CHAPTER 5

CONSIDERATION OF VARIANTS FROM PRIMARY WITNESSES

After attempting to determine the original text of each of the secondary witnesses
and sorting through the hundreds of variants to determine those that are significant, all that
remains to do in compiling the significant variantsisto list the variants from the primary
witnesses. Once these are obtained, they may be set alongside the significant variants from
the secondary witnesses for further consideration in determining the oldest form of the
Hebrew text possible. The primary witnesses for the text of 1 Samuel 3 fall into two main
categories: Masoretic variants and non-Masoretic variants, that is, variants from 4QSama 1
The Masoretic variants can be further divided into three groups. Thefirst group consists of
those mss identified by Goshen-Gottstein as those whose readings diverge enough from
the mass of Masoretic mss to warrant further investigation (mss 70, 89, 174, and 187).2
The second group is the gere readings found in the margins of the mss. The third group is
thetiqqune sopherim, or scribal corrections, listed in the rabbinic literature.3

The variants listed in this chapter may be divided into two groups: purely
orthographic variants, and those that are more substantia, the latter of which are treated as
significant. In each section, the orthographic variants, where present, will be listed before
the substantial variants.4 All variants are collated against MT (msL, asreflected in BHS)
as the base text.

1For acomplete list of the contents of 4QSam?& see Ulrich, Qumran Text of Samuel, 271. In
1 Samuel 3, the ms contains portions of verses 1-4 and 18-20.

2Goshen-Gottstein, “Hebrew Biblical Manuscripts,” 287.

3For the entire book of Samuel, other primary witnesses would include the puncta extraordinaria
(specia points), sebirin, and itture sopherim (scribal omissions). See Wirthwein, Text of OT, 17-20.

4In his discussion of orthography in the Masoretic mss, Barr concludes that the spelling patterns
of MT suggest that one ms (or afew mss) are the basis for the entire Masoretic tradition, so little evidence
remains of the orthography of the original form of most books. Another implication of his study would
seem to be that few purely orthographic variants are true reflections of the spelling found in a particular
ancient Hebrew ms, though scribes involved in the earliest transmission of the standard text after the first
century C.E. might have introduced orthographic variants (especially defective spelling) independently of
any mstradition. Cf. James Barr, The Variable Spellings of the Hebrew Bible, Schweich Lectures of the
British Academy, 1986 (Oxford: Oxford University Press for the British Academy, 1989), 204-8.
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Variants in Masoretic Manuscripts

Important Manuscripts as |dentified by Goshen-Gottstein

Although Goshen-Gottstein states that no extant medieval mss*“may be termed
‘valuable' or be worthy of our attention more than any other,”® he does identify four mss
which “stand out” and “have to be considered” in Samuel.6 Since some way of identifying
these mssis necessary, the phrase “important manuscripts’ will be used, though Goshen-
Gottstein’ s doubts concerning them are recognized. At this point, no attempt is made to
differentiate which variants in these mss, if any, might possibly go back to times before the
standardization of the text in the first few centuries C.E. and which arose in medieva
times, though of course al of the orthographic variants probably belong to the latter
category.’

Before listing the variants, however, abrief description of each of the four
important mssisin order8 Ms 70 contains the former prophets, was written at the
beginning of the fifteenth century, and is housed at Oxford. Ms89isafull Bible (OT)
ms, with a Spanish character. It isoften difficult to distinguish the letters1 and 7 and the
lettersO and 0. This ms contains about twelve thousand variants from the majority of the
Masoretic mss. It was written at the beginning of the thirteenth century and isfound at
Cambridge. Ms 174 contains the former prophets. Init, the letters 2 and 2 and the letters
J andJ are sometimes similar. Frequent gere readings are present in the (kethib) text.
Written in 1346, it is housed at Copenhagen. Finaly, ms 187 contains the former
prophets, Megilloth, Jeremiah, and Isaiah. It has a German character and comes from the
end of the thirteenth century. Itiskeptin Milan.

Orthographic Variants

32 1PnI] PN 89
19707 172" 89 174
M) N3 187

33 20U 2w 174

36 AOM]NPIM 174
NTD] 81D 174

38 AOM]NPIM 174

N o OB WD B

SGoshen-Gottstein, “Hebrew Biblical Manuscripts,” 277.
6Ibid., 287, n. 3.

7Cf. the discussion in ibid., 274-76. It is Goshen-Gottstein’s opinion that none of the variantsin
Masoretic mss can be connected with any non-Masoretic tradition; ibid., 277.

8The descriptions of these mss are taken from Benjamin Kennicott, Dissertatio generalisin Vetus
Testamentum Hebraicum; cum variis lectionibus, ex codicibus manuscriptis et impressis (Oxford:
Clarendon Press, 1780), 77-87.
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8 D Swa) Rt Swa 70 89 174 187
9 3:9  1IPPI] PR 89

10 311 M5En] IS NN 70

11 313 DWW 174

12 317 OV 90" 174

13 318 1°D3]1MD2 174

14 197D3] 3702 89

15 321 PN A0M 70

16 75wa] TH wa 174 187
17 1503115 w2 70

Subgtantial Variants
18 32 1517]>89

19 RO] 851 187
20 5317115217 187
21 IR MIRTY Mo 70

22 33 DHR 205N 89
23 35 INPImg+7I270

24 TR + 75 187

25 36 ORINDW1°+7337 MR 70

26 SR OP*Y] > 89 187

27 SR 2°] > 174

28 2] >70

29 23] + 2238 751 70

30 verse 6 fin] + verse 6 (repeated) 70

31 AR 2° (in repeated occurrence of verse 6)] 1NARY 70
32 38  OPM]+ O 174

33 RTP 1°] + 71D 70

34 39 BRI ORI SR 70

35 314 0ah) >89

36 315 TPAT]>70

37 O 2°] > 187

38 DR 2°] SR 89

39 316 NN] D% 89174

40 317 27 TWR]>70

41 T30 )] 21187

42 2003 TN OR 7017 7121 00N 70 WYt 13]> 70
43 N2 07027 187
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44 318 D2 +11ONT 174
45 RMT] > 174

46 320 MO T2 174
47 321 N9+ SR 70

48 1502 SR SR M7t 0] > 187
49 1503 > 89
50 \272] 0272 1272 89

No attempt will be made here to evaluate each of the substantial variants, since they
are by definition significant, occurring as they do in Hebrew mss that are deemed
important. However, it isclear at a glance that most of these variants are inner-Masoretic
developments, either scribal errors (e.g., parablepsisin variant 42), reading gere for kethib
(orthographic variants 2 and 13, both in ms 174 [see description of this ms above]), or
other common scribal modifications (e.g., interchange or omission of particles and
prepositions [variants 37, 38], addition or omission of a conjunction [variant 19],
explanatory additions [variant 24]). Two of the most interesting readings are found in ms
70: (1) the twofold inclusion of verse 6, with differences between the two occurrences
(variants 25, 28, 29, 30, 31), and (2) the addition of the words “to Manoah” (variant 47),
an apparent reference to Judges 13.

Kethib-Qere

Orthographic Variants

51 32 DK Q
52 318 MWDIK]1IINQ

Tiggune Sopherim

Subgtantial Variants
53  3:13 D79 0'79% tigsoph

Variantsin 4QSam?

Part of 4QSam@was published in a preliminary fashion by Crossin 1953, but he
only discussed that part of the scroll containing 1 Sam 1:22-2:6 and 2:16-25. Both Ulrich
and McCarter refer to portions of chapter 3 in the scroll, though neither givesthe full

9Cross, “New Qumran Biblical Fragment,” 15-26. See Ulrich, Qumran Text of Samuel, 9-10, for
adescription of the scroll. David Noel Freedman describes the orthography of 4QSam@ as proto-Samaritan;
David Noel Freedman, K. A. Mathews, and R. S. Hanson, The Paleo-Hebrew Leviticus Scroll
(11QpaleoLev) (Winona Lake, IN: Eisenbrauns for the American Schools of Oriental Research, 1985), 56,
cf. 61-62.
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contents of the chapter.10 Only asmall part of chapter 3 has been identified on the
fragments of 4QSam2 namely, 3:1-4, 18-20.11 A look at a photograph of the scroll
indicates that only seventeen words or parts of words have been preserved on two
fragments. In order to collate 4QSama@with M T, atentative reconstruction of the two
fragments is necessary.12

Fragment 1; nilaalini=ih (3:1)
1501 R D2 (3:2)
1971 8> (3:2-3)
M) [alubui nink (3:4)
Fragment 2: 120717277 712 (3:18)
51720 e (3:18-19)
1271 XN (3:19-20)
T R0 (3:20)

Based on this reading of the fragments, the following variations from MT resullt.

Orthographic Variants
1 3:18 9571 912 4QSan?

SQubstantial Variants

2 33 OTON 1IN DU R T > 4QSamA 13
3 34 HR] > 4QSamals

10ylrich, Qumran Text of Samuel, 63; McCarter, | Samuel, 95.
11ylrich, Qumran Text of Samuel, 271.

12|t must be stressed that this reconstruction is tentative, since it is based only on an examination
of aphotograph of the ms, aswell as reference to Ulrich, Qumran Text of Samuel, and McCarter,
| Samuel. The photograph was provided by the Ancient Biblical Manuscript Center and is courtesy of the
Israel Antiquities Authority; Israel Antiquities Authority, “PAM 41.766,” photograph (Claremont: Ancient
Biblical Manuscript Center, 1992). Official publication of the scroll will be in Frank Moore Cross and
Eugene Charles Ulrich, eds., Discoveriesin the Judaean Desert of Jordan, vol. 11 (Oxford: Clarendon Press,
forthcoming).

13Ulrich notes that the scribe of 4QSam@wrote abouit fifty letters per line, at least in this part of
the scroll; Ulrich, Qumran Text of Samuel, 63. Though McCarter does not say so specifically, this letter
count seems to be behind his suggestion that the scroll omits five words found in MT; McCarter,
| Samuel, 95. If so, it would agree with LXX in omitting “Y ahweh,” but it would be alone in omitting
the other words. Though space considerations do not force this exact appraisal, the readings of both 7 and
U arecertain. Thus, it isclear that the scroll is different from MT at this point, and it is probable that it is
about twenty letters shorter.

14Both Ulrich, tentatively, and McCarter, without qualification, suggest another variant, namely,
that 4QSam@ agrees with LXX in adding a second “ Samuel”; Ulrich, Qumran Text of Samuel, 63;
McCarter, | Samuel, 95. This suggestion, however plausible, is not directly supported by the fragment,
since no trace of the second YR1Y appears, but is based on the omission of oK (variant 3). Inlight of
the fact that MT also omits D8 in verse 8 (cf. v. 6), asecond “Samuel” is not an assured reading and
remains a conjecture.
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Though few variants from MT remain in 4QSama, it is noteworthy that the number
of variants per word of MT in 4QSam?&is much higher than that of any one of the Masoretic
mSS.

Conclusions: Significant Variantsin 1 Samuel 3

The preceding anaysis has demonstrated the importance of understanding the
trangdlation techniques of the various trandators of the secondary witnesses. It hasaso
clarified certain aspects of those trandation techniques. A description of the trandation
techniques of each of the versions will not be repeated here, since they were described and
developed in an inductive manner as the study progressed. It isimportant to note,
however, that the summaries given in the text, especially in Chapter 3, are just that:
summaries. A more detailed understanding of the trandation technique will require study
of the statistical tables that describe the data. Nevertheless, an overview of the translation
technique of each of the versions can be gathered by reading (1) the description of the
preliminary partial translation technique in Chapter 3, (2) the modification of that
description after the analysis of the data later in the same chapter, (3) theinitial description
of the final trangdlation technique in Chapter 4, and (4) the modifications to that
description, if any are necessary, later in Chapter 4.

Out of atotal of 527 variants analyzed in the secondary witnesses, only 81 were
identified as significant, and 45 of those werein LXX, plus another 16 in other Greek
witnesses. A list of the significant variants for each of the secondary and partial secondary
witnesses follows.

tuagint
Consistency
Ref  Varation Septuagint Masoretic Text
3 31 v diaoteAovoo active niphal
6 32  PBapuveotau lexeme
12 35  aveotpeyev lexeme
13 3.6  ekaAeoev verb infinitive
15 3.7  Beov lexeme
18 39 avooTpede lexeme
26 312 em lexeme
27 Els lexeme
30 3:13  avnyyeAko perfect perfect w/c
32 odIKIalS plural singular

33 Beov lexeme
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34 Kol oud ouTwS
40 316 Tpos
Word Order
Ref  Number of Variations
67 3:16 3
68 3:19 1
Quantitative Representation
70 31 +2
71 3.2 +1
72 3:3 -1
74 34 -1
75 +1
76 3.5 +1
78 3:6 +1
79 -1
80 +1
81 -3
82 +1
83 -2
84 +1
86 3.7 -1
87 3:9 -3
89 +1
90 3:10 +1
91 -2
92 311 +1
93 -1
9 3:13 -2
95 +2
96 3:15 +4
98 3:16 -2
100 317 -2
101 +3
102 3:18 -2
103 +1
104 3:21 -5

word division
lexeme

Greek Variant
KOl ELTTEV

NV Kuplos

TOU IEPEWS

ko 4°

I

5%

2 opounA

(015

Kol 2°

mhbs)

2 opounA 2°
pilatiofuiphl
K OEUTEPOU
"2

o¢

oo 2

P Ml Rl
TEKVOV

U TOV

DRI HRINY
Hou

i

ok Al 13
UlwVv XU TOU
Kot wopbprogv To mpwt
RP™

ToR2

€V TOIS WOV OOV
15

HAet

htal e il biid)
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105 +31
Peshitta
Consistency
Ref  Varation
8 33 W
27 315 ~aid
30 317 xood
36 320 M\

37 321 ;o\ Xea

Word Order
Ref  Number of Variations
438 3.1 1
49 3.6 2
Quantitative Representation
Ref  Number of Variations
56 3.2 +1
79 3.9 -1
81 -1
9 3:14 -1
123 3:21 +1
124 -1

Kot emoTeudn ZapounA mpodnTns
yeveofal Tw Kuplw €1s
TavTo loponA o oKpwv
NS YNS KOl WS OKPWV Kal
HAe1 mpeoPutns ododpa kot
Ol U101l UTOU TTOPEUOHEVOL
€ TOPEUOVTO KOl TTOVTPQX T
000S OUTWV EVWTTIOV

Kuplou

Peshitta
lexeme
singular plura
lexeme

lexeme

plura singular

Masoretic Text

Syriac Variant
~om Lo
a0%

Variant
-0 4
-
3
-11°
y (-
i 3
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Targum
Consistency
Ref  Variation Targum Masoretic Text
24 3:13 T perfect perfect w/c
30 316 - preposition  DDO
Quantitative Representation
Ref  Number of Variations Variant
46 3.2 +1 -1
56 311 -1 R
Vulgate
Consistency
Ref  Variation Vulgate Masoretic Text
28 3:13  praedixi perfect perfect w/c

The Lucianic Recension

Ref  Variation (from LXX)

8 3:6  kuplos] + €Tt kaheoat Tov ZopounA
12 37  ouTw Pnuo KUPIou] prua KUPLoU TPOS oUTOV
20 3:12  e15] ko g
30 3:15 ZopounA 2°] post HAet
40 3:19 ko 3] >
46 3:21 ZapounA 2°] >
47 mpodnTNs yeveobai] Tou yeveobau gis mpodnTnv
48 TW KUplw] Kuplou

The Hexaplaric Recension

Ref  Variation (from LXX)

3:3  vaow] otkw Kuptou

3:8  ZopounA] preTi

3:10  Aadel] + kupte

3:15 «upiou] Beou
2ouounA 2°] >

10 321  Tw Kuplw] Tou Kuplou

11 ko 3°] >

O© 00 W N B
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Other Possible Hebrew Readings
Ref  Variation (from indicated base text)
1 3:2  nduvato] nduvavto (LXX)
2 35 ¥wn]+,v1a(P)
3 39  OX] e (T)

When the 36 substantial variants found in the primary witnesses are added to the total
above, atotal of 117 significant variant readings have been identified for 1 Samuel 3.

Armed with thislist of variants considered to be significant for determining the text
of 1 Samuel 3, afew other works may be consulted as an example of how variants from
the versions, particularly LXX, are often used in evaluating the text. Schulz implies that
the trandators of LXX read 993 in 3:19,15 but the fact that LXX frequently usesthe active
voice in a causative manner makes Schulz' s suggestion questionable. A corollary of the
rule that trandlation technique must be considered before using the evidence of aversionis
that the text of the version itself must first be determined. So, for example, many
commentators assume that ms B isthe text of LXX, or at least they use itstext asif it were.
In fact, it would better to use Rahlfs stext of LXX, since he examines other mss besides
B, inlieu of avolume on Samuel in the Gottingen edition. McCarter occasionally uses B
asthough it were equivalent to the OG, for example, in verse 9 where he accepts the
reading “ Speak” (without “Lord”) on the basis of B, or when he omits “and thus may he
add” in verse 17, following only mss Ba, (plus cop it), but not the vast mgjority of the
Greek mss or Rahlfs.16 Similarly, Schulz says of verse 17 that “G hat den zweiten Tell
(\"01" 727) nicht Ubersetzt.” 17

The other versions are not used nearly as often as LXX in textual discussions, but a
few examples will show that they are often used in amanner similar to LXX, that is,
without considering the trandation technique. Caspari, in his discussion of verse 2, says
that the text of PimpliesaVorlagef1722.18 Whileit istrue that forms of Lo, arethe
regular way of rendering forms of 7223, it does not follow that the occurrence of 1o,
necessarily impliesaVorlage of T22. Infact, alook at 4:15 shows otherwise: again Eli’s
eyes are the subject, and thistime they are described as“set,” 12D in MT. Again Preadsa
form of 1o, (thistime 1o ), so it appears that 1o, isatypica way of describing the
blindness of eyes, and Caspari’s assessment of the text of P does not hold.1® Caspari says

15schulz, Biicher Samuel, 66; cf. Conybeare and Stock, Grammer, 76-77.
16McCarter, | Samuel, 95-96.

17schulz, Biicher Samuel, 65. Cf. also R. Fruin, “Oudtestamentische Studién, Nieuw theologisch
tijdschrift 20 (1931): 108, who says that the Hebrew text of Judges 18:30 was changed from “Moses’ to
“Manasseh” before LXX wastrandated. However, only B reads “Manasseh”; most mss read “Moses.”

18 Caspari, Samuelbiicher, 53.

191 ronically, Caspari fails to mention the reading of LX X in 3:2, which is BapuvecBot and may
in fact imply aform of 722 in the Vorlage (see above, pp. 86-87; LXX reads emaveotnoav in 4:15,
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of verse 8 that P supports an additional 71D, but the discussion of variant 71
demonstrates that no such assumption can be made on the basis of P, since the trandators
were free with their explanatory additions. In verse 4, he says of the word “ Samuel”:
“ Aeth schiitzt Voc durch 1% 9.7 20 Though it isaminor point, since eth (and cop) are
witnesses to LX X rather than a Hebrew text, he should say that it points to areading of
AeyovTes; asit stands, his comment gives more importance to the reading of eththan it
deserves. Schwartz saysthat =, 1> “po inverse lisequivalent to 117" 718 5,21 put
the discussion of variant 2 clearly demonstrates that the text of P implies no other reading
than™17" 18 of MT. Thenius saysthat V adds™17” after 7127 in verse 10.22 Aswith
the examples of equating ms B with LXX mentioned above, the problem hereis that
Thenius gives the reading of the Clementine VV ulgate, which does not contain the best text
of V at thispoint. Inverse 19, he claimsthat V (joined by LXX and Josephus) supports
the reading 93 instead of MT’s 9°®7.23 Since neither Latin nor Greek can express
causative ideas without circumlocution, V does not imply agal in the Vorlage any more
than LXX does. Such citations of the versions could be multiplied greatly, even for so
small aunit as 1 Samuel 3. However, enough have been listed to conclude that the
trand ation technique of the versions must be studied in detail before any evidence from
them can be cited.24

Whileit is easy to identify certain treatments of the secondary witnesses asinvalid,
it isnot as easy to decide one particular set of cases. When a significant variant has been
identified in one of the witnesses, should variants in other withesses that seem to agree
with it, but have been deemed nonsignificant, be cited as supporting the reading? For
example, BHS citesV as awitness to be consulted for the reading 717" 1273 (MT reads
11T 7272) inverse 21. However, the discussion of variant 47 above (pp. 152-53)
concludesthat V shows too much freedom in its use of prepositions to consider this variant
significant. Since the variant 1272 issignificant, though (it is read by many Masoretic
mss, including the important ms 89), isit permissibleto cite V in support of the reading,
despite Jerome’'s somewhat cavalier approach to rendering prepositions? The answer to
this question isaqualified yes. The adage that there is strength in numbers appliesto this
situation: borderline readings that have been classified as nonsignificant might warrant

supporting MT [but cf. LXXL, eBapuvbnoav]).
20 Caspari, Samuelbiicher, 54.
21schwartz, Syrische Uebersetzung, 11.
22Thenius, Biicher Samuels 17.
231bid.

24|_est the singling out of these sources as negative examples be seen as an overall negative
evaluation of their work, it should be noted that at least they studied the text and tried to make intelligent
decisions. They were not content to rely without question on the traditional text (i.e., MT).



200

reevaluation if asimilar reading elsewhere turns out to be significant. Even if, upon further
consideration, the reading remains nonsignificant, it can and should be cited alongside the
evidence of the significant variant, though due caution concerning its relevance should be
noted.2> For example, in 1 Sam 3:12 McCarter advocates reading * bD 5p, whichis
supported by all the secondary versions. However, the only variant that issignificant isin
LXX, since the semantic ranges of D and \x are larger than that of 5D, and since the
adversumof V may be another instance of Jerome’ s freedom in rendering prepositions.
Since LXX does have a significant variant here, the other versions may be cited in support,
but it should be noted that their testimony is not as weighty as that of LXX. Thus, a
comment such as “reading “al “elf with LXX (epi €lei); cf. P, T, V" would be preferable to
“reading ‘al ‘elfwith LXX (epi elei) and Syr., Targ., Vulg.”26 One option would be
alwaysto cite the readings of the versionsin their own languages, rather than (or before)
giving the Hebrew equivalent, since giving the Hebrew leaves the impression that their
Vorlage did indeed read what islisted. This suggestion applies as much to critical
apparatuses as to commentaries and studies, if not more so.

The first two steps of the proposed text-critical methodology, namely,
(1) determining the lexical, grammatical, and stylistic characteristics of the secondary
witnesses, and (2) determining the literary, theological, and historical characteristics of
those witnesses, are now complete, and the significant variants from the secondary
witnesses have joined the readings of the primary witnesses as claimants to the title of
earliest recoverabletext. It should perhaps be noted once again that identifying variants as
significant does not imply that they should be preferred to the text of MT inany or all
cases. That determination isthe goal of the remainder of this study.

25S0me nonsignificant readings that support significant readings in other witnesses should not be
cited, for example, when the reading is a common one that probably arose independently (such as the
addition or omission of a conjunction) or when the reading probably arose as aresult of intra-witness
contamination (e.g., an inner-Greek error). When nonsignificant variants are cited as supporting a particular
reading, they should be distinguished in some way from those readings considered significant. See, below,
Chapter 8, for a suggested way of citing nonsignificant variants alongside significant variants.

26 M cCarter, | Samuel, 96. Driver also cites the support of all the versions, but it is unclear
whether his*Pesh. Targ. D is supposed to be an Aramaic/Syriac reading given only in Aramaic characters
or an indication of the Hebrew text underlying the two versions; S. R. Driver, Notes on the Books of
Samuel, 43.



