually rather strives for as full a text as possible, at times by 
collecting and conflating readings from different sources. We cannot be completely certain, of course, 
whether these verses were found in some other position in the manuscript, but, either way, such a 
transposition would likely tell just as much about the secondary nature of the verses as the current 
minus.  
79 McCarter, II Samuel, 131, also considers this to be the OG reading, and thus the oldest reading 
attainable. Similarly Trebolle, “Textual Criticism and the Composition History,” 263. Thus, redactional 
reconstructions, where this passage may be seen for instance as original “DtrH” text, such as by Kratz, 
Composition, 184, are evidently wrong. 
80 It is nowadays clear that the kaige phenomenon is not strictly limited to just the kaige sections; see 
Aejmelaeus, “Kaige Readings in a Non-Kaige Section in 1 Samuel,” 169–84. This is another paradigm 
that will need to be rethought: while kaige (or: kaige-like proto-rabbinic harmonizing tendency) is most 
abundantly found in the kaige sections, it is by no means restricted to it. 
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usually comfortably assign to later Hebraizing hands. Cases such as this, however, 

break the usual pattern in the harshest way possible, and, even more unsettling, this 

intrusion of kaige-like revision would be completely unrecognizable without textual 

evidence. Cases like 2 Sam 5:4–5 show that many texts we are dealing with as “Old 

Greek” may in fact not be such.81 

In addition to this large OG minus, La115 has another highly peculiar trait: it has 

(or preserves?) some transpositions of textual units that are nowhere else recorded. 

First, the death narrative of Elisha in 2 Kgs 13:14–21 is in La115 found already after 2 

Kings 10:30, which is likely the OG, and, furthermore, the most ancient location of 

said narrative.82 Second, the whole chapter 2 Kgs 16 is now missing from between 

15:38 and 17:1 – whether accidentally or deliberately, has not yet been resolved (see 

2.1 below). The third major transposition happens in 2 Kgs 17, where verses 9(–14?)83 

and 15–19 are transposed. When it is taken into account that in 1 Kings such sequential 

differences between the MT and LXX (of which some are preserved in La115 as well) 

are not only frequent, but even characterize the OG edition vis-à-vis the MT,84 the 

question arises: could La115 have preserved the OG order (and text) of the narratives 

here? If the answer is yes, could this OG text have further repercussions on the textual 

                                                 
81 Another very similar case is that of 1 Kgs 16:34 (non-kaige section), a very late interpolation where 
only L lacks the whole verse, likely as the sole OG witness (and the earliest text attainable). The verse 
cannot have dropped via a simple haplography. Nothing in the text of other Greek witnesses would 
seem to warrant the kaige label. A deliberate omission in L is thus not likely. 
82 See Matthieu Richelle, “Revisiting 2 Kings 13:14–21,” 62–81; and Tekoniemi, “Enhancing the 
Depiction,” (forthcoming). 
83 The preserved text of La115 breaks off after verse 9bα. Therefore, it is impossible to say whether or 
not the codex had the rest of the chapter originally, or even any of the other verses of the unit 9–14 in 
it. As Trebolle, “2 Kings 17,2-23,” 215 n. 7, notes, this was, however, “quite likely” so. As verse 9 can 
be found in the text, it is quite safe to assume that at least some of verses 10–14 were also located after 
it. Thus also Piquer, “What Text to Edit,” 239. 
84 Good examples of these in 1 Kings are the so-called “Miscellanies I and II” in 2:35a–o and 2:46a–l, 
the very different order of verses 11:14–25, the differing Jeroboam narrative in 12:24a–z, transposition 
of the Jehoshaphat narrative of 22:41–51 to 16:28a-h, transposition of chapters 20 and 21; in 2 Kings, 
the transposition of Joram’s regnal formula in 3:1–3 to 1:18a–d may be the most notable difference 
shared by practically the whole of the Greek tradition. Of these, the preserved portions of La115 share 1 
Kings 12:24a–z and 16:28a–h. Because of the kaige revision in 2 Kings, not that many differences can 
be found in most manuscripts, although the composition of 2 Kgs 13 is somewhat different in L when 
compared to the other witnesses. It is therefore noteworthy that great differences of this kind are not 
extant just in 1 Kings/3 Kingdoms, but in 2 Kings/4 Kingdoms as well. This runs counter to the opinion 
of Tov, “Three Strange Books,” 377–9, who argues that because of the lack of such large-scale 
differences in 2 Kings, the scrolls from which the Greek translations were made differed greatly in their 
type: the scroll containing 1 Kings contained a rewritten version of the book, and the scroll of 2 Kings 
contained the original, unaltered, version. When the evidence from both Antiochian and Old Latin 
manuscripts in 2 Kgs is gathered, the picture changes drastically, much closer to the “rewritten” 
situation found in 1 Kgs. 
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history of Kings? In the case of 2 Kings 17, as will be argued, the answer to both may 

well be positive. 

1.2.2.3 The Samaritan Chronicle II (Sepher ha-Yamim): a brief text-
critical survey85 
Apart from the Old Latin, an even less-known textual source of 1–2 Kings is the so-

called Samaritan Chronicle (Sepher ha-Yamim).86 While the oldest manuscript of 

Sepher ha-Yamim comes from the 17th century, and the text is written in classical 

(albeit possibly dialectal) Hebrew, the text itself cannot be dated.87  

This interpretative work recounts the historical books through Joshua–Kings, 

occasionally adding materials from 1–2 Chronicles. The text of Kings is recounted 

only very partially (leaving out, for instance, most of the Elijah-Elisha stories, clearly 

for ideological reasons) in a polemical fashion against both the kings of Judah and the 

kings of Israel – and their religious misdeeds.88 While it is clear that the manuscript 

and its text are late and of mixed quality (having mainly MT and occasional LXX 

readings together with a plethora of its own unique readings), it has been argued by 

Macdonald and a few others that some old traditions may lie in the book.89 However, 

for the most part the text of Kings in Sepher ha-Yamim is very close to, usually even 

verbatim, that of the MT, although a more thorough study of its text would be in 

order.90 In any case, the manuscript is not simply a forgery or a chance collection of 

                                                 
85 I want to thank Ville Mäkipelto for bringing this interesting text to my attention. 
86 For an edition and translation of this text, see Macdonald, The Samaritan Chronicle. To my 
knowledge, no commentator – or even scholar – has, extensively or otherwise, yet discussed this textual 
form of 2 Kings 17, or Samuel–Kings, in general.  
87 Macdonald, The Samaritan Chronicle, 5–6. Cohen, A Samaritan Chronicle, 175, notes that the 
classical style cannot alone be used for dating, since in the ninth century CE there happened a 
renaissance of classical Hebrew. See also Mäkipelto, Uncovering, 45–50, for discussion. 
88 Sepher ha-Yamim differentiates the Samaritan community from the inhabitants of both kingdoms, 
and thus also the cardinal sin of Jeroboam – and Solomon, who similarly commits the sin of 
decentralization from Shechem and Mount Gerizim. We are thus to understand Samaritans as a third 
major (Yahwistic) religious group in the area, and the only ones who stayed true to the original cult. 
89 Macdonald, The Samaritan Chronicle, 8, asserts: “Chron.II … is basically a very old chron. of 
unknown date, possibly derived from a pre-MT version of the BT [= Biblical Text, TT] ...” See also 
Mäkipelto, Uncovering, 45–50, on the Chronicle’s text of Joshua 22–24. 
90 Macdonald, The Samaritan Chronicle, 208–9, lists some minuses (“omissions”), which are shared by 
the Chronicle and the LXX in 1–2 Kgs: 1 Kgs 10:17, 12:3, 18, 15:19, 16:10, 11–12, 15, 29, 20:2, 21:5; 
2 Kgs 3:7 (=L), 17:15 (lacking only in manuscripts A V). While some of these similarities are most 
probably independent of each other, the cases 1 Kgs 16:10aβ, 11b, 15aα20:2 ,29 ,א, and 2 Kgs 3:7 are 
so peculiarly similar that they do indeed likely go back to a similar, slightly shorter Hebrew text, which 
was later expanded by the (proto-)MT. On the other hand, most of the “variants” listed by Macdonald, 
while possibly true agreements, do not seem significant. 
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passages from the MT as we know it.91 It seems likely that the Samaritans (have) had 

a collection of texts of the historical books that differ from the (proto-)MT to varying 

degrees. 

In his 2017 SBL presentation of the Samaritan book of Joshua, which is also for 

the most part found in the Chronicle in question, Mäkipelto lists five reasons for taking 

the differing readings of the Samaritan versions seriously into account: 1) since the 

textual plurality was in a very fluid state before the fixation of the MT, it is not at all 

impossible that some of the Samaritan readings go back to a (proto-MT) textual form 

that circulated in these times; 2) the short form of the Samaritan text raises questions 

since it was much more common for the ancient texts to be expanded (as is also 

regularly the case with the Samaritan text) than shortened; 3) its agreements with 

Josephus make it likely that the Samaritan version had, at least at points, a common 

source text with Josephus; 4) many additions (especially harmonizations with the 

Pentateuch) found in the Samaritan version are in no way clearly Samaritan in their 

tendencies, and could have been made at any point of the transmission process, similar 

to the additions found in Qumran manuscripts; 5) the fact that the Samaritan version 

                                                 
91 The following 19 cases, not mentioned by Macdonald, show that the writer or copyist had before him 
a Hebrew text slightly differing from the final text of the MT, and which sporadically agreed with the 
OG. This is especially the case when the Chronicle agrees with L (= OG) against the rest of the 
traditions, since it is extremely unlikely that the writers/editors/composers of the Chronicle (marked as 
“Sam” in the list below) would have been aware of readings in a (late recensional) Greek text: 
1 Kgs 
 Sam = δαδ L 318 158 460 דוד [MT ַחִּג֛ית  1:5
 MT] > Sam = B L 509 107´ 246 460 ַהֶּמֶל 10:17
׃ 11:26  MT = A 247 (Hexaplaric)] > Sam = LXX ַוּיֶָרם יָד ַּבֶּמֶל
 MT = A 247 (Hexaplaric)] > Sam = LXX ָּדָבר 12:16
 MT] > Sam = LXX ָּכל 15:18
 MT] > Sam = LXX ַמְלָאִכים  20:2
 MT] > Sam = LXX ַהּטֹוִבים  20:3
2°ִאיזֶֶבל  21:15  MT = A L (Hexaplaric?)] > Sam = LXX 
2 Kgs 
 MT/LXX] > Sam = L-700 ַוּיֵֶל  3:7
 Sam; ἀναβῶ LXX עלה [MT = L-700 αναβησομεθα (Hexaplaric?) נֲַעֶלה  3:8
 MT = L-700] > Sam = LXX ָהֵאֶּלה  3:10
 Sam = LXX את כל הדברים [MT ֶאת־ַהְּדָבִרים  6:12
 Sam = εγω δουλευσω L-700 460 (Vulgate: ego autem colam) ואני אעבדנו [MT יֵהּוא יַַעְבֶדּנּו 10:18
 (!) MT = ~ ἕως τῆς ἡμέρας ταύτης LXX (kaige?)] > Sam = La115 ַעד־ַהּיֹום 10:27
 Sam = σωτηρίαν LXX יׁשועה [MT מֹוִׁשיעַ   13:5
־יְִׂשָרֵאל 14:23  Sam = LXX ἐπὶ Ισραηλ על ישראל [MT = A L-700 328 460 (Hexaplaric) ֶמֶל
 MT/LXX] > Sam = L-700 460 ַויְִמיֵתהּו 15:10
 MT] > Sam = L-700 460 ִּבְׁשנַת ֶעְׂשִרים ְליֹוָתם ֶּבן־עזִּיָה 15:30
 MT] > Sam = LXX ֲאֶׁשר ַרב־ַטָּבִחים 25:10
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of Joshua sometimes agrees with the LXX clearly shows that their Hebrew source 

texts went back to a similar form.92 

Indeed, the fact that Sepher ha-Yamim and the LXX occasionally agree in 

substantial readings (especially minuses) indicates that both go, at least partly, back to 

similar Hebrew text forms.93 This is especially the case with its text of Joshua-Judges, 

where the Samaritan materials may have preserved the earliest version of the books 

altogether, but possibly also in Samuel-Kings – albeit evidently to a much lesser 

degree.94 While the text of the Chronicle is exceedingly polemical in Samuel-Kings 

and shows signs of a very late reception history, it should be taken into account in the 

text-critical assessment – especially because it is, after all, the only other known 

(classical) Hebrew source apart from the MT to the text of 2 Kings 17. 

There are indeed some interesting features in Sepher ha-Yamim’s text of Kings. 

The first to be noted is its chronological order of the text: while the chronology 

presented by the book, recounted according to the terms of Samaritan high priests 

rather than the regnal years of the kings of Israel and Judah, seems to be erratic and 

inconsistent, the order and layout of the regnal narratives has, at times, similarities 

with the LXX order of the text.95 For instance, the regnal narrative of Jehoshaphat (in 

the 8th year of the high priest Zadok) is recorded twice, first before Ahab (who accedes 

to the throne in the 9th year of Zadok), and then once more after him (again in the 8th 

year of Zadok) – exactly as happens in the LXX kaige text. This indicates that the 

underlying chronology (and thus order) of the Chronicle’s source text may have been, 

at least at some points, similar to that of the OG, where Jehoshaphat also accedes to 

the throne before Ahab, and that the source text of Sepher ha-Yamim may have had a 

text similar to the kaige.96 Most intriguingly, according to Sepher ha-Yamim, the 

                                                 
92 Mäkipelto, “Does the Samaritan.” 
93 Macdonald, The Samaritan Chronicle, 36–8. See also the listings of readings and omissions in the 
notes above. 
94 Thus Mäkipelto, “Does the Samaritan.” Cf. I.R.M. Bóid, “Transmission of Samaritan,” 22–4: “… 
Samaritan is a very developed form of a short text that is more primitive in its recensional origin than 
MT/LXX. This fact has implications for the question of systematic recensional development and its 
purpose, in both traditions” (23). 
95 The order of the text seems disturbed at the times of Jehoshaphat-Ahab, Jehoram-Jehu-Ahazyah, 
Amazyah-Joash, and Jotham-Pekahyah-Pekah – indeed, all contexts where there is either text-critical 
evidence of transpositions or different order of the text (Jehoshaphat, Jehoram, Jehu, Amazyah), or 
where there are grave chronological problems (Pekah, Jotham), very likely evidencing textual changes. 
96 The current order (Jehoshaphat–Ahab–Jehoshaphat) is also similar to the one in Chronicles and the 
majority Greek text (kaige), where Jehoshaphat is brought into the story twice. For this phenomenon, 
see Mäkipelto, Tekoniemi & Tucker, “Large-Scale Transposition,” 6–7. 
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Judean king Ahaz (34th of Akbiah) acceded to the throne after Hoshea (33rd of 

Akbiah), as also seems to be the case in La115, where chapter 16 is now missing 

between chapters 15 and 17.97 

The second interesting feature of Sepher ha-Yamim is the many intriguing 

minuses of several verses that are not found in other witnesses but have been, at least 

partly, seen as late additions in the literary-critical scholarship.98 While many of these 

minuses are almost certainly due to the Samaritan redactors/composers, it is probable 

that at least some shorter passages do indeed preserve an original, unexpanded text – 

otherwise, we would need to conclude that the writers of the Chronicle worked in 

many cases on the same basis as modern literary critics, omitting some of the very 

same passages we moderns too would consider somehow problematic. In either case 

it seems that the literary-critical scholarship is generally on the right track when it 

comes to understanding the thought of the ancients. 

Thirdly, it needs to be noted that in 2 Kings 17 Sepher ha-Yamim may indeed 

reflect an underlying Hebrew tradition that differed somewhat from that of both the 

MT and LXX versions. While it mostly agrees with the MT until verse 16aα, after 

which the direct quotation of the chapter ceases,99 its text is, apart from the lengthy 

addition from Deut 4:34 in verse 7, much shorter than that of either the MT, the LXX, 

or any other witness: it lacks verses 4bα100, 8b, 9a.bβ, 13, 14b, and 15aβ. Most of these 

passages – if not all – are also literary- or redaction-critically suspect, constituting late 

additions.101 While it is again possible, and even likely, that some parts of the text 

                                                 
97 See the discussion of this phenomenon in La115 above. Bóid, “Transmission of Samaritan,” 23–24, 
notes intriguingly enough that the chronology of the Samaritan book of Judges would in fact work best 
as the basis of both MT and LXX chronologies for 1 Kgs 6:1: “The figure of 480 years [in MT, TT] 
will only work with a recension of the book of Judges that supposes an orderly succession with no 
breaks in between and no periods of apostasy in between, i.e. without all the pseudo-Deuteronomistic 
additions. We have just described the Samaritan book in these words … The figure of 440 in the original 
Greek of I Kings would fit the Samaritan chronology exactly.” 
98 When the Chronicle gives lengthier quotations, consisting of several verses, it lacks inside these 
quotations the verses 1 Kgs 10:11–12, 22, 20:13–15, 22–25, 28, 21:10–12; 2 Kgs 13:6–8, 25:16–17, 
28–29. 
99 The source text of Sepher ha-Yamim likely consisted of at least verses 7–20, since verses 18 and 20 
are echoed at the end of the passage (marked as “H§ K*” in the system of Macdonald) dealing with the 
destruction of Samaria (the text reading 20~ויתנם ביד אויביהםaB 18ויתאנף יהוה על כל בית יׂשראלa). It is 
impossible to say whether the text of 21–41 was known to the writer of the Chronicle. The Chronicle 
never mentions the “sin of Jeroboam,” and therefore it understandably omits verses 21–23. 
100 This lack may be simply due to a homoioteleuton mistake from the second ֶמֶל ַאּׁשּור to the third, and 
will therefore not be taken into account in the survey below. 
101 Furthermore, there are even good text-critical reasons to omit 8b as a gloss; see 2.5.1. 
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have been intentionally omitted by the Samaritan redactors,102 some of these minuses 

probably go back to a textual situation anterior to that of the MT or LXX. These 

minuses, when relevant to the discussion, will be evaluated in the further assessments 

of the respective verses. 

Below, a table consisting of a comparison between verses 17:7–16aα of the MT 

and Sepher ha-Yamim is provided, together with a brief text-critical analysis of its 

unique readings. As can be seen, the most notable characteristic of the Samaritan text, 

apart from its brevity, is that it has been quite extensively harmonized towards 

Deuteronomy. Such extensive harmonization with and towards Deuteronomy is also 

typical of the Samaritan Pentateuch.103 

Comparison of the text of 2 Kgs 17:7–16aα of MT and Sepher ha-Yamim104 

MT 17:7–16aα Sepher ha-Yamim 17:7–16aα 
ֵהיֶהם ַליהָוה ְבנֵי־יְִׂשָרֵאל ִּכי־ָחְטאּו ַויְִהי 7  אָֹתם ַהַּמֲעֶלה ֱא

־ִמְצָריִם ַּפְרעֹה יַד ִמַּתַחת ִמְצַריִם ֵמֶאֶרץ   ֶמֶל
 
 

ִהים ַוּיִיְראּו ֲאֵחִרים׃ ֱא  

ֵהיֶהם ַהַּמֲעֶלה אָֹתם ֵמֶאֶרץ  ִּכי־ָחְטאּו105 ַליהָוה ֱא
־ִמְצָריִם ַּפְרעֹה יַד ִמַּתַחת ִמְצַריִם ֶמֶל  

במסות ובאותות ובמופתים ובמלחמה וביד ]106
נטויה ובזרוע חזקה גדלים ובמראים  ] 

ִהים ֲאֵחִרים  ַוּיַַעְבדּו107 ֱא
8  

 
 ַוּיְֵלכּו ְּבחּקֹות ַהּגֹויִם ֲאֶׁשר הֹוִריׁש יְהָוה 

 ִמְּפנֵי ְּבנֵי יְִׂשָרֵאל 
ּיְֵלכּו ְּבחּקֹות ַהּגֹויִם ֲאֶׁשר הֹוִריׁש יְהָוה וַ   

 ִמְּפנֵי ֲאבֹוָתם108
                                                 
102 This is very likely the case with verse 13, which deals with prophets, and possibly also with the 
grammatically and semantically problematic 9aα. The Chronicle is very critical of both Israelite and 
Judahite prophets throughout, calling Elijah and Elisha frauds (1 Kgs §M P*), and Hosea, Joel, and 
Amos “sorcerers” (2 Kgs §F B*). On the other hand, verses 4bα and parts of 15 may have been dropped 
via haplography; see the analysis below. 
103 Tov, “Proto-Samaritan Texts,” 400–3. Such nomistic harmonization towards Deuteronomy was a 
very common and recurrent phenomenon in later times when Deuteronomy was more and more 
considered a sacred and prominent book 
104 The bolded words are those that have been changed between the witnesses (in each case secondary 
to the MT); the lengthy Samaritan addition in verse 7 is marked with [square brackets and italics]. 
105 The highly problematic protatic verb ַויְִהי of the MT (see 2.4.3.2 for further analysis) is rendered 
pointless in the Samaritan version, since its apodosis ַוּיְִתַאּנַף in verse 18 (or even the ַוּיַָעד in 13) is not 
included in the Samaritan text, and is therefore omitted. 
106 A quotation taken almost verbatim from Deut 4:34a: ִהים ָלבֹוא ָלַקַחת לֹו גֹוי ִמֶּקֶרב ּגֹוי ְּבַמּסֹת ְּבאֹתֹת אֹו ֲהנִָּסה ֱא
 Macdonald, The Samaritan Chronicle, 177, calls .ּוְבמֹוְפִתים ּוְבִמְלָחָמה ּוְביָד ֲחָזָקה ּוִבְזרֹוַע נְטּויָה ּוְבמֹוָרִאים ְּגדִֹלים
this an addition “from the Priestly source in typical (liturgical) style.” In any case, this does not seem 
in any way a distinctively Samaritan addition since such a harmonization towards Deuteronomy could 
have been made at any point in the transmission process. 
107 The use of עבד instead of ירא is probably due to a harmonization of the very unusual language use of 
the MT to a more common phrase (cf. Deut 7:4, 11:16, 13:7, 14, 17:3, 29:25; Josh 23:16, 24:2, 16; Judg 
10:13; 1 Sam 8:8, 26:19; 1 Kgs 9:6 = 2 Chr 7:19; Jer 16:13). Such a change could have easily happened 
at any point in the scribal tradition and is again in no way distinctively Samaritan. 
108 The change from MT “sons of Israel” to “their fathers” is likely due to a later smoothening of the 
sense of this verse, which is otherwise quite problematic, and due to several literary layers present in 
verses 7–9; see 2.5, 3.1.3, and 3.2.3 for further analysis. It is also possible that a Samaritan reviser 
would here have wanted to distance the Samaritan community, who were also part of “the sons of 
Israel,” from the exiled Israelites. The lack of 8b is possibly due to the Chronicle here having an earlier 
textual tradition of the proto-MT text, where this likely proto-Masoretic addition had not yet been 
incorporated. 
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 ּוַמְלֵכי יְִׂשָרֵאל ֲאֶׁשר ָעׂשּו׃
9  

 
ֵהיֶהם  א־ֵכן ַעל־יְהָוה ֱא  ַויְַחְּפאּו ְבנֵי־יְִׂשָרֵאל ְּדָבִרים ֲאֶׁשר 

 ַוּיְִבנּו ָלֶהם ָּבמֹות ְּבָכל־ָעֵריֶהם 
 ִמִּמגְַּדל נֹוְצִרים ַעד־ִעיר ִמְבָצר׃

 
ָּבמֹות ְּבָכל־ָעֵריֶהם ַוּיְִבנּו ָלֶהם  

  גְבָֹהה ָּכל־ִּגְבָעה ַעל ַוֲאֵׁשִרים ַמֵּצבֹות ָלֶהם ַוּיִַּצבּו 10
ַרֲענָן׃ ָּכל־ֵעץ ְוַתַחת  

  גְבָֹהה ָּכל־ִּגְבָעה ַעל ַוֲאֵׁשִרים ַמֵּצבֹות ָלֶהם ַוּיִַּצבּו
ַרֲענָן׃ ָּכל־ֵעץ ְוַתַחת  

  ֹויִםַּכּג ְּבָכל־ָּבמֹות ויְַקְּטרּו־ָׁשם 11
  ִמְּפנֵיֶהם יְהָוה ֲאֶׁשר־ֶהגְָלה

ֶאת־יְהָוה׃ ְלַהְכִעיס ָרִעים ְּדָבִרים ַוּיֲַעׂשּו  

 ויְַקְּטרּו־ָׁשם ְּבָכל־ָּבמֹות ככל109 הגוים 
 ֲאֶׁשר־סביבותיהם110 

 ַוּיֲַעׂשּו כל תועבה בעיני יהוה׃111
  ָלֶהם יְהָוה ָאַמר ֲאֶׁשר ַהִּגּלִלים ַוּיַַעְבדּו 12

ַהּזֶה׃ ֶאת־ַהָּדָבר ׂשּוַתעֲ  א  
  ָלֶהם יְהָוה ָאַמר ֲאֶׁשר ַהִּגּלִלים ַוּיַַעְבדּו

א תלמד לעׂשות כתועבות הגוים האלה112׃  
וּיַָעד יְהָוה ְּביְִׂשָרֵאל ּוִביהּוָדה ְּביַד ָּכל־)נְִביאֹו] (נְִביֵאי[ ָכל־ 13

ֹוַתי חּקֹוַתי חֹזֶה ֵלאמֹר ׁשבּו ִמַּדְרֵכיֶכם ָהָרִעים ְוִׁשְמרּו ִמצְ 
ְּכָכל־ַהּתֹוָרה ֲאֶׁשר ִצִּויִתי ֶאת־ֲאבֵֹתיֶכם ַוֲאֶׁשר ָׁשַלְחִּתי 

 ֲאֵליֶכם ְּביַד ֲעָבַדי ַהּנְִביִאים׃

 
<the whole verse is lacking> 

א ָׁשֵמעּו   14  ו
 ַוּיְַקׁשּו ֶאת־ָעְרָּפם ְּכעֶֹרף ֲאבֹוָתם 
ֵהי א ֶהֱאִמינּו ַּביהָוה ֱא ֶהם׃ֲאֶׁשר   

א ָׁשֵמעּו  ו

 וּיְִמֲאסּו ֶאת־חָּקיו ְוֶאת־ְּבִריתֹו ֲאֶׁשר ָּכַרת ֶאת־ֲאבֹוָתם   15
 ְוֵאת ֵעְדֹוָתיו ֲאֶׁשר ֵהִעיד ָּבם113 

 ַוּיְֵלכּו ַאֲחֵרי 
 ַהֶהֶבל ַוּיְֶהָּבלּו ְוַאֲחֵרי 
 ַהּגֹויִם ֲאֶׁשר ְסִביבָֹתם 

ת ָּכֶהם׃ֲאֶׁשר ִצָּוה יְהָוה אָֹתם ְלִבְלִּתי ֲעׂשֹו  

 וּיְִמֲאסּו ֶאת־חָּקיו ְוֶאת־ְּבִריתֹו ֲאֶׁשר ָּכַרת ֶאת־ֲאבֹוָתם
 

  ַוּיְֵלכּו ַאֲחֵרי114
 

  ַהּגֹויִם115
 ֲאֶׁשר ִצָּוה יְהָוה אָֹתם ְלִבְלִּתי ֲעׂשֹות ָּכֶהם׃

ֵהיֶהם יְהָוה ֶאת־ָּכל־ִמְצֹות וּיַַעזְבּו 16 ֱא ֵהיֶהםֱא יְהָוה ֶאת־ָּכל־ִמְצֹות וּיַַעזְבּו   

                                                 
109 Independent scribal additions of small clarifying words, such as ָכל here, are exceedingly common 
in all traditions. 
110 The idea that (all) the peoples are “around” the Israelites is likely taken over from verse 15, where 
the same information is now lacking, possibly omitted by a Samaritan reviser (or accidentally dropped 
in 15 via homoioteleuton ֲאֶׁשר… ֲאֶׁשר). This may be an attempt to harmonize the somewhat contradictory 
information of verses 11 and 15, which, indeed, is one of the reasons to consider these verses to come 
from two different editorial hands; see 3.2.3–4 for further discussion. 
111 The phrase “they did every abomination in the eyes of Yahweh” does not seem to directly echo any 
known biblical passage, but is, as a denunciation, even harsher than the one in the MT. This change 
may be somehow connected with the harmonization in the next verse, where similar language (תועבות) 
is also used. 
112 Harmonization towards Deut 18:9b: א־ִתְלַמד ַלֲעׂשֹות ְּכתֹוֲעבֹת ַהּגֹויִם ָהֵהם . Apparently, the scribe 
responsible for the change thought that a direct quotation from Deut 18:9 would better suit the text here 
than an indirect allusion to Deut 12:4. In any case, this harmonization could have again been made 
independently of the Samaritans/the writers of the Chronicle themselves. 
113 The minus of Sepher ha-Yamim can hardly have happened here because of an accidental mistake 
(positing a homoioteleuton ָּבם…ֲאבֹוָתם, for instance, would be quite straining) – rather, the phrase being 
literary-critically very suspicious, here the Samaritan text may preserve a text that this plus had not yet 
seeped into; see 2.5.1 for further discussion. The Samaritan text uses the verb עוד in its quotations only 
once, strictly in its law-technical meaning (1 Kgs 21:13). It is not impossible that this was deliberately 
omitted as well, since the idea that Yahweh himself warned the Israelites (even if through the prophets, 
whether or not they were fake) may have been problematic to the writer. 
114 While it is possible that the phrase ַהֶהֶבל ַוּיְֶהָּבלּו ְוַאֲחֵרי is lacking due to a simple homoioteleuton mistake 
 as may be the case in the Greek manuscripts A V (independently of each other), this ,(ַאֲחֵרי…ַאֲחֵרי)
minus could also be a true witness to a Hebrew text form which still lacked this interpolation from Jer 
2:5 via Wiederaufnahme; see 3.2.4. 
115 The text ֲאֶׁשר ְסִביבָֹתם may have dropped here via homoioteleuton אֲ ֶׁשר… ֲאֶׁשר, although it is also 
possible that this mention was deliberately moved to verse 11 and subsequently omitted here; see note 
110 above. 
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1.3 The sin(s) of Jeroboam? The quest for the Deuteronomistic 
Historian and the oldest text form of 2 Kings 17 
One of the main aims of this study is to find the most likely textual layer of the History 

writer in the chapter, i.e., the “original author” of Kings and its basic composition. 

This is best accomplished by first reconstructing the earliest text attainable (through 

textual criticism) and then followed by purely literary- and redaction-critical 

aspirations. In order to extract the later additions and layers, one has to understandably 

have a picture of what constitutes the (more or less) solid textual basis on top of which 

the additions were cumulatively made. This basis is the original first edition of what 

is customarily called the “Deuteronomistic Historian” or History writer, who worked 

his annalistic source materials into a new, theologically meaningful composition. 

What is meant by the “Deuteronomistic History (DtrH)”116 in the research is, 

however, at the moment in a state of flux.  While the earlier scholarship, in the 

footsteps of Martin Noth, saw the Deuteronomistic History as spanning all the way 

from Deuteronomy to Kings,117 the more recent redactional critics have started to 

doubt this idea: not only does it look very improbable that such a major work was 

originally penned by only one individual or scribal circle, but there is an ever-growing 

doubt about even finding any materials penned by this “Deuteronomistic Historian” 

in Joshua through Samuel.118 This is for the simple reason that the central idea of the 

Urdeuteronomium,119 the centralization of cult to one place only (i.e., Jerusalem120), 

elsewhere only clearly resounds in Kings – indeed, in Kings decentralization appears 

                                                 
116 DtrH is to be understood as practically identical to the German equivalent “DtrG.” 
117 Noth, Deuteronomistic History, 4–25. 
118 Thus Würthwein, Studien, 9–10: “… die Bücher Jos – II Reg kein einheitliches Werk bilden, das auf 
einen einzelnen Autor zurückgeführt werden kann”; Nelson, “Deuteronomistic Historian in Samuel,” 
17: “The hypothesis of a Deuteronomistic History in anything like the version proposed by Martin Noth 
may be in the last stages of decay.” See also Pakkala, “Deuteronomy and 1-2 Kings,” 147–8: “All kings 
in Kings are judged by evaluating their position toward the cult. The framing of Deuteronomy and the 
main laws primarily deal with the cult. In view of its centrality in Deuteronomy and 1–2 Kings, the 
limited interest in the same theme in Joshua–2 Samuel is significant. … If assumed to be part of the 
same composition, it is peculiar that even after successive editors, the apparent tension with the cult 
centralization has not been harmonized in these books.” This is of course not to say there is no 
Deuteronomistic ideology to be found in these books, though these “deuteronomisms” are evidently 
quite scant in Samuel; see especially the collected volume of Cynthia Edenburg & Juha Pakkala (eds.), 
Is Samuel among the Deuteronomists. 
119 See Pakkala, “The Date,” 388–401, and Veijola, Fünfte Buch Mose, 2–6, for an overview of this 
document. 
120 Or, as in the possibly more original understanding of the Samarian Pentateuch, Mount Gerizim; see 
Ulrich, The Dead Sea Scrolls and the Developmental Composition of the Bible, 220–5, and Schenker, 
“Textgeschichtliches,” 105–20. 



 
 

32 

as the main sin of both kingdoms.121 DtrH – or rather, DtrH theology – has thus shrunk 

to something found, at best, only sporadically in Joshua–Samuel and, mostly, in Kings 

and (Ur-)Deuteronomy. It seems thus nowadays best to reserve the use of the term 

“DtrH” only to the discussion of 1–2 Kings, which is undoubtedly the work of a 

deuteronomistically minded historian – or, even better, abstain from using the term 

altogether because of the aforementioned problems (as will be done in this study). 

The main sin the Northern Kingdom of Israel is accused of is the “sin of 

Jeroboam” (1 Kgs 12:26–33), the first king of the Northern Kingdom. Since this sin 

plays such a major role in the evaluations of the northern kings throughout the work, 

it is quite safe to assume that this, and most of the passages referring to Jeroboam’s 

sin in Kings, was one of the parts penned already by the History writer, and thus seen 

as the main reason for the fall of the Northern Kingdom.122 However, as may be 

expected, there is a vigorous discussion on what in fact constitutes this sin in the 

passage in question. The traditional approach has been to take the constitution of the 

golden calves in 12:28–30 as the original stratum, with verses 31–33 as later 

explications and expansions of Jeroboam’s actions.123 Such a setting of calves (as 

some kind of representations of the divinity), however, must have originally been 

thought of as part of a still Yahwistic cult124 since the exclamation of Jeroboam in 

12:28, “behold: your gods, Israel, who brought you up (pl. ֶהֱעלּו) from the land of 

Egypt,” even if in the plural, can only refer to Yahweh.125 The idea that this new-born 

cult was forthrightly idolatrous can only be found in the texts and interpretations of 

                                                 
121 Similarly Kratz, Composition, 157–8: “Whereas in Samuel-Kings the First Commandment has 
become the criterion for assessing the kings only at a secondary stage and has replaced … the criterion 
of the unity of the kingdom and the cult, in Deuteronomy itself as in Joshua and Judges, more or less 
from the beginning it is the criterion of ‘Deuteronomistic’ (prophetic, priestly, and other) revisions. … 
Furthermore we must rid ourselves of the notion of a Deuteronomistic history extending from 
Deuteronomy to Kings ... The connection first exists at the latest literary stages.” See also Pakkala, 
“Deuteronomy and 1-2 Kings,” 141–61. 
122 This is also partly verified by the fact that the later revisers and redactors seem not to have cared 
much about Jeroboam, or even his sin; see Pakkala, “Jeroboam’s Sin,” 87. 
123 See for instance Würthwein, Erste Buch der Könige, 161–6. 
124 Gomes, Sanctuary of Bethel, 25: “Most scholars agree that the calves were pedestals for Yahweh, a 
counterpart to the cherubim in the Jerusalem Temple.” 
125 Similarly Cross, Canaanite Myth, 73–4 (“It is inconceivable that the national cult of Jeroboam was 
other than Yahwistic”); Pakkala, “Jeroboam’s Sin,” 88; Gomes, Sanctuary of Bethel, 220 (“For the 
Deuteronomists, Bethel was the sanctuary where Yahweh was ‘worshipped at the wrong place, at the 
wrong time, by the wrong priests and with the wrong iconography.’”);  
It is not impossible by any means that this exclamation should be interpreted as a sarcastic remark by 
the writer, especially considering the plural verb – calves were of course not the ones bringing Israel 
out of Egypt, but rather the first real threat to Yahwism. 
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the later revisers,126 and it is clear from the many literary-critical challenges that the 

passage has attracted the interest of multiple revisers.127 The sin of Jeroboam was, as 

implied by his internal dialogue in 12:27, first and foremost the de-centralization of 

the newly constituted Yahwistic Jerusalemite cult. 

However, it has recently been put forward by Juha Pakkala that this traditional 

interpretation of the calves as the main sin may not have been the original 

understanding of the text: even the calves, and the whole of 28–30, may be a later 

addition to the text, exactly by a later nomistically minded reviser who thought that 

the sin should consist of strictly idolatrous behavior.128 Pakkala provides an ample 

number of literary-critical arguments for his proposal, some of which may be briefly 

recounted here:129 

1) Instead of simply offering an alternative location for making sacrifices, 

which is the major theme in verse 27, Jeroboam instead instates a completely 

new calf cult in Bethel and Dan in 28–30, concerning which no sacrifices 

are mentioned – the texts appear to have two differing and independent 

themes; 

2) The subject of 31a is now ambiguous, if not even problematic, since the 

verse-beginning singular verb ַוּיַַעׂש now actually refers to ָהָעם in 30b, and not 

to Jeroboam – such grammatical problems are customarily caused by 

secondary interpolations;130 

3) Verses 28–30 create a closed narrative unit of their own, with a clear-cut 

albeit premature conclusion, “and this thing became a sin” ( ַויְִהי ַהָּדָבר ַהּזֶה

 which explicates the exact sin Jeroboam should be denounced for ,(ְלַחָּטאת

from here on, even though the list of sins continues. The same phrase can be 

found in 13:34, where it denotes, more appropriately, the sins of the house 

of Jeroboam, “and (MT: in this fashion) this thing became a sin of the house 

of Jeroboam” (ויְִהי ַּבָּדָבר ַהּזֶה ְלַחַּטאת ֵּבית יָָרְבָעם);131 and 

                                                 
126 Petry, Entgrenzung YHWHs, 51–4. 
127 See Pakkala, “Jeroboam Without Bulls,” 501–25, for an enumeration of all the complexities of the 
passage 12:26–33 as well as a bibliography of the earlier work done on the issue. 
128 Pakkala, “Jeroboam Without Bulls,” 501–25. 
129 Pakkala, “Jeroboam Without Bulls,” 505–7, 516–17. 
130 Verse 30b could, nevertheless, be a gloss-like addition as well. In such a case the subject would still 
be Jeroboam, as expected. 
131 Indeed, the fact that the sin is only vaguely presented in 12:30, as if concerning as much or even 
more the people than the king and his house – which is more customary in the context of Kings – makes 
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4) The main problem with the calves is the fact that they disappear practically 

completely from the text after 1 Kgs 12 – only in 2 Kgs 10:29 and 17:16 are 

they again taken up, and both of these mentions are literary-critically 

suspicious, and most probably did not constitute part of the text of the 

History writer (both mentions are likely glosses).132 If the calves were indeed 

an important part of the original writer’s text, one would expect them – or at 

least their destruction – to be mentioned more often, at the very least by the 

later nomistic hands who could certainly have used this idolatrous aspect of 

Israelite religion against them.133  

Pakkala therefore proposes that the original unity of the text should be seen as 

continuing directly from verse 27a to 31a, where Jeroboam instates not calves, but 

(houses of) high places as the “new” cultic venues where sacrifices should be made 

instead of Jerusalem.134 Verses 32–33 are to be seen as later additions, and there is 

practically universal agreement on this point.135 Thus, the sin of Jeroboam should be 

seen simply in his decentralizing actions and, consequently, his new priesthood. Thus, 

in the oldest layer(s) of 2 Kgs 17 one would also expect this – namely the 

decentralizing sin of Jeroboam – to be the base upon which later scribes then built 

their argumentation. Of course, the high places are very rarely mentioned (and mostly 

in late passages) in the north as well,136 but it is important to note that in Judah they 

                                                 
12:30 ideologically suspicious as well; for this idea of “democratization of sin,” see Rösel, “Why 2 
Kings 17,” 85–90, and Appendix B. If verses 31–33 are seen as later additions, however, there is 
naturally no problem with the narrative concluding already in 30. 
132 2 Kgs 10:29b is grammatically very problematic, denoting a gloss; similarly Würthwein, Bücher der 
Könige, 342–3. This mention of calves also has some text-critical issues, which may further indicate its 
later origin; see Tekoniemi, “Identifying kaige,” 7–8. On the mention in 17:16, see 3.2.4 below. 
133 Pakkala, “Jeroboam’s Sin,” 89. 
134 It is important to note that Jeroboam instates temples (as in the OG) on the high places, not only high 
places themselves. Pakkala (personal communication) suggests that this emphasis may signify a 
permanent institution, which would add to the sacrilege of Jeroboam – at least the high places are 
without outright temples in the South! (See, however, Appendix B for cases where other temples – 
possibly even on high places – are also mentioned in Judah in the likely earlier OG edition.) It is also 
important to note that the preceding chapters have just described the building of the temple in Jerusalem, 
which Jeroboam now challenges by building new temples around the country. 
135 According to Pakkala, “Jeroboam Without Bulls,”  508–9, the textual link between 12:31a and 13:33 
should be seen as a case of Wiederaufnahme, so that 31b, which already speaks of the clearly later 
Levitical priests, is left outside the original text, which spoke only of the “high place priests” (13:33). 
136 For their attestation, see the table in 3.2.4. It is similarly enigmatic why the high places are so rarely 
found in Deuteronomy, and only in its redactionally later portions, even though it is clear that the earliest 
versions of Deuteronomy and Kings, which are theologically so close to each other, must have been 
somehow linked concerning their (early) compositional history, and possibly even partly written by the 
same circle(s); see Pakkala, “Deuteronomy and 1–2 Kings,” 135–7, 141–7. One must, apparently, take 
the attack against high places in Kings as somehow reflecting a historical reality: the writer(s) (a small 
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are reprimanded time and time again – for the History writer they seem to be at the 

very least the main transgression of the people of the Southern Kingdom. It is thus 

very likely that something similar would be the case for the northerners as well.137  

Furthermore, one may take into account the text-critical evidence in the passage 

since it corroborates some of Pakkala’s arguments. For instance, the whole of 27b, 

“and they will kill me and turn to Rehoboam, the king of Judah” ( ְבָעם ַוֲהָרגנִי ְוָׁשבּו ֶאל־ְרחַ 

־יְהּוָדה ־יְהּוָדה with its peculiar repetition of ,(ֶמֶל  from 27a, is a late ,ֶאל־ְרַחְבָעם ֶמֶל

addition in the MT tradition since the text of 27b is completely missing from the OG, 

preserved in L-19´ and Lucifer, and even six Medieval Masoretic manuscripts.138 The 

                                                 
priestly circle working at a central sanctuary in Jerusalem) was most likely really concerned about them 
and the influence (whether real or projected) they had on the politics of the time. Such an attack is 
otherwise extremely hard to understand since the construction of such a “strawman” argument would 
seem quite bizarre if directed at anything else (unless “high places” are to be understood as [post-]exilic 
competitors of Jerusalem, which is quite unlikely as well). Such a document would thus be best seen as 
reflecting pre-exilic concerns (this would also explain the prime role kings have in the book, but 
possibly also the slight priestly jab aimed at them: the Davidic rulers are doing well, of course, but the 
people are nevertheless still allowed to sacrifice on the high places). Somewhat similarly also Römer, 
So-Called Deuteronomistic History, 43: “... their literary activity must be linked in one way or another 
to the concerns of the royal court: it was not, therefore, a sophisticated exercise in history writing, but 
rather a literature of propaganda.” The question, of course, pertains to whether this base text would 
have to then be “Josianic,” for instance. While possible, this does not need to be the case since such a 
document, likely of only very marginal importance even in its own time among perhaps only a small, 
specific circle of priests, may well have been forgotten or fallen out of use after these historical realities 
had somehow changed (2 Kgs 23:8a, possibly from the History writer, may have indeed been the high 
point after which the original document and its elementary agenda was practically abandoned as 
“finished” – with no high places/competing cults there was no more need for such an edition of Kings). 
In this case, the quite compact and practically since forgotten (pre-)exilic History writer’s edition may 
have been seen during/after the exile as an apt place to spread the now-better-formed (and more 
abstract-minded) (ur-)Deuteronomic ideology, which would understandably have no longer been 
interested in the already long abolished high places. Thus, the earlier “proto-Deuteronomistic” edition 
of Kings now fell under broader editing, which started to have a more and more nomistic flavor. At the 
same time the attack on high places of the original document was seemingly for the most(?) part 
preserved. Of course, the books of Kings, as shown by the disinterest of even early rabbinic circles, 
appears never to have been much more than simply a historical curiosity, almost a relic of sorts. One 
further argument for this is the LXX edition of Kings, which, if indeed mostly older than the MT edition, 
shows through its crude compositional layout that the book was in many ways considered almost like 
a depository of textual materials, and, similar to the many sectarian Qumran texts, originally not meant 
for broader use.  
While extremely hypothetical, this model of the “proto-Deuteronomistic” transmission of Kings and 
Deuteronomy takes into account the very complex history of textual transmission in ancient Israel, of 
which Qumran has given us only (the first?) glimpses: the history/-ies of the texts are likely so complex 
that only by ample amounts of imagination may one even try to find answers to the hardest questions – 
such as the relationship of (Ur-)Deuteronomy and the History writer’s edition of Kings. For a few 
attempts at better understanding this plurality in modern terms, see Borchardt, “Daniel’s Court Tales,” 
1–9; and Tekoniemi, “Editorial In(ter)ventions,” 1–30. 
137 Indeed, if the original textual layer of the History writer – whatever its extent may have been – is 
taken as a Judahite document, written after 720 BCE but before the exile, it only makes sense that the 
destruction of the Northern Kingdom would be used as an example of what happens if the high places 
are not taken care of. 
138 Pakkala, “Jeroboam without Bulls,” 504, discusses the majority LXX reading, but does not take the 
full textual evidence into account. The text is missing from the Kennicott MSS 1, 70, 85, 115, 158, and 
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addition, made apparently via Wiederaufnahme, adds to the text the disparaging idea 

that Jeroboam was a coward, afraid of the people lynching him.139 More importantly, 

however, similar proto-Masoretic editing can also be found in verse 30 where, 

according to the MT, Jeroboam built “a house of high places,” ֵּבית ָּבמֹות – a term that 

was already thought to be somehow corrupt by the earliest commentators.140 

According to the LXX, however, Jeroboam built “houses on high places,” οἴκους ἐφ᾽ 

ὑψηλῶν (*בתים אל במות/בתי במות).141 It has been argued by Schenker that this shift from 

plural sanctuaries to a singular one, a change which, interestingly enough, also appears 

later in 2 Kgs 17:29, 31, is part of an anti-Samaritan revision in the proto-MT: even 

though the exact location of this singular “house of high places” is nowhere 

mentioned, the text-critical analysis of 2 Kgs 17:29 in particular strongly suggests that 

the place is to be understood as none other than Samaria, and the temple on Mount 

Gerizim.142 This change is quite likely connected to the very similar proto-Masoretic 

changes in 2 Kgs 23:8b, 11, and 13a, where in the OG Josiah destroys non-Yahwistic 

temples in Jerusalem instead of mere high places of the MT.143 The MT can thus be 

shown overall to be particularly interested in the correct interpretation of sanctuaries 

in Israel-Judah (which, once again, naturally makes its use as the sole base document 

for redaction criticism problematic).144 

Thus, in the more original LXX version, Jeroboam builds not a “sanctuary of 

high places,” but “sanctuaries on/of the high places”, thus completely reversing the 

                                                 
187. The text has apparently been added to the Greek witnesses in two stages: καὶ ἀποκτενοῦσίν με was 
added in a kaige-like manner, while και επιστραφησονται προς Ροβοαμ βασιλεα Ιουδα is only found in 
the Hexaplaric A 247; similarly Kauhanen, Lucifer, 66. See also Trebolle, “Text-critical Use,” 292–3. 
139 Pakkala, “Jeroboam without Bulls,” 504. At the end of verse 30 there is also a considerable plus in 
the majority text of the LXX, “and they forsook the house of the Lord” (καὶ εἴασαν τὸν οἶκον κυρίου), 
reminiscent of 2 Chr 24:18, ַוּיַַעזְבּו ֶאת־ֵּבית יְהָוה. The plus is missing from the OG witnesses A B V 247 L-

82 509 71 245 318 460 Luc. This is, apparently, a kaige correction (no Hexaplaric evidence) towards a 
(proto-MT?) Hebrew text form now known from nowhere else. 
140 For instance, by Montgomery, Kings, 259 and Stade, Kings, 131. 
141 Stade, Kings, 131, disagrees on also retroverting the preposition, and while this is by no means 
necessary, it seems more likely that the preposition was indeed found in the OG Vorlage. Even the 
Vulgate is similar: et fecit fana (pl.!) in excelsis. Klostermann, Könige, 348, gives an interesting 
proposition that the Vorlage would have read *בית־אל במות, “Bethel high places,” but this is not likely 
– the translator would have been aware enough of the name Bethel in this context to have rendered such 
a base text correctly. Such a Hebrew text (*ויעׂש בית־אל במות) would also be somewhat awkward and 
would rather create more questions (for instance, what is a “Bethel high place”?) than it would answer. 
142 Schenker, Älteste Textgeschichte, 34–45; idem, “Man bittet um Gegenargument,” 55–61; idem, 
Septante, 103–6. In 1 Kgs 13:32 all versions have the houses in plural. See 4.3 for further discussion. 
143 See Appendix B. All the verses in question are unlikely to originate from the History writer; see 
Levin, “Joschija,” 351–71, for the extremely complicated literary history of 2 Kgs 23. 
144 For further case studies and similar conclusions, see Pakkala, God’s Word Omitted, 213–22, 231–7, 
243–5; and Schenker, Älteste Textgeschichte, 149–66, 177–8. 
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previous situation of only one temple in one place, ֵבית־יְהָוה ִּבירּוָׁשַלִם. This temple-

building activity, effectively, turns the cult into what it will be constantly reprimanded 

for in the south as well (and what the cult is in fact said to have been before Solomon’s 

temple building in 1 Kgs 3:2–4), namely the people sacrificing on the high places. 

Jeroboam is thus not only a decentralizer, but a ‘degenerator’ of the “original” 

Solomonic cult as well, and thus, in a way, even more of a villain – the only thing 

worse than an idolater, sociologically speaking, would be an apostate.145 For the 

History writer the main sin of Israel was therefore – as might be expected – the same 

as Judah’s, only taken one fateful step further.146 Indeed, in the eyes of the History 

writer, the Judahites were collectively practically just as sinful as the Israelites, save 

for the only saving grace, namely the kings still holding fast to the temple of Yahweh 

in Jerusalem.147 Therefore, when it comes to finding the oldest base text in 2 Kgs 17, 

“the sin of Jeroboam,” i.e., the Israelite decentralization of the Yahwistic cult, is the 

most logical (and likely the only) ideological clue the History writer has left us. The 

issue of centralization is the sine qua non of 1‒2 Kings. 

Concerning “the” sin of Jeroboam and its differing interpretations during the 

long and complex transmission history of Kings, one may take into account one more 

illustrative difference between the MT and the LXX. In 1 Kgs 11:43–12:3 these 

versions differ quite drastically: the LXX completely lacks verses 12:2 (or rather, has 

some of its content transposed to 11:43) and 3a. Consequently, the depiction of 

Jeroboam’s actions and reasoning changes: while in the MT he arrives in Israel after 

                                                 
145 Of course, in case the narrative goes back to any particular historical situation, which is quite 
doubtful (already the naming scheme of the two kings, Jeroboam and Rehoboam, which are wordplays 
on the same theme of “people increasing,” reminds one of the mythical founders of Rome, Romulus 
and Remus), Israel and Jeroboam’s “regressive” reaction is, politically and otherwise, only to be 
expected: not often in history are such drastic religious reforms as those of Solomon met with cheering 
applause from the people, whose traditional ways of living are thus hampered. The apostasy of 
Jeroboam may thus best be seen not as a historical act, but rather as a mental image of the History 
writer, a “strawman” of sorts. 
146 The argument of Berlejung, “Twisting Traditions,” 19 n.38, against Pakkala, that, “There would not 
be a contrast to the misdeeds of the South any more,” is not true, since the biggest Deuteronomic 
misdeed possible remains, i.e., the separation from Jerusalem. Similarly, Berlejung’s (19) objection that 
“…the building of high places seems to me quite meagre to be the ‘sin of Jeroboam’…,” seems to speak 
more of the presumptions of the scholars than anything else: for us it is now “the sin(s)” of Jeroboam, 
but for the ancients this may not have been as much the case – in the eyes of the early Deuteronomists 
a simple decentralization from Jerusalem would have certainly been more than enough to deem the 
whole Northern Kingdom heretics. 
147 Indeed, the main sin of Manasseh, if his reign was yet recounted in the original History writer’s 
document, may have originally been simply the reinstation of high places (2 Kgs 21:3) – thus his grave 
sin would simply mirror that of Jeroboam. 
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having heard about the upcoming crowning of Rehoboam (12:2) and because the 

Israelites explicitly send for him (3a), in the LXX Jeroboam simply leaves Egypt after 

having heard that Solomon has died (11:43).148 As noted by Richelle, there appears to 

be an ideological difference between the two: unlike in the LXX, where Jeroboam 

quite understandably returns to his homeland only after the person persecuting him 

has died, in the MT his actions are clearly malicious from the start – Jeroboam, and 

Israel as a whole (3a), is already up to no good.149 Both Jeroboam and the Northern 

Kingdom are thus in the MT shown to be erratic and untrustworthy from the very 

beginning, as if already preparing for the schism.150 This, once again, emphasizes the 

grave need for the use of textual evidence for literary and redaction criticism: without 

the LXX, we would have a very different idea of what would constitute the (more) 

original version of Jeroboam’s rise to power – a text that is often taken as coming from 

the “Deuteronomistic Historian.”151 It also shows that there was a clear 

scribal/editorial tendency for new interpretations of Jeroboam’s actions even at the 

very late stage of transmission, thus giving further indirect support for Pakkala’s 

thesis. 

Martin Noth further saw 2 Kings 17 as a crucial “chapter of reflection” of the 

Historian, a series which, according to him, proved the unified nature of the original 

redaction.152 However, Noth’s own analysis of the chapter’s literary history, especially 

concerning verses 7–23, differs quite radically from the earlier analyses – and most of 

the analyses after him – since to him the earliest textual strands are not to be found in 

                                                 
148 It is also important to note that the LXX attests a Wiederaufnahme in 11:43: the two mentions of 
Solomon “sleeping with his fathers” frame the secondary addition of Jeroboam’s actions. As Richelle, 
“Relevance of the Septuagint,” 584–6, notes, the attestation of this editorial technique very likely shows 
the older form of the text.  
149 Richelle, “Relevance of the Septuagint,” 584–6, who also importantly notes that 1 Kgs 12:2 in the 
MT is not in line with the understanding of 12:20 where the Israelites are said to not yet have been 
aware of Jeroboam’s return. This literary-critical remark only further strengthens the originality of the 
LXX. 
150 The prophetical story in 1 Kgs 13 emphasizes this point even further: one cannot trust even those 
northerners who (claim to) have heard Yahweh’s speech, i.e., the prophets. Even the legitimate holy 
men of the north are malevolent liars! 
151 See Würthwein, Erste Buch der Könige, 146–52. Another question completely, albeit just as much 
related to the matter at hand, is the lack of the MT’s Jeroboam narrative, 1 Kgs 14:1–20, in the LXX 
(and, vice versa, the lack of 12:24a–z in the MT). This whole sequence transforms the guilt of Jeroboam 
to simple idolatry, especially in verse 9. The post-exilic date of this textual unit is clearly proclaimed 
by verses 14–16. Whatever the prominence of the more “primitive” LXX 12:24a–z (which, once again, 
is introduced into the text through Wiederaufnahme), the MT plus 14:1–20 is (similarly?) undoubtedly 
late. 
152 Noth, ÜSt., 4–6. 
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verses 21–23 (where the sin of Jeroboam is explicitly cited), but rather in 7–20.153  

Nevertheless, taking into account this important role Noth gave to 2 Kgs 17, it is quite 

surprising to note that no substantial study – whether text or literary critical – has been 

conducted on the chapter before this.154 

  

                                                 
153 See the table in 3.2.1. It is likely that Noth’s evaluation of these verses is faulty. 
154 Verses 7–23 are usually considered “in chunks” in literary-redactional literature, namely, dividing 
them in a very general manner into different layers (such as 7–18/20, 7–12/13–18, 19–20, 21–23). This 
is, as will be argued, problematical since the chapter is likely an exceedingly complex creation by 
dozens of different editorial hands that did not respect such strict boundaries between textual units. Of 
course, such complexity does not fit the traditional redactional picture where the text is only assigned 
to a couple of main redactors. Indeed, one may wonder whether the inability of redactional scholars to 
find this complexity in 2 Kgs 17 is due to the strict restrictions they have thus far set for themselves 
and the material, i.e., only a couple of hands behind the text. 
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2. The textual history of verses 1–23 in light of 
documented evidence 

2.1 The significance of verse 1 in the redactional history of 2 
Kings 17 
Even though the significance of Greek and Old Latin witnesses for the textual and 

redactional history of chapter 17 has recently been stressed by some scholars, verse 1 

of the chapter has mostly been passed over in silence. On the part of the MT and the 

LXX this is understandable, as they give practically the same text. Questions do arise, 

however, with the Old Latin witness La115. The manuscript has a considerably shorter 

text in verse 1, as it lacks the synchronism of Hoshea with Ahaz, the king of Judah 

(“in the 12th year of Ahaz”). While this alone is a highly interesting textual trait, the 

text of La115 is even more peculiar here: the whole of chapter 16 is missing in La115 as 

well, verse 17:1b continuing straight from verse 15:38.155 

Is this large minus in the text to be ascribed to an accident in the transmission of 

the text? Or could this minus actually attest a text in a different redactional stage from 

all the other extant witnesses? Could the two peculiarities mentioned above be linked 

somehow? 

2.1.1 Accidental omission of chapter 16 in the transmission 
process of La115? 
As most of the leaves of La115 have been lost,156 it is hard to say whether or not chapter 

16 was originally part of it at all. While the text of La115 does have its peculiarities, it 

does not seem to preserve and present the chapters and narratives in an arbitrary order: 

where elsewhere extant, it arguably preserves the OG order of the text (and indeed the 

OG text).157 It is stressed by the editor of the manuscript that the minus most probably 

                                                 
155 The text found on the folio of La115 consists (in given order) of verses 15:32aβ–15:38, 17:1–6, 7*, 
15–19, 9bα. The large minus of the whole chapter 16 is a textual trait that has not been stressed enough, 
if at all, in the research. As far as I am aware, this phenomenon has thus far only been noted by the 
editor of the manuscript, Bonifatius Fischer, and by Adrian Schenker and Matthieu Richelle; it was also 
briefly discussed by Wolfgang Schütte, “Israels Exil,” 379–80. 
156 See Fischer, “Palimpsestus Vindobonensis,” 20-2, for the outline of the manuscript. Only 28 leaves 
of the original codex (~198–200 leaves) are extant. 
157 See 1.2.2.2 and 3.1 for a more in-depth discussion of the textual order and characteristics of La115. 
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does not originate with the scribe of La115, but with the earlier stages of (Latin) 

copying158 since verses 15:38 and 17:1 are now found on the same side of a folio. 

It is possible that at some point of the textual transmission of the text form of 

La115 (either in Latin or already in the Greek exemplar) chapter 16 did precede chapter 

17, but was for some reason lost or displaced, either deliberately or, more probably, 

by accident. There are many different reasons why this could have happened: possibly 

chapter 16 alone was at some point written on a folio of its own, which was then for 

some reason lost and never recovered,159 or the copyist was not well (or at all) 

acquainted with the text of Kings, and did not notice one chapter changing place or 

even missing.160 Taking into account the relative theological unimportance of the 

books of Kings in the first centuries CE, it does not seem completely impossible that 

the copyists would not have even noticed such crude mistakes. In any case, it is now 

hard to say from the material evidence we possess whether or not the chapter was 

located in La115, either before verse 15:32 or after chapter 17 – or whether it was even 

missing altogether.161 It is at least fairly improbable that the chapter would have 

preceded the text of 15:32 now found in La115, as in 15:38 it is said that Ahaz 

succeeded his father Jotham on the throne of Judah. A more probable place for chapter 

16 would be after chapter 17. 

It is quite possible that the minus of La115 is simply an accidental omission, 

caused by some mistake in the earlier copying processes. However, it seems 

suspiciously convenient that a whole chapter alone (and possibly verse 17:1a with it) 

would have fit exactly one leaf, 162 which was then omitted/displaced – especially 

                                                 
158 Fischer, “Palimpsestus Vindobonensis,” 36: “The following have nothing to do with the scribe of 
our MS, but rather with an earlier stage of the textual transmission: … the omission or transposition of 
4 Rg 16 ….” 
159 Using the Latin scribe of La115 as an example, the text of Rahlfs’ edition for chapter 16 consists of 
about 53.5 lines. This would mean roughly 26–27 lines of text per page. According to Fischer, 
“Palimpsestus Vindobonensis,” 26, the scribe of La115 wrote 27 lines per page in quire XXI (though the 
attested lines per page vary from 17.5 in 1 Samuel to 27 in 2 Kings). Thus, it would not be an impossible 
idea that the text of chapter 16 was at some point prior to La115 indeed written on a single leaf. Even if 
the 0.5–1 line of the now-missing verse 17:1a is added to this, the picture stays the same.  
160 Since Ahaz, whose reign is reported in chapter 16, was in no way a prominent king of Judah, it is 
not impossible (albeit not very likely) that a copyist would not have even noticed his regnal narrative 
missing from the text.  
161 Fischer, “Palimpsestus Vindobonensis,” 26–7.  
162 Especially if the text was copied on a double leaf (either in Greek or Latin), the possibility of the 
displacement of the double leaf itself becomes more improbable, as it would have also changed the 
position of other textual units on the double leaf. It is more probable that a single leaf containing the 
text was somehow displaced from the codex. 
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when it is taken into account that La115 preserves the Old Greek text and order quite 

faithfully elsewhere in 1–2 Kings. Accidental omissions more often confuse a text, 

and it would be exceptional that an accidental omission cuts out a passage exactly 

where it begins and ends. Therefore, even though the text-critical evidence might 

indeed allow us to simply close the case as a mere mishap of copyists, the literary-

critical possibilities can – and indeed have to – be taken into account as well.  It thus 

has to be asked: could the transposition also be due to deliberate change(s) in the text? 

Here, it should be noted that the literary critical possibilities born from 

accidental omission should not and cannot be used, quite self-evidently, as evidence 

for a deliberate change in the text. In this case it would, however, be too uncertain to 

pass the phenomenon off as a simple accident in the transmission. 

2.1.2 Textual history of verse 1 

2.1.2.1 Textual witnesses 
The differing reading of La115 in the first verse of chapter 17 is a point of interest in 

several ways. First, it might contribute to the discussion of the chronology of Kings, 

and, second, the reading may help us with the problem of the missing chapter 16 in 

La115. 

MT 15:38b, 17:1 LXX B 15:38b, 17:1 La115 15:38b–17:1 
 ַוִּיְמ ָאָחז 
 ְּבנֹו ַּתְחָּתיו

 
[chapter 16 follows]  

 
ה ים ֶעְׂשֵר֔  ִּבְׁשַנ֙ת ְׁשֵּת֣

ה  ֶל ְיהּוָד֑ ז ֶמ֣ ְלָאָח֖  
ה  ַ ֶּבן־ֵאָל֧ ַל הֹוֵׁש֨ ָמ֠  
ל  ְבׁשְֹמ֛רֹון ַעל־ִיְׂשָרֵא֖  

ים ַׁשע ָׁשִנֽ ׃ֵּת֥  

καὶ ἐβασίλευσεν Αχαζ  
υἱὸς αὐτοῦ ἀντ᾽ αὐτοῦ 
 
[chapter 16 follows] 
 
᾿Εν ἔτει δωδεκάτῳ  
τῷ Αχαζ βασιλέως163 Ιουδα  
ἐβασίλευσεν Ωσηε υἱὸς Ηλα  
ἐν Σαμαρείᾳ ἐπὶ Ισραηλ  
ἐννέα ἔτη 

et regnavit achas  
filius eius pro eo 
 
> 
 
> 
> 
et osee filius dala [=hela]  
regnauit annis VIIII· 
in samariam 

ἐν 1°] pr και 554 | δωδεκάτῳ] δεκατω 82 44; τεταρτω και δεκατω 127 | τῷ] του A 247 L−127 46´ 328 121 44 68´-120-125 
158 460 700; > 127 f 64´ 318 372 | βασιλεῖ A V CI CII−46´ 242 a d−44 370 s−64´ 488 55 71 158 244 245 707s] βασιλεως rel | 
υιος] om 68´ | Ηλα] om 158* | ἐπὶ] om 488 | ἐννέα ἔτη] tr 44 
15:38bAnd Ahaz, his son, 
reigned in his stead. … 
17:1In the twelfth year of Ahaz, 
king of Judah, reigned 
Hoshea, son of Elah, in 
Samaria over Israel nine years. 

15:38bAnd Ahaz, his son, 
reigned in his stead. … 
17:1In the twelfth year of Ahaz, 
king of Judah, reigned 
Hoshea, son of Elah, in 
Samaria over Israel nine years. 

15:38bAnd Ahaz, his son, 
reigned in his stead.  
 
17:1And Hoshea, son of Dala 
(=Elah) reigned nine years 
in Samaria. 

                                                 
163 The dative τῷ βασιλεῖ for the Hebrew preposition  ְל, against the genitive τοῦ βασιλέως, is in multiple 
manuscripts likely due to kaige revision; see Shenkel, Chronology, 53. 
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The synchronism, “in the twelfth year of Ahaz, king of Judah,” is missing from the 

text of La115.164 It is entirely possible, that the beginning of the verse (1a) was part of 

the text accidentally omitted from La115 (16:1–17:1a), as noted above. This would 

explain the lack of the synchronism in the text and the unusual word et at the beginning 

of the regnal formula. Thus, if the synchronism (in anno duodecimo) was accidentally 

lost, the slightly awkward construct regnauit osee filius dala annis VIIII left behind 

would have necessitated the addition of et at the beginning, although the reversal of 

the word order, as now seen in the Latin, does not seem necessary.165 

There are, however, also possibilities to argue otherwise: namely, that the minus 

of the synchronism in La115, or rather, the plus in the rest of the tradition, is a deliberate 

change brought into the text. 

2.1.2.2 The problems of the chronology of 2 Kings 15–18 and the 
synchronism of 2 Kgs 15:30 
The chronological problems of 1–2 Kings during the Omride dynasty are a well-

known and especially massive problem. Not that surprisingly, similar chronological 

problems pile up at the time of the end of the Northern Kingdom as well.166 In the span 

of chapters 2 Kings 15–18, the MT gives multiple chronological notes that contradict 

each other:  

1) in 15:30b Hoshea is said to have become king in the 20th year of Jotham – 

even though Jotham is said to only have reigned 16 years in 15:33;167  

                                                 
164 The usual notice of Hoshea reigning “over Israel” (ַעל־יְִׂשָרֵאל) is missing here as well. 
165 A massive parablepsis from ἐν ἔτει/in anno in 16:1 to 17:1 is practically impossible; see Vroom, 
“Cognitive Approach,” 279. In such a case one would also expect verse 17:1 to include the 
synchronism.  
166 These problems in the MT are most often resolved by the supposition of certain overlapping (co-
)regencies of a king and his son. For this sort of argumentation, see Thiele, Mysterious Numbers. While 
such co-regencies are not impossible, theories of this kind should be kept away from text-critical work, 
as they have normally been formulated based on certain text forms (usually, if not always, the MT), and 
thus their conclusions cannot be applied to other text forms (circular argument). It is also highly 
probable, that most – if not all – of the textual “evidence” used to argue for such co-regencies is actually 
due to corruptions in the text. See similarly Piquer, “Hebrew Bible(s),” 697–703; and Tekoniemi, Omrin 
dynastian aika, 66–8, 80–2, 98.  
167 Many commentators have argued on various grounds that this synchronism is due to some sort of 
mistake in the copying process. Thus, for instance, Thenius, Könige, 367. To the contrary, see Barnes, 
“Not a Gloss,” 294–6. Interestingly enough, in such a system the reign of Ahaz would be either 
unnecessary, or only a year long at best (Hoshea’s 2nd year, since Hezekiah accedes to the throne already 
in Hoshea’s 3rd year). 
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2) Jotham’s son Ahaz (17th of Pekah) is said to have reigned 16 years as well, 

but Ahaz’s son Hezekiah (3rd of Hoshea) begins his reign well before Ahaz’s 16 

years have ended, even if 15:30 were deemed a gloss;  

3) Hoshea is given a second synchronism in 17:1, the 12th of Ahaz, which 

contradicts the one in 15:33, and leaves 7 kingless years in Israel between him 

and Pekah, who dies in Ahaz’s 4th year.168  

In the light of the text-critical material concerning the Omride dynasty and its 

chronology, these kinds of internal inconsistencies hint at revisional tendencies in the 

text.169 The fact that La115 actually lacks one of the problematic synchronisms in 17:1 

creates some interesting possibilities. 

The especially problematic synchronism of Hoshea in 15:30b is extremely 

important when the compositional rules of Kings are taken into account: when a king, 

with whom king(s) of the other kingdom have been synchronized, dies, the regnal 

narratives of the other kingdom are in turn given until a new king in the other kingdom 

emerges. Thus, in the light of the chronological data of 15:30b, the narrative of 

Hoshea’s reign (17:1b–41) would be expected to commence immediately after 

Jotham’s regnal narrative (15:32–15:38) – which it indeed does in the text of La115. 

Even though La115 has preserved in its text no synchronisms,170 from the lack of 

chapter 16 it is already clear that in its implied chronological scheme Hoshea indeed 

begins his reign during the reign of Jotham, not Ahaz – and as a result of this Ahaz 

must have begun his reign either after or simultaneously with Hoshea. 

It is possible to argue, therefore, that La115 has here simply a harmonization of 

the text made exactly on the basis of the chronological logic given above, namely that 

chapter 17 was transposed before 16 in order to agree with the data of 15:30. It would 

be surprising, however, that the change was made according to such an “aberrant” 

                                                 
168 Another, albeit completely different, problem is the fact that the numbers given in 2 Kings 15–18 
cannot be reconciled with the Assyrian data (a span of about 70 years), even with the most imaginative 
solutions. 
169 See Shenkel, Chronology; and Tekoniemi, Omrin dynastian aika (in Finnish) for two full-scale 
studies focused solely on the problems of the Omride chronology. It is likely that the chronological 
problems in the MT are due to later revision. See further Mäkipelto, Tekoniemi & Tucker, “Large-Scale 
Transposition,” 6–9; Schenker, Älteste Textgeschichte, 86–96; and Trebolle, “Textual Criticism,” 60–
78. 
170 The text of La115 begins at 15:32aβ, just after the synchronism in that verse. That there indeed was 
originally some synchronism here in La115 can be discerned from the syntax of the preserved text: [in 
anno … phaceae] fili romoliae regis israel regnauit ionathan ….  
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synchronism: the contradicting synchronism of 15:30 is found in an unexpected 

location (at the ending formula of a king), and is problematic chronologically, unlike 

the more customary one in 17:1. It then becomes very interesting that the Antiochian 

text lacks the whole synchronism (“in the 20th year of Jotham”) in 15:30b.171 Many 

commentators have deemed this lack of a highly problematic synchronism in L as 

reflecting the most original text attainable.172 On one hand, it is possible that L omits 

here a synchronism it deemed impossible or otherwise unnecessary.173 This would 

however be somewhat unexpected for L, which seems to mainly strive for as “full” 

(and readable) a text as possible.174 On the other hand, the incongruity of the 

synchronism makes it a lectio difficilior: why would a later glossator add such clearly 

erroneous information to the text? This would not be the only time the MT adds such 

a “clearly erroneous” synchronism, however. In 2 Kgs 1:17 the MT gives its first 

synchronism for Joram, the king of Israel (“in the 2nd year of Joram son of 

Jehoshaphat”), which coincides with the OG synchronism of 1:18a (L), but is in a 

complete disagreement with the second synchronism given in 3:1 (“in the 18th year of 

Jehoshaphat”). The MT thus adds an OG synchronism in 1:17 only at a very late 

                                                 
171 Verse 15:30b is also omitted by one medieval Hebrew manuscript (Kennicott 115). According to 
Torijano, “Different Distribution,” 190, some Hebrew manuscripts also agree with the Lucianic 
synchronism in 2 Kings 8:17, reading “ten” instead of Masoretic “eight,” and in 25:8, reading “ninth” 
instead of “seventh.” This might confirm that the readings of L could go back to a Hebrew Vorlage, 
even if the value of some (if not most) of the coinciding readings noted by Torijano is debatable: for 
example, the many coinciding additions or omissions of the word “and” may have been added/omitted 
over time independently by the copyists of either tradition, and are likely coincidental. Agreements on 
the chronology in 2 Kgs 8:17 and 25:8 are, however, quite possibly true agreements between the 
witnesses. Nevertheless, the contradictory 15:30b could have been secondarily omitted by both 
traditions independently. 
172 Thus Stade, Kings, 254 (“very late addition”); Benzinger, Könige, 169 (“eine (verdorbene) Glosse”); 
and even BHS (“frt dl”).  
173 Montgomery, Kings, 452:“Lucian expunged the contradictory item, but that gives no basis for textual 
criticism”; similarly Barthélemy, CTAT, 405; and Rahlfs, Lukian, 278. 
174 For this position, see Fernández, Septuagint in Context,” 230, where, according to him, one of the 
main features of the Lucianic recension as a whole is to give “a full text with no omissions.” See also 
Fernández, Scribes, 33–4. There are, however, indeed some doubts to be raised about the possible 
streamlining tendencies of the Antiochian text when it comes to chronological notices. It is possible 
that at some points L may have recensionally omitted “superfluous” synchronistic notices. In 2 Kgs 3:1, 
L gives no synchronism whatsoever. The synchronism might have been deliberately omitted, possibly 
because the synchronism was already given in verse 1:18a. However, it is also possible that verses 3:1–
3 are due to kaige revision even in L. In one case the Antiochian text also seems to add some synchronic 
material, showing that the Lucianic revisers may have been interested in chronological matters: in 1 
Kings 16:15, manuscripts 19´-93 give a unique synchronism “27th year of Asa,” which is probably a 
late harmonizing addition. Here the aim of the Lucianic redactor(s) may have indeed been to make the 
text “fuller” by harmonizing the text. 
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stage,175 not as an aberrant gloss, but clearly from another Hebrew source (a text 

resembling the OG Vorlage). The case of 15:30b could be the same.176 

A similar phenomenon can also be noted in 1 Kgs 16:6 where the whole Greek 

tradition gives a synchronism for Elah not found in the MT, and, subsequently, in 16:8 

all non-Hexaplaric Greek manuscripts lack the Masoretic synchronism. The missing 

synchronism is caused by the abrupt interpolation of a prophetical narrative into verse 

16:7, which is located outside any regnal frame.177 Thus in 16:8 the OG reading, and 

likely the earliest reading attainable, seems to be the one without any synchronism. 

Another case of a missing accession synchronism in the OG is found in the regnal 

formula of Zimri (1 Kgs 16:15).178 The OG originally had no synchronism here 

either.179  These examples already show that synchronisms (or at least some of them) 

were indeed added at a very late stage in the development of Kings. 

Thus, when we find in 2 Kings 17:1 a missing synchronism in La115, it is 

reasonable to ask whether it preserves the oldest reading, as it is more probable for 

later editors to either add synchronisms where there were none or to change the 

seemingly erroneous synchronisms than to just simply delete the ones they saw 

inappropriate. The lack of the synchronism could also explain the apparent movability 

of the whole chapter: because this narrative was not yet definitely anchored with a 

synchronism to a certain point in the chronological framework of 2 Kings, it was 

possible for the narrative to change places with the other narratives even at a very late 

stage.180 Furthermore, one may here take into account the fact that La115 preserves 

                                                 
175 Shenkel, Chronology, 73–6. See, however, the cautions of Piquer, “Hebrew Bible(s),” 703, about 
using this as too straightforward evidence of diachronic evolution of the text. 
176 In both cases the chronologically contradictory synchronism is found in or near the concluding 
formula of a king. 
177 Similarly Stade, Kings, 144. In 1 Kgs 16:6 and 8, the MT has harmonized the text towards the more 
usual style by transposing the regnal year from the end of 16:6 to the beginning of verse 8 while also 
changing the synchronism from the 20th year of Asa to his 26th year. L further reads in 16:8, an 
apparently corrupted εν τω ασα βασιλει ιουδα without any synchronism, which seems to be a late 
facilitation towards the MT (possibly partly Hexaplaric). The lack of the synchronism (compare with 2 
Kgs 3:1 and 15:30b) is noteworthy.  
178 Note also the similar word order between La115 2 Kgs 17:1a (et osee filius dala regnauit annis VIIII 
in samariam) and 1 Kgs 16:15a (καὶ Ζαμβρι ἐβασίλευσεν ἑπτὰ ἡμέρας ἐν Θερσα). 
179 There are actually four different (secondary) synchronisms given in different Greek traditions: the 
Hexaplaric “27th”, “22nd” of 19´-93, “31st” of 127, and “30th” of Josephus. 
180 The most suspicious thing about the information given about Ahaz is that it is nearly identical with 
the information given on his father Jotham. In 2 Chronicles 27 there is also a curious difference to the 
text of Kings: Jotham’s age at accession and his regnal years are recounted twice in 27:1, 8 (lacking in 
the majority of LXX manuscripts). See Wifall, “Chronology,” 330. 
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(with 4QSama) the OG minus of 2 Sam 5:4–5 where David’s regnal information has 

been secondarily added.181 

One chronological caveat pertains even to the textual order of La115, however. 

Second Kings 16:5 (= Isa 7:1), where Ahaz is attacked by both Rezin, king of Aram, 

and Pekah, king of Israel, seems to contradict the implied chronology of La115 since if 

Hoshea was already reigning when Ahaz ascended the throne, Pekah, who was killed 

by Hoshea (15:30), could hardly have attacked Judah during Ahaz’s reign.182  Since 

chapter 16 is missing in La115, there is no way of knowing whether it contained this 

mention of Pekah. If the text of 16:5 was already found in the OG – as might be 

inferred from the fact that no Greek witness now lacks this mention of Pekah in 16:5 

(which could of course simply be due to kaige, but this cannot be verified) – one has 

to accept the conclusion that the order of La115 also bears some chronological problems 

very similar to those found in the other witnesses.183 Nevertheless, with the peculiar 

synchronism of 15:30, this verse also creates a similar problem in the MT since 

according to 15:30 Jotham outlives Pekah, making it impossible for Pekah to attack 

Ahaz, the son of Jotham. Thus, with any text we turn to, we encounter more or less 

unsurmountable chronological problems.184 

While there are therefore arguments made by analogy to other passages in Kings 

that the lack of the synchronism witnesses the most original state of the text, it is also 

possible to reverse the argument: the lack of the synchronism could also be a more or 

less accidental or even deliberate omission, which may have happened when the 

                                                 
181 See 1.2.2.2 for a discussion of this phenomenon. 
182 This problem could be settled, however, by resorting to the often-used idea of co-regencies: maybe 
Jotham and his son Ahaz were reigning simultaneously, due to which this – only apparent! – “problem” 
has creeped into the text. On the other hand, it could also be possible to argue that Hoshea and Ahaz 
simply began their reigns in the same year, Ahaz having begun his reign (maybe only weeks or months) 
before Hoshea and his conspiracy against Pekah. This way Pekah could have both attacked Ahaz and 
been killed by Hoshea (possibly during the military campaign in question). If, furthermore, the regnal 
years of the two kingdoms were reckoned by two slightly differing calendars, as is often argued, it could 
be possible to propose that the author of Kings used to recount first the regnal narratives of new kings 
of Israel before those of Judah for those rare years when the kings of both kingdoms died (the regnal 
narrative of Jehu is recounted before that of Ataliah, for instance). Needless to say, while plausible, 
such reconstructions are mainly just sad attempts to harmonize the inherently confusing data. 
183 One could of course argue that the text of La115 would thus be partly the literary-critical lectio 
difficilior – or that, at least, it cannot thus be a completely facilitating reading. 
184 It would thus be intellectually dishonest to revert because of this – that even La115 is not a completely 
“innocent” witness – straight back to the MT, which has been demonstrated to in fact comprise the most 
problematic text here.  
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narrative was moved from its original place to another,185 or that the “movability” of 

the narrative prompted a late transposition in the text.186 In order to find even 

somewhat conclusive evidence for the textual history, an appraisal of the different 

scenarios is needed. 

2.1.2.3 Appraisal of the different scenarios of change 
There are two possible scenarios for the textual history of the passage. The text of 

La115 was either 1) corrupted at some point of the transmission process, or 2) stood 

originally as it now stands, and this was likely the OG order as well. The scenario for 

corruption has already been evaluated, and its probability is quite high, though even 

this explanation raises some serious doubts.  

In the case of the minus of the chronological note in La115 going back to the OG 

and its Vorlage, it needs to be asked how the whole of the Greek tradition (that is, even 

L) would have come to adopt the MT order of the chapters. As the passage lies in the 

kaige section of Kings, and thus adaptation towards the MT is only to be expected in 

the majority text, this is no problem for the rest of the manuscripts. The biggest 

problem is the order of the Antiochian text, which also conforms to the MT. If the OG 

order of the chapters was originally different, why does the Antiochian text not exhibit 

this order?187 

The Antiochian text contains both kaige and especially Hexaplaric readings 

from time to time,188 notably in chapter 17 as well. The Lucianic reviser(s) would have 

thus been at least aware of the MT/kaige order of the text. It is hard to say, however, 

whether the putative OG order of La115 would have been retained: on one hand the 

Antiochian text is generally very faithful to the OG order, but on the other hand the 

chronological notices the Lucianic reviser had in his exemplar (or the ones he did not 

                                                 
185 It is also possible, that La115 harmonizes the synchronism of 15:30b by transposing the whole chapter 
16, though we have no textual material to evidence this. As also said, this would seem quite doubtful 
in the context of the general affiliation of La115 to the OG and its narrative sequence. 
186 Thus, it is possible to argue, that La115 is in fact the one moving the chapter. This may have been 
prompted by the synchronism of 15:30b. In this case, however, one could expect La115 to also include 
this synchronism in 17:1. When the uncertain history of verse 15:30b is taken into account, this theory 
does seem somewhat unlikely. 
187 It is noteworthy that L also follows the order of the MT in the composition of chapter 17 itself, unlike 
La115; see 3.1. Most probably these phenomena are linked. 
188 On the Hexaplaric readings of L in 1–2 Kings, see Torijano, “How Much Hexaplaric Material,” 80–
119. 
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have) would have probably also greatly dictated his actions.189 Thus the question boils 

down to the originality of the synchronism in 17:1a: if the Lucianic redactor(s) had 

this reading from the MT or added it to an originally empty accession formula, they 

would also have been forced to adopt the order of the chapters in the MT.190 Otherwise 

the narrative logic of Kings would be violated. If the minus of the conflicting 

synchronism of 15:30b in L is regarded as a later omission by Lucianic redactor(s), 

this starts to seem somewhat probable: together with the adoption of the Masoretic 

chronology, L goes even farther by omitting the contradictory synchronism in 15:30b.  

In any case, there is some evidence that L is at least ready to add some 

synchronic information/formulations where this would be expected. On the other 

hand, it should at least be acknowledged as an option that the exemplar of L was 

already subjected to this kaige-type change of order. It may be concluded that the 

Lucianic reviser(s) could have well adopted the MT order of the text, especially if he 

wanted to create “as full a text as possible” here: by adding the synchronism of the 

MT/kaige to the bare verse 17:1a he was also forced to transpose the chapter after 

chapter 16 with the kaige text. 

2.1.2.4 Where was chapter 16 originally positioned in La115 and why? 
The most probable position of the missing chapter 16 in La115, assuming that this 

chapter indeed was originally part of the text (and in its original position in its 

exemplar), was behind chapter 17, as it would be quite unusual for the son (Ahaz) to 

reign before his father (Jotham), as recounted in 15:38, et regnauit achas filius eius 

pro eo, “and Ahaz, his son, reigned in his stead.” Why, then, would chapter 17 precede 

chapter 16 in La115 if not simply due to an accident? The reason may be partly 

chronological, as already discussed, but this line of argumentation is inconclusive. In 

cases like these, we need to find the literary and contextual differences between the 

                                                 
189 It is good to note that the Antiochian manuscript 127 is the only Greek manuscript to give a 
completely harmonized idiosyncratic chronology in Kings; see Shenkel, Chronology, 29–30. While the 
Antiochian text, as a whole, otherwise clearly retains the OG text and chronology, 127 shows that the 
(Lucianic?) revisers behind 127’s text were to some extent aware of matters pertaining to the 
chronology of Kings. 
190 It could also be argued that L would have not been obliged to simply adopt an existing synchronism, 
but it could have just created a new one, as can be seen in manuscript 127 as a whole and in 1 Kgs 
16:15.  
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two traditions: (how) do the ideological, theological, etc. readings of the immediate 

context of the passage change with the inversion of the chapters?191  

The fact that the regnal narrative of Hoshea and the narrative about the 

destruction of Samaria are related in La115 before Ahaz, one of the most wicked kings 

of Judah, might well have relevant literary-critical repercussions. In verse 16:3 it is 

said that Ahaz “walked in the path(s) of the kings of Israel,”192 which in the MT is 

easily understood as the kings before Hoshea. In La115 the situation is not so clear: it 

could be interpreted that Ahaz also walked in the same path as Hoshea, who ultimately 

led his kingdom to destruction.193 Was Ahaz thus as evil as Hoshea?194 Indeed, in the 

confusing remark of 17:2 about Hoshea doing evil “not as much as the kings of Israel 

before him”195 (vs. “did evil more than anyone before him” in the OG tradition) may 

be related to the order of the chapters in MT: the possible guilt of Ahaz also walking 

in the ways of the worst king of Israel would probably outshine even the deeds of 

Manasseh,196 on whose account Judah was ultimately exiled as well. If it is stressed 

that, on the contrary, Hoshea himself was not as evil as the kings before him, it is no 

problem for Manasseh to easily be worse than Ahaz, who was a contemporary of 

Hoshea.197 The lessening of the blame on Hoshea thus also works similarly for Ahaz. 

                                                 
191 See similarly Mäkipelto, Tekoniemi & Tucker, “Large-Scale Transposition,” 12–16. 
192 This same expression is also given in 2 Kings 8:18 for Joram of Judah. These kings are also linked 
in the fact that they are the only kings of Judah whose mothers’ names are not mentioned. Fricke, 
Könige, 213, comments: “Woran bei diesem Vorwurf in einzelnen bei Ahas gedacht ist, vermögen wir 
nicht zu sagen.” However, Smelik, “The New Altar,” 277–8, argues that this notice refers to the altar 
building of Ahaz later on in the chapter, verses 10–18. In any case, he too concludes that this somewhat 
rare expression is not used here haphazardly. Smelik, “Representation of King Ahaz,” 263–78, also 
notes the interesting trait of the text of 2 Chronicles where Ahaz is actually made to be worse than 
Manasseh (whose blame is simultaneously lessened). Whether this interpretation is born from the 
Chronicler’s possibly differing source material or his tendencies is hard to say. 
193 Ahaz also “makes his son walk through fire” as do the Israelites in 17:17. It is also interesting to 
note that, unlike with two other evil kings of Judah, Abiam and Joram, Yahweh’s forgiveness for the 
sake of David is not mentioned. The same is the case with Ahazyah. 
194 Hobbs, 2 Kings, 228, on the basis of the MT, makes a similar remark: “By this comment Hoshea is 
also compared quite favorably with his southern contemporary Ahaz, who copied the actions of “all the 
kings of Israel.” 
195 This reading has inspired considerable discussion, but there has been no definite answer to why 
Hoshea would be “not as evil as the kings of Israel before him.” See 2.2 for further discussion. 
196 Thus, there is a risk of Ahaz being more than just a “prototype of Manasseh,” as he is called by Ben 
Zvi, “Account of the Reign of Manasseh,” passim. 
197 Compare with Schenker, “Septuagint in text history,” 12, who compares the guilt and sins of Ahaz 
and Manasseh in the light of the Old Latin (Lucifer’s quotations): it seems like Ahaz and Manasseh are 
in the end almost as evil, with Manasseh only adding to his sins by placing an Ashera in the temple of 
Jerusalem. It has to be noted, however, that the methodology of Schenker here is, if not faulty, at least 
questionable: as Kauhanen, “Lucifer of Cagliari,” 422–8, points out (among other things), there is a 
very high chance of transcriptional error in Lucifer’s text. In cases like these, it is somewhat 
questionable to formulate such far-reaching literary-critical theories. The same could be said in the case 
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Ahaz walking in the paths of his contemporary Hoshea would not be as grave a sin in 

the MT as in La115. 

Schenker comes to similar conclusions. While he does not discuss the above-

mentioned synchronism in verse 15:30b, he does emphasize the chronological 

peculiarities and difficulties of the MT. According to Schenker, the MT’s changes are 

due to ideological reasons: when the reign of Hoshea is counted from the 12th year of 

Ahaz onwards, the destruction of Samaria only happens during the reign of the pious 

Hezekiah.198 This would explain why Israel was exiled but Judah spared, even though 

both kingdoms are judged just as harshly in 2 Kgs 17:13 and 19–20:199 while Israel 

continued on its godless path until the bitter end, the Yahwistic reformations of 

Hezekiah were already well underway.200 Even if Ahaz did sin like the kings of Israel, 

Hezekiah had already started atoning for his father’s sins, so there was yet no reason 

for Yahweh to exile both kingdoms.201 Such “theologization” of the chronology seems 

to be a recurrent feature of MT Kings overall.202 In the order of La115, Hoshea’s reign 

would in any case end while Ahaz was still reigning, leaving open the major 

unanswered theological question: why was Judah spared? It would be hard to 

understand why La115 (~ OG) would later deliberately add such grave theological 

                                                 
of La115’s missing chapter 16 as well, though in this case the chance of an accidental omission is not as 
high, as has been previously argued. 
198 Schenker, Älteste Textgeschichte, 168–9. See also the Excursus and note 334 for a further argument 
for theologizing chronology in the MT. 
199 Unlike in the MT, which has been corrupted in verse 17:20, the more original LXX has Judah 
forsaking Yahweh together with Israel instead of Yahweh forsaking them; see 2.6.11. 
200 Schenker, Älteste Textgeschichte, 170. 
201 Thusly also noted by Sweeney, Kings, 389: “The deliberate contrast between northern Israel 
destroyed by Assyria in 2 Kgs 17 for its apostasy against YHWH and southern Judah – or at least 
Jerusalem – spared in 2 Kgs 18-20 because King Hezekiah repented and turned to YHWH as required 
of northern Israel (2 Kgs 17:13) suggests that Hezekiah serves as a model for what northern Israel 
should have done in the eyes of the DtrH.” This chronological solution also works with the idea of 
Hoshea being “not as evil as/worse than the kings before him”: in the MT the guilt of Ahaz is twice 
reduced, while in the La115 tradition it is twice (once in 17:2 in L) increased (see 2.2 below). 
202 As was first argued by Shenkel, Chronology, 87–108, this would not be the first time the MT changes 
the chronology and the order of narratives for ideological reasons. The case of the chapter 2 Kings 2 
being positioned outside any regnal frame in the MT is probably due to this kind of activity, as is the 
renaming of the kings in 2 Kings 3:6–27 (Jehoshaphat and Joram in the MT vs. Ahazyah and Joram in 
the Antiochian text). Similarly, the transposition of Elisha’s death narrative from 10:30+ (as found in 
La115) to 13:14–21 may have been partly motivated by chronological matters too; see Tekoniemi, 
“Enhancing the Depiction.” Schenker, Älteste Textgeshichte, 86–107, has proposed that the same sort 
of activity happened in the case of 1 Kings 20–21 as well.  See also a brief positive appraisal of 
Schenker’s theory by Philippe Hugo, Deux Visages d’Elie, 331–49. The chronology, which in the 
process becomes historically and logically incomprehensible, is “theologized” in a way which allows 
ideological/theological problems in the text to be solved, even if at the expense of the overall logic of 
the text. Similar reasons may also be at play in the Solomon stories in 1 Kgs 2–12. 
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tensions to the text. The priority of La115 is therefore suggested by the fact that it 

contains an evident theological tension, which may have been smoothed over or 

removed in all other witnesses through the revision of the chronology. As will be seen, 

these are not the only instances of Judah’s more sinful behavior in the OG edition of 

the chapter.203  

That the transposition of chapter 16 was, at least at some point of the 

transmission, understood as a part of the (OG) edition reflected by La115 may also be 

hinted at by 17:18 where La115 as the lone witness speaks of “the rest of Israel” against 

the simple “Israel” of the other witnesses. It will be argued that this mention forms a 

secondary harmonizing allusion to verse 15:29, bringing the text of La115 into closer 

conformity with itself.204 The text of La115 may indeed have been aware of the lack of 

chapter 16 in its expected place.   

2.1.2.5 Conclusions  
The “unique” traits displayed by La115 in verse 1 are not as unique in their text-

historical or chronological context as they could at first seem. It is indeed possible to 

argue that the lack of the synchronism in verse 1 in La115 and the probable 

transposition of chapter 16 behind chapter 17 could have already existed in its (Old 

Greek) exemplar. Ultimately, this form of text might well even bear witness to the 

oldest textual form partially attainable to us, as argued by Schenker. Although the 

chronologically problematic case of 2 Kgs 16:5, where Ahaz is attacked already by 

Pekah, the predecessor of Hoshea, could be used as a decisive argument for an 

accidental misplacement of the chapter in La115, the fact that in the MT the same verse 

also seems to cause similar problems makes this conclusion more elusive.205 

Nevertheless, there are good reasons to think that the OG edition, likely reflected by 

La115, indeed evidences the oldest version of the text.  

                                                 
203 See 2.4, 2.5.3, and 3.1.3. 
204 For the discussion, see 2.6.9. 
205 We may thus need to conclude, as does McKenzie, “The Last Days,” 299, that “there is no clear 
solution for these chronological problems ....” 
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2.2 The mystery of verse 2: was Hoshea better or worse than 
the previous kings of Israel?206 
The verse 2 Kings 17:2, with its Deuteronomistic judgment of Hoshea, practically 

universally agreed to come from the History writer, has long been a matter of debate 

because of its unexpectedly lenient judgment of Hoshea. Unlike what could be 

expected, according to the MT Hoshea “did evil in the eyes of Yahweh, only not as 

much as the kings of Israel who were before him.” Hoshea is thus apparently said to 

have been better than some, or even any of the other kings of Israel!207 There is nothing 

in the text that would evoke such a lenient indictment, however. As the last king of 

Israel, during whose reign the Northern Kingdom was destroyed and exiled, the 

complete opposite could be expected, i.e., Hoshea being judged even as the most evil 

king of Israel. 

Some theories to account for this phenomenon have been proposed. The simplest 

solution is to propose that the turbulent political climate of Hoshea simply did not 

allow him to focus on the cultic misdeeds of Israel’s previous kings.208 This idea runs 

into problems, however, when it is noted that even Zecharyah, who only reigned for 6 

months (and whose short reign most probably was even more turbulent than that of 

Hoshea), is said in 2 Kgs 15:9 to have sinned “like his fathers had done.” On the other 

hand, according to the rabbinic tradition, Hoshea let the northern Israelites freely take 

part in the cult at Jerusalem, which lessened his blame.209 This reasoning is not 

particularly convincing either, as there is nothing in the text to support this 

interpretation. It has also often been proposed that the History writer may have had in 

his possession some “now lost sources,” where Hoshea would somehow have been 

                                                 
206 A heavily shortened preliminary version of this chapter has been published as Tekoniemi, “Between 
Two Differing Editions,” 211–27. 
207 The reading of the MT, while most naturally to be interpreted as meaning that Hoshea was the least 
evil king of Israel, is somewhat vague, since ְּכַמְלֵכי יְִׂשָרֵאל ֲאֶׁשר ָהיּו ְלָפנָיו, “like the kings of Israel who were 
before him,” could also be understood as simply denoting some of the kings before him (for instance 
Shallum, Menahem, Pekahyah, and Pekah), although this is somewhat straining the interpretation. 
208 Gray, Kings, 583 (“His comparative virtue according to Deuteronomic principles was a virtue of 
necessity”); Jones, Kings, 546. Some have also noted that Hoshea’s valiant resistance against Assyria 
could have earned him the honor of being hailed as the best king; see Snaith, Kings, 278; Fritz, 2 Könige, 
95. 
209 Cf. Ta'anit 30b–31a; Giṭṭin 88a; Baba Bathra 121b. This would be partly in line with 2 Chr 30:1–12 
where Hezekiah sends letters to the northern Israelites inviting them to take part in his Passover. The 
results were not stellar, however, and nothing is said about the king of Israel letting his people go freely, 
but some Israelites indeed do, according to the Chronicler, take part in the festivities. 
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depicted as a valiant king, possibly for opposing the Assyrian oppression.210 However, 

nothing of these sources is known in the biblical text or otherwise (even the customary 

ending formula referring to the sources of the writer, “are these not written in the 

annals of the kings of Israel” is unusually not given for Hoshea). Moreover, as will be 

argued in the next section, such theories depending on an assumed but now lost 

historical (annalistic) source are unnecessary when considering the textual history of 

verses 3–6, very much heightening the probability that they should be considered 

unnecessary in this case as well.211  

On the other hand, and more convincingly, it has also been noted by the rabbinic 

literature that after Dan was lost to the Assyrians in 2 Kgs 15:29, there would indeed 

be a good reason to think why Hoshea could not have been as evil as his predecessors: 

with the conquest of Dan the blame for one of the golden calves of Jeroboam would 

also have been canceled.212 Hoshea would have only had the sole calf at Bethel under 

his rule from the beginning of his reign. Because the “sin of Jeroboam,” usually 

associated in the scholarship with the golden calves of 1 Kgs 12:28–30, is the biggest 

transgression Israel’s kings are blamed for, Hoshea could have then been at worst only 

half as bad as any of the kings before him!  

However, most theories have not taken into account the text-critical evidence, 

which gives a completely different picture of Hoshea: L and the OL witnesses La115, 

LaM and Sulpicius Severus213 all depict Hoshea as the most evil king of Israel. As the 

reading of L is backed up by the OL witnesses against the majority (kaige) text that 

conforms to the MT, it is probable that the reading is at least proto-Lucianic (and 

                                                 
210 See, e.g., Benzinger, Könige, 172; Richelle, “Who were the worst,” 4; Brueggemann, I & II Kings, 
476. Even if this was the case, one may nevertheless wonder whether Hoshea would have been 
remembered in such a positive light since it is now known that he may have in fact been placed on the 
throne by Tiglath-Pileser III. If his rebellion against Pekah was indeed somehow known to have been 
supported by the Assyrians – which it likely would have been – this could even be used as an argument 
for the OG understanding of the verse (see below): Hoshea was known to be an evil king who would 
not shy away from working with even the evil Assyrians – his later (unsuccessful) rebellion against 
them would hardly have much increased his worth in the eyes of the History writer. 
211 Of course, it is simply impossible to completely rule out the possibility of a source of any kind, used 
at any point of the textual history. However, it often seems that such proposed “sources” are simply 
used as a text- or redaction-critical deus ex machina, a convenient way to maintain the (MT) text as it 
is without any need of alteration (or even discussion thereof). 
212 Van der Kooij, “Zur Exegese,” 110–12. Cf. Miqra’ot Gedolot 2 Kgs 17:2, where Rashi concludes 
that because there were no more calves to worship, Hoshea must have let the Israelites take part in the 
cult of Jerusalem. 
213 Sulpicius, Chr I, 48:1: hic ultra omnes reges superiores impius. 
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therefore not a “perversion of Lucian”214), and most probably OG.215 The OG Vorlage 

would have read ויעׂש הרע בעיני יהוה מכל אׁשר (היו) לפניו, which is almost verbatim the 

form in 1 Kgs 16:30 (Ahab). 

17:2 MT 17:2 LXX B 17:2 L 17:2 OL 
 וַּיַעׂש ָהַרע 
 ְּבֵעיֵני ְיהָוה 

 ַרק לֹא 
ַמְלֵכי ִיְׂשָרֵאל ּכְ   

 ֲאֶׁשר ָהיּו 
׃ְלָפָניו  

καὶ ἐποίησεν τὸ πονηρὸν  
ἐν ὀφθαλμοῖς κυρίου  
πλὴν οὐχ ὡς  
οἱ βασιλεῖς Ισραηλ  
οἳ ἦσαν  
ἔμπροσθεν αὐτοῦ 

καὶ ἐποίησεν τὸ πονηρὸν  
ἐνώπιον κυρίου 
παρὰ πάντας  
 
τοὺς γενομένους  
ἔμπροσθεν αὐτου. 

et fecit male  
in conspectu dm̅ı̅ 
super omnes  
 
qui fuerunt  
ante eum 

And he did evil in the eyes of Yahweh,  
only not as much as the kings of Israel  
who were before him. 

And he did evil before the Lord  
more than all  
who were before him. 

How should this difference be assessed? According to Stade, the OG reading was later 

harmonized to the context: it would indeed be easier to see the last monarch of Israel 

as the most evil one, while his being “not as evil” is ideologically certainly the lectio 

difficilior.216 On the reverse, the fact that Hoshea appears to do nothing to earn himself 

his judgment may have prompted the MT, as Piquer notes, to change the judgment: it 

is curious that such a minor character could have been worse than either Jeroboam or 

especially the Omride kings, the absolute epitomes of evil in the books of Kings.217 

Furthermore, the arguments given above for making sense of the reading of the MT 

could also be, at least to a certain extent, reversed: for instance, it would not seem 

impossible that a later (proto-Masoretic) reviser, like some of the rabbinic writers have 

indeed done, noticed the second calf missing at the time of Hoshea and deducted that 

as a result of this he indeed could not have been the worst king of Israel. Therefore, 

both sides of the argument fail to convince completely on their own, as they are 

                                                 
214 As noted by Montgomery, Kings, 464.  
215 Thus also Richelle, “Quels furent,” 337, among others. It may be briefly noted here that in 1 Kgs 
15:14 (ἦν] pr οὐκ L-19 246 554), 23 (ἐπόνεσεν] pr εποιησεν Ασα πονηρον και 328 L 158 246 554), the 
picture of pious Asa, king of Judah, also similarly changes in L to a more sinful one. However, while 
the case of v. 14 seems to indeed be an intra-L phenomenon (though likely a simple intra-L-19´ 
corruption/harmonization towards verse 23), the case of v. 23 is a much trickier one since 127 gives the 
plus inside an asterisk (even though an obelos would be expected, this nevertheless appears to show 
that this reading likely came to L from some other source) and since MS 243 was also aware of this 
reading, commenting in its margin that the reading in question does not seem to originate from Hexapla 
or “ancient manuscripts,” where the reading is not found. The plus is either a paraphrastic (Lucianic) 
harmonization to 2 Chr 16:7–10, 12, where Asa indeed becomes evil in his old age, or possibly an intra-
Greek corruption due to some sort of corruption/misunderstanding of the verb ἐπόνεσεν in v. 23, 
possibly a dittography of ΕΠΟΝΕΣΕ(Ν), which was then “corrected” by a subsequent scribe to 
ΕΠΟΙΗΣΕ (ΑΣΑ) ΠΟΝΗΡΟΝ, in line with the Chronicles’ parallel. This reading then found its way to 
L. 
216 Stade, Kings, 260. Similarly also Šanda, Könige, 212. 
217 Piquer, “What Text to Edit,” 237. 
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reversible with respect to each other – there is thus a need for further, cumulative, 

evidence.218 

The solution may be found when the other similar judgment formulae are text-

critically assessed.219 While most Israelite kings are simply condemned for “doing evil 

in the eyes of Yahweh” without any comparisons, the Omride kings Omri (1 Kgs 

16:25), Ahab (16:30, 33), Ahazyah (22:54), and Joram (2 Kgs 3:2) are all said in the 

MT to have been either more (Omri, Ahab) or as evil (Ahazyah, Joram) as their 

predecessors. However, this picture changes after the textual evidence is taken into 

account: in 1 Kgs 22:54 Ahazyah is said in L (~ OG) not to have provoked Yahweh 

“like all his fathers had done” (ְּככֹל ֲאֶׁשר־ָעָׂשה ָאִביו) as in the MT, but in fact παρὰ πάντα 

τὰ γενόμενα ἔμπροσθεν αὐτου, “more than all who were before him.”220 The fact that 

in two different places there is a similar difference between the witnesses raises a 

question: is there some larger connection between these phenomena? Are the 

differences simply coincidental? 

Who was the worst king of Israel? 
 OG MT 

                                                 
218 See similarly Mäkipelto, Tekoniemi & Tucker, “Large-Scale Transposition,” 14. 
219 In this context the argument of Trebolle, Centena, 188–93, may also be noted. According to him, 
the phrase  ְא ּכ  comes into Kings in each case not from “DtrH,” but a later (Kgs 3:2, 14:3, 17:2 2) ַרק 
redactor (DtrN). Furthermore, he finds a chiastic structure in the larger OG form of 1–2 Kings: in Israel 
both the first and last king (Jeroboam and Hoshea), are deemed as the most evil ones, together with 
three central Omride kings (Omri, Ahab, Ahazyah). Somewhat similarly, David, Hezekiah, and Josiah 
(the first and last kings in the putative Josianic edition of Kings) also form a similar structure in reverse 
as the best kings of all time in Judah. However, as noted by Richelle, “Who were the worst,” 3–4, 
Trebolle’s argument seems quite unconvincing for a number of reasons. First, there is no guarantee that 
א ּכְ   is redactionally late (DtrN or otherwise) phraseology in any of the passages – indeed, 2 Kgs ַרק 
3:2–3 is grammatically dependent on this structure, indicating that either the construct is original, or 
that the passage has been considerably altered, with no remains of the original text form (even the 
respective OG form in 1:18b reads πλὴν οὐχ ὡς, thus making this unlikely). Admittedly, however, the 
sentence א ְּכָדִוד ָאִביו  in 2 Kgs 14:3 does appear to be a later interpolation (gloss?), as it breaks the ַרק 
connection of 3aα and 3b; similarly Würthwein, Bücher der Könige, 370–1. Second, in the words of 
Richelle, “… while the idea of a concentric structure is ingenious, it is difficult to say if it is a 
rediscovery or a projection into the text, since there is no necessary link between such a feature and the 
deuteronomistic theology, which in no way implies that the first and the last kings are the worst.” 
220 The rest of the LXX witnesses give the text as κατὰ πάντα τὰ γενόμενα ἔμπροσθεν αὐτοῦ, “according 
to all that (τὰ) was before him.” It seems that this text has been only partially corrected towards the MT 
by the kaige reviser by simply changing the preposition παρὰ of L to κατὰ, but leaving the “all that 
were before him” intact (the difference between the neuter plural of kaige and masculine plural of the 
OG is significant in Greek only since both translate the Hebrew ֲאֶׁשר). Interestingly, the Hexaplaric 
witnesses have not been further harmonized towards the MT either. An accidental change κατα ~ παρα 
is possible, although not one of the likeliest of mistakes. The reading of L is also supported by LaM: Et 
servivit Baalim et adoravit illi superponens in malitia universis quae gesta erant ante eum. Schenker, 
Älteste Textgeschichte, 100, also notes that in 2 Kgs 1:18d (not found in MT) L has a harsher 
condemnation of Ahazyah, as L adds “and Yahweh became angry (L +towards him and) towards the 
house of Ahab.” Furthermore, in 2 Kgs 1:6 there is another large plus in the OG, not found in the MT, 
which makes the fall of the Omride dynasty Ahazyah’s fault; see the discussion below. 
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Omri “worse than all before him” “worse than all before him” 
Ahab “worse than all before him” “worse than all before him” 
Ahazyah “more than all before him” “like all his father had done” 
Joram “not like his brothers and mother” “not like his father and mother” 
Hoshea “more than all  

who were before him” 
“not as much as the kings of Israel  
who were before him” 

The most important thing to note is that both kings, Ahazyah and Hoshea, rule Israel 

after Ahab. This is important, since Ahab is often thought to be the main antagonist 

and evildoer in the books of Kings, which is indeed the case on the basis of the MT’s 

text: no one else after him is said to have been worse (although Ahazyah is still said 

to have been as evil as him)221 than their predecessors. In the OG this is of course not 

the case: even though Ahab is clearly the main villain of Kings, he is indeed not the 

worst of the bunch, but only gets third place – after two quite insignificant kings 

(Ahazyah only rules for 2 years and Hoshea for 9 years).222 

This is, in fact, not the only case where the LXX gives a more ambivalent picture 

of Ahab,223 and because of this it has been proposed that the LXX has been subjected 

to a midrashic “whitewashing” revision concerning Ahab: a later reviser behind the 

Vorlage of OG wanted to improve the quite dark picture of Ahab given by the MT for 

“midrashic” purposes.224 While this theory is not impossible, it does not appear very 

likely: it is more conceivable for evil characters to become more evil in the 

transmission process than the opposite – especially when we are dealing with Ahab, 

the evildoer par excellence.225 In this case it seems that the picture of Ahab was indeed 

extensively blackwashed by MT by later changing the judgments of two quite 

                                                 
221 It is noteworthy already in the MT that even the insignificant Ahazyah is as evil as his father. 
222 Therefore Piquer, “What Text to Edit,” 237, notes: “... MT tried to smoothen incongruities in the 
narrative, as it would certainly seem odd that this late minor monarch whose reign fills barely a couple 
lines in the narrative of Kings could be more evil than Jeroboam, who split Israel, or than Omri and 
Ahab, targets of choice of biblical invective against the Northern Kingdom.” 
223 See Hugo, Deux Visages, 278–99, 326–7; idem, “Case of 1 Kings 19,” 16: “[T]hroughout the entire 
Elijah cycle, the MT tends to smooth out the portrait of the king and queen in order to highlight their 
apostasy.” Similarly also Schenker, Älteste Textgeschichte, 86–107. The most notable cases where 
Ahab is portrayed in a more favorable or ambiguous light are 1 Kgs 18:45, 20[21]:43 (only in L), 
21[20]:27 (Ahab “weeping” in LXX), 21[20]:16 (Ahab mourns the death of Naboth before taking 
possession of his vineyard; verse 16a in OG form creates a Wiederaufnahme with 27, encompassing 
the prophetical story of 16b–26). 
224 Gooding, “Ahab According to the Septuagint,” 277–9; idem, “Text and Midrash,” 26–7. 
225 This tendency of enhancing the depiction of certain characters also works in the opposite direction 
since characters such as David and Solomon have been made more virtuous during the transmission 
processes. Moreover, one of the main building blocks for the argument of “midrashic” revision in the 
LXX has often been that the revision indeed happened at the stage of translation or an even later Greek 
revision. This is, as already noted (1.2), highly unlikely. Similar “blackwashing” may also happen to 
Zedekiah in Jeremiah; see Stipp, Das masoretische, 157–9. 
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insignificant kings from being the most evil to either being as evil as Ahab (Ahazyah) 

or even to being the least evil of all the kings of Israel (Hoshea).226 The seemingly 

“harmonized” and more “unproblematic” reading of the OG should thus be seen as the 

more original judgment of Hoshea.227 

Richelle, arguing against Schenker and defending the originality of the MT, has 

recently also brought into the discussion the passages 2 Kgs 1:6+, where the OG has 

a remarkable plus emphasizing the evil conduct of Ahazyah,228 and 1 Kgs 21[20]:20–

21, where a very similar judgment is given to Ahab.229 According to Richelle, these 

passages contradict each other since first the same blame is given to Ahab and then to 

his son Ahazyah.230 Furthermore, 1 Kgs 21[20]:25,231 where Ahab is said to have “sold 

himself like no other to do evil in the eyes of Yahweh,” is in literary tension with the 

OG readings of 1 Kgs 22:54 and 2 Kgs 17:2, indicating that the OG may be secondary 

in its readings. 

Richelle’s argument is mostly methodological. Although the tension found in 

the OG is indeed a lectio difficilior, Richelle asks whether it is in this case actually a 

lectio impossibilis since it is indeed very unlikely “that a redactor would contradict 

himself in such an obvious way.”232 He further argues that even though Ahazyah thus 

becomes the worst king of Israel in the OG, Ahab nevertheless stays the “textbook 

‘bad king’” in Kings (cf. 2 Kgs 21:3, where Manasseh “built an Ashera like Ahab 

did”), which is unexpected. Even though Richelle admits that the verses and/or OG 

pluses in question may – and most likely indeed do – originally come from different 

                                                 
226 Similarly Schenker, Älteste Textgeschichte, 116–22. 
227 Trebolle, Centena, 188–93. 
228 The plus is attested by the manuscripts L CI 527 55 158 244 245 342 707 (not just by L, as Richelle 
maintains). 
229 Richelle, “Who were the ‘worst’,” 1–6. His argument is more fleshed out in Richelle, “Quels furent,” 
333–53. A comparison of the passages shows that they are indeed likely to be linked literarily. 
230 Richelle, “Who were the ‘worst’,” 2. 
231 The LXX reading of 1 Kgs 21:25 (πλὴν ματαίως Αχααβ ὡς ἐπράθη ποιῆσαι τὸ πονηρὸν ἐνώπιον 
κυρίου, “but wickedly Ahab, as he sold himself to do evil before the Lord”) may be somehow corrupt, 
since πλὴν ματαίως hardly translates MT א־ָהיָה  and is grammatically problematic in both Greek and ַרק 
Hebrew. The LXX may be supposed to be a translation of some other fairly similar Hebrew Vorlage, 
such as ־ִריק  but this form would still make little sense. Interestingly, L reads ,(as in Ps 72:13) ַא
ματαίως] οὐκ ἦν ὡς, “he was not like,” thus conforming to MT, probably secondarily (Hexaplaric 
influence?). It seems unlikely that the majority reading would have been born from the L reading, even 
if there is a slight graphical similarity between the two. On the other hand, the unusual use of א  by ַרק 
the MT makes it somewhat suspicious as well; see note 235 below. 
232 Richelle, “Who were the ‘worst’,” 2. However, Richelle does rightly acknowledge that “It would be 
more understandable from a copyist intervening on an occasional basis, who didn’t necessarily have in 
mind the logic of the whole book” to make such additions to the text as in OG 2 Kgs 1:6+. 
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(Hebrew) hands, he still seems to maintain that they should be seen as coming from 

the same editor (whom he calls “a (dtr) redactor”).233 This would of course make it 

very improbable that the contradicting readings of OG were original.234  

However, there is no need, or even reason, to think that this is the case – in fact, 

the OG reading is more likely to be original exactly because its text is at times 

somewhat contradictory with itself, since the many revisers/scribes/scribe-revisers of 

the Hebrew Bible often left in and even added contradictory statements to the texts, as 

Richelle himself acknowledges – the text constitutes countless strata via 

Fortschreibung from just as countless revisers, who often were not too concerned 

about the possible grammatical and/or narratological problems they brought into the 

text (see, for instance, 2.3 dealing with verses 17:3–6). A good example of this is the 

praise given to Hezekiah in 2 Kgs 18:5 (“after him there was none like him among all 

the kings of Judah”), which is then in 23:25 contested by Josiah (“before him there 

was no king like him”). Indeed, 1 Kgs 21[20]:25–26 is clearly an interpretive 

latecomer, and cannot therefore be used to say much about the earliest textual layers 

of the book(s).235 The fact that the MT is here devoid of these contradictions – which 

clearly come from different editorial hands – makes one rather presume that its text 

has in fact been later harmonized, as argued by Schenker.236 

 Richelle’s second objection need not be as definitive as he argues either. While it 

is true that one could theoretically expect Ahazyah (or rather, Hoshea) to be the evil 

king to whom the most evil king of Judah, Manasseh, is later compared (to be precise, 

Manasseh is actually nowhere compared to Ahab as such, but only to Ahab’s action 

of “making an Ashera”)237 in the OG, it does not necessarily follow that this should be 

the case. As already mentioned, Ahab is quite clearly and expectedly the “main 

villain” of Kings in both editions (his reign spanning altogether more than six full 

chapters in 16:29–22:40), regardless of his status as the (not-so-)worst king of 

                                                 
233 Richelle, “Who were the worst,” 2.  
234 Richelle, “Who were the worst,” 2–3. 
235 The argument for the lateness is (at least) threefold: 1) verses 21[20]:25–26 break the narrative unity 
of 24 and 27; 2) the phrase א  is used in an unusual way, different from the other instances in Kings ,ַרק 
(instead of forming a negation of the previous statement, as in Deut 17:16; 2 Kgs 3:2, 14:3, 17:2; 2 Chr 
25:2, 27:2, the phrase here acts unusually as a confirmation of the preceding verses); 3) the phraseology 
used is either unusual or markedly late (hitp. ִּגּלִלים ;תעב ;מכר). 
236 Schenker, Älteste Textgeschichte, 119–22. 
237 This is, in fact, the only mention of an Ashera in the Northern Kingdom apart from 1 Kgs 14:15 
(>LXX), 2 Kgs 13:6, 17:10, 16, and apparently 23:15. More often it is the Judahites who make or 
worship Ashera/Asherim in Kings. 
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Israel.238 The fact that he (together with his wife Jezebel) is the main antagonist of 

Elijah, the most revered prophet of all time, only further emphasizes this point. The 

arguments of Richelle for the primacy of the MT are therefore not very convincing. 

Coming back to the mechanics of textual change in 17:2, it could even be argued 

that the lack of the customary Deuteronomistic denunciation of the Israelite kings, i.e. 

“walking in the sin(s) of Jeroboam,” in the case of Hoshea also prompted the change 

in the MT: since Hoshea is exceedingly unusually not condemned for this main sin of 

Israelite kings,239 he could not have been worse than his predecessors, but seems to 

have been much better off than any of them. Indeed, in 2 Kgs 17:21–22, where a 

mention of Jeroboam’s sin can be found, it is not Hoshea, but generally “the sons of 

Israel,” who walk in the sin(s) of Jeroboam, leaving Hoshea in a way “blameless” in 

this respect.240 The OG reading could thus again be seen as the literary lectio 

difficilior: even though Hoshea did not apparently even walk in the main sin(s) of the 

Israelite kings, he still somehow manages to be the worst of the bunch. On the basis 

of this logic MT would again have the facilitating reading. 

Indeed, in chapter 17 it is not the kings of Israel who are blamed for the 

destruction, but the people, which is ideologically quite unusual in the books of 

Kings.241 It could even be argued that by trivializing the role of Hoshea as a sinner by 

calling him the “best” king of Israel, the MT edition now puts even more blame on the 

people of the Northern Kingdom. Even though the kingdom was in the hands of a good 

king, the sins of the people and the previous kings heavily outweighed Hoshea’s 

alleged good deeds – a situation later paralleled in Judah by Manasseh and Josiah (2 

                                                 
238 In a way this phenomenon could even be compared with modern films, where the “main villain” – 
or his sidekick – may or may not be the worst of the bunch. The “objective” evilness need not be the 
definitive qualification of the “main villain.” In the original Star Wars trilogy, for instance, the main 
villain of the movies is clearly Darth Vader, who is ultimately but a henchman of the truly most evil 
character, the galactic Emperor – who nevertheless gets much less screentime than his in the end not-
so-evil assistant; see Tekoniemi, “Editorial In(ter)ventions,” 1–30, on the similar comparisons of the 
editorial techniques of film and the Hebrew Bible. 
239 The only other Israelite kings not accused of Jeroboam’s sin are Elah (1 Kgs 16:8–14) and Shallum 
(2 Kgs 15:13–16), although Elah is accused of walking in his father’s (Baasha) sin, who in turn did 
walk in Jeroboam’s sin. Shallum reigns for only a very short time (one month), but the lack of this 
formula in his case is similarly baffling. 
240 It is now impossible to say whether Hoshea was blamed for Jeroboam’s sin in the original text: the 
text of the chapter has clearly been revised by dozens of hands, and the possible original condemnation 
of Hoshea may have simply been either accidentally lost, purposely omitted, or even transformed (and 
transposed) into what we now have in verses 21–22 (of which verse 21 is, at least in its current form, 
demonstrably late, and thus hardly comes from the History writer; see 3.2.6 for the discussion). 
241 Rösel, “Why 2 Kings 17,” 85–90. 
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Kgs 23:25–27).242 Together with the possible tendency of the MT to avoid blaming 

the “fathers” of Israel (and Judah) for their sins in this chapter (cf. 2.4.3), this makes 

the inhabitants of the Northern Kingdom solely responsible for its fall (which could 

even be seen as an anti-Samaritan modification). 

Conclusions. The most original attainable form of the text of verse 2 is to be found in 

the OG, according to which Hoshea “did evil before the Lord more than all who were 

before him.” This was the original formula penned by the History writer. The text of 

the MT has gone through a theologically motivated revision. While only one exact 

motive for this change is hard to pinpoint, there are several reasons to think that proto-

MT scribe(s), interested in a more or less thorough-going revision of 1–2 Kings, 

changed the depiction of Hoshea. The MT is interested in depicting Ahab, the main 

antagonist in Kings, as the worst king of Israel – unlike the OG, where Ahab is 

surpassed in wickedness by both his son Ahazyah, and Hoshea. The fact that Hoshea 

is nowhere accused of the sin of Jeroboam in any of the present text forms – possibly 

because the second calf of Jeroboam in Dan (which is likely a late addition to the 

passage to begin with) was no longer in the possession of Israel (2 Kgs 15:29) – may 

have further motivated the proto-MT reviser to harmonize the text.  

As will be seen in section 3.2, this textual difference may have an important role 

when deciding about further redactional matters in verses 7–23. 

  

                                                 
242 It is likely that verses 2 Kgs 23:25–27 are very late interpretive nomistic additions to the narrative; 
see for instance Würthwein, Bücher der Könige, 454, 462. Supposing that the OG already had these 
verses, which is now impossible to ensure, as even L seems to be under the influence of kaige (27 καί 
γε) in these verses, it is possible that the proto-MT reviser noticed this theological idea in Judah and 
decided to bring the parallel to the Northern Kingdom as well. 



 
 

62 

2.3 The textual history of the “historical” verses 3–6 
In verses 3–6 the different textual witnesses have both large- and small-scale 

differences when compared with each other. It is important to note that the OG text 

form has not been preserved in these verses in any of the Greek manuscripts as such, 

but first has to be reconstructed via intra-Greek textual criticism. Only after this will 

a discussion be provided on the differences of the two editions, OG and MT. It will be 

shown that in these verses the MT has gone through a substantial revision not yet 

found in the OG version of the text. These conclusions will also have further 

repercussions on the historical study of the destruction of Samaria. 

2.3.1 The history of scholarship and scholarship of history in 
verses 3–6 
The text of verses 3–6 of chapter 17 poses multiple (narrato-)logical and above all 

historical questions. It has long been noted that there are grave tensions in the narrative 

logic of this passage. As the text now stands in the MT, there seem to be two different 

Assyrian attacks that are alluded to: the first in verse 3a, as a result of which Hoshea 

becomes Shalmaneser’s vassal (3b),243 and the second in verses 4b–6, in which 

Samaria is destroyed and its people are exiled. However, there is no other evidence 

(external or otherwise) for two Assyrian attacks on Samaria, making the witness of 

the text problematic.244 As the history of the time of Samaria’s fall is somewhat murky, 

and there is still no consensus on the identity of the Assyrian king who ultimately 

conquered Samaria (either Shalmaneser V or Sargon II),245 many scholars have taken 

the somewhat confusing narrative of the MT to depict the just as confusing historical 

                                                 
243 Historically this does not seem to be true, either, as according to Tiglath-Pileser III’s annals he 
himself, not Shalmaneser, installed Hoshea as the king of Israel; see Becking, Fall of Samaria, 19–20. 
It has been suggested by Winckler, Untersuchungen, 22–3, and later by Benzinger, Könige, 172–3, that 
the verb ויהי in verse 3b should be read as והיה, “and Hoshea was (already) servant,” which would take 
away some of the historical problems of the passage. However, as Stade, Kings, 260 and Burney, Kings, 
329, already note, such a construction is ungrammatical, and, moreover, textually unattested. 
244 Becking, Fall of Samaria, 50–1.  
245 The biggest problem concerning the king is that both Shalmaneser and Sargon II claim in their annals 
to have conquered Samaria while 2 Kgs 17:3a only mentions Shalmaneser. Sargon II seems to be 
historically more accurate as the king who, at least mainly, sacked Samaria; see Tadmor, “Campaigns 
of Sargon II,” 33–9. Kittel, Könige, 273, thinking that the reference to the king of Assyria in verse 3 
has to be to Tiglath-Pileser, has even proposed to omit the name of Shalmaneser as a gloss. There is no 
manuscript evidence for this, but as a solution this is quite a sensible one. However, as will be argued 
below, the naming of the king can also be explained as coming from a later redactor and not from the 
most original account. 
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situation quite well.246 Most importantly, the dating of Hoshea’s imprisonment 

recorded in 4b is even more problematic: if he was indeed captured before (4bβ), the 

historically equally problematic three-year-long siege of Samaria (5bβ),247 the 

kingdom would apparently have been without a king all this time. Knowing the 

turbulent history of Israel’s en- and dethronements, this seems quite unlikely.248 And 

indeed, the siege does end “in the ninth year of Hoshea” (6a), indicating that Hoshea 

was still understood to be reigning when the city was captured.249 This same 

understanding of the text is also shared by the parallel narrative in 18:9–11. 

Because of these problems, since the work of Hugo Winckler, it has customarily 

been assumed that verses 17:3–6 consist of two differing accounts (roughly in verses 

3–4 and 5–6) of the same historical event.250 This proposition would do away with 

most of the historiographical problems of the text. These two accounts are often seen 

to derive from two different ancient sources, respectively, the annals of the kingdoms 

of Israel and Judah.251 Of these accounts the second one (5–6) is recounted almost 

verbatim in a parallel passage in 2 Kgs 18:9–11, which, according to many scholars, 

confirms its Judean (annalistic) origins.252 Text-critical material has usually not been 

taken into account when analyzing this passage. 

The idea of two different textual sources is a sensible proposal to ease the many 

literary-critical and historical problems of the text, as it makes the fewest hypothetical 

assumptions about the different historical events that may or may not have happened 

                                                 
246 See Cogan & Tadmor, II Kings, 198–201; Tadmor, “Campaigns of Sargon II,” 37–9; Hobbs, 2 Kings, 
225–6. For an appraisal of the different theories, see Galil, Chronology, 83–90.  
247 Grabbe, “The Kingdom of Israel,” 64, notes on the historicity of this alleged siege on an 
archaeological basis: “According to 2 Kings 17.5-6, 23-24, the Assyrians besieged Samaria for three 
years … From an archaeological point of view there are some problems with this scenario. There is no 
burn layer or other evidence of destruction for Samaria, raising questions about the 2 Kings 17.5-6 
statement that Samaria was besieged three years.” 
248 Similarly already Winckler, Untersuchungen, 20 and Burney, Kings, 328: “It is, however, highly 
improbable that Israel remained for three years without a king ….”  
249 However, according to Cogan & Tadmor, II Kings, 195, the “ninth year” is an “artificial calculation 
of the chronographer like those in 18:1, 9.” Be this as it may, the synchronism still seems to come from 
the earliest layers of the text since verse 6a cannot work grammatically without it. 
250 According to Winckler, Untersuchungen, 24, these accounts are found in 3a.4aβ(in the conflated 
form of L).5–6 and 3b.4aα.4b. Winckler, of course, could not have yet been aware of the kaige revision, 
and therefore incorrectly took the conflated form of L in 4aβ as the original.  Rougher divisions have 
been proposed, for instance, by Benzinger, Könige, 172; Jones, Kings, 542–3; Würthwein, Bücher der 
Könige, 394–5 (“parallelberichte”); and many others. 
251 See, for instance, Becking, Ondergang, 22–33; Benzinger, Könige, 173; Eissfeldt, “Könige,” 569; 
Gray, Kings, 580.  
252 The form or position of this narrative, when compared to that of 17:4–5, is seen as original by 
Benzinger, Könige, 173; Eissfeldt, “Könige,” 569; Kittel, Könige, 273.  
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and prompted the textual state of the passage.253 A division of the text into two distinct 

parts (roughly in verses 3–4 and 5–6), coming from different writers, is indeed very 

likely, as will be seen below. Textual criticism may, however, have its benefits for the 

literary- and source-critical discussion of the passage. As has been noted by 

Trebolle,254 there are some hints in the Antiochian text, backed up by the Old Latin 

evidence, that the text of verses 3–6 is probably not a composite of two different 

annals, but, instead, is comprised of multiple successive revisions. 

2.3.2 Text-critical notes on the passage 
Below is a table of the most important textual witnesses to verses 3–6.255 The most 

striking textual differences between the MT and L/La115 have been bordered. 

MT 3 LXX B 3 L 3 La115 3 
ה   ָעָליו ָעָל֔
 ַׁשְלַמְנֶאֶסר

ֶמֶל ַאּׁ֑שּור    
 ַוְיִהי־לֹו

ֶבד  ַ ֶע֔ הֹוֵׁש  
ַוָּיֶׁשב לֹו    

 ִמְנָחה׃

ἐπ᾽ αὐτὸν ἀνέβη 
Σαμεννασαρ  
βασιλεὺς ᾿Ασσυρίων,  
καὶ ἐγενήθη αὐτῷ  
Ωσηε δοῦλος  
καὶ ἐπέστρεψεν αὐτῷ  
μαναχ. 

ἐπ᾽ αὐτὸν ἀνέβη  
Σαλμανασσαρ  
βασιλεὺς ᾿Ασσυρίων,  
καὶ ἐγένετo αὐτῷ  
Ωσηε δοῦλος 
καὶ ἔφερεν αὐτῷ  
δῶρα. 

athuc256 ascendit 
salmanassar  
rex assyriorum  
et factus est ei  
osee servus  
et adferebat ei  
munera 

Over him rose Shalmaneser, king of 
Assyria(ns), and Hoshea became to him 
a servant, and he brought him tribute. 

On him rose Salmanassar, king of Assyrians, 
and Hoshea became to him a servant, 
and he brought him tribute. 

 
MT 4 LXX B 4 L 4 La115 4 

  ַוִּיְמָצא
־ַא  ּׁשּורֶמֶל  

ֶׁשר   ַ ֶק֗ ְּבהֹוֵׁש  
 ֲאֶׁשר ָׁשַלח 
 ַמְלָאִכים

ֶאל־סֹוא   

καὶ εὗρεν  
βασιλεὺς ᾿Ασσυρίων  
ἐν τῷ Ωσηε ἀδικίαν257,  
ὅτι ἀπέστειλεν  
ἀγγέλους  
πρὸς Σηγωρ  

καὶ εὗρεν 
βασιλεὺς ᾿Ασσυρίων  
ἐν τῷ Ωσηε ἐπιβουλήν,  
διὅτι ἀπέστειλεν  
ἀγγέλους  
πρὸς Αδραμέλεχ τὸν 

et invenit  
rex assyriorum  
in osee insidia  
et258 misit  
nuntios  
at adramalec  

                                                 
253 Some scholars have tried to read the narrative as one coherent unit, containing only one originally 
continuous narrative. Oftentimes this forces them to make quite hypothetical reconstructions of the 
contemporary history, of which there is no evidence whatsoever. For such approaches, see Snaith, 
Kings, 278–9; Hentschel, “Did Hoshea of Israel,” 355–65; and for a more nuanced reconstruction 
Na’aman, “Historical Background,” 206–25. 
254 Trebolle, “La Caida,” 139–46. 
255 See Torijano, “Text-Critical Edition,” 199–201, for a preliminary Göttingen Septuagint apparatus of 
these verses. 
256 According to Fischer, “Palimpsestus Vindobonensis,” 36, 86, this should be corrected to “at/d hunc,” 
which is likely right. Taking this as a textual, rather than literary variant, one need not propose 
conjectural and quite improbable (literary-critical) solutions, such as subtly suggested by Torijano, 
“Text-Critical Edition,” 211. 
257 Kaige (mis)reads as ֶׁשֶקר; cf. 1 Sam 25:21; 2 Sam 18:13; 2 Kgs 9:12. 
258 The conjunction et cannot easily be taken as a translation of (δι)ὅτι of the Greek witnesses, and 
would rather be expected to render καὶ. It is likely et here is simply due to some corruption, possibly 
from ut, for instance, which would nevertheless be quite an uncommon translation of (δι)ὅτι. This et 
also slightly changes the logic of the passage: the one sending messengers to Adrammelek would not 
be Hoshea, but the king of the Assyrians. This is hardly the original meaning of the text. 
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ִים  ־ִמְצַר֔ ֶל  ֶמֽ

 ְולֹא־
 ֶהֱעָלה

ִמְנָחה    
 ְלֶמֶל ַאּׁשּור 
 ְּכָׁשָנה ְבָׁשָנ֑ה

 
 
 
 
 
ַוַּיַעְצֵרהּו    

 ֶמֶל ַאּׁ֔שּור 
 ַוַּיַאְסֵרהּו 
ית ֶּכֶלא׃  ֵּב֥

 
βασιλέα Αἰγύπτου  
καὶ οὐκ 
ἤνεγκεν 
μαναα 
τῷ βασιλεῖ ᾿Ασσυρίων  
  
ἐν τῷ ἐνιαυτῷ ἐκείνῳ,  
 
 
 
 
καὶ ἐπολιόρκησεν αὐτὸν  
ὁ βασιλεὺς ᾿Ασσυρίων  
καὶ ἔδησεν αὐτὸν  
ἐν οἴκῳ φυλακῆς. 

Αἰθίοπα τὸν κατοικοῦντα 
ἐν Αἰγύπτῶ.  
 
καὶ ἦν Ὠσῆε φέρων   
δῶρα 
τῷ βασιλεῖ ᾿Ασσυρίων  
ἐνιαυτὸν κατ᾿ ἐνιαυτόν, 
ἐν δὲ τῷ ἐνιαυτῷ ἐκείνῳ   
οὐκ ἤνεγκεν αὐτῷ μαναα. 
καὶ ὕβρισε τὸν Ὠσῆε  
ὁ βασιλεὺς ᾿Ασσυρίων  
 
καὶ ἐπολιόρκησεν αὐτὸν  
 
καὶ ἔδησεν αὐτὸν  
ἐν οἴκῳ φυλακῆς. 

ethiopem habita̅tem  
in aegypto259 
 
et offerebat osee  
munera  
regi assyriorum  
ab anno in annum  
 
 
et iniuriam260 fecit ei  
rex assyriorum  
in chalee261 
 
 
et tradidit eum  
in carcerem 

And the king of Assyria(ns) found in 
Hoshea a conspiracy (fault LXX), for he 
sent messengers to Sô, king of Egypt,  
and did not pay tribute to the king of 
Assyria(ns) ‘from year to year’ 
(‘in that year’ LXX). 
 
And the king of Assyria(ns) besieged 
him and bound him in prison. 

And the king of Assyrians found in Hoshea a plot, 
for he sent messengers to 
Adrammelek the Ethiopian, who lived in Egypt. 
And Hoshea was paying tribute to the king of 
Assyrians year by year  
(L: + but in that year he did not pay him manaa.)  
And the king of Assyrians humbled Hoshea 
(L: + and besieged him) 
and bound him in prison. 

 
MT 5 LXX B 5 L 5 La115 5 

 ַוַּיַעל 
־ַאּׁשּור   ֶמֶל
ֶרץ   ְּבָכל־ָהָא֑

ַעל ׁשְֹמ֔רֹוןַוּיַ   
  

 ַוָּיַצר ָעֶליָה 
ׁש ָׁשִנים ׃ָׁש  

καὶ ἀνέβη  
ὁ βασιλεὺς ᾿Ασσυρίων  
ἐν πάσῃ τῇ γῇ  
καὶ ἀνέβη εἰς Σαμάρειαν  
 
καὶ ἐπολιόρκησεν ἐπ᾽ 
αὐτὴν τρία ἔτη. 

καὶ ὁ βασιλεὺς 
Ασσυρίων ἀνέβη  
ἐπὶ πᾶσαν τὴν γήν  
καὶ ἤλθεν εἰς Σαμάρειαν  
καὶ εἰς πᾶσαν τὴν γήν αὐτῆς  
καὶ περιεκάθισεν αὐτὴν  
τρία ἔτη. 

et rex  
assyrioru̅ ascendit262  
 
in samariam 
 
et obsedit eam  
trienio 

And rose the king of Assyria(ns)  
in all the land, and he rose  
in Samaria,  
 
and besieged it for three years. 

And the king of Assyrians rose 
(L: over the whole land, and he went) 
in Samaria  
(L: and in all of its land) 
and besieged it for three years. 

 
MT 6 LXX B 6 L 6 La115 6 

 ִּבְׁשַנת 
 ַהְּתִׁשיִעית

ἐν ἔτει  
ἐνάτῳ  

ἐν δὲ τῷ ἐνάτῳ  
ἔτει  

in nono autem  
anno  

                                                 
259 See also the OL witness Sulpicius Severus (Chr 1,49,4): sed cum occultis consiliis rebellionem 
pararet regemque Aethiopium, qui tum Aegyptum optinebat…  
260 This reading is also confirmed by two other Old Latin witnesses, LaM (et iniuriatus est eum rex 
Assyriorum in Galee) and AN gen 569 (et parantem ei insidias). 
261 This plus (“in Gilead”) is likely an early (secondary) variant, also attested by LaM (in Galee) and the 
Greek manuscripts V 247 CI−379 a 121 f 488 244 318 342 372 (εν γαλααδ/χαλααδ/χαλαδα). 
262 Fischer, “Palimpsestus Vindobonensis,” 86, posits that ἐπὶ πᾶσαν τὴν γήν is lacking here due to a 
homoioteleuton mistake: et rex assyriorum ascendit [in omnem terram et ascendit] in samariam. 
However, this is not likely, since in the B-text such a mistake would not result in the text now found in 
La115. The word order of La115 is that of L, but as the second verb of L is ἤλθεν (~venit), not ἀνέβη (as 
retroverted by Fischer), the mistake is not possible in such a text either. La115 likely preserves the earliest 
text without the later notion. 
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 ַ  ְלהֹוֵׁש֗
ָלַכד    

־ַאּׁשּור   ֶמֶל
 ֶאת־ׁשְֹמ֔רֹון 

 ַוֶּיֶגל
  

 ֶאת־ִיְׂשָרֵאל 
הַאּׁ֑שּוָר   

ַוּיֶֹׁשב ֹאָתם   
  

 ַּבְחַלח
  

 ּוְבָחבֹור 
 ְנַהר ּגֹוָזן 

פְוָעֵרי ָמָדי׃   

Ωσηε  
συνέλαβεν  
βασιλεὺς ᾿Ασσυρίων 
τὴν Σαμάρειαν  
καὶ ἀπῴκισεν  
 
τὸν Ισραηλ  
εἰς Ασσυρίους 
καὶ κατῴκισεν αὐτοὺς 
 
ἐν Αλαε  
 
καὶ ἐν Αβωρ,  
ποταμοῖς Γωζαρ,  
καὶ Ορη Μήδων. 

τοῦ Ὠσῆε  
συνέλαβε  
τὴν Σαμάρειαν  
ὁ βασιλεὺς τῶν ᾿Ασσυρίων  
καὶ ἀπῴκισεν  
βασιλεὺς ᾿Ασσυρίων  
τὸν Ισραηλ  
εἰς Ασσυρίους  
καὶ κατῴκισεν αὐτοὺς 
 
ἐν Ἐλαὰθ 
 
καὶ ἐν Αβωρ,  
ποταμοῖς Γoiζαν,  
ἐν ὁρίοις Μήδων,  
ἕως τῆς ἡμέρας ταύτης. 

osee regis  
conprehendit  
rex assyriorum  
samarium  
et transmigravit 
rex assyriorum  
Israel  
assyrios  
et conlocavit eos  
in civitatem mediorum 
in emath263 
et ad flumen  
abyro  
 
 
usq· in hunc diem  

In the ninth year of Hoshea, the king of 
Assyria(ns) captured Samaria and exiled 
Israel into Assyria, and settled them  
 
 
in Halah and Habor, the river Gozan, 
and the cities of the Medes. 

In the ninth year of Hoshea, the king of Assyrians 
captured Samaria. And the king of Assyrians exiled 
Israel into Assyria, and settled them  
La115: in the cities of the Medes, in Emath, and the 
river Abyro, 
L: in Elaath, and in Habor, the rivers Gozan, in the 
boundaries of the Medians, 
until this day. 

As can be seen, La115 gives the briefest account of all, while L has the longest form of 

the text. The length of L is mostly due to its conflating different kinds of readings from 

both the OG and the kaige text(s).264 In addition to the proto-Lucianic base layer, the 

L-text now also has many Hebraizing kaige readings (4ἐν δὲ τῷ ἐνιαυτῷ ἐκείνῳ, οὐκ 

ἤνεγκεν αὐτῷ μαναα = א־ֶהֱעָלה ִמנְָחה  5ἐπὶ ;ַוּיַַעְצֵרהּו = 4καὶ ἐπολιόρκησεν αὐτὸν 265;ְו

πᾶσαν τὴν γήν = 6 266;ּבָכל־ָהָאֶרץἐν ὁρίοις Μήδων267), together with one longer Lucianic 

                                                 
263 As Fischer, “Palimpsestus Vindobonensis,” 87, notes, emath is likely a misreading of the form found 
in L (ΕΛΑΑΘ → ΕΜΑΘ), and seems like a proto-Lucianic variant. The misreading could have also 
happened independently in both traditions. 
264 Torijano, “Text-critical Edition,” 201–10. Levin, “In Search,” 261, interprets the long, and somewhat 
more logical, L text as a lectio facilior, but this solution does not take the intra-Greek text-historical 
considerations (such as kaige) adequately into account. 
265 It is possible, as Fischer, “Palimpsestus Vindobonensis,” 86, suggests, that the following minus 
against L is a case of homoioteleuton in La115: ab anno in annum [et non attulit ei munera in illum 
annum] et iniuriam fecit ei. However, as Torijano, “Text-Critical Edition,” 205–7, shows, this is rather 
a Lucianic conflation, not yet found in the proto-Lucianic stratum likely reflected by La115. 
266 This phrase is also missing from the parallel account in 18:9, pointing to its later provenance. The 
reading is likely a later (proto-)MT, potentially anti-Samaritan, plus made in order to emphasize the 
totality of the destruction and exile of the Israelites. Possibly verse 23 ַוּיִגֶל יְִׂשָרֵאל ֵמַעל ַאְדָמתֹו and its 
mention of “its land” has also affected this plus. 
267 Ορη Μήδων seems to be a kaige reading. The kaige reviser transcribed the Hebrew ָעֵרי erroneously 
as a place name (“Ore of Medians”), continuing the list given before it. See Tov, “Transliteration in the 
Greek Versions,” 82, for this mistaken “place-naming” tendency of kaige especially in such list-like 
contexts. As Torijano, “Text-Critical Edition,” 210, notes, L and other traditions then diverged from 
this transliteration. It is likely that the translation/transcription of  ֵי ָמָדיְוָער  (6b) as καὶ Ορη Μήδων is due 
to kaige influence in all witnesses except La115, which rightly translates in civitatem mediorum, “in the 
cities of the Medians”; see Tekoniemi, “Identifying kaige.” Its transposition in La115, however, is 
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recensional addition not found in any other witness (5καὶ εἰς πᾶσαν τὴν γήν αὐτῆς).268 

However, it is also important to note that L has not been completely harmonized 

towards all the kaige readings found in B (3ἐπέστρεψεν = ַוּיֶָׁשב, μαναα = ִמנְָחה; 
4Σηγωρ/Σω(β)α; 5ἐπολιόρκησεν = ַוּיַָצר). Whether or not these Hebraizing readings 

come from a Hexaplaric source or a kaige text proper (such as B), this passage is again 

a good example of the mixed textual character of L in 2 Kings. 

It is important to note that the name of the Egyptian ruler of verse 4 differs 

widely between the witnesses. As would be expected, most Greek manuscripts give 

simply the MT name or a variation of it, Σωα/Σωβα, or a somehow corrupt form, 

Σηγωρ.269 However, the proto-Lucianic (= OG) text of L and the OL witnesses differ 

from the majority tradition, calling him, possibly even more strangely, “Adrammelek 

the Ethiopian, who dwelt in Egypt.” Such a reading hardly came to be because of an 

accident, and the OG clearly reflects an independent literary tradition from the MT.270 

This difference between names is one of the main points to be discussed in the literary-

critical assessment below. 

As the text of La115 in verses 3–6 closely follows L, except for its recensional 

double readings, it is quite safe to assume that it contains here a text very close to the 

OG – the single closest manuscript to the OG, in fact. Torijano, editor of the Göttingen 

Septuagint edition of Kings, has provided the apparatus and a fine text-critical 

commentary on this passage, its most notable issues, and its probable OG text (which 

deviates only in small details from the text given by La115).271  

It is also important to note that the phrase “until this day” (ἕως τῆς ἡμέρας 

ταύτης/usque in hunc diem = עד היום הזה*) at the end of verse 6 and later in 7b in 

both L and La115 creates a Wiederaufnahme, which encloses the material in 7*a.272 

                                                 
somewhat problematic. Instead of giving this reading at the very end of the verse like every other 
witness, the mention is found as the first place of exile mentioned.  
268 Torijano, “Text-critical Edition,” 201–10. 
269 Σηγωρ B CI a f 64txt 381 55 158 244 318 342 372] Σωα A V 247 121 64mg-488 71 245; Σωβα rel. 
The reading Σηγωρ of the B-tradition is not likely to stem from the majority text and seems to be a 
transcription of צער; see Barthélemy, Critique Textuelle, 408, according to whom this is “une 
assimilation malheureuse.” This happenstance may be somehow connected to the textual confusion in 
the latter part of the verse where even the MT gives a double reading ַוּיַַאְסֵרהּו … ַוּֽיַַעְצֵרהּו, and where the 
OG witnesses have the mysterious plus ὕβρισε (τὸν Ὠσῆ), with ὑβρίζω possibly deriving from the same 
root as Σηγωρ, צער (“to be insignificant”; Targums: “hiph./pi. to subordinate/shame”). There is also a 
slight chance that this change of name was intentional, made to depict an Egyptian king as צַֹער, 
“insignificant.” 
270 Piquer, “What Text to Edit,” 234–5, 238. 
271 See Torijano, “Text-critical Edition,” 195–211. 
272 Similarly Trebolle, “La Caida,” 150 n. 23. See 2.4.3.1 for further discussion. 
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This phrase is used three times in the chapter in the MT and five times in L (twice in 

La115, both times coinciding with L), marking shifts from one narrative unit to 

another. This appears to be its function here as well: the historical narrative of verses 

3–6 ends and switches to the “homiletic” part of the chapter beginning with verse 7. 

Considering its structurally fitting position at the hinge-point of differing narrative 

units and the fact that this phrase is also found at the end of verse 17:23b, which in 

turn seems to form a Wiederaufnahme with verse 6b, the originality of this phrase 

here seems most likely. The parallel passage 1 Chr 5:26 also has this phrase. 

The most important textual variants in the text of the OG related to the literary-critical 

assessment of the passage are the following:  

First, the OG has in verse 4aα Hoshea sent messengers to “Adrammelek the 

Ethiopian, who lived in Egypt,” not “to Sô, king of Egypt” (MT). This difference 

may have further repercussions for the historical reconstructions made on the 

basis of biblical text. 

MT L OL = OG 
־ִמצְ  ַרִיםאל־סֹוא ֶמֶל  πρὸς Αδραμέλεχ τὸν Αἰθίοπα τὸν κατοικοῦντα ἐν Αἰγύπτῶ 

Second, the OG has at the beginning of verse 4aβ a peculiar repetition of 3bβ, 

“and Hoshea was bearing tribute to the king of Assyrians (from year to year).” 

This runs contrary to the MT, which affirms that Hoshea “did not offer tribute 

to the king of Assyrians as year to year” (the ‘awkwardness’ of this expression 

is discussed in detail below). This OG repetition changes the narrative logic of 

the passage.  

MT L La115 = OG 
  ְולֹא־ֶהֱעָלה ִמְנָחה

 ְלֶמֶל ַאּׁשּור ְּכָׁשָנה ְבָׁשָנה
καὶ ἦν Ὠσῆε φέρων δῶρα  
τῷ βασιλεῖ ᾿Ασσυρίων ἐνιαυτὸν κατ᾿ ἐνιαυτόν 

Third, and possibly linked to the first variant, unlike in MT 4b, where Hoshea’s 

imprisonment is recorded twice (“and the king of Assyrians shut him up and 

bound him in prison”), the OG gives the peculiar reading “and the king of 

Assyrians did wrong/injury to Hoshea and put him in prison.”  

MT L (partly influenced by kaige) La115 (closest to OG) 
 
 

 ַוַּיַעְצֵרהּו ֶמֶל ַאּׁשּור 
 ַוַּיַאְסֵרהּו 

ֶּכֶלא ֵּבית  

καὶ ὕβρισε τὸν Ὠσῆε  
ὁ βασιλεὺς ᾿Ασσυρίων  
καὶ ἐπολιόρκησεν αὐτὸν  
καὶ ἔδησεν αὐτὸν  
ἐν οἴκῳ φυλακῆς. 

et iniuriam fecit ei  
rex assyriorum in chalee  
 
et tradidit eum  
in carcerem 
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2.3.3 Literary-critical considerations: OG vs. MT 
The three important textual differences posited above have further repercussions for 

both the historiographical and especially the text-historical study of the passage. As 

will be shown, the OG edition preserves the earliest attainable edition of the text, 

while the MT evidences the very latest, revised version of the passage. This means 

that the further (undocumented) redaction-/literary-critical work also has to be 

conducted, not on the basis of the MT text form, but on that of the OG. This is 

important because with the witness of the OG we are able to reconstruct one more 

otherwise unidentifiable textual layer in the transmission process of these verses.273 

2.3.3.1 Who did Hoshea send messengers to: the mystery of Sô the 
Egyptian and Adrammelek the Ethiopian 
Verse 17:4 has incited quite a considerable amount of discussion from the historical 

viewpoint, mainly because of the strange name of the Egyptian Pharaoh, “Sô, the king 

of Egypt,” to whom Hoshea sent messengers.274 Despite the several dynasties and 

Pharaohs reigning simultaneously during Israel’s last years,275 no Pharaoh easily 

recognized as “Sô” seems to have ruled during the time of Israel’s demise. Therefore 

Sô has been identified with numerous Pharaohs, such as Tefnakht, Osorkon IV, or 

Piye, and sometimes not even as a personal name, but as the name of a city, Sais – 

while some have proposed that the “name” is in fact an Egyptian job description for 

“commander” (ṯ3), or, more likely, “king” (nsw).276 No scholarly consensus has been 

formed on the identification of Sô. 

The Greek witnesses have rarely been considered when assessing this problem, 

and mostly they have been brushed aside as either irrelevant or as early attempts to 

make sense of the (apparently already then unexplainable) name “Sô.”277 The OG 

                                                 
273 The section “Who did Hoshea send messengers to” has previously been published as part of an 
article; see Tekoniemi, “Between Two Differing Editions.” 
274 The text of the MT (־ִמְצַריִם  is clear and lucid, and most probably should not be emended (ֶאל־סֹוא ֶמֶל
in any way. Most of the emendations have indeed been born of the need to make the name “Sô” work 
in the historical context of the text, not because of problems of the text itself. 
275 See Kenneth Kitchen, Third Intermediate Period, 362–72. 
276 For an overall picture of the problems pertaining to “Sô,” see John Day, “Problem of ‘Sô, King of 
Egypt’,” 289–301. 
277 See, for instance, Duane Christensen, “The Identity of King Sô,” 141 (“… the most significant of 
the earliest attempts to eliminate “King So” …”); Donald Redford, “A Note on II Kings 17,4,” 75 
(“Lucian substituted”). Day, “The Problem of ‘Sô, king of Egypt’,” 298, also makes lengthy mention 
of the Lucianic reading, but discusses it no further. In any case, it is unlikely that any Greek reviser (not 
to mention the translator) would have had any interest in changing the name of the Egyptian ruler. 



 
 

70 

name Adrammelek is obviously neither an Ethiopian nor an Egyptian name, and on 

the basis of its distribution it seems rather like a “stock-name” that could be used for 

different purposes: in 2 Kgs 17:31 it reappears as the name of a foreign god and in 

19:37 (= Isa 37:38) as the name of a son of Sennacherib – albeit there it could also be 

a genuine, corrupted historical name.278 There is thus no historically relevant 

information in the name here – quite the contrary, the name seems like a literary 

construct. There is, however, one interesting and historically quite legitimate remark 

in the OG text that is lacking from the MT: at the time of Hoshea’s reign both upper 

and even lower Egypt were, at least nominally, under the rule of the Ethiopian 25th 

dynasty.279 How should one then assess these two completely differing names, “Sô” 

and “Adrammelek”? 

Because of these peculiar traits of the OG, Adrian Schenker argues that the MT 

tradition could, in fact, be reflecting a textual situation posterior to that of the OG.280 

First, Adrammelek’s “job description” is completely lacking in the OG and has to be 

deduced from the context: he could be anything from a mercenary to a king (which 

could, in a way, quite well reflect the confusing state of Egyptian politics of the time).  

In the MT there is no room for any confusion. On the other hand, the name “Sô” 

appears to be a much more Egyptian name (possibly even a transcription of nsw, 

“king,” or an abbreviation of [O]so[rkon]) than “Adrammelek.” It would be easy to 

see why a potentially confusing remark of an Ethiopian called Adrammelek who lives 

in Egypt would have later been changed into the much more understandable and 

possibly even Egyptian-sounding “Sô, [that is:] king of Egypt”: since the literary motif 

                                                 
278 One has to wonder whether this recurrence of the name in 17:31 has something to do with the 
appearance or disappearance of Sô or Adrammelek in verse 17:4. Simo Parpola, “Murderer of 
Sennacherib,” 174, has convincingly argued that the wrongly spelled name Adrammelek of 2 Kgs 19:37 
can indeed be found in the Assyrian sources as a son and murderer of Sennacherib in the form Arda-
dNIN.LÍL, to be read in Neo-Assyrian times as Arda-Mullissi. According to Parpola, the form 
Adrammelek can be explained as a scribal error (from the form “Ardamelos,” for instance). While this 
is indeed likely, the reason for this “scribal mistake” may also be harmonization towards the two other 
mentions of the name “Adrammelek” before the one in 19:37. Piquer, “What Text to Edit,” 235, 
hypothesizes that Hoshea may have been historically somehow linked to this murder and conspiracy, 
as shown by the OG, but that the mention of his involvement in the text has become distorted in the 
long history of the text. Perhaps the name was even understood at some point as a sort of “stock-name 
for a conspirator” because of its appearance in 19:37, and was taken over from there. 
279 Kitchen, Third Intermediate Period, 362–8; Redford, Egypt, Canaan, and Israel, 345–7. See also 
Morkot, “The End,” 125–44. Na’aman, “Historical Background,” 217–18, on the basis of the Assyrian 
iconographic evidence, indeed posits that the Egyptian king (who, according to him, also sent forces to 
aid Hoshea) must have been a Kushite. 
280 Schenker, Älteste Textgeschichte, 117–19. 
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of Israelites depending (futilely) on the help of Egypt and its king is somewhat 

common in the Hebrew Bible, and is found even in 2 Kgs 18:21, it would also make 

sense here that Hoshea asked for help from “the king of Egypt.”281  

Finally, the fact that the name “Adrammelek” confusingly appears in two 

completely different contexts elsewhere makes it likely that the MT has here 

smoothened a text that seems quite contradictory with itself: how could Hoshea send 

messengers to an Ethiopian in Egypt, who concurrently is a son of Sennacherib and, 

even more confusingly, is revered as a god by the later Mesopotamian settlers of the 

province of Samaria?282 It is thus quite easy to see why the text would have been 

changed to the MT version, while the opposite, a change from the lucid MT to the 

somewhat contradictory OG text, would be quite unexpected. 

The MT therefore attests the very latest stage of the textual evolution in verse 4, 

while the OG has preserved an earlier edition. Any further literary (or historical) work 

thus has to be done on the basis of the OG version. 

2.3.3.2 The changing narrative logic of the passage: OG vs. MT 
As proposed by Trebolle, the repetition of 3bβ “and Hoshea bore tribute” in 4aβ  (“and 

Hoshea was bearing tribute”) may be a case of Wiederaufnahme in the OG tradition, 

possibly framing a later interpolation in 4aα, mentioning the sending of Israelite 

messengers to Egypt.283 There are two distinct ways the editorial technique of 

Wiederaufnahme or resumptive repetition can be used: it can either be used as a 

framing device, added after or before the interpolated text (thus potentially the 

enframed 4aα), as proposed by Trebolle,284 or it can simply be used to begin an 

insertion by repeating a part of the preceding text, after which the addition (in this case 

4aβ.b) is made. Both of these possibilities are viable here and will be assessed below. 

In any case, the narrative logic of the passage is somewhat hindered by this OG reading 

                                                 
281 Cf. 2 Kgs 18:21, 24; Hos 7:11, 12:2; Jer 37:7–8; Isa 30:2–5, 31:1–2; Ez 29:2–7. 
282 See Matthieu Richelle, “Intentional Omissions,” 141–6, for a similar omission of contradicting 
information in 1 Kgs 14:26. 
283 Trebolle, “La Caida,” 142. When retroverted into Hebrew, this repetition of the wording in 3b 
becomes apparent: ויהי הושע משיב מנחה למלך אשור. According to Stade, Kings, 260, however, this 
doubling is just “expansions derived from v. 3.” Stade does not take into account the readings of La115, 
which confirms the proto-Lucianic character of the reading here. 
284 Trebolle, Jehú y Joás, 58: “El duplicado se remonta al original hebreo. Se verifica aquí una repetición 
de engarce (‘Wiederaufnahme’), que permite descubrir el carácter secundario del 4aa.” This framing 
use is very recurrent in the Hebrew Bible, and likely to be found multiple times even in chapter 2 Kgs 
17 in verses 7 (OG), 11.17, 34.40. This view of Trebolle’s is also echoed by Tekoniemi, “Between Two 
Differing Editions,” 221–3, although I have since changed my view on the matter in this thesis. 
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when compared to the smooth MT: even though in 4aα “the king of Assyrians found 

a conspiracy in Hoshea,” in 4aβ OG Hoshea still kept paying his tribute “year by year,” 

as if nothing had happened. One could even read this as a demonstration of Hoshea’s 

cunning: even though he sent messengers to Egypt, he did not stop with the tribute so 

that his conspiracy would not become known. 

In the MT this repetition cannot be found, likely as a result of later harmonizing 

revision. The reason to doubt the originality of the MT is that, unlike the OG, the MT 

makes perfect sense in its context: Israel is attacked because Hoshea both conspires 

against Assyria (4aα) and, accordingly, ceases with his tribute (4aβ). Hoshea’s not 

paying tribute of course finally forces the Assyrian king to act. However, as Torijano 

notes, the wording of the MT is a little awkward here: the exact, punctual act of not 

paying tribute happens oddly “as year by year.”285 One would expect the MT to give 

a certain moment when Hoshea ceased with his tribute – as is done by the revised 

kaige B-text, reading “in that year.”286 The expression “as year by year” works well 

in the OG version, but not in the MT. This small discrepancy hints that the text before 

the expression ְּכָׁשנָה ְבָׁשנָה has indeed been altered somehow, without a change to the 

temporal construct itself. Furthermore, it needs to be noted that the construct עלה + 

ובׁש unlike ,ִמנְָחה  ,of 17:3 (and 4 OG), is in fact cultic, not political, terminology ִמנְָחה + 

used elsewhere in the meaning “to offer a burnt offering.”287 This again makes the text 

of the MT suspect.288 The later-added negation in the MT seems to be the reason for 

                                                 
285 Torijano, “Text-Critical Edition,” 206: “At this point the MT does not make much sense since it 
moves from a specific action such as that expressed in LXXB to a continuous one ….” Winckler, 
Untersuchungen, 25, similarly comments on the awkwardness of MT’s reading. This is also the only 
occasion where the preposition  ְּכ is added before the construction ָׁשנָה ְבָׁשנָה, which makes the reading 
here a bit awkward, as most translations are forced to add “as he had done yearly.” Some medieval 
Hebrew manuscripts (Kenn. 1, 30, 263; De Rossi 688) indeed lack this preposition, and the OG does 
not seem to be translating this preposition (~ ὡς) either, although this could have just been a choice of 
translation technique. It is possible that this addition of an unnecessary  ְּכ is a sign of late language usage 
(LBH?); see also the discussion on the construct עלה + ִמנְָחה below. 
286 Torijano, “Text-critical Edition,” 206–7; see also Rahlfs, Lucians Rezension, 208. 
287 The phrase seems to be used nowhere else in the Hebrew Bible in the meaning “to pay tribute”; cf. 
Ex 30:9, 40:29; Lev 14:20; Judg 13:19; Josh 22:23; 1 Kgs 18:29, 36 (>LXX); 2 Kgs 3:20; Isa 57:6, 
66:3; Jer 14:12; Amos 5:22. For ִמנְָחה + ׁשוב elsewhere, see Ps 72:10, Judg 3:18. 
288 It is remotely possible that this meaning of the text was intended by MT: Hoshea stopped with the 
cultic offerings in honor of the Assyrian king, which would of course have been just as grand an offense 
as stopping with the actual tribute. It is not impossible either that this reading could even be seen as 
somehow linked to the MT text of 17:2 where Hoshea is now leniently denounced – the reason for the 
the missing denunciation of Jeroboam’s sin was the righteous cultic cessation of offerings for Assyrian 
god-king. More likely, however, the later proto-MT corrector of the text no longer understood the exact 
differences between the two phrases and changed the reading to a more ambiguous, although still 
contextually quite functional and understandable one (indeed, the modern scholarship has not, to my 
knowledge, observed this slight discrepancy in the meaning since the work of Thenius, Könige, 369). 
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the changes in the text and, subsequently, the late Lucianic composite, “and Hoshea 

was bearing tribute to the king of Assyrians year by year (OG), but in that year he did 

not pay tribute (kaige).”289 

The slightly problematic repetition of v. 3bβ, “and Hoshea bore tribute,” in 4aβ 

in the OG version likely attests to a literary seam inside verse 4, which was later seen, 

as is often the case, as needing emending by the ancient scribes.290 It is easy to see 

why the MT would change the OG text, where Hoshea keeps paying tribute, to a more 

logical one where he stops the tribute – a literary lectio facilior – while the opposite, 

a deliberate change from the MT to the OG version, which only adds challenges to the 

interpretation of the verse, does not seem very plausible.291 Methodologically, it is 

often probable that a text attesting a technique resembling a Wiederaufnahme is older 

than the one where such repetition is not found.292 

In the OG Hoshea thus keeps paying his tribute “year by year,” but the king of 

Assyria still attacks him, adding one further literary tension to the already problematic 

text of 17:3–6. In addition, it is also said by OG 4b that instead of “binding him up” 

 the Assyrian king “maltreated/injured him,” (L ὕβρισε αὐτὸν; La115 iniuriam ,(ַוּיַַעְצֵרהּו)

fecit ei; La91-95 iniuriatus est eum). It is unclear what the Hebrew Vorlage (possibly 

 for this rare verb may have been as well as precisely what is meant in 293(צער or ערץ

                                                 
289 Similarly Torijano, “Text-critical Edition,” 206–7. 
290 It is common that such literary seams are – or later become – textually active after the 
addition/omission and especially transposition has been made to the text. See Mäkipelto, Tekoniemi & 
Tucker, “Large-Scale Transposition.” 
291 Stade, Kings, 260, argues that “SL paraphrases the clause, adding expansions derived from v. 3 ….” 
However, Stade does not take into account the OL witnesses, the kaige text, or the above-mentioned 
literary considerations – it is very unlikely the text would have been expanded (and otherwise modified) 
as seen in L and the OL. It seems equally unlikely that the plus would have been born by some sort of 
accident or mishap. The difference here is between the MT and the original Old Greek (and its Vorlage). 
292 See similarly Richelle, “Intentional Omissions,” 157: “… a Wiederaufnahme can disappear, and thus 
also the trace of the insertion of a passage. Maybe this could provide, in some cases at least, a criterion 
to detect an omission: the textual witness preserving the Wiederaufnahme has a good chance of 
reflecting an earlier stage of the text.” See also Trebolle, “Text-Critical Use,” 285–96. 
293 The verb ὑβρίζειν is only used 4 times in the LXX: 2 Sam 19:44 (<קלל); Isa 13:3, 23:12 (<עלז); Jer 
31:29. Trebolle, “La Caida,” 145, finds ערץ (“to horrify”) the most probable option for the underlying 
Vorlage. However, I would consider צער (3x) another good candidate. The semantic range of this rare 
Hebrew verb (“to be little”) could work in the context as well: the king of Assyria “belittled 
Hoshea/made (likely in the hiph’il or pi’el stem) Hoshea small.” Attestations in other Semitic languages 
(“insult, maltreat”) could also support this idea; see Jastrow, Dictionary of the Targumim, 1294–5. 
These cognates could well suit צער as the OG Vorlage of ὑβρίζειν. Thus, in the MT this rare word (albeit 
in an otherwise unattested verbal form) may have been at some point assimilated phonologically to the 
following verb אסר, which produced a much more common verb by metathesis. It is also quite 
interesting that these consonants (צער) can be found in the B-text in the variant name of the king of 
Egypt. Indeed, Σηγωρ is elsewhere in the LXX always used as a transcription of the name צַֹער, a direct 
cognate of צער. In any case, the double reading of the MT seems to be due to textual reasons, not literary. 
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Greek (“to treat despitefully, insult, maltreat, injure, mutilate”).294 If the verb is to be 

translated as “maltreat,” the sense of the passage becomes very interesting: the tribute-

bearing Hoshea would himself actually become a victim of the king of Assyria’s 

whims.295 It would again be very improbable that the text had been changed to this 

form later rather than the opposite. However we may interpret the verb, the OG 

narrative is in any case interesting, as Hoshea somehow becomes humiliated 

before/during his imprisonment, as could also historically be expected to have 

happened.296  

2.3.3.3 The text-historical repercussions of the OG repetition in verses 
3b and 4aβ 
What does the repetition in the OG mean for the textual history of the passage? As 

mentioned, there are two distinct possibilities for how this repetitive resumption may 

have been used to add text to the present passage: either the text framed by the 

repetition (4aα) has been interpolated, or the text after the second repetition in 4aβ was 

added together with the repetition. In either case the reason for the addition seems 

clear: to further elaborate the reason for the fall of Samaria, which is otherwise left 

unelaborated except for the lengthy, but demonstrably late, homiletical portion (7–41) 

of the chapter. 

The first solution is that of Trebolle’s: 4aα, recounting the sending of messengers 

to Egypt, was later interpolated to the text as a further notion of Hoshea’s guilt, since 

the narrative of verse 3 (together with 4aβ.4b) left Hoshea’s role in the destruction of 

Samaria vague.297 Without 4aα it is as if Hoshea himself does nothing to get his 

kingdom destroyed. It could then have seemed necessary for a later scribe to add a 

reason for Israel’s fall, that is, Hoshea’s conspiracy with Egypt. The futile dependence 

                                                 
Even kaige (καὶ ἐπολιόρκησεν) misread this verb as ויצרהו. On the other hand, it is not impossible that 
the OG translator simply incorrectly read the MT עצר as צער. 
294 See also Muraoka, Lexicon, 692: “2. to cause sbd loss of honour.” The Old Latin witnesses are just 
as ambiguous with their translations of this word. 
295 Even if the OG reading is taken as a misreading of ַוּיַַעְצֵרהּו, as Stade, Kings, 260, does, this sense of 
logic of the passage stays the same, albeit not as exacerbated. However, the reading ὕβρισε works quite 
well in the suggested OG logic of the sentence, more so than the double reading of the MT. 
296 Even more interestingly, if 4aα is deemed a later addition between 3b and 4aβ, the law-abiding and 
tribute-bearing Hoshea himself seems to do nothing to bring about his own and his kingdom’s doom. 
By narrative logic, this reading would be even more clearly a lectio difficilior. The unimaginable idea 
that the last king of Israel (who did even “more evil than anyone before him” in the OG of 17:2) would 
not be directly responsible for Israel’s destruction, or even that he was a victim himself, would have 
understandably easily prompted corrections to the text. 
297 Trebolle, “La Caida,” 151–2. 
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on Egypt is quite a recurrent narrative motif in the Hebrew Bible, and together with 

the secondary and “stock-name-like” Adrammelek it could be possible to argue that 

this conspiracy narrative of 4aα was, as a whole, a late scribal creation.298 Trebolle 

sees verses 3.4aβ.4b (Hoshea’s cessation of tribute) and 4aα.5–6 (conspiracy) as 

constituting two originally separate annalistic units.299 However, it is hard to see why 

4aα.5–6 would form a literary unity coming from the annals: if that is the case, why is 

the text separated by the text of 4b, and, more importantly, why would the beginning 

part (4aα) have been added seemingly separately from verses 5–6 via a 

Wiederaufnahme?300 Trebolle’s theory can be nicely fit into the theory of two 

annalistic sources, but the separation of 4aα from its “main story” of 5–6 appears to 

run contrary to this theory.  

This reconstruction is, furthermore, somewhat problematic from the viewpoint 

of the narrative logic of this putative original text: no apparent reason for Hoshea’s 

imprisonment would have originally been given. The king of Assyria, right after 

making Hoshea his tribute-bearing vassal (3), for no particular reason invades Israel 

(4aβ), or at least decides to imprison Hoshea. The Gegenprobe does result in a 

grammatically meaningful text, but the abrupt movement from Hoshea paying yearly 

tribute to him being immediately “restrained” by the Assyrian king in the narrative 

thus reconstructed does not seem original.301 

The second option for a Wiederaufnahme is that the text of 4aβ.b, beginning with 

the repetition of the information of 3b ויהי הושע משיב מנחה למלך אשור* (reconstructed 

according to L) in 4aβ, has been added to the text after that of 3–4aα (where Hoshea 

is first made vassal and found conspiring against Assyria). This base text would work 

perfectly narratologically since 5a follows 4aα directly with the consequences: the 

king of Assyria rises against Samaria (5a) due to the misconduct of Hoshea (4aα). If 

                                                 
298 It is also good to note that the construct ֶקֶׁשר + מצא is very rare, and is found elsewhere only in Jer 
11:9 in a speech of Yahweh against the men of Judah.  
299 Trebolle, “La Caida,” 146–7, 151. Trebolle seems to have viewed the negation of the MT and the 
Greek as original in both. While this is possible and makes the text logically more sound in both 
traditions, the negation in L is probably a kaige feature, as suggested by Torijano, “Text-Critical 
Edition,” 205–7. 
300 The argument of Trebolle, “La Caida,” 147 n. 15, that the unity of 4aα.5–6 is confirmed by the 
impossible narrative unity of 4aβ–6 is not convincing in itself. While the unity of 4b–6 is indeed hard 
to believe, the unity between 3b and 4aβ.4b seems more probable a match than that of 4aβ–6 in any 
case. 
301 The text would run: עָליו ָעָלה ַׁשְלַמנְֶאֶסר ֶמֶל ַאּׁשּור ַויְִהי־לֹו הֹוֵׁשַע ֶעֶבד ַוּיֶָׁשב לֹו ִמנְָחה ְּכָׁשנָה ְבָׁשנָה ַוּיַַעְצֵרהּו ֶמֶל ַאּׁשּור
 .ַוּיַַאְסֵרהּו ֵּבית ֶּכֶלא׃
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4aβb were indeed added later to the text, this would also well explain the 

historiographical problem of why Hoshea now appears to have been both captured 

already before the fall of Samaria but still reigns during its fall, and why there was 

apparently no king for three full years in Israel: the mention that creates all these 

problems was only later added to the text by a scribe, who was not very concerned 

about the possible historiographical or narratological problems that he would be 

incorporating into the text.302 This addition, of course, also brought other problems to 

the text, as the repetition of Hoshea’s tribute now disturbs the narrative flow of the 

verse – something that was later noted and resolved by the MT, as already argued.  

The addition of 4aβb could have been made to recount the fate of Hoshea, for 

whom no customary death or ending notices are now otherwise given: he was, as 

recounted by the OG, “mistreated/injured” by the Assyrian king, and after this taken 

prisoner, and is understandably never heard from thereafter. The idea that Hoshea was, 

at some point, captured by the king of Assyria could well be historically relevant 

information as such, or it could simply be a later construct, possibly made to parallel 

the fate of Zedekiah, the last king of Judah, who was similarly taken as captive 

ַוּיִגֶל  ,to Assyria (2 Kgs 25:7), together with his people “from its land” (25:21 (ַוּיַַאְסֵרהּו)

 verbatim). Furthermore, it is good to note that a “house of 17:23 = ;יְהּוָדה ֵמַעל ַאְדָמתֹו

confinement” (ֵּבית ֶּכֶלא) is only mentioned elsewhere in 2 Kgs in the case of Jehoiakin 

(25:27), likewise the last Judahite ruler about whom anything is ever heard, making it 

likely that these stories are also somehow literarily linked.303 In any case, the mention 

of 17:4 hardly goes back to the History writer, or even less so to the annals of 

Israel/Judah. We have here therefore upon each other two successional redactional 

layers, rather than two strangely intertwined sources.304  

                                                 
302 This solution is in many ways similar to that of Trebolle, “La Caida,” 147, and, in fact, the main 
difference concerns the understanding of the mechanics of the Wiederaufnahme as beginning a 
secondary unit instead of framing it: like Trebolle argues, verses 4aα.5–6 should be seen as a unit, albeit 
for somewhat different reasons than what he lists. 
303 The term ֵּבית ֶּכֶלא is overall quite rare in the Hebrew Bible, found altogether only in 1 Kgs 22:27; 2 
Kgs 17:4, 25:27; 2 Chr 18:26; Isa 42:7, 22 (pl.); Jer 37:15, 18. However, since the ending of 2 Kgs is 
very late as well, it is not completely certain which story would have influenced the other in this case. 
In any case, a clear differentiation is made between the Israelite Hoshea (who may have been even 
“humiliated” by the Assyrians, as in the OG), who is never heard of again, and the Judahite Jehoiakin, 
who is freed and honored by the Babylonians. 
304 Similarly Levin, “In Search,” 258: “The other version does not go back to a different source. It 
constitutes a later comment on what was transmitted in one single source.” 
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2.3.4 Beyond the documented evidence – the most ancient 
stratum in verses 3–6 
The text-critical evidence gave us a good view of the latest history (MT vs. OG; the 

two textual layers of verse 4) of the passage in question. In this case it is also possible 

to posit some further questions to the text on a purely redaction-/literary-critical basis. 

The Wiederaufnahmen in verses 3–6 do not, in fact, end with the one in 3b.4aβ 

in OG. As suggested by Talmon, verses 3a (ָעָליו ָעָלה ַׁשְלַמנְֶאֶסר ֶמֶל ַאּׁשּור) and 5a ( ַוּיַַעל

־ַאּׁשּור  form a Wiederaufnahme themselves, enclosing the interpreting additions of (ֶמֶל

the destruction of the Northern Kingdom.305 As the use of Wiederaufnahme in this 

chapter is quite frequent, this comes as no surprise.306 The History writer’s text would 

have thus run from verse 2 straight to verse 5, in a brief, annalistic, matter-of-fact 

style: no specific reasons for the destruction were originally given, as would be 

expected if the text indeed originated from the annals of either kingdom. The 

difference between the subject matter of verses 3–4, which are solely interested in 

Hoshea and his political games with no mention of Samaria/Israel, and 5–6 with 

Samaria and its conquest, where no specific mention of Hoshea apart from the 

synchronism of verse 6 is found, similarly indicates that they come from different 

hands. This repetitive resumption between 3a and 5a was originally composed to 

contain the inserted conspiracy narrative in verses 3–4aα. 

Again, the language use in verse 3 is somewhat unusual: the attack, or “rising 

upon” (עלה על), of foreign enemies is customarily conducted against cities or lands in 

Kings (as in 17:5), and not kings as in 17:3a.307 The reversed word order of 3a ָעָליו ָעָלה 

is also surprising, since in classical Hebrew, a narrative continuing a wayiqtol form 

                                                 
305 Talmon, Literary Studies, 155–6: “… (v. 5) is a resumptive repetition of … (v. 3) which proves that 
the reference to Hoshea’s conspiracy with Egypt and his refusal to pay tribute and his ensuing arrest by 
the king of Assyria (v. 4) is a secondary insert into the originally shorter text.” Talmon comes to this 
conclusion on the basis of the MT, without any text-critical considerations. His theory about a greater 
Wiederaufnahme between 17:5 and 18:9, however, seems highly unlikely. Rehm, 2. Könige, 166–7, 
also acknowledges this Wiederholung, as he puts it. See also Brettler, “Text in a Tel,” 116–17 and 
Levin, “In Search,” 258, 262–4. 
306 Furthermore, this editorial technique is recurrent in 1–2 Kings overall; see Trebolle, “Textual 
Growth,” (forthcoming). 
307 Cf. 1 Kgs 14:25, 15:17, 16:17, 21:1; 2 Kgs 6:24, 12:18, 19, 17:5, 18:9, 13, 25. The only exceptions 
are 1 Kgs 15:19, 20:22; 2 Kgs 23:29 (here the meaning of the preposition is of course debated heavily; 
see Hasegawa, “Josiah’s Death,” 532–3). It is possible that these cases are simply due to scribal 
mistakes (על instead of אל). In 2 Kings 16:5 the actual “rise” happens against Jerusalem, not Ahaz, who 
is “besieged” (like Hoshea in 17:4) instead of “risen upon.” When the parallel passage of 16:5 in Isa 
7:1 (where the construct עלה על can be found) is taken into account, it seems that in 16:5 there has 
occurred some sort of textual corruption; see Stade, Kings, 255. In 2 Kings 24:1, the “rise” of 
Nebuchadnezzar has no object (apart from L ἐπὶ τὴν γήν). 
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 ,This seems to be a sign of late 308.ָעָלה would be expected here instead of a qatal ַוּיַַעל

Chronistic language use, since a verbatim identical construct, ָעָליו ָעָלה, at the beginning 

of a verse is elsewhere found only in 2 Chr 36:6 (the exile of Jehoiakim).309 

Furthermore, the parallel narrative of 2 Kgs 18:9–11 only contains a text very close to 

that of 17:5–6 (and especially the form of La115), which may indicate that the original 

text form had no mention of Hoshea, his tribute, and his rebellion.310 

All the confusing “historical” details found in this passage, such as the two 

Assyrian invasions, the name of the Assyrian king, Hoshea being a vassal of Assyria, 

the Egyptian conspiracy, and the imprisonment of Hoshea (which further leads to the 

seemingly kingless situation in Israel), can therefore be explained as later additions to 

the text, hence only secondarily generating these problems. There would be no need 

to see the text as giving a continuous account of the two different campaigns of 

Assyrian kings to Samaria, or that Israel would have been without a king for three 

years after Hoshea was captured – or that he was even captured at all prior to the fall 

of Samaria. At the same time, the problem of the Assyrian king being Shalmaneser 

(3a) instead of Sargon II, historically the more probable king to have conquered 

Samaria, is eliminated.311 

The text(s) of 3–4aα and 4aβb may or may not have been taken from different 

sources of their own, but it needs to be asked whether or not any of the information 

given even demands an actual annal as its source.312 Indeed, the subject matter would 

not be too hard for a late redactor to come up with: the historical fact that Hoshea was 

a tribute-bearing vassal of the “king of Assyria,” maybe even Shalmaneser himself, 

would have probably been well known or easily deducible even without an extant 

(annalistic) source stating so.313 As is put forward by Dubovský, it is likely that a later 

                                                 
308 See Hobbs, 2 Kings, 225; and Trebolle, “La Caida,” 147 n. 16 (“3a tiene visos de ser redaccional”). 
According to Brettler, “Text in a Tel,” 117, the phrase has signs of Late Biblical Hebrew. 
309 Similarly Brettler, “Text in a Tel,” 115. 
310 It is not certain if the form of 2 Kgs 18:9–11 can be used as an argument in 17:3–6, however; see 
the Excursus for further analysis. 
311 This late inserting does not, in itself, negate the possible historical value these remarks have. 
However, this information clearly did not originate from “the original author,” which subsequently 
makes the information highly suspect. Similarly Brettler, “Text in a Tel,” 118: “Indeed, the only specific 
information given, the names of the Assyrian king Shalmaneser, and especially of So, king of Egypt, is 
highly suspect. This raises the possibility that vv. 3-4 were created to offer background information 
concerning the exile.” 
312 For a similar view, see Brettler, “Text in a Tel,” 118–19.  
313 Levin, “In Search,” 258, comes to the conclusion that the text is a later, even theologically motivated 
construct: “The addition follows the theological doctrine of retribution. Someone’s fate had to be in 
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reviser simply used the invasion accounts of Jerusalem in chapters 24–25 as his model 

when expanding the similar passage in chapter 17.314 

The case of Hoshea’s imprisonment – and his possible “maltreatment” by the 

Assyrian king as recounted by the OG – is somewhat more open to debate. Did this 

happen historically? Was this commonly known for a fact? We may never know, but 

the idea of imprisonment and humiliation of the losing king in times of war does not, 

in itself, seem too far-fetched or unlikely for a late redactor to come up with either, as 

already argued – especially since this later happens to quite a few Judean kings as 

well.315 The statement may have even been added in order to give Hoshea’s regnal 

narrative a “proper ending” since no customary ending to his regnal narrative is now 

found in the chapter. There may be some truth to the statement, but this is not 

necessary.316  

The case of sending messengers to king Sô or Adrammelek the Ethiopian is an 

even clearer case, as both traditions have even later come up with a completely new 

name and/or historical context for the Egyptian ruler. As “Adrammelek” probably 

attests the older name in the story, and is already quite clearly a literary invention of 

some sort, it becomes ever more likely that the text is simply pure literary fantasy, 

created by combining elements found elsewhere in Kings.317 Indeed, the scheming of 

Hoshea (with Egypt, no less!) goes against the late (Chronistic) theological idea of 

Koalitionsverbot, the prohibition of alliances with foreign powers and anyone other 

than Yahweh,318 and acts as a further reason why Israel was destroyed. Hence the use 

of the information given in 17:3–6 for any historical reconstructions should be 

reassessed on the basis of the text- and literary-critical discussion provided here.319 

                                                 
line with someone’s behavior. Because Hoshea was punished by the Assyrian king, he must have sinned 
against the Assyrian king. The scribe suggested that Hoshea rebelled against Shalmaneser.” 
314 See Dubovský, “Suspicious Similarities,” 53–9. 
315 This is also noted by Dubovský, “Suspicious Similarities,” 58: “The concentration of the arrest 
episodes in the last days of the northern and southern kingdoms creates another thematic link between 
the narratives of their falls.” 
316 Similarly Pietsch, “Hoshea ben Elah,” 354: “The narrative does possess a general historical 
plausibility, but it does not allow a closer historical reconstruction of the course of events.”  
317 Indeed, when one takes into account the biblical “rewritings” of Qumran – or even those of the 
Chronicler – such additions and changes as witnessed here would not be too hard to accept. 
318 Levin, “In Search,” 259. 
319 Similarly also Richelle, “Relevance of the Septuagint,” 587: “… historians must take into account 
the diverse textual forms in which these narratives were transmitted.” 
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2.3.5 Conclusions: the textual growth of 17:3–6 
The text of verses 3–6 has grown extensively during its long redaction and copying 

process. As the text now stands, there are four different text-historical strata to be 

excavated in the text (the youngest MT revision, the oldest attainable text of the OG 

version, and the text of the History writer disentangled from a later expansion), some 

with the help of text-critical evidence: 

Layers 1 and 2: The latest layer of redaction can be discerned when comparing 

the OG text to that of the MT in which the different narrative units in verse 4 are 

brought into conformity with one another. The original resumptive repetition “was 

bearing tribute to” of the OG was purposely changed to a negative statement (“he did 

not bear tribute”320) in the MT. This brought some small textual incongruities to the 

MT that are missing from the text of the OG, which attests the oldest text attainable. 

Layer 3: Accordingly, when the older OG text is taken as the starting point for 

the literary analysis, a division of earlier verses 3–4aα from the later addition of 

4aβ.b via Wiederaufnahme is made possible.  

Layer 4: Verses 3–4aα were, furthermore, originally also additions via 

Wiederaufnahme between verses 2 and 5a. Therefore, the ancient source text, 

possibly from the royal annals, contained roughly the text of verses 5 (likely without 

the repetitive MT plus ְּבָכל־ָהָאֶרץ ַוּיַַעל) and 6aα (to which the History writer probably 

added 6aβ.b; see 3.2.1). The original text thus ran from verses 1–2 to 5–6, most 

probably in their putative OG form. 

Textual layers of 2 Kgs 17:3–6321  

 ב לֹו ִמנְָחה׃ָעָלה ַׁשְלַמנְֶאֶסר ֶמֶל ַאּׁשּור ַויְִהי־לֹו הֹוֵׁשַע ֶעֶבד ַוּיָׁשֶ  ָעָליו 
־ַאּׁשּור ְּבהֹוֵׁשַע ֶקֶׁשר ֲאֶׁשר ָׁשַלח ַמְלָאִכים    וּיְִמָצא ֶמֶל

OG םבמצרי בהיׁש יׁשהכו אל־אדרמלך 
MT   ־  ִמְצַרִיםֶאל־סֹוא ֶמֶל

 OG אשור למלך מנחה משיב הושע ויהי 
 MT  א־ֶהֱעָלה ִמְנָחה ְלֶמֶל ַאּׁשּור  ְו
 ְּכָׁשנָה ְבָׁשנָה   
 ֶמֶל ַאּׁשּור ַוּיַַאְסֵרהּו ֵּבית ֶּכֶלא׃ 322ּיַַעְצֵרהּווַ   

־ַאּׁשּור   ַוּיַַעל ֶמֶל
   MT   ְּבָכל־ָהָאֶרץ ַוַּיַעל 

ׁש ָׁשנִים׃  ׁשְֹמרֹון ַוּיַָצר ָעֶליָה ָׁש
־ַאּׁשּור ֶאת־ׁשְֹמרֹון   ּבְׁשנַת ַהְּתִׁשיִעית ְלהֹוֵׁשַע ָלַכד ֶמֶל

 ַאּׁשּוָרה ַוּיֶֹׁשב אָֹתם ַּבְחַלח ּוְבָחבֹור נְַהר ּגֹוזָן ְוָעֵרי ָמָדי ַוּיֶגֶל ֶאת־יְִׂשָרֵאל

3 
4aα 

 
 

4b 
 
 

4bβ 
5 
 
 

6a 
6b 

                                                 
320 Or, alternatively, “he did not offer (עלה) sacrifice (ִמנְָחה).”  
321 The oldest version (OG) of the text is encircled, while the Masoretic reworkings and additions are 
indicated by italics on their own rows. 
322 Possibly to be read as ויצע(י)רהו (according to OG). 
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 323׃ההז היום עד
 

 Translation in English 
3 
 
4aα 
 
 
4b 
 
 
 
4bβ 
 
5 
 
 
6a 
6b 

 Over him rose Shalmaneser, king of Assur, and Hoshea became to him a slave, 
 and he bore him tribute. 
 And the king of Assur found in Hoshea a conspiracy that he sent envoys 
 to Adrammelek the Ethiopian, who lived in Egypt. (OG) 
   = to Sô, king of Egypt (MT) 
  And Hoshea was bearing tribute to the king of Assur (OG) 
   = And he did not make burnt offerings/bear tribute to the king of  
   Assur (MT) 
  as year by year.  
  And the king of Assur humiliated him/bound him up, and shut him in  
  prison. 
And the king of Assur rose 
   in all the land, and he rose (MT) 
to Samaria, and he besieged it for three years. 
In the ninth year of Hoshea the king of Assur conquered Samaria, 
and he exiled Israel to Assyria, and settled them in Halah, and Habor, the river Gozan, 
and the cities of the Medes, 
until this day (OG). 

In the end, the reason for the growth of the text in verses 3–6 was to give more 

reason(s) for the attack of the Assyrians and put more political blame on Hoshea. The 

reasoning of the additions is quite non-theological, which is somewhat surprising, 

albeit in line with the “democratization of sin” principle also found in the later parts 

of the chapter (verses 7–23).324 The relatively old age of these additions is confirmed 

by the textual evidence, since the text is attested by both main traditions. However, 

the quite young age of the final redaction of the passage – that of the MT – is also 

determined by the evidence presented here. 

The assumption that the text is somehow a composite is almost universally 

accepted. However, the textual evidence allows us to see that the text is actually not 

composed of two annalistic narratives, but originally of only one (5–6) which was 

later at least twice expanded. The redactional – or rather, text- and literary-critical – 

solution provided here also makes the fewest unnecessary assumptions about both the 

hypothetical historical happenings and different hypothetical source materials of the 

original writer(s).  

                                                 
323 See 2.4 on this OG plus, which likely constituted part of the original composition. 
324 Namely, the tendency to see not only the sins of the kings, but also the people of Israel as the reason 
for the destruction. It is not impossible that this too is an anti-Samaritan motif: not only the kings, but 
also the people in the north were (and thus still are) beyond saving. 
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Excursus: Textual history of 2 Kgs 18:9–12 
The unusual doubling of the text of 3a.5–6 in 18:9–11 has long puzzled scholars: why 

exactly is the text also found inside the regnal narrative of Hezekiah and what does its 

considerably shorter form mean in terms of the textual history of 17:3–6? Is the 

doublet taken from an otherwise unknown (annalistic) source?325 Did the writer of this 

doublet use an originally shorter form of the narrative, only composed of 17:3a.5–6, 

as his base text?326 Or was the text in chapter 18 simply taken over from 17 by a later 

editor?327 

Text shared by 2 Kgs 17:3–6 and 18:9–11328 
17:3–6 (OG Vorlage) 18:9–11 

 
 

 עָליו ָעָלה ַׁשְלַמנְֶאֶסר ֶמֶל ַאּׁשּור 
 ַויְִהי־לֹו הֹוֵׁשַע ֶעֶבד ַוּיֶָׁשב לֹו ִמנְָחה׃

 ַויְִהי ַּבָּׁשנָה ָהְרִביִעית ַלֶּמֶל ִחזְִקּיָהּו 
 ִהיא ַהָּׁשנָה ַהְּׁשִביִעית ְלהֹוֵׁשַע ֶּבן־ֵאָלה ֶמֶל יְִׂשָרֵאל 
־ַאּׁשּור   ָעָלה ַׁשְלַמנְֶאֶסר ֶמֶל
> 
> 
> 
> 
׃  ַעל־ׁשְֹמרֹון ַוּיַָצר ָעֶליהָ 
ׁש ָׁשנִים   ַוּיְִלְּכדהָ  ִמְקֵצה ָׁש
 ִּבְׁשנַת־ֵׁשׁש ְלִחזְִקּיָה 
 ִהיא ְׁשנַת־ֵּתַׁשע ְלהֹוֵׁשעַ  ֶמֶל יְִׂשָרֵאל 
 נְִלְּכָדה ׁשְֹמרֹון׃
־ַאּׁשּור ֶאת־יְִׂשָרֵאל ַאּׁשּוָרה   וּיֶגֶל ֶמֶל
 ַוּיַנְֵחם ַּבְחַלח ּוְבָחבֹור נְַהר ּגֹוזָן ְוָעֵרי ָמָדי׃

־ַאּׁשּור ְּבהֹוֵׁשַע ֶקֶׁשר ֲאֶׁשר ָׁשַלח ַמְלָאִכים אל־ וּיְִמָצא ֶמֶל
ויהי הושע משיב מנחה למלך  אדרמלך הכוׁשי היׁשב במצרים

 ֶמֶל ַאּׁשּור ַוּיַַאְסֵרהּו ֵּבית ֶּכֶלא׃ ְּכָׁשנָה ְבָׁשנָה ַוּיַַעְצֵרהּו אשור
־ַאּׁשּור ׁשְֹמרֹון ַוּיַָצר ָעֶליהָ    וּיַַעל ֶמֶל

ׁש ָׁשנִים׃  ָׁש
 

 ּבְׁשנַת ַהְּתִׁשיִעית ְלהֹוֵׁשַע 
־ַאּׁשּור ֶאת־ׁשְֹמרֹון   ָלַכד ֶמֶל

 ַוּיֶגֶל ֶאת־יְִׂשָרֵאל ַאּׁשּוָרה 
 ַוּיֶֹׁשב אָֹתם ַּבְחַלח ּוְבָחבֹור נְַהר ּגֹוזָן ְוָעֵרי ָמָדי עד היום הזה׃

As has been argued above, it is quite unlikely that the writer would have had a 

completely differing source in his possession, since the text is practically verbatim the 

same as found in chapter 17, aside from the clearly editorial chronological pluses. It 

thus seems the likeliest – and simplest – explanation is that the writer of 18:9–

11(/12)329 simply took the text from 17:3–6 in some form or another.330 However, one 

question remains: was the Vorlage of 18:9–11 the text now found in the OG/MT 

                                                 
325 Often known as “Annals of Judah,” as originally proposed by Winckler, Alttestamentliche, 16–25, 
and followed later by multiple scholars such as Gray, Kings, 580, and Jones, Kings, 563. 
326 Thus Levin, “In Search of,” 262–4, although he maintains that there was still some sort of “original 
record” behind both passages. 
327 As proposed by Würthwein, Bücher der Könige, 393: “Diese Überlieferung wiederholt DtrN in 18,9–
11 mit geringen Abweichungen.” 
328 The shared text is marked with borders (verbatim) and underlining (same content). 
329 It is hard to say whether 12 was written by the same scribe who added 9–11, although this does seem 
more likely than not. In any case, the ideology and phraseology in 12 is very late (“post-priestly 
Deuteronomism”) and quite unusual in Kings, as shown by Levin, “In Search of,” 253–5. 
330 One cannot completely rule out the possibility either that this text was only added later to the LXX 
via kaige and was originally a proto-MT plus. This is now impossible to show, of course. 
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editions of 17:1–6 or one that still lacked the – clearly secondary – text of 3b–4? Was 

3a, with its mention of Shalmaneser, thus part of this older text? 

It is quite clear that verses 18:9–11/12 were later interpolated into their context 

since they sever the link between verses 7–8 (Hezekiah’s rebellion) and 13 (the 

Assyrian attack).331 Verse 12 also has some clearly late theological conceptions.332 

Many scholars have thus rightly seen 9–12 as a late unity.333 These observations alone 

indicate that we are likely not dealing with any older materials like annals, coming 

from an “original source” of any kind, but a later rewriting of the same information 

found earlier in 17:3–6. This later dating also makes it more probable that the full text 

found now in 17:3–6 was also there before the time of the creator of 18:9–12. 

Indeed, the only information missing (apart from the synchronism) from the 

second account is that relating to Hoshea, the king of Israel, which would be more or 

less unnecessary inside the regnal narrative of the Judean king Hezekiah. It is thus not 

too wild an assumption that a later rewriter would have simply left this information 

unmentioned, as he was in any case clearly interested only in Hezekiah here, and – for 

whatever reason – the exact synchronic dating of the fall of Israel and his reign.334 

                                                 
331 Levin, “In Search of,” 251–2. Also, as Levin notes, verse 8 already seems similarly late in the 
context. 
332 The nomistic reasoning (not hearing Yahweh’s voice) goes against the main sin of the History writer, 
i.e., “the sin of Jeroboam.” “The voice of Yahweh” is also otherwise found in Kings only in 1 Kgs 
21:36, a late prophetic story – and also forms part of the evidently late addition in Judg 6:7–10, missing 
from 4QJudga. References to Moses are similarly rare in Kings (1 Kgs 2:3, 8:9, 53, 56; 2 Kgs 14:6, 
18:4, 6, 12, 21:8, 23:25). There is also a peculiar and unnecessary repetition of א־ָׁשְמעּו  at both the 
beginning and the end of the verse, likely indicating literary activity of some kind. 
333 For instance, Würthwein, Bücher der Könige, 410. If the remark of Šanda, Könige, 244–5 (“Der 
Inhalt erinnert stark an 17,34–40 … Die ganze Versgruppe 9–12 ist also Arbeit eines späteren 
nachexilischen Rezensenten, der in Denkweise und Sprache mit dem Verfasser von 17,34–40 
übereinstimmt.”), is right, 12 would be extremely late; for verses 34–40, see section 4.5 below. 
334 It is hard to find a reason why the text is so interested in giving such exact numbers in 18:9–11 
(unless they are indeed historically valid, which seems exceedingly unlikely). However, there just might 
be a theological reasoning behind these synchronisms. It is important to note that Ahaz is said to still 
have reigned during the first few years of the reign of Hezekiah (the 14th to 16th years of Ahaz 
correspond to the 1st to 3rd years of Hezekiah, according to the MT chronology). However we may 
interpret this “co-reign,” one thing is certain: the Hezekian reforms could not have taken place during 
this time since Ahaz was hell-bent on “walking in the way of the kings of Israel” (2 Kgs 16:3). The 
reforms would have been possible only after his death, which synchronizes exactly with the 3rd or 4th 
year of Hezekiah – the year when the king of Assyria is said to have invaded the north. During the 3 
years of the siege of Samaria, his reforms could then be interpreted as already having taken place. After 
this, according to 18:13, the attack of Sennacherib on Judah in the 14th year of Hezekiah’s reign would 
coincide with the 8th year after the conquest of Samaria, which means that the pious Hezekiah would 
thus have had 7 years (one full Sabbath year) of peace after the disastrous example of the Northern 
Kingdom and before his own rebellion. For a somewhat similar view on the theologization of the 
chronology in MT 1 Kgs 20–22, see Schenker, Älteste Textgeschichte, 86–107. This might also affirm 
the idea that the putative chronological reworking in 2 Kings 15–18 was indeed due to interest in 
somehow (not) synchronizing Hezekiah with the destruction of Samaria (see 2.1 for further discussion). 
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Hoshea’s being a vassal of Assyria, conspiring with Egypt, and his ultimately being 

taken prisoner indeed have nothing to do with Hezekiah and his reign. This would also 

explain why the problematic mention of Shalmaneser is found in 18:9 – this mention 

was simply found in the Vorlage of 17:3, and thus understandably used in the later 

abbreviation of 18:9–11/12. The “original source document” hypothesis is an 

unnecessarily complicated solution (bringing into the picture historiographical 

problems and arguments) when compared to the quite easy textual explanation of a 

rewriting Fortschreibung (of which there are by now large amounts of evidence) of 

17:3–6 in 18:9–11. 

It is therefore methodologically not very tenable to argue for an unknown source 

document, when the source (that is, verses 17:3–6), by which the doublet can be 

completely satisfactorily explained, could well be right under our collective nose 

(Occam’s Razor). When one takes the evidence from Qumran – or even some 

reworked passages in Kings – into account, such rewriting of these verses as found in 

18:9–11 becomes quite minor in comparison. The doubling of the passage could speak 

of a different source document, but it does not by any means need to – especially when 

it has been argued above that even in 17:3–6 no specific historiographical sources may 

have been used.  
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2.4 Verse 7 – at the hinge of textual units 
Perhaps the biggest individual textual problems in the whole chapter are located in 

verse 7 or its immediate vicinity. Here we possess not only two, but three quite vastly 

different textual forms of – arguably – the same verse. While the MT/LXX and La115 

give two almost totally different forms of the text, L gives an amalgam of these two, 

mostly coinciding and harmonized with the MT. The readings of La115 are especially 

noteworthy, as they are not only valuable and challenging text-critically, but even 

indicate that its text is here at a completely different redactional state when compared 

to all other witnesses. And indeed: after verse 7, La115 first lacks verse 8 and then 

reverses the order of verses 15–19 and 9(–14). It will be argued that the textual state 

of La115 cannot be adequately explained as simply resulting from textual accident. In 

fact, not only does its text probably go back to the OG, but likely attests to the oldest 

attainable text of the verse.335 

2.4.1 Why does La115 differ so much from the other witnesses? 
Accidentally or deliberately? 
Even though there have already been some attempts to tackle the textual and literary 

challenges of La115 in chapter 17, there has not been that much discussion about the 

possibility that the large differences in the text could be due to some accidental mistake 

in the copying process.336 While the literary critical arguments already posited by 

certain scholars for the originality of La115 have certainly been at least partly 

successful in showing the originality of some of its readings, the possibility that these 

readings have only secondarily come to resemble an “original” textual state should be 

discussed. Only after this can we posit literary-critical explanations for the differences 

between the text forms.  

                                                 
335 An earlier version of this chapter, originally given as a paper at SBL Annual meeting in San Antonio 
in 2016, is to be published as an article; see Tekoniemi, “On the Verge.” It may also be noted here that 
at the time I was still under the impression that 7*b in La115 was in fact modeled after verse 8 (or vice 
versa), and that verse 8 was therefore not completely missing from La115. This view I have since 
changed, as may be seen in the argumentation below. 
336 The originality of La115’s text and layout in this verse has previously been quite convincingly asserted 
especially by Trebolle, “2 Kings 17,2-23” and Schenker, Älteste Textgeschichte, 147–9. 
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The text of 17:6b–8a MT/LXX/L, 17:6b–7*ab La115 

MT  LXX B L  La115  
 ַוֶּיֶגל

ֶאת־ִיְׂשָרֵאל 
 …ַאּׁ֑שּוָרה

καὶ ἀπῴκισεν  
τὸν Ισραηλ  

εἰς Ασσυρίους… 

καὶ ἀπῴκισεν βασιλεὺς 
Ασσυρίων τὸν Ισραηλ  

εἰς Ασσυρίους…  
… ἕως τῆς ἡμέρας ταύτης. 

et transmigravit rex 
assyriorum Israel  
assyrios… 
… usque in hunc diem  

 ַוְיִהי
 
 ִּכי־ 

 ּו ָחְטא
 
 
 

 ְבֵני־ִיְׂשָרֵאל
ֵהיֶהם   ַליהָוה ֱא

 ַהַּמֲעֶלה ֹאָתם 
 ֵמֶאֶרץ ִמְצַרִים 

 ִמַּתַחת ַיד 
 ַּפְרעֹה 

־ִמְצָרִים   ֶמֶל
 
 
 
 

 ַוִּייְראּו 
ִהים ֲאֵחִרים  ֱא

καὶ ἐγένετο  
 

ὅτι  
ἥμαρτον  

 
 
 

οἱ υἱοὶ Ισραηλ  
τῷ κυρίῳ θεῷ αὐτῶν  

τῷ ἀναγαγόντι αὐτοὺς  
ἐκ γῆς Αἰγύπτου  

ὑποκάτωθεν χειρὸς 
Φαραω 

βασιλέως Αἰγύπτου  
 
 
 
 

καὶ ἐφοβήθησαν  
θεοὺς ἑτέρους 

καὶ ἐγένετο  
ὀργὴ κυρίου ἐπὶ τὸν Ισραήλ  

διότι  
ἥμαρτον  

 
 
 

οἱ υἱοὶ Ισραηλ  
Kυρίῳ τῷ θεῷ αὐτῶν  

τῷ ἀναγαγόντι αὐτοὺς  
ἐξ Αἰγύπτου  

ὑποκάτωθεν χειρὸς  
Φαραω  

βασιλέως Αἰγύπτου  
ἀφʹ ἧς ἡμέρας  

ἀνήγαγεν αὐτοὺς  
 

καὶ ἕως τῆς ἡμέρας ταύτης 
καὶ ἐφοβήθησαν  

θεοὺς ἑτέρους 

 
 
7*aquia,  
 
propter 
omnes exacerbationes 
quibus exacerbauerunt  
 
do̅m̅  
 
 
 
 
 
ex qua die  
eduxit patres eorum  
ex aegypto  
et usq· in hunc diem,  
 
 
7*bnon custodierunt 
precepta dm̅ı̅ dı̅ patrum 
suorum 

 ַוֵּיְלכּו 
 ְּבֻחּקֹות

ם   ַהּגֹוִי֔  
 ֲאֶׁשר הֹוִריׁש
ה ִמְּפֵני   ְיהָו֔
ל   ְּבֵני ִיְׂשָרֵא֑

καὶ ἐπορεύθησαν  
τοῖς δικαιώμασιν  
τῶν ἐθνῶν,  
ὧν ἐξῆρεν  
Kύριος ἐκ προσώπου  
υἱῶν Ισραηλ… 

καὶ ἐπορεύθησαν  
τοῖς δικαιώμασι  
τῶν ἐθνῶν,  
ὧν ἐξῆρε  
κύριος ἀπὸ προσώπου  
τῶν υἱῶν Ισραηλ… 

> (verse 15 follows) 
> 
> 
> 
> 
> 

7 ἐγένετο] + οργη κυριου επι τον ισραηλ L-700 328 158 460 | ὅτι] διοτι L-700 460; οτε O CII -328 121 o s 707s | ἐκ γῆς] εξ 
L-700 460 | βασιλέως Αἰγύπτου] om 125; + αφ ης ημερας (> 328) ανηγαγεν (ηγαγες 19; ηγαγεν 108) αυτους και (> 
328 158) εως της ημερας ταυτης 328 L-700 158 460  
8a ἐθνῶν] θεων 82 | κύριος] >127 

Translations337 
6b And he exiled Israel 
to Assyria… 

6b And the king of Assyrians 
exiled Israel to Assyria(ns)… 
… until this day. 

6b And the king of Assyrians 
exiled Israel to Assyrians…  
… until this day, 

7 And happened, 
because the sons of 
Israel sinned against 
Yahweh, who had 
brought them up from 
the land of Egypt, from 
under the hand of 
Pharaoh, king of Egypt, 
and they feared other 
gods. 

7 And the wrath of the Lord 
happened over Israel, because the 
sons of Israel sinned against the 
Lord their God, who had led them 
up from Egypt, from under the 
hand of Pharaoh, king of Egypt, 
from the day he brought them up 
even until this day, and they feared 
other gods. 

7*a  
for,  
because of all the provocations 
with which they provoked the 
Lord from the day he led their 
fathers from Egypt even until this 
day,  
7*b they did not keep the 
commandments of the Lord, the 
god of their fathers. 

                                                 
337 The MT and LXX Rahlfs have been combined in the first column, as they give practically the same 
text. 
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8a And they walked in 
the customs of the 
nations whom Yahweh 
drove out before the 
sons of Israel... 

8a And they walked  
in the customs of the nations,  
whom the Lord took out from 
before  
the sons of Israel… 

> 
> 
> 
> 

The first thing that strikes the reader is the brevity of La115 when compared with the 

MT and especially L. The expression “and it happened” is missing, as is the long 

epithet of Yahweh, and the notion “and they feared other gods.” While it seems the 

most likely option that the phrase καὶ ἐγένετο was indeed already missing from the 

exemplar of La115, it has to be noted that the translator may have, at least at some 

points, left it untranslated.338 The idea of “because they sinned” is given in a 

completely differing wording: “because of all the provocations with which they 

provoked.” Intriguingly, La115 also adds two brief notices: “since the day he led out 

their fathers from Egypt,” with somewhat similar content as the epithet in the MT, and 

“and until this day.” 

The birth of the text of La115 can be explained in multiple ways. The text may 

be simply a fabrication by a Latin copyist, caused partly or fully by corruption in the 

stage of textual transmission.339 Alternatively, La115 may attest here a Greek Vorlage. 

This Greek text is in turn either 1) the OG, or 2) a later fabrication by a copyist, as in 

the first option.340  

It is possible that whole verse 7 was at some point dropped because of a 

homoioteleuton mistake from καί 1º to another at the beginning of verse 8, 9, or 15, 

depending on the underlying textual order of the exemplar. This could also explain 

why verse 8 is now lacking in La115: it was simply omitted by parablepsis along with 

verse 7. Later the apparent(?) lack of a linking verse or two between the units of 1–6 

and 9(-14) or 15–19 could have prompted a copyist to add, more or less independently 

                                                 
338 The phrase καὶ ἐγένετο is translated as et factum est in 1 Sam 4:18, 9:26; 2 Sam 11:1, 14, 13:23, 
17:27, 18:6, 8; 1 Kgs 12:24n, 13:20 bis, 23, 16:1; 2 Kgs 10:7, 9, 13:21, as et facta est in 1 Sam 4:17; 2 
Sam 18:7, and omitted/left untranslated in 2 Sam 11:2 (et), 13:30 (et dum; om ἐγένετο 125), 36 (et ut; 
om V 246 92; > ἐγένετο 125); 1 Kgs 18:27 (om La115 Luc = OG?), 29 (et cum); 2 Kgs 10:25 (OG?). 
The practically synonymous καὶ ἐγενήθη is translated as et factum est in 1 Sam 1:20, 4:1, 5, 11:1, 11; 
2 Sam 11:16; 1 Kgs 11:43, 16:11, 18, as et facta est in 1 Sam 14:14, as et factus est in 1 Sam 14:15 bis; 
2 Kgs 17:3, and left untranslated in 1 Sam 14:19 (et dum). As can be seen, in some cases the minus in 
La115 could go back to an exemplar similar to manuscript 125, and at least in two cases the minus likely 
preserves the oldest extant text form. 
339 It may be noted that La115 has no affiliation whatsoever with the text of Vulgate in verse 7. 
340 It needs to be stressed that by no means are these differences in text attributable to the OG 
translator(s) of the book. As the translation technique in Kings is very literal, the translators would have 
kept the text as close to the original as possible. See Emanuel Tov, “Three Strange Books,” 372–4. 
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of other sources, some quite formulaic text between the units to create a smoother shift 

from one narrative unit to another. It is not impossible either that the exemplar was in 

poor shape physically and was lacking some words/phrases, but even then, the 

emergence of the present text form would be hard to explain. 

This loss of a verse or two could also explain the transposing of the two later 

units (9–14 and 15–19), or perhaps the transposition itself was the cause for the loss 

of the verse(s). The actions could have taken place either in Greek or Latin 

transmission. In such a case, the difference would be due to both initial accidental 

omission and later deliberate insertions. However, the exact mechanics of these 

theorized changes are hard to trace back. There seems to be no definite reason for the 

transposition of verses 9–14 and 15–19 even if verse(s) 7(–8) were at some point 

omitted. Correspondingly, in the case of the transposition happening first, the 

modification of the hinge-verse 8 would be completely understandable, but why would 

verse 7 be changed this radically as well?  

When the text of verse 7* of La115 is examined on its own, it quickly becomes 

clear that it mostly consists of formulaic “stock phrases.” It would not be impossible 

to imagine that a later redactor had simply added these to a partly or even completely 

missing verse(s) 7(–8) in an attempt to reconstruct them. Such phrases as 

“provocations, with which they provoked (Yahweh),”341 ”from the day they/their 

fathers were led from Egypt,”342 and “until this day”343 would be possible for even a 

late Greek or Latin copyist to find and utilize in the passage.344  

However, the copyist appears to have had at least some vestiges of the passage 

left, as the subject matter of his additions is strikingly similar to that of MT/LXX/L. 

The idea that in the case of verse 7* the copyist would have worked completely ex 

nihilo does not seem preferable, as there would have been nothing in the text to hint 

to the copyist about the subject matter of verses 7–8: a causal construction, a mention 

about Israelites leaving Egypt/epithet of Yahweh, and a mention of (not) following 

(Yahweh’s) statutes. In the case of the causal construction, the copyist may have used 

the example of the parallel passage 2 Kings 18:12 in his reconstruction. However, one 

                                                 
341 For this phrase, see 1 Kgs 15:30, 21:22, and 2 Kgs 23:26. 
342 See 1 Sam 8:8; 2 Sam 7:6; 1 Kgs 8:16; Jer 7:25; and especially 2 Kgs 21:15.  
343 This phrase can be found in many places in the books of Kings alone, but most importantly three 
more times even in chapter 17, verses 23, 33/34, and 41. 
344 In fact, Alfred Rahlfs, Lucians Rezension, 254, argues that the plus of L (“from the day he brought 
them up even until this day”) in verse 7 was due to Lucian’s addition from 1 Sam 8:6 or 2 Sam 7:6. 
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could expect more of the language of the parallel passage to have seeped in here, 

especially if verse 7* had been somehow damaged in its transmission and 

supplemented on the basis of 18:12. It is also hard to reconstruct how these 

hypothetical vestiges would have been born (by accidental mistakes?), as there are no 

major possibilities for haplography in the text.345 Therefore, a different Vorlage 

becomes a viable alternative solution to the problem.  

Moreover, when the text of La115 is compared with the Antiochian text, it 

becomes evident that the text of La115 here must have at least some roots in an older 

Greek base text since the two phrases “from the day they (L)/their fathers (La115) were 

led (from Egypt)” and “and until this day” are both found at the end of the verse in the 

Antiochian text and the manuscripts 328 158 460. Therefore, the base text of La115 

seems to have been proto-Lucianic (and thus probably going back to OG).346 La115 

does not simply make its text up – at least not completely.347 A purely textual reason 

(unintentional textual corruption) for the differences is thus unlikely – the differences 

found in La115 are probably intentional in their character, as was also argued by 

previous scholars.348 

Last, it should also be noted that the retroversion of verse 7*a in La115 into Greek 

and further into Hebrew is, for the most part, possible because of the rather faithful 

translation techniques employed by the Latin and Old Greek translators – despite the 

somewhat pessimistic statements of Trebolle and Piquer.349 In Greek, the underlying 

                                                 
345 This is especially the case with the Greek text. However, possibly in the translation process of the 
OG, or even in its Hebrew Vorlage, one could argue that a homoioteleuton mistake happened between 
the words ַויְִהי and ַליהָוה, dropping the beginning of the verse. At the same time a similar mistake may 
have happened from one  ְַריִםִמצ  to another, also dropping the latter part of the verse that was later 
supplemented. The text born in this way (*ִהים ֲאֵחִרים ֵהיֶהם ַהַּמֲעֶלה אָֹתם ֵמֶאֶרץ ִמְצַריִם ַוּיִיְראּו ֱא  would (?ַויְִהי ֱא
have been nonsensical. At the later stage of Greek transmission, the verse would then have been brought 
back into conformity with the MT. This is possible, but very unlikely. 
346 Trebolle, “2 Kings 17,2-23,” 219 n. 10; Piquer, “What Text to Edit,” 241 n. 38. 
347 It is a possibility that the text was indeed translated from a proto-Lucianic text which somehow 
became corrupted and later intra-Latinistically supplemented. However, it is again hard to reconstruct 
the actual mechanisms behind such a corruption and even more so the posited original proto-Lucianic 
base text. 
348 Piquer, “What Text to Edit,” 242, asserts: “… here it is quite probable that the Latin materials are 
witnesses of The Old Greek, and ultimately of a differently-structured Hebrew redaction ….” The 
“Lagardean principle” (the text farthest from MT may be equated with the OG) works here for the 
further preferentiality of La115. 
349 According to Trebolle, “2 Kings 17,2-23,” 223 n. 15: “It is not possible to reconstruct the beginning 
of the protasis (v. 7) following LXXL and OL.” Piquer, “What Text to Edit,” 241 n. 38: “… the Latin 
text may not be exempt of paraphrastic elements.” On the other hand, Adrian Schenker, Älteste 
Textgeschichte, 147, even though not giving a reconstruction of his own, is much more hopeful: “Nichts 
nötigt zur Annahme, der lateinische Text könnte nicht auf einer hebräischen Textbasis beruhen. Alles 
lässt sich auf die entsprechenden hebräischen Wendungen zurückführen.”  



 
 

90 

sentence would have read something very close to ὅτι (+ preposition, ἐπὶ?) πάντα τὰ 

παροργίσματα ἃ παρώργισαν τὸν κύριον ἀφʹ ἧς ἡμέρας ἀνήγαγεν αὐτοὺς ἐξ Αἰγύπτου 

καὶ ἕως τῆς ἡμέρας ταύτης.350 This would, in turn, probably go back to the following 

Vorlage:כי על כל הכעסים אשר הכעיסו את יהוה מיום העלה/הוציא אבתם ממצרים ועד־היום הזה. A 

causal construction in the manner of quia, propter …, non custodierunt (“for [, because 

of …,] they did not guard”) is indeed rare in Hebrew, especially in such long sentences 

as this one. Nevertheless, the quite rare construction כי על (“for because of …”) does 

seem to work in this way, albeit usually in considerably shorter sentences.351 An 

almost word-for-word parallel for a Hebrew causal construction where the verb comes 

only at the end of the sentence, can be found in 2 Kings 23:26.352  

2.4.2 Conclusions to text-critical remarks 
The textual situation of verse 7 is quite complex. While the notable differences 

between La115 and the MT/LXX can certainly be theorized to have been somehow 

introduced in the copying process, there appears to be no single discernible mechanism 

behind how this accidental change would have taken place. Accidental change does 

not adequately explain the La115 verse 7* in relation to the MT/LXX. There are no 

possibilities for major (or even minor) haplography in the Greek or Latin stage, and a 

reconstruction of the putative process of such corruption (a physically rundown 

manuscript?) is problematic. Therefore, the supposition of an originally differing 

Greek base text (which, in turn, would practically be the OG or at least a proto-

Lucianic text) for La115 becomes possible, and even preferable, since the translator 

would hardly have changed the text himself. Its text is not the product of a mere 

corruption and/or later correction. This is underlined by the observation that at least 

the latter part of the verse (“from the day he led their fathers from Egypt even until 

this day”) clearly has a proto-Lucianic basis, as the same text is found in L. That a 

retroversion of the whole verse from Latin to Greek and further to Hebrew is possible 

further corroborates this supposition. As unintentional reasons for the differences can 

                                                 
350 The word quia always translates the Greek ὅτι in La115, while propter probably translates some 
Greek preposition in its causal meaning. The Greek construction ἀνθ᾽ ὧν is twice translated with 
propter quod (1 Kgs 13:21, 16:2), and once by quia (2 Kgs 10:30).  
351 See Ex 34:27, 2 Sam 13:32, 2 Kgs 24:20, Qoh 11:9, Jer 3:8 (here rather “that, because of …”), and 
52:3 (= 2 Kgs 24:20) for the use of this construction in this sense. 
352 2 Kings 23:26: (א־ָׁשב יְהָוה ֵמֲחרֹון ַאּפֹו ַהָּגדֹול ֲאֶׁשר־ָחָרה ַאּפֹו ִּביהּוָדה ַעל ָּכל־ַהְּכָעִסים ֲאֶׁשר ִהְכִעיסֹו ְמנֶַּׁשה  .(ַא 
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be thus eliminated with relatively high probabilities, an intentional change is probable, 

and can only be understood in connection with literary-critical analysis of the verse. 

2.4.3 Literary-critical assessment of verse 7(*a) 
There are three important literary variants in the verse that may help us find the answer 

to the question of the most original form as well as the textual history of the text. 

First, there may well be a case of Wiederaufnahme in the OG tradition (6bἕως 

τῆς ἡμέρας ταύτης … 7bἕως τῆς ἡμέρας ταύτης), which is missing from the MT.  

Second, the syntactically difficult and long-debated beginning construction of 

the MT’s verse 7 (ַויְִהי ִּכי) may have further literary-critical repercussions.  

Third, the peculiar formula “and they feared other gods” of the MT and its 

absence in La115 may even lead us to reconsider some of the posited redactional models 

of the chapter. 

By the analysis of these variants it will be shown that in this verse La115 may be the 

only witness to preserve the earliest attainable text, which in turn would have 

significant repercussions for the literary and redactional theories of the whole 

chapter. 

2.4.3.1 Resumptive repetition of “until this day” 
First, it is important to note that the phrase “until this day” in verses 6bβ and 7b creates 

a Wiederaufnahme in both L and La115, which encloses the material of 7*a. This is 

most probably an OG feature, reflecting its Hebrew Vorlage, as it would be quite 

unlikely for a Greek or Latin copyist or translator to add material using this 

technique.353 Thus, if there was some sort of corruption in play in this verse, the later 

supplement of this text via Wiederaufnahme would most probably have been made 

already in Hebrew. This supposition is possible regardless of the origins of the text of 

La115: the OG, as shown by L, seems to have had the repetition of “until this day” here 

in either case. 

In the MT both of these notices are missing. According to Richelle, whenever 

there is a notable transposition of a textual unit and a Wiederaufnahme to be found in 

some of the textual tradition(s), it is probable that the disappearing repetition is due to 

                                                 
353 If one wants to argue for this to have happened, it needs to be asked why the “vestiges” of verse 7*b 
in La115 are then left out of the Wiederaufnahme. Were there two different (Latin) hands at work here? 
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later revision.354 Here the lack of the two notices “until this day” relieves redundancy 

and makes the text run smoother. The lack of these transitional elements in the MT 

may thus indicate the lateness of its text, rather than the opposite.  

Furthermore, the syntactically somewhat complex and even awkward nature of 

verse 7*a may also be mentioned as evidence towards a later addition via 

Wiederaufnahme. The verse lengthens the sentence of 6b to consist of 6b–7*ab, which 

seems a very unlikely construction for an original writer. Also, when read without the 

text of 7*a, the text of 6b and 7*b runs smooth, both creating their own sentences in 

easily understandable Hebrew.355 The straightforward sentence of 7*b (“they did not 

guard the statutes of the Lord the God of their fathers”) can be read as implying 

causality after the exile of the Israelites – if one wants to see any causal relationship 

here. There is exactly no reason to see any such causal connection between verses 6 

and 7*b, which are quite separate from each other in their content.356 The addition of 

verse 7*a explicates, or rather adds the causal relationship, and creates a bridge 

between the two clauses of 6b and 7*b. If verse 7*a was indeed a later addition, this 

would explain the syntactical awkwardness and uncommonly long sentence in 6b–

7*ab. These problems may also very well have prompted later revisers to change and 

smooth the text. 

In the context of La115’s differing edition, this case of Wiederaufnahme 

emphasizes even more clearly how the text’s growth most probably originally 

happened by simple additions of different narrative units “one block at a time” to the 

text.357 Even if we were to take some of these blocks away, the text would not be 

                                                 
354 Richelle, “In Search of Intentional Omissions,” 15: “Maybe this could provide, in some cases at 
least, a criterion to detect an omission: the textual witness preserving the Wiederaufnahme has a good 
chance of reflecting an earlier stage of the text.” See Trebolle, “Text-Critical Use,” 286–97, for a similar 
use and application of the methodology. 
355 The text 6b and 7*b runs thusly:  וישב אתם בערי מדי בחלח ו(עד) נהר חבור עד היום הזה: לא שמרו את מצות
 .The causal connection of the sentences is missing in this reconstruction .יהוה אלהי אבתם
356 If one wants to posit the Hebrew Vorlage to have had a causal conjunction כי between verses 6b and 
7*b, its lack could simply be due to the fact that the addition in verse 7*a was made from the preposition 
 quia now seen is the original one. As a/ִּכי onwards (see the Hebrew reconstruction above), and the ַעל
second כי here would be redundant, the reviser would probably have seen no problem completing his 
Wiederaufnahme with the simple עד היום הזה, without the second syntactically even more redundant and 
intrusive כי.  
357 This same phenomenon can also be witnessed in verse 17:4a where there seems to be a similar case 
of Wiederaufnahme in the OG (L and La115) edition. The fact that the MT gives the latest streamlined 
stage of the text in verses 3–6 only adds to the suspicions about verse 7 as well. This way of literary 
growth by Wiederaufnahmen is also evident in the latter parts of the chapter, in the MT as well; for this, 
see Mordechai Cogan, “Israel in Exile,” 40–2. 
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rendered incomprehensible – sometimes the exact opposite may even be the case. Only 

later, when these blocks are by harmonization brought into conformity with each other, 

would problems arise with this procedure. This relative independence of different 

narrative units will come into play with the next literary difference.  

2.4.3.2 “And it happened, because …” – What exactly happened? 
The problems of the MT’s beginning construction ַויְִהי ִּכי have long been noted,358 and 

as it now stands it creates grammatical problems.359 Usually this expression has a 

temporal meaning (“and it happened, when”),360 but this temporal understanding can 

hardly be the meaning here. Instead, the construction may be understood as referring 

to the preceding clause, namely verse 6: “and this (i.e., the deportation of Israel) 

happened, because ...”361 However, such retrospective use is abnormal in the Hebrew 

Bible.362 Just as unexpected would be using כי as an explicative “and it happened, that 

…,” as this use is nowhere else attested either. The verb ַויְִהי, which here begins a 

completely new sentence, is rather unnecessary and intruding here.  

On the other hand, the perfectly fine and harmonizing reading of L (“And the 

wrath of the Lord happened over Israel, because …”) has often been argued to have 

been born out of the MT’s puzzling construction.363 It is good to note, nevertheless, 

that there is a thematic link between L and La115, namely Yahweh being furious. There 

is also a remarkable similarity between the words ὀργή and exacerbaverunt (most 

                                                 
358 The phrase is elsewhere found in Gen 6:1, 26:8, 27:1, 43:20, 44:24; Ex 1:21, 13:15; Josh 17:13; Judg 
1:28, 6:7, 16:16, 25; 2 Sam 6:13 (not found in LXX), 7:1, 19:26(25); and Job 1:5. In each case the 
meaning is either temporal or causal (“and it happened, when/because”). Only in Ex 1:20 (and possibly 
13:15) is the retrospective causality even a remotely possible interpretation, and even in this case the 
most natural interpretation is indeed the beginning causal construction. In Ex 1:20, the LXX has a clear 
interpretative flavor; see Wevers, Exodus, 10. 
359 See already Thenius, Könige, 384; and Benzinger, Könige, 174. 
360 Bähr, Kings, 184, sees this as the preferable reading. The minority Greek reading of ὅτε, found in 
manuscripts O CII-328 121 o s 707s may be here noted as evidence for this interpretation, though in this 
case the reading is likely Hexaplaric. This is also the most common translation of 5) ַויְִהי ִּכי cases out of 
15, most notably also in 2 Sam 7:1, 19:25), so this may also simply be due to some inner-Greek 
harmonization. 
361 The construction is read this way by Gray, Kings, 587 n. 1: “the subject of wayehî in MT is apparently 
the fact of the collapse of Israel stated in v. 6, but the verb demands a more direct subject”; Jones, Kings, 
548; Fritz, Zweite Buch der Könige, 95; Hobbs, 2 Kings, 221, 231; and Campbell & O’Brien, Unfolding, 
441. 
362 Richard Nelson, Double Redaction, 55: “wayehî kî as a retrospective causal clause … would be 
completely anomalous.” Also, Iain Provan, Hezekiah, 71: “No justification exists from the syntax for 
… a retrospective causal clause.” 
363 The words of Montgomery, Kings, 478, may be the most well known: “SL found rhetorical difficulty, 
and expanded with “and the Lord’s anger was against Israel (because)” – ‘superior,’ says Burney – but 
not original!” See also Stade, Kings, 262: “SL with scribal expansion from v. 18”; and Rahlfs, Lucians 
Rezension, 278 n. 10. None of them, however, take into account the reading of La115. 
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probably from verb παροργίζειν). In this way, the plus of L may still preserve a vestige 

of the OG text. On the other hand, the idea of Yahweh’s wrath in L may simply have 

been taken from either verse 18 or 20, being thereby completely recensional. 

Nevertheless, the possibility cannot be ruled out that the plus of L indirectly reflects 

an earlier stratum of the text. 

Another, and the most popular, interpretation for the verb ַויְִהי is to read it as a 

protasis to an apodosis in verse 18: “7and it happened, [because …], 18that Yahweh 

was/became angry.”364 This sort of understanding has its problems as well since such 

a 10-verse-long verbal construction would hardly be original either.365 Depending on 

this grammatical understanding, Provan, for instance, argues that the original sentence 

would have consisted of simply 7aβ and 18a, in between which was then added 10 

verses of the sins of Israel.366  

 This MT construct with its multiple possible interpretations could thus be seen 

as a lectio difficilior, which is eased by the other two versions in two different ways: 

the Antiochian text would have taken the road of adding a subject (“the wrath of 

Yahweh”) to the verb, while the Latin would have just omitted the puzzling verb 

altogether. Positing this 10-verse-long protasis seems to make sense of the larger 

syntax of MT verses 7–18. 

Unlike in the MT/LXX, in La115 the main clause of verse 7*ab can be found in 

the preceding verse, as it does not have this puzzling verb. The text of 7* of La115 

forms a direct grammatical continuum with the preceding clause (6bet conlocauit [rex 

assyriorum] israel assyrios … 7*aquia, propter omnes exacerbationes …, 7*bnon 

custodierunt … “and the king of Assyrians relocated Israel to Assyria … for, because 

of all the provocations …, they did not guard …”). It is noteworthy that there is no 

                                                 
364 Thus, for example, Nelson, Double redaction, 55; Cogan & Tadmor, Kings, 204; Trebolle, “2 Kings 
17,2-23,” 222; Becking, Ondergang, 169; Thenius, Könige, 384; Montgomery, Kings, 468; Bähr, 
Kings, 184–5; Provan, Hezekiah, 71. 
365 Trebolle, “2 Kings 17,2-23,” 222: “Such long apodoses are usually due to insertion of interpolations 
that lengthen a sentence that was much shorter than the present text.” Norman Snaith, Kings, 280: “a 
very unlikely Hebrew construction”; Provan, Hezekiah, 71: “It is much more likely that the form of 2 
Kings 17:7–18 is the result of insertion into an already existing sentence, than that an author would 
have composed it from the start in this way.” One could ask, however, why the subject of this 
construction could not be Yahweh already in verse 13 (“7and it happened, [because …], 13that Yahweh 
warned Israel and Judah…”); Becking, Ondergang, 169, accordingly notes about this: “Zij [that is, de 
“lange bijzin,” TT] wordt onderbroken door vers 13 en in 14 weer opgenomen.” 
366 Provan, Hezekiah, 72. On the basis of MT/LXX this supposition is well founded, but it 
understandably runs into problems with the composition of La115. The MT’s problematic expression is 
indeed one of the most noteworthy phenomena when it comes to the purely literary/redactional analysis 
of verses 7–23; see 3.2.1 for further discussion. 
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need for such a large and overarching apodosis-structure in La115 vis-à-vis the MT: 

7*a finds its natural apodosis in 7*b, and can be seen as syntactically independent 

from the other following narrative(s), only clarifying the reason for Israel’s exile in 

verse 6. Therefore, Trebolle’s idea that there is also a long protasis-apodosis structure 

in La115 does not seem probable.367 

This lack of such an apodosis, in fact, may be one of the most important 

indicators of La115’s possibly older age: while the MT has a long and tedious, but 

nevertheless coherent, syntactical construction of 10 verses in 7–18, encompassing all 

the possible sins of Israel, La115 is not as concerned about the mutual coherence of its 

text blocks. The words of Schenker are apropos here: 

“It is likely that a narrative form, careless about coherence beyond the boundaries of its 
own unit, is more original than another which cares about the logical coherence of a 
number of stories unified only by the same hero protagonist.”368 

Even though Schenker talks here about the coherence of narrative logic between 

different chapters containing Elijah stories, the general point remains the same. While 

verse 7* in La115 is not syntactically and/or explicitly connected to the long listing of 

Israel’s sins, the text of the MT may have been reformed in a way that allows the 

reading of verses 7–18 (which may furthermore be composed of two text blocks in 

8/9–14 and 15–18) as one big unity.369 Especially if verse 7(*), partially enclosed by 

a Wiederaufnahme in L/La115, is to be seen as constituting an (additional) textual unit 

of its own, separate from the following narrative units, it is more likely that the text 

with more coherence between these different units has emerged later through 

revisional/redactional processes.370 Hence the remark of Provan is true in a way that 

the MT does indeed “interpolate” the narrative between verses 7aβ and 18a – or rather 

                                                 
367 Trebolle, “2 Kings 17,2-23,” 222–5. Since La115 lacks the expression καὶ ἐγένετο, it cannot form a 
grammatical unity with 18a, for example. 
368 Schenker, “What Do Scribes,” 284. However, as Van Keulen, Two Versions, 20, notes, the argument 
of narrative logic alone is often reversible: the greater literary coherence may be seen as showing more 
original state of the text contra more illogical one, while the one with less coherence may be seen as 
simply literary lectio difficilior. Thus, this argument alone is rarely enough when assuming literary 
changes. On the “reversible arguments,” see Schenker, “Man bittet um das Gegenargument!” 
369 Rofé, “Midrashic Traits,” 83–4, proposes that something very similar happened in 4QSama with the 
transposition of 1 Sam 2:13(b)–14 between verses 16 and 17: “By putting the illegitimate action first, 
the late scribe has combined both actions into one major transgression.” The happening in 2 Kgs 17 
might therefore not be the only case of such an action. On this particular case, see also Trebolle, 
“Textual Criticism and the Composition History,” 275–6. 
370 Here too, it is good to see the parallel phenomenon in the preceding verses 2 Kings 17:3–4: while 
the OG version of the narrative seems quite uninterested of its greater narrative coherence, different 
hands giving almost contradictory information, the MT smooths the logic of the overall narrative of the 
passage. 
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creates a frame surrounding it.371 However, this construction is not part of the more 

original composition of the chapter, but evidences even later revision. 

The opposite is of course also possible, namely that the textual coherence is here 

consciously decreased, but it is difficult to find a motive for this, especially since a 

harmonization and improved coherence is a much more common secondary 

development. This can be seen even better and becomes even clearer with the third 

literary difference between the versions, as the MT seems to make the textual blocks 

of the whole chapter even more unified. 

2.4.3.3 “Fearing other gods” 
It is also worth noting what else is not found in the text of La115. The ending notice of 

MT 7b, ִהים ֲאֵחִרים  is missing. It is also ,(”and they feared other gods“) ַוּיִיְראּו ֱא

peculiarly placed in L, given only at the very end of the verse, after the OG notice 

“from the day he led them/their fathers from Egypt and until this day.” One could 

expect the sentence to be given before this notice, in its apparent context, as in 

MT/LXX. The mention does not appear to have been part of the proto-Lucianic 

stratum of the Antiochian text, but rather reflects later adaptation towards the MT.372 

The phrase “to (not) fear other gods” appears in the Hebrew Bible only in 2 

Kings 17:7, 35, 37, 38.373 This mention in MT verse 7 is thus actually tightly linked 

to the end of the chapter. The mention here seems to work as a sort of “key” to the 

chapter and its interpretation, as this is the first explicit sin mentioned: the destruction 

of Israel was first and foremost due to the Israelites’ sin of idolatry.374 In the same 

                                                 
371 The same phenomenon may be seen to happen with the all-encompassing “Wiederaufnahme” (“they 
walked in the statutes … that they had made”) of MT verses 8 and 19b as well; see 3.1.2. 
372 It is sometimes the case that the comparison of L and La115 in the kaige section yields results of this 
kind, namely that a phrase or word that is lacking in La115 is also found in L in a slightly different spot 
from the rest of the tradition. See 2 Kgs 10:11, 25; 17:4 for similar phenomenon. Many Lucianic double 
readings work the same way as well of course, though often it is the OG reading that moves. 
373 This idea is also found in Judges 6:10, though in a slightly different wording (“do not fear the god(s) 
of the Amorites”). It is important to note that this verse is part of the very late addition 6:7–10, which 
is also missing from the Qumran manuscript 4QJudga; see Ausloos, “Literary criticism and textual 
criticism.” The phrase is thus also elsewhere text-critically markable as forming part of a very late 
addition. Also, the idea of “fearing Yahweh” appears for the first time in chapter 17 in verse 17:25, 
after which it is recurrent until the end of the chapter. This contextually new use of ‘fear’ as a synonym 
for serving God(s) likely indicates a different redactional stratum from the text of verses 1–23, where 
it is not otherwise used. 
374 Thus also Knoppers, “Cutheans or Children of Jacob?” 235: “The thrice-repeated admonition not to 
worship other deities (17:35, 37, 38) … is key to the author’s message …” and Würthwein, Bücher der 
Könige, 396: “Eine erste DtrN-Schicht (V. 7–12*.18) stellt den Fremdgötterdienst ... in den 
Vordergrund.” This is especially noticeable when the sentence is read as explicatory (“the sons of Israel 
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way, the epithet in MT verse 7 (“Yahweh, their god, who brought them out of the land 

of Egypt”375), is almost verbatim the same as is found in verse 36a (“Yahweh, who 

brought you out of the land of Egypt”). This ties the beginning of the “homily” part of 

the chapter to the end of it in the MT. 376 In La115 the link is not nearly as refined and 

clear. Additionally, as noted by Rösel, the rare MT phrase “sons of Israel sinned 

against Yahweh” is only used here in Kings, which adds to the peculiarity of the MT’s 

language here.377 

When compared to the MT, the respective readings of La115 are much vaguer 

and more ambiguous: together with “not guarding the statutes of Yahweh” the exile is 

due to nonspecific “provocations,” not specifically because of idolatry, “fearing other 

gods.” This is especially the case if the mysterious ַויְִהי ִּכי is read as constituting a 

protasis to verse 18: the sin of Israel is given in excruciating 10-verse-long detail. The 

OG mention of “from the day he led their fathers from Egypt” only adds to this 

generality of Israel’s sin, as it alludes to days even before the monarchies and the 

golden calves of Jeroboam.378 This may be seen to take away some of the northern 

Israelites’ blame, as the common ancestors of both Israel and Judah already provoked 

Yahweh – the specific sin(s) of Israel in this case did not begin only with the apostasy 

of Jeroboam.379 At the same time, an indirect reference to Judah as a sinner is made. 

In the MT this reading is impossible, as the mention of Egypt is in Yahweh’s formulaic 

epithet and the sinners (“sons of Israel”380) are clearly explicated. 

                                                 
sinned against Yahweh … by (the means of) fearing other gods”), as Cogan & Tadmor, II Kings, 203, 
do.  
375 The continuing phrase, “a from under the hand of (Pharaoh, king of Egypt)” is somewhat rare and 
is also here used in an unusual sense, as the usual oppressor of the phrase “from under the hand of” is 
not a person (as also in Exodus 18:10; and 2 Chron 21:10 [probably late invention of the Chronicler]), 
but a country (2 Kings 8:20, 22; 13:5; and 2 Chron 21:8, 10). There is also once again the possibility of 
a Wiederaufnahme here as well in the MT (“land of Egypt … king of Egypt”). It is noteworthy that the 
text encompassed by this repetition indeed has subject matter not found in La115. 
376 Viviano, “2 Kings 17,” 550, also finds a ring construction in verse 7 of the MT, emphasizing further 
its carefully structured unity. 
377 Rösel, “Why 2 Kings 17,” 88–9.  
378 Schenker, “Cause de la Chute,” 156, 166–7; idem, Älteste Textgeschichte, 147. 
379 It is not impossible either that the MT form is already aware of Jer 11:7–8 (> OG), which is 
phraseologically somewhat similar to the text of 7*a of La115. If a later reviser had made the connection 
between the two passages, La115’s text would have created another problem since it implies that both 
kingdoms (or their fathers) broke the covenant, as in Jer 11:7–8, and should be now exiled. See 
Schenker, Das Neue am neuen Bund, 35–48, for a discussion of Jeremiah’s passage. 
380 There has been discussion about the interpretation of the term “sons of Israel” found in this chapter 
in verses 17:7–9, 22, and 24. Some scholars see this as a reference to just “Israelites” (Gray, Kings, 
587–9), while others interpret the term to include both the people of Israel and Judah (Becking, 
Ondergang, 240). Brettler, “Ideology, History, and Theology,” 273, even sees this as referring to Judah 
alone. In La115 there is no ambiguity on the subject of the verse, as it carries over from verse 6 (Israel). 



 
 

98 

From an ideological perspective then, it would seem quite unlikely for the text 

to have evolved from the clear cut condemnation of (the sons of) Israel in the MT to 

the more lenient and vague interpretation of Israel’s sin in La115, in which Judah can 

also be seen to take part.381 It is also more conceivable that a more general statement 

would be made more specific than the opposite. Here we have a literary difference that 

seems to hint at the greater antiquity of La115’s reading in this verse. The notice about 

fearing other gods seems to be a very late addition to verse 7.382  

Furthermore, many scholars have also noted a neatly constructed allusion to the 

Decalogue (Deut. 5:6–7) in the MT: even though Yahweh, who brought them from 

Egypt (5:6/17:7a), commands Israel not to have other gods (5:7), in 2 Kings 17:7b 

they “fear” them nonetheless – even though it is indeed Yahweh whom they should be 

“fearing” (cf. Deut 5:29, 6:2).383 These neatly formed allusions to breaking the 

commandments of the Decalogue and Deuteronomy are, once again, practically 

missing from La115. 

2.4.3.4 Literary-critical conclusions 
In conclusion, in verse 7, the MT gives a later text than is to be found in La115. This 

can be shown by considering the three literary variants among the texts. First, the fact 

that the OG tradition has a Wiederaufnahme while the MT does not seems to imply 

the older age of the OG. Second, the MT appears more concerned about including all 

the possible explicated sins of the inhabitants of the Northern Kingdom inside one big 

syntactical unit while La115 has Israel’s (and thus also Judah’s) ancestors already 

commit quite vague “provocations” against Yahweh. Third, the fact that the MT has a 

formulaic sentence found elsewhere in the Hebrew Bible only at the very end of 

                                                 
It is possible that the confusing interpretation of the subjects in the MT (Israel or Judah, or both) in 
verses 7–23 is due to the transposition of the two units 9–(14) and 15–18. The term is most probably of 
redactional interest, as La115 lacks this term in both verses 7 and 8. The unit 15–19 only refers to “Israel” 
and “Judah” and “their fathers.” See 3.1.3 for further discussion. 
381 This is also the opinion of Schenker, “Cause de la Chute,” 167. It is indeed possible that this (implied) 
inclusion of Judah with the sinners was actually the original intention of the redactions of the chapter 
and that this was only later changed to the condemnation of solely Israelites. There may be some hints 
in this direction; see, for example, Provan, Hezekiah, 70–3. 
382 Eynikel, Reform, 94, comes to the same conclusion from purely redaction-critical viewpoints: “… 
part of a very late post-dtr addition.” Similarly Petry, Entgrenzung YHWHs, 52. 
383 Fricke, Zweite Buch von den Königen, 227; Hobbs, Kings, 231; Becking, Ondergang, 182; Rehm, 
Zweite Buch der Könige, 169. It may be noted that prior to this, in Deuteronomy 4, the Israelites are 
called “sons of Israel.” 
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chapter 17 (“fear (not) other gods”) points to a unifying tendency in the MT between 

the different narrative units or blocks of the chapter. 

Thus, the somewhat crude state of verse 7 in La115 when compared with the MT 

can be explained in two ways: either it preserves an older text form predating an 

extensive revision, or it has been revised itself, possibly because of corruption in the 

earlier transmission process. On the basis of both textual and literary-critical 

arguments, it is more likely that this crude state of La115, and ultimately the OG, should 

indeed be seen as the more original edition of the verse. 

2.4.4 Possible redactional ramifications of the textual evaluation 
Practically all contemporary redactional theories take the MT form of verse 7 as 

reflecting the original form of the passage, and as a result of this the verse is mostly 

seen to form a more or less organic unity with the verses after it.384 However, this 

hinge-verse, together with its surroundings, has clearly been revised over and over in 

the course of time. As has been argued, the text-critical material allows us to see that 

the MT might actually witness the latest stage of this revisional history. If this is 

indeed the case, this would have drastic repercussions not only on the redaction-

critical work of this chapter and Kings as a whole, but on the whole method of 

redactional analysis – scholars may have been using the latest textual edition when 

trying to distinguish the earliest textual strands and layers! 

As verse 7 lies at the hinge-point of different literary units, the textual problems 

of such a verse come as no surprise. The importance of the verse in the overall 

composition of this chapter is noteworthy: this is the verse that starts the exceedingly 

long string of “homiletic” additions to the preceding “historical” narrative. Thus, it is 

only to be expected that this important verse would have been subjected to successive 

revisions/redactions, spawning new textual traditions. The vastly differing textual 

traditions only highlight this notion, and also give us documented evidence of this 

supposition. However, what the textual and literary-critical approach also highlights 

is the possible age of these redactional changes: if the modifications happened, for 

example, during the centuries between the translation of the Septuagint and the final 

formation of the MT, the latest redaction that took place in the proto-MT transmission 

is indeed post-exilic – (Late) Hellenistic – to say the least. 

                                                 
384 See the table in 3.2.1. 
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The two completely different MT and OG editions of the verse indicate that the 

most original text of chapter 17 may have ended with the notion of “until this day” in 

verse 6.385 Interestingly, like many of the added materials in the chapter, 7*a was 

probably also originally added via the technique of Wiederaufnahme between 6b and 

7*b. At a quite late date, the text underwent a redaction in the proto-MT transmission.  

This conclusion is substantiated by the fact that the phrase “fear (not) other gods,” 

which is missing in La115, is characteristic of the later part of the chapter (17:34b–40). 

This section is often considered a very late addition (or at least later than 7–23),386 

which may indicate that the ultimate revision of the verse 7 in the MT happened either 

with or after the addition of these verses.  It may even be that this revision of verse 7 

was made the very last, after the other changes, in connection with the final redaction 

process of 17:34b–40/41. 

Kartveit, with many others, proposes that the unit 17:35–40 is to be read as a 

repetition of 7–23.387 While this is true for the most part, the text-critical evidence 

indicates that the direction may have in some cases been the opposite as well: some 

passages in verses 7–23 may have been redacted even later on the basis of 24–41 in 

order to make the overall narrative more uniform as a whole. Knoppers sees the 

exceptional use of the verb “to fear” in this chapter in the MT exactly as a “sign of 

unity in the chapter as a whole.”388 When such unifying traits as found in verse 7 of 

the MT are found in such extensively redacted chapters as this one, this “unity” seems 

however more suspicious than original. 

Quite often the redaction history of 2 Kings 17 – and Kings in general – is seen 

as a somewhat straightforward process: different narrative units have simply been 

added after (or inside) one another in the manner of Fortschreibung, and this may or 

                                                 
385 This is also the opinion of Trebolle, “2 Kings 17,2-23,” 223. The fact that this notion also ends the 
textual blocks of verses 24–33 and 34–41 (ending thus still the whole chapter with this phrase!) only 
adds to this conclusion. 
386 Thus Eynikel, Reform, 94; Kartveit, “The Date,” 44; Burney, Kings, 333; Stade, “Anmerkungen zu 
2 Kö. 15-21,” 167–9; Gray, Kings, 597; Nelson, Double Redaction, 64; Würthwein, Bücher der Könige, 
398, 401; Campbell & O’Brien, Unfolding, 446. However, on the opposing opinion, see Thenius, 
Könige, 379 (“7–23 und 33–41 vom verarbeiter”); Cogan & Tadmor, II Kings, 213–14; McKenzie, 
Chronicler’s Use, 195–6. The reason to believe this to be a late addition comes from its attitude towards 
the foreign immigrants: as opposed to the preceding narrative (verses 25–33), where the foreign 
immigrants are told to have “feared Yahweh” along with their own gods, verses 34–40 tell us that “they 
did not fear Yahweh.” This seems to form a late clarification to the preceding narrative. Also, some of 
the linguistic traits of this passage come clearly from Late Biblical Hebrew; see 4.1. 
387 Kartveit, “The Date,” 41. 
388 Knoppers, “Cutheans or Children of Jacob?” 235. 
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may not prompt textual adjusting at the hinge-points of the narratives. It is not that 

often suggested that the phrases and ideas of the new narratives could have also 

prompted adjusting in the text of the older narratives as well. Of course, this sort of 

textual zigzagging would be both vulnerable to circular reasoning and hard to prove 

with only undocumented, purely literary- or redaction-critical, methods. It is highly 

likely, however, that at least occasionally this was exactly the way the ancient texts 

evolved – as is the case with modern texts, as well. 

However, when the documented textual evidence is taken into account, the 

possible history of the (mostly very late) redaction can in some cases be inferred. This 

also seems to be the case with 17:7.  
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2.5 Textual Criticism of the hinge-verses 8–9 
The textual state and history of verses 8–9 has its challenges already in the MT, which 

has multiple grammatical and lexical problems in these verses. Some textual witnesses 

lack the text of 8b either in part or in whole, and the beginning verb of 9a forms one 

of the most debated cruces in the interpretation of the chapter. It is no wonder then 

that we also find differences here in La115 when compared to all other witnesses – most 

importantly verse 8 appears to be completely missing from it. Verse 9a, which has 

some key differences when compared with the other witnesses, is also transposed after 

verse 19 in it. This is also where its preserved text ends. In this chapter it will be shown 

that the text of La115 forms in many ways a viable alternative to the MT/LXX text 

form, thus possibly evidencing the OG, especially due to its ideologically more 

ambivalent characteristics and also its depiction of Judah as a sinner too. 

2.5.1 Text of verse 8 in MT/LXX 
Before delving into the challenges of the Old Latin, verse 8 of the MT/LXX has its 

own text-critical problems already in itself, as the grammatically challenging mention 

of “the kings of Israel” in 8b is missing in a large part of the Greek manuscript 

tradition, and even one medieval Hebrew manuscript (K 70). The Syrohexapla gives 

the text under an obelos.  Even the Peshitta lacks the text of 8b, but has a detached 

gloss-like mention “they (were) their kings” ( ܢ ܘܢ ܗ ̈ ܘ ) after 9a, apparently 

referring to the preceding “sons of Israel.” On grounds of textual evidence this phrase, 

and the whole of 8b, is under strong suspicion.389 

MT 17:8 LXX B 17:8 
 ַוֵּיְלכּו ְּבֻחּקֹות ַהּגֹוִים
 אֶׁשר הֹוִריׁש ְיהָוה 

י ְּבֵני ִיְׂשָרֵאלִמְּפנֵ   
 ּוַמְלֵכי ִיְׂשָרֵאל ֲאֶׁשר ָעׂשּו

καὶ ἐπορεύθησαν τοῖς δικαιώμασιν τῶν ἐθνῶν, 
ὧν ἐξῆρεν Kύριος 
ἐκ προσώπου υἱῶν Ισραηλ, 
καὶ οἱ βασιλεῖς Ισραηλ, ὅσοι ἐποίησαν, 

ἐθνῶν] θεων 82 | κύριος] > 127 | ἀπὸ – Ισραηλ 1°] post Ισραηλ 2° tr 158 | καὶ 2° –  Ισραηλ 2°] om V 19 CII-328 d f s-488 t-

370 68 71 245 342 554 707 | ὅσοι] οσα 247 L-700 328 488 460 
And they went in the statutes of peoples, whom Yahweh had driven out from before the sons of 
Israel, and the kings of Israel, which they made. 

The lack of καὶ οἱ βασιλεῖς Ισραηλ, “the kings of Israel,” may be due to a simple 

homoioteleuton mistake from one “Israel” to another (either in Greek and Hebrew), 

or, conversely, the phrase could be an addition via Wiederaufnahme between these 

                                                 
389 Therefore Eynikel, Reform, 91, is simply wrong in stating that “there is no text critical reason” for 
omitting this mention, as is cautiously advised even by BHS (“dl?”). 
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two words, as argued by Trebolle.390 The whole 8b, ּוַמְלֵכי יְִׂשָרֵאל ֲאֶׁשר ָעׂשּו, is highly 

problematic syntactically since it does not seem to be connected to either the preceding 

or the following sentence. This, in any case, points to its late origin as an explicating 

and harmonizing gloss.391 Context-wise the sinning of the Israelite kings would be 

quite understandable, but the additional nature of this mention becomes even clearer 

when it is noted that in chapter 17 the main sinner is now the people, not their 

king(s).392 However, the Greek evidence for the minus, even though somewhat 

widespread, can be most easily explained by (quite early and at least partly 

independent) intra-Greek corruption. In this case, the witnesses have likely simply 

(accidentally) omitted the phrase more or less independently of one another.393 

Several scholars have proposed that the whole verse 8b (“and the kings of Israel, 

which they made”) should be seen as a late addition or gloss to the MT text.394 There 

are indeed good reasons for this assumption. As mentioned, the Peshitta lacks the 

whole phrase, and, curiously enough, the same happens in the Samaritan Chronicle 

(Sepher ha-Yamim).395 Other possibilities have also been suggested.396  

                                                 
390 Among others, Barthélemy, CTAT, 409, argues for a homoioteleuton mistake; Trebolle, “2 Kings 
17,7–23,” 219. 
391 Similarly Montgomery, Kings, 468 (“… ungrammatical Hebrew … the passage is secondary”); 
Burney, Kings, 332 (“Senseless”); Hobbs, Kings, 231 (“syntactically very clumsy”). The ֲאֶׁשר ָעׂשּו 
clearly has as its object ְּבחּקֹות, not “the kings of Israel,” as seen in the parallel verse 19b. The idea that 
the peoples would have been exiled from before “the sons of Israel and the kings of Israel” is in turn 
nonsensical, as this could not have been the case, as the “sons of Israel” most certainly did not have 
kings at the time. “The kings of Israel” as a complement of ְּבחּקֹות (“in the statutes of the peoples … and 
kings of Israel, which they made”) is the most probable interpretation, but is, as mentioned, 
grammatically very awkward. Despite these problems, some scholars have still tried to defend the 
syntax of this phrase; see, for instance, Hobbs, Kings, 232 (“The very difficulty of the sentence would 
argue against its omission”); Long, 2 Kings, 182 (“[t]he last phrase is … elliptical … the MT is perfectly 
clear as it stands.”). These attempts have not been particularly convincing. 
392 See Rösel, “Why 2 Kings 17,” 85–90, for a discussion of this surprising ideological feature. 
393 Especially problematic would be his idea that the Greek text had been corrected twice towards the 
Hebrew in a kaige-like manner (first from the OG version preserved by La115 [see below] to that of the 
shorter form, and after this to the longer form). While the idea of “double-kaige” in itself – kaige-like 
corrections being done in two (or more) stages – is not at all impossible (rather, this has indeed happened 
to a certain degree; see Aejmelaeus, “Textual History,” 172–8), this seems quite unlikely here since the 
Greek manuscript evidence can hardly be used to reliably back up this theory. It is also hard to see how 
the Hebrew Vorlage would have originally had such a complex form,  ה ם ֲאֶׁשר הֹוִריׁש יְהָו֔ ַוֵּיְֽלכּו ְּבחּקֹות ַהּגֹויִ֔
ל ֲאֶׁשר ָעׂשּו ְּבנֵי  does not refer to anything before it – the referent is hardly ֲאֶׁשר ָעׂשּו where ,ִמְּפנֵי ְּבנֵי יְִׂשָרֵא֑
 ֲאֶׁשר is too far away to be referred to, unless the relative sentence in between the two חּקֹות and ,יְִׂשָרֵאל
words is considered as an even later addition (via Wiederaufnahme?). 
394 Brettler, “Text in a Tel,” 127; Gray, Kings, 587–8; Stade, “Anmerkungen zu 2. Kö 15-21,” 165. 
395 See 1.2.2.3 for a brief discussion of Sepher ha-Yamim. It is possible that this minus of a (proto-
)Masoretic plus is a true case of differing Hebrew Vorlagen. 
396 For instance Stade, Kings, 262, on the basis of the text-critical evidence, proposes more simply that 
possibly only the last two words, ֲאֶׁשר ָעׂשּו, crept into the text of 9a. Possibly this addition would have 
been due to harmonization towards verse 19b. There is nevertheless no further text-critical evidence for 
this theory. 
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It is noteworthy that L also seems to be under the influence of kaige here, as 

shown by the translation equivalent חָּקה ~ δικαίωμα, since the OG equivalent of חָּקה 

was probably πρόσταγμα.397 The further change of L-700 328 (488) 460 of ὅσοι (= οἱ 

βασιλεῖς) to ὅσα (= τοῖς δικαιώμασιν), on the other hand, is a Lucianic stylistic 

improvement, possibly made independently in 247 (488).398 

The text-critical evidence, as well as the syntactical considerations, point to a 

late addition of verse 8b after 8a in the MT edition of the text. The Greek evidence for 

the minus of 8b seems secondary, however. 

2.5.2 Verse 7*b and the mysterious lack of verse 8 in La115 
The lack of verse 8 in La115 is crucial for the discussion of the composition of the 

whole chapter 17, as instead of having this verse, La115 transposes 9–14 and 15–19. 

Verses 7–8 are, of course, at the very hinge of this change of order. 

Continuing from verse 7*a of the previous section (2.4), the case of 7*b is not 

much easier: La115 again gives a totally different text when compared to MT/LXX. 

This time even L concurs with the majority text. The theories concerning the possible 

accidental omission of this verse have already been covered in the discussion of the 

minus of 7*a in La115 (2.4.1). To summarize, the most plausible theory would be a 

homoioteleuton between two verse-beginning “and”-words (καὶ/et). After this a Greek 

or Latin copyist may have felt that some text was missing and decided to add some on 

his own. However, as the text of La115 seems to be syntactically connected to the 

already analyzed preceding text of 7*a (7*aquia … 7*bnon custodierunt precepta …), 

which, as has been argued, most probably is not a simple product of accidental change 

(but rather the most original extant text form), the text now following it too is most 

probably original in the context of La115’s edition. Nevertheless, Fischer subtly implies 

that this minus may be due to a parablepsis to πατέρων αὐτῶν at the end of verse 14.399 

The lack of verses 9–14 would be simply due to haplography. Possibly right after this 

                                                 
397 This is quite easily seen already from the attestations of δικαίωμα: none in 1 Kings, but seven in 2 
Kings. Thusly already Trebolle, “Histoire du Texte,” 336 and more recently Kauhanen, “Lucifer of 
Cagliari,” 162, who further confirms this feature with the help of the text of Lucifer. The OG equivalent 
of δικαίωμα, on the other hand, seems to have been ִמְׁשָּפט. 
398 Contra Trebolle, “2 Kings 17,7–23,” 219, according to whom ὅσα should be seen as the OG. Either 
way, this is ultimately a purely intra-Greek question since the Hebrew ֲאֶׁשר in the Vorlage can be 
understood here to refer to either. 
399 Fischer, “Palimpsestus Vindobonensis,” 87: “patrum suorum: these words occur in another context 
at the end of v 14.” Verse 14 also ends in οἱ οὐκ ἐπίστευσαν κυρίῳ τῷ θεω αὐτῶν in manuscripts A-
247 L-700 328 121 488 158 460, which may also have prompted a haplography. 



105 
 

mistake the copyist realized his blunder and simply added the text of verses 9–14? after 

verses 15–19, thus creating the order now found in La115. While not impossible, the 

size of this suggested haplography is substantially large: a homoioteleuton mistake 

covering 5 or more verses is extremely rare, even from the viewpoint of cognitive 

science.400  

The other possibility would be, as in the case of verse 7 above, that the text was 

physically somehow corrupted and had to be emended for this reason. It is remotely 

possible that the copyist had before him a fragmentary text similar to the following: 
7… ἑτέρ]ου[ς] 8κ[αὶ ἐπορεύθησ]αν … κύριο[ς ἀπὸ προσώπου τῶν υἱ]ῶν [Ισραηλ]. 

This he would have reconstructed as “οὐκ [ἐφύλαξ]αν [ἐντολάς] κυρίο[υ τοῦ θεοῦ 

πατέρων αὐτ]ῶν.” However, this option is again highly unlikely. Since accidents as 

the reason for the differing text of La115 do not seem convincing, the most probable 

option, then, is that the translator of La115 had a different Greek base text (going back 

to a different Hebrew Vorlage) before him here as well.  

La115 reads in verse 7*b non custodierunt precepta dmi di patrum suorum, “… 

they did not guard the commandments of the Lord, the god of their fathers.” Of this, 

only the words custodierunt and precepta need further consideration, as otherwise the 

text is easy to render into Greek. 

The word pr(a)eceptum is used three times in La115: twice it translates ἐντολή,401 

and once praeceptum appears to translate λόγος from the L-text, given as a variant to 

the majority text.402 The verb praecipio is usually used as a translation of ἐντέλλω.403 

Therefore it is quite safe to conclude that we could also expect La115 to have had 

ἐντολὰς in its Vorlage here.404  

                                                 
400 For the cognitive approach, see Vroom, “Cognitive Approach to Copying Errors,” 279: “... 
haplography should only be considered a viable text-critical explanation for small variants; it should 
not be used to account for large differences among a text’s witnesses.” Fischer’s theory would in any 
case suppose La115 to have had a differing text/Vorlage in verse 7*ab that ended with the words patrum 
suorum/τῶν πατέρων αὐτῶν. 
401 In 1 Kgs 13:21; 2 Kgs 17:16. 
402 In 2 Sam 11:17 (in the kaige section) where L gives the variant κατὰ τὸν λόγον instead of ἐκ τῶν 
δούλων (rel). This (probably OG) plus, which is not found in the MT, seems to accentuate the sin of 
David (killing Uriah the Hittite), as Uriah is said to have died “as was the command/word of David.” 
In this case, La115 may have understood λόγον as “order, commandment,” which in the context is very 
plausible. 
403 In 2 Sam 4:12, 5:25, 11:19, 13:28, 29, 17:14, 18:5; 1 Kgs 13:21, 17:15. Only in 2 Sam 17:23, where 
all the Greek witnesses read ἐνετείλατο, does La115 have disposuit (likely from διατίθημι). 
404 The evidence is too scanty to make any definite claims, as La115 may also have rendered some other 
Greek words with praeceptum in the sections now not preserved to us. 
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The word custodierunt poses some problems as well, as this word is used 

nowhere else in the extant parts of La115. However, the verb La115 translates here is 

probably φυλάσσω;405 as the construction φυλάσσειν τὴν 

ἐντολήν/πρόσταγμα/δικαίωμα/κρίμα is used frequently in Kings,406 this is quite a safe 

assumption. Thus, the Greek exemplar of verse 7*b would have run οὐκ ἐφύλαξαν τὰς 

ἐντολὰς (τοῦ) κυρίου τοῦ θεοῦ τῶν πατέρων αὐτῶν. 

Apart from the word ἐντολή, which most of the time translates the Hebrew word 

לא שמרו את מצות  :this Greek sentence is easily further translatable into Hebrew 407,מצוה

א ָׁשַמר ֶאת־ :This is, in fact, almost verbatim the text of 19a .יהוה אלהי אבותם ַּגם־יְהּוָדה 

ֵהיֶהם  It could be argued, therefore, that the text of La115 here was simply .ִמְצֹות יְהָוה ֱא

taken over from verse 19, either accidentally or, if this was indeed the case, more 

probably deliberately. While this is indeed a valid possibility, the literary-critical 

arguments to be posited below (3.1.4) would not seem to support this theory, but rather 

speak for the probability of a different Vorlage.    

2.5.3 Verse 9 – The textual variants  

2.5.3.1 The beginning of verse 9 and the crux of the Hebrew hapax 
 חפא
Verse 9 is, apart from the peculiar Old Latin, quite uneventful in terms of textual 

evidence. There is, however, one major textual problem, namely the beginning 

Hebrew verb ַויְַחְּפאּו, which is a hapax legomenon and thus has provoked considerable 

discussion. 

MT 17:9 LXX B 17:9 L 17:9 La115 17:9 
 ַוְיַחְּפאּו

ל  ְבֵני־ִיְׂשָרֵא֗
 ְּדָבִרים 

ן  ֲאֶׁשר לֹא־ֵכ֔
 ַעל־ְיהָוה 
ם ֵהיֶה֑  ֱא

 ַוִּיְבנּו 
 ָלֶהם ָּבמֹות

καὶ ὅσοι ἠμφιέσαντο 
οἱ υἱοὶ Ισραηλ 
λόγους  
οὐχ οὕτως 
κατὰ Kυρίου  
θεοῦ αὐτῶν 
καὶ ᾠκοδόμησαν  
ἑαυτοῖς ὑψηλὰ 

καὶ ἠμφιάσαντο 
οἱ υἱοὶ Ισραηλ 
λόγους 
ἀδίκους408 
κατὰ κυρίου  
θεοῦ αὐτῶν 
καὶ ᾠκοδόμησαν  
ἑαυτοῖς ὑψηλὰ 

et revelaverunt 
filis Israel 
quae  
non ita oportebat 
at  
deos suos 
et aedificaverunt  
sibi excel[sa… 

                                                 
405 Elsewhere in La115 φυλάσσω is rendered with dum obsidet in 2 Sam 11:16; 1 Kgs 13:21 non servasti; 
2 Kgs 6:9 observane; 2 Kgs 6:10 observavit; 2 Kgs 10:31 observavit; 2 Kgs 17:19 observavit. The 
translation custodio is also often used by another OL witness, Lucifer of Cagliari. 
406 In 1 Kgs 2:3, 3:14, 8:58, 61, 9:4, 6, 11:11, 38, 13:21; in 2 Kgs 18:6, 23:3 outside of chapter 17. 
407 Cf. 1 Sam 13:13; 1 Kgs 2:43, 8:58, 9:1, 6, 13:21; 2 Kgs 18:6, 36, 23:3. In 2 Kgs 17:13, 16, 19, 34, 
37. 
408 It is hard to say why L changes the text here to read “unjust things” (due to Lucianic recension?), 
unless it is somehow connected to the (secondary) reading assigned to Symmachos in Syrohexapla (σ´ 
quae non recta). 
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ם  ְּבָכל־ָעֵריֶה֔
 ִמִּמְגַּדל 
 נֹוְצִרים

 ַעד־ִעיר ִמְבָצר

ἐν πάσαις ταῖς πόλεσιν 
αὐτῶν ἀπὸ πύργου  
φυλασσόντων 
ἕως πόλεως ὀχυρᾶς 

ἐν πάσαις ταῖς πόλεσιν 
αὐτῶν ἀπὸ πύργου  
φυλασσόντων 
ἕως πόλεως ὀχυρᾶς 

καὶ 1° – υἱοὶ] τοις υιοις 328 | ὅσοι] > L-700 460 | οἱ] > 246 381 55 245 372 | οὐχ οὕτως] αδικους L-700 328 460 | οὐχ] > 
242 | οὕτως] ουτω CII-328 d s-488 t-370 z 707 | κυρίου] > 460txt | καὶ  2°] + ων A B | ᾠκοδόμησαν] ωκοδομησεν 372; 
ανωκοδομησαν f  | ἑαυτοῖς] εν αυτοις 700 | ὑψηλὰ] υψηλων A | αὐτῶν] > 55 | πύργου] pr του 342; προσωπου 610 | 
φυλασσόντων] φυλασσοντος 74 | πόλεως] πολις 246 
MT/LXX: And the sons of Israel did secretly? (LXX: 
clothed themselves) things that are not right concerning 
Yahweh, their God. And they built themselves high places 
in all their cities, from watchtower to fortified city. 

La115: And they revealed to the 
sons of Israel those which are not 
right concerning their gods. And 
they built themselves high 
pl[aces… 

 
The verb ַויְַחְּפאּו is an ancient crux interpretum.409 Because of its problems, multiple 

emendations have been proposed (for example the verb roots רפא or חטא) and cannot 

be completely ruled out, although no single emendation seems to have yet gained 

widespread support.410 An Akkadian origin (hapû/hepû, “to break/invalidate, crush”) 

for the verb has often been proposed.411 Taking the Akkadian verb as the etymological 

basis of the Hebrew word, Ronnie Goldstein further argues that also the continuing 

phrase א־ֵכן ַעל־יְהָוה  should be understood in the light of the Akkadian idiom ְּדָבִרים ֲאֶׁשר 

dibbu ša lā kinnu (“disloyal talk”).412 While not impossible, the easier and more 

probable option, however, is that this peculiar expression simply shows late Aramaic 

influences (instead of being an exceedingly early Neo-Assyrian loan).413 Such 

Aramaic influence is recurrent, especially in the latter part of the chapter. 

                                                 
409 The commentators are usually only able to translate this verb based on its context; see, for instance, 
Cogan & Tadmor, Kings, 205 (“ascribe”); Fritz, 2 Könige, 95 (“angehängt”). This of course means that 
were the context to (even slightly) change, so also would the interpretation. 
410 Klostermann, Könige, 453, emends to ַויְַרְּפאּו, “and they healed,” according to Jer 6:14, but this is 
exceedingly unlikely. A simple (but similarly unlikely) corruption of one letter from ויחטאו, “and they 
sinned,” to חפאווי , is possible, and would in turn make the text of 9aαא easily understandable, but would 
at the same time render the rest of verse 9a unintelligible, especially because the verb חטא is nowhere 
else used with the preposition על as the marker of the object (cf. על + חטא in Ex 29:36; Lev 4:14, 5:5; 
Num 6:11; Neh 13:26). This emendation would also create a redundant, and therefore literary-critically 
interesting, repetition with verse 7aα, which also recounts the sons of Israel “sinning against Yahweh.” 
411 The idea is not particularly new; see already Stade, Kings, 262, and Gray, Kings, 588. For the 
Akkadian verb, see CAD Ḫ, 170–4. 
412 Goldstein, “A Suggestion,” 394–9. While highly intriguing, Goldstein’s theory necessitates making 
some textual conjectures which do not appear plausible. Furthermore, such Akkadian parallels would 
necessitate the literary-critical conclusion that 9a would come already from Neo-Assyrian times, which 
does not seem creditable. 
413 Montgomery, Kings, 478, asserts that “אשר is used like Aram ד ,די.” This is also observed by 
Goldstein, “A Suggestion,” 397: “the particle אשר in this phrase does not function in the same way as 
it does in classical Hebrew, corresponding more closely to the Aramaic די and Akkadian ša.” 
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The verb ַויְַחְּפאּו has often been understood as denoting actions done “in 

secret.”414 The problems of this hapax legomenon can be seen already in the apparently 

misguided LXX translation ἠμφιέσαντο, “they clothed themselves,” which may 

translate a different Hebrew verb altogether (חפה).415 This translation is probably an 

educated guess made by the translator due to an unintelligible Vorlage and therefore 

does not go back to a different Hebrew original.416 

When we come to the readings of some of the versions, however, a different 

picture emerges. Both Targum Jonathan and the Peshitta read “they uttered words that 

were not right,” possibly as translations of אמר. This reading has usually been deemed 

secondary with only quite brief remarks.417 However, this reading may also find some 

support from the Old Latin witnesses. LaM reads et composuerunt filii Israel verba 

non recta adversum Dominum Deum suum, “the sons of Israel composed/made 

up/placed words that were not right against the Lord their God.”418  

More interestingly, however, La115 has the complete opposite of the MT’s often 

assumed meaning of “doing in secret”: et revelaverunt filis419 israel quae non ita 

oportebat at deos suos, “and they revealed (to) the sons of Israel those [parts?] which 

were not at all appropriate to/concerning their gods.” It is probable that this reading 

goes back to a different exemplar than the majority text’s ἀμφιέννυμι,420 although it is 

still possible that the translator incorrectly read this as a non-existent Greek verb 

ἀντιέννυμι, “to un-clothe,” and aptly interpreted it as revelare.421 This idea of differing 

Vorlagen is also partly backed up by the traditions of the Targums and the Peshitta: in 

                                                 
414 Thus already Syrohexapla (α´ texerunt), Vulgate (operuerunt). This translation is followed by 
Sweeney, Kings, 386; Hobbs, 2 Kings, 221, 223. Snaith, Kings, 280, however, aptly notes: “The 
translation did secretly cannot be right since there was nothing at all secret about what they did.” 
415 Burney, Kings, 332, sees this as the preferable reading, albeit only “if the text is genuine,” whatever 
this may mean. Similarly Thenius, Könige, 385. 
416 Similarly Snaith, Kings, 280. See Aejmelaeus, “Levels of Interpretation,” 17–18, for the 
phenomenon of guessing as the last “emergency solution” in the translation process. 
417 For instance, Goldstein, “A Suggestion,” 395, discards this reading because it lacks “any 
etymological basis” with the verb חפא. Apparently, Goldstein does not take into account the possibility 
that the reading may attest to a different Vorlage from that of the MT. 
418 Taking into account the vast semantic range of compono, its Greek equivalent could have been 
almost anything that denotes “uniting” or “putting together,” and is thus very hard – if not impossible 
– to reconstruct. Arguably this makes ἀμφιέννυμι a valid option as well.  
419 It is unlikely that manuscript 328, which lacks καὶ ἠμφιάσαντο and has dative υἱοῖς Ισραηλ, has 
preserved indirect evidence of a dative case similar to La115 here. More probably 328 tries to 
independently harmonize 8b and 9a. 
420 This rare verb is elsewhere used only in Job 40:10 (ἀμφίεσαι). Schenker, Älteste Textgeschichte, 
148, proposes a base text of ἀνα-/ἀποκαλύπτω (from the Hebrew ויגלו). 
421 I am indebted to Tuukka Kauhanen for this ingenious proposition. However, an error between 
ΗΜΦΙΕΣΑΝΤΟ ~ ΗΝΤΙΕΣΑΝΤΟ, while possible, does not seem very likely to me. 
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all three traditions we have semantics of speaking or bringing forth instead of 

presumably hiding or covering something up. The evidence is not particularly strong, 

however.  

Nevertheless, the La115 plural reading “to their gods,” deos suos, against the 

singular “the Lord, their god,” κυρίου θεοῦ αὐτῶν, is harder to posit as simply 

originating from a mistake and, as argued by Trebolle, may be a theologically more 

unorthodox, and thus original, variant. Indeed, having Yahweh as the sole god of the 

Israelites in the MT/LXX is theologically more appropriate than their having multiple 

gods, as in a pantheon.422 A somewhat similar theological correction can also be found 

in 2 Kgs 18:34, where the multiple “gods of Samaria,” found in L and LaM, have 

probably been omitted from the MT.423 The above-mentioned theological 

inconvenience somewhat heightens the probabilities of La115’s preserving the most 

original text in the verse overall. 

However, in La115 there is the possibility of an accidental change of filii israel 

(nominative) to filis israel (dative), as now found in its text.424  If this was indeed what 

happened, La115 would not be that different a witness after all, as the “sons of Israel” 

would here be the subject as in every other witness. The text would thus be logical and 

unproblematic, though the sentence “the sons of Israel revealed inappropriate things 

to/concerning their gods …” would still evoke questions since no receiver of such 

revelation can be found in the text. It may be that this revelation was further explicated 

in the later text of La115, which is now lost to us, or, as is more probable, that the 

Vorlage of revelaverunt was actually just another, albeit misguided, guess for the 

meaning of the unintelligible Hebrew/Greek verb.  

Because of this text-critical problem, an analysis of the contextual repercussions 

of both readings (dative filis vs. nominative filii) will be given below. 

                                                 
422 Trebolle, “2 Kings 17,2-23,” 217. Schenker, Älteste Textgeschichte, 148, further notes that the 
Hebrew prepositional phrase ָלֶהם, “to them(selves),” in the Vorlage of La115 could be understood to 
refer to these other gods mentioned before them. The (Old) Greek translator would not have understood 
this, however, since La115 now also translates sibi, corresponding to ἑαυτοῖς in all the Greek witnesses.  
423 See Pakkala, God’s Word Omitted, 241–3 and Trebolle, Centena, 196–8. Even more interestingly, 
as Trebolle points out, it seems that the whole verse 18:34 is probably a later insertion into the original 
text, to which this even later correction via omission was made. This is evidence for the notion that not 
even later insertions were always theologically completely orthodox in their views – at least in the eyes 
of even later correctors. A very similar case is likely at play also in 2 Kgs 17:17; see 2.6.8. 
424 Fischer, “Palimpsestus Vindobonensis,” 87, notes: “filis = filiis: possibly an error for filii,” making 
this an adaptation of case suffix from the beginning of the word “Israel” (fil[is] israel). This change 
could only have happened in Latin. 
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2.5.3.2 The subject of verse 9a in La115: two narrative logical options 

2.5.3.2.1 Option 1 (dative): Judah as the subject of verse 9 of La115? 
While the beginning of verse 9 is lexically difficult in the MT, the challenges of a 

problematic subject are this time present in La115. If its text is indeed to be read with 

a dative, as now found in the edition, we have to ask: Who is the one revealing 

inappropriate things to the Israelites? 

Taking the text of La115 as it now stands, Trebolle argues that “the subject of the 

clause must be ‘the pagan nations.’”425 This is a possible interpretation, and narratively 

much easier reading than seeing Judah as the subject, but the text preceding verse 9 in 

La115 is not that of verse 8, where the nations are indeed mentioned, but that of verse 

19, where only Israel and Judah are mentioned. Therefore “the pagan nations” are 

actually last mentioned four verses back in verse 15. Therefore, the conclusion of 

Trebolle seems unlikely. On the other hand, Schenker notes the interesting 

implications the dative reading filis has: the only possible subject for the verb “they 

revealed” is Judah from the preceding verse 19.426 However, Schenker does not 

explicate the further drastic change this reading brings to the passage – namely that 

the subject of the next three verses (presumably 10–12 as in other witnesses)427 thus 

must also bely seen as Judah, and, in fact, only as Judah, since Israel is not mentioned 

in them.  

This also changes the mutual dynamics of the two textual units of La115: while 

the unit 7*ab.15–18 deals with the condemnation of Israel, the second one in verses 

19.9a(-12?) would deal with an equal, though a bit shorter, condemnation of Judah. 

After this, both are addressed in verses 13–14 and seemingly in verse 20 as well (“all 

the seed of Israel”). While in the MT/LXX the mention of Judah seems a mere 

afterthought and a gloss in verses 13 and 18–19, La115 takes its references to Judah as 

a sinner much more seriously, as is the case already in verse 7*a: also here in 9a its 

text can be interpreted so that it was in fact the Judahites who misled “the sons of 

                                                 
425 Trebolle, “2 Kings 17,2–23,” 217. 
426 Schenker, Älteste Textgeschichte, 147–8. 
427 Of course, when positing this, we have to make a leap of faith by supposing that the text of La115 
was indeed followed by these verses mostly in the form of the MT/LXX. As argued before, this seems 
like a well enough supported hypothesis, as in verses 15–19 the differences are mostly on the level of 
single words. Also, the fact that the second verb of verse 9 (“they built to themselves”) gives a simple 
third person plural points in this direction. Making this supposition is the only way forward in the 
literary critical argumentation when it comes to La115. 
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Israel” (potentially even all twelve tribes instead of just the inhabitants of the Northern 

Kingdom) from following Yahweh. 

2.5.3.2.2 Option 2 (nominative): Judah not as the subject in verse 9? 
Alternatively, if we accept the idea that filis Israel might have been born out of a 

scribal mistake from the original nominative plural form filii Israel, we are left with 

the same question as before: Who in this case would then be the “sons of Israel”? 

Should this be seen as a differentiating term from “Judah”? While this is a completely 

valid option, the semantic field of the term makes it, once again, possible to interpret 

the term in two other ways: either as only Judahites or as including both Israelites and 

Judahites. The ambiguity of La115 is again present here.  

The most intuitive interpretation on the basis of the MT is, and has clearly been, 

to read the “sons of Israel” as denoting only the inhabitants of the Northern Kingdom, 

as the term is used in this sense in verse 7 as well. However, in La115, verse 9a is the 

first one to use this term and therefore there is no such possibility for continuing 

interpretation from earlier verse(s). The meaning of the term in the context of La115 

thus has to be inferred solely from its unique context, without any preconceptions from 

the MT/LXX. Two possibilities seem the most likely: that is, either the term denotes 

only the northern Israel or both Israel and Judah.428 

Indeed, the fact that the subject could quite plausibly be understood as including 

both Israel and Judah already makes this reading ideologically harder than the one in 

the MT: the possible inclusivity of Judah in the condemnation of verses 9–12 is already 

something that could be seen as improper by a later (proto-)MT reviser (compare with 

the earlier situation with verse 7*a),429 even if this was not the intention of the original 

text. The broader sense of La115 also works well in its context: as will be argued, the 

second text block 19.9(–14.20) of La115 also has Judah and not just Israel in its 

focus.430 Reading “the sons of Israel” as including inhabitants of both kingdoms would 

thus work very well in the context of La115’s textual order. 

                                                 
428 Seeing Judah alone as the “sons of Israel” here does not seem recommendable, even if theoretically 
possible. See 3.1.3 on the terms “Israel,” “Judah,” and “sons of Israel” and their use in the chapter. 
429 Even though theoretically similar inclusivity could also be seen in MT verse 9, the phenomenon is 
not as clear there as in La115: MT verse 7 gives quite an unambiguous interpretation for verse 9’s “sons 
of Israel,” even if verse 8 does use the term in a broader sense. 
430 See 3.1.4. 
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2.5.3.2.3 Synthesis: Judah as the (implied) subject of 9a and its ideological 
repercussions 
Judah as the more or less explicit subject of verse 9 (regardless of what its verb 

revelaverunt may be translating) is surprising, and brings with it some ideological 

differences when compared to the MT/LXX. The most apparent one is brought up by 

Schenker: when the “sons of Israel” are read with the dative case, the Judahites seem 

to be the teachers of the Israelites on matters “not right concerning/to their gods.”431 

This is quite a grave accusation: the idolatry of Israel became what it was partly 

because of Judah. This is surprising, as the exact opposite is usually argued: Ahaz of 

Judah is rather said to have “walked in the customs of the kings of Israel.”432 Even 

right before verse 9 of La115, in 19b it is indeed Judah that walks “in the acts? of the 

whole Israel, according to what they made.”  

This glaring discrepancy is thus also an argument for the accidental appearance 

of the dative: one could expect it to appear only by mistake. On the other hand, the 

idea of Judah teaching the Israelites actually works somewhat well within the context 

of the chapter, as some of Israel’s listed sins (especially the ones in verses 9–12) are 

in fact sins only Judah has been or will be accused of in Kings.433 

According to Schenker this teaching by Judahites would have happened to the 

new Mesopotamian inhabitants of the land after the fall of Samaria.434 However, there 

is one problem with this interpretation: in the rest of the chapter the people living in 

the Northern Kingdom’s area are only called “the peoples.” The problem of the 

identity of “the sons of Israel” is thus again present: are the newcomers also to be 

considered as “sons of Israel”? The other possibility would be that Judah began its 

“teaching” already at the time of the separation of the kingdoms, or even before this, 

as may be hinted at by 1 Kgs 14:23.435 When the text of 7*ab is taken into account, 

                                                 
431 Schenker, Älteste Textgeschichte, 149. 
432 This condemnation of Ahaz in 2 Kgs 16:3 likely has to do with the chronological challenges of 
chapters 2 Kgs 15–17; see 2.1.2. See similarly Schütte, “Israels Exil,” 379–80. 
433 See Campbell & O’Brien, Unfolding, 442. The accusations in verses 16b and 17a are elsewhere only 
made in connection with Judah. Otherwise the condemnation of Israel in verses 15–18 is actually quite 
general. The only completely Israelite sin in the passage would be the construction of the two calves of 
Jeroboam in 16aβ, but this is clearly a gloss; see 3.2.4.  
434 Schenker, Älteste Textgeschichte, 149: “Die Judäer wären demgemäss am Ursprung des 
Synkretismus der Israeliten nach der assyrischen Eroberung des Königsreiches Israel!” 
435 A noteworthy textual difference in 1 Kgs 14:23 (see also note 698 for further discussion) may point 
in a similar direction since in the MT we are told here that “they [=Judah]” (גַם־ֵהָּמה) also made high 
places and asherim, while in Greek this plus is not found. It seems that this plus in the MT is a later 
addition, made in order to shift more blame to Israel (cf. 2 Kgs 17:9–11, which forms a parallel with 1 
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the latter seems contextually more preferable: already the fathers of both Israel and 

Judah did not keep the statutes, and therefore Judah could have been telling untruths 

about Yahweh for quite a while.  When the ambiguous semantics of “the sons of 

Israel” are taken into account, this idea creates even more ideological tension in La115: 

Judah may not have told untruths only to the people of the Northern Kingdom (whether 

Israelites or the later newcomers), but to all twelve tribes. 

In any case, the direction of change from the MT to La115 does not appear to be 

ideologically preferable – if anything, the opposite is more likely. As Judah is, after 

all, the rightful Davidic kingdom from which Israel unlawfully separated, it would 

certainly be unexpected for a late MT redactor to make Judah more sinful in a way 

such as seen in La115.436 Also, as we are dealing with the fall of Samaria, a late reviser 

may also have seen it more fitting to change the text of verses 9–12 to concern only 

Israel. He did not want to, or even could not, fade Judah completely out of the picture, 

as can be seen in the MT, but he greatly lessened the involvement of Judah in the sinful 

conduct.437  

                                                 
Kgs 14:23–24), while the reading of the LXX, similarly to the case at hand, makes possible the 
interpretation that in fact Judah should be the one first and foremost accused of the sins. 
436 See also Schenker, Älteste Textgeschichte, 149 and section 1.3 above. Furthermore, if the reading of 
La115 that concerns “their gods” instead of “Yahweh, their God” is taken into account, the sin of Judah 
would be even harsher: not only did they tell other Israelites about inappropriate things concerning 
Yahweh, but quite a few other gods as well. 
437 This way we could also posit another reason for the change of the text of MT’s verse 9. If the verb 
 indeed does mean “to cover up, to do in secret,” it may have been the intention of a reviser to חפא
change the meaning of the sentence to an opposite of the original, making the statement ideologically 
more suitable. The transposition of the units and the fact that verse 9 is at the exact hinge-point of this 
action may have had something to do with the elusive wording of the MT – it would certainly not seem 
too far-fetched that a possible transposition on such a scale would even have prompted textual 
corruption at the very hinge of this action. I have argued this earlier in Mäkipelto, Tekoniemi & Tucker, 
“Large-Scale Transposition,” 13: “Such substantial transpositions have often resulted in the editing of 
both the text around the transposed material and inside the material itself ... especially the hinge-points 
of the original text and the relocated text are often textually active.” 
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2.6 Textual criticism of verses 10–23 

2.6.1 Verse 10 
There are no striking differences between the versions. Verses 9b–14 and 20–23 are 

not preserved in La115. L explicates the subject (οἱ υἱοὶ Ισραηλ), but this addition is 

due to the explicating tendency of the Lucianic revision, and is therefore not in need 

of deeper inquiry.438 

MT LXX B 
 ַוַּיִּצבּו ָלֶהם ַמֵּצבֹות ַוֲאֵׁשִרים 

 ַעל ָּכל־ִּגְבָעה ְגבָֹהה 
 ְוַתַחת ָּכל־ֵעץ ַרֲעָנן

καὶ ἐστήλωσαν ἑαυτοῖς (L + οἱ υἱοὶ Ισραηλ) στήλας καὶ ἄλση  
ἐπὶ παντὶ βουνῷ ὑψηλῷ  
καὶ ὑποκάτω παντὸς ξύλου ἀλσώδους 

ἐστήλωσαν] εστησαν 379 | ἑαυτοῖς] + οι υιοι ισραηλ L-700 460 | ξύλου] > 707 
And (+ the sons of Israel L) built them(selves) stelae and asherim on every high hill and under 
every lush tree. 

2.6.2 Verse 11  
The only notable difference between the texts concerns the Septuagint rendering of 

 bad things,” as κοινωνοὺς (“companions”), and the equally enigmatic“ ,ְּדָבִרים ָרִעים

LXX plus καὶ ἐχάραξαν, “and they engraved/vexed.”  

MT LXX B 
 ַוְיַקְּטרּו־ָׁשם ְּבָכל־ָּב֔מֹות 
ַּכּגֹוִים ֲאֶׁשר־ֶהְגָלה ְיהָוה 

ם   ִמְּפֵניֶה֑
ים   ַּיֲעׂשּו ְּדָבִרים ָרִע֔  ַוֽ

 
 ְלַהְכִעיס ֶאת־ְיהָוה׃

καὶ ἐθυμίασαν439 ἐκεῖ ἐν πᾶσιν ὑψηλοῖς  
καθὼς τὰ ἔθνη (+ ἃ rel) ἀπῴκισεν440 Kύριος  
ἐκ προσώπου αὐτῶν,  
καὶ ἐποίησαν κοινωνοὺς  
καὶ ἐχάραξαν  
τοῦ παροργίσαι τὸν κύριον 

ἐθυμίασαν] εθυμιων L-700 460; εθυμιασεν 762 | ἐκεῖ] > 610 460 | ἔθνη B 19´ 610 74 158 318 372] + ἃ rel | καὶ 3°] > V 
O 121 d-44 64 488 t-370 z x 55 158 318 342 372 | ἐχάραξαν] ηρξαντο 108mg | τὸν κύριον] κυριον τον θεον 700 460 
MT: And they burned incense there in all 
the high places, like the peoples, whom 
Yahweh had exiled from before them. And 
they made bad things in order to provoke 
Yahweh. 

LXX: And they burned incense there in all the 
high places, like the peoples, whom Yahweh had 
exiled from before them. And they made 
companions and vexed in order to provoke 
Yahweh. 

                                                 
438 See Brock, Recensions, 252, on this well known Lucianic tendency. 
439 The imperfect ἐθυμίων of L is likely OG here, the majority aorist reading coming from kaige; see 
Voitila, “Use of Tenses,” 230, for the originality of the imperfect against the aorist. Aorists of θυμιάω 
are otherwise only found in 2 Kgs 16:13 (ἀνήνεγκεν L-700), 23:8 (ἐθυμίων L 460 554). 
440 According to Bodine, Greek Text of Judges, 48, the equivalent גלה = ἀποικίζω is a sign of kaige 
revision in Judges. In Samuel–Kings, however, this feature cannot be completely ascertained, as גלה in 
the meaning of “to (go into) exile” can only be found in kaige sections; cf. 2 Sam 15:19 (μετῴκηκας); 
2 Kgs 15:29 (ἀπῴκισεν), 16:9 (ἀπῴκισεν), 17:6, 23, 26, 27, 28 (ἀπῴκισαν] ἀπήγαγον V CII d-370 s-64mg 

488 71 342 554 707), 33 (ἀπῴκισεν), 18:11, 24:15 (ἀπῴκισεν] μετῴκισεν L 460), 25:11 (μετῆρεν] 
μετῴκισεν L 460), 21 (ἀπῳκίσθη). While curious, these cases do not yet allow us to posit גלה = ἀποικίζω 
as a kaige reading in Samuel–Kings, as ἀποικίζω remains the most common translation, and the 
differing readings in L may be simply due to Lucianic lexical preference. 
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The peculiar LXX readings are probably due to textual mishaps: the OG translator 

probably read דברים as 441,חברים thus translating κοινωνοὺς (“companions”), while 

ἐχάραξαν, the only instance of χαράσσω in the Septuagint, possibly translates some 

form of the verb כעס. Such a reading may have risen from some graphical corruption 

of 442.רעים It is also possible that the translator/Vorlage erroneously read רעים as a 

hiph’il form of רעע, “to do evil.”  LaM maligna verba, “wicked words,” translates 

interestingly a Greek text that has been corrected towards the MT.443 There is no need 

to emend MT in any way. 

2.6.3 Verse 12 
The texts agree almost completely. The majority of LXX manuscripts have at the end 

a plus “to the Lord.” There is also a possibility that L has been influenced by kaige in 

its readings εἴδωλον and λατρεύω. 

MT LXX B L  
ַעְבד ים ַוַּיֽ ּו ַהִּגֻּלִל֑  
ם  ָאַמר ְיהָוה ֲאֶׁשר ָלֶה֔  

 לֹא ַתֲעׂשּו ֶאת־ַהָּדָבר ַהֶּזה׃

καὶ ἐλάτρευσαν τοῖς εἰδώλοις,  
οἷς εἶπεν Kύριος αὐτοῖς  
Οὐ ποιήσετε τὸ ῥῆμα τοῦτο  
Kυρίῳ. 

καὶ ἐλάτρευσαν τοῖς εἰδώλοις,  
οἷς εἶπεν κύριος αὐτοῖς  
Οὐ ποιήσετε τὸ ῥῆμα τοῦτο. 

ἐλάτρευσαν] + και εδουλευσαν 247 121 488 | κύριος] + ο θεος 460 | κυρίῳ] > L-700 328 460 
And they served idols, about whom Yahweh had told them: “do not this thing (+to the Lord 
LXX).” 

There are two possibilities for explaining the LXX plus (τῷ) κυρίῳ, “to the Lord”: 1) 

MT is original, the plus of LXX being probably due to harmonization towards the 

formulation of Deut 12:4444, 31 (either in Greek or already in the Vorlage); 2) The plus 

of LXX is original (*ליהוה) and the minus of L is due to Hebraizing correction 

(Hexaplaric?). The word הליהו  could have dropped from the MT because of a 

homoioteleuton due to graphical similarity ( יהוהל … ההז ), but this is a rather weak 

                                                 
441 Therefore, the view of Becking, Ondergang, 172, that this is an “interpreting translation” is probably 
not true. The translator would not have had any need for such a faulty interpretation – especially if this 
reading was apparently accepted by the kaige reviser. Neither κοινωνός nor ָחְבר can be found elsewhere 
in Samuel–Kings. 
442 Thenius, Könige, 385, interprets this as a parallel translation of the verb form ויכעיסו (“erbittern”). 
Because of the unusual lexical use, this should indeed probably be seen as a “true” double 
reading/translation (as in a later new translation that found its way into the textual tradition very early). 
It is not impossible either that κοινωνοὺς is due to a misreading of רעים as *ידעים, “friends.” 
443 It is possible LaM knew the reading of Aquila here: α´ και εποιησαν ρηματα κακα. Syrohexapla (σ´ 
verba mala) considers Symmachus to also have been aware of the text of the MT. The Greek base text 
of LaM seems to have been here neither the majority text nor the Lucianic one, showing well its eclectic 
character. 
444 Cf. Deut 12:4 MT: ֵהיֶכם א־ַתֲעׂשּון ֵּכן ַליהָוה ֱא ; LXX: οὐ ποιήσετε οὕτως κυρίῳ τῷ θεῷ ὑμῶν. 



 
 

116 

explanation. Stade considers the LXX plus a gloss,445 and this is indeed the most 

probable option. The more implicit reference to Deuteronomy is a lectio difficilior.446 

Concerning the possible influence of kaige in L, there is a faint possibility that 

εἴδωλον as an equivalent of ִּגּלִלים, found in every Greek witness, is in fact revisional. 

Its translation as εἴδωλον is found three times in 2 Kings, while in 1 Kings ִּגּלִלים is 

once rendered with βδέλυγμα.447 Furthermore, the OG translation equivalent ִׁשּקץ = 

εἴδωλον seems to stop simultaneously with the beginning of the kaige section, as noted 

by Kauhanen,448 which may also be taken as indirect evidence for the possible 

supplanting kaige equivalent of ִּגּלִלים = εἴδωλον. There is thus a recognizable “kaige-

pattern,” albeit the evidence is quite scant. Nevertheless, a cautious suggestion is here 

made that L may show further influence from kaige here. 

The second kaige reading may be hinted at by the double reading ἐλάτρευσαν 

καὶ ἐδούλευσαν of manuscripts 247 121 488. While this may be simply due to later 

Hebraizing, likely Hexaplaric, correction (the verb δουλεύω being closer to the 

semantics of the Hebrew 449,(עבד λατρεύω as a translation of עבד can interestingly be 

found only in the kaige sections of Samuel-Kings.450 In 2 Kgs 17:16 and 21:21 there 

is also variation in the manuscript evidence, possibly suggesting revisions to the 

text.451 Furthermore, the semantic difference in translation is considerable, as λατρεύω 

is used only as a translation of serving gods in these cases, while δουλεύω is used in 

both kaige and non-kaige sections for serving people and gods alike. This semantic 

difference is attested already in the classical Greek usage.452 Using δουλεύω for 

serving gods is, however, attested many times in the kaige sections, as well.453 

                                                 
445 Stade, Kings, 263. 
446 As partly shown by Sepher ha-Yamim, which changes the deuteronomic reference completely; see 
1.2.2.3. 
447 Cf. 1 Kgs 15:12 (ἐπιτηδεύματα; translator misread עללים), 21:26 (βδελυγμάτων); 2 Kgs 21:11, 21, 
23:24. The equivalent βδέλυγμα is used by the OG translator for other cultic “abominations” as well 
 .see Kauhanen, “Lucifer of Cagliari,” 164–5 ;(ִׁשּקץ ,תֹוֵעָבה)
448 Kauhanen, “Lucifer of Cagliari,” 164–5.  
449 Cf. McLay, “Kaige and Septuagint Research,” 133 (#61), who lists this as one of the better-known 
kaige features. 
450 Cf. 2 Sam 15:8; 2 Kgs 17:16, 33, 35, 21:21 (twice). This runs contrary to the attestation in Joshua, 
where λατρεύω is the OG rendering; see Greenspoon, Textual Studies, 312. 
451 In 17:16, La115 as the sole witness reads servierunt. Even though there are no other attestations of 
possible translations of λατρεύω in La115 extant, servio was, on the basis of other equivalent data, 
probably translated from δουλεύω; cf. 1 Sam 4:9 bis, 11:1; 2 Sam 11:1; 1 Kgs 12:4, 7, 24p. In 21:21, L 
twice gives ἐδούλευσεν against ἐλάτρευσεν, possibly retaining the original translation. 
452 LSJ (via perseus.tufts.edu), λατρεύω: “A.3. serve the gods with prayers and sacrifices”; δουλεύω, 
on the other hand, has no such connotations. 
453 Cf. 1 Kgs 22:54; 2 Kgs 10:18 (twice), 10:19 (twice), 17:41, 21:3, 25:24. 
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Therefore, if this phenomenon is indeed due to the doings of a kaige reviser, the 

revision would not have been conducted completely uniformly – as is often the case.  

The evidence is not conclusive, as the translator may have simply used different 

translations here and there, and, more notably, this would run completely contrary to 

the observations of Bodine in Judges, where the noted equivalents are already 

differentiated by the OG translator, not the kaige reviser.454 However, what Bodine’s 

find does nevertheless indicate is the fact that a difference between the two was indeed 

seen and made, at least in the context of Judges. In any case, it would be quite peculiar 

if we had an OG variant here that only started to pop up in the kaige sections of 

Samuel–Kings. It is therefore suggested that λατρεύω as a translation of עבד is indeed 

a true revisional, theologically more expressive, kaige feature in 2 Kgs. 

2.6.4 Verse 13 
There are two notable differences between the texts of the LXX and MT in this verse: 

unlike in the MT, where Yahweh’s commandments and statutes are to be kept “like 

 the whole Torah,” in the LXX, the Torah forms only one part of the list “and (καὶ (ּכְ )

 the whole law (Torah).” The receiver of the sending of the Torah is also different (ו =

in the two traditions (“you” in MT, “them” in LXX). 

MT LXX B LXX L 
ה ַוָּיַעד ְיהוָ   

ה ִביהּוָד ִיְׂשָרֵאל ּו ּבְ   
ָּכל־ְנִביאֹו  ַידּבְ   
ה ל־חֹזֶ כָ   
ר ֻׁש לֵ  בּו אֹמ֗  
ָרִעיםִמ  ַּדְרֵכיֶכם ָהֽ  
  ְוִׁשְמרּו 
 

י ְצֹוַת ִמ   
י   ֻחּקֹוַת֔

ה כָ ּכְ  ל־ַהּתֹוָר֔  
יִתי ֶׁשר ִצּוִ ֲא   
םת־ֲאבֹ ֶא  ֵתיֶכ֑  

καὶ διεμαρτύρατο Kύριος  
ἐν τῷ Ισραηλ καὶ ἐν τῷ Ιουδα  
ἐν χειρὶ πάντων τῶν προφητῶν αὐτοῦ, 
παντὸς ὁρῶντος,  
λόγον ᾿Αποστράφητε  
ἀπὸ τῶν ὁδῶν ὑμῶν τῶν πονηρῶν  
καὶ φυλάξατε  
 
τὰς ἐντολάς μου  
καὶ τὰ δικαιώματά μου  
καὶ πάντα τὸν νόμον,  
ὃν ἐνετειλάμην  
τοῖς πατράσιν ὑμῶν,  

καὶ διεμαρτύρατο  
τῷ456 Ισραηλ καὶ τῷ Ιουδα ὁ κύριος 
ἐν χερσί πάντων τῶν προφητῶν 
αὐτοῦ, παντὸς ὁρῶντος,  
λέγων ᾿Αποστράφητε  
ἀπὸ τῶν ὁδῶν ὑμῶν τῶν πονηρῶν  
καὶ φυλάξατε 
τὰς ὁδούς μου457 
καὶ τὰς ἐντολάς μου  
καὶ τὰ δικαιώματά μου  
καὶ πάντα τὸν νόμον μου458  
ὃν ἐνετειλάμην  
τοῖς πατράσιν ὑμῶν,  

                                                 
454 Bodine, Greek Text of Judges, 28: “In the OG of Judges, the pattern seems to be that δουλεύω is 
used when the object is human and λατρεύω when it is divine.” 
456 While the two ἐν pluses of the majority could be seen as kaige-like additions, the sole datives of L 
are likely due to Lucianic stylizing, similar to the transposition of ὁ κύριος to the end of the phrase. 
457 This plus is probably just stylistical harmonization (already in the OG Vorlage?) to the preceding 
sentence, “turn from the bad ways (ִמַּדְרֵכיֶכם) of yours.” Interestingly enough the same plus is also present 
in the Ethiopian version, which may hint that this is a proto-Lucianic secondary reading. The phrase 
 in the sense of guarding the statutes is somewhat common in the Hebrew Bible, but (object) ֶדֶרך + ׁשמר
usually gets הלך as a complement; cf. Gen 18:19; Judg 2:22; 2 Sam 22:22; 1 Kgs 2:4, 8:25; 2 Chr 6:16; 
Psa 17:21, 36:34 39:2; Pro 2:8, 8:32; Job 23:11. 
458 The plus μου is likely due to Lucianic harmonization. 



 
 

118 

ֲאֶׁשר ָׁשלַ   ְחִּתי ַוֽ
ם   ֲאֵליֶכ֔

י ַיד ֲעָבַד ּבְ   
ים׃ַהְּנִביִא   

ὅσα ἀπέστειλα  
αὐτοῖς455 
ἐν χειρὶ τῶν δούλων μου  
τῶν προφητῶν. 

ὅσα ἀπέστειλα  
προς αυτους  
ἐν χειρὶ τῶν δούλων μου  
τῶν προφητῶν. 

κύριος] > 328 246; pr ο L-700 460; post Ιουδα tr L-700 460 | ἐν 1°] > 247 L-700 460 | ἐν 2°] > L-700 125 460 | ἐν χειρὶ 
1° B CI 328 f 244 460 700] εν χερσι(ν) L; pr και rel | παντὸς ὁρῶντος] > 381 | φυλάξατε] + τας οδους μου L-700 460 | 
τὰς] pr και L-700 460 | νόμον] + μου L-700 55-71-460 | αὐτοῖς] προς υμας 247; προς αυτους L-700 460; αυτους Ac; + 
προς υμας 376 121 488 
MT: And Yahweh warned Israel and Judah in 
the hand of all his prophets, all seers, saying: 
“Turn from your bad ways and keep my 
commandments, my statutes, like all the 
Torah, which I commanded your fathers, and 
which I sent to you in the hand of my 
servants, the prophets.” 

LXX: And the Lord testified against Israel and 
Judah in the hand(s) of all his prophets, all 
seers, saying: “Turn from your bad ways and 
keep (+ my ways, and L) my commandments, 
and my statutes, and all (+ my L) law, which I 
commanded your fathers, which I sent to them 
in the hand of my servants, the prophets.” 

Usually the Torah, which is only rarely mentioned in Kings (likely telling of the 

lateness of these mentions), is indeed listed only as part of the listing of given 

commands, as here.459 The MT seems to slightly emphasize the prestige of the Torah 

in comparison with other commandments, as they too are to be kept like the Torah, the 

principal law (similar to 1 Kgs 2:3). The slight “degradation” of the Torah in the LXX 

is likely more original.460 

There is also a curious difference between the MT and the LXX concerning the 

object of Yahweh’s commands: in the MT Yahweh sent his commandments “to you,” 

while in the LXX they were sent “to them” (= your fathers). The difference is small, 

and could well be due to harmonization to the context,461 or a simple copying mistake 

in either tradition (אליהם ~ אליכם). However, it is noteworthy that this change is in line 

with the differences seen in verse 7 (and possibly verse 9), where in La115 (~ OG) the 

fathers (of both Israel and Judah) were already the ones sinning.462 Here the same idea 

                                                 
455 The double reading αὐτοῖς] + προς υμας 376 121 488 (=MT) is Hexaplaric, similar to the double 
reading given by 247 121 488 in the preceding verse. 
459 See 1 Kgs 2:3 (LXX/kaige τὰ γεγραμμένα seems to have read הכתובים instead of MT ַּכָּכתּוב); 2 Kgs 
17:34, 37. The Torah is otherwise mentioned only in 2 Kgs 10:31, 14:6, 21:8, 23:25, and as “the book 
of the Torah” (ֵסֶפר ַהּתֹוָרה) in 22:8, 11, 23:24. In 2 Kgs 21:8, however, OG has ἐντολή (ִּמְצָוה), while 
νόμος (ּתֹוָרה) is found only in L and Lucifer; according to Kauhanen, Lucifer of Cagliari, 225: “The 
change from “commandment” to “law” in accordance with the MT … is probably Hexaplaric ….” 
Overall, the mentions are likely very late “Mosaicizing” additions, and, as mentioned, at times even 
text-critically suspect; see Trebolle, “Kings (MT/LXX) and Chronicles,” 484–92. La115 alone also 
seems to  give the Torah in a similar list-like environment in verse 15 (lex et mandata) as well. 
460 Nelson, Double Redaction, 65, notes: “However, in all the various combinations of legal terms … 
torah is never so demoted as to be listed in parallel with those other expressions. Only in 2 Kings 
17:34,37, and Josh. 22:5, is torah brought down to the level of lesser concepts like commandments, 
judgments, and statutes.” 
461 Either LXX has harmonized both mentions to refer to the fathers, or MT has harmonized the suffixes 
to the 2.masc.pl. 
462 Klostermann, Könige, 454, also sees the reading of LXX as the preferable variant. Even though the 
difference is only a matter of one or two letters, it has been shown that a larger redaction layer, such as 
the one in MT Jeremiah, similarly includes many changes of minuscule scale. 
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in the MT is avoided by a different suffix: even though the law was already 

commanded (ִצִּויִתי) to the fathers, the subsequent “sending” ( ִּתיָׁשַלחְ  ) of the law 

happened to “you,” i.e., seemingly the current people of Israel and Judah, who are 

sinning at the very moment. The ideological content is thus ever so slightly changed: 

the problem in the MT concerns the disregard of later prophetical authority, while in 

the LXX the first Israelite generations already failed to heed the very commandments 

of Yahweh, and this disregard continues to this day.463 

2.6.5 Verse 14 
There are two noteworthy text-critical features in this verse: first, in the MT the sins 

of the Israelites are as grave ( ְּכ) as the fathers’, while in the LXX the sin exceeds (ὑπὲρ) 

that of the fathers’. Second, the large omission of 14b–15aα by homoioteleuton (14b 

ם ם…ֲאבֹוָת֔  15aα) in the majority Greek tradition leaves out the second part of the ֲאבֹוָת֔

verse. 

MT LXX B [+ O] L 

 ֹ עּו ְול א ָׁשֵמ֑  
  ַוַּיְקׁשּו ֶאת־ָעְרָּפם

ם ְּכעֹ  ֶרף ֲאבֹוָת֔  
 ֹ ינּו ֲאֶׁשר ל א ֶהֱאִמ֔  

יהוָ  ֵהיֶה ַּבֽ ם׃ה ֱא  

καὶ οὐκ ἤκουσαν  
καὶ ἐσκλήρυναν τὸν νῶτον αὐτῶν  
ὑπὲρ τὸν νῶτον τῶν πατέρων αὐτῶν 
[οι ουκ επιστευσαν  
κυριω τω θεω αυτων] 

καὶ οὐκ ἤκουσαν 
καὶ ἐσκλήρυναν τὸν νῶτον αὐτῶν  
ὑπὲρ τὸν νῶτον τῶν πατέρων αὐτῶν,  
οἱ οὐκ ἐπίστευσαν 
κυρίῳ τῷ θεῷ αὐτῶν 

ἤκουσαν] + αυτων O 121 488 | αὐτῶν 2°] + (και 247 121 488) οι ουκ επιστευσαν κυριω τω θεω αυτων O L-
700 328 121 488 158 460 
MT: But they did not listen, and hardened 
their neck like the neck of their fathers, who 
did not believe in Yahweh, their God. 

LXX: But they did not listen, and hardened their 
neck over the neck of their fathers [+ who did 
not believe in Yahweh, their God. O L] 

Similar to verse 13, the change between MT ְּכעֶֹרף and OG *מערף could be seen as 

simply accidental, but it is noteworthy that the exact same idea of sinning more than 

the fathers is also expressed by Jer 7:26464 and 17:23(LXX),465 which are textually so 

similar to this verse that there probably exists a literary dependency between them, 

lending support to the form of the LXX.466 As the recipient of this condemnation here 

is apparently Israel and Judah from the preceding verse, the LXX’s reading again 

raises similar questions as verses 7*a and 13 do: if Judah here also “hardens its neck 

over that of their fathers,” should not they too be exiled with the Israelites? The sin of 

                                                 
463 Nevertheless, it seems likely that verse 13b is a later addition to 13a; see 3.2.4.  
464 The MT וּיְַקׁשּו ֶאת־ָעְרָּפם ֵהֵרעּו ֵמֲאבֹוָתם actually has two different sentences, while the LXX καὶ 
ἐσκλήρυναν τὸν τράχηλον αὐτῶν ὑπὲρ τοὺς πατέρας αὐτῶν has only one, as in 2 Kgs 17:14.  
465 MT ַוּיְַקׁשּו ֶאת־ָעְרָּפם; LXX καὶ ἐσκλήρυναν τὸν τράχηλον αὐτῶν ὑπὲρ τοὺς πατέρας αὐτῶν (= Jer 7:26). 
466 Similarly Benzinger, Könige, 174: “Besser als Hebr. erscheint die Lesart der LXX …” 
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Judah and Israel thus becomes more lenient in the MT in comparison with the LXX, 

likely secondarily.  

In 14b, where the majority of Greek witnesses have lost the text via 

homoioteleuton,467 the Lucianic and Hexaplaric witnesses are identical, heavily 

indicating that this is indeed a Hexaplaric addition in L.468 

2.6.6 Verse 15  

2.6.6.1 Assessment of the witnesses 
The beginning of the verse is lacking in most of the Greek manuscript tradition. This 

is likely due to a somewhat lengthy homoioteleuton mistake, starting from 14b ֲאבֹוָתם 

to 15aα ֲאבֹוָתם. However, quite perplexingly, L, O, and La115 give three differing 

translations of this omitted portion. How should these readings be accounted for, and 

what is the relationship of these three witnesses?  

MT LXX B + [Aquila] L La115  
ּו ִּיְמֲאסוַ   

יו   ֶאת־ֻחָּק֗
 ְוֶאת־ְּבִריתֹו

ת ֲאֶׁשר ָּכַר   
ם  ֶאת־ֲאבֹוָת֔

יו ְוֵאת עֵ   ְדֹוָת֔  
יד ֲאֶׁשר ֵהעִ   

ם  ָּב֑
  

י ַוֵּיְלכּו ַאֲחֵר   
  ַהֶהֶבל

לּו   ַוֶּיְהָּב֔
י ְוַאֲחֵר   
  ַהּגֹוִים

[και απερριψαν  
τους ακριβασμους αυτου  
και την διαθηκην αυτου  
ην εκοψε469  
συν πατρασιν αυτων] 
καὶ τὰ μαρτύρια αὐτοῦ,  
ὅσα διεμαρτύρατο  
αὐτοῖς,  
οὐκ ἐφύλαξαν  
καὶ ἐπορεύθησαν ὀπίσω  
τῶν ματαίων  
καὶ ἐματαιώθησαν  
καὶ ὀπίσω  
τῶν ἐθνῶν  

καὶ ἀπώσαντο  
τὴν διαθήκην αὐτοῦ  
καὶ τὰ δικαιώματά 
ἃ διέθετο 
τοῖς πατράσιν αὐτῶν,  
καὶ τὰ μαρτύρια αὐτοῦ  
ὅσα διεμαρτύρατο  
αὐτοῖς,  
 
καὶ ἐπορεύθησαν ὀπίσω  
τῶν ματαίων  
καὶ ἐματαιώθησαν,  
καὶ ὀπίσω 
τῶν θεῶν470 τῶν ἐθνῶν 

et dereliquerunt 
lege̅ eius  
et mandata eius  
quae disposuit  
patrib· eorum  
et testimonia eius  
quib· testificatus est  
in eis  
    
et ambulaverunt post  
uana  
et euanuerunt471   
et post  
ge̅tes  

                                                 
467 While it is possible that a very early intra-Greek homoioteleuton mistake αὐτῶν 1° ∩ 2° took place 
in verse 14, it is more likely that the mistake already happened in the Hebrew; see the analysis of verse 
15 below. 
468 Thus also Šanda, Könige, 221: “… in A L wieder nachträglich eingefügt.” Although there are not 
many different ways to translate “who did not believe in the Lord their God” in Greek, and nothing in 
the text speaks strictly for a Hexaplaric origin, the similarity is so striking that this agreement is easiest 
to see as Hexaplaric; similarly Torijano, “How Much Hexaplaric,” 74, although he rightly ponders the 
question of where this plus indeed does come from. 
469 Elsewhere in Samuel–Kings κόπτω is used only in the meaning “to hit; to mourn,” unlike here 
(“making a covenant”); cf. 1 Sam 25:1, 28:3; 2 Sam 1:12, 3:31, 5:20, 24, 11:26; 1 Kgs 5:20 bis, 25, 
11:15, 12:24m, 13:30, 31; 2 Kgs 19:23. Therefore this is another good mark of Hexaplaric material. 
470 This plus (τῶν θεῶν) is only found in L-93-700 460, which would seem to indicate a Lucianic plus. 
This is also argued by Schenker, Une Bible, 159, who considers this a harmonization towards the more 
usual formulation. This is likely the case, and L here probably harmonizes towards Deut 6:14, which 
may originally have worked as the inspiration for 2 Kgs 17:15 as well. 
471 The reading of LaM is again not of much help here: Et abierunt post vana et supervacua, et facti sunt 
vani et supervacui. LaM only adds et supervacua (“useless, redundant”) and et supervacui, respectively. 
These additions may be simply interpretational, or, more probably, new translations added as double 
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ם ֲאֶׁשר ְסבִ  יבָֹת֔  
ה ֲאֶׁשר ִצּוָ   
ם  ְיהָוה ֹאָת֔  

ֹותְלִבְלִּתי ֲעׂש  
 ָּכֶהם׃

τῶν περικύκλῳ αὐτῶν,  
ὧν ἐνετείλατο  
αὐτοῖς  
τοῦ μὴ ποιῆσαι  
κατὰ ταῦτα· 

τῶν περικύκλῳ  αὐτῶν  
ὧν ἐνετείλατο  
Κύριος αὐτοῖς  
τοῦ μὴ ποιῆσαι  
κατὰ ταῦτα. 

quae in circuitu  
eoru̅ sunt  
de quibus preceperat  
dm̅s̅ eis ne facerent  
secundum illa 

καὶ 1°] pr + και απερριψαν τους ακριβασμους αυτου και την διαθηκην αυτου ην εκοψε συν πατρασιν αυτων O 121 488; 
pr + και απωσαντο την διαθηκην αυτου και τα δικαιωματα α διεθετο (-ετω 158) τοις πατρασιν αυτων L-700 328 158 
460 | οὐκ ἐφύλαξαν] > B L-127-700 460 | καὶ 3° B L-82-700 f 158] > rel | ὀπίσω 2°] + των θεων L-93-700 460 | ἐθνῶν] των 
θεων 158 | αὐτοῖς 2° B 158 245] pr κυριος A 247 L CI a 121 64´ 488 55 71 318 342 372 460 700; + κυριος rel 
MT/Rahlfs: [And they rejected his 
statutes and his covenant, which he 
made with their fathers],  
and the testimonies which he testified 
to them (LXX + they did not guard).  
And they walked behind vanities and 
became vain,  
and after the peoples that were around 
them,  
about whom Yahweh had commanded 
them not to do like them. 

L: And they rejected his 
covenant and the statutes 
which he made with 
their fathers, and the 
testimonies which he 
testified to them. And 
they walked behind 
vanities and became 
vain, and after the gods 
of the peoples that were 
around them, about 
whom Yahweh had 
commanded them not to 
do like those. 

La115: And they rejected 
his law and his statutes 
which he made to their 
fathers, and the 
testimonies which he 
testified to them. And 
they walked behind 
vanities and became vain, 
and after the peoples that 
were around them, about 
whom Yahweh had 
commanded them not to 
do like them. 

 
Before delving deeper into the relationship between the three extant witnesses in 15aα, 

two possible kaige influences in L need to be assessed. First, ἀπώσαντο as an 

equivalent of מאס, “to reject,” may be a kaige feature. The usual translation of מאס in 

Samuel-Kings is ἐξουδενέω, which, however, changes to ἀπωθέω in 2 Kings, 

appearing three times.472 As Muraoka notes, this may be simply a translational or 

stylistic variant, “but their clear-cut distribution is remarkable,” the feature likely 

coming from a Hebraizing reviser.473 La115 does not help us onwards, as we cannot 

ascertain its base text here.474 If this reading in L is indeed taken as a real kaige reading, 

and not coming from Theodotion or Symmachus, for instance, this would have very 

interesting text-historical repercussions. Second, as already mentioned, δικαίωμα as a 

translation of חָּקה seems to be a kaige feature as well.475 

                                                 
readings to the text. Using supervacuus as a translation of μάταιος is attested three times even in La115 
(1 Kgs 16:2, 13, 26). In any case, there is not much weight to be given to these readings. 
472 In 1 Sam 8:7, 10:19 (sprevistis La115), 15:23, 26, 16:1, 7. As a plus vis-à-vis MT in 1 Sam 15:9 
(ἐξουδενωμένον ἐξωλέθρευσαν), 2 Sam 6:16 (ἐξουδένωσεν, < ַוִּתֶבז?), 12:10 (ἐξουδένωσάς, < ְבזִָתנִי?); 
ἀπωθέω is found here and in 2 Kgs 17:20, 23:27. According to Reider & Turner, Index to Aquila, 30, 
the equivalent ἀπωθεῖσθαι = מאס is once attributed to Aquila and Symmachus. 
473 Muraoka, “Greek Texts of Samuel-Kings,” 41, 44. Muraoka notes that ἀπωθέω is the most common 
translation of מאס in the LXX overall. 
474 Only in 1 Kgs 12:8 is derelinquo used elsewhere (ἐγκατέλιπεν). No passages with ἀπωθέω are extant. 
In 2 Sam 17:12, La115 also reads reliquemus for ὑπολειψόμεθα. The Greek base of La115 thus may well 
have been different from O L. 
475 See 2.5.1. 
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The text of La115 has some interesting lexical traits as well, as it reads legē eius 

et mandata476 eius, “his law and his commands,” against L διαθήκην αὐτοῦ καὶ τὰ 

δικαιώματά, “his covenant and his statutes.” As Schenker points out, at least lex 

(“law”) may not translate διαθήκη (ְבִרית), but rather νόμος (ּתֹוָרה).477 Indeed, lex is an 

unusual translation of διαθήκη, which is normally translated with testamentum in 

La115.478 The use of different words may be due to natural fluctuation of the 

translational variants, although both the usually literal translation technique and the 

semantic range of these two being quite different indeed points to a differing Greek 

base text. The exact phrase dispono testamentum is also used in 2 Sam 10:19,479 

showing that this phrase was indeed known and used by the Latin translator, and would 

therefore be expected here as well, had the exemplar been similar to L. 

However, ּתֹוָרה as the object of כרת would be very unusual, and cannot be found 

elsewhere. This problem culminates with disposuit: is this a translation of διατίθημι 

 In nine cases out of ten this is the case,480 but in 2 Sam 17:23 La115 seems to ?(כרת*)

have used dispono as a rendering of ἐντέλλω, “to command,” which is the most 

common rendering of צוה in the LXX.481 Therefore there is a slight chance that the 

Vorlage behind the Greek exemplar of La115 had not כרת, but a much more common 

 However, positing that disposuit indeed ultimately 482.ּתֹורָ ה as the complement of צוה

translates כרת here, Schenker considers lex (*תורה) a lectio difficilior, and therefore 

more original,483 but this reasoning is too simplistic from the methodological 

perspective – and possibly not even necessary since La115 here might be ultimately 

translating a Greek text that had the Hebrew verb צוה as its Vorlage. 

                                                 
476 About mandata not much can be said, as it only appears here in all of La115’s text. It is not impossible, 
though, that here it translates the kaige reading δικαίωμα, or the OG πρόσταγμα, but neither of these 
possibilities can be confirmed. 
477 Schenker, Une Bible, 160. In Samuel–Kings, ּתֹוָרה is always translated as νόμος; cf. 2 Sam 7:19; 1 
Kgs 2:3; 2 Kgs 10:31, 14:6, 17:13, 34, 37, 22:8, 11, 23:24, 25. For 2 Kgs 21:8, see note 459 above. 
478 The Greek word διαθήκη is translated in La115 by testamentum four times; cf. 1 Sam 11:1, 2; 2 Sam 
5:3, 10:19 (with L, against the majority text and MT). One would thus expect it to be given here as well. 
The word lex, however, cannot be found elsewhere in the text of La115. Interestingly, in 2 Kgs 10:31, 
where other witnesses read ְּבתֹוַרת־יְהָוה/ἐν νόμῳ κυρίου, La115 alone gives in uiam domini, “in the way 
of the Lord.” The difference is in two letters only (ΕΝΝΟΜΩ ~ ΕΝΟΔΩ), so this may simply be due 
to textual corruption. Either way, this “attestation” does not help us any further. 
479 La115 agrees with L in an OG reading in 2 Sam 10:19: ηὐτομόλησαν] διέθεντο διαθήκην Bmg L. 
480 Cf. διατίθημι = dispono in 2 Sam 4:12, 5:25, 11:19, 13:28, 13:29, 17:14, 18:05; 1 Kgs 13:21, 17:15. 
481 The usual rendering of ἐντέλλω in La115 is praecipio; cf. 2 Sam 4:12, *25 (pre|...), 11:19, 13:28, 29, 
17:14, 18:5; 1 Kgs 13:21. Only in the case of 2 Kgs 17:15 is the translation different. 
482 Elsewhere in Num 19:2, 31:21; Deut 33:4; Josh 1:7 (> LXX), 22:5; 2 Kgs 14:6, 17:34, 21:8 (> OG); 
1 Chr 16:40; 2 Chr 25:4, 33:8; Ps 78:5; Neh 8:1, 14, 9:14; Mal 3:24. 
483 Schenker, Une Bible, 160. 
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The relation of L and Aquila’s text (O) in this verse is a tricky one, and depends 

to a certain degree on the conclusions made about verse 14 and the possibility of a 

homoioteleuton in the Greek text. As Torijano notes, L could simply smooth out the 

grammar and uncommon lexical variants of the Hexaplaric text.484 Torijano concludes 

that the L text indeed has some Hebraizing flavor, but that “its source was not the 

Hexaplaric recension as it has reached us.”485 Arguably, however, the only 

“Hexaplaric” feature of L is indeed the fact that it too gives any text here. By this logic 

La115, which appears to further differ from both O and L, could also be somehow 

Hexaplaric here. Could the text not have just been added by some other Hebraizing 

revision (for instance Theodotion) since there seems to be some kaige flavor to its 

lexical variants? Or could this not even be a remnant of OG or a text form close to it? 

These matters will be analyzed in 2.6.6.3 below. 

2.6.6.2 Is there a literary link between verse 7*b and the hinge-point of 
verses 14–15? 
Trebolle marks a further curious – according to him also literary-critically relevant – 

phenomenon in verse 15: here the vast majority of Greek manuscripts have a plus οὐκ 

ἐφύλαξαν (“they did not guard/preserve”) against the MT.486 Only manuscripts B L 

460 and La115 do not have this plus. 

15abα MT 15abα LXX B 15abα L 15abα La115  
ּו ַוִּיְמֲאס  

יו   ֶאת־ֻחָּק֗
ִריתֹוֶאת־ּבְ וְ   

ת ֶׁשר ָּכַר ֲא   
ם  ֶאת־ֲאבֹוָת֔

יו  ְוֵאת  ְדֹוָת֔ ֵעֽ  
יד ֶׁשר ֵהעִ ֲא   
ם  ָּב֑

  
י ֵּיְלכּו ַאֲחֵר וַ   

  ֶבלֶה ַה 
 ַוֶּיְהָּבלּו…

15 [και απερριψαν τους 
ακριβασμους αυτου και 
την διαθηκην αυτου ην 
εκοψε συν πατρασιν 
αυτων O 121 488] 
καὶ τὰ μαρτύρια αὐτοῦ,  
ὅσα διεμαρτύρατο  
αὐτοῖς,  
οὐκ ἐφύλαξαν  
καὶ ἐπορεύθησαν ὀπίσω  
τῶν ματαίων  
καὶ ἐματαιώθησαν… 

15 και απωσαντο  
την διαθηκην αυτου  
και τα δικαιωματα  
ἁ διεθετο  
τοις πατρασιν αυτων,  
καὶ τὰ μαρτύρια αὐτοῦ ὅσα 
διεμαρτύρατο  
αὐτοῖς,  
> 
καὶ ἐπορεύθησαν ὀπίσω  
τῶν ματαίων  
καὶ ἐματαιώθησαν… 

15 et dereliquerunt 
lege̅ eius  
et mandata eius  
quae disposuit  
patrib· eorum  
et testimonia eius  
quib· testificatus est 
in eis  
>   
et ambulaverunt post  
uana  
et euanauerunt… 

According to Trebolle, this occurrence of οὐκ ἐφύλαξαν in the middle of the verse 

marks a literary seam between verses 14 and 15 and shows a vestige of the earlier OG 

order (= La115) and text in the verse and its original context.487 The plus would then 

                                                 
484 Torijano, “How Much Hexaplaric,” 74. It is nevertheless hard to say what Torijano means by “the 
Antiochian text seems to be more Hexaplaric-like than the Hexaplaric text itself.” 
485 Torijano, “How Much Hexaplaric,” 74. 
486 Trebolle, “2 Kings 17,2-23,” 220. 
487 Trebolle, “2 Kings 17,2–23,” 220–1. 
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confirm the authenticity of La115’s similar reading in 7*b (non custodierunt) and that 

the text of 7*ab indeed originally directly preceded the text of verse 15, as now 

happens in La115.488 As “their fathers” and the “testimonies” are also addressed both 

here and in 7*b, Trebolle argues that the Greek majority text must have been at least 

in some contact with a Greek text form similar to 7*b of La115.489 

There are some difficulties with this idea, however. The plus is also wanting in 

L, and a simple accidental omission of the words is not very likely. This alone is 

naturally no argument for the greater originality of the minus – the minus could be due 

to the possible Hebraizing, even Hexaplaric, nature of L in 15a. However, L is, with 

La115 and some Hexaplaric manuscripts, the only witness to also give the beginning 

part of verse 15. Furthermore, since all the manuscripts (except for B) that lack 15aα 

also have the plus οὐκ ἐφύλαξαν, these phenomena are probably linked.490 As the MT 

has preserved the text of 15a as a whole, but not the Greek plus οὐκ ἐφύλαξαν (* לא

 this starts to seem like a solely intra-Greek addition.491 ,(שמרו

And indeed, when the corrupted Greek majority text is examined more closely, 

it can be seen that the text of the LXX in verses 14–15 is in fact grammatically (and 

otherwise) hard to understand without the plus οὐκ ἐφύλαξαν: “14And they did not 

listen, and hardened their necks over the necks of their fathers, 15and his testimonies 

that he testified to them [+ they did not guard]. And they walked after vanities ….” It 

is clear that the text needed some emending after the haplography had happened, and 

as φυλάσσω (v. 13) is, apart from ἀκούω, the latest verb used in connection with (not) 

taking heed of Yahweh’s commandments, it would be no wonder that exactly this verb 

would have been added here at some point.492 The phenomenon is thus due to free 

copying. 

Furthermore, it is also probable that the word preceptum (v. 7*b, La115) was not 

used to translate μαρτύριον, as Trebolle suggests,493 but ἐντολή. The customary Latin 

translation of μαρτύριον and its cognates is testimonium, though the attestations in 

                                                 
488 Trebolle, “2 Kings 17,2–23,” 219–22. 
489 Trebolle, “2 Kings 17,2–23,” 220–1. 
490 The manuscripts O 127 328 121 488 158, which give the full text (15a) in some form and also attest 
the plus “οὐκ ἐφύλαξαν,” can be adequately explained by the influence of the majority text’s reading 
on these manuscripts. 
491 Manuscript 127 accordingly gives this plus inside an obelos. 
492 The same line of argument is presented by Stade, Kings, 264 and Becking, Ondergang, 173. 
493 Trebolle, “2 Kings 17,2-23,” 220: “The verb is part of the same sentence, καὶ τὰ μαρτύρια ... οὐκ 
ἐφύλαξαν / non custodierunt praecepta.” 
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La115 are again too rare to base any definite claims on.494 This lexical difference makes 

the proposed link between verses 7*b and 15a even less apparent. 

While it is indeed possible that parts of the readings of verse 7*b of La115 (= 

OG) have now, for whatever reason, been buried in the middle of verse 15, this seems 

somewhat unlikely. Therefore, the attestation of οὐκ ἐφύλαξαν in the Greek witnesses 

is not a case of a literary-critically important “element that encloses the second block 

of the text” as Trebolle puts it, but due to secondary intra-Greek development.495  

2.6.6.3 The minus of 15a in LXX – relationships of the three LXX text 
forms 
One of the biggest challenges concerning the textual development of verse 15a of the 

LXX is the fact that not even the kaige revision has supplemented the missing text. If 

the text was missing already in the OG, and the homoioteleuton did not happen in 

Greek, one would expect the text to have then been added already by kaige, and not 

only at a very late stage by Aquila, as now is the case.496 This problem becomes even 

more challenging when the likely kaige features of L in this verse (ἀπωθέω, δικαίωμα) 

are taken into account: Is L here the only witness preserving the kaige text? Did the 

homoioteleuton happen in Greek (14b αὐτῶν 2°…αὐτῶν 15a) after all? If it indeed 

did, how should the full text of La115 be accounted for? In any case it is quite clear that 

15a must have originally been part of the OG Vorlage since the omission leaves the 

text grammatically awkward and forces most manuscripts to add an additional verbal 

construct οὐκ ἐφύλαξαν to the sentence as argued above. 

There are three possible ways to deal with the relationship of the three Greek 

witnesses:  

1) L La115 = OG;  

2) B = OG, in which case L La115 = kaige/Hexaplaric; or  

3) La115 = OG, in which case L = ~ OG/kaige/Hexaplaric. 

                                                 
494 See 1 Sam 9:24 (testimonium); and testimonia, testificatus est (διεμαρτύρατο) in this verse. 
495 Trebolle, “2 Kings 17,2-23,” 221. This is a good example for showing that what has previously been 
called “text-critical” method should, already from a work-efficiency viewpoint, be considered before 
the larger literary-critical argumentation is commenced. 
496 It is often noted by scholars that the haplography is due to a homoioteleuton between two occurrences 
of ֲאבֹוָתם in verses 14 and 15; see Trebolle, “2 Kings 17,2-23,” 221 and Rahlfs, Lukians Rezension, 245. 
However, such a mistake can happen naturally only in Hebrew, which would imply that the 
homoioteleuton must have happened already at the transmission stage of the Vorlage of the OG (which 
is, however, not seemingly indicated by Trebolle). The plus of L La115 would thus in any case be 
harmonization towards the MT. 
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In the first two cases, La115 would most probably be a proto-Lucianic or, especially in 

the second option, possibly even a truly Lucianic recensional witness. The main 

question pertains to the stage at which the omission happened – in Greek or already in 

Hebrew? 

In the first option, the readings ἀπώσαντο and δικαιώματά in L in 15aα are not kaige 

readings, in which case the text of L could be seen as approximately OG with La115. 

The omission may have happened through a homoioteleuton in Greek. The proto-

Lucianic manuscript tradition could well have survived this seemingly very early 

mistake.  

A problem with this alternative arises, however, with the fact that otherwise only 

the Hexaplaric manuscripts have supplemented this text, and even they from Aquila. 

Why did kaige – or, apparently, any other Hebraizing revision – not already add this 

text? Was the text missing from the (proto-)MT Vorlage of kaige as well?497 If this 

was indeed the case, the minus could also be due to kaige, which secondarily omitted 

the OG portion of the text not found in its Hebrew Vorlage.498 

 

In the second option, proposing the majority text and its minus as OG, L could be seen 

as a revision of a Hexaplaric text or reflecting some other unpreserved Hebraizing 

revision. The text was dropped via homoioteleuton already in the Hebrew Vorlage of 

the OG. In this case the few other witnesses, including La115, would be giving a later 

Hebraizing text. The text of L, with its probable kaige influences, could come from 

                                                 
497 A somewhat similar case is 1 Kgs 22:47–50 (completely a kaige text; OG, likely represented by L, 
lacks verses 41–51), which is missing from the majority text but supplemented to A from Aquila. Why 
were these verses apparently not yet added by kaige? These cases are also similar in that both have a 
considerable transposition of material; see Mäkipelto, Tekoniemi & Tucker, “Large-Scale 
Transposition,” 6–9. Was this text missing from the Vorlage of kaige? Could this also be the case here? 
498 In such a case, L would have gotten its text – or at least some parts of it – from a Hebraizing revision 
such as Theodotion or Symmachus whose texts are no longer preserved. La115 might then follow this 
(proto-)Lucianic trait. However, although kaige is known to omit text, such long minuses are quite rare, 
albeit not unheard of. 
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either kaige or “Lucianized” Aquila, although if the text was from kaige proper, one 

would once again also expect to see the text in the B-text. Therefore, it would be more 

natural to see L as giving a Hexaplaric text, which was changed quite extensively by 

the Lucianic revisers.  

In any case, the problem of non-existent kaige texts is again present: why was 

the B-text not supplemented? Did the reviser make the same, quite unlikely, mistake 

as the putative Vorlage of the OG? Or was the text for some reason not found in the 

(proto-)MT either? It is not completely impossible either that there was a further Greek 

homoioteleuton shortly after kaige that dropped the text again, but none of these 

scenarios seem very probable. Furthermore, taking into account that La115 has very 

little Lucianic (and no Hexaplaric) material in its text of Kings, it is very questionable, 

although not totally impossible,499 that it would give such a long Lucianic plus that 

was, no less, originally taken over from the Hexapla. 

Moreover, if L were to be taken to represent (alone) a kaige text, this would 

make the textual history of the passage quite complex: La115 possibly as the sole 

witness to a proto-Lucianic text (OG?), L as later Hebraizing revision, and a 

Hexaplaric text as the latest addition. Also, at a very early point the text would have 

been dropped from the majority text’s line, as otherwise the lack of the passage and 

its supplementation in A with Aquila’s text would make little sense.  

 

There is yet a third option. It should be noted that in La115 the text of verses 14b–15aα 

could not have dropped in the same way it may have in other witnesses,500 as the text 

of verse 15 is given already after verse 7*b, not 14. The same homoioteleuton mistakes 

                                                 
499 Moreover, the true recensional Lucianic influences in La115 are otherwise on the scale of several 
words at best, not full verses. For a discussion of this very sporadic stratum of secondary (proto-
)Lucianic readings, see 1.2.2.2. 
500 The order of the text in La115 is 17:1–6.7*ab.15–19.9a[–14?.20?.21–23?]. 
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are still possible, as 7*b ends in the words patrum suorum/πατέρων αὐτῶν/*אבותם, but 

they would have taken off only the text of 15aα, not 14b. Such an omission is only 

possible in MT/LXX. Presuming that verses 15–19 were indeed at some point moved 

after 9–14 in MT/LXX, the actual act of transposition to the new position could also 

well have prompted, already in Hebrew, an accidental omission of verses 14b–15a, 

which lay at the exact hinge-point of this putative change.  

The change of order in Greek would probably have been carried out at the stage 

of the kaige revision. The omission of 14b–15a could have already been in the Hebrew 

Vorlage of kaige, or the kaige reviser may have mistakenly omitted the text by 

parablepsis. The omission may also have happened by some mishap in the process of 

transposition. The text of L could then be either kaige, otherwise Hebraizing, or 

Hexaplaric, though the latter does seem more likely when the case of verse 14b is 

taken into account. Of course, if the text of L is ruled as (at least partly) kaige, this 

could run somewhat contrary to this theory: the omission, in Greek, would have 

needed to have happened relatively early in the manuscript tradition after the work of 

kaige. It is also possible that L, as is often the case, in fact preserves to a certain degree 

the OG text, albeit in a slightly corrupted form (mixed text type of L). Indeed, the 

Hebraizing change of order would have probably been made independently by the 

Lucianic reviser in any case. 

In any case, this theory could, at least to some extent, explain the lack of text in 

the Greek majority manuscript tradition: the omission may have happened, probably 

accidentally, at the kaige stage, or rather, at the stage of the Hebraizing change of 

order of the narrative blocks. If the order of the narratives of La115 is seen as OG, this 

would support the option at hand: because the kaige reviser had to adapt the text order 

to that of the MT, it would not be impossible that in the process some of the text at the 

very seam of this transposing action dropped off. 
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Conclusions: In the case of the Greek verse 15 it seems that there are only problematic 

options when it comes to reconstructing the textual history of the passage – very likely 

we are missing some essential part(s) of the textual evolution of the Greek text (and 

possibly even of the MT). As such, all three cases have their pros and cons, although 

option 2 with its complexity may be ruled out as the most improbable. 

Since the text of L here may well be – as is quite often the case (see for this 

especially 2.6.10) – a composite of different text historical layers, option 3 appears in 

many ways preferable. L could thus simply preserve in 15aα a slightly Hebraized 

(Symmachus/Theodotion) OG text in a secondary location. This synthesis would solve 

some key problems, and allow some leeway for different text-transmissional 

possibilities, even if still suggesting quite a complicated textual history – though the 

history of this passage seems to have been very complicated in any case. 

2.6.7 Verse 16 
There are two noteworthy phenomena in this verse. First, La115 transierunt may not 

translate ἐγκατέλιπον, but some other Greek verb. Second, La115 agrees with the Greek 

majority reading by reading Asherim in the plural against the singular of MT/L. 

MT LXX B L La115  
 ַוַּיַעְז֗בּו 
  ־ִמְצֹותֶאת־ָּכל

םְיהוָ  ֵהיֶה֔ ה ֱא  
ם ַוַּיֲעׂשּו ָלֶה    

ה ַמֵּסכָ   
ים   ְׁשֵנים ֲעָגִל֑

ּו ׂשַוַּיעֲ   
ה   ֲאֵׁשיָר֗
  ַוִּיְׁשַּתֲחוּו
א ְלָכל־ְצבָ   
ִים  ַהָּׁשַמ֔

ּו ַוַּיַעְבד   
ַעל׃ֶאת־ַהּבָ   

ἐγκατέλιπον  
τὰς ἐντολὰς  
Kυρίου θεοῦ αὐτῶν  
καὶ ἐποίησαν ἑαυτοῖς  
χώνευμα  
δύο δαμάλεις,  
καὶ ἐποίησαν  
ἄλση  
καὶ προσεκύνησαν  
πάσῃ τῇ δυνάμει  
τοῦ οὐρανοῦ  
καὶ ἐλάτρευσαν  
τῷ Βααλ 

καὶ ἐγκατέλιπον  
τὰς ἐντολὰς 
κυρίου τοῦ θεοῦ αὐτῶν  
καὶ ἐποίησαν ἑαυτοῖς  
χώνευτα501,  
δύο δαμάλεις,  
καὶ ἐποίησαν  
ἄλσος  
καὶ προσεκύνησαν  
πάσῃ τῇ στρατιᾷ502  
τοῦ οὐρανοῦ  
καὶ ἐλάτρευσαν  
τῷ Βααλ 

et transierunt  
omnes503 praeceptum  
dm̅ı̅ dei sui  
et fecer· sibi  
fusilia  
duos uitulos  
et fecerunt  
lucos 
et adorauerunt 
toto exercitui  
caeli  
et servierunt  
illi baal 

                                                 
501 The plural seems like a Lucianic harmonization of the number of objects, the two calves. The 
respective plural reading of La115 may be (proto-)Lucianic, but, more probably, La115 harmonizes the 
number independently. 
502 L, with La115 and a plethora of Greek manuscripts, preserves the OG reading here. The Kaige revision 
changed the translation of  ְצָבא from OG στρατιά to δύναμις. This change can be evidenced multiple 
times in the Greek Minor Prophets Scroll from Naḥal Ḥever (8ḤevXIIgr), the prime example of a kaige 
type text; see Tov, Greek Minor Prophets Scroll, 132–3, 149, 154, 157. 
503 La115 is here somehow corrupt, as omnes (pl.) and praeceptum (sg.) are grammatically incompatible 
– the plural is to be emended as omne, as suggested by Fischer, “Palimpsestus Vindobonensis,” 87, and 
followed by Schenker, Une Bible, 161–2. This plus is probably due to a copying mistake in Greek (ΤΑΣ 
~ ΠΑΣ). 
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ἐγκατέλιπον – αὐτῶν] > d-106 554 | ἐγκατέλιπον] pr και L-700 52-242-328 460 | χώνευμα] χωνευτα L-108;  χωνευτας 700; 
χωνευματα 328 | καὶ 2° – ἄλση] > A | ἄλση] αλσος L-700 460; εφουδ 554; + τη δυναμει 55 | δυνάμει B O CI 121 f o 488 
x  71 158 244 245 318 342 372] στρατεια V*; στρατια rel 
MT/Rahlfs: And they forsook the 
commandments of Yahweh, their God, and 
made themselves a molten image, two 
calves. And they made Ashera/groves, and 
worshipped all the host of heaven, and 
served Baal. 

L/La115: And they forsook(L)/transgressed(La115) 
the commandments of the Lord, their God, and 
made themselves molten images, two calves. And 
they made grove(s La115), and worshipped all the 
host of heaven, and served Baal. 

The verb transeo “to go over/across, transgress” is usually used in La115 to translate 

διαβαίνω or δι-/παρέρχομαι,504 while ἐνκαταλείπω, “to leave behind, abandon” is once 

rendered by derelinquo, and the shorter καταλείπω once by relinquo and once by 

remitto.505 It is possible that the Latin translator has translated ἐνκαταλείπω somewhat 

freely here, since even transeo transmits clearly enough the basic meaning of the text: 

the Israelites did not obey the commandments of Yahweh. On the other hand, it can 

also be argued that the phrase of La115 was not translated from the majority text’s 

ἐνκαταλείπω, but from παραβαίνω/παρέρχομαι.506 If this difference went back to 

Hebrew, as may well have been the case, the Vorlage was probably not עזב, but 507.עבר 

The difference is not great, and could even be argued to be due to a copying mistake 

in Hebrew, but the meaning indeed becomes ideologically slightly different: instead 

of completely “abandoning” the statutes, the Israelites simply “transgressed them.” As 

a condemnation this could be seen as more lenient than that of the MT. It is also 

noteworthy that the LXX lacks the MT plus כל (“all the statutes”), which Montgomery 

sees as similarly “softening the indictment” of Israel.508 However, as noted in the case 

of verse 7*, such a more lenient condemnation of Israel could conversely very well be 

the more original statement. The plus of כל in the MT also seems like a small 

independent scribal addition.509 The Septuagint majority text is therefore to be 

preferred here. 

                                                 
504 Cf. 1 Sam 2:5 (παρῆκαν), 9:27 (διελθέτω), 14:23 (διῆλθεν); 2 Sam 10:17 (διέβη), 17:16 (καί γε 
διαβαίνων σπεῦσον] και διαβαινων διαβηθι L = transies transi), 21 (διάβητε), 22 (transiebant + 
pertransi = διέβησαν + διῆλθεν), 24 (διέβη); 1 Kgs 18:29 (παρῆλθεν); 2 Kgs 6:9 (παρελθεῖν] διελθεῖν 
L). See also 2 Sam 17:20 (pertransierunt = παρῆλθαν).  
505 Cf. 2 Sam 5:21 (remiserunt); 1 Kgs 12:8 (derelinquit). 
506 Similarly Schenker, Une Bible, 160. Overall, διαβαίνω and δι-/παρέρχομαι are the two most common 
Greek equivalents of verbal עבר in the LXX. 
507 Schenker, Une Bible, 160. 
508 Montgomery, Kings, 478. 
509 Similarly Stade, Kings, 264: “> S, and this omission is right.” Such additions of כל are recurrent in 
the scribal transmission. It is possible that a similar independent addition of omnes in La115 has 
happened in the Latin/Greek transmission process, since such a small-scale Hebraizing correction 
towards the MT would otherwise be very perplexing to be found here in La115. More likely this is just 
a copying error however; see note 503 above. 
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On the changing number of the Asherim (plural in LXX/La115, singular in 

MT/L510), Schenker argues that the singular reading adds to the sin of Israel more than 

the plural: while the making of cult objects (Asherim) is bad, it is even worse to have 

Israelites make “(an) Ashera,” a goddess in her own right, similar to Baal at the end 

of the verse.511 At the same time the singular also makes the apposition of the deities 

Ashera and Baal clearer in the passage.512 It has been further marked by Hugo that this 

change from plural ֲאֵׁשִרים to singular ֲאֵׁשיָרה in the MT is not a completely unique 

occurrence but may indeed be a broader revisional characteristic of the MT.513 

Redaction-critically speaking, however, it is more likely for the singular to be original 

since in the later stages of the nomistic editing the plural understanding of Ashera as 

a simple cultic object (the same also happens with “Baalim”) becomes more 

prevalent.514 The Greek plural could here even be a slight translational change. 

2.6.8 Verse 17 
In this verse La115 differs quite notably from the majority text.515 Curiously, L again 

agrees partly with La115’s readings, hinting at the proto-Lucianic origins of the text of 

La115. Most notably, they both add to the list of Israel’s sins “and they made ephod 

and teraphim,” to which La115 likely erroneously further adds “and took auspices” (et 

augurabantur) in place of “and they sold themselves.” 

MT LXX B L La115  
ַּיֲעִבירּו וַ   

ם ֶאת־ְּבֵניֶה   
 ְוֶאת־ְּבֽנֹוֵתיֶהם

ׁש   ָּבֵא֔
ּו ַוִּיְקְסמ  

ים ְקָסִמ   
ׁשּו   ַוְיַנֵח֑

καὶ διῆγον  
τοὺς υἱοὺς αὐτῶν  
καὶ τὰς θυγατέρας 
αὐτῶν ἐν πυρὶ, 
ἐμαντεύοντο  
μαντείας  
καὶ οἰωνίζοντο  

καὶ διήγαγον 
τοὺς υἱοὺς αὐτῶν  
καὶ τὰς θυγατέρας  
αὐτῶν ἐν πυρὶ  
καὶ ἐμαντεύοντο  
μαντείαις 
καὶ οἰωνίζοντο  

et perducebant  
filios suos  
et filias  
suas in igni  
et divinabant 
divinationes  
 

                                                 
510 It is interesting to note that L is here the only Greek witness to give the singular. Is this a true 
Hebraizing/Hexaplaric reading (possibly from α´ και εποιησαν αλσος) or simply some sort of Lucianic 
change (possibly harmonization towards the singular in verse 10)? 
511 Schenker, Une Bible, 161. 
512 Schenker, Une Bible, 161. 
513 Hugo, Deux Visages, 270–6. Similarly Schenker, Älteste Textgeschichte, 31–33. The difference MT 
sg. vs. LXX pl. can be found in four passages: 1 Kgs 18:19 (but see 18:22, where only L gives a plural 
form against the sg. Of the LXX, and which is not found in the MT); 2 Kgs 13:6 (the singular is likely 
harmonization towards 1 Kgs 16:33; L preserves the original plural), 18:4, 21:3. In 23:4 (ἄλσει] ἄλση 
247 313 799 107 488; τη ασηρωθ L 460 = Asera Luc), 6 (ἄλσος] + τη(ς) ασηρωθ L 158 460), L has a 
curious Hebraizing/transcribed form of the Hebrew plural (understood by L as a singular), differing 
from the rest of the traditions, which Kauhanen, Lucifer of Cagliari, 294, deems Lucianic. 
514 See Pakkala, “Deuteronomy and 1–2 Kings,” 145–6, 150. As this mention is also an allusion to the 
sins of Manasseh (2 Kgs 21:3) and Ahab (1 Kgs 16:33), the singular is more likely to be the original. 
515 This section has previously been published in a shortened form as part of an article; see Tekoniemi, 
“Between Two Differing Editions.” 
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ְּכ֗רּו ְתַמ ַוּיִ   
ע ַלֲעׂשֹות ָהַר   

ה ְּבֵעיֵני ְיהוָ   
ֹו׃ְלַהְכִעיס  

 
 
 
 
καὶ ἐπράθησαν  
τοῦ ποιῆσαι τὸ πονηρὸν  
ἐν ὀφθαλμοῖς Kυρίου  
παροργίσαι αὐτόν. 

οἰωνισμοῖς516  
καὶ ἐποίησαν ἐφοὺδ517 
καὶ θεραφείμ 
 
καὶ ἐπράθησαν  
τοῦ ποιῆσαι τὸ πονηρὸν  
ἐνώπιον Kυρίου  
τοῦ παροργίσαι αὐτόν. 

 
et fecerunt ephud  
et teraphin  
et augurabantur  
et auspicabantur518 
ut facerent quod malum 
est in conspectu dm̅ı̅519 
ut in indignatione̅ eum  
mitterent 

διῆγον] διηγαγον L-700 460 | μαντείας – οἰωνίζοντο] > A | οἰωνίζοντο] + οιωνισμοις (οιωνισμους 328) και εποιησαν 
εφουδ και θεραφειμ L-700 328 158 460 | ἐπράθησαν] επειραθησαν 328 381c 488c 527 554sup.lin.; επηρθησαν 245; 
επορευθησαν 707s | ἐν ὀφθαλμοῖς] ενωπιον L-700 460 
MT/Rahlfs: And they made 
their sons and daughters to 
pass through fire, and divined 
divinations, and auspiced, and 
sold themselves to do evil in 
the eyes of Yahweh in order 
to enrage him. 

L: And they made their sons 
and daughters to pass through 
fire, and divined by 
divinations, and auspiced 
auspices, and made ephod 
and teraphim, and sold 
themselves to do evil in the 
eyes of Yahweh in order to 
enrage him. 

La115: And they made their 
sons and their daughters to 
pass through fire, and divined 
divinations, and made ephod 
and teraphim, and augured, 
and auspiced/endeavored to 
do evil in the eyes of Yahweh 
in order to enrage him. 

It is quite clear that the plus of L and La115 is not a result of some textual mishap, at 

least a typographical one. We are most probably dealing with a literary variant 

between the MT and the OG.520 When noted by commentators, the most common 

explanation for this plus is that this mention was a gloss-like addition made in the 

LXX, either at the level of OG or some later copying stage.521 The addition would 

have been made for the purpose of adding even more sins to the already lengthy listing 

                                                 
516 The plus οἰωνισμοῖς is a quite clear Lucianic stylistic harmonization to the preceding construction; 
see Rahlfs, Lukians Rezension, 278. 
517 The reading εφουδ is also indirectly witnessed by 554 in the preceding verse, where it alone reads 
ἄλση] εφουδ. 
518 Auspicabantur (“they auspiced”) as a translation of ἐπράθησαν (“they sold themselves”) seems 
faulty, and knowing the proficiency of the Latin translator, unlikely to be a translational mistake. 
Therefore, unless this is a considerably free rendering, there was probably some corruption in the 
transmission. One possibility is that the exemplar of the Latin translator read επειραθησαν (“attempt/try, 
make a trial”), a secondary reading found in 328 381c 488c 527 554, which the translator interpreted in 
this context as denoting a mantic practice of some sort. There may also be a loose semantic 
correspondence between the two verbs, since auspico can also be used in the meaning “to begin,” 
somewhat similarly to πειράω, “to endeavor.” However, Schenker, Une Bible, 163–4, considers La115 
as OG in its verbal form, arguing that the rare MT/LXX verb replaced the omitted mention about ephod 
and teraphim. This is unlikely, however. It remains easier to see La115 as secondary in this feature. This 
reading also brings to its text a notable (secondary) stylistic feature as La115 now gives all the actions 
of the verse in paired formulas: they passed their sons and daughters, they divined by divinations, they 
made ephod and teraphim, and they augured and auspiced. 
519 La115 agrees with L in the OG reading ἐνώπιον. 
520 Rahlfs, Lucians Rezension, 290, already classifies this plus as “Vorlucianisches Gut in L.” 
521 This plus has only rarely been taken into account in the commentaries or the scholarly literature 
altogether. According to Cogan & Tadmor, II Kings, 205–6, this plus is indeed due to “the tendency of 
translators and copyists to add elements in catalogue-like listings” (although it is exceedingly unlikely 
that this plus is due to the Septuagint translator). See also Stade, Kings, 264, who notes: “… originally 
a marginal gloss. It seemed to a later reader as though this could not be dispensed with in the catalogue 
of Israel's heresies.” 
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in verses 7–17.522 The addition would have not been made haphazardly since both the 

ephod and teraphim are indeed at times used in divinatory practices.523 The plus thus 

continues the list of illicit divinatory cult practices quite organically. 

However, some scholars have also seen this plus as part of the original text.524 

As Schenker notes, it is actually not that clear whether “making ephod and teraphim” 

is actually a sin in itself:525 at least ephod was quite clearly considered part of the 

legitimate cult and it is nowhere denounced as such.526 The teraphim, on the other 

hand, are more often seen as a form of idolatry.527 Therefore, on one hand it would be 

quite understandable to have the sinful Israelites also “make teraphim,” as they clearly 

at least at some point came to be seen as idolatrous devices. On the other hand, making 

an ephod does not seem like a good sin (or sin at all) to add to the list. Conversely, 

why would teraphim have been taken out of the text if they worked so well in the 

context? Were they indeed simply added in the OG or its Hebrew Vorlage as a gloss 

of sorts, possibly to increase the sinfulness of the Israelites? 

                                                 
522 It could even be that this addition was made as a partial harmonization to the phrase found in 2 Kgs 
21:6 (καὶ οἰωνίζετο καὶ ἐποίησεν θελητὴν), but in that case the editor would have made an extremely 
bad job of his “harmonization” attempt – and, moreover, towards a kaige text, since L preserves the OG 
reading (καὶ οἰωνίζετο καὶ ἐποίησεν ἐγγαστριμύθους) in this verse; see Kauhanen, Lucifer of Cagliari, 
218–19. 
523 Ephod is used for “asking Yahweh” in 1 Sam 23:9–12 (LXX lacks verse 12), 30:7–8, and is in 
Exodus often mentioned in connection with the breast-plate where Urim and Thummim were positioned 
(Ex 25:7, 28:4, 15, 28 (> LXX), 29:5, 35:9, 27, 39:8, 21). Teraphim are used for divination in Ezek 
21:21; and possibly Zech 10:2. Teraphim are also mentioned together with ephod in Judg 17:5, 18:14, 
17, 18, 20; Hos 3:4 (different in LXX). 
524 Klostermann, Könige, 454; Schenker, Une Bible, 162–4. 
525 Schenker, Une Bible, 162–3: “On aurait donc deux fois, en 2 Rois 17,17 et 2 Rois 23,4, éliminé la 
mention de l'ephod d'un contexte païen créé par la décadence religieuse du roi Manassé” (163). 
Schenker’s argument seems to be more about the text of Lucifer of Cagliari in 2 Kgs 23:4 than it is 
about 17:17, and his argumentation does not really carry over from 23:4 to 17:17, as the contexts of 
these passages are so different (destruction of Samaria – reform of Josiah). That ephod was possibly 
omitted from the text in 23:4 does not in any way mean that it would be omitted here as well, especially 
when the “religious decadence” of Manasseh, to which Schenker seems to give the blame in 17:17 as 
well, could not even have affected the Israelites yet. See also Kauhanen, Lucifer of Cagliari, 293, who 
contends that the addition of ephod in 2 Kgs 23:4 may simply be due to Lucifer’s own modification of 
the text. 
526 There are nevertheless some texts that criticize ephod in the Hebrew Bible. In Judg. 8:27, Gideon 
makes an ephod in Ophrah, “and all Israel played the harlot with it there, so that it became a snare to 
Gideon and his household.” Another story where ephod is criticized is the satirical story about Micah 
and his own temple(!) in Judg 17–18. However, the biggest problem with an ephod in these stories 
seems not to be its inherent unholiness (on the contrary, the ephod appears as quite holy in both stories), 
but the fact that the wrong person has made an ephod, and even more so, in the wrong place (the Danites 
even take Micah’s ephod with them to Dan). In this way the case of 2 Kgs 17:17 may be in a way 
parallel to the idea expressed in these stories as well: the wrong people have made an ephod in the 
wrong place (in the north). 
527 See 1 Sam 15:23; 2 Kgs 23:24; Zeph 10:2. 
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The key to the problem may indeed lie in the ephod. While still somewhat 

enigmatic, it is quite clear that this usually quite lavishly adorned vestment was worn 

by priests, and therefore it was indeed part of the legitimate Yahwistic cult. Most 

importantly, even though an ephod of some kind ( ָּבד ֵאפֹוד , “linen ephod”) is also said 

to have been worn by young Samuel and David,528 it appears that ephod was 

understood especially to have been a garment of the high priest.529 This understanding 

of the word would in turn create an implicational ideological tension in the OG text: 

was there an ephod of a Yahwistic high priest in Israel/Samaria?530 This, in turn, would 

imply that there was also a legitimate sanctuary of Yahweh in Samaria. This was 

something the later revisers, especially during the Second Temple period, would have 

seen as highly inappropriate.531 The mention of an ephod in the context of Samaria 

would be omitted,532 even if it meant simultaneously taking out the mention of the 

sinful teraphim. The MT, accompanied by the kaige text, has thus here omitted part 

of the more original text (*ויעׂשו אפד ותרפים). 

One has to note, however, that the OG plus does seem literary-critically 

somewhat intrusive in the context, suddenly mentioning two mantic instruments 

between the different mantic practices.533 As will be argued later (3.2), this plus was 

likely added with the many other purely material conceptions of other, idolatrous gods 

and/or their service (e.g., the ִּגּלִלים of verse 12).  

                                                 
528 In 1 Sam 2:18; 2 Sam 6:14. 
529 This was the understanding of the rabbinic writers as well; see Grintz, “Ephod,” 804–6; Meyers, 
“Ephod,” 550.  
530 In fact, both Judg 8:27 (Ophrah) and 17–18 (Dan) also have the “wrong ephod” in the area of the 
later Northern Kingdom. These may well be the same sorts of allusions to an illegitimate high 
priesthood in the Northern Kingdom/Samaria as here in 2 Kgs 17:17. Of course, in 1 Kgs 12:31/13:33 
we are told that Jeroboam institutes an illegitimate priesthood on the northern high places – it would 
only make sense that this action included the appointment of a high priest, as well. 
531 See Pakkala, God’s Word Omitted, 233–4.  
532 In verse 17:29 the text has been further edited according to similar “anti-Samaritan” principles. This 
implicit notion of a Yahwistic high priesthood in Samaria can hardly be directly taken as telling of a 
historical situation. However, a later omission of such a remark would seem much more suspicious, and 
possibly even more telling of a historically extremely likely Yahwistic sanctuary in Samaria. As noted 
by Pakkala, God’s Word Omitted, 213–22, 231–7, 243–5 and Schenker, Älteste Textgeschichte, 34–51, 
149–66, 177–8, the Masoretic edition of Samuel–Kings is especially interested in omitting improper 
references to the illegitimate temple(s) of Yahweh, and even Baal, in Israel and Judah. It would thus be 
expected that these Masoretic revisers were just as sensitive to possible illegitimate priestly garments 
in the Northern Kingdom. 
533 Thus, the already quoted remarks of Cogan & Tadmor, 2 Kings, 205–6 and Stade, Kings, 264, are 
not completely off the mark – the textual history of the passage simply happens to be slightly more 
complex than first meets the eye. 
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2.6.9 Verse 18 
La115 has two notable differences from other witnesses in this verse. While the 

MT/LXX read as the object of Yahweh’s “great” wrath simply “Israel,” La115 has no 

mention of the greatness of his wrath, but instead has a peculiar plus “the rest of 

Israel.” 

MT LXX B La115  
 ַוִּיְתַאַּנף ְיהָוה ְמֹאד 

לְּבִיְׂשָרֵא֔   
ַוְיִסֵרם    

יו   ֵמַעל ָּפָנ֑
ר  לֹא ִנְׁשַא֔

ַרק ֵׁשֶבט ְיהּוָדה    
 ְלַבּדֹו׃

καὶ ἐθυμώθη κύριος σφόδρα  
ἐν τῷ Ισραηλ  
καὶ ἀπέστησεν αὐτοὺς  
ἀπὸ τοῦ προσώπου αὐτοῦ,  
καὶ οὐχ ὑπελείφθη 
πλὴν φυλὴ Ιουδα  
μονωτάτη. 

et iratus est in indignatione dm̅s̅  
in reliquos Israel  
ut534 transferret eos  
a faciem tua̅ [corr. sua] 
non remansit  
nisi535 tribu iuda  

ἐθυμώθη] + οργη 125 | ἐν τῷ Ισραηλ] > 245 | καὶ 3°] > L-700 460 
MT/LXX: And Yahweh became very angry 
at Israel and removed them from before his 
face. None else was left but the tribe of 
Judah alone. 

La115: And the Lord became enraged in disdain 
at the rest of Israel, so that he transferred them 
from his face. None remained but the tribe of 
Judah. 

An accidental mistake does not seem like a likely explanation for the peculiar Latin 

reading. In La115 reliquus is used to translate many different words,536 and the Greek 

σφόδρα is usually translated as valde.537 In the LXX, the phrase ְׁשֵאִרית יְִׂשָרֵאל, “the rest 

of Israel,” is translated as κατάλοιπον τοῦ Ισραηλ, and this was likely the base text of 

La115 as well.538 The reading of La115 hardly emerged from any kind of scribal mistake 

in either the Latin or Greek stage of transmission.539 Schenker argues that the phrase 

constitutes another literary variant against the MT/LXX, and was therefore probably 

already to be found in the Hebrew, reading 540.ויתאנף יהוה בׁשארית יׂשראל 

If this is indeed the case, it is exceedingly hard to say why Israel is now, all of a 

sudden, called “the rest of Israel.” There does not seem to be any exact need or reason 

                                                 
534 Et would be expected here as a literal equivalent. Unless ut is simply due to some graphical mistake, 
it seems that the translator used some interpretive freedom in this verse, as also seen in the unusual 
rendering of ἐθυμώθη as iratus est in indignatione. 
535 Nisi here likely translates two words, πλὴν and μονωτάτη. 
536 Cf. λοιπὸς (1 Kgs 11:41, 16:5, 14, 27, 28d; in 1 Kgs 16:20 and 2 Kgs 15:36 as caetera); κατάλειμμα 
(2 Kgs 10:11); καταλιμπάνω (1 Sam 2:11; 2 Sam 13:30); ὑπόλειμμα (relicum 1 Sam 9:24); ὑπολείπω 
(1 Sam 11:11; 2 Sam 17:12).  
537 Valde in 1 Sam 3:21, 4:10, 14:31, 2 Sam 11:2, 13:15, 21, 36; also magna in 1 Sam 11:6; and 
vehementer in 1 Sam 14:20. 
538 Cf. Isa 46:3; Jer 6:9, 31:7, 38:7; Ezek 9:8, 11:13; Mic 2:12; Zeph 3:13; 1 Chr 12:39 (ֵׁשִרית, ὁ 
κατάλοιπος); 2 Chr 34:9 (παντὸς καταλοίπου ἐν Ισραηλ). Also as a plus in LXX in Mic 3:1, 9. 
539 On the basis of the majority text, the expected Latin text would read along the lines of et iratus est 
(in indignatione) dominus valde in Israel. The current text would retrovert to a Greek Vorlage of 
ἐθυμώθη (ὀργῇ) κύριος ἐν τοῖς καταλοίποις Ισραηλ [τοῦ ἀποστῆσαί or καὶ ἀπέστησεν] αὐτοὺς ἀπὸ τοῦ 
προσώπου αὐτοῦ. 
540 Schenker, Une Bible, 164; full retroversion mine. 
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for this specification. It needs to be admitted, however, that as this is the first time in 

La115’s “homiletic” portion of the chapter (verse 7 onward) where the explicit subject 

(Israel) is mentioned at all, it is hard to say how we would even expect Israel to be 

mentioned. In any case, the text is surprising.  

How or why did this reading come to be? Is the change simply made to underline 

the totality of the exile of the Israelites, possibly independently by La115?541 As one of 

his suggestions, Schenker suggests that “the rest of Israel” might here actually refer to 

Judah, which is mentioned at the end of the verse: only Judah alone was left.542 

However, while Judah is indeed the only remnant of “the sons of Israel” after the exile 

of the Northern Kingdom, the Schenker’s idea is not preferable. Here the remnant is 

already exiled (ut transferret eos), and only after this deportation are we told that 

indeed only Judah remained. 

The more probable option is that the writer took the mention about Israel’s 

earlier partial exile to Assyria by Tiglath-Pileser III in 2 Kgs 15:29 seriously enough 

to refer to it here as well.543 In this deportation a large portion of Israel was already 

exiled to Assyria.544 This option in fact becomes somewhat more likely when we note 

one of the other peculiarities of La115’s text, namely the lack of chapter 16 between 15 

and 17. Therefore the mention of 15:29 is much closer to 17:18 of La115 than it is in 

the MT/LXX, making the connection between the two deportations much easier to 

see.545 Hoshea, the king of Israel in chapter 17, is also introduced for first time 

immediately after this in verse 15:30.  

                                                 
541 Small explicating additions to subjects are very common in La115, but this case does not fit the usual 
pattern. 
542 Schenker, Älteste Textgeschichte, 147: “Juda ist somit der Rest Israels.” Schenker has written, to my 
knowledge, on this issue on 3 different occasions, and in each of them he has given slightly differing 
suggestions/arguments concerning the possible solution. 
543 This is in fact what Schenker, “Chute,” 164, suggests. This suggestion is not mentioned in the revised 
version of the article in Une Bible. 
544 Second Kings 15:29: “In the days of King Pekah of Israel, King Tiglath-pileser of Assyria came and 
captured Ijon, Abel-beth-maacah, Janoah, Kedesh, Hazor, Gilead, and Galilee, all the land of Naphtali; 
and he carried the people captive to Assyria” (NRSV). However, most scholars agree that the words 
“Gilead, and Galilee, all the land of Naphtali” are later additions to the list; see Cogan & Tadmor, 2 
Kings, 174; Stade, Kings, 254. That this deportation indeed historically happened is confirmed by the 
annals of Tiglath-Pileser III; see Becking, Fall of Samaria, 2–18. 
545 It must be noted, however, that the leaves on which verse 15:29 was written are no longer extant in 
La115 either. Therefore, we cannot be completely sure whether this verse even existed in its edition. As 
the text of the verse does not seem to have any grave text-critical or other problems, it is however 
somewhat safe to suppose that indeed it too originally stood in the text of La115. Redaction critically 
too, this verse likely consists of very early, even annalistic, material, as also argued by Würthwein, 
Bücher der Könige, 383 (“vordeuteronomistisch”). 
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Whether or not this reading here should be, even in this case, deemed original is 

hard to answer. If the lack of chapter 16 in La115 is simply accidental, this might even 

be a later harmonizing gloss or a small revision made to La115 or its exemplar to bring 

the text into more coherence with itself. However, conversely, if chapter 16 was later 

moved between 15 and 17 in the MT/LXX, it would not be surprising if the mention 

of “the rest of Israel” in this new edition was seen to be just as baffling as it is to us 

now and was therefore changed into the more understandable “Yahweh became very 

angry towards Israel.” The argument of Schenker that in this context the reading “rest 

of Israel” is a lectio difficilior is thus partly true, but not yet convincing enough in 

itself.546 In fact, this argument of Schenker may even be partly invalid, as it does not 

adequately take into account the fact that we are dealing with a completely different 

edition of the text. Hypothetically, if we were to have multiple witnesses of La115’s 

edition (with its transpositions and all), but some of them had the text here now seen 

in or resembling the MT/LXX (“Yahweh became very angry towards Israel”), we 

might even be tempted to consider the reading of the MT/LXX as the lectio difficilior, 

and thus more original, exactly because it would not bring the two narratives (2 Kgs 

15:29 and 17:18) into more coherence with each other. Therefore, even if the order 

and text of La115 were to be deemed overall original in chapters 16–17, the reading of 

MT/LXX here could in fact be argued to give the literary lectio difficilior. This is thus 

a good example of a case where the narrative logic alone cannot be used as an 

argument in either direction.547 

All in all, if the explanation above is accepted, we may conclude that the reading 

of La115 works well in the context of its edition of the text, and may be a hint showing 

that La115 and/or its exemplar was indeed aware of the ordering of its chapters 

(15.17.16), but, because or in spite of this, the relative age of the reading cannot be 

completely determined. 

2.6.10 Verse 19 
The “triple reading” of L (καί γε καί Ιουδας καί αὐτός) at the beginning of the verse 

again raises questions about the textual affiliations of L. There is also a curious plus 

                                                 
546 Schenker, Une Bible, 164: “VL semble présenter un texte plus difficile et par conséquent plus 
original.”  
547 See the further discussion on the (questionable) value of narrative logic in the text- and literary-
critical argumentation in Mäkipelto, Tekoniemi & Tucker, “Large-Scale Transposition,” 14–16. 
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of “all (Israel)” shared by L and La115. The reading actibus of La115 also has its 

challenges.  

MT LXX B L La115  
ה ַּגם־ְיהּוָד   

 ֹ ר ל א ָׁשַמ֔  
ת ֶאת־ִמְצֹו  

םְיהוָ  ֵהיֶה֑ ה ֱא  
ַוֵּיְ֣ל֔כּו    

ְּבֻחּקֹות 
ל ִיְׂשָרֵא   

ּו׃ֲאֶׁשר ָעׂש  

καί γε Ιουδας  
οὐκ ἐφύλαξεν  
τὰς ἐντολὰς  
τοῦ θεοῦ  
καὶ ἐπορεύθησαν  
ἐν τοῖς δικαιώμασιν 
548Ισραηλ,  
οἷς ἐποίησαν, 

καί γε καί Ιουδας καί αὐτός  
οὐκ ἐφύλαξε  
τὰς ἐντολὰς  
Kυρίου τοῦ θεοῦ αὐτοῦ  
καὶ ἐπορεύθη 
ἐν τοῖς δικαιώμασι  
παντὸς Ισραηλ,  
οἷς ἐποίησαν, 

et iudas  
non observavit 
iustificationes549 
dm̅ı̅ dı̅ sui  
set ambulaverunt  
in actibus  
totius Israel  
secundum quae fecer· 

γε] + και L-82-700 460 | Ιουδας] + και αυτος L 460; + αυτος 700 | ἐντολὰς] οδους 158 | καὶ – ἐποίησαν] > d-106 | 
ἐπορεύθησαν] επορευθη L-700 530 106 381 460 | Ισραηλ] pr των υιων CI 244; pr παντος L-700 460 
MT/LXX: And Judah (+ too L) did not guard 
the commandments of Yahweh, their God, and 
they went in the statutes of (+ all L) Israel, 
which they did. 

La115: And Judah did not observe the statutes 
of the Lord, their God, and they went in the 
deeds of all Israel according to what they did. 

The “triple reading” (καί γε | καί Ιουδας | καί αὐτός) of L attests to three different strata 

of the text, again underlining the composite nature of L. The καί γε is practically 

certainly attributable to kaige revision, while καί Ιουδας attests to the reading also 

found in La115 (et iudas), and likely the OG.550 The third reading, καί αὐτός, “it too,” 

referring to Judah from the preceding verse, should probably be understood as a 

Lucianic stylistic variation, possibly prompted by the double reading, to be read along 

the lines of “and when it comes to Judah (καί γε καί Ιουδας), it too (καί αὐτός) did not 

guard the commandments.”551 The addition of the kaige revision seems to have 

prompted the text of L. This comes as no surprise, as once again the likely kaige feature 

 δικαίωμα is found in L in this verse.552 = חָּקה

                                                 
548 The plus των υιων in CI 244 is probably due to a later explication of the subject. 
549 In La115 δίκαιος and its cognates are outside of chapter 17 always translated with iustus, etc. Cf. 
δίκαιος = iustus in 1 Sam 2:2, 9, 10c; 2 Sam 4:11; 2 Kgs 10:9. See also 1 Sam 2:10b (δικαιοσύνη = 
iustitia), 2:13 (δικαίωμα = iustificationem), 3:13 (ἀδικία = iniustitias). In 2 Sam 5:8 La115 gives alone 
reading iustam. Therefore the Vorlage most probably read here δικαιώματα, unless the translator was 
ready to use different terms interchangeably. Also Lucifer uses iustificatio as the usual equivalent for 
δικαίωμα; see Kauhanen, “Lucifer of Cagliari,” 16. This was therefore probably not translated from 
ἐντολάς, found in all the Greek witnesses. The Vorlage of δικαιώματα was in turn probably משפטים. 
550 Similarly McLean, Greek Kaige Version, 533. It must be noted, however, that in Latin there is no 
such particle as γε, and therefore it cannot be translated as such. La115’s et iudas could thus theoretically 
even be a translation of καί γε Ιουδας. 
551 However, Klostermann, Könige, 454, sees this last Lucianic reading here as the original, going back 
to Hebrew וגם הוא. This would be a slight lectio difficilior, as it would give the subject in less explicated 
form. It is also a tendency of La115 to make the subjects more explicit, which could well make this 
theory possible; see Tekoniemi, “Is there a (proto-)Lucianic stratum.” Stade, Kings, 264, opposes this 
idea. In any case, the addition of the kaige revision seems to have, once again, prompted the text of L. 
552 See 2.5.1 for the analysis of this feature. 
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The case of actibus in La115 is problematic. The Greek witnesses read the kaige 

δικαιώματα here, but this does not help us any further, since this is only the second 

time La115 uses actus in its text,553 and actibus (“act, performance”) is an unexpected 

equivalent for any law-technical term.554 No translations of πρόσταγμα, the OG 

equivalent of חָּקה, have been preserved in La115 either. More natural would be to see 

this as a translation of ἔργον, for instance (possibly from the Hebrew ַמֲעֵׂשה). However, 

because of the expressed problems, this question has to be left open.555 The rest of 

La115’s text can easily be retroverted, however.556 

The plus “in the statutes/deeds of all Israel” in L/La115 appears quite irrelevant 

when looked at from a purely text-critical perspective, and could be discarded as a 

(proto-)Lucianic secondary addition, not worthy of much discussion.557 However, in 

the literary context of La115 the plus becomes actually quite interesting: in verse 18a 

there was only a “remnant of Israel” to be exiled in La115, and now “all of Israel” is 

addressed in both La115 and L. Is there a link between the two? And, methodologically 

speaking, would seeing a link between these phenomena be reading too much into a 

minuscule piece of evidence?558 In the context of La115, the clarification would be 

quite understandable: Judah not only walked in the deeds/statutes of the just exiled 

“remnant” of Israel, but also the sinful Israelites exiled before this in 2 Kgs 15:29, i.e., 

                                                 
553 The other attestation of actus can be found in 1 Kgs 16:28d as a translation of συμπλοκή. However, 
as the translator of La115 clearly did not understand his Vorlage in 16:28d (as evidently the translator of 
the OG did not either), this attestation does not help us with the other one – unless the translator (and 
possibly already his Vorlage) was for some reason just as misguided here as well. 
554 This would seem like simply an incorrect rendering, even if seen as an attempt by the translator to 
prevent redundancy in the verse, which is quite common in La115. Trebolle, “2 Kings 17,2-23,” 217, 
claims that actibus is indeed translated from δικαιώμασιν: “The OL text … corresponds to … the Greek 
‘καὶ ἐπορεύθησαν ἐν τοῖς δικαιώμασιν Ισραηλ.’” It is not completely impossible that actibus is used in 
some kind of law-technical meaning, however, as Blaise Patristic Dictionary (via Database of Latin 
Dictionaries) does record the medieval Christian use of actus as “trial, judgment.” 
555 As Schenker, Älteste Textgeschichte, 148, notes: “Die Wörtlichkeit der lateinischen Übertragung im 
Ganzen erhebt es zur Gewissheit, dass hier ebenso wie sonst eine griechische und dahinter eine 
hebräische Vorlage impliziert ist. Aber diese ist bei der Seltenheit einiger Wörter und Wendungen 
weniger leicht zu restituieren.” 
556 In Greek the verse may have read 19aκαὶ Ιουδα οὐκ ἐφύλαξεν τὰ δικαιώματα τοῦ κυρίου τοῦ θεοῦ 
αὐτῶν 19bκαὶ ἐπορεύθησαν ἐν [?τοῖς ἔργοις?] παντὸς Ισραηλ κατὰ ὅσα ἐποίησαν, which goes back to the 
Hebrew וגם יהודה לא שמר את משפטי יהוה אלהיהם וילכו ב[מעׂשה] כל ישראל כאשר עשו. 
557 Indeed, Stade, Kings, 264, notes rightly: “Scribal expansion.” 
558 This would be a case in which quite small details in the text are used to create a greater, even 
overarching, theory of textual development. This method has been criticized by Talshir, “Review of 
Van Keulen,” 2, who uses Schenker as an example of one of the proponents of such methodology: “As 
for Schenker, he places a great weight on details, ingeniously manipulating every difference to support 
the priority of the LXX. His explanations, however, do not in my view emerge from the text but are 
rather imposed on the text.” The critique of Talshir is somewhat harsh, but not completely unjustified. 
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“all Israel” – or the ways of all the twelve tribes. In this case, indirect evidence of the 

reading of verse 18 of La115 may also have been preserved here in the Lucianic text.559 

2.6.11 Verse 20 
The most notable text-critical issue in verse 20 is the LXX plus καὶ ἐθυμώθη κύριος, 

“and the Lord became angry.” This quite clearly OG plus is shared by practically every 

Greek witness, though the Lucianic manuscripts also attest to a change of word order 

here. The subject of the “rejecting” also differs: in the LXX, the Judahites mentioned 

in the previous verse are seemingly the ones to reject Yahweh (ἀπώσαντο τὸν κύριον), 

while in the MT Yahweh (ַוּיְִמַאס יְהָוה) rejects “all the seed of Israel.” 

MT LXX B  Majority text L  
 ַוִּיְמַאס 
 ְיהָוה

 
 

 ְּבָכל־ֶזַרע
לִיְׂשָרֵא   
ם  ַוְיַעֵּנ֔

ִּיְּתֵנםוַ   
 ְּבַיד־
ים  ׁשִֹס֑

 ַעד ֲאֶׁשר
ִהְׁשִליָכם 
 ִמָּפָניו׃

καὶ ἀπεώσαντο  
τὸν κύριον560 
 
 
ἐν παντὶ σπέρματι  
Ισραηλ. 
καὶ ἐσάλευσεν561 αὐτοὺς  
καὶ ἔδωκεν αὐτοὺς  
ἐν χειρὶ  
διαρπαζόντων αὐτούς  
ἕως οὗ  
ἀπέρριψεν αὐτοὺς  
ἀπὸ προσώπου αὐτοῦ 

καὶ ἀπώσαντο  
τὸν κύριον  
 
καὶ ἐθυμώθη κύριος  
ἐν παντὶ σπέρματι  
Ισραηλ  
καὶ ἐσάλευσεν αὐτοὺς  
καὶ ἔδωκεν αὐτοὺς  
ἐν χειρὶ  
διαρπαζόντων αὐτούς  
ἕως οὗ  
ἀπέρριψεν αὐτοὺς  
ἀπὸ προσώπου αὐτοῦ 

καὶ ἀπώσαντό 
τὸν κύριον ἐξ αὐτῶν 
ἅπαν τὸ σπέρμα Ισραηλ. 
καὶ ἐθυμώθη κύριος  
ἐπ᾽ αὐτοῖς 
 
καὶ ἐσάλευσεν αὐτοὺς,  
καὶ ἔδωκεν αὐτοὺς κύριος562 
ἐν χειρὶ πάντων τῶν 
διαρπαζόντων αὐτούς,  
ἕως οὗ  
ἀπέρριψεν αὐτοὺς  
ἀπὸ προσώπου αὐτοῦ. 

κύριον A B L-700 460] + και εθυμωθη κυριος rel; + απαν το σπερμα ισραηλ 328 | κύριον – Ισραηλ] εξ (δι 19´; απ 93) 
αυτων απαν το σπερμα ισραηλ και εθυμωθη κυριος επ αυτοις (αυτους 700) L-700 460 | αὐτοὺς 2] + (ο 108) κυριος L-
700 | ἐν χειρὶ] εις χειρας 55; + παντων των L-700 460 
MT: And Yahweh 
rejected all the seed of 
Israel and afflicted them 
and gave them to the 
hand of spoilers, until he 
sent them from his face. 

Rel: And they rejected the Lord. 
And the Lord became angry at 
all the seed of Israel and shook 
them and gave them to the hand 
of spoilers, until he cast them 
from his face. 

L: And they rejected the Lord 
from themselves, all the seed of 
Israel. And the Lord became 
angry at them, and shook them 
and gave them to the hand of all 
the spoilers, until he cast them 
from his face. 

                                                 
559 Ultimately this plus could also be used as (very) indirect evidence of the originality of La115’s textual 
layout in the proto-Lucianic phase of L’s text. However, making such grand claims on the basis of one 
word does not seem recommendable. 
560 The text of A B (“they rejected the Lord in all seed of Israel”) is hard to make sense of, likely 
showing (late) Hebraizing influence on both. The Syrohexapla also has the first clause (καὶ ἀπώσαντο 
τὸν κύριον) under an obelos instead of the LXX plus καὶ ἐθυμώθη κύριος, which is probably a mistake. 
561 The Greek text may be slightly corrupt; see Trebolle, The Jewish Bible, 382: “In 2 Kgs 17:20 … the 
MT has «and he afflicted them» (waye'annem) whereas the Greek text καὶ ἐσάλευσεν αὐτοὺς assumes 
the Hebrew to read wayent'em, «and he moved them»; one of these readings is the result of 
metathesis....” 
562 Although the Hebrew manuscript K130 has the same addition of a subject here, this plus is likely an 
independent (Lucianic) explication, as is the case with the later L plus πάντων τῶν. 
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Both the Greek majority text (OG) and MT readings work well both syntactically and 

contextually. The text of L has often been deemed late here,563 and quite rightly so. L 

not only changes the word order, but also the actual wording of the rejection: “and 

they rejected the Lord from themselves, all the seed of Israel.” As the “seed of Israel,” 

originally the object of the next sentence, has been interpreted here as the subject, L 

needs to further add ἐπ᾽ αὐτοῖς to the sentence “and the Lord became angry over them.” 

However, it is important to note that the textual order of L now agrees with that of the 

MT and the clearly Hebraized manuscripts A B, against the rest of the manuscript 

tradition which has a different order. This quite clearly speaks for the influence of the 

Hebraized reading on L. Otherwise, it would be hard to see why L would make such a 

change to the text since the style of the passage is hardly any better (if not worse), 

though it may not be a coincidence that this phenomenon appears, once again, at the 

hinge-point of different text blocks of La115.564 

On the other hand, it has been proposed that, in fact, the MT has lost the LXX 

plus because of a homoioteleuton mistake (יְהָוה … יְהָוה).565 Thenius also suggests that 

after this haplography had happened, the resulting grammatically incorrect verbal 

form (*וימאסו, as still evidenced by καὶ ἀπεώσαντο of B) was subsequently revised 

from the OG plural to singular in the MT.566 This could also explain why even the 

otherwise kaige-influenced majority text gives the OG plus καὶ ἐθυμώθη κύριος but 

the text of A B does not: the homoioteleuton would have happened only after the kaige 

revision. The Hebraized text form of A B would then be due to an even later kaige-

like Hebraization (possibly on basis of Hexaplaric material).567 Trebolle notes further 

that the OG plus is, as will be seen below (3.1.4.1), also literary-critically crucial, 

which gives it more credibility as an original reading.568 These arguments will be 

analyzed elsewhere, but both textual and literary arguments seem to point to the 

                                                 
563 See Stade, Kings, 264; Hobbs, Kings, 223. As is their custom, most commentators have not taken 
the readings of the LXX into account here, however. 
564 According to Stade, Kings, 264, however, the LXX (or rather, B) has misunderstood the syntax of 
 which could also have made the addition of the plus of L necessary. This is somewhat ,ב objectival + מאס
unlikely, however, as the translator would then not have understood the singular and changed it to 
plural. Stade’s explanation does not take into account the plus καὶ ἐθυμώθη κύριος of the majority 
tradition either. Was this simply taken over from verse 18 for no apparent reason? 
565 Trebolle, “2 Kings 17,2–23,” 222; Thenius, Könige, 387. 
566 Thenius, Könige, 387. Indeed, as noted above for the reading of A B, such a text makes hardly any 
sense with the plural verb. 
567 See in more depth about such “kaige in two phases” or “super-kaige” in 1.2.2.1.  
568 Trebolle, “2 Kings 17,2–23,” 222–3. 
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conclusion that the plus of the OG is indeed part of the most original Hebrew text of 

the verse. 

It may also be argued that the reading of the LXX is now also ideologically the 

lectio difficilior: as the subject of the plural has to be Judah from the preceding verse 

19, Judah already abandons Yahweh here at the time of Israel’s demise, i.e., during 

the rule of Hezekiah, which would be in blatant contradiction with the information 

given in 18:3–7.569 As the ones sinning in verses 18b–19 are indeed Judahites, the 

reading of LXX 20a thus makes sense in the context. With the MT’s singular this 

reading is not possible, and the mention of Judah in verse 19 appears to be a simple 

side note: Judah is indeed sinning and “walking in the ways of Israel,” but they are yet 

to abandon Yahweh. The reading of the MT also makes the interpretation of the term 

“all the seed of Israel” more ambiguous, since it is not clear whether this includes 

Judah or not.570 Because of this theological peculiarity, the difference is likely not 

simply accidental. This same ideological problem would also have been present in 

La115, where verse 20 is supposed to have followed verses 13–14, which similarly 

condemn Judah together with Israel. 

2.6.12 Verse 21 
The main difference between the witnesses in verse 21 is the subject of 21aα: Is the 

one rending Israel away Yahweh (MT) or Israel itself (L)? On the other hand, the 

majority Greek text attests no verb whatsoever. It is extremely important to assess this 

problem, as it has repercussions for the literary and redactional analysis of the verse 

as well: while the phrase and the idea that “Yahweh tore Israel away” can also be found 

elsewhere in the books of Samuel-Kings, the phrase “Israel tore itself/became torn 

away” is nowhere else attested.  

MT LXX B L  
לִּכי־ָקַר  ע ִיְׂשָרֵא֗  
דֵמַעל ּבֵ  ית ָּדִו֔  

ὅτι πλὴν Ισραηλ  
ἐπάνωθεν οἴκου Δαυειδ  

πλὴν ὅτι ἐρράγη  ὁ Ισραηλ  
ἀπὸ571 τοῦ οἴκου Δαυιδ  

                                                 
569 Compare with the case of verse 1 where the same theological reasoning concerning the chronological 
matters could be in play. 
570 See 3.1.3. 
571 The L reading here is probably the OG variant, as ἐπάνωθεν (ֵמַעל) has been argued to be a kaige 
feature; see McLay, “Kaige and Septuagint Research,” 131 (#4). In 1–2 Kings, the attestation is quite 
clear: only ἀπὸ in the non-kaige section (1 Kgs 9:7, 13:4, 34, 20:41) except for 1 Kgs 7:9, 16 (ִמָּמַעל) 
and 7:13, 48, 8:7 (ִמְלָמְעָלה), where the translator apparently understood these Hebrew words as 
architectural terms worthy of ἐπάνωθεν, while the translation ἀπάνωθεν/ἐπάνωθεν for ֵמַעל can be found 
only in the kaige sections (1 Kgs 1:53, 2:4; 2 Kgs 2:3, 5, 13, 14, 10:31, 17:23, 25:5, 21, 28); in 1 Kgs 
14:15 the Hexaplaric text reads ἀπὸ ἄνω. 



143 
 

יכּוַוַּיְמלִ   
טֶאת־ָיָרְבעָ  ם ֶּבן־ְנָב֑  

םַוַּיֵּדא ָיָרְבעָ   
 ֶאת־ִיְׂשָרֵאל

הֵמַאֲחֵר  י ְיהָו֔  
םֶהֱחֵטיָא וְ   

ה׃ֲחָטָאה ְגדֹולָ   

καὶ ἐβασίλευσαν  
τὸν Ιεροβοαμ υἱὸν Ναβατ  
καὶ ἐξέωσεν Ιεροβοαμ 
τὸν Ισραηλ  
ἐξόπισθεν Kυρίου  
καὶ ἐξήμαρτεν αὐτοὺς  
ἁμαρτίαν μεγάλην 

καὶ ἐβασίλευσαν εφ ἑαυτους572 
τὸν Ιεροβοαμ υἱὸν Ναβατ. 
καὶ απωσατο573 ὁ Ιεροβοαμ  
τὸν Ισραηλ  
ἀπὸ όπισθεν κυρίου  
καὶ ἐξήμαρτεν αὐτοὺς  
ἁμαρτίαν μεγάλην· 

ὅτι πλὴν] tr 328 | ὅτι – οἴκου] πλην οτι ερραγη (+ ο L-82) ισραηλ απο του οικου L-700 460 | ἐβασίλευσαν] + εφ εαυτοις 
108; + εφ εαυτους 82-93-127; + εαυτοις 19 460; + αυτοις 700 | ἐξέωσεν] απωσατο L-82-700 460 | ἐξόπισθεν] απο 
οπισθεν L-700 55-342-460 
MT: For Israel tore itself/was 
torn from the house of David, 
and they made Jeroboam son 
of Nebat king. And Jeroboam 
drove Israel away from after 
Yahweh, and he made them 
sin a great sin. 

Rahlfs: For nevertheless 
Israel from the house of 
David, and they made 
Jeroboam son of Nebat king. 
And Jeroboam drove Israel 
away from after Yahweh, and 
he made them sin a great sin. 

L: For Israel tore from the 
house of David, and they 
made among themselves 
Jeroboam son of Nebat king. 
And Jeroboam drove Israel 
away from after Yahweh, and 
he made them sin a great sin 

The problematic sentence of the MT, ִּכי־ָקַרע יְִׂשָרֵאל ֵמַעל ֵּבית ָּדִוד, has already provoked 

quite an extensive discussion and two main streams of translation: some see the subject 

as Yahweh, carrying over from the previous verse,574 while others argue that the 

subject of the verb קרע can only be Israel.575 Both views have their problems, as in the 

former option one could expect the preposition את to be given before the supposed 

object יְִׂשָרֵאל, although this is not completely necessary. The lack of this preposition 

makes יְִׂשָרֵאל indeed the most natural candidate for the subject of the sentence. There 

is no apparent reason why this preposition would have accidentally dropped off in the 

copying process. In the second option, if Israel is indeed to be read as the subject, we 

would have to suppose that the qal form ָקַרע could also be read as intransitive instead 

of the normal transitive meaning – or that the original form of this verb was somehow 

corrupted. Such a use is not attested anywhere else. 

The majority text of the LXX is even more problematic, as it lacks the verb 

altogether, and has been proposed to have been born out of a textual corruption at the 

                                                 
572 Instead of translating a Hebrew Vorlage (*עליהם), this is likely a Lucianic explicating addition. 
573 It is hard to say if the difference between ἐξωθέω instead of ἀπωθέω (L) here is attributable to kaige 
or Lucianic revision. The words נדח and ἐξωθέω appear only in the kaige sections, and in each case L 
has ἀπωθέω as a variant. See also the discussion of ἀπωθέω in 2.6.6.1, where it was found that ἀπωθέω 
as an equivalent of מאס may be a kaige feature. If L is indeed in the right in giving ἀπωθέω as the OG 
variant of נדח, this could be further proof that the kaige reviser changed these equivalents (see similarly 
the case of εἴδωλον in verse 12). It is also noteworthy that L does not give the other two kaige readings 
(ἐπάνωθεν, ἐξόπισθεν) in this verse either. 
574 Thus Aurelius, Zukunft, 75–6; Hentschel, 2 Könige, 81; Keil, Kings, 418; Montgomery, Kings, 470; 
Gray, Kings, 592. The argument of Hobbs, 2 Kings, 223 (“GB and others avoid making God the subject 
of this action, but such a motivation is no reason to emend the text”), however, is unconvincing, since 
elsewhere the LXX has no problem with this kind of statement. 
575 Bähr, Kings, 186; Benzinger, Könige, 174; Thenius, Könige, 387; Fritz, 2 Könige, 96; Würthwein, 
Bücher der Könige, 393; Sweeney, Kings, 387; Stade, Kings, 264–5, also leans towards this possibility. 
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stage of its Hebrew Vorlage (כי רק ~ כי קרע).576 While this seems more or less certain, 

it is hard to assess the more correct translation πλὴν ὅτι ἐρράγη of L – is this due to 

Hebraizing influences in L, or is this the OG text? If L contains the OG, the majority 

reading would have to be considered a later Hebraization towards an otherwise 

unknown, possibly corrupted Hebrew text. This way the corrupted translation ὅτι πλὴν 

could also have later spread to L, creating a double reading πλὴν | ὅτι ἐρράγη here.577 

There are no problems in regarding ῥήγνυμι as an OG equivalent of 578.קרע  

Further proof of the OG may be given by the pre-Lucianic church father 

Cyprian, who curiously agrees with L in giving the same verbal form: 21quia dissipatus 

est Israel a domo David et constituerunt sibi regem Hieroboam filium Nebat, “because 

Israel dispersed from the house of David and constituted itself Hieroboam, son of 

Nebat, as king” (Cyprian, ep 69). It is somewhat challenging to assess the value of this 

reading since not much is known about the origins of Cyprian’s biblical text. 

Kauhanen comes to no overarching conclusions about the agreements between L and 

Cyprian, although he does consider them to be mostly proto-Lucianic.579 Indeed, as 

part of the same quotation, Cyprian gives the OG text of verse 20 without the Lucianic 

changes (20et indignatus est, inquit, Dominus in omni semine Israel et dimovit eos et 

dedit eos in direptionem donec abiceret eos a facie sua), thus confirming the value of 

his text at least here. The verbal form shared by L and Cyprian is therefore likely at 

least proto-Lucianic, and most probably OG. 

                                                 
576 Benzinger, Könige, 174. On the opposite side, Klostermann, Könige, 454, considers the reading of 
the MT to have been eased from the nonsensical version of the LXX. This does not seem likely, 
however. 
577 Thusly Benzinger, Könige, 174 and Stade, Kings, 265. This goes against the argumentation of 
Trebolle, “2 Kings 17,2-23,” 223 n. 14, who considers the construction כי רק/רק כי to have been an 
original part of the (added) text. According to him, the presence of the word רק shows that verse 21 
begins its own new textual unit, as רק is, according to him, a “particle that is used frequently in the 
addition of deuteronomistic glosses.” We are thus again partly at a crossroads between textual and 
literary-critical argumentation – which one should take priority? The textually secondary origin of the 
particle רק could well be argued here, but on the other hand Trebolle’s idea of רק as yet another literary-
critical marker for the secondary nature of verse 21 in its current location should also be taken into 
account. If verse 21 is seen as part of the oldest text (History writer) in the chapter, there would naturally 
be no need for the particle – but if the particle happened to be original in the text (and denoting the 
beginning of a later addition to the text), that would make verse 21 seem like not that good a candidate 
for the oldest text in the chapter (which it indeed is not; see 3.2.6)! However, as רק is usually used as a 
contradicting conjunction after a positive statement in Kings (except for the very late verse 1 Kgs 21:25, 
for which see notes 231 and 235), one would then expect verse 21 to somehow contradict the earlier 
text, which it however does not. This could speak against Trebolle’s theory. 
578 See especially 1 Kgs 13:3, 5, where the niph’al נְִקָרע is translated as ἐρράγη. In Samuel–Kings 
ῥήγνυμι is elsewhere used to translate בקע in (kaige sections) 1 Kgs 1:40 (ἤχησεν L), 2 Kgs 25:4; and 
 .in 1 Kgs 11:31, 13:3, 5 (non-kaige section). The verb ῥήγνυμι is once more found in 12:24o קרע
579 See Kauhanen, Proto-Lucianic Problem, 113–32. 



145 
 

Even if the verb form in L were deemed late, some other witnesses, such as 

Targum Jonathan,580 the Peshitta (  and even the Vulgate,581 support the ,(ܕ

interpretation of L as well, namely that the subject is indeed Israel instead of Yahweh 

and that the verb is to be read as an intransitive qal, or, alternatively, their original 

Hebrew Vorlage read the niph’al perfect נקרע* (or possibly even the impf. יקרע*). The 

niph’al form, then, could be read in either middle or passive voice: Israel either “rent 

itself” or “became rent”582 from Judah. In the latter option the implied subject could 

still be Yahweh. Indeed, in the light of the even massive textual changes already seen 

in the chapter, it would not seem too radical a supposition for one letter (either נ or י) 

to have dropped out from the text, either accidentally or deliberately. 

The fact that the MT has here an allusion to 1 Kgs 11 has occasionally been used 

as an argument for the MT’s originality.583 However, one may question this on the 

basis that this could in fact be seen as a literary-critically easier reading 

(harmonization): unlike the uncommon (if not unique) idea of the people “being torn” 

or even themselves tearing away from another kingdom, the house of David no less,584 

the more usual understanding of the MT can also be found elsewhere in the books of 

Samuel-Kings. A later copyist could have well harmonized the phrase to conform to 

the more usual expression. The argument is thus reversible. 

This case of the changing subject is not simply a matter of a theoretical trifle 

since the ideology of 21a changes quite remarkably with the interpretation of the 

subject. This fact also makes it more probable that we may be dealing with a deliberate 

change in the text. If it was indeed Yahweh who tore Israel off from David’s house 

here, there would be nothing unexpected in the contents of this mention, as this was 

indeed what happened: because of Solomon’s sins the separation of the kingdoms and 

crowning of Jeroboam was completely justified. What is unexpected, however, is that 

this is used as a reason for Israel’s exile: Why would Yahweh now punish Israel for 

something he himself made happen?585 The reading of the LXX would make more 

                                                 
580 Reading ְאֵרי ִאתְפִליגּו ֵבית יִשָרֵאל ַעל ְדֵבית ָדִויד, “because the house of Israel became divided (ethp. pl.) 
from the house of David.”  
581 Reading ex eo iam tempore quo scissus est Israhel a domo David. 
582 Gesenius, Lexicon, 745. 
583 For instance, see Gray, Kings, 592. 
584 The people tearing themselves away would also be in line with the apparent overall tendency of 
chapter 17 to blame the people instead of their kings; see Rösel, “Why 2 Kings 17,” 85–90. 
585 Even if read as a protasis to the apodosis “and [because/after this] they made Jeroboam son of Nebat 
king,” the actual accusation (Jeroboam’s “great sin”) comes only at the second part of the verse. Making 
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sense, namely that it was the rebellious Israel who tore itself from Judah and legitimate 

Davidic rule. Separating from the legitimate rulership of Rehoboam could very well 

be taken as a proper sin, especially in the times of the Samaritan schism.586 This view 

would actually be closer to that of the Chronicler, not the Deuteronomists in Kings.587 

This difference between the witnesses goes back to the difference between the two 

editions of chapter 17, and thus the (incredibly hard) critical decision has to be made 

jointly with the other main differences (cumulative argument). 

2.6.13 Verse 22 
The only notable text-critical phenomenon in this verse concerns the fluctuation 

between the plural or singular sin(s) of Jeroboam. Are the Israelites accused of “the” 

sin of Jeroboam, or his multiple sins? Curiously, the MT has first a plural ַחּטֹאות, but 

then refers to these sins with the singular ִמֶּמּנָה, “from it.”588 L (both plurals) and the 

LXX (both singulars) give very clear texts instead. 

MT LXX B L  
ל כּו ְּבנֵ לְ ַוּיֵ  י ִיְׂשָרֵא֔  

םְּבָכל־ַחּטֹאות ָיָרְבעָ   
  

ה ֲאֶׁש  ר ָעָׂש֑  
ָּנה׃לֹא־ָסרּו ִמֶּמ   

καὶ ἐπορεύθησαν οἱ υἱοὶ Ισραηλ  
ἐν πάσῃ ἁμαρτίᾳ Ιεροβοαμ  
 
ᾗς ἐποίησεν  
οὐκ ἀπέστησαν ἀπ᾽ αὐτῆς 

καὶ ἐπορεύθησαν οἱ υἱοὶ Ισραηλ  
ἐν πάσαις ἁμαρτίᾳις Ιεροβοαμ  
υἱοῦ Ναβατ589  
αἷς ἐποίησεν:  
οὐκ ἀπέστησαν ἀπ᾽ αὐτῶν. 

οἱ υἱοὶ Ισραηλ] > 93 | πάσῃ ἁμαρτίᾳ] πασαις (+ ταις 19-82 460) αμαρτιαις L-700 460 | ἁμαρτίᾳ] + μεγαλη 74 | 
Ιεροβοαμ] post ἐποίησεν tr f ; ιεροβωαμ 460; ιεροβααμ 55; + υιου ναβατ L-700 460 | ᾗ] ην f ; ης B; αις L-700 460 | 
ἐποίησεν] εποιησαν 247 19´121 488 x 245-318; + και 700 | ἀπέστησαν] απεστη 245 342 | αὐτῆς] αυτων L-700 328 460 
And the sons of Israel went in all the sins (MT/L)/sin (LXX) of Jeroboam (+ son of Nebat L), 
which he made; they did not turn from it (MT/LXX)/them (L). 

While the LXX exclusively gives Jeroboam’s sin(s) in the plural in 1 Kings, the MT 

uses the singular in two cases.590 In 2 Kings, most of the remarks of Jeroboam’s sins 

                                                 
Jeroboam king is no sin either, but the will of Yahweh. Thus also Van Den Born, Koningen, 188 and 
Rösel, “Why 2 Kings 17,” 89: “Verse 21 states that the Israelites made Jeroboam king. After the 
preparatory sentence that Israel ‘tore away from the house of David,’ this must be understood as 
designating a sin by the people of Israel.” 
586 Taking into account the other anti-Samaritan readings in the MT version in this chapter, this could 
well be the reason behind the change. 
587 Similarly also Noth, ÜSt., 85: “Der Gedanke, daß das πρῶτον ψεῦδος des Staates Israel die Trennung 
von der davidischen Dynastie gewesen sei, findet sich sonst bei Dtr nicht.” Steck, Israel und das 
gewaltsame Geschick, 66, takes the same position. In 2 Chr 13:4–7 the rebellion of Jeroboam seems to 
have been something illegitimate, and the Chronicler indeed mentions the prophecy of Ahijah only very 
briefly and in passing in 2 Chr 10:15. 
588 Becking, Ondergang, 174, seems to consider this a valid grammatical combination, albeit a very 
rare one. 
589 This seems like a Lucianic explication. Curiously, the medieval Hebrew manuscript K 150 also gives 
this plus, though likely independently. 
590 1 Kgs: 14:16 pl. (> LXX), 15:26 sg. (pl.), 30 pl. (pl.), 34 sg. (pl.), 16:2 pl. (pl. ματαίοις), 19 sg. (pl.), 
26 pl. [sg. Qere] (pl.), 31 pl. (pl.), with no variants in Greek. 
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are in the plural in both the LXX and the MT, and on the basis of this plural would 

also be the expected form here.591  As the second clause’s ִמֶּמּנָה here is in 

contradiction with ַחּטֹאות, the plural of the MT could simply be due to a late (possibly 

accidental) addition of a waw to the singular form 592.חטאת Indeed, even multiple 

medieval MT manuscripts give the singular חטאת, thus showing considerable 

variation even inside the Masoretic tradition.593 Unless the base text of L already had 

this grammatical incongruence, there would seem to have been no apparent reason 

for L to change both of these to plurals. Even though the forms – or either one of 

them – may have already been plurals in its (OG) base text,594 the Greek readings are 

easiest to explain as having arisen from the conflicting MT form: if L’s base text 

were one close to the MT, the latter plural ἀπ᾽ αὐτῶν could well be due to Lucianic 

grammatical harmonization. The B-text could correspondingly be explained as a 

harmonization as well.595  

2.6.14 Verse 23 
There are no noteworthy text-critical variants in the verse. 

MT LXX B L  
יר ד ֲאֶׁשר־ֵהִס עַ   

  ־ִיְׂשָרֵאלה ֶאת ְיהוָ 
יו  ל ָּפָנ֔  ֵמַע֣

רַּכֲאֶׁש  ר ִּדֶּב֔  
יו ְּבַיד ָּכל־ֲעָבָד    

ים  ַהְּנִביִא֑
ל ל ִיְׂשָרֵא גֶ ַוּיִ    

  ֵמַעל ַאְדָמתֹו
 ַאּׁ֔שּוָרה 

ה׃ פַעד ַהּיֹום ַהּזֶ   

ἕως οὗ μετέστησεν  
Kύριος τὸν Ισραηλ  
ἀπὸ προσώπου αὐτοῦ  
καθὼς ἐλάλησεν Kύριος  
ἐν χειρὶ πάντων τῶν δούλων αὐτοῦ  
τῶν προφητῶν  
καὶ ἀπῳκίσθη Ισραηλ  
ἐπάνωθεν τῆς γῆς αὐτοῦ  
εἰς Ἀσσυρίους  
ἕως τῆς ἡμέρας ταύτης 

ἕως οὗ μετέστησε  
κύριος τὸν Ισραηλ  
ἀπὸ προσώπου αὐτοῦ,  
καθὼς ἐλάλησε κύριος  
ἐν χειρὶ πάντων τῶν δούλων αὐτοῦ  
τῶν προφητῶν,  
καὶ ἀπῳκίσθη Ισραηλ  
ἀπὸ596 τῆς γῆς αὐτοῦ  
εἰς ᾿Ασσυρίους  
ἕως τῆς ἡμέρας ταύτης. 

ἐπάνωθεν] απανωθεν 121 488*; επανω 247 CII s-488 707s; απο L-700 460 

                                                 
591 2 Kgs: OG 1:18c pl. (> MT), MT 3:3 pl. (sg.] pl. V L-700 64´ 460), 10:31 pl. (pl.), 13:2 pl. (pl.), 6 
pl. (pl.), 11 pl. (sg. A B 247 CI a 121 f 64´ 488 55 71 158 244 342 372] pl. rel), 14:24 pl. (pl.), 15:9 pl. 
(pl.), 18 pl. (pl.), 24 pl. (pl.), 28 pl. (pl.). In many cases, however, the main reason to take the MT 
reading as plural is the vocalization since the singular and plural are often written consonantally similar 
to each other. 
592 See, for instance, Cogan & Tadmor, II Kings, 204 and Würthwein, Bücher der Könige, 393. 
593 Kennicott, Vetus Testamentum, 670, lists altogether 22 manuscripts in favor of the singular. 
594 Gray, Kings, 592, and Snaith, Kings, 282, read both as plurals. 
595 However, from the literary-critical viewpoint, the singular seems like the likeliest option for the most 
original understanding of Jeroboam’s sinning: instead of multiple sins, the “sin” he was originally 
accused of consisted plainly of his cardinal sin in 1 Kgs 12:28–31. See Pakkala, “Jeroboam Without 
Bulls,” 501 n. 2: “The plural is more often used than the singular, but it is not always clear which one 
is meant: In I Reg 13,2; II Reg 3,3; 13,2.6.11; 17,22 the plural is used but a suffix refers to the sin(s) in 
the singular … This may suggest that the singular is original but was later changed. It would be logical 
that Jeroboam’s sin was originally a single issue, but when later editors attributed more sins to him, the 
plural began to be used.” 
596 See the analysis of ἀπὸ (OG)/ἐπάνωθεν (kaige) in verse 17:21 above (2.6.12). 
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Until when Yahweh removed Israel from before his face, according to what the Lord said in the 
hand of all his servants, the prophets. And Israel was exiled from its land into Assyria until this 
day. 
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3. Literary and redactional analysis of verses 7–23 

3.1 The OG edition: La115 as the sole witness of OG? 
After the analysis of the textual sources the assessment of the purely literary and 

redactional aspects of the text(s) may be conducted. One of the main questions to be 

investigated in this section is whether the text order of La115 has resulted from a simple 

accidental change or whether it originally reflects a Greek base text (~ OG) which 

would have in turn gone back to a more or less meaningful Hebrew composition. It 

will be shown that in many ways the differing narrative formulations of La115 from the 

MT/LXX text form indeed seem deliberately crafted and have hardly arisen due to 

simple scribal mistakes. This textual form of La115 was likely the now otherwise 

unattested OG, which, therefore, has to be taken seriously into account when analyzing 

the undocumented evolution of the chapter. Another question pertaining to this OG 

form is then its literary character: How is the literary form of the OG constructed, and 

what are its ramifications for the literary-critical study of 2 Kings 17 – and also its MT 

text form? 

3.1.1 Was the transposition of verses 9-14 and 15-19 simply 
accidental? 
While individual accidental changes in verses 7*ab and/or 8 of La115 may not be too 

likely, there is also a possibility that the text after them was accidentally misplaced in 

some stage of the copying tradition. It would not be at all impossible that verses 9–14 

and 15–19 were, for instance, at some point written in two columns, and either one or 

both of them torn off and subsequently displaced because of this. Even though this 

would have happened suspiciously neatly – at least one of these columns happened to 

contain exactly the text of verses 15–19 – this does not seem too far-fetched an idea. 

However, judging from the “displaced” verses 15–19, the text block preceding it 

(whether or not this contained exactly verses 9–14) would also have been just as neatly 

cut off.  

It could, albeit more improbably, also be that these verses, or 15–19 at least, 

took one side of a folio each. After this folio containing the text was torn off, it was 

placed back in the codex wrong side up, giving rise to the “transposition.” Considering 

that chapter 16 is also missing from between 15:38 and 17:1, and that the narrative 

about Elisha’s death in verses 13:14–21 is also found in La115 after verse 10:30, there 



 
 

150 

may have been an even larger upheaval at some point of the codex-form transmission 

tradition of La115, in either Greek or Latin. However, the fact that this putative 

upheaval nowhere clearly hindered the syntactical or even narratological structures of 

the text – arguably, it may have even improved them at some points – makes it 

exceedingly unlikely for these changes to have been simply accidental.597 

The biggest and most prominent reason to doubt the originality of the 

transposition found in La115 is of course the text of L, which shares its order with all 

the other textual witnesses. However, L is, as has been previously shown, under the 

clear influence of kaige (not to mention Hexaplaric) revision at least in verses 4–19. 

This familiarity with the kaige text – and thus also its order – could be the reason why 

even L concurs with the majority text’s order.598  

3.1.2 The role of hinge-verses 7*b/8 and 19 in the literary frame of 
the chapter in MT/LXX and La115 

 The neat division of the transposed text in La115 is not the only reason to doubt that 

the change of order in La115 happened simply accidentally. The (retroverted) phrase 

 ,in verse 7*b also has quite a clear counterpart in 19a לא שמרו את מצות יהוה אלהי אבתם

 Interestingly enough, these phrases now enclose .וגם יהודה לא שמר את משפטים יהוה אלהיהם

the first “displaced” narrative unit (15–18) of La115.599  

Verse 8 MT Verse 7*b Vorlage La115 

 ַוֵּיְלכּו ְּבֻחּקֹות ַהּגֹוִים 
 ֲאֶׁשר הֹוִריׁש ְיהָוה 
 ִמְּפֵני ְּבֵני ִיְׂשָרֵאל 
 ּוַמְלֵכי ִיְׂשָרֵאל 
 ֲאֶׁשר ָעׂשּו

 לא שמרו את מצות 
 יהוה אלהי אבתם

Verse 19 MT/LXX Verse 19 Vorlage La115 

 ַּגם־ְיהּוָדה 
 לֹא ָׁשַמר ֶאת־ִמְצֹות 
ֵהיֶהם   ְיהָוה ֱא
 ַוֵּיְלכּו ְּבֻחּקֹות ִיְׂשָרֵאל 
 ֲאֶׁשר ָעׂשּו

 וגם יהודה 
ים טלא שמר את משפ  

 (ל)יהוה אלהיהם 
 וילכו ב[חקות] כל ישראל 
 כאשר עשו

                                                 
597 For the Elisha narrative, see Richelle, Testament d’Elisée, 11–87, according to whom the text of 
La115 has, in fact, the best narratological structure; similarly also Tekoniemi, “Enhancing the 
Depiction.” Similarly, the narrative logic of La115 seems to be better in 2 Kgs 17 in verses 9–20 in some 
ways, as well. However, it is not impossible that chapter 16 was indeed accidentally misplaced; see 
2.1.1 above for discussion. 
598 Another question completely is the way through which L got its kaige readings. Did they come 
through Hexaplaric or some other Hebraizing influence (Symmachus, Theodotion)? Were the Lucianic 
revisers aware of kaige manuscripts proper (such as B)? Or were these kaige tendencies already extant 
in the Greek base text of the Lucianic revisers? 
599 Trebolle, “2 Kings 17,2-23,” 221, notes only the similar verb φυλάσσω as an “enclosing element” 
(which it however likely is not, see 2.6.6.2), but not the other characteristics. 
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After the text of 7*b, 15–19a, the second narrative unit of verses 9–14 starts in La115 

with verse 19b (*וילכו ב[חקות] כל ישראל כאשר עשו) with the same kind of formulation 

as is found in MT verse 8 (וּיְֵלכּו ְּבחּקֹות ַהּגֹויִם ... ֲאֶׁשר ָעׂשּו). It is noteworthy that even the 

Peshitta, which usually gives a faithful translation of the MT, has at the end of 19 a 

notable plus (“what was evil before the Lord and angered him all days”), found in no 

other witnesses. This further strongly suggests that the end of verse 19 was indeed 

regarded as an important textual hinge-point, even at a very late stage.600 It is unlikely, 

although not impossible, that La115 would have created this redaction-like doublet as 

a result of an accident, even suspiciously placing it at a textually attested hinge-point 

of the text. 

In the same vein, it is also noteworthy that MT has a somewhat similar 

construction, with its verses 8 and 19b, encompassing the whole of 9–19a ( ַוּיְֵלכּו

 These similarities between verses 8 and 19b in the MT/LXX have 601.(ֲאֶׁשר ָעׂשו…ְּבחּקֹות

been noted by relatively few scholars.602 The two mentions differ in the “origin” of 

the wrong statutes (“peoples” in verse 8, “Israel” in 19b). The phrase הלך בחוקות occurs 

only twice elsewhere in Kings in the MT, and merely once in the LXX.603 This rare 

use is a good sign of the close (and possibly even somehow interdependent) relation 

between verses 8 and 19. The fact that in both traditions we have these textual and 

                                                 
600 The plus of the Peshitta has been noticed by Piquer, “The What Text to Edit,” 240 n. 37: “The Syriac 
text has a plus at the end of the verse, which reads ̈ ܘܢ  ܘܗܝ  ܡ  ܘܐܪ  and they“) ܕ 
walked in the custom of Israel, who did what was evil before the Lord and angered him all days”).” 
This “Deuteronomistic” plus may have simply been taken from verse 17 (reading  ܡ   ܕ 
ܘܬܗ  ), as Stade, Kings, 264, suggests, but, as Piquer notes, “its mere presence is quite telling, 
as it gives testimony of a persisting notion of a redaction break point … where OL also attests one.” 
Some scholars have argued for a redactional break point between 19 and 20 as well on the basis of 
purely literary arguments; see 3.2.5. 
601 The texts of the verses are of course not completely symmetrical, as verse 8 has a plus concerning 
the “peoples.” It is also noteworthy that verse 22 also has a very similar structure (ַוּיְֵלכּו ְּבנֵי יְִׂשָרֵאל ְּבָכל־
 .(”ַחּטֹאות יָָרְבָעם ֲאֶׁשר ָעָׂשה
602 Long, 2 Kings, 181 and Keil, Kings, 451 (“parallel passage 19b”), note the similarities, but discuss 
them no further. Trebolle, “2 Kings 17,2-23,” 219, however, remarks on the text of the MT/LXX: “In 
any case vv. 8 and 19 have a duplicate that encloses vv. 9-19a.” Brettler, “Text in a Tel,” 127, n. 109, 
notes the similarities, and also proposes a Wiederaufnahme between verses 19b and 22, but not 8 and 
19b. Thenius, Könige, 387: “wahrscheinlich wie V. 8”(?);  
603 Cf. 1 Kgs 3:3, and the extremely late, (proto-)Masoretic, 6:12, a verse which is completely lacking 
in the more original LXX, showing a slight predilection of the MT towards this phrase against the LXX. 
The comment of Becking, “From Exodus to Exile,” 220, that “the combination הלך בחוקות … only 
occurs in the Old Testament in 2 Kgs 17, 8 and 19” is however not true: the phrase can also be found 
in Lev 18:3, 4, 20:23, 26:3; Ezek 5:6, 7, 11:20, 18:9, 17, 20:13, 16, 19, 21, 33:15; Jer 44:10MT (here 
the OG Vorlage did not have הלך or א יְָראּו  which is interesting in the context of the textual problems ,ְו
of 2 Kgs 17:7 where La115 of course lacks this verb as well). In any case, based on the attestations the 
language use appears quite late, and possibly even proto-Masoretic. 



 
 

152 

literary clues about the beginning of a new narrative unit(s) in the vicinity of verse 8 

may also provide further evidence for the originally somehow separate character of 

the preceding verse 7 from the following text, as has been argued earlier. 

The biggest difference between the two versions is the length of the passage 

enclosed by verses 8 and 19: four verses in La115 and ten in the MT/LXX. This longer 

unity of the MT/LXX appears to work in the same way as the long protasis-apodosis 

structure formed by verses 7a and 18a. If creating greater unity between the verses and 

narratives was indeed a goal of the putative reviser of the MT in verse 7, it could be 

argued that this sort of “apparent Wiederaufnahme” would serve his intentions quite 

well here too.  

However, as seen in the table above, the actual textual material used in the 

process of this framing differs: in La115 the enclosing formulation is that of 19a ( לא

 This .(ּיְֵלכּו ְּבחּקֹות יְִׂשָרֵאל ֲאֶׁשר ָעׂשו) while the MT/LXX uses 19b ,(שמר את משפטים יהוה

distinction could prove meaningful since, if the order of the text was changed by the 

MT from that of La115, the use of similar text as in 19b for verse 8 would be 

understandable: as the text of 19b is found just before verse 9 in La115, the text of 19b 

could have easily been transposed with the block of 9–14 as well (and partly modified 

in the process too). In La115 there is no similar mechanism to be observed: the 

formulation of 19a would have been taken over to verse 7*b seemingly arbitrarily. In 

fact, if the transposer behind the order of La115 indeed had wanted to create such a 

resumption between its verses 7*b and 19, he could have just left the text of verse 8 

standing more or less as it was in the MT/LXX, as then the “pseudo-Wiederaufnahme” 

would have perfectly covered the whole text of 8*, 15–19. Now the inclusion stops 

already in 19a, leaving 19b out. 

3.1.3 The subject(s) of verses 8–23 in MT/LXX and La115 – who is 
doing what?  
The issue of the subjects in verses 7–23 has lately been raised by several scholars.604 

In the MT the terms “Israel,” “Judah,” “sons of Israel,” and “all the seed of Israel” 

                                                 
604 See, for example, Campbell & O’Brien, Unfolding, 442–3 (“Judah has been latent in this text from 
its beginning with v. 7”); Provan, Hezekiah, 70 (“17:20 refers to the exile of ‘all the seed of Israel’, 
implying all twelve tribes, and vv. 7-19 prepare the ground for this by cataloguing the sins of both Israel 
and Judah (v. 13, 18-19) ...”); Brettler, “Text in a Tel,” 119–21; Becking, Ondergang, 181, 240–1 (both 
Israel and Judah throughout). 
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appear somewhat problematically in the text.605 As such, the terms “Israel” and 

“Judah” are self-explanatory.606 However, of the latter two, the meaning of the term 

“all the seed of Israel” (ָכל־זֶַרע יְִׂשָרֵאל) has been hotly debated: elsewhere in the Hebrew 

Bible this term typically includes both Israel and Judah, a meaning which has been 

seen as problematic here by some scholars.607 Especially surprising is the sudden 

appearance of “Judah” in verse 13 in the middle of a long condemnation of Israel. 

Because of its intrusive nature, many scholars have deemed this mention of Judah a 

gloss or a later addition,608 often together with the other two verses 18b–19a 

mentioning Judah. There is, however, no text-critical evidence for this supposition – 

rather, it is very likely that verse 13 is already itself a very late interpolation to the 

chapter, and that this late character of its text is probably the best solution for its many 

“unexpected” qualities, such as the mention of Judah (see 3.2.4). 

The subjects of verses 7–23 
Verse MT/LXX La115 
7 sons of Israel 7*ab: 3rd person pl. (= Israel in v. 6) 
8 3rd person pl. (= sons of Israel) > 
9 sons of Israel 3rd person pl.: sons of Israel or Judah609 
10–12 3rd person pl. (= sons of Israel) 
13 Yahweh; obj: Israel and Judah 
14 3rd person pl. (= Israel and Judah?) 
15–17 3rd person pl. (= Israel and Judah?) 3rd person pl. (= Israel in v. 6) 
18a Yahweh; obj: Israel Yahweh; obj: the rest610 of Israel 
18b–19 Judah Judah 
20 MT: Yahweh; obj: all the seed of Israel  

LXX: two subjects, 1)Judah 2)Yahweh; obj: all the seed of Israel 
21a 1)Yahweh or Israel 2)Israel | LXX: 1)Yahweh or Israel 2)Israel 
22 sons of Israel 
23a Yahweh 

No unified scholarly view on what these terms or concepts refer to in chapter 17 has 

developed. For instance, Brettler proposes, largely on the basis of the differing use of 

the term(s) “Israelites,” that the text of verses 7–22 has been composed from four 

                                                 
605 La115 also has the additional term “the rest of Israel” in verse 18, found nowhere else. 
606 Not all agree, however: Werlitz, Könige, 275, sees the term “Israel” in the chapter as including both 
Israel and Judah. This interpretation does not seem very likely, however. 
607 See McKenzie, Chronicler’s Use, 195 (“may refer to both”); Provan, Hezekiah, 70 “all twelve 
tribes”; Becking, Ondergang, 216. For opposing opinions, see Montgomery, 470: “This can hardly 
include Judah”; Cogan & Tadmor, 2 Kings, 207. The phrase is found elsewhere only in 1 Chr 16:13; 
Neh 9:2; Ps 22:24; Jer 31:36, 37; Isa 45:25, where the term usually seems to include either both or all 
the twelve tribes. 
608 Montgomery, Kings, 469; O’Brien, Deuteronomistic History, 210; and Würthwein, Bücher der 
Könige, 392, seem to consider this as an addition. However, some scholars, such as Eynikel, Reform, 
92, consider this mention not that intrusive. 
609 See on the assessment of the subject of verse 9 of La115 in 2.5.3.2. 
610 The plus “rest” is likely a secondary reading in La115; see 2.6.9. 
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different sources.611 The term בנֵי־יְִׂשָרֵאל, “sons of Israel,” seems to indeed be, as 

already noted in the case of La115’s verse 9a, somewhat ambivalent semantically:612 in 

MT verse 7 it likely denotes “Israelites,” as in the inhabitants of the Northern 

Kingdom. However, the second attestation inside a subordinate clause in verse 8 

 already raises questions: who are these sons of (”ַהּגֹויִם ֲאֶׁשר הֹוִריׁש יְהָוה ִמְּפנֵי ְּבנֵי יְִׂשָרֵאל“)

Israel “before whom Yahweh exiled the peoples,” a phrase which alludes to the exodus 

population, the fathers of Israel and Judah? Elsewhere in Kings this phrase appears to 

include both Israelites and Judahites (or all twelve tribes),613 as is most often done by 

the term “sons of Israel,”614 and this is probably the case here as well. Immediately 

after this “the sons of Israel” are addressed in verse 9, again seemingly including only 

the people of the Northern Kingdom. Overall, the MT uses the term “sons of Israel” 

more than does the LXX edition of Kings, although the difference is hardly 

significant.615 This fluctuation in meaning is not yet in itself very disconcerting, 

although it does make the reader wonder why the writer(s) could not have used clearer 

terms in verses 7, 8, and 9. 

The case of verse 13 and its reference to Judah (“13And Yahweh testified to 

Israel and to Judah …14But they did not listen …”) is, however, much more confusing. 

The possibility of this mention of Judah being a gloss is completely plausible. As there 

is, however, no textual evidence for this, and since the text is grammatically 

completely valid, we may, or even have to, handle this mention of Judah as part of the 

text for as long as possible.616 This is the case especially when comparing two (or 

more) differing editions of the texts with each other. As the following verses 14–17 

only use third person plurals without explicating the subject, we have to ask: Is Judah 

                                                 
611 Brettler, “Text in a Tel,” 119. These four sources would be found in vv. 7–12 (“sons”), 13–18a 
(“Israel”), 20 (“all the seed of Israel”), and 21–22 (“Israel”). Brettler does not seem to take into account, 
however, that the term “sons of Israel” is also used in verse 22. 
612 See Brettler, “Text in a Tel,” 121, who mentions the three main uses of the term in Kings: 1) The 
Northern Kingdom, 2) the Judeans after the exile of the north, and 3) both the Northern and the Southern 
Kingdoms. As can be seen in note 614 below, the last one is the most recurrent in Kings. 
613 In most cases this formulaic phrase is given in a Judahite context; cf. 1 Kgs 14:24 (Rehoboam), 
21:26 (Ahab); 2 Kgs 16:3 (Ahaz), 21:2 (Manasseh). 
614 The term is used in an inclusive sense 11 times (in 1 Kgs 6:1, 13, 8:9, 63, 9:21, 11:2, 14:24, 21:26; 
2 Kgs 16:3, 21:2, 9). The term seems to be used in the meaning “Northern Kingdom” 7 times (in 1 Kgs 
12:24 (=12:24z OG), 18:20, 19:10, 20:15, 27, 29; 2 Kgs 13:5). The term denotes exclusively “Judah” 
only once in 2 Kgs 18:4. 
615 The mention of the “sons” is missing in the LXX in 1 Kgs 6:13 (the whole verse being a later MT 
addition), 18:20 (πάντα Ισραηλ), 20:15 (πᾶν υἱὸν δυνάμεως), 29 (Ισραηλ); 2 Kgs 13:5 (L: Ισραηλ). 
616 Thus also Becking, “From Exodus to Exile,” 221.  
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also to be read as a subject of the sins listed in these verses?617 Grammatically, this 

seems to be the correct (and only) understanding, but contextually this would be quite 

unexpected, as the passage would first and foremost be expected to consist of the 

condemnation of Israel. 

There is also an interesting disparity in the use of the term “sons of Israel” 

between La115 and the MT/LXX. While the rest of the traditions give “sons of Israel” 

as the subject of verses 7 and 8, La115 does not have this term in its 7*ab. In fact, the 

only time we encounter this term in chapter 17 of La115 is in verse 9, which is given 

only after verses 15–19. While in the MT it is now hard to say who the actual subjects 

of verses 15–17 are (both Israel and Judah?), in La115 there is only one possibility: 

after mentioning “Israel” in verse 6, its text gives only third person plurals, and thus 

“Israel” is also the only possible subject in verses 15–18. The unit of 15–18 is also 

otherwise quite clearly meant, at least in its current form in every witness, to condemn 

specifically Israel: this can be seen in verse 16a, where we now find “and they made 

to themselves an idol, two calves,” a sin of which only the Northern Kingdom is ever 

accused.618 “Israel” (or, as in La115, “the rest of Israel”) is then explicated as the object 

of Yahweh’s wrath in verse 18. Therefore, the use of the term “sons of Israel” actually 

seems to be characteristic of verse 9 and of MT/LXX verses 7–8. Elsewhere in the 

chapter, this term is found only twice more in verses 22 and 24, both apparently in the 

meaning “Israelites of the Northern Kingdom.” Even if this use of the term does, to a 

certain extent, bring more lexical unity to the chapter, it is nevertheless hard to say 

whether this more frequent use of the term is due to some interest on the part of a 

putative MT reviser. 

Coming back to the question of the confusion of the subjects, La115 may give, in 

terms of narrative logic, a more logical text: only after the sins of Israel have been 

recounted in verses 15–18a, is “Judah” as a subject also brought into the picture in 

verses 18b–19. Only after this are “the sons of Israel” mentioned in verse 9, possibly 

as a differentiating (and/or all-encompassing) term from “Judah.” With La115’s order 

                                                 
617 This is indeed what Becking, Ondergang, 181, 240, proposes. Similarly also Viviano, “2 Kings 17,” 
551: “Following v 13 as it now stands, the ‘they’ of v 14 can only refer to both Israel and Judah.” 
However, after this Viviano for some reason only refers to Israel as the subject of verses 15–18. See 
also Dietrich, Prophetie, 43 and Sweeney, Kings, 395: “Verses 13-17 emphasize YHWH’s witness 
against Israel and Judah ….”  
618 Sweeney, Kings, 395: “The reference to molten calves in v. 16 harks back to Jeroboam’s golden 
calves ….” Literary-critically, however, this mention of calves is clearly a gloss; see 3.2.4. 
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of the text, the mention of Judah in verse 13 would not be as surprising as it now is in 

the MT either: as Judah has been established as a sinner already in verse 19a (“And 

Judah, too, did not keep the statutes …”), it is only logical that Judah would be 

condemned/warned together with Israel in verse 13 after this. 

This apparent logicality can be explained in two antipodean ways of textual 

development: either 1) La115 (or rather, its exemplar/Vorlage) has smoothed the text 

or 2) La115 gives the original, more logical order of the narrative units. From the 

narrative logical point of view, it is indeed preferable that the original meaning of the 

unit in question (verses 7–18) would have been to condemn Israel alone, and not to 

“anachronistically” foretell the destruction of Judah as well – as is now nevertheless 

done by both editions. Moreover, such narratological smoothing does not seem very 

likely, at least as the sole reason for such changes: in this case, La115 would have 

changed the readings of one verse (7) practically completely and omitted another (8), 

and after this transposed the two textual units just to get the subjects of the passages 

right. Such drastic editing seems superfluous. On the other hand, it is similarly possible 

that the more confused text has actually been born out of the more lucid one: the person 

transposing the units may not have been overly concerned about the subtle subject-

altering consequences of his actions – indeed, the problems of the “confusing subject” 

only arise after the text is read carefully enough to see the quite small incongruities in 

it. The intuitive reading of the chapter, namely seeing only Israel as the subject of the 

sins in MT verses 8–18a, has been so apparent that most scholars have not mentioned 

these slight incongruities at all either.619 If the involvement of Judah in the sins of 

verses 14–17 was indeed an intended effect, one could expect this to also have been 

somehow otherwise emphasized in the text, but this is not the case. On the contrary, 

the sinfulness of Judah appears in the MT edition much more reduced than in La115. 

Of course, as I have argued elsewhere with Mäkipelto and Tucker, the narrative 

logic alone can hardly be used as the main argument for or against a text-critical case 

since such arguments are inherently reversible, as is also seen in this case.620 The end 

result of this perusal of the subjects thus brings no definite light to the question of the 

                                                 
619 This is also partly noted by Brettler, “Text in a Tel,” 121–2: “Commentators have generally assumed 
that the children of Israel in 2 Kgs 17:7 refers to the north. This is suggested by context, and by the 
mention of Israel in vv. 13–18, which clearly refer to the northerners … However, given the composite 
nature of this chapter, this argument is of no value.” 
620 See Mäkipelto, Tekoniemi & Tucker, “Large-Scale Transposition,” 14–16. 
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relationship of the two textual forms. However, the fact that La115 may well have a 

text with a narratologically more fluid text form is important, as it gives further reason 

to think that its differences vis-à-vis the MT/LXX are hardly simply accidental, but go 

back to deliberate and meaningful changes on the part of one or the other. 

3.1.4 Comparing the two “text blocks” of La115 

According to Trebolle, the two text blocks identified in La115 form “two parallel 

literary units.”621 However, in his article, Trebolle does not, apart from a few structural 

markers, discuss this parallelism much further. How exactly can this parallelism be 

seen in the text blocks? Trebolle mainly discusses some textual characteristics that 

seem to coincide at the seams of the text blocks, but if the two blocks are indeed 

“parallels,” there should be more similarities between the texts. 

Interestingly enough, on the basis of the MT, Hoffman notes that the repetitions 

of the same ideas and motifs form two distinct “sections of side arguments” in verses 

7–14 and 15–20 – sections that agree closely with La115’s textual units.622 As will be 

seen, the putative text block 19, 9–14, 20 is in many ways similarly constructed when 

compared with the composition of the preceding one in 7*b, 15–18.  

One should, nevertheless, once again keep in mind that the evidence we possess 

is not complete: only the text of verses 17:1–6, 7*, 15–19, and 9a, in the given order, 

is extant in La115. After this the only possibility is to work on the basis of the MT and 

the LXX. Therefore, we have to make the supposition that after 9a the text went on as 

now seen in other witnesses, namely having first verses 9–14 and after this probably 

20–23 – or at least mostly so. Even though not ideal evidence-wise, this is the only 

way to make any further claims about the text and its editorial and redactional 

history.623  

                                                 
621 Trebolle, “2 Kings 17,2-23,” 222–3. According to him, these units are to be divided into 7*, 15–19 
and 7*, 8–14.20. In Trebolle’s theory, verse 7* forms a protasis to both units, but, as argued above 
(2.4.3), this division of the verses does not seem likely. 
622 Hoffmann, Reform und Reformen, 129: “Wiederholungen und Variationen eines Motives finden sich 
also nicht nur im Verhältnis der beiden Hauptargumentationsgänge 7-20.21-23, sondern auch im 
Verhältnis der Teilargumentationsgänge 7-14.15-20. Solche Motivvariationen sind charakteristisch für 
dieses Kapitel wie für den Stil der dtr Kultgeschichtsschreibung überhaupt.” Hoffman (ibid., 130–1) 
also notes that in verses 9–12, 16–17, and 21–22 three “cult catalogues” are listed, again peculiarly to 
be found inside the three different blocks delimited by La115. See also Hobbs, 2 Kings, 227: “specific 
catalogue of misdeeds (vv 9b–12, 15–18).” 
623 When compared to many literary-critical theories, where even the textual evidence of the LXX is 
brushed aside with minimal comments, I would argue that this use of La115 together with the MT/LXX 
is, while not optimal, still at least methodologically much more justified than, say, working solely on 
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3.1.4.1 Structural parallels: the seams of different text blocks  
As already argued,624 it is of utmost importance to the analysis of La115 to note the 

similarities between verses 7*b and 19, as the text of 15–18 is framed by the repetition 

of the phrase “they did not guard the statutes of Yahweh their God.” However, the 

function of this sentence seems to be the same in both verses as well, namely, to begin 

a new textual block after a preceding one. The replicated phrase forms a sort of reprise 

to verse 7*b that begins a new, additional portion of the text.  

Verse 7*b reconstructed Vorlage of La115 Verse 19a reconstructed Vorlage of La115 

ים יהוה אלהיהםטגם יהודה לא שמר את משפ לא שמרו את מצות יהוה אלהי אבתם  

After these introductory verses, listings of sins follow. The second text block should 

thus be seen to begin not with verse 9, but already with verse 19a.625 The somewhat 

disconnected 18b, which also deals with Judah, should probably be seen as the 

conclusion to the first block.626 

Trebolle further argues that, in verses 15 and 20, the verb מאס, “to reject,”627 

forms a similar frame around the first text block of verses 15–19.628 However, this 

“framing” only happens in the ordering of the MT/LXX, but not in La115, where only 

verses 7*ab, 20aβ–23 would be left outside the framing. Therefore it does not seem 

very probable that this lone verb was used as a redactional marker or a “framing 

device” similar to some other materials in the text.629 What this reiteration of מאס does 

show, however, is that both text blocks use very similar phraseology at many points, 

                                                 
the basis of the MT’s text. In the words of Erasmus: “Πάντα λίθον κίνει, id est, unumquemque move 
lapidem, hoc est: omnia experire, nihilque intentatum relinque.” 
624 See 3.1.2. 
625 Thus even for the MT edition, see, for instance, the notice of Eynikel, Reform, 91: “There is a break 
between v. 18 and v. 19. These verses cannot be by the same redaction.” For another opinion, see 
Dietrich, Prophetie, 43: “… dadurch sind V. 18 und V. 19 eng miteinander verknüpft ….” 
626 According to Trebolle, “2 Kings 17,2-23,” 223 n. 14, verse 19, together with 18b, is “added to the 
first unit.” However, these verses should more probably be seen as parts of two different blocks. It is 
possible (albeit not in any way necessary) to see 18b as a gloss (possibly explicating 19a and creating 
a bridge between 18a and 19a), as argued, for instance, by Würthwein, Bücher der Könige, 396: “es 
klingt wie eine Glosse.” A redactional differentiation between 18a and 18b is made by several scholars; 
see, for instance, Klostermann, Könige, 453; Provan, Hezekiah, 72; and Rehm, 2. Könige, 166. Of 
course, 18b may just as well have triggered the later addition of the second text block, which then dealt 
extensively with Judah. That verse 19a starts an addition is clear already from its first word (גם), as also 
noted by Würthwein, Bücher der Könige, 396.  
627 In the MT, the first one is in the plural (15) and the second one in the singular (20), while the LXX 
gives both as plurals. The plural of the LXX in verse 20 is the more original one; see 2.6.11. 
628 Trebolle, “2 Kings 17,2-23,” 222. 
629 One could argue that this verb forms a unifying frame similar to the MT in verses 7.18a (syntactical) 
and 8.19b (phraseological), and would therefore be a late construction. 



159 
 

especially in their seam-verses (at the beginning of the first block and the end of the 

second).  

Even more unlikely is the idea of Trebolle that the LXX plus οὐκ ἐφύλαξαν (* לא

-in the middle of verse 15 reveals a redactional hinge-point, similar to the above (שמרו

mentioned phrases in 7*b and 19a.630 There is, however, a gradual process to be noted 

in the stages of “abandoning” Yahweh in both the LXX and La115: first, in verse 15 

only his statutes are abandoned by Israel, while finally in verse 20 Yahweh himself is 

abandoned (the MT form of verse 20 being secondary), seemingly by both Israel and 

Judah.631 This gradation was probably an original characteristic of the OG edition and 

the whole chapter, regardless of the original order of the text blocks. 

On the other hand, verse 20 appears to form an ending to the second text block 

similar to that of the first one. As has been argued earlier, the MT has most probably 

lost the plus in the verse found in LXX (καὶ ἐθυμώθη Κύριος, *ויתאנף יהוה) via 

homoioteleuton.632 As the reading is integral for understanding the history of the text 

and its composition, the plus should be seen as an original part of the text.  

The phrase ְּביְִׂשָרֵאל...יְהָוה ַוּיְִתַאּנַף , “Yahweh became angry … towards Israel,” 

found in verse 18a forms part of the ending formula of the first text block, together 

with the mention ַויְִסֵרם ֵמעַ ל ָּפנָיו, “he removed them from before his face.”633 It is then 

no wonder that we also find these same phrases and ideas in verse 20, at the end of the 

second block, although in a slightly altered wording, יְִׂשָרֵאל ְּבָכל־זֶַרע יְהָו֤ה ַוּיְִתַאּנַף  …  ַעד

ִמָּפָנֽיו ִהְׁשִליָכם ֲאֶׁשר , “Yahweh became angry towards the whole seed of Israel … until he 

sent them from before his face.”634 The framing of the two text blocks is therefore very 

                                                 
630 See 2.6.6.2 for the discussion of this phenomenon. 
631 The idea of Becking, “From Exodus to Exile,” 220, that “the two clauses in 2 Kgs 17,7–20 presume 
each other and should best be regarded as stemming from the same hand” is not that persuasive. Neither 
of the mentions is, at least explicitly, aware of the other, although the second mention in verse 20 could 
be argued to form the culmination of the actions of the first one in verse 15 – and it may, once again, 
be no coincidence that the two mentions are situated in the two different blocks identified by La115. 
632 See 2.6.11 for the discussion. 
633 Thus Trebolle, “2 Kings 17,2-23,” 222–3, who goes as far as to suggest the Hebrew form of a 
common ending formula for both text blocks:  מעל ) יהוה את ישראל(ויתנאף יהוה מאוד בישראל עד אשר הסרים
 This probably goes too far, as there is no need for both text blocks to have had completely .(223) פניו
identical beginnings/endings. If the text blocks originate from different scribes and from differing 
contexts, as is likely the case, it would indeed be no wonder that the forms and phrases differ from each 
other somewhat. 
634 The case of verse 20 is complicated somewhat by the fact that an even more natural phraseological 
counterpart for 18a ַויְִסֵרם ֵמַעל ָּפנָיו could be found in verse 23aα (עד ֲאֶׁשר־ֵהִסיר יְהָוה ֶאת־יְִׂשָרֵאל ֵמַעל ָּפנָיו). 
Should the ending of the second text block thus be seen in verse 23aα instead of 20b? The verb and 
preposition construction used differ between 18a and 20b, which somewhat hinders seeing them as 
parallels. However, as already mentioned, complete and strict parallelism should not be expected, 
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similar, as both begin and end with practically the same formulations. This indicates 

that the units 7*b, 15–18 and 19, 9–14, 20 indeed parallel each other in their basic 

framework, and shows that the textual order is somehow deliberate, not due to any 

textual mishap in the transmission process. 

 First text block (7*b; 18a) Second text block (19a; 20) 

Beginning formula  לא שמרו את מצות יהוה 
 אלהי אבתם

יהוה ים טגם יהודה לא שמר את משפ
 אלהיהם

Ending formulae ה יהו ףויתאנ  
יוויסרם מעל פנ   

ה ויתאנף יהו  
יומפנ  םהׁשליכ  ראׁש דע  

3.1.4.2 Parallels in the contents of the text blocks 
The formulaic and structural parallels are not the only ones between the text blocks. 

The style of the chapter is quite repetitive throughout, and many of the phrases, ideas, 

and words are found in both text blocks: 

Similarities between the contents of the text blocks 
Text block 1 (7*b, 15–18) Text block 2 (19, 9–14, 20) 
7*b: beginning formula 19: beginning formula 
15: Statutes and Torah 
      “their fathers” 
 hiph’il (Yahweh as subject) עוד      
      nations 
       “Do not like these” 

13: Statutes and Torah 
14: “their fathers” 
 hiph’il (Yahweh as subject) עוד :13
11: nations 
12: “Do not do this thing” 

16: Asherim 
      golden calves, host of heaven, Baal 

10: Asherim 
 ִּגּלִלים :12

17: “to do evil in order to enrage Yahweh” 
       “making” of ephod and teraphim (OG plus) 

11: “to do evil in order to enrage Yahweh” 
11: “making” of “bad things” 

18: ending formulae 20: ending formulae 

As can be seen, there are multiple lexical and phraseological parallels between these 

text blocks. The phrase “serving the ִּגּלִלים” of verse 12 likely has its counterpart in the 

calves, the Asherim, the host of heaven, and Baal in verse 16. Similarly, the order of 

Yahweh to “do not this thing” in verse 12b (א ַתֲעׂשּו ֶאת־ַהָּדָבר ַהּזֶה ) quite clearly reflects 

15bβ, “Yahweh ordered them to not do like these” (ְלִבְלִּתי ֲעׂשֹות ָּכֶהם). The idea of 

“making” (עשה) something is also recurrent between these verses in different 

traditions: in verse 11 “bad things” are made,635 which may correspond to the actual 

                                                 
although it would naturally be preferred – or as formulated by Brettler, “Ideology, History, and 
Theology,” 270: “The non-exact repetition of the cited material is the norm rather than the exception in 
the Wiederaufnahme.” Verse 23aα also lacks the first part of the ending formulae (וּיְִתַאּנַף יְהָוה). 
Therefore, the ending phrase ִמָּפָנֽיו ִהְׁשִליָכם ֲאֶׁשר ַעד  of verse 20 is indeed best seen as paralleling 18a as 
an ending formula. 
635 In the LXX the Israelites also made “companions,” which is nevertheless probably due to textual 
corruption; see 2.6.2. 
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physical objects mentioned in OG verse 17 where the Israelites make “ephod and 

teraphim.” Verse 11b further echoes verse 17 in the concurrent phrase “to do evil in 

order to enrage him/Yahweh.” Furthermore, the negatively listed transgressions of 

subsequent verses 7*b and 15aα of La115 (7*bַוימאסו את־חקיו ואת־15… לא שמרו את מצות

יו אׁשר צוה את־אבותםתורת ) are used in almost the same order in verse 13 in a prophetic 

exhortation ֶאת־ֲאבֵֹתיֶכם ִצִּויִתי ֲאֶׁשר ַהּתֹוָרהְּכָכל־ ֻחּקֹוַתי ִמְצֹוַתי וִׁשְמרּו . The second text block 

thus emerges as a reiteration and reinterpretation of the first one. 

Although the two listings are very similar, they also seem to exhibit differing 

lexical and even “ideological” traits. This indicates further that, if the block structure 

of La115 are original in the chapter, the narratives hardly originated from the same 

hand. In verse 16 the Israelites “make” (ַוּיֲַעׂשּו) an Ashera (plural in OG), while in verse 

10 they “set them up” (בּו  The verb in the concluding formula differs between 18a .(ַוּיִַּצ֧

“he rent them” (ַויְִסֵרם) and 20 “he sent them away” (ִהְׁשִליָכם). In La115 the already 

mentioned appearance of “sons of Israel” (ְבנֵי־יְִׂשָרֵאל) in the text only in verse 9 also 

differentiates the two blocks. These differences in wording are, however, of somewhat 

dubious value alone, and can only be used as part of a cumulative argument. 

More substantial and important than the slight lexical disparities are the 

differences in the ideology promulgated by the text blocks. The most apparent 

difference is, of course, the appearance of Judah as an explicit sinner in verses 19, 13a, 

and 20 (“all the seed of Israel”) – and possibly implicitly in the problematic term “sons 

of Israel” in verse 9 (see 2.5.3.2). The appearance of Judah in verses 18b–20 had 

already been taken in the earliest research as a sign of later (or, in the context of verses 

7–23, often even the latest) redaction to the text, and therefore this may even be the 

most notable characteristic of the second text block. It is thus no surprise that verses 

9b–10, which clearly allude to the sins of Judah (= 1 Kgs 14:23), are found in 

connection with Judah in the second block. Furthermore, as verse 13 is also inside the 

second text block, the usual way of seeing the mention of Judah in that verse as a gloss 

is no longer necessary: Judah in the second text block is explicitly just as guilty as 

Israel (or, as Schenker maintains, even more sinful), and therefore there is nothing 

unexpected in its appearance in verse 13. All the mentions of Judah apart from 18b, 

explicit or implicit, are thus to be found only inside the second text block in La115.  
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Furthermore, in verse 15 there are said to be nations “around” Israel, while in 

verse 11 (and 8 of MT) the nations have already been rooted out.636 Thus the ideology 

of complete conquest can be found in the second text block, but not in the first one. 

3.1.4.3 Was the second text block originally an “independent unit”? 
Piquer surmises that the text blocks identified with the help of La115 may not have 

originally simply been added successively one after the other, but that they comprised 

two independent units (editions “A1” and “A2”) that were added to the text at some 

point, either one after the other or even at the same time.637 However, it is hard to see 

how the clear parallelism of the units (on both structural and contextual grounds) came 

to be if they were completely independent of each other. Similarly, it would be hard 

to see how the first block, dealing solely with the Northern Kingdom, could have been 

missing from the putative earlier versions of La115’s edition – the text history of the 

chapter would make little sense if the condemnation of Judah were originally given 

right after verse 6 or 7(*), especially since verse 21a must have originally been 

dependent on verse 18b of the first block, and not verse 20 of the second one.638 It 

seems unlikely that, as Piquer argues, there existed a text form (in his words “edition 

A2”) where after the exile of the Northern Kingdom (6b) the focus would have 

immediately been directed to Judah and its misdeeds without any explication of 

Israel’s sins before it. As the theory that there is to be found a similar protasis to both 

units in verse 7* has earlier been found unsatisfactory as well, this theory is made even 

more problematic since there are probably no shared syntactical structures between 

the two textual blocks either.639 

While the second block does have a different ideological focus, it is still easy to 

see how it would have originated on the basis of the first unit. The second text block 

is thus indeed “independent” in the way that it can clearly be differentiated from the 

                                                 
636 Trebolle, “2 Kings 17,2-23,” 223: “The second unit, vv. 7*.8-14 + 20-21 is characterized by the 
reference to ‘the nations that were around them’ … whereas the first, vv. 7*15-19, refers to ‘the nations 
whom the Lord drove out before the people of Israel.’” (Trebolle lists the text blocks in the wrong order, 
but the argument remains the same nevertheless.) 
637 Piquer, “What Text to Edit,” 239–40. Compare this with the idea of Brettler, “Text in a Tel,” 121, 
that parts of verses 7–23 originally constituted an independent sermon against Judah, which was later 
added to chapter 17: “I would suggest that 2 Kgs 17:7–12 are a misplaced fragment of a speech which 
justified the exile of Judah. The lack of such a speech in 2 Kings 25, where it would have been expected, 
has been noted. Such a speech probably did exist, and has been misplaced to 2 Kings 17.” 
638 See 3.2.6 below for discussion. 
639 See section 2.4 for the discussion of this theory. In this sense they are indeed very much 
“independent” of each other. 
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first one through both its structure and contents, but it is most probably text-

historically secondary to the first one. 

3.1.4.4 The parallel narrative structure in the context of LXX Kings 
If there is indeed such a parallel narrative structure to be found in chapter 17, as posited 

above, are there any parallels to this phenomenon elsewhere in 1–2 Kings? Could it 

be that the creation of “text blocks” was a well-known scribal technique in antiquity? 

Tov indeed notes that “the technique of juxtaposing two versions of the same story 

was used from ancient times onwards in the composition of Hebrew Scripture.”640 

This occurrence in La115 is thus not completely out of place. 

In LXX 1 Kings there indeed seem to be multiple similar narrative parallels. 

First of all, the story of Jeroboam’s rise to power is also told twice in the OG, but only 

once in the MT (1 Kgs 11:43–12:24). The second Jeroboam narrative of OG (12:24a-

z) is also framed by the same opening and closing phrases as the first one – or vice 

versa.641 The same phenomenon may also be partly observable in the structure of the 

so-called “Miscellanies I and II” of LXX 1 Kgs 2:35a–o and 2:46a–l, as both of them 

begin with very similar accounts of Solomon’s wisdom.642 In 2 Kgs 10:36+ the OG 

(represented by L and LaM) also includes a short regnal narrative of Ahazyah of Judah 

in which Jehu’s rebellion is briefly recounted as well. The case of the MT Goliath 

story in 1 Sam 17–18 might be mentioned as a somewhat similar, albeit not completely 

parallel, phenomenon.643 

This technique of juxtaposing two parallel narratives is not, in fact, completely 

unique in the text of La115 either: in 2 Kgs 10:25–28 La115 also has a curious “double 

                                                 
640 Tov, “LXX and the Deuteronomists,” 158. Tov, “Three Strange Books,” 374, also considers the 
“duplication” of the Jehoshaphat narrative of 16:28a–h (OG) in 22:41–51 (kaige) a similar 
phenomenon, but this is not the case. 
641 Verse 11:43 (καὶ ἐκοιμήθη Σαλωμων μετὰ τῶν πατέρων αὐτοῦ …) shares the information with 
12:24a (καὶ ὁ βασιλεὺς Σαλωμων κοιμᾶται μετὰ τῶν πατέρων αὐτοῦ …). Verse 12:24 (τάδε λέγει 
κύριος οὐκ ἀναβήσεσθε … καὶ ἤκουσαν τοῦ λόγου κυρίου καὶ κατέπαυσαν τοῦ πορευθῆναι κατὰ τὸ 
ῥῆμα κυρίου) then repeats almost verbatim parts of 12:24y-z (yτάδε λέγει κύριος οὐκ ἀναβήσεσθε … 
zκαὶ ἤκουσαν τοῦ λόγου κυρίου καὶ ἀνέσχον τοῦ πορευθῆναι κατὰ τὸ ῥῆμα κυρίου). 
642 Both verse 2:35a (καὶ ἔδωκεν κύριος φρόνησιν τῷ Σαλωμων καὶ σοφίαν πολλὴν σφόδρα καὶ πλάτος 
καρδίας ὡς ἡ ἄμμος ἡ παρὰ τὴν θάλασσαν) and 2:46a (καὶ ἦν ὁ βασιλεὺς Σαλωμων φρόνιμος σφόδρα 
καὶ σοφός καὶ Ιουδα καὶ Ισραηλ πολλοὶ σφόδρα ὡς ἡ ἄμμος ἡ ἐπὶ τῆς θαλάσσης) begin their respective 
units with praise of Solomon’s wisdom using very similar wording. 
643 However, in this case (or, at least, in the latest form of the MT – possibly the original parallel 
tradition was indeed given in a similar fashion in the OG edition of 1–2 Kings) the stories have been 
intertwined, and not simply given as two parallel narratives. This is also quite similar to how the so-
called Jahvist and Elohist accounts work in Genesis. 
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narrative” (“VL1” and “VL2,” as they are called by Trebolle)644 of sorts, telling about 

Jehu’s killing of the servants of Baal.645 In the MT and kaige text there are not many 

traces of two parallel narratives having existed, unlike in La115 and to a certain extent 

L.646 In La115 the additional parallel narrative “VL1” seems to have been added to the 

text in a manner similar to the second text block of chapter 17,647 though in this case 

the two narratives VL1 and VL2 are even more clearly parallel. It seems that La115 

preserves the original OG form (and likely the most original text altogether) in both 

chapter 10 and 17. 

It should be further noted that in the text of 1–2 Kings most – if not all – of these 

parallel structures cannot be found in the MT. There are of course two possibilities for 

why this is: either the Vorlage of the LXX added these to the text, or the MT, for one 

reason or another, took them out or merged them into the other narratives. It is in either 

case important to note that this doubling tendency is something that appears to 

differentiate the two editions by and large, for whatever text-historical reason. 

3.1.5 The “third text block”: verses 21–23 in the context of La115 
The originality of verses 21–23 in the context of 2 Kings 17 has long been a matter of 

literary- and redaction-critical debate.648 However one may see the origin of these 

verses, there is among scholars almost universal agreement that the verses begin their 

own literary, and possibly even redactional, unity. The signs for this independence are 

quite clear: the grammatically awkward beginning (ִּכי־ָקַרע יְִׂשָרֵאל) of verse 21 remains 

as baffling as ever and seems to have no connection to the preceding verse 20.649 Also, 

the sudden change in the subject matter (the unlawful kingship and the sin of Jeroboam 

instead of the sins of the Israelites) when compared to earlier verses suggests that the 

verses originate from a different hand than the earlier narrative(s).650  

                                                 
644 See Trebolle, “Textos ‘Kaige,’” 198–209. 
645 La115 first (VL1) tells about the slaughter with singular verbal forms, as if Jehu himself was the one 
carrying out all the actions, while in the second narrative (VL2) the verbs are in the plural, indicating 
that the ones performing the slaughter are his soldiers. See Schenker, Älteste Textgeschichte, 149–54 
and Schütte, “2 Kön 10,23–28,” for an analysis of this parallel structure. 
646 The peculiar amalgamation of text forms of L in 10:25–28 seems to prove the originality of the 
double narrative of La115 in a very similar way as happens in 17:7*a.  
647 See Schenker, Älteste Textgeschichte, 149–54; contra Trebolle, “Textos ‘Kaige,’” 198–209. 
648 A detailed analysis of these verses and the earlier scholarly discussion will be provided below in 3.2. 
649 Nelson, Double Redaction, 56. 
650 Rehm, Könige, 166; Nelson, Double Redaction, 63. 
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At this point the most important question is: to which verse were verses 21–23 

originally attached? Two main proposals have been made. Many scholars have, rightly 

in my opinion, suggested that seeing verse 21 as (more) originally attached to verse 

18 is the most probable solution.651 It has often been noted in the classical redaction-

critical scholarship that verses 19–20, dealing with Judah both explicitly and 

implicitly, are intrusive and possibly later additions between verses 18 and 21.652 

When these are taken out of the text, verses 18 and 21 flow quite smoothly. 

Interestingly enough, this mystery of verses 19–20 can also be similarly solved in the 

context of La115: even if not originally connected to each other in the manner now seen 

in the MT, verses 19 and 20 indeed belong to the same textual unity, which intrude 

between verses 18 and 21 – this intrusive unity in question just happens to be the 

second text block of verses 19.9–14.20 instead of 19–20 as in the MT/LXX. By 

postulating a later addition of this second text block, verses 18 and 21 could indeed be 

reconnected with each other.653  

There does not seem to be any difference when it comes to the function of verses 

21–23 in either position, since both after verses 18 and 20 – or even verse 6 or 7*b – 

they function to explicate further the reason for Israel’s – and only Israel’s – exile. In 

any case, it is again quite remarkable that the order of La115, even if taken as a late and 

purely accidental construct, nevertheless agrees with some of the previously posited 

(and in this case, the most plausible and well supported) redactional theories, as well. 

In fact, since verse 20 would still precede 21 in La115, almost any broader literary-

critical model already posited for the MT verses 18–21 (and, as will be seen, 

practically the whole chapter) could, to a certain degree, be adapted to its text as well.  

Furthermore, if verses 21–22 (or parts of them) indeed more originally stood 

directly after 18 (before the addition of the second text block 19.9–14.20), this could 

                                                 
651 See, for instance, Provan, Hezekiah, 71; Rehm, Könige, 166; Kittel, Könige, 274. 
652 For instance, Cogan & Tadmor, 2 Kings, 207; Gray, Kings, 591. Depending on whether 18b is 
deemed a gloss, the original unity would thus run either 18a.21 or 18b.21 onwards. 
653 Alternatively, it has been suggested that verses 21–22 constitute part of the oldest material in the 
chapter and are now simply displaced from behind verse 6; see for instance Würthwein, Bücher der 
Könige, 395. The now problematic ַויְִהי in MT verse 7 could have thus originally been connected to the 
clause-beginning ִּכי of 21, which seems to now lack its own ַויְִהי – or any other protasis for that matter 
– as argued by Šanda, 2. Könige, 224. This theory would, however, require that the MT form of verse 
7 is original, which may not be the case, as has previously been argued (2.4). Therefore, seeing this 
redaction-critical idea as a counterargument to the theory of La115’s primacy in verse 7 is possible, but 
not commendable: as the different opinions on the origins of verses 21–22 differ so greatly, and no clear 
consensus on their provenance has been formed, the argument would not have, methodologically 
speaking, very much weight over the text-critical one (rather, it would border on a circular argument). 
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help us explain some of the curious characteristics of verse 19 as well: the clause  ַוּיְֵלכּו

 they walked in the statutes of Israel, which they made,” of 19b“ ,ְּבחּקֹות יְִׂשָרֵאל ֲאֶׁשר ָעׂשּו

could simply be seen as reflecting part of the material that previously stood after verse 

18, namely 22a: וֵּיְֽלכּו ְּבֵני יְִׂשָרֵאל ּבְ ָכל־חַ ּטֹאות יָָרְבָעם ֲאֶׁשר ָעָׂשה, “and the sons of Israel walked 

in all the sin(s) of Jeroboam, which he made.” The phrase would have been slightly 

altered (“statutes”654 of Israel instead of “sins” of Jeroboam) to the new context as a 

beginning clause, to function as a resumptive repetition of sorts. This theory could be 

further supported by the fact that in verse 9 of La115 we now also find the first mention 

of the somewhat problematic “sons of Israel,” who are similarly addressed in verse 

22a. As verses 19 and 9 follow each other in La115, this possible phraseological 

connection between verse 22 and the beginning of the second text block becomes even 

stronger.655 

3.1.6 Conclusion: La115 as the sole witness of OG edition in verses 
7–23 
The main question of the preceding study was this: Can the text order of La115 be 

deemed not to result from a simple accidental change but rather to evidence a Greek 

textual form (~ OG), which would in turn go back to a meaningful Hebrew 

composition? On the basis of both structural and contextual arguments it has been 

argued that most likely this was indeed the case – or that, at least, since the order of 

La115 has so many peculiar features pointing to deliberate arranging, it was hardly born 

simply by accident.  

The text form originally reflected by La115 seems to have been composed of two 

more or less independent text blocks (7*b, 15–18 and 19, 9–14, 20), both framed by 

similar beginning and ending formulae (verses 7*b/18 and 19/20, respectively). The 

contents of these blocks parallel each other to a certain degree, but they are also 

ideologically opposed: while the first one has its listings of sins directed solely against 

Israel (and thus older), the second block also brings Judah to the fore as a sinner. 

Whether or not this OG text order is the most original, i.e., older than the MT 

version, is still an open question, and is likely to be unanswerable on textual arguments 

                                                 
654 Or “deed(s)” if the reading actibus of La115 indeed goes back to a different Vorlage; see 2.6.10. 
655 Supposing that the order of La115 was original, the use of this term in verse 9 would then have also 
spread to MT verses 7–8 after its transposition was made. In verse 20, the phrase ַעד ֲאֶׁשר is also found, 
possibly in turn reflecting 23aα. 
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alone (reversible argument). While the text of La115 seems to be narratologically more 

coherent, this more logical nature could be argued to be due to either the earlier or 

later character of its text. It is possible that the purely literary- and redaction-critical 

arguments, which will be evaluated next on the basis of the MT, will shed light on this 

problem, since it is unlikely that the text blocks now evidenced by La115 were 

originally created as units, but have rather evolved through multiple revisional stages, 

of which the “unification” of the blocks may be only one of the latest – if not the latest. 

If indeed going back to a Hebrew Vorlage, the study of the present textual order 

of La115 already has quite far-reaching repercussions for its literary history: at least the 

first text block – or parts of its contents – must have preceded the second block, which 

was composed after the model of the first one. As will be argued below, verses 21–22 

also preceded the second text block, and verse 22, which may already come from the 

History writer, possibly preceded even the first text block. It is similarly likely that, as 

previously argued, 7*a is literarily independent of 7*b (or any other passage), and was 

interpolated at a later date – or, if the transposition of La115 preserved the latest stage 

of the textual evolution, as a part of this transposing action. 
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3.2 The MT edition: in search of the History writer 
After analyzing the literary form of the OG edition, it is time to take a look at the form 

of the MT. In this section the text of the MT, with certain text-critical modifications 

suggested above (sections 2.4–2.6), will be literary-critically analyzed especially in 

order to find the very first layer (History writer) upon which the later revisers made 

their additions (and at times, omissions). The text of verses 7–23, which has created 

such heated debate in the scholarship, is most probably a result of a very complex web 

of additions by multiple hands. It is therefore exceedingly hard to separate these 

different strands of traditions, especially since the original input of the History writer 

appears to be minimal in these verses – if present at all. The reader should bear in mind 

that, because of the already-mentioned limitations of redaction-/literary-critical 

method (see the Introduction as well as 3.2.7–3.3 below), the results of the literary-

critical analysis below are best understood as “explorations” in the jungle that is the 

textual history of 2 Kings 17:7–23. While some groundwork and foundations can 

fairly certainly be established, many findings remain much more speculative. 

3.2.1 Broader literary limitations in the MT edition of verses 6b–23  
As has been argued, the annalistic material (1, 5–6aα, mostly in the OG form) and the 

History writer’s additions to this base text (2–3, 4a* in their OG form), which 

constitute the oldest text of the chapter, ends with verse 6,656 probably according to 

the OG text and its plus “until this day” at the very end of the verse. Likewise, 6aα 

(annals) likely differs from the History writer’s 6aβ ( ַאּׁשּוָרה ֶאת־יְִׂשָרֵאל ַוּיֶגֶל ), as the earlier 

object of conquest, “Samaria” of verses 5–6aα, changes to a broader term “Israel,” 

denoting the whole Northern Kingdom, a term which is retained for the rest of the 

chapter.657  

After this, the scholarly opinions on the literary and redactional state of the 

chapter start to differ greatly, as may be seen in the table658 below:  

                                                 
656 See 2.3 for the analysis of the material in verses 3–6. 
657 This use of “Samaria” as the object continues in verse 24, which could show an original link between 
these two passages; see Levin, “Der Untergang des Königtums von Israel,” 180, who posits that the 
annalistic material encompasses verses 1.3a.5*–6.24aα.b, verse 4(b*) thus being late as well. As has 
been seen, there are indeed many grave text-critical problems in verse 4, which would further 
corroborate Levin’s hypothesis (and as he himself asserts in Levin, “In Search,” 257). 
658 For a somewhat similar table, divided between pre-exilic, exilic, and post-exilic materials, see 
Trebolle, “2 Kings 17,2-23,” 224–5. It has to be noted that, simply for the sake of presentation, the 
column “even later additions” combines under only one column a single “textual layer,” even though 
the reconstructions are actually in many cases much more nuanced with multiple later layers. 
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Scholar659 Most original unity Secondary additions Even later additions 
Klostemann (1887) 18b, 21–23 7–18a 19–20 
Benzinger (1899) 21–23 7–18 19–20 
Kittel (1900) 18, 21–23 7–17, 19–20  
Burney (1903) 7–18, 21–23 19–20  
Stade (1904) 21abα, 22–23 7–14, 15bβ–18 15abα, 19–20, 21bβ 
Šanda (1912) 7aα7 23–21 ,אaα20–19 18–ב 
Noth (1943) 7–20 21–23  
Montgomery (1951) 21–23 7–18 19–20 
Jepsen (1953) 21, 23b 7–20, 22, 23a  
De Vaux (1958) 7a, 21–23 7b–18 19–20 
Gray (1964) 18, 21–23 7–17, 19–20  
Debus (1967) 21–23 7–20  
Dietrich (1972) 7–11, 20 12–19 21–23 
Nelson (1981) 7–20, 23b 21–23a  
Rehm (1982) 7–18a, 23 21–22 18b–20 
Würthwein (1984) 21–23aα 7–12, 18 13–17, 19–20, 23aβ 
Becking (1985) 21abα.22–23 7–20 21bβ 
Cogan & Tadmor 
(1988) 

 
21–23a 

 
7–18 

 
19–20 

Provan (1988) 7aα, 18a, 21–23 7aβ–17, 18b–20  
McKenzie (1991) 21–23 7–20  
Brettler (1995) 13–18a, 23 21–22 7–12, 18b–20 
Eynikel (1996) 7a, 9, 11a, 16aβ, 21–23 8, 10, 12–16aα18 ,ב, 

20 
11b, 17, 19 

Fritz (1998) 21–23aαb 7–12, 18 8b, 13–17, 19–20, 
23aβ 

Campbell  
& O’Brien (2000) 

 
21–23 

 
7–20 

 

Kratz (2000) 21–23 7–12, 18 13–17, 19–20 
Aurelius (2003) 21–23 7a, 8–11, 18 7b, 12–17, 19–20 
Römer (2005) 21–23 7–20  
Pakkala (2012) 7a, 21 7b–11, 13–15abβ, 

16b–18, 22 
12, 15bα, 16 

Essentially, the vast majority of scholars agree that there is a literary break of some 

kind between verses 7–18 and 21–23. According to most scholars, a later hand 

interpolated 19–20 between 18 and 21. This is a clear and well-argued position, and, 

as already seen even in the analysis of La115’s text form, such a literary break between 

verses 18 and 19 is also corroborated even by the textual evidence from the OG 

edition. This tripartite understanding will, for the most part, also be taken here as a 

working hypothesis. However, as seen in the table above, it is still debated whether 7–

                                                 
659 Small glosses (like that of ְׁשנֵים ֲעגִָלים in 16) have not been included in the table. Klostermann, Könige, 
453–4; Benzinger, Könige, 174; Kittel, Könige, 274; Burney, Kings, 330–1; Stade, Kings, 48; Šanda, 
Könige, 220–4; Noth, ÜSt., 85; Montgomery, Kings, 470; Jepsen, Quellen, app. I; De Vaux, 1–2 Rois, 
199; Gray, Kings, 591–2; Debus, Sünde Jeroboams, 99; Dietrich, Prophetie, 45–6; Nelson, Double 
Redaction, 63; Rehm, 2 Könige, 166–71; Würthwein, Bücher der Könige, 395–7; Becking, Ondergang, 
179–200; Cogan & Tadmor, 2 Kings, 207; Provan, Hezekiah, 71–2; McKenzie, Trouble with Kings, 
141–2; Brettler, ”Text in a Tel,” 131–2; Eynikel, Reform, 91–2; Fritz, Könige2, 95–6; Campbell & 
O’Brien, Unfolding, 442–3; Kratz, Composition of the Narrative Books, 168–9; Aurelius, Zukunft, 84–
5, 89; Römer, So-Called Deuteronomistic History, 121; Pakkala, “Deuteronomy and 1–2 Kings,” 143–
5. 
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18 or 21–23 includes the more original text (or rather, some parts of the oldest text) – 

and whether either of these units already belongs to the History writer.  

Since it is very unlikely that the History writer would not have commented at all 

on the fall of the Northern Kingdom himself, the starting point of constructing a 

redactional model of the chapter would be to first separate these most original parts 

upon which later redactors and revisers piled their additions and glosses.660 In order to 

do this, it is important to first consider the most elementary literary limitations of the 

text: Which textual units can or cannot, from the get-go, be considered viable as the 

original layer, and on what basis? Or are there reasons to conclude that there is in fact 

no such material to be found after verse 6?  

There are indeed some larger literary critical caveats that first need to be heeded 

before starting the analysis of verses 7–23, namely:  

1) the possible (editorial) framing devices in 6b/23b and/or 18a/23a;  

2) the grammatical frame created in the MT by 7aα.18a, and the narrative 

interrupting 13a inside this frame; 

3) the grammatical problems of 21a, especially if this verse is to be connected 

directly to 6b; and 

4) the challenge of OG verse 2 to the larger redactional overview of chapter 17. 

The foremost challenge to the view that verses 7–23 might contain any ancient 

materials is verse 6aβ (with the OG plus עד היום הזה), which seems, from a structural 

point of view, to form a Wiederaufnahme with 23b: 
6aβ* ללֶאת־ וֶּי֥ ֶגלל  ן  ַאּׁ֑שּוָרהה ִיְׂשָרֵא֖ ר ּגֹוָז֖ ח ּוְבָח֛בֹור ְנַה֥ ם ַּבְחַל֧ ֶׁשב ֹאָת֜ ֹ֙ ַוּי

י י ָמָדֽ עד היום הזהה ְוָעֵר֥  
23b    ל ֶגל ִיְׂשָרֵא֜ ל ַאְדָמתֹ֙ו וִּי֙  ַאּׁ֔שּוָרההֵמַע֤

ד ַהּ֥יֹום ַהּזֶֽ   ׃ההַע֖   

Such a use of an ancient editorial technique would indicate that most, if not all, of the 

materials found inside this resumptive repetition (verses 7–23a) are later additions to 

the text.661 Therefore the History writer’s layer in the chapter would be extremely 

small: only in verses 1–6 could there be found any traces of the oldest text of the 

author, with everything else – that is, more than 35 verses – coming from later hands. 

                                                 
660 Of course, as already noted, it would seem similarly unlikely that the History writer should not give 
the usual condemnation formula concerning the “sin of Jeroboam” to Hoshea, the last king of Israel – 
but seemingly this is exactly what is done (see 2.2). This fact only underlines the challenges of 
reconstructing the very oldest textual layer in verses 7–23, and that our redaction-critical expectations 
are not always met by the textual evidence. 
661 Thus also Aurelius, Zukunft, 77–8. Long, 2 Kings, 182–3, while also positing a Wiederaufnahme 
here, does not see it as the marker of a late addition, but as a “stylistic” device. 
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The text of verse 23b is almost verbatim that of 6aβ, except for the additional  ֵמַעל

 of 23b, which has, especially in connection with 2 Kgs 25:21, a slightly ַאְדָמתֹו

theologizing flavor: the use of ַאְדָמתֹו quite clearly alludes to the idea of the promised 

land and to the myth of empty land after the deportation.662 This indicates that, at least, 

the formulation of 23b is later than that of 6aβ. However, in order for this repetition 

to constitute an editorial Wiederaufnahme, it needs to be ascertained that the thematic 

and ideological contents of the framed text, which will be analyzed below, can also be 

deemed to reflect late ideas.  

The passage framed by verses 6 and 23 adds the reason(s) for the fall of Israel 

narrated in verses 3–5. As verses 7–23 evidently do not form a literary unit as a whole, 

we have to look for the original added unity. It is usually proposed that this unity most 

probably started with MT verse 7a. As has been argued earlier (2.4), however, already 

here, at the very beginning of the literary-critical work of the chapter, the text-critical 

material may hinder the conventional redactional picture since the text form of La115 

(= OG) may well have the oldest text extant in verse 7, which greatly differs from the 

MT form. 

Nevertheless, if one decides to take the text and edition of the MT as it stands as 

the basis of one’s literary analysis, the protasis construct ַויְִהי ִּכי (“and happened, 

because …”) can only have its apodosis in verse 18a, ַוּיְִתַאּנַף יְהָוה (“… that Yahweh 

became angry towards Israel”) – or, alternatively, 13a (“that Yahweh warned Israel 

and Judah …”), which interrupts the flow of the narrative and is therefore a very late 

interpolation to the context (cf. below).663 This is the only unproblematic syntactical 

understanding of the construction ַויְִהי ִּכי of the MT, and any other translations of the 

construction are likely faulty.664  Already the way one translates the construction, 

                                                 
662 The idea of a promised land is found elsewhere in Kings only in 1 Kgs 8:34, 40, 9:7, 14:15 (> LXX); 
2 Kgs 21:8. See especially 2 Kgs 25:21 where the exile of Judah is recounted with the exact same 
formula (ַוִּי֥גל יְהּוָדה ֵמַעל ַאְדָמתֹו). The quite rare phrase מַעל ַאְדָמתֹו + גלה is elsewhere used in Jer 52:27 and 
Amos 7:11, 17. 
663 Similarly Becking, Ondergang, 169 (“…onderbroken door vers 13 …”) and Ehrlich, Randglossen, 
313 (“Das Ganze von hier an bis V. 12 bildet den Vordersatz zu V. 13.”). 
Verses 20b and 23a, which have practically the same text, have not been proposed as the apodosis in 
the research, although they too are grammatically completely viable options. 
664 See 2.4.3.2. For example, Pakkala, “Deuteronomy and 1–2 Kings,” 143, translates “this happened, 
because …,” which makes it possible for him to connect 7aα directly to 21a as the oldest text, with 
nothing else in between. Similarly De Vaux, Livres des Rois2, 199. However, such a Hebrew text with 
two ִּכי conjunctions, reading  ם ִּכיויְִהי ֵהיֶה֔ ל ֵמַעל ֵּבית ָּדוִ֔ ִּכי־ָחְט֤אּו ְבנֵי־יְִׂשָרֵאל ַליהָוה ֱא ם־ָקַרע יְִׂשָרֵא֗ ד ַוּיְַמִליכּו ֶאת־יָָרְבָע֣  
is not very likely and does not make much sense. In order to make such translations, one would need to 
emend the beginning as  כי כןויהי  or the like – although such a construction seems quite awkward, and 
 .is very rare (Gen 1:7, 9, 11, 15, 24, 30; Judg 6:38; 2 Kgs 15:12; Amos 5:14) ויהי כן
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therefore, has repercussions for the redactional analysis of the passage. This, of course, 

constrains the literary and redactional analysis of the chapter further since if verse 7a 

is taken as the beginning of the oldest text of the chapter after 1–6, this necessitates 

seeing its apodosis 18a as coming from the same literary stratum (this does not apply 

to the converse, however).665  

As an alternative to such an understanding of 7a, Šanda suggests that only the 

first verb of the verse, ַויְִהי of 7aαא, should be seen as original, with the now otherwise 

enigmatic syntactical structure ִּכי־ָקַרע, “because it/he tore,” of verse 21a serving as its 

original continuation (instead of ִּכי־ָחְטאּו of 7a).666 This resulting ַויְִהי ִּכי construction 

would thus be grammatically less problematic, having its apodosis in the ַוּיְַמִליכּו of 21b 

(“7And it happened, 21abecause/when he tore Israel from the house of David, 21bthat 

they made Jeroboam king …”).667 This makes it possible for Šanda to consider 

everything in 7b–20 as later additions. However, this solution is also problematic from 

the grammatical point of view since the subject of 21a ָקַרע, “(he) tore,” if read as 

transitive qal, would be the king of Assyria directly after verse 6, which is obviously 

impossible. However, as argued by many, the qal form ָקַרע of MT should be 

understood as either reflexive (“Israel tore itself”) or, more likely, the verb form was 

changed in the (proto-)MT stage from the more original niph’al form ענקר , as attested 

by the OG, to the MT qal 668.קרע Such a solution would alleviate the problems of 

Šanda’s theory. 

Verse 18a (or, as some contend, verse 20) thus works as the punishment clause 

for the sins listed from verse 7 onwards and as a suitable conclusion even to the 

original denunciation of Israel and its sins in the chapter. One would not expect any 

more sins to be mentioned after the exile of the Israelites in 18a. However, such a 

reconstruction would leave the mention of Jeroboam’s sin in verses 21–22 out of both 

the original text of verses 1–6 and even the putative original layer in 7–17 where no 

                                                 
665 Provan, Hezekiah, 71–2, sees only this unity of 7a.18a as the most original text in verses 7–20, with 
everything between as later addition(s). 
666 Šanda, 2. Könige, 224. 
667 In such a case one could even argue that the two ִּכי conjunctions in 7a and 21a now form a 
Wiederaufnahme-like repetition, between which the later interpolations were then  made. 
668 For the text-critical discussion, see 2.6.12. In his “Reconstructed Hezekian History,” Thomas, 
Hezekiah and the Compositional History, 435, has verse 21 follow 6 directly while still maintaining 
that the subject should be seen as Yahweh, apparently implicitly. This is of course not possible. 
However, it is possible that the original niph’al form was harmonized to a qal form because of the late 
additions of verses 7–18, or even 19–20, before it, so that the subject of 18/20 (Yahweh) would only 
later also become the subject of 21a.  
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mention of Jeroboam can be found. Some scholars have found this problematic since 

this would mean that the sin of Jeroboam, the universally thought staple mark of the 

History writer, would not have been mentioned at all in the original edition of chapter 

17 but only by some later redactor.669 This seems unlikely. On the other hand, if the 

History writer’s text is supposed to have ended already with verse 6, no sin would 

have been recounted in such a text for either the people of Israel or its king, Hoshea. 

The only apparent reason for the destruction would be the political miscalculation of 

Hoshea found in verse 4a – which is also a late addition.670 It is thus hard to argue that 

no explicit (theological) reason at all would have originally been given for the fall of 

Israel in chapter 17.671 

Furthermore, linked to this problem, the textual challenge of verse 17:2 – whether 

Hoshea was a relatively good (MT) or the worst (OG) king of Israel – should also be 

noted since it might have redactional significance for verses 7–23.672 According to the 

MT, Hoshea, who “did what was wrong in the eyes of Yahweh, though not like the 

kings of Israel before him” does nothing particularly wrong – apparently he did not 

even walk in the sin of Jeroboam. This is of course baffling, as in this case there would 

be even less reason for the exile in verses 1–6. If we were to understand, for instance, 

that Hoshea being the not-worst king means that the worship of the calves in Bethel 

and/or Dan had already ceased,673 the condemnation of the MT must be late since the 

calves were hardly yet present in the History writer’s text.674 Hoshea being “not like 

the kings of Israel before him” would then have to mean something else, and there is 

at least a possibility that his not being as evil had something to do with his not 

following the sin of Jeroboam since almost all the other kings of Israel are said to have 

                                                 
669 Pakkala, “Deuteronomy and 1-2Kings,” 143–5.  
670 For all of 3–4 as a likely (mixture of) later addition(s), see 2.3. 
671 It is also possible – albeit extremely unlikely – that the explicit reasoning was originally given 
elsewhere, for example in 1 Kgs 14:15–16 or 2 Kgs 18:12, and therefore there was no need to do it 
again in 2 Kgs 17. Indeed, O’Brien, Deuteronomistic History Hypothesis, 209, argues that 1 Kgs 14:16 
was part of the DtrH scheme, while also claiming that 2 Kgs 17:22–23a should similarly be seen as 
DtrH material. On the other hand, Nelson, Double Redaction, 61–3, seems rather to opt for the 
originality of 2 Kgs 18:12. Both passages are, however, quite suspect of being late: 1 Kgs 14:16 is 
missing from the LXX, and 2 Kgs 18:12 is similarly phraseologically very exceptional – the idea of 
“hearing the word of Yahweh” is only once found elsewhere, in 1 Kgs 20:16, a late prophetic story; see 
also Campbell & O’Brien, Unfolding, 380, 447, who argue for the lateness of both passages. 
672 See 2.2 for the text- and literary-critical assessment of the verse. 
673 As was the understanding of the rabbinic writers, and as argued by Van der Kooij, “Zur Exegese,” 
111–12. 
674 The calves in 1 Kgs 12:28–30 are probably a late invention. See 1.3. 
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done so.675 In the OG text there would of course be much more reason for the exile, 

since Hoshea “did more evil than anyone before him,” apparently surpassing even 

Ahab, the epitome of evil. Such a reading would at least imply that the sin of Jeroboam 

was continued by him, although it is hard to say if such an implicit remark alone would 

have sufficed for the History writer. In any case, the OG text form would make more 

sense in a redactional model where only parts of verses 1–6 were posited to attest to 

the most original text. 

As a second option, it has been proposed that the original unity should be found 

in verses 6, 21–23, between which verses 7–20 were added in various stages.676 The 

aforementioned problems of the subject of the construction ִּכי־ָקַרע stay the same, but, 

as has been argued, they are text-critically emendable. There is thus no grave need to 

suggest that some material has been lost before 21, for instance.677  

The unity of verses 6, 21–23 would easily solve the problem of Jeroboam’s sin 

not yet being mentioned in relation to the fall of the Northern Kingdom in verses 1–6. 

There are two main large-scale literary-critical problems with this solution, however: 

the first being the already mentioned possible Wiederaufnahme in 6b and 23b; the 

second would be another rather suspicious repetition found between 18a and 23a: 
18a ל ַוְיִסֵרם ֵמַעל ָּפָנ֑יו יו 23a וִּיְתַאַּנף ְיהָוה ְמֹאד ּבְ ִיְׂשָרֵא֔ ל ָּפָנ֔ יר ְיהָו֤ה ֶאת־ ִיְׂשָרֵאל֙  ֵמַע֣  ַעד ֲאֶׁשר־ֵהִס֙

The phrases are similar enough to warrant a literary connection of some sort. The 

complexity of the situation is further increased by the fact that 20b (  ִהְׁשִליָכם ֲאֶׁשר ַעד

 is also very similar to these phrases, and especially 23a – Brettler even comes to (ִמָּפנָיו

the conclusion that there is a resumptive repetition not between 18a and 23a, but 

between 20b and 23a.678 Of course, in the OG edition these repetitions seem to mark 

literary hinge-points and form no such substantial challenges as they do in the MT. 

                                                 
675 Levin, “Frömmigkeit,” 156, indeed assumes that Hoshea desisted from Jeroboam’s sin: “Der letzte 
König Hoschea schließlich unterläßt die Sünde Jerobeams ganz.” Similarly Wiseman, Kings, 265: “He 
seems not to have inaugurated or continued the anti-Yahwistic practices for which Israel itself is 
condemned” and Pietsch, “Hoshea ben Elah,” 341. 
676 Thus, for instance, Römer, The So-called Deuteronomistic History, 121; Thomas, Hezekiah and the 
Compositional History, 435. 
677 As cautiously suggested by Nelson, Double Redaction, 56: “However, it is just possible that the 
beginning of the phrase was lost through the editorial process.” 
678 Brettler, “Text in a Tel,” 119–20. This would of course make the unit 21–22 even later than verses 
19–20, which are usually seen as the latest additional unit in 7–23. Rehm, 2. Könige, 166, on the other 
hand, considers verses 18b–22 to constitute a “Zwischenabschnitt.” 
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As will be seen, there are indeed some ideological peculiarities in verses 21–22 

that indicate that at least some parts of verse 21 – if not the verse as a whole – are 

probably later additions to it. Nelson goes as far as to suggest that 21–22 are “an even 

later addition by someone who missed any mention of Jeroboam, dependent upon both 

the historian and the second editor in language.”679 It is not necessary to make such 

drastic statements, however: some parts of 21–23, and especially verse 22, may be still 

taken as already belonging to the History writer, as will be argued below. However, 

everything else, that is 7–20, likely does not originate from the earliest text form, but 

constitute a complex web of subsequent additions and interpretations by numerous 

different editorial hands. It is thus best to consider these repetitions as emerging from 

editorial meddling, but not as involving the technique of Wiederaufnahme. With these 

preconditions in mind one may start the assessment of the “first homiletical passage” 

of 7–23. 

3.2.2 How unified is the “unit” of verses 7–18? 
It has been concluded above that at least verses 7a(MT), 18a; 19–20; and 21–23(a) 

should be seen as coming from at least two different hands, 19–20 being an 

interpolation between the two other units, of which 21–23 (or at least 22–23a) has 

good likelihood of even coming from the History writer himself. What about the in-

between material in 7–17? Even though some, most notably Noth, have seen the 

passage in question as coming from only one author,680 the number of repetitions, 

glosses, contradictions, and even differing ideologies – as already briefly noted in the 

analysis of La115’s text blocks – makes it likely that the materials in between have been 

composed by several hands.  

There are repetitions of certain elements, such as Yahweh exiling the peoples 

from before the Israelites (8, 11), the Israelites erecting Asherim (10)/making Ashera 

(16), and doing evil and inciting the wrath of Yahweh (11, 17). In verses 8 and 11 we 

learn the peoples have been exiled by Yahweh from before the Israelites, but in 15 

they are said to be still “around them.” Furthermore, verses 7–12 (and 16aβ–17a) have 

their focus on the cultic crimes and the veneration of other gods, while verses 13–16aα 

                                                 
679 Nelson, Double Redaction, 63. Similarly Rehm, Könige, 171. 
680 Noth, ÜSt., 85–6, according to whom this author was the Historian. Similarly, e.g., O’Brien, 
Deuteronomistic History Hypothesis, 210: “From a literary critical point of view 2 Kgs 17:7-18a, apart 
from a later insertion in v 12, exhibits a high degree of uniformity” and Šanda, Könige, 223: “Der 
Abschnitt 7–18 ist einheitlich.”  
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have their focus solely on the many ordinances Yahweh had given to the Israelites 

(and their fathers), which they had not followed. 681 There are thus multiple 

phraseological and thematic reasons to presume multiple editors at work. 

Several scholars have seen these characteristics as reason for a redactional break 

into two distinct units in verses 7–12 and 13–17.682 The earlier subject of verses 7–12, 

i.e., “Israel,”683 prematurely changes in verse 13 to “Yahweh,” whose speech is now 

addressed not only to Israel, but also to Judah. Thus the interrupting verse 13 is in this 

model seen as beginning a second unit, spanning all the way to verse 17 or 18. The 

mention of Judah also means that, grammatically, the plural subjects of verses 14–17 

are to be understood as both Israel and Judah (the objects of the denunciation of 

Yahweh), which could hardly have been the meaning of the original text of the History 

writer.684 Also, the ideological significance and role of prophets as the preachers of 

Yahweh’s statutes and commands in verse 13 differs from the more customary idea in 

the books of Kings of a prophet as a miracle worker or simply as a messenger of 

Yahweh’s word.685 It is highly likely that verses 13 and 14 following it form a later 

explicating interpolation to the text (in the case where the MT is taken as the more 

original edition of the chapter, that is). 

Other unities can also be proposed on the basis of the underlying ideological 

tendencies of redactors. Not finding the differentiation between 7–12 and 13–18 

satisfactory, Eynikel proposes that, since the History writer was evidently interested 

in the high places and the “sin of Jeroboam,” verses 7a, 9, 11a, 16aβ, 21–23 could 

                                                 
681 See 3.1.4 for the suspiciously even distribution of many of these repetitions and differences between 
the two textual units of the OG (9–14, 15–18). A somewhat similar division, although not as marked as 
in the OG (which has clear literary divisions between the two), is thus also to be found in the MT. The 
fact that both traditions display similar tendencies points very strongly to the conclusion that there are 
indeed at least two distinct literary layers in verses 7–17. 
682 Thus, for instance, Fritz, Könige, 95, 98–9; Spieckermann, Juda unter Assur, 222; Würthwein, 
Bücher der Könige, 392, 395–7 (two DtrN units 7–12.18 and 13–17.20). Some see the break to lie 
between 11 and 12 (or 13) instead; see Dietrich, Prophetie, 44–6; Aurelius, Zukunft, 82, 87 (8-11.18, 
13-17.19-20, verse 12 being an even later interpolation between 11 and 13). 
683 The terms “Israel” and “sons of Israel” are interpreted in this section as denoting the inhabitants of 
the Northern Kingdom only. This is the most uncomplicated understanding of the terms, even though, 
as argued earlier, some objections to this view can be raised; see 3.1.3 for the discussion of the terms. 
684 For further analysis of this phenomenon, see 3.2.4. 
685 Rösel, “Why 2 Kings 17,” 88: “This understanding is typical of Jeremiah and Ezekiel and is alien to 
the Deuteronomist, especially to the Deuteronomists in Kings, who describe the prophets as intervening 
in Israel's history according to a schema of prophecy and fulfillment”; similarly Würthwein, Bücher 
der Könige, 397. According to Gray, Kings, 588–9: “The inclusion of Judah in the doom of Israel here 
and at v. 19 indicates a post-exilic date, as does also the reference to the ignoring of the prophets’ call 
to turn from their evil ways.” 
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have formed the original textual unity, with everything else having been added later 

in two main stages.686 However, the main problem with this particular reconstruction 

is that the resulting text is not grammatically, or even logically, sound: the difficult 

protasis of 7a does not have an apodosis, since 18a is deemed to be later by Eynikel.687  

Nevertheless, the idea of a text unit in verses 7–11 revolving around the 

illegitimate and uncentralized (possibly still Yahwistic) cult on the high places is 

plausible. Indeed, as Eynikel reconstructs, there are signs that suggest that verses 9b 

and 11a originally followed each other without verse 10 in between (see below). 

Therefore, a modified working hypothesis of 7aα, 9bα, 11aαb, 18(a), 22–23a on the 

basis of Eynikel’s model could be proposed as having the oldest text in verses 7–23, 

and as the best base text to mostly suit the style and needs of the History writer.688 

Verses 7aα and 18a would form the grammatical “frame” inside which 9bα, 11aαb 

recounted the grave provocation of making high places.689 After this the sin of 

Jeroboam (22) is recounted for the whole of Israel one last time before their exile 

(23a). However, certain phraseological phenomena in verses 9 and 11 may point to 

the later provenance of even these verses. In the end, it will be argued, we are left with 

only 22–23a as the likeliest option for the most original text layer in verses 7–23. 

3.2.3 Analysis of verses 7–12  
The text-critical findings already suggested that 7b and the phrase “they feared other 

gods” (ִהים ֲאֵחִרים  may be a late, possibly even as late as proto-MT, addition (ַוּיִיְראּו ֱא

to the text which found its way even into the L tradition via kaige.690 The phrase is 

highly suspicious even without text-critical evaluations since אלהים אחרים + ירא can be 

found in the whole Hebrew Bible otherwise only in 2 Kgs 17:35, 37, 38, which are 

                                                 
686 Eynikel, Reform, 91. Eynikel asserts that the calves were also important to the Historian, thus taking 
16aβ ( ֲעׂשּו ָלֶהם ַמֵּסָכהַוּיַ  ) as original material, but this is not likely; see 3.2.4. 
687 Eynikel, Reform, 91. Such a resulting syntactical structure with two ִּכי clauses in 7a and 21a would 
also be very peculiar, not to mention that the second ִּכי clause of 21a would also be quite nonsensical 
after 16aβ (how does making a molten image relate to Yahweh tearing Israel from the house of Judah?), 
even if the verb of 21a is read as reflexive or niph’al נקרע. Eynikel’s reconstruction therefore does not 
pass the Gegenprobe. 
688 In a way this hypothesis can be seen as updating the base text proposed by Eynikel. 
689 In fact, if one reads 7aα without the verb ַויְִהי, one could even posit a grammatically sound redactional 
model 7aα, 9b, 11aα(b), 22–23a (or an even more stripped one of 7aα, 22–23a!), thus without the 
apodosis of 18a, as the original text of the first homiletical passage. The text-critical evidence (La115, 
which does not have this verb; see 2.4.3.2) could support this claim to a limited extent. In this model 
one would also need to delete the unnecessary and redundant ְּבנֵי יְִׂשָרֵאל of 22 as a gloss that was made 
necessary after the addition of 21bα+β (the subject of which is Jeroboam). 
690 See 2.4.3.3. 
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evidently very late.691 As this is the first explicit sin mentioned, this phrase could have 

been added here to emphasize that the main sin of the northerners was (and still is in 

verses 29–33) first and foremost idolatry – i.e., transgressing the first commandment. 

Kartveit notes that this use in the latter part of the chapter may have simply been 

picked up from the earlier verse 7 – but the reverse is just as possible, and in this case 

more likely.692 

Verse 8, which is now completely lacking from the OG edition reflected by La115, 

is similarly redactionally quite questionable, as its text clearly echoes Lev 20:23a and 

has phraseology rarely used in Kings.693 Textual attestation also indicates that the 

grammatically very difficult 8b (ּוַמְלֵכי יְִׂשָרֵאל ֲאֶׁשר ָעׂשּו) is an even later (proto-

Masoretic?) gloss-like addition to the verse.694 As the meaning of the term “the sons 

of Israel” – which is suspiciously and unnecessarily mentioned in three subsequent 

verses – also changes between verse 7 (Northern Kingdom) and 8 (all Israelites), then 

in 9 back to the understanding of 7, verse 8a appears like a later interpolation between 

the two.695  

Furthermore, the similarities of verse 8 with the “sin of Rehoboam” are to be 

noted: the clause ֹויִם ֲאֶׁשר הֹוִריׁש יְהָוה ִמְּפנֵי ְּבנֵי יְִׂשָרֵאלַהּג  (“the peoples whom Yahweh drove 

from before the sons of Israel”) is verbatim the same as found in 1 Kgs 14:24.696 This 

allusion to the sins of Judah is no coincidence when it is noted that verses 9–10 also 

                                                 
691 Similarly Aurelius, Zukunft, 81. See 2.4.3.3 and 4.5.2 for the discussion of this phrase in both 
redactional and text-critical terms. Nelson, Double Redaction, 53–4, 57, notes that 7b and 13–14 show 
similarities with the language use of Judges 2:1–5 and 6:7–10, which he deems secondary additions to 
Judges.  
692 Kartveit, “Date of II Reg 17,24-41,” 41. If 7b is nevertheless taken as original, the sentence could 
also work very well in direct connection with 9b (“7bthey feared other gods 9band built them (ָלֶהם) high 
places …”); were the verses 8–9a deemed secondary to them (which they quite likely are), this would 
effectively render the text of 9b idolatrous – and thus non-DtrH – as well. 
693 Leviticus 20:23a reads ם ַח ִמְּפנֵיֶכ֑ א ֵתְֽלכּו ְּבחּקֹת ַהּ֔גֹוי ֲאֶׁשר־ֲאנִי ְמַׁשֵּל֖  See 3.1.2 for discussion of the phrase .ו
 It is interesting to note that this allusion is now wanting in La115. The action of the sons of .הלך בחוקות
Israel, namely “walking in the statutes of the peoples, whom Yahweh exiled before the sons of Israel,” 
is the exact violation of Lev 18:3, 20:23 (“do not walk in the statutes of the peoples”). The punishment 
for this is to be spewed out by the land (Lev 18:28, 20:22). The same formulation is also found in 1 Kgs 
14:23, 21:26, 2 Kgs 16:3, and 21:2. 
694 See 2.5.1–2. Especially interesting is the lack of this phrase in the Samaritan Sepher ha-Yamim. If 
this minus was indeed already due to its Vorlage, and not the Samaritan editors, this would be evidence 
for exceedingly late (proto-)Masoretic editing. 
695 See 3.1.3 for further discussion of the subjects of verses 7–23. 
696 The same clause can be also found verbatim in 2 Kgs 16:3 (Ahaz) and 21:2 (= 2 Chr 33:2, Manasseh). 
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allude to the aforementioned sin (1 Kgs 14:23–24).697 As seen in the table below, it is 

clear that these passages are literarily linked: 
1 Kings 14:22–24  2 Kings 17:8–10 

 י ְיהָו֑ה וַּיַעׂש ְיהּוָדה ָהַרע ְּבֵעינֵ 22 
ם ְּבַחּטֹאָתם ר עָ ֲאֶׁש  ַוְיַקְנאּו ֹא֗תֹו ִמּכֹל ׂשּו ֲאבָֹת֔

 אּו׃ָחָט ר ֲאֶׁש 

ה ִמְּפֵני ְּבנֵ ֹות וֵּיְלכּו ְּבֻחּק 8  ם ֲאֶׁשר הֹוִריׁש ְיהָו֔ י ַהּגֹוִי֔
ל   ִיְׂשָרֵא֑

 ּו׃ּוַמְלֵכי ִיְׂשָרֵאל ֲאֶׁשר ָעׂש
  ֹותָלֶהם ָּבמ 698ָּמהַגם־ֵה  ּוַוִּיְבנ 23

ים עַ ַמֵּצבּו  ה ְוַתַחת ל ָּכל־ִּגְבָעה ְגבֹ ֹות ַוֲאֵׁשִר֑ ָה֔
 ץ ַרֲעָנן׃ָּכל־עֵ 

ן ַעל־ְיהוָ  9  ל ְּדָבִרים ֲאֶׁשר לֹא־ֵכ֔ ה וְיַחְּפאּו ְבֵני־ִיְׂשָרֵא֗
ם  ֵהיֶה֑ ם ִמִּמְגַּדל נֹוְצִרים  ָלֶהם ָּבמֹות ּוַוִּיְבנֱא ְּבָכל־ָעֵריֶה֔

 ר׃ַעד־ִעיר ִמְבצָ 
ֶרץ ָעׂ֗שּו ְּככֹל ַהּתֹוֲעבֹ ה בָ ַגם־ָקֵדׁש ָהיָ וְ  24 ת ָא֑

ה ִמְּפֵני ְּבֵני ִיְׂשָרֵא  ם ֲאֶׁשר הֹוִריׁש ְיהָו֔  ׃לַהּגֹוִי֔
ה ם וַּיִּצבּו ָלֶה  10  ים ַעל ָּכל־ִּגְבָעה ְגבָֹה֔ ַמֵּצבֹות ַוֲאֵׁשִר֑

 ׃ןְוַתַחת ָּכל־ֵעץ ַרֲענָ 

The similarity between the phrase ַוּיְִבנּו ָלֶהם ָּבמֹות in 1 Kgs 14:23a and 2 Kgs 17:9b 

seems to have prompted a later reviser to add the other cultic misdeeds of 1 Kgs 14:23 

 into 2 Kgs 17:10 as well. This later addition is indicated by the fact that (ַמֵּצבֹות ַוֲאֵׁשִרים)

verse 10 now severs the connection between the high places of 9b(α) ( ְבנּו ָלֶהם ָּבמֹות ַוּיִ 

 Indeed, the addition of 699.(ַויְַקְּטרּו־ָׁשם) and the sacrificing on them in 11aα (ְּבָכל־ָעֵריֶהם

the harmonizing verse 10 would have forced the reviser or a later glossator to add the 

explicating ְּבָכל־ָּבמֹות after ָׁשם in 11aα since ָׁשם in the present text actually refers to the 

hills and the lush trees of verse 10b, not to the high places in the cities of the Israelites 

(9b).700 It is not impossible that this addition of verse 10 happened together with 8a as 

a harmonization towards the sin of Judah, the “customs of the peoples” (1 Kgs 

                                                 
697 Indeed, Brettler, “Ideology, History, and Theology,” 273, notes that these verses are a quotation 
from 1 Kgs 14:22–23, made according to the “inverted quotation” or the principle of the so-called 
Zeidel’s Law. 
698 The MT plus גַם־ֵהָּמה, “they too,” seems to be a late MT addition, as it is missing from LXX (καὶ 
ᾠκοδόμησαν ἑαυτοῖς ὑψηλα = *ויבנו להם במות) and marked with an asterisk in Syrohexapla, the reading 
coming to some Greek manuscripts from Aquila and/or Symmachus. The plus may even be classified 
as an “anti-Israelite/Samaritan” MT addition: the custom of building high places came, according to 
this plus, originally from Israel (as their building is recounted verbatim to 1 Kgs 14:22–23 in 2 Kgs 
17:9–11), as the Judahites “too” started building them! The addition could, alternatively, be due to the 
now unclear text of MT 14:22bβ, where it is not completely certain, who the subject of  ֹ אָתם ֲאֶׁשר ְּבַחּט
 is (either the fathers or the Judahites). Therefore a late copyist may have wanted to clear the ָחָטאּו
confusion by adding that “they too,” probably referring to Judah, did evil things, like their fathers. This 
potential gloss, of course, ultimately only further adds to the ambiguity of the passage. 
699 Similarly Eynikel, Reform, 96, who concludes that the phrases come from the same hand. It is good 
to note that the explication מִּמגְַּדל נֹוְצִרים ַעד־ִעיר ִמְבָצר, “from watchtowers to fortified towns,” also acts 
similarly. It is possible this was glossed to the text with verse 10 as further denoting the broadness and 
extent of building high places – there was absolutely no place without sin in the north. 
700 However, in 2 Kgs 16:4 Ahaz is said to have sacrificed both on the high places and on the hills and 
under all lush trees, making it not impossible that verses 9–11 would indeed come from the same hand. 
The idea of sacrificing on any of these places is thus not impossible, although 16:4 itself may well be 
simply dependent on 17:9–11. Nevertheless, the form of 16:4 (ץ ַרֲענָן ַחת ָּכל־ֵע֥  is remarkably (ְוַעל־ַהְּגָב֑עֹות ְוַת֖
that of Deut 12:2 verbatim and likely an allusion to it, unlike 2 Kgs 17:10 ( ה ־ִּגְבעָ֣ ָּכלַעל  ץה ְגבָֹה֔ ַחת ָּכל־ֵע֥  ְוַת֖
 .which makes this a somewhat more complicated idea ,(ַרֲעָנֽן
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14:23bα) denoting the high places (9a) and the matsebot and asherim (10a) in the 

resulting text.701  

The evaluation of the relative age of 9a, on the other hand, is difficult for multiple 

reasons, as has been noted above (2.5.3). First, the first word of the verse, ַויְַחְּפאּו, is a 

hapax whose meaning is highly disputed. Second, the odd phrase of 9a, “and they 

(either “the sons of Israel”702 or “the kings of Israel” of the previous verse) did in 

secret703 things that are ‘not right’ against/concerning Yahweh,” is found nowhere else 

in the Hebrew Bible and is quite vague and ambiguous. The fact that this very 

awkward Hebrew sentence conforms to Aramaic language use only makes it more 

suspect of being very late (possibly from the stages evidenced by verses 24–41).704 If 

“doing in secret” or the like is indeed the right translation of חפא, it could allude to 

some idolatrous deeds, as in Deut 13:6 and 27:15 idolatry is also performed “in secret” 

 ,Nevertheless, at least the “sin of Jeroboam” was quite clearly done in the open .(ַּבֵּסֶתר)

as almost every king of Israel is accused of it.705 The unnecessary explication of the 

subject “sons of Israel” in 9a is again surprising here since the subject should carry 

over from verse 7. This may suggest that the text of 9a was added behind 8b and its 

ungrammatical gloss containing “the kings of Israel,” after which the new explication 

of the subject became necessary. 

As the text now stands it is somewhat difficult to say whether the sacrificing at 

the high places in verses 9b and 11a should be seen as a Yahwistic (potentially from 

the History writer) or an idolatrous practice (later revisers).706 If either 7b (“they feared 

                                                 
701 Verses 8 and 10 are also attributed to the same redactor by Eynikel, Reform, 91. 
702 If the subject is indeed “the sons of Israel” of 9a, this mention of the subject is quite unnecessary. 
However, this superfluous repetition of the same subject as in 7a (which carries over to here) should 
probably not be seen as too literary-critically disconcerting: as the strange “kings of Israel” (which is 
probably some sort of gloss) at the end of 8b could be understood as also changing the subject of verse 
9a, the successive explicative addition of “sons of Israel” would then be completely understandable. 
On the other hand, if the gloss “kings of Israel” came later than the ”sons of Israel,” this would change 
the situation: the repetition of the subject would indeed be unnecessary and possibly hint at a late 
provenance of either verse 9a or 7a, where the “sons of Israel” are also mentioned. On the basis of the 
MT’s text “the kings of Israel” could be either earlier or later, more probably earlier; however, on the 
basis of the text-critical assessment and La115 lacking verse 8. The situation becomes even more 
complicated, as “the kings of Israel” indeed come to the text later than the “sons of Israel,” who 
themselves also seem like latecomers to the text! 
703 The most often used translation “to do in secret” is pretty much nonsensical, as commented by 
Snaith, Kings, 280. 
704 See Goldstein, “A Suggestion,” 397; Montgomery, Kings, 478.  
705 In 2 Kgs 17:22 the people of Israel are also said to have walked in the sin(s) of Jeroboam, apparently 
quite publicly. 
706 Provan, Hezekiah, 82, sees them as idolatrous. 
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other gods”) or 11b (“they did evil things in order to provoke Yahweh”) comes from 

the same author, the cult is clearly idolatrous. The wording of the original unity 9b, 

11aα ( ַויְַקְּטרּו־ָׁשם|  ָּבמֹות ָלֶהם ּוַוּיְִבנ ) could be interpreted either way since the verb קטר (in 

hiph. and pi.) is used for both Yahwistic and non-Yahwistic sacrifices,707 although one 

would also expect the verb זבח, “to sacrifice,” here, the common pairing of טרק  when 

it comes to sacrificing on the high places in Kings. Indeed, according to Nelson, this 

sole use of קטר indicates later language use.708 “Building” (בנה) or “making” (עׂשה) 

high places is not very common a sin either, in Kings or otherwise.709 As the mention 

of 9b should in our working hypothesis be seen as a recapitulation by the History 

writer of the first mention of the sin of Jeroboam in 1 Kgs 12:31 (ַוּיַַעׂש ֶאת־ֵּבית ָּבמֹות), it 

is quite remarkable that the verb used for building the high places (בנה) differs slightly, 

together with the object (house(s) on/of high places vs. high places). It is thus best 

concluded that these three discrepancies speak of the work of two different hands. 

Verses 9b, 11a are unlikely to originate from the same author who wrote 1 Kgs 12:31. 

The many idolatrous practices in verses 7–11 indicate that these high places were 

understood – at least by the later redactors – as non-Yahwistic. Apart from 1 Kgs 12–

13, mentions of (houses/priests of) high places in the Northern Kingdom are scarce 

and appear almost solely in late contexts. It is clear that the later redactors of Kings 

were also interested in high places and were ready to add them to the text:710 

The (houses/priests of) high places in Israel Function 
1 Kgs  
ֹותֵּבית ָּבמ 12:31  Yahwistic 
ֹותּכֲֹהֵני ַהָּבמ 12:32  Yahwistic 
י ַהָּבמֹותּכֲֹהנֵ  13:2  ? 

                                                 
707 Similarly Weinfeld, Deuteronomy, 326. Eynikel, Reform, 221, sees the verb as “RI” where the 
subject is the stereotypical king or the people of Israel. 
708 Nelson, Double Redaction, 57–8, asserts on this lack of the second verb: “For the historian, the verb 
seems to have had its more narrow meaning of burning incense or causing smoke to rise; therefore, 
when he is making a negative judgment about sacrifices at the high places, he always uses the verbs qtr 
and zbh together ... For the exilic editor, however, the word seems to have had the broader connotation 
of sacrifice in general, for he always uses this verb alone in his negative judgments.” Indeed, the 
attestations of קטר as the sole verb of sacrifice seem generally late in Kings; cf. 1 Kgs 9:25, 12:33, 13:1, 
2; 2 Kgs 16:13, 15 (however, both have עָֹלה as their object here), 18:4, 22:17, 23:5 bis, 23:8. In the 
Priestly texts in the Pentateuch (for instance Lev 9:13), the semantic field of קטר has also become 
broader, replacing זבח, as happens here. 
709 With בנה in 1 Kgs 11:7, 14:23; 2 Kgs 21:3; Jer 7:31, 19:5, 33:35; 2 Chr 33:3, 19. With עׂשה in 1 Kgs 
12:31; 2 Kgs 23:15, 19; 2 Chr 21:11, 28:25; Ezek 16:16. 
710 Thus also Pakkala, “Deuteronomy and 1–2 Kings,” 142–3. Pakkala (155–6) also notes that, in the 
very latest transmissional stages, the high places even lose their meaning as a place of sacrifice and 
become understood as simple cultic objects that should be destroyed with other idolatrous objects (as 
seems to happen in 2 Kgs 23:19–20). The mention of high places in 2 Kgs 17:9 as an actual location is 
therefore at least earlier than this very late conception. 
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ֹותָּבֵּתי ַהָּבמ 13:32  ? 
ֹותּכֲֹהֵני ָבמ 13:33  bis Yahwistic 
2 Kgs  
 ? ָּבמֹות 17:9
ֹותְּבָכל־ָּבמ 17:11  Idolatrous 
ית ַהָּבמ 17:29 ֹותֵב֣  Syncretistic 
ֹותֵני ָבמּכֲֹה  17:32  Syncretistic 
ית ַהָּבֽמֹות 17:32  Syncretistic ֵב֥
םַהָּבָמה ֲאֶׁשר ָעָׂשה ָיָרְבעָ  23:15  Idolatrous 
הַהָּבָמ  23:15  bis Idolatrous 
ֹותָּבֵּתי ַהָּבמ 23:19  Idolatrous 
 Idolatrous ּכֲֹהֵני ַהָּבמֹות 23:20

A further problem is the syncretistic 11aβ with its ַּכּגֹויִם ֲאֶׁשר־ֶהגְָלה יְהָוה ִמְּפנֵיֶהם, “like the 

peoples whom Yahweh exiled from before them,” a rewording of 8a. As the 

combination גלה + גוים of 11b occurs elsewhere only in 2 Kgs 17:26 and 33, this pairing 

may be a sign of late language, although this use in these two verses more probably 

derives from the earlier verse 11.711 In 11b the “bad things” (ְּדָבִרים ָרִעים) also point to 

idolatrous behavior, as they probably should be seen as an allusion to Deut 13:12, 

which deals with the punishment for idolatry, “the bad thing” (ָּדָבר ָהָרע). Because of 

the redundant repetition of Yahweh exiling the peoples from before the Israelites in 

8a and 11b, either of them – more likely 8a – may be a later reformulation of the other. 

Verse 12, sometimes thought to come from the same hand as verses 9 and 11,712 

could be another indication that the cult at the high places described in 9–11 is 

criticized for being syncretistic and idolatrous. However, verse 12 with its ּגִּלִלים, a rare 

and ideologically late word in the Hebrew Bible,713 comes from a later hand than 9bα 

and 11aα. Verse 12 serves as a secondary explication and interpretation of verse 11, 

added with or after the other allusions to the sins of Manasseh in verses 16–17.714 The 

ַהּזֶה ָברֶאת־ַהּדָ  ַתֲעׂשּו א  of 12b forms an allusion to Deut 12:4 ( ֵהיֶכם ַליהָוה ֵּכן א־ַתֲעׂשּון ֱא ), 

evoked by verses 8 and 10–11 before it, which also allude to Deut 12:2.715 The verb 

                                                 
711 Furthermore, the use of גלה likely derives from 6b (= 23b), where it is used in connection with Israel. 
712 Thus Würthwein, Bücher der Könige, 396 and Fritz, 2. Könige, 98. 
713 The word itself is probably of late origin, as it suggests that the other “gods” were nothing but simply 
material idols (or rather, even “dung”) with no divine power whatsoever; see Pakkala, “Deuteronomy 
and 1-2 Kings,” 155–6. The word is found in abundance only in Ezekiel, and even there appears to have 
been occasionally added only later to the MT edition (the mentions in Ezek 6:5, 30:13, 33:25, 36:18 are 
lacking in the LXX); elsewhere only in Lev 26:30; Deut 29:16; 1 Kgs 15:12, 21:26; 2 Kgs 21:11, 21, 
23:24; Jer 50:2. 
714 Serving the ִּגּלִלים is mentioned as one of the sins of Manasseh in 2 Kgs 21:11 and especially of his 
son Amon (21:21). 
715 Goldstein, “A Suggestion,” 403–4, also notes the close resemblance of 2 Kgs 17:8–11 and Deut 
12:2–4. The phrase ץ ַרֲעָנֽן ַחת ָּכל־ֵע֥ ה ְוַת֖ ה גְבָֹה֔ ל ָּכל־ִּגְבָע֣  found verbatim only in 1 Kgs 14:23 and Jer ,(10b) ַע֚
2:20, reflects Deut 12:2 (ץ ַרֲענָן ַחת ָּכל־ֵע֥  quoted verbatim by 2 Kgs 16:4). Deut 12:2 also ,וַעל־ַהְּגָב֔עֹות ְוַת֖
speaks of the peoples whom the Israelites will dispossess (ם יְֹרִׁשים אָֹתם  similar to 2 Kgs ,(ַהּגֹויִם ֲאֶׁשר ַאֶּת֛
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 with Yahweh as its object clearly denotes idolatry,716 after which “idols” as an כעס

explication of “bad things” works well.717 Verse 12 is thus a later addition that 

emphasizes the purely material and thus powerless aspect of idols, similar to the calves 

of 16aβ.718 The gods of other peoples, like the calves, are nothing more than material 

idols, without any divine power vested in them, similarly to Deutero-Isaiah where this 

aspect becomes prominent and shows the generally late date of these concerns. 

Furthermore, Dietrich sees verse 11b (ַוּיֲַעׂשּו ְּדָבִרים ָרִעים ְלַהְכִעיס ֶאת־יְהָוה) as a sort of 

“summary” statement to 7–11a.719 It is not impossible that 11b, or at least its  ְלַהְכִעיס

 was even the ending and climax of the original condemnation of Israel in these ,ֶאת־יְהָוה

verses,720 which was then followed by the original punishment formula in 18a.721 

Indeed, this would explain the second, tautologous statement at the end of verse 17 

 which quite clearly functions as a framing resumptive ,(לֲעׂשֹות ָהַרע ְּבֵעינֵי יְהָוה ְלַהְכִעיסֹו)

repetition for a second layer of additions (parts of verses 12–17) to the more original 

unity that ended in verse 11b.722 If this was the case, the verb כעס of this resumptive 

repetition would indicate that the unit thus created was later than the History writer’s 

text as well since it is used solely of idolatrous deeds in Kings. 

As a preliminary conclusion concerning verses 7–12 of the MT it is proposed that the 

most original textual unity in these verses can be found in 7aα, 9bα, 11aαb (without 

                                                 
17:8. It is good to note that Deut 12:2–4 itself comes from the later stages (“DtrB”) of the formation of 
chapter 12; see Veijola, Deuteronomium, 262, 274–6. 
716 In both Deuteronomy and elsewhere in Kings this is the understanding of the verb; cf. Deut 4:25, 
9:18, 31:29, 32:16, 19, 21 bis; 1 Kgs 14:9, 15, 15:30 bis, 16:13, 26, 33, 21:22, 22:54; 2 Kgs 21:6, 15, 
22:17, 23:26. Similarly Judg 2:12. Only in 1 Kgs 16:2, 7 do these verses speak only of Jeroboam’s sin, 
being clearly secondary, and in 2 Kgs 23:19, which is somewhat unclear (albeit in any case very late). 
717 Dietrich, Prophetie, 44, furthermore sees verse 12a as a “Wiederholung von V. 7b,” but this is not 
necessary. 
718 Thus also O’Brien, Deuteronomistic History Hypothesis, 210: “Verse 12 may therefore have been 
added later to introduce the theme of idol worship.” 
719 Dietrich, Prophetie, 44, according to whom: “Nichts spricht dagegen, daß dieser Gedankengang von 
dem Verfasser des dtr Geschichtswerkes, von DtrG, stammt.” On the other hand, Pakkala, 
“Deuteronomy and 1-2 Kings,” 144, sees 11b as a late gloss, although he does not discuss the passage 
further. There is nothing in the passage that would outright deem it a gloss, but it is also somewhat 
unlikely that it would come from “DtrG,” as Dietrich maintains, since it speaks of the Israelites 
“provoking Yahweh,” an idolatrous statement. 
720 Thus Aurelius, Zukunft, 82. 
721 Dietrich, Prophetie, 44–5, connects 11b rather to the second punishment formula in 20b, but this 
seems very unlikely.  
722 This is indeed what Aurelius, Zukunft, 82, also proposes: “Die einfachste und vorerst zu prüfende 
Erklärung des doppelten Vorkommens ist, der Abschnitt ν 13-17 später hinzugefügt und durch die 
Wiederaufnahme von ν 11b am Ende von ν 17 in den Kontext eingebunden worden ist.” If this verb is 
indeed used in such a narrative framing fashion, it is interesting to note that the verb כעס is also found 
in the OG version (La115) of verse 7, thus similarly also framing the beginning of the homiletical portion 
7–23. 
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 While it is not completely impossible that this unit of text was penned .(ְּבָכל־ָּבמֹות

already by the History writer, this seems quite unlikely. The verses come from a later 

(exilic to post-exilic?) reviser, who already saw the cult of the Northern Kingdom as 

idolatrous and not Yahwistic. After this the text grew at least in two different stages, 

by 8a, 10, 11aβ (possibly by one hand), and even later (possibly in multiple different 

stages) by 7b, 8b, 9a, and 12. The original textual unit in 7–18 would have thus been 

again quite short.  

12–The textual growth of verses 7  
י ִּכי־ָחְטאּו בְ  ִיםַוְיִה֗ ־ִמְצָר֑ ִים ִמַּתַחת ַיד ַּפְרעֹה ֶמֶל ם ַהַּמֲעֶלה ֹאָתם ֵמֶאֶרץ ִמְצַר֔ ֵהיֶה֔  ֵני־ִיְׂשָרֵאל ַליהָוה ֱא

ִהים ֲאֵחִרים׃     יְראּו ֱא  ַוִּיֽ
ל   ה ִמְּפֵני ְּבֵני ִיְׂשָרֵא֑ ם ֲאֶׁשר הֹוִריׁש ְיהָו֔  ַוֵּיְֽלכּו ְּבֻחּקֹות ַהּגֹוִי֔
 ל ֲאֶׁשר ָעׂשּו׃ּוַמְלֵכי ִיְׂשָרֵא   
ם     ֵהיֶה֑ ן ַעל־ְיהָוה ֱא ל ְּדָבִרים ֲאֶׁשר לֹא־ֵכ֔  ַוְיַחְּפאּו ְבֵני־ִיְׂשָרֵא֗

ם   ַוִּיְבנּו ָלֶהם ָּבמֹות ְּבָכל־ָעֵריֶה֔
 723ִמִּמְגַּדל נֹוְצִרים ַעד־ִעיר ִמְבָצר׃  
ה  ים ַעל ָּכל־ִּגְבָעה ְגבָֹה֔  ְוַתַחת ָּכל־ֵעץ ַרֲעָנן׃ ַוַּיִּצבּו ָלֶהם ַמֵּצבֹות ַוֲאֵׁשִר֑

 ַוְיַקְּטרּו־ָׁשם 
ם    ְּבָכל־ָּב֔מֹות ַּכּגֹוִים ֲאֶׁשר־ֶהְגָלה ְיהָוה ִמְּפֵניֶה֑

ים ְלַהְכִעיס ֶאת־ְיהָוה׃  ַּיֲעׂשּו ְּדָבִרים ָרִע֔  ַוֽ
ם לֹא ַתֲעׂשּו ֶאת־ַהָּדָבר ַהֶּזה׃    ים ֲאֶׁשר ָאַמר ְיהָוה ָלֶה֔  ַוַּיַעְבדּו ַהִּגֻּלִל֑

7a 
7b 
8a 
8b 
9a 
9bα 
9bβ 
10 
11aα 
11aβ 
11b 
12 

3.2.4 Analysis of verses 13–18 
It was already noted above that verses 13–14, which interrupt the narrative flow begun 

with 7aα and bring Judah and Yahweh prematurely to the fore, come from a later hand 

than that of 7–11 or 15–17, which seem to deal solely with Israel and its sins. The 

combination יְהָוה + עוד as subject, as used in 13a (and 15a), is very rare in the Hebrew 

Bible, and is used mostly in late contexts – it is specifically significant to note that the 

combination is used by the Masoretic idiolect of Jeremiah, but is missing from the 

older Septuagint edition.724 This indicates that עוד + Yahweh as a subject is indeed a 

very late (certainly post-exilic) phrase. Similarly, the phrase  ִָעיםׁשבּו ִמַּדְרֵכיֶכם ָהר  can be 

                                                 
723 The last part of the text, יר ִמְבָצֽר ים ַעד־ִע֥ ל נֹוְצִר֖  from watchtower to fortified city,” seems like a“ ,ִמִּמגְַּד֥
gloss. The same construct is only found in 2 Kgs 18:8, in a context of warfare, in which the construct 
works well. However, in 17:9, where the context is about cultic deeds, the phrase’s militaristic flavor 
is somewhat out of context. It is likely that the phrase was added to 17:9 from 18:8. This way verse 9b 
also parallels the text of 10b, where a further remark is made about the location of the idolatrous worship 
(“on every high hill and under every lush tree”). 
724 The combination is found elsewhere in Ex 19:23; Jer 11:8, 42:19 (both missing from the LXX 
edition, thus being very late additions to the MT edition); Ps 49:7; Neh 9:29, 30; Mal 2:14. Furthermore, 
the mention of ְוֵעְדֹוָתיו in MT 1 Kgs 2:3 is not found in LXX manuscripts B M a−119 b f 64´-381 55 71 
158 245 318 460 707 either, even though the text is in a kaige section, indicating a very late addition 
(probably Hexaplaric in the rest of the manuscripts); see Trebolle & Torijano, “From the Greek 
Recensions to the Hebrew Editions,” 271. Mentions of עדות are thus shown to be text-critically 
suspicious sometimes even in Kings. 
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found verbatim in Ezek 33:11. The prophetic ideology of 13 also differs significantly 

from the usual prophetic depictions of Kings, as mentioned above (3.2.2). Therefore, 

the whole of verse 13 is quite clearly an addition to the context, as the rest of the verse 

cannot work without its beginning clause וּיַָעד יְהָוה. There are also some indications 

that the highly repetitive 13b may stem from an even later explicative hand.725  

Verse 14, which is dependent on 13, then fulfills the charges of Yahweh: like 

their fathers, the Israelites (and Judahites) did not heed the warnings of the prophets.726 

The language of verse 14 is unique in Kings: only here do the people “harden their 

necks” (קשה את עורפם)727 and “(do not) believe (hiph.) in Yahweh” (אמן ביהוה).728 

According to Levin, the practically monotheistic and highly abstract theological idea 

of “(not) believing in Yahweh” is indeed a very late (Hellenistic) one in the whole 

Hebrew Bible – and especially so in Kings, where “not believing” in Yahweh or any 

other god is otherwise never an issue.729 To the earlier writers of Kings such a modern, 

almost atheistic, concept would have been nearly incomprehensible. The late 

characteristics of 13 thus continue in 14.  

Much of the nomistic language of verse 15a is shared by the already analyzed 

verse 13. The likely late use of the verb עוד with Yahweh as the subject is again notable 

 The question arises whether the similar use of this phrase in verse .(ֵעְדֹוָתיו ֲאֶׁשר ֵהִעיד ָּבם)

13 comes from the same hand or not. The sentence ְוֵאת ֵעְֽדֹוָתיו ֲאֶׁשר ֵהִעיד ָּבם, “and the 

testimonies which he testified to them,” is not integral to the sense of the verse 15, and 

indeed only comes as an afterthought to the first sentence of 15aα, “and they rejected 

                                                 
725 Verse 13bα (ַוֲֽאֶׁשר ָׁשַלְחִּתי ֲאֵליֶכם) repeats the preceding sentence (ם ֵתיֶכ֑ ֹֽ ר ִצּוִ֖ יִתי ֶאת־ֲאב  but instead of ,(ֲאֶׁש֥
having the “fathers” as the object, the statutes are sent to “you,” i.e. the present generations. After this, 
13bβ repeats that the preaching came “in the hand of the prophets,” as in 13a. It is probable that this 
high degree of redundancy of 13b stems not from the original writer of verse 13a, but is due to later 
insertion(s), possibly to underline that the subject of 14a ם ֶרף ֲאבֹוָת֔ ֹ֣ עּו ַוּיְַקׁ֤שּו ֶאת־ָעְרָּפ֙ם ְּכע א ָׁשֵמ֑ ֖  is not the ו
fathers, but the present generations, or to make it explicit that the preaching of the prophets not only 
happened in the times of the fathers, but continued even until the destruction of Samaria. It would not 
seem impossible either that the text between the two mentions “in the hand of (his [servants]) prophets” 
was originally added via Wiederaufnahme. 
726 Verse 14a, א ָׁשֵמעּו  could also serve as a continuation of verse 12 since there is also a quotation of ,ו
Yahweh’s speech in 12b. This would necessitate seeing verse 13 alone as a late addition between 12 
and 14, which is unlikely, albeit not impossible. 
727 Elsewhere in the Hebrew Bible in Deut 10:16, 31:27; 2 Chr 30:8, 36:13; Neh 9:16, 17, 29; Ps 29:1; 
Jer 7:26, 17:23, 19:15. 
728 Elsewhere only in Ex 14:31; Deut 1:23, 9:23 (negative statement with “they did not listen”); 2 Chr 
20:20. The phrase is found with the verb in the singular in Gen 15:6; and in Ps 78:22 and Jonah 3:5 
with אלהים as the object. See also Smend, Mitte des Alten Testaments, 118–123. 
729 Levin, “Glauben im Alten Testament,” 26–7, who rightly tracks the use of this phrase to the 
Hellenistic period. The almost monotheistic tenet of this phrase is indeed notable. The phrase is so 
peculiar that it may be an even later addition to 14. 
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his statutes and his covenant which he made with their fathers” ( ְוֶאת־וּיְִמֲאסּו ֶאת־חָּקיו 

ֲאֶׁשר ָּכַרת  which has seemingly already ended its listing with ,(ְּבִריתֹו ֲאֶׁשר ָּכַרת ֶאת־ֲאבֹוָתם

 It may be that the phrase was added here either by the author of verse 13 or .ֶאת־ֲאבֹוָתם

a later reviser who wanted to harmonize the two verses.730  

Similarly, the mention ַוּיְֵלכּו ַאֲחֵרי ַהֶהֶבל ַוּיְֶהָּבלּו, “they went after the vanity731 and 

became vain,” in 15b is problematic. As it stands, it interrupts the connection between 

the beginning ַוּיְֵלכּו ַאֲחֵרי (“they went after”) and the latter part of the sentence,  ַהּגֹויִם

ַאֲחֵרי ַהֶהֶבל  the peoples who were around them.”732 It is thus likely that“ ,ֲאֶׁשר ְסִביבָֹתם

 is a gloss, taken from Jer 2:5 where this phrase is found verbatim.733 The fact ַוּיְֶהָּבלּו

that this mention is also of dubious origin in Jer 2:5, breaking the poetic structure, only 

underlines its probably secondary nature in 2 Kgs 17:15 as well. The singular form of 

the rare word ַהֶהֶבל (“vanity”) is also slightly unusual734 and possibly should be 

understood as a reference to the singular ַמֵּסָכה of 16, one of the latest additions in the 

passage. Similarly to the ִּגּלִלים of verse 12, the reference to the foreign gods as only 

“vanities” comes from the same very late editorial stage where the other divinities 

apart from Yahweh were thought of as nothing more than simply material images, or 

even nonexistent “vanities” – in contrast to the idea of 16b, on one hand, where 

Ashera, the host of heaven, and Baal are apparently still implied to be actual gods, and 

14b, on the other, where even Yahweh’s existence is a matter of “believing.”735 These 

differences in the theological understandings of verses 12/15, 16, and 14 indicate 

different editors at work. 

                                                 
730 The later may become the likelier option if the witness of Sepher ha-Yamim is taken into account 
and deemed probative. This phrase is completely missing in it; see 1.2.2.3. 
731 The LXX reading is in the plural, but this is probably due to secondary harmonization.  
732 A similar reconstruction is made by Pakkala, “Deuteronomy and 1–2 Kings,” 142 and Römer, 
“Current Discussion,” 60. Especially problematic is the waw before the second ַאֲחֵרי. According to 
Kittel, Könige, 275, this could however be simply due to dittography from the earlier plural verb. On 
the other hand, one could also argue that וַאֲח֤רי ַהּגֹויִם ֲאֶׁשר ְסִביבָֹתם ֲאֶׁשר ִצָּוה יְהָוה אָֹתם ְלִבְלִּתי ֲעׂשֹות ָּכֶהם is a 
later addition to the verse since it is grammatically quite straining after  ְֶהָּבלּוַוּיְֵלכּו ַאֲחֵרי ַהֶהֶבל ַוּי  and partly 
echoes 12b. It also brings to the text the new idea of the peoples still living around the Israelites (unlike 
in 8 and 11 where they have already been exiled by Yahweh). 
733 Thus also Auld, Life in Kings, 159; Würthwein, Bücher der Könige, 392; and Stade, Kings, 264. On 
the other hand, Klostermann, Könige, 454, only deletes the verb  ַוּיְֶהָּבלּו as an intrusion from Jeremiah. 
The gloss would have been added to the text in a Wiederaufnahme-like fashion, between two mentions 
of ַאֲחֵרי. See, however, Fischer, Jeremia 1–25, 157, and McKane, Jeremiah I–XXV, 31, for the opposite 
opinion: according to them, ַוּיְֵלכּו ַאֲחֵרי ַהֶהֶבל ַוּיְֶהָּבלּו is problematic as the conclusion of Jer 2:5 since it 
breaks the poetic structure of the verse and is likely quoted straight from 2 Kgs 17:15. Overall, 2 Kgs 
17 uses quite heavily Jeremaic language; see, for instance, Fischer, Prophet wie Mose, 180–7. 
734 The word ֶהֶבל is found elsewhere in 1–2 Kgs only in 1 Kgs 16:13, 26 (both in plural). 
735 Pakkala, “Deuteronomy and 1-2 Kings,” 144–6. 
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The nations being still around the Israelites in 15b differs from the idea of the 

completely wiped out nations in verses 8 and 11, which indicates that these phrases, 

if not verses, come from at least two different hands.736 The sins began already with 

the fathers (as apparently in 8a), and together with 15aαב’s mention of making the 

covenant “with the fathers” ( ֶאת־ֲאבֹוָתם ָּכַרת ֲאֶׁשר ְּבִריתֹו ), this idea of the surrounding 

nations could be seen as another case of inclusive language737 in which Judah (or its 

fathers) could also be seen to take part – indeed, there is nothing in the nomistic 

phraseology of verse 15 that would solely condemn Israel, but, rather, both Israel and 

Judah. On such a basis, 15, which explicitly denounces Judah, could even be seen as 

coming from the same late hand as 13–14.738 

The beginning of verse 16, ֵהיֶהם  and they abandoned“ ,וּיַַעזְבּו אֶ ת־ָּכל־ִמְצֹות יְהָוה ֱא

(all) the commandments of Yahweh their God,” practically repeats the information of 

15a (or vice versa), only with another word denoting the statutes of Yahweh. The 

mention of “Yahweh their God” in 16aα is unnecessary as well, since Yahweh has 

already been mentioned in the previous verse (compare with the similarly unnecessary 

“sons of Israel” in 9a). This slight repetition may indicate that 15a and 16a do not stem 

from the same hand.739 Verse 16 has the Israelites again building “an Ashera” (sg.), 

which indicates that verses 10 (pl. “asherim”) and 16 also come from two different 

hands.740 

                                                 
736 Trebolle, “2 Kings 17,2–23,” 223. In Judges 2 this is a well-known difference between the different 
Deuteronomistic textual blocks that constitute the chapter; see Soggin, Judges, 41–4 and Smend, Mitte 
des Alten Testaments, 133–7. 
737 See 2.4.3.2 and 3.1.3 on “the fathers” and their role in the inclusivity of both Israel and Judah in the 
chapter. 
738 Verse 15 alludes furthermore to Deut 6:14 (ֵהי ָהַעִּמים ֲאֶׁשר ְסִביבֹוֵתיֶכם ִהים ֲאֵחִרים ֵמֱא א ֵתְלכּון ַאֲחֵרי ֱא ), as 
the language is also otherwise very similar (notably, L even brings the text slightly closer to 
Deuteronomy). 
739 This is, with MT 1 Kgs 18:18, the only occasion of the combination מצוה + עזב in Samuel–Kings 
(elsewhere in 2 Chr 7:19; Ezra 9:10) – however, in the OG the one abandoned in 18:18 is Yahweh 
himself, not his commandments, which is likely the original, “un-nomistic,” understanding. 
Interestingly, 18bβ, ַוֵּתֶל ַאֲחֵרי ַהְּבָעִלים, is also somewhat similar to 2 Kgs 17:15b. O’Brien, 
Deuteronomistic History Hypothesis, 210, argues that the use of the verb עזב is, as would be expected 
from the attestations, a sign of later redactions. Indeed, 16 certainly does not originate from the History 
writer. 
740 The mention of Ashera is quoted here directly from the sin of Manasseh (21:3, which in turn alludes 
to 1 Kgs 16:33) together with the sin of bowing down to the host of heaven, and should therefore not 
be omitted as a gloss together with the ְׁשנֵים ֲעגִָלים, as argued by Stade, “Miscellen,” 166. One could of 
course argue that the mention of Ashera is simply a later harmonization towards the wording of the sin 
of Manasseh, but there is no exact need for this supposition. This mention is likely older than the one 
in verse 10, where the “Asherim” have already become simple cult objects instead of a goddess in her 
own right; see 2.6.7 for further discussion. 
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The mention of 16aβ, “they made themselves a molten image, two calves” ( ַוּיֲַעׂשּו

ים  now has its ,(ָעׂשּו ָלֶהם ֵעגֶל ַמֵּסָכה) likely influenced by Ex 32:8 ,(ָלֶהם ַמֵּסָכה ְׁשנֵים ֲעגִָל֑

interest again solely on the Northern Kingdom and the sin of Jeroboam (1 Kgs 12:28–

29), similarly to verses 7–11/12. However, there is a grammatical problem with the 

combination of the singular ַמֵּסָכה and the dual ְׁשנֵים ֲעגִָלים. The dual ְׁשנֵים ֲעגִָלים is 

universally seen as a late explicating gloss to ַמֵּסָכה and should indeed be taken as 

such.741 On the other hand the origin of the whole sentence, framed by two ַוּיֲַעׂשּו verbs, 

may be held suspect: the addition of ַמֵּסָכה, remarkably similarly to Hosea 13:2 (  ַוּיְַעׂשּו

ַמֵּסָכה ָלֶהם ), underlines again the purely material aspect of the idolatrous gods, which 

has been shown to come from the latest editorial stages of Deuteronomy and Kings.742 

It would thus belong to the same layer of very late additions as verse 12 and 15bα (and 

21bβ, see below).743 

While verses 7–11 are very strongly reminiscent of Judah’s/Rehoboam’s sin (1 

Kgs 14:22–24), verses 16–17 with their cultic misdeeds are highly similar to the sins 

of Manasseh (2 Kgs 21:3–6), again to the point of verbatim similarity. The sins 

depicted in verse 17744 (making children walk through fire and divining) are elsewhere 

in Kings only found in connection with the kings and people of Judah: Ahaz (2 Kgs 

16:3), Manasseh (21:6), and Josiah (23:10). As with the previous verses, it is likely 

                                                 
741 See, for instance, Benzinger, Könige, 174 and Klostermann, Könige, 454. Cogan & Tadmor, 2 Kings, 
205, similarly note that this may be a gloss, “but it is most appropriate nevertheless,” which of course 
makes it even more suspicious. A scribal mistake from מסכות does not seem very probable, nor does a 
later deliberate change from plural to singular. Montgomery, Kings, 469, argues that the singular is a 
collective, but this is not very likely either. The opposite – namely that ַמֵּסָכה is the later addition – is 
also remotely possible. Since ַמֵּסָכה is otherwise found only in 1 Kgs 14:9 (> LXX), this word may have 
originally been a marginal note – the “two calves” would have, in fact, been the “molten image” made 
by Jeroboam. The singular used is indeed interesting: what exactly was this “molten image,” which was 
made not by Jeroboam, but as is seen from the plural of the verb, by the Israelites? The most infamous 
single “molten image” would of course be the golden calf in Exodus 32. This interpretation would, 
interestingly, once again accuse both Israel and Judah of the same sin committed already by their 
fathers. The subject of verse 16 could then also include the Judahites, as Judah is also mentioned in 
verse 13; see similarly Pakkala, “Jeroboam Without Bulls,” 513–14. The understanding of the verse 
may thus change quite remarkably with the decision on the glossed word(s). 
742 Pakkala, “Deuteronomy and 1–2 Kings,” 145: “In addition to the general shift from the location of 
the cult to its content, there are short additions to the older additions of the classical phase that shift the 
attention to the material aspect of the other gods ... The reference to vain gods may imply incipient 
monotheistic conceptions.” 
743 Pakkala, “Deuteronomy and 1–2 Kings,” 144–6, accordingly ascribes these glosses to the same very 
late glossator. This is corroborated by the fact that 2 Kgs 17:16 is the only place aside from 1 Kgs 14:9 
(> LXX!), also a very late passage, where the word ַמֵּסָכה is used in Kings. 
744 Unlike most of the verses analyzed above, verse 17 does not seem overly composite – rather, it is 
likely some text (L La115 “and they made ephod and teraphim” = OG) has been omitted from it. This 
OG plus should probably be seen as coming from the redactor(s) interested in the materialistic 
idolatrous representations and also responsible for 12, 15b, 16b, 21bβ. 
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that these sins were added here to create a connection between the sins of the Israelites 

with those of Manasseh, possibly so that his sins would thus seem to in fact originate 

from the north – similarly to how Ahaz is said to have “walked in the ways of Israel” 

(16:3).745 The ending formula of the verse, לֲעׂשֹות ָהַרע ְּבֵעינֵי יְהָוה ְלַהְכִעיסֹו, which forms a 

Wiederaufnahme with 11b, is found in 21:6 (= 2 Chr 33:6), 16 as well.  

The curious hithp. form of מכר appears late from a redactional viewpoint, as in 

Kings it is otherwise only found in 1 Kgs 21:20, 25, in literary-critically clearly late 

condemnations of Ahab.746 In 2 Kgs 21:3 Manasseh is also compared to Ahab, but 

with different wording, of which this passage is clearly a reformulation. It is thus quite 

clear that the reviser who added verses 16b–17 wanted to conflate the sins of Ahab 

and Manasseh, the two worst kings of all time, with Israel here.747 Since 16(b)–17 deal 

with cultic sins, they are best seen as originally forming a secondary continuation of 

the similarly cultic-minded 9–11. The thematically quite different verses 12–15, which 

are especially characterized by their nomistic language use, were, on the basis of the 

MT’s editorial text order, later interpolated between these two units (7–11 and 16–17) 

in various stages. 

Verse 18a ( ל ְמאֹד יְהָוה ףוּיְִתַאּנַ  יו ֵמַעל ַויְִסֵרם ְּביְִׂשָרֵא֔ ָּפָנ֑ ) finally closes the long syntactical 

structure of the MT begun in 7a ( ִּכי ַויְִהי ), indicating that these verses should be ascribed 

to the same hand (or, alternatively, 7a as later, since verse 18 works perfectly well 

without 7a, but 7a not without 18a). Some scholars have tried to ascribe Yahweh’s 

denunciation (אנף hithp.) of Israel to certain redactors, either early (DtrH) or late 

(DtrN).748 A nomistic background seems in this case the more probable option,749 but 

since the verb אנף is so rare in the books of Kings, this alone cannot be taken as a 

                                                 
745 One may take into account, however, that “burning sons and daughters in fire,” along with some 
other phrases, seems to have been well-known stock language in any case since this phrase is also found 
in Jer 7:31, which is likely part of an early enough addition to be found in both the MT and LXX, as 
shown by the Qumran manuscript 4QJera; see Ulrich, “Deuteronomistically Inspired,” 494–506. 
746 Šanda, Könige, 222. The hithp. form is attested elsewhere only in Deut 28:68. However, there the 
use of the verb form is law technical and in the context of the actual legal action of selling oneself into 
slavery. 
747 Similarly Brettler, “Ideology, History, and Theology,” 275–6: “… 2 Kings xvii 17 wytmkrw lcswt 
hrc bcyny yhwh lhkcysw may be seen as a conflation of the Ahab formula htmkr lcswt hrc bcyny yhwh 1 
Kings xxi 20, 25) and the Manasseh formula hrbh lcswt hrc bcyny yhwh lhkcys (2 Kings xxi 6).” 
748 The verb אנף can be found twice elsewhere in 1 Kgs 8:46 and 11:9; elsewhere in hithp. in Deut 1:37, 
4:21, 9:8, 20; qal in Ezra 9:14; Ps 2:12, 60:3, 79:5, 85:6; Isa 12:1. According to Würthwein, Erste Buch 
der Könige, 95–100, 131, 1 Kgs 11:9 comes from DtrH, while 8:46 comes from a later redactor. To the 
contrary, Campbell & O’Brien, Unfolding, 367, see both as late. Similarly Dietrich, Prophetie, 68–9. 
The (rare) attestation of the verb indeed raises doubts concerning its attribution. 
749 Dietrich, Prophetie, 44-5 and Jones, 2 Kings, 551, deem 18a specifically “DtrN.” 
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definitive argument for the provenance of this verse. Similarly, Yahweh as the subject 

of סור hiph’il + ָּפנָיו ֵמַעל  has been argued to be a late phrase as well since it only appears 

elsewhere in 2 Kgs 23:27, 24:3, and Jer 32:31.750 The language use of verse 18 

therefore appears late and could undermine the attempts to ascribe the verse – or even 

anything between 7a–18a – to the History writer.751 In any case, and as concluded 

above, 18a appears literarily somehow linked with 23aα ( ַעד ֲאֶׁשר־ֵהִסיר יְהָוה ֶאת־יְִׂשָרֵאל

 Many redaction-critical models, despite the differing datings, have indeed .(ֵמַעל ָּפנָיו

noted the similarity of these two passages, and often see them as originating from the 

same hand.752 However, exactly their remarkable similarity rather indicates two hands 

at work – it is unlikely that the same writer would have written practically the same 

phrase twice in such close proximity. The occurrence is hardly a Wiederaufnahme in 

the strict, technical sense, but a second hand has simply used the phraseology of the 

earlier text when reworking the narrative. The textual unit ending in verse 18 thus ends 

in the same phrase as did the more original ending of the chapter, 23aα. 

Verse 18b, “only the tribe of Judah remained, alone” ( ר א ְלַבּדֹו יְהּוָדה ֵׁשֶבט ַרק נְִׁשַא֔ ), 

dealing explicitly with Judah instead of Israel, bears a striking resemblance to 1 Kgs 

ד זּוָלִתי ׁשֵ ֶבט־יְהּוָדה ְלַבּדֹו) 12:20 א ָהיָה ַאֲחֵרי ֵבית־ָּדִו֔ ),753 which deals with Jeroboam and Israel 

separating from the house of David – the exact action that is recounted only a few 

verses later in 2 Kgs 17:21. This makes it likely that verses 18b and 21 were originally 

similarly linked with each other, even though they are now separated by the 

interpolated verses 19–20. Whether or not 18b is later than 18a is hard to say,754 mainly 

because of its probable close connection to 21a: if 18b is taken as an addition, the 

provenance of 21a becomes even more doubtful than it already is. It seems easiest to 

take 18b as the original conclusion to verse 18. 

Conclusions: Verses 13–17 are some of the most worked-over verses in 2 Kgs 17, and 

in 1–2 Kings as a whole, in many ways comparable to 2 Kings 23. Verses 16–17, 

without the glosses of 16aβ, were added via Wiederaufnahme of 11b in 17b. After this, 

                                                 
750 See Dietrich, Prophetie, 43–4. 
751 That is, unless verses 7a and 18a and/or their grammatical dependency on each other is a later 
phenomenon, as may be at least partly suggested by La115. 
752 Klostermann, Könige, 453–5; Gray, Kings, 645–50; and Stade, “Miscellen,” 166–7. 
753 This is the only other place in Kings where ֵׁשֶבט יְהּוָדה is mentioned, making the link between the two 
practically undoubtable; elsewhere only in Josh 7:16 and Ps 78:68. The fact that the rare term ֵבית־ָּדִוד is 
also mentioned later in verse 21 makes it likely there is an allusion here to 1 Kgs 12:20. 
754 Würthwein, Bücher der Könige, 396: “Es klingt wie eine Glosse, wenn in v. 18b dazu gesagt wird, 
daß nur der Stamm Juda übrigblieb.” 
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as the latest large addition to the passage, verses 13–14, and likely parts of 15, were 

inserted. After this many smaller glosses and additions were made. 

18 –of verses 13 textual growthThe   
ר  ָכל־חֶֹזהוָּיַעד ְיהָוה ְּבִיְׂשָרֵאל ּוִביהּוָדה ְּבַיד ָּכל־ְנִביאֹו     ֵלאֹמ֗
י    ָרִעים ְוִׁשְמרּו ִמְצֹוַתי ֻחּקֹוַת֔     ֻׁשבּו ִמַּדְרֵכיֶכם ָהֽ
ם    ה ֲאֶׁשר ִצִּויִתי ֶאת־ֲאבֵֹתיֶכ֑  ְּכָכל־ַהּתֹוָר֔
ם ְּבַיד ֲעָבַדי ַהְּנִביִאים׃ַוֲאֶׁשר ָׁשלַ      ְחִּתי ֲאֵליֶכ֔
עּו     ְולֹא ָׁשֵמ֑
ם      ַוַּיְקׁשּו ֶאת־ָעְרָּפם ְּכעֶֹרף ֲאבֹוָת֔
ֵהיֶהם׃     ינּו ַּביהָוה ֱא  ֲאֶׁשר לֹא ֶהֱאִמ֔
ם    יו ְוֶאת־ְּבִריתֹו ֲאֶׁשר ָּכַרת ֶאת־ֲאבֹוָת֔  וִּיְמֲאסּו ֶאת־ֻחָּק֗
יו ֲא     ם ְוֵאת ֵעְדֹוָת֔  ֶׁשר ֵהִעיד ָּב֑
 ַוֵּיְלכּו ַאֲחֵרי   
לּו ְוַאֲחֵרי      ַההֶבל ַוֶּיְהָּב֔
ם ְלִבְלִּתי ֲעׂשֹות ָּכֶהם׃   ם ֲאֶׁשר ִצָּוה ְיהָוה ֹאָת֔  ַהּגֹוִים ֲאֶׁשר ְסִביבָֹת֔
ם ָּכלַוַּיַעְז֗בּו ֶאת־  ֵהיֶה֔  ־ִמְצֹות ְיהָוה ֱא
 ַוַּיֲעׂשּו ָלֶהם ַמֵּסָכה    
ים ְׁשנֵ       י ֲעָגִל֑
ִים ַוַּיַעְבדּו ֶאת־ַהָּבַעל׃  ה ַוִּיְׁשַּתֲחוּו ְלָכל־ְצָבא ַהָּׁשַמ֔  ַוַּיֲעׂשּו ֲאֵׁשיָר֗
ׁשּו   ׁש ַוִּיְקְסמּו ְקָסִמים ַוְיַנֵח֑  ַוַּיֲעִבירּו ֶאת־ְּבֵניֶהם ְוֶאת־ְּבנֹוֵתיֶהם ָּבֵא֔
  755ויעשו אפוד ותרפים   
 ְּבֵעיֵני ְיהָוה ְלַהְכִעיסֹו׃ ַוִּיְתַמְּכ֗רּו ַלֲעׂשֹות ָהַרע 

יו  ל ַוְיִסֵרם ֵמַעל ָּפָנ֑  וִּיְתַאַּנף ְיהָוה ְמֹאד ְּבִיְׂשָרֵא֔
ר ַרק ֵׁשֶבט ְיהּוָדה ְלַבּדֹו׃  לֹא ִנְׁשַא֔
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3.2.5 Analysis of verses 19–20 – a late interpolation 
Verses 19–20, ascribed to the latest hand in 7–23 since the early commentators,756 are 

indeed suspicious in their MT context in multiple ways. First, the focus of the 

allegations changes to Judah in 19, which is rather unexpected in a chapter dealing 

with the destruction of Israel. Second, the verse-beginning וגם is a well-known 

indication of later additions.757 Third, the verses break the connection between 18b 

and 21, which were likely originally united – indeed, verses 19–20 form a gloss-like 

addition, made to interpret further the mention of “only Judah remaining” in 18b.758 

The object of the condemnation stays consistent between verses 18 and 21 

(Gegenprobe), and, unlike in verses 19 (“Judah”) and 20 (“the whole seed of Israel”), 

in 18a and 21 only Israel is at the focus of the action, as would be expected. Fourth, 

both verses have apparently been composed of elements taken from elsewhere in the 

                                                 
755 The original text probably had here ויעשו אפוד ותרפים, omitted from the proto-MT edition, but retained 
by OG; see 2.6.8. 
756 The view of Stade, “Miscellen,” 166–7, has become the standard, and is followed by most scholars. 
757 Add waw (וגם) after the versions. The MT only reads גם, but the waw may have dropped because of 
a copying mistake after ְלַבּדֹו. 
758 Thus also Debus, Sünde Jerobeams, 99. 
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chapter.759 Fifth, the pan-Israelite ideology of “all the seed of Israel” in 20, seemingly 

encompassing the inhabitants of both the Northern and Southern Kingdoms, is late in 

Kings, the text having possibly been influenced by Jer 31:37b.760 

The unity of verses 19 and 20 has also occasionally been contested.761 While the 

lateness of 19 is mostly accepted, opinions differ on 20 since it is not directly 

dependent on 19, syntactically or otherwise. However, verse 20 would be just as 

problematic after 18b as it is after 19: in any case, the view is “all the seed of Israel” 

seems to contain both kingdoms. Even though these verses are separated from each 

other in the OG edition for good reason, it is best to ascribe these verses to the same 

hand if working on the basis of the MT text. 

3.2.6 Analysis of verses 21–23 – a coherent unit from the History 
writer? 
Earlier scholarship has often taken verses 21–23 as a coherent unit of its own. 

However, there are certain complexities to this view, especially concerning verse 21. 

The exceedingly unclear beginning of this verse already evokes some questions 

regarding the literary unity of the section, especially when there are also text-critical 

considerations to be taken into account. The beginning ִּכי is most probably to be read 

as causal “for/because,” and not as temporal “when.”762 It is practically certain that 

verse 21 was originally attached to some previous verse other than 20, after which it 

now obviously does not work. As argued above, this verse must have been 18b. 

However one decides to solve the problems of the conjunction ִּכי at the beginning, 

the second challenge of the verb form ָקַרע (see 2.6.12) remains and needs to be 

resolved simultaneously: if one does not want to take the verb as a reflexive, with 

Israel as its subject (as attested by the versions), its subject has to be Yahweh, and so 

                                                 
759 Verse 19 א ָׁשַמר ֶאת־ִמְצֹות יְהָוה  is a direct violation of 13a וֵּיְ֣לכּו ְּבחּקֹות ...ֲאֶׁשר ָעׂשּו׃ ;ְוִׁשְמרּו ִמְצֹוַתי repeats 8 
(or vice versa), apparently after the gloss 8b with its ֲאֶׁשר ָעׂשּו had been inserted (or less likely 22b  וּיְֵלכּו
 via (וּיְִתַאּנַף יְהָוה) In verse 20, the MT has probably lost some of its text .(... ְּבָכל־ַחּטֹאות יָָרְבָעם ֲאֶׁשר ָעָׂשה
homoioteleuton, but this text is retained in the LXX, and taken from 18a; the LXX has the verb מאס in 
the plural, as in 15; and finally 20b ַעד ֲאֶׁשר ִהְׁשִליָכם ִמָּפנָיו reflects 23a ַעד ֲאֶׁשר־ֵהִסיר יְהָוה ֶאת־יְִׂשָרֵאל ֵמַעל ָּפנָיו 
(and possibly acts as a Wiederaufnahme of 18a ַויְִסֵרם ֵמַעל ָּפנָיו). 
760 MT verse 20 resembles MT Jer 31:37b (ַּגם־ֲאנִי ֶאְמַאס ְּבָכל־זֶַרע יְִׂשָרֵאל ַעל־ָּכל־ֲאֶׁשר ָעׂשּו נְאם־יְהָוה) even more 
than does the OG. The phrase “to be given in the hand of plunderers” (ַוּיְִּתנֵם ְּביַד־ׁשִֹסים) is found elsewhere 
only in Judg 2:14 (verbatim), where Israel and Judah are of course still part of the same Israelite 
community as well. 
761 See O’Brien, Deuteronomistic History Hypothesis, 161. These verses are indeed separated in La115 
(= OG). 
762 It at least cannot be read as both, i.e. “for when,” as is done by Provan, Hezekiah, 72. 
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21a must have originally followed a text mentioning him.763 The only grammatically 

valid possibilities for this are verses 18a and 20, of which 18a would be more likely 

since 19–20 with their focus on Judah and repetitive nature are certainly secondary to 

18a.764 It is very unexpected, however, that Yahweh’s decision to separate Israel from 

Judah is given here as a reason for Israel’s exile: why would Yahweh now punish 

Israel for something he himself made happen (1 Kgs 11:29–39)?765 As an explicit sin 

this would be unique in Kings. 

However, taking the verb קרע as a reflexive or, rather, as originally having read a 

niph’al form (נקרע),766 the text begun even only with 7aα(ַויְִהי) א, as proposed by 

Šanda,767 would make perfect sense: “7And it happened, 21abecause (or: when) Israel 

tore itself (נקרע) from the house of David, that they made Jeroboam king. 21bBut 

Jeroboam seduced Israel ….” One could even see 21a as a direct continuation of 6b: 

“6band he settled them … in the cities of the Medes. 21aBecause/when Israel tore itself 

from the house of David ….” The niph’al form נקרע could easily have been changed 

later, even accidentally, to a qal קרע at some point by the proto-Masoretic editor, since 

the preceding verses 19–20 now speak of Yahweh’s actions too.768  

When this reflexive reading is accepted as the more original, one could even argue 

that there would be no need to see verse 21a as expressing later ideological 

                                                 
763 Šanda, Zweite Könige, 224, retains the qal form and posits that the original text had יהוה את ישראל. 
However, it is hard to see why יהוה את would have dropped from the text. 
764 No verse in 7–17, for instance 7a, can have preceded 21 in the present MT edition because of the 
already mentioned syntactical unity of 7a and 18a. However, Campbell, Of Prophets and Kings, 161–
7, argues for the original (pre-dtr) unity of 6, 20–21, and 23b, verses 7–19 being later additions. This 
would indeed solve many of the problems of verse 21a, and would allow us to take the “sin of 
Jeroboam” as the reason for the exile. However, this reconstruction is unlikely for a number of reasons: 
the language use of 20 is very unusual in Kings, coming from later redactions; the ִּכי of 21a is much 
more likely to be meant as causal – a temporal understanding is still quite a strain; verse 21bβ is a late 
gloss, and therefore verse 22 is needed as a continuation of 21; verse 21b reflects ideology that comes 
from later redactors; the text in 20–21, 23b has the impression of being a later addition via 
Wiederaufnahme of 6b in 23b. 
765 Even if read as a protasis to the apodosis “and [because/after this] they made Jeroboam son of Nebat 
king,” the actual accusation (Jeroboam’s “great sin,” which is in fact an even later gloss; see below) 
comes only in the second part of the verse. Making Jeroboam king is no sin either, but the will of 
Yahweh. Thus also Van Den Born, Koningen, 188 and Rösel, “Why 2 Kings 17,” 89: “Verse 21 states 
that the Israelites made Jeroboam king. After the preparatory sentence that Israel ‘tore away from the 
house of David,’ this must be understood as designating a sin by the people of Israel.” 
766 Würthwein, Bücher der Könige, 393, apparently reads not קרע, but instead the reflexive וידע, “Als 
Israel sich losgerissen hatte,” directly after verse 6. The emendation does not seem very likely. 
767 Šanda, Könige, 224. 
768 Taking into account that there would have been 10 verses added before 21a according to the classical 
redactional reconstructions, such a small scale correction of one nun (which moreover is even text-
critically noticeable!) at some point of the transmission does not seem too radical a move – indeed, 
much more substantial changes have evidently happened in verses 1–7, for instance. 
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tendencies769 because the ִּכי clause could simply function as a (possibly temporal) 

explanation for the action of the Israelites crowning Jeroboam. Nevertheless, even 

Israel tearing itself (and this being a sin) is ideologically somewhat unexpected (see 

2.6.12), especially if taken as coming from the History writer. In any case, then, verse 

21a (with or without ִּכי) seems like a late explication of 22,770 creating with 18b an 

understandable unity (“18bnone was left except the tribe of Judah, 21afor Israel tore 

itself from the house of David”) and at the same time a harmonization towards 1 Kgs 

12:20.771 

At first glance, the material in 21b could be suitable for the interests of the History 

writer, as it mentions the “great sin” of Jeroboam and how he made Israel sin. 

However, the way this customary information is given is unusual. First, in 21bα, the 

verb נדח (hiph. “banish, thrust out, lead astray, seduce”) is used only here in all of the 

books of Kings,772 which in itself is not too disconcerting – the author may have just 

preferred a different verb here. However, the sin of Jeroboam here is “seducing Israel 

from behind Yahweh” (ֵמַאֲחֵרי יְהָוה),773 a phrase which in Kings implies idolatry, not 

simply the change of the cult venue.774 This ideological feature would be the most 

                                                 
769 As does, for instance, Brettler, “Ideology, History, and Theology,” 279: “This short source provides 
an unusual reason for the north's exile: they deserve their fate for breaking away from the Davidic 
monarchy. According to this view, non-Davidic kingship is illegitimate from its inception; this is in 
striking opposition to the prophecy of Ahijah (1 Kings xi 29-39), which offers divine legitimation to 
the northern kingship.” 
770 Both Becking, Ondergang, 191, and Dietrich, Prophetie, 85–6, argue the same on a phraseological 
basis: according to them קרע and the hiph.cons.perf.3.pl.m. of ַוּיְַמִליכּו come from a later redactor, as they 
can only be found in other late contexts. 
771 The quite rare term ֵבית־ָּדִוד is otherwise only used in 1 Kgs 12:19 (= 2 Chr 10:19), 20, 13:2, 14:8 (> 
LXX), thus making the connection between the two verses only stronger. Elsewhere only in 1 Sam 
20:16; 2 Sam 3:1, 6; 1 Chr 17:24, 21:7; Ps 122:5; Isa 7:2, 3, 22:22; Jer 21:12; Zech 12:7, 8, 10, 12, 
13:1. This may be another indication of late language use in 21 (Davidic kingship). 
772 The use of this verb seems very similar to that of 2 Chr 21:11 where Manasseh is said to have “led 
Judah astray” (ַוּיַַּדח ֶאת־יְהּוָדה). The verb is used in Deut 4:9, 13:5, 11, 14, 30:17 in connection with 
idolatry and forsaking Yahweh, making it thus an unlikely candidate for the History writer’s language. 
773 Even though the italicized part is intriguingly missing from two medieval Hebrew manuscripts 
(Kennicott 154 253), it is hard to draw any text-critical conclusions as no other textual witnesses, such 
as the LXX (or any of the Greek manuscripts), lack the mention.  
774 This whole phrase seems to refer back to Deut 13:11, where we find ֶהי  and 13:13 ,ְלַהִּדֽיֲח ֵמַעל יְהָוה ֱא
 both passages dealing with idolatry. Cf. Deut 7:4 and 1 Kgs 9:6, 11:2, 10. See also ,ַוּיִַּדיחּו ֶאת־יְֹׁשֵבי ִעיָרם
1 Kgs 11:4, where Solomon’s foreign wives “turned his heart to behind other gods” ( נָָׁשיו ִהּטּו ֶאת־ְלָבבֹו
ִהים ֲאֵחִרים  and 11:6, where Solomon does not “follow fully behind Yahweh as his father David ,(ַאֲחֵרי ֱא
had done” (א ִמֵּלא ַאֲחֵרי יְהָוה ְּכָדִוד ָאִביו  This can only refer to idolatry. On the other hand, in the covenant .(ְו
of Josiah in 2 Kgs 23:3, the people are to “walk after Yahweh,” which most probably denotes strict 
monotheism; in the likely gloss in 2 Kgs 17:15 the exact opposite happens (ַוּיְֵלכּו ַאֲחֵרי ַהֶהֶבל). The phrase 
seems to be late in origin. Becking, “Josianic View,” 287–8, argues that, as this verb is also used 
metaphorically in connection with adultery, the verb here is meant to be read as depicting Israel’s 
adulterous behavior towards Jerusalem. In Josh 22:10–34, the phrase is indeed used for denoting the 
sin of decentralization, though not from Jerusalem, but from the Tabernacle. However, this story quite 
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notable reason to doubt the roots of this passage: as has been noted, it is very probable 

that the History writer still saw Jeroboam’s cult as Yahwistic and not yet as idolatrous 

like the later redactors. He simply changed the Yahwistic cult venue of Jerusalem, but 

did not yet seduce Israel “from behind Yahweh.” 

Coming to 21bβ, the use of the verb ְוֶהֱחֵטיָאם is similarly unusual, as חטא usually 

gets no suffixes, and nowhere else in its hiph’il form in the Hebrew Bible.775 The usual 

formula of Jeroboam’s sin also always gives the verb ֶהֱחִטיא with the object  ְִׂשָרֵאלֶאת־י . 

The “great sin” (ֲחָטָאה גְדֹוָלה) of Jeroboam is nowhere else called such, and this term 

can be found elsewhere only in Exodus’s calf episode (Ex 32:21, 30, 32) and once in 

Genesis 20:9 – all of these quite late passages.776 Most importantly, the sentence 

begins with a we-qatal construction והחטיאם as tempus historicum, even though a more 

customary narrative-continuing wa-yiqtol form (ויחטאם) would be expected. This 

sudden Aramaizing change in the verbal form, especially when taken together with 

the other uncommon stylistic features, is a telling sign of a very late addition (possibly 

coming from the writers of 24–41).777 Thus 21bβ can be confirmed as a gloss-like 

addition.778 The addition may have been an attempt to harmonize this passage telling 

of Jeroboam’s sin with both Exodus’s and Jeroboam’s calf episodes (similarly to 

16aβ), and especially the normal formulaic practice of recounting Jeroboam’s having 

made Israel sin (ֲאֶׁשר ֶהֱחִטיא ֶאת־יְִׂשָרֵאל). As the chapter did not yet have the common 

formula of Jeroboam’s “making Israel sin,” a later reviser saw a need to harmonize 

the passage with the rest of the passages in Kings.779 This may have happened together 

                                                 
clearly comes from an ideological context different from dtr, as noted by Nelson, Joshua, 248: “The 
ideological background of the plot is the conviction that no more than one altar can be a place of lawful 
sacrifice. While this was an axiom of both deuteronomistic and priestly theology, here the single central 
altar is delineated in a typically priestly mode.” 
775 A suffix added to other forms of the verb can occasionally be found in Gen 31:39 (pi.), Lev 9:15 
(pi.), Num 19:19 (pi.), Ps 51:7 (pi.), Prov 8:38 (qal), and Ezek 33:12 (qal). 
776 Becking, Ondergang, 199–200, considers this phrase a “toevoeging van een latere redactor.” He also 
proposes that the quite clear addition “two calves” in verse 16 was made by this same reviser (227–8). 
Of course, the phrase could have also been taken over to Exodus from here. One could also expect some 
preposition to be given with ֲחָטָאה גְדֹוָלה, possibly  ְב.  
777 Becking, Ondergang, 192, argues that this verb “ends the narrative” of the section. However, it is 
much more likely that this is simply a sign of later, Aramaizing, language use – like that of the later 
part (24–41) of the chapter; cf. Levin, “Empty Land in Kings,” 68: “... the perf.cop. as tempus 
historicum is an evident disturbance of the syntax, which, as so frequently, indicates a late 
interpolation.” Similarly Vanoni, Literarkritik, 119, notes that this verbal form “unterbricht die 
we=yiqtul-Reiche 21b-22a.”  
778 Stade, Kings, 265, accordingly takes the passage as an addition. See also the argumentation of 
Dietrich, Prophetie, 93–5, who ascribes this sentence to his “DtrP.” 
779 The reviser may have even simply taken the verb form ֶהֱחִטיא usually found in the formula, and put 
a waw before it (and a mem after it), as if it was a consecutive form. This may imply that the reviser 
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with some of the other glosses and additions underlining the material aspect of the 

idolatrous worship of the Israelites (12, 15bα, 16aβ). The whole of verse 21, therefore, 

appears to be composed of late elements and was likely originally added in response 

to 18b. 

On the other hand, verse 22 appears to be a good candidate for the History writer’s 

text, as it has the formulaic qualities of the usual condemnation of Israelite kings 

“walking in (all) the sin(s) of Jeroboam (which he made).”780 However, the verse deals 

with the people of Israel instead of its king, which is quite unusual, but in the closing 

chapter of the Northern Kingdom this might be accepted as a stylistic variant to the 

normal practice, since Jeroboam is indeed said to have “made Israel sin” as well.781  

This same ideology of the people sinning is expressed by 2 Kgs 13:6, where Israel 

“did not turn from the sins of the house of Jeroboam,” and possibly even in Judah in 

the MT edition of 1 Kgs 11:33.782 As verse 13:6 is clearly part of an interpolation,783 

this similarity in ideology could somewhat undermine the redactional character of 

17:22 as well. Some do indeed see 22 simply as a later explication of verse 21 (but, as 

we have seen, this verse is a result of multiple late additions, as well).784 This could 

                                                 
was not completely fluent in classical Hebrew, as he did not notice the (in fact quite large) grammatical 
problems of his newly made construction. See 4.4 for the similarly problematic verb form ִהגְלּו in verse 
33. 
780 The last words of the formula of 17:22, ֲאֶׁשר ָעָׂשה, are somewhat unusual, and can only be found in 
two other formulae in 1 Kgs 16:19 (Zimri); and in Judah in 1 Kgs 15:3 (Abijam). Usually Jeroboam is 
not said to have “made” sins, but to have “made Israel sin.” Similarly, having Israel walk in “all the 
sins” of Jeroboam seems late since Jeroboam had originally committed only one grave sin of 
decentralization – but this exaggeration (the addition of ָכל and the waw in ַחּטֹאות) may easily have been 
brought to the text later. 
781 Contra Rösel, “Why 2 Kings 17,” 89, who contends that this “democratization of sin” is a late 
phenomenon. Similarly O’Brien, Deuteronomistic History Hypothesis, 209 and Knoppers, Two 
Nations, 64. On a larger scale, as seen in this chapter, this is certainly true, but this “democratization” 
cannot be taken everywhere as an absolute rule. The customary notice on Jeroboam’s sin consists of 
both the mention of the king following it and Jeroboam making the people go after it (1 Kgs 15:30, 34, 
16:2, 7, 19, 26, 21:22, 22:53; 2 Kgs 3:3, 10:29, 31, 13:2, 6, 11, 14:24, 15:9, 18, 24, 28), and therefore 
there is nothing completely new or distressing in hearing now at the end that the people did indeed walk 
after the sin of Jeroboam as they were said to have done. 
782 Curiously, in 1 Kgs 11:33 in the MT the verbs are in the plural (which is completely nonsensical in 
the context), while the OG gives the more original singulars – the ending ּכָדִוד ָאִביו clearly proves this, 
as noted by Stade, Kings, 126. The verse has also gone through further “nomistic” revision in the MT, 
as it adds ְוחּקַֹתי ּוִמְׁשָּפַטי (> OG). The “democratizing” ideology is thus also found elsewhere in the MT; 
see also Appendix B. 
783 Verses 13:5–6 clearly sever verses 3/4 and 7 from each other. Now one needs to read the subject of 
verse 7 as Yahweh (from verse 5), which is very awkward. The original subject of verse 7 must have 
been the “king of Aram” of verse 3 or 4. Würthwein, Bücher der Könige, 360, 362, sees 13:6 as an 
especially late addition. See also Stade, Kings, 243. 
784 See O’Brien, Deuteronomistic History Hypothesis, 208–9; Pakkala, “Deuteronomy and 1-2 Kings,” 
144.  
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be indicated by the unnecessary explication of the subject, “sons of Israel,” which also 

differs slightly from the “Israel” of the preceding – and following – verse.785 On the 

other hand, this explication of the subject may be a later plus, made necessary at some 

point in the transmission because of the ever-changing context of the verse (for 

instance, if verses 18 and 22 were ever in more direct contact, as may well be the case, 

this plus would be only natural). Either way, 21a (with reflexive נקרע), 22,786 or rather, 

simply verse 22 alone, would make the most unproblematic History writer’s text in 

21–22, and likely in all of 7–22 – but only if one is ready to overlook the 

aforementioned peculiarities. 

The prophetical note of 23aβ, “as (the Lord) spoke in the hands of all his servants, 

the prophets” (ַּכֲאֶׁשר ִּדֶּבר ְּביַד ָּכל־ֲעָבָדיו ַהּנְִביִאים), which is found practically verbatim in 2 

Kgs 24:2 (ֲאֶׁשר ִּדֶּבר ְּביַד ֲעָבָדיו ַהּנְִביִאים) concerning Jehoiakim, is late in Kings with its 

unconventional interpretation of prophets as harbingers of destruction. The mention 

may have been added with or after the prophetic interpolation of verse 13, as its 

fulfillment notice.787  

                                                 
785 However, the recurrence of “the sons of Israel” could be a sign of the literary unity of 7a and 22. 
786 Reading thus:  ָקַרע יְִׂשָרֵאל ֵמַעל ֵּבית ָּדִוד ַוּיַמְ ִליכּו ֶאת־יָָרְבָעם ֶּבן־נְָבט | וּיְֵלכּו ְּבנֵי יְִׂשָרֵאל ּבְ ָכל־ַחּטֹאות יָָרְבָעם ֲאֶׁשר ִּכי־נִ
א־ָסרּו ִמֶּמּנָה׃  .ָעָׂשה 
787 The contents of 23aβ are under suspicion on several fronts. First, its form is almost verbatim that of 
the ending of 13 ( ָבַדי ַהּנְִביִאיםְּביַד עֲ  ). Second, its prophetic ideology differs from that of 13, and its contents 
have hence often been thought to come from a very late reviser; see Hentschel, 2 Könige, 81 (“DtrP”); 
Jones, 2 Kings, 543; and Dietrich, Prophetie, 41, according to whom the notion is later than the one in 
13 (coming from “DtrP”), since their ideology differs slightly (in verse 23aβ the prophets are thought 
of as foreseeing the inevitable destruction, while in verse 13 they are simple preachers of God’s law 
and statutes, through which salvation is still possible). Verse 23aβ acts now as a fulfillment of 13, as 
argued by Campbell & O’Brien, Unfolding, 443. In 1–2 Kings this late idea of prophets foreseeing the 
destruction of an entire kingdom (Judah) starts to recur only after this (in 2 Kgs 21:10–15, 22:16–20, 
23:26, 24:2–4, 24:13b). Third, the idea that the Northern Kingdom would have been forewarned of its 
impending doom is both ideologically and even text-critically problematic. The only occasions, other 
than verse 13, where such a warning is mentioned or alluded to in 1–2 Kings are dubious. In 2 Kgs 
13:23 it is said that “the Lord did not yet rend Israel away,” which can hardly be taken as a warning 
(and seems like a gloss) – the fact that the location of this verse is somewhat volatile, as shown by L 
(13:23 is found in 13:7+ in L), raises further questions about the verse and its contents. In 2 Kgs 14:27, 
it is said that “the Lord had not yet said that he would blot the name of Israel away.” This can hardly 
be taken as a proper forewarning either (quite the contrary), and, furthermore, there are even some text-
critical challenges with this verse. In the MT “name” is blotted out, while in the LXX the object is 
“seed” (σπέρμα – only L-700 460 give the Hebraizing ὄνομα) – a mistake (זרע ~ שם or σπέρμα ~ ὄνομα) 
does not seem likely, contra Stade, Kings, 250. Last, but certainly not least, the only actual case of 
prophecy against the kingdom of Israel in 1 Kgs 14:15–16 by Ahijah is completely lacking in the OG. 
The OG narrative 12:24a-z does not have this prophecy either. Therefore, in the LXX edition the 
sentence of 17:23aβ is more connected to other biblical books (such as Jeremiah, Micah, or Amos) that 
predict destruction of the Northern Kingdom than to anything in 1–2 Kings, which further indicates the 
lateness of the text. Becking, “Josianic View,” 290, notes: “This expression might have been taken over 
from Amos 3,7.” The addition seems more at home in the overall Kings composition of the MT than 
that of the LXX. 
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The status of verse 23b, which recounts the information from 6b in a 

Wiederaufnahme-like way, is heavily debated due to its repetitive nature, as has been 

previously noted. In the research, the whole of verse 23 has often been seen as part of 

the oldest layer of the chapter.788 However, some scholars have recently proposed that 

23b should be connected to the next textual unit beginning in 24, rather than to the 

preceding 7–23a.789 Indeed, seeing 23b as the beginning of a new homiletical section, 

24–41, instead of the ending of the one in 7–23a, seems the least problematic way of 

interpreting this resumptive repetition, for it is harder to posit an all-encompassing 

Wiederaufnahme in 6b–23b than one beginning a new unit 23b–41. While verse 23 

could be dispensed with, as 23aα simply repeats the text of 18b/20b and 23b simply 

resumes 6b, verse 22 confronts us with a redactional problem: the sin of Jeroboam 

would not be expected to be just a later addition and framed apparently not only by 

one but two potential Wiederaufnahmen, but rather an original part of the judgment of 

the northern monarchy. However, if 21–23 were deemed late, as is done by some 

scholars,790 why would the denunciation of Jeroboam’s sin also be missing after verse 

2 and the customary Deuteronomistic condemnation of Hoshea (“He did evil in the 

eyes of Yahweh …”), the exact place where such material would usually be expected 

to be found in the chapter?791 Such reconstructions do not seem likely. 

In the MT this problem is, as argued in section 2.2, partially eliminated by the 

fact that Hoshea is apparently said to have been a better king than “the kings of Israel 

before him.” As the sin of Jeroboam is missing in connection with him, it could even 

                                                 
788 For instance, Benzinger, Könige, 174; Šanda, Könige, 224; and more recently Fritz, Könige, 98. 
789 Thus Cogan & Tadmor, 2 Kings, 207; and Würthwein, Bücher der Könige, 393. See, however, the 
criticism of Aurelius, Zukunft, 78, against this idea: “Daß ν 23b ein Zusatz zu ν 21-23a sei, ist keine 
gute Erklärung der Wiederaufnahme von ν 6, denn warum sollte jemand einen solchen Zusatz machen? 
Näher liegt der Schluß, daß ν 23b geschrieben worden ist, um einen größeren Zusatz in den Kontext 
einzubinden, nämlich den ganzen Epilog ν 21-23.” 
790 For instance, Rösel, “Why 2 Kings 17,” 85–90; Aurelius, Zukunft, 79; and Nelson, Double 
Redaction, 60. 
791 For reference see the Omride kings Omri (1 Kgs 16:25-26), Ahab (16:30–33), Ahazyah (22:52–54), 
and Joram (2 Kgs 3:2–3), who, like Hoshea, are also compared to their predecessors. With them the 
doing of evil, the comparison, and the sin of Jeroboam are always given in direct connection with each 
other. The customary condemnation for Jeroboam’s sin is also missing altogether from the Israelite 
kings Elah (1 Kgs 16:8) and Shallum (2 Kgs 15:13). While Shallum reigned for such a short period of 
time (one month) that he may been interpreted to have not even been able to follow in the sin of 
Jeroboam, the lack of the mention in the case of Elah is a mystery, as he reigned two years, certainly a 
time sufficient to walk in Jeroboam’s sin, as even Zechariah (2 Kgs 15:9), who reigned for six months, 
is said to have done so. Whatever Jeroboam’s sin may have been, Hoshea with his nine years would 
definitely have had time to indulge in it. It is therefore unlikely that the length of reign has any 
significance when it comes to the condemnation of Hoshea. 
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be argued that Hoshea indeed did not continue the sin of Jeroboam – certainly reason 

enough for him not to be as evil as even most (if not all) kings of Israel. If this was 

indeed the case, it would be no surprise that the mention of Jeroboam’s sin is only to 

be found in a redactionally later portion of the text and with the uncustomary “sons of 

Israel” walking in the sin, and not the king(s).792 These two notices may, after all, be 

logically incompatible with each other: if, against all odds, Hoshea ended the sin of 

Jeroboam, the people would not have been able to follow it, as in 21–23a, “until 

Yahweh cast them from before his face.” Of course, if Hoshea was such an exceptional 

king, one could certainly expect the author to have then explicated reasons for this in 

a more pronounced way. The OG understanding (Hoshea as the worst king of Israel) 

could thus be seen as the logically preferable option as well. Therefore, taking into 

account all the variables in the chapter, it is exceedingly hard to come to a definite 

conclusion on the relationship of verse 2 and its two textually opposite textual versions 

on one hand and the “oldest textual unit” of 21–23 on the other. 

Conclusion: The clearly incoherent unit 21–23 does not originate from one single 

hand. The grammatically problematic verse 21 is largely (if not completely) late, with 

the ideologically unusual 21a (to be read according to the LXX), which must have 

originally been attached to 18b; 21bβ exhibits clear signs of being a gloss written in 

Late Biblical Hebrew; 23aβ is a lately added fulfillment of the prophetic 

denouncements of verse 13; and 23b forms a Wiederaufnahme (used in a fashion 

similar to the Wiederaufnahme in verse 4b) to 6b that was used for adding the story of 

24ff. to (at that time the end of) the chapter. Of 21–23, verses 22–23a have the smallest 

number of unexpected traits and are the best option for the History writer’s text in 

these verses, albeit admittedly not completely unproblematically. 

Textual history of verses 21–23  
ט  793קרע)נ(ִּכי־   ד ַוַּיְמִליכּו ֶאת־ָיָרְבָעם ֶּבן־ְנָב֑ ל ֵמַעל ֵּבית ָּדִו֔  ִיְׂשָרֵא֗
ה     ַוַּיַּדח ָיָרְבָעם ֶאת־ִיְׂשָרֵאל ֵמַאֲחֵרי ְיהָו֔
 ְוֶהֱחֵטיָאם ֲחָטָאה ְגדֹוָלה׃     

ל ּבְ  ה לֹא־ָסרו־ַחּטֹאָכלוֵּיְלכּו ְּבֵנ֣י ִיְׂשָרֵא֔  ּו ִמֶּמָּנה׃ת ָיָרְבָעם ֲאֶׁשר ָעָׂש֑
יו   ַעד ֲאֶׁשר־ֵהִסיר ְיהָוה ֶאת־ִיְׂשָרֵאל ֵמַעל ָּפָנ֔

ים       ר ְּבַיד ָּכל־ֲעָבָדיו ַהְּנִביִא֑ ר ִּדֶּב֔  ַּכֲאֶׁש֣
׃ַוִּיֶגל ִיְׂשָרֵאל ֵמַעל ַאְדָמתֹו ַאּׁ֔שּוָרה ַעד ַהּיֹום ַהֶּזה      

21 
 
 
22 
23 

                                                 
792 The “sons” of Israel could of course be argued to also include the kings, but this interpretation is 
strained. 
793 The verb is to be understood with “Israel” as its subject, and is to be read in the niph’al form נקרע 
according to the Versions. 
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3.2.7 The full redactional picture of the MT edition verses 6–23 
The literary analysis of verses 7–23 above has shown that the section does not form a 

literary unity. In fact, it is exceedingly important to note that even the units often 

posited in the scholarship – such as 7–12, 7–18, 13–17, or even 21–23 – are hardly 

internally coherent. There are many secondary glosses and additions of varying sizes, 

from multiple hands. This makes their literary and redactional assessment exceedingly 

difficult and uncertain. It is thus no wonder that scholars have at times even come to 

completely contradictory conclusions on the relative age of these passages. Indeed, 

even the reconstruction provided here is only an exceedingly rough approximation to 

the textual history of these verses, especially when it comes to assigning multiple 

verses to one hand – it is very much a possibility that, in fact, no two verses in 7–23 

come from the same writer/reviser. Therefore, the wise words of Ville Mäkipelto 

should be here heeded: 

“Since the editorial processes in documented evidence are so complex, we may 

assume that the earlier editorial processes were as well. Therefore, it seems that 

the texts should not be divided into different layers too rigorously. It is often 

enough to describe the most likely outlines of the editorial history, keeping in 

mind that these reconstructions are based on lower probabilities than those based 

on documented evidence.”794 

It has been concluded that the suggested working hypothesis of 7aα, 9bα, 11aαb, 18a, 

22–23a as the most original text in verses 7–23 could indeed somewhat adequately 

answer the questions pertaining to the redactional outline of the chapter: such a text 

would have had its focus on the high places, (and) the sin of Jeroboam – i.e., the 

decentralization of the cult.795 However, as has been argued, this solution is not 

without its problems either: all these verses, save perhaps for 22–23a, reflect some 

ideological or lexical tendencies which may not be readily accepted as coming from 

the History writer since even the making of the high places in 9bα, 11aα is recounted 

in language quite different from 1 Kgs 12:31. Of course, the somewhat uncommon 

language use could possibly be attributed, at least to a certain extent (especially in 

                                                 
794 Mäkipelto, Uncovering, 261. 
795 If aiming for the absolute minimum, one could possibly take out 11b as yet another later component, 
but in such a case one would need to explain how the Wiederaufnahme 11b/17b came to be. 
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verse 22), to the equally uncommon content of the chapter, namely the final 

destruction and exile of the Northern Kingdom.  

The working hypothesis should thus be modified in one respect, namely by taking 

only 22–23a (the mention of Jeroboam’s sin and the exile of Israel) as the original 

layer, and seeing 7aα, 9bα, 11aαb, 18 as forming the earliest additional layer to this 

short and simple text form.796 After this earliest addition, which had already brought 

Judah into the picture in 18b, albeit only as an “afterthought,” the cultic sins of 

Manasseh (16a–17) were added to the text after 11b via Wiederaufnahme, possibly 

together with 11aβ and 21abα, which further explicate the historical background of 

the fall of Israel and reinforce the idolatrous nature of the sinning.  

The third layer of additions, consisting of 8a.10, which brought the sins of 

Judah/Rehoboam from 1 Kgs 14:22–23 to the chapter, may have happened with the 

second one. It is not impossible that these “Judaizing” additions (16a–17, 8a, 10) were 

made at the same point, since both share the general object of introducing the sins of 

Judah to Israel as well (or thus imply that Israel was in fact the one introducing these 

sins to Judah). In any case, these two “Judaizing” harmonizations are distinct. At this 

point the text would have run through 7a, 8a, 9–11, 16a, 17–18, 21abα, 22–23a, and 

formed one long list of different cultic sins, which were attributed solely to Israel. To 

8a was at some late point glossed 8b, after which the awkward addition of 9a was 

made.  

The fourth reviser then added a full and explicit denunciation of Judah by adding 

13a, 14a, 15aαb (without ְוַאֲחֵרי ַוּיְֶהָּבלּו ַההֶבל ), 19–20 and possibly 23aβ, after which the 

chapter no longer dealt with only Israel, but Judah as well – i.e., “the whole seed of 

Israel” (20). Judah now effectively became a full partner in crime in verses 13–14 

(explicitly), 15–17 (by grammatical implication), and 19–20 (explicitly), and because 

of the allusions to the sin of Rehoboam in 8–11, implicitly in the whole chapter. Even 

later these verses were further supplemented with small glosses and harmonizations. 

One of these later hands probably brought to the fore the purely materialistic aspect of 

other gods/idolatry in 12, 15b ( ְוַאֲחֵרי ַוּיְֶהָּבלּו ַההֶבל ), 16b(α), 17a+, 21bβ. One of the latest, 

                                                 
796 At this point the addition of the now superfluous subject ְּבנֵי יְִׂשָרֵאל to 22a may also have been done. 
As the conclusion can hardly be completely definite, three other highly plausible theories of the most 
original textual layer in 7–23 are those of Šanda (7aα23–21.א), Stade (21abα.22–23), and Provan 
(7aα.18a.21–23), albeit all with certain necessary modifications, as argued above. In many ways these 
reconstructions could be seen as alternative literary-critical results, since they are all plausible, hard to 
refute, and work on slightly different presuppositions, even if their base tenets are roughly the same. 
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if not the latest (proto-MT?), additions was 7b, which was taken from the end part of 

the whole chapter (verses 35, 37–38).  
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The literary layers of MT 2 Kgs 17:6b-23797 
 798׃הזה היום עד ָרֵאל ַאּׁ֑שּוָרה ַוּיֶֹׁשב ֹאָתם ַּבְחַלח ּוְבָחבֹור ְנַהר ּגֹוָזן ְוָעֵרי ָמָדיַוֶּיֶגל ֶאת־ִיְׂש 

ם   ֵהיֶה֔ י ִּכי־ָחְטאּו ְבֵני־ִיְׂשָרֵאל ַליהָוה ֱא  ַוְיִה֗
ִים   ־ִמְצָר֑ ִים ִמַּתַחת ַיד ַּפְרעֹה ֶמֶל  ַהַּמֲעֶלה ֹאָתם ֵמֶאֶרץ ִמְצַר֔
יְראּו        ִהים ֲאֵחִרים׃ַוִּיֽ  ֱא
ל     ה ִמְּפֵני ְּבֵני ִיְׂשָרֵא֑ ם ֲאֶׁשר הֹוִריׁש ְיהָו֔  ַוֵּיְֽלכּו ְּבֻחּקֹות ַהּגֹוִי֔
 ּוַמְלֵכי ִיְׂשָרֵאל ֲאֶׁשר ָעׂשּו׃    
ם      ֵהיֶה֑ ן ַעל־ְיהָוה ֱא ל ְּדָבִרים ֲאֶׁשר לֹא־ֵכ֔  ַוְיַחְּפאּו ְבֵני־ִיְׂשָרֵא֗
ם ַוִּיְבנּו ָלֶהם ָּבמ   ֹות ְּבָכל־ָעֵריֶה֔
 ִמִּמְגַּדל נֹוְצִרים ַעד־ִעיר ִמְבָצר׃   
ה ְוַתַחת ָּכל־ֵעץ ַרֲעָנן׃    ים ַעל ָּכל־ִּגְבָעה ְגבָֹה֔  ַוַּיִּצבּו ָלֶהם ַמֵּצבֹות ַוֲאֵׁשִר֑
 ַוְיַקְּטרּו־ָׁשם  
 ְּבָכל־ָּב֔מֹות    
ם      ַּכּגֹוִים ֲאֶׁשר־ֶהְגָלה ְיהָוה ִמְּפֵניֶה֑
   ים ְלַהְכִעיס ֶאת־ְיהָוה׃ַוֽ  ַּיֲעׂשּו ְּדָבִרים ָרִע֔
ם לֹא ַתֲעׂשּו ֶאת־ַהָּדָבר ַהֶּזה׃      ים ֲאֶׁשר ָאַמר ְיהָוה ָלֶה֔  ַוַּיַעְבדּו ַהִּגֻּלִל֑
ר  ָכל־חֶֹזהוָּיַעד ְיהָוה ְּבִיְׂשָרֵאל ּוִביהּוָדה ְּבַיד ָּכל־ְנִביאֹו       ֵלאֹמ֗
י ֻׁשבּו ִמַּדְרֵכיֶכם ָהֽ          ָרִעים ְוִׁשְמרּו ִמְצֹוַתי ֻחּקֹוַת֔
ם כלו      ה ֲאֶׁשר ִצִּויִתי ֶאת־ֲאבֵֹתיֶכ֑  ־ַהּתֹוָר֔
 ְּבַיד ֲעָבַדי ַהְּנִביִאים׃ אליהםַוֲאֶׁשר ָׁשַלְחִּתי      
עּו       ְולֹא ָׁשֵמ֑
ם  מערףַוַּיְקׁשּו ֶאת־ָעְרָּפם       ֲאבֹוָת֔
ינּו ַּביה     ֵהיֶהם׃ֲאֶׁשר לֹא ֶהֱאִמ֔  ָוה ֱא
ם      יו ְוֶאת־ְּבִריתֹו ֲאֶׁשר ָּכַרת ֶאת־ֲאבֹוָת֔  וִּיְמֲאסּו ֶאת־ֻחָּק֗
ם       יו ֲאֶׁשר ֵהִעיד ָּב֑  ְוֵאת ֵעְדֹוָת֔
 ַוֵּיְלכּו ַאֲחֵרי     
לּו ְוַאֲחֵרי        ַההֶבל ַוֶּיְהָּב֔
ם     ם ֲאֶׁשר ִצָּוה ְיהָוה ֹאָת֔  ְלִבְלִּתי ֲעׂשֹות ָּכֶהם׃ ַהּגֹוִים ֲאֶׁשר ְסִביבָֹת֔
ם ָּכלַוַּיַעְז֗בּו ֶאת־   ֵהיֶה֔  ־ִמְצֹות ְיהָוה ֱא
 ַוַּיֲעׂשּו ָלֶהם ַמֵּסָכה      
ים         ְׁשֵני ֲעָגִל֑
ִים ַוַּיַעְבדּו ֶאת־ַהָּבַעל׃ ֲאֵׁשיָרה ַוַּיֲעׂשּו    ַוִּיְׁשַּתֲחוּו ְלָכל־ְצָבא ַהָּׁשַמ֔
ׁשּוַוַּיֲעִבירּו ֶאת־ְּבנֵ    ׁש ַוִּיְקְסמּו ְקָסִמים ַוְיַנֵח֑   יֶהם ְוֶאת־ְּבנֹוֵתיֶהם ָּבֵא֔
  ותרפים אפוד ויעשו     
 ַוִּיְתַמְּכ֗רּו ַלֲעׂשֹות ָהַרע ְּבֵעיֵני ְיהָוה ְלַהְכִעיסֹו׃  
יו   ל ַוְיִסֵרם ֵמַעל ָּפָנ֑  וִּיְתַאַּנף ְיהָוה ְמֹאד ְּבִיְׂשָרֵא֔
ר ַרק ֵׁשֶבט יְ    הּוָדה ְלַבּדֹו׃לֹא ִנְׁשַא֔
ם ַוֵּיְל֔כּו ְּבֻחּקֹות ִיְׂשָרֵאל ֲאֶׁשר ָעׂשּו׃     ֵהיֶה֑ ר ֶאת־ִמְצֹות ְיהָוה ֱא  ּגם־ְיהּוָדה לֹא ָׁשַמ֔
ים ַעד ֲאֶׁשר ִהְׁשִליָכם ִמָּפָניו׃ 799יהוה ויתאנף יהוה וימאסו     ם ַוִּיְּתֵנם ְּבַיד־ׁשִֹס֑  ְּבָכל־ֶזַרע ִיְׂשָרֵאל ַוְיַעֵּנ֔
ט  800רעק)נ(י־ּכִ    ד ַוַּיְמִליכּו ֶאת־ָיָרְבָעם ֶּבן־ְנָב֑ ל ֵמַעל ֵּבית ָּדִו֔  ִיְׂשָרֵא֗
ה     ַוַּיַּדח ָיָרְבָעם ֶאת־ִיְׂשָרֵאל ֵמַאֲחֵרי ְיהָו֔
 ְוֶהֱחֵטיָאם ֲחָטָאה ְגדֹוָלה׃     

ל ּבְ  ה לֹא־ָסרּוו־ַחּטֹאָכלוֵּיְלכּו ְּבֵנ֣י ִיְׂשָרֵא֔  ִמֶּמָּנה׃ ת ָיָרְבָעם ֲאֶׁשר ָעָׂש֑
יו   ַעד ֲאֶׁשר־ֵהִסיר ְיהָוה ֶאת־ִיְׂשָרֵאל ֵמַעל ָּפָנ֔

ים       ר ְּבַיד ָּכל־ֲעָבָדיו ַהְּנִביִא֑ ר ִּדֶּב֔  ַּכֲאֶׁש֣
 ַוִּיֶגל ִיְׂשָרֵאל ֵמַעל ַאְדָמתֹו ַאּׁ֔שּוָרה ַעד ַהּיֹום ַהֶּזה׃    
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797 The bordered text is to be read according to the OG. 
798 The OG plus *עד היום הזה should be taken as the original ending of verse 6 (see 2.4.3.1). 
799 The beginning of the verse is to be read according to the more original LXX. 
800 The verb is to be understood with “Israel” as its subject, and possibly to be read in the niph’al form 
 .according to the versions נקרע
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Translation801 
6 In the ninth year of Hoshea king of Assur conquered Samaria, and he exiled Israel to Assur and 
settled them in Halah and in Habor, the river Gozan, and cities of the Medes until this day. 

7a And it happened, because the sons of Israel sinned against Yahweh their God, [who brought 
them up from the land of Egypt, from under the hand of Pharaoh, king of Egypt,] 

7b and they feared other gods, 
8 and they walked in the customs of the peoples, whom Yahweh had driven out 
from before the sons of Israel, 

[and the kings of Israel, which they made] 
9 and the sons of Israel ?did in secret? things that are not right 
against Yahweh their God, 

9b and built themselves high places in all of their cities, [from watchtowers to fortified towns,] 
10 and they erected themselves standing stones and Asherim on all high hills and 
under every lush tree, 

11aα and sacrificed there 
on all high places like the peoples whom Yahweh had exiled from before them, 

11b and did evil things in order to provoke Yahweh, 
12 and they served the Gilulim, about which Yahweh had said to 
them “do not do this thing.” 

13 And Yahweh warned Israel and Judah by the hand of all his prophets, 
[all the seers,] saying: “turn from your evil ways, and observe my 
commandments, my customs, and all my Torah, that I have commanded 
to your fathers,  

and which I sent to you, by the hand of my servants, the prophets, 
14 but they did not hear, and hardened their necks more than their fathers, 
who did not believe in Yahweh, their God, 
15 and they rejected his customs and his covenant, which he made with 
their fathers, 

[and his testimonies which Yahweh had testified to them,] 
and they walked after 

[vanities and became vain, and after] 
the peoples who were around them, about whom Yahweh had 
commanded them to not do like they did. 

16 But they forsook [all] the commandments of Yahweh, their God,  
and made themselves molten image, [two calves,]  

and they made Ashera, and they bowed down to all the host of heaven and served Baal 
17 and they made their sons and their daughters walk through fire, and divined by 
divinations and sought omens,  

and made ephod and teraphim,  
and they sold themselves to do evil in the eyes of Yahweh in order to provoke him, 

18 so that Yahweh was very angry with Israel, and he removed them from before his face. None 
was left but only the tribe of Judah alone. 

19 And Judah, too, did not observe the commandments of Yahweh, their God, 
and they walked in the customs of all Israel, which they made. 
20 And they rejected Yahweh and Yahweh was angry with all the seed of Israel, 
and he humbled them and gave them to hand of plunderers, until he sent them 
from before his face. 

21 For Israel rent itself from the house of David, and they made Jeroboam, son of Nebat, 
king; but Jeroboam seduced Israel from behind Yahweh, 

[and he had made them sin a great sin.] 
22 And the sons of Israel walked in [all] the sin[s] of Jeroboam – they did not turn away from it 
23 until Yahweh removed Israel from before his face. 

[as was told by the hand of all his servants, the prophets]; 
(Israel was exiled from its land to Assur, until this day.) 

                                                 
801 The italicized parts are to be read according to OG; [bracketed] readings denote glosses. 
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3.3 Synthesis: comparing the OG and MT editions of verses 
7–23 
Now that both the OG (= La115) and MT editions have been submitted to a textual 

analysis, and, furthermore, a literary analysis of both editions has been given, a 

synthesis of their results may be made.  

The main result of the combined textual and literary assessment of the Hebrew, 

Greek, and Latin materials shows that there are two largely different editions of 2 

Kings 17 preserved to us. It has been argued that the textual order of La115 witnesses 

the otherwise lost OG version of the chapter, which goes back to a Hebrew Vorlage 

different from MT. This raises the question: which one of these compositional layouts 

is the older one, OG or MT? In which one has the transposition taken place? Can a 

relative chronology of these editions even be determined? 

The first thing to note concerning the two layouts is that certain broader literary-

critical phenomena are shared by both editions:  

1) verse 7(*ab) begins a new redactional unit after 6b, and there are grave (text-

critical and/or syntactical) challenges both within and in the near vicinity of 

this verse;  

2) verse 7(*b) also seems to be somehow related to verse 18(a) in both editions 

(via grammar in the MT, and by giving the beginning and ending formulae of 

the first text block of the OG); 

3) both editions coincide in utilizing framing devices in their verses 7*b (OG)/8 

(MT) and 19; 

4) verse 15 marks the beginning of the listing of Israel’s sins in the OG, while in 

the MT 15 resumes the listing after the disruptive prophetical note of 13–14, 

after which the sinners of verses 15–18 are syntactically to be read as both 

Israel and Judah;  

5) there is a redactional break after 18b, and verses 19 and 20 belong to a 

somehow different unit from 18 (and 21); and 

6) verses 21–23 form a third “unit,” somehow different from verses 7–20. 

At the same time, one may also take note of the most substantial differences between 

the two editions: 

1) the use of framing devices in 7*b (OG)/8 (MT, missing from OG) and 19 (19a 

and 19b, respectively) differs, together with the text thus enclosed; 
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2) in the OG verses 13–14 are not (as) disruptive, since they were probably 

situated inside the second text block, which would have dealt with Judah as 

much as with Israel; 

3) unlike in the OG, in the MT such a clear textual division between the sins of 

Israel and the shared sins of both kingdoms is not found, aside from the 

enigmatic verses 19–20; and 

4) practically all(!) Greek witnesses preserve the ending formula of the second 

OG text block in verse 20, while in the MT this phrase has dropped out due to 

a homoioteleuton mistake (together with a likely deliberate change of the 

subject). 

While it is possible that these phenomena are completely incidental, this is not very 

probable. Because of the similarities, it is more likely that there is a genealogical 

relationship between the two editions – one has been constructed on the basis of the 

other.  

In the literary-critical assessment of both the OG and MT it became clear that, 

in any case, the text must have grown considerably during its transmission process – 

if original, the text blocks of the OG, for instance, could not have originally been in 

the form they are now. This could be seen as an argument against their originality: the 

somewhat clear parallelism between the two could have only risen out of the full, 

repetitive, and mixed text of the MT. This is in no way a conclusive argument, 

however, since the two blocks seem to differ in their overall object of reprehension – 

only Israel in the first one, but both Judah and Israel in the second one. In fact, the 

parallelism may have reversibly grown from this differentiation: when a sin was added 

to one of the blocks, it was more likely to have been adopted in some form also into 

the other one. Further scholarly analysis of this parallel structure is therefore needed. 

It is quite remarkable that when the literary-critical results of the MT text are 

applied to the transposed OG text, there appear surprisingly few problems, since the 

main redactional break-points are, curiously enough, shared by both editions. Many 

of the smaller glosses in particular could have originally been made to either edition, 

and only the arguments specific to a certain edition – such as textual growth via 

Wiederaufnahme in verses 11 and 17 in the MT vis-à-vis the two text blocks in the 

OG – understandably remain more or less irreconcilable. The narratological 
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disruptions created by verses 13–14 in the MT, however, may be the most important 

argument for the secondary nature of the MT. If the transposition happened in the 

proto-MT transmission phase, it would make sense that a slight inconsistency (in this 

case the grammatical subject of verses 15–18 becoming both Israel and Judah) in the 

narrative was introduced into the text. This argument could be reversed, so that the 

OG wanted to harmonize this inconsistency by transposition, but the grave measures 

taken (a large transposition of 9–14 with 15–18, omission of verse 8, and complete 

rephrasing of verse 7) seem very over-scaled if only targeted at accommodating this 

discrepancy. Moreover, together with the missing OG ending formula in MT verse 20, 

the loss of this potentially ideologically problematic structural marker in the MT could 

speak for its later editing vis-à-vis the OG. 

However, purely redaction-critically speaking, if verse 15 originates from the 

same hand/layer as 13–14, the OG order would probably be due to later editing – but 

it is all but certain that 15 is such a late verse, at least as a whole. This is indeed one 

of the methodological problems encountered when working with multiple editions of 

a text: while in the layout of the MT a verse may appear as late, in the other editions 

this may not be the case at all. Applying the literary-critical conclusions of one edition 

to another without taking into account the special features of the other will inevitably 

result in a circular argument. We therefore have to admit that some of our literary-

critical tools may no longer be well enough suited when working with multiple 

editions, especially when there are vast transpositions differentiating these editions – 

what seems like a Wiederaufnahme in one edition may appear as something 

completely different in another. If, theoretically speaking, neither edition can be 

deemed clearly later than the other (as is in many ways the case in 1 Kings, and 

especially its differing Jeroboam stories),802 we are at a loss. Since the whole of 7–20 

comes from nomistically minded hands, a clear-cut differentiation between different 

verses is extremely challenging, even if working only with the text of the MT (as 

shown by the history of scholarship on these verses). 

In many ways one could thus argue for the older age of the OG edition. It has 

become clear that the single most important case is that of verse 7, where it can be 

                                                 
802 Of course, the one thing inferable is the lateness of such textual units. For instance, Josh 8:30–35 
can seemingly be found in three different positions in the witnesses, and this movability likely tells of 
its later provenance; see Mäkipelto, Tekoniemi & Tucker, “Large-Scale Transposition,” 3–5. 



 
 

208 

quite strongly argued that La115 preserves the oldest version of this hinge-verse. 

Further analysis of this verse would be in order since verse 7 is likely the key to many 

of the questions concerning the textual transmissions of the chapter. For instance, 

verse 7*b would work grammatically with 21a regardless of the understanding of the 

problematic MT verb ָקַרע, and could potentially even form a text coming from the 

History writer: 7*b“They did not guard the commandments of the Lord, the God of 

their fathers, 21afor/when he rent Israel/Israel rent itself from the house of David, they 

made Jeroboam, son of Nebat, king.” Indeed, the correct interpretation of MT 7a  ַויְִהי

 which probably should be read as the protasis to the apodosis in 18a – has been a – ִּכי

consistent issue in the scholarship, and it would not be completely unheard of that such 

a challenge was in fact a result of late textual alteration. Furthermore, if the OG form 

of verse 2 (i.e., Hoshea being the most evil king of Israel against the least evil king of 

the MT) is indeed to be seen as the original judgment of Hoshea as the worst king of 

Israel, there would potentially be no problems in seeing nothing in 7–20, or even 7–

23, as originating from the History writer – something that would on the contrary seem 

very strange in the MT text form. The case of verse 2 and its possible redactional 

implications is an issue that is yet to be taken into account in the scholarship (see 3.2.6 

for discussion).  

Therefore, in many ways it may be argued that the narrative of the OG is in fact 

more coherent, at the same time being also ideologically/theologically more 

problematic. While the first argument can be reversed (argument for harmonization), 

the second proves much more difficult to reverse and seems to hint at a more original 

narrative. Further research on these issues would in any case be in order.  

Thus, while I do not consider the case of the relative age of the two editions of 

verses 7–23 completely solved by the arguments posited in this chapter or thesis, it 

seems, at the very least, clear to me that there indeed existed two differing but 

genetically linked editions of chapter 17, those of the MT and of the OG, circulating 

at some point(s) of time. In most individual text-critical cases, moreover, the OG text 

has preserved the oldest version of the text, which lends further credibility to the idea 

that the overall layout of this edition might well also be the older one.  
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4. The textual history of verses 24–41 
The number of (substantial) text-critical problems diminishes in the second half of the 

chapter. Nevertheless, there is one somewhat large plus shared by all of the LXX 

tradition (17:32+), which has mostly been neglected or overlooked in research – 

notwithstanding its likely originality and therefore notable literary-critical importance. 

The kaige (or Hexaplaric) revision has clearly influenced even the Lucianic text in 

these verses, even more so than seems to have happened in the first half of the chapter. 

Some, if not most, of the original readings of the OG may now have thus been lost. 

Unlike the exceedingly confusing redactional situation of verses 7–23, the main 

literary layers of the latter half of the chapter are relatively commonly agreed upon. 

The often-cited solution of Stade has usually been taken as the starting point of the 

reconstructions: the oldest text would have consisted of verses 24–28.41, with two 

later additions, first in 29–34a and then in 34b–40.803 Stade’s proposition has stood 

the test of time quite well and is also taken here as the working hypothesis. While 

generally applicable, this basic outline is nevertheless in need of some adjustments – 

especially when it comes to the aforementioned OG plus between verses 31 and 32 

and the textual history of the latest additional “unit” 34b–40. 

4.1 The distinction between two halves in 7–23 and 24–41 
The two units, 7–23(a) and (23b–)24–41, are often seen as two distinct units, coming 

mostly from two or more different hands. The latter half of the chapter reflects 

ideological tenets that differ greatly from – and at times even contradict – those 

expressed by the earlier verses.804 First of all, the focus of the narrative changes from 

the Israelites to the new foreign inhabitants, peoples who would have hardly been of 

interest to the writer of 7–23, who is still focused on solely the sins of the Northern 

Kingdom itself. That these new inhabitants then paradoxically “fear Yahweh” at the 

same time with their own native gods goes similarly against the fervent monolatrous 

                                                 
803 Stade, “Miscellen 2 Kö 15–21,” 167–9. Stade’s solution is accepted by Benzinger, Könige, 175; 
DeVaux, 1–2 Rois, 202; Gray, Kings, 579; and Šanda, 2. Könige, 224–33, to name a few. These 
divisions into three units are agreed on by most scholars even if they differ on the relative dating of 
these units. 
804 As aptly summarized by Campbell and O’Brien, Unfolding, 444: “Certain aspects are surprising. 
First, the dualistic solution adopted would have been unacceptable to a dtr theologian. In vv. 24-33, it 
is treated as acceptable; it solves the lion problem. Second, the failure to centralize, implicit in worship 
at the high places, is not condemned in vv. 24-33, in contrast to vv. 7-23. In the circumstances it would 
have been absurd; but the dtr theologians never extended such leniency to Jeroboam and the north. 
Third, dtr influence is felt; dtr language is mimicked without being replicated–is aped but is absent.” 
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Yahwism of 7–23 (and especially MT verse 7a). The actions of the peoples in 24–33 

are also not explicitly condemned, unlike in the first half of the chapter, even when it 

is told that the new peoples set up high places and their priests (29, 32). The unit of 

34–40 is, furthermore, explicitly targeted against all Israelites, not just the 

northerners.805 

Not only do these two sections differ greatly from each other ideologically, but, 

possibly even more importantly, also by their language use. Kartveit has recently noted 

that the latter half of the chapter has (even more so than verses 9 and 21) clear signs 

of Aramaic-influenced Late Biblical Hebrew: the usual finite verbal forms of classical 

Hebrew, which have been used mainly in the first half of the chapter, are increasingly 

replaced by participle constructions.806 It is thus very clear in the scholarship that there 

is a substantial break – both in literary and likely also temporary sense – between units 

7–23(a), where no such participle constructions are found, and (23b–)24–41, where 

they are abundant (18 in total).807  

In fact, since the language use here differs so greatly from pretty much anything 

else in Kings, it is extremely unlikely these verses go back to any “classical” redaction 

proposed in Kings, which uses classical Hebrew. Most of 24–41 is thus very late and 

post-exilic, to say the least.808 The only question concerns verse 24 (and possibly some 

parts of 25–28 with it), which is unaffected by this late language use, and has 

sometimes even been posited to contain early materials from the History writer, and 

ultimately even the royal annals or other early sources.809  

                                                 
805 This situation is arguably comparable with verses 13 and 18–20, though in the case of 34–40 the 
situation is much clearer; see 4.5.2 below. 
806 Kartveit, “The Date of II Reg 17,24–41,” 34–7. The same is also noted by Campbell & O’Brien, 
Unfolding, 444 and already by Šanda, 2. Könige, 232, in verses 32–34. The different uses are those of 
wayehi qotel in 25, 28, 29, 32 bis, 41; hayah qotel in 33 bis, 41; hinem qotel/hem qotelim in 26, 29, 31, 
34, 40, 41; and enam qotelim in 26, 34 bis. The only verses unaffected by this characteristic are thus 
verses 24 and 34bβ–39. It is then interesting to note that even though the unit of 34b–39 is usually taken 
as the latest textual unit of the chapter, it has “earlier” verb forms in it. This could slightly support the 
theory of Cogan & Tadmor, 2 Kings, 213–14, that these verses originally continued the story from verse 
23 onwards; however, the other problems of the theory still remain, making it unlikely, as will be argued 
below. 
807 Interestingly in the OG edition of verse 4 there is an additional participle construction (καὶ ἦν Ὠσῆε 
φέρων δῶρα τῷ βασιλεῖ ᾿Ασσυρίων = ויהי הושע משיב מנחה למלך אשור) not found in the MT. This may be 
used as an additional argument for the overall lateness of 4b. 
808 Similarly Würthwein, Bücher der Könige, 398–9 (“nachexilisch”). 
809 Thus for instance Jones, Kings, 552 and Levin, “In Search,” 263–4. Many scholars, such as 
Hentschel, 2 Könige, 82–3, and Noth, ÜSt, 78, propose that some other verses (such as 25–28 or 29–
31) should also be taken as coming from these early layers. However, this becomes unlikely because of 
the late ideology and language use of these passages. Nevertheless, some parts of 25–28 could be argued 
to come from the same early layer as 24, as is done below. 
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4.2 Textual history of verses 24–28 
In these verses the assessment of textual witnesses reveals only minor differences 

between the main traditions. The literary critical analysis shows that there may have 

originally been a somewhat more condensed kernel of the lion story, written in 

Classical Hebrew style. This basic narrative may have been later expanded by a scribe 

using Late Biblical Hebrew syntax. 

4.2.1 Appraisal of the main witnesses 
Since there are practically no substantial textual differences to be found between the 

main witnesses MT and LXX in these verses, it is here possible to continue straight to 

the literary analysis after only a brief textual survey of mostly intra-Greek variants. 

The text of the MT should be emended concerning only two minor variants in verses 

 .(ִהגְִלִתים* should be vocalized as ִהגְִליֶתם) and 27 (should be omitted ָׁשם) 25

It may be noted that, unlike in verses 1–23, the textual character of L becomes 

more Hebraizing (mostly Hexaplaric) in the second half of the chapter. Besides the 

recensional Lucianic readings, L often gives a text closer to the MT than any of the 

other witnesses. 

MT 24 LXX B 
־ַאּׁשּור ִמָּבֶבל ּוִמּכּוָתה  וָּיֵבא ֶמֶל

ֲחָמת ּוְסַפְרַוִים ּוֵמַעָּוא ּוֵמ   
 ַוּיֶֹׁשב ְּבָעֵרי ׁשְֹמרֹון ַּתַחת 

 ְּבֵני ִיְׂשָרֵאל ַוִּיְרׁשּו ֶאת־ׁשְֹמרֹון
 ַוֵּיְׁשבּו ְּבָעֶריָה׃

καὶ ἤγαγεν βασιλεὺς Ἀσσυρίων ἐκ Βαβυλῶνος τὸν ἐκ Χουνθα  
ἀπὸ Αια καὶ ἀπὸ Αιμαθ καὶ Σεπφαρουαιν  
καὶ κατῳκίσθησαν ἐν πόλεσιν Σαμαρείας ἀντὶ  
τῶν υἱῶν Ισραηλ καὶ ἐκληρονόμησαν τὴν Σαμάρειαν  
καὶ κατῴκησαν ἐν ταῖς πόλεσιν αὐτῆς 

καὶ 4°] + απο 247 L 121 488 342 460 700 | κατῳκίσθησαν] κατωκισεν αυτους L-700 460 | κατῴκησαν ἐν ταῖς πόλεσιν 
αὐτῆς] τας πολεις αυτης και κατωκησαν εν αυταις L-700 
And the king of Assyria(ns) brought from Babylon, Kutha, Avva, Hamath, and Sepharvaim, and 
(+ they LXX) settled in the cities of of Samaria instead of the sons of Israel. And they possessed 
Samaria and settled in its cities. 

L is closer to MT  ֹ ֶׁשבַוּי  with its sg. κατῴκισεν against κατῳκίσθησαν, and this may be 

recensional. The majority text is likely here the OG (*ויׁשבו) and in accordance with 

23, where the Israelites are similarly objects of a passive verb (ἀπῳκίσθη Ἰσραηλ). It 

is exceedingly hard to argue for the primacy of either number, since both could be 

seen as harmonizations to the context. L-700 also change the last sentence slightly to 

read καὶ ἐκληρονόμησαν τὴν Σαμάρειαν καὶ τὰς πόλεις αὐτῆς καὶ κατῴκησαν ἐν 

αὐταῖς, which is due to Lucianic recensional action (logically slightly better/smoother 

text). 

MT 25 LXX B 
  καὶ ἐγένετο ἐν ἀρχῇ τῆς καθέδρας αὐτῶν וְיִהי ִּבְתִחַּלת ִׁשְבָּתם ָׁשם 
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 לֹא ָיְראּו ֶאת־ְיהָוה 
 ַוְיַׁשַּלח ְיהָוה ָּבֶהם ֶאת־ָהֲאָריֹות 

 ַוִּיְהיּו הְֹרִגים ָּבֶהם׃

οὐκ ἐφοβήθησαν τὸν κύριον  
καὶ ἀπέστειλεν κύριος ἐν αὐτοῖς τοὺς λέοντας  
καὶ ἦσαν ἀποκτέννοντες ἐν αὐτοῖς 

καὶ – αὐτῶν] μετα το κατοικισθηναι τα εθνη ταυτα εκει εν αρχη L-700 460; + εκει A 247 121 488 | ἐν αὐτοῖς 1°] εις 
αυτους L-700 460 | ἦσαν ἀποκτέννοντες] εθανατουν L 

And it happened at the beginning of them having settled (+ there MT), (that) they did not fear 
Yahweh. And Yahweh sent amongst them lions, and they were killing amongst them. 

The majority reading καθέδρας is OG, as this is the customary translation of מוׁשב/ ׁשבת   

in Samuel-Kings.810 L, likely recensionally, changes the word order and the beginning 

of the verse, together with a conflation of OG and Hexaplaric text forms (μετὰ τὸ 

κατοικισθῆναι τα ἔθνη ταῦτα ἐκεῖ ἐν ἀρχῇ). While it could be possible to posit a 

(somewhat awkward) Hebrew Vorlage behind L (אחרי ׁשבתם הגוים האלה ׁשם בתחלת), 

these changes are more probably due to Lucianic stylizing. However, the iterative 

impf. ἐθανατοῦν of L at the end of the verse, which is also further away from the MT, 

may well represent the OG here against ἀποκτέννοντες of the majority text.811 

The plus of ἐκεῖ in L (= MT ָׁשם), which is otherwise only found in the Hexaplaric 

manuscripts A 247 121 488 (  σ´ ε´ in Syrohexapla), is missing from the kaige text, 

also indicating its probable lateness in the MT. The plus of ָׁשם should thus be deemed 

a secondary explication.  

MT 26 LXX B 
 וּיֹאְמרּו ְלֶמֶל ַאּׁשּור ֵלאֹמר 

 ַהּגֹוִים ֲאֶׁשר ִהְגִליָת ַוּתֹוֶׁשב ְּבָעֵרי
ֵהי ָהָאֶרץ  ׁשְֹמרֹון לֹא ָיְדעּו ֶאת־ִמְׁשַּפט ֱא

־ָּבם ֶאת־ָהֲאָריֹות ַוְיַׁשַּלח   
 ְוִהָּנם ְמִמיִתים אֹוָתם ַּכֲאֶׁשר 

ֵהי ָהָאֶרץ׃  ֵאיָנם יְֹדִעים ֶאת־ִמְׁשַּפט ֱא

καὶ εἶπον τῷ βασιλεῖ Ἀσσυρίων λέγοντες  
τὰ ἔθνη ἃ ἀπῴκισας καὶ ἀντεκάθισας ἐν πόλεσιν  
Σαμαρείας οὐκ ἔγνωσαν τὸ κρίμα τοῦ θεοῦ τῆς γῆς  
καὶ ἀπέστειλεν εἰς αὐτοὺς τοὺς λέοντας  
καὶ ἰδού εἰσιν θανατοῦντες αὐτούς καθότι  
οὐκ οἴδασιν τὸ κρίμα τοῦ θεοῦ τῆς γῆς 

ἀντεκάθισας] κατωκισας L-82-700 460 | τὸ κρίμα] τον νομον L-700 460; τα κριματα A | ἀπέστειλεν] + κυριος A 
247 127 121 488 | αὐτούς 2°] εν αυτοις L 

And they said to the king of Assyria(ns), saying: “The peoples whom you exiled and settled in 
the cities of Samaria do not know the custom of the god of the land, and he has sent among them 
lions. And behold: they are killing them, as they are not knowing the custom of god of the land. 

The verb ἀντικαθίζω of the majority text is otherwise unattested in the whole LXX, 

unlike the κατῴκισας of L, which conforms to the use in the context (cf. verses 6, 23, 

24). Nothing suggests that the majority reading would be a kaige-type reading – rather, 

its slightly interpretational use suggests an OG origin, L being a Lucianic 

harmonization, likely made together with the slight lexicographical change of κρίμα 

to νόμον (L-700 460). 

                                                 
810 Cf. 1 Sam 20:18, 25; 1 Kgs 10:5, 19; 2 Kgs 16:18, 19:27. 
811 See Voitila, “Use of Tenses,” 220 and Wirth, Septuaginta, 151–7. This could nevertheless also be 
harmonization with the following verse (θανατοῦντες). 
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MT 27 LXX B 
־ַאּׁשּור ֵלאֹמר   ַוְיַצו ֶמֶל

ּכֲֹהִנים הִֹליכּו ָׁשָּמה ֶאָחד ֵמַה   
 ֲאֶׁשר ִהְגִליֶתם ִמָּׁשם 

 ְוֵיְלכּו ְוֵיְׁשבּו ָׁשם 
ֵהי ָהָאֶרץ׃  ְויֵֹרם ֶאת־ִמְׁשַּפט ֱא

καὶ ἐνετείλατο ὁ βασιλεὺς Ἀσσυρίων λέγων  
ἀπάγετε  
ἐκεῖθεν  
καὶ πορευέσθωσαν καὶ κατοικείτωσαν ἐκεῖ  
καὶ φωτιοῦσιν αὐτοὺς τὸ κρίμα (+ τοῦ θεοῦ rel) τῆς γῆς 

ἀπάγετε B] απαγαγετε 247 L-700 328 a 121 f 64-488 55 71 158 318 372 460; απαρετε rel | ἐκεῖθεν] εκει ενα των ιερεων 
ων απωκισα (απωκησα(ς) 82 460 700) εκ (εν 19) σαμαριας 328 L-700 460 | πορευέσθωσαν] πορευθητω L-700 460 | 
κατοικείτωσαν] κατοικειτω 328 L-700 460 | φωτιοῦσιν] φωτιει 328 L-700 460 | αὐτοὺς] αυτοις 328 L | κρίμα B] + τοῦ 
θεοῦ rel 

And the king of Assyria(ns) commanded saying: “Bring [there one of the priests whom you 
(MT)/I (L) exiled] from there; (they shall) go and settle there, and he will teach them the custom 
of the god of the land. 

The singular readings πορευθήτω and κατοικείτω of L are likely due to (Lucianic) 

harmonization of the narratological disruptiveness of the two plurals πορευέσθωσαν 

καὶ κατοικείτωσαν (MT ּוְויְֵלכּו ְויְֵׁשב ). On the other hand, the majority text’s plural 

φωτιοῦσιν against the MT singular ְויֵֹרם is a harmonization towards this plural use.812 

The use of φωτίζω as an equivalent of ירה is a kaige feature, and again notably 

followed by L (although the sg. of L is here recensional as well).813 

The minus of the bracketed text (ָׁשָּמה ֶאָחד ֵמַהּכֲֹהנִים ֲאֶׁשר ִהגְִליֶתם) in the majority text 

of the LXX has sometimes been argued to exhibit the most original text.814 However, 

as Stade later maintains, this is not likely: the verb ἀπάγετε (the majority reading 

ἀπάρετε is due to graphical confusion) has no object, and this minus leaves the text 

badly damaged without an object for the verb.815 More probably a homoioteleuton 

mistake in Hebrew (מׁשם…ׁשמה) or an early homoiarchton in Greek (ἐκεῖ…ἐκεῖθεν) 

has taken the text away. Indeed, the (proto-)L text likely retains this OG text, reading 

ἐκεῖ ἕνα τῶν ἱερέων ὧν ἀπῴκισα ἐκ Σαμαριας, ἐκ Σαμαριας being a later Lucianic 

explication of ἐκεῖθεν.816 The OG nature of L may be corroborated by the fact that L 

also reads 1st person sg. ἀπῴκισα, according to the more original Hebrew sg. (*ִהגְִלִתים) 

                                                 
812 Cf. similarly in the next verse ἤγαγον] ηγαγεν 247 CII-328 121 s-64´ 130 245 707, where the sg. is 
Hexaplaric. 
813 According to McLay, “Kaige and Septuagint Research,” 132 (#25), the use of φωτίζω as an 
equivalent of ירה (hiph.) is a kaige feature; similarly Smith, “Another Criterion,” 443–5. In Samuel-
Kings this is harder to prove, however, since ירה hiph’il (“to teach”) is so rare. There seems to be a 
slight difference between the sections, however: in the non-kaige δηλόω is used (1 Sam 12:23 δείξω] 
δηλωσω L, α´ θ´ φωτιω 92; 1 Kgs 8:36), while in kaige φωτίζω indeed becomes the preferred equivalent, 
with no variants (2 Kgs 12:3, 17:28). The witness of Aquila and Theodotion in 1 Sam 12:23 seems to 
point to a somehow later prominence of φωτίζω. L therefore adapts here the kaige/Theodotion’s text. 
814 See Benzinger, Könige, 176, and the earlier opinion of Stade, “Anmerkungen,” 170. 
815 Stade, Kings, 266. 
816 The proto-L plus is also partly supported by the Ethiopian translation, which has ex Iudaeis unum 
sacerdotem, and is also found in the Syrohexapla ( εβρ. σ´ θ´ ε´ Ducite illum unum de sacerdotibus 
ex iis quos captivos duxistis inde). It is nevertheless possible that L follows a somehow modified 
Hexaplaric text, as indicated by Torijano, “How Much Hexaplaric,” 117. 
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against the Masoretic plural vocalization (ִהגְִליֶתם), which is followed by Symmachus 

and Theodotion.817  

MT 28 LXX B 
ם ֲאֶׁשר ִהְגלּו וָּיבֹא ֶאָחד ֵמַהּכֲֹהִני 

 ִמּׁשְֹמרֹון ַוֵּיֶׁשב ְּבֵבית־ֵאל 
 ַוְיִהי מֹוֶרה ֹאָתם 

 ֵאי ִייְראּו ֶאת־ְיהָוה׃

καὶ ἤγαγον ἕνα τῶν ἱερέων ὧν ἀπῴκισαν  
ἀπὸ Σαμαρείας καὶ ἐκάθισεν ἐν Βαιθηλ  
καὶ ἦν φωτίζων αὐτοὺς  
πῶς φοβηθῶσιν τὸν κύριον 

ἤγαγον] ηγαγεν 247 CII-328 121 s-64´ 130 245 707 | ἀπῴκισαν] απωκισεν 247 121 488; ηγαγον A; απηγαγον V CII d-106 370 s-

488 71 342 554 707; απηγαγεν 245 | ἐκάθισεν] εκαθισαν 19-93-700 44 68´-120 | φωτίζων A B V CII d-370 s-64 488 71 244245 
342 554 707] pr ο ιερευς L-700 460; + ο ιερευς rel | αὐτοὺς] + ο ιερευς 381 71 244 342 | αὐτοὺς] αυτοις L-93-700 460 

And one of the priests, whom they had exiled from Samaria, went and settled in Bethel. And 
he/the priest818 was teaching them how they would fear Yahweh. 

4.2.2 Literary critical assessment of the lion narrative 
Verses 24–28 concern themselves solely with the “lion narrative” and the return of an 

exiled Samarian priest to Bethel (interestingly without any apparent polemics against 

the cult of the newcomers), after which the peoples mentioned in 24 are said to have 

made their own gods in 29–31. The LBH periphrastic participle use starts already in 

these verses. It is nevertheless highly probable that even this quite uniform unit does 

not come from only one hand either, but has been emended with several small glosses. 

Verse 24 has sometimes been attributed to the History writer or even pre-

Deuteronomistic sources, sometimes together with the whole lion narrative of 25–

28.819 However, as noted, the lion narrative likely comes from late writers together 

with the rest of the chapter. As Campbell and O’Brien note, the story reminds one 

more of the prophetic stories where different animals (lions in 1 Kgs 13, bears in 2 

Kgs 2) are sent as a form of divine retribution.820 Some phraseological remarks also 

make verse 24 – or parts of it – problematic. First, the text mentions the “cities of 

                                                 
817 Similarly Burney, Kings, 336; Hobbs, 2 Kings, 224; Kittel, Könige, 276; Klostemann, Könige, 455; 
and Montgomery, Kings, 479. 
818 The majority text’s plus ὁ ἱερεὺς, whether given before (L) or after φωτίζων, is likely OG (albeit a 
secondary explication), and has been omitted by kaige/Hexaplaric text. 
819 Verse 24 alone is attributed to (pre-)dtr writer(s) by, for instance, Talmon, Literary Studies, 142–4; 
Jones, Kings, 552; and Barrick, “Meaning,” 635 (“It is tempting to see 17:24 as a continuation of 17:6”). 
The whole narrative of 24–28 is early according to Hentschel, 2 Könige, 82–3 (“pre-dtr”); Benzinger, 
Könige, 175 (“Annalen des Nordreichs”); Gray, Kings, 579, 581–2 (“… obviously not from the Annals 
of Israel ... a priestly author, perhaps the actual Israelite priest sent back to Bethel …”); Kittel, Könige, 
275; Šanda, 2. Könige, 232 (“vorexilische Autor”). That the story was written by the exact priest, as 
naively proposed by Gray and some others, is however extremely unlikely, as is the attribution to the 
royal annals (for what reason would Israelite or especially Judahite royal annals be interested in such a 
minor affair in Bethel?). The story is clearly a fictitious (and polemical) literary composition. As the 
archaeological evidence seems to suggest a destruction and slow rebuilding of Bethel during the 8th 
century (Pakkala, “Jeroboam’s sin,” 91–2), the narrative could theoretically preserve some kind of 
vestige of this rebuilding and reinstatement of the temple and its priesthood. 
820 Campbell & O’Brien, Unfolding, 444. 
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Samaria,” ָעֵרי ׁשְֹמרֹון, probably as a designation of the newly formed Assyrian 

province.821 This phrase is very rare, and appears elsewhere in Kings only in other late 

contexts.822 Second, the term “sons of Israel” as a designation of northern Israelites 

hardly comes from the History writer.823 However, since 24 is somewhat repetitive 

with multiple mentions of Samaria being reinhabited, this problem could be alleviated 

by positing 24aβγ, יְִׂשָרֵאל ְּבנֵי ַּתַחת ׁשְֹמרֹון ְּבָעֵרי ַוּיֶֹׁשב , and likely also ְּבָעֶריהָ  ַוּיְֵׁשבּו , as coming 

from later hand(s).824 

However, the very list of place names in the verse also seems like a later construct. 

Kartveit argues that, as the list has Syrian cities like Hamath and Arpad in it, it is not 

probable that the list goes back to any historical situation since the exiles from Syrian 

cities could have simply fled back to their homes from Samaria at the first possible 

moment.825 Furthermore, apart from Babylon and Kutha, the names in the list are 

greatly reminiscent of the lists found in 2 Kgs 18:34 (the more original OG lacks Hena 

and Avva here, as does the parallel passage Isa 36:19), 19:13 and Isa 37:13, which 

casts doubt on the origins of the place names – the list is likely a composite.826 Because 

of these considerations, it is thus best to see verse 24 also as part of the later strata of 

the text, and as the original beginning of the lion narrative in 25–28.827 

2 Kgs 17:24 2 Kgs 18:34 (=Isa 36:19) 2 Kgs 19:13 Isa 37:13 
Babylon  
Kutha 
Avva 
Hamath  
Sepharvaim 

Hamath  
Arpad  
Sepharvaim  
Hena (>OG, Isa 36) 
Ivvah (>OG, Isa 36) 

Hamath  
Arpad 
Sepharvaim 
Hena  
Ivvah 

Hamath 
Arpad 
Sepharvaim 
Hena 
Ivvah 

                                                 
821 Thus Rehm, 2 Könige, 171; and Levin, “In Search,” 264. 
822 In 1 Kgs 13:32 (but simply Σαμαρείᾳ in all LXX witnesses!); 2 Kgs 17:26, 23:19.  
823 Šanda, 2. Könige, 229, however notes that the “sons of Israel” is earlier than the “Samaritans” in 
verse 29. This is indeed the case, although the case of 29 is much more complex than this since the MT 
reflects the very latest text form in 29, and thus cannot be used to say anything about the matter at hand; 
see 4.3.2 below. 
824 Thus Levin, “In Search,” 264. 
825 Kartveit, “The Date of II Reg 17,24–41,” 37–41. Kartveit also notes that, interestingly, the list is 
also very unlike that of Ezra 4:9–10 where only Mesopotamian place names as the newcomers’ original 
cities are found. This would be more likely, since the Assyrian custom was often, albeit not always, to 
exile peoples from one end of the empire to another; see Oded, Mass Deportations, 27: “The Assyrian 
kings vaunted their ability to move people over great distances, from one end of the known world to 
the other ... There are indeed many examples of population being transported over enormous distances 
from east to west and vice versa ....” 
826 Kartveit, “The Date of II Reg 17,24–41,” 40–1, even argues that this list was added here in 
anticipation of 2 Kgs 18:34 where multiple “gods of Samaria” are mentioned. 
827 Similarly also Campbell & O’Brien, Unfolding, 445: “Some annalistic material has been claimed 
here; it may well have formed part of the raw material, but it has been thoroughly blended into the final 
product (e.g., v. 24 supplies the subject for v. 25).” 
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It is very probable that this story about the exiled priest in verses 24–28 is part of the 

oldest additions in 24–41 since verses 29–33.41 – and especially 29–31 – would be 

rendered meaningless without it.828 Why else would verses 32–33, 41 be so adamant 

about the foreign peoples “fearing Yahweh” – a theologically quite problematic idea 

– if no specific reason for such fearing was given beforehand as is done in verses 24–

28? It is easier to see 29–33(, 41) as later interpretation(s) of verses 24–28 than the 

other way around, especially since there are no interpretational or explicitly polemical 

elements in the lion story itself.  

Another important reason to see 24–28 as the most original text in the latter half of 

the chapter is verse 41, which mentions ַהּגֹויִם ָהֵאֶּלה, “these peoples,” as fearing 

Yahweh. This mention would work well as a concluding remark to 28b, “and he was 

teaching them how to fear Yahweh,”829 or possibly to 32. In any case, this phrase in 

41a is now somehow severed from its more original context by the later additions in 

34b–40 which attack the Israelites, “the sons of Jacob,” with whom Yahweh had made 

a covenant and not the “peoples” mentioned in 24–32.830 While positing 41 as 

originally following 32/33/34a is also possible,831 seeing 41 as originally connected to 

the unit 24–28 could also make it easier to see why the phrase “they feared Yahweh” 

is so often repeated in verses 32–34: these repetitions were used as literary tools to 

add new text between verses 28 and 41. Indeed, verses 32, the LXX plus 32+, and 33 

all begin with this statement, and were likely added to the text in a similar way (see 

4.3.2). 

Furthermore, it is possible to surmise that the lion story was originally somewhat 

shorter than the one now found in the text, and that the sentences with the LBH verbal 

forms uniformly attest additions to this earlier core narrative.832 None of the LBH 

                                                 
828 However, other possibilities have also been posited: for instance, Würthwein, Bücher der Könige, 
398–9, sees 24, 29–34a, 41 as the oldest text; somewhat similarly also Noth, ÜSt, 78 (24.29–31). 
However, in Würthwein’s reconstruction the text of verses 32–34a, 41 would be highly repetitive, and 
does not seem like an original composition. 
829 Kittel, Könige, 278. 
830 Similarly Stade, “Anmerkungen,” 168–9 and Šanda, 2. Könige, 229. Alternatively, Campbell & 
O’Brien, Unfolding, 445, propose that 41 is an even “later addition, reaffirming the position of v. 33 
over against the exclusivity of vv. 34-40.” This is also proposed by Frevel, “Vom Schreiben Gottes,” 
24. The addition would have thus brought to the text an additional inconsistency, as is so often the case.  
831 Brongers, II Koningen, 168, sees 41 as a continuation of 33: “Vs. 41 ten slotte, dat op vs. 33 schijnt 
terug te grijpen ....” 
832 Thus contra Kartveit, “Date of II Reg 17,24–41,” 36: “The instances are found in vv. 25.26.28f.31–
34.40f., which makes it difficult to isolate a particular strand or layer in the text, and also to explain 
them as additions ….” 
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clauses bring any new and/or relevant information to the story, but are in some cases 

even intrusive. 

First, 25bβ (ַוּיְִהיּו הְֹרגִים ָּבֶהם) and 26bα(ְוִהּנָם ְמִמיִתים אֹוָתם) ב simply note that the new 

peoples were being killed by the lions sent by Yahweh, which is quite self-evident 

even by implication from the lions being “sent amongst them.” This alone would be 

enough to warrant an action from the Assyrian king, the sole person in charge of killing 

lions in the kingdom.833  

Second, the whole of 26bαבβ (ֵהי ָהָאֶרץ  ,(ְוִהּנָם ְמִמיִתים אֹוָתם ַּכֲאֶׁשר ֵאינָם יְֹדִעים ֶאת־ִמְׁשַּפט ֱא

which suspiciously begins with ְוִהּנָם, is completely redundant, only repeating 

information given already in the previous verse, and seems to have been added via 

resumptive repetition of “they do not know the law of the god of the land.” Similarly, 

28b (ַויְִהי מֹוֶרה אָֹתם ֵאי יִיְראּו ֶאת־יְהָוה) is not necessary to the story either since it is clear 

from 28a ַוּיֵֶׁשב ְּבֵבית־ֵאל (“and he resided in Bethel”) that the exiled priest would 

subsequently teach the peoples to “fear Yahweh” as has been related in 27b.  

Third, the short and unnecessary mention ְויְֵלכּו ְויְֵׁשבּו ָׁשם, “(they shall) go (pl.) and 

live (pl.) there,” in 27aβ has similarly often been deemed a later gloss-like addition as 

well, as its plurals (whether they are to be read as indicative or jussive) are in glaring 

contradiction with the rest of the story, where only one priest leaves for Bethel.834 

In such a compact form (23b, 24a, 25abα, 26abα27 ,אaαb, 28a) the kernel narrative 

could potentially be seen as an early (even pre-exilic) polemic against Bethel, whose 

“priesthood” (originally only one puny exiled priest!) was arbitrarily imported by no 

other than the Assyrian king only at a late date.835 It is indeed likely that the earliest 

layers in verses 29–34a further added to this criticism of Bethel by alluding to the sin 

of Jeroboam, ironically explicating that this “neo-Yahwistic” cult in Bethel was in fact 

a direct descendant of the idolatrous cult of the Northern Kingdom, and thus no 

                                                 
833 On this Assyrian custom, see Strawn, What Is Stronger, 166–7. 
834 Similarly Fritz, 2. Könige, 100; Würthwein, Bücher der Könige, 397; and even BHS (“vel dl”). This 
may be an addition via resumptive repetition of ָׁשם. In any case the repetition of ָׁשם is equally 
unnecessary and disruptive. The gloss may have been inspired by the MT plural understanding of the 
consonants הגליתם (see 4.2.1 above). 
835 Quite similarly Robinson, 2 Kings, 161: “This account ... is propaganda.” If we are to believe 
Pakkala, “Jeroboam’s sin,” 90, this could well be the case: “the main criticism of the history writer in 
1Kgs 12:25-31 was actually directed at the Yahwistic cult of Bethel, which competed with Jerusalem 
as a cult center.” While this outlined old kernel of the story may have existed at some point as an 
independent unit, it is not certain whether this short form was already at some point part of the 
composition of Kings. 



 
 

218 

better.836 In the context of chapter 17 the compact story could indeed be quite an early 

addition. In its current form, however, it is undoubtedly late (Persian period or later). 

Conclusions. The narrative in verses 24–28 derives from at least two hands. The 

original, somewhat shorter version, found in verses 23b, 24a, 25abα, 26abα27 ,אaαb, 

28a, is still written in Classical Hebrew style. To this a later hand added multiple rather 

redundant phrases and sentences, which are mostly easily identified by their use of 

Late Biblical Hebrew (Aramaic influenced) syntax. 

The textual layers of 2 Kgs 17:23b–28.41837  
 וִּיֶגל ִיְׂשָרֵאל ֵמַעל ַאְדָמתֹו ַאּׁשּוָרה ַעד ַהּיֹום ַהֶּזה׃

־ַאּׁשּור ִמּבָ    ֶבל ּוִמּכּוָתה ּוֵמַעָּוא ּוֵמֲחָמת ּוְסַפְרַוִיםוָּיֵבא ֶמֶל
  ַוּיֶֹׁשב ְּבָעֵרי ׁשְֹמרֹון ַּתַחת ְּבֵני ִיְׂשָרֵאל 

 ַוִּיְרׁשּו ֶאת־ׁשְֹמרֹון 
 ַוֵּיְׁשבּו ְּבָעֶריָה׃ 

  לֹא ָיְראּו ֶאת־ְיהָוה ָׁשםַוְיִהי ִּבְתִחַּלת ִׁשְבָּתם 
  ֹותַוְיַׁשַּלח ְיהָוה ָּבֶהם ֶאת־ָהֲאָרי

 ַוִּיְהיּו הְֹרִגים ָּבֶהם׃ 
  ַוּיֹאְמרּו ְלֶמֶל ַאּׁשּור ֵלאֹמר

 ַהּגֹוִים ֲאֶׁשר ִהְגִליָת 
  ַוּתֹוֶׁשב ְּבָעֵרי ׁשְֹמרֹון

ֵהי ָהָאֶרץ   לֹא ָיְדעּו ֶאת־ִמְׁשַּפט ֱא
  ַוְיַׁשַּלח־ָּבם ֶאת־ָהֲאָריֹות

  ְוִהָּנם ְמִמיִתים אֹוָתם 
ֵהי ָהָאֶרץ׃ֵאיָנם יֹ  838ַּכֲאֶׁשר   ְדִעים ֶאת־ִמְׁשַּפט ֱא

־ַאּׁשּור ֵלאֹמר   וְיַצו ֶמֶל
  ִמָּׁשם םגליתי ההִֹליכּו ָׁשָּמה ֶאָחד ֵמַהּכֲֹהִנים ֲאֶׁשר 

 ְוֵיְלכּו ְוֵיְׁשבּו ָׁשם 
ֵהי ָהָאֶרץ׃  ְויֵֹרם ֶאת־ִמְׁשַּפט ֱא

  ַוָּיבֹא ֶאָחד ֵמַהּכֲֹהִנים ֲאֶׁשר ִהְגלּו ִמּׁשְֹמרֹון
  ֵּיֶׁשב ְּבֵבית־ֵאלוַ 

 ַוְיִהי מֹוֶרה ֹאָתם ֵאי ִייְראּו ֶאת־ְיהָוה׃ 

23b 
24 
 
 
 
25 
 
 
26 
 
 
 
 
 
 
27 
 
 
 
28 

 וִּיְהיּו ַהּגֹוִים ָהֵאֶּלה ְיֵרִאים ֶאת־ְיהָוה  
 ְוֶאת־ְּפִסיֵליֶהם ָהיּו עְֹבִדים ַּגם־ְּבֵניֶהם ּוְבֵני ְבֵניֶהם   
 ִׂשים ַּכֲאֶׁשר ָעׂשּו ֲאבָֹתם ֵהם עֹ   
 ַעד ַהּיֹום ַהֶּזה׃ פ 

41 

                                                 
836 Similarly Long, 2 Kings, 187: “There may even be some irony in the writer's suggestion that a priest 
of Yahweh was sent from exile to teach the non-Israelite Samarians how to revere Yahweh at Bethel 
(v. 28). Of all places in the DtrH's geography of sacred grounds, this cultic center was antipodal to 
Jerusalem ...”; Frevel, “Vom Schreiben Gottes,” 23 (“satirische Beispielerzählung”); and Würthwein, 
Bücher der Könige, 401, who attributes these verses to the very latest layer of 2 Kgs 17: “Dieser 
Midrasch klingt sarkastisch in seiner Ätiologie des samaritanisches Kultes: Er wird von ethnisch 
Fremden praktiziert, die von einem Priester des verabscheuten Heiligtums von Bet-El unterwiesen 
worden waren.” 
837 The bordered readings are to be read according to LXX. 
838 This causal use of ַּכֲאֶׁשר (”because, since”) is otherwise unattested in Kings (possibly also in 2 Kgs 
8:19, which seems like a later “Davidistic” addition between 8:18, 20), and may thus be a sign of later 
language use. Usually ַּכֲאֶׁשר is used in comparisons (“as, like”): 1 Kgs 1:30, 37, 2:24, 31, 38, 3:6, 14, 
5:5, 12, 8:20, 25, 53, 57, 9:2, 4, 5, 11:38 bis, 12:12, 14:10, 15,  20:34, 21:11; 2 Kgs 2:19, 5:26 (“when”), 
7:7, 10, 17, 8:18, 10:15, 15:9, 17:23, 41, 21:3, 13, 20, 23:27, 24:23. Also used twice as temporal 
(“when”) in 2 Kgs 5:26, 14:5.  
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4.3 The textual history of verses 29–32: the relationship of 
17:29 and the LXX plus 17:32+ 
Verses 29–33 are, apart from 29 and the OG plus in 32+, relatively uninteresting from 

the text-critical viewpoint. Literary-critically, however, the OG plus of 32+ is 

extremely valuable since it helps us reconstruct at least one more textual layer 

otherwise unattainable by showing that the MT now evidences the latest textual form 

of verses 29 and 32. 

4.3.1 Analysis of smaller-scale differences between the witnesses 
MT 17:29 LXX B 17:29 

ָהיו   וִּיְהיּו עִֹׂשים ּגֹוי ּגֹוי ֱא
 ַוַּיִּניחּו ְּבֵבית ַהָּבמֹות 

 ֲאֶׁשר ָעׂשּו ַהּׁשְֹמרִֹנים 
 ּגֹוי ּגֹוי ְּבָעֵריֶהם ֲאֶׁשר ֵהם יְֹׁשִבים ָׁשם׃

καὶ ἦσαν ποιοῦντες ἔθνη ἔθνη θεοὺς αὐτῶν  
καὶ ἔθηκαν ἐν οἴκῳ τῶν ὑψηλῶν  
ὧν ἐποίησαν οἱ Σαμαρεῖται, 
ἔθνη ἐν ταῖς πόλεσιν αὐτῶν ἐν αἷς κατῴκουν ἐν αὐταῖς 

ἔθνη ἔθνη] εθνος εθνος L-700 | ἔθηκαν] pr ους 554; + αυτους L-700 460 | οἴκῳ] οικοις L 460 | ἔθνη 3º] εθνος εθνος L-
700 | αἷς] + αυτοι A 247 121 488 

MT/LXX: And each nation was making its gods, and they put [them] in the house (houses L) of 
the high places, which the Samari(t)ans had made; the many peoples in their cities (+ in LXX) 
which they settled there (MT)/in them (LXX). 
Peshitta: And the many nations were making its god, and they left in the houses of high places, 
which they made in Samaria, every nation in their cities as they settled. 

The LXX plus ἐν αὐταῖς at the end of the verse should probably be seen as a vestige 

of a version of the text similar to 17:32+, where the singular ἐν αὐτῇ (*בה) is found. 

This is hardly a differing translation of the Hebrew ָׁשם, since the OG translator of 1 

Kgs always uses the set equivalent ἐκεῖ for 839.ָׁשם  

MT 30 LXX B840 
 ְוַאְנֵׁשי ָבֶבל ָעׂשּו ֶאת־ֻסּכֹות ְּבנֹות 

 ְוַאְנֵׁשי־כּות ָעׂשּו ֶאת־ֵנְרַגל 
 ְוַאְנֵׁשי ֲחָמת ָעׂשּו ֶאת־ֲאִׁשיָמא׃

καὶ οἱ ἄνδρες Βαβυλῶνος ἐποίησαν τὴν Ῥοχχωθβαινειθει 
καὶ οἱ ἄνδρες Χουθ ἐποίησαν τὴν Έργελ 
καὶ οἱ ἄνδρες Έμὰθ ἐποίησαν τὴν Ασειμαθ 

No significant variants. 

And the men of Babylon made Sukkot-Benot, and the men of Kutha made Nergal, and the men 
of Hamath made Asima’ (MT)/Asimath (LXX). 

 
MT 31 LXX B 

ַּתְרָּתקְוָהַעִּוים ָעׂשּו ִנְבַחז ְוֶאת־  
ְוַהְסַפְרִוים ׂשְֹרִפים ֶאת־ְּבֵניֶהם ָּבֵאׁש   
ַ ְסָפִרים׃  ְלַאְדַרֶּמֶל ַוֲעַנֶּמֶל ֱא  

καὶ οἱ Ευαῖοι ἐποίησαν τὴν Εβλαζερ καὶ τὴν Θαρθακ  
καὶ τὴν Σεπφαρουν, ἡνίκα κατέκαιον τοὺς υἱοὺς αὐτῶν ἐν πυρὶ  
τῷ Αδραμελεχ καὶ Ανημελεχ Σεφφαρουν 

καὶ 1°] pr και ανδρες Αιων(ε)ιμ εποιησαν την Θαρθακ L-700 460 | Εβλαζερ] + και την ναιβας (λιβας 158) A 158 | καὶ 
τὴν Θαρθακ] om L-700 460 | τὴν 3°] οἱ L-700 a 64´ 55 318 372 460 | ηνικα] και 328; om L-700 460 | τοὺς – πυρὶ] εν πυρι 
τα τεκνα αυτων L-700 460 | καὶ Ανημελεχ] om L-700 68 460 | Σεφφαρουν] pr θεω L-93; pr θεοῖς rel 

                                                 
839 Cf. 1 Kgs 1:14, 34, 2:36, 3:4, 5:23, 6:19, 7:7[7:44], 8[45], 8:9, 16, 21 bis, 29, 47, 64, 9:3 bis, 11:16, 
36, 13:17, 14:21, 17:4, 9, 10, 19, 18:40, 19:3, 9 bis, 20:18) and ἐκεῖθεν for 1) ִמָּׁשם Kgs 1:45, 2:36, 9:28, 
12:25, 17:13, 19:19). When left untranslated, in most cases the Vorlage likely lacked the word 
altogether (in 1 Kgs 2:3, 5:8[5:1], 8:8, 10:20, 18:10, where no OG translation is found). 
840 There are dozens of different spellings given for the god-names in these verses, but since they are in 
no way crucial for the assessment, they will be skipped here. 
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And the Avvites made Nibḥaz (MT)/Eblazer (LXX) and Tartaq, and the Sepharvaites burnt their 
sons in fire to Adrammelek and Anammelek, the god(s) of Sepharvaim. 

The B-text in this verse is quite corrupt. L stylizes the verse so that each nation makes 

only one god here and accordingly omits the OG mention of Eblazer (*עבלזר; only the 

Hexaplaric manuscripts correct the name according to the MT). Instead of the plural 

θεοῖς, L also reads θεῷ, which interestingly agrees with the MT Ketiv sg.  ַּה  and 841ֱא

accordingly lacks the mention of Anamelek. This could either be due to a 

homoioteleuton (Αδραμελεχ…Ανημελεχ), as is likely the case in manuscript 68, an 

otherwise unattested Hexaplaric correction, or the already-mentioned idea of L that 

each nation made only one god. 

In the case of οἱ Σεπφαρουαιν of manuscripts L-700 a 64´ 55 318 372 460, the OG 

translator apparently made a mistake and understood ְוַהְסַפְרִוים as another god name, as 

the majority text has an accusative article τὴν instead of a nominative οἱ.842 L noticed 

this mistake and smoothed the text. The correction could also be understood as a 

Hebraizing correction.  

MT 32 LXX B  
 
 
 

 וִּיְהיּו ְיֵרִאים ֶאת־ְיהָוה 
 ַוַּיֲעׂשּו ָלֶהם ִמקְ צֹוָתם ּכֲֹהֵני ָבמֹות 
 ַוִּיְהיּו עִֹׂשים ָלֶהם ְּבֵבית ַהָּבמֹות׃

32+ καὶ ἦσαν φοβούμενοι τὸν κύριον καὶ κατῴκισαν τὰ 
βδελύγματα αὐτῶν ἐν τοῖς οἴκοις τῶν ὑψηλῶν ἃ ἐποίησαν ἐν 
Σαμαρείᾳ, ἔθνος ἔθνος ἐν πόλει ἐν ᾗ κατῴκουν ἐν αὐτῇ  
32 καὶ ἦσαν φοβούμενοι τὸν κύριον,  
καὶ ἐποίησαν ἑαυτοῖς ἱερεῖς τῶν ὑψηλῶν  
καὶ ἐποίησαν ἑαυτοῖς ἐν οἴκῳ τῶν ὑψηλῶν 

ἑαυτοῖς 1°] εξ εαυτων 82-127-700; εν αυτοις 119; εξ αυτων 19´-93 460 | ἐποίησαν 2° ]  | ὑψηλῶν 2°] + απο μερους L-
700 460 | οἴκῳ] οικοις 64 372; τοις οικοις L-700 460 
 
 
 
 
And they were fearing Yahweh, and they made 
themselves from their midst priests of high 
places. And they were making [sacrifices] for 
themselves in the house of high places. 

32+And they were fearing the Lord and settled 
their abominations in the houses of high places, 
which they made in Samaria; each nation in a 
city in which they settled in it.  
32And they were fearing the Lord, and they 
made themselves priests of high places. And 
they were making [sacrifices] for themselves in 
the house(s) of high places. 

The OG seems to have lacked the Masoretic plus ִמְקצֹוָתם, “from themselves.” L alone 

supplies ἀπὸ μέρους accordingly, apparently from a Hexaplaric source, as is hinted by 

                                                 
841 Interestingly enough, according to Kennicott, altogether 72 Masoretic manuscripts give the plural 
 .אלהי
842 The plus ἡνίκα in the majority text (κατέκαιον L-700 460] pr και 328; pr ηνικα rel) was likely made 
because of this mistake as well. The plus is suspicious, however, since ἡνίκα can only be found in the 
kaige sections of Samuel-Kings (2 Sam 12:21[ὡς L], 13:36[ἐν τῷ L], 16:16[ὅτε L], 17:27[ὅτε maj.], 
20:13[ὅτε maj.]; 2 Kgs 4:18[om L]), but here does not seem to refer to anything in the MT; McLay, 
“Kaige and Septuagint Research,” 134 (#75), lists this as a possible kaige feature. 
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the Syrohexapla.843 While a homoioteleuton mistake is remotely possible ( להם

 the plus is more likely a later (proto-)Masoretic harmonization towards the ,(מקצותם

wording of 1 Kgs 12:31/13:33, where ִמְקצֹות is also found. 

4.3.2 The duplication of verse 29 in 32+ in OG 
The few commentators who have noted the duplication of the subject matter of verse 

29 in LXX 32+ have mostly discarded it simply as an errant re-articulation or 

dislocated double translation of the preceding verse 29.844 However, there are multiple 

text- and even literary-critical aspects in these verses that should be taken into account 

before coming to the conclusion that there is no valid information on the practices of 

the new/old inhabitants to be found in the plus.  

First of all, the study of verse 29 already yields some interesting text-critical 

results. There are two noteworthy phenomena in this verse.  

First, instead of the singular ֵבית ַהָּבמֹות of the MT, L reads “houses” in plural 

(οἴκοις), which is likely OG.845 Reversibly, one could see this as a Lucianic 

harmonization of the use between verses 29, 32+, and 32b, in which L has only plural 

forms of οἶκος. However, this is not likely since such a “harmonization” would change 

two singular forms towards the one plural form found only in the OG plus 32+. 

Second, in verse 29, the Peshitta, the Syriac version translated from a text closely 

resembling (proto-)MT, has certain readings that disagree with the MT to a surprising 

degree.846 The Peshitta agrees with L on the plurality of the high-place houses ( ̈

                                                 
843 α´ σ ´ θ ´ ε´ et fecerunt sibi ex parte sua sacerdotes excelsorum. 
844 Stade, Kings, 267, gives the most extensive discussion of the passage: “Before v. 32 S inserts a verse 
formed by a combination of v. 32a+29b ... But there is no connection between 32a and 29b: v. 32a explains 
the worship of JHVH on the part of the Samaritans; v. 29b relates their adoration of heathen gods. This 
alone proves v. 29b to be an interpolation in our passage. After it had crept in, v. 32a was repeated after 
it.” On the other hand, Burney, Kings, 337, notes very briefly that “This reading bears the stamp of 
superiority, MT. probably representing the restoration of an imperfect text upon the lines of I. 12. 31”; 
to which Montgomery, Kings, 479, quite aptly remarks: “… it is difficult to see why Burn. regards it as 
superior …”; similarly Hobbs, 2 Kings, 224. On the other hand, Coggins, “Samaritan Origins,” 40 and 
Schenker, “Man bittet um das Gegenargument,” 57, take the plus as original. Thus also Tov, 
“Septuagint and the Deuteronomists,” 410. On a side note, the explanation of Sweeney, Kings, 388, is 
completely misguided: “The expanded LXX reading draws upon language from 29 to interpret the 
Hebrew term, miqṣôtām, ‘from their ends,’ i.e., ‘from throughout themselves.’ The Greek text 
presupposes that the term is interpreted as a form of the verb root qwṣ, ‘to be loathsome, disgusting’.” 
845 See Stade, Kings, 266.  
846 The text of the Peshitta reads:    ܘ ܬ ܕ ̈ ̈ ܕ ܗ܂ ܘ  ܘܗܘܘ    ܐ

ܢ  ܘܢ  ܕܗ . 
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ܬ ̈  and, more importantly, it also agrees with the alleged “errant doublet” of 847,(ܕ

LXX 32+ in its reading “which they made in Samaria” ( ) against the highly 

debated MT hapax “Samari(t)ans” (ַהּׁשְֹמרֹנִים).848 What makes this agreement especially 

curious is the fact that the Peshitta does not have the lengthy LXX plus 32+ in its text. 

Therefore, the Peshitta most probably read בשמרון already in its Hebrew Vorlage.849 

The plus 17:32+, which greatly resembles 29, is remarkably found in all Greek 

witnesses, and can easily be retroverted into Hebrew.850 This OG plus seems thus to 

have been added already in Hebrew via Wiederaufnahme of את־יהוה יראים ויהיו , “and 

they were fearing Yahweh” – a repetition of material which may have then resulted in 

the text dropping out of the MT due to a homoioteleuton mistake.851 

MT 17:29 17:32+ Vorlage852 LXX B 17:32+ 
ָהיו   וִּיְהיּו עִֹׂשים ּגֹוי ּגֹוי ֱא

 
 ַוַּיִּניחּו 

 
 ְּבֵבית ַהָּבמֹות 

 ֲאֶׁשר ָעׂשּו 
 ַהּׁשְֹמרִֹנים 

 ּגֹוי ּגֹוי 
 ְּבָעֵריֶהם ֲאֶׁשר 

 
היראים את־יהו יוויה   

 וישיבו/ויניחו 
 את גלוליהם853

 בבתי במות 
 אשר עשו 

שמרון ב  
 גוי גוי
שר א בעיר   

 
32aκαὶ ἦσαν φοβούμενοι τὸν κύριον  
32+καὶ κατῴκισαν  
τὰ βδελύγματα αὐτῶν  
ἐν τοῖς οἴκοις τῶν ὑψηλῶν  
ἃ ἐποίησαν  
ἐν Σαμαρείᾳ  
ἔθνος ἔθνος  
ἐν πόλει ἐν ᾗ  

                                                 
847 It is important to note that in 1 Kgs 13:31 ( ) and 2 Kgs 17:32 ( ) the Peshitta has the houses 
in singular (both without variants), and therefore seems to have been aware of the differentiation, and 
able to translate both forms. 
848 According to Dyk & Van Keulen, Language System, 233: “In 2 Kings 17:29  corresponds to 
 This is indeed the correspondence, but the reading of the Peshitta was hardly translated from ”.ּׁשְֹמרֹנִים
a Vorlage similar to the MT. 
849 However, Dyk & Van Keulen, Language System, 485, note that: “Where the Syriac text deviates 
from the Masoretic text but exclusively agrees with the Greek of the Antiochene text, revision may be 
considered. Influences from the Antiochene text on the Peshitta indicate revision, since the original 
Syriac translation is earlier than the formation of the Antiochene text.” Dyk and Van Keulen name “2 
Kgs 17:29” as an example of such a passage, but do not discuss this any further. In this case, of course, 
the agreement is between the whole of the LXX tradition and the Peshitta, not just L, and as the reading 
is found in a curious plus of the LXX (which is lacking in the Peshitta), it seems more likely that the 
agreement is indeed a true one, rather than some kind of harmonization of the proto-MT Vorlage and 
the LXX made by a Peshitta translator or reviser. 
850 The plus is already marked in the Syrohexapla as missing from α´ σ´ θ´ ε´, making it quite remarkable 
that we find the text in both kaige and the Hexaplaric witnesses. 
851 Similarly Schenker, “Man bittet um das Gegenargument,” 57: “Textausfall durch Homoioteleuton”; 
and Tov, “Septuagint and the Deuteronomists,” 410: “A long Dtr. addition in the LXX (“And they 
feared the Lord … in which they dwelt”) must have belonged to the original text, omitted in MT by 
way of homoioteleuton.” Contra Hobbs, 2 Kings, 224, who notes that “Expansion of the text is a more 
likely phenomenon than abbreviation.” However, Hobbs’s argument is not valid if the “abbreviation” 
can easily be argued to have happened accidentally, as in this case. 
852 The retroversion is that of Tov & Polak, “Tov-Polak Parallel-Aligned Greek-Hebrew Old 
Testament.” 
853 It is not completely certain that the Greek βδελύγμα was here translated from גלול. Another 
possibilities could be תועבות ,שקצים, or even אלהים, since the OG translator (or his Vorlage) sometimes 
independently interprets אלהים as βδελύγμα when in connection with the idolatrous nations. 
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 הם יושבים בה ֵהם יְֹׁשִבים ָׁשם
 ויהיו יראים את־יהוה

κατῴκουν ἐν αὐτῇ  
καὶ ἦσαν φοβούμενοι τὸν κύριον… 

MT: 29And each nation were making 
its god, and they settled [them] in the 
house of the high places, which the 
Samari(t)ans had made, each nation 
in their cities which they settling 
there… 

OG: “32aAnd they were fearing the Lord,  
32+and settled their abominations in the houses of high 
places, which they had made in Samaria,  
each nation in a city in which they settled in it,  
and they were fearing the Lord… 

The plus recounts verse 29, but in a substantially different wording: 

First, the plus explicates the object, “abominations” (τὰ βδελύγματα), of the 

“setting up,” which is now curiously missing from MT 29, which says that the peoples 

“were making gods” (ָהיו   instead.854 (וּיְִהיּו עִֹׂשים ּגֹוי ּגֹוי ֱא

Second, the MT clause ְּבָעֵריֶהם ֲאֶׁשר ֵהם יְֹׁשִבים ָׁשם, “in their cities, which they were 

settling there,” is recounted as ἐν πόλει ἐν ᾗ κατῴκουν ἐν αὐτῇ, “in a city in which 

they settled in it.” 

Third, the “Samari(t)ans” (ַהּׁשְֹמרֹנִים) of the MT are nowhere to be found in the 

OG text, which says that it was in fact the peoples who built the houses of high places 

“in Samaria” (*בשמרון). 

The retroverted text of the LXX plus is stylistically much better (albeit still Late 

Biblical) Hebrew: the addition of an object is an improvement on the objectless verb 

ּגֹוי ּגֹוי of the MT, and the distributive repetition ַוּיַּנִיחּו  customarily works in the Hebrew 

Bible with a singular complement (*בעיר OG), rather than plural (MT ְּבָעֵריֶהם).855 

Accordingly, in the MT the sudden change of the singular suffix in 29a (ָהיו  to a (ֱא

plural one in 29b (ְּבָעֵריֶהם) when referring to the nations is also notable – unless the 

latter plural suffix is not supposed to refer back to the nations but to the Samari(t)ans, 

which would make the text even more awkward than it already is.856 Furthermore, 

Schenker notes that the grammatically difficult MT version is also logically somewhat 

contradictory, which further speaks for its somehow secondary nature: even though 

the gods of the nations are set in the singular “house of high places,” the nations also 

set them in their numerous “cities” (ְּבָעֵריֶהם).857 The OG plus has none of the 

                                                 
854 The plus cannot take the object from the remark of 29a, “every nation were making its god (ָהיו  ”.(ֱא
However, this is not done by the MT in 29 either, since ַוּיַּנִיחּו has no explicit object.  
855 The cursory statement of Burney, Kings, 337, that “This reading bears the stamp of superiority …” 
is thus indeed valid. 
856 Schenker, Älteste Textgeschichte, 42, notes accordingly: “Freilich ist die Formulierung von V. 29 
im MT syntaktisch schwer zu interpretieren und daher nicht ganz eindeutig.” 
857 See Schenker, Septante, 117: “Jusqu’au V. 31 inclusivement, il n’avait donc jamais été question du 
lieu où ces divinités étaient placées, sauf au V. 29b et c, et en cet endroit, il en est question deux fois! 
Car les peuples érigent les effigies de leurs divinités simultanément en deux endroits! Selon V. 29b, ils 
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aforementioned problems, and is thus hardly a simple “combination of v. 29b+32a” as 

posited by Stade.858 

Verse 29 is even more curious since it is the only one that mentions 

“Samari(t)ans” (ַהּׁשְֹמרֹנִים) in the whole Hebrew Bible. The plus of the LXX, on the 

other hand, only speaks of the commonly known city of Samaria. Effectively, in the 

LXX plus the ones making high-place houses (against the singular of MT) “in 

Samaria” are the city’s new foreign inhabitants, not the peculiar ּׁשְֹמרֹנִים of the MT. 

This sudden appearance of “Samaritans” (οἱ Σαμαρῖται) in verse 29 has caused long-

lasting debate since it is not clear who is actually meant by the term. Are these people 

indeed to be understood as the sectarian Samaritans of the last centuries BCE, as 

interpreted by Josephus and the (kaige?) translation of the LXX?859 Does the term 

rather denote the people of the new Assyrian province, “Samarians,” or were these 

“Samarians” simply the former and now exiled inhabitants of the monarchy of 

northern Israel?860 Of these options it seems most unlikely that the Samari(t)ans here 

should be understood as the former, exiled inhabitants of the Northern Kingdom, since 

they could be easily referred to as “(the sons of) Israel” as before in verses 7–24, for 

example. The designation “Samari(t)ans” is thus used to refer to a different group of 

people(s).  

The answer to this question of the identity of these enigmatic “Samari(t)ans” is 

likely to be found in the abovementioned text-critical differences between the 

witnesses. It is clear that the rare singular of the MT, “the house of the high places,” 

is due to later textual development.861 It has been demonstrated by Schenker that this 

reading is not simply due to an erroneous copying mistake, but a deliberate ideological 

correction made to the text of the MT not only in verses 17:29, 32, but in 1 Kgs 12:31 

(pl. in LXX) as well: the reference to an unnamed singular house of high places in the 

                                                 
les posent dans la maison des hauts lieux bâtie par les Samaritains, et d’après Y.29c, parallèlement dans 
les temples de leurs villes, en Samarie aussi. Cependant ces deux difficultés conjuguées, syntactique et 
narrative, n’existent que du côté de TM.” 
858 Stade, Kings, 267. Since the text works better as a retroversion, but not really in Greek, it is extremely 
unlikely that this difference was due to the translator. 
859 Cf. Josephus, Ant. IX 14,3. This is also the interpretation of Montgomery, Kings, 471; Werlitz, 
Könige, 280; and Benzinger, Könige, 175. 
860 For instance, Hobbs, 2 Kings, 238; Cogan & Tadmor, 2 Kings, 211; and Robinson, Kings, 162, do 
not see this as referring to the Samaritan sect. For the idea that these “Samari(t)ans” refer to the exiled 
Israelites, see Šanda, Könige, 228–9; Slotki, Kings, 268; Thenius, Könige, 389; Van Den Born, 
Koningen, 190; Van Gelderen, Koningen, 378; and Talmon, Literary Studies, 153. Rashi, Mikraot 
Gedolot, 2 Kgs 17:29, already supports this view. 
861 Similarly already Stade, Kings, 266, who argues that the singular is a copying mistake in the MT. 
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north, built by Jeroboam and now by the “Samari(t)ans,” is probably to be read as a 

polemic against the sectarian Samaritan temple on Mount Gerizim.862 In MT 2 Kgs 

17:29 it is then clear that the idolatrous use of Jeroboam’s “house of high places” of 1 

Kgs 12:31(MT) continues or even escalates, even if the inhabitants change. However, 

the provenance of these “Samaritans” may be understood here (be they descendants 

of the northern monarchy or the newcomers, “Kuthim,” as referred to by the rabbinic 

sources863), their temple is now even more sacrilegious, and has remained so “until 

this day” (as recounted in verses 34 and 41).  

It is thus hardly a coincidence that these two textual changes are found in 17:29 

right next to each other, and that both are absent from the older LXX plus of 17:32+ 

and even Peshitta 17:29, which only refers to the new inhabitants, as would be 

expected here. In the process of this ideological correction, as is often the case, this 

revision also introduced into the text logical and grammatical difficulties. The reason 

why the LXX now has both of these textual forms (29 and 32+) would be later 

Hebraizing influence (kaige/Hexaplaric) on its text.864 

The version of MT verse 29 is thus due to a very late (Maccabean period or even 

later) anti-Samaritan revision, which strived to explicitly equate the sin of Jeroboam 

with that of the contemporary Samaritans, the ּׁשְֹמרֹנִים – which, of course, effectively 

goes against the self-identification of the Samaritans themselves.865 This dating to the 

Maccabean period can be made relatively precisely since, according to Purvis, “the 

cumulative evidence now available concerning the Samaritan Pentateuch indicates 

that it underwent a sectarian redaction in the late Hasmonean period, roughly 

contemporaneous with the destruction of the Samaritan temple under John Hyrcanus 

                                                 
862 Schenker, Älteste Textgeschichte, 34–45; idem, Septante, 103–6. Even if left unnamed, the “house 
of the high places, which the Samaritans made” would surely have been understood as a derogatory 
reference to the Samaritan temple by the Judeans during and after the schism. See similarly Werlitz, 
Könige, 280: “Die in VV. 24–41 überliefernde, wahrscheinlich späte Darstellung über die ethnischen 
und religiösen Verhältnisse im Gebiet des ehemaligen Nordreichs Israels kann als Gründungsurkunde 
der Samaritaner aus der Sicht der Judäer angesehen werden.” See also 1.3. A very similar polemical 
charge against the Shechemite cult can be seen in the OG (Vorlage) of Joshua 24:1, 25, where the place 
name of the MT, “Shechem,” has been changed to the theologically more appropriate “Shiloh”; see 
Mäkipelto, Uncovering, 70–5. 
863 See e.g. Masseket Kutim. 
864 There is of course nothing in the text itself that would betray the text of 29 as kaige beyond any 
doubt, however. 
865 See Purvis, “Samaritan Problem,” 328–9: “The Samaritans thus view themselves as the surviving 
remnant of the Israelites of Shechem who remained loyal to the worship of the Hebrew God and avoided 
both the heresy of the Judaeans and the paganism of the followers of the kings of northern Israel.” This 
same ideology is also reflected in the Samaritan Chronicle/Sepher ha-Yamim (see 1.2.2.3).  
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(128 BCE) and the subsequent destruction of Shechem (ca. 107 BCE).”866 If this was 

indeed the case in Samaria, it would make sense to conclude that a parallel action was 

very likely taking place in Maccabean/proto-MT scribal circles as well. These 

redactions would have acted as “countermoves” to each other, as both communities 

saw themselves as the true Israelites. In this vein, the lack of 17:32+ in the MT could 

in fact even be seen as a deliberate omission on the part of the MT, since the plus is 

both redundant and, more importantly, ideologically opposed to the later 

interpretational (proto-)Masoretic reworking of verse 29. 

The idea of 32+ that the new inhabitants made houses of high places “in 

Samaria” (ἐν Σαμαρείᾳ) is well connected to the subject matter of 32b, even more so 

than are verses 29–31: not only did the newcomers of verses 24–28 re-activate the cult 

places and false priesthood like Jeroboam did, but they also made themselves the same 

“houses of high places,” and put there their “abominations” – just like Jeroboam had 

done in 1 Kgs 12:28–31. Indeed, what the exiled priest of Bethel from the earlier 

narrative of 24–28 is effectively said to have done in verses 32+, 32 is reconstituting 

(or letting the people reconstitute) the previous northern idolatrous cult anew (only 

this time in Bethel). In this context the LXX plus 32+ would thus work perfectly well 

as a later addition and harmonization towards 1 Kgs 12:28–31.867 This “neo-

Yahwistic” Bethelite cult of 24–28 then spread to the city of Samaria, showing that 

even in LXX 32+ the text should likely be understood (though much more implicitly) 

as telling of the genesis of the proto-Samaritan cult.868 

The text of 29 has one more ideological factor that is missing from the version 

of 32+, namely the almost absurd idea (for the earlier Deuteronomists) of making869 

gods (ָהיו  Such an idea is rare in the Hebrew Bible, and otherwise .(וּיְִהיּו עִֹׂשים ּגֹוי ּגֹוי ֱא

                                                 
866 Purvis, “Samaritan Problem,” 333. Mäkipelto, “How Scribes Rewrote,” (forthcoming), further 
convincingly argues that the manuscript 4Q379, which recalls the curse of the builder of Jericho (found 
in Josh 6:26/1 Kgs 16:34), may have originally been a pro-Samaritan/anti-Hasmonean document, 
directed against John Hyrcanus and his sons. There is therefore at least some textual evidence for these 
parallel polemical tendencies. 
867 Contra Stade, Kings, 267, according to whom the plus does not work in the context and thus “there 
is no connection between 32a and 29b.” Stade, however, does not take into account the textual 
differences of the LXX plus vis-à-vis MT 29. 
868 The contrary, that the LXX has here somehow (accidentally?) smoothed the text, does not seem 
preferable because of the great ideological differences between the two witnesses – the problems of 
verse 29 pertain to its syntax, not to  ִ יםּׁשְֹמרֹנ . 
869 The verb עׂשה must be understood here, as customarily, “making,” with ָהיו  as its direct object, thus ֱא
differing from the peculiar use of the verb in 32b, where it rather denotes “worshipping” ( ַוּיְִהיּו עִֹׂשים
 .(ָלֶהם
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non-existent in LXX Kings.870 Curiously, however, the MT also has in 1 Kgs 14:9 – a 

verse which is completely missing from the OG – this very same idea, “you have made 

yourself other gods” (ִהים ֲאֵחִרים  It is possible that this ideological trait is .(ַוַּתֲעֶׂשה־ְּל ֱא

indeed characteristic to the (proto-)Masoretic edition of Kings. 

The last question to be posed pertains to the actual literary/redactional origin of 

verses 29–32 and the LXX plus 32+. There are two distinct options: 

1) The plus was added between 29–31 and 32 as an explicatory summary of 29–

31, for some reason in practically the original wording of verse 29.871 This 

addition may have already been made to the common text behind the LXX and 

MT (from which the text was later mistakenly dropped), or, more unlikely, only 

to the Vorlage of the LXX. It is not completely impossible in this option that the 

plus was even added somehow accidentally. 

2) Verses 29–31 were, on the contrary, later expansions and adaptations made 

between the lion narrative of 24–28 and its original continuation in 32+–32, 32+ 

having been added to the text via Wiederaufnahme. 

It is quite clear that the listing of peoples in verses 30–31 has simply been taken over 

from the earlier verse 24, to which names of both real (Nergal, Ashima) and likely 

imaginary (Nibhaz, Tartak, Sukkot-Benoth, Adrammelek/Anammelek)872 god names 

have been added. As long as the text of 24 was already in place, these verses could 

thus have been easily composed either before or after the addition of 32+. Indeed, 

verses 29–31 now break the connection between 28 and 32 – i.e., the Bethelite priest’s 

teaching the peoples to “fear Yahweh” (28b, יִיְראּו ֶאת־יְהָוה ַויְִהי מֹוֶרה אָֹתם ֵאי ), and their 

actually doing so (32a, ַוּיְִהיּו יְֵרִאים ֶאת־יְהָוה) – by prematurely mentioning that the 

peoples also made their own gods and set them up in houses of high places. The LXX 

plus 32+, against the form of 29, does this to a lesser degree since 32+ first recounts 

                                                 
870 Otherwise in Ex 20:23, 32:1, 23, 31 (ֵהי זָָהב  Judg 18:24; Jer 2:28; Amos 5:26. Cf. also making of ;(ֱא
ֵהי ַמֵּסָכה   ”.in Ex 34:17, Lev 19:4. Jer 16:20 directly prohibits this “making of other gods ֱא
871 This phenomenon would be somewhat similar to verse 33, which in turn appears to summarize verses 
29–32 (see below). 
872 While many attempts at finding the identification of these gods have been made, none of them seem 
completely satisfactory since no extra-biblical attestations of them have been found. Adrammelek, as 
has previously been argued (2.3.3.1) is a stock-name of sorts. Anammelek could arguably be some sort 
of Canaanized mixture of Anu, the Mesopotamian god of Heaven, and ֶמֶל, “king” – unless the name 
has simply been born by some mistake from Adrammelek. Sukkoth-Benoth has been argued to refer to 
the Mesopotamian goddess Bānītu, but the prefixed “Sukkoth-” remains an enigma. Nibhaz and Tartak 
are as mysterious as the place name Avva itself – nothing about them is known; see Dictionary of 
Deities and Demons, 10, 34–5, 623, 821–2, 836–7. 
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that the peoples “feared Yahweh,” and – ironically enough – only after this did they 

begin “setting up” their abominations in the houses of high places. Verse 29 pertains 

only to the idolatrous practices of the new inhabitants. Text-historically it would be 

quite easy to see how the sequence 24–28, 32+, 32 was, exactly because of the mention 

of “abominations” in 32+, later expanded with 29–31, which deals only with these 

abominations. The parallel verses 29 and 32+ would, in such a case, frame the added 

material, as is still the case in the LXX. Later, in the (proto-)Masoretic phase, verse 

29 was reworked, and, possibly at the same time, the second mention of 32+ was 

omitted as redundant, or simply by mistake.873 

Conclusions: The MT edition of verse 29, now also reflected by all of the LXX 

(probably due to kaige revision), is due to a later anti-Samaritan reworking of a text 

originally resembling the LXX plus in 17:32+. The text has been reworked to put the 

blame of the house(s) of the high place(s) on the sectarian Samaritans, not simply on 

the “inhabitants of (the city of) Samaria”. The “making of gods” by different peoples 

in verses 29–31, which breaks the narrative unity of 28, 32(+), and the “fearing 

Yahweh” according to Jeroboam’s cult, hardly belong to the same textual layer. The 

analysis of the LXX plus therefore helps the scholar both by identifying the youngest 

textual version (MT) and by hinting at undocumented growth of the text by verses 29–

31. 

Textual history of verses 29–32 
ָהיו     וִּיְהיּו עִֹׂשים ּגֹוי ּגֹוי ֱא

OG  בשמרון עשו אשר במות בביתי גלוליהם את ויניחו 
 MT  ַוַּיִּניחּו ְּבֵבית ַהָּבמֹות ֲאֶׁשר ָעׂשּו ַהּׁשְֹמרִֹנים 

OG  בה יושבים הם אשר בעיר גוי גוי 
 MT  ָׁשם׃ ּגֹוי ּגֹוי ְּבָעֵריֶהם ֲאֶׁשר ֵהם יְֹׁשִבים   
 וַאְנֵׁשי ָבֶבל ָעׂשּו ֶאת־ֻסּכֹות ְּבנֹות ְוַאְנֵׁשי־כּות ָעׂשּו ֶאת־ֵנְרַגל   
 ְוַאְנֵׁשי ֲחָמת ָעׂשּו ֶאת־ֲאִׁשיָמא׃  
 וָהַעִּוים ָעׂשּו ִנְבַחז ְוֶאת־ַּתְרָּתק  
 ֵהי ְסַפְרָוִים׃ְוַהְסַפְרִוים ׂשְֹרִפים ֶאת־ְּבֵניֶהם ָּבֵאׁש ְלַאְדַרֶּמֶל ַוֲעַנֶּמֶל ֱא   

 ַוִּיְהיּו ְיֵרִאים ֶאת־ְיהָוה
 בשמרון עשו אשר במות בביתי גלוליהם את ויניחו 
 בה יושבים הם אשר בעיר גוי גוי 
  האת־יהו יראים ויהיו 

 ַוַּיֲעׂשּו ָלֶהם ִמְקצֹוָתם ּכֲֹהֵני ָבמֹות 
 ַוִּיְהיּו עִֹׂשים ָלֶהם ְּבֵבית ַהָּבמֹות׃

29 
 
 
 
 
30 
 
31 
 
32+ 
 
 
32 

  

                                                 
873 See Trebolle, “Text-Critical Use,” 288–96, for examples of such omissions of redundant but original 
expressions in both the LXX and MT traditions. 
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4.4 Verse 33 – a gloss-like summary verse with multiple 
grammatical problems 
Verse 33 begins with an inverted repetition (ֶאת־יְהָוה ָהיּו יְֵרִאים) of the earlier mention of 

“they feared Yahweh” of 32 (ַוּיְִהיּו יְֵרִאים ֶאת־יְהָוה), which together with the uncommon 

word-order indicates its likely later provenance.874 Nothing new is added to the earlier 

discussion of 28–32 by verse 33 either, and the verse seems rather to serve as a brief 

summary, even gloss-like, statement of the earlier verses: the new inhabitants feared 

Yahweh (28, 32), but also served their own gods (29–31).  

MT 33 LXX B 
 את־ְיהָוה ָהיּו ְיֵרִאים 

ֵהיֶהם ָהיּו עְֹבִדים  ְוֶאת־ֱא
 ְּכִמְׁשַּפט ַהּגֹוִים ֲאֶׁשר־ִהְגלּו ֹאָתם ִמָּׁשם׃

τὸν κύριον ἐφοβοῦντο,  
καὶ τοῖς θεοῖς αὐτῶν ἐλάτρευον 
κατὰ τὸ κρίμα τῶν ἐθνῶν ὅθεν ἀπῴκισεν αὐτοὺς ἐκεῖθεν 

τὸν – ἐφοβοῦντο] om 107-125-610 | ἐφοβοῦντο] pr αυτοι L 460; pr αυτοις 700 | θεοῖς] ειδωλοις 64´ 372 | αὐτῶν] αυτοις 
CII-52 328; > 64´ | κατὰ] και 98* | ὅθεν] ων 489 | ἀπῴκισεν A B 247 L CI 121 f 488 71 244 460 554] απωκισαν rel 
(On one hand)875 Yahweh they were fearing, and (on the other) their gods they were serving, 
according to the custom of the peoples, which/whom they exiled them from there. 

Furthermore, 33bβ is suspect of being of even later origin because of its apparently 

intruding sentence  ִָּׁשםּכִמְׁשַּפט ַהּגֹויִם ֲאֶׁשר־ִהגְלּו אָֹתם מ , “according to the custom of the 

peoples, which/whom876 they exiled them from there.” Since the context already 

speaks of the newcomers, and not the Israelites, there is no need to explicate that the 

peoples served their gods “according to the law of the peoples.” The text of 33bβ is 

also grammatically problematic, since it seems to have no sensible subject, especially 

if the verb ִהגְלּו is read as a hiph’il (instead of hoph’al * ּוָהגְל ) as its Masoretic 

vocalization now stands. It is thus not clear who the subject (or even the object) of the 

plural ִהגְלּו is: are these the gods of the peoples or the peoples themselves? In either 

case the meaning of the sentence is unclear: “the (gods of) peoples exiled them(selves) 

from there.”877 The word ִמָּׁשם, “thence,” does not refer to anything sensible in the near 

                                                 
874 According to the so-called “Zeidel’s Law,” inverted quotations are often to be seen as later 
constructs; see Beentjes, “Inverted Quotations,” 506–23. 
875 The inverted word-order should likely be interpreted thusly. 
876 It is not impossible to understand ֲאֶׁשר here as causal “because/since” either, but in such a case the 
sense of the text still eludes the reader since in the context the sentence can only refer to the peoples, 
not the Israelites. 
877 Even reading the verb as a singular (as is done by Greek manuscripts B 247 L CI 121 f 488 71 158 
244 460 554, probably secondarily), with Yahweh as the one exiling the peoples from their homes, is 
hardly very meaningful. Indeed, the Greek translator (either OG or, more likely, kaige) does not seem 
to have completely understood the passage either (ὅθεν ἀπῴκισεν αὐτοὺς ἐκεῖθεν, “whence he exiled 
them from there”). Another possibility is to disregard the Masoretic vocalization and read the verb as a 
passive hoph’al (ָהגְלּו) “they were exiled” instead of a causative hiph’il. However, in this case the object 
 becomes unnecessary and intrusive; cf. also Gray, Kings, 595, who proposes that instead of reading אָֹתם
the verb as passive, the hiph’il plural is here to be read as indefinite (= passive). This goes against the 
(classical) Hebrew grammar, however, and is not recommendable. The hoph’al form of the stem גלה is 



 
 

230 

context either.878 Ideologically 33a is in fact very close to the LXX plus 32+ and verse 

41a, where the Israelites both fear Yahweh and set up “abominations.” All three also 

appear at hinge-points of differing narratives, possibly denoting scribal/editorial 

actions.  

It is therefore likely that 33bβ, if not the whole verse, is a gloss, and in any case 

an “explicating” addition to the text. This highly repetitive verse briefly summarizes 

the contents of 24–32, and possibly acts as a “hinge-verse” between the two narrative 

units in 29–32, 34a and 34b–40.879 

 

  

                                                 
very rare in the Hebrew Bible, and appears in late usage, otherwise attested only in Est 2:6; 1 Chr 9:1; 
Jer 13:19 bis, 40:1, 7. 
878 Some scholars take ִמָּׁשם as referring back to the preceding ַהּגֹויִם, translating along the lines of “the 
peoples from among whom they had been deported”; see Gray, I & II Kings, 595. Similarly also Slotki, 
Kings, 269 and Robinson, 2 Kings, 160. This interpretation is somewhat forced, however. In such a 
case one could expect *מהם or the like instead. The only way to alleviate these problems would be to 
read verse 33 directly after 28, but such a solution does not seem particularly recommendable in the 
literary-critical context. 
879 This use as a “hinge-verse” is corroborated by the fact that the Peshitta, as in verse 17:17, again has 
in 33–34a certain deviations from the MT, highlighting that there likely was felt certain tensions 
between these units – or at least that the verse had some grave problems as it stands. After the first part 
of the text,  ܘܢ ̈ ܀ ܕ ܗܘܘ܂ ܘ ̈  The Lord they were fearing“ , ܗܘܘ ܐ  ܕ
and their gods they were worshipping, according to the custom of the peoples,” the Peshitta continues 
withܘܢ ̈ ܐ  ܐܪ  ,and they exiled the sons of Israel from their land.” Stade, Kings“ ,ܘ 
267, maintains that the Syriac translator “entirely misunderstands” the text, which seems quite unlikely 
(if anything this deviance would be due to free translation). Even if this was the case, one has to ask 
whether such a misunderstanding of the indeed quite difficult text stems from the larger literary 
problems often noted by the scholarship. For a more in-depth analysis of the verses, see Dyk & Van 
Keulen, Language System, 460–4. 
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4.5 Verses 34–41 – the last uniform addition to 2 Kings 17? 
Verses 34b–41, which at many points evidence very late language use, have been 

added via Wiederaufnahme of 34a in verse 40a. The enclosed text forms an all-

encompassing reprimand of all Israelites instead of just the peoples now living in the 

areas of the former Northern Kingdom. However, not even this very latest addition to 

the chapter appears uniform, but has been written by at least two distinct hands. 

4.5.1 Brief appraisal of the main witnesses 
The textual differences between the witnesses are again minimal in verses 34–41, and 

have no real bearing to the literary analysis. As before, L shows signs of Hexaplaric 

influence. 

MT 34 LXX Rahlfs 
ה ֵהם עִֹׂשים ַעד ַהּיֹום ַהּזֶ   
 ַּכִּמְׁשָּפִטים 
 ָהִראׁשִֹנים 

 ֵאיָנם ְיֵרִאים ֶאת־ְיהָוה 
 ְוֵאיָנם עִֹׂשים ְּכֻחּקָֹתם 

 ּוְכִמְׁשָּפָטם ְוַכּתֹוָרה 
 ְוַכִּמְצָוה ֲאֶׁשר ִצָּוה ְיהָוה 

 ֶאת־ְּבֵני ַיֲעקֹב ֲאֶׁשר־ָׂשם ְׁשמֹו ִיְׂשָרֵאל׃

ἕως τῆς ἡμέρας ταύτης αὐτοὶ ἐποίουν  
κατὰ τὸ κρίμα αὐτῶν 
 
αὐτοὶ φοβοῦνται  
καὶ αὐτοὶ ποιοῦσιν κατὰ τὰ δικαιώματα αὐτῶν 
καὶ κατὰ τὴν κρίσιν αὐτῶν καὶ κατὰ τὸν νόμον  
καὶ κατὰ τὴν ἐντολήν ἣν ἐνετείλατο Κύριος  
τοῖς υἱοῖς Ιακωβ οὗ ἔθηκεν τὸ ὄνομα αὐτοῦ Ισραηλ 

αὐτοὶ 1°] ουτως L-700 460 | αὐτῶν 1°] + το απαρχης L-700 460 | αὐτοὶ 2° – ποιοῦσιν] οι πρωτοι αυτων ουκ ησαν 
φοβουμενοι τον κυριον και ουκ εποιησαν L-700 328 460 | κατὰ 2°] om L-19´-700 CII-328 460 | αὐτῶν 3°] om L-700 460 | 
κατὰ 3° – ἣν] τα κριματα (om 82) και τας εντολας κατα (και 82) τον νομον ον L-700; τα κριματα και τας εντολας 
ας 460 | οὗ – αὐτοῦ] ω επεθηκε(ν) (-καν19) ονομα L-700 460 

Until this day they have done according to 
their former customs; they do not fear 
Yahweh, and are not doing according to the 
statutes, customs, Torah, and commandments, 
which Yahweh commanded to the sons of 
Jacob, whose name he changed to Israel. 

Until this day they have done according to 
their custom; they fear, and they are doing 
according to their statutes, judgments, as well 
as the law and commandment, which the Lord 
commanded to the sons of Jacob, whom he 
gave the name Israel. 

The majority Greek text reads simply as if *כמׁשפטם (as in 17:40), instead of  ַּכִּמְׁשָּפִטים

 ,This reading is also attested by three medieval Hebrew manuscripts (K 93 .ָהִראׁשֹנִים

96, 403), preserving the more original textual form. However, for some reason the 

majority text of the LXX lacks the twice repeated negations (ֵאינָם) in this verse, thus 

completely reversing the meaning of the MT: the peoples in fact do according to the 

commandments of Yahweh! While this is quite clearly the ideological lectio difficilior 

(albeit this reversal works with the idea that “the sons of Jacob” are indeed the ones 

acting here instead of the peoples), in this case this is likely due to some mistake on 

part of the (Hebrew?) copyists. The Antiochian tradition as the sole witness has again 

gone through Hebraizing corrections: L secondarily supplies ָהִראׁשֹנִים (το απαρχης), 
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 and the negative statements of the MT (ουκ ησαν ,(τον κυριον) ֶאת־יְהָוה

φοβουμενοι…και ουκ εποιησαν), probably from a Hexaplaric source. 

MT 35 LXX B 
 וִּיְכרֹת ְיהָוה ִאָּתם ְּבִרית 

 ַוְיַצֵּום ֵלאֹמר 
ִהים ֲאֵח  ִרים לֹא ִתיְראּו ֱא  

 ְולֹא־ִתְׁשַּתֲחוּו ָלֶהם 
 ְולֹא ַתַעְבדּום 

 ְולֹא ִתְזְּבחּו ָלֶהם׃

καὶ διέθετο Kύριος μετ᾽ αὐτῶν διαθήκην  
καὶ ἐνετείλατο αὐτοῖς λέγων  
οὐ φοβηθήσεσθε θεοὺς ἑτέρους  
καὶ προσκυνήσετε αὐτοῖς  
καὶ οὐ λατρεύσετε αὐτοῖς  
καὶ οὐ θυσιάσετε αὐτοῖς 

καὶ 3° B*] + ου rel | θυσιάσετε] θυμιασετε A 46´; θυσετε L-700 460 

And Yahweh made with them a covenant, and commanded them, saying: “Do not fear other 
gods, and do not worship them, and do not serve them, and do not sacrifice to them.” 

The L reading θύσετε (< θύω) here is likely the OG, as θυσιάζω as a translation of זבח 

has been found to be a kaige feature.880 See also the next verse, where B and L agree 

on the reading θύσετε, while the majority of witnesses give the kaige reading 

θυσιάσετε, as here. 

MT 36 LXX B 
 ִּכי ִאם־ֶאת־ְיהָוה ֲאֶׁשר ֶהֱעָלה ֶאְתֶכם

ַ ָּגדֹול   ֵמֶאֶרץ ִמְצַרִים ְּבכֹ  
ַ ְנטּוָיה   ּוִבְזרֹו

 ֹאתֹו ִתיָראּו ְולֹו ִתְׁשַּתֲחוּו 
 ְולֹו ִתְזָּבחּו׃

ὅτι ἀλλ᾽ ἢ τῷ κυρίῳ ὃς ἀνήγαγεν ὑμᾶς  
ἐκ γῆς Αἰγύπτου ἐν ἰσχύι μεγάλῃ  
καὶ ἐν βραχίονι ὑψηλῷ  
αὐτὸν φοβηθήσεσθε καὶ αὐτῷ προσκυνήσετε,  
αὐτῷ θύσετε 

τῷ – ἀνήγαγεν] κυριω τω θεω υμων (ημων 19´ 460) τω α(να)γαγοντι L-700 460 | ὑμᾶς] ημας 19´ 530 106-125 f 707 | 
αὐτῷ 2° B] pr και rel | θύσετε B 247 L 242-530 121 488 460 700] θυμιασετε A 52; θυσιασετε rel 

“But instead Yahweh881 – who brought you from the land of Egypt, with great strength and 
outstretched arm – him you shall fear and him worship and to him sacrifice.” 

 
MT 37 LXX B 
 וֶאת־ַהֻחִּקים ְוֶאת־ַהִּמְׁשָּפִטים ְוַהּתֹוָרה

ָלֶכם ְוַהִּמְצָוה ֲאֶׁשר ָּכַתב   
 ִּתְׁשְמרּון ַלֲעׂשֹות ָּכל־ַהָּיִמים 
ִהים ֲאֵחִרים׃  ְולֹא ִתיְראּו ֱא

καὶ τὰ δικαιώματα καὶ τὰ κρίματα καὶ τὸν νόμον  
καὶ τὰς ἐντολάς ἃς ἔγραψεν ὑμῖν  
ποιεῖν φυλάσσεσθε πάσας τὰς ἡμέρας,  
καὶ οὐ φοβηθήσεσθε θεοὺς ἑτέρους 

δικαιώματα A B 44] + αυτου rel | κρίματα A B 247 L 121 488 460 707] + αυτου rel | τὸν – ἃς] τας εντολας και τον 
νομον ον L 460 | ποιεῖν φυλάσσεσθε B] tr rel 

“And the statutes and the customs and the commandments, which he wrote to you, you shall 
guard to do all days. And do not fear other gods.” 

 
MT 38 LXX B 
 ְוַהְּבִרית ֲאֶׁשר־ָּכַרִּתי ִאְּתֶכם לֹא ִתְׁשָּכחּו 

ִהים ֲאֵחִרים׃  ְולֹא ִתיְראּו ֱא
καὶ τὴν διαθήκην ἣν διέθετο μεθ᾽ ὑμῶν οὐκ ἐπιλήσεσθε  
καὶ οὐ φοβηθήσεσθε θεοὺς ἑτέρους 

No significant variants. 

“And the covenant, which I (MT)/he (LXX) made with you do not forget, and do not fear other 
gods.” 

                                                 
880 McLay, “Kaige and Septuagint Research,” 132 (#28). 
881 L adds θεῷ ὑμῶν, “your God,” likely as a harmonization towards 39 (τὸν κύριον θεὸν ὑμῶν). 
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All LXX manuscripts give in this verse a 3rd person sg. διέθετο against MT ָּכַרִּתי, 

probably due to harmonization, since the 1st person sg. makes no sense in the 

immediate context.882 Also, the literary-critical repercussions of the MT form speak 

for its originality here. Nevertheless, since the reading is in the kaige section, one has 

to ask: did the proto-Masoretic Vorlage of the kaige already have the harmonization, 

or was this verbal form simply not caught by the reviser?  

MT 39 LXX Rahlfs 
ֵהיֶכם ִּתיָראּו   ִּכי ִאם־ֶאת־ְיהָוה ֱא
 ְוהּוא ַיִּציל ֶאְתֶכם ִמַּיד ָּכל־ֹאְיֵביֶכם׃

ἀλλ᾽ ἢ τὸν κύριον θεὸν ὑμῶν φοβηθήσεσθε,  
καὶ αὐτὸς ἐξελεῖται ὑμᾶς ἐκ πάντων τῶν ἐχθρῶν ὑμῶν 

ἀλλ᾽ B 71 460] pr ὅτι rel | ὑμῶν 1°] ημων 247 82 98 488 158 460 707; + αυτον 328 L 460 | πάντων] pr χειρος L 460 

“But instead Yahweh, your God, you shall fear and he shall deliver you from the hand (>OG)883 
of all your enemies.” 

 
MT 40 LXX Rahlfs 

 ְולֹא ָׁשֵמעּו ִּכי ִאם־ְּכִמְׁשָּפָטם ָהִראׁשֹון 
 ֵהם עִֹׂשים׃

καὶ οὐκ ἀκούσεσθε ἐπὶ τῷ κρίματι αὐτῶν ὃ  
αὐτοὶ ποιοῦσιν 

ἀκούσεσθε – ποιοῦσιν] ηκουσαν αλλ η εν τοις δικαιωμασιν (κριμασιν 460) αυτων τοις πρωτοις αυτοι εποιουν L 460 

But they did not listen, but instead they did 
according to their former custom. 

But you shall not listen to their custom, which 
they do. 

The majority Greek text gives a very different text from MT (= L) at the beginning of 

the verse, as if translating על מׁשפתם אׁשר הם עׂשים instead of MT  ִּכי ִאם־ְּכִמְׁשָּפָטם ָהִראׁשֹון

 Since the Greek majority text is incomprehensible (how could the Israelites .ֵהם עִֹׂשים

not heed the statute and still do it at the same time?), it is most probably somehow 

corrupt. Whether this mistake was found already in the Vorlage of OG or only in kaige, 

the L reading is again that of the MT here, probably because of Hexaplaric influence. 

MT 41 LXX Rahlfs 
 ַוִּיְהיּו ַהּגֹוִים ָהֵאֶּלה ְיֵרִאים ֶאת־ְיהָוה 

 ְוֶאת־ְּפִסיֵליֶהם ָהיּו עְֹבִדים 
 ַּגם־ְּבֵניֶהם ּוְבֵני ְבֵניֶהם ַּכֲאֶׁשר ָעׂשּו 
 ֲאבָֹתם ֵהם עִֹׂשים ַעד ַהּיֹום ַהֶּזה׃ פ

καὶ ἦσαν τὰ ἔθνη ταῦτα φοβούμενοι τὸν κύριον, 
καὶ τοῖς γλυπτοῖς αὐτῶν ἦσαν δουλεύοντες  
καί γε οἱ υἱοὶ καὶ οἱ υἱοὶ τῶν υἱῶν αὐτῶν καθὰ ἐποίησαν  
οἱ πατέρες αὐτῶν ποιοῦσιν ἕως τῆς ἡμέρας ταύτης 

ἦσαν δουλεύοντες] εδουλευον L 460 | υἱοὶ 1°] + αυτων L 460 | ποιοῦσιν] pr αυτοι L 460 

And these peoples were fearing Yahweh, and their images they were serving; also, their sons 
and the sons of their sons, like their fathers did, they (>OG)884 did, until this day. 

                                                 
882 Similarly Frevel, “Vom Schreiben Gottes,” 25. On the other hand, Gray, Kings, 597, prefers the 
reading of the LXX; similarly Montgomery, Kings, 480: “preferable; but the writer may have fallen 
artlessly into the divine first person.” See also Stade, Kings, 268, and Hobbs, 2 Kings, 224. The reading 
of the Vulgate, marked as 3rd sg. in BHS, is in fact not stable either and fluctuates between the majority 
reading percussi (= MT) and the minority reading percussit (= LXX). 
883 L corresponds to the MT ִמּיַד in giving χειρός (similarly Vulgate and Peshitta). This may be a 
Hexaplaric plus. 
884 L has a plus (αὐτοὶ) here, correcting once more towards the MT, similarly to υἱοὶ 1°] + αυτων L 460. 
In the Syrohexapla the plus αὐτοὶ is given under an asterisk, pointing to its Hexaplaric origin. 
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4.5.2 Literary-critical assessment 
It has been clear in the scholarship for over a century that verses 34b–40 were added 

to the already existing text of 24–34a(, 41) via Wiederaufnahme, comprising thus the 

very latest larger addition to the chapter:885 

34a  ִראׁשֹון ֵהם עִֹׂשם  40 ַעד ַהּיֹום ַהֶּזה ֵהם עִֹׂשים ַּכִּמְׁשָּפִטים886 ָהִראׁשִֹנים ׃ולֹא ָׁשֵמעּו ִּכי ִאם־ְּכִמְׁשָּפָטם ָהֽ  

This theory is corroborated by the ideology of verses 34b–40, which differs greatly 

from the rest of the chapter. Even though it is twice asserted in the preceding verses 

32 and 33 that the newcomers “feared Yahweh,” it is nevertheless said in 34b that this 

was in fact not the case. The polemic of unit 34b–40 seems to be directed against a 

completely different group from before as well: instead of the newcomers of 24–

34a.41, these verses are clearly aimed (in somewhat awkward Hebrew) against the 

Israelites, “the sons of Jacob.”887  

In fact, ְּבנֵי יֲַעקֹב ֲאֶׁשר־ָׂשם ְׁשמֹו יְִׂשָרֵאל, “the sons of Jacob whom he (Yahweh) named 

Israel” of 34b, with whom Yahweh had made a covenant (35, 38), is a somewhat rare 

designation of all twelve tribes of the Israelites, including both the Israelites and 

Judahites elsewhere in the Hebrew Bible.888 It is worth noting that the ְּבנֵי יֲַעקֹב are 

otherwise found in Kings only in MT 1 Kgs 18:31 (“tribes of the sons of Jacob”) where 

the OG (which reads simply “tribes of Israel”) lacks it – the phrase is thus even text-

critically dubious in Kings.889 The challenges of “the sons of Jacob” here are thus very 

                                                 
885 Thus, for instance, Benzinger, Könige, 175; Würthwein, Bücher der Könige, 401; Friedman, Exile 
and Biblical Narrative, 24–5; Gray, Kings, 655–6. 
886 Probably to be corrected as ְּכִמְׁשָּפָטם ָהִֽראׁשֹון as in verse 40; see Ehrlich, Randglossen, 314–15. 
887 McKenzie, Chronicler’s Use, 195-6, goes as far as stating: “The change from the discussion about 
the foreigners who were settled in Israel in vv 24–33 to the reference to the exiled Israelites in vv 34b–
40 is so abrupt and obvious that one wonders whether a transitional verse may have fallen out from 
between vv 34a and 34b.” There is nevertheless no need for such a supposition, unless the awkward 
and gloss-like 33bβ is seen as such a transitional element, which it could indeed well be. 
888 Similarly, for instance, Sweeney, Kings, 392. Alternatively, Frevel, “Vom Schreiben Gottes,” 25, 
makes a suggestion that these “sons of Jacob” would be the leftovers of the former Israelites who were 
not exiled. The designation ְּבנֵי יֲַעקֹב is elsewhere only found in Gen 34:14, 25, 27, 35:5, 22, 26, 46:26, 
49:2; 1 Kgs 18:31 (> OG!); 1 Chr 16:13; Ps 77:16, 105:6, Mal 3:6. However, the references of Genesis 
are to the actual sons of Jacob, while the other instances include both the northern and southern 
Israelites. In 1 Chr 16:13, the ְּבנֵי יֲַעקֹב are even compared to זֶַרע יְִׂשָרֵאל, a term also connected to all 
Israelites (compare with 2 Kgs 17:20). Similarly Barrick, “On the Meaning,” 631. Campbell & O’Brien, 
Unfolding, 444–5, note that this language use here seems more “priestly” than Deuteronomistic, and is 
therefore “unlikely to warrant dtr attribution.” Cogan & Tadmor, 2 Kings, 213, also notice that the use 
of the verb ׂשים in the meaning “to change,” as here, is only found otherwise in Neh 9:7. The construction 
 is otherwise found only in Judg 8:31 and Dan 7:1. The language use is thus in many ways late ֵׁשם + ׂשים
(possibly Late Biblical Hebrew). 
889 De Vries, 1 Kings, 225, regards the OG as the original in 1 Kgs 18:31: “MT ‘sons of Jacob’ may be 
a late ideological alteration.” Indeed, there is some fluctuation even in the Medieval Hebrew 
manuscripts between the readings “Jacob” and “Israel” (בני] pr 96 יׂשראל; om 56, 129 150 | יׂשראל [יעקב 
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similar to the problematic verses 13 and 19, where Judah is also brought into the text 

as a sinner, and especially to 20, where the phrase “all the seed of Israel” similarly 

includes all twelve tribes. This is corroborated by the idea of a “covenant” between 

Yahweh and the Israelites, mentioned in verses 35 and 38, which could only have been 

made with the whole of Israel.890 

The overtly “nomistic” phraseology and “covenant-theology”891 of this unit is 

also evidently very late, as the Torah is already referred to as a written document here 

(37).892 The phrase “to fear Yahweh” is also used in a slightly different meaning from 

verses 24–34a, 41, where the phrase refers to cultic crimes rather than not being loyal 

to Yahweh and his more abstract ordinances.893 

Some scholars have proposed that the unit of 34b–40 is a very late post-exilic 

(Persian period?) and “anti-Samaritan” polemic against the northern inhabitants who 

claimed to be legitimate Israelites as well.894 However, since the “sons of Jacob” 

                                                 
19, 56, 257, 605). Even on a redactional basis the phrase in MT 1 Kgs 18:31 has been argued to come 
from a late (“nachdtr”) redactor; see Frevel, “Vom Schreiben Gottes,” 26; Rehm, 1 Könige, 180; and 
Trebolle, Centena, 140–2. 
890 Similarly Knoppers, “Cutheans or Children of Jacob,” 233: “… the writer views the residents of the 
former northern kingdom ethnically as Israelites”; and Frevel, “Vom Schreiben Gottes,” 37–8, who 
further notes the similarities between verse 38 and Deut 4:23 where the verb ׁשכח is also used.  
891 The idea of a covenant made at Sinai-/Horeb between Yahweh and the Israelites is quite rare in 
Kings, and likely did not form part of its oldest layers. The word ְּבִרית is only found in a similar meaning 
of the earlier theological covenant in 1 Kgs 8:23, 11:11, 19:10, 14; 2 Kgs 13:23, 17:15; otherwise in 
“the ark of covenant” in 1 Kgs 3:15, 6:19, 8:1, 6, 21; as a political covenant in 1 Kgs 5:12, 15:19, 20:34; 
the covenant of Jehojada in 2 Kgs 11:4, 17; and the (book of) covenant of Josiah in 2 Kgs 23:2, 3, 21. 
Indeed, even the text-critical evidence shows that some references to the earlier theological covenant 
have been added only at a very late (proto-)Masoretic stage: in 1 Kgs 11:11, 19:10 the OG version lacks 
the word altogether (in 19:14 L lacks the word, and the B-text transposes it after οἱ υἱοὶ Ισραηλ, likely 
telling of a later kaige-like addition), and the mention of 2 Kgs 13:23 is found in L already in 13:7, 
showing that the (already phraseologically very suspicious) verse is, due to its movability, a very late 
addition. For the analysis of 17:15, see 2.6.6. 
892 In 17:37, the Torah, among other statutes of Yahweh, is referred to as ֲאֶׁשר ָּכַתב. Similarly, in Kings 
it is only in 1 Kgs 2:3 (ַּכָּכתּוב ְּבתֹוַרת מֶֹׁשה). Frevel, “Vom Schreiben Gottes,” 27–8, also notes that Yahweh 
as the subject of “writing” the Torah is very unusual, since normally this honor is given to Moses. 
Yahweh is given as the subject otherwise only in Ex 24:12, 31:18, 32:16, 34:1, 28; Deut 4:13, 5:22, 
9:10, 10:2, 4. 
893 Aster, “‘They feared God’,” 138: “In vv. 28–33, and 41, yr’ ’t Yhwh refers to cultic worship, while 
in vv. 34–40 it refers to loyalty and obedience to Yhwh.” 
894 Thus already Burney, Kings, 333; Frevel, “Vom Schreiben Gottes,” 48, speaks of 
“nachpriesterschriftlichen Spuren” in the text. Cogan, “Israel in Exile,” 41–4; and Cogan & Tadmor, 2 
Kings, 213–14, oppose this idea by proposing that this unit should be seen as a continuation of verse 
23, referring to Israel in exile and coming from the time of Josiah, but their arguments fail to convince. 
According to them, “… idolatry among the residents of Samaria is never an issue in the literature of the 
Persian period.” Even if this was the case, the unit of 34b–40 (or rather, its original unity 34b–35, 38, 
40) is mainly concerned with the Israelites’ failure to follow Yahweh’s covenant, not their idolatry. 
Cogan also does not take into account that the Wiederaufnahme in 34a and 40 is a sign of a later 
addition, or even more so the fact that the “sons of Jacob” of 34b are hardly the same people as “(the 
sons of) Israel” of verses 7–23. 
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should most likely be read as including both Israelites and Judahites, this unit seems 

rather to work as another all-encompassing reprimand of all Israelites – unless the 

mention of “the sons of Jacob” is deemed a later gloss, as is done by Stade.895 Nothing 

in the text itself speaks for this option, however. 

However, even this late unit does not appear literarily uniform. The phrase א

ִהים ֲאֵחִרים –do not fear other gods,” appears superfluously often in verses 35“ ,ִתיְראּו ֱא

39, probably indicating multiple hands at work.896 Interestingly enough, the subjects 

of verses 35–39 also evidence some irregularities. Verse 35 introduces a direct 

quotation, spoken by Yahweh, in which he prohibits idolatry: “You shall not fear other 

gods, nor bow down to them, nor serve them, nor sacrifice to them.” The text then 

continues with further prohibitions, but the subject of the speech quite clearly changes: 

Yahweh becomes the object of the speech in verses 36–37 (“36but Yahweh, who 

brought you up from the land of Egypt …, him you shall fear”). However, in verse 38, 

a 1st person singular ָּכַרִּתי reappears, apparently continuing the speech of Yahweh.897 

In verse 39, Yahweh again becomes the object of the exhortations (“39but Yahweh 

your God you shall fear”).  

Because of this Numeruswechsel, it seems probable that verses 35 and 38 

originally followed one another, forming quite a lucid and meaningful reminder of 

Yahweh’s covenant with (all) Israelites: “35And Yahweh made a covenant with them 

and commanded them, saying: ‘You shall not fear other gods, nor bow down to them, 

nor serve them, nor sacrifice to them; 38and the covenant, which I made with you, you 

shall not forget, and you shall not fear other gods.’”898 Verse 40, which is now 

similarly disjointed from the actual speech of Yahweh in 35.38 by verse 39, finally 

remarks that the Israelites “did not listen” (א ָׁשֵמעּו  to his words. This conclusion is (ְו

corroborated by the fact that both the speech of Yahweh in 35, 38 and the ending of 

verse 40 (and 34b) are constructed with prohibitive exhortations, against the positive 

                                                 
895 Stade, Kings, 49. It is very probable that at least the awkward, and possibly even ungrammatical, 
ראׁשֶ  is indeed a later gloss, as doubled אֶׁשר־ָׂשם ְׁשמֹו יְִׂשָרֵאל -clauses are quite rare in Hebrew; see similarly 
Stade, Kings, 268. Nevertheless, the same cannot be as readily be said about the first אֶׁשר-clause, which 
is grammatically correct and perfectly understandable. 
896 Some scholars have seen this repetition as simply stylistic or “rhetorical”; see Long, Kings, 187; 
Knoppers, “Cutheans or Children of Jacob,” 235–7; Viviano, “Rhetorical and Form-Critical Analysis,” 
555. 
897 The LXX reads this verb uniformly as 3rd person sg. See, however, the text-critical appraisal above. 
898 In Hebrew:  א ִתזְְּב֖חּו ֥ ֣ א ַתַעְב֔דּום ְו ם ְו א־ִתְׁשַּתֲח֣וּו ָלֶה֔ ים ְו ים ֲאֵחִר֑ ִה֣ א ִתֽיְר֖אּו ֱא ֥ ר  ֹ֔ ית ַויְַצֵּו֣ם ֵלאמ ֹ֙ת יְהָו֤ה ִאָּת֙ם ְּבִר֔ ַוּיְִכר

א ִתֽ ֥ חּו ְו א ִתְׁשָּכ֑ ֣ ם  ִּתי ִאְּתֶכ֖ ית ֲאֶׁשר־ָּכַר֥ ים׃ָלֶהֽם וַהְּבִר֛ ים ֲאֵחִרֽ ִה֥ יְר֖אּו ֱא .  
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commands in verses 36–37 and 39.899 Verse 36 is, furthermore, the only instance in 

Kings where the verb “to prostrate” (חוה) is used in relation to Yahweh – this usage 

appears Chronistic.900 

Verses 36–37 and 39 would in this reconstruction then form two similarly 

constructed pesher-like explications and exegetical interpretations of verses 35 and 

38, respectively.901 Both explications begin with a similar ִתיָראּו + ִּכי ִאם־ֶאת־יְהָוה 

construction.902 The first exegetical remark in verse 37aα ( ְוֶאת־ַהחִּקים ְוֶאת־ַהִּמְׁשָּפִטים

ְּכחּקָֹתם ) which essentially just repeats the list of 34bβ ,(ְוַהּתֹוָרה ְוַהִּמְצָוה ֲאֶׁשר ָּכַתב ָלֶכם

 also ends with a resumptive repetition of the matter ,(ּוְכִמְׁשָּפָטם ְוַכּתֹוָרה ְוַכִּמְצָוה ֲאֶׁשר ִצָּוה יְהָוה

at hand, “do not fear other gods,” after which the speech of Yahweh continues in 38. 

Frevel also notes that the use of vocabulary also differs slightly between the different 

text blocks: the singular statute (ִמְׁשָּפָטם) of Yahweh in the enclosing verses 34b, 40 

becomes a more customary plural in 37 (ַהִּמְׁשָּפִטים), and the masculine ַהחִּקים of 34b 

becomes feminine חּקָֹתם in 37.903 These verses thus likely come from different hands. 

Conclusions. The original text of the addition thus read 34b–35, 38(a), 40, to which 

verses 36–37, (38b–)39 were added.904 Some scholars also take verse 41 as part of the 

unit of 34b–40, or as an even later explicatory ending to the chapter.905 However, as 

already argued, this does not seem likely because of the designation ָהֵאֶּלה ַהּגֹויִם , “these 

peoples”: this would make no sense as a later addition after verses 34b–40, where the 

“sons of Jacob” are mentioned, and who could hardly be simply referred to as “these 

peoples.” It is much more probable that 41 originally followed verse 28, or, 

alternatively, 32/33, as has been argued above.  

                                                 
899 Frevel, “Vom Schreiben Gottes,” 25–26. 
900 Thus Auld, Life in Kings, 135, who notes that the Chronicler uses this phrase in 1 Chr 16:29, 29:20; 
2 Chr 7:3, 20:18, 29:28, 29, 30. 
901 Frevel, “Vom Schreiben Gottes,” 25, comes to a similar conclusion, although his detailed literary- 
and redaction-critical hypothesis with three distinct textual layers is much more intricate. 
902 Verse 36 has an epithet of Yahweh ֲאֶׁשר ֶהֱעָלה ֶאְתֶכם ֵמֶאֶרץ ִמְצַריִם ְּבכַֹח ָּגדֹול ּוִבזְרֹוַע נְטּויָה and an object 
marker אֹתֹו separating these two, however. It is not impossible that this epithet is an even later gloss 
since the object marker is somewhat awkward and intrusive, and is made necessary only because of the 
lengthy epithet. 
903 Frevel, “Vom Schreiben Gottes,” 25–9. Frevel also notes that both only rarely get object markers 
(Deut 5:1, 7:11, 11:32; Neh 1:7; 1 Chr 22:13), making the text of 34–40 suspect in any case. 
904 Frevel, “Vom Schreiben Gottes,” 23–31, goes even further and ascribes the additions to three 
different hands instead of only two: the base text of 34(without 34bβ).35.37(without * ְוַהּתֹוָרה ְוַהִּמְצָוה
 .*the second addition in 36.39, and the third (priestly post-dtr) addition of 34bβ.37 ,38.40.(ֲאֶׁשר ָּכַתב ָלֶכם
905 Campbell & O’Brien, Unfolding, 445. Frevel, “Vom Schreiben Gottes,” 24, also notes that there 
may be a Wiederaufnahme of ֵהם עִֹׂשים in 40 and 41, thus marking most of verse 41 as a later addition. 
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4.6 The full redactional picture of verses 24–41 
This investigation corroborates Stade’s general division of the second half of the 

chapter into three different hands or main units (24–28, 41; 29–34a; 34b–40). The 

picture is, however, somewhat more intricate than this since these three units have – 

like verses 7–23 – clearly evolved in multiple stages through their history. Unlike in 

verses 7–23, however, the picture is quite simple, the texts having mostly been added 

in larger chunks. Nevertheless, it seems that there were not just three, but at least six 

or seven906 hands at work in verses 24–41, most (or all) later than those found in 7–

23. 

The first layer of text consisted of the lion episode in 24–28 and the ending 

remark of 41aαbβ. Even though the narrative itself is not explicitly polemical towards 

the northern cult, there is no particular need to see it as “pre-dtr” or early in any way: 

since the preceding verses 7–23, which were likely for the most part already extant 

when any of the additions in 24–41 were made, have made the character of the 

northern Israel’s cult exceedingly clear, the sarcastic remark of an exiled Samarian 

priest teaching the newcomers “how to fear Yahweh” is easily contextualized.907 It is 

quite clear that “fearing Yahweh” in the manner of the earlier inhabitants of Israel and 

Samaria is no proper worship of Yahweh. The lion narrative can be divided into two 

layers, as well, with the basic core of 23b–24a, 25abα, 26abα27 ,אaαb, 28a having later 

been expanded by an explicating glossator. 

A second hand then explicated these implicit tenets of the earlier lion narrative 

and with verse 32 brought to the text the explicit sin of Jeroboam as an allusion to 1 

Kgs 13:33 (where, hardly incidentally, the other lengthy lion narrative in Kings can 

also be found). This addition happened via Wiederaufnahme to the phrase “they were 

                                                 
906 There is evidently a seventh deliberate layer as well, i.e., the slight Masoretic revision in verse 29. 
907 Long, 2 Kings, 187, notes on this phenomenon: “There may even be some irony in the writer's 
suggestion that a priest of Yahweh was sent from exile to teach the non-Israelite Samarians how to 
revere Yahweh at Bethel (v. 28). Of all places in the DtrH’s geography of sacred grounds, this cultic 
center was antipodal to Jerusalem ....” See also Barrick, “On the Meaning,” 625: “… the actions of the 
newcomers create exactly the same situation as that represented by 1 Kgs 12:31 + 32b whereby 
Jeroboam makes ‘a bamoth-house’ in Bethel and creates nonlevitical bamoth-priests, whom he stations 
there to officiate in the worship of Yahweh. This congruence is surely not serendipitous ….” Sweeney, 
Kings, 396: “Ironically, the appointment of priests from the foreign population resembles Jeroboam's 
appointment of non-Levitical priests from Israel (1 Kgs 12:31).” See also somewhat similarly 
Würthwein, Bücher der Könige, 401, who attributes these verses to the very last layer of the chapter: 
“Dieser Midrasch klingt sarkastisch in seiner Ätiologie des samaritanisches Kultes: Er wird von 
ethnisch Fremden praktiziert, die von einem Priester des verabscheuten Heiligtums von Bet-El 
unterwiesen worden waren.” 
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fearing Yahweh” in 41a. The Samarian priest’s reinstated cult of Bethel was indeed 

that of Jeroboam. 

The third hand added 32+, a plus now only preserved in the LXX, as a further 

harmonization towards 1 Kgs 12:31 and the episode of Jeroboam’s calf. The new 

inhabitants also made themselves (houses of) high places, as Jeroboam had done, and 

revered their idols there. The addition happened via the exact same Wiederaufnahme 

as in the second layer. The MT has lost this text due to a copying mistake or a 

deliberate omission (seemingly at a very late proto-MT stage). 

The fourth hand then further expanded the addition made by the third hand (32+) 

in verses 29–31, working on the basis of the place-name list of 24. This “anti-

Samari(t)an” hand may have also added 33(with or without 33bβ)–34a (and possibly 

41aβ) as a summary statement of the preceding verses: the newcomers “feared 

Yahweh” (according to the cult of Jeroboam), served their own gods, and do according 

to their previous custom(s). The focus of the additions has thus far been only on the 

newcomers. 

The fifth hand, probably working in the Persian period, may have already been 

interested in the Samaritan sect itself – or, if the “sons of Jacob” is to be read as 

consisting of all Israelites, also in the Judahites. The northerners in verses 34b–35, 38, 

40 are no longer the exiled Assyrians, but the Israelites with whom Yahweh made his 

covenant. The addition happened again via Wiederaufnahme, between verses 34a and 

40. 

Finally, the sixth hand added two exegetical interpretations in verses 36–37, 

39, again only focusing on the “sons of Jacob” (the Samaritan sect?). At this stage 

the Torah had seemingly already become a written, canonical document. The gloss 

of 41bα probably stems from this or the fifth hand. 
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90841–Textual layers of verses 24  
־ַאּׁשּור ִמָּבֶבל ּוִמּכּוָתה ּוֵמַעָּוא ּוֵמֲחָמת ּוְסַפְרַויִם   וּיֵָבא ֶמֶל

 ַוּיֶֹׁשב ְּבָעֵרי ׁשְֹמרֹון ַּתַחת ְּבנֵי יְִׂשָרֵאל  
 ַוּיְִרׁשּו ֶאת־ׁשְֹמרֹון 

 ַוּיְֵׁשבּו ְּבָעֶריָה׃ 
 א יְָראּו ֶאת־יְהָוה  ָׁשםִּבְתִחַּלת ִׁשְבָּתם  ויְִהי

 ַויְַׁשַּלח יְהָוה ָּבֶהם ֶאת־ָהֲאָריֹות 
 ַוּיְִהיּו הְֹרִגים ָּבֶהם׃ 

 ַוּיֹאְמרּו ְלֶמֶל ַאּׁשּור ֵלאמֹר ַהּגֹויִם ֲאֶׁשר ִהגְִליָת ַוּתֹוֶׁשב ְּבָעֵרי ׁשְֹמרֹון 
ֵהי ָהָא  ֶרץ ַויְַׁשַּלח־ָּבם ֶאת־ָהֲאָריֹות א יְָדעּו ֶאת־ִמְׁשַּפט ֱא

ֵהי ָהָאֶרץ׃   ְוִהּנָם ְמִמיִתים אֹוָתם ַּכֲאֶׁשר ֵאינָם יְֹדִעים ֶאת־ִמְׁשַּפט ֱא
־ַאּׁשּור ֵלאמֹר הִֹליכּו ָׁשָּמה   ִמָּׁשם  םהגליתיֵמַהּכֲֹהנִים ֲאֶׁשר  ֶאָחדויְַצו ֶמֶל

 ְויְֵלכּו ְויְֵׁשבּו ָׁשם  
ֵהי ָהָאֶרץ׃ְויֵֹרם ֶאת־ִמׁשְ   ַּפט ֱא

 וּיָבֹא ֶאָחד ֵמַהּכֲֹהנִים ֲאֶׁשר ִהגְלּו ִמּׁשְֹמרֹון ַוּיֵֶׁשב ְּבֵבית־ֵאל 
 ַויְִהי מֹוֶרה אָֹתם ֵאי יִיְראּו ֶאת־יְהָוה׃ 
ָהיו     ַוּיְִהיּו עִֹׂשים ּגֹוי ּגֹוי ֱא

OG   בשמרון עשו אשר במות בביתי גלוליהם את ויניחו 
 MT       ַּנִיחּו ְּבֵבית ַהָּבמֹות ֲאֶׁשר ָעׂשּו ַהּׁשְֹמרִֹניםַוּי 

OG   בה יושבים הם אשר בעיר גוי גוי 
 MT      ּגֹוי ּגֹוי ְּבָעֵריֶהם ֲאֶׁשר ֵהם יְֹׁשִבים ָׁשם׃   
 וַאנְֵׁשי ָבֶבל ָעׂשּו ֶאת־סּכֹות ְּבנֹות ְוַאנְֵׁשי־כּות ָעׂשּו ֶאת־נְֵרגַל  
 ּו ֶאת־ֲאִׁשיָמא׃ְוַאנְֵׁשי ֲחָמת ָעׂש   
 וָהַעִּוים ָעׂשּו נְִבַחז ְוֶאת־ַּתְרָּתק    
ֵהי ְוַהְסַפְרִוים ׂשְֹרִפים ֶאת־ְּבנֵיֶהם ָּבֵאׁש ְלַאְדַרֶּמֶל ַוֲענֶַּמֶל     ְסַפְרָויִם׃ ֱא
 וּיְִהיּו יְֵרִאים ֶאת־יְהָוה  

OG  ]עשו בשמרון אשר הבמות בביתי גלוליהם את ויניחו  
OG  בה יושבים הם אשר בעיר גוי גוי 
OG   את־יהוה יראים ויהיו[ 

 ּכֲֹהנֵי ָבמֹות  ִמְקצֹוָתםַוּיֲַעׂשּו ָלֶהם  
 ַוּיְִהיּו עִֹׂשים ָלֶהם ְּבֵבית ַהָּבמֹות׃ 
ֵהיֶהם ָהיּו עְֹבִדים      את־יְהָוה ָהיּו יְֵרִאים ְוֶאת־ֱא
 ָּׁשם׃ְּכִמְׁשַּפט ַהּגֹויִם ֲאֶׁשר־ִהגְלּו אָֹתם מִ      
 ַעד ַהּיֹום ַהּזֶה    
 ֵהם עִֹׂשים ַּכִּמְׁשָּפִטים ָהִראׁשֹנִים    
 ֵאינָם יְֵרִאים ֶאת־יְהָוה ְוֵאינָם עִֹׂשים ְּכחּקָֹתם ּוְכִמְׁשָּפָטם ְוַכּתֹוָרה ְוַכִּמְצָוה     
 ֲאֶׁשר ִצָּוה יְהָוה ֶאת־ְּבנֵי יֲַעקֹב     
 ֵאל׃ֲאֶׁשר־ָׂשם ְׁשמֹו יְִׂשרָ       
ִהים ֲאֵחִרים      א ִתיְראּו ֱא  וּיְִכרֹת יְהָוה ִאָּתם ְּבִרית ַויְַצֵּום ֵלאמֹר 
א ִתזְְּבחּו ָלֶהם׃     א ַתַעְבדּום ְו א־ִתְׁשַּתֲחוּו ָלֶהם ְו  ְו
 ִּכי ִאם־ֶאת־יְהָוה      
 רֹוַע נְטּויָה ֲאֶׁשר ֶהֱעָלה ֶאְתֶכם ֵמֶאֶרץ ִמְצַריִם ְּבכַֹח ָּגדֹול ּוִבזְ      
 אֹתֹו ִתיָראּו ְולֹו ִתְׁשַּתֲחוּו ְולֹו ִתזְָּבחּו׃     
 וֶאת־ַהחִּקים ְוֶאת־ַהִּמְׁשָּפִטים ְוַהּתֹוָרה ְוַהִּמְצָוה ֲאֶׁשר ָּכַתב ָלֶכם      
ִהים ֲאֵחִרים׃      א ִתיְראּו ֱא  ִּתְׁשְמרּון ַלֲעׂשֹות ָּכל־ַהּיִָמים ְו
א ִתְׁשָּכחּו ְוַהְּבִרית אֲ       ֶׁשר־ָּכַרִּתי ִאְּתֶכם 
ִהים ֲאֵחִרים׃     א ִתיְראּו ֱא  ְו
ֵהיֶכם ִּתיָראּו ְוהּוא יִַּציל ֶאְתֶכם ִמּיַד ָּכל־אֹיְֵביֶכם׃       ִּכי ִאם־ֶאת־יְהָוה ֱא
א ָׁשֵמעּו ִּכי ִאם־ְּכִמְׁשָּפָטם ָהִראׁשֹון ֵהם עִֹׂשים׃      ְו
 ֹויִם ָהֵאֶּלה יְֵרִאים ֶאת־יְהָוה ַוּיְִהיּו ַהּג 
 ְוֶאת־ְּפִסיֵליֶהם ָהיּו עְֹבִדים    
 ַּגם־ְּבנֵיֶהם ּוְבנֵי ְבנֵיֶהם      
 ַּכֲאֶׁשר ָעׂשּו ֲאבָֹתם ֵהם עִֹׂשים      
 ַעד ַהּיֹום ַהּזֶה׃  
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908 The bordered readings are to be read according to OG. 
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Translation  
24And the king of Assyria brought from Babylon, Kutha, Avva, Hamath, and Sepharvaim 
 and settled in the cities of Samaria instead of the sons of Israel. 
And they possessed Samaria [and settled in its cities]. 
25And it happened at the beginning of them having settled there, (that) they did not fear Yahweh. 
And Yahweh sent amongst them lions,  
 and they were killing amongst them. 
26And they said to the king of Assyria, saying: “The peoples whom you exiled and settled in the 
cities of Samaria do not know the custom of the god of the land, and he has sent among them 
lions.  
 And behold: they are killing them, as they are not knowing the custom of god of the land.” 
27And the king of Assyria commanded saying: “Bring there one of the priests whom I exiled from 
there;  
 (they shall) go and settle there,  
and he will teach them the custom of the god of the land. 
28And one of the priests, whom they had exiled from Samaria, went and settled in Bethel.  
 And he was teaching them how they would fear Yahweh. 
   29*OGAnd each nation were making its gods and settled their abominations  
   in the houses of high places, which they made in Samaria; each nation in a  
   city in which they settled in it. 
      29MTAnd each nation were making its gods, and they  
      put (them) in the house of the high places, which the  
      Samari(t)ans had made; the many peoples in their   
      cities which they settled there. 
   30And the men of Babylon made Sukkot-Benot, and the men of Kutha made  
   Nergal, and the men of Hamath made Asima’. 
   31And the Avvites made Nibḥaz (MT)/Eblazer (LXX) and Tartaq. And the  
   Sepharvaites burnt their sons in fire to Adrammelek and Anammelek, the  
   god(s) of Sepharvaim. 
  32+And they were fearing the Lord and settled their abominations in the houses of  
  high places, which they made in Samaria; each nation in a city in which they settled  
  in it.  
 32And they were fearing the Lord, and they made themselves priests of high places. And 
 they were making (sacrifices) for themselves in the houses of high places. 
   33(On one hand) Yahweh they were fearing, and (on the other) their   
   gods they were serving, 
     according to the custom of the peoples, which/whom they  
     exiled them from there. 
   34Until this day they have done according to their former customs;  
    they do not fear Yahweh, and are not doing according to the statutes,  
    customs, Torah, and commandments, which Yahweh commanded to  
    the sons of Jacob[, whose name he changed to Israel]. 
    35And Yahweh made with them a covenant, and commanded them,  
    saying: “Do not fear other gods, and do not worship them, and do not  
    serve them, and do not sacrifice to them.” 
     36“But instead Yahweh [– who brought you from the land of  
     Egypt, with great strength and outstretched arm – him] you  
     shall fear and him worship and to him sacrifice.” 
     37“And the statutes and the customs and the commandments,  
     which he wrote to you, you shall guard to do all days. And  
     do not fear other gods.” 
    38“And the covenant, which I made with you do not forget, and do  
    not fear other gods.” 
     39“But instead Yahweh, your God, you shall fear and he shall  
     deliver you from the hand of all your enemies.” 
    40But they did not listen, but instead they did according to their  
    former custom. 
41And these peoples were fearing Yahweh 
   and their images they were serving;  
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     also their sons and the sons of their sons, as their fathers did,  
     they did  
until this day. 
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5. Conclusions: the textual history of 2 Kgs 17 

5.1 Text-historical conclusions 
This study has aspired to show that, first and foremost, the often-overlooked differing 

textual traditions of 2 Kings 17 – most importantly the Septuagint and its Old Latin 

translation – are of indispensable value when assessing the chapter, not only for text-

historical but also for historiographical reasons. There were at least two differing 

editions (Old Greek and Masoretic Text) of the chapter circulating at the time of the 

Hebraizing kaige revisers, probably at the turn of the era. These editions varied vastly: 

in some verses and details the information is very different or even contradictory in 

the OG vis-à-vis the MT, and, furthermore, the textual order of some of the verses 

differed to a great extent. While this makes the search for the History writer’s original 

text and any historical study of Kings much harder than previously thought, the study 

of the differing textual traditions also becomes increasingly crucial. 

It is evident that 2 Kings 17 was heavily edited from the very first verse onwards, 

apparently until a very late date – the latest proto-Masoretic changes to the chapter 

were likely made in the (Late) Hellenistic period. Already in the case of the 

chronologically important verse 1, it can be argued that the OG version (preserved 

only in Old Latin) was shorter, lacking the highly problematic synchronism now found 

in the MT/LXX. At the same time, it is possible that the whole chapter 17 was 

originally situated before chapter 16, the Latin being the only witness to preserve the 

original order. Similarly, verse 2 of the OG edition, preserved by the OL witnesses 

and L, evidences the oldest version of Hoshea’s Deuteronomistic denouncement, 

according to which he was the worst king of Israel – contradicting the statement of the 

MT that he was, in fact, the least evil king of Israel. This alone is important for the 

historiographical research, since this surprising theological denouncement, often taken 

to come from the very first textual layer of the History writer, has sometimes been 

taken as an indication that, to earn such a surprisingly lenient reproach, Hoshea – who 

was originally instated by the Assyrians himself – must have somehow opposed the 

Assyrians and their efforts to exert power in the area. After the assessment of the 

textual evidence, however, such a presumption becomes unnecessary. 

Even more important for the study of Biblical history is the textual witness of 

the OG in verses 3–6, which have often been taken as depicting historical reality, at 
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least to some extent – but only in their MT form. Critical assessment of the two 

editions shows that a reviser in the proto-MT transmission greatly modified a more 

original version of the text preserved in the OG. Especially in verse 4 the reviser 

modified the text in order to make its text more logical and coherent in the larger 

context of 2 Kings. The original name of the ruler of Egypt, “Adrammelek the 

Ethiopian” of the OG, was changed to the now enigmatic (proto-)MT “Sô, king of 

Egypt.” In fact, the OG text form explicitly indicates that the writer of the verse was 

originally aware of the Ethiopian 25th dynasty ruling Egypt at the time. However, the 

further literary-critical analysis of this passage clearly shows that none of the text in 

3–4 comes from the History writer himself, and is therefore likely to be a later 

historicizing interpretation, perhaps a historical fantasy – or, at the very least, late 

additions to the text via the editorial technique of Wiederaufnahme. Therefore, 

together with the OG form of verses 1–2, verses 5–6, taken from the annals of 

Israel/Judah, form the most probable layer coming from the History writer.  

The case of verse 7 and its textual problems are likely the most illuminating, and 

at the same time most challenging, for the text-historical methodology. This verse in 

La115 (which is the only witness going back to the OG) differs almost completely from 

all other witnesses (all Greek manuscripts having been harmonized towards the MT 

via kaige revision). In its cruder ideological and compositional state, the text of La115 

in verse 7* seems like the most original continuation to verse 6(b), apparently 

originally added to the text via Wiederaufnahme as a separate unit. The MT appears 

as contextually more harmonized, as in it verses 7a and 18a form a long syntactical 

unity. The outcome of this text-critical assessment – namely the OG having the older 

text – has the potential to be a game-changer for the redaction history of the whole 

chapter. If MT verse 7(a), which is often taken as belonging to the oldest stratum of 

the text and thus as the starting point of the literary analysis, is, in fact, one of the latest 

additions to the passage, over a century of literary-critical scholarship of verses 7–23 

has to be rethought to at least some extent.  

The OG edition, only preserved in La115 (albeit even there only in part), 

originally lacked verse 8 and had a transposition of verses 9–14 behind 15–19. These 

two text blocks form parallel units, both in their contents and in utilizing similar 

beginning and ending formulae. They are therefore very unlikely to have originated 

from pure textual mistake(s). This situation of two widely differing editions, which in 
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many ways parallels the complex textual circumstances of 1 Kings 2–14, makes the 

future literary- and redaction-critical analysis of the chapter, if not the whole book, 

much more complex. Nevertheless, this documented evidence of large-scale shifts in 

textual order corroborates the common scholarly assumption that verses 7–20 are in 

general later additions to the text – after all, a text or textual unit whose position is 

more susceptible to change is often more likely to be somehow secondary to one that 

remains more intact. 

The text of the MT is also secondary elsewhere in many instances when 

compared to the OG. One of the tendencies of the (proto-)MT revision in the chapter 

clearly stems from anti-Samaritan or anti-Northern Kingdom sentiments. This is most 

remarkable in the latter half of the chapter when comparing MT verse 29 and the OG 

plus 32+. The OG plus shows that originally the sole Hebrew Bible mention of “the 

Samaritans” in verse 29 is a late, (proto-)MT change made to the text, which originally 

only mentioned the city of Samaria, where the new inhabitants built their own high 

places. The MT now ascribes these idolatrous high places only to the “Samaritans,” 

which is due to the anti-Samaritan tendencies of the Maccabean era Judahite revisers. 

Chapter 17 was a natural place to make such a remark. It is important to note that this 

is not the only occurrence of such anti-Samaritanism in the MT edition of Kings, or 

even the chapter itself. Indeed, the transposition of verses 8–14/15–18, together with 

the differences attested in verse 7, could well have been made in this (proto-)MT 

revision in order to emphasize the sinfulness of the northerners and, at the same time, 

to downplay the sins of Judahites in the same context. Similarly, in verse 17 the OG 

mention of an ephod (a vestment of Yahwistic high priests) has been omitted from the 

MT in order to delete the implication of a (legitimate) northern sanctuary. 

However, a meticulous purely literary-critical analysis can also change the way 

we look at some verses. Even though customarily thought to come from the History 

writer, verse 21 has multiple grammatical and ideological characteristics that indicate 

that it is more likely to have been composed only in some later “nomistic” phase. Even 

verse 22, which appears as the best candidate for the History writer’s text in 7–23, 

may come from later writers because of its idea that the sin of Jeroboam was first of 

all collective and due to the people following it, and not due to the kings enforcing it 

as is the customary understanding in Kings. The amount of the original History 

writer’s text (only in verses 1–2, 5–6, 22–23aα) in the chapter is therefore very scant, 
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the rest coming from multiple editorial hands. The latter half of the chapter (24–41) 

comes, as noted already in the early scholarship, from the very latest editors working 

on the chapter. 

Despite the many complications (see further 5.2 below), the broader redaction-

critical developments in the evolution of the text can nevertheless be described. Atop 

the original History writer’s text, concerned with the sin of Jeroboam and Hoshea, was 

added in the first phases more explicit cultic crimes Israel was thought to be guilty of 

(first 7aα, 9bα, 11aαb, 18; after this the sins of Judah were also increasingly brought 

into the picture with 8a, 10, 16a–17). Already at this point idolatry – not cultic 

decentralization – had become the main problem for the writers/editors. One may use 

the term “nomistic” from this point on to describe the main tendency of the revisions. 

There are at least two distinguishable phases in this idolatrous understanding, 

however, since originally the other gods were still thought of as actual gods, powerful 

in at least some sense (as still seems to be the case in verses 16–17). Only in the second 

phase do they become more and more powerless, being at the very end nothing but 

idols, material objects with no might whatsoever (such as the derogative ִּגּלִלים in verse 

12, or “vanity,” ַהֶהֶבל, as in verse 15). At the same time the many abstract nomistic 

terms (“commandments,” “statutes,” “judgments,” “law,” etc.) become increasingly 

more prominent. This is especially notable in the latter half of the chapter, and in 

verses 34–40, which constitute the very latest larger addition(s) to the chapter. 

5.2 Methodological conclusions: The repercussions for 
literary and redaction critical methodology 
This study has confirmed the supposition that text-critical means are necessary for the 

literary-critical study of Kings. Without a careful and unprejudiced analysis of the 

documented evidence, one could never even have suspected that, for instance, in verse 

4 the original Egyptian ruler mentioned was not “Sô,” but a mysterious Ethiopian 

called Adrammelek, or that in verse 20 it was in fact all the Israelites (both Israel and 

Judah) who did the rejecting of Yahweh already at this point in time. These cases are 

only the tip of the text-critical iceberg as well. Text-critical evidence not only 

contributes to the study of 2 Kings 17, but has the potential to turn the scholarly 

situation on its head, very much analogically to what has happened with the book of 

Jeremiah after the Septuagint edition was shown to preserve a generally older version 

of the book.  



247 
 

This possibility has crucial methodological repercussions. Because of the 

numerous problems and the almost overwhelming complexity of the situation already 

in the MT edition of 17:7–23, one has to admit the shortcomings of the literary-critical 

method, especially when there is no textual evidence to back up its conclusions.909 As 

has been argued earlier, the work has in any case seen radical changes even at a 

relatively late stage (evidenced either by the OG or MT edition of the chapter) that 

resulted at times in an almost complete reworking of certain verses and phrases (verses 

2, 4, and 7–9 in particular). There is even text-critical evidence of forthright deliberate 

omissions in 2 Kgs 17, not to mention extensive rewriting. This notice makes many 

previous literary-critical models of Fortschreibung (which, from the get-go, usually 

suppose that the text has only grown during the transmission, without any notable 

rewritings or omissions, even by accident) uncertain and liable to errors. 

In a case like 2 Kings 17, and even only its verses 7–23, which have clearly been 

reworked for a long while and by numerous hands, one should therefore probably be 

content with giving only the most basic main lines of undocumented textual evolution 

and to acknowledge that redaction-critical reconstructions are abstractions of a more 

complicated reality. This includes noting the clearest glosses (such as 16aβ, 21bβ), 

remarking cases of possible/likely editorial techniques (the Wiederaufnahme of 6b in 

23b, and possibly 11b in 17b in the MT edition; the “framing” of the two similarly 

composed narrative blocks in the OG edition), finding grammatically and/or literarily 

disruptive passages (13–14 in the MT edition), and recovering the original intertextual 

links that were later severed by additions (such as the connection of 9bα with 11aα, or 

18b with 21a, as attested by both editions). Going any deeper than this is sure to cause 

massive divergence in opinions, as can be seen in the table in 3.2.1.910 

                                                 
909 Stipp, “Semi-Empirical Example,” 317, aptly summarizes this point concerning Jeremiah: “The 
Sondergut [of MT, TT] challenges overly optimistic attitudes as to the power of our tools for uncovering 
the history of biblical books. If we did not have an alternative text type permitting us to reconstruct the 
common ancestor, we would be utterly incapable of doing so ... the mass of the Sondergut would be 
impossible to uncover, and we would never have guessed that the entire book had been rearranged ... 
We simply have to admit that our texts may come down from histories beyond the reach of scholarship.” 
Similarly Pakkala, “Can we reconstruct,” 5–6: “Sometimes, later editors rewrote parts of the older text 
or simply omitted embarrassing or theologically offensive details. It would be impossible to reconstruct 
what was left out unless the older text was accidentally preserved ….” 
910 A “divergence in opinions,” however massive, is of course not inherently problematic as such. 
Rather, the deeper one delves into the redactional swamp, the smaller the probabilities that the final 
reconstruction correctly represents the true history of the text – and, reversibly, the greater the chance 
that something has happened to the text(s) that we are now unaware of and thus unable to reconstruct. 
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A precise layering of these redactional/revisional strands and layers to only a few 

definite hands is almost certainly an impossible feat to accomplish as well. Because 

most of the language used in the chapter is, in the end, so generally “(Deutero-

)nomistic,” we probably have no real means to accurately differentiate between (all) 

the revisers, as has often been done in traditional redaction criticism.911 In fact, since 

the very starting point, i.e., the original text, ideology, and even the very writing 

context of the History writer seems hard for the contemporary scholarship to pinpoint 

even approximately (see 1.3 for the example of the “sin of Jeroboam”), the scholars at 

times will inevitably even have completely differing starting points for their analyses. 

Nevertheless, one may certainly find certain similar strands of interpretation, such as 

the merely materialistic understanding of other “gods” as only completely non-divine 

and powerless “idols” in 12, 15b ( ְוַאֲחֵרי ַוּיְֶהָּבלּוַהֶהֶבל  ), 16b(α), 17a+(OG), 21bβ, which 

are at the same time unlikely to come from the earliest layer(s) of the work, but also 

unlikely to have all been originally made by one and the same reviser. Rather, they 

come from a more general (late post-exilic Persian and even Hellenistic) timeframe 

when the understanding of divine matters had already evolved close to the practically 

monotheistic understanding of early Judaism. Therefore, the relative dating of these 

verses/glosses is also extremely hard. The best we can do is to compare them to the 

earlier (nomistic) texts, where the other gods are still quite real. Similarly, MT verses 

8a and 10 are likely harmonizations towards 1 Kgs 14:23–24, but, as evidenced by 

La115, their assignment to the same hand is all but certain.  

In a way, even the conventional diachronic presentation of the textual evolution 

in table form, as given above, is hardly adequate and satisfactory when dealing with 

such complex text(s). In relatively more straightforward cases like verses 3–6, or 24–

41 (where the textual evidence is almost completely uniform!), this simpler model can 

still be used. Finding alternatives for the conventional method of presentation could 

prove a useful venture in future studies. In our vastly more “chaotic” (in a 

mathematical sense) post-Qumran age, I would believe a more apt model for redaction 

criticism – or at least one worth testing – in the future could be that of Complex 

                                                 
911 Similarly Mäkipelto, Uncovering, 294, in the context of Joshua 24: “… nomistic editing should not 
be connected with only one distinct redaction (such as DtrN), but should rather be seen as a recurring 
editorial motive ….” This point can also be partly corroborated by text-critical evidence; see Appendix 
B for such “nomistic” editing at the stage of proto-MT transmission. 
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Adaptive Systems (CAS).912  In a CAS model the at times even immense textual 

plurality of the witnesses creates, instead of a simple rigid table, a web of possibilities 

(often very much equal in their probabilities), in which even the smallest textual or 

ideological differences may completely change the redactional situation.  

A good example of this from the dissertation at hand would be the case of verse 

2, which – as has been argued – likely plays an important role when deciding the 

redactional fate of verse 22, as well. Indeed, this difference between the MT and the 

OG with its two possible outcomes already creates multiple redaction-critically 

potential options to the interpretation of verse 22 – the analysis of which further creates 

multiple (practically equal) possibilities for the analysis of the other verses of the 

chapter, for instance verse 21. Indeed, 21a is another good example of the complexity 

one encounters when the textual material is taken seriously in the redactional work 

since this verse can in its two different versions (OG and MT) be grammatically and 

literary-critically connected completely viably to at least four different verses (6b, 

7a[αא], 7*b, 18b). The network of possible (though of course not always equally 

probable) redactional layouts quickly becomes, even with only these three above-

mentioned verses, almost overwhelmingly vast. This is one promising prospect to be 

left for future research. 

Even “overwhelming complexity” is not to say that nothing can be done however: 

this is certainly not the case. Even if the scope of the literary and redactional studies 

most probably needs to be narrowed some, it is still very much a possible and fruitful 

venture to look for and find the most likely textual unities/discontinuities and 

redactional hinge-points in the text. A good example is the case of verses 9–11, where 

verse 10 has been interpolated between 9 and 11. Similarly, verse 21 – as has already 

been posited by most scholars for well over a century – was originally not connected 

to verse 20, but to 18.  

Although the results of even these proposals remain abstractions, as they are not 

based on text-critical materials, conclusions such as these can be relatively reliably 

made. Indeed, as was emphasized already in the Introduction of this thesis, literary-

critical methodology and decisions are essential for text-critical work as well. One 

cannot work without the other – at times redactional arguments are practically 

                                                 
912 See Mäkipelto, “Textual Transmission” (forthcoming), for a pioneering study on the use of this 
model in the study of the textual history of the Hebrew Bible. 



 
 

250 

indispensable for the “text-critical” argumentation. It is therefore vital that both are 

taken seriously, in their own right. 
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Appendices 

A. The text of La115 in 2 Kgs 17: English translation and Greek 
retroversion 

 Latin Greek retroversion English translation 
1 et osee | filius dala 

[=hela] regnauit annis | 
VIIII·in samariam 

καὶ ἐβασίλευσεν Ωσηε υἱὸς Ηλα 
ἐννέα ἔτη ἐν Σαμαρείᾳ 

And Hoshea, son of Dala 
(=Elah) reigned nine years 
in Samaria. 

2 et fecit | male in 
conspectu dm̅ı̅ su|per 
omnes qui fuerunt | ante 
eum 

καὶ ἐποίησεν τὸ πονηρὸν ἐνώπιον 
κυρίου παρὰ πάντας τοὺς 
γενομένους ἔμπροσθεν αὐτου. 

And he did evil before Lord 
more than all who were 
before him. 

3 athuc ascendit | 
salmanassar rex 
assyri|orum et factus est 
ei osee | servus et 
adferebat ei | munera 

ἐπ᾽ αὐτὸν ἀνέβη Σαλμανασσαρ 
βασιλεὺς ᾿Ασσυρίων. καὶ ἐγένετo 
αὐτῷ Ωσηε δοῦλος. καὶ ἔφερεν 
αὐτῷ δῶρα. 

On him rose Salmanassar, 
king of Assyrians, and 
Hoshea became to him a 
servant, and he brought him 
tribute. 

4 et invenit rex | 
assyriorum  
in osee insi|dia et misit  
nuntios at ad|ramalec 
ethiopem habita̅|tem  
in aegypto et offere|bat  
osee munera regi 
as|syriorum ab anno in 
an|num et iniuriam fecit 
| ei rex assyriorum in 
cha|lee et tradidit eum 
in car|cerem 

καὶ εὗρεν βασιλεὺς ᾿Ασσυρίων ἐν 
τῷ Ωσηε ἐπιβουλήν, καὶ 
ἀπέστειλεν ἀγγέλους πρὸς 
Αδραμέλεχ τὸν Αἰθίοπα τὸν 
κατοικοῦνταἐν Αἰγύπτῶ. καὶ ἦν 
Ὠσῆε φέρων δῶρα τῷ βασιλεῖ 
᾿Ασσυρίων ἐνιαυτὸν κατ᾿ 
ἐνιαυτόν. καὶ ὕβρισε αὐτὸν ὁ 
βασιλεὺς ᾿Ασσυρίων εν γαλααδ. 
καὶ ἔδησεν αὐτὸν ἐν οἴκῳ 
φυλακῆς. 

And the king of Assyrians 
found in Hoshea a plot, 
and he sent messengers to 
Adrammelek the Ethiopian, 
who lived in Egypt. 
And Hoshea was paying 
tribute to the king of 
Assyrians year by year. 
And the king of Assyrians 
humbled Hoshea in Gilead, 
and bound him in prison. 

5 et rex assyrioru |̅ 
ascendit in samariam  
et | obsedit eam trienio 

καὶ ὁ βασιλεὺς Ασσυρίων ἀνέβη  
εἰς Σαμάρειαν καὶ περιεκάθισεν 
αὐτὴν τρία ἔτη. 

And the king of Assyrians 
rose in Samaria and 
besieged it for three years. 

6 in nono autem anno  
osee | regis 
conprehendit rex | 
assyriorum samariam | 
et transmigravit rex 
as|syriorum Israel  
assyri|os et conlocavit 
eos in ci|vitatem 
mediorum in e|math  
et ad flumen abyro | 
usq· in hunc diem 

ἐν τῷ ἐνάτῳ ἔτει τοῦ Ὠσῆε  
συνέλαβε τὴν Σαμάρειαν ὁ 
βασιλεὺς τῶν ᾿Ασσυρίων. καὶ 
ἀπῴκισεν βασιλεὺς ᾿Ασσυρίων  
τὸν Ισραηλ εἰς Ασσυρίους. καὶ 
κατῴκισεν αὐτοὺς ἐν πόλεις 
Μήδων, ἐν Ἐμαὰθ καὶ ἐν  
ποταμοῖς Αβωρ, ἕως τῆς ἡμέρας 
ταύτης. 

In the ninth year of king 
Hoshea, the king of 
Assyrians captured Samaria. 
And the king of Assyrians 
exiled Israel into Assyria, 
and settled them in the cities 
of Medes, in Emath, and the 
river Abyro. 

7* 7*aquia prop|ter 
omnes exacerbationes | 
quibus exacerbauerunt | 
do̅m̅ ex qua die eduxit 
pa|tres eorum ex 
aegypto | et usq· in 
hunc diem 7*bnon | 
custodierunt precepta 
dm̅ı̅ dı̅ patrum suorum 

7*a (δι)ὅτι, ἐπὶ? πάντα τὰ 
παροργίσματα ἃ παρώργισαν τὸν 
κύριον ἀφʹ ἧς ἡμέρας ἀνήγαγεν 
αὐτοὺς ἐξ Αἰγύπτου καὶ ἕως τῆς 
ἡμέρας ταύτης,  
7*b οὐκ ἐφύλαξαν ἐντολάς κυρίου 
τοῦ θεοῦ πατέρων αὐτῶν 

7*a for, because of all the 
provocations with which 
they provoked the Lord 
from the day he led their 
fathers from Egypt even 
until this day, 7*b they did 
not keep the commandments 
of the Lord, the god of their 
fathers. 

15 et dereliquerunt lege̅ | 
eius et mandata eius 
quae | disposuit patrib· 
eorum | et testimonia 
eius quib· | testificatus 

καὶ ἀπώσαντο? τὸν νόμον αὐτοῦ 
καὶ τὰ προστάγματα? ἃ διέθετο 
τοῖς πατράσιν αὐτῶν, καὶ τὰ 
μαρτύρια αὐτοῦ ὅσα 

And they rejected his law 
and his statutes which he 
made to their fathers, and 
the testimonies which he 
testified to them. And they 



 
 

252 

est in eis et | 
ambulaverunt post  
uana | et euanuerunt    
et post ge̅|tes quae in 
circuitu eoru̅ | sunt de 
quibus precepe|rat dm̅s̅ 
eis ne facerent | 
secundum illa 

διεμαρτύρατο αὐτοῖς, καὶ 
ἐπορεύθησαν ὀπίσω τῶν ματαίων 
καὶ ἐματαιώθησαν,  
καὶ ὀπίσω τῶν ἐθνῶν τῶν 
περικύκλῳ  αὐτῶν ὧν ἐνετείλατο 
Κύριος αὐτοῖς τοῦ μὴ ποιῆσαι 
κατὰ ταῦτα. 

walked behind vanities and 
became vain, and after the 
peoples that were around 
them, about whom the Lord 
had commanded them not to 
do like them. 

16 et tran|sierunt omnes  
praecep|tum dm̅ı̅ dei sui 
et fecer· | sibi  
fusilia duos uitulos | 
et fecerunt lucos et 
ado|rauerunt toto 
exercitui | caeli  
et servierunt illi | baal 

καὶ παρέβησαν τὰς ἐντολὰς 
κυρίου τοῦ θεοῦ αὐτῶν καὶ 
ἐποίησαν ἑαυτοῖς χώνευτα, δύο 
δαμάλεις, καὶ ἐποίησαν ἄλσος  
καὶ προσεκύνησαν πάσῃ τῇ 
στρατιᾷ  τοῦ οὐρανοῦ καὶ 
ἐλάτρευσαν τῷ Βααλ 

And they transgressed all 
the commandment of the 
Lord, their God, and made 
themselves molten images, 
two calves. And they made 
groves, and worshipped all 
the host of heaven, and 
served Baal. 

17 et perducebant fili|os 
suos et filias suas in 
ig|ni et divinabant 
diui|nationes et fecerunt 
| ephud  
et teraphin et 
au|gurabantur et 
auspice|bantur ut 
facerent quod | malum 
est in conspectu | dm̅ı̅  
ut in indignatione̅ | eum  
mitterent 

καὶ διήγαγον τοὺς υἱοὺς αὐτῶν  
καὶ τὰς θυγατέρας αὐτῶν ἐν πυρὶ 
καὶ ἐμαντεύοντο μαντείαις 
καὶ ἐποίησαν ἐφοὺδ καὶ θεραφείμ 
καὶ οἰωνίζοντο καὶ ἐπειράθησαν? 
τοῦ ποιῆσαι τὸ πονηρὸν ἐνώπιον 
Kυρίου τοῦ παροργίσαι αὐτόν. 

And they made their sons 
and their daughters to pass 
through fire, and divined 
divinations, and made ephod 
and teraphim, and augured, 
and auspiced/endeavored to 
do evil in the eyes of the 
Lord in order to enrage him. 

18 et iratus | est in 
indignatione dm̅s̅ | 
in reliquos Israel ut  
tra|nsferret eos a faciem 
tua̅ [corr. sua] | non 
remansit nisi tribu | 
iuda  

καὶ ἐθυμώθη κύριος ἐν τοῖς 
καταλοίποις Ισραηλ [τοῦ 
ἀποστῆσαί/καὶ ἀπέστησεν] 
αὐτοὺς ἀπὸ τοῦ προσώπου αὐτοῦ, 
καὶ οὐχ ὑπελείφθη πλὴν φυλὴ 
Ιουδα μονωτάτη. 

And the Lord became 
enraged in disdain at the rest 
of Israel, so that he 
transferred them from his 
face. None remained but the 
tribe of Judah. 

19 et iudas non obser|vavit 
iustificationes dm̅ı̅ | dı̅ 
sui set ambulaverunt | 
in actibus totius Israel | 
secundum quae fecer· 

καί Ιουδας οὐκ ἐφύλαξε τὰ 
δικαιώματα? Kυρίου τοῦ θεοῦ 
αὐτοῦ καὶ ἐπορεύθη ἐν τοῖς ἔργοις 
παντὸς Ισραηλ, οἷς ἐποίησαν, 

Judah, too, did not observe 
the statutes of the Lord, 
their God, and they went in 
the deeds of all Israel 
according to what they did. 

9a et revelaverunt filis | 
Israel quae non ita 
opor|tebat at deos suos 
et ae|dificaverunt  
sibi excel[sa… 

καὶ ἠμφιάσαντο? τοῖς υἱοῖς 
Ισραηλ λόγους ἀδίκους κατὰ 
θεῶν αὐτῶν. καὶ ᾠκοδόμησαν  
ἑαυτοῖς ὑψηλὰ 

And they revealed to the 
sons of Israel those which 
are not right concerning 
their gods. And they built 
themselves high pl[aces… 

The rest of the text has not been preserved. 
  



253 
 

B. A short list of (proto-)Masoretic revisional characteristics 
in 1–2 Kings 
As in Jeremiah, where Hermann-Josef Stipp has done impressive work on the 
Masoretic idiolect or Sondergut not yet added to the earlier Septuagint edition,913 
something similar will be attempted here on the somewhat more modest scale of 
Kings. The aim here is especially to collect some theological/ideological 
traits/readings that can be argued to constitute more or less consistent additions to the 
Masoretic edition, and that are missing from the (in these cases more original) 
Septuagint edition. One may credit Adrian Schenker for doing something very similar 
in his book Älteste Textgeschichte. 

The list provided below is by no means exhaustive (it is, in fact, anything but), since, 
to my knowledge, such a study has not yet been conducted on a systematical scale. 
The cases found below are simply a chance collection of (proto-)MT additions that 
seem to form a somewhat loosely connected Sondergut of their own. As with the 
Jeremiah Sondergut, the revisions in the MT are widespread and at times even large, 
but remain mostly quite insignificant and, most of all, would be difficult or even 
impossible to detect without any textual evidence. 

Nomistic concepts 
Sporadic additions of nomistic phraseology  
In addition to the large nomistically minded interpolation in MT 1 Kgs 6:11–13, the 
LXX lacks some law technical terminology: 

 ;in 1 Kgs 8:58, 11:33 מׁשפט ;in 1 Kgs 11:34, 14:8915, 18:18 מצוה in 1 Kgs 2:3;914 עדות
and חקות in 1 Kgs 11:33, 34. 

Change from Moses to Yahweh as the origin of the statutes 
In 1 Kgs 9:6 MT reads ֲאֶׁשר נַָתִּתי ִלְפנֵיֶכם against the LXX ἃ ἔδωκεν Μωυσῆς ἐνώπιον 
ὑμῶν. It seems likely that the MT has harmonized this in order to emphasize the 
actions of Yahweh contra Moses.916 

Idolaters do not swear by Yahweh, but by their own gods 
In both 1 Kgs 19:2 (Jezebel) and 20[21]:10 (Ben-Hadad) the same oath formula is 
given as referring to plural gods in MT (ִהים ְוכֹה יֹוִספּון  instead of singular (ּכֹה־יֲַעׂשּון ֱא
God, i.e. Yahweh, of the LXX (τάδε ποιήσαι μοι ὁ θεὸς καὶ τάδε προσθείη). This is 
likely due to proto-MT theological correction: idolaters should not be swearing by 
Yahweh.917 
 

                                                 
913 Stipp, Das masoretische und alexandrinische Sondergut. Of course, the Septuagint edition is not 
without its own Sondergut, either, but this layer is quite measly when compared to the Masoretic 
editing. 
914 MT also similarly adds “congregation” (ֲעַדת) in 1 Kgs 8:5. In the whole passage 1 Kgs 8:1–11 MT 
clearly evidences a later, vastly expanded version. 
915 The whole MT plus 1 Kgs 14:1–20 is suspect, as it is attested only by Hexaplaric witnesses. The 
passage is clearly late in its origin, with many (post-)deuteronomistic/nomistic ideas. 
916 The Ethiopic has a conflation: “which I gave to Moses.” Stade, Kings, 110, sees this as “scribal 
expansion,” but since the meaning of the phrase completely changes, this explanation is not adequate. 
917 Hugo, “Text History as a Research Tool,” 14–15. 
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Theological covenant 
The idea of a covenant made at Sinai-/Horeb between Yahweh and the Israelites is 
quite rare in Kings, and therefore likely did not form part of its oldest layers. The word 
 ,is only found in the meaning of the earlier theological covenant in 1 Kgs 8:23 ְּבִרית
11:11, 19:10, 14; 2 Kgs 13:23, 17:15. Otherwise the word is found in “the ark of the 
covenant” in 1 Kgs 3:15, 6:19, 8:1, 6 (>LXX), 21;918 as a political covenant in 1 Kgs 
5:12, 15:19, 20:34; as the covenant of Jehojada in 2 Kgs 11:4, 17; and as the (book of) 
covenant of Josiah in 2 Kgs 23:2, 3, 21.  

Some references to the earlier theological covenant have been added only at the (proto-
)Masoretic stage: in 1 Kgs 11:11, 19:10 the OG version definitely lacks the word 
altogether (in the parallel verse 19:14 L lacks the word, and the B-text transposes it 
after οἱ υἱοὶ Ισραηλ, likely telling of a later kaige-like addition), and the mention of 2 
Kgs 13:23 is found in L (= OG) already in 13:7, showing that this (already 
phraseologically very suspicious) verse is, due to its apparent movability, in any case 
a very late addition (albeit not strictly Masoretic). For the analysis of 17:15, where in 
La115 the “covenant” changes to “law” (i.e., Torah), see 2.6.6 above. 

Solomon “following other gods” 
In 1 Kgs 11:5 (> OG) the MT has been expanded with the contextual harmonizing 
mention of Solomon “walking after” other gods, i.e., idolatry.919 

Additions of “place” (ָמקֹום) 
In the Elisha cycle the MT twice adds a mention of “place” in 2 Kgs 5:11920 and 6:2, 
possibly denoting a somehow theological concept in both passages. 

“Democratization” of sin 
In 1 Kgs 11:33 the MT has changed the verbal forms from the OG singulars 
(κατέλιπέν, ἐποίησεν) to plurals (ַוּיְִׁשַּתֲחוּו ,ֲעזָבּונִי) in order to emphasize the sinning of 
the people (of “all the tribes of Israel” from 32, ּכֹל ִׁשְבֵטי יְִׂשָרֵאל) against that of 
Solomon.921 The interest of the MT towards this verse can further be seen from its 
additions of nomistic terms in 33–34 (see above). 

Similarly, in 1 Kgs 14:22, whereas the OG reads καὶ ἐποίησεν Ροβοαμ τὸ πονηρὸν 
ἐνώπιον κυρίου, “Rehoboam did evil in the eyes of the Lord,” the MT replaces 
“Rehoboam” with “Judah” (ַוּיַַעׂש יְהּוָדה ָהַרע ְּבֵעינֵי יְהָוה), and, accordingly, changes the 
following singular verb (παρεζήλωσεν) to the plural (ַויְַקנְאּו).922 The OG understanding 
is also supported by the parallel passage 2 Chr 12:14. 

                                                 
918 The LXX has a secondary plus of πλάκες τῆς διαθήκης in 1 Kgs 8:9. 
919 This addition is somewhat surprising since it actually makes Solomon’s sin somewhat harsher – 
indeed, the OG edition seems to be less denouncing of Solomon in 11:1–3, which may go back to a 
revision on the part of the OG Vorlage. Either way, verse 5 is likely an addition vis-à-vis OG. 
920 Found secondarily in Greek MSS A B 247 CI a-119 f 64´ 488 55 158 244 318 342 372 554. 
921 This may be seen as part of the independent pro-Solomonic tendency of the MT as well. 
922 On the complex case of 14:22–24, see further Stade, Kings, 138. Contra Van Keulen, Two Versions, 
298: “… vv. 22b–23 in the LXX seem to qualify Rehoboam’s ancestors David and Solomon as 
evildoers. … It is difficult to believe that the LXX means to accuse these kings of having committed 
the sins described in vv. 22b–23.” Indeed, this would have been the exact reason for the MT to change 
the text, namely a pro-David/Solomon amendment. 
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See also the analysis of 1 Kgs 11:43–12:3 in section 1.3. 

Names 
The “name” (ׁשם) of Yahweh 
The theologically significant idea of the power of Yahweh’s name is reflected in the 
large Deuteronomistic MT addition via Wiederaufnahme in 1 Kgs 8:41–42.923 

In 1 Kgs 18:32, L−19´ 328 Lucifer (* Syh) attest a minus of ἐν ὀνόματι κυρίου, which 
is likely OG and the oldest text attainable.924  

If Lucifer furthermore witnesses the oldest text in his minus of the whole verse 2 Kgs 
21:4,925 this case may also be added to the list. 

The name of Israel 
In 2 Kgs 14:27 it is stated that “the Lord had not yet said that he would blot the name 
of Israel away.” In the MT the more abstract “name” is blotted out, while in the LXX 
the object is “seed” (σπέρμα – only L-700 460 give the Hebraizing ὄνομα, likely from 
a Hexaplaric source).926 The totality of the action is enhanced in the MT (not even a 
memory in the form of a name would be left of Israel), which may also be labeled as 
an anti-Samaritan change (see below). 

The “name of Solomon” 
In 1 Kgs 5:11 MT/LXX 4:31, the MT adds ַויְִהי־ְׁשמֹו ְבָכל־ַהּגֹויִם ָסִביב, a sentence entirely 
lacking from the LXX. The plus emphasizes the greatness of (the name of) 
Solomon.927 

Names of mothers  
Both the names of the mothers of Jeroboam (11:26) and Rehoboam (14:31) are 
missing from the LXX; at least in the latter case the shorter reading is the more ancient 
one.  

Also, in some Greek manuscripts in 2 Kgs 22:14 Huldah the prophetess is not the 
“wife” of Shallum, but his “mother.”928 

Larger-scale revisions  
The Elisha narrative: Elisha’s depiction enhanced 
The MT has likely been revised in 8–11 cases (in 2:14, 3:14, 4:4, 41, 5:18, 8:11, 13:14–
21, 21; likely also in 2:23, 4:7, 8:10). All these changes point in the same direction, 
                                                 
923 The case of 1 Kgs 8:16, where part of the Greek tradition attests a text with a mention of the “name” 
of Yahweh (καὶ ἐξελεξάμην ἐν Ιερουσαλημ εἶναι τὸ ὄνομά μου ἐκεῖ] om O L-127 731* 46-313-530 125 
56 55 71 245 318 707) is text-critically difficult, but may be mentioned here as well. 
924 See Kauhanen, Lucifer, 319–20. 
925 For this idea, see Schenker, “Septuagint in the Text History,” 7–8. However, this minus is best 
explained as an independent homoioteleuton mistake, as likely also evidenced by MSS 44-106; see 
Kauhanen, Lucifer, 215–16, 229–34. 
926 A mistake (זרע ~ שם or σπέρμα ~ ὄνομα) does not seem likely, contra Stade, Kings, 250. 
927 In 1 Kgs 10:1 the LXX reads ὄνομα by mistake (accidental omission of an ayin ׁשמע ~ ׁשם): καὶ 
βασίλισσα Σαβα ἤκουσεν τὸ ὄνομα Σαλωμων, instead of the MT מֹה  .ּוַמְלַּכת־ְׁשָבא ׁשַֹמַעת ֶאת־ֵׁשַמע ְׁש
928 This may be a secondary reading, as indicated by the quite eccentric attestation (B 247 121 f 488 55 
71 554sup lin), but as Kauhanen, Lucifer, 259–60, remarks, there appears to be no chance for a copying 
mistake, at least. The reading should thus be taken as a deliberate change. 
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i.e., the MT giving a more favorable depiction of Elisha and his deeds. See Tekoniemi, 
“Enhancing the Depiction” (Paper given at the SBL Annual Meeting in 2018; revised 
paper forthcoming in Biblische Notizen 2/2020), for analyses of these cases. 

Anti-Samaritan tendencies in MT 
In 1 Kgs 14:23, the MT plus ָּמה  they too,” seems to be a late MT addition, as it“ ,גַם־ֵה֧
is missing from the LXX (καὶ ᾠκοδόμησαν ἑαυτοῖς ὑψηλα = *ויבנו להם במות) and 
marked with an asterisk in the Syrohexapla, the reading coming to some Greek 
manuscripts from Aquila and/or Symmachus. The plus may even be classified as an 
“anti-Israelite/Samaritan” MT addition: the custom of building high places came, 
according to this small plus, originally from Israel (as their building in 1 Kgs 14:22–
23 is recounted verbatim in 2 Kgs 17:9–11), as the Judahites “too” started building 
them! 

The MT edition of 2 Kgs 17:29 (see section 4.3) is likely due to a later anti-Samaritan 
reworking of a text originally resembling the LXX plus in 17:32+. The text has been 
reworked to put the blame of the house(s) of the high place(s) on the (sectarian) 
“Samaritans” in all their cities, not simply to the “inhabitants of (the city of) Samaria.” 

See also the headings “The name of Israel” and “Democratization of sin” above. 

“House(s) of high places” 
See section 1.3. 

Temples or high places destroyed in Jerusalem? 
In MT 23:8 Josiah is said to have destroyed, apparently in Jerusalem, “high places of 
the gates,” ֶאת־ָּבמֹות ַהְּׁשָעִרים. In Greek, however, a “house of gates,” τὸν οἶκον τῶν 
πυλῶν (*את בית הׁשערים),929 is destroyed. A similar difference can be found a few verses 
later in 23:13, where instead of “high places” before Jerusalem a “house” (τὸν οἶκον) 
is destroyed in the LXX. Since practically the same difference is found twice in such 
close proximity, it is not likely that these readings go back to simple copying 
mistakes.930 Rather, it seems that the proto-MT edition has deliberately suppressed the 
idea that there were other temples in/near Jerusalem – built by Solomon, no less.931 

In this context, one may also take into account the large minus of a mention of a temple 
of Baal in Jerusalem in 23:11 in the MT and the kaige text. The plus is retained by L 
328 460 and Lucifer: “in the house of [Beth-]On that the kings of Israel had built, a 
high place for Baal and all the host of heaven” (ἐν τῷ οἴκῳ Ὦν ὃν ᾠκοδόμησαν 
βασιλεῖς Ἰσραὴλ ὑψηλὸν τῷ Βαὰλ καὶ πάσῃ τῇ στρατιᾷ τοῦ οὐρανοῦ).932 The proto-
Masoretic editing seems so prevalent and, more importantly, uniformly pointing in the 
same direction in these verses (8–13) that it is hard to see how the edition of the LXX 
could be secondary.933 These cases also strengthen the argument presented above for 

                                                 
929 L reads, curiously, τὸν οἶκον τῶν ὑψηλῶν, “the house of high places.” This may be the OG wording 
since the majority Greek text is somewhat awkward. 
930 Contra Kauhanen, Lucifer, 296. 
931 Similarly Schenker, “Man bittet um Gegenargument,” 60–1. 
932 On this case, see Kauhanen, Lucifer, 301–3 and Pakkala, God’s Word Omitted, 243–5. 
933 This is attempted by Eynikel, “Reform of King Josiah,” 408–15, but his arguments are not very 
persuasive. 
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the cases 1 Kgs 12:31; 2 Kgs 17:29, 31. This shows that the MT edition of Kings is 
clearly interested in the correct use of the terms “temple” and “high place(s).” 
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C. An update to McLay’s list of known kaige equivalents 
In addition to the 96 kaige equivalents listed and discussed by McLay and 

Greenspoon,934 at least 16 further characteristics with multiple occurrences have since 

been discovered in the study of Samuel-Kings. Some of the listed equivalents have 

also been discussed in this thesis. Below is a list of these additional equivalents. 

Kaige characteristic Discovered/confirmed by935 
 παρακαλέω Aejmelaeus 2007 = (.niph) נחם 97

 imperative = δεῦρο/δεῦτε Avalos 1989, Tekoniemi 2017 הלך 98

 εἴδωλον Kauhanen 2017; cf. 2.6.3 = ִּגּלִלים 99

 προσόχθισμα Kauhanen 2017; cf. 2.6.3 = ִׁשּקץ 100

 θελητής Klein 1967, Muraoka 1983, Kauhanen 2017 = אֹוב 101

 ἀπωθέω Muraoka 1983; cf. 2.6.6 = מאס 102

 θύρα Muraoka 1983, Tekoniemi 2017 = ֶּפַתח 103

 ἀτιμάζεσθαι/αἰσχύνεσθαι Muraoka 1983 = כלם 104

 ἐπιζητέω Piquer & Torijano 2014 = דרׁש 105

צור  106  = πολιορκέω Torijano 2012; cf. 2.3.2 

 οὐχ οὕτως Trebolle 1984 = ָלֵכן 107

 ὅτι ἀλλ᾽ ἢ Trebolle 1984, Kauhanen 2017 = ִּכי ִאם 108

 δικαίωμα Trebolle 1995, Kauhanen 2017; cf. 2.5.1 = חָּקה 109

 δύναμις (cf. McLay #12 and #30) Trebolle 1984, Tov 1990, Kauhanen 2017 = ָּצָבא 110

 μαναα Trebolle 1984, Torijano 2012 = ִמנְָחה 111

 λατρεύω (when serving gods) Cf. 2.6.3 = עבד 112

 

  

                                                 
934 See McLay, “Kaige and Septuagint Research,” 131–4. The list was originally compiled by 
Greenspoon, Textual Studies. 
935 Studies not mentioned in Bibliography are as follows: Anneli Aejmelaeus, “Lost in Reconstruction? 
On Hebrew and Greek Reconstructions in 2 Sam 24.” BIOSCS 40 (2007): 89–106; Ralph W. Klein, 
“New Evidence for an Old Recension of Reigns.” Harvard Theological Review 60/1 (1967): 93–105; 
Andrés Piquer & Pablo Torijano, “Between the Search in the Word and the Asking to God: Two Mantic 
Verbs in the Textual History of Samuel-Kings.”  Pages 299–329 in Kristin De Troyer & T. Michael 
Law & Marketta Liljeström (eds.), In the Footsteps of Sherlock Holmes: Studies in the Biblical Text in 
Honour of Anneli Aejmelaeus. Leuven: Peeters, 2014. 
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Abbreviations 
BHS  Biblia Hebraica Stuttgartensia 

L   The Antiochean text 

La115  Palimpsestus Vindobonensis (Old Latin manuscript) 

LaM   Marginal readings in Old Latin manuscripts La91–95 

LXX  Septuagint 

MT   Masoretic Text 

OG   Old Greek 

OL   Old Latin 

 

The abbreviations of scientific journals/series in the bibliography below are given 

according to The SBL Handbook of Style (2nd edition). 
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