CHAPTER 2

RECONSTRUCTING ARCHETYPICAL SECONDARY WITNESSES

Method for Reconstruction

Ideally, the steps of the model just described would be applied to each particular
versiona tradition to determine as nearly as possible the original text. However, that task
is beyond the scope of the present study, so traditional methods alone will be employed to
determine a standard text for each tradition. This step is particularly important for those
versions that do not have critical texts (e.g., the Cambridge edition of LXX, which printsa
diplomatic text), but the variants in those traditions with critical texts will also be checked.
First, though, a brief textual history of the four secondary witnesses will be given in order
to ascertain the rel ationships of these witnesses to one another andto MT.1

LXX has the most complex textual history of the secondary witnesses. It also
exhibits both the greatest number of witnesses and the greatest number of variants within
thetradition. Theterm LXX is often used rather loosely. Though it originally referred to a
particular trandation of the Pentateuch, it was extended to include the Greek trandlation of
the other booksin the OT. Herein lies the problem, for not one, but many different Greek
versions existed in the ancient world. Though Paul Kahle proposed the theory that various
Greek “targums,” in use among different Jewish communities, lay behind the main LXX
tradition,2 the theory that won the day was that of Paul de Lagarde, who proposed asingle
original trandation of the Hebrew, from which the different Greek traditions devel oped.3

1Johann Cook, “Die pluraliteit van ou-testamentiese tekste en eksegetiese metodologie,” paper
presented at the annual meeting of Die Ou-Testamentiese Werkgemeenskap van Suid-Afrika, 1988, pp. 1-2,
stresses the importance of having a grasp of the history of the text before textual criticism (or exegesis) is
undertaken:

['n tekshistoriese perspektiewe] kan enersyds die gevolg wees van bepaal de teoreti ese uitgangspunte
waarvolgens die tekskritiek, die wetenskaplike dissipline war oa gerig is op die ontstaans- en
teksgeskiedenis van bepaade tekste, tot bepaalde voorarbeid beperk word. . .. Andersyds, let 'n
oordrewe klem op die finale vorm van die teks (die sg. strukturele metode) en/of op die uitweking
van die teks op die ontvanger van die boodskap van die teks (resepsie-kritiek) tot 'n onderwaardering
van die tekstuele sy van die teks.

2paul E. Kahle, Cairo Geniza, 132-79. Hisfirst statement of his theory wasin idem,
“Untersuchungen zur Geshichte des Pentateuchtextes,” Theol ogische Studien und Kritiken 88 (1915): 399-
439.

3For adiscussion of Lagarde's views, see Sidney Jellicoe, The Septuagint and Modern Study
(Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1968; repr., Winona Lake, IN: Eisenbrauns, 1989), 5-9. It is better to
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Lagarde believed that three recensions of LXX existed by the third century C.E.—
associated with the names of Origen, Lucian, and Hesychius—and that all extant mss of
LXX present mixed texts, preserving readings from all of these recensions. Many modern
scholars question the existence of a Hesychian text, though they accept the Origenic
(Hexaplaric) and Lucianic texts.

The focus of many modern discussions of the history of LXX isthe recovery of the
Old Greek (OG) text, the original LXX that lies behind al existing mss. Though no single
msis believed to contain a perfect OG text, those that show little evidence of Hexaplaric or
Lucianic readings are believed to be fairly good representatives of it. A problem arises,
however, in the text of the four books of Kingdomsin LXX (i.e.,, Samuel and Kingsin
MT). Henry St. John Thackeray demonstrated that the text of the major uncial mss was
not uniform throughout these books, but represented a mixture of two different Greek
versions.4 He divided the books into the following sections: o (1 Kingdoms), 3
(2 Kgdms 1:1-9:13), By (2 Kgdms 10:1-3 Kgdms 2:11), yy (3 Kgdms 2:12-21:29),
and y$ (3 Kgdms 22:1-4 Kgdms 25:30). Sections o, BB, and yy heidentified as
authentic OG sections. Sections By and yd represented another version with different
characteristics.® Barthélemy built on Thackeray’s theory with evidence from ams found at
Nahal Hever by suggesting that the sections By and yd do not contain a Greek trandation
independent of OG but rather arevision of OG, called the kaigerecension.® He later
modified his view somewhat under the influence of studies by Robert A. Kraft and
Sebastian Brock, suggesting that another layer of revision, which is sometimes called
proto-Lucian, probably underlay the kaigerecension. Thekaigetext in turn was the basis
for the versions of Aquila (o), Symmachus (c”), and Theodotion (67).7 Asits name
indicates, proto-Lucian isalayer of the text that many scholars find underneath the Lucianic

speak of original trandations of LXX, since different trandators were responsible for the various books.

4Henry St. John Thackeray, The Septuagint and Jewish Worship, 2d ed. (London: Oxford
University Press, 1923).

SR. W. Klein, Textual Criticism, 25. The use of the LXX title Kingdoms instead of the Hebrew
Samuel and Kings explains the names Thackeray gave to the sections; the Greek |etters represent their
numerical values, e.g., By contains parts of 2 and 3 Kingdoms. Thackeray dates the Old Greek sections to
the late second century B.C.E. and the kaige sections to sometime after the turn of the era; Henry St. John
Thackeray, A Grammar of the Old Testament in Greek, vol. 1, Introduction, Orthography and Accidence
(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1909; reprint, Hildesheim: Georg Olms, 1978), ix.

6Barthélemy, Devanciersd' Aquila, 126-27. The kaigerecension is sometimes called proto-
Theodotion or kaige- Theodotion; ibid., 144-57.

7Idem, “Les problémes textuels de 2 Sam 11,2 - 1 Rois 2,11 reconsidérés alalumiére de
certaines critiques des ‘ Devanciersd’ Aquila,’” in 1972 Proceedings, ed. Kraft, 28. The reviews of his book
by Kraft and Brock are: Robert A. Kraft, review of Lesdevanciersd’ Aquila, by Dominique Barthélemy, in
Gnomon 37 (1965): 474-83; Sebastian P. Brock, “Lucian Redivivus; Some Reflections on Barthélemy's
Lesdevanciersd Aquila,” Sudia Evangelica 5 (1968): 176-81. Thisview isfurther developed in the
commentaries by McCarter and Klein, aswell asin numerous other studies.
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readings, itself arevision of OG38

The importance of these findsto the present study is that they show the importance
of the Lucianic text-tradition (mss boc,e, in the Cambridge edition) as an independent
witness to an early form of the Hebrew text. This summary of the history of the Greek text
has been necessarily brief, since what is of primary importance here is the relationship of
the various Greek witnesses to their Hebrew Vorlagen.® Aside from OG itsdlf,

(proto-)L ucianic readings that are revisions of OG toward a Hebrew text will be important,
especialy since it has been shown that this Hebrew text had substantial differences from
thelater MT.10 Similarly, though Origen (LXXO), o, ¢”, and 6" all revised their Greek
texts toward a Hebrew text very similar to MT, they will be examined to seeif their
respective Hebrew exemplars varied at al fromit. All the readings from Greek witnesses
outside the OG tradition will be considered partial secondary witnesses, since they are not
independent trand ations of their Hebrew exemplars.

Unlike the textua history of L XX, on which scholars exhibit general agreement,
that of Pishotly debated. The date, provenance, and trandators of P are all contested
issues. Theseissues, however, are closely related to one another. Scholars who see a
Jewish origin for P believe that it was first used in the province of Adiabene, on the border
of the Roman Empire, in the middle of the first Christian century. The rulers of Adiabene
had been converted to Judaism about 40 C.E. and needed atrandation of the Bible. Other
scholars posit a Jewish-Christian origin for P, also in Adiabene, but somewhat later, when
missionaries first reached the area with the gospel. Still others place the origin of the
version in Edessa, the most important city in Syria (outside of Antioch, which was largely
Greek). Some Syriac traditions point to a Christian origin for Pin Edessa. The discovery
of two Old Syriac gospels has also raised the issue of whether Pinthe OT aso had an Old
Syriac predecessor.11

The resolution of these issues also involves identifying the type of text from which

8Natalio Fernandez Marcos, “The Lucianic Text in the Book of Kingdoms,” in De Septuaginta:
Sudiesin Honor of John William Wevers on His Sixty-Fifth Birthday, ed. A. Pietersmaand C. Cox
(Mississauga, ON: Benben, 1984), 166-71; Sebastian P. Brock, “ The Recensions of the Septuagint Version
of 1 Samuel,” D.Phil. diss., Oxford University, 1966. Tov expresses doubts that a separate proto-Lucian
can be distinguished from Lucian, believing instead that Lucian itself is a direct revision of OG; Emanuel
Tov, “Lucian and Proto-Lucian,” Revue biblique 83 (1976): 51-54.

9For afuller discussion of the Greek text, see James Donald Shenkel, Chronology and Recensional
Development in the Greek Text of Kings, Harvard Semitic Monographs, no. 1 (Cambridge: Harvard
University Press, 1968), 5-21.

10ylrich, Qumran Text of Samuel, 257-59.

111DB, Supplementary Volume [hereafter IDBS], s.v. “ Syriac Versions,” by A. V6dbus, 848-49;
Bleddyn J. Roberts, The Old Testament Text and Versions (Cardiff: University of Wales, 1951), 217-23;
Svenskt Bibliskt Uppslagsverk, s.v. “Bibeln,” by C.-M. Edsman, col. 256; ibid., s.v. “Gamla
Testamentet,” by Ivan Engnell, col. 654; J. B. Segal, Edessa: The Blessed City (Oxford: Clarendon Press,
1970), 42-43, 165.
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Pwastrandated. Several scholars have noted paralels between P and T, both in language
(Western Aramaic elements embedded in the Eastern Aramaic version) and content (certain
shared deviations from other witnesses), and have concluded that P was originaly
transcribed into Syriac from a Western Aramaic Palestinian targum. Subsequently, the text
was brought more and more into conformity with the proto-MT tradition. However, not al
scholars have accepted this reconstruction of P stextual history. M. D. Koster, in his
study of P in Exodus, comes to the conclusion that P was originally translated from a
Hebrew text smilar to MT; it was only later that targumic additions were made to the text.
Both M. J. Mulder and Johann Cook support Koster’s position, explaining that similarities
between P and T might come from a shared Jewish exegetical tradition, rather than direct
influence of T on P. Another theory, which stands in the middle of these two, is proposed
by Alexander Sperber. He believesthat areal textua connection between P and Targum
Onkelos does exist, but rather than seeing P as arevision of a Palestinian targum stripped
of its paraphrases, he says that both P and Onkelos derive from a common ancestor, and
the characteristic targumic paraphrases are later additions to the targum tradition.12 The
guestion must be said to be still unresolved, particularly with regard to 1 Samuel, since
recent studies have focused on the Pentateuch.

One other note about the text of P must be addressed, namely, its relationship with
LXX. Thetext of P has often been denigrated as being of little value to the textual critic.
Since readings shared with L XX have been seen as the result of the influence of LXX on
P, readingsin P have only been considered valuable in conjunction with LXX. However,
Cook points out that though LXX did influence P to some extent, its influence has been
greatly overestimated in the past.13 Mulder goes even farther, asserting the essential
independence of LXX and P14 In this study, each reading of P will be examined
individually in order to determine its relationship with other versions and, more
importantly, the likelihood that it is awitness to an independent Hebrew reading in certain
places.

12 A, voobus, “Der Einfluss des altpalastinischen Targums in der Textgeschichte der Peschitta des
Alten Testament,” Le muséon 68 (1955): 215-18; Paul E. Kahle, Cairo Geniza, 272-73; M. D. Koster, The
Peshitta of Exodus: The Development of Its Text in the Course of Fifteen Centuries, Studia Semitica
Neerlandica, no. 19 (Assen: Van Gorcum, 1977); idem, “Which Came First: The Chicken or the Egg? The
Development of the Text of the Peshitta of Genesis and Exodus in the Light of Recent Studies,” in The
Peshitta: Its Early Text and History. Papers Read at the Peshitta Symposium Held at Leiden 30-31 August
1985, ed. P. B. Dirksen and M. J. Mulder, 147-68, Monographs of the Peshitta Institute, Leiden, no. 4
(Leiden: E. J. Brill, 1988), 99-126; M. J. Mulder, “The Use of the Peshittain Textual Criticism,” in La
Septuaginta, ed. Fernandez Marcos, 52; Johann Cook, “The Composition of the Peshitta Version of the Old
Testament (Pentateuch),” in The Peshitta: Its Early Text and History. Papers Read at the Peshitta
Symposium Held at Leiden 30-31 August 1985, ed. P. B. Dirksen and M. J. Mulder, 147-68, Monographs
of the Peshitta Institute, Leiden, no. 4 (Leiden: E. J. Brill, 1988), 153-59; Sperber, Biblein Aramaic,
4b:409-17.

13 Johann Cook, “Composition of the Peshitta,” 159.
14Mulder, “Use of the Peshitta,” 53.
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The various targums have long traditions lying behind their commitment to
parchment or papyrus. Oral renderings of the OT in Aramaic probably originated in the
Synagogue at a time when the general populace no longer understood Hebrew.1> The
meturgemanin (trandators) were careful to preserve traditiona interpretations of the texts,
but, asis clear from a comparison of the targums to the Pentateuch (Onkelos, Pseudo-
Jonathan, Neofiti, the Fragmentary targums, and the fragments from the Cairo Geniza),
conflicting renderings did develop in different places and at different times. The state of
affairswith Targum Jonathan is somewhat different from that of the targumsto the
Pentateuch. Itisthe only Aramaic targum preserved in the prophets (except for a number
of fragments and glosses), though many scholars believe that Palestinian targums of this
material once existed asin the Pentateuch. Jonathan, like Onkelos, attained itsfinal formin
Babylonia and served as the official targum of the books it contained. The wording of
Jonathan was definitively established sometime in the fifth century after along and complex
history.16 Though many of the traditions underlying Jonathan antedate the choice of the
proto-Masoretic tradition as the official text for all Judaism about 100 C.E., it was revised
toward that official tradition, so that few variations from MT remain. Because of this
revision, though, any variations that do remain will be important if it can be shown that
they probably reflect a Hebrew Vorlage different from MT.

The textual history of V is probably the least complicated and controversial of all the
secondary witnesses, though it is not as simple as it might appear at first glance. Jerome
was commissioned by Pope Damasus | to produce a Latin version of the Bible about 382.
Histrandation proceeded in two steps. First, he revised existing Old Latin texts according
to the Greek text of Origen. Dissatisfied with thisinitial effort, he then began to trandate
the entire OT directly from the Hebrew, and the end result was V. Since the Hebrew text
Jerome used as the basis for this second trandlation was very similar to the present MT, it
might seem as though the textual history of V were straightforward and that VV would be of
little use as an independent witness to the text. However, the Situation is somewhat more
complicated. Inthefirst place, the scribes who transmitted the text of V were often less
than faithful copyists, frequently mixing various it readings into their texts (not to mention
numerous scribal errors). Asaresult, comprehensive revisions of the text began before V
had supplanted it as the preferred Latin version. The most important early revisions are
associated with the names of Cassiodorus (sixth century), Alcuin (eighth century), and
Theodulf (eighth century).1’

150n the basis of fragments of Palestinian targums from the Cairo Geniza, Kahle states that a
targum existed in Palestine by the second century B.C.E. at the latest; Paul E. Kahle, Cairo Geniza, 207.

16w rthwein, Text of OT, 78; B. J. Roberts, OT Text and Versions, 207-9.

171DB, s.v., “Versions, Ancient,” by Bruce Manning Metzger, 752-53; B. J. Roberts, OT Text
and Versions, 259-60; Fischer, Biblia Sacra Stuttgartensia, 1: XX-xxi.
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As Metzger notes, “the more than eight thousand M SS of the Vulg. known today
exhibit the greatest degree of bewildering cross-contamination of textual type.”18 Thus,
before V can be consulted, arelatively pristine form of the text must be produced, either by
Quentin’s method (see below, p. 66**) or by some other. Another problem is the identity
of the sources of the various readings Jerome used in V. Though he attained a good
knowledge of Hebrew, he himself admitted in |ettersto friends that he frequently consulted
with rabbisin the vicinity of Bethlehem (where he was working on histrandation). This
contact accounts for some similarities between V and T. He also had accessto Origen’s
Hexapla and to mss of the secondary Greek versions, and he often relied on them to clarify
adifficulty. Finally, the variousit versions (no official it version ever existed) undoubtedly
played astrong role in his decisions.19 Thus, the textual affiliations of V are quite
complex, and agreements between V and other ancient versions must be considered
carefully before one can conclude that a Hebrew text different from MT lies behind a
readingin V.20 Nevertheless, areadinginV that supportsthat of another witness at least
testifies to the authenticity of that reading in the fifth century, and an independent reading is
of great value. Further research would be necessary to see where and to what extent each
of the versions mentioned influenced Jerome’ s text.

Now that the history of the text of each of the secondary witnesses has been
reviewed, a method for reconstructing their texts can be stated briefly. For the text of those
witnesses that do not have an eclectic critical text (i.e.,, LXX, P, and T), each variant given
inthe critical apparatus of the diplomatic text will be evaluated to seeif it is preferable to
that of the basic text. Thisevaluation will be done primarily on intrinsic grounds, though
extrinsic grounds will be afactor in some cases. Other editions of the version will also be
consulted where appropriate, especially in the case of LXX. Thetext of V, which hastwo
eclectic critical texts, will be easier, since the variants have aready been evaluated.
Nevertheless, al the variantsin the critical apparatuses will be checked again, and the two
critical editions of the text will be compared with one another, to seeif any differencesin
evaluation have been made.

Finally, the partial secondary witnesses will be presented in fragmentary form. All
attested readingsfrom o, o, and 6" will be presented. In the case of LXXO, only those
readings that deviate from both MT and OG will be evaluated. The entire text of LXXL
will be reconstructed, but only those readings that vary from OG will be considered in
Chapter 3. The full analysis applied to the complete secondary witnesses will not be done
for the partial secondary witnesses. Instead, their variants will be evaluated in amore

18Metzger, “Versions, Ancient”, 753.
191pid.; Wirthwein, Text of OT, 92-93.

20Friedrich Stummer, Einfiihrung in die lateinische Bibel: Ein Handbuch fiir Vorlesungen und
Salbstunterrich, (Paderborn, Germany: F. Schoning, 1928), 123; cited in Wirthwein, Text of OT, 93.
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traditional way.21

Location of Textual Data

The primary source for the textual data of LXX will be the text and apparatus of the
Cambridge edition, but Rahlfs's smaller edition will be considered as well, especialy since
Rahlfs makes a preliminary attempt to create amore eclectic text. The editions of LXX
edited by Holmes and Parsons and by Swete will also be checked.?2 Variant readings from
the daughter versions of LXX will be drawn primarily from the critical apparatus in the
Cambridge edition, though several of them will be checked to determine the accuracy of
citation; however, only secondary text-traditions will be analyzed in detail.

The Leiden edition of P provides a diplomatic text of P, along with a critical
apparatus. Thiswill bethetext of P used in the study.

Sperber’ s edition of T presents the text of one ms as the basic text, with other
readings in the apparatus, and it will serve asthetext of T for thisstudy. Daniel J.
Harrington and Anthony J. Saldarini, in the introduction to their trandation of T, note the
variation present in the different mss of T, saying that “the individual manuscripts of what
we call Targum Jonathan tend almost to congtitute separate works.”23 Many of these
variations, though, are smply haggadic or halakic expansions, so are of little value in
indicating the Hebrew Vorlage.

V isthe only secondary witness published as an eclectic critical text, so the basic
text has aready been evaluated by scholars and determined to be as close as possible to the
original. Thus, little reconstruction need be done, except to eva uate the variants presented
in the apparatus and to compare the critical edition from the Abbey of St. Jerome with the
Stuttgart version, which does have some variationsin both the basic text and in the
apparatus.

For the partial secondary witnesses, the readings of o, ¢”, and 6" will be culled
from both Field’ s edition and the apparatus of the Cambridge LXX. The readings of

21The importance of the partial secondary witnesses for reconstructing the text of the OT may be
seen in Driver’s comment on the Lucianic text: “Whether these renderings were derived by him from MSS.
of the LXX of which all other traces have disappeared, or whether they were based directly upon Hebrew
MSS. which had preserved the genuine reading intact, . . . isamatter of subordinate moment: the fact
remains that Lucian’s recension contains elements resting ultimately upon Hebrew sources, which enable us
to correct, with absolute certainty, corrupt passages of the Massoretic text”; S. R. Driver, Notes on the
Books of Samuel, xlix. The absolute certainty of the reconstructions may be questionable, but the
importance of LXXL and other partial secondary witnesses cannot be denied.

22Robert Holmes and James Parsons, eds., Vetus Testamentum Graecum cum variis lectionibus, 5
vols. (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1798-1827); Henry Barclay Swete, ed., The Old Testament in Greek
According to the Septuagint, 3 vols (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1887-1912).

23Daniel J. Harri ngton and Anthony J. Saldarini, Targum Jonathan of the Former Prophets, The
Aramaic Bible, vol. 10, ed. Kevin Cathcart, Michael Maher, and Martin McNamara (Wilmington: Michael
Glazier, 1987), 2.
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LXXL will be taken from Lagarde’ s edition of the Lucianic text24 and the Cambridge
apparatus. LXXO will also be taken from the Cambridge apparatus, particularly from mss
Acx.

Presentation of Reconstructed Witnesses

The reconstructed secondary witnesses will not be presented in their entirety.
Instead, only those readings that have a reasonable claim to being origina (to the version)
and that differ from the collating bases (Cambridge LXX, Leiden P, Sperber’s T, and VR)
will be listed, along with an explanation of the reason for the choice. For the partial
secondary witnesses, all the fragments of o, o, and 8" will be given, along with their
corresponding LXX reading. Since some mssrefer to these three witnesses as a group or
rather vaguely, a separate section will be devoted to listing all those readings that might
belong to the three but are not clearly indicated. The readings of LXXL that deviate from
LXX will be given in the next section. Finally, all the variants of LXXO from LXX will be
listed.

The variants will be presented in aform compatible with most textual apparatuses,
but afew notes about siglaarein order. The reading of the base text will be given first,
followed by the witnesses that support that reading, followed in turn by aright bracket *]’.
If more than one such reading occurs in the verse, the onein question will be identified by
anumeral followed by asmall superscript o: *1°’, ‘2°’, and so forth. Next, the variant
reading(s) will each be given, aong with the witnesses that support the reading. Each of
the variants following the base reading will be separated from the previous one by avertica
bar ‘. Witnesseswill be listed in the following order: mssin the base language, versional
witnesses, patristic sources. Mssin the base language will be separated from other
witnesses by a semicolon in order to avoid possible confusion. Witnesses that support the
variant in most respects (or the most important respects) but differ in small details will be
enclosed in parentheses ‘(). Witnesses that are inferred from the list of extant witnesses
given in the gpparatus of the base text but that are not explicitly listed will be enclosed in
braces‘{}’. Transposition of words from the base text or transposition combined with
omission will be signified by numerals representing the variant word order (e.g., 132
signifies that the second word in the base text is the third word in the variant). Next, the
symbols‘+ and ‘>’ represent an addition and an omission with respect to the base text,
respectively. The abbreviations‘pr’ and ‘post’ mean that the variant precedes or follows
the word or phrase given as the base text, respectively. Finaly, ‘idem’ indicates areading
that isidentical with the base text.

24paul de Lagarde, Librorum Veteris Testamenti Canonicorum, vol. 1 (Gottingen: Aedibus
Dieterich, Arnold Hoyer, 1883).
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Septuagint

Asageneral introduction to the evaluation of LXX readings, the following
additional LXX resources should be mentioned: Hatch and Redpath’ s concordance,
Swete' s introduction, and Conybeare and Stock’ s grammar. Bo Johnson' s study of
hexaplaric mssis also helpful, for he identifies certain family groups within LXX mss of
1 Samuel, namely, B (sometimes associated with mssyap), Acx (hexaplaric mss), boce,
(Lucianic mss), dipqtz (referred to as d+ [ islacking in the chapter]), and fmsw (referred
to asf+). The other mss (MV aeghijnvb,, and often yay) do not fall into any clear group.2®
In addition to Greek mss and daughter versions, the church fathers Theodoret (Thdt) and
Chrysostom (Chr) are sometimes cited.

31  «xuptw {Bya Acx bocye, d+ f+ MNaeginviy} ] mpoow e kuptou h

Despite only one witnessto thisreading, it isinteresting because it preserves
Semitic, not Greek, idiom. However, it seems likely that the scribe was imitating the idiom
found in both P and T in the same place, an idiom current in Hebrew aswell. The only
other two occurrences of Asi1Toupyecw in Kingdoms with God as the object are
1 Kgdms 2:11, 18. 2:11 reads Ae1 Toupycv Tw TPoowTTw Kuptou, and 2:18 reads
Ae1ToupycVv eV Tiov kuptou. |n both cases a circumlocution occurs, so the scribe of h
could have been simply conforming histext to the idiom of LXX itself.

32 exafinto B* ] exoBeudev {yap} A{x} {boce; d+ f+} BabMN{ aeghinvb,} ; arm

cop eth syh

Thereading skabno is attested only by the origina hand of B and by one fifteenth
century ms. It could be argued that ekafnto should be preferred as the reading different
from similar statementsin the context (i.e., 3:3, 5 bis, 6, 9) and from MT. Furthermore, a
closer examination shows that exabnto here refersto Eli, whereas all examples of
ekoBeudev and related formsrefer to Samuel. It is possible that a Hebrew scribe (or the
trandator) could have misread '2 220 "” as '2 2" 7. However, the extreme paucity
of external support makes the preference of ekabnto questionable. A scribe transmitting
the Greek text could just as easily have misread ekabsudev as ekabnto.26 If ekabeudev is

25Edwin Hatch and Henry A. Redpath, A Condordance to the Septuagint and the Other Greek
Versions of the Old Testament (Including the Apocryphal Books), 3 vols. (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1897-
1906; repr., Grand Rapids: Baker Book House, 1983) [hereafter HR]; Henry Barclay Swete, An Introduction
to the Old Testament in Greek, with an Appendix by Henry St. John Thackeray, rev. Richard Rusden
Ottley (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1914; repr., Peabody, MA: Hendrickson, 1989);
Conybeare and Stock, Grammar; Bo Johnson, Die hexaplarische Rezension des 1. Samuel buches der
Septuaginta, Studia Theologica Lundensia, no. 22 (Lund: CWK Gleerup, 1963). For asummary of the
family groupsin LXX, seeibid., 19. In the following pages, LXX evidence for particular readings will be
grouped according to Johnson's family groups. Mssy and ap, when supporting reading in the absence of
the other ms or B, will be listed with the ungrouped mss.

26Cf, asimilar error in the Ethiopic of 3:3, where exafnTo is apparently read for ekaBeudev.
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indeed original, the scribes responsible for B and ¢ could well have made the graphic error
independently of one another or of any text in the direct genetic line between the two.
Thus, the majority reading ekaBeudev isto be preferred, with Rahlfs.

3:2  nduvato {Ba Acx bcye, T+ Mghiv}] nduvavTo o d+ Naenyb,

At issuein thisreading is whether the subject of the verb is Eli, thus requiring a
singular verb, or Eli’ s eyes, requiring a plural verb. Though the main reading of both MT
and V issingular, one ms of each hasaplural. Both readings are well attested in Greek
mss. Itislikely that nduvaTo wasinfluenced by the plural verb npxovTo in the same
verse to becomenéuvavto. However, asimilar change could have happened in Hebrew
just aseasily. The agreement of the plural with the mssfrom MT (ms 187, one of the mss
Goshen-Gottstein says perhaps contains some non-Masoretic readings) and V suggests the
possibility that the plural did exist in an early Hebrew ms; however, the original Greek was
probably néuvaTo.

3:3  mpwv {Ba Acx dpgt MNaeghnby} ] + n boce, T+ vyz; That
3:7  mwpw Ba] + n A{cx bocye, d+ f+} MN{aeghinvyb,}

These two readings need to be considered together, inasmuch as the preferred
reading in one placeis likely to be the same asin the other. Thesmple mpw is
predominantly an Attic reading, whereas the compound mpiv nj isoriginaly lonic;
however, the latter reading predominatesin the koine.2’ mpiv iswell attested in verse 3
(apparently read by Bay Acx dpgt MNaeghnb,) but is poorly attested in verse 7. If the
normal koine form mpiv 1 were origina in both places, later Atticizing scribes might have
omitted then to create amore Atticistic reading. It isunlikely that later scribes would have
corrected an original Attic reading in the direction of the koine, especially in the numbers
attested inverse 7. Asfar asthe difference in the attestation patterns between the two
verses, two mss (c and x) read e miokevocbev rather than e miokevaabnvat in verse 3;
since even Attic idiom allowed mpiv i before an infinitive (both of Homer’ s uses are before
infinitives), it is possible that Atticistic revisers, after changing mpiv n to mpv in verse 3,
would have considered the mpiv n of verse 7 perfectly acceptable. Though the difference
in the verb is attested in only two mss, other such mss may have exercised their influence
on the reading of the preposition in some extant mss. Whichever reading is to be preferred,

27\Walter Bauer, A Greek-English Lexicon of the New Testament and Other Early Christian
Literature, 2d ed., trans. and ed. William F. Arndt, F. Wilbur Gingrich, and Frederick W. Danker (Chicago:
University of Chicago Press, 1979) [hereafter BAG], s.v. “mpwv”; ibid., s.v. “h.” Bauer characterizesthe
compound form as an “lonism, very rare in Attic wr., but common in the Koine” in the latter article.
Smyth notes that though the compound form occasionally occursin Homer and Herodotus, it israre and
suspect in Attic Greek; Herbert Weir Smyth, Greek Grammar, ed. Gordon M. Messing (Cambridge: Harvard
University Press, 1956), 555.
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both verses probably originally read the same. Rahlfs sdecision to read mpiv in verse 3
and mpv n in verse 7 seems to have been due to the combined witness of A and B in the
former passage and their split witnessin the latter. Nevertheless, it seems preferablein
light of both internal and external evidence to read wpiv n in both verses.

3:3  vaow {Bya f+ MNaeghinvby}] otkw kuptou Ac | + kuptou X bocye, d+

Since MT herereads 11" 5271, it seems likely that the third variantisa
correction to asimilar Hebrew text. This supposition is strengthened when one realizes
that the mssthat support this reading are the Lucianic group (bocye») and the group that
Johnson calls d+, both of which often correct the Greek text in the direction of the
Hebrew.28 The hexaplaric ms x also supports the reading. Harder to account for isthe
second reading, supported only by the hexaplaric witnesses Ac. Though the addition of
Kuptou supports MT in part, oikos renders 53 in only one other instance out of
hundreds of occurrences of oikos in the books of Kingdoms (4 Kgdms 20:18). bamis
rendered much more frequently by vaos. These factors suggest that otk kuptou
represents a correction of OG to the reading of a Hebrew text different from MT. The first
reading, vacw, isamost certainly the OG reading.

34 «xon 1° {Byap Acx d+ fmw aeinby}] pr ekateoTel g | pr kot kateaTn bocyer S

(M)Nhv; (itv)

The second and third readings may be taken together, since the omitted kot in the
second is probably the result of haplography. Thefirst reading is clearly the better attested
of the two main readings, containing all of Johnson’s groups except the Lucianic mss, as
well as afew mssthat do not fit in any particular group. The third reading is attested by
two uncials, the Lucianic mss, and afew other mss. It isalso supported by asimilar
reading in an it ms. et adtitit e dominus et clamabat. One could argue that the third reading
originated from the first as the result of assimilation to verse 10. Thefirst reading may
also claim precedence on the grounds that it is the shorter reading. Scribes might also have
considered God'’s call of Samuel abrupt, leading them to introduce God’ s words with
mention of hisarrival in the sanctuary.

On the other hand, the omission of ko kateoTtn (or even kot ABev kol KaTeoTn,
cf. verse 10) could be due to parablepsis (kat ... kat). The possibility that the shorter
reading represents a correction to a Hebrew text smilar to MT seems unlikely, for, though
some of the witnesses are hexaplaric (Acx) and others sometimes have hexaplaric readings

28 Johnson say's of the group d+, “d+ zeigt gelegentlich, besonders bei Eigennamen, eine
Textform, die besser mit MT Ubereinstimmt, alsesbei A cx der Fall ist. Dagegen hat d+ kaum eigene
Varianten von hexaplarischem Charakter aufzuweisen.” Johnson, Hexaplarische Rezension, 107.
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(d+, f+), thereislittle evidence that B is ever corrected toward a Hebrew text.29 If the
longer reading is taken to be original, another factor must be considered, namely, that the
subject kuptos must also be displaced, since atext (ko nABev) ko kareoTn Kot ekoheogv
kuptos , though perfectly acceptable in Greek, does not represent normal Hebrew idiom,
since the subject istoo far from theinitial verb (cf. verse 10: kot nABev kuptos kol
KaTeoTn Kot ekaAeoev). It may be questioned why, if ko kateotn isaharmonizing
addition, the subject was not moved forward in the sentence to match verse 10. The
answer may be that the Greek scribes, unfamiliar with Hebrew idiom, felt no discomfort at
the distance of the subject from the initial verb. A Greek form of the works of Ephraem
Syrus, preserved in the apparatus of Holmes and Parsons, provides aform of the text that
may also have some bearing on the question of the position of the subject. Ephraem reads
KOl KATEOTT) 20pounA, Kot ekokeoe kuptos . Although “Samuel” cannot be the original
subject, its presenceis an attempt to clarify the subject of kateotn, an indication of the
difficulty Ephraem (or the scribes) felt with the dangling verb, so the reading presupposes a
text identical with the third reading above. Thus, if alonger reading was origina in OG, it
was probably not that of the third reading. Sinceinternal evidence isambiguous, itis
perhaps best to rely on the reading that has the most, the oldest, and the most diverse
witnesses. Though some doubt must exist because of the possibility of parablepsis, the
reading of OG was probably that of B and its congeners.

3:5  kabeude {Byap A dpqti}] pr ko cx aehnby; arm| ko koBeude tekvov bocye, z
msw Magv; it | + Tekvov Nf

3:6 oc Bya i; cop eths] Tekvov 244 | + uie pou Acx d+; arm| + tekvov {bocye, f+}
MN{ aeghnviy}

3:6  kabeude {B*y A dpqt i}] prko cx boce, z f+ BaMNaeghnvagh,; arm
39  kabeude B A qti] pr kot {yap cx boc,e, dpz f+} MN{aeghnvb,}; armeth

All these variants must be considered together from two perspectives, first looking
at the presence or absence of kot between avootpede and kaBeude in verses 5, 6, and 9;
and next looking at the presence or absence of Tekvov (or uie pou) in each of these verses.
First, it may be noted that the majority of the witnesses in each verse include ko, whereas
MT does not have a conjunction between the corresponding words. When one looks at the
grouping of witnesses, it is surprising to see that the hexaplaric mss cx consistently include
thekat, with A aone omitting it. The group d+ (except z, which often has Lucianic
affinities) omits kot in the first two instances, but two of its members, dp, apparently join
the mgjority in the third instance. The group f+ and the Lucianic group include ko in all

29 Johnson, Hexaplarische Rezension, 53: “Zusammenfassend ware zu sagen, dass B nur in sehr
geringen Umfang Stellen enthélt, die auf hexaplarische Korrecturen hindeuten konnten. . . . Hexaplarische
Korrecturen kénnen in vereinzelten Féllen eingedrungen sein, doch lassen sich die betreffenden Stellen auch
auf andere Weise erkléren.”
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three cases. What doesthis evidence imply? It is clear from an examination of both Greek
and Hebrew mss that the addition or omission of a conjunction iscommon, soitis
impossible to tell for certain whether the change occurred before or after the initial
trandation into Greek. Though Hebrew uses conjunctions with great frequency, asyndeton
In certain constructionsis fairly common. Such a construction occurs here, where the first
imperative 210 isamost an auxiliary to the main idea expressed in the second verb
2DW.30 However, similar constructions do appear with the conjunction. 1t may have
seemed to ascribe or trandator that the addition of akon between the imperatives provided
abetter balance to the ko that was between the indicativesin the next phrase. Since
internal evidence is questionable, it seems best to go with the preponderance of external
evidencein this case, which favors the inclusion of the kan in thefirst instance and strongly
favorsitsinclusion in the last two instances.3!

With regard to the question of the inclusion or exclusion of Tekvov or uie pou in
verses 5 and 6, the shortest text, supported by the group Byap in both cases, excludes the
terms, while MT includes32 inverse 6. Itissignificant that in verse 9, all Greek mss
include Tekvov after kaBeude, but there is no corresponding Hebrew termin MT. The
easiest issue to addressis the expression vie pou in verse 6, an obvious correction to a
Hebrew text similar to M T by the hexaplaric and d+ groups. Tekvov isacommon
trandational equivalent for 12, rendering it twenty timesin Kingdoms (in A, nineteen times
in B), though always in sections that are not kaige It is not nearly as common asuios,
however, which renders ]2 some eight hundred times, in both OG and kaige sections.
Thus, uie pou isan attempt to yield atext closer to the Hebrew. The short reading ot in
verse 6 isthe key to determining the OG reading in verses 5 and 6. Though supported by
only asmall number of witnesses, both Greek and versional, this reading is almost
certainly the OG reading. If origind, it iseasy to understand that the longer text of the third
reading could be an assimilation to verse 9 or to some non-Masoretic Hebrew text that
added*]3, but it is difficult to explain the origin of the shorter text if the longer were
origina. If some scribe felt the need to add Texvov or *]2 in verse 6, or to assimilate the
verseto verse 9, the same process could have occurred in verse 5, where the group d+
joins the witnesses to the shorter text. Therefore, it appears that the shorter text without
Tekvov Or uie pov isthe OG reading in both verses 5 and 6, but Tekvov in verse 5 could
very well reflect a Hebrew text different from MT.

3:6  «kuplos {Bap Acx d+}] eTi y | €Tt kuptos koheoat Tov 2apounA MNaghby, | + €Tt

30E. Kautzsch, ed., Gesenius Hebrew Grammar, trans. A. E. Cowley, 2d ed. (Oxford: Clarendon
Press, 1910), § 120g.

31 Jellicoe, along with many others, believes that the L ucianic witnesses, which consistently
include thekou in all three verses, sometimes preserve primitive readings which have disappeared from most
or all other witnesses, including B. See Jellicoe, LXX and Modern Sudy, 168-71.
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i | +eT1 kaAeoou Tov 2apounA bocye, f+ env
3:6  ekaAeoev {Bya bocye, f+ MNaeghinvb,}] + et Acx d+
3:8  «kuptos 1° {Byay Acx bocye, d+ f+ MNaeghinv}] + et by; armit
3:8  ZapounA {Bya, Mehinvby}] pr tov a| premi Acx | preTt d+ | preTi Tov f+ | +

2auounA boc,e, Ng

The repetition and variation in the story is evident again in verses 6 and 8. At the
beginning of verse 6, MT reads 710 RAP 717" 5O, it lacks an equivalent for theeTi in
verse 8. Thefirst item to note is the two forms of the clause that appear in the third and
fifth variantsin the first unit of variation. Both of these variants conflate the text by adding
aclause closer to the Hebrew text that lay before the scribes, namely, the reading of MT.
Theresult is an unwieldy and redundant sentence that certainly isnot original .32 Little
doubt can exist that kaheoot Tov ZapounA is an addition not present in OG.

The next bit of variation involvesthe position of 1t in verses 6 and 8. In verse 6,
doesit belong before kupios, after kupios, or after ekodeoev? Or should it be omitted
altogether, with Bap? The hexaplaric and d+ groups place e T in a position equivaent to
that of 712 in MT. Most other witnesses put it only in the first clause, either before or
after kupros. The variety of position suggests that €11 isalater addition to the text and that
the OG reading isthat of Ba,.33 In verse 8, each of Johnson’s groups supports a different
reading: Byay variant one, hexaplaric variant three, d+ variant four, f+ variant five, and
Lucianic variant six. (Only thosereadingsin v. 8 that deal with eTi will be discussed here;
see below for the other variantsin thisverse). The base text isequivaent to MT, so there
IS no question of other groups altering the text toward one with the same reading asMT.
Thethird reading e m is clearly an inner-Greek error for e 11, so variants three, four, and
five may be considered together. Asin verse 6, the hexaplaric and d+ groups support the
inclusion of eT1 after aform of kakec, and they are joined by the f+ group. However, the
two possible positions for e 11 in the verse, and the likelihood of assimilation to the
readings of verse 6, make the reading questionable. The failure of the Lucianic group to
support the reading a so tends to make one suspect that it is not original. Probably, then,
eTiLisorigina in neither verse 6 nor verse 8.

It may be noted quickly that the omission of kupilos inverse 6 (variant 2) is

32Ms g omits the second phrase ko ekaheoev S apoun), but this omission is probably due to
parablepsis rather than a conscious effort to improve the text.

33There are three main occasions for transposition. The first is when a scribe simply inverts the
order of words or phrasesthat are adjacent or nearly so. The second iswhen a unit of material is
accidentally omitted by a scribe, only to be added back by another scribe in the wrong place. Cf.
Albert Curtis Clark, The Descent of Manuscripts (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1918; reprint, Norwich:
Fletcher and Son, 1969), 256. The third occasion for transposition occurs when an addition is made to the
text, often as the result of a scribal gloss in the margin. See Shemaryahu Talmon, “ Aspects of the Textual
Transmission of the Biblein the Light of Qumran Manuscripts,” Textus 4 (1964): 100-103, who discusses
the marginal and interlinear notes in Qumran biblical mss and their role in the production of conflate
readings.
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probably the result of haplography (perhaps omitting the first word of ks ko).

3:6 ka1 3°{Bya boe, f+ MNaeghinvb,}] pr kot aveoTn 44 | pr kot oveoTn ZapounA

Acx cp d+; armeths

The third variant is equivalent to the reading of MT, and it appears in the hexaplaric
and d+ groups, plus ¢, and two versions. Thereal questions are (1) whether kot aveotn)
2opounA is an addition added as an assimilation to verse 8 or a clause omitted by
parablepsis (ZapounA . . . ZoupounA) and (2) whether the assimilation or parablepsis
occurred in Hebrew or in Greek. Verse 6 MT at this place reads"['?’? SR oP™, but
verse 8 reads"[‘?’W OP™ (alsoreflectedinms44inv. 6). Itisclear that if the longer text
of verse 6 istheresult of assimilation, it is not perfect assimilation, since ZouounA is
missing. Rather than imperfect assimilation, it seems more likely that kot oveotn
2 apounA (or its Hebrew equivalent) was accidentally omitted. The descriptions of
Samuel’ s actions the first three times God calls him are al different in detail, but in MT
Samuel always does two things. In verses4 and 5, Samuel says, “Herel am!” and then
runsto Eli. Inverses6 and 8, Samuel gets up and then goesto Eli. Thisbalanceis
destroyed if verse 6 omits his getting up, but if both actions are included, the variety of
presentation is preserved by the presence of Samuel’ s name a second timein verse 6 (ko
OVEOTI 20HOUTA).

It isdifficult to decide where in the process of transmission the parablepsis
occurred, in a Greek or aHebrew ms. However, if the longer reading was present in OG,
then disappeared, it apparently |eft no trace in the mstradition, since the hexaplaric and d+
groups probably derived the reading from Origen’s correction to the Hebrew. It ispossible
that atrace might remain in the Lucianic witnesses ¢, arm, but it is more likely that these,
too, reflect the influence of the Hexapla. 1t seems probable, then, that the parablepsis was
already present in the Hebrew Vorlage of OG, so the first variant represents the OG text.

3:6 1o deuTepov { Byap Acx d+ i}] ek SeuTtepou bocye, f+ MNaeghnvh,

Thefirst reading To deuTepov is closer to norma Greek idiom (though the articleis
usually omitted in classical Greek) than the second.34 ek GeuTtepou occurs twice morein
Kingdoms—2 Kgdms 14:29 and 3 Kgdms 19:7—nboth times for 17 JW; both of these
occurrences are also adverbial. 2 Kgdms 16:19 is also adverbial and rendersf1™ )0 in MT
as 1o 6suTepov, but the adverbia ideais different: “moreover” rather than “a second time.”
3 Kgdms 9:2 renders 17, “a second time,” asdsutepov. A broader look at the word
deuTepov in LXX reveals that the Pentateuch uses (To) dsutepov exclusively to render

34Smyth, Grammar, 288. Cf. also p. 317, where he notes that ek is sometimes used with
numerals as partitive genitives; the use of ex with an ordinal to represent an adverbial idea does not seem to
beidiomatic, at least in classical Greek.
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17JW when it means “a second time,” atotal of ninetimes. On the other hand, the other
books almost always render 17, “a second time,” by ek Ssutepou.35 It isinteresting
that B omits two of these occurrences, Josh 5:2 and 1 Chr 29:22. The only occurrence of
deuTepov to render 17 IW outside the Pentateuch and Kingdomsis B’ s text of Jer 40:1
(Heb 33:1), but A hasek deutepou. It appears, then, that the tendency of LXX outside the
Pentateuch isto use ek deutepou, but B differs three out of eight times. Since B
sometimes displays a tendency towards Atticism (see above, pp. 39-40, on mptv VS. Tpiv
ninverses 3 and 7), and since it elsawhere avoids ek deuTtepou, it seems more likely that
the scribe of B, or some previous scribe, would have changed ek 6suTepou to the more
idiomatic To deuTtepov than vice versa

3:7  Beov {Bya, MNaeghinvb,}] pr Tov Acx bocye, d+ f+r

Beos occurs frequently in Kingdoms both with and without the article. When the
examination is restricted to the accusative e ov, the vast mgjority of anarthrous casesfall
into one of two types. The first common use of Beov without the article isin the expression
(Tov) kuptov Beov x, where x is a pronoun or noun in the genitive case (e.g., kuptov Beov
oou [1 Kgdms 7:8], kuptov Beov Tou lopanA [3 Kgdms 15:30]). On one occasion,

1 Kgdms 5:7, the similar construction Aaycv Beov nueov occurs. The second common
use of the accusative of Beos without the articleisin plural references to other gods (e.g.,
1 Kgdms 28:13; 3 Kgdms 14:9). Once these cases are eliminated, only thirteen
instances of the anarthrous Beov remain, ten of them in 4 Kingdoms (a kaigesection). Of
eleven occurrences of the accusative of Bsos with the article, two are plural referencesto
other gods (1 Kgdms 7:3; 2 Kgdms 5:21) and one is in the expression kuptov Tov feov
lopomA (3 Kgdms 16:13), though AN and many other witnesses do not have tov before
Beov. Only two cases of Bsov with the article occur in kaige sections (2 Kgdms 12:16;
22:7). It appears, then, that, apart from the expression kuptov Bsov x (genitive), the
singular accusative referencesto Beov in Kingdoms generally use the article in OG sections
(six of ninetimes with the article) and generally do not in kaige sections (ten of twelve
without the article, al in 4 Kingdoms). Nevertheless, 8sov without the articleis still fairly
common in OG, occurring in 33% of the cases, 40% if this caseis considered anarthrous.
Furthermore, one of the other instances of anarthrous Bsov isin the same chapter,

1 Kgdms 3:13. It seems best, then, to omit the article here, taking its inclusion as an
attempt to conform to the more usual pattern.

35Josh 5:2; 1 Chr 29:22; Jon 3:1; Hag 2:2; Zech 4:12; Jer 1:13. Dan 2:7 LXX renders the
Aramaic17171N with ex deutepou, while Theodotion uses deutepov.
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37  amokohudBnvan { Byap Acx p*atz}] pr mpnv pP?| pr meiv 1 bocye, d f+

MNaeghnvby, | pr mpiv n ko i | antequamadaperiret ; it

The second, fourth, and fifth variantsin this unit of variation should be seen as
witnesses to the reading of the third variant, mptv 1, the second and fourth variants being
inner-Greek corruptions of the reading. The real textual question, then, is whether the
preposition mpiv n appears once or twice. MT readsOY before both verbs, so the
second mpiv 1 could be seen as an attempt to conform the Greek text to one similar to MT.
Whereas Hebrew prepositions usually govern only one word,36 Greek prepositions
frequently govern more than one object.3” Another reason for the second mpiv 1, then,
might be conformity to Hebrew idiom. It is particularly significant that the hexaplaric mss
Acx agreewith B against MT. Thus, it is probable that the reading of the base text isthe
original reading of LXX.

3:8  ZapounA {Bya, Mehinvby}] pr tov a| premi Acx |preTi d+ | preTi Tov f+ | +

2auounA boc,e, Ng

The variants that concern e i have been dealt with above, but it remains to consider
the article and the second 2 apounA. The second 2 apounA is probably an assimilation to
the previous two accounts of God’ s attempt to communicate with Samuel, verses 4 and 6.
In both of those cases, and in the Lucianic witnesses here, 2 apounA isclearly considered
to beavocative. Theinsertion of the accusative article in variants two and five indicates an
understanding that here > ouounA is the direct object of theinfinitive. The article was
probably inserted to clarify this point. Therefore, the reading of the base text isto be
preferred.

3:9  eimev {Bya f+ Maghivib,}] + aute Nen; ethvid | + o SopounA d |+ Heli @ ;

cop | + HAet T 2apounh Acx bocye, patz

Readings two through five present four different attempts to specify the participants
in the action. The longest reading, supported by the hexaplaric, d+ (-d), and Lucianic
groups, isthe sameas MT. Since no reason seemsto exist for shortening the text, all of
the longer readings can be seen as attempts at specification or at conformity to a Hebrew
text similar to MT. The variety of readings aso suggests that none of the longer textsis
original.

36But see Kautzsch, ed., Gesenius Hebrew Grammar, § 119hh. O’ Connor calls this phenomenon
prepositional override, citing 1 Sam 15:22 as an example. See Bruce K. Waltke and M. O’ Connor, An
Introduction to Biblical Hebrew Syntax (Winona Lake, IN: Eisenbrauns, 1990), 222-23; M. O’ Connor,
Hebrew Verse Sructure (Winona Lake, IN: Eisenbrauns, 1980), 310-11.

37Smyth, Grammer, 369-70.
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3:9  oe{Bya A dpgt ein}] +&T1 cx | + o kahwv bocye, z f+ MNaghvhby; Thdt

Two hexaplaric mss again add e T, amost certainly secondarily. More significant
isthe longer reading that includes o koAcov and is supported by many witnesses, including
the f+ and Lucianic groups. Although no equivaent for o kaAwov appearsin MT, itis
conceivable that the reading could have arisen from a Hebrew text whose verb could be
read as a participle rather than an imperfect.38 The reading seems to be an attempt to
specify the subject of the verb, though in arather unusual way. A participleusedin
proximity to averbal form of the same word is probably a Hebraism, but Greek scribes
were certainly capable of creating their own Hebraisms. Since the Lucianic text isknown
for expansions of thistype, it is probable that the variant is secondary and within the Greek
tradition, so thefirst reading is preferable.

319  Aaket {Byap x a*hi*bp}] + kupie bocye, d+ f+ AMNacegnvxe arm eth®?
3:10 Aodet {Byap A o dpat fm*sw MNaeghinb,}] + kupie cx beer z mPy; arm

These two sets of variants exist because scribes were troubled at the lack of
agreement between what Samuel was supposed to say and what he actually said. The fact
that many witnesses that support the longer reading in the first unit of variation support the
shorter reading in the second unit suggests that scribes attempted to correct the problem
elither by deleting kupie in thefirst instance or adding it in the second. On the other hand,
kupte might have been added in verse 9 or omitted in verse 10 in order to conform the text
to aHebrew text smilar to MT. However, other units of variation indicate that most
scribes were more concerned with consistency than conformity to a Hebrew text, especially
since few scribes could read Hebrew.40 The hexaplaric witnesses are usually an exception
to thisrule, but here they are split, indicating the importance of internal consistency to at
least two of the scribes (the scribes of cx or their predecessors, though x* does read Aoket
aonein verse 9). These considerations, plus the stronger external support for the longer
reading in verse 9 and the shorter in verse 10, indicate that these readings should be
preferred, with Rahlfs.41

38The possihility that LXX was translated from Old Hebrew script rather than square script has
been raised by various scholars. If so, the present case may be explained as a confusion of the” of the
imperfect with a', taken as an article, since the two |etters are similar in the older script (* and &,
respectively). Cf. Shemaryahu Talmon, “Ancient Hebrew Alphabet,” in Mélanges Delcor, 387-402.

39Thdt reads Aoket kupte pou; Natalio Ferndndez Marcos and José Ramén Busto Saiz, Theodoreti
Cyrensis quaestiones in Reges et paralipomena, Textosy estudios “Cardinal Cisneros’, no. 32 (Madrid:
Instituto “Arias Montano” Consegjo Superior de Investigaciones Cientificas, 1984), 12.

40Cf. Wellhausen, Biicher Samuelis, 4-5.

41 Several commentators refer to ms B in v. 9 as though it were the LXX reading. Thefact that B
here may not be the original LXX reading illustrates the importance of analyzing the variants within LXX
before using one of the mssto reconstruct the original Hebrew text. Cf. P. Paul Dhorme, Leslivresde
Samuel, Etudes bibliques (Paris: Librairie Victor Lecoffre, 1910), 43; R. W. Klein, 1 Samuel, 30.



48

3110  ws ama€ kot amaE { Bya f+ MNaeghinvb,}] ZapounA ZauounA d | ws omaE
kot 8ts MMY; it | cos amaf ZapounA ZaupounA cx |ws ama€ kot dis ZauounA
2opounA bocoe | + ZouounA Zououn A pgtz; arm
MT herereads YR120 X112 DYD2 DY, which corresponds to the sixth

variant, supported by A, d+ (-d), arm. The variants which substitute 8is for the second

amog clearly preserve an attempt to produce a better Greek text. It isinteresting that in the
only verse where MT reads DRI SRIMW, most Greek mss do not (cf. vv. 4, 6). Since
the addition of ZapounA ZapounA can be explained as an attempt to conform to the
common Hebrew text, the shorter text (variant one) is preferable to the others.

3:11 TmavTtos Bya] pr wote A(cx) MN {bocye, d+ f+ aegghinvb,} ; armeth

Though the vast mgjority of mss have wore, it seems more likely that it was added
to make the text closer to a Hebrew text similar to MT (which reads TUR) than that it was
deleted by Byap. A similar expression appears in two other passagesin LXX:

2 Kings 21:12 and Jer 19:3. Though worTe isfound in both these passages, other
elements of the formula are different, indicating the lack of afixed form for this stock
phrase. Of coursg, it is possible that coote was omitted by haplography, but B elsewhere
lacks a tendency to conform to the Hebrew text where others do (cf. v. 6). In addition,
the omission of the conjunction is supported by T. Thus, the shorter reading isto be
preferred.

3:13  avnyyeAka Byap Nhi(v)by] avnyyesiha bocyes z | avnyyeAn dpgt | avayyeAet cx

| avnveyka A | amnyyeAka M {f+ aegn}| praedixi ; it

Theitreading is not particularly helpful in determining which Greek reading it
reflects, so it must be set aside. The reading of A seemsto be an error, perhaps an aural
confusion of the first variant. The other variants reflect two sets of differences: aorist or
perfect tense, and a prefix of av- or amm-. The perfect tense, being used less frequently
than the aorist, is more probabl e because scribes would be more likely to change perfect to
aorist than vice versa. External evidence aso supports the originality of the perfect. The
choice between the prefixesis not so easy. Both prefixes are well represented, though ov-
appearsin avariety of forms. A survey of avayyeAw and amoyyeAw in Kingdoms
revedsthat amayys e is more common then avayyeAw in the OG sections (fifty-
seven and twelvetimesin A, sixty-seven and seven timesin B, respectively), but
avayyeAMo ismore common than arayye Ao in thekaige sections (thirty-one and
seventeen timesin A, thirty-one and twenty-one timesin B, respectively). Furthermore,
omayyeMw is somewhat more frequent in LXX asawhole. These figures suggest that,
in the OG sections especially, scribes would have a greater tendency to replace
ovoyyeAw with amayye e than vice versa. B in particular strongly favors
omayyeMw inthe OG sections. Thefact that B kegps avayyeAAw here, perhaps along
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with a predecessor of A, indicates that the first variant, the reading of the base text, isthe
best.

3:13  Tov { Bya cx Maehinby}] pr em A boge, d+ f+ Ngv

MT herereads11"271IR IR B3OLW™ 3, with no preposition such as by
corresponding toe . Infact, there seem to be no casesin MT of the verb D@0 with a
preposition before the personal object (excluding ]* 3, used of deciding between parties).
However, ekdike frequently takesem after it (in about 16 of 36 cases), particularly when
rendering TP (whether with or without b inMT, in about 14 of 25 cases). It seems,
then, that e m was added during the process of transmission of the Greek text and that the
shorter reading is preferable.

3:13  auTou 2° {Bya, Acx Mag}] quasips scivit ; it? | + as eyve b dpat f+ Nhinvby;

Chrvid | + s eyve beyey Z | + s eyvwv e +ev ais eyva 0 | quas ego scio ; itV

All of the variants that differ from the base text are modeled on the phrase found in
MT, DTN, Variants five and seven change the subject of the verb to God (“which |
knew”), probably by inner-Greek and/or inner-Latin corruption. The main Lucianic
reading, ais eyvaw, differsfrom the maority reading, as eyvcw, because the case of the
relative pronoun has been attracted to that of its antecedent, adikiais .42 The additional sv
found in variant six is gpparently a corruption of the main Lucianic reading. The second
variant is basically equivalent to the mgjority reading. Thus, al the other variants from the
base text are derived from the third variant. Itismore likely that the phrase as eyvw was
added to agree with a Hebrew text smilar to M T than that it was deleted, since no problem
with the reading is evident. Thus, the base text should be accepted as original.

3:13 viot BAcce N] pr ot {ya x bo d+ f+} M{aeghinvly,}; Chr
3:15 oikou {Byay A dp MNaeghinvb,}] pr Tou cx boce, gtz f+
3:15 HAet Bya] pr T A{cx bocye, d+ f+} MN{ aeghinvby}

The ease with which scribes added and omitted articles has been mentioned above,
so it isdifficult to have any certainty with regard to them. However, since articleswere
present more often than not, lacking evidence of haplography, it seems more likely that a
scribe would have added the article than omitted it. Construct relationships like the first
case occur 17 times with the article and 5 times without in the chapter, excluding this one,
soitislikely that a scribe would have changed the reading of his exemplar in favor of the
more common reading. In the second case, the phrase oikou kupiou occurs three other
timesin Samuel, none of which has an article. The addition of the article in this casewas a

42smyth, Grammar, 567.
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move in the direction of more articles, which reflected better Greek idiom. Thus, the article
should be omitted in the first two cases.

The third unit of variation is somewhat different, both in the scantiness of external
support for the base text and in the fact that the use of the article with the dative of the direct
and indirect objectsisaspecial case. Since most Hebrew names are indeclinable as
trandliterated into Greek, those forms of the dative that cannot take prepositions (i.e., the
pure dative) have no way of indicating case without the article. Since the article is not used
in Hebrew, itsusein LXX is clearly a semantic indicator inserted by the Greek trandators.
Of about twelve other cases of proper names used as datives of direct or indirect objectsin
thefirst twelve chapters of 1 Samuel, al of them have the article. Thus, it seems probable
that the article should be included in the present case aswell.

3:17 Beos Bap; copit] + kot Tade mpoabein A(X) { ¢ bocye, d+ f+} MN{aeghinvyby} ;

arm (eth)

The expression Tode moinoan . . . ko Tade mpoohein occurs eleven other timesin
LXX: ten timesin Kingdoms and once in Ruth. In each of these cases the full expression
isfound; ko Tade Tpoobein isnever omitted. Though it is concelvable that the second
part of the phrase could be omitted as being unidiomatic in Greek, none of the mss ever do
so in any of the other cases. On the other hand, ko1 Tode mpoacbein could have been added
to conform the passage to the usual expression and to match the Hebrew, but if the
omissionisoriginal in LXX, the reason for this uncommon readings would still be
unexplained. It seems morelikely, then, that the original kot Tade mpooBein was omitted
by B or one of its predecessors, perhaps because of some graphic similarity between Tade
moinoat and tode mpoaobein.43

3:17 Aoywv Bap A] > cx & by; ethvid| pr tcov { boc, d+ f+} MN{ abeghinovyc,}

In thisunit of variation, the omission in the second variant is the result of
parablepsis. Since more nouns have articles than do not, on€’ sinitial reaction, in spite of
the extremely thin external support, might be to exclude the article as alater addition.
However, two factors argue against this evaluation. First, MT herereads 1277, so the
third variant cannot be an attempt to conform to M T (at least not completely), since 127711
issingular and Aoy cov isplural. Second and more importantly, the meaning of ek
TavTwv Aoywv Twv AaAnBsvTwv isnot really appropriate to the context, for the phrase

43 A possible two step sequence of events that could lead to the omission of the phraseis as
follows. First, the scribe might have accidentally written moinoan a second time for mpoofein. The
resulting phrase would be Tade moinoat cot o Bgos kot Tade moinoat. Since this new phrase would make
no sense to a second scribe reading the exemplar, the easiest correction he could make would be to omit ko
Tade ToInoail.
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means, “from all conceivable words that were spoken,”44 but the context clearly indicates
that specific words (i.e., God' s words) are being requested. The article probably dropped
out as aresult of parablepsis.

3:17 oo 2°{Ba Acx dpqti}] mpos oe y | > boce, z f+ MNaeghnvbsy; arm cop

MT herereads T’ bX; it has nothing that correspondsto ev Tols wotv cou. Since
ool (or mpos oe) functions as the equivalent of ev Tois watv cou, the longer Greek text
found in the first variant is redundant. It is possible that ool isasimple equivaent of the
circumlocution ev Tols wotv oou and that the longer Greek text is a conflation of these two
equivalents* Even s0, the question remains whether the conflation occurred subsequent
to the original trandation or whether it was taken from the Hebrew Vorlage. If the longer
text were in the Vorlage of LX X, no good reason exists for the omission of cot.
However, if the shorter text represented OG, later scribes might well have added ool to
bring the Greek closer to atext like MT. It isimportant to observe that among the mss that
support this apparent addition are the hexaplaric mss and group d+, which often has
hexaplaric readings. The fact that Bay(y) also support the longer reading demonstrates the
occasiona secondary readings of the group in general, and of B in particular. mpos ot is
probably an inner-Greek variant, but it could aso be an independent correction to the same
Hebrew text. It seems, then, that the shorter text represented by the third variant has a
grester claim to originality.

3:18 amnyyethev ZopounA {Bya v}] amnyyeiAev autw 2apounA Acx boc,e
d(p)atz; arm | + teo HAe1 f+ MNaeghinb,

The second variant, though supported by many witnesses, should be considered an
assmilation to atext similar to MT. It issupported by the hexaplaric, d+, and Lucianic
groups, al of which either occasionaly or frequently correct their Greek texts toward the
reading of Hebrew texts. The third variant represents an alternative attempt to specify to
whom Samuel was speaking, and so is secondary. This variant presupposes the first,
rather than the second, variant as the text which needed correction. Thus, the first variant
isto be preferred.

3:21 mpodnns yeveabon { Byay, Acx dpqtz* aein}] 21 MNghy; ethitV | Tou yeveobai
els mpodnTnv boce, f(N)msvwza? arm | et factum est profetam; itd

Nothing in 1 Sam 3:21 MT corresponds to this phrase. However, it is possible

44smyth, Grammar, 296.

4SFor apossible parallel, see 1 Sam 1:23. MT reads, in part, 172718 7117 0P X, and
LXX reads aAha otnoat kuptos To eEeABov ek Tou oTopaTos cou. Many commentators contend that
1727 isasimplification of To eEeABov ek Tou oTopaTos cou, but cf. S. D. Walters, “Hannah and Anna,”
400, 410-11.
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that the phrase e mioteubn ZopounA mpodntns yeveoBou Tw kupieo (or whichever is
original) isitself avariant of motos ZapounA eis mpodnTV Tw kuptw in 3:20, probably
avariant based on a different Hebrew text (or different pointing of the same consonantal
text). If so, the e1s inthethird variant should be seen as assimilation to the previous verse.
The genitive article is amatter of Greek idiom rather than Hebrew Vorlage.46 Once these
matters are settled, all that remainsis to determine the original word order. Though the
reading of the base text has much stronger external support than the second variant, the
third and fourth variants also put the verb before the noun. However, the word order in the
third variant may be explained as better Greek style, so thefirst variant may be preferred on
the basis of its external support.

3:21  Tw kuplwd Bya Nm] kuptou boce, h | domini ; ethitb syhi | Bsou x | > ¢ |kupioo

Maghy | Tou kuptou A {d+ fsw einv}

A look at the rest of the books of Kingdoms reveals that the phrase mpodntns Tou
kuptou (Tou Beou one of these times) occurs seven times outside this chapter, and the
similar phrase mpodntns Tou Boorhe 1y occurs four times. No other occurrences of
mpodnTns (Tw) Kuplw appear, so it isevident that the genitive construction is much more
common than the dative. The question iswhether an original (Tcw) kuptco was corrected
toward the more common Tou kuptou or whether (Tou) kuptou was corrected toward the
Tw kuplw of the previous verse. The similarity of the phrasesin verses 20 and 21 might
suggest that the correction was made toward the T kupiw of verse 20. However, if the
theory istrue that the phrase in verse 21 isreally avariant of that in verse 20, the two
phrases should actually be very similar to one another, and later scribes, without an extant
Hebrew text to prevent modifications of OG, would have been more inclined to substitute
the more common construction. Thus, the reading of the base text is probably the best.

3:21 ko 3° B bocyey] > {yax} A{cx d+ f+} MN {aeghinvby,}; armcop eth it

Itis better Greek styletowrite ato . . . ews thanomo . . . kot ews, whichisa
Hebraism. It isapparently better style in the languages of the various daughter versions of
LXX aswell. That ko isomitted for stylistic reasons in these versionsis evident from a
comparison of the same pattern in verse 20, where the same versions omit the ko in oo
Aav kot s Bnpooee, but with Greek support only from eap. The multitude of Greek
witnesses that join the versionsin the present case can again be explained by the apparent
lack of an extant Hebrew text for the purposes of comparison, since scribes that would
have atendency to correct towards the Hebrew would not be able to. Thus, though the
omission of theka has many more witnesses supporting it, the reading of B and the
L ucianic witnesses should be preferred.

46smyth, Grammar, 451.
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Summary of Deviations from the Base Text

3:2  ekabnTo] ekabeudev

3:3  mpw]+n

3.5  koBeude] prkai

3:6 1o deuTepov] ek deuTEpPOU
3:6  koBeude] prkai

37 Tmpw]+n

39  koBeude] prkai

3:9  Aahel] + kupte

3:15 HAel] pr tw

3:17 Beos] + ko Tade mpoohein
3:17 Aoywv] pr Twv

3:17 oo 2°] >

Peshitta

The family of mss dependent upon 9al displays frequent deviations from the text of
7al that are best explained as improvements in the direction of more authentic Syriac style.
In addition, severa deviations seem to be in the direction of a Hebrew text similar to MT.
Because of these observations, deviations in 9alfam will not be considered apart from
other supporting witnesses. A second identifiable group of Syriac mss consists of those
mss based on 12al, referred to as 12alfam. This group shows a strong affinity for
agreement with athird group, the witnesses to the standard Nestorian version (9c1, 10cl,
11c1). The corrector of 8al is also awitness to the standard Nestorian version, and
restored portions of the ms may also sometimes be Nestorian in orientation.4’

31 Ao {6hl16h4 7al 7h12 7k3 8al 9¢c1 9l1 10cl 11cl 12al}] > 9alfam

The base text of 7al agrees with LX X, whereas the omission of =ma by 9alfam
Isin agreement with MT. Since 9alfam often corrects an earlier Syriac text on the basis of
mss similar to MT, the reading of the base text isto be preferred here.

31 o, {6hl6h47al 7h12 7k3 8al 9c1 911 10cl 11cl}] 1o, 9alfam 12alfam

Both 1o, an active participle, and 1.0, apassive participle or adjective, have
the same meaning. It isdoubtful that variant one can be explained as assimilation to the
Hebrew D" asin MT; it ismore likely that one form developed from the other within
Syriac itself. Theform L. o ismorecommon in Syriac than Lo, so it is probable that

470T in Syriac, VI-VII.
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later scribes changed the active participle to the more commonly employed passive
participle. Thisconclusion is supported by the rather free nature of many renderingsin
12alfam and especially 9alfam.

33 ~m\ A {6h1 6h4 7al 7h12 7k3 8al 9¢c1 9l1 10c1 11c1 12al}] M\ /i
9alfam

The base text agreeswith MT and LX X in reading “the ark of God,” but
9alfam and other mss read “the ark of the Lord God.” An examination of the thirty-four
references to the ark in 1 Samuel 4-748 reveal s that P agrees with both MT and LXX
fourteen times, P agreeswith MT against LXX nine times, P agrees with LXX against MT
once, P agrees with neither MT nor LXX when the | atter two agree seven times, and all
three disagree three times. S. R. Driver, in his commentary on Samuel, saysthat P often
agrees with the Lucianic witnesses when both differ from MT, but no significant agreement
with LXXL occursin these cases49 An examination of the shorter expressions “ark of
God” and “ark of the Lord” sheds some light on the solution to the textual problem. When
MT and LXX agreein one or the other of these short expressions (nine times), P agrees
with them in every case but one (4:11), and this one caseisthe only time MT reads]17R
D 5% instead of 27 1TON 117N, When MT and LXX differ in these short phrases
(seven times), P agreeswith MT four times, agrees with LXX once, and goes its own way
twice. SinceMT and LXX are equivaent in the present case, it seems likely that P agreed
with them. This deduction is confirmed by the fact that, though the expression “ark of the
Lord God of Israel” isfrequent in various mss of P (aswell asin 6:3 LXX; 6:2 LXX®X),
no other occurrence of “ark of the Lord God” without “of Isragl” existsin any of the mss.
Thus, the longer expression of 9alfam should be seen as an inner-Syriac variant, and the
reading of the base text should be accepted as original.

48The second MT and LXX occurrencein 5:10 is missing from P by parablepsis, so is excluded
from consideration here.

49p agrees with both MT and LXXL 14 times, P agrees with MT against LXXL 10 times, P
agrees with LXXL against MT 2 times, P agrees with neither MT nor LX XL when the latter two agree 2
times, and all three disagree 6 times. It should also be noted that a shift in vocabulary in P occursin 6:13.
Before 6:13, P consistently uses a0, derived from LXX’skiBcoTos, to render 118, Frequent
divergences from MT (and LXX) occur in these cases, as aready noted. From 6:13 on, however, P renders
1178 with a0 clearly derived from Hebrew. In the 8 cases found from 6:13 on, P agrees with MT in
every one of them. Before 6:13, P never agrees with MT more than five timesin arow.
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35 %10 {7al8al9cl10cl 11cl 12a1}] u\ku Lo 6h4 9alfam |+ , 10 6h1 7h12
7k3 9alfam9l1

36  ¥.10] u\és\_.'w__m 9alfam

Though the addition of the pronominal suffix “you” in both verses might be
considered a correction toward L XX, 9alfam shows no particular tendency to correct
toward LXX. Rather, it frequently demonstrates an independence in modifying the Syriac
text that lay before it, apparently without the support of another exemplar. Thus, the
additional v\ may also be seen as an independent rendering.

The additiona ,33in verse 5, derived from verse 6, is not found in either LXX
or most mss of MT (though many LXX mss add tekvov after kabeude; see above, p. 41).
Kennicott lists two mss, one of them considered important by Goshen-Gottstein (the
margin of ms 70), as adding the phrase, and two it mss do as well, according to the
apparatus of BHS. Since scribes who corrected their Syriac mss with a Hebrew exemplar
seem to have used one very similar to MT, the readings of the divergent Hebrew mss and
theit mss perhaps suggest a different Hebrew tradition at this point in the text, one that has
amost disappeared from the extant witnesses. On the other hand, the phrase could have
arisen in the various witnesses independently by assimilation to the following verse. Since
internal evidenceis ambiguous, alook at external evidence will prove helpful. Thefirst
and third variants contain about the same number of pre-fifteenth century witnesses, but the
third contains the earliest ms, 6h1, a sixth (or fifth) century ms. However, 6h4, another
sixth century ms, also omits ,%9, though it addSU\ It issignificant that half of the
witnesses that support the first reading are representatives of the standard Nestorian version
(9c1, 10c1, 11cl). Itisalso relevant that, when 8al lost two folios, they were replaced
with text in aNestorian hand. Since elsewhere in the first twelve chapters of 1 Samuel the
standard Nestorian witnesses show no tendency to correct towards a Hebrew ms similar to
MT, their agreement with 7al here suggests that the reading isorigina. Thus, the third
reading, despite the support of 6h1, should be seen as an assimilation to the following
verse that occurred early within the course of transmission of the book in Syriac.

36 mrh 1°{6h1 7al 7k3 8al 9a1 9¢1 911 10c1 11cl 12a1}] + m\ 6h4 7h12

3:6 b 2°{6h1 7al 8al 9cl 10cl 11cl 12a1}] + m\ 6h4 7h12 7k3 9alfam 9l1

Neither MT nor LXX support the longer readings in either case. The similarity of
the ms grouping in the second unit of variation to that of the second unit in the previous set
should be noted. The addition of 6h1 to 7al, 8al, and the witnesses to the standard
Nestorian version makes the ms support of the base text amost overwhelming. The early
witness 6h4 does support the second variant in each unit, but the ms elsewhere shows a
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tendency to amplify the text for greater specificity (cf. the previous set of variants; 2:28
+ y; 10:14 + m\). Oninterna grounds, the shorter reading is preferable, since the
longer reading is more specific. Thus, both internal and external probability support the
readings of the base text in both cases.

Summary of Deviations from the Base Text

No deviations from the text of 7al are considered origina in the chapter.

Targum

Sperber groups the witnessesto T that he usesin five groups. Thefirst group,
witnesses with Babylonian vocalization, includes the biblical mss p (the base text) and
mwxy. Also included among the witnesses with Babylonian pointing are the haphtaroth
mss, jk. The second group, witnesses with Tiberian (or no) vocalization, includes the
biblical mssacf. The printed editions dbo make up the third category. Sperber’sfourth
category, fragments of various targum mss, herefersto as Fr. Finally, the fifth group of
witnesses, rabbinic citations, includes Aruk of R. Nathan (Ar), Y onah ibn Ganah (Gan),
Rashi (Ra), and Kimhi (K). Sperber uses subscripted numerals to refer to various
marginal notes, often additiona toseftoth, that occur in all the mss (e.g., w1).

Sperber divides his critical apparatus into two sections, the first dealing with
differencesin vocalization and the second with differences in the consonantal text. Inthe
present study, differencesin vocalization will be ignored unless they indicate significantly
different understandings of the Hebrew text. In particular, when one set of consonants
allows more than one set of vowel points (e.g., to indicate perfect or participle), the reading
of the base text will be accepted, sinceit isthe consonanta text that is being reconstructed.
Of course, differences in punctuation are important indicators of how the text isto be
understood and of how the trandators understood the underlying Hebrew text. However,
unless the difference in vowel pointsin T could reflect a difference in the underlying
Hebrew consonantal text, pointing will be ignored.

The history of the development of T raises the issue, discussed above for the
Hebrew text, of what text to attempt to construct. Though T was an officia targum, it was
not a creation ex nihilo but relied on centuries of earlier oral and written renderings,
particularly from Palestine. In light of thisfact, the focus here will be to construct not the
earliest form of any given verse but rather the “official” form. This approach will result in
the exclusion from consideration of earlier, even pre-Christian, materia (e.g., the margina
readings in Codex Reuchlinianus), but in the light of T'stextual history, this method seems
best.
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32 )Y {mpf b}] R wy ado

Both the inclusion and the exclusion of the conjunction are supported by
Babylonian and Tiberian witnesses. Though the Masoretic ms L does not have the
conjunction, Kennicott lists nine mss that include it, one of which (187) isin Goshen-
Gottstein’slist of important mss. LXX and P include the conjunction aswell. It isaways
difficult to evaluate the inclusion and exclusion of conjunctions, since it was easy for
scribesto add or delete them inadvertently. However, because T presupposes atext similar
to MT in most cases, and because the conjunction is supported by LXX, P, and some
Masoretic mss, it seemslikely that it wasalso origina in T and was only later deleted,
either accidentally or in an attempt to conform to a Hebrew text like MT.

3:6 PO {mpwy af do}] P07 b
3:8 PO {mpwy ado}] W‘lpjmﬁ fb

The lack of a 7 before the infinitive corresponds to the lack of a 5 in the Hebrew
Vorlage (also lacking in MT). The weakness of the textual support for the second reading
in each instance is evident, especially since b isaprinted edition rather than ams. Also, the
tendency of the scribes would normally beto add a 2, since the form without it was
uncommon. Thus, the secondary nature of the formswith Jis apparent on both externd
and internal grounds. However, these readings have significance for the next set of
variants.

37  UTN7{pafdo}] VD mwy o

Thefirst variant is clearly to be taken as an infinitive, asthe ) prefix indicates. The
second variant could be an infinitive (as pointed by w) or a noun (as pointed by myo). The
Aramaic construction, UTD(‘7) ak 1%, is different from that of both MT and LXX, and is
certainly the result of the meturgemanin, so there is no question of a different Hebrew
Vorlage here. The external evidence leans somewhat toward the first variant, since both
Babylonian and Tiberian mss support it. Asfor internal evidence, infinitives with D arefar
more frequent than those without. The 7 is even retained after prepositions (e.g.,

TRM 20 3:15; cf. also 10:13; 12:23 bis). Infact, the two occurrences of 7101 in 3:6 and
3:8 appear to be the only infinitives without 7 inthefirst twelve chapters of the book. Lest
one suppose that the root 137110 has some unique tendency toward the lack of a 7, an
examination of al the occurrences of the infinitive of (710 in T in the former prophets
where there is a corresponding infinitive in MT revealsthat the only other two occurrences
(1 Sam 22:11; 1 Kings 22:13) do have 7. In two other passages, Judges 18:1 and

2 Kings 57, the infinitive of {710 in MT has no corresponding infinitivein T (i.e., some
other form of 70 appears). The reason for the omission of the 7in3:6,8isthatno >



58

was present in the Hebrew Vorlage. Since the construction found in T varies from that in
MT, it isalmost certain that the presence or absence of "~ was not based on the Vorlage.
Since the occurrence of infinitives with - is much more common than those without 2, one
would expect the meturgeman to use the more common form. It might be argued that since
U1 isthe more difficult form, later scribes might have added the 7 to make the text
conform to the normal usage. However, the presence of 7 with infinitivesis so
overwhelming, even in passages that have no corresponding infinitive in Hebrew (e.g.,
1:21; 2:1 ter, 3 bis, 5 his, 6 bis, etc.), that it scems more likely that the origina 7 was
dropped by a scribe influenced by the two infinitives without Jinthe preceding and
following verses (i.e., ' °1J). Thedifficulty that scribes had in accepting U110 as an
infinitive may be reflected in the pointing of myo, which take the word as a noun.

39 [OX{mpwyfdbo}] X a

O in T generally renders Hebrew O, the word found in most mss of MT.
However, two mss listed by Kennicott read "3, the reading reflected by *1¢¢ ina. Both
(008 and "8 (taken as atemporal conjunction) fit the context equally well. However, "8
Isamore common conjunction than (¢4, and the scribe of a might have unconsciously
replaced the latter with the former. Alternatively, because of graphic similarity, the scribe
might have misread [)¢¢ as ' 1Y, especidly if the[J in his exemplar were smudged or
faded at that point. These considerations, coupled with the preponderance of the externa
evidence, clearly indicate that the first variant isto be preferred. Nevertheless, it cannot be
ruled out that the second variant reflects a correction to a varying Hebrew text.

310 VT RpP {pado}] 1" mwy f b

Thephrase’ 1”7 72" isacommon circumlocution for the Hebrew 111" in T.50
It occurs particularly frequently when God is portrayed in a manner that might be
considered irreverent.51 The surprising reading isthe smple 1", for one might have
expected the circumlocution. It is easy to suppose that a scribe confronted with the shorter
reading would have inserted 1707, probably intentionally. It seems highly improbable
that the longer reading, were it original, would have been shortened, regardless of the fact
that amodern individual might consider the shorter reading closer to MT. The externa
evidence also supports the shorter reading somewhat. Though both variants are supported
by Babylonian and Tiberian mss and by printed editions, the second variant has stronger

S0Etan Levine, The Aramaic Version of the Bible: Contents and Context, Beihefte zur Zeitschrift
fir die alttestamentliche Wissenschaft, no. 174 (Berlin: Walter de Gruyter, 1988), 58-59.

Slscholars frequently explain such substitutions as attempts to avoid anthropomorphism, but, as
L evine notes, many much more blatant anthropomorphisms remain in the targumic texts; Levine, Aramaic
Version, 55.
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Babylonian support. However, it isthe internal evidence that is most convincing, and it
favors the shorter reading.

311 D {pad] D Tmwybo|7D Tf
311 MIuUnoW T {mpwy adbo}] i1 UNW) f

The external evidence in the first unit of variation favors the second variant, from
which the third differs only orthographically. However, it is possible that the ’ T before
23 inf in thefirst unit of variation is simply misplaced from the beginning of (171" U in
the second unit. If so, f cannot be considered to support a deviation from the base text.
Moreover, interna factors do not favor the alternatives to the base text. First, the reading
of MT, 53 1N, isequivalent to variants 2 and 3. Scribes would have been more likely
to change the text to conform with the standard Hebrew text than to deletethe (7) 7.
Second, theinclusion of (') T creates a smoother text, connecting and subordinating the
following clause to the preceding one. Third, the absence of woote in LXX mss Byay
suggests that a Hebrew text lacking TR was current at one time (see above, p. 48).
Thus, despite the stronger external attestation for the second and third variants, the base
text should be preferred on the basis of the interna evidence.

316 A10W7 {mpabo}] 210U 1" wy f d

These two variants could be considered to be smply inner-Aramaic variations,
since 7 aswell as[1" can function asthe marker of the definite direct object. However, it
ismore common for T to render IR with(17, so it is possible that 7 reflects a different
Hebrew word. In fact, though Codex Leningradensis readsiR, many Masoretic mss
(Kennicott lists twenty-three) read BR. LXX aso supports a Hebrew P by itsreading,
mpos. It seemslikely, then, that some Aramaic scribe, feeling that 2 was not quite as
literal as might be desired, corrected the text to agree more closely with the dominant
Hebrew mstradition, reflected in most Masoretic mss. The external evidence does not
contradict this conclusion, so the first variant should be retained.

3:18 DR {mpado}] MU wy fb

These two expressions are basically equivalent, but the second is the more exact
rendering of the Hebrew 1717 D2 found in many Masoretic mss.52 The standard rendering
of expressions based on 71" Y2 and referring to peoplein T isthe similar Aramaic phrase
“1"U7. Thisrendering isfound consistently in 1 Samuel in al twenty-six cases. When
God isthe object of the expression (either 7177, *J7R, or apronominal suffix referring to

52Though L reads the singular 12" 22, many other mss either read the plural in the consonantal
text or have the plural as a kethib-gere variant in the margin.
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God), the standard rendering isC) TP (i.e., "1 0712, "1, ete.), occurring all sixty
times, excluding thisone, in Samuel and Kings. Infour of these instances, variants
containing 1" Ul appear in one or two mss (2 Sam 11:27 f; 15:26 a; 1 Kings 11:38 yb;
2 Kings 18:3 a). However, these readings are surely secondary. The solidarity of the ms
tradition leads to the conclusion that renderings including )" Ul are either correctionsto
Hebrew idiom or, perhaps more likely, echoes of alost Palestinian targum. Nevertheless,
the official targum represented by T almost certainly read J'T)0 in all these cases, including
the present one.

3:19 T {pwy af do}] RURT b [RUMRT wq [+8URT m

A look at the whole clause is helpful here: 71 *M13IN3 7230 202 871, MT
here hasTTXR 1712775231 59177851, Al the other versions support MT here, except
LXXL, which adds ou&e ev pnuo after e v ynv. It seems clear that the second and
third variants are correctionsto M T, and m is a conflation of these two renderings, similar
to, but probably not genetically related to, that found in LXXL. All that remainsisthe
reading of the base text, and it is by far the most strongly attested reading. Thus, it should
be retained.

One other item in the chapter that needs some comment is the form 4 73in 3:13.
The vowels imply that the form is apeal, meaning “to be dull,” but the context demands a
pael, whose meaning corresponds with the Hebrew piel of 7773, meaning “to rebuke,
punish.” Levy compounds the difficulty by citing the form as i1, which is
anomalous.>3 Because the context requiresit, this verb istaken to be apagl in the
statistics.

Summary of Deviations from the Base Text

32 RIIR
310 VTR

Vulgate

V hasthe distinction among all the versions being considered, including the
Hebrew, of being the only one to have a critical eclectic text. In fact, as noted above, two
critical textsof V exigt, the smaller Stuttgart version and the larger Roman version. The
production of VR was entrusted to the Benedictine order, and in particular to the
supervision of Dom H. Quentin, at different times president of the order and abbot of the

53He designates it a pael, however; J. Levy, Chaldaisches Worterbuch tiber die Targumim und
einen grossen Theil des rabbinischen Schriftthums 3d ed. (Leipzig: G. Engel, 1866; reprint, Cologne:
Joseph Melzer Verlag, 1959), sv. “®i13, 113", He mistakenly gives the reference to the present verse as
1 Sam 2:13.
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monastery of St. Jerome. Quentin’s methodology for determining the original text of
Jeromeisto divide the mssinto families. The three great families he discernsin Samuel
and Kings are the Hispanic family (CALHXTIFGZTOMB), the Alcuinian family (PRZGVP),
and the Theodulfian family (@ HSAMG) " Three lessimportant groups of mss are the Italian
(YBDF), Parisian (1SM), and the Ambrosian (" B) groups. Other mss have mixed texts,
but D shares many readings with the Alcuinian family, and E shares readings with the
Theodulfian family. The two oldest complete mss, R and A, belong to none of these
groups,® having atext that is often reflected in one or more of them but that is more
primitive. When these two mss agree, Quentin says, they manifest Jerome’'stext. When
they disagree, an agreement with another old ms, C of the Hispanic group, provides
Jerome’ stext.>> Roberts criticizes this approach as too mechanical, but he notes that
Quentin himself and the Benedi ctines who continued his work do not use this method
without critical acumen.>6 Because of this criticism, it will be important to compare the text
of the Roman edition with that of the Stuttgart edition.

When citing mss from afamily or subfamily in which each ms has acommon
Greek letter and different superscripts, the agreement of all the mss with a certain reading
will beindicated by giving merely the Greek letter (e.g., [ = 'AB). None of the
fragmentary msscited in VR has any readingsin 1 Samuel 3. Printed editions are cited as
lower caseitalic characters (i.e., agrelvwsc). Finaly, patristic sources are occasionally
noted, as follows: Gothic Breviary (Brev.goth.), Gregory the Great (Greg.M.), Isidore
(Isid.), Bede (Beda).

3:3  lucermaRA CAL*TIF K* we] lucernam{ AL™HXTIGZB DO EQ Y O [ PHK Md|};

Brev.goth. Greg.M. Isid. Beda

Most mss and many patristic sources prefer the accusative lucernamto the
nominative lucerna, thereby restructuring verses 2 and 3. The deviation is clearly an inner-
Latin one, perhaps caused by confusion over whether lucerna had aline, representing m,
over thea(lucerna). Another possible explanation for the variation is that scribes might
have considered the construction with the nominative to be difficult and so substituted the
accusative. Thislatter reason supports the nominative as the more difficult reading, asit
seems unlikely that a scribe who had the accusative in his exemplar would have changed it
to anominative. Thus, though the preponderance of mss have the accusative, the
nominative read by the early mss RAC and afew othersisto be preferred.

S4Ferdinand Deist suggests that A may be associated with the work of Cassidorus, mentioned
above, p. 34; Deist, Text of OT, 212.

55Biblia Sacra Romana, 5:Xiv-xv.
56B. J. Roberts, OT Text and Versions, 261-62.
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3:4  Samuhel {RA CLXPSB DF JHSAG C W GA PHKI}] Samu[hjdem EM GB

3:6  Samuhel 1° {RA CLXPSB DF JHSAG C W GA PHKI}] Samu[h]dlem EM GB
relvsc

3:8  Samuhel {RA CLXPSB DF JHSAG C W GA PHKI}] Samu[h]elem EJM GB relvsc

3:9  ad Samuhd {RA CLXPSB DFRZGP JHSAG C W PHKI1}] Samu[hjdlem FY EM G
K relvsc

3:11 ad Samuhel { RA CLXP DFRZGV*P JHSAG C WSIM PHK1}] Samu[h]elem SB

FV2 EIM WM G relvsc

Severa mss and most editions treat Samuhel as a declinable proper noun, whereas
the other witnesses consider it to be indeclinable (or at least they do not distinguish between
nominative and accusative).>’ Though the declinability of the word is an inner-Latin
matter, the syntactic use of the indeclinable form is questionable in the first three units of
variation. Whereas Samuhel in verses9 and 11 are clearly accusative objects of the
preposition ad (and thus the phrase ad Samuhel functions as the equivalent of a dative of
indirect object), the same word in verses 4, 6, and 8 could be either accusative or vocative.
Verse 10, where V reads Samuhel Samuhel as vocatives, must also be considered. MT in
verse 4 reads DRI OR. Inverses 6 and 8 DRI is ambiguous, since one would
expect the direct object to be preceded by X or a preposition;58 it is possible that PR
isvocative® DRI SR in verse 10 are certainly both vocative. LXX clearly
assumes avocativein verses 4 and 6 and a direct object in verse 8 (most mss do not
include 2 apounA 2ZoapounA in verse 10; see above, p. 48). T agreeswith MT in all four
cases. Only P consistently and clearly renders the word as adirect object in thefirst three
cases, but in verse 10 it reads a double vocative. When the context of V is examined, it
seems probable that verse 8 should be taken as a direct object, but verses 4 and 6 could be
vocatives. Itisinteresting that the editions relvsc do not have avariant Samuelemin
verse 4 (or, of course, in verse 10). In conclusion, then, it is certain that the indeclinable
form of the nameisto be preferred in al the units of variation, but the function that
Samuhel playswithin verses 4 and 6 is debatable.

3.5 et dixit{ RA CALHTTFGITB DORZGVP EQH*SAMG* YB ()M [AB pmg} ] + g

57Most mss are inconsistent in their use of case endings with Samuhel. Cf. v. 16, where almost
all mss (except D) read Samuhelem, and v. 21, where Samuheli and Samuhelis are both found. See
Stummer, “ Einige Beobachtungen (iber die Arbeitsweise des Hieronymus bei der Ubersetzung des Alten
Testaments aus der Hebraica Veritas,” Biblica 10 (1929): 1-30.

581 in Samuel and Kingsis usually followed by 1%, 5, DX, or M, but cf.
1 Kings 22:13; 2 Sam 5:20; 1 Sam 9:24 (though this last passage may be corrupt).

59K autzsch, ed., Gesenius Hebrew Grammar, § 115b, says, “ The object after the infinitive
construct must also always be regarded as in the accusative, even when it is not expressly introduced . . . by
the nota accusativi -118.” Thisisindeed the casein 1 Kings 22:13. However, averb likeRP
introducing a vocative or direct discourse does not seem to have been considered (cf. 2 Kings 11:14 for an
example of direct discourse after X112 infinitive construct).
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XSOM QHG? prHK| YDF S
3:6  dixit{A CAXTITSBDO EO ¥ O PHKI}] + & R

It was acommon scribal practice to provide more details when the context might be
ambiguous (and often when it was not). Several mssin the first case, and one the of most
important mss in the second case, specify to whom Samuel was speaking. However, these
additions are clearly inner-Latin and secondary.

3.5 revertere{RA CALH*TTST* DORZGV @H*SAMG YBDF* N JMIM prK1] + et

AHZX 3T20MB OP EQH? p2H| [ YF? (1S¥ agrelvsc; Greg.M. Brev.goth.

35 et3°{RCALHXZT* DORZGVP E9HMIAMG YBDF ()SIM [AB PHK|}] > A

TI>ST20MB @H*S

The addition and omission of conjunctionsin V, asin other versions, was a
common scribal practice, and external considerations must of necessity play alarger rolein
determining the original reading. Nevertheless, internal considerations do have arole to
play. Inthefirst unit of variation, a number of mss have a conjunction between the two
imperatives. The addition of a conjunction at this point of the text isaso found in severa
LXX mss, and, significantly, the it. However, the absence of the conjunction in any of the
most ancient withessesto V suggests that the presence of the conjunction is secondary,
perhaps introduced on the basis of it texts; aternatively, it could have been added for
stylistic reasons.

The absence of the conjunction in the second unit of variation is not supported by as
many witnesses as in the first case, but the important ms A supports the variant, as do
important Hispanic and Theodulfian mss. However, no witnesses in any other version
support the second variant. It is possible that the omission of the conjunction indicates
that, in the mind of at least one scribe, abiit et dormivit properly belonged to the following
phrase et adiecit dominus vocare rursum Samuhel. Since the preponderance of external
evidence points to the first variant, and since no evidence is compelling enough to suggest
preferring the second to the firgt, the first variant should be accepted.

3.9  ait1°{RA CSB EO () PHKI*}] dixit AXTTD® 12T Y; Greg.M.

These two variants are equiva ent, and both aio and dico commonly render TR,
In thefirst two accounts of God' s calling Samuel (verses 4 and 5), after Samuel runsto
Eli, dixitisused. Itispossiblethat later scribes, influenced by these similar passages,
changed ait to dixit in order to achieve agreater homogeneity. Otherwise, the change
might be considered an unconscious lexical substitution, influenced, no doubt, by the

earlier passages.

3:10 loguere R*A COG? rw] + domine R2 ©G* { AXTTEB DO EQHSAM ¥ () [ PHK|



agelvsct; Greg.M.

The second variant agrees with LXXL, arm, and P. Moreimportantly, it reflects
Samuel actually saying what Eli instructed him to say in verse 9. The fact that Samuel did
not say exactly what he was told to say in many witnesses (including MT, LXX, it, and T)
caused the scribes some consternation, and some of them remedied the situation by adding
“the Lord.” The question here is whether or not domine was original with Jerome. The
age and importance of mss RAC supporting the first variant outweigh the numerical
superiority of the second variant. Furthermore, the intrinsic probability of adding domine
to an originally shorter text is high, while the probability of dropping an original domineis
low. Though extant it mss agree with MT, their propensity for agreeing with LXXL
suggests the possibility that other it mss no longer extant did add domine. If so, the second
variant might be a correction to thistext. Otherwise, it isan independent “improvement” of
the text.

3:15 timebat indicarevisonem{A CAXTI DO EOQHAMGY O [ PHKI}] 132 R 2MB

©S|2133T0

The variable in these variants is the position of indicare. Should it be second asin
variant one, third asin variant two, or first asin variant three? The other secondary
witnesses agree with the first variant and with MT that indicare should be second in the
phrase. The origin of the other variants may be ams of V that inadvertently omitted
indicare when the text was first written. The same scribe or alater one, noticing the
mistake, added the word in the margin next to its proper place. Later copyists, however,
unable to discern the exact location (although the infinitive in Hebrew generally follows the
verb, Latin has no such constraint), inserted it in avariety of places. Notwithstanding the
testimony of R, thefirst variant should be accepted as the preferred reading on the basis of
superior external attestation.

3:17 adteRA C DORZGVP? 9M2G2 px - Goth.Brev.] dominusad te AXTT2ZB P2HKI I

YDF aelvsc;, Greg.M. | ad te dominus ®P* E2OHSAM*G* VB ()

The problem with the first variant is that the subject is unspecified, either in the
verse or in the immediately surrounding verses. The implied subject in variant one, in fact,
isfound in verse 11, six verses earlier. Variants two and three have no such problem,
since the subject (dominus) isexplicit. MT here also omits the subject, as does L XX, but
with an important exception. Whereasthe pointing in MT indicates an active verb with an
implied subject, LXX has apassive verb, To pnua 1o AaAnfev mpos ce. The passive
verb, of course, takes no subject, and so is no problem. LXXL, apparently till troubled
by the lack of specificity, reads To pnua Tou kuptou To AaAnfev mpos ce. P addresses
the problem in a manner similar to variant three, =. 1> u\l ot M. Itis
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unlikely that any direct connection exists between the rendering in P and that in mssof V,
but the similar solution does indicate the manner in which scribes in various traditions
addressed what they saw as textual difficulties. The variant position of dominus in variants
two and three suggests that the word might be secondary to the text, as does the
observation that the first variant is the most difficult reading. The fact that mssRAC all
agree in the omission, as does the it ms Belshelm, sets the externa evidence on the side of
thefirst variant aswell. Thus, thefirst variant should be accepted as original.

Summary of Deviations from the Base Text

No deviations from the text found in VR (which agrees completely with VS in the
chapter) are considered original in chapter three.

Aquila

When presenting the readings of Aquilaand the other partial secondary witnesses,
the reading of LXX (or another complete secondary witness, in the case of other possible
Hebrew readings) will be given as the collating base for identification purposes.

Contested Readings

33  mwpw emokevaobnvon] mpiv oPecbnvan o 3Witnesses | w1y ofecBnvon ouk
goBeabn o 1 witness
Thereading mpv ofeatinvat isreflected in three witnesses, while mpiv ofeoBnvai
ouk eofeabn isfound in only one. Thislatter variant, since it combines two essentially
equivalent phrases, seemsto be a conflation of o and another Greek reading related to o”.
Thefirst of these readings, then, should be preferred as the authentic reading of o”.

Accepted Readings
1 3:1  diaoteAAouoa] SiokomTopEvn o
2 mptv emokevaobnvai] mptv ofecbnvon o
3 3:3 7 prkoteo o
4 3:10 oma€ kot amat] kaBodov ev kaBodw o
5 3:13  evoubeTel auTous] MUOUPWOEY €V OUTOLS O
6 3:21  dnAwbnvai] opobnvan o
Symmachus
Contested Readings

There are no contested readings in the chapter, aside from minor orthographical
differences among mss.
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Accepted Readings
1 3:1  Timov] omaviov o
2 SraoteAouoa] mpooepBousvn o
3 3:3  mpiv emokevacbnvai] outes eoBeatn o
4 3:4  100v eyw)] Tapeipt 0
5 3:7 TP yvwval] ouTw EyVwkel 0
6 kot orokoAudBnvat] oude amekoduddn o”
7 3:8  ecopiooTo] ouvnkev O
8 3:21  dnAwbnvai] opabnvat ¢

Theodotion

Contested Readings

There are no contested readings in the chapter.

Accepted Readings
1 3:8  eocodioaTo] ouveTiobn 6
2 3:13  evoubeTel auTous] Nuaupwoev ev auTols §°

3 3:21  dnAwbnvai] odbnvon 6

Other Readings Attributed to o1 y~

No evaluation of the readings will be attempted, sinceit is not clear that different
readings in fact represent the same tradition. Purely orthographical variants will be
omitted. To avoid confusion, the abbreviation o1 y” will be shortened to y” in the collation.
3:1  dwaoteAovoa] mwpoepBopevn v
3:2  Bapuveobai] apaupouchor y’

Bapuveaban] nupAuvbnoov y’

3:3  mpiv n emokevooBnvat] mpiv n kaTaokevooBnvat y’

mpLv 1 emokevoobnvai] mpiv katookevaotnvoat y”

mptv 1 emokevoaoBnvai] mpiv n kataoBeotnvot y’
314 kol ekoheoe] Kol KOTEOTT) KOl EKOAECE Y

Kot ekoAeoe] Ko kaTeoTn Kol e Aoknoe Y

© 0N O O b W DN P

3:6  kai emopuedn] ko aveoTtn ZopounA kot e Topeubn Y

[N
o

kot e Topuedn] kot aveotn ZapounA kot amnAfev y’

H
H

Kot eTTopueln] kot aveoTn kot e Topeudn Y

=
N

oe] + Tekvov Yy’

[N
w

oe] + uie you vy’

H
N

3:10 «koteo™n] eoTnAwBN Y’
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15 amof kot amoag] amof kat dis ¥’

16 3:13  ev adikions Ul auTou] gV abIKIXIS ULV OUTOU OS EYVW Y
17 £V 0OIKIONS ULV OUTOU] eV adIKIIS ULV OUTOU OIS EYVW Y
18 £V 0OIKIONS U1V oUTOoU] eV adIKIIS ULV OUTOU OS EYVV Y’
19 KOKOAOYOUVTES | KOTOPCOUEVOL Y

20 gvouBeTel] nuBAuvev v

21 3:14 oud outws] dia TouTo CLY Y

22 3:18 7o ayoabov] To apeoTov Y

23 3:21  mpos ZapounA . . . eV IOV Kuptou] TPos 2opounA ev 2nAw
KOO prUe KUplou y~

The Lucianic Recension

Lagarde' s edition of the Lucianic text has been criticized for various reasons, not
least because he failed to include a critical apparatus with histext.80 Furthermore, he
sometimes accepted the reading of one Lucianic witness against the combined testimony of
the other three. For these reasons, Lagarde' s edition will be used, but al of hisreadings
will not be accepted as being the pure Lucianic text. However, all of Lagarde’ s readings
that are regjected will be listed in a separate section.

Studies on the Lucianic text have shown that the purest witnesses to that form of the
text are boc,e,. The witness referred to asb isin fact the consensus of b and b. Of
course, the Lucianic mss frequently agree with other groups of mss, but some individual
mss occasionally agree with the main Lucianic mss on occasions in which all others differ.
The ms which agrees the most often when others do not isz. In the collation below, the
reading of LXX, as determined above, is given first, followed by the reading accepted as
Lucianic8l The Lucianic mssthat support the reading will be listed, as will any mss or
versions that agree uniquely with LXXL or are joined by only one more witness. |f more
than five other witnesses agree with the Lucianic reading against LX X, thisfact will be
indicated by the word “many” in parentheses. The agreement of from three to five mss
with LXXL against LXX will beindicated by “few” in parentheses. It should be noted that
any Lucianic reading that has no non-Lucianic witnesses listed in the collation as agreeing
with it isauniquely Lucianic reading.62

60 Jellicoe, LXX and Modern Sudy, 7-9; Alfred Rahlfs, Septuaginta-Sudien, 2d ed., vols. 1-3
(Géttingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1965), 3:29.

61The Lucianic reading will be determined primarily on external grounds, by counting the number
of Lucianic mss that support the reading and taking the majority reading. If the witnesses are split two to
two, the reading that differs from the main LXX will be accepted.

62That is, no other LXX witnesses or daughter versions of LXX support the reading. A unique
Lucianic reading may be supported by awitnessin another tradition (e.g., P) or by one or more of the
minor Greek witnesses.
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Readings Accepted as Lucianic

1 311 Aertoupywv] Aettoupyouv be,

2 3:3  emokevaotnval] kataokevoactnvat bocyey; Thdt

3 vaw] + kuptou boce (many)

4 n 2°] prnv bocye, z; arm

5 3:4  koa 1°] pr kot kateoTn bocye, (many)

6 3:5 ko 3°] o 6¢ boe, z

7 koBeude] + Tekvov bocye, (many)

8 3:6  kuplos] + eTi koAeoat Tov ZapounA boc,e, (many)

9 oe] + Tekvov bocye, (many)

10 3:7  Beov] pr Tov bocye, (many)

11 amokoAudbnvat] pr mptv 1 bocye, (many)

12 OUTG PNHO KUPLOU] prua Kuptou Tpos ouTov bocen

13 3:8  ZapounA] + ZauounA boce, Ng

14 oveoTn)] + 2apounA boce;

15 3:9  eimev] + HAel o ZapounA bocy,e, (many)

16 oe] + o koahwv bocye, (many)

17 3:10 kot amoy] kat Sis ZopounA ZapounA boce;

18 Aoke1] + kupte bees

19 3:11 TmavTos] pr wote bocy,e (Many)

20 3:12  e15] ko em bocyey; eth

21 emMTeEAs0w] ouvTeAsow boc,e

22 3:13  avnyyeAko] ovnyyetAa bocye; z

23 Tov] pr em bocye, (Many)

24 ouTou 2°] + ais eyvw booe z

25 oud] oub bocye, (Many)

26 3:14  adikia] opopTia boc,e

27 kai] ) bocey

28 alwvos] pr Tou boce

29 3:15 oikou] pr Tou bocye, (many)

30 2 apounA 2°] post HAet boc,e,

31 amayyetAai] avayyethat boc,e (many)

32 3:16  ZapounA 2°] > bocye, (Many)

33 3:17 pnua] + kuptou bocye, z

34 og] + TV vuKTx Tekvov bocye, z

35 EK TTOVTWV TwV AoywV Twv AaAnBevTwov ev Tols waotv oou]
post epov 1° bocye,

36 3:18 ammyyetAev] + auTw bocye, (many)
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37 ouTou 1°] + pnua bocye, z

38 oyaBov] apeoTov bocye, (few)
39 3:19 «kuptos] pr o bcyey

40 ko 3°] > boc,ey

41 ynv] + oude gv pnua bocye, z

42  3:20 BnpooPee] BnpooBear boce, A

43 3:21  dnAwbnvai] Tou SnAwbnvat auTw boc,e, MMJ
44 2nAw] 2ZnAw bocye, (many)

45 oT1] ko bocye, 727

46 2 auounA 2°] > bocye,

47 mpodns yeveoBai] Tou yeveohat e1s mpodnnv boce, (Many)
48 Tw Kuplw] kuptou boce h (many read Tou kuplou)

49 okpwv 1°] + oprwv bocye, gzM9

Readings from Lagarde' s Edition Not Considered to Be True Lucianic Readings

3:2  Bapuveohai] apaupouator b zM9

3:2  nduvato] nduvavTo o (many)

3:3  emokevaobnvai] kaTtaoBeofnvoat (no LXX witnesses)
3:7  ZapounA] + eSouleue by it

3:8  eocodpioaTo] ouvnkev b MMY

3:13  ekdikw] ekdiknow b (many)

3:13 wviot] pr ot bo (many)

3:20 BnpooPee] idem b’ (many)63

The Hexaplaric Recension

The hexaplaric text-tradition arose historically out of Origen’s monumenta work in
creating the Hexapla. In the fifth column of thiswork, he included the text of LXX
common in his day, but he made some changes. When he found a section in LXX that was
not reflected in his Hebrew text in column one, he marked the section with an obelus (+).
When he found a section in the Hebrew not reflected in histext of LXX, he added it,
usually from one of the minor Greek versions, and marked the section with an asterisk (E).
The hexaplaric text arose when scribes copied the fifth column of Origen’ s work, either
ignoring or not paying careful attention to the asterisks and obeli. Even if the original

63The reconstructed L ucianic text used in this study may be found in Appendix 1, below, p. ***.
Except for minor matters such as orthography, punctuation, versification, and the use of square brackets, it
agrees with the Lucianic text reconstructed by Bernard Taylor, The Lucianic Manuscripts of 1 Reigns, vol
1: Majority Text, Harvard Semitic Monographs, no. 50 (Atlanta: Scholars Press, 1992), 9-12, in all
respects except one: the text reconstructed in the present study readsuior in v. 13, whereas Taylor’ s text
reads [o1] viot.
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copyists were faithful to preserve the text-critical marks, later copyists were not. The result
was the creation of ahybrid text, based on LXX, but supplemented from other Greek
versions closer to the proto-Masoretic text.

The importance of hexaplaric readings for textua criticism istwo-fold. First, its
renderings that vary from OG (especialy the pluses) often reflect readings of one or more
of the minor Greek versions, which are only preserved in fragments and glosses scattered
over several mss. Second, and more important for this study, any renderings that differ
from both OG and M T might reflect a correction to a Hebrew text somewhat different than
MT. Thus, it isonly thislatter category of readings that will be considered here.

Determining the hexaplaric text is problematic, since most mss and versions contain
at least some hexaplaric readings. However, the studies of Bo Johnson help to isolate
those witnesses that are particularly likely to preserve hexaplaric readings. In particular,
Johnson concludes that the Greek mss Acx and, to alesser extent, family d+ are the best
representatives of the hexaplaric text in 1 Samuel .64 It isimportant to note that, since the
hexaplaric readings are being compared with MT aswell as L XX, areading which reflects
only variation from LXX will not be listed, even if it might be the authentic hexaplaric
Greek text. Thislimitation islegitimate in light of the fact that the hexaplaric text-tradition
Isapartial secondary witness rather than a complete secondary witness. Two other
important witnesses to the hexaplaric text in 1 Samuel are armand syh.65 Those
hexaplaric readings that will be considered in this study are listed below, collated in the
same manner as the Lucianic text was above.

Accepted Hexaplaric Readings Differing from LXX and MT

1 3:3  vow] oikw kuptou Ac

2 3:8  ZopounA] preTi d+ f+; (arm)66

3 3:10 Aokel] + kupte cx b+; arm (few)

4 3:13  exkdikw eyw] ekdiknow A; arm(cx b; cop read ekdiknow eyw)
5 Tov] premt A d+ (many)

6 kakoAoyouvTes ] ekakoAoyouv cx; armVid it

64 Johnson, Hexaplarische Rezension, 88.

65|bid., 88-89. Syh isatranslation of the fifth column of the Hexapla, including the diacritical
marks. The textual history of the Armenian version is somewhat complex, having gone through three
major stages: translation from Syriac, translation from Greek, and translation from another Greek text-
tradition. Thelast stage, when it was translated from a hexaplaric Greek text, is the most evident in the
present Armenian text, but remnants of the earlier history of the version remain. These can be observed in
agreements between arm and P and between arm and non-hexaplaric Greek texts. See Bo Johnson, Die
armenische Bibel ber setzung als hexaplarischer Zeuge im 1. Samuelbuch, Coniectanea Biblica, Old
Testament Series, no. 2 (Lund: CWK Gleerup, 1968), 13-17, 158-60.

66 Acx reads e instead of the eTi of d+ f+, almost certainly an inner-Greek corruption rather than
arendering of aHebrew X% or B, Arm, along with by anditV, places the equivaent of eTi before the
infinitive; cf. Johnson, Armenische Bibel liber setzung, 86.
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7 3:14  ev 2°] >cx dt; it
8 3:15 «kupiou] Beou cx

9 2apounA 2°] >cxd

10 321 Tw kupiw] Tou kuptou A d+; syhi ethitP (c omits phrase, x reads
Beov)

11 ko 3°] > Acx; arm (many)

Rejected Readings from Hexaplaric Witnesses

The following list contains those readings that are shared by at least two Greek
hexaplaric mss but are not considered the true hexaplaric text. Other instances of witnesses
that are often hexaplaric but that have unique or amost unique readings (especialy readings
found in armand no other hexaplaric witness) are numerous but are not listed.

3:8  koAsoat] AoAnoat cx

3:9  koAeon] kadeoet cx (many)

og] + €11 CX

3:11 Ta] pr movTo CX

314  wpooa] wHwWow CX

el] n cx Nex*

3:17  kpuEns 1°] kpuEers cx b’

3:21  mpeoPutns] mpeoPuTtepos cx fm

All these readings are unique to cx, among Hexaplaric witnesses. In each case, the
reading of cx isan inner-Greek development from the main LXX text and so istextually
inferior. These readings will not be considered further.

3117  Twv hoywv] > cx byey; ethvid

The omission of Twov Aoycov hereis probably the result of parablepsis, so this
reading should not be considered an authentic hexaplaric reading.

Other Possible Hebrew Readings

In thisfinal section, other readings from witnesses that might possibly reflect a
Hebrew Vorlage different from the reading of MT are given. Only those variants are listed
that are not reflected in any other secondary or partial secondary witness.

1 3:2  nduvato] nduvavto Nadenopatyzh,

2 35 ¥.1o]+ ,136h1 7h12 7k3 9alfam9l1

3 39 [X¥]"Wa



