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“I would like to start out with this supposition: in cases where the translator had
an intention of his own this usually comes across through his rendering. The
intended meaning is the meaning that can be read from the translation. As a matter
of fact, it is only through the translated text that we know anything about the
intentions of the translator.”

Anneli Aejmelaeus
“Translation Technique and the Intention of the Translator”



Contents

List of Figures

List of Tables
Acknowledgements
Abstract

Septuagint Manuscripts and Groupings

Chapter 1 Introduction

Chapter 2 1 Sam 1:6: Reading Hannah and Peninnah in Light of Gen 29-30
Chapter 3 1 Sam 14:41: Reading o'nn in Light of the Narrative Context
Chapter 4 1 Sam 15:29: Reading 587w nwa in Light of 1 Kgs 11

Chapter 5 Conclusion

Bibliography

vi

Vil

viii

X1

Xii

50

129

202

276

290



List of Figures

Figure 1: The relations between function, product, and process in translation 32
Figure 2: Comparison of LXX" and LXX"? 151
Figure 3: The textual development of 1 Sam 14:41 197
Figure 4: 4Q51 frgs. 8-10 a-b, 11 250
Figure 5: 4Q51 £.8 263
Figure 6: 4Q51 f.10a 265

Figure 7: 4Q51 f.11 267

vi



List of Tables

Table 1: Examples of scholarly categorizations of translations
Table 2: LXX translations of emphatic constructions with 03 and g8
Table 3: LXX pluses in 1 Samuel also attested in 4Q51

Table 4: Correspondences between ambiguous items in v. 6

Table 5: Correspondences between MT and LXX 1 Sam 1:6

Table 6: Textual analysis of 1 Sam 1:6

Table 7: Comparison of 1 Sam 1:4-7 in MT and retroverted LXX

Table 8: Kahneman’s target and heuristic questions

Table 9: The exegetical influence of LXX Pentateuch on LXX Isa 19:6

Table 10: Examples of technical terms from LXX Pentateuch in LXX Samuel

Table 11: Examples of 6ato-

Table 12: The major Greek versions of 1 Sam 14:41

Table 13: Summary of correspondences between 1 Sam 15 and 1 Kgs 11

Table 14: Results for 1QIsa®, 20mm section

Table 15: Critical deviations for general use

Table 16: Examples of deviation greater than 1% or 5% significance level

Table 17: Values for 4Q51 frgs. 8-10 a—b, 11

Table 18: Values for proposed reconstruction of 4Q51 for 1 Sam 15:24-32

vii

19

60

69

76

76

78

87

106

111

145

149

190

211

254

256

258

260

271



Acknowledgements

It has been my great good fortune to have three extraordinary biblical scholars on my
dissertation committee. Jeffrey Stackert taught me never to settle for half-answers, but to read
ancient texts patiently, with unwavering attention to detail and with respect for the authors’ desire
to communicate. [ hope that despite the considerable remove of my topic from his own research,
he can see those values reflected in my work. I could not have asked for an advisor more
gracious, more conscientious, or more exacting, and I am proud to call myself his student.
Simeon Chavel first introduced me to the text-critical study of Samuel, and his unwavering
enthusiasm for this project, from its inception as a twenty-page term paper on Hannah and
Peninnah to the final revisions, has been an energizing force. I have benefited greatly from his
ability to articulate the implications of my argument, often with greater clarity than I could have
myself. It has been a privilege to have Jan Joosten bring his critical eye and considerable
expertise to bear on my research. If he finds portions of my argument convincing, I have done
my work well.

Several scholars generously shared their work with me prior to publication. Anneli
Aejmelaeus provided me with the preliminary text and critical apparatus for 1 Sam 14:41
prepared for the Gottingen Septuagint edition of Samuel, as well as with her article on the
theological concerns of the kaige revisors. Pablo Torijano Morales provided me with the
preliminary text and critical apparatus for 2 Kgs 22:20, also prepared for the Gottingen series.
John Screnock shared several chapters of his monograph, which otherwise would not have been

available to me in time to include them in the dissertation.

viii



Thanks are due also to the institutions and colleagues who were instrumental in the
completion of this project. The Chicago Center for Jewish Studies supported my final year of
research and writing. The Israel Antiquities Authority gave permission to reprint photographs of
4Q51. James Covington’s probing questions helped me clarify several points in my argument on
1 Sam 14:41. Oren Ableman at the Israel Antiquities Authority assisted me in locating 4Q51
f.10a in the Leon Levy Digital Library. Jessica Andruss transliterated and translated the Arabic in
the footnote on p. 63. Meghan Brodie, Cathy Higgins, and Emmy Miller found the word I could
not think of on more than one occasion.

There are a few people whose contributions to this dissertation are foundational albeit
indirect. Tony Morinelli modeled intellectual curiosity early and often, and encouraged me to
think beyond the boundaries of the assigned curriculum. David Rich taught me how to learn a
language and how to reap the rewards of meticulous philological analysis. Without the five years
I spent in his Latin class, I would not have written this dissertation. David Howlett gave me my
first glimpse of what original research looks like and what it is good for; it was an extraordinary
gift that I will never forget. John Alston taught me to be brave, and years later I am still trying to
find the words to express how much that meant to me.

My father, Jon Yardney, and my in-laws, Sue and Jim Carr, have been unstinting in their
love and support throughout this very long process. My father was the intellectual giant of my
childhood and the yardstick by which I measured my own acquisition of knowledge, so I am
very proud to finally share the title of Dr. Yardney. My mother, Linda Yardney, began training me

to be a clear and economical writer when I was in elementary school. I hope she would feel that

X



her efforts were not wasted. Special thanks to Sue for helping to hold down the fort during my
last week of writing while our children were home on spring break.

My children Nora and Morgan inspire me with the joy they find in struggling to acquire a
new skill. I am humbled by their determination to take on new challenges, and I will never tire of
watching their faces light up when they do something independently for the first time. They also
keep my priorities in line and my head screwed on straight, and for that [ am very grateful.

Finally, I hold gratitude beyond measure for my husband, Jamie Carr, who has never lost
faith in me. I could not have completed this project without the many forms of support he
provided on a daily basis, from taking the kids to the playground every afternoon so I could
write, to kindly but firmly pointing out sloppy topic sentences. Author Ann Patchett recounts that
a friend once asked her, “Does your husband make you a better person? Are you smarter, kinder,
more generous, more compassionate, a better writer?” The answer for me is, and always has

been, yes.



Abstract

This study argues that while the Septuagint of Samuel is widely considered a mechanical
rendering of its Vorlage, the translator was capable of making creative choices informed by his
sensitivity to the coherence of his narrative and his knowledge of other texts. This thesis is based
on scrutiny of three examples: 1 Sam 1:6, 14:41, and 15:29. In each of these three verses, the
analysis demonstrates that the translator has provided a creative solution to a perceived problem
in the Vorlage. Early Jewish sources—including non-biblical Dead Sea Scrolls, Targumim,
Josephus, Pseudo-Philo, and a range of rabbinic texts—contextualize the translator’s decisions
and support the argument that these examples represent interpretation rather than error.

The dissertation offers a fuller and more flexible conception of the Greek translator’s
working methods in Samuel than has previously been proposed. The translator’s isomorphic style
is shown to be a choice rather than a limitation of his ability to understand Hebrew. He can be
both literal and free at the same time: he deviates very little from the textual form of the Vorlage
even when making extensive changes to its meaning.

This expanded characterization of the translator yields more reliable reconstructions of
the fragmentary Samuel scrolls from Qumran, and sheds new light on the textual relationships
between the Masoretic Text, the Septuagint, and the Dead Sea Scrolls. By making the case for
the translator’s creative interactions with his Vorlage, this study also reveals LXX Samuel’s

previously unrecognized contributions to the history of Jewish biblical interpretation.
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Septuagint Manuscripts and Groupings

I have endeavored throughout the dissertation to use the sigla and manuscript groupings
that will appear in the critical edition of 1 Samuel currently being prepared by Anneli
Aejmelaeus for the Gottingen Septuagint series. She kindly shared the following list with me; see
also the published version in Tuukka Kauhanen, The Proto-Lucianic Problem in 1 Samuel

(Gottingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 2012).

Uncials
ABMYV (842) (845) (846) (867)

Groups

0 =247-376

L =19-82-93-108-127

CI =98-(243)-379-731

CII = 46-52-236-242-313-328-530
a=119-527-799

b=121-509
d = 44-68-74-106-107-120-122-125-134-(370)-610
subgroups:
68’ = 68-122
120" = 74-106-120-134-(370)
134" =120-134
107" =44-107-125-610
f=56-246
5 =64-92-130-314-381-488-489-(762)
subgroups:
64’ = 64-381
488" = 488-489

without grouping: 29 55 71 158 244 245 318 (342) 460 554 707
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Chapter 1

Introduction

L. Overview

The textual history of the Book of Samuel has long held great interest for biblical
scholars because of the many divergences between the Hebrew and Greek texts as well as the
complicated recensional history of the Greek. Scholars as early as Thenius' suspected that the
Septuagint represented an alternative Vorlage that was often superior to the Masoretic text, which
has suffered an unusually high degree of textual corruption in Samuel.” This suspicion was
verified by the discovery and subsequent publication of the scrolls of Samuel found at Qumran,’
which demonstrated the existence of a Hebrew text very close to that represented by the Greek of
the Septuagint. Commentators and text critics now have fuller confidence in their use of the
Septuagint as a means for recovering a very early stage of the Hebrew text of Samuel. At the

same time, scholars have labored to extract the earliest form of the translation, the Old Greek,

' Otto Thenius, Die Biicher Samuels (Leipzig: Wiedmann’sche Buchhandlung, 1842). Subsequent references are to

the second edition, published 1864.

2 See, e.g., Julius Wellhausen, Der Text der Biicher Samuelis (Géttingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1871), 1; Bo
Johnson, “On the Masoretic Text at the Beginning of the First Book of Samuel,” Svensk Exegetisk Arsbok 41 (1976):
130-37; P. Kyle McCarter, I Samuel: A New Translation with Notes and Commentary (Garden City, NY: Doubleday,
1980), 5.

’  Fragments of the scrolls were originally published in the 1950s: see Frank Moore Cross, “A New Qumran

Biblical Fragment Related to the Original Hebrew Underlying the Septuagint,” BASOR 132 (Dec. 1953): 15-26;
Frank Moore Cross, “The Oldest Manuscripts From Qumran,” JBL 74, no. 3 (Sept. 1955): 147-72. Full publication
of the Samuel scrolls came fifty years later in Frank Moore Cross, Donald W. Parry, Richard J. Saley and Eugene
Ulrich, eds., Discoveries in the Judaean Desert XVII: Qumran Cave 4 XII 1-2 Samuel (Oxford: Clarendon Press,
2005), hereafter DJD XVII.



from the welter of textual data to ensure that studies of the Septuagint are grounded in the best
possible evidence.

However, in their eagerness to reconstruct the Vorlage of Samuel and correct the
Masoretic Text, on the one hand, and to identify the Old Greek, on the other, scholars have often
not attended closely to the meaning of the Greek. As a result, they have failed to recognize
instances of the translator engaging in creative interpretation. This oversight has led to an unduly
rigid characterization of the translator’s method. Without proper recognition of the translator’s
interpretive capabilities, we overlook an important source of information about how Alexandrian
Jews of the third and second centuries BCE’ regarded and interacted with their sacred texts.

The current study attempts to remedy this gap by identifying and analyzing examples of
the translator’s creativity and contextualizing them within the history of Jewish biblical
interpretation. While the earliest Greek translation of Samuel is widely considered a mechanical
rendering of its Vorlage, the examples discussed in this dissertation will demonstrate that the
translator was capable of making creative choices informed by his sensitivity to the coherence of
his narrative and his knowledge of other biblical texts.

In each of the following three chapters, I will discuss one verse from 1 Samuel in depth.
Chapter Two will focus on 1 Sam 1:6, Chapter Three on 1 Sam 14:41, and Chapter Four on 1
Sam 15:29. These verses were chosen because they do not follow the normal patterns of

translation found in the Septuagint of 1 Samuel. The translator typically provides highly

4

On the date of LXX 1 Samuel, see Marguerite Harl, Gilles Dorival and Olivier Munnich, La Bible grecque des
Septante: du judaisme hellénistique au christianisme ancien (Paris: Cerf, 1994), 98; Philippe Hugo, “1-2 Kingdoms
(1-2 Samuel),” in T&T Clark Companion to the Septuagint, ed. James K. Aitken (London: Bloomsbury T&T Clark,
2015), 129.



isomorphic renderings of his Vorlage, preserving Hebrew word order, often maintaining Hebrew
syntax, and frequently resorting to stereotyped renderings of lexemes. In most cases, where LXX
differs from MT, the text critic can quite quickly determine the relationship between the two: MT
has suffered a haplography, the translator read resh where MT has dalet, the translator had an
alternative Vorlage, etc. In the three verses I have singled out, however, the relationship between
the translation and MT is not clear at all (although the difficulty has not always been recognized
in the scholarship). In clarifying the relationship between LXX and MT, I will argue that in each
of these three verses, the translator has provided a creative solution to a perceived problem’ in
the Vorlage. In 1 Sam 1:6, the problem was an obscure Vorlage; in 14:41, it was an inconsistency
in the immediate narrative; and in 15:29, it was a combination of an obscure Vorlage and a
missing element in the scene.

These examples of translation deserve to be considered interpretation—not simply
because the Greek says something different from the Hebrew, but because the translator
interacted with other biblical texts,’ both near at hand and at some distance, to solve a difficulty
in his Vorlage. This definition of interpretation in the Septuagint has not, to the best of my
knowledge, been offered before. Anneli Aejmelaeus has proposed a scheme of five levels of
interpretation in LXX: interpretation on the level of decoding, interpretation on the level of

recoding, interpretation as adaptation or reinterpretation, interpretation as an emergency solution,

° By “perceived problem,” I mean something that posed a difficulty for the translator but would not necessarily be

considered a problem by a modern reader (or even necessarily by another ancient reader). For example, the Hebrew

text of 1 Sam 1:6 is not unusually cryptic, but it gave the translator a great deal of trouble.

% The term “biblical texts” could be seen as anachronistic for the period when Samuel was translated into Greek;

see the recent critique of the use of “biblical” when referring to Second Temple texts in Eva Mroczek, The Literary
Imagination in Jewish Antiquity (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2016). I use the term here as a convenient way to
refer to the group of texts that in time came to be included in the Bible, and not to indicate that there was a fixed
canon when Samuel was first translated.



and interpretation on the level of reception.” I would argue that the examples to be discussed
below—1 Sam 1:6; 14:41; and 15:29—require an additional category: interpretation as creative
problem-solving. I maintain that this categorization holds even for the example of 1 Sam 1:6,
where (as will become clear) the translator did not understand his Vorlage. One might argue that
if the translator did not understand the Vorlage, his rendering cannot possibly be considered
interpretation. But the translator attempted to solve the problem of his incomprehensible Vorlage
by reading and rendering it in light of another biblical text (Gen 29:30-30:2). He did not simply
produce nonsense Greek that gave some approximation of what he was able to recognize in the
Hebrew, nor did he abandon his Vorlage entirely and compose something to suit the context.®
These alternatives for dealing with a difficult Vorlage bring into relief the strategy of the
translator of Samuel: rather than sidestep the difficulty, he worked his way through it.

I did not begin this study with the conviction that I would find interpretation in the
Septuagint of Samuel, either in these verses or elsewhere. For as long as possible, I kept open the
possibility that what struck me as unusual renderings were the result of the translator’s typical
handling of his Vorlage, or of a variant reading in the Vorlage itself. Only after I had exhausted
the explanatory powers of these hypotheses did I conclude that a rendering was intentional and

interpretive.

7 Anneli Aejmelaeus, “Levels of Interpretation: Tracing the Trail of the Septuagint Translators,” in On the Trail,

295-312.

¥ Both strategies were used elsewhere in the Septuagint. For examples of the former in Hosea, see Jan Joosten,

“Exegesis in the Septuagint Version of Hosea,” in Collected Studies, 123—45; for examples of the latter in Job, see
Cameron Boyd-Taylor, Reading between the Lines: The Interlinear Paradigm for Septuagint Studies (Leuven:
Peeters, 2011), 391-429.



II. Review of scholarship and contribution of the dissertation

In this section I will review the history of scholarship on the Septuagint of Samuel and
the contribution of the dissertation to this body of literature. I will begin with textual research
because of its foundational nature to the study of Samuel, reviewing scholarship on the
relationship between LXX and MT and on the recensional history of the Greek. The
contributions of the dissertation to this discussion are narrowly focused and so will be addressed
where relevant in chapters two, three, and four. I will then turn to debates where the dissertation
contributes substantially. First I will address the use of the categories “literal” and “free” for
describing Septuagint translations, especially the proposal by James Barr for greater detail and
nuance in the category of literalism. Having discussed how Barr can inform our descriptions of
translation, I will turn to the characterization of the translation of Samuel, presenting Anneli
Aejmelaeus’s analysis of the translator’s strengths and weaknesses. One of the two main features
she identifies as characteristic of the translator—his word-by-word approach—will be put in
dialogue with important considerations from Barr regarding the processes of reading and
translating. I will then review the “interlinear paradigm” for the Septuagint and consider how a
fuller and more accurate characterization of LXX Samuel challenges this theory. Finally, I will
offer some thoughts regarding what we should study when we study the Septuagint, suggesting
that the current dual foci of translation technique and theological renderings are too narrow, and

that greater attention be paid to the phenomenon of narrative exegesis in the Septuagint.



1. The text of LXX Samuel
The relationship between the Masoretic and Septuagint versions of Samuel ’

In 1842, Otto Thenius became the first scholar to propose that the Septuagint of Samuel
as found in Codex Vaticanus represented a better and fuller Hebrew version than is found in the
Masoretic Text and to recommend that LXX"® be used to correct MT."" Julius Wellhausen
affirmed Thenius’s basic position in 1871, but cautioned that before using a translation to correct
MT, it is necessary to investigate the translator’s approach (“der Character ihrer
Uebersetzungsart™) and to separate, as much as possible, those differences from MT which are
due to the translator’s initiative from those which are due to textual variants." Wellhausen’s
observation that both kinds of differences are present in LXX and must be properly identified is
foundational for modern text-critical approaches to Samuel.

The approach of Thenius and Wellhausen was strongly criticized by Theodor Néldeke'
and Max Lohr (ironically, in his introduction to the third edition of Thenius’s commentary),"
who wished to uphold the primacy of MT. Henry Preserved Smith, however, defended Thenius
and Wellhausen forcefully in his commentary in 1899, arguing that the Masoretic text of Samuel
“swarms with errors” and can be reliably reconstructed on the basis of LXX: while LXX has of

course suffered textual corruption during the course of its transmission, the translators gave a

’ A detailed review of the earlier scholarship on this topic is presented in Stephen Pisano, Additions or Omissions

in the Books of Samuel: The Significant Pluses and Minuses in the Massoretic, LXX and Qumran Texts (Gottingen:
Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1984), 1-8. An excellent and more recent summary of the current state of research into
the textual history of Samuel can be found in Philippe Hugo, “Text History of the Books of Samuel: An Assessment
of the Recent Research,” in Hugo and Schenker, Archaeology of the Books of Samuel, 1-19.

' Thenius, Biicher Samuels, XXi—Xxii.

' Wellhausen, Biicher Samuelis, 9.
2 Theodor Néldeke, review of Julius Wellhausen, Der Text der Biicher Samuelis, ZWT 16 (1873): 117-22.

1 Max Lohr, in Thenius, Biicher Samuels, 3rd ed. (1898), xc—xcii.
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faithful rendering of their Vorlage." In his study of the Hebrew text of Samuel in 1890, S. R.
Driver gave a more nuanced assessment of LXX as a text-critical tool for Samuel, stating at the
outset that the Septuagint is “the Version that is of greatest importance for purposes of textual
criticism,”"” but also noting many elements in LXX that are “presumably” due to the translator;
these include doublets, transliterations, and confusion of Hebrew characters.'® Alfons Schulz
took a similarly measured approach in his commentary in 1919-20, voicing the methodological
concerns that we do not have the text of the original translation and that Vaticanus and
Alexandrinus, the two main Greek witnesses available at the time, frequently do not agree.
Schulz recommended that the decision to follow MT or LXX be made on a case-by-case basis."’
The consensus which appeared to be developing around the value of LXX as a text-
critical tool (albeit with appropriate caveats) was sharply rejected in 1942 by P. A. H. de Boer,
who considered LXX to be “of little value” for emending the Hebrew text.' Just over a decade
later, however, Frank Moore Cross published the first fragments of what would later be called
4Q51 (4QSam®),” demonstrating that a genuine Hebrew Vorlage lay behind many of the
divergences from MT found in LXX Samuel. He concludes, “This fragment and the others yet to

be published sharply underline the seriousness with which the LXX dealt with the Hebrew text in

'* Henry Preserved Smith, A Critical and Exegetical Commentary on the Books of Samuel (New York: Scribner’s
Sons, 1899), 398—400.

'3 S. R. Driver, Notes on the Hebrew Text of the Books of Samuel (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1890), xxxix.

' Driver, Hebrew Text of Samuel, lvi-Ixxx. Subsequent references are to the second edition, published 1913,

7" Alfons Schulz, Die Biicher Samuel, vol 2: Das zweite Buch Samuel (Miinster: Aschendorff, 1920), 323.
'8 P. A. H. de Boer, Research into the Text of 1 Samuel I-XVI (Amsterdam: 1938), 69.

" Cross, “New Qumran Fragment,” 15-26.



their hands, and confirms most emphatically the usefulness of the LXX for the establishment of a
more nearly original Hebrew text.””

Hans Joachim Stoebe in his 1973 commentary hesitated to go so far, cautioning that the
text-type represented by LXX and the Qumran scrolls was not necessarily better but simply
different from MT.*' Similarly, P. Kyle McCarter’s commentary of 1980 took as a basic
assumption that “none of the ancient witnesses to the text of Samuel has a monopoly on
primitive readings”;** as a result, McCarter opted to produce an eclectic reconstruction of the
Hebrew, which then formed the basis of his translation and exegesis. Emanuel Tov (1980) also
argued that Cross had overstated the case for similarities between the Qumran scrolls and LXX,
observing that the Samuel scrolls “agree now with this and then with that text (MT, LXX, and
Sam. Pent.), and in addition contain a significant number of exclusive readings.”” The text-
critical situation is much more complicated than is admitted by the characterization of the
Samuel scrolls as “Septuagintal.” These important cautions not to oversimplify the textual

picture of Samuel did not, however, detract from the basic conclusion that the Qumran scrolls

appear to confirm the close and careful method of the Septuagint translator.

» Cross, “New Qumran Fragment,” 25; italics mine. See also his characterization of 4Q52 (4QSam") in Cross,
“Oldest Manuscripts,” 165—72: “Its affinities with the tradition to which the Vorlage of the Old Greek belongs is
most important, and cannot be neglected in developing new methods and evaluations in future critical studies of the
text of Samuel.”

! Hans Joachim Stoebe, Das erste Buch Samuelis (Giitersloh: Mohn, 1973), 30-31.
2 McCarter, I Samuel, 8.

» Emanuel Tov, “Determining the Relationship between the Qumran Scrolls and the LXX: Some Methodological
Issues,” in Tov, The Hebrew and Greek Texts of Samuel, 64. See also the conclusion in Jason Driesbach’s recent
study of 4Q51 that “the numerous unique readings in 4Q show a significant degree of independence from G.... It
seems best to conclude that 4Q and the Vorlage of the OG do share a genetic relationship that separates them from
MT, but that 4Q’s text has developed significantly since the time when the OG was produced.” Jason K. Driesbach,
40Samuel” and the Text of Samuel (Leiden: Brill, 2016), 281.
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A few scholars nevertheless continued to express hesitation over the value of LXX for
reconstructing MT Samuel. In the same 1980 conference in which Tov pressed for
methodological clarity, Dominique Barthélemy argued that while LXX and the Qumran scrolls
are important aids in repairing the unusual degree of textual corruption found in MT Samuel,
these non-Masoretic texts display a high degree of literary creativity.”* As a result, shorter and
more difficult readings in MT should not as a rule be corrected by means of LXX or the Qumran
scrolls. Stephen Pisano came to a similar conclusion in his 1984 study of the pluses and minuses
in the MT, LXX, and Qumran scrolls of Samuel: “in the vast majority of cases a large plus or
minus occurring in the LXX or 4QSam® vis-a-vis MT indicates a further literary activity by LXX
or 4QSam®.”*

Anneli Aejmelaeus demonstrated the flaws in Pisano’s approach and conclusions in a
1987 article, criticizing the faulty logic that underlies his explanations of textual phenomena.”®
She argued forcefully that the burden of proof lies with the scholar who wishes to claim that a
divergence in LXX cannot have originated with the Vorlage.”’ In their 1997 translation and
commentary on LXX 1 Samuel in the Bible d’Alexandrie series, Lestienne and Grillet also

resisted Pisano’s tendency, contending that when LXX clearly diverges from MT, the difference

* Dominique Barthélemy, “La qualité du Texte Massorétique de Samuel,” in Tov, The Hebrew and Greek Texts of
Samuel, 43.

» Pisano, Additions or Omissions, 283. A more extreme position regarding 4Q51 has been adopted by Alexander
Rofé, who argues based on the unique readings of 4Q51 that the scroll is not a copy of the biblical book of Samuel
at all but rather a midrash on the same. Alexander Rofé, “Midrashic Traits in 4Q51 (So-Called 4QSam®),” in Hugo
and Schenker, Archaeology of the Books of Samuel, 75-88. Driesbach gives some support to Rofé’s general
observation, concluding that “a defining characteristic of 4Q is the prevalence of secondary readings ... most [of
which] result from scribal exegesis.” Driesbach, 40Samuel”, 273.

% Anneli Aejmelacus, “What Can We Know About the Hebrew Vorlage of the Septuagint?” in On the Trail, 82-3.
7 Aejmelaeus, “What Can We Know,” 85.



is due not to the translator but to a variant Vorlage.” The basis for this assertion is, first, the
frequent agreement between LXX and the Qumran scrolls against MT, and second, the presence
of semitisms in the passages where LXX diverges. Eugene Ulrich similarly concluded in his
1999 study of the Dead Sea Scrolls that LXX was translated from a Hebrew text which preserved
passages lost through scribal error in an ancestor of MT.”” He maintained this position in his

2015 monograph, arguing that

the OG repeatedly demonstrates that it faithfully translates a Hebrew text that is
simply at variance with the MT. Thus, sound Greek readings which differ from
the MT but lack extant Hebrew manuscript support should be seriously
considered as based on an alternate Hebrew manuscript and thus as a serious
candidate for the “original” text.”

This line of scholarship, which has emerged as the dominant one in the field, is also followed by
A. Graeme Auld in his 2011 commentary on Samuel.’'

The consensus that the Samuel scrolls from Qumran confirm the careful work of the LXX
translator while also presenting a large number of original readings was further strengthened by
the full publication of the scrolls in 2005 by Cross, Parry, Saley, and Ulrich in the Discoveries in

the Judaean Desert series.’> Many of the transcriptions and reconstructions have been criticized

* Michel Lestienne and Bernard Grillet, eds., Premier livre des Régnes, Bible d’Alexandrie 9.1 (Paris: Cerf, 1997),
51.

» Eugene Charles Ulrich, The Dead Sea Scrolls and the Origins of the Bible (Grand Rapids, MI: Eerdmans, 1999),
189-90.

" Eugene Charles Ulrich, The Dead Sea Scrolls and the Developmental Composition of the Bible (Leiden: Brill,
2015), 80.

' A. Graeme Auld, I & II Samuel: A Commentary (Louisville: Westminster John Knox, 2011), 4-5.
32 Cross, Parry, Saley and Ulrich, DJD XVII.
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in the decade since this initial publication, however, signaling that there is more work to be done
on these important manuscripts.™

One particular line of investigation in the wake of the Qumran discoveries is whether
there is evidence of multiple editions of Samuel preserved in MT, LXX, and 4Q51. While no
proof has been found that these three version represent wholly different editions, the argument
has been successfully made for different editions of the psalm of Hannah in 1 Sam 2:1-10** and
for the story of David and Goliath in 1 Sam 17-18.%

One final issue of note regarding the relationship between the Masoretic text and the
Septuagint in Samuel regards the increasing scholarly conviction that there are theological and/or
ideological corrections in MT. While commentators in the nineteenth century such as

Wellhausen, Smith, and Driver were already aware of the unintentional changes in Samuel, it is

* Philippe Hugo, Ingo Kottsieper and Annette Steudel, “Notes paléographiques sur 40Sam* (4Q51) (le cas de 2
Sam 3),” RO 23, no. 1 (June 2007): 93—108; Emile Puech, “4QSam® (4Q51). Notes épigraphiques et nouvelles
identifications,” in Florilegium Lovaniense. Studies in Septuagint and Textual Criticism in Honour of Florentino
Garcia Martinez, ed. H. Ausloos, B. Lemmelijn and M. Vervenne (Leuven: Peeters, 2008), 373—-86; Philippe Hugo,
Ingo Kottsieper and Annette Steudel, “Reflections on Epigraphy and Critical Editing of 4QSam® (4Q51) Col. XI,” in
Textual Criticism and Dead Sea Scrolls Studies in Honour of Julio Trebolle Barrera: Florilegium Complutense, ed.
Andrés Piquer Otero and Pablo A. Torijano Morales (Leiden: Brill, 2012), 115-31; Bronson Brown-deVost, review
of R. Miiller, J. Pakkala, and B. ter Haar Romeny, Evidence of Editing: Growth and Change of Texts in the Hebrew
Bible, JHS (forthcoming). Andrew Fincke, The Samuel Scroll from Qumran: 4QSam* Restored and Compared to the
Septuagint and 40Sam® (Leiden: Brill, 2001) and Edward D. Herbert, Reconstructing Biblical Dead Sea Scrolls: A
New Method Applied to the Reconstruction of 4QSam” (Leiden: Brill, 1997) both published before DJD XVII,
propose many alternative readings. See also pp. 249-273 in Chapter Five.

a

** Anneli Aejmelaeus, “Hannah’s Psalm in 4QSam®,” in Hugo and Schenker, Archaeology of the Books of Samuel,
23-37; Donald Parry, “Hannah in the Presence of the Lord,” in Hugo and Schenker, Archaeology of the Books of
Samuel, 53—73; Emanuel Tov, “Different Editions of the Song of Hannah and of Its Narrative Framework,” in Greek
and Hebrew Bible, 433-55; Jirg Hutzli, Die Erzdhlung von Hanna und Samuel. Textkritische und literarische
Analyse von 1. Samuel 1-2 unter Beriicksichtigung des Kontextes (Zurich: Theologischer Verlag, 2004); Stanley D.
Walters, “Hannah and Anna: The Greek and Hebrew Texts of 1 Samuel 1,” JBL 107, no. 3 (1988): 385-412.

% Johann Lust, “David dans la Septante,” in Figures de David a travers la Bible: XVII congrés de I’ ACFEB
(1997), ed. L. Desrousseaux and J. Vermeylen (Paris: Cerf, 1999), 243—63; Lust and Tov in Dominique Barthélemy,
David W. Gooding, Johann Lust and Emanuel Tov, eds., The Story of David and Goliath: Textual and Literary
Criticism; Papers of a Joint Research Venture (Gottingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1986); Stephen Pisano,
“Alcune osservazioni sul racconto di Davide e Golia. Confronto fra TM e LXX,” Annali di Scienze Religiose, 10
(2005): 129-37; Julio Trebolle Barrera, “The Story of David and Goliath (1 Sam 17-18): Textual Variants and
Literary Composition,” BIOSCS 2 (1990): 16-23.
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only in the past few decades that text critics have begun to recognize intentional changes made in
MT. Instances of theological and/or ideological changes in MT Samuel have been identified by
Barthélemy,” Hutzli,”’ Dietrich,”® and Hugo,” among others. An especially interesting cluster of
corrections in the story of Hannah in 1 Sam 1-2 has been studied by Tov,* Aejmelaeus,* and
Dietrich,” who suggest that MT intentionally reduces Hannah’s cultic activity in the narrative.
Ulrich, on the other hand, acknowledges the presence of a cluster of variants in MT 1 Sam 1-2
but sees no intentional pattern in them.* Stanley Walters also objects to the idea that MT has
been redacted, arguing instead that MT and LXX represent two unrelated texts which arose from

alternate traditions.**

The recensional history of LXX Samuel
LXX Samuel and Kings have undergone a complex recensional history.* Because the

dissertation participates in the scholarly debates on this topic in a very limited way, I will review

* Barthélemy, “La qualité,” 5-6.

*7" Jiirg Hutzli, “Theologische Textinderungen in Massoretischen Text und in der Septuaginta von 1-2 Sam,” in
Hugo and Schenker, Archaeology of the Books of Samuel, 243—47.

¥ Walter Dietrich, “Doch ein Text hinter den Texten? Vorldufige textkritische Einsichten eines Samuel-
Kommentators,” in Hugo and Schenker, Archaeology of the Books of Samuel, 151-56.

% Philippe Hugo, “L’ Archéologie textuelle du temple de Jérusalem. Etude textuelle et littéraire du motif
théologique du temple en 2 Samuel,” in Hugo and Schenker, Archaeology of the Books of Samuel, 165-212;
Philippe Hugo, “The Unique Messiah: A Tendency in Favour of David’s Kingship in the MT of Samuel,” in In the
Footsteps of Sherlock Holmes: Studies in the Biblical Text in Honour of Anneli Aejmelaeus, ed. Kristin De Troyer, T.
Michael Law and Marketta Liljestrom (Leuven: Peeters, 2014), 331-64.

* Emanuel Tov, Textual Criticism of the Hebrew Bible (Minneapolis: Fortress, 2012), 254-56.

*' Anneli Aejmelaeus, “Corruption or Correction? Textual Development in the MT of 1 Samuel 1,” in Textual
Criticism and Dead Sea Scrolls Studies in Honour of Julio Trebolle Barrera — Florilegium Complutense, ed. Andrés
Piquer Otero and Pablo A. Torijano Morales (Leiden: Brill, 2012), 11-16.

42 Dietrich, “Doch Ein Text,” 149-51.
# Ulrich, Developmental Composition, 108.
4 Walters, “Hannah and Anna,” 410.

* While many of the issues under discussion below apply to both Samuel and Kings, I will focus primarily Samuel
for the sake of simplicity and clarity.
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the extensive literature on the subject only briefly. More detailed bibliography can be found in
the work of Dines;* Fernandez Marcos;*” Harl, Dorival, and Munnich;* Kauhanen;* Metzger;”

Tov;”! and Ulrich.”

a. The kaige recension
In 1907, Henry St. John Thackeray observed that different sections of Samuel and Kings
as preserved in LXX® demonstrated a strikingly different translation style.” He divided and

labeled the sections as follows:

a = 1 Samuel

BB = 2Sam I:1-11:1

By = 2 Sam 11:2-1 Kgs 2:11
v = 1Kgs2:12-21:43

Y0 1 Kgs 22 and 2 Kings

The sections By and y0 stood out from the rest, being marked by distinct renderings such as xai
ye for 03 and éyw eip for ™21R, and by the lack of the historical present which is so common in

the other sections. Thackeray argued that a single translator was responsible for the sections 3y

* Jennifer M. Dines, The Septuagint (London: T&T Clark, 2004), 81-107.

7 Natalio Fernandez Marcos, “The Lucianic Text in the Books of Kingdoms: From Lagarde to the Textual
Pluralism,” in De Septuaginta: Studies in Honour of John William Wevers, ed. Albert Pietersma and Claude E. Cox
(Mississauga, Ont.: Benben, 1984), 161-74; Natalio Fernandez Marcos and José Ramoén Busto Saiz, eds., El texto
antioqueno de la Biblia griega I: 1-2 Samuel (Madrid: Consejo Superior de Investigaciones Cientificas, 1989), xv—
xxviii; Natalio Fernandez Marcos, Introduccion a las versiones griegas de la Biblia (Madrid: Consejo Superior de
Investigaciones Cientificas, 1998), 151-62, 209—60.

* Harl, Dorival and Munnich, Bible grecque, 129-200.
4 Kauhanen, Proto-Lucianic Problem, 13-23.

% Bruce Metzger, “The Lucianic Recension of the Greek Bible,” in Chapters in the History of New Testament
Textual Criticism (Grand Rapids, MI: Eerdmans, 1963), 1-41.

U Tov, Textual Criticism, 141-47.
> Eugene Charles Ulrich, The Qumran Text of Samuel and Josephus (Missoula, MT: Scholars Press, 1978), 15-37.

> Henry St. John Thackeray, “The Greek Translators of the Four Books of Kings,” JTS 8, no. 30 (Jan. 1907): 262—
78.
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and yo, while a, ff3, and yy were the work of three independent translators. He also noted that the
Lucianic recension (see below) in section y lacked the distinctive renderings, concluding that
Lucian must have removed them, “presumably as monstrosities.”**

Thackeray’s hypothesis regarding multiple translators was widely accepted until
Barthélemy’s discovery in 1963 that a Greek scroll of the Minor Prophets found at Nahal Hever
(8HevXIllgr) displayed the same translational idiosyncrasies as Thackeray’s By and yd sections.”
On the basis of this new evidence, Barthélemy was able to demonstrate that the unique
translational profile of the fy and yd sections of LXX" Samuel-Kings was the result not of a
different translator, but rather of a recension which aimed to bring the Greek into greater
conformity with the proto-Masoretic text. Barthélemy named this the kaige recension because of
its characteristic translation of 0. Furthermore, the Antiochene text (see below) was shown not
to have been subject to the kaige recension; as a result, it preserves a text much closer to the Old
Greek for the kaige sections of Samuel-Kings than does LXX".*

Thackeray’s initial study gave the impression that LXX" in sections «, ff3, and yy (1 Sam

1:1-2 Sam 11:1; 1 Kgs 2:12-21:43) was untouched by the kaige recension, and this assumption

remained almost entirely unchallenged for over a century. While Brock commented

** Thackeray, “Greek Translators of Kings,” 266.

» Dominique Barthélemy, Les devanciers d’Aquila,; premiére publication intégrale du texte des fragments du
Dodécaprophéton trouvés dans le désert de Juda (Leiden: Brill, 1963).

* Barthélemy in fact argued that the Antiochene text was the Old Greek in the kaige sections of Samuel-Kings;
Barthélemy, Les devanciers d’Aquila, 127. Brock, however, resisted this interpretation, pointing out recensional
elements of the Antiochene text even in the kaige sections. His thesis is that the Antiochene text “still remains a
recensional text, even though it has escaped the Palestinian [i.e., kaige] revision”; Sebastian P. Brock, “Lucian
redivivus: Some Reflections on Barthélemy’s Les Devanciers d’Aquila,” in Studia Evangelica 5: Papers Presented
to the Third International Congress on New Testament Studies Held at Christ Church, Oxford, 1965; Part II: The
New Testament Message, ed. F. L. Cross (Berlin: Akademie-Verlag, 1968), 177. Brock’s analysis of the Antiochene
text has become the dominant one: see Siegfried Kreuzer, “B or Not B? The Place of Codex Vaticanus in Textual
History and in Septuagint Research,” in Text-Critical and Hermeneutical Studies in the Septuagint, ed. Johann Cook
and Hermann-Josef Stipp (Leiden: Brill, 2012), 81.
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hypothetically in 1966 that “probably from the very beginning of its existence the translation was
subject to sporadic ‘correction’ on the basis of current Hebrew texts,””’ he adduced no evidence
in support of the idea, and even Aejmelaeus in 1992 described 1 Samuel as “a section which was
spared from the xatye recension.” Since then, however, Aejmelaeus has documented many
examples of what she describes as “xalye-type revisions” in LXX 1 Samuel, which forms part of
the non-kaige sections of LXX"® for Samuel-Kings.” These corrections are only “sporadically
detected”® and do not suggest the same kind of thorough revision found in the kaige sections;
nevertheless, they demonstrate that the text of LXX", long considered a relatively reliable
witness to the Old Greek in the non-kaige sections, has at times been corrected towards a

Hebrew text much like MT and thus cannot be taken at face-value.

b. The (so-called) Lucianic recension
This recension has historically been called “Lucianic” because of early traditions

attributing the recension to Lucian of Antioch (3rd—4th c. CE). Many scholars, however, prefer

9961

the more neutral term “Antiochene (or Antiochian) text,”" and that is the one I will adopt here.

*7 Sebastian P. Brock, The Recensions of the Septuaginta Version of I Samuel (Torino: S. Zamorani, 1996), 303.
% Anneli Aejmelacus, “The Septuagint of 1 Samuel,” in On the Trail, 127.

" Anneli Aejmelacus, “A Kingdom at Stake: Reconstructing the Old Greek—Deconstructing the Textus Receptus,”
in Scripture in Transition, ed. Anssi Voitila and Jutta Jokiranta, 357-58, 366; Aejmelacus, “Corruption or
Correction,” 13n25; Anneli Aejmelaeus, “Does God Regret? A Theological Problem That Concerned the Kaige
Revisors” (forthcoming). See also Kreuzer, “B or Not B,” 82-96.

% Aejmelaeus, “Kingdom at Stake,” 366.

' Barthélemy, Les devanciers d’Aquila, 127. “Antiochene text” is also the term preferred by Fernandez Marco and
Busto Saiz: Natalio Fernandez Marcos and José Ramon Busto Saiz, eds., E/ texto antioqueno de la Biblia griega
(Madrid: Consejo Superior de Investigaciones Cientificas, 1989—1996).
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After the early work of Ceriani,* Field,” and Lagarde® in identifying cursive
manuscripts which matched both biblical quotations from the Antiochene fathers and passages
marked as “Lucianic” in the Syrohexapla, Rahlfs was able to establish the Antiochene
manuscripts for Samuel-Kings as 19, 82, 93, 108, and 127.% These manuscripts were studied and
characterized most fully by Sebastian Brock in his 1966 dissertation, published in monograph
form in 1996.% Brock concluded that the Antiochene text in Samuel had split off from the rest of
the Greek textual tradition at an early date and so was not affected by the kaige recension; it thus
preserves some original readings. He also notes, however, that in addition to hexaplaric
influence, the Antiochene manuscripts display “a definitely recensional element” aimed
primarily at replacing koine forms with Attic forms and adapting the text for public reading.”’

Further complicating the picture are the still-unsettled questions of what text formed the
base for the recension and how that base text is related to the other textual witnesses, especially
4Q51, Josephus, and the Old Latin; this cluster of unresolved difficulties, known as the “proto-
Lucianic problem,” has been described by John William Wevers as “the most difficult problem in

modern Septuagint work.”*® The contentious debates on this issue, a full review of which would

62 A. M. Ceriani, Monumenta sacra et profana ex codicibus praesertim Bibliothecae Ambrosianae (1864).

8 Frederick Field, Origenis Hexaplorum quae supersunt sive veterum interpretum Graecum in totum Vetus
Testamentum fragmenta (Oxford: 1875).

 P. de Lagarde, Librorum Veteris Testamenti canonicorum pars prior graece (Gottingen: 1883).
% Alfred Rahlfs, Lucians Rezension der Konigsbiicher (Gottingen: 1911).

% Brock, Recensions.

7 Brock, Recensions, 306.

68 John William Wevers, “Proto-Septuagint Studies,” in The Seed of Wisdom: Essays in Honour of T. J. Meek, ed.
W. Stewart McCullough (Toronto: University of Toronto Press, 1964), 69.

16



take us too far afield from material directly relevant to the dissertation, are well summarized in

Tuukka Kauhanen’s 2012 study.”

c. The Hexaplaric recension

Perhaps the most well-known of the Septuagintal recensions, the Hexaplaric recension is
the direct result of Origen’s monumental text-critical work, the Hexapla, and the confusions that
arose during its subsequent transmission.”” From Origen’s commentary on the Gospel of
Matthew (249 CE), it is known that he attempted a large-scale revision of the Greek text of the
Bible, which had become significantly corrupted by inaccurate copying. His revised text, found
in the fifth column of the Hexapla, was then copied and disseminated widely.”'

The complete Hexaplaric fragments were first collected in 1713 by Bernard de
Montfaucon.” The next major publication came in 1875 with Field’s edition, which collected not
only the Greek Hexaplaric fragments but also all the evidence from the Syrohexapla.” He also
provided a substantial Prolegomena, which remains the starting point for most scholarship on the
Hexapla.”

Three issues continue to generate scholarly debate: which text did Origen use as his basis

for the fifth column, was the text corrected or not, and were text-critical signs (asterisks and

% Kauhanen, Proto-Lucianic Problem, 14-23.

™ On this recension see especially Bo Johnson, Die hexaplarische Rezension des 1. [i. e. Ersten] Samuelbuches der
Septuaginta (Lund: C. W. K. Gleerup, 1963); Brock, Recensions, 37-173; Timothy Michael Law, “A History of
Research on Origen’s Hexapla: From Masius to the Hexapla Project,” BIOSCS 40 (2007): 30-48.

"' Fernandez Marcos, Introduccion, 215.

™ Bernard Montfaucon, ed., Origenis Hexaplorum quae supersunt, multi partibus auctiora quam a Flaminio
Nobilio et Joanne Drusio edita fuerint (Paris: 1713).

” Field, Origenis Hexaplorum.
™ Law, “Origen’s Hexapla,” 43.
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obeli) included in the original? Brock addressed all three in his dissertation, concluding that
Origen used as his base text a text closely related to Bya,Eth (= B b Aeth), and that the fifth
column contained Origen’s revised text marked with asterisks and obeli.” These results have not
been universally accepted, however; Giovanni Mercati, for example, argued in 1958 that the fifth
column did not contain asterisks and obeli on the basis that these marks do not appear in the
palimpsest Codex Ambrosiana O 39 sup. (9th c.), which contains fragments of the Hexapla of
Psalms.” Brock also noted that the text groups”’ O (=A O) D (= 120" 554) L (19 82 93 107 127)

E (=52 92 130 314 489) have been particularly affected by the inclusion of Hexaplaric material.

2. The use of the categories “literal” and “free” to describe translations

Before attempting to characterize LXX Samuel as a translation, we must establish which
categories we should use to describe the various approaches to translation found in the
Septuagint. Theo van der Louw observes that although scholars may use different terminology,
“the age-old polarity literal versus free serves as the background of almost every book [on

9978

translation].””® (He notes that the categories of “isolate” and “contextual” used by Albert

> Brock, Recensions, 170.
6 Giovanni Mercati, Psalterii Hexaplari reliquiae (Rome: Biblioteca Vaticana, 1958).

7 Brock’s textual groupings differ from those used by the Gottingen Septuagint. Gottingen sigla appear in
parentheses after Brock’s.

™ Theo A. W. van der Louw, Transformations in the Septuagint: Towards an Interaction of Septuagint Studies and
Translation Studies (Leuven: Peeters, 2007), 10; italics original. Van der Louw himself maintains the categories of
“literal” and “free” while attempting to add greater specificity to these categories through his inventory of
transformations.
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Pietersma in his theorization of the interlinear paradigm” [see below] can also be understood as

variations on “literal” and “free.”"’)

Table 1: Examples of scholarly categorizations of translations®'

literal < free
verbum de verbo <> sensus de sensu (Jerome)
verfremdend <« eindeutschend (Schleiermacher)
foreignizing <« domesticating (L. Venuti)
direct < oblique (Vinay & Darbelnet)
direct < indirect (E.-A. Gutt)
overt «> covert (J. House)
documentary <« instrumental (C. Nord)
semantic <> communicative (P. Newmark)
formal-equivalent <> dynamic-equivalent (E. A. Nida)
formal-correspondent <« functional-equivalent (Nida — De Waard)

“Literal” and “free” as categories of translational activity have been cogently
problematized, however, by James Barr in his essay on the typology of literalism.* He argues
that “there are different ways of being literal and of being free, so that a translation can be literal
and free at the same time but in different modes or on different levels.”® Thus a translation could
be “literal” in its choice of stereotyped renderings but “free” in its word order, or “literal” in its

word order but add a “free” expansion. As a result, “the simple conceptual distinction between

™ See Albert Pietersma, Translation Manual for “A New English translation of the Septuagint (NETS)” (Ada, MI:
Uncial, 1996), 13; also Albert Pietersma and Benjamin G. Wright, “To the Reader of NETS,” in A New English
Translation of the Septuagint and the Other Greek Translations Traditionally Included Under That Title, ed. Albert
Pietersma and Benjamin G. Wright (New York: Oxford University Press, 2007), xvii.

% Louw, Transformations, 10n38.
8" Louw, Transformations, 10.

82 James Barr, The Typology of Literalism in Ancient Biblical Translations (Géttingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht,
1979).

8 Barr, Typology of Literalism, [6].
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literal and free is not sufficiently flexible to formulate the more complicated set of relations
which obtain in many actual texts.”®* Scholars must instead ask in which ways a given translation
is literal or free. Barr goes on to argue that “free” translations as modern readers understand them
were largely unheard of in the ancient world, and so a more productive vein of inquiry is to
consider the different kinds of literalism that appear in translations.*” He enumerates the
following modes of difference between more and less literal renderings in the Septuagint:*
1. The division into elements or segments, and the sequence in which these
elements are represented.
2. The quantitative addition or subtraction of elements.
3. Consistency or non-consistency in the rendering, i.e. the degree to which a
particular versional term is used for all (or most) cases of a particular term of
the original.
4. Accuracy and level of semantic information, especially in cases of metaphor
and idiom.
5. Coded “etymological” indication of formal/semantic relationships obtaining in

the vocabulary of the original language.
6. Level of text and level of analysis.

These modes allow scholars to be more precise in their categorizations of translations. A given
translation can be assessed in terms of how literal it is in each of the six modes, yielding a more
nuanced composite description rather than a flat “literal,” “more literal,” “less literal,” etc.*’
The findings of the dissertation directly support Barr’s conclusion that the translators of
the Septuagint were capable of being both literal and free in different modes at the same time.

The examples to be discussed below demonstrate that the translator of Samuel could remain

84

Barr, Typology of Literalism, [6].

85

Barr, Typology of Literalism, [7].

86

Barr, Typology of Literalism, [20].
¥ Cf. Aejmelaeus, “Septuagint of 1 Samuel,” 128: “It is commonplace to say that this translation [of Samuel—
Kings] is of the more literal kind. How problematic and actually empty a general estimate like this is at once
becomes clear when the attention is directed to the xaiye recension, which compared to the other sections is more

literal. How does one distinguish literal from more literal?”
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literal in his retention of Hebrew word order and syntax (mode #1) or his rendering consistency
(mode #3) while being free in his addition or omission of elements (mode #2) or in his analysis
of the text (mode #6).

While Barr’s categories are helpful in thinking systematically about what constitutes
literalism in a translation and in mapping out the types of literalism in a specific rendering, they
also obscure a more generalized point that I would like to make about the translator of Samuel:
even when the translator decides to change the meaning of the text in his translation (1 Sam
14:41, 15:29)—or cannot help but change the meaning of the text because he does not
understand it (1:6)—he still attempts to give as close a representation of the Hebrew text as he
can. He makes changes while disturbing the text of the Vorlage as little as possible. I would thus
describe him, at least in these examples, as textually literal but semantically free. While this
description is not as specific as what can be achieved with Barr’s six categories of literalism, it
has the benefit of identifying the trend across the three examples. Nor would Barr likely object to

the description. Earlier in the essay he broadly identifies three types of translations:

(a) “free” renderings which state more or less correctly the general purport of the
original text

(b) literal renderings which also give an adequate semantic rendering of the
original

(c) literal renderings which, while their semantic indication is far from being an
adequate indication of the meaning of the original, nevertheless show a close
and understandable relation to the form of the original.*®

The examples I have drawn from 1 Samuel are of the third type. They do not give an “adequate
indication” of the original meaning, but they do maintain “a close and understandable relation”

to the original form.

% Barr, Typology of Literalism, [15].
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3. Characterizing the Septuagint translator of Samuel

The most extensive analysis of the translator of LXX Samuel has been carried out by
Anneli Aejmelaeus.” One of her primary observations is that the translator was working word by
word: he considered one word, or possibly two, at a time and did not take note of larger syntactic
structures.” She bases this conclusion on a study of the translator’s use of the circumstantial

participle,” noting the following examples:

1 Sam 4:14
MT LXX
K2 00 YR xal 0 &vlpwmog amevoag elgfiAdey

The translator followed the Hebrew word order, placing the participle immediately before the

main verb rather than at the beginning of the sentence (i.e., xal omedoag 6 dvlpwmog eicijAbev).

¥ Aejmelaeus, “Septuagint of 1 Samuel,” 123-41. Her study elaborates on earlier characterizations in Ilmari
Soisalon-Soininen, Die Infinitive in der Septuaginta (Helsinki: Suomalainen Tiedeakatemia, 1965), 176-90; and
Raija Sollamo, Renderings of Hebrew Semiprepositions in the Septuagint (Helsinki: Suomalainen Tiedeakatemia,
1979), 280-89.

% “The ability of the translator to master the syntactical structure in larger contexts was obviously very limited....
He mostly proceeded by the convenient word-for-word method.” Aejmelaeus, “Septuagint of 1 Samuel,” 134, 140.

' “The [participium coniunctum] as a rendering of coordinate clauses is a criterion of translation technique that
measures—at least in the more extensive examples—the translator’s ability to master larger units than a couple of
words.” Anneli Aejmelaeus, “Participium coniunctum as a Criterion of Translation Technique,” in On the Trail, 10.
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1 Sam 14:52
MT LXX

THR IMORMT M A YN MV WR DI RY AR xal (dav Saou) mdvta dvdpa Suvatd xal
TavTe @vopa VidV OUVAUEWS Xal CUVRYXYEY

a0ToUS PO alTOV
In this instance, the translator renders the finite verb &7 with a circumstantial participle but
retains the conjunction xai before the finite verb that follows, thereby representing the Hebrew

use of apodotic vav.

1 Sam 20:14
MT LXX
KDY M TON TAY NWYN KN M ITY DR R xal wév € pov {Bvtog xal momaels Eleog et
mnR - épol xal éav bavatw dmobavw

In this related example of the translator’s use of the genitive absolute, we again see xal

coordinating a participle with a finite verb.

In these instances, the translator has made use of a syntactical feature native to Greek but
has followed the Hebrew in either the word order or the use of conjunctions, resulting in Greek
that is unusual (in the first example) or entirely ungrammatical (in the second and third). Based
on these examples, Aejmelaeus surmises that the translator must have been working in a highly
atomistic manner. Her unstated assumption seems to be that the translator would have produced

more idiomatic Greek if he had had a firmer grasp on the syntax of the Vorlage.
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Aejmelaeus’s conclusion about the limited abilities of the translator finds a challenge in
the work of James Barr, who has argued against the basic premise that translators, even the most

literal, could have considered their Vorlagen one word at a time:

What does the literal translator actually do? Does he really translate each single
component separately, paying no attention to the meaning of the environing
words? Though this might seem so at first sight, further thought indicates that it
cannot be so. There are two sides to the process of translation, which we may call
the input side and the expression side. The input is the translator’s recognition of
the meanings of the original. The expression is the way in which he expresses this
recognition in the versional language. It is not probable that even the literal
translator understood the material only word by word, except where the text was
so obscure that no more synthetic understanding was possible. Generally
speaking, it is not possible in any text, in any language, to make even basic
1dentifications of words without some attention to their context, which is the sole
resource available to select between the multiple possible values of the signs....
Thus the translator was commonly not able to make his basic diagnosis of
meaning word for word. Even the literalist had to work by the context, as the freer
translator did. But—and this is the difference—having made his judgements, with
the context taken into account at least to some degree, he then proceeded to
express the results in a manner that as far as possible gave representation to each
word or element as a separate unit of meaning for the purpose of translation. Thus
we must not insult the literalist translator by imputing to him a crudely
particularistic reading technique: this may have been so at times but it was not
necessarily so and at many points we can be sure that it was not in fact so. Word-
for-word expression did not necessarily exhaust the literal translator’s
appreciation of the meaning of the text: rather, it was his choice that he should
express himself so in the versional language.”

Barr makes a critical methodological point here: because the only way to determine the meaning
of a word, particularly in an unpointed Hebrew text, is to evaluate its context, it is impossible
that the Septuagint translators could have been reading and translating in a strictly word-by-word
manner except in cases where the text was too obscure for context to be helpful. Instead,

translators would have had to read enough of the text to make determinations about the meanings

% Barr, Typology of Literalism, [22-23]; italics original.
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of words before they translated. The difference, then, between a “literal” translator and a “free”
translator is not how they read the Vorlage, as Aejmelaeus suggests, but rather how they
expressed the Vorlage in Greek after reading it. According to Barr, word-for-word expression is
thus a choice rather than a limitation.”

Another significant point in Aejmelaeus’s assessment of the translator of 1 Samuel is the
tension in his work between rigidity and freedom. On the one hand, the translator almost always
reproduces the word order of the Hebrew, forgoing almost entirely the use of common Greek
postpositive conjunctions such as 3¢ and ydp because they would invert the original word order.”
(The translator did, however, make use of the postpositive particle % for K1, presumably because
both could appear in the same place in the word order.”) On the other hand, he treats verbs with
a great deal of flexibility, both in terms of which Greek equivalent he chooses and how he
handles tenses.”® We find an example of lexical variation in 1 Sam 1:5-6:"" for the Hebrew 110,
the translator uses @méxAeioey in v. 5 and cuvéxAeloey in v. 6 (the non-prefixed form xAeiw would

have sufficed in both instances; cf. 1 Sam 23:20). Turning from choice of equivalent to choice of

% We could well ask what motivation there might be to produce a translation so literal that it was ungrammatical.
Barr offers a few suggestions which, while necessarily speculative, are nevertheless thought-provoking: 1. literal
translation practices were convenient; 2. the move towards more literal translations may have been caused by a
desire for greater consistency; 3. the idea of inspired Scripture encouraged greater literalism because every element
of the text was sacred; 4. a literal translation brings the reader to the original and allows him to make exegetical
decisions; 5. as Jews came to believe that the Hebrew Scriptures were more authoritative than the Greek, translators
were more concerned to reproduce features of the Hebrew. Barr, Typology of Literalism, [S0-51]. Not all of these
rationales apply to the translation of Samuel; some pertain to a much later time period. Barr’s first suggestion,
however—that literal translation practices were convenient, especially for early translators who were not
sophisticated exegetes—could apply to Samuel.

% Aejmelaeus, “Participium Coniunctum,” 128-29, 132-33.
% Aejmelaeus, “Participium Coniunctum,” 133.

% “For instance, in the case of 1123 hiph. for which xafiévat 1 Sam 2:14 at first sight seems like a very special
equivalent, the translator used several different equivalents, in the majority of cases matdooety, but for the sake of
variation: malew (perfect 1 Sam 13:4), mAjooetv (passive voice 1 Sam 4:2; 5:12) and tunTew (present stem 1 Sam
11:11; 27:9; 31:2), as well as special renderings according to the context: ¢moxteivewy (1 Sam 17:46), bavatolv (1
Sam 20:33), éxlelv (1 Sam 5:6).” Aejmelaeus, “Septuagint of 1 Samuel,” 138-39.

7 See pp. 52-54 in Chapter Two.
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% «q feature in which the translator could not

tense, the translator often uses the historical present,
follow his Hebrew Vorlage but gave expression to his own understanding of the events described

in the text.””” Moreover,

particularly in subordinate clauses within narration as well as in indirect
discourse, ... he regularly uses non-narrative forms to give expression to the
viewpoint of the dramatic character—and not that of the story-teller. By using the
perfect and the present tense the translator expresses what was seen, heard, or
known by a person in the story, as something present for this person.'”

Based on these observations, Aejmelaeus suggests that “the translator had the preceding context
in mind and this affected his choice of vocabulary as well as verbal forms.”'"" This analysis,
however, undermines her conclusion that the translator worked in such small segments that he
could not accurately track syntax.

In sum, Aejmelaeus concludes the Septuagint translator of 1 Samuel seems not to have
had a uniform approach to his work. He could choose equivalents for Hebrew verbs that would
create stylistic variation. He could also create nuance in his translation by using a tense which
expressed action from the point of view of a character, thereby demonstrating a sensitivity for
narrative. Nevertheless, he tended to strictly preserve Hebrew word order, frequently producing
unidiomatic (or even ungrammatical) renderings in Greek.

The research presented in the dissertation suggests that Aejmelaeus’s characterization of
the Septuagint translator of Samuel needs to be expanded and nuanced. I will demonstrate that

the translator maintained a strong fidelity to the text of his Vorlage but was not averse to

% 1Sam 1:19; 3:15; 4:1, 2, 4, 10; 5:8; 7:1; 8:4; 9:11; 10:10, 21; 11:4; 13:5; etc.
% Aejmelaeus, “Septuagint of 1 Samuel,” 136.
1% Aejmelaeus, “Septuagint of 1 Samuel,” 137.
"' Aejmelaeus, “Septuagint of 1 Samuel,” 140.
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exercising semantic freedom: even when his translation says something quite different from what
the Vorlage says—and even when this difference is intentional—a retroversion of that translation
into Hebrew will bear a strong resemblance to the text of the Vorlage; in the case of 1 Sam 14:41,
the retroversion is nearly identical to the Vorlage. 1 will further demonstrate that the translator
had a greater literary sensibility than he has been credited with: he was attuned to the coherence
of his narrative on both a small and large scale, and he was sensitive to echoes from elsewhere in
the biblical corpus.'” A corollary to this argument is that the translator knew (parts of) the
biblical corpus; while this may seem an obvious assumption, it should not be overlooked.
Finally, I will demonstrate that the translator was not reading and translating his Vorlage one or
two words at a time but was considering passages as long as several sentences before committing
himself to a translation. This conclusion contradicts Aejmelacus’s analysis of the translator’s
method but finds support in Barr’s recognition of the impossibility of reading and rendering
word-by-word without regard for context. I will argue, however, also in agreement with Barr,
that the translator did fall back on a word-by-word approach when he was unable to understand

his Vorlage synthetically, as in the case of 1 Sam 1:6.

4. The interlinear paradigm
The high degree of Hebrew influence on the Greek of the Septuagint is a defining feature

of much of the translation. LXX has been described as “so deeply affected by Semitic influence

192 On the use of the term “biblical” in this context, see né on p. 3.
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95103

as often to be hardly Greek at all, but rather Hebrew in disguise,”™ and (less dramatically) as “a

99104

Greek text with Hebrew structure.” ™ Ilmari Soisalon-Soininen writes,

When an expert in classical Greek or even in Hellenistic Koine begins to read the
Septuagint, he gets the impression that this language is quite unfamiliar to him,
that it is an unfamiliar language with Greek vocabulary. The syntax seems
especially strange to him. The language of the Septuagint is to quite a great extent
Hebrew with Greek words.'”

The Greek is often highly isomorphic, retaining Hebrew word order and attempting to provide a
Greek equivalent for every lexical item in the Vorlage.'™ There is also a tendency towards so-
called stereotyped renderings—that is, the use of a certain Greek word for every instance of a
Hebrew word regardless of context, e.g., xeban for Wk even in the phrase ai xebatal T6Gv
dpéwv (Gen 8:5) where xopud would be more appropriate. At the same time, a number of
biblical books (most famously Isaiah, Job, and Proverbs, but also Esther and Daniel) do not hew
closely to the Hebrew at all.'”’

As aresult of the perplexing nature of the linguistic data, the question of how we should

characterize the Greek of the Septuagint holds a central place in current scholarship. A proper

understanding of the character of the translation is necessary not only for reconstructing its

1% F. C. Conybeare and St. George Stock, Grammar of Septuagint Greek (Boston: Ginn, 1905), 21.

1% Georg Walser, “The Greek of the Bible: Translated Greek or Translation Greek?” in Voitila and Jokiranta,
Scripture in Transition, 456.

'% Tlmari Soisalon-Soininen, Studien zur Septuaginta-Syntax (Helsinki: Suomalainen Tiedeakatemia, 1987), 42.
“Wenn ein Kenner des klassischen Griechisch und auch der hellenistischen Koine die Septuaginta zu lesen beginnt,
so erhélt er den Eindruck, dass ihm diese Sprache ganz fremd ist, es ist eine fremde Sprache mit griechischen
Vokabeln. Besonders die Syntax scheint ihm fremd. Die Sprache die Septuaginta ist in ziemlich groBem Maf3e
Hebréisch mit griechischen Worten.”

'% The exception to this rule is the definite direct object marker, n&, which most translators did not attempt to
represent. Aquila, of course, is the exception to this exception, rendering NX consistently with oUv as if it were the
preposition NK.

'97 “In Isaiah it is often exceedingly difficult to decide to which Hebrew elements the Greek words correspond; in
Proverbs the translator appears to have inserted a number of passages that he knew in Greek; in Job large parts of the
text were left out.” Jan Joosten, “Reflections on the ‘Interlinear Paradigm’ in Septuagintal Studies,” in Collected
Studies, 238.
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origins but, perhaps even more pressingly, for determining how we understand it. If we believe
the Greek was meant to point the reader back to the Hebrew, then at times it could mean
something quite different from what it might mean if we believe it was meant to be an
independent, stand-alone translation. For example, LXX most often renders the Hebrew
conjunction -3 with xal, but -3 can mean “and,” “but,” or “then,” and sometimes requires no
translation at all, whereas xail—at least outside the Septuagint—means “and” or “also.”'” So
when LXX reads xai, does it mean only “and,” or does it sometimes mean “but” or “then”? And
does the answer to this question differ from translator to translator? Furthermore, how do we
understand Greek calques of Hebrew idioms, such as the rendering év épot for *a (= “please,” “1
pray you”; 1 Sam 1:26; 25:24)?

An attempt to address these questions in a manner that is both theoretically and
methodologically rigorous was proposed by Albert Pietersma in 1998'” and came to be known as
the “interlinear paradigm.” Pietersma argues that the basic character of the Septuagint is of
linguistic subservience to and dependence on the Hebrew Vorlage; in other words, we should

understand LXX as a kind of interlinear translation of the Hebrew. While he insists that he

1% This discussion of the uses of =1 and xai is of course an oversimplification. For the full range of -1, see HALOT
s.v. 1; GKC § 111h; 112ff-o00; 143d; 154a—b; 1590, s. For the full range of xai, see LSJ s.v. xal; Smyth §1091, 1501a,
2169, 2868-91, 2921, 2974-78.

"% Albert Pietersma, “A New English Translation of the Septuagint,” in Taylor, X Congress, 217-28. He further
expands and clarifies these initial ideas in Albert Pietersma, “A New Paradigm for Addressing Old Questions: The
Relevance of the Interlinear Model for the Study of the Septuagint,” in Bible and Computer: The Stellenbosch
AIBI-6 Conference, ed. Johann Cook (Leiden: Brill, 2002), 337-64; Albert Pietersma, “Septuagintal Exegesis and
the Superscriptions of the Greek Psalter,” in The Book of Psalms: Composition and Reception, ed. Peter W. Flint and
P. D. Miller (Leiden: Brill, 2004), 443-75; Albert Pietersma, “LXX and DTS: A New Archimedean Point for
Septuagint Studies?,” BIOSCS 39 (2006): 1-11; and Albert Pietersma, “Beyond Literalism: Interlinearity Revisited,”
in “Translation Is Required,” ed. Robert J. V. Hiebert, 3-21. A nascent form of the interlinear paradigm can be
found in Pietersma, Translation Manual. The fullest articulation and defense of the interlinear paradigm appears in
Boyd-Taylor, Reading between the Lines. See also Cameron Boyd-Taylor, “Who’s Afraid of
Verlegenheitsiibersetzungen?” in Translating a Translation: The LXX and Its Modern Translations in the Context of
Early Judaism, ed. Hans Ausloos et al. (Leuven: Peeters, 2008), 197-210; and Cameron Boyd-Taylor, “The
Semantics of Biblical Language Redux,” in Hiebert, Translation Is Required, 41-57.

29



intends “interlinear translation” to function as a metaphor for the linguistic relationship between
the Hebrew and the Greek—he does not claim that there ever existed a physical interlinear
Hebrew-Greek translation of the Bible—he also points to various Greco-Roman interlinear
translations as supporting evidence, and concludes that the interlinear character of LXX strongly
suggests an origin in a Jewish pedagogical setting, where students would use LXX to study the
Hebrew biblical text.'"

This model for understanding LXX arose from the New English Translation of the

1T As the translators

Septuagint project (NETS), co-edited by Pietersma and Benjamin G. Wright.
struggled with the question of how to render the Septuagint into English, they came to the
conclusion that a certain degree of unintelligibility was an “inherent characteristic” of LXX: the
Septuagint cannot be fully understood without the help of the Hebrew, and so one must always
read “with one eye on” the meaning of the Vorlage."* Moreover, because of the dependent
relationship of the Septuagint to its Vorlage, it was meant to be read in this manner: “the formal
dependence of a Septuagint translation on its source constitutes an intrinsic part of its total
meaning as an act of communication. This is to say, to read the text as it was originally intended

to be read is to read it with one eye, as it were, on its parent.”'" In other words, the need to

consult the Hebrew for meaning is not a sign of failure on the part of modern translators, but

"% Pietersma, “New Paradigm,” 346-49. The pedagogical origins of LXX have been strongly disavowed as “fraught
with problems” by Pietersma’s former student and otherwise staunch supporter Cameron Boyd-Taylor; see Boyd-
Taylor, Reading between the Lines, 95. Pietersma himself seems to drop the issue of Septuagint origins in later
formulations of the interlinear paradigm, perhaps in response to the strong resistance the theory provoked (see pp.
36-38 below).

""" Pietersma and Wright, “To the Reader.”
2 Pietersma and Wright, “To the Reader,” xv.
'3 Boyd-Taylor, Reading between the Lines, 13; italics original.
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rather constitutes an inherent part of the Septuagint in terms of both what it means and how it
means.

The theoretical underpinnings of the interlinear paradigm lie in the method of descriptive
translation studies, developed by Gideon Toury."* Toury’s basic insight, grounded in the

observation that translations are created to fulfill a particular need in a particular culture, is that

the position and function of translations (as entities) and of translating (as a kind
of activity) in a prospective target culture, the form a translation would have (and
hence the relationships which would tie it to its original), and the strategies

resorted to during its generation do not constitute a series of unconnected facts.'”

The intended function of a translation, the way the target language is used in the translation, and
the translation strategies employed by the translator are interdependent. As Pietersma notes, “it
may be useful ... to remember that the arrows in [the diagram below] can be made to point in

either direction.”!'®

" Gideon Toury, Descriptive Translation Studies and Beyond (Amsterdam; Philadelphia: J. Benjamins, 1995). See
also Gideon Toury, “A Handful of Methodological Issues in DTS: Are They Applicable to the Study of the
Septuagint as an Assumed Translation?” BIOSCS 39 (2006): 13-25.

''S Toury, Descriptive Translation Studies, 24.
!5 Pietersma, “Septuagintal Exegesis,” 445.
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Figure 1: The relations between function, product, and process in translation'"’

the (prospective) systemic position & function
of a translation

l determines

its appropriate surface realization
(= textual-linguistic make-up)

l governs

the strategies whereby a target text (or parts thereof)
is derived from its original, and hence the
relationships which hold them together

Because of the fundamental interrelationship between the function of a translation, its textual-
linguistic make-up, and the translation strategies that produced it, we should theoretically be able
to derive one of these three factors from the other two. In other words, given that we can see the
textual-linguistic make-up of the Septuagint and can with some confidence'"® assess the
translators’ strategies, we should be able to deduce the intended function of the Septuagint as

well.'?

"7 Toury, Descriptive Translation Studies, 13.

"' An analysis of translation strategies relies upon having access to both the translation and the original. Because we
can never in all certainty claim to have access to the LXX Vorlage, we must always maintain some cautious humility
in our conclusions regarding the translators’ strategies.

' Benjamin G. Wright, “The Letter of Aristeas and the Reception History of the Septuagint,” BIOSCS 39 (2006):
50; Benjamin G. Wright, “Moving Beyond Translating a Translation: Reflections on a New English Translation of
the Septuagint (NETS),” in Hiebert, Translation Is Required, 25; Boyd-Taylor, Reading between the Lines, 40.
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The task of exploring how the intended function of the Septuagint can be inferred from

the quality of the Greek and its relationship to the Vorlage has been undertaken in particular by

120

Benjamin Wright. ™ He describes the textual-linguistic make-up of the Septuagint as follows:

The Greek of the LXX often contains, for example, a fairly high degree of
stereotyping of lexical items, word order that follows the Hebrew, and odd to
sometimes non-Greek syntactical features like unidiomatic uses of prepositions.
The frequent occurrence of these features does not suggest that the translators
produced throughout nonsensical Greek, however. Much, even most, of the Greek
of the LXX is adequate and understandable, but it certainly does not generally rise
to a level that one might characterize as literary.'”'

He goes on to note, citing Pietersma,'” that “even if we were to ignore an entire range of LXX
translation phenomena such as transliterations, purely mechanical translations, or unidiomatic

12 we would still have to contend with what has

uses of prepositions and other ‘structure words,
been described as “the special prominence given [in LXX] to certain correct, though
unidiomatic, modes of speech, because they happen to coincide with Hebrew idioms.”'** This
phenomenon, which is common to some degree in all translations, has been described by Toury

as interference, or transference of phenomena from the source text to the target text.'” Toury

defines two types of interference: negative interference, which refers to “deviations from normal,

"2 Benjamin G. Wright, “Access to the Source: Cicero, Ben Sira, the Septuagint, and Their Audiences,” JSJ 34, no.
1 (2003): 1-27; Benjamin G. Wright, “Translation as Scripture: The Septuagint in Aristeas and Philo,” in Kraus and
Wooden, Septuagint Research, 47-61; Wright, “Letter of Aristeas,” 47-67; Wright, “Moving Beyond,”, 23-39;
Benjamin G. Wright, “The Textual-Linguistic Character and Sociocultural Context of the Septuagint,” in Hiebert,
Translation Is Required, 235-38. Several of these articles deal specifically with the claims made by the Letter of
Aristeas for the origins of the Septuagint and how these compare with what we can infer about the origins of the
Septuagint from the internal linguistic evidence of LXX.

2! Wright, “Letter of Aristeas,” 61-62.
'22 Pietersma, “New Paradigm,” 342-43.
'Z Wright, “Letter of Aristeas,” 62.

'** Henry St. John Thackeray, A Grammar of the Old Testament in Greek According to the Septuagint (Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press, 1909), 29.

123 Toury, Descriptive Translation Studies, 275. See also the earlier theorization of Rabin, who characterizes the
ability of a text to absorb linguistic interference as “semantic tolerance.” Chaim Rabin, “The Translation Process and
the Character of the Septuagint,” Textus 6 (1968): 9.
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codified practices of the target system”;'*® and positive interference, which refers to “the

propensity to select and employ features of the source text that also exist in the target system,”'*’
resulting in an over-representation of those features.'”® For proponents of the interlinear
paradigm, the relatively high incidence of both types of interference in the Septuagint signals
that “the LXX was meant from its inception to act as a gateway to lead the reader back to the
Hebrew original.”'*

Two other features that Pietersma, Wright, and Boyd-Taylor identify as characteristic of
the Septuagint as an interlinear translation deserve mention; they will prove significant for the
argument of the dissertation. First, they point out that “whereas a translation that replaces the
original can be counted on to ‘solve’ the problems of the original, in an interlinear rendition these
may simply be passed on to the reader.”"*’ In other words, a translation that is intended to be read
independent of the original will provide exegetical solutions for difficult words or passages in the
Vorlage, whereas a translation that is meant to be read in tandem with the original will provide a

gloss that represents the Vorlage without explaining it."*' Insofar as Pietersma, Wright, and Boyd-

Taylor find evidence of this sort of translation in the Septuagint, it supports their hypothesis that

"% Toury, Descriptive Translation Studies, 275.

'*" Wright, “Letter of Aristeas,” 62n37.

%8 Boyd-Taylor, Reading between the Lines, 58-59.

' Wright, “Letter of Aristeas,” 63.

"% Pietersma and Wright, “To the Reader,” xvi. See also Pietersma, “New English Translation,” 223.

"' On the phenomenon of translators passing on exegetical problems to their readers, see Barr, Typology of
Literalism, [18]: “far from it being the case that every translation is also necessarily an interpretation, there could be
points in some ancient translations of the Bible where one of the main motives was, if we may put it paradoxically,
to avoid interpreting. This was often the case with literal renderings. The concern of the translator was not to take
the exegetical decisions but to pass on to his readers, in Greek, Latin or whatever it might be, the semantic raw
material upon which a decision might later be built.”
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the Septuagint was intended to point the reader back to the Hebrew rather than to function
independently.

A second and related feature is that at times the Greek of the Septuagint does not make
sense unless it is thought of in terms of the Hebrew it is meant to represent. As Boyd-Taylor puts
it, “on the assumption of interlinearity, the translator’s primary concern was not to produce a
Greek rendering which made sense independently of its Hebrew parent, but rather to signal the
form of the Hebrew locution to a Greek reader.”** And again: “in speaking of the text’s
unintelligibility as inherent, what Pietersma and Wright underscore is Barr’s insight that the
Greek translation was not necessarily produced with a view to its meaning as a Greek text.”'> A
translation whose primary goal is to give readers access to the original (such as the Septuagint,
according to Boyd-Taylor) will not overly concern itself with producing a text that is coherent in
the target language. The first priority of such a translation is to give a representation of the
Vorlage, and as a result, the comprehensibility of the translation as a communication in the target
language is at times sacrificed. According to Pietersma, Wright, and Boyd-Taylor, the Septuagint
translators did not mind if their Greek did not make sense as long as it adequately represented the

Hebrew.

"2 Boyd-Taylor, Reading between the Lines, 98.

'3 Boyd-Taylor, “Who’s Afraid,” 201. His references are to Pietersma and Wright, “To the Reader,” xv:
“unintelligibility of the text qua Greek text is one of its inherent characteristics”; italics original; and Barr, Typology
of Literalism, [19]: “Now év éuol [for 3, e.g., | Sam 1:26] is certainly semantically misleading and does not provide
us with a meaning ‘please’: what it says is ‘in me.” But this does not mean that these translators did not understand
that the meaning was ‘please’—perhaps they did, perhaps they did not; all we can tell is that their rendering does not
give us the answer. What they are saying to their readers is: ‘there is a word here the form of which is identical to
that of the common Hebrew expression “in me.”” How far they realized that this expression, though homonymic,
must have entirely different semantic content, the translation does not inform us.”
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The interlinear paradigm has met with resistance from other Septuagint scholars. The
most direct critique comes from Marguerite Harl,"** editor of La Bible d’Alexandrie (BA),'* a
French translation and commentary series on the Septuagint which takes a dramatically different
approach to understanding the Septuagint. While NETS translates the Greek “with one eye on”

the Hebrew, BA pays no attention to the meaning of the Vorlage,"*

attempting instead to produce
“translation done rigorously ‘according to the Greek.””"*” Rather than seeing the Greek of the
Septuagint as fundamentally dependent upon the Hebrew for its meaning, Harl asks her
translators to approach the Septuagint as they would any other ancient Greek text. This approach
is grounded in the conviction that, just like any other translation, the Septuagint was intended to
be read independent of its Vorlage. She rejects outright the proposal that the Septuagint is an
interlinear translation; one wonders, however, whether she has perhaps misunderstood
Pietersma’s hypothesis, taking “interlinear translation” as a literal description rather than as a
metaphor.

Harl further contests Pietersma’s description of the Greek of the Septuagint as
unintelligible. She argues that the Septuagint translators “produce a text if not easy to read, in

any case, almost always of good ‘greekness,” comprehensible and coherent—at least just as much

so as the MT, and sometimes more so.”"** While the Greek of the Septuagint may not always be

1% See also the similar objections of Natalio Ferndndez Marcos, “Reactions to the Panel on Modern Translations,” in
Taylor, X Congress, 233—40.

'3 Marguerite Harl, ed., La Bible d’Alexandrie: traduction du texte grec de la Septante (Paris: Cerf, 1986-).

1% Marguerite Harl, “La Bible d’Alexandrie: 1. The Translation Principles,” in Taylor, X Congress, 183. This
principle is not always borne out in practice in the BA translation. See, e.g., the translations of 1 Sam 1:6, 22 in
Lestienne and Grillet, Régnes, 129, 136, which have been influenced by the meaning of the Vorlage and do not,
strictly speaking, represent the meaning of the Greek.

137 Harl, “Translation Principles,” 182.
1% Harl, “Translation Principles,” 187.
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easy to read due to linguistic interference from the Vorlage, it is nevertheless almost always
understandable. (She notes that MT itself is not always readable and asserts it would be
unreasonable to hold LXX to a higher standard.) This point regarding the intelligibility of the
Greek forms part of Harl’s larger argument that the Septuagint was intended to be and was used
as an independent document. Her position contrasts sharply with the basic premise of the NETS
approach that the Septuagint is linguistically dependent on the Hebrew Vorlage and so can only
be understood in relation to that Vorlage.

Jan Joosten takes something of a middle approach, acknowledging that the literal
approach of the Septuagint translators often results in a Greek text that, “if it weren’t for the
problem of the direction of the writing ... could indeed easily be aligned between the lines of the
Hebrew source text,”"” but taking issue with Pietersma’s assumption that this linguistic
phenomenon can have only one possible explanation—namely that the Septuagint was intended
to be used as a study aid in a school setting. Although this particular feature of Pietersma’s theory
appears to have fallen by the wayside,'* many of Joosten’s remarks still hold as a critique of the
broader claim that the Septuagint was not meant to stand as an independent text. He notes first
that the non-literary register of the Greek can be explained by the translators’ literal approach and

their social status as non-elites. He next points out that Greek translations that are

139 Joosten, “Reflections,” 230. Pietersma seems to believe that Joosten agrees with the NETS analysis of the
Septuagint as linguistically dependent on the Hebrew, and that Joosten’s critique only addresses the interlinear
paradigm as a theory of Septuagint origins; Pietersma, “Beyond Literalism,” 14—15. This is, I believe, a misreading
of Joosten’s argument. He does concede at the outset that “there can be no doubt about the relatively literal
translation technique underlying most of the Septuagint books” (Joosten, “Reflections,” 229-30) and says he will
focus on the question of whether that technique necessarily means that the Septuagint was intended to be used as a
school text, but he then goes on to bring arguments against the theory that the Septuagint is linguistically dependent
on its Vorlage. Given that the dependent relationship of the Greek to the Hebrew is the core of what the interlinear
paradigm attempts to express, Pietersma’s reading of Joosten seems overly optimistic.

9 See n110 on p. 30.
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comprehensible only in relation to the Vorlage are in fact of no help to readers who need the
Greek to understand the Hebrew. “If the Septuagint had been created in order to explain the
Hebrew text, one would have expected the translation to make more sense.”'*" Examples such as

' therefore, actually offer support against the interlinear paradigm rather than for

év éuol for "2,
it.143

Joosten then brings several strong counterarguments against the claim that the Septuagint
was not meant to be read independently. First, the Septuagint seems at times concerned with
style, deviating from the Vorlage by varying equivalents for repeated words, creating alliteration,
and eliminating repetitions. Such stylistic improvements are perceptible only in the Greek and
have no relationship to the Hebrew. Second, we can detect harmonizations in the Septuagint that
extend beyond the limits of the clause or verse. Although minor, these adjustments only enhance
the coherence of the Greek and add nothing to a reader’s comprehension or appreciation of the
Hebrew. Finally, certain books of the Bible (Job, Esther, Proverbs, Isaiah, and Daniel) were
translated quite freely and must have been intended as independent texts. These examples raise

the question of why only some biblical books and not others would have been meant to be

independent.

"1 Joosten, “Reflections,” 235.
2 See p. 29.

' See also Jan Joosten, “Translating the Untranslatable: Septuagint Renderings of Hebrew Idioms,” in Hiebert,
Translation Is Required, 66: “Literal renderings [of idioms] almost always result in unusual turns of phrase in the
target text. To different degrees they may have been hard to understand for Greek readers. This does not mean that
such renderings presuppose readers who had access to the Hebrew source text. While literal renderings may lack
clarity, they make up for this by making the target text more ‘Hebraic.’ Literal renderings of Hebrew idioms are an
index of foreignness. A large part of the intended readership may not have been averse to this. At the same time,
Hebraisms of the type created in this way would have been at least partly comprehensible from the context, even to
those who did not know Hebrew.”
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The validity of the interlinear paradigm is a central methodological debate in
contemporary Septuagint studies, not least because of its implications for our understanding of
the early history of the Septuagint. While the goal of this dissertation is not to argue either for or
against the interlinear paradigm, the three examples I will discuss in the following chapters can
and should be used as evidence in the discussion.

As noted above, there are two salient features that Pietersma, Wright, and Boyd-Taylor
identify as characteristic of the Septuagint as an interlinear translation: first, than an interlinear
translation passes on problems to reader rather than solving them; and second, that it makes
sense only in relation to the Hebrew. Examples of the second phenomenon are not difficult to
find in 1 Samuel; in fact, one of the parade examples of so-called interlinear translation—the use

"__occurs twice (1:26; 25:24). We might also point to lexical cases, such as the

of év éuol for "2
repeated use of axijmrpov to render VAW (= “tribe”’), sometimes accompanied by a second

translation using ¢uAn (1 Sam 2:28; 9:21; 10:19-21; 15:17). Examples of the first phenomenon

might include instances of double renderings that include a transliteration (5:4; 14:25; 15:3, 17;

' See p. 29. See also Barr’s discussion description of the impact of this particular calque in n133 on p. 35 above.
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23:14; 25:31). These data among others could suggest that LXX 1 Samuel is the sort of
translation that Pietersma, Wright, and Boyd-Taylor describe as interlinear.'*’

On the other hand, the three examples investigated in this dissertation demonstrate the
opposite behaviors: that is, the translator is actively involved in solving problems rather than
passing them along to the reader, and the Greek can only be understood apart from the Hebrew.

That is, we can only understand what the Greek means when we relinquish the conviction that

"> After a detailed comparison of the texts of Aquila and Rahlfs for 1 Kgs 20:7-17, Boyd-Taylor concludes that OG
Reigns (his terminology, to be addressed momentarily) is not a “typical” interlinear translation but rather represents
“a modest but nontrivial departure from type.” Boyd-Taylor, Reading between the Lines, 174. There is some
slippage in whether Boyd-Taylor is comparing merely the translation found in this passage (“I should stress that my
aim is not to extrapolate general statements concerning the versions as such,” Boyd-Taylor, Reading between the
Lines, 119) or the two versions as a whole (“Our task then is to describe the constitutive character of the Aquilanic
text,” Boyd-Taylor, Reading between the Lines, 116; the same inconsistency appears in his chapters on the kaige text
of Reigns, LXX Psalms, and LXX Genesis). Regardless of whether he means to characterize only these eleven
verses in Kings or all four books of Reigns, his finding is irrelevant for the study of Samuel. By referring to “OG
Reigns,” Boyd-Taylor gives the impression that the Greek books of Samuel and Kings have a similar translational
profile, but this is not borne out by the scholarship. Compare, for example, the descriptions of LXX Samuel and
Kings in Hugo, “1-2 Kingdoms,” 128-36, and Timothy Michael Law, “3—4 Kingdoms (1-2 Kings),” in T&T Clark
Companion to the Septuagint, ed. James K. Aitken (London: Bloomsbury T&T Clark, 2015), 148—60. In particular,
LXX Kings appears to include deliberate large-scale alterations to the text while LXX Samuel does not. It is
therefore inaccurate to apply conclusions about the translation technique of LXX Kings to all four books of Reigns.
Furthermore, in calling Rahlfs’s text “OG,” Boyd-Taylor ignores the many text-critical difficulties present in the
passage of LXX Kings he analyzes; he says he will deal with these difficulties “on the fly” (Boyd-Taylor, Reading
between the Lines, 121), but this ad hoc approach is inadequate for the complex textual situation in Kings and
undermines his comparison of “OG” with Aquila. As Law notes, “we have yet to identify OG” in Kings (Law, “3—4
Kingdoms,” 148), and so any attempt to compare OG with another Greek version without first seeking to establish
OG for the passage in question is inherently flawed. Boyd-Taylor defends his use of the term “OG” by saying he
means simply “non-kaige” (Boyd-Taylor, Reading between the Lines, 118n10), but this hardly improves the matter.
The text he is using for comparison remains undefined. Moreover, Boyd-Taylor’s conclusion that “on the
assumption of interlinearity, OG [Reigns] would not be typical of the larger translational corpus” (Boyd-Taylor,
Reading between the Lines, 174) points to a deep methodological flaw in the interlinear paradigm, at least as he
presents it in this monograph. Earlier he writes, “The interlinear paradigm [captures underlying continuities and
patterns of resemblance] by treating interlinearity as typical of the corpus. This need not imply that every translation
is an interlinear, nor even that the majority of translation units are correctly so described. It is merely to claim that
the translations which come down to us are best characterized in relation to interlinear translation as a paradigm
from which they would have varied according to the specific circumstances of their production. That a given
translation within the corpus may be seen to depart from this paradigm is not only perfectly consistent with this
assumption, it is to be expected.” Boyd-Taylor, Reading between the Lines, 103; italics mine. In this formulation, the
interlinear paradigm is said to accurately describe only some, and perhaps not even most, of the translation found in
the Septuagint. At the same time, Boyd-Taylor still insists that interlinearity is somehow “typical” of the corpus. But
what can it mean for interlinearity to be “typical” if only a minority of the corpus exhibits this translational profile?
To describe OG Reigns, or indeed any other part of the Septuagint, as a departure from the typical is meaningless if
the “typical” is not in fact typical. Boyd-Taylor argues that interlinear translation is “typical” insofar as the
Septuagint translators took it as the norm from which they would then choose to vary or not, but he offers no
evidence to support this assertion.
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the Greek intends to communicate the same thing as the Hebrew. Indeed, as I will argue below, it
has been the refusal of scholars to read these verses apart from the Hebrew that has prevented
them from understanding the meaning of the Greek (in 1:6 and 14:41) and from recognizing the
creative abilities of the translator. Theo van der Louw makes the important methodological point

that

scholars are sometimes inclined to equate the meaning of the Greek with the
(presumed) meaning of MT, for, they reason, the translators intended to render the
meaning of the Hebrew faithfully into Greek. But ... [w]e must interpret and
translate Greek words in meanings attested in Koine Greek and be very cautious
to conclude that the translators had the “intention” of expressing the meaning of
the Hebrew in the sense a 20" century scholar gives to it.'*

There are in fact three distinct but related arguments in van der Louw’s statement. First, we
should not assume that the translator meant to render the Hebrew faithfully. Second, we should
not assume that even if he meant to render the Hebrew faithfully, the translator had the same
understanding of what that Hebrew meant as twentieth- (and twenty-first-) century scholars have.
Third, as a result, we should attempt to interpret and render the meaning of the Greek as Greek
despite the difficulties inherent to the project.

Despite the dissertation’s support for Harl’s position that LXX should be read
independent of the Vorlage, I would not insist, as she does, that the Septuagint is “almost always
of good ‘greekness,” comprehensible and coherent.”*” As noted above, one of the most
characteristic features of Septuagint Greek is the high level of interference from the Hebrew that

it displays. Even when a given translation in the Septuagint is comprehensible and coherent, it is

18 Louw, Transformations, 90. See also the fuller quotation on p. 84 below.
"7 Harl, “Translation Principles,” 187.

41



not necessarily “of good ‘greekness,’”” and there are many instances in which the Septuagint is
neither comprehensible nor coherent.

The most reasonable (and reasoned) approach is that of Joosten, who both acknowledges
the very Hebraic nature of the Greek of the Septuagint (contra Harl) and points out numerous
literary features which make sense only if the Septuagint were intended to be read independently
of its Vorlage (contra Pietersma, Wright, and Boyd-Taylor). Joosten’s characterization of the
Greek of the Septuagint—both Hebraic and independent—accounts well for the variety of textual
evidence found in LXX 1 Samuel. The three examples of translational creativity which are the
focus of this dissertation demonstrate that LXX 1 Samuel was meant to be an independent
document, and so scholars must seek an explanation other than the interlinear paradigm for its
many Hebraistic qualities. Joosten proposes a few, such as inexperience on the part of the
translators, reverence for the Hebrew, and the socio-educational status of the translators.'*
Another possibility not mentioned by Joosten in his essay can be inferred from James Barr’s
observation that “the following of the Hebrew word order—not strictly but in large measure—is
probably to be attributed to habit and the quest for an easy technique rather than to any literalist

99,149

policy”:"™ the translators produced “interlinear” Greek not as a considered policy but rather

because it simplified the challenging task of translation.'

¥ Joosten, “Reflections,” 233. Joosten does not endorse any one of these explanations in particular. His point is that
the linguistic characteristics of the Septuagint does not require the conclusion that it was meant to be a dependent
document.

99 Barr, Typology of Literalism, [26].

1% See also the similar suggestion by Bickerman that stereotyped renderings were used to avoid mistakes. Elias
Bickerman, “The Septuagint as a Translation,” in Studies in Jewish and Christian History (Leiden: Brill, 1976),
178-79.
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5. Final methodological considerations: what should we study when we study the Septuagint?

Contemporary scholarship on the Septuagint is heavily weighted on the extreme ends of
what might be called the exegetical spectrum."' At one end of the spectrum are a large number
of influential studies which exclusively consider renderings of syntactical features. These studies
attempt to clarify translation technique (Ubersetzungsweise), defined by Aejmelaeus as “the
relationship between the text of the translation and its Vorlage,” or again as “the activity of the
translator or the process of translation which led from the Vorlage to the translation.”'*
Translation technique as an object of study was defined in the 1960s by Ilmari Soisalon-
Soininen'” in Helsinki and continues to be most widely addressed by Finnish scholars, notably
Raija Sollamo"* and Anneli Aejmelaeus.'” These scholars have focused on the analysis of syntax
in the Septuagint as a methodologically rigorous way to assess the approach of a given translator
and compare his approach with that of other translators. To give a few examples, Soisalon-

Soininen has written a monograph on the translation of Hebrew infinitives;'"*® Sollamo has

written monographs on the translation of “semiprepositions” (prepositions formed with nouns,

"' This overview focuses only on studies of the Septuagint per se and excludes studies which aim to use LXX to
address text-critical issues in MT.

12 Anneli Aejmelaeus, “What We Talk About When We Talk About Translation Technique,” in On the Trail, 205-6.
She notes, however, that translation technique does not denote “a system acquired or developed or resorted to by the
translators”; Aejmelaeus, “Translation Technique,” 206. It is something neutral that occurs inherently any time a text
is translated and should not be thought of as a systematic approach to translation. Rabin also proposes that
translation best be understood as a “process of encoding”; Rabin, “Translation Process,” 6; italics original.

133 See, e.g., Soisalon-Soininen, Die Infinitive; Soisalon-Soininen, Studien.

1% See, e.g., Sollamo, Hebrew Semiprepositions; Raija Sollamo, Repetition of the Possessive Pronoun in the
Septuagint (Atlanta: Scholars Press, 1995); Raija Sollamo, “Translation Technique as a Method,” in Translating a
Translation: The LXX and Its Modern Translations in the Context of Early Judaism, ed. Hans Ausloos et al.
(Leuven: Peeters, 2008), 35-41.

'3 See, e.g., Anneli Aejmelaeus, On the Trail of the Septuagint Translators: Collected Essays (Leuven: Peeters,
2007). See also the many contributions of Aejmelaeus in the bibliography.

16 Soisalon-Soininen, Die Infinitive.

43



such as 118%) and on personal pronouns;'">” and Aejmelaeus has done studies on renderings of *3,
on the use of circumstantial participles to translate various Hebrew constructions, and on clause
connectors such as -1."*

At the other end of the spectrum lie a large number of studies which attempt to glean
information about the theology and ideology of the translators—and by extension, about the
worldview of Hellenistic Judaism before the Common Era more broadly—from how they
rendered their Vorlage. While an exhaustive review of the studies on this topic is beyond the

scope of the present work, it is also worthwhile to be aware of the popularity of the subject, for it

has attracted a large number of exegetes. Thus we might note the studies by Baer,'” Cook,'"

157 Sollamo, Hebrew Semiprepositions; Sollamo, Repetition of the Possessive Pronoun.

1% Anneli Aejmelaeus, “OTI casuale in Septuagintal Greek,” in On the Trail, 11-29; Anneli Aejmelaeus, “OTI
recitativum in Septuagintal Greek,” in On the Trail, 31-41; Aejmelaeus, “Participium Coniunctum,” 1-10; Anneli
Aejmelaeus, “The Significance of Clause Connectors in the Syntactical and Translation-Technical Study of the
Septuagint,” in On the Trail, 43-57.

'* David A. Baer, When We All Go Home: Translation and Theology in LXX Isaiah 5666 (Sheffield: Sheffield
Academic, 2001).

1% Johann Cook, “The Ideology of Septuagint Proverbs,” in Taylor, X Congress, 463—79; Johann Cook,
“‘Theological/Ideological’ Tendenz in the Septuagint—LXX Proverbs: A Case Study,” in Interpreting Translation,
ed. Florentino Garcia Martinez and Marc Vervenne (Leuven: Peeters, 2005), 65—79; Johann Cook, “Towards the
Formulation of a Theology of the Septuagint,” in Congress Volume Ljubljana 2007, ed. André Lemaire (Leiden:
Brill, 2010), 621-40.
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Ekblad,'®" Fabry,'® Glenny,'® Hugo,'* Hutzli,'* Joosten,'* Parry,'"” Résel,'® Schniedewind,'®
and Wagner.'”

Both approaches to the study of the Septuagint have been criticized, the first for being
overly objective, the second for being overly subjective: the focus on translation technique and
syntax misses the forest for the trees,'”" while the attempt to identify theological or ideological
tendencies often ignores a more straightforward textual or translational solution.'”” Both
approaches, of course, also have strengths, and there have been recent attempts to combine the
careful methodology of the former with the attention to context of the latter.'”” As Aejmelaeus
argues, “There has developed an artificial polarity in at least some Septuagintal scholarship

between the study of translation technique and the study of theological interpretation, as if the

! Eugene Robert Ekblad, Isaiah s Servant Poems According to the Septuagint: An Exegetical and Theological
Study (Leuven: Peeters, 1999).

!> Heinz-Josef Fabry, “Messianism in the Septuagint,” in Kraus and Wooden, Septuagint Research, 193-205.

' W. Edward Glenny, Finding Meaning in the Text: Translation Technique and Theology in the Septuagint of Amos
(Leiden: Brill, 2009).

' Hugo, “L’ Archéologie textuelle,” 161-212.

' Hutzli, “Theologische Textinderungen,” 213-36.

166 Jan Joosten, “Une théologie de la septante? Réflexions méthodologiques sur I’interprétation de la version
grecque,” RTP 132, no. 1 (2000): 31-46; Jan Joosten, “To See God: Conflicting Exegetical Tendencies in the
Septuagint,” in Die Septuaginta—Texte, Kontexte, Lebenswelten, ed. Martin Karrer and Wolfgang Kraus (Tiibingen:
Mohr Siebeck, 2008), 287-99; Jan Joosten, “Divine Omniscience and the Theology of the Septuagint,” in Collected
Studies, 171-81.

'7 Parry, “Hannah in the Presence,” 53-73.

'8 Martin Résel, “Towards a ‘Theology of the Septuagint’,” in Kraus and Wooden, Septuagint Research, 239-52.
'% William M Schniedewind, “Textual Criticism and Theological Interpretation: The Pro-Temple Tendenz in the
Greek Text of Samuel-Kings,” HTR 87, no. 1 (Jan. 1994): 107-16.

' J. Ross Wagner, Reading the Sealed Book: Old Greek Isaiah and the Problem of Septuagint Hermeneutics (Waco,
TX: Baylor University Press, 2013).

! Wilson de Angelo Cunha, LXX Isaiah 24:1-26:6 as Interpretation and Translation: A Methodological Discussion
(Atlanta: Society of Biblical Literature, 2014), 37-38; Glenny, Finding Meaning, 41-42; John A. Beck, Translators
as Storytellers: A Study in Septuagint Translation Technique (New York: Peter Lang, 2000), 53-54.

1”2 Albert Pietersma, “Messianism and the Greek Psalter: In Search of the Messiah,” in The Septuagint and
Messianism, ed. M. A. Knibb 2006), 49-75; Aejmelaceus, “Levels of Interpretation,” 295-312,

' See for example Joosten, “To See God: Conflicting Exegetical Tendencies in the Septuagint,” 287-99; Glenny,
Finding Meaning.
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two had nothing in common. That they do have much in common is what my ... thesis is about:
The theology of a translator can only be studied in relation to his mode of translation, as
revealed in his language usage.”'’* As Aejmelaeus rightly notes, the only way to distinguish
theological exegesis is through detailed investigation of translation technique. Without knowing
how a translator typically handles his Vorlage, it is impossible to tell straightforward renderings
from interpretive ones.

The present work identifies and analyzes instances of exegesis in LXX Samuel with due
attention paid to translation technique: for each example, I will describe what the Greek means,
how the translator interacted with his Vorlage to arrive at his rendering, and why the translation
should be considered exegetical rather than accidental. Unlike recent studies of exegesis in LXX

Samuel,'”

however, the cases I will adduce are narrative, not theological. This approach implies
a methodological critique of both strands of scholarship just reviewed. In response to the
research on translation technique, the dissertation argues that having established how a translator
handles his Vorlage, it is necessary to ask also what his translation means. In response to the
research on theological renderings, the dissertation argues that there is more to the intellectual
life of a community than its theological and ideological concerns. From the translator’s desire to
solve perceived problems in the narrative of his Vorlage and from the solutions he devises, we

can surmise that Jewish readers of second-century Alexandria were attuned to the coherence,

consistency, and completeness of narrative texts. As they read, they noticed connections between

'™ Aejmelaeus, “Translation Technique,” 218; italics original. See her own efforts in this area in Anneli Aejmelaeus,
“Ubersetzungstechnik und theologische Interpretation: Zur Methodik der Septuaginta-Forschung,” in On the Trail,
223-39; Anneli Aejmelaeus, “Von Sprache zur Theologie: Methodologische Uberlegungen zur Theologie der
Septuaginta,” in On the Trail, 265-93.

' See Hugo, “L’ Archéologie textuelle,” 161-212; Hutzli, “Theologische Textinderungen,” 213-36; Parry, “Hannah
in the Presence,” 53—73; Schniedewind, “Pro-Temple Tendenz,” 107-16.
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stories from different periods of Israelite history, and they wanted the narrative in front of them

not only to make sense as a unit, but also to be in agreement with related narratives.

III. Synopsis of Chapters Two, Three, and Four

Each of the following three chapters will give an extended analysis of a single verse in
LXX 1 Samuel. Chapter Two will focus on 1:6, which forms part of Samuel’s birth narrative.
This verse in MT relates that Elkanah’s second wife, Peninnah, used to torment Hannah at the
family’s yearly pilgrimage to Shiloh; in LXX, however, Peninnah does not appear in the verse at
all. Instead, LXX tells us that Hannah was despondent because of her inability to conceive a
child. I will argue that the translator assimilated the narrative of 1 Sam 1 to the narrative of
Rachel and Leah recounted in Gen 29-30.

Chapter Three will discuss 14:41, in which LXX preserves a lengthy plus depicting Saul
asking for an oracular response by means of ‘irim watummim during a series of battles between
the Israelites and the Philistines. I will argue that the LXX rendering 0¢ 0% 6a1étnTa, long

'9’

assumed to represent 035 127 (“give tummim!”), instead represents 0N 12N (“declare
innocence!”). The non-intuitive decision by the translator to render 0'an rather than o'nn will be
shown to address an inconsistency in the narrative of the verse. This argument leads to a
reconsideration of the reading of the Old Greek for 14:41.

Chapter Four will investigate 15:29, in which Samuel rebukes Saul for his lack of

obedience to Yuwn. MT in this verse preserves an unusual epithet for Yawn, 58w* nx1, which

the translator renders as a verbal clause, datpebrioetar IopanA eig dvo, thereby creating a
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prediction of the divided monarchy. I will argue that this translation intentionally assimilates the
narrative of 1 Sam 15 to the narrative of 1 Kgs 11 and also forms part of several larger patterns
of translation within LXX Samuel. In addition, I will critique the published reconstruction of this
passage for 4Q51 in DJD XVII.

My research has led me to disagree on a number of points with Anneli Aejmelaeus, who
has contributed more than anyone else to the study of LXX 1 Samuel. Nevertheless, this study is
deeply indebted to her work on 1 Samuel and on the methodology of textual criticism, as will

become clear in the pages that follow.

IV. Sources

The text of Codex Vaticanus (Bibl. Vat., Vat. gr. 1209) comes from Alan England Brooke,
Norman McLean and Henry St. John Thackeray, eds., The Old Testament in Greek According to
the Text of Codex Vaticanus (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2009). The text of Codex
Alexandrinus (BL, Royal 1 D. V=VIII) comes from Facsimile of the Codex Alexandrinus
(London: British Museum, 1879-1883). The Antiochene text comes from Natalio Fernandez
Marcos and Jos¢ Ramon Busto Saiz, eds., El texto Antioqueno de la Biblia griega I: 1-2 Samuel
(Madrid: Consejo Superior de Investigaciones Cientificas, 1989). The text of Codex Basiliano-
Vaticanus (Bibl Vat., Vat. gr. 2106) has been reconstructed from the variants listed in Brooke,
McLean, and Thackeray. Unless otherwise specified, other citations of LXX are taken from
Alfred Rahlfs, ed., Septuaginta: Id Est Vetus Testamentum Graece Iuxta LXX Interpretes

(Stuttgart: Deutsche Bibelstiftung, 2006).
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For the Masoretic text of 1 Sam 1:5-6; 14:41; 15:27-29, I have consulted the Leningrad
Codex (St. Petersburg I Firkovitch B19a) and the Aleppo Codex in facsimile; they are in
agreement in each case. Other citations of MT are taken from Rudolf Kittel, et al., eds., Biblia
Hebraica Stuttgartensia (Stuttgart: Deutsche Bibelstiftung, 1977).

The text of 4Q51 and 4Q52 comes from Frank Moore Cross, Donald W. Parry, Richard J.
Saley and Eugene Ulrich, eds., Discoveries in the Judaean Desert XVII: Qumran Cave 4 XII 1-2
Samuel (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 2005).

All translations of ancient and modern texts are mine unless otherwise noted.
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Chapter 2

1 Sam 1:6: Reading Hannah and Peninnah in Light of Gen 29-30

I. Introduction

The MT version of 1 Samuel opens with the story of childless Hannah longing for a child
while being tormented by her prolific rival wife Peninnah.' The version of Hannah’s story in the
Septuagint, however, does not include Peninnah’s torment. Peninnah is simply the second wife of
Elkanah, and Hannah’s distress is due entirely to her inability to conceive. This dramatic
difference is due primarily to divergences between MT and LXX in 1 Sam 1:6, but very little
scholarly attention has been paid to the textual variation in this verse. While many have noted
that the two versions are markedly different,” there has been no sustained inquiry into the nature
of the Jorlage, the meaning of the Greek, or what we can infer from this verse about the
translator’s methods and abilities.

In this chapter I will argue that the translator drew on the narrative of Rachel and Leah in
Gen 29-30 in order to solve difficulties in his Vorlage, and as a result, the Septuagint rendering
of 1 Sam 1:6 deserves to be considered interpretive. Aware of his inability to give a rendering of

the Vorlage that was semantically accurate, the translator nevertheless committed himself to

' For the sake of simplicity, I will use the same spelling for characters’ names regardless of which source I am

translating or referring to. I will thus refer to both nin and "Avva as Hannah, and to both 1113 and ®evvava as
Peninnah.
2

Wellhausen, Biicher Samuelis, 36; August Klostermann, Die Biicher Samuelis und der Konige (Nordlingen: CH
Beck, 1887), 1; Smith, Books of Samuel, 7-8; Arnold B. Ehrlich, Randglossen zur Hebrdischen Bibel: textkritisches,
sprachliches und sachliches (Leipzig: J. C. Hinrichs, 1908), 163; Pisano, Additions or Omissions, 18—19; Walters,
“Hannah and Anna,” 389, 392-97; Lestienne and Grillet, Regnes, 129; Auld, I & Il Samuel, 25; Anneli Aejmelacus,
“Where Do Doublets Come From?” in Biblical Greek in Context: Essays in Honour of John A. L. Lee, ed. James K.
Aitken and Trevor V. Evans (Leuven: Peeters, 2015), 10—11.
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giving a rendering that was textually accurate—that is, a rendering which adequately represented
the Vorlage in form if not in meaning. He had a simultaneous commitment to producing coherent
Greek, and this commitment drove him to create meaning out of a Hebrew text which was, to
him, incomprehensible. In order to accomplish this task, he used his literary knowledge of the
narratives of Genesis to guide his translational choices, thereby creating a reading of the Vorlage
which reflected those narratives.

After a review of the manuscript evidence for 1 Sam 1:6, I will discuss the textual
relationship between MT and LXX, demonstrating that the Vorlage comprised the MT text as
well as two pluses, one at the beginning of the verse and one at the end. I will also establish that
the translator was not simply free-writing but rather was attempting to represent the form of the
Vorlage. 1 will then turn to the meaning of the Greek in 1 Sam 1:6, presenting a new reading of
this verse in conjunction with v. 5. I will argue that the meaning of LXX 1 Sam 1:5-6, which has
not been correctly evaluated by other scholars, is grounded in the Pentateuchal narrative of
Rachel and Leah. This thesis extends Emanuel Tov’s work on the influence of the Greek
translation of the Pentateuch. Finally, I will turn to the history of Jewish interpretation to
contextualize the translator’s choices, determining that LXX represents an early Jewish
interpretation of Hannah and Peninnah that runs counter to almost every interpretation in the
Jewish tradition which follows. The one exception is Josephus, who relied on a Greek Bible to
compose the Jewish Antiquities. The Septuagint translation of 1 Sam 1:6 thus provides an

important contribution to the history of Jewish interpretation of Samuel’s birth narrative.
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II. The text of 1 Sam 1:6

Although the two versions of 1 Sam 1:6 preserved in MT and LXX are quite different in
meaning, they share a close textual relationship. The translator was not free-writing, nor did he
have a radically different Vorlage. On the contrary, a detailed analysis of the Hebrew and Greek
texts will demonstrate that the Masoretic text forms the bulk of the LXX Vorlage; the remainder
comprised two pluses, one at the beginning of the verse and one at the end. The translator
misunderstood the Hebrew before him and was further hindered by his method of working word
by word. His translation, borne out of his floundering, misrepresents his Vorlage and diverges
from MT both semantically and syntactically.

The manuscript evidence in Hebrew and Greek will be reviewed, discussed, and
organized. After establishing that the translator primarily considered only a word or two of his
Vorlage at a time, I will turn to a discussion of how the Hebrew of MT was transformed into the

Greek of LXX, proceeding word by word as the translator would have done.

1. Manuscript evidence

Although the focus of this chapter is on the translation of 1 Sam 1:6, the preceding verse
plays a significant role in the creation of that translation (as will become evident). Thus despite
the fact that the analysis of this section will treat only the textual relationship between MT and
LXX in v. 6, I nevertheless present the manuscript evidence for v. 5 as well so that all of this

evidence is located together for convenient reference.
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MT?
DY D3 ANIX ANDYII 6 1AM T30 MIAM 2AAK 1IN DR 2 DAk DNKR 710 MmN s
177 TV MY 330 2 72YIa Maya

LXX® (OG;* = Rahlfs)
VA o ’ ’ o E] 5 > A ’ \ o \ LA
5 xal T§ Avva €dwxev pepida wiav 8t odx By adtij madiov mANY 8Tt ™)V Avvay Ryama
EAxava Omep TadTyy xal xOplog AméxAeloey T@ Tepl THY wTpay adTis 6 6Tt 0dx
€dwxev alTf xOplog Tadiov xata T AT adTiis xal xata ™y dbupiav T
BAiews adTii xal Vet did ToliTo 6Tt cuVéxdeloey xlplog T& Tepl THY uRTpaY adTHg
To¥ ) dolivat adTfj matdiov

5 pepida piav] + Simpy M | 811 2° emet 247; em A 376 | améxdeioev] ouvamedeioey A
6 matdiov 1°] madapiov M 158 | améxAeloev] cuvamexeioey A

Antiochene Text
5 1§j 0¢ Awva Edwxe pepida plav xatd mpdowmov 811 0dx N adtfi madlov mA) St
Nyama 6 EAxava ™y Avvay Omep v Pevvava xal xlplog amexeloe Ta Tepl THY
w)Tpay adTis 6 xal mapwpytlev admiv N avtilnlos abtiic xal ye Tapopylound did 6
€&oubevely adTny xal oUx Edwxe xptog adtfi maudiov xate Ty OATW adTis xal xatd
v &Bupiay Tiis Yuxdic adtiic xal #B0ue o ToliTo 6Tt cuvéxdeiae xUptlog T Tept THY
witpay adtis Tod wy dolvar adt matdiov

6 did 7o éEoubevelv] efoubevouaa 106 107 120 134 554; efoudevouoa 127 | adtiv 2°] + ot
QTEXAELTEY RS XQTA THG WNTpas auTyns 55 158

The Greek textual evidence merits brief attention. There are two main strands of
transmission for these verses: one represented by LXX", and one represented by the Antiochene
text. Looking first at the LXX" variants, dimAnv (M) appears to be an attempt to make Hannah’s
single portion match her status as the favored wife. emt (A 376) and (likely secondarily) emet

(247) for ot 2° could easily be a misreading of the uncial script. cuvamexeiagey (A) for

> The Qumran scrolls of Samuel are not extant for this verse; thus MT, as represented by the Aleppo and Leningrad

codices, is our main Hebrew witness.

* Aejmelaeus accepts LXX® as OG for this verse; Aejmelacus, “Doublets,” 10.
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amexeloey and madaptov (M 158) for matdiov are minor variations that do not impact the
meaning of the verse. Turning to the Antiochene text, there are several striking divergences from
LXX"; these will be enumerated here and discussed in greater detail below. In v. 5, the
Antiochene text has a plus of xata mpoowmov. In v. 6, the Antiochene text has a lengthy plus: xat
napwpytlev autny 1 avtidnhos autns xat ye mapopylopw Sia To e§oubevely autyy, and the following
clause begins with xat rather than ott. Finally, after v afuwiav the Antiochene text reads Tvg
Yuyng rather than repeating the noun 6Auyig as LXX® does. As for variants within the Antiochene
strand of transmission, the participial form of e£oufevew (106 107 120 134 554; 127 preserves an
alternative spelling) has little impact on the overall sense. The additional repetition of the phrase
OTL ATEXAELTEY XUPLOG XaTA TNG wnTpas avtys (55 158; cf. the end of v. 5 and the end of v. 6)
appears to have been picked up from the surrounding text.

In the argument that follows, I will focus on the non-Antiochene strand of transmission—
that is, the text preserved in LXX®—which in this verse is sufficiently unified that I will refer to
it simply as LXX. As will become evident, the divergences from LXX found in the Antiochene
text are attempts to approximate the Hebrew Vorlage and are thus not pertinent to a discussion of

the translator’s method.

2. Organizing the evidence
The text of 1 Sam 1:6 may be divided into three categories: elements that are clearly
represented in both versions; elements that clearly appear only in LXX; and elements that may or

may not be represented in both versions.
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a. Elements clearly represented in both versions

There is one clause that is clearly represented in both versions:

MT LXX

ARNT TP MY a0 D 6Tt CUVEXAELTEY xVPLOg TQ TEPL THY UNTPaY aTHS

b. Elements which clearly appear only in LXX

There are two clauses which clearly appear in LXX but not in MT:

LXX Retroverted Hebrew
1. 871 oVx Edwxev adtf xUptog Taudiov o1 M A IRy o L1
2. tod wi) dodvar a0TH maudiov ‘o1 b non .2

c. Elements which may or may not be represented in both versions

The following elements may or may not be represented in both versions:

Elements in MT which may be in LXX Flements in LXX which may be in MT

1NYIN AP DY 03 INIY INDYI xate ™ AT adtiic xal xata v dBupiav Tig
BAIews adTHic xal ROvueL O TodTo

I will first address the elements which may or may not be present in both versions,
demonstrating that all of LXX except the first prepositional phrase, xata v AW adTijc, is an

attempt to represent the Hebrew found in MT. I will then turn to the LXX pluses, which I will

argue are original to the Vorlage and were not created by the translator.

> On the phrase 75 1”03, see Isa 8:18. On the plural o™, cf. 1 Sam 1:2.

% The Greek construction tol 3 + infinitive most frequently renders j1 + infinitive construct in Samuel (1 Sam
7:8; 8:7; 15:26; 2 Sam 18:16; 21:5). The Greek could also represent nn *n%a% (2 Sam 14:13). On 071, see previous
note.
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Before proceeding, however, it is important to note that the translator appears to have
been working word by word in this verse. As the following analysis of the Greek will suggest, he
considered one or possibly two words at a time and did not take larger syntactic structures into
account. Aejmelaeus has argued that this word-by-word approach was the translator’s default in
Samuel. Barr cogently observes that this conclusion is implausible because a translator could
determine the meaning of a word only if he considered its context;’ he makes an exception,
however, for cases “where the text was so obscure that no more synthetic understanding was
possible.”® 1 Sam 1:6 appears to have been such a case. The translator was, in a sense, forced to
render isolated words one at a time because he did not understand his Vorlage well enough to
allow context to guide his decisions. While the Vorlage of this verse is perhaps not as obscure as

what Barr has in mind, its meaning was evidently thoroughly opaque to the translator.

3. The transformation from the Hebrew to the Greek

I will now turn to the investigation of how MT 1 Sam 1:6 became LXX 1 Sam 1:6. The
translator seems to have been confused by the Hebrew of his Vorlage and was hindered by the
word-by-word approach he took as a result of that confusion. In order to think through the
challenges faced by the translator, I will consider the Hebrew of v. 6 sequentially as the translator
would have encountered it.

The translator struggled with the first word of v. 6 preserved in MT, nnop21. The verb

D”y2 appears in the piel only twice in the Hebrew Bible: in addition this instance in 1 Sam 1:6,

7 See the discussion on pp. 22-27 of the Introduction.

8

Barr, Typology of Literalism, [22].

56



the only other attestation is Deut 32:21. This root usually appears in the Aiphil,’ in which most of
the verbal forms have a distinctive consonantal pattern. In the absence of the Aiphil markers
which the translator was likely accustomed to seeing with the verbal forms of this root, he did
not recognize it as a verb at all and construed it instead as a noun, ¢Bupia.'” He then took the
“noun” to be in construct with the following noun, 1n7¥, and so rendered it in the genitive.

The translator’s choice of ¢Bupia (“despondency”) to render ©”pa (“vexation”) is
surprising. ¢Bupie appears only here and in Ps 119(118):53, where MT reads nay“r, “raging
heat.” The cognate verb abupéw, however, appears twice in the immediate context: it renders MT
nopan in 1 Sam 1:7 as well as MT oy later in 1:6." Despite the different semantic ranges of
the Greek and the Hebrew, the placement of @fupia and ¢Bupéw in these verses indicates that
they represent ©”y2.

Coming next to 17¥, the translator appears not to have known that this noun—which in

9912

every other attestation in the Hebrew Bible means “affliction” or “distress” “—has a second

meaning of “rival wife.”"” The unique usage here is undoubtedly what caused the confusion for

9 See Deut 4:25; 9:18; 31:29; 32:16, 21; Judg 2:12; 1 Sam 1:7; 1 Kgs 14:9, 15; 15:30; 16:2, 7, 13, 26, 33; 21:22;
22:54;2 Kgs 17:11, 17; 21:6, 15; 22:17; 23:19, 26; Isa 65:3; Jer 7:18-19; 8:19; 11:17; 25:6-7; 32:29-30, 32; 44:3, §;
Ezek 8:17; 16:26; 32:9; Hos 12:15; Ps 78:58; 106:29; Neh 3:37; 2 Chr 28:25; 33:6; 34:25.

' Reading nnoy3 as a noun requires ignoring the 3fs verbal suffix. Tov has demonstrated that the LXX translators

felt free to disregard prefixes and suffixes. Emanuel Tov, “Did the Septuagint Translators Always Understand Their
Hebrew Text?” in Greek and Hebrew Bible, 212.

"' Seep. 61.

12 Gen 35:3; 42:21; Deut 31:17, 21; Judg 10:14; 1 Sam 10:19; 26:24; 2 Sam 4:9; 1 Kgs 1:29; 2 Kgs 19:3; Isa 8:22;
30:6; 33:2; 37:3; 46:7; 63:9; 65:16; Jer 4:31; 6:24; 14:8; 15:11; 16:19; 30:7; 49:24; 50:43; Obad 1:12, 14; Jonah 2:3;
Nah 1:7,9; Hab 3:16; Zeph 1:15; Zech 10:11; Ps 20:2; 22:12; 25:17, 22; 31:8; 34:7, 18; 37:39; 46:2; 50:15; 54:9;
71:20; 77:3; 78:49; 81:8; 86:7; 91:15; 116:3; 120:1; 138:7; 142:3; 143:11; Job 5:19; 27:9; Prov 1:27; 11:8; 12:13;
17:17; 21:23; 24:10; 25:19; Dan 12:1; Neh 9:27, 37; 2 Chr 15:6; 20:9.

It is impossible to know why the “rival wife” meaning was apparent to other ancient translators and
commentators but not to the LXX translator. The meaning here is undisputed, however; compare the evidence from
Mishnaic Hebrew (m. Yebam. 1:1-4; 2:1-2; 3:6-7; 4:7, 11; 7:4; 10:1, 5, 8; 13:8; 15:4, 6; 16:1; m. Sotah 6:2; m. ‘Ed.
the Antiochene text, which translates 7% with avti{nhog, “adversary.” Jerome also understood ¥ correctly,
rendering it with aemula, “rival.” See also Targum Samuel 1:6; Midr. Samuel 1.8; Pesiq. Rab. 43.7-8; b. B. Bat. 16a.
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the translator. His use of O\l for ¥ is entirely consistent with renderings of this word found
in Samuel and elsewhere in the Bible,' but it radically alters the sense of the verse. From these
two errors regarding NN NNoyay, he created the phrase 9 dBvpia i OAiews adTis.

Nothing in the Hebrew, however, can account for the preposition xata (Hebrew -2)
before this phrase. It is possible that the translator added it. He needed to make a syntactic
connection between the noun phrase he had just created and what preceded it, but the previous
clause (871 o0x 0wxev adT xUptog madiov) already had a subject, an object, and even an indirect
object. Thus a preposition was the only way to make the syntactic connection he was looking for.
He may also have known that a =3 prefixed to ©p2" could have been lost due to haplography.
Emanuel Tov has suggested that

the translators sometimes knowingly manipulated the Hebrew consonants in order
to create words which would fit the context better than the words of their Vorlage,
either because the Vorlage was not understandable to them or because the
translator made certain adaptations in the wake of other changes or
mistranslations. Such renderings do not reflect real variants, but rather “pseudo-
variants,” that is, Hebrew readings which existed only in the translator’s mind and
not on parchment.... The alleged manipulations are based on the translators’
paleographical understanding, for it must have been known to them that certain
Hebrew letters were graphically so similar that they were often interchanged in
Hebrew sources. Therefore a translator who could make no sense of a word when
written, let us say, with a daleth, would have been strongly tempted to render it as
if it were written with a resh.'

As an example of this phenomenon, he points to Jer 31(38):8."" In this verse, MT reads 73p D3

nooy, “among them the blind and the lame,” whereas LXX reads év éoptij dacex, “at the feast of

' Cf. 1 Sam 10:19; 26:24; 2 Sam 4:9. See also Gen 35:3; 42:21; Deut 31:17; Judg 10:14; 1 Kgs 1:29; 2 Kgs 19:3;
etc.

' Recall that the translator seems to have been reading the construct noun oy rather than the verb nnoya.
' Tov, “Did the Septuagint Translators,” 210-11.
"7 Tov, “Did the Septuagint Translators,” 211.
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Pesach.” LXX implies a Vorlage of noa Tpina which, Tov suggests, existed only in the
translator’s mind. The translator imagined this new Vorlage based on what he knew to be
common textual corruptions, presumably because he did not understand the Hebrew before him.
The transformation from MT to the implied Vorlage of LXX requires different word division,
metathesis of ayin and vav, exchange of resh and dalet, and loss of conjunctive vav. If the
translator of Jeremiah could postulate so many textual corruptions to arrive at his new Vorlage, it
seems plausible that the translator of Samuel could imagine the loss of a single kaph.

The translator’s next stumbling block is ©pY2 01. His word-by-word method of translation
prevents him from seeing that oy2 03 forms a construction with nnoy. Because the two halves
of the construction are separated by nna¥, he does not recognize them as a syntactical unit.
Furthermore, by the time he gets to ©p2 03 he has already read nnoYa1 as a construct noun, and
this earlier choice limits his options.'® Indeed, he has effectively barred himself mentally from
translating this construction accurately. His difficulties are exacerbated by the fact that the
construction o2 03 NNOY is unusual. This particular construction of finite verb + D3 + cognate
noun is unique in the Hebrew Bible," but it is not incomprehensible. It seems most likely that

this construction is emphatic.”’ Several pieces of evidence point towards this interpretation. First,

'® See again Tov’s example of Jer 31(38):8 for how translational choices and mistakes beget more choices and
mistakes. Tov, “Did the Septuagint Translators,” 211—12. The translator was of course not incapable of changing
what he had already translated, but once he had made a choice, other options may no longer have been apparent to
him. After starting down one interpretive path, he could not see the other paths he had not taken. On this
phenomenon see also p. 105.

' This sequence of elements does appear in Hos 12:12, but there the syntax is entirely different: D3 begins a new
clause, and the noun is the subject of the following verb rather than the object of the preceding cognate verb as it is
in 1 Sam 1:6. The example in Hosea therefore does not shed any light on this clause in 1 Samuel.

% Tt is certainly possible, however, to read Dy not as an emphatic but as an adverbial accusative: “she would
provoke her to anger,” or even “she would provoke her by vexing her.” McCarter provides the first translation in his
commentary (McCarter, / Samuel, 49) even though in his textual notes he suggests repointing ©y3 as an infinitive
absolute (McCarter, / Samuel, 52), which would yield the emphatic reading I am suggesting.
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a similar construction is attested in Isa 35:2 with qx instead of D3 N9 4% S3m n7an 099 “[The
wilderness] shall indeed blossom, and it shall surely rejoice.” In this case, the parallelism with
the more common construction of infinitive absolute + finite verb (1780 132) gives us good
standing to say that the less common construction finite verb + A& + cognate noun (N> g8 5in)
is also emphatic. We can also productively compare 1 Sam 1:6 with examples of the emphatic
construction of finite verb + 03 + infinitive absolute in Gen 31:15; 46:4; Num 16:13; Jer 6:15
(see also Jer 8:12, which has identical wording).”' In none of these examples, however, does the
LXX translator have as much trouble with the emphatic construction as does the translator of 1

Sam 1:6:

Table 2: LXX translations of emphatic constructions with 03 and g8

verse MT LXX LXX translation technique
Isa 35:2 0222 98 93 1790 192 | xal 2Eavboet xal single finite verb
ayaiageTal
Gen 31:15 11902 NR 2198 03 298 | kol xatédaryey xatafpéoet| finite verb + semantically
TO @pyUplov NU&Y related dative noun
Gen 46:4 199 03 TOUR "IN | yal dydo avaPifdow oe gi¢ | finite verb + prepositional
TENOG phrase expressing duration

Num 16:13| 200w 03 9V nwn " | §ry xatapyels Nuiv dpywy | finite verb + etymologically

related participle
Jer 6:15 WD RO V1203 | wal 008 ¢ w¢ + cognate participle +
XATALTYUVOUEVOL finite verb

xatnoyLvlinoay

' On this construction see also JBHS 35.3.1f. Because of this more frequently attested construction, commentators
including Ehrlich, Randglossen, 3:163; Driver, Hebrew Text of Samuel, 9; and McCarter, [ Samuel 52, have
suggested repointing the noun oy2 as the infinitive absolute oya. Although this is a defensible move and does little
to disrupt MT, it also seems unnecessary. Examples with the infinitive absolute help us to make sense of 1 Sam 1:6,
but it does not follow that the MT pointing of 1 Sam 1:6 must be an error. Furthermore, the example of Isa 35:2
discussed above suggests that 1 Sam 1:6 is readable, if unusual.
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As these examples demonstrate, different translators found different solutions to the
problem of representing a Hebrew construction that has no equivalent in Greek. The translator of
1 Samuel, however, fails to recognize that the emphatic construction expresses a single idea,
most likely because he was working word by word rather than looking for larger syntactic
structures. He thus translates D3 with xaif and reanalyzes the noun o2 as the 3fs gal verb noya.”
The Hebrew oy 03 has now become xat #80per.”

There are two possibilities for how 7Y a2 became di& Todito.”* One is that the
translator changed the word division® and read nmp- 7712p2.%° He then translated 77122 (“on
account of it”") with di& Tolito and left NNy untranslated because he could not fit it into his
sentence.”” Another possibility is that finding himself utterly at a loss to identify nmpa1, he
rendered it with the generic pronoun tofito, which at least has the merit of creating intelligible
Greek. It is also possible that in the absence of vowel markings, 11np771 looked like a noun to the

translator, surrounded as it is by so many nouns with feminine singular pronominal suffixes. If

* On the translator’s willingness to jettison suffixes, see n. 47. Intriguingly, the translator’s phrase xal #00pet
represents a Hebrew wegatal form (nop21), suggesting that in his mind he changed D1 to a conjunctive 1. This move
demonstrates creative problem solving; the semantic ranges of 03 and 1 of course overlap, but the 1 in 7oy1 serves a
specific morphosyntactic function which 03 cannot.

» While the Greek conjunction xai is most often used to translate the Hebrew conjunction 1, it is also the only
translational equivalent for 0J in the book of Samuel. Even though the syntactical function of the conjunctions in the
two versions is markedly different (xali is coordinating two independent clauses, while 03 is part of an emphatic
construction), they are lexically equivalent.

** The phrase du& ToliTo as a whole is used frequently in Samuel to translate the Hebrew 12 5 (1 Sam 5:5; 10:12;
19:24; 20:29; 23:28; 2 Sam 5:8, 20: 7:27; 22:50) and 12% (1 Sam 2:30; 27:6), neither of which bears any resemblance
to MT. The preposition dié on its own, however, is commonly used to translate 1aya (1 Sam 12:22; 23:10; 2 Sam
5:12;7:21; 9:7; 13:2; see also Gen 12:13, 16; 18:26; 26:24; Exod 13:8). Contrast Pisano, who believes that di¢ ToliTo
renders M2aya and that Anyan is left untranslated (Pisano, Additions or Omissions, 19); 0w ToliTo is not a
translational equivalent for 1aya, however,

» On the phenomenon of differing word division between MT and LXX, see Emanuel Tov, The Text-Critical Use of
the Septuagint in Biblical Research (Jerusalem: Simor, 1997), 117-19.

My thanks to Simeon Chavel for this suggestion.

7 On the phenomenon of translators leaving difficult words untranslated, see Tov, “Did the Septuagint Translators,”
203n1, 212.
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so, then his choice of Tolito is more understandable: he is substituting a pronoun for (what is in
his mind) a noun rather than for a verb.

It is no surprise that 7nYP7n caused problems for the LXX translator. Of the thirteen times
that the verbal root 0”7p7 is attested, it is used eleven times to refer to the thundering of YuwH or
the sea (1 Sam 2:10; 7:10; 2 Sam 22:14; Pss 18:14; 29:3; 96:11; 98:7; Job 37:4, 5, 40:9; 1 Chr
16:32). The other two attestations of the root are here in 1 Sam 1:6 and in Ezek 27:35. In these
two verses, the subject of the verb is a person rather than a deity or a body of water, and the

meaning “to thunder” (or “cause to thunder” in the Aiphil) is difficult to understand in its literal
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sense.” Under the circumstances, there was little the translator could do to make sense of this
word. Other ancient translations seem to have made contextual guesses: the Lucianic recension

> the Vulgate has ut exprobraret, “in order to reproach;”

has 7o e§oubevetv autyy, “to disdain her;
the Targum has AnmIpPRY, “for her jealousy [i.e., to make her jealous].” This trend of

interpretation, however, was not available to the LXX translator: in each of the other versions,

*® For 1 Sam 1:6 and Ezek 27:35 Koehler and Baumgartner have suggested a homonym root 0”7 (cognate with
Ugaritic ¥gm) which in the ga/ means to be troubled or to be brought low, and in the 4iphil means to bring low or to
appear depressed (HALOT s.v. oy II). Their suggestion is based on a proposal made by Dietrich and Loretz, who
translate the Ugaritic pnm trgn(w) as “she is sad (in the face),” citing the Hebrew 0%a 0”1 in Ezek 27:35; M.
Dietrich and O. Loretz, “Die Bannung von Schlangengift (KTU 1.100 und DTU 1.107: 7b—13a.19b-20),” UF 12
(1980): 157, 161. Contrast Dennis Pardee, “A Philological and Prosodic Analysis of the Ugaritic Serpent Incantation
UT 607,” JANES 10 (1978): 88—89, who translates, “she turns (with respect to her face).” Koehler-Baumgartner also
cite Joseph Reider, who argues for an Arabic parallel for 0”7 in both 1 Sam 1:6 and Ezek 27:35. For the phrase

018 1y in Ezek 27:35, Reider contends, “there is an identical idiom [which] is quite current in Arabic, where we
find raghima "anfuhu, ‘his nose clave to the ground’, i.e. he was abased or became humble; also the expression
‘arghama allah anfahu, ‘God has abased or humbled him.’ ... Similarly, 7np7n Mapa in 1 Sam 1:6 should properly
be rendered ‘in order to humble her’”’; Joseph Reider, “Etymological Studies in Biblical Hebrew,” V'T 2, no. 2 (April
1952): 120. The Ezekiel text, however, may be the result of scribal error: for MT 1y, LXX reads €3dxpuaey, “they
wept,” which could represent the Hebrew i (Driver, Hebrew Text of Samuel, 10). A simple interchange between
dalet and resh and metathesis of mem and ayin could have resulted in the difficult MT reading. On the other hand,
the more difficult MT text might be correct while the LXX is based on a “pseudo-variant” which the translator
invented to make sense of a word he did not understand (see p. 58). Another possibility for understanding nnp in
1 Sam 1:6 is to look at the Aramaic cognate 0"y, which is used in the Targums in the itpaal meaning to be
rebellious or to murmur (Jastrow s.v. o1 I; Driver, Hebrew Text of Samuel, 10). McCarter takes advantage of this
Aramaic cognate in his translation of nnyan as “to complain aloud” (McCarter, I Samuel, 49, 52). This solution is
not ideal either: 1 Sam 1:6 is the only place where this Aramaicized use of the verb is attested, and the Targum does
not use 0”7 in this verse, which one might expect if the translator had recognized an Aramaic usage. The Targum of
Samuel instead reads nnTapRH 572 15 K130 a8 AN nb Ranem, “Her rival used to provoke her, also anger her, in
order to make her jealous.” Although no one has suggested it, possibly because of the lack of support from LXX, it
is also possible that the same corruption occurred in 1 Sam 1:6 that may have occurred in Ezek 27:35, namely the
substitution of 0”v7 for Y”nT. In that case, instead of NnYIN, “to make her thunder,” we should read nynTn, “to
make her weep.” Without another textual witness, however, this is purely conjectural. It is of course also possible
that the Hebrew does indeed mean “in order to make her thunder” and the meaning is figurative rather than literal.
The same could be true of Ezek 27:35. Amidst all of these possibilities, what seems clear is that the meaning of the
Hebrew has something to do with Peninnah upsetting Hannah. Several unlikely textual emendations have also been
proposed. Klostermann suggests an original reading 1t 3122 based on LXX di& tofito which was then glossed with
nnnA, yielding Anna 1 M12ay3a; the zayin of N1 then dropped out and the se became attached to the following word,
which was then modified and resulted in the reading of MT (Klostermann, Biicher Samuelis, 1-2). Smith proposes
nn59n 71ap3a, on the logic that “after M12y2 we expect mention of the cause of Hannah’s grief” (Smith, Books of
Samuel, 8).

¥ Cf.p. 53.
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the subject of the verb is the “rival” Peninnah, but there is no rival in LXX to act as the subject of
the verb.” The translator was therefore forced to come up with another reading.

The difficult AnYa7 in 1 Sam 1:6 is hardly the only time that a Septuagint translator was
at a loss. As Emanuel Tov has demonstrated, the Septuagint translators did not always understand
their Hebrew Vorlage.”' In the absence of comprehensive word-lists or lexica, translators were
forced back on context, interpretive traditions, their own knowledge of the language, and, for the
translators of the Prophets and Writings, the already completed translation of the Pentateuch.*
Tov identifies a number of strategies the translators of the Septuagint employed when they did
not understand the Hebrew before them: transliterating words rather than translating them;
guessing from context; changing the consonants of the Vorlage based on their knowledge of
easily confused letters; guessing based on parallelism; using general words; and translating or
guessing based on etymology.” Although Tov does not give an example of the substitution of a
general pronoun for a perplexing word,* this strategy seems at home with the others he
identifies.

Thus far I have argued that the Vorlage of xal xata v ¢Bupiay tiis OAivews adtiic xal
nBOpe de Todto is the MT text AnYIn MaYa opa 03 NN ANoY. [ have yet to consider xata
v O adtii, the first prepositional phrase in the LXX verse. What is its relationship not only

to MT but to the rest of the LXX verse? It is tempting to see the two prepositional phrases xata

** This also explains why in LXX v. 7 we find xai #60uet (mopan), “she became despondent,” instead of MT n1opan,
“she would torment her.” Because Peninnah is no longer Hannah’s tormenter in LXX, the verb becomes intransitive
instead of causative.

' Tov, “Did the Septuagint Translators,” 203—18.
2 Tov, “Did the Septuagint Translators,” 203.
* Tov, “Did the Septuagint Translators,” 204—18.

** His examples of “general words” are of verbs such as d{dwut (“to give”) or mapacxevdlw (“to prepare”).
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v A adtiic xal xata ™y dBupiav Tis BAipews adTHs as an error or scribal invention of some
kind—perhaps a double translation™ or a scribe going back and correcting his work.

A number of scholars have proposed that the two prepositional phrases represent a double
translation. Wellhausen takes this approach, identifying xata v 6ATwv adTijs as the original
phrase and xata v dbvpiav t¥s OAiews adTis to be a doublet (“Duplette’”) which crept into the
text.’® This explanation is problematic, however. Zipora Talshir cogently argues that double
translations should be defined as the readings that result when a single Hebrew term is
represented by two alternative renderings: “each of the two renderings now joined in the ‘double
translation’ could have been an independent equivalent to the relevant Vorlage-item.”’ As I have
demonstrated, xal xata ™y dbupiay tis BAiYews adtis is an attempt to render INIR ANOYIY, but it
is very difficult to see how xata v BATYw adTis could reflect the same Vorlage. Wellhausen’s
argument takes into account only the repetitiveness of the Greek text without considering the
relationship of the Greek to the Hebrew. Trebolle Barrera also concludes that the Greek contains
a double translation, suggesting that “xata t)v ATy adtis xal xata ™y abupiav i OAIPews
adtiic xal W0Ouer = srth -k 's / srth -k 's.”** This analysis, however, suffers from a weakness similar
to Wellhausen’s: it notes the repetition of elements in the Greek (namely 6Ai1ig and dBupia)
without properly accounting for how the Greek as a whole—including the prepositions,

conjunctions, and articles—could have evolved from the Hebrew. Ulrich likewise argues for a

% Driver has described double translations as characteristic of the LXX of Samuel and gives numerous examples
(Driver, Hebrew Text of Samuel, Iv—1vii). He notes, however, that they are more common in the Antiochene text.

*® Wellhausen, Biicher Samuelis, 36. He is followed by Pisano, Additions or Omissions, 19, who refers to xatd Ty
dBupiav tiic OAiYews adtis as a “second translation” for xata THv OATYwv adTis.

37 Zipora Talshir, “Double Translations in the Septuagint,” in VI Congress of the International Organization for
Septuagint and Cognate Studies, Jerusalem, 1986, ed. Claude E. Cox (Atlanta: Scholars Press, 1987), 23.

¥ Julio Trebolle Barrera, Centena in libros Samuelis et Regum: variantes textuales y composicion literaria en los
libros de Samuel y Reyes (Madrid: Consejo Superior de Investigaciones Cientificas, 1989), 45.
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doublet, concluding that xata v OATYw adTijs is a “free translation” of nNI¥ NoYad and xal
xate T dBuplav Tic OAews adTis is “a closer translation of the same. As the analysis of this
dissertation demonstrates, however, the translator of Samuel did not engage in the kind of “free
translation” that Ulrich is proposing in which entire words are ignored.*

Walters offers an alternative proposal that the two xata phrases represent a mistranslation
of a lost Hebrew proverb, which he reconstructs as naxn pirndy A9, “her distress was like the
stress caused by a co-wife.”*' While his solution is creative and innovative, it is not thoroughly
convincing. His retroversion is improbably tortuous, and he does not explain how this proverb
would have fit into the surrounding syntax.

There is a better explanation for the evidence: xata v AT adTiic accurately represents
its Vorlage, which also included the LXX plus at the beginning of the verse and read 119 jn3 85 "
nnxD 0v19 M, “for Yuwn had not given her children like her rival.** This possibility was
recognized by H. P. Smith in his 1899 commentary, although he seems rather hesitant to accept it
because he cannot see how it connects to what follows.* The connection, however, is clear: the

Vorlage read Tpa M1° 930 "2 ANYPIN MMAYA OPI DI ANIR ONOYI NNIRD o> M o na 852

* Ulrich, Developmental Composition, 90

* The two supporting examples of double translations that Ulrich suggests are both of quite a different nature from
what he proposes in 1 Sam 1:6. In 2 Sam 20:8, it appears that a second translation which specifies the referent of the
ambiguous pronoun adty was inserted into the text of LXX" (the double translation appears only in B, 501, and the
Armenian); this is not a case of “free translation” but of clarification. In 2 Sam 6:2, LXX provides one translation of
MT’s *5pan and another of *9pna (with metathesis of the first two characters). Again, this is not “free translating”
but rendering two different textual forms.

41 Walters, “Hannah and Anna,” 396.
2 This proposed Vorlage displays good biblical Hebrew syntax: cf. Deut 3:20, D22 02'IRY M mop WK T, “Until

YHWH gives rest to your brothers like [he has given rest to] you.” See also Josh 1:15, which repeats this language
verbatim. See Joiion §133h for a discussion of the elision of expected prepositions after =2 as well as more examples.

“ “In this place, however, 8" renders xata v Ay adtis, evidently reading nn1¥a. This would join very well to
the preceding clause of &°. ‘For the Lord had not given her a son like her rival.’ But, on the other hand, it does not
join well with what follows.” Smith, Books of Samuel, 8.
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nnna, “For Yawn had not given her children like [he had given to] her rival, and her rival used to
torment her terribly because Yuwn had shut up her womb.” The two clauses fit together both
syntactically and logically.*

If we take nn7x3 to be part of the Vorlage instead of a mistake or scribal insertion, we
can also better account for the repetition of xata in the Greek. I argued above that the translator
might have assumed that a kaph prefixed to (7n)op2 had been lost due to haplography. He would
have been much more likely to make this assumption if his Vorlage included nn-¥a because
there would have been a prefixed kaph in the immediate vicinity of (771n)oy2. Another possible
explanation is that he thought the single preposition in 7n7¥2 was meant to apply to (nn)oya as
well and so “clarified” the Hebrew by translating the preposition before both nouns; in other
words, he distributed the preposition over two phrases, translating xata ™y 6ATYw adTis xal
xata ™y abvpiav t¥s OApews adTis instead of xata Ty OAT Y adtijs xal v dBuplav Tis OAlPews
avTiis. Regardless of the translator’s exact reasons, it is much easier to understand where the
second instance of xata came from when we know that nna¥2 was part of the Vorlage.

Furthermore, we can say with some assurance that the LXX plus at the beginning of the
verse, 8Tt oUx Edwxev adTf xUplog maudiov xate T OATW adtiis (N3 DT M 1Y 1Na R M), is

original and not an invention of the translator because it makes sense in Hebrew but not in

* Despite the somewhat repetitive nature of the Hebrew Vorlage I am proposing (7n72 nnoy annxa), there is no
reason to assume that the Hebrew arose from a scribal error. Furthermore, it is difficult to see how a scribal error
could result in this text. While errors of repetition due to homoioteleuton can certainly be found in the biblical text
(Leeor Gottlieb, “Repetition Due to Homoeoteleuton,” 7extus 21 [2002]: 21-43), that seems an unlikely possibility
here. To produce NI NNOYI ANIYI from AN NNOY, a scribe would have had to pass over 1 of nnoya, then
write the 2 of the same word, then skip to nna¥ and write NN before realizing his mistake and continuing on with
the correct text. This explanation seems unlikely.
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Greek.” The Hebrew is easily understandable—“For Yuwn had not given her children like [he
had given to] her rival”—while the Greek is problematic.*® It is unlikely in the first place that the
translator would insert a phrase which is so unclear in Greek, and it is more unlikely still that this
phrase would accidentally make sense if retroverted into Hebrew. We can thus conclude that the
plus is an original part of the Vorlage.

We could accept the existence of the plus in the LXX Vorlage with greater confidence if
it were supported by textual evidence from the Dead Sea Scrolls. Although this verse is
unfortunately not extant in the Samuel fragments from Qumran, there is significant support for
other LXX pluses from 4Q51 (4QSam®).* In 1 Samuel we find a significant number of pluses
attested in both LXX and 4Q51 against MT. Table 2 gives an illustrative sample. The pluses
range in size from one to twenty-one Greek words, or one to thirteen Hebrew words, and are not
limited by part of speech or position in the sentence. Some of the pluses seem to represent
alternative readings to the Masoretic tradition, while others appear to preserve an older text of

which MT is a corruption (see especially 1:24-25; 2:24).*

* Contra Pisano, who states that “there is no clear indication of whether [the pluses in v. 6] show literary creativity
on LXXs part or whether they were already found in its Vorlage” (Pisano, Additions or Omissions, 19).

* See the discussion on pp. 78-81 regarding the difficulty of the two xatd phrases in this verse.

7 It would be circular to argue that the reconstructed readings in Table 2 below, which are based largely on the
Septuagint, offer support for the specific language of the Septuagint pluses; what is significant is that the space
exists in 4Q51 for pluses which correspond in position and length to the pluses of LXX. Whether or not the full text
of 4Q51 would have matched the LXX Vorlage word for word, the fact remains that the Qumran text supports the
argument that the LXX pluses were not added by a Greek translator. So also Ulrich, Qumran Text, 40.

*® On 1:24-25, see Cross, “New Qumran Fragment,” 19-20; McCarter, I Samuel, 57; Cross, Parry, Saley and
Ulrich, DJD XVII, 33-36; Aejmelaeus, “Corruption or Correction,” 6—7; Driesbach, 40Samuel’, 76—77. On 2:24, see
McCarter, / Samuel, 81; Cross, Parry, Saley and Ulrich, DJD XVII, 43.
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Table 3: LXX pluses in 1 Samuel also attested in 4Q51

verse LXX 4Q51 MT
xal 0wow alTOV EvaTidy gou 0oTOV W] [OMm 'ms]"v mnnn | rn e S mah vnnn
Ews Nuépag BavdTou adTol xal oivov R12 20W1 MIMR O | IWRA DY N 8D mm
1:11 | xal uébuopa ot mietar xal aidnpog M2y &Y NN oW
olx dvaProetal éml THY xebaliy [wra 51
auToU
1:24 | xal GvéRy pet’ adrod eic Snlwy AW 1MK Sym ARy moym
194 év uéoyw Tpretilovtt xal dptoig whHwn 9p3af 12 102 nwhw o3
' o
xal T6 Taddptov LeT alT@V xal IMRAN DAY] WIMm W1 WIM
TPOT1yayoV EVWTLov xXuplov xal IMAR LOWM M 18
1:24-25 | Eodatev 6 matip adTol T Bugiav Hv aw[2] Aamn[ nx
émolet E€ Nuepdv elc Nuépag T4 xupiw o o' Nwy’]
[[]mah
2:16 | xal Aafe oeauTd éx TAVTWY o0 15 NP 5 nm
W) Téxva 871 00x dyadn 1 dxorn Ay N0 R D AR ] naw 8192 125K
£y axolw ui moteiTe 0UTws 6Tt 0vx MIR WK IPIR[WA | YW DIR TWR YNRWn
dyabal ai dxoat 8¢ éyw dxobw Tof wi | ™12 pwyn] [H& AW M oy o™ayn
2:24 | doudedew Aadv Bedd mlaw 81
AR AWKR[ WINWD
oy] [o']A3yn yow
[
2:25 | éav auapTavwy apapTy ROM |10 DR | RO’ DR
63 v 3x1Bwtdv Jrabixne xuplou Beod M A [POR DR ORI TOR IR NN
' Topanh DRI OR
xal éaméoteiley Sapoun mdvra Tov | ]33 [NR Hxnw ndwn] 52 nx HRInw nHwn
10:25 | Aadv xal gnijAbev Exaoos eig TOV WR 129 0[N 1nvab wR opn
Témov adTod [ 1]nipnb
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The authenticity of the first LXX plus in 1 Sam 1:6 as well as the extensive support for
other LXX pluses from 4Q51 invite us to consider that the three additional LXX pluses in vv. 5—
6 are, at the very least, not the work of the translator. Pisano states that “the repetitiousness of
these pluses is a clear sign that they are editorial additions,” observing that the Vulgate, Targum,
and Syriac all follow MT and that “no [modern] author has accepted them as original.”*’ But the
Vulgate, Targum, and Syriac tend to follow MT, so it is no surprise that these three versions do
not reproduce the LXX pluses. We would not expect them to. This is not proof that the pluses
were not part of the LXX Vorlage. As for whether MT or the LXX JVorlage represents the
original text in any given case, there is no logical reason to assume that repetition is a signal of
editorial activity. Authors are just as likely as editors to be repetitive. There is thus sufficient

reason to consider the pluses not to have come from the hand of the translator.

4. Theoretical models for understanding the translator’s process
James Barr and Jan Joosten have developed theoretical models which elucidate how the
Septuagint translators interacted with their Vorlagen. Their work deserves brief consideration

here.

* Pisano, Additions or Omissions, 18. He also concludes that “there is no clear indication of whether [the pluses in
vv. 5-6] show literary creativity on LXX’s part or whether they were already found in its Vorlage” (Pisano,
Additions or Omissions, 19); I have argued here that there is good reason to consider the pluses to have been part of
the Vorlage.
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James Barr: were the Septuagint translators guessing?

Barr’s contribution to our understanding of the translator’s process in 1 Sam 1:6 is to
demonstrate, though an articulation of what it means to “merely” guess at the meaning of an
unpointed Hebrew text, that the translator was in fact not “merely” guessing but rather working
methodically. He further argues that any reading of an unpointed text will involve both certainty
and trial and error.

Barr has proposed that there are two ways to imagine that ancient readers, including
translators, read Hebrew biblical texts before the advent of vowel pointing.” One way, which he
terms Method A, is that translators would decide upon the meaning of ambiguous words by
analyzing the semantics and syntax of the passage; the pronunciation of those words—i.e., how
to vocalize the consonantal text—was an afterthought, if they considered it at all. Another way,
termed Method B, is that translators had access to a complete vocalization tradition for the text
they were working on, either because they had memorized it themselves or because they could
easily talk to someone who had, and that the vocalization of the text was part of the data they
used to decide upon its meaning. While it is likely that both methods were used, Barr emphasizes

that Method A “has explanatory power in numerous passages, explanatory power that no other

%0 James Barr, “Vocalization and the Analysis of Hebrew Among the Ancient Translators,” in Hebraische
Vortforschung, Fs W. Baumgartner, ed. Benedikt Hartmann, et al. (Leiden: Brill, 1967), 1-11. Also in James Barr,
“Reading a Script without Vowels,” in Writing without Letters, ed. W. Haas (Manchester: Manchester University
Press, 1976), 76—100; and more concisely in James Barr, “‘Guessing’ in the Septuagint,” in Studien zur
Septuaginta—Robert Hanhart zu Ehren, ed. Detlef Fraenkel, Udo Quast and John William Wevers (Gottingen:
Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1990), 21. Here I specify Hebrew biblical texts because, as Barr points out, Method B is
really only applicable to a text (such as the Bible) for which an established vocalization tradition exists. It could not
be used, for example, to translate contracts or letters: “If a Greek-speaking client in Jerusalem brought to [a
commercial translator] a letter in Hebrew from someone in Hebron, would he go to Hebron or send a messenger to
find the writer and ask him for the “vocalization’ of it? Of course he would not. He worked out the meanings of the
Hebrew from the semantic and syntactical possibilities of the written text.” Barr, “Guessing,” 28.
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suggestion can deploy.”' In addition to the examples he cites,”> Method A can also help explain
the translator’s confusion in 1 Sam 1:6. If the translator had known or otherwise had access to a
vocalized reading tradition of the Vorlage, he never would have rendered the verse in the way he
did. He very well may still have mistaken the sense of 1Y, since the two meanings—*“rival
wife” and “distress”—are pronounced in the same way, at least in the Masoretic tradition; the
rest of the verse, however, would not have gone so far off-track had he known, for example, the
“correct” reading of nnoyo.

Even more useful than his analysis of ancient reading strategies, however, is Barr’s
discussion of the relationship between Method A and “guessing,” defined as answering a

question (in this case, the meaning of a given word) randomly and in haste:>’

Method A ... in a certain sense does belong to “guessing”: it does indeed work by
hypothesis of a kind, it does belong to trial and error. But it is not guessing in the
sense of an exceptional or abnormal procedure: rather, it is something that was
very normal and, given the nature of the writing system of the time, necessary and
inevitable. In another respect, however, Method A did not belong to guessing at
all. Guessing there certainly was: and real guessing meant a sort of creative
writing of the sort of sentiment that might be appropriate to the Bible, along with
perhaps some sort of similarity to the likely meaning of two or three characters in
the text. But Method A is not really guessing of this kind. It is a proper and
appropriate reading method which was normal in almost all written documents
except (perhaps) the Bible itself.... It may be guessing, but it is not mere
guessing, it is a clear and powerful method with its own logic.>

Method A, the approach most often used by translators, was both guessing and not guessing: it

was guessing in the sense that it involved trial and error, but it was not guessing in the sense that

>' Barr, “Guessing,” 27.

> These include interchanges of indicative and participial forms of }7n1 in Deuteronomy; Ps 90(89); and
interchanges of dalet and resh frequently throughout the biblical corpus. Barr, “Guessing,” 24-27, 29-30.

% Barr, “Guessing,” 19-20.
 Barr, “Guessing,” 32; italics original.
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it was not random but rather quite methodical. As Barr puts it, it is not “mere guessing.” This
articulation of the in-between nature of the Septuagint translators’ process helps to clarify what
was happening for the Samuel translator in 1:6. Although his rendering of this verse could be
described as closer to “true” guessing (“‘a sort of creative writing ... with perhaps some sort of
similarity to the likely meaning of two or three characters in the text”) than his rendering of more
straightforward passages, it is nevertheless still not “mere” guessing. The translator worked
methodically, considering each Hebrew word in turn, and doing his best to understand both the
morphology of each individual word as well as the semantic and syntactic relationships between
the words. He did not abandon his Vorlage and resort to creative writing. In fact, his translation
displays a commitment to the text of the Vorlage, even as it diverges from its meaning
substantially. The characters of the Vorlage constrained him despite the fact that he did not

understand them.

Jan Joosten: the phenomenon of accidental exegesis

Joosten’s definition of categories of exegesis further clarify our understanding of how the
translator was working in 1 Sam 1:6. His insistence on accidental exegesis as a phenomenon
worthy of attention is particularly useful since that best defines (although with qualifications)
how the translator was working in 1 Sam 1:6.

Joosten delineates three categories of exegesis in the Septuagint:*

> Jan Joosten, “Interpretation and Meaning in the Septuagint Translation,” in Translation — Interpretation —
Meaning, ed. Anneli Aejmelacus and Péivi Pahta (Helsinki: Helsinki Collegium for Advanced Studies, 2012), 53—
58. Also in Jan Joosten, “The Septuagint and the Hebrew Bible/Old Testament: A Conversation,” in Oxford
Handbook to the Septuagint, ed. Alison G. Salvesen and T. Michael Law (forthcoming).
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1. Spontaneous exegesis: the basic explanation of a Hebrew text that occurs when it is
translated into Greek; this kind of exegesis is largely invisible unless dealing with unusual
words or idioms®

2. Deliberate exegesis: the intentional choice on the part of a translator to write something that
he knows has a different meaning from the original

3. Accidental exegesis: a divergence from the Vorlage caused by faulty analysis of the text

The third category, accidental exegesis, is of particular interest to Joosten, both because it occurs

frequently and because of the middle ground it occupies between spontaneous and deliberate

exegesis:
Accidental exegesis is like spontaneous translation in that the translator produced
the rendering more or less straightforwardly from his understanding of the
Hebrew. In most cases, one may submit, the translator thought he was producing a

faithful rendering of the Hebrew. Accidental exegesis is like deliberate exegesis in
that the resultant Greek diverges markedly from the source text.”’

The translator who engages in accidental exegesis produces a text that says something very
different from the Vorlage, but he may not realize it. He may believe that he has rendered the
Hebrew accurately. Insofar as his only intention was to give an accurate translation of the
Vorlage, accidental exegesis resembles spontaneous exegesis; but insofar as the result diverges
from the Vorlage, it resembles deliberate exegesis.

The translation of 1 Sam 1:6 serves as an interesting test case because it does not fit

neatly into Joosten’s categories. On the one hand, it certainly has the main features of accidental

% See also Barr, Typology of Literalism, [17—-18]: “It is true that the mere fact of putting the meaning of a text into
another language can force upon the translator the making of certain decisions. The two linguistic systems with
which he is working are non-congruent: where there is one form in Hebrew, it may require a choice between two or
three forms in Greek; and where there are several forms in Hebrew it may seem that no comparable difference is
available in Greek.”

*7 Joosten, “Interpretation and Meaning,” 57-58.
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exegesis: the divergence between the meaning of the Vorlage and the meaning of the translation
was caused by the translator’s faulty analysis of the Hebrew (or, we may say, his inability to
analyze the Hebrew). On the other hand, given how many mental manipulations of the Hebrew
were required to produce his rendering,”® we may surmise that the translator was likely aware
that his Greek said something quite different from the Vorlage, and this awareness is a feature of

what Joosten has defined as deliberate exegesis.

5. Review of evidence
I will now review the conclusions of this analysis of the textual evidence. The
correspondence between the elements identified as those which may or may not be present in

both versions of 1 Sam 1:6 is summarized in the following table:”

¥ See pp. 56-70.

> This analysis is also followed by Emanuel Tov and Frank Polak, “The Revised CATSS Hebrew/Greek Parallel
Text” (accessed via Accordance Bible software), 1 Sam 1:6.
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Table 4: Correspondences between ambiguous items in v. 6

MT LXX Notes
— xate ™ AT adtfic  |LXX plus
preposition not present in MT, translator repeats it
\ Vs from previous phrase; interchange between verbal
noyM xal xata ™Y dupiav : ’ )
noy " " form in MT and nominal form in LXX; suffixed
pronoun not represented in LXX
nnox Tii¢ OAipews adTHis different sense of 17¢ in MT and LXX
b} xal
S n interchange between nominal form in MT and verbal
oYa Bopet interchang
Y o form in LXX
T1apa o
no correspondence between MT and LXX; translator
nnYyan TolTo substituted a generic pronoun for a word he did not
understand

We may also summarize the correspondence between the two versions of 1 Sam 1:6 as wholes:

Table 5: Correspondences between MT and LXX 1 Sam 1:6

MT LXX Notes
(44 ’% 575 3 ~ A
61 O? ¢ w;‘csv ‘auranupwf ) LXX plus
maudiov xate ™y OATY adTiis
3P OY2 DA AR ANOYI xal X T)")V dev“iav '1'17)@
o BAews adTHic, xal A0 Sid LXX derived from MT
AnYan i
70070
0 EXAELTEY XU ol .
nnAna YA Mnt a0 D OT[ O-U? W,VN vpios e mept MT and LXX equivalent

TV wiTpay adTiis

——— | o0 un dolvar adT§ Tadiov LXX plus

I thus propose the following summary of my analysis of 1 Sam 1:6 (see Table 6: Textual

analysis of 1 Sam 1:6 below). The first column represents the text of LXX. The second column
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represents the Hebrew text the translator rendered; this Hebrew, however, never existed outside
of the translator’s mind. It is what John Screnock calls the translator’s “mental text”: it is “how
the translator has read and understood the physical Vorlage.”® 1 include it here because the
mental text shows us the intermediary step between the Vorlage and the translation. Although the
translation is quite different from the Vorlage, the mental text is quite similar to it. (I have
marked with darker boxes those elements from the translator’s mental text which differ from the
proposed Vorlage.) The third represents what I believe to have been the LXX FVorlage for this

verse. The fourth column represents MT.

8 John Screnock, Traductor Scriptor: The Old Greek Translation of Exodus 1-14 as Scribal Activity (Leiden: Brill,
2017), 81. “Whether the translator was conscious of it or not, there existed a version of the Hebrew text in the mind
of the translator, based on the physical Vorlage but not necessarily identical to it. In other words, the translation
process did not involve one single move from the physical Vorlage directly to the physical text of the translation;
rather, in the translator’s mind there were additional intermediary stages, appropriately conceived of as texts,
through which this move was channeled.” Screnock, Traductor Scriptor, 76. This notion of a mental text, while
related to Tov’s concept of pseudo-variants, is more flexible and comprehensive. As Screnock argues, the concept
helps to explain the occurrence of certain kinds of scribal errors such as metatheses, and also clarifies how variant
reading traditions could influence a translation.
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Table 6: Textual analysis of 1 Sam 1:6

LXX Jrmslein s meml Proposed Vorlage MT
text
ot gn) =)
odx ) Y]
E0wXEY na igh
adTH 5 )
xUPLOg mn mn
mediov orTy orTy
xata T QAT adTijs nnaR nnaR
xal xata ™y GBupiay DYIM piglelval nnoya
Tii¢ OAipews adTiis anaR nnav onaR
xal 900uet noY Da OYO D3 OYO DX
e Tapa Mapa Mapa
TolTo s nnyan onyan
oL gn) =) in)
TUVEXAELTEY mbie mbio} mbio}
XUPLOG mn mn mn
Ta TEpl T3 Tva Tva
™V WTpay adTis plalal plalaly plala
ToU wn dodvat nnn nnn
adTH ) o
madiov o7y o7y

II1. The Meaning of the Greek in 1 Sam 1:6
Having established the textual relationship between MT and LXX in 1 Sam 1:6, I turn
now to a consideration of the meaning of the Greek in this verse, which is not immediately self-

evident. The difficulties are caused primarily by the contextual meaning of xata in the two
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prepositional phrases, xata v AW adtfic xal xatd ™y dBupiay tis OAVews adTis.’" Causing
further confusion is the lack of obvious sentence breaks, exacerbated by the ambiguous function
of the second xal.

Translators have taken various approaches to handling these issues. The NETS translation

of v. 6 reads,

Since the Lord did not give her a child according to her affliction and according to
the despondency of her affliction, she was also becoming despondent because of
this, that the Lord had closed the area of her womb so as not to give her a child.”

This translation takes xatd + accusative to mean “according to.”” NETS reads the whole verse

as a single independent sentence, with the first 67t clause read as dependent on the verb #80uet,

1.64

and the second xai read as adverbial.”* The BA translation, in contrast, reads,

... car le Seigneur ne lui avait pas donné d’enfant au temps de sa détresse et au
temps du découragement di a sa détresse; et elle était découragée parce que le
Seigneur avait clos sa matrice: il ne lui avait pas donné d’enfant.®

' yatd + accusative has a wide range of uses, including spatial, distributive, purpose, conformity, and temporal. See

LSJ s.v. xatd, BDAG s.v. xata, and Smyth §1690 for the full set of options.
62 Largely followed by Aejmelaeus, “Doublets,” 11. See also Walters, “Hannah and Anna,” 394.

% LSJ s.v. xatd B.IV. Support for this translation choice can be found in the other instances in Samuel where xatd
is used to render 2. xata appears as the translational equivalent of -2 in twenty-six verses in Samuel: 1 Sam 2:14,
23; 8:8, 20; 9:21; 13:14; 18:24; 25:9, 12, 25; 30:24; 2 Sam 3:33, 39; 7:9, 17, 21; 9:11; 12:8; 13:35; 14:3; 15:6, 15;
17:6; 22:21, 25; 24:19. In twenty-two of these, xatad and -3 both clearly express conformity, appearing in phrases
like xaté T prpate TadTta/A9RA 0™M273 (1 Sam 18:24) and xatd T)v xapdiav ocov/7a53 (2 Sam 7:21). In two cases, 1
Sam 8:20 and 2 Sam 7:9, the -3 is better understood as comparative, but the meaning “in accordance with” is
appropriate still for xatd. In 1 Sam 30:24, the translator takes the idiomatic construction ~21...73 and renders it with
xatd...olTwg, expressing the same idea in Greek with a different construction in which xata still indicates
conformity. Another instructive case is 2 Sam 12:8: here he renders the phrase 131231 7313 with xata talite,
evidently taking the Hebrew phrase to mean that Yawn will give David more of the same. So also Driver, Hebrew
Text of Samuel, 292.

8 LSJs.v. xai B.2, Smyth §2885.

65 ... for the Lord had not given her a child in the time of her distress and in the time of the discouragement due to

her distress; and she was discouraged because the Lord had closed her womb: he had not given her a child.”
Lestienne and Grillet, Regnes, 129-30.
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1 and sees the 81t clause which begins the

This translation takes xata + accusative as tempora
verse as an explanatory gloss on the end of v. 5 (xal x0plog améxeioey T mept ™Y whTpay adTHS)
rather than as the beginning of a new sentence. The second xal is read as conjunctive, with the
preceding semi-colon marking a new syntactical unit which nevertheless continues the idea of
the first half of the verse.

The drawback to both of these translations is that neither one particularly makes sense.®’
Put another way, both fail to make the Greek make sense. In the NETS translation, what does it
mean that “the Lord did not give her a child according to her affliction”? And which ideas does
the “also” intend to join? The BA translation is an improvement, but the logic of the xata
phrases is still not obvious: it sounds as if Hannah’s distress is already a reality when YuwH
refuses her a child, but the inability to conceive is apparently the cause of the distress and so
ought to precede rather than follow it.

Perhaps these translations fall short because the Greek simply does not make sense. This

is the conclusion reached by Aejmelaeus:

The translator clearly missed the point, and accordingly, the Greek text is
extremely difficult to translate: “According to her affliction and according to the
despondency of her affliction, and she was becoming despondent because of this.”
The obvious incompetence of the translation is precisely the reason why a
[Lucianic] doublet appeared in the textual transmission of this passage.®®

In this view, the translator was so completely at a loss that he failed to produce comprehensible

Greek. The translators of NETS presumably reached the same conclusion: their translation is

% 1.SJs.v. xatd B.VIL.

7 ‘Walter Dietrich takes a third approach, rendering xatd with “in” marked with a question mark. Dietrich, “Doch
ein Text,” 140. While this choice results in a comprehensible German sentence, xatd does not mean “in.”

% Aejmelaeus, “Doublets,” 11.
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intended to provide “a genuine representation of the Greek, reflecting not only its perceived
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meaning but also ... its infelicities, pleonasms, problems and conundra,”” and so the reader

might assume that their unclear translation reflects the unclear nature of the Greek, at least as it
was perceived by the NETS translators.

We ought to beware, however, of giving up on the meaning of the Greek too easily. I
propose the following translation, beginning in v. 5 because that verse forms an integral part of

the thought being communicated:

5 xal T Avva Ewxey peptda wlav 611 0dx v adTf mawdiov mhny 6t1 THy Avvay fydma
EAxava Omép TadTtyv xal x0plog améxAeiaey Ta mepl THY witpav adTiis 6 6Tt 0dx
€dwxev alTf xOplog Tadiov xata T AT adTiis xal xata ™y dbupiav T
OAiews adTiic xal BVuer Oid TolTo 6Tt cuVéxdeloey xDplog T& Tepl THY uRTpayY adTHS
To8 wy dodvar adT Tatdiov

5 And to Hannah he gave one portion because she did not have a child;
nevertheless, Elkanah loved Hannah more than her [Peninnah]. And the Lord
closed the area around her womb, 6 for he did not give her a child in order to
cause her affliction and the despondency born of that affliction.”” And she was
despondent because of the fact that the Lord closed the area around her womb in
order not to give her a child.

In this new translation, xatd is taken to express purpose.”' As in the BA translation, the first §tt
clause is read as an explanation of xal xUptog dméxheioey T& mepl THY wiTpay adTis,”” and xal
nBOpe d1a TodTo begins a new sense unit. Despite the similarities with BA, the proposed
translation carries quite a different meaning: YuwH closed Hannah’s womb in order to upset her,

and as a result, she did indeed become upset.

% Pietersma and Wright, “To the Reader,” xviii.
" Reading T OAfyews as genitive of material, Smyth §1323.

™ LSIs.v. xatd B.IIL. As I will demonstrate, this reading of xatd leads to a clear and coherent interpretation of the
verse; contrast Walters: “no use of kata known to me can make sense of it,” Walters, “Hannah and Anna,” 394.

™ So also Klostermann, Biicher Samuelis, 1; Aejmelaeus, “Doublets,” 10.
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The decision to read xata as purpose in this verse requires some defense. When it is used
to render the Hebrew preposition -2, xata with an accusative noun in Samuel usually expresses
conformity, as in the NETS translation. That usage has more attestations in Muraoka’s Septuagint
Lexicon than any other.” Indeed, the use of xatd to express purpose is not even listed in
Muraoka’s Lexicon. It is, however, adequately represented in Homeric, Classical, and non-
Septuagintal koine Greek. A full review of Homeric, Classical, and koine usage is outside the
scope of this study, but a few examples will give sufficient illustration:

« Hom. Od. 3.106 (8th c¢. BCE): mAd{ecfat xata Ayide, to rove for the purpose of (acquiring)
booty

« Hom. //. 1.424 (8th c. BCE): £f» xata daita, he went for the purpose of a feast

* Thuc. 6.31 (5th c. BCE): xata 6¢av %xew, to have come for the purpose of seeing

* Xen. Anab. 3.5.2 (4th c. BCE): xaf’ apmayny éoxedaayévor, having scattered for the purpose of
(finding) plunder

« 2 Cor 11:21 (Ist c. CE): xata atipiav Aéyw, I speak for the purpose of (expressing) shame

* Arr. Anab. 1.17.12 (2nd c. CE): ToUg 02 xata apmayiv xpnuatwv amoxtevel, others [they] would
kill for the purpose of seizing their property

* Ant. Lib. Met. 24.1 (2nd c. CE?): Anuimyp émyjet yijv dmacay xata (yow tis Buyatpds,

Demeter was traversing the whole earth for the purpose of searching for her daughter

” T. Muraoka, 4 Greek-English Lexicon of the Septuagint (Leuven: Peeters, 2009).
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Given that xata was used to express purpose throughout Greek literature, both earlier and later
than the translation of Samuel, it would be unreasonable to suggest that the Septuagint translators
did not know the usage or were unable to employ it.

It could also be argued against my proposal that when xata is used to render -3 in the
Septuagint, we must restrict the semantic range of xatd to where it overlaps with =2.”* While
there has been a push in recent decades to read the Septuagint as literature in its own right rather
than only in relation to MT,” we cannot ignore the fact that the Septuagint is first and foremost a
translation. As such, the range of meaning of Septuagint Greek is in some cases restricted by its
Hebrew Vorlage. 1f we accept this reasoning, then xata can never express purpose when it
translates -2 because -2 cannot express purpose. The flaw in this argument, however, is that it
assumes that the translator had a solid understanding of what =2 could and could not be used for.
It is possible instead that he knew xata was an appropriate translation of =3 and that, as a result,
his knowledge of the semantic range of xata influenced his understanding of -2. He may, in other
words, have assigned inaccurate meanings to =3 on the basis of his knowledge of xata.
Furthermore, as van der Louw has argued, it is in all cases methodologically necessary to
consider the meaning of the Greek independent of (what biblical scholars judge to be) the

meaning of the Hebrew:

™ See, for example, Jan Joosten, “Source-Language Oriented Remarks on the Lexicography of the Greek Versions
of the Bible,” in Collected Studies, 83: “the Hebrew source, whenever it can be determined, may give one an idea of
what the translator was thinking when he made the choice of a given Greek word.” So also Anneli Aejmelaeus,
“Translating a Translation: Problems of Modern ‘Daughter Versions’ of the Septuagint,” in On the Trail, 262: “when
determining the meaning of individual words and phrases, it is important to focus on the meaning intended by the
translator and in this respect the Hebrew text functions as a positive criterion, helping to understand the way the
translator proceeded and to choose among the existing alternative meanings.”

™ Joosten, “Exegesis in Hosea,” 123; Louw, Transformations, 90.
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The analysis of the LXX-translation as an independent text should precede a
comparison with MT. If no independent meaning is given to the Greek translation,
it is strictly speaking impossible to make a comparison with MT. Scholars are
sometimes inclined to equate the meaning of the Greek with the (presumed)
meaning of MT, for, they reason, the translators intended to render the meaning of
the Hebrew faithfully into Greek. But there seems to be a growing tendency to
interpret the Greek translation as a text in its own right and to ascribe Greek
meanings to Greek words. This is our methodological starting-point, although I
recognize the difficulties involved, as in some cases Greek words do not make
sense in the translated text unless we take recourse to the Hebrew original. We
must interpret and translate Greek words in meanings attested in Koine Greek and
be very cautious to conclude that the translators had the “intention” of expressing
the meaning of the Hebrew in the sense a 20" century scholar gives to it.”

With the important caveat that at times the words of the Septuagint can only be understood in
relation to their Vorlage,”” we must endeavor to read LXX without assuming that it expresses—or
is even trying to express—the same meaning that modern scholars believe the Hebrew expresses.
We should therefore discard the restriction that xata in 1 Sam 1:6 needs to express something
compatible with the meaning of 2.

The strongest argument in favor of the new translation I propose is that it makes sense of
the Greek where others have failed to do so. In order to fully understand why it makes sense,
however, we need to consider the full scope of the narrative in the opening verses of 1 Samuel.
The translator, prompted by cues in his Vorlage, produced a version of the Hannah and Peninnah
story that resembles the narrative of Rachel and Leah in Gen 29-30. While certain echoes of this
matriarchal narrative are present in MT as well, the LXX Vorlage contained more of them, and
the translator created still more. The statement in 1 Sam 1:6 that Yuwn closed Hannah’s womb in

order to upset her is a reflection of the Rachel and Leah story.

% Louw, Transformations, 90; italics original.

7 The clearest and most extreme example are calques, such as év éuof for 12 (= “please,” “I pray you”); cf. 1 Sam
1:26; 25:24.
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To make this case, I will discuss first the variations between the narratives of MT and
LXX in the larger unit of 1 Sam 1:4—7 and then turn to the influence of the matriarchal narratives

of Genesis, particularly the story of Rachel and Leah, upon the translator’s work.

IV. The story of Hannah and Peninnah: MT vs. LXX

The story of the relationship between Hannah and Peninnah forms one part of Samuel’s
birth narrative in 1 Sam 1. Although a reader’s first impression might be that MT and LXX tell
the same basic story—a man has two wives, one with children and one without— there are a
number of text critical differences between these two versions in 1 Sam 1:4—7 which result in

two very different stories. In MT, these verses read,

NAR 730 10 7IN91 S Dun 1 nna 73 595 inws na3ah 0 napbr nam orn a4
30 "2 AAYIN AP 0PI D ANIR ANDYI 6 NANT N30 MM 20K TN DR 7D DN
5arN RY1 722N NI0YIN 12 N 1YA3 ANOY T MIwA W WYY 191 7 Annn Tya mn

4 One day Elkanah sacrificed. Now it was his custom to give portions to Peninnah
his wife and to all her sons and daughters, 5 but to Hannah he would give one
special”® portion because he loved Hannah although Yuwn had closed her womb.
6 Her rival would torment her terribly in order to make her thunder because Yuwn
had closed up her womb. 7 And thus it would happen” year after year; whenever
she went up to the house of Yuwn, thus [Peninnah] would torment her [Hannah],
and [Hannah] would weep and not eat.

In LXX, these verses read,

A} A < 14 \ \ ~ \ 3 ~ \
4 xai éyevny Nuépa xat eBuaey EAxava xal £0wxev T§f Pevvava yuvaixi adtod xai
Tolg viois adTHic uepidas 5 xal Tfj Avva Edwxev pepioa uiav 6Tt odx v adTj maidiov

™ This translation is conjectural. See pp. 91-98.

” The masculine form of the verb nwy" is problematic in this context. I read the niphal nwy: instead of the gal Ny’
with Thenius, Biicher Samuels, 4; and Wellhausen, Biicher Samuelis, 38. In contrast, Carl Friedrich Keil, Die Biicher
Samuels (Leipzig: Dorffling und Franke, 1864), 18; Smith, Books of Samuel, 7; and McCarter, I Samuel, 49 take
Elkanah as the subject of the verb. Driver, Hebrew Text of Samuel, 11 recommends reading the 3fs form nwyn with
the Peshitta.
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AN 6Tt TV Away Ryama EAxava Omep TadTyy xal xUplog AmEXAEITEY T TEPL THY
wiTpay adTic 6 6Tt 00x E0wxev alTH xUptog Tatdlov xata TV OATYW adTiic xal xata
v dBupiay tiis OAiYews adTic xal #R00uet o1& TolTo 8T cuvéxdelaey xplog Ta Tepl
Y witpay abtiic Tol wy dolival adtfj matdiov 7 oltwg émolet éviauTdv xat’ EviauTdy
&v 16 dvaBaively adThy els oixov xuplou xal HBuer xal Exhaiey xal 0dx Aobiey

4 And it happened one day and Elkanah sacrificed, and he gave portions to
Peninnah his wife and to her sons. 5 And to Hannah he gave one portion because
she did not have a child; nevertheless, Elkanah loved Hannah more than her
[Peninnah]. And the Lord closed the area around her womb, 6 for the Lord did not
give her a child in order to cause her affliction and the despondency born of that
affliction. And she was despondent because of the fact that the Lord closed the
area around her womb in order not to give her a child. 7 Thus she would do year
after year when she went up to the house of the Lord, and she would become
despondent and cry, and she would not eat.

A few differences stand out right away. In the MT story, Peninnah, who is described as

13

Hannah’s “rival,” taunts and provokes Hannah about her childlessness until she weeps and
refuses to eat at the pilgrimage festival. Peninnah harasses her for years: her abuse of Hannah is
long-term and ongoing. In the LXX story, on the other hand, Peninnah is simply Elkanah’s other
wife who has children while Hannah has none (1 Sam 1:2), and Hannah’s distress is caused
entirely by her own inability to conceive. There is no provocation by Peninnah at all. Hannah is
described not as the victim of Peninnah’s cruelty, but as someone grappling with her emotions.
Instead of a “rival wife” (77%), Hannah has “distress” (BAiig). Instead of Peninnah “tormenting
her terribly” (opa 03 nnoya), Hannah has “despondency” (¢fupia) and “feels despondent”
(4Bvpéw). Her weeping at the shrine is caused not by Peninnah’s taunting but by these difficult
feelings. LXX is very clear that the despondency is caused by her lack of children: it repeats four
times in 1 Sam 1:5-6 that Hannah has no children, twice as many times as MT in the same space.

MT emphasizes Peninnah’s treatment of Hannah as the cause of her suffering, while LXX

emphasizes Hannah’s childlessness at the hands of YuwH as the cause.

86



We can address the differences in the two narratives more systematically by comparing

the text of MT with the retroverted Hebrew of LXX.*

Table 7: Comparison of 1 Sam 1:4-7 in MT and retroverted LXX

V. MT Retroverted Hebrew of LXX
mIphHR mam orn T mIphR nam orn T
nan P Ia a3 55 inwR naah inn “MIN a5 WK 13389 10N
5 NNR 730 1 N NAR 730 103 N
o 1 PR "
27K 7N DR D DR 27K 70 DR ™0 Dar
NN MIPHR
AR Y30 AN ARAT TP 0 M
6 naes o7 i b I 8D
7Y MAYA DY D ANTR INOY AT M12p2a NDYI D3 ANAR DY
AR TP M N30 ARRT TP M 30 00
o> 1Y npn
7 MY P33 ANYY TR MIwa M w1 I "3 AnYYa mIwa MW nwen o
5aRN KDY 71220 70PN 12 5IRN KDY IN231 7OYN

* There is a textual difference here—MT reads “and to all her sons and daughters,” while LXX reads “to her sons.”
Because it does not contribute substantially to a different understanding of the narrative, however, I have chosen not
to highlight it.

" For the retroversion 3 0ax from mAny 871, see Judg 4:9; 2 Sam 12:14; Amos 9:8.

I will first discuss the pluses, highlighted in blue, and then the other significant
differences between the two versions, highlighted in yellow. All of the pluses occur in LXX. First
there is the plus in v. 5 of Umep TadTny (retroverted nNXm). In MT, Elkanah loves Hannah despite
her childlessness, but in LXX he loves her more than Peninnah despite her childlessness. In

LXX, then, there is a hierarchy between the two wives that is inverse to their fertility: Hannah is

% Pluses are highlighted in blue. Other significant differences are highlighted in yellow. For the retroversion of v. 6,
see Table 6: Textual analysis of 1 Sam 1:6, p. 78. My retroversion of LXX does not necessarily represent this
version’s Vorlage; it is merely a clearer way of comparing LXX and MT. Furthermore, it is not my concern at this
moment to determine which version is preferable or to evaluate individual readings (except in one case, which will
become clear below). My goal at this juncture is solely to investigate what story the two versions are telling.
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infertile and more beloved, Peninnah is fertile and less beloved. In MT, we have no information
regarding Elkanah’s feelings for Peninnah.®' We know only that despite Hannah’s inability to
bear children, Elkanah still loves her.*

Then there are three pluses in vv. 5—-6 which all reference Hannah’s childlessness: in v. 5,
871 00x N adti mawdiov (07T 19 PR 7); in V. 6, 8Tt oUx Edwxev adTi xVptog maudiov (7 N3 &S "2
07> M) and tod i dodvar adi maudiov (019 N npn). Although this element of the story is
present in both versions, these pluses magnify it substantially in LXX. In the space of vv. 4-7,
MT spends eight words on Hannah’s childlessness, while LXX (retroverted) spends twenty-two

words.

$" Joan Cook claims that in MT Elkanah does not love Peninnah (Joan E. Cook, Hannah'’s Desire, God s Design.
Early Interpretations of the Story of Hannah [Sheffield: Sheffield Academic, 1999], 15), but this is reading more
than the text actually says. MT 1 Sam 1 does not say anything at all about Elkanah’s feelings for Peninnah. Cook
seems to be extrapolating from the story of Rachel and Leah (much as I will argue the LXX translator has done).

%2 Pisano, Additions or Omissions, 18 claims that “LXX has also heightened the contrast and rivalry between
Hannah and Peninnah by adding EAxava vmep tavtyy” (“Elkanah [loved Hannah] more than her [Peninnah],” 1 Sam
1:5), but this is an insensitive reading. The LXX plus describes Elkanah’s relative feelings towards his two wives. It
does not heighten a rivalry because in LXX there is no rivalry between the two women. There is nothing to heighten.

88



Turning now to the other significant differences between the two versions, we might first
note the impact of the differences in the verbal aspects. In MT, after the initial two verbs,* the
main verbal forms in these verses are imperfective: in v. 4, in31is a wegatal; in v. 5, 1" is a
yigtol; in v. 6, ANOYI is a wegatal; and in v. 7, nwy*, n1oyan, and 5arn are all yigrol ** MT
describes a situation which occurs again and again. Whenever Elkanah made a sacrifice, he
divided the portions in a certain way, and each time they went to Shiloh, Peninnah would taunt
Hannah about her childlessness, and each time Hannah would be distraught. Thus in MT when
Hannah goes to pray to YuwH for a child in vv. 9—11, she seems to be responding to a
longstanding situation, and the reader does not know why she chooses this particular visit to
Shiloh to pray. In LXX, by contrast, the distribution of portions happens in perfective verbs, viz.

the two instances of the aorist £0wxev in vv. 4 and 5 (retroverted respectively as the wayyigtol 1o

% The verbal sequence in MT makes the narrative somewhat difficult to follow. After beginning with two wayyigtol
forms, *n" and nam, which indicate the main narrative and seem to describe a singular event, the text switches to
weqatal forms, indicating habitual action. The next wayyigtol form is 13an1in v. 7, but taking this verb as a
perfective is nonsensical (see n. 21). A better place to resume the narrative might be with 928" in v. 8 (so also R. J.
Kotzé, “Reading between the Sentences: Notes on the Sentence Relations in 1 Samuel 1:1-8,” JNSL 16 [1990]: 61—
84), which is what I have done in my interpretation of the story, but it remains unclear why Elkanah speaks only on
this occasion. In his analysis of the verbal forms in 1 Sam 1, Jan Joosten suggests that the switch from the wayyigtol
verbs "1 and nam back to wegatal verbs be considered a conscious narrative technique: “I ... take [*7" and nam in]
v. 4a as the beginning of the narrative, a kind of ‘false start’: having begun to recount what happened on the precise
day when Hannah prayed for a child, the narrator is then reminded, as it were, that he hasn’t yet provided all the
necessary background—and launches into another series of frequentatives. If this analysis is acceptable, then we
should probably suppose that the ‘false start’ is a calculated step in the narrative strategy of the author: he introduces
a break in the long exposition, in order not to loose [sic] the attention of his audience” (Jan Joosten, “Workshop:
Meaning and Use of the Tenses in 1 Samuel 1,” in Narrative Syntax and the Hebrew Bible, ed. E. van Wolde
[Leiden: Brill, 1997], 73). Contrast the less compelling argument from Pardee, who proposes that we solve the
problem by understanding m3p5& nar ora A in v. 4 as habitual: “on each such occasion, when Elkanah had
offered the sacrifice...;” the narrative proper, he suggests, commences with opn1in v. 9 (Dennis Pardee, “The
Biblical Hebrew Verbal System in a Nutshell,” unpublished paper, 10—11). It is worth noting that LXX has different
verbal forms which give a clearer narrative; perhaps the translator also found the verbal sequence in the Hebrew
unsatisfying.

¥ Given that it is surrounded by imperfective verbs, MT 122m in v. 7 must be read as an imperfective as well
despite its wayyigtol form. It would be nonsensical to suggest that while on every occasion Hannah did not eat and
on every occasion Peninnah tormented her, on only one occasion did Hannah weep. Stanley Walters seems to read
the verse in just this way (Walters, “Hannah and Anna,” 391), but this interpretation unnecessarily privileges
morphosyntax over sense. Contrast Joosten, who argues for a contextual understanding of 722N as continuing the
exposition (Joosten, “Meaning and Use of Tenses,” 73, 80).
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and the gatal in1). In relation to these verbs, the imperfect verbs in vv. 6 and 7—00uet (wegatal
noy), énolet (yigtol mwyn), &xdatev (weqatal nnaa), and #jobiev (vigtol 5arN)—give the
background to the present narrative, which resumes with the perfective verbs in vv. 8-9 ff. In
LXX, Hannah has been upset over her childlessness for a long time, but when she goes to pray,
she seems to be responding to this particular occasion on which Elkanah deals out the sacrificial
portions in such a way that it draws attention to her misfortune.

Next there is the issue of MT 0'ar against LXX oaR. Given the difficulty of making
sense of 0'ar, and given the graphic similarity between 0'ax and ©aR,* the best solution seems
to be reading with LXX.*" I hesitate to make any comments on the impact the two readings have
on their respective stories because any interpretation of D'aR as it stands is pure guesswork.
Above I translated o'aR as “special,” following the general consensus among scholars who
maintain the MT reading that Elkanah is treating Hannah preferentially by giving her either a

better or a larger portion than he gave Peninnah.

% Inv. 8, wayyigtol "nx~, Greek aorist elmev; in v. 9, wayyigtol opm, Greek aorist avéat.

% The corrupted form o'ax& would have been caused by a scribe mistaking the samek in 0aR for a final mem. While
this is not a common error, the two letters share a similar shape. To take just one early example from 4Q52 (c. 250
BCE according to Cross, Parry, Saley and Ulrich, DJD XVII, 220), the last line of frg. 7 (1 Sam 21:7) preserves the
text 70 O3[0n: in this scribe’s handwriting, the samek of 701 and the final mem of 0757 are very similar in
shape (although the mem is unmistakably larger; see plate XXIV in DJD XVII). The error is also not surprising
given the relative prevalence of the two letters: samek appears 356 times in the MT books of Samuel, while final
mem appears 2,788 times, nearly eight times more frequently. After the samek was mistaken for a mem, the yod
would have been added by a scribe trying to make sense of the non-word naR. Both changes could even have been
made at one time by a single person.

¥ So also Wellhausen, Biicher Samuelis, 36; Driver, Hebrew Text of Samuel, 8; Alfons Schulz, Die Biicher Samuel,
vol 1: Das erste Buch Samuel (Miinster: Aschendorff, 1919), 11.
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Excursus: D"afk nnKk nin

The form 0'aR as it appears in MT appears to be the dual of &, which usually
means “nose,” “face,” or “anger.” None of these meanings makes good sense here. The
Targum of Samuel renders 7'13, “a choice portion,” but this appears to be a contextual
guess. The Vulgate’s reading tristis, “sadly,” might indicate that Jerome thought o°a) had
something to do with Elkanah’s facial expression. Hertzberg attempts to maintain a literal
meaning of D'aR by suggesting that “perhaps ‘portion of the face’ signifies a particularly
large piece, a portion of honor,”™ but this interpretation of the phrase is purely
conjectural, and furthermore his translation “portion of the face” is not supported by the
syntax of the Hebrew. In a similarly literal vein, Tsumura reads “two noses” and takes it
as “a technical term of the ritual sacrifice,”® but this use of 0"aR is otherwise unattested.

Taking another approach, Thenius contends that ©'ak should be taken as an
adverbial accusative (cf. Dan 11:20 where 0’882 seems to mean “angrily”’; Thenius
proposes an analogy with 1273/n2713, both of which mean “willingly,” cf. Num 15:3;
Deut 23:24; Hos 14:5; Ps 54:8) and supports the Vulgate reading tristis, but he quotes
Bottcher suggesting that “with displeasure, reluctantly” (“unmuthsvoll, ungern”) is more
appropriate.” Wellhausen, however, rightly counters that 088 cannot mean “sad” or
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“reluctant.””” Budde similarly admits that while the Targum’s 9'n2 and the Vulgate’s

% Hans Wilhelm Hertzberg, I & II Samuel: A Commentary (London: SCM Press, 1964), 24.

¥ David Toshio Tsumura, The First Book of Samuel (Grand Rapids, MI: Eerdmans, 2007), 113. So also Lestienne
and Grillet, Regnes, 129: “Le mot ‘appayim, «narinesy», semble employ¢ ici dans un sens technique (vocabulaire
sacrificiel) pour désigner une part d’honneur ou de choix.”

% Thenius, Biicher Samuels, 4.
' Wellhausen, Biicher Samuelis, 36
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tristis are both attractive, neither is supported by the Hebrew text. He proposes the
reading 08K TN, “with a bitter expression,” on the grounds that “the reflection of her
misfortune in Elkanah’s face would be the most likely cause of Hannah’s weeping in v.
7b” (“fiir das Weinen Hannas in v. 7b wire die Spiegelung ihres Ungliicks in Elkanas
Mienen der denkbar beste Anlass”) but he acknowledges that 0'aR is never used for the
expression of the face.”” He recommends Smith’s suggestion that we emend to D189
based on the Antiochene reading xat& mpdowmov,” but this reading simply tries to
represent 0'aR. Smith, for his part, notes contra Budde’s 0'aRk 71 that “the point of the
narrative is that Hannah wept because of the contrast between herself and her co-wife,
not because of anything in her husband’s mien.”**

Keil claims that “‘One part for two people,’ that is, a double portion ... is the only

(119

explanation which can be justified linguistically and gives a suitable meaning” (“‘einen
Theil fiir zwei Personen’, d. h. eine doppelte Portion ... ist die einzige [Erklarung], die
sich sprachlich rechtfertigen 14sst und einen passenden Sinn gibt”), although he confesses
that there are no other examples which support his interpretation.” Wellhausen argues
strongly in response that since ©'a& never means “two people” elsewhere, it cannot mean

so here.” Klostermann also argues that “a double portion” is the sense but sees 09X as a

scribal error: he claims that the LXX" reading pepida imAfiv, “a double portion,” is the
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Karl Budde, Die Biicher Samuel (Tiibingen: J.C.B. Mohr, 1902), 5.
See section I1.1: Manuscript evidence, pp. 52-54.

Smith, Books of Samuel, 8.

Keil, Biicher Samuels, 17-18.

Wellhausen, Biicher Samuelis, 36.
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1.” Based on Deut 21:17 and 2 Kgs 2:9, he argues that we should retrovert uepida

origina
uiav SimAfjy as oMW "8 NNKX NN, which would have been abbreviated as "W *83 or "2 *92.
He suggests that D"8R is a graphical error for one of these abbreviations.” Stoebe
supports the sense of “double portion,” if not Klostermann’s somewhat tortuous
reconstruction, but he provides no basis for his opinion.”

Taking a different approach, McCarter proposes “restoring kpym on the
assumption of an early confusion of k and ’, and read kepim, ‘proportionate to them,
equal to them,’” but he offers no argument for why this confusion would have taken
place.'” Aberbach suggests a different meaning for 0’8, analyzing it as derived from the
root 08 with prosthetic aleph and meaning “a weight equivalent to approximately two
thirds of a shekel,” cf. 1 Sam 13:21."”! While he may be correct that prosthetic aleph is
acceptable morphologically, he fails to make the semantic argument that adding an aleph
to the name of a weight creates a word meaning “equivalent to said weight.” Moreover,
his argument about the morphology of prosthetic aleph has been challenged by Ferdinand
Deist.'” Deist’s own proposal, that we should read noar (“fattened”) is also problematic

because his reconstruction requires four separate scribal corruptions of different types

(phonological interchange of bet and pe, graphical interchange of samek and mem, loss of

7 See section I1.1: Manuscript evidence, pp. 52—54.

% Klostermann, Biicher Samuelis, 1.

9 Stoebe, Erste Buch Samuel, 90.

19 McCarter, I Samuel, 52.

! David Aberbach, “D'ar nnx 1 (1 Sam 1:5): A New Interpretation,” V7T 24, no. 3 (July 1974): 350-53.
192 Ferdinand Deist, “ " APPAYIM (1 Sam. 1 5) < *PYM?,” VT 27, no. 2 (1977): 205-8.
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mater lectionis, addition of yod), which is certainly a plausible explanation but hardly an
economical one.

Although it goes largely unmentioned in the literature, 'Rk might also be related
to Nn'a, a word which appears only in Job 15:27 but is used in parallel with the more
common 157; it also has an Arabic cognate meaning “to become full (of fat)” (BDB s.v.
0'9) or “to abound with” (HALOT s.v. nn ). If we adopt this solution, however, we still
have to deal with the difficulties raised by Deist regarding the prosthetic aleph. Stoebe
takes note of this possibility and suggests that we consider the reading 1181 or 'R, “a

fatty piece” (“ein Fettstiick™).'”

He does not explain how the MT reading would have
evolved from his proposed original, however.

The text critical solution of reading 0aR following LXX instead of @'ak with MT
has several advantages over the proposals reviewed above. First, it does not require us to
posit any new meaning, etymology, or usage for 0'aR. Second, it requires minimal
conjecture. Third, it is simple and economical. McCarter objects that “this reading ...
leaves Peninnah’s rancor unexplained, unless by simple displeasure at sharing her
husband’s affections. We expect some evidence of preferential treatment of Hannah.”'*®
What we “expect” from a story, however, is not always what the biblical text gives us and

does not constitute grounds for McCarter’s reconstruction. What he describes as

Peninnah’s “rancor” may not be rancor per se at all—she might be eager to assert her

19 Stoebe, Erste Buch Samuel, 90.
19 McCarter, I Samuel, 52.
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superiority over her co-wife for non-emotional reasons, or she might simply be an unkind

woman—and requires no explanation from a narrative standpoint.'”

McCarter also argues'® that “on purely textual grounds ... the more difficult
reading is to be preferred,”'”’ but the rule of lectio dificilior is not appropriate in cases of
scribal error.'” Aberbach contends that ™3 DaR is “a clear non sequitur,”'” but his
objection, like McCarter’s, is based on his expectation that Hannah receive more than one
portion of meat. Several other scholars also fail to see how "2 Par/mAyv 61t could fit into
the logic of the sentence. Smith writes, “It is awkward ... to say: Nevertheless he loved
Hannah and Yahweh had shut her womb.”""* Stoebe similarly argues that “This is not
what the context calls for” (“das ist nicht das, was der Zusammenhang fordert™).""
Klostermann goes even further, dismissing mA%v 67t and D8R as equally “meaningless”

112

(“sinnlos™).”” These protests, however, are unwarranted. *2 DaR means “but” or

99113

“nevertheless,” "~ and the sense of the Hebrew sentence is that Elkanah gave Hannah only

'% See Erich Auerbach, Mimesis: The Representation of Reality in Western Literature, trans. Willard R. Trask
(Princeton: Princeton University Press, 2003), 3-32, on everything that biblical Hebrew narrative leaves to the
imagination.

1% Followed by Pisano, Additions or Omissions, 18n4.

197 McCarter, / Samuel, 52.

% Tov, Textual Criticism, 275-77.

1% Aberbach, “oar nnx mn,” 351.

"' Smith, Books of Samuel, 7-8.

" Stoebe, Erste Buch Samuel, 90.

"2 Klostermann, Biicher Samuelis, 1.

' Cf. Num 13:28; Deut 15:4; Judg 4:9; 2 Sam 12:14; Amos 9:8; see also IBHS 39.3.5¢; contra HALOT, which
glosses it as “notwithstanding.”
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one portion, but he loved her anyway (even though Yuwn had shut her womb)."* In other
words, even though Elkanah did not give Hannah a portion of honor, this seeming slight
was not an indication of his affection for her. As for the sense of the Greek, mAnv 6Tt
generally means “except that” outside the Septuagint (which would indeed be rather

awkward in 1 Sam 1:5),'"

but within the Septuagint it can have a more general
contrastive sense of “but,” “however,” or “nevertheless”; cf. Deut 2:27; 1 Sam 8:9; 2 Sam
12:14; Amos 9:8.

Walters’s equivocation that “the equivalence plén hoti =’epes ki is not securely
established”''® is unwarranted: mA%v 87t is used to translate 3 DA in 2 Sam 12:14 and

Amos 9:8 (see also Judg 4:9, where for > 0ar LXX reads mA%v yivwaoxe 6tt), and these

examples give perfectly adequate support for reconstructing ©aR in 1 Sam 1:6.

There is also one difference between the two versions that arises only when we read the
Greek of LXX instead of the retroversion. At the end of v. 5, MT’s disjunctive clause 230 mmm
nnnA provides background information and is most likely intended to be concessive:'” “although
Yuwn had closed her womb.” The translator renders this phrase xai x0ptog dméxeloey T TEPl THY
wtpav avtis, “and the Lord closed the area around her womb,” which represents the word order

and morphology of the Hebrew, but not its sense. The aorist, while equivalent to the Hebrew

""* S0 also Schulz: “The sense is: even though he gave her only one part, even though he diminished her status,
nevertheless he loved her more” (“Der Sinn ist: Trotzdem er ihr nur einen Teil gab, trotzdem er sie zuriicksetzte,
liebte er sie doch mehr”; Schulz, Erste Buch Samuel, 11); see further the notes in Lestienne and Grillet, Regnes,
128-9: “Anna has only a single portion despite the fact that Elkanah loves her more than the other” (“Anna n’a
qu’une seule part, bien qu 'Elkana I’aime plus que ’autre”; italics original).

"> See LSJ s.v. mujv I1.2.4 and BDAG s.v. muj 1.d.

16 Walters, “Hannah and Anna,” 390.

"7 See Joiion §171f on this construction.
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gatal in many respects, cannot denote the pluperfect like the gatal can;'"® and placing the subject
before the verb does not signal concession in Greek as it can in Hebrew. When we read the Greek
as it stands, without reference to the Hebrew, it apparently says that the Lord closed Hannah’s
womb after, and therefore because of, Elkanah’s preference for her over Peninnah.'"”’

Finally, there is the absence in LXX of the rivalry between Hannah and Peninnah. This
difference is due mainly to the textual variations in v. 6a: as previously discussed, MT reads
nIYIn Maya oya o3 Anar Anoy, “Her rival would torment her terribly in order to make her
thunder,” while LXX reads xal xata v ¢Bupiav tic BAipews adtiic xal #00uet ota Tolito, “[for the
Lord did not give her a child] in order to cause her affliction and the despondency born of that
affliction. And she was despondent because of the fact that....” There is a further discrepancy in
v. 7, where MT has a suffixed piel niopan (“she would torment her”) and LXX has #80uet (gal
noya1, “she became despondent”).'*

To review: in MT, Elkanah loves his wife Hannah despite the fact that she has given him
no children. His prolific other wife Peninnah, however, taunts Hannah over her childless state,

and Hannah suffers greatly as a result. In LXX, on the other hand, Elkanah loves Hannah more

""" When we look at the translator’s approach to handling verbal tenses, the matter becomes somewhat more
complicated. The pluperfect appears in LXX Samuel twenty-one times: 1 Sam 13:16; 14:3, 27; 16:21; 19:20; 22:6,
15,22; 30:12 (2x); 2 Sam 1:6, 10; 3:22 (2x), 26; 11:16, 20, 22; 17:17; 18:11; 20:12. Eight of these instances (1 Sam
14:3; 22:15, 22; 2 Sam 1:10; 3:26; 11:16, 20, 22) are pluperfect forms of oida and so are pluperfect in morphology
only. There are thus only thirteen genuine instances of the pluperfect in Samuel. Of these, five are pluperfects of
oty (including prefixed forms of the verb), which seems to “attract” the pluperfect in LXX. For contextually
pluperfect gatal verbs (e.g., 1 Sam 3:2; 4:6, 18; 7:7, 14; 10:16: 13:5, 11; 14:3; 15:35; 19:18; 22:21; 23:7, 15; 25:35;
28:20; 30:1, 18), LXX uses a mixture of aorist, perfect, and historical present. One could thus argue that the tense of
améxAetoey in 1 Sam 1:5 should not be taken too strictly; cf. Lestienne and Grillet, Régnes, 129, who translate
améxdetoey as a pluperfect, “avait fermé.” Fortunately, we do not have to decide whether the translator intended
améxeloey to express time contemporaneous with or prior to the main narrative because the sense of the verse—that
YnwH closed Hannah’s womb in order to cause her distress because she was the more favored wife—is sufficiently
communicated by the coordinating conjunction xai before améxAeioey and by the two xata phrases; see p. 81.

""" This interpretation of the Greek, which may seem puzzling, will be discussed in greater depth below; see pp.
112-115.

120 See n30 on p. 64.
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than Peninnah. As a result, YHwH prevents Hannah from conceiving in order to cause her
distress, and Hannah suffers greatly as a result. The cast of characters is the same in both
stories—Elkanah, prolific Peninnah, childless Hannah, and YuwH—but their relationships and
the causes of Hannah’s suffering are dramatically different. These differences come about in
three ways: first, there is a series of pluses in LXX, likely original to the Vorlage,'” which tell us
that Elkanah loved Hannah more than Peninnah and emphasize Hannah’s inability to conceive.
Second, there is the translator’s technique, which led to a conjunctive rendering—xat ¢méxAeioey
xuptos—of the disjunctive original, 930 M. Third, there is the translator’s confusion regarding
the meaning of the Vorlage in v. 6 and his subsequent misrepresentation of the meaning of the

Hebrew.

V. The influence of the matriarchal narratives

The translator could have handled his obscure Vorlage in any number of ways, and it is
worthwhile to consider why he made the choices in 1 Sam 1:6 that he did. It appears that his
translational choices may have been influenced by the matriarchal stories in Genesis. Certainly
the version of Hannah’s story in LXX is more closely aligned with the Pentateuchal stories of
childless women and rival wives than is the MT version. As Mary Callaway has observed

regarding the MT story,

When we compare 1 Samuel 1 with the two other stories of the rivalry between a
barren and a fruitful wife, we see that the aspect of Hannah as victim is unique to
1 Samuel 1. In the stories of the conflict between Sarah and Hagar and between

121 See pp. 66-70.
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Rachel and Leah, the beloved but barren wife was not the victim of her child-
bearing rival. On the contrary, the high-handed actions of Sarah and Rachel make
Hagar the outcast and Leah, the unloved wife, the object of the reader’s
sympathies.'*

Within this trio of stories (Sarai and Hagar in Gen 16, Rachel and Leah in Gen 29-30, Hannah
and Peninnah in 1 Sam 1), Peninnah’s abuse of Hannah in MT is unique. In contrast, the story
told by LXX lacks this unusual element. The choices made by the translator thus resulted in a

story more like the matriarchal narratives.

This section will argue that when faced with Hebrew he did not understand in 1 Sam 1:6,
the translator made choices which were guided by his knowledge of the matriarchal narratives,
particularly the story of Rachel and Leah. Echoes of the Rachel and Leah story (and secondarily
of the stories about Sarai) in his Vorlage triggered an association for the translator'” and led him
to assimilate his translation to the earlier narrative. Assimilation is defined by Zakovitch as a
phenomenon in which “a traditionist or editor increases the affinity of stories already similar in
themselves by adding to one of them material borrowed from the parallel tradition or composed
by him under the influence of the parallel tradition.”'** Indeed, it seems that assimilation may
have taken place at more than one stage in the transmission process: while there are certain

similarities between MT 1 Sam 1 and the matriarchal narratives, there appear to have been

' Mary Callaway, Sing, O Barren One: A Study in Comparative Midrash (Atlanta: Scholars Press, 1986), 42.

' See similar examples of the translator of the Minor Prophets understanding his source text “with the aid of
catchwords and their related biblical passages” in Myrto Theocharous, Lexical Dependence and Intertextual Allusion
in the Septuagint of the Twelve Prophets: Studies in Hosea, Amos, and Micah (New York: T&T Clark, 2012), 107—
9s.

12 Yair Zakovitch, “Assimilation in Biblical Narratives,” in Empirical Models for Biblical Criticism, ed. Jeffrey H.
Tigay (Eugene, OR: Wipf & Stock, 2005), 176. He demonstrates that assimilation occurred in extrabiblical
paraphrases, biblical manuscripts, ancient translations, and even in repetitions of stories within the Bible.
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significantly more similarities in the LXX Vorlage. These were then further augmented by the
translator in his rendering of v. 6.

I will first review the echoes of matriarchal narratives which appear in MT of 1 Sam 1,
followed by the echoes which are unique to the LXX JVorlage. 1 will then turn to research from
the field of psychology which provides a clear articulation of how these echoes resulted in the
rendering of 1 Sam 1:6. Finally, I will present examples from elsewhere in the Septuagint which

tllustrate similar influence from the Pentateuch.

1. Echoes of matriarchal narratives in MT 1 Sam 1

The Masoretic text of 1 Sam 1 contains two main echoes of the matriarchal narratives.
The first is the figure of Hannah as the infertile woman who is contrasted with a fertile co-wife.
This same pairing occurs in the narrative of Sarai, who is contrasted with Hagar (Gen 16),'* and
of course in the narrative of Rachel and Leah (Gen 29-30). In all three narratives, a woman who
will give birth to a major character in the biblical history first suffers the emotional distress of
not being able to conceive while her co-wife successfully bears children. Although the
intentional abuse of the infertile wife is particular to 1 Samuel, the Pentateuchal narratives also
include an element of strife between the two rivals.'*®

There is also the repetition in all three narratives of the idea that YawH closes and opens

wombs. In Gen 16:2, Sarai says to Abram, N1 M 3%, “Yuwn has locked me up so that I

'>> Hagar is Sarai’s surrogate rather than her co-wife, but she serves a similar function in the story: she is a woman
who can bear children to Abram while Sarai remains childless.

126 See Gen 16:4-6; 30:1, 14—15.
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cannot bear.”'”’ Similarly, in 1 Sam 1:6, as we have seen, we are told regarding Hannah that 730
A TYa M, “Yawe had closed her womb.” The verb used in Genesis for shutting up a womb,
97¥Y, is not the same as the verb used in 1 Samuel, which is 9730, but the underlying idea is the
same. The Septuagint, on the other hand, renders both 797¥p in Gen 16:2 and 9730 in 1 Sam 1 with

ouyxelw, ” resulting in a stronger connection between the two passages.

Gen 16:2 1 Sam 1:6
MT MY 1Ny AnnN TYA a0 Mo
LXX TUVEXAELTEY [UE XUPLOG TUVEXAELTEY VLG TQ TIEPL TV

unTpav alTis

The reversal of this motif, in which Yuwn instead opens wombs, is found in the Rachel
and Leah narrative in Gen 29:31'** and 30:22. While there is no specific mention of Yawn
opening Hannah’s womb, the concept that YuwH is responsible for closing and opening wombs is

central to the narrative of 1 Sam 1.

Gen 29:31 Gen 30:22
MT nnnA R [M] nnan AR R [o09R] nnan
LXX >0pLog ... Hvoigev T witpay alTiic 6 Bede ... dvéwev adtiic ™V wiTpay

7 A similar expression is used in the story of Abraham and Sarah’s sojourn in Egypt in Gen 20:18: mi» 9xy 9y *2
THmrar nvab ona 5o Tva, “Yuwn completely locked up every womb in the house of Abimelech.”

"% 9730 is regularly rendered with x)eiw and its various prefixed forms, but 77%y is rendered with cuyxdeiw only in
Gen 16 and 20.
129" Also see the discussion on pp. 112-115.
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2. Echoes of matriarchal narratives in the LXX Vorlage of 1 Sam 1

The LXX Vorlage of Samuel appears to have already been engaged in assimilating the
Hannah narrative to the matriarchal narratives, for there are several pluses recorded in LXX 1
Sam 1 which strengthen the similarities between them. The first occurs in 1 Sam 1:5, where LXX

reports that Elkanah loved Hannah more than Peninnah (tnv Avvav fydna EAxava Omep Tadtny).

LXX Gen 29:30 LXX 1 Sam 1:5

nyamyoev 08 PaynA ndMov 7 Aciay ™V Avway Ryama EAxavae Omep TadTyy

As we have seen, "’ this hierarchy between the two women is part of the LXX narrative but not
part of the MT narrative. It is also one of the central elements of the Rachel and Leah narrative.
We find a further echo of the Rachel and Leah narrative in the first LXX plus in 1 Sam

1:6, 871 00x Edwxev adT xpiog mautdiov. "

LXX Gen 29:33 LXX 1 Sam 1:6

®UpLog ... TPOTEdwXEY Wol xal TolTov olx €0wxev alTHj xUptog Tatdlov

The phrase 010évaut mardiov (79° 17M3) is rare in the Bible, appearing only in Isa 8:18, but a similar
phrase appears in Gen 29:33, where Leah says ‘Ot #jxoucey xUptog 87t woofuat xal mposedwxéy
ot xal Tolitov, “For the Lord heard that I was hated, and he granted to me also this one” (MT "

AT OR 0375 107 IR AR\ 73 M paw). Although a pronoun is used in place of the noun matdiov,

" See p. 87.

P! This phrase is also repeated in the plus at the end of 1 Sam 1:6, To8 1 dolvar adtfi maidiov (Hebrew 1 npn
oT).
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the same verb is used,"** and the sense is the same: Yuwn “gave” a woman a child, meaning that
she conceived and bore a child through divine intervention.

The plus at the end of LXX 1 Sam 1:6 contains another echo, this time of the Sarai
narrative. The plus, which reads To¥ ) dofvar adtfj maidiov, expresses the purpose of the
previous clause, cuvéxelaey xUptog Ta Tepl THY pTpay avtis. As discussed above, the statement
that Yuwn shut Hannah’s womb in MT already mirrors Gen 16:2, but LXX extends the parallel
by adding the statement of purpose. The full content of Sarai’s sentence is cuvéxAelaey pe xUplog
0¥ wn thetewy (MT nT9m M 1mvw), “The Lord closed me so that I could not bear.” Both Greek

purpose clauses use the same construction, Tod u» + infinitive.

Gen 16:2 1 Sam 1:6
LXX TUVEXAELTEY pe xUplog Tol ) TixTety TUVEXAELTEY XVPLOG T TEPL THY UATPAY
a7 Tol wi) dofvar adTij matdiov
MT nTon M ARy N7 Tva 30 MY

One further echo of the Rachel and Leah narrative has been identified by Aejmelaeus in
LXX 1 Sam 1:13, where a number of Greek manuscripts (among them LXX" and LXX", as well
as three of the Lucianic minuscules) preserve a quotation of Gen 30:22. Aejmelaeus concludes

that “this sentence was present in the Vorlage as well as in the original Old Greek.”"*’

"> The prepositional prefix on the Greek verb does not significantly alter its meaning.

' Anneli Aejmelaeus, “How to Reach the Old Greek in 1 Samuel and What to Do with It,” in Congress Volume
Helsinki 2010, ed. Martti Nissinen (Leiden: Brill, 2012), 198.
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Gen 30:22 1 Sam 1:13

LXX xal émxovaey avtiic 6 fedg xal dwvy) adTiis 00x NxoveTO xal

elonxovaey adTi¢ xUplog
MT o OR THR pawn yawr RS AP

These four pluses in the Septuagint of 1 Sam 1, all of which have clear parallels in the
matriarchal narratives of Genesis, suggest that the process of assimilating Hannah'’s story to
those narratives had already begun in the Vorlage. As a result, the translator had a Vorlage which
resembled the matriarchal narratives, and in particular the story of Rachel and Leah, to a greater
extent than MT does. The strong resemblance between the narrative of his Vorlage and the
narrative of Rachel and Leah appears to have triggered the choices made by the translator in his
handling of 1 Sam 1:6, which brought LXX even more in line with Gen 29-30."** This process
has been described by psychologists as associative activation:"* “ideas that have been evoked
trigger many other ideas, in a spreading cascade of activity in your brain.”"** The statement in v.
5 that Elkanah loved Hannah more than Peninnah, combined with the information from v. 2 that
Peninnah had children while Hannah had none, evoked the narrative of Rachel and Leah for the

translator. This evocation then triggered a cascade of other mental activity, specifically the

mental transformation of the Vorlage into a text that more closely resembles the Rachel and Leah

"** Note that the adaptations in vv. 5-6 serve only to bring the story of Hannah and Peninnah more in line with the
matriarchal narratives. These are not ideological changes of the kind noted in Aejmelaeus, “Corruption or
Correction,” 10-16, which aim to discredit Hannah’s agency in determining her son’s future. The case of the plus in
1 Sam 1:13 is more ambiguous. While it does participate in the pattern of LXX assimilation to the Rachel and Leah
story, Aejmelaeus argues that rather than being an addition to the Vorlage, the clause M i"98 YW was removed
from MT as part of “a whole network of editorial corrections that change the picture of Hannah and her son”
Aejmelaeus, “Corruption or Correction,” 13—15.

"% Carey K Morewedge and Daniel Kahneman, “Associative Processes in Intuitive Judgment,” Trends in Cognitive
Science 14, no. 10 (Oct. 2010): 435-40.

3% Daniel Kahneman, Thinking, Fast and Slow (New York: Farrar, Straus and Giroux, 2011), 51.
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story. Furthermore, research on associative activation has shown that associated ideas tend to
reinforce one another, “whereas initially activated ideas that are not reinforced soon drop out.”"’

The more decisions the translator made to assimilate his translation to the Rachel and Leah

narrative, the less able he was to consider other options for the meaning of the Vorlage.

3. Making decisions under conditions of uncertainty

Research from the field of psychology can help clarify the mental processes of the
translator when faced with a Vorlage he did not understand in 1 Sam 1:6. Daniel Kahneman has
done extensive investigations into how people make decisions under conditions of uncertainty.'**
He has discovered that when people are asked a question to which they do not know the answer,
they will usually resort to heuristics rather than guessing randomly, not unlike in Barr’s Method
A for reading unpointed Hebrew texts."”” One particular heuristic which is helpful for
understanding the translator’s process is what Kahneman refers to as substituting questions:'*’ “If
a satisfactory answer to a hard question is not found quickly, System 1 [the system in the mind
that carries out quick and automatic thinking] will find a related question that is easier and will

answer it.... [T]The operation of answering one question in place of another [is called]

%7 Morewedge and Kahneman, “Associative Processes,” 436.

"% Much of Kahneman’s work was initially developed in partnership with Amos Tversky. Their central thesis that
intuitive thinking is dominated by reliance on heuristics and biases was first articulated in Amos Tversky and Daniel
Kahneman, “Judgment Under Uncertainty: Heuristics and Biases,” Science 185, no. 4157 (Sept. 1974): 1124-31.
The initial research focused on the question of whether people are good intuitive statisticians and is not obviously
relevant to Septuagint studies. However, the more recent publication by Kahneman, Thinking, discusses the broader
implications of their findings and is quoted here because of its more accessible presentation.

139 See pp. 71-73.

19" Although never called “substituting questions,” this process is described in greater depth in Tversky and
Kahneman, “Judgment Under Uncertainty,” 1124-28. See also Morewedge and Kahneman, “Associative Processes,”
436-38.
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substitution.”'"' Kahneman gives a series of examples of target questions (the questions you

intend to answer) and possible heuristic questions (the simpler questions you actually answer)

that could be substituted for them:'*

Table 8: Kahneman’s target and heuristic questions

Target Question

Heuristic Question

How much would you contribute to save an
endangered species?

How happy are you with your life these
days?

How popular will the president be six months
from now?

How should financial advisers who prey on
the elderly be punished?

This woman is running for the primary. How
far will she go in politics?

How much emotion do I feel when I think of
dying dolphins?

What is my mood right now?

How popular is the president right now?

How much anger do I feel when I think of
financial predators?

Does this woman look like a political
winner?

“The right-hand counterpart of each of the left-hand questions is very likely to be evoked and

very easily answered.... The heuristic questions provide an off-the-shelf answer to each of the

difficult target questions.”'” When faced with a question that is too difficult to answer in a

reasoned way, the human brain automatically substitutes an easier question and answers that one

instead without realizing that the substitution has taken place. A person who is asked, “How

'4! Kahneman, Thinking, 97; italics original. Full definitions and discussion of System 1 as well as its corollary
System 2 can be found in Kahneman, Thinking, 19-30. The terms “System 1” and “System 2” to describe two
modes of thinking were first introduced in Keith E. Stanovich and Richard F. West, “Individual Differences in
Reasoning: Implications for the Rationality Debate?” Behavioral and Brain Sciences 23, no. 5 (Oct. 2000): 645-65.

2 Kahneman, Thinking, 98-99.
' Kahneman, Thinking, 99.



happy are you with your life these days?”” and substitutes the question, “What is my mood right
now?” believes that she is still answering the target question.

A similar process appears to have taken place for the translator: he was faced with a
question that was too difficult for him to answer, namely the meaning of his Vorlage in 1 Sam
1:6, and so he substituted a new question that was easier for him to answer—that is, he created a

new mental text'**

that he was capable of translating. This mental text is what we see reflected in
his translation. His translation “answers” the heuristic question of the meaning of his mental text
rather than the target question of the meaning of the Vorlage.

One significant difference, however, between the process described by Kahneman and
what the translator seems to have done is that the translator did not make his substitution
unconsciously. The creation of pseudo-variants, unless they arise from a misreading (for
example, mistaking dalet for resh), requires deliberate consideration of the various possibilities
for transforming the Vorlage into something translatable. The Septuagint translators can be seen
going to great lengths to mentally manipulate their Vorlage, as in the example of Jer 31(38):8
above.'* Another difference is that Kahneman’s heuristic questions tend to be affect-based (“how
much emotion do I feel? what kind of emotion do I feel?”’) while the creation of pseudo-variants

is a non-affective process. Nevertheless, the core observation that human brains will attempt to

substitute an easier question for a harder one rather than simply abandoning the question

' See p. 77.
' See p. 58.
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altogether'*® provides a useful theoretical framework for the empirical phenomenon of pseudo-

variants and thus also for the translator’s process in rendering 1 Sam 1:6.

4. Examples of influence from the Pentateuch

An explanation of the next step in the translator’s process—deciding which pseudo-
variants to translate—can be found in the work of Emanuel Tov, which suggests that the
influence of the matriarchal narratives on the translation of 1 Sam 1:6 participates in a larger
pattern of influence from the Greek Pentateuch on the translations of later books.'” Tov provides
evidence for four ways in which this impact occurred:

1. the vocabulary established in the Pentateuch was used in later books;

2. the Greek Pentateuch served as a lexicon for difficult Hebrew in later books;

3. quotations from and allusions to the Pentateuch in later books were often phrased in an

identical manner;

4. the Greek Pentateuch often influenced translations in later books on an exegetical level.
The Septuagint translation of 1 Sam 1:6 falls into this final category: rather than produce a
translation that was as opaque to his audience as the Vorlage was to him, the translator made
decisions about how to handle the Hebrew in a way that produced a coherent Greek translation.

Since the translator was likely aware that his translation did not communicate the sense of the

' In the context of the Septuagint, abandonment of a difficult question might consist of transliterating rather than
translating an unknown word or producing a translation which is incoherent. Translators did at times resort to both
of these techniques; LXX 1 Samuel includes several examples of transliteration (e.g., 1 Sam 14:1, 25), and
translators with particularly difficult Vorlagen, such as the Hebrew of Hosea, at times created apparently
meaningless renderings; see examples such as Hos 9:12 and 13:1, analyzed in Joosten, “Exegesis in Hosea,” 126—
217.

'*7 Emanuel Tov, “The Impact of the Septuagint Translation of the Torah on the Translation of the Other Books,” in
Greek and Hebrew Bible, 183-94.
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Vorlage, his process was not exegetical in the strictest sense. Insofar as the translator found
meaning in a difficult text, however, his work deserves to be considered interpretive.

In order to contextualize the influence of the Rachel and Leah narrative on the Septuagint
translation of 1 Sam 1:6, it will be instructive to consider other examples of LXX Pentateuch
affecting later translations on an exegetical level. Tov gives two examples of the exegetical
influence of the Greek Pentateuch. The first is from Jer 1:6; 4:10; 14:13; 32(39):17, where nnX
M TR (“alas, Lord YHwH”) has been translated as ¢ &v 0éamota xUpte (“O One Who Is, lord
Lord”)."* It seems that the Septuagint translator of Jeremiah derived nn (“alas”) from mnx (“1
am”) in Exod 3:14 and translated it according to the Greek of that verse, éyw eiwt 6 dv (MT 7R
"8 9wR)."* The second example is from Prov 24:28, where Tp12 0an 7p 10 58 (“do not be a
witness against your neighbor without cause™) has been translated as u» (o6t Yeudns pdptug émi
aov moAiTyy (“do not be a false witness against your neighbor”). The Septuagint translator of
Proverbs seems to have had the Decalogue in his ear: o0 Yevdopaptuphoels xata Tol mAnciov gov
waptuplay Yeudd (Exod 20:16; MT apw T Tp2 mpn &9), “do not bear false witness against
your neighbor.”"*® This translator knows the meaning of 0an,"' but he was pushed towards a
particular exegesis of the term in this context by his knowledge of the Pentateuch.

Another intriguing example of the influence of the Pentateuch comes from Seeligmann’s

152

work on the translation technique of LXX Isaiah. " He notes that in Isa 19:6, the translator has

'8 This reading is not followed by Rahlfs but is reflected in the Géttingen Septuagint volume edited by Ziegler.
' Tov, “Impact of Septuagint Translation,” 193.
"% Tov, “Impact of Septuagint Translation,” 193.

! He renders it with udtyv (“in vain”) in Prov 3:30, with udtatos (“vain”) in Prov 26:2, and with xévog (“empty”) in
Prov 23:29.

152 Isaac Leo Seeligmann, The Septuagint Version of Isaiah: A Discussion of Its Problems (Leiden: Brill, 1948), 46.
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rendered T1¢n MR (“the rivers of Egypt”) quite freely with cuvaywyn Udatos (“pool of water”).
Looking for an explanation of this unexpected translation, Seeligmann observes that this Greek
phrase also occurs in Lev 11:36 where it provides a more literal translation of 0 mpn (“pool of
water”), a priestly term of religious ritual; however, the translator of Isaiah does not seem
particularly interested in drawing a connection to Leviticus, so Seeligmann probes further. He
notices that in Isa 19:6 the translator also uses the terms motayol (“rivers”), oiwpuyes (“brooks”),

133 All three terms, however, also

and €Aog (“marsh”), which are only loosely related to MT.
appear in LXX Exod 7:19, along with the phrase cuveatnxds Udwp (“water that has collected”),
which represents MT o' mipn. It is possible that the translator had a version of LXX Exodus
in which omm Mmpn was translated with cuvaywy” Udatog rather than cuveotyxds Uowp, in which
case the translator of LXX Isaiah was making straightforward use of that version of LXX Exod
7:19. It is also possible, however, that the translator of LXX Isaiah was in fact triangulating
between three verses in two different languages. The phrase 91¢n "X’ put him in mind of MT
Exod 7:19 which he then brought into his verse using Greek not only from LXX Exod 7:19 but
also from LXX Lev 11:36. His reasons for using the phrase from LXX Leviticus instead of the
phrase from LXX Exodus are unknown; what we can see is his familiarity with the Pentateuch in
both Hebrew and Greek and his use of these texts in his own work. The result of this

triangulation is a Greek verse which not only differs significantly from its Hebrew counterpart

but lacks the phrase (71¢n *™X*) which triggered the triangulation in the first place.

'} motapol represents MT N3, but didpuyes and €Aog have no equivalent in MT.
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Table 9: The exegetical influence of LXX Pentateuch on LXX Isa 19:6

verse MT LXX
Isa 19:6 IR RN IR IIM YT MR IR | xal éxdelbouaty of moTapol xal ai idpuyeg

“np o1 | o8 motapol, xal EnpavbioeTar méon
cuvaywyn Uoatog xal év mavti EAeL

KAAGUOV XQl TATUPOY

Lev 11:36 TV 1Y D AIPA N PYN IR | TARY TYEY D0ATwWY xal Adxxou xal
cuvaywyiic Uoatog, Eotal xabapbv

Exod 7:19 | onnna 5 omen v 5y 770 non Jon np | Aaft ™y pdBdov gou xal ExTevov THY

DA MpR 52 591 DR HY1 0nIRt DY | xelpd oou éml e §data AlyUmTou xal ém
D7 M | ToUg ToTapols alT@Y xat Eml Tag dlwpuyag

adT@Y xal éml Ta EA adTEY xal ml Tay

cuveaTNxos Uowp adT@Y, xal Eotat aiya

What is compelling about this example is that although a specific phrase seems to have
acted as a trigger and specific language was imported into the verse, the association itself is
vague. The translator does not have a direct quote from Exodus in his verse; he simply has a
phrase which reminds him of Exodus. But it is enough of a prompt that he brings in material
which has no equivalent in the Hebrew original.

These three examples demonstrate that the influence of the Pentateuch could come in
different forms and for different reasons. In the example from Jeremiah, the specific language of
the Greek Pentateuch pushed the translator towards a different understanding of the Hebrew
altogether; the translator may have not recognized the Hebrew interjection 11X or may have
misread it."* In the example from Proverbs, the content of the Pentateuch suggested a contextual

translation of the Hebrew; the translator evidently understood the term 0in, but he chose a

'** The Septuagint almost certainly does not represent a different Vorlage. It is highly unlikely that Jer 1:6; 4:10;
14:13; 32(39):17 would have read min» 2R 70K,
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different translation here than he did elsewhere because of the similarities between his verse and
the Decalogue. In the example from Isaiah, a phrase that reminded the translator of Exodus set
off a chain reaction of associations which resulted in an expanded and modified verse.
Seeligmann’s analysis of LXX Isa 19:6 is quite similar to the proposal of this chapter for
1 Sam 1:6. In both cases, a phrase reminiscent of the Pentateuch caused an associative activation
for the translator, resulting in a Greek text that says something quite different from MT. Unlike
the example of Isa 19:6, however, the translator of Samuel felt a high level of commitment to his
Vorlage and did not produce any Greek that was not in some way textually related to the Hebrew.
Furthermore, unlike all three examples presented above, both the original passage in 1 Sam 1 and
the “trigger” passage in Genesis are narrative, and the exegesis that has taken place in LXX 1
Sam 1:6 is an exegesis not only of the words of the Vorlage but of its story. The example of 1
Sam 1:6 thus extends Tov’s theory of the Pentateuchal influence on the Greek translation of later
books by demonstrating that this phenomenon holds for narratives as well as for individual

words.

VI. Return to 1 Sam 1:5-6
I would like to return now to the meaning of vv. 5-6 in LXX and why it is that YHwH
intends to cause Hannah distress by closing her womb. These verses appear to be a reflection of a

few specific verses in the Rachel and Leah narrative:

112



Gen 29:30-30:2'%°

R 31 MANR DIW PIAW T 1A TAYM ARHN 5N DR 03 2087 510 5K 03 83 30
JIRT DY RIPM 12 THM AR 90M 32 ApY S annn nR nnan aRb aRuw o M
M YRW 2 9AKRM 13 TOM T 90Mm 33 MWK aAR ANY D MY M ARY D AR D

ANY KM 12 TN TP M 34 WA 1w RPN AT AR 0305 1M 2R IR\WY D

12 75M T 9nm 35 1% 1w 8P 12 HY 0 awdw 15 N 2 R wr b oyan
K572 5117 8 30:1 15N TAYM AT W ARIP 12 5V M DR ATIR DY NKRM
AR M 2 IR 70N PR ORI D339 730 apy? SR RO ANNRA M0 RIpm apyd 1T
103779 TN PIN WK MR DTOR NNNN AR Y3 apy

30 [Jacob] came also to Rachel—moreover, he loved Rachel more than Leah. And
he worked for [Laban] another seven years. 31 Yuwn saw that Leah was scorned,
and so he opened her womb; but Rachel was barren. 32 Leah conceived and bore
a son, and she called him Reuben, for she said, “Yuwn saw my affliction. Now
my husband will love me!” 33 She conceived again and bore a son, and she said,
“Ynwn heard that I was scorned, and he gave me this one, too.” She named him
Shimon. 34 She conceived again and bore a son, and she said, “Now this time my
husband will join himself to me, for I have born him three sons.” Therefore she
named him Levi. 35 She conceived again and bore a son, and she said, “This time
I will praise YuwH.” Therefore she named him Judah. Then she stopped bearing.
30:1 Rachel saw that she had not born children to Jacob, and Rachel became
jealous of her sister. She said to Jacob, “Give me children! If you do not, [ am a
dead woman.” 2 Jacob became angry with Rachel and said, “Is it I rather than
God who has withheld the fruit of the womb from you?!”

In this passage, YHWH sees that Leah is the less-favored wife and so opens her womb. Leah

herself explains his motivation (v. 32b): YHwH wants her to be loved and, as a result, for her

status in the family to increase. Leah gives variations of this interpretation at the births of her

second and third sons (vv. 33—34), emphasizing the point that YuwH is giving her these children

to remove her affliction (13p) by improving her standing with Jacob. Although it is never made

explicit, a simultaneous and complementary process is clearly implied by the passage: YuwH is

preventing Rachel from conceiving (29:31; 30:2). Rachel experiences the discrepancy with acute

emotional distress, becoming jealous (X73p) of Leah and telling Jacob that she is as good as dead

("238 nnn) if he cannot impregnate her.

155 There are no substantial textual variations in LXX.
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It is this second implied narrative that the translator reflects in LXX 1 Sam 1:5-6: YHwH
sees that Hannah, like Rachel, is the more-favored wife, and so he closes her womb while
granting Peninnah child after child. Although presumably in Gen 29-30 YHwH intends to level
the playing field between the two sisters rather than to punish Rachel per se, the translator of
Samuel depicts YHWH’s action as deliberate punishment. This is the meaning of the two xata
clauses. In a reversal of Gen 29:31-32, where YuwH opens Leah’s womb in order to relieve
affliction, in LXX 1 Sam 1:5-6 Yuws closes Hannah’s womb in order to cause affliction.

This aspect of punishment, which might at first seem surprising, is of course not a purely
independent creation of the translator’s imagination but rather came about through the interaction
between the translator and his Vorlage. Even though the translation of 1 Sam 1:5-6 is distant in
meaning from the Vorlage, it is also bound to it textually, as was demonstrated above."® The
translator misunderstood the Vorlage but also did his best to represent it while at the same time
producing a coherent Greek statement. In his efforts to balance the textual restrictions of the
Vorlage with his desire to produce a comprehensible narrative, the translator expressed a rather
unusual theology.

There are certain parallels between the analysis I have offered of 1 Sam 1:6 and
Aejmelaeus’s analysis of Isa 9:5. She puts the Septuagint translation of this verse in the category

of “interpretation as an emergency solution™:

The Hebrew text contains four throne names of the Messiah that the translator
obviously did not understand. The interpretation of the difficult passage is built
around a few items that have been analyzed in an incorrect way.... The syntactic
structure of the Greek text is based on mere guessing. The translator simply
panicked and looked for an “emergency exit.” The result can be characterized as

16 See pp. 52-78.
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rewriting of the source text. It can hardly be regarded as an interpretation of the
passage.... In cases like this, the difficulty of the source and the ignorance of the
translator give way to contemporary theological or ideological convictions."’

I have argued similarly for 1 Sam 1:6 that the translator did not understand his Vorlage and that
he incorrectly analyzed several items; I would furthermore agree that her description of the
translator panicking and looking for an “emergency exit” would be apt here as well as in the
Isaiah example. Where my analysis of 1 Sam 1:6 departs from Aejmelaeus’s analysis of Isa 9:5 is
in the argument that 1 Sam 1:6 can and indeed should be regarded as an interpretation of the
passage because of its allusive interaction with Gen 29:30-30:2. Where she sees the confusion of
the translator of Isaiah producing bland platitudes (“‘Peace to the rulers’ of all nations must have
been a concern of Hellenistic Jews—an idea to be supported even today”), I see the confusion of
the translator of Samuel producing intertextuality. His “emergency exit” was the narrative of
Rachel and Leah rather than any theological or ideological conviction. To use another metaphor,
when he found himself lost in the impenetrable tangle of his Vorlage, he turned to another text to
guide his translation out of the mess and back to clarity. Thus despite the similarities between 1
Sam 1:6 and Isa 9:5, I would characterize the verse from Samuel not as interpretation as an

emergency solution, but rather as interpretation as creative problem-solving.'®

7 Aejmelaeus, “Levels of Interpretation,” 309-310.
1% See also p. 4 of the Introduction.
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VII. The history of interpretation of Peninnah

I would like to turn now to the history of interpretation of 1 Sam 1:6, specifically how
Peninnah is treated in early Jewish sources. The LXX version of 1 Sam 1:4-8 is intriguing as an
early Jewish interpretation of the story of Hannah and Peninnah which stands firmly outside the
interpretive tradition that follows. The LXX evidence also explains how Josephus arrived at his
version of the story, which is starkly different from the majority tradition as well.

In order to appreciate how unusual LXX and Josephus are, we first have to look at how
other Jewish interpreters have dealt with the character of Peninnah. There is not a great deal of
material on Peninnah from early Jewish exegetes, but what exists is overwhelmingly negative.
Interpreters expand her role as Hannah’s tormenter, quoting in direct speech what she would say
to upset her unfortunate rival. A brief example of this interpretive trend is found in Midrash

Samuel 1.8:"°

9710 137 7725 Naar,nd ARKR M0 0N ,NDYIN NANM NOYan .OYa 0 ANk NoyM
P15 RTINS

“And her rival would torment her terribly” [1 Sam 1:6]. She was provoking and
going back and provoking again. What would she say to her? “Have you bought a
scarf for your eldest son? And have you bought an undershirt for your second
son?”
The darshan draws out two meanings of the phrase o2 03 nna¥ ANoYI: that Peninnah’s abuse
was continual and that it was mean-spirited. By asking Hannah about her oldest son and her

second son, Peninnah not only reminds Hannah that she has no children, but she draws an

implicit distinction with herself, the mother of several children. Furthermore, there seems to be a

159 Solomon Buber, ed. Midrasch Samuel. Cracow: Fischer, 1893. This Palestinian collection of midrash, which was
gathered together not earlier than the eleventh century, nevertheless preserves a great deal of old material. See H. L.
Strack and Giinter Stemberger, Introduction to the Talmud and Midrash, trans. Markus Bockmuehl (Minneapolis:
Fortress, 1996), 357.
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hint that even if Hannah had children, she would not be a good mother because she would have
failed to provide adequate clothing for them. In a context of rivalry, a question like “have you
bought a scarf for your eldest son?” is hardly a neutral request for information; rather, it expects
a negative answer that can then be seized upon by the questioner as an example of her own
superiority.

A similar and fuller instance of this kind of midrash is found in Pesiqta Rabbati 43.8:'®

SRR WY AT AT 0P TINA 0PI NIN NR NOYIN 18 ANAW 0P D3 AnIR ANoya)
bW DA NXAMA NTA DR PR 7302 DORIR DN2WA A% A0 RIR 727001 130
T7I2 IR NPAPM DAY DR PR IIMIR A0 DYW wwal 1800 1ab 15w 1 aa

51985 0TawY PR RAR T3 RAININ 27 AR DYI O ANTR AN0Y 71 980N 1'aNn IRAY
NR DWANY NITANA AW A8 A0 A0 P50 1310 AR TAR 535 1 maphR v
AN Maya anb pbn Anna KRS 3 1 phn a2 MmO 0 IpbRH nmIR Ann nIn

“Her rival would torment her terribly” [1 Sam 1:6], meaning that Peninnah would
provoke Hannah with provocation in the midst of provocation. And what would
she do? R. Nahman b. Abba said that Peninnah would rise early and say to
Hannah, “Aren’t you going to get up and wash your children’s faces so that they
can go before the Bible teacher?” And at the sixth hour she would say, “Aren’t
you going to get up and meet your children when they come from the house of the
Bible teacher?” This is what is meant by “her rival would torment her terribly” [1
Sam 1:6]. R. Tanhuma b. Abba said that when they would sit down to eat, Elkanah
would give each of his sons his portion. What would Peninnah do? Intending to
provoke Hannah, she would say to Elkanah, “Give this son of mine his portion!
And you haven’t given this son of mine his portion!” Why? “In order to make her
thunder” [1 Sam 1:6].

In this passage two midrashim expand upon Peninnah’s provocation of Hannah. In the first, from
R. Nahman b. Abba, Peninnah’s taunting takes on a rather gleeful tone: she wakes up early in the
morning so she can stand over Hannah in her bed and taunt her with her sarcastic questions. Not

content to leave well enough alone, she picks up the theme again later in the day when children

1% Meir Friedmann and Moritz Giidemann, eds. Midrash Pesikta Rabbati (Vilnius: M. Ish Shalom, M. Gidemann,
1879 or 1880). This collection appears to have undergone a lengthy and complex process of compilation which may
have begun in the sixth or seventh century. Greece, southern Italy, and Palestine have all been suggested as locations
of origin. See the discussion in Strack and Stemberger, Introduction, 299-302.
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are coming home from school. The syntax of "1 + participle further suggests that Peninnah’s
abuse was a daily or near daily affair. In the second midrash, from R. Tanhuma b. Abba, the
scene of the abuse is the daily family meal, where Peninnah takes a more roundabout means of
tormenting Hannah. Rather than speaking to Hannah directly, she speaks to Elkanah, demanding
that portions of food be given to her children even though she knows perfectly well that Elkanah
will feed them without any prodding. Her demands serve only to point out that Peninnah has
given Elkanah several children while Hannah has remained childless.

Yet another expansion of Peninnah’s speech comes in Pseudo-Philo’s Biblical Antiquities

50.1-2:""

Et cum essent Elchane due mulieres, nomen uni Anna, et nomen altere Fenenna.
Et quia Fenenne erant filii et Anne non erant, improperavit ei Fenenna dicens:
Quid prodest quod te diligit Elchana vir tuus, tu vero es lignum siccum? Et ego
scio quia dilecturus est me delectatus in conspectu filiorum meorum astantium in
circuitu eius tamquam plantatio oliveti. (2) Et sic cum quotidie improperaret ei, et
Anna contristaretur valde, et esset timens Deum a iuventute sua, factum est ut
superveniente die bono pasche cum ascenderet vir eius ut sacrificaret, insultans
Fenenna Anne dicens: Non est dilectus mulieris, si diligat eam vir eius aut
pulchritudinem illius. Ne glorietur in specie sua Anna, sed qui gloriatur glorietur
cum videt semen suum ante conspectum suum. Et quando inter mulieres non ita
fuerit fructur ventris eius, in vanum fiet dilectio. Quid enim profuit Rachel, quod
dilexit eam Iacob? Et nisi datus fuisset ei fructus ventris illius, in vanum fuerat
dilectio eius. Et cum audisset hec Anna, dissoluta est anima eius, et perfusa est
lacrimis.

Now Elkanah had two wives, one named Hannah and the other named Peninnah.
And because Peninnah had children and Hannah did not, Peninnah taunted her
saying, “What good is it that Elkanah your husband loves you, when you in truth
are dry wood? And I know that he is going to love me, delighted by the sight of
my sons standing around him just like a plantation of olive trees.” (2) And thus
because she taunted her every day, and because Hannah became very sad even

'*! Howard Jacobson, 4 Commentary on Pseudo-Philo s Liber Antiquitatum Biblicarum, with Latin Text and English

Translation (Leiden: Brill, 1996). Pseudo-Philo’s Liber Antiquitatum Biblicarum is a Jewish work composed ca. 70—
150 CE. Originally written in Hebrew, it was later translated into Greek and then into Latin. Only the Latin is extant.
See the Introduction in Jacobson, Commentary on Pseudo-Philo, 1:195-280.
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though she feared God from her youth,'® it happened on the Passover holiday
when her husband went up to sacrifice that Peninnah insulted Hannah, saying, “It
is not a distinction for a woman if her husband loves her or her beauty. Let not
Hannah glory in her appearance, but let he'” who glories glory when he sees his
seed before his eyes. And when among women there is no fruit of her womb as in
your case, love will be in vain. For what did it profit Rachel that Jacob loved her?
Unless the fruit of her womb had been given to her, his love would have been in
vain.” And when Hannah heard these things, her soul was devastated, and it
poured out in tears.

In this interpretation, Peninnah takes a different approach: rather than goad Hannah for her lack
of children, she tries to frighten her by telling her than Elkanah will not love her unless she bears
him a child. She calls Hannah “dry wood,” in contrast to Peninnah who has produced “a
plantation of olive trees” to stand around Elkanah and delight him. She also seems to wait until
Elkanah is away at the shrine (a twist on the biblical narrative, in which the entire family goes) to
be particularly cruel to Hannah, telling her that even if Elkanah does love her it amounts to
nothing unless she has a child. This interpretation also makes clear that some level of torment
was a daily event.

It is intriguing that like the Septuagint, Pseudo-Philo creates a parallel between the story
of Hannah and Peninnah and the story of Rachel and Leah. Pseudo-Philo is clearly reading a text
similar to MT because he retells the story of Peninnah as Hannah’s tormentor, so he seems to
have made the connection with the other matriarchal narrative independent of LXX. His literary

technique is different—he has the character Peninnah articulate the parallel rather than changing

"> The logic of these two cum clauses is somewhat unclear. I take them to mean that since Peninnah’s taunting and
Hannah’s distress (despite her trust in God, which should have brought her comfort) were daily events, they also
took place on this particular Passover holiday. Jacobson treats these clauses as independent in his translation
(Jacobson, Commentary on Pseudo-Philo, 1:175), but the subjunctive verbs improperaret and contristaretur indicate
that the clauses are subordinate.

' Jacobson translates, “but she who glories, let her glory” (Jacobson, Commentary on Pseudo-Philo, 1:175) as if
the relative pronoun gui were feminine, but it is unambiguously masculine.
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the narrative the way LXX does—but he recognized the same relationship between the two
stories. We thus have a second example of an early Jewish interpreter associating the narrative of
1 Sam 1 with the narratives of Genesis, providing support for the argument that the changes in
LXX 1 Sam 1:6 came about partly through the translator’s associations with the story of Rachel
and Leah.

In Biblical Antiquities 50.5, Pseudo-Philo further expands Peninnah’s role as Hannah’s

harasser by making her the impetus for Hannah’s silent prayer in 1 Sam 1:13:

Et noluit Anna orare clara voce sicut omnes homines. Tunc enim cogitavit dicens:
Ne forte non sim digna exaudiri, et erit ut plus me zelans improperet mihi
Fenenna sicut quotidie dicit: Ubi est Deus tuus in quo confidis?

And Hannah did not want to pray aloud like other people. For then she thought to

herself, “Perhaps I will not be worthy of being heard, and it will mean that

Peninnah will taunt me more zealously just as she says every day, ‘Where is your

God in whom you trust?’”
Pseudo-Philo explains Hannah’s unusual manner of prayer as the direct result of her fear of
Peninnah. But it is not only fear for herself: she is worried that if her prayer is not worthy of
being answered, it will encourage Peninnah to disparage God, which she apparently already does
on a daily basis. As if her mistreatment of Hannah were not enough, Peninnah is also portrayed
as an impious mocker of God. In contrast, Pseudo-Philo increases Hannah’s piety through her
desire to protect God from Peninnah’s contempt.

These portrayals of Peninnah follow a common midrashic pattern of amplification
described by Rof¢, in which

the duplication of one deed by the same hero ... turns the deed into a permanent

trait of character. According to Genesis, Abraham was tested once (22:1-19); the

Book of Jubilees counts seven tests (17:17), or even ten (19:8), and the latter

number appears constantly in the rabbinic sources ('Abot 5:3). Thus Abraham
becomes the symbol of the righteous man who stands the test. According to the
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biblical story, Balaam was invited once to curse Israel in order to assure the
victory of Balak (Num. 22:6, 17); Pseudo-Philo’s Biblical Antiquities, however,
informs us that Balaam had already performed this service against the Amorites
on behalf of Balak’s father, Zippor (18:2). Thus Balaam has become a habitual
curser. Doeg the Edomite slandered the priest Ahimelech in the presence of Saul
(1 Sam. 22:9), but according to the Talmud, Doeg had already incited Saul against
David even before the latter was brought to court (BT San. 93b) and again after
the battle with Goliath (BT Yeb. 76b). Thus Doeg is implicitly defined as the
defamer par excellence (cf. Ps. 52) and is deprived in the Mishnah of any share in
the “world to come” (San. 10:2). As for David himself, in the MT the authorship
of 73 psalms is attributed to him. In Tannaitic tradition he is the author of the
whole Book of Psalms, with contributions by ten “elders” (BT BB 14b—15a), and
according to the Qumran Psalm Scroll (11Q Ps) he is the author of 3600 psalms
and 450 songs. Thus David became the epitome of a divine poet.'*

While in MT Peninnah torments Hannah at the yearly visits to Shiloh, in the interpretations

gathered here she torments her daily in their home. Peninnah’s behavior as described in MT is

amplified to make her a crueler and more relentless adversary, one who attacks Hannah not just

on occasion, but continually, and not only Hannah, but her God as well.

Even when Peninnah is not portrayed as an unrepentant villain, no attempt is made to

disguise or erase her behavior. The midrash is still firmly grounded in the events narrated by MT.

For example, Pesiqta Rabbati 43.7 relates a tradition that when God remembered Hannah and

gave her children, every time she gave birth, two of Peninnah’s children would die. When only

two of Peninnah’s children still survived and Hannah was about to give birth again, Peninnah

entreated Hannah:

B FIWIY 12 W I T2 00 90 ROR TH IROAW IR OYTY TH 1Yl 70 nwpaa
PIW I3 9w DR 7Y N 1ab AnR R0 TIN3 WITpn 85 man abhan nywn nnmina
TAYH Prvw ohy nHHanIw HRin RHR MG OMIRT AW TN RI0 TN WITHA A9 0K
DIIR RNP IR

“I pray you, I humble myself before you. I know that I have sinned against you,
but forgive me so that the two children who are left to me may live.” In that

164 Alexander Rofé, “The Acts of Nahash According to 4QSam®,” Israel Exploration Journal 32 (1982): 132,
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moment, Hannah prayed to The Holy One Blessed Be He. She said to him,
“Forgive her regarding her two children so that they may live.” The Holy One
Blessed Be He said to her, “By your life, they were designated for death, but since
you prayed on their behalf that they might live, I will call them by your name.”

This midrash serves two functions. First, it shows that Peninnah knows that she was wrong to
torment Hannah, and she becomes a more sympathetic character because of both her humility
and the loss she has suffered. Nevertheless, the abuse described in 1 Sam 1 is clearly in the
background of this story. The darshan does not say that Peninnah was blameless or undeserving
of her punishment. Second, the midrash makes Hannah an even more sympathetic character by
showing her forgive Peninnah and beseech God on behalf of her former rival and that rival’s
children, the very children who made her own life so miserable for so long. It also equates
Hannah with Abraham and Moses, who both interceded with God on behalf of others who had
done wrong (Gen 18; Exod 34; Deut 9). Thus even though Peninnah is made virtuous in this
midrash, Hannah is made even more virtuous still, and so the contrast between them remains.
The only positive rabbinic portrayal of Peninnah comes in b. Baba Batra 16a, but even

here her behavior in 1 Sam 1 is not denied:'®

NPT 0IT RN TIN2 WITRAY RMMT 11D JOW 1NN DAY DWH 1381 jow 1Y R
D3 ANAR ANDYI 2'NDT 1118 DANANT 7 INANAY Y wrn ohw on AR 2K N3
117N 71AY2a OV
R. Levi said, Satan and Peninnah intended for the sake of heaven. Satan, when he
saw that The Holy One Blessed Be He took kindly to Job, said, “Heaven forbid
that He forget His love for Abraham.” As for Peninnabh, it is written, “And her
rival would torment her terribly in order to make her thunder” [1 Sam 1:6].

15 Isidore Epstein, ed. Hebrew-English Edition of the Babylonian Talmud (London: Soncino, 1960). On the debates
regarding the textual history of the Babylonian Talmud, see Strack and Stemberger, Introduction, 192-212.
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R. Levi equates Satan and Peninnah in their roles as adversaries to Job and Hannah but explains
that both were well-intentioned. Satan wanted to disparage Job so that God would not be so
blinded by the man’s virtue that Abraham would be forgotten. Peninnah’s intention is not made
explicit, but the implication seems to be that she wanted to prompt Hannah to pray to God for a
child. There is a fuller expression of this idea in Pesiq. Rab. 43.8:

DnRYann nR R0 712 wWiIpn 19 NR ANY OTHRA 27}7 YN M3aY2 INKR 73T
SRM AN DR IO TR D ATRIA IR TN 0N DIINR PRY DAYT PRY TNOY AR
mia nwt oua avhw Tom
Another interpretation of “in order to make her thunder” [1 Sam 1:6]: she
thundered [i.e., prayed] to God for her own good. The Holy One Blessed Be He
said to her [Peninnah], “You are causing her to express her discontent [D”Y7] to
me. By your life, there is no thunder [oy7] that is not followed by rain. I will
attend to her at once.” “For Yuwn attended to Hannah, and she conceived, and she
bore three sons and two daughters” [1 Sam 2:21].'%

In other words, Peninnah taunted Hannah in order to help her have the children she longed for.
This revision of Peninnah’s motivation paints her in a positive light, but R. Levi does not erase
Peninnah’s torment of Hannah as LXX does. He makes Peninnah a sympathetic character by
changing her intentions, not her behavior. She was still Hannah’s “Satan” despite the fact that she
was motivated by a desire to ease Hannah’s suffering in the end.

Josephus, however, tells a very different story. In the Jewish Antiquities 5.342-3, he
writes,'?’

Adwdvng Aevityg dvnp T6v év puéow moltdv Tis Edpapov xAnpouyias Papabdiy

MY xaTokv Eyapel 000 yuvaixas Avvay Te xal Pevavvay éx 0N TadTys xal Taldeg

a0T6 ylvovtar T 8 étépay drexvov oloav dyandv dietéAel (343) ddixopévou 3¢

HETQ TGV yuvaxdy Tol Adxdvov el Zihe méA Bloat évtaiba yap 1 axnvy Tol Beol
gmemyyel xabag Tpoelprapey xal TAAY xaTd THY VWYY VEUOVTOS olpag Xpedv

1% See also the parallel tradition in Midr. Samuel 1.8.

'7 Henry St. John Thackeray, ed. Josephus. Loeb Classical Library. Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press,
1956. Josephus completed the Jewish Antiquities in Rome in 93-94 CE (see Ant. 20.267).
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Tais T yuvaugl xal Tols Téxvols ¥ "Awva Beaoapévn Tods THis ETépag maidag T wytpl
mepixaldnuévous eig ddxpua Te TpolTeTe xal THs dmatdiag avTHV wAodlpeTo xal THs
HOVWTEWS

Elkanah, a middle-class Levite dwelling in the city of Ramathaim belonging to
the allotment of Ephraim, married two women, Hannah and Peninnah. He had
children by the latter, but he continued loving the other even though she was
childless. (343) When Elkanah came with his wives to the city of Shiloh to
sacrifice (for there the tent of God had been fixed as I have said before) and as
usual during the feast dealt out portions of meat to his wives and children, Hannah
looked at the other woman’s children sitting around their mother and fell into
tears and bewailed herself because she had no children and was alone.

The story Josephus tells is much like the one related in LXX. Rather than receiving abuse at the
hands of Peninnah, Hannah weeps simply at the sight of her co-wife surrounded by her numerous
offspring. In this version, Peninnah seems entirely unconcerned with Hannah, in stark contrast
with the previous midrashim. Compared to the midrashic details of Peninnah’s egregious cruelty
to Hannah, Josephus’s version of the story is remarkably non-violent.

Josephus’s deviation from what we might call the mainstream interpretation of Hannah
and Peninnah might be surprising except for what we know about his sources. Ulrich has
demonstrated that

Josephus clearly employed a bible of the 4QSam [sic] tradition as his basis for the

Samuel portion of the Jewish Antiquities, and he clearly used a Greek form of it.

For the sections of Samuel for which 4QSama is extant, he shows not a single

detail which is clearly or even probably dependent on a bible of the Massoretic

tradition or on a biblical text in the Hebrew language. His bible was in Greek, it

was a slightly revised form of OG, and it was intimately affiliated with the
QSama tradition.'®®

Our example of Josephus’s treatment of Peninnah is consistent with the conclusion that Josephus

was not using MT as a source when writing the Jewish Antiquities. Unlike all the other Jewish

18 Ulrich, Qumran Text, 259. A worthwhile critique of Ulrich’s methods, which nevertheless does not undermine his
conclusions regarding Josephus’s Vorlage, can be found in Emanuel Tov, “The Textual Affiliations of 4QSam®,” in
Greek and Hebrew Bible, 273-83.
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sources discussed above (Midrash Samuel, Pesiqta Rabbati, Pseudo-Philo, b. Baba Batra),
Josephus does not tell the story of Peninnah tormenting Hannah. Instead we hear the echo of the
mistakes and choices made by the translator whose work is preserved in LXX.

A careful reading of Josephus’s narrative, however, reveals that his story is not exactly
the same as the one recounted in LXX. Specifically, Josephus does not relate that Elkanah loved
Hannah more than Peninnah. He simply says that Elkanah sti// loved her (dyamév dtetélet)
despite her childlessness. The detail of Elkanah’s greater love for Hannah, however, is recorded
in every Greek manuscript save 127,'” and so the most likely cause of its absence from
Josephus’s account is simply that he was paraphrasing.

This review of early Jewish sources demonstrates that the LXX story of Hannah and
Peninnah stands in contrast to the majority Jewish interpretive tradition. The interpretation found
in Josephus’s Jewish Antiquities, the only one that agrees with LXX, can be explained as
dependent on a Greek text very much like LXX. The translation of 1 Sam 1:6 in the Septuagint

thus contributes an important voice to the history of Jewish interpretation.

VIII. Conclusion
This chapter has argued that in LXX 1 Sam 1:6 we have not only a translation but also an
interpretation of MT. The text of MT 1 Sam 1:6 formed the bulk of the LXX Vorlage of this

verse, and the LXX version, which is markedly different from the MT version, is the result of the

' A B 56 121 247 376 read vmep tavtny. The alternative phrase umep v devvava is preserved, with various
spellings, in the remaining manuscripts save 127.

125



translator’s inability to understand the Vorlage, his goal to nevertheless give a textually accurate
representation of the Vorlage, his simultaneous goal to produce coherent Greek, and his
assimilation of the Hannah narrative to the story of Rachel and Leah. The combined pressures of
the first three factors—his goal of producing a coherent Greek translation that accurately
represented the text of a Hebrew Vorlage he could not understand—may well have been an
important part of the impetus for the assimilation. The translator needed some form of assistance
to accomplish the challenging translational task before him, and the Rachel and Leah narrative
provided him with a framework for his rendering. It seems probable that he was aware that his
translation did not accurately represent the meaning of the Vorlage, but it is not difficult to see
how a rendering modeled on Genesis would be more appealing to the translator than a rendering
pulled out of thin air. LXX 1 Sam 1 stands outside the mainstream Jewish interpretive tradition,
which expanded and enhanced Peninnah’s role as Hannah’s tormentor. It also clearly influenced
Josephus’s version of the story, which otherwise would stand as an anomaly.

The analysis presented here of the textual relationship between MT and LXX in 1 Sam
1:6 has two implications for the characterization of the translator. First, it demonstrates that in
this verse the translator was working word-by-word. This evidence, however, should not be taken
as typical of the translator’s approach. 1 Sam 1:6 is a case in which the translator could not
consider more than a word at a time because “the text was so obscure that no more synthetic
understanding was possible.”'”® This argument cannot, of course, stand on the basis of a single
example; the translation of 1 Sam 14:41, however, which is the subject of the next chapter,

confirms that the translator read his Vorlage in larger sense units when he was able to. Second,

10 Barr, Typology of Literalism, [22]. See also pp. 24-25 in the Introduction.
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the analysis of 1 Sam 1:6 expands Aejmelacus’s assessment of the translator to suggest that he
was attuned to literary features of his text, capable of both recognizing and producing them.
While Aejmelaeus has proposed that the translator was capable of nuance and creativity in his

use of verbal tenses and equivalents,'”!

the example of 1 Sam 1:6 demonstrates that he possessed
a sensitivity to narrative that went beyond the narrow confines of renderings of individual verbs.
Two further conclusions can be drawn from this example: first, as has already been noted,
that the translator failed to understand his Vorlage, and second, that his rendering of 1 Sam 1:6
was not guided by knowledge of the Hannah narrative as it is presented in MT. These
observations may be related insofar as they both point to a lack of deep familiarity with the
Hebrew of this verse. I believe it would be a mistake, however, to extrapolate from this
conclusion that he was unfamiliar with the book of Samuel as a whole.'” It is not unreasonable
to assume that the translator would have known certain episodes of the Bible more thoroughly
than others, and some episodes not thoroughly at all. As a scholarly presupposition, the idea that
the Septuagint translators had “all-or-nothing” knowledge of their Vorlagen is impractically
rigid. The most likely explanation for the translator’s difficulty with 1 Sam 1:6 is simply that this

particular episode was not familiar to him. Moreover, as will be shown in chapter four, the

translator had more than passing knowledge of the book of Kings.'” On the basis of their similar

"I See p. 25 in the Introduction.

1”2 Aejmelaeus has proposed that Samuel was not yet considered Scripture and perhaps had just recently arrived in
Alexandria when it was translated into Greek. Anneli Aejmelaeus, “When Did the Books of Samuel Become
Scripture?” in From Author to Copyist: Essays on the Composition, Redaction, and Transmission of the Hebrew
Bible in Honor of Zipi Talshir, ed. Cana Werman (Winona Lake, IN: Eisenbrauns, 2015), 264-5. See also p. 274 in
Chapter Four.

' See pp. 208-212, 274 in Chapter Four.
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content and genre, it is not unreasonable to posit that if Kings was familiar to the translator,

Samuel was too.
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Chapter 3

1 Sam 14:41: Reading ©'nn in Light of the Narrative Context

L. Introduction

The Masoretic text in 1 Sam 14:41 preserves the odd phrase o'nn nan, which modern
exegetes have been unable to explain satisfactorily. The Septuagint, however, contains a lengthy
plus which describes Saul consulting the rim watummim. The textual evidence of the
Septuagint, supported by the witness of 4Q52, suggests that MT has been corrupted by
homoioteleuton, and that o0 727 should instead be read 0" Nan, “give fummim.” There is,
however, a difficulty in the Septuagint which has never been adequately addressed: the Greek
noun 0016tys, which scholars have taken as a rendering of the Hebrew o'nn in this verse, is
nowhere else used to translate “tummim’; the Pentateuchal rendering, which would have been
known to the translator, is consistently ¢A%feta. If the translator had wanted to translate o'an, he
should have used d@Anbeia; instead, he chose 6a16T7¢. We need to ask why he made this choice.

In their eagerness to reconstruct the Vorlage of 1 Sam 14:41 and repair the Masoretic text,
scholars have failed to ask what the Greek means in this verse. This chapter intends to correct
that oversight. I will argue that the translator did not intend 6c16Ty¢ in 1 Sam 14:41 to render
“tummim,” as has been widely assumed, but rather meant it to carry its usual meaning of “piety”
or, more contextually, “blamelessness.” That is, it is a rendering not of 0'an but of D’mj.l The

logic for this surprising translational choice—logic which has been obscured in the Rahlfs text—

' As I will argue, however, in certain Septuagint manuscripts we are required by the syntax of the verse to

understand 6a16tng as “fummim” despite the fact that this was not the translator’s intended meaning.
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can be discerned in Codices Alexandrinus and Vaticanus: these witnesses show us that through
skillful translational choices and one small textual emendation, the translator was able to
thoroughly alter both the syntax and the meaning of the verse in order to solve a perceived
problem in the narrative of his Vorlage. 1 Sam 14:41 thus constitutes another example of
interpretive translation. Unlike in 1:6 and 15:29, however, the translation of 14:41 does not
interact with passages from other biblical books. The translator’s focus in this example is local:
both the perceived problem and the solution arise from the text of the verse itself.

While the use of 6a10T%¢ for the consonants 01 is preserved in all LXX manuscripts, the
rest of the interpretive choices made by the translator are not. I will thus argue that the translation
found in LXX* and LXX" must represent the Old Greek because it is the only translation in
which the choice of 6g1dTy¢ rather than aA%feia makes sense.

Evidence from the history of interpretation further supports this argument. An
investigation of ancient Jewish texts reveals an understanding of “tirim watummim distinct from
the modern notion that these two objects (or two sides of a single object) gave two discrete and
mutually exclusive responses to a query. Instead, the rim watummim were understood to
function singularly or together to convey a single message. This ancient conception would have
given the translator the freedom to jettison tummim from his translation. Furthermore, the
depiction of the urim watummim in the Vorlage (which accords with the modern understanding)
may not have made sense to the translator; he might even have thought it was inaccurate. It is
therefore possible that he was attempting to improve upon the Vorlage not only in regard to its

narrative but also in regard to its depiction of ‘tirim watummim.

130



Finally, a proposed textual history will account for the development of the various major
extant witnesses: the fragment of this verse from Qumran, the Masoretic text, LXX*, LXX",
LXX", and the Antiochene text. I will also offer a response to Anneli Aejmelaeus’s preliminary

text of 1 Sam 14:41 in her forthcoming critical edition of LXX Samuel for the Gottingen series.

II. The Problem
1. The LXX plus

Before turning to the question of why 6ct16ty¢ in LXX 1 Sam 14:41 is problematic, we
need to investigate the authenticity of the LXX plus in this verse, which has been the subject of
much scholarly debate. If the plus were not a translation of an original Hebrew text, it would be
irrelevant for a discussion of the translator’s technique.

I have underlined the plus in LXX for clarity.

MT
IR DY MIRWI N3 735 00 nan HRIW? TOR M HR SIRW 0RY

Saul said to Yuwn, the God of Israel,” “Answer honestly!”” Jonathan and Saul
were selected while the people were exonerated.

2 58w 1198 could also be understood as a vocative that begins the quotation (i.e., “Saul said to Yuwn, ‘O God of

Israel...””); in MT, however, the entire phrase 8w *io& M is joined together with conjunctive accents, indicating
that the Masoretes took it as a single grammatical unit.

* This translation is conjectural. The difficulties in understanding the phrase o0 nan will be discussed below.
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LXX (Rahlfs)*

xal elmey SaovA Kdpte 6 Beds Iopan Tt 811 odx dmexpibng T6 JovAw gou aruepov; el
gv ol 7 év Twvabay 76 vi wov 9 dowxia xUpte 6 Bedg Tapanl 0o¢ MAous: xai Eav
tade eimyg 'Ev té Aad gou Iopanh 0d¢ 0N batétyta. xat xAnpodtat lwvabay xal ZaovA
xal 6 Aadg éE7ADev.

And Saul said, “Lord God of Israel, why have you not answered your servant
today? If the wrongdoing is in me or in my son Jonathan, Lord God of Israel, give
irim. And if you say thus, ‘In your people Israel,” give tummim.” And Jonathan
and Saul were selected, and the people were exonerated [literally, left].’

*  The Rahlfs version has been chosen as the starting point for the discussion for two reasons: first, as the only

diplomatic critical edition currently available for Samuel, it is the text most frequently used by other scholars in their
discussions of this verse. Even scholars who wrote before Rahlfs seem to assume a text very close to his, dismissing
the idiosyncrasies of Vaticanus and Alexandrinus as errors. Second, there is no extant text, Greek or Hebrew, which
can help account for all the textual evidence for this verse as well as Rahlfs can. Each manuscript presents its own
difficulty, but none provides an adequate base for reconstructing the textual history of the verse. The use of Rahlfs in
this case, therefore, is more of a pragmatic necessity than a methodological desideratum.

5 The use of d%Aot as an equivalent for 01X is well-established: see Num 27:21; Deut 33:8; 1 Sam 28:6. The
etymologically related 0%Awaots is used in Exod 28:30; Lev 8:8. (In Ezra 2:63; Neh 7:65, 0 is translated with
participial forms of ¢wti{w.) In contrast, the use of éc1éTyg in this verse requires detailed discussion, which will be
the primary focus of this chapter. For now, suffice it to say that because of its location in the verse, 6a16tys is clearly
intended to translate the consonants 0an. The logical structure of the verse in Rahlfs’s text supports reading those
consonants as 01 despite the fact that 6016ty is not the expected translational equivalent for this word (see below).
Saul’s request has the structure of a double conditional: “if a, then x; but if b, then y.” This structure presents a
contrast between x (‘zirim) and y (60167%5). In Rahlfs, therefore, 6016t must be the opposite of ‘dirim—that is, it
must be tummim. 1 have thus translated 6giétng as “tummim” in this verse despite the fact that, strictly speaking,
6a16tyns does not mean “‘tummim.”

Because the Greek words of the Septuagint do not usually take on the meaning of the Hebrew words they
translate (Joosten, “Source-Language Oriented Remarks,” 83), it is methodologically preferable in general to
translate the normal meaning of the Greek and not the meaning of the Hebrew behind it; thus one might prefer to
translate 0ot as “Clarity” (technically, “Clear [masculine plural] Things/People”) and éa1étyg as “Piety.” The
translators of B4 and NETS take this approach. As Joosten notes, however, there are a few cases in which Greek
words in the Septuagint do take on the meaning of their Hebrew equivalents, such as dia6nxy and ypiotés (ibid., n7).
There are also words which may be described as cases in which “the intentions of the translators ... determine the
real meaning of words in the LXX” (Emanuel Tov, “Three Dimensions of Words in the Septuagint,” in Greek and
Hebrew Bible, 87), such as dpy» for n5wnn in Gen 1:16 and ddvaus for 8a¥ (e.g., Ps 23[24]:10). %ot is another
such example: the translator did not intend his audience to understand this word as “Clear Things (or People)” but
rather as “zirim.” For this reason, and for the sake of clarity, I have translated 8%ot as * 7irim” and 6c1dtys as
“tummim” (in cases where “tummim” is indeed the intended meaning).

Lot-casting as a divinatory process seems able to give only limited information, and so it takes several steps to
receive an answer. In this first step, Saul places himself and Jonathan in one party and the rest of the people in the
other party, and asks that the lot indicate which party contains the wrong-doer. In the following verse, Saul asks the
lot to choose between himself and Jonathan: xal eimev SaovA Bdete dve uéoov Euoll xal dve péoov lwvabay Tob viol
pou.... xai xataxAnpodtar Iwvabay, “And Saul said, ‘Cast between me and Jonathan my son.’... And Jonathan was
selected.” Cf. Josh 7:16-18; 1 Sam 10:19-21; in both instances, several castings of lots is required to single
someone out.
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For decades, scholars were divided on whether to accept the LXX plus as original.” There
were some who considered it a midrashic expansion prompted by the difficult phrase oan nan.*
These scholars argued that despite the difficulty, the MT phrase is intelligible as it stands.’ In
addition to the translation I gave above, “answer honestly!”, others have proposed “give a

99,10 «c
r!”;

complete answe give a perfect lot!”;"" “make a correct decision!”;'" “give a truthful

7 See the detailed review of the various positions in Pisano, Additions or Omissions, 183-89.

¥ Keil, Biicher Samuels, 107; Klostermann, Biicher Samuelis, 53; Andrés Fernandez Truyols, I Sam 1-15: critica

textual (Rome: Pontifical Biblical Institute, 1917), 88—89; Schulz, Erste Buch Samuel, 213—16; Johannes Lindblom,
“Lot-Casting in the Old Testament,” V'T 12, no. 2 (April 1962): 177; Cornelis Van Dam, The Urim and Thummim: A
Means of Revelation in Ancient Israel (Winona Lake, IN: Eisenbrauns, 1997), 201.

Lindblom and Van Dam have argued that the LXX plus cannot be authentic because it contains misinformation
about the use of ‘#rim watummim. The two scholars raise different objections. Lindblom contends that there was a
distinction between lay and cultic lot-casting in ancient Israel, and that 1 Sam 14:38—42 is an instance of lay lot-
casting which the LXX translator has misidentified as an instance of cultic lot-casting. Lindblom, “Lot-Casting,”
164-78. His reasoning, however, is circular. Lindblom assumes that descriptions of divination using the ephod or
employing the phrase o'nYRa/mma 578w refer to cultic lot-casting using the 'drim watummim. Lindblom cites Judg
18:5; 20:27-28; 1 Sam 14:3, 18 (LXX); 22:10; 23:2, 4, 9—12; 30:7-8; 2 Sam 2:1; 5:19. Those who support the
assumption that (some of) these verses imply use of ‘#rim watummim include Keil, Biicher Samuels, 168; Budde,
Biicher Samuel, 91; Schulz, Erste Buch Samuel, 336; McCarter, I Samuel, 371; Cornelis Houtman, “The Urim and
Thummim: A New Suggestion,” V'T 40, no. 2 (April 1990): 230; Van Dam, Urim and Thummim, 182-90. See further
the notes in Van Dam, Urim and Thummim, 182-90. But the only explicit depiction of the use of ‘#rim watummim
which could anchor this assumption is the LXX plus in 1 Sam 14:41. He is attempting to discredit the authenticity of
the plus by appeal to evidence that relies on that very text.

Van Dam, on the other hand, argues that the 7irim watummim were not a lot-oracle at all, and so the LXX
translators have misrepresented their function completely in 1 Sam 14:41. Van Dam, Urim and Thummim, 195-214.
He claims that a lot-oracle would not have been able to give detailed responses such as we find in Judg 1:1-2;
20:18-28; 1 Sam 10:22; 23:2—4, 10-12; 30:8; 2 Sam 2:1; 5:23-24. In his review of Van Dam’s book, however,
Hurowitz demonstrates from contemporary ancient Near Eastern examples that “complex questions and answers are
[not] incompatible with binary decisions”: long and detailed questions were often asked of and answered by
divinatory means which yielded essentially yes-no decisions; Victor Avigdor Hurowitz, “True Light on the Urim and
Thummim,” JOR 88, no. 3/4 (January—April 1998): 267. Van Dam fails to address this evidence, which thoroughly
undermines his thesis. For a specific ANE parallel to the ‘irim watummim, see Wayne Horowitz and Victor Avigdor
Hurowitz, “Urim and Thummim in Light of a Psephomancy Ritual from Assur (LKA 137),” JANES 21 (1992): 95—
115. Van Dam rejects this parallel on the grounds that the similarities between LKA 137 and the “lirim watummim
are too general and the differences too significant (Van Dam, Urim and Thummim, 41-2). His primary objection to
the parallel, however, is that for apparently theological (and, by extension, Christian apologetical) reasons, Van Dam
believes that the ‘tirim watummim were not a means of divination at all but rather a miraculous authentication of
priestly prophecy; Van Dam, Urim and Thummim, 221-26, 271-74. He therefore considers any divinatory practice
to be an inadequate parallel.

’  Ehrlich, however, proposes emending to 0an1 127, “have pity!” (“habe Erbarmen!”). He recognizes the

difficulty of MT but rejects the LXX plus on the grounds that it is inappropriate for Saul to give YHwH such detailed
instructions, which he claims are absurd regardless of the recipient. Ehrlich, Randglossen, 215.

' TOB, “donne une réponse compléte!”
KIV.
"> Hertzberg, I & Il Samuel, 111.
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decision!”;" “make it completely clear!”;'* “make the truth known!”;" “show the right!”;'® and
“reveal (guilt and) innocence!”"” These readings are plausible, but they stretch the sense of the
Hebrew. o'n is most often an adjective whose primary meaning is “complete” or “intact.”'® By
extension it also has a cultic meaning of free from blemish, used of animals for sacrifice."” It is
used to describe YuwH, as one who is perfect,” and to describe people whose moral character is
flawless.” o"n can also be a noun meaning integrity or honesty.” Most of the proposed
translations of 1 Sam 14:41 seem to understand 0’20 as an adjective and then supply a noun for
it to modify. The syntax of the phrase o0 nan suggests, however, that we ought to take o'an as
a noun.” Thus we should translate, “give honesty!” The provisional translation given above,
“answer honestly!”, takes 01 as an adverbial accusative™ and renders 1an as “answer” because
of the apparent oracular decision provided in the second half of the verse. Wellhausen observes,

however, that even if we manage to find a satisfactory translation for 0nn nan, we are still left

" Budde, Biicher Samuel, 102, “gieb du Redliches oder Redlichkeit, das wire zu verstehn als wahrhaftige
Entscheidung” (italics original); Richard Press, “Das Ordal im alten Israel 11,” ZAW 10 (1933): 228-29, “gib
wahrhaftige Entscheidung!”; Lindblom, “Lot-Casting,” 173.

'* Stoebe, Erste Buch Samuel, 266, “gib vollkommene Klarheit.”

"> Fernandez Truyols, Critica textual, 87, “da verdad (da a conocer la verdad)”; Fritz Stolz, Das erste und zweite
Buch Samuel (Zurich: Theologischer Verlag, 1981), 89, “gib doch die Wahrheit kund!”

1 ASV.

17" Klostermann, Biicher Samuelis, 52-53, “offenbare (die Schuld und) die Unschuld!”
8 Lev 3:9; Ezek 15:5; Prov 1:12.

1 Exod 12:5; Lev 1:3; Num 6:14; Ezek 43:22.

2 Deut 32:4; Ps 18:31.

2l Gen 6:9; Deut 18:13; Prov 11:5.

2 Gen 17:1; Josh 24:14; Judg 9:16; Ps 84:12.

3 Masculine singular substantive adjectives as a rule refer to a person, “one who is....” It would be highly irregular

for the implied noun to be “answer,” “decision,” or “lot.” Thus “D'an N2 might mean ‘give one who is perfect:’ but
this is not the sense which is here required: Saul does not ask for one who is perfect to be produced; and though he
might ask for the one who is in the right to be declared, this would be expressed by pr7¥¢ (Dt. 25, 1; I Ki. §, 32), not
by o'nan.” Driver, Hebrew Text of Samuel, 117.

* GKC §118m, q.
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with the problem that Jonathan and Saul are selected (72%)* when there has been no explicit
mention of lots thus far.** The MT verse thus presents further difficulties in addition to the
translation of ©'an nan.

Those in favor of the originality of the plus, on the other hand, argued that there is no
need to struggle to make sense of o0 n2n since LXX provides us with a superior text. When
we read the LXX plus, we see that Saul is seeking information from YuwH by means of ‘iirim
(0%Aor) and tummim (601étyg),”” and so it was suggested that the consonants 0an had acquired
the wrong vowels in MT. We should read not on but o'an.”* MT’s mistaken vowels were an
attempt to make sense of a text that had been corrupted through scribal error, and so we should
restore the correct vowels along with the plus.” Moreover, homoioteleuton easily explains the

absence of the plus in MT: a scribe’s eye skipped from the phrase “God of Israel” (MT *19x

2 Cf. Josh 7:15-18; 1 Sam 10:20-21.

% Wellhausen, Biicher Samuelis, 94. Lindblom has argued against Wellhausen’s objection that “to every Hebrew
reader or hearer it was immediately clear that the measures taken in the previous part of the narrative in order to
discover who was guilty (the placing of the two parties opposite each other and Saul’s prayer) had reference to an
ordinary lot-casting procedure,” Lindblom, “Lot-Casting,” 176; see also Ferndndez Truyols, Critica textual, 88.
Lindblom finds the rather abrupt MT text to be “an example of good Hebrew narrative style [which] does not differ
much from many narratives in Genesis against which no objection is raised” (Lindblom, “Lot-Casting,” 176). While
it has been argued that biblical narrative is oblique by its very nature (see Auerbach, Mimesis, 3-23), that does not
mean that we should accept as original every text whose brevity makes it difficult to read. See also Bertil
Albrektson, “Some Observations on Two Oracular Passages in 1 Sam.,” Annual of the Swedish Theological Institute
11 (1977/78): 5-6: “The vague reference to the narrative style of other biblical books without any specific examples
is hardly a sufficient justification of a text as obscure as this; moreover it disregards the fact that the narrative in this
particular book is sometimes long-winded and circumstantial rather than condensed (as, e.g., in 13,8—14 or 14,34—
35).” And although Lindblom and Fernandez Truyols are correct that Wellhausen may have overstated the
difficulties of 725, “a pertinent observation by Wellhausen is passed over in silence: that the narrator nevertheless
finds it necessary to introduce the lot-casting in the following verse (v. 42), ‘wo sie viel entbehrlicher ist’”
(Albrektson, “Some Observations,” 6).

*7 See n5 on p. 132 on understanding da1étys as “fummim” in the Rahlfs text.

** Thenius, Biicher Samuels, 64; Wellhausen, Biicher Samuelis, 94; Smith, Books of Samuel, 124; Driver, Hebrew
Text of Samuel, 117; McCarter, I Samuel, 247-48; Tov, Text-Critical Use, 128-29. See further bibliography in
Pisano, Additions or Omissions, 184.

* “This vocalization [Dn] seems to be a desperate attempt to make the best of a corrupt text” (A. Toeg, “A Textual
Note on 1 Sam XIV 41,” V'T 19, no. 4 [October 1969]: 497). In response to the critique that @0 127 is nowhere

attested in the Hebrew Bible and thus cannot be considered “proper Hebrew,” see Edward Noort, “Eine weitere
Kurzbemerkung zu 1 Samuel XIV 41,” V'T 21, no. 1 (January 1971): 114-16.
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587W") to the phrase “your people Israel” (LXX 16 Aaé gov Iopan), Hebrew 58w 7nyp3), and
the intervening text was lost.”

While the majority scholarly opinion was in favor of the originality of the plus, for a long
time there was no consensus.”' This debate has been largely laid to rest, however, since the full
publication of the Samuel material from Qumran. 4Q52 (4QSam") contains the following

fragment of 1 Sam 14:41:*

% Stoebe objects that homoioteleuton is not a sufficient explanation for how so important a piece of text could have
been lost (Stoebe, Erste Buch Samuel, 270; the same argument appears in Van Dam, Urim and Thummim, 201). But
the inadvertent nature of the error means that the importance of the passage does not matter. Homoioteleuton does
not differentiate between crucial and expendable text. Furthermore, the MT text of Samuel has been particularly
prone to this kind of error (pace Pisano, Additions or Omissions, esp. 238—42); cf. 1 Sam 3:15; 10:1; 12:8; 13:5, 15;
23:6; 2 Sam 2:22; 13:21, 27, 34. The great number of instances of haplography in Samuel make it all the more
believable that it occurred here.

Vroom has helpfully used concepts from cognitive science to describe and clarify the process of haplography;
Jonathan Vroom, “A Cognitive Approach to Copying Errors: Haplography and Textual Transmission of the Hebrew
Bible,” JSOT 40, no. 3 (2016): 259-79. He concludes that “(1) haplography is only caused by the repetition of
words, not single letters; (2) haplography does not typically result in the loss of large portions of text” (Vroom,
“Cognitive Approach,” 262). These two conclusions then become criteria by which we may judge whether a shorter
text has been created by haplography or is instead the original which has been expanded in other textual traditions.
Vroom’s first point is convincingly supported by research on the cognitive processes of reading: once we have
become competent readers in a language, our brains process the letters in a word simultaneously and in parallel
rather than one at a time in sequence. Because we read whole words rather than strings of individual letters, two
words that merely end in the same letter are not similar enough to trigger a haplography. Vroom’s second conclusion
relies on research into spatial working memory. He argues that because we have the ability to remember where
something is in space, a scribe’s eye would naturally return to the same place on the parchment after he had turned
away to write his copy or translation. If his eye returns to the wrong word, it should nevertheless land somewhere
nearby. Thus haplography should only result in the loss of a word or two, unless there happens to be very close
vertical alignment between identical words on different lines, in which case an entire line could be lost. This
argument, however, is less solid than the first. Numerous examples of lengthier haplographies (see instances in
Samuel listed above; see also Tov, Textual Criticism, 223—-4) suggest that spatial working memory is not nearly as
precise as Vroom seems to assume. The proposed haplography in 1 Sam 14:41, therefore, should not be rejected on
the grounds that too much text (but not enough to make up an entire line) has been lost. On the other hand, the fact
that the haplography was caused by the repetition of a full word (58 w”) fulfills Vroom’s first criterion for correctly
identifying this phenomenon.

3! Pisano, Additions or Omissions, 189. Pisano himself concludes that it is impossible to decide definitively for or
against the plus.

> The DJD editors describe 4Q52 as “a remarkably pristine textual witness.... The most extraordinary
characteristic of the text of 4QSam” is the high proportion of original readings which it preserves.” Cross, Parry,
Saley and Ulrich, DJD XVII, 223—4. This evaluation allows us to trust 4Q52 as a reliable witness for the originality
of the plus in 1 Sam 14:41.
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[1 “Why have you not answered your servant today? If the guilt is in me] or in
[my son Jonathan, Yuwn God of Israel, give #rim. But if it is in your people
Israel, 2 give tummim.” Jonathan and Saul were selected while the people were
exon|erated.

Although the majority of the verse has been reconstructed, a few letters from the middle of the
plus have been preserved; these letters combined with considerations of space in the scroll™

provide enough evidence to argue that the plus was not created by the LXX translator.** When all

the evidence is taken together—the textual witness from Qumran, the clear trigger for the

» See Cross, Parry, Saley and Ulrich, DJD XVII, 220 on the physical description of 4Q52. The column widths
appear to have been fairly uniform.

** The editors of the DJD volume state without equivocation that “the Masoretic text has suffered a long
haplography in v 41 caused by homoioteleuton.... The longer text is original.” Cross, Parry, Saley and Ulrich, DJD
XVII, 225; italics original.
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haplography, and the difficult reading in MT that can be resolved by recourse to LXX—it seems
most prudent to consider the plus original.*

Given that the majority of the fragment has been reconstructed, however, we should not
equate this Qumran text with the LXX JVorlage: the actual reading of 4Q52 is unknowable unless
additional fragments can be found. Furthermore, because 4Q52 has been reconstructed following
LXX, it would be circular to argue that it provides evidence to support the details of the LXX
reading.”® 4Q52 can tell us only that the translator did not create the plus. Therefore, in the
interest of not conflating 4Q52 with a hypothetical reconstructed Vorlage, I propose the

following Vorlage for 1 Sam 14:41, retroverted from Rahlfs and in most respects identical with

the reconstruction of 4Q52; I will use this retroversion in all further discussion of the Vorlage:

** Another possibility which could be raised, although I do not believe it has been, is that the LXX plus was
deliberately removed from MT rather than being lost accidentally. Seeligmann and Rofé have both argued that in 1
Sam 14:18 there was a tendentious replacement of a reference to the ephod with a reference to the ark; see Isaac L.
Seeligmann, “Studies in the History of the Biblical Text,” Textus 20 (2000): 8; Alexander Rofé, “‘No Ephod or
Teraphim’—oude hierateias oude delon: Hosea 3:4 in the LXX and in the Paraphrases of Chronicles and the
Damascus Document,” in Sefer Moshe: The Moshe Weinfeld Jubilee Volume: Studies in the Bible and the Ancient
Near East, Qumran, and Post-Biblical Judaism, ed. Avi Hurvitz, Shalom M. Paul, Moshe Weinfeld and Chaim
Cohen (Winona Lake, IN: Eisenbrauns, 2004), 145. MT in this verse reads *2 D798 1R 7w ARY IRW 087N
5RIW? 131 RIAA DA D7OKRA PR 77, “Saul said to Ahijah, ‘Bring the ark of God!” for the ark of God at that time
was with [reading 218% instead of *121] Israel”; LXX, on the other hand, reads xai eimev ZaovA 16 Axia [posdyaye T
edoud* 671 adTds Npev TO edoud v T Népa éxelvy évaymiov Iopan), “and Saul said to Ahijah, ‘Bring the ephod!” for he
carried the ephod at that time before Israel.” Seeligmann and Rofé contend that LXX preserves the original reading,
and that the Hebrew has been altered in order to make the ark the sole tool of divination. Seeligmann and Rofé make
a compelling case for 14:18, but I do not think we should extend the argument to our current example in 14:41. It
seems too much of a coincidence for a tendentious alteration to also happen to have the form of a homoioteleuton
(following and ending with the same word, in this case Y&7W). Furthermore, the altered text of MT in 14:18 makes
good grammatical sense, even if one can argue that it fails to accurately represent divinatory practice, while the
altered text of MT in 14:41 is quite difficult to understand (see the many proposals above).

Juha Pakkala has made a convincing argument for the phenomenon of intentional scribal omissions in the
Hebrew Bible more widely; Juha Pakkala, God's Word Omitted: Omissions in the Transmission of the Hebrew Bible
(Géttingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 2013), especially 248—52. He concludes, however, that omissions occurred
most often for ideological or theological reasons, and secondarily for stylistic reasons (e.g., removal of a doublet or
clarification of a difficult reading), and 1 Sam 14:41 would not fit either of these categories. It thus seems unlikely
that the omission of text in MT was intentional.

% See the similar argument in n47 on p. 68.
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Saul said, “Yuwn, God of Israel, why have you not answered your servant today?
If the guilt is in me or in Jonathan my son, YHwH, God of Israel, give urim. But if
you say thus: ‘In your people Israel,” give tummim.” And Jonathan and Saul were
selected while the people were exonerated.

The only significant point of contention in this retroversion is the Hebrew behind tade eimyg.
Wellhausen holds that tdde eimygs should be retroverted as 13w*.*” He argues that because LXX
reads amoxptBfj in 1 Sam 14:39 where MT has 11w, the speech verb eimygs in v. 41 can also be a
rendering of 11w.* The DJD editors also reconstruct 1@ in this verse using an argument similar
to Wellhausen’s: “Compare 11w in v 39 which the Greek translator renders as amoxptfy,
apparently again at a loss as to the meaning of the expression.”*' The DJD argument fails to take
into account, however, the many times in Samuel that the translator accurately translates v with
¢oTiv or eioly, both before and after 14:41 (1 Sam 9:11-12; 17:46; 20:8; 21:4-5, 9; 23:23; 2 Sam
9:1; 14:32; 19:29). Furthermore, there is evidence to suggest that the LXX Vorlage in v. 39 did
not read 1W": the expression dmoxpivopat xata used in v. 39 appears three additional times in

LXX—all three times in Samuel—and consistently renders =2 771y (1 Sam 12:3, 2x; 2 Sam

37 See 1 Sam 14:39, where Saul uses the construction "2 jnaa 13w K. Still, it is not certain whether we should
retrovert W* here. It has no equivalent in the Greek text, and although that is not unheard of (see Judg 18:14; 2 Kgs
2:16 where v is not rendered in LXX), it is far more common for v" to be translated (see, e.g., | Sam 9:11-12;
17:46; 20:8; 21:4-5, 9; 23:23; 2 Sam 9:1; 14:32; 19:29, where it is consistently rendered with éoiv or igiv).

* A Greek imperative with 8% usually translates a Hebrew imperative with &3; however, I have chosen not to
reconstruct 81 here because it is not attested in MT. In support of this decision, there are many instances in LXX
Samuel of a 8 with imperative that does not have a corresponding &1 in MT: see 1 Sam 6:3; 17:32; 26:16; 27:5;
28:21; 30:15; 2 Sam 3:21. It is of course possible that the LXX Vorlage differed from MT here. Since the presence
or absence of X1 does not have a significant impact on the meaning of the verse, I err on the side of following MT.

¥ Wellhausen, Biicher Samuelis, 94.

* Driver makes the same argument without citing Wellhausen (Driver, Hebrew Text of Samuel, 117), and McCarter
follows Wellhausen explicitly (McCarter, I Samuel, 247). Ferndndez Truyols uses the same reconstruction:
Fernandez Truyols, Critica textual, 87.

*I' Cross, Parry, Saley and Ulrich, DJD XVII, 225.
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1:16).* If the speech verb in v. 39 does not translate 13w*, as Wellhausen and others have claimed,
then there is no reason to presume that 13w would be translated by a speech verb in v. 41. The
most defensible reason to prefer the reconstruction 132" in v. 41 is the reading of Vetus Latina,
which has aut si ita est.* The DJD editors do note that for 12w*, one should compare the Vetus
Latina, but they still base their reconstruction on the supposedly parallel translation in v. 39. For
tdJ¢e elmyg I have given 7nKN 12, a much more straightforward retroversion of the Greek.* The

sense of the Vorlage does not change substantially with either retroversion.

Excursus: the plus in LXX 1 Sam 14:42

The question of the authenticity of the plus in v. 42, while not my focus here,
cannot be ignored. The plus in LXX", which follows %32 jnav, reads 8v &v xataxdnpwoytat
®0plog, dmoBavéTw. xal elmev 6 Aads mpds Saovd Odx EaTwv O Hijua TolTo. Xl XaTEXPATYTEY
Saovk Tol Aaol, xal BaMovaty dve péoov adtol xal dva péoov Iwvabay tol viol adtod,
““Whomever the Lord indicates by lot, he shall die.” And the people said to Saul, ‘This
thing shall not be.” And Saul prevailed over the people, and they cast between him and
Jonathan his son”; retroverted, this yields 8 ;8w 58 opn a8 mn M “i125 Jws
1121037 121 13°219°8M opnn MIRW P mn 9270 7. % The trigger for homoioteleuton is

clear: a scribe’s eye would have skipped from 12 103y just before the plus to 112 103y, the

* In the second occurrence of the phrase in 1 Sam 12:3, MT has suffered textual corruption; see McCarter, /
Samuel, 209—-10, 213—14; E. A. Speiser, “Of Shoes and Shekels,” BASOR 77 (February 1940): 15-20.

# Cf. Toeg, “Textual Note,” 494n1.

*So also Smith, Books of Samuel, 124; Tov, Text-Critical Use, 129n5.
4 Cf. Josh 7:14. Alternative: 725 qwx nK. McCarter, / Samuel, 248.

* Driver, Hebrew Text of Samuel, 118.
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letters yod and vav being difficult to distinguish in many Hebrew manuscripts.*’ The
larger phrases of which these words form a part are also strikingly similar: MT
immediately before the plus reads 32 121 121 2272 15701, while the end of the LXX plus
retroverted reads 133 1021 1721 132 19°am. Thenius makes just this argument for the
authenticity of the plus.*

Many commentators, however, follow Wellhausen, who rejects the plus on the
basis of its content. He argues first that it would be irreverent for the people to interrupt
the divinatory process, and second that they would be so anxious to know the outcome
that they would not want to interrupt.* Pisano rightly objects that Wellhausen’s argument
is purely subjective; we cannot make text-critical determinations based on what we think
the Israelites ought to have said on a given occasion.”® Pisano goes on to argue against the
plus for two other reasons: first, that the content is superfluous; and second, that neither
the phrase odx ZoTiv 0 pfiwa Todito nor the Hebrew equivalent, 7171 9277 7" 89, is ever
found in the Bible, and it has thus proven impossible to provide a “satisfying” Hebrew
retroversion; “this may point ... to the fact that what looks like a translation from Hebrew

may be LXX’s own Hebraism.”™"

7 Tov counts six interchanges of yod and vav between the Septuagint and MT in 1 Samuel and ten in 2 Samuel,
comprising roughly 9% of the total number of interchanges in these two books. The rate of interchange between yod
and vayv is second only to the rate of interchange between dalet and resh, which accounts for one third of the total
number of interchanges. Emanuel Tov, “Interchanges of Consonants between the Masoretic Text and the Vorlage of
the Septuagint,” in Greek and Hebrew Bible, 307.

* Thenius, Biicher Samuels, 65. He is followed by Klostermann, Biicher Samuelis, 53; Smith, Books of Samuel,
124; Budde, Biicher Samuel, 102-3; and McCarter, / Samuel, 248. So also Lestienne and Grillet, Régnes, 60.

* Wellhausen, Biicher Samuelis, 95. See also Keil, Biicher Samuels, 106—7; Driver, Hebrew Text of Samuel, 118;
Fernandez Truyols, Critica textual, 90-91; Stoebe, Erste Buch Samuel, 270; and Hertzberg, I & II Samuel, 117.

0" Pisano, Additions or Omissions, 201.

U Pisano, Additions or Omissions, 203.
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His second point is an objective argument against the plus and so is worth
considering. It is true that LXX"’s phrase oUx £oTwv 70 pfjua oo (as well as the
retroverted Hebrew) is not found anywhere else in the Bible; however, the Antiochene
text preserves a variant: ox €otatl xata To pijua Toito, “it shall not be according to this
thing.”** And this phrase does have a parallel in the LXX A text of Judg 19:30: Tdde

gpeite mpog mavta Gvdpa Iopan) Ei yéyovey xata 76 piiua Tolito dmd T nuépas dvaPdoews

vidv Iopank €€ Alydmrou Ews Tiic Huépag Tavtys, “Thus shall you say to every man of

Israel: Has it ever happened according to this thing since the day the Israelites came up

from Egypt until this day?” This reading is supported by a large number of manuscripts,
including 54-59-75-82-314, which have been identified as Antiochene manuscripts in
Judges and are thought to preserve OG for that book. The reading is also supported by
OL, which increases its odds of representing OG.> This passage in Judg 19:30 forms part
of a plus, however, and LXX Judges is a text marked by editorial expansions.’ The plus
itself is a repetition of material found in MT and so could perhaps be discounted as one
such editorial expansion, but Satterthwaite has suggested that this is one of a few places
where LXX Judges is based on a different Vorlage.” If so, then we should consider LXX

A Judg 19:30 to be a case of a translator creating a doublet by preserving two variant

32 Also compare Deut 18:22: 8120 891 9277 77 89, LXX xal wi) yévyrar 10 pfine xal uh cupfi.

> Natalio Fernandez Marcos, “The Hebrew and Greek Texts of Judges,” in The Earliest Text of the Hebrew Bible:
The Relationship between the Masoretic Text and the Hebrew Base of the Septuagint Reconsidered, ed. Adrian
Schenker (Leiden: Brill, 2003), 8, 14.

> P. E. Satterthwaite, “Some Septuagintal Pluses in Judges 20 and 21,” BIOSCS 24 (1991): 25-35.

> P. E. Satterthwaite, “Judges,” in 4 New English Translation of the Septuagint, ed. Albert Pietersma and Benjamin
G. Wright (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2007), 196; see also C. F. Burney, The Book of Judges (London:
Rivingtons, 1920), 470; Robert G. Boling, Judges: A New Translation with Introduction and Commentary (Garden
City, NY: Doubleday, 1975), 277.
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Hebrew readings.” In this case, the plus represents a non-extant Hebrew Vorlage and
provides a suitable parallel to the Antiochene text of 1 Sam 14:42. On these grounds, we
can dismiss Pisano’s objection that the plus in 1 Sam 14:42 cannot be authentic because it
contains an invented Hebraism. Given the clear trigger for the homoioteleuton, I believe

we should consider the plus in 1 Sam 14:42 to be authentic.

2. The issue of 6016T7g

With the LXX plus accepted as original, the problem posed by the translator’s use of
6016776 can now be addressed: this word is not the expected translational equivalent for onn. We
would expect the translator to use the same equivalent for 021 that is used in the Pentateuch,
which is ¢Anbeie (Exod 28:30; Lev 8:8; Deut 33:8). This expectation is based on three factors:
first, that the Greek translation of the Pentateuch was generally very influential on the
translations of later books;’’ second, that the translator of Samuel frequently makes use of
technical terms from LXX Pentateuch in his own work; and third, that he uses the Pentateuchal
equivalent of Aot for 0K in 1 Sam 28:6 and so ought to also know and use the Pentateuchal

equivalent for o'nn. And yet he did not use aAnfeie; he used oa1éTyng.

% Cf. Shemaryahu Talmon, “Double Readings in the Massoretic Text,” Textus 1 (1960): 150-51; Tov, Textual
Criticism, 245—47. Paul Harlé, ed., Les Juges (Paris: Cerf, 1999), 247, believes instead that the Hebrew has suffered
homoioteleuton, but as Webb points out, if we restore the entire plus, the result is “a text that is repetitive and
doesn’t make complete sense” (Barry G. Webb, The Book of Judges (Grand Rapids, MI: William B. Eerdmans,
2012), 471). We should instead consider the Greek to preserve a doublet.

*7 Tov, “Impact of Septuagint Translation,” 183-94.

¥ Cf. Num 27:21; Deut 33:8. The etymologically related 0% wats is used in Exod 28:30; Lev 8:8.
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The use of technical terms from LXX Pentateuch in LXX Samuel

In a recent publication, Anneli Aejmelaeus has argued,

One of the things that have been taught us about the Septuagint translation is that
the later translators used the Greek Torah as a model or a dictionary that provided
them with Hebrew-Greek equivalences. This has been taken for granted—but it
does not hold true for the books of Samuel. Most of the time, the translator is of
course using the same Greek equivalents for Hebrew words as in the Pentateuch,
because there are actually no alternatives, but when it comes to rare words, there
are some striking gaps in his vocabulary.... What does this indicate about the
translator and about his translation project? This person was not a scholar; if he
had been, he would have studied the Torah both in Hebrew and in Greek. He
probably knew only the Greek text, which gave him a certain familiarity with
biblical translation Greek but not the Hebrew-Greek correspondences that he
would need.”

She gives the example of 1 Sam 15:3, where the translator fails to recognize the hiphil verb
0NN, a not uncommon Hebrew verb, and is so utterly at a loss that he renders it as a proper
noun. She describes this as “a clear example (and by far not the only one) of this translator’s
incompetence.”® There is no doubt that the translator struggled at times with his Hebrew—this
struggle was plainly on display in 1 Sam 1:6—but Aejmelaeus has drawn too far-reaching a
conclusion from these examples. In addition to what she calls the “striking gaps in [the
translator’s] vocabulary,” there are also a striking number of instances in which the translator

correctly uses Pentateuchal equivalents for technical terms in his translation.

% Aejmelaeus, “When Did Samuel,” 264—65. See also Aejmelaeus, “Doublets,” 15-16.
% Aejmelaeus, “When Did Samuel,” 264.
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Emanuel Tov has compiled a non-exhaustive list of technical terms from LXX Pentateuch
that are used in translations of later books.”' Of these, thirty-four appear in Samuel. Thirty are
found in the non-kaige sections of Samuel or are attested in the Antiochene text within the kaige
sections,” and six are terms that Tov has identified as neologisms in the Pentateuch. The
neologisms are especially instructive since the translator of LXX Samuel could only have known

how to use these words correctly if he had recourse to the Hebrew behind them.

Table 10: Examples of technical terms from LXX Pentateuch in LXX Samuel

Greek Hebrew Attestations in Samuel
&oms 8w |1 Sam 2:6
axapbacia ARNY | 2 Sam 11:4%*
amapxy WK 1 Sam 2:29
amapxy N | 2 Sam 1:21
BotTupov aRpn | 2 Sam 17:29
yovoppuys* anr | 2 Sam 3:29
by A 1 Sam 11:1; 20:8; 23:18; 2 Sam 3:12, 13, 21; 5:3; 15:24; 23:5
didpog 802 | 1 Sam 1:9;4:13, 18
dopxag "myY | 2Sam2:18
d&pov TnY | 1 Sam8:3

' Tov, “Impact of Septuagint Translation,” 185-91. Tov’s thesis that these terms are evidence for the use of LXX
Pentateuch as a kind of lexicon has come under criticism from Barr, who points out that the method by which
translators used the Pentateuch as a lexicon has not been worked out; that it has not been explained how translators
dealt with words which were rendered in multiple ways in the Pentateuch; that many of the examples adduced as
evidence do not support Tov’s thesis; that Tov has not addressed negative evidence; and that many other hypotheses
could support the data, including the possibility that the translators were drawing from a common store of koine
terminology that existed prior to the translation of the Pentateuch. James Barr, “Did the Greek Pentateuch Really
Serve as a Dictionary for the Translation of the Later Books?,” in Hamlet on a Hill: Semitic and Greek Studies
Presented to Professor T. Muraoka on the Occasion of His Sixty-Fifth Birthday, ed. M. F. J. Baasten and W. Th. van
Peursen (Leuven: Peeters, 2003), 523—43. See also the recent qualified criticism of Tov in Theocharous, Lexical
Dependence, 28—66. My goal in using Tov’s data, however, is not to defend the lexicon theory but rather to
demonstrate, contra Aejmelacus, that the translator must have had some sort of access to the Hebrew of the
Pentateuch. Despite their critiques of the lexicon theory, neither Barr nor Theocharous deny that the translators of
non-Pentateuchal books had access to the Hebrew behind the Pentateuchal equivalents they used in their own work.

%2 Any attestation in the kaige section of Samuel could potentially be the result of that revision and not the work of
the same translator that we find in the non-kaige portions of LXX®. Because the Antiochene text was not subject to
the kaige revision, however, the vocabulary it preserves in 2 Sam 11:2-2 Sam 24 is more likely to be original.
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Table 10 continued

dépov Aman | 1 Sam 10:27

eyyaotpipufos R 1 Sam 28:3, 8, 9

E\adog n»R | 2 Sam 22:34

g&ihdoxopat 9793 | 1 Sam 3:14;2 Sam 21:3

ETITITIOUOS nTR 1 Sam 22:10

Bupiapa nop | 1 Sam 2:28

BuaiaoThplov* nam 1 Sam 2:28, 33; 7:17; 14:35; 2 Sam 24:18, 21, 25

x1BwTds 1R 1 Sam 3:3; 4:3-6, 11, 13, 17-19, 21-5:4; 5:7-8, 10-11; 6:1-3,

8,11,13,15,18,19,21-7:2; 2 Sam 6:2-4, 6-7,9-13, 15-17,
7:2; 11:11; 15:24-25, 29

xpedypa ¥m | 1Sam2:13, 14

AELTOVPYEW nmw 1 Sam 2:11, 18; 3:1

MboPoréw* 5po | 1 Sam 30:6

rupelog npa | 1 Sam 8:13

[Thls N30y 1 Sam 6:5, 11, 18

[1a]IIS on 2 Sam 14:25

VO0g 7nn | 2 Sam 7:19

oidt* noR 1 Sam 1:24

6Axh Spwn | 2 Sam 21:16**

pBpilw* oawn 1 Sam 1:19; 5:3—4; 15:12; 29:10-11; 2 Sam 15:2
TANUUELEL DWR 2 Sam 14:13**

TPOTHUVEW mnnwn 1 Sam 1:3, 19; 2:36; 15:25, 30-31; 20:41; 24:9; 25:23, 41;

28:14; 2 Sam 1:2; 9:6, 8; 12:20; 14:4, 22, 33; 15:5, 32; 16:4;
18:21, 28; 24:20

TPWTOTOXOG* 102 1 Sam &:2; 14:49; 2 Sam 3:2
oTNAY nayn | 2 Sam 18:18

TI07vog ninR/NR | 2 Sam 4:4

daxds vy 2 Sam 17:28; 23:11

* identified by Tov as a neologism
** from the kaige section of Samuel and not represented in the Antiochene text

To this list we can also add 0ot for o™ R (1 Sam 28:6). There are likely other examples which

have not yet been identified.
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These data, and in particular the neologisms, strongly indicate that the translator of
Samuel had recourse either to the Pentateuch in Hebrew or at the very least to a word-list” of
Pentateuchal Hebrew-Greek equivalents for technical terms. It cannot be the case, as Aejmelaeus
states, that the translator was “influenced [only] by the Greek text of the Torah without recourse
to the underlying Hebrew.”* The translator should have known and used the equivalent of
aMfeta for on. The most compelling evidence for this conclusion, of course, is that the
translator knew to use 0%Aot as an equivalent for 0™ 1& (1 Sam 28:6). 0ot is not an obvious
translation of 0™I8—that is, not one that the translator of Samuel would have arrived at
independently—and so the translator must have learned it, either from the Pentateuch (according
to Tov) or from contemporary koine usage (according to Barr).” In either case, it is highly
unlikely that the translator would have known to render o™ & with 0ot but not have known to

render 010 with aAnfeta.

8 Although we have no direct evidence that the Septuagint translators had access to Hebrew-Greek glossaries,

similar tools were prevalent throughout the ancient Mediterranean. Compare especially the Oxyrhynchus Glossary
(P.Oxy 1802 + 4812), which preserves Greek glosses for Near Eastern languages, and likely comes from Alexandria
between the first century BCE and the first century CE. Francesca Schironi, From Alexandria to Babylon: Near
Eastern Languages and Hellenistic Erudition in the Oxyrhynchus Glossary (P.Oxy. 1802 + 4812) (Berlin: de
Gruyter, 2009). See further discussion in the Conclusion.

% Aejmelaeus, “When Did Samuel,” 264—65.
5 Barr, “Did the Greek Pentateuch,” 538. See also n61 on p. 145.
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3. An alternative proposal for 6g10Tyg

Most scholars seem to take for granted that 6016t is intended to translate ©'nn despite
the fact that it is not the expected Pentateuchal equivalent.®® I would like to challenge this
assumption. When we consider other attestations of 6at6tn¢ and the related adjective dotog in the

Septuagint, an interesting pattern emerges:®’

5 Wellhausen, Schulz and Noort are explicit on this point. Wellhausen writes, “liest man aber mit LXX o'nn,” as if
oqiotys were identical with onn (Wellhausen, Biicher Samuelis, 94). Schulz states that “AnAoug soll dem
hebréischen 0™ R entsprechen, égiétyra dem oan” (Schulz, Erste Buch Samuel, 214). Noort is similarly
unequivocal: “in 1 Sam xiv 41 steht 0%Aot fur *arim und 86¢ éotétyra fur ‘Gib Thummim’” (Noort, “Eine weitere
Kurzbemerkung,” 116). Others implicitly assume that 6a16T7g represents o'nn: see Thenius, Biicher Samuels, 64;
Klostermann, Biicher Samuelis, 55; Smith, Books of Samuel, 124; Budde, Biicher Samuel, 102; Driver, Hebrew Text
of Samuel, 117; Toeg, “Textual Note,” 494; McCarter, I Samuel, 247; Cornelis Houtman, Exodus, trans. Sierd

Woudstra (Leuven: Peeters, 2000), 493.

57 In the following table, examples from Joshua, Judges, and Samuel come from the Antiochene manuscripts, which
are considered the best approximation of the Old Greek for the sections from which the examples were taken. For
Joshua, these manuscripts are 54 75 314; for Judges, 54 59 75 82 314; and for Samuel, 19 82 93 108 127. All other
examples come from the available uncials, and no significant textual variants are attested. The data from Josh—Sam
were compiled by Pisano, Additions or Omissions, 193. Van Dam draws on these same data as part of his argument
for the authenticity of MT: “the fact that hosiotés would be used only here of tummim but elsewhere (in variants
from Codex B) translates tamim could suggest that the Hebrew text of the translators read tamim (as in the MT)
rather than tummim” (Van Dam, Urim and Thummim, 201-2). This suggestion, however, is nonsensical. If, as Van
Dam claims, the translator “[misunderstood] the phrase sabd tamim as referring to the Thummim” and expanded the
text in order to include #rim and thereby clarify the reference to tummim (Van Dam, Urim and Thummim, 201),
then he would hardly have rendered o5 instead of ©an. Furthermore, the Hebrew text of the translators contained
no vowel pointing and so could not have “read” ©'nan as Van Dam proposes or, for that matter, ©'an. In other words,
the translator’s Vorlage did not differentiate between the two possible pronunciations of o'an, and to suggest
otherwise is anachronistic.

148



Table 11: Examples of 6ato-

Verse LXX Hebrew equivalent
Deut 9:5 6a16TNTA W
Josh 24:14 6aL6TYTL o'nn
Judg 9:16 6a10TNTL o'nn
Judg 9:19 6aL6TNTL o'nn
2 Sam 22:24 6atog alialy
2 Sam 22:26 oalwy o'nn
2 Sam 22:31 ofele; o'nn
2 Sam 22:33 6aLoTNTAL o'nn
1 Kgs 9:4 6a16TNTL on
Amos 5:10 6atov o'nn
Prov 2:21 Gatot aiyalialyl
Prov 10:29 oaiov ohn
Prov 14:32 0aLoTYTL ‘omn
Prov 29:10 ofogte), on
Sir 39:24 6aiole *o'nn

* Apparent metathesis of MT min.
® This reading is attested in Manuscript B from the Cairo genizah; see Pancratius C. Beentjes, The Book of Ben Sira

in Hebrew: A Text Edition of All Extant Hebrew Manuscripts and a Synopsis of All Parallel Hebrew Ben Sira Texts
(Leiden: Brill, 1997), 68.

In these instances, the stem o¢ato- is used to translate 11, the noun i from the same root
(0"nn), and the semantically related noun .

Based on these data, we need to take seriously the possibility that 6g10ty¢ in 1 Sam 14:41

reflects not o1, as has been generally assumed, but 02N, the reading tradition which scholars

% There are additional attestations of batétyg in Odes 9:75; Wis 2:22; 5:19; 9:3; 14:30, but we have no Hebrew to
compare in these examples since both Wisdom of Solomon and this passage in Odes (a quotation from Luke 1:68—
79) were likely composed in Greek. atog is a much more common word than éatétys. Beyond the examples given
here, 8otog is used most frequently to translate 7°on, especially in Psalms (Deut 33:8; Pss 4:4; 12:2; 16:10; 18:26;
30:5; 31:24; 32:6; 37:28; 43:1; 50:5; 52:11; 79:2; 85:9; 86:2; 89:20; 97:10; 116:15; 132:9, 16; 145:17; 148:14;
149:1, 5, 9).
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have argued evolved to make sense of the proto-MT text, which had been corrupted through
scribal error.”
This possibility raises two important questions: Was the translator trying to render 020

or o'nN? If he was trying to render 0N, why would he read the consonants 0'an in this way?

III. The Proposed Solution
1. The readings of LXX* and LXX"®

The answer to these questions can be found in LXX" and LXX®, which preserve a few
key differences from the Rahlfs text in this verse. These differences are minor in scope, but they
have a large impact on the meaning of the verse. LXX"® and the Rahlfs text derive from the same
Vorlage, presented above, which describes Saul asking for an oracular response by means of
"irim watummim, but LXX*® intentionally depart from the Vorlage in order to harmonize the
contents of the verse and thereby fix a perceived problem in the narrative.

Before proceeding, there are a few textual issues in LXX"* and LXX" that need to be
addressed. Both manuscripts communicate the same sense in 1 Sam 14:41 (although I will
refrain from translating for the moment), but both have also suffered minor textual corruptions.

By comparing the two versions side by side, the errors in each manuscript can be corrected by

® Pisano makes a similar observation: “Since 0n never occurs in Sam we may not draw any absolute conclusions
about how it would have been rendered by the LXX translators, but if we take the information we have at hand, it
seems evident that at 14:41 they were aware of the vocalization of 0'an since they rendered it as oglotyTa.” Pisano,
Additions or Omissions, 193. He does not explore the implications of this statement, however. Barthélemy suggests
that the translation 6ctétyta indicates that the original translation was later revised to accord with MT’s oan;
Barthélemy, “La qualité,” 4. It seems unlikely that a redactor interested in correcting LXX toward MT would change
only one word rather than removing the entire plus.
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the other. I have boxed the discrepancies and underlined the preferred reading in each case.

Manuscripts which support the variant reading are given in footnotes.

Figure 2: Comparison of LXX"* and LXX"

LXX*" xal elmev  Zaoul  Kopie 6  Beds  Iopayh  [m”"  |odx
LXX® xal elmev  Saoud  Kipie

r o

Bedbs  Topanh |TidTL |oD%

O~

amexplfn™ |6 doUAw oov  onfuepov  H  év  fuot A & Iwvabav

amexpibne |6 JoVAw  gou  onumepov B év éuot ¥ év  Twvafay

6% i pov 9 adwia  xlpie 6 Bedg  Iopamh  0d¢  OnAoug
6% Uil mov N adwia  xlpie 6 Beds  Iopamh  06¢  OnAoug
xal  éav  Tade  |glm [ ] % Aad  gov  Iopank  0ds 09
xal  éav  tade  |elmy” |00 om™ |t@  Aad oov  Iopamh  dds O

3 14

botdtnta xal  wdjpodtar  Iwvabay  xal  Zaovh  xal 6 Aads  éEFABev

ooidtyre wal  wdnpoltar  IwvabBav  xal  Zaovd  xal 6 Aads  €E5ADev

By correcting the two manuscripts against each other, we arrive at a clean eclectic text. I

will refer to this edited text as LXX*®,

™ Both printed editions of Codex Alexandrinus—Joannes Ernestus Grabe, et al., eds., Hé Palaia Diathéké Kata
Tous Hebdomeékonta = Vetus Testamentum Juxta Septuaginta Interpretes (Oxonii: E Theatro Sheldoniano, 1707—
1720); and Frederick Field, ed., Vetus Testamentum Graece Juxta LXX Interpretes (Oxford: Jacob Wright, 1859)—
contain several errors in this verse. The text presented here comes from Facsimile of the Codex Alexandrinus.

0 68-107' 245.
70 488 Aeth.

" LXX" is alone in this reading.

™ 509; d6¢ (without 07) is attested in O d“'*¥ 554 Aeth. dd¢ 3% appears to be a mistaken anticipation of the following

clause. Another possible explanation of the LXX" reading, however, is that 00 0% is an attempt to clarify that 7@ Aag
is the indirect object of d¢ and not of eimyg; it is grammatically ambiguous in LXX* which verb governs the dative.
(The two modern editors of LXX" incorrectly understood 7@ Aag gov Iopan) to be the indirect object of efmyg and so
placed a comma after the dative phrase, thereby distorting both the meaning and the syntax of LXX".)
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Let us now compare LXX*® with the Rahlfs text of 1 Sam 14:41. By way of reminder,

here is Rahlfs (also presented above on p. 132):

xal elmey SaovA Kdpte 6 Beds Iopan, ti 8Tt olx dmexpifns 16 dovAw gou arjuepov; el
gv gpol 9] &v Twvalbay ¢ vid wou % adxia, xlpte 6 Beds Iopani, 0o ONAoug: xal Eav
tade eimys Ev ©6 Aad oou Iopanh, 0o o9 doiétyta. xal xinpoitat lwvalay xal
Saoud, xal 6 Aads éERADev.

And Saul said, “Lord God of Israel, why have you not answered your servant
today? If the wrongdoing is in me or in my son Jonathan, Lord God of Israel, give
nirim. And if you say thus, ‘In your people Israel,” give tummim.” And Jonathan
and Saul were selected, and the people were exonerated [literally, left].

Here, by contrast, is the text found in LXX"®:

r o 3

xal eimev Saoul Kdpte 6 Oeds Topan Tl 71 obx dmexpifng 16 JovAw gou avjuepov; 7
gv gpol 9 &v Twvabay @ vid wou % adia; xpie 6 Bedg Iopanh 9o¢ Ao xal v
Tade eiys 6 Aad gov Iapanh ddg on daétyTa. xai xAnpoltat lwvalay xal ZaovA
xal 6 Aadg éE7ADev.

And Saul said, “Lord God of Israel, why have you not answered your servant
today? Is the wrongdoing either in me or in my son Jonathan?” Lord God of
Israel, give ‘urim! And if you say thus [i.e., that one of us did wrong], to your
people Israel please give blamelessness [i.e., declare them innocent].” And
Jonathan and Saul were selected, and the people were exonerated [literally, left].”

Note the key differences found in LXX*®, which I have underlined in the Greek text:
1. Instead of the conditional particle ei, LXX"® has a correlating conjunction, #.”” Although ox
is more frequently translated in Samuel with &l or éav, the rendering 7 is also attested several

times.” This difference in LXX*®is thus not a deviation from the Vorlage but rather a

™ Although it is difficult to convey in English, this question should be understood in the same way as Saul’s
question in the Rahlfs text: not, “Did I do wrong or was it Jonathan who did wrong?” but rather, “Was it one of us or
was it somebody else entirely?” See also n6 on p. 132 above.

76 Cf. the similar translation (but of LXX" rather than of an eclectic LXX"® text) in Lestienne and Grillet, Régnes,
264.

7 Cf. 1 Sam 2:14; 12:3; 26:10; 2 Sam 19:36; 24:13.
8 DR is attested 93 times in 1-2 Samuel; of these, five attestations are translated with 7 alone: 2 Sam 19:36 (2x), 43;
24:13 (2x). There are another nine cases of O "2 translated with &M’ % or 6Tt &2\’ 4} (or, in one case, &M\’ 3 ét): 1
Sam 8:19; 21:5, 7; 30:17, 22; 2 Sam 12:3; 13:33; 19:29; 21:2. Unfortunately there are no other examples in Samuel
of 1R...OR translated by 4...%; however, %...% renders the similar construction oX...D& in 2 Sam 19:36; 24:13, as

well as the construction IX...18 in 1 Sam 2:14; 26:10.
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translational choice, albeit an unusual one. The LXX"® reading could be mistaken for a
spelling error, but that is unlikely. The misspelling of 7 for €i is characteristic of some
manuscripts—notably 158, 245, and occasionally LXX"—but never occurs in LXX"®, and
occurs only once in LXX" in a rendering of -7 (2 Sam 19:24).” In fact, LXX"” shows a slight
tendency to misspell in the other direction, reading i where it ought to be #.%

ddg dnAoug in LXX*® is no longer the apodosis of a condition. This difference between the
two texts is purely contextual.

Also contextually, the pronoun Tdde can no longer refer forward to a quotation but must refer
backward to the preceding question. There is no part of the text that follows which could
logically constitute a quotation. Possible translations would be 1) “If you say thus, ‘To your
people Israel,” give blamelessness”; 2) “If you say thus to your people Israel, ‘Give
blamelessness’; 3) “If you say thus, ‘To your people Israel, give blamelessness.’” None of
these possibilities produces a comprehensible sentence. In the first option, the quotation is
fragmentary and the meaning unclear; in the second and third options, the protasis is left

hanging without an apodosis, and the meaning is obscure. Because there is no way to

produce a logical quotation out of the text that follows Tdde, the pronoun must of necessity be

79

el is attested 82 times in the Rahlfs text of LXX Samuel. It renders o& 30 times, and the remaining 52 instances

are renderings of other Hebrew, most often -77. In renderings of oy, there are fifteen cases of i misspelled as #: 1
Sam 3:14 (V 247 93* 376); 6:9 (82); 14:45 (158); 20:8 (158), 29 (V*[vid] 158 245); 21:10 (158); 25:22 (245); 26:19
(158); 28:10 (158 245); 2 Sam 11:11 (158); 12:8 (V 158); 14:19 (158 245 376); 18:25 (V*); 19:8 (158); 20:20 (V*
55 158). In renderings of Hebrew other than R, there are eighteen cases of &l misspelled as #: 1 Sam 9:11 (236);
14:6 (55 245); 15:22 (158); 19:24 (A 29 489); 21:9 (158); 22:7 (158); 23:2 (158), 11 (158); 24:20 (93%); 30:8 (158);
2 Sam 2:20 (V*); 7:7 (19 108 376); 12:22 (158); 19:7 (376), 23 (82); 20:17 (V*[vid] 707), 18 (158); 23:17 (119*
707).

8 2 Sam 19:36; 24:13.
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anaphoric. The anaphoric use of T¢de is unusual, but cf. LXX 1 Sam 2:14; 27:11; 1 Kgs
2:30.%
4. LXX"® lacks the preposition év before T Aaé. The omission of év is the only genuine textual

departure from the Vorlage.”

A comparison of Rahlfs and LXX*”® demonstrates that 6514ty represents something entirely
different in the two versions. Because of the syntax in Rahlfs, we can see that 6a16Tn¢ is meant to
represent 021N despite the fact that that is not what it means: Saul’s request in Rahlfs has the
structure “if @, then x; but if b, then y,” presenting an opposition between x ( ‘#rim) and y
(6016T75). Therefore 6a10T)g must be the opposite of zirim; it must be tummim. The syntax of
LXX*® on the other hand, precludes the translation of o0a10Tyg as “tummim.” If we were to
translate “fummim” in LXX"®, the verse would say in essence, “If Jonathan or I did wrong, then

give nrim. And if one of us did wrong, then give tummim.” This would be nonsensical. Instead,

8! See also further examples in BDAG s.v. 80¢ 1.b of anaphoric use of this pronoun, although not in the context of
speech.

%2 It seems highly unlikely that the loss of the preposition could be a scribal error of some kind. Bet does not
commonly drop out by accident, and it would be nearly impossible for it be confused for a lamed (if one wanted to
argue that 7@ Aad gov Iopan) is a reflection of SR W TnYY). It seems equally unlikely that 6 Aaé gou is a
straightforward but clumsy rendering of Jnp23, as Jan Joosten would like to understand it (personal communication).
It is the case, as Joosten notes, that the Greek translators at times render 2 + noun with a dative, but the dative which
results is never a dative of indirect object. Datives which render 2 + noun in Samuel are of the following types:
* temporal (6)

— 1 Sam 6:16; 21:7; 30:1; 2 Sam 1:2; 5:8; 7:4
* means (6)

— 1 Sam 19:13; 26:8; 28:12; 2 Sam 2:28; 15:16; 23:6
* idiomatic, i.e., particular to the Greek verb in question (4)

— 1 Sam 18:22, 26; 2 Sam 6:7; 20:2
* respect (1)

—2 Sam 2:18
Reading 7@ Aaé oo in 1 Sam 14:41 as any of these kinds of dative creates nonsense. Moreover, these data
demonstrate that the translator knew perfectly well that 2 + noun does not express the indirect object in Hebrew and
did not translate it as such.
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in LXX*® 6g1étyg carries its true meaning of “piety” or, more contextually, “blamelessness.” In
other words, 6a16tn¢ in LXX*® represents 0amn, as it does throughout the Septuagint, despite the
fact that o0 was the intended meaning of its Vorlage.

Before proceeding with my argument, it will be necessary to address an important

methodological challenge laid out by Anneli Aejmelaeus:

All in all, the scholar who wishes to attribute deliberate changes, harmonizations,
completion of details and new accents to the translator is under the obligation to
prove his thesis with weighty arguments and also to show why the divergences
cannot have originated with the Vorlage. That the translator may have
manipulated his original does not mean that he necessarily did so. All that is
known of the translation techniques of the Septuagint points firmly enough in the
opposite direction.”

What evidence allows us to say that these changes in LXX*® were made by the translator and
were not present in his Vorlage? The reading of the Antiochene text in this verse gives us the
grounds to make this case with some confidence:*

xal eime Saoul Kdpte 6 Oeds Topan, i 81 0dx dmexpiBng w6 dollew oov anuepov; €l
gv gpol 9] &v Twvabay Té vid wou % adixia, xipte 6 Beds IopanA, 0o OnAoug: xal e
tade eimotg 'Ev T4 Aad 1 adwla, 00 6atétnta. xal xataxinpolital Taoul xal
Twvabay, xal éEfAbev 6 Aads.

And Saul said, “Lord God of Israel, why have you not answered your servant
today? If the wrongdoing is in me or in my son Jonathan, Lord God of Israel, give
nrim. And if you should say thus, ‘The wrongdoing is in the people,’ give
tummim.”® And Saul and Jonathan were selected, and the people were exonerated
[literally, left].

The Antiochene text in 1 Sam 14:41 does not share the features of LXX*® which alter the

narrative: the use of % instead of &i; d0¢ dnAoug as a free-standing clause instead of an apodosis;

8 Aejmelaeus, “What Can We Know,” 85; italics original.

¥ This text is discussed in greater detail on pp. 192-194. LXX" (see pp. 195-195) shares some of the same features
as the Antiochene text.

¥ Just as in the Rahlfs text, the logical structure of the verse in the Antiochene text demands that we translate
ba10Tng as “fummim” even though strictly speaking that is not what it means. See n5 on p. 132 and p. 192.
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the shift of t¢de from cataphoric to anaphoric; and the omission of év before 76 Aaé. If LXX*®
were an accurate representation of the Vorlage, then there would be no explanation for the
reading of the Antiochene text: there would be no motivation for the Antiochene text to change
the LXX"® reading. If, however, LXX*® is not an accurate representation of the Vorlage—if it
represents a departure from the Vorlage—then the Antiochene text can be understood as a

correction towards the Hebrew.

2. The decision to render 0N

To understand why the translator chose to render 0’1 rather than o1, we have to
consider how he would have read the Vorlage. If he reads ©'n as o', then the verse says that
Saul makes a request for an oracular response by means of ‘urim and tummim, but it never
explicitly says that either “urim or tummim was given.*® Thus Saul’s request and its outcome do
not match.”’

It is not unlikely that the translator would have noticed this incongruence. Scholars have
identified other instances of the translator “fixing” what he perceived to be inconsistencies in the

Vorlage. A few examples will suffice:*

% The statement that Jonathan and Saul were selected of course implies that the ‘irim was given. It seems,
however, that the translator was looking for an explicit reference.

¥ This very incongruity has been noted by Schulz, Erste Buch Samuel, 214 and Van Dam, Urim and Thummim,
202n37, both of whom take it as evidence that the LXX plus is secondary. It is no small irony that the Greek
translator perceived and attempted to fix a problem in the narrative which now has become an argument for the
inauthenticity of the very narrative he was trying to fix.

% Barthélemy notes a number of other examples of what he describes as the Septuagint’s concern with the internal
coherence of the Jorlage, including 1 Sam 3:4-10; 20:41; 21:10; 23:10; 2 Sam 11:18; 15:7. Barthélemy, “La
qualité,” 11-15. While I am hesitant to ascribe these harmonizations to the translator, as Barthélemy seems to do,
rather than to the Vorlage, nevertheless they demonstrate that ancient readers were troubled by inconsistency in the
biblical text.
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* 1 Sam 3:6, 9: MT reads 20w 21w in v. 6 and 20w 7% in v. 9. Since Samuel has already been
lying down in v. 9, LXX renders both phrases with dvdotpede xdfeude.”

* 1 Sam 8:4: LXX reads &vdpes Iopanh for MT’s 58w 11p1. This reading brings about greater
narrative coherence—the “elders of Israel” are not mentioned again in the chapter—and links
this verse to the end of the chapter where Saul tells the “men of Israel” (58w "WiR, v. 22) to
return to their cities.”

« 1 Sam 30:1 (OG): the surprising use of é&¢pyopat to translate 87121 may be an attempt to resolve
the difficult chronology of the narrative, despite the fact that is an incorrect rendering of the
Hebrew.”

+ 2 Sam 11:18-22: in MT, Joab sends a messenger to David with news of the battle, warning the
messenger of what David might say in reply; v. 22 concludes, 52 n& T175 73 827 IR0 TM
aRY IMOW WK, “The messenger went and came to David and told him everything that Joab had
sent him to say.” The Antiochene text (considered the best representation of OG for these
verses, which form part of the kaige recension), however, proceeds to relate that David then
said everything which Joab had predicted. This example is a particularly strong parallel for
what I have argued the translator has done in 1 Sam 14:41: just as the translator was unsatisfied
that Saul asked for ‘urim or tummim but appeared to receive neither, the Antiochene text
demonstrates that an ancient reader was unsatisfied that Joab predicted a response from David

which appeared not to occur.

¥ Lestienne and Grillet, Régnes, 62.
% Lestienne and Grillet, Régnes, 62.

' Anneli Aejmelaeus, “David’s Return to Ziklag: A Problem of Textual History in 1 Samuel 30:1,” in XII Congress
of the International Organization for Septuagint and Cognate Studies, Leiden, 2004, ed. Melvin K. H. Peters
(Leiden: Brill, 2006), 103.
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The translator sensed a tension in the narrative if he read 0N as 0'AnN. By contrast, if the
translator reads 0N as 0'AN, then Saul is asking for an oracular indication of guilt and a
declaration of the people’s innocence. And that is exactly what he receives: opm 8w 10 7257
1RY. Reading 00 removes the incongruity between Saul’s request and the response received. In
other words, the translator chose 0'an because he thought it was the better reading. He then
adjusted the rest of his translation to clarify the meaning. Note, however, how little he actually
deviated from the Vorlage: he omitted exactly one Hebrew character. His translation thoroughly
reshapes the meaning of the verse while still maintaining a tight relationship to the consonantal
Hebrew. His mental text, in other words, is almost identical to his Vorlage.

I do not claim that 025 is the better reading—on the contrary, it seems clear that the
Vorlage 1s talking about ‘7irim watummim. Rather I am proposing a reconstruction of the
translator’s thought process that explains his decision to use the word 6a16ty¢. The translator
considered the verse he was translating in the context of the narrative and made a decision to
render the text as best as he could.

Furthermore, the translator may have believed that there was biblical evidence for ‘urim
being used by itself as a means of divination. Usually ‘nirim watummim appear as a pair, but there

are two instances where ‘lirim appears alone:”

% The translator may have been familiar with either or both examples. Aejmelaeus has recently suggested that the
text of Samuel might have become available to the translator not long before he began his work and so was not
familiar to him; Aejmelaeus, “When Did Samuel,” 265. The evidence of 1 Sam 15:29, however, suggests that this
scenario is unlikely. See p. 274 below.
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Num 27:21
R IR 12 HY1IRY 1A HY M 185 0IRA VAWNI 1O HRWT TAY? 1720 MYHR 189
7TV 591 108 SR 13 H

[Joshua] will stand before Eleazar the priest, and he will consult the judgment of
the “zirim for him before YuwH. At his command they will go out, and at his
command they will return—he and all the Israelites with him and the whole
congregation.

1 Sam 28:6
DR'AI2 D3 DR D3 DINONA D3 7Y 1Y &1 71 DR Hrwn

Saul consulted Yuwn, but YHwH did not answer him, neither by dreams, nor by
lrim, nor by the prophets.

Modern scholars assume that when ‘urim appears alone in these two verses, it functions as a
synecdoche for the pair,” but of course that does not mean that an ancient translator would have
made the same assumption. He may have concluded based on these two verses that divination
could be conducted by means of ‘#rim alone. If so, then he would have considered himself
justified in excluding the fummim from 1 Sam 14:41 when he translated oan as 6gt6tys. If we
assume that the translator believed the entire divinatory practice to consist of zirim (or at least
that he believed it could consist solely of ‘iirim), then we should understand Saul’s request, “give
nrim!” as simply another way of asking for a response to the question of his or Jonathan’s guilt.

',’

It is the equivalent of “answer me!” This request is more open-ended than the binary response
presumed in the Vorlage, where irim means that either Jonathan or Saul is guilty while tummim
means that the people are guilty.

There are a number of biblical attestations of ©an that could have informed the

translator’s decision to read the consonants 01N in this way. 021 is used of humans in a non-

% Lestienne and Grillet, Régnes, 92; Van Dam, Urim and Thummim, 180-81; Houtman, Exodus, 493; HALOT s.v.
R II. See further bibliography in Van Dam, Urim and Thummim, 181n11.
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physical sense’ in Gen 6:9; 17:1; Deut 18:13; Josh 24:14; Judg 9:16, 19; 2 Sam 22:24, 26; Ezek
28:15; Amos 5:10; Pss 15:2; 18:24; 84:12; 101:2, 6; 119:1, 80; Job 12:4; Prov 2:21; 11:5, 20;
28:10, 18. In order to assess this evidence, however, we need to consider the larger narrative of
which 1 Sam 14:41 is a part. The narrative is what determines how the translator might have
understood 0'A0 in this verse. Saul consults the oracle to find out who is responsible for the sin-
guilt (n®vn) which prevented YHwH from answering him the day before (1 Sam 14:37-39). The
most likely candidate is the troops, who slaughtered their newly acquired spoils upon the ground
and ate the blood (v. 32), and so Saul might reasonably assume the transgression is cultic. In the
context of the narrative, then, the translator would likely have understood o'nn in v. 41 to mean
blameless in the sense of acting in accordance with the laws of YuwH. The most useful parallels
for this sense of 0N are the following:

2 Sam 22:23-24 (identical to Ps 18:23-24)
MY AINNWKRT Y 0N AR 24 730 MOR R Papm b Proawn 20 23

23 For all his laws are before me, and I will not set aside his statutes. 24 I have
been blameless to him, and I have kept myself from my wrongdoing.

Ps 119:1
mimkEamiigt D’D‘?ﬂﬂ T0T MAND MWK

Blessed are those whose path is blameless, those who walk in the Torah of YHwH.

Ps 119:80
WIaR K9 ynd 7pna onn ah
Let my heart be blameless in your statutes so that I may not be ashamed.

** The most common usage of 00N is to describe animals fit for sacrifice because they are free of physical blemish;
see, e.g., Lev 1:3, 10; 3:1, 6, 9; 4:3, 23, 28, 32; 5:15, 18, 25; 9:2-3; 14:10; 22:19, 21; 23:12, 15, 18; 25:30; Num
6:14; 19:2; 28:3,9; 29:2, 8, 13, 17.

% Reading with the gere. The ketiv reads 10awn.
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Josh 24:14
92Y2 DMK 1T7AY TWKR D’TI‘?N DR 10 NNAKRAY DN DK 17AY1T MO DR IR A0
N DK 1732V 0RNAY AN

And now, fear YHwH and serve him blamelessly and truthfully. Set aside the gods
which your fathers served on the other side of the river and in Egypt, and serve
YHWH.

Deut 18:12-14
13 T30 DMK WIN TAOR M AORA NapInn 55331 1OKR nwy 52 M nayin o 12
0'A0P HR 07IPA HR DR WA A0KR TWR 1OKRA 0130 72 14 7A0R M oY a0 0N
TR M 75 103 12 8D AN WwRwY?

12 For all who do these things [viz. consult mediums, witches, necromancers,
etc.] are an abomination to YHwH, and it is on account of these abominations that
YHnwH your God is disinheriting them before you. 13 You shall be blameless with
YnwH your God. 14 For these peoples whom you will disinherit listen to witches
and diviners, but you—YHwH your God did not allow this for you.

What these examples demonstrate is that when the translator was looking at the unvocalized
consonants 0N and trying to decide how to translate them, he could read them as o0 and have
biblical precedent for understanding this word to refer to faithful observance of Yuwn’s laws.
The example from 2 Samuel 22 is perhaps the most appropriate of all. In the context of 2 Sam
22:23-24, being 0N means being conscious of YHwH’s laws and statutes (Mpm o'nawn) and
staying away from wrongdoing (). This is precisely what the troops have not done in 1 Sam
14: they have been unmindful of the prohibition against eating blood and have committed 1. In
fact, np was likely the word Saul used in the Vorlage to describe the transgression: the noun

&duwla preserved in the LXX plus in v. 41 almost exclusively renders 11 in the book of Samuel.*

% 1 Sam 3:13, 14; 20:8; 25:24; 28:10; 2 Sam 3:8; 14:32. &dixle alternatively renders 191 in 2 Sam 3:34; 7:10.
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The translator thus had in the text of Samuel itself a viable parallel, in both general content and

specific vocabulary, for his reading of @nn in 14:41.”

3. A potential counterargument: the word-by-word technique of the translator

The example of 1 Sam 14:41 has significant implications for Aejmelaeus’s argument that
the translator worked in a word-for-word fashion, considering only very small segments of his
Vorlage at a time.” If Aejmelaeus is correct, and the translator in all cases considered only a
word or two at a time and not the entire verse, sentence, or even clause before him, this
conclusion poses serious difficulties for my argument. My proposal that the translator was
harmonizing the middle of the verse with the end of the verse requires the assumption that the
translator read and considered the entire verse before beginning his translation, or that, having
reached the end of the verse, he went back and altered his translation of the middle of the verse.
Neither option is consonant with Aejmelacus’s assessment of the translator’s abilities.

If we were to accept Aejmelaeus’s position, we would have to account for the translation
of LXX*® by positing that as the translator proceeded word by word through the verse, he made
choices which then compelled him, as it were, to make other choices in a sort of cascade effect.”

We would say that he did not read the whole verse before he began but simply started at the

beginning, and as he made choices about one or two words at a time, each choice changed the

7 Furthermore, the semantic possibilities of éa1étns map well onto this cultic sense of n. 61ty and 8oog are
used in both classical and koine Greek to designate righteousness with respect to God’s laws, in constrast with
dixatogvy/dixatos which is used to designate righteousness with respect to human laws. See LSJ and BDAG s.v.
a6y, datog. Thanks to James Covington for bringing this distinction to my attention.

% Aejmelaeus, “Septuagint of 1 Samuel,” 133-35, 140-41. See also the discussion on pp. 22-27 of the
Introduction.

* See Tov, “Did the Septuagint Translators,” 211-12.
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context to the extent that he could no longer follow the Vorlage closely but was rather required to
make additional choices that took him even further from the sense of the Vorlage. In other words,
we would have to demonstrate that the decision to render X with 7 (the first choice which
causes a change from the sense of the Jorlage) in some way forced the translator to omit the
preposition ~2/év and render the phrase 58 W TnY1 as 6 Aaé gou Iopan (the second choice
which causes a change from the sense of the Jorlage). That choice would then need to be shown
to have required the decision to render ©'nn as 6a16Tyg.

I do not think this thesis can be proven. The choice of 7 for X in no way requires the
rendering of Y8 W Y31 as 76 Aad oou lapan). Furthermore, 7 is an unusual translation of DX,
occurring only five times out of 93 attestations of o& in MT 1-2 Samuel,'” which suggests that
the translator may already have had in mind the intended meaning of the verse as a whole. One
could argue that the change from 58w 71 to 76 Aaé cou Iopan) required the choice of da1dtyg
for o'an, but there is no motivation for the loss of ~2/év unless the translator had already decided
to use 6016tns. The decision to render o'An with 6a16ty)¢ must have preceded the decision to omit
the preposition and make the object of the preposition instead the indirect object of the verb.

Thus 1 Sam 14:41 appears to be an example of the translator not working word by word
or in very small segments of text, but rather considering larger segments of text—perhaps even
several sentences at a time. While this conclusion is in direct opposition to Aejmelacus’s
description of the translation technique used in Samuel, it does not seem possible to account for
the evidence found in this verse by recourse to her hypothesis. To insist that the translation of 1

Sam 14:41 was the unintentional result of the translator’s word-by-word approach means arguing

1% See n78 on p. 152.
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that purely by accident the translator produced a rendering with a new meaning that a) is

coherent;'"!

b) addresses a gap in the narrative; and c¢) coincides with ancient Jewish depictions
of ‘urim and tummim (as will be demonstrated below). This scenario is more likely than the
translator making strategic choices only if we are rigidly committed to the theory that the
translator was incapable of creativity. I do not intend to debunk the hypothesis that the translator
primarily gave mechanical renderings of very small segments of text, for indeed that does seem
to be his typical approach. The evidence of 1 Sam 14:41 demonstrates, however, that while he
may have rendered in small segments, he could read in larger segments.

Barr’s argument regarding the implausibility of strict word-by-word translation'”
clarifies the relationship between the rendering of 1 Sam 14:41 and the translation approach we
see elsewhere in LXX 1 Samuel. If a word-by-word translation was a choice the translator made
about how to express himself in Greek, as Barr contends, rather than a necessity born from his
limitations as a translator, as Aejmelaeus contends, then the rendering we see in 1 Sam 14:41 is
unusual rather than impossible. According to Barr’s model, the translator always read his Vorlage
for context before producing a rendering; the difference in 1 Sam 14:41 is thus not that the
translator considered more of the Vorlage than usual, but rather that the rendering does not
strictly represent the text of the Vorlage. According to Aejmelaeus’s model, in contrast, the

translator was incapable of reading the Vorlage for context. To account for the translation of 1

Sam 14:41 under this model, one would have to argue that the translator abruptly acquired a skill

"' Although the Greek of LXX"® is somewhat idiosyncratic, it is comprehensible. The assumption that the Greek
means the same thing as its Hebrew retroversion has caused sufficient mental interference that scholars have largely
been unable to read the Greek on its own terms. A reliance on Rahlfs, who failed to recognize the meaning of LXX*
and LXXP®, has further obscured the sense of these manuscripts from scholarly view. Once we remove the distortion
caused by the Vorlage and Rahlfs, the meaning of LXX*® comes into focus.

12 Barr, Typology of Literalism, [22-23]. See also the discussion on pp. 24-25 of the Introduction.
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that he did not previously possess—the ability to read, comprehend, and analyze several Hebrew
sentences as a sense-unit—and then apparently lost it again, as he returns immediately to his
typical, segmented approach. This position is untenable. Barr’s theory, on the other hand,
provides a concise explanation for the evidence of this verse: the translator was reading multiple
sentences of the Vorlage at one time, as was his usual practice, and he noticed an apparent

incongruity in the narrative which he proceeded to address with his translation.

IV. The History of Interpretation

The history of Jewish interpretation provides further support for the argument that the
translator made a conscious choice to read and render 0'nn rather than o'nn. Early Jewish texts
can give us valuable insight into how the translator might have understood the ‘#rim watummim.
The understanding of ‘@rim watummim expressed in early Jewish texts, across a wide range of
time and literary genres, does not accord with the understanding held by modern scholars.
Scholars do not know what kind of objects the ‘tirim watummim were (or was, if we imagine a
single object with two sides), nor if they were cast upon the ground, drawn from a pouch, or used
in some other way; but it does seem that a question would be posed, and the uirim watummim
would give a binary response. 'Urim would indicate one possible answer, and fummim the
other.'” This modern understanding is based on LXX 1 Sam 14:41 (and, by implication, a

104

number of other passages in Judges and Samuel) ™ and ancient Near Eastern parallels, most

'% Tt also seems that “no answer” was a possible response; see 1 Sam 28:6.

1% Often cited as implied instances of the use of “drim watummim are Judg 18:5; 20:27-28; 1 Sam 23:2, 4, 9-12;
30:7-8; 2 Sam 2:1; 5:19.
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compelling of which is the psephomancy ritual described in LKA 137.'” Early Jewish
descriptions of ‘iirim watummim, on the other hand, never depict them as a binary oracle. If the
translator did not think that the use of ‘zirim also required the use of fummim, he had no reason to
represent fummim 1in his translation.

The texts gathered here display two consistent tendencies: first, various parts of the high
priest’s garments—the ‘iirim watummim, the two stones on the shoulders of the ephod, and the
twelve stones on the breast-piece'*—are confused and conflated;'"” and second, these (conflated)
stones are thought to serve multiple purposes in multiple ways, but they are never described in
the binary fashion in which modern scholars believe the ‘irim watummim functioned.

The texts will be presented in chronological order.

'% Horowitz and Hurowitz, “Urim and Thummim.” See also the critique by Irving L. Finkel, “In Black and White:
Remarks on the Assur Psephomancy Ritual,” Z4 85 (1995): 271-76, and the response in Hurowitz, “True Light.”
For other proposals of ANE parallels, see Van Dam, Urim and Thummim, 39-81.

1% See Exod 28.

17 Also noted in Horowitz and Hurowitz, “Urim and Thummim,” 95n1. This confusion is almost certainly due in
part to the challenges posed by the ambiguous text of Exod 28. Because the ‘iirim watummim are not described—
indeed, not even identified as objects—ancient readers may have thought that o'am o™ 1R were not discrete objects
at all but rather descriptors for the stones of the breastpiece: “shining and perfect,” or, if taken as a hendiadys,
“perfect lights.” In Exod 28:30a (2ann NR1 D™ MKA 1R Dawnn [wn S8 nnat), ovnxn and o'ana could be taken as
substantive adjectives which function as an alternative designation for the breastpiece stones: thus, “You will place
in the breastpiece of judgment the shining and perfect [stones].” Some readers seem to have taken the names 01K
o' as metaphors. For example, Rashi gives the following comment: ,w18n7 0w 202 K17 0NN DRI D™IRD DX
PIIT AR DANAT PIAT TRA RIT T SYW jwnin Ha0 Tina uma nw, “The drim watummim: this [refers to] the writing
of the Divine Name, which [Moses] puts inside the folds of the breastpiece, so that by means of [the breastpiece] it
can clarify [7'®n] its words and fulfill [onann] its words.” The breastpiece and its stones function in this description
as a sort of enabler for the Divine Name, and the terms 02 0" 1IR are reimagined as actions performed by the
Name by means of the breastpiece.
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1. 4Qplsa’
The earliest text is a Qumran fragment of a pesher on Isaiah, 4Qplsa’ (4Q164).'” It has
been dated to approximately 150125 BCE,'” perhaps only a few decades after the translation of

Samuel into Greek.

f1

[To72nnwr. -] 3

[--] 2wy 0w Sp Mwa pownw S 4
[--] ominm onrn Mvawnaoern S
JNR DDA wAYI ARAR NTYIn 6

3 “I will make of rubies 4 all your battlements™ [Isa 54:12]: its interpretation
concerns the twelve [...] 5 making shine the @rim watummim in judgement [or,
the “lirim watummim are shining in judgement, or, at the time of judgement] [... ]
6 that are missing'"" from them like the sun in all its light.

Because of the fragmentary nature of the text, its overall meaning is unclear. Setting aside many
other potential topics of discussion, I would like to focus on line five, where we find the mention
of “arim watummim. There are two points of ambiguity in this line. First, the ‘urim watummim
could be the subject of the hiphil participle 0™"&n or they could be its direct object,'? in which

case the subject of the participle would likely be the twelve people or things mentioned in line

1% John Allegro, ed., Discoveries in the Judaean Desert of Jordan V: Qumrdn Cave 4 (4Q158—-4Q186) (Oxford:
Clarendon Press, 1968), 27-28.

'% John Strugnell, “Notes en marge du volume V des ‘Discoveries in the Judaean Desert of Jordan,”” RevQ 7, no. 2
(1970): 196; Cross, “Oldest Manuscripts,” 153n15.

"0 Pace Allegro, who incorrectly reads the preposition on this noun as a =2 instead of a -2. The separate stroke for
the bottom arm of the letter clearly indicates that it is a =2. So also Yigael Yadin, “Some Notes on the Newly
Published Pesharim of Isaiah,” Israel Exploration Journal 9, no. 1 (1959): 41n12; Strugnell, “Notes en marge,” 196:
“la projection a droite du trait indépendant qui forme la base identifie péremptoirement le beth.”

""" Michael O. Wise, Martin G. Abegg, Jr. and Edward M. Cook, eds., The Dead Sea Scrolls: A New Translation
(San Francisco: HarperSanFrancisco, 1996) suggest “[and there is nothing] missing.” This conjecture is appealing,
but it remains a conjecture nonetheless. Yadin similarly proposes “that this refers to the precious stones of the Urim
and Thummim whose number is full, and thus their light is not inferior to the sun in its full light,” and tentatively
reconstructs 01aKRA PRI at the end of line five. Yadin, “Some Notes,” 42.

"> The use of the definite direct object marker n&, which would resolve this ambiguity, was in decline during the
Second Temple period; Angel Saenz-Badillos, A History of the Hebrew Language, trans. John Elwolde (Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press, 1993), 119. We should therefore not expect it to appear in this Qumran text to mark the
direct object.
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four.'” Second, the prepositional phrase vawna could function adverbially (they are shining “in a

114 115

judging way”) " or temporally (they are shining at the time of judgement). > Unfortunately,
without more context it is impossible to decide definitively between these options. It is
nevertheless possible to make two key observations: the ‘zirim watummim have something to do
with judgement, and they emit light. Neither of these observations is surprising; the zirim
watummim are explicitly linked to judgement (vVawn) in Exod 28:30 and Num 27:21, and the
notion of them shining (97X in the Aiphil) seems to play etymologically on the word o™ R. It is
worth noting, however, that nowhere in the biblical text does it ever say that the 7irim watummim
shine. It is also worth noting that there is no mention in 4Qplsa’ of the ’iirim watummim giving
any sort of binary response. Given the fragmentary nature of the text, one could argue that such a
mention is simply not preserved. But it does seem from this (fragmentary) text that when the
‘urim watummim are involved in judgement, they shine. This shining is an innovation of the

interpretive tradition and does not derive from the Hebrew Bible. As we will see, the idea of the

‘rim watummim shining receives fuller treatment in later texts.

' Yadin suggests that 2wy 01w in line four refers to the priests. Yadin, “Some Notes,” 41. So also the translation in
Wise, Abegg and Cook, The Dead Sea Scrolls.

"4 This could be classed as a circumstantial bet; see IBHS 11.2.5d—e.

"' See IBHS 11.2.5c. Yadin takes the 1 as a direct object marker and attempts to draw a parallel with the
interpretation of Deut 33:8 found in 4QTest 1:14-18: man 0 2py*H T0aWR 1PRM ... IR TR0 M5 1277 08 15N
58w, “And to Levi he said, ‘Give to Levi your tummim and your ‘Girim..., and he [?] will enlighten your
judgements to Jacob and your Torah to Israel.”” The comparison with 4QTest is valuable, and Yadin’s analysis of
voWN3 is syntactically plausible (cf. 1QS 4:2: Wk 2352 '8R5, “to enlighten a man’s mind”). Yadin suggests the
meaning is that “the priests are those who by using the Urim and Thummim light (enlighten) the law” (Yadin,
“Some Notes,” 41), but o'anM 0™IRA are not marked as instrumental in the Hebrew text. His interpretation thus
strains the sense of the Hebrew.
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2.4Q376 (=1Q29)
The next text of interest is 4Q376, also known tentatively as 4QapocrMos™, dated to ca.

50-25 BCE.""*

4Q376 fli
mwnnmancie -] 1
[18%9pana3d-] 2
oWy [-] 3

flii

T2 5 TWR MORNWA 187 WR nawa Yy 8 1R
oY1 AR 2T 1Man MY TV Snpn 512 b nhan Hrnwn
nSO[R] 937 [Awr] Y12 nw P Mawn AnKi[ - o5 5[ - 2 i)

[ -- 8023m]
fli:1 [...] the anointed priest 2 [... a bJull of the herd and a ram 3 [...] for the
‘nrim. flii:1 They will shine upon you, and he will go out with him in flames of
fire. The left-hand stone which is upon his left side 2 will be uncovered for the
whole congregation to see until the priest finishes speaking. And after it [the
cloud?] has been removed 3 [...] and you will carefully d[o al]l [that] he will say
to you. 4 [And the prophet ...]

E NIV O]

This text appears to be another copy of a composition also preserved in 1Q29, also known as

Liturgy of the Three Tongues of Fire (text that overlaps with 4Q376 has been double underlined;

text that is similar to 4Q376 has been single underlined):""”

''® Magen Broshi et al., eds., Discoveries in the Judaean Desert XIX: Qumran Cave 4 V Parabiblical Texts, Part 2
(Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1995), 120-36. The text was first published in John Strugnell, “Moses-Pseudepigrapha at
Qumran: 4Q375, 4Q376, and Similar Works,” in Archaeology and History in the Dead Sea Scrolls: The New York
University Conference in Memory of Yigael Yadin, ed. Lawrence H. Schiffman (Sheffield, UK: JSOT Press, 1990),
221-56.

""" D. Barthélemy and J. T. Milik, eds., Discoveries in the Judaean Desert I: Qumran Cave I (Oxford: Clarendon
Press, 1955), 130-32.
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1Q29 fl

C[=len(-] 1
[-]wRapsn[—-] 2
[--]wr mawbamp[ xen -] 3
[-]7aThmon [Ty -] 4
[ - ]2 nbR [T -] 5
[--]mo"ama[P[--] 6
[--n>mpPRmaP P[] 7

2

[-1920--1 1

[--1nhon nrva MRk -] 2
[--]nwr mawbwdw[--] 3
[-- T5pan oy amw[ -] 4
[—-1Px[-] 5

fl1:1[...] 2[...] the stone when [...] 3 [... and he will go out] with him in flames
of fire. [...] 4 [... until] the priest finishes speaking. [...] 5 [... he will] say to you.

And the proph[et ...] 6 [...] the one who speaks falsely [...] 7 [...] YuwH your
Glod ...]. 2:1 [...] 2 [...] the right-hand [st]Jone when the prie[st] goes out [...] 3
[...] three tongues of fire ffrom? ...] 4 and afterwards it [he?] will be removed
and it [will be?] closed [...] 5 [...].

The quantity of text shared between the second column of 4Q376 and fragment 1 of 1Q29
(double underlined above), as well as the compelling similarities between the second column of
4Q376 and fragment 2 of 1Q29 (single underlined above), have led scholars to conclude that
these are two copies of the same composition."® Read together, the two texts present a picture of

an anointed priest offering sacrifices, moving in and out of a space, and addressing the

''® Broshi et al., DJD XIX, 124-30; Florentino Garcia Martinez, “Magic in the Dead Sea Scrolls,” in The
Metamorphosis of Magic From Late Antiquity to the Early Modern Period, ed. Jan N. Bremmer and Jan R. Veenstra
(Leuven: Peeters, 2002), 19-20. See also Strugnell, “Moses-Pseudepigrapha.” Strugnell further suggests that 4Q375,
which describes the preparations for a ritual that determines the authenticity of a prophet, is yet another copy of the
same composition. He proposes that 4Q376/1Q29 gives the instructions for the ritual itself. While this thesis is
tempting, it has not been proven.
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congregation; flames flashing from somewhere; and two stones, one on the right and one on the
left.
There are several biblical passages that can bring clarity to this fragmentary and

somewhat confusing scene. The first is Lev 9:23-24:

24 opn 52 HR MY TIA2 R OPA AR 197927 IR TN HAR DR IR Awn Ran 23
5p 158" 139m Opa 53 8N 0HAR NRY AOPR DR N0 Oy SaRM I 185N WR KeN
oMo

23 Moses and Aaron entered the Tent of Meeting. Then they came out and blessed
the people, and the Glory of Yuwn appeared to all the people. 24 Fire went out
from before YuwH and consumed the whole burnt offering and the fat upon the
altar. All the people saw and shouted and fell upon their faces.

The scenario described in this passage, particularly the similar language WX R”%’, suggests that
we should understand the clause W& mawHa 1y 8 in 4Q376 flii:1 (= 1Q29 f1:3) to mean that
when the priest (the antecedent of the pronominal suffix on 1Y) leaves the sanctuary, Yuws (the
subject of the verb 8¥") will accompany him in flames of fire.""” We may also infer from this
parallel that the priest has just finished communicating directly with YawH when he comes out to
address the congregation.

The second passage to consider is Exod 34:30-35:

DR RPN 31 PHR NWIN IR I MY P 73T AWR 0K SR 113 51 10K 81 30
ORI 113 52 W1 12 AR 32 oADK AW 3T ATYA 0URWIN 51 IR THR 1awn nwn
34 mon ™5 5Y 1M onR 9370 7wn 927 33 10 902 10K MY 927 WK 92 Nk 017
NR HRIW? 112 HR 9271 KT INKRY TY 1I0A0 NR O INKR 9375 M 1ab nwn Ram

5V MDA DR WA WM AW 18 MY P 2 IWN 18 DR HRIW 121871 35 MY WK
INR 9375 IR TY MO

30 Aaron and all the Israelites looked at Moses and saw that the skin of his face
was shining, and they were too afraid to approach him. 31 Moses called to them,
and Aaron and all the leaders of the congregation returned to him, and Moses

"' Contra Strugnell, who translates “he/it (i.e. ‘the priest’ or ‘the cloud”) shall go forth together with it (?) with
flashes of fire”; Strugnell, “Moses-Pseudepigrapha,” 238; Broshi et al., DJD XIX, 124. Based on Lev 9:23-24, the
subject of 8¥* should be understood as YHWH, not the priest or a cloud, and the antecedent of the pronominal suffix
on 1Y is the priest, not an undefined “it.”
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spoke to them. 32 After that, all the Israelites approached, and Moses commanded
them [to do] everything which Yuwn had said to him on Mount Sinai. 33 When
Moses finished speaking with them, he placed a veil over his face. 34 When
Moses would go before Yuwn to speak with him, he would remove the veil until
he left. He would leave and tell the Israelites whatever he would command. 35
And the Israelites would see that the skin of Moses’s face shone. And Moses
would put the veil back on his face until he came to speak with [ YuwH].

This passage describes Moses acquiring a sort of radiant divine sunburn from his time speaking
with YuwH on Mount Sinai. YHwH is so luminous that he leaves Moses with a permanent glow.'*
This glow frightens the Israelites, and so Moses covers his face with a veil. He removes the veil
whenever he is speaking with YHwH or delivering YHwH’s message to the Israelites. When Moses
finishes delivering a message (DN& 7277 nwn 5am, v. 33), he replaces the veil.

Moses’s face in this passage appears to be the model for the left-hand stone in 4Q376:
just as Moses uncovers his face so that it is visible to the Israelites while he delivers YHwH’s
message, the stone is uncovered so that the entire congregation may see it (57pn 512 ), and it
remains uncovered until the priest finishes speaking (7279 ;1121 M52 ), using the same phrase
1271/-5 71753 used in Exod 34:33. Furthermore, if it is correct that Lev 9:23-24 forms the
background for the flames of fire in 4Q376 flii:1 (= 1Q29 f1:3), as suggested above, then the
priest is coming from an immediate encounter with YHWH in the inner sanctuary just as Moses is

coming from an immediate encounter with YHwWH on Sinai; we also might presume, given the

120 Jeffrey Stackert, 4 Prophet Like Moses: Prophecy, Law, and Israelite Religion (Oxford: Oxford University Press,
2014), 187-88. On Moses’s shining face, see also Menahem Haran, “The Shining of Moses’ Face: A Case Study in
Biblical and Ancient Near Eastern Iconography,” in In the Shelter of Elyon: Essays on Ancient Palestinian Life and
Literature in Honor of G. W. Ahlstrom (Sheffield: JSOT Press, 1984), 159-73; Seth L. Sanders, “Old Light on
Moses’ Shining Face,” V'T 52, no. 3 (2002): 400—406.
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imperfective verb forms of 4Q376,"' that the priest’s communication with YawH is a repeated
event just as Moses’s is in Exod 34.'*

The stone thus appears to have an authenticating function.'” The priest comes from the
sanctuary having received direct communication from YHwH, and he uncovers the stone so that
the entire congregation can see it and thereby see that the message he delivers does indeed come
from the deity. How exactly does the stone authenticate the priest’s message? While the extant
fragments are not explicit on this point, the verb n217°R” at the beginning of 4Q376 flii:1, as well
as the parallel with Moses’s face in Exod 34, suggest that the stone would shine. The fragments
are no more explicit on the precise import of the stone’s luminescence. Several possibilities
present themselves, all equally supported by the text: one possibility is that, similar to Moses’s
face, the stone was illuminated by an initial encounter with Yuwn and since that time emits light
continuously; the congregation sees it shining whenever it is uncovered and is thereby reminded
that the priest who wears it has special access to YuwH as well as the status conferred by that
access. A second possibility is that the stone shines immediately after an encounter with YuwnH
but then ceases to shine some time after; it would need to be “recharged” by another encounter to
shine again, and so the congregation knows that the priest has just come from YHwH’s presence.
Yet a third possibility is that the stone acts as a sort of indicator light, shining specifically when

an authentic message from YHwH is being delivered, regardless of whether the stone has recently

2! xen in 4Q376 flii:1 should be understood as a conjunctive vav plus yigtol, as in Mishnaic Hebrew, and not as a

Biblical Hebrew wayyigtol.

122 My thanks to Jeffrey Stackert for this observation.

'3 Jeffrey Stackert has argued, contra Haran, “Shining of Moses’s Face,” that Moses’s shining face is not intended to
authenticate his prophetic message because the P source’s “positive anthropology” makes legitimation of prophecy
wholly unnecessary; Moses’s radiant face is rather an image of royalty. Stackert, Prophet Like Moses, 179-90.

Stackert makes a convincing argument about P’s understanding of Moses’s face, but the author of 4Q376 was not a
source critic and likely would have considered the shining face to be a sign of prophetic legitimacy.
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been in proximity to the deity; the congregation knows that as long as the stone is shining, the
words being spoken by the priest are a genuine communication from YuwH. In each case, the
congregation would receive slightly different information from seeing the stone shining.

While the extant fragments do not give a clear picture of how the stone functioned, they
do provide clues about its identity. The plural form of the verb n217"X* suggests that we should
take as the subject the “irim from f1i:3."** In other words, 4Q376 identifies the left-hand stone as
the “zirim. This proposal is based on three observations: first, and most obviously, that ‘zrim is
mentioned just before the description of the left-hand stone; second, that the use of 7”IR in the
hiphil (n217X") to describe the stone’s behavior strongly suggests word-play with o™ R;'** and
third, that the left-hand stone needs to be uncovered to be visible. Of all the stones on the high
priest’s garments, the ’iirim watummim are the only ones that might possibly be covered up.'*
The other stones worn by the high priest—the two stones on the shoulders of the ephod (Exod
28:9—13) and the twelve stones on the breast-piece (Exod 28:17-21)—were on the outside of his
clothing. We can deduce this information from Lev 8:7-9, which describes Moses dressing

Aaron in his vestments:

'** That particular instance of D& is of course not the grammatical subject of 721X it has a prefixed lamed,
which precludes it from being a subject, and from 1Q29 we can see that there was additional text between the first
and second columns of 4Q376. Either there was a second instance of D™ closer to the verb or the additional text
provided the necessary context to understand 0™ IR as the implied subject.

' Ancient exegetes (and some modern ones) have often reasoned etymologically that ©1% must have something to
do with light. See, for example, 4Qplsa’ (above); Josephus, Ant. 3:214-218 (below); b. Yoma 73b (below); further
examples in Van Dam, Urim and Thummim, 31-32. See also the LXX translation of 01X in Ezra 2:63; Neh 7:65
with participles of dwtilw, “to give light.” Aquila, Symmachus, and Theodotion render o™ with dpwtiopol,
“illuminations,” in Exod 28:30; Lev 8:8; Num 27:21; 1 Sam 28:6 (Lestienne and Grillet, Regnes, 92).

12 Although modern scholars do not assume that the ‘dirim watummim were stones, this assumption was widespread
among early readers; see the many examples in Van Dam, Urim and Thummim, 16-32.
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7 [Moses] placed the tunic upon [Aaron], and he belted him with the sash. Then
he dressed him in the robe, and he placed upon him the ephod and belted it with
the band of the ephod; he fitted it to him. 8 He put the breast-piece upon him, and
he placed the “iirim watummim in the breast-piece. 9 Then he put the headdress
upon his head, and in the front he put the golden medallion, the holy diadem, just
as YHwH had commanded Moses.

The order in which Moses places the various garments on Aaron tells us the order in which they
were worn. Moses first puts on the tunic, then the sash, then the robe, then the ephod with its
band, and then the breast-piece. There is nothing that goes over the shoulders of the ephod,
where the two stones are located, nor is there anything that goes over the breast-piece. Thus if the
high priest in 4Q376 wanted either the two stones on the shoulders or the twelve stones on the
breast-piece to be visible to the whole congregation, he would have no need to uncover them.

They are already visible all the time. The “@irim watummim, on the other hand, are kept inside the
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breast-piece.'”” Thus they would need to be uncovered in order to be visible. The author of the
composition preserved in 4Q376 and 1Q29 seems to understand that the ‘@rim watummim sat in
the breast-piece side by side, one on the left side and one on the right, and that they could be
uncovered at appropriate moments.

Contra Strugnell, who originally published 4Q376, we should not understand 1931 in
4Q376 flii:2 as “shall shine forth.”'*® His translation relies on a passage from Josephus, Ant.
3:214-215, which he describes as “strikingly similar”:'*

(214) "0 pévtor mept THig ToU dpytepéws aToATjs mapéhimov OteAbelv Povlopat

o0daubfey yap mpodyTAY xaxovpylalg xaTéAmey adopuny, &l 0¢ Tive TotolTol

yévowvto Tapeyyepelv ¢ Tol Beol dEiwpart, abToxpdTopa 8 elvar TOV Hedv
TapaTUyXavely Tols iepois xatémey 6méte Belioete xal wy mapelval, xat Tolt’ ody

127 See Exod 28:30: AN NR1 0™ IR DR 0awnn 1wn Y8 nn, “You shall place the “drim watummim inside the
breastpiece of judgement.” Although it is unusual for the preposition 9% to mean “into,” note that 5% 1"n1 is used to
describe placing the testimony (n7y) inside the ark in Exod 25:16, 21. See also Num 4:12; 5:17 where 5K 171 is best
understood as “to place in.” It is generally assumed that the “@irim watummim were placed inside the breast-piece;
see KJV, NRSV, NJPS, NIV; Martin Noth, Exodus, trans. J. S. Bowen (Philadelphia: Westminster, 1962), 222;
Umberto Cassuto, A Commentary on the Book of Exodus, trans. Isracl Abrahams (Jerusalem: Magnes, 1967), 378;
Brevard S. Childs, The Book of Exodus (Philadelphia: Westminster, 1974), 517; Van Dam, Urim and Thummim,
154-60; Houtman, Exodus, 492, 496; William H. C. Propp, Exodus 19—40 (New York: Doubleday, 2006), 347, 442—
43. For arguments against this position, see Van Dam, Urim and Thummim, 154-57.

Also note the following clause of Exod 28:30: 171" 385 1822 137K 29 5 v This is usually translated, “They will
be upon [or over] Aaron’s heart when he comes before YHwH” (e.g., NJPS; NRSV; Propp, Exodus 19—40, 314;
Childs, Exodus, 517), suggesting that the translator considers this a description of the physical location of the “Girim
watummim. A few scholars are explicit in this regard: Houtman, Exodus, 491 translates “on Aaron’s chest”; Cassuto,
Exodus, 378 translates “upon his breast.” The text does seem to bear this meaning: Exod 28 is a detailed description
of the realia of the high priest’s garments and how he shall wear them, and the 7irim watummim are indeed intended
to rest upon Aaron’s chest. But the phrase 2% b is a most unusual way to express this idea because its meaning is
almost exclusively internal—that is, mental and/or emotional: see Gen 34:3; 50:21; Judg 19:3; 1 Sam 1:13; 2 Sam
19:8; 2 Kgs 12:5; Isa 40:2; 42:25; 46:8; 47:7; 57:1, 11; 65:17; Jer 3:16; 7:31; 12:11; 19:5; 31:33; 32:35; 44:21; Ezek
14:3; Hos 2:16; Mal 2:2; Prov 25:20; Ruth 2:13; Dan 1:8; 2 Chr 7:11; 30:22. There are two examples in which the
parallelism of the verse indicates that 2% 5p has a physical sense (Prov 6:21, where 2% 5 parallels N33 5; and
Song 8:6, where it parallels 3171 5p), but in both of these cases, the physical is a metaphor for the internal. It may be
the case that the physical sense of 2% p is being used at once literally and metaphorically in Exod 28:29, 30b: Aaron
carries the names of the Israelites (v. 29) and their judgement (vawn, v. 30b) both on his chest and in his mind at the
same time. While it is not clear what it would mean for Aaron to have the 7irim watummim “on his mind,” the use of
the phrase 35 5 in Exod 28:30a nevertheless strongly suggests an internal sense. Although this would be an
idiosyncratic usage, the author may have meant that Aaron wore the ‘iirim watummim inside his clothing and thus
closer to his heart than they would have been on the outside of his clothing. A more straightforward description for
the physical location of the ‘@rim watummim would be InR pm 5.

128 Strugnell, “Moses-Pseudepigrapha,” 238; Broshi et al., DJD XIX, 124.
12 Broshi et al., DJD XIX, 124.
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‘EBpaiots dfhov eivar udvov #Héaey, dM& xal Tév Eévav Tols mapatuyydvouat.
(215) Tév yap Mbwv, olg émi Tois duots dépewy TOV dpxlepéa mpoeiTov, TapddvuyES OF
noav xal oypatver adTév Ty duot Nyolpal mepioady méaw el yvéotw ddrypévay,
ouvéPave Adumety, dméte Tais iepoupylais 6 Heds mapely, Tov Erepov ToV €Ml TE) de&IE
TGV Duwy TETopTYUEVOY by AToTNOWNS Xal Tols MoppwTATW dAVOUEVYS, 0V
TpoTEPOV TaUTYS UTapxovayns T@ Albw.

(214) However, I want to recount something I passed over regarding the raiment
of the high priest. For [Moses] left behind no possible occasion for the villainy of
[false] prophets, if there should be any of the kind that would interfere with God’s
decree, but let God decide for himself whether to be present at the holy rites when
he should wish or not to be present, and he wanted this to be clear not only to the
Hebrews, but also to any foreigners who happened to be there. (215) For
concerning the stones, which I said before the high priest wore on his shoulders
(they were sardonyxes, and I consider it superfluous to explain their character
when it is already known to everyone), it would come to pass that whenever God
was present at the religious services, the one pinned on the right shoulder [of the
priest] would shine, with a bright light leaping from it which was visible even to
those farthest away, and which had not already existed in the stone prior to that
moment."’

While it is true that there are significant parallels between the Josephus passage and 4Q376, there
is also a critical difference: the two passages describe different stones. Josephus describes the
stones that are on the priest’s shoulders: [of Aifot] oUg émi Tois Mot dbépely TOV dpytepéa mpoeiToy,
“the stones which I said before the high priest wore on his shoulders.” As was argued above,
these stones do not need to be uncovered in order to be visible. 4Q376, on the other hand,
describes the irim, which does need to be uncovered in order to be visible. When Strugnell
translates 1930 in 4Q376 as “shall shine forth,” he conflates the act of uncovering of the stone so
that it can shine with the act of shining itself. In so doing, he also collapses the distinction

between 4Q376 and Josephus. "'

1% This passage will be discussed in full below.

131 Moreover, it is a gross methodological error to use Josephus to determine the meaning of a word in a non-biblical
composition from Qumran. First there are all the difficulties posed by the fact that Josephus wrote in Greek while
4Q376 is written in Hebrew. Second, and more importantly, even if Josephus and 4Q376 were describing the same
event or phenomenon, which they are not, there is no guarantee that they would understand it in the same way or use
similar terms to talk about it.
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To summarize the discussion of 4Q376: this Qumran fragment, along with the fragments
of 1Q29, describe the priestly use of the lirim watummim. After the priest communicated with
YHwH in the sanctuary, he would come out to address the congregation, and he would uncover
the irim so that the congregation could see it shining and be able to trust that the priest’s
message was authentic. Flames would also shoot out from the sanctuary. The description of this
scene is informed by the description of Moses’s shining face in Exod 34:30-35 and by the
description of Moses and Aaron coming out of the Tent of Meeting accompanied by the fiery
Glory of YHwH in Lev 9:23-24. What we learn from this text is that the ‘#rim (and possibly the
tummim as well, although a description of its function is sadly not preserved) was thought to
have the miraculous property of emitting light and that it was used to authenticate divine
messages communicated through a human agent. The ability of the 7rim to shine is reminiscent
of the shining “dirim watummim that we saw in 4Qplsa’. Also similar to 4Qplsa’, there is no
reflection of the modern understanding that ‘iirim watummim give a binary response to a posed

question.

3. Josephus, Ant. 3.214-18

We turn now in greater detail to the passage from Josephus which is partially presented
above in the discussion of 4Q376. Josephus completed the Jewish Antiquities in 93—94 CE (see
Ant. 20.267). Although the ‘7irim watummim are nowhere mentioned by name, the passage is

clearly influenced by them.

(214) "0 yévtor Tept THig ToU dpyiepéws oToATjs mapéhimov dtebeiv Povlopat:
o00apdbev yap mpodnT@y xaxovpyials xatémey adopuny, &l 0¢ Tiveg TotoUTot
yévowvto mapeyyetpelv T6 Tol beol d&idpatt, abToxpdtopa 3 elval Tov Bedv
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TapaTUyXavely Tolg iepois xatémey 6méte Belioete xal wy mapelval, xat Tolt’ ody
“EBpalots firov elvar wévov MBEMTey, dM& xal Tév Eévwv Tois mapatuyydvouat.
(215) Tév yap Mbwv, olg émi Tois duois dépewv TOV dpylepéa mpogiTov, Tapddvuyes O
noav xal onuaivew adtév v dlow Nyt mepioody méow eis yvéiow ddrypévav,
ouvéPave Mdumety, dmdte Talis iepoupylais 6 Heds mapely, Tov Etepov ToV €ml T6) de&IE
TGV duwy TemopTNévoy alyis AToTnoways xal Tolg ToppWTATW BaVoueVyS, 0D
mpdTepov TadTys Imapxolovs T8 Abw. (216) bavpastdv uév odv xal ToliTo Tois un
™V godlav ém’ éxdaviioud Tév Belwy Roxnxiéow, 6 0” éoti TouTou BavpadiwTepov
gpd- O yap T dwdexa Albwv, olg xata aTépvov 6 dpylepels EVEpPaULIUEVOUS TG
goaiivt dopel, vixny ueMovat moAepelv Tpoeunvuey ¢ Beds (217) TooadTy yap
AmNoTPaTTEY AT alTRY alyy) UNTIwW THS CTPATIAS XEXIWVNUEVYS, WG TG TARDEL TavTl
YVwpLiLov eivat O mapeival Tov Bedv el T Emixoupiay, 80ev “EXnves of T Nuérepa
TIu@VTES €0 01 TO oty QvTidéyety dVvacbal TouTolg TOV éoafiva Abdytov xatolay.
(218) émadoato ptv odv § T éoony xal 6 oapdévug Tol Adumety Ereat diaxoatiols
mpdTepov A TadTYY ut cuvbelvar ™Y ypadiy Tol Beol duayepavavtog Eml Tfj
mapaPdoel TG véuwy, mept wv Epoliiey edxalpdtepov. Tpélopat Ot viv émi Tov €€dig
Adyov.

(214) However, I want to recount something I passed over regarding the raiment
of the high priest. For [Moses] left behind no possible occasion for the villainy of
prophets, if there should be any of the kind that would interfere with God’s
decree, but let God decide for himself whether to be present at the holy rites when
he should wish or not to be present, and he wanted this to be clear not only to the
Hebrews, but also to any foreigners who happened to be there. (215) For
concerning the stones, which I said before'* the high priest wore on his shoulders
(they were sardonyxes, and I consider it superfluous to explain their character
when it is already known to everyone), it would come to pass that whenever God
was present at the religious services, the one pinned on the right shoulder [of the
priest] would shine, with a bright light'** leaping from it which was visible even
to those farthest away, and which had not already existed in the stone prior to that
moment. (216) Now, this is already a marvel to those who have not practiced
natural philosophy until they have contempt for divine things, but I will speak of
something even more marvelous than this: for by means of the twelve stones
which the high priest wears on his chest sewn into the essén,"* God would
indicate victory to those about to fight. (217) For such a bright light would shine
forth from [the stones] before the army was put in motion that it was clear to the
whole people that God had come to their aid. For this reason, the Greeks who
honor our customs because they can say nothing against them call the essén
“oracle.”” (218) But both essén and sardonyx stopped shining two hundred years

132 See Ant. 3.165.
'3 The primary meaning of adyy is the light of the sun, so this is a very bright light indeed.

1** This word appears to be a transliteration of jwn.

%% See LXX Exod 28:30 where jwn is rendered with Aoyelov (apparently an alternate spelling of Adytov).
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before I composed this work because God was disgusted at the transgression of
the laws; but about these things we will speak at a more appropriate time. For now
I will turn to the next part of my narrative.

The first half of the passage, as discussed above, bears some significant resemblance to 4Q376:
both passages describe a stone on the priest’s garment shining to indicate that the priest has had a
legitimate encounter with God. In 4Q376, that stone is described as the left-hand stone (jarn
nHRNW), whereas in Josephus, it is the right-hand stone ([6 Aibog] émt t6 de£16) TGV By
memopTyuévo[s]), but this discrepancy is minor. The truly notable difference between the two
passages, as argued above, is that 4Q376 refers to the urim kept inside the breast-piece, while
Josephus refers to the sardonyx upon the priest’s shoulder.

The second half of the passage turns to the function of the twelve stones of the breast-
piece, which would shine before a battle to announce to Israel that they would be victorious
because God was there to help them. In fact, both sets of stones have a similar function,
exercised in different contexts: to verify the presence of God. The two shoulder stones shine to
verify that God is present at religious rites, and the twelve stones of the breast-piece shine to
verify that God is present in battle.

These observations suggest that Josephus has taken what he understood as the function of
the ‘urim watummim and given those functions to the other stones on the priest’s garments. He
seems to know the tradition represented by 4Q376 that the #rim would shine to authenticate the
priest’s message as a legitimate communication from YHwH, and he gives this function to the

right-hand shoulder stone. He also seems to draw on Num 27:21, where YHWH says that Joshua
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must stand before Eleazar and consult the “éirim watummim before going into battle,"*
presumably to ascertain whether the Israelites will be victorious; Josephus gives this function to
the stones on the breast-piece.

Again we see the two themes that are being traced through these various passages: the
‘nrim watummim have been conflated with the shoulder stones and breast-piece stones, and there
is no indication that Josephus understood them to function as modern scholars do. It does seem
that Josephus thought these two sets of stones delivered a type of binary message: they would
shine if YHwH was present and presumably would remain dark if he was not. Tellingly, however,
Josephus does not say that, for example, the right stone would shine if YawH was present while
the left stone would shine if he was not; or that certain of the breast-piece stones would light up
if the Israelites were going to be victorious while others would light up if they were going to
lose. Josephus seems to think that only the right-hand shoulder stone would shine, and that all the
breast-piece stones shone together. We see no reflection of the idea that rim would indicate one

possible answer and tummim the other.

4.b. Yoma 73a-b
The next passage to consider comes from the Babylonian Talmud, tractate Yoma.
Rabbinic literature is notoriously difficult to date; however, the rabbis mentioned by name in this

passage come from the second, third, and fourth generation of Amoraim, suggesting a tentative

B8 7pn 531 10K HRIW? 212 521 RI7IRD 170 HP1 IR A S M 1ab oIRn vawna 1 SR 7YY 1N YHR 1,
“[Joshua] will stand before Eleazar the priest, and he will seek the judgement of the “#irim for him before YHwH.
According to his command they will go out, and according to his command they will come in—he and all the
Israelites with him and the whole congregation.”
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37 B. Yoma is of course much

terminus a quo in roughly the middle of the fourth century CE.
later than LXX Samuel, but it demonstrates the continuity of the Jewish understanding of ‘iirim
watummim as a non-binary oracular medium.

The Talmud goes into some detail about precisely how one asks questions of the zrim
watummim: one is to stand facing the priest who in turn faces the Shekhinah; one should not

speak too loudly or too softly; one should ask only one question at a time. Then comes a

discussion of how the irim watummim functioned:

TR TR 113 202 KD R MET0RN TR w’p‘v W Moo N 1AM 17 Wl TR
92 RAR 37 9AK 170 2N RH XM DW 200 APy pRR* DANAK PRk 72 HRINWY 27
DW 2'ND MW 01w apyY

How was it done [i.e., how was the divine message delivered]? R. Yohanan says,
“[The letters] stand in relief.” Resh Laqish says, “[The letters] combine
themselves.” But the letter fsade is not written on them! R. Samuel b. Isaac said,
“Abraham, Isaac, and Jacob are written there.” But the letter zef is not written! R.
Aha b. Jacob said, “The tribes of Jeshurun are written there.”

This passage gives two different explicit explanations for how the rim watummim
delivered their message."”® Both explanations presume that there are letters written on the “éirim
watummim. R. Yohanan suggests that the letters pop into relief from the stones to spell out the
message, while Resh Laqish suggests that the letters move about and rearrange themselves to
spell out the message. These two proposals are innovations, for there is no mention in the biblical
text of letters being written on the “lirim watummim (let alone the letters behaving in the
miraculous ways described by the rabbis). There are letters written, however, on the two

shoulder stones and the twelve breast-piece stones: the two shoulder stones each bear the names

"*7 On the dates of these particular rabbis, see Strack and Stemberger, Introduction, 86, 90, 95.

"% y. Yoma 7:3, 50b suggests a third alternative that the high priest heard a voice which would deliver the message
(cf. Num 7:89), but it is unclear how the ‘irim watummim participated in this scenario.

182



of six of the twelve tribes of Israel (Exod 28:9-10), and the twelve breast-piece stones each bear
one of the names (Exod 28:21). This seems to be the writing that the rabbis have in mind."”
Similar to Josephus, the rabbis have conflated the ‘@irim watummim with the stones of the high
priest’s garments. They are imagining something, perhaps stones, engraved with the names of the
twelve tribes of Israel which were used to receive divine communications. These
communications were delivered by miraculous manipulation of the letters on the stones.

This text from b. Yoma offers yet another explanation for how the rim watummim
functioned that is at odds with the modern conclusion that each could give one half of a binary
response. The ‘iirim watummim in this passage are not two independent objects or responses. In
fact, they function together: because divine messages could not be fully received without all the

letters, both ‘#wrim watummim would need to be examined simultaneously for a response.

5. Pirge Rabbi Eliezer 38
The final passage to examine comes from Pirqe Rabbi Eliezer, which has been dated to
the first half of the eighth century.'* Unlike the other passages examined thus far, this one

specifically treats 1 Sam 14.

'RIV 51T 791 10PN DY D3 1R 0INAW W 12 DIRWA AR 82 000 N2 T YN
MW FIMKRDTRIW PP 1IN WAT VYA DRI YRw 8D N0 onb Har? TwR wIRA MR
DWW AR 0IN2 HRW HYRY YT ORI Sy onn onwHan IR HIRW AR Y

" The names of the twelve tribes are in fact lacking the letters sade and fet as the stam notes. They are also lacking
the letters khet and goph, although these go unmentioned; these letters would also be supplied by the inclusion of the
name Isaac (pr¥’) as R. Samuel b. Isaac suggests. y. Yoma 7:3, 50b correctly notes the absence of all four letters
(khet, tet, tsade, and qoph).

%9 Moshe David Herr, “Pirkei de-Rabbi Eliezer,” in Encyclopaedia Judaica, ed. Michael Berenbaum and Fred
Skolnik (Detroit: Macmillan Reference USA, 2007), 16:182. See also the proposal for the later date of the first few
decades of the ninth century in Gerald Friedlander, ed., Pirké de Rabbi Eliezer (London: Kegan Paul, Trench,
Trubner & Co., 1916), liii-liv. Like b. Yoma, PRE is much later than LXX Samuel but still displays the same
tendencies as the earlier examples given above. The cited text is from the Friedlander edition.
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AW VAW 521 AR AN AR TIRN 72T AW T AW Vav How ooaw wy
7251 M5 S0 0na HYn patia vaww YT AR AR AR A0 KD Aay nww
WP 12 7RIV 133 OR 2709 1290 AR DR ApH1 Innam IR 725 RIW NN IRw
5P AW 120 PHY 12PM RN AW TOND IR 0P 19 IR 901 11 R Y

nn KRNI DR OPA T RIW MAN IMRTND NP INMY

Know the power of the ban! Come and see from the case of Saul, son of Kish,
who issued a ban that the whole people, from young to old, should fast, as it is
said: “Cursed is the man who eats bread” [1 Sam 14:24]. But Jonathan did not
hear, and he ate a bit of honey and his eyes lit up, as it is said: “his eyes both lit
up” [1 Sam 14:27]. Saul saw that the Philistines were returning against Israel, and
he knew that Israel had violated the ban. He looked at the twelve [stones of the?]
tribes,'*! for each tribe which performed a commandment, its stone would shine
light, but any tribe which transgressed, its stone would not shine light. And he
knew that the tribe of Benjamin had violated the ban. He cast lots, and Saul and
Jonathan were selected, as it is said: “and Saul and Jonathan were selected” [1
Sam 14:41]. Saul took his sword to kill his son, as it is said: “Thus may God do to
me and thus again; [you must die, Jonathan!]” [1 Sam 14:44]. The people said to
him, “Our lord king, this is a mistake!” They brought a whole burnt offering on
his behalf for his mistake, and [God] was pleaded with for his sake, and they
redeemed him from death, as it is said: “The people redeemed Jonathan, and he
did not die” [1 Sam 14:45].

This passage retells the entire pericope in a condensed and somewhat altered form. In this
version, there is no failed attempt at divination (cf. 1 Sam 14:37), and Saul seems to know
immediately that his fortunes have turned because someone violated his order to fast. (In the
biblical text, he does not know the source of the sin-guilt until Jonathan tells him in v. 43.) There
is no battle with the Philistines, and the incident of the Israelites eating the blood and Saul
constructing an altar has been passed over. Along with these omissions, however, there is a

significant addition: Pirqe Rabbi Eliezer tells us that the twelve stones of the twelve tribes—

' Just above, a similar scene is related in which Joshua is attempting to discover who transgressed a ban (cf. Josh
7:16—18). The text there reads 17°2 Mrn 7MW LAY 521 B"aW 27 TH1D v 5 172 bW 0UAR WY DUW1A YT AR

1Y 7251 M5 Ham oana 5Yn AT VAVW YT TNR AT A0 RS 777aY 127 17 1w vaw 521 MR AR AN
"M12 13, “Joshua looked at the twelve stones of the high priest which corresponded to the twelve tribes. Each tribe
which had a commandment in its hand was shining its light, but each tribe which had a transgression in its hand was
not shining its light. And he knew that the tribe of Judah had transgressed the ban, and he cast lots, and Achan son of
Carmi was selected.” This parallel passage suggests that we should understand that Saul was looking at the stones on
the breast-piece which corresponded to the twelve tribes rather than at the tribes themselves.
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presumably the twelve stones on the high priest’s breast-piece—would light up if the members of
the tribe had been following YHwH’s commandments (711%1 927 7”7wy) but would remain dark if
the members had transgressed (77°2y n”wy). Consulting these stones is thus the first step Saul
takes to determine who has displeased YHwWH.

This passage provides yet another example of the conflation of the #irim watummim with
the stones of the high priest’s garments. In this case, the twelve stones of the breast-piece have
taken on the oracular function of the ‘lirim watummim as well as their ability to emit light, which
we saw above in 4Qplsa‘, 4Q376, and Josephus. There seems to be a subtle distinction, however,
between the texts discussed above and Pirqe Rabbi Eliezer. The earlier texts describe the “irim
watummim (and their conflated versions) as controlled by Yuwn: in 4Q376 and Josephus, the
stones shine when YHwH is or has just been present, and in b. Yoma they spell out messages sent
from Yuwn. In Pirge Rabbi Eliezer, on the other hand, the stones seem to have a magical quality.
They have the ability to monitor the behavior of all the Israelites, of whom there are now at least
several hundred thousands, to detect when someone has committed a transgression, to know
which tribe that person belongs to, and to dim the appropriate stone on the breast-piece, all
without any apparent intervention from YHwH. They are presented as autonomous in a way that
they are not in the earlier texts.

After Saul has consulted the stones and determined that the tribe of Benjamin is to blame,
he still needs to identify the individual transgressor. To do this, he casts lots. It is tempting to
understand these lots as the urim watummim. In favor of this interpretation is the fact that the
first step in the process of identifying the transgressor—looking at the twelve stones to see which

one is not shining and thereby to determine which tribe has the offending member—has a
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miraculous nature, and so perhaps the second step (casting lots) should be as well. In an
alternative version of this process, described in David Kimhi’s commentary on Joshua,
individuals would pass before the ark, and the transgressor would become rooted to the ground
and be unable to move.'* If we take Kimhi’s description as a model, then the step of identifying
the individual transgressor in Pirqe Rabbi Eliezer should also be miraculous. In this case, we
should understand the lots (n%13) to be the ‘lirim watummim rather than lay lots.

In opposition to this interpretation stand three factors: first, if Pirqe Rabbi Eliezer wanted
to say that these lots were the ‘lirim watummim, it could have, but it does not. Second, the
mention of lots at this point in the narrative is likely a reflection of the language used for lots in 1
Sam 14:40, 42, specifically the dividing of the people into two groups in v. 40 and the verbs 772%
(niphal) and 8% in v. 42.'* It thus has an identifiable source in the biblical narrative and need
not follow the model of creative elaboration we see in Kimhi. Third, we have seen a pattern in
the history of interpretation of ‘zirim watummim that they were not considered lots to be cast, and
so it is unlikely that Pirqe Rabbi Eliezer understands them that way. Given the relative strength
of these three arguments, it is preferable that we consider the lots in Pirqe Rabbi Eliezer to be lay

lots and not the ’#rim watummim.

2 See Kimhi on Josh 7:14: nwn m 9127 7771 K5w 1091p IR AW I 7253 1RA 185 Dvayn 2 1R, “They say
that he made them pass before the ark, and the ark would grab the one who was indicated, so that he would be
unable to move from the spot.”

'3 These are the very elements which prompted Lindblom to argue that “to every Hebrew reader or hearer it was
immediately clear that the measures taken in the previous part of the narrative in order to discover who was guilty
(the placing of the two parties opposite each other and Saul’s prayer) had reference to an ordinary lot-casting
procedure,” Lindblom, “Lot-Casting,” 176; see n26 on p. 135. The author of Pirqe Rabbi Eliezer is evidently one of
those Hebrew readers to whom it was clear that Saul was casting lots.
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6. Concluding observations

Although these passages cannot tell us how the Septuagint translator of Samuel thought
the ‘lirim watummim functioned, they can tell us something about what he likely did noft think. In
keeping with the traditions presented here, the translator likely did not believe that when the
‘nrim watummim were consulted, each would represent one of two possible and mutually
exclusive answers to a posed question. Seen in this light, the translator’s decision to render 0D
rather than 021 is all the more reasonable. If he did not believe that tummim was the necessary
correlative of iirim, then he had no logical requirement to keep tummim in his translation: it was
not necessary for the coherence of the verse.

To push these observations a little further, the translator may have been correcting the
Vorlage not only for narrative consistency, as argued above, but also to keep it consistent with
what he knew about ‘#rim watummim. He may in fact have thought that the Vorlage was
misrepresenting how ‘iirim watummim were used. Certainly the depiction in the Vorlage is
nothing like the depictions in later Jewish literature. The translator may have been partly
motivated to use 0010Tys in 1 Sam 14:41 by a desire to represent ‘irim watummim in a way that

he believed to be more accurate.

V. The Textual Development of 1 Sam 14:41
Finally, I turn now to a consideration of the various textual witnesses we have for 1 Sam
14:41. Aejmelaeus has written that “the first and foremost question in textual criticism is not

‘which one of the readings is the most original?’ or ‘which reading best of all suits the context?’,
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but instead, ‘what happened to the text?’ or ‘how did the various readings come about?”'** She
further elaborates,

In textual criticism the most important criterion for me is that the reading from
which it is easiest to derive all the other readings should be regarded as the
original. The task of the textual critic is like that of a Sherlock Holmes, trying to
find out on the basis of the evidence what has happened. Tracing the change from
one text-form to another and examining the motives behind the change is my idea
of textual criticism in the Septuagint. The motives play an essential role because
so many changes have been made on purpose.'*

In this section I will present a theory of textual development that accounts for how the various
readings in the Hebrew and Greek witnesses came about. I will argue that LXX*® represents the
earliest Greek translation of 1 Sam 14:41 and discuss how the other translations derive from it,
taking care to examine the motivations behind the changes.

We begin with the Vorlage, which is shared by all the textual witnesses, so that we can
see clearly how they relate to each other.'*®

IV 132 NP2 IR 02 WY DR DA TTAY DR Y KD D ORI mHR i DIRY 0K
DIRWI [T 725N 0N 1130 HRIW? TAYA KRN 12 DRI ONR 130 SR HR
IRRY DY
Saul said, “YnwHn, God of Israel, why have you not answered your servant today?
If the wrongdoing is in me or in Jonathan my son, YuwH, God of Israel, give
‘nirim. But if you say thus: ‘In your people Israel,” give tummim.” And Jonathan
and Saul were selected while the people were exonerated.

This proposed Vorlage is the starting point for the many versions, both Hebrew and Greek, that

we have of 1 Sam 14:41.

14 Aejmelaeus, “Corruption or Correction,” 2.
5 Aejmelaeus, “David’s Return,” 104,
' This proposed Vorlage is first presented on p. 139.
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First, let us look briefly again at 4Q52, which in its reconstructed form is almost identical
with the Vorlage (save for the first few words of the verse, which are not extant and have not

been reconstructed):

137 ORI THR I WA 2 IT]3 R [P W DR O TTAY R Iy RO and] ]
[58w° TAYa 1w DRI DMIR
IR[ oym Swwy iy M onn nan] 2

1 “Why have you not answered your servant today? If the guilt is in me or in my
son Jonathan, YuwH God of Israel, give 7irim. But if it is in your people Israel, 2
give tummim.” Jonathan and Saul were selected while the people were
exonerated.

As discussed above, to the extent that the reconstruction can be trusted, 4Q52 seems to be a
reasonable representation of the Vorlage.

Next we will review MT, our other Hebrew witness for this verse:

IRY DY HIRWT e 725 oan nan DR TOR M HR HIRW KM

Saul said to YHwH, the God of Israel, “Answer honestly!” Jonathan and Saul were
selected while the people were exonerated.'!’

By looking at the Vorlage, the trigger for the homoioteleuton that created the MT text is clear.
The scribe’s eye skipped from one instance of 8w to the next. Besides the absence of the plus,
the consonantal text of MT is almost identical to the Vorlage.'** As discussed above, the
vocalization 0"n seems to have been an attempt to make sense of a corrupted text.'’

I turn now to the Greek witnesses. The following chart compares the Greek versions to

each other and to the Vorlage. For the sake of precision, LXX" and LXX" have been kept

"7 For notes on this translation, see n2 on p. 131 and n3 on p. 131.

'*¥ The one difference that remains is the preposition 5& in MT, which is not reflected in any of the LXX
manuscripts. The scholarship is largely silent on the relationship of this preposition to the rest of the textual
tradition. McCarter tentatively suggests that it could be a misreading of a vocative lamed; McCarter, I Samuel, 247.
On vocative lamed, see IBHS 11.2.10i. This proposal is questionable, but a better suggestion has not been
forthcoming.

9 See pp. 135-136.
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separate in the chart, but in the discussion that follows, I will refer to the combined text LXX"®;

on the deviations in the two texts, see above.'

Table 12: The major Greek versions of 1 Sam 14:41

Vorlage LXX* LXX"® Antiochene text LxXXY
5IRW RNl eimey Saovd xal elmey Satovh xal eime Satovh xal elmey Satovh
5w nHR M| Kopie 6 Beds Iopan) |idem idem idem
nns|ém i &7t i &1 i 8T1
iy 8 otk dmexpiby olx amexpifng olx amexpifng ox amexpifng
D11 7T NR|TE doVAw gov idem idem idem
aNuepov
DR |9 7) el 7)
12N IR 12 w0 | &y guot 4 év lwvabay |idem idem idem
TOR M YR |16 vie pou % ddixla
O™ 127 YR | wlpte 6 Bedg Topanh
90g OnAoug
ORI xal édv xal éqv xal €l xal éav
TNKRN 12| Tdde gimyg Tade elmy Tade elmolg TaE EIMNG

ORI TAYa

76 Aad oov Iopani

9dg O T6 Aaé gov
Iopani

&v ¢ had N adixia

év 7@ A gov
Iopanh % Gowia

DYan Nan

0dg 0% 6atéTyTa

0d¢ 09) baLéTyTaL

0b¢ 6atéTNTAL

00 0) baLéTyTaL

M

1 ~
xal xAnpolital

\ ~
xal ¥Anpolital

xal xataxinpoitatl

xal xataxAnpolite

5RW1 1N

Twvaday xai ZaovA

Twvabay xal ZeovA

SaovA xal Iwvaday

Twvaday xal ZaouA

IRR DY

xal 6 Aadg €7Dy

xal 6 Aadg eERADey

xal éEAiMBev 6 Aads

xal 6 Aadg EERADey

10 See p. 151.
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First we will review the composite text LXX*®, which has been presented above:"'

xal elmev SaovA Kdpte 6 Beds Topan Ti 611 olx dmexpibns 16 dodw cou anjuepov; 7} év

guol % &v Iwvabav 76 vié pou 1 aduia; xUpte 6 Beds Iopand 9o ONAoug: xat v Tdde
bl ~ ~ 1 1\ ¢ 14 1 ~ 1 1 ¢

el 7@ Aad oov Iopand 0d¢ 09 oatdtnTa. xal xApolital Iwvabay xat Taovl xal 6

Aads EE7ADev.

And Saul said, “Lord God of Israel, why have you not answered your servant
today? Is the wrongdoing either in me or in my son Jonathan? Lord God of Israel,
give 7irim! And if you say thus [i.e., that one of us did wrong], [then] to your
people Israel please give blamelessness [i.e., declare them innocent].” And
Jonathan and Saul were selected, and the people were exonerated [literally, left].

As this chapter argues, the translator read the Vorlage and, in order to make the narrative
consistent and to depict the rim watummim in keeping with his understanding of how they
worked, decided that the best reading of the consonants 01 was 00 rather than onn. To
accommodate his reading of the text, he omitted the preposition -2/év and rendered the particle
DR as 7. These adjustments to the Vorlage are quite minor; the second may not be considered an
“adjustment” at all but rather a valid alternative interpretation. As discussed above, there are also
two purely contextual changes in LXX*®: 8¢ 0MAoug is no longer an apodosis, and the pronoun
Tade has become anaphoric. It is remarkable that the translator was able to change the meaning of
the verse so thoroughly with so few alterations to the Vorlage. Indeed, if LXX*® were to be
retroverted into Hebrew, the consonants would be identical with the Vorlage except for the
absence of the preposition =2 before 7np. The translator seems to have tried to adhere to the
Vorlage as closely as possible while also addressing what he saw as deficiencies in the text. The
way in which the translator approached this verse is thus related to the highly isomorphic

technique he generally practices.'”

! See pp. 151-155.

'32 On the typically rigid, isomorphic technique of the translator of LXX Samuel, see Aejmelaeus, “Septuagint of 1
Samuel,” especially 124, 128-34.
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Now we turn to the Antiochene text:

xal eime SaovA Kipie 6 Beds Lopan, i 8t1 odx dmexpibns 16 doldw gou anjuepov; €l
gv épol 1) &v lwvabay 6 i@ wov 9 ddixia, xOpte 6 Beds IopanA, 9o onAoug: xat el
tade eimolg 'Ev T Aad % dowia, 0¢ 6a1éTnTa. xai xataxinpoltat Zaoul xal
Twvabay, xal é£7ABey 6 Aads.

And Saul said, “Lord God of Israel, why have you not answered your servant
today? If the wrongdoing is in me or in my son Jonathan, Lord God of Israel, give
‘nurim. And if you should say thus, ‘The wrongdoing is in the people,’ give
tummim.” And Saul and Jonathan were selected, and the people were exonerated
[literally, left].

A few textual differences notwithstanding, the Antiochene text has the same logical structure as
Rahlfs: “if a, then x; but if b, then y.”” Despite the fact that 610T9¢ means “blamelessness” and
not “tummim,” we can see that the Antiochene text, like Rahlfs, intends 6c16Ty¢ to mean
“tummim.” If we were to translate 6a107%s in the Antiochene text as “blamelessness,” then Saul’s
request would mean, “If the wrongdoing is in me or Jonathan, give irim; but if you say the
wrongdoing is in the people, give blamelessness.” The logic of this request would be unclear
because there is no obvious opposition between ’iirim and blamelessness."”® By contrast, the
logic of a request for #rim under condition a or fummim under condition b is quite clear and
accords with the modern scholarly understanding of how the ‘@rim watummim functioned.

The Antiochene text preserves a number of variants typical of this text, which tends to
prefer Attic forms to koine forms, to clarify content, to improve style, and to replace simple verbs

with compound verbs:"**

' If the Antiochene text did indeed intend “blamelessness” by éaiéts, the verse would seem to mean that Saul

wants himself or Jonathan to be punished for wrongdoing but he hopes the people will be pardoned for any
transgression. It is not clear, however, that an indication of wrongdoing by means of “Zirim implies punishment by
YuwH. Indeed, the threat of punishment comes from Saul himself (see v. 39), so there is no need for him to ask
YHwWH to refrain from blaming (and then punishing) the people. It seems more likely that the Antiochene text
understands Saul to be asking for a response of ‘irim or tummim.

1% Fernandez Marcos, Introduccion, 233-34. See also Brock, Recensions, 224-99.
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* The aorist subjunctive elmys is replaced by the optative eimog.

* &V 16 Aad oou IopanA is simplified to év 7@ Aaé." The excision of the words gou and TopanA
should be understood as attempts to improve the text. The editor may have understood the
possessive pronoun oov to refer to Saul and considered it inappropriate for Yuwn to refer to
Israel as Saul’s people. As for the loss of Iopana, it is possible that the editor thought that the
guilt of the entire people Israel was not in question; contextually we can understand opi in this
passage as “the troops”—that is, not the entire Israelite nation, but rather only the people who
were with Saul and Jonathan, namely the army. And indeed, as we saw in the discussion of the
narrative, it is likely that Saul considers the fault to lie in the troops, who have improperly
slaughtered and eaten their spoils. There are thus exegetical reasons for the Antiochene text to
have altered the original reading."*

* %) &dixia is repeated after &v ¢ Aad. This repetition seems intended to clarify the meaning of
the sentence by making explicit the implied subject.

» The names of Jonathan and Saul are presented in reverse order in the last clause. The
Antiochene text seems to have reversed the original order (“Jonathan and Saul”) to harmonize
Saul’s request with the response. Saul asks, “Is the wrongdoing in me or in my son Jonathan?”
and so the Antiochene text says that they were indicated in that order, first Saul and then

Jonathan.

"> The Antiochene reading év 76 Aa@ cannot be the original; if the second instance of “Israel” were not present in
the Vorlage, there would not be a clear trigger for the homoioteleuton in MT.

'3 On the tendency of the Antiochene text to make changes to the text for exegetical reasons, see Fernandez Marcos,
Introduccion, 234: “El texto antioqueno en [los libros historicos] completa lo que ha quedado por decir o esta dicho
implicitamente en la cadena narrativa..., y realiza otra serie de intervenciones editoriales de caracter teologico,
midrasico o simplemente cultas (‘Gelehrtenkorrekturen’).”
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* xMpoditar is changed to the compound verb xataxAnpodrar.'”’
* The Hebrew word order xal 6 Aadg é£7ABev has been changed to xai ¢£5A0ev 6 Aad.

The Antiochene text represents a revision back towards the meaning of the Hebrew,'™
most likely via the mediation of a hexaplaric text."” One might reasonably ask how do we know
that the Antiochene text is a revision; why is it not simply the earliest translation, which was then
altered in the other Greek versions? The evidence in favor of the Antiochene text as a revision is
that it misuses the word 616ty in describing the use of ‘éirim watummim. The choice of 6a16Tyg
rather than &\%feie makes sense only in the context of LXX*®, which understood the consonants
DN to mean “blamelessness,” not “fummim,” and which made additional changes to the
structure and meaning of the verse in order to accommodate this reading. The Antiochene text,
however, retains the sense of the Vorlage and therefore has no reason to use 6g107%g unless that
word has already become an established part of the textual tradition The Antiochene text must be

following LXX*" in its use of 6a1dtys even as it reinstates the Vorlage’s sense of the verse.

"7 Contrast Brock, who argues that the compound xataxAypodtat is original on the basis of its use in LXX" at 1 Sam
10:20, 21; 14:42. Brock, Recensions, 280. It is easier, however, to imagine that the Antiochene text is harmonizing
the verb in v. 41 with the verbs in 10:20, 21 and 14:42 than to explain why LXX"*® would have omitted the
prepositional prefix.

'8 A similar phenomenon occurs in 1 Sam 1:6 (see pp. 52-54 in Chapter Two), although in that case the Antiochene
text preserved a double translation: the mistaken translation of LXX® and the accurate translation. In 1 Sam 14:41,
only the translation which accurately represents the Vorlage has been preserved, perhaps because it is so similar to
the LXX"® translation.

'% On the presence of hexaplaric corrections in the Antiochene text, see Brock, Recensions, 170-73, 297-98; Anneli
Aejmelaeus, “What Rahlfs Could Not Know: 1 Sam 14,4-5 in the Old Greek,” in After Qumran: Old and Modern
Editions of the Biblical Texts—The Historical Books, ed. Hans Ausloos, Bénédicte Lemmelijn and Julio Trebolle
Barrera (Leuven: Peeters, 2012), 89; Aejmelacus, “Doublets,” 1013, 19. Fernandez Marcos, Introduccion, 234
suggests that for certain books the earliest stratum of the Antiochene text was corrected directly from the Vorlage
(“el primer principio recensional consiste en la correccion del texto segun la Vorlage hebreo-aramea
correspondiente”), but as Brock and Aejmelaeus point out, knowledge of Hebrew was quite rare among early
Christians.
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Finally, let us consider LXX". Unlike LXX"*, LXX", and the Antiochene text, LXX" has
not been published, so I have reconstructed it from the variants listed in the critical apparatus in

Brooke, McLean, and Thackeray and the preliminary apparatus of the Gottingen edition:

xal elmev SaovA Kdpte 6 Beds Iopan, i 8Tt olx dmexpibns 16 dodw gou ahjuepov; 7)
gv épol 1) &v Twvabay 76 i@ wou 9 ddixia; xUpte 6 Beds Iopand, 0d¢ OnAous: xal éav
tade elmyns, Ev 16 Aad gov IopanA 7 ddixia, 0d¢ 0% 6otdtnTa. xal xataxinpolite
Twvabay xal Zaov), xal 6 Aads E7ADev.

And Saul said, “Lord God of Israel, why have you not answered your servant
today? Is the wrongdoing either in me or in Jonathan my son? Lord God of Israel,
give urim! And if you say thus, ‘The wrongdoing is in your people Israel,’ give
tummim.” And Jonathan and Saul were selected, and the people were exonerated
[literally, left].

This text preserves elements found in both the Antiochene text and LXX*®. From LXX"® it has
retained the conjunction 7, the possessive pronoun gov, the appositive IopanA, and the word order
at the end of the verse; from the Antiochene text it has retained the preposition v, the second
instance of 7 @dixia, and the compound verb xataxAnpoite (Antiochene text -tat). Although
LXX" follows LXX*® in having only a single conditional sentence, nevertheless 6a1étyg in this
text should be understood to represent “tummim’ as it does in the Antiochene text. Like the
Antiochene text, LXX" reads év before ¢ Aaé and 7 &dula after it, thereby creating a clear
dichotomy between two options: is the wrongdoing in Saul or Jonathan, or is the wrongdoing in
the people? If option a, then give irim; if option b, then give 6a16ty¢. The context demands that
0010Ty¢ be understood as “tummim” here just as it is in the Antiochene text. LXX" must also be
following LXX*" in the use of da1étyg.

In fact, every Greek witness attests the use of 6g1dt7¢ (save 509, which has Be161yg), but

LXX* and LXX? are the only texts which make the necessary changes that allow ég1dtyg rather
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than é\beia to make sense. Put another way, LXX" and LXX" are the only texts where 6a16Tys is
not the wrong word.

The conclusion to be drawn from this discussion is that the oldest Greek translation of 1
Sam 14:41 must be LXX*® because it is the text which shows us why the translator used the
word 6a16Tns: he was not translating “ irim” and “tummim,” but rather “ dirim” and
“blamelessness.” The choice of da1étng in LXX*® is accommodated by minor changes which
were introduced into the Greek text in order to clarify the translator’s intended meaning. LXX*
and LXX?® are clearly derived from this hypothetical composite text: they both convey the
meaning of LXX*® but have suffered from errors (and perhaps additions)'® in the transmission
process. Both the Antiochene text and LXX" must be later than LXX"® because they follow that
text in using oaiotys despite the fact that, strictly speaking, it is not what they mean.

My proposal for the textual development of 1 Sam 14:41 is represented in the following

chart. Although a certain amount of relative chronology is implied, it should not be read too

strictly; the intent of the chart is to show lines of influence rather than chronology per se.'®'

' See n74 on p. 151 on the second instance of 6¢ 8 in LXX".

' The hesitancy about equating 4Q52 with the Vorlage (see the approximation sign) is due to the fact that 4Q52 is
almost entirely reconstructed. It seems overly confident to say that a text we do not have in its entirety is a perfect
candidate for the Vorlage. See also p. 138.
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Figure 3: The textual development of 1 Sam 14:41

Vorlage (= 4Q52)

MT LXXA/B\
(hexaplaric text?)

AN

LXXA LXX® Antiochene text

/

LXXY

It is somewhat surprising that the Antiochene text and LXX" use LXX*®’s 6q1éys even
though it does not make sense in the verse as they present it. Given that both texts show changes
to LXX"?, it is unlikely that they retained 6g1étng out of some sense of loyalty. It is quite
possible that the scribes did not realize that 6g16tn¢ in LXX*" is not intended to render ommn;
after all, modern scholars have also not recognized this misalignment of the Greek with the
Vorlage.'” The Antiochene text is particularly striking in this regard since it had some sort of
access to the Vorlage and corrected the sense of LXX"® back towards it (restoring the
conditional particle &i and the preposition év). Perhaps the scribe assumed that 6g16T9g was an
acceptable rendering of o'nn. This oversight could suggest that, at least in this case, the person
responsible for the Antiochene text had less acquaintance with Pentateuchal translation

equivalents than did the translator.

12 See n66 on p. 148.
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Aejmelaeus’s proposed text
In her forthcoming critical edition of the Greek text of Samuel for the Gottingen

Septuagint series,'” Aejmelaeus proposes the following reconstructed text of 1 Sam 14:41:

xal elmey a0V Kdpte 6 Beds Topanh, Ti 811 0dx dmexpidng 6 doddw gou auepov; el
gv épol 1) &v Twvabay Té vid pov 1) doxia, xUpte 6 Bedg TopanA, 0o 0NAoug: xal €av
tade eimyng 'Ev T6 Aad gou Topan 1 ddixia, 00¢ 0% 6a16TyTa. xal xataxAnpoltal
Twvabay xal Zaol), xal 6 Aads eE7ADev.

Her inclusion of 7 &dixia after T6 Aad oov lopanA is surprising; presumably she takes this to be
an accurate representation of the Vorlage, but then we must wonder why the corresponding
Hebrew is not preserved in MT since it comes after the homoioteleuton. I also disagree that the
compound verb xataxAnpodital is original, but Brock supports Aejmelaeus in this reading.'**

The most important challenge that can be raised against her reconstruction, however, is
that as in Rahlfs, the Antiochene text, and LXX", the logical structure of Saul’s request in her
text—"if the wrongdoing is in me or Jonathan, give 7irim, but if the wrongdoing is in the people,
give 6016TY¢"—demands that we translate 6c16Tyg as “fummim” even though that is not what the
Greek means. Moreover, simply correcting 6a1étns to ¢GAnbeia (the Pentateuchal equivalent for
1:)’7313)'65 does not solve the problem, for then we have to account for how 6at6Tns came to be used
in the extant text forms. If we were to take Aejmelaeus’s text, with the correction of @Anfeia for
6a1étys, as OG, then we would have to imagine that LXX*® looked back at the Vorlage'* and

corrected OG away from the Hebrew. As she herself has said, “changes against the Hebrew... are

'8 Septuaginta: Vetus Testamentum Graecum, Auctoritate Societatis Litterarum Gottingensis editum (Gottingen:
Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1931-).

' Brock, Recensions, 280. See n157 on p. 194.
165 Exod 28:30; Lev 8:8; Deut 33:8.

1% The LXX"® translation can only have been produced from the Hebrew because of the on/omn interchange. It
could not have arisen from an interaction solely with another Greek translation.
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not typical of any known recension of the Septuagint.”'®” Aejmelaeus’s reconstruction therefore
cannot represent OG. The Old Greek must be the text which accounts for 6a16tys, and that text is

LXXAP,

VI. Conclusion

The argument of this chapter suggests several surprising conclusions. The first is that MT
and LXX arrived at the same non-intuitive reading—uo"nn/ogiétns—but by different means. The
MT reading came about through scribal error, while the LXX reading came about through the
translator’s careful and creative editing of the Vorlage to address a perceived problem in the
narrative. The intersection of the MT and LXX texts in this one word appears to be a
coincidence.

The second surprise is that LXX*® represents the Old Greek despite the fact that it is not
an accurate representation of the Vorlage; conversely, Rahlfs text appears to accurately represent
the consonantal text of the Vorlage but cannot be the Old Greek because it cannot account for
oatotyg. This is an unusual state of affairs because the translator of Samuel tended to give a very

close, highly isomorphic rendering of his Vorlage; indeed, it is one of the hallmark traits of his

17 Aejmelaeus, “David’s Return,” 100.
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work.'® In this case, however, he has intentionally deviated from the Vorlage in order to address
what he sees as a deficiency in the narrative. He has attempted to improve on the Vorlage with
his translation. This example urges us to nuance our description of the translator: he is not always
as rigid as he is generally considered. Our description must expand to include the possibility that
when he considered it necessary, the translator was able to make interpretive departures from the
Vorlage.

Our description must also expand to accommodate the idea that the translator was
capable of considering larger segments of the text rather than being confined to a word-by-word
approach. It is not possible to account for the textual evidence of 1 Sam 14:41 unless we
recognize that the translator had the ability to broaden his focus more widely than has previously
been argued. This finding 1s in agreement with Barr’s position that word-by-word translation is a
choice the translator makes about how to represent his Vorlage rather than a result of his
incompetence as a reader of Hebrew.

This chapter thus argues for a somewhat different conception of the translator of Samuel
than has previously been proposed. The example of 1 Sam 14:41 demonstrates that the translator
could, at times, show a degree of creativity and freedom from the constraints of the Vorlage that
has not been previously imagined. He could read several sentences of his Hebrew text at a time

and consider whether they were coherent, both with each other and, perhaps, with extra-biblical

1% Aejmelaeus, “Septuagint of 1 Samuel,” 124. Aejmelaeus does note a few important areas in which the translator
felt a greater degree of freedom, namely in his use of the genitive absolute, his choice of verbal tenses (hence the
frequent use of the historical present in LXX 1 Samuel), and his choice of equivalents for verbs of motion
(Aejmelaeus, “Septuagint of 1 Samuel,” 135-39). See the more detailed discussion on pp. 25-27 of the Introduction.
We should not gloss over this aspect of the translator’s technique; however, none of Aejmelaeus’s examples prepare
us for the creativity which we find in 1 Sam 14:41. She also notes that “it is typical of most good free renderings
used by this translator that he only needed to consider a small segment of the Hebrew text at a time, just one or two
Hebrew words” (Aejmelaeus, “Septuagint of 1 Samuel,” 135), but the example of 1 Sam 14:41 demonstrates that he
was capable of free renderings which required the consideration of larger portions of text.
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traditions such as alternative methods of using the ‘irim watummim. When he determined that
his text was not coherent, he could “repair” the Vorlage with his translation, employing strategies
as subtle as choosing a rarely-used equivalent and as bold as omitting a preposition. While some

limited creativity has been attributed to the translator in the past,'®”

it is neither of the same type
nor on the same scale as what we have seen in 1 Sam 14:41. The ability to read and consider
several Hebrew sentences at a time before committing a translation to writing also attests to a
greater facility with both Hebrew language and the practice of translation than has previously
been argued. The fact that he could consider more than a word or two at a time also leads us to
surmise that typical “word-by-word” approach is a choice rather than a necessity.

Finally, we must ask why we see this kind of creativity in 1 Sam 14:41. The best
explanation may simply be that the translator, like all humans, is neither consistent nor
systematic. Something about this verse struck him as needing a different approach, or he had an
insight into the meaning of the verse which drove him away from his usual translational

strategies. Fortunately, we are still able to see what the translator did even if we are unable to see

why he did it. That knowledge alone has already proven to be of great value.

' See n167 on p. 200.
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Chapter 4

1 Sam 15:29: Reading 587w nwa in Light of 1 Kgs 11

I. Introduction

This chapter argues that the Septuagint rendering of the phrase 987w n¥1in 1 Sam 15:29
is not simply a mistaken translation, as has been suggested,' but rather exemplifies the
translator’s ability to engage in translation as creative problem-solving. The unusual divine
epithet 987w N1 is rendered in the Septuagint by a verbal clause, diaipebioetar Iopan,
evidently reflecting a mental text of 98 W n¥ni created through metathesis of the khet and the
tsade and the addition of a final /e.” Transformations of these kinds are well-documented in the
Septuagint.” The translator then rendered n¥m3 with the future passive form of diatpéw,” thereby
creating a prediction of the division of the monarchy into the Northern and Southern Kingdoms
after the death of Solomon.

After a review of the textual data for 1 Sam 15:29, I will present evidence from the
Septuagint to support the hypothesis that the rendering of 587w N1 is an attempt by the

translator to solve difficulties in his Vorlage. The translator faced two perceived problems in this

' Wellhausen, Biicher Samuelis, 101; Schulz, Erste Buch Samuel, 236; Stoebe, Erste Buch Samuel, 291;
Aejmelaeus, “Does God Regret.” Aejmelaeus suggests as an alternative that the LXX reading was originally a
marginal note, indicating that the correct reading of the text is not 587w but rather & 7w". (See the related proposal
in Klostermann, Biicher Samuelis, 60 that the correct reading of the Hebrew is in fact 58 9w».) While an intriguing
possibility, her proposal leaves unclear what the original Greek text would have read before the accidental inclusion

of the marginalia.

> The “reading” n¥ni reflected in LXX could also be described an example of what Tov has termed “pseudo-

variants”; Tov, “Did the Septuagint Translators,” 211. See also p. 58 in Chapter Two.

*  See Tov, “Did the Septuagint Translators.” For more examples of metatheses in 1 Samuel in particular, see

Lestienne and Grillet, Regnes, 65.

4 dialpéw is the most common equivalent for n7¢m; cf. Gen 32:8; Exod 21:35; Num 31:27, 42; Judg 7:16; 9:43; 2
Kgs 2:8; Isa 30:28; Ezek 37:22. The translator’s use of the future tense will be discussed below.
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verse. First, the scene between Samuel and Saul in 15:27-29 appears to have an element missing:
in a parallel scene in 1 Kgs 11, the prophet Ahijah tears his cloak and then interprets the action to
Jeroboam as a dual prediction that the united monarchy will be taken away from Solomon’s
dynasty and subsequently will be divided into two kingdoms. The MT of 1 Sam 15:27-29,
however, has a counterpart for only the first prediction. An additional perceived problem facing
the translator is that the meaning of m¥1 in this context appears to have been unclear to him. The
semantics of this term shifted over time, ostensibly under influence from Aramaic. It cannot be
assumed that the translator of Samuel knew the older meaning of “eternity” or “duration,” while
the newer meaning, “victory,” is inappropriate for the context of 1 Sam 15:29. The translator
solves both problems at once by creating a mental text of nxma.

The translator’s decision to mentally emend his text cannot be properly understood
without considering how he handles his Vorlage in similar contexts elsewhere. The rendering of
the (mental) gatal form n¥ni with a future verb, diatpebyoetal, fits a pattern of the translator
rendering Samuel’s pronouncements on the demise of Saul’s dynasty with future verbs. This
pattern, which has been overlooked by commentators, is demonstrably intentional and not the
result of error. The use of translational strategies to produce a prophecy of the divided monarchy
fits a second pattern of the translators of Samuel and Kings mentally transforming their Vorlagen
to both generate and harmonize prophecies in the biblical text.

The second half of the chapter will refute the counterargument that the translator had a
different Vorlage, represented by 4Q51 (4QSam®). Cross’s reconstruction of 4Q51 for 1 Sam

15:24-32 in DJD XVII appears to support the position that there was an alternative Vorlage in v.
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29 which read oawb Sxwr nem.” If this were in fact the Vorlage, then LXX would be a
straightforward rendering with no demonstrable creativity. We should, however, reject Cross’s
reconstruction of 4Q51 for 1 Sam 15:29. First, there is no way to account for the textual
relationship between his reconstruction and the Masoretic text. The two are so similar that one
ought to be a variant of the other, but there is no plausible explanation for how 4Q51 would have
developed from MT or vice versa. On the other hand, the first half of this chapter explains clearly
how the transformation of MT took place in the Greek.

Second, Cross has misread a number of fragments in this passage, including one that
appears to confirm his proposed reconstruction of v. 29. With that fragment removed from the
passage, we can reconstruct the MT text in this verse just as well as the LXX text. Several of
Cross’s other reconstructions in this passage also deserve to be rejected because they rely on

misread fragments. This finding further justifies the need to reassess the reconstruction of v. 29.

II. Manuscript evidence
Before proceeding with the argument of this chapter, I will lay out and briefly discuss the
Hebrew and Greek manuscript evidence for 1 Sam 15:29. Readings for 1 Sam 15:28 have been

included to provide narrative context for v. 29.

5

Cross, Parry, Saley and Ulrich, DJD XVII, 77. Cross recommends taking the verb as a gal with YuwH as the
implied subject rather than as a niphal as suggested by LXX.

DJD XVII was co-edited by Cross, Parry, Saley, and Ulrich, but the volume does not make clear which editor is
responsible for which decisions. For the sake of simplicity, I will refer to all editorial decisions as Cross’s as he was
the lead editor, mindful that this may result in the false attribution of another editor’s work to Cross.
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MT

TR 200 TYAH NN 0ra YR SR minbnn nR 10 PR SRINW 1POR INKRM 28
DMInY RI7 DTR KD 2 0N KD Ipw 8D SR v oy 29

28 Samuel said to him, “YHwH has torn the kingdom of Israel away from you
today and will give it to your comrade who is better than you. 29 Moreover, the
Eternal One of Israel will not go back on his word and will not regret, for he is not
a human that he should regret.”

4Q51, frgs. 9-10 a-b, 11 (reconstructed in Cross, Parry, Saley and Ulrich, DJD XVII)’
[ 9P SRIDW PHIR A0[R1IAPIPN YN Yn qioa] e gl S
[omwY Srwr aem] o[ a0 0n b mnn Thyn Sk mabA 6
oma]A% Ri[0 0TR KD 0]0 ONP[ K] M R[] T

LXX (0G)®

28 xal elmev mpds abToV Sapounh Aéppnéev xlpiog TV Padidelay oou éml lopan éx
YELPOS TOU TUEPOV xal OWTEL alTNY TG TAYalov gou T4 dyalid vmep of 29 xal
Otapednaetat IopanA eig 000 xal 0dx dmoaTpéYet 000t uetavonaet 8Tt oy we
&vBpwmés oty Tol petavoijoat adTos GmelAoEl xal 00x Euuevel,

28 And Samuel said to him, “The Lord has torn your kingdom over Israel out of
your hands today and will give it to your neighbor who is better than you. 29 And
Israel will be divided in two, and he will not turn back nor change his mind, for he
is not like a human to change his mind. Shall he threaten and not stand fast?”

% Much has been written about the theological content of this verse, its apparent contradiction with 1 Sam 15:11

(75m5 18w N *nabnn 2 nnnl, 1 regret that I made Saul king”), and the parallel statement in Num 23:19 (@& 85
DMINM OTR 121 2191 R, “God is not a man that he should lie, nor a mortal that he should change his mind”). Early
scholars such as Keil and Thenius endorse the proposal of Jean Leclerc that v. 11 is a statement made
“avBpwmonaldids” while v. 29 is a statement made “Beompendis”; Keil, Biicher Samuels, 116; Thenius, Biicher Samuels,
70-71. Ehrlich attempts to avoid the problem by arguing that 0”ni in v. 11 means “to regret” while in v. 29 it means
“to change one’s mind”—in other words, YHWH regrets the decision to make Saul king and will not change his mind
regarding his decision to take the kingship from Saul; Ehrlich, Randglossen, 220. Smith, Schulz, Stoebe, and
McCarter see the contradiction as the result of stages of redaction, suggesting that a later scribe inserted v. 29
because of his theological discomfort with v. 11; Smith, Books of Samuel, 140; Schulz, Erste Buch Samuel, 238;
Stoebe, Erste Buch Samuel, 291; McCarter, I Samuel, 268. The Septuagint translators were also aware of the
contradiction, as well as of the larger theological problem of whether God ever regrets his decisions, and sought to
resolve it through their choice of equivalents; Aejmelaeus, “Does God Regret.”

7 This reconstruction is problematic and will be contested below; see pp. 249-273.

®  On this form of the text as OG, see Aejmelaeus, “Kingdom at Stake,” 359—64.
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28 gov émi] oov amo B A L; > Ra | TopanA] >V

29 diaupebrioetan] oyiobnoetar L | dmootpélel] emotpeder L | wetavoroet] + o aytos tou
Topanh L | 003¢] xatov A | adrés — éupevel] adtés AB O b 1™ d = Ra; > adtés V 245
707;>L 44 La" =M

Josephus, Ant. 6.152-3

(152) Zaollog 0t xataoyely BovAduevos ToV Sapoviilov EMapBavetal T dimAoidog
xal Bralag THs 6Axiic 01t TO wed’ dpwiic dmévar ToV Tapouflov yevopévns daayilet T
indtiov. (153) Tol 0t mpodyrov ™ BaciAeiav oltwg adtol diaayiobijvar droavtog
xal Mpeabatl Tavtyy dyabov xal dixatov, éuuévewy yap tov Bedv Tois mepl adTol
xexplpévols wg ol uetaParestal xal otpédew THY yvouny avbpwmivov maboug
vtog ovyl Belag ioyvog. ...

(152) Wishing to detain Samuel, Saul seized hold of his cloak, and because
Samuel was walking away rapidly, his pull became so violent that he tore the
cloak in two. (153) And the prophet said that just in this way had his kingdom
been torn in two and that someone good and just would receive it, for God would
stand fast regarding what he had decided concerning [Saul], since changing one’s
mind and reversing one’s intention are characteristic of the human condition and
not of divine strength.

The two main Hebrew witnesses for these verses are MT and 4Q51, which is quite
fragmentary for this passage and has largely been reconstructed. From the extant text of 4Q51,
two divergences between MT and 4Q51 can be discerned: in v. 28, MT mabnn vs. 4Q51 mabn;
and in v. 29, MT 1pw” vs. 4Q51 2w, The MT reading nia5nn appears to be a hybrid of na5nn
and m2%n.” The right margin of 4Q51 is not visible, but based on the alignment of Pr°[1 on the
line above, it seems unlikely that there would have been room for the additional mem of mabnn.
The LXX reading m)v fagtlelav gou suggests Tna5nmn, but it seems unlikely that this is original

given that it would be difficult to account for the loss of the pronominal suffix in MT and 4Q51.

% See HALOT s.v. mabnn; Stoebe, Erste Buch Samuel, 291; McCarter, I Samuel, 264. Wellhausen and Budde
amend to n;_)‘__?m. Wellhausen, Biicher Samuelis, 100; Budde, Biicher Samuel, 112. The form is further attested (only
ever in the construct state, as in 1 Sam 15:28) in Josh 13:12, 21, 27, 30-31; 2 Sam 16:3; Jer 26:1; Hos 1:4.
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The relationship between Tpw* and 21w is unclear. 21" is supported by LXX (amoatpéet). On
the basis of the agreement between 4Q51 and LXX, DJD rejects Wellhausen’s suggestion that
2w was intended as a euphemism.'® While they are correct that the 4Q51 evidence precludes the
possibility that amoatpéel is a creation of the translator, it is still possible that 21w was a
euphemistic change. McCarter takes a different approach, suggesting that 21 is a scribal
corruption that took place in stages."

The apparent agreement between 4Q51 and LXX in v. 29 will be considered in detail
below. I will argue that the reconstruction of 4Q51 in DJD should be rejected in favor of a new
reconstruction that agrees with MT.

The relationship between the LXX reading diatpebroetar Iopanh eig Vo and the MT
reading 58w N3 will be the focus of this chapter and so receives only passing mention here.
For now, suffice it to say that xal Seipedioetal Iopan appears to represent HRW* n¥ni 0a; the
additional phrase eig 0Uo has no counterpart in the Hebrew and was likely added by the translator
or a later scribe."” The Antiochene text preserves a different verb, oyioffoetal, echoed in
Josephus (Jiaayiobijvar).” The Antiochene text also supplies a subject, 6 &ytos Tov Iopan), for the
verbs amoatpéyet and petavoyoel, recognizing that the Greek form of the verse lacks an explicit

subject. (In MT, of course, the explicit subject is 987w* n¥3, which has been transformed from a

' Cross, Parry, Saley and Ulrich, DJD XVII, 77; Wellhausen, Biicher Samuelis, 101.

""" “The confusion of ¢ and b was possible in fourth-century scripts, of , w, and y in third.” McCarter, I Samuel,
264.

"2 See further discussion on p. 248.

"> Contra Auld, the use of a different verb in the Antiochene text does not imply that it is an independent rendering
of the Vorlage. It is much more likely a stylistic alteration; so also Kauhanen, Proto-Lucianic Problem, 104.
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nominal phrase to a verbal phrase in LXX, thereby removing the explicit subject of the following
verbs.)

Many LXX manuscripts—although not LXX*, LXX", or the Antiochene text—preserve a
lengthy plus at the end of v. 29. Rahlfs follows the shorter reading of LXX", which seems to
have been corrected towards MT."* There may be a reflection of the plus in Josephus: despite
having a different position in Samuel’s speech, the clause éuuévey yap tov fedv Tois mept adTol

xexpipévols (153) expresses a similar sentiment and uses the same verb éuuévw.

II1. The argument from the Septuagint

This section will present evidence from the Septuagint in support of the claim that the
rendering of %W ¥ is an example of translation as creative problem-solving. The narrative
parallels between 1 Sam 15:27-29 and 1 Kgs 11:29-31 likely provided the initial trigger for the
mental transformation from nx1 to n¥ni. Diachronic semantic shifts in the word nx1 may also
have caused the translator difficulty and influenced his rendering. Once the translator arrived at
n¥ny, his decision to use a future-tense verb (datpedfoetar) followed larger patterns both within

and beyond the book of Samuel.

1. The intertextual relationship between LXX 1 Sam 15 and 1 Kgs 11
Strong parallels between 1 Sam 15:27-29 and 1 Kgs 11:29-31, both in the narrative and

in specific diction, appear to have influenced the translator’s decision to render 71¥ni rather than

'“" Aejmelaeus, “Kingdom at Stake,” 362. So also Ulrich, Qumran Text, 142.
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ne1." These parallels were likely the initial trigger for his interpretive translation. As the
translator read his Vorlage, he recognized the similarities between the two passages; he also
noticed that the scene in 1 Kgs 11 had an element which his Vorlage lacked. He then created the

missing element with his translation.

1 Sam 15:27-29

ORI PP ORINDW POR RM 28 YIpM 1Hpn 5102 prmn nadh Hrinw 20m 27
on 81 PW? 8D HRIW nRa 0x1 29 TR 2100 TV Ina ovn THYn Hrw madnn
orId RI7 OTR RH "D

27 Samuel turned to go, and [Saul] seized the edge of his cloak and it tore. 28
Samuel said to him, “Yuwn has torn the kingdom of Israel away from you today
and will give it to your comrade who is better than you. 29 Moreover, the Eternal
One of Israel will not go back on his word and will not regret, for he is not a
human that he should regret.”'

1 Kgs 11:29-31
102NA RIT TIT2 K20 1WA AR INR RRAM DOHWIPA KL DY R0 NPa 0 29
AYIPM POY WK nwTnn Anbwa aTnr wann 30 ATwa o735 o awTn anbwa
137 HRW? TOR I AR 7122 0WR 7w T 1p opah ankn 31 opnp wy ouw
DAWA WY DR T2 NN NROW TN 125000 DR PR

29 At that time, Jeroboam went out from Jerusalem, and the prophet Ahijah the
Shilonite met him on the road—he was wearing a new cloak—and the two of
them were alone in the open fields. 30 Ahijah seized his new cloak and tore it into
twelve pieces. 31 He said to Jeroboam, “Take ten pieces for yourself, for thus says
YHwH, the God of Israel: ‘I am about to tear the kingdom from the hand of
Solomon, and I will give ten tribes to you.’”

'3 Another textual echo occurs in Ezek 37: 1 891 7505 09525 177 TAR 7901 HRIW 773 PIRI TAR M35 DAR TW
71y ninbnn nwh 7w en 891 o013 wh 7Y, “I will make them one nation in the land, in the hills of Israel, and one
king will be king for them all. Never again will they be two nations, and never ever again will they be divided into
two kingdoms.” The verb used to describe the division of the kingdom is 1n”¥n niphal, the same verb supposed by
the LXX reading dwatpedyoetat in 1 Sam 15:29 to prophesy the coming partition of the nation into two kingdoms.
This echo appears significant at first glance because 1”7¥n niphal is not a common verb in MT. In fact, it is used only
three other times: twice to describe Elijah and Elisha splitting the waters of the Jordan (2 Kgs 2:8, 14), and once to
describe the splitting of a foreign kingdom (Dan 11:4). It seems unnecessarily tortuous, however, to claim that the
translator drew on both 1 Kgs 11 and Ezek 37 in his rendering. A much simpler explanation is that both the LXX
translator of Samuel and the author of Ezek 37 were aware of 1 Kgs 11 and re-used its language.

'® On the epexegetical use of  + infinitive construct, see GKC §1140, IBHS 36.2.3e.

209



The parallels between the two passages are unmistakeable. In both cases, a prophet delivers a
divine message to a (future) ruler, and the prophet’s torn cloak'” is interpreted as a sign that the
current ruler’s dynasty will not retain its political power. Much of the specific language is also
repeated: the phrase 71 pp'® and the use of 17N1 to express the transfer of power appear in both
passages."’

However, Ahijah gives two interpretations of the symbolic action of tearing his cloak:
first, that the kingdom will be taken away from Solomon and given to another; and second, that
the kingdom will be divided into two: one comprised of ten tribes under the rule of Jeroboam,
and the other comprised of one tribe” under the rule of Solomon’s dynasty. Ahijah does not lay
out the two interpretations systematically, but they are implied by the careful way in which the
author has used the root p3p. He uses both a verbal form (7p3p”) and a nominal form (2'y3p) in
v. 30 to describe Ahijah’s actions, and then the verbal form and the nominal form receive
separate interpretations: in other words, the act of tearing and the pieces which result from the
tearing are interpreted as two separate but intertwined events. The verb symbolizes the removal
of the kingdom from Solomon, while the noun symbolizes the division of the kingdom. MT 1
Sam 15 lacks any version of the second interpretation. The Septuagint, on the other hand,

supplies the second interpretation through its transformation of Y& W N1 into SRIW* Y.

"7 The word used to describe the cloak differs in the two passages: in 1 Sam 15 it is a 9pn, while in 1 Kgs 11 itis a
nn5w. The word choice in 1 Kgs 11 may be intended as a pun on the name of Solomon (nn5w), with which it shares
identical consonants.

" Cf. LXX 1 Sam 15:28 Swappriyvupt éx xeipds, reflecting T p7ap; MT has 5pn pp.

' See also the similar wording in 1 Kgs 11:11: 9w "1pm *0*a 00w 891 70Y DR AR WK 17 anbwh mae ansn
TTaYH NN TOYN 125NN DR YIPR PP 7OV M.

» The Levites appear not to figure in the count of the tribes of Israel, presumably because they hold no territory.

Mordechai Cogan, I Kings: A New Translation with Introduction and Commentary (New Haven: Yale University
Press, 2001), 340.
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LXX 1 Sam 15:27-29

27 xai ¢méatpedey ZapouvnA o mpéowmov adTol Tod dmelbelv. xal éxpatnoey ZaovA
100 mrepuylou Tiis dimAotdos adTod xal diéppnkev aldTé: 28 xal eimev mpds adTdV
Sapounh Atéppnéev xiprog T Baatheiav Iopan) éx yelpds gou auepov xal dwoet
a0y 6 TAnciov oov 6 dyabd OmEp oé- 29 xai dwpebnoetal lopan i 0vo, xal
oUx GmooTpéel 000¢ peTavoyoel, 8Tt ovy ws dvlpwmés oty Tol petavoijoat adTés.
27 And Samuel turned his fact to leave. And Saul grabbed the edge of his robe
and tore it. 28 And Samuel said to him, “The Lord has torn the kingdom of Israel
out of your hands®' today and will give it to your neighbor who is better than you.
29 And Israel will be divided in two, and he will not turn back nor change his
mind, for he is not like a human to change his mind.”

The three passages can be summarized as follows:

Table 13: Summary of correspondences between 1 Sam 15:27-29 and 1 Kgs 11:29-31

MT 1 Sam 15:27-29

LXX 1 Sam 15:27-29

I Kgs 11:29-31

The cloak is torn.

The cloak is torn.

The cloak is torn.

Interpretation 1: the kingdom
will be taken from Saul and
given to another.

Interpretation 1: the kingdom
will be taken from Saul and
given to another.

Interpretation 1: the kingdom
will be taken from Solomon
and given to another.

Interpretation 2: the kingdom

will be divided into two parts.

Interpretation 2: the kingdom
will be divided into two parts.

As the translator worked through the Vorlage of 1 Sam 15:27-28, the narrative context

and the phraseology reminded him of 1 Kgs 11, and the similarities primed him for his encounter

with the obscure phrase H8Ww* nx1.* It is possible to imagine a number of ways in which 1 Kgs

11 could have influenced the translator’s decision to create a mental text of 1¥n3 from nx3. The

*' Note that LXX uses the phrase “tear out of your hands” (3éppn&ev éx xeipds aov), an exact echo of 1 Kgs 11:31
(nnbw 11 pIp), where MT has “tear away from you” (7591 p1p). This match between LXX and 1 Kings could be a
further example of the translator creating parallels between his Vorlage and his intertext, or it could be a case of a
common interchange between Hebrew and Greek: in 1 Kgs 11:11, MT reads THvn nabnnn nr YIpR, “I will tear the
kingdom away from you,” while LXX reads diappnéw mv Pacthelav oou éx xetpds oou, “I will tear the kingdom out of

your hands.”

> As will be argued below, the translator may have been unable to understand the phrase because of diachronic

semantic shifts in ni.
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similarities between the passage in Kings and his Vorlage may have lead him to expect n¥ni and
thus caused him to misread n¥3; there could thus be an element of error in this verse, as there is
in 1:6. It is also possible that the similarities between the two texts suggested to him that n¥1 was
a scribal corruption, and that his Vorlage ought to read nx¥ni. Another option is that the
similarities prompted the translator to intentionally take m¥1 as an opportunity for creative
problem-solving in his rendering. In the absence of further data, it is not possible to decide
conclusively which of these descriptions is most accurate. However, as in the case of 14:41, we
can see what the translator did even if we cannot know why he did it: he solved perceived
problems in his Vorlage by interacting with another biblical text. In addition to being
translatable, the translator’s mental text expanded Samuel’s prophecy so that it mirrored
Ahijah’s, thereby creating greater consistency across the biblical narrative.” Furthermore, as
noted by Auld, in the Septuagint “Samuel is credited with the first prediction of the division of

2 while in MT this distinction goes to Ahijah. The translator could have thought it

the kingdom,
more proper that the credit for this important prophecy go to Samuel, a major character in the
biblical history of the early monarchy, than to the relatively minor figure of Ahijah. The

translator thus solved several problems—and several different kinds of problems—with his

deviation from the Vorlage.

» Ancient commentators assumed that “Scripture is perfect and perfectly harmonious.... [There is no mistake in
the Bible, and anything that might look like a mistake ... must therefore be an illusion to be clarified by proper
interpretation.” James Kugel, The Bible as It Was (Cambridge, MA: Belknap Press of Harvard University Press,
1997), 20.

* Auld, I & II Samuel, 174.
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2. The semantic shift of n¥1 and its impact upon the translator

Although the narrative parallels with 1 Kgs 11 provide a sufficient trigger for the decision
to render n¥ny, it is also possible that the translator was unable to understand the phrase nxa
5xwe. It is not difficult to understand his struggle. While n1 is not an uncommon word in the
Hebrew Bible,” nowhere else is it used as a divine epithet. The intended meaning of SRw N1 is
not transparent even to modern readers.”® The most commonly attested meaning of 13 is
“duration” or “eternity,” frequently used as the object of the preposition -5 to denote “forever.””’

It also appears in 1 Chr 29:11 in a list of attributes of YHwWH:

T NRIM DARANM AN AT M '[t7

To you, YHwH, belong greatness, strength, radiance, glory [?], and majesty.

Because n1 appears here in context with NIRan and 717, it appears to mean “glory” or
“splendor,” but this sense is not clearly attested elsewhere in MT.* It is, however, supported by

the Syriac cognate w p, “to be bright, shine,” which also developed the meanings “to be

2 It is attested 45 times in MT: see 1 Sam 15:29; 2 Sam 2:26; Isa 13:20; 25:8; 28:28; 33:20; 34:10; 57:16; 63:3, 6;
Jer 3:5; 15:18; 50:39; Amos 1:11; 8:7; Hab 1:4; Ps 9:7, 19; 10:11; 13:2; 16:11; 44:24; 49:10, 20; 52:7; 68:17; 74:1,
3,10, 19; 77:9; 79:5; 89:47; 103:9; Job 4:20; 14:20; 20:7; 23:7; 34:36; 36:7; Prov 21:28; Lam 3:18; 5:20; 1 Chr
29:11.

6 Earlier scholars recommended emendation: Klostermann, Biicher Samuelis, 59 suggests n23; Budde, Biicher
Samuel, 112 wonders rather the author intended nni; Ehrlich, Randglossen, 220 proposes 7%3. Emendation is
unnecessary, however. The MT text, while unusual, is readable.

272 Sam 2:26; Isa 13:20; 25:8; 28:28; 33:20; 34:10; 57:16; Jer 3:5; 50:39; Amos 8:7; Hab 1:4; Ps 9:7, 19; 10:11;
44:24; 49:10; 52:7; 68:17; 74:1, 10, 19; 77:9; 79:5; 89:47; 103:9; Job 4:20; 14:20; 20:7; 23:7; 36:7; Prov 21:28; Lam
5:20

¥ Some have proposed this sense for Isa 63:6 and Lam 3:18; see bibliography in HALOT s.v. n¥3 L.
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illustrious” and “to be victorious, prevail.”* A similar development can be seen in the Targum of
Samuel, where 58w 11 is rendered with S8 W7 7m0, “Master of Israel’s victory.”™

Based on the example from 1 Chr 29, a few scholars support the rendering “the Glory of
Israel” in 1 Sam 15:29.°' Many, however, maintain that the usual meaning of “eternity” is more
appropriate because the verse stresses the immutability of YHwH in contrast to the fickle nature of
human beings.”> According to their readings, n¥1 in this verse would mean “The (Eternally)
Unchangeable One.” Stoebe, on the other hand, believe that 1 is a sort of single-word
hendiadys: “sowohl Glanz wie Dauer, also etwa der bestindige Ruhm,”* “both splendor and
permanence, so roughly ‘eternal glory.’”

It is not clear, however, that any of these potential meanings of the Hebrew—glory,
eternity, or eternal glory—was available to the translator. There is only one other attestation of
n¥1 in Samuel, which is not enough evidence to say with any degree of certainty what the

translator knew about this word, but in that instance he renders nx1 with vixog, “victory”:

¥ Driver, Hebrew Text of Samuel, 128; D. Winton Thomas, “The Use of 13 as a Superlative in Hebrew,” JSS 1, no.
2 (April 1956): 106.

% This double translation maintains the reference to Yawn with the word "1 while also using jr¥3 to incorporate
the original Hebrew wording. This rendering may have been influenced by Targum Onkelos on Exod 15:3, where
YHwH is referred to as 8'37p jnr1 0, “the Master of the victory of war.” Eveline van Staalduine-Sulman, The
Targum of Samuel (Leiden: Brill, 2002), 334.

' Driver, Hebrew Text of Samuel, 128; Smith, Books of Samuel, 193 chooses the related “Victor of Israel.”

32 Keil, Biicher Samuels, 116; Thenius, Biicher Samuels 70; Wellhausen, Biicher Samuelis, 101; Klostermann,
Biicher Samuelis, 59; Schulz, Erste Buch Samuel, 236-37; McCarter, I Samuel, 264; Lestienne and Grillet, Regnes,
281; Auld, I & Il Samuel, 173.

3 Stoebe, Erste Buch Samuel, 291. So also Hertzberg, I & II Samuel, 122n.

214



2 Sam 2:26a

291 HaRN NRIDA AR AR HR AR RPN
Abner called to Joab and said, “Will the sword devour forever?”’

xal éxdreaev APevwnp Twaf xal eimev M) gl vixog xataddyetal 1) poudalia;
And Abner called Joab and said, “The sword will not devour until victory, will
it?”

At first glance, this translation seems surprisingly unidiomatic, but vixog/vixy is a common
equivalent for n¥1 throughout the Septuagint.’* Also attested are various verbal forms of ioyw,
“to prevail or be victorious.””> Some of the translators do seem to know the meaning “eternity,”
for there are cases in which they translate ei¢ Tov aiGva or something similar for n15,’ but many
of those same translators will also translate n¥ib as loyboag or eig velxoc.”’

This evidence from the Greek points to a semantic shift that has taken place in the
Hebrew: under the influence of the Aramaic cognate, n®1 took on the meaning “victory.” This
shift is apparent not only in the Septuagint but also in the non-biblical Dead Sea Scrolls, where in
addition to the older usage, we also find instances of M¥1 meaning “victory” and verbal forms

from 1”%3 meaning “to prevail.”

1IQM 4:13-14
5R AR HR NIYwn HR 1Y HR Nr1 HR MY ommK 5 12102 Annbnn n 0w
OR Hw HR nHan R MmN

When they return from battle, they will write upon their banners, “The
Deliverance of God,” “The Victory of God,” “The Help of God,” “The Support of
God,” “The Joy of God,” “The Thanksgivings of God,” “The Praise of God,”
“The Peace of God.”

3* In addition to 2 Sam 2:26, see Jer 3:5; Amos 1:11; 8:7; Job 36:7; Lam 3:18; 5:20; 1 Chr 29:11.
¥ Isa 25:8; Jer 15:18 (xatioyvw); 1 Chr 15:21 (dvioyiw).

% E.g., Isa 28:28; Jer 50[27]:39; Ps 9:7; Job 14:20.

7 E.g., Isa 25:8; Jer 3:5; Job 36:7.
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1QM 12:4-5

T mwnh naaRHA[ o] AWTTR DY TR DMKRIAY 0abRY A A[a mRjAR Tipah
B[ @A) 0w A DY 12w 213 PR R »11an5] Annbna

... to appoint the hosts of your chosen ones by thousands and by ten thousands,

together with your holy ones and your angels, to empower them in battle to

subdue the earthly opponents by a trial of your legal claims, and with the elect of

heaven they will prevail.

1QM 16:9%
D™N53 NNRINA ARMbAM YRR MNRIRNR DY TR O[3 |

The priests will be sounding the trumpets of the slain, and the Kittim will be
conquered in battle [literally, the battle will prevail against the Kittim].

1QS 4:18-19
KRN IR TYH MITAWY ATIPA TN AW OPaY PR 103 1TIA2 DRana 19ow 1a N
5an nnR nrd

God in his mysterious understanding and his glorious wisdom has given a time for
there to be injustice, but at the time appointed for punishment, he will destroy it
forever. Then truth will go forth in victory* on the earth.

11Q19 58:11-13
1101 1301 INSHY R RwN n{{}} aH D19 DAY ANTPANIR DR Xl oKk YN
mwyn 7onh
But if they defeat their enemies and crush them and smite them with the sword
and carry off their plunder, they will give one tenth of it to the king.

** " Although reconstructed, the reading o'n¥11 is relatively secure. The nun is clearly visible on the parchment, the
majority of the vav is still present, and zsade is the best fit for the remaining ink traces.
" See also the parallel passage at 1QM 17:15.

* Given the strong temporal element in this example, 215 could also plausibly be understood here as “forever.”
My translation relies on the contrast between injustice (i), which will be destroyed (n37aw?), and truth (nnR),
which will go forth mx15. If this contrast is analyzed as a verbal analogy, then injustice : truth : : destruction : N3,
This analysis suggests that n¥1 should be understood as the opposite of destruction, i.e., victory.
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This later, Aramaized sense of n¥3 and n”%1 also becomes quite common in rabbinic Hebrew. "'
Obviously we cannot be certain about what the translator of Samuel did not know, but we
ought to consider the possibility that he was unaware of the earlier meaning(s) of 1 as
“eternity” (or “glory”) but only the later meaning of “victory.” In the context of 1 Sam 15:29, a
reference to “Israel’s victory” makes little sense; even if the phrase is understood as an epithet
for YuwH (in itself not an obvious reading), the passage is about YHwH’s decision to terminate
Saul’s dynasty, not about YHwH as the source of Israel’s military success. In other words, the
translator may not have had the lexical knowledge necessary to make sense of the epithet nxa
587w in the context of 1 Sam 15:29. This appears to be a case of linguistic interference from
post-Classical Hebrew: “the translator, although familiar with the lexeme in question, was simply
unaware that at an earlier stage of Hebrew it carried a different meaning.”*
When the translator found himself unable to make sense of the Hebrew before him, and

having been primed by the similarities between his Vorlage and 1 Kgs 11, he looked at nx1 and

mentally transformed it into nxn3.*

I See examples in Marcus Jastrow, 4 Dictionary of the Targumim, the Talmud Babli and Yerushalmi, and the
Midrashic Literature (Peabody, MA: Hendrickson, 2005), s.v. N3, nk1. Cf. also the related words ng1 and 11nxa. For
further evidence from extra-biblical Hebrew, Aramaic, Syriac, and other Semitic languages, see Thomas, “The Use
of N1 as a Superlative in Hebrew,” 108-9.

# Jan Joosten, “On the Septuagint Translators’ Knowledge of Hebrew,” in Collected Studies, 31. Joosten gives three
criteria necessary to argue that a rendering is based on post-Classical Hebrew: 1) the post-Classical word invoked
must be consonantally identical to the word in MT; 2) the meaning of the post-Classical word must exactly match
the rendering in LXX; 3) the later meaning must be “quite distinct” from the earlier meaning found in MT. The
example of n¥1 rendered as vixog easily meets the first two requirements and arguably meets the third as well:
“victory” is indeed quite distinct from “eternity,” and although “victory” bears a semantic relationship to the
alternative meaning “glory,” the only clear attestation of the latter sense is 1 Chr 29, which is already post-Classical.
# Another possibility is that the translator transformed n¥1 not into 7¥m1 but into 1, an apocopated jussive form;
Barthélemy, “La qualité,” 7. Given the pattern, however, of the translator translating wayyigtol and gatal verbs with
future verbs in statements regarding Saul’s political future—and, by proxy, the political future of Israel—it seems
more likely that the translator was reading the gatal form nxnai.
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3. A pattern of rendering wayyigtol/qatal verbs with future verbs

Once the textual transformation of N1 to 7¥n3 had taken place in the translator’s mind,
he then created a second mental text, transforming the newly-created gatal verb into a yigtol,
neme, which he then renders with a future verb, dtaipedyoetar.* This translational decision fits a
pattern: when Samuel talks to Saul about his political legacy in MT, he speaks with perfective
verbs (either wayyigtol or gatal), while in LXX, he speaks with future tense verbs. This
discrepancy occurs every time that Samuel addresses Saul about the future of his dynasty.* The
consistency of this difference between MT and LXX suggests that it represents a deliberate
choice in the Greek. As the more difficult reading, the Hebrew wayyigtol and gatal verbs are
almost certainly original, while the Greek future verbs represent a revision that harmonizes
Samuel’s statements with the chronology of the narrative.* Saul does not die until 1 Sam 31:4;
David does not become king until 2 Sam 5:3 after a long struggle against Saul’s son Ishboshet.
Thus Samuel’s pronouncements in 1 Sam 13, 15, and 28 that YuwH has rejected Saul as king

seem out of place chronologically. The Greek consistently chooses to render these specific

# McCarter suggests that xal diaipebrioetar is a reflection of n¥ny, a wegatal form, rather than n¥ni o»; McCarter, /
Samuel, 264. So also Wellhausen, Biicher Samuelis, 101 and Auld, / & II Samuel, 174, who claims that “what is
completely absent from GT [Greek text] is any rendering of MT’s ... strengthening gm.” The omission of 03 from the
retroversion is unnecessary, however. The Hebrew o is translated simply by xal in every instance in Samuel until 2
Sam 2:6: see 1 Sam 1:28; 2:26; 4:17; 10:26; 12:14; 13:4; 14:21; 18:5; 21:9; 23:17; 26:25; 28:23; 2 Sam 1:4, 11; 2:2.
(Beginning in 2 Sam 2:6, ox is rendered with the characteristic xal ye.) Thus xai diatpedyoerat in 1 Sam 15:29 could
represent 71¥M1 O just as plausibly as n¥ni. The tense of the Greek future verb comes not from the morphology of
the Hebrew, but from the translator’s project of harmonizing Samuel’s statements about Saul’s kingship with the
chronology of the narrative.

* This pattern has been overlooked in the commentaries on Samuel and does not seem to be addressed anywhere

else in the scholarly literature.

* Samuel’s speeches in Hebrew make use of the so-called “prophetic perfect” or “perfectum confidentiae.” See the

various presentations of this usage in GKC §106n(b), Joiion §112h, /BHS 30.5.1e. Samuel’s wayyiqgtol and gatal
verbs thus do not pose an actual problem. The LXX translator, however, either did not understand this usage or
thought his audience would not understand it when translated into Greek.
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perfective verbs with future verbs, thereby removing the chronological difficulty.”’ The example
of 1 Sam 13:14 (see below), where the Hebrew verb in question is a gatal form, demonstrates
that the translator was not simply analyzing the forms as vav + yigtol.

Two examples of this pattern can be found in the immediate context of 1 Sam 15:29:

a. 1 Sam 15:23
'[{77373 [OKRAY 717 93T DX NOKRND VY RO D8N [IRY 72 DOP NKRVM "2

“For the sin of divination is rebellion, and the nothingness of idolatry is
insubordination.*”® Because you have rejected the word of Yuwn, he has rejected
you as king.”

811 apaptia oiwvioud éoTiv 680vnY xal mévous bBepadiy Emdyouaty: 8Tt éEovdévwong
70 PR xuplov xal ggoudeviaet oe xlptog un eivar PBactréa éml IopanA.
“For augury is a sin, and teraphim bring pain and suffering. Because you have

scorned the word of the Lord, so also the Lord will consider you unworthy of
being king over Israel.”*

Here the Hebrew uses a wayyigtol (ToRnM) to describe YHwH’s rejection of Saul—*he Aas
rejected you as king”—whereas the Greek uses a future verb (¢5oudeviioet): “the Lord will
consider you unworthy of being king.”

The same phenomenon occurs just three verses later:

b.1 Sam 15:26

5P T9n NPAN MY TORAM MY 92T DR AN0RN 2 TAY NWR KD IRW HR HRINW 0K
ORI

Samuel said to Saul, “I will not return with you; for you have rejected the word of
YHwH, and YawH has rejected you from being king over Israel.”

7 Scholars appear not to have noticed this translational pattern in LXX Samuel. The consistent shifting of Samuel’s
statements regarding Saul’s dynasty into the future tense has gone unremarked. There are isolated notices that the
Greek verbs differ from the Hebrew; see, e.g., Klostermann, Biicher Samuelis, 59 on 1 Sam 15:23; Budde, Biicher
Samuel, 87 on 1 Sam 13:14; Stoebe, Erste Buch Samuel, 245 on 1 Sam 13:14. Most commentaries, however, do not
even note the discrepancy.

* On this difficult half-verse, see Smith, Books of Samuel, 138-9; Driver, Hebrew Text of Samuel, 127-8; Stoebe,
Erste Buch Samuel, 291; McCarter, I Samuel, 263, 268.

* The relationship between the Greek and Hebrew in the first half of the verse is unclear. See the discussion in
Lestienne and Grillet, Regnes, 279-80.
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xal elmey Sapoun mpds Saovd Odx dvastpédw wete oob 8Tt ééoudévwaag o Piina
xuplou xal égoudeviaet oe xUplog Tol Wi elvar Baciréa éml Tov Iopan).

And Samuel said to Saul, “I will not turn back with you, for you have scorned the
word of the Lord, and the Lord will consider you unworthy of being king over
Israel.”

The same verbs appear here as in v. 23: Samuel says that YuwH has rejected Saul in the Hebrew
(Toxn"), but that he will consider Saul unworthy in the Greek (£¢oudevaaet).
This pattern also occurs twice outside of chapter 15:

c. 1 Sam 13:14

NR 1AW RS 2 10p 5y ab M 1 13350 wr H M wpa opn 8 Tnadnn nnpg
TR TWR

“Now, your dynasty will not remain. YuwH has sought for himself a man after his
own heart, and YuwHn has appointed him leader over his people, for you did not
listen to what Yuwn had commanded you.”

xal viv % Bactlela gou od oTioeTal xal (MToel xUplog EauTé &vbpwmov xatd THY
xapdiav adtol xal évreleital xUptog adT eig &pyovta éml TOV Aady adTol 8Tt 0dx
édvdabag Soa éveteihatd oot xpLog.

“And now your kingdom will not remain, and the Lord will seek for himself a
man according to his own heart, and the Lord will appoint him leader over his
people, for you did not guard what the Lord commanded you.”

Note the contrast between the gatal verb wpa and the future verb {ytioet, and between the
wayyiqgtol y7e" and the future évredeitat. This example, where the gatal w1 is translated with
the future {nmioel, demonstrates that the translator felt comfortable rendering gatal as well as
wayyiqtol forms with the future tense despite the fact that the consonantal form of the gatal verbs
does not support the rendering. Just as in this case, where the translator rendered both wpa and
1m¥" with future verbs, so in 1 Sam 15 he rendered both n¥n1 (the “pseudo-variant” in v. 29) and

ToRNM"M (Vv. 23, 26) with future verbs.

220



d. 1 Sam 28:17
T TV 030 TR 12500 AR M YIRM YTA 12T WK D M wym

“ Yuwn has done for himself just as he said through me: he has torn the kingdom
from your hand and has given it to another, to David.”

xal memolnxey x0pids oot xabas ENdAnaey év yeipl wou xal diappréet xVplog THY
BaaiAeiav gou éx yelpds gou xal dWaeL adTHY T& TANTiov cov T6 Aautd.

“And the Lord has done to you just as he said in my hand, and the Lord will tear
your kingdom from your hand and will give it to the one who is close to you, to
David.”

Here, too, note the discrepancy between the wayyigtols yp™ and nin" and the future verbs
dappriger and dwaet. Given the consistency of the pattern, it is surprising that the Greek uses the
perfect verb memoinxev for the wayyigtol wy™ at the beginning of the verse. It is tempting to
speculate that the translator began the verse not realizing that it was another prediction of Saul’s
loss of his dynasty, and that once he recognized the content of the verse, he made the
characteristic change to the future tense.

The argument that the translator has singled out these particular verbs for revision
requires some context. There are 2,392 wayyigtol verbs in MT 1-2 Samuel; of these, fifteen
(0.63%) are translated with future verbs in Greek.” Eight of those appear in poetry,”’ where
Hebrew frequently alternates between yigtol and wayyigtol forms;” the Greek appears to be
simplifying the text by collapsing these forms into the future tense. There are thus seven
examples in prose; five of these are Samuel telling Saul that his dynasty will not endure (see

above). The remaining two merit brief discussion:

01 Sam 13:14 (also note the gatal wpa translated with the future évteleitar); 15:23b, 26b; 25:29; 28:17 (2x); 2
Sam 14:15; 22:7, 24, 25, 38, 39 (2x), 40, 44.

' 2 Sam 22:7, 24, 25, 38, 39 (2x), 40, 44.

> See examples and discussion in James Kugel, The Idea of Biblical Poetry: Parallelism and Its History
(Baltimore: Johns Hopkins University Press, 1981), 16-19.
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e. 1 Sam 25:29
TAYR MY NR DN 18 AR TR Wal AT Twal DR wpan 1a77% 08 opn

A man has arisen to pursue you and to seek your life; the life of my lord will be
bound up in the bag of life” with Yaws your God.

xal gvaotioetat dvlpwmos xatadixwy oe xal (v ™y YuyRv oov xal Eotal 9
Yuxm xuplov pov éviedepévn év deoud Tiis {wijs Tapa xupiw T¢ Bed

A man will arise, pursuing you and seeking your life, and the life of my lord will
be bound in the bond of life with the Lord God.

As pointed in MT, the initial verb op" is a wayyiqtol, but this form produces peculiar syntax. The

more expected form would be op1 (or DRP/DPM), which would produce a future less vivid

54 <«

condition:™ “should a man arise ... my lord’s life would be bound up.” Numerous modern

commentators have called for either emendation or revocalization of @ to address this issue.”
The Greek translator apparently was also aware that the Hebrew syntax was anomalous and

sought to correct it by translating op" with xal avastroetal, as if reading 0p*/op.

f. 2 Sam 14:15
AIATR TONAW JAKRM DY IR 1 AT 3T DR IR THRA OR 9375 NN WK AN
AR 72T IR THR0 WY IR TN HR K]

“And now, here is the reason that I came to tell my lord the king about this matter:
a kinsman has been frightening me,” and your maidservant thought, ‘I will speak
to the king. Perhaps the king will do what his servant has said.””

5% See HALOT s.v. I e 2.
* ¢f. GKC §159¢g.

55 Thenius, Biicher Samuels, 118; Wellhausen, Biicher Samuelis, 135; Klostermann, Biicher Samuelis, 112; Smith,
Books of Samuel, 227; Budde, Biicher Samuel, 167; Driver, Hebrew Text of Samuel, 201; Schulz, Erste Buch
Samuel, 364; McCarter, I Samuel, 394.

% “Verses 16 and 10 refer to one member of the clan in particular who has been threatening the woman, and both
references assume that this man has already been mentioned. Quite probably, then, we should understand ‘am in the
sense of ‘kinsman’ here, rendering the definite article according to the force explained in GK* §126qr—thus, ‘a
certain kinsman,’ i.e., one member of the clan in particular. In support of this interpretation is the likelihood that the
verb ‘was terrorizing me’ is to be read as singular [because of the defective spelling]” P. Kyle McCarter, /I Samuel:
A New Translation with Notes and Commentary (Garden City, NY: Doubleday, 1984), 346; see also ibid., 339 on the
defective spelling of 3R,
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el viv 8 MABov AaMdicat mpos ToV Paaidéa Tov xhpidv pwou O piina ToliTo Sti Setal
ue 6 Aads xal gpel 1) 0oUAN gou Aainoatw 0% Tpds ToV Bacidéa el Twg mooeL 6
Baatheds o piiua Tiis dovAng adTol

“And now, what I came to say to my lord the king is this: the people will see me,
and your maidservant will say, ‘Let someone speak to the king, if in some way the
king will do what his maidservant has said.’”

Among the multiple differences in LXX in this verse, the wayyigfol "X has been rendered
with xal épef, reflecting 9nKRN1. Although the motivation behind this choice is not as clear as it
was in the previous example, it appears that LXX has a different understanding of the woman’s
purpose. The Hebrew "IX7" has been translated as if from 1”787 rather than from X7, and the
resulting Greek implies that the woman wants her audience with the king to be public
knowledge: the people will see her when she will speak to the king. Perhaps the translator
understood the woman to hope that her adversaries would be intimidated if they knew the king
was involved in the matter. While these proposals are speculative, it does seem quite plausible
that the (mis-)translation of 118" with 6paw informed the decision to render 9n8M with a future
verb.”

Several conclusions may be drawn from these seven examples from Samuel. First, the
rendering of wpa with xai {ytroet in 1 Sam 13:14 demonstrates that the translator gave himself
permission to depart from the consonantal text when needed. His choice of future tense verbs for
wayyigqtol forms is thus more than an alternative reading of the consonants. This willingness to
deviate from the consonantal text suggests a certain commitment to his project of harmonizing
Samuel’s speeches with the chronology of the narrative. Second, the translator did not decide to

mechanically render any and all of Samuel’s statements into predictions: Samuel’s speeches are

7 On the “cascade effect” of translational choices, see Tov, “Did the Septuagint Translators,” 211.
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shifted to the future tense only when they concern Saul’s kingship. Furthermore, verbs in the
speeches of other characters (Abigail, the wise woman from Tekoa) are shifted as well when the
case warrants. This observation supports the idea that the translator’s primary concern was the
coherence of his narrative rather than, for example, the enhancement of Samuel’s prophetic
credentials. Finally, outside of the pattern of Samuel’s pronouncements to Saul concerning his
dynasty, the translator translates wayyigtol forms with the future tense very rarely—only twice
out of 2,379 verbs (.08%)**. When he does, the choice appears deliberate and not the result of

accident or error.

4. Examples of wayyigtol rendered as future outside of Samuel

The observation that the translator of Samuel was deliberate in rendering wayyiqgtol/qatal
verbs with future verbs is reinforced by looking outside of Samuel at the other historical books.
In Genesis through Judges and 1-2 Kings, there are 8,196 wayyigtol verbs, of which a mere
thirteen (0.16%) are translated with the future tense: Gen 33:10; 49:17; Exod 9:15 (2x); Deut
5:26; 33:5,27; Josh 9:21; 17:9-11; 2 Kgs 4:25 (2x). Three of these appear in poetry and, like the
instances in 2 Sam 22, are attempts to simplify the complex verbal patterns of Hebrew verse.”
The remaining ten instances demonstrate that there is a larger pattern of LXX translators
rendering Hebrew perfective verbs with Greek future verbs in order to improve the coherence of
the text. (Examples where the Hebrew verb in question is an apocopated form demonstrate that,

as in Samuel, the translators were not simply reading wayyigtol forms as weyigtol. See below:

% 2,379 is the number of wayyigtol verbs that remain in 1-2 Samuel after we account for the eight that occur in
poetry and the five that occur in Samuel’s speeches to Saul about his kingship.

¥ Gen 49:17; Deut 33:5, 27.
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Exod 9:15; Deut 5:26; Josh 17:9—11.) In each case, it is possible to discern what prompted the

translator to use a future form:

a. Gen 33:10
NN T30 °1PRT 12 5P 00 0 nman Inph Ta 0 nREA RI DR RIHR 2pp nKn
UL 0HR 110

Jacob said, “No, please—if | have found favor in your eyes, accept my gift from
my hand. For seeing your face is like seeing the face of God, and you have
received me favorably.”

eimev Ot Taxwf Ei elpya xdpw évavtiov gou dé&ar té 36pa die TGV Eudv xelp@v-
gvexev ToUToU €00V TO TTPGTWTOV Gou (¢ &v Tig 100l mpdowmov Beol xal gbdoxnoelg we

But Jacob said, “If I have found favor before you, accept the gifts through my
hands. Because of this I saw your face, as one might see the face of God, and you
will be pleased with me.”

In MT, the wayyigtol *3x7m refers to Esau’s treatment of Jacob thus far in their encounter; it
can be understood as part of Jacob’s entreaty that Esau receive his gifts® or as a modification of
the clause 015 118 NR12.%" The translator, on the other hand, thinks that Jacob means Esau will

be pleased with him affer he accepts the gifts.

b. Exod 9:15
PR I TN2N 9373 TAY DRI TR TR T DR NrDw any

For now, I could have stretched out my hand and struck you and your people with
plague, and you would have been wiped from the earth.

% So JPS: “But Jacob said, ‘No, I pray you; if you would do me this favor, accept from me this gift; for to see your
face is like seeing the face of God, and you have received me favorably.”” This translation implies that because Esau

has already received Jacob favorably, he should continue to do so by also accepting Jacob’s gift.

' So Speiser: “But Jacob said, ‘No, I beg of you! If you will do me this favor, please accept this present from me;

just to see your face is like seeing the face of God, now that you have received me so kindly.”” E. A. Speiser,
Genesis (Garden City, NY: Doubleday, 1964), 258. Speiser’s translation suggests that Esau’s kindness allows Jacob
to feel that he is looking upon God’s face when he looks at his brother.
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viv yap dmooteilag ™y xeipa matdéw ot xal Tov Aadv oou BavdTw xal éxtpLByoy
amo s yijs:

For now, when I have sent forth my hand, I will strike you and your people with
death, and you will be rubbed out from the earth.

In MT, the context makes it clear that the gatal "nnw and the wayyigtol forms T8 and Tnan are
expressions of possible rather than actually completed action:* “I could have stretched out my
hand and struck you and your people with plague, and you would have been wiped from the
earth.” The translator, however, either does not understand the usage of the perfective verbs or
thinks his audience will not, and so he renders the statement as a future action instead: “When I
(will) have sent forth my hand, I will strike you and your people with death, and you will be
wiped from the earth.” Given the translator’s use of the word 6avatog for 927, the Greek verse
apparently refers to the final plague, the death of the firstborn,” which indeed has not yet taken

place at this point in the narrative.

c. Deut 5:26
T 1A WRA TINA 9377 070 0TOR 919 paw qwR wa b n o

For what person is there who has heard the voice of the Living God speaking
from the midst of the fire as we have and has lived?

2 See GKC §106p.

® Bdvatog is universally used for 927 in LXX (except twice when the consonants are read as 727: Jer 32[39]:36;
Hab 3:5): see Exod 5:3; 9:3, 15; Lev 26:25; Num 14:12; Deut 28:21; 2 Sam 24:13, 15; 1 Kgs 8:37; Jer 14:12;
21:6-7, 9; 24:10; 27:8; 28[35]:8; 32[39]:24, 36; 34[41]:17; 38[45]:2; 42[49]:17, 22; 44[51]:13; Ezek 5:12, 17;
6:11-12; 7:15; 12:16; 14:19, 21; 28:23; 33:27; 38:22; Amos 4:10; Ps 78[77]:50; 1 Chr 21:12, 14; 2 Chr 6:28; 7:13;
20:9. Because Havatos is not a precise semantic fit for 127, this consistency across the canon is noteworthy. One
possibility is that a Pentateuchal translator (perhaps the translator of Exodus) chose this rather free rendering which
was then replicated by later translators; see Tov, “Impact of Septuagint Translation,” 184-91. Another possibility is
that the equivalence was established in the oral translation tradition which may have preceded the written tradition;
see Anneli Aejmelaeus, “The Septuagint and Oral Translation,” in X7V Congress of the International Organization
for Septuagint and Cognate Studies, Helsinki, 2010, ed. Melvin K. H. Peters (Atlanta: Society of Biblical Literature,
2013). Despite the fact that fdvatos is the standard equivalent for 927, it is still worthwhile to ask what the Greek
means in Exod 9:15 independent of the Hebrew, and the Greek seems to refer to a specific future event of death. If
for whatever reason the translator already intended to use 6dvatog, that decision may even have influenced his choice
of verbal tense: the only plague which causes death among the Egyptians themselves (rather than among their
animals or crops) is the striking of the firstborn, which has not yet occurred at this point in the narrative.
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Tis yap oapk Atis fjxovaey dwviy Beol {Bvtog AalolvTos éx péoou Tol Tupds we Nuels

xal ZZ geTal,

For what flesh is there who has heard the voice of a living God speaking from the
midst of the fire as we have and will live?

The Hebrew maintains the perfective aspect throughout the verse, “who ... has heard ... and has
lived?”, while the Greek switches to the future tense, perhaps emphasizing the impossibility of
the proposal: “who has heard ... and will [be able to] live?”’*" It may also be that the future
{joetal is simply a harmonization: the preceding verse in MT has several yigrol and wegatal
verbs describing what will or might happen to the Israelites in the future for having been in close
proximity to Yawn,* and these may have influenced the translator. He may also may be
harmonizing with v. 24: "M OTRA DR DAOR 927 2 1087 70 ova (LXX: év 7] Huépa TadTy

eldopev 8t1 Aajoet 6 Bedg mpds dvBpwmov xal (Moetat).

d. Josh 9:21
DA% 1927 WK ATYN 9 D TARWY DRY 10N 1AM PR DRWIN DIYOR 1IARN
DRI
The leaders said to them, “Let them live.” And so they became woodcutters and
water-carriers for the whole congregation, just as the leaders said to them.

Ojoovtar xal Zgovtal Euloxdémol xal Udpoddpor mday T cuvaywyd, xabdmep eimay
aUTolS ol dpyoVTES.

“They will live, and they will be woodcutters and water-carriers for the whole
congregation, just as the leaders said to them.”*

% The editors of B4 wonder whether the Greek future is a theological revision: “serait-ce pour éviter une
contradiction avec 1’idée généralement exprimée dans la Bible selon laquelle on ne peut voir Dieu sans mourir (cf. 4,
33 et déja Ex, 33, 20 avec la note en Exode, BA 2)?” Cécile Dogniez and Marguerite Harl, eds., Le Deutéronome
(Paris: Cerf, 1992), 151.

5 Deut 5:25: unm T 1nHR I 9P R YYD 1NIR 00 OR DR AT WRA 19980 "2 M anb anp.

66 LXX lacks the introduction of the quotation, “The leaders said to them.” On the textual problems presented by
both versions, see Thomas B. Dozeman, Joshua 1-12: A New Translation with Introduction and Commentary (New
Haven: Yale University Press, 2015), 406—7.
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As pointed in MT, the verb 1" is a wayyigtol; if the vocalization is maintained, then the
quotation apparently ends with the preceding word, 1'r°, and the rest of the verse is a report of
what took place: “they became woodcutters and water-carriers for the whole congregation, just
as the leaders said to them.” Read this way, the leaders’ charge to the Gibeonites is elided, and
only the outcome is reported.”’ It is also possible, however, to read the consonants as a weyigtol,
in which case the quotation apparently ends with 77p1, and a verb such as 1wy is elided.®® The
translator has read the second way and rendered both verbs with the future tense.” As a result,
the quotation from the leaders is more complete, but the final clause is somewhat obscure.
Nevertheless, to take 11" as a weyigtol is perhaps the more obvious (if not necessarily the better)

choice given that the immediately preceding verb is a yigtol.

e. Josh 17:9—-11 (same translational choice in each verse)

NaRn AwIN H1an nwan M TIna 0o ORA oMY Srab nax map Hna Masn 1Tm 9
1ORA 1PADY TWR 19123 D0 N AwInD Anart 0o 1ax 10 ann vnRen a1 Snad
NRY TNI31 0PHAN TNIAY IRW 12 WRD Dwwa nwind o 11 namn Sowwa
NaIN IWHW MIIa1 1T AW NI TIV0 2AWN I3 7T PP AW a1 IRT A

9 The boundary went down to Wadi Kanah. Those cities south of the wadi
belonged to Ephraim in the midst of the cities of Manasseh. The boundary of
Manasseh went from north of the wadi and ended at the sea. 10 To the south
belonged to Ephraim, and to the north belonged to Manasseh, and the sea was its
boundary. They touched Asher to the north and Issachar to the east. 11 In Issachar
and Asher, Manasseh possessed Beth-shean and its villages, Ibleam and its
villages, the inhabitants of Dor and its villages, the inhabitants of En-dor and its

67 This approach is followed by Dozeman, Joshua 1-12, 399.

% See Boling’s translation: “And the leaders said to them, ‘Let them live, and let them be woodcutters and water
carriers for all the congregation.” And all the congregation did just as the leaders told them.” Robert G. Boling,
Joshua: A New Translation with Notes and Commentary (Garden City, NY: Doubleday, 1982), 256.

% The Hebrew yiqtol forms are most likely intended as jussives, but the translator has rendered them as straight
futures.
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villages, the inhabitants of Taanach and its villages, and the inhabitants of
Megiddo and its villages: three hills.”

9 xal xataprioetal ta Spia éml dapayye Kapava émt Aifa xata dapayya IapimA,
Tepéuvbos T@ Edpatp dva péoov mérews Mavaoon: xal 8pta Mavacoy émt tov
Boppéiv eis TOV xetndppouy, xal Eotat attod 1 dié€odos BdAagoa. 10 amd ABods T6
Edpaty, xai émi Boppéiv Mavagay, xal gotat 1) Oddacoa Spia adtols: xal éml Aonp
cuvaouaty émt Boppdv xat ¢ looayap an’ dvatordv. 11 xai €atar Mavagay év
Looayap xal év Aonp Batboay xai al x@uat adTé@v xal Tobg xatoixolvras Awp xal
Tag xwpas avtis xal Tobg xatoxolvtas Mayeddw xal Tag xwuas adTis xal o Tpitov
i Nadeta xal Tag xwuas adTis.

9 The borders will go down to the ravine of Karana to the southwest by the ravine
of Iariel, a terebinth belonging to Ephraim in the midst of the city of Manasseh.
And the boundaries of Manasseh to the north go to the wadi, and the sea will be
its outlet. 10 From the southwest belongs to Ehraim, and to the north is Manasseh,
and the sea will be their boundary, and they will border Aser to the north and
Issachar from the east. 11 And in Issachar and in Aser, Manasseh will have
Baithsan and their villages, and the inhabitants of Dor and its villages, and the
inhabitants of Mageddo and its villages, and one third of Naphet and its villages.

The text of MT describes the borders of the tribal territories as historical fact, using a series of
wayyiqtol verbs. The Greek, on the other hand, uses future tense verbs because at this point in the
narrative of Joshua, the borders under discussion do not yet exist. The Hebrew speaks from the
chronological point of view of the reader, while the Greek speaks from the point of view of the

actors in the narrative.

f. 2 Kgs 4:25
DR AR TXN ANKR DAHYRA WIR MIRID T 5000 90 OR RHRA wR SR R1am 1o
o0 DANWN 730 P TN

She came to the man of God at Mt. Carmel. When the man of God saw her from
afar, he said to his servant Gehazi, “Here comes that Shunammite.”

® np1is a hapax legomenon with uncertain meaning. See HALOT, BDB s.v. ngJ.
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delipo xal mopevay xai gAeday mpds TOV &vBpwmov Tol Beol eig TO Epog TO KapunAtov.
xal éyéveto w eidev Eoate Epyopévny admiy, xal elmev mpdg [ell T maddprov
adTol Toob 0% 1) Zwuavitis éxelvy:

“Come now, you will go and come to the man of God at the Carmelite mountain.”
And it happened when Elisaie saw her, and he said to his servant Giezi, “Look, it
is that Somanite.”

The key to understanding the translation of the first two wayyigtol verbs in this verse is the initial
word defipo. This Greek imperative has no equivalent in MT of this verse; it comes rather from
the concluding clause of the previous verse: T "R 0K *3. The final word 7 (preposition with
2ms suffix) is subject to a double translation in LXX: it is rendered as oof at the end of v. 24 and
as 0efipo (reading the consonants as 79) at the beginning of v. 25. Under the influence of defpo,
the translator read the 3fs wayyigtol forms 75m and K12 as 2ms weyigtol. This decision can
rightly be seen as an error, but not as an error committed at random. The double translation of 5
in effect forced the translator’s hand when he came to X1am Ton.

These examples further reinforce the conclusion that the Septuagint translators rarely
translated wayyigtol verbs with future verbs, and when they did, the choice was always
purposeful. In almost every case, the use of a future verb for a wayyigtol addresses some
irregularity, whether real or perceived. The one exception is 2 Kgs 4:25, in which the translation
of wayyigtol with future appears to be a mistake, but as argued above, it is a mistake clearly
prompted—even required, in a sense—by the double translation that precedes it. The
translational choice of a Greek future verb for a wayyigtol is not haphazard, nor is it the result of

sloppiness. It is a deliberate choice borne out of a concern for coherence.
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5. A potential counter-argument: the translators were influenced by later Hebrew usage

I have argued that these instances of wayyigtol forms being translated by a future verb, as
if they were weyigtol, represent intentional choices on the part of the translator. One potential
counter-argument to this proposal is that the translators were simply making mistakes, and I have
assumed intention where there is none. After all, the wayyigtol was falling out of use when the
Septuagint translators were working.”' Abegg’s numerical analysis of verbal forms in Qumran
Hebrew is striking: biblical Hebrew expresses completed action with gatal 48% of the time and
wayyiqtol 52% of the time—i.e., roughly half and half—while Qumran Hebrew uses gatal 75%
of the time and wayyigtol just 25% of the time.”” These data from Qumran are relevant because it
seems that “the Qumran writers and the Septuagint translators tap into the same ‘reservoir’ of

linguistic knowledge,””

so that a verbal form that was becoming less common for authors at
Qumran may have been less familiar for the translators as well. Perhaps these cases of wayyigtol
translated as future are instances in which the translators confused two états de langue.”

In response to this counter-argument, we must give proper credit to the linguistic
knowledge of the translators: out of 10,588 wayyigtol forms in Gen—2 Kgs, there are a mere

seventeen of these forms in prose that are rendered with a future verb in Greek. It seems

implausible almost to the point of impossibility that the translators would have correctly

™ There is already a decrease in the frequency of wayyigtol in LBH, and by the rabbinic period the form has
dropped out altogether. Saenz-Badillos, History of the Hebrew Language, 129, 193.

™ Martin G. Abegg, Jr., “The Hebrew of the Dead Sea Scrolls,” in The Dead Sea Scrolls After Fifty Years: A
Comprehensive Assessment, ed. Peter W. Flint and James C. VanderKam (Leiden: Brill, 1998), 338.

7 Jan Joosten, “The Knowledge and Practice of Hebrew in the Hellenistic Period: Qumran and the Septuagint,” in
Collected Studies, 52. But see also his caveat on pp. 51-52 that there are many differences between Qumran Hebrew
and the Hebrew of the translators.

™ See the lexical examples of this phenomenon in Joosten, “Septuagint Translators’ Knowledge,” 25-26, and
Joosten, “Knowledge and Practice of Hebrew,” 41-49.
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identified wayyigtol forms 10,571 times and then been led astray by interference from
contemporary Hebrew usage on seventeen occasions. Their ability to accurately parse and

translate out-dated verbal forms is part of a larger pattern of linguistic competency:

It is important to note that the translators did not systematically confuse Classical
and Post-Classical Hebrew whenever the occasion arose. On the contrary, more
often than not they show a keen awareness of the classical meaning obtaining in
the biblical text while disregarding the post-classical meaning which one suspects
must have been familiar to them from contemporary Hebrew.... During the
Hellenistic period, the classical language laid down in ancient texts, and the
spoken language of every-day life were not the only existing varieties of Hebrew.
As intensive study of the Dead Sea Scrolls, of the Book of Ben Sira and of the
Hebrew of the late biblical books has established, “Biblical Hebrew” continued to
be practised in certain circles as a literary language.”

Joosten’s evidence is lexical rather than morpho-syntactical, but his conclusions still have
bearing on the question of whether the use of future for wayyigtol could have been accidental
rather than intentional. As he points out, the translators were usually well-attuned to the
differences between the biblical texts they were translating and contemporary Hebrew, and as a
result they did not frequently confuse the one for the other. This ongoing acquaintance with, “for

all practical purposes, a dead language™’®

may be attributed to the use of “Biblical Hebrew” as a
literary language, which could be used to compose new texts. This literary language necessarily
differed from the Classical Hebrew it emulated,”” but it nevertheless accurately preserved many
features of the earlier form of the language and kept them familiar. There is ample evidence that

for the translators, the meaning of the wayyigtol was one of the features of Classical Hebrew

with which they were well-acquainted.

™ Joosten, “Septuagint Translators’ Knowledge,” 33-34.
6 Joosten, “Septuagint Translators’ Knowledge,” 32.
7 Joosten, “Septuagint Translators’ Knowledge,” 34.
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6. The pattern of translations creating and harmonizing prophecies

The Septuagint translation of 1 Sam 15:29 participates in yet another pattern: LXX
translators using creative renderings to both generate and harmonize prophecies in the biblical
text.”® Examples of this pattern will be limited to prophecies that occur in the context of narrative
as these are most analogous to Samuel’s prophecies concerning Saul’s kingship. A number of
excellent examples are clustered in 2 Sam 7;” these are particularly instructive since the

translations come from the same hand as the translations of Samuel’s prophecies.

a.2 Sam 7:5
MAWH M2 73N ANKRA I AR 12 TIT DR MTaY OR ORI T

“Go say to my servant, to David, ‘Thus says Yuwn: will you build a house for me
to dwell in?>>*

Topetou xal eimdy Tpog oV 00UAGY pou Aautd Tade Aéyel xUptog OV aU oixodounaels
uot oixov Tol xatoixijoal we:

“Go and say to my servant David, ‘Thus says the Lord: you will not build a house
for me to dwell in!””

Cf. 1 Chr 17:4b: nawh nran * naan nng 85,8

™ The harmonization, as we will see, takes two forms: matching the contents of the prophecy with later events in
the biblical narrative, and creating consistency within the prophecy itself.

™ The compositional history of this chapter, and particularly of Nathan’s oracle in vv. 5-16, is fraught with
difficulties and has been the subject of much scholarly debate; see the review and discussion in McCarter, II Samuel,
210-31, 239-41. Because the focus of the current discussion is on the Greek translator’s treatment of the Hebrew
text, issues particular to the Hebrew will not be treated here.

Schniedewind sees the revisions in LXX 2 Sam 7:5, 11, and 16, which will be treated below, as the result of a
pro-temple bias, “manifest in the alteration and expansion of narratives concerning the temple at critical junctures in
its history.” Schniedewind, “Pro-Temple 7endenz,” 108. While he may be correct that the translator had such a bias,
the current proposal that the translator was creating and harmonizing prophecies more fully accounts for the
Septuagint renderings of these verses. See n85 on p. 234, n91 on p. 238, and n94 on p. 240.

% The Hebrew contains two emphatic pronouns: 7n& and *5 (as noted by McCarter, 11 Samuel, 198, *5 is redundant,
and hence emphatic, because of the 1c¢s pronominal suffix on NawY); see GKC §135a. This subtlety can best be
expressed in English through spoken emphasis, hence the use of italics in the translation.

81 S0 also the Syriac: ousl I Al
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YHwH’s interrogative sentence in MT is expressed as a negative declarative in LXX. The use of
emphatic pronouns in YHWH’s question in the Hebrew “suggest[s] that things are proceeding in
the wrong direction, that David’s gesture posits a reversal of the appropriate or previously known
roles.”® Although formed as a question, YHwH is in fact expressing an “indignant refusal.”®® The
translator knows that it is not David but Solomon who builds Yuwn’s temple in Jerusalem (1 Kgs
6); indeed, YuwH declares to David in v. 13 that not he but his offspring will carry out the task:
"nwh ma ma K10, “He will build a house for my name.” The translator seems to have been
uncomfortable leaving YHWH’s pronouncement in v. 5 open to interpretation, and so instead of a
rhetorical question, he produces an unquestionably negative declaration: o0 o oixodounoelg pot
oixov, “You™ will not build a house for me!”* The Chronicler appears to have been similarly
bothered by the possible ambiguity of YHwH’s question: in his version, as in LXX, YHwH
declares that it is not David who will build the temple. Despite the agreement between LXX and
Chronicles in this verse, it is much more likely that the non-intuitive MT reading is the original
and that the other versions are ensuring continuity between Nathan’s prophecy and the biblical

narrative.

8 McCarter, /I Samuel, 198.
® GKC §150d.

¥ The nominative personal pronoun is emphatic in Greek as well as in Hebrew; Smyth §1190.

¥ Schniedewind notes that while in MT Ynwn challenges the assumption that a temple would be an appropriate

dwelling for him, in LXX the focus shifts to whether David is the appropriate person to build the temple;
Schniedewind, “Pro-Temple 7endenz,” 111. He thus sees this verse as evidence for his theory of a pro-temple bias in
LXX. Despite what Schniedewind describes as the “underlying negative attitude towards the temple” in MT
(Schniedewind, “Pro-Temple Tendenz,” 113), however, there is never any question that the temple will be built; cf. 2
Sam 7:13. The LXX translator therefore had no reason to insist, as Schniedewind implies, that the temple ought to
be built, with the question being only who would do the building. 2 Sam 7:5 is thus better understood, along with 1
Chr 17:14, as an attempt to harmonize Nathan’s prophecy with the biblical history.
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b.2 Sam 7:9

o730 owa 51 ow 75 nwpt TIan TR Y2 AR ANNaR1 N9 WK 523 TRy nR
PRI WR

“I have been with you in all your endeavors, and I have destroyed all your
enemies from before you; I will make for you a great name, like the name of the
illustrious upon the earth.”

wal funy pete ood év maty, olg émopetou, xal EEwAébpeuoa mavtag Tods ExBpols gou
QMO TPOTWTOV Gou xal EMoinoa g€ BYOUATTOV XaTd TO dvopa TEY peydAwy Tév Emt
T Yils.

“And I have been with you in all your endeavors, and I destroyed all your enemies
from before you, and I made you famous, like the name of the illustrious upon the
earth.”

MT’s wegatal "nwp, “I will make,” is rendered in LXX by an aorist émoinoa, “I made.” The MT
verbal form is unexpected at first glance: has YHwH not already brought renown upon David?
McCarter proposes, however, that we “understand the promise of a name for David primarily as
an anticipation of the dynastic promise in vv. 11b—16."% If we take 5173 DW as a reference to
dynasty and not to personal renown during David’s lifetime, then the wegatal form is easily
understood. The translator’s rendering of bw with the adjective dvopaatos, “famous,” suggests
that he understands this clause as a reference to the fame that Yuwn has already granted to David
and not to the promise of a dynasty; accordingly, he has rendered the imperfective *nwp1 with an

aorist to signal a fully completed action.

8 McCarter, II Samuel, 203. He also notes that “to make a name” for someone in ancient Middle Eastern languages
often refers to the establishment of some kind of monument, and so this verse may be a reference to the erection of
the temple by David’s offspring.
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c.2 Sam 7:11b

I 7Y WY v i 7Y Tam
“Ynwn hereby announces®’ to you, ‘As for a house, Yuwn will make one for

299

you.

xal dmayyehel oot xptog 8Tt oixov oixodounaels adTé.
“And the Lord will announce to you that you will build a house for him.”

In the Hebrew of this verse, Nathan delivers to David YHwH’s promise that he will make David a
house, that is, a dynasty. This promise reuses the language in v. 5 of the “house” (n"2), but with
an important reframing: David will not build a house (i.e., a temple) for Yuwn, but rather Yuwn
will build a house (i.e., a dynasty) for David. Given the fairly straightforward meaning of the
verse, the LXX version is rather surprising: in the first clause, the wegatal 737 has been
rendered with a future, dmayyelet, following the morphology of the Hebrew verb but ignoring its
contextual meaning; and in the second clause, the subject and indirect object have exchanged
places. Whereas in MT, Yuwn will make a house for David, in LXX, David will make a house
for YuwH. At first glance, this statement appears nonsensical in light of v. 5. There YHwH says
that David will emphatically not build the temple, but here he seems to say that David will. To
understand the LXX rendering of this verse, we need to consider the preceding verse and a half.

2 Sam 7:10-11a

b N 121900 KT T 1Y 8D RN 12w PRYon SRS nyh oipn nnwt 10
TR 5o 75 nmam SR np Sy ooaw ime wK orn b 11 nnwRna WK

10 I will establish a place for my people, for Israel, and I will plant them, and they
will dwell in their spot. They will not tremble again, and never again will
malicious people oppress them as happened before, 11 since the day when I
appointed judges over my people Israel and gave you rest from all your enemies.

¥ On the instantaneous perfect, see IBHS 30.5.1d; cf. McCarter, II Samuel, 205.
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This is a perplexing statement from YHWH because it appears to refer to the conquest and
settlement of the land as a future event.* Gelston raises the intriguing possibility that since the
conquest and settlement have already taken place, perhaps they are not the subject of this
passage. He proposes that 0ypn in v. 10 is being used in its technical sense of cultic center, or of
the Jerusalem temple itself, and that it is the D1pn rather than 58w *nY which is the antecedent
of the pronominal suffixes on nyvLN, PRNN, and 1139, and the subject of the verbs 12w and
137.% In this reading of vv. 10—11a, the subject is not the conquest and settlement of the land but
rather the founding of the temple in Jerusalem, which is indeed still a future event at this point in

the narrative. The evidence in support of this claim comes from 4QFlorilegium (4Q174) 1:1-3a:

SWR D17 91 AR TWRD S[AEYY A5 13 oY 891 - JAR T -] 1
502 2102 WRD DN INR[A - ]5[ -- AWK man aRin SR ny Sy [ooaw mmy] 2
T O 7O M T IR wIpn -] 3

Lines 1-2a, while fragmentary, appear to be a quotation from 2 Sam 7:10-11 concluding with 5y
58w my. Immediately following the quotation is the interpretation, “This is the house
which...” (WK n"an AXI7) and a quotation from Exod 15:17-18, which in turn is interpreted as
an eschatological temple. This midrash evidently reads 2 Sam 7:10-11 as a reference to the

Jerusalem temple. “The only possible basis for such a reference would seem to be 01pn in II Sam

% Some have attempted to argue that the wegatal verbs in this passage should be understood as referring to past
events; see L. Rost, Die Uberlieferung von der Thronnachfolge Davids (Stuttgart: Kolhammer, 1926), 59-60;
Hertzberg, I & 1l Samuel 285; O. Loretz, “The Perfectum Copulativum in 2 Sm 7,9—-11,” CBQ 23, no. 3 (July 1961):
294-96. While this use of the wegatal is found in both early and late Hebrew, it seems unlikely here, especially
given the presence of two yigtol verbs (137" and 12°0") in the same passage. So also A. Gelston, “A Note on II Samuel
7:10,” ZAW 84 (1972): 93; McCarter, I Samuel, 202.

¥ Gelston, “A Note on IT Samuel 7:10,” 93. He provides the following translation of vv. 10—11a: “I will appoint a
sanctuary for my people, for Israel, and I will establish it: and it shall dwell in its place, and shall not again quake,
nor shall the sons of wickedness master it any more, as formerly and from the time when I commanded judges to be
over my people Israel.” The historical reference in 10b—11 is to the destruction of the temple at Shiloh.
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7 10, understood as a reference to the projected sanctuary.””® Gelston’s proposal is appealing
because of its ability to solve the difficulty of MT 2 Sam 7:10, but he has not made the case that
the later meaning of ©1pn as “temple” was available to the author. Examples of this usage prior
to the Second Temple period would strengthen his argument.

In any case, the LXX translator does not understand 2 Sam 7:10-11 as Gelston
proposes.”’ The translator follows the Hebrew in expressing the events of vv. 10—11a as still to
come, and within this context, his translation of v. 11b reads as the culmination of these future

events:

10 xai 6noopar Témov TG Aad pov @ IopanA xal xataduteiow adTov, xal
xataokwoel xaf’ auTdv xal o0 pepluvyoel 0OxETL, xal o0 mpoohyoet vids adixiag
100 Tamewdoa adTov xabis am’ dpxdic 11 dmd Tév Nuepdv, dv Erafa xpitas éml TOV
Aaov pov lopand, xal vamatow ge amd TavTwy T@v éxBpv cov xal dmayyelel ool
x0plog 8TL oixov olxodowiaels adTE.

10 I will give a place for my people Israel and I will plant them, and they will
dwell by themselves,”” and they will never worry, and an unrighteousness man
will never again abase them as happened in the beginning, 11 since the days when
I appointed judges over my people Israel, and I will give you rest from all your
enemies, and [then, when all this has happened,] the Lord will announce to you
that you will build a house for him.

Whatever the historical referents may be in the LXX version of these verses, the cited events
have not yet happened, and Yuwn will not announce the building of his temple until they do.
Because the temple will not be built until after the other events have taken place, those events

cannot logically refer to the founding of the temple.

% Gelston, “A Note on II Samuel 7:10,” 94.

' Contra Schniedewind, who suggests that the Septuagint’s “pro-temple” translation of 2 Sam 7 “may have been
influenced by the pervasive use of the term “place’ (21pn) for the temple in the Second Temple period.”
Schniedewind, “Pro-Temple Tendenz,” 113. He appears not to have recognized that the LXX translation of vv. 10-11
does not interpret 01pn in v. 10 as a reference to the temple, as presumably it would if the entire passage had been
influenced by the translator’s understanding of D1pn as the temple. The failure of LXX to interpret 01pn as the
temple in v. 10 calls into question Schniedewind’s thesis of a pro-temple bias in 2 Sam 7.

2 On this sense of xatd, see GELS s.v. xatd 11.9; cf. Zec 12:6: xal xatoucioet Iepovoany €Tt xab’ Eavtiy.

113
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Reading v. 11b as the culmination of the events described in vv. 10—11a explains the tense
of the future verb dmayyelel, but what about the role reversal which follows? By temporally
relocating the building of the “house” to a future time, the house in question can no longer be
David’s dynasty, which is not contingent on the fulfillment of the promise of rest. The house
must rather be the temple, and so the translator is forced to change the subject of the verb from
the third person (MT nwy*): YHwH is not going to build his own temple. It is of course Solomon
who will build the temple, but he has not yet been mentioned in Nathan’s speech, and so he is not
available to be the subject of the verb. While it seems illogical for the translator to use a second
person verb (oixodopyoels) because it seems to make David the implied subject, perhaps he was
taking a broader view of who was included in “you”: not just David, but his progeny as well.
This interpretation is not entirely satisfying. The translator seems to have painted himself into a

corner in this verse, forcing himself to make choices which were less than ideal.

d. 2 Sam 7:16
ooW TP P23 7 IR0 7385 oW TP TSN T 1AKRN

“Your house and your kingdom will endure forever before you; your throne will
be permanent forever.”

xal motwbioetatl 6 oixos adTol xal ¥ Pacikela adTol ws aidvos évamiov uol, xal 6
Bpdvog adTol EoTal Gvwpbupévos eig ToV aidva.

“And his house and his kingdom will be made secure forever before me, and his
throne will be restored forever.”

Cf. 1 Chr 17:14: 051 7Y 1123 777 1RO DWW TP "Madna1 N3 1 nTayn
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The Greek has third person pronouns in every case where the Hebrew has second person.” This
difference appears to be a systematic choice on the part of the translator to make this promise
refer to Solomon and not to David: it is Solomon s house,™ kingdom and throne whose
permanence are ensured. The Chronicler makes a similar choice (although intriguingly the house
and kingdom belong to YuwH; Solomon will merely be established in them, not hold them as his
own).” This decision brings v. 16 into conformity with the preceding three and a half verses, in
both the Hebrew and the Greek, all of which discuss Solomon and his future relationship with
YHWH.

What is interesting about the translator’s work in these four verses is that in the first two
cases (vv. 5 and 9), he is harmonizing Nathan’s oracle with the biblical narrative: he clarifies that

Solomon rather than David will build the Jerusalem temple, and having understood ow as

% The one exception is the second person pronominal suffix on 7218%, for which LXX has a first person pronoun.
The MT reading appears to be a scribal error for =1 189; see McCarter, II Samuel, 195. LXX preserves the original
reading (évamiov éuol xal).

% Schniedewind interprets Solomon’s “house” in this verse as a reference to the temple on the grounds that “the
Septuagint undoes the literary play on n"a (either ‘temple’ or ‘dynasty’) when it translates verse 11 as ‘you [David]
shall build a house for him [the Lord].” In the Septuagint, ‘house’ is only a reference to the temple.” Schniedewind,
“Pro-Temple Tendenz,” 113. While it is true that LXX removes the explicit word play on the two instances of n"a in
vv. 5 and 16, it does not necessarily follow that the oixog of Solomon is not his dynasty. oixos is used beyond this
passage to mean dynasty (cf. Isa 2:5; 7:2; Obad 1:17-18; Zeph 2:7; Zech 8:13; 12:8), and so the meaning could still
hold here. This verse thus fails to provide adequate support for Schniedewind’s thesis of a pro-temple bias in LXX 2
Sam 7.

% As Japhet observes regarding the ideology of Chronicles expressed in this verse, “the Chronicler ... eliminates
the conflict between theocracy and earthly monarchy expressed in the time of Gideon and Saul. According to
Chronicles, YuwH is ruler, but His rule is executed by the kings of Israel. The earthly monarchy does not contrast
divine kingship—it puts God’s kingship into practice here on earth. This principle clarifies one of the differences
between 2 Sam 7:16 and the parallel text in 1 Chr 17:14. 2 Sam 7:16 reads: ‘And your house and your kingdom shall
be made sure forever before me’—the monarchy is David’s, yet God assures him that it will be established ‘before’
Him. In Chronicles, we find ‘I will confirm him in my house and in my kingdom’—the kingship is not ‘before’
YHwh; it is YHWH’s.” Sara Japhet, The Ideology of the Book of Chronicles and Its Place in Biblical Thought, trans.
Anna Barber (Winona Lake, IN: Eisenbrauns, 2009), 313—14. Knoppers notes further that “in this respect, the
Chronicler’s work follows the pattern of ancient Near Eastern royal ideology. In Canaan, Egypt, and Mesopotamia,
kings had certain sacral privileges and responsibilities.... The Chronicler ... generally endorses a strong connection
between king and temple.” Gary N. Knoppers, I Chronicles 10-29: A New Translation with Introduction and
Commentary (New Haven: Yale University Press, 2004), 673.
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David’s fame rather than his dynasty, he “corrects” a verbal form to say that David is already
famous in accord with the narrative of David’s ascendancy. But in the second two cases (vv. 11
and 16), he is not harmonizing the oracle with the biblical narrative but rather with the oracle
itself. In v. 11, he has carefully followed the wegatal verbs in the Hebrew and is forced to reckon
with what it could mean that Yuwn will announce the building of the “house” to David. While his
solution is far from perfect, his attempt to create coherence is evident in his struggle. In v. 16, he
appears uncomfortable with the abrupt switch from Solomon to David as the subject of Yuwn’s
promises and so changes the pronouns from second to third person. While this change could
theoretically have an ideological impulse to favor Solomon over David,” it is more likely to have

a literary one: the translator’s objective was simply to create a smoother, more readable text.

Excursus: differences in pronouns between MT and LXX Samuel

Differences in person and number of pronouns do not occur frequently in LXX
Samuel, but when they do, they are most often attempts to “smooth out” the text.”” Out of
2,291 pronominal suffixes in MT of the non-kaige portions of Samuel (1 Sam—2 Sam
11:1), LXX (according to Rahlfs) has just 26 differences in person or number, not
including the examples already discussed in 2 Sam 7.”* Almost all cases of changes in

number appear to be harmonizations with the immediately surrounding text: for example,

% While there is certainly revision in the Greek translation of Samuel-Kings, there is no apparent attempt to raise
Solomon’s status over David’s.

7 Tt is not possible to prove definitively that all of these changes are the work of the translator, but it is also not
possible to prove definitively that they are not. The only one of the following examples attested in the Dead Sea
scrolls is 1 Sam 5:10, where 4Q51 agrees with MT.

% Changes in number only occur in 1 Sam 5:10-11 (5x); 10:12 (2x), 15, 16; 11:3; 15:18; 21:7, 14; 29:3; 30:22; 2
Sam 9:10. Changes in person (and sometimes also in number) occur in 1 Sam 4:9; 6:4; 7:8; 14:17; 15:17, 18, 21,
20:7; 2 Sam 2:26; 9:11.
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a singular pronoun will be changed to a plural if more than one person is speaking (1 Sam
5:10-11; 30:22) or if more than one person is implicitly referenced (1 Sam 11:3; 29:3). In
the two exceptional cases, the change in number has to do instead with differences
between the two languages: in 1 Sam 21:7 and 2 Sam 9:10, the singular on? is the
antecedent of a singular pronoun, while the Greek equivalent &ptot is plural and so is
followed by a plural pronoun (&ptos appears in the plural slightly less than half the time
in LXX; onb is always singular).

Several examples of changes in person are also cases of harmonization (1 Sam
4:9; 6:4; 14:17; 20:7 as part of a larger harmonization with v. 10). In two cases, the MT
text appears to have suffered corruption and LXX preserves the better reading (1 Sam
15:18; 2 Sam 9:11). In a few cases, however, neither harmonization nor corruption can
explain the difference between the two versions. In MT 1 Sam 7:8, the Israelites refer to
YHwH as “our God,” while in LXX they call him “your [Samuel’s] God”; but in MT 1
Sam 15:21, Saul calls YaHwH “your [Samuel’s] God,” while in LXX he calls him “our
God.” The lack of consistency between these two verses is difficult to explain.” In 2 Sam
2:26, the textual differences highlight different aspects of the narrative: MT’s Di"nR
makes the point that Abner and Joab are engaged in a civil war, while LXX’s T&v
Gdedd@v Nu&v makes the point that Joab’s troops are defeating Abner’s.'” Finally, in 1

Sam 15:17, the change in pronoun completely shifts the emphasis of the verse: in MT,

% A bit of plausible speculation: Perhaps in 1 Sam 7, the translator is emphasizing that the Israelites’ faith in
Yuwn’s leadership is inadequate, while in 1 Sam 15, he is uncomfortable with Saul calling Yuwn “Samuel’s God”
since Saul clearly worships him as well.

"% Another possible interpretation of LXX’s t6v ¢dedd@v nudv is that Abner is attempting to create sympathy in
Joab by using an inclusive 1pl pronoun
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Samuel asks, “Even though you are small in your own eyes, are you not head of a tribe of
Israel?” In LXX, Samuel asks, “Are you not small in [YHwH’s] eyes even though you are
head of a tribe of Israel?”'”* The MT version echoes Saul’s concern about his low status,
originally expressed in 1 Sam 9:21, and here refuted by Samuel. The LXX version, on the
other hand, says that Saul’s status before YuwH is indeed lowly despite his political
accomplishments.

These examples demonstrate that the translator does occasionally have a
particular narratival or (perhaps) theological agenda in changing the person of a pronoun,
but that the overwhelming majority of the differences in person or number arise from an
apparent desire to create a more consistent text. These differences serve to harmonize the
person and number of the pronoun with the person and number of the antecedent,
whether stated or implied, or to create consistency from one pronoun to the next.

It is intriguing to find a cluster of these changes in 1 Sam 15: there are changes in
pronoun in vv. 17, 18 (2x), and 21. All four come in dialogue, with the first three from the
mouth of Samuel and the fourth from the mouth of Saul, and they immediately precede
Samuel’s prophecies regarding the demise of Saul’s dynasty. It is tempting to speculate
that the translator’s alteration of the pronouns in vv. 17, 18, 21 was in some way
influenced by the impending prophecy, but this proposal seems unlikely for three out of

the four changes in these verses. In v. 18, MT has 13 in agreement with the collective

"% See Lestienne and Grillet, Régnes, 276: “N’es-tu pas petit a son regard, bien que chef d’un sceptre d’une tribu
d’Israél?” Samuel’s question in LXX is quite difficult to understand. NETS translates, “Are you not small before
him, a leader of a scepter of a tribe of Israel?”, apparently taking “leader” in apposition to “him,” but this is
nonsensical: the antecedent of “him” is YuwH, and he is not a leader of a tribe of Israel.
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singular P91y, while LXX instead has adtols in agreement with Tolg duaptdvovtag.
“Amalek” and “the sinners” are in apposition to each other, so choosing which noun
should be the grammatical antecedent of the pronoun is somewhat a matter of personal
preference. In that same verse, MT’s b2 appears to be an error; LXX’s cuvtehéons (=
M) is a better reading. In v. 21, Saul calls Yuwn g0l Hudv instead of T19R; this
change is easily understood as a response to discomfort, either theological or narratival,
with Saul not claiming YuwH as his own God. In other words, the changes in vv. 18, 21
could have happened anywhere in the book of Samuel. They are not particularly linked to
chapter 15. It is more plausible to suggest that the change in v. 17 could somehow be
connected to Samuel’s prophecy, insofar as it downplays the significance of Saul’s
political power just a few verses before Samuel prophesies the end of that power. It may
deserve to be included in the constellation of changes that take place in the Septuagint

version of Samuel’s speech to Saul, discussed above.

e. 2 Kgs 22:20
A final example of harmonization in the Septuagint can be found in Huldah’s prophecy of

Josiah’s death in 2 Kgs 22:20:

WK 7Y 523 T NrRIN KD DHWaA TRNap DR NADKRN TNAR DY T7a0K 11 12
T DIPRn DY KREN IR

“Therefore I am going to gather you to your fathers. You will be gathered to your

grave'” in peace, and your eyes will not see all the evil which I am going to bring

upon this place.”

12 Reading 7n13p with LXX; MT’s plural form is peculiar.
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LXX", Syrohexapla, 243, 554

o0y oUTwg: 100V éym TpoaTiByul oe Tpds ToUs TaTépas gou xal cuvayfyey eig ToV
Tomov gou év ‘Tepouaadnu xal odx ddbncetal &v Tois dbbaiuois cou év méay Toig
xaxols olg &y el émdyw émt Tov Témov TodiTov.

“Not so! Behold, I add you to your fathers, and you will be gathered to your place
in Jerusalem, and all the evils which I bring upon this place will not be seen by
your eyes.”

émov] Tadov B | év Tepouoadi] rell ev eipyvy
Given that Josiah dies a violent death on the battlefield at the hands of Pharaoh Neco (2 Kgs
23:29-30), Huldah’s prophecy that Josiah will die and be buried in peace seems patently
inaccurate.'” The possibility of a false prophecy from the mouth of Yuwn'* has caused great
consternation among commentators, both ancient and modern.'” That very early readers were
concerned with this problem can be seen in Chronicles, which takes a narratival approach to
addressing the discrepancy between Huldah’s prophecy and Josiah’s death: the Chronicler
substantially expands the encounter between Josiah and Neco (2 Chr 35:20-24) and has Neco
warn Josiah to get out of his way; God is with him, he says, and he does not want to destroy
Josiah in order to carry out God’s plan that he battle the king of Assyria. Josiah refuses to turn
aside, however, and this is the crux of the Chronicler’s explanation: Josiah dies because he does

not listen to the word of God spoken by Neco (058 *81 121 ™27 58 pnw 8Y). The logic of the

'% The syntax of the MT text suggests that 019wa should modify only the clause about Josiah’s burial, and not the
clause about his actual death; however, “Kings consistently distinguishes between kings who ‘lay with their fathers,’
or died natural deaths, and kings who died violently.... The J and DtrH expression, ‘to lie with the fathers,” and the P
expression, ‘to be gathered to one’s kin,” which together underlie Huldah’s words, both apply only to those who die
naturally. Huldah’s ‘gathering to the fathers’ would seem to be a portmanteau.” Baruch Halpern, “Why Manasseh Is
Blamed for the Babylonian Exile: The Evolution of a Biblical Tradition,” V7T 48 (1998): 500. Huldah’s phrase "1
Tnax Hv 7a0K would thus not be an accurate characterization of Josiah’s death on the battlefield at the hands of
Neco.

1% See the prophetic formula with which Huldah begins her speech in 2 Kgs 22:15: *nb& m1i» 9nR8 112 09K 908M
SR,

'% For a review of the many attempts to explain away the apparent inaccuracy of Huldah’s prophecy, see Esther J.
Hamori, Women s Divination in Biblical Literature: Prophecy, Necromancy, and Other Arts of Knowledge (New
Haven: Yale University Press, 2015), 155-56.
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Chronicler’s version is that Josiah could have died in peace if he had listened to God’s word, and
because Huldah could not have known that he would be so recalcitrant, her prophecy is not
rendered inaccurate by the circumstances of Josiah’s death.'”

A Greek reader was evidently troubled by Huldah’s prophecy as well. While LXX", along
with the majority of witnesses, reads év eiprvy for o15wa, LXX* takes the innovative step of
rendering év ‘Tepovoaiy, as if reading 09wa."”” This reading “corrects” Huldah’s prophecy by
saying that Josiah would be buried not in peace, but in Jerusalem. And indeed, Josiah is buried in
Jerusalem in 2 Kgs 23:30. Thus in LXX*, Huldah’s prophecy is accurate.'®

One intriguing question is whether év ‘Tepovgaiyu is intended to modify only cuvaydnoy
gl TOV Témov [Tadov] oov, or if it also modifies mpoaTifyul oe TPdS ToUs TATEPag gou. In other
words, is the prophecy in LXX" that Josiah will be buried in Jerusalem, or that he will die and be
buried in Jerusalem? If the former, then LXX* harmonizes Huldah’s prophecy with Josiah’s fate
in Kings, but if the latter, it harmonizes Huldah’s prophecy with Josiah’s fate in Chronicles.
Although in the book of Kings, Josiah dies in Megiddo (2 Kgs 23:30), in Chronicles he is

brought back wounded to Jerusalem and dies there (2 Chr 35:23—24). It may be too far-fetched to

1% Hamori, Women s Divination, 156.

' On this unusual shortened form of 05w, see Gen 14:18; Ps 76:3. For the sake of brevity, this paragraph names
only LXX*, but the alternative reading is also found in the Syrohexapla and mss 243, 554.

'% Tt is unclear whether the reading év ‘Iepousadu represents an independent translation of the Hebrew that was
incorporated into LXX" or a reworking of the translation év eipyvy. If it is an independent translation, it is possible
that a translator had a defective spelling in his manuscript of 2 Kgs 22:20 (cf. 1 Kgs 2:5 [2x]; 5:26) and read 07w
quite innocently, without thinking about the interpretive ramifications. Given the relative frequencies of 09w and
odw, however—D_‘z\g is attested twice in MT, 015w is attested 237 times—it is difficult to imagine that a translator
would not have assumed that even a defective spelling was meant to be read as D15w. It seems far more likely that a
translator saw D9W (or possibly 05w but nevertheless recognized it as D19w), knew that matres lectionis were
expendable, and saw a way to make Huldah’s prophecy accurate by mentally “erasing” the vav and rendering the
uncommon sense of the consonantal text. If, on the other hand, the reading in LXX" represents a revision of a Greek
text, a scribe would have had to create a mental text of D9Wa by retroverting év eipyivy with the defective spelling (on
the concept of “mental text,” see p. 77 in Chapter Two).
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suggest that a scribe or translator had Chronicles in mind while he was working on Kings, or that
he would harmonize with Chronicles rather than the book he was working on; it is worth noting,
however, that his text does address the issue of Josiah’s death as well as the issue of his burial.

We should therefore at least consider the possibility that this choice was intentional.

7. Summation of evidence from the Septuagint

In this first section, I have presented evidence that 1) the translator was influenced by the
parallels, both narratival and verbal, in 1 Kgs 11:29-31 in his decision to render n¥ni rather than
ne1in 1 Sam 15:29; 2) he may also have been confused about the contextual meaning of nxi; 3)
the translator chose a future verb, dtatpebyjoetat, to render the gatal form n¥n1 in keeping with a
pattern of rendering Samuel’s predictions of Saul’s dynastic demise in the future tense; and 4) his
translation fits a larger pattern of creating and harmonizing prophecies.

From this evidence, we may construct a hypothetical account of how the LXX reading
SrrpedroeTar Iopanh eis 3o came about.'” As the translator worked through his Vorlage, the
narrative and specific language of 1 Sam 15 reminded him of 1 Kgs 11, where the prophet Ahijah
tears his cloak and interprets the gesture as a prophecy of the division of the monarchy. When he
came to the phrase 87w nx1 and could not make sense of it because of the shift that had
occurred in the semantics of n¥1, he saw that graphically N1 was very similar to xmni. He
realized that if he read n¥n3, v. 29 could fill out the prophecy in 1 Sam 15 to match the prophecy

in 1 Kgs 11, thereby creating a new instance of prophecy which accurately predicts the biblical

'% This account aims merely to demonstrate how the collected evidence may be integrated to explain the LXX
translation in 1 Sam 15:29. I do not suggest that any of the account can be proven.
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history; furthermore, it would give Samuel the distinction of being the first to predict the divided
kingdom. In keeping with his pattern of rendering Samuel’s statements about Saul’s dynasty in
the future tense, he then translates n¥n3 as dwupebyoetar.

The provenance of the phrase ei¢ dUo in the Septuagint of 1 Sam 15:29 remains to be dealt
with. Strictly speaking, it is not necessary for the meaning of the verse: the Greek would still be
coherent, if less precise, without it. It has no textual equivalent in MT, so we cannot say that it is
a transformation of some element in the Hebrew. One possibility is that the translator thought of

1% 3 sense which is not denoted by diaipéw.'"" A more

n7en strictly as “to divide into two parts,
precise Greek term for “to divide into two parts” would be oxilw, or its compounds dacyilw/
évayilw,"” but this verb usually is the stereotypical rendering in LXX for ”pa, which is textually
too dissimilar from nx1 for the translator to make the necessary mental transformation. Another
related possibility is that, as Kauhanen has suggested, the translator added ei¢ dUo because the
connotations of diaipéw “point to division in a logical sense rather than enforced tearing.”'" A
third possibility is that eig 000 was added by a later scribe attempting to clarify the meaning of the
text, and that the original translation read only oatpebyjoetar. On the one hand, in the absence of

evidence that would decisively signal the work of a later redactor, we have no reason to assume

that eig 300 was not part of the original translation.'"* On the other hand, the tendency of the

"' Cf. Gen 32:8; Exod 21:35; Num 31:42; 2 Kgs 2:8, 14; Ezek 37:22. n”¢n can also be used when more than two
pieces result from the division: see Gen 33:1; Judg 7:16; 9:43; Dan 11:4.

" Siapéw can of course mean to divide into two parts, but the number of parts must be specified. It does not mean
“to halve.” See LSJ, BDAG, GELS s.v. diaipéw for specific examples of usage.

"2 gyilw and diaoyilw appear respectively in the Antiochene text and Josephus, presumably because they are the
more precise verb. See section II: Manuscript evidence on pp. 204-208.

'3 Kauhanen, Proto-Lucianic Problem, 104.

""* To insist that eig d0o is the work of a later scribe would be an example of what John Barton has called “the
disappearing redactor”: if the text is coherent as it stands, there is no need to posit the work of a redactor. John
Barton, Reading the Old Testament: Method in Biblical Study (Louisville: Westminster John Knox, 1996), 56-8.
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translator to deviate as little as possible from the textual form of the Vorlage, as demonstrated by
the examples of 1 Sam 1:6 and 14:41 above, might suggest that indeed the phrase €ig dUo is not
his work. Given that eig 0vo is attested across all the manuscript evidence, however, it must have

been added very early if it was not the original translation.

IV. The evidence from the Dead Sea Scrolls

I cannot make the case that the translator was responsible for his translation in 1 Sam
15:29 without refuting the textual evidence from 4Q51. Cross reconstructs this verse in DJD
XVII on the basis of his retroversion of LXX, and if he is correct, then LXX is a straightforward
rendering of a Hebrew Vorlage that differs from MT and not a creative choice. His reconstruction
should be rejected, however, for two reasons: first, it is impossible to account for the textual
relationship between his reconstruction of v. 29 and MT; and second, his reconstruction is based
on a misreading of f.10a.'"

Here is the reconstruction of the entire passage as it appears in DJD XVII (fragments 8—
10 a-b,11; plate XIIa). To aid in the discussion that follows, I have color-coded the text assigned

to each fragment.

"> As T will argue below, frgs. 8 and 11 have also been misread. Thus several of Cross’s reconstructions in this
passage require reevaluation.
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Figure 4: 4Q51 frgs. 8-10 a-b, 11
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As is immediately evident, the reconstruction of the passage hangs on very few actually attested
characters. The largest fragment, £.9, covers nine lines of text but preserves roughly only the first
third of the total column width, and not completely. Unfortunately, the words which would be of
most interest to the present study, found at the end of line 6, are not attested. Based on Cross’s
reading of f.10a, however, considerations of vertical alignment appear to support his
reconstruction [@1wH YR n¥m]; if we were instead to reconstruct MT’s shorter text, N3
58w, without making any other changes to the line, it would result in an unusually short line. In
order to understand why line 6 appears short with the reconstruction of the MT text, we must

delve into the methods used for reconstructing biblical Dead Sea Scrolls.

1. Assessing methods for reconstructing biblical Dead Sea Scrolls
Scholars who wish to reconstruct biblical Dead Sea Scrolls must evaluate possible textual

variants by determining whether they would fit well in the space available. An accurate
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reconstruction thus depends upon an accurate estimate of how much text could fit in a given
space. There are currently two methods available for calculating these estimates. The older
method, used by the editors of DJD XVII as well as many others, I will call the “character count”

method. Cross describes his procedure as follows:

We have found that by counting letters and spaces we are able to get a sufficiently
accurate measure of the line lengths in a given column. Wide and narrow letters,
and the spaces between words (that are not to be ignored), tend to even out over
the forty-five to seventy letters and spaces that make up the lines of script.
Moreover, given also the scribe’s flexibility in observing the left margin,
micromeasurement of the width of letters adds little aid in reconstruction. On the
contrary, the use of “vertical alignment” as we have termed it, is perhaps the best
aid in reconstruction. By vertical alignment we refer to placing each letter and
space preserved on a given fragment precisely above or below the letter or space
on either the line above, or the line below, or where all three lines of the fragment
are extant, aligning it both above and below. Where the preserved fragments are
substantial in size, this procedure checks that the position of letters and words are
precisely where they belong on the lines of script. Where there is a lacuna in our
line of script, and reconstruction is desiderated, vertical alignment can often
sharply narrow the choice of possible readings that can be fitted into the lacuna.'"

Cross and the many others who work in the same way reconstruct the text on a grid, as it were.
They treat individual characters as if they were arranged in columns, so that each character (or
space) is situated “precisely” (note their repeated use of this adverb) above and/or below another.
The differences between wide letters, such as sin/shin, and narrow letters, such as final nun,
“tend to even out” over the length of the line and so are not worth taking into consideration. Thus
two lines of text which are both comprised of the same number of characters and spaces should

be essentially equal in length, regardless of what the actual characters are.

16 Cross, Parry, Saley and Ulrich, DJD XVII, 24.
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A newer method, proposed by Herbert first in his dissertation and then in the monograph
which followed, I will call the “average width” method. Herbert developed this method in

response to what he saw as the inaccuracy of the character count method:

Amounts of text to be reconstructed are generally measured by counting
characters. Such character counts constitute an approximation for the space
occupied by that reconstruction, but it is an approximation that takes no account
of the varying widths of the letters of the Hebrew alphabet.... This observation
suggests that the first refinement should be the development of a measure of the
amount of space that a reconstructed series of characters can be expected to
occupy which takes account of the varying widths of the Hebrew letters that make
up that series. The first stage towards this end is to calculate the average width of
each letter of the alphabet within the scroll in question. Once this has been
achieved, a “reconstructed width” is calculated for each proposed reconstruction,
which is the sum of the average letter widths of the letters that comprise that
reconstruction. Thus, for instance, the reconstructed width of the Hebrew word &
is the sum of the average letter widths for &, 5, and the following space.
Reconstructed widths represent the amount of space that the scribe would have
used to write the series of characters if he had been writing each of the characters
at their average width for the scroll. It is of course true that no scribe, even the
most professional and regular hand, would have been completely consistent in the
way he wrote individual characters. It should, however, be clear that an estimate
of the space occupied by a series of characters based upon the calculation of its
reconstructed width constitutes a better approximation to the actual space
occupied than one based merely upon numbers of characters.'"”

Unlike Cross, Herbert does not believe that the different widths of characters are of no
consequence when attempting to reconstruct text. He points out that a series with a
disproportionately high number of wide characters will take up much more space than a series

with a disproportionate number of narrow characters.''® Herbert thus proposes to calculate the

""" Herbert, Reconstructing, 7; italics original. Herbert’s full method of reconstruction comprises several additional
procedures, including the creation of vertical dividers, the development of tables of critical deviations, the
identification of margins, and the assessment of scribal margin policy. The discussion that follows will focus on
using the average widths of characters to estimate space and the use of tables of critical deviations.

""¥ Herbert, Reconstructing, 7.
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average width of each character and space for a given scroll and then sum those averages to
estimate space. The sum of the averages he calls the reconstructed width of a series.

Common sense suggests that Herbert’s method ought to be the more accurate, and that
does indeed seem to be the case. The average width method gives far more tailored results than
the character count method does. For example, in the scribal hand of 4Q51 the word vpw would
have a reconstructed width of 9.58mm, whereas the word ;21 would have a reconstructed width
of only 4.36mm. Thus even though the two words have an identical number of characters, the
former would require more than twice the space of the latter in a reconstruction. We may also
consider discrepancies that arise in entire lines of text. IQM 8:3 and 8:9 both contain 59
characters and spaces, but line 3 has a reconstructed width of 125.75mm while line 9 has a
reconstructed width of only 115.59mm. Despite an identical number of characters and spaces, the
reconstructed width of line 3 is more than 10mm longer than the reconstructed width of line 9. It
is not the case, as the editors of DJD XVII claim, that the differences in the widths of the
characters “even out” over the length of the line.

Herbert tests his approach on a number of non-fragmentary scrolls''® before turning to a
reconstruction of a portion of 4Q51, and he demonstrates quite compellingly that the average
width method is consistently more precise than the character count method. For each scroll,
Herbert chose well-preserved portions of several columns and drew vertical dividers down the
length of each column to create sections that were 20, 40, and 80mm wide. For each section, he
then calculated the average number of characters and the average reconstructed width. Then for

each section of each line, the number of characters and the reconstructed width were expressed

19 1QM, 1QIsa?, 11QT*, 11QpHab, and 1QS.
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as a percentage deviation from the average for the column. Herbert then collated these data to
show how often for each scroll the character count and the reconstructed width deviated from the
average by more than 5%, 10%, 15%, 20%, 25%, and 30%.

For example, within a 20mm section of 1QIsa’, 52% of the character count sample
deviated from the average by more than 10%; 16% of the sample deviated from the average by
more than 15%; 12% of the sample deviated from the average by more than 20%; and 2% of the
sample deviated from the average by more than 25%. By contrast, 45% of the reconstructed
width sample deviated from the average by more than 5%; 24% of the sample deviated from the
average by more than 10%; 8% of the sample deviated from the average by more than 15%; 2%
of the sample deviated from the average by more than 20%; and 0.2% of the sample deviated

from the average by more than 25%.'*

Table 14: Results for 1QIsa’, 20mm section: Percentage of sample deviating by more than
specified percentage deviation

Percentage deviation

5% 10% 15% 20% 25% 30%
Character 0 52 16 12 2 0
count
Reconstructed 55 24 ] 2 0.2 0
width '

The conclusion to be drawn from these results is that “reconstructed widths represent a much
better measure of the amount of text that can fit into a given space than character counts. For

each section size within each of the five scrolls, the move from character count to reconstructed

"% Herbert, Reconstructing, 34—43 includes a more detailed description of the procedure as well as fuller and more
detailed results.
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widths markedly reduces the proportion of the sample that deviates by more than 10%, 15%,
20% and so on.”"!

Herbert also uses this method of calculating the percentage of deviation from the average
to test possible reconstructions. He recognizes that “it is important to assess whether a deviation
of reconstructed widths is small enough to be caused by scribal inconsistency rather than by the
inappropriateness of the reconstruction.... In particular, it is important now to consider how great
a deviation from the average of corresponding sections is required before a given reconstruction
should be rejected.”'* In order to determine how much deviation from the average should be
accepted when considering a reconstruction, he constructs tables of critical deviations for each of
his control scrolls and for 4Q51. These tables show how often a reconstructed width deviates
from the average by a given percentage. For example, Herbert provides the following table of
critical deviations for general use where average letter widths from the scroll under investigation

have been used:'*

12! Herbert, Reconstructing, 35.
122 Herbert, Reconstructing, 14.
123 Herbert, Reconstructing, 16; also presented on 58.
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Table 15: Critical deviations for general use (%)

Section width Significance levels

(mm) 5% 4% 3% 2% 1%
7.5-12.49 15.8 16.4 17.2 18.6 21.1
12.5-17.49 12.9 134 14.1 15.2 17.3
17.5-22.49 11.3 11.7 12.3 13.3 15.1
22.5-27.49 10.1 10.5 11.0 11.9 13.5
27.5-32.49 9.3 9.6 10.1 10.9 12.4
32.5-37.49 8.6 8.9 9.4 10.1 11.5
37.5-42.49 8.1 8.4 8.8 9.5 10.8
42.5-57.49 7.5 7.8 8.2 8.8 10.0
57.5-72.49 6.9 7.1 7.5 8.1 9.1
72.5-87.49 6.4 6.6 6.9 7.5 8.5
87.5-102.49 6.1 6.3 6.6 7.1 8.1
102.5-117.49 5.8 6.0 6.3 6.8 7.7
117.5-132.49 5.6 5.8 6.1 6.6 7.5
132.5-187.49 5.2 5.4 5.7 6.1 7.0

To use this table, we would first determine the average width of the section in which we are
attempting to reconstruct. If the average is, say, 42.1mm, then we would read across the table in
the row for section widths 37.5-42.49mm. This row tells us that for our passage, the width of a
reconstructed section will differ from the average width by 8.1% in 5% of cases; it will differ
from the average by 8.4% in 4% of cases; by 8.8% in 3% of cases; by 9.5% in 2% of cases; and
by 10.8% in 1% of cases. Herbert directs our attention to the 5% and 1% significance levels, the
ones most often used in statistics, and suggests that a 5% significance level should be interpreted
as raising “substantial suspicion” that a reconstruction is invalid, and a 1% significance level

should be interpreted as raising “reasonable confidence” that a reconstruction is invalid. Thus in
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our example case, if our reconstruction were to differ in width from the average by 10.8% or
more, this would be represented by the 1% significance level and we should have “reasonable
confidence” that our reconstruction is invalid. If, on the other hand, our reconstruction deviated
from the average by less than 8.1%, the percentage represented by the 5% significance level, the
reconstruction could be accepted as far as space considerations are concerned.

There are a few important methodological caveats to this process of using significance

levels. As Herbert notes,
the proposed 5% and 1% significance levels are not intended to be used in an
absolute way, but rather as a guide.... The above method will be of greatest
service if the conclusions that arise from it are drawn with care, indicating the
degree of certainty and range of alternative solutions that are possible. In
particular, it is important not to overstate the conclusions reached. Thus, for
instance, the fact that space considerations may indicate that the only ancient
version that can provide a viable reconstruction for a given lacuna is the LXX
does not of necessity mean that the scroll actually was in line with LXX at that
point, but merely that it may be."*!

The 5% and 1% significance levels are merely a tool for assessing possible reconstructions for
length and are not intended to have the last word. A reconstruction that defies the numbers may
nevertheless prove to be the most likely. Scribes were human, after all, and any number of
circumstances could have resulted in their handwriting becoming more cramped or more
expansive. This method also cannot take into account corrections and interlinear additions.
Moreover, simply because a reconstruction could fit in a given lacuna does not mean that the
original text did follow the reconstruction, only that it could have.

One other significant consideration, which Herbert unfortunately does not address, is that

his calculations of critical deviations do not hold when we consider entire lines of text.

124 Herbert, Reconstructing, 17—18.
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Presumably this is the result of scribal flexibility with regard to the left margin. We can see this

deficiency in Herbert’s method when we calculate reconstructed widths for entire lines of extant

scrolls and then compare the longest and shortest lines to the average:'*

Table 16: Examples from extant scrolls where deviation of reconstructed width from the average
exceeds the 1% or 5% significance level

Avg. rec. | Min. rec. |Diff. from | Diff from | Max. rec. | Diff. from |Diff. from

Col/lines width width avg. avg. width avg. avg.

(mm) (mm) (mm) (o) (mm) (mm) (%)
1QIlsa" 48:8-14 150.57 138.97 11.60 7.70 156.45 5.88 3.91
1QIsa® 48:23-29 150.08 142.90 7.18 4.78 160.59 10.51 7.01
1QpHab 6:1-7 91.61 83.88 7.73 8.44 97.38 5.77 6.30
1QpHab 6:7-13 95.58 84.49 11.09 11.60 100.43 4.85 5.07
1QpHab 11:1-7 82.55 77.56 4.99 6.05 89.65 7.10 8.60
1QpHab 11:7-14 86.54 75.30 11.24 12.99 95.66 9.12 10.54
1QS 4:3-11 168.10 160.96 7.14 4.25 182.08 13.98 8.32
1QS 5:13-19 176.67 169.76 6.91 3.91 187.95 11.28 6.39
11QT 58: 4-9 109.55 100.66 8.89 8.12 115.46 591 5.39
11QT 58:10-17 110.23 103.54 6.69 6.07 113.64 3.41 3.09
11QT 59:9-15 105.00 95.66 9.34 8.89 113.57 8.57 8.16
11QT 59:15-21 108.13 98.40 9.73 9.00 114.35 6.22 5.75

= greater percentage deviation from the average than represented by the 1% significance level
(“reasonable confidence” that a reconstruction is invalid)

1.23

= greater percentage deviation from the average than represented by the 5% significance level
“substantial suspicion” that a reconstruction is invalid
P

1% These results are illustrative and not exhaustive. Reconstructed widths were calculated for every line of 1QIsa*
39, 48; 1QpHab 6, 11; 1QS 4-6; and 11QT 58-59 based on average character widths given for each scroll in
Herbert, Reconstructing, 29-33. Averages were calculated for six-line groups per Herbert’s procedure; Herbert,
Reconstructing, 54; see also ibid., 44 on the decision to use six-line groups. Significance levels were taken from his
table of critical deviations for general use (see above); this table was used rather than the tables specific to each
scroll because the latter included calculations only for sections of 20, 40, and 80mm rather than for a range of

widths.

258




These results demonstrate that a substantial number of actual readings from extant scrolls
would be rejected as invalid on the basis of space considerations if we were to evaluate them
with Herbert’s tables of critical deviations. Therefore when we are attempting to reconstruct a
fragmentary text, such as 4Q51, we do not necessarily need to reject a reconstruction if the line
as a whole deviates from the average by a percentage represented by either the 5% or 1%
significance level. That said, we should not completely abandon evaluation by significance
levels: a total of 30 sections were tested to create the above chart, and of those 12 were found to
have lines which did not pass the significance level test; this means that 18 sections (60%) did
pass the test. Furthermore, we can see from these data that even when the reconstructed widths of
whole lines deviate from the average, they do so within a certain range. The greatest deviation
from the average in the above chart is 12.99% (in 1QpHab 11:7—-14). While further investigation
might turn up examples of lines whose reconstructed widths differ from the average more, it
seems unlikely that they would differ a great deal more. We should still be suspicious if our
reconstruction yields a line whose reconstructed width differs from the average by, say, 30%,
which is clearly outside the range suggested by an evaluation of extant scrolls.

Despite these necessary cautions, Herbert’s proposed method represents a dramatic
improvement over the older method of counting characters and spaces. It takes into account the
sometimes dramatic differences in the width of Hebrew characters and provides an objective
measure for evaluating reconstructions that also allows for variations in scribal hands.

In the discussion of 4Q51 that follows, I will use Herbert’s average width method for
estimating the width of lines and of reconstructed text, and for evaluating the various proposals

for reconstructing 1 Sam 15:24-32.
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2. Analysis of 4Q51

First, let us establish values for frgs. 810 a—b, 11 in 4Q51 as reconstructed in DJD.

Table 17: Values for 4Q51 frgs. 8-10 a—b, 11

Line Text Reconstructed | Character
width (mm)'** | count'”’
|| 73T R M e nk nnap v nson HRINW HR Hivw VDN’; 106.98 57
i ' ' " ’
) W1 NRLA DR R KW ANY1 O7P3 YPRWKRI 0P DR nf;ﬁy 107.60 53
D TAY MWK R1H DIRW DR HRINW AKRM I TINDWKR]
3 MDRNA 107.85 55
4 HRINW 207 HRW HY TOn AN M JORAM MY 93T DR 11036 58
na%
s | VP 5RINW 1HR AR IPIR RYM 1YN 5102 IR p‘_r‘?gz 114.12 61
v " ] ' " "
6 ORI ARM DN TAN 200 YD "IN TOYN HRW 1;1?;2 112.09 58
. DIRW RN DMIAD RI7 DR K19 2 0N K19 :m’v; ;:%?-1; 106.31 57
iRk My y L) ) )
g MY TMIANWN NP W HRIWT TR AP IPT TH K] 31:5:)1 116.36 64
TmHR
9 MY INNW HIRW MINR SRINW 2wN 65.57] [34]
10 JAR POR T PYAY TN AR IR DR WBA HRINY KRN °[96.29] °[52]
Average reconstructed width 110.21
Minimum reconstructed width 106.31
Difference of minimum from average 3.90
(3.54%)
Maximum reconstructed width 116.36
Difference of maximum from average 6.15
. 0
(5.58%

* Line 9 has been excluded from the average and the minimum because the line contains a vacat.

" Line 10 has been excluded from the average and the minimum because the reconstruction is incomplete.

1% Reconstructed widths have been calculated from the average character widths for 4Q51 in Herbert,
Reconstructing, 80.

17 Although character counts will not feature in the argument that follows, they have been included here for interest.
Note that the line with the shortest reconstructed width (line 1) is not the same as the line with the lowest character
count (line 2).
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The DJD reconstruction yields reasonably good numerical results.'”® The reconstructed
width of the shortest line (7) differs from the reconstructed average by only 3.54%. The
reconstructed width of the longest line (8) differs from the average by 5.58%, slightly more than
the 5% significance level established by Herbert for 4Q51.'” As we have seen, however, when
calculating full lines of text, this degree of deviation is not sufficient cause to reject the
reconstruction on the basis of space considerations. Moreover, Herbert notes that because of the
fragmentary nature of 4Q51, the sample sizes for constructing the table of critical deviations is
limited, and data for sections longer than 52.49mm have been extrapolated from trends in the
table."

By contrast, if we reconstruct the MT text 987w ne1 0 at the end of line 6 and make no
other changes to the reconstruction, the numbers do not work out quite so well. The new
reconstructed width of line 6 would be 97.13mm, making it the shortest line, and it would differ
from the new average (108.58mm) by 11.45mm, or 10.55%. For passages of this width in 4Q51,
Herbert has calculated the 1% significance level to represent a deviation from the average of 8%,
and this alternative reconstruction would yield a line that differs quite a bit more. As
demonstrated above, this degree of deviation is insufficient reason to reject a reconstruction.
Nevertheless, it is worth noting that the reconstructed widths in this passage from 4Q51 are more

regular when we keep the original DJD reconstruction than when we follow MT at the end of

'8 Note that the right margin is extant only for line 6; the left margin has been entirely reconstructed. See Figure 4:
4Q51 frgs. 8-10 a-b, 11 on p. 250.

129 Herbert, Reconstructing, 82.
139 Herbert, Reconstructing, 81.
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line 6. This observation might suggest that the DJD reconstruction, which follows LXX at the
end of line 6, is preferable to one which follows MT.

The DJD reconstruction of this passage—most importantly for the argument of this
chapter, the reconstruction of line 6—should be rejected, however, for two reasons. First, it is
impossible to account for the textual relationship between MT’s H8w* n¥3 0x1 and DJD’s DX
onwh H8w? neme. A scribe who was a native speaker of Hebrew would be unlikely to have

! and even if the phrase had confused him, he would have

difficulty understanding 58w mya,
written %3, which is an easy textual transformation of mi, and not n¥m. The future tense of

datpebnoetar in LXX comes not from the Vorlage, but from the decision made by the translator
to render Samuel’s statements about Saul’s dynasty as future predictions (see above)."** In other

words, we can reconstruct how the LXX reading evolved from the MT reading, but there is no

logical explanation for how the 4Q51 reading would have evolved from MT (or vice versa).

"' While the meaning of M1 was shifting at the time that 4Q51 was copied (see above), there are still numerous
examples in the non-biblical Dead Sea Scrolls of 1 bearing the older meaning “eternity”; see, e.g., 1QS 4:1; 11:12;
1QM 8:1; 1QHa 9:26; 12:14. See also Isa 25:8, where MT’s phrase nx15 ninn P is rendered in LXX as xatémtey 6
Bavatos ioyvoas, but 1QIsa’ (20:4) maintains the MT consonants. Unfortunately this is the only case of LXX
rendering n¥31 according to the later meaning where we also have extant text in the Dead Sea Scrolls, but it does
support the contention that a Hebrew scribe would not have been tempted to alter 587w N1 even if its original
meaning had become obscure to a Greek translator.

32 Aejmelaeus similarly notes that Cross’s reconstruction “shows his at times uncritical reliance on the Septuagint”;
Aejmelaeus, “Does God Regret.” Cross concluded early on that 4Q51 and LXX “stand in the same general tradition’
and that “the divergences between 4Q and LXX are sufficiently explained by the century or so between the
translation of Samuel into Greek, and the copying of our MS, during which time there was certainly some cross-
fertilization between Hebrew textual traditions current in Palestine.” Cross, “New Qumran Fragment,” 23. This
analysis has been criticized by Tov and others; see the discussion on pp. 711 in the Introduction. Nevertheless,
Cross’s early conviction appears to have influenced many of his reconstructions in DJD XVII, including that of
15:29.

i}
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Second, the Cross has misread and thus misidentified fragments 8, 10a, and 11."* They

do not belong to this passage of Samuel and do not support the DJD reconstruction.'**

a. f.8
Figure 5: 4Q51 £.8: DJD XVII Plate Xlla; Leon Levy Digital Library Plate 1107, Frag 78
(B-488362)

Image © Israel Antiquities Authority

'3 The editors also fail to recognize that f.17 belongs to this passage. They identify it as 1 Sam 18:4-5 and
reconstruct as follows:
[ mppp ] 1
[ YSemxe ] 2
Herbert, however, correctly identifies this fragment as 1 Sam 15:30-31 (Herbert, Reconstructing, 202). Line 1
properly reads ] 7] , and line 2 properly reads Jwm 5[ .

1** The analyses which follow are based on an inspection of the high-resolution digital images of the fragments
available through the Leon Levy Digital Library (www.deadseascrolls.org.il). These new images are markedly more
clear than the older photographs reproduced in DJD XVII, which are also available through the Levy Library.
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Cross reads the two letter traces at the top of the fragment as 2, but it is impossible that
the first letter trace represents a kaph. The angle of the line is wrong, the line thickens where it
should not, and all other instances of the letter combination kaph-yod extant in 4Q51 show
clearly that the bottom arm of the kaph extends below the base of the yod, which is shortened to
accommodate the kaph.'” The first character is more likely an aleph.

While this fragment clearly does not belong to 1 Sam 15:24-32, it is still unclear where it
comes from instead. Herbert, apparently reading the character trace after the ayin as a mem rather
than a tav, gives the fragment a “likely” identification of 2 Sam 20:12, or as a second option, 1
Sam 19:3."° I am not thoroughly convinced of his reading, however. The character trace is

sufficiently ambiguous to support reconstruction of both fav and mem.

1353.a.2,6;3.0.19; 9.b.1; £30:1; £.44:2; £.51:4; £.54:3; £.61i:3; £.61ii:16; £.63:2; £.101:5; £.102i:8; £.106i:13; £.120:3;
£.129:8; £.136:3, 4; £.145:6; £.147:2.

"% Herbert, Reconstructing, 203. He lists this fragment under PAM 43.113 as F7. “Likely” identifications are
Herbert’s third level of certainty, preceded by “firm” and “very likely.”
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b. f.10a
Figure 6: 4Q51 f.10a: DJD XVII Plate XIla; Leon Levy Digital Library Plate 1097, Frag 12
(B-484222)"

Image © Israel Antiquities Authority

Cross makes several errors in his reading of this fragment. First, the trace in the second

line which he identifies as an aleph is clearly not. While the angle made by the two strokes

37 NB: in this image, what Cross identifies as f.10a has been correctly displayed with part of what DJD has
numbered f.51; see DJD XVII Plate XIV. DJD incorrectly identifies these fragments as two different passages.
Cross’s f.10a is the fragment below the join, which is marked here in white for greater visibility. PAM 43.111 also
correctly displays the two fragments together.
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nominally resembles an aleph, the thickness of the strokes do not. Furthermore, a trace of
another character is visible to the left of the aleph which cannot be a lamed as he proposes: the
stroke is vertical rather than diagonal as it would be for lamed. Finally, the word in the third line
he reads as D3 is in fact 73. The top of the second letter is not the correct shape for a final mem;
compare especially the two very legible attestations of 03 in 4Q51 £.61i:30 and £.93:3.

This fragment is instead to be identified as 2 Sam 1:10-13."** It shares a physical join
with part of what DJD has numbered f.51; see Plate XIV. Both PAM 43.111 and the Leon Levy

Digital Library (see Figure 3) correctly display the two fragments together.

1% Herbert, Reconstructing, 97, 249.
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c. f.11

Figure 7: 4Q51 f.11: DJD XVII Plate XlIla; Leon Levy Digital Library Plate 1107, Frag 16
(B-488114)

Image © Israel Antiquities Authority

This fragment similarly contains a host of misreadings in DJD. The first line clearly does
not read aleph; there are two characters rather than one, and the second is unmistakably dalet or
resh. In the second line of the fragment, the extant letters are 122, not 723. What Cross seems to
have read as the left-most edge of the top stroke of a dalet is in fact a separate character. Finally,
given the amount of blank space to the right of the kaph, it is not possible that the original
reading was ~21. On the amount of parchment preserved, we would be able to see at the very least

a trace of a vav if one had been written. Compare the appearance of 9121 in 4Q51 £.61i:22 (Plate
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XV). We may also reject the reconstruction &[191], which Cross asserts is required by vertical
alignment."”* There is no reason not to follow MT and reconstruct &'*’ without conjunctive vav.

The correct identification of this fragment is still uncertain. Herbert identifies it as 1 Sam
10:4-5,""" reading the first line as D]T[1 and the second line as &]122. Despite the fact that
Herbert lists this as a “firm” identification, his reconstruction is problematic. In the first line, the
vertical stroke of the rightmost character appears to continue much further down than a yod
would. In the second line, the character trace to the right of the vav shows just one stroke, which
is furthermore too straight to be an aleph; an aleph would show two strokes creating a distinct

angle.

Despite the fact that two of these three fragments have yet to be identified satisfactorily, it
is clear that they do not belong with 1 Sam 15:24-32 and should not be considered evidence to
support a reconstruction of this passage. The rejection of f.10a and f.11 especially impact the

reconstruction. Cross makes a number of decisions based on the need to accommodate f.10a. In

"% Cross, Parry, Saley and Ulrich, DJD XVII, 78.

' The defective spelling &% is the preferable reconstruction here. It is possible with the aid of computer software to
establish the right margin of £.9:5-7 within approximately 0.5mm. Once the margin is set, we can see that there is a
space of approximately Smm between the right margin and the beginning of the word 2w. Using Herbert’s
character averages, we can estimate the width of 85 with a following space to be 5.40mm, and of &1 with a
following space to be 6.63mm. The defective spelling is thus a better fit for the space. By contrast, the DJD
reconstruction X191 requires 7.86mm, roughly 50% more space than what is available. Furthermore, although 4Q51
tends to favor plene spellings, Herbert notes that eight out of ten occurrences of 819/8% without prefix are spelled
defectively, and the remaining two are the emphatic first words of quotations (Herbert, Reconstructing, 84), which
this instance is not. On this basis, we should also reconstruct 8% with defective spelling the second time it appears
without a prefix in line 7.

Using the same software, we can also establish the right margin of lines 8-10, although with slightly more
caution because of shrinkage in the parchment which has caused some distortion of the lines of text. We then see
that there are approximately 7.75mm between the right margin and the visible left edge of the bottom stroke of a
nun. Using Herbert’s average character widths, we can estimate the width of 1722 to be 7.34mm, while the
estimated width of -37221 (the DJD reconstruction) is 8.57mm. A reconstruction without vav is thus a better fit for
the available space.

! Herbert, Reconstructing, 201.
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line 5, he reconstructs 1YIpP ¥y (MT yp7; LXXP diéppnéev adtd) on the basis of the
Antiochene text and Josephus'** “in order to satisfy vertical alignment in lines 4, 5, and 6 as fixed
by frg. 10a.”'* Cross also excludes the definite direct object marker n¥ at the end of line 5
because it “is not necessary here [and] would make the line too long” if appended to the rest of
his reconstruction.'** He further omits 017 in line 6 against all the major witnesses, a decision
also “dictated by vertical alignment.”'** In fact, none of these choices is necessary or even
defensible once we recognize that f.10a provides no textual evidence for this passage. Without
f.10a, the words 587w in line 4, ¥5& 9AK" in line 5, and 01 in line 6 no longer need to be
vertically aligned, giving us greater freedom in our reconstruction. In line 5, we can reconstruct
ppn following MT or 1npapn following LXX®,'* and we can include nx at the end of the line.'"
In line 6, we can reinstate 0171, which, when we also reconstruct the MT reading 587w nx1 on,
brings the reconstructed width of the line (106.63 mm) well within range of the average width
for the passage (109.51 mm).'* In other words, when we recognize that f.10a has been misread

and undo the mistakes that relied upon the initial error, we can reconstruct 987w 11 at the end

of line 6 without any difficulty.

"> Antiochene text: xal éméoyev xal diéppnéev adtd. Josephus Ant. 4.152: EMapBdvetar tiis dimhoidos xal ... diaay(lel
70 ipatiov. See section II: Manuscript evidence on pp. 204-208 above.

' Cross, Parry, Saley and Ulrich, DJD XVII, 78. Cross identifies this reconstruction as a Proto-Lucianic plus; sadly
that identification must be relinquished.

% Cross, Parry, Saley and Ulrich, DJD XVII, 78.
5 Cross, Parry, Saley and Ulrich, DJD XVII, 78.

' Considerations of space do not dictate which of these two forms (with or without pronominal suffix) must be
chosen. The form with pronominal suffix yields a line whose reconstructed width is moderately closer to the average
for the passage, and so I have chosen this option in the proposed reconstruction below. The form without pronominal
suffix is also perfectly defensible on the basis of available space.

'47 Without 7¥pm, there is no longer any concern that the inclusion of N& makes the line too long.

'** The difference between line 6 and the average is thus 2.88 mm, or 2.63% of the average. See the table below for
the full set of calculations.
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Furthermore, without f.11 and its two reconstructed vav’s, line 7 can continue the clause
begun in line 6 instead of beginning a new clause,'”’ and we can also follow MT or LXX in
reconstructing either NNy (MT) or TR (the reading suggested by LXX’s M) at the end of line
7.1

I propose the following alternative reconstruction of 4Q51 for 1 Sam 15:24-32, which is
based solely on frgs. 9 and 10b. I have omitted line 1 because there is no textual evidence to
serve as the basis for reconstruction. Further differences from the D.JD reconstruction, aside from

minor changes in placement of square brackets,"" are underlined.

['ap 211 NRVA OR RI KW 701 D9Pa pyRwKl] o[yn DR 1R
[ANORA "2 TAY WK K1Y NIRW R HRINW KRN] MnD [MInnwN]
[n255 5w 207 SR S THn nran M qorAM] M A[aT NK]
[OR M PR ORI 1HR KRN 1AYIRN 19N f132] IRw prn[y]
[HRIW? NI 01 TAR 2100 YD "IN ora 7HOYR IR Madn

[0y "nRON SIRW RN oma]ab RIA[ 0TR 8D [0 one[ K9] 2w [RY]
[TR5R MY IMAnwm nY 2w SRA[W 1A 7]ap apr 73 81 °]3[720]
[ vacat MY n[NwN MIRW MR OR[N 2w[1]

[ 2R 7OR T POy 1750 AR NR HR WBA SR Nw R

SOOI DN B W

—

A quantitative analysis of this reconstruction demonstrates that the reconstructed widths of the

lines are closer to the average than they are in the DJD reconstruction. To the extent that smaller

' In fact, even if the DJD editors had correctly read the letters on f.11, we would still be able to reject their
reconstructions of vav at the beginnings of lines 7 and 8 because of space considerations; see n140 on p. 268.

139 Both reconstructions are viable in terms of space considerations. Given the current (lack of) textual evidence for
the end of line 7, the choice is at the discretion of the editor. On &M as a rendering of IR, see 1 Sam 1:23; 16:6;
29:9. The translator also uses ¢4 less frequently for ™3 (1 Sam 6:3); D& *3 (1 Sam 21:6); and ©9&1 (1 Sam 20:3). It
appears to render -1 in 1 Sam 15:19, but as argued above, the reconstruction 372231 is not a good fit for the available
space; see n140 on p. 268.

5! In a few cases, characters which the editors mark as reconstructed are in fact partially visible (and vice versa),
e.g., the vav and yod of 7n&" in line 10. I have placed the square brackets where they most accurately represent the
state of the evidence.
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deviations from the average reconstructed width of a passage are a desideratum,"** my

reconstruction improves upon the line lengths of the DJD reconstruction.

Table 18: Values for proposed reconstruction of 4Q51 for 1 Sam 15:24-32

Line Text &?(Cig? ?glun(;;[?g
2 MY 21T NIRVM NR R KW NP1 O9P2 YPRWKRI YA DR DR 107.60
3 ANDRA "2 TAY AWK K1Y HIRW HR HRINW 08T mh mnnw 107.85
4 na%5 HRinw 20M SR Sy THn nran Mo JorRAM MY 93T DX 110.36
5 NR M PP HRINW POR KR IAPIRM 199N 9102 IRW P 109.05
6 HRIWT MR TN TAN 210 TV N ora THYn Hrawr mabn 106.63
7 ANY MRV YIRW AKRM ORI K17 0TR KD D o K19 2w KD 111.20
8 TAHR MY TIANWN NP W DRIWT TA AP IPT TAI RI 3T 113.90
9 MY INnW HIRY MAR SRINW 21N 65.57]
10 JAR POR T PYAY THN IR NR OR WBA HRINDY KRN °[96.29]

Average reconstructed width 109.51
Minimum reconstructed width 106.63
Difterence of minimum from average 2.88

(2.63%)
Maximum reconstructed width 113.90
Difference of maximum from average 4.39

(4.01%)

* Line 9 has been excluded from the average and the minimum because the line contains a vacat.
® Line 10 has been excluded from the average and the minimum because the reconstruction is incomplete.

'32 As a general rule, we may aim to minimize deviations from the average in our reconstructions, but recall that
analyses of extant scrolls show that scribes felt free to create lines that substantially deviated from the average (see
above). For our reconstructions to be methodologically sound, of course, lines should be of relatively uniform length
because that was normal scribal practice. We should be more conservative in our reconstructions than scribes were
in their creation of texts.

'3 Reconstructed widths have been calculated from the average character widths for 4Q51 in Herbert,
Reconstructing, 80.
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In this reconstruction, the shortest line (now line 6 rather than line 7) differs from the average by
only 2.63%, and the longest line (line 8) differs by only 4.01%.'>* While this is only a modest
improvement, all lines are now well within Herbert’s 5% significance level for passages of this
width in 4Q51.

It is possible, of course, that some of Cross’s reconstructions are correct. It is possible
that line 5 read PP ¥YP", or that line 6 lacked o1'n. The difficulty is that we have no evidence
from 4Q51 to support these reconstructions. It is most sound methodologically to reconstruct
conservatively, and the most conservative approach is to maintain MT whenever possible
because it is the extant text which most closely resembles 4Q51."> When we cannot maintain
MT, we should attempt to retrovert the Old Greek (to the extent that it can be established). The
Antiochene text, which is the source of the reading 1p7p™ 7xY", might be our third choice for
reconstruction, while reconstructions such as the absence of 011, a reading which is not found
anywhere else, should simply not be accepted. The reconstruction I propose may not be accurate
in all its particulars—it is impossible to know with so much of the passage missing—but it is

defensible methodologically, which Cross’s is not.

3. Summation of argument regarding 4Q51
Cross’s reconstruction of 4Q51 for 1 Sam 15:24-32, and, most importantly for the

argument of this chapter, for v. 29 in particular, cannot be maintained. First, his reliance on the

"** In the DJD reconstruction, the shortest line differs by 3.54% and the longest line by 5.58%.

'3 Despite the fact that MT Samuel is error-prone, and that 4Q51 and LXX frequently agree against MT, the reality
is that the shared language of MT and 4Q51 makes MT the most reliable witness. Retroverting the Greek witnesses
is always an uncertain business, even under the best of circumstances; see the discussion in James Barr,
Comparative Philology and the Text of the Old Testament (Winona Lake, IN: Eisenbrauns, 1987), 238-72.
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Septuagint in his reconstruction of the end of line 6 is misguided. There is no way to account for
the textual relationship between his reconstruction, 0w5 98w ner, and the MT text, na
587", Furthermore, the Greek future verb dtaipedyoetal, from which he retroverts the yigtol
form nxm, is the result of a translational pattern within LXX 1 Samuel and does not reflect the
Vorlage. Second, three of the five fragments upon which he bases his reconstruction have been
misread and do not belong to this passage. His misreadings of frgs.10a and 11 led him to commit
a number of errors in his reconstruction which need to be corrected.

In lieu of Cross’s reconstruction, I have proposed an alternative which makes several
changes in lines 5-8 and which follows MT at the end of line 6, reading 58 Ww* nx1 ox. This
reconstruction is based solely upon the two fragments which actually attest this passage, namely
9 and 10b, and is therefore more methodologically sound (and necessarily more conservative)
than Cross’s.

These conclusions remove the possibility that the LXX reading in 1 Sam 15:29, xai
dtaupebnaetar Iopanh eig dvo, is a straightforward rendering of an alternative Vorlage.
Furthermore, the significant errors in Cross’s reading and identification of fragments, which in
turn occasion a large number of errors in reconstruction, strongly suggest that DJD XVII is in
need of correction—perhaps extensive correction. If there are so many errors in a relatively short

passage, it seems quite likely that there are more which have yet to be found.
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V. Conclusion

The first conclusion to be drawn from this study is that in 1 Sam 15:29 we have another
example of translation as creative problem-solving. In this case, the translator assimilated his
Vorlage to 1 Kgs 11 in order to address two perceived problems in the narrative: first, that the
scene he was translating in 1 Sam 15 was missing an element vis-a-vis the parallel scene in
Kings; and second, that the meaning of the epithet 58 w” nx1 was likely unclear to him. The
translation of 1 Sam 15:29 thus resembles both the example of 1 Sam 1:6, where the translator
assimilated his narrative to Gen 29-30 because his Vorlage was opaque to him, and the example
of 1 Sam 14:41, where the translator noticed that his narrative was incomplete.

We may further conclude that the text of 1 Kgs 11 was familiar to the translator. This
finding is significant for our reconstruction of the Jewish community in Alexandria and the
question of what access they had to (what later became) biblical texts. Aejmelaeus has proposed
that the struggles with Hebrew vocabulary which are evident in LXX Samuel are evidence that
Samuel was not yet considered Scripture and perhaps had just recently arrived in Alexandria.'
Given the similar genre and contents of Kings, one might be inclined to extend her theory to that
book as well."” The intertextual relationship between 1 Kgs 11 and LXX 1 Sam 15, however,

argues strongly against the hypothesis that Kings was relatively unknown to the translator of

1% Aejmelaeus, “When Did Samuel,” 264-5.

17 Aejmelaeus describes Samuel as “not indispensable to the Jewish way of life,” but rather an archive of “a great
deal of ancient material” which grants it authority. Aejmelaeus uses categories proposed by Molly Zahn to define
Samuel as a text which was authoritative but not scriptural, as opposed to the Pentateuch, which possessed
specifically scriptural authority. Aejmelaeus, “When Did Samuel,” 269. Presumably she would define Kings in
similar terms.
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Samuel. Whether or not he knew other parts of the book, he certainly knew the episode of Ahijah
and Jeroboam in some detail."®

As I have suggested above, this study also demonstrates that Cross’s reconstruction of
4Q51 needs to be revisited and corrected. He chose an inferior method for estimating space
available in the scroll, and many of his readings are inaccurate. Fortunately, the high-resolution
digital photographs of the Dead Sea Scrolls which have been made available in the past few
years through the Leon Levy Digital Library make it possible to study the fragments in great
detail. We must take full advantage of this resource for 4Q51 and not rely on Cross’s
transcriptions and reconstructions.'”

Finally, on a methodological point, this study makes clear how intertwined the study of
the Septuagint and the study of the Dead Sea Scrolls are. If we are going to make arguments
about how the translator handled his Vorlage, we need as much information as possible about

what the Vorlage was, and sometimes the only way to obtain that information is through the

highly technical process of reconstructing biblical Scrolls.

1% See also the examples gathered by Barthélemy of additions in LXX Samuel which attempt to harmonize with the
narrative of Kings: 2 Sam 8:7 (cf. 1 Kings 14:25-26); 2 Sam 8:8 (cf. 1 Kgs 7:46); 2 Sam 14:27 (cf. 1 Kgs 15:2); 2
Sam 24:25. Barthélemy, “La qualité,” 15—17. It is of course possible that these additions did not come from the
translator but from his Vorlage (we might even say likely, given what this dissertation has demonstrated regarding
the translator’s commitment to the text of his Vorlage), but they remain suggestive of early knowledge of Kings.

139" Although a systematic correction of DJD XVII is outside the scope of the current study, I hope to undertake such
a project in the near future.
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Chapter 5

Conclusion

[. Summary of results

I have argued that LXX 1 Sam 1:6, 14:41, and 15:29 represent interpretation on the part
of the translator. In each verse, the translator perceived a problem in his Vorlage which he
attempted to solve with his translation. This aspect of the renderings—their creative problem-
solving—qualifies them as interpretations. It is not simply that they differ from the Vorlage, but
the reason for which they differ that identifies them as interpretive translations.

In 1 Sam 1:6, the perceived problem was an incomprehensible Vorlage. As is evident
from the rendering, the translator struggled with the semantics, morphology, and syntax of the
verse. He could have dealt with this difficulty in a number of ways, but the solution he chose was
to read and translate the verse in light of Gen 29:30-30:2. This choice was prompted in part by
other echoes of the Rachel and Leah narrative in his Vorlage, most importantly the statement in
v. 5 that Elkanah loved Hannah more than Peninnah. The translator did not draw on the explicit
narrative of Gen 29-30, however, but rather on the implied narrative that Yuwn closed Rachel’s
womb at the same time as he opened Leah’s. Genesis tells the story from Leah’s perspective, but
the translator imagines the story from Rachel’s perspective. Guided by this story, the translator
mentally manipulated the text of his Vorlage into something he was competent to translate,
thereby creating a Greek version very much at odds with the Hebrew. His interpretation of the
Hannah and Peninnah story as an inverted reflection of the Rachel and Leah story stands outside

the Jewish exegetical tradition which followed.
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In 1 Sam 14:41, the perceived problem was a missing element in the narrative: Saul asks
for an oracular display of ‘#rim or tummim, but the Vorlage never explicitly says that either
appeared. What the text does say is that Saul and Jonathan were indicated to be guilty (more
specifically, one of them was guilty, with the guilty individual still to be determined) while the
rest of the Israelites were exonerated. The translator saw that he could address the mismatch
between what Saul requested and what he received by rendering the consonants 0120 as if the
word were 0N (0016Tys) rather than 0N (aAnbewa): instead of asking for zirim or tummim as
two mutually exclusive answers to his question, Saul could ask for an oracular indication of his
or Jonathan’s guilt, to be given by “irim alone, and a declaration of the other Israelites’
innocence (their 6a16tns). The extant sources which depict or discuss the ‘irim watummim
suggest that the translator’s portrayal of the 7rim as functioning independently was in line with
the ancient Jewish understanding of this oracular medium. The translator clarified the new
meaning of the verse by choosing an unusual rendering of a particle and omitting a preposition.
These subtle choices are preserved only in LXX* and LXX", but they must represent the Old
Greek because the decision to use 6a10Ty¢—which appears across the manuscript tradition—
makes sense only in this context.

In 1 Sam 15:29, the translator was faced with several perceived problems. First, the
diachronic shifts in the semantics of n¥3 and its unusual use as a divine epithet in this verse may
have prevented him from understanding the term in context. Second, when compared to the

similar scene in 1 Kgs 11, the scene in 1 Sam 15 seems to be missing an element, namely a
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prophecy of the division of the monarchy.' The translator was able to solve both of these
problems by mentally transforming n3 into the niphal verb nxni. In so doing, however, he
creates a new problem of chronology, for obviously the monarchy has not yet been divided.? This
problem he solves by translating the gatal form with a future verb, diatpebnoetal, in keeping with
a pattern he has established of rendering gatal and wayyigtol forms in Samuel’s speeches to Saul
with future verbs. Further examples of the translators of Samuel and Kings creating and
harmonizing prophecies corroborates the conclusion that the rendering of 15:29 is intentional.
Cross’s reconstruction of 4Q51 for this passage, which seems to support an alternative Vorlage of
onwY N in 15:29, is rife with errors and requires re-evaluation.

With due caution, I would like to make the observation that the translator’s approach to
his Vorlage in these three examples shares much in common with reading strategies found in
aggadic midrash. Obviously the translator was working several centuries earlier and (likely)
several hundred miles from where the first aggadic midrash was written down, so I do not mean
to say that the translator had any sort of access to rabbinic literature (“rabbinic literature” itself of
course being an anachronism for the period of LXX Samuel). Nor do I wish to position rabbinic
Judaism as normative with Hellenistic Judaism as its poor and imitative relative. It would be
myopic, however, not to notice the similarities between midrash and what the translator has done
in our examples. Much of aggadic midrash is concerned with identifying and solving problems

(many of which, using the terminology of the dissertation, I would classify as perceived

' Broadly construed, the example of 15:29 is a combination of the previous two examples: in 1:6, the translator has

an incomprehensible Vorlage; in 14:41, he has an element missing in his narrative; in 15:29, he has both an

incomprehensible Vorlage and an element missing in his narrative.

> This problem, which exists only in the mental text of the translator, could also be considered a perceived problem

since a gatal form n¥N1 in this context could be understood as a prophetic perfect; see n46 on p. 218.
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problems), just as the translator does. Often these problems are addressed by recourse to another
biblical text, as the translator does in 1:6. Sometimes the issue is solved by the use of ‘al tigré,
suggesting an alternative pronunciation of the consonantal text which changes its meaning, as the
translator does in 14:41. At other times, when the problem is an insufficient correspondence
between two biblical texts, one will be used to fill the “gaps” of the other, as the translator does
in 15:29. While it is tempting to speak of shared Jewish exegetical strategies, or of the translator
distinguishing between (proto-) biblical texts and non-(proto-)biblical texts, there is inadequate
evidence at this time to make either claim. The very least that can be said is that these strategies

for reading and interpreting texts clearly did not originate with the rabbis.

The new interpretations I have offered of 1 Sam 1:6, 14:41, and 15:29 result from an
approach to LXX Samuel which departs from the conventional wisdom about this text.
Deviations from the Vorlage in LXX Samuel which lack a text-critical explanation are usually
thought to be errors on the part of the translator or of a later copyist.” This working theory is
based on observations of the translator’s technique and abilities: he takes a literal approach with
regard to the division of the Vorlage into individual words or components of words and the
sequence in which they are represented, and also with regard to consistency in the rendering of

lexemes (Barr’s modes of literalism #1 and #3);* and there are numerous examples of his

* See, e.g., Aejmelacus, “What Can We Know,” 78-85. There are of course exceptions to this general trend. For

example, the use of the historical present is recognized as the translator’s initiative and is considered neither
evidence of an alternative Vorlage nor the result of error.

* Barr, Typology of Literalism, [20]. Also see the discussion on pp. 18-22 in the Introduction. Barr describes the

first mode as “doubtless the aspect that has been most commonly identified as the essential differentiating
characteristic which divides between literal and free translations.” Barr, Typology of Literalism, [20]. The high
degree to which the translator is literal in this mode has likely been particularly responsible for scholars’ inability to
consider the possibility of creativity in LXX Samuel.
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struggles with Hebrew syntax, morphology, and vocabulary. Evidence of agreement with 4Q51
where LXX Samuel deviates from MT has further strengthened scholars’ confidence in their
assessment of the translator: he meant to represent his Vorlage accurately, and if he failed to do
so, the failure was caused by incompetence.

My approach, by contrast, has been not to assume that the Greek intends to mean the
same thing as the Hebrew Jorlage, even in cases where the Greek adequately represents the text
of the Vorlage. 1 have instead attempted to determine the meaning of the Greek as it stands. This
strategy has yielded unexpected results for 1:6 and 14:41, where it became clear that scholars
have not understood the sense of the translation.” In 15:29, the meaning of the Greek is fairly
straightforward, but the pattern of the translator rendering wayyiqtol and gatal verbs with future
verbs in Samuel’s speeches to Saul has gone unnoticed, preventing an accurate evaluation of the
translation of 15:29 as intentional. This lack of attention seems to stem from an assumption that
because the translator tended to give isomorphic renderings, he was incapable of creative
interaction with his Vorlage. While I have not assumed that the translator was giving an
interpretive rendering, either in these verses or elsewhere, I have also not assumed that he could
not do so. The value of this approach is that it has identified aspects of the translator’s technique
which other approaches have overlooked.

Based on the results of this more flexible approach to the study of LXX Samuel, I am
prepared to offer a re-characterization of the translator that expands and nuances previous

proposals. The translator of Samuel read coherent sense units, up to several sentences at a time,

> Note the exception of Lestienne and Grillet, Régnes, who give a similar translation of 14:41 to what I have

proposed. See n76 on p. 152.
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before producing a rendering. He chose an isomorphic translation style which reproduced
Hebrew word order and syntactical structures, but this translation style does not represent his
approach to reading Hebrew. He departed from this usual modus operandi when forced by an
obscure Vorlage; in these cases, such as 1 Sam 1:6, he rendered one word at a time. Even when
forced into a word-by-word translation method, however, he still strove to produce meaningful
Greek. When he noticed inconsistencies in the narrative of the Vorlage, his commitment to
providing his audience with a coherent text could drive him to deviate intentionally from both
the textual form and the sense of the Vorlage in order to address the inconsistency. His approach
to translation was not uniform, however. While I have identified three instances in which he
attempted to solve problems in the Vorlage with his rendering, he was in most cases content to
translate his Vorlage “as 1s.”

His knowledge of Hebrew vocabulary was similarly not uniform. On the one hand, he
seems not to have known the most common biblical meaning of nx3, and he appears to be
unaware of the alternative meaning of 1117.° On the other hand, he correctly renders o™1& with
ofidot (1 Sam 28:6 and presumably 14:41), as well as competently handling a wide range of other
technical terms. While these inconsistencies can be frustrating for textual critics attempting to
derive reliable retroversions from LXX Samuel, they serve as an important reminder that the
translator was human and thus not flawlessly systematic. Furthermore, as both Aejmelaeus and

Joosten have argued, the Septuagint translators did not begin their task with a fully developed

S Both terms are correctly rendered by other ancient translators. On 711, see p. 57 in Chapter Two. On N3, see pp.

213-217 in Chapter Four.
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theory or method of translation but rather dealt with their assignment in an ad hoc manner.” The
evidence from the dissertation supports this conclusion.

At the same time as the translator lacked a systematic approach to his project, however,
his renderings display sensitivity to narrative and sophisticated textual creativity: he could notice
problems in his narrative and find translational solutions to those problems—that is, solutions
which remain rooted in the textual form of the Vorlage. In each example I have discussed, the
translator thoroughly alters the meaning of the Vorlage with his rendering while also maintaining
a close relationship to the text of the Vorlage. Another way to describe this phenomenon is to say
that his mental text differs very little from the Vorlage despite the fact that his translation differs
substantially.

Furthermore, the translator could relate his narrative to others, such as the story of Rachel
and Leah and the scene between Ahijah and Jeroboam. This observation implies, first of all, that
he knew other biblical narratives: he appears to have had detailed familiarity with the passages
he draws on from Gen 29-30 and 1 Kgs 11. It also implies that he was thinking about other
narratives while he was working. Aejmelacus has argued that harmonizations are more likely to
be the work of copyists than of translators because “the range of vision of the translator at work

was very limited,”

but her conclusion is not supported by the evidence of the dissertation. One
could of course argue that the examples of narrative assimilation I have discussed are the work of

a copyist rather than of the translator, but there is no textual basis for this assertion; such an

argument would therefore be founded on an a priori conviction that translators were incapable of

7 Anneli Aejmelacus, “Translation Technique and the Intention of the Translator,” in On the Trail, 60—61; Joosten,

“Translating the Untranslatable,” 68—69.
Aejmelaeus, “What Can We Know,” 84.
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the “long-range” vision (to adopt Aejmelaeus’s metaphor) required for narrative assimilation.
Furthermore, to the extent that Samuel and Kings are similar kinds of narratives about similar
periods in the biblical history, the translator’s familiarity with Kings might also imply familiarity
with Samuel.” This suggestion contradicts Aejmelaeus’s theory that the translator had not studied
Samuel “in great detail” nor even necessarily had access to Samuel much prior to translating it."
The example of 14:41 further suggests that the translator may have had other, potentially non-
textual, sources in mind while he was working, such as prevalent conceptions of zirim
watummim, and that he was capable of taking these sources into account in his translation as
well.

Another characteristic feature of the translator of Samuel is that he can be both “literal”
and “free” at the same time. In the Introduction, I described him as textually literal but
semantically free, and this description has been borne out by the examples of translation
investigated in the previous chapters. I have already touched on this issue in my characterization
of the translator and do not mean to belabor the point, but I believe it is worth repeating that it is
inaccurate to describe the translator of Samuel as literal, as is so often done (frequently qualified,

1”11

as, for example, “among the most literal”""). He is literal in some aspects of his translation, but in

’  See the longer discussion of this issue on p. 274 in Chapter Four.

' Aejmelaeus, “When Did Samuel,” 265.

""" Aejmelaeus, “What Can We Know,” 83. In support of this assessment, she cites the intuitive description of
Thackeray, Grammar, 13, and the statistical analyses of translation technique in Soisalon-Soininen, Die Infinitive,
especially 171-72; Sollamo, Hebrew Semiprepositions, 280—89; and Emanuel Tov and Benjamin G. Wright,
“Computer-Assisted Study of the Criteria for Assessing the Literalness of Translation Units in the LXX,” Textus 12
(1985): 159-87. These kinds of approaches, however, are the ones most likely to overlook the interpretive
translations found in 1 Samuel. Intuitive descriptions such as Thackeray’s are impressionistic and lack the
meticulous attention to detail which is required to detect interpretive renderings that still give an adequate
representation of the text of the Vorlage. Statistical analyses of translation technique, meanwhile, reflect only the
translator’s tendencies to preserve Hebrew word order and to use stereotyped equivalents. Because the translator
maintains these practices even when engaging in interpretation, the quantitative translation-technical approach fails
to detect those interpretations.
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others he is quite free and flexible. In 1 Sam 1:6, 14:41, and 15:29, he thoroughly alters the
meaning of the verse in his translation. What is remarkable about this translator is that even when
making changes to the meaning of the Vorlage, he deviates so little from the textual form of the
Vorlage. In fact, it is this ability of the translator to change so much while simultaneously
changing so little that has led to the near-invisibility of his exegetical efforts to modern scholars.
Dramatic deviations from the Vorlage, such as are found in LXX Isaiah, for example, are easily
recognized, whereas the deviations in LXX Samuel lie hidden in plain sight, camouflaged by
their similarity to the text of the Vorlage.

These camouflaged interpretations in LXX Samuel undermine the interlinear paradigm
proposed by Pietersma, Wright, and Boyd-Taylor. Specifically, the theory of the Septuagint’s
linguistic dependence on its Vorlage does not hold up against the evidence presented here.
Pietersma et al. maintain that a linguistically dependent translation puts greater emphasis on
transmitting the form of the Vorlage than on transmitting meaning; in Brock’s formulation, it
aims to bring readers to the original.'> Thus according to the interlinear paradigm, while the
Greek of the Septuagint often makes sense, this is a fortunate by-product, as it were, of the
representation of the form of the Vorlage rather than being a goal of the translation.

The Septuagint translations of 1 Sam 1:6, 14:41, and 15:29 demonstrate, however, that
this analysis is inadequate. In each case, the translator has indeed attempted to represent the form
of the Vorlage, but this aim is secondary to producing meaning for his Greek-speaking audience.

That meaning has been given priority over fidelity to the textual form of the Vorlage can be seen

12" Sebastian P. Brock, “The Phenomenon of the Septuagint,” in The Witness of Tradition: Papers Read at the Joint
British-Dutch Old Testament Conference Held at Woudschoten, 1970, ed. Martinus Adrianus Beek (Leiden: Brill,
1972), 17.
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in the translations themselves: in each case, the translator departs (albeit in minor ways) from the
form of the Vorlage in order to create renderings which solve perceived problems in the Hebrew.
One could argue that his hand was forced in 1:6 (and perhaps also in 15:29) because of his
inability to comprehend the Vorlage, but in fact he was not without options. He could have
maintained a closer formal relationship with the Vorlage if he had been willing to produce
nonsensical Greek; he could also have chosen to transliterate, perhaps not the entire verse, but
the most troublesome words. Instead he deviated from the form of the Vorlage to the extent
necessary to produce a meaningful translation. He follows the same approach in 14:41 and 15:29,
allowing himself slight formal deviations from the Vorlage for the sake of a less problematic,
more coherent Greek text. Rather than bringing his readers to the original in these verses, the

translator distances them from each other.

II. Further implications and suggestions

In addition to the conclusions I have drawn from the evidence presented in chapters two,
three, and four, I would like to suggest two further implications of this research: one regarding
the mechanics of translation in the Septuagint, and one regarding the contemporary discipline of
Septuagint studies.

A possibility raised by the evidence of the dissertation, and which requires further

research, is that the translator may have been working from a limited Hebrew-Greek glossary.
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We have no direct evidence that the Septuagint translators used glossaries, nor even that such
documents existed.” Several observations, however, could be argued to point in this direction.
First, there is the inconsistent ability with which the translator of Samuel handles Hebrew
lexemes. As we have seen, the translator struggles with n¥1 while evincing no difficulty with
D™ IR, a far less common word. There are also numerous cases in which the translator
transliterated rather than translating;'* some of the transliterated words, such as 7p”, one would
expect a competent reader of Hebrew to know. At the same time, there are a substantial number
of technical terms which the translator renders accurately." This inconsistency could be
explained by the hypothesis that the translator had a glossary which listed primarily technical
Hebrew terms: these would a) likely be unfamiliar to a translator, and b) have to be rendered by
the “correct” Greek equivalent for the audience to be able to understand the translation. If the
translator were to use a different equivalent for R than one of the two options established in
the Pentateuch, his audience would have no way of knowing what his translation referred to. By
contrast, any number of Greek equivalents could adequately convey the sense of a routine word
such as 7751 (and indeed, the translator uses a wide range of equivalents for 7751, including
mopevopal, OlaTopelopal, ATEPYOMAL, OlEpyopal, Avaatpédw, amoTpéxw, delpo, TepimaTéw, and
xatadlwxw). A modern analogy to the kind of limited list I am suggesting is the “reader’s
lexicon,” which provides lexical identifications only of words which occur infrequently,

assuming that the reader will shoulder the burden of learning common words. "'

" Tov, “Impact of Septuagint Translation,” 191.

' See, e.g., 1 Sam 2:18; 5:4; 10:5; 14:25; 15:3, 8; 21:8; 23:14, 19.

15

See Table 10: Examples of technical terms from LXX Pentateuch in LXX Samuel on p. 145.

16

See, e.g., Douglas L. Busby, Terry A. Armstrong, and Cyril F. Carr, A Reader's Hebrew-English Lexicon of the
Old Testament (Grand Rapids: Zondervan, 2013).
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Second, although it has been suggested by Tov and others'’ that the Pentateuch served as
a kind of lexicon for the translators of later books, the mechanics of this proposed process have
never been worked out. As Barr notes regarding the plausibility of the process happening by
memory, “while it is possible that people knew the entire Hebrew text by heart, and possible also
that some knew the entire Greek Pentateuch by heart, to know them both by heart, in such a way
as to say, when faced with an unusual word in Hosea or Proverbs, ‘Oh, yes, that occurs near the
end of Numbers and is there rendered with the Greek word X’ is, in the absence of written
concordances, no easy task.”'® The use of the Pentateuch as a lexicon seems no more plausible if
we imagine it took place on parchment: given the cost of scrolls in antiquity, it is unlikely that
each translator had access to a copy of the entire Pentateuch in both Hebrew and Greek. Even if
it were possible for each translator to have had such access, it would have been highly
impractical to first scan through as many as five different scrolls in Hebrew to find an instance of
the lexeme one wanted to translate and then locate that same passage in a Greek scroll in order to
see which equivalent had been used. (If we imagine the translators knew the Hebrew text well
enough to remember that the lexeme they wanted occurred in, for example, the description of the

curtains on the tabernacle, they would still at the very least need to find that passage in the Greek

"7 In addition to Tov, “Impact of Septuagint Translation,” 183-94, see Henry St. John Thackeray, “The Greek
Translators of the Prophetical Books,” JT'S 4, no. 16 (1903): 583; Martin Flashar, “Exegetische Studien zum
Septuagintapsalter,” ZAW 32, no. 2 (1912): 83—-89; G. Gerleman, Studies in the Septuagint II: Chronicles (Gleerup:
Lund, 1946), 22-23; Seeligmann, Septuagint of Isaiah, 45-49; Peters Walters, The Text of the Septuagint: Its
Corruptions and Their Emendation (London: Cambridge University Press, 1973), 150-53; Leslie C. Allen, The
Greek Chronicles: The Relation of the Septuagint of I and II Chronicles to the Massoretic Text (Leiden: Brill, 1974);
Johann Lust, “The Vocabulary of LXX Ezekiel and Its Dependence upon the Pentateuch,” in Deuteronomy and the
Deuteronomic Literature: Festschrift C. H. W. Brekelmans, ed. Marc Vervenne and Johann Lust (Leuven: Peeters,
1997), 529-46.

'8 Barr, “Did the Greek Pentateuch,” 526; italics original.
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scroll without the aid of chapter or verse markings.) By contrast, a glossary of, say, a few dozen
terms could be inexpensively reproduced and would be efficient to use.

Finally, despite the lack of direct textual evidence of Hebrew-Greek glossaries in
Alexandria in the second century BCE, we do have analogous textual evidence. There are, for
example, numerous extant Greek-Latin glossaries, apparently intended for pedagogical
purposes," as well as glossaries of Greek dialectical words.”” Even more suggestive is the
Oxyrhynchus Glossary, likely produced in Alexandria between the first century BCE and the first
century CE.* This document, of which only a portion survives, contains Greek glosses for
numerous terms described as “Persian,” “Babylonian,” and “Chaldean.” It is unclear which
languages these descriptors indicate, and the terms themselves have apparently been transcribed
incorrectly, further complicating specific identifications of both the terms themselves and of the
languages from which they derive.”” Nevertheless, the Oxyrhynchus Glossary attests the
existence of semitic-Greek word lists for the place and rough time period of the translation of
Samuel.

Given these three factors—the high degree of inconsistency in the translator’s ability to
render Hebrew lexemes, the need for a plausible explanation of the mechanics of lexical transfer
from the Pentateuch, and the existence of a semitic-Greek glossary in Alexandria within perhaps

a century of the production of LXX Samuel—it is reasonable to consider the possibility that the

' See Henri Irénée Marrou, Histoire de I’éducation dan ’antiquité (Paris: Seuil, 1948); Robert E. Gaebels, “The
Greek Word-Lists to Vergil and Cicero,” BJRL 52, no. 2 (Spring 1970): 284-325; Johannes Kramer, Glossaria
bilinguia in papyris et membranis reperta (Bonn: R. Habelt, 1983).

0 Schironi, Alexandria to Babylon, 28-38.
' Schironi, Alexandria to Babylon.
2 See the full and careful discussion of these problems in Schironi, Alexandria to Babylon, 20-27.
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translator had access to a Hebrew-Greek word-list. The weakness in this hypothesis is that it is
impossible to falsify. The only textual evidence we have is the translation itself, and nearly any
lexical datum could potentially be explained by recourse to a limited glossary of the kind I am
proposing. (“You say the translator did not know Hebrew term a? Well, it was not in his glossary.
He did know term b? Well, that was in his glossary!”’) The theory therefore cannot and should not
be pushed too far. Nevertheless, it has substantial explanatory power and should be explored
further.

On a final note, the dissertation has engaged in two disciplines not usually practiced in
concert with Septuagint studies: the history of Jewish interpretation,” and the reconstruction of
biblical Dead Sea Scrolls. The investigation of Jewish interpretive sources demonstrated the
unique character of the translator’s depiction of Hannah and Peninnah in 1 Sam 1; it also yielded
insights into how the translator might have understood the ‘irim watummim, thus supporting the
argument that his choice of 6g16T%¢ to render ©'nn in 14:41 was intentional. The painstaking
technical work of pursuing alternative reconstructions of 4Q51, meanwhile, was necessary to
make the case that 15:29 is not a straightforward rendering of a variant Jorlage. One implication
of this study, therefore, is that Septuagint research needs to be multidisciplinary. While it may be
necessary at times to focus narrowly on one aspect of the Septuagint—in order, for example, to
establish the text and its Vorlage with as much confidence as possible—we must then build upon

those results rather than rest on them.

3 The history of Christian biblical interpretation has been integrated into Septuagint studies; see for example its use
in the Bible d’Alexandrie commentary series (described in Harl, “Translation Principles,” 194-96). Jewish biblical
interpretation, on the other hand, has largely been excluded from the scholarly discourse, except for periodic
comparisons between the Septuagint and the Targumim. Even here, though, the emphasis is on the two corpora as
translations, not as interpretations.
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