CHAPTER 3

GRAMMATICAL/STYLISTIC CHARACTERISTICS
OF THE SECONDARY WITNESSES

Having determined the texts to be used in this study, the stage is now set to analyze
the secondary witnesses and compare them with MT. The procedure to be followed is
described above in Chapter 1, but it may be summarized briefly at this point. Simply put,
the method starts with the mass of readings in the secondary witness that might possibly be
considered variants and proceeds to weed out those that have no value for textual criticism,
asieve of Eratosthenes approach. Thefirst readings to be eliminated are those which were
likely forced by the nature of the differences between the source language (Hebrew) and the
target language in question. Since the limitations of the target languages for rendering
Hebrew are discussed at the beginning of the analysis of each version, these readings are
never even listed. Those readings that are considered are listed under the category of
variation that they represent.

Next, asummary of the comparison of the secondary witness with MT is given,
with specific statistics for each of Tov’sfour categories and many sub-categories within
these four. Armed with these findings, a preliminary partial trandation techniqueis
described, and significant and nonsignificant variants will be distinguished. Once the
variants that are probably reflections of the trandator’ s rendering of the Hebrew have been
determined, the partial trandation technique will be recalculated for each category and sub-
category, eiminating the significant variants from consideration in order to refine the
trandation technique.

The rationale behind eliminating significant rather than nonsignificant variantsis as
follows (described in terms of LXX). The preliminary partial trandation technique, that is,
the one based on MT, is a comparison of the deviationsin LXX from MT, which, as
described above, is used initially as though it were the Vorlage that lay before the
trandators. Sinceitisnot identical to their Vorlage, the deviation of LXX from MT will be
greater than that between LXX and its actual Vorlage. The variantsthat are determined to
be significant are those that probably reflect adifferencein the Vorlage, and, although they
do not agree with M T, they presumably agree with their Vorlage, and so should be not
counted in the statistics as deviations from aliteral trandation technique. Whereas the
partia trandation technique based solely on MT will imply adisproportionately high degree
of variation in the trandation, the revised partial trandation technique will imply a

72



73

disproportionately low degree of variation, since some of the variants considered
significant at this stage will be eliminated later in Chapter 4. However, most of the
nonsignificant variants will be identified in the present chapter, so the partia trandation
technique for each secondary version at the end of Chapter 3 should be reasonably close to
the final trand ation technique as determined in Chapter 4. 1t may occasionaly be
necessary to repeat the process of recognizing significant variants and recal culating the
trandation technique for a particular category if the preliminary partial trandation technique
was skewed alarge amount because of significant variants.

Septuagint

Limitations of Greek for Rendering Hebrew

Since Greek isamember of that group of languages known as the Indo-European
family of languages, whereas Hebrew is a Semitic language from the larger Afro-Asiatic
family,l it isnot surprising to find that syntactic structure in the two is different.
Nevertheless, Greek trandators of Hebrew texts were capable of rendering aimost every
detail of their Hebrew Vorlagen, if they so chose. Different trandators varied in their
degree of conformity to Hebrew style, with Aquila being the most davishly literal, even
rendering N by ouv.

The nominal systemin Greek isahighly inflected one, employing five cases
(nominative, genitive,2 dative,3 accusative, and vocative), three genders (masculine,
feminine, and neuter), and three numbers (singular, plural, and dual). By contrast, biblical
Hebrew relies primarily on word order and the use of prepositions to express the nuances
present in the Greek cases,# and it has only two genders (masculine and feminine), but it
does have three numbers. Since the association of gender with inanimate objects, abstract
ideas, and so on, islargely arbitrary (as far as can be determined now),> any significant
correlation between the Hebrew gender of aword and the gender of its Greek counterpart

1AlIso known as the Hamito-Semitic family; Encyclopaedia Britannica, “ Languages of the World,”
740.

2| ncludes ablative uses.
3Includes locative and instrumental uses.

4The morphological changes that occur in nounsin the construct state reflect phonetic and
rhythmical phenomena rather than remnants of case endings. Occasional nominative, genitive, and
accusative endings on nouns support a picture of an earlier form of the Hebrew language that had three
distinct case endings, like its Proto-Semitic ancestor. See Kautzsch, ed., Gesenius Hebrew Grammar,
88§ 89-90; Waltke and O’ Connor, Introduction, 127-28; Gotthelf Berstrésser, Einflhrung in die semitischen
Sorachen, with an appendix, “Zur Syntax der Sprache von Ugarit,” by Carl Brockelmann (Munich: Max
Hueber, 1928), 14-15.

SFor a comparison between the use of gender in Hebrew and in other languages, see Waltke and
O’ Connor, Introduction, 95-110.
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seems unlikely, and the data from 1 Samuel supports this supposition. On the other hand,
it would have been natural for the trandators to have rendered the number of the Hebrew
nouns by their Greek equivalents. Not surprisingly, the trandators did do so for the most
part, with the exception that, since the dual was no longer used in koine Greek, they
expressed Hebrew duals with Greek plurals$

The options open to the Greek trandators regarding the use of Greek casesto
express various Hebrew constructions were much broader than those concerning the
rendering of gender or number. Greek trandators, even those concerned with being literal,
had the option of rendering prepositional phrases with nouns in the appropriate case rather
than rendering both the preposition and the noun.” Both methods of trandation could be
considered literal, though the trandlators themselves might have thought that rendering
Hebrew prepositions with Greek ones was a more faithful rendering. However, the
multiplicity of available optionsin Greek for rendering these Hebrew constructions requires
that the trandation technique be examined from several different angles to determine the
trandators own approach to trandating them; labeling the trandation as “litera” is not
sufficient.

Another aspect of the nominal system in Hebrew isthe (definite) article. Greek also
has an article, so one-to-one correspondence was possible in trandation. However, the use
of the articlein idiomatic Greek often varied from what would be required of a strict one-to-
onerendering. For example, Greek articles could stand for relative pronouns or with
infinitives, something that was not possible in Hebrew. Moreover, two barriersto a strict
representation of the Hebrew article by the Greek article existed. Thefirst was the failure
of the Hebrew to use an article to identify definite nounsin the construct case; the second
was the assimilation of the Hebrew article after an inseparable preposition. Whether the
Greek trandators would render the articlesthat they could see in the text or whether they
would insert Greek articles for definite Hebrew nouns in which the article did not appear—
or whether they would simply be inconsistent—is a matter for investigation.

Many differences aso exist between the verba systems of the Hebrew and Greek
languages. The Hebrew verb can be classified by stem, inflection, person, gender, and
number. Greeks verbs have tense, voice, mood, person, and number. A correlation
clearly exists between person and number,8 and it is equally clear that Greek will have to
render both masculine and feminine Hebrew forms by one common form, since gender is
not indicated in Greek verbs. More difficult is the relationship between stem and inflection
in Hebrew and tense, voice, and mood in Greek.

6Conybeare and Stock, Grammar, 25.

"For example, 5 with indirect object could be expressed in Greek ssimply by the dative case, and 2
with anoun could be rendered by a Greek noun in the dative (locative) case.

8A dual number for verbs does not exist in either Hebrew or Greek.
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The combination of Greek tense and mood corresponds fairly closely in trandation
to Hebrew inflection. The debate over the exact meanings of the classical Hebrew perfect
and imperfect have raged for years, and no universal consensus has yet been reached.
However, the Greek trandators often rendered the ssimple Hebrew perfect with a past tense
(eorist, perfect, imperfect,® or pluperfect) and the simple Hebrew imperfect with a present
or future tense (present, future, or future perfect), and least when rendering the verb with
the Greek indicative mood. The addition of the waw consecutive to the beginning of the
Hebrew verb generally resulted in areversal of the characterization just given in order to
make the Greek rendering match the Hebrew intention. Thisreversal was not required by
the Greek language but rather reflects the trandators understanding of the Hebrew that lay
before them. When rendering conditions, possibilities, and wishes, the Greek translators
had available to them moods other than the indicative, namely, the subjunctive and optative
moods, and they used these moods frequently. However, when the Greek trandlators used
subjunctive or optative moods, the correlation between Greek tense and Hebrew inflection
often disappeared: since the time element of the tense no longer mattered in these moods,
the trandator would generally choose the tense on the basis of its Aktionsart, whether
punctiliar (aorist), durative (present), or perfected (perfect).10 One Greek mood which
does have an amost exact paralel in Hebrew isthe imperative, and Hebrew imperatives
were regularly rendered by Greek imperatives, though the Greek tense could vary.

Hebrew stems may be divided into three groups: simple stems (gal, niphal),
intensive stems (pidl, pual, hithpagl), and causative stems (hiphil, hophal).11 These stems
may also be classified according to type of action (smilar to voice in Greek): active stems
(gdl, piel, hiphil), passive stems (niphal, pual, hophal), and reflexive stems (niphal,
hithpael).12 Thereisno Greek equivalent to the intensive and causative stems, though the

9A terminological difficulty existsin comparing Greek or Latin to Hebrew, since the Hebrew
imperfect, often reflecting present or future time, functions quite differently from the Greek and Latin
imperfects, which reflect past time. Though other terms are available for the Hebrew inflections—notably
the suffix and prefix conjugations, referring to the perfect and the imperfect, respectively—perfect and
imperfect are still the most commonly used. Furthermore, the term “conjugation” itself presents
terminological difficulties, since Greek and Latin conjugations are merely morphological categories,
whereas the two Hebrew conjugations reflect semantic differences. It may be best to refer to the inflections
simply as the gtl andyqtl inflections, asis sometimes done. See Waltke and O’ Connor, Introduction, 455-
58.

10A. T. Robertson, A Grammar of the Greek New Testament in the Light of Historical Research,
4th ed. (Nashville: Broadman, 1934), 824.

11Hebrew also has various other stems (poel, pilpal, etc.) which are related to these primary
stems. For adiscussion of the relation of the Hebrew stems to the proto-Semitic language, see Hans Bauer,
Pontus L eander, and Paul Kahle, Historische Grammatik des hebraischen Sorache des Alten Testaments,
vol. 1 (Tubingen: Max Niemeyer, 1922; reprint, Hildesheim: Georg Olms, 1962), 279-88. The names of
the three groupsis traditional and not always particularly helpful, especially in the case of the name
“intensive.” For adiscussion of the different uses of the various stems, seeibid., 289-94.

12The niphal was originally strictly areflexive stem, but it came to be used also as the passive of
the gal, replacing an earlier gal passive, of which only remnants remain in the Hebrew Bible (esp. the gal
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LXX trandators did occasionally render Greek verbs as though they were causative.13 A
greater correlation exists between the type of action reflected in the Hebrew stem and voice
of the verb. Hebrew active and passive stems are generally rendered by the Greek active
and passive voices.14 The correlation between Hebrew reflexive stems and the Greek
middle voice is much smaller, if not nonexistent. The reasonsfor thislack of correlation
aremany. First, the niphal is often used with a purely passive meaning. Second, the
meaning of the Greek verb used to render the Hebrew in the reflexive stem may not
correspond in the middle voice to the meaning required by the Hebrew. Next, many Greek
verbs, whether deponent or not, have what appears to be an active meaning expressed by
the middle voice.l> When these verbs are used in the middle voice to trand ate Hebrew
verbs, it is unlikely that a non-active Hebrew stem can be assumed. Finally, in later Greek
ablending of the middle and passive voices occurred, so that middle verbs were sometimes
used with passive meaning, and vice versa.16

Thelast verbal formsto be considered, infinitives and participles, exist in both
languages, and a precise rendering in Greek of these two formswas possible. Thefairly
common use of the participle as equivaent to afull verb in Hebrew was rare or perhaps
unknown in classical Greek. However, the use of the independent Greek participle for the
verb was apermissible, if still uncommon, construction in koine, as demonstrated by the
papyri and the New Testament.1’ Undoubtedly, many of the instances of independent
Greek participles used as verbsin LXX were based on asimilar construction in the Hebrew
Vorlage. Nevertheless, some of the trandators seem to have preferred rendering
independent Hebrew participles used as verbs by Greek verbs rather than participles,
particularly when such arendering could be supported by the consonantal text. Thus, the
rendering of a Hebrew participle by a Greek verb in certain instances cannot be considered
indicative of adiffering Hebrew Vorlage, though, of course, it does not ruleit out.

Greek has only one infinitive whereby to render the Hebrew infinitive absolute and
infinitive construct. Moreover, the common addition of the preposition 5 to the Hebrew
infinitive construct is not rendered by a Greek preposition, which would be unidiomatic. It
IS possible that some translators may have rendered the 5 by the genitive of the article with

passive participle); cf. C. L. Seow, A Grammar for Biblical Hebrew (Nashville: Abingdon Press, 1987),
250; for amore complete discussion see Bauer, Leander, and Kahle, Grammatik, 285-88.

13Conybeare and Stock, Grammear, 76-77.

14 Except when the Greek verb used did not have the required form, so substituted another. See
Smyth, Grammar, 218-19.

15A. T. Robertson, Grammar, 811-13.

16 Conybeare and Stock, Grammar, 75-76; A. T. Robertson, Grammar, 333-34. For other
examples of the use of one voice with the meaning of another in Greek, see Smyth, Grammar, 219-24.

17A. T. Robertson, Grammar, 944-46. Cf. also Conybeare and Stock, Grammer, 74.
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an infinitive of purpose. This rendering, however, is not consistent.18

This brief discussion of the similarities and differences between Hebrew and Greek
Is not complete, and other matters concerning the rendering of the Hebrew text by the
translators of LXX are discussed in longer works and articles.19

Partial Trandation Technique

Based on an analysis of the Greek language in comparison with Hebrew, the
following are potentially significant variantsin LXX that need further scrutiny.

Add-Oms

Since an analysis of the first three categories of variants will not include add-oms,
they must first be identified. Add-oms, as mentioned above, are variants in which the
reading of the basetext (MT) is either longer or shorter by at least one semantic unit20 than
the corresponding section in the trandation (in this case, LXX). In general, thelist of add-
oms will be dmost the same as the list of quantitative variants (category four), but in each
language exceptions may be made, and certain quantitative variants may not be classified as
add-oms; in other words, these exceptional cases would be analyzed in the first three
categories of variants.

It is sometimes difficult to determine whether a difference between the Hebrew and
the Greek should be classified as an add-om or not. In particular, a decision must be made
concerning Hebrew particles (R) and prepositions (especially 5 and 5$) that are not
rendered in LXX in aparticular passage. Such particles and prepositions will be included
in the add-om list if the Hebrew word in question is usually rendered by some equivalent
Greek word. The same consideration will apply aswell to the other versions analyzed. In
LXX, the omission of I8, 9%, or  will not be considered add-oms, so they will be taken
into account when analyzing both representation of Hebrew lexemes by Greek |exemes and
quantitative representation. A full list of the add-oms of LXX isgiven in Appendix 2; it
may be compared with the list of quantitative variants given later in this section.

18Conybeare and Stock, Grammear, 58-59. Cf. the tables in IImari Soisalon-Soininen, Die
Infinitive in der Septuaginta, Annales academiaescientiarum fennicag no. 132, 1 (Helsinki: Suomalainen
Tiedeskatemia, 1965), 180-85.

195ee especially Conybeare and Stock, Grammar, 25-97; Thackeray, Grammar; Jellicoe, LXX and
Modern Sudy, 314-37; and works listed in the Bibliography by Anneli Agjmelaeus, Francis . Andersen,
Albert Debrunner, Kenneth James Dover, H. S. Gehman, Martin Johannessohn, Max Leopold Margolis, E.
Nestle, Alfred Rahlfs, IImari Soisalon-Soininen, Raija Sollamo, and Emanuel Tov.

20 A semantic unit is a phrase, word, or part of aword that represents a single concept. Of course,
the most common semantic units are words, but the Hebrew pronominal suffixes and inseparable
prepositions are also semantic units, asisthe Greek compound mpv n.
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Consistency

Thefirst criterion that Tov lays out for evaluating the trandation technique of a
version is consistency. Here, those variantsin LXX that involve consistent rendering in
comparison with MT arelisted. The columnsentitled “LXX” and “MT” describe the nature
of difference between the LXX reading and MT. For example, if LXX hasafull verb
where MT has a participle, the respective columnswill read “verb” and “ participle.” If the
LXX rendering reflects alexical choice other than the main rendering (if one exists), the
LXX column will read “lexeme,” and the M T column will be empty.

Since MT does have atradition of interpretation represented by the vowel points,
the complete Masoretic understanding of the consonants will be theinitial basisfor
comparison. However, when variants come to be eliminated, those that reflect a possible
alternate understanding of the consonants of M T will also be eliminated. Three common
forms that would often be ambiguous without vowel points are (1) words that could be
considered participles, infinitives, or various forms of the full verb; (2) nounswith
Inseparable prepositions, which may or may not include an article that has been assimilated;
and (3) verbs with awaw prefix that could be either waw consecutive or waw conjunctive.
Also, it should be noted that the kethib form of MT is used as the basis for evaluation,
though gere forms will be discussed later.

Each variant is numbered individually for reference in later discussions. When
more than one variation is associated with a particular word, each one has its own reference
number.

Ref  Variation Septuagint Masoretic Text

1 31 v AeiToupywv periphrasis  participle
2 nv dtooteAAovoa periphrasis  participle
3 active niphal
4 3:2  ekobeudev verb participle
5 odpBohpot plural singular
6 Bapuveobat lexeme
7 infinitive adjective
8 néuvaTo imperfect imperfect
9 3:3  emokevootnval lexeme

10 infinitive verb

11 ekoBeudev verb participle

12 35  avooTpeev lexeme

13 3.6  ekaAeoev verb infinitive

14 37  yvwval infinitive verb

15 Beov lexeme

16 amokoAudBnva infinitive verb
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18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26
27
28
29
30
31
32
33
34
35
36
37
38
39
40
41

42
43
44
45

46
47
48
49
50

38
39

3:10
3:11

3:12

3:13

314

3:15

3:16
3:17

3:18
3:19
3:20

KEKANKEV
avooTpede
OKOUEL
gkotundn
OKOUEL
Tolw

TO PIUOTO

oUTO
£

ElS

apEoual
ETITEAEOW
oy yeAko
ekdIKW
adikions

Bsov

Kol oud ouTwS
[ Velelot
Buoions

KOIUOTON

Tpwl
TPOos
AaAnbev

Aoywv
AaAnBevteov

EVTTIOV OUTOU
ETTECEV
EYVWOV

mIoTOoS
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verb
lexeme
verb
lexeme
verb
verb
article
plura
plura
lexeme
lexeme
verb
verb
perfect
verb
plura
lexeme
word division
active
plura
lexeme
present
adverb
lexeme
participle
passive
plura
participle
passive
plura
lexeme
active
plura
adjective

participle

participle

participle
participle
not definite
singular
singular

infinitive
infinitive
perfect w/c
participle
singular

niphal
singular

imperfect w/c
noun

verb
piel
singular
verb
piel
singular

hiphil
singular
participle

Now that the potentia variants have been listed, it istime to examine the level of
consistency reflected by various aspects of the LXX rendering. First, lexical consistency
(tables 1-3) will be measured by counting the different Hebrew words used more than once
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and comparing that number with the number of Greek words used more than once.21
Next, the number of Hebrew words (occurring more than once) rendered by the primary
Greek rendering will be calculated. This statistic will measure the trandator’ sloyalty to a
particular vocabulary item when an equivalent lexical choiceisavailable. Next, thelexica
deviation factor (described in the next paragraph) will be computed. Finaly, a comparison
of Hebrew and Greek roots, rather than words, will be made, in an effort to see if the
trandators have atendency toward etymologizing.22 Table 4 is an analysis of how the
trandators rendered words in a particular Hebrew word class, namely, verbs and verbals,
nouns and adjectives, and pronouns. Tables 5-16 analyze the trandators’ tendenciesin
rendering various grammatical categories and syntactic relationships (i.e., for verbs:
inflection, stem, person, and number; for nouns and adjectives: gender, number, usein the
sentence, articles, and definiteness; for pronouns: gender, number, and use in the
sentence).23

The deviation factor is a measure of the deviation from absolute consistency,
whether lexical or grammatical, by atrandator. Absolute lexical consistency, for example,
Is defined as the use of one and only one Greek word for each distinct Hebrew word. The
phenomenon of using the same Greek word for more than Hebrew word is not considered
inthe calculations. The agorithm for computing the deviation factor isgiven in detail in
Appendix 4, but itsrationale is given here, described in terms of lexical consistency. If a
single Hebrew word is always rendered by the same Greek word, the deviation factor for
that Hebrew word is zero. If more than one Greek word is used to render a single Hebrew
word, the deviation factor is a positive number. Given ten occurrences of a given Hebrew
word, it is considered a greater deviation from absolute consistency for three Greek words
to be employed in rendering that word than for two to be so employed (all other things
being equal). Furthermore, if two Greek words are used to render a single Hebrew word,
the deviation factor will be greater if each Greek word appears five times than if one
appears nine times and the other only once. It is considered a greater deviation when one
case out of five differs from the standard than when one out of ten does. The deviation
factor isamodification of achi-square test, adapted to account for the number of discrete
renderings in the target language as well asthe total number of deviations from the most

21The number of Greek words will always be greater than or equal to the number of Hebrew
words, for if a Greek word is used to render more than one Hebrew word, it is counted more than once.

22T ov identifies the technique of etymologizing, the rendering of all words based on asingle
Hebrew root (real or imagined) by words based on a single Greek root, as an aspect of consistency calling
for special attention; Tov, Text-Critical Usg 57. Intable 1, the last column identifies different words that
share the same root by assigning a common reference number, given initalics. Roots represented by only
one word in the chapter are not explicitly indicated, though they are of course figured in the data.

23 A shortened form of the tables, containing the results of the various computations, is given
below. For an expanded form of the tables, containing the data on which the computed figures are based,
see Appendix 2 (the category number here corresponds to the table number in Appendix 2).
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commonly used rendering. Larger deviation factors indicate more variation from absolute
consistency, but it must be stressed again that the numbers themselves are not helpful until
they are compared with either the corresponding deviation factor in another secondary
witness or other deviation factors within the same witness. Of course, the larger the
statistical base that is being analyzed, the more meaningful will be the results.
Table 1.—Verbs, Nouns, and Adjectives. Lexemes

Heb words (>1x): 31 Gk words: 42 1.35 Gk words/Heb word

deviation factor: 0.38

total Heb (>1x): 132 primary Gk: 117  88.6% of Heb words by primary rendering

Heb roots (>1x): 29 Gk roots: 42 1.45 Gk roots/Heb root
Table 2—Adverbs, Prepositions, and Particles: Lexemes
Heb advs (>1x): 13 Gk advs: 26 2.00 Gk advs/Heb adv

total Heb (>1x): 85  primary Gk: 67 78.8% of Heb advs by primary rendering
deviation factor: 2.78

Table 3.—Conjunctions. Lexemes
Heb conjs (>1x): 2 Gk conjs. 2 1.00 Gk conjs/Heb conj
total Heb (>1x): 66  primary Gk: 66 100% of Heb conjs by primary rendering
deviation factor: 0.00

Table 4—Word Classes

percentage of verbs/verbals represented by verbs/verbals: 94/95 = 98.9%
percentage of verbs represented by verbs: 7076 = 93.4%
percentage of participles represented by participles: 4/12 = 33.3%
percentage of infinitives represented by infinitives: 47 = 57.1%

percentage of nouns/adjs represented by nouns/ad;s: 52/55 = 94.5%

percentage of pronouns represented by pronouns: 37/38 = 97.4%

Table 5.—Verbs: Hebrew Inflection, Greek Tense and Mood
deviation factor (discrete tense/mood combinations): 6.68
deviation factor (grouped): 0.97
deviation factor (grouped, without verbals): 0.85

Table 6.—Verbs. Hebrew Stem, Greek Voice
deviation factor: 3.57

Table 7.—Verbs: Person
deviation factor: 0.00

Table 8.—Verbs: Number
deviation factor: 0.12

Table 9.—Nouns and Adjectives. Gender
deviation factor: 21.54
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Table 10.—Nouns and Adjectives: Number
deviation factor: 2.29
Table 11.—Nouns and Adjectives: Use vs. Case
deviation factor (discrete use/case combinations): 6.45
deviation factor (grouped): 0.37
Table 12—Nouns and Adjectives: Articles
deviation factor: 11.37
deviation factor (without implied articles): 12.23
Table 13.—Nouns and Adjectives. Hebrew Definiteness, Greek Articles
deviation factor: 8.04
Table 14.—Pronouns: Gender
deviation factor: 1.44
Table 15.—Pronouns: Number
deviation factor: 0.06
Table 16.—Pronouns: Use vs. Case
deviation factor (discrete use/case combinations): 3.76
deviation factor (grouped): 0.06

Representation of Hebrew Lexemes by Greek Lexemes (Segmentation)

Trandators often had a tendency to represent compound words in the source
language with compound words in the target language. Thus, if a Hebrew word were
composed of a preposition and a noun, for example, the Greek trandator might have
preferred to render the expression with a Greek preposition and noun, even though an
adverb would have carried the same meaning. Here arelisted al the Hebrew compounds
which the Greek trandators did not render all of the constituent parts. Only the consonantal
text is considered, so articlesindicated by pointing alone that are not represented are not
listed.

Ref Hebrew Compound Greek Rendering
51 3.1 195 EVWTTIOV
52 3:2 DIR5 BAemev
53 35 "5 Lig
54 3:6 "5 Lig
55 37 PN AT
56 3:8 "5 Lig
57 alb To T dopiov
58 39 T O ot
59 313 1H AT

60 [mpml oUTOUS
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61 314 gl TW OIKW

62 3:15 AN amayyehel

63 3:17 '['7 ool

64 3:18 12792 EVATTIOV OUTOU
65 3:20 Mo T KUPLED

66 321 R dnAcobnvat

Heb compounds: 43 Gk equivalents: 27  62.8% of Heb compounds rendered exactly

Word Order

As noted above, since Greek is an inflected language, its writers and speakers had
much greater freedom to vary word order and still maintain the thought of the sentence.
Whether the trandators of LXX in fact chose to take advantage of thisfacet of their
language, or whether instead they attempted to follow closely the word order of their
exemplar, isanother aspect of the literalness of the trandation. The list below contains the
deviations from the Hebrew word order found in LXX. Asalready stated, Greek
postpositive conjunctions that appear as near as the language permits to the equivalent
Hebrew conjunction will not be considered variations from the Hebrew word order. The
number of variationsis calculated by ascertaining the minimum number of shifts of position
aHebrew word (including a compound word) would have to make in order to reflect the
word order found in LXX.

Ref  Number of Variations Greek Variant
67 3:16 3 KOl ELTTEV
68 3:19 1 TV KUp1Oos
Heb semantic units: 373 variations. 4 Heb word order followed 98.9% of thetime
Quantitative Representation

The tendency of litera trandators was to render every element of their Vorlage,
without adding or subtracting anything unless it was required by the target language. The
following list analyzesthe literalness of L XX in terms of quantitative representation, in
order to determine the trand ator’ s commitment to render all the elements of the Vorlage,
and only those elements. The number of Hebrew semantic units represented by the
variation is given, prefixed with aplusif the excessisin Greek and with aminusif the
excessisin Hebrew. In thelast column, each element of MT not found in LXX islistedin
Hebrew, and each element of LXX not found in MT islisted in Greek. Asnoted above,
add-oms will be included in these calculations, but quantitative differences arising from the
representation of compound words have aready been discussed and will not be included
here. Furthermore, it should be noted that 1"\ in verse 1 is rendered by ouk nv, and the
helocalein verse 19 is rendered by ¢ 1; these renderings are not considered differencesin
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quantitative representation, since Greek has no exact equivalents for the Hebrew
expressions. 1N, the sign of the definite direct object, has no real equivalent in Greek and
so cannot be rendered idiomatically (Aquila s ouv notwithstanding). Finaly, articlesare
considered only when they appear or areimplied (e.g., 2117 in 3:1 requires that an article
be assumed in"72"2) in the consonantal text (or when they would appear in the presumed
Hebrew underlying an addition in LXX). In order to avoid begging the question asto
which witness (if either) contains an addition to or omission from the original, the excess
text isgiven in whichever language it appears.

Ref  Number of Variations Variant
69 31 +1 nv 1°
70 +2 TOU IEPEWS
71 3.2 +1 kot 4°
72 33 -1 i
73 -1 ow
74 34 -1 P
75 +1 2 opounA
76 35 +1 ot
77 +1 kot 4°
78 3.6 +1 Ko 2°
79 -1 Y
80 +1 2 opounA 2°
81 -3 SR oM
82 +1 K OEUTEPOU
83 -2 ")
84 +1 ot
85 +1 kot 6°
86 3.7 -1 o 2
87 3:9 -3 SRS Y HY
88 +1 Ko 2°
89 +1 TEKVOV
90 3:10 +1 QuUTOV
91 -2 SRINY ORI
92 311 +1 Vell]
93 -1 O
9% 3:13 -2 DT 0N
95 +2 U1V U TOoU
96 3:15 +4 Kot wopbprogv To mpwt

97 -1 bR
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98 3:16 -2 RIPM
99 -1 I
100 3:17 -2 ToR2
101 +3 EV TOIS WOV OOV
102 3:18 -2 15
103 +1 HAet
104 3:21 5 M7 9272 750a
105 +31 Kot emoTeudn ZapounA mpodnTns

yeveofal Tw Kuplw €is
TavTo loponA o oKpwv
S YNS KOl EWS AKPGOV KAl
HAe1 mpeoPutns ododpa kot
Ol U0l GUTOU TTOPEVOHEVOL
£ TTOPEVOVTO KOl TTOVTPQ T)
000S OUTWV EVWTTIOV
Kuplou

Heb semantic units: 438 Gk deviations: 88 79.9% agreement

Elimination of Variants

The LXX trandation of 1 Samuel is often characterized asliteral or fairly literal .24
A glance at the preceding tables, however, indicates that this characterization, though
perhaps true in general, does not describe certain aspects of the trandation technique with
precision.

Whereas conjunctions are rendered with absolute consistency (i.e., exactly one
Greek term per Hebrew term), verbs, nouns, and adjectives, and especially adverbs,
prepositions, and particles, are not. The translators were reasonably consistent in
rendering a particular class of Hebrew words (verbs/verbals, nouns/adjectives, pronouns)
with the equivalent Greek class. However, the percentage of Hebrew verbals rendered by
the equivalent class of verbalsin Greek islow. Thelevel of grammatical consistency is

24Thenius, Blcher Samuels XVI11-XXII; S. R. Driver, Notes on the Books of Samuel, lix-Ixii;
Thackeray, Grammar, 13; Swete, Introduction, 323; Fernandez Marcos, Introduccion, 25. Cf. also
Soisalon-Soininen, Infinitive, 171-72; Raija Sollamo, Renderings of Hebrew Semi-Prepositionsin the
Septuagint, Annales academiae scientiarum fennicag Dissertationes humanarum litterarum, no. 19
(Helsinki: Suomalainen Tiedeakatemia, 1979), 286. De Boer disputes this claim: “We have already
observed that the translators did not have literal rendering as motive for trandlation, but that the thread of the
story was the cause for omissions, additions and differences,” de Boer, | Samuel i-xvi, 51. However, he
seems to approach his analysis with aforegone conclusion. Note the following incredible conclusion:
“Even though certain passages remain without a clear explanation of why G differsfrom M, and although
some of the proposed explanations are nothing more than probabilities, the independence of the trandated
story, the agreement with Tg and S and elucidation as the main tendency leave usin no doubt that we in G
have to do with the same Hebrew text as the one offered by M” (italics mine).
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more complicated. The trandators are absolutely consistent (deviation factor of 0.00) in
rendering the person of verbs. They are very consistent (deviation factor lessthan 1.00) in
rendering the number of verbs, the number of pronouns, the inflection of verbs, the use of
nouns and adjectives, and the use of pronouns (when the Greek datais grouped
appropriately). They arefairly consistent (deviation factor between 1.00 and 3.00) in
rendering the number of nouns and adjectives and the gender of pronouns. They are less
consistent (deviation factor between 3.00 and 6.00) in rendering verb stems. They are
fairly inconsistent (deviation factor between 6.00 and 12.00) in rendering articles found
with nouns and adjectives and the definiteness of nouns and adjectives. Findly, they are
very inconsistent (deviation factor greater than 12.00), as expected, in rendering the gender
of nouns and adjectives.

Apart from the category of consistency, the following general results may be
mentioned. The trandators did not feel compelled to render each component of Hebrew
compounds with a Greek equivaent, choosing in 40% of the cases to trandate the
compound as awhole. By contrast, Hebrew word order is followed very closely, with
LXX deviating only 1.1% of the time, and that in only two units. Finaly, aninitial look at
quantitative representation suggests that the Greek trandators frequently varied from the
Hebrew text, either adding (fifty-seven times) or omitting (thirty-one times) elements.

It must be emphasized that these results are preliminary, based on arigid application
of the principles for determining translation technique discussed in Chapter 1, and
assuming that M T isthe same asthe Vorlage of LXX. Asindividual variants and groups
of variants are weighed, a more nuanced picture of the trandation technique will emerge,
and many of the above results will have to be modified.

Variants Related to Consistency

The first aspect of consistency to be examined islexical consistency, of which
twelve variants from MT have been identified in LXX. Theidentification of alexical
variant that might indicate a varying Hebrew Vorlageis based on two factors: similarity in
meaning as reflected in the lexicons and Greek equivalents for the same word elsewherein
the chapter.

Thefirst lexical variant is variant 6, where LXX reads Boapuveoon for MT 1173,
Thelexiconslist two rootsi713, the first meaning “to be dim, faint, blind,” and the second
meaning “to rebuke.” The second root isfound only in 3:13, where it is a hapax; the
present instance comes from the first root. Of the fifteen probable renderingsin LXX of
either the verb 1113 or the adjectivei1]3, the only time LXX uses aroot related to
Bapuvw ishere. (Thereisno single Greek root used to render | 11773 that dominates, but
the words related to auaupos are used six times). Boapuve and related words are often
used to render words related to the Hebrew T22: Bapuve twenty-eight of thirty-five total
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uses of the Greek word, Bapus twenty-five of thirty uses, BopuyAwaooos one of one,
Bapuwmew one of one. The close association between 722 and Popuves suggests that
some form of 723 appeared in the Vorlage of LXX. On the other hand, the use of
Bapuwmew (renderingT23) of blinded eyesin Gen 48:10 suggests that the trandlators
might have chosen Bapuve as appropriate in the present case (cf. 1sa 33:15; 59:1;

Zech 7:11). However, there is enough graphic similarity between 7123 and 173 to
allow the possibility of textual confusion in the transmission of the Hebrew text, or maybe
at the point of trandation. The reading of P supports the possibility that the confusion
occurred during the transmission of the Hebrew text. Thus, it islikely that the Vorlage of
LXX at this point was different from M T, so the variant is significant.

In variant 9, emokevooBnvat (“to be made ready”) renders 722" (“had gone
out”). Though the context might stretch the semantic field of e miokevaCeo enough to make
it roughly equivalent to 723, the former renders the latter only here out of seven
occurrencesin the OT. emiokevaCw renders four other words, three of which mean “to
restore” and are used in the context of restoring the temple. Ex 30:8 uses e miokeuvale to
render the hiphil of 1 bD, referri ng to Aaron setting up the lampsin the evening. 123
occurs thirteen timesin the gal and ten timesin the piel that are rendered in LXX. Twenty-
one of these occurrences are rendered by oBevvupt, and one by amooPBevvupt. Itislikely
that scribes confused an original 2MOCBECOHNM | or €M1 CBECOHNA | with
€MNICKEYACOHNXA 1,25 and since no Hebrew verb with a like meaning appears to be
similar enough orthographically to 723,26 variant 9 should probably be considered an
inner-Greek corruption and not significant.

ovooTpedw in variants 12 and 18 isthe normal trandation for 21 in the passage
(cf. 3:5, 6) and elsewhere in LX X, including the books of Kingdoms. In fact, apart from
one other occurrence in several mss (3 Kgdms 6:12 [Rahlfs s versification] mss AMN
etc.), avooTpedw never trandates T 511, while renderi ng 21W some forty times. 1t seems
that either the trandator or the Vorlage changed the verbs in these two instances to match
the other occurrences in the immediate context. Since no tendency of the trandatorsto
harmonize the LXX of this chapter has been demonstrated yet, and since avaoTtpedw isan
unusual trandation of 210 in the book, it is quite possible that the Vorlage itself contained
20 rather than 7 BT in these verses, so these variants are s gnificant.

Variant 15 isavariation between the Hebrew 117" (usually rendered by kuptos)

25K | ostermann suggests that the LX X reading is a corruption of emoReafnvan (Erich
Klostermann, Die Biicher Samuelis und der Kénige, Kurzgefaldter Kommentar zu den heiligen Schriften
Alten und Neuen Testamentes sowie zu den Apokryphen, ed. Hermann Strack and Otto Bockler, vol. 3
[Nérdlingen: C. H. Beck, 1887], 11). Cf. the readings of o (cfeofnvat), o™ (eoPeadn), o1 v
(kataoPBeolnvan).

26\Wellhausen suggests 21T, which he says isimplied by Josephus, Ant. 3.8.3 (Biicher
Samuelis, 52), but this section is not a reference to Samuel but to the Mosaic regulations concerning the
lamps in the tabernacle. Cf. de Boer, | Samuel i-xvi, 62.
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and the Greek 6eos. Though the words are of course equivalent in the sense that they refer
to the God of the Isradlites, the trandators of 1 Samuel are fairly consistent in their
renderings of bothiT17" and 01 5X.27 All of the other fifteen occurrences of 177" in the
chapter are rendered by kuptos. Thus, this variant should be considered significant.

Variants 20 and 37 both use aform of the verb koipaco to render the Hebrew verb
22W, even though forms of kabeudeo are the more common rendering in the chapter (six
of eight occurrences of 22U are rendered by kofsudw). However, a check of Hatch and
Redpath reveals that both Greek verbs are used frequently to render 22U, and they render
few other words (in the books of Kingdoms, kotpoc renders 23U forty-nine times out of
fifty occurrences of koipoco; the numbers for kaBeudeo are thirteen of fifteen). Infact, as
these figures show, koipow isthe more common of the two main renderings outside this
chapter. Thus, these variants are not significant.

Variants 26, 27, and 40 each reflect Greek prepositions that are different from what
one might have expected based on the main renderings of the corresponding Hebrew
prepositions. Of the thirteen occurrences of '7$ in the chapter, only inverse 12 is it
rendered by e or e1s (one time each; the usual renderings are mpos [Six times] or nothing
[fivetimes]). Unlike the other renderings of 5@3, e carries asomewhat different
meaning, and one suspects that it might reflect a Hebrew D rather than '7$ .28

The semantic field of €15, on the other hand, overlaps that of '7?5 to alarge extent.
However, a perusal of severa passagesin 1 Kingdoms (Hatch and Redpath do not give
the equivalents for each occurrence) indicatesthat 15 rarely renders '7&3, thoughitis
frequently used for -2, -5, and i1 - (helocale). The readings of the other versions might
suggest areading SU intheir Vorlagen, but this preposition does not lie behind the LXX
reading. It ispossible that the preposition 2 or 5 lay before the LXX trandatorsin this
passage. 2 could have been lost through simple haplography (117722 became1*2) and
'%3 inserted by a scribe who sensed that a preposition was needed. On the other hand, the
Inseparable preposition 5 might have been replaced with its near equivalent '72*3, perhaps as
aresult of similarity in pronunciation. Either of these two possibilities could account for
the origin of S aswell.

mpos inverse 16 isthe only instance in the chapter (of nine possibilities) where an
apparent equivalent appearsfor NR. However, the whole Greek clause is different from
the Hebrew: kan e1mev HAet mpos SopiounA for TR™ OR1DW 1R *5D KD, Itis
probable that '7&*3 rather than I\ lies behind the mpos in LXX. Therefore, variants 26, 27,
and 40 are all significant.

Variant 33 in verse 13 reflects an ancient scribal correction, one of the tiggune

278gos in LXX reflects 177" in MT about 12 out of 100 timesin 1 Samuel. The ratio of
occurrences of kuptos in LXX corresponding to 011 YR in MT is even smaller.

2830 Thenius, Biicher Samuels 17: McCarter, | Samuel, 96.
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sopherim. In order to avoid reading that Eli’s sons cursed God (277798 ©" 55p1), lest
the reader join in the blasphemy by juxtaposing these two words, scribes altered the text to
reedD75 O '7'?PD, “they cursed themselves.” LXX preservesthe origina reading, since
Beov obviously reflectsD 9% and not0T 5. 29

Thefinal LXX variant that might reflect a different Hebrew lexeme is number 47,
which readsevwmiov autou for 127D2. Though ev Tw (Tots) opBaApoi(s) auTou
might be considered more literal, the phrase that appears here carries the same meaning as
the Hebrew of MT. Infact, the trandators of 1 Samuel often did use the expression v
Tols obpboAuots for ") D2 (especialy in kaige sections), but they did not do so
consistently, often substituting the more idiomatic evwomiov (e.g., 1 Kgdms 11:10; 12:17;
14:36).30 Therefore, this variant cannot be considered significant.

Variant 34, kot oud outws (end of 3:13 LXX) for]:l'?? (beginning of 3:14 MT)
seemsto reflect adifference in word division and aslight change in spelling: 73 R ™
instead of |3 51.31 Thisvariant must have arisen in Hebrew rather than Greek, so it is
significant.

All the other variants that reflect on the consistency of the LXX trandators deal with
grammatical differences. Variants1, 2, 4, 11, 17, 19, 21, 22, and 31 all render Hebrew
participles by Greek verbs (or periphrastic constructionsin variants 1 and 2). In fact, of
the eleven participles rendered by Greek verbs or verbals, only two (3:11, 13) are rendered
by participles. When it is remembered that the LXX trandators worked from a purely
consonantal text, it becomes clear that all of MT’ s participles that could be understood, with
different pointing, asfull verbs(i.e., the gal active participles that function as the main
verbsin their respective clausesin MT) werein fact rendered by verbs. The pidl participle
in 3:13 isrendered with a Greek participle. The piel and niphal participlesin 3:1 are
rendered as periphrastic constructions, consisting of aform of e1u1 and aparticiple. The
only ga participle actually rendered by a participle isthe onein 3:11, but the construction
of the clause (the participle is part of a construct chain) mandates that the word be
understood as aparticiple. Although the trandators may have had a different reading
tradition than that of the Masoretes concerning many of the participles, the consonantal text
lying behind their renderings seems identical to that found in M T, so none of these variants
Issignificant.

Invariants 41, 42, 44, and 45 in 3:17, the reverse situation occurs: verbsin MT are

2950 BHK and most commentators. R. Althann, “Northwest Semitic Notes on Some Texts in
1 Samuel,” Journal of Northwest Semitic Languages 12 (1984): 28-29, proposes on the basis of Ugaritic
evidence that “1hm can be understood as a by-form of 1’m, parsed as the stative participle of the root "ym,
‘toinspire awe,’ preceded by the emphatic lamedh.” However, his analysisis not convincing.

30See the table in Sollamo, Semiprepositions, 138, and, for more discussion, ibid., 123-55.

3l\wellhausen, Biicher Samuelis, 53. S. R. Driver, Notes on the Books of Samuel, 44, gives
several other examples of the same phenomenon.
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read as participlesin LXX. Furthermore, the participles are passive, whereas the verbsin
MT are both piel. Since no subject is explicitly stated (the nearest reference to God
speaking isthree verses earlier), the LXX trandators, if they had the same consonantal text
asMT, may have considered the forms pual in both instances, in spite of the infrequency of
T27 inthisstem. The use of the Greek article as the equivalent of TR in both casesisan
idiomatic Greek rendering of the construction, a construction which has no exact parallel in
Hebrew. Thus, some degree of flexibility has already been shown in each phrase. Though
it is conceivable that the Vorlage of the trandators had participles (with the prefixed 1), it
seems more likely that the trandators in these two cases rendered idiomatic Hebrew
expressions with idiomatic Greek ones. Evenif, as appears likely, the trandators read the
verbs as puals rather than piels, there is no indication of any variation from the consonanta
MT, so the variants are not significant.

On one occasion, variant 50, the trandators used an adjective, mioTos, to render a
Hebrew participle. Though thisisthe only time in the chapter in which a Hebrew participle
Isrendered by something other than a verb, the participle functions in the Hebrew clause as
a subjective complement (predicate adjective). The niphal participle does function
elsewhere as a predicate adjective.32 The Greek rendering is surely the meaning intended
by the use of the niphal participle, and it may be that the trandators felt that the adjective
carried the meaning more faithfully than would a passive participle such as moteuopevos.
Thus, the variant should not be seen as significant.

Three timesin chapter 3 the trandators use infinitives to render what are full verbs
in MT, namely, variants 10, 14, and 16. In each case, the Hebrew verb follows2™1; two
of the verbs are imperfect (3:3, 7), and one is perfect (3:7).33 The Greek equivalent for
OB is wpv n (see above, pp. 39-40), and though L XX has only two occurrences of this
preposition, all three Greek infinitives are governed by mpiv n. Since the use of the
infinitive rather than some form of the full verb isrequired when wpiv n means “before,”34
these variants cannot be taken to be significant.

Variants 13, 28, and 29 have Greek verbs for Hebrew infinitives. In variant 13,
LXX reads ko mpocebeTo kuptos ko ekokecev for R7P 1177 HO™. Both theinfinitive
and the imperfect (usually with waw consecutive) can follow :0" in Hebrew when the
meaning is “to do again,” though the infinitive is more common. Idiomatic Greek does not

32Waltke and O’ Connor, Introduction, 619-20.

33K autzsch, ed., Gesenius Hebrew Grammar, § 107c, says that the perfect should be emended to
an imperfect, since the imperfect regularly followsQ and since the perfect ¥ is coordinated with the
imperfect 1 52"; s0 al'so BHK, most of the commentaries. Of course, the |mperfect D717 requires no change
inthe consonantal text.

34Smyth, Grammear, 549, 553-55. Soisalon-Soininen, Infinitive, 131, notes that the expression
OBQR) + full verb is usualy rendered by either mpo Tou + infinitive or mpiv + infinitive throughout
LXX.
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have asimilar construction, and the reading of LXX hereis definitely unidiomatic. This
consideration alone impliesthat the trandators are following a Hebrew text rather than
changing the Hebrew construction, especialy sinceit is the less common Hebrew
construction that isreflected in LXX. Thus, variant 13 is significant.

Variants 28 and 29 a so have Greek verbs for Hebrew infinitives. The two
infinitivesi1931 ST form an expression that, though idiomatic and fairly common in
Hebrew, has no exact parallel in Greek.35 The trandators managed to create areading in
apEopat kot emiTeAeow that represented both infinitives idiomaticaly, deriving the person
of these verbs from*17127. In view of the nature of the Hebrew construction, the LXX
reading seems to effectively capture the flavor of the Hebrew, despite avoiding the normal
grammatical parallés, so these two variants are not significant.

Variant 7 reads the infinitive Bopuveaban for the adjective D113, Greek idiom
certainly requires the use of an infinitive after np€ avto, but Hebrew idiom would seem to
requireit, too. Itis probable that the letters1173 were meant to stand for the infinitive
S11772.36 However, since Greek idiom requires an infinitive, and since such a changein
Hebrew would not change the consonantal text, the variant is not significant.

In the case of variant 39, a Greek adverb, mpot, isused to render the Hebrew
noun and article P27, Although none of the other fifty-four Hebrew nounsin the
chapter is rendered by an adverb, P21 here functions as an adverbia of time, and as
such, mpew1 isan appropriate trandation. Infact, mpeot isthe regular equivalent for 722
in LXX, so thisvariant is not significant.

The next three variants deal with the rendering of the inflection of Hebrew verbsin
amanner contrary to the most common representation. First, variant 8 uses the Greek
imperfect (apast tense) to render the Hebrew imperfect (usually rendered by the present or
the future tense). The context clearly shows that an event in the past in being described, so
one would usually expect a past tense. However, the Hebrew imperfect does not
correspond completely with the Greek present or future tenses. In the case at hand, the

35Though 5111 is classified as an infinitive construct by BDB and Holladay, it seems more likely
that it should be seen with Kautzsch and Klostermann as an infinitive absolute, as1 720 is. Cf. Kautzsch,
ed., Gesenius Hebrew Grammar, § 113h; Klostermann, Bucher Samuelis, loc. cit; Francis Brown, S. R.
Driver, and Charles A. Briggs, A Hebrew and English Lexicon of the Old Testament with an Appendix
Containing the Biblical Aramaic (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1906; reprint, 1951) [hereafter BDB], s.v.
“55m7: William L. Holladay, A Concise Hebrew and Aramaic Lexicon of the Old Testament (Grand
Rapids: William B. Eerdmans, 1971), s.v. “ 55m .

36BDB, sv. “ 951"; Holladay, Lexicon, s.v. “95M.” Wellhausen says that since no preposition
Yis present, an infinitive would be ungrammatical (Blicher Samuelis 52), but Smith disputes this
contention (H. P. Smith, Books of Samuel, 27). Cf. Kautzsch, ed., Gesenius Hebrew Grammar,
§ 114m). Driver saysthat the infinitive is more in accord with biblical usage (S. R. Driver, Notes on the
Books of Samuel, 42). Cf. Walter Baumgartner and J. J. Stamm, Hebr&i sches und Araméisches Lexikon
zum Alten Testament, 3d ed., 5 vols. (Leiden: E. J. Brill, 1967-) [hereafter KB3], sv. ‘i3
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imperfect is used to indicate the continuous nature of Eli’s blindness,37 so variant 8 is not
significant.

Variant 30 has a Greek perfect rendering a Hebrew perfect with awaw
consecutive. The Hebrew implies that the message to Eli concerning judgment on his
house has not yet been given to him, whereas the Greek saysthat it has (cf. 1 Sam 2:27-
36).38 Thisdifference of perspectiveisreflected in other secondary witnesses as well, so
the variant is significant.

In variant 38, the present koirpaTat isused to render the imperfect with waw
consecutive 22U (7). Normally, the Greek trandators use a past tense to render the
Hebrew imperfect with waw consecutive, but the present here could be explained asa
historical present. Although the imperfect with waw consecutive is rendered thirty-four
times by the aorist and only once by the present in chapter 3, the presence of 151 instances
of the historical present in 1 Samuel3° suggests that the ratio in the present chapter is
disproportionate, and the variant is probably not significant.

Variants 3, 35, and 48 represent deviations from the usual rendering of Hebrew
stems by means of Greek voice. Inthefirst two instances, aniphal is represented by a
Greek verb in the active voice. The use of the active voice in variant 35 iseasily explained
by the fact that the verb D2 regularly appearsin the niphal when it has an active
meaning.4% The active voice would be the one that most accurately represented the
meaning of the Hebrew, and this is the one the Greek trand ators chose.

Variant 3isnot quite so simple. Asnoted above, the participle SiaoteA\ovoa is
part of a periphrastic construction that renders a Hebrew participle. The meaning of the
verb SiooteAAw is“to separate, distinguish, determine,” and “to command, give
orders.”41 1"73 gal has meanings such as “break through, break out, break into, break
up,” but it also occasionally means “to spread, become known.” The niphal iscited in
BDB as “spread abroad,” but the definition given by Holladay is “to be ordered,

37Kautzsch, ed., Gesenius Hebrew Grammar, § 107b. The Greek translators also emphasized the
continuous nature of his blindness by using the imperfect rather than the aorist.

38Cf. Hans Wilhelm Hertzberg, Die Samuelbiicher, 2d ed., Das Alte Testament Deutsch, ed.
Volkmar Herntrich and Artur Weiser, vol. 10 (Géttingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1960), 29. Hertzberg
interprets the waw as a waw conjunctive rather than awaw consecutive, but the reason for using this
construction rather than the usual waw consecutive with an imperfect to indicate past narrative action is
unclear, so it seems better to understand M T as a waw consecutive perfect construction; on this point cf.
John Mauchline, 1 and 2 Samuel, New Century Bible, ed. Ronald E. Clements and Matthew Black
(London: Oliphants, 1971), 58. The translators of P certainly understood the construction as referring to a
future time.

39Thackeray, Grammar, xx. Cf. also A. T. Robertson, Grammar, 866-69.

40The niphal in this verb carries reflexive rather than active meaning. Cf. Waltke and O’ Connor,
Introduction, 391.

41 Henry George Liddell and Robert Scott, A Greek-English Lexicon, rev. Henry Stuart Jones and
Roderick McKenzie (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1968) [hereafter LS], s.v. “Sia-0TéAw.”



93

orderly.”42 The exact meaning of the Hebrew word is obscure, with commentators divided
between the definitions given above (contrast McCarter and Klein).43 The textual question
at this point, however, is whether the LXX reading reflects a Hebrew text different from
MT. BHK suggeststhat LXX reflectsareading "1, to be pointed TTB or 112 (though
it prefers either the reading of MT or the gal passive participle to the reading of LXX),*
but BHS does not have any textual comment on the word. It is possible that the nun of the
niphal isthe result of dittography and that the occurrence of this verb in the niphal stemin
posthiblical Hebrew developed from this passage.4> The niphal stemis not frequent
enough in the chapter to state conclusively that L XX normally rendered it with a passive
verb, at least when it had a passive meaning, though the other three occurrencesin the
chapter are rendered with passives. However, the methodology only allows the elimination
of variants that are probably not significant, so this borderline case will be considered
significant at this point.

In the case of variant 48, a hiphil is rendered by averb in the active voice that does
not normally have a causative meaning. Greek does not have a causative voice, though it
does possess words whose root meanings are causative (cf. 3:12 emeyepo; 3:13
avnyyeAke; 3:15 amoyyetAat; 3:17 wpoobein). mimTw does not usualy have a
causative meaning. However, it is not uncommon for words in the active voice to have
causative meaningsin LXX that they do not normally have in nonbiblical Greek.46
Therefore, this variant should not be considered significant.

The last two variants among the verbs concern instances in which the Greek verb is
plural but the Hebrew verb issingular. Though table 8 on verbal number suggests that the
overwhelming majority of Hebrew singulars are rendered by Greek singulars, both variants
46 and 49 involve the word 3. (Since the noun in variant 43 also figuresin the
discussion of variant 46, it will be considered here aswell.) Greek does not utilize
collective nouns to the extent that Hebrew does, and this fact is demonstrated in variant 49,
where the Hebrew verb is singular to agree with the singular form of SR, whereas the
Greek verb is plural to agree with the plural idea of loponA. An awareness of the
trandators shift from singular to plura in this verse hel ps explain the shift in variants 43

42BDB, s.. /15" (BDB says, though, that the text of this passage is dubious); Holladay,
Lexicon, s.v. “}"15." Holladay follows the suggestion of G. R. Driver, who says on the basis of
Assyrian evidence that two different roots]"12 exist in the OT. Cf. Godfrey Rolles Driver, “Some
Hebrew Roots and Their Meanings,” Journal of Theological Sudies 23 (1922): 71-73; idem, “Studiesin the
Vocabulary of the Old Testament: 111,” Journal of Theological Sudies 32 (1931): 365.

435mith says the word seems to have “no good meaning” (H. P. Smith, Books of Samuel, 27).
44Cf. also Wellhausen, Biicher Samuelis, 51; McCarter, | Samuel, 95.

45McCarter, | Samuel, 97; cf. Wilhelm Caspari, Die Samuelbiicher, Kommentar zum Alten
Testament, ed. Ernst Sellin, vol. 7 (Leipzig: A. Deichertsche Verlagsbuchhandlung Dr. Werner Scholl,
1926), 53.

46 Conybeare and Stock, Grammar, 76-77.
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and 46. The construction 127777 93 in verse 17 can mean either “the whole matter” or
“every word” (i.e., “everything”); the trandators apparently understood the phrase to mean
“the whole matter,” to which the trandation movTwv Twv Aoycv (“all thewords’) is
roughly equivalent.4” Since the participle (in Greek) had to agree with the noun, it was
also changed from singular to plural. Thus, the presence of 53 and mas in these two
verses provides an extenuating circumstance in each case that explains the trandators
retreat from their usua method of rendering verbal and nominal number, and the variants
are not significant.

Five other cases of difference in number in nouns and pronouns appear in the
chapter, variants 5, 24, 25, 32, and 36, al of which have aplural in the Greek that
corresponds to asingular in MT. Invariant 5, the plural od6oAuor corresponds with the
gerereading in MT, 1) D, and it also agrees with the number of the verb 1 5r, so the
Greek aimost certainly reflects aplural Vorlage. However, it would be a mistake to assume
that the trandator was rendering 1737 D rather than 132, since the latter reflects an
orthography current until about the fifth century B.C.E.48 In other words, the trandation in
LXX could well reflect the reading 137D, so variant 5 is not significant.49

In the cases of variants 24, 32, and 36, table 10 indicates that Hebrew singulars are
usually represented by Greek singulars, but there are enough instances of singulars being
represented by plurals to question the propriety of calling such variants significant without
supporting evidence. In variants 24 and 32, such evidence may be present. In both cases
the LXX sentence structure is different from that of MT. Inverse 11, MT reads*JINR
BXTW'2 127 WY, whereas LXX reads £y TOlW To pnuaTa pou ev lopamA; the
following clause is also different in that LXX lacks anything to render the relative particle.
Furthermore, it is possible that the plural ending or the pronominal suffix were omitted
through haplography and graphic confusion: SR 1127 or KXW 07127 became
SX1w"2 127, Thefact that auTo (variant 25) isalso plural and that it isthe only
instance in the chapter in which a singular pronoun in MT is rendered by aplural pronoun
in LXX also supports the possibility that the noun in variant 24 was plural in the Vorlage
of LXX. Invariant 32, adifferencein structure also exists: ev adikiais vicov outou for
D77 WK 7102, Thisdifferencein structure s probably related to the tiggun sopherimin
the same verse. The disturbancein the text in verse 13, like that in verse 11, increases the

47Cf. Smyth, Grammar, 296. “Every word” would require (ek) TavTos Aoyou.

48Francis |. Andersen and David Noel Freedman, “Another Look at 4QSamb,” Revue de Qunmran
14 (1989): 23-27. For amore extensive discussion of orthography, see below, pp. 212-16.

49\Whether the LXX translators would have known of earlier orthographic practices is ultimately
unanswerable, though it seems arrogant to deny the possibility that individual ancient translators would
have been aware of different spelling conventions. Even if one suspects that the LXX Vorlageread 1737 D,
the fact that 17372 and 12D are probably simply orthographic variations rules out the possibility that the
LXX reading is significant as defined in this study.



95

likelihood that the text underlying LXX was different from that of MT. Thus, variants 24,
25, and 32 should all be considered significant at this point.

The text around variant 36, on the other hand, shows no signs of textual
disturbance, and since the table indicates that it is not uncommon for singulars to be
rendered by plurals, this variant cannot be taken as significant.

The final variant to be considered under the category of consistency is variant 23,
in which ta pnuaTa stands for 127, anoun with an article for an indefinite Hebrew
noun. A look at the two tables concerning articles and definiteness indicates that the
trand ators were consistent about rendering Hebrew articles, both present and implied in
pointing in MT, with Greek articles. However, Hebrew substantives that are definite by
virtue of being in construct with a definite substantive (including determination by a
pronominal suffix) are not consistently rendered by Greek words with articles.
Furthermore, Hebrew nouns without articles are not rendered consistently, though
indefinite nouns are usualy trandlated by Greek nouns without articles. However, the lack
of overal consistency in rendering both articles and definiteness (note the high deviation
factors) casts doubt on the reliability of Greek articles asto the reading of the Vorlage. In
addition, the add-om pov in LXX, if it accurately reflects the Hebrew Vorlage, would
eliminate the possibility of a Hebrew article, since a noun cannot have both an articleand a
pronominal suffix.>0 Therefore, variant 23 is not significant.

Now that the significant variants dealing with consistency have been determined,
the partia trandation technique in several categories needsto be recalculated, in order to
obtain amore realistic appraisal of the trandators' approach to their task. Thefirst stepin
the reevaluation processisto eliminate all references to the data contained in the significant
variants. For example, since variant 3, rendering a niphal stem with averb in the active
voice, is considered asignificant variant, it is deemed probable at this stage of the
investigation that the Vorlage of LXX did not have aniphal at this point. Not enough
groundwork has yet been laid to allow one to retrovert the L XX reading into Hebrew, so at
this stage the references to the nipha and the active voice are smply eliminated from the
data. If itisfound later that the variant isin fact not significant, the references will be
added again to the data. Variant 33 is not represented in the statistical data because the
Hebrew 011D isa compound that appears only once with asingle equivaent, and Hebrew
words must appear twice to be counted for lexical consistency. Similarly, variant 34 is not
represented in the data because no category for word division exists. The elimination from
the statistical data of significant variants like these two that are not already represented will
not affect the calculation of the trandation technique.

The elimination from the statistics of the significant variants does not end the

S0For adiscussion of definitenessin Hebrew nouns, see Kautzsch, ed., Gesenius Hebrew
Grammar, 88§ 125-27.
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recalculation of the trandation technique. Other factors besides variant Vorlage have a'so
skewed the results so that the trandators appear usually somewhat lessliteral, but
sometimes more literal, in their approach than they really were. The other factorsin
guestion will be dealt with in the order of the tables. After all these other factors have been
noted, the summaries at the bottoms of all the tables that have changed will be listed.

First, in representing the Hebrew verbal stem (cf. table 6), the translators were
constrained by the Greek language in some of their choices, specificaly, those verbs
whose active voices were not used (deponents) or were used with a different meaning.>1
There are no truly deponent verbs in chapter 352 but there are several that correspond to
gal or piel verbs whose use in middle or passive voiceisrequired in order to preserve the
correct verbal idea: mopeuw (three times), codpilw, kotpow (twice), doPewd, HeyoaAuvew.
In addition, LS indicates that apxw isfound more commonly in the middle than in the
active, and Bauer notes that in the koine of the NT and early Christian writers, the meaning
“to begin” isfound only in the middle; the active means “to rule.”53 |t is probable, then,
that the trandators considered it necessary to use the middle opxouaoit in order to convey
the proper meaning. Furthermore, as noted above, though AaAnfev and AaAnBevteov do
not require achange in the consonantal text, it islikely that the trandatorslooked at 7277 in
both places as puals rather than piels.

The second table that needs to have some of its data adjusted is table 11, comparing
the use of nouns and adjectives in Hebrew with case in Greek. Hebrew grammars often
describe Hebrew as though it were an Indo-European language, using terms, such as
genitive, that do not correspond exactly to genitivesin languages such as Greek or Latin. It
seems preferable to describe the function of Hebrew substantivesin termsthat are
appropriate to the language and then attempt to compare it with alanguage from a different
family of languages. The initial analysis evidenced in table 11 shows quite a bit of
disparity, as might have been expected, but it is possible to manipul ate the data somewhat
in order to arrive a aclearer picture of the trandators understanding of both Hebrew and
Greek. Firgt, the dative that corresponds to a Hebrew direct object isin fact a dative of
direct object, following a verb of serving,>* so it may be combined with the accusative
when the deviation factor is figured, since the dative is required by the language. Second,
since the relationship between Hebrew prepositions and objects is manifold, the data from
all the Greek oblique cases should be combined, and the result is exact correspondence.
Finally, Hebrew participles that function as verbs really have no counterpart in the Greek
substantival system, even though they may be represented by Greek participles with

Slct. Smyth, Grammer, 218-24

S2xaBnuat in B, v. 2, is deponent, but ka®eude has been read instead; see above, pp. 38-39.
S3LS, sv. “"APX)"; BAG, sv. “8pxw.”

S4Smyth, Grammer, 339.
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substantival attributes, so they should be eliminated from consideration. The same
considerations also apply to table 16, which deals with the use and case of pronouns. In
addition, the row labeled “adj” should be grouped with the objects of the prepositions,
since al three of the pronouns functioning as adjectives (demonstratives) are in apposition
to anoun that is an object of a preposition.
Table 14 deals with the gender of pronouns, and it might seem surprising at first
glance that the deviation factor is so low (1.44) in comparison with that of the table 9,
gender of nouns and adjectives (21.54). However, when one realizes that most of the
pronouns (thirty-four of thirty-eight) in the chapter refer to people and that their gender is
not amere grammatical category, the low deviation factor becomes understandable. An
alternate deviation factor, with pronouns referring to people excluded, will be calculated for
comparison.
The changes to the tables that result from the elimination of the significant variants
and from the modifications to the data discussed above yield the following results:
Table Changes
1 Gk words: 40 1.29 Gk words/Heb word
deviation factor: 0.31
total Heb (>1x): 129 primary Gk: 116 90.5% by primary rendering
Gk roots: 40 1.38 Gk roots/Heb root
2 Gk advs: 23 1.77 Gk advs/Heb adv
total Heb (>1x): 82 81.7% of Heb advs by primary rendering
deviation factor: 1.27
4 percentage of verbs/verbals represented by verbs/verbals: 93/94 =
98.9%
percentage of infinitives represented by infinitives: 4/6 = 66.7%
5 deviation factor (discrete tense/mood combinations): 6.70
deviation factor (grouped): 0.85
deviation factor (grouped, without verbals): 0.83

6 deviation factor: 3.55
10 deviation factor: 1.33
14 deviation factor (excluding referencesto people): 5.00
15 deviation factor: 0.00

These results permit a better informed appraisal of the trandators' approach to the
text than was possible before the raw data was examined more closely (see above, pp. 85-
86). The conclusions concerning lexical data and word classes appear sound after a
reappraisal of the data. Several modifications must be made, though, to the characterization
of grammatical consistency stated earlier. The trandators were absolutely consistent in
rendering not only the person of verbs, but also the number of pronouns. They are very
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consistent in rendering the inflection of verbs (grouped), verbal number, grammatical use
of nouns and adjectives, and grammatical use of pronouns. They are only alittle less
consistent in their rendering of the number of nouns and adjectives. They are still fairly
inconsistent in their rendering of articles and definiteness, aswell asin their rendering of
verbal stem. They are still very inconsistent in their rendering of the gender of nouns and
adjectives. The rendering of pronomina gender requires special comment. It might have
been supposed that the deviation factor would have soared to levels near that of the gender
of nouns and adjectives once references to the gender of people were removed, but instead
it increased only to 5.00. The reason for this unexpectedly low deviation factor is that only
four of the pronounsin the chapter (out of thirty-eight) refer to objects other than people,
and the highest deviation factor possible for four items (they are all masculinein Hebrew)
put into three categories (masculine, feminine, neuter in Greek) is 8.00, when the items are
split 0, 2, 2 and the O refers to the category that corresponds most closely to that of the
source language, the one that was expected (in this case masculine gender).>> The splitin
the present caseis 0, 3, 1, because there are no masculine pronouns in Greek, three
feminine pronouns, and one neuter pronoun. The rendering of the gender of pronouns
referring to objects other than people, then, isinconsistent (in the chapter it is consistently
something other than what might be expected, but too few examples occur to state
conclusively that the rendering of pronominal gender is very inconsistent, though suchis
probably the case over alarger amount of data). The corollary to this observation is that
when the pronouns do refer to people, the rendering in LXX is absolutely consistent, at
least in this chapter.

Variants in the Representation of Hebrew Lexemes by Greek Lexemes (Segmentation)

The fact that only 62.8% of the Hebrew compound words found in MT are
rendered exactly in LXX leads one to suspect immediately that none of the variantsis
significant. Evenif one of the variants appeared to have some claim to represent a different
Vorlage, reasons other than simply the failure of the Greek to represent every Hebrew
element in the compound would have to be present for the variant to be considered
significant.

Most of the variations in segmentation deal with instances in which the Greek
trandators failed to render the prepositions 5or '%3 in compounds. Since the omission of
any Greek preposition is one of the two main ways the trandators chose to render '7@5
(omission four times, mpos six times, others two times), and since omission was the main
way they rendered 5 (eleven of thirteen times), the variations in segmentation that result

S5The zero as part of the datais a special case that is used only when the category in the target
language that corresponds most closely to that in the source language is empty, asit ishere. See
Appendix 4 for details on the calculations.
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from the omission of these prepositions (i.e., variants 52, 53, 54, 55, 56, 57, 58, 59, 61,
63, 65, and 66) cannot be considered significant.

Once these variants are eliminated, only four remain to be considered in this
category. Thefirstisvariant 51, the representation of »ab by evwomiov. "9Yis,
strictly speaking, a compound of the inseparable preposition 5 and the plural construct of
138, Thus, it would have been possible for the trandlators to render the constituent parts
by such aformulaas mpo mpoowmou (cf. 1 Sam 18:16; Eccl 2:26 [big|; 5:1, 5, etc.).
However, "325 developed into akind of improper preposition in Hebrew, and it is
regularly rendered in LXX by evcaomiov and other prepositions and prepositional
phrases.56 Thus, the variant is not significant.

In variants 60 and 64, the preposition 2 is not represented in Greek, though it is
usually rendered by v (twelve of fifteen timesin the chapter). The2 invariant 60 is
apparently part of the Hebrew idiom with 7772 1l piel (though it isahapax),®’ and, since
ev would be unidiomatic in Greek, its exclusion here should not be considered a significant
variant. In variant 64, the Greek rendering is equivaent to the Hebrew found in MT (see
the discussion on variant 47, above), and again should not be considered significant.

Variant 62 concerns the omission of {2 before an infinitive. The verb X™°
regularly takes 73 before the thing to be feared, even when it is an infinitive cl ause.58
However, the Greek expression does not need a preposition before the infinitive to clarify
the meaning; in fact, such a preposition would be unidiomatic.5® Thus, as was suspected
at the outset, none of the variants in segmentation is significant. Therefore, no adjustment
to the preliminary partia trandation technique for segmentation is necessary.

Finally, it should be noted that the phrase2 Y22 QU932 in verse 10 was counted
asasingle unit in the calculations, and s amag kot amoa was considered to be an exact
representation of it.

Variantsin Word Order

In contrast to their lack of concern to render every Hebrew element of compound
words, the Greek trandators were meticulous in reflecting the word order of their
Vorlage to the extent that the language allowed. Thus, any variation from word order
probably represents a Hebrew text different from MT.

Only two deviations from the word order of MT are found in LXX. Thefirst,
variant 67, isfound in verse 16, and represents a shift of one compound Hebrew word

56 S0l1amo, Semiprepositions, 13-122.
S7TKB3, sv. “ll 712"
58BDB, sv. “N7”

59See Smyth, Grammear, 503, for adiscussion of the infinitive with verbs of fearing. Cf. also
Soisalon-Soininen, Infinitive, 100-101.
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three positions. Associated with this apparent shift of AR is the omission of any word
in LXX corresponding toR1>™ (variant 98, below) and the rendering of N\ with mpos
(variant 40, above). It isamost certain that the LXX trandators had atext different from
MT at this point, so the variant is significant.

Variant 68 has kot nv kuptos for 1777 11777, It iseasy to see how a Hebrew
scribe could have confused the word order in either direction between 7717 717777 and
1171 7177, Since either order isidiomatic Hebrew, this variant is also significant.60

When these two significant variants are eliminated from the statistical data because
they are no longer considered variations from the Vorlage, the data related to word order is
modified. There are now 369 Hebrew semantic units, O variations, and the Hebrew word
order isfollowed 100.0% of the time.

Variantsin Quantitative Representation

A glance at the summary at the bottom of the table dealing with quantitative
representation indicates that the Greek trandators were not overly concerned with
representing every possible aspect of the Hebrew text without addition or omission. A
more careful perusal does reveal some trends, though. LXX has fifty-seven semantic units
which have no apparent counterpart in MT, and MT has thirty-one semantic units which
have nonein LXX. If thelong addition in LXX in verse 21 (variant 105) is omitted from
consideration, however, the excessin MT outweighs the excessin LXX thirty-one to
twenty-six. (Variant 105 is assumed to be significant at this point, but it will be examined
in detail later.) If thefigures are recalculated, omitting the thirty-one words of the long
addition in verse 21, the result is an 87.0% agreement between MT and LXX. Thisfigure
ISamore accurate representation of the trandators concern to maintain a one-to-one
correspondence between their Vorlage and L XX, though it will have to be modified again
after an in-depth examination of the data.

Thefirst case to be examined, variant 97, has an excessin MT, and it is concerned
with the omission of '7&*3 which isfollowed by a noun functioning as an indirect object.
Since an omission is one of the two main waysin which % isrendered, this variant
cannot be considered significant.

Variant 69 concerns the addition of aform of e to aparticiplein LXX, resulting
in a periphrastic construction. As noted above (see discussion on variant 1), the LXX
trand ators often rendered Hebrew participles with Greek verbs, including periphrastic
verbs, so this variant cannot be considered significant.

The next group of cases to be examined are those that, if secondary, could be

600f course, the confusion could have arisen at the moment of translation, without the benefit of a
different Vorlage, but for methodological reasons, and since the variant is clearly not an inner-Greek
corruption, the decisions as to when exactly the variant arose, as well aswhich order isoriginal, belongto a
later stage in the process of evaluating the various extant readings. See above, p. 25, n. 50.
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classified as explanatory expansions;S! variants 70, 72, 76, 79, 82, 87, 89, 90, 92, 99,
102, and 103 fall into this category. Together, they represent a deviation of sixteen
semantic units between MT and LXX. The fact that each version has eight excess semantic
units as compared with the other demonstrates that the tendency toward expansion was not
limited to the trandlators of LX X, for it shows eight possible Hebrew expansionsin MT.
An examination of these variants might reveal that one or two are primary, and their
omissions secondary, but the evaluation process belongs to alater stage in the process of
reconstructing the text. The important point hereisthat the LXX transators do not show
any tendency toward expanding their text with explanatory elements, so it islikely that
most or all of the explanatory expansionsin LXX are derived from the Hebrew Vorlage, so
all these variants should be considered significant.

On five occasions, LXX has akat which does not correspond to a Hebrew
conjunction (variants 71, 77, 78, 85, and 88). It isimportant to note that al five additions
of conjunctions are in LXX; no additional conjunctions (aside from conjunctions included
as part of alarger phrase) appear in MT. On the other hand, the LXX trandators show a
concern for consistency with conjunctions (see table 3), and this factor, too, must be taken
into account. Three of the variants (77, 85, and 88) concern the phrase avooTpede kot
koBeude. It was noted above (pp. 41-42) that the Hebrew phrasein MT displays a
common form of Hebrew asyndeton with an auxiliary-like verb and that the trand ators
might have felt that an additional kot in each instance would have been a better balance for
the following phrase. Thus, it is doubtful that these conjunctions reflect conjunctionsin the
Hebrew Vorlage, so these variants are not significant.

Variant 71 has an additional kon at the beginning of the final clause of verse 2.
Since MT usually begins clauses in anarrative with aconjunction, it is somewhat
surprising not to find one here. The additional ko in LXX could either be areflection of a
different Vorlage or an assimilation to usual Hebrew style. The addition or omission of
conjunctionsis afreguent variant even among Masoretic mss, and it isimpossible to
determine at this point whether the conjunction lay in the Vorlage or in the trandator’s
mind, but it seems best to consider the variant significant.62

Thefinal example of an additiona kot is variant 78, which reads ko mpooefe To
kuptos kot ekakecev for RTP 1T O™, Thisvariant is related to variant 12 above,
and, as noted there, the construction in LXX contains a Hebraism that aliteral rendering of
MT would not have, namely, mpooefe To ko ekakeoev for asingle verbal idea. The

615ee Barthélemy, ed., Critique textuelle 1:*72, in the discussion of factor 7: “Dans certains cas,
laforme particuliere d’ un texte est le résultat d’ une exégése spéciale quel’on en donnait. . . . Ou il arrivait
auss qu'ils voulaient un texte qui exprimét plus clairement un sens qui n’en ressortait qu’imparfaitement.”
Cf. also the discussion on p. XIX concerning explicitation and amplification.

6250 Alfons Schulz, Die Biicher Samuel, Exegetisches Handbuch zum Alten Testament, ed.
Johannes Nikel, vol. 8 (Minster: Aschendorff, 1919), 57-58.
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omission of -1 on the front of X7 could be explained as graphic confusion with the
adjacent 11177, perhaps abbreviated as™”. Variant 78, then, isasignificant variant.

Another group of variants that share acommon featureis variants 75, 80, and 91,
each dealing with the number of times Samuel’ s name was repeated when God called him.
MT inverses 4, 6, 8, and 10 reads PR1W; Y81W; HR1W; and DRI KR,
respectively. Of these, thefirst isan indirect object (following '7&3), and thelast is clearly
vocative. The other two could conceivably be interpreted as either accusatives or vocatives,
but the lack of 5% before PR1W in both cases implies that they are vocatives.83 LXX
reads 2 apounA ZapounA; ZoapounA ZapounA; and ZauounA in verses 4, 6, and 8, and it
omits any reference to Samuel in the corresponding clause in verse 10. Thereferencesin
verses 4 and 6 are vocatives, but that in verse 8 is probably accusative. Of the four
instances cited, MT and LXX agreein only one, verse 8 (and even there they probably
differ in their understanding of the syntactic relationship of “Samuel” to the rest of the
verse). Thefact that neither version is consistently shorter or longer than the other and that
neither isidentical in al three instances suggests that the variants did not arise from the
trandators but from their Vorlage. Thus, variants 75, 80, and 91 should all be considered
significant.

The omission of '72'5 in variant 74 should be considered in conjunction with
variant 75. Whileit istrue that the omission of '7$ Isusually not significant (see above on
variant 97), the similarity between Y% and 58130, coupled with the fact that variant 75
involves an omission, suggests the possibility that the '7&3 in MT could be aremnant of an
earlier DRIW. Thus, variant 74 should be considered significant.64

The next variants to be considered are two pairs of apparent substitutional variants:
83 and 84, and 100 and 101. MT inverse 6 reads™J2 "NIRP %5, and LXX reads ou
kekAnKo o, SO it seemsthat ' )2 and oe are substitutional equivalents for one another.65 It

63\Wellhausen says that PRI in 3:6 must be vocative, since it lacks a preceding DN
Wellhausen, Bucher Samuelis, 52; cf. Kautzsch, ed., Gesenius Hebrew Grammar, § 117a. However, there
are exceptions to the rule that a definite direct object should be preceded by 1R ; see Waltke and O’ Connor,
Introduction, 180. Takamitsu Muraoka, Emphatic Words and Sructuresin Biblical Hebrew (Jerusalem:
Magnes Press, 1985; Leiden: E. J. Brill, 1985), 146-58, also notes exceptions, but in his analysis of
1 Samuel 1-8, he finds no examples of accusative proper names without IR (cf. p. 150). KJV, ASV,
NIV, and NRSV read avocativein 3:6 and an accusative in 3:8. NAB, GNB, and REB apparently read
accusativesin both verses, but the accusatives could have been used because they are stylistically preferable
in English. Klostermann, Dhorme, Budde, McCarter, and Klein all accept the LXX reading in 3:6, but in
3:8, Dhorme and Budde read accusative, while the other three read vocative; Klostermann, Biicher Samuelis
11; Dhorme, Livres de Samuel, 43; Karl Budde, Die Biicher Samuel, Kurzer Hand-Commentar zum Alten
Testament, ed. Karl Marti, vol. 8 (Tubingen and Leipzig, J. C. B. Mohr [Paul Siebeck], 1902), 27,
McCarter, | Samuel, 94; R. W. Klein, 1 Samuel, 29.

B4Cf. Thenius, Bicher Samuels 16; cf. also Wellhausen, Biicher Samuelis, 52; S. R. Driver,
Notes on the Books of Samuel, 42.

65Cf. Barthélemy, ed., Critique textuelle 1:*73-74. After adiscussion of conflated readings
(factor 13), he says, “En d autres occasions, e texte subissait une correction, mais on omettait d’ 6ter du
texte laforme primitive qu’ on venait de remplacer par laforme corrigée.” Cf. also p. XX.
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Is possible that the variants arose from the graphic similarity of 2 and 3, perhaps from an
original 'R, but the direction of the variant (if in fact it did arisein thisway) is
unclear. Nevertheless, the likelihood of graphic similarity suggests a Hebrew rather than
Greek origin of the variant, so variants 83 and 84 are significant.

In the last clause of 3:17, MT reads T" 9% 127 TR 11277 5230, whereas LXX
reads ek TOVTWV TV Aoywv Twv AaAnBevteov ev Tols wolv cou. Thevariation
between T’ Y% and ev Tols wotv cou probably did not arise because of graphic similarity
but because the phrase reflected in LXX is cumbersome. It is, however, the type of
expression characteristic of Hebrew rather than Greek (cf. 1 Sam 15:14; 25:24;

2 Sam 7:22; 18:12; 22:7, etc.). Thetendency of the transators would probably be in the
direction of better Greek idiom than amore Hebraic expression if they were the ones who
introduced the variant. It isprobable, then, that the root of the variant found in LXX liesin
the Vorlage, and variants 100 and 101 should be considered significant.66

The next variants to be considered are variants 94 and 95. Though the two variants
correspond in position, they are not substitutional variants like the previous cases, since
they are not semantically equivaent. It seemsthat atextual disruption exists here, for itis
difficult to see how one reading could have arisen from the other in either Hebrew or
Greek, though both make sense. It is possible that vicov autou was transposed from uiot
auTou later in the same verse, but the same transposition could have occurred in Hebrew.
In the absence of other data, and in light of the textual disruption, these variants should be
considered significant.

Variants 81, 96, and 98 have in common that they all represent acompound (two-
fold) verba phrasein one version where the other version has a smple (one-fold) verbal
phrase. Inthefirst two of these variants, the shorter text is probably the result of
parablepsis, but the omission could have occurred as easily in one language as in the other.
Thereis no indication that the trandators would have omitted the phrase intentionally, but it
Is certainly possible that SR &1 invariant 81 was omitted accidentally in the process
of translation.8” However, variant 96 demonstrates that Hebrew scribes were not immune
from such mistakes, so it isimpossible to tell whether the presumed omission in variant 81
occurred in the process of transmission (Hebrew or Greek) or trandation. Therefore, it
should probably be considered significant, and variant 96 should certainly be considered
significant.

Variant 98 is somewhat different from the other two, inasmuch asit is associated
with further textual disruption (see above, variants 40 and 68). The shorter reading in
verse 16 is not the result of parablepsis. Instead, MT here looks like the result of the
conflation of two variant readings, R7P1 and TYAR™. If thisisindeed the case, the

66Cf. Schulz, Biicher Samuel, 65.
67 Contra Budde, Biicher Samuel, 27.
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shorter LXX version represents an earlier form of the text, one clearly based on a Hebrew
Vorlage, since the conflation occurred in Hebrew rather than Greek. Variant 98, then, is
significant.

Variants 73, 86, and 93 all represent Hebrew texts that are one word longer than
LXX. Invariant 73, MT reads 00 W, and LX X reads ou. Though one might have
expected arendering like that found in Gen 2:11 (exel ov), the trandators here were
content to render both Hebrew words with asingle Greek word. The usual relative adverb
in classical Greek would have been omou, but the genitive of the relative pronoun was aso
used to indicate the adverbial idea of place,58 so this variant is not significant.

Variant 86 deals with the failure to render the second D7 in verse 7. This variant
has already been discussed somewhat in the previous chapter (p. 46), where it was noted
that whereas Hebrew prepositions usually govern only one word, Greek prepositions
frequently govern more than one object. It is not unknown, however, for Hebrew
prepositions to govern two or more words (cf. p. 46, n. 36). Furthermore, though it is
no problem to have a Greek preposition govern multiple nouns, it is also perfectly idiomatic
to repeat prepositions. The question to ask is whether the trand ators show a tendency to
modify an acceptable Greek reading that closaly reflects the Hebrew text to onethat is
perhaps somewhat closer to classical style, but further removed from Hebrew idiom. The
answer seems to be that the trand ators show no such tendency. What might be seen as
modifications in the renderings of W WR (3:3) andD222 D293 (3:10) would be
unidiomatic if translated word for word and so do not apply to the present case. The
numerous Hebraisms preserved in LXX (e.g., kot mpooeBe To kuptos kot ekadeoev [3:6],
Tade Toinoot ool o Beos kot Tade mpoaobein [3:17], ev Tols wotv oou [3:17]) show that
the trandators were not primarily interested in good Greek idiom, though they sought an
understandable text. The fact that the hexaplaric mss Acx aso fail to render the second
07V supports the idea that the second DY was not present in al Hebrew texts even in the
third Christian century, and it seems probable that the ms from which the trandators of
Samuel worked omitted it aswell. Variant 86 should be considered significant.

Inverse 11 (variant 93), MT reads 53 TR, while LXX simply has mavtos. Of
the other four occurrences of IWR in the chapter, the trandators rendered it with arelative
pronoun twice and an article (substituting for arelative pronoun) twice. A perusal of other
occurrencesin the books of Samuel indicatesthat the relative or its equivalent wasthe
common rendering of TR, and it seems unlikely that the trandators of LXX would have
failed to render it had it been in their Vorlage. The omission of the conjunctionin T
supports the assumption that Hebrew mss existed which omitted the word. Therefore, the
variant is significant.

68Smyth, Grammear, 562; LS, s.v. ““OZ, 1), 6." Cf. the rendering of X2 in Judg 5:27
LXXAB,
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Only two variants dealing with quantitative representation remain, variants 104 and
105 inverse 21. Though one phrase is missing from LXX (7717 72721 pliim}
variant 104), by far the shorter text isMT, which lacks thirty-one semantic units found in
LXX (variant 105). Much of the content seems to be a duplication of phrases from
verse 20 and even phrases from verse 21 itself. It isprobable that part of the difficulty in
MT arose from parablepsis. the last word in verse 21 in MT isiT71177, and the last word in
LXX iskuptou. However, simple parablepsis does not account for LXX’s omission of
I 2272 150, and the redundancy of the verse suggests an earlier disturbance of the
text.89 Much of verse 21 may even be seen as an alternate version of verse 20, though the
content isnot identical. At thispoint it is sufficient to point out the strong probability that
the disturbance arose in Hebrew rather than in Greek (cf. especially the Hebraism
TTOPEVOEVOL ETTOPEVOVTO), SO both variants are significant.”0

When the variants that probably represent a different Hebrew Vorlage are diminated
from the quantitative representation data, only 7 of the original 88 deviationsremain. Of
the 438 Hebrew semantic unitsin the original calculations, 28 are eliminated from
consideration at thistime, that is, all those significant variants in which the excesswasin
MT. Theresult isa98.3% rate of agreement between MT and L XX, afigure much higher
than the preliminary partial trandation technique indicated. Thisfigure indicates that the
trandators of LXX were careful to represent all the wordsthat lay before them in their
Vorlage, without adding any, with afew exceptions. It istrue that some of variants
eliminated as significant may never have existed in Hebrew mss but were rather
unintentional mistakes made in the process of trandation. However, unintentional variants
say nothing about the intention of the trandators, which isthe basis of trandation
technique.”

Peshitta

Limitations of Syriac for Rendering Hebrew

Unlike Greek, Syriac is a Semitic language closdly allied with Hebrew; both are
representatives of the Northwest branch of the language group. The Northwest (or ssmply
West) Semitic languages, at least the later representatives of the group, are usually divided

69The exact meaning of TTT* 112772 in the context of the verseis unclear; cf. Walter Dietrich,
David, Saul und die Propheten: Das Verhaltnis von Religion und Politik nach den prophetischen
Uberlieferungen vom friihesten Kénigtumin Israel, Beitrage zur Wissenschaft vom Alten und Neuen
Testament, no. 122 (Stuttgart: W. Kohlhammer, 1987), 119-20.

70¢f. Barthélemy, ed., Critique textuellg 1: 151-52, and the commentaries.

710f course, the carelessness of the translatorsis also a factor in translation technique, but in a
project as important as the tranglation of the Hebrew Scriptures into the common language must have been
for them, it may probably be assumed that the translators made an effort to minimize careless errors.



106

into two main subgroups: the Canaanite (including Hebrew, M oabite, and Phoenician) and
the Aramaic.”2 Aramaic itself may be divided into various subgroups on the basis of time
and geography.”3 Since Syriac is a Semitic language, the Syriac representation of a
Hebrew text could be very close indeed to the Vorlage, in both syntax and vocabulary.
Nevertheless, significant differences do exist between the two languages, and these must
be noted.

The nominal system of Syriac shares with Hebrew two genders (masculine and
feminine). Because both are Semitic languages, they share many common roots, and it is
not surprising that alarge number of words sharing common roots also share the gender
inherited from a common ancestor. Not al words from common roots have the same
gender, however, and Syriac possesses many roots foreign to Biblical Hebrew. Like
Greek, Syriac only has two numbers (singular and plural); the dual has fallen into disuse,
except for the numbers two and two hundred.” Thus, Hebrew duals are generally
rendered by Syriac plurals.

Another difference exists in the number of states available, with two in Hebrew
(absolute and construct) and three in Syriac (absolute, construct, and emphatic). The
existence of the emphatic state in Syriac highlights another difference, namely, that Syriac
lacks an article.” In Syriac, the absolute state rarely occurs, except in certain
constructions.”6 Its placeis regularly assumed by the emphatic, whichisthe lexical form
in most lexicons. It cannot be assumed, then, that the use of the emphatic state in the
Syriac implies any sort of definitenessin the Hebrew Vorlage. The construct caseis aso

72The International Sandard Bible Encyclopedia [hereafter |SBE], 1988 ed., s.v. “ Semites,” by
Mario Liverani, trans. William Sanford LaSor, 388; for a concise chart of the Semitic languages, see M. J.
Mulder et al., eds., The World of the Bible, trans. Sierd Woudstra, vol. 1 of Bible Handbook, ed. A. S.
van der Woude (Grand Rapids: William B. Eerdmans, 1986), 77. For away of grouping the Semitic
languages into two branches rather than three, see Waltke and O’ Connor, Introduction, 5.

73 Joseph A. Fitzmyer distinguishes five historical phases of the language: Old Aramaic
(925 B.C.E. to 700 B.C.E.), Official Aramaic (Reichsaramgisch) (700 B.C.E. to 200 B.C.E)), Middle
Aramaic (200 B.C.E. to 200 C.E.), Late Aramaic (200 C.E. to 700 C.E.), and Modern Aramaic (still
spoken today in isolated locales). Syriac is arepresentative of the Eastern branch of Late Aramaic. The
particular dialect of Syriac present in the Peshittais Jacobite, a western form of Syriac, as opposed to
Nestorian, an eastern form. See Joseph A. Fitzmyer, “The Phases of the Aramaic Language,” chap. in A
Wandering Aramean: Collected Aramaic Essays, Society of Biblical Literature Monograph Series, no. 25
(Chico, CA: Scholars Press, 1979), 60-63.

74Carl Brockelmann, Syrische Grammatik, 6th ed., Porta Linguarum Orientalium, ed. Richard
Hartmann, no. 5 (Leipzig: Otto Harrasowitz, 1951), 51n.

75The characteristic 8 ending of the emphatic state in Aramaic (including Syriac) may be the
remains of a postpositive article. See Brockelmann, Grammatik, 51; Fitzmyer, “ Phases,” 66, 69.

76Robinson lists four types of cases: predicate nominatives, nouns in distributive phrases, nouns
after \a (="dll, every”), and nouns after numerals. The use of the absolute case is not universal in the last
three types of cases. See Theodore H. Robinson, Paradigms and Exercisesin Syriac Grammar, 4th ed., ed.
L. H. Brockington (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1962), 21. Brockelmann adds proper nounsto the list of uses
of the absolute, as well as afew rarer instances of its use; Grammatik, 104-5.
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used lessin Syriac than in Hebrew, its place being taken by the relative particle x followed
by anoun in the emphatic case.”” Because of these differences between Hebrew and
Syriac idiom in regard to the use of states, the textual critic must use caution in analyzing
the implications of differences between Pand MT.

With regard to the verbal system, both Hebrew and Syriac verbs can be classified
by stem (or conjugation), inflection, person, gender, and number. Some differences do
exist, however, in the use of stem and inflection. Hebrew’s seven stemsin three groups
arerendered by Syriac’s six stemsin three groups. smple stems (peal, ethpeal), intensive
stems (pael, ethpael), and extensive (or causative) stems (aphel, ettaphal). There are no
distinct reflexive stemsin Syriac.”® Despite the differences, agreat degree of correlation is
possible: for example, between gal and peal, niphal and ethpael, or hiphil and aphel.
However, Syriac may employ averb in one stem to render a Hebrew verb that regularly
occurs in another.”

The greatest distinction in the use of inflection between Hebrew and Syriac isthe
lack of any construct in Syriac corresponding to the Hebrew waw consecutive
construction. Thus, the correspondence that normally exists between a Hebrew and Syriac
inflection will generally be reversed when the waw consecutive is used in Hebrew.
Ancther difference between the use of inflectionsin Hebrew and Syriac isthat in the | atter,
the inflections have come to be used more or less as tenses (perfect for past, imperfect for
future), perhaps under the influence of Greek. In addition, the participle is used with a
personal pronoun as a present tense, and three compound tenses have developed, all of
which use forms of the copula <om. &0

One styligtic characteristic of the Syriac language must be noted, namely, the
extensive use of the anticipatory pronoun. A verb that has a noun (either acommon or a
proper noun, but not a pronoun) for adirect object will often have athird person
pronominal suffix attached to the verb that “anticipates’ the direct object, agreeing with it in
number and gender. Similarly, nouns that could possibly appear in the construct case
frequently have an anticipatory pronominal suffix attached to them and are followed by the
relative particle and the word that it governs (i.e., what is often called the genitive).8!

77Brockelmann, Grammatik, 105-6.

78T. H. Robinson, Grammar, 51-53.

"9For example, 11 <in P (peal) often correspondsto 127 (piel) in MT.
80T. H. Robinson, Grammar, 53, 59-60.

81 Brockelmann, Grammatik, 115, 106.
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Partial Trandation Technique

Add-Oms

Since Syriac is a Semitic language, one might suppose that structures in the Hebrew
text that trandators of LXX found difficult to represent idiomatically would be easier to
render in Syriac, and an analysis of the data supports this supposition. The trandators of P
often render S% or 9 with equivalent Syriac terms, and they almost aways have an
equivalent for '7?5. However, Syriac idiom does show itself to be different from Hebrew
in the frequent replacement of the Hebrew construct chain with anoun in the emphatic state
followed by therelative particle a and the next word. Such constructionsin Syriac will not
be considered add-oms, since they arein fact the usual (though not exclusive) rendering of
the Hebrew. Another aspect of Syriac idiom that has no equivalent in Hebrew is the use of
anticipatory pronominal suffixes before a direct object. These anticipatory pronominal
suffixes will not be considered add-oms, either. See Appendix 2 for afull list of P's add-
oms.

Consistency

The following variantsin P differ from MT in some way related to consistency.

Ref  Variation Peshitta Masoretic Text
1 31 r~om x>y, cont past participle
2 oo 1° preposition  DDO
3 32 __oam ~amalio plural singular
4 u\em verb participle
5 yMOAL N O plural singular
6 o, participle adjective
7 ~KOM sy, cont past imperfect
8 33 n?r lexeme
9 u\@n verb participle
10 35 |y lexeme
11 36 lexeme
12 37 W\ lexeme
13 38 Ao verb participle
14 39 Wn< imperative perfect w/c
15 312 a1 lexeme
16 A lexeme
17 AN lexeme
18 <~A0x noun infinitive
19 LT noun infinitive
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20 313 \2 lexeme

21 ~Kom A cont past perfect
22 00m o 53; lexeme

23 periphrasis  participle
24 m subject direct object
25 314 r<Kaon plura singular
26 ~Aova0 plural singular
27 315 ~aadn singular plural

28 (oI} verb infinitive
29 317 a2 lexeme

30 smad lexeme

31 K\ Ko plural singular
32 A1) ¢y lexeme

33 318 ,maiis plural singular
34 319 s lexeme

35 -1 lexeme

36 320 ~m\r lexeme

37 321 ,mam\Xa plural singular

Table 17.—Verbs, Nouns, and Adjectives: Lexemes
Heb words (>1x): 29 Syr words: 35 1.21 Syr words/Heb word
total Heb (>1x): 132 primary Syr: 123 93.2% of Heb words by primary rendering
deviation factor: 0.26

Heb roots (>1x): 27 Syr roots: 34 1.26 Syr roots/Heb root
Table 18.—Adverbs, Prepositions, and Particles: Lexemes
Heb advs (>1x): 12  Syr advs: 22 1.83 Syr advs/Heb adv

total Heb (>1x): 85  primary Syr: 63 74.1% of Heb advs by primary rendering
deviation factor: 3.41

Table 19.—Conjunctions: Lexemes
Heb conjs (>1x): 2  Syrconjs. 4 2.00 Syr conjs/Heb conj
total Heb (>1x): 64  primary Syr: 61 95.3% of Heb conjs by primary rendering
deviation factor: 0.16

Table 20.—Word Classes

percentage of verbs/verbals represented by verbs/verbals: 94/96 = 97.9%
percentage of verbs represented by verbs: 74175 = 98.7%
percentage of participles represented by participles: 712 = 58.3%
percentage of infinitives represented by infinitives: 47 = 57.1%

percentage of nouns/adjs represented by nouns/ads: 65/70 = 92.9%

percentage of pronouns represented by pronouns: 42/42 100.0%
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Table 21.—Verbs: Inflection
deviation factor: 1.83
deviation factor (without verbals): 0.42
Table 22.—Verbs: Stem
deviation factor: 1.33
Table 23.—Verbs: Person
deviation factor: 0.00
Table 24.—Verbs: Gender
deviation factor: 0.02
Table 25.—Verbs: Number
deviation factor: 0.00
Table 26.—Nouns and Adjectives. Gender
deviation factor: 1.38
Table 27.—Nouns and Adjectives: Number
deviation factor: 2.03
Table 28.—Nouns and Adjectives: Use
deviation factor: 1.09
Table 29.—Nouns and Adjectives. Hebrew Articles, Syriac Emphatic State
deviation factor: 6.06
deviation factor (without implied articles): 6.46
Table 30.—Nouns and Adjectives. Definiteness
deviation factor: 2.09
Table 31.—Pronouns: Gender
deviation factor: 0.05
Table 32.—Pronouns: Number
deviation factor: 0.00
Table 33.—Pronouns: Use
deviation factor: 8.15

Representation of Hebrew Lexemes by Syriac Lexemes (Segmentation)

Ref Hebrew Compound Syriac Rendering
38 31 195 $1o
39 35 "5 -
40 3:6 "5 -
41 38 g piapliom <o dlda
42 "5 -
43 3:9 T O w
44 3:10 w2l mpoiam) AT TR P



45 3:13
46 3:15
47 3:20

Heb compounds: 47

Word Order
Ref
48 31
49 3:6
50 311
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15
mibiaia
N Nmblp
Syr equivalents: 36

Number of Variations

1
2
1

Heb semantic units; 396 variations. 4

Quantitative Representation
Ref  Number of Variations
51 3.1 +1
52 +1
53 +1
54 +1
55 +1
56 3.2 +1
57 +1
58 3:3 +1
59 +1
60 +1
61 +1
62 +1
63 +1
64 3.5 -1
65 -1
66 3:6 +1
67 +1
68 -1
69 3.7 +1
70 +1
71 3:8 +1
72 +1
73 +1
74 -1

yMO-
o
[N

76.6% of Heb compounds rendered exactly

Syriac Variant
~om Loy
a04

(Y G b= 1N

Heb word order followed 99.0% of the time

Variant
~om1°
~Ama
m-1°
-al1°
-2
-04°
~om
m-1°
-al1°
m-2°
-2



75
76
77
78
79
80
81
82
83
84
85
86
87
88
89
0
91
92
93
94
95
96
97
98
99
100
101
102
103
104
105
106
107
108
109
110
111
112

39

3:10

311

312

3:13

3:14

3:15

3:17

3:18

112

IR 1°

N2

am
~ath 1°

N
oy

a1t 2°
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113 -1 DN
114 +1 -
115 +1 A
116 +1 AN
117 +1 -a
118 3:19 +1 -
119 3:20 +1 o
120 -1 Sre
121 321 +1 208
122 -7 1502 SR SR M 1 o
123 +1 y (M-
124 -1 mm 3
Heb semantic units: 425 Syr deviations: 85 80.0% agreement

Elimination of Variants

De st characterizes P as follows: “On the whole the Peshitta follows the Massoretic
tradition fairly faithfully. Thisistrue especially of the Pentateuch, but also to alarge extent
of the books of Joshua, Judges, 1 and 2 Samuel and 1 and 2 Kings.”82 Thisview of Pis
supported by the fact that the number of variants listed in the section on consistency is 30%
shorter than the corresponding LXX list. A comparison of the first three Greek and Syriac
tables shows that the lexical consistency of Pissimilar to that of LXX, being somewhat
less consistent in the use of conjunctions and somewhat more consistent in lexical choices
involving verbs, nouns, and adjectives. P tendsto render words of one class in Hebrew
by words of the same class in Syriac, though some deviation is evident in the rendering of
nouns and adjectives. A significant amount of variation exists in the rendering of Hebrew
verbals by verbals of the same classin Syriac; athough the variation in participlesisless
than that in LXX, the trandators of P clearly felt no compunction about rendering a
participle or an infinitive by something other than a Syriac participle or infinitive.

Asfor grammatical consistency, the trandators were absolutely consistent in
rendering the person and number of verbs and the number of pronouns. They were very
consistent in their rendering of the inflection of verbs (excluding verbals), verbal gender,
and pronominal gender. They were fairly consistent in their rendering of verb stems,
gender and number of nouns and adjectives, use of nouns and adjectivesin the sentence,
and definiteness of nouns and adjectives (though P does use the emphatic state fairly
frequently when MT isindefinite). They were less consistent in their use of the emphatic

82Deist, Text of OT, 145. Emanuel Schwartz says that Pis fairly faithful to its original, though
it takes many liberties; Emanuel Schwartz, Die syrische Uebersetzung des ersten Buches Samuelis und ihr
Verhaltniss zu MT., LXX und Trg. (Berlin: H. Itzkowski, 1896), 95.
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state to render Hebrew articles (especialy when the articleislackingin MT), and in the use
of pronouns (though if objects of prepositions, which have a deviation factor of 19.13, are
excluded, P becomes fairly consistent in this category). In comparison with LXX, P can
be characterized as dightly more consistent in most categories related to consistency. Ina
few cases—namely, gender and use of nouns, rendering of articles and definiteness—Pis
much more consistent. One would suspect a priori that P would be much closer to MT in
regard to both noun gender and use, since it is a cognate language, and the data supports
this suspicion. The fact that P is quite a bit more consistent in rendering Hebrew articles
and especidly in indicating the definiteness of Hebrew nouns is somewhat unexpected,
given the propensity of Syriac authors to use the emphatic state in most cases. Thisfact
seems to indicate that the trandators did have some inclination to use the emphatic state as
an indicator of definiteness in the Hebrew text, but the data shows that it was not an
overriding concern. One other surprise in the comparison of P with LXX isthe lower
deviation factor in LXX for the use of pronouns, when one would have expected the
similarity of sentence structure and vocabulary to have made P have the lower deviation
factor. The deviation factors of LXX and P are similar if the category of object of
preposition is excluded from the Hebrew column, and the use of direct object in P for
Hebrew objects of prepositions results from the omission of 5 or 7% with a pronominal
suffix in every case.

P exhibits a greater tendency than LX X to render compound Hebrew words with
compound Syriac words, but one out of four Hebrew compounds still goes unrepresented
by a Syriac compound. Next, the trandators of P were just as concerned as the trandators
of LXX to follow the Hebrew word order precisely. Finaly, theinitial data concerning
quantitative representation yields a figure of 80% agreement with MT, anumber quite close
to theinitial LXX agreement. One obvious difference between the two, however, isthe
lack of the long additionin 3:21 P that isfound in LXX.

Variants Related to Consistency

Having given a genera description of theinitia datafor P, it istime to begin
examining specific cases. Variants 8 and 36 may be considered together, since both deal
with names of God. In variant 8, .1 renders0'THR, where ~m\<is expected; in
variant 36, Km\r< rendersi11717, where <, 1 isexpected. 017 ) appears only three
timesin the chapter, and it is rendered by m\~twiceand ., < once. T1177" appears
sixteen times that are rendered, and only here does P have ~m\ <. De Boer notes that
.1 rendersD'1OR eight timesin 1 Samuel 1-16, and <m\r<Crenders 17" six
times in those chapters (though he omits the occurrence in 3:20), which, he says, “proves
that the names were supposed to be of similar signification,”83 that is, that they were more

83De Boer, | Samuel i-xvi, 23-24.
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or lessinterchangeable. However, 6 occurrences of ~m\rout of 222 instances of 17171
is hardly atrend, though 8 occurrences of 1 out of 72 instances of 011 "N is
somewhat more significant. Nevertheless, the trandators clearly show atendency toward
careful rendering of the divine names, and though some of the instances of <. for

o oR might reflect the influence of T (or asimilar exegetical tradition), both of these
variants should probably be considered significant.

In variants 10 and 11, the imperative \ 1 appears for 210 in MT. A more literal
trandation of 21 in many contexts would be the cognate o &, but in the present
instances, \\ < isused as akind of auxiliary verb, just as210isin MT.84 These variants
are different from LXX variants 12 and 18 in that those variants ignored the auxiliary
nature of the Hebrew verb. Thus, variants 10 and 11 are not significant, since they are
merely an attempt to use idiomatic Syriac to render a Hebrew phrase.

The next four variants—variants 12, 15, 17, and 20—all deal with the rendering of
prepositions. In the first three cases, P uses \x_ to render '7@3. The other renderings for
'7$ in the chapter are \ (five times), s\ (threetimes), and nothing (onetime). It might
have been expected that aliteral tranglation of 7% would be either A or %1\, which both
have semantic fields comparable to '7&*3, and, of course, both are frequently used, both in
the chapter and elsewherein P. In addition, \x iscognate with D, and one could
perhaps postul ate a Hebrew Vorlage of Y in these three cases, and especidly in the last
two, which have some support from LXX. However, \\ has abroader range of
meanings than its Hebrew counterpart. It isfrequently used of motion toward, whether
concrete or abstract (as in the phrase, “the word of the Lord cameto . ..”), and can even be
used to indicate possession (,Ax ¥, =" 5 L"). A look at surrounding chaptersreveals
that A\ does render '7$ in other contexts (1:27; 2:27, 34 bis; 4:21 bis, 5:4, cf. 4:1 and 5:4
for -; 4:18 for T22), in addition to rendering b. Thus, though 3:12 may have
originaly read 5 in both cases, the evidence of P cannot be used to support such a
reading, so variants 12, 15, and 17, are not significant.

The other prepositional variant, variant 20, involves the rendering of 7T by \.

The reason for this choice isthat \ appears as part of the phrasesn\s_\, which is equivalent
toD91Y TV and isits usual trandation. Thus, thisvariant is not significant.

Variants 16, 29, and 32 al concern the trandation of 127 by 1»r< Syriac has no
cognate to 7127, and h<is obviously cognateto T8, Furthermore, \\ >, which does
frequently trandate 127, has a semantic field that is closer to 7127 than 1xhXis.
However, the range of meaningsin 1»h<islarger than in AR, and thus 1 Kisan
appropriate trandation for 127 is these three cases8> The variants, then, are not

84Cf. J. Payne Smith, ed. A Compendious Syriac Dictionary (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1903),
AV X\r\*’; BDB, s.v. “210"; Kautzsch, ed., Gesenius Hebrew Grammar, § 120g.

85Cf. Holladay, Lexicon, s.v. “AR”"; ibid., s.v. “127"; J. Payne Smith, Dictionary, s.v.
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significant.

Verse 13, as dready noted, is atextually troubled verse. Variants 22 and 24 reflect
the difficultiesfound in MT and presumably in the Vorlage of P. In variant 24, the
Hebrew 0779, adirect object (“them, themselves’) if taken asis, is rendered by the Syriac
(_Am, asubject (“they”). Variant 22 is achange in the meaning of the verb, from
“cursing” in Hebrew to “abusing” in Syriac. The Syriac in this clause seems to imply more
than just speaking ill of someone and is areference to the description of Eli’ssonsin 2:12-
17 and their mistreatment of the people. P also adds =\, “the people,” and the
resulting clause is, “because he knew that his sons (they) were abusing the people.” Since
both these differences from MT are attempts to make sense of a confused text, they should
not be considered significant.

In variant 30, xmad (“to be afraid”) stands for T30 (“to concedl”). Later in
the same verse (3:17) 112N istrandated by its equivalent tna %, The usual Hebrew
verb for “to fear,” in its appropriate form, is*R7°, but thisword bears little graphic
smilarity to 71120, The Hebrew word that most closely resembles T2 and means
something like “to fear” is ™MD, “to dread, be in awe of,” and & mo is capable of carrying
thismeaning. Itisunlikely that *R™7 appeared in the Vorlage of P, since all eight
occurrences of 87" in 1 Samuel 1-12 (including 3:15) aretranslated by \wa. Thereisa
graphic similarity between % ma& and < & in both their Estrangela and Serta (t Bt
and &iKt) forms, but the similarity isnot as close asit isin Hebrew. Furthermore, there
are no variantsin mss of P that preserve areading of ~tna & here, despite its occurrence
just afew wordslater. Therefore, though some doubt must remain as to whether the
graphic confusion occurred in Hebrew or in Syriac, the chances are good that it happened
during the transmission of the Hebrew text, so the variant is significant.

Thelast lexical variants to be considered are variants 34 and 35, and thereis
evidence of graphic confusion here aswell. For the 5727 of MT, Phas ~. L, presumably
reflectinga ™" intheVorlage. The normal equivalent of 5T2in Syriacisa_24. Thereis
some graphic similarity in these formsin both Hebrew and Syriac (Estrangela, not Serta
script). In either case, two letters would have to have been omitted or atered, but it is
easier to suppose that a o could have disappeared and a , been added than that a.l and ab
could both vanish, especially since , isthe smallest Syriac letter and 5 oneof the largest
Hebrew letters (and the upper stroke of the 5 is often exaggerated in the mss).86 The
Syriac a isavalid trandation of the Hebrew conjunction Y at times, but the trandlators did

“IHr: ibid., sv. “ M\

86 One possible scenario in which the transformation could have occurred is that the 2 could have
been smudged and lost most of its top half, thus resembling a y. A later scribe, seeing the nonsense word
N1 (perhapswithout the diacritical mark that distinguishes 1 from 1), could have conjectured that the
first two letters should be interchanged, resulting in A_7_s. Alternatively, the 3 could have been lost
atogether, and alater scribe could have added theinitia 4 by conjecture.
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not avail themselves of other opportunitiesto trandate it in thisway (e.g., 3:2, 19; cf.
3:14). However, it is probable that an original o was modified to aa after the corruption
of the verb in order to smooth out the sentence. Sinceit is probable that the confusionin
both variants appeared in Syriac, they are not significant.

Thefirst grammatical variants to be considered deal with the representation in P of
participlesin MT, variants 1, 4, 9, 13, and 23. The translators of P do not at first seem as
systematic in their renderings of participles as were the trandators of LXX, who
consistently use averb when the Hebrew consonants and context permit that interpretation.
On the contrary, they sometimes use a verb and sometimes a participle (cf. table 20). Itis
important to note, though, that these variants represent all the Hebrew participles that deal
with past time; those that deal with the present (i.e., those in 3:11-14) are rendered by
Syriac participles, which are the equivaent of the present tensein these cases. Variants 1
and 23 have the Syriac continuous past tense, a periphrastic construction, rather than a
simple tense, but since the piel participlesin MT clearly refer to past time, the two versions
are equivalent. It seems, then, that the Syriac trandators were more concerned with
idiomatic Syriac renderings that with conformity to the forms of Hebrew verbs. Moreover,
the trandators might have had traditions that considered some or al of the participles
represented by variants 4, 9, 13, and 23 asverbs. Asaresult of thisanalysis, it must be
concluded that none of these variantsis significant.

Somewhat similar to the analysis of these participlesisthe analysis of variants 7
and 21, which concern verbsin MT paraleled by verbsin the continuous past tense in P.
Invariant 21, MT has a perfect, which P usually renders with a Syriac perfect; only here
do the trandators use the continuous past. However, it is possible that the trandators
wanted to emphasize that Eli’ s knowledge of hissons' misdeeds was not limited to isolated
incidents but that he was aware of their ongoing sin, or it may be that the continuous past in
the next verb influenced this one as well. In either case, the continuous past is appropriate.
In variant 7, the continuous past in P reflects an imperfect in MT. The use of the imperfect
in Hebrew to indicate a continuous condition has been discussed above (pp. 91-92), so it
may suffice to say here that the continuous past is an excellent trandation of the Hebrew.
Neither of these variants, then, is significant.

Variant 14 has an imperative verb in Syriac where M T has awaw consecutive and
aperfect. The meaning of the two versionsisidentical, and P aso omits the waw and a
previous1'1. There are too few waw consecutive perfects in the chapter to determine any
trandation pattern in P, but it is probabl e that the shift from perfect to imperative was
occasioned by the omission of the 1717, since the sentence structure had then changed.
This omission will be discussed below, but it may be concluded now that variant 14 is not
significant.

The remaining variants that deal with verba forms are al concerned with the
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rendering of Hebrew infinitives. Variants 18 and 19 have the nouns < 1ax and

< ra\ for theinfinitives absolute ST and 192, Syriac lacks adistinct infinitive
absolute, and itsinfinitive does not have the same range of use as the Hebrew infinitive
absolute. Because of this, the rendering of the these words by nouns is reasonable, since
infinitives are verbal nouns. Therefore, these variants are not significant.

The other variant to deal with aHebrew infinitiveis variant 28, which, instead of
the complementary infinitive of MT (“to declare’), has arelative particle followed by a
finite verb (“that he should declare”). Though Syriac can use the infinitive to complete the
meaning of the main verb, the construction with the relative particle is equivalent and
common.8” It isunlikely that any construction other than that found in MT lay behind the
text of P at this point, so this variant is not significant.

On several occasions P contains a plural noun or adjectivewhere MT hasa
singular, namely, variants 3, 5, 25, 26, 31, 33, and 37. Table 11 indicates that eight out
of fifty-seven (14.0%) singular nouns or adjectives are rendered by pluralsin Syriac.88
Thisfact, and the deviation factor of 2.03, indicates the definite tendency to render
singulars with singulars but also shows a degree of flexibility. Aswith similar variantsin
LXX, each variant must be considered in the light of its context and evidence of textua
disturbance in the vicinity. Variant 3 isagenera temporal phrase describing the time when
the call of Samuel occurred, that is, while he was serving the Lord before Eli in Shiloh.
The Syriac plural here has no different meaning than the Hebrew singular. It is probable
that the trandators were influenced by the same expression in 3:1 (plural in both MT and
P), so this variant is not significant.

Variants 5 and 33 probably render the plural 173" 2 found in thegere of BHS and
many mss, and in the kethib of many mssaswell. However, as noted above (p. 94), the
difference between 127D and 1717V in these versesis purely orthographic, so the variants
are not significant.

Variants 25 and 26 render two Hebrew words for types of sacrifices by plurals,
whereas MT has singular in each case. Though the formsfound in MT are singular, they
clearly contain the idea of multiple sacrifices, and this factor might have influenced the
tranglators, who were interested in stressing the magnitude of the sins of Eli’'ssons (i.e.,
not only could a single sacrifice not expunge their guilt, neither could a multitude of
sacrifices). On the other hand, LXX aso hasaplural, parale with the second word here,
which was not considered significant, and it is possible that reconsideration isin order.
However, the trandators of LXX also occasionally render Hebrew plurals by singulars,
and the influence by LXX on P (either textual or, perhaps more likely, sharing a common

87]. Payne Smith, Dictionary, s.v. “1”; cf. T. H. Robinson, Grammar, 16.

88 The idiomatic Syriac rendering of DDD2 OYDI by A\ ék\"\ ¥ in 3:10 s not counted
asavariant, though its data appears in the table.
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exegeticd tradition8?) is apossibility. Thus, these variants should probably not be
considered significant.

Invariant 31, A Fa \a > &\ corresponds to 12771521 127 of
MT. Itisclear that 1277 in MT refers many words, whether the expression be taken to
mean “of every word” or “of all the message” (i.e., as a collective noun), so the rendering
in Pisequivalent. Since no indication of textual difficultiesis present in the versein P, and
since no apparent reason for omitting O - appearsin MT, this variant should not be
considered significant.

The case is otherwise with the Smilar variant ymaa\ &la in variant 37. In order
to understand this variant, it is necessary to anticipate the last three variants in quantitative
representation, namely, variants 122, 123, and 124. Variant 122 deals with the omission
of aphrase found in MT by parablepsis, skipping from 1 Y32 to 152, Variants 123 and
124 concern the presence of the pronominal suffix ymo- in P where 17 appearsin MT.
It is probable that the pronominal suffix renders Hebrew characters such as” or 1790 (the
significance of these variantsis discussed below). The plurd indicated by the form of the
pronominal suffix (and seyame) implies an additional * in theVorlage, and such an addition
could easily have arisen in Hebrew, either by dittography or by the use of a two-character
abbreviation for 11177, On the other hand, the singular in MT can be explained by
haplography. The main point to make, however, isthat the variation is probably dueto a
Hebrew rather than the Syriac scribe, so variant 37 is significant.

Only one case of a Syriac singular corresponding to aplura in MT isfound in
1 Samuel 3: variant 27, which refers to the door(s) leading into the sanctuary. Itis
possible that the second 1 in117 57 was either added or omitted in a Hebrew ms by
dittography or haplography. On the other hand, it may be that the trandlators preferred to
read “one door” to correspond to the single curtain leading into the sanctuary of the
tabernacle (Ex 26:36), as contrasted with Solomon’ s temple (1 Kings 6:31-34).
However, the trand ators apparently have no problem with the much more troubling issue
of Samuel sleeping in the sanctuary (cf. the reading of T), so it is hard to imagine great
concern over the number of doors. Since graphic confusion, if it occurred, could have
happened in Hebrew as easily asin Syriac, this variant should be considered significant.

Variant 6 has an active participle in P corresponding to an adjectivein MT. The
possibility that 511773 should be pointed as an infinitive rather than an adjective has aready
been discussed above (p. 91), but the difference between infinitive and participle remains.

89Cf. Koster, “Which Came First?,” 123, who discusses the common exegetical traditions of the
tranglators of P and the Palestinian targums to the Pentateuch. Cf. also the discussion in Johann Cook,
“Text and Tradition: A Methodological Problem,” Journal of Northwest Semitic Languages 9 (1981), 3-11.

90Cf. IDBS, s.v. “Abbreviations, Hebrew Texts,” by Michael Fishbane; Godfrey Rolles Driver,
“Abbreviations in the Masoretic Text,” Textus 1 (1960): 112-31; idem, “Once again Abbreviations,” Textus
4 (1964): 76-94.
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The reason for using a participle in P liesin the previousword, y1x. Whereas 55m
cannot be followed by a participle to complete the verbal idea, ,3x. can.®1 Therefore, the
participle in P does not imply the presence of aparticiplein its Vorlage, so the variant is not
significant.

The last variant in the category of consistency is variant 2, in which P has the
prepositionspio where MT has the sign of the definite direct object R. The present
instance is the only timein the chapter in whichIR isrendered by oo, DR isused
before 171" only one other time in the chapter: in verse 7, where P uses \—a common
equivalent—to render IR, De Boer notes three other placesin 1 Samuel 1-16 in which P
rendersIR withpano. Thisfigurein itsalf ishardly overwhelming, but oo isalso
used at times to render prepositions such as DX, DY, 723, and OV, and it is found in other
constructions aswell.92 Animportant parallél to thisusageisfound in T, which frequently
uses )2, or acircumlocution involving LT, to avoid having 1" be the direct object of a
verb. Itislikely that P here reflects the influence of a Jewish tradition shared by T, though
it isclear that P does not utilize this tradition to the same extent asdoes T. The variant,
then, is not significant.

Having completed the variants dealing with consistency, the tables relating to this
factor need to be adjusted by eliminating all datain them related to significant variants.
Only five of the thirty-seven variants have been identified as significant, indicating that the
Vorlage of Plies closer to the text of MT than doesthat of LXX. Only two tables, 17 and
27, are changed by eliminating the significant variants from the data; since Syriacisa
Semitic language closely related to Hebrew, no other changes to the tables need to be made
to reflect constraints on the trandators. The changes resulting from the elimination of
significant variants are as follows.

Table Changes

17 Syr words: 32 1.10 Syr words/Heb word
deviation factor: 0.22
total Heb (>1x): 128 primary Syr: 122 95.3% by primary rendering
Syr roots: 31 Syr roots/Heb root: 1.15

27 deviation factor: 1.58

The changes to the tables representing the Peshitta trandators' consistency do not
consequentialy alter the picture of the trandation technique given above. A reevauation of
the data after the significant variants are removed still shows the trandators very consistent
in making lexical choices, and, though the level of their consistency may be said to have
increased somewhat, they remain fairly consistent in rendering the number of nouns and
adjectives.

91BDB, sv. “I1l 9917"; J. Payne Smith, Dictionary, s.v. “ KaLx.."
92De Boer, 1 Samuel i-xvi, 24.
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Variants in the Representation of Hebrew Lexemes by Syriac Lexemes (Segmentation)

Though the percentage of Hebrew compounds rendered exactly in P (76.6%) is
higher than that in LXX (62.8%), it is still not very high, and it remains doubtful whether
any deviation in this category issignificant. A closer examination of the ten variationsin
segmentation reveals that six of them (variants 39, 40, 42, 43, 45, and 47) are cases of the
failure of the Syriac trandatorsto render the prepositions 5 or BX. Instead, the trandlators
preferred to use a pronominal suffix to attach the object directly to the verb. Though "X is
so rendered only once in the chapter, the one timeis the only occasion in which the
pronominal object of the preposition could be understood as a direct (rather than indirect)
object (following XTD). The five instances of omitting 5 by joining the pronoun to the
verb are examples of the frequency of thiskind of trandation in P. Therefore, none of
these variantsis significant.

The other variantsin this category (variants 38, 41, 44, and 46) may also be easily
dismissed. Though »ab istechnically a combination of the preposition 5 and the plura
construct noun )9, it is used as the equivaent of a preposition throughout the OT, and P's
trandationpaio isentirely appropriate. The use of two words A= s\ & to render
D W53 isan idiomatic rendering of the Hebrew.93 Similarly, o X TN wasthe
trandators' attempt to render the Hebrew phraseQY92 OUD2. Findly, the rendering of
TN by <o has already been discussed and dismissed when dealing with
variant 28. One may conclude, then, that none of the variants in the category of
segmentation is significant.

Variantsin Word Order

Just as the low percentage of agreement concerning compound words throws
serious doubt from the beginning on the significance of any of the variantsin that category,
so the high percentage of agreement in word order leads one to suspect that all of the
deviationsin P are significant, unless other factors override the trandators' tendency to
follow word order. Inthe case of variant 48, MT reads 2" 1T 1", whereas P reads
~om o, <. Thoughitisof course possible that atransposition of adjacent
words occurred in Syriac, the similarity of 177 and 717" (asimilarity that does not exist
between <om and <, 1) suggests that it is more likely that 11717 was accidently omitted
in Hebrew, then reinserted in the wrong place later. Variant 48, then, should be
considered significant.

Though no graphic similarity occursin variant 49, it islikely that the transposition
of the adverb meaning “again” occurred in Hebrew rather than in Syriac, in light of the
trandators propensity of following the Hebrew word order. In fact, the absence of any

930n the use of cardinal numberswith 1 in place of ordinals, see T. H. Robinson, Grammar,
128.
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such adverb in LXX suggests that both 712 and oo may be later insertions. At any
rate, variant 49 is probably significant.

Thefinal variant that deals with word order isvariant 50. In Hebrew, the subject
of the clause, if expressed, usually follows3T immediately (but cf. 2 Sam 14:7),
especidly if that subject isa pronoun. It is questionable whether Hebrew idiom allowed a
construction such as* 2R TWY 117, which seemsto be implied by P94 Furthermore,
the usual word order for the Syriac present tenseis participle + persona pronoun, asin this
verse (cf. 1 Sam 12:3 P).9 Therefore, it is doubtful that this variant is significant, since
it probably arosein Syriac rather than in Hebrew.

When variants 48 and 49 are omitted from consideration, the number of Hebrew
semantic units becomes 393, the number of variations becomes 1, and Hebrew word order
isfollowed 99.7% of thetimein P.

Variantsin Quantitative Representation

The 80.0% agreement between semantic unitsin Pand MT isamost identica to the
agreement in the raw datafor LXX, and it indicates initially that the trandators of P were
not overly concerned with matching their Hebrew Vorlage word for word in the trandlation,
at least in certain contexts. The fact that P has alonger text fifty-five times as compared
with thirty timesfor MT (almost atwo to one ratio) suggests that the trandators were more
inclined to add to the text than to subtract fromit. It remainsto be examined if certain
Hebrew constructions in particular lent themselves to modifications toward more idiomatic
Syriac style, or if thetrandators deviations from their Vorlage were relatively haphazard.

The use of anticipatory pronominal suffixes, either attached to verbs before a direct
object or attached to substantives before the relative particle, is common in original Syriac
works, and though it is not quite as prevalent in trandlated Syriac such as Samue, it
remains an important aspect of the trandators' style.% Sixteen of the quantitative variants
are related to this stylistic phenomenon: variants 53, 54, 58, 59, 60, 61, 62, 63, 69, 70,
86, 101, 102, 114, 118, 119. Since this construction has no parallel in Hebrew, these
variants are not significant.

Somewhat related to this construction is the Syriac preference for an emphatic noun
with the relative particle in place of the Hebrew construct case. Variants 98 and 100 fall
into this category and should not be considered significant.

Six other instances of the use of the relative particle in Pin different constructions
are present in the chapter: variants 55, 75, 85, 96, 104, and 117. The presence of so

94Cf. Muraoka, Emphatic Words and Structures, 137-40, who does not include such a construction
in hislist of possible uses of M7 in a sentence.

95T, H. Robinson, Grammar, 60.
96Brockel mann, Grammatik, 106; T. H. Robinson, Grammar, 82.
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many extrarelative particles leads one to suspect that they were added as stylistic devices
rather than as indicative of adifferent Vorlage. Variant 75 represents an idiomatic
substitution in Syriac for the Hebrew phrase. Variants 85 and 104 substitute the relative
plus afinite verb for averba formin Hebrew. Variant 117 isforced to add the relative
after inserting L before 1.e . The other two variants simply appear to be additions that
seemed stylistically preferable to the trandators. Thus, none of these variants presupposes
aVorlage different from MT.

The next group of variants to be considered is the periphrastic constructionsin P
that are not periphrasticin MT. Variants corresponding to variants 51, 57, 90, and 91 have
already been considered above under consistency and found to be nonsignificant. Thus,
these variants should be considered nonsignificant from a quantitative standpoint as well.

Six conjunctions are found in one or the other of MT and P but not in the other
(variants 56, 65, 81, 87, 94, 97). Three of these (56, 87, and 97) are present in P but not
MT, and the other three (65, 81, 94) arein MT but not P. The trandators thus appear to
have no single tendency to either add or delete conjunctions. De Boer contends that “the
connecting particle is very often not trandated,” and he then lists ten examplesin
1 Samuel 1-16, as well as seven cases in which the Syriac o is added.9’” However, these
few instances out of about eight hundred occurrences of the conjunction can hardly be
called “very often,” and each case must be examined on its own merits.9% Because
variant 81 is so closely associated with variant 79, a discussion of its significance is
reserved for later.

Variant 56 adds a conjunction where MT hasN b anditis supported in this
addition by several Hebrew mss, LXX, and T. The presence of a conjunction at the
beginning of a clause is of course standard Hebrew style, so this variant must be
consdered significant, since agood probability exists that the difference arose in the
transmission of the Hebrew text.

Similarly, variant 94 lacks a conjunction where MT has]3 9. Inthiscase, no
Hebrew mss support the omission of the 1, but VV does. However, the support of V hereis
probably worthless, since the data indicates that VV often does not trandate 1 (thirteen
times), and it also occasionally adds a conjunction (four times). KB3 says that]:'? occurs
188 timesin the OT, and it lists several examples.9 However, the Masoraof BHS
indicates that in only five of these instancesisit preceded by 1. Therefore, scribes might
have had the tendency to add a1 wereit missing in their exemplar; it islesslikely that they

97De Boer, | Samuel i-xvi, 26 (italics mine).

98The figure eight hundred assumes about fifty occurrences of 1 per chapter, asin chapter 3.
However, this figure may be somewhat low, since most of chapters 1-16 are longer than chapter 3, so the
total number may approach one thousand.

9KB3, sv. “125."
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would have omitted the. Lacking other data, it seems best to count this variant as
significant, sinceit could have arisen in Hebrew as easily asin Syriac.

The additional o in variant 87 isthe result of the association of the expression “in
that day” with what precedes (v. 11) rather than what follows (v. 12). Either one of the
textsof MT or P could have given rise to the variant through graphic confusion. InMT, a
1 between*PR K17 could have dropped out when the eye of the scribe skipped from
R7-to-R. In P, the extra o could have arisen from an origina So..ar am through
dittography. On the whole, the latter seems the more likely possibility, so variant 87 is
probably not significant.

The other two variants dealing with conjunctions can be explained as the
trandators attempt at an idiomatic rendering. In variant 65, u@:\ \ '@ lacks aa before
the second word because the expression is an idiom with \\<(similar to the English “and
he went to deep”). Furthermore, the lack of a conjunction between the preceding
u\@:\ \\ may have influenced the trandators. Finally, though Syriac has an equivalent
for OR used asanegativein oaths (i.e.,, ._r<), the trandatorsin variant 97 have chosen to
render it instead with the more obvious negative =\, adding the conjunction to make the
rest of the sentence an indirect statement; Hebrew idiom prefers that the oath formulabe a
direct statement. Therefore, none of these variantsis significant.

The Hebrew preposition 5 isrendered by \ in seven cases and is omitted in
trandation in the other seven cases. Thus, the omission of arendering for 5 isanorma
equivaent and provides no evidence for the omission of the preposition in the Vorlage of
P. Consequentially, variants 64, 68, 78, 89, 92, 112, and 120 must be considered
nonsignificant.

P also has an extra preposition \ in four places: variants 66 and 67 and variants 72
and 73. These four variants are actually two occurrences of the same pairs of words,
neither of which has a prepositionin MT. Thefirst word in each pair is /i 0™\, an
infinitive preceded by a preposition. Hebrew infinitives are often preceded by the
preposition b, and Syriac infinitives likewise are frequently preceded by \. In fact, the use
of the preposition with the infinitive is probably more prevalent in Syriac. In chapter 3,
only two of the fiveinfinitives construct in MT are preceded by b, whereas all six
infinitivesin P are preceded by \. Thus, it is probable that the presence of the \ in Pisa
stylistic convention rather than evidence of avarying Vorlage. The second word in each
pair is L. oy \, with theinitial \ acting as an indicator of the direct object, similar to
DR in Hebrew. The question of whether the equivalentsin M T are to be taken as vocatives
or accusatives has been addressed above, but for the trandlators of P, the words were
clearly accusatives, and since the \ is the normal sign of the accusative in Syriac, no
Hebrew Vorlage different from MT can be postulated on the basis of this evidence. None
of these variants, then, is significant.
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In variant 80, the preposition SR in MT is not represented in P, which reads
1o, Thepronomina suffix is attached to the verb as adirect object, much asitisin

some of the casesin which MT reads 5 (3:5, 6, 8, 13, 18). Itistruethat X is rendered
by some Syriac preposition in every other instance in the chapter, and it is possible that MT
read 7 here, which P often omits, the® havi ng arisen in the text through dittography.
However, the tendency of the trandators to attach the direct object directly to the verbis
evident, and the number of cases of 9 in the chapter istoo few to outweigh the
importance of this stylistic tendency. Therefore, lacking further data, this variant should
probably be considered nonsignificant.

Variants 88, 99, 105, and 113 all have P omit the sign of the definite direct object,
5IX. Though Syriac can employ \ to render 518,100 in the present chapter the trandators
apparently declined to render it as often as they rendered it with \. Since the omission of
any equivaent is one of the two main renderings of IR, these variants cannot be
considered significant.

Variant 103 involves the lack of an equivalent for the preposition ]73 before an
infinitive. P here does not have an infinitive but rather the relative particle n and an
imperfect (see above on the discussion of variant 102). Because of this different sentence
structure, a preposition could play no grammatical rolein P, so its omission is not
significant.

Severd variants in quantitative representation are the result of the attempt of the
trandators to produce an idiomatic rendering of a Hebrew expression. Variants 74 and 76,
the failure to render the preposition 2 in MT and the addition of theword 19, are
closely associated with variant 75, discussed above. As already noted, the translators here
used an idiomatic Syriac phrase to render the Hebrew phrase, and the idiom required both
the omission of 2 and the addition of 13, so thisvariant is not significant. Variants 82
and 83 deal with the rendering of DY22 DY by Jaav L& id. Thisphraseisnot
exactly equivalent, since the Hebrew means “as frequently beforehand,” while the Syriac
means “two times.” Still, the reading of P does seem to reflect the samewordsas M T,
probably influenced by the following DRI SR11W. Variant 95 reflects the rendering
of the singleword]3 5 (“therefore”) in MT by the two words =& m XSVJ (“because of
this’). Sincethese phrases are equivalent, it is unlikely that the Vorlage of P had anything
different from what isin MT. The addition of the pronoun am, functioning as a copula, in
variant 107 likewise does not reflect a different Vorlage, since 11717 is consistently
rendered by the verb o m rather than the pronomina copula, though both carry the same
meaning. The next variant related to idiom isthe omission of 82 in variant 109. Though
the trand ators could have inserted some word such asthe | U7 of T, whichisreally not

100Even ¥, can be used, asin Aramaic (cf. Gen 1:1). J. Payne Smith callsthis use “archaic”;
Dictionary, s.v. “
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equivalent in meaning, they chose instead to omit the word, without losing anything in the
translation. Finally, variant 116 adds \a, so that the Hebrew “the good” becomes “all that
iIsgood,” aphrase that apparently sounded better to the translators. In conclusion, none of
these variants that concern idiomatic expressionsis significant.

Severa explanatory additions appear among the quantitative variants, namely,
variants 52, 71, 77, 84, 106, 108, 110, 111, 115, and 121. The fact that in every case the
excess text appearsin P leads one to suspect that the additions occurred either at the point
of trandation or during the later transmission of the Syriac text. This state of affairsis
quite different from the case of LXX, where MT and L XX each had eight semantic units
that were classified as explanatory. Some of the variants appear in other traditions, and
others are unique to P, but the one-sidedness of these explanatory elements suggests that
those variants that are shared with other traditions either appeared independently or arose as
aresult of contamination from other traditions.

Variants 52 and 115 have readings in common with LXX. Invariant 52, P adds
the description Ama after the mention of Eli. Variant 115 adds the subject ,\\ to
clarify that it was he and not Samuel who was speaking. Scholars have often noted
correspondences between P and L XX and have assumed that the trandators of P borrowed
readings from LXX. Inthelight of this examination of P, a modification to this
assumption seemsin order. The tranglators of P show no tendency to consult other
versions in any category other than quantitative representation, so it is probable that they
did not do so here, either. The addition of ,\\ may well be an independent expansion,
but the addition of = ma might depend on LXX. If so, the point of borrowing was
probably not at the point of trandation but rather somewhere in the process of
transmission.101 However, the fact that 2:11b Pisidentical to 3:1 P suggests that L XX
may not have been involved at all.

Variants 71 and 121 both have an additional Do & after acmara, perhaps to
clarify the meaning of the verb. These readings are based on the same construction asin
3:6. Thefact that the reading of variant 71 is equivalent to that found in 'V is probably not
important; the additional adhuc of V ismost likely an independent phenomenon.

Variant 84 adds <, 1 after M\, reflecting the instructions Eli gave to Samuel in
the previous verse. It has been observed that several Greek mss contain this addition, but

101)f this conclusion is true, and data from more chapters would have to be examined before one
could concludethat it is, it might be relevant for the question of the socio-religious origins of P. If the
trandators did not use LXX but did use traditions found in T, as suggested above in afew places, itislikely
that Jews rather than Christians or Jewish Christians were the translators of P. The occasional influence of
LXX in the process of transmission would be natural after the transmission of the text were taken over by
Christian scribes. This scenario would also seem to suggest that there was no distinct Old Syriac
tranglation at least of Samuel, and perhaps of most or al of the OT. Rabbula’swork, then, would be a
revision and standardization of P rather than the creation of a new translation. This hypothesis, however,
obvioudly requires further substantiation.
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its presencein Pis probably based on adesire for internal consistency rather than an
attempt at conformity to Greek mss.

Invariants 77, 108, and 111, explicit subjects have been added in order to clarify
the sentences. \. <oy isthe subject in variant 77, and <, isthe subject in the
other two variants. The problem of amissing subject in verse 17 has been discussed in
another context already (see pp. 89-90), and the trand ators of P insert the nametwicein
the verse, both timesin Eli’ s question, and both timesin the phrase =, U\é k.

The last two explicatory variants are both prepositional phrasesin verse 17:
variant 106 adds m\, and variant 110 adds U\é Thefirst variant clarifies who was being
addressed, and the second completes the elliptical construction U\é vy Kaam

amay Krama ~n\r None of these explicatory variants can be considered
significant.

Variant 79 concernsthe failure to render 717 in P, and it is associated with the
omission of 1 invariant 81. In variant 81, P substitutes the imperative 1 »~for the waw
consecutive plus perfect TR, which is equivaent to an imperative in the context (cf.
V). There seems to be no explanation for the omission of 1717 in Hebrew or Syriac apart
from simple haplography. It istrue that the omission of the word does not change the
meaning of the text, but the trandlators rendered the similar expression *i7"1 in 3:2, so one
would expect them to render 7717 here aswell. On the other hand, 7”1 may be an addition
iIn MT, perhaps based on the missing subject 717" about whom Eli is talking, and maybe
even influenced by the question of the presence of 117" later in the verseand in the
following verse. Though these last possibilities are highly suspect in light of the data, the
omission should probably be considered significant, since it could have occurred as easily
in Hebrew asin Syriac, and perhaps more easily in Hebrew. If it is significant, then the
omission of the in variant 81 must also be considered significant.

Variant 93 concerns the addition of =\ in Pin verse 13. The troubled nature
of this verse resulting from the reading 017 5 has been discussed above. Whereas the
trandators of LXX rendered the original 017 X, the tranglators of P attempted to make the
best of the text they had, which apparently read 01 5 likeMT. Instead of interpreting this
word as the reciprocal object of the verb, they took it to be the subject (see above, p. 116).
Since the verb required an object, the trandators supplied =\, based on the narrative in
the previous chapter (2:12-17). Thisvariant, then, is not significant.

The last three Syriac variants—122, 123, and 124—are related to one another and
so must be considered together. The omission of six words found in MT isthe result of
parablepsis, the scribe’ s eye skipping from the first to the second reference to Shiloh. The
fact that “ Shiloh” is spelled differently in the two placesin MT (7 YW and 1 '7(17) might
suggest that the parablepsis occurred in P rather thanin MT, since both occurrences are
spelled the samein P and thus are more likely candidates for this type of error. As noted
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above in the discussion of variant 37, the pronominal suffix on yma\ Xaais
probably the result of confusion in the Hebrew tradition between 717" 1272 (perhaps
abbreviated as™” T1272) and 171272, It isunclear from which option the variant arose,
but it is more likely to have arisen in Hebrew than in Syriac. Therefore, variants 123 and
124 are probably significant, but variant 122 is not.

Only six of the seventy-four quantitative variantsin P are classified as significant
variants, so the percentage of agreement between P and the presumed Hebrew Vorlage only
risesto 81.1%. Thisfigureissignificantly lower than that of LXX, and it indicates a
relative lack of concern on the part of the trandators to render every Hebrew semantic unit
without embellishment, at |east as compared with the trandators of LXX. Evenif
anticipatory pronouns and associated relative particles are omitted from consideration as so
characteristic of Syriac style as to be indispensable in the minds of the trandators, the
percentage of agreement still only risesto 84.4%. It isclear, then, that the data so far
analyzed indicates that the trandators of P were somewhat stricter in their renderings of
lexical units, certain grammatical categories, and compound words than were the trandators
of LXX. However, they were less concerned with consistency in regard to quantitative
representation. Another striking element of the data so far considered isthe far fewer
significant variants in P than in LX X, indicating that the Vorlage of P stood closer to MT
than did that of LXX.

Targum

Limitations of Aramaic for Rendering Hebrew

Since the Aramaic of Targum Jonathan isssmply adialect of Late Aramaic, like
Syriac, little more needs to be said about the differences between Hebrew and Aramaic.
One dlight terminological differenceis that the names of the verbal stemsin the western
branch of Late Aramaic differ from those of the eastern branch (Syriac) in theinitial vowel
of the passive stems (i.e., ith- for eth- in all three cases).102 |n addition, Aramaic does not
employ the anticipatory pronoun so often found in Syriac. Otherwise, the discussion of the
limitations of Syriac for rendering Hebrew may be applied to the Aramaic of Targum
Jonathan as wel| 103

102Gustaf Dalman, Grammatik des jidisch-pal astinischen Araméisch, 2d ed. (Leipzig: J. C.
Hinrichs, 1905), 250.

103 gjandro Diez Macho says that the Aramaic of Targum Jonathan is fundamentally the same as
that of Targum Onkelos. He quotesthe article by M. Z. Kaddari, who describes the Aramaic of Onkelos as
follows: “[El arameo] de Ongelos no es lenguaje puramente de traduccidn, sino lenguaindependiente, como
se desprende de sus formas de ‘ determinacién,” de la manera de expresar € genitivo y € complemento
directo: se parece, esta préximo, al arameo imperial . . ., pero presenta signos de transicion al arameo
‘medio’ ...." However, Diez Macho notes that the system of matres lectionis shows that the vocalization
of Onkelos (and Jonathan) derives from the supralinear system of Babylonia, even in those mss with



Partial Trandation Technique

Add-Oms

Asisthe case with P, the Aramaic trandators of T generally render the sign of the
definite direct object SN, and they always render the prepositions  and 8. However, T
often substitutes the relative particle T followed by anoun in the emphatic state for the
Hebrew construct state, asis aso frequently donein P. Thus, the addition of the relative in
such cases will not be considered an add-om. See Appendix 2 for alist of add-omsin T.

Consistency
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Ref

31

32

33

37

38
3:10

311

3:12

Variation
DTP
77[‘[:[
0D

173
%79)
RARRIY
1015
17 70
WO Y
N
(Inial,
0P 10
PN
APIgi

RN
aRaVali
U 1°
U2
IR

TS

Targum
preposition
lexeme
lexeme
participle
lexeme
lexeme
plura
infinitive
lexeme
lexeme
lexeme
infinitive
preposition
ithped
lexeme
ithped
definite
verb
lexeme
lexeme
lexeme
verb
verb

Masoretic Text
DDO

adjective

singular
adjective

verb
DDO
gal

gal
not definite
participle

infinitive
infinitive

Tiberian vocalization; Algjandro Diez Macho, El Targum: Introduccion a lastraducciones aramaicas dela
biblia, Textosy estudios “ Cardena Cisneros,” no. 21 (Madrid: Consejo Superior de Investigaciones
Cientificas, 1982), 72-73. Cf. also p. 93, where he says that Jonathan is a Babylonian revision of an
earlier Palestinian targum, and R. Le Déaut, Introduction a la littérature targumique, part 1 (Rome:

Pontifical Biblical Institute, 1966), 124-27.
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24 3:13 T perfect perfect w/c

25 13 preposition  DDO

26 [ plural singular

27 314 J1paner plural singular

28 TN plura singular

29 APl plural singular

30 316 - preposition  DDO

31 317 -NU71° lexeme

32 Bk lexeme

33 QU2 lexeme

34 318 P lexeme

35 rel clause noun

36 Mo lexeme

37 319 1702 prep phrase  preposition

38 paln! lexeme

39 320 -1 lexeme

40 K] lexeme

41 -1 rel particle preposition
Table 34.—Verbs, Nouns, and Adjectives: Lexemes

Heb words (>1x): 31 Aramwords: 34  1.10 Aram words/Heb word

deviation factor: 0.04

total Heb (>1x): 139 primary Aram: 136 97.8% of Heb words by primary rendering

Heb roots (>1x): 29 Aram roots. 34
Table 35.—Adverbs, Prepositions, and Particles: Lexemes
Heb advs (>1x): 12 Aram advs: 22
total Heb (>1x): 85
deviation factor: 2.22
Table 36.—Conjunctions. Lexemes
Heb conjs (>1x): 2  Aram conjs. 2
total Heb (>1x): 68
deviation factor: 0.00
Table 37.—Word Classes

1.17 Aram roots/Heb root
1.83 Aram advs/Heb adv

primary Aram: 71 83.5% of Heb advs by primary rendering

1.00 Gk conjs/Heb conj
primary Aram: 68  100.0% of Heb conjs by primary rendering

percentage of verbs/verbals represented by verbs/verbals: 98/98
percentage of verbs represented by verbs: 76177 =
percentage of participles represented by participles: 11/12 =
percentage of infinitives represented by infinitives: 57 =

percentage of nouns/adjs represented by nouns/ad;s: 65/68

percentage of pronouns represented by pronouns: 42/42

= 100.0%
98.7%
91.7%
71.4%
= 95.6%
= 100.0%
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Table 38.—Verbs: Inflection
deviation factor: 0.29
deviation factor (without verbals): 0.28
Table 39.—Verbs: Stem
deviation factor: 1.02
Table 40.—Verbs: Person
deviation factor: 0.00
Table 41.—Verbs: Gender
deviation factor: 0.04
Table 42.—Verbs. Number
deviation factor: 0.02
Table 43.—Nouns and Adjectives. Gender
deviation factor: 1.05
Table 44.—Nouns and Adjectives: Number
deviation factor: 0.50
Table 45.—Nouns and Adjectives. Use
deviation factor: 1.47
Table 46.—Nouns and Adjectives. Hebrew Articles, Aramaic Emphatic State
deviation factor: 1.14
deviation factor (without implied articles): 1.21
Table 47.—Nouns and Adjectives: Definiteness
deviation factor: 0.52
Table 48.—Pronouns: Gender
deviation factor: 0.00
Table 49.—Pronouns. Number
deviation factor: 0.00
Table 50.—Pronouns: Use
deviation factor: 0.34

Representation of Hebrew Lexemes by Aramaic Lexemes (Segmentation)

Ref Hebrew Compound Aramaic Rendering
42 3:18 17702 maTp
43 3:20 S R

Heb compounds; 50 Aram equivalents: 48 96.0% of Heb compounds rendered exactly

Word Order

There are no deviations from the word order of MT found in T, as the following
summary indicates.
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Heb semantic units: 416 variations: 0 Heb word order followed 100.0% of the time
Quantitative Representation
Ref  Number of Variations Variant
44 3.1 +1 -
45 3:2 +1 1
46 +1 -1 40
47 3:3 +2 {0
48 +1 -T1°
49 +6 1T RIDID UMUK 897
50 +1 -4
51 37 +1 SRR
52 +3 0P 10 1978
53 +1 ®red1d
54 +1 Sl
55 3.8 +2 OTp 10
56 311 -1 O
57 +1 -1
58 312 +1 I
59 3:13 +1 I
60 314 +1 ['wUTIp
61 3:15 +1 NP0
62 +1 -1
63 +1 K1)
64 3:18 +1 -1
65 3:19 +1 800
66 +1 -1
67 +1 TU0
68 -2 NN
69 +1 T
70 3:20 +2 Rapigan|
71 3:21 +1 -1
Heb semantic units: 428 Aram deviations: 39 90.9% agreement

Elimination of Variants

Targum Jonathan is amixture of literal renderings and midrashic elementsand sois
difficult to characterize by terms such asliteral or non-literal.104 Le Déaut describesit as

1045ee Diez Macho, Targum 12-30.
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more paraphrastic than Onkelos, but otherwise substantially the same in regard to language
and method of trandation. Aboveadl, itisauniform (i.e., consistent) trandation.195 The
preceding tables and lists of variants demonstrate the mixed nature of the trandation.
Though the total number of variantsis about three-fourths of the total of LXX, the lexical
consistency of T in representing verbs, nouns, and adjectives (table 34) is quite a bit
greater than that of either LXX or P (cf. especialy the deviation factors and the percentage
of Hebrew words rendered by their primary renderings). The consistency in rendering
Hebrew adverbs, prepositions, and particles by asingle Aramaic equivalent (table 35) is
comparable to the statistics of LXX and P, but T, like LXX, is absolutely consistent in
rendering conjunctions (table 36). T isalso more consistent than either LXX or Pin
rendering words of one class by words of the same class (table 37).

The trandators of T106 were generally more consistent in rendering syntactic
structures than were the trandlators of LXX or P. Particularly noteworthy isthe
significantly greater degree of consistency in regard to rendering the number of nouns and
adjectives (table 44), Hebrew articles and definiteness (tables 46 and 47), and the use of
pronouns. In no category does either LXX or P demonstrate significantly greater
consistency. Thetrandatorsof T were absolutely consistent in rendering the person of
verbs and the gender and number of pronouns. They were very consistent in rendering the
inflection of verbs (including verbals), the gender and number of verbs, the number and
definiteness of nouns and adjectives, and the use of pronouns. They were fairly consistent
in every other category: verb stems, gender and use of nouns and adjectives, and Hebrew
articles vs. emphatic state. No deviation factor exceeds 1.50.

The greatest shift toward consistency in T as compared with LXX and Pisinthe
area of segmentation, where 96.0% of the Hebrew compound words are rendered by
comparable Aramaic equivalents, as compared with 62.8% and 76.6% in LXX and P,
respectively. No deviations from the Hebrew word order are reflected in T, though both
LXX and P aso contain few deviations. Another area of significantly greater consistency
ISin quantitative representation, where T shows 90.9% agreement with M T, as compared
with about 80% for the preliminary figures of both LXX and P. Theinitial impression,
then, isthat T ismore literal in many regards than either LXX or P, but thisimpression
needs to be tested and qualified by a closer examination of the data.

Variants Related to Consistency

A glance at thelist of variants related to consistency reveals that most of these

105 3 Déaut, Introduction, 126.

106The term “translators’ here and throughout the section is used for the sake of simplicity, but it
refersto any trandators, scribes, or editors who played arole in the development of the text from its
original oral formsin the synagogues to its fina written form.
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variants are lexical, rather than syntactical, in nature, contrary to the situation in P or LXX.
Thisfact isan indication of the desire of the trand ators to render certain Hebrew
constructions with asingle equivalent Aramaic construction. The lexical variantswill be
examined first.

Thefirst verseyields four lexical variants (variants 2, 3, 5, and 6), which may be
consdered together. These variants reflect the rendering of ab by 111, of TP by
'03, and of 1123 11T "8 by 1021 7111 1. Variant 2 substitutes atemporal
phrase for an improper preposition emphasizing location or relationship. It isalso possible
that the trandlators avoided the equivalent preposition [ T2 because it had already been
used of the relationship between Samuel and Y ahweh, and they wanted to emphasize that
Samuel’ s service to Y ahweh was more important than his service to Eli. Variant 3 uses
'03, “hidden,” for TP, “rare,” because '07) corresponds with i< 71, “reveded,” inthe
next clause. In addition, the trandators might have wanted to convey the idea that the word
of Yahweh, and thus Y ahweh himself, was not absent from Israel, but was only awaiting a
worthy individual to receive the revelation.107 T generaly avoids the ideathat God
communicates directly, either visibly or audibly, with mere mortals, and the substitution of
1181217, “prophecy,” for 11117, “vision,” is designed to avoid the impression that Y ahweh
himself appeared to Samuel. Thus, none of these variantsis significant.

Similar to variant 6 is variant 15, which reads a form of X 71 instead of the X132 of
MT. Rather than saying that Y ahweh came, and was thus potentially perceptible to
Samuel, T prefersto say that the Y ahweh revealed himself, presumably in away that
would not require immediate contact with the divine.108 The reasoning behind this lexical
changeisthe same asin verse 1, so variant 15 is not significant.

Variants 9, 11, and 32 all use the abbreviated proper name 1" to render 077X,
This rendering might seem to suggest a Hebrew 17777, but in fact T is consistent in
rendering™ 1 X inthe sameway it rendersiT1i7”, so the variants are not significant.

The next several lexica variants deal with apparent differencesin the choice of
prepositions. Variants 19 and 20 use JU to render PX. These variants are interesting,
because LX X in thefirst instance reads e, and P joins T in reading L\ in both places.
Asin the case of P, one might have expected the trandators of T to use either JorfMJto
render X, asthey do five and two timesin the chapter, respectively. However, aswith
\\, the semantic range of U is larger than that of bD, and it can carry the meaning “to,
toward.” 109 |nlieu of more statistical data, and in light of the statistica summary at the

107¢f. Levine, Aramaic Version, 74.

108several mss further remove Y ahweh from Samuel by speaking of the “Glory of Yahweh” that
revealsitself. Seeabove, pp. 58-59, and cf. Levine, Aramaic Version, 57-59.

109 evy, Worterbuch, s.v. “ 7U."
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bottom of table 35,110 it seems likely at this stage of the investigation that the Vorlage of T
read DR justasMT does. Itis possible that the Vorlage read D in one or both places, of
course, but the nature of the Aramaic data does not alow such aclaim to be put forth with
any degree of confidence.111 Thus, these variants cannot be considered significant.

The next two prepositions to be considered are variants 31 and 33, where "N is
rendered twice by JU. Asin English, it is permissible in Hebrew for a person to speak
aither to (9%, D) or with (@) someone, and little, if any, difference exists between the
meanings of the prepositionsin such cases.112 Sperber notesthat T often usesIU to
render both 9% and 5L when they could be trandated “with,” and many of his examples
involve one person speaking with (to) another.113 Variants 31 and 33, then, are not
significant.

Variant 36 involves the rendering of the expression1(*)3* Y2 by '111071P. The
reason for avoiding the expression “in hiseyes’ is often taken to be the trandators
preference for substituting an expression that avoids an anthropomorphism, but some
recent studies suggest that the rendering is smply atrandationa equivaent unrelated to the
avoidance of anthropomorphism.114 |n either case, this variant is not significant.

Though not strictly alexical variant, asimilar concern spawned variant 37, which
readsiT' TUO, “at hisaid,” for MT's10D. In this case, the trandators wanted to avoid
the idea that God was physically with Samuel, an idea further eschewed by the addition of
-1 870770 before 17, so thisvariant is aso nonsignificant.

The last lexical variant to deal with prepositionsis variant 39, with which variants
40 and 41 are associated. T reads that Samuel was faithful 17 T X041 "0AMN91, where
MT reads 117D 87235, Theintent of this rendering seems to be to shift the emphasis of
the verse from the faithfulness of Samuel to the trustworthiness of the word of Y ahweh.
Thistype of shift in meaning isrelated to al those renderings which tend to exalt God

110peviation factor 2.22, only 83.5% of Hebrew adverbs, prepositions, and particles rendered by
the primary rendering.

111Thys, the assertions by S. R. Driver (Notes on the Books of Samuel, 43) and McCarter
(I Samuel, 96) that P and T support the reading 5D in the Hebrew must be questioned, since the evidence
suggests that they could just as easily have read bR, Sperber, Biblein Aramaic, 4b:111, lists the readings
represented by variant 19 as an example of the indiscriminate use of 5% and DY in MT.

112¢ct. BDB, sv. “0Y.”
113gperber, Bible in Aramaic, 4b:105-6.

114gperber, Biblein Aramaic, 4b:37, says that “the Targum avoids using Biblical expressions,
which speak of God asif being possessed of abody just like a human being, with hands and eyes etc.”
However, Michael L. Klein, in astudy of the Pentateuchal targums, demonstrates that the phrases 17D 5
and*JTR2 are often rendered by the preposition T2, even when referring to people; Michael L. Klein,
“The Preposition T2 (‘Before’): A Pseudo-Anti-Anthropomorphism in the Targums,” Journal of
Theological Sudies 30 (1979): 505-7. Levineis certainly right in stating that targumic renderings often
taken as anti-anthropomorphic should be understood in light of Jewish concernsfor reverencein referenceto
God rather than Hellenistic conceptions of deity; Levine, Aramaic Version, 55.
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rather than humans. Therefore, variants 39, 40, and 41 are not significant.

The next lexical variant to be considered isvariant 21, inwhich 1318 inT
corresponds to S in MT. Whereasthe emphasisin MT is on the complete fulfillment of
God’ sword to the house of Eli, the emphasisin T seemsto be that God will completely
destroy his house.115 Despite this different emphasis, however, the result is the same:
Eli’ s dynasty will be abruptly and completely ended, just as God has said. It is doubtful
that any Hebrew word such as 2N stood in theVorlage of T, so this variant is not
significant.

In variants 34 and 35, | "I T stands for 27107 in MT. Though arendering such as
®100 might be more literal, the expression “what he determines’ isroughly equivaent in
meaning in the context, and the translators might have felt that their rendering safeguarded
the sovereignty of God in making decisions more explicitly than did the reading of the
Hebrew text before them.116 Therefore, these variants cannot be considered significant.

A similar concern for preserving God’ s sovereignty might explain variant 38,
where T reads 7’101 (“wasvain®) for 9217 (“helet fall”) in MT. Thethrust of the clause
inboth MT and T isthat al of Samuel’ s prophetic words came to pass. However, to say
that the Lord did not let any of Samuel’ swordsfail could imply that God was at Samuel’s
bidding and was obliged to fulfill whatever he said. T corrects this possible
misunderstanding by saying that none of Samuel’s words was vain. This manner of
stating the issue suggests that Samuel was controlled by God rather than vice versa. The
lexical substitution, then, is not significant.

Thefina lexical variant to be considered isvariant 10. WhereasMT in verse 3
saysthat Samuel was deeping in the temple of the Lord, such an act would violate the
regulations prohibiting anyone who was not a priest from entering the temple.117 In order
to avoid the possibility that Samuel was guilty of breaking the law, T says that Samuel was
dleeping “in the court of the Levites’ outside the temple proper. Thus, this variant is not
significant.

The next several variants deal with the use of an Aramaic word of one classto
render aHebrew word of another class. Variants 1, 13, 25, and 30 all have T using a
preposition where MT has the sign of the definite direct object, IR. The first two in this
list involve the use of the preposition 712 (in variant 13 0°7P [1J) in place of "X where
MY isthedirect object in MT. T often avoids constructions in which God is either the
subject or direct object of averb, and one of the most frequent means of changing the

115¢, the translation of Harrington and Saldarini, Targum Jonathan, 109, of the final phrase of
theverse: “| will consume and destroy.”

116¢f. Levine, Aramaic Version, 52-54.
117|pid., 120. Cf. also bQiddushin 78b.
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structure of the sentence is by inserting or substituting the preposition 070.118 Such a
construction in T in no way implies any different construction in the Vorlage different from
that found in MT, so these two variants are nonsignificant. Variant 25 has the phrase
M W3R 10 18308 U130, inwhich [0 in T stands in the place of R in MT. The
reason for this substitution is Aramaic idiom, because when the ithpeel of U3 means“to
punish,” the recipients of the punishment are often preceded by ]/.119 Thus, variant 25 is
not significant.

Variant 30 is different from the othersin that no apparent reason for rendering TN
by 7 exidts. It istruethat the Aramaic preposition - can act as an indicator of adirect
object, asin Syriac and late Hebrew. However, since the passage is trandation Aramaic
rather than origina Aramaic, the question is whether the rendering implied if MT is
assumed to be the Vorlage of T is consistent with the trand ation technique found elsewhere
inT. A survey of all the occurrences of IR K872 in the former prophetsindicatesthat in
every other instance, T uses(1’ to render IR. Most of the casesin which IR follows
R7P involve one person naming another person or aplace (e.g., Judg 1:17; 13:24), a
double accusative construction. However, in all six casesin whichIR 872 means“to
summon,” T renders5R with”, so this variant should be considered significant.120

In several cases, T usesone verba form while MT has another. The first such case
isvariant 12, where T has U137, “to know,” for U717, “he knew,” of MT. Thereason
for the difference isimmediately apparent from a glance at the context, for T insertsthe
verb )’ 1% before U TN 7, so acomplementary infinitive was required. Thus, the variant
Is not significant.

Invariant 18, T has the verb, i1 U, in place of the participle 102,121 The
verb is preceded, however, by the relative particle T, so the particle plus the verb isthe
trandational equivalent of the participlein MT. Itistruethat al the other participles found
iIn MT in the chapter are rendered by participlesin T, but none of them is part of a construct
chain asthis participlein MT is. T does not show nearly the propensity of P for converting
construct chainsinto chain of words connected by the relative particle, but including a
participle as a substantive in a construct chain seems to have been considered poor style, or
perhaps even unidiomatic, for T also renders the similar construction with D00 in

118M. L. Klein's study of the Aramaic portion of Daniel shows that the use of 017 isasign of
reverence, not an avoidance of anthropomorphism, since the king is addressed in the same way as God.
Similarly, the targums exhibit dozens of casesin which I before a human direct object is rendered by
07P. SeeM. L. Klein, “The Preposition 'TP,” 502-7.

1191 evy, Worterbuch, s.v. “U73.”

120The six locations in which T renders DR &TP “summon” with 1’ KTP are Josh 8:34;
1 Sam 22:11; 2 Sam 13:17; 1 Kings 1:9, 10; 12:20. Josh 21:9 has R &TP in MT, but hasa
different constructionin T.

121\Msf alone has a participle.
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2 Kings 21:12 with arelative particle and verb.122 Thus, this variant does not appear to
be significant.

On two occasions, variants 22 and 23, T has averb where MT has an infinitive
absolute. As has aready been noted in the discussion of Syriac variants 18 and 19 above,
the Aramaic languages lack a distinct infinitive absolute like Hebrew has, and the Aramaic
infinitive does not have the same range of meaning as the Hebrew infinitive absolute.
Sperber lists many examplesin which T renders infinitives absolute with verbs, including
the present verse.123 Since it seemsto have been characteristic of T to use averb to render
an infinitive absolute, variants 22 and 23 are not significant.

Invariant 4, T has the passive participle 'O in place of the adjective 1P in MT.
As noted in the discussion of variant 3, the trandators apparently chose the word to
correspond to i’ D1 later inthe same verse. Just asii? 7l isa passive participle, so also
D3 was made a passive participle. This shift in form does not alter the meaning of the
phrase, since many adjectives are formed from the passive participle.124 Therefore,
variant 4 is not significant.

The last variant that deals with different word classes is variant 8, which uses an
infinitive where MT has an adjective. The problem with MT’ s use of an adjective here has
already been discussed, and it was pointed out that the same consonants found in MT could
be pointed as an infinitive. Since significant variants are only those that presume a different
consonantal text, this variant cannot be considered significant.

The only variant dealing with the inflection of the verb isvariant 24, where T hasa
perfect corresponding to a perfect with waw consecutivein MT. Though one would expect
T to use an imperfect to render a perfect with waw consecutive, and though the other two
instances of this construction in the chapter are so rendered, three examples are not enough
to get an idea of the trandators' tendencies. However, the low deviation factor in table 38
suggests a tendency to render inflection consistently, and the possibility that the Vorlage
might have been different from MT is supported by the fact that both LXX and V also use
past tensesin the same place. Therefore, this variant should be considered significant.

On two occasions, reflected by variants 14 and 16, T uses the passive ithpeel stem
where MT has the active gal stem. In both cases, the subject of theverb in MT is77,
and T dtersthe construction in order to avoid having God the immediate subject of an
action that might be perceived as bringing him into direct contact with humans. Thus,
concern for reverence of God dictated the shift in verb stem, so the variants are not
significant.

12250 also Jer 19:3. Cf. 2 Kings 25:19, where T renders a participial %7 in aconstruct chain
with T plus averb.

123gperber, Biblein Aramaic, 4b:91.
124¢t. Dalman, Grammatik, 57.



139

The next four variants all deal with the use of aplura nounin T where asingular
noun appearsin MT. Variant 7 reflects the gere reading of Hebrew msL, as discussed
above (p. 94), but since the variation between kethib and gere is merely orthographic, the
variant is not significant. Variant 28, with which variant 27, a change in verbal number,
must be considered, and variant 26 both employ plural forms of the noun 1171, “sin.”
Sperber notesthat T frequently renders singular words for sin by plurals,125 so the plural
in variants 26 and 28 probably does not suggest a different Vorlage. Variant 27 thenisa
modification to the verbal number in order to accommodate the plural noun that isthe
subject of the verb. Thus, none of these variantsis significant. Finally, variant 29 is
concerned with the rendering of the singular noun 11313 by the plural noun]7J-170.
Table 44 indicates that the trand ators were generally concerned with a precise rendering of
nomina number, but the previous severa variants indicate that they could vary the number
in certain circumstances. The trandators might have been influenced by their rendering of
the previousM2aT2 by |1 [MO3I, which containsaplural. The only other
occurrence of the phrase M3132 that is translated in Targum Jonathan isin 1sa 43:23,
whereit isalso rendered by aplural, | "J1711P-1. Itislikely, then, that the trandlators felt
that a plural rendering was more appropriate in the present case, even if the Vorlage was
singular, so variant 29 is probably not significant.126

The last variant to be considered under the rubric of consistency isvariant 17,
where adefinite XJ1M5 in T corresponds to an indefinite 127 in MT. Table 47 indicates
that the trand ators were inclined to be fairly precisein rendering the definiteness of their
Vorlage, and a closer examination of the exceptional casesindicates that in al the other
cases which deviate from M T, adifferent construction in T explains the deviation. The
renderings of verse 17 would seem to indicate the trandlators' care in rendering
definiteness: in thisverse 127 isrendered J A5, but 12777 isrendered (411115 twice.
However, this fagade of precision does not continue throughout the book, at least as far as
the word 1115 is concerned. Of the nine other renderings of 1127, absolute and without
the article, in the book, T hasJ 15 five times and (31015 four times. Thus, the
trand ators were inconsistent in their rendering of the definiteness of 127, so variant 17 is
not significant.

Only three of the variants related to consistency are significant, so few changes are
necessary in the statistical tables on the basis of the discovery of significant variants. Like
Syriac, since Aramaic is a Semitic language, no other factors necessitate modifying the
tables further. Certain stylistic and theological tendencies have aready been noted that
affect the literalness of the trandation, and it is often difficult in T to separate stylistic from

125gperber, Bible in Aramaic, 4b:96-97.

126ould the tendency to render words for sin as plural's also affect words like]"J17P and
"W, which are means of removing sin?
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theological tendencies. Since these tendencies have not been investigated in any consistent
manner, their effect on the trandation technique will be left until the next chapter. The
following changes to the summaries at the bottom of the tables should be noted.

Table Changes

35 Aramadvs. 21 1.75 Aram advs/Heb adv
total Heb (>1x): 84 84.5% of Heb words by primary rendering
deviation factor: 2.02

38 deviation factor: 0.27

deviation factor (without verbals): 0.26
These changes to the statistical tables are minor in nature, and they in no way
change the general perception of the literalness of the trandation.

Variantsin the Representation of Hebrew Lexemes by Aramaic Lexemes (Segmentation)

The tendency of the Aramaic trandators to render each component of compound
Hebrew words is much higher than that found in the either LXX or P, 96.0% as compared
with 62.8% and 76.6%. This higher number suggests that the trandators felt it important
to render compound words as precisely as possible, and deviations from this pattern
deserve scrutiny. However, both cases of deviation in T have aready been discussed
under the category of consistency (variants 36 and 41), and neither was found to be
significant.

Variantsin Word Order

T is absolutely consistent in following the word order reflected by MT in chapter 3.

Variantsin Quantitative Representation

As dready noted above, the 90.9% agreement between T and MT in quantitative
representation is substantially greater than the initial figures of the other versions so far
reviewed, reflecting only about half as many deviationsfrom MT asLXX and P have. A
separate tabulation of the positive and negative numbersin the list revealsthat T’ s longer
text amounts to thirty-six extra semantic units, while MT has only three extra semantic
units. Most of the excesstext in T can be accounted for in two ways. First, the
trandators frequent use of the relative particle accounts for an extraten unitsin T.

Second, T’ stheological concern for preserving reverence for God accounts for most of the
other excesstext. It should be noted that the overlap between chapters 3 and 4 of this study
iIsmost clear in T, for no analysis of the style of T is possible without a consideration of the
trandators theological concerns. Wheresas the theological concerns of the trandators of the
other versions are generally subtle, and even obscure at times, many of the concernsof T's
trandators are manifest. Since so many quantitative variantsin particular revolve around an
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understanding of T’ stheologica concerns, those that seem unambiguously expressed in the
text and which have been documented in the works of Churgin, Sperber, Levine, and
otherswill be dealt with in the present chapter.

Thefirst variants to be addressed are those in which T adds the relative particle
alone, namely, variants 44, 48, 50, 54, 57, 62, 64, 66, and 71. In every case, therelative
renders part of a construct constructionin MT (or what presumably would be a construct
construction if the structure of MT were the same asthat of T). Since the Hebrew used
when Samuel was written did not yet have the particle '7(17 of later Hebrew, it is clear that
no difference in Vorlage can be assumed; the use of T issimply atypica Aramaic
equivalent for aHebrew construct. Thus, none of these variantsis significant.

The next severa variants are those in which the longer text of T can probably be
explained by reference to the theological concerns of the trandators, and since the
theological concern is so evident, they may be dealt with rather cursorily. Variants 47 and
49 may be considered together, since they arerelated. The trandators had a problem with
Samuel, who was not a priest, sleeping in the temple of the Lord. They solved the problem
by having him sleep in the court of the Levites (see above, variant 10), but they preserved
MT’ sreference to the temple by anticipating the call of Y ahweh in the following verse.127
The additional (7120 1171 of variant 47 in turn anticipates the reference to the temple
later in verse 3, and it also clarifies exactly which lamp is being discussed, so these
variants are not significant. The addition of TP tol1' 1 in variant 61 is atypical
rendering of T, and it refers back to variant 47 aswell, so it is not significant, either.

Variants 51 and 52 are an attempt to avoid saying that Samuel had adirect
knowledge of God. Instead of saying that he did not yet know God, T says that he had not
yet learned to know instruction about God. The targumic use of [ 1) |7J has already been
mentioned above (variant 13, pp. 136-37); it is frequently used before 1’ in T.

Variant 55 also contains) 1) ]2 and so may be included along with variants 51 and 52 as
nonsignificant variants.

Invariants 53 and 63, T inserts the word &XI'X171], “prophecy,” after areference to
something revealed to Samuel (aword inv. 7 and avisioninv. 15). The tranglators seem
to have been concerned again to emphasize that what Samuel heard and saw was not God
himself; rather, Samuel received revelation through a prophetic audition or vision. These
variants, then, are not significant. These additions may be compared with T’ s rendering of
X2 inverse 20 as ¥4 117, preceded by "11AM971 (variant 70). Here, too, the
trandators are apparently emphasizing the prophetic medium through which Samuel
received hisrevelations, so variant 70 is also nonsignificant.

Variants 65 and 67 are attempts to preserve the holiness of God by distancing him
from human beings, in this case Samuel. The rendering of 112 by 1" TUD has aready

127¢f. Levine, Aramaic Version, 120.
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been discussed (see above, p. 135), and the addition of ({1717 before 1" isfrequent in
T.128 Thus, these variants should not be considered significant.

The next three variants to be considered are probably not theol ogically motivated
but rather smple trandational equivalents. Variants 58 and 59 both add the word ()" 4
beforel1’ 1, referring to the “house” of Eli. The reason for adding the word is not clear,
though perhaps the trand ators wanted to stress that judgment was coming upon the family
rather than the buildings (cf. also 2:32 T). On the other hand, the addition may just be an
Aramaic equivalent without special significance (cf. 3:14, "0 mD Y7101T). Either way,
the variants are not significant.

Variant 60 concerns the addition of |12, “(holy) offerings,” after 03],
another word for “offerings.” Thetrandators of T used avariety of word to render the
Hebrew M27: the cognate 117 T (1 Sam 1:21; 2:19), the word KI103J (1 Sam 2:13),
and the compound | "1 11037 (1 Sam 16:5; Josh 22:26, 28, 29). The variationin T,
and particularly the frequent use of the compound |*J'TP D3], show that this variant is
not significant.

The remaining variants all have a somewhat more forceful claim to represent a
Vorlage different from that found in MT. Variant 45 has an additional 2inT preceding an
infinitive. The two other Hebrew infinitivesin the chapter that stand aone and that are
rendered by T asinfinitives (3:6, 8) also lack a 2in T, but T renders T2 in 3:15 with
311 23, which has both prepositions/J and p, preceding the infinitive. Aninvestigation
of other infinitivesin 1 Samuel reveals that, though the trandators usually omit 7 before
an infinitive when M T does, they occasionally add it (cf. 1 Sam 17:28), especialy after
some form of ' 1) (Dt 2:25, 31; Josh 3:7), asin the present verse. This data suggests
that the variant is probably not significant, but that the translators probably understood their
Vorlage as an infinitive rather than an adjective.

Invariant 46, T has an extra conjunction 1 as compared with MT. Table 36 shows
that MT and T share fifty-eight occurrences of 7, and the list of add-oms indicatesthat T
never failsto render a conjunction found in MT. Moreover, variant 46 isthe only instance
in which a conjunction was added. These statistics indicate that the trandators were
concerned to render conjunctions as accurately as possible (except when added as part of a
theological expansion, asin variant 49). Supporting evidence comes from the versions
and from ten Masoretic msslisted by Kennicott, one of which (187) Goshen-Gottstein
considers important. The evidence suggests, then, that the Vorlage of T contained a
conjunction, so the variant is significant.

Variant 56 isthefirst variant to be considered in which MT hasthe longer text; it
has the particle TWR, and T has nothing corresponding. Table 35 indicates that the
trandators rendered the other five occurrences of R in the chapter with T, and a perusal

128)pid., 59-60.
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of other occurrences of TN in the book shows that T was indeed the normal rendering.
No obvious graphic smilaritiesin either Hebrew or Aramaic suggest themselves as reasons
for accidental omission, though the haplography of asingle word or |etter is certainly
plausible in either language. The failure of many mss of LXX to render the word,
however, suggests the likelihood of Hebrew mss that omitted the particle. Thus,
variant 56 is probably significant.

The last two variants to be considered, numbers 68 and 69, must be treated
together. MT saysTTEIR 177127 500 5917 857, and T reads 730 702 8
1T T35, Both versions of this clause carry the same basic meaning, that none of
Samuel’swords failed. However, whereas M T uses the colloquialism “fell to the ground,”
T substitutes “was vain” for “fell” to make the meaning more obvious. Asaresult, the
trandators were also forced to substitute “one”’ for “to the ground,” in order to have the
resulting clause make sense. This explanation of the data seems the most satisfactory one,
despite the fact that a presumed TR bears some graphic similarity to TXTR.129 Thus, the
variants are probably not significant.

A review of the quantitative variantsin T revealsthat only two of the thirty-nine
deviations are significant, raising the percentage of agreement between MT and T to
91.3%. Thus, in spite of the trandators’ theological concerns, they still produced a
trandation that is more literal than P, though it islessliterd is this area than the adjusted
figuresfor LXX. However, when the theological modifications and the use of the relative
to render the construct are dropped from consideration, T become extremely literal in
guantitative representation, on the order of 98.4% agreement between T and MT, afigure
amost identical to the 98.3% agreement in quantitative representation between LXX and
MT. These figures suggest that the trandators of T were generally concerned with a
precise rendering of their Vorlage, but this desire for consistency could be overridden if
some theological or haggadic clarification of the text were necessary. For the textual critic,
the data suggests that all those variants that do not result from some known theological
tendency of the targumists deserve careful scrutiny.

Vulgate

Limitations of Latin for Rendering Hebrew

Latin, like Greek, is an Indo-European language, so it naturally differs from
Hebrew in several ways in regard to vocabulary, grammar, and idiom. A highly inflected
language, Latin has six cases (nominative, genitive, dative, accusative, ablative, and

129¢f. the comment by Churgin: “The general underlying principle in the exegesis of T. Jonathan
consistsin an attempt to render intelligible to the fullest possible degreethat which is obscure,” [italics
mine]; Pinkhos Churgin, Targum Jonathan to the Prophets, Y ale Oriental Series, vol. 14 (New Haven:
Y ale University Press, 1907), 78.
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vocative), three genders (masculine, feminine, and neuter), and two numbers (singular and
plural).130 Word order, so important in Hebrew, is extremely flexiblein Latin, since the
case endings on the nouns allow them to placed in many different places within the
sentence without atering the meaning. Thus, a close correspondence in word order
between Hebrew and Latin would indicate a certain measure of commitment to literalness.
Because Hebrew and Latin share almost no common roots, little similarity should be
expected in regard to vocabulary. Similarly, it isunlikely that the correlation between the
gender of nounsin Hebrew and Latin, unlessthey reflect true gender, will be any greater
than might be expected from random similarity.

One significant difference between Latin and Hebrew isthe lack of aLatin article.
Definitenessin Latin common nounsis usually implied from the context rather than
explicitly indicated, though the Latin trand ators could use demonstrative adjectives to
emphasize definiteness, if they so chose.131 However, at the stage of development of the
Latin language represented by the Vulgate, extensive use of demonstratives to indicate
definiteness is not a common feature, so the absence of a demonstrative to reflect a Hebrew
article, for example, should not be seen as a deviation from literalness,

A number of differences between Hebrew and Latin also appear in the respective
verbal systems. Asnoted earlier, Hebrew verbs can be classified by stem, inflection,
person, gender, and number. Latin verbs can be classified by tense, voice, mood, person,
and number. Asisthe case with Greek, Latin person and number will generaly reflect
Hebrew person and number, and since gender is not represented in the Latin verb, one
common form must be used for both masculine and feminine in Hebrew.

Hebrew inflection is represented, to alarge extent, by a combination of Latin tense
and mood. Though the ssmple Hebrew perfect does not always represent past time, it is
generally rendered in Latin by one of the past tenses (perfect, imperfect, or pluperfect) in
the indicative mood. The simple Hebrew imperfect is usually rendered in Latin by a
present or future tense (present, future, or future perfect) in the indicative. A tense other
than one of the usual ones was often employed by the trandatorsif they felt that the
subjunctive mood was more appropriate. Furthermore, the use of the waw consecutive
with the Hebrew perfect or imperfect usually reversed the above characterization. Hebrew
Imperatives were rendered consistently with Latin present imperatives.

The division of Hebrew stems into three groups—basic, intensive, and causative—
has been discussed above. Latin does not reflect these distinctions, but it does differentiate

130The Proto-Indo-European dual, reflected in classical Greek, disappeared from the Italic family of
languages, including Latin, in prehistoric times; Carl Darling Buck, Comparative Grammar of Greek and
Latin (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1933), 170-71.

131)n fact, the article that is present today in the Romance languages is descended from the Latin
demonstrative pronounille; Frederic M. Wheelock, Latin: An Introductory Course Based on Ancient
Authors, 3d ed. (New Y ork: Harper & Row, Barnes & Noble, 1963), 44.
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between active and passive voice. Thus, active stems (gal, piel, hiphil) are generally
represented by aLatin verb in the active voice, and passive stems (niphal, pual, hophal), by
alatinverb in the passive voice. Sincethereisno Latin reflexive voice, nor isthere a
middle voice asin Greek, the reflexive stems (niphal, hithpael) have no natural parallel in
Latin.132 |t might be expected, then, that these stems would not be rendered as
consistently as the others.

Latin, like Hebrew, has other verbal forms that cannot be classified as finite verbs.
The uses of the Latin infinitive correspond fairly closely to those of the Hebrew infinitive,
so afairly high degree of correlation was possible in trandation. One common difference,
however, isthe failure of the Latin trandators to render the Hebrew preposition 5 before
infinitives. Some correspondence of use aso exists between Hebrew and Latin participles,
although the use of aLatin participle as afinite verb was not common. Finally, Latin has
two other verbal forms that have no equivalent in Hebrew, the verba nouns called the
gerund and the supine. Sincetheir usein Latin corresponds most closely to Hebrew
participles and infinitives, they, too, may be be considered litera renderings of these
Hebrew verbals.133

Partial Trandation Technique

Add-Oms

Like Greek, Latin does not need to render the Hebrew sign of the definite direct
object N or various Hebrew prepositionsin order to clarify the meaning of a passage. Of
course, it would have been easy for Jerome to use equivalent Latin prepositions, but he did
not always choose to do so. Inthelight of an examination of the primary renderings of the
Hebrew prepositions and sign of the definite direct object, the omission of 5, D&, 2, or
DR will not be considered add-oms. See Appendix 2 for alist of add-omsin V.

Consistency
Ref  Variation Vulgate Masoretic Text
1 31 autem lexeme
2 ministrabat verb participle
3 manifesta adjective participle
4 32 ego lexeme
5 lacebat verb participle

132The Latin deponent passive, though related to the medio-passive voice in Proto-Indo-European,
from which the Greek middle voice devel oped, came to be considered a passive form with active meaning by
Latin speakers; Buck, Comparative Grammar, 237.

133Harry E. Wedeck, Third Year Latin, 2d ed., The Heath Latin Series, ed. Wilbert Lester Carr
(Boston: D. C. Heath & Co., 1938), 311.
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16
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25
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30
31
32
33
34
35
36
37
38
39
40
41
42

33

34
3:6

37

38

39
3:10
3:11

3:12

3:13

3:16

3:17

3:18

oculi
caligaverant
nec

autem
dormiebat
respondens
consurgens
respondit
neque
vocavit
consurgens
vocaret
audit

audit

facio
quicumgue
audierit
adversum
super
Incipiam
conplebo
praedixi

iudicaturus essem
in

propter

agere

respondens
praesto
sum

interrogawvit
verbis

respondit
est
oculis
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plura
verb
conjunction
lexeme
verb
participle
participle
lexeme
lexeme
verb
participle
verb
verb
verb
verb
lexeme
verb
lexeme
lexeme
verb
verb
lexeme
perfect
periphrasis
lexeme
lexeme
lexeme
infinitive
participle
lexeme
lexeme
verb
lexeme
plura
passive
lexeme
verb
plura

singular
verb phrase
negative particle

participle
verb
verb

infinitive
verb

participle
participle
participle
participle

participle

infinitive

infinitive

perfect w/c
participle

participle

verb

pronoun

singular
piel

pronoun
singular
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44 3:19  cecedit active hiphil

45 3:20 fidelis adjective participle
46 3:21 appareret verb infinitive
47 iuxta lexeme

Table 51.—Verbs, Nouns, and Adjectives: Lexemes
Heb words (>1x): 29 Lat words. 45 1.55 L at words/Heb word
deviation factor: 2.13
total Heb (>1x): 134 primary Lat: 108  80.6% of Heb words by primary rendering

Heb roots (>1x): 27 Lat roots. 43 1.59 Lat roots/Heb root
Table 52.—Adverbs, Prepositions, and Particles: Lexemes
Heb advs (>1x): 12 Lat advs. 30 2.50 Lat advs/Heb adv

total Heb (>1x): 82  primary Lat: 55 67.1% of Heb advs by primary rendering
deviation factor: 5.41

Table 53.—Conjunctions: Lexemes
Heb conjs (>1x): 2  Lat conjs. 12 6.00 Lat conjs/Heb conj
total Heb (>1x): 55  primary Lat: 37 67.3% of Heb conjs by primary rendering
deviation factor: 30.98

Table 54.—Word Classes

percentage of verbs/verbals represented by verbs/verbals: 95/97 = 97.9%
percentage of verbs represented by verbs: 74176 = 97.4%
percentage of participles represented by participles: 012 = 0.0%
percentage of infinitives represented by infinitives: 37 = 42.9%

percentage of nouns/adjs represented by nouns/ad;s: 57/68 = 83.8%

percentage of pronouns represented by pronouns: 36/40 = 90.0%

Table 55.—Verbs: Hebrew Inflection, Latin Tense and Mood
deviation factor (discrete tense/mood combinations): 6.15
deviation factor (grouped): 1.53
deviation factor (grouped, without verbals): 0.25

Table 56.—Verbs. Hebrew Stem, Latin Voice
deviation factor: 0.63

Table 57.—Verbs. Person
deviation factor: 0.00

Table 58.—Verbs: Number
deviation factor: 0.02

Table 59.—Nouns and Adjectives. Gender
deviation factor: 31.64

Table 60.—Nouns and Adjectives: Number
deviation factor: 2.95



Table 61.—Nouns and Adjectives: Use vs. Case

deviation factor: 13.58 (discrete use/case combinations)
deviation factor: 1.02 (grouped)
Table 62.—Pronouns: Gender

deviation factor: 0.22

Table 63.—Pronouns; Number

deviation factor: 0.00

Table 64.—Pronouns. Use vs. Case
deviation factor: 9.91 (discrete)
deviation factor: 3.44 (grouped)

Representation of Hebrew Lexemes by Latin Lexemes (Segmentation)

Ref
48 3.1
49 3.2
50 35
51 3:6
52 3.7
53 3:8
54
55
56 3:9
57 3:10
58 3:13
59
60 3:14
61
62
63 3:15
64 3:.17
65
66
67 3:18
68 3:20
69

Heb compounds: 49 Lat equivalents. 27

Hebrew Compound

195
DIR15

T O
vl ol
15

)

Db

Mara
ninhlamh
mibiia

hlala)

Latin Rendering
coram
videre

me

me

el

tertio

me

puerum

te

Sicut vocaverat secundo
el

€os

domui
victimis

et muneribus
indicare

me

tibi

tibi

el

propheta
Domini

55.1% of Heb compounds rendered exactly
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Word Order
Ref  Number of Variations Latin Variant

70 3:17 1 orotene
Heb semantic units: 372  variations: 1 Heb word order followed 99.7% of the time
Quantitative Representation

Ref  Number of Variations Variant

71 3.2 +1 factum

72 -1 2

73 -1 1511

74 3.3 -1 11°

75 -1 R

76 +1 erat

77 34 -1 2

78 +2 qui respondens

79 35 -1 A3

80 +1 qui

81 3.6 -1 A3

82 -1 -15°

83 +1 qui

84 +1 te

85 +1 et3

86 3.7 +1 fuerat

87 3.8 +1 et2°

88 +1 adhuc

89 -1 2

90 +1 qui

91 -1 A3

92 3:9 -1 "5y

93 +1 et3

9 -1 A

95 +1 deinceps

96 -1 A3

97 3:11 -1 1-1°

98 3:12 +1 sum

99 3:13 -1 IR

100 +1 essem

101 +1 quod



102
103
104
105
106
107
108
109
110
111
112
113
114
115
116
117
118
119
120
121
122
123
124

3:14

3:15
3:16

3:17

3:18

3:20

321
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"5 0
indigne
o
A71°
quod
eius
"5y
usgue
P
3
qui respondens
eum
estl1°
est 2°
te2°
sunt
ille
quod
est 2°
N2
esset
fuerat

5%

Heb semantic units: 424 Lat deviations: 57 86.6% agreement

Elimination of Variants

Thetextua history of aversion isimportant to consider when evaluating the
variants exhibited by that version. This statement particularly appliesto an evaluation of V,
for, as noted above, Jerome made use of both it and LXX, aswell aslater Greek versions,
when producing histrandation. In hisintroduction to the Latin Bible, Friedrich Stummer
says that Jerome' s agreements with LXX or the later Greek versions should generally be
excluded from consideration, unless further evidence for adeviating Hebrew text exists.134
Nevertheless, it must also be remembered that he was trandating from a Hebrew ms, the

134friedrich Stummer, Einfilhrung in die lateinische Bibel, 123. He says, in part,

Wo Hieronymus mit der Septuaginta oder den spateren Ubersetzern gegen unseren heutigen

Masoratext Ubereinstimmt, scheidet er m. E. Uberhaupt aus. Denn das beweist héchstens, dal? die

Septuaginta seiner Zeit oder einer der Spéteren so und so las, nicht aber ohne weiteres, dal? auch der
hebréische Text, der ihm vorlag, von dem unseren verschieden war.
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character of whichis problematical.135> Stummer does not explain what further evidence he
might accept as supporting areading different from MT in the Vorlage of Jerome, but he
seems to imply that support from the other versions would constitute such evidence.

Surely another type of supporting evidence, however, would be Jerome' s failure to render
simple Hebrew vocabulary and sentence structures in away consistent with his trandation
technique. It isundoubtedly true that Jerome frequently resorted to LXX or the other
Greek versions (especially Symmachus)136 when he faced a Hebrew passage that was
difficult to understand. However, his knowledge of Hebrew was surely good enough to
enable him to trandate “easy” Hebrew without recourse to the Greek. Therefore, variants
inV that would otherwise be considered significant will be compared with the extant Greek
versions and the OL to seeif any influence from these versionsis present. A readinginV
that agrees with one of these other versions will not be considered significant if the Hebrew
at that point in the text is difficult, either lexically or grammatically. However, if the
Hebrew would probably not have been the sort that Jerome would have found difficult to
trandate, the variant will be considered significant, even if it is supported by other

versions. Itisclear that determining what Jerome would and would not have been able to
trandate without recourse to the versions is subjective, but it seems best to proceed in this
fashion in order to avoid the extremes of including too much or too little.

Jerome himself states that his approach to trandation isto render “with complete
fidelity what stands in the Hebrew,” but not necessarily to create aword for word
tranglation, for “if we follow the syllables, we lose the understanding.”137 Jerome’s skill
and originality as atrandator are most notable in the historical books, including Samuel,
where he follows the Hebrew more closely than in the prophetic books.138 A more precise
initial estimate of his trandation technique may be gleaned from an analysis of the tables.

Thefirst fact to be noticed is the decided propensity for variety in lexical choice
indicated by the first three tables.139 The use of Latin verbsto render Hebrew verbs
(table 54) is comparable to that in other versions, but V' s rendering of verbals by the same
class of verbasis even lower than that of L XX, and none of the participlesis rendered by a

135pgigt, Text of OT, 209.

136«\Where the Vulgate exhibits a rendering which deviates alike from the Hebrew text and from
the LXX, the clue to its origin will generally be found in one of the other Greek translations, especially in
that of Symmachus’; S. R. Driver, Notes on the Books of Samuel, liv; cf. also Ixxxi-Ixxxii.

137 Jerome, Epistle to Sunnia and Fretela, cited in Robert H. Pfeiffer, Introduction to the Old
Testament (New Y ork: Harper & Bros., 1948), 124.

138pteiffer, Introduction, 124. Cf. also Jerome’s comment in his prologue to the books of
Samuel and Kings, cited in VS: “Et cum intellexeris quod antea nesciebas, vel interpretem me aestimato, si
gratus es, vel mapodpaoTtny, Siingratus, quamguam mihi omnino conscius hon sim mutasse me quippiam
de hebraica veritate”; Biblia Sacra Suttgartensia, 1:365.

139 A comparison of Vs deviation factors of 2.13, 5.41, and 34.65(!) with those of the other
versions highlights this tendency.
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participle. The percentage of nouns, adjectives, and pronouns rendered by words of the
same classis also substantially lower in'V than in the other versions. This variety exhibited
in both vocabulary and rendering of word class does not appear to the same extentinV's
rendering of grammatical categories. In fact, the deviation factors for the grammatical
tables (tables 55 through 64) are quite similar to those of LXX, the other version in an
Indo-European language, and are often lower. The rendering of the person of verbs and
the number of pronouns is absolutely consistent. V isvery consistent in its renderings of
the inflection of verbs (when grouped, without verbals), verb stem, the number of verbs,
and the gender of pronouns. It isfairly consistent in rendering verbal inflection (grouped,
including verbals) and number of nouns and adjectives. V isfairly inconsistent in
rendering the use of pronouns. Finaly, it isvery inconsistent in rendering the use and the
gender of nouns and adjectives, as would be expected from the differences between Latin
and Hebrew. Asin LXX, the Hebrew use most inconsistently rendered among nouns,
adjectives, and pronounsis the object of the preposition.

In categories other than consistency, the representation of al the e ements of
compound words islower in'V than in any other version, though it isfairly close to LXX
isthisregard. V agreeswith the other versionsin closely following the Hebrew word
order, but in the category of quantitative representation, V has more variations from MT
than any other version, though its percentage of agreement is not significantly lower than
theinitial figures of LXX and P. In summary, V isclosest to its Indo-European dly in
many areas, but its variety of lexical choiceis higher than that of any of the other versions.

Variants Related to Consistency

Eighteen of the forty-seven variants related to consistency are lexical variants, and
the variety of renderingsin tables 51, 52, and 53 suggests that few, if any, of them are
significant. Theleast consistency in clearly present in the rendering of conjunctions, and
variants 1, 4, 8, and 9 deal with the rendering of conjunctions. In light of the
inconsistency reflected in the rendering of conjunctions, none of these variants should be
considered significant.

Variants 23, 24, 30, 31, and 47 are all lexical variants that deal with prepositions.
Table 52 shows that V isless consistent in rendering adverbs, prepositions, and particles
than might be expected in aversion characterized asliteral. It has atendency to use severd
different words to render the same Hebrew word, even though it often prefers one reading
(cf. the renderings of 5 and 1317). The number of variations from a single main rendering
suggests that Jerome was more concerned to produce a smooth Latin trandation of these
words than to render each Hebrew preposition with asingle Latin preposition. In variants
23 and 24, V reads adversumand super, respectively, and MT reads X in both places. It
IS possible that Jerome based his renderings on LXX, which readsem and e1s in these



153

two places, but the Hebrew is far from difficult, so he would have had no compelling
reason to consult another version. On the other hand, he may have felt that adversumand
super better conveyed the meaning of the prepositionsin the context. Furthermore, the
semantic range of o8 overlaps that of D in the books of Samuel, Kings, Jeremiah, and
Ezekiel more than in other books.140 Thus, Jerome’ s rendering has at least as much
probability of being based on inner-Latin considerations as on differencesin the Vorlage,
so these variants should probably not be considered significant.

The other lexical variants that concern prepositions may be dealt with similarly.
Variant 30 reads in agternum for 2910 Y in MT. Though D isusually rendered by
usque in the chapter, in aeternum, “forever,” is an idiomatic rendering of the prepositional
phrase. Invariant 31, propter iniquitatem stands for J7192. In or simply a case ending
are the usual wayswhich V renders 2, but 2 can sometimes have a causative force, asin
the present case, and propter is an appropriate rendering in such acase. Variant 47 has
iuxta verbumfor 7272 in MT. It ispossible that Jerome read 72772 in hisVorlage;, on
the other hand, iuxtamight ssimply be another example of contextual rendering, much like
propter in the previous variant. Lacking further evidence of V'’ s pattern of rendering the
prepositions2 and 3, the freedom with which prepositions are rendered in general
prohibits concluding that the Vorlage was different from MT. Thus, none of these variants
should be considered significant.

In variant 14, the particle neque, “and not,” is used to render O7D; elsewhere,
07D isrendered by necdum and antequam, both of which modify the negative idea by
limiting its scope: “not yet, before.” Itisunlikely, however, that neque here suggests a
pure Hebrew negative (R '7), and the fact that it follows necdumin the same verse suggests
that the meaning attached to the enclitic dum carries over to nequeas well. Variant 14,
then, is not significant.

Most of the other Iexical variants may be dealt with more briefly. Variants 13, 41,
and 38 render 1R with respondit (in the first two cases) or interrogawvit (in the last case).
Though these are not the usual renderings aio or dico, they do adequately and accurately
render the wordsin M T, and table 51 does suggest a tendency toward freedom in choice of
vocabulary. Quicumque (variant 21), though not aform of omnis or universus, is a good
contextual rendering of 53. Praedixi for 0172 (variant 27) and praesto sum (variants 35
and 36) for *2]17 are also acceptable contextual renderings, though in each case they avoid
the more common trandation equivalents. None of these variantsis significant.

Thefina lexical variant isagerein variant 32. Unlike the other variants considered
to this point, the MT of verse 13 is not straightforward, afact evidenced by the variety of
renderings among the versions. Jerome’s Vorlage seems to have been the same as MT, for
he paraphrases the difficult 1732 B9 07551 72 D7 WK of MT (he shows no

140BpB, sv. “H%,” note 2.
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knowledge of the tigqun sopherim) by eo quod noverat indigne agere filios suos, “ because
he knew that his sons were acting shamefully.” Thisrendering, though not strictly literal,
certainly captures the import of the clause. Thus, variant 32 is not significant.

The next several variants deal with wordsin one class rendered by wordsin
another. The most common example of this inter-class rendering iswhen V uses
something other than a participle to render aparticiplein MT, asin variants 2, 3, 5, 10, 17,
18, 19, 20, 22, 29, 33, and 45. Since table 54 indicates that Hebrew participles are
regularly rendered by something other than participles in the chapter, none of these variants
Is significant.

Another common shift in word classinvolves the rendering of an infinitivein MT
by averbinV (variants 15, 25, 26, and 46). Another ook at table 54 reveals that less
than half of theinfinitivesin MT are rendered by infinitivesin V, so it seemsthat Jerome
was not overly concerned with trandlating Hebrew infinitives with Latin infinitives.
Variants 25 and 26 are specia cases, since they render infinitives absolutein MT. The
Hebrew construction would not have lent itself to idiomatic Latin renderings with an
infinitive, so these variants cannot be considered significant. The other two variants both
appear as part of the rendering of a phrase associated with )07, “and he repeated.” As
mentioned above in the discussion of LXX variant 13, 5101 can be followed either by an
infinitive or by waw and another verb. It is possible, then, that variants 15 and 46 reflect a
variant Hebrew text that did not have an infinitive. Variant 46, however, has ut appareret
instead of an infinitive, and since this expression isacommon equivalent in V, it is not
significant.141 Variant 15 reads et adiecit Dominus et vocavit, whereas M T has an
infinitive for the second verb. LXX here follows MT, though in 3:6 it reads ko
mpooefe To kuptos kat ekoAecev. Itispossiblethat V here reflects a Hebrew text
divergent from MT and al the other versions, but the second et may a so be an inner-Latin
corruption of ut. In light of thislatter possibility, and pending a more thorough
examination of V’s rendering of such constructionsin awider context, the evidence of
chapter 3 does not support considering variant 15 significant.

Invariants 11, 12, 16, and 34, V has a participle corresponding to averb in MT.
Variants 12 and 16 are renderings of 7 5™ B>, and in both cases the participle
consurgens transforms an independent clause in Hebrew into a dependent clause in Latin.
Variants 11 and 34 render 213%™ with qui respondens  Though not the exclusive
rendering, this sort of transformation from compound to complex sentence iscommon in
V.142 These variants, then, are not significant.

141w, E. Plater and H. J. White, A Grammar of the Vulgate (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1926),
23-24.

142)hjid., 117: “The Double[i.e., compound]Sentence, connected by vav, and constantly found in
the Hebrew of the Old Testament, is as arule skilfully woven into a Complex Sentence of the well-known
classical type.” Cf.asop. 127: “In the Vulgate, and especialy in the Old Test., qui is constantly used as



155

In two cases, variants 37 and 42, V uses averb where MT has a pronoun. In each
case, the Hebrew text of MT has anominal clause which V renders by including the proper
form of the copulasum. Nominal sentences were certainly possiblein Latin, but the use of
the copulawas increasing in later Latin.143 Thus, these variants are not significant.

Closdly related to the variationsin word classis variant 7, where V usesaverb
caligaverant where MT has averb phrase 072 1 5. Though table 54 indicates a
concern for rendering verbs more exactly than either participles or infinitives, the reason for
the paraphrastic rendering hereis obvious. V usesasingle Latin word to convey the
meaning found in an idiomatic Hebrew expression whose literal trandation would not have
been readily understood by Jerome’ s non-Semitic audience. Thus, variant 7 is not
significant.

The differencesin the verbal systems of Latin and Hebrew make correlation more
difficult than between Hebrew and the other Semitic languages, but V does show more
consistency in rendering the grammatical categories of verbs than in rendering either
lexemes or certain aspects of word class. Variant 28 has a Latin perfect corresponding to a
Hebrew perfect with waw consecutive. Thus, V has God refer to a message he had
proclaimed previoudy (note also the prae prefix), probably in 2:27-36. The third deviation
factor listed for table 55 indicates a high degree of consistency in the rendering of Hebrew
verbs, so this variant, supported also by LXX and T, should be considered significant.

Two variants deal with the rendering of the Hebrew stem in V: variants 40 and 44.
In variant 40, V has the passive dicta sunt where MT hasthe pidl (active). Asnoted inthe
discussion of LXX variant 45, the lack of an explicit subject in the verse might have led
Jerometo read the verb in his Hebrew text as a pual rather than apiel. Although he might
just have preferred to render the word as a passive, table 56 indicates afairly consistent
tendency to render Hebrew verbs by their “natural” equivalents. In either case, however,
the consonantal text would have been no different from MT, so variant 40 is not
significant. Like Greek, Latin lacks avoice to express the causative idea found in the hiphil
of 9", V sometimes usesfacioor do asauxiliariesto express the causative idea, but
this construction is not used consistently.144 In fact, all other hiphilsin the chapter are
rendered by the active voice aone, and though none of them has a distinctive causative
meaning, it isunlikely that the Vorlage of V read agal rather than a hiphil.

All of the remaining variants deal with variationsin the number of nouns. Two of
them, variants 6 and 43, have a plural of oculuswhere MT reads1]"Y. Sincein both cases

a connecting link between two sentences.”

1433, B. Hofmann and Anton Szantyr, Lateinische Syntax und Stilistik, Handbuch der
Altertumswissenschaft, division 2, part 2, vol. 2 (Munich: C. H. Beck, 1965), 419-23, especially 419-
20.

144p) ater and White, Grammar, 23.
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137D isapparently smply an orthographic variant of 17272 (thegereof MT msL; see
above p. 94), asin the other secondary versions, neither variant can be considered
significant. The last variant under the heading of consistency is variant 39, where V reads
the plural verbisand MT reads the singular 7127777, Asin the case of LXX variant 43,
Latin idiom probably required the use of the plural rather than the singular, since the
Hebrew noun was a collective singular. Thus, variant 39 is not significant.

Only one of the variants related to consistency in V can be considered significant,
so theinitial picture of the trand ation technique does not change much. Only table 55is
affected, asfollows.

Table Changes

55 deviation factor (discrete tense/mood combinations): 6.26
deviation factor (grouped): 1.54
deviation factor (grouped, without verbals): 0.23

Variants in the Representation of Hebrew Lexemes by Latin Lexemes (Segmentation)

Asisthe case with LXX and, to alesser extent, P, V showslittleinterest in
rendering each individual lexeme in compound words. In fact, only 55.1% of the
compound words in the chapter are rendered exactly. In particular, prepositions, which are
necessary in Hebrew, are superfluous in Latin with its various cases of nouns and
adjectives. Some prepositions are rendered, but no consistency appears. Such alow
percentage of exact renderings makesit unnecessary to examine individual casesin detail.
None of the variants in segmentation appears to be significant.

Variantsin Word Order

In sharp contrast to its lack of concern for rendering all the lexemes in compound
words, V shows a penchant for following the Hebrew word order wherever possible, as
do each of the other secondary witnesses. Since postpositive conjunctions are not counted
as variantsin word order if they are as close to the Hebrew conjunction as possible, the
only variant in word order is variant 70, which reads oro te ne for R X, with orote
being the rendering of R]. The overwhelming concern for following Hebrew word order
implies that this variant should be taken as significant, unless Latin usage demands the
variation. It seemsthat such isindeed the case. Since Jerome choosesto use oro te with a
subjunctive following ne, the word order of V is apparently necessary for idiomatic
Latin,145 so the variant is not significant after all.

Variantsin Quantitative Representation

Asisthe case with Greek, Latin has no equivalent for the Hebrew particle N, so

145H0fmann and Szantyr, Syntax und Stilistik, 533-34.
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the omission of thisparticlein VV will not be considered avariant. Furthermore, Latin also
has no means of representing the Hebrew article or state of definiteness (though means to
do so did develop in the Romance languages),146 so the omission of articles will be
ignored.

In the area of quantitative representation, V's percentage of agreement with M T
(86.6%) is between theinitial figures of LXX and P, on the one hand, and T, on the other.
Aswith P, most of V’sdeviations from the text of MT can be explained as stylistic
deviations that bring the text closer to the idiom of the target language. A perusal of thelist
of quantitative variantsindicates that of the fifty-seven deviations, thirty-three are instances
of alonger text in V and twenty-four of longer textin MT. Thus, V has alonger text
somewhat more frequently than MT does. Theindividual quantitative variants may now be
examined in more detail.

On twelve occasions (variants 72, 74, 77, 79, 81, 82, 89, 91, 96, 105, 111, 121),
the conjunction in MT has no equivalent in V; in three other cases (variants 85, 87, 93), V
has et where MT has no conjunction. Though it is true that the addition or omission of
conjunctions is probably the most common variant in extant Masoretic mss, two factors
combine to cast doubt on the significance of any of these variantsin V. First, the sheer
frequency of the variations (particularly the apparent omissions) leads one to infer that
Jerome did not consider the omission or, perhaps, the addition of conjunctions as
detrimental to his attempt to render the Hebrew into Latin. Second, the large number of
different words used to render conjunctions (see table 53) suggests more concern for Latin
idiom than for exact correspondence between source and target language in this area.
Though one or another of the omissions might have been the result of adifferencein
Vorlage, the trand ation technique of V, as described to this point, does not alow one to
draw such a conclusion in any specific case. None of the omissions of 71 should be
considered significant.

The addition of et isless frequent than the omission of 7, but unless some other
factor intervenes, these variants should be disregarded aswell. Variants 85 and 93 both
occur in similar contexts, in the phrases revertere et dorm and vade et dormi. Though
revertere dormi appearsin verse 5 without €, it islikely that the inclusion of the
conjunction was more in accord with typical Latinidiom. In any case, Jerome might have
been following the language of LXX here, so these variants cannot be considered
significant. Variant 87 has already been dealt with in the context of the discussion of
variant 15, where it was decided that evidence does not allow one to suppose that the
variant issignificant. Therefore, variant 87 should also be considered nonsignificant.

Closely related to these variants are variants 75, 101, 102, and 106, which also deal
with the presence or absence of conjunctions. Invariant 75, MT reads0O0 R, and V

146¢f. ibid., 191-92.
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reads ubi. The Latin conjunction ubi combinesthe relative idea of N with the local idea
of OW, so no content islost (cf. LXX), and the variant is not significant.

Variant 101 is also an example of the use of two wordsin one language rendering
one in another, but this time the longer text isin V, which uses eo quod to render TUR.
The text of this difficult passage has already been discussed above to some extent under
variant 32. The reason for the compound conjunction eo quod seems to be to delineate
sharply the clause it introducesin Latin; it is not so carefully distinguished from the
preceding clause in Hebrew (in fact, Masoretic punctuation associates it closely with the
preceding word). Since R can sometimes be used as a conjunction,147 V' s rendering
can be said to be aliteral rendering of the text found in M T, even though the phrasing is
different from MT. Thus, variant 101 is not significant. The omission in variant 102 may
also be considered here briefly. Since Jerome rearranged the phrasing of the verse, the
second "3 in Hebrew became superfluous and was apparently omitted for this reason.

Invariant 106, V reads the conjunction quod where MT has no conjunction. The
effect of thisinsertioninV isto turn adirect speech into an indirect speech. The looseness
with regard to the insertion and omission of conjunctionsinV leads one to conclude that
thisinsertion is demanded by good style rather than by avarying Vorlage, as also in P.

V frequently uses periphrastic forms of verbsto render Hebrew formswhich are
not periphrastic, namely, variants 71, 86, 98, 100, 115, 117, and 123. In each case,
normal Latin idiom demands the use of a periphrastic form, either to express a passive idea
(variants 71,148 86, 117, 123), because the verb was deponent (variants 98, 115), or to
express afuture ideain the subjunctive (variant 100). Thus, the extrawordsinV cannot
be considered significant.149

On four occasions, V has an extraform of sum which has no counterpart in MT and
Is not part of a periphrastic construction, namely, variants 76, 114, 120, and 122. In each
case, MT hasanominal sentence. Though nominal sentences are permitted in Latin, it
seems that, in the present chapter at least, copulative sentences were used instead, since al
four instances of Hebrew nominal sentences are trandlated in thisway. Because the
addition of the copulative sum is apparently part of the trandation technique, these variants
are not significant.

Another apparent aspect of V'’ s trandation technique is the substitution of hypotaxis
for parataxis by means of a clause beginning with qui and the omission of the Hebrew 1
(variants 78, 80, 83, 90, and 112). Thistype of construction iscommon inV, especially

147BDB, sv. “WY.”
148¢f. plater and White, Grammar, 118.

149F0r adiscussion of the form revelatus fuerat rather than revelatus erat, see Hofmann and
Szantyr, Syntax und Stilistik, 321.
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in the OT.150 The additional respondensin variants 78 and 112 could conceivably reflect
an additional 191 in theVorlage (cf. 9:12, 21), but it is more likely that respondensis
simply an expansion original with V (cf. 2:16). Thus, none of these variantsis significant.

Variants 110 and 124 are examples of the omission of the preposition “X. The
reason for this omission is the same asit was for the omission of X in the category of
segmentation, namely, that Latin has no need to use a preposition to convey the meaning,
sinceitisan inflected language. Thus, these two variants are not significant.

The appearance of an extrapronoun in either MT or V isfrequent in the chapter,
occurring eight times (variants 84, 97, 99, 104, 107, 113, 116, and 118). In three cases
(variants 97, 99, and 104) MT hasthe longer text. Variant 99 isan example of V's
tendency to render verbal participles with full verbs, so, since the pronoun isimplied in the
verb ending, this variant cannot be considered significant. The end of verse 13, where
variant 104 islocated, is difficult to render, as has already been noted in the discussion of
variant 32. Thetext of V here, though not strictly literal, does not seem to presume a text
different from MT, so the variant is not significant. Syntactic variation or semantic
difficulty are not involved in variant 97, where VV does not render the pronominal suffix
found in MT. Itispossible that the pronoun was omitted as not necessary in the context,
but, as the two previous variants show, V does not seem to omit pronouns without a good
reason. It seems probable that a Hebrew scribe accidentally omitted the 1, though it isaso
possible that an original id was omitted in the course of the transmission of V. Itis
probably best, then, to consider variant 97 significant.

In variant 116, the clause oro teis used to render the Hebrew particleR), so this
variant is not significant. Variant 118 involves the addition of apronominal subject illeto
specify who is speaking. The use of illeto refer to a subject previoudy mentioned is
characteristic of Latin,151 and the insertion of 8177 or some form of the demonstrative
would not clarify mattersin Hebrew, so this variant is not significant, either.

Variant 107 needs to be considered alongside variant 108, since they are
apparently substitutional variants. whereasV simply reads “his house,” MT reads “the
house of Eli.” It ispossible that the repetition of “the house of Eli” in the verse was
considered redundant and so was modified at the point of translation. However, no other
evidence for such a concern appearsin the chapter, at least as so far analyzed. Moreover, it
Isjust as possible that “the house of Eli” earlier in the verse aso affected the later part of the
verse. Thus, these variants should be considered significant.

In variant 84, V reads non vocavi tefili mi, where MT reads™]2 "NIRTD R 5, and
LXX reads ou kekAnko oe. It appearsthat V is aconflation of the textsfound inMT and
LXX. Asnoted in the discussion of LXX variants 83 and 84,12 and - are probably

150pigter and White, Grammar, 127.
151Hofmann and Szantyr, Syntax und Stilistik, 187, 413.
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substitutional variants that occurred in Hebrew. Since V shows no other signs of
conflating MT and LXX in the chapter, it is probable that the conflation occurred in
Hebrew, so variant 84 is significant.

Variant 113 isthe only purely explanatory addition in V in the chapter (excluding
substitutional variants 84, 107, and 108). Unlike P, which has ten explanatory additions,
al in Pitsdf, or LXX, where both MT and LXX have eight explanatory additions relative
to one another, variant 113 isthe only onefound in V (variant 92, considered below, is
the only explanatory addition in MT relativeto V). The small number of explanatory forms
demonstrates the proximity of the Vorlage of V to MT, but it also indicates that explanatory
additions are not typical in V. The only other secondary witness that has this additionis P,
but it is probable that the expansions occurred independently in the two traditions. Itis
possible that the addition occurred in the transmission of V, though no evidence exists that
it did (the first hand of one ms omitseum), but it is equally possible that the variant wasin
theVorlage of V. Inlight of these facts, variant 113 should probably be considered
significant.

As mentioned above, variant 92 isthe only explanatory addition in MT relativeto V
in the chapter. Whereas MT (along with P and T) specifies both the subject and the object
of the verb, V does not include the subject “Eli.” A look at LXX isinstructive here, for it
omits both subject and object (see LXX variant 87). Since V does not agree completely
with LXX, it isunlikely that the reading of V isbased on LXX here. NothinginV’s
trangdlation technique, as discerned to this point, suggests that such an omission is
characteristic of V, so the variant should be considered significant.

Invariant 73, MT reads 72 1517 1(7)37 07, but V failsto render the second
word, reading et oculi elus caligaverant. The expression “began to be dim” isfine Hebrew
idiom, but it islikely that Jerome did not believe it would communicate effectively in Latin.
V’srendering “and his eyes had been blind” avoids the foreign idiomatic expression but
captures the meaning, so variant 73 should not be considered significant.

Variants 88, 95, and 109 are adverbsin V that have no corresponding word in MT.
Variant 95, which has an additional deincepsin V, should perhaps be considered alongside
variant 94, which has 77 in MT not represented in V. To havethe expressioni7™11 ina
conditional sentenceistypical Hebrew, but it is not idiomatic Latin, and Jerome appearsto
have omitted 7717 for thisreason. It may be that he added deincepsto replace the omitted
177, Onthe other hand, the three variants listed above may indicate some tendency to add
adverbs, though the evidence available is not conclusive. Variant 109 isamost surely an
addition original with V, and probably coming from Jerome himself, since usque merely
strengthens the following in aeternum. In fact, Jerome probably would not have
considered the word an addition, since it adds nothing to the meaning of the verse.

Variant 88 isthe most difficult of these variants to evaluate, for afloating “again” appears
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in al the versions under consideration except LXX from timeto time (verses6 [MT, T,
LXXL], 8[P, V, LXXO], 21 [P]). Since verses 6 and 8 represent the second and third of
Y ahweh's calls to Samuel, the appropriateness of such adverbsis apparent. The additions
could have arisen in either Hebrew or the versions, but the agreement of LXXO with V
suggests that variant 88 should probably be considered significant; the other adverbial
additions should not.

The context of variant 103 has been discussed above, and it was noted that, though
Jerome restructures the Hebrew text, it does not appear to have been any different from
MT. The same conclusion applies as well to the present variant, for the additional indigne
describes his sons' behavior: they were acting shamefully. Thus, the variant is not
significant.

Invariant 119, V inserts arelative pronoun to make the passage more
understandable. Rather than rendering “the good in his eyes’ literally, asdoesLXX, V
Inserts quod, so that the phrase becomes “what is good in hiseyes.” Sincetheinsertionis
amatter of idiom rather than difference in Vorlage, the variant cannot be considered
significant.

All of the quantitative variants have now been evaluated, and only seven of them
have been considered significant. Eliminating these variants from the statistics, the
percentage of agreement between V and the presumed Vorlage rises to 88.0%. Comparing
this figure with those of the other versions, Jerome was apparently somewhat more
interested in representing each Hebrew word by a single word in trandation than were the
trandators of P, though the figure does not approach the fidelity to quantitative
representation found in LXX or T (after theologically motivated factors are eliminated in
T).

Evaluation of Partia Secondary Witnhesses

Aswas the case in Chapter 2, the partial secondary witnesses will not be dealt with
in the same exhaustive manner in which the proper secondary witnesses were. Instead,
from the list of accepted readings given there for each of these witnesses, those which
might reflect a Hebrew reading different from MT will be selected, with little comment on
individual choices.

Aquila

None of the readings of o stem from any Hebrew text different from the
consonantal text of MT. However, variant 3 apparently rendersD% instead of DU, and
nuavpwoeev in 3:13 (variant 5) uses theroot | 113 found in verse 2 rather than I 773.
Since these differences do not affect the consonantal text, they will not be considered
further.
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Symmachus

The readings attributed to o~ sometimes correct LXX in the direction of M T, and
sometimes they are simply different (better) Greek readings. None of them, however,
implies a Hebrew reading not found in MT.
Theodotion

Like the previous two witnesses, none of the readings of 6" implies a Hebrew text

different from MT.

Other Readings Attributed to o1 y*

The reading attributed to the three trandators that has the best claim to represent a
variant Hebrew text iskon kateotn kot ekaAeoe in verse 4 (variant 7). It is probable,
though, that the reading is a partial harmonization with verse 10. If the reading reflected a
true Hebrew variant, one would expect the subject kupilos to appear after thefirst verb, as
it doesin verse 10. Thus, none of the variants attributed to the three in general can be
considered significant.

The Lucianic Recension

S. R. Driver characterizes the Lucianic recension as employing the substitution of
synonyms, double renderings, and renderings that are different from both LXX and MT,
and frequently superior to both.152 For the present, whether areading is superior to MT is
not the question, but rather whether it is based on a Hebrew reading independent of MT.
One characteristic not mentioned by Driver, but which appears with enough consistency in
the chapter to noteit, is the tendency to add explanatory words or phrases, especially
implied subjects or objects (cf. variants 14, 16, 33, 34, 41).153 Another characteristic
noted in LXXL isthe tendency toward consistency of expression in similar passages (cf.
variants 5, 7, 13, 17, 18).

There are afew readings that suggest themselves as significant. Variant 8is
similar to the reading of M T, but it supposes adifferent position for 71Y. Variant 12
suggests a different word order from MT. Variant 13 makes the third call of Samuel
resemble the first two (in LXX and LXXL) by adding asecond ZapounA. Variant 20
implies amissing conjunction and a different preposition. Variant 30 moves the second
occurrence of 2apounA to the end of the verse, an odd position, perhaps supporting the
omission in the hexaplaric mss. Variant 40 deletes a conjunction, which could have arisen
as aresult of dittography from the preceding 7722 or been deleted by haplography in

1525 R. Driver, Notes on the Books of Samuel, xlix.

1533, D. Walters, “Hannah and Anna,” 393, n. 14, notes L XX’ s tendency to insert proper
names.
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Hebrew. Finally, three variants to the long addition in verse 21 are taken as significant
(variants 46, 47, and 48), since they might ater the evaluation of the Hebrew text lying
behind the Greek addition.154

One regjected reading that deserves some noteis variant 23, which insertse i after
ekd1kw eyw. The expression ekdikeo et iscommon in the prophets, but almost always
asatrandation of TP, and never asatrandation of D2W. It isprobablethat et in
variant 23 is an inner-Greek corruption based on Septuagintal idiom, and perhaps a'so on
the graphic similarity between epi and egw.

The Hexaplaric Recension

Since all the hexaplaric readings that agree with either MT or LXX have been
omitted in thelist in Chapter 2, it is not surprising that a number of the readings that
remain are significant. Variant 1 apparently reads{1° 2 for 5o (cf. 1:9). Variant 2
bears witness to a free-floating “again” mentioned above. Variant 3 addskupie after Aoket
to make verse 10 conform with verse 9 (unlike LXXL, LXXO showsllittle tendency
towardsinterna consistency at the expense of fidelity to the Vorlage). Variant 8 seemsto
read D15 instead of 7117, Variant 9 omits the second occurrence of 2 opounA (cf.
LXXL). Finaly, variants 10 and 11 are variants to the long addition of verse 21.155 Itis
interesting to note that two exact agreements (L XX© variants 3 and 5) and three apparently
related readings (LXXO variants 1, 9, and 10) between LXXL and LXXO do exist among
the significant variants.

Other Possible Hebrew Readings

Since these readings, which reflect variants within the mstradition of the secondary
witnesses themselves, were chosen specifically as those which are probably significant, all
three of them will beincluded. With this note, the evaluation of the lexical, grammatical,
and stylistic characteristics of the secondary witnesses comesto aclose. The mgjority of
the work toward determining the trandlation technique of each of the witnessesis finished.
All that remainsis an analysis of such literary and theological factors as can be determined
from acareful study of the chapter as awhole, using various available techniques.

154gince this passage in LXX (the long addition in 3:21) has been found to be significant, and
since the Greek text here preserves a passage hot found in Hebrew, all variantsto the text of LXX,
including those in the partial secondary witnesses, become significant, just as al Hebrew variants are
significant by definition.

155gee the previous note.



