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1. Introduction

1.1. The Purpose of this Dissertation

This dissertation is a text-critical study of the Hebrew text of 1 Sam 1 — 2 Sam 9 in the
Hebrew Bible. The entire Hebrew text of Samuel is known today only in its Masoretic text
form, which is itself the result of a standardization process that began around the onset of the
Common Era. Before this standardization process, the Hebrew text was evidently fluid, and
several different textual editions of the Book of Samuel would have existed. This is evid-
enced by the manuscripts of Samuel found at Qumran (dated between the 2nd and the 1st
centuries BCE) and the Greek translation of the Hebrew Bible, the Septuagint. There is no
exact date for the Greek translation of Samuel, but, since the Pentateuch was first translated
in the 3rd century BCE and the last parts of the Septuagint in the 1st century BCE, it is reas-
onable to surmise that Samuel was translated sometime in between—i.e., 2nd century BCE.

The purpose of this dissertation is to study how these three main witnesses—the Masoretic
text, the Qumran manuscripts and the Hebrew source text of the Septuagint—differ from and
are related to one another. Such a study entails an investigation of what kinds of changes took
place in each textual tradition: were these changes intentional? What were the possible motiv-
ations behind the changes? What kinds of unintentional changes happened in the texts and
what do these changes tell us about the textual history of each text? Finally, these results can
be used to evaluate the reliability of each text when attempting to reconstruct the most origin-
al text—i.e., as original a text as possible.

1.2. The Method of Study

The method of this study is that of textual criticism, the main task of the text critic being to
make sense of what happened in the textual history of a given work with the help of existing
textual witnesses: what kinds of developments are most probable? Which reading is primary
and which are secondary? Textual criticism is sometimes compared to the visual arts, but a
more illustrative analogy for textual criticism is the reasoning of a detective. Textual criticism
has therefore also been dubbed ‘the method of Sherlock Holmes’ or the evidential paradigm.'

1. See Aejmelaeus 2007c, 184—185; 2007b.



Like a detective, the text critic comes upon the site only after everything has already taken
place. Some of the evidence might be mixed up, whether intentionally or accidentally. Still,
scattered traces can be found on the scene. From this evidence, the text critic uses inductive
reasoning to try to arrive at the most likely course of events. He tries to consider all the dif-
ferent possibilities of what might have happened. The most likely course of events is that
which fits best with the evidence. In each new case, the evidence must be weighed anew to
find out what has happened in that particular textual history. The so-called general text critic-
al guidelines, such as lectio brevior or lectio difficilior, are nothing but common-sense solu-
tions translated into a precise language—e.g., the shorter reading is the original one so long
as it fits best with the evidence. Above all, the most important question for the text critic is al-
ways the following: what happened?”

With the Septuagint as a textual witness, there are certain challenges. To use the Septuagint in
comparison with the Masoretic text, one has to find out first the original wording of the Sep-
tuagint itself and its translation technique. Only then can one produce a reverse translation
from Greek to Hebrew and compare this so-called retroversion to the Masoretic text. The
situation is, however, more complex, since our understanding of the original wording of the
Septuagint, its translation technique and the most original text of the Hebrew Bible are mutu-
ally dependent. Prior research creates a framework for understanding each of these three ele-
ments, but, during that process, a researcher must frequently correct these initial proposals, as
new evidence comes to light and old evidence is re-evaluated.

1.3. Texts

The Leningrad Codex (Ms Heb B 19%), the same manuscript also adopted as the main text of
Biblia Hebraica Stuttgartensia (BHS), is used here as the main witness for the Masoretic text.
Of the Qumran texts, there are four manuscripts that contain 1 Samuel—namely, 1QSam and
4QSam™*. These texts are published in the series Discoveries in the Judaean desert.’

1QSam (1Q7)

This manuscript consists of seven fragments, identified as containing a text from four differ-
ent passages. Frag. 1 is the only one containing the text of 1 Sam, but this is a crucial frag-
ment, since it has been identified as 1 Sam 18:17-18, a section absent from the source text of

2. For a discussion of the artistic or scientific features of textual criticism, see Seppéanen 2014, 353.
3. DJD I; XVII.



the Septuagint. The other passages are 2 Sam 20:6-10 (frags. 2-3), 2 Sam 21:16-18 (frags.
3—7) and 2 Sam 23:9-12 (frag. 8). The manuscript is paleographically dated approximately
the first half of the first century BCE.*

4QSam” (4Q51)
This manuscript contains hundreds of fragments from almost every chapter in 1-2 Sam. It is
written in late Hasmonean—early Herodian script, suggesting a dating of 50-25 BCE.

4QSam" (4Q52)

This manuscript comprises 7 fragments and contains four chapters from 1 Sam: 16:1-11
(frag. 1), 19:10-17 (frag. 2), 21:3-7 (frag. 3), 21:8-10 (frag. 4) and 23:9-17 (frags. 5-7). It
has been recognised as one of the oldest manuscripts among the Dead Sea scrolls, dated 250—
200 BCE.

4QSam° (4Q53)

This manuscript contains mainly text from 2 Sam (14:7-33; 15:1-15). The only passage from
1 Sam is 25:30-32, but this does not offer much as to the discussion on differences between
the texts.” The manuscript is paleographically dated 100—75 BCE but carbon-dated to 19647
BCE.

The critical text of 1-2 Samuel in the Septuagint is being prepared by Anneli Aejmelaeus
(1 Sam) and Tuukka Kauhanen (2 Sam) and their respective project members. Over the
course of my dissertation work, I have had the privilege of being a member of both projects
and have had the opportunity to make use of the preliminary critical text and apparatus of
both editors. The manuscript grouping in this thesis follows those of the forthcoming
publications of 1-2 Sam, though some changes may be made in the final editions. The Greek
witnesses and their grouping are as follows:

4. Ulrich 2016, section 5.1.1.
5. Besides ortographical differences, there are two variant readings in 1 Sam 25:31: for nma'? in MT,
4QSam® has opa{{A}}Y; for 1% in MT, 4QSam*® has R15.



Codices: A B M V
Fragments: 842 845 846 867

Manuscript groups:
O =247-376
L =19-82-93-108-127
19'=19-108
CI =98-(243)-379-731
98'=98-379
CIl =46-52-236-242-313-328-530
46' = 46-52
242'=242-328
C'=Cl+cCll
=119-527-799
=121-509
d =44-68-74-106-107-120-122-125-134-(370)-610
68'= 68-122
120'= 74-106-120-134-(370)
134'=120-134
107'=44-107-125-610
[ =56-246
s =64-92-130-314-381-488-489-(762)
64'= 64-381
488'= 488-489

S

Manuscripts without a grouping:

29 5571 158 244 245 318 (342) 460 554 707

1.4. Outline of the Study

In general, this dissertation proceeds from the specific to the general. First, variant readings
of 4QSam® and 4QSam"® are analysed. This analysis is then used as a basis for statistical
analysis. Lastly are discussed the two major text critical problem in 1 Sam—mnamely, the
story of David and Goliath in 1 Sam 17-18 and the large plus of Nahash the Ammonite in
4QSam”in 1 Sam 10:27-11:1.



2. Textual Relationships between the Witnesses

In this chapter, I discuss the textual relationships between the major witnesses of the text of
the Books of Samuel: the Masoretic text (M), the Septuagint (G) and manuscripts 4QSam® a
(Q% and 4QSam” (Q"). For practical reasons, I have limited my study to 1 Sam 1-2 Sam 9—
1.e., the non-kaige section in the Greek manuscript tradition. The kaige revision is present
from 2 Sam 10 onward, making reconstruction of the Old Greek text complicated. This limit-
ation is relevant only for 4QSam®, since no text from 2 Sam is preserved in 4QSamb. My aim
is to study the statistical relations between each of the texts—which witnesses are more
closely linked to one another and which more distant from one another. I have included in my
analysis all the actual variant readings of 4QSam® and 4QSam" listed in the DJD edition, ex-
cluding all reconstructed variants, since they are more or less speculative and cannot be used
for evaluating textual relationships between the witnesses. For the same reason, I have ex-
cluded all cases where technical considerations related to translation do not allow for determ-
ination of whether the source text of the Septuagint should be read according to the Masoretic
text or according to the Qumran scroll. My assumption is that the cases which remain from
these criteria represent a general picture of the relationships—that is, the material preserved
in the Qumran scrolls is random, and the cases that are excluded because of the Septuagint do
not substantially change the overall picture.

In listing the variant readings in the DJD edition, Cross consistently denotes also the Lucianic
revension of the Septuagint (L). The idea is evidently to show that the Lucianic text occasion-
ally has some ‘links’ with the Qumran scoll(s). To explain these similarities between the Lu-
cianic text and the Qumran text, Cross assumes that there exists a Proto-Lucianic stratum in
the Lucianic text which resembles, in some cases, the Qumran text—I evaluate the validity of
this assumption after the analysis. Regardless of the Proto-Lucianic hypothesis, it is possible
that, in some cases, the differences between the Lucianic text and the Old Greek do not
emerge purely from an intra-Greek development but may reflect differences borne out in a se-
parate Hebrew text. Thus, whenever the Lucianic text differs from the Septuagint and the dif-
ference does not clearly originate from an intra-Greek development, I have also included L as
a witness and commented on this variant reading as well.®

To study the variant readings statistically, I have arranged the material according to 1) agree-
ment (i.e., which texts agree and which do not; e.g., MG#Q denote that the reading of M and
G does not agree with Q) and 2) type of change, denoting the kind of change that took place

6. In my notations, the siglum L generally denotes ‘the Hebrew that is behind the Lucianic recension’,
while L in italics is reserved for the Lucianic manuscripts (written in Greek). Similarly, G denotes the
Vorlage of the Septuagint. When discussing the Greek text of the Septuagint, I may use the common ab-
breviations LXX or OG (Old Greek).



in the textual history. Based on my observations, the changes can be divided into following
categories:

a) Short quantitative change (plus/minus of one or two words)

b) Long quantitative change (plus/minus of at least three words)

¢) Change in the morphology of a word (e.g., change of gender, tense, number, person,
or suffix)

d) Interchange of a word (including prepositions and conjunctions, regardless of
whether or not they are attached to a word)

e) Interchange of several words (including changes in word order)

f) More complicated change or a combination of the above categories

In addition, I have taken into consideration the primary or secondary nature of the reading,
since secondary readings better reveal the interdependence of witnesses than do original read-
ings. Before proceeding to the actual statistical analysis, I shall first present a qualitative ana-
lysis of the readings. Here, I comment briefly on each variant reading, discussing what kind
of change took place and which reading should be taken as primary.

2.1. Variant Readings in 4QSam?®

2.1.1 MGzQ*(54)

There are 54 cases where the Masoretic text and the Septuagint (including L) agree against
the manuscript 4QSam®.

In 18 cases, there is a short quantitative change of which Q® has a plus in 9 cases and a minus
. 7
in 9 cases.

Pluses in O

1S1:24  NWOW M G (tpietifovr<wWHwn) | prapal 12 Q*

The reading I3[ in the Qumran scroll could be an equivalent to év uéoxw in the Septuagint
(the Masoretic text has 0'382), but, more likely, 982 should be reconstructed in the lacuna,
just before J2. Thus, I3[ 12 is considered a plus, most probably an addition to conform the
vocabulary of the narrative with Pentateuchal language surrounding sacrifices.® The shorter

7. Notations: M = Masoretic text; G = the Vorlage of the Septuagint; L = the Hebrew text that the Lucianic
text reflects; Q* = 4QSam®. Square brackets are used to indicate reconstructions in Q; the sign | is used
for the lemma.

8. Cf.9pa 1399 in Ex 29:1; Lev 4:3, 14; 16:3; 23:8; Num 7:15, 21, 27, 33, 39, 45, 51, 57, 63, 69, 75, 81;
8:8 (bis); 15:24; 28:11 (pl.); 28:19 (pl.); 28:27 (pl.), 29:2; 29:8; 29:13 (pl.); 29:17 (pl.). DID XVII, 33.



reading in the Masoretic text and in the Septuagint could hardly have originated from a hap-
lography 9232 982 — 9832 G (— 0531 M).

182:10  lackingM G ] JonSwa ono[ @

The Qumran manuscript has a unique plus of at least two words not present in any other wit-
ness. Unfortunately, the text is so poorly preserved that one cannot conclude whether this
plus is primary or not.

1S2:16 D2 M G (np®tov) || priman Q*
The extra word in the Qumran scroll supplies the subject and is thus secondary.’ In addition,
this may well be a nomistic correction according to Lev 7:31, as suggested by Rofé."

185:10  ©iHRA 1NN’ M G (v Kifwtdv Tob B200) | HRIW "MHR 1R N[R] Q°

The epithets for God vary widely, especially when attached to ‘the ark’. However, in the
narrative of 1 Sam 3-5, there are some apparent patterns: ‘the ark of God’ is used by the
narrator, whereas ‘the ark of the God of Israel’ is used in the speech of the Philistines. Thus,
in the case under question, the shorter reading is probably primary and is expanded by the
previous occurrence of ‘the ark of the God of Israel’ in v. 8. As for the Greek manuscripts, L
731 56 318 add the word "IopanA after 60D, making the phrase resemble the reading of Q°. It
is not, however, likely that these manuscripts—among the Lucianic recension—were moving
toward a Q°-like Hebrew text. In the Lucianic text, there is some tendency to expand the text
to the fuller expression tnv kipwtdv t00 Oe0d TopanA also elsewhere, and the reading in
question seems also to reflect this tendency. Thus, both Q* and the Lucianic text betray
similar but independent forms of expansion."

1S10:18 "31a M G (viodg) ] [1]a 92 Q°
The word 913 in the Qumran manuscript is evidently an addition. Such emphasizing words
are often added into a text.

1S14:29 72Y M G (AmAAAaxev)]| {eeo} 1 Q*

Cross suggests that, behind the damaged text, there was originally a finite form of the
preceding infinitive absolute—i.e., 929 12Y."* Furthermore, he ponders whether the latter
word 1s merely damaged or in fact corrected to agree with the Masoretic text and the
Septuagint. However, in the latter case, it would be expected for the first word in the
infinitive construct to have been removed. Thus, I consider the form in the Qumran
manuscript to have emerged from a copying error that was later corrected by the same scribe.
In any case, it is safer to conclude that the reading in M and G is primary.

9. Pace DJD XVII, 41.

10.  Rofé 1989, 253.

11. Kauhanen 2012, 173-76. Contra DJD XVII, 50.
12.  DJD XVII, 74.
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1825:9-10 523 Y MMM G (kai dvemiSnoey kod dmexpion Nopad) ] 53[a] F[n]a[n
b1 m] Q

The Masoretic text and the Septuagint agree in so far as the subjects of the verb 11137 and
TNAM are not explicitly defined, as they are in the Qumran scroll. With respect to the verbs,
the original reading must be 118", which was corrupted to 113" in the Masoretic text (see p.
48). The corruption, however, suggests that, in the primary text, the verb was not followed by
the word Nabal, since, in that case, the corruption into third person plural would be unlikely.
Thus, Q° presents a secondary reading with respect to the reading 923, after TMa"—either re-
peating the proper name (5:1 %A 521 a7, as reconstructed by Cross)" or just changing the
word order (™ 921 1MaM). The Lucianic text reads (together with d'%) kai Gvenfdnoev
NafaA kai arekpiBn, which resembles the reading of Q. However, this does not reflect a Q* -
like Hebrew text. The change in word order is simply a characteristic of the attempt in a re-
cension to define the subject of dvannddw as Nabal, not the neuter plural t& maddpia earlier
given in the verse."

1828:1  MINma M G (gig méAepov)] + noRY Q*
The word TTORYI is probably an addition to locate the battle more accurately (cf. 1 Sam
29:1).7

283:34 TN M G (oi n68eg cov)] T3 o7pra Q*

The reading D'P12 is not equivalent to NMOR (£8£0noav), which precedes the reading in the
Masoretic text and the Septuagint but is a plus.'® Most probably, D'P12 was part of the origin-
al text, belonging to the first half of the parallel structure and making the cola symmetrical.”

Minuses in Q"

1S2:16 WP M G (6 Odwv)] > Q*

The Masoretic text vocalizes the verb as an infinitive absolute forming a figura etymologica
with the following finite verb, 137"0R?, while the Septuagint translator read the word as a par-
ticiple and probably linked it with the previous word (W' — &vrjp). Cross considers the
omission of the word VP the result of haplography,' but it is equally probable for it to have
been dittography or an intentional addition to emphasize the following verb.

13.  DIJD XVII, 87.

14.  Kauhanen 2012, 182.

15.  DJD XVII, 95. Ulrich (1978, 171-72) has observed that Josephus, Ant. 6.325 supports this reading in Q.
However, both Q" and Jos could have taken the location Jezreel independently from 1 Sam 29:1.

16.  In addition, the word order might be different in 4QSam?®; see under ‘reconstructed variants’ in DJD
XVII, 117.

17.  DID XVII, 117.

18.  DID XVII, 41.



1S2:16  &9"DRIM G (kai & pr, Ajupouar)] > Q*

The clause here does not make any sense without 89 DR, “if not’. Thus, the reading in the
Masoretic text and in the Septuagint is to be preferred. However, it is probable that the origin-
al reading assigned a different tense to the following verb NpY, either consecutive perfect or
imperfect,”*—sc. *NMRPY 8D ORI or MPHR RS OXI. In either case, the omission of 8 DRI can
be understood as the result of haplography.

1S2:25 D"AR M G (100 matpog avtev)] > Q

The reading without explication of whose voice is not obeyed makes little sense.”” Thus, the
reading in Q" must be secondary, though there is no evident reason why ©1'aR should have
been omitted here.

1S9:7 119 M G (16 mandapiw)] > Q*
The Masoretic text and the Septuagint both define the indirect object and, thus, are most
probably secondary.”’

283:10 AT OYIM G (kai &mi Tov Iovdav)] AT Q°
In the preceding context, the phrase '731’(?7‘5}_7 is used, so the preposition DY can be repeated.
It is equally possible for the prepostion to have been added or omitted.

283:25 73712 MARTIR M G (APevvnp viod Nnp)] ﬁiﬁ[& KR Q*

The name Abner is sometimes mentioned with the patronym ‘son of Ner’ (e.g., 1 Sam 14:15;
26:5, 14; 2 Sam 2:8, 12; 3:23, 28), sometimes without the patronym (1 Sam 17:55, 57; 20:25;
26:7, 14; 2 Sam 2:14, 17, 19; 3:22, 24, 26, 27, 30). Any absolute rule for when the epithet
should be omitted is not evident. In this case, the Qumran reading might have originated from
haplography, or the reading in the Masoretic text could reflect an intentional addition or
dittography.”

283:34  DYn™93 M G (mdig 6 Aadg)] 52 Q

The word 5;) can be used absolutely (i.e., not connected with a preceding or following word)
as the subject of a verb, but this would be uncommon.” As Cross points out, the phrase
D}Jﬂ"?D is ‘a prominent expression in this section regarding Abner’s funeral (vv 31-38)’. Al-
though it is easy to explain that DY as an addition in this case to make the expression coher-
ent with the surrounding verses, it is difficult to see why the original form would have been
the incongurous expression of 53 without OY71. The omission might have happened because
the scribe’s eye skipped from 9 to 9.2 Thus, I consider Q* secondary in this case.

19.  DID XVII, 42.

20.  Pace DJD XVII, 43

21.  DJD XVII, 60.

22.  Thus also in DJD XVII, 114.

23.  HALOT (s.v. 99) gives only one example, Jer 44:12: 53 301 = “all shall be consumed’.
24.  DID XVII, 116



283:35 "5y N3 M G (tdde morjoar pov)| A[wlyr ma Q°

Although this expression is used without the preposition 9 in the Masoretic text of 1 Sam
14:44, it does regularly take the preposition, indicating the indirect object (1 Sam 3:17; 11:7;
17:27; 20:13; 25:22; 2 Sam 3:9, 35; 19:14; 1 Kgs 2:23; 2 Kgs 6:31; Jer 5:13; Ruth 1:17). In-
deed, the unusual expression in the Masoretic text of 1 Sam 14:44 becomes dubious, since a
large number (viz., more than 60) of Hebrew Mss, as well as the Septuagint, the Peshitta, the
Vulgate and some Targum manuscripts, have the indirect object ‘to me’ in this particular
verse. | thus regard the reading *‘?-niygj 132 as primary in this case and the reading in Q" as
secondary, a corrupted reading.

286:7  DW NN M G (dnébavev éxel)]| ninm Q°
The word DY is most probably an addition. Its function is to give the text a further sense of
location.

In 8 cases, there is a long quantitative change, in 7 of which cases the Qumran manuscript
has a plus and in 1 case a minus.

1S1:22 fin M G] + 85 T mnn[nn Q°

In DJD, Cross suggests that this ‘addition ultimately may be derived from 1:11°; cf. 370NN
M) '[’39]5 in 1 Sam 1:11; in 1:22, the omission of DY TP 1 3NN “in the Masoretic
text and the versions stems from an ordinary haplography cased by homoioteleuton’ (T
DWW TV — O9W).2 I agree that the plus is likely secondary. However, since the phrase
oo TY M m’ﬁ[nn is secondary, it is not necessary to assume M and G emerged as a res-
ult of homoeoteleuton; they should rather be understood as witnesses to the earlier reading
(contra DID).

1S1:22  finM G| +1n] " 512 Q°
The phrase in Q* is an expansion, probably inspired by 1 Sam 1:11°° and previous additions in
1:22.7

1S1:22 MM 18R M G (t¢ mpocwne kupiov)] + minv] 185 awn Q*

Since this is followed by the phrase D‘;iy"ry DY 1w, one might argue, that the phrase
present in Q* has been omitted because of a homoearchon in M and G. However, more likely
the plus in Q" is clearly expansive and more likely an addition, perhaps inspired by the
subsequent phrase OW 2W" and 1 Sam 1:11.%

25.  DJD XVII, 33. Note that, in 1 Sam 1:11, the word 711 is reconstructed in Q°, while the Septuagint has the
rare word dotdv, which may be a translation for "1 (see Aejmelacus 2012, 15-16; McCarter 1980, 53—
54). However, Rofé (1989, 251) suggests a different Vorlage for Sotév—viz., 1N

26.  The phrase 11 ’Ig:"5:;) in 1 Sam 1:11 is present only in M, while G omits it.

27. DIJD XVII, 33.

28.  DJD XVII, 33.
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1S2:16  fin M G] Q" has a lengthy addition:
[nam v 12 Jonwn wibw 5m N np? awa[n Inwas
[ox1 R17 Y] oR mp? 35mn 5 AWK 5[19] 91153 18 7'0a
P plw nouna Atnn Tab 2w
This addition resembles the story in vv. 13—14:
20 1T DIYRTWOW A9mm Tan Hwas
nR? 3710 N9y WK 53 9192 iR NNYRa IR T2 iR 1902
i1 1790
The texts are not completely identical but are clearly related. The biggest difference is the end
of the plus, A" PW ADUINA AR T35 210 ORI XK1 P DR, “(he took), whether it was
bad or good, only breast, wave offering and right thigh’, which has no counterpart in other
witnesses. In the fragment that contains this addition, the right and upper margins (Column
IIT) are clearly visible, and there is no doubt whether this text indeed follows 1 Sam 2:16. The
editors of DJD admit that this plus ‘may have arisen from a simple dittography’, but ‘it may
reflect an original reading which dropped out in M and G in v 16, but it is retained here in
4QSam® in corrupted form.’*’ Unfortunately, the end of the previous column (Col. II) is so
poorly preserved that one cannot say whether 4QSam® contained an identical or nearly
identical text also in vv. 13—14. If the text originally had been part of v. 16, as suggested by
DID, there is no obvious reason for why it would have been omitted. However, in vv. 13—-14,
one can imagine that the passage 13 171277 ... W22 might have suffered from a homoearchon
error, from YWa3 1127 to 13 17127 in 4QSam®. Therefore, the lengthy addition in 4QSam® in
v. 16 could well have been an attempt, albeit misguided, to include missing phrases. If this is
the case, the end of the plus "7 ... Y3 DK might be a further expansion to harmonize the
passage with the laws of the Pentateuch (Ex 29:27; Lev 7:34, 10:14-15).

1S2:22  IRN 1T M G (npeofing o@ddpa)] +[——1] nIw owywnia Q!

The reading in Q* specifies the age of Eli. The number may continue in the following gap and
it is probably taken from verse 4:15.° 1 cannot find any evident reason to omit this
information and thus it is best regarded as secondary addition.

1S10:27 fin M] + 7953 wa[’] ... 750 wn[n Q*
This three-and-a-half-lines plus is discussed in detail in ch. 4. In short, my judgement is that
this plus is secondary.

1S11:9  fin M G| +2p]¥n 1nna 035 [1MnR1 Q°

The scroll contains an entire line not present in M and G, and one can only guess as to its
content. DJD suggests that the end of line 5 should be reconstructed as 179K". Thus, the
reading in M and G could be explained as parablepsis, from 173K at the end of line 5 to

29.  DJD XVII, 42.
30. DJD XVII, 43, 45.
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1IARM at the beginning of v. 11:10.%' Evidently, the existing words D35 N2 require a verb
of ‘saying’ and, therefore, the reconstruction 179K at the end of line 5 is reliable. In my
opinion, parablepsis is the best way to explain the plus in Q.

285:4-5 M G habet] > Q*

Q" omits these two verses, which contain chronological details about David’s reign. It has
been argued that this passage, like some other similar verses (viz., 1 Sam 13:1; 2:10a, 11),
were later additions in the Masoretic tradition.” Interestingly, Q* most probably omits also 2
Sam 2:10a (not enough space is available to reconstruct the words). Barthélemy argues for
the priority of 2 Sam 4-5, explaining the omission as an attempt to harmonize inconsistencies
between the different numbers in vv. 4-5.* However, this view fails to explain why both
verses are omitted or why the numbers are not revised to be consistent. More probably, vv. 4—
5in M and G are simply secondary additions.*

In 8 cases, there is an interchange of a word,

1S1:11 799 M G (&vapricetar)] 712y Q°

The words Tl5}7’ and T12Y* have two common letters at the beginning of the word, and, thus,
the difference in the readings may originate from a graphical error. The verb is related to the
description of the naziriteness of Samuel: ‘the razor shall not raise upon / pass over his head
(WK DY MaP/oYT RS 17I71)°. Judg 13:5 and 16:17 also describe this feature of nazirite-
ness, both using the expression WX 5v 15y 1IN, The phrase WX 5P 92y is never used
with the noun TI'WD, ‘razor’. However, the synonymous phrase WX 5p 93y YR with the
noun WA ‘blade’, is found in Num 6:5 and Ezek 5:1. Thus, it seems reasonable to conclude
that the verb 119" is original in 1 Sam 1:11, since the noun 771 does appear in this context.
The Qumran reading 912" is secondary, probably due to a misreading by a copyist, who pos-
sibly had Num 6:5 or Ezek 5:1 in mind.

1S2:18 MMM G (nepielwopévov)] Inn Q°

This context requires passive participle, as in the Masoretic text (‘a boy was girded with a lin-
en ephod’), so the transposition in the Qumran reading 93317 must have resulted from a scribal
mistake.”

1S14:32 55058 M G (gig t& oxdAa) ]| Y5wn 15 Q°
The prepositional phrase is governed by the rare verb V'Y, ‘swoop’. The preposition Y,
‘(swoop) upon’, is better suited to its meaning.’® Thus, the preposition 5V is more likely

31. DJD XVILI, 68.

32. McCarter 1984, 88.

33.  Barthélemy 1980, 17-18.

34,  Pace DJD XVII, 120-121.

35.  Pace DJD XVII, 42.

36.  The verb occurs in 1 Sam 25:14 with 2 meaning ‘shout at’, in 1 Sam 14:32; 15:19 with '7&, ‘swoop
upon’, in Sir 14:10 with 5P, “look rapaciously’ and in Sir 34:16 without any preposition, ‘be rapacious’.
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original (the prepositions 5& and 9Y are commonly confused)’’. The Septuagint reading €ic
more likely reflects the reading of M than the reading of Q*** The Lucianic text reads the
preposition €mti, but this is a feature of recension: In L, the verb is also changed to opudw,
‘rush’, which employs the preposition éni. Thus, the Lucianic text seem to have no

connection with the Hebrew text of Q*.*

1S14:49 "MWM M G (kad Ieootov) | nwaw IR Q°

In this verse, the sons of Saul are given as Jonathan, Ishvi and Malchishua, though the name
Ishvi is not mentioned elsewhere. In 1 Chr 10:2, his sons are listed as Jonathan, Abinadab and
Malchishua, while, in 1 Chr 8:33; 9:39, his sons are given as Jonathan, Malchishua, Abinadab
and Esh-baal. In the Books of Samuel, the name Ishbosheth is consistently used instead of
Esh-baal.*” Both Abinadab and Ishbosheth begin with the letter aleph, so the Qumran reading
in 1 Sam 14:49 could be NWAW*]R1 or 272K, In either case, the name is different from
Ishvi, attested by the MT and the Septuagint.

1S15:32 338 M G (Ayay)] 5[ Q°

The editors of DJD regard the letter before final gimel as waw, not gimel. Since no other tra-
dition attests a variation that resembles the reading in the Qumran scroll for the name Agag,
the reading in Q* must have been made in error.*

1S24:15 08 WP 0K M G (émiow Yorov évég)] [ Tnra] wyaan [M]nr Q

The Qumran manuscript has an article before W9, while the Masoretic text and the
Septuagint do not. Since the preceding parallel (PR 353 "MINR) is likewise anarthrous, one
would expect the expression to be anarthrous here as well. Similarly, the indefinite meaning
of the anarthrous form fits the context better: ‘after a flea’, not ‘after the flea’.* Probably the
article 1 in Q° resulted from an error by a scribe.

1S28:2  T17758 WIR NN M G (kai einev Ayxoug mpog Aavid)]| [T w]FONR[ R Q°

The Qumran scroll apparently has the preposition 9, while the Masoretic text has the nearly
synonymous 7R.* The Septuagint has the preposition npd¢, which could translate either 5K
or 9. However, the phrase 9 + 97X is translated highly consistently with Aéyw + dative in the
Books of Samuel. In these cases, translation with the dative case appears 72 times,* while

However, the Septuagint reading with érf in 1 Sam 15:19 suggests that its Vorlage read 5.

37. DIJD XVII, 74; Kauhanen 2012, 180.

38.  Kauhanen 2012, 180; Ulrich 1978, 96, 115.

39.  Kauhanen 2012, 180.

40. Cf. 2 Sam 2:8, 10, 12, 15; 3:14; 4:1, 8.

41. DJD XVII, 78.

42.  If the noun WP has the article, the following numeral TNR can either have the article or not; cf. Jotion
& Muraoka 2006, § 142m.

43.  According to DJD XVII, 95, there is no space before lamed to read the preposition DX instead of 5.

44, 1 Sam 1:22; 2:15; 9:5, 27; 11:9 (ter); 14:34; 15:13; 16:2; 17:8; 18:25; 20:21, 22, 30, 40, 46; 21:2; 24:7,
25:19 (bis); 2 Sam 2:26; 5:6; 7:8 (bis); 15:34; 18:5; 24:16, 18.
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translation with mpd¢ appears only 8 times.” In the case of the phrase 58 + TN, the
translations are almost as consistent: the preposition mpdg appears 244 times*® and the dative
12 times.*” Thus, it is probable that the source text of the Septuagint had the preposition OR,
as the Masoretic text does. It is impossible, however, to determine whether 98 and 9 is

primary.

283:29  1MaR M2 M G (tdv oikov to0 matpdg adtod)] aRY N Q°

The expressions 1"AR N'2 and AR N2 resemble each other graphically. Thus, it is probable
that one of them is a corruption of the other. Since the expression AXRY N2 follows later in
the same verse, it is plausible that AR N2 was the original reading and was changed
accidently to ARy n'2.*

In 13 cases, there is a change in morphology.

1S2:16  ANRY M G (Mupouan)] ['nn]d5 Q*

The perfect ’I?lljlpi? in the Masoretic text is not expected after the expression &5'138], ‘and if
not’. Normal usage would employ either the consecutive perfect or imperfect. Thus, the form
[>nn]P% in the Qumran scroll is probably primary. The expression 877DX) is missing from
the Qumran scroll, but that is probably due to a secondary omission.*

1S2:16 11" M G (Bvpadritw)] Tvp Q°

The passive verb Buuiabritw in the Septuagint clearly translates the third person plural
imperfect (jussive) 1"VP? , used in a passive sense, ‘let them burn’—i.e., ‘let (the fat) be
burned’.” The Qumran scroll contains the explicit subject J11217, so the verb must be in the
third person singular form. The third person plural 1373"0P? could have emerged from the
influence of the beginning of v. 15, as stated in DID.”" However, it is more likely that the
explicit subject 171217 is secondary in the Qumran scroll, so the verb form was changed from
plural to singular.

45. 1 Sam 24:7; 2 Sam 14:5.

46. 1 Sam 2:27 (bis); 8:7; 10:18; 11:2, 3; 12:5; 14:9, 40; 15:28; 16:3; 19:4 (bis); 22:3; 23:9, 17; 24:18; 26:6
(ter); 28:8, 21 (bis); 29:6, 9; 30:15; 2 Sam 1:3, 9, 16; 2:5, 22; 3:7 (bis), 16; 4:8; 7:5 (bis); 9:9; 11:25 (ter);
12:5, 18 (bis); 13:5, 20, 28; 14:2, 18, 30, 31 (bis); 15:3; 17:21; 18:4, 22, 28; 19:20, 42; 21:2, 5. In addi-
tion, in 2 Sam 14:30, the Septuagint reads mpd¢ adTéV which is probably a translation for 1'9&, found in
4QSam".

47. 1 Sam 9:27; 19:17 (bis); 29:6; 2 Sam 2:22; 4:8.

48. DJD XVII, 115.

49, DJD XVII, 42

50.  Contra DJD XVII, 41, where it is assumed that upiadritw translates 0P . In addition, the source text of
the Septuagint has not suffered a haplography but did in fact include the infinitive 9P, translated by 6
BVwv in the Septuagint.

51. DJD XVII, 41.
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1S2:29  nMIN M G (Buoiag)] mnin Q*

The Masoretic text and the Septuagint have the word ‘offering’ in singular number, while the
Qumran manuscript has the word in plural. Both forms fit the context, albeit with a slightly
difference in the meaning: either ‘to fatten on (G: to bless with) the first part of every
offering’ or ‘to fatten on the first part of all offerings’. In addition, the Vulgate and the
Targum have the singular and the Peshitta and the Old Latin (La") the plural form. Since
none of the Septuagint manuscripts witness the plural number, the plural in the Old Latin
must be a secondary reading and probably emerged as a result of the translation process from
Greek to Latin or even from an intra-Latin development. Furthermore, the plural form in the
Old Latin hardly has any connection to the plural form in the Peshitta, but, more likely, the
plural in the Peshitta emerged in the Syriac tradition. Thus, neither the Old Latin nor the
Peshitta necessarily agree with the plural form of the Hebrew text. Since all other words
denoting sacrifice in the verse are used in singular ("33 *N2A13), the singular form NN
fits the context better than does the plural number. One could argue that singular NN would
then be the result of harmonization, but I do not regard such harmonization to be likely,
because other words related to sacrifice are not in its immediate proximity. This speculation
is confirmed by the observation that the word nnn very seldom occurs in plural, only four
times (Num 29:39; Amos 5:22; Ps 20:4; Ezra 7:17) out of a total of 211 occurrences in the
Hebrew Bible.” Furthermore, in all four cases, the plural form of 11131 is paralleled by other
words related to sacrifice in plural (e.g., n‘giy). To conclude, the plural form NIN3N in Q° is
secondary and perhaps the result of a scribal mistake.

1S5:8 20" M G (ueteAdétw)] 120[*] Q*

The Qumran text has a unique reading here, the plural verb 120". All other witnesses have
singular here, including also the Targum, the Peshitta and the Vulgate. Since the Qumran
reading continues 1R NJK, it stands in contrast to 7R of the Masoretic text. The phrase
IR N]R 120[" in Q" is probably an anticipation of the phrase IIRTTIR 1297, employed later
in the same verse.”

1S6:5 D232V M G (tv pv®v buev)] oaayn Q*

The Qumran manuscript has the same word 922y (‘mouse/rat’) as the Masoretic text and the
Septuagint but without the suffix. The addition of the suffix is in harmony with the parallel
word 0278y in M and D[*]5[apn in Q° (see p. 61 and the longer discussion in pp. 20-30).
Most likely, the suffixal forms are secondary additions to make the story more detailed, since
this kind of editing is more probable than dropping suffixes by error from two different
words.

1S6:5 I8 M G (6mwe)] B[R Q*
The particle *9IR, ‘perhaps’, appears 43 times in the Hebrew Bible but never directly follows

52.  The figure 211 comes from DCH, s.v. nrn.
53.  Pace DJD XVII, 50.
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the conjuction 3. Thus, the combination *71X1 is dubious and more probably secondary to
simply "2IX. In addition, according to DJD, this is ‘a typical example of the secondary

intrusion of conjunctions’.>*

1S15:30 WM G (kai &vdotpepov)] 2] w Q°

The Qumran Scroll lacks the conjunction before the imperative 2W, ‘return’. Since the verb
is connected with the preceding imperative (*37223), the conjuction is indeed expected here
(i.e., ‘honor me ... and return’).” It could be argued that the more difficult reading in Q°
should be original, but, more likely, the lack of the conjuction is the result of a scribal
mistake, since no other witnesses have the conjuction. Also, the Vulgate, the Targum and the
Peshitta agree with M and G.

1S24:4 NI M G (ko AAGeV)] [R2]H Q°

Besides the Qumran scroll, few Hebrew Medieval manuscripts and three Septuagint
manuscripts (74-120-134) have the plural form of the verb. Indeed, the development from
singular to plural is easy to understand from the preceding context. In the previous verse,
Saul is reported to take three thousand men to accompany him. Thus, it is reasonable for the
subject in v. 4 to be plural. However, the following predicate verb in the same verse is
singular (82"), with also the explicit subject 51&@7, suggesting that the first verb 82" had
also been originally singular. Since the change from epsilon to omicron can easily have
emerged from within the Greek tradition, the Greek reading fA@ov (in Mss 74-120-134) may
not necessarily be dependent on any Hebrew manuscript but may be because the reading is
polygenetic.

1S24:14  iYTRR SWNM G (1 tapaBoln 1 dpxaia)] oman[Tpn Hwln Q*

The word 23T, ‘former’, and its plural forms, D7ATR and N"NTY, are used in the sense of
‘former ones’ or ‘former things’. The context supports the plural form witnessed by Q" as the
original reading, since the phrase ‘the parable of the former ones’—i.e., ‘the parable of the
forefathers’—makes good sense, while ‘the parable of the former one’ seems odd (who is the
former one?).”* Evidently, the Masoretic text has suffered a haplography, since the following
word begins with mem (this change most likely emerged before the change of the final let-
ters).”” DJD suggests that the Vorlage of the Septuagint read *3TPR YWnn, the exact reverse
translation of the Greek expression 1 mapaPoAn n dpxaia. More likely, the phrase n
rapaPoAn 1 &pxaia is simply an attempt to translate the odd expression TP HYwWn. The
translator would have chosen singular 1} dpxaia to correspond with singular %327TPR INTPN>

54.  DJD XVII, 53.

55.  The imperative without conjuction is also possible, albeit rare; see, e.g., Prov 20:13 (Joiion & Muraoka
2006, §116i).

56.  Cf. McCarter 1980, 382.

57. DJD XVII, 85.

58.  Cf.Is 43:18 where plural N30T is rendered by plural T dpxoia.
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and 1} mapaBoAr to correspond with SWn, employing an attributive construction rather than
preserving the original genitive construction.”

1826:11 TMN M G (1o 86pu)] 1Mmn Q*

The Qumran manuscript has the singular third-person suffix attached to the noun n°in,
‘spear’, while the Masoretic text and the Septuagint do not have the suffix. The text continues
in the Masoretic text as IDWRIN WK and &no mpog kepaAfig avtod in the Septuagint, which
likely reflects 1"NWRIAN as the Vorlage. In the Qumran manuscript, the text that follows has
not survived until a few words later, but the editors of the DJD volume reconstruct it
according to the Septuagint as 1"NWRIAN].® Furthermore, DJD suggests that Josephus, Ant.
6.313, has ‘his spear’, in agreement with the Qumran manuscript. Indeed, Josephus’s text has
a personal pronoun connected to the word ‘spear’ (a0tod tO 86pv) but leaves out the
following phrase ‘from / which is at his head’. Clearly, Josephus simplifies the expression by
leaving out the mention of ‘head’. Thus, Josephus’ is not a solid witness for the personal
pronoun suffix attached to the word ‘spear’, since the personal pronoun can simply be a
remnant of the abridged expression ‘from / which is at his head’. The Hebrew word NWXIN
is plurale tantum and occurs in the Hebrew Bible always either in status pronominalis (i.e.,
followed by a suffix) or status comstructus. In that sense, the reconstruction 3NN
PNWRINMA] is reasonable. However, the expression as a whole seems redundant in so far as
the referent third person singular suffixes. Thus, I regard the first suffix in reading 11°I1 as a
secondary addition which might have emerged from the influence of the second suffix.

28322 T M G (kai étéxOnoav)] THM Q°

The Masoretic text and the Qumran manuscript have the verb in different stems, likely pual
and niphal, respectively, both with a passive meaning.”> Since one cannot trace which stem,
pual or niphal, the Greek translation represents, I consider this case only with respect to the
number, singular (Q“) or plural (M G). Although the subject is plural, the predicate verb can
sometimes be in singular. However, in similar genealogies, the verb 79 seems always to be
in plural (see, e.g., 2 Sam 3:5, 21:22, 5:13, 14:27).° Thus, plural is more probably primary
and singular perhaps the result of a scribal mistake. A metathesis (waw-dalet-lamed) made by
a scribe could also explain the different stem evidenced in the Qumran scroll.

59.  Ifthe Septuagint Vorlage indeed read 37 YW, it would not change the situation, since that Hebrew
reading would be dependent on the reading 30T YWn rather than on the Qumran reading.

60. DJD XVII, 91

61.  Qere a‘r?-m; the vocalisation of the ketiv reading is reconstructed as a‘r?;’_].

62.  The gere reading here is also niphal.

63. DJD XVII, 109.
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283:35 D2 IRM G ( ... mavrég)] DR Q°

The phrase in the Masoretic text reads 7RI iR DNY-DYOR WNWARIL 18570 *3, “if
I, before the sun sets, taste bread or anything else’. The context (DYV, ‘to taste’) seems to
have influenced the erroneous writing of words 92 X as 9218 in the Qumran scroll: The
scribe evidently had the verb 928 in mind; however, the form 92IR does not suit the syntax
of the sentence.”

287:28 ™A M G (xai oi Adyot cov)] 712 Q.
The Masoretic text and the Septuagint have in plural ‘words’, while the Qumran scroll has a
singular form. Since the predicate DR, ‘truth’, is in singular, the singular form 73277 is

appear in plural. It is singular even when it is the predicate of a plural subject—e.g., Ps 19:10:
DRR MM~ YaWn, ‘the ordinances of the Lord are true.’

In 2 cases, there is a different word order.

285:8  DMYATIRI DMOAITNRIM G (kai Todg xwhods kal Tods Tuprode)| o]y NKi
o['noaln [PR1 Q*

The Masoretic text and the Septuagint read ‘the lame and the blind’, while the Qumran scroll

has a different word order. Since, in v. 6 and later in v. 8, the order is reversed, I regard the

reading of Q* as a secondary harmonizing reading.”

2S5:19 Dvmp‘yg-‘vg noYRA M G (Ei dvaPd mpdg todg dAhogivrovg)] o[»]nws[a Sy
[M5]yrn Q°

Since the interrogative adverb 11 should appear at the beginning of the sentence,” the word

order in the Masoretic text and in the Septuagint must be primary.®’

In 5 cases, there is a more complicated change.

1S2:21 '7&5%73\:0' VN 5’_[.}71_ M G (kai éueyaddven o monddpiov Tapovnd)] ow 59
[Hxinw] Q°
The Qumran manuscript reads DW instead of Y17 in the Masoretic text and the source text
of the Septuagint. The reading DW is certain and cannot be reconstructed as PR1]nAW, since
mem is in the final position, which can be clearly observed in a photograph of the fragment.*®
In DJD XVII, the end of the line is reconstructed as [9X1W], but other reconstructions are
also possible—e.g., [3n]. In any case, the particle DW seems to be secondary. The
expression DRI W1 574 would be redundant, and the original reading was probably

64. Cf. DJD XVII, 116.

65.  See also Ulrich 1978, 128-29.

66.  Joiion & Muraoka 2006, § 155bp
67.  Pace DJD XVII, 122.

68.  PAM 43.122. Pace DJD XVII, 42.
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simply SR1NW 573 or a1 5T, The reading | DW suggests that the reading DRAW 5737
was expanded to DRIAW DW 5T by dittography.” Therefore, it seems reasonable to
conclude that the original wording was 5RINY 5Tam, which was then expanded in separate
textual traditions, as P37 in M G and as DY in Q.

282:15  NWA WRNM M G (tév [efoade)]| nwa wrh Jwrw Q°

The Qumran manuscript clearly differs from the Masoretic text and the Septuagint, but one
cannot be sure what follows J@’R. According to DJD, the reconstruction NWa W'RY fulfills
the estimated line-length,” but, since the rest of the line (ca. 32 letters) is missing, many other
reconstructions could be possible as well. Therefore, I cannot make a decision as to the
primacy of the readings.

2Sam 3:28-9 15[13 we AR DT M G (810 TV aipdtov Aevvnp ... katavinodtwoav)]
SAl m1ar] om Q°

In the Masoretic text, the phrase 7JaR DTN belongs the preceding clause: ‘My kingdom and
I are guiltless ... for the bloods of Abner’. In the Qumran scroll, the corresponding reading
belongs to the following clause: ‘The blood of Abner, may it fall ...”. The number of the verb
[/ %513: is clearly connected with the number of the subject 73R DT / 71aR "NT. The
Septuagint clearly had a source text similar to the Masoretic text here, which can be observed
from the rendering and (<jR) and the plural forms aipdtov and KatavtnodTwony.

The letter mem preceding "7 in the Masoretic text could be the result of dittography,
since, as DJD suggests, the preceding word ends in mem.” However, dittography does not
explain the change of number from singular to plural. If one considers the word D71 as
original, the plural ending * could be explained as a misreading of an initial 1 attached to the
following word. The evolution of the text would thus be T1 @9 (Q*) — N7 MW — OO
"N (M). This explanation is not, however, complete, since the development could go in
either direction and, without any further arguments, the development by haplography of mem
is equally possible—i.c., "7 09 (M) — N7 09 — 071 B9 (QY). As for the noun 0T,
either singular or plural are equally possible in this context.”” Because the construction iE2
(guiltless) + iR + DT does not appear elsewhere in the Hebrew Bible, the dittography is a
more probable solution, in which case the reading of Q* is more original.”

284:11  WRTNR 0 M G (dnektdykaoty &vdpa)] wR 377 DNR Q

The readings in the Masoretic text and the Qumran scroll have three differences: 1) M has
nota accusativi NN instead of pronoun DNX in Q, 2) the word DNNR/NN is placed either
before the verb (Q) or after it (M) and 3) the verb is either 3rd person plural perfect (M) or

69.  Cf.DJD XVII, 42.

70.  DJD XVII, 105-6.

71.  DJD XVII, 114-115.

72.  Cf,e.g., singularin Josh 2:19; 2 Sam 4:11 and plural in Gen 4:10; 2 Sam 21:1; see also HALOT, 225.

73.  Cf. Josh 2:19-20, where the preposition |1 with "] is used to denote ‘free from an oath’, while 07 is
used without any preposition.
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infinitive absolute (Q). The differences are clearly connected to one another. The larger
context in Qumran reads P I[¥ JW'R 371 onR D[’SJ]WW D’W[JN ‘wicked men, you killed a
righteous man’, a casus pendens construction. Naturally, the pronoun DX cannot be used
with a 3rd person plural verb; furthermore, the casus pendens construction fixes its position
to before the verb. Both the casus pendens construction and the use of infinitivus absolutus
suit Hebrew syntax and also fit the context.”* The Masoretic text has the same clause but
without casus pendens: P*IR™WRTNIN 1377 DWW DWIR, ‘wicked men killed a righteous
man.” Although the Greek text does not reveal whether a nota accusativi was used in its
source text, the construction of the clause does reveal that it follows the reading of the
Masoretic text, not that of the Qumran text. The development from a more complex (and also
more acceptable) reading to a simpler one is more probable than vice versa. Thus, the
Qumran reading should be regarded as the primary. The accusative marker N may well be a
remnant of DK, as noted by Cross.”

286:13 XM W M G (uboxos kad dpva)] DR npaw oa [Aplaw Q°

The Septuagint clearly shares the same reading as M. Although not all the letters are visible
in the Qumran scroll, it evidently has the same reading as in 1 Chr 15:26, ny2w) 0™9-1yaw
09K, The question, then, is whether the text of Samuel is corrected toward Chronicles in Q*
or whether the reading in Chronicles is indeed original. The Qumran scroll does not just have
the number seven but also a different noun, B8 for MW (and probably also B*'X for KRN0
in the reconstruction).

Excursus: Mice and Boils in 1 Sam 5-6

The story in 1 Sam 5-6 recount an episode surrounding the ark of God in the hands of the
Philistines and its aftermath. Having captured the ark of God, the Philistines are struck by a
plague in each city to which they bring the ark. To lift the disease from their cities, the Phil-
istines finally return the ark to Israel, giving golden gifts to the Israelites as ‘a guilt offering’.

There are many readings which relate to the plagues, whether mice and/or boils. One cannot
avoid the impression that there are editorials processes behind the description of the disease

of the Philistines in 1 Sam 5-6. It is thus necessary to take a closer look at the differences to
study each reading.

1 Sam 5:6

In the Masoretic text, the disease is described for the first time in 1 Sam 5:6:

74.  See Waltke & O’Connor 1990, §35, 580-97 (inf); Jotion & Muraoka 2006, §156.
75.  DJD XVII, 120.
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23N TITWRNR “°0%0p3 onR T DAY DTITYRIOR 10T T20m
And the hand of the Lord was heavy upon the people of Ashdod, and he terrified and
struck them with boils, both in Ashdod and in its territory.

The Septuagint version differs substantially:

Kol €BapovOn xeip kupiov €mi "Alwtov, Kal Enryayev abToi¢ Kol e€éleoev avTOIG €ig
Tag valg, Kal HEGOV TG XWPAG aTAG AvepUnoay HVEG, Kal £yéveto cUyxLolg Bavdtov
UEYAAN €V Tf] TOAEL

The hand of the Lord was heavy upon Ashdod, and he set (a disease) against them and
it broke out upon the ships. And in the midst of its territory, mice sprang up, and there
was a great confusion of death in the city.

The two most evident differences are 1) the mention of ships instead of boils and 2) the plus
at the end of the verse which describes the spawning of mice and the deathly panic in the city.
From where do these differences originate and which version should be considered original?

I shall first concentrate on the reading D’?gg;ﬂ — €l¢ tag vadg. The basic meaning of the word
5937 appears to be ‘a swelling (on the surface of the earth)’. The word is used here as a proper
noun denoting certain hills or a part of them (cf., e.g., Neh 3:26; Mic 4:8).” In the present
context in chapters 1 Sam 5-6, the word '7;_17 is understood as ‘thickening of tissue’ or ‘a
boil’—i.e., ‘a swelling on the surface of the skin’.”® Besides the 5 occurences in 1 Sam 5-6,
the word '7531 denotes a disease only once elsewhere in the Hebrew bible—viz., Deut 28:27.
The gere for this word always appears as D0 (plurale tantum), ‘hemorrhoids’, in each of
the 6 occurrences. The Targum of Samuel and several Targums of the Torah likewise
consistently translate the word 59'}7, ‘boil’, with the gere reading ("1 in aramaic). This
indicates that the word D710 was probably considered more appropriate than '7{._')'37.79 This
may seem surprising to the modern reader, since the more general word ‘boil’ sounds politer
an expression than does ‘hemorrhoids’, which refers to a swelling in the area of the anus.
However, in Hebrew, the situation seems to be reversed. Thus, it is possible and even
probable that 553? had connoted the genital area and was therefore replaced by the more
neutral D1V. This conclusion is supported by Arabic, where the cognate words ‘afl and
‘afal denote ‘the layer of subcutaneous fat around the testicles, perinacum, wild growth of

tissue in the vulva, thickening of flesh in the anus’.*

76.  Qere DNV

77.  Wilkinson 1977, 138; HALOT, s.v. %9 1L

78.  Lexica usually distinguish the homonyms '753] ‘boil” and 55}7 ‘hill’ by listing them as '7937 I and 5517 II.
See, e.g., HALOT and DCH, s.v. %99 VL.

79.  Cf. The Talmud, which lists impolite words that were substituted by a more polite expression: ‘our Rab-
bis taught: Wherever an indelicate expression is written in the text, we substitute a more polite one in
reading. [Thus for] ba‘apolim [we read] ba-tehorim (2*11V2)’ (t.Meg. 25b), transl. Epstein 1961; cf.
Van Staalduine-Sulman 2002, 243.

80. HALOT,s.v. '79'31. Cf. also the Vulgate, which translates the words D’5EJ}7: with the expression in secre-
tiori parte in 5:6, 12
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With the exception of 1 Sam 5:6, the Septuagint equivalent for 5937 is €dpa, literally ‘a sitting
place’ or ‘a seat’ but used as a euphemism for the ‘buttocks’. Most commentators consider
that the translator has read his Vorlage along the same lines as the gere reading, because £3pa
is closely related to hemorrhoids. However, if one accepts the idea that indeed the word 599
itself had connotations to the area of the anus, it may as well have been the word chosen for
the Vorlage of €dpa. How, then, should one understand the translation of €i¢ ta¢ vadg for the
expression D"?D}J:l in the Masoretic text? Clearly, the ships are not a euphemism for 5937 If
the translator actually translated a Hebrew equivalent for vadg, candidates could include
MR, “a ship’, or the collective IR, ‘a fleet (of ships)’. Thus, the reverse translation of €ig tag
vadg could be either MR or *IR2A. However, both words, M"IR and "R, can be vocalized
differently in Hebrew, denoting ‘distress’ or ‘mourning’.®' Therefore, I suggest that the
translator of the Septuagint had a version of the text that read N1"IR2/*IRA DNNX ", meaning
something like ‘he struck them with distress/-es’. Since the expected translation for the plural
DMIN in the Septuagint would have been a plural form of mhoiov,” I consider the alternative
IR more probable for the Vorlage. The reading "IR2 in the Hebrew text could have arisen
from a similar reason to the gere form—i.e., to replace a shameful expression with a polite
one. The expression "IR2 does not correspond with the semantic field of ©'9a3 but fits fully
into the context when understood as ‘(struck) with distress’. The biggest problem of this
solution is that no remnants of the reading AN have survived outside of the Septuagint, but
it would at least sufficiently explain the origin of the odd translation €i¢ Ta¢ va0c.

Let us then concentrate on the rest of the verse and its translation in the Septuagint. The
following synoptic table presents the Masoretic and the Septuagint text along with a proposed
Vorlage for the Septuagint:

81.  Hebrew iR =R = IR, ‘distress, mourning, weariness’, occurs in the Hebrew Bible 3 times (Gen
35:18; Deut 26:14; Hos 9:4; twice in conjectural emendation: Ezek 24:17, 22); N7 occurs twice (Is
29:2, Lam 2:5); cf. 7R, ‘to mourn’.

82.  The plural MR is translated as mAoiov 20 times and va0¢ 5 times, while the collective "IN is translated
as vadg 6 times and Aoiov once.
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MT LXX LXX Vorlage
(proposed)

T32m | kol EBapoven 730mM
M7 | xelp Kupiov mn T
D TITYRDOR| énl "AlwTov, TTUR DY
DRWN|kai ényayev abTolg onim
ONR 77| kal €€€leoev avTolg onR N
[omnva] D"?Q}{;J glg tag vadg, N3
TITURNR (kai pécov TN
9123701 | T xWpag adTiG 9123
aveponoav Hoeg, D™M20Y HY
Kal EYEVETO mm
oUyxvotg Bavdtou mn NN
UEYAAN €V Tf] TOAeL ya nT

Table 1. Comparison of 1 Sam 5:6 in LXX, Its Vorlage and MT.

Instead of D"_ri*n:v’zga"?gz, the Vorlage of the Septuagint possibly read TV TWR Y (cf. several
Masoretic manuscripts which also read the preposition %Y instead of :78) The translation kai
gnnyayev avtoig, ‘he set against them’, is explained by the possibility to read the
unpunctuated letter W as sin—not Sin, as the Masoretic tradition does. The Septuagint
translator did not read the word DAW" as a form of the root DAY, ‘to desolate’, but as a
hiphil consecutive imperfect form of the root D', ‘to set’, with an additional third person
plural suffix—this would explain the extra pronoun a0toi¢ in the Septuagint. The verb ékl(éw,
‘to boil; to break out (in disease)’, does not correspond accurately to its Hebrew counterpart
1123, hiphil ‘to strike’. However, I do not see any reason to assume a different Hebrew source
text but regard this an adaptive free translation to make the context (even slightly) sensible.
The phrase kai yécov is a Hebraistic expression and necessarily assumes the existence of
71021 in the Hebrew Vorlage. The end of the verse (dvepinoav woeg, kol €YEVETO GUYXUOLG
Bavdatouv ueydAn év tf] méAel) constitutes a plus in comparison with the Masoretic text. The
latter part of the plus is identical to v. 11 of both the Septuagint and the Masoretic text: &t
gyeviiOn ovyxvolg Bavdatov €v OAn tf] moAeL — '1’3]0"7;):;1 nMN™NIINR AaT3. The former
part of the plus (&dve@oinoav uveg) introduces mice into the story. The Masoretic text does not
mention mice until 1 Sam 6:4-5, where the guilt offering of the Philistines is described:

And they said, “What is the guilt offering that we shall return to him?’ They answered,
‘Five gold boils and five gold mice, according to the number of the lords of the
Philistines; for the same plague was upon all of you and upon your lords. So you must
make images of your tumors and images of your mice that ravage the land, and give
glory to the God of Israel.’
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Evidently, the nature of the guilt offering is inspired by the plague that troubled the
Philistines. However, even the Masoretic text seems to assume that mice were part of the
plague that encountered the Philistines, since they must make golden ‘images of mice that
ravaged the land’. The problem is that, in the Masoretic text, the mice are not mentioned
earlier in the description of the plague. In the Septuagint, on the other hand, the spawning of
the mice is mentioned before the description of the guilt offering. Not only verse 5:6 has a
plus concerning the mice; at the end of 1 Sam 6:1, too, there is a plus: kal £€€leoev 1 yi]
a0T@V poag, ‘and the land broke out with mice’. The possible explanations are 1) either one
or both of the statements concerning the mice in 1 Sam 5:6; 6:1 are original parts of the story,
since 1 Sam 6:4-5 assumes the existence of such mice, or 2) the Septuagint has expansions
evidencing attempts to harmonize the earlier story with 1 Sam 6:4-5. In favour of the second
alternative, it has been argued that mice are, even in antiquity, often associated with
pestilence, so any earlier reference to mice before 6:4-5 is not needed.” However, the mice
seem to form an essential part of the guilt offering, so it would be odd for them not to have
been mentioned explicitly earlier.** The most compelling explanation for this is that the story
was composed from two different stories, one with a plague of mice and the other with one of
boils. Although that might be the case, such editorial work must have taken place earlier than
our textual evidence, since all the witnesses include both mice and disease in the story. All in
all, I am inclined to think that at least one of the earlier references to mice must be a primary
reading.

Returning to 1 Sam 5:6, we have observed so far that 1) the first part of the verse is translated
in the Septuagint, though the translation and source text of the Septuagint differ in some
details from the Masoretic text, 2) the last part of the verse has a doublet in 1 Sam 5:11 and 3)
the reference to mice might be an original part of the story.

P. Kyle McCarter has argued that the most original text in this verse is best represented by the
Lucianic recension.* Compared with the critical text of the Septuagint (presented above), the
Lucianic recension contains an even more detailed description:

Kol €BapovOn 1) xelp Kupiov émi "Alwtov kai €pacdvile tovg alwtiovg Kal Endtaev
a0TOoVG €l¢ Tag £0pag avT@V TNV "AlwtoVv Kal TO Splov avTh¢ Kal EMNyayev €’ abTOUG
uoag kol €E€Ppacav €ig TAC vadg adT®V Kal €i¢ uéoov Tfig XWpag abT®V GveQLNoav
UOEG Kol €YEVETO 6UYXLOLG BavAToL UeYdAT €V Tf] TTOAEL

Part of this seems to correspond with the Masoretic text and part of it with the Septuagint.
This becomes more apparent when the texts are compared synoptically:

83.  Smith 1977, 41. Cf. McCarter 1980, 119; Wilkinson 1977, 139.
84.  Cf. McCarter 1980, 119.
85.  McCarter 1980, 119-20.
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LxX LXX" Vorlage
MT LXX Vorlage LXX" (McCarter)
(CS)
7220 | kai £Bapuvon T22M | Kat éRapivon T20M
MM [ xelp kupiov MY 171 xelp Kupiov T
D TITYRIOR | éni "Alwrov, TITUR HY|émi "Alwrov TTUR DY
DRYN kai éfacdvile Tovg dlwtiovg | D™ TITWRA NXR DAY
DDR TN kol éndragev adTolc onR M
D’%Qy; £1¢ Tag £8pag avt@V o(n)Haya
TITURTTIR v "Alwtov TITYUR DR
123NN Kai T Splov avtiig 9123 NRY
Kal énryayev adToig ONWM | kai énfyayev €n’ adTog oY 1HM
uoag 0'12Y
kal é€éleoev avTOIG DNR T kal e€€Ppaocav 18N
€lg tag vadg, IR | €lg TAG valg adT@V DNIAN1
Kal péoov TIN2A7| kai €ig pyécov TN
TG XWpag aldThg 9123 | tic X®Opag a0tV DXIR
ave@Unoav poeg, D™M20p 1Y Gvepunoav uveg D'"20Y 1'7}1
Kal €YEVETO NN | kal éyéveto M
ovyxvolg Oavdatov MR NMinn|cvyxvoig Bavdatov A9 M nmnn
MEYEAN £V Tf] TOAEL T2 1973 | ueydAn év o méer Ryt

Table 2. Comparison of 1 Sam 5:6 in LXX, LXX*, Their Vorlagen and MT.

In my opinion, the Lucianic recension is more probably a conflation of the different readings
than simply a more original one. After the opening phrase ‘and the hand of the Lord was
heavy’, the first part of the Lucianic text (kai éBacdvile - kai T0 Gprov avTig) is evidently a
more literal counterpart to the Masoretic text than the text that corresponds to the Masoretic
text in the Septuagint (koi émnyayev - kai péoov TG XWpag avtig). It is a more literal
translation, e.g., in that it employs

* the verbs Pacavi{w and matdoow instead of énayw and ék(éw.
« the phrase €i¢ tag €dpag avt@v instead of €1¢ Tag vadg.
« the words tnv "Alwtov instead of kal pécov.

As argued above, these differences result in part from the use of a different source text than
that behind the Septuagint and in part from an adaptive approach to translation. Therefore, it
1s not surprising that this kind of Hebraizing tendency emerges.

86.  McCarter’s (1980, 119) reverse translation of the Septuagint: PIW™ D*9Y 5pM TTWR S M 7 7T20m

YA AT MR NMIAR Rm ™A HY ¥R TN NMIKk2 onb.
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The last part of the Lucianic text (kai énryayev — ueydAn €v tfj toAet) is virtually the same
text as the end of the verse in the Septuagint. I see no reason to assume a different source text
behind the phrases £n” avtovg, uvac, kal é€éBpacav and avt@v (after i¢ ta¢ vadc). Rather,
these emerge from Greek stylistic choices to make the story read more fluently. In particular,
the phrase kal énfyayev én’ avtovg evidently presupposes the Greek text kai €mnyayev
avToi¢ (< DRWM instead of DAW" in MT) rather than a different Hebrew consonantal text
(e.g., "5y 1Y, as McCarter proposes). Furthermore, pbag is more probably an addition to
make the missing object explicit than an indication of D22 having been in the Vorlage.*’

The most plausible explanation is, therefore, that the Lucianic recension represents a doublet,
including the original Greek translation (kal émfyoayev - ueydAn €v tij méAer) and the
translation which is corrected towards Masoretic type of the text (kal éBacdvile - kai TO
Sprov avti|g). Interestingly, the other Septuagint manuscripts have included the first part of
this doublet, the correction toward the Masoretic text, but misplaced it as a plus in 1 Sam 5:3:
Kal £PapuvOn xeip kupiov éml tovg Alwtioug kai éfacdvicey adToVg Kal Endtaley adTOVG
elg Tag £0pag abT®v, TV "AlwTtov Kal t& Spta avtii¢. McCarter considers the plus in verse v.
3 evidence for the primacy of the corresponding text in v. 6, but, in my opinion, the
misplacement supports more the view that it is a later addition.

Having now addressed the wording of the original Greek and presented a possible Hebrew
source text for it (see Table 1), there is still the matter of whether the plus in the Septuagint
text of 1 Sam 5:6 is primary or secondary. As noted before, the Septuagint could be expansive
here. Thus, the plus could be explained as a harmonization of the story with the additional
reference to mice and as constituting a doublet in its anticipation of the statement on panic in
v. 11. The possibility of omission should also be considerd. Haplography does not completely
explain the development from the source text of the Septuagint to the Masoretic text, but the
words 1"9133 (> Tii¢ xWpag adTAc) and [T (> peydAn) are similar enough to have caused a
scribal error. After that kind of haplography, one need only to assume that the following word
Y3 was omitted.® Furthermore, Josephus clearly mentions mice in when describing the
plague that encountered Ashdod,” supporting the primacy of the reference to mice in verse
5:6.%

87.  McCarter considers the omission of ©122Y the result of haplography after D", but this conclusion is
valid only if one accepts that the Vorlage actually had B9y (which I doubt).

88. Alternatively, one can assume that there was a different word order—e.g., NI7A 92 *NNI 022Y 159
19173 Mn (cf. the word order in 1 Sam 5:9: n’gi'r;} NN Y3). Note also the resemblance of the words
D122Y and 7'Y2, the similarity of which may have caused a misreading.

89.  Josephus, Ant. 6.3.1-4.1: xai teAevtaiov dnéoknpev eig TV TV Alwtiwv TV Kal TV XWpav aTGOV
@Bopav o Betov kal vooov . .. T & €l TH¢ xwpag Ludv TAR00¢ dveAOOV £ml ThG YiG KatéBAape unite
QUTOV PNTE KAPTIOV Grooxduevov, ‘At length God sent a very destructive disease upon the city and
country of Ashdod . . . And as to the fruits of their country, a great multitude of mice arose out of the
earth and hurt them, and spared neither the plants nor the fruits’ (trans. Whiston 1988).

90. Cf. McCarter 1980, 119.
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1 Sam 5:9
In 1 Sam 5:9, the Masoretic text as follows:

D'99Y D7 1AW YITTI TORR YR WIRTR T
And he afflicted the men of the city, both young and old, so that boils broke out upon
them.

The Septuagint has a longer version:

Kol €ndtagev Tovug Avdpag TG TOAews Ao UikpoD £wg peydAov kal €ndtaev avtolg
€l¢ Tag £dpac avT@V, Kal énoinoav £avtoic ol 'ebOaior £5pag.

And he afflicted the men of the city, both young and old, and he afflicted them to their
backside, and the Gittites made themselves seats.

The phrase kai éndtaev avtolg €i¢ tag €8pag avt@v indicates the Hebrew text DAR "
Dr"9aYa (cf. verses 5:3 and 5:6 above) and can thus be regarded as a plus. The texts can be
compared as follows:

MT LXX LXX Vorlage
T |kl éndtalev ™
YN OWIRTIR [Tovg GvOpag TG MOAewS PN VIR DR
91737TY1 TOPR [&nd HikpoD Ewg peydAov DV TV 0PN
kol éndragev adToug onR M)
elc Tag €dpag adT@v, (Porbaya
D{l'? TINWN [kai émoinoav £éaxvtoig onb Mown
:0"29Y |oi TeBBaior £8pag ohay

Table 3. Comparison of 1 Sam 5:9 in LXX, Its Vorlage and MT.

The remaining part of the verse after the Septuagint plus appears to be fairly different in the
Masoretic text and in the Septuagint. Should one assume that there was a different Hebrew
source text, or do the differences originate from a separate factor? Manuscript 4QSam*® does
not help here, since it reads only 093] ...]3. Thus, it could be reconstructed as well from the
plus in the Septuagint as from the end of the verse in the Masoretic text 1IW™M 977]4
o'5ap[ onb. The Hebrew verb 1INWN is the qal 3rd person plural consecutive imperfect of
the root NV, a hapax legomenon. The related words in cognate languages, together with the
present context, suggest that the verb means ‘to burst open’ or ‘to break out’.”’ Although the

91. Cf,e.g., Jewish Aramaic N0, ‘to tear down, destroy’, or Egyptian Aramaic INW, ‘to break in, destroy’.
HALOT, s.v. 9NW; cf. also Wilkinson 1977, 138.
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translation kai énoinoav in the Septuagint does not correspond semantically with the word
INW, it may well have been an attempt to translate the rarely attested root.”” If this is the
case, the pronoun £autoi¢ would be an understandable translation for the Hebrew expression
orY, and £8pag represents the systematic way to translate the word 0'58Y in the Septuagint.
It is possible that the Vorlage of the Septuagint may have read extra N3/°nJ, but, more likely,
the phrase oi I'e00aiot is just an addition by the translator to define the subject. This is useful,
since, in the Septuagint way of understanding the text, the subject of the verb énoinoav/
1N is different from that in the Masoretic text.

Whether the plus kal éndtaev avtovg ei¢ tag £8pag¢ avt@v actually had a Hebrew
counterpart or not, the phrase along with the phrase that follows it seem to be redundant. At
least in the Hebrew, the phrase B"9apa DNX 1", which corresponds with the Septuagint
plus, does not seem to fit the context. In the Septuagint, the plus could be understood as an
attempt to make the story more sensible, since the phrase kai énoinoav €xvtoic ot I'ebbaiot
£0pag itself sounds a bit odd in the context—are the Gittites making backsides or seats, and
why are they doing this?”® Perhaps a scribe or editor of the text thought that, instead of the
Gittites making £8pag, the text should be similar to many other passages in the story, thus the
phrase kai éndtaev avtovg £i¢ Tag £€8pag avt@wv was added without deleting the peculiar
phrase that followed it. The weakness of this solution is that no Greek manuscripts exists
with a reading that leaves out the entire phrase.” Nevertheless, since this solution explains
the different readings in a sensible way, | regard this as a better solution than to assume a
Hebrew Vorlage of D"9apa DN T for the plus. There seems to be no other satisfying
reason behind such a redundant phrase, since the following phrase and the whole context
makes sense without it.

1 Sam 6:1

The beginning of the chapter 6 sums up the events described in the previous chapter; v. 1 in
the Masoretic text reads as follows:

DY APIY TNYYe NTRE MY
The ark of the Lord was in the country of the Philistines seven months.

The Septuagint has a plus at the end of the verse: kai é€éleoev 1 yij adT@V poag. Besides 1
Sam 5:6, this is the only other case where the Septuagint refers to mice before the mention of

92.  Cf. also the Vulgate, which uses another kind of semantically free equivalent—viz., conputresco, ‘to pu-
trefy, rot, become disgusting’.

93.  Evidently, because of this ambiguity, some Greek manuscripts have added xpuoag, ‘golden’, after the fin-
al £8pag to denote unambiguously that these gifts were physical things, though this word is not added un-
til 1 Sam 6:4.

94.  The Lucianic recension reads kal éndtagev Tovg dvdpag tfig TéAewg &ro uikpol £wg peydAov €ig Tag
£dpacg, but this seems to be an attempt to make the fuller Septuagint text more fluent (or toward the Mas-
oretic text) by omitting redundant words.
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their golden images (6:4-5). Although there is no need here for another such reference to
make the story fluent, the plus is probably original, and the Masoretic text would then have
resulted here, too, from the haplography 0’32239 - D'WTN (see also p. 55)

1 Sam 6:4-5

As noted earlier, the Qumran manuscript has the same word (viz., ‘boil’) as the Masoretic
text, albeit without the suffix, while the Septuagint does not have any corresponding word—

028y M| o[*]5[apn Q; G aliter (this reading is listed on p. 61). In fact, the
Septuagint formulates the description of the gifts in a notably different way:

MT LXX

IR | “kai Méyovor
DWN‘I nn | Ti 16 g facdvou
i) J’WJ W\DN drodwoopev avti);
801 1'173&’1 kol einav Kat' &piOudv
D’DWL)D 170 | @V catpan®dv TV dAAo@UAwY
am ’5537 T(DDI'I TEVTE £3pag XPLOAG,
am ’133}7 WWDI'H
0535 nnK ‘IDJD"D dt1 mraiopa €v LUV
DD’J'ID'?I Kal Toic dpxovoty DUV
Kal T® Aa®,
“kai udc Xpuoolc
Ny
D90y Moy
D22y ’D")’.ﬂ OpolwHX TV YOOV DUV
PIRITIR Dn’nwm TV drapOetpdvtwy TV yiv-

4And they said, 4And they said,
‘What is the guilt offering ‘What is that something of the torment
that we shall return to him?’ that we shall return to him?’
They answered, ‘According to the number They answered, ‘According to the number
of the lords of the Philistines: of the lords of the Philistines:
Five golden boils Five golden seats
and five golden mice,
for the same plague was upon all of you —for the same plague was upon you
and upon your lords. and upon your lords
and upon the people—

*and a golden mouse,
*So you must make

images of your boils
and image§ of your mice, an image of your mice,
which ravaged the land. which ravaged the land.

Table 4. Comparison of 1 Sam 6:4-5 in LXX and MT. Highlighted text indicates that the
reading is unique to either MT or LXX
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The Masoretic text arranges the content as follows:

» answer to the question
o five golden boils and five golden mice
* reason #1 for the gifts
o the plague was brought upon all Philistine—i.e., the five Philistine cities
« exhortation to make gifts as guilt offerings
° images of the boils and mice
* reason #2 for the gifts
o they ravaged the land

The Septuagint arrangement is different:

» answer #1 to the question
> five golden boils
* reason #2 for the gift
o the disease was brought upon all the Philistine—i.e. the five Philistine cities
* answer #2 to the question
> one golden mouse, an image of the mice
* reason #2 for the gift
o they ravaged the land

The flow of the Septuagint seems to be more fluent, as it is symmetrical: the first reason (i.e.,
the number of the Philistine cities) is more naturally linked with the disease and the second
reason (i.e., ravaging the land) with the mice. Furthermore, the Masoretic version repeats
both the golden boils and the mice. The number of the golden mice (i.e., either one or five)
depends on when they are first mentioned. If earlier in the story, as in Masoretic text, the
number can be none other than five. If later, as in the Septuagint version, the number does not
play a critical role. Thus, the development from the Septuagint version to that of the Masoret-
ic text is perhaps easier to imagine—that is, if the Masoretic text version were more original,
there is no evident reason why the number of golden mice would be changed when placing it
earlier in the text. If, however, a golden mouse is introduced just after five golden boils are
mentione, the number is more likely to have been changed. This inclines me to consider the
Septuagint version primary with regard to the reading 0229y M] B[*]5[apn Q; G dliter.
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2.1.2 MxGQ*(124)
The Septuagint and 4QSam® agree against the Masoretic text in 124 cases.

In 39 cases, there is a short quantitative change; in 25 cases, there is a plus in Q" G, while, in
14 cases, there is a minus.

Pluses in 0“ G

1S1:24 PRI M] pron™ QG (kai &prorg)”

The passage describes the offerings which Hannah brings with her. Besides the mention of
bull(s),” flour and wine, the Qumran manuscript and the Septuagint also include bread. At
first glance, there is no evident reason behind either the addition or omission of DM, though
its inclusion is surprising, since the term would fall into same category as flours. In any case,
the bread is exceptional compared to the other presents, since, in each other case, the amount
is also defined: one bull (M: three bulls), an ephah of flour and a skin of wine. These details
point to the secondary nature of the plus D). Indeed, the plus DP9 must be a nomistic
addition, as suggested by Rofé to match this passage with Priestly law (Lev 23:15-21).”

1822 wiTp PR M] pr &°[2 Q* G (60)
According to Cross, it is not infrequent to add the conjuction *3 before cola,” and, thus, the
reading in Q" and G is probably secondary.

1S2:20  inpnY M] pr wri Q° G (6 &vBpwrog)

The Masoretic text reads awkwardly, with a singular suffix attached to the indirect object,
though the predicate verb is in plural: 173]77:3'? 13'?;?], ‘they went to his place’. The Qumran
manuscript and the Septuagint read more coherently, with the verb in singular (T9"), as is the
case also at the beginning of the verse (‘Eli blessed ... and went...”). Although the singular
form of the verb seems to be primary, the defined subject W' is probably secondary.”

Although the word K107 is visible in the Qumran scroll, it is highly probable that another
verb form followed this infinitive absolute. Therefore, one can indeed consider |R1OM[as a
plus, not an alternative reading for 80OT’. Most probably, Q* had exactly the same reading as

the source text of the Septuagint. In this case, the longer reading of Q" and G is original
and was later shortened in M by haplography.'”

95.  Q"indeed reads {oooo} OrY, but the letters initially written after D) most probably resulted from dit-
tography, which were then later erased by the scribe; see DJID XVII, 32.

96.  ‘Three-year-old bull’ in Q* and G is the primary reading. M has ‘three bulls’. See p. 6.

97.  Rofé 1989, 253.

98.  DJD XVII, 34.

99.  Pace DJD XVII, 42.

100. DIJD XVII, 43.
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152:25 15999 M] [1]5 19991 Q* G (ko mpocetEovran bngp abTod)

In this case, either the plus 19 could be the result of dittography, or the shorter reading the res-
ult of haplography. The verb 558 (piel/hithpael) usually takes the preposition 9 to indicate
‘on whose behalf” someone is arbitrator.'" The object suffix used with the verb in the reading
of M does not appear elsewhere in the Hebrew Bible.'”” This leads to the conclusion that the
reading of Q* and G is original and was later shortened by haplography.'” After the indirect
object 19 was omitted, the final letter was vocalised as an object suffix to make some sense of
the incomplete clause (apparently needed to indicate on whose behalf someone is arbitrator).

1S2:27  omyna M] 012y om[¥na QG (¢v yii Alydnte SovAwv)
The word ©7aY is omitted in the Masoretic text by homoeoteleuton due to the similar
endings D"7- and 0"-.'" The reading of Q* and G is primary.

152:32 11 M] 17 19 Q* G (¥otan oov)
The Septuagint and Qumran have the plus '[5 (oov) here. This may well be an addition for
syntactic clarification, since there is no evident reason for it to have been omit.

152:33  0WIR M] 0'wiIR 2912 Q° G (2v popgaia dvip&v)

This text is hard to understand without 2912, ‘by the sword (of men)’ (on differences in the
preceding verb, 1918 or 101", see pp. 46). The best explanation for its omission is that the
Masoretic text is defective and, thus, secondary, as argued in DJD.'”

1S5:8  fin M| + nn]3 Q" G (gig I'ebOa)

This plus in the Septuagint and Qumran manuscript logically repeats the place to which the
ark of God is brought, fitting the context. Although the sentence is understandable also
without this plus, it seems more likely to be defective than intentionally elliptic. Thus, there
is a slight preference for the primacy of the reading in Q" and G.

185:10 Kb M] anb [n]R5 Q° G (\éyovrec ti)
It is more probable that the interrogative nnb was dropped out than for it to have been added
to the story. This may well have happened by accident between 985 and the word that

begins with Ae.'"”

101. Cf. DJD XVII, 43.

102. A suffix is attached only in Job 42:10, but that indicates the subject of an infinitivus constructus.
103. Thus also in McCarter 1980, 82.

104. Pace DJD XVII, 43.

105. DJD XVII, 45.

106. DIJD XVII, 52.
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1S6:2  ©mopy ouna? M o[a]hwnn [(?)omoIn onopy oumah Q° G (todg
lepeiq Kal ToLG HAVTELG Kal TOUG €maotdoug)

The Masoretic text lists only two groups: 0%3712, ‘the priests’, and D0, ‘the diviners’. The
Septuagint lists both of these (tovg iepeic . . . ToUG pavrelc), adding also tovg énaoidoug, ‘the
enchanters’. Since émao1d6g renders DVIM, more often than *IYT?, DID reconstructs also
D'NVINYI in the lacuna before D[*1]11wN. However, equally well or even more likely is
that énao186¢ simply translates o[a]3wn%y, the root of both of indicates a verb of knowing
(UT'/010a). In any case, it is evident that both the Septuagint and the Qumran text mention
more groups than just ‘priests and diviners’.'"”” Furthermore, it is likely that the short reading
in the Masoretic text is primary and underwent expansion(s), and, thus, the extra detail about
the groups in the Septuagint and Qumran scroll must be secondary.'®®

186:3  RnR M| mm A3 [17R DR Q* G (t1v k1PwTov d1abrkNG KLpiov)
The Septuagint and Qumran text have the plus ‘(of) covenant of the Lord’ following ‘the ark’.
This was probably an addition to make the text richer and more vivid.

1S7:1 27728 M] Ww[R] 3T3["aR Q* G (Apwvadap Tov)

The Qumran scroll has the plus W[ &]. The construction Tov év T® Pouvd in the Septuagint,
suggests that the source text used the relative pronoun (otherwise, the translation €i¢ oikov
Aprvadaf €v @ Pouv®d would be expected). There is no evident reason to add the pronoun,
so the omission of the relative pronoun was probably the result of a scribal mistake. This
conclusion is strengthened by the fact that, indeed, several Masoretic manuscripts and the
Peshitta have the relative pronoun here. Thus, I regard the reading of Q* and G primary.

1S10:4  on% M ond mai[n Q* G (&napxdg &ptwv)

The Masoretic text has Dlji?"m:ﬂ, ‘two loaves of bread’, while the Septuagint has the plus
&mapydc, ‘presents’ (Vo dmapxdc &ptwv). Evidently, &rapxd can translate 1ai[n, found
in the Qumran scroll.'” However, one cannot be sure whether or not the Qumran text had the
numeral W before that.""® The phrase DMY MOUN / dnapxds dptwv does not appear
elsewhere, but, in Lev 23:17, the noun DNY is associated with the word 181N. Thus, the
primary reading is probably simply un‘v-mw and MAOUN an addition inspired by Lev
23:17."

107. The Qumran scroll may have even more groups than does the Septuagint, but I do not include reconstruc-
ted variants in my analysis here.

108.  Pace DID XVII, 53.

109. Although the word arapxdg, ‘first fruits’, usually translates Hebrew 170, ‘offering’ (82 times; e.g. Ex
25:3; 2 Sam 1:21) or MWK, “first(fruit)’ (38 times; e.g., Ex 23:19;1 Sam 2:29 [Q® reads WRIN]), it is
probable that drapydg here translates N91IN, since the semantic fields of 117N and 181N are similar.
In addition, the noun BN is associated with the word 18131 once (Lev 23:17) but never with the word
1M170. Thus, the simplest and most probable solution is that source text of the Septuagint is similar to
Q.

110. The Lucianic text has arapxdg dptwv without the numeral, but it is too bold to state that the Qumran
scroll here has a proto-Lucianic minus, as such an interpretation would depend on how the text is recon-
structed. Cf. DJD XVII, 64.

111.  Van Staalduine-Sulman 2002, 277.
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1S10:25 Wk M| R 195 Q" G (ka1 anAABev €kacToC)
The omission of 135" is best explained as the result of a scribal mistake. The graphically
similar word 92/912 earlier in the verse may have influenced the omission.

1S10:26 5 M| 5nin 12 Q' G (viol Suvduswv)

The expression 711 "33 is a Hebrew idiom literally meaning ‘brave men’,"? while M has the
collective noun 5?00, ‘the army’. Either fits the context well. The reading of Q" and G
should perhaps be considered primary, with the omission having resulted from a scribal
mistake.'"

1S15:27 P M] mxw prme[1] Q° G (Bxpdtnoev ZaovA)

The Qumran scroll and the Septuagint define the subject explicitly and thus remove the
ambiguity as to whether Saul or Samuel was the one who laid hold of the garment.'* The
shorter reading of M is, thus, primary.

1824:15 R ' M| Rep 1708 [ Q* G (xivoc ob ékmopetn)

In this verse, there are two questions which begin with 3 "MK, ‘after whom’. In the latter
question, all witnesses have PR as the subject, while, in the former question, M has the
third person singular XX (the subject is then 5N1W’ 150) The DJD considers the reading of
Q* and G primary, since it is ‘stylistically desiderated’."” Although a deliberate change could
have been made to improve the style, in this case, it is reasonable that the verbs in both
questions were originally inflected in the same person. It is also noteworthy that the
interrogative "2 ends and the verb XX1 begins with the same letter (sc., yod), which could
have caused resulted in the accidental omission of an intervening word—though, in a typical
parablepsis, one would have expected the letter yod to have been written only once.

1S25:11 139 M | 18 "% Q* G (toig kefpovoiv pov, T& TpéPata)

The DJD reconstructs the reading in agreement with the Masoretic text as 7[1139, since the
‘shorter reading of 4QSam® best fits the requirements of space and vertical alignment’.'"
However, the first visible letter after the /acuna is more likely nun than zayin. The letter
clearly has a left vertical stroke visible at the bottom as nun regularly has in this hand, while
zayin is more or less written with a vertical stroke (cf., e.g., the letters nun and zayin in the
words 911 and "1IpPn in 1 Sam 1:22 and 30:29, respectively). Thus, the reconstruction miH
"3[R¥ would seem to be more plausible."” If the vertical alignment requires less text, there
are two possibilities for haplography in the lacuna—namely, DRI ' NR]Y — NXR]Y or

N2V AWK NNAY — NNAY. The expression XX T3, ‘sheepshearers’, appears in Gen

112.  Appears in Deut 3:18; Judg 18:2; 1 Sam 14:52; 18:17; 2 Sam 2:7; 13:28; 17:10; 1 Kgs 1:52; 2 Kgs 2:16;
1 Chr 5:18; 26:7, 9, 30, 32; 2 Chr 17:7; 26:17; 28:6; with an article (sc., S5m0 12) only in Judg 21:10.

113.  According to McCarter (1980, 191), M omits "33 ‘after the somewhat similar sequence’ "ny.

114. DJD XVII, 77.

115. DJD XVII, 85.

116. DJD XVII, 87.

117.  Thus reconstructs also McCarter 1980, 393.
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38:12, and the reading of Q" may well be primary. The reading of M would then have come
into existence by a homoeoteleuton error.'® The Septuagint translator interpreted the final yod
in the word "1 as a first-person suffix, not as a marker of status constructus. It is also
possible that the pronoun pov after ta npdPata is not included in the translation because of
that misunderstanding. Another possibility is that the source text of the Septuagint already
read simply XX instead of "IRX. In any case, I regard the omission of IRX a secondary
reading.

1827:10 58 M] *]A 5 Q* G (Emi tiva)

The Qumran scroll and the Septuagint has the plus A (tiva) in comparison with the
Masoretic text. The original reading in this case is unquestionably "3 99, ‘against whom’, as
can be observed from the answers that follows the verse. The reading in the Masoretic text
emerged from several interrelated errors: first, the interchange of the prepositions 9y and 5&,
which is not infrequent (see, e.g., the answers in latter part of the verse). Then, when the
interrogative " was dropped out, the preposition '7t3 was interpreted as a negation OR to
make sense of the clause.'”’

282:15 U_D:;;'? M] pama 115 QG (t@v maldwv Beviayiv)
The Qumran scroll and the Septuagint represent the primary reading, shortened in the
Masoretic text by a haplography of the letters *32.'*°

283:8 NN M] 1 RN Q* G (mpdg avTév)
The Qumran scroll and the Septuagint define the indirect object, so the shorter reading in the
Masoretic text is to be preferred."'

284:1  Hwrw1a M]| mww 113 n[w]aran Q° G (Mepgifoobe vidg Zaovl)

According to the DJD, the name NW2'dN is a mistake for NW2a W'R."* The Septuagint
several times translates Meu@iPoobe for NMYA YR in the Masoretic text.'” The form
NW2'AN in this verse and 2 Sam 4:12 suggests that the erroneous form already existed in the
Vorlage of the Septuagint. The DJD suggests that the Masoretic text omits the name to avoid
the erroneous form.'** However, since the Masoretic text represents the proper form of the
name elsewhere, there is no reason to assume that the Masoretic text would have had the
form NW2'AN in this verse. NW2'AN could be interpreted as a secondary addition in Q" and
G, specifying the expression 9IRW j3. The verse does indeed seem to need such a

specification (otherwise, the subject of the sentence is left unclear; cf. also v. 4, where the

118.  McCarter 1980, 393.

119. Cf. DJD XVII, 94.

120. DJD XVII, 105

121. DJD XVII, 110.

122. DJD XVII, 116.

123. 2 Sam 3:8, 14, 15; 4:8, 12. For the translation IefocBe in the Septuagint, see 2 Sam 2:8, 10, 12, 15.
124. DJD XVII, 116. See also Driver 1913, 252; Cross 1995, 140n3; Ulrich 1978, 42-45.
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subject of the sentence is defined as Saul’s son Jonathan). The primary reading is probably
DIRW 12 Dw1 Wk, away from which both M and Q® and G developed separately.

2842 DRYT1a M] Drw 12 nwaanh Q° G (16 Meu@iPocde viG) TaovA)

The syntax of the clause requires the preposition 9. The best explanation for its absence is
that the preposition dropped out when the name NwW21'81 was omitted. Thus, the primary
reading is probably 7IRW 12 NW3a WRY (see also, the previous case 1 Sam 4:1).'%

286:6 N1y M] 177 [NR] R1Y Q° G (0% TV Xeipa adTod)

In the Qumran scroll and in the Septuagint, Uzzah is said to stretch his hand out towards the
ark. In fact, the Vulgate, the Peshitta and the Targum also agree with this reading. Only the
Masoretic text leaves out the object ‘his hand’. Considering the evidence of the other
witnesses along with the obscurity of the Masoretic text, the longer reading should be
considered primary. The reading of M was probably caused by a haplography, a scribe having
skipped from one aleph to another (98 177 NR — HR).'*

Minuses in O“ G

1S1:13 &1 M M] &1 QG (xai adth).

The Masoretic text is probably secondary, defining the subject.'”’

182:17  D"WIRA ¥RI M] 1281 Q* G (RbéTouv).

The Masoretic text defines the subject of the verb 1¥R3 as ‘the men’, D"WIR7, but this does
not clarify the meaning of the passage. Evidently, the subject should be the same as ‘the
young men’, D37 (ie., the sons of Eli), mentioned at the beginning of the verse.
Concerning the primary reading, either the word D'WIR is original and omitted to make the
verse more fluent, or—more likely—the shorter version is indeed original and, for some
reason, the word D"WIR: was added erroneously.'*

1S2:22  WR52 N M]| W[ n& ] Q* G (&).
The word 5;7 could have been omitted accidentally, though there is no evident reason for
haplography. More likely, in this case, it was added to the text to make the story more vivid.

1S2:30  *mnR iR M] 'nnR Q° G (Eina).

The reading in the Qumran and in the Septuagint is shortened by haplography.'*’

125. DJD XVII, 116.
126. Cf. DJD XVII, 127.
127. DJD XVII, 29.

128. Cf.DJD 42.

129. DJD XVII, 44.
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186:20  ©iibRA M M] M Q° G (kvpfov).

The Greek evidence is divided here: the majority of the manuscripts have kvpiov, mss A O
127 d t z 554 read xvpiov (tod) Og0D, while manuscripts B 121 do not have either of these
epithets. The DJD considers the reading in the Qumran scroll to be a proto-Lucianic plus
compared to the original lectio brevior, attested by B in the Septuagint.””” More likely, the
Old Greek reading was the same as the majority reading kupiou, and the shorter reading in B
and 121 was perhaps caused by haplography (kvpiov Tov ayiov — tov ayiov).”' The Vorlage
of the Septuagint would then agree with the Qumran scroll. Considering the Hebrew
readings, the shorter one is more probably the original reading.

1S15:31 M MRW npwn M] [9 n[nwn Q° G (kai mpocexbvnoev ¢ kupiw).
The Masoretic text defines the subject, thus probably making it secondary.'*?

1S24:20 "% Ay M] AWy Q° G (remoinkag).
In this verse, there are also differences in word order (see p. 52). Furthermore, the Masoretic
text defines the indirect object. Thus, the shorter reading of Q* and G is likely primary.'*’

1S26:12 092 "3 M] 0]93 Q" G (wdvreg).

In this case, M has the conjunction "3, while G and Q" do not have a corresponding word.
According to DJD XVII, the conjunction "2 here anticipates the following '3 in the next
clause." This is reasonable, since the text is more fluent with only one * clause.

283:3 920 523 nwR M || M)A Q° G (tiig Kapunhiag).
The plus '7;; NWR, ‘the wife of Nabal’, is probably an explicating gloss (cf. 1 Sam 27:3,
30:5; 2 Sam 2:2) and, thus, secondary.'”’

283:36  aib opn M] B[¥n Q* G (tod Aaobd).
The plus 2V is probably an addition inspired by the expression 2™, at beginning of the
verse, as pointed out in DJD."*

284:2  yp oM M] o[ TT3 Q° G (cvotpeppdTwv).

The Masoretic text has the verb ‘to be’ instead of the nominal clauses of the Qumran text and
the Septuagint. Syntactically, both options are equally possible, so it is impossible to decide
which of the readings is primary.

130. DJD XVII, 56.

131. The reading kupiov is also considered to be the Old Greek reading in the Septuagint editions of Rahfls
and Aejmelaeus.

132. DJD XVII, 78.

133.  DIJD XVII, 85.

134. DJD XVII, 91.

135. DJD XVII, 109.

136. DIJD XVII, 116.
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285:8 Y M] P> Q° G (Gnrécbw)

The only difference here is whether to read the conjunction 1 or not. This difference can be
explained as either haplography or dittography, since the letters waw and yod are often
indistinguishable in the manuscripts.

285:10  nir2Y HHR MM M] mRIAY MM Q" G (kal KOP10G TAVTOKPATWP)
Since the expression NINAX "R MM tends to replace the more primitive form i

niR2L,"" the shorter reading is more likely to be primary in this case.

287:23 3% nivy7 M| Mw[p9 Q* G (tod morfoar)

Before this, the Masoretic text has TAp 280 T¥IRY NiRIA 191730 029 NP, “doing for
them great and terrible things for your land before your people’. The phrase seems odd, with
two indirect objects governed by the preposition 9 (‘for them’; “for your land’). Most likely,
the word T¥IND is corrupted from TWY (cf. to0 ékPaleiv oe in G and WW.’(‘? in 1 Chr
17:21). In any case, D;_):? is probably an explicating addition to indicate for whom God does
great and terrible things.

A long quantitative change is found in 6 cases, of which Q* and G have a plus in 4 cases and
a minus in 2 cases.

Long pluses in " G

1S1:24  —M] qwr[2] Aam[ & Q' G (tiv Busiav, fiv)

The few recognisable words TWR[2] Nam[ DX suggest that the Qumran scroll had a plus of
similar length to the Septuagint. The expression I3 Vi), ‘the young man was a young
man’, in the Masoretic text is peculiar.'®

that it is the remnant of a longer original text;

The simplest solution for this peculiar reading is
"% the scribe would have skipped from the one
IP1 to another IPI. The longer text of the Septuagint has t0 maiddpiov et avT@OV. 25 Kal
TPOCHyayov €vimiov Kupiov, kai €ogaev 0 mathp avtol tv Buoiav, fjv €noiet €€ NuepV
€1¢ NUEPAG TG KLpiw, Kal pooryayev To matddpiov. The DID does not reconstruct an equi-
valent for the last clause of the plus (kai mpoofiyayev to maiddpiov), but instead notes va-
cat."* In any case, Q" and G had a longer text that is primary with respect to M.

182:9 853 M] pr ¥ malw T S[MlB[ 31T M1 Q' G (SiSodc dxHV T
g0XOUEVW Kal eDAGYNoev €t dikaiovr)

Both the Q" and G share the text which is a plus compared to the M. What precedes X573 in

M (2:8b—9a: TWNa — ") is lacking in G. Interestingly, Q" has both readings. It is argued that

the combination in Q* would have been the original, from which the readings in M and G

137. DJD XVII, 122.

138.  On this puzzling reading, see further Aejmelacus 2012, 6-7.

139. Thus in Aejmelacus 2012, 6-7; McCarter 1980, 56-57; DJD XVII, 35.
140. DIJD XVII, 35.
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emerged.'*! However, this solution is improbable, since there are no evident reasons behind
these omissions.'** Instead, M seems to supply an alternative to the original reading of G; for
some reason, Q* conflates these two readings.'®’

1S2:10 15y M] pr valwn nhwyn ... 5151 5&1[ Q' G (kal un Kavxdobw ... Kal
TOLETV KPiUX)

In this verse, the Septuagint has a lengthy plus that resembles Jer 9:22-23. The few visible

letters confirm that the Qumran scroll also had a similar text. Whether or not the plus is

directly dependent on Jer 9, it is clear that the plus is an addition that summarises Hannah’s

Song. Its placement in the middle of the final stanza in the song also supports its secondary

nature.'*

288:7  ohwr M| + 12 opam o [ohwi]® S mSPa - nplb omx[ Jos
[ An]HY Q' G (ki EAafev adtd - &v 6 dvapiivar adTov €ic IepovoaAnu év
Nuépaig Pofoap viod ZoAou®dvtog)
This plus is missing in M and its affiliates, the Targum, the Peshitta and the Vulgate. In
addition to Q® and G, Josephus (Ant 7.105) clearly knew of the passage. The Masoretic text
could have been the result of haplography AW — oYW, which resemble each other
enough to have caused the error. However, the mention of the King of Egypt taking away the
golden shields in the context of David’s victories in 2 Sam 8 seems disjointed. A plausible
explanation is thus that the plus in Q" and G is the result of a gloss based on 1 Kgs 14:25—
26.145

Long minus in Q° G

1S6:4 21 ™33y Awnm am Hay nwnn M] anr Hay [nwnn Q° G (réve €8pag

XPLGAG)
Above (p. 30), I have argued that the reading of G and Q" here is more original.

286:3-4 nY233 WK ITPAR a0 REN AwTn ARvntng M Javwn [n]R Q° G
(tnv Guaav).

This case could be the result of a homoeoteleuton error in Q* and G, but, because exactly the
same wording of the plus from ﬂ?;g to Y233 is found earlier in the verse, it is more likely
that there was a dittography of several words in M (i.e., it is unnecessary to repeat that the

wheels were new or that the house was built on the hill).'*

141.  Thus suggests McCarter 1980, 69—-70.

142. It is unlikely that ‘both M and G would have dropped out part of the text’, as Aejmelaeus (2008) argues.

143.  Aejmelaeus 2008. Contra Lewis (1994, 38-39) and Stobe (1973, 101-2), who consider the reading in G
to be a secondary addition after the text in M was dropped out. However, their views do not sufficiently
explain the reading of Q.

144. Aejmelaeus 2008.

145.  See McCarter, 1984, 244; Ulrich 1978, 45-49.

146. Pace DID XVII, 126.
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In 27 cases, there is a change in the morphology.

1S1:24  nWHW M| wHwn Q* G (tpietifovri)

The Septuagint correctly translates the rare pual W‘TWDW with tpietiCovti, while in the Mas-
oretic text the original reading is replaced by a more common derivation of the same root,
ﬂ’(?'?\:ﬂ, ‘three’.'*®

1S1:25  yonwn M] o[ Q* G (kai Eogatev)

The Greek text has the lengthy plus at the beginning of the verse kat mpoonyayov évaomiov
Kupiov, kal €oqaev 6 Tatrp adtod TV Buoiav, fjv €noiel €€ NuUepdV £ig NUEPAG TG KLPIwW
Kal mpootyayev to matddpiov. In this context, it is natural that the story would continue with
the third person singular £o@acev (Eli as the subject). The Masoretic text has suffered a long
haplography, which resulted in the peculiar reading 3 V3177 (see p. 38). Furthermore, the
haplography probably influenced the change from third person singular to third person plural
and thus included also Eli into the story (the previous predicate verb in the Masoretic text is
feminine 3782M7). Indeed, the Lucianic text (kai éopagav) agrees with the Masoretic text,
but the resemblance is probably superfluous. The verb €o@a&av is probably changed to plural
(also Mss 245 554), because the previous verb in the Lucianic text, Tpoonyayov, is also in
plural (also Mss A CI d® "* s *). In any case, the reading of Q" and G is primary.

1S2:4 onnM] nnn Q" G (nobévnoev)

The Qumran scroll and the Septuagint have the word in singular, while the Masoretic text has
it in plural. The feminine singular 7NN would be in agreement with the subject of the clause,
if that were vocalised NWp as in the Masoretic text. However, the plural 0'N may well have
been the original reading. It is probable, then, that NW} was originally intended to read as the
rare plural form NWp, ‘bows’, but was confused later with the more common (singular)
nYp, ‘bow’.'” Thus, changing the original plural O'NM into singular NN was a later
attempt to harmonize the text.

1S2:10 A M] nns Q" G (&doBevii moroet)

The Qumran scroll and the Vorlage of the Septuagint had the verb in singular (hiphil) as well
as the phrase 12" NN MY, ‘The Lord shatters his adversary’. In the Masoretic text, the
verb is in plural (niphal), and the phrase is interpreted differently 127372 IAm? M7,"™ “as for
the Lord, his adversaries are shattered’. The reading of M is lectio difficilior but probably still
secondary. That is, the context suggests that the personal suffix in 12" refers to the subject

147. The parallel case for this kind of usage of pu W9W, is Gen 15:9.

148. Note that the letter mem in the orlgmal reading w‘vwn is combined with the preceding word forming the
plural D183 in M (vs. singular 792 in G).

149.  See Dahood 1965; McCarter 1980, 69. Cf. DID XVII, 34.

150. The gere reading has the adversaries in plural, 12737, while ketiv has the word in singular i277. The
number of the word seems to be dependent on whether the verb is understood as niphal plural (requires
the subject 1"2™1 in plural) or hiphil singular (either singular 1337 or plural 3" acceptable).
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1 rather than to

Yahweh’s enemies—thus according to the Masoretic text. The song as a whole is about how
God protects the humble and the faithful.

of the previous stanza (‘for not by strength shall anyone [W'R] prevail’)

182:10 oy M] 0P Q° G (kai £Bpdvnoev)

McCarter suggests that the surrounding text was originally DY9° 0'AWw2 "By, ‘the Most High
will thunder in the Heavens.’ In the Masoretic text, the proper noun By was corrupted to Hy
and interpreted as a suffixed preposition 19, ‘against it’. The text of the Septuagint, KUPLOG
&véPn elc obpavole kai EBpdvTnoey, suggests that, in its source text, "9V was misread as the
verb 1YY, which caused a conjunction to be attached to the following verb, forming the
consecutive imperfect OYIM (perhaps the subject ‘Yahweh’ was also added). The reading in
the Qumran scroll shows that Q* G share the same secondary reading.'*

1S2:20 81 M] RS Q' G (Aéywv)

The Qumran text and the Septuagint understood the verb as an infinitive construct, while the
Masoretic text has it in the third person singular perfect (with a conjunction attached). In this
case, it is impossible to determine which of the readings is primary.

152:20 1395 M] 79 Q* G (xad dmiiAev)

The original text was probably something like mpn‘? '[5’1, ‘he went to his place’. The person
was then changed to plural, as witnessed by some Hebrew manuscripts, the Peshitta and the
Targum: DAPNAY 1297, ‘they went to their place’. This change was evidently made because of
the context (i.e., both Elkanah and Hannah went). Finally, the reading mpn‘v Dz?-j], ‘they
went to his places’, in the Masoretic text is a combination of these readings. Also, the plus
WA (6 &vOpwroc) after the verb 79" in Q* and in G was a secondary addition.'>

182:29  30pan M] van Q* G (¢néAedac)

The Masoretic text is corrupted here. The original text had the idiomatic expression 11
Y NIR ... VAN, ‘why do you look upon ... with a selfish eye’, as Cross argues.™ In
addition, the corruption in the predicate verb triggered several other corruptions in the
Masoretic text: NIX — N"MR (resh read as waw), 'V — W (yod read as waw).

152:32  qnaaM] a3 Q" G (év oikw pov)

The Masoretic text has 0232 17 ﬂ:fl?'&5], ‘and there shall not be an old man in your house
[i.e., Eli’s family]’, while, in the Qumran text and in the Septuagint, ‘the house’ must be
understood as the temple: *N'22 |pPT '['7 7' R, ‘there shall not be for you an old man in
my house [i.e., in Yahweh’s temple]’. Probably, the original reading was *N°23; the passage
was intended to mean that no old man among Eli’s descendants would serve in the temple, a

151. Aecjmelacus 2008; McCarter 1980, 73.
152. McCarter 1980, 70-71.

153. DJD XVII, 42; McCarter 1980, 80.
154. See DID XVII, 43; McCarter 1980, 87.
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sentiment also in harmony with the following verse (‘one man I shall not cut from my altar
[*121]°). The emergence of the secondary reading T332 was influenced by similar wording
in the surrounding verses, where the word indeed denotes the ‘family of Eli’ (vv. 30, 33)."”

152:33 7y M] 11w Q° G (todg d¢9Baiuois adtod)
The reading of Q" and G is probably primary, referring to the priest that will be spared (viz.,

Abiathar). Then, context influenced the modification of the verb to have the second-person
suffix (viz., Eli)."*

1S2:36 81 M] MRS Q* G (Aéywv)
Both readings are acceptable, so either could be primary.

1S5:10 12071 M] 0]mM2071 Q° G (&neotpédate)

The reading 3207 in the Masoretic text is probably derived from v. 9 and is thus secondary.
Note that the Masoretic text has also omitted the interrogative 1719 before the verb, probably
due to a homoearchon error."’

1S8:17  D2IN¥ M]| 021X Q° G (kai T& ofpvia)

The conjunction 1 is expected here, since the term DJIRX continues the list that began in the
previous verse."”® Apparently, in the Masoretic text, the letter waw dropped out because of
haplography (the previous word 102815 ends with the letter waw).

1S10:5 1M M] 1 Q' G (kad Eotan)

The jussive form 71" does not fit the context and evidently resulted from a mistake.'”
1S14:29 10 waT vyn M] 17 WaT vn Q' G (PpaxL o0 uéAitog TovTOL)

The word W27, ‘honey’, requires an article in this context, since it is followed by the pronoun

711. The omission of the article in the Masoretic text is evidently a scribal error.'®

1S14:30 12 AN37 M] 1907 137 Q° G (eilwy Fv i TAnyn)

The form 1217, ‘the slaughter’, is grammatically correct (referring to a certain event, not as
a general phenomenon). The reading of M was apparently caused by mistaken word division
(he was attached to word 127) and a confusion of the letters he and taw.''

155.  Contra McCarter (1980, 88—89), who considers TN"23 primary in 2:32.

156. McCarter 1980, 88—89.

157. DID XVII, 52.

158. It is possible to interpret that DJINRY as beginning a new sentence, but, as McCarter (1980, 155) points
out, it ‘stands in awkward isolation’. Note that also the Peshitta also reads the conjuction: ( aasissa.

159. DIJD XVII, 65; Driver 1913, 80-81.

160. Cf. DJD XVII, 74.

161. DID XVII, 74.
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1S14:31 121 M] 1 Q* G (kai éndratev)

The third-person singular subject (referring either to the people or to Saul) is perhaps more
difficult to understand, and the plural (referring Israelites generally) might just be a correction
to make the text more readable. An alternative explanation is that the singular number
resulted from an assimilation with the surrounding context, whereby ‘the people’ constitutes
the subject.'®

1S14:47 n2i¢ 25121 M] N2 751021 Q* G (ki gl faciéa ZovPa)

The curious plural expression 12i¥ ’;)??_3, ‘kings of Susa’, does not appear elsewhere. The
singular form in Q" and G is apparently the correct and primary reading (cf. 2 Sam 8:3, 5, 12;
1 Kgs 11:23; 1 Chr 18:3, 5, 9).

1S14:48 1o M] 1’5[W Q" G (T@®V KatamatodVTwyv avtdv)
M has the word ‘plunderer’ in singular, while Q" and G employ the plural form. The primary
reading is probably plural but was later shortened to singular or misspelled then interpreted as

singular.'®

1825:27 nann M] AlAN[N Q' G (kad Soetc)

In this verse, the Septuagint uses imperfects Aafe ... kal dwoelg, ‘take ... and give’. In the
Masoretic text, the first verb is missing, and the second one has a passive sense (niphal)
nana, ‘let it be given’. Although the first verb is not preserved in the Qumran, it probably
agreed with the Septuagint 11]An[1 ... MP]. The reading of Q® and G is more straightforward
than the reading of M. It is possible that the use of direct imperatives in reference to the king
was considered inappropriate, and the second-person consecutive perfect verb form (with an
imperative meaning) was thus changed to the more neutral niphal third-person form. The
imperfect NP was perhaps omitted together with the change of the verb jN1 or even
independently by a scribal error (the previous word also ends in 7). However, since the first
verb form in Q° is not preserved, it is difficult to prove this claim.

1826:22 Fonn mmna N3 M] 7on7 iR 730 Q° G (13od 1o 86pu Tod PactAéwg)

The reading of Q" and G, ‘Behold, the spear of the king’, is probably original. The reading of
M, ‘Behold, the spear, O king’, is artificial and probably caused by a dittography of the letter
he. It is notable that the gere tradition also agrees with the Qumran scroll and the
Septuagint.'®

1S27:11 N3 M] An3 Q* G (eic red)
The reading N3 with locative 4e is appropriate to the context and probably original.'®’

162. E.g.,in 14:30, D7 5;:;2; later, also in verse 14:31, DY AV,
163. Cf. DJD XVII, 75; McCarter, 254.

164. DJD XVII, 92.

165. DJD XVII, 95.

43



282:29 ounn M| AaM[Nn] Q* G (eic Ty mapepBoliiv)
Also in this case, the reading with locative /e is probably primary.

283:1 o971 0% M] [5]73 79[ Q° G (¢nopebeto kai AoBévet)

The DJD argues that D’t?'_r] D’:)t?h cannot be plural ad sensum, since the singular is used
earlier in the verse.'® However, in that case, the subject would simply be 717, so singular is
expected. Here, at any rate, the subject is '71&\? N'2 which can easily be understood as
denoting Saul’s (numerous) offspring. The question of the primacy of the readings is more
complex. On the one hand, the change from singular to plural could have been motivated by
the context, understanding 51&@7 "2 as plural ad sensum. On the other hand, the change
from plural to singular may have been an adaptation to the surrounding singular forms (?[t?}'l
pIm).

283:27  1an M] an[Han] Q* G (eig XePpwv)
The reading of the Septuagint possibly reflects the original locative he, omitted in the
Masoretic text (cf. discussion of 1 Sam 27:11; 2 Sam 2:29, above).

256:9 N M] JnRY[ Q' G (Aéywv)
Both readings are grammatically feasible. In this case, it is hard to argue which reading is
primary.

286:16 M M] "n" Q* G (kai éyéveto)
The consecutive imperfect is to be preferred in this context (past tense, not future). The
reading 11°M1 is a simple error (cf. also 1 Chr 15:29).

In 46 cases, there is an interchange of a word.

182:16 WK M] TWR 91910 Q' G (¢k névrwv, v)

The expression IWRI + MN (piel/hithpael) does not appear elsewhere in the Hebrew Bible,
making the reading of M suspicious. Rather, the construction TWR 53 + MR (piel/hithpael)
appears several times.'*” This leads to the conclusion that the prefix -2 is just a remnant of the
original expression 2120.

1S2:16 15 M] 8 Q* G (00xi)
Besides Q and G, several Hebrew manuscripts and the gere tradition also have the negative
particle 9. Apparently, this is also the primary reading.'®®

166. DJD XVII, 109.

167. Deut. 14:26; 2 Sam 3:21; 1 Kgs 11:37; Eccl 6:2. Moreover, 93 + IR (piel/hithpae) appears in Deut.
12:15, 20, 21; 18:6.

168. Driver 1913, 31-32. Thus also in DJD XVII, 42; McCarter 1980, 79.
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1S2:20 oW M] oYW Q* G (Anoteioar)
The original reading was most likely D9".'® In the Masoretic text, the letter lamed dropped
out, which caused a misinterpretation of W as .

182:21 TR M] Tpa" Q° G (kai éneoképato)

The unvocalized readings are similar except for the first letter, either a kaph or a waw.
Considering the context and the progression of the story, the use here of consecutive
imperfect is natural and expected. It is the particle "3 that is odd here.'” Thus, most likely
waw was corrupted to kaph, resulting in the secondary reading of M.

152:21 Mmooy M] min]> 8% Q° G (Bvdmov kupiov)
According to DJD, the secondary reading of M anticipates 7117°"0Y in v. 26."""

1S2:22 ‘7137}?7"7;27 M] 5% 2135 Q" G (toig vioic IopanA)

The expression 92% must be a corruption from *32%—indeed, the sons of Eli did not do evil to
all of Israel but to the Israelites generally. Furthermore, the letters beth and kaph could have
been confused, and the wording WWN'L)D in the same verse could have contributed to the
corruption.

1S2:25 D’ﬁ5§ M] M 58 Q' G (1tpog kbpiov)

These readings are connected with the readings 1581 (M) and [1]% [19991 (Q" G) in the same
clause, of which the latter is the more original, as argued in p. 32. Also, in this case, the
reading of M must be secondary: after omitting 1% and, therefore, interpreting waw as a suffix
in the word 1"7'?54, a subject is needed in the clause, so the original 77" HR was misread as
DR, The reading D'1YR cannot be original, because it does not fit the original sentence
1% 15587 (the preposition IR is also needed, to indicate to whom one prays).

1S2:29  Dag™any M] T’%ﬁﬂg[ Q* G (¢vevhoyeichat)

Since the following word begins with the letter mem, the readings can partly have resulted
from either haplography or dittography of that letter. Haplography is more likely here, since a
second-person plural subject is given at the beginning of the verse. The omission of one mem
caused also an omission of aleph in the same word to read the word as a verb, though this
interpretation does not fit the context very well.'”

169. DJD XVII, 42.

170. It could be understood as emphatic, but the construction would still be awkward.

171. DIJD XVII, 42-43.

172.  Likewise, the reading of M is considered primary in DJD XVII, 43. There is no need to conjecture that
omnan was original, McCarter (1980, 87—88) does.
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1S2:33 iy M] 1912 Q* G (recotvran)

The end of the verse, D'WIR IMN?, in M is defective (see p. 32). It is probably a corrupted
form of the end of the following verse, DN"IW 1M1, which accidentally replaced the original
D'WIR 1713 1918 (note the resemblance of D"WIR and DAIW).'”

183:4  Hxnw-Hx M M] [SRinw Sxi]nw Al Q* G (kbptog SapovnA Zapovn))

In principle, the textual history could have proceeded from the reading HRIAW YR to the
reading YRINW HRINW or vice versa. However, it is more likely that the letters 1AW were
(accidentally) dropped out, resulting in the preposition 58 rather than the opposite
development. That is, if the scribe would have misread the text of M, HRINW HR, “(called) to
Samuel’, he would probably have ended up writing the name only once, not twice.

1S5:9  ink M] N3 Q*G (mpdg I'ed / Tovg 'eBOAatovc)' ™

This case has been understood as a proto-Lucianic reading.'” However, mpoc T'ed / tovg
ref0Aatovg may well be the Old Greek reading, afterwards corrected toward M by omitting
the phrase. After the omission, the preceding word avtrjv coincidentally corresponded with
the reading INR, though t0 peteABeiv avtrv was probably originally meant as a literal
translation for 12D (cf. QY), interpreted as an infinitive construct followed by a suffix. The
reading of M 1N, for its part, is simply a corruption from 1n3.'"

156:3  pTinM] 2991[1Q" G (kai ¢&1hacOrioeTan)

The Qumran scroll and the Septuagint both have 982317 here, a rare hithpael (‘to be forgiv-
en’), which makes perfect sense in context: ‘you will be healed and forgiven’.'”” The Mas-
oretic text has the clause as D;? 37‘[1'31: IRDTIN, ‘you will be healed, and it will be made known
to you.” Interestingly, the Targum seems to support the reading of Q" and G: MM jiENN
ﬁ:)z?, ‘you will be healed, and it will be relieved for you.’ It is reasonable to conclude, then,
that, since later redactions did not seem to understand the root, the rare 9821 in Q" and G had
indeed been the original reading and was later replaced by another verb.

1S8:18 & oiva M| 0nn [0 Q* G (v Taic fuépaig xelvaic)

Singular 8377 may well be derived from the beginning of the verse, as argued in DJD.'™
Naturally, this reading is connected with the previous word, either 01’2 or ©°2°3, which did
not survive in the Qumran scroll.

189:18  Hyinw-na M| 98nw] 5[& Q* G (mpdg Zapoun))

The verb T3 (qal) does not usually use the particle N® to indicate whom someone

173. DJD XVII, 45.

174.  The reading mpog I'e / tovg T'eBOAatovg is found in L 318 460 with minor variants: tpdg Tovg
re®0Aatovg L 318; mpdg I'ed 19; gic I'ed 460.

175. For a discussion, see Kauhanen 2012, 172-73.

176. Aejmelaeus 2007a, 126n20.

177. The form appears elsewhere only in Deut 21:8.

178.  DJD XVII, 59.
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approaches.'” There is only one similar construction, in 1 Sam 30:21, making this use of N
with 733 (qgal) suspicious. In addition, the Septuagint translates the word in 30:21 as £w¢
while the Vulgate uses the preposition ad in both verses. Most likely, the original reading was
9% in both verses."™

159:18  wwiaM] ﬁ;[Dﬂ Q* G (tfig méAewc)
The word "Y1 might have derived from v. 14, where the expression 'Y} TiN2 also appears.

The reading of M is more likely original.'™'

189:19 AR "R M] RI[71 791K Q* G (Eya et adToc)
The different readings possibly came into existence by a graphical mistake around the similar
letters waw and resh. If this is the case, the development would have proceeded more likely
from a more specific form (sc., INRI7) to a more common and general one (sc., 8177). Another
solution is that IR is a reminiscence of the previous verse.

189:24 79w M] 75 0[w Q* G (tébertai cot)
The word D'W is probably derived from the previous verse and is thus secondary.'®

1S10:25 inv2% M| 1]nipn% Q* G (&ig tov témov adTod)
The reading m’;l:? is probably contaminated by the following verse and is thus secondary.'®’

1810:26 o7& M] 1] Q* G (kbprog)
The change between 7" and D’ﬂ%& could have gone in either direction. In this case, it is
not possible decide on which represents the primary reading.

1S11:8 a9 owHw M] A% 0waw Q' G (¢pSourikovta)
The original number 0'Y2W was changed to owhw, perhaps influenced by the number w%w
earlier in the verse.

1S15:29 pw* M| 2w Q* G (dmootpépet)

The Masoretic text reads O3’ N'ﬂ RIPIVA X5, ‘he (i.e., God) will not lie and will not change
his mind’, while the first verb in the Qumran scroll and in the Septuagint is 21, ‘he will
(not) turn’.'™ The reading of Q* and G is probably primary, since it parallels the expression
with the verb DN (niphal). The reading IPW" is probably a corrupted form of the original
W (waw misread as resh).

179. In the hiphil stem, the object indicates who is brought near someone.

180. Cf. HALOT, sv. Wil.

181. Cf. DJD XVII, 62.

182. DJD XVII, 62.

183. DIJD XVII, 67.

184. Vulgata: non parcet et paenitudine non flectetur, ‘will not act sparingly and will not be turned by
repentance’.
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1S17:4  ning W M] mn[R ¥aIR Q* G (tesodpwy mixewv)

The reading in the Masoretic text was possibly influenced by the expression NIRA"WY in v.
7. In any case, it is improbable that anyone would have lowered the height of Goliath on
purpose and thus diminished the glory of David. Thus, most likely the reading of Q* and G is
primary (see also, ch. 3).

1822:10 3 M] oA ]HR[ Q* G (514 Tod Beob)
The words MY and D’Tl%& are commonly interchanged, so it is impossible to determine
which represents the primary reading.

1825:3 RN M] wRM Q* G (kai 6 &vOpwmog)

The readings have two common letters, and, additionally, waw and yod can easily be
confused. On one hand, the reading WX could be original, since it is more specific (a more
general word would then have replaced it) and longer (one letter could easily have dropped
out). On the other hand, the reading WX might equally well be derived from the beginning
of the verse.

1525:9 ammM] f[n]é[n Q* G (kai dvenridnoev)

The verb TNH, ‘to be reckless’, is a rare word that appears in the Masoretic text only twice
(Judg 9:4; Zeph 3:4; the noun 118 is used in Gen 49:4). The equivalent dvannddw, ‘to leap
up’, in the Septuagint is a feasible translation for Hebrew TNa. In addition, the verb TN is
clearly the original reading in 1 Sam 20:34, witnessed by Q" (1118") and the Septuagint (kai
avenndnoev) but was replaced by the more common verb D1 in M. Similarly here, the rare
word is replaced by the more common verb MmJ.'"

1S27:10 58 M] 5 Q* G (¢mi)
The original text reads here "1 5, ‘against whom’. Interchange of the prepositions 5y and
5® is frequent, so, after the interrogative "1 dropped out, the preposition 98 was misread as

17& 186

1528:1  manna M] nnn5[nY Q* G (eig méAepov)

The basic meaning of the word 1301 is ‘camp’, but, according to HALOT, it may have the
meaning ‘army (outside of the camp)’ or ‘(battle) front’.'"”” However, in some of these cases,
the original reading could be TlDI'l‘?D instead of NINN—e.g., in 1 Kgs 22:34 and 2 Chr 18:33,
the Septuagint reads moAeyog, an equivalent of nann. In fact, the words 13NN and ﬂDﬂ‘?D
resemble each other enough that the change could have happened accidentally. The reading of
Q" here shows that the interchange of ‘camp’ and ‘battle’ did not come about merely as the
result of the translator. In addition to the Septuagint and Q, Josephus (Ant 6.325) also agrees

185.  McCarter 1980, 393. The reading 1M11"1 does not fit the context very well but slightly resembles the ori-
ginal word 18" graphically (zayin—-waw; pe—nun). Cf. DJD XVII, 87.

186. Cf. DJD XVII, 94.

187. HALOT, s.v. 73nn.
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here with the reading 17AM5MY. Thus, there is a slight preference for MAM5MY as the original
reading.

1S28:25 ﬂ5’53 M] 7551 Q* G (trv vikta)

Since the Septuagint uses the accusative without any preposition, it most probably had a
source text similar to the Qumran scroll. Differences between the unvocalized texts are
minimal. The reading 1°51 is perhaps primary, since it reflects the old use of the accusative
to denote ‘in that night’. In the Masoretic text, this is replaced by the more usual expression
with the preposition.

1S30:29 *3p M| P Q* G (tod Kevelt)
The Septuagint clearly agrees with the Qumran scroll, but it is impossible to determine which
is the primary reading.

1831:3  SIRw-58 M] 18w Y[ Q* G (¢t Zaov))
The prepositions ’723 and 9V are frequently interchanged. In this case, the original preposition
is probably 9P, meaning here ‘against’.

1S31:4  RWwiH HRY M| xwn] 58 ‘7[1]z~zw[ Q* G (ZaovA mpdg TOV aipovta)

The preposition mpd¢ in the Septuagint most likely indicates a Hebrew source text of P
rather than 9. However, either of these could equally well be original (the verb 9K can take
either preposition).

2S1:12 %'7‘.:'); M] 321 Q* G (émAfiynoav)

Both expressions 9383 + 271032 and 121 + 2902 appear frequently in the Hebrew Bible.
However, the passive of 121, especially in pual, does not appear very often.'™ Difficulty
understanding the rare pual may have influenced the replacement of the original reading 123
2913 with the more usual expression 2913 1933

282:31  WiIRI M| JwiRn Q° G (tédv dvdpdv)
The preposition 2 probably emerged from a mistake; the word should probably have had
partitive J1, as the noun before it does (j2°321 MT, *3121 Q° G).

283:3 A M| [A]H7 QG (Aahovia)

The original form of the name is probably 11"57. It has been corrupted by the influence of the
next word. The last three letters of the word "9 was replaced by the first three letters of the
next word (93aRY). Furthermore, dalet is misread as kaph.'®

188. Pual only in Ex 9:31, 32; the hophal stem appears 16 times.
189. McCarter 1984, 101. The interchange daleth—kaph is, however, not very common.
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283:4  Hvvar-ia M] H0°[a]RY Q* G (riic APrrad)
In the immediate context, both j2 and 5 indicate whose son is whose (v. 4 %073, v. 5
n2399). Thus, it seems impossible to determine which is the primary reading.'”

283:23 790798 M] 717 58 Q* G (pdg Aauid)
The more general expression 1371 is probably original, later replaced by the proper name.'”'

283:29  na93 HxiM] 2 ['71]5 591 Q* G (kal éml mdvTa TOV 0iKOV).
Most likely, the original preposition here is 5y, as in the expression WN"DY earlier in the
same verse.

283:33 1328798 M] 713K 9V Q° G (¢mi APevvnp)

Although the predicate verb of the clause, J"p, does not occur frequently, it does employ the
preposition %Y elsewhere (Ezek 27:32; 32:16; 2 Chr 35:25). That the same preposition is used
also in the Targum supports the conclusion that the preposition should read Y in this verse.

283:34  owmiy M] o['n]wnia Q' G (2v nédaig)
The Septuagint more likely translates the preposition 2 than 5. Nevertheless, either reading
could equally well be primary.

284:12  nYa vk M| nwaan Q° G (Meugifocbe)
The Qumran scroll and the Septuagint have the wrong form of the name (see p. 35 above).

285:6  g7on M] 7NN Q% G (dvtéotnoav)

The verb dvtiotnut, ‘stand against’, most likely translates the verb MID, ‘to incite against’,
rather than MO (hiphil), ‘to remove’. Either readings fits the context, albeit with slightly
different meanings: ‘the blind and lame will resist (you)’ or ‘the blind and lame will turn you
back.” In any case, a graphical error must be behind the secondary reading. Since MD is
relatively rare (16 appearances in the Hebrew Bible), it may well have been replaced by the
more common verb D (321 appearances).

285:9 M an M] Y man Q° G (xai grodunocev TV TéALv)

The Masoretic text leaves out the object of the clause (viz., what was built). Evidently, the
more original reading 3"V was replaced by 717 because of a graphical confusion—i.e., the
similar-looking letters in the words 'Y and T17 may have influenced the erroneous
reading.'”

190. Cf. McCarter 1984, 101.

191. I disagree with DJD XVII, in which the reading of M is claimed to be secondary, because it anticipates
79197, used in v. 24. Similarly, one could argument that TYT draws on vv. 20-21.

192.  Perhaps the original text should be reconstructed in fact according to 1 Chr 11:8, with an article before
‘city’: 'wn N3aM (see DID XVII, 121). In any case, the Masoretic text is secondary compared with the
Qumran scroll and the Septuagint.
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286:3 A OR M] nH1ap DY Q° G (2@ duatav)

The prepositions 5& and Y are confused frequently, as has been observed many times above.
The context favours the preposition 5, meaning that ‘the ark was on the cart.” In addition,
the predicate verb 237, ‘ride’, consistently takes the preposition Y (e.g., Gen 24:61; Ex
4:20; Num 22:30; Judg 10:4; 1 Sam 25:20), while the preposition 5& appears in this verse
only. Thus, Q* and G must provide the primary reading here.

286:5  Hxawr nva M S 131 Q° G (oi viol Iopan))

Both t?l_“_ﬁj?? n'a and 5:31}?7 12 are common expressions in the Books of Samuel. In the
story, David gathered the chosen men to bring back the ark of God (6:1-2). Thus, the general
expression ‘children of Israel’ is preferable here; David is accompanied with Israelites, not
with the (whole)'”” tribe of Israel.

286:5  owina M| o wa1] Q' G (kai &v (daic)

The original reading is unambiguously D'7"W2), ‘and with songs’, which fits perfectly with
the list in the verse. In the Masoretic text, this is corrupted to D'Wi72 because of a shin—resh
metathesis and a misreading of yod as waw."* Furthermore, the conjunction 1 was perhaps
misread as yod and attached to the previous word ("XY instead of TV/PY).

2S7:23 1’-:!"7&1 M] oHAR1 Q' G (kai oknvduaTta)
The Qumran scroll and the Septuagint undoubtedly give the secondary reading, caused by a
metathesis of se and lamed. The original text could be either

1I9R] 113 [Israel was redeemed from Egypt, from] a nation and its gods’'** or
s 196

D'9R) D3 “[Israel was redeemed from Egypt, from] nations and gods’.

In any case, the Masoretic text retains the root of the word correctly, though the attached suf-
fix may be a secondary element.

In 6 cases, there is a change of several words or a different word order.

1S1:23 727N M] T’én RYTT Q" G (10 £E€eABOV €k TOD oTOUATOG GOV)

In this case, the readings are so different that changes could not have happened by a simple
copying error. It has been suggested that the original reading 17927 NX was changed to XX
T°91 to bring the text into accord with the law (cf. Num 30:11-15, which discusses vows

made by a woman)."”’” More likely, M represents the secondary reading, as A. Aejmelaeus has

193. The Masoretic text adds also the word "7:;) before N3, which also indicates the secondary nature of M.
194. DJD XVII, 126.

195.  Wellhausen 1871, 173-74; Driver 1913, 278.

196. DJD XVII, 130-131.

197. Rofé 1989, 252.
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convincingly argued:'”® the reading of M belongs to a series of editorial corrections that
changed the whole picture of Hannah in 1 Sam 19-28. According to the Masoretic text,
Hannah did not stand before the Lord, she was indeed drunk and did not make any legitimate
vow before the Lord."”

1S1:24  Any 1nbm M] 5w 1mR YPm Q° G (kai &véPn uet adTod eic EnAwy)

The readings of Q" and G share virtually the same unvocalized text; the older orthography of
1M should be understood as 1R, which could be interpreted either as the preposition ‘with’
or as a nota accusative, depending on whether the verb 5PN is understood as qal, ‘to go’, or
hiphil, ‘to take’. The word NnY in the Masoretic text could be a corruption of n'ww, and the
suffix 37- an alternate expression for nota accusativi NX. However, the opposite
development in textual history is also possible. In that case, the proper noun "W could have
been added by the influence of the name’s appearance later in the same verse.

1S14:24 w31 Swr-wRy M| 0913 AR 3w NIRWD Q° G (kai Zaovl Ryvéncev
&yvolav peyaAnv)

Although only a few strokes of letters are visible in the Qumran scroll, they clearly share the
reading of the Septuagint rather than the reading of the Masoretic text. Although there is a
resemblance between PRI W'R and MIRW, this may well be a case where the Masoretic
text deliberately slanders Saul: Israel was ignorant, not Saul; thus, it was not an unintentional
error for Saul to give the oath. In any case, the reading of Q" and G should be considered
primary.””

1S24:20 "% nmipy “wR n1a oia nop M) A(n] o%0 Aln]R[ Awy wsdy Q° G
(kaBwg TEMOINKAG ONUEPOV)
The question is here whether the phrase ‘today’, 171 011, comes before the expression
(*9) AWy WR(3) (M) or after it (Q* G). Since the placement of 1171 DI after NAM is
awkward,””' the word order in Q* and G should be preferred.*”> NAR could be a corruption of
the pronoun NNK, which best fits the reconstruction of Q®. In any case, the Septuagint does
not require a different Vorlage that omits the second-person singular pronoun, since it is in-
cluded in the predicate verb. The pronoun o0 is present in the Lucianic text, but that is prob-
ably the result of an intra-Greek development rather than the Old Greek and Lucianic recen-

sion reflecting different Hebrew texts.*”

198. Acjmelacus 2012.

199. See Aejmelaeus 2012, esp. 810, 15. The reading of Q" and G is also considered to be primary, though no
explanation is provided, in DJD XVII, 32.

200. Wellhausen 1871 90; McCarter 1980, 245; DJD XVII, 72.

201. DJD XVII, 85; Driver 1913, 195.

202. The different positions of the phrase may hint that it did not originally belong to the verse. In any case,
the word order of M is later than that of G Q"

203. Note also that some other Mss place the pronoun o0 before the verb, in contrast with the Lucianic text,
which places it after the verb, hinting at its secondary nature.
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282:7  oihy T9nb M| Ton]Y o[ Q' G (é¢’ favtods eic aotAéa)

Either word order is possible. The preposition 9V with a suffix can either precede the
expression 7717 (2 Chr 9:8) or follow it (Judg 9:15; 2 Sam 3:17).2* However, if a noun was
attached to the preposition 9V, only the latter word order is found in the Masoretic text (e.g.,
1 Sam 15:17; 2 Sam 2:4), perhaps suggesting that the word order in M is more usual than that
of Q" and G. The probable development in this case is from a more uncommon to a more
common one, so the reading of Q" and G is to be slightly preferred.

285:13  TITH TV M| T T Q* G (16 Aawd Er)
Either word order is feasible, making it impossible to judge which reading is primary.

2.1.3 MQ*#G (35)

The Masoretic text and 4QSam® agree against the Hebrew source text of the Septuagint in 35
cases.

In 15 cases, there is a short quantitative change; in 12 cases, there is a plus in G, while, in 3
cases, there is a minus.

Pluses in G

1S1:12 59 M Q* (M2 | + 1191 G (6 iepeds)
The Septuagint has the plus ‘the priest’ after Eli. This addition probably serves a specifying
function and is thus secondary.

189:7  gm M Q* (Ml [ pr1ny WK G (16 uet adrod)
The plus in the Septuagint (viz., ‘who was with him [i.e., Saul]’) is clearly added for
explication.*”

1S10:26 fin M Q* || + 518w OY G (uetd Saovl)

The Masoretic text reads 1Y, ‘with him’, referring to Saul earlier in the verse instead of 12
(viof) in the Septuagint and the Qumran scroll (see p. 34).>* The reading ‘with Saul’ in the
Septuagint comes rather late in the sentence and may well be misplaced. The original reading
was probably 32 12Y. This would then have been corrupted to 1Y in M and 32 in G.
Furthermore, the expression ‘with him’ was restored in G, where it is added to the end of the
verse, but, since it was so removed from the predicate verb, the proper name had to be written
instead of just the personal suffix. Thus, the phrase ‘with Saul” at the end of the verse must be
secondary.

204. DJD XVII, 105.

205. DIJD XVII, 60.

206. It is impossible to say whether the Qumran scroll had 1Y, since the text that precedes *31[ is not
preserved.
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1S15:28 587w mabnn M Q* (G]xwr madA) [ Sxwr 5y Tmabn G (v fasideiay cov
et IopanA)
Since the majority of the Septuagint manuscripts have ano IopanA instead of €ml IopanA,
many commentators reconstruct its source text as YR, Furthermore, this leads to the
conclusion that the reading 98w is secondary (anticipating the preposition 11, which
follows).* However, Aejmelaeus gives the critical text as €mi Iopan), which corresponds
with the Hebrew text, 98w 9. Indeed, the noun M35 consistently takes the preposition
5V to indicate over whom one reigns and the genitive to indicate who reigns (cf. 1 Chr 22:10;
28:5). Furthermore, the phrase t?l_“_lji?? m:‘?pz_: does not appear elsewhere in the Hebrew
Bible. Thus, the reading of G, with the suffix J- and the preposition b, is more probably

primary.

1S17:5  nwiaM Q' (A[wna) | +51M21 G (xai a1dripov)
The addition ‘and iron’ is probably a mistake, possibly contaminated by v. 7 (see, p. 120).

1S17:8  nnnn M Q* (A[nnHn) ] + 1nRIpH G (2 évavtiag uév)

The Septuagint has the plus ‘against us’, which resembles v. 2: nm_p‘? (rmn'm 13‘}3]31_)
D’m:ﬁﬁg, ‘(they formed ranks of battle) against the Philistines’. The expression 1IAXPY in
this verse may be derived from v. 2 or may equally well be the primary reading.

1824:20 MW iR M Q' (ro[wi] 127[1x) | w1 183 1R G (1dv 2x0pdv adTod &v
OAlPeL Kal EkmEuPat aTOV)

The Septuagint has the plus év OAipel, ‘in distress’, which corresponds with the Hebrew

source text, 17¥2 (cf. 1 Sam 26:24, where 7¥~921 is translated as &k mdong OA{Pews). The

plus 17X1 is probably a corruption of 13X, ‘his enemy’, which seems to be a variant of the

synonymous word 12'R.** Thus, the plus in G must be secondary, possibly a gloss.

1825:7  APYIM Q* (An[]) ] + 131 G (180v)
The phrase 137 AN is not uncommon in the Hebrew Bible.’” The omission of 13N
probably resulted from a homoeoteleuton error.

1S27:10 WaR M Q" (W"aR) | + 17 R G (mpdg Aauid)
The plus 717 YR is best considered as serving an explicating function.”"

207. Cf. McCarter 1980, 264; DJD XVII, 77.

208. The word m:'?r;z_: in the Masoretic text is a confused form of m:'?r; and ﬂ;'??;?_l, see HALOT, s.v.
mavnn.

209. McCarter 1980, 383.

210. Appearing 17 times: Gen 12:19; Ex 3:9; Num 24:14; Deut 26:10; Josh 9:12, 25; 14:10; 1 Sam 12:2, 13;
24:21; 1 Kgs 1:18; 22:23; 2 Kgs 18:21; Jer 47:4; Job 16:19; 2 Chr 18:22; 20:10. Generally, it is translated
as ki vOv 1000 in the Septuagint, especially by the translator of Samuel. In 2 Sam 14:32, kai viv idoU
translates RIR NHYY in M.

211. DJD XVII, 94.
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283:8 NN M Q' (mN1]) | + 3R G (APevvnp)
The Septuagint defines the subject of the clause and is thus a secondary clarification.*'

2S3:13 NN M Q* (A[ARM) | + 17 G (Aawid)

The plus in the Septuagint is a secondary addition defining the subject.*"

285:1 M Q* (3[1]n) ] prOR or 1% G (a0t)

The shorter reading of M and Q° without the indirect object, is probably primary. The
indirect object is added in G to make it explicit.*"*

Minuses in G

1825:5 YT DR M Q° (T nR[1) | 081 G (kai einev)
Both M and Q" define the subject of the clause, so the shorter reading of G is probably
primary.*”

283:28  ohip=Ty M oyn M Q@ Ty M oyn) | 05w T nnpn M opn G (éd

KUPTOL G110 T0D VUV Kol £Ew¢ ai®@vog, Rahlfs: drnod kupiov £wg aidvog)
Rahlfs reconstructs the Old Greek as ano kvpiov €wg aidvog according to the O-group (mss
A B b 68" 245 707 are similar but add kai before €w¢). However, there is notable textual
support for a longer reading, with either &ro tod vuv kol (V L 731 328-530 a 44 f314° 64’
488° 489 244 342 460 554) or &mo vuv kat (rel) before €wg. The reading of the Hexaplaric
group is probably a correction toward the Masoretic text, as is partly also the reading of A, B
and their companions. The primary reading should include &nd to0 vuv kal (or &mod vuv Kat),
reflecting the Hebrew source text -1 7INYN and was probably shortened in M and Q" due to
haplography (RnYn and OYN have two initial letters in common; NP and 737 both end in
h e).zm

284:11 &Y AEyIM Q* (%1153 [A]nyn) | Any1 G (ked vov)
There is no apparent reason why X191 should have been added. Thus, I consider the inclusion
of the word in M and Q" as probably primary.

A long quantitative change is found in 1 case.
1S6:1  owIn M Q' (@wmn) | + 0123 D¥IR PWM G (kad €€élecev 1) yij adTGV

poog)
The Septuagint has the lengthy plus ‘their land broke out in mice.” These mice are mentioned

212. DJD XVII, 110.

213. DJD XVII, 110.

214. DJD XVII, 120.

215. DJD XVII, 87.

216. DJD XVII, 114; McCarter 1984, 110.

55



earlier in the Septuagint, 1 Sam 5:6, while the Masoretic text omits this references in both
verses (Q" is not preserved at 1 Sam 5:6). I have argued that the mice are an essential part of
the story and thus cannot be introduced in 1 Sam 6:4 for the first time, as the Masoretic text
has it. Furthermore, I have shown that the reference to mice in 1 Sam 5:6 is, in fact, primary
(see p. 20-30). As a whole, this verse gives a summary of the events of chapter 5, so the
reference to mice here is appropriate. It is likely that the plus in G is original, whereas the
reading of M and Q" may have originated from a homoeoteleuton error D122y — D'WTN (see
p. 29).

In 7 cases, there is a change in morphology.

1S10:12 DAy M Q* (@mar([) | MR G (natip avtod)

The plural reading of M and Q° is probably primary. The previous verse already states that
Saul is the son of Kish, and the question in 10:12 makes sense only when understood as a
more general inquiry—viz., ‘whose son are these others?’, not ‘whose son is Saul?’ The
expression was changed from plural to singular probably by a confusion with the previous
verse.

1S12:8  D2NaAR M Q° (DD’ﬁ[DN]) ] 13°naR G (oi matépeg HuUGV)

The Septuagint reads ‘our fathers’ instead of ‘your fathers’, as it is in M and Q. Reference to
fathers is made several times in the immediate context. The Masoretic text and the Qumran
scroll*'” consistently have ‘your fathers’, whereas the Septuagint has ‘our fathers’ in vv. 6 and
8 (bis) and ‘your fathers’ in v. 7 (however, the Greek Mss evidence is not uniform). It is
possible that there had originally been more variation which was then standardised with
respect to the personal pronoun. It is also possible that the variation between nu&®v and Ou®V
is merely an intra-Greek phenomenon.

1S12:12 023%1 M Q* (8]335[1) ]| 11351 G (Baciheds fudv)

This is another case of different personal pronouns (suffixes). In the same verse, Samuel
quotes those who said to him, ‘a king shall reign over us’, so ‘your kind’, used in indirect
speech, seems to be a logical choice. I thus regard the reading ‘our king’ as a contamination
from the direct quote and thus secondary.

1S17:5  1MWa M Q* (™Mwi) | 1w G (tod Bwpakog adtod)
The variation of between the determined form and the suffixal pronominal form is not
uncommon. Thus, it is impossible to determine which is the primary reading.

283:34  TUINM Q' (793M) ] 7937 G (ol n88eg cov)
The Septuagint reading does not have a conjunction. According to Cross and Freedman, the

217. The readings ‘your fathers’ in Q" are preserved in v. 7 and in the first instance of AR v. 8.
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use of the conjunction waw is uncommon in old Hebrew poetry.”"® Thus, the reading of G is
probably original.*"’

284:12 oI M Q' (Jomwin) | 7w G (radapiotg abtod)
As above, it is impossible to determine whether the determined form or suffixal form is
primary.

287:23 YR M Q* (@) | n9RA G (6 0edq)
The reading of G has an article, as does also the Masoretic text in the parallel passage 1 Chr
17:21.

In 10 cases, there is an interchange of a word.

1S2:1  mraMQ* (n[m]3) ] 'nH%a G (2v B pov)

The reading év 0e® pou in the Septuagint is not a free translation for 7177°2 but more likely
reflects the original reading *n9N3, attested also by several Masoretic manuscripts and
rabbinic citations (see BHS). The reading of M and Q® is probably derived from 1317°2, which
occurs earlier in the same verse.*”’

1S2:24  omMayn M Q* ([2°]33pn) || 0 1apn G (100 ) SovAederv)

The source text of the Septuagint evidently had dalet instead of resh. Either expression would
be slightly awkward in the context (‘spreading’ M; ‘from serving’ G), and it is possible that
both readings are secondary. The error between dalet and resh could have happened in either
direction.

1S5:10 119y M Q°* (117pP) [ 19pwR G (gig AokaAdva)

In the Septuagint, the proper name Ekron is replaced with Askelon twice later in this same
verse and also in 1 Sam 6:16; 7:14; 17:52, whereas the translation Ekron is found in 1 Sam
6:17; 17:52. Thus, the difference is probably not the translator’s mistake but indicative of a
different Hebrew text. Both Ekron and Askelon are Philistine cities and, in Hebrew script,
resemble one another graphically, which could explain the different readings. However, it is
difficult to argue for the priority of either reading by purely internal evidence. The Targum,
the Vulgate and the Peshitta all agree with the Masoretic text, but they do not generally
support the reading, since they consistently follow the Masoretic text anyway. In the story,
Ekron is the third city after Ashdod and Gat to which the Philistines move the ark.
Interestingly, in Josephus’s version of the story,”' the ark is first carried to Ashdod then to
Askelon (neither Gat nor Ekron is explicitly mentioned), which slightly supports the reading
of the Septuagint. In any case, no decisive conclusion can be made.

218. Cross & Freedman 1997, 18-21, 107-13; cf. DJD XVII, 115.
219. DJD XVII, 115.

220. Thus also in McCarter 1980, 68; cf. DJD XVII, 34.

221. Josephus, Ant. 6.1
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1S10:14 5RY 79T M Q* (MRW] | T17) [ 1117 G (6 oikeiog avtod)

The visible margin and line break after the 717 in the Qumran scroll confirm that it did not
have a suffix but was followed probably by a proper noun, as in the Masoretic text. The
reading of M and Q" defines the person explicitly and is thus probably secondary.

283:1 MMM Q (1) | M7 M2 G (kai 6 oikog Aauid)

It is possible that N'2 was added (either accidentally or on purpose) before 717, since the
expression TIT '3 appears just before it in the text. However, more likely, the longer
expression TVT N2 is original, since the whole verse indeed describes the events between
the ‘houses of” David and Saul (cf. also verse 3:6).”* The word "2 may well have dropped
out accidentally from the context T°17 N°21 717 N'2 — TT IIT N°a.

283:34  Hinia M Q* (19819) [ 5213 G (g NaBah)
The Hebrew readings resemble one another, with the secondary reading having emerged from
a mistake. The direction 9832 — 9233 is perhaps more likely?” and could be explained as a

contamination from the previous verse (5;1; ninan).

2S3:34 19D M Q* (180°[1) ] 19081 G (kai cuvrxOn)

The source text of the Septuagint has the verb OR, ‘to gather’, instead of 0, ‘to do more’.
This must be a mistake, since the people are already weeping (cf. 3:32), and, after hearing the
words of the king, they weep more, not ‘gather’ together.***

286:5 533 M Q* (33[2) | 923 G (v dpydvorg)
The readings are dependent on the immediate context, which differs in the text as follows:

M: DWiNa %Y 55;, ‘with all (instruments of) fir wood’

Q: o wa[1] 1w 5332, ‘with all might and with songs’

G: D™Wa 1Y *903, ‘with all mighty instruments and with songs’
(€v Opyavolg NpUocuévolg v oy 0t Kal v (daic)

Above, I have argued that the odd word D'Wi73, “fir’, is a corrupted form of D™ "W21 (p. 51).
Evidently, this change also induced the misreading of 1V, ‘might’, as Py, ‘tree’ (also, the con-
junction 1 is read as * and attached to PV, giving the plural form of status constructus). The
Greek word dpydvov, ‘instrument’, is a regular rendering of "9 when referring to a musical
instrument (e.g., 1 Chr 15:16; 16:5, 42). The word 1jppoouévog, ‘well tuned’, may be an at-
tempt to translate the Hebrew word 1Y (cf. 2 Sam 6:14). If that is the case, the expression €v
{ox01 would be a doublet in the Greek manuscript tradition.”® In the Hebrew Bible, both *521
1V and 1V 922 appear (see Table 5), though there seems to have been a confusion in the read-

222. DJD XVII, 109.

223. The reading of G is considered ‘possible, if less likely’ in DJD XVII, 115.
224. DID XVII, 115.

225.  All Greek mss have €v iox01. On doublets in Samuel, see Aejmelaeus 2015.
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ings somewhere else. In 1 Sam 6:5, the original reading was perhaps 1V 923, since it parallels
D0""W3. The musical instruments are then described later in the same verse. The text of 1 Chr
13:8, ‘with all might’ (both in the MT and LXX), also supports this view.

MT LXX Vorlage |LXX
2 Sam 6:14 r'y-%;;: v 523 |8v dpydvorc prooHéEVOLS
1 Chr 13:8 TD"?;; ™ 502 naon duvapet
2 Chr 30:21 T'LJ"'?:).TL v 931 év dpydvorc

Table 5. The Expressions TV "592 and 3% 571in LXX, Its Vorlage and MT.

286:5  DWINAI M Q' (@P[1p3]na1) | onHeN1 G (kai &v kupBdorg)
A trace of the letter ayin in the Qumran scroll suggests that its reading agrees with the
Masoretic text. The reading of G agrees with the parallel passage 1 Chr 13:8 and may be

original, but no certain conclusion can be made.

288:1  nRKRD DA M Q' (MR an[n) | wana G (dewpiopévny)

There is wide variation as to what David took out of the hands of the Philistines. The reading
of M and Q° could be interpreted as the proper name ‘Metheg-ammah’ or, figuratively, ‘a
large bridle (of power)’**. The Greek translation &@wpiouévnv, ‘what have been separated’,
suggests a different Hebrew text, perhaps WIan (pual participle < W13, ‘to cast out’) which
bears some resemblance to the reading of M and Q. The other texts offer several
variants: Targum KXDAK PPN, ‘a base of Ammah (?)’; Vulgata frenum tributi, ‘a bridle of
a tribute’; Peshitta < sn_ %4, ‘Ramath-gama’. In addition, the parallel passage, 1 Chr 18:1,
has 73’0321 N3, ‘Gath and its daughters’. It thus seems impossible to determine the original
reading.””’

In 1 case, there is a different word order.
1S27:12 7172 WIR M Q* (T["172 wR) ]| waR1 TT G (Aaud év 16 Ayxoug)
The reverse word order in the Septuagint must be the result of an error. It is Achish who trusts

David, not the other way around, as is made clear in the context.***

A more complicated change is found in 1 cases.

152:8  Sapopy MQ Glanomw ) [ >G
Only a few words are visible in the Qumran scroll, but they clearly show that 4QSam® most

226. For this meaning, see HALOT, s.v. nRK.
227. See further McCarter 1980, 243; Ulrich 1978, 183.
228. Cf.DJD XVII, 95.
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likely shares the same plus in verse 2:8b as the Masoretic text: NWM PINR "PrN ﬂ}ﬂ"_? jo)
5an Dﬂ"?}?, ‘for the pillars of the earth are Yahweh’s, and he set the world on them’.
Furthermore, in verse 2:9a, the Masoretic text and the Septuagint have entirely different
readings:

WT YN oYY Y 170N "Hn
The feet of his faithful ones he shall keep, but the wicked shall be cut of in darkness.

d1800¢ e0XNV TQ bXOUEVW Kal eDAGYnoev €T dikaiov
He grants the prayer to the prayer and he blesses the years of the righteous.

Interestingly, the Qumran scroll seems to have both readings of 2:9a, with the minor variant
T3 (cf. Prov 2:8) instead of "?;j, as in the Masoretic text. Thus, vv. 8b—9a in M and v. 9a G
are indeed different readings, while Q* conflates the two (see Table 6).** It has been proposed
that the reading of the Masoretic text could be original, in which case the Septuagint variant
would be a later addition after the homoearchon error MY " (2:8) — 8 " (2:9).
However, it is more likely that the Septuagint version of 2:9a was indeed the original reading.
It fluently continues verse 2:8a both stylistically (i.e., with a praising tone) and syntactically
(i.e., in its use of participles). Furthermore, the reading of the Masoretic text shows a
tendency to diminish the role of Hannah by removing references to Yahweh’s favourable
attitude toward Hannah’s vows (cf. 1:23)."

MT 4QSam” LXX Vorlage LXX

P pen M 2% par opien My 13 -
:ban oy nw| [ 5130 orby [nwn 1
AW 1PoN 3% W YTo]n T L
W TN oyw| [T Jwna oywn |-
— A[malB[a]mmal b 9T 03| SiSodg e0x TG evXOUEVE
= PIR NIW TIaN| PUTR MW 7127 kad eDAGynoev €t Sikadour

For the pillars of the earth are Yahweh’s,

and he set the world on them'

The feet (MT) / road (4QSam®) of his faithful ones he shall keep,
but the wicked shall be cut off in darkness’

He grants the vow to the vower,

and he blesses the years of the righteous.

Table 6. Comparison of 1 Sam 2:8b—2:9a in LXX, Its Vorlage, M and Q".

229.  McCarter (1980, 69—70) considers the longest text, Q°, to be original and for both M and G to have
emerged from it by different instances of haplography and their partial restoration. However, McCarter
wrongly reconstructs line 31 in Q as 1 *937[; the correct reconstruction is provided in DJD: ]1° HR1[ (1
have checked the picture, and the first letter cannot be a resh). Thus, his complex theory is unsustainable.

230. Lewis 1994, 29; cf. Stoebe 1973, 101-2.

231. Aejmelaeus 2008.
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2.1.4 M£GzQ’M (21)

In 21 cases, M, G and Q" all disagree with one another.
In 2 cases, there is a short quantitative change, a plus compared to M.

1S2:10  famM ]| + M wiT]p m QY + wWiTp M G (kGpiog dytog)
The Septuagint and the Qumran scroll both have longer readings than the Masoretic text but
are still not identical to one another.

IS11:1  wm M] pny 12 '[:7]703 wnl Q% 1nyn wni G (Naog tov Appavitny)

According to Cross, the word that follows W is more likely T9]A than "171pn]7.%2 Earlier
in the verse, the expression 1121 WnNJ is used in M, Q" and G. In the long plus between 1
Sam 10:27 and 11:1, Q° employs the expression 1P "33 T9n W1 twice, and the reading in
question may well be derived from the plus.””® Perhaps the most likely solution is that the
shortest reading, M, is primary. In this case, the reading of G can be explained as a
contamination from the earlier expression in the same verse.

In § cases, there is a change in morphology.

186:5  oahay M| o[*]5[ayn Q% G aliter
The Septuagint offers the primary reading; see the longer discussion in pp. 20-30.

1S18:5 2 Hvw M| 913w [Rw Q4 > G
The passage belongs to a section missing in the Septuagint and its source text. Furthermore, I
argue that the Septuagint represents the earlier phase of the text (see ch. 3, esp. pp. 150-153).
Thus, the readings of M and Q" are both secondary.

284:12Mp9 M] np% Q4 > G

The Masoretic text has mg‘y, ‘they took’, before another verb 3792p", ‘and they buried’. The
Qumran scroll has also the verb npPY but in singular instead (the next word is not entirely
preserved [122°]1). There is no equivalent in the Septuagint.

285:8 R M] IRIW Q% "RIWM G (kai Tovg pioodvTag)
Ulrich argues for the priority of the reading N&iW, ‘(whom the soul of David) hated’,

preserved in the Qumran scroll.”* The Targum and the Peshitta also support this reading.”’

232. DID XVII, 66-67.

233. The plus is argued to be a secondary explanative addition, see ch. 4, esp. pp. 168.

234. Ulrich 1978, 128-29. Cf. McCarter 1984, 136; DJD XVII, 121.

235.  Targum TITT KWA1 NP7 X270 MM, “‘and the sinners and the guilty whom the soul of David has rejec-
ted’ (the soul of David is the subject); Peshitta 3033 oo cras Ao, ‘the soul of David hates (fem.

ptc.)’.
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The reading of M (‘they hated the soul of David’) and that of G (cf. gere of M *RiW) (‘those
who hate the soul of David’) are later corruptions.

286:13 I M] 1A% Q% M G (kad foav)

All three witnesses have the same verb in different forms. The Masoretic text continues "2
MR R 1TYY, ‘(and it happened) when those who carried the ark had stepped’, while
the Septuagint has differently pet’ adt@v aipovteg v kipwtov, ‘(and there was) with him
those who bore the ark’. The original reading is probably 1°13 (cf. 6:16) and had been
changed to consecutive imperfect by the influence of the preceding verb forms in v. 12. The
reading of G would then have emerged from the simple corruption 1°711 — 7.

In 3 cases, there is an interchange of a word.

1S24:15 Wy MK nn 273 ng M| wyaoan [M]nR r AR 253 g Q7 253 Nk
wyIna Nk NN G (dnlow kuvog tebvnkdTtog kol Omicw POAAov)

The question is here whether to read X or 1 or nothing between Nn :l'_?;, ‘dead dog’, and

w3, ‘flea’. The reading of Q' may well be primary, as this would explain the other

readings—that is, one can easily imagine the errors & X — & (M) and 81 8 — IR (G).”° The

Greek reading 7, attested by C’ 2% s, does not necessarily require any connection with

Hebrew IR but is more likely an intra-Greek variation induced by the context.

283:30 I M] W3 QY 11D G (Sienapetnpodvio)

Since the reconstruction of ayin is certain, the Qumran scroll cannot possibly share the
reading of M, and the reconstruction Y[ 33 is reliable. The Septuagint here employs the hapax
legomenon diemapetnpéw, ‘to lie in wait’. It is unlikely that it could be a translation of either
20, ‘kill’, or a3, ‘smite’. McCarter suggest a Vorlage of 127K for the Septuagint, which has
the same meaning as Siemapetnpodvro.”’ Although 2R is most commonly rendered as
gvedpelw, it is a rather uncommon verb, and the renderings in the Septuagint varies, so 127K
is feasible as its Vorlage.*® Cross simply remarks that the preposition 9 following the verb
used with 3771 in late passages of the Hebrew Biblebut is also idiomatic with P33, ‘smite’.”’
The preposition 9 is also commonly used with 39R.2* This may hint toward the secondary
nature of the reading of M but does not help determine whether P31 or 2R should be
considered primary.

284:4 M) am QY RIM G (kad 00T0G)
There seems to have been a confusion between the Hebrew consonants, which resulted in the

236. Cf. DJD XVII, 85.

237. McCarter 1984, 110.

238. The verb 2R appears 22 times in the Hebrew Bible, translated as évedpevw 13 times (thus also in 1 Sam
15:5).

239. DIJD XVII, 115.

240. HALOT, s.v. 29R.
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reading R¥M. Each reading fits the context, albeit with slightly different nuances: ‘five years
old he was, when the news came’ (M); ‘five years old, (and it happened) when the news
came...’” (Q%; °...five years old. 4s for him, when the news came...’ (G). The Qumran scroll
probably offers the most original reading here, given the context.*"'

In 1 case, there is a different word order.

283:34  w3n opWm? RO M] w{c}an &Y n['n]wnia Q* win RS onwnia 8 G (ovk
€V TESAIG 00 TTPOCHYAYEV).

The word order with the negative particle X% is different in the Masoretic text and the

Qumran scroll. The word order of Q* is more usual, but that of M is also acceptable.”** The

Septuagint seems to combine both readings. Furthermore, there are differences concerning

the preposition, 9 (M) or 2 (Q?, G), before MW and the use of plural (M) or singular (Q,

G) for wan.

A more complicated change is found in 10 cases.

1S1:22 w3 pp Ty M ] werbns oy owan Y] owr Y QY
TNON3 IWRD WIN MO Y G (Ewg Tod dvaPival T moddpiov, v
anoyahaktiow adTo).

Whatever should be reconstructed in the /acuna of the Qumran Scroll, the text itself includes

the expression TWR TY, not found in either M or G. Although M and G share the reading TV,

the rest of the clause is different. Thus, there are, in fact, three variant readings.

152:9  17on M Jrroln m Qs > G

The Septuagint does not have a counterpart to the expression of M, and the beginning of the
verse also reads differently: 51800g e0xnVv T@ edxouévy. Q' seems to echo the reading of G,
with P72 v 7737 A[Ta]5[ 2]73 01 The reading 77T instead of *937 may have
derived from Prov 2:8.*%

1S2:16  WRD YOR XM M ] 1an a3 O A[R]R1 WRA M1 Q% WRA R G (kad
E\eyev O avp)

The shortest reading, G, is probably primary. Those of M and Q" would then be later

expansions.

1S8:16 nwMIM ] w1 Q% w1 G (xai &roSexatddoet)
The primary reading is probably m:x'm‘v WY, ‘and he put (them) to his work’, or YW
1NaRHNY, ‘they do his works’. The reading WY1 does not fit the clause and is likely a a

241. Cf. McCarter 1984, 124.
242. Jouon & Muraoka 2006, §160.
243. DIJD XVII, 34.
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corruption from YW (a confusion between waw and resh)** anticipating the verb WY in the
following verse.

1S10:3  onY ninaa nwHw M] onb] mnaa {)5{a nlwhw[ QF + ond ha nwhw G
(tpla ayyeia dpTwv)

According to DJD XVII, in the Qumran scroll, the letters 2 N and 23 are certainly erased,
while there is a clear remnant of 9. It seems that Q* is a conflation of the readings of both M
and G, but the first one has been erased. Alternatively, Cross suggests that the reading of M
could have emerged from a homoearchon, since both 2192 and MA23 begin with kaf and the
gender of MWW does not match with that of Ni122.%* However, this would not sufficiently
explain the reading of G. It is more likely that the reading of Q" conflates M and G than that
both M and G suffered different kinds of omission here.

283:27  wphaM] wann Ty Q4 wnna By G (éni tv Yéav)

The main verb of the phrase, 123 (hiphil), requires a preposition. Usually, the preposition 5t3
is used.>* This suggests that %Y could be the primary reading, which itself was a result of the
common confusion between 5& and 9. The reading TP in Q* would then be a corruption of
5V and the reading of M the result of a scribal mistake.

285:1  hRY PN M] RS QY 1K G (kai eitav)
In this case, the Masoretic text conflates the readings of Q" and G. Either Q* or G could
represent the primary reading.

286:2 AT *hvan M| A b [Awr oy nlp 80 abpa Q4 abya A Hyan?
G (ano TdOV GpxdvTwv lovda [€v avaPdoet])

The reading of the Qumran scroll, ‘to Baalah that is Kiriath-Jearim, which is in Judah’, serves
an expanding function and is probably derived from 1 Chron 13:6 (cf. also Josh. 15:9). The
original reading could simply be N3, ‘to Baalah’, or 7" N3, ‘to Baalah of Judah’ >
The reading of M, ‘(the people) of the lords of Judah’, must be a corruption, since it is
unlikely that only the men of Judah took part in the campaign,”* nor is the expression ‘the
lords of Judah’ found elsewhere in the Hebrew Bible.”* The Greek expression &md t@v
&pxdvtwv Iovda could be a translation for the same unvocalized text as M, 711" *9pan. The
problem here is that £v dvaPdoet seems to be a rendering of n9Y3, the first letter interpreted
as a preposition and the following letters as a form of the verb %Y. This rendering seems to
be a double translation of *9Y2n, but, since &v avafdoet is found in all the Greek manuscript
tradition, it may reflect a Hebrew original.

244, Cf. DJD XVII, 59.

245. DJD XVII, 64.

246. DJD XVII, 114; HALOT, s.v. 123.

247. DJD XVII, 126; McCarter 1984, 162—63; Ulrich 1978, 198-99.
248. Cf. Klein 1983, 101.

249. McCarter 1984, 162—-63.
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286:5 Ry M] 1 Q% wa WP G (fpuoouévoig £v ioxii)

Above, I have argued that the original reading is 1Y (see p. 58, see also 51) and that the
Septuagint probably contains a doublet (both fppoopévorg and €v iox0t correspond to 1P or
the like).

286:7 DR 1R oY M] ormb[RA 13815 QY DR 18Y M PR DY G (Tapd T
KIPWTOV T00 Kuplov Evimiov tod Og0d)

The reading of M D’TI'?&H 1198 DY is probably derived from the previous verse or v. 4, so the

reading of Q° should be primary (cf. 1 Chron 13:10).>° The Septuagint conflates the readings

of Q" and M.

2.1.5 MQL#G (15)

In 15 cases, the Masoretic text agrees with 4QSam® against the Hebrew source text of the
Septuagint, and the Lucianic text differs from that of the Old Greek, reflecting a Hebrew text
similar to those of M and Q°.

In 9 cases, there is a short quantitative change; in 5 cases, there is a plus in G and, in 4 cases,
a minus.

Pluses in G

185:8 HRI? 1HR 2° M Q* (OR]IW *MY[R) L (8206 Iopan) | ©HRA G (tob Beob).
1S5:8 587 71OKR 3° M Q* (ORI ["MHR) L (8e00 Iopan)) ]| 01981 G (tod Oeod).

The phrase 5&31}?7 7198, defining the word 1R, appears three times here. In the first case,

all witnesses have ‘the ark of the God of Israel’, while the Old Greek does not have ‘Israel’ in
the second or third case. The Lucianic recension is not the only Greek witness to have 0god
IopanA in the latter cases: the second IopanA is witnessed by the majority of the Manuscripts,
excluding B 19" a ™7 b 68" 488 158; the third IopanA is witnessed by V L ** CII *** 799
687-74-106-120-134 64’-130 55 71 244 318. While the reading 000 IopanA may well reflect
a different Hebrew reading (from the Vorlage of OG), it is not a purely ‘Lucianic reading’ but
rather one shared by many other manuscripts. It is also possible that, in the Greek manuscript
tradition, the word IopanA was later added to harmonize with the first occurrence of kipwtdg
+ 0eo0 IopanA. As far as the primary Hebrew reading, there are two possible explanations:
either the two instances of ‘Israel” were omitted to avoid repetition, or ‘Israel’ was added
twice to harmonize with the first occurrence.”"

250. DJD XVII, 127; McCarter 1984, 165.

251.  According to Kauhanen’s (2012, 173-76) analysis, the longer epithet, ‘ark of God of Israel’, is expected
here in both cases. However, one cannot be sure whether these epithets came about as the result of
harmonization or are a feature of the original text.
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1S24:18 71798 NN M Q° (T77] DR RM) L (kai eine mpodg Aavid) | 98 DRW 908N
7 G (kai ginev ZaovA mpdg Aauid)

The Old Greek has the plus ZaovA, which is omitted in the Lucianic recension. Since M and
Q" also lack this name, it is possible that the Lucianic text reflects a similar Hebrew text.
However, since the subject is already explicated in the previous sentence, kai £mfjpe ZaovA
TV @wvNV adtob kai #kAavoev (OG: kai Apev TV QwVIV adTod ZaovA kai EkAavoev), it is
not necessary to repeat the name at the beginning of 1 Sam 24:18. Thus, ZaovA was probably
omitted in L to make the Greek text more fluent. This kind of editing is typical of the
Lucianic reviser, and the conclusion is confirmed by the fact that, besides L, the omission is
found in only 381 (the longer omission ZaovA mpog Aavid is found in 44-107-125-610 71).
The Old Greek reading, however, probably reflects a Hebrew source that had the word 21RW
(cf. the Peshitta). This kind of an addition is not unknown, but, since the subject is already
present in the previous sentence, it is more likely that the original reading was later omitted
by an error (note the resemblance of DX and 2IRW) 2

282:32 YWIRIM Q* ("WIRY) L (oi &vdpec avtod) | 1R TWR DWIRM G (oi &vpeg of
UeT avTOD)

The Old Greek reading oi &vdpec ol pet’ adToU is attested only by manuscripts A B 121 f64”
244 707, while other manuscripts, including L, have ol dvdpeg adtol, which may be a
Hexaplaric reading. The Old Greek reading probably reflects the Hebrew text TWR D'WINRI
INR, as in 2 Sam 1:11; 17:12.*” This is also probably the primary reading, with the meaning
‘the army that is with him’. The reading 1"WiR1 signifies any sort of men that are with him
and is probably picked up from the context, since the same phrase is used in v. 29.

283:32  Dyn~52 122 M Q' (OYn 93 192M) L (kai Ekhavcev dg 6 Aadg) | oyn 53 19an
23R 9V G (kai EkAavoev Tac 6 Aadg émt ABevvnp)

The Old Greek has the plus éni APevvnp, which probably reflects the Hebrew equivalent P
91aR. At first glance, this may seem to be an explicating addition,” but, since the Septuagint
refers to Abner earlier in the verse with only the pronoun avtod (éni To0 td@ov avtod), the
use of the proper name is reasonable. However, M (and also Q) has, in that case, the proper
name instead of the pronoun—i.e., 9JAN ﬁ:lp"?N Thus, it seems that M changed the original
1937 to 32K 793P for the sake of clarity and, afterwards, removed 7328 5V from the end of
the clause, since it became redundant, the proper name having just been given beforehand.

252.  Contra DJD XVII, 85, which regards the reading of G as secondary.
253. DIJD XVII, 109.
254. Thus DJD XVII, 115; cf. also McCarter 1984, 110.
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Minuses in G

1S2:36  nian~52 mm M Q* (nian 53] Al'M) L (xad Zotan még 6 OmoAeAetupévoq) |
NN M G (kal €otat 6 UoAeAetppévog)

Although not all letters have survived, the Qumran scroll undoubtedly has 912. The word TaG
in the Lucianic text also reflects the same Hebrew reading. In addition to the Lucianic
manuscripts, the reading mdg is attested by manuscripts A O d *® 554. Thus, it is not only ‘a
Lucianic’ reading. The fact that the reading is shared with A and O hints at the possible
Hexaplaric origin of the reading. In this context, the word 53 is expected, since the meaning
of the clause is clearly ‘everyone (who is left in Eli’s family)’. There is no evident reason for
513 to have been omitted. Although it would not be a simple haplography, I consider the
omission of 912 a scribal mistake (note that 71°711 ends and 937 begins with /e).

1S6:8 MY 1198 M Q* (M]A[* R) L (t1v xkifwtdv Kupiov) | RN G (v kipwtdv)
Besides the Lucianic recension, manuscripts A O d ¢ 318 554 also contain the word Kvpiov.

Thus, it may well be a Hexaplaric addition. The shorter title of the ark is probably preferred
here.*”

1S30:26 1272 027 M31 M Q* (712]13[ 3% M) L (1800 edloyia Opiv) || M3n G (180L)
The Lucianic recension resembles the Hebrew text of M and Q" but with a different word
order. The reading is shared also with Greek Mss 64" 342 460. Furthermore, the Greek
reading with the word order of M and Q* (i.e., 'Ido0 Upiv evAoyia) is attested by Mss AM O
CII ** a 44-120" s **® 245 554. The Lucianic recension is probably dependent on the
reading of A M O, etc., which, for its part, is of Hexaplaric origin. In the Hebrew text, DD5
1273, ‘present for you (from the spoil of the enemies)’, fits the context and the syntax of the
clause well.”*® The phrase 11272 D29 is omitted by homoeoteleuton 13 — 112722

284:12  111an22° M Q* (¢1a]na) L (¢v Xeppwv) | > G

Besides the Lucianic recension, the Greek reading év XeBpwv is also attested by manuscripts
MV a7 647 29 244 245 318 342 372" 460™ 707. The reading }i1203 is best explained as
having been derived from 2 Sam 2:32 and thus secondary.”®

In 3 cases, there is a long quantitative change, with a long minus in G.

1S10:16 58N K WK M Q* (FR1DW] IR WR) L (6 eine Zapove) | > G
The Old Greek does not include the plus ‘of which Samuel had spoken’, while the Lucianic

255.  Cf.DJD XVII, 53.

256. The construction 137 + 9 + suffix + object appears a few times elsewhere (1 Sam 25:36; 30:26; 2 Sam
16:4; 2 Chr 13:14). The word 11273 in the sense of ‘present, gift (with blessing)’ appears, e.g., in 1 Sam
25:27.

257. McCarter 1980, 433.

258. DJD XVII, 120.

67



recension does. The plus is also found in Manuscripts A O CI 7' d " 5% 55 554, In
addition, the plus is marked with an asterisk in Mss 127 and 731*. This leads to the
conclusion that it has a Hexaplaric origin. The Hebrew phrase is best understood as serving
an explicating function, so the shorter reading of G is to be preferred.”

1S17:41 189 nayn M Q' (11185 n[1¥n) L (tov Bupedv adtod #unpocbev abtod) || > G.
Although the Qumran scroll has only the letters 85 7, the placement of the fragment is
secure, since two other lines above this one are preserved (see p. 121). Thus, the
reconstruction is reliable. This passage was not in the Vorlage of the Septuagint but was later
supplied in many manuscripts, including the Lucianic recension,”® nor was it included in the
original Hebrew text, as argued in ch. 3 (esp. p. 150-153).

1S18:5  IRW unHwr M Q" (R unHw?) L (dnéotehhev Saovd) | < G

The whole passage, 1 Sam 17:55-18:5, is missing from the Old Greek but is later supplied in
many manuscripts (see section 3.6). The verse in question, 1 Sam 18:5, is found not only in
the Lucianic recension but also in Mss A O CI CII d fs 7% 55 158 554.%" In ch. 3 (esp. section
3.7), I argue that 1 Sam 17:55-18:5 is secondary also in Hebrew.

The other cases include a change in the morphology of a word, a change of a word and a
different word order.

283:38 DTy W M Q' (T W) L (1yoduevog kai péyag) | D113 W G (fyobuevog
HEYQG)

The different Hebrew readings can be explained as a confusion between waw and resh
followed by either dittography or haplography. Since the juxtaposition of a noun and an
adjective, 91731 W, is an odd expression, as well as the use of an adjective as the subject of
the clause, dittography seems to be the more plausible explanation and the reading of G
superior.”* It is also noteworthy that one medieval Hebrew manuscript and the Peshitta agree
with G. In the Greek manuscripts, kal is added by M V L CI a 29 55 71 158 342 372, but this
is most likely a secondary reading, probably an old Hebraizing correction toward the
Masoretic text.

2S6:6 ﬁﬁtj"?z;t M Q* (7R 9R) L (mpdg thv k1fwtdv) || 118 9 G @i tv kifwtov)
The prepositions & and 5y are frequently confused in the Books of Samuel. In this context,
either preposition is possible, so it is difficult to determine the primary reading.

259. Cf. McCarter 1980, 172.

260. The O group, along with the majority of Mss, has tov Oupedv €unpocbev avtod; the personal pronoun
avtod in L may simply be a recensional addition.

261. However, there is some variation between the manuscripts—e.g., the verb dnéoteAlev in L is given as
dméotetlev in A and O.

262.  Contra DJD XVII, 116, where the reading of G is considered an interpretation of ‘hendiadys found in the
Hebrew text’.
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1S15:30 58707 T3 mY™Ipt T M Q' ORI[Ww T Ay upr W) L (Evdmov
mpecPutépwv Aaod pov kai évamov Ispand) | MY T SxW upr T G
(Evaomov npeofutépwy IopanA kal Evidmiov Aaod pov)

The Septuagint has ‘Israel’ and ‘my nation’ in a different order from that of M and Q°, the

latter of which is also attested by Septuagint manuscripts A O L d ¢t z 554—best understood as

a Hexaplaric influence. The primary Hebrew reading is probably that of M and Q°, which was

then mixed up in the source text of the Septuagint.

2.1.6 MLzGQ*® (8)

In 8 cases the Masoretic text agrees with the Lucianic text against the Hebrew source text of
the Septuagint and 4QSam®.

In 3 cases, there is a short quantitative change, a minus in G and Q°.

1S2:27 MO8 XM M L (kod einev a0t) | IR[1Q* G (kai elnev)

Greek manuscripts V CI ' add mpdg adtdv, an exact equivalent to 1’:7;12 and clearly a
Hexaplaric reading.”” Besides L, manuscripts 74 318 554 also have a0t®. This reading may
have appeared independently, but the existence of the reading mpdo¢ adtdv suggests that it is
related and was later revised to avt® in the Greek manuscript tradition. As for the originality
of the Hebrew readings, I prefer the shorter reading of Q" and G. To whom the man of God
speaks is clear without the indirect object 1’:7:3.

1S2:28 ’;9'? TiON nxip‘g M L (kai aiperv e@oud évayméy pov) | Tiar nRwH[1 Q* G (kai
aipetv e@ovd)

The reading évmidv pov is shared by manuscripts A O L CI d™** 318 554 and seems to be of

Hexaplaric origin. In the Hebrew text, there is no evident reason to have omitted ’JD'? It may

well have been an addition to emphasize service before God (cf. 1 Sam 2:28; 2 Sam 6:14).

283:7 N8BT AWM L (kad Svopa avtfi Peogpa) | MY Q° G (Peoa).
The Lucianic text and Mss CI”* add xai §vopa adtf], an exact rendering of ARW, in the

Masoretic text.>**

The expression AW can either be an explicating addition or an omission
by haplography (ending in the same letter as the following word; furthermore, the first letters,

waw and resh, can be confused).**

263. Furthermore, this reading has an asterisk in 731™.
264. In addition, dvopa avtf] is found in 318, fiv Svoua in 246 71, 1} Svoua in V 56 244 and Svoua in 245.
265. Cf.DJD XVII, 110.
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In 1 case, there is a long quantitative change, a long minus in G and Q".

1S2:22  Tpin HOR MDA NiRARD DWIOTNR PAIWTIWR DRI M L (kad Sm
GUVEKOIUOVTO Ol Liol aUTOD PETA TOV YUVAIKOV TOV TAPESTNKUIDV TTAPA TAG
00pac Tic oknViig Tod uaptuptod) | > Q* G
Several Greek manuscripts (A V O L 731™ 236™-313" d* fs* ' 55 158 554) supply the
plus found in the Masoretic text, though there is some degree of variation and the readings
are evidently Hexaplaric.”® Although there is a small /acuna in the Qumran manuscript, it is
impossible for it to have contained the plus.””’ It is generally accepted that the plus is an
interpolation added by a scribe influenced by priestly language, so the reading of Q" and G
must be primary.**®

In 2 cases, there is a change in the morphology of a word.

1S9:24  hym PIYaTNR M L (thv keAéay kai to & abtiic) | nP[N pwn nR Q* G
(trv KwAEav)

The Old Greek does not have an equivalent for ﬂ’5}7ﬂ1, but a translation for the word is

added in several manuscripts (A O L 731™ d f 318 554). Evidently, the reading is

Hexaplaric.”” The Qumran manuscript does not have "y, ‘and its upper part’, but

ﬂJ"?fJ[Tl, ‘upper’, attributed to PYWn, ‘thigh’. The word kwAéa does not appear elsewhere in

the Septuagint and may well be a technical translation for noYn PIWwA, ‘upper thigh’ (the

normal rendering for PiW: is Ppaxiwv).””

No further conclusions can be made securely.
1S14:50 182%™ M L (tod &pxiotpatiiyov avtod) || 8a¥1 W Q° G (16 dpxiotpathyw).
The pronoun avtod is added to the Greek text in multiple manuscripts (L C" a 509 s 29 55°
158 244 318 460 554). The manuscript evidence suggests that this is not a trait of a Lucianic
recension but rather Hexaplaric. As for the Hebrew readings, it is more likely that the third-
person suffix was added and the expression made more specific than vice versa.

In 2 cases, there is a change of a word.

2S3:17 ' T1AR™IT M L (xod Adyog to0 APevvnp Eyévero) | *71ar Jnr[1 Q' G
(kad gimev APevvnp)

Although only four letters are preserved in the Qumran scroll, one can safely accept that it

agrees with the Hebrew source text of the Septuagint. The reading of the Lucianic text is an

266. Mss 127 731 236-313 134 56 92, with an asterisk. .

267. The surrounding text in 4QSam® is 1]Ywyn | [An% onY 9nK]3 SR W, Compare this to the Masoretic
text (shared letters highlighted in grey): :Tvin SR nNa niRakn DWITTIR 1122V IR DR '7&51"(.07
WPA N1 o’ K. It is unlikely that 1 after 5X7W* would have been a part of NX1. The letters TN
nn% onb fit perfectly into the end of the missing line.

268. DIJD XVII, 45; Ulrich 1978, 57-58, 185.

269. Mss 127 731™, with an asterisk.

270. Cf.DJD XVII, 62.

271. Cross does not reconstruct AR but leaves the reconstruction open (DJD XVII, 111).
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exact translation of the Masoretic text and likely of Hexaplaric origin, despite it being found
only in L. As for the Hebrew reading, the more straightforward expression of Q" and G may
be secondary, influenced by the previous verse (7328 1R IN).2"

2S6:3 D’fﬁg@ 1RNR M L (v kifwtdév tod Beod) | Al IR R Q* G (v
KIPWTOV Kupiov).

In the Qumran scroll, only the letter 4e indicates that it more likely agrees with the Hebrew
source text of the Septuagint rather than with the Masoretic text. Still, it is fairly safe to
surmise that the Hebrew text had 173" instead of D’ﬂ%&ﬂ, since, in addition to the
Septuagint, the Targum and the Vulgate also reflect a Hebrew text with "> The
expressions M7 118 and D’ﬂ5&ﬂ 1R vary widely: in 1-2 Sam, the former appears 19
times and the latter 20 times. Thus, it is hard to determine which of the Hebrew readings is
primary here. In any case, the Greek reading of the Lucianic text (shared by Mss 55 245) is
probably Hexaplaric.

In this group, the most likely explanation for the phenomenon L#G is that L tends to correct
toward the text of M.

21.7 MLz G=Q*= ML (2)

In 2 cases, the Lucianic text reflects a Hebrew text similar to the Masoretic text against the
Septuagint and the Qumran scroll, which both also disagree each other. Both cases belong to
the category a more complicated change.

1S11:9  Apwn 0% mnn M L (buiv éotan 1} swmpia) | apr]onn mimn [03% Q% 0o
IwNn G (buiv n owtnpla)

The shortest reading, G, is probably original. The addition of Mi"A in the Qumran scroll is
then an anticipation of v. 13 (582 AYWnR M-y 0PN).7" The reading MR in M
could be a graphical mistake from M7°' — 17°71°N, which has been moved to the beginning
of the clause. Greek Mss A O d 554 add the verb #oton in front of the clause, and L™ La'"
add the verb after Ouiv. Thus, it is safe to consider these readings Hexaplaric.”” The
difference in the word order could just be an intra-Greek variation or may indeed reflect the
Hebrew text D29 "1

2867 HWAHY M L (émi tii nporeteia) | pMR[A] 59 [ mbw A ]wx [5Y Q% > G
The Masoretic text with hapax legomenon SV is without a doubt lectio difficilior but should
not be regarded as primary; it is rather a corruption from a longer reading present in the

272.  Cf. McCarter, 1984, 108

273.  Targum ™7 RIIR N7 Vulgate arcam Domini.

274. DJD XVII, 68.

275. Furthermore, 127 marks this reading with an asterisk.
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Qumran scroll and 1 Chron 13:10 (jFIRA5Y 70 NYW-WR 59).7° Although the reading of
Q" is superior to that of M, it still could be a secondary addition. In the Greek manuscripts,
the plus éni T} tponeteiq is found in O L 243mg 98" 731* CII £92-314-489 158 318.”"" Thus,
one can safely conclude that either of the pluses of M and Q* was missing in the source text
of the Septuagint, and the plus was later added in O L and others through the Hexapla. In the
Hebrew text, there is no evident reason for a haplographic error, and, furthermore, I cannot
see any reason to omit the plus. On the contrary, if the shortest text, G, is original, the
addition Iﬁt;lfl"?}] I ﬂz','W'TWN DY is a reasonable interpolation explaining why God smote
Uzziah (i.e., because he put laid his hand upon the ark).

218 QL=M=G = QL (3)

In 3 cases, the Lucianic text reflects a Hebrew text similar to 4QSam®, against the Masoretic
text and the Vorlage of the Septuagint, which both also disagree each other. All cases belong
to the category a more complicated change.

189:6 "z oW 12 M] o [HR K3 1993 Q° L (opev®ipey 81 Tpdc adtodv STw);
"HIN 11291 G (mopeuBdpey, Snwc?’®)
Since, in the Qumran text, the first letter after the lacuna is certainly waw, the Scroll must
have had a different text from both M and G. However, it is too haphazard to conclude from
this that Q" and L shared the same reading, since it depends too much on the reconstruction of
the missing part.”” In any case, the reading DW as well as mpog avtév and TOR are best
explained as explicating pluses. Furthermore, mpog avtdv does not necessarily show a
connection to 1R, since such explicating pluses may emerge independently. The reading of
G could have emerged as the result of haplography (viz., HIR POR — "718), but, more likely,
the shortest reading, G, represents the original reading, and the reading of Q* may have

emerged partially as the result of dittography.”

1S24:20 9 nmripy "wx Mo oPa nop M] A[m] oba A[nIR[ awy wsa Q* G
(kaBwg memoinkag oL orjpepov); MM O ANPWY IWRIY G (kabwg menoinkag
oripepov)

The Qumran scroll without a doubt has a text differently from M. However, the identification

of the letter aleph in A[N]R[ is uncertain. Having looked at the picture, PAM 43.111, I argue

that it is possible for R to be identified as "W as well, which leads to another reconstruction
that resembles the Vorlage of the Old Greek: n[1] @A A[N]"W[Y WK, This
reconstruction does not, however, fulfil the vertical alignment of the text as well. On the other

276. DJD XVII, 127.

277. Furthermore, in 488, the plus is found before 0 6¢0¢ 731 has amovouo instead of mpomnetela.

278. The word 6mwg is not an unexpected translation for HIR, see e.g. 1 Sam 6:5, 13:9.

279. Cf. Kauhanen 2012, 183, which does not discuss this connection, since the reconstruction is too
uncertain.

280. Cross leaves open the question concerning the originality (DJD XVII, 60).
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hand, the pronoun o0 in the Greek text may have been added without any connection to the
Hebrew text.?®' Concerning the original Hebrew text, 9 in the Masoretic text must be an
explicating addition.” Furthermore, the expression 1171 D" NNA is awkward and does not
appear elsewhere in the Hebrew Bible. One explanation for the odd word NN is that it is a
corrupted form of ANN. In any case, either G or Q" represent the original reading. If the
reconstruction A[N]R[ AMWY is correct, the reading NM'WY may have originated from a
homoeoteleuton error.

2S85:11 R 1A WM M| PP WM Q° L (kai téktovag tofyov); 1AR WM G (ko
TékTovag ABwv)

The Masoretic text is clearly a conflation of the readings of Q and G. The expression WIn
1AR, ‘a worker of stone’, is known from Ex 28:11 and 1 Chr 22:15, while the expression WIn
7'P, ‘a worker of wall’, does not appear anywhere else in the Hebrew Bible. The reading
3P wAn, as the more uncommon expression, may well be original, with 7' later replaced
by the more common jaAR. The conflation of readings in M also fits into this scheme (note
that JAR precedes 7'P). As for the Greek witnesses, the manuscript evidence is the following:
AiBwv] pr toxov 197; totxov L + teryov 376; + torxov A 247 CI*# (sub % 243™). On these
grounds, the reading toiyov does not require a direct connection with Q* but is more likely an
instance of the Hexaplaric reading, also in the case of most Lucianic manuscripts, replacing
the Old Greek reading (note, however, that Mss 19" have both readings but in a different
order than in A, etc.).

219 @°GzM=L=Q°G (4)

In 4 cases, the Lucianic text reflects a Hebrew text different from any other witnesses, M, Q*
or G; in addition, Q" and G agree against M.

1S2:21  79m1 m M]| T T9M Q° G (kad #rekev #r1); ToM T IAM L (kod suvéAaPev
£T1 Kal €TEKE)

The original reading is probably simply T2, ‘she bore’, expanded in M (‘conceived and

bore’) and Q* and G (‘bore further’).”*’ In the Greek manuscripts kai cuvélafev is added in

AV O L 731™ d " 488 554, and one can safely conclude that it is a Hexaplaric reading

added to the text, not replacing the Old Greek reading.”

281. The reading memoinkag o0 is attested by L'*" and o0 nemoinkag by V 846° C’a d fs 29 55
71 158 244 245 318 342 460 554 707.

282. Pace DJD XVII, 85.

283. McCarter 1980, 80.

284. The addition of €t1 before kai €Teke is without a doubt a trait of Lucianic recension.
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1S2:24  ynt "2IR WK Nynwi naivRi 72 12 S8 M| myIn[wn na 819 7312 X |
YWY IR ﬁw&[ mynwn m]:mo N[ﬁ " 12 Pwyn SR y]Aiw iR TWR Q'G
(un, Tékva, OTL 0UK &yadr) 1) dkon, v £yw dKoVW: Ui TOLEITE 0UTWG, OTL OVK dyabal
al dkoal, 8¢ éyd axodw); aliter L (uf tékva un molieite oUtwg 6Tt 00K dyadn n
akon NV €yw dxoLw)

The Masoretic text emerged as a result of the haplography YW N YW, so the reading of

Q“and G is superior in that sense.*® The Lucianic text conflates the reading of G(/Q*) and M.

1S2:31-2 587N ON-IWR 533 1iVn TR pvam 0°a3 1R NP M) > Q° G; L (kai
¢mPAéner kpatainua ya®dv v naotv oig &yadvver Tov Topand)

It seems that the reading of Q" G could have emerged as a result of the haplography |pT

TN°22 N 7n 21 jpr. However, more likely, M emerged as a result of an expansion and cor-

ruption of the text.”*

1S10:27 Ynna M | wIn nd Q* G (Kai éyeviidn g petd pfiva); L (kai yevidn og
KWPEVLWV Kal £yevnOn UeTa ufjva)

The Masoretic text emerged as the result of a corruption (see ch. 4, esp. p. 161). The primary
reading is found in Q and G. The Lucianic recension conflates both readings. The addition
Kal £yeviiOn w¢ Kw@edwyv is probably Hexaplaric.

2.1.10 MQ®= G =L = MQ® (2)

In 2 cases, the Lucianic text reflects a Hebrew text different from any other witness, M, Q" or
G; in addition, Q® and M agree against G. The first case belongs to the category a
complicated change, the second to interchange of a word.

1S8:12 ¥ ¥R W wAn M Q* (1 ¥ wrlan wn)) | ep aep
183 A G (kad Bepilerv Bepiopdy adTod Kol TPLYEV TPLYNTOV AVTOD);
1R AN 1PRP XPYY WIN WANYY L (kai dmotpidv v &notpiav adtod kai
Oepilerv Oepropdv adTod Kal TpuYAV TPUYNTOV ALTOD)

The Masoretic text and the Qumran scroll have ‘to plough his ground and to reap his harvest’.

In the Septuagint, the first half of the expression is missing, supplying a separate parallel

expression: ‘to reap his harvest and to harvest his harvest’. McCarter suggest that the

Lucianic text containing all three parts of the list should be considered primary, from which

the others developed through haplographic error.”® More likely, the plus kai dmotpidv thv

285. Although the reading of Q" and G is superior, it possibly arose from dittography. See McCarter 1980, 81—
82; DID XVII, 43.

286. See further Cross’s argumentation in DJD XVII, 44; McCarter 1980, 88. In short, the argumentation is as
follows: M is clearly corrupted and cannot represent the primary reading. Furthermore, the readings of
M, 7133 Pt MR and 7033 (P A 8D, are, indeed, conflated variants.

287. McCarter 1980, 154-55.
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dmotpiav avTod in the Lucianic manuscripts™ is a Hexaplaric reading added in front of the
text. As for the Hebrew text, the original reading could be simply 1'% q¥pP5, which was
later expanded into two different parallel expressions.

1S12:14 D75 M nR M Q* (@]m[5x mar anr) | omabn mar R G (dniow
kupiov mopevduevor); DITOR MM INR 097 L (nopevduevor omiow kupiov
Beol VUDV)

The Masoretic text and the Qumran scroll have the primary reading. The reading

mopevduevol in the Septuagint reflects 0257 in its source text, evidently corrupted from the

original D2'MYXR (almost the same letters but in a slightly different order).”® The reading

TIOPELOUEVOL OTtiow Kupiov B0 VUGV is attested by L 554™. The plus Ogo0 vu®v is best

explained as a Hexaplaric reading.

2.1.11 MQ°G =L (1)

In 1 case, the Lucianic text may reflect a different Hebrew text against the readings of M, Q*
and G.

1S3:19  A¥IR M Q" (T¥IR) G (¢mi Ty yAv) | + IR 927 8D L (0088 &v piiua)

The phrase 00d¢ €v pfjua, ‘not a single word’, is a Hebraistic expression and may well reflect
a Hebrew text not present in any of the other witnesses. The element of ‘one’ is present also
in the Targum, though it is syntactically attached to the sentence in a different way: 502 N'?]
piRabigha 597_3, ‘and he did not nullify one of his words’. In any case, the plus TIX 927 Ny,
must be a secondary addition, perhaps influenced by other passages, such as Josh 23:14 and 1
Kgs 8:56.%

2.2. Variant Readings in 4QSam®

While many studies have been written on the textual character of manuscript 4QSam®,*' not

much has been written on 4QSam®.”* This manuscript is one of the oldest found at Qumran,
dated paleographically to the latter half of the third century BCE. Initially, a date of c. 225
was preferred but more recent research prefers ‘the earlier end of the bracket, c. 250 BCE’.*?
As for orthography, the manuscript has many ‘archaic’ features—e.g., a tendency to use de-
fective spellings or final he as the mater lectionis for long vowel 6. The text of 4QSam”® be-

288. Not attested by the other Mss.

289. DIJD XVII, 71; Wellhausen 1871, 79.

290. Cf. DJD XVII, 47.

291. Besides DJD XVII, see Herbert 1997a, 1997b; Rofé 1998; Parry 2007; Cross & Saley 2006; Ulrich 2007,
Saley 2007; Venturini 2008; Dziadosz 2009; Rofé 2010.

292. Besides DJD: Cross & Parry 1997; Cross 1955; Andersen & Freedman 1989.

293. DIJD XVII, 220.
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trays an affinity with that of the Vorlage of the Septuagint. Furthermore, it is claimed to have
a high proportion of original readings, regardless of whether or not it agrees with other textu-
al witnesses.”*

In investigating the kinds of changes evident here, I employ the same categorisation
according to type of change as used above to study 4QSam"; namely,

a) Short quantitative change (plus/minus of one or two words)

b) Long quantitative change (plus/minus of at least three words)

c¢) Change in the morphology of a word (e.g., change of gender, tense, number, person
or suffix)

d) Interchange of a word (including prepositions and conjunctions, regardless of
whether or not they are attached to a word)

e) Interchange of several words (including changes in word order)

f) More complicated change or a combination of the above categories

In the following analysis, I have tried to arrange all variant readings according to pattern of
agreement and nature of change. Furthermore, I comment briefly on each variant reading,
elaborating on which reading I consider to be original.

221 M = GQ" (26)

In 9 cases, there is a short quantitative change, of which G and Q" have a plus in 4 cases and
a minus in 5 cases:

Pluses

1S16:4  7Ria M] + &I Q" G (6 PAénwv)

G and Q" use the term ‘the seer’ here to denote the prophet Samuel. This epithet is used
earlier for Samuel also in 1 Sam 9:9, 11, 18, 19, but nowhere else in 1-2 Sam. The
explanation given in 1 Sam 9:9 indicates that the term ‘seer’ is old fashioned and, for that
reason, could have been omitted here in the Masoretic text.

1S20:28 w8 M] + MR Q° G (kal elnev)

If a sentence has the predicate 1Y, ‘to react, answer’, it is common to have also the verb I8
before the direct speech is cited (see, e.g., 1 Sam. 1:17; 4:17; 9:19, 21; 10:12). In the Books
of Samuel, 19" without the verb 9K is found only in 2 Sam 19:43, where the conjunction *2
is used to indicate direct speech. Thus, K" here is probably an addition to harmonize the

syntax with regular usage.””

294. DJD XVII, 222-24.
295. Cf.DJD XVII, 238.
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1820:30 n3in"a M + T8N Q" G (c¢d8pa)
The word TR in G and Q" is an addition to make the story more vivid and dramatic.**

1821:1 oI M] + 77 Q° G (Aauid)

The editors of DJD consider the longer reading of G and Q" more original but do not supply
an explanation.”’ On the contrary, I regard the word ‘David’ as an addition serving to define
the subject explicitly.

Minuses

1S20:32 IR SIRY M ]| 1R Q° G (x¢ matpi avtod)™
In this case, the Masoretic text clearly has a secondary reading. The reading 1"2X seems to be
the most original, while the addition 9INW is secondary, defining the indirect object
explicitly. The reading of M conflates those of G and Q.

1S20:32 198 81 M] 81 Q° G (ko elmev)™
The explication of the indirect object in the Masoretic text is most probably an addition.*”

1821:5  noa58 M] nnn Q" G (9nd)

There is a slight tendency in the Septuagint to translate nnn-’n_;z other than just with 0md, the
normal rendering for NNRM.*"" Considering the context of the passage, the preposition
mjm-‘vzg does not seem to fit. Thus, '7{;2 may well have emerged from dittography, preceding
5, as suggested in DJD.>”

1821:5  nwxn I8 M] nwrn[ ] A7[R]Y QY G (4md yovaikée)

The particle TR is missing in G and Q°, though it has been corrected in the scroll above the
line. The correction was not made by the same scribe who copied the manuscript. DJD
suggests that the word may be a remnant of the word that originally followed TWRn but was
omitted in the Masoretic text (sc., either DNYINRT or 19IRI; see p. 89).°%

296. Cf.DJD XVII, 234.

297. DJD XVII, 237.

298. Kauhanen (2012, 185-86) argues convincingly that the reading t® matpi avtod (AV O L CI1242 a™
687-74-1347-370 56 29 55 158 245 318 342 554 707) is, indeed, the Old Greek reading, while the reading
T ZaovA (B O CII** b 246 68°-74’s 244 460 554 = Ra) is a Hebraizing correction.

299.  «kai inev is omitted in B » 106-107" 71 = Ra. This is simply an error, the Old Greek definitely contained
kad ginev. Thus, also in Kauhanen 2012, 185-86.

300. Thus, also in Kauhanen 2012, 185-86.

301. Rendered 5 times as vmokdtw (Jer 3:6; Ezek 10:2; Zech 3:10 [bis]; 2 Chr 5:7), once as Unéyetov (Jer
38:11) and once as dvti Lev 14:42. In Judg 6:19; 1 Kgs 8:6, nnm"vg_g is rendered as Omd, but 5§ can be
understood as having been rendered in the other preposition used earlier in either verse: Judg 6:19 1’:7&;2
N8 NNR~OR — mpdg adTov Omd TV Spdv; 1 Kgs 8:6 0723197 012 NNR~HR DWTPR WIHP™H8 — &ig td
dyla T@v ayiwv OO TaG TTEPLYAG TAWV XEPOLPLV.

302. DJD XVII, 237.

303. DJD XVII, 237.
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1823:11 83730 M] 7731 Q° G (dndyyethov)

As stated in the DJD edition, it is difficult to determine whether or not the particle K] is
original. Q" has a longer variant form for the masculine singular imperative. This is purely a
morphological variant, practically the same in meaning.”** In addition, both forms of the verb
723 (hiphil) are equally common in the Masoretic text (13 occurrences for each form).” It is
impossible to determine whether the Vorlage of the Septuagint had 77°37 or T3, but there is
a strong tendency in the Septuagint to translate the particle 83 as &n (or 00v).”” In my view,
there is no reason to omit the emphasizing particle 83, and, thus, it seems more probable for it
to be an expansion.’” It is possible that the addition R3 originated from a misreading of he
(perhaps written defectively N30 — RIT317 — K1 T37), but it can equally have been a
conscious addition to emphasize the imperative.

In one case, there is a long quantitative change: 4QSam® indicates a notably longer text,
reflected also by the Septuagint:

1S14:41 1270 587 M] 1318 ['2 Q" G (see below)
Between the words 127 and 5N1W’ in the Masoretic text, the Septuagint has the following
long plus:

T1 011 0UK Amekpibng t@ 600Aw cov oNuepov; €l €v €uol 1] év Iwvabav T@ LI pov 1
adikia, kOpte 0 0£0¢ IopanA, 0¢ dnAovg kal éav Tade inng Ev T@ Aa@ oov IopanA.

Evidently, this reflects a Hebrew original, from which the Masoretic text emerged by the hap-
lography 5N1W’ — 531@7.308 The longer text must be original, since the text is not sensible in
the shorter form. In the Masoretic text, Saul only asks God to give thummim (22D 121070), but
it is not stated for which question. The translation ‘give a true decision’ for @20 127" is
just a poor attempt to make sense of the corrupted text. In Q°, only two letters are readable for
certain, and one letter can be read with some certainty (DJD: ‘reasonably secure’). Neverthe-
less, there is no reason to suppose that the scroll did not have the entire plus—or at least most
of it. The plus fits well with the vertical alignment of ]%73&’1 %&[R’ in the next line. One
could suppose that the fragment should be identified with a different verse, but, in the Books
of Samuel, there are no other instances where a consecutive IR is immediately preceded
by the letter waw and takes the particle I® within a reasonable distance of one line-length.

304. See, e.g., Joiion & Muraoka 2006, §48b

305. The longer form occurs 13 times, in 8 times of which K1 follows (Gen 32:30; 37:16; Judg 16:6, 10; 1
Sam 9:18; 10:15; Jer 38:25; Jonah 1:8), 5 times not (Gen 29:15; Judg 16:13; 1 Sam 14:43; Ruth 4:4;
Song 1:7). The shorter imperative is followed by 5 X3 times (Josh 7:19; 1 Sam 23:11; 2 Sam 1:4; 2 Kgs
9:12; Jer 36:17), 8 times not (2 Sam 18:21; Is 58:1; Jer 42:20; Ezek 23:36; 40:4; 43:10; Job 38:4, 18).

306. DJD XVII, 247.

307. Pace DID XVII, 247.

308. DIJD XVII, 225; McCarter 1980, 247-48. Contra Pisano (1984, 186-87, 189-91), who considers M
primary.

309. Thus, e.g. in Lindblom 1962, 176; NIV; KJV.
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Thus, Q" must have had a longer text than in the Masoretic text, most probably the same as

that of the Vorlage of the Septuagint.’'’

In 8 cases, there is a change in the morphology of a word.

1S16:2  mpnM] nlp Q° G (Aapé)

The Septuagint has the aorist imperative Aafé, which may be a contextual interpretation for
the imperfect (or jussive) MM but, more probably, is a translation of the Hebrew imperative,
as found in Q". Although the Hebrew imperfect (or jussive) can be used instead of imperative,
this is rare.”" It is more probable that the more infrequently used imperfect is replaced by the
more common imperative than vice versa.

1520:26 9inv M] v QG (kekabdpiotar)

The Masoretic text has the word as a noun, meaning ‘clean’. Evidently, the Septuagint
kekaOdpiotal presumes in its Vorlage 710, read as pual perf. sg. 3rd masc. The original text
probably read 970, which was then changed to 970 by the influence of the preceding
pin iRt

1520:29 ¥ M] m¥ Q° G (2vereilavro)

M has the verb in singular, while G and Q" have it in plural. The subject of the verb is "X,
the unvocalized text of which can be read as either singular, ‘my brother’, or plural, ‘my
brothers’. The plural seems to fit the context better, since David had several brothers.
Nevertheless, the change in number is connected with the first word of the clause: X371 (M)
or IR (QP). If the word is read as K37, as in the Masoretic text, the word MR must be read
as singular. If the clause begins with casus pendens IR, either the singular or plural of "N\ is
possible. DJD correctly points out that the words IR and &1 (the older orthography for the
pronoun) can easily be confused after metathesis.””> The most probable direction for textual
development is thus IR "9 1M¥ IRT — MR 9 N KN — TR MY RI, since, if K17 had
been changed to "R, there would have been no reason to change the singular predicate verb
IR to plural M.

1520:30 mTRn M] TR Q" G (avTopoAoOVTWV)

The word MTIM7 in the Masoretic text is a singular noun, ‘rebellious’, while the word
nTINA in Q" is best understood as plural participle feminine from the root T1. Because the
preceding word (MAY1) in Q° is evidently plural, the word ATI0 cannot be vocalized as a
singular noun, as the Masoretic text does. The Septuagint uses the word avtopolodviwy,
most probably taking the Hebrew word as a plural participle. The reading NITIAD is
secondary, originating from the confusion N3Y1 — NP1 in the preceding word (see p. 81).

310. DJD XVII, 225.
311. Joiion & Muraoka 2006, §1131-n.
312. DJD XVII, 247; Driver 1913, 169.
313. DJD XVII, 234.
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1S20:36 17919 M] W15 Q° G (16 manSapie)
The suffix in the Masoretic text is probably an explicating addition, as suggested by DJD.*"*

1520:38 (ar) M| n(n%p) Q° G (avtod)
In this case, the explicating suffix is added in Q" and in the source text of the Septuagint (on
oY/ 1, see p. 88).

1821:6 ¥ M] »ia[ Q"G (yéyove)
In this case, it is hard to determine which reading is more original.

1823:20 TIM] 779" Q° G (kataParvétw)
The difference is reflected throughout the whole verse. In the Masoretic text, the king is
addressed in the second person, while G and evidently Q" also has this in the third person.

In 8 cases there is an interchange of a word.

1S20:27 58 M] 59 Q° G (éni)
See commentary in next reading.

1S20:27 onya M| 1nHwn Q° G (v tpdnedav)

To determine which of the four alternatives, MYWr/onon HYP/HR, is primary, one must first
take into account the following observations: 1) in verse 20:24 M has Dl‘l'?T'W . AWM, the
gere reading has the preposition '7& instead of Y and G has ]ﬂ'?tﬂﬁ 5 ... 2w 2)inv. 29,

M has Uj'?\y 5§ K31, the Septuagint has éni and, thus, the Vorlage probably had 5}7 instead of
58; 3)inv. 20:34 M has m‘vwn oyn ... 0PN, while Q" and G both had the same text except
for the predicate of the clause ]ﬂ'?KZJTl oyn ... 1AM (see Table 7). In addition, the
construction 813/2W" (or any other verb expressing movement) + 99/98 + BrY does not
occur anywhere else than in vv. 24 and 27. One could argue that the word DM is primary in
vv. 24 and 27, in which case the word would have been changed to A9V to replace a rare
construction with a more common one. However, since the construction does not occur
anywhere else and there is a remarkable resemblance between the words 79w and Ono,'
this hypothesis becomes shaky. Thus, it seems more probable that the original reading was 9
119w in both vv. 24 and 27.%'° In either verse, there could have emerged the corruption 9y
Mown — onon S, and the other verse would have picked up the corrupted reading
afterward. The preposition 99 with the noun Dl_j'? seems odd, which may be the origin for the
gere reading in v. 24 and may have motivated the change of the preposition from Y into Sz;_z
inv.27.

314. DJD XVII, 236.

315.  According to DID (XVII, 234), mem and nun are easily confused ‘especially in the seventh-century curs-
ive script’.

316. Thus, also in DJD XVII, 234.
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MT LXX Vorlage Q°
20224 |omenhy ..oawn imhwa by ... awm ~
(gere: 5&)
20227 |7 .. N2 nown Hp ... 83 mown 5 L[ 83
20:29 MWK ... K2 mow by ... K2 ~
20:34  InSwaoypn ... opn |inowa Syn/opn ... tan (inhwa Hyn ... tnan

Table 7. The Readings jmowi/onon HY/5R8 in 1 Samuel.

1820:30 np1 M] M1 Q" G (kopacicv)

The reading of the Masoretic text is usually explained as niphal participle feminine singular
construct from the root 1Y (niphal, ‘to be bent/irritated’), but the construct state does not fit
well with the syntax of the phrase. One could try to translate N7 NMYPITI3 as ‘son of a
crooked, rebellious (woman)’ (the last genitive perhaps qualitative). However, the syntax of
Q° (and G) is logical, the word N7 (participle feminine plural: see p. 79) being an
attribute of the previous genitive. Thus, MTINT NYIT12 means ‘son of rebelling women’.
There seems to have been a confusion between the letters waw and resh in the words /N17p3
npa. Since the reading of G and Q" fits the syntax better, the corruption N3 (defective
spelling) — NP3 is more probable than vice versa.

1820:34 o M] am Q" G (&venridnoev)

The verb N3 is rather rare in the Hebrew Bible, occuring only in Gen 49:4, Judg 9:4 and
Zeph 3:4, where it means either ‘to gush (over)’ or ‘to be reckless’. In the context of 1 Sam
20:34, it could be translated as ‘to be excited’. Likewise, the Septuagint uses the rare verb
avannddw, ‘to jump up’. Besides this verse and a few occurrences in deuterocanonical
books,”” the verb occurs only in 1 Sam 25:9. There, the Masoretic text reads M7, but the
text in 4QSam® is reconstructed as I[M]8[", with the same verb as 4QSam’ has at the
beginning of 1 Sam 20:34. The rendering expected for 1P would be (&v)iotnut or some
other verb with the same root but a different prefix. Thus, one can securely regard
avamnonoev in the Septuagint as a translation for T1AM. As for primacy of the readings, it is
more probably for a rare word to be replaced by a more common one than vice versa. This
conclusion is strengthened by the observation that the root N8 is, in later Hebrew usage,

s 318

understood in the sense of ‘to be concupiscent, lewd, lascivious’,”* which seems to be an ill

fit for the context.

1820:40 58 M] 5p Q" G (¢n)
The prepositions Y and '7t3 are frequently confused, making it difficult to determine which
reading is primary.

317. Esth 15:8 (51¢); Tob 2:4; 6:2; 7:6 (an Aramaic text 4Q197 Frag 4 III,8 has here the verb W, ‘to jump’).
318. Greenfield 1978, 35-40; cf. DJID XVII, 235.
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1821:6 "3 M] 93 Q* G (ndvra)

The word "73 may well be a contamination from the end of the verse.’’ The Septuagint has
navta (ta maddpia), but the Lucianic recension does not have any conterpart for the word
‘all’ (nor for ‘vessels’). However, I think that there is no reason to assume that some other
Hebrew text underlies the Lucianic recension, rather that the omission of the word wévta is
accidental, almost haplographic (tavta ta toidapia > ta madapia).

1S23:14 o8 M| M) Q° G (xbprog)
I cannot determine which reading is primary.

1523:16 oaoRa M| A2 Q" G (év kupiw)
According to DJID, the letter /e is certain.**

2.2.2 MLz GQ"° (2)

In these cases, agreements between witnesses are the same except that the Lucianic text has a
reading which agrees with the Masoretic text. The readings in L are approximations—i.e.,
corrections toward the Masoretic text.

1S21:3 1150 ?['_?Q’ngt? M L (16 iepet Axuéhey) ] 17125 Q° G (16 iepei)
The plus ‘Ahimelech’ in the Masoretic text and in the Lucianic recension is simply an
addition identifying the indirect object more precisely.

1S23:22 0! OF Y M L (mavoupysvoduevog ... mavovpyebontar) | oWl Q° G
(Tavovpyevontat)

The development of the text could be explained either as haplography or dittography

(O O1Y «—— D). It is also possible that the addition 017 was made to intensify the

story.

2.2.3 MQ" # G (10)

In 8 cases, there is a short quantitative difference, a plus in each case.

1S20:27 wWn WINo nnnn M Q" (Civn wInn nAnnR) | 1wn wInn wInn pannn G
(kat £yevnon tf] énavpiov)

The Septuagint has tfj éravpiov tod unvog tf] Nuépa tfj devtépq, meaning that G had the plus

D12 compared to M and Q°. Probably, D12 is an explicating addition or contamination from

v. 34 (M: Wi wInn~oia; LXX: év tf] Sevtépa o0 pnvog).™

319. DJD XVII, 238.
320. DJD XVII, 248.
321. DJD XVII, 234
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1S20:33 19y M Q° (M) | 1 5 G (¢l lwvadav)
The Septuagint has an explicating plus.**

1S20:35 717 TYin9 M Q° (717 T9mH) | pr T TWRI G (xabag Etdéaro)

The Septuagint has the plus kabw¢ étd€ato. This may well be an addition influenced by
parallel passages (1 Sam 13:8; 2 Sam 20:5), as DJD suggests.”” The Lucianic text has a
different word order and a different case for ‘David’ (gig t0 paptoplov kabwg éta€ato t@
Aavid), but I consider this change an intra-Greek development.

1520:38 77 M Q" ] prarn G (\éywv)
The plus IRMY is probably an explicating addition.”*

1520:38 58 M Q° ([5]R) ] pr 981 G (kai un)
The conjuction may also have been added by the translator.

1520:41 npwm M Q° (innwm) | Y I G (kal TpooeKGVNoEY adT®)
Although this can be haplography (homoeoteleuton), more probably, 1 was added to define

the indirect object.’”

1820:42 7'M Q| +7Y G (udprug)

The Masoretic text reads in accordance with Q° T3 A A M, “Yahweh shall be
between me and you’, but the Septuagint has the plus ‘witness’: Kopiog €otat pudptug dva
péoov €uod kai 6ol (< T3 2 TY 7' MAY), “Yahwe shall be witness between me and
you’. Interestingly, a similar expression is found few verses prior, in v. 23. Again, the
Septuagint has the plus ‘witness’ against the Masoretic text (no Qumran fragment survives
here): 72'23 '3 MY — kOp10g udpTUG AV Pécov €uod kai cod. One could perhaps propose
that the word ‘witness’ was added by the Septuagint translator, except that the Targum also
has the same plus in both verses: 20:23 73'21 K12 770 M7 XRI2'N, ‘the Word of the Lord is
witness between me and you’; 20:42 121 K12 700 7 M7 KIDMN, ‘the Word of the Lord
shall be witness between me and you’.””® Perhaps the word TV is original in vv. 23 and 42 and
was later omitted by a careless scribe who read it as the preposition ‘ad, considering that
unfitting. Alternatively, a copyist might have thought it unorthodox to call Yahweh a witness
and omitted TP for that reason. Note that the word ‘witness’ is missing from the Masoretic
text also in 1 Sam 12:6: AYY WK MY, “Yahweh is the one who made’. The Septuagint has
Madptug KUpLog O motoag, ‘The Lord who made ... is witness.’

322. DJD XVII, 235.

323. DJD XVII, 236

324. DJD XVII, 237.

325. DJD XVII, 237.

326. The Targum adds the word 312’7, which should not be translated back to Hebrew. This is simply the Tar-
gumist’s attempt to avoid anthropomorphisms; see Van Staalduine Sulman 2002, 166—67.
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1521:3 927 M Q" (127) ] o1 127 G (pfiua oripepov)
The word ‘today’ is probably an addition to make the story fuller and more vivid.””’

In 2 cases, there is an interchange of a word:

1S20:33 in31% M Q* (1]n2an%) | 1A% G (tod Bavat@oat adTév)
The graphical similarity is evident. Since the verb N’DD‘? appears at the end of the verse, it is
more probable that the textual development is 11279 — WPAS than vice versa.’®

1S23:15 iwarng wpa? M Q° (1wa1 nk wplah) | 717 nR wpah G (tod {nteiv tov Aauid)
The reading 717 is secondary and influenced by the immediate context (the next word is
T17Y). Although the Lucianic recension reads avtév, I consider this to be a correction made in
the Greek textual history to avoid repetition of the name David.

224 MLQ" # G (5)

In 2 cases, there is a short quantitative difference, 1 plus, 1 minus:

1823:13 WIRI M Q" (MWIRY) L (xai of dvSpeg adtod) ]| 1NR IWR D'WIRY G (kai of §vSpeg
ol Yet’ avTod)
The DJD suggests a longer reading for the Vorlage of the Septuagint than the Masoretic text
and 4QSam". One could argue that the Septuagint translator is responsible for the longer read-
ing, but the correspondence of the translation of 1"WINI as kal oi &vOpeg adtob and that of
NY/inR TWR PYIRI as kal oi dvOpeg ol uet’ avtod is notable. The exceptions are 1 Sam
23:5, 13; 2 Sam 2:32; 5:21 (see Table 8), in which the Vorlage may well have been longer.**
Since the readings with 1"WINR1 are more numerous, it is more probable that, in this passage,
IAR WK 1"WIR1 is shortened to harmonize with parallel passages than for the shorter reading
to have been expanded.

327. According to DID (XVII, 237), ‘The shorter reading is to be preferred.’

328. Pace DJD XVII, 235. .

329. In2 Sam 2:32, 4QSam® has 1"WiNRI. However, in the same verse, the Vulgate has the longer reading: et
viri qui erant cum eo (in 1 Sam 23:5, 13; 2 Sam 5:21, the reading is ef viri eius). In 1 Sam 23:13, the Pe-
shitta reads ea>sy i\ _o which corresponds with either IRR TWR D'WINRI or 1Y WK DWIR in
Hebrew.
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MT LXX References

VIR Kal ol dvdpeg avtod 1 Sam 18:27; 23:24-26;
(or the same phrase in 24:3-4,23; 25:20; 27:3, 8;

accusative or genitive case) 29:2, 11, 30:1; 30:3, 31;,
2:29; 5:6; 16:13

VIR Kal ol Avdpeg ol pet’ adTol 1 Sam 23:5, 13; 2 Sam 2:32;
5:21

IR WK YN Kal ol Avdpeg ol pet’ adTod 1 Sam 22:6 (cf. also 2 Sam
1:11; 3:20; 17:12)

Y WK YN Kol ol &vOpeg ot pet’ adToD 2 Sam 2:3

Table 8. The Phrase 1"WIR1 and 12Y/inR TWR PWIRI in the Books of Samuel and Its
Renderings in the Septuagint

1S20:41 NI’ M Q" (N¥IR) L (émi v yAv) | > G

The adverb N¥IR is frequently used with the verb 501 regardless of whether the meaning is
‘to bow down’ or just ‘to fall’ (see, e.g., 1 Sam 5:5; 14:45; 17:49; 26:20; 28:20). Since there
is no evident reason to have omitted the word ‘to the ground’ or any trace of a haplography
either in Greek or Hebrew, I consider the shorter reading to be the more original.

In 2 cases, there is a long quantitative change (both are pluses):

1S20:39 22700 T M Q° (1277 NR W) L (Eyvwoav o pua) | > G

The phrase is missing in the Greek Manuscripts B 121-509 (and Aeth). Rahlfs included the
phrase €yvwoav to pfiua in his critical text, as witnessed by the majority of manuscripts, but
the editors of DJD suggest that the minus is the Old Greek reading and also primary in the
Hebrew. They consider the possibility of the haplography 927 — 717 but end up conjecturing
that the plus consisted of two additions, 17" and 927 NKR.**

1S23:11-12 397307 M AN ... T M R M QY (RN L..[... T M A]ARY
P[]0 M) 130T 0 R G (kai gitev kOpioc AmokAg160HosTal)

This is a clear instance of haplography in G. The scribe’s eye skipped from the first 92K"

M to the second.™

In 1 case, there is a change in word order:

1S23:14 12773 903 M Q" (2792 913) | 912 73T G (Bv T priuw Ev T 8per)
The following word in either textual traditions is Ziph (57 > Z1¢). In other occurrences, the

330. DJD XVII, 237.
331. DJD XVII, 249.
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place is described as a wilderness, not a mountain (1 Sam 23:15; 26:2). Here, the two words
ending resh were perhaps copied by accident in the wrong order. The word order of G must
be secondary.

2.2.5 MGQ° =L (2)

In 2 cases, the Lucianic text has a reading that disagrees with the others. In both of these
cases, L has a plus:

1S19:16 PRWRIA M Q° ("NJwRI) G (mpdg kepahiig avtod.) | + NRWH 17 L (kad
aviyyethav t@ Zaool)

The Lucianic recension has the plus kai dvrjyyethav t@® ZaoOA, which corresponds with

the reading found in the Peshitta, date\ a.awa. These readings probably reflect the Hebrew

original :IRWY 172, Although the editors of DJD suggest that this is a proto-Lucianic

332

plus,
Aquila, Symmachus or Theodotion.

the plus more likely originates from translation other than the Septuagint—namely,
333

1S20:30 m7Imn M Q° (mﬁun) G (avtoporotvrwv) | + n()am n()ws L
(Yuvaikotpapr])

The Septuagint has kopaciwv avtopoAlovvtwv, which corresponds with NITIAA NYI in the
Masoretic text and N33 MY in 4QSam”. After these, the Lucianic recension has the plus
yovaikotpagf]. DID suggests that this should be translated back into Hebrew as ()73
n(1)a9n, with the latter word understood as piel plural participle from the root 127 (piel, ‘to
rear [children]’).”** This is plausible, since it is difficult to explain the Greek word in any
other way. If this is the case, the phrase N(1)271 N(1)31 is simply a corrupted form of the
original reading MTIN(7) NI

226 MQ*=G =L =MQ"(3)

1S23:9  wWmnn MRW oY 3 M Q° (wrnn ARwA {{oo}} 1Hy ]a) | wrnn &5 1
oY HINW G (811 00 mapaciwnd SaovA mept adtod); L conflate
The textual development is sufficiently explained in DJD.** The particle X% was introduced
into the passage, since the verb W' MM was misunderstood as meaning ‘to be silent” (WIN I
hiphil), not as ‘to plough’ (WN II hiphil). The editors also suggest that the negation RH was
perhaps written in the manuscript 4QSam® but was later erased. The reading of the Lucianic
text 6T1 ZaoVA Tept a0TOV YIVETAL Kol OV TTAPESIWTX O TaAoVA Ttept abToD TV Kakiav tries to
embody both the reading of the Old Greek (in the latter part of the sentence), and that of the

Masoretic text (in the former part).

332. DIJD XVII, 229-30.

333. See also Kauhanen 2012, 185.
334. DJD XVII, 235.

335. DJD XVII, 247.
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1S23:22 8 M Q" (n]R) ] om R G (einate); L conflate

The Septuagint has o0 eimate, which probably corresponds with DNIAR WK in its Vorlage.
Only the last two letters, mem and resh, in the word AR are visible in Q°, but the scroll
probably had the preceding word *3, as M does. The Lucianic recension has o0 efnate &t
eine, a conflation of DNINAR WK and TNAK 2.

1823:15 1273 M Q° (72]7n3) | 392 912 G (¢v 0 Bpet T)) avxuddel)

The whole clause in M is IWIN3 §179327A2 TIT), only partially readable in Q*: [T1]T
WINA a9 92]703. The Septuagint has the peculiar translation koi Aavid év T® Spet T@®
avxuwdel v tfi Kawvii Zig, indicating that the translator read dalet instead of resh in the last
word of the sentence and that the preposition 2 was possibly not attached to that word but to
the previous word, 1. Since these last two words are not visible in Q°, I am not focusing on
these but rather on 92713, which can be reconstructed securely enough in the scroll. The
words év @ 6pet clearly translate 9713, but the following t@® avyuwdel is more problematic.
DJD suggests that adxuwdet is a doublet for Zig, the former being a translation and the latter
a transliteration.”® However, I argue that aUxuwdel is an attempt to translate another word—
namely, 27 (“rab, ‘desert’). In 1 Sam 23:14, Q" has the same lexical variant for the word
D271, ‘wilderness’, in the Masoretic text. The form avxuwdet is neuter dative singular of the
adjective adyuwdng, ‘dry, draught™*’
rather rare 27y in the Hebrew Bible.™*

and may well have been an attempt to translate the

20:14 (97732703 703 v Tf épriuw év @ Bpel Zig év i vy |q]T 273 N2
T abXUWdeL
20:15  |AWAN2 9171372 €V T Spet @) avxpwdet év Tif Koavf]  |WINA g1 92702
219

Table 9. Phrases Involving Ziph in 1 Sam 20:14-15.

2.2.7 MGz Q" (7)

In 2 cases, there is a short quantitative difference in 4QSam":

1S20:29 DRM G (gi) | R3 o8 Q°
The particle 81 was probably added to emphasize volition.

1S23:19 &i%7 9MRY M G (Aéyovreg 00k ido) | R[S Q°
DID explains the textual development as follows: RS — 15 RY — R1H NARH — INRY
X197, First, 19 was added to explicate the indirect object, then it was corrupted to &19, which

336. DID XVII, 248.
337. The verb from which the adjective avxuwdng is derived is probably dvw = Enpaivw.
338. Occuring only twice in Is 21:13.
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caused the clause to be changed to interrogative to make sense in the passage.” I agree with
this assessment as well as with the conclusion of Q" as primary here.

In 3 cases, there is a lexical difference

1S20:36 8N M G (e0pé) | P Q°
The editors of DJD consider the reading N to be primary,”* but I suggest it to be a contam-
ination from v. 21b and the reading of M and G to be primary.

1820:38 7WIn M G (taidapiov) | (7)ndy Q°
The reading 311 is probably a modernization of a rare word, as DJD suggests.**' On the suf-
fix, see p. 80.

1S23:14 12TRIM G (v tff épfipw) [ 392 Q°

The rarer word, 29, is the more original, replaced by a more common one in M and G.
However, the words év tf] yfj tf] aOxuwdet in the Septuagint may translate the original 27,
in which case the Septuagint has a doublet. See p. 87 and Table 9.

In 2 cases, one cannot be sure about the reading of 4QSam”, but it is certainly different than
that of the Masoretic text and the Septuagint:

1S20:36 1792y M G (kai mapryayev adtiv) | mpn [maynh Q°

Only n9°Y1 is visible in 4QSam” and should be understood in a locative sense, ‘toward the
city’. The editors of DJD argue that the original reading would have been N7V aYn,
which was shortened to 1772 by haplography in all other textual traditions.** This is cer-
tainly one possible solution, but one cannot know for sure what came before 17°V1 in
4QSam’. As possible is that 17°V1 is a variant reading for 17aynY, from which the former
became corrupted.

1S23:13 T30 DRV M G (kai t@) ZaovA dmnyyéhn)*® || Svws 1 Q°
Possibly, the word order is different, but since only the lamed is certain Q, one cannot de-
termine which reading is primary.’*

2.2.8 GzMzQ* =G (4)

1S20:36  RIM ] > Q"9 G (po)
I consider the shorter reading, in Q", to be primary.

339. DIJD XVII, 248.

340. DJD XVII, 236.

341. DJD XVII, 236-37.

342. DJD XVII, 236.

343. The Lucianic recension has kai dmryyéAn t@ ZaovA and thus has probably the same word order as
4QSam®, though this is probably a coincidence. See Kauhanen 2012, 185.

344. See also the discussion in Kauhanen 2012, 185.
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1S21:3 MY M | 0Ty Q% T G (Srapepaptipnpar)

The Septuagint has diapepaptopnuat. The translator probably understood the word NP
in the Vorlage as a hiphil stem from the root T 1II, ‘to call as witness’.** All three
alternatives, "NTY* ,'NYTY and NI, resemble one another graphically, so the secondary
readings can be understood as a misreading of the consonants. But which of the three is
primary? The form *NYTY is explained as poel, but the occurrence of this rare stem seems
suspicious in this context. Clearly, "NTY°, ‘I appointed’, fits best in the context. Since
corruptions usually do not generate ‘better’ readings, "NTY° in Q° should be considered
primary.**

1S21:57WRA M | 130 onbaRY Q% IR G (kai dyetar)™

According to DJD, the conditional clause in the Masoretic text is awkward without an
apodosis and suggests a parablepsis from the preceding word NWRN to 13137, the reading of
Q" being the original.”*® The weakness of this solution is that such a homoearchon error
would usually produce a reading that would omit the words TWRN DNOONI. 1 propose rather
that a homoearchon error was made from DNYANRY or 192R1 to the very first word in the next
verse JV™. If this is the case, then either 19281 or 1377 DNYIRI can be primary. One possibil-
ity is that the original reading is neither of these but rather 13121 193N, from which )M
suffered a homoearchon, 2) in G, there is a homoeoteleuton error from 1301 to 193N 3) in
Q" the inflection is harmonized from third to second person plural. This solution sufficiently
explains all three readings. However, the following scenario is equally likely: 19281 is the ori-
ginal reading, and the Masoretic text has suffered the same haplography as described above
(¥"1 — 192R1); Q" has the addition 130, which frequently appears with the verb 528 but not
necessarily (see, e.g., Gen. 2:17; 3:6); in addition, one must suppose the same change in verb
form as described above.

1S23:20 WM ] 19y Q% 1HR G (kataParvétw)

The reading 135y in Q® may well be primary. The variant reading 1">& comes as no surprise,
since these two prepositions are easily confused. The reading JJ:?] is best understood as hav-
ing emerged from a ayin—waw corruption and an omission of the letter yod or a lamed—yod
metathesis and an omission of ayin.

2.2.9 ML=zG=Q°=ML (1)

1520:36 TIORN IR M L (dniow tfg énwpidog) | 7oK wn&[ Q%>G

The whole phrase is missing in the Septuagint text. The Lucianic text has the reading omicw
T énwuidog, indicating that its Hebrew counterpart probably had the article as well. The
phrase found in the Lucianic text is clearly an approximation of the Hebrew text.

345.  dapaptupéw consistently renders T 11 (Gen 43:3; Ex 19:23; 21:29/36).

346. Pace DJD XVII, 237.

347. The singular form @dyetat translates the plural 1928 since the predicate is neuter t& mai8&p1d in Greek.
348. DID XVII, 273.

&9



2.3. Statistical Analysis

2.3.1 Introduction

Since the first publications of manuscript 4QSam®, scholars have considered it to be a text
closely related to the Hebrew text from which the Septuagint was translated.* In the DJD
edition, Frank Moore Cross and Richard J. Saley, the editors of 4QSam®, are generally of the
same opinion, stating that

the study of the full manuscript has reinforced our early conclusion that 4QSam® stands
in the same general tradition as the Hebrew text upon which the Old Greek translation
was based.”’

Furthermore, the editors consider the similarity between the scroll and the Septuagint to be so
convincing that any deviation seems to them to be sufficiently explained as having emerged
from the copying process, which took place over roughly one century.””' In their more recent
article, Cross and Saley maintain their view: 4QSam® is closely related to the Old Greek (rep-
resented mainly by LXX” and also occasionally by LXX"). Furthermore, they state that cross-
contamination between 4QSam® and the textual tradition that developed into the Masoretic
1;352

text was fairly minimal;™~ in other words,

the characteristic readings of 4QSam® bear only distant relation to the Masoretic Text,
save in shared sound (or original) readings.’

In addition, Cross and Saley maintain the hypothesis of a ‘proto-Lucianic recension’ explain-
ing that the readings (or at least some of them) where LXX" agrees with 4QSam® against the
MT and the LXX emerged because the text of LXX" had been revised according to a Hebrew
text that resembled 4QSam®**

Edward D. Herbert” and Frank Polak™® also share the view that the Hebrew Vorlage of the
Septuagint and 4QSam® are closely related. According to Polak, 4QSam® and the LXX ‘rep-
resent one common manuscript tradition’.”” Herbert, on the other hand, conjectures that the

349. Cross 1953.

350. DJD XVII, 25.

351. The Septuagint translation of 1 Samuel is assumed to have been made in the middle of the second cen-
tury BCE, while 4QSam® is dated ca. 50-25 BCE (DJD XVII, 5).

352.  Cross & Saley 2006, esp. 54.

353. Cross & Saley 2006, 46.

354. See, e.g., classes (3) and (4) in Cross & Saley 2006, 49.

355. Herbert 1997b.

356. Polak 1992.

357. More precisely, they are similar in their equal parts. Polak takes into consideration also the Chronicles,
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Septuagint is ‘substantially dependent’ on the 4QSam® tradition, though their common ancest-
or may be ‘relatively distant’.**® In addition, Herbert expresses doubts about the ‘proto-Lu-
cianic connection’ between 4QSam® and the LXX" hypothesized by Cross and Saley. Indeed,
no single clearly secondary reading of 4QSam® that agrees with the Lucianic text against the
MT and the Septuagint has been demonstrated.” However, Herbert establishes a link
between the LXX" and the MT, which can be explained by Hexaplaric influence.**® Herbert’s
stemma is presented in Figure 1.

405am" L LEE MT

Figure 1. The Stemma of 4QSam®, including the Lucianic text (L), the LXX and the MT.
Dashed lines (a—c) indicate contamination. Figure from Herbert 1997b, 42.

361 jts textual character

Although 4QSam® is one of the oldest manuscripts found in Qumran,
has garnered less interest than 4QSam®. The affinity of 4QSam® with the Vorlage of the Sep-
tuagint is, however, recognized, and furthermore, 4QSam" is claimed to have a high propor-
tion of original readings regardless of whether or not it agrees with the other textual wit-
nesses.’” Thus, it is considered an ‘archaic text’ (also concerning the orthography) related to
the Septuagint, but, as far as I know, scholarly claims have not gone beyond this in describing

its textual character.

while he does not address the Lucianic problem, as Herbert does.

358. Herbert 1997b, 48—49.

359. See Kauhanen 2012, esp. 169-184, 189-191.

360. Herbert 1997b, 47-49.

361. 4QSam® has been dated paleographically to the last half of the third century BCE. Initially a date c. 225
was preferred, but later research is willing to prefer ‘the earlier end of the bracket, c. 250 BCE’ (DJD
XVII, 220).

362. DIJD XVII, 222-24; similarly in earlier studies: Cross & Parry 1997; Cross 1955.
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I will analyse the variant readings of 4QSam® and 4QSam" statistically to investigate just how
closely either Qumran scroll is, indeed, related to the Septuagint or to the Masoretic text. Un-
fortunately, the scrolls do not have parallel texts, except for a few letters (shared text
underlined):

4QSam" frags. 18—19

[ 17X 5K R0 P DR nnn 13a] ©]R50 Tnn] 2 [DIR A[wIn 000 pan Nk nan kapn ] 1
4QSam” frags. 6-7

[ 1378 5% 82N PR AR O3 193 PO TAYN SR AwIn AR AnbY Inx 10

(1 Sam 20:38)

4QSam" frags. 18—19

[1];_’5[: nR N I | 3

4QSam" frags. 6-7

[ 7Yn R 12919 KR} 1D WK a0 5y 1Y nr e o 11
(1 Sam 20:40)

In addition, I will present quantitative analyses with the help of other textual witnesses to
measure how closely related 4QSam® and 4QSam” are to each other.

2.3.2 Multidimensional Scaling (MDS)

First, I analyze 4QSam® and 4QSam" separately, using a statistical method called Multidimen-
sional scaling (MDS).’” The data, separated according to agreement, are taken from the pre-
vious sections (2.1-2.2). The data acconding to agreements is presented in Tables 10 and 11.

M=G |[M=L |M=Q" |G=L |G=Q" |L=Q" | Total

55 79 |53 234 137 (142 |269

Table 10. Agreements between M, G, L and Q".

M=G [M=L |M=Q" |G=L |G=Q" |L=Q" |Total

9 15 |20 47 130 31 60

Table 11. Agreements between M, G, L and Q".

Multidimensional scaling (MDS) describes the ‘distances’ (= dissimilarities) between a cer-
tain set of objects and tries to scale these ‘distances’ onto a lower dimensional map, typically
a 2D or 3D map. The input data for this method comprise distance (or dissimilarity) matrix

363. About MDS, see e.g. Thorpe 2002; Finney 2010.
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D, whose every element dij has the value of the distance between corresponding objects. One
could illustrate how these data work by a geographical example. Let D be the distance matrix
for certain European cities, as follows (distance given as the crow flies, in km):

Helsinki  [Munich London Vienna Madrid
Helsinki 0 1590 1823 1439 2949
Munich 1590 0 920 356 1486
London 1823 920 0 1237 1261
Vienna 1439 356 1237 0 1812
Madrid 2949 1486 1261 1812 0

Table 12. The distances for certain European cities

The multidimensional scaling to 2D for these distances is plotted in Figure 2.***

Kruskal's stress (1) = 0.0005
1200
800 +  vVienna
o
Munich 400 -+ Helsinki
1 °
Y]
_g T T T 0 T T i
q 600 -1200 -800 -400 0 400 800 1200 1600
400 +
u/Iadr%I
London
-800 +
~ Dim1

Figure 2. 2D Plot of Distance between some European cities with Multidimensional Scaling.

Note that the distance matrix contains no information regarding the orientation of the objects,
nor does the placing correspond with a geographic map. The value that tells us how well the
mapping has succeeded is called the stress value (Kruskal’s stress [1]) and describes the dif-
ference between the scaled distances and the actual distances—the lower the difference the

364. To calculate multidimensional scaling, I have used Excel add-on XLSTAT (http://www.xIstat.com).

93



better, with values =5% indicating successful mapping. In this case, stress value is extremely
low, 0.05%, since the configuration is practically two-dimensional.

Let us apply this to textual witnesses. The affinity of two texts can be defined as the relative
number of agreements—i.e., [# of readings in agreement] / [# of all readings]. These values
can vary from 1 (i.e., identical texts) to 0 (i.e., texts with no common readings). Thus, the dis-
tances between two texts can now be defined as

1 — relative # of the agreements =

] # of readings in agreement

# of all readings

The distance defined thus behaves in opposition to affinity: when the distance is 0, the texts
are identical; when the distance is 1, the texts have no common readings. It is worth noting
that distances/affinities defined in this way do not directly describe textual dependency. What
they do show is only how distant/close two texts are in terms of the number of readings in
agreement. However, the closer two texts are the more probable it is that they are also closely
related in the terms of textual dependency.

In the case of Q°, M agrees with G 55 times, M with L 79 times, M with Q* 53 times, G with
L 234 times, G with Q" 137 times and L with Q" 142 times; the total number of variant read-
ings is 269 (see Table 10). The distance matrix is thus as follows:

M G L Q°
M 0 0.80 0.71 0.80
G 0.80 0 0.13 0.49
L 0.71 0.13 0 0.47
Q 0.80 0.49 0.47 0
A two-dimensional MDS-plot for this matrix is given in Figure 3.
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Kruskal's stress (1) = 0.016
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Figure 3. Distances between Textual Witnesses of The Books of Samuel in a 2D Plot with
Multidimensional Scaling (Q"; 269 variant readings).

Kruskal’s stress value (1) is 1.6%, meaning that the map is quite reliable. While this plotting
does not do more than visualize the values already presented in the distance matrix, it does
give a fairly intuitively portrait of the distances. For [N] objects, [N — 1] dimensions are usu-
ally expected to represent the exact distance plot, so that, in this case, I might have used a
more exact 3D plot, but I find the 2D plot to be more illustrative on flat paper.

From Figure 3, one can draw some conclusions. The distance between G and L is the shortest,
as is to be expected (i.e., G and L mainly have the same Hebrew text behind them, with L
only occasionally having a different Hebrew text). G is nearer to Q" than to M, and Q" is near-
er to G than to M. This verifies the assumption that G and Q* are more closely related to each
other than they are to M. As for the Masoretic text, it seems to be as far from Q" as it is from
L. Interestingly, the Lucianic text deviates from G toward M. This can be easily explained as
L having embodied readings of M, probably through the Hexapla (a’, B’, v’ columns). In the
figure, one cannot find much support for the Proto-Lucianic hypothesis. L is only slightly
close to Q* than G is, but this seems to be mainly a consequence of the corrections towards M
(see, subsections 2.1.6 and 2.1.7)
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Similar calculations can be made for Q. The distance matrix is as follows:

M G L Q°
M 0 0.85 0.75 0.67
G 0.85 0 0.22 0.50
L 0.75 0.22 0 0.48
Q° 0.67 0.50 0.48 0
Kruskal's stress (1) = 0.032
0.6
0.4 G +
o
0.2 L 5
o
Qb
N
E o ! ! ! !
(]
0.2 -
0.4 1
0.6 ? M
0.6 04 02 0 0.2 0.4 0.6
Dim1

Figure 4. Distances between Textual Witnesses of the Books of Samuel in a 2D plot with
Multidimensional Scaling (Q"; 61 variant readings).

The positions of the textual witnesses in Figure 4 are, in general, similar to those in Figure 3.
While the Kruskal’s stress value (1), 3.2%, is higher than in the MDS plot of Q, the value
still describes a reliable map. The most distant pair shown is M—G, while G and Q" are more
closely related to each other than they are to M. However, the distance M—Q" (0.67) is now
shorter than the distance M—G (0.85). In the case of Q?, distances M—Q* and M-G were ap-
proximately equal (= 0.80). Here, again, the distance L-M (0.75) is shorter than G-M (0.85),
which may be a hint of Hexaplaric readings in L.
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Categorization 1: Accidental vs. Deliberate Changes

In the statistical approach presented above, individual cases were treated equally. It would be
nice to somehow take into account the actual differences between each case. This can be done
by dividing the data into different types of cases. Unfortunately, the sum sample number of
variation units in Q" is only 61, so it is not reasonable to split it up further into different cat-
egories. As for Q°, I have divided the cases up according to the possibility that the variant
readings emerged as the consequence of a scribal error:

1) The variant reading can be explained as a simple error (graphical confusion of
letters, metathesis, haplography, dittography, etc);

2) The variant reading can partly be explained as a scribal error;

3) The variant reading cannot be explained as a typical scribal error.

One weakness of this classification is that it only describes the presence of scribal errors in
the variant reading, not the motivation behind them, and assumes that all scribal errors are ac-
cidental (and, inversely, non-scribal errors and intentional). For instance, in category 1), there
are certainly cases that involve deliberate changes, and some cases in category 3) might have
resulted from errors (scribes can sometimes make complex errors). However, the classifica-
tion is agnostic regarding varying motivations within these categories of change (what can be
disputed is how to define typical/simple errors). Without a doubt, category 1) contains more
scribal errors than category 3), or, in other words, category 3) has more deliberate changes
than category 1).

Let us see, then, if the relationships between M, G, L and Q" are different in each category de-
scribed above. The agreements between the texts in classes 1)—3) are as follows:

Class [M=G |M=L |M=Q" |G=L |[G=Q" [L=Q" |Total

1) 34 38 20 132 74 72 139

2 |5 7 8 23 9 1 31

3) 16 34 25 79 54 59 99

Total |55 79 53 234 137 142 269

Table 13. The agreements between M, G, L and Q" in classes 1)-3).

From this table, one can draw distance matrices and MDS into 2D plots for each class. In
each matrix, Kruskal’s stress value (1) was less than 5%. In category 1) (see Figure 5), G and
L are more closely related than when the data are considered as a whole (Figure 3).
Moreover, in Figure 6, one can see that G and L are remarkably more distant from each other
than they are in category 1) or when all data are considered as a whole. This means that L has
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more corrections toward a different Hebrew text when Hebrew readings are not simple errors
(= accidental) but more complex (= deliberate). As for G, Q" and M, the distances are gen-
erally similar across each category. In category 1), Q" and M are a slightly more distant (0.86)
and, in category 3), slightly less distant (0.75) than when all data are considered as a whole
(0.80). In both 1) and 3), G and Qa are more closely related to each other than they are to M,
as was the case when all data were considered as a whole.

Kruskal's stress (1) = 0.007
0.6
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Figure 5. Distances between Textual Witnesses of the Books of Samuel (M, G, L and Q%) in a
2D plot with Multidimensional Scaling for Variant Readings Explainable as Resulting from a
Simple Scribal Error (Category 1), 1 Sam 1-2 Sam 9; 139 variant readings.
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Figure 6. Distances between Textual Witnesses of the Books of Samuel (M, G, L and Q%) in a
2D plot with Multidimensional Scaling for Variant Readings Not Explainable as Resulting
from a Simple Scribal Error (category 3), 1 Sam 1-2 Sam 9; 99 variant readings.

Categorization 2: Type of Change

Secondly, to investigate what kinds of changes are typical for each textual line, the following
categorization organizes the data according to type of change:

a) Short quantitative change (plus/minus of one or two words)
b) Long quantitative change (plus/minus of at least three words)

c¢) Change in the morphology of a word (e.g., change of gender, time, number, person
or suffix)

d) Interchange of a word (including prepositions and conjunctions, regardless of
whether or not they are attached to a word)

e) Interchange of several words (including changes in word order)
f) More complicated change or a combination of the above categories

The distribution is presented in the table below:
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Category |M=G |M=L |M=Q" |G=L |G=Q" [L=Q" | Total
a) 18 |30 |24 74 142 48 86
b) 9 12 |5 15 |10 9 22
c) 13 16 |8 52 129 28 55
d) 8 11 12 67 |49 47 |72
e) 2 3 2 10 |6 7 11
f) 5 7 2 16 |1 3 23
Total 55 79 |53 234 | 137 |142 |269

Table 14. The distribution of the agreements according to type of change a)—f).

MDS charts can be used again here to illustrate the distances between these texts and to
investigate whether the distribution according to type of change differs from the distribution
of the data set as a whole. Here as well, Kruskal’s stress value (1) was lower than 5% for all
plots, indicating their reliability. From Figure 7, one can observe that the distances in cat-
egory a) (short pluses/minuses) seem to be practically the same as those in the material as a
whole (Figure 3). This can be interpreted as showing that, in general, short pluses and
minuses are not typical of any textual tradition.

Kruskal's stress (1) = 0.001
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Figure 7. Distances between textual witnesses of the Books of Samuel (M, G, L and Q%) in a
2D plot with Multidimensional Scaling for Variant Readings with a Short Plus/Minus (Cate-
gory a), 1 Sam 1-2 Sam 9; 86 variant readings.
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In most of the categories, similar results are observed. However, in category d) (interchange
of a word), Q" is notably closer to G (0.32) than when all data are considered as a whole
(0.49). At the same time, M is a bit further from Q" here (0.83) than when all data are con-
sidered as a whole (0.80). These differences indicate that Q" and G are more closely related
with respect to vocabulary than otherwise (see Figure 8).
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Figure 8. Distances between Textual Witnesses of the Books of Samuel in a 2D Plot with
Multidimensional Scaling for Variant Readings with an Interchange of a Word (Category d),
1 Sam 1-2 Sam 9; 72 variant readings.

Although the distribution in category a) turned out to be similar to the distribution in the ma-
terial as a whole, the situation changes if pluses and minuses are studied separately. Let us

consider only the variants that have a short minus compared to M. The distribution is now as
follows:

M=G |[M=L [M=Q |G=L |G=Q |L=Q |Total

Short minus 9 16 7 26 17 18 33
compared to M
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This distribution is illustrated with MDS in Figure 9. Interestingly, M is closer to G (0.73)
than when all data are considered as a whole (0.80). Furthermore, M is nearer to G (0.73)
than it is to Q* (0.79). In any case, the triangle M—Q*~G is more equilateral than in previous
plots. These observations suggest that M and G have more common readings (than when the
data are considered as a whole), when Q" has a minus. Furthermore, in these cases, L seems
to have proportionally more corrections toward M than when the data are considered as a
whole. This is expected, since minuses are often added to in Hexaplaric material, which, for
its part, influences the readings of the Lucianic text.
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Figure 9. Distances between Textual Witnesses of the Books of Samuel (M, G, L and Q%) in a
2D Plot with Multidimensional Scaling for Variant Readings, Where Texts Have a Minus
Compared to M, 1 Sam 1-2 Sam 9; 33 variant readings.

Categorization 3: Primary vs. Secondary Readings

The next question concerns the distances that emerge, when the data are categorized accord-
ing to primary and secondary readings. The distribution of the readings when either M, G or
Q" has a primary reading is presented in the following table:
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Category M=G |M=L |M=Q" |G=L|G=Q" |L=Q" | Total

M primary |36 39 |21 71 (21 21 78

G primary |36 50 |20 134 193 96 153

Q" primary |11 17 |21 118 (93 90 130

All readings |55 79 |53 234 |137 [142 |269

Table 15. The agreements organized according to primary readings.

As above, one can illustrate the distances with MDS graphs. In these cases, Kruskal’s stress
value (1) was less than 5%, indicating reliability. In Figure 10, one can observe that, when M
has a primary reading, it is closer to G and Q" compared to when the data are considered as a
whole.
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Figure 10. Distances between Textual Witnesses of the Books of Samuel (M, G, L and Q%) in
a 2D plot with Multidimensional Scaling for Variant Readings, Where M Has a Primary
Reading, 1 Sam 1-2 Sam 9; 78 variant readings.
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This is reasonable, since primary readings can be shared also with distant witnesses. In cases
where the reading of M is primary, M is expected to be closer to G and Q, as is in fact ob-
served. The situation is analogous when considering cases where the readings of G and Q® are
primary (Figures 11, 12). Witnesses with the primary reading shifts toward all other wit-
nesses, while the rest of the distances remain nearly the same as when all data are considered
as a whole.
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Figure 11. Distances between Textual Witnesses of the Books of Samuel (M, G, L and Q%) in
a 2D plot with Multidimensional Scaling for Variant Readings, Where G Has a Primary
Reading, 1 Sam 1-2 Sam 9; 153 variant readings.
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Figure 12. Distances between Textual Witnesses of the Books of Samuel (M, G, L and Q°) in
a 2D plot with Multidimensional Scaling for Variant Readings, Where Q° Has a Primary
Reading, 1 Sam 1-2 Sam 9; 130 variant readings.

More revealing, with respect to textual dependencies, are the cases where the text share com-
mon secondary reading.’® The data organized according to common secondary readings are
represented in the following table:

Category M=G |[M=L (M=Q" |G=L|G=Q" |L=Q" | Total

M secondary |10 |25 19 106 {90 95 136

G secondary (10 14 19 54 |22 23 61

Q" secondary (35 |45 19 65 |22 30 |84

All readings (55 |79 |53 234 |137 [142 |269

Table 16. The agreements organized according to common secondary readings.

365. Secondary readings are like ‘bad genes’ inherited from parents, while even the most distant manuscript
traditions may share original readings; cf. Cross 1992; Tov 1992.
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From Figure 13, one can observe that, when M has a secondary reading, it is notably more
distant from both G and Q° than when all data are considered as a whole. At the same time, G
and Q° are much closer to each other than they are when all data are considered as a whole,
suggesting that M is not more closely related either to G or Q" but, rather, far from both. In
that sense, G and Q" seem close, but their proximity is a result of sharing primary readings,
which does not yet indicate close textual dependence. The situation turns out to be even more
interesting when considering cases where either G or Q" has a secondary reading (Figures 14,
15). The distances here appear to be quite similar than when all data are considered as a
whole. How should this observation be interpreted? First, M seems to be the most distinct
witness compared to G and Q*. On the other hand, G and Q" do not seem to be very closely
dependent on each other, since their secondary readings do not show increasing proximity
compared to when all data are considered as a whole. It is also noteworthy that M clearly has
the largest number of secondary readings (136) and the smallest number of primary readings
(78). G and Q7 for their part, have many more primary readings (153 and 130, respectively)
than they do secondary readings (61 and 84, respectively), but the numbers are fairly equal
between G and Q. This strengthens the individual character of M.
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Figure 13. Distances between Textual Witnesses of the Books of Samuel (M, G, L and Q%) in
a 2D Plot with Multidimensional Scaling for Variant Readings, Where M Has a Secondary
Reading, 1 Sam 1-2 Sam 9; 121 variant readings.
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Figure 14. Distances between Textual Witnesses of the Books of Samuel (M, G, L and Q°) in

a 2D Plot with Multidimensional Scaling for Variant Readings, Where G Has a Secondary
Reading, 1 Sam 1-2 Sam 9; 59 variant readings.

107



Kruskal's stress (1) = 0.035
0.6
® Qa
0.4 -
0.2 -
N
_§ 0 T T T T
o
PY o
0.2 4L
M °
G
0.4 -
0.6
0.6 0.4 0.2 0 0.2 0.4 0.6
Dim1

Figure 15. Distances between Textual Witnesses of the Books of Samuel (M, G, L and Q%) in

a 2D Plot with Multidimensional Scaling for Variant Readings, When Q* Has a Secondary
Reading, 1 Sam 1-2 Sam 9; 77 variant readings.
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2.3.3 The Relationship between 4QSam? and 4QSam®

Above, I have analysed Q* and Q" separately. Next, I investigate how closely related all five
texts, M, G, L, Q" and Q", are with one another in terms of distance as defined earlier. Again,
the first task is to tally the agreements between all five texts. Except for the number of agree-
ments between Q* and Q°, all other elements can be derived from Tables 10 and 11 (see, p.
92). These tables can be combined into the following table:

M=G |[M=L |[G=L |M=Q"|G=Q"|L=Q"|M=Q’ |G=Q" |L=Q" |Q*=Q"

Number of |55+9  |79+15 (234+47|53 137 142 |20 30 31 ?
agreements |= 64 =94 =281

Total 269+60 [269+60 |269+60(269 (269 (269 |60 60 60 ?
number of [=329 [=329 [=329
variants

Agreements |64/ 94/ 281/ |53/ |137/ |142/ (20/60 [30/60 |31/60
(%) 329 329 329 269 1269 [269

Table 17. Agreements between M, G, L, Q" and Q".

The relationship between M, G and L is described in both Tables 10 and 11, so the elements
in the combined table (Table 17) for them are the sums of the elements in Tables 10 and 11
(marked with a green background). Elements for Q* and Q" are taken directly from Tables
Tables 10 and 11 (marked with blue and yellow background).

Since Q* and Q" do not have any overlapping textual variants, the actual number of agree-
ments is 0 out of 0. Thus, one cannot say for certain how closely they are related to each oth-
er. However, it is possible to estimate the number of agreements if the manuscripts
overlapped.

Let us first find out the number of cases where Q* would agree with Q" when at least one of
the other texts (M, G or L) agrees, too. Let us then assume that,

(A1) if 4QSam® were preserved in every case where 4QSam® is actually preserved, the
agreements of 4QSam” would be distributed in the same way as the cases now
observable in 4QSam”.

This means that, in the 53 cases where Q* agrees with M, Q" would agree with M 20/60-53
times = 17 times. Let us denote this value as ay; Similarly, in the cases where Q* agrees with
G, Q" would also agree with G ag times = 30/60-137 times = 69 times; in the cases where Q*
agrees with L, Q" would also agree with L o, times = 31/60-142 times = 73 times. These val-
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ues, 17, 69 and 73, express the number of cases where both Q* and Q" would agree with M, G
and L, respectively (Table 18).

Olvm Og o

20/60-53 = 17 |30/60-137 =69 |31/60-142 =73

Table 18. Hypothetical Agreement (cuy, 0, o) between both Q* and Q" and M, G and L (Giv-
en Assumption Al).

This gives the maximum number of cases where Q* and Q" could agree with each other—
namely, oy + 06 + ap = 17+69+73 = 159. Since M, G and L do overlap, the actual number
where Q* would agree with Q" should be lower. The situation can be illustrated graphically
thus:

Figure 16. Venn Diagram of Agreement (o, 0, o) between both Q* and Q° and M, G or L.

If the area of each ellipse represents the number of cases where Q* and Q" agree with a third
text, the total area of the figure should represent the number of cases where Q" agrees with
Q". Let x be the total area of Figure 16. The total area x can be calculated as follows:
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(1) X = (OCM togt OLL) - (UMG - 0lMGL) - (GGL - (XMGL) - (aML - 0h\/IGL) —20m6L &
X =0Mm T Og 1 0 — Omg — Ogr, — Omr, T OviGr

where o, is the area of circle 7; o;;1s the common area of circles i and j; ;. is the common area
of circles 7, j and k. Furthermore, based on the values presented in Table 17, one can solve
how each o;; is dependent on x

(2) O / X = 64/329 = ang = Rug * x, where Ry = 64/329
(3) OGL /x=281/329 = OgL = RGL * X, where RGL =281/329
(4) (03V 8 /x=94/329 = Ovmr = RML * X, where RML: 94/329

The number of cases where M, G and L agree with each other is 54 (see subsection. 2.1.1) out
of 329; thus,

(5) OMGL /x=154/329 = oML — RMGL * X, where RMGL =54/329

Since ay, 0 and a; are already known from Table 18, let us substitute (2—5) into equation
(1). We obtain

(6) x:(XM+(XG+O€L—RMG'X—RGL‘X—RML'X+RMGL'X=>
X+RMG'X+RGL'X+RML'X—RMGL'.X:(1M+(XG+(XL =
x:(aM+ (Xg+aL)/(1+ RMG+RGL+RML_RMGL)

Finally, by substituting the values of oy, 0, 0, Ryg, Rer, Ry and Rygr, we can calculate the
value of x.

Assuming that the number of cases where Q* would agree with Q" can be calculated, when at
least one of the other texts (M, G, L) agrees also with Q* and Q", we arrive at

(7) x=(20/60-53 + 30/60-137 + 31/60-142) / (1+ 64/329 + 281/329 + 94/329 — 54/329)
~73

This value represents the number of cases where Q* would agree with Q" when at least one of
the other texts (M, G, L) agrees also with Q* and Q°, given assumption A1.

It is impossible to find out the exact number of cases where Q* would agree with Q" against
all other texts. However, this value cannot be larger than the unique readings found in Q***
From sections 2.1.1, 2.1.4 and 2.1.7 one can calculate that there are 77 such readings for Q®.
Thus, the readings shared by Q* and Q" are between the limits 73 and 73+77=150, out of a

total of 269. Thus, Table 17 can be completed as follows:

366. By a unique reading of Q% I mean a reading where Q® has a different reading than either M, G or L.
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=Qb G=Qa L=Qa Qa:Qb
Number of 20 30 31 [73,150]
the
agreements
Total number 60 60 60 |269
of the
variants
Relative 20/60 |30/60 (31/60|[73/269,
number of 150/269]
the
agreements

Table 19. Agreements between M, G, L, Q* and Q".

From this table, one can calculate the distances (defined as 1 — the relative number of the
agreements) between the texts. The distances (i.e., dissimilarities) between the texts, arranged

from the most to least distant, are as follows:

Texts Distance
M-G 0.81
M-Q* 0.80
M-L 0.71
M-Q° 0.67
GQ° 0.50
G-Q* 0.49
L-Q° 0.48
L-Q* 0.47
G-L 0.15

The distance of Q*-Q" is within the inclusive range [0.44, 0.73]. This situation can be illus-

trated graphically (Figure 17).
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Figure 17. Distances between M, G, L, Q" and Q".

The possible values for the distance between Q*—Q", represented by the interval [0.44, 0.73],
is rather big, as this can make the distance the second closest or the third farthest, or anything
in between, compared to the other distances measured here. Is it possible to estimate whether
the distance Q°~Q" would be more likely in the beginning, middle or end of [0.44, 0.73]? Let
us look at the unique readings more closely. Since L reflects a different Hebrew text than G
only occasionally, let us look at the unique readings for only M, G, Q* and Q".**" M has 180
unique readings out of 329; G has 102 out of 329; Q has 77 out of 269; and Q" has 12 out of
60; thus,

Unique |Total number of |Relative number of
readings |readings unique readings

M (180 329 0.55

G (102 329 0.31

Q" |77 269 0.29

Q° |12 60 0.20

Table 20. Unique Readings of M, G, Q* and Q".

It is noteworthy that Q* and Q" both have proportionally fewer unique readings than does M
or G. Thus, heuristically, the distance of Q* and Q" is more likely to be around the lower end
of [0.44, 0.73], since they tend to share readings with other witnesses—i.e., they have relat-
ively few unique readings.’®

367. By unique readings of M, G, Q* and Q", I mean unique readings with respect to these four texts—e.g., the
unique readings of M are those not shared by G or Q" when Q* is preserved and the readings that are not
shared by G or Q" when Q" is preserved.

368. If the distance between Q* and Q" were the shortest possible distance, 0.44, that would imply that Q and
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Furthermore, these unique readings seem to have a nice correlation in terms of distances. The
sum of the relative numbers of unique readings of the two texts is nearly the same as their
distance (Table 21; Figure 18). Indeed, the sum of the relative numbers of unique readings is,
in every case, a bit higher than the actual distance. This is intuitively understandable: the
more unique readings two texts have, the more probable it is that they are also distant, since
each unique reading ‘shifts’ the witness away from the other witnesses.

Distance |Sum of the relative number of
the unique readings

M-G |0.81 0.86
M-Q* [0.80 0.83
M-Q° 10.67 0.75
G-Q* ]0.49 0.60

G-Q" 0.50 0.51
Table 21. Distance vs. Sum of Relative Number of Unique Readings.
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Figure 18. Distance vs. Sum of Relative Number of Unique Readings.

Thus, it is important to calculate the sum of the relative number of unique readings between
Q* and Q. This sum is 0.29 + 0.20 = 0.49. If manuscripts Q* and Q" behave as other wit-
nesses, this implies that their distance is somewhere around 0.49, but not lower than 0.44.
Thus, the estimation of the distance between Q* and Q would be nearly the same distance as
that between L-Q%/Q" (0.47-0.48) or G-Q%/Q" (0.49-0.50).

Q" agreed at every unique reading (if they were preserved). The farthest distance, on the other hand,
would imply that Q* and Q" disagreed at every unique reading.
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Let us now take this estimation of the distance between Q* and Q" and study how close or dis-
tant the witnesses seem to be from one another. The MDS of all 5 witnesses can now be
drawn given the estimation of the distance of Q" and Q" as 0.49 (Figure 19). Kruskal’s stress
factor (1) is not as high as before, since a 4-dimensional presentation is reduced to a 2-dimen-
sional surface, but the figure is still very illustrative. First, G-Q*-Q" form a triangle where
these three have roughly equal distance. Secondly, M is clearly separate from these three,
with the largest distance to Q. Furthermore, L is near G but ‘shifted’ towards M, which
reflects Hexaplaric readings in L.

Kruskal's stress (1) = 0.107
0.6
M
([
0.4
Qb
0.2 °
N
E o
[a)
()
0.2 ()
Qa L
o
0.4 G
0.6
0.6 0.4 0.2 0 0.2 0.4 0.6
Dim1

Figure 19. Distances between Textual Witnesses of the Books of Samuel (M, G, L, Q and

Q") in a 2D plot with Multidimensional Scaling for Variant Readings, with the Estimation for
Q*-Q"as 0.49, 1 Sam 1-2 Sam 9.

2.3.4 Conclusions

In the analysis presented above, I have studied the distances (i.e., dissimilarities) between
textual traditions M, G, L, Q* and Q". I have used multidimensional scaling (MDS) to illus-
trate these distances. Furthermore, I have calculated an estimation of the hypothetical dis-
tance between Q* and Q°, which do not actually have parallel texts.

My analysis verifies the observation made by earlier studies that both Q* and Q" are more
closely related to G than they are to M. G, Q* and Q" seem to be about equally close to one
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another. M, for its part, turned out to be rather distant to all three. This is in harmony with the
observation that M has the largest relative number of readings where M disagrees with G, Q*
and Q" (‘unique readings’). As for G, L, Q* and Q°, the Qumran texts seem to be closest to M,
while G is the farthest.

In the case of Q?, it was possible to study the variants according to their different types. I ob-
served that Q* and G are most closely related with respect to vocabulary. Q* and M, for their
part, turned out to be less distant from each other in cases where there was a deliberate
change in the reading. In cases where M has a plus, M and G were observed to be more
closely related to each than in other respects. Organizing the data by secondary readings
showed that G and Q" do not closely depend on each other. Instead, M turned out to have a
rather individual character, as it was distant from both G and Q" .

In general, M is nearer to L than it is to G. This is sufficiently explained as approximations in
L toward M. L and M turned out to be more closely related, at least in cases where the variant

reading originates from a deliberate change and where L and M have pluses against Q" and/or
G.
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3. The Story of David and Goliath (1 Sam 17-19)

The most striking difference between the different texts of the Books of Samuel probably
occurs around the story of David and Goliath and its aftermath, 1 Sam 17-18. Comparing the
Masoretic text with the Septuagint, the Septuagint is notably shorter.”® On a closer look, the
pluses in the Masoretic text, or at least some of them, are clearly connected with each other.
Thus, these differences merit discussion in a separate chapter.

3.1. Two Different Stories: The Septuagint and the Masoretic text

In 1 Sam 17-18, entire sections are missing from the Septuagint; in other words, the
Masoretic text has large pluses—viz., 1 Sam 17:12-31, 38b, 41-42a, 48b, 50, 55-58; 18:1—
6a, 10—11, 12b, 17-19, 21b, 29b-30. It should be noted, however, that the verses originally
missing from the Septuagint were added to in the majority of the Septuagint manuscripts.’”
This shows the recensional tendency to revise the Septuagint text according to the Hebrew
text. It is clear that the verses mentioned above are not part of the Old Greek, since the
translation technique and vocabulary used differ from those in the rest of 1 Samuel.’”
Furthermore, it is hard to assume that the Septuagint translator shortened the text so radically,
since the translator is generally faithful to the Vorlage.”” Thus, one can safely assume that the
Septuagint reflects a notably shorter Hebrew text than the Masoretic text.

In addition to the pluses in the Masoretic text, there are other notable differences as well. The
Septuagint also has a quantitatively longer text in some places. Most of them are short,
mainly 1-2 word pluses, but, in 1 Sam 17:36, 43, the Septuagint has clauses absent from the
Masoretic text. In addition to these quantitative differences, the texts also differ qualitatively
in several cases—e.g., in 1 Sam 17:4 (MT: ‘six’; LXX: ‘four’), 8 (MT: ‘servants’; LXX:
Hebrews), 32 (MT: ‘no one’s hearth’; LXX: ‘hearth of my Lord’). An illustrative picture of
the pluses, minuses and most notable differences between the Masoretic text and the
Septuagint around the story of David and Goliath is presented in Appendix 2.

The most interesting question is naturally whether the Masoretic text or the Septuagint
represents the more original text: either the longer text was abridged or the shorter text

369. Emanuel Tov (1999, 333) has calculated that 44% of verses of the Masoretic text are absent from the
Septuagint.

370. E.g., the first and the longest plus has been added to in Mss AO L C" 509 d f's -762 55 158 318 554,
while it is lacking from Mss B 'V a 121 29 71 244 245 460 707. Evidently, scribes paid attention most to
this section, since other smaller pluses have been added to in fewer Mss; Cf. also Tov 1999, 333; Well-
hausen 1871, 104. See also section 3.6.

371. Driver 1913, 108.

372. See Tov 1986, 33-38; 1999, 341-48; cf. Soisalon-Soininen 1965, 169—70; Sollamo 1979, 280—89;
Aejmelaeus 2007a, esp. 140—41; Wirth 2016.
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expanded.’”” When studying the original text, one should also take into account witnesses
other than the Masoretic text and the Septuagint. The Targum, the Peshitta and the Vulgate
generally support the longer reading, as do the readings of Theodition, Aquila and
Symmachus (although these might not be identical with the Masoretic text; see pp. 143—150).
Josephus (4nt. 6.170-204) mainly follows the text of the Septuagint, omitting the Masoretic
pluses other than the longest one 17:12-31. However, Josephus’s version of the text does not
prove anything more than his familiarity with both the Masoretic text and the Septuagint. The
evidence from Qumran requires a more detailed study, which I shall present next.

3.2. The Evidence from Qumran

Unfortunately, only small portions of these chapters are preserved in the Qumran
manuscripts. To investigate which version the Qumran scrolls support, I will analyse the
Qumran variants in 1 Sam 17-18.

3.2.1 The Manuscript 4QSam?

Of the fragments of 4QSam®, 5 include 1 Sam 17-18: Frags. 12, 13, 14, 16 and 17. Fragment
12 is the largest of these, containing parts of 1 Sam 17:3—6. In this fragment, five line-
endings and the left margin of the column are visible (see PAM 43.111).

Cross’s reconstruction of the text is as follows:

5[& o1]Aw oonwHm 7 ]
wR R[14 Jo[a R AR 00 OR oAy SR mn 0]
nn In[R [PaIR[ 123 nan nw 9 ornwda monynn 01an]
wn Spwnl1 wiah R0 DWpwp W WK HY nwna paio ]
PANI PA [ 17021 ¥ HY nwna nnem ¢ nwni ohpw oabR nwnn]

Only traces of the letters of the first and last line of the fragment are visible, but the medial
three lines are preserved well enough to determine that the fragment contained the text of 1
Sam 17:3—6. With this reconstruction, the line-lengths for lines 2—5 are 54, 54, 52 and 57
characters, respectively.””* Compared with the Masoretic text, the only quantitative difference
in the reconstructed portion is the omission of NWNJ after ] 7°23, making the line-length closer
to that of the previous three and thus fulfilling the vertical alignment.

373. The longer text is preferred, e.g., in Barthélemy 1986; Gooding 1986; Gordon 1986; Rofé 1987; Van der
Kooij 1992; Dietrich 1996; Tsumura 2007. The shorter text is preferred, e.g., in McCarter 1980; Klein
1983; Lust 1986; Tov 1986; Trebolle 1990; Nelson 1991; Auld & Ho 1992; Tov 1999; Campbell 2003.

374. The line-lengths in 4QSam® varies widely. The shortest average line-length is 45.4 characters (Column
II), while the longest is 69.3 characters (Frags. 29-33).
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Variants
17:4 ninR WW M | Imn[R yaiR[ Q' G (tecodpwy mhxewv).

In the Masoretic text, the height of Goliath is six cubits and a span, while the Septuagint and
the Qumran scroll give the number as ‘four’ instead of ‘six’. Two opposing explanations for
these readings have been posited: either the editor of the text intentionally increased Goliath’s
height or lowered it. The reason for increasing the height would be to make David’s challenge
seem harder, thus increasing David’s glory after the victory.”” The opposite arguments claim
that the height of the Goliath was intentionally lowered to make it more moderate, increasing
the verisimilitude of the story.””® That is, lowering Goliath’s height would make him an
extremely big man—not an impossible figure. Thus, the rationalization of the height of
Goliath would be a critique of Saul, ‘the tall Israelite’ (I Sam 9:2) who did not have courage

enough to enter the duel with an equal fighter.’”’

This argument is weak, however, since
Saul’s situation in the story is already extremely poor already; lowering or increasing
Goliath’s height does not change the situation. In addition, it is hard to believe that someone
has intentionally decreased the height of Goliath to make the story more believable. Rather, it
is more likely to decrease the verisimilitude of the story and to increase David’s glorious
victory. At the same time, this increases the power and ability of God, since David wins only
with the help of God. Moreover, the Hebrew Bible brims with stories with little
verisimilitude, from which no similar such desire to increase the verisimilitude of these
stories has been observed.

One further possibility must be taken into account. Namely, the reading NIRAXR WY, ‘six
cubits’, in the Masoretic text have emerged from an unintentional error. Three verses later, it
is said that Goliath’s spear’s head weighted six hundred shekels. Graphically, ‘six cubits’ and
‘six hundred’ are extremely similar in the unvocalized text, MNAKR WY and NMKRND WW.
Although there is a considerable amount of text between these two expressions, the confusion
might have happened in a manuscript with line-length such that the expressions MNKR ww
and MR WW happened to be vertically aligned.””® Against such a background, an
unintentional error seems very plausible.”” All in all, the evidence suggests that the reading
of the Masoretic text is secondary, whether intentional or not.

17:5 1wn Spwm M Q* (mwin Hpwnln | wmw Hpwm(?) G (kad 6 ctabudg tod
Bwpakog avToD).

375. Hays 2005, 707; Conybeare & Stock 1980, 252; Cross 1979, 54n2. Cf. McCarter 1980, 286; DJD XVII,
79.

376. Gehman 1950, 295; Stoebe 1973, 317; Tsumura 2007, 441; cf. Klein 1983, 175; Smith 1977, 155.

377. Johnson 2012, 540.

378. In the Masoretic text, the number of characters between the expressions is 163. With a line-length of
c. 80 characters, the expressions would be vertically aligned with only one line intervening. With a line-
length of c. 55 characters, there would be two lines intervening.

379. Cf.DJD XVII, 79
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The Greek text has the pronoun a0to0, which may reflect the personal suffix 3- in its source
text, though it may well be the translator’s style to supply the pronoun. Even if the personal
suffix is derived back to Hebrew, it is probably secondary and may have derived from the
context (cf. TWNA, earlier in the same verse). All in all, I regard the variants as independent,
not belonging to the editorial layer of short/long texts.

Fragment 13 (PAM 43.113 4.2) has traces of a few letters from three consecutive lines.
Despite the small size of the fragment, it fits nicely into the reconstruction made with the help
of fragment 12, totalling the same line-lengths (Frag. 12, 1. 4 = Frag. 13, 1. 1; Frag. 12, 1. 5 =
Frag. 13, 1. 2).

The reconstruction is as follows:**

[1wn Spwnt wiab K10 owpwp [17[Ow wra 5y nwns paio 7]
[1ana 2 1721 130 Sy nwna nnxnl e n[wni ohpw oabr nwnn]
[1n3% Rw1 512 ohpw Mk ww In]an[» o 302 1nmn p 7]

Variant
17:5  nwh M Q* (nJwma) ]| 5121 nwni G (xaAkod kai o18tpov)

At the end of 1 Sam 17:5, the Septuagint has, against the Masoretic text and the Qumran
scroll, the plus kai 618Hpov ‘and iron’, which indicates 91721 in its source text. This is clearly
an addition anticipating the similar expression in v. 7. An unintentional scribal mistake, this
variant is not dependent on the variants that belong to the short/long edition of the story.

Fragment 14 (PAM 43.124 8.2) has letters on two consecutive lines. In DJD XVII, this is
placed just one line after fragment 13. With such an alignment, it fits well into the column,
making the reconstructed line-lengths 57 characters (frag. 13, 1. 2) and 55 characters (frag.
14,1. 1).

The reconstruction is as follows:*®!

[1xen 10 on% KN YR NYn HR R TRY [ e riah 1on]
[ »2ax X150 A[nnbn 7w5]

380. DJD XVII, 78.
381. DJD XVII, 78.
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Variant

17:8  &n Anmbn M Q (150 A[nnbn) | XOA unRIpY Anmbn G (tohéuw &€
Evavtiog NUAV; ovK)

The Septuagint has the plus €€ évavtiag Nu®v in comparison with the Masoretic text and the
Septuagint. The expression is Hebraistic, indicating 13NR7pY in the source text. Cross
considers unmp% to have been omitted from the text due to a graphical error, since FAMYN
ends in the same letter, /e, as X197 begins.”*> This is possible, though, in that case, more
usual would be then to continue the text without the letter he, with the following word R1%
(i.e., X9 1AM5N), unless one assumes also a dittography for the letter /e. Another
explanation is that the idea of the phrase unmp% was picked up from v. 2, where a similar
expression (sc., o'nwha I'lNWP‘?) occurs. In either case, the variant readings are not
dependent on the significant pluses found in the Masoretic text.

Fragment 16 (PAM 43.113 5.2) has letters on three consecutive lines. In the DJD edition,
these are positioned as parts of 1 Sam 17:40-41. One cannot know whether the fragment
belongs to the same column as fragments 12—14 or if it is from the following column, but the
reconstruction, which follows mainly the Masoretic text, gives corresponding line-lengths:
the first line has 52 characters and the second 51.

The reconstruction is as follows:

o

[*522 onx JB[wn Hnan 1n o122 phn awnn o anan 1773
[757 # n]whan[ DR wa 173 wH» vIpH a1 WK o]
[ 1]8% n[axn KW wRM T OR 3991 790 nwHan]

Variant
1S17:41 189 nayn M Q' (11]85 n[1¥n) L (tov Bupedv adtod #unpocbev abtod) || > G.
The Qumran scroll contains this plus, which is not present in the Septuagint.

Fragment 17 (PAM 43.113 6.5) contains letters from two consecutive lines. Again, one
cannot be sure to which column the text belongs, but it fits well into 1 Sam 18:4-5, as
reconstructed in DJD. With such an alignment, the reconstructed line-length, 55 characters, is
similar to those of previous fragments.

The reconstruction is as follows:

[R¥" 5 1730 791 I0WR TV 1370 jri:[x IR T I PO ]
["WIR 5 DIRW 1nwn D ]awn HI[RW 1unbwr qwk H3a 717]

382. DJD XVII, 79
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Although containing only a few letters, this fragment turns out to be extremely interesting.
That is, while 1 Sam 17:55-18:5 is missing from the original Septuagint (Old Greek),” if
fragment 17 has been placed correctly, as it seems it is, this would indicate that manuscript
4QSam® contained 1 Sam 18:4-5 and most likely the whole plus 1 Sam 17:55-18:5.

3.2.2 The Manuscript 1QSam

1QSam was not dated in the DJD series, but recently it is paleographically dated
approximately the first half of the first century BCE.®® The manuscript comprises eight
fragments, of which fragments 2-8 are from 2 Samuel and fragment 1 from 1 Samuel.
Fragments 2-8 clearly belong together, since, at the time of their discovery, they were
attached to one another, forming one segment of a rolled-up scroll. Thus, fragments 2—8 have
more or less similar shapes, while fragment 1 has a different one.

Since fragment 1 is separate from other fragments and contains only few letters, its placement
is more uncertain than those of fragments 2—8. It is reconstructed as a part of 1 Sam 18:17—
18:

[0 12 77 10 5% AR DRt e manbn on[bm S b b mn T awsd o]
[AR 2 HRIWA AR nnawn 1 IR N MIRY[ SR 7T KRN = onwds T 13

With such a placement, the line-length would be c. 62 characters, if the scroll had contained
approximately the same amount of text as the Masoretic text in these verses. In comparison,
the medial three lines in the best-preserved fragment (8) contained 68, 62 and 64 characters
per line. Thus, the placement in 1 Sam 18:17-18 seems to be reasonable. Assuming the
identification of 1 Sam 18:17-18 is correct, the case is interesting, since 1 Sam 18:17-19

385

does not belong to the original Septuagint.”™ Thus, it seems that manuscript 1QSam contains

the same plus as the Masoretic text.

On the identification of the text, according to DJD XVII, the fragment 1 was found apart
from other fragments, in spite of which, it is claimed as belonging to the same scroll and that
the identification given is certain.’® I have tried to find other possible placements for the
reconstruction. Exactly the same letters, ]AM5n On[ ...1 line missing... [?RW[ does not
appear elsewhere in the Books of Samuel, but some similar cases do appear. In the following,
the Masoretic text is divided into two lines and a possible placement of the fragment marked
with a grey background:

383. According to Lust (1986, 7-9, 14) verses 1 Sam 18:1, 3—4 have been part of the Original Septuagint. The
key point of his argumentation is that references to these verses are found in 2nd Century CE writer, Hip-
polytus’ text De Davidi et Goliath 16. In subsection 4.3.4 1 will show that it is more likely, that the allu-
sions in Hippolytus’ text originate from other Greek translations (e.g. oi y’) than the Septuagint.

384. Ulrich 2016, section 5.1.1.

385. The passage | Sam 18:17—-19 is parallel to vv. 20-26 (Saul gives his daughter to David as a wife).

386. DJDI, 64: ‘Le f. I a été trouvé a part, mais son appartenance et son identification semblent certaines.’
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Position 1°: 1 Sam 8:20-21.
53 nR SRINW Ynwn 2 nRRSA DR DA 117185 R¥M 11950 VAW 0NN
nabnm o9pa pyaw BRIBY 58 M 9nKR1 I 1Ra 09T opn AT
Line-length of c. 65 characters. The Masoretic text has +1& and DRIAW instead of FIRW.

Position 2°:1 Sam 14:22-23
ANmoRM HRIW R RIA0 0P3a pwm 23 NRRSAI B INR 7NN D) 1PaAT™ o'nwha
WRA MR NARY opn NR BIRWY S8 K100 013 Wi ORI WK IR 1" DR 703
Line-length of c. 75 characters. The Masoretic text has +2. The first letter in 1QSam frag. 1,
1. 1, could be also Ae instead of het.

Position 3°: 1 Sam 17:1
AW P2 ImMm ATIH WK Now 1208 ARADAY BEMINA DR D'NWY 190KRM
12997 ADRA PAYA 1AM 10K SR wR1 BIRWT 0T 0ara Apy PO
Line-length of c. 62 characters. The Masoretic text has +%. The first letter in 1QSam frag. 1,
1. 1, could be also Ae instead of het.

All in all, the placement of fragment 1 in 1 Sam 18:17-18 seems still to be the best possible
option, albeit not the only one.

3.2.3 Conclusion

It seems that manuscripts 4QSam® and 1QSam share at least some of the pluses found in the
Masoretic text. However, the evidence for the pluses is slight and dependent on only a few
letters. Furthermore, these observations indicate only that the pluses existed at the time of the
copying of the scrolls. The question of their originality must be determined by other
arguments (see sections 3.3-3.6). Interestingly, 4QSam® not only agrees with one plus of a
Masoretic text; it also agrees with the Septuagint against the Masoretic text (‘four’ pro ‘six’
regarding Goliath’s height in cubits).

3.3. Arguments for the Priority of the Short/Long Story

At this point, the following conclusions can be made: 1) The Septuagint reflects a notably
shorter Hebrew text than the Masoretic text; 2) the manuscripts 4QSam® and 1QSam possibly
had at least some of the pluses found in the Masoretic text. From these observations, one can-
not conclude which Hebrew version, the shorter or the longer, is more original. Much has

been written on the topic, but there is no consensus yet on the originality of either text.**’

387. The longer text is considered primary, e.g., in Barthélemy 1986; Gooding 1986; Gordon 1986; Rofé
1987; Van der Kooij 1992; Dietrich 1996; Tsumura 2007. The shorter text is considered primary, e.g., in
McCarter 1980; Klein 1983; Lust 1986; Tov 1986; Trebolle 1990; Nelson 1991; Auld & Ho 1992; Tov
1999; Campbell 2003; Aejmelaeus 2016.
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3.3.1 The Longer Story as Original?

Next, I present the most common arguments given in favour of the primacy of the longer
story.”® The arguments can be classified into three groups:

(A1) General arguments related to the nature and emergence of the biblical texts;
(A2) Specific arguments about textual details;
(A3) Specific arguments about the text assuming that the longer text is original.

The arguments in the first group are as follows:

(A1.1) There is no analogy for such a remarkable growth in any other biblical text in
the Hellenistic period, had the Masoretic text developed from the shorter
Septuagint text.”*

(A1.2) If the pluses in the Masoretic had been added to the story, one cannot explain
why these pluses are not attached to the story in a more elaborate way to make
the story fluent.*”

(A1.3) The pluses in the Masoretic text are not theologically motivated but
folkloristic. Therefore, they cannot be additions, but belong to an old stratum
of the text.*”'

(A1.4) Manuscript 1QSam does not prove the originality of the shorter text but rather
indicates that the longer text existed already at the time that 1QSam was

copied.*”
The arguments in the second group address the textual level and are as follows:

(A2.1) The story in the Masoretic text is harmonious and fluent. In addition, it
develops the storyline in an elegant way.*”

(A2.2) The longer story is not the result of several sources having been combined,
since the motif of David as a shepherd appears not only in Masoretic pluses
but also in the Septuagint.**

388. Cf. Dietrich & Naumann (1995, 89), who list some of these arguments, mainly on the basis of
Barthelémy et al. 1986; Rofé 1987.

389. Dietrich 1996, 177.

390. Gooding 1986, 62—63; cf. Dietrich 1996, 177.

391. Rofé 1987, 119.

392. Pisano 1986, 85-86. Note that 1QSam is not dated in the DJD series.

393.  Gooding (1986, 63—74) states in favor of this argument the following arguments: a) 1 Sam 17:12-31 fits
well into the context, because, e.g., the motif of Eliab’s envy suits the story; b) the Masoretic text corres-
ponds better to other accounts of duels in Antiquity; ¢) 1 Sam 17:50 is an essential part of the story, be-
cause it gives the climax of story and is theologically important; d) the shorter version in the Septuagint
is not plausible, because, after Goliath has been killed, one would expect some sort of recognition by
David; e) because 1 Sam 18:10-11 is missing from the shorter version, it is difficult to understand why
Saul would be afraid of David in 1 Sam 18:12. Cf. also Dietrich (1996, 178), who considers the shorter
version of the Septuagint ‘poorer’ (‘drmer’).

394. Rofé 1987, 120.
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(A2.3) The Masoretic version is the result of a combination of sources (as usual in the
Hebrew Bible) but not in such a way that the Septuagint version would
represent an earlier phase of the editorial process—i.e., the pluses of the
Masoretic text does not represent a separate source.>”

(A2.4) 1 Sam 17:32-54 is a natural continuation of vv. 12-31. Furthermore, vv. 1-11
constitute an introduction to vv. 12-54.%°

(A2.5) The Masoretic text of 1 Sam 17:1-18:5 is compiled from several sources but
itself forms a coherent story. Contradictions emerge only after it is attached to
chapter 16 and the story continues after 18:6.”

(A2.6) The Septuagint is not shorter in every respect, but it also has several pluses. In
1 Sam 17:43, the Septuagint addition ‘and with stones’ spoils the plot, while
the plus ‘no, but worse than a dog’ is jocular and, therefore, unsuitable to the
storyline.*®

(A2.7) 1 Sam 20:8 presumes an earlier covenant. The only possible section to which
this verse can refer is 1 Sam 18:3—4. Since verses 1 Sam 18:3—4 are missing
from the Septuagint, the Septuagint version of the story must be secondary.*”

(A2.8) 1 Sam 18:17-19 are omitted from the Septuagint since they contradict 2 Sam
21:8.4%

These are more effective arguments than those in group. I shall consider them more
thoroughly after introducing the arguments in favour of the shorter text.

Arguments in the third group are such that they are usually presented after the scholar has
decided his or her attitude on the originality of the longer version. These arguments explain
the details observed in the text with the assumption that the longer text is original. The line of
thought is thus ‘why does a certain characteristic feature of the text exist, given that the
longer text is original?” Above all, characteristics that require further explanation include
contradictions, inconsistencies, tensions and repetitions present in the longer text but not in
the shorter version. The general explanation for these is that the editor of the shorter version
made the text more consistent by omitting these problematic sections. The contradictions,
inconsistencies and tensions present in the longer text (and which are later harmonized in the
shorter text) are the following:*"'

395.  Van der Kooij 1992, 126-29. According to him, 1 Sam 17:12 begins a new section, but there is no com-
bination of sources in vv. 31-32. Cf. also Dietrich & Naumann 1995, 87-103.

396. Barthélemy 1986, 50.

397. Pisano 1984, 84.

398. Gooding 1986, 68; cf. Dietrich 1996, 177.

399. Lust 1986, 9; Pisano 1984, 84.

400. Barthélemy 1986, 52.

401. Cf. Dietrich 1996, 178; Gooding 1986, 75-82; Van der Kooij 1992, 130; Pisano 1984, 86; Rofé 1987,
120-121.
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(A3.1) David and his family is introduced twice (16:6—12 // 17:12—14, 28).

(A3.2) David is taken into Saul’s court twice (16:14-23 // 17:55-58; 18:2).

(A3.3) David moves toward Goliath twice (17:40 // 17:48D).

(A3.4) Goliath draws nearer to David twice (17:41 // 17:48a).

(A3.5) David kills Goliath twice (17:50 // 17:51).

(A3.6) Saul tries twice to kill David with a spear (18:10-11 // 19:10).

(A3.7) The Lord is said to be with David twice (18:12b // 18:14).

(A3.8) Saul offers his daughter twice to David as a wife (18:17-19 // 18:20-26).

(A3.9) Jonathan makes a covenant twice with David (18:1,3—4 // 20:16—-17).

(A3.10) David is appointed twice as chief of the army (18:5// 18:13)

(A3.11) Twice, Saul becomes an enemy to David, and David is successful (18:9, 13—15
/1 18:29b-30).

(A3.12) The chronology of the story does not tally. Both 17:57 and 18:6 concern the
moment immediately after David returns from killing Goliath.

(A3.13) Eliab behaves in an unexpected way in 1 Sam 17:28-29, since he was in fact
present when David was anointed as heir to the throne in 1 Sam 16:1-13.

(A3.14) David was taken into Saul’s court as a warrior in 1 Sam 16:18. Hence, he
cannot anymore be the shepherd of his father’s flock, who happens to bring
food to his brothers in 1 Sam 17:17—18. Even less probable is for David to be
entirely unknown for Saul in 1 Sam 17:55-58.

It is noteworthy that the scholars who tend to consider the longer text original do not present
these inconsistencies as indications of various sources or of textual growth in the longer story.
Instead, they present these as reasons why an ancient editor would have had a compulsion to
alter the text. The argumentation generally proceeds thus: ‘since the text has discrepancies,
the text needs to be harmonized by omitting the problematic sections. The result is the shorter
version of the story.’

3.3.2 The Shorter Story as Original?

Next, I introduce the arguments presented in favour of the primacy of the shorter text.*” The
arguments can be divided into three groups, similar to those given above for the primacy of
the longer text:

(B1) General arguments related to the nature and the emergence of the biblical texts;
(B2) Specific arguments about textual details;

(B3) Specific arguments about the text assuming the shorter text is original.

The arguments in the first group are as follows:

402. Cf. the list in Dietrich & Naumann 1995, 89, given on the basis of Barthelémy et al. 1986; Rofé 1987.
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(B1.1)

(B1.2)

(B1.3)

(B1.4)

(B1.5)

In general, the books of the Hebrew Bible are developed by expansion, not by
abridgement.*”

The Book of Jeremiah is a particularly excellent example of textual growth
and, in that sense, provides a good analogy to the textual development of the
story of David and Goliath.***

If the text of the Septuagint in 1 Sam 17-18 is abridged, there is no parallel for
such a phenomenon (at the same scale) in the Book of Samuel.*”

If the shorter text of the Septuagint emerged as the result of harmonization,
one cannot explain why the evident discrepancies have not been eliminated in
other sections than 1 Sam 1718 in the same book.*"

If the shorter text of the Septuagint emerged as the results of harmonization,
there is no feasible reason why all the contradictions in the story have not been
removed.*”’

The arguments in the second group deal with textual details in 1 Sam 17-18:

(B2.1)

(B2.2)

(B2.3)
(B2.4)

(B2.5)

The pluses in the Masoretic text constitute an independent story, indicating its
secondary nature.*”

A technical study of the translation made by the Septuagint translator of
Samuel reveals that he is faithful to his source text and thus cannot have been
responsible for shortening the text by omitting large sections in 1 Sam 17—
1 8.409

The shorter version of the story in chapter 17 has a well balanced and partially
chiastic structure; the Masoretic pluses break this structure.*'

1 Sam 17:12—14 clearly begins a new story (cf. Judg 13:2; 1 Sam 1:1-2; 9:1—
2).411

The Masoretic pluses have been added to the story in a rewriting process. This
rewriting could have been motivated either by an effort to add parallels to the

403.
404.

405.
406.
407.
408.
4009.
410.

411.

Tov 1986, 134.
Tov 1986, 40, 130-31, 134; Trebolle 1990, 30. In the Book of Jeremiah, the short text of the Septuagint
and 4QJer” is more original, against the Masoretic text and 4QJer”. On the textual history of Jeremiah, see
Tov 2003, 135, 138-41.
McCarter 1980, 307; Lust 1986, 9.
Tov 1986, 40.
McCarter 1980, 307; Lust 1986, 9.
McCarter 1980, 307. Similar thoughts also Lust (1986, 9) and Trebolle (1990, 29).
Cf. Tov 1986, 37.
According to Lust (1986, 11-12), the chiastic structure is as follows:
C  Goliath steps forward (v. 4)
B  Goliath’s equipment described (v. 5-7)
A Goliath’s taunt (v. 8-11)
A’ David’s answer (v. 32-37)
B’ David’s equipment describe (v. 38—42a)
C’  David steps forward (v. 40b)
Lust 1986, 90-91.
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(B2.6)

412

story of Saul becoming king (1 Sam 9-10)
shorter story and filling its gaps.*"

or to explain odd details in the

If the reason to produce a shorter version of the text had been to remove
inconsistencies, 1 Sam 18:1, 3—4 (the covenant of David and Goliath) would
have beenp preserved. By omitting these verses, one creates an inconsistency
with 1 Sam 20:8, which presumes an earlier covenant.*'*

The arguments in the third group assume that textual material has been added to the earlier
shorter version. These arguments try to show what kinds of contradictions and

inconsistencies result if the Masoretic pluses are, in fact, additions.

(B3.1)

(B3.2)

(B3.3)
(B3.4)

(B3.5)

(B3.6)

(B3.7)

(B3.8)
(B3.9)

(B3.10)

(B3.11)

(B3.12)

415

ln 1 Sam 16:21, David is presented as Saul’s armour bearer, but, in 1 Sam
17:12-31, he is a shepherd boy unknown to Saul and who just happens to
appear on the battlefield.

Saul does not know David in 1 Sam 17:55-58, even though David had been
introduced to Saul earlier and even played an instrument for Saul in 1 Sam
16:17-23 (see esp. vv. 21-22).

Saul twice offers his daughter to David as a wife (18:17—19 // 18:20-26).
David and Jesse are introduced in 1 Sam 17:12-15, even though they had
already been introduced in chapter 16.

Goliath leaves the challenge for a duel open for forty days in verse 17:16,
though, in vv. 1-11, one does not get the impression that the challenge
remained open for such a long time.

Although the daughter of the king is promised to the one who slays Goliath in
1 Sam 17:25-27, this reward seems to be unknown to David in 1 Sam 18:20—
26, since he has to be persuaded to take the king’s daughter.

If Eliab was present when David was anointed king (1 Sam 16:6—13), it is hard
to understand his behavior in 1 Sam 17:28.

David is twice appointed chief of Saul’s army (18:13 // 18:5)T

According to 1 Sam 17:15, David is an incidental visitor of the military camp,
while, according to v. 54, David had a tent of his own.

If the ranks of Israel are in a flight of panic, as related in 1 Sam 17:11, it is
improbable that they would drawn up for battle in v. 21.

In 1 Sam 17:23 Goliath comes up (719Y), though, according to the description
of the scenery in vv. 1-3 one would have expected Goliath to comes down
from the camp of the Philistines to the battlefield.

The Israelites are terrified by Goliath’s speech (17:11), on the one hand, and
due to his appearance (17:24), on the other.

412.
413.
414.
415.
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Auld & Ho 1992, 24-25, 37-38.
Aejmelaeus 2016.

Tov 1986, 39.

Cf. Lust 1986, 12-13; Tov 1986, 42-43.



These arguments are surprisingly similar to those of group A3. Indeed, several arguments are
exactly the same. In fact, any of the A3 arguments could be used in the group B3 as well, or
vice versa. These arguments clearly rely on the assumed primacy of either the shorter or the
longer text. Which text is given priority has to be decided by the other types of arguments.

3.3.3 Evaluation of the Arguments

The most common arguments now surveyed, it seems that the arguments are not of equal
value—e.g., the arguments in groups A3 and B3 are insufficient for deciding whether the
longer or shorter story is primary. Likewise, the arguments in groups Al and B1 are fairly
weak, making general claims about the story or the nature of the biblical text. On a general
level, the following example counter-arguments () can be expressed against each of the
arguments presented above (X denotes a counter argument for argument X):

(A1.1%) The case of 1 Sam 17-18 indeed falsifies the assumption that the biblical text
cannot grow so remarkably in the Hellenistic period.

(A1.2% This case proves that the editors were, indeed, not always entirely consistent.

(A1.3%) Folkloristic elements can also have been added to the existing text.

(A1.4%) The existence of 1QSam does not prove the originality of either text. Rather,
both short/long texts must simply have existed when the Septuagint was
translated.

(B1.1°) The premise is false, as the books in the Hebrew Bible have not only been
expanded; they were also abbreviated.*'

(B1.2%) The textual history of the Books of Samuel need not be understood as similar
to that of Jeremiah.

(B1.3) Although there is no parallel to a similar phenomenon in the Books of Samuel,
this can be a special case.

(B1.4%) The argument claiming that an ancient scribe should have done his work more
coherently is not sound; evidently, editors are not entirely systematic.

(B1.5%) The editors are evidently not entirely systematic.

Thus, it seems impossible to decide which text has the priority if one relies solely on
arguments in groups Al or B1. Instead, they make fundamental arguments, formulating their
arguments about the development of the text around these fundamental assumptions. In that
sense, arguments Al or B1 can be useful indicators of whether the premises of the arguments
A3 or B3 are reasonable or not. Evidently both positions, whether for the priority of the
longer text or for the shorter text, are possible.

416. On omissions in the Hebrew Bible, see Pakkala 2013.
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Similarly, the arguments in groups A2 and B2 can also be refuted:

(A2.19)
(A2.29)

(A2.3)

(A2.4%

(A2.55)
(A2.65)
(B2.1)

(B2.2°)
(B2.3)

(B2.4°)

(B2.5%)

The fluency or elegance of a story is not a guarantee of its originality.

The same motif (viz., David as a shepherd) can have existed in several
sources. Clearly, the Masoretic text emphasizes the shepherd character of
David more than the Septuagint does.

The evidence of the Septuagint version must be taken seriously. It clearly
shows that the shorter Hebrew text already existed at the time of its
translation. It would be unfair not to accept this as an witness equal to the
Masoretic text.

The fact that one section (17:32—54) forms a natural continuation to another
(17:12-31) does not prove that the preceding section (17:12-31) was original.
Indeed, the argument lends itself gives a counter-example, since 17:1-11 is
argued to be an introduction for 17:12-54.*"

The coherence of a story is not a guarantee of its originality.

Some secondary features in the Septuagint do not indicate that the base text of
the Septuagint is secondary—e.g., the pluses in 17:43 may well be secondary,
while the shorter story may well be original.*'®

If one reads only the Masoretic pluses, they do not constitute an independent
story on their own.*"”

The abridgement can have taken place before or after translation.

The elegant structure can have resulted from the editing process (cf. arguments
A2.1 and counter-argument A2.1°).

1 Sam 17:12-14 may well begin a new source, but this does not necessarily
mean that the Septuagint represents the more original version of the story. The
Septuagint can still have emerged as a result of abridgement (cf. argument
A2.3 and counter-argument A2.3°).

Can one really explain all Masoretic pluses as element of a rewriting process?
For instance, if the editor considered the Story of Saul as a model, how should
the pluses describing David and Goliath approaching each other in 17:41 and
17:48 fit that model?

The arguments concerning the covenant of David and Jonathan (A2.7, B2.6) and the

daughters of Saul (A2.8) turn out to be more complicated than they first seem at first glance.

Thus, I will return to them later for a more thorough discussion. The question of abridgement
before or after translation (B2.2°) is similarly interesting and merits further consideration.

However, the arguments concentrating on the style and form of a story (A2.1, A2.5, B2.3 and

their counter arguments) can be used in either camp, for or against the longer text. Thus, I

417. Barthélemy 1986, 50.
418. See however Aejmelaecus 2016, who considers these pluses original.
419. Cf. Gooding 1986, esp. 59—63.
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would not place emphasis on this sort of argumentation. It is always a matter of taste whether
one version of the story is more elegant or fluent. The remaining arguments (A2.2, A2.3,
A2.4, A2.6, B2.1, B2.4, B2.5 and their counter arguments) deal with questions as to whether
the text is compiled from various sources or emerged as a result of a rewriting process.

The question of compilation from multiple sources leads us to the arguments in groups A3
and B3, since these most of all are concerned with the contradictions and inconsistencies of
the story. Indeed, the crucial observation is that the longer story contains more contradictions
and inconsistencies than does the shorter story. On this, all scholars agree. The difference is
how they explain this observation. Generally, there are two competing arguments about
textual development:

(A4) The longer text is primary—the Masoretic pluses are omitted in the shorter
text to harmonize the story by removing contradictions and inconsistencies.

(B4) The shorter text is primary—contradictions and inconsistencies in the longer
text emerged as the result of expanding the text.

These statements can be also seen as ‘umbrella arguments’, embodying basically all other
arguments dealing with question about multiple sources and inconsistencies (A2.2, A2.3,
A2.4,A2.6,B2.1,B2.4, B2.5; A3, B3). Basically, A4 and B4 are opposite explanations for the
textual development of 1 Sam 17-18. On the general level, both explanations are possible
(cf. arguments and counter-arguments of A1l and B1). The task of the text critic, then, is to
investigate which alternative is more probable than the other. Before proceeding to evaluate
which direction of change is more probable, I shall discuss more thoroughly the arguments
related to the covenant of David and Jonathan (3.4) and the Daughters of Saul (3.5).
Afterwards, I address how the Masoretic pluses are reflected in some Greek witnesses (3.6).
which in turns impacts the question of abridgement before or after the translation process.

3.4. The Case of the Covenant of David and Jonathan

According to A2.7 (see, p. 125), 1 Sam 20:8 presumes an earlier covenant, which can only
refer to 1 Sam 18:1, 3—4. Those who support the primacy of the longer text of 1 Sam 17-18
claim that, since 20:8 assumes the existence of 18:1, 3—4, the latter must be part of the origin-
al text. In fact, Johan Lust, who elsewhere gives primacy to the longer text, admits that verses
18:1, 3—4 should, indeed, be part of the original Septuagint text. In support of his argument,
Lust refers to early Christian writer Hippolytus, whose sermon De Davidi et Goliath (dated as
the 2nd century CE) apparently cited 1 Sam 17:1-18:8 and includes also some references to
18:1, 3-4.
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In addition, A3.9 (see, p. 126), related to the question of the covenant of David and Jonathan,
makes the claim that 18:1, 3—4 was omitted to avoid stating twice that David and Jonathan
made a covenant. Possible references to covenant-making are 20:16 and 23:18.

3.4.1 The Relationship between 1 Sam 18:1, 3—4 and 20:8

Let us first study the relationship between 1 Sam 18:1, 3—4 and 20:8. Indeed, in 20:8, both the
Septuagint and the Masoretic text refer to some covenant that had been made earlier:

THY TTAYNR DRIT NI 10723 72 772970 TN 0oy
Kal o1 oe1g EAeog UeTa ToU doVvAoL oo BTt elonyayeg €i¢ Stabrjknv kupiov TOV S0DASV
0OV PETH GEAVTOD

The covenant between David and Jonathan is said to be ‘a covenant of the Lord’. Apparently,
this covenant had been made earlier, but it is not explicitly stated when this was, nor is any-
thing said about the content of that covenant, except that, according to it, Jonathan should
‘deal kindly with David’. Before 20:8, 19:1 and 20:3 also concern the relationship between
David and Jonathan, but these only state that Jonathan was ‘delighted’ in David (19:1) and
that he had ‘found favour in David’s eyes’ (20:3). These passages do not describe covenant-
making but simply the affection between the two. Indeed, the only section to which 20:8 can
possible refer are 18:1, 3—4 in the Masoretic text:

12780 1WD12 IH3IAY 2087 TIT WH33 MIWRs I3 wan DIRW-OR 13T 523
N vWan W1 ik 2083 NM3 T NI 0927 ... Waid nain
FANTTYY IRWRTTYY 20T T TITY 303 POV WK ynane
When he had finished speaking to Saul, the soul of Jonathan was knit to the soul of
David, and Jonathan loved him as his own soul ... Then Jonathan made a covenant with
David, because he loved him as his own soul. And Jonathan stripped himself of the robe
that was upon him, and gave it to David, and his armour, and even his sword and his
bow and his girdle.

This verse not only describes association and affection (21K, Wp) but also, centrally, coven-
ant-making ("33 N72) and its symbolic acts (stripping off of some clothes and armour and
giving them over to David). If 20:8 indeed refers to 18:1, 3—4, why, then, would 18:1, 3—4
have been omitted? The immediate context does not seem to lend itself to any reason. The
umbrella argument of the camp supporting the primacy of the longer text of the David and
Goliath story argues that the shorter version emerged as a result of harmonizing the text by
removing inconsistencies, particularly all kinds of doublets. Indeed, 1 Sam 20:15-16 consti-
tute a parallel to 18:1, 3—4, since both sections describe the covenant made by David and Jon-
athan (cf. argument A3.9 on p. 126). However, the case is not so simple. This covenant is
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mentioned only in the Masoretic text of 20:15-16, not in the Septuagint. Before addressing
the arguments that concern the covenant made by David and Jonathan, I will first survey the
textual development of 20:15-16.

3.4.2 The Covenant in 1 Sam 20:16

The passage 1 Sam 20:14—15, in many ways problematic and most likely corrupted, reads as
follows:

TTONNR N2 MR 891 M 700 ™R NWYn-N M TiYoR 89
MRTRG 19 YYD VR T IR M 11203 891 0770 103 opn

The text makes hardly any sense, but an attempted translation could run as follows:

And not”*—if I am alive, and you do not show me the loyal love of the Lord, I will
not die; and do not cut off your loyalty from my house forever, even if the Lord cuts
off every one of the enemies of David from the face of the earth.

The following verse continues
M7 ’;IZR T wp TVT naToy {Dgiﬂ? ﬂﬁ;?l

This is translated in many English versions as something like ‘Jonathan made a covenant
with the house of David.” However, the verb N7 without the object N33 does not denote ‘to
make a covenant’. At least, this kind of elliptical expression is suspicious. More likely, this
verse continues the oath of vv. 14—15. Originally, it probably stated that Jonathan should not
cut off something from the house of David, but the precise meaning of the passage has been
obscured because of the corruption of the text. Indeed, the Septuagint does not say anything
about a covenant but rather about removal (€€aipw):

e€apbrivat o dvopa tod lwvabav &mod tod otkov Aauid, kal Ek{ntroat KOPLog
€xOpoug tod Aauid.

Secondly, if we read vv. 14-15 in the Masoretic text, the text becomes even more peculiar
when moving to v. 16 of the Vorlage of the Septuagint, 717 N2 DY NN OW N2, the

translation of which would be run thus:

15 and do not cut off your loyalty from my (i.e., Jonathan’s) house forever, even if the

420. Interpreting R as an ‘asservative’ 89 (cf,, e.g., HALOT 510-11, 521) seems dubious.
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Lord cuts off every one of the enemies of David from the face of the earth. 16 (Then)
let the name of Jonathan be cut off from the house of David.”

Will the name of Jonathan be cut off from the house of David or not?

It is thus reasonable that the 1 Sam 20:14-16 did not originally describe a covenant between
David and Jonathan but rather an oath, the content of that oath being that Jonathan should re-
port the evil plan of his father to David, and David should deal kindly with Jonathan and Jon-
athan’s house. It is easy to imagine that the context which relates to an oath conjures also the
idea of a covenant, especially because the covenant is mentioned earlier in 20:8. Thus, 20:16
cannot be said to be related to 18:1, 3-4.

3.4.3 The Covenant in 1 Sam 23:18

One pericope that clearly describes the act of covenant-making in both the Masoretic text and
the Septuagint is 1 Sam 23:18:

M a7 M3 oY NN
kal d1€0evto dudtepot Srabrknv Evwmiov kupiov
And the two of them made a covenant before the Lord

The mention of the covenant is laconic, simply stating that David and Jonathan made a cov-
enant, though nothing further about the covenant is explicated. In addition, none of the sym-
bolic acts of covenant-making mentioned in 18:4 is given here. After making the covenant,
David and Jonathan simply depart from each other.

In principle, 23:18 could form a doublet with the account in 18:1, 3—4, and A3.9 could be re-
formulated as

(A3.9’) Jonathan twice makes a covenant with David (18:1, 3—4 // 23:18).

The problem, however, is that, if an editor had difficulties with doublets and wanted to re-
move them to harmonize the story, why would he have removed the richer description in
18:1, 3-4? It would be far more natural to omit the covenant of 23:18. That solution would
also be more suitable for harmonization, because it would not have generated the tension with
20:8, which refers to a covenant made earlier. Thus, the ‘“harmonization theory’ fails to ex-
plain the omission of 18:1, 3—4 over against that of the covenant presented 23:18. Still, this
does not prove that 18:1, 3—4 was part of original story. As Lust claimed, the passage could
even have been a part of the original Septuagint. I examine that possibility next and consider
whether the Sermons of Hippolytus bear witness to the primacy of 18:1, 3—4 in the
Septuagint.
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3.4.4 The Evidence from Hippolytus

As already stated, the crucial argument for the primacy of 1 Sam 18:1, 3—4 in the Septuagint
was Hippolytus’s sermon De Davidi et Goliath. Indeed, the text of the sermon is very close to
Codex Vaticanus: in addition to omitting the same sections as B (with the exception of
18:1b.4), it shares some characteristic Old Greek readings, in contrast to the Masoretic text,
such as ‘four’ pro ‘six’ (17:4), ‘Hebrews’ pro ‘servants’ (17:8), ‘my lord’s’ pro ‘man’s’
(17:32), “stick and stones’ pro ‘stones’ (17:43). The text is also early enough (2nd c. CE) to
be free from Hexaplaric influences. Nevertheless, it is claimed that the sermon refers to 18:1,
3—4, which could indicate that these verses were part of the original Septuagint, even if all
other pluses in the Masoretic text would be later.

The sermon itself has a complex textual history but was most likely originally written in
Greek, then translated to Armenian and, later, from Armenian to Georgian. Besides some Ar-
menian catena fragments, the text has been preserved in Georgian (a translation of a transla-
tion). Although the original Greek Vorlage might be impossible to reconstruct, some valuable
observations can be made. The crucial section which refers to 1 Sam 18:1, 4b is De Davidi
16.1. The Georgian and Armenian text has been edited by Gérard Garritte.”' Besides the
Georgian and Armenian text, the editor gives his Latin translations. For the sake of conveni-
ence, [ will use these modern Latin translations to compare the text.

16.1 (Georg.)

Illo tempore, ut vidit Davidem Ionathan, filius Saulis, quia ferebat manu sua caput
alienigenae, dilexit eum in corde suo, et exuit [onathan ornatum suum et imposuit
Davidi et cingulum et instrumentum suum et gladium et arcus pharetram suam.

16.1 (Arm.)
Et anima Ionathanae alligata est cum David, et dilexit eum corde suo; sustulit vestem et
cingulum et loricam et ensem et arcum, et dedit Davidi.

In the Georgian version, the phrase ‘ferebat manu sua caput alienegenae’ seems to combine
17:54 with the beginning of chapter 18. However, it is impossible to decide if the following
phrase ‘dilexit eum in corde suo’ refers to the end of 18:1 or 18:3. The final part of De Davidi
16.1 corresponds quite literally to 18:4.

The Armenian version is a bit shorter. It does not have the same connecting phrase ‘ferebat
manu sua caput alienegenae’ but instead quotes the last part of 18:1 (‘Et anima Ionathanae al-
ligata est cum David’). In this case, it is more natural to interpret the phrase ‘dilexit eum
corde suo’ as representing 18:1b rather than 18:3b. The remaining part of the section is a
paraphrase of 1 Sam 18:4, not as much a verbatim translation as the Georgian version.*”

421. Garritte 1963; 1965.
422. Lust 1986, 8-9: ‘However, it is perfectly possible that the Vorlage of our scribe did not have all the
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This evidence leads Lust to consider 18:1b, 4—and possibly 18:3 as well-—as having been
part of the Old Greek text. Lust observes traces of homoeoteleuton in 17:54 and 18:6 in sev-
eral codices of Vetus Latina, which—in his opinion—suggest that a parablepsis had taken
place in the Septuagint.*” Lust does not state explicitly whether or not he regards 18:3 as part
of the original Greek text. At the end of his article, Lust does tend to be more and more con-
fident of its originality,”* and he does perhaps end up with this conclusion, because it would
solve the problem in the Septuagint that 1 Sam 20:8 refers to a covenant that had been made
earlier.

Are there other alternatives to this interpretation of the role of Hippolytus’s sermon in the tex-
tual history of the Setuagint? The text in Hippolytus is rather early, so it should be reasonable
to surmise that it is free from Hexaplaric readings.*”” However, it is possible, and even likely,
that attempts to supply the missing sections in the Old Greek had been made before Origen
(cf. other Greek traditions such as Aquila, Symmachus and Theodotion). Even in the Septua-
gint manuscript evidence, more than one tradition adding 18:1, 3-4 can be found:**

1° codex A + Mss 2° Hexaplaric Mss (247 376) |3° L + 55 56 125 246 (554)

1 KoL €YEVETO WG 1 KoL €YEVETO WG 1 KoL €YEVETO WG
€LonABe davld TpPog oeovA
OUVETEAECEV AXAWY TPOC OOOLA  [€0TT SO EVWTLOV OKOLA KL T |KOL CUVETEAECEV ANAWV LTW

Kok M ooyn LoveBoy Jruyn Lwvaber Tou ULOL O0OUA  [€Lder ouToV Lwvaboy Kol
oLVEDEDN ™ Yuxm |ouvedebn ™ Yruym [ovrededn 1 Yuyn avtov N Youxn
SoLLS KeL MYTNoEY ouToV SouLd KoL MyoTmoey uTov SouLd KeL MyoTmoey ouTov
LwvaBey Kate Ty Yuxny autov |Lwvebol keto tThy Yuyny autou |Lwvabey kete Ty Wuxny autou
3 koL SLeBeto Lwvobor Kol 3 koL OLeBeto dovLd Kol 3 koL OLeBeto Lwvabor Kol
dovLd (6LoBnin) Lwvadoy dLabnkn [dauld o Baotievg (SLaBnkm)

€V TW oYoToY qUTOY Kotee Ty €V T oyamoy aVTOV Kot TV |oTL nyamnoey outov Yuymy
UMy uTou Yuxny avtou QYRTOVTOC UTOV

4 koL e€€edvonto Lwraboy Tov 4 ko €€eduonto Lwvabay Tov 4 koL €€edvonto Lwraboy Tov
emevduTY Tov em aute (A:Toy |ETEVOUTNV QUTOU €TEVOLTNY TOV €T UTOV

KoL €0WKEV 0LUTOV TW KoL €0WKEV w
OoULd Kal TOV HocvOuey ouTOU SouLd KoL TOV peduey uTOU
KoL €06 TNG POUGULIG UTOV KUL [kl €wG TNG POUPLAS XUTOV Kol
€WC TOU TOEOU ((UTOU KoLl Tou TOEOU KoL
€we NG CWYng autou ™e {WYng autou

ETOVW) KKL €OWKEV LUTOV TW
dauLd Kel Tov pocvduay euTov
KoL €WC TNG PORDELIG UTOV Kol
€W TOU TOEOU CrUTOU KoLl

€wg NS (WYng ouTtou

verses which we find in the MT. It is more likely that it had a couple of verses only, namely the ones re-
ferred to by Hippolytus in his homily. If this is correct, the original Greek text must have omitted 17,55—
58, but not 18,1b.(3).4. The latter verses were omitted later on, through parablepsis.’

423. Lust 1986, 8: ‘Several VL codices and ancient editions of the Latin text have . . . at the beginning of
18,6: “When David returned from slaying the Philistine, bringing his head to Jerusalem.’ This has to be
compared to verse 17:54: ‘And David took the head of the Philistine and brought it to Jerusalem.” In my
opinion, the additions in 18:6 in the Latin texts are just harmonizations, not traces of parablepsis.

424, Onp. 9, Lust still encloses v. 3 in parentheses, while on, p. 14, he omits the parentheses.

425. Hippolytus lived ca. 170-236 and Origen ca. 185-254. It is possible that Origen attended one of Hip-
polytus’s sermons in 212. However, the Hexapla was not made by that time but only after Origen had
fled to Caesarea in 231.

426. Pluses are marked in red, differences in blue.
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The first observation is that version 1° is an almost verbatim translation of the Masoretic text
(the most evident divergence is the omission of ‘covenant’ in some Mss). Secondly, it is
likely that versions 1° and 2° are dependent on each other and are probably Hexaplaric in ori-
gin. Version 3° may just be a Lucianic stylization but may also reflect a different Greek tradi-
tion (possibly Symmachus?).

Comparing these Greek texts to the Latin translations of the Georgian and Armenian versions
of De Davidi, one can observe that the Georgian version resembles the Lucianic recension,
adding ‘Jonathan seeing David’ (gidev a0toV Twvadav — ut vidit Davidem Ionathan) and
omitting a few cases of €w¢ and one of a0To0 in v. 4. The Georgian version also has the ad-
dition ‘the son of Saul’, as do the Hexaplaric manuscripts, albeit in different places somehow.
All 1n all, these similarities do not prove dependence between De Davidi and the Greek ma-
terial marked with asterisk in the manuscript: the additions above can be, in either case, inde-
pendently made (harmonizing/explaining) extrapolations, and the few omissions could have
derived from the translation process (Greek — Armenian — Georgian). It is also possible that
the Georgian and/or the Armenian version of Hippolytus’s text was modified according to the
Georgian and Armenian translation of the Bible, respectively.

In conclusion, De Davidi 16.1 certainly refers to verse 18:4. With the evidence from the Ar-
menian version, it also refers to verse 18:1b more likely than it does to verse 18:3b. A refer-
ence to these verses does not, however, imply that the Old Greek also had the same verses. It
is more likely that Hippolytus knew about the story detailed in 18:1b, 4 from some other

Greek source (ov v’).*’

However, considering its value in so far as covenant-making, it is in-
teresting that De Davidi makes no reference to 18:3a and thus no reference to explicit coven-
ant-making. Nevertheless, the symbolic act in which Jonathan gives his armours over to Dav-

id can be interpreted as a sure sign of a covenant.

3.4.5 Conclusions

I have now studied the passages related to the covenant of David and Jonathan. A summary of
the results is presented in Table 22. The main difference is that, in the Masoretic text, the cov-
enant is presented three times but only once in the Septuagint—why this difference, and why
is the covenant in the Septuagint made later than the first reference to it (20:8)?

427. Cf. Josephus, who seems to know the Masoretic plus 17:12-31, whether from Hebrew or some Greek
tradition other than the Septuagint.
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Section MT LXX Conclusion
1 Sam 18:1,34 |Covenant 1 Omitted Omitted in LXX and
its Vorlage
1 Sam 20:8 Refers to an earlier Refers to an earlier
covenant covenant
1 Sam 20:12—-17 |Covenant 2 + an oath No covenant but an oath [Originally no
about offspring about offspring covenant; MT
corrupted
1 Sam 23:17-18 |Covenant 3 Covenant

Table 22. Passages on the Covenant of David and Jonathan in 1-2 Samuel.

On 1 Sam 20:12-17, I arrived at the conclusion that the Septuagint represents the more ori-
ginal reading. The Masoretic text is here corrupt; originally, there was no covenant. What
about covenant 1? Hippolytus’s De Davidi does not indicate that 18:1-4 would have been
part of the original Septuagint. Furthermore, no indication of an unintentional shortening,
such as a parablepsis, can be found. The proposition according to which the Septuagint omit-
ted 18:1—4 to harmonize the text by removing the doublet concerning the covenant of David
and Jonathan in 18:3 // 20:16 or rather 18:3 // 23:17 (A3.9, A3.9’) I have already shown
above to be untenable, because this ‘harmonization” would generate tension with 20:8 (refer-
ence to an earlier covenant). Thus, it is highly probable that the Old Greek and its Vorlage did
not contain 1 Sam 18:1-4.

As for A2.7—which claims that 18:3—4 must be part of the original text because, without the
verses, the reference in 20:8 to an earlier covenant does not make sense—this argument
would only be acceptable, if the ancient editor had had a motive to omit 18:3—4 other than
that of harmonization. However, almost all other arguments for the primacy of the longer text
somehow rely on the general view that an editor aimed at harmonizing the text (cf. “‘umbrella
argument’ A4). One must decide first whether or not an editor aimed at harmonizing the text.
If the objective of the editor was to harmonize the story, one can explain some other cases but
not the omission of 18:3—4; if the objective of the editor was not to harmonize the story, the
omission of 18:3—4 is still possible, but one fails then to explain the other omissions. At the
first glance, this might seem to be trivial detail, but, in fact, this constitutes a serious flaw in
the abridgement theory. Indeed, another way to verbalize this flaw is B2.6.

How, then, is it possible to explain the origin of verses 18:1, 3—4 and the tension concerning
the earlier covenant alluded to in 20:8? One reasonable solution would be that the reference
to a covenant in 20:8 induced a more detailed description of the covenant in another suitable
place. For the editor, the beginning of chapter 18 was a sensible place to add the richer ac-
count of the covenant for several reasons: it is natural that Jonathan met David after the great
victory over Goliath; the act of stripping of Jonathan’s clothes and armours and giving them
over to David constitutes a nice pair with a similar act by Saul in 17:38; finally, it removes
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the tension that remains if no covenant had been made before verse 20:8 (not after it as
claimed in 23:18).

In the Septuagint, the tension concerning the reference to the covenant in 20:8 remains. On
the other hand, this is not really a problem. Biblical texts, including the Books of Samuel, are
full of inconsistencies. The Vorlage of the Septuagint has not been homogenous in itself but
clearly emerged as the result of a long process of development. The idea of a covenant
between David and Jonathan had not arisen all at once. There probably were first mere men-
tions or references to it (23:18; 20:8), and only later on did the tradition become more and
more detailed (18:1, 3—4).

3.5. The Case of Saul’s Daughters

A2.8 makes the claim that 1 Sam 18:17—19 were omitted in the Septuagint, since they contra-
dict with 2 Sam 21:8. These passages are considered contradictory, since, in the former pas-
sage, Saul’s daughter Merab is given as a wife to Adriel Meholathite, while, in the latter, Ad-
riel’s wife is claimed to be Saul’s younger daughter Michal, not Merab.

Let us first look at 2 Sam 21:8. The Masoretic text indeed presents Michal as the wife of
Adriel:

TZFAN 213713 DRIV T2 W DIRYNE D2 13 nwnn N
and the five sons of Michal the daughter of Saul, whom she bore to Adriel the son of
Barzillai the Meholathite.

However, the reading of the Septuagint is more complicated. Codex Vaticanus, which
Rahlfs’s edition also follows, has MixoA, but this is suspicious for two reasons: 1) the reading
MixoA is found only in Codex Vaticanus; 2) elsewhere in the Septuagint, the name Michal is
written as MeAxo)A.*® Indeed, many manuscripts have MeAyoA in this verse. It is interesting
that a considerable number of manuscripts also support the reading Mepof. Before
proceeding to investigate whether or not 2 Sam 21:8 contradicts with the account given in 1
Sam 18, I first discuss the Old Greek reading for the name of Saul’s daughter in 2 Sam 21:8.

The most probable reading for the original Septuagint in 2 Sam 21:8 is Mepop, since it best
429

explains the existence of the other readings.*” MeAxoA or MixoA cannot be primary in 2 Sam
21:8, since, if they had been, it would have been odd for the Septuagint manuscripts that did
not contain 18:17-19 to have changed MeAxoA/MixoA to Mepof. Furthermore, the manuscript

distribution suggests that the reading MeAyoA (e.g., Mss O CII 799 b) is Hexaplaric, while the

428.  Apparently, the Vorlage of the Septuagint had the name in the form 9251 or the like; cf. Peshitta, a\s
429. Seppinen 2014.
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reading MuixoA could be a kaige-type correction in B. The reading Mepop is witnessed, e.g.,
by manuscripts M V L CI @, a combination that supports its primacy.

Since the Septuagint translator of the Books of Samuel is faithful to his source text, one can
safely conclude that the Hebrew Jorlage of the Septuagint also had the name as 371 (or the
like; e.g., 2171).*" The Peshitta also supports this reading,”' while the Vulgate text is in
agreement with the Masoretic text.*> Next, I discuss whether the reading Michal or Merab is

more original in Hebrew.

Since the reading is clearly somehow connected with the readings in 1 Sam 18, there are
generally three types of text and, thus, the following three readings are possible for the
original Hebrew text:

Readings |1 Sam 18:17-19 1 Sam 18:20-27 2 Sam 21:8 Textual witnesses
1) - Saul promises his Merab is Adriel’s wife |OG and its Vorlage
daughter Michal to
David—this happens
2) Saul promises his Saul promises his Merab is Adriel’s wife |Peshitta
daughter Merab to daughter Michal to LXXMs: L% cr g%
David—but she is David—this happens 74120122 134 5541
finally given to Adriel
3) Saul promises his Saul promises his Michal is Adriel’s wife |MT
daughter Merab to daughter Michal to Vulgata
David, but she is David—this happens LXX™: O CII
finally given to Adriel 68-74-120-122-134
554me

Table 23. Merab and Michal in 1 Sam 18:17-19, 1 Sam 18:20-27 and 2 Sam 21:8 and their
textual witnesses.

Although 1 Sam 18:17-19 is lacking in the Old Greek and its Vorlage, many Septuagint
manuscripts have later added the verses, as can be seen in Table 23. These additions in the
Septuagint are clearly of Hexaplaric origin, so they can be listed as witnesses for the Hebrew
text.

430. Two Medieval Hebrew manuscripts also read 27(*)n, though they are probably not connected to the Vor-
lage of the Septuagint but rather independent harmonizations with 1 Sam 18:17-19. Such a harmoniza-
tion is likely to have transpired in this case, since these manuscripts do contain these verses, unlike the
Septuagint and its Vorlage.

Peshitta, —oa. Despite the Peshitta having nun as its first letter, it still clearly supports the Hebrew read-
ing 371, not 5an.

Vulgata, Michol.

431.

432.
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To solve which of the three represents the primary reading, one has to find out which textual
development is the most probable. One could first test what follows if reading 3) is the most
original. The development from reading 3) to reading 2) can easily be explained as a
harmonization. However, the development from reading 2) to reading 1) is hard to explain.
That development at least cannot be explained as having been influenced by 2 Sam 21:8,
since, in that reading, 1 Sam 18:17—-19 does not contain any contradictions with 2 Sam 21:8.
The development from reading 1) to reading 3) is even more difficult to explain. While, in
reading 3), 1 Sam 18:17-19 and 2 Sam 21:8 are contradictory, it would be unlikely for the
editor to have removed 1 Sam 18:17-19 entirely to eliminate inconsistencies. Furthermore,
this direction of development fails to explain the change of name from Michal to Merab.
After 1 Sam 18:17-19 is removed, there is no longer any reason to make such a change.
Unless one assumes that the name in 2 Sam 21:8 was changed from Michal to Merab,
because the name contradicted 1 Sam 20:20-27, where Michal is said to be David’s wife.
While this is possible, it is not very likely, since the theory would assume an overly
complicated editorial process (first removal then change Michal — Merab). If an editor was
unhappy with the inconsistencies between 1 Sam 18 and 2 Sam 21:8, the most natural way to
harmonize the text would have been just to change the name from Michal to Merab in 2 Sam
21:8. Perhaps even more significant is that, if reading 3) is considered primary to readings 1)
and 2), why is reading 3) contradictory? What earlier phase of the text is behind reading 3) if
not in reading 1) or 2)? The simplest conclusion is that reading 3) cannot be primary.

As already noted, the development from reading 2) to 1) is difficult to explain. Thus, reading
2) is not likely the original reading. As for the primacy of reading 1), what kind of textual
development could be possible if we considered it to be primary? If reading 1) is the most
original, I Sam 18:17—19 must then be an addition. If 18:17—19 is an addition and constitutes
a repetition with 18:20-27, we must consider them in the framework of 1 Sam 17-18, which
contains many similar doublets/repetitions, of which one of the two is absent from the
Septuagint text. One reasonable explanation at this point would be that the emergence of
these kinds of repetition came about in similar ways. In the case of the covenant of David and
Jonathan, I arrived at the conclusion that the Masoretic plus 1 Sam 18:1, 3-4 is best
explained as an addition. I suggested that the reason for such an addition would have been to
enrich the originally short references to covenant-making with a fuller description of how that
covenant had been made. If my conclusion is right, it is reasonable to surmise that other
repetitions in the Books of Samuel could have emerged in similar ways: the ancient editor
desired, for one reason or another, to enrich the story by incorporating repetitive elements
into the existing story of 1 Sam 17-18. Either the editor had ‘an independent source’ which
he wove into the existing story*” or the parallel elements were invented by the editor in a
process of rewriting the story.** The former explanation is attractive but leaves some
questions open: where and why did these parallel accounts/traditions circulate? Were they

433. This view has been popular since Wellhausen 1871: e.g., Lust 1986; McCarter 1984.
434. Thus in Aejmelacus 2016; cf. Auld & Ho 1992.
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written or oral? Although these theories have great explanatory power, they remain
speculative. The latter view (i.e., rewriting) explains the development equally well; it is
reasonable to think that the episode of Merab in 1 Sam 18:17-19 was created to address the
concern of why the king’s eldest daughter was not offered to the one who slew Goliath.** In
any case, reading 1) seem most likely to be original, and its primacy would explain the
emergence of reading 2).

How is it possible, then, to explain reading 3) and the change of Merab to Michal in 2 Sam
21:8? One possible solution is that a more common name was simply substituted for the un-
common one. Excluding 2 Sam 21:8, Saul’s daughter’s name Merab is mentioned only three
times in two passages: 1 Sam 14:49 and 18:17—19. On the other hand, the name Michal is fa-
miliar from several verses: 1 Sam 14:49; 18:20, 27, 28; 19:11, 12, 13, 17 (bis); 25:44; 2 Sam
3:13, 14; 6:16 (// 2 Chr 15:29), 20, 21, 23. In addition, in 10 cases, it is explicitly mentioned
that she was Saul’s daughter: 1 Sam 14:49; 18:20, 27, 28; 25:44; 2 Sam 3:13, 6:16 (// 2 Chr
15:29), 20, 23. This kind of phenomenon—a more common name substituted for an uncom-
mon one—is not unusual. Parallel examples can be found in the Bible.* It is still true that 1
Sam 18:17-19 and 2 Sam 21:8 in their Masoretic text form contradict each other. However,
the name Michal not as David’s but as someone else’s wife is not as problematic as it seems,
when 1 Sam 18:17-19 and 2 Sam 21:8 are read side by side. In 1 Sam 25:44, Michal is given
to another man. Although the man is not named Adriel, and, furthermore, Michal had later
been brought back to David (2 Sam 3:12-16), it is possible that the copyist or editor who
changed Merob to Michal in 2 Sam 21:8 did not remember these details. He could simply
have remembered that Michal was another man’s wife.

3.5.1 Conclusions

I have argued that 1 Sam 18:17-19 are secondary. These verses could have been added into
the story to account for the eldest daughter, when the king was marrying his daughters. In
addition, I have argued that the contradiction with 2 Sam 21:8 came about as a later
development and, thus, cannot be used as an argument for the omission of 1 Sam 18:17-19 in
the text when the Septuagint was being translated (the original Hebrew and Greek reading
was Merab).

435. Cf. the story of Leah and Rachel in Gen 29; Aejmelacus 2016.

436. E.g., in Dan 5:2-18, Nebuchadnezzar has probably replaced Nabonidus as the father of Belshassar; in
Gen. 9:20-27, Canaan has possibly substituted Ham in the account where Noah curses his (grand)son; in
Mark 2:26, the better-known Abiatar has replaced the lesser-known Ahimelech. Marcus 2000, 241; cf.
Hartman & Di Lella 1978, 186; Vawter 1977, 138-39.
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3.6. Different Hebrew Texts behind the Greek Variants

Although it is clear that the Old Greek did not contain the Masoretic pluses found in 1 Sam
17-18, these sections are indeed found in many Greek manuscripts.””’ The simplest
conclusion is that the ‘missing parts’ in the Septuagint are supplied to harmonize the text with
the longer Hebrew text.”* In the following, I will focus on the Greek material that have been
added in some of the manuscripts and study whether the Greek variants reflect a Hebrew text
other than the Masoretic text. Indeed, in the previous sections, I have already observed that
the Greek witnesses do not only reflect the Masoretic text. What does this tell about the
Hebrew textual history of 1 Sam 17-18? I will not list every Greek variant but instead
concentrate on those which probably indicate a Hebrew text different from the Masoretic text.

3.6.1 Variantsin 1 Sam 17:12

The beginning of the first large plus is divided into two main lines of text, O-group and the
others:

ALC’509dfs55158318554 |O

ka1’ Aavtd viog avBpwrov* Kol Ny avOpwmog
Egpabatov ovtog

ek BegbAgey lovda ek BegbAgey lovda

KOl ovoua avtw leooat KOl ovoua avtw lecoat
KO UTW OKTW U101 KO UTW OKTW V101
And David was a son of And there was a man
an Ephrathite man who was

from Bethlehem of Judah, from Bethlehem of Judah,
and his name was named Jesse and his name was Jesse,
and he had eight sons. and he had eight sons.

Most of these manuscripts (A L C’, etc.) seem to have a very literal rendering of a text similar
to the Masoretic text. Comparing the Greek translation with the Masoretic text, every word
has an equivalent in the Hebrew text:

437. E.g., the first long plus, 1 Sam 17:12-31, is absent from manuscripts B V a 121 29 71 244 245 460 707
but are later supplied in manuscripts A O L C’ 509 d f's 55 158 318 554.

438. However, the harmonization is not made consistently in the manuscripts—e.g., 1 Sam 17:12-31 is
present in manuscript 509, but all other pluses in chapters 17-18 are absent from the same manuscript.

439. Manuscripts CII s add the verb v, which might be Hexaplaric influence. A adds eutev which is probably
from the next verse of the shorter story.

440. Manuscripts L 158 318 509 have avdpog instead of avOpwmov.
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ALC’509dfs 55158 318 554 MT

Kat Aauid viog avBpwrov WK TN
E@pabatov ovtog 10 NaR
ek BeeBAeep lovda AT onR nhan
KOl OVOHX auTw Iesoat W inw
KOl 0UTW OKTW V101 D11 NNy 1'5]

The most significant differences between this (A L C’, etc.) and the O-group are 1) the verb
nv instead of Aavid viog and 2) the omission of E¢pabatov ovtog. It is hard to explain these
differences as having originated purely from an intra-Greek textual development. The verb
‘to be’ (nv) could easily have been added to the text, but there seems to be no reason to omit
Aav1d viog and E@pabaiov ovtog. As for the term ‘Ephrathite’ (D798, E@padaiog), it is
easier to consider this word as an addition for other reasons as well. First, texts tend to
develop toward more precise and accurate biographical data than vice versa. Secondly, the
term itself is dubious, since, besides this passage, it occurs only in Ruth 1:2, both in Hebrew
and in Greek. In any case, the construction kot nv avBpwmog is Hebraistic in nature.
Therefore, it is likely that the reading of the O-group reflects a different Hebrew text—
namely,

AT DY AN WR MM

In fact, this is the usual way to introduce a new person in the Books of Samuel. For example,
in 1 Sam 9:1-2, the introduction to Kish is as follows:

7133 PR WIRT3 ORI N7103713 g1 SRARTIE WO i yian wrRmmn

DIRY Wy 12 it om

Kai v &vip €€ viv Beviauty, kai Svoua adtd Kig vidg APiA viod Zaped viol Bayip

vioD A@ek LIOD avdpog Ieptvaiov, vrp duvatdg. 2 kal TOUTW LIGG, Kal Svoud aOT®
ZaovA

This introductory formula resembles the reading of the O-group in 1 Sam 17:12. The ele-
ments of this formula can be enumerated as

1) ‘There was a man’,

2) ‘from ’,

3) ‘his name was ,
4) ‘his forefathers were ,
5) ‘his son(s) was/were

Only the fourth element is missing from 1 Sam 17:12. A similar construction is found also at
the very beginning of the whole book, 1 Sam 1:1-2, where Elkanah’s two wives are intro-
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duced instead of his sons.*' Besides these parallels in 1 Sam, the formulation also resembles
the introduction of Jeroboam found in 3 Reigns (1 Kgs) 12:24b:

LXX Translation

ko v &vBpwmog £€ Spouc Eqpaiu And there was a man from Mount Ephraim,
do0Ao¢ t@ Zadwuwy, kal dvoua adt® |a servant to Solomon, and his name was
IepoPoay, kal dvoua th¢ untpog avtod  |Jeroboam; and the name of his mother was
Tapipa yuvr) opvn: Kal Edwkev adTov | Sarira, a harlot; and Solomon made him
Talwpwv gig dpyovta chief

There is no Hebrew text for this verse—in the book of 3 Reigns, several passages exist only
in the Septuagint.** Furthermore, these passages more or less parallel other verses in the
book. As for 3 Reigns 12:24b, a parallel account is found in 3 Reigns (1 Kgs) 11:26-28, both
in Greek and in Hebrew:

MT LXX Translation
021713 DY | Kai IepoPoapt vidg Jeroboam, the son of Nebat,
17IR07IA AR | Nafat an Ephraimite of Zeredah,

YR NPINY 1R DW1| 6 E@pabt ék tiig Zapipa | the name of his mother was
nnbwb gy ;@'?;3 010G YuvatkdC XApag Zeruah, a widow, servant of
ink TROM ... | §00Aog Zodwwy, ... kai | Solomon, ... and
:q0P N2 5207937 | katéotnoev adtdv émi... he gave him charge over...

The origin of the Septuagint pluses in 3 Reigns is unknown, but they probably derived from a
Hebrew original.*® The resemblance between 3 Reigns 12:24b and the O-group in 1 Sam
17:12 suggests that they could have originated from the same Hebrew layer. This could well
be the oldest form of the text, which disappeared from the Hebrew textual witnesses. In the
case of 1 Sam 17:12, it seems reasonable to conclude that the reconstructed Vorlage of O-
group of the Septuagint represents the more original wording than does the reading of manu-
scripts A L C’, etc. (still secondary, however, since the passage is not present in the Old Greek
text).

The introduction formula in the Masoretic text (and as reflected by Mss A L C’, etc.) is prob-
lematic in other respects as well. The text has an odd construction, the determined pronoun

441. Cf. Nelson (1991, 51), who reconstructs the original form of the beginning of verse 17:12 as WK "
073 7AW 191 W IR AT 0D 1°an NN with the help of examples of the introductory formula
given in 1 Sam 1:1-2; 9:1; Judg 17:1.

442. The pluses in 3 Reigns are the following: 2:35a—n, 46a—1; 5:14a,b; 6:1a—d, 36a; 9.9a; 10.22a—; 12.24a—z;
16.28a-h.

443. Cf. Bernard A. Taylor’s introduction to the Old Greek text in NETS (2014, 248): ‘The additions consti-
tute a distinct recension and give at once evidence of an underlying Hebrew original, but an agenda dif-
ferent from that of the MT.’
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710 with the undetermined antecedent *N7A& WR. If not ungrammatical, this at least violates
the usual rules of grammar.*** The attempt to read the pronoun 13773 in connection with the fol-
lowing phrase (‘this man was from...”) does not help, since, in that case, one would expect
the pronoun to be without an article as well (i.e., the subject of the nominal clause).** The ap-
paratus of BHS suggests one possible solution to this peculiar construction. The word 111
has the variant reading ', as witnessed by some medieval Rabbinic citations and the Pe-
shitta.**® It is not exceptional for zayin to be corrupted from yod, though the opposite textual
development is also possible. In any case, simply replacing 111 with 17'n does not remove
the awkwardness from the introductory formula as a whole. The form 1'7 could, however,
suggest that the original text was YT, which was first corrupted to 1*m1.*"” This could also
explain the reading ka1 nv (< M) in the O-group.

At the end of 17:12, another unusual expression, D"(UJN: K3, occurs in the MT. It is clear
from the context that this must mean ‘to be old’. Although the idiom 2’2 X2 occurs fre-
quently,** the expression O"WIR1 X3 is not found anywhere else except 1 Sam 17:12. Greek
manuscripts A CII s have the translation eAnAvBwg ev avdpaotv, a literal rendering of the
Masoretic text. The reading eAnAvOwg ev eteotv, in manuscripts L CI b d 55 158 318 554,
suggests that another Hebrew text could have existed. The word £to¢, ‘year’, could reflect
either 01", as used in 1 Sam 1:3, or simply 7IW. The former would mean that the idiom
matched its usual appearance, but the latter is more suitable as the original reading
for two reasons. First, the phrase ‘come into years’ is found also in the Peshitta (=ags s a).
Secondly, 0"W31 and D'WIR1A resemble each other graphically, which could explain the emer-
gence of the odd expression D'WINRA N3 as a copying error (a metathesis and the addition of
aleph). The expression DWW X2 does not have parallels either, but the construction is easier
to accept, since ‘days’ and ‘years’ belong to the same category. In addition, in some instances,
the semantic fields of DI* and N3W even overlap, as already seen in the case of 1 Sam 1:3.**

3.6.2 Variants in 1 Sam 17:13-16

In 1 Sam 17:13, the Masoretic text is

NRN7RY MRY™INK 1377 DHTAN W13 NYHY 139
And the three eldest sons of Jesse went—they went after Saul—to the battle

444, Cf. Jolion & Muraoka 2006, §36¢.

445.  Jotion & Muraoka 2006, §154.

446. The Peshitta has =hia’ <o ~iny_ 1o 1azo. The word om, most probably the 3rd person
singular form of the verb ‘to be’ rather than the 3rd person singular personal pronoun (usually am).

447. Aejmelaeus 2016.

448. 1am aware of 7 occurrences: Gen 18:11; 24:1; Josh 13:1 (bis); 23:1, 2; 1 Kgs 1:1.

449. There is also another possible solution (cf. Stoebe 1973, 322): the sentence D'WIRA KA 17 originally
read simply D'WIR1 1P1, ‘old among men’ (cf. 1 Sam 2:31 91"23 1R1), from which the Masoretic form
first developed by dittography. The reading 0"3%2 K1 would then be either a corruption or a deliberate
change from the Masoretic reading 0'W1R2 K. However, I regard my explanation as simpler and thus
more probable.
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The phrase HIRW-MAR 1250, ‘they went after Saul’, does not fit the context and seems to be
misplaced. Furthermore, the translation of this phrase is missing from all Greek manuscripts
other than manuscript A. In addition, the same phrase is found at the end of the 17:14, where
it fits well into the syntax. Thus, the phrase DWRW=NR 1257 in 17:13 seems to be a
secondary addition, probably a contamination from the next verse. This assumption is
strengthened by the observation that, in both cases, the word preceding the phrase each time
is D",?"r;.j, ‘eldest’.

In 17:16, the Masoretic text is

of* PR 2R
and he (i.e., the Philistine) took his stand for forty days

The majority of Greek manuscripts that have 17:12-31 have a plus before ‘forty days’: either
evomiov IopanA (CI d 554), evavtiov TopanA (L 55 158 318 509) or evavtt IopanA (f).*° The
expression is clearly Hebraistic. All these variants seem to reflect the Hebrew phrase 185
5RW (cf. 1 Sam 7:10; 14:18).

3.6.3 Variants in 1 Sam 17:18

In 1 Sam 17:18, the Masoretic text has the rare word DD27Y, which is found elsewhere only
in Prov 17:18. The meaning of this word is understood as ‘pledge’ or ‘token’ and has
evidently caused some problems for translators, since, in the Greek manuscripts, one can find
several translations for the Hebrew phrase Mpn DDATY™NRY, ‘you shall take a token from
them’. The most literal translations are as follows:

Kat to epoovfPa (transliteration) avtwv Ann L 55 158 318 509 554
Kat to cupuiéry ( ‘commixture’) avtwv Anyn o’
Kat to ptobogopiav (‘service for wages’) avtwv Anymn ¢’, commentary of Mss 243 731

Several Septuagint manuscripts interpret the unvocalized DNA7Y as a verb and, thus, have a
freer translation of the sentence:

Kat oo av Xpnlwotv yvwon A O C’d s 318 (cf. also 8”: ka1 0 eav xpnlwotv yvwon)
You shall find out what they need.

Besides the textual plurality, this case is valuable in that the readings show us the origin of
the Greek readings in passages that were originally absent from the Septuagint. That is, the
‘missing parts’ of the Septuagint are supplied with the help of Hexapla and evidently also the
columns of Aquila, Symmachus and Theodotion. It is worth noting that Theodoretus is also
aware of several translations and the difficulty to understand the transliteration epoovfa:

450. The OId Latin translation also has the phrase in conspectus Israel (La").

147



Theodoretus™' Comparanda

Ti éoT1 O,

“EpooufPd adtdv Aqun;” L f55 158318 509 554
‘0 ZOPHOYOG NPUNVEVGEV-

“Ooa xpriCovot yvwory AOC’ds318;0

TOV OKOTIOV ATV Mdong

Translation:

What does it mean,

“You shall take their ersouba’?
Symmachus translates thus:

“You shall find out what they need;

you shall come to know a sign from them.’

Interestingly, Theodoretus knows both translations, epcovPa avtwv Anyn (cf. L £, etc.) and
ooa xpnlwot yvwon (cf. A O, etc.). Moreover, the third option, tOv okomov avT@V Uadng,
could just be his own explanation for the phrase epsovfa avtwv Ann, but it could as well be
a third otherwise unattested translation.

The manuscripts with the reading kot to epoovfa avtwv Ann (L £, etc.) have, in fact, a plus
after the word Anym—namely, ko1 €16010€1¢ pot TV ayyeAtav avtwyv, ‘and you shall bring
back for me their news.” This could be a free interpretation for the Hebrew phrase
NMpPR DDA NN (making a doublet together with To epsovPa avtwv Anyn), but another
solution is also possible. In the manuscripts CII s, a different addition appears at the end of
the verse (after kar oo av xpnlwoiv yvwon): kat to caPPatov notnoeig pet epov CII s. This
reference to the Sabbath seems rather odd. Furthermore, it is unclear whether the phrase
means ‘to prepare the sabbath’ or ‘to spend the sabbath’. In the Septuagint, there are no paral-
lels for motew with the word cafpfatov as an object, but the latter translation is probably to be
preferred. It is difficult to explain how this phrase has emerged. One possibility is that it is
translated from Hebrew. A retroversion of the phrase, e.g., could be

MY NAVN Naws

If one translates the other plus at the end of the verse dealing with news (kat €16016€1¢ pot
v ayyeAav avtwv) back into Hebrew, the result could be

DNYNAY *H WM

Comparing these Hebrew phrases, they have almost the same letters, albeit in different order.
Thus, I propose the following development in the textual history. The phrase 5 2'Wm

451. Quaestiones in libros Regnorum et Paralipomenon 8.565.8.
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DNYNWY, ‘and you shall bring back to me their news’, was originally an explanatory addition
in Hebrew (i.e., a gloss) clarifying the meaning of the preceding phrase, which included the
rare word 137Y. The phrase DNYNW "5 2w, ‘and you shall bring back for me their news’,
emerged from a confusion of several letters, which was further corrupted into the phrase
MY NAWN NAYY, ‘you shall spend the Sabbath with me.’

3.6.4 Variants in 1 Sam 18:1

The beginning of 1 Sam 18:1 is given the following three translations:

AC’509ds 158318 @) L 125155 (554)
KOl EYEVETO KOl EYEVETO KOl EYEVETO

wG ouveteAeoev AaAwv wG g0t davtd wG e10nABev dauid
TPOG GAOVA EVWTILOV GAOVA TPOG GAOVA

KOl OUVETEAEOEV AdAWV
avtw £10ev avtov Iwvadoav

And it happened And it happened And it happened
when he finished speaking |when David stood when David had come
with Saul before Saul to Saul,

and he had finished speaking
with him, Jonathan saw him

The first translation (A C’, etc.) is a literal rendering of a text that similar to the Masoretic
text:

DIRWHR 9377 0922 T
The second translation probably reflects a different Hebrew text, something like
DIRW 118H 1T TAYa T

Because the version represented by the O-group makes minimal references to previous
discussions between Saul and David in 1 Sam 17:55-58, I consider it to be the most original.
It does not place the scene in any specific situation, or, in other words, it could be an
introduction to different occasions. That is, it is possible that 1 Sam 17:55-58 and 18:1-6a
did not originally belong together. Only after these passages were combined is the editorial
joint ‘having finished speaking’ needed as a segue instead of the more general ‘standing
before Saul’ needed. This observation suggests that these passages were indeed inserted into a
shorter ‘frame story’. In this respect, the variant reading attested by L, etc., seems to be the
most developed reading, since it has several elements work to unify the story: ‘when David
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had come to Saul’ (possibly a counterpart to ‘David standing before Saul’ in O) and ‘having
finished speaking’.

3.6.5 Conclusion

All in all, it is clear that several Greek variants reflect a Hebrew text different from the
Masoretic text. This study of variants reveals that these variants have a Hexaplaric origin.
Furthermore, the references to Aquila, Symmachus and Theodotian cited above suggest that
the Hebrew text was not stable even after the translation of the Septuagint. In addition, I have
argued that many of the Greek variants represent a primary reading compared to the
Masoretic text. Putting these observations together, one cannot avoid the conclusion that the
text has rather expanded than diminished. The editorial process of the inclusion of the
Masoretic pluses probably did not happened all at once. This may be reflected also in the
manuscripts where the first and the longest plus, 1 Sam 17:12-31, is supplied in the majority
of the manuscripts, but not all of these manuscripts contain all subsequent pluses. The
addition of new material into the existing story compromised the logic of the story, which, in
turn, created a need to edit and revise the text further (cf. the introductory formula in 17:12
and the segue in 18:1).

The observations on Greek variant readings do not exclude the possibility that an original
longer text could have been shortened, but it makes this explanation more complicated. For
example, how could the readings kot nv avbpwrnog and kot Aavid viog avBpwrmov be
explained, if not that the latter developed from the former. Clearly, 1 Sam 17:12 was
originally an introduction of Jesse, but the context (i.e., 17:1-11) required that it actually be
the introduction of David, which explains the addition ka1t Aavtd. In sum, all observations on
the Greek variants fit well with the view that the Masoretic pluses were added to the text,
while the opposite view would generate more problems than it would solve. A natural
conclusion, then, is that the shorter text is primary.

3.7. The Textual Development

Having now studied the cases of the covenant of David and Jonathan and that of the
daughters of Saul and the Greek variants readings, I return to the matter of the general
explanations for the textual development. On p. 131, I presented the competing views on the
textual development of the Story of David and Goliath as reducible to the following
statements:
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(A4) The longer text is primary—the Masoretic pluses are omitted in the shorter
text to harmonize the story by removing contradictions and inconsistencies.

(B4) The shorter text is primary—the contradictions and inconsistencies emerged as
the result of expending the text.

As argued above, the harmonization theory turns out to be problematic. While it can explain
some of the minuses in the Septuagint, it creates other problems. This holds true both in the
case of the covenant of David and Jonathan and that of the daughters of Saul (see pp. 131—
142). In addition, the abridgement theory fails to explain the nature of many doublets/repeti-
tions in the story. If they did not emerge as the result of combining several sources or as the
result of a rewriting process, how else could they have emerged? If they are additions, why
should the text of the Septuagint not be considered an earlier phase of the text? Few scholars
would deny that the Deuteronomistic history is compiled from several sources. Many of the
texts in the Books of Samuel seem likewise to have been compiled from several sources. For
example, 1 Sam 8-12 presents three different versions of the ascension of Saul to kingship,
each of which has its own source:

1) 1Sam 8+ 10:17-27 + 1 Sam 12
2) 18Sam9:1-10:16
3) 1Sam 11.%*

In the case of 1 Sam 17-18, the earlier stages of the text/development (i.e., the Septuagint)
has fortunately survived, unlike in many other cases.

The harmonization theory fails also, because the omission of so many verses seems a harsh
solution, if an editor had intended to make the story read more fluently. The biggest tension in
the story comes perhaps from the competing accounts of how David came into the Saul’s
court: on the one hand, as a harpist and armour bearer (16:14-23), and, on the other, as a
shepherd-boy by coincidence (17:12-31, 55-58). If one wanted to harmonize the story, one
could more easily omit 16:14-23 than both 17:12-31 and 17:55-58. In addition, with the
harmonization theory, it is hard to explain the pluses that cause fairly little tension in the
story—e.g., the cases where Goliath or David are said to ‘draw nearer to each other’ (17:40,
48). Another example is the case of Saul’s daughters: the account of Saul’s elder daughter in
18:17—-19 does not merit omission of these verses. In addition, Saul’s anomalous unfamiliar-
ity with David after the latter slays Goliath (17:55) is not a problem for which the solution
would be to shorten the story. Rather, all these examples are more reasonable if the textual
development was one of growth.

One could, of course, argue that the shorter version is secondary for some other reason than
the objective to harmonize or even to abridge the text. Leaving aside the lengths of the Mas-

452. See Veijola 1977.
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oretic text and the Septuagint, it is interesting to note the differing image of David in each
text, especially if read side by side. Following the Masoretic text of 1 Sam 17:4, the Philistine
champion defeated by David is not just an exceptionally huge man (4 cubits and a span = ca.
2 m), as in the Septuagint, but a giant (6 cubits and a span = ca 3 m).*”* Goliath does not chal-
lenge the Israelites only once (17:4—10), but for forty days, in the mornings and in the even-
ings (17:16). David is not in the battlefield on purpose (cf. 16:21-22) but happens to hear Go-
liath’s challenge by coincidence (17:12-23). In addition, David does not need an assistant to
relieve him of the ill-fitting armours, as in the Septuagint, but undresses himself alone
(17:39). In the Masoretic text, David does not stand still, when Goliath draws near, but
bravely rushes on (y17) to meet the Philistine. Furthermore, the Masoretic text underlines the
fact that David slew Goliath with only a sling and a stone, without a sword (17:50). David
does not only pay the full price for the bride set by Saul but pays for it before the appointed
time and with twice the amount (18:26-27). In sum, the image of David in this story is more
miraculous and extraordinary in the Masoretic text than it is in the Septuagint. Although all
the details listed above do not necessarily add glory to David’s deeds and his victory, one
could ask whether the opposite direction would be likely. Would it be likely that the text
would have been edited so that David’s feat of valour—and, at the same time, the deed of
God—would have intentionally been diminished? It is hard to imagine that an editor could
have made such a disservice to the text if the only purpose was to abbreviate (or otherwise
edit) the text and not notice how the resulting image of David changes.

Furthermore, not only is the image of David more glorified, but the image of Saul is also
much darker in the Masoretic text than in the Septuagint. While Saul is not redeemed in the
Septuagint either, the picture seems generally worse in the Masoretic text. Saul seem to be
unaware that his harpist and armour-bearer, the son of Jesse, who enjoyed his favour eyes
(16:21-22), is engaged in battle (17:55-58). Saul also promises to the one who kills Goliath
great riches, his daughter’s hand in marriage and tax exemption for the whole family (17:25)
but leaves two of the promises unfulfilled. Even in regard to the promise of his daughter’s
hand, he initially gives his elder daughter to someone else (18:17—-19), and, when relinquish-
ing his daughter to David, he is motivated by conspiracy (18:20-26). In the Masoretic text,
one attempt to kill David does not satisfy Saul (19:11); earlier, he twice hurls a spear at David
(18:11). At the same time, this makes David seem more skilful, since he is able to dodge the
spear three times. The evilness of Saul is, in fact, a common theme in the present form of 1
Samuel (cf. 1 Sam 13:8-15; 14:24, 39, 44-45; 15:11, 35). Indeed, it is possible that, in earlier
forms of the book, the image of Saul was not as dark as it became in its final form but was
rather neutral. However, the general development in the text seems to proceed in the direction
that Saul became more and more evil. In that sense, the thematic development from the Sep-
tuagint type of text to the Masoretic text also seems more probable than vice versa.

453. On Goliath’s height, see Hays 2005.
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After studying the arguments around the primacy of the short/long text of the Story of David
and Goliath, it seems that most observations in the text are better explained if the shorter text
is primary. Although none of the arguments can alone prove the primacy of the shorter text,
the cumulative evidence altogether points strongly to the secondary nature of the longer text.
The hypothesis that the text was shortened before or after the translation of the Septuagint
does not rescue the argument privileging the primacy of the longer text either, since most of
the arguments I have presented for the priority of the shorter text are made in reference to
Hebrew text behind the Septuagint. Evidently, the editorial changes happened already in the
Hebrew text. The Septuagint is simply our best witness to an older Hebrew text.
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4. The Ammonite Oppression (1 Sam 10:27-11:1)

4.1. The Text

In 1 Sam 10:27-11:1 in 4QSam® is a lengthy plus compared to the Masoretic text and the
Septuagint. The only witness for the plus outside of 4QSam® is to be found in Josephus.**
Many scholars have argued for the primacy of the passage.*”” Thus, the section is included
even in some translations of the Bible.** In this chapter, I will study the passage in detail.

Before the DJD edition, Cross had published a preliminary reconstruction of the text already
in 1980 and 1983.*" The text in 4QSam" is reconstructed in DJD as follows (Col X, Frg. a, 1.
5-10):

[ ] vacat ARan 1b AN K ATl m
[51]2 DA% P31 APINA 1IN 12 DRI T3 32 DR PR RIND PAY 12 Ton wnln
[177°70 9293 qwR SR 133 wR IRw K19 58w 15 Y] R nn e Py
wR OvaHR nyaw (Al Rt v 90 pAaly ]ha [0 wina o aps &5 9[wr

WD 5 M mnpn W Sy wInna ..
[79]7 wni HR w2 wir 512 1R TP war] DR R pny 33 [0 Hr
[02% nnar nra mnpn] Ol o[ ]5[R R TTapn a3 ulh (002 pay a2

0 3 N W

9
10

e L R i

The plus begins after vacat, in line 6, continuing until halfway through line 9 (ending in
1}7'75). Most of the text is readable and does not require further commentary. However, some
details merit further discussion than that provided in DJD. My own observations on the text
are based on photographs*® as well as an opportunity to survey the original fragment autop-

tically in the Israel Antiquities Authority in October 2009.
Line 7: 5xw[']5 p["win] PR

The first case to study is the reconstruction DRW[*]5 P[*win] PR. Previously, this was
reconstructed as YRW[*] 5 [Tna1 NN]R.*° In both reconstructions, the second letter is
considered certainly to be yod. Although yod is clearly the best candidate, waw is also pos-
sible, since the bottom part of the letter seems to be worn out. After that letter, there is a small

454. Josephus, Ant. 6.68—69.

455. E.g., Ulrich 1978, 166-69; Cross 1983, 150-58.

456. E.g., NRSV

457. Cross 1980, 107; 1983, 149. These reconstructions are almost identical which each other.

458. The older PAM photographs 43.114, 40.610, 41.177, 41.764 and the most recent photographs B-368588
and B-368589 in The Leon Levy Dead Sea Scrolls Digital Library (http://www.deadseascrolls.org.il/,
viewed 9.3.2015).

459. Cross 1980, 107; 1983, 149.
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trace of ink,*” reconstructed in the DJD edition as final nun. So little of the ink remains that it
is hard to determine absolutely which letter the traces represent. The best candidates are (fin-
al) nun, waw and yod, but it could evidently be some other letter as well. The first lamed is
clear after the first lacuna, but the preceding letter is uncertain, since only the upper-left part
of the letter has survived. It can be ayin, as reconstructed both in DJD and in Cross’s earlier
reconstruction, but the upper-left part of ayin usually leans more to the right (i.e., has bigger
angle on the vertical axis) in the manuscript. In my opinion, waw and yod are equally good
candidates for this letter.

Another difficulty in the reconstruction is that, on the one hand, the space between the letter
reconstructed as P and the following lamed does not seem to be enough to constitute a
regular word-space, though, on the other hand, it seems a bit larger than the usual space
between letters of the same word. Since there is also a lacuna after lamed, one cannot be sure
whether /amed belongs to the following word or the preceding one—i.e., whether one should
reconstruct IRW[']9 Y[ or HRW[*] HY[. To determine which reconstruction is more
probable, I have used Herbert’s study of 4QSam’, where he provides the measurement of
average letter-widths.*' Since the reconstruction after lamed is certain [*], I will take that
lacuna as a starting point for whether or not one should reconstruct a word-space before
yod.** 1 measured the space from the right edge of lamed to the left side of sin*® to be
approximately 7.5 mm.** According to Herbert’s data on average letter-widths, the expected
span*® for the letters lamed, yod, sin, and a word-space is 8.01 mm; without the word-space,
the expected span is 6.69 mm. The result with the word-space deviates from the measured
space by 6.8%, while the result without the word-space deviates by 10.8%. According to
Herbert’s significance levels,*® both of these relative deviations are within acceptable limits,
the limit for ‘substantial suspicion’ (i.e., 5% significance level) for a section of 7.5-mm width
being 13%, meaning that substantial suspicion of the reconstruction would be raised only if
the reconstruction deviated from the known width by 13% or more. Both deviations, 6.8%
and 10.8%, are thus acceptable, but the reconstruction with the word-space is definitely more
probable. This conclusion is confirmed by the space observed between P and 9, which seems
to measure 0.5mm or less,*”” which would be a great deviation from the average word-space
(1.32mm) in 4QSam®. In sum, the reconstruction YRW[*] HY[ is to be preferred over
w5 vl

460. The trace of ink is not properly visible in PAM pictures but is clearly observable autoptically with the aid
of an optical microscope.

461. Herbert 1997, 80. i

462. In contrast to the lacuna before P, which evidently more possible alternatives to reconstruct.

463. Distance beyond lamed and sin are not measurable, since the left part of lamed and the right side of sin
are not entirely visible.

464. 1 have done the measurings digitally using the pictures in the Leon Levy digital library. I estimate my ac-
curacy to be £0,1 mm.

465. By ‘expected space’, I mean the space that one should expect if all the letters were in their average width.

466. Herbert 1997, 82, Table 42: ‘Minimum acceptable % deviation from the unadjusted reconstructed width
average at specified significance levels—“smoothed” and extrapolated data.’

467. A definite value for the measure cannot be given, since the bottom part of the letter LJ is lost, but it cannot
be more than 0.5 mm.

155



Using the average letter-widths, one can also find out whether the reconstruction Y[win] f’N
or Y [TNHY AN]'R is more suitable. I measured the space P to span approximately 15.5
mm. The reconstruction P[*win] f’& provides an expected space of 14.64 mm, which amount
to a 5.5% deviation from the measured space. The reconstruction Y [Tna) AR, for its part,
gives an expected space of 18.53 mm, which amounts to a 19.5% deviation from the meas-
ured space. Herbert’s levels for ‘substantial suspicion’ (5% significance level) and ‘reason-
able confidence of the inappropriateness of the reconstruction’ (1% significance level) are
11% and 16%, respectively, for a section-width of 15.5 mm. Thus, one can reliable say that
P[win] PR fits well into the lacuna, while P [TRD1 IN]'R is definitely too long.

While the first part of the reconstruction DR W[*]> P[*win] PR fits well into the lacuna, it
does not seem to be the best option when accounting for word-space before or after lamed.
The reconstruction also faces more severe problems related to syntax. The negative adverb
"R usually appears in nominal clauses.*® How, then, should the preceding word, jN33, be in-
terpreted? It would be sufficient to state simply DRIWS PWIN PRI or YN N1 RYY
58w, In support of the reconstruction YRIW[*]2 P[*win] PR, the editors of DID refer to
the following two biblical verses:

UOR PWIN PRTONK] 1 Sam 11:3
YWD ORI M 2 Kgs 13:5

Unlike the reconstruction of 4QSam®, however, the former clause is a regularly negated nom-
inal clause without any verb and the second a normal verbal clause without any negative part-
icle. In Biblical Hebrew, it is unusual for the particle "R to belong to the same clause as a fi-
nite verb.*® Besides qal perfect, the verb form N3 could be interpreted as either a participle
or an infinitive absolute.

The only case where the infinite absolute in the same clause precedes the particle 'R is Jer
10:5

oon JNTD"?:& Do not be afraid of them,
Wy X532  for they cannot do evil,
DRIR PR 2V°DN  nor is it in them to do good. (NRSV)

Extrapolating from this example, one could interpret the clause YR PWIN PR NI as
‘there is not (anyone) to give a deliverer to Israel’. However, use of the infinitive absolute is

468. Cf. Joiion & Muraoka 2006, §160a: ‘The usual negatives are: I 8% in a verbal clause (sometimes also in a
nominal clause, and with an isolated noun); II Y in a negative imperative, i.e. prohibition; III PR, PR in a
nominal clause.’

469. Using the search function in Accordance Bible Software, I have not found a single example where this
would be possible.
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rare in the Hebrew Bible; the usual way would be to employ the infinitive construct.”’” Thus,
taking jNJ as an infinitive would require a rare construction in two ways: an infinite absolute
in the place of an infinitive construct and the particle "R with an infinitive.

If 1N3 is taken as a participle, it must be either qal active, passive stem*”' or niphal. If the par-
ticiple is taken in connection with the subsequent particle 'R, it is evidently used in a predic-
ative sense. Indeed, the particle "X is used in the Hebrew Bible in connection with a predicat-
ive participle, but, as far as I have observed, the particle "R always precedes the predicative
participle.””” The particle does not have to be the first element in the sentence, but the element
that precedes it is usually the subject of the clause, as in Ex 5:16:

TTAY2 101 PR 130
straw is not given to your slaves

The word at the beginning of the sentence also happens to be indefinite and obtains some de-
gree of emphasis.*” Besides the subject, the casus pendens construction could also be placed
at the beginning of the sentence, as in 2 Kgs 4:14:

AR 12 7N
but as for a son—he has none

In the phrase HRWH P"WIn PR 1011, the subject of the nominal clause is evidently Y"win,
‘deliverer’ (participle as well but used substantively). It is quite far-fetched for the preceding
participle to be interpreted as casus pendens. This attempt to rescue IRIW™D PN PR 1N
would be unreasonable. What, then, is the reason for emphasizing N3, by putting it before
the particle "R?

The reconstruction P8 W[*]2 P[*win] PR thus might not be the best possible option. Ac-
counting for the length of the /acuna and the options for the partially preserved letter, the
possible alternatives for reconstruction are as follows:

470. Cf. Jolion & Muraoka 2006, §123b.

471. By passive stem, I mean the rare qal passive stem (qutfal), which also has a participle quttal; see Joiion &
Muraoka 2006, § 58b.

472. In all the examples of Joiion & Muraoka 2006, §160, the negative particle "X precedes the predicative.
Furthermore, I have searched in Accordance all the cases where the particle "R occurs with a participle
within 5 words and found out that if the participle is not the subject or casus pendens, it is always after
the particle PR.

473. Jotion & Muraoka 2006, §160i.
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53/ span Deviation from actual length
)| 5xw[*] %[22 ]AR|14.53mm 6.3%
2)| H8w[*] 522 nn]A'R|14.89mm 3.9%
3)| HRw[*] 5[ TN ]{IR|15.28mm 1.4%

All of these options fit well into the lacuna and deviate from the actual measured length by
less than 7% (the 5% significance level for this distance is 11%, as noted above). Further-
more, all of these options include a word-space before lamed, as argued above to be more
probable. The first and the second reconstructions develop Cross’s original reconstruction
5 [Tna1 An]°R, which turned out to be too long. The word 'R, ‘(feeling of) terror;
dread’, does appear in plural in the Hebrew Bible (Jer 50:38; Ps 55:5; 88:16; Job 20:25). The
emphatic form NN, ‘terror’, proposed in the option 2) is, however, attested in the Hebrew
Bible (Ex 15:16). The reconstruction 1 instead of ¥ is equally reasonable and possible. The
letter mem might not be the best possible option for the reconstructed letter before the lacuna,
since, in that case, one would expect larger spread of ink. Because of the damage to the sur-
face around the ink, however, it is possible that some of the ink has simply been worn out.

The third option fits best with the /acuna. There is no problem reconstructing final nun before
the lacuna and ayin afterwards. As already noted, the second letter is more probably yod, but
waw is also possible. The word IR should be understood as IR, ‘disaster, trouble, misfor-
tune; injustice’ (cf., e.g., Num 23:21, Jer 4:15, Amos 5:5; Hab 3:7). Furthermore, all three op-
tions for reconstruction make sense in context. The first two could be translated as ‘he (i.e.,
Nahash) caused dread all over Israel.” Although Nahash had attacked only Gadites and Re-
ubenites (line 6), he invoked danger in other parts of Israel as well (cf. 1 Sam 11:4-5, where
the people wept). The third option could be translated simply as ‘he (i.e., Nahash) gave great
trouble to Israel’, equally sensible in the context. Josephus does not have an exact parallel to
the phrase in question, but he writes that ‘Nahash had done a great deal of mischief (roAAa
KOKA ... d1atifnol)’ to the trans-Jordan tribes. This may perhaps lend some support for the
third option over against the first two.

Line 8: 3[wx]

The beginning of line 7 is reconstructed as I[WR]. The curve of resh is clearly visible, and
reconstruction of the letter is sufficiently secure. According to DJD XVII, the correct vertical
alignment of this fragment ‘is achieved with *32 on line 8 and W2[*] on line 9.” This align-
ment is certainly correct, but it requires the first partially preserved letter, resh, in the line be
aligned with N1 in line 7. This allows for the possibility that there might have been more
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text at the beginning of the line than just two letters, aleph and sin. Indeed, Cross first recon-
structed the word 731 at the beginning of line 8 instead of at the end of line 7, as in DJD.*"*
Since the right margin is not preserved, one way to estimate its span is to take line 6 as the
starting point and calculate the average letter-width for Aet, nun and waw; this comes to 4.78
mm. Furthermore, the horizontal distance from the left edge of het to the (estimated) right
part475
proximately 16.28 mm. The expected space for the reconstruction [WR [7711] can be calcu-
lated with the aid of average letter-widths, as done above. The result is 16.45 mm, which is

of resh is roughly 11.5 mm. The total space from the right margin to resh is thus ap-

very close to the estimation of 16.28 mm, thus confirming that {793°7 should be reconstructed
at the beginning of line 8.

Line 8: j[ ]

The DID edition reconstructs ][] in line 8 while Cross’ earlier reconstructions had either
P77 or 29", In my opinion, either of the earlier reconstructions is to be preferred over J[7T|2.
First of all, the upper horizontal line of the first letter is longer than usually waw has. Al-
though not all of the letter is preserved, resh fits into it perfectly (cf. resh in the word TN in
line 7). In addition, the letter e definitely does not fit after the first letter and before the as-
sumed final nun. If there were such a letter the bottom parts of its vertical legs should be vis-
ible in the fragment. It is true that the letter gof does not usually have a stroke that extends so
low (cf. however photo 1098 Frag 1 line 2) and is even a bit curved. On the other hand, one
must say that usually final nun is more curved than the stroke in question. In addition, there is
clearly a trace of ink at the halfway of the stroke nearby it, which perfectly fits to the bottom
part of gof’s upper right arc. In my opinion the last letter is clearly nothing but gof while the
first letter as such could be a bit unusual waw. Thus, the best reconstruction in this case is Pﬁ
as Cross earlier presented.

The DJD edition reconstructs 1[N]3 in line 8 where Cross’s earlier reconstructions had either
P77 or P7*”. In my opinion, either of the earlier reconstructions is to be preferred over ][]
The upper horizontal line of the first letter is longer that with which waw is usually written.
Although only traces remain of the next letter, resh seems to be fit here (cf. resh in IWR on
line 7). In addition, the letter se definitely does not fit after the first letter and before a final
nun. If there were such a letter, the bottom parts of its vertical legs should be visible on the
fragment. It is true that the letter gof does not usually have a stroke that extends so low (cf.,
however, photo 1098, Frag. 1, I. 2) and is even a bit curved. On the other hand, a final nun
would be even more curved gof. In addition, there is clearly a trace of ink at the halfway

474. Cross 1980, 107; 1983, 149.

475. The letter resh is not preserved entirely as already told, but the right edge of the letter can be imagined
with reasonable accuracy.

476. Cross 1980.

477. Cross 1983.

478. Cross 1980.

479. Cross 1983.
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point of the stroke nearby it, which fits at the bottom part of gof’s upper-right arc. In my opin-
ion, the last letter can only be gof, while the first letter as such could be an unusually written
waw. Thus, the best reconstruction in this case would be P9, as Cross had earlier presented.

The Reconstruction

As a conclusion, I present a slightly modified reconstruction of the passage:

[ ] vacat AR 1 RN K1Y 17'!:[’1 o
[51]3 DAY 9PN FPTAA 12187 12 DRI T3 I3 AR PRD &0 g 33 Ton whln
[Ma]pa WK bmw’ 122 WR IRWI K19 ORW[] HY[ Trn iR nn Py

WR bR NYaw P P 1Y 51 pAlY 13 [1on wini o 99 8115 S[w 1R
W S 1 mnyn wna 5y wn i M
[79]2 wna 58 wr2r 'war 510 1087 791 wal*] 9% wam pnyp 53 [T 1w

[02% nnar nRa mnpn] Ol o[ ]5[R R TTaPn a3 ulh [Ana pay a2

— |_||_||_||_|
—_
o@ O 3 N D

Using Cross’s translation as a basis, "’

the passage translates as follows:

6 [And NaJhash, king of the Ammonites, sorely oppressed the children of Gad and the
children of Reuben, and he gouged out a[ll] their

7 right eyes and caused [great] trouble for Israel. There was not left one among the
children of Israel bey[ond]

8 [Jordan who]se right eye was no[t goJuged out by [Nahash king] of the children of
[A]Jmmon; except seven thousand men

9 fled from the children of Ammon and entered [J]abesh-Gilead / About @ menth later, Nahash
the Ammonite went up and besieged Jabesh. / 2§ a]] the men of Jabesh said to Nahash

10 [the Ammonite, ‘Make] with [us a covenant, and we shall become your subjects.’]
Nahash [the Ammonite said t]o [th]em, [‘After this fashion will] I make [a covenant
with you]

4.2. Comparison with the MT, LXX and Josephus

Let us take a look at how the text of 4QSam® is related with the other main witnesses of the
Old Testament text, the Masoretic text and the Septuagint. First of all, it is clear that the
supralinear line is a correction of a parablepsis (depending on whether one reads [TY53] w2’
or W' at the end of that line) made by the same scribe who copied the text.**' The material
common (in quantitative meaning) in 4QSam® with the Masoretic text and the Septuagint is
marked with a grey background in the following pericope:

480. Cross 1980, 107
481. Cross 1983, 150.
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[ ] vacat ARAIN 1B AN R 1172[’1 i
[51]2 ©A% P31 APINA 12IRT 13 DRI T 33 DR PiD KRIN my 13 757 wh[n]
[177°1 7a]Pa wNR bmw’ 122 YR IRWI K191 ORW[ ] P[win] rrz nn P[v]
wr oabr nyaw (A e py 5 pAly 113 [1on wins o 99 8] S[w]

v '7}7 M MnYyn wnl 537’1 wIn 02 M
[F513 wna 58 w22 Wik 13 AR 1953 wa*] 58 182 pay 13 [T 5]
[025 nnar nRta Wmapn] wnd o[ ]5[R 9nKRY TT1apn na 1uls (002 ppy 1a]

O o0 3 N

—
(e)

The parallel material is as follows:

4QSam* MT LXX
[plus] vacat nMIn % W27 KI9L..| ANan 15 R2DRDY ... 1710 00k Aveykav adTd Sdpa.
WM 102 8 : W | Kal éyevin wg petd
.. Hym .2 5 T fve kad GvERD...

It is clear that the Masoretic text divides the paragraphs differently from the Septuagint and
4QSam*, which have the paragraph divider after MTInA (> d@pa). Furthermore, the Septuagint
translator likely read his source text as WINR2 "M (= WIN + A + 2) in translating Kai
gyeviiOn wg yeta ufiva. The reading WM 102 in 4QSam® is most likely original, while the
odd reading W’MN2 of the Masoretic text must be simply a dalet—resh corruption, in which
the hiphil form was later written plene.

The text of Josephus cannot be compared directly, since it is more or less a paraphrase (see
Table 24). Nevertheless, some observations can be drawn from it. First, the end of Josephus’s
Ant. 6.67 clearly reflects the end of 1 Sam 10. Josephus writes that the worthless men brought
no presents, as all other witnesses do. The beginning of 6.68 Mnvi & Uotepov, ‘after one
month’, corresponds evidently to the similar expressions WIT 122 1" in 4QSam® and Kal
gyevnon w¢ peta pfva in the Septuagint. It is unclear how one should interpret o0t év
omoudi] kal Adyw To dpéokeabal TOV ZaoUAov tifevto, but it may reflect an attempt to inter-
pret the peculiar expression W™ NN in the Masoretic text—i.e., ‘being silent’ refers to the
worthless men, meaning that they did not give honour (t0 dpéokesBat ... €tibevro) to Saul
verbally (v ... A\dyw). This conclusion is uncertain, however, since the whole phrase could
simply be Josephus’s interpretation.

In addition to the reference to one month, Josephus’s synopsis has some other affinities with
the plus in 4QSam?®. It tells that, before Nahash besieged Jabesh (6.71), he had already ‘done
a great deal of mischief to the Jews that lived beyond Jordan’, subduing them and gouging
out their right eyes. Evidently, Josephus reflects a story similar to the one present in 4QSam®.
However, Josephus’s text is not identical with that of 4QSam®—e.g., Josephus writes about
‘the Jews beyond the Jordan’, without explicitly mentioning the tribes of Gad and Reuben or
the 7000 refugees.
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Text

Translation (Whiston 1988)

..Kal 0UTe d@pa tpocépepov oUT €V omovdij
Kal AOyw o dpéokeabat ToOV ZaovAov
€tifevrto. 68Mnvi & Uotepov Gpxel Th¢ Tapd
TAVTWV a0TQ TIUAG O TpOg Nadonv mdAepog
OV TOV AUUAVITOV PactAéx:

00T0G yap TOAAX Kakd ToUG Tépav ToD
"Topddvou TOTAUOD KATWKNUEVOUG TV
Tovdaiwv dratiBnot yeta toAAos kat
paxipov otpatevpatog drafig én’ adTovc:
69Kl TAG TTOAELG A0TQOV €i¢ dovAgiav
vndyetat iox 0t pev kol Pig mpog To mapov
a0TOVG XELPWOAUEVOG, coPix O Katl Emtvolq
mpd¢ TO Und’ avdig dmootdvrac Suvnofvat
™V O a0T® dovAeiav drapuyelv dobeveig
OOV TOV Yap 1] KATA TLOTLV WG a0TOV
APIKVOUUEVWY | AapPavouévwy ToAéuou
vOuw toug de€lovg dpBaAuong €€komtey.
70¢motel ¢ To00’, Snw¢ TG dproTepdg avTOIg
SPewg UTO TGOV BLPEDV KAALTTTOUEVNG
dxpnotol TavteA®q eiev. 71kal 6 pév T@V
AUHaVITOV BactAelg TalT €pYAoAUEVOG
ToUG mépav toD Topddavou €t ToUg
TaAadnvoug Aeyouévoug Enectpdtevoe Kai
oTpaTONESEVGAUEVOG TPOG Tf] UNTPOTIOAEL
TV moAepiwy, Tafig & €otiv avth, méumnel
TPOG A0TOVG TTPETPELS ...

...who neither did bring him presents, nor did
they in affection, or even in words, regard to
please him. ®*After one month, the war which
Saul had with Nahash, the king of the Am-
monites, obtained him respect from all the
people; for this Nahash had done a great deal
of mischief to the Jews that lived beyond
Jordan by the expedition he had made against
them with a great and warlike army. “He also
reduced their cities into slavery, and that not
only by subduing them for the present, which
he did by force and violence, but by weaken-
ing them by subtlety and cunning, that they
might not be able afterward to get clear of the
slavery they were under to him; for he put out
the right eyes of those that either delivered
themselves to him upon terms, or were taken
by him in war; "and this he did, that when
their left eyes were covered by their shields,
they might be wholly useless in war. "'Now
when the king of the Ammonites had served
those beyond Jordan in this manner, he led his
army against those that were called Gileadites,
and having pitched his camp at the metropolis
of his enemies, which was the city of Jabesh,
he sent ambassadors to them ...

Table 24. Josephus, Ant. 6.67-71.

4.3. Part of the Original Story?

Shortly after the fragment was identified, it was suggested that the passage was original.*** It
is clear that the passage cannot have been derived from the Masoretic or Septuagint type of
text or from elsewhere in the Bible (i.e., it is not dependent on any parallel story). As previ-
ously stated, Josephus reflects a similar account, albeit not one identical with 4QSam®. Ac-
cording to Cross and Ulrich, the phrase ‘after a month” (unvi & Gotepov) in Josephus does
not describe the period intervening the two invasions of the Ammonites but that preceding the
whole episode. They consider this as a hint as to why the text has been later omitted—i.e., in

482. Ulrich 1978, 166—69; Cross 1983, 150-58.
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the textual history, there was a manuscript which had the expression ‘after a month’ (22 "
wTInN) in two places, both in the beginning (as in Josephus) and between the two invasion
(4QSam®); then, the omission happened by parablepsis (homoeoteleuton).”® Such a long
omission is rare but by no means impossible. As Cross pointed out, there are many haplo-
graphic omissions in the Masoretic text of 1-2 Samuel.***

In addition to the evidence of Josephus and the parablepsis theory, features of the content of
passage could also indicate its originality. The most convincing argument concerns the epithet
of Nahash given in 4QSam® (32p "33 T9n) but is absent from the Masoretic text and the Sep-
tuagint in 1 Sam 11. When introducing the king of a foreign nation for the first time, the usual
formula is ‘X, king of Y’. Excluding the 1 Sam 11, this is true in every case from the Genesis

to the 2 Samuel.**® 486

The correct title of Nahash appears only later in 1 Samuel (12:12).
One more argument for the primacy of the passage is that the story fits the context and the
Deuteronomistic history equally well. As Cross has noted, the expression (IPIR2) P9 (cf.
Judg 4:3; 2 Kgs 3:22) is a Deuteronomistic fopos and may either point to the authenticity of
the passage or may just be an imitation of the style. More important is that the paragraph
makes more understandable the accounts given in 1 Sam 11. Without a first Ammonite strike
against the Trans-Jordan tribes, the eye-gouging of the men of Jabesh-Gilead in 11:2 seems
unexpected. According to Cross, this kind of mutilation was the usual treatment doled out to
rebels, old foes and violators of treaty, not to the residents of a newly conquered city (which
did not lie within the conqueror’s region).”” Given the passage found in 4QSam’, the eye-
gouging is sensible, since Jabesh-Gilead was protecting the old foes of the Ammonite

region.*

Finally, the passage has been described as having no ‘theological bias’—or no ‘haggadic ele-
ment’ in general. It presents merely historical (not in the sense of modern history but of Deu-

teronomistic history) facts. This would also support the view that the passage is original, not
an addition made by an editor.”*’

483. Cross 1983, 153; Ulrich 1978, 169; DJD XVII, 27, 66. Furthermore Ulrich (1978, 169) suggests that
even the Septuagint originally had the passage.

484. Cross (1983, 156) gives the familiar cases 1 Sam 10:1; 14:24.

485. Eves 1982, 318-319. He obtained the following count: Gen (14); Exod (1); Num (3); Josh (8); Judg (4);
1 Sam (4); 2 Sam (4); altogether, 38. Cf. Cross (1983, 153), who gives twenty examples in Samuel—
Kings: 1 Sam (3); 2 Sam (3); 1 Kgs (3); 2 Kgs (11). In a few cases, the name of the king is not men-
tioned: Josh 8:14, 29; Judg 11:12, 14, 28; in addition, the peculiar P123 P13 u"rg in Judg 1:5 is problem-
atic but best explained as a corruption (Cross 1983, 154).

486. Ulrich (1978, 168) explains that the epithet 1173p *32 751 in 12:12 emerged as the result of Deuteronom-
istic redaction: ‘The entire chapter 1 S 12 is a Deuteronomistic summary whose terminology is heavily
derivative from 1 S 7—11.” In support of this view, Ulrich refers to Veijola 1975.

487. Cross 1983, 157. The regions of Gad and Reuben intersected with the Ammonite domain, but the Ben-
jaminite Jabesh-Gilead did not.

488. Cross 1983, 157.

489. Cross 1983, 156.
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4.4. A Later Addition?

In the previous section, I gave arguments for the primacy of the story of the first Ammonite
oppression. Here, I provide some counter-arguments to them. Firstly, the evidence found in
Josephus does not indicate anything more than the similarity of the source text to 4QSam®.
That proves nothing about the authenticity of the story. Secondly, the parablepsis theory is
speculative. In 4QSam®, MT, LXX and Josephus, there is no instance of homoeoteleuton*”
without assuming a more complex textual history (e.g., WM 22 1" appearing twice).”' Of
course, an omission can happen in other ways as well, but such a long omission is improb-
able.*” Thirdly, since the passage makes the whole of 1 Sam 11:1 more understandable, it can
be interpreted as an explanatory addition.*”” Finally, as A. Rofé has pointed out, the passage
does indeed have a haggadic element: a single act of one hero is duplicated in such a way that
the essential point his character is emphasized.*”* Only the argument concerning the general
introductory formula of a foreign king seem tenable. However, on this basis, it cannot be de-
termined that the whole three-and-a-half lines of 4QSam® should be original. Rather, this
would indicate only that the epithet was original and was later omitted in other textual
traditions.

4.4.1 Verbal Forms

Besides these, there are three other arguments which, in my opinion, convincingly point to
the secondary nature of the plus in 4QSam®. The first argument for the secondary nature of
the plus concerns the verbal forms in the passage, the sequence of which is
LOTLLIRDN.L AP ARWILLLINN.. AP PRY. From X2 onward, the story continues with
consecutive imperfects as expected. The preceding verbal forms could be vocalized as per-
fects (with conjuctive waw, not constituting consecutive forms). This sequence of prefects
would not be impossible but at least unusual in early Hebrew.*® For this reason, Cross sug-
gests that the verbs be interpreted as perfect (PU?) followed by infinitive absolutes which
have been written defectively.”® According to him, ‘this usage is well known and is espe-
cially frequent in the seventh—sixth centuries B.C.E. in the Bible and in Hebrew inscrip-
tions.’*” However, I am not convinced that the evidence given really attests to this kind of us-

490. Cf. McCarter 1980, 199: ‘the omission apparently was not haplographic—there seems to be nothing in
the text to have triggered it.’

491. Cf. Herbert 1995, 50-51.

492. Cf. McCarter 1980 199: A scribe simply skipped an entire paragraph of his text.’

493. Cf. Herbert 1995, 51.

494. Rofé 1982, 129-133; 1998, 66 (against Cross 1983, 156). Rofé (1998) even considers the feature (i.e. the
haggadic elements) to be such characteristic of the manuscript 4QSam® that he labels it 4QMidrash
Samuel.

495. Cross 1983, 151; Rubinstein 1963, 62. The construction becomes more usual in later biblical books due
to the Aramaic influence. Occasionally it is found even in earlier books.

496. Cross 1983, 150.

497. Cross (1983, 150) gives an example from Jer (32:44) as well as two examples from Yabneh-Yam
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age of infinitives as an early phenomenon in Biblical Hebrew. In Gesenius’s Grammar the
phenomenon is simply ascribed as late:

In the later books especially, it often happens that in a succession of several acts only
the first (or sometimes more) of the verbs is inflected, while the second (or third, etc.)
is added simply in the infinitive absolute.*”

Jotion and Muraoka’s Grammar likewise considers this usage characteristic of later books:

The inf. abs. quite often (especially in the later books) continues a preceding form. The
Waw, which usually precedes the inf. abs, sometimes has the value of a simple and, and
sometimes that of and (then), indicating succession. The reasons which have motivated
the choice of the inf. abs. are not clearly understood: sometimes there is probably a de-
sire for variety or a stylistic affectation; sometimes the author wished to use a form
with a vague subject like one or they (cf. § 1551). The inf. abs. virtually has the same
temporal or modal value as the preceding verb.*”

The occurrences of this feature (finite verb continued by infinitive absolute) in biblical books
is indeed more common in later books (e.g., Chronicles or Esther) than in earlier books (e.g.,
Pentateuch or the Deuteronomistic History).”” Besides this distinction (earlier vs. later),
Rendsburg has claimed that the distribution in the earlier books is, furthermore, not uniform.
According to him, in early Biblical Hebrew, the phenomenon is more common in the pas-
sages that occurs in ‘northern settings’. From this—and the fact that the phenomenon is com-
mon in some extra-biblical northern sources (e.g., Ugaritic, Phoenician and Amarna Let-
ters)—Rendsburg has concludes that the phenomenon is ‘in origin a northern feature’.”*' The
proliferation of this phenomenon in later books he then explained as a ‘northernism’—due to

‘the wake of the reunification of northern and southern exiles in Mesopotamia’.>”*

On this ground, the unusual sequential usage of either perfect or infinitive in the passage is a
feature of its lateness and/or northern origin or influence. In either case, the usage is uncom-
mon and distinguishes the passage from the surrounding narrative, indicating strongly that the
passage derives from a different source than does the rest of the story.

inscriptions.
498. Gesenius & Kautzsch 1982, §113z.
499. Joiion & Muraoka 2006, §123x. Cf. also Brettler (1997, 609) which considers usage as a sign of lateness.
500. Cf. the lists in Rubinstein 1952, 363; Rendsburg 1991, 353-55; 2002, 37-38.
501. Rendsburg 1991, 351.
502. Rendsburg 1991, 355. He refers also to Gordon 1955, 85-88.
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4.4.2 Word Order

The second indication of the secondary nature of the passage is the word order at its beginn-
ing. The word order subject (S) + X171 + verb (V) is not the most usual in Biblical Hebrew, but
it is possible. Usually the structure is related to the casus pendens construction—e.g.,””

189 92p R0 IOR M

Yahweh, your God—he passes before you (Deut 31:1)

TY 80 YR R W
he that will come out of you—he shall be your heir (Gen 15:4)

"IN RN TRY A0 T ORT
the woman whom you gave to be with me—she gave me... (Gen 3:12)

ﬂwyj Y32 2500 RIN i
Yahweh—Ilet him do what seems good to him®* (1 Sam 3:18)

Thus, the word order S + K177 + V is possible, but it does suit the account in 4QSam® well.
That is, such a word order does not usually begin a story, the reason being that the dislocated
first element, the subject, gains an emphasis and, at same time, announces the topic of the fol-
lowing sentence. Such topicalization assumes that the topic is already known. Thus, this kind
of word order does not usually suit the beginning of a story. In this particular case, the word
order is unsuitable, since Nahash has not been introduced before. Literally, the beginning of
the plus in the manuscript 4QSam® would be translated as ‘As for Nahash, king of Am-
monites—he oppressed...’. If the story began in such a way, the reader would be perplexed:
which Nahash? No such Nahash was mentioned earlier. Thus, I regard this peculiar word or-
der in this context as a sign that the episode of the first invasion of Nahash was added to the
story from another source.

4.4.3 Chronology

The third argument for the secondary nature of the passage is its chronology. If one reads the
text as it stands in the Septuagint, one gets the impression that Nahash began the attack
against the Israelites about a month after Saul was appointed king (1 Sam 10). Evidently, the
earlier form of the text behind the Masoretic text read similarly before the corruption W7nn2
— W™Nn3. This chronology does not, however, cohere with 1 Sam 12:12, which indicates
that Nahash had already threatened Israelites before Saul’s coronation:

503. These examples are taken from Waltke & O’Connor, §8.4.1 (b.9); Muraoka 1985, 98-99.
504. Or as separate clauses: ‘it is Yahweh—Iet him do what seems good to him’; cf. LXX.
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But when you saw that King Nahash of the Ammonites came against you, you said to
me, ‘No, but a king shall reign over us.’

Indeed, 12:12 claims that Nahash’s attack against Israelites was the reason why the people in-
sisted on having a king. Now, if the beginning of chapter 11 describes the Ammonite invasion
about a month after Saul’s coronation, a natural conclusion from 12:12 is that Nahash must
have launched campaigns against the Israelites before laying siege to Jabesh-Gilead. This
may well be the reason behind the composition of a short account about Ammonite oppres-
sion before the siege of Jabesh-Gilead or, if such a story had existed elsewhere (as 12:12
might suggest), the inclusion of the story into the biblical narrative. In any case, the story of
the first Ammonite oppression as it stands in 4QSam® seems to be a flashback episode, telling
an account of what transpired a month before the siege of Jabesh-Gilead. The appointment of
Saul, then, takes place between these two accounts. The hiccough in the chronology may also
suggest the corruption WINNI — WNN2. Although this could have simply been a graphical
mistake, the interpretation of the word as indicating a month’s lapse and that this could not
have been correct may have catalysed such an error.

As noted before, according to Cross and Ulrich, Josephus places the phrase ‘after a month’
before the first account. A close reading of the passage reveals that, indeed, Josephus’s chro-
nology is bit different from but still close to that of the manuscript 4QSam®. Josephus begins
the episode on Nahash with Mnvi & Uotepov dpxet Thg mapd TE&vVTwvV abT® TIUAG O TPOG
Nadonv moAepog, ‘After one month, the war which Saul had with Nahash . . . obtained him
respect from all the people.” This war evidently refers to the second, not the first, invasion of
Nahash. Afterwards, Josephus begins to describe Nahash’s first invasion: o0to¢ ydp moAAX
KaKa . . . dratiBnot, ‘for this Nahash had done a great deal of mischief.” Thus, Josephus actu-
ally places the phrase ‘after a month’ before the first invasion, but this does not indicate that
the first invasion took place a month after Saul’s coronation, but that the second did. Still, the
first invasion is understood as having happened before Saul’s coronation, though Josephus
does not specify how much earlier Nahash’s first invasion took place than the second one. In
sum, the time gap in 4QSam® between the two invasions is one month, and the exact time of
Saul’s appointment is left unspecified, while the time gap in Josephus between Saul’s ap-
pointment and the second invasion is one month, and the exact time of first invasion is left
unspecified. I do not consider it likely that there had been a manuscript that would have
specified both time gaps as one month. Instead, the slightly different timing in Josephus and
Qumran for Nahash’s first invasion indicates that the placement of the account perhaps had
not yet been entirely stabilized by the time of either writing. It seems that there was genuine
difficulty placing such a flashback episode into the story, since it should chronologically be-
long to the beginning of 1 Sam 10.
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4.5. Conclusion

I have now presented and discussed the major arguments for the primary or secondary nature
of the three-and-a-half lines found in 4QSama. In my point of view, the secondary nature of
the pericope is more plausible. I see no reason why the first account of Nahash should have
been intentionally removed from the story. The only explanation could be an unintentional
shortening, a parablepsis, but evidence for this is too weak. The opposite development is
easier to understand, since there are many reasons why the passage could have been added.
Without the story of an earlier invasion by Nahash, the narrative is incomplete, leaving many
questions unanswered: why is Nahash laying siege to Jabesh-Gilead? Why does he threaten
to gouge out their right eyes? Why is Nahash not mentioned as the king of the Ammonites?
How could Nahash wage campaigns against the Israelites before Saul became king (1 Sam
12:12)? These questions may well have compelled additions to the narrative either by invent-
ing a new story or by adding the story from another source. In either case, the unusual se-
quence of perfect or infinitive together with the peculiar word order at the beginning of the
episode indicates the late origin of the passage.

In chapter 2.3, I concluded that the Septuagint and the manuscript 4QSam® are more closely
related to each other than either of them to the Masoretic text. If the long plus in 4QSam*
were original, it would be more difficult to explain why 4QSam® alone witnesses the primary
reading against the secondary reading of the Septuagint and the Masoretic text. Since primary
readings can certainly appear in distant branches of textual witnesses, it is easier to think that
the secondary plus in the manuscript 4QSam® is long than that there were omissions in the
more distant witnesses, the Septuagint and the Masoretic text. It should be noted that, also in
some other cases, it has turned out that 4QSam® does occasionally have an expansive
character.””

505. E.g.,in 1 Sam 17-18 the manuscript seems to have the secondary longer text as well (see subsection
2.3.1). In the Song of Hannah, 1 Sam 2, it clearly expands the Hebrew text; see Aejmelaeus 2010. See
also sections 2.1 and 2.3.
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5. Conclusions

In this dissertation, I have studied the variant readings of the Masoretic text, the source text
of the Septuagint and Qumran manuscripts 4QSam® and 4QSam®. In sections 2.1-2.2, I
presented a brief analysis of all variant readings in 4QSam® and 4QSam”, sorting them by cat-
egories and tried to determine the primary reading where possible. These results were used, in
turn, for the statistical analysis presented in section 2.3, where I calculated the distances
between the different texts, employing multidimensional scaling (MDS) to illustrate the dis-
tances. Furthermore, although the 4QSam® and 4QSam® do not overlap, I presented a range of
possible distances and calculated an estimation for the distance.

Overall, the results of my statistical analysis were in agreement with earlier studies. The ana-
lysis showed that the character of the Masoretic text is distinct in many respects. It has the
largest number of unique readings, which undoubtedly contributes to the remoteness of the
Masoretic text compared to the other witnesses. The remoteness of the Masoretic text become
especially evident when studying its secondary readings. It seems that the Masoretic text
shows only a very distant dependence on the other texts.

The other three main witness, the Septuagint, 4QSam® and 4QSam®, turned out to be
statistically equal in distance. This was observed both in separate analyses of 4QSam?/
4QSam® and in an extrapolated analysis of 4QSam® and 4QSam’. Furthermore, the triad,
Septuagint, 4QSam® and 4QSam”, are clearly more related to one another than any of them is
to the Masoretic text. However, they do not clearly show strong dependence on one another.
This was observed best when studying the secondary readings of the Septuagint and 4QSam®.
The analysis showed that the secondary readings of the Septuagint and 4QSam® do not offer
different distances compared to all other readings.

When studying different types of changes, some specific adjustments were made to this
general view. In the category of an interchange of a word, the Septuagint and 4QSam® turned
out to be closer than when all variants were studied equally. This relation suggested that they
might be more closely related in terms of vocabulary. In the cases where there was a minus
compared to the Masoretic text, the MT-LXX pair turned out to be less distant than when all
variants were studied equally. This could suggest that 4QSam® offers many pluses not shared
by the Masoretic text or the Septuagint. This expansive character of 4QSam® was observed
already in other studies. In addition, in cases where the variant reading originated more likely
from complex (= deliberate) change, the Masoretic text and 4QSam® turned out to be a bit
closer than when all variants were studied equally. This indicates that their textual lines have
more (shared) deliberate changes than does the Septuagint—or, conversely, if there is a
variant reading in the Septuagint, it is more likely to be a scribal error than in the Masoretic
text or 4QSam®. This conclusion is in harmony with the observation that the Septuagint has
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also the largest number of primary readings. However, the amount of primary readings in the
Septuagint and that in 4QSam® are not very far from each other. The conclusion, then, could
be that, while the Septuagint and 4QSam® have approximately the same number of primary
readings, the mechanisms behind their secondary readings could operate differently—i.e., the
secondary readings in 4QSam® are more likely to be deliberate than in the Septuagint.

The position of the Lucianic text was nearer to the Septuagint than was expected (it was
counted as an individual witness only where it reflected a different Hebrew text than the
Vorlage of the Old Greek). It diverged from the Septuagint mainly toward the Masoretic text.
The latter observation was expected, since it is well known that the Lucianic text contains
many approximations of the Masoretic text, which are largely Hexaplaric readings—i.e., the
readings of some columns of the Hexapla are picked up into the Lucianic text.

In the story of David and Goliath (1 Sam 17-18), the preserved Qumran manuscript was
shown to contain the plusses of the Masoretic text. As for 1QSam, the evidence is more
problematic, because the identification of a few surviving letters are attributed to 1 Sam 17—
18. However, the best interpretation still holds that 1QSam also contained some of the pluses.
On the other hand, the Septuagint clearly reflects a shorter Hebrew story, because the large
differences cannot be attributed solely to the translator. From these observations, one can
safely conclude that both shorter and longer versions of the story circulated before the onset
of the Common Era.

I then reviewed many arguments favouring either the longer or the shorter story as primary.
After a careful analysis of these arguments, I showed that the shorter version represents the
earlier phase of the story. Abridgement theories usually rely on the assumption that the
original longer story was shortened to harmonize the story by removing apparent
inconsistencies in the story. The evidence does not, however, support this theory. While
abridgement/harmonizing theories can explain some of the different readings in the shorter
story, they generate more difficulties when it comes to other readings. This is true in both the
case of the covenant of David and Jonathan and that of the daughters of Saul. Moreover,
harmonizing theories fail to explain how the longer story could have emerged. They take the
longer story as a starting point without problematizing the possible sources or the editorial
process of the longer story. These theories especially fail to explain the nature of several
doublets/repetitions in the story. The natural conclusion from the evidence is that the story
was expanded. In my analysis, I have pointed to a motive of glorifying the incredible victory
of David while, at the same time, blackening the character of Saul. Such features indicate that
the text was subject to reinterpretation, which, in turn, gave reason to re-write the story. The
ancient editors may have had independent sources when rewriting the text, but evidence for
this scenario is meagre. On the contrary, it seems that the editorial work probably did not
happen all at once, since 4QSam® seem to contain some of the pluses but still reads ‘four’
cubits (in its description of Goliath’s height), in agreement with the Septuagint and against
the Masoretic text.
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These conclusions are also in agreement with the observations made in the statistical analysis
beforehand. It came as no surprise that 4QSam® shared the pluses of the Masoretic text, since
it has shown that tendency with pluses/expansions in general. Furthermore, the Masoretic text
and 4QSam” showed, in general, a tendency to make more deliberate changes than the
Septuagint. This characterization fits well in the case of 1 Sam 17-18.

As for the account of Nahash the Ammonite (I Sam 10:27-11:1), I have argued for the
priority of the shorter text as well. The evidence for an unintentional shortening was found to
be too weak and intentional shortening even more implausible. However, the opposite
development turned out to be sensible. The addition in 4QSam® provides essential
background information for some unanswered questions that remain in the shorter story. This,
again, is an excellent illustration of textual growth by editing. The secondary nature of the
plus is also confirmed by the peculiarities in the language of the plus. Once again, the
conclusions fit well with the statistical analysis. It would be improbable for such distant
witnesses as the Masoretic text and the Septuagint to have shared such a significant
secondary reading that is, at the same time, preserved in 4QSam®. On the other hand, the
secondary nature of the plus in 4QSam® is in keeping with the expansive character of the
manuscript.

Although I have tried to give general characterizations for different witnesses, I would like to
point out that, despite general lines, each individual variant must be studied in its own right. I
thus began my analysis with individual cases, proceeded to statistical analyses and finally
discussed two special cases that required further attention. In this study, I have shown that the
Books of Samuel, as they existed during the Late Second Temple period, exhibited great
fluidity and plurality. Moreover, I have surveyed a variety of mechanics that were subject to
change. Not only were there unintentional scribal errors (present in every written text) but
also deliberate changes and even editorial rewriting processes. After this survey, it should be
more apparent that the Masoretic text only cannot be the starting point for the Hebrew text of
Samuel—or of the Hebrew Bible in general.
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Appendix 1:
Agreements and Dissimilarity Matrices

Q": All Readings

Agreements Dissimilarities

M G L Q! M G L Q*
M 269 55 79 53 M 0.00 [0.80 [0.71 [0.80
G |55 269 234 137 G |0.80 [0.00 [0.13 ]0.49
L |79 234 269 142 L 10.71 (0.13 |0.00 |0.47
Q" |53 137 142 269 Q" |0.80 [0.49 [0.47 |0.00
Q": All Readings
Agreements Dissimilarities

M G L Q° M G L Q°
M |60 9 15 20 M 10.00 [0.85 |0.75 ]0.67
G |9 60 47 30 G [0.85 (0.00 ]0.22 |0.50
L |15 47 60 31 L 10.75 (0.22 |0.00 ]0.48
Q 20 |30 |31 60 Q* 0.67 |0.50 [0.48 |0.00

Q": Category 1), The Variant Reading Can Be Explained as a Simple Error:

Agreements Dissimilarities

M G L Q! M G L Q!
M 139 34 38 20 M 10.00 [0.76 |0.73 |0.86
G |34 139 132 74 G |0.76 |0.00 [0.05 (0.47
L |38 132 139 72 L 10.73 [0.05 |0.00 |0.48
Q* 120 74 72 139 Q" 10.86 (0.47 ]0.48 |0.00
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Q?": Category 3), The Variant Reading Cannot Be Explained as a Typical Scribal Error:

Agreements Dissimilarities

M G L Q° M G L Q°
M |99 16 34 25 M 10.00 [0.84 [0.66 |0.75
G |16 99 79 54 G ]0.84 (0.00 |0.20 |0.45
L |34 79 99 59 L ]0.66 [0.20 [0.00 |0.40
Q" |25 54 59 99 Q* 10.75 (0.45 [0.40 {0.00
Q": Category a), Short Quantitative Change
Agreements Dissimilarities

M G L Q° M G L Q°
M (86 18 30 24 M 10.00 [0.79 0.65 |0.72
G |18 86 74 42 G (0.79 (0.00 |0.14 |0.51
L {30 74 86 48 L 0.65 [0.14 [0.00 |(0.44
Q" |24 42 48 86 Q* 10.72 |0.51 [0.44 |0.00
Q": Category b), Long Quantitative Change
Agreements Dissimilarities

M G L Q° M G L Q°
M (22 9 12 5 M 10.00 [0.59 045 |0.77
G |9 22 15 10 G 1(0.59 (0.00 ]0.32 |0.55
L |12 15 22 9 L 1045 (032 |0.00 |0.59
Q|5 10 9 22 Q* 10.77 (0.55 [0.59 |0.00

Q®: Category c), Change in the Morphology of a Word

Agreements Dissimilarities

M G L Q° M G L Q°
M |55 13 16 8 M 10.00 [0.76 |0.71 |0.85
G |13 55 52 29 G |0.76 |0.00 [0.05 0.47
L |16 52 55 28 L 0.71 (0.05 [0.00 (0.49
Q" |8 29 28 55 Q" |0.85 (0.47 [0.49 (0.00
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Q": Category d), Interchange of a Word

Agreements

M L Q°
M |72 8 11 12
G |8 72 67 49
L |11 67 72 47
Q" |12 49 47 72

Q®: Category e), Interchange of several words

Agreements

M G L Q°
M |11 2 3 2
G |2 11 10 6
L |3 10 11 7
Q" |2 6 7 11

Dissimilarities

M G L Q!
M 10.00 [0.89 |[0.85 |0.83
G 1[0.89 [0.00 |0.07 ]0.32
L 10.85 1(0.07 [0.00 |0.35
Q* 10.83 [0.32 [0.35 {0.00
Dissimilarities

M G L Q*
M 0.00 [0.82 [0.73 |0.82
G [0.82 [0.00 ]0.09 |0.45
L 10.73 10.09 [0.00 |0.36
Q" 10.82 [0.45 [0.36 |0.00

Q": Category f), More Complicated Change or a Combination of the above categories

Agreements

M G L Q°
M |23 5 7 2
G |5 23 16 |
L |7 16 23 3
Q* |2 1 3 23

Q*: Short minus compared to M

Agreements

M G L Q°
M |33 9 16 7
G |9 33 26 17
L |16 26 33 18
Q|7 17 18 33

Dissimilarities

M G L Q?
M 10.00 [0.78 [0.70 |0.91
G 1(0.78 [0.00 |0.30 ]0.96
L 10.70 [0.30 |0.00 |0.87
Q* 1091 (0.96 [0.87 (0.00
Dissimilarities

M G L Q*
M 10.00 [0.73 ]0.52 |0.79
G |0.73 [0.00 [0.21 ]0.48
L 052 (0.21 [0.00 [0.45
Q* 10.79 (0.48 [0.45 |0.00
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Q": M Has a Primary Reading

Agreements

M G L Q°
M |78 36 39 21
G |36 78 71 21
L 1|39 71 78 21
Q" |21 21 21 78

Q": G Has a Primary Reading

Agreements

M G L Q°
M 153 36 50 20
G |36 153 134 93
L |50 134 153 96
Q* |20 93 96 153

Q" Q" Has a Primary Reading

Agreements

M G L Q°
M 130 11 17 21
G |11 130 118 93
L |17 118 130 90
Q' |21 93 90 130

Q": M Has a Secondary Reading

Agreements

M G L Q°
M 136 10 25 19
G (10 136 106 90
L |25 106 136 95
Q" (19 90 95 136

Dissimilarities

M G L Q!
M 10.00 [0.54 (0.50 |0.73
G 10.54 (0.00 [0.09 |0.73
L 10.50 1[0.09 [0.00 |0.73
Q* 10.73 (0.73 ]0.73 {0.00
Dissimilarities

M G L Q*
M 10.00 [0.76 |0.67 |0.87
G 1(0.76 (0.00 |0.12 ]0.39
L 0.67 (0.12 [0.00 |0.37
Q* 10.87 (0.39 [0.37 {0.00
Dissimilarities

M G L Q?
M 10.00 (092 |(0.87 |0.84
G (092 [0.00 |0.09 ]0.28
L 10.87 1]0.09 [0.00 |0.31
Q* 10.84 (0.28 [0.31 {0.00
Dissimilarities

M G L Q*
M 10.00 [0.93 ]0.82 |0.86
G (093 [0.00 [0.22 |0.34
L 10.82 [0.22 [0.00 (0.30
Q" |0.86 [0.34 [0.30 {0.00

184




Q": G Has a Secondary Reading

Agreements Dissimilarities

M G L Q* M G L Q*
M |61 10 14 19 M (0.00 [0.84 |0.77 ]0.69
G |10 61 54 22 G |0.84 [0.00 [0.11 |0.64
L |14 54 61 23 L (077 ]0.11 |0.00 ]0.62
Q" |19 22 23 61 Q* 10.69 [0.64 |0.62 |0.00
Q": Q" Has a Secondary Reading
Agreements Dissimilarities

M G L Q° M G L Q°
M (84 35 45 19 M 10.00 [0.58 |0.46 |0.77
G |35 84 65 22 G |0.58 [0.00 [0.23 |0.74
L |45 65 84 30 L (046 (023 [0.00 |0.64
Q* (19 22 30 84 Q" 10.77 10.74 0.64 |0.00
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Appendix 2: The Story of David and Goliath

1 Sam 17-18

LXX only
A Qualitative Difference: MT/LXX

""'Now the Philistines gathered their armies for battle; they were gathered at Socoh, which belongs to
Judah, and encamped between Socoh and Azekah, in Ephes-dammim. *Saul and the Israelites gathered
and encamped in the valley of Elah, and formed ranks against the Philistines. *The Philistines stood
on the mountain on the one side, and Israel stood on the mountain on the other side, with a valley
between them. “And there came out from the camp of the Philistines a champion / a mighty man
named Goliath, of Gath, whose height was six cubits and a span. *He had a helmet bf bronze on his
head, and he was armed with a coat of mail; the weight of the coat was five thousand shekels of
bronze and iron. *He had greaves of bronze on his legs and a javelin/shield of bronze slung between
his shoulders. "The shaft of his spear was like a weaver’s beam, and his spear’s head weighed six
hundred shekels of iron; and his shield-bearer went before him. *He stood and shouted to the ranks of
Israel, “Why have you come out to draw up for battle opposite us? Am I not a Philistine, and are you
not servants/Hebrews of Saul? Choose a man for yourselves, and let him come down to me. ’If he is
able to fight with me and kill me, then we will be your servants; but if I prevail against him and kill
him, then you shall be our servants and serve us.” '’And the Philistine said, ‘Today I defy the ranks of
Israel! Give me a man, that we may fight together.” ""When Saul and all Israel heard these words of
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the battle.” 29 David said, ‘What have I done now? It was only a question.” 30 He turned away from
him toward another and spoke in the same way; and the people answered him again as before. 31
When the words that David spoke were heard, they repeated them before Saul; and he sent for him.

32 David said to Saul, ‘Let no one’s heart / the heart of my lord fail because of him; your servant
will go and fight with this Philistine.” 33 Saul said to David, ‘You are not able to go against this
Philistine to fight with him; for you are just a boy, and he has been a warrior from his youth.” 34 But
David said to Saul, ‘Your servant used to keep sheep for his father; and whenever a lion or a bear
came, and took a lamb from the flock, *’I went after it and struck it down, rescuing the lamb from its
mouth; and if it turned against me, I would catch it by its jaw/throath, strike it down, and kill it. **Your
servant has killed both lion and bear / bear and lion; and this uncircumcised Philistine shall be like
one of them. Shall I not go and smite him and take away today a reproach from Israel? Since he /
For who is this uncircumcised one who has defied the armies of the living God.” *'David said, ‘The
LORD, who saved me from the paw of the lion and from the paw of the bear, will save me from the
hand of this uncircumcised Philistine.” So Saul said to David, ‘Go, and may the LORD be with you!’

*Saul clothed David with his armor; he put a bronze helmet on his head and clothed him with a
coat of mail. *’David strapped Saul’s sword over the armor, and he tried in vain to walk, for he was
not used to them / once and twice. Then David said to Saul, ‘I cannot walk with these; for I am not
used to them.” So David removed them / And they removed them from him. “*Then he took his staff in
his hand, and chose five smooth stones from the wadi, and put them in his shepherd’s bag, which he
had with him as a pouch / for collecting; his sling was in his hand, and he drew near to the Philistine
man.

“The Philistine came on and drew near to David, with his shield-bearer in front of him. **When the
Philistine looked and / Goliath saw David, he disdained him, for he was only a youth, he was ruddy
and handsome in appearance / of eyes. *The Philistine said to David, ‘Am I like a dog, that you come
to me with sticks/stick and stones?’ And David said, ‘No, but worse than a dog.” And the Philistine
cursed David by his gods. *The Philistine said to David, ‘Come to me, and I will give your flesh to
the birds of the air and to the wild animals of the field.” **But David said to the Philistine, ‘You come
to me with sword and spear and javelin; but I come to you in the name of the LORD of hosts, the God
of the armies of Israel, whom you have defied today. 46 Today the LORD will deliver you into my
hand today, and I will strike you down and cut off your head; and I will give your dead body and the
dead bodies of the Philistine army this very day to the birds of the air and to the wild animals of the
earth, so that all the earth may know that there is a God in Israel, “’and that all this assembly may
know that the LORD does not save by sword and spear; for the battle is the LORD’S and the LORD
will give you into our hand.’

*““And it happened, when the Philistine came nearer to meet David, David ran quickly toward the
battle line to meet the Philistine. “'David put his hand in his bag, took out one stone, slung it, and
struck the Philistine on his forehead; the stone sank through the helmet into his forehead, and he fell
face down on the ground.

**So David prevailed over the Philistine with a sling and a stone, striking down the Philistine and
killing him; there was no sword in David’s hand.

*!'Then David ran and stood over the Philistine; he grasped his sword, drew it out of its sheath, and
killed him; then he cut off his head with it. When the Philistines saw that their champion was dead,
they fled. **The troops of Israel and Judah rose up with a shout and pursued the Philistines as far as
Gath and the gates of Ekron, so that the wounded Philistines fell on the way from Shaaraim as far as
Gath and Ekron. *The Israelites came back from chasing the Philistines, and they plundered their
camp. **David took the head of the Philistine and brought it to Jerusalem; but he put his armor in his
tent.

**When Saul saw David go out against the Philistine, he said to Abner, the commander of the army,
‘Abner, whose son is this young man?’ Abner said, ‘As your soul lives, O king, I do not know.” **The
king said, ‘Inquire whose son the stripling is.” *’On David’s return from killing the Philistine, Abner
took him and brought him before Saul, with the head of the Philistine in his hand. **Saul said to him,
‘Whose son are you, young man?’ And David answered, ‘I am the son of your servant Jesse the
Bethlehemite.’
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the women / the

dancers came out to meet David of all the towns of Israel,

with tambourines, with songs of joy, and with musical instruments. ’And the women sang/began as
and said, ‘Saul has killed his thousands, and David his ten thousands.’

very angry, for this saying displeased him/Saul. He said, ‘They have ascribed to David ten thousands,

and to me they have ascribed thousands; what more can he have but the kingdom?’ °So Saul eyed

David from that day on.

“Saul was afraid of David, because the LORD was with him but had departed from Saul. 'So Saul

removed him from his presence, and made him a commander of a thousand; and David marched out
and came in, leading the army. '“David had success in all his undertakings; for the LORD was with
him. “When Saul saw that he had great success, he stood in awe of him. '*But all Israel and Judah
loved David; for it was he who marched out and came in leading them / the people.

*Now Saul’s daughter Michal loved David. Saul was told, and the thing pleased him. *'Saul
thought, ‘Let me give her to him that she may be a snare for him and that the hand of the Philistines
may be against him / Saul.’
law.’ 22Saul commanded his servants, ‘Speak to David in private and say, “See, the king is delighted
with you, and all his servants love you; now then, become the king’s son-in-law.”” **So Saul’s servants
reported these words to David in private. And David said, ‘Does it seem to you a little thing to
become the king’s son-in-law, seeing that I am a poor man and of no repute?’ **The servants of Saul
told him, ‘This is what David said.” *Then Saul said, ‘Thus shall you say to David, “The king desires
no marriage present except a hundred foreskins of the Philistines, that he may be avenged on the
king’s enemies.”” Now Saul planned to make David fall by the hand of the Philistines. **When his
servants told David these words, David was well pleased to be the king’s son-in-law.
, “’David rose and went, along with his men, and killed two/one hundred of the Philistines;
and David brought their foreskins, which were given in full number to the king, that he might become
the king’s son-in-law. Saul gave him his daughter Michal as a wife. *But when Saul realized that the
LORD was with David, and that Saul’s daughter Michal / whole Israel loved him, *Saul was still

mor afiaid of David. SIS IAE GG e

188



Abstract

This dissertation is a text-critical study of the Hebrew text of 1 Sam 1 — 2 Sam 9 in the
Hebrew Bible. The entire Hebrew text of Samuel is known today only in its Masoretic text
form, which is itself the result of a standardization process that began around the onset of the
Common Era. Before this standardization process, the Hebrew text was evidently fluid, and
several different textual editions of the Book of Samuel would have existed. This is
evidenced by the manuscripts of Samuel found at Qumran (2nd — 1st c. BCE) and the Greek
translation of the Hebrew Bible, the Septuagint (translated 2nd c. BCE).

The purpose of this dissertation is to study how these three main witnesses—the
Masoretic text, the Qumran manuscripts and the Hebrew source text of the Septuagint—differ
from and are related to one another. Such a study entails an investigation of what kinds of
changes took place in each textual tradition and what were the possible motivations behind
the changes. These results are used to evaluate the reliability of each text when attempting to
reconstruct the most original text.

The method of this study is that of textual criticism. The main task of the text critic is to
make sense of what happened in the textual history of a given work with the help of existing
textual witnesses: what kinds of developments are most probable? Which reading is primary
and which are secondary? With the Septuagint as a textual witness, there are certain
challenges. To use the Septuagint for comparison with the Masoretic text, one has to find out
first the original wording of the Septuagint itself and its translation technique. Only then can
one produce a reverse translation from Greek to Hebrew and compare this so-called
retroversion to the Masoretic text.

In this dissertation, I have studied the variant readings of the Masoretic text, the source
text of the Septuagint and Qumran manuscripts 4QSam® and 4QSam’. An analysis of all
variant readings in 4QSam® and 4QSam" is presented and the primary reading is determined
where possible. These results were used, for the statistical analysis, where the distances
between the different texts are calculated, employing multidimensional scaling (MDS) to
illustrate the distances.

In addition to the variant readings, the two major text critical problem in 1 Sam are
discussed—namely, the story of David and Goliath in 1 Sam 17-18 and the large plus of
Nahash the Ammonite in 4QSam® in 1 Sam 10:27-11:1. In this study, I have shown that the
Books of Samuel, as they existed during the Late Second Temple period, exhibited great
fluidity and plurality. Moreover, I have surveyed a variety of mechanics that were subject to
change. Not only were there unintentional scribal errors but also deliberate changes and even

editorial rewriting processes.
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Tiivistelma (Abstract in Finnish)

Téssd viitoskirjatutkimuksessa tarkastellaan Samuelin kirjojen lukujen 1 Sam 1 — 2 Sam 9
heprealaisen tekstin kehitystd ja muutoksia ajanlaskun taitteen tienoilla. Kokonaisuudessaan
1. Samuelin kirjan heprealainen teksti tunnetaan nykyédén ainoastaan masoreettisen tekstin
muodossa, joka kuitenkin on syntynyt tietoisen harmonisointityon tuloksena. Ennen
masoreettisen tekstin muotoutumista Samuelin kirjasta on esiintynyt erilaisia tekstitraditioita.
Tastd todistavat Qumranista 10ytyneet késikirjoitukset (ajoitettu 2.—1. vs. eKr.) sekd
kreikankielinen Septuaginta-kddnnds (2. vs. eKr.). Téssd tutkimuksessa niditd kolmea eri
tekstildhdettd — Masoreettista tekstid, Septuagintan pohjatekstia sekd Qumranin
késikirjoituksia — on verrattu toisiinsa. Tydssd on tutkittu millaisia muutoksia
tekstitraditioissa on tapahtunut ja punnittu lukutapojen alkuperdisyytta.

Tutkimuksen metodina on kéytetty tekstikriittistd metodia. Se tarkoittaa, ettd olemassa
olevien tekstildhteiden avulla on péddtelty, miten eri tekstit suhtautuvat toisiinsa: mité
tekstihistoriassa on tapahtunut, millainen kehitys on todenndkdisin ja mikd on alkuperdisin
lukutapa. Lisdksi Septuagintan kédyttd heprealaisen tekstin tekstikritiikissd on tuonut omat
erityishaasteensa. Jotta Septuagintaa on voitu kayttdd vertailukohtana masoreettiselle
tekstille, on kreikkalaisesta tekstistd ensin jouduttu tekemddn kédnnds takaisin hepreaan
kuvaamaan oletettua Septuagintan pohjatekstid. Tdssd prosessissa on tarvittu tietoa sekd
Septuagintan kadnnostekniikasta sekd sen késikirjoituksista. Tutkimuksessa on myds
tarkasteltu tekstikriittisid variantteja tilastollisesti kidyttden apuna multidimensionaalista
skaalausta (MDS). Tdmédn menetelmén avulla tekstien ldheisyyttd/kaukaisuutta on voitu
verrata toisiinsa visuaalisesti.

Yksittdisten lukutapaerojen lisdksi tutkimuksessa on keskitytty kahteen laajempaan
erityistapaukseen. Niistd ensimméinen on kertomus Daavidista ja Goljatista (luvut 17-18),
jossa Septuagintan edustama teksti on yli kolmanneksen pidempi kuin masoreettinen teksti.
Toinen tapaus on Qumranin kisikirjoituksessa 4QSam® jakeiden 10:27—11:1 vélilld esiintyvit
nelja rivid, jotka késittelevdit Ammonin kuninkaan Nahasin sotatoimia Israelia vastaan.
Vastinetta ndille ei 16ydy mistddn muusta heprealaisesta tekstildhteestd eikd yhdestidkddn
Septuagintan késikirjoituksesta.

Tutkimuksessa on osoitettu, miten Samuelin kirjojen heprealaisessa tekstissd on
tapahtunut merkittdvidkin muutoksia vield ajanlaskun taitteen tienoilla. Tekstissd ei
havaittavissa ole ainoastaan kirjureiden tekemid kirjoitusvirheitd, vaan tekstid on myds
pyritty tietoisesti muokkaamaan. Molemmissa laajemmissa erityistapauksessa (Daavid ja
Goljat / Nahas) alkuperdistd tekstid edustaa lyhyempi tekstimuoto, jota on my&hemmin

haluttu laajentaa.
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